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Abstract

:

This research paper delves into the multifaceted relationships between psychological resilience, organizational trust, life satisfaction, and organizational resilience within the context of tourism firms in Egypt. Against the backdrop of the COVID-19 pandemic and its profound effects on the tourism industry, the study aims to unravel the intricate interplay of individual and organizational factors that contribute to the adaptive capacity and well-being of employees. The research employs a quantitative methodology, engaging full-time sales and marketing employees from five-star hotels and class A travel agents (660) as key participants, employing SmartPLS-SEM vs4 to analyze the collected data. Through a nuanced examination of their experiences post-pandemic, the study investigates how psychological resilience, defined as the ability to bounce back from adversity, influences both life satisfaction and organizational resilience. Additionally, the impact of organizational trust, characterized by the confidence and faith employees place in their organization, on life satisfaction and organizational resilience is explored. Preliminary findings suggest a positive association between psychological resilience and both life satisfaction and organizational resilience. Employees exhibiting higher levels of psychological resilience tend to not only experience greater life satisfaction but also contribute significantly to their organization’s resilience. Furthermore, organizational trust emerges as a critical factor, positively influencing life satisfaction and organizational resilience. The study contributes valuable insights to the evolving landscape of tourism management and lays the foundation for future research endeavors in this domain.
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1. Introduction


Enterprises on a global scale are currently contending with urgent challenges, including geopolitical threats, technological advancements, shifting demographics, and the de-globalization trend. In order to thrive and endure in the modern market landscape, organizations must actively foster increased flexibility and creativity [1]. When delving into the realm of organizational resilience (OR), it becomes essential to closely examine the dynamic interplay of the organization and its environment, especially in the context of the tourism industry. Tourism forms an intricate system [2], where its components interact in a non-linear system and minor adjustments can lead to significant or negligible impacts [3]. As an industry, it remains notably susceptible to disruption from various factors, encompassing healthcare issues, political instability, and geological and climatic hazards. These events possess the potential to thrust a destination into the global media spotlight, yielding enduring negative repercussions and cascading effects in some instances [4]. Furthermore, such occurrences can impede the recovery efforts of both individuals and organizations, hindering their return to normal operations. Similarly, achieving a comprehensive understanding of organization resilience in the tourism industry requires a thorough exploration of both employee resilience and trust in the organization’s leaders. As we navigate the transition into the ‘new normal,’ marked by the prolonged coexistence with COVID-19 and the adoption of practices like mask-wearing and social distancing for the foreseeable future, a pivotal question arises: How can we sustain work members’ resilience? How do we foster trust in the organization? Organizational resilience assumes a distinct and crucial role in nurturing resilience in the workplace [5]. Previous research underscores the adaptability of a learning-based organization to a swiftly changing unpredicted environment that is facilitated by organizational resilience [6]. Nevertheless, limited research has explored the role of employees’ psychological resilience and organizational trust in fostering organizational resilience. Additionally, while there is a growing body of research examining the impact of psychological resilience on individual outcomes, there is a noticeable gap in understanding its role within the specific context of the tourism industry post COVID-19. Furthermore, the connection between individual well-being, as measured by life satisfaction, and organizational resilience in the tourism sector remains an underexplored area. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for developing strategies to enhance both individual and organizational capacities to navigate future disruptions in the tourism sector.



To cover this gap in the current literature, this research aimed to explore the impact of psychological resilience and organizational trust on organizational resilience and on perceived life satisfaction. Given that organizational resilience significantly influences corporate performance, our research addresses a critical need. This study adopted a cross-sectional research approach, with employees in the workplace as the target respondents. The remainder of this study is structured below. The study framework is described Section 2, as is a review of the literature. Section 3 contains the justifications of the study hypotheses; additionally, Section 4 describes the employed methodology and the collection of the study data. The results are displayed and discussed in Section 5, and finally, Section 6 is the study conclusion.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Resilience in Egyptian Tourism Industry


After the 2011 revolution, Egypt faced a significant wave of terrorism, with attacks primarily targeting security forces and tourists, resulting in a negative impact on the nation’s reputation as a safe tourism nation [7,8,9]. From 2011 to 2016, the volume of worldwide tourists visiting Egypt witnessed a significant decrease, plummeting to around 65% below the figures recorded in 2010 (“World Tourism Organization” [WTO]) [10]. Confronted with this unforeseeable and tumultuous scenario, several hospitality enterprises opted for downsizing or closure [9]. Nevertheless, by late 2017, there was a revival in tourist influx, leading to Egypt being acknowledged by the WTO [10] as the globe’s fastest-growing destination, with a remarkable percentage rise in inbound visitors (55.1%). This resurgence underscores the resilience and ongoing operations of numerous hospitality businesses within the country.



