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Abstract

In recent decades, interest has grown in understanding the mechanisms
of service recovery performance (SRP) in the hospitality industry. This
study introduces an interactive perspective incorporating both extrinsic
and intrinsic factors, investigating the roles of inclusive leadership and
job autonomy on employee self-efficacy, with self-efficacy mediating
their relationships with SRP. Surface acting is proposed as a negative
moderator. A sample of 83 supervisors and 350 frontline employees
from 8 Chinese hotels completed questionnaires. Data analysis was
conducted using PLS-SEM in Smart PLS 4 and regression analysis in SPSS
25. Results show that inclusive leadership and job autonomy contribute
to strong self-efficacy and enhanced SRP. Surface acting moderates the
relationship between inclusive leadership and self-efficacy but not
between job autonomy and self-efficacy. This cross-sectional survey
offers practical implications for hospitality managers, providing
guidance on fostering environments that promote self-efficacy and
enhance SRP. Limitations include reliance on self-reported measures
and a cross-sectional design. Future research could explore other
moderators and mediators, different industries, and use longitudinal or
experimental designs to establish causality.

Keywords: Inclusive leadership, job autonomy, self-efficacy, service
recovery performance (SRP), surface acting, hospitality industry.

1. Introduction

Quality of service has long been suggested to be a critical source
of competitive advantage in hospitality industry as it has
significant influence on business outcomes (Cronin & Taylor,
1992; Gruen, Summers & Acito, 2000; Priporas, Stylos,
Vedanthachari & Santiwatana, 2017). However, through the
daily face-to-face service delivery, service failures which fail to
satisfy customers’ expectations are inevitable in this industry
(Babakus, Yavas, Karatepe & Avci, 2003; Luo, Guchait, Lee &

Resumo

Nas Ultimas décadas, cresceu o interesse em compreender os
mecanismos do desempenho da recuperagdo de servico (DRS) na
industria hoteleira. Este estudo introduz uma perspectiva interativa que
incorpora fatores extrinsecos e intrinsecos, investigando a influéncia da
lideranga inclusiva e da autonomia no trabalho na autoeficacia dos
funcionarios, sendo que a autoeficacia medeia a suas relagdes com o DRS.
A atuagdo superficial é proposta como um moderador negativo.
Questiondrios foram aplicados a uma amostra de 83 supervisores e 350
funcionarios de front office de 8 hotéis chineses. As metodologias de
analise baseiam-se no PLS-SEM e andlise de regressdo. Os resultados
mostram que a lideranga inclusiva e a autonomia no trabalho contribuem
para uma autoeficacia forte e um DRS aprimorado. A atuagdo superficial
modera a relagdo entre a lideranga inclusiva e a autoeficicia, mas ndo
entre a autonomia no trabalho e a autoeficdcia. Esta pesquisa transversal
oferece implicagdes praticas para os gestores hoteleiros, fornecendo
orientagBes para promover ambientes que estimulem a autoeficacia e
aprimorem o DRS. As limitagBes incluem a dependéncia de medidas
autorrelatadas e um design transversal. Pesquisas futuras podem explorar
outros moderadores e mediadores, diferentes setores industriais e utilizar
designs longitudinais ou experimentais para estabelecer causalidade.

Palavras-chave: Lideranga inclusiva, autonomia no trabalho,

autoeficdcia, DRS, atuagdo superficial, industria hoteleira.

Madera, 2019). Therefore being able to provide successful
service recovery is the key to survive from competitive market.
In fact, service recovery performance (SRP) has long been
emphasized by large amounts of scholars, and demonstrated to
relate to multiple positive outcomes in workplace (Chou, 2015;
Daskin & Kasim, 2016; Ha & Jang, 2009; Jung & Seock, 2017;
Liao, 2007; Liat, Mansori, Chuan & Imrie, 2017; Lin, McCain &
Lolli, 2016; Lin, 2010). Given the critical contributions to
business success, prior research has identified that employees’
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engagement of SRP could be motivated by multiple factors,
including intrinsic (individual characteristics, such as self-
efficacy and emotional exhaustion; Choi, Kim, Lee & Lee, 2014;
Guchait, 2017; Guchait, Pagsamehmetoglu & Dawson, 2014;
Wang, Guchait, Khoa, Pasamehmetoglu & Wen, 2022), and
extrinsic factors (such as leadership, organizational resources;
Boshoff & Allen, 2000; Guchait, 2017; Guchait, Abbott, Lee,
Back & Manoharan, 2019).

However, majority of prior studies focus either on intrinsic
factors while ignoring the influence of extrinsic factors
(Karatepe & Karadas, 2012; Karatepe & Tekinkus, 2006; Zapata-
Phelan, Colquitt, Scott & Livingston, 2009), or on extrinsic
factors while ignoring the influence of intrinsic factors (Dysvik
& Kuvaas, 2011; Yavas, Karatepe, Avci & Tekinkus, 2003). In fact,
theory and research suggest that both intrinsic and extrinsic
factors coexist in workplace (Amabile, 1993; Gong, Wu, Song &
Zhang, 2017; Moneta, & Spada, 2009 ) and hence, there is a
growing interest these years which calls for research focus on
more specific and comprehensive predictors to examine the
triggering mechanism (Guchait, 2017), such as involving both
intrinsic and extrinsic factors simultaneously.

According to resource ecology perspective of COR theory
(Hobfoll, 2011, 2012), organizations can be considered as a
resource bank and can also strategically design the salience of
resources to shape or promote expected employee outcomes.
Using the lens of resource ecology, we address a
comprehensive triggering mechanism for engagement of SRP,
in which we shape employees’ engagement in SRP by offering
designed extrinsic and intrinsic factors. Firstly, given the
significant importance of leadership style and job
characteristics in workplace context (Babakus et al.,, 2003;
Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Guchait et al., 2014;
Khorakian et al., 2021; Rahimizhian & Irani, 2021; Yilmaz &
Konaklioglu, 2022), we proposed both selected inclusive
leadership and job autonomy to be the extrinsic factors to

develop potential resource ecology.

Secondly, we further explored the moderating role of surface
acting as the intrinsic factor within the designed resource
ecology (Hobfoll, 2011, 2012). In fact, emotional expression
matters where with a strong focus on daily face-to-face service
delivery in hospitality industry (del Rio-Lanza, Vazquez-Casielles
& Diaz-Martin, 2009; Luo et al.,, 2019; Wang & Xie, 2020).
According to emotional labor theory (Lee & Madera, 2019), in
order to fit for expectations of their work environment,
individuals may apply emotional labor strategies — surface
acting (individuals must hide or fake felt emotions) and deep
acting (experience the desired emotions) - to manage emotion
expressions and regulate how they feel (Brotheridge & Lee,
2002; Hochschild, 1983). Prior theoretical and empirical
evidence shows that emotional labor strategies are closely
linked to divergent outcomes in workplace, particularly
regarding to employees’ psychological well-being (Grandey,
2003; Grandey & Sayre, 2019; Judge, Woolf & Hurst, 2009; Lee
& Madera, 2019). It’s reasonable to propose that whether both

inclusive leadership and job autonomy could successfully
trigger great self-efficacy and afterward enhance engagement
of SRP depends on how employees regulate their emotion
expression. Additionally, some empirical evidences show that
compared with deep acting, the impacts of surface acting are
more consistent (Brotheridge & Lee, 2003; Goodwin, Groth &
Frenkel, 2011; Judge et al., 2009; Luo et al., 2019; Totterdell &
Holman, 2003). Taken these together, we propose surface
acting plays the role to moderate the relationships mentioned
previously in this study.

Overall, the current study aims to fill those aforementioned
gaps and contribute to the hospitality literature in several ways.
Firstly, as mentioned previously, studies on engagement of SRP
have long focused on singular antecedents (extrinsic or
intrinsic). The current study fills this gap and provide a
comprehensive perspective by empirically integrating both
extrinsic (inclusive leadership and job autonomy) and intrinsic
(surface acting) factors together to explore SRP engagement in
hospitality environment. Secondly, different from recent
research based on traditional COR theory, we highlight a new
perspective of resource ecology in literature of the COR theory
(Hobfoll, 2011), through proposing a potentially practical
resource ecology that may promote employees’ engagement in
SRP, which may shed light to the future research to take an
active role to offer necessary resources in workplace to achieve
the goal. Thirdly, as our investigation proposing self-efficacy as
the mediating mechanism to explore SRP engagement, we
involve emotional labors (surface acting) as the boundary
condition, which we consider to add to the literature on self-
efficacy and its boundary conditions.

