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Abstract

The resilience concept has attracted interest across many fields in the recent years. The 
interdisciplinary nature of the concept has led to the existence of numerous defini-
tions, interpretations and measurement approaches. For this reason, there is no ac-
ceptable universal understanding of resilience across disciplines. Even though the 
concept is conceptualized differently in the small retail business field, scholars seem 
to commonly relate resilience to the ability of business to adapt to disruptions that 
threaten existence. However, resilience measuring has been a highly contested aspect 
in the sector. As such, neither key resilience attributes nor universally applicable cri-
teria for resilience measuring exist in the small retail sector. At the same time, small 
retail businesses are increasingly exposed to direct and indirect threats that jeopardize 
their resilience prowess. Therefore, it is vital to develop approaches for assessing re-
silience levels and monitor changes over time. This paper critically examines current 
approaches to developing resilience measurement tools. Thereafter, it proposes the 
most applicable approach for developing performance measures of resilience for use in 
the small retail business sector. A review of key frameworks for resilience measuring 
within climate, community, livelihoods, organizational and business sectors was con-
ducted. Frameworks and approaches for resilience measuring that has been in use in 
the past decade and half were selected. The main focus was on exploring methodologi-
cal aspects, resilience attributes and variations in the interpretation of the resilience 
concept within different frameworks. It was revealed that the generic application of 
frameworks for resilience measuring in the small retail business sector is not appropri-
ate. Thus, there is a need for developing contextualized frameworks to guide resilience 
measurement in the small retail sector.
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INTRODUCTION

The small retail business resilience concept is increasingly gaining 
recognition from development agencies and researchers. One of the 
key aspects requiring attention is developing parameters for resilience 
measuring (Dalziel & McManus, 2004; Sanchis & Poler, 2014). The 
current turbulent environment in both world and local economies 
has, in general, enlightened the need for small business to be resilient. 
The need for developing resilient youth-run small retail businesses is 
more apparent in South Africa. Approximately 70% of South African 
micro-businesses are concentrated in retailing (Ligthelm, 2006). 
Similarly, between 70 and 80% failure rates were reported in South 
Africa (Van Scheers, 2010). Charman (2012) adds that approximately 
50% of new spaza shop entrants collapse within 5 years, strengthening 
resilience within the youth small retail business sector. Despite this 
situation, Sanchis and Poler (2014) lament the scarcity of literature on 
approaches to resilience measuring of small businesses in general. In 
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particular, knowledge of approaches for measuring small retail business resilience is still limited (Erol 
et al., 2010). Consequently, there is no specific and universal criteria for measuring small retail business 
resilience. In the absence of guidelines for determining resilience drivers, development agents cannot 
make informed decisions about the most appropriate interventions. Conferring to this background, it 
becomes important to provide approaches that guide the measurement of small retail business resilience.

The multidisciplinary nature of the resilience concept brings the need for contextualizing its measure-
ment approaches. This paper sought to establish general building blocks that can guide the development 
of approaches for measuring small retail business. Secondary data analysis of at least 9 major resilience 
frameworks that have been in use in the past decade and half was conducted. The review focused on 
assessing how different frameworks define resilience, its attributes and indicators. The paper provided 
a conceptualized approach for use in measuring small retail resilience based on insights from frame-
works that are utilized in climate change, livelihoods, community, organizational and business fields. 
The following sections cover the overview of small retail businesses, definitions of resilience, and discus-
sions on the existing approaches for measuring resilience. Contextual and methodological challenges 
for resilience measuring are also discussed. Lastly, the most applicable approach for use in the small 
retail business sector is provided.

1. THEORETICAL BASIS

1.1. Overview of small retail 
businesses

Small retail businesses development, particularly 
spaza shops, is part of the government’s quest to 
build the rural economy in South Africa (Small 
Enterprise Development Agency: SEDA, 2007). 
Small retail businesses are defined as all activities 
involving buying and selling in small quantities. It 
encompasses activities such as hawking, vendors, 
spaza shops and tuck shops (Woodward et al., 
2011). Within the broader framework of enterprise 
development, the South African government iden-
tified women and youth businesses as key cohorts 
that require support (Madzivhandila, 2014; Sanyal 
& Hisani, 2015). High rates of unemployment and 
poverty among youth and women justify govern-
ment preference. For instance, youth unemploy-
ment rate is reportedly higher than the average in 
the country at 50.7% for the 15 to 24 age group and 
29.8% for the 25 to 34 age group (Rachidi, 2014). 
To tackle this problem, desperate rural and town-
ship dwellers start their own small retail business-
es. The potential for small retail businesses to cre-
ate jobs and reduce poverty prompts the need for 
strengthening resilience in the sector.

