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Abstract: Every day, companies are exposed to various risks arising from their environment, and
small and medium enterprises (SMEs) are the most affected. This study emphasizes innovation and
resilience as the starting points to understand how SMEs are influenced by external factors which
are independent of the managers’ will. To date, we have seen several extreme factors that have
conditioned businesses and entrepreneurs of these types of companies, such as the financial crisis
of 2008. However, last year, in 2020, we saw the beginning of a worldwide pandemic: COVID-19.
Thus, this research seeks to understand the extent to which this pandemic influenced the resilience
and innovation of SMEs in the tourism area. Thus, eight hypotheses were raised based on four
independent variables: access to finance, risk taking, working conditions, and personal network. The
study of these variables was developed from an online questionnaire and in-depth interviews. After
analyzing the results, it is possible to infer that the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in consequences
never observed in previous crises, to such an extent that the study showed that: (1) a company’s
network positively influences its resilience; (2) risk taking influences innovation and resilience of
these SMEs.

Keywords: innovation; resilience; COVID-19 pandemic; SMETs

1. Introduction

Since the beginning of 2020, we have been seeing the rise of a global crisis unlike any
other in a generation. The COVID-19 pandemic has already resulted in widespread illness,
death, and the recession of global economies [1]. Thus, the theme of this study emerged
from the spread of the COVID-19 coronavirus at the beginning of 2020 around the world,
which has had several negative consequences for all economies and countries [2].

The forecast for 2020 shows a decrease in gross domestic product (GDP) and an
increase in unemployment and debt [3]. Moreover, the international tourism industry is
mostly composed of small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and, in the European
Union (EU), they represent 99% of all business entities [4]. Thus, this study will focus
on SMEs, the key businesses responsible for making economies grow. However, there
are sectors of activity more affected than others, and according to a recent study of the
EY-Parthenon [5], the tourism sector is currently the most affected one around the world,
in addition to being the largest export economic activity in Portugal, the country chosen
as the field of study, according to Turismo de Portugal. For these reasons, the focus of
this study will be the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on SMEs, during the spread of
COVID-19, but only within the Portuguese tourism sector (small and medium enterprises
in tourism, SMETs).

The study is also focused on the importance of innovation and resilience within this
pandemic context, since “innovation has become increasingly important for the survival
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of SMEs and for establishing a competitive advantage over their competitors” [6] (p. 22).
Furthermore, Turoń and Kubik [7] enhance the importance of analyzing the effect of the
COVID-19 pandemic in the context of open innovation. Some authors go further and note
that it has a significant impact on firms’ performance [8], while others defend that it is one
of the main concerns of managers [9]. The opinion of the authors is almost unanimous
regarding resilience. To summarize, companies that want to survive and foster success
must develop their resilience capacity because it is crucial to achieve sustainability in
the long term, when reacting to unexpected events [10]. The truth is that consumers’
preferences are repeatedly changing, and these companies must deliver services in such
a cost-effective way that makes them capable of satisfying their customers and, at the
same time, be profitable [11]. Moreover, this is a fast-growing industry that is becoming
even more competitive. Therefore, companies must innovate and be more resilient during
periods of economic turmoil.

Due to the reality caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, Antonioli and Montresor [12]
believe that innovation is affected by the stage of the business cycle we are in, which is
characterized, at this time, as a difficult and unique economic moment. It is important
to mention that innovation in the tourism sector has been studied by several authors.
In a recent study, Dias et al. [13] argue that most of the literature regarding this subject
focuses on its needs, drivers, and obstacles, as well as its determinants. For Tajeddini [14],
we can observe innovation within SMETs in a variety of ways, such as developing new
strategies or encouraging employees to come up with new ideas. Others support the idea
that a crisis influences the innovation process in the tourism sector as much as it influences
the management perception of the future [15], which means that if the perception of the
manager is negative, their predisposition to innovate will be lower. Moreover, most studies
on tourism innovation are “descriptive and (or) analytical, and the need for more empirical
research and quantitative evidence has widely been emphasized” [16] (p. 158).

Despite the numerous studies focused on SMETs’ innovation and resilience, as men-
tioned above, none of them embrace these two variables in a similar context to the
COVID-19 pandemic due to the simple reason that it is a unique situation. Therefore,
the emergence of some studies in this field is expected within the COVID-19 pandemic
context. However, such studies do not fully reflect the management and economic effects of
this crisis on SMETs. Furthermore, firstly, its consequences began as a health crisis and then
developed into an economic issue [17], which made various authors believe that this crisis
is much worse for economies than, for example, the 2008 financial crisis [18]. This points
out the gap that this study aims to fill: few studies have focused on SMETs’ innovation and
resilience during this unique, and never before seen pandemic crisis.

The literature reveals several aspects that may influence SMETs resilience and innova-
tion. Among these aspects, the following are highlighted in this study: (1) the access that
these companies must have to finance (access to finance) [19]; (2) the level of risk that these
companies and their managers can pursue and how they deal with uncertain times [20];
(3) the working conditions in which employees are working [21]; and (4) the personal net-
work of each business [22]. Many other aspects can influence the innovation and resilience
of Portuguese SMETs. However, for the current study, these are the four fundamental
aspects that will be analyzed. It is also important to highlight that in selecting four aspects,
each company’s reality is a singular one and outcomes can vary.

This study aims to fill the existing gap pointed out in the literature regarding rethinking
the tourism sector, namely, its innovation during a crisis while adding resilience as a concept
that works together with the innovation process [1,2]. This is important since it makes
managers rethink old strategies and models that have been used until now. The COVID-19
pandemic can be seen as an opportunity to rethink this sector of activity and thus to
innovate differently [2]. At the end of the crisis, improvements will remain, and they will
be an enormous advantage [3,23]. Hence, with a deeper study focusing on certain variables,
it will be possible to identify the main challenges that those entities are facing to innovate
while being resilient during this specific moment and to propose viable solutions.
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Several theoretical and empirical objectives were established. Starting from the re-
search question “What influences innovation and resilience on small- and medium-sized
enterprises within tourism, in a pandemic context?”, the general objective is to understand
the factors that influence these variables the most, in a pandemic scenario, in SMEs within
the tourism sector, specifically with the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic. Starting from
the objective, what this study contributes is not the factors that influence innovation and
resilience, but the influence of those factors within this unique and never before seen
pandemic context. Specifically, it aims to understand if access to finance (AF), risk taking
(RI), working conditions (WC), and personal network (NW) influence innovation (INNOV)
and resilience (RES) of SMETs during the COVID-19 pandemic.

2. Literature Review
2.1. COVID-19 Impacts in SMETs

Buffa, Franch, and Rizio [24] defend that small businesses are flexible and have a
strong ability to develop relationships which can be important to gain incentives (economic
ones, for example) to complement their resources, which is a very important detail for
their growth. However, Mittal et al. [25] support that participation among employees
in what concerns the business is low. They also argue that usually SMEs are afraid of
investing in new ideas, which makes them less likely to be early adopters of a given idea.
Despite this fact, SMEs embody 90% of all firms worldwide [26] and are usually the major
contributor to employment in most countries [27]. This is supported by the Annual Report
on European SMEs of the European Commission written by Muller et al. [28]: 99.8% of the
enterprises in Europe, that Portugal is part of, were SMEs, and they were responsible for
66.6% of the employment in that continent. This idea is quite consensual throughout the
existing literature. It is not by accident that these enterprises are called “the backbone of
the European economy” [29] (p. 200).