2. Theoretical background and hypothesis

Resource ecology perspective (Hobfoll, 2011, 2012) of COR
theory shed light to develop the conceptual framework in this
study. Hobfoll (2011) addressed that organizations can
strategically arrange the salient factors for expected outcomes
by building resource ecology in workplace, where employees
gain psychological resources (Colbert, 2004; Hobfoll, 2011,
2012; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu & Westman, 2018). In line
with this logic, we answered the call by proposing a potential
resource ecology for engagement of SRP, which involve the
salience of designed extrinsic (leadership and job characteristic)
To better
understand the proposed hypothesis framework, we developed
a conceptual model.

and intrinsic (individual differences) factors.

2.1 The
recovery performance

relationship between self-efficacy and service

Service recovery performance, as mentioned previously, refers
to employees’ ability and actions taken after service failures to
meet what customers expect for (Choi & La, 2013; Miller,
Craighead & Karwan, 2000; Van Vaerenbergh & Orsingher,
2016). Given the highlights of service on inseparability of
consumption and production and coproduction, service failures
to satisfy customers and meet their expectations are inevitable,
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which makes SRP very important (Babakus et al., 2003; Luo et
al., 2019; Yoo, Shin & Yang, 2006).

According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2010),
individuals who are with great self-efficacy may strongly believe
that they are capable to complete tasks, conduct better
performance, as well as be influential on what they are
experiencing (Bandura, 2013). Large number of research has
been conducted to identified outcomes of self-efficacy,
including better work-related performance, higher levels of job
satisfaction, and lower motivation for leaving the position
(Federici & Skaalvik, 2012; Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott & Rich,
2007). Therefore, we expected employees with great self-
efficacy are likely to believe they are capable to handle service
failure, as well as recover customers’ negative feeling. Thus, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H1: Self-efficacy is positively related to engagement of SRP.

2.2 The mediating role of self-efficacy between antecedents
and SRP

As mentioned above, both extrinsic and intrinsic factors are
recognized as antecedents of SRP. In this section, we propose
both inclusive leadership and job autonomy working as extrinsic
factors to promote engagement of SRP via self-efficacy.

2.2.1 Inclusive leadership, Job autonomy and self-efficacy

Inclusive leadership captures leader behaviors that ensure
members perceive that they both belong and are valued for
their which may enhance the employees’
perceptions of inclusion (Randel et al., 2018). A handful of

uniqueness,

studies have demonstrated that inclusive leadership positively
related to multiple positive outcomes in workplace (Fang, Chen,
Wang & Chen, 2019; Jia, Jiao & Han, 2021; Randel et al., 2018).
We propose in this study that inclusive leadership may trigger
employees’ development of self-efficacy in workplace.

According to Wang and colleagues (2022), self-efficacy is
suggested as a salient self-belief that may likely be motivated
by contextual cues in workplace. Social persuasion is regarded
as one of the four potential sources of self-efficacy (the other
three sources are mastery experience, vicarious modelling, and
emotional state; Wang et al.,, 2022), which is regarded as
environmental force that enhance ones’ motivation to spent
more effort. Specifically, inclusive leader behaviors provide
cues to employees and likely make them perceive being valued,
and available with supports and resources. Thus, employees
more likely to develop strong self-belief about their capability
and influence, and be motivated to work harder, spend more
efforts, as well as not afraid of difficulties (Bandura, 1977,
1997). In fact, this line of reasoning is consistent with research
indicating the perception of inclusive leadership may enhance
employees’ psychological empowerment (Randel et al., 2018),
as well as perceptions of competence and control (Boudrias,
Morin & Laloie, 2014). Therefore, we propose inclusive
leadership is positively related to employee self-efficacy.

H2a: Inclusive leadership is positively related to employee self-
efficacy.

Meanwhile, we also expect job autonomy contributes to the
development of self-efficacy. Job autonomy refers to the extent
to which a job offers employee latitude, independence, and
freedom to arrange work schedule, select related skills and
techniques, as well as make job-related decisions in workplace
(Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2011; Humphrey, Nahrgang & Morgeson,
2007). Job autonomy, considered as one of the most important
job characteristics, has been linked to multiple positive work-
related outcomes because its effectively offer a safe and
supportive context (Parker, Axtell & Turner, 2001). In line with
logic between social persuasion and self-efficacy mentioned
above, and given the crucial importance of job autonomy in
workplace context, we argue that job autonomy may trigger the
development of employee self-efficacy. Therefore, we propose
that both inclusive leadership and job autonomy may enhance
the development of self-efficacy, and we propose the following:

H2b: Job autonomy is positively related to employee self-
efficacy.

2.2.2 The mediating role of self-efficacy

In current study we further propose that self-efficacy mediate the
relationships between 1) inclusive leadership and engagement of
SRP; 2) job autonomy and engagement of SRP. Indeed, the
relationship between inclusive leadership and engagement of
SRP via self-efficacy has been indicated by scholars. As mentioned
previously, when surrounded by inclusive and supportive
workplace via inclusive leaders’ availability and resources to
make job-related decisions, employees are more likely to
perceive cues of being valued, available with supports and
resources (Randels et al., 2018). Further, employees are more
likely to feel safe and confidence to complete their performance
and have more influence on ones’ own job performance, and
then are more motivated to engage in SRP. Given the relationship
discussed above, we proposed that inclusive leadership may
trigger the development of self-efficacy, and then enhance the
engagement of SRP.

H3a: The positive relationship between inclusive leadership and
SRP is mediated by employee self-efficacy.

In addition, research on both job autonomy and SRP has shown
the potential positive relationship between job autonomy and
engagement in SRP via self-efficacy (Fiernaningsih, Herijanto &
Maskur, 2021; Wang & Netemeyer, 2002; Zakeri & Shahtalebi,
2014). Specifically, job autonomy may offer more opportunities for
employees to make decisions and take charge, moreover provide
employees a sense of confidence to complete their performance
and influence ones’ own job-related outcomes (Fiernaningsih et al.,
2021). Further, we expected that when strong belief about ones’
capability and potential influence has been made, employees may
feel psychological motivated to engage in more efforts to meet
their role expectations, perform better, and persevere longer when
face difficulties (Bandura, 1977, 1997). Given the discussed
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relationship between self-efficacy and engagement of SRP, we also
proposed that job autonomy may trigger the development of self-
efficacy, and then enhance the engagement of SRP. Thus, we
proposed the following:

H3b: The positive relationship between job autonomy and SRP
is mediated by employee self-efficacy.

2.3 Moderating role of surface acting in the relationship
between antecedents and self-efficacy

23.1 Inclusive leadership, self-efficacy and surface acting

Both extrinsic and intrinsic factors coexist and play very important
roles in workplace (Gong et al., 2017). Research suggests that more
studies should place a focus on the interaction of both extrinsic and
intrinsic factors rather than singular focus on effect of just one
(George, 2007; Gong et al., 2017). Surface acting is regarded as a
type of strategical performance which contribute to develop an
expected image in workplace by regulating employees’ behavioural
display (Hochschild, 1983). Whereas the importance of service
interaction between customers and frontline employees, growing
research interest in the impact and influence of surface acting
concerns about hospitality context (Lee & Madera, 2019; Lennard,
Scott & Johnson, 2019; Mo & Shi, 2017). Thus, we expected surface
acting may work the role of moderator between inclusive
leadership and self-efficacy. According to the COR theory,
employee engaging in surface acting may experience the lack of
psychological resources, and great uncertainty about their
thoughts and feelings (Brotheridge & Lee, 2003; Halbesleben,
Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl & Westman, 2014; Ozcelik, 2013).
Research has suggested that employees experiencing surface
acting are likely to become emotionally burn out and psychological
loss of well-being, which in turn influence behavioural outcomes
and individual performance (Lennard et al.,, 2019; Thoresen,
Kaplan, Barsky, Warren & de Chermont, 2003).

As previously argues, employees are likely to trigger the
development of self-efficacy with an inclusive leader who
provides them a sense of being supported, available of
resources, and are likely to experience greater confident and
control in workplace. However, we argued that this relationship
might be regulated by the employees’ engagement of surface
acting. Indeed, when experiencing greater engagement in
surface acting, compared with when lower engagement,

employees are more likely to feel anxious, stress and
uncertainty since they are facing the loss of psychological
resources (Geng, Liu, Liu & Feng, 2014; Mo & Shi, 2017).
Consequently, they are less sensitive to the cues and signals
from inclusive leader behaviors. Thus, these employees may be
less likely to trigger further development of self-efficacy since
that they are motivated to reduce cognitive effort and volition
(Ozcelik, 2013). This is in line with previous empirical research,
which shown the negative effects of surface acting on outcomes
in workplace, including psychological and behavior outcomes
(Mo & Shi, 2017). Thus, we suggest that when employee apply
surface acting strategy in workplace, inclusive leader behaviors
may be less likely to promote the development of self-efficacy,

and we propose the following:

H4a: Surface acting moderates the relationship between
inclusive leadership and self-efficacy such that the positive
relationship is weaker when the surface acting is higher.