Despite the potential of small retail business to 
create jobs, their sustainability is at risk. For in-
stance, approximately 46.4% of new small busi-

nesses in UK have experienced high failure rates 
(Timmons & Spinelli, 2009). In the United States 
of America, small retail businesses have declined 
to a mere one third (Muller et al., 2003). Byron 
(2003) also laments the decreasing number of 
village shops worldwide. Small retail business 
growth is also on the decline in most developing 
countries (ILO, 2006). Moreover, rural small retail 
businesses have a higher possibility of failing than 
their urban counterparts worldwide (Muller et al., 
2003). In South Africa, despite wide range support, 
the growth and survival rates of small businesses 
are generally lower than expected. Along the same 
line of thinking, 75% of newly formed small busi-
nesses are unable to become sustainable (Fatoki & 
Garwe, 2010). This attests to the lack of resilience 
and growth models for small businesses particu-
larly in the country.

 Intense global competition, rapid changes in 
technology, customer demands, and economic 
uncertainty generally threaten the resilience of 
small retailers (Demmer et al., 2011). In a broad-
er context, internal and external vulnerability 
factors jeopardize the resilience of small retail 
businesses (Ehlers & Lazenby, 2007; Van Scheers, 
2010). Regulatory frameworks and access to fi-
nance are generally regarded as external threats, 
while internal shocks mainly cover characteris-
tics of the entrepreneur (Dess, 1996; St-Jean, 2008; 
International Finance Corporation: IFC, 2013). 
However, studies in South Africa commonly gen-
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eralize threats to all small businesses without con-
sidering sectorial distinctions. This results in the 
application of generic resilience drivers in various 
interventions. In most cases, this has rendered in-
terventions inadequate or fruitless. As such, inter-
ventions to strengthen small retail business resil-
ience should be guided by a clear understanding of 
contextualized threats, as well as resilience drivers. 

The kind of ownership also presents challenges in 
the small retail sector. Common ownership typol-
ogies include individual, family and cooperative 
ownership. In family business, succession plan-
ning mainly largely contributes to resilience (Egbu 
et al., 2005). Therefore, failure to pass on knowl-
edge to the next generation often inhibits success 
in the sector (Levy et al., 2003). Knowledge reten-
tion also contributes to business success even in 
individually owned small retail businesses. In co-
operative small retail business ventures, the ability 
to co-exist juxtapozes one another and brings har-
mony and success. This illustrates that resilience 
factors may differ based on the type of ownership. 
Variations in management, risk taking prowess 
and decision-making channels account for the 
distinctions in resilience factors across ventures. 
For this reason, the kind of small retail business 
ownership should be considered when measuring 
resilience. 

Technological advancement also increases the 
vulnerability of the small retail sector. El Sawy 
and Pereira (2013) highlight that digital business 
is evolving at a fast pace driven by intense com-
petition and rapid improvements in technology. 
Although technological advancement brings eco-
nomic value, digital operation of small business-
es such as small retail business is risky (Adshead, 
2008). The velocity of exchange in digital business 
means competitive advantage is short-lived (El 
Sawy & Pereira, 2013). In digital business, chang-
es to strategic variables are rapid and unexpected 
as disruptions occur at any time from innovations 
(Burgelman & Grove, 2007). Cyber security has 
also posed a serious threat to small retail enter-
prises in recent years. Given the challenges posed 
by technological advancement, there is a need to 
find ways of assessing the contribution of small re-
tail business digital capabilities to resilience. This 
provides direction for the best possible resilience 
intervention in the sector. 