SMETs are, in general, highly adaptable and self-reliant; nevertheless, in this specific
pandemic crisis, the situation is beyond their control [2], perhaps because the problems
they are facing have changed from a health crisis to an economic crisis [17]. The COVID-19
pandemic consequences are much worse for economies than, for example, the 2008 financial
crisis [18]. Every sector suffered costs due to the pandemic, however, the tourism industry
was the most harmed due to many factors. In addition, it is important to mention that the
pandemic came during a period in which the liquidity of touristic firms usually experiences
low levels due to seasonal demand [1].

If tourism is a vulnerable sector, so are SMETs. This type of enterprise is characterized
as a labor-intensive industry and that makes them very vulnerable to market changes. These
enterprises survive through low-profit margins and so small sales losses can have a huge
impact on their profitability [2]. Furthermore, SMEs in general, which also englobe SMEs
within the tourism sector, experience lower levels of preparation, higher susceptibility, and
higher dependence on governments compared with multinationals [30].

During this pandemic, three of the main issues that these firms faced were related
to lack of cash flow, the interruption of supply chains, and low market demand. This
lack of cash flow can be explained by the obligation that firms must continue to pay fixed
expenditures, such as salaries, rents, or loans [30]. Concerning supply chains, the disruption
of chains suffered by SMETs resulted in substantially reduced production. Finally, market
demand is one more significant factor for the prosperity of these enterprises. During
quarantines, lockdowns, and even with only some contingency measures, the physical
movement was restricted which negatively impacted consumer confidence at the time of
purchasing goods and services in physical places. Thus, a reduction in private consumption
spending was seen [30].

It is also possible to investigate these three issues and organize them in a timeline,
which suggests that businesses experienced a four-phase process after the crisis arrived.
The first phase occurs when businesses see a cash-flow reduction. The second phase comes
with the disruption of the supply chain, as already mentioned, and the third was when
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businesses reopen, however, under many restrictions, such as during a lockdown, a partial
lockdown, or the obligation to ensure the required social distancing. All these issues
merge into a completely new situation for managers and workers. Finally, the last phase is
workforce reduction [17].

However, there may be other reasons, such as people’s decisions. People, in general,
have been experiencing a behavioral loop in response to curbing the spread of this disease.
Nevertheless, this behavior suffers many trade-offs, influenced by what individuals value
the most at each moment: money, time, relationships, health, and many others. Because
of these factors, many firms have faced abrupt declines in revenue, and some even risk
insolvency [31]. The transition to remote work was one more factor that, for some specific
businesses, had a negative impact [17]. Nevertheless, the managers’ attitude and mindset
play an extremely important role when facing such situations. On a micro level, SMEs were
generally pessimistic about their short-term development. On the other hand, from a macro
level point of view, SMEs’ expectations for the economy were better. In addition, regardless
of their losses, SMEs’ managers still had confidence in governments to help them through
this pandemic [30]. Moreover, turbulent times can also be seen as opportunities for some
entrepreneurs to identify major trends during and after the pandemic and, at the same
time, forecast what our society needs [32].

2.2. Conceptual Framework
2.2.1. Resilience, Innovation, and Open Innovation

Currently, small- and medium-sized enterprises’ (SMEs’) managers/owners must
consider innovation as a key to their strategy due to the competitive advantage this can
bring to business [33], and what innovation brings to peoples’ lives and their businesses:
new ways to improve, to be better, and to do better when facing new challenges.

Resilience is a vast concept and can be seen through different levels. For Luthans
et al. [34], resilience is related to employees’ ability to bounce back in the face of enormous
issues. On the other hand, and from a psychological standpoint, resilience is a skill revealed
when managing difficulties successfully [35]. However, it cannot be only a single action
itself, but a sequence of actions that neutralize threats, including elasticity, learning, and
rejuvenation [36]. Linnenluecke [37] perceives resilience as a key to overcoming external
threats within organizations, such as unexpected events and extreme variations that shock
organizations. The same author reveals that some organizations are not even capable of
surviving such challenges, while others become stronger. Resilience is the reason why some
companies have the power to respond faster to unfamiliar events [37], which is why it is
seen as a crisis management tool for business stability and adaptability [38].

Innovation is a determinant factor of competitive advantage for SMEs [39,40]. It makes
the pursuit of new ideas and opportunities easier [41] because it relates to the introduction
of new techniques, products, and/or systems, as well as new strategies to compete within
the market [42]. For Martínez-Román and Romero [43], innovation has two different
dimensions: the personal characteristics of the entrepreneur and the characteristics of the
organization itself. The first one regards entrepreneurs’ beliefs and predispositions and
the second one concerns the culture of the company. The latter is the one with the major
influence on the innovation process, according to these authors.

2.2.2. Access to Finance

Access to finance can be intended as the part of investment and working capital
subsidized by formal finance [44] and it can take different forms: grant funding, equity
funding, and debt funding. It is seen as an intangible asset due to its lack of physical
substance [45]. Even though it has been increasingly improving, studies still show that
this remains one of the main obstacles for SMEs [46]. Regardless of the World Bank stating
that one of its objectives is to invest in different strategic sectors, including tourism [47], it
seems a far reality for many SMEs.
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Financial development and economic growth are coupled. Tourism is a highly volatile
sector which makes it suffer high financial risks [48]. SMEs, but especially SMETs, find
it difficult to obtain commercial bank financing due to many factors: lack of collateral,
small cash flow, high-risk premiums, or underdeveloped bank relationships [49], as well as
difficulties in obtaining credit from suppliers and financial institutions [50]. Consequently,
SMETs finance themselves, namely, with retained earnings instead of debt due to the high
costs of bank loans [49].

Adegboye and Iweriebor [51] believe that ease of access to finance is the biggest
positive contribution to innovation among SMEs due to the leverage gained, allowing
them to bounce back from uncertainty with innovation. Among other factors, such as the
expansion of operations, investing in production facilities, and new staff, innovation is
also a positive consequence of financing [52]. In this sense, the following hypothesis was
created:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Access to finance influences SMETs’ innovation.

In addition, to undertake the challenges of a crisis and manage a chaotic business
scenario, different resources are needed to convert these situations into opportunities. One
of the resources needed is access to finance, which works as a shock absorber of a crisis’s
negative impacts [10,23]. Another reason pointed out by these authors is that financial
resources may allow employees to stay with the company, preventing layoffs. Huang and
Farboudi Jahromi [53] stated that access to finance is a critical factor for business resilience
in normal times, and even more during difficult times, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.
In this regard, the idea that access to financing provides a good condition to bounce back
from some situations is also an indicator that it contributes to SMETs’ resilience [51]. Thus,
we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Access to finance influences SMETs’ resilience.