2.3.2 Job autonomy, self-efficacy and surface acting

Likewise, we also expected that surface acting moderates the
relationship between job autonomy and self-efficacy. To repeat,
by providing greater freedom and latitude to employees in
workplace, job autonomy provides employees opportunities to
make job-related decisions and trigger the sense of confidence
and control (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). According to trait
activation theory, how employees perceive and act on the
opportunities of decision-making provided by autonomous job,
significantly depends on their personal traits, such as personality,
and self-regulatory mechanism (Ng, Ang & Chan, 2008). In
consistent with this, we proposed that when employees with
greater surface acting, employees may experience loss of
psychological resources, as well as the increase of stress and
uncertainty, which simultaneously offer less possibilities for
employees sense the opportunities available and develop strong
confidence in their jobs and control on job-related performance.
Compared to this, when lower engagement in surface acting,
employees are likely to sense these opportunities and trigger the
development mechanism of self-efficacy. Accordingly, we
proposed the following:

H4b: Surface acting moderates the relationship between job
autonomy and self-efficacy such that the positive relationship is
weaker when the surface acting is higher.

Figure 1 - Conceptual model
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3. Method
3.1 Participants and procedure

The data for this study was collected from eight privately owned
hotels in different regions of China, including Shenzhen,
Guangzhou, Hangzhou, Wuhan, and Xi‘an. Authors use personal
connections to get in touch with, and receive great supports from,
selected hotel human resources (HR) managers. 83 supervisors and
350 frontline employees were invited to complete the
questionnaires for this study. Due to the impact of COVID-19
pandemic, the questionnaire was sent online. In order to reduce
participants’ concerns about privacy leakage and ensure the
accuracy of questionnaire data, researchers promised to keep
confidential for all the information, and the data obtained would
only be used for academic research. Meanwhile, in order to
enhance the participants’ cooperation and improve the response
rate of the obtained data, researchers provided a WeChat red
packet of RMB 20 (about USD 2.76) for each respondent who
completes the questionnaires. Additionally, to facilitate the
matching of all employee responses, we asked the interviewed
subordinates to fill in the last four digits of their mobile phone
number and the initials of given names. Likewise, for the purpose
of matching the supervisor questionnaire with the employee
questionnaire, researchers also asked the respondent supervisors
to fill in the last four digits of their direct subordinates' mobile
phones and the initials of given names.

The data were collected in three phases over three months from
November 2021 to January 2022 to reduce the generation of

common methods variance (CMV). In the first phase (November
2021), researchers completed the collection of demographic
information from 350 frontline employees and their ratings for
inclusive leadership and job autonomy. The second phase got
started one month later (December 2021) for them to complete
the evaluation of self-efficacy and surface acting. The ratings
from their direct supervisors on service recovery performance
was finished during the third phase which got started one
month later (January 2022). At last, researchers got a sample of
305 supervisor-subordinate dyads which representing an 87.1%
response rate. Since there are 34 measurable items for this
model, we collected 350 questionnaires and 304 valid
questionnaires were selected, the ratio approach 9:1 that
sample size is appropriate for data analysis (Hair et al., 2010).

As shown in Table 1, among the participants who participated
in the final sample survey, 61.6% were female frontline
employees, 38.4% were male frontline employees, 54.8% were
female supervisors and 45.2% were male supervisors. In terms
of education, 90.4% of the frontline employees and 90.1% of
supervisors had a college education or above. In terms of age,
frontline employees are mainly concentrated in two age groups:
under 25 years old (45.2%) and 26-35 years old (32.1%), and
supervisors are mainly concentrated in the 26-35 (41.4%) and
36-45 (31.5%) age groups. In terms of years of cooperation
between supervisors and subordinates, two groups dominate:
more than three months and less than one year (39.3%), and
between one and three years (23.6%).

Table 1 - Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Variable Subordinate (%) Supervisor(%)
Male 384 45.2
Gender
Female 61.6 54.8
<25 45.2 15
Age 26-35 32.1 41.4
36-45 11.1 31.5
>45 11.6 12.1
Junior middle school or below 1.6 0
High school 8.0 9.9
Education
College/Undergraduate 79.3 86.6
Postgraduate or above 11.1 3.5
<3 months 10.7 10.7
Years of cooperation | 3 months-1year 39.3 39.3
between  superior and | 1year-3years 23.6 23.6
subordinate 3 years-5 years 9.6 9.6
>5 years 16.9 16.9

3.2 Measures

This questionnaire is composed of seven parts including
matching information, demographic information, inclusive
leadership, job autonomy, self-efficacy, service recovery
performance and surface acting. Given that all the scales for
variables in current study were developed in English, we use a
translation/back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1980) to

translate them into Chinese. The rest of the questionnaire,

11

except demographic statistics information, was measured using
a five-point Likert scale (anchored by 1 = strongly disagree to 5
= strongly agree).

As shown in Table 2, This research adopted the nine-item scale
of Carmeil, ReiterPalmon and Ziv (2010) to measure inclusive
leadership, three-item scale of Hackman and Oldham (1980) to
measure job autonomy, ten-item scale of Schwarzer, BaRler,
Kwiatek, Schroder and Zhang (1997) to measure self-efficacy,
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five-item scale of Boshoff and Allen (2000) to measure service
recovery performance and seven-item scale of Diefendorff,

Croyle and Gosserand (2005) to measure surface acting.

Table 2 - Measurement scales

Construct

Item Reference

IL1.The manager is open to hearing new ideas.

Carmeil et al.,

IL2.The manager is attentive to new opportunities to improve work processes.

(2010)

IL3.The manager is open to discuss the desired goals and new ways to achieve them.

IL4.The manager is available for consultation on problems.

Inclusive leadership
(subordinate rating)

IL5.The manager is an ongoing 'presence’ in this team-someone who is readily available.

IL6.The manager is available for professional questions | would like to consult with him/her.

IL7.The manager is ready to listen to my requests.

IL8. The manager encourages me to access him/her on emerging issues.

1L9.The manager is accessible for discussing emerging problems.

JAL.I have significant autonomy in deter mining how | do my job.

Hackman &

Job autonomy
(subordinate rating)

JA2.I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work.

Oldham
(1980)

JA3.I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how | do my job.

SE1.l can always manage to solve difficult problems if | try hard enough.

Schwarzer et

SE2.If someone opposes me. | can find means and ways to get what | want.

al. (1997)

SE3.It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.

SE4.l am confident that | could deal efficiently with unexpected events.

Self-efficacy

SE5.Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handle unforeseen situations.

(subordinate rating)

SE6.1 can solve most problems if | invest the necessary effort.

SE7.1 can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities.

SE8.When | am confronted with a problem, | can usually find several solutions.

SE9.If am in a bind, 1 can usually think of something to do.

SE10.No matter what comes my way, I'm usually able to handle it.

SRP1.Considering all the things I do, | handle dissatisfied customers quite well.

Boshoff &

SRP2.1 don’t mind dealing with complaining customers.

Allen (2000)

Service recovery

performance
(supervisor rating)

SRP3.No customer | deal with leaves with problems unresolved.

SRPA4.Satisfying complaining customers is a great thrill to me.

SRP5.Complaining customers | have dealt with in the past are among today’s most loyal
customer.

SA1.l put on an act in order to deal with customers in an appropriate way.

Diefendorff et

SA2.1 fake a good mood when interacting with customers.

al. (2005)

SA3.1 put on a “show” or “performance” when interacting with customers.

Surface acting
(subordiate ratingn)

SA4.1 just pretend to have the emotions | need to display for my job.

SAS.1 put on a “mask” in order to display the emotions | need for the job.

SAG6.1 show feelings to customers that are different from what | feel inside.

SA7.1 fake the emotions | show when dealing with customers.