1.2. Small retail business resilience 
defined

It is very difficult to measure resilience without 
knowing what has to be measured exactly. This is 
due to the fact that the resilience concept is de-
fined variably in different context (Levine, 2014). 
In psychology, resilience is commonly perceived 
as the positive adaptive capacity of individuals 
experiencing adverse conditions (Kantur & Say, 
2015). Distinctively, ecologists commonly view re-
silience as the resistance and flexibility capacity of 
a system in order to attain sustainability (Kantur 
& Say, 2015). Hamel and Valikangas (2003) define 
business resilience as the ability to dynamically re-
invent business ideas and approaches as situations 
change. Similarly, Reinmoelle and Van Baardwijk 
(2003) describe resilience as the capacity of a busi-
ness to self-renew over time through innovation. 
Sheffi and Rice (2005) demonstrate that flexibility 
as a core pillar of business resilience. Worth not-
ing is the fact that scholars in the business field 
reject the equilibrium aspect, which is congru-
ent in psychology and ecological studies. Instead, 
they content that businesses apply adaptive mech-
anisms to counteract the effects of disturbances 
and thereafter assume a different shape that allows 
sustainability.

Retail business resilience is broadly defined as the 
ability to sustainably adapt to changes and shocks 
that challenge stability (Replacis, 2011). Stelling 
(2011) highlights that retail resilience encompasses 
the ability to detect, prevent and handle disruptive 
challenges in a sustainable manner. Outstandingly, 
the ability of a business to respond and adapt to 
unexpected changes and disturbances that affect 
characterizes most retail resilience definitions 
(Erol et al., 2009). Notably, the above-mentioned 
definitions mainly relate to large retail business-
es. Erol et al. (2010) also argue that, despite the 
broad definition of resilience in other fields, small 
retail resilience is scarcely understood. It is there-
fore important to contextualize the definition to 
small retail businesses. Small retail businesses dif-
fer from large retailers in that they are directly and 
indirectly affected by extreme events, yet they pos-
sess fewer resources to respond and retain resil-
ience (Ingirige et al., 2008). Due to these distinc-
tions, Levine et al. (2014) recommend that tools for 
resilience measuring cannot be developed unless 
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there is a clear understanding of the aspect to be 
measured. Therefore, attempts to measure small 
retail business resilience should be informed by a 
clear understanding of the concept. The following 
section focuses on critically discussing various ap-
proaches to resilience measuring that are utilized 
in different fields. This assists in determining the 
most appropriate framework that can guide the 
development of resilience measuring approaches 
in the small retail sector. 

1.3. Overview of existing 
frameworks/approaches

This subsection reviews frameworks and ap-
proaches to resilience measuring (Table 1).

Table 1. Existing frameworks/approaches  
to measuring resilience

Resilience measuring 
framework/approach

Resilience attributes

DFID Building Resilience 
and Adaptation to 
Climate Extremes and 
Disasters (BRACED) 
projects (DFID, 2011)

Anticipatory capacity, adaptive 
capacity, absorptive capacity and 
transformation (3 As)

Resilience Index 
Measurement and 
Analysis Model (RIMA) 
by FAO (FAO, 2012)

Physical dimensions: income 
and food access; access to basic 
services; assets; social safety nets; 
enabling institutional environment; 
natural environment; agricultural 
practice/technology; capacity 
dimensions: adaptive capacity; 
sensitivity

Oxfam GB Multi-
Dimensional Approach 
to Resilience Measuring 
(Oxfam GB, 2013)

Livelihood viability; innovation 
potential; contingency resources 
and support access; integrity of 
natural and built environment; 
social and institutional capability

USAID Measurement 
Framework for 
Community Resilience 
(USAID, 2013)

Income and food access; assets; 
adaptive capacity; social capital 
and safety nets; governance; 
nutrition and health

The systems approach 
to resilience measuring 
(Dalziell & McManus, 
2004)

Interrelations organizational 
components and stakeholders; 
complex interactions

The continuous process 
approach (Wreathall, 
2006; Haimes et al., 
2008)

Preventive, protective, adaptive 
and recovery functions and tasks

Resilience measuring 
against the disruptive 
event (Westrum, 2006)

Threat detection, prevention and 
adaption attributes

Livelihoods Change 
Over Time Model (Vaitla 
et al., 2012)

Policies and institutions, extending 
to measuring change in event of 
shocks/acute crises

3-D Resilience 
Framework (Bene et al., 
2013)

