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A B S T R A C T   

Tourism is one of the hardest-hit industries by the global pandemic of Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19). Small 
tourism enterprises have been heavily affected and have had difficulty in business recovery. This research is an 
early attempt to explore the direct impact of small hospitality enterprises’ resilience on sustainable tourism 
development as well as indirect impact through performance. A pre-tested questionnaire survey was self- 
administered to owner-managers of small hospitality enterprises in Greater Cairo, Egypt. The results of struc-
tural equation modeling (SEM) using AMOS showed a positive, direct, and significant impact of resilience 
(planned and adaptive) on sustainable tourism development and indirect influence through performance. The 
results of the multi-group analysis showed that enterprise type has a significant effect on the results, where 
restaurant owner-managers expressed more resilience than their hotel counterparts. Several theoretical (for 
scholars) and practical implications for tourism policy-makers and owner-managers have been discussed and 
elaborated.   

1. Introduction 

The global pandemic of Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19) has hit the 
international economy. However, tourism industry is one of the hardest- 
hit by this pandemic since it is one of labor-intensive industries with 
millions of workers at risk. Additionally, the fundamental people-to- 
people nature of tourism makes it more vulnerable and adds more dif-
ficulties to adapt to this pandemic. For instance, a recent report by 
UNWTO (2020) showed a sharp decline of 22% in the international 
tourism in the first quarter of 2020 and expected a decline of 60–80% 
over the current year. The super-fast spread and presence of COVID-19 
in nearly all nations have forced the countries to take unprecedented 
actions, such as nationwide curfews and locking almost all tourism 
destinations for both national and international travel. In addition, 
“Whether this will be a temporary shock or a long-term trend? is still an 
unanswered question” (UNWTO, 2020). 

Like other countries, Egypt has been affected by the outbreak of 

COVID-19, with a special impact on tourism industry, which is a great 
component of the Egyptian economy. The Egyptian tourism generated 
income of $13 billion last year (2019) (Central Agency for Public 
Mobilization and Statistics (CAPMAS), 2020), presenting indications of 
recuperation after the long periods of political disturbance that followed 
the Egyptian revolution 2011 (Elshaer and Saad, 2017). The industry 
income is expected to reach $11 billion in the current financial year 
(2019/2020) rather than the $16 billion, which was expected before the 
spread of COVID-19 (Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Sta-
tistics (CAPMAS, 2020). The Egyptian government has started a pro-
gram to control the COVID-19 infection by designating EGP 100 billion 
($6.3 billion). The government has likewise instituted tax cuts for 
tourism organizations, diminishing the expense of electricity and gas to 
the businesses, and giving salaries to full-time workers. However, little 
support has been provided to most affected industries, e.g. small tourism 
business (The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 
2020). The Egyptian government has made several interventions that 
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has helped the tourism sector during the pandemic. The most important 
of which is the dropping or postponement of debts and tax benefits 
(Egyptian Tourism Federation, 2020). For re-opening the tourism es-
tablishments for internal tourism from the beginning of June, the Min-
istry of Tourism and Antiquities published safety guidelines and 
regulations, promoting “safety first” for hotels and resorts to receive 
internal guests with a maximum of 50% occupancy rate for the first 
phase of reopenining (Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities, 2020). 
However, the new safety and sanitation regulation necessitates good 
infrastructure and financial resources that do not exist in small tourism 
enterprises, especially during the pandemic. Hence, governmental sup-
port is urgently needed. Nonetheless, no financial relief programs were 
directed to small hospitality enterprises. 

Research has shown that small enterprises have been heavily affected 
by the pandemic and face a difficulty to adjust to COVID-19 without 
external support (Bartik et al., 2020). Bartik et al. (2020) found that 
COVID-19 pandemic pushed small enterprises for mass lay-offs and 
business closures in the first quarter of 2020. Moreover, small enter-
prises became more financially fragile with cash on hand of only one 
month. Owner-managers of small enterprises were uncertain about the 
future of this pandemic, hence they were seeking funds and support from 
different economic relief programs. The case of small lodging enterprises 
was similar to other small enterprises, or even more problematic, with 
difficulty in business recovery (Rivera and Cores, 2020), confirming the 
unparalleled influences of COVID-19 pandemic on small tourism and/or 
hospitality enterprises. 

Previous research on organizational resilience in general (e.g. Lee 
et al., 2013; Lo et al., 2019) and tourism organizational resilience in 
particular, including small tourism enterprises; e.g., (Orchiston, 2013; 
Ayala and Manzano, 2014; Jiang et al., 2019; Prayag et al., 2018; Fang 
et al., 2020) have focused mainly on organizational resilience after 
environmental crises and disasters, e.g. earthquake, storms, floods, and 
hurricanes. Moreover, several studies highlighted the economic, social, 
or psychological impact of virus outbreak, i.e. SARS, on tourism and/or 
hotel industry (see, for instance, Chen et al., 2007; Chien and Law, 2003; 
Dombey, 2004; Jayawardena et al., 2008; Senbeto and Hon, 2020). 
Notwithstanding, a scarcity of research on tourism organizational 
resilience was noticeable on COVID-19 pandemic. Despite the environ-
mental crises and disasters could have massive influences on businesses, 
e.g. tourism, the case of COVID-19 pandemic could be even worse due to 
its health-related nature as well as future uncertainty of pandemic 
(Bartik et al., 2020). 

This research examines the impact of COVID-19 on small tourism 
enterprises. More specifically, the research examines the impact of small 
hospitality enterprises’, i.e. small restaurants and hotels, resilience as a 
response to COVID-19 pandemic on sustainable tourism development in 
Egypt. The research also examines the mediating effect of performance 
in relation to small hospitality enterprises’ resilience and sustainable 
tourism development during the new normal and after the COVID-19 
pandemic. The research uses a comprehensive model to examine the 
interrelationships between resiliense of small hospitality enterpsises, 
their performance and sustainable tourism development, which have 
not been studied together, especially post COVID-19. The research 
provides policy-makers, scholars and owner-managers several implica-
tions for better understanding and acheivment of sustainable tourism 
development in the new normal, especially in developing countries, 
since most research has focused on developed countries context. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Resilience in small tourism enterprises 

Organizational resilience deals with diverse responses to extrinsic 
changes and shockwaves that affect business performance and innova-
tion (Ayala and Manzano, 2014; Williams and Vorley, 2014). It can be 
defined as the enterprise’s capability to remain and withstand 

extraneous environmental changes (preparation), relieve and overcome 
the negative effects caused by the changes (response), and rebound 
forward to a new state for sustaining future performance (recovery) 
(Jiang et al., 2019). It focuses on the ability of enterprises to respond 
effectively besides adapting and developing in the face of critical crises 
(Biggs et al., 2012; Hamel and Välikangas, 2003; Tyrrell and Johnston, 
2008; Fang et al., 2020). 