4. Result

In this study, Smart PLS 4 and SPSS 25 were used for data
analysis. The demographic information of the participants was
descriptively analysed by SPSS. Smart PLS was used to evaluate
the reliability and validity of the measurement model, as well as
the hypothesis testing. Partial-least-squares (PLS) is a soft
modelling method that is well-suited for optimizing predictions
(Latan & Noonan, 2018). The study's exploratory nature,
complex model, and non-normally distributed data required the

12

use of the Partial-least-squares structural equation modelling
(PLS-SEM) technique (Akter, D'Ambra & Ray, 2011; Hair, Hult,
Ringle & Sarstedt, 2017). Another reason is that PLS can handle
formative and reflective structures compatibly (Chin, 1998). In
this research, the five constructs (inclusive leadership, job
autonomy, self-efficacy, services recovery performance, surface
acting)both fit the criteria of reflective ones, which are to“being
caused by underlying construct”, instead of “define or cause the
construct” (Hulland, 1999, p. 201).
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4.1 Reliability and validity analysis

As shown in Table 3, the Cronbach's alpha (a) and composite
reliability (CR) values of the model structure are both greater
than 0.80, indicating that the measurement model has good
reliability. Convergent validity can be measured with the
average variance extraction (AVE) of the construct. As shown in
Table 3, all items exceed the minimum threshold of 0.5 (Bagozzi
& Yi, 2012; Henseler, Ringle & Sinkovics, 2009). The factor
loadings for all indicators were above 0.7 (p < 0.001).

Additionally, as shown in Table 3, all constructs exhibited
acceptable discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Additionally, in Table 3, all Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT)
correlations should have values less than 0.90 (Henseler, Ringle
& Sarstedt, 2015). If the corresponding 5,000 bootstrap
confidence intervals (95%, two-tailed) of the HTMT criterion do
not include the value 1, then all HTMT values are significantly
lower than 0.9, indicating sufficient discriminant validity (Hair et
al., 2017). Based on these criteria, it can be concluded that the
discriminant validity of the constructs is satisfactory.

Table 3 - Measurement properties

Measurement Mean S.D. Croar;:::h‘s CR AVE . Heterojt;ait-Mon:;rait ratinSE
Inclusive leadership(iL) | 4-293 0.909 | 0.967 0.965 | 0.759
Job autonomy (1A) 3.497 1.051 | 0.890 0891 | 0732 | 0.135
Surface acting(SA) 3.172 1217 | 0.952 0952 | 0739 | 0.081 | 0.300
Self-efficacy(SE) 3.813 0.809 | 0.939 0939 | 0.609 | 0230 | 0573 | 0344
z::‘f'lcr;ance(;::‘)’very 4.026 0763 | 0.892 0870 | 0.604 | 0.147 | 0117 | 0.046 | 0.163

Note(s): S.D.= Standard Deviation; CR = Composite Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted; The confidence intervals (bias corrected) of HTMT

criterion: 5,000 bootstrapping subsamples, 95% significance level, two-tailed.

Table 4 - Descriptive data, inter-construct correlations and the square root of AVE

Inclusive Job Surface . Service  recovery
leadership autonomy acting Self-efficacy performance

Inclusive leadership 1.000

Job autonomy 0.140 1.000

Surface acting -0.055 0.299 1.000

Self-efficacy 0.235 0.573 0.345 1.000

Service recovery performance 0.139 0.122 0.030 0.176 1.000

VAVE 0.871 0.855 0.860 0.781 0.777

4.2 Structural model analysis and hypothesis testing

As shown in Table 5 and Figure 2, the researchers obtained the
test results of the structural model after sampling 5000 times
from the original sample for calculation using Bootstrapping.
The results showed that all the other hypotheses were valid
except H4b.

Hypothesis test results showed the positive relationship
between self-efficacy and services recovery performance
(B=0.168, p <0.005, t=2.926). Thus, H1 supported. Hypothesis
test results confirm significant positive effects of inclusive
leadership and job autonomy on self-efficacy (B=0.186, p <
0.001, t=3.939 ; B=0.414, p <0.001, t=8.023). Thus, H2a and
H2b were validated. At the same time, the mediating role of
self-efficacy between inclusive leadership and service recovery
performance was also confirmed (=0.031, p < 0.05, t=5.151),
and similarly, self-efficacy was confirmed to have a mediating
role between job autonomy and service recovery performance
(B=0.070, p < 0.05, t=2.926). In this research, we presented H3a
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and tested a model that sought to better understand the effects
of self-efficacy, which mediates between inclusive leadership
and services recovery performance. We found (B =0.031, p <
0.05, t=2.206), thus the H3a supported because there the
relationship was significant with a p-value <0.05. Similarly, H3b
predicted the mediating role of self-efficacy between job
autonomy and services recovery performance. The significant
results (B = 0.070, p < 0.05, t=2.644) was found, thus H3b is
accepted. In addition, according to Table 5 and Figure 3, it is not
difficult to find that surface acting has a significant negative
moderating effect on the relationship between inclusive
leadership and self-efficacy (f=-0.208, p < 0.001, t=4.941). The
relationship between inclusive leadership and self-efficacy is
weakened when employees have higher levels of surface acting,
and vice versa. Therefore, H4a is confirmed. Similarly, by
observing Table 5 and Figure 4, it can be concluded that surface
acting has no significant moderating effect on the relationship
between job autonomy and self-efficacy (B=-0.010, p > 0.05,
t=0.188), so H4b is not supported.
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The model fit of PLS SEM can be evaluated by goodness of fit
index (GFl) (Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin & Lauro, 2005), Variance
Infation Factor (VIF), R? and Q? (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt & Ringle,
2019). The goodness of fit index is the geometric mean of the
product of the average AVE value of the facet and the average
R2 (GFI= VAVExR?). As shown in Table 6, the goodness of fit value
of the model in this study was 0.378. According to the Cudeck
and Browne (1992) , GFlsmai= 0.1, GFlmedium= 0.25, GFljarge= 0.36,
thus, the model has a good fitting effect. In addition, according
to the standard of Hair et al. (2019), VIF index should be less
than 3.0 to rule out the possibility of multi-collinearity among
constructs. In this study, the VIF values of inclusive leadership,
job autonomy and surface acting were 1.029, 1.176 and 1.123,
respectively, both of which were less than 3.0.

The explanatory power of endogenous latent variables is usually
estimated by R? (Henseler et al., 2009), which is suggested to be
acceptable by Hair and colleagues (Hair et al., 2019). As shown

in Table 7, the value of R? of self-efficacy and service recovery
performance are 0.386 and 0.028, respectively. Although
according to the standard of Hair et al. ’s (2019), R? estimates
were not moderate ( > 0.5) or substantial ( > 0.75), it still meets
the Cohen’s (2013) criteria (> 0.02 for weak and > 0.13 for

moderate).

The predictive validity of exogenous latent variables is
accustomed to be estimated by Q? (Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974),
which is aimed to test the extent to which each endogenous
latent structure can be predicted by endogenous latent structures
in the proposed model (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). The value
of Q2 greater than zero indicates well-reconstructed observed
value and predictive relevance the exogenous constructs have
with the considered endogenous construct. As shown in Table 7,
all values of Q? are significantly above zero, which indicates that
the model has predictive relevance.

Table 5 — Results of hypothesis testing

Path coefficients P values Hypothesis
H1(+) Self-efficacy --> Service recovery performance 0.168 0.003™" Supported
H2a(+) Inclusive leadership --> Self-efficacy 0.186 0.000"" Supported
H2b(+) Job autonomy --> Self-efficacy 0.414 0.000"" Supported
H3a(+) Inclusive leadership --> Self-efficacy--> Service recovery 0.031 0.027" Supported
performance
H3b(+) Job autonomy --> Self-efficacy--> Service recovery 0.070 0.008" Supported
performance
H4a(-) Surface acting x Inclusive leadership --> Self-efficacy -0.208 0.000" Supported
Not

H4b(-) Surface acting x Job autonomy --> Self-efficacy -0.010 0.851 ©

supported

***p <0.001; **p <0.005; *p <0.05

Figure 2 - Results of PLS-SEM analysis

JA

0.168

SRP

Notes: SA=surfacing acting; IL= inclusive leadership; JA= job autonomy; SE= self-efficacy; SRP= service recovery performance.
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Table 6 - Goodness of fit index

Constructs AVE R?

Inclusive leadership 0.759

Job autonomy 0.732

Surface acting 0.739

Self-efficacy 0.609 0.245

Service recovery performance 0.604 0.015

Average scores 0.689 0.207

AVExR? 0.143

(GFI= vV AVExR?) 0.378

Table 7 - The results of R? and Q*
Constructs R? Q?