Absorptive, adaptive and 
transformative capacities

Special focus was on the resilience attributes, as 
well as indicators underpinning each framework. 
Characteristic based methods such as Oxfam’s Multi-
Dimensional Approach attempts to identify reliable 
determinants of household and community level re-
silience that can be assessed prior to shocks occurring 
(Hughes & Fuller, 2013; Oxfam GB, 2013; Sturgess, 
2017). However, Frankenberger and Nelson (2013) 
argue that the approach fails to address whether the 
characteristics identified are actually relevant when 
a shock ultimately occurs. Furthermore, resilience 
is not static, hence, its determinants are constantly 
changing as the social economic and environmental 
landscapes within which households and communi-
ties operate also change (Bene & Colleagues, 2012). 
Furthermore, most of the character-based approach-
es measure resilience against certain threshold, and 
in doing so reducing resilience into a single score. 
Levine (2014) argues that resilience assessment ap-
proaches must leave space for differences of opinion 
about the available alternative strategies. For this 
reason, characteristic measures of resilience should 
be treated as predictors of likelihood rather than its 
constituents. This argument provides insight into 
why the abovementioned approach cannot be appli-
cable in measuring small retail businesses.

Approaches such as the Resilience Index 
Measurement and Analysis Model (RIMA) by 
FAO and the USAID Measurement Framework for 
Community Resilience allow households and com-
munities to define resilience and develop indicators 
themselves. Resilience attributes for these approach-
es are informed by local realities. As a result, the ap-
proaches can objectively assess the resilience status of 
communities and households on issues such as food 
security and livelihoods. While such approaches are 
participatory and inclusive, their shortfall is that es-
tablishing contextualized characteristics requires in-
depth engagement of communities (Hughes & Fuller, 
2013). Thus, if in-depth engagement methodologies 
are not utilized, the reliability and objectivity of the 
outcomes is affected. UNDP (2014) also highlights 
that the specific nature of the approach also makes 
it difficult to compare the resilience levels of differ-
ent groups. For small retail businesses, participatory 
approaches can help to establish objective attributes 
of resilience that are informed by practical realities if 
they are appropriately applied. However, the fact that 
the abovementioned attributes were obtained from 
a community resilience perspective renders them 
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as appropriate for use in the small retail businesses 
unique context.

More so, the technical differences between various 
approaches generally relate to the choice of indica-
tors/characteristics and the way they are weighted. 
Levine (2014) illustrated that most of the existing 
models choose generic characteristics of resilience 
based on judgment rather than empirical evidence 
or analysis of vulnerability. This is reflected by the 
lack of longitudinal studies for determining those 
characteristics. Contrary to the generic use of objec-
tive indicators and characteristics of resilience, Bene 
et al. (2016) argue that resilience comprises subjec-
tive elements rather than just tangible factors such as 
assets. This attests to the fact that reviewed frame-
works all fall short in addressing subjective resilience. 
Subjective measures relate to individual self-assess-
ment of their own household or business capacities 
to handle future events (Maxwell et al., 2015). These 
include individual risk perception, self-efficacy and 
aspirations. As such, subjective measures may pro-
vide a helpful bottom-up tool for capturing the voice 
of beneficiaries. Given these shortfalls in existing 
frameworks for measuring resilience, it is clear that 
their application to small retail businesses may not 
provide desired outcomes. Levine (2014) recognizes 
that no approach can ever meet resilience analytical 
needs in all fields. Thus, there is a need for develop-
ing smaller conceptual models that guide resilience 
measurement in specific fields such as the small re-
tail business sector.

Apart from frameworks commonly applied in com-
munity, livelihoods and climate change resilience, 
approaches in organizational resilience are gaining 
recognition. One of the frameworks is the systems 
approach that takes a comprehensive view of the or-
ganization rather than focusing on selected elements. 
It stipulates that organizations are highly complex 
and thus understanding resilience requires more 
than just identifying causes and effects (Dalziell & 
McManus, 2004). Dalziell and McManus (2004) 
further highlight that resilience is influenced by the 
different components and stakeholders in an organ-
ization that are interconnected by complex interac-
tions. It is therefore difficult to determine the impact 
of a particular decision on the overall organization. 
Parallel to the aforementioned view, resilience is dy-
namic, and its levels are bound to fluctuate depend-
ing on the severity of the threat and the level of or-

ganizations’ preparedness to adapt and other related 
technicalities. In this regard, the systems approach 
can arguably be more useful in resilience measuring 
particularly in organizations where the internal and 
external environment is stable over longer periods.

Measuring small retail business resilience through 
the lens of organizational resilience approaches may 
not be possible due to the fact that small retail busi-
nesses are not complex and are normally run by one 
owner. Their main threats are resident in the local 
economic set up and the way individuals or groups 
address daily challenges. Some threats are covariate, 
while others are idiosyncratic within the same local-
ity. Therefore, measuring small retail business resil-
ience requires an in-depth understanding of the local 
economic landscape and the drivers of resilience for 
businesses in a particular geographical area. Levine 
(2014) concretizes this argument by emphasizing 
that resilience measuring must be underpinned by 
a clear understanding of the rationale of the people 
whose lives are being studied.