Small tourism enterprises are characterized by informal HRM prac-
tices, inadequate financial resources, and strategic planning. Thus, they 
could become more vulnerable to market pressure and financial con-
straints as compared to large organizations (Burnard and Bhamra, 2011; 
Dahles and Susilowati, 2013, 2015; Harrison, 2008; Ingirige et al., 2008; 
Jiang et al., 2019; Sobaih, 2018; Zhao, 2009). However, they can reach a 
decision and adapt to changes quickly owing to their smaller size and 
simple organizational structure (Ateljevic, 2007; Antony et al., 2008; 
Burnard and Bhamra, 2011). 

Organizational resilience has two dimensions – planned and adaptive 
(Lee et al., 2013; Prayag et al., 2018). Planned resilience starts before 
crises or disasters, while adaptive resilience naturally appears after 
crises or disasters and needs proper dealing with situations, good con-
nections, cooperation, and learning from old experiences (Nilakant 
et al., 2014). Studies suggested that recovery strategies post crises 
significantly influence an enterprise’s performance (Corey and Deitch, 
2011; Prayag et al., 2018). However, if small enterprises do not have a 
recovery plan, their adaptive resilience will be impeded (Alexander, 
2013). Proper planning of crises leads to appropriate use of resources 
and infrastructure that helps in resilience after the crises (Faulkner and 
Vikulov, 2001). Lee et al. (2013) developed a tool to measure resilience 
(planned and adaptive) in organizations and showed that planned 
resilience by recovery priorities and proactive posture is considered a 
crucial indicator for adaptive resilience. Furthermore, Prayag et al. 
(2018) noted a strong correlation between the two dimensions of resil-
ience (planned and adaptive). Planned resilience facilitates organiza-
tional recovery post-disaster resilience, consequently contributing to 
adaptive resilience. Based upon these arguments, the following hy-
pothesis could be proposed: 

H1. Planned resilience positively influences adaptive resilience in 
small hospitality enterprises. 

2.2. Tourism enterprises’ resilience and performance 

Organizational resilience can help in achieving a rapid changing 
environment for financial performance and sustainable development as 
well as a competitive advantage (Akgün and Keskin, 2014). De Carvalho 
et al. (2016) found that innovative enterprises are more likely to be 
resilient and able to sustain higher performance than their counterparts. 
Studies (e.g. Orchiston, 2013; Orchiston et al., 2016) confirmed the 
value of planning, problem-solving, establishing extrinsic connections, 
and decision-making for building resilience, hence they positively in-
fluence performance (Avery and Bergsteiner, 2011). Prayag et al. (2018) 
found that the effect of adaptive resilience on performance is confirmed 
with specific relation to small business. It was also argued that for proper 
understating the relationship between resilience and performance, the 
two dimensions of resilience (planned and adaptive) should be adopted 
(Jiang et al., 2019). Based on these arguments, it could be hypothesized: 

H2. Planned resilience positively influences small hospitality enter-
prise performance. 

H3. Adaptive resilience positively influences small hospitality enter-
prise performance. 

H4. Adaptive resilience mediates the relationship between planned 
resilience and small hospitality enterprise performance. 
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2.3. Tourism enterprises’ resilience and sustainable tourism development 

Enterprises’ resilience is a supportive tool for sustainable develop-
ment, providing novel insights of social and environmental adaptability 
to a constantly changing society (Lew, 2014). Souza et al. (2017) argued 
that long-term plans and benchmarking are needed to develop business 
resilience towards sustainability. Fatoki (2018) found internal and 
external factors that affect the relationship between business resilience 
and sustainable tourism development in small business enterprises. The 
internal factors include planning, managers’ skills, creativity, and 
innovation, while the external factors include governmental support and 
the country’s economic performance. Resilience is the aptitude of or-
ganizations to get well from disturbances through decision support and 
infrastructure for ensuring sustainable developments (Faber et al., 
2020). Therefore, the following hypotheses could be proposed: 

H5. Planned resilience of small hospitality enterprises positively in-
fluences sustainable tourism development. 

H6. Adaptive resilience of small hospitality enterprises positively in-
fluences sustainable tourism development. 

2.4. Tourism enterprises’ performance and sustainable tourism 
development 

The study of Aziz et al. (2016) showed that enterprises’ performance 
through the awareness of the extrinsic risks, such as economic, social, 
and environmental features, leads to sustainable development by 
emphasizing risk management sustainability as a part of enterprise 
strategy. Al Mamun and Ibrahim (2018) found that performance via 
developing training programs, improving skills and financial status to 
improve small enterprises’ outcomes leads to sustainable development 
(Shad et al., 2019). The study of McLoughlin et al. (2020) suggested that 
small tourism enterprises’ performance, by using a common comparable 
approach (i.e. economic, social, and environmental aspects), is consid-
ered a predictor of sustainable tourism development. Thus, the 
following hypothesis could be proposed: 

H7. Small hospitality enterprises’ performance positively influences 
sustainable tourism development. 

2.5. The mediating role of performance in the relationship between 
enterprises’ resilience and sustainable tourism development 

Performance plays a pivotal role in the relationship between enter-
prise resilience and sustainable tourism development (Jiang et al., 2019; 
McLoughlin et al., 2020). Jiang et al. (2019) illustrated that enterprise 
performance, on the one hand, is affected by resilience (planned - 
adaptive) through proper decision-making before and during the crises 
(Orchiston et al., 2016). On the other hand, it had a crucial influence on 
sustainable tourism development by economic, social, and environ-
mental facets (McLoughlin et al., 2020). Notwithstanding, to the best of 
researchers’ knowledge, no published research (at least in English and 
Arabic languages) has explored the mediating effect of enterprise per-
formance in the relationship between small tourism and/or hospitality 
enterprises’ resilience (planned - adaptive) and sustainable tourism 
development. Additionally, there is no published research (at least in 
English and Arabic languages) confirming the mediating role of adaptive 
resilience between planned resilience and sustainable tourism devel-
opment. Faber et al. (2020) argued that resilience is the capability of 
enterprises to get well from disturbances through decision support and 
infrastructure for sustainable developments. This research makes the 
first attempt to examine these relationships, especially after COVID-19 
pandemic. Hence, it could be hypothesized that: 

H8. Performance mediates the relationship between planned resil-
ience of small hospitality enterprises and sustainable tourism 
development. 