Similar to many other nations, the outbreak of COVID-19 has had a substantial impact on Egypt, particularly affecting the tourism industry, a crucial factor of the economy in Egypt. In the preceding year (2019), the tourism sector in Egypt yielded revenues of $13 billion, indicating signs of recovery after years of political turmoil following the 2011 Egyptian revolution (“Central Agency for Public Mobilization and Statistics” (CAPMAS)) [9]. In response to the pandemic, the Egyptian government has initiated a program to combat its impact, allocating USD 6.3 billion to this effort [9].



The Egyptian government has instituted some initiatives to aid the tourism sector amid the pandemic, encompassing tax reductions for tourism companies, lowering gas and electricity costs for businesses, and ensuring salaries for tenured employees. In preparation for the reopening of tourism establishments for domestic tourism in early June, the “Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities” has issued safety instructions and regulations emphasizing a “safety first” approach for hotels and resorts. The guidelines include a maximum occupancy rate of 50% for the initial phase of reopening [11].



Within the field of tourism, ecological resilience has served as the theoretical underpinning for numerous conceptual [2,12,13,14,15,16,17] and empirical studies [8,18,19,20,21,22,23]. To date, investigations into the socio-ecological systems’ resilience, including tourism destinations [8,12,24,25] and local tourism societies [26,27,28], have predominantly concentrated on these broader levels of analysis. Some studies have delved into the socio-ecological systems’ resilience specifically in response to disasters [29]. While recognizing the vulnerability of organizations within ecosystems to both external and internal shocks [30], the examination of tourism companies’ resilience, often termed as “business resilience” [31] or “enterprise resilience” [32], has gained limited attention in the existing literature [16,33,34,35].




2.2. Organizational Resilience


Organizational resilience has surfaced in studies of organizational behavior [36], disaster management [37], and, more recently, in the tourism literature [38,39] to examine how organizations strategize and adjust in response to business and environmental upheavals, including disasters. It denotes the capacity of an organization to adeptly assimilate, formulate context-specific responses, and undertake transformative actions to leverage unexpected disruptions that may pose a potential threat to organizational survival [22]. Inherent in this definition is the idea of survival and recovery from challenging circumstances. Sobaih et al. contend that organizations should not merely respond and adjust to environmental crises or disruptions but should also take proactive measures to initiate, restore, renew, and redesign organizational structures and relationships, enabling them to flourish during times of adversity. Developing organizational resilience thus becomes a strategic endeavor, altering the operational dynamics of an organization [40]. Within tourism enterprises, research indicates that interconnected elements like lifestyle, human, financial, and social capital influence organizational resilience [41,42]. Although gauging organizational resilience is intricate [37], other studies have recognized various indicators that cover two dimensions—planned and adaptive resilience [28,30,39]. Planned resilience entails the utilization of established, predefined plans and capabilities, illustrated in business continuity and risk management planning [43,44]. Adaptive resilience, on the other hand, arises during the post-disaster phase as organizations cultivate new capabilities by dynamically responding to emergent situations that fall outside of their initial plans [30].



Different factors can affect organization resilience from adverse conditions such as leadership style [39], adaptive performance and institutional orientation [8], digital transformation [45,46], corporate social responsibility [47,48], social capital [49], psychological capital [50], and talent management practices [51]. Nevertheless, by adopting the Ceteris Paribus assumption, the researchers aimed to keep all variables, except for psychological resilience and trust in the organization, constant. This approach allows for the isolation of the impact of organizational resilience while keeping all other relevant variables unchanged. Moreover, conventional statistical methods for identifying omitted variables may not discern various types of omissions [52]. Therefore, the primary guiding principle remains “theory, theory, and more theory” [53]. The hypotheses were formulated based on an in-depth literature review, with all other potentially omitted variables held constant.




2.3. Psychological Resilience, Life Satisfaction, and Organizational Resilience


Psychological resilience (PR) has two prevailing perspectives [54]. The initial perspective considers PR as a capability or trait that empowers individuals to effectively confront and adapt to challenges [55]. Conversely, the second standpoint characterizes resilience as a dynamic practice involving disturbance and reintegration within the environment, leading to positive change despite encountering adversity [56]. This indicates that resilience is a ‘state’ that can be managed and nurtured [57]. Together, “trait” and “state” approaches infer that people can recover from psychological and physical stressors [58]. The synergy between psychological resilience and organizational resilience forms a solid foundation for sustainable practices. Organizations that invest in fostering resilience at both the individual and organizational level are better positioned to thrive in the long run, adapt to changing circumstances, and contribute positively to societal and environmental goals. As organizations navigate the complexities of the modern world, the integration of psychological and organizational resilience becomes a cornerstone for achieving lasting sustainability.



