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Abstract: The issue of toxic leadership, marginalization, and favoritism-(nepotism-cronyism) one of the important 
issues that represent risky phenomena and real problem that impact and results in many negative effects on the 
sustainability of human capital. But the question remains, which of these managerial and psychological variables affects 
the sustainability of human capital most? Is toxic leadership or marginalization or favoritism or ergonomics or servant 
leadership are the most or least impact on the sustainability of human capital? The research focused on a puzzling 
subject in managerial thought philosophy and studied six variables: toxic leadership, marginalization, favouritism-
(nepotism-cronyism), ergonomics, and servant leadership and their impact on the sustainability of human capital. a 
sample of (371) Cairo international airport (CIA) employees. Finally, the study measured and determined the six most 
important variables that impacted the sustainability of human capital and tested the ten research hypotheses. 
Additionally, suggested some recommendations and implementation mechanisms that raise the efficiency of the airline 
sector and contribute to moderating the effects of toxic leadership, favoritism-(nepotism-cronyism) (FNC), and 
marginalization on employee performance and enhancing the role of servant leadership (SL), providing and improving 
ergonomics (workplace conditions and environment), which contributes to the sustainability of human capital (SHC). 

Keywords: Toxic leadership, human capital, sustainability, servant leadership, favouritism, nepotism, cronyism, 
marginalization, ergonomics, bibliometric analysis. 
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1 Introduction 

Spread of the phenomenon of (in-to-out) internal marginalization (IM) and (out-to-in) external marginalization (EM) 
and favouritism-(nepotism-cronyism) has become one of the negative phenomena that have a risky impact on 
employees psychologically and socially, whether it is internal marginalization or external marginalization and whether 
it is (favouritism-(nepotism-kinship) or favouritism-(cronyism-friends) [1,2]. Therefore, studying the side effects of 
internal marginalization within the organization [3,4,5,6]. The deliberate marginalization from the leader has become an 
urgent necessity in behavioral psychology and human resource management to know the impact of these side effects on 
sustainability of human capital due to its importance as an intellectual investment asset in any contemporary 
organization. The research also focuses on toxic leadership (TL) and its risky effects on sustainability of human capital 
(SHC). In addition to discussing the issue of ergonomics as one of the important and risky issues related to the safety, 
health and safety of employees. The research also discusses the issue of servant leadership and its importance in 
moderate the riskiness of favouritism and marginalization and its relationships with issues of toxic leadership. 
Therefore, the research focuses on studying the impact of toxic leadership (TL) as an (independent variable-(IV)) on the 
human capital sustainability as a (dependent variable-(DV)). And the study of the effect of favouritism-(nepotism-
cronyism) (FNC) as a (1st mediator variable-(MeV)) and internal marginalization as a (2nd mediator variable-(MeV)) on 
the relationship between toxic leadership and human capital sustainability? The research also studies the effect of 
ergonomics as a (1st moderator variable-(MoV)) and (servant leadership) as a (2nd moderator variable-(MoV)) on 
relationship between toxic leadership and human capital sustainability-(HCS) at Cairo International Airport (CIA) as a 
field of applied study. 
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2 Toxic Leadership (TL) 

Sustainable Toxic leadership is a leader's abusive, authoritarian, narcissistic, self-promoting, and unexpected behaviors 
and leads to increased intent of employees to quit, as leaders with toxic behaviors can harm the well-being of employees 
and increase their dissatisfaction [7,8,9]. Toxic leaders behave destructive behaviors and act with egoistic attitudes, they 
lack the ability to motivate their subordinates and even destroy their ambition, vision [10,11,12]. Toxic leadership (TL) 
displaying the dark side (negative aspects) of leadership [13,14]. Additionally, Toxic leadership may have destructive 
workplace behaviors exhibited by employees, and these behaviors are harmful to both organizations and their members 
[15,16]. It has a detrimental effect on employee performance and Toxic leadership creates a toxic and destructive 
climate and [17,18,19], Employees may act ineffectively as retaliation against their leaders, and they are trying to take 
revenge and destroy their leaders in all possible ways [20]. Additionally, Toxic leadership is the (toxic silent killing) of 
the ambition of the workers, the organization and (toxic leaders) are (toxic drug) and the deadly poisonous medicine to 
see their followers they are deceitful and destroy their subordinates with administrative cunning and exploit the 
regulations and loopholes to destroy them, destroy them and marginalize them psychologically and morally [21,22,23]. 
Additionally, Toxic leadership destroys the relationship between followers and their leader, loses confidence in the 
actions and actions of their leader, and loses them a sense of justice and trust, which leads to organizational silence 
leaving the job and hating the job and employees' performance thus may affect the sustainability of human capital 
[24,25, 26,27]. 

