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UK Tourism and Hospitality Sectors through COVID-19:  

the dissolved, the liquidised and the dormant 
 

Executive Summary  

This report provides fresh evidence on the scale of COVID-19’s immediate impact on the UK 

tourism and hospitality sectors up to 28 June 2020.  

We first summarise the business status of existing firms in the four major sectors of 

tourism and hospitality and the profiles of inactive firms then turn to analyse the historical trends 

of business entry and exits to project further business failure in the near term, before we finally 

provide recommendations on pathways to recovery.  

There has been an exceptional upsurge in business inactivity (business closures and 

dormancy) in the tourism and hospitality sectors during the first six months of 2020. There are 

81,338 firms that have registered status of business inactivity, amounting to 15.4% of the whole 

sample. These include about a third dissolved firms, one in six going into administration or 

liquidation, another one in six falling into ‘default’ mode, and the remaining over 40% of firms 

being ‘dormant’. In particular, 22,155 firms are registered as dissolved and 11,644 firms as 

liquidised at the end of this period, some 6.4% of all firms in the tourism and hospitality sectors, 

amounting to losing 978,410 jobs, or 4.6% of all jobs in these sectors.  

The firms dissolved in 2020 tend to be young, small, low in cash and high in debt and more 

likely to be a London-based business. An early time series assessment suggests that the surge in 

business inactivates is likely to have other confounding factors, such as Brexit uncertainties. 

Among the four major sectors analysed here, the transport and storage sector and the 

accommodation and food services sector experienced more business closures, whilst the travel 

agency and tour operator sector and the arts, entertainment and recreation sector are more likely 

to have gone dormant.  

Further, we try to project what may occur in the business dynamisms in the UK tourism 

and hospitality sectors in the second half of 2020, taking into account the main macro contributing 

factors of business dissolution over time (the ‘natural’ level, the ‘Global Financial Crisis’ effect, the 

Brexit effect, the ‘COVID-19 effect’ and the ‘COVID-19 policy response’ effect), and new firms 

entering market each month. We also consider possible ‘COVID-19 policy response’ reversal 

effect which reflects postponed business failures that will emerge as government interventions 

subside. Using time series modelling, our conjectures project in an optimistic scenario another 
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16,259 firms experiencing dissolution or liquidation during the second half of 2020, equating on 

average to 162,590 lost jobs where consumer demand has recovered to normal, ‘COVID-19 policy 

response’ in the first half of 2020 has been fully effective in saving businesses from closing down, 

and there is no ‘COVID-19 policy response’ reversal effect. In comparison, a pessimistic scenario 

with a full ‘COVID-19 policy response’ reversal effect would see further 51,878 firms experiencing 

dissolution or liquidation during the second half of 2020, equating on average to 518,780 lost jobs.  

Altogether, we estimate that by the end of 2020,  with our calculation of the exited firms 

and their jobs till end June and the projection of the business failures for the rest of the year, the 

four sectors of tourism and hospitality industries may experience 50,000~86,000 cases of business 

closure and see 1.1m~1.5m jobs lost.  

Looking forward, preserving the service capacity of the sectors is important to allow 

businesses to survive the crisis. This points to helping businesses with liquidity and alleviating 

financial pressure. Small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), in particular, need to be 

supported, especially those in dormancy. Businesses need to accelerate innovation and their 

adoption of new technology and business models. However, the recovery of these sectors hinges 

on rebuilding consumer confidence by addressing the public health risk concerns. This requires 

that destinations have the capability of detecting infections and the healthcare capacity to cater to 

tourists whenever needed.   

 

1. Context 

The COVID-19 pandemic has posed unprecedented challenges to businesses across the globe and 

is expected to bring the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression (Gopinath, 2020). 

With little doubt, the tourism and hospitality sectors have been among the hardest hit, with their 

businesses and occupations most at risk, whilst experiencing the most limiting restrictions of 

mobility, tight regulations and social distancing policy. International travel declined by 60-80% in 

the first months in 2020, according to UNWTO (WEF, 2020a). The World Travel & Tourism 

Council (WTTC) has estimated that, globally, up to 75 million jobs in tourism and hospitality are 

at immediate risk, with at least 6.4 million losses across the EU, and one million in the UK. There 

will be a potential tourism GDP loss of up to $2.1 trillion in 2020 globally (WEF, 2020b).  

The UK government has committed a range of business supports to help firms through 

the unprecedented crisis. According to the estimate of the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR, 

2020), till 19 June, on a provisional basis, the direct impact of government’s new policy measures 

on cash borrowing in 2020-21 is £132.6 billion, including spending and tax reductions. Most of 
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the spending goes towards supporting businesses through: The Coronavirus Business Interruption 

Loan Scheme (CBILS), initially for small and medium-sized businesses and later on extended to 

large businesses too; the Bounce Back Loan (BBL) scheme which allows quicker and easier lending 

checks; and - more relevant to the tourism and hospitality sectors - the Job Retention Scheme 

(JRS), aimed to prevent layoffs.  The JRS was announced on 20 March, with details given much 

later and it operates between 1 July and 31 October. Although the UK government response is 

considered one of the most aggressive among countries in the developed world, it is not clear how 

effectively these supports have saved businesses from shutting down and preserved strengths to 

enable them to bounce back. 

As countries seek to recover from the COVID-19 crisis, the future is far from clear. In this 

report, we focus on the business casualties in the tourism and hospitality sectors in the UK. 