2.2.3. Risk Taking

Firms that take risks are willing to accept these risks to exploit innovative opportunities
and gain competitive advantages [54]. Recent studies from Hudakova et al. [55] show the
key risks SMEs should take from the authors’ point of view. The first three are market risks,
financial risks, and economic risks. However, it seems that depending on the circumstances
and the characteristics of the manager/owner, the behavior through risks could be different.
For example, an experienced manager may risk more than an inexperienced one [56].

In addition, firms which are privileged enough to take on more risk, also have the
greatest opportunities, and thus are more likely to be the most innovative [57]. Likewise,
Games and Rendi [58] state that the risk taken by firms is a way of reducing negative out-
comes from innovation. The same authors believe that risks taken can influence employees’
predisposition towards innovation, which consequently will influence the innovation of
the company. In addition, a study conducted by Pikkemaat [59] indicates that risk-averse
behavior is a barrier to SMETs’ innovation. Thus, the following hypothesis was stated:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Risk-taking attitude influences SMETs’ innovation.

Additionally, entrepreneurs who are exposed to risks are much more proactive in
sustaining growth, compared with those who are not. Besides, experience—which is
associated with resilience—contributes to managers’ learning the best strategies to navigate
risky situations [22]. Most of the time, resilience is evident when firms are exposed to
some external threat, which may arrive from a risk taken by them [37]. Therefore, firms
need to mitigate risks in order to be resilient and, consequently, this constructs a resilient
mindset [10]. Due to this, the following hypothesis was stated:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Risk-taking attitude influences SMETs’ resilience.
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2.2.4. Working Conditions

A worker within a good workplace is more excited to make their contribution to a
SME’s goals [60]. A good work environment is a great contributor to workers’ mental and
physical well-being. Companies usually focus their resources to improve social security as
it is seen as a key area between employees in what concerns good conditions at work [61].
Other companies believe that pressure on competitiveness, realized by innovation, leads
firms to create an environment for innovative work teams [62]. The question that must
be raised is: what is a good environment, and which working conditions must be met to
stimulate innovation? For Hoyrup et al. [63], employees’ initiatives and autonomy are as
important as the structure and conditions at work. The same authors believe that good
working conditions improve a firm’s ability to provide knowledge and learning processes
to their workers because “learning can produce innovation” (p. 4). Therefore, the following
hypothesis was created:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Company working conditions influence SMETs’ innovation.

Moreover, if good working conditions contribute to the individual well-being of each
employee, it will consequently contribute to improving individual resilience and spirit.
In addition, when the literature mentions working conditions, not only is it referring
to the possibility of learning but also the level of income of each employee, which is
another relevant influence for resilience within a business [64]. The same authors also
stated that conditions at work are also measured through the level of stress experienced by
employees and their response, which will also influence resilience. However, at the same
time, they believe that resilience skills may reduce workplace stress. In the same way, Ojo
et al. [65] consider that good conditions do influence employees’ resilience. These authors
highlighted that decent leadership is one factor that contributes to employees’ perception
of good conditions at work. Thus, the following hypothesis was formulated:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Company working conditions influence SMETs’ resilience.

2.2.5. Personal Network

A personal network is the social relationships associated with the sharing of knowl-
edge and resources capable of making a business grow, or recover after a crisis, and
can be measured through social capital, an essential element of open innovation [22,60].
Ooms et al. [66] believe that geographical proximity, institutional proximity, and cognitive
and social proximity can be determinant factors in building a network. Other authors go
further and affirm that “friendship is viewed as the ultimate level of relationship in the
trusted network” in a business context [67] (p. 4). The same authors also specified that a
strong network differs in the level of closeness, trust, mutual respect, and commitment.

The concept of networking is crucial and a key success factor for SMEs, as
Gronum et al. [68] considered. Thus, these authors believe that a network’s impact on
firm innovation means more resources and knowledge. Moreover, Ioanid et al. [69] defend
that networks bring benefits to the innovation process. Therefore, this type of enterprise
needs to build strong networks due to their small and medium sizes, concluding that a
week network is a limitation of many SMETs to pursue a competitive advantage [70]. Thus,
we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Company personal network influences SMETs’ innovation.

On the one hand, Iborra et al. [71] argue that to be resilient is to be able to recover
from a difficult and stressful event. On the other hand, Sadri et al. [72] show that a strong
network, as well as higher levels of social capital, have a positive impact on the recovery of
entities from disasters. In an open innovation context, if those social relationships mean that
a manager/owner has more resources available to recover from a crisis [22], they can, at
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the same time, promote resilience and increase the probability of prospering after a period
of crisis. This author suggests that one of the biggest influences of resilience is personal
network, which goes in line with the idea that a strong network supports companies during
a crisis and helps them recover faster reducing uncertainty through appropriate strategies,
better agility, and adaptability [10]. Thus, we stated the below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Company personal network influences SMETs’ resilience.

2.2.6. Conceptual Model

Concerning the theoretical concepts discussed above as well as the hypotheses pre-
sented in this chapter, the following conceptual framework was developed to analyze the
subject in more detail (Figure 1).
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The proposed model allows us to understand if there is any influence of the vari-
ables access to finance, risk taking, working conditions, and personal network on SMETs’
innovation and resilience.

3. Methodology
3.1. Research Approach and Design

This is a deductive study, meaning that the stated hypotheses are based on theories
and literature that already exist [73]. The deduction method consists of starting from the
general and moving into the particular, which means starting from a theory that will lead
to a hypothesis construction. The present study uses the two main types of information
collection, namely, primary data and secondary data. Secondary data is data used by
someone other than the author who carried out the research for primary use. This concept
leads us to primary data, which is data collected by someone for their own use [74]. On the
one hand, in this study, the primary data covers the online questionnaire and interviews that
have been conducted. On the other hand, the secondary resources consist of bibliographic
research that encompasses scientific articles, magazines, books, and websites.

Concerning data collection, we can identify two different types of data: qualitative
data and quantitative data. In this study, an online questionnaire was used as a quantitative
method and was sent to the managing directors of SMETs or owners of the same types of
enterprise. Additionally, the study combines this with a qualitative method that allows
a deeper understanding of concepts that cannot be quantified. In the case of this study,
in-depth interviews with content analysis and a sample of entrepreneurs allowed us to
better understand how these entrepreneurs think. In summary, the quantitative method
provides certainty and the qualitative method provides depth to this study.
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Regarding the type of investigation, this study is characterized as being a predictive
investigation due to the testing of several variables to understand if, and how, they influence
innovation and resilience of SMETs during a severe crisis, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.
Moreover, it is a sequential explanatory investigation due to the use of qualitative data
supporting the quantitative data [75].

Focusing on the sampling technique, this can be separated into probabilistic or non-
probabilistic. The probabilistic sample technique ensures that the probability of selecting
a determined population member is equal to selecting all the others, which is the same
as saying that the selection is made randomly. Conversely, the non-probabilistic sample
technique is not based on a random selection, but on a selection based on the characteristics
of the investigation itself, so some population members are more likely to be selected than
others [76].

Additionally, the sample used was chosen by convenience. A convenience sample is a
sample whose selection criteria is related to pre-defined characteristics formulated by the
investigator, for example, age or gender related [77]. Such characteristics are advantageous
for the theme of the study, making it easier to obtain a reliable outcome. Finally, this method
concerning collecting data from a population, a sample group, is called the data collection
method. Regarding this field, this study will use a quantitative and a qualitative method to
try to achieve the investigation purpose [78].