Self-efficacy 0.386 0.245
Service recovery performance 0.028 0.015

In addition, it is worth noting the moderating role of surface
acting between inclusive leadership and self-efficacy as well as
between job autonomy and self-efficacy. H4a states that surface
acting buffer the positive relationship between inclusive
leadership and self-efficacy, such that the relationship is weaker
among dyads with higher surface acting, compared to those

with weaker surface acting. In Figure 3, results from simple
slope analysis showed that, when surface acting was low, the
relationship between inclusive leadership and self-efficacy was
positive; when surface acting was high the simple slope much
higher, surface acting has the reinforcement interaction.
Therefore, H4a was supported.

Figure 3 - Interaction of inclusive leadership and surface acting on self-efficacy

Surface acting x Inclusive leadership

0.371

0.259 E

0.148

0.037

-0.074

SE

-0.186

-0.257

-0.408

-0.519

-063

-0.742
=t -0.88 -0.66 -0.44 -0.22

-0 0.22 0.44 0.66 0.38 1.1

Inclusive leadership

= Surface acting at -1 SD == Surface acting at Mean = Surface acting at +1 SD

Note: SE= self-efficacy

H4b states that surface acting buffer the positive relationship
between job autonomy and self-efficacy, such that the
relationship is weaker among dyads with higher surface acting,
compared to those with weaker surface acting. However, in

Figure 4, results from simple slope analysis showed that,
whatever surface acting was low or high, the simple slope have
no change. Therefore, H4b was not supported.
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Figure 4 - Interaction of job autonomy and surface acting on self-efficacy

Surface acting x Job autonomy

0.751

0.599

0.447

0.294

0.142

-0.01

SE

-0:163

-0315

-0467

-0619

-0.772

-14 -0.88 -0.66 -0.22

-0 0.22

Job autonomy

= Surface acting at -1 SD = Surface acting at Mean = Surface acting at +1 SD

Note: SE= self-efficacy

5. Discussion and conclusion

This study focuses on service recovery performance, which is
considered as a crucial factor for business success (Guchait et
al., 2019; Karatepe & Karadas, 2012). Both extrinsic (leadership
style and job characteristics) and intrinsic (surface acting)
factors are interactively involved in the tested model, as well as
self-efficacy working as the mediator. Firstly, this study
confirmed both inclusive leadership and job autonomy
interactively contribute to engagement of SRP via self-efficacy
in hospitality industry. Secondly, this study is the one of the first
study to introduce the resource ecology perspective of COR
theory (Hobfoll, 2011) to the literature of SRP, also the first one
to involve surface acting as the boundary condition to
understand the development of self-efficacy, which add to both
self-efficacy and emotional labor literatures. Lastly, the study
also adds to the self-efficacy literature by acting as potential
pathway to bridge the interaction between extrinsic and
intrinsic motivators and SRP engagement, which extends prior
research (Wang et al., 2022)

5.1 Theoretical implications

As anticipated, we found that self-efficacy mediated the
relationships between antecedents (inclusive leadership and
job autonomy) and SRP. Meanwhile, we found surface acting
negatively moderates the relationship between inclusive
leadership and self-efficacy. Different from our hypotheses, we
didn’t find support for the moderating role of surface acting

between job autonomy and self-efficacy.

First, while most past studies focus on singular factors, we add
to the SRP literatures by taking an interactive perspective to
examine a theoretically plausible pathway for the triggering
mechanism for engagement of SRP in workplace. Specifically,
results in this study shows the underlying mechanisms of
engagement of SRP by demonstrating the interactive effects of
both extrinsic (inclusive leadership and job autonomy, working
as antecedents) and intrinsic (surface acting, working as
moderator) factors contributing to engagement of SRP via self-
efficacy. To the best of our knowledge, the current research is
the first to comprehensively explain this psychological process.
This finding sheds light to explain the inconsistent findings in
this is this area (Van Vaerenbergh & Orsingher, 2016). Thus, we
consider this contribution answer Guchait’s call (2017), which
argues that more research should focus on specific and
comprehensive situation rather than focusing on generic
antecedents.

Secondly, our findings are also consistent with research on the
resource ecology in literature of the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2011).
Given organizations relying more on employees to initiatively
gain resources from context, our results indicate that firms
actively and strategically design resource ecology, as well as
offer necessary resources available are equally important for
motivating engagement of SRP. This result further reinforces the
notion of the initiative role of organizations to strategically
select, develop, combine, and deploy current resources by
building resource ecology (Colbert, 2004; Hobfoll, 2011, 2012;
Hobfoll et al.,, 2018). In current study we propose that
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organizations can strategically design and arrange the context
That s,
organization may make some crucial contextual factors salient
to enrich employees resource gains, which in turn contributes

where employees gain resources. by design,

to positive psychological state or behavioural outcomes
(Hobfoll, 2011; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Specifically, we introduce a
plausible strategy in which organizations offer both designed
leadership style (inclusive leadership) and job characteristics
(high job autonomy) to shape greater employees’ self-efficacy,
and then enhance the engagement of SRP in hospitality sector.

Thirdly, by considering the moderator effect of surface acting on
the prediction of self-efficacy, the current study also adds to the
literature on self-efficacy and its boundary conditions. Although
previous research has indicated the importance of individual
characteristics (He, Zhou, Zhao, Jiang & Wu, 2020; Judge et al.,
2007; Sahin, Karadag & Tuncer, 2019), to the best of our
knowledge prior research has not yet involve emotional labor
strategy - specifically surface acting — as the potential
moderator on the relationship between antecedents and self-
efficacy in hospitality industry. According to social information
processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), self-identity is
closely related to individual differences as these differences,
such as personalities and trait foci, which may guide and
regulate how one thinks and behave when they get cues from
social environment (Dinh & Lord, 2012). In this study, we
propose that when employees receive cues from inclusive
leaders and jobs full of autonomy, their perceptions about self-
efficacy may be regulated by the selecting of emotional labor
strategy. Thus, these results demonstrated the importance of
emotional concepts to trigger the mechanism of psychological
social-self and self-identity under the context of inclusive
leadership and job autonomy in workplace (Shah, Ou, Attig,
Umer & Wong, 2022; Shore & Chung, 2022).

Fourthly, we consider our research also add to inclusive
leadership research by showing that, as a relation-oriented
leadership, developing high-quality relationship  with
subordinates is not the only way for inclusive leaders to exert
impact, they may also inspire how they perceive themselves. In
fact, scholars have long-held notion about inclusive leaders
consistently care about relationship quality with subordinates
(Randel et al.,, 2018). Our findings suggest that inclusive
leadership may also exert profound impact to influence
subordinates’ self-concepts.

Lastly, we found support for the moderating role of surface acting
between inclusive leadership and self-efficacy, but null finding for
the moderating role between job autonomy and self-efficacy.
Nevertheless, we consider our null finding echo Ozcelik’s and Mo’s
researches (Mo & Shi, 2017; Ozcelik, 2013) that have found surface
acting is typically interactive relationship-oriented, and individuals
with surface acting are likely to maintain a particular interpersonal
acceptance and belonging. Another potential explanation for our
null findings is that there might be unidentified boundary condition
within this relationship (Goodwin et al., 2011).
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5.2 Practical implications

The current study attempted to take an interactive perspective
which involve contextual and individual factors together to
examine their interaction effects on employees’ engagement in
SRP via self-efficacy. Results demonstrated that both inclusive
leadership and job autonomy enhance SRP via self-efficacy, and
employees’ surface acting regulates the influences on inclusive
leadership and job autonomy on self-efficacy. These findings
provide several implications on practical human resource
management in hospitality industry.

First, our findings suggested that, compared to focus only on
recruiting employees who is willing to proactively perform high
quality service recovery behaviors, strategical arrangement and
deployment of contextual factors is now becoming more
important to motivate the engagement of SRP. For instance,
leadership style, job characteristics design, as well as other
human resources management strategies should all be taken
into consideration to make a systemic resource ecology. Such
resource ecology may help employees to enrich their
psychological resources to enhance greater SRP.

Secondly, managers should understand that, in order to enhance
employees’ engagement in SRP, both strategically organized
workplace context and initiative role of individual differences
matter. That is, only considering about selecting, developing,
combining, and deploying different contextual factors, while
ignoring the effect of initiative role of individual differences, or only
considering about the latter, while ignoring effects of the former,
organizations may not achieve final goals. Specifically, in hospitality
sector, since inclusive leader behaviors and jobs designed with great
autonomy are found to be able to motivate employees to engage
more service recovery behaviors, most managers only pay all
attention to strategically arrange these contextual factors. Rather,
the current study implies individual differences may regulate the
influence of contextual factors which make these arrangements to
a risky decision. Our research highlights the interaction of both two
different dimensions that, in order to enhance greater engagement
of SRP, both inclusive leadership style and autonomous job design
could be effective since they all motivate the development of
employees’ self-efficacy. However, such arrangement may be
accompanied with some trainings which may help employees
reduce the possibilities to select and conduct surface acting since
these acting labours may conserve emotional resources.

