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Abstract

:

The purpose of this study is to provide a theoretical framework that demonstrates how psychological capital (PsyCap) can simultaneously mediate the effects of servant leadership (ServL) and authentic leadership (AuthL) on employee engagement in the workplace. This study examines whether AuthL better explains PsyCap and workplace engagement from the perspective of Generation Z (Gen Z) than ServL, although recent research shows that ServL and AuthL correlate well with Generations X and Y, respectively. In addition, there is limited research on the above aspects in the hospitality industry. These studies either have a very limited sample, contradictory results in their own context, or contradictory results in the same industry regarding the above relationships. This study will attempt to shed light on these contradictory findings. The researchers surveyed 393 members of Gen Z working in the hospitality business in one of Russia’s most popular destinations, Krasnodar. Data were analyzed using structural equation modeling, bootstrap analysis and descriptive statistics. Although both leadership styles have a positive impact on PsyCap and work engagement (WorkE) of Gen Z employees, AuthL has a greater impact on PsyCap and work engagement than ServL, according to the results. PsyCap was found to mediate the relationship between the two leadership styles and frontline Gen Z employees, and the study also found that it influenced overall Gen Z performance. The influence of PsyCap on the job engagement of Gen Z employees in the Russian hospitality industry is examined.
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1. Introduction


Generational diversity and employee engagement have become increasingly popular topics in academic organizational research over the past decade [1,2,3,4,5]. Compared to other segments of the global economy, tourism was been one of the fastest growing industries in international markets shortly after the severe pandemic. However, such rapid growth requires continuous human resource research in this sector to address emerging issues in the labor market [6]. One of the biggest challenges facing the industry is generational change and the inclusion of diverse populations in the active workforce, which is also true for the Russian hospitality industry. It is common knowledge that multiple generations share the same workplace in today’s workforce. The challenge has intensified with the growing number of Gen Z workers, as the different characteristics, values and expectations in these companies bring new challenges. It is important to note that the new generation (i.e., Gen Z) may not be as willing to pursue a long career in the hospitality industry due to long hours, low financial compensation, lack of career opportunities, and low motivation [2].



In addition, the COVID-19 pandemic has severely damaged confidence in the hospitality industry, causing many workers to migrate to other industries recently. For example, the Irish government forced the closure of restaurants, bars, and clubs, resulting in the immediate layoff of 140,000 people, 120,000 of whom were employed in the hospitality business. The results have been the same everywhere from Hong Kong to California [6]. According to Walsh (2017) [7], Generation Z will soon make up more than 20% of the workforce, representing a significant portion of the labor market. The entry of this generation into the workforce coincides with the retirement of baby boomers, which may lead to significant changes in the work culture and environment [8]. In addition, Park and Goursoy (2012) [9] argue that the level of engagement at work varies significantly between different groups of “generations”. For example, generational engagement in the hospitality industry could be related to issues of the employment relationship [10], e.g., social climate was more important to Generation X. At the same time, Generation Y was more motivated by career development and job content [11]. The time when Generation Z grew up coincided with the changes in social culture, technological development, and globalization [12,13]. All of these aspects have shaped the personality of this generation and may influence their attitudes towards their future professions. In fact, promotion, healthy working conditions, and loyalty are the most important motivations for Gen Z when choosing a career [2]. This generation is sensitive to the hypocrisy caused by the lack of transparency in politics [14].



Therefore, understanding the new generation of workers is an essential aspect for the sustainable development of the industry. Additionally, the leading role in this is played by the leaders who will work hand in hand with this generation. In this context, an effective leadership style is required to retain talented employees who can achieve good quality standards, leading to long-term competitiveness and sustainability. Therefore, AuthL and ServL can be promising leadership strategies for dealing with Generation Z employees. As modern Russia faces the problem of corruption [15], AuthL was developed as a leadership concept to respond to corruption and management scandals in companies. In addition, AuthL supports characteristics such as truthfulness and openness and has a positive impact on individual and team performance [16,17]. In addition, Russian Gen Z faced the effects of the collapse of the USSR, which was associated with a significant increase in the number of single parents (single mothers) and an increase in mortality among working-age men [18]. Gen Z thus lacks male support in the fathering role [14]. In this regard, ServL’s motives are to serve their employees by supporting and encouraging them [19] and letting them know that their performance is valued and relevant to both the business and their supervisors [20]. Thus, AuthL and ServL can meet the needs of Gen Z employees and help them do their jobs better, handle difficult situations, and develop their engagement [21]. In addition, the hotel industry can benefit from the two leadership styles ServL and AuthL because they are based on positive psychology [22]. First and foremost, front desk staff are the heart of any hotel and oversee every aspect of the service they provide to guests. These employees are the main sufferers; therefore, they must be stress-resistant and emotionally balanced. However, Generation Z employees are emotionally attuned to external factors due to socioeconomic change, globalization, and the technological age [1]. In practice, traditional stress models view physiological stress as a nonspecific response to external influences and define it as a general adaptation syndrome that occurs in response to the loss of resources [23]. Resource conservation theory (COR) states that depletion of resources leads to stress [24]. Seemiller and Grace (2017) [1] suggested that slack resources affect employee work engagement (WorkE).



Generation Z is the most emotionally unstable generation and, therefore, requires unique psychological approaches, e.g., values (or motivators) play an essential role in maintaining and acquiring resources that sustain mental and physical well-being [25]. Indeed, Gen Z psychological resources can be enhanced through psychological capital (PsyCap) [21] by creating an emotional connection between the leader and the organization. Moreover, a combination of PsyCap and work engagement structures has a significant impact on morale in the hospitality industry [26]. PsyCap influences individual job performance and organizational performance in different cultural settings: in the United States [10], in European countries [27], in China [21], and in Vietnam [28].



This study attempts to contribute to the literature on hospitality by filling several gaps.



First, our study follows the call of Hoch et al. (2018) [29] and Eva et al. (2019) [30] to expand the scope of ServL and AuthL leadership research and its positive impact on employees. More specifically, it seeks to analyze ServL in comparison to other types of leadership to determine whether ServL actually explains employee motivation and performance better than other types of leadership. In addition, the study supports Brownell’s [31] idea that ServL and AuthL are essential leadership styles in the hospitality industry outside of China (i.e., Russia). Thus, this study is one of the first studies to compare how ServL and AuthL influence the attitudes and actions of Gen Z employees in the hospitality industry. In addition, this is one of the first studies with Russian hospitality employees to examine the influence of ServL and AuthL.



Second, hospitality employees, especially Gen Z employees, need to improve their WorkE, provide personalized service, recover efficiently from service failures, and maintain positive customer relationships [32,33]. Both AuthL and ServL are essential in the hospitality industry [31,33]. Nevertheless, there seems to be no empirical research on whether the indirect effect of ServL on WorkE via PsyCap is greater than the indirect effect of ServL in the hospitality business.



Third, previous studies have shown that there are no clear theoretical explanations for direct/indirect influences at the individual level (see Table 1) [34], with relevant previous research using social exchange theory to explain the relationship between managers and employees [35].



Therefore, this work is expected to have meaningful implications for both managers and non-managers on how PsyCap can be activated through leadership style(s) and how career engagement of Gen Z employees can be managed through the use of COR at different levels [24].



Finally, while there are studies that demonstrate mediation relationships between ServL and AuthL leadership and employee/organizational performance, to our knowledge, only 12 studies were published between 2012 and 2022 (Table 1). More importantly, only six studies were conducted in hospitality organizations, with bank employees [36], college employees [38,43], and hotel employees [32,39,42]. Others, however, did not specify the sample [44,45] or used an SLR method [29,37,40,41], and those that used the imperial approach had a limited sample [36,42,45].