To collect data, an online questionnaire was built and posted through the Google
Forms platform. This questionnaire was sent to the managing directors of SMETs or owners
of these types of businesses. The target population of the survey, within SMETs, includes
hostels, restaurants, tours, and museums in Portugal (the field of study chosen).

Sample Characterization

The population of this study is composed of (1) small- and medium-sized enterprises
in Portugal and (2) SMEs within the tourism sector. The focus on the tourism sector is
justified by the fact that it was the most affected sector during this pandemic, as explained
in the introduction.

The survey has a total of 26 questions and received 103 responses. To characterize this
sample, it was decided to analyze the sociodemographic variables: number of employees of
each SMET, country, and region where each SMET is located, and the number of innovative
products/services launched during 2020. From the total of 103 questionnaires answered by
SMETs, most of them have between 0 and 10 employees, corresponding to 68.9% of the total
(n = 71). Regarding between 11–50 and 51–250 employees, the results show a total of 26.2%
(n = 27) and 4.9% (n = 5), respectively. In Portugal, the main part of the sample population
has offices in Lisbon, representing 34% of the inquiries (n = 35). The other regions in the
sample include offices based in Madeira Island (8.7%), Algarve (13.6%), Alentejo (6.8%),
the center of Portugal (13.6%), Azores Island (8.7%), and Porto (14.6%).

Finally, the survey shows that many enterprises did not innovate during 2020, namely
23.3% (n = 24). However, the majority of SMETs, 62.1%, had between 1 and 5 innovation
products/services during this specific year (n = 65). The rest of them indicated that they
had between 5 and 10 or even more than 10 innovative products/services, corresponding
to 7.8% (n = 8) and 6.8% (n = 7), respectively.

3.2. Quantitative Study

To collect data to carry out the present study, an online questionnaire was constructed.
The target population of the survey is the small- and medium-sized enterprises in tourism
(SMETs), such as hotels, restaurants, tours, and museums in Portugal. The survey aimed
to reach SMETs that had high levels of innovation since the beginning of 2020 as well as
those with low levels of innovation during this pandemic scenario. Thus, it was possible
to understand the differences between both types and determine what is missing in the
SMETs that did not innovate. The questions were based on surveys from other authors;
however, some changes were made. For instance, it was necessary to eliminate some of
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the questions when studying a specific variable, some statements were rephrased, and
all questions were translated into Portuguese because the respondents were Portuguese
SMETs.

Before starting to build the questionnaire, a literature review was written having in
mind the variables and subjects that would take part in the online survey. Besides, the use
of other authors’ questions regarding each variable in the study enhances the reliability
and quality of the results. Additionally, there are some features pointed out by Codó [78]
that make a successful questionnaire: good planning of the sample; the fact that it must not
be too long; the phrase construction, which should be appropriate for the specific survey
target; clarity; and instructions on how to fill it in.

The questionnaire used in the present study is mostly composed of closed questions
with some exceptions. Nevertheless, there are some introductory questions, for example,
one question asks where the SMET is located. All other questions which are applied to each
variable were measured on specific authors’ scales that can be consulted in Appendix A.
Regarding the treatment of the data, PLS software was used. Once more, Appendix A
provides the variables which are being studied with the survey, each item that will be used,
the measures of each independent variable, and the respective authors.

Lastly, it is important to highlight that the survey respected all the inherent ethics: it
guarantees the confidentiality and anonymity of each respondent, which increased their
confidence to be as honest as possible [78]. Besides, all the participants were well informed
about the purpose and uses of this study, as well as their voluntary participation.

3.3. Qualitative Study

To increase the quality and depth of the data collection, in-depth interviews were
carried out, with content analysis and a sample of entrepreneurs. This type of interview
allows the investigator to inquire about participants’ beliefs and opinions. This approach
also provides the investigator with the option to ask participants to clarify or elaborate on
some specific topic [79].

Through this second method, it was possible to understand the way managers think
and conduct a deeper analysis, and not only by numbers. In this methodological approach,
the strategy used was data saturation, which allowed the study to have the most diverse
and useful information possible. The target population of this method was SMETs in
Portugal, but different from the ones used in the questionnaire. The interview questions
related to the questions from the questionnaire. Moreover, due to COVID-19, all interviews
were conducted by phone call and recorded with the agreement of each participant.

4. Results and Discussion

This study combines a quantitative method with a qualitative one, using a mixed
method. The quantitative method is an online questionnaire and the qualitative one consists
of in-depth interviews, with content analysis, and a sample of entrepreneurs. Through this
second method, it was possible to understand the way participants’ think through a deeper
analysis, and not only superficial. In this methodological approach, the strategy used was
data saturation, which enabled the collection of more diverse and useful information. The
target population for both methods was Portuguese SMETs.

4.1. Qualitative Study Results

The conclusions drawn from the interviews were in accordance with the quantitative
results. All five interviewees agreed that financing was not a contributor to their business
innovation during the COVID-19 pandemic. The manager of restaurant A, located in
Lisbon, mentioned two clear reasons for this. Firstly, “the huge cost of time that we spend
waiting for that financial help, and the fact that many of these businesses were not able
to have this privilege due to being small”. In his opinion, even though they did not have
financial help, many of these enterprises were able to innovate, which is why he did not
consider this correlation to be accurate. Similarly, he also considered financing to not have
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any influence on the business’s resilience. The main reason indicated was the fact that
moments where resilience was most crucial were during lockdowns and, with this point, the
interviewee stated that it was during this time that other things, instead of money, became
more important to continue the business. In the opinion of the manager of restaurant B,
in Azores Island, “the thing that influenced resilience the most during this time was my
mindset, as a manager, during quarantine. Money would solve some problems but would
not create resilience”.

Concerning risk taking and how such an attitude influences, or not, innovation and
resilience, all the respondents shared the same opinion. All of them agreed that taking
risks forced them, as managers, and their employees to be more innovative. Moreover,
the manager of restaurant B highlighted that it is inevitable that innovative ideas come
from risky actions because such actions are necessary to survive these kinds of situations.
Concerning resilience, their opinions did not change. In the words of the manager of
restaurant B, “entrepreneurs will increase their experience only if they are willing to be
exposed to risks”, which will inevitably contribute to build a resilient mindset. This
manager concluded by saying that for those that play it safe, there is no need to be resilient
because they are in their comfort zone.

However, contrary to this, interviewees did not consider working conditions to be a
significant influence in innovation and/or resilience. Even though most of them recognized
that this factor helps in many parameters, such as the ability to preserve human resources,
which is an indicator of good conditions for that specific work, they did assume that this
can influence the innovation or resilience of SMETs. However, it was clear that none of
them had a well-organized opinion about this relation.

But if working conditions were not clear for them, the opposite happened with busi-
ness’s network influences in innovation and resilience. The manager of restaurant B argued
that this crisis was transversal to the whole supply chain; thus, it was the cooperation
among all participants and good relationships between them that made it possible to
bounce back from such difficult times. Therefore, and influenced by companies and people
around them, all the interviewees had no doubts that their resilience increased a lot when
working with people with whom they identify professionally.