3 Internal-(in-to-out) Marginalization (IM) 

The internal-(in-to-out) marginalization is a risky interactive organizational and managerial practice that have risky 
impact on the employees' co-work and workplace [28,29,30], the organization and the leaders as a leadership pattern 
that targets employees and affects them psychologically and practically, which may affect their psychological 
contract, and even the deliberate reduction of employees, which may affect their loyalty and organizational 
commitment, which may affect the sustainability of their performance as intellectual and human capital invested in 
the organization. Additionally, internal-(in-to-out) marginalization is a social issue and managerial phenomenon that 
occurs due to social culture, behavior and personality traits among individuals. In addition, marginalization is based 
on the isolation of subordinates managerially, organizationally and society. Interactive marginalization also occurs 
due to the gap in values, ethics, customs and traditions, and educational and cultural qualifications between leaders 
and workers. It represents the deprivation of individuals from expressing their opinions and participating in 
organizational and managerial decisions. It is also represented in the deliberate non-participation of workers in 
making decisions, which affects the psychological contract, organizational unity and organizational loyalty, 
behaviorally and morally, which affects individual and institutional performance [31,32]. Additionally, increasing 
internal marginalization degrees reduces organizational effectiveness, weakens trust and reduces respect and 
appreciation at the personal, professional and family levels, as it causes a state of psychological and functional un-
equilibrium for the individual at the individual, psychological or organizational level, which may actually affect the 
sustainability of human capital [33,5]. 

4 Favouritism (Nepotism-Cronyism) (FNC) 

Favouritism (Nepotism-Cronyism) (FCN): (Nepotism-cronyism) are two categories of favouritism: Nepotism means 
favouritism based on kinship, relatives and interpersonal family relations. Favoritism is defined as the practice of giving 
preference to employees based on kinship rather than skill or merit. It is a partiality for kin without standards or 
established guidelines. It entails giving family members and close friends promotions or high-level jobs, as well as 
giving them some positions' relevant rights and responsibilities [34,35,36]. while, Cronyism including favouritism, 
which is based on connections to friends or relatives of friends, promotions to higher positions, or giving of authority 
and privileges to friends in exchange for stifling the advancement of others who merit such promotions and authority 
without any set rules or criteria. Nepotism-cronyism, then, is favouritism based on kinship or friendship rather than 
competence or efficiency, and it involves recruiting and terminating employees while marginalizing others. 
[37,36,38,39,40]. Additionally, favoritism and cronyism are widespread social problems that can occur either vertically 
or horizontally. In contrast, vertical cronyism refers to favouritism setup interactions between managers and 
subordinates, horizontal cronyism refers to relationships' setup favouritism between subordinates at the same level. 
Accordingly, favoritism is considered a harmful variable for the organization and the HRM system, and it results in 
many unhelpful and harmful side effects that harm the organization and its employees and limit the sustainability of 
human resources and reduce the sustainability of intellectual and social capital, which poses a threat to organizational 
human sustainability [41,42,43,44]. 
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5 Ergonomics (Ergo) 

The idea of ergonomics is connected to the employees' health and safety at the workplace. Organizations must therefore 
develop the appropriate ergonomic tools and strategies for effective performance on the job because ergonomics plays a 
significant influence in employee performance [45,46,47,48,49]. Additionally, the performance of the employees has 
affected the job due to transfer in ergonomics [50]. ergonomics is the field of study to make people and their workplaces 
perfectly compatible and fit between employees and workplace environments [51]. Ergonomics is a term used to 
describe the study of space and workplace behavior. Understanding people's requirements and giving them space to 
engage with coworkers as well as physical space to work is ergonomics' fundamental focus. Based on this knowledge 
and previous research, the following constructs are relevant to the study: (1) workstation comfort (Ergo1), (2) work 
environment (Ergo2), (3) lighting at the workplace (Ergo3), (4) sufficient rest periods at work (Ergo4) and (5) social 
distancing (Ergo5). [52,53]. Additionally, ergonomics plays an important role in employee and institutional 
performance, enhances the quality of operations, improves working conditions, enhances quality and continuous 
improvement of operations, reduces turnover and sustains human and intellectual capital [54,55]. 