Following up earlier evidence available (e.g. Prashar, Ri, Hart, & Roper, 2020), we assess the 

damage and identify the revealed challenges to business survival in the post-crisis period. This is 

important for evident reasons. First, the tourism and hospitality sectors are a major contributor to 

the UK economy, accounting for 9.0% of real GDP and 11.0% of total employment in 2019 

(WTTC, 2020). Continuous efforts are required to prevent business closures and job losses. In 

addition to their sheer size in the economy, widespread failure in the tourism and hospitality sectors 

represent a large number of SMEs and a devastating loss of jobs which may disproportionately 

affect people and households at the lower end of the income distribution, further threatening social 

and economic stability. Moreover, some of these sectors play important roles in other parts of the 

economy, such as transport and logistics for production and distribution in the manufacturing and 

retail sectors (Song, Li, & Cao, 2018). The lost capacity during this crisis would not only hamper 

the recuperation of the tourism and hospitality sectors themselves, but also as a chain effect slow 

down the recovery of other sectors.  

2. Our approach and source of data 

We utilise FAME database by Bureau van Dijk (2020), compiled from Companies House, to 

provide an early assessment on the scale of business dissolution in the UK tourism and hospitality 

sectors from the beginning of the year up to 28 June 2020.  

We collect financial information of firms whose primary sector belongs to one of the 

following: 

• Transport and storage (SIC 2007 divisions: 49, 50, 51, 52, 53) 

• Accommodation and food services (SIC 2007 divisions: 55, 56) 

• Travel agency, tour operator and other reservation service (SIC 2007 division: 79) 
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• Arts, entertainment and recreation (SIC 2007 divisions: 90, 91, 92, 93) 
 

This is in line with the coverage of a study on tourism sector productivity (ONS, 2016) by 

the Office for National Statistics (ONS). Moreover, the above categorisation ensures the 

compatibility and relevance of our report with the indicators from the Business Impact of   

COVID-19 Survey (BICS) by the ONS. We first estimate the impact of COVID-19 on business 

status – businesses subject to liquidation and dissolution, those reporting to be inactive or dormant, 

and some active businesses but labelled ‘in default’ – in the UK business landscape. We pay close 

attention to the SMEs among these affected businesses.  

Furthermore, we construct the patterns of business dynamism over the same periods over 

the last few years, in terms of business entry and exits, drawing observations from a longer-term 

perspective. Using time series modelling and forecasting, we gauge the impact of COVID-19 on 

leading to excessive firm dissolution and arrive at some preliminary projections about the business 

dynamism of the tourism and hospitality sectors in the near future.  

These insights will help us reflect on the paths we came from and identify the ways in 

which the government and regulators, business leaders and stakeholders, as well as consumers as 

a whole can assist the tourism and hospitality sectors to make an accelerated recovery. 
 

3. Findings 

3.1 Impact of COVID-19  on business survival 

In the first half of 2020, between January to 28 June, from a total of 527,811 businesses in the 

tourism and hospitality sectors as a whole, there were 81,338 businesses in a state of business 

inactivity, amounting to 15.4% of the whole sample. This includes 22,155 firms dissolved during 

this period (4.2%), 11,644 firms that had gone into administration or liquidation (2.2%), 13,137 

businesses in ‘default’ status (2.5%) and a staggering number of 34,402 businesses which appeared 

‘dormant’ 1 (6.5%) (Table 1). 

Compared to the same period in 2019, business inactivity is only slightly higher in 2020 in 

terms of the absolute number of businesses (68,201 firms) and with a lower percentage of firms 

(12.9% in all firms in 2020 compared to 13.5% in 2019). However, there has been a noticeable 

change in the different types of business inactivity in the 2020 sample. Focusing on dissolution, 

liquidation and dormant status, the figures suggest that more businesses are running into 

                                                
1 Dormant: The company is still registered but has no significant activity (and no significant accounting transactions 
during the accounting period). Companies may become dormant in order to, for example, protect a company name, 
in readiness for a future project, or to hold an asset or intellectual property. A company can remain dormant for as 
long as necessary. See https://help.bvdinfo.com/mergedProjects/68_EN/Home.htm. 
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administration or liquidation (nearly 3,500 more businesses than 2019) and a big increase in 

dormant status (nearly 10,000 more businesses than 2019). Figure 1 visualises the comparison. 

Interestingly, there are fewer businesses registering dissolution (12,372 fewer dissolution 

cases than 2019), rather opposite to one’s expectation given the scale of the pandemic crisis that 

UK businesses have experienced. Compared to the same six-month period in 2018 when 33,608 

firms were in a status of dissolution that amounted to 7.1% of all firms, and in 2019 when 34,527 

firms were in a status of dissolution that amounted to 6.9% of all firms, in 2020 we only see 22,155 

cases, 4.2% of all firms. Interestingly, the reduced number of dissolution cases matches broadly 

with the numbers of increased dormant businesses that emerged during this period. Further, 

looking closer at the monthly breakdown, shown in Figures 5a and 5b, we notice that business 

dissolution cases have dropped dramatically since April 2020. This coincides with the government 

support actions taken in early April 2020 to prevent business closures.2 Therefore, taken together, 

it appears that government measures have effectively lowered the numbers of business dissolution 

since April 2020.  

Alarmingly at the same time, there are 10,000 more businesses in the tourism and 

hospitality sectors that register ‘dormant’ or ‘administration/liquidation’ status than the previous 

year, suggesting that many more businesses on the blink of closure might have been maintained 

by business supports, a situation that might be described as a ticking time-bomb.  

The general pattern is observed across all tourism and hospitality sectors (Table 2 and 

Figure 2). The highest level of inactivities is seen in the travel agency and tour operator sector, 

where 16.8% of all firms appear inactive, higher than other sectors which on average see around 

13% inactive firms (Figure 2). Table 2 corroborates this observation, where detailed sectors of 

travel agencies and other reservation services record an exceptional high level of inactivities. 

The sectors that are most prone to business closure are the accommodation and food 

services sectors and the transport and storage sectors, as they experience the most liquidation and 

dissolution cases. They have been the worst hit in this sense, facing a far higher level of dissolution 

in terms of absolute numbers (9,805 and 8,206) and percentages (4.4% and 5.0%) than the other 

two sectors. Table 2 reveals further that the business closure mainly concentrates in sectors for 

which entry/exit barriers are low, such as the detailed sectors of licensed restaurants (SIC 56101), 

take away food shops and mobile food stands (SIC 56103) and public houses and bars (SIC 56302). 