5.3 Limitations and directions for future study

First, the current study did not take deep acting, which is
another typical emotion labor, into consideration, since the
measure originally developed by Brotheridge and Lee (1998) is
suggested to have limitations (Goodwin et al., 2011; Luo et al.,
2019). Whereas deep acting has long been suggested to be a
more beneficial emotional labor strategy to regulate emotions
in workplace. Thus, future research may work on more effective
scale development and this research may pave the way for the
future studies of deep acting in literature of both SRP and
emotional labours.
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Secondly, this study only focuses on frontline employees in
hospitality sectors since their daily jobs need them face
customers and deal with service failure every day. However,
service failures won’t just happen between frontline employees
and customers, but also within organizations. Thus, future
research could examine more on non-frontline employees’
relationship.

Thirdly, results and findings in current study are based on
Chinese context. Given previous studies has suggested that self-
efficacy is strongly associated to ‘social self’ (Anderson & Betz,
2001), different cultural background may affect how this ‘social-
self’ related concept developed. Therefore, future studies
should examine the model within different culture background
to increase generalizability, or consider taking some cultural
moderators into study.

In conclusion, the current study demonstrates the importance
of considering both contextual and individual factors in
promoting engagement in SRP in the hospitality industry. By
introducing an interactive perspective, the study highlights the
roles of both inclusive leadership and job autonomy in
predicting employee self-efficacy, which in turn enhances
engagement in SRP. The study also identifies surface acting as a
negative regulator in these relationships. The findings suggest
that organizations and managers can take specific actions to
enhance employees' self-efficacy and engagement in SRP.
Overall, the study makes important contributions to the SRP
literature by providing insights into the complex mechanisms
underlying engagement in SRP and identifying practical
implications for organizations and managers.

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to express our great appreciation to Dr.
Kelvin Zhang, for his valuable time in proofreading this
manuscript.

Credit author statement

All authors have contributed equally. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Declaration of competing interest: None
References

Akter, S., D'Ambra, J., & Ray, P. (2011). An evaluation of PLS based
complex models: The roles of power analysis, predictive relevance and
GoF index. AMCIS 2011 Proceedings-All Submissions.

Toward new
in the
185-201.

Amabile, T. M. (1993). Motivational synergy:
conceptualizations of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
workplace. Human Resource Management Review, 3(3),

https://doi.org/10.1016/1053-4822(93)90012-S

Anderson, S. L., & Betz, N. E. (2001). Sources of social self-efficacy
expectations:  Their
development. Journal of Vocational
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1753

measurement and relation to
Behavior, 58(1),

career
98-117.

Babakus, E., Yavas, U., Karatepe, O. M., & Avci, T. (2003). The effect of
management commitment to service quality on employees' affective
and performance outcomes. Journal of the Academy of marketing

Science, 31(3),
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070303031003005
Bagozzi, R. P, & Yi, Y. (2012). Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of

structural equation models. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
40(1), 8-34. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0278x

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York:
Freeman/TimesBooks/Henry Holt & Co.

272-286.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral
change. Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (2010). Self-efficacy. In I.B. Weiner & W.E. Craighead (eds.),
The Corsini encyclopedia of psychology (p. 1534). John Wiley & Sons.

Bandura, A. (2013). Regulative function of perceived self-efficacy. In I.
Rumsey, M.G., Walker, C.B., & Harris, J.H. (Ed.), Personnel Selection and
Classification (pp. 279-290). Psychology Press.

Boshoff, C., & Allen, J. (2000). The influence of selected antecedents on
frontline staff’s perceptions of service recovery performance.
International Journal of Service Industry Management, 11(1), 63-90. 63-
90. https://doi.org/10.1108/09564230010310295

Boudrias, J. S., Morin, A. J., & Lajoie, D. (2014). Directionality of the
associations between psychological empowerment and behavioural
involvement: A longitudinal autoregressive cross-lagged
analysis. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87(3),
437-463. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12056

Brislin, R. W. (1980). Translation and content analysis of oral and written
materials. In H. C. Triandis, & J.W. Berry (Eds.), Handbook of Cross-
Cultural Psychology: Methodology: Vol. 2. (pp. 389-444). U.S.A; Boston,
MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Brotheridge, C. M., & Lee, R. T. (2002). Testing a conservation of
resources model of the dynamics of emotional labor. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 7(1), 57.

Brotheridge, C. M., & Lee, R. T. (2003). Development and validation of
the emotional labour scale. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 76(3), 365-379.
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317903769647229

Brotheridge, C., & Lee, R. (1998). On the dimensionality of emotional labor:
Development and validation of an emotional labor scale. Paper presented at
the first conference on emotions in organizational life, San Diego, CA.

Carmeil, A., ReiterPalmon, R., & Ziv, E. (2010). Inclusive leadership and
employee involvement in creative tasks in the workplace: The mediating
role of psychological safety. Creativity Research Journal, 22(3), 250-260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2010.504654

Chin, W.W. (1998), The partial least squares approach for structural
equation modeling, in Marcoulides, G. A. (Ed.), Methodology for
Business and Management, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc, Mahwah,
NJ, pp. 295-336.

Choi, B., & La, S. (2013). The impact of corporate social responsibility
(CSR) and customer trust on the restoration of loyalty after service
failure and recovery. Journal of Services Marketing, 27 (3), 223-233.
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041311330717

Choi, C. H., Kim, T. T,, Lee, G., & Lee, S. K. (2014). Testing the stressor—
strain—outcome model of customer-related social stressors in predicting
emotional exhaustion, customer orientation and service recovery
performance. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 36,
272-285. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.09.009

Chou, P. F. (2015). An analysis of the relationship between service
failure, service recovery and loyalty for Low Cost Carrier travelers.
Journal  of Air Transport  Management, 47, 119-125.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jairtraman.2015.05.007

Cohen, J. (2013). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences.
New York: Routledge.

Colbert, B. A. (2004). The complex resource-based view: Implications for
theory and practice in strategic human resource
management. Academy of Management Review, 29(3), 341-358.
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159047



Zhu, Y., Wang, Y., Baoyi, S., Feng, Q., Lin, H., & Tang, J. (2023). Tourism & Management Studies, 19(3), 7-22

Crant, J. M. (2000). Proactive behavior in organizations. Journal of
Management, 26(3), 435-462.
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600304

Cronin Jr, J. J.,, & Taylor, S. A. (1992). Measuring service quality: A
reexamination and extension. Journal of Marketing, 56(3), 55-68.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1252296

Cudeck, R., & Browne, M. W. (1992). Constructing a covariance matrix
that yields a specified minimizer and a specified minimum discrepancy
function value. Psychometrika, 57, 357-369.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02295424

Daskin, M., & Kasim, A. (2016). Exploring the impact of service recovery
on customer affection, perceived value, and sabotaging behaviour: does
gender make a difference? International Journal of Services and
Operations Management, 23(4), 467-485.

del Rio-Lanza, A. B., Vazquez-Casielles, R., & Diaz-Martin, A. M. (2009).
Satisfaction with service recovery: Perceived justice and emotional
responses. Journal of  Business Research, 62(8), 775-781.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.09.015

Diefendorff, J. M., Croyle, M. H., & Gosserand, R. H. (2005). The
dimensionality and antecedents of emotional labor strategies. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 66(2), 339-357.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.02.001

Dinh, J. E., & Lord, R. G. (2012). Implications of dispositional and process
views of traits for individual difference research in leadership. The
Leadership Quarterly, 23(4), 651-669.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.03.003

Dysvik, A., & Kuvaas, B. (2011). Intrinsic motivation as a moderator on
the relationship between perceived job autonomy and work
performance. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
20(3), 367-387. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594321003590630

Fang, Y. C., Chen, J. Y., Wang, M. J., & Chen, C. Y. (2019). The impact of
inclusive leadership on employees’ innovative behaviors: The mediation
of  psychological capital. Frontiers in  Psychology, 10, 1803.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01803

Federici, R. A., & Skaalvik, E. M. (2012). Principal self-efficacy: Relations
with burnout, job satisfaction and motivation to quit. Social Psychology
of Education: An International Journal, 15, 295.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-012-9183-5