H9. Performance mediates the relationship between adaptive resil-
ience of small hospitality enterprises and sustainable tourism 
development. 

H10. Adaptive resilience mediates the relationship between planned 
resilience and sustainable tourism development. 

The research conceptual framework is presented in Fig. 1. 

3. Research methods 

3.1. The instrument 

A questionnaire survey was developed to assess the small hospitality 
enterprises’ resilience in response to COVID-19 pandemic, and its 
impact on performance and ultimately on sustainable tourism devel-
opment. The survey had seven sections. Section one included profile of 
owner-managers, e.g. gender, marital status, and educational level. 
Section 2 explored the status of enterprises, e.g. number of employees, 
types of employees, and number of years of operation. The same section 
addressed owner-manager perceptions of operating status, e.g. expected 
recovery period and expected pandemic end date. Section 3 explored 
owner-manager perceptions of governmental support during the 
pandemic. Sections 4,5 and 6 addressed small hospitality enterprises’ 
resilience, performance, and sustainable tourism development respec-
tively using five-point scale. Section 7 asked owners-managers to add 
any further comments about their business recovery in the new normal. 

To acquire appropriate scales for this study, the usual psychometric 
measures development process was conducted. All scales have been 
derived from existing scales based on extensive literature review, and 
reflective measures were employed with five-point rating scales for all 
multi-item constructs (Jarvis et al., 2003). Similar to earlier studies (Lee 
et al., 2013; Prayag et al., 2018), two dimensions (planned and adaptive) 
were employed to measure business resilience, each dimension contains 
5 reflective items using 5 point Likert scale, where 1 means strongly 
disagree and 5 means strongly agree. Performance scale included 4 items 
obtained from Kachali et al. (2012). The first variable illustrates the 
overall performance, where 1 means significantly worse off and 5 means 
significantly better off. The second variable demonstrates the overall 
debt, where 1 indicates very negative and 5 means very positive. The 
third and fourth variables question the profitability and cash flow, 
where 1 means very poor and 5 equals excellent. Finally, Nicholas et al. 
(2009)’s 6 items scale of sustainable tourism development was 
employed on 5 point Likert scale, where 1 means strongly disagree and 5 
means strongly agree. The mean values range between 2.92 and 4.24, 
and the standard deviation scores are between 1.074 to 0.762 (Table 2), 
signaling that the study data are further spread and are not centralized 
around mean (Bryman and Cramer, 2012). 

Fig. 1. The research conceptual framework.  
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3.2. Research population, sample and procedures 

The research population includes small hotels and restaurants in 
Egypt. According to Thomas et al. (2011), small firms should be 
recognized based upon owner(s) financing and direct management. This 
research applies this concept to small hospitality enterprises that are 
financed and operated by their owners with no more than 50 workers 
(Egypt’s Small Enterprise Law, No. 141, 2004). According to Egypt’s 
Small Enterprise Law (No. 141, 2004), “small establishment shall refer to 
every company or individual establishment practicing an economic produc-
tion, service, or commercial activity with a paid-up capital of no less than 
EGP 50,000 [about $ 3500] and no more than EGP 1,000,000 [about $ 67, 
000], and not exceeding 50 workers” (the Ministry of Finance, (MOF), 
2010). Small businesses have the capability to advance the Egyptian 
economy (The Egyptian Center for Public Policy Studies (ECPPS, 2017). 
They are responsible for an eminent economic and social effect that pulls 
in the consideration of different stakeholders (Hefnawy, 2006). How-
ever, research on small hospitality enterprises in Egypt is limited and 
does not reflect its great value to the Egyptian economy (Sobaih, 2018). 

There is no announced database or published report about small 
tourism and/or hospitality enterprises in Egypt. Due to absence of small 
tourism enterprises’ database, the most appropriate procedure for col-
lecting responses from owner-managers is self-administration of the 
survey by the research team. First group of owner-managers was iden-
tified via a personal network. Research team members are working at 
tourism and hotel management institutions. Thus, they have had a good 
connection with hospitality business. Owner-managers from personal 
networks were purposively contacted to participate in the study. 
Snowball was then followed to access further participants. The research 
team was targeting 700 valid responses for analysis. Therefore, 1000 
forms were distributed, and 630 forms were collected that were valid for 
analysis. Out of them, 305 forms were from small hotels, and 325 forms 
were from small restaurants. Data were collected from enterprises in 
Greater Cairo during the first two weeks of May 2020. 

Independent and dependent variables in this study were collected 
from the same respondents. Therefore, common method variance (CMV) 
may be a concern. Several procedures were conducted to deal with po-
tential CMV as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). Firstly, all re-
spondents were ensured that their responses will be kept anonymous 
and confidential. Secondly, the dependent dimensions come before the 
independent dimensions (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1977). Thirdly, the 
questionnaire was translated from its original English language to 
Arabic by bi-language experts. It was then pre-tested with 30 practi-
tioners from hospitality industry and 20 academics from tourism and 
hotel management institutions. Consequently, it was revised to make it 
clearer. Fourthly, early and late responses were compared using a t-test 
to evaluate any potential late-response bias. No significant difference (p 
> .05) was found, so this result indicates that non-response bias is 
probably not an issue. Finally, Harman’s Single-Factor Test was 
employed (Podsakoff et al., 2012). The first factor accounted for only 
28% of total variance with no single factor emerging. Considering all 
previous procedures, it can be concluded that CMV is not a concern in 
this study. 

To ensure that endogeneity (variables that are not included in the 
model may be related with included variables) is not a major concern in 
this study, several procedures were employed. Endogeneity can be 
derived from several reasons, such as omitted variables, measurement 
error, and simultaneity (Cameron and Trivedi, 2005; Greene, 2008; 
Kennedy, 2003). Numerous variables (apart from planned and adaptive 
resilience) can enhance the enterprise’ performance and achieve sus-
tainable tourism development, which include leadership style, innova-
tion, quality management, equity, and distriputive justice. However, 
adopting the Ceteris Paribus assumption, the researchers intended to 
hold all the variables other than planned and adaptive resilience con-
stant, so the impact of resilience on sustainable tourism development 
can be isolated by maintaining all the other related variables unchanged. 

Additionally, the statistical methods to detect omitted variables cannot 
identify whether there are other types of omitted variables (Antonakis 
et al., 2014). Thus, the most important guide is “theory, theory, and more 
theory” (Antonakis and Dietz, 2011, p. 218). Based on extensive litera-
ture review, the hypotheses were drawn, and all other (omitted) vari-
ables were kept constant. Moreover, SEM output provides evidence that 
no measurement error, associated with the observed variables, exists. 
Finally, based on extensive literature review and hypotheses justifica-
tion, reverse causality / simultaneity (i.e. an independent variable is 
potentially caused by the dependent variable) is not an issue in this 
research. 