The other side of the coin shows the influence of both leadership styles, and the mediating influence of PsyCap presents contradictory results obtained in different regions or, conversely, in the same industry. For example, while much cited authors [32,46,47] point out in their different studies that ServL is prevalent and works better in Turkish, Iranian and Pakistani cultures, it is very interesting to note that the same authors point out long working hours, employee conflicts, organizational politics, low wages, work–family or family–work conflicts, etc., in the same locations with different time-offs for the same industries.



Interestingly, some authors believe that servant leadership actually leads to better outcomes than other leadership styles. The fundamental question here is how different types of workers, such as full-time, part-time, and frontline employees, can complain about a system in the same industry that is successfully led by servant leaders with high turnover, low compensation, incivility between supervisors and employees, high workloads, work–family conflict, organizational politics, and so on. Is it not a bit of an exaggeration to associate such a leadership style with such results? In other words: If leaders shape the organizational culture of a company, how can the shadow of the leader not match their effective performance in reality? Moreover, in the same context, other researchers have claimed that transformational leadership [48,49], paternalistic leadership [50,51], and AuthL are much more realistic leadership styles while ignoring the ServL style. These conflicting assessments may be due to the fact that the structure of the industry relies so heavily on rigid hierarchies, power distance relationships, inadequate working conditions, and a general lack of urgency to adapt to the changing technological and external environment. These findings compel us to go further and thoroughly review the research. Indeed, these anomalies with the same types of personnel, organizational structures, leadership styles, and cultures in the same organizations compel us to act further and confirm these inconsistencies. Supportively, the study by [30] points to the need for further research to determine if ServL is a stronger predictor of outcomes than other leadership styles.



In terms of PsyCap and work engagement, Selye [23] emphasized that physiological stress is a nonspecific response of the body to external influences and leads to an adaptation syndrome that occurs in response to external circumstances. Thus, the post-Soviet regime and its collapse in the countries (belonging to Sous) led to socioeconomic problems and fluctuations, which were reflected in all spheres of life of the population. Hobfoll et al. (2006) [25] pointed out that life circumstances such as a change in social status, a move to another place, a divorce, and a job change do not cause stress if they are not associated with an actual loss of resources. In addition, valuable resources are more difficult to obtain, so a person is more sensitive to the loss of resources [52]. The collapse of the union affected the organizations, the factories were closed, and the population was without work and livelihood. This conveyed new values to the next generation—the values of resources and stability. Resources are considered important indicators of a person’s well-being and quality of life [24], and their loss causes people a certain level of stress (COR) [25]. According to the idea of Luthans [21], psychological resources have the characteristics of development and improvement. In this context, a psychological mechanism of four objects such as hope, effectiveness, resilience, and optimism (HORE) has been developed, which is called psychological capital (PsyCap) [21] and characterized as an underlying psychological construct that positively influences the development of employees’ psychology through the development of human resources [53].



In addition, PsyCap has a particular individual positive impact on engagement, satisfaction, and performance [54,55]. Previous studies have confirmed that PsyCap has a positive influence on employee well-being [56] and organizational behavior [48]. Paek et al. [26] suggested that the combination of PsyCap and WorkE structures has a significant impact on employee morale in the hospitality industry. As employees’ PsyCap showed greater commitment to their work and higher effectiveness [57], they were more likely to feel in control of the situation [54]. For example, Datu and Valdez [26] pointed out the positive results of PsyCap in Gen Z students. More specifically, PsyCap not only optimizes academic engagement but also prevents aberrations such as dropout, absenteeism, and depression. In terms of the organization, PsyCap can impact employee productivity and performance at multiple levels [54] (e.g., at the individual/organizational level, on financial performance, and on manager-rated performance). This relationship is also applied in different cultural contexts, e.g., the United States [10], European countries [27], China [53], and Vietnam [28]. Based on the above, the following initial hypothesis was proposed:



Hypothesis 1. (H1).

PsyCap is favorably correlated with WorkE among Gen Z frontline workers.





In terms of the relationships between servant/authentic leadership and gen-Z frontline employees’ PsyCap and work engagement, tourism in the regions of Russia has acquired a special importance for the socioeconomic system of the country [58]. This is evidenced by a growing number of articles dealing with the hospitality industry and tourism in Russia [12,59]. However, the studies mainly analyze areas and problems related to the development of the hospitality and tourism market through cultural and economic opportunities [13,58,59]. Nevertheless, the literature on Russian leadership and its impact on the hospitality industry remains sparse [58]. This is true even for countries with cultural and social ties similar to those of Russia. After the consolidation of the USSR, due to the uniqueness of the national character, management in Russia differed from the norms in other countries [60]. The influence of the USSR regime became a problem for the formation of a new corporate and organizational culture [31,61]. Thus, the post-Soviet management system was formed in a relatively short time. The economic development of Russia marked a new trend in mentality and management style, namely the strengthening of the role of individualism [62]. Most employers, taking into account the peculiarities of Russian culture, began to promote democratic freedoms. However, Russian managers at higher levels of human resources management often lack flexibility and responsiveness to external factors [63]. As a result, the majority of representatives of modern management still adhere to the management characteristics of the USSR—rigid authoritarianism, individual decision-making (centralization of power), dualism, and the predominance of administrative management methods based on coercion and rigid subordination [64].



In the 21st century, however, authoritarian leadership can no longer be effective. Members of an organization are looking for more meaningful work and are no longer satisfied with leaders who view employees as tools for profit. Therefore, leadership style is critical to employee work engagement and mental and psychological well-being [65]. Therefore, leaders should review the nature of influence on an employee and consider the stressors and characteristics of the engagement process for the next generation. Kolin (2012) [66] predicted that the danger of the psychological “gap” between generations is natural, even though it is not yet fully understood by modern society. For this reason, a proper understanding of the aspects of employee stress and its relationship to other critical employee-related workplace characteristics is of paramount importance, as it can facilitate the improvement and optimization of human resource management, the reduction of employee turnover, and the increase in job satisfaction [67,68]. As psychologists Small and Worgan [69] explain in their monograph Meet your iBrain (People in the Internet Age), Generation Z has a completely different psychology and a different way of living and thinking than the previous generation. This generation is more sensitive to the loss of resources and maintains its psychological resources through “understanding” and “support” from the outside (mostly online) [69]. According to the theory of COR, the loss of resources leads to stress [25] and is an indicator of a person’s psychological and physical well-being [24]. Gen Z builds and maintains its resources from outside, so that a leader can become a good resource flow at work. For confirmation, social environment is crucial for Gen Z because they are adapted to team spirit [70]. Thus, AuthL is always willing to listen to its employees and give them feedback [16]. Similarly, ServL pays special attention to each employee and makes them feel important [71]. By responding to individual needs and demonstrating their experience, ServLs can gain the respect and trust of Gen Z employees and set an example to follow. According to the theory, a leader is focused on an exchange process in which the leader and the subordinate can freely communicate with each other [72,73]. This behavior can strengthen Gen Z employees’ hope for the future by giving them the necessary career guidance and increasing stability [74]. The main advantage of ServL is that it is a follower-oriented way of caring, which increases employees’ psychological safety and value [19]. This behavior can help increase employees’ self-efficacy and optimism for their future [71].



Several studies have shown that AuthL has been associated with PsyCap or with its aspects [70,75,76,77]. However, unlike AuthL, few studies have examined the collaboration between ServL and PsyCap [78,79]. Indeed, the effect of ServL on employee PsyCap should not be underestimated because there are significant features that maintain the predictive power of the relationship. By considering the individual needs of employees and demonstrating experience, ServLs can earn the respect and trust of employees and set an example to emulate. A ServL pays special attention to each employee and makes them feel that their contribution to the company is important [78]. This behavior helps to improve employees’ self-efficacy and optimism [71]. Consequently, there are four psychological factors, self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and stability, as the main constructs of PsyCap that positively influence employees’ feelings, desires, and emotions in various ways. All of these factors affect the employee’s mental resources and thus develop internal motivation, mental strength, and energy [19]. Both leadership styles have their own approaches to play on the strings of psychology; nevertheless, ServL focuses more on internal influence, while AuthL considers this influence more comprehensively, which helps to develop special attention to employees in an individual way [80]. Therefore, based on the above information, two further hypotheses can be suggested:



Hypothesis 2 (H2a).