In tourism enterprises, it is conceivable that employees, managers, and owners might need to tap into their individual resilience to navigate and rejuvenate the work post-disaster, although this remains empirically unverified. Some studies acknowledge the impact of psychological resilience (PR) on organizational resilience (OR) [16,21]. Nurturing employee psychological resilience entails dedicating resources to initiatives that strengthen OR, and these investments do not necessarily have to be tailored to specific crises or contexts [59]. In particular, the resilience of employees’ psychological well-being enhances the adaptive resilience of organizations [43]. Resilient employees, akin to resilient approaches, possess the ability to respond successfully to instability and represent a vibrant attribute of an organization [60], thus nurturing workers’ resilience to a more adaptive, successful, and resilient workplace [56]. The positive significant impact of psychological resilience (PR) on organizational resilience (OR) lies in the creation of a work environment where individuals can effectively cope with challenges, adapt to change, and contribute to the overall strength and adaptability of the organization [61]. Cultivating psychological resilience among employees becomes a strategic asset for organizations aiming to thrive in an ever-changing business landscape [62]. Consequently, our proposition is that:



H1. 

PR has a positive significant impact on OR.





Employee psychological resilience (PR) serves as a managing instrument and a means to enhance well-being and life satisfaction (LS) [63]. Rooted in the “broaden-and-build theory”, which posits that negative or positive events have momentary effects on the happiness of resilient individuals, with life satisfaction levels swiftly returning to a usual state [64], psychological resilience is associated with better LS [65] and psychological well-being [66]. As an illustration, in the aftermath of the acts of terrorism targeting the “World Trade Center towers” in New York City on 11 September 2001, research demonstrated that individuals possessing elevated levels of psychological resilience reported greater life satisfaction and personal well-being [48]. The positive significant link between psychological resilience and life satisfaction highlights the importance of cultivating resilience as a key component of mental well-being [67]. Building psychological resilience not only equips individuals to face life’s challenges but also enhances their overall satisfaction and fulfillment in various domains of life [68]. Psychologically resilient individuals demonstrate effective coping mechanisms when faced with life challenges, leading to a more positive outlook [67]. Resilient individuals tend to maintain a positive mindset even in the face of setbacks, fostering an optimistic perspective on life [67,69]. This positive outlook contributes to a sense of fulfillment and satisfaction with one’s life circumstances. Additionally, a study conducted by [65] established an indirect link between psychological resilience from one side and life satisfaction from the other side, indicating that individuals with higher resilience tend to experience increased perception of life satisfaction. Therefore, we propose that:



H2. 

PR has a positive significant impact on LS.





The well-being of employees has been associated with various favorable organizational outcomes. Individuals with higher life satisfaction (LS) tend to exhibit lower turnover rates [70]. Existing empirical research in organization behavior (OB) and psychology showed that stress experienced by employees in the workplace can lead to changes in their psychological, physiological, and behavioral roles, negatively affecting their overall well-being [71]. However, there is a noticeable gap in research examining the direct link between life satisfaction and organizational resilience. While previous studies suggest that employers’ training with regard to resilience in the workplace can enhance employee well-being [54], other research found a connection between life satisfaction with job satisfaction [72] and job commitment [73]. Interestingly, some other studies have even considered LS as a better predictor of performance than job satisfaction [74]. It can be argued that people with high levels of LS are more likely to navigate cumulative and unpredictable changes in work more successfully. The positive significant link between life satisfaction and organizational resilience highlights the interdependence between individual well-being and organizational success [75]. The adaptive capacity of an organization, a key component of resilience, is positively influenced by satisfied and motivated employees [76]. Employees with high life satisfaction are more likely to contribute positively to an organization’s adaptive capacity. Nurturing a positive work environment that prioritizes employee satisfaction contributes to organizational resilience, creating a cycle of mutual benefit [61]. Therefore, we can propose that:



H3. 

LS has a positive significant impact on OR.






2.4. Organization Trust, Life Satisfaction, and Organizational Resilience


According to Robinson [77] and Chaudhary et al. [78], trust is characterized as peoples’ beliefs, assumptions, or expectations regarding another person’s future actions, anticipating that these actions will be beneficial or, at the very least, not harmful. Past research contends that trust comprises both affective and cognitive dimensions [79,80,81]. Cognitive trust is rooted back to a rational evaluation of another party’s capability to accomplish obligations, thus demonstrating reliability and trustworthiness. On the other hand, affective trust progresses from a shared sense of concern and emotional connection between two parties [7,77].



During organizational changes such as downsizing, mergers, or acquisitions, employees often grapple with heightened feelings of job insecurity and uncertainty. These emotions not only affect their mental well-being and health [82] but also influence their level of life satisfaction [9,83,84]. Employees can adopt to this feeling of ambiguity by evaluating their level of trust in the leaders of the organization [85]. If employees perceive the organization as competent, supportive, and committed, they are more likely to believe that all organizational practices, actions, and decisions will be successfully managed and their own benefits will be considered [86].