3.3. Data analysis 

A preliminary data screening was performed to check missing values 
and normality assessment. This was done to examine the initial status of 
the data for further multivariate analysis. After the initial preparation of 
the data, descriptive statistics was conducted to analyze the profile of 
the respondents and status of enterprises. Subsequently, a confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) was employed to assess the validity and reliability 
of the outer model (measurement model). Adopting Hair et al. (2019), 
model fit guides, such as χ2/df, SRMR, CFI, and RMSEA, were calculated 
for estimating the aptitude of data to fit the previously conceptualized 
model. Then, the structural model and hypotheses testing were studied 
using structural equation modelling (SEM) with Amos vs 18 graphics. 
SEM was employed not only because it can test the potential causal 
direct and indirect relationships in the proposed model (Hair et al., 
2019), but also because it can test whether the structural path model is 
operating alike between two groups (Byrne, 2010) of enterprises (hotels 
and restaurants) or not. Additionally, SEM permits complete and 
simultaneous examination of all relationships for multidimensional and 
complicated phenomenon (Tabachnic & Fidell, 200), taking into 
consideration the potential measurement error as well (Hair et al., 
2019). It is worth noting that researchers do not definitely stem causal 
relationships by employing SEM analysis. Rather, the SEM depends upon 
the researcher’s causal assumptions which may stem from previous 
studies, research design, scientific knowledge, and previous logical ar-
guments. In other words, the credibility of the SEM results depends on 
the accuracy of the researchers’ causal assumptions (Bollen and Pearl, 
2013). Overall, the development of data analysis, SPSS vs 21 and AMOS 
vs 18 software were adopted. 

3.4. Missing data and normality 

Some missing values were marked, but the values were less than 5% 
per variables, consequently they did not require any remedial action. 
Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test was used for recognizing 
missing values in the data employing Little’s test, but again the results’ 
p-value was insignificant, indicating that the existence of missing values 
was caused by random reason (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). Skewness 
and Kurtosis of the data were tested to recognize normality of the data 
(Hair et al., 2019; Kline, 2011; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). Never-
theless, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) argued that slight deviation from 
normality regularly does not cause a significant difference in the study 
when the sample size is higher than 200. Furthermore, following Kline 
(2011) recommendation, the absolute threshold of Skewness more than 
3 and Kurtosis threshold more than 10 may cause a problem. Based on 
this threshold, the values of Skewness and Kurtosis of all scale items are 
within the satisfactory level of < 3 and < 10 respectively. 

4. The results 

4.1. The profile of owner-managers and status of enterprises 

Table 1 presents the profile of owner-managers as well as the current 
business status. The sample relatively splits between managers-owners 
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of restaurants (51.6%) and hotels (48.4%). There were no major dif-
ferences between the profile of owner-managers of restaurants and ho-
tels. Table 1 shows that the majority of owner-managers were males 
(84% in restaurants and 79% in hotels). Moreover, the majority of 
owner-managers were also married (66% in restaurants and 75% in 
hotels). Most respondents were above 45 years of age (57% in restau-
rants and 67% in hotels) with high school or higher degree, i.e. uni-
versity graduate (Table 1). 

Number of employees varies, but the majority of sampled enterprises 
have employees between 6 and 10 (63% in restaurants and 55% in 

Table 1 
The profile of owner-managers and status of sampled enterprises.   

Restaurants Hotels 

Gender 
Male 273 (84%) 241 

(79%) 

Female 52 (16%) 
64 
(21%) 

Marital status 
Married 215 (66%) 

229 
(75%) 

Unmarried 110 (34%) 76 
(25%) 

Age 

Less than 30 years 16 (5%) 9 (3%) 

30 to 45 years 124 (38%) 92 
(30%) 

46 to 60 years (41%) 
155 
(51%) 

More than 60 
years 

52 (16%) 
49 
(16%) 

Education level 

Less than high 
school degree 

52 (16%) 18 (6%) 

High school 
degree 114 (35%) 

119 
(39%) 

University 
graduate 159 (49%) 

168 
(55%) 

Number of employees 

5 employees or 
less 

98 (30%) 
46 
(21%) 

6 to 10 employees 205 (63%) 168 
(55%) 

11 to 20 
employees 22 (7%) 

58 
(19%) 

Over 20 
employees 0 15 (5%) 

Type of employees 
Salary employees 42 (13%) 

58 
(19%) 

Hourly employees 283 (87%) 247 
(81%) 

Years in operation 

Less than 10 years 68 (21%) 
43 
(14%) 

10 to 20 years 98 (30%) 
110 
(36) 

Over 20 years 159 (49%) 152 
(50%) 

Current level of operation 
(compared to same time last 
year) 

< 20% 29 (9%) 180 
(59%) 

20 to 40% 150 (46%) 
125 
(41%) 

41 to 60% 146 (45%) 0 
61 to 80% 0 0 
> 80% 0 0 

Expected pandemic end date 

1st August 2020 0 0 
1st November 
2020 

32 (10%) 0 

1st February 2021 130 (46%) 
122 
(40%) 

1st May 2021 163 (50%) 
183 
(60%) 

Satisfaction with governmental 
support 

Strongly 
dissatisfied 

65 (20%) 76 
(25%) 

Dissatisfied 130 (40%) 138 
(45%) 

Neutral 81 (25%) 
76 
(25%) 

Satisfied 49 (15%) 15 (5%) 
Strongly satisfied 0 0  

Table 2 
Results of first order confirmatory factor analysis.  

Factors and items Standardized 
loading 

T- 
value 

M S. D Properties 

Planned resilience 
(Lee et al., 2013;  
Prayag et al., 
2018)(a = .978)     

CR ¼ .940; 
AVE ¼
.796; MSV 
¼ .336 

Given how others 
depend on us, the 
way we plan for 
the unexpected is 
appropriate. 