AuthL has a positive effect on the PsyCap of Gen Z frontline employees.





Hypothesis 2 (H2b).

ServL has a positive effect on the PsyCap of Gen Z frontline employees.





Previous studies underlined that employees showed higher levels of WorkE when their needs and interests were better addressed by managers [30,81]. This proves a link between ServL and WorkE, as ServL has a strong position in promoting employee engagement by strengthening human resources [79]. Of particular note is the concern for increased psychological safety and employee value [82] through a follower-oriented leadership style [19]. AuthL as a leadership style focuses on the exchange process between leaders and subordinates through transparent relationships and feedback [72,73]. Such a relationship strengthens employees’ hope for the future by providing the necessary advice for career development [74]. In addition, Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, and May [83] have observed that AuthLs can enhance the ability to remain realistic, encouraging, and trustworthy. These characteristics of leaders increase participants’ engagement by developing their willpower and providing a positive path or direction through their comments, which leads to an increase in participants’ confidence and engagement.



Thus, based on the above, we hypothesized the following.



Hypothesis 3 (H3a).

Gen Z frontline employees’ PsyCap mediates the relationship between AuthL and their WorkE.





Hypothesis 3 (H3b).

Gen Z frontline employees’ PsyCap mediates the relationship between ServL and their WorkE.





For servant versus authentic leadership argumentation, numerous studies in the hospitality industry indicate a positive effect of AuthL and ServL leadership [17,65]. However, there are many overlaps between the descriptions of ServL and AuthL. First of all, AuthL and ServL leaders have some beneficial character traits [80,83]: transparency in communication and a focus on behavior that is consistent with their own ideals and principles [30,83,84]. In addition, both styles reflect high levels of emotional and intellectual self-awareness and a deep understanding of the importance of these factors to success at work [80]. Second, moral leaders with traits such as integrity, honesty, reliability, and humility are characteristic of ServL and AuthL leaders [30,85,86]. They make decisions and behave in ways that are consistent with their high moral standards rather than those of their colleagues or the organization as a whole. Wellman and Humphrey (2011) [87,88] argue that it is necessary to nurture followers and isolate them from other leaders in order to build a bond between leader and follower and provide leadership that is aligned with the organization (e.g., charismatic and transformational leadership). To give just one example: ServL leaders help their followers “become healthier, wiser, freer, and more independent” through their service and support [19]. Similarly, AuthL leaders are those who help their followers become more authentic “by increasing their self-awareness, self-regulation, and positive role modeling” [80]. Although there are many similarities between ServL and AuthL, both also have their own distinctive characteristics. ServL, unlike AuthL, emphasizes the importance of helping others as a central element of one’s beliefs. According to Hale and Fields [89], ServL places the organization (and the leader) much higher than the leader him/herself. Therefore, a willingness to put others before oneself is a hallmark of authentic integrity in ServL. Even more than AuthL, the idea of ServL encompasses a broader range of behaviors and attitudes. Unlike AuthLs, which are primarily concerned with the growth of their followers, ServLs emphasize commitments to the organization, its customers, the community at large, and all other groups with which the business interacts [90]. ServL characteristics include having a clear vision for the future, being innovative, and having a positive impact on their local community [39,71,84]. Our research suggests that AuthL and ServL are not the same, but share some parallels in their impact on businesses and individuals.



According to the characteristics of Russian Gen Z [14], AuthL could be considered an appropriate style, as the concepts are crucial in response to corporate corruption and leadership scandals [17]. The annual report of “Transparency International” states that Russia is one of the 50 most corrupt countries [15]. Corruption manifests itself in all areas, such as state organizations [91], medicine [92], and education [81]. Therefore, Russian Gen Z considers trust/truth as an essential relationship element in all spheres of life. Coupled with trust, they value the opportunity for independence and growth in the workplace [14]. Admittedly, AuthLs consider their co-workers as friends/siblings with whom they build trust and develop passionate relationships [16]. Such relationships increase self-awareness and self-regulatory behaviors and contribute to positive self-development [17]. As a counterbalance, ServL primarily focuses on fostering intrinsic motivation and assumes most of the responsibility. Thus, it represents one of the parents that Russian Gen Z lacks, or rather, it assumes the role of a parent in the workplace. In general, ServL builds relationships between employees and managers through support and caring [85]. In addition, ServL focuses on developing a system of values, conscience, and motivation [39]. However, these characteristics may not be sufficient to promote individual development/performance and engagement at work. Therefore, we believe that AuthL may have a stronger impact on Russian Gen Z behavior than ServL. Therefore, based on the cited literature, we developed the following hypotheses:



Hypothesis 4 (H4a).

Compared to ServL, AuthL has a greater positive effect on Gen Z frontline employees’ WorkE.





Hypothesis 4 (H4b).

Compared to ServL, AuthL has a greater positive effect on Gen Z frontline employees’ PsyCap.






2. Materials and Methods


Data were collected from Gen Z employees in the hotel industry (receptionists, waiters, waitresses, concierges, etc.). The most important parameter for the study was the age of the participants, as the study focused on Gen Z born between 1995 and 2015. Therefore, the sample consisted of individuals between the ages of 18 and 25 who had at least 6 months of work experience. Data collection was supported by the HR department of tourism organizations of Krasnodar city, Russian Federation. According to the department, about 1700 employees belonged to Gen Z at the time of the research. Therefore, a convenience sampling technique was used, as the population was not very clear. The city of Krasnodar is one of the leading tourist destinations in Russia, receiving almost one-third of the country’s tourist flow [93]. In order to avoid/reduce common method bias, the procedures suggested by Podsakoff et al. [94] were applied: (1) on the title page of each survey, the purpose of the survey was explained, indicating that there are no “right or wrong answers” in this questionnaire, that the information collected in the survey will remain confidential and will be used only for scientific purposes, and that participation in this study is voluntary; (2) the data collection was split in time, i.e., data were collected in two time periods with a delay of one month; (3) identification codes were used to ensure anonymity and consistency with the participant survey; (4) the survey was designed to collect different scale formats in the first and second sections, e.g., ServL and WorkE or AuthL and PsyCap. A total of 450 questionnaires were distributed. After the two distributed surveys, 393 questionnaires were returned, which corresponded to a response rate of 87.3%. For demographics, after the final review of the collected questionnaires, we obtained 393 valid questionnaires for further statistical analysis (Table 1).



Of the actual respondents, 142 (36.1%) were male and 251 (63.9%) were female. The age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 22 years old, i.e., 269 (68.4%) were between 18 and 20 years old, 120 (30.5%) were between 21 and 22 years old, 1 (3%) respondent was under 18 years old and 3 were over 22 years old. One of the most important criteria for respondents was having at least 6 months of experience in the hospitality and tourism industry. The statistics of the survey showed that the majority of the frontline respondents 147 (37.4%) had work experience from 7 months to 1 year, 124 (31.6%) of the respondents had work experience from 2 to 3 years, 118 (30%) had experience of less than 7 months, and 3 (1%) of the respondents had more than 3 years of experience. For instruments, ServL and AuthL were assessed using seven items adapted from Liden et al. [71] and Wong and Cummings [95]. In the questionnaire, employees were asked about the leadership approach and leadership behavior of their direct supervisor. A five-point scale was used: 5—“always” and 1—“never”. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9)” by Schaufeli et al. [96] was used to measure the WorkE of Gen Z employees. In the current study, a short version with nine items was used. Respondents had to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale (5 “always” and 1 “never”) how often they felt WorkE. The Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ) by Luthans et al. [21] was used to measure PsyCap. The questionnaire scale includes 24 items divided into four subscales (6 items each: hope, resilience, optimism, and efficiency). A Likert-5 scale was used for all dimensions (1 = “strongly disagree”, 5 = “strongly agree”). Age, gender, length of service, and marital status were used as control variables. Both surveys were created in English and then translated into Russian using the back-translation technique of Brislin [97]. In the ServL and AuthL scales, the word “leader” was replaced by “manager” in all items to reflect the specifics of Russian society. In addition, a pilot test was conducted with five hospitality employees to check the validity of the scales. Pilot findings did not pinpoint any need for further application of changes.