But compared to the previous two years, the level of firm dissolution in 2020 is actually reduced 

(Figure 2). Again, this is apparently driven by the government support schemes and business 

                                                
2 Companies House temporarily paused the strike off process to prevent companies being dissolved. See more at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/companies-house-support-for-businesses-hit-by-  Covid-19 .  
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registration policies in place.3  

Likewise, a more plausible business-in-distress picture emerges when we look at business 

administration, liquidation and dormancy. In all sectors, there are more cases of business 

administration and liquidation in 2020 compared to the previous years. The accommodation and 

food services sectors saw more liquidation cases than other sectors, increasing to 6,308 firms, 2.8% 

of all firms, about 60% more compared to the same period in 2019 (Figure 2).  

The most striking pattern is the sharp rise in dormant firms. In terms of broad sectors, the 

travel agency and tour operator sectors and arts, entertainment and recreation sectors are relatively 

less prone to business closure, but more likely to have gone dormant. This indicates the lockdown 

impact and reserved business capacity. For example, the travel agency and tour operator sectors 

display the highest percentage of dormant firms (12.0%), twice the percentage of accommodation 

and food service sector (5.9%) and nearly three times the percentage of the transport and storage 

sector (4.8%). These two broad sectors also suffer a high increase of dormancy in 2020 compared 

to 2019, by 38% and 36% respectively (Figure 2). In terms of specific detailed sectors in Table 2, 

in addition to those of travel agencies and other reservation services (SIC 79), we also see a 

consistently high level of dormancy across performing arts (SIC 90010) and its support activities 

(SIC 90020), artistic creation (SIC 90030), gambling and betting activities (SIC 92000) and various 

forms of passenger transport (e.g., railway, water, air) (SIC 49100, 50100, 50300, 51101 and 51102). 

This could be explained by the fact that numerous culture events (e.g., Glastonbury festival, 

Edinburgh festivals, West End theatres) and sports events (e.g., Premier League, Six Nations, 

Wimbledon Championships) were postponed or cancelled and that less passengers/tourists were 

travelling during lockdown.   

What does this mean for jobs? We carry out a back-of-envelope calculation using the 

reported statistics. Based on the latest available record of average numbers of employees of the 

firms that register ‘administration/liquidation’ or ‘dissolved’ status during January to June 2020, 

the job losses account for 978,410 jobs (which is 22,155 dissolved firms with an average of 10 

employees and 11,644 liquidised firms at an average of 65 employees based on the last observed 

employment records). This amounts to 4.6% of all jobs in the tourism and hospitality sectors. The 

jobs that are at risk due to ‘default’ and ‘dormant’ businesses amount to 239,585 jobs (which is 

13,137 default firms with an average of 13 employees and 34,402 dormant firms at an average of 

2 employees). In a morbid scenario, when all ‘default’ and ‘dormant’ businesses go bust, this would 

equate to a total of 1,217,995 jobs. Furthermore, it would be reasonable to assume that the reported 

                                                
3 On 16 April 2020, Company House announced support measures to help businesses avoid dissolving while dealing 
with the impact of the coronavirus outbreak. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/companies-house-support-
for-businesses-hit-by-  Covid-19 .  
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numbers of employees of these distressed businesses were already trimmed slim over the crisis 

period before the government measures put in place, meaning that there may have been more job 

losses well before the firms entered their inactive mode. This implies that the real job losses would 

exceed this estimate.    

In addition, some of remaining jobs may be at risk from those temporarily saved by the 

JRS. They may be linked to ‘default’, ‘dormant’ or even ‘active’ firms. Once JRS ends in October, 

a fraction of the furloughed employments might eventually become layoffs. According to JRS 

claims up to the end of May 2020, there are 2,088,167 employments furloughed in the sectors of 

interest (HMRC, 2020)4. Whilst it is beyond the current paper’s scope to speculate what percentage 

of furloughed employments would permanently go, we can derive an estimate of the further job 

losses on top of the 978,410 jobs already lost to ‘dissolved’ and ‘liquidised’ firms, for example: 

• If when JRS stops, 10% of the subsidised employees are laid off, then 208,817 jobs would 

be lost, in addition to 978,410, totalling 1,187,227 jobs. 

• If when JRS stops, 25% of the subsidised employees are laid off, then 522,041 jobs would 

be lost, in addition to 978,410, totalling 1,500,451 jobs.  

The estimates will ultimately depend on the recovery of demand in tourism and hospitality 

in the coming months. The quicker and the fuller the recovery is, the less negative impact of the 

crisis will be shown on job losses.  To gain a more comprehensive picture of these sectors this 

year, we carry on with some projections of July-December firm dynamisms in Section 3.5 below.  

 

3.2 Which firms have gone dissolved, liquidised or dormant?  

By analysing the characteristics of the existing tourism and hospitality firms in different categories 

of business status up to June 2020, reported in Table 1, we find the following: 

• The firms dissolved in 2020 tend to be young, small, low in cash and high in debt. 

• Age factor 

The average age of dissolved firms is 4.5 years, with small variation across sectors. Most firms that 

are dissolved are aged between 2 and 6 years (illustrated in Figure 3 and 4). 