.91 F 4.23 .812  

Our organization is 
committed to 
practicing and 
testing its 
emergency plans 
to ensure they are 
effective 

.92 47.972 4.22 .792  

We have a focus on 
being able to 
respond to the 
unexpected 

.98 49.626 4.24 .765  

We have clearly 
defined priorities 
for what is 
important during 
andafter a crisis 

95 79.289 4.25 .762  

We proactively 
monitor our 
industry to have 
an early warning 
of emerging issues 

97 62.773 4.24 .768  

Adaptive resilience 
(Lee et al., 2013;  
Prayag et al., 
2018) (a = .979)     

CR ¼ .980; 
AVE ¼
.906; MSV 
¼ .510 

Our organization 
maintains enough 
resources to 
absorb some 
unexpected 
change 

.95 F 4.00 .888  

If key people were 
unavailable, there 
are always others 
who could fill their 
role 

.96 49.665 4.02 .882  

There would be good 
leadership from 
within our 
organization if we 
were struck by a 
crisis 

.94 52.646 3.99 .914  

We are known for 
our ability to use 
knowledge in 
novel ways 

.97 46.420 4.03 .868  

We can make tough 
decisions quickly 

.93 54.144 4.00 .917  

Enterprise 
Performance ( 
Kachali et al., 
2012) (a = .935)     

CR ¼ .940; 
AVE ¼
.796; MSV 
¼ .336 

Overall performance 
of the organization 
after COVID 19 

.89 F 3.73 .915  

Level of debt since 
COVID 19 

.88 44.111 2.92 .895  

Organization’s cash 
flow since COVID 
19 

92 29.545 3.91 .926  

Organization’s level 
of profitability 
since COVID 19 

.96 40.439 3.68 1.044      

(continued on next page) 
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hotels). Both restaurants and hotels heavily depend on hourly paid or 
casual employees (87% in restaurants and 81% in hotels). The vast 
majority of enterprises have at least 10 years of operation, while about 
50% of them are in operation for more than 20 years (Table 1). 

Respondents were asked about their current level of operation as 
compared to the same time last year. It was obvious that hotels were 
highly affected by the pandemic than restaurants as 59% of hotels were 
below 20% of operation with maximum operation of 40% for 41% of 
hotels (Table 1). Restaurants were able to adapt to the pandemic than 
hotels because they were able to switch from serving foods at restaurants 
to home delivery, whereas some hotels do not have a kitchen to provide 
home delivery service. In addition, they cannot find international visi-
tors with limited number of internal visitors looking for accommodation. 
Hence, it was decided to further conduct a multi-group analysis to 
examine the effect of enterprise type on the research model. 

Respondents were pessimistic about the effect of the pandemic and 
expected end date, as at least 50% of them did not expect an end of this 
pandemic before a year from the distribution of the survey, and they 
would need more time after this to return to normal occupancy 
(Table 1). Hotel owner-managers were more pessimistic than restaurant 
owner-managers. They were expecting no less than 9 months for the end 
of this pandemic. However, they commented that they have to adapt to 
this new normal to ensure their recovery and resilience. They also were 
asked about their satisfaction about governmental interventions and 
support after the pandemic. There was consensus among owner- 
managers that they were dissatisfied with current governmental 

support that did not meet their expectations (Table 1). Owner-managers 
were not happy with government intervention with small tourism 
business. They argued that the government treated them in the same 
way like large businesses, giving no consideration to the nature and 
characteristics of small business. As highlited earlier, no economic relief 
programs were directed to small tourism enterprises. 

4.2. Measurement model 

CFA with maximum likelihood estimation was employed to evaluate 
the measurement model convergent and discriminant validity. CFA re-
sults expose a good model fit to data: χ2 = 600.568 (df = 164), p = .00, 
χ2/ df = 3.662, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.97, and root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.042, with SRMR value of 
.054 (see Table 2). Data in Table 2 shows the Cronbach’s alpha (a) 
values and composite reliability (CR) indices. Cronbach coefficients 
values are between 0.93 and 0.98, exceeding the threshold value of 0.70 
as advocated by Nunnally (1978). CR scores range between 0.89 and 
0.94 and are positioned above the suggested cut off point of 0.70 (For-
nell and Larcker, 1981) (see Table 2). 

Convergent validity has been assessed based on two criteria taken 
from Fornell and Larcker (1981): all variables’ loading to its pre-
determined dimension should be more than 0.70, and average variance 
extracted (AVE) values of all dimensions should be more than 0.50. 
Table 2 shows that factors loading ranges from 0.88 to 0.98, exceeding 
the threshold value of .70. Similarly, AVE values are ranging from 0.796 
to .915, exceeding the threshold value of .50. Likewise, Discriminant 
validity has been assessed based on two criteria (Fornell and Larcker, 
1981; Hair et al., 2019; Hulland, 1999): no inter-correlations for each 
dimension (below diagonal value) is exceeding the square root of AVE 
values for each dimension (above-diagonal) as shown in Table 3, and 
AVE values of each dimension should exceed the maximum shared value 
(MSV) as shown in Table 2, which confirm the discriminant validity of 
the study construct. 

4.3. The research structural model and hypotheses testing 

The results of SEM analysis (Fig. 2 and Table 4) disclose a sound 
model fit to data ((χ2 (164, N = 630) = 656.164; p < 0.001; normed χ2 
=4.001; RMSEA = 0.034; SRMR=.046; CFI = 0.952), which describes 
about 46% of variance in sustainable tourism development. Regarding 
hypotheses testing, SEM path coefficient results indicate that planned 
resilience directly, positively, and significantly influences adaptive 
resilience (H1: β= 0.49, t-value = 13.960, p < 0.001), performance (H2: 
β = 0.21, t-value = 3.978, p < 0.01) and sustainable tourism develop-
ment (H5: β = 0.18, t-value = 3.978, p < .01). Hence, hypotheses H1, H2 
and H5 are supported. Additionally, adaptive resilience was found to 
directly, positively and significantly impact both performance (H3: β=
0.35, t-value = 8.506, p < .001) and sustainable tourism development 
(H6: β= 0.31, t-value = 6.978, p < .001). Thus, H3 and H6 are 
confirmed. Finally, as expected, the SEM results reveal that performance 
was found to have high positive and significant impact on sustainable 
tourism development (H7: β= 0.57, t-value = 16.203, p < .001) sup-
porting H7. 

Following the suggestions of Kelloway (1995) and Zhao et al. (2010), 

Table 2 (continued ) 

Factors and items Standardized 
loading 

T- 
value 

M S. D Properties 

Sustainable 
tourism 
development ( 
Nicholas et al., 
2009) (a ¼ .985) 

CR ¼ .985; 
AVE ¼
.915; MSV 
¼ .510 

We support the 
development of 
community-based 
sustainable 
tourism initiatives 

.97 F 3.95 .988  

We participate in 
sustainable 
tourism-related 
plans and 
development 

91 78.588 3.93 1.000  

We adopt the 
Regulatory 
environmental 
standards to 
reduce the 
negative impacts 
of tourism 

.95 66.620 3.91 1.021  

We participate in 
cultural exchanges 
between local 
residents and 
visitors 

.96 64.009 3.93 1.000  

We cooperate with 
tourism planning 
and development 
initiatives 

.97 49.422 3.87 1.074  

We participate in the 
promotion of 
environmental 
education and 
conservation 

.98 74.592 3.92 1.002  

Model fit: (χ2 (164, N = 630) = 600.568, p <0.001, normed χ2 =3.662, RMSEA 
= 0.042,SRMR = .054, CFI = 0.970, TLI = 0.957, NFI = 0.952, PCFI = 0.813 and 
PNFI = 0.805). 
Note: CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; MSV =
Maximum shared value;FFixed to set the scales. 