3. Results


3.1. Measurement Model


The SPSS 26 statistical program was used for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the five-factor measurement model. During the analyses, some items were discarded due to errors in measurement correlation. The decision to drop items was based on a suggestion by Anderson and Gerbing [98] (p. 64). Indeed, some items with low standardized loadings (0.50) were dropped from the PsyCap measures, particularly from the indicators of hope and resilience. Previous researchers faced the same problems; for example, Dawkins et al. [99] and Karatepe et al. [46] dropped some items from the PsyCap measure. Although this study excluded an item related to WorkE, a search of the literature on hospitality showed that several empirical studies during CFA excluded several items from the UWES-9 scale [100] because the items were strongly related [96]. The item that was dropped from this scale was “I feel happy when I work intensely”.



The results regarding the reliability measures showed that all loadings (>0.50) were significant; the average variance extracted by each latent variable (AVE) reached the threshold of 0.50. The composite reliability values were greater than 0.60, while the coefficient alphas were greater than 0.70. However, the AVE of PsyCap (Hope) was slightly lower than 0.50 at 0.44 and the convergent validity (CV) or internal consistency reliability was slightly higher than the cut-off point of 0.70 at 0.90; in short, the CV was confirmed [101].



For testing discriminant validity (DV), the criteria of Fornell and Larcker [101] were used. The AVE of each latent variable was more significant than the common variances between pairs of variables. It is important to note that the AVE of the PsyCap total score (0.58) was used for the DV analysis with significant 0.58 < 0.50 (CR 0.87 and α 0.90). Correlation, mean, and SD are shown in Table 2. Non-normality of the data was checked using the values of skewness and kurtosis, whose cutoff values were less than 3.00 and less than 8.00, respectively. For ServL, AuthL, PsyCap, and WorkE values, skewness (kurtosis) was −1.68 (2.31), −1.52 (2.09), −1.52 (3.94), and −1.52 (2.00), respectively. A non-normal distribution was not indicated (Kline, 2011).




3.2. Hypothesis Testing


To check the hypotheses, structural equations were simulated considering partial and complete mediation effects. In addition, to test the hypotheses, special models were designed, namely M1 for the effect of partial mediation of PsyCap of Gen Z frontline employees, the M2 model for the effect of complete mediation, and the M3 direct effect model, which corresponds to M1 but omits the path of PsyCap of managers. Table 3 (see below) shows the results of SEM, M1 in 57, ∆𝑑𝑓 = 2, p < 0.001; ∆χ2 (M3-M1) = 63, ∆𝑑𝑓= 2, p < 0.001. Figure 1 provides significant evidence of direct (0.29, p < 0.001) and indirect (0.3, p < 0.001) effects of AuthL on WorkE through the influence of PsyCap on Gen Z frontline employees. In addition, ServL shows significant effects across both direct (0.27, p < 0.01) and indirect (0.01, p < 0.01) relationships. Accordingly, the study results show that PsyCap has a partial relationship with both forms of leadership and WorkE. Moreover, these two forms of leadership showed the better result in positive comparison with M2 and M3 in terms of the presented data ∆x2 (M2-M1) = predicted WorkE and PsyCap, but the author achieved a better effect on WorkE (β = 0.29, p < 0.001) than the ServL (β = 0.27, p < 0.01), as well as on PsyCap (β = 0.35, p < 0.001). Thus, all of the hypotheses in the study were supported. Cheung and Lau (2012) [102] assessed the value of bootstrapping for studying indirect effects and thus encouraged us to conduct an additional analysis using Amos with 5000 original load samples to examine indirect effects in M1. As a result, a significant indirect effect of AuthL on WorkE was found by PsyCap (indirect = 0.14, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.084, 0.212], without null). The indirect effect of ServL on WorkE by PsyCap was also found to be significant (indirect = 0.08, p < 0.01, 95% CI = [0.044, 0.143], without null).





4. Discussion and Conclusion


The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of AuthL and ServL on work engagement through the mediating role of PsyCap and to compare this effect between these leadership styles in the context of Russian Gen Z frontline employees in the hotel industry. The following objectives were proposed for the study: (a) to determine the relationship between PsyCap and work engagement; (b) to determine the influence of AuthL and ServL on PsyCap; (c) to determine the role of PsyCap as a mediator in these relationships; and (d) to determine whether AuthL has a greater impact on PsyCap and work engagement of Gen Z employees. Data collected from Gen Z employees in the Russian hotel industry confirmed this premise. This study found that hospitality employees’ PsyCap positively influences their work engagement, which is consistent with previous research [26,103]. In general, human resource management cannot be considered complete without considering the importance of psychological resources, which are a critical tool for employee motivation, engagement, and performance [104]. Consequently, PsyCap, by stimulating personnel to restore resources, is one of the most important psychological processes with incompatible growth characteristics. In other words, it is like a never-ending pitcher of life-giving water. Moreover, the replenishment of employees’ resources has an impact on their working conditions. This impact is most evident when employees are faced with challenges. They do not despair under the strength of their connection to their leader, remain loyal, do not accept losses, and move forward with exuberant hope and optimism [105]. Surprisingly, Zen, Lukito, and Rivai [45] found that psychological capital did not buffer the relationship between employee involvement in work and a leadership style when they studied 97 contract employees of the Indonesian Financial and Development Regulatory Agency (BPKP). However, the current study found that ServL and AuthL have a positive impact on the PsyCap of Gen Z leaders in hospitality companies. According to some studies on the psychology and well-being of today’s youth [26,56,103]. According to the proposed structural equation model, the PsyCap of Gen Z employees mediates the link between AuthL and ServL. Both leadership styles generally have direct and indirect effects on employees’ WorkE, as well as indirect effects on employees’ WorkE via PsyCap.



In addition, our results showed that AuthL has a greater impact on PsyCap and work engagement of Gen Z employees than ServL. Soviet and post-Soviet governments sought to exert tight control over their workforces. This had an impact on the next generation, as Generation Y, born in the 1990s, had similar ideas, although they did not live under Soviet rule. This suggests that their views are not significantly different from those of their parents [58]. However, as a new generation of workers (Gen Z) enters the workforce, they are likely to have higher expectations of leaders, employees, and workplaces. Culture and leadership are inextricably linked [19] as they are reflected in the person, especially in the workplace. According to cross-cultural research, Russia has a masculinity type [106] with higher power distance and collectivism than other Western nations [107], which have long been dominated by communism [108]. AuthL, on the other hand, may be considered particularly appropriate due to its emphasis on interpersonal harmony and morality [109]. While AuthL is more effective in cultures with high levels of collectivism [107], it benefits less from a culture of power distance than ServL [110]. As a result, Russian culture is expected to have a mixed influence on leadership style, i.e., an element of greater collectivism may be beneficial to AuthL, while an aspect of high power distance is likely to preclude such an advantage. In addition to the cultural and socioeconomic lens, these results can also be explained by the leader’s mental growth. PsyCap has a distinct value and can be associated with motivators that affect a person’s spirituality and inner strength by combining four psychological traits (self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience) [105,111].