• Size factor 

                                                
4 We calculate the total number of employments furloughed across sectors “Transport & storage (inc postal)”, 
“Accommodation & food services”, “Arts, entertainment, recreation and other services”, plus a proportion of 
“Business administration and support services” (3.81% of the sector’s employment is in travel agency, tour operator 
and other reservation services, as inferred from the ONS’ Business Register and Employment Survey 2018.) 
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More than half of all dissolved firms are SMEs (Table 1). SMEs are a major source of job creation 

and a driving force of economic growth (Anyadike-Danes, Hart, & Du, 2015). Within the tourism 

and hospitality sectors, it has been recognised that SMEs are an important part of a destination’s 

ability to adapt to consumers’ changing tastes and preferences. In many destinations, SMEs even 

predominate in the supply of tourism services and facilities (OECD, 2008). Further, SMEs 

consistently account for roughly half of all dissolved cases in the tourism and hospitality sectors. 

A notable pattern is that the proportion of SMEs dissolving is much higher in the transport and 

storage sector during February and March of 2020, as compared with previous months and with 

other sectors (Figures 5a and 5b). 

• Cash/liquidity 

Firms that have gone into liquidation and dissolution on average have lower liquidity (Table 1). 

• Debt factor 

The firms which are still active or dormant tend to rely on a lower leverage (gearing ratio at 123.17 

and 102.18), as opposed to those which are facing debt issues (in default and in liquidation) or 

even dissolution (Table 1).  

The high debt characteristic is more prominent among transport and storage firms, with 

the highest average gearing ratio (185.89) and a relatively low liquidity ratio (1.62). This may reflect 

its sector characteristics of requiring large upfront cost and fixed costs. For example, alongside a 

reduction of almost 80% of passenger flows by early April worldwide (IATA, 2020a), it has been 

warned that airlines are fast running out of cash (only 2 months of cash for a typical airline), 

prompting the prospect of a sector-wide bankruptcy if no state aid becomes available (IATA, 

2020b) (Table 1).  

Overall, dormant firms are more like active firms in their characteristics, whilst firms that 

have liquidated, dissolved or are in default are more similar.  

• Region 

Moving on to the regional distribution of firm dissolution, we find that although, unsurprisingly, 

London is the worst affected region, particularly its accommodation and food services sector, 

business failure is rather widespread in all parts of the UK (Figures 6a and 6b).  

The risk of business closure varies by sectors. London takes a disproportionately harder 

hit in the travel agency, tour operator sectors and arts, entertainment and recreation sectors, and 

to a lesser extent in accommodation and food services. The impact is more evenly distributed in 

the transport and storage sectors across regions, where the North West, Wales and the West 
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Midlands experience high business closures besides London. 

Closure of accommodation and food services firms stands at 500-1,000 in many regions, 

with almost half of them being SMEs. Even more worrying is the transport and storage sector, 

where the majority of dissolved firms are SMEs, especially those in Wales (Figures 6a and 6b). 

3.3 A confounding factor: Brexit 

To get a clearer picture of business dynamism, we resort to studying monthly business dissolutions 

(i.e., the percentage of dissolved firms among all existing firms) over the past two decades. In line 

with the previous tables and figures, the transport and storage sectors are particularly hard-hit, 

seeing a soaring dissolution rate of businesses in 2020. However, this high dissolution rate is not 

unprecedented. The period between April 2009 and March 2010, and the period between January 

2018 and September 2018 were even more volatile and registered extremely high dissolution rates. 

Especially since 2018, dissolution rates have also risen markedly across other sectors (Figure 7). 

This statistical picture suggests that the trend of firm dissolution may not be solely 

attributed to COVID-19  but also be underpinned by other factors such as Brexit uncertainties. A 

prominent example is the collapse of Thomas Cook in September 2019, which is currently in 

liquidation. One of the postulated reasons for its insolvency was tourists delaying booking holidays 

due to Brexit and a change of consumer preference towards independent travel (BBC, 2019). In 

addition, there has been an underlying fear from businesses that immigration reforms would 

negatively impact on their recruitment and operation (UKinbound, 2019).  

Taking temporal patterns and seasonality into account, we have estimated the level of firm 

dissolution in 2020 in line with the historical trend, had the pandemic never happened. Then we 

compare those estimates with the actual numbers and interpret their difference as the 

excess/unusual number of firm dissolutions. A caveat here is that this is a preliminary analysis and 

will require more data and further analysis to identify the specific causal impact of COVID-19.   

From this early assessment, we find that compared to the previous months, there is an 

upsurge in the monthly excess business dissolutions in March 2020. According to Table 3, it ranges 

from a strikingly high level of 94.6% excess cases in the transport and storage sector, to 21.2% in 

travel agency and tour operator sector, to 15.9% in the arts, entertainment and recreation sector, 

and to a low of 11.8% in the accommodation and food services sector. 

Clearly, SMEs have taken the biggest hit, showing an earlier reaction to the crisis in 

February and disproportionally higher negative effects in business closures across all sectors 

subsequently.  

Meanwhile, for April 2020, the level of firm dissolutions is roughly 70% lower than usual. 

This figure further rises up to nearly 100% lower than usual in May and June. This is in line with 
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the pattern seen in Figures 5a and 5b, where April generally sees a large number of dissolution 

cases, except for 2020.  

3.4 Entry 

Whilst the primary concern of our study is the ‘gone’, the ‘dormant’ and other inactive firms, to 

get a complete picture of business dynamism, we compile the time series of business incorporation 

rates (i.e., the percentage of new firms among all existing firms) in Figure 8.  

The overall trend since 2001 has been bumpy across the tourism and hospitality sectors. 

There was a sharp decline even before the Great Financial Crisis of 2008. The incorporation rate 

then recovered after 2009, with an upward trend leading to late 2019.  

At the moment, it is difficult to gauge the impact of COVID-19  on new firm formation. 

Compared with the dissolution rate in Figure 7, at the beginning of 2020, the incorporation rate 

has still been higher than the dissolution rate. However, given the downward pressure at the right 

end of Figure 8, we must closely monitor the trend whether the incorporation rate would 

significantly drop after April.  