Wreathall (2006), Haimes et al. (2008) propose a 
continuous process approach, which is based on re-
silience capacities. They assume that resilience is a 
process that spans from pre-event to post-event re-
covery. The process includes the functions and task 
to prevent, protect, respond and recover. As a result, 
business resilience stems from a continuous process 
that includes planning for resilience, responding and 
adapting after threats. The approach identifies four 
attributes of resilience (prevent, protect, respond and 
recover) and assumes how they enable the construc-
tion of metrics for measuring resilience. Despite the 
relevance of this approach as a guide for measuring 
business resilience, it does not specify the signifi-
cance of each attribute in relation to resilience lev-
els. This may lead to the belief that all capacities are 
equally important for resilience and the failure of 
one attribute may compromise business sustainabil-
ity. Again, the approach overlooked the significance 
of subjective resilience elements. 

2. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section provides results and discussion of the 
theoretical review presented in the previous sec-
tion. The main focus was on distilling the concep-
tual and methodological challenges for measuring 
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resilience. Methods of contextualizing the meas-
urement approaches in the small retail business 
sector were also discussed in the section. 

2.1. Conceptual challenges  
for measuring resilience

Resilience broadly applies to various fields. As such, 
measuring the concept requires a detailed under-
standing of what has to be measured. Yet, resil-
ience frameworks scarcely show detailed contex-
tual understanding of resilience (Sturgess, 2016). 
Furthermore, while there are efforts to quantify re-
silience in psychology, household level, communi-
ties and infrastructure, there are very few straight-
forward approaches to measuring business resil-
ience. This makes it difficult to measure resilience, 
particularly in the small retail sector. In most defi-
nitions, the adaptive capacity of a system, organi-
zation or business is singled out as a critical attrib-
ute of resilience. However, Levine (2014) argues 
that it is difficult to measure adaptive capacity as 
it comprises financial, technical, cultural and so-
cial components among other aspects. According 
to the Resilience African Network (Sturgess, 2016), 
resilience must be placed in relation to a particular 
outcome. This implies that resilience must be spe-
cific to context, space and shocks. The argument 
nullifies the application of generic indicators and 
attributes of resilience. 

2.2. Methodological challenges

To date, there are limitations in the methodologies 
applied in studies related to approaches for resil-
ience measuring (Erol et al., 2010). The reasons for 
the shortfall are twofold. Firstly, measuring small 
retail resilience is complex in that it requires a clear 
understanding of the multifaceted connections of a 
business and its immediate environment. Secondly, 
measuring small retail resilience requires a de-
tailed understanding of the inherent attributes of 
the enterprise, which evolve and contribute to its 
resilience prowess. It has also been observed that 
most scholars who focused on business resilience 
measuring approaches mainly utilized secondary 
data analysis procedures. For instance, the concep-
tual models approach to resilience (Gibson et al., 
2010), models of resilience measuring (Erol et al., 
2010). This has limited their understanding of the 
practical situations on the ground. 

Others utilize qualitative methods only 
(Demmer et al., 2011; Jackson & Stoel, 2011). 
Paradoxically, it is difficult to design general-
izable indices for measuring small retail resil-
ience using only qualitative methods. More so, 
qualitative enquiries normally focus on the 
external validity of assessment, thus risking 
drawing unfounded conclusions because of in-
sufficient attention to internal validity. Some 
studies are more inclined towards quantitative 
methods due to their statistical value. However, 
quantitative methods exclude probing questions 
and interpretation based on explanation, a fact 
which is important in understanding resilience 
(Levine, 2014). Given this gap in methodological 
utilization, Erol et al. (2010), Levine (2014) rec-
ommended the use of more intensive method-
ologies (mixed studies) in order to develop dy-
namic measurement approaches of resilience. It 
is also difficult to understand resilience without 
carrying out longitudinal studies that permit 
researchers to understand what makes people 
resilient over time. In light of the above short-
comings, using sequentially mixed qualitative, 
quantitative approaches and longitudinal stud-
ies may assist in the development of better pre-
dictors of resilience for small retail businesses.