4.2. Quantitative Study Results

A structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the conceptual model of this
study. This technique combines factor analysis with regression and the main goal is to
design paths between variables to build and then accept, or reject, a theory. Namely, the
partial least squares (PLS) method was used through SmartPLS software [80].

Appendix A provides the variables that were being studied within the survey, each
item used, the measures of each independent variable, and the respective authors. In the
present study, the following data analysis methods were used: Cronbach’s alpha reliability
test, composite reliability test, average variance extracted, R-squared, Fornell and Larcker
criterion, heterotrait-monotrait ratio, structural path coefficients, and collinearity statistics.
They will be described in more detail in the following pages.

To achieve the proposed objectives, a quantitative method was used, namely, an
online questionnaire with a non-probabilistic convenience sample. Then, it was sent to the
managing directors of SMETs or owners of the business, such as hotels, restaurants, tours,
and museums in Portugal.

4.2.1. Validity and Reliability

We measured the reliability and validity of the measurement model, and secondly,
we assessed the structural model. Concerning the quality of the measurement model, we
examined the following indicators: reliability, convergent validity, internal consistency
reliability, and discriminant validity [81]. Internal consistency reliability was confirmed
because the constructs’ Cronbach’s alpha (CA) and composite reliability (CR) values ex-
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ceeded the cut-off of 0.7 (with a minimum value of 0.712 and 0.812, respectively) [81], which
enhances an adequate internal consistency (Table 1).

Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, average variance, correlations, and discriminant validity.

CA CR AVE AF INNOV NW RES RI WC

AF 0.753 0.888 0.799 0.894 0.144 0.100 0.206 0.168 0.089
INNOV 0.920 0.944 0.807 0.123 0.898 0.263 0.215 0.331 0.128

NW 0.712 0.845 0.732 0.075 0.201 0.856 0.204 0.175 0.390
RES 0.891 0.914 0.606 0.174 0.198 0.159 0.778 0.259 0.187
RI 0.772 0.864 0.681 0.019 0.309 −0.061 0.238 0.825 0.143

WC 0.785 0.812 0.517 −0.057 0.095 0.250 −0.144 0.105 0.719

CA—Cronbach’s alpha, CR—composite reliability, AVE—average variance. Bold numbers in diagonal are the
square roots of AVE. Below the diagonal elements are the correlations between the constructs. Above the diagonal
elements are the heterotrait-monotrait ratios.

The results showed that the standardized factor loadings of all items were above
0.6 (with a minimum value of 0.62) and were all significant at p < 0.001, which provided
evidence for the individual indicator reliability [81].

Convergent validity was also confirmed by observing CR values higher than 0.70 and
by all average variance (AVE) values that exceeded 0.50 [82]. Regarding the discriminant
validity, this one was evaluated using the Fornell and Larcker criterion and the heterotrait-
monotrait ratio (HTMT) criterion [81]. The first criterion requires that the construct’s square
root of AVE (revealed on the diagonal with bold values in Table 1) is greater than its biggest
correlation with any construct [83]. Table 1 shows that this criterion was accomplished for
all constructs. Regarding the second criterion, we can observe that the HTMT is below
the conservative threshold value of 0.85, providing even more evidence of discriminant
validity [81].

4.2.2. Structural Model

Before assessing the structural model, we analyzed the collinearity [81], with val-
ues between 1.00 and 1.15, which is below the indicative critical value of 5 projected by
Hair et al. [81]. Consequently, these values showed that there is no collinearity.

The coefficient of determination R2 for the two endogenous variables of resilience and
innovation were 15.6% and 15.4%, respectively. Thus, these values exceeded the threshold
value of 10% [84]. The Q2 values for all endogenous variables (0.109 and 0.060) were above
zero which revealed, once again, the relevance of the model [84]. In Figure 2 it is possible
to see the path coefficients out of parentheses and the p-values in parentheses.

J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2022, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 22 
 

 
Figure 2. Research Model with PLS-algorithm and bootstrapping results. 

4.2.3. Hypotheses Test 
On the one hand, Table 2 shows that risk has a significant positive effect on innova-

tion (β = 0.318, p > 0.001) and on resilience (β = 0.272, p > 0.01). Moreover, that personal 
network has a significant effect on innovation (β = 0.208, p < 0.05). On the other hand, the 
same table shows that access to finance and working conditions do not influence innova-
tion or resilience and that personal network does not have any impact on resilience. 

Table 2. Structural model assessment. 

 Path Coefficient Standard Deviation T Statistics p Values 
AF—INNOV 0.103 0.099 1.038 N.S. 

AF—RES 0.140 0.110 1.278 N.S. 
NW—INNOV 0.208 0.104 2.000 p < 0.05 

NW—RES 0.219 0.128 1.720 N.S. 
RI—INNOV 0.318 0.090 3.545 p > 0.001 

RI—RES 0.272 0.098 2.774 p > 0.01 
WC—INNOV 0.015 0.114 0.135 N.S. 

WC—RES −0.220 0.215 1.020 N.S. 

It is important to highlight some findings that arose from the questionnaire and the 
interviews of SMETs managers/owners. More than 50% of the respondents to the ques-
tionnaire revealed that employees are not penalized if they have new ideas without suc-
cess. Moreover, almost half of them said that innovation is promptly accepted when man-
aging a project, despite being slightly pessimistic about their short-term development [30]. 
Still, regarding innovation, the study results show that almost 50% of the respondents 
stated that despite the risk associated, their enterprises promote innovation among their 
culture and, finally, nearly a half of the respondents said that, as managers, they are con-
tinually looking for new ideas, products, and services. These are some of the results from 
the questionnaire, which are corroborated by the interviews conducted on this topic due 
to the consensus found among the interviewees, such as the opinion of the manager of 
restaurant A. He stated that, presently, businesses that do not innovate will close in the 
long term. Thus, it seems that entrepreneurs are conscious and share the same opinion as 
the authors that innovation brings competitive advantage to businesses [33] by increasing 
the productivity and performance of tourism enterprises [85]. 

Regarding resilience, the questionnaire responses put in evidence that more than 50% 
of the managers of the sample used have pre-defined practices to handle a crisis, which 
contributes to help firms recover from difficulties [23]. However, only a few, approxi-
mately 28%, said that they test these procedures, even though more than half of the re-
spondents said that all employees are aware of contingency plans for incidents. In addi-
tion, a few specific trainings to put these plans into practice. This combined with the fact 

Figure 2. Research Model with PLS-algorithm and bootstrapping results.



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2022, 8, 11 12 of 21

4.2.3. Hypotheses Test

On the one hand, Table 2 shows that risk has a significant positive effect on innovation
(β = 0.318, p > 0.001) and on resilience (β = 0.272, p > 0.01). Moreover, that personal network
has a significant effect on innovation (β = 0.208, p < 0.05). On the other hand, the same
table shows that access to finance and working conditions do not influence innovation or
resilience and that personal network does not have any impact on resilience.

Table 2. Structural model assessment.

Path Coefficient Standard
Deviation T Statistics p Values

AF—INNOV 0.103 0.099 1.038 N.S.
AF—RES 0.140 0.110 1.278 N.S.