Organizational trust provides a sense of comfort that can enhance life satisfaction and contribute to organizational resilience. Consequently, trust in the organization has the potential to improve employees’ life satisfaction. This is corroborated by the results of Mishra and Spreitzer [87] and Tu et al. [88], who carried out a study in downsized establishments which revealed that trust stimulates survivors’ positive behavior and actions amid the stress syndromes following downsizing. Likewise, Colquitt et al. [86] propose that nurturing trust within the organization assists employees in navigating ambiguous periods, enabling them to maintain focus on their job responsibilities and reinforce organizational resilience. Trustworthy organizational practices and leadership positively impact employees’ psychological well-being [89]. A supportive and trusting work environment enhances life satisfaction by addressing the psychological needs of employees [7,90]. Trust is a foundational element of organizational resilience, influencing how individuals and teams respond to disruptions [91]. Organizational trust serves as a catalyst for both individual life satisfaction and organizational resilience. Nurturing a culture of trust within an organization contributes to the well-being of employees and establishes a solid foundation for the organization’s ability to adapt, innovate, and thrive in the face of challenges [92]. Organizational trust creates a foundation of mutual respect, transparency, and collaboration, influencing both the satisfaction of individuals and the adaptive capacity of the organization. Therefore, as shown in Figure 1, we can propose as shown in Figure 1 that



H4. 

OT has a positive significant impact on LS.





H5. 

OT has a positive significant impact on OR.







3. Methods


3.1. Sampling


Our research employs a quantitative approach with a deductive methodology. We utilize convenience sampling, a form of non-probability sampling widely employed in both qualitative and quantitative research, owing to its various advantages, including its ease of use [93,94]. The participants employed in this study were full-time marketing and sales professionals within five-star hotels and class A travel agencies in Egypt. In the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic, it was anticipated that they would actively manage their uncertainties, make precise assessments of disruptive challenges, identify optimal strategic approaches, and leverage opportunities. The objective was to empower their respective organizations not only to endure the challenges but also to cultivate resilience for future endeavors. In the period between January 2023 and March 2023, we reached out to a combined total of 100 five-star hotels and 100 class A travel agents. The contact details were sourced from the Egyptian Hotel Guide [95], which is published by the “Egyptian Tourism Authority” (ETA). To ensure balanced representation and prevent misrepresentation or skewed representation of travel agents and hotels, each organization received 4 questionnaires for distribution. The distribution of questionnaires employed the drop-and-collect method [96,97]. Initially, 800 questionnaires were manually distributed and subsequently retrieved in person. This process yielded 660 usable questionnaires, resulting in an overall response rate of approximately 82%. Participation was both anonymous and voluntary, and rigorous measures were implemented to safeguard the confidentiality of the data. To eliminate the possibility of respondent identification, all identifying details were carefully segregated from the publicly accessible analysis. Additionally, sensitive inquiries, including personal details such as age, company name, and participant name were optional.



Out of the 660 individuals who participated in the research, all were engaged in full-time employment within five-star hotels and class A travel agents. The gender distribution was 65% male and 35% female, with the majority (75%) being married. Approximately 70% of the participants were aged between 25 and 44 years. A significant portion (65%) had completed a bachelor’s degree. Regarding the length of service, around 60% of the respondents, totaling 369 individuals, had been affiliated with their respective organizations for more than 5 years, while the remaining participants had a shorter tenure.




3.2. Study Measures


Although the assessment of organizational resilience is intricate [2,16,29,98], the existing literature identifies two dimensions—planned and adaptive resilience [27,30]. These dimensions incorporate items that gauge a spectrum of perceived behaviors in the organization, encompassing top leadership, executive decision making, resourcing, collaboration, and interrelationships. Planned resilience revolves around the utilization of existing, pre-established plans and capabilities, as seen in activities such as business continuity and risk management, primarily conducted as pre-disaster indictors [43]. Adaptive resilience arises in the post-disaster stage as organizations foster new resources by dynamically reacting to unforeseen situations beyond their plans [30]. Adaptive resilience is fostered by an organization’s risk intelligence, flexibility, and readiness to embrace change [27,99].



In line with the suggestion by Orchiston, Prayag, and Brown [18], our study measured organizational resilience (OR) as a second-order dimension, with two sub-dimensions and five indicators each, using a five-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly Disagree” and 5 = “Strongly Agree”). Additionally, a four-item scale of Psychological Resilience from Smith et al.’s (2008) [100] study was employed in our study, capturing variables such as “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times” and “I have a hard time making it through stressful events.” Life satisfaction was assessed using five items following Diener et al. [64], with sample items including “In most ways, my life is close to my ideal” and “I am satisfied with my life.” Employees’ trust in the organization (OT) was gauged through a six-item scale derived from Podsakoff et al. [101], featuring statements like “I feel quite confident that my leader will always treat me fairly”, “I have complete faith in the integrity of my supervisor, and “I feel strong loyalty to my leader”. All the scale items are included in Appendix A.