6 Servant Leadership (SL) 

Servant leadership (SL) is a pioneering leadership style which refers to the leader who prefers his followers and their 
desires and priorities over his own desires and priorities and eager to put his followers before himself-(priority for 
followers’ needs) [56,57,58,59,60], and prioritizes their interests and priorities over his own interest and personal 
priorities, and high interest in following him, meeting their needs, helping them achieve their organizational goals, and 
increasing and developing their technical, intellectual and cognitive skills in line with the interest of workers and the 
interest of the organization [61,62,63,64].The leader of the followers is their servant, Seven dimensions of servant 
leadership, based on early concepts, have previously been identified as follow: developing employees, emotional 
recovery, empowering, adding value for community, followers’ needs priority, interactions conceptual skills, and 
behaving ethically [65,66]. Servant leadership (SL) provides confidence for followers, develops and encourages them, 
demonstrates humility and genuine leadership to subordinates, and empowers them, inspires them and encourages 
building a second, authentic leadership row that has a profound impact on workplace, institutional performance and the 
sustainability of human capital [67,68,69,70,71]. Servant leadership (SL) enhances confidence, bearing responsibility, 
engaging in work, aware response to environmental changes, flexible handling of crises, interactive transactions, and 
social leadership support for behavioral and ethical creativity, which supports leadership care and creative 
psychological intellectual behavior, which increases opportunities for the sustainability of intellectual and human 
capital. Additionally, Servant leadership (SL) enhances commitment and loyalty to employees [72,73,74,75] and 
motivates them towards effective performance and appropriate critical thinking with intellectual capital that enhances 
their ethical behavior and appreciation of the leader, self-esteem and development, and enhances the psychological 
state, optimism and psychological confidence resulting from psychological empowerment and stimulates their 
participation in workplace, career development and effective organizational performance, which enhances the 
sustainability of capital human [76,77,78]. 

7 Human capital sustainability (HCS) 

Human capital sustainability (HCS) refers to Increasing people's capacity and willingness to work both now and in the 
future. This concerns their education, experience, health, as well as other qualities like loyalty and commitment. 
Additionally, (HCS) refers to effectively expressing organizational continuity. (HCS)-refers to (employable) It refers to 
necessary skill, knowledge and attitudes and personal and psychological ability that is constantly required to carry out 
organizational tasks, duties and responsibilities efficiently and effectively inside and outside the organization 
[79,80,81]. Co-work and workplace engagement is a healthy, contented mental state linking with vitality, loyalty, and 
engagement. Employee attitudes can be divided to three axes: affective commitment (i.e., emotional obligation and 
employees' psychological contract which developing with their organization), normative commitment (i.e., perceptions 
of employees as ethically obligated to remain with his company) [82,83], and continuity commitment (i.e., employees' 
attachment as a result of the human and intellectual capital investment). Organizational commitment (OC) refers to the 
level of an employee’s involvement with their organization [84,85,86]. There are three aspects of human capital 
sustainability (HCS) were considered: Employability (long-term employment, growth of employee knowledge, 
competencies, and skills): (efficiency, training, continuous learning, organizational development, technological 
development, digital transforming skills, organizational flexibility, continuous improvement, career advancement, 
promotion, experience, quality Career life, knowledge worker, e-learning, professionalism, Tech IQ). Work 
Engagement: (increasing involvement, strategic contribution, security and job stability, employee satisfaction, mental 
flexibility, organizational effectiveness, fairness of rewards, teamwork skills, empowerment, psychological contract, 
self-management, and employees' inventiveness). Employees' Attitudes: (organizational commitment, emotional 
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commitment, affective commitment, continuity commitment, discipline, non-absence, low turnover, belonging, loyalty, 
organizational citizenship behaviors, social responsibility, ethical attitudes, servant attitudes, mindful attitudes, 
emotional intelligence, self-managed teams). 

8 Research problem 

The exploratory study conducted by the researcher at Cairo International Airport (CIA) showed that the airline sector in 
general and Cairo International Airport (CIA) in particular suffers from some problems related to favouritism to friends 
or relatives and problems related to the issue of internal marginalization between co-workers or between employees and 
their leaders inside the airport. There is a complaint by many employees about marginalization both internally and 
externally, which causes psychological exhaustion and emotional stress for employees and distorts social relations and 
causes a lack of internal peace between employees and leaders. The employees also suffer from the risky effects of 
toxic leadership in the workplace. Additionally, the exploratory study showed that there is a deficiency in realizing the 
risky psychological effects of internal marginalization and its negative role if it is studied as a potentially influential 
variable in the issue of toxic leadership. In addition to some problems related to the issue of ergonomics and servant 
leadership (SL) because of its significant and potential rate role and may affect the relationship between toxic leadership 
and human capital sustainability-(HCS) The exploratory study also found that there is a deficiency in the employees' 
awareness of their importance as a human and social capital that requires sustainability and unification of good social 
relations between each other and between them and their leaders and between them and the travelers who are served at 
airports. All of the above constitutes a real problem and causes distortion of social relations between employees and 
leaders inside the airport, which limits and restricts (HCS). All the above showed that the research problem is centered 
on several important questions: What is the impact of toxic leadership on (HCS)? What is the impact of (FCN) as a (1st 
mediator variable) in the relationship of toxic leadership and (HCS)? What is the effect of internal marginalization as a 
(2nd mediator variable) in the relationship of toxic leadership and (HCS)? What is the role of ergonomics as a (1st 
moderator variable) in the relationship between toxic leadership and (HCS)? What is the effect of servant leadership as 
a (2nd moderator variable) that moderates the relationship of toxic leadership and (HCS)? Additionally, the researcher’s 
reliance on the exploratory study at the airport and verifying the existence of a real problem related to the phenomenon 
of nepotism and toxic leadership, which is likely to affect human capital, the researcher analyzed previous studies 
related to the subject and variables of the study, and found the following: (three studies link marginalization and 
(HCS)), (six researches link ergonomics and (HCS) (five researches link favouritism and sustainability) and (no any 
researches link between  toxic leadership and (HCS). Consequently, the researcher discovered the scarcity of research 
that links the variables of the study, which reinforced the idea of the study and its importance scientifically and 
practically, and encouraged the researcher to study these variables, which may contribute to providing a treatment for 
the study problem. The researcher used (Bibliometric analysis) analysis as it appears in three Figures (Fig.1; Fig.2; 
Fig.3): 