Business confidence has already been negatively affected. According to the Business 

Impact of COVID-19 Survey (BICS) by ONS, 16.0% of business respondents from the 

accommodation and food services sector and 14.0% from the arts, entertainment and recreation 

sector reported that they were not confident that their businesses were able to continue operating 

throughout the pandemic, the highest percentages across all sectors in the economy; meanwhile, 

both sectors are also the lowest in reporting that their businesses were confident (ONS, 2020).    

 

3.5 What can be expected of the business dynamism in the near future? 

Having learned about what happened so far, we try to project what may occur in the business 

numbers in the UK tourism and hospitality sectors in the second half of 2020. To do this, we first 

analyse the main macro contributing factors of business dissolution over time, and then make 

some modelling conjectures to project the number of overall firm monthly closures during the 

second half of 2020.  

To accommodate the changing size of the economy, we focus on the ratio of dissolved 

and liquidated firms over active firms (including active firms, default firms and dormant firms) in 

the sample, effectively accounting for the new firms each month. This enables us to account at the 

outset for the overall number of firms operating within the economy since the changing business 

dynamism affects firm closures. The seasonality of these sectors legitimises us treating each month 

as a different series and using the 19 yearly observations that each of them has in order to make 
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conjectures about what will lie in the future based on a more narrative approach. Given that the 

UK government’s furlough scheme ends in October 2020, this also facilitates grounding more 

readily features of the series to their historical context. Most importantly however, it will enable us 

to view each series through the prism of five distinct elements that one is expected to bear in mind 

when making conjectures as to what will happen in the second half of 2020. For convenience of 

exposition, we refer to these elements as the ‘natural’ level of the ratio of dissolved and liquidated 

firms to active firms, the ‘Global Financial Crisis’ effect, the Brexit effect, the ‘Covid-19’ effect 

and the ‘Covid-19 policy response’ effect. 
 

Main macro contributing factors of business dissolution in recent years 

Figure 9 shows the evolution of the number of dissolved and liquidated firms over the number of 

active firms for each month over our sample period. As one can see from a visual inspection of 

the graph, although there are several similarities, the impact of different economic events, most 

notably the 2007/8 global financial crisis, is clearly not uniform across the different months. Based 

on this graph, we will endeavour to explain how we measure the impact of each of the five elements. 

The first element, the ‘natural’ level of the ratio, can be viewed as a very stable baseline 

value that seems to be prevalent during the first third of our sample, i.e. prior to 2007. Indeed, the 

four graphs make the identification of this element rather easy; in almost all cases, the ratio of 

disclosures and liquidations to active firms takes on a value of about 0.5% during 2001-2007; and 

for a couple of years after 2011 this is where it seems to return to, although marginally higher. 

The ‘Global Financial Crisis’ effect is the rather notable peak that most series exhibit 

between the years 2008-2010. Interestingly, this effect seems to subside relatively rapidly since the 

series almost return to their pre-crisis levels in 2011. Identifying the overall effect of this element 

was essential to obtain a reliable measure for the ‘natural’ level of the ratio and the fact that the 

‘Global Financial Crisis’ effect is depicted clearly in all cases as transient proved very convenient. 

Indeed, this ‘parenthesis’ was the primary reason as to why we have denoted the first element as 

the ‘natural’ level of the ratio. 

The Brexit effect has a start that, depending on the series, lies somewhere between 2013 

and 2015. It results in a constantly rising ratio of disclosures and liquidations over active firms 

above the ‘natural level’ that preceded this period; and it steepens in 2017. We have associated this 

element with the Brexit because the decision for the 2016 referendum was formally made in 2013 

and therefore most likely part of it is the response to either the Brexit becoming more and more 

concrete or, alternatively, to the rising uncertainty surrounding the Brexit or the final form that it 

will end up having. 

Finally, the fourth and fifth elements, the ‘Covid-19’ and the ‘Covid-19 policy response’ 
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effects, refer respectively to the unprecedented disruptions in business operation in the first quarter 

of 2020, and the ensuing UK’s government policy interventions to support businesses and prevent 

closures since the end of March 2020. Therefore, the period they refer to is depicted only at the 

last points of the respective lines in the top panels – the policy intervention in the second quarter 

of 2020 can be depicted only in the top-right graph. Some of the policy intervention most notably 

JRS is, at the time of this report, expected to remain in place until the end of October 2020. The 

strikingly small number of observations for measuring these two elements (two for the first, and 

three for the second) is a key impediment we have to somehow address in order to draw inference 

from our dataset. 
 

Conjectures: 

Having identified these five elements, we can now proceed to making some reasonable conjectures 

that will enable us to determine the number of overall business closures during the second half of 

2020. We make one conjecture about the denominator, the overall number of active firm, and four 

more for the ratio of dissolved and liquidated firms to active firms, which are specifically about: 

(a) the ‘natural’ level of the ratio; (b) the Brexit effect; (c) the COVID-19 effect; and (d) the 

‘COVID-19 policy response’ effect and its potential ‘reversal’. 

The first conjecture has to do with the number of active firms. Figure 10 depicts this 

number over time and shows clearly that it rises quite predictably for every single month-series. 

Indeed, the month-to-month growth rate over the last 20 years is on average about 0.7%, although 

just above 0.1% during 2018-19. Therefore, the impact of the assumptions about its future value 

(whether for example we will use the average of the last two years as before, or the last observable 

value, or the last observable value compounded by the respective average growth rate of the last 

two years, as we actually do) will be very small. 

The second conjecture we make is that the ‘natural’ level of the ratio is constant and 

prevalent in all cases. It might exhibit some minor difference from month-to-month due to the 

seasonality that these sectors might exhibit, but we can consider it constant and determined by the 

normal operations of an economy and the structure that the latter imposes on business operations. 