4. Data Analysis and Results


The data underwent analysis using PLS-SEM, a variance-based algorithm for path analysis. PLS-SEM serves as an alternative to the more conventional covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) [102]. Recognized for its suitability in prediction-oriented and exploratory research, PLS-SEM has gained prominence [103]. It is not bound by the assumption of normality in the sampling distribution and is effective with both small and large samples [102]. A review of PLS-SEM (2000–2014) in tourism by do Valle and Assaker [104] revealed its underutilization compared to CB-SEM in existing studies. The method’s inclination towards exploratory research and its flexibility in accommodating varied sample sizes motivated its selection for this study. The PLS analysis was carried out using SmartPLS 4 [105]. The implementation of PLS-SEM involves two main stages: (1) the measurement model and (2) the structural model [106]. Model estimation was conducted through a bootstrapping procedure (n = 5000 resamples) using Mode A (reflective mode) [104]. Additionally, to address common-method variance (CMV), as suggested by Podsakoff et al. [107], an examination was conducted through Harman’s one-factor test. All the 25 items were loaded into an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), revealing that the first factor explained only 35.28% of the total variance. This indicates that CMV is not a pervasive issue in this study. Furthermore, all the VIF values are below 0.5, indicating that multicollinearity is not an issue (Table 1).



Assessment of the outer model (measurement model) involved evaluating the psychometric properties of various scales using criteria such as “Cronbach’s α, Composite Reliabilities (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE)”. All the scale items exhibited standardized loadings of 0.7 and above, indicating good convergent validity. All Cronbach’s α and CR values surpassed the minimum threshold of 0.7, indicating the internal consistency of the items and constructs (Table 1), and the AVE values for all constructs surpassed the value of 0.5, as suggested by Fornell & Larcker [108]. Accordingly, convergent validity was deemed adequate as all AVEs were 0.5 and above.



Employing Fornell and Larcker’s [108] approach, we confirmed discriminant validity by guaranteeing that the square root of the “Average Variance Extracted” (AVE) for each construct exceeded the correlations between that construct and all others (Table 2).



We further assessed discriminant validity using the “Heterotrait-Monotrait” (HTMT) ratio of correlations, a method considered more vigorous than Fornell and Larcker’s [108]. Moreover, the bold cross-loading values in Table 3 further confirmed discriminant validity as each item was highly loaded to its related dimension, more than any other dimension in the scale. When the HTMT values surpass 0.9, it raises concerns about discriminant validity. As depicted in Table 3, all ratios fall below the specified value of 0.9, affirming the discriminant validity.



The bootstrapped R2 values indicated that psychological resilience (PR), organizational trust, and life satisfaction collectively accounted for 59% of the variance in organizational resilience. Moreover, psychological resilience and organizational trust contributed to 50% of the variance in life satisfaction. Additionally, the Q2 prediction values, with a life satisfaction Q2 value of 0.500 and an organization resilience Q2 value of 0.422, exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.0. This outcome signifies the strong predictive relevance of the latent variables, in accordance with the guidelines proposed by Hair et al. [109].



Examining the bootstrapped path coefficients (Table 4), it was observed that psychological resilience exhibited a significant and positive correlation with organizational resilience (β = 0.115, t = 2.277, p < 0.05) and life satisfaction (β = 0.475, t = 12.313, p < 0.001), supporting H1 and H2. Additionally, life satisfaction displayed a positive and significant relationship with organizational resilience (β = 0.547, t = 11.596, p < 0.001), corroborating H3. Furthermore, organizational trust demonstrated a positive and significant association with life satisfaction (β = 0.369, t = 8.208, p < 0.001) and organizational resilience (β = 0.179, t = 5.176, p < 0.001), confirming the support for H4 and H5.



Analyzing the bootstrapped (n = 5000) direct and indirect effects for all of the study hypotheses as shown in Figure 2 revealed consistently significant effects with a positive sign. Consequently, it can be inferred that life satisfaction serves as a partial mediator in the relationship between psychological resilience and organizational resilience (β = 0.272, t = 8.451, p < 0.001). Similarly, life satisfaction was identified as a partial mediator in the link between organizational trust (OT) and organizational resilience (β = 0.211, t = 6.733, p < 0.001).




5. Discussion


The current study investigated the impact of psychological resilience and organizational resilience in the tourism industry post COVID-19 pandemic, with life satisfaction as a mediator. To date, there has been insufficient examination in the tourism literature regarding the interconnections among various resilience types, life satisfaction, and organizational trust in the aftermath of a disaster. Understanding these interrelationships is crucial for the recovery of socio-ecological systems following disturbances [7,16,21,27]. Our study reveals a positive impact of psychological resilience on organizational resilience (H1). This implies that employees in tourism firms and hotels who demonstrate resilience in the face of disasters, such as waves of terrorism attacks and the COVID-19 pandemic, can significantly contribute to their organization’s recovery in the post-disturbance period. Consistent with the socio-ecological literature, different types of resilience, particularly psychological resilience, act as valuable buffers for organizational resilience in the aftermath of disasters [8,16].