NW—INNOV 0.208 0.104 2.000 p < 0.05
NW—RES 0.219 0.128 1.720 N.S.

RI—INNOV 0.318 0.090 3.545 p > 0.001
RI—RES 0.272 0.098 2.774 p > 0.01

WC—INNOV 0.015 0.114 0.135 N.S.
WC—RES −0.220 0.215 1.020 N.S.

It is important to highlight some findings that arose from the questionnaire and the
interviews of SMETs managers/owners. More than 50% of the respondents to the question-
naire revealed that employees are not penalized if they have new ideas without success.
Moreover, almost half of them said that innovation is promptly accepted when managing a
project, despite being slightly pessimistic about their short-term development [30]. Still,
regarding innovation, the study results show that almost 50% of the respondents stated that
despite the risk associated, their enterprises promote innovation among their culture and,
finally, nearly a half of the respondents said that, as managers, they are continually looking
for new ideas, products, and services. These are some of the results from the questionnaire,
which are corroborated by the interviews conducted on this topic due to the consensus
found among the interviewees, such as the opinion of the manager of restaurant A. He
stated that, presently, businesses that do not innovate will close in the long term. Thus,
it seems that entrepreneurs are conscious and share the same opinion as the authors that
innovation brings competitive advantage to businesses [33] by increasing the productivity
and performance of tourism enterprises [85].

Regarding resilience, the questionnaire responses put in evidence that more than 50%
of the managers of the sample used have pre-defined practices to handle a crisis, which
contributes to help firms recover from difficulties [23]. However, only a few, approximately
28%, said that they test these procedures, even though more than half of the respondents
said that all employees are aware of contingency plans for incidents. In addition, a few
specific trainings to put these plans into practice. This combined with the fact that this crisis
came during a period in which the liquidity of the tourism sector is usually low (due to
seasonal demand), which contributed to testing their firm’s resilience. These are some of the
reasons that made many authors believe that the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic
are much worse for economies, than, for example, the 2008 financial crisis [18]. The main
challenges that obliged companies to be resilient were lack of cash flow, interruption of
supply chains, and low market demand [33]. Once more, the conclusions drawn from the
qualitative method were unanimous and in agreement with the questionnaire results.

As already stated, what this study contributes is not the factors that influence innova-
tion and resilience, but the behavior of those factors within this unique and never before
seen pandemic context. Divisekera and Nguyen [16] make it clear that the existing literature
is not enough to deal with the COVID-19 pandemic situation. So, the present study aimed
to understand if access to finance (Acce_Fin), risk taking (Risk), working conditions (Work
Cond), and personal network (NetW) influence innovation (Innov) and resilience (Resil)
of SMETs during the COVID-19 pandemic. Hence, some hypotheses were not supported,
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and others accepted. It makes sense that this study rejects some of the hypotheses because
there is no similar crisis such as this one, so there are very specific and new constraints
never before considered. Moreover, as Al-Fadly [17] stated, it is also important to bear in
mind that this crisis is a unique situation perhaps since it began as a health crisis and then
escalated into an economic crisis. In the opinion of Baldwin et al. [86], this crisis is different
from the previous ones due to the others affecting countries that were far less economically
centered and dependent on each other, at that time.

In summary, and answering the research question directly, what influences innovation
and resilience on SMETs in this unique pandemic crisis is: (1) a risk-taking attitude, which
influences both variables, and (2) a company’s personal network, which influences inno-
vation. Those relationships are positive ones, which means firms that adopt a risk-taking
attitude will find innovation and resilience easier to pursue. Besides, the ones with a quality
network will also find it easier to innovate.

Considering all the hypotheses created above, Rupeika-Apoga and Solovjova [49],
Adegboye and Iweriebor [51], and Fowowe [52] believe that financing contributes posi-
tively to SMEs’ innovation. Fowowe [52] defends that with good financing conditions, it is
easier to develop new products and services and, therefore, to innovate. Adegboye and
Iweriebor [51] came to the same conclusion when arguing that this factor is the biggest
influence concerning an innovation mindset. Thus, it was defined, as H1, that access to
finance influences SMETs’ innovation. However, the results of the present study are not in
accordance with the authors’ conclusions. The study’s quantitative results show from the
values of β and p-value (β = 0.103, p = N.S.) that access to finance does not influence, posi-
tively or negatively, the innovation of these enterprises. To better understand this finding,
interviews were made with some top managers of SMETs in Portugal. From the point of
view of the manager of restaurant A, financing was not a contributor to innovation, for two
main reasons. The first one was the large amount of time that businesses spent waiting for
financial support and the second one is the fact that many of them were not able to access
financial support due to being a small business. They have, nonetheless, innovated.

It was not only shown that access to finance influences innovation, but it also influ-
ences resilience. Huang and Farboudi Jahromi [53], Adegboye and Iweriebor [51], and
Giancotti et al. [10] defend that resilience is influenced by the financing conditions that each
SME has. Namely, Huang and Farboudi Jahromi [53] argue that during difficult times, such
as this pandemic crisis, the access of SMEs to finance is even more important compared
with more economically prosperous times. Adegboye and Iweriebor [51] complete this
idea by saying that finance is a way to overcome these moments and financial resources are
crucial to businesses’ recovery [10]. However, hypothesis two was rejected, H2: Access to
finance influences SMETs’ resilience. This study rejects H2 because the conclusions are not
in accordance with the authors’ ideas. The quantitative results show a non-significative
p-value and a β equal to 0.140, which indicates that access to finance does not influence
the resilience of SMETs. Moreover, all interviewees agreed that access to finance does not
influence business’s resilience in the COVID-19 pandemic, since the moments where it was
most crucial to be resilient were related to lockdowns and when the restrictions were first
lifted. The manager of restaurant B stated that even though liquidity is important, during
this time what influenced resilience was the owner’s mindset during quarantines, while
businesses were closed, and after that, when they started reopening, although with plenty
of restrictions. Money would solve some problems, but not this specific one, he said.

Even though neither innovation nor resilience seems to be influenced by financial
support, Nanda and Rhodes-Kropf [57], Games and Redni [58], and Pikkemaat [59] believe
that both variables are impacted by a risk-taking attitude. Nanda and Rhodes-Kropf [57]
consider that taking risks is a privilege that not all firms have. Consequently, being risk-
averse is a huge barrier to innovation [59]. Therefore, the ones which have that privilege can
seize the greatest opportunities and, consequently, are more willing to innovate. Moreover,
as a complement to this idea, Games and Redni [58] believe that a risk-taking mindset by
the firm motivates its employees and thus they are more predisposed to have innovative
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ideas. So, the third hypothesis was defined as H3: Risk-taking attitude influences SMETs’
innovation. This goes in line with the opinion of the manager of restaurant A, who believes
that the COVID-19 pandemic forced him, as manager, and all his employees, to be much
more innovative. Moreover, he believes that this is linked to the need to take risks and
sees that as something that will be mandatory for every touristic business to survive in
the future. Similarly, the manager of restaurant B revealed that they were inexperienced
when they opened their restaurant, so for them, building their business required a risky
attitude. Everything that proceeded this was also risky and, inevitably, innovative ideas
came from this mindset. Finally, in the present study’s results, it is verified by the value of
β (0.318) and the p-value (p < 0.001) that there is a significant positive influence between a
risk-taking attitude and the innovation of these enterprises.