 
Fig. 1:  Bibliometric VOSviewer TL and HCS 
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Fig. 2: Bibliometric VOSviewer Ergo and HCS 

 
Fig. 3:  Bibliometric VOSviewer SL and HCS 

9 Formulating a Research Framework and Hypotheses 

In order to study the impact of (favouritism-Nepotism-Cronyism) (FNC), Ergonomics (Ergo), and servant leadership 
(SL) as well as the relationship between internal marginalization (IM) and Human Capital Sustainability (HCS), a study 
methodology was developed (Fig.4). displays the model for the proposed research framework. 

 
Fig. 4: Proposed Research Framework 
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Six research variables were studied by tested the following ten hypotheses toxic leadership (TL), (favouritism-
nepotism-cronyism) (FNC), Ergonomics (Ergo), servant leadership (SL) and internal marginalization (IM) affect 
Human Capital Sustainability (HCS): 

 (H01): (TL) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 

 (H02): (TL) was an indirect and negative effect on (HCS) through (IM). 

 (H03): (TL) was an indirect and negative effect on (HCS) through (FNC). 

 (H4): (TL) has a direct positive effect on (IM) 

 (H5): (TL) has a direct positive effect on (FNC).  

 (H06): (IM) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 

 (H07): (FNC) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 

 (H8): (Ergo) moderated the relationship between (TL) and (HCS). 

 (H9): (SL) moderated the relationship between (TL) and (HCS). 

 (H010): The effect of (TL) is less than the effect of (FNC) and (IM) as mediator variables and (Ergo) and (SL) as 
moderator variables on (HCS). 

10 Methodologies 

10.1 Research Design 
Analyzing data to find links between research variables and hypotheses, according to [87], including any direct or 
indirect effects. AMOS statistical program's quantitative analysis approach and the structure equation modelling (SEM) 
method were used to create a questionnaire to evaluate (TL), (FNC), (Ergo), (SL), (IM), and (HCS). 

10.2 Data Collection and Questionnaire Development 
Employed questionnaire tool as a viable strategy for gathering data on the opinions of the research population. The 
research community (385) employees of Cairo International Airport (CIA). And (14) forms rejected because to missing 
data. And (371) valid forms, a completion percentage of 96.36% was attained for the purposes of data analysis. Relied 
on the questionnaire as a tool for data collection, and questionnaire was built and designed on six axes as follows: 
internal marginalization (IM) (2nd mediator variable) the measurement is based on [88], [89], and [4], and uses a scale 
with 20 items to assess internal (in-to-out) marginalization (Cronbach alpha (α) = 0.942). Ergonomics scale (ES) (1st 
moderator variable) dimensions based on [45,52,53], the constructs related to the study are as follows: (1)-workplace 
comfort (Ergo1), (2)-workplace environment (Ergo2), (3)-lighting at the workplace (Ergo3), (4)-suitable rest periods at 
workplace (Ergo4), (5)-social distancing (Ergo5), Additionally, the researcher added two dimensions: (6)-workplace 
physical conditions (Ergo6), (7)-Personal safety and healthy tools (Ergo7) with (Cronbach alpha (α) = 0.976).  Servant 
leadership (SL) (2nd moderator variable) was measured by using the servant leadership scale (SLS-7) developed by 
(65,66,90,60] which included seven axes: developing employees, empowering, emotional recovery, followers’ needs 
priority, interactions conceptual skills, adding value for community and behaving ethically. Cronbach's alpha (α 
=0.927). favouritism-(Nepotism-Cronyism) (FNC) (1st mediator variable) is assessed using a 15-item scale created by 
[36]. with some phrase adjustments to fit the context of airline sector (Cronbach alpha (α) = 0.943).  Scale of [10] was 
used to measure toxic leadership (TL) as (independent variable) (IV) [11]. (TLS) measures Employees' perceptions of 
their immediate leader's destructive behaviors. (TLS) includes (30 objects) distributed over five dimensions 
(Authoritarian Leadership, Narcissism, Abusive supervision, Self-Promotion and Unpredictability) (every dimension 
has six items). Compared to other similar measures [91,13,92,11] This scale was chosen because it reflected several 
types of disruptive leader behavior and reflected actual behavior. Using 5-point Likert scale. (Cronbach alpha (α) = 
0.928). Human capital sustainability (HCS)-(dependent variable) (DV) measured by three scales axes: Employees 
Attitudes (14-items) [93] Work Engagement (12-items) [94] and Employability (16-items) [82] (a 42-item 
questionnaire) with Cronbach's alpha (α) = (0.938). 