In practice, the underlying assumption is very weak and for a good reason: the primary function 

of this conjecture is to enable us to obtain a measure for other effects so its exact value has no 

substantial impact on our inference. We obtain a measure for the ‘natural’ level simply by taking 

the average of the first six years of each month-series. One could argue that this natural level could 

have been altered due to the dramatic economic events that ensued, namely the 2007/8 crisis and 

the ongoing Brexit. But, firstly, the overall Brexit effect is beyond our sample since its resolution 

and aftermath are yet to occur; and, secondly, the short period 2011-13/-15 period, after the 
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2007/8 crisis, could imply that since this event had only a marginal, if any at all, impact on changing 

the pre-crisis baseline level then its value can be considered constant. Besides, we measure it very 

conservatively using the lowest segments of each month-series. 

The third conjecture we make is that the Brexit effect for 2020 will not change much from 

the average of the 2018 and 2019. The underlying assumption is actually rather strong given that 

there is an abundance of debates and research on this exact topic that suggest differing impacts of 

Brexit on the UK economy. However, it seems appropriate at this stage because there is no 

consensus either for its size or even for its direction. Moreover, it also seems appropriate because 

the anticipated properties of the month-series are far from obvious. Indeed, on the one hand, the 

ratio kept on rising constantly for several years in a row for almost all month-series up until 2020; 

and, on the other hand, despite the fact that we are reaching the end of the negotiations period, 

there is no indication as to whether the Brexit effect has peaked before 2020 or not. Consequently, 

we will assume that it will maintain more or less the same levels as it did during the last two years. 

This is likely to end up being a very conservative assumption given that the final form of the Brexit 

agreement is expected to have become much more concrete by the end of the year but it is 

appropriate because there is hardly any indication at the time of this writing about anything more 

plausible. Subsequently, the difference between the average of the 2018 and 2019 values and the 

‘natural’ level provides our measure for the Brexit effect. 

 Finally, the fourth and fifth conjectures we make have to do with the ‘COVID-19’ and the 

ensuing ‘COVID-19 policy response’ effects as well as the potential reversal of the latter. The 

primary issue is that in order to determine the ‘COVID-19’ effect from the data we have at our 

disposal the ratios of dissolutions and liquidations over active firms will be based on their February 

and March 2020 figures only (the WHO declared the outbreak a Public Health Emergency of 

International Concern on 30th January). Similarly, for the ‘COVID-19 policy response’ effect, 

which takes place on top of the ‘COVID-19’ effect, just the April, March, and May 2020 ratios. 

Moreover, there is no knowledge as to whether or when a second wave will start or what its severity 

and duration will be at the time of this writing. For these reasons, and in on order to remain 

consistently conservative, we take a very optimistic approach and ascertain that the ‘COVID-19’ 

effect will conclude in October, together with the government intervention; and that its size for 

every month until then will be equal to that captured in February and March 2020, before the 

government intervention takes place. Consequently, and building on our conjecture about the 

Brexit effect, we determine its monthly impact as the remainder from the average February and 

March 2020 values after removing the ‘natural’ level and the Brexit effects. 

In terms of the ‘COVID-19 policy intervention’ effect, in principle this should simply 
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negate the ‘COVID-19’ effect, for which it was formally designed. In practice, however, we expect 

that a fraction of firms that were supposed to be dissolved or liquidated for reasons unrelated to   

COVID-19 would have benefitted from the offered schemes to prolong their survival. Some of 

these will eventually become bankrupt after the end of the policy intervention. To account for 

these firms, we first take the differences of the April, May and June 2020 ratios and their respective 

‘natural’ level and Brexit effects; then we add the average of these three ratios onto the ‘COVID-

19’ effect to determine the ‘COVID-19 policy intervention’ effect for each month. The sum of the 

addends will eventually be the basis for the five scenarios that we explore for the November and 

December 2020 ratios.  

Specifically, following these estimates, we build up scenarios about the potential ‘reversal’ 

effect that might take place in the remaining months of 2020, namely November and December. 

The ‘reversal’ effect is assumed to counteract the ‘COVID-19 policy response’ effects, meaning 

that some businesses that remained active due to some government interventions during April and 

October may eventually close down when these interventions withdraw at end of October. The 

degree of the ‘reversal’ effect depends on the extent to which demand recovers, alternative 

government supports will put forth, and businesses’ resilience built up during April-October 

period.  

 We consider five such scenarios. The first scenario is that there will be no reversal effect. 

This means that the UK’s government policy intervention will be perfectly successful in not only 

saving firms from failing during April-October due to the COVID-19, but also in saving many 

more from failing even after October when the interventions have ended. The second scenario is 

that there will be a 25% overall reversal effect until the end of the year 2020. In other words, 25% 

of the firms that would have exited the market for reasons unrelated to the COVID-19, should 

there be no government intervention during April-October, and therefore just managed to prolong 

their lives, will eventually exit during November and December this year when interventions are 

withdrawn. The third, fourth and fifth scenarios increase that percentage to 50%, 75% and 100%, 

the latter indicating that no firm other than those that would exit due to the COVID-19, will 

survive when the policy interventions end. In all cases, we assume that the reversals will be equally 

distributed between November and December although the overall numbers are hardly affected 

by this choice.  

Taken all together, our projection suggests that the ratio of dissolved and liquidated firms 

to active firms is expected to be about 0.6%, 0.4%, 0.1% and 0.3% for July, August, September 

and October respectively and about 1.2% and 1.2% for November and December 2020 without 

the ‘reversal’ effect which will range from 0 to 4.1% depending on the adopted scenario. Assuming 
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an average of 10 employees per firm, these figures yield a total of job losses that range from about 

160,000 to 520,000 over the second half of 2020 depending on the reversal effect scenario adopted. 

Table 4 overviews our results. 

 

4. The Way Forward 

The COVID-19 crisis has deeply changed the way in which businesses interact with customers and 

staff. The tourism and hospitality sectors, constrained by social distancing measures and 

plummeting demand, are likely to face a prolonged stagnation or decline (WEF, 2020b).  