As already mentioned, having a risk-taking attitude influencing resilience was another
idea defended by many authors. Thus, a hypothesis was built as H4: Risk-taking attitude
influences SMETs’ resilience. Herbane [22] stated that workers who are exposed to risks
are much more proactive compared with those who do not, which enhances their resilience
behavior. Therefore, this skill is put in evidence when facing risks [37] and, simultane-
ously, while pursuing and mitigating risks, they are building a resilient mentality [10].
Furthermore, when companies adopt a risk-taking attitude, they automatically start to
gain experience, which also helps to build a resilient mindset and behavior, by being much
more prepared for each specific and new situation. Moreover, the results of this study
are in accordance with this. The study’s quantitative results show from the values of β
and p-value (β = 0.272, p > 0.001) that there is a significant positive influence between a
risk-taking attitude and SMETs’ resilience. Concerning the qualitative study, the manager
of restaurant B shares the same opinion as to the one related to innovation, and thus he
agrees that a risk-taking attitude influences SMETs’ resilience in the way that businesses
will be able to improve and increase experience only if taking risks. For those that play it
safe, there is no need to be resilient because they are in their comfort zone, and everything
can be easily predicted.

However, when speaking about working conditions and their influence on SMETs’
innovation and resilience, the literature is not in line with the findings of the present
study. The fifth hypothesis states that the company’s working conditions influence SMETs’
innovation, showing a positive relation. The studies of Držajić and Vega [61], Mizla [62],
and Hoyrup et al. [63] support this idea, thus leading to H5: Company working conditions
influence SMETs’ innovation. More specifically, these authors believe that good working
conditions are essentially related to having the possibility to learn and to make the work
environment a positive place for the mental and physical well-being of workers. On the
one hand, Držajić and Vega [61] believe that improving social security is one of the main
contributors to good conditions at work. On the other hand, Hoyrup et al. [63] state that
employees’ autonomy is one of the most relevant factors. Yet, the interviews carried out
showed that in the opinion of entrepreneurs, good working conditions during times such
as these are also related to giving guidelines, training, and preparation to appropriate
procedures in case of crisis and difficulties. Most of the interviewees believe that with
this type of concern, companies are better prepared to preserve their human resources,
which contributes to the parameter of working conditions. However, they do not find this
enough to consider that good working conditions have a positive influence on innovation,
considering this relation not significant. Likewise, with the quantitative results of the
present study, this hypothesis was rejected. The p value shows a non-significative value
and β equals 0.114, which indicates that working conditions do not influence innovation.

Even though the fifth hypothesis was rejected, the authors’ opinions were enough to
build the sixth hypothesis, defended by Athota and Malik [64] and Ojo et al. [65]. H6 was
stated as: Company working conditions influence SMETs’ resilience. Athota and Malik [64]
believe that we can measure the working conditions by the level of stress that workers
experience, which consequently will influence their resilience. Ojo et al. [65] emphasized
this positive relation but mentioned that the existence of a good team leader is the main
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factor for employees to consider the working place a good environment. However, this
hypothesis was rejected by the quantitative results of the present study. The value of p is
not significant and the value of β does not support this statement. Furthermore, none of the
top managers interviewed seemed to have a clear, constructed idea and opinion regarding
this relation between good working conditions and resilience.

Another hypothesis was proposed at the beginning of this study. H7 was stated as:
Company personal network influences SMETs’ innovation. Gronum et al. [68],
Ioanid et al. [69], and Lopes et al. [70] are some of the authors who defend this relation.
Gronum et al. [68] consider that a good network is crucial to every business, namely, in
what concerns innovation due to the availability of more resources and knowledge of what
a huge and quality network means. This idea is corroborated by Ioanid et al. [69]. Moreover,
company size (small and medium) is a factor that makes it almost mandatory for these
enterprises to have a strong network, otherwise, it will be hard for them to innovate and
gain some competitive advantage [70]. The quantitative results of the present study also
enhanced this relation, showing β = 0.208 and a significant p-value >0.001, the present study
accepts H7. Additionally, the interviews carried out show that most of the top management
interviewees believe that a business’s network influences innovation. The manager of
restaurant B justifies this with the fact that this crisis was transversal to the whole supply
chain. Thus, many supply chain participants had difficulties. Likewise, the entrepreneurs
believe that good relationships within the personal network of the business were probably
built before the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, it is a solid and long relationship.

The last hypothesis stated is the one that predicts a positive influence of a company’s
personal network on a SMET’s resilience. Iborra et al. [71], Sadri et al. [72], Herbane [22],
and Giancotti et al. [10] are the authors who defend this theory through their studies. It
was stated as H8: Company personal network influences SMETs’ resilience. These authors
share the idea that a good network helps in the recovery from great disasters because those
relationships mean that the enterprise has more resources and knowledge available to
overcome that specific situation. These are factors that increase the resilience of a company.
However, the results of this study are not in agreement with this literature. This study’s
quantitative results show from the values of β and p-value (β = 0.219, p = N.S.) that a
company’s personal network does not influence, positively or negatively, the resilience
of SMETs. To provide even more credibility to the questionnaire’s results, interviews
were conducted with some top managers of SMETs in Portugal. Similarly, all managers
interviewed agreed that a company’s personal network does not influence a SMET’s
resilience. Thus, H8 was not supported by the findings of the studies.

5. Conclusions
5.1. Theoretical Contributions

This study addresses the innovation and resilience of SMETs during a unique cri-
sis, never seen before, and at the same time, an economic and health issue. There are
already many studies and findings that address what influences these two important busi-
ness characteristics, not only for multinationals but also for SMEs, and even within the
tourism sector. However, the present study brings all of these into something new—the
COVID-19 pandemic crisis, showing that the circumstances and the social context can
change everything.

The study showed that what influences SMETs’ innovation and resilience during this
time differs from what was already found before the pandemic. Even the 2008 financial
crisis did not have such a huge impact on economies and businesses and therefore the
results of the study accepted some known ideas but rejected others.

It was concluded that financial help was not preponderant to companies’ innovation
and resilience due to the constraints caused by quarantines and lockdowns when worse
issues have appeared. Another idea already stated in the literature and not corroborated
by this study was the positive relationship between good working conditions and, once
again, SMETs’ innovation and resilience. Finally, even though the study found a company’s
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network to be very useful for open innovation, this was not the case for resilience. In
the case of open innovation, the importance of the personal network was found to be
very important, representing an extension of existing knowledge in the field of open
innovation [7,19]. The study concluded that during the COVID-19 pandemic, companies
did not feel influenced by their network behavior, as happens in other crises and as was
theoretically expected. However, the relationship with other service providers is important
for tourism products, namely, transportation services, which were found to be influenced
by the pandemic [87,88]. Moreover, the present study proved that a risk-taking attitude
and an SMET’s network were important factors for innovation/resilience and innovation,
respectively.