10.3 Pre-test Analysis 
To ensure accurate data collection, the questionnaire underwent two rounds of double-verification: (1) six researchers 
examined and assessed the content validity of the questions to confirm their relevance and validity while accounting for 
latent factors. (IOC)-index [95] suggests (IOC)-values between [0.67-1.00] [96] for questions to be considered 
acceptable. (2) The Cronbach's alpha (α), a metric of survey reliability, according [97], values for each factor ranging 
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from [0.7 to 0.902]. 

11 Results 

11.1 Statistics analysis of Measurement Model 
(SEM) and (CFA) used to validate overall data, practical relationships, and overall accuracy of the proposed model 
(AMOS). The study examined the structural model to look into our study hypotheses using a 2-steps method suggested 
to evaluate the measurement model's validity, reliability, and discriminating validity [98]. validity, reliability, and 
convergent and discriminate validity of the system were all evaluated (CFA). The proposed methodological approach 
considers of human capital sustainability (HCS), favouritism-(nepotism-cronyism) (FNC), internal marginalization 
(IM), ergonomics (Ergo), toxic leadership (TL) and servant leadership (SL). according to [99] all of the constructions' 
results (CR), as displayed in (Table.1) are within the permitted range of 0.69. This indicates that the data's fundamental 
logic satisfies a high standard. It is advised to use a 2nd order model when doing the initial inspection. The initial step is 
to construct and validate a 2nd order model. The outcomes of 2nd order analysis are as follows: (GFI is 0.897), (RMSEA 
is 0.097), (CFI is 0.884), (df is 62), (CMIN/df is 1.872), and (NFI is 0.913). (Chi²) value = (93.97). The (CFA) (USC) 
(relational, structural and cognitive) axes used to evaluate were loaded into the pertinent factors. Results closely 
matched the model since each item was assigned to exactly one component. The suggested value was higher when 
compared to all adequate indices: approximate root means (square)2 error (RMSEA) = 0.64; standardized root means 
square residual (SRMR) = 0.058; 2 (df) = 258.15 (76); 2/(df) = 3.78; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.95; incremental 
adequate index (IFI) = 0.89. This shows the model, and the data are both reliable. Each value must adequate the 
following criteria: BA= 0.865, BS= 0.902, PQ= 0.774, and BL= 0.622. It implies that the four reflecting factors' 
analysis of each of the four 1st order impacts (BA, BS, PQ, and BL) was supported by a specific explanation (BE). The 
measurement model was further validated using convergent and discriminate validities. (Table.1) displays the AMOS-
outcomes and validity of measuring model's constructs, which is supported by composite reliability (CR). 

Table 1:  Use factor analysis to validate the survey's instrument 

CFA Model AVE CR CMIN/df CFI TLI GFI AGFI NFI RMSEA 
< 3  ≥ 0.90  ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0.90 < 0.08 

TL 0.73 0.87 2.766 0.913 0.944 0.927 0.910 0.942 0.017 
FNC 0.78 0.89 2.812 0.922 0.956 0.944 0.961 0.954 0.023 
IM 0.68 0.79 1.678 0.987 0.928 0.951 0.978 0.910 0.001 
Ergo 0.66 0.86 2.891 0.924 0.919 0.976 0.905 0.933 0.004 
SL 0.76 0.92 2.875 0.981 0.967 0.919 0.928 0.926 0.001 
HCS 0.73 0.82 2.623 0.932 0.947 0.973 0.946 0.941 0.015 

Source: Produced by the researcher and based on results of the statistical analysis AMOS 

First, according to (AVE), one index benefits from factor loading, differentiated validity, and convergent validity 
[100,101]. The (AVE) value must bigger than standard cut-off of 0.50 if the value is bigger than > 0.5 and equal to or 
higher than (0.7), or conversely if value is higher than (0.5) but less than (0.7). (0.7). This principle accounts for the vast 
majority of variation. Given that the (AVE) is higher than the permissible range of values, the survey instrument's 
validity can be demonstrated by this (0.581 to 0.775). 