For theory, this multifaceted study contributes to the theoretical level in several ways. First, the study echoes the call by Hoch et al. [29] and Eva et al. [30] to expand the knowledge of ServL and AuthL. It also highlights the importance of understanding leadership at the demographic level [31]. Second, this study also makes an important contribution because it sheds light on an important issue, namely how a leader can influence the psychological resources of Gen Z employees. The findings of the study are supported by the theory of COR, which states that supporting and enhancing employees’ psychological resources can influence employees’ hope and trust in leaders and job commitment. A significant role in the relationship between Gen Z employees and AuthL/ServL can name a phenomenon in the hospitality industry. Third, AuthL was found to be more significant compared to ServL. According to the principles of COR theory, the development of AuthL attributes in an organization can lead to the growth of employees’ psychological resources such as PsyCap. In addition, improving employees’ vital psychological resources to motivate them and increase their well-being can give hope to employees; thus, they obtain the opportunity to show themselves by increasing their self-esteem. In addition, the current study confirms that PsyCap directly affects the WorkE of Gen Z employees, influences their work quality and organizational development, and reduces employee turnover.



For managerial practices, based on the results of the study, AuthL is a more favorable leadership style for Gen Z employees compared to ServL. Therefore, AuthL deserves special attention in Russian regions and countries with similar cultural characteristics, as it better improves WorkE and PsyCap of Gen Z employees. Hospitality managers should first start with themselves by understanding their psychological strengths and emotional triggers; understanding how their personality traits (such as sociability, need for recognition, tendency to judge, and need for excellence and control) influence their relationships with co-workers; knowing how ancestry, race, class, religion, and gender influence their views; and recognizing their feelings (frustration, vulnerability, joy, etc.) in “relaxed” and “stressful” moments of interaction with co-workers [110]. After understanding their strengths and the needs and desires of Gen Z employees, managers should develop and embody the skills they want to see in their employees. Similarly, development is an ongoing process in which managers and employees become self-aware and build open, transparent, trusting, and authentic relationships, some of which can be shaped and influenced through planned interventions such as training [110]. Regarding employees, managers can motivate Gen Z employees to perform at their best by empowering and supporting them or by giving them more promotions and recognition. In addition, based on the results, managers can influence Gen Z employees’ WorkE through PsyCap. For example, greater authenticity in interactions with employees is the best way for managers to improve emotion regulation and resource growth of their Gen Z employees because authenticity reduces work stress and increases work performance [16]. In addition, managers should try to improve their interactions with Gen Z employees by showing more credibility, such as asking for feedback, saying exactly what they mean, admitting mistakes when they are wrong, and making decisions based on their core beliefs [83]. Considering their needs [13], Russian hospitality companies should use AuthL rather than ServL leadership characteristics. Consequently, the Russian hospitality industry needs to reorganize its leadership structure and build an organizational culture that enables remote control and overcomes the negative consequences of a culture of great distance.



This study possesses limitations and provides suggestions for future studies. This study has some weaknesses, and to build on them, some advice for future researchers was given: In this study, the result of the influence of Gen Z PsyCap between leaders and WorkE has partial indirect effects, suggesting that there are other mediators that have a better influence. To address this issue, further research should investigate a mechanism based on leadership and its influence on WorkE, regardless of its composition. It is also necessary to point out the influence of culture on the study variables (PsyCap, WorkE) as one of the limitations of this study. The aspects of culture and leadership were addressed but not fully explored, as we considered leadership only from the perspective of the Russian Gen Z psychological model. However, the influence of PsyCap is closely related to the culture of a country and an organization. Therefore, we advise future researchers to consider the influence of culture and thus combine the present research model and develop a new research model that can be stronger and more valuable.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, N.S., G.A., E.O. and E.C.; methodology, H.A.; software, H.A.; validation, H.A. and E.O.; formal analysis, E.O.; resources, G.A., E.O and E.C.; data curation, H.A, N.S.; writing—original draft preparation, H.A.; writing—review and editing, E.O, G.A. and E.C.; visualization, G.A. and E.C.; supervision, H.A.; funding acquisition, E.O., G.A. and E.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Acknowledgments


Our special thanks to Furkan Arasli (School of Hospitality Management, Auburn University, USA) for his valuable ideas, technical support, overall efforts, and kind help.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Seemiller, C.; Grace, M. Generation Z: Educating and engaging the next generation of students. About Campus 2017, 3, 21–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Goh, E.; Lee, C. A workforce to be reckoned with: The emerging pivotal Generation Z hospitality workforce. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2018, 73, 20–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barhate, B.; Dirani, K.M. Career aspirations of generation Z: A systematic literature review. Eur. J. Train. Dev. 2021, 46, 139–157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saks, A.M. Caring human resources management and employee engagement. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 2022, 32, 100835. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tao, W.; Lee, Y.; Sun, R.; Li, J.Y.; He, M. Enhancing Employee Engagement via Leaders’ Motivational Language in times of crisis: Perspectives from the COVID-19 outbreak. Public Relat. Rev. 2022, 48, 102133. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baum, T.; Mooney, S.K.; Robinson, R.N.; Solnet, D. COVID-19’s impact on the hospitality workforce–new crisis or amplification of the norm? Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2020, 32, 2813–2829. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Walsh, B.; Volini, E. Rewriting the Rules for the Digital Age: 2017 Deloitte Global Human Capital Trends; Deloitte University Press: Westlake, FL, USA, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Solnet, D.; Baum, T.; Robinson, R.N.; Lockstone-Binney, L. What about the workers? Roles and skills for employees in hotels of the future. J. Vacat. Mark. 2016, 22, 212–226. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Park, J.; Gursoy, D. Generation effects on work engagement among US hotel employees. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2012, 31, 1195–1202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Demerath, P.; Lynch, J.; Davidson, M. Dimensions of psychological capital in a US suburb and high school: Identities for neoliberal times. Anthropol. Educ. Q. 2008, 39, 270–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lub, X.D.; Bal, P.M.; Blomme, R.J.; Schalk, R. One job, one deal…or not: Do generations respond differently to psychological contract fulfillment? Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2015, 27, 653–680. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ivanov, S.; Idzhylova, K.; Webster, C. Impacts of the entry of the Autonomous Republic of Crimea into the Russian Federation on its tourism industry: An exploratory study. Tour. Manag. 2016, 54, 162–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sheresheva, M.Y.; Polyanskaya, A.S. Development of hotel business in the regions of Russia. Financ. Credit 2016, 2, 674. [Google Scholar]

	



Snegovaya, M. Putin’s New Generation. Available online: https://cepa.org/cepa_files/2018-04-Putins_New_Generation.pdf (accessed on 18 April 2018).

	



International, T. Corruption Perceptions Index. Available online: https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2018 (accessed on 18 September 2018).

	



Walumbwa, F.O.; Mayer, D.M.; Wang, P.; Wang, H.; Workman, K.; Christensen, A.L. Linking ethical leadership to employee performance: The roles of leader-member exchange, self-efficacy, and organizational identification. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2011, 115, 204–213. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Avolio, B.J. Authentic leadership development. Posit. Organ. Scholarsh. 2003, 241, 258. [Google Scholar]

	



Perelli-Harris, B.; Gerber, T.P. Nonmarital childbearing in Russia: Second demographic transition or pattern of disadvantage? Demography 2011, 48, 317–342. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Greenleaf, R.K. Servant Leadership: A Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power and Greatness; Paulist Press: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1977. [Google Scholar]

	



Huertas-Valdivia, I.; Gallego-Burín, A.R.; Lloréns-Montes, F. Effects of different leadership styles on hospitality employees. Tour. Manag. 2019, 71, 402–420. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Avolio, B.J.; Avey, J.B.; Norman, S.M. Positive psychological capital: Measurement and relationship with performance and satisfaction. Pers. Psychol. 2007, 60, 541–572. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, N.; Zhou, M.; Dong, X.; Qu, J.; Gong, F.; Han, Y.; Zhang, L. Epidemiological and clinical characteristics of 99 cases of 2019 novel coronavirus pneumonia in Wuhan, China: A descriptive study. Lancet 2020, 395, 507–513. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Selye, G. At the Level of the Whole Organism; Nauka: Moscow, Russia, 1972. [Google Scholar]