Table 3 
Discriminant validity.   

1 2 3 4 

1-Performance 0.892    
2-Planned resilience 0.419 0.947   
3-Adaptive resilience 0.564 0.267 0.952  
4-STD 0.580 0.288 0.714 0.957 

*Bold diagonal values: Square root of AVE. 
*Below bold diagonal values: inter-correlations between constructs. 
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all paths coefficients with their related P values were reviewed for full 
and partial mediation impacts. Zhao et al. (2010) argued that to detect 
full mediation, only the indirect path should be significant, while partial 
mediations are supported if both direct and indirect paths are signifi-
cant. Consequently, as shown in Table 4 and visualized in Fig. 2, all path 

coefficients are significant. These results provide evidence that adaptive 
resilience and enterprise performance partially mediate the relationship 
between planned resilience and sustainable tourism development. The 
previous result is reinforced by reviewing the standardized indirect ef-
fects in SEM output from planned resilience to performance through the 

Fig. 2. The structural model.  

Table 4 
SEM regression estimates.  

Hypotheses Research model  

Beta (β) C-R (T-value) SMC Hypo. results 

H1 Planned resilience → Adaptive resilience .49*** 13.960 —— Supported 
H2 Planned resilience → Performance .21** 3.978 —— Supported 
H3 Adaptive resilience → Performance .35*** 8.506 —— Supported 
H4 Planned resilience → Adaptive resilience → 

Performance 
Path 1: β = .49*** and Path 2: β =
.35 *** 

Path 1: T-value = 13.960 and Path 2: T- 
value = 8.506 

—— Supported 

H5 Planned resilience → Sustainable Tourism 
Development 

.18** 2.986 —— Supported 

H6 Adaptive resilience → Sustainable Tourism 
Development 

.31*** 6.978 —— Supported 

H7 Performance → Sustainable Tourism Development .57*** 16.203 —— Supported 
H8 Planned resilience → Performance → Sustainable 

Tourism Development 
Path 1: β = .21** and Path 2: β =
.57 *** 

Path 1: T-value = 3.978 and Path 2: T- 
value = 16.203 

—— Supported 

H9 Adaptive resilience → Performance → Sustainable 
Tourism Development 

Path 1: β = .35*** and Path 2: β =
.57 *** 

Path 1: T-value = 8.506 and Path 2: T- 
value = 16.203 

—— Supported 

H10 Planned resilience → Adaptive resilience → 
Sustainable Tourism Development 

Path 1: β = .49*** and Path 2:β =
.31 *** 

Path 1: T-value = 13.960 and Path 2: T- 
value = 6.978  

Supported 

Adaptive resilience —————————— —————————— .24 —————————— 
Performance —————————— —————————— .17 —————————— 
Sustainable Tourism Development —————————— —————————— .46 —————————— 

Model fit:. (χ2 (164, N = 630) = 656.164, p < 0.001, normed χ2 = 4.001, RMSEA = 0.034, SRMR = .046, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, NFI = 0.942, PCFI = 0.804 and 
PNFI = 0.707). Note: *** significant level less than 0.001; ** significant level less than 0.01. 
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mediating effect of adaptive resilience (H4) as the direct effect increased 
from (β = 0.21, p < .01) to a total effect of (β= 0.30, p < .001). In the 
same way, the results provide evidence to support the mediating effect 
of adaptive resilience (H10) and performance (H8) in the direct path 
from planned resilience to sustainable tourism development, as the 
direct effect increased from (β= 0.18, p < .01) to a total effect of (β=
0.35, p < .001). Similarly, the direct effect of adaptive resilience to 
sustainable tourism development (β= 0.31, p < .001) through the 
mediating influence of enterprise performance (H9) increased to a total 
effect of (β= 0.42, p < .001), which additionally provides evidence of the 
partial mediation effect of adaptive resilience and performance in the 
relationship between planned resilience and sustainable tourism 
development. 

4.4. The multi-group analysis 

The automated multi-group analysis procedures were conducted in 
SEM with Amos graphics to assess whether the type of enterprise (hotels, 
restaurants) affected the relationship between the research hypotheses. 
Data were split into two different groups: hotels (305) and restaurants 
(325). The two groups were compared to observe the differences (i.e. 
invariant) in model paths. A χ2 difference analysis provides a valuable 
understanding of the difference between the complete structural model 
between the two groups (Hotels vs. Restaurants). The χ2 value of the 
unconstrained/baseline configure model is compared with the same 
value in the structural weights constrained model, which revealed that 
there are statistically significant differences <0.001, consequently the 
result suggests that one (or more) of the structural paths is not func-
tioning equivalently between the two groups (Byrne, 2010). Neverthe-
less, the analysis does not provide any information about the differences 
between path coefficients for each group (Hair et al., 2019). Therefore, 
in order to evaluate the potential differences in each individual relation 
(hypothesis) between the two pre-specified groups, two groups were 
created in AMOS graphics for each type of enterprises (1: Hotels n = 305; 
2: Restaurants n = 325), where each path was given a name for the 
analysis. Bootstrapping was employed in the analysis, which gives the 
confidence interval between the two groups. As shown in Table 5, sig-
nificant differences were highlighted for each group (Hotels vs. Res-
taurants). The results in Table 5 indicate several significant differences 
in relation to the type of enterprise investigated. 

The multi-group results show that the impact of planned resilience 

on adaptive resilience was positive and significant in both groups (ho-
tels-restaurants) with no significant differences in p-value as shown in 
Table 5. Similarly, the path from enterprise performance to sustainable 
tourism development was positive and significant in both models with 
no significant differences in P-value. However, the impact of planned 
resilience on performance was positive and significant in restaurants 
and positive but insignificant in hotels, and the differences of p-value 
were significant. Likewise, the impact of planned resilience and adaptive 
resilience on sustainable tourism development was positive and signif-
icant in restaurants model, but positive and insignificant in hotels 
model, and the differences in p-value were significant. Finally, the 
impact of adaptive resilience on enterprise performance was higher in 
restaurants model than the same relation in the hotels model, and the 
differences in p -value were significant as shown in Table 5. To sum up, 
the paths from planned resilience to enterprise performance, planned 
resilience to sustainable tourism development, adaptive resilience to 
enterprise performance, and adaptive resilience to sustainable tourism 
development caused the difference in the structural model between the 
two groups of interest (restaurants and hotels). 