Fiernaningsih, N., & Herijanto, P., & Maskur. (2021). Effect of relational
trust and job autonomy on self-efficacy and innovative
behavior. Academy of Strategic Management Journal, 20, 1-12.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics.
Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 382-388.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3150980

Geisser, S. (1974). A predictive approach to the random effect
model. Biometrika, 61(1), 101-107. https://doi.org/10.2307/2334290

Geng, Z., Liu, C,, Liu, X., & Feng, J. (2014). The effects of emotional labor
on frontline employee creativity. International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 26(7), 1046-1064.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-12-2012-0244

George, J. M. (2007). 9 Creativity in organizations. Academy of
Management Annals, 1(1), 439-477.
https://doi.org/10.1080/078559814

Gong, Y., Wu, J., Song, L. J., & Zhang, Z. (2017). Dual tuning in creative
processes: Joint contributions of intrinsic and extrinsic motivational
orientations. Journal ~ of  Applied  Psychology, 102(5), 829.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000185

Goodwin, R. E., Groth, M., & Frenkel, S. J. (2011). Relationships between
emotional labor, job performance, and turnover. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 79(2), 538-548. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.03.001

Grandey, A. A. (2003). When “the show must go on”: Surface acting and
deep acting as determinants of emotional exhaustion and peer-rated
service delivery. Academy of Management Journal, 46(1), 86-96.
https://doi.org/10.2307/30040678

Grandey, A. A., & Sayre, G. M. (2019). Emotional labor: Regulating

19

emotions for a wage. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 28(2),
131-137. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721418812771

Grant, A. M., & Ashford, S. J. (2008). The dynamics of proactivity at
work. Research in Organizational Behavior, 28, 3-34.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2008.04.002

Gruen, T. W., Summers, J. O., & Acito, F. (2000). Relationship marketing
activities, commitment, and membership behaviors in professional
associations. Journal of Marketing, 64(3), 34-49.
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.64.3.34.18030

Guchait, P. (2017). Enhancing service recovery performance through
error management culture. The Routledge Handbook of Consumer
Behaviour in Hospitality and Tourism (pp. 249-259). Abingdon-on-
Thames, Oxfordshire, UK: Routledge.

Guchait, P, Abbott, J. L., Lee, C. K., Back, K. J., & Manoharan, A. (2019).
The influence of perceived forgiveness climate on service recovery
performance: The mediating effect of psychological safety and
organizational fairness. Journal of Hospitality and  Tourism
Management, 40, 94-102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2019.06.007

Guchait, P., Pagamehmetoglu, A., & Dawson, M. (2014). Perceived
supervisor and co-worker support for error management: Impact on
perceived psychological safety and service recovery
performance. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 41, 28-
37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2014.04.009

Ha, J., & Jang, S. S. (2009). Perceived justice in service recovery and
behavioral intentions: The role of relationship quality. International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(3), 319-327.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2008.12.001

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the job
diagnostic survey. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 159 -170.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076546

Hackman, J.R., & Oldham, G.R. (1980). Work redesign. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Hair, J. F,, Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2017). A primer on
partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) (2nd ed.).
London: Sage publications.

Hair, J. F,, Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver
bullet. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152.
https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202

Hair, J. F,, Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019). When to use
and how to report the results of PLS-SEM. European Business Review,
31(1), 2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203

Hair, J.F.,, Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. & Anderson, R.E. (2010), Multivariate
Data Analysis: A Global Perspective. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall.

Halbesleben, J. R., Neveu, J. P, Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman,
M. (2014). Getting to the “COR” understanding the role of resources in
conservation of resources theory. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1334-
1364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130

He, P.,, Zhou, Q., Zhao, H., Jiang, C., & Wu, Y. J. (2020). Compulsory
citizenship behavior and employee creativity: Creative self-efficacy as a
mediator and negative affect as a moderator. Frontiers in
Psychology, 11, 1640. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01640

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial
least squares path modeling in international marketing. In New
challenges to international marketing. San Juan Capistrano, CA, USA:
Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for
assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation
modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Hobfoll, S. E. (2011). Conservation of resource caravans and engaged
settings. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84(1),
116-122. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.2010.02016.x

Hobfoll, S. E. (2012). Conservation of resources and disaster in cultural
context: The caravans and passageways for resources. Psychiatry, 75(3),
227-232. https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.2012.75.3.227




A%
Qv Zhu, Y., Wang, Y., Baoyi, S., Feng, Q., Lin, H., & Tang, J. (2023). Tourism & Management Studies, 19(3), 7-22

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P, & Westman, M. (2018). Lin, 1., McCain, S. L. C., & Lolli, J. (2016). An empirical investigation into
Conservation of resources in the organizational context: The reality of customer satisfaction with travel agencies’ service recovery efforts in
resources and their consequences. Annual Review of Organizational Taiwan. Journal of Travel & Tourism Research, (Special Issue), 61-77.
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 103-128. https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050032002
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640 Lin, W. B. (2010). Service recovery expectation model-from the
Hochschild, A. (1983). The managed heart. Berkeley, CA: University of perspectives of consumers. The Service Industries Journal, 30(6), 873-
California Press. 889. https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060801935721
Hulland, J. (1999). Use of partial least squares (PLS) in strategic Luo, A., Guchait, P, Lee, L., & Madera, J. M. (2019). Transformational
management research: A review of four recent studies. Strategic leadership and service recovery performance: The mediating effect of
Management Journal, 20(2), 195-204. emotional labor and the influence of culture. International Journal of
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2<195::AID- Hospitality Management, 77, 31-39.
SMJ13>3.0.C0;2-7 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2018.06.011
Humphrey, S. E., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Integrating Miller, J. L., Craighead, C. W., & Karwan, K. R. (2000). Service recovery:
motivational, social, and contextual work design features: A meta- A framework and empirical investigation. Journal of Operations
analytic of the summary and theoretical extension work design Management,  18(4), 387-400. https://doi.org/10.1016/50272-
literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(5), 1332-1356. 6963(00)00032-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.5.1332 Mo, S., & Shi, J. (2017). Linking ethical leadership to employee burnout,
Jia, J., Jiao, Y., & Han, H. (2021). Inclusive leadership and team creativity: workplace deviance and performance: Testing the mediating roles of
A moderated mediation model of Chinese talent management. The trust in leader and surface acting. Journal of Business Ethics, 144(2),
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 1-24. 293-303. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2821-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1966073 Moneta, G. B., & Spada, M. M. (2009). Coping as a mediator of the
Judge, T. A., Jackson, C. L., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). relationships between trait intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and
Self-efficacy and work-related performance: The integral role of approaches to studying during academic exam preparation. Personality
individual differences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 107-127. and Individual Differences, 46(5-6), 664-669.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.107 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.01.012
Judge, T. A., Woolf, E. F., & Hurst, C. (2009). Is emotional labor more Ng, K. Y., Ang, S., & Chan, K. Y. (2008). Personality and leader
difficult for some than for others? A multilevel, experience-sampling effectiveness: A moderated mediation model of leadership self-efficacy,
study. Personnel Psychology, 62(1), 57-88. job demands, and job autonomy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(4),
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.01129.x 733. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.733
Jung, N.Y., & Seock, Y. K. (2017). Effect of service recovery on customers’ Ozcelik, H. (2013). An empirical analysis of surface acting in intra-
perceived justice, satisfaction, and word-of-mouth intentions on online organizational relationships. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(3),
shopping websites. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 37, 23- 291-309. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1798

. 30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2017.01.012 Parker, S.H., Axtell, C.M., & Turner, N. (2001). Designing a safer

1 Karatepe, O. M., & Karadas, G. (2012). The effect of management workplace: Importance of job autonomy, communication quality, and

. commitment to service quality on job embeddedness and performance supportive supervisors. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6(3),

1 outcomes. Journal of Business Economics and Management, 13(4), 614- 211-228. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.3.211

i 636. https://doi.org/10.3846/16111699.2011.620159 Priporas, C. V., Stylos, N., Vedanthachari, L. N., & Santiwatana, P. (2017).

. Karatepe, O. M., & Tekinkus, M. (2006). The effects of work-family Service quality, satisfaction, and customer loyalty in Airbnb

| conflict, emotional exhaustion, and intrinsic motivation on job accommodation in Thailand. International Journal of Tourism

i outcomes of front-line employees. International Journal of Bank Research, 19(6), 693-704. https.//doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2141

. Marketing,' 24(3), 173-193. Rahimizhian, S., & Irani, F. (2021). Investigating the antecedents of

1 https://doi.org/10.1108/02652320610659021 innovative behaviors in the hotel industry of Turkey. Tourism &

. Khorakian, A., Baregheh, A., Eslami, G., Yazdani, N., Maharati, Y., & Management Studies, 17(4), 45-56.