5.2. Managerial Implications

Considering the findings of this study, it is possible to set a list of guidelines for today’s
managers of SMETs. However, the following lines will highlight the two principal ones.
Firstly, it is undoubted that managers must encourage a risk-taking attitude amongst all
employees. Competitiveness is increasing every year within this sector, and even more
among SMEs; thus, companies which prefer to play it safe will not be able to foster better
opportunities or be competitive in the market. A risk-taking mindset leads to construction
of an innovative and resilient culture. Therefore, managers who fail to understand this
point will probably see their businesses closing in the long term.

The second point to keep in mind is that managers must have a good relationship
with their professional network. Relationships and people are the most important resource
that a company can have, not only in prosperous times but also during the hardest periods.
Thus, it is suggested that this is a crucial point when making business: to nurture all the
relationships beyond business lines from day one, creating a supportive environment for
open innovation. Value is not added unless managers remember this even when they do
not need it the most. Good relationships are something that take time to build, so managers
must consider this from the beginning.

In addition to these two main points, it is crucial that managers encourage their
employees to think outside of the box and therefore to contribute to the launch of new
products and services. To implement this, it is important to keep in mind that many of
these innovations will fail, however, this is a necessary part of achieving success. For
these reasons, it is important to clearly define the strategic orientation towards open
innovation [89].

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

Nevertheless, it is possible to mention some limitations, such as the sample size used
in the questionnaire. The study counted only 103 contributions due to the specificity of
the sample characterization. For future research, it is suggested to amplify this sample.
In addition, it is suggested not to use the convenience method when choosing the sam-
ple, as was used in this study. It was not possible to use tools, such as the margin of
error or the confidence level, to measure the accuracy of the results due to the use of a
convenience method.

Besides, not only the quantitative study but also the qualitative study showed that
the variable “working conditions” can be, in future studies, considered with more detail
and better analyzed, since the results of both methods were not conclusive. The fact
that this study is focused only on one industry—tourism—may also be considered a
limitation; thus, it is not possible to generalize the results to other sectors that have also
been affected by COVID-19. Therefore, the opportunity for researchers to use this study to
start investigating the same topic but in different sectors of activity exists. Finally, it would
be interesting to expand the field of study to more countries, rather than only Portugal, and
for a longer period.
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Appendix A

Variables, Items, and Authors:

Independent
Varibales

Items Authors

Innovation

1. People are penalized for new ideas that do not
work;
2. Innovation is readily accepted in program/project
management;
3. Technical innovation (research results) is readily
accepted;
4. Innovation is perceived as too risky and is resisted;
5. Management actively seeks innovation and ideas.

(Henri, 2006)
1 = “not at all” and 7 = “to a great extent”.
The higher the number the
higher the degree.
It was changed to 1 = “totally disagree” and
7 = “totally agree”.

Access to
Finance

6. Have you tried to obtain finance for your business
in the past 7 months?
7. If yes . . . Did you have difficulties obtaining this
finance from the first source? (Choose which level of
difficulty).

(Lee, Sameen, and Cowling, 2015), with an adaption in
the period of time (7 months instead of
12 months).Question 1: Yes or No
Question 2: 1 = firms which had trouble getting
finance from the first source they tried; 2 = firms
which did not get all the finance they needed from the
first source they tried; 3 = firms which did not manage
to get any finance from the first source they tried;
4 = whether firms fail to obtain finance from any source.
We decided to add option number 5 = the company
managed to obtain financing on their first attempt.

Resilience

8. We carry out planning to deal with major
incidents;
9. We test our plans for dealing with major incidents;
10. Our employees are aware of our plans and how
we would respond to a major incident;
11. We provide and/or use specific training for
incident planning;
12. Employees have assigned roles for incident
planning activities;
13. The business introduced incident planning
because of our contracts with customers and/or
suppliers;
14. The business has certification for risk
management.

(Herbane, 2019)
0 = absent (Score: 0–7)
The higher the number the
higher the degree.
It was changed to 1 = “totally disagree” and
7 = “totally agree”.
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Independent
Varibales

Items Authors

Risk Taking

15. In general, the top managers of my firm have a
strong proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances
of very high returns);
16. In general, the top managers of my firm believe
that owning to the nature of the environment, bold,
wide-ranging acts are necessary to achieve the firm’s
objectives;
17. When confronted with decision-making
situations involving uncertainty, my firm typically
adopts a bold, aggressive posture in order to maximize
the probability of exploiting potential opportunities.

(Beliaeva, Shirokova, Wales and Gafforova, 2018)
Based on the Likert scale adapted from Covin and
Slevin (1989) and Lumpkin
and Dess (2001). Ranging from 1 = “not at all” to
7 = “almost every day”.

Working
Conditions

18. Cuts in financial resources (salaries, bonuses,
resources for training and development);
19. Layoffs;
20. Increased amount of work per person (workload);
21. Negative attitudes from the side of
employer/manager (yelling, excessive criticism,
mobbing—physical and mental abuse, threatening);
22. Fear of losing your job.

(Psychogios, Nyfoudi, Theodorakopoulos, Szamosi
and Prouska, 2019)
Based on the Likert scale ranging from 1 = “not at all”
to 7 = “almost every day”.

Personal
Network

23. The business’s ability to recover from a major
interruption is reliant on resources that originate from
my personal network of social relationships;
24. I can rely on goodwill from my network to
support recovery from a major incident;
25. Do you think that you have a large personal
network?

(Herbane, 2019)
Based on the Likert Scale of 1 = strongly agree;
2 = agree; 3 = don’t know; 4 = disagree; and
5 = strongly disagree.

References

1. Dias, Á.L.; Silva, R.; Patuleia, M.; Estêvão, J.P.; González-Rodríguez, M.R. Selecting lifestyle entrepreneurship recovery strategies:
A response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2021, 1–7. [CrossRef]

2. Dias, Á.; Patuleia, M.; Silva, R.; Estêvão, J.; González-Rodríguez, M.R. Post-pandemic recovery strategies: Revitalizing lifestyle
entrepreneurship. J. Policy Res. Tour. Leis. Events 2021, 1–7. [CrossRef]

3. Tomé, E.; Gromova, E.; Hatch, A. Did the Bubble Burst? The Portuguese Economy During COVID-19. Manag. Mark. Chall. Knowl.
Soc. 2020, 15, 477–495. [CrossRef]

4. European Parliament. Pequenas e Médias Empresas. 2021. Available online: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/ftu/pdf/pt/FTU_
2.4.2.pdf#:~{}:text=As%20micro%2C%20pequenas%20e%20m%C3%A9dias%20empresas%20%28PME%29%20constituem,
areconstru%C3%A7%C3%A3o%20e%20o%20refor%C3%A7o%20da%20resili%C3%AAncia%20das%20PME (accessed on 3
September 2021).

5. EY-Parthenon Portugal. A Crise Económica da COVID-19. Factos e Perspetivas, Desafios e Respostas (Issue 1). 2020. Available
online: https://assets.ey.com/content/dam/ey-sites/ey-com/pt_pt/topics/covid-19/ey-caderno-de-notas-a-crise-economica-
da-covid-19-v1-edicao.pdf (accessed on 7 September 2021).

6. Arenhardt, D.L.; Simonetto, E.D.O.; Rodrigues, G.O. Importance of Innovation for European SMEs: Perception of Experts. Dimens.
Empresarial 2018, 16, 21–37. [CrossRef]
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