5. Discussion 

Tourism is one of the most affected industries of the international 
economy by COVID-19 pandemic (UNWTO, 2020). The unparalleled 
influences of COVID-19 on tourism have created major and evolving 
challenges due to people-to-people nature in one of the most 
labor-intensive industries. However, small enterprises, especially 
tourism, were highly affected, which led many of them to temporarily 
close and seek support from the government (Bartik, et al., 2020). 
Hence, different interventions have been undertaken by international 
organizations, i.e. UNTWO, and policy-makers to show solidarity with 
highly affected sectors of the economy, i.e. tourism, in order to sustain 
their resilience and quick recovery. This research addresses a timely 
issue that the international tourism faces. The research supports orga-
nizational resilience at the early stages of the pandemic and ensures its 
quick recovery to emerge more sustainable from the pandemic. The 
research examines the direct impact of small hospitality enterprises’ 
resilience as a response to COVID-19 pandemic on sustainable tourism 
development as well as indirect impact through performance. The 
research is an endeavor to understand how can small hospitality en-
terprises become more sustainable and build resilient growth in the new 
normal post-COVID-19 pandemic. 

The research started by assessing small hospitality enterprises’ 
resilience using the two-dimensional resilience model (planned and 
adaptive) developed by Lee et al. (2013) and adopted in tourism in-
dustry by Prayag et al. (2018). The results showed that despite the 
unparalleled influence of the pandemic, owner-managers showed good 
resilience with mean score of at least 4 for all factors of planned and 
adaptive resilience (see Table 2). The results showed that since 
owner-managers were proactive, have defined their priorities, had a 
plan for unexpected pandemic, and tested their emergency plan before 
the pandemic, they were able to positively respond to this unexpected 
pandemic based on this planned resilience. Additionally, planned 
resilience has a positive influence on adaptive resilience, thus small 
hospitality enterprises were able to make tough decisions quickly and 
achieve adaptive resilience. This supports the work of Lee et al. (2013) 
and Orchiston et al. (2016) who found that planned resilience by re-
covery priorities, rebuilding the organizational infrastructure, and pro-
active posture are considered as a crucial indicator of adaptive 
resilience. Experience gained from the political unrest which continued 
for several years since 2011 could also have a contribution to 
owner-managers skills. For example, this political unrest has pushed 
owner-managers to develop emergency plans and adapt to the crises to 
ensure a quick recovery. 

Unlike the study of Prayag et al. (2018) who found that only adaptive 
resilience significantly affected performance, the results of the current 

Table 5 
SEM Multi-group analysis – type of enterprise (Restaurants- Hotels).  

Hypotheses Model 1: 
Restaurants Path 
Coefficient (β,P, T- 
value) 

Model 1: Hotels 
Path Coefficient 
(β, P, T- value) 

Restaurant- Hotels 
significance 
difference "P 
value" 

Planned 
resilience → 
Adaptive 
resilience 

β = .32, p***, T- 
value=6.648 

β = .22, p **, T- 
value=5.367 

p = .412 

Planned 
resilience → 
Performance 

β = .25, p *, T- 
value=3.967 

β = .11, p ns, T- 
value= 1.532 

p =.041 

Adaptive 
resilience → 
Performance 

β = .31, p ***, T- 
value=4.949 

β = .21, p **, T- 
value=3.241 

p =.037 

Planned 
resilience → 
STD 

β = .17, p *, T- 
value=1.999 

β = .09, p ns, T- 
value=1.009 

p=.038 

Adaptive 
resilience → 
STD 

β = .33, p ***, T- 
value=6.787 

β = .12, p ns, T- 
value=1.496 

p=.029 

Performance → 
STD 

β = .41, p ***, T- 
value=9.783 

β = .31, p***, T- 
value=6.425 

p=.601 

Note: *** significant level less than 0.001; ** significant level less than 0.01; * 
significant level less than 0.05; p ns: not significant. 

A.E.E. Sobaih et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



International Journal of Hospitality Management 94 (2021) 102824

9

research showed that both planned and adaptive resilience positively, 
directly, and significantly influences performance. Providing an effec-
tive pre-disaster recovery plan facilitates the mission of adaptive resil-
ience besides improving enterprises’ performance. Furthermore, the 
results also support the findings of Prayag et al. (2018) that adaptive 
resilience partially mediates the relationship between planned resilience 
and business performance. The results also coincidence with the study of 
Corey and Deitch (2011) that post-disaster recovery strategies of adap-
tive resilience play a pivotal role between planned resilience and busi-
ness performance. 

Concerning the direct influence of resilience on sustainable tourism 
development, both planned and adaptive resilience have direct, positive, 
and significant influences on sustainable tourism development. The re-
sults are consistent with the study of Fatoki (2018), who noticed that 
business resilience through business planning, leadership, creativity, 
and innovation influences sustainable tourism development. This sus-
tainability of tourism is going to be the number one issue in the New 
Normal (UNWTO, 2020). Regarding the influence of small hospitality 
enterprises’ performance on sustainable tourism development, the re-
sults showed that small hospitality enterprise performance directly, 
positively, and significantly influences sustainable tourism develop-
ment. Small hospitality business performance (financial and/or 
non-financial), by understanding the awareness of the economic, social, 
and environmental risks, leads to sustainable tourism development. 
These results support the work of McLoughlin et al. (2020), who noticed 
that small tourism enterprises’ performance, adopting triple bottom line 
(TBL) model (i.e. economic, social, and environmental facets), is a 
predictor of sustainable tourism development. 

The results confirmed the proposed mediating variables, i.e. adaptive 
resilience and performance partially mediate the relationship between 
both planned resilience and sustainable tourism development. Addi-
tionally, performance partially mediates the relationship between 
adaptive resilience and sustainable tourism development. These results 
prove the pivotal role of enterprise performance during and post COVID- 
19 pandemic in relation to resilience and sustainable tourism develop-
ment. Small enterprises that are able to guarantee appropriate perfor-
mance with proper cash flow and break-even point with a positive level 
of debt, based on planned and adaptive resilience, are more likely to 
achieve sustainable tourism development. 