Table 2:  The factor correlation coefficients and the squared root calculation of AVE 
Study variables TL FNC-(N) FNC-(C) IM Ergo SL HCS 
TL 0.928       
FNC-(N) 0.911 0.875      
FNC-(C) 0.932 0.808 0.851     
IM 0.965 0.826 0.870 0.910    
Ergo 0.894 0.817 0.857 0.869 0.884   
SL 0.905 0.811 0.860 0.876 0.841 0.872  
HCS 0.922 0.837 0.893 0.848 0.830 0.810 0.893 

Note: The squared root of the estimated AVE is represented by the diagonal values 

The (CFA model) met the criteria for discriminating validity, proving that the measurement scales are adequate. For 
each item, the cross-loading on other factors was greater than the loading on the linked factor. The CFA model was 
used to test (SEM) with implicit variables. Finally, the observed variables' (square)2 multiple correlation (R2) values, 
which were not greater than > 0.9, demonstrated that multicollinearity was not a problem. 
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11.2 The Structural Path Model's Analysis 
The structural models' path coefficients were established. A path analysis and model assumption testing were done 
using AMOS. Accordingly, when utilizing SEM, a study sample of at least 1000 samples, or at minimum 5 or 10 cases 
per parameter, is needed [102]. This study had an appropriate sample size of (371) participants, which clearly shows the 
outcome. The model fit indices' actual and recommended values are shown in (Table.3). The evaluation of the study 
model was done using the following goodness-of-adequate metrics: The table shows that df = 142, GFI = 0.954, 
CMIN/df = 2.453, NFI = 0.963, RMSEA = 0.0723, and CFI = 0.928. (Chi2) value = 289.76. This indicated the good 
adequate between the model and the data. For the dependent constructs, hypotheses, t-values, and path coefficients are 
displayed in (Table.3). 

 
Fig. 5: Common-method bias evaluation using the PLS model 

Table 3:  Suggested and actual match indices values 
Appropriate 
Indicator CMIN/df GFI/ Path NFI/ Path RMSEA TLI AGFI CFI/ Path P-V 

Suggested Value < 3.847 > 0.945 > 0.814 < 0.657 ≥ 
0.901 

> 
0.889 > 0.889 0.0 

sig 

Reality Value 2.691 0.960 0.953 0.546 0.966 0.954 0.937 0.0 
sig 

Dependent 
Variables (DV)  

Independent Variables (IV) - 
R2 TL FNC IM Ergo SL S. Es/ Path P-V 

FNC 0.938 0.891 - 0.826 0.651 0.654 0.876 0.00 
sig 

IM 0.966 0.906 0.789 - 0.670 0.711 0.898 0.0 
sig 

Ergo 0.915 0.879 0.745 0.808 - 0.810 0.753 0.0 
sig 

SL 0.942 0.827 0.832 0.669 0.739 - 0.819 0.0 
sig 

HCS 0.898 0.924 0.813 0.885 0.434 0.526 0.834 0.0 
sig 

Hypotheses β T-v Conclusion P-V 

(H01): (TL) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 0.973 16.4** Approved 0.0 
sig 

(H02): (TL) was an indirect and negative effect on (HCS) 
through (IM). 0.972 18.5** Approved 0.0 

sig 
(H03): (TL) was an indirect and negative effect on (HCS) 
through (FNC). 0.956 22.7** Approved 0.0 

sig 

(H4): (TL) has a direct positive effect on (IM). 0.926 12.5** Approved 0.0 
sig 

(H5): (TL) has a direct positive effect on (FNC). 0.865 17.5** Approved 0.0 
sig 

(H06): (IM) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 0.964 19.6** Approved 0.0 
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sig 

(H07): (FNC) has a direct negative effect on (HCS). 0.910 14.7** Approved 0.0 
sig 

(H8): (Ergo) was moderated the relationship between (TL) 
and (HCS). 0.875 23.5** Approved 0.0 

sig 
(H9): (SL) was moderated the relationship between (TL) 
and (HCS). 0.932 11.8** Approved 0.0 

sig 
(H010): The effect of (TL) is less than the effect of (FNC) 
and (IM) as mediator variables and (Ergo) and (SL) as 
moderator variables on (HCS). 

0.836 12.4** Rejected 0.24 
insig 

Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; Fit indices: Chi-square-(Chi²) = 264.15; df = 147; GFI = 0.931; 
CMIN/df = 2.278; NFI = 0.927; RMSEA= 0.0785; CFI = 0.965. 