By implementing strategies that bolster employee resilience [59], tourism firms can enhance their organizational resilience. The findings suggest that when these psychologically resilient individuals are backed by positive organizational trust, they are more likely to exhibit resilience as employees. This underscores the importance of creating a supportive work environment in tourism firms, similar to other organizations, to foster resilience among employees. While our results indicate a positive impact of psychological resilience (PR) on organizational resilience (OR), it is crucial to emphasize that solely focusing on individual employee resilience may not be adequate for tourism firms to achieve overall resilience. Our findings validate that psychological resilience directly influences employees’ perceived life satisfaction, aligning with the results of H2 and being consistent with Liu et al.’s [65] findings. This correlation can be attributed to the positive attitudes resilient individuals generally hold toward work and life [110]. Consequently, our study contributes to this body of literature by demonstrating that resilient employees in tourism firms often experience heightened life satisfaction, with their well-being benefiting from organizational practices that promote resilience. In a post-disaster context, our study implies that for tourism organizations, their resilience is linked to life satisfaction (H2).



For tourism firms, LS (H5) and employee psychological resilience exert a more substantial impact on OR. From a pragmatic standpoint, these findings propose that fostering positive organizational trust in tourism firms and proactively investing in employee resilience prior to a disaster can enhance perceived OR. In essence, human resource practices aimed at building resilience in tourism firms are crucial and can contribute to employees’ ability to adapt to a changing workplace post-disaster. Consistent with the existing literature, strategies for cultivating employee resilience encompass fostering positive professional relationships, nurturing networks, promoting a positive organization culture, evolving emotional intelligence, achieving balance in work–life, and fostering reflective practices [55].



As anticipated, there is a positive link between the level of OT and the LS of tourism employees (H3). Resilient employees with a high level of OT are more inclined to contribute by proposing innovative solutions to emerging challenges, addressing problems, and making suggestions to improve performance, thereby enhancing overall well-being and life satisfaction. This aligns with recent research emphasizing the role of trust in elevating the well-being of resilient employees [100,111,112,113]. The findings suggest that a foundation of trust establishes a conducive atmosphere for employees to navigate challenges, fostering a positive work environment that, in turn, contributes to their overall well-being and life satisfaction. Furthermore, the results reveal a compelling connection between the level of OT and the organizational resilience (H4). This implies that organizations with a higher degree of trust among their workforce are more likely to exhibit resilience in the face of adversity. Trust, as a foundational element, fosters a cooperative and supportive culture within the organization, enabling it to effectively navigate uncertainties, adapt to changes, and emerge stronger from disruptive events. In essence, trust emerges as a cornerstone that not only enhances the satisfaction and well-being of individual employees but also contributes significantly to broader organizational resilience.




6. Conclusions and Implications


This research delves into the intricate dynamics between psychological resilience (PR) and organizational resilience (OR) within the post-COVID-19 tourism industry, placing a specific emphasis on the mediating role of life satisfaction (LS). The primary aim was to explore how the psychological well-being of individuals, particularly their resilience, contributes to the overall adaptive capacity and sustainable performance of organizations in the aftermath of a global crisis. Our PLS-SSEM analysis uncovered compelling insights, demonstrating a substantial positive impact of psychological resilience on organizational resilience. This suggests that individuals with heightened PR levels are associated with organizations that exhibit elevated resilience in navigating challenges. This direct association underscores the pivotal role of individual psychological attributes in shaping organizational dynamics. Moreover, the introduction of life satisfaction as a mediator provided a nuanced understanding of the underlying mechanisms. Our findings revealed that life satisfaction partially mediates the relationship between psychological resilience and organizational resilience. This implies that the positive influence of PR on OR is, to some extent, channeled through the enhancement of individuals’ life satisfaction. Employees with elevated psychological resilience not only directly contribute to organizational resilience but also experience increased life satisfaction, thereby fortifying organizational adaptive capacity.



The research holds significance in both theoretical and practical realms that can provide a foundation for both academic discussions on resilience theories and actionable insights for tourism firms in Egypt seeking to navigate challenges and enhance their overall resilience and the well-being of their workforce. Theoretically, the study contributes to resilience theory by examining the nuanced interplay between PR and OT in the context of tourism firms in Egypt. It expands the understanding of how individual and organizational factors collectively influence both LS and OR. Additionally, the research bridges the gap between individual and organizational resilience, shedding light on how the psychological resilience of employees interacts with the trust they place in the organization. This integration enriches theoretical frameworks on organizational responses to disruptive events. Moreover, the study contextualizes resilience theories within the unique challenges of the tourism sector in Egypt. It acknowledges the sector’s susceptibility to external shocks, such as terrorism and pandemics, providing a specialized lens to analyze resilience dynamics.



Practically, tourism firms can leverage the findings to implement targeted interventions aimed at enhancing the psychological resilience of their employees. Investing in programs that build emotional strength and coping mechanisms can positively impact employees’ overall well-being and life satisfaction. Additionally, understanding the role of PR in OR informs crisis management strategies. Organizations can develop contingency plans that consider the psychological well-being of employees, ensuring that the workforce remains adaptable and engaged during challenging times. Moreover, the study emphasizes the dynamic nature of resilience. Tourism firms are encouraged to regularly assess employees’ psychological resilience, organizational trust levels, and overall satisfaction. Continuous monitoring allows for adaptive strategies that align with evolving organizational and individual needs.