This paper shows the scale of the immediate impact of COVID-19  during the first six 

months on the tourism and hospitality sectors from a surge in business failures and inactivity. Our 

analysis also highlights that the younger, smaller firms with low cash and high debt are among the 

first to go under. Whilst firms that have liquidated, dissolved or are in default are more similar in 

firm characteristics, dormant firms are more like active firms with good fundamentals. The 

dramatic U-turn in the business dissolution patterns suggests government intervention post-April 

2020, responding to the call of businesses, trade unions, NGOs and workers in these sectors was 

effective in its primary objective. However, the surge seen in the March figures suggests that help 

might have come a bit late.  

The UK government has taken a range of measures to support businesses, most notably 

the Bounce Back Loan (BBL) scheme and Job Retention Scheme (JRS), which may have effectively 

lowered the numbers of business dissolutions since April 2020. However, it is very important to 

note that just because businesses have not dissolved, it does not follow that all is well. The high 

figures in business liquidation and dormancy indicate that deep and large-scale business distress is 

very real. Close monitoring and helping hands are needed to provide businesses with liquidity and 

alleviate financial pressure. SMEs are in particular need of support, especially dormant ones. Given 

that these sectors are likely to be the last to come out of the crisis, preserving the service capacity 

of the sectors concerned is important to allow businesses to survive and have an opportunity to 

bounce back.  

Looking forward, the government’s recently announced measures should further aid in the 

process of recovery, including: 

• A temporary VAT cut for hospitality and tourism - down from 20% to 5%. 

• An ‘Eat Out to Help Out’ scheme for August, giving a discount to people eating at 

cafes, restaurants and pubs. 

• New payments for businesses hiring apprentices. 



 18 

From the perspective of businesses, the pandemic threatens their survival but also has the 

potential to accelerate innovation in services and business models. Whilst the various financial 

support schemes from government help to alleviate the immediate survival issues, with lockdown 

measures starting to ease the goal could be gradually shifted towards enhancing business dynamism 

through entrepreneurship. A regional culture of entrepreneurship, combined with a high level of 

social acceptance and approval of entrepreneurship, is found to be persistent and creates resilience 

to severe shocks to the political-economic frameworks, including even devastating wars and abrupt 

changes of political-institutional regime (Fritsch & Wyrwich, 2017). Pandemics and recessions are 

often accelerants to innovations and enable changes in business models, such as the rise of the 

‘sharing economy’ with firms like Airbnb and Uber after the Great Financial Crisis of 2008. Tech 

firms like Zoom and Netflix are propping up our daily lives under lockdown. In China, drone 

delivery startups like Antwork were capitalising on the lockdown by providing ‘contactless’ food 

delivery. Apart from new technologies, in the post COVID-19  era we can also expect changes in 

consumer preferences, where small group tours and independent travel would be much favoured. 

SMEs will be in a good position to cater to different niches.   

From the demand side, the recovery of these sectors hinges on rebuilding consumer 

confidence by addressing the public health risk concerns. From the perspective of tourists, the 

pandemic is first and foremost a public health risk. Based on data from the USA, a recent study 

by Harvard’s Opportunity Insights group finds that the reduction in America’s GDP came from a 

sharp drop in consumer spending and suggests that the full recovery of the economy will depend 

on addressing consumers’ fear of the virus itself (Siliezar, 2020). Risk perception influences tourists’ 

behaviour, ranging from delaying their purchase and postponing their trips to other strategies 

designed to reduce the risk to a tolerable level. To manage tourists’ risk perception, destinations 

should ensure that they have the healthcare capacity to cater to not only for local residents but also 

tourists (albeit that the need may be small). This will require coordination between destination 

management organisations (DMOs) and local healthcare systems. COVID-19 is neither the first 

nor the last pandemic that many destinations will suffer. In the recent past, we have seen SARS, 

avian flu, swine flu and Ebola cause serious damage to the tourism and hospitality sectors. In the 

near term, the government’s capability of detecting infections, the transparency of communicating 

with the public and an effective healthcare system will be crucial to enhancing destination image 

and rebuilding tourist confidence.   
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Figure 1  
Business status of tourism and hospitality firms (all sub-sectors combined) 

 

Note:  
1) Active firms are omitted in this chart.  
2) The Jan-Jun 2020 figures are up to 28 June 2020 only. 
3) Each percentage represents the proportion of firms across the entire tourism and 
hospitality industries that have registered a particular status, during a particular year. 
4) Each numeric value represents the count of firms across the entire tourism and 
hospitality industries that have registered a particular status, during a particular year. 
5) Total count of existing firms available on FAME database is 474,378 in Jan-Jun 
2018, 501,862 in Jan-Jun 2019, 527,811 in Jan-Jun 2020.  
 
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 
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Figure 2 
Business status of tourism and hospitality firms by sector 

Note:  
1) Active firms are omitted in this chart. The Jan-Jun 2020 figures are up to 28 June 2020 only. Each percentage is the proportion of firms within a 
particular sector and each numeric value is the count of firms.  
2) Total count of existing firms available on FAME database:   
Transport and storage: 149,112 in Jan-Jun 2018, 153,346 in Jan-Jun 2019, 162,628 in Jan-Jun 2020 
Accommodation and food services: 193,751 in Jan-Jun 2018, 211,725 in Jan-Jun 2019, 225,144 in Jan-Jun 2020 
Travel agency, tour operator: 17,968 in Jan-Jun 2018, 18,661 in Jan-Jun 2019, 18,974 in Jan-Jun 2020 
Arts, entertainment and recreation: 113,547 in Jan-Jun 2018, 118,130 in Jan-Jun 2019, 121,065 in Jan-Jun 2020. 
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 
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Figure 3 
Distribution of age of tourism and hospitality firms (as at 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: Firms of above 20 years of age are not shown in the chart.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 4 
Distribution of age of tourism and hospitality SMEs (as at 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: Firms of above 20 years of age are not shown in the chart.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 5a 
Count of dissolved firms by sector (1 January 2020 – 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: The June 2020 figures are up to 28 June 2020 only.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 5b 
Count of dissolved firms by sector (1 January 2020 – 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: The June 2020 figures are up to 28 June 2020 only.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 