2.3. Contextualizing small retail 
business resilience measuring 

It is vital to note that this paper does not criticize 
the usefulness of existing approaches to measur-
ing resilience. In fact, it draw lessons from existing 
approaches in order to find appropriate methods 
that guide resilience measurement in the small re-
tail businesses sector. Literature reviewed that the 
main defining aspects of small retail business re-
silience are the ability to detect, prevent and adapt 
to threats in a sustainable manner. In this regard, 
practitioners, policy makers and retail managers 
who intend to measure resilience must have a clear 
understanding of small business resilience before 
attempting to measure the construct. 

The approach that entails resilience measuring 
against the disruptive by Westrum (2006) was 
considered more comprehensive for use in meas-
uring small retail business resilience. The ap-
proach demonstrates that resilience is a function 
of business ability to detect disruptive threats, 
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prevent consequences and adapt (Westrum, 2006). 
Disruptive events are weighed according to their 
predictability, potential to disrupt a system and 
whether the disruption is internal or external. The 
approach is comprehensive in that it assumed that 
resilience related actions occur proactively, con-
currently or as a response to a disruption that has 
already happened (Hollnagel et al., 2006). In the 
context of small retail businesses, the ability to un-
derstand the past, present and future relationships 
between threats and response actions enables ef-
fective assessment of resilience prowess at a giv-
en time. In the same line of thinking, Hamel and 
Valikangas (2003) suggest that businesses should 
focus on continuously anticipating and reacting to 
deep, secular trends that can permanently dam-
age the earning prowess of the core business. The 
approach advantageously consists of resilience ca-
pacities and characteristics (adaptive capacities, 
anticipatory and absorptive capacities) that are 
embedded in other frameworks such as DFID and 
the continuous process and the 3-Ds resilience 
frameworks.

Literature review demonstrated that most of the 
existing approaches to resilience measuring are 
not appropriate for use in small retail business 
resilience studies. In this regard, there is a need 
for future studies to develop simple and custom-

ized approaches to resilience measuring that are 
applicable to small retail businesses. There is also 
a need for developing diagnostic approaches that 
assist in assessing resilience levels, as well as moni-
toring changes in resilience drivers over time. This 
will reduce the use of generic approaches that are 
borrowed from other fields.

Identifying idiosyncratic and covariate threats 
in the broadly informal small retail business 
sector also enables the development of target 
oriented preventive and response actions. In 
line with this view, Sancis and Poler (2014) ech-
oed that it is necessary to understand, assess 
and analyze the factors that affect enterprise re-
silience before attempting to take resilience ac-
tions. Assessing detection capacities of a busi-
ness provides a clear picture of area specific 
threats. Thereafter, customized preventive and 
adaptive capacities can be aligned to prevail-
ing threats. Although the approach cannot be 
regarded as a perfect tool for use in resilience 
measuring, it provides insight into how resil-
ience of small retail businesses can be meas-
ured. The abovementioned approach guided the 
development of a criteria for measuring small 
retail business resilience (checklist for predict-
ing resilience levels) in a subsequent empirical 
study informed by this review paper.

CONCLUSION

The paper reviewed literature related to the approaches for measuring resilience. Resilience is defined 
in various ways depending on the school of thought and context. However, the most defining aspects of 
small retail resilience include the ability to detect, prevent and adapt to threats while maintaining sus-
tainability. While the equilibrium concept is core to definitions in psychology and ecology, adaptive and 
transformative capacities are key in climate and business resilience definitions. Due to these contextual 
variations, most of the approaches encompass some but not all aspects of resilience. Reviewed frame-
works differ in terms of scale, focus, method of analysis and purpose. As such, it is difficult to compare 
the frameworks or attempt to apply a one size fit all approach. However, there are some similarities in 
attributes. The strengths of some of the frameworks open the possibility of applying a blended approach 
in developing resilience measurement approaches for small retail businesses. However, most of the ap-
proaches cannot be individually applied to measuring small retail business resilience due to the unique 
features of the sector. Based on the limitations of applying a one size fit all approach raised in this paper, 
contextualizing approaches for measuring small retail business resilience that guide practitioners and 
managers in the sector is desirable. In the subsequent study that followed this review paper, the criteria 
for measuring small retail business resilience were developed. The criteria were informed by objective 
and subjective resilience dimensions that reflected practical realities in the small retail sector. The cri-
teria are ideal for use in estimating resilience levels at a particular time, as well as evaluating changes in 
drivers over time. 
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