AMOS factorial analysis (AFA) displays the value of (R2) for research variables (toxic leadership (TL), favouritism-
(nepotism-cronyism) (FNC), internal marginalization (IM), ergonomics (Ergo) servant leadership (SL) and human 
capital sustainability (HCS), respectively: (R2=0.973, 0.938, 0.966, 0.915, 0.942 and 0.898), which, means how the 
variables are linked, how each one influences the others, and how changes in the research's variables occur in a 
significant and acceptable percentage. The importance and validity of each hypothesis tested through (t-value) and (β) 
value in (Table.3), which indicate the models' accurate and predict human capital sustainability (HCS) as dependent 
variable through others variables as (toxic leadership (TL) as independent variables (IV), favouritism (nepotism-
cronyism) (FNC) as1st the mediator variable (1stMEV), internal marginalization (IM) as the 2nd mediator variable 
(2ndMEV),  ergonomics (Ergo) as 1st moderator variable (1stMOV) and servant leadership (SL) as 2nd moderator variable 
(2ndMOV) ) with great accuracy. According to results of (AMOS) analysis and path analysis from (Table.3), it becomes 
clear that (β = 0.973, t-value = 16.421, sig < 0.01) of the two variables related to the 1st hypothesis (toxic leadership 
(TL) has a direct negative effect on sustainability of human capital (HCS).) and which approved the validity of the 1st 
hypothesis (H01), which presupposes a direct negative impact between (TL) and (HCS). Additionally, (Table.3), show 
that (β = 0.972, t-value = 18.568 sig < 0.01) of the three variables related to the 2nd hypothesis (toxic leadership (TL) 
was an indirect and negative effect on (HCS) through (IM)) which approved the validity of the 2nd hypothesis (H02), 
which presume indirect negative impact between (TL) and (HCS) through (IM). In addition to (Table.3), display that (β 
= 0.956, t-value =22.719, sig < 0.01) of two variables linked to the 3rd hypothesis (TL) was an indirect and negative 
effect on (HCS) through (FNC). favouritism-(FNC) as (1stMEV) variable which approved 3rd hypothesis (H03), which 
assumes an indirect negative influence between (TL) and (HCS) through (FNC). Additionally, (Table.3), show (β = 
0.926, t-value =12.509, sig < 0.01) of the two variables linked to the 4th hypothesis (TL) has a direct positive effect on 
(IM). which approved the 4th hypothesis (H4), which suppose direct positive effect between (TL) and (HCS). 
Additionally, (Table.3), offer that (β = 0.865, t-value = 17.567, sig < 0.00) of the three variables of the 5th hypothesis 
(TL) has a direct positive impact on favouritism-(FNC) as (1stMEV). which approved the 5th hypothesis (H5), which 
assume favouritism-(FNC) as (1stMEV) mediate the linking between (TL) and (HCS). Additionally, to (Table.3), 
display that (β = 0.964, t-value = 19.652, sig < 0.01) of the 6th hypothesis (IM) has a direct negative impact on (HCS) 
which approved the 6th hypothesis (H06), which suppose direct negative impact linking between (IM) and (HCS) which 
means (IM) as (2ndMEV) mediate the linking between [(TL) and (HCS)]. Additionally, to (Table.3), display that (β = 
0.910, t-value = 14.711, sig < 0.01) of the 7th hypothesis that the favouritism-(FNC) has a direct negative effect on 
(HCS). which approved the 7th hypothesis (H07), which suppose direct negative effect impact linking between 
favouritism-(FNC) and (HCS). Add to, (Table.3), display that (β = 0.875, t-value =23.509, sig < 0.01) of the three 
variables related to the 8th hypothesis (Ergo) was moderated the relationship between (TL) and (HCS). which approved 
8th hypothesis (H8), which assumes (Ergo) as (1stMOV) which has indirect positive influence moderated the impact 
influence between (TL) and (HCS) through (Ergo) as (1stMOV). Additionally, (Table.3), display that (β = 0.932, t-value 
=11.830, sig < 0.01) of the three variables related to the 9th hypothesis (SL) was moderated the relationship between 
(TL) and (HCS). which approved 9th hypothesis (H9), which assumes (SL) as (2ndMOV) which has indirect positive 
influence moderated the impact influence between (TL) and (HCS) through (SL) as (2ndMOV). Additionally, (Table.3), 
display that (β = 0.836, t-value =12.446, sig > 0.24) of the six variables related to the 10th hypothesis the effect of (TL) 
is less than the effect of (FNC) and (IM) as mediator variables and (Ergo) and (SL) as moderator variables on (HCS). 
which rejected 10th hypothesis (H10), because results display that (TL) has higher impact on (HCS) more than the other 
variables. Consequently, it is evident from the examination of the earlier data that (TL) was an effect of (0.924) on 
(HCS) which proves a direct negative impact on (HCS), (TL) has an impact (0.0.891) on (FNC) and (FNC) was indirect 
negative effect on (HCS) which means a direct negative effect on (FNC), and a direct negative effect on (HCS) through 
(FNC). Additionally, (IM) impact by (0.885) on (HCS) which confirm that a direct negative effect on (HCS), 
Additionally, (Ergo) impact by (0.434) on (HCS) proves that Ergonomics (Ergo) has moderated and modify linking 
between toxic leadership (TL) and (HCS) and servant leadership (SL) impact by (0.526) on (HCS) proves that (Ergo) 
and (SL) moderating and modify linking between (TL) and (HCS). 
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12 Conclusion 