7. Limitations and Future Study Opportunities


The research design employed in this study is cross-sectional, which limits the establishment of causality. Subsequent research endeavors could consider longitudinal or experimental designs to delve deeper into the temporal relationships between psychological resilience (PS), organizational trust (OT), life satisfaction (LS), and organizational resilience (OR). The study does not extensively delve into demographic variables that might exert influence on the studied relationships. Scholars may explore the moderating impact of variables such as age, tenure, and job roles on the interplay between PS and OR in the tourism industry. Moreover, the study predominantly concentrates on positive outcomes, such as life satisfaction and organizational resilience. Subsequent research endeavors might delve into potential negative consequences, such as burnout or turnover intentions, offering a more comprehensive insight into the underlying dynamics. Lastly, forthcoming research could investigate potential moderators that may influence the strength or direction of the observed relationships. Analyzing factors like leadership styles, organizational culture, or external environmental conditions could contribute to a more nuanced comprehension.
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Appendix A




 














	Scale





	Adoptive Resilience



	Adpt_Res_1: “People in our organization are committed to working on a problem until it is resolved”.



	Adpt_Res_2: “Our organization maintains sufficient resources to absorb some unexpected change”.



	Adpt_Res_3: “If key people were unavailable, there are always others who could fill their role”.



	Adpt_Res_4: There would be good leadership from within our organization if we were struck by a crisis”.



	Adpt_Res_5: “We are known for our ability to use knowledge in novel ways”.



	Planned Resilience



	Plnd_Res_1: “Given how others depend on us, the way we plan for the unexpected is appropriate”.



	Plnd_Res_2: “Our organization is committed to practicing and testing its emergency plans to ensure they are effective”.



	Plnd_Res_3: “We have a focus on being able to respond to the unexpected”.



	Plnd_Res_4: “We have clearly defined priorities for what is important during and after a crisis”.



	Plnd_Res_5: “People in our organisation are committed to working on a problem until it is resolved”.



	Life Satisfaction



	Lif_Sats_1: “In most ways my life is close to my ideal”.



	Lif_Sats_2: “The conditions of my life are excellent”.



	Lif_Sats_3: “I am satisfied with my life”.



	Lif_Sats_4: “So far I have gotten the important things I want in life”.



	Lif_Sats_5: “If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing”.



	Psychological resilience



	Psyc_Res_1: “I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times”.



	Psyc_Res_2: “I have a hard time making it through stressful events”.



	Psyc_Res_3: “It is hard for me to snap back when something bad happens”.



	Psyc_Res_4: “I tend to take a long time to get over set-backs in my life”.



	Organization trust



	Org_Trst_1: “I feel quite confident that my leader will always treat me fairly”.



	Org_Trst_2: “My manager would never try to gain an advantage by deceiving workers”.



	Org_Trst_3: “I have complete faith in the integrity of my supervisor”.



	Org_Trst_4: “I feel a strong loyalty to my leader”.



	Org_Trst_5: “I would support my leader in almost any emergency”.



	Org_Trst_6: “I have a strong sense of loyalty toward my leader”.
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Figure 1. Research framework. + Means positive effect. 
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Figure 2. The examined research model. 
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Table 1. Dimensions’ and variables’ psychometric properties.
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	Scale
	Loadings
	VIF
	α
	CR
	AVE





	Organizational resilience
	
	
	0.953
	0.953
	0.703



	Adoptive Resilience
	
	
	0.910
	0.910
	0.862



	Adpt_Res_1
	0.964
	1.604
	
	
	



	Adpt_Res_2
	0.938
	1.471
	
	
	



	Adpt_Res_3
	0.891
	1.032
	
	
	



	Adpt_Res_4
	0.923
	4.607
	
	
	



	Adpt_Res_5
	0.925
	4.077
	
	
	



	Planned Resilience
	
	
	0.915
	0.915
	0.94



	Plnd_Res_1
	0.976
	1.351
	
	
	



	Plnd_Res_2
	0.974
	3.991
	
	
	



	Plnd_Res_3
	0.965
	4.785
	
	
	



	Plnd_Res_4
	0.968
	2.472
	
	
	



	Plnd_Res_5
	0.971
	1.292
	
	
	



	Life Satisfaction
	
	
	0.929
	0.933
	0.783



	Lif_Sats_1
	0.881
	1.412
	
	
	



	Lif_Sats_2
	0.922
	1.578
	
	
	



	Lif_Sats_3
	0.758
	1.782
	
	
	



	Lif_Sats_4
	0.940
	1.235
	
	
	



	Lif_Sats_5
	0.911
	1.448
	
	
	



	Psychological resilience
	
	
	0.928
	0.929
	0.826



	Psyc_Res_1
	0.922
	4.604
	
	
	