	



Edgar, F.; Geare, A.; Saunders, D.; Beacker, M.; Faanunu, I. A transformative service research agenda: A study of workers’ well-being. Serv. Ind. J. 2017, 37, 84–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hobfoll, S.E.; Tracy, M.; Galea, S. The impact of resource loss and traumatic growth on probable PTSD and depression following terrorist attacks. J. Trauma. Stress 2006, 19, 867–878. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paek, S.; Schuckert, M.; Kim, T.T.; Lee, G. Why is hospitality employees’ psychological capital important? The effects of psychological capital on work engagement and employee morale. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2015, 50, 9–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brandt, T.; Gomes, J.; Boyanova, D. Personality and psychological capital as European countries. Finn. J. Bus. Econ. 2011, 3, 263–289. [Google Scholar]

	



Nguyen, T.D.; Nguyen, T.T. Psychological capital, quality of work life, and quality of life of marketers: Evidence from Vietnam. J. Macromark. 2012, 32, 87–95. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hoch, J.E.; Bommer, W.H.; Dulebohn, J.H.; Wu, D. Do ethical, authentic, and servant leadership explain variance above and beyond transformational leadership? A meta-analysis. J. Manag. 2018, 44, 501–529. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eva, N.; Robin, M.; Sendjaya, S.; van Dierendonck, D.; Liden, R.C. Servant leadership: A systematic review and call for future research. Leadersh. Q. 2019, 30, 111–132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brownell, J. Leadership in the Service of Hospitality. Cornell Hosp. Q. 2010, 51, 363–378. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaya, B.; Karatepe, O.M. Attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of work-life balance among hotel employees: The mediating role of psychological contract breach. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2020, 42, 199–209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Qiu, S.; Zhu, Z.; He, B. Fmask 4.0: Improved cloud and cloud shadow detection in Landsats 4–8 and Sentinel-2 imagery. Remote Sens. Environ. 2019, 231, 111205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, J.J.; Shin, E. The effect of authentic leadership and servant leadership on job engagement among hospital employees: Focusing on mediating effect of job crafting and moderated mediating effect of positive psychological capital. Korean J. Health Serv. Manag. 2020, 14, 29–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bagozzi, R.P. The self-regulation of attitudes, intentions, and behavior. Soc. Psychol. Q. 1992, 55, 178–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Salajegheh, S.; Mostafaii, M. Review on effect of leadership style of the (authentic and servant) on the employee empowerment of the National Bank of Kerman. Spec. J. Account. Econ. 2015, 1, 52–61. [Google Scholar]

	



Yasir, M.; Mohamad, N.A. Ethics and morality: Comparing ethical leadership with servant, authentic and transformational leadership styles. Int. Rev. Manag. Mark. 2016, 6, 310–316. [Google Scholar]

	



Kiersch, C.; Peters, J. Leadership from the Inside Out: Student Leadership Development within Authentic Leadership and Servant Leadership Frameworks. J. Leadersh. Educ. 2017, 16, 148–168. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ling, Q.; Liu, F.; Wu, X. Servant versus authentic leadership: Assessing effectiveness in China’s hospitality industry. Cornell Hosp. Q. 2017, 58, 53–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hunt, E.K. Humane orientation as a moral construct in ethical leadership theories: A comparative analysis of transformational, servant, and authentic leadership in the United States, Mexico, and China. Int. J. Leadersh. 2017, 5, 1. [Google Scholar]

	



Lemoine, G.J.; Hartnell, C.A.; Leroy, H. Taking stock of moral approaches to leadership: An integrative review of ethical, authentic, and servant leadership. Acad. Manag. Ann. 2019, 13, 148–187. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Singh, G.K.; Subramaniam, A.; Mohamed AS, B.; Mohamed, R.; Ibrahim, S. Role of authentic leadership, servant leadership and destructive leadership behaviour on employee engagement in Malaysian hospitality industry. Int. J. Acad. Res. Bus. Soc. Sci. 2020, 10, 113–125. [Google Scholar]

	



Abbas, A.; Saud, M.; Suhariadi, F.; Usman, I.; Ekowati, D. Positive leadership psychology: Authentic and servant leadership in higher education in Pakistan. Curr. Psychol. 2020, 41, 1–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cengiz Ucar, A.; Alpkan, L.; Elci, M. The Effect of Servant and Transformational Leadership Styles on Employee Creative Behavior: The Moderating Role of Authentic Leadership. Int. J. Organ. Leadersh. 2021, 10, 99–119. [Google Scholar]

	



Zen, M.R.; Lukito, H.; Rivai, H.A. The Influence of Authentic Leadership and Servant Leadership on Work Engagement through Psychological Capital. J. Mantik 2022, 6, 1809–1816. [Google Scholar]

	



Karatepe, O.M.; Aboramadan, M.; Dahleez, K.A. Does climate for creativity mediate the impact of servant leadership on management innovation and innovative behavior in the hotel industry? Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2020, 32, 2497–2517. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ozturk, A.; Karatepe, O.M.; Okumus, F. The effect of servant leadership on hotel employees’ behavioral consequences: Work engagement versus job satisfaction. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2021, 97, 102994. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yüzbaşioğlu, N.; Doğan, O. Relationship between paternalistic leadership and organizational commitment in hospitality industry: Case of Antalya, Turkey. Acad. J. Interdiscip. Stud. 2018, 7, 163. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tuna, M.; Ghazzawi, I.; Tuna, A.A.; Catir, O. Transformational leadership and organizational commitment: The case of Turkey’s hospitality industry. SAM Adv. Manag. J. 2011, 76, 10. [Google Scholar]

	



Yeşiltaş, M.; Gürlek, M.; Tuna, M.; Kanten, P.; Çeken, H. Paternalistic leadership and organizational identification: The mediating role of forgiveness climate. Int. J. Hosp. Tour. Adm. 2022, 23, 546–575. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ciftci, D.O.; Erkanli, H. Mediating Role of the Positive Psychological Capital on the Relation between the Authentic Leadership Style and Employees’ Work Engagement: An Applied Study on Hospitality Industry. Bus. Econ. Res. J. 2020, 11, 461–478. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rappaport, J. In praise of paradox: A social policy of empowerment over prevention. In A Quarter Century of Community Psychology; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 2002; pp. 121–145. [Google Scholar]

	



Luthans, F.; Avolio, B.J.; Walumbwa, F.O.; Li, W. The psychological capital of Chinese workers: Exploring the relationship with performance. Manag. Organ. Rev. 2005, 1, 249–271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Avey, J.B.; Reichard, R.J.; Luthans, F.; Mhatre, K.H. Meta-analysis of the impact of positive psychological capital on employee attitudes, behaviors, and performance. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 2011, 22, 127–152. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wiroko, E.P. The role of servant leadership and resilience in predicting work engagement. J. Resilient Econ. 2021, 1, 3821. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Datu, J.A.D.; Valdez, J.P.M. Psychological Capital Predicts Academic Engagement and Well-Being in Filipino High School Students. Asia-Pac. Educ. Res. 2015, 25, 399–405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yoo, J.J.; Arnold, T.J. Customer orientation, engagement, and developing positive emotional labor. Serv. Ind. J. 2014, 34, 1272–1288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gudkov, A.A.; Dudina, E.V. Main tax incentives for the domestic tourism industry in Russia. Econ. Bus. Law 2017, 7, 3. [Google Scholar]

	



Andrades, L.; Dimanche, F. Destination competitiveness in Russia: Tourism professionals’ skills and competencies. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2019, 31, 910–930. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Krysko, V.G. Ethnopsychology and Interethnic Relations: A Course of Lectures. Exam. 2002. Available online: https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjerbGvg9r6AhU7hlYBHRrCA9QQFnoECAsQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.rudn.ru%2Fsveden%2Ffiles%2FProgr_Psychology_of_Ethnic_Conflict_MLDsd00a_2022.pdf&usg=AOvVaw3Gtkuu7j6Pv_pmfJRCiKE7 (accessed on 18 September 2022).