Results of study and analysis showed that toxic leadership (TL) has a direct and negative impact on the human capital 
sustainability (HCS), which is partially consistent with some of other studies results [25,24,26]. It also became clear that 
favouritism-(FNC) as a (1stMEV) and internal marginalization (IM) as a (2ndMEV)) have a direct and negative impact 
on the (HCS). Rather, it became clear that the entry of favouritism-(FNC) as a (1stMEV) and (IM) as a (2ndMEV) affect 
the relationship of [(TL) and (HCS)], as there is an indirect and negative impact of (TL) on the (HCS) through [(FNC) 
and (IM)] as two intermediate variables. It also became clear from the results and analysis that the effect of (FNC)-
Nepotism is greater than that of (FNC)-Cronyism in the airline sector and Cairo airport under study. In addition to the 
presence of ergonomics (Ergo) as a (1stMOV) in the relationship between (TL) and (HCS), when entering ergonomics 
(Ergo) as a (1stMOV) it modified the negative impact on the relationship between (TL) and (HCS) by (0.434). which 
means that it has a moderator role in the relationship between (TL) and (HCS), that is, the more (TL) as a problem and a 
real phenomenon in organizations, the more this requires solving the problem through the speed of use ergonomics 
(Ergo) in its seven dimensions [45,53,52,51,25]: ((Ergo1)-workplace comfort, (Ergo2)-workplace environment, 
(Ergo3)-lighting at the workplace, (Ergo4)-suitable rest periods at workplace, (Ergo5)-social distancing, (Ergo6)-
workplace physical conditions,(Ergo7)-Personal safety and healthy tools), comforting and being concerned about the 
wellbeing and safety of employees, and focus and attention to ergonomics (Ergo) approach and providing all its 
methods and applying the ergonomics' 7th dimensions (Ergo1 to Ergo7) to modified the linking between (TL) on (HCS). 
Additionally, that there is an effect of (SL) as a (2ndMOV) in the relationship between (TL) and the (HCS) when 
entering (SL) as a (2ndMOV) it moderates the negative impact on the relationship between (TL) and (HCS) by (0.526) 
Which means it has a modified role in the linking between (TL) and (HCS), which is partially consistent with some of 
previous studies findings [103,69,70,68,72,71]. Which, meaning that whenever (TL) appears and it becomes clear that it 
represents a real problem and phenomenon in organizations, the problems of (TL) can be solved or at least moderate its 
risky impact through fast shifting to (SL) in its seven dimensions (developing employees, empowering, followers’ needs 
priority, adding value for community, emotional recovery, interactions conceptual skills and behaving ethically) to 
modified the linking between (TL) and (HCS). Finally, results display that the impact of toxic leadership (TL) is the 
most variable influential on (HCS), followed by internal marginalization (IM) in the 2nd position as the most influential 
variable in the (HCS). There is an effect of (IM) as a (2ndMEV) in the relationship between (TL) and (HCS). This 
confirms the fact that leaders’ practices of internal marginalization (IM) of employees is one of the most factors that 
confirm the existence of (toxic-leadership and toxic-leaders), which has a profound psychological and emotional impact 
on workers and helps in their dislike of work and leaving their jobs, increasing turnover, absenteeism, and all 
organizational negative phenomena that affect workers on their organizational performance, and even on the 
institutional performance as a whole. In order to solve the problems and to moderate risky impact of [toxic leadership 
(TL), favouritism-(FNC) and internal marginalization (IM), it is necessary to solve these problems by turning to servant 
leadership (SL) and leaders should avoid marginalization practices, avoid favoritism practices, focus on employee 
participation, and adopt servant leadership practices and employees should not be adopting organizationally silent on 
toxic leaders and always try to expose them. and adopting the ergonomics approach through Providing occupational 
health and safety programs for employees, Additionally, changing toxic leadership practices to servant leadership 
practices through (either toxic leaders change their practices to real servant leadership) or (change toxic leaders with 
servant leaders) to eliminate all negative phenomena, solve workers’ problems, and increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of workers’ performance and organizational performance within organizations or airline sector in general 
or inside Cairo airport in particular.  

Future Research Suggestions 

The six variables that the study concentrated (toxic leadership, marginalization, favouritism-(nepotism-cronyism), 
servant leadership, ergonomics and human capital sustainability) are a unique field of management study and research 
in the field of (HRM) and (OB). These variables are important because they are managerial practices and real problems 
in organizations and societies and are important phenomena that deserve study and research and can be applied in other 
areas and finding unique answers and solutions to toxic leadership, favouritism-(nepotism-cronyism) and 
marginalization, and solving these risky phenomena and problems contributes to enhancing the performance and 
efficiency of employees and institutional performance and human capital sustainability. 
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