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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to understand the effect of employees' physical attractiveness in foodservice
companies on interpersonal relationship, job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior and the moderating
effect of gender and company types. Based on total 553 samples obtained from the empirical research, this
study reviewed reliability and the fitness of a research model and verified total 3 hypotheses using the Amos
program. The hypothesized relationships in the model were tested simultaneously by using a structural equation
model(SEM). The proposed model provided an adequate fit to the data, xz(df 179)=627.230, p<0.01, CMIN/
DF 3.504, RMR 0.228, GFI 0.903, AGFI 0.875, NFI 0.935, CFI 0.953, RMSEA 0.067. SEM resulted that
the employees' physical attractiveness(face attractiveness: 4=0.213; body attractiveness: $=0.111) showed a
significant effect on interpersonal relationship, and interpersonal relationship(5=0.375) had a significant effect
on job satisfaction. Also, job satisfaction($=0.756) had a significant effect on organizational citizenship behavior.
As a result of analyzing the moderating role, the effect of the employees' physical attractiveness in foodservice
companies on interpersonal relationship, job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior was moderated
by both of gender and company types. Limitations and future research directions are also discussed.

Key words: physical attractiveness, interpersonal relationship, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior,
foodservice company, employees.
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<Fig. 1> Summary of hypothesized relationships.
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<Table 1> Demographic characteristics of the samples

(N=553)
Characteristics N %

Gender Male 224 40.5

Female 329 59.5

Company Hotel 285 51.5

type Family restaurant 268 48.5

20~29 325 58.8

Age 30~39 162 293
(yrs)

40~ 66 11.9

~High school 56 10.1

Education College 296 53.5

level University 167 30.2

Graduate university 34 6.1

~1 122 22.1

Work 2~3 143 25.9

period 4~5 87 15.7

(yrs) 6~10 146 26.4

11~ 55 9.9

Part-time employee 124 22.4

Job Ordinary employee 353 63.8

status Deputy 52 9.4

Department manager 24 4.4

Total 553 100.0
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{Table 2> Exploratory factor analysis
Factor loading
Items
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

PA1 0.126 0.043 0.167 0.870 0.145

Face PA2 0.126 0.080 0.151 0.880 0.092

attractiveness PA3 0.105 0.184 0.142 0.854 0.073

PA4 0.088 0.191 0.139 0.856 0.037

PAS 0.081 0.095 0.894 0.130 0.026

Body PA6 0.130 0.117 0.885 0.167 0.013

attractiveness PA7 0.148 0.152 0.861 0.129 0.103

PAS 0.089 0.091 0.860 0.162 0.041

IR1 0.129 0.080 -0.017 0.107 0.874

i:;::l‘:)eiﬁ;al IR2 0.112 0.154 0.079 0.079 0.917

IR3 0.069 0.183 0.097 0.114 0.895

JS1 0.350 0.735 0.130 0.127 0.088

JS2 0.299 0.824 0.137 0.093 0.111

izzs faction JS3 0.244 0.798 0.138 0.052 0.213

Js4 0.353 0.717 0.122 0.206 0.090

JSS 0.248 0.794 0.059 0.163 0.094

OCBI1 0.840 0.211 0.122 0.137 0.039

Organizational OCB2 0.831 0.261 0.113 0.060 0.112

citizenship OCB3 0.797 0.351 0.091 0.061 0.047

behavior OCB4 0.787 0270 0.119 0.186 0.074

OCBS 0.713 0.335 0.099 0.096 0.191

Eigen value 8.123 2.923 2.275 1.981 1.246

Variance of % 38.680 13.919 10.831 9.434 5.931

Total Cumulative : 78.795%
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{Table 3> Confimmatory factor analysis and reliability analysis

Standardized
Items n. 12¢ C.R. p value Cronbach's « CCR AVE
estimate
PAI 0.941 fixed -
Face PA2 0.948 37.153 0.000%*
. 0.920 0.839 0.706
attractiveness ~ PA3 0.723 21.963 0.000%*
PA4 0.722 21.884 0.000%*
PAS 0.854 fixed -
Body PA6 0.909 27.367 0.000%*
. 0.922 0.802 0.743
attractiveness  PA7 0.877 26.163 0.000%*
PAS 0.806 26.614 0.000%*
IR1 0.795 fixed -
I 1
nterpersonal ——1p) 0951 25.405 0.000%** 0.907 0.851 0.776
relationship
IR3 0.890 24329 0.000%*
ISt 0.827 fixed -
182 0.847 22.691 0.000%*
Job
o 1S3 0.776 19.951 0.000%* 0.909 0.845 0.645
satisfaction
IS4 0.791 20.647 0.000%*
IS5 0.776 20.098 0.000%*
OCB1 0.793 fixed -
Organizational ~OCB2 0.862 22313 0.000%*
citizenship OCB3 0.835 21.474 0.000%* 0.914 0.903 0.668
behavior OCB4 0.788 19.972 0.000%*
OCB5 0.809 26.662 0.000%%*