	Psyc_Res_2
	0.939
	1.637
	
	
	



	Psyc_Res_3
	0.961
	1.161
	
	
	



	Psyc_Res_4
	0.806
	1.842
	
	
	



	Organization trust
	
	
	0.934
	0.937
	0.756



	Org_Trst_1
	0.781
	2.153
	
	
	



	Org_Trst_2
	0.948
	1.600
	
	
	



	Org_Trst_3
	0.922
	1.643
	
	
	



	Org_Trst_4
	0.933
	1.528
	
	
	



	Org_Trst_5
	0.795
	2.089
	
	
	



	Org_Trst_6
	0.823
	2.387
	
	
	










 





Table 2. Discriminant validity based on “Fornell and Larcker and HTMT” methods.
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	Adaptive Resilience
	Life Satisfaction
	Organization Trust
	Planned Resilience
	Psychological Resilience





	Adaptive Resilience
	0.929
	
	
	
	



	Life Satisfaction
	0.686 [0.728]
	0.885
	
	
	



	Organization Trust
	0.581 [0.612]
	0.564 [0.602]
	0.870
	
	



	Planned Resilience
	0.558 [0.574]
	0.633 [0.659]
	0.395 [0.409]
	0.971
	



	Psychological Resilience
	0.511 [0.541]
	0.626 [0.673]
	0.411 [0.442]
	0.458 [0.478]
	0.909







Bold figures show the square root of AVE, HTMT ratios are shown in brackets.













 





Table 3. Cross loadings.
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	Adaptive

Resilience
	Life

Satisfaction
	Organization

Trust
	Planned

Resilience
	Psychological

Resilience





	Adpt_Res_1
	0.964
	0.647
	0.560
	0.524
	0.503



	Adpt_Res_2
	0.938
	0.597
	0.552
	0.485
	0.466



	Adpt_Res_3
	0.891
	0.669
	0.515
	0.554
	0.493



	Adpt_Res_4
	0.923
	0.650
	0.530
	0.519
	0.461



	Adpt_Res_5
	0.925
	0.623
	0.539
	0.509
	0.447



	Lif_Sats_1
	0.631
	0.881
	0.505
	0.420
	0.551



	Lif_Sats_2
	0.615
	0.922
	0.490
	0.526
	0.543



	Lif_Sats_3
	0.568
	0.758
	0.451
	0.562
	0.499



	Lif_Sats_4
	0.632
	0.940
	0.486
	0.649
	0.541



	Lif_Sats_5
	0.591
	0.911
	0.554
	0.627
	0.628



	Org_Trst_1
	0.448
	0.452
	0.781
	0.297
	0.389



	Org_Trst_2
	0.539
	0.498
	0.948
	0.336
	0.351



	Org_Trst_3
	0.530
	0.464
	0.922
	0.322
	0.337



	Org_Trst_4
	0.547
	0.500
	0.933
	0.335
	0.349



	Org_Trst_5
	0.497
	0.556
	0.795
	0.429
	0.366



	Org_Trst_6
	0.454
	0.450
	0.823
	0.321
	0.351



	Plnd_Resl_1
	0.552
	0.625
	0.390
	0.976
	0.462



	Plnd_Resl_2
	0.557
	0.614
	0.399
	0.974
	0.456



	Plnd_Resl_3
	0.530
	0.607
	0.374
	0.965
	0.433



	Plnd_Resl_4
	0.525
	0.609
	0.376
	0.968
	0.430



	Plnd_Resl_5
	0.544
	0.618
	0.378
	0.971
	0.440



	Psych_Resl_1
	0.489
	0.562
	0.369
	0.405
	0.922



	Psych_Resl_2
	0.486
	0.551
	0.385
	0.362
	0.939



	Psych_Resl_3
	0.490
	0.591
	0.379
	0.401
	0.961



	Psych_Resl_4
	0.388
	0.567
	0.357
	0.492
	0.806










 





Table 4. Path coefficient and related t and p values.
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Paths

	
Std. Path Coeff. (β)

	
T Statistics

	
p Values

	
Results






	
Psychological Resilience → Organizational Resilience (H1)

	
0.115

	
2.277

	
0.023

	
Confirmed




	
Psychological Resilience → Life Satisfaction (H2)

	
0.475

	
12.313

	
0.000

	
Confirmed




	
Life Satisfaction → Organizational Resilience (H3)

	
0.574

	
11.596

	
0.000

	
Confirmed




	
Organization Trust → Life Satisfaction (H4)

	
0.369

	
8.208

	
0.000

	
Confirmed




	
Organization Trust → Organizational Resilience (H5)

	
0.179

	
5.176

	
0.000

	
Confirmed




	
Specific indirect paths

	




	
Psychological Resilience → Life Satisfaction → Organizational Resilience

	
0.272

	
8.451

	
0.000

	
Confirmed




	
Organization Trust → Life Satisfaction → Organizational Resilience

	
0.211

	
6.733

	
0.000

	
Confirmed
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