	



Filin, S.A. The concept of a new innovation management culture and global management. Innovation 2006, 3, 20. [Google Scholar]

	



Badmaeva, S.; Timofeeva, E. The influence of the “Russian mentality” on the style of Russian management. Psychol. Sci. Educ. 2010, 5, 68–76. [Google Scholar]

	



Dedkova, E.G.; Gudkov, A.A.; Bykova, E.V. Directions and forms of state support for exporting enterprises in Russia. J. Int. Econ. Aff. 2018, 8, 271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alekseev, A.S.; Panteleev, S.S.; Golodaev, D.M.; Savina, A.O.; Kryzhevskaya, S.I.; Vasina, A.V. Features of the modern Russian management style. Sci. Methodical Electron. Mag. Concept 2016, 43, 180–184. [Google Scholar]

	



Araslı, H.; Arıcı, H.E. The art of retaining seasonal employees: Three industry-specific leadership styles. Serv. Ind. J. 2019, 39, 175–205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kolin, K.K. Sociology of youth and the problem of intellectual security in the information society: Understanding knowledge and skill. Open J. Soc. Sci. 2012, 3, 156–162. [Google Scholar]

	



Cavanaugh, M.A.; Boswell, W.R.; Roehling, M.V.; Boudreau, J.W. An empirical examination of self-reported work stress among U.S. managers. J. Appl. Psychol. 2000, 85, 65–74. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Richardson, A.; Storr, J. Patient safety: A literative review on the impact of nursing empowerment, leadership and collaboration. Int. Nurs. Rev. 2010, 57, 12–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Small, G.; Vorgan, G. Meet your iBrain. Sci. Am. Mind 2008, 19, 42–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Clapp-Smith, R.; Vogelgesang, G.R.; Avey, J.B. Authentic leadership and positive psychological capital: The mediating role of trust at the group level of analysis. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 2009, 15, 227–240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liden, R.C.; Wayne, S.J.; Zhao, H.; Henderson, D. Servant leadership: Development of a multidimensional measure and multi-level assessment. Leadersh. Q. 2008, 19, 161–177. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ozkan, M.; Solmaz, B. The changing face of the employees–generation Z and their perceptions of work (a study applied to university students). Procedia Econ. Financ. 2015, 26, 476–483. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Oh, J.; Cho, D.; Lim, D.H. Authentic leadership and work engagement: The mediating effect of practicing core values. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 2018, 39, 276–290. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zaabi, M.S.; Ahmad, K.Z.; Hossan, C. Authentic leadership, work engagement, and organizational citizenship behaviors in a petroleum company. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2016, 65, 811–830. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, H.; Sui, Y.; Luthans, F.; Wang, D.; Wu, Y. Impact of authentic leadership on performance: Role of followers’ positive psychological capital and relational processes. J. Organ. Behav. 2014, 35, 5–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jensen, S.M.; Luthans, F. Entrepreneurs as authentic leaders: Impact on employees’ attitudes. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 2006, 27, 646–666. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Woolley, L.; Caza, A.; Levy, L. Authentic Leadership and Follower Development. J. Leadersh. Organ. Stud. 2010, 18, 438–448. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, J.; Liden, R.C. Antecedents of team potency and team effectiveness: An examination of goal and process clarity and servant leadership. J. Appl. Psychol. 2011, 96, 851–862. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Sousa, M.J.C.; van Dierendonck, D. Servant leadership and engagement in a merge process under high uncertainty. J. Organ. Change Manag. 2014, 27, 877–899. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Avolio, B.J.; Gardner, W.L. Authentic leadership development: Getting to the root of positive forms of leadership. Leadersh. Q. 2005, 16, 315–338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harter, J.K.; Schmidt, F.L.; Hayes, T.L. Business-unit-level relationship between employee satisfaction, employee engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 2002, 87, 268. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aranzamendez, G.; James, D.; Toms, R. Finding antecedents of psychological safety: A step toward quality improvement. Nurs. Forum 2015, 50, 171–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Walumbwa, F.O.; Avolio, B.J.; Gardner, W.L.; Wernsing, T.S.; Peterson, S.J. Authentic leadership: Development and validation of a theory-based measure. J. Manag. 2008, 34, 89–126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sendjaya, S.; Sarros, J.C.; Santora, J.C. Defining and measuring servant leadership behaviour in organizations. J. Manag. Stud. 2008, 45, 402–424. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wu, L.-Z.; Tse, E.C.-Y.; Fu, P.; Kwan, H.K.; Liu, J. The Impact of Servant Leadership on Hotel Employees’ “Servant Behavior”. Cornell Hosp. Q. 2013, 54, 383–395. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dirks, K.T.; Ferrin, D.L. Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and implications for research and practice. J. Appl. Psychol. 2002, 87, 611. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Russell, R.F.; Stone, A.G. A review of servant leadership attributes: Developing a practical model. Leadersh. Organ. Dev. J. 2002, 23, 145–157. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Derue, D.S.; Nahrgang, J.D.; Wellman, N.E.; Humphrey, S.E. Trait and behavioral theories of leadership: An integration and meta-analytic test of their relative validity. Pers. Psychol. 2011, 64, 7–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hale, J.R.; Fields, D.L. Exploring servant leadership across cultures: A study of followers in Ghana and the USA. Leadership 2007, 3, 397–417. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ehrhart, M.G. Leadership and procedural justice climate as antecedents of unit-level organizational citizenship behavior. Pers. Psychol. 2004, 57, 61–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Peter, K.S.; Zelenska, T. The Price of the Hippocratic Oath: Determinants of Bribery in Russian Health Care; Georgia State University: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Denisova-Schmidt, E.; Leontyeva, E.; Prytula, Y. Corruption at Universities is a Common Disease in Russia and Ukraine; Harvard University: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2014. [Google Scholar]

	



Voskolovich, N.A. The Features of the Development of Rural Tourism in Russia. Economica 2020, 8, 88–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Sources of method bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2012, 63, 539–569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wong, C.A.; Cummings, G.G. The influence of authentic leadership behaviors on trust and work outcomes of health care staff. J. Leadersh. Stud. 2009, 3, 6–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; Salanova, M. The measurement of work engagement with a short questionnaire: A cross-national study. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 2006, 66, 701–716. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brislin, R.W. Back-translation for cross-cultural research. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 1970, 1, 185–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Anderson, J.C.; Gerbing, D.W. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. Psychol. Bull. 1988, 103, 411. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dawkins, S.; Martin, A.; Scott, J.; Sanderson, K. Advancing conceptualization and measurement of psychological capital as a collective construct. Hum. Relat. 2015, 68, 925–949. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Altinay, L.; Dai, Y.D.; Chang, J.; Lee, C.H.; Zhuang, W.L.; Liu, Y.C. How to facilitate hotel employees’ work engagement: The roles of leader-member exchange, role overload and job security. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2019, 31, 1525–1542. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics. J. Mark. Res. 1981, 18, 313. [Google Scholar]

	



Hayes, A.F.; Scharkow, M. The relative trustworthiness of inferential tests of the indirect effect in statistical mediation analysis: Does method really matter? Psychol. Sci. 2013, 24, 1918–1927. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



You, J.W. The relationship among college students’ psychological capital, learning empowerment, and engagement. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2016, 49, 17–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fredrickson, B.L. The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. Am. Psychol. 2001, 56, 218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhu, C.; Mu, R. Followers’ innovative behavior in organizations: The role of transformational leadership, psychological capital and knowledge sharing. Front. Bus. Res. China 2016, 10, 636. [Google Scholar]

	



Breines, I.; Connell, R.; Eide, I. Male Roles, Masculinities and Violence: A Culture of Peace Perspective; Unesco: Paris, France, 2000. [Google Scholar]

	