Multi-group analysis, interestingly, revealed that the type of small 
hospitality enterprises, i.e. hotels or restaurants, affects the relationship 
between research hypotheses. For example, the impact of planned and 
adaptive resilience on sustainable tourism development was positive 
and significant in restaurants but positive and insignificant in hotels. 
This is due to the nature of the COVID-19 pandemic that required social 
distance, curfews, and locking travel. The restaurants were able to adapt 
to the pandemic and switch to home delivery for business recovery, 
hence maintaining appropriate performance and ensuring sustainable 
development. One the other hand, some small hotels especially those 
with no kitchen found difficulty to adapt to the pandemic despite their 
planned resilience. Hence, owner-managers of small hotels were more 
pessimistic than owner-managers of restaurants about their quick busi-
ness recovery and sustainable growth. The results confirm the hetero-
doxy of small tourism and/or hospitality enterprises that significant 
differences exist within small tourism enterprises (Thomas, 2000; 
Thomas, et al., 2011). Recognizing this heterogeneity of small tourism 
organizations could help policy-makers stand in solidarity with enter-
prises that find difficulty in business recovery, e.g. small lodging 
properties. 

6. Implications of the study 

This study has several implications for tourism policy-makers, 
especially in developing countries context. The study has four implica-
tions for policy-makers and owners-managers. Firstly, small tourism 
and/or hospitality enterprises need to be firmly placed on the national 

agenda and national priorities of developing countries. Despite their 
significant economic, social, and environmental impact on any society, 
small tourism and/or hospitality enterprises have gained littel attention 
from policy-makers, especially in underdeveloped nations, e.g. Egypt. 
Governments put more emphasis on the contribution to the national 
economy, declining the sustainability of these businesses, especially 
after crises, i.e. COVID-19. Secondly, governmental support and relief 
programs are crucial to support the quick recovery of small tourism 
enterprises after the crises, consequently contributing to sustainable 
tourism development. Third, governmental nonfinancial (e.g. various 
training programs on strategic planning, business recovery, psycholog-
ical handling of crises) should be provided for small tourism enterprises. 
These enterprises have very simple structure, and day-to- day opera-
tional and managerial decisions are regularly taken by the own- 
managers and resolved through informal and personal relations. The 
production and operational cost depend mainly on their own resources 
and relatives. This implies that small tourism enterprises are in urgent 
need for various governmental financial and financial support to deliver 
training programs on strategic decision making, business recovery 
strategies, and psychological crises management. Additionally, one 
great benefits of having a simple structure is the ability of the small 
tourism enterprises to be adaptable and flexible in the face of crisis. 
Policy-makers should cooperate closely with small enterprises to ensure 
proper management of their business during and post the COVID-19 
outbreak. 

Fourthly, owner-managers of small hospitality should lay more 
emphasis on strategic planning to develop appropriate planned resil-
ience that will contribute directly, and indirectly, to adaptive resilience, 
small hospitality enterprise performance, and ultimately to sustainable 
tourism development. For instance, developing an effective pre-disaster 
recovery plan (e.g. recovery priorities, rebuilding the organizational 
infrastructure, and proactive posture) facilitates the mission of the post- 
recovery plan and ensures enterprises’ performance and sustainable 
development. 

The research has also identified four major theoretical implications. 
Firstly, the study has adopted a comprehensive approach, including the 
two dimensions of organizational resilience (planned and adaptive), in 
order to examine the direct impact of resilience on sustainable tourism 
development and the indirect impact through small hospitality enter-
prises’ performance to overcome unexpected crises (i.e. COVID-19 
pandemic). Previous studies either explored the business resilience 
and recovery to ensure sustainable tourism development (e.g. Corey and 
Deitch, 2011) or examined the impact of organizational resilience on 
firm performance (e.g. Prayag et al., 2018). It is crucial, however, to 
examine these relationships together, as undertaken in this research, for 
better undersatding and acheivment of sustainable tourism develop-
ment. Secondly, researchers should recognize the value of planned 
resilience for small tourism and/or hospitality enterprises in maintain-
ing proper enterprise performance, consequently contributing to sus-
tainable tourism development. Planned resilience is found to have a 
direct and indirect effect on enterprises’ performance and sustainable 
tourism development as well. Though adaptive resilience plays a pivotal 
role during and after crises for business recovery, planned resilience 
contributes significantly to adaptive resilience and its influences on 
performance as well as sustainable tourism development. Thirdly, the 
current research emphasized, through multi-group analysis, that type of 
small hospitality enterprises, i.e. hotels or restaurants, affects the rela-
tionship between research hypotheses. This confirms the heterodoxy of 
small tourism and/or hospitality enterprises in their recovery, where 
small hotels found it more difficult than small restaurants to deal with 
this pandemic. It is vital to recognize this heterogeneity while dealing 
with or researching business recovery of small tourism firms. Fourthly, 
most research about tourism business resilience and recovery was un-
dertaken in well-developed countries. However, more research is 
needed to address this issue, especially in relation to small tourism 
businesses in developing countries, where the context and government 
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interventions are different from developed countries. This is crucial for 
achieving sustainable tourism development in the developing countries, 
where tourism has a major social, economic and environment impact in 
these countries such as Egypt. 

7. Limitation and further research opportunities 

This study is an initial attempt to examine the effects of COVID-19 on 
small hospitality enterprises. The study examined the direct impact of 
organizational resilience (planned and adaptive) on sustainable tourism 
development and indirect impact through enterprise performance. The 
study was limited to small hospitality enterprises in Greater Cairo, 
Egypt, which may neither be representative of all small hospitality en-
terprises in Egypt nor worldwide, especially with representative and 
snowballing sampling techniques adopted in this research. The majority 
of these enterprises are family owned and operated businesses, which 
may affect the results of this research. Though the study adopted multi- 
group analysis to examine the effect of enterprise type, i.e. hotels and 
restaurants, on the research hypothesis, the study did not examine the 
effect of owner-managers characteristics on business resilience, and 
enterprise performance, consequently on sustainable business develop-
ment, which is worth further investigation. Another research opportu-
nity could be to examine the results of current research in different 
countries context with different locations of enterpsies, e.g. small en-
terprises in coastal and beach areas, with moderating the role of 
governmental support. Additionally, the research adopted a cross 
sectional sampling approach. As a result, while potential causal impacts 
between the research factors can be inferred with caution, they cannot 
be strictly confirmed. One of the key conditions of confirming is tem-
poral ordering (Bullock et al., 1994). Temporal ordering can only be 
established by a longitudinal research; cross-sectional sampling 
approach is not enough to support temporal ordering. Therefore, a 
longitudinal research design would be beneficial to confirm the poten-
tial causal relationships in the current study. Finally, To further support 
that endogeneity is not a major concern, other statistical methods, such 
as two-stage least squares (2SLS), can be employed. 
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