77=553.151(p<0.001), df=174, CMIN/DF=3.179

RMR=0.079, GFI=0.913, AGFI=0.884, NFI=0.943,

CFI=0.960, RMSEA=0.063

Note : CCR = composite construct reliability ; AVE : average variance extracted.

*#%p<0.001
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{Table 4> Conelation analysis
1 3 4 5 M+SD
1. Face attractiveness 1.000 - - - 4.68+1.18
2. Body attractiveness 0.356**%*  1.000 - - - 4.42+1.48
3. Interpersonal relationship 0.241%**  0.154**%*  1.000 - - 4.56£1.10
4. Job satisfaction 0.348***  0.317*%*%*  0.335**  1.000 - 3.95+1.21
5. Organizational citizenship behavior — 0.312%**  (0.302**%*  0.667***  (.279%** 1.000 5.07+1.05

*** Pearson correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed)

GFI=0.913, AGFI=0.884, NFI=0.943, CFI=0.960,
RMSEA=0.063 522 ZAFE|o] H|wA] A12|g gt
&+ Aoew yeyith

3. Jid &S

7P A= 91 B e R e 7
24 & ARl om, 1AH4Q] e R
Zt 74 NERte] BRAAE B4 A3t 914
719 AR AAH i eq] A=t AE, o
ATA, A% wE=, 24 AWl FEe BF
O3 p<0.001) HH)el FAAAE Hole Ao
2 AR o] Aol 7P T ol dAE &
U SIUTKTable 4). L2fvt FHEA S &
af d7hazte] A & ¢ sloy A
Ae & o slons SR T2
og 7 HSE AAlskH

7
TR A A Hx ol BE A%
T AFE 1=627.230(p<0.001), df=179, CMIN/DF=
3.504, RMR=0.228, GFI=0.903, AGFI=0.875, NFI=
0.935, CFI=0.953, RMSEA=0.067 2 YEh} Hair 5

¢

{Table 5> Results of the structural equation model

(2006)°] AT AFe AT V|ES dAZ F
ZATE Aog ZAEG oM, FEAFE HE

T F Ale] A2l g
Rl A H(Hel dFE vl
A& Ao & Agstglet, T 89l 1o FEs)
| AE2AF7} 0.213(1=4.356, p<0.001) & LFER}
7MW lae A=Ak Tk /M 1be 92 71

R ERE R EL SR e )
2449 Q0] A6l Ayel DS vl

Ni

|= Zoz Ao, 7 o<l 3t #+3}
AZAG7F 0.111(:=2.292, p<0.05)Z YERL 71
A 1b%E AHE YL ©]+= Rosenthal & Jacobson
(1968), Synnott(1993), $1743](2007) 52 Aol
A AR wE == Bl QIZHAA |

)

Hypothesized relationship Estimate Stand.ardized C.R. p value Result

estimate
H1" Face attractiveness—Interpersonal relationship 0.231 0.213 4356 0.000%**  accepted
HI1" Body attractiveness—Interpersonal relationship 0.080 0.111 2292 0.022* accepted
H2 Interpersonal relationship—Job satisfaction 0.341 0.375 8.080 0.000*%*#*  accepted
H3 Job satisfaction—Organizational citizenship behavior 0.682 0.756 15.818 0.000***  accepted

72=627.230(p<0.001), df=179, CMIN/DF=3.504
RMR=0.228, GFI=0.903, AGFI=0.875, NFI=0.935, CFI=0.953, RMSEA=0.067

£p<0.05, ***p<0.001
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Face
attractiveness /.

Interpersonal
relationship

Body
attractiveness

Job
satisfaction

citizenship
behavior

standardized estimate in parentheses *p<.05  **+p< 0001

<Fig. 2> Final model.
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{Table 7> Moderating effect of company types: hotel employees group versus family restaurant employees group

Hotel Family restaurant ) )
Unconstrained Constrained 5
employees group employees group . . Ax0
3 | 2 | model chi-square  model chi-square
t-value t-value

H1* 0.392 5.392%** 0.116 1.742 1 35=1169.156 1 660=1205.840  36.648%++
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