Panaccio, A.; Henderson, D.J.; Liden, R.C.; Wayne, S.J.; Cao, X. Toward an understanding of when and why servant leadership accounts for employee extra-role behaviors. J. Bus. Psychol. 2015, 30, 657–675. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sheresheva, M.Y. The Russian tourism and hospitality market: New challenges and destinations. Worldw. Hosp. Tour. Themes 2018, 10, 400–411. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khuziakhmetov, A.N.; Shafikova, G.R.; Kapranova, V.A. Conditions of Educational Environment for the Development of Teenagers’ Moral Relations. Int. J. Environ. Sci. Educ. 2015, 10, 515–521. [Google Scholar]

	



Avolio, B.J.; Gardner, W.L.; Walumbwa, F.O.; Luthans, F.; May, D.R. Unlocking the mask: A look at the process by which authentic leaders impact follower attitudes and behaviors. Leadersh. Q. 2004, 15, 801–823. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luthans, F.; Youssef, C.M. Human, Social, and Now Positive Psychological. Cap. Manag. Organ. Dyn. 2004, 33, 143–160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 14 13105 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Model of partial mediating effect (M1) of PsyCap. Notes: T1=Time 1 data collection, T2= Time 2 data collection. The path coefficients are standardized coefficients; ** p < 0.01. 
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Table 1. Summary of the Decade: "ServL" and "AuthL" Literature (2012–2022).
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	Source
	Country
	Journal
	Study Design
	Variables
	Theory
	Sample
	Results





	Salajegheh and Mostafaii (2015) [36]
	Kerman, Iran.
	Specialty Journal of Accounting and Economics
	Quantitative
	IV = ServL/AuthL

MV = Leadership Style

DV = Empowerment
	Leadership Theory
	Bank Employees (no = 175)
	ServL and AuthL have positive impact on employee empowerment



	Yasir and Mohamad (2016) [37]
	N/A
	International Review of Management and Marketing
	Systematic Literature Review (Sle)
	comparison of ethical leadership with servl, authl, and transformational leadership styles in the perspective of ethics and morality
	Leadership Theory
	N/A
	Servl, authl and transformational leaders do not specifically focus on ethical behavior, thus these leaders may or may not always be ethical depending upon their moral values.



	Kiersch and Peters (2017) [38]
	N/A
	Journal Of Leadership Education
	SLE (Multi-Disciplinary Approach)

Goal Is to Determine How Such Student Leaders Could Be Developed Within Higher Education Programs or Courses.
	servl and authl styles
	Leadership Theory
	Student and school staff (not specified)
	Leadership development programs addressed core through the use of experiential learning.



	Ling, Liu and Wu (2017) [39]
	China
	Cornell Hospitality Quarterly
	Quantitative
	iv = servl/authl

mv/dv = trust climate.

iv = organizational commitment, work engagement, and work performance
	Social Exchange Theory
	Employee–supervisor star-level hotels (no = 1132)
	Servl and authl have positive effects on group trust climate and employee work outcomes; however, the magnitudes and paths of their effects are distinct. in comparison with authl, servl has a more significant effect on trust climate and positive work attitudes.



	Hunt (2017) [40]
	United States, Mexico and China
	International Journal on Leadership
	Slr Approach

How Each of These Theories Are Received And Practiced In Response To The Leadership Behavior Of Humane Orientation Support The Use Of These Theories In All Three Countries’ Cultures.
	transformational leadership, servl and authl
	Leadership Theory
	N/A
	Servl and authl support the moral and ethical foundations existing in each.



	Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn and Wu (2018) [29]
	N/A
	Journal Of Management
	Meta-Analyses
	transformational leadership, authl, servl and ethical leadership
	Leadership Theory
	N/A
	High correlations between both authl and ethical leadership with transformational leadership coupled with their low amounts of incremental variance suggest that their utility is low unless they are being used to explore very specific outcomes. Servl showed more promise as a stand-alone leadership approach that is capable of helping leadership researchers and practitioners better explain a wide range of outcomes.



	Lemoine, Hartnell and Leroy (2019) [41]
	N/A
	Academy Of Management Annals
	Slr

To Reveals Connections With Moral Philosophy To Provide A Useful Framework To Better differentiate The Specific Moral Content
	ethical, authl and servl
	Leadership Theory
	N/A
	This integrative review clearly indicates that moral leadership behaviors positively impact a host of desirable organizationally relevant outcomes.



	Singh, Subramaniam, Mohamed, Mohamed and Ibrahim (2020) [42]
	Malaysia
	International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences
	Quantitative
	iv = servl, authl and destructive leadership

dv = employees engagement
	N/A
	hotel employees (no 100)
	Authl and servl have a significant and positive effect on employee engagement, and destructive leadership does not affect employee engagement (in comparison, servl has higher impact than authl).



	Kaya and Karatepe (2020) [32]
	Turkey
	International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management
	Quantitative
	iv = authl and servl,

me = work engagement

dv= adaptive performance and career satisfaction
	Attitude And Social Exchange Theories
	hotel customer-contact employees (no = 226); supervisors (no 29)
	Among others, the indirect impact of servl on career satisfaction and adaptive performance, through work engagement, is stronger than the indirect effect of authl.



	Abbas, Saud, Suhariadi, Usman and Ekowati (2020) [43]
	Pakistan
	Current Psychology
	Quantitative
	iv = servl and authl dv = commitment and performance mo = religiosity as external

locus of control
	Social Exchange Theory
	university employees (no 323)
	Authl is a significant predictor of commitment and performance, in contrast to the servl. Religiosity was found to be an external locus of control and moderator of the study that was significantly associated with leadership styles and commitment.



	Ucar, Alpkan and Elci (2021) [44]
	Turkey
	International Journal of Organizational Leadership
	Quantitative
	iv = servl and transformational leadership dv = creative behavior mo = authl
	Social Learning Theory, Theory of Planned Behavior, And Social Exchange Theory
	blue- and white-collar employees (convenience sampling) (no = 860)
	Servl and transformational leadership were positively related to employee creative behavior, and these effects increased if moderated by authl.



	Zen, Lukito and Rivai (2022) [45]
	Indonesia
	Jurnal Mantik
	Quantitative
	iv = authl and servl

me = psychological capital

dv = work engagement.
	N/A
	auditors of financial and development supervisory agency (no 97)
	Authl and servl positively affect psycap. Authl and psycap positively affect worke; however servl fails to influence worke. Psycap mediates relationship between servl and worke, but psycap does not mediate the relationship between authl and worke (authl effect has higher impact than servl).







Note: IV—Independent variable; DV—Dependent variable; ME—Mediator; MO—Moderator; and SLR—Systematic literature review.
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Table 2. Standard Deviations, Mean, and Correlations Between the Variables.
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	Variables
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4





	
	
Authentic Leadership





	3.85
	0.63
	(0.78)
	
	
	



	
	2.

	
Servant Leadership






	4.04
	0.84
	0.28 **
	(0.76)
	
	



	
	3.

	
Psychological Capital






	3.79
	0.52
	0.35 ***
	0.26 **
	(0.75)
	



	
	4.

	
Work Engagement






	3.80
	0.99
	0.28 **
	0.27 **
	0.32 ***
	(0.82)







Notes: N = 393; Parentheses show the Cronbach’s α coefficients; ** p < 0.01; and *** p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Results of SEM Analyses.
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	Model 1
	X 2
	df
	X 2 df
	RMSE
	GFI
	AGFI
	CFI





	M1
	1181.00
	318
	3.71
	0.054
	0.052
	0.92
	0.92



	M2
	1238.41
	320
	3.87
	0.068
	0.059
	0.91
	0.93



	M3
	1244.06
	320
	3.89
	0.077
	0.067
	0.92
	0.91







Notes: N = 393. Model of PsyCap mediating effects (partial = M1: full = M2); PsyCap and leadership styles’ direct effect (M3).
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