1 Jahangir, M. (2021). Creativity and paternalistic leadership in a https://doi.org/10.18089/tms.2021.170404

| developing country's restaurants: The role of job embeddedness and Randel, A. E., Galvin, B. M., Shore, L. M., Ehrhart, K. H., Chung, B. G.,

. career stage. International Journal of Tourism Research23(4), 677-689.

https.//doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2434

Latan, H., & Noonan, R. (2018). Partial least squares partial modelling:
Basic concepts, methodological issues and applications. Cham,
Switzerland: Springer International Publishing AG.

Lee, L., & Madera, J. M. (2019). A systematic literature review of emotional
labor research from the hospitality and tourism literature. International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 31, 2808-2826.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCHM-05-2018-0395

Lennard, A. C., Scott, B. A., & Johnson, R. E. (2019). Turning frowns (and
smiles) upside down: A multilevel examination of surface acting positive
and negative emotions on well-being. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 104(9), 1164. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000400

Liao, H. (2007). Do it right this time: The role of employee service
recovery performance in customer-perceived justice and customer
loyalty after service failures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(2), 475.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.475

Liat, C. B., Mansori, S., Chuan, G. C., & Imrie, B. C. (2017). Hotel service
recovery and service quality: Influences of corporate image and
generational differences in the relationship between customer
satisfaction and loyalty. Journal of Global Marketing, 30(1), 42-51.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2016.1262932

20

Dean, M. A., & Kedharnath, U. (2018). Inclusive leadership: Realizing
positive outcomes through belongingness and being valued for
uniqueness. Human Resource Management Review, 28(2), 190-203.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.07.002

Sahin, F., Karadag, H., & Tuncer, B. (2019). Big five personality traits,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention: A
configurational approach. International Journal of Entrepreneurial
Behavior & Research, 25(6), 1188-1211. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-
07-2018-0466

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing
approach to job attitudes and task design. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 224-253. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392563

Schwarzer, R., BaRler, J., Kwiatek, P., Schroder, K., & Zhang, J. X. (1997).
The assessment of optimistic self-beliefs: Comparison of the German,
Spanish, and Chinese versions of the general self-efficacy scale. Applied
Psychology, 46(1), 69-88. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-
0597.1997.tb01096.x

Shah, H. J., Ou, J. P, Attig, S., Umer, M., & Wong, W. K. (2022). Does
inclusive leadership improve the sustainability of employee relations?
Test of justice theory and employee perceived insider
status. Sustainability, 14(21), 14257.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142114257



Zhu, Y., Wang, Y., Baoyi, S., Feng, Q., Lin, H., & Tang, J. (2023). Tourism & Management Studies, 19(3), 7-22

Shore, L. M., & Chung, B. G. (2022). Inclusive leadership: How leaders
sustain or discourage work group inclusion. Group & Organization
Management, 47(4), 723-754.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601121999580

Stone, M. (1974). Cross-validatory choice and assessment of statistical
predictions. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B
(Methodological), 36(2), 111-133. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-
6161.1974.tb00994.x

Tenenhaus, M., Vinzi, V. E., Chatelin, Y. M., & Lauro, C. (2005). PLS path
modeling. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 48(1), 159-205.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2004.03.005

Thoresen, C. J., Kaplan, S. A., Barsky, A. P., Warren, C. R., & de Chermont,
K. (2003). The affective underpinnings of job perceptions and attitudes:
A meta-analytic review and integration. Psychological Bulletin, 129(6),
914-945. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.6.914

Totterdell, P, & Holman, D. (2003). Emotion regulation in customer
service roles: Testing a model of emotional labor. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 8(1), 55.
https://doi.org/10.1037//1076-8998.8.1.55

Van Vaerenbergh, Y., & Orsingher, C. (2016). Service recovery: An
integrative framework and research agenda. Academy of Management
Perspectives, 30(3), 328-346.

Wang, G., & Netemeyer, R. G. (2002). The effects of job autonomy,
customer demandingness, and trait competitiveness on salesperson
learning, self-efficacy, and performance. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 30(3), 217-228.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00970302030003003

Wang, X., Guchait, P., Pasamehmetoglu, A., & Wen, X. (2022). Hospitality
employees’ affective experience of shame, self-efficacy beliefs and job
behaviors: The alleviating role of error tolerance. International Journal

of Hospitality Management, 102, 103162.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2022.103162

Wang, Z., & Xie, Y. (2020). Authentic leadership and employees’
emotional labour in the hospitality industry. International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 32(2), 797-814.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1)CHM-12-2018-0952

Yavas, U., Karatepe, O. M., Avci, T., & Tekinkus, M. (2003). Antecedents
and outcomes of service recovery performance: An empirical study of
frontline employees in Turkish banks. International Journal of Bank
Marketing, 21(5), 255-265.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02652320310488439

Yilmaz, A. A., & Konaklioglu, E. (2022). Leadership styles and their effect
on employees: A comparative study of two Mediterranean tourism
destinations. Tourism &  Management  Studies, 18(2), 51-59.
https://doi.org/10.18089/tms.2022.180204

Yoo, J. J. E.,, Shin, S. Y., & Yang, I. S. (2006). Key attributes of internal
service recovery strategies as perceived by frontline food service
employees. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 25(3),
496-509. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2005.01.002

Zakeri, S.& Shahtalebi, B, (2014). Investigate the relationship between
job autonomy and self-efficacy (Case study: Technical and vocational
education staff of South Khorasan Province). Journal of Business and
Management Review, 4(3), 81-87.

Zapata-Phelan, C. P, Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & Livingston, B. (2009).
Procedural justice, interactional justice, and task performance: The
mediating role of intrinsic motivation. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 108(1), 93-105.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2008.08.001

Appendix-The comparison of Loadings and Cross loading

Inclusive Job Surface . Service recovery
leadership autonomy acting Self-efficacy performance

Inclusive leadership1 0.883 0.135 -0.045 0.19 0.169
Inclusive leadership2 0.871 0.121 -0.038 0.196 0.106
Inclusive leadership3 0.906 0.12 -0.047 0.222 0.146
Inclusive leadership4 0.862 0.07 -0.075 0.165 0.09
Inclusive leadership5 0.904 0.164 -0.004 0.265 0.14
Inclusive leadership6 0.891 0.095 -0.067 0.183 0.096
Inclusive leadership7 0.906 0.155 -0.043 0.203 0.129
Inclusive leadership8 0.874 0.069 -0.075 0.16 0.102
Inclusive leadership9 0.914 0.086 -0.055 0.188 0.089
Job autonomy1 0.066 0.878 0.254 0.454 0.107
Job autonomy2 0.126 0.912 0.264 0.474 0.079
Job autonomy3 0.159 0.926 0.233 0.498 0.121
Surface actingl -0.092 0.228 0.816 0.26 0.037
Surface acting2 -0.106 0.234 0.881 0.279 0.025
Surface acting3 -0.08 0.253 0.924 0.289 0.035
Surface acting4 -0.115 0.232 0.897 0.27 0.04
Surface acting5 0.008 0.255 0.901 0.293 0.008
Surface actingé -0.005 0.234 0.878 0.293 0.04
Surface acting7 0.04 0.262 0.873 0.327 -0.002
Self-efficacyl 0.201 0.415 0.153 0.739 0.195
Self-efficacy2 0.042 0.398 0.28 0.687 0.153
Self-efficacy3 0.128 0.401 0.255 0.736 0.127
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Inclusive Job Surface ] Service recovery
leadership autonomy acting Self-efficacy performance

Self-efficacy4 0.167 0.434 0.238 0.813 0.108
Self-efficacy5 0.181 0.51 0.317 0.877 0.113
Self-efficacy6 0.188 0.357 0.262 0.832 0.112
Self-efficacy7 0.235 0.441 0.289 0.844 0.162
Self-efficacy8 0.253 0.417 0.239 0.862 0.126
Self-efficacy9 0.245 0.414 0.291 0.832 0.134
Self-efficacy10 0.155 0.425 0.301 0.813 0.127
Service recovery performancel 0.08 0.128 0.051 0.19 0.866
Service recovery performance2 0.154 0.112 0.014 0.17 0.884
Service recovery performance3 0.075 0.037 -0.001 0.097 0.846
Service recovery performance4 0.102 0.076 0.06 0.079 0.81

Service recovery performance5 0.168 0.075 -0.02 0.084 0.733
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