 27 

Figure 6a 
Count of dissolved firms by UK NUTS1 region (1 January 2020 – 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 6b 
Count of dissolved firms by UK NUTS1 region (1 January 2020 – 28 June 2020) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 7 
Monthly dissolution rate of tourism and hospitality firms (January 2001 - June 2020) 

Note: Simple exponential smoothing has been applied to the data in order to average out the irregularities.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation.  
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Figure 8  
Monthly incorporation rate of tourism and hospitality firms (January 2001 – June 2020) 

Note: Simple exponential smoothing has been applied to the data in order to average out the irregularities.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 
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Figure 9 
Number of disclosures and liquidations over active firms for each month during 2001-20 

 
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 
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Figure 10 
Number of active firms for each month during 2001-20 

 
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors’ calculation. 
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Table 1  
Characteristics of tourism and hospitality firms in recent years 

Status                                                            
(as at 28 June 2020) 

Whole sample  
(1 January 2020 - 

28 June 2020) 
Firm characteristics 

No. 
firms % Age 

Liquidity Ratio Gearing Ratio Number of employees per firm 

Last 2020 2019 2018 2017 Last 2020 2019 2018 2017 Last 2020 2019 2018 2017 

Active 446,473 84.6% 7.3 2.43 2.60 2.45 2.47 2.46 123.17 126.42 120.77 122.29 124.80 45 18 42 47 53 
      (446473) (246614) (4451) (163667) (215522) (187770) (78030) (1200) (50670) (71554) (65471) (122349) (2817) (80390) (112805) (95183) 

Dormant 34,402 6.5% 8.3 2.64 1.08 2.72 2.48 2.36 102.18 155.55 115.65 114.87 119.38 2 2 2 4 48 

      (34402) (1025) (30) (717) (1341) (1591) (211) (4) (136) (241) (280) (414) (48) (339) (241) (348) 
Default 13,137 2.5% 3.8 1.66 2.84 1.47 1.64 1.83 172.36 243.29 165.66 168.93 175.00 13 2 18 4 4 

      (13137) (4490) (64) (2805) (3739) (2390) (412) (7) (184) (420) (412) (1238) (41) (590) (1095) (864) 
Admin/Liquidation 11,644 2.2% 11.9 1.60 24.91 3.66 1.80 1.64 170.50 0.12 113.26 161.60 152.87 65 10 27 57 54 

      (11644) (7373) (19) (575) (2477) (3906) (1863) (2) (140) (656) (1170) (2621) (18) (321) (1409) (2126) 
Dissolved 22,155 4.2% 4.5 1.65 1.37 1.47 2.00 1.93 160.36 - 147.05 160.91 150.34 10 2 3 5 7 

      (22155) (8162) (3) (3414) (4711) (4604) (974) - (194) (617) (828) (2023) (2) (583) (1468) (1592) 

Among 'Dormant' (as at 28 June 2020) 

By firm size                       

SME 31,351 91.1% 8.3 2.67 0.95 2.80 2.45 2.34 103.14 155.55 110.68 112.02 116.52 2 2 2 4 47 
     (31351) (989) (27) (684) (1277) (1499) (205) (4) (131) (229) (267) (414) (48) (339) (236) (325) 

Non-SME or Unconfirmed 3,051 8.9% 8.0 1.68 2.27 1.00 2.98 2.71 69.44 - 245.79 169.31 178.14 - - - 5 53 
     (3051) (36) (3) (33) (64) (92) (6) - (5) (12) (13) - - - (5) (23) 

By sector                       

Transport and storage 7,725 22.5% 9.2 2.79 1.08 2.21 2.72 2.35 99.63 210.04 112.58 138.46 126.38 2 3 2 2 106 
     (7725) (270) (19) (212) (439) (523) (62) (2) (46) (81) (95) (114) (18) (92) (58) (81) 

Accommodation and food 
services 13,340 38.8% 7.3 3.10 0.49 3.47 2.81 2.81 93.25 - 104.83 107.01 105.65 4 3 3 7 54 

     (13340) (360) (4) (239) (462) (539) (72) - (46) (82) (95) (134) (7) (113) (105) (137) 
Travel agency, tour 
operator and other 
reservation service 

2,274 6.6% 8.3 3.52 0.94 3.62 2.63 3.26 129.83 - 255.29 33.46 47.70 1 1 1 2 3 

     (2274) (54) (1) (37) (63) (79) (13) - (6) (12) (13) (32) (7) (24) (11) (11) 
Arts, entertainment and 
recreation 11,063 32.2% 8.8 1.90 1.52 2.25 1.76 1.69 109.07 101.06 110.40 110.48 139.80 2 1 2 2 5 

      (11063) (341) (6) (229) (377) (450) (64) (2) (38) (66) (77) (134) (16) (110) (67) (119) 
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Among 'Dissolved' (as at 28 June 2020) 

By firm size                       

SME 11,321 51.1% 6.4 1.66 1.37 1.47 1.99 1.92 158.80 - 147.05 161.66 149.14 7 2 3 4 6 
     (11321) (8093) (3) (3384) (4668) (4538) (956) - (194) (607) (817) (2012) (2) (583) (1462) (1580) 

Non-SME or Unconfirmed 10,834 48.9% 2.4 1.13 - 1.34 2.61 2.59 243.41 - - 115.38 239.01 693 - - 80 40 
     (10834) (69) - (30) (43) (66) (18) - (0) (10) (11) (11) - - (6) (12) 

By sector                       

Transport and storage 8,206 37.0% 4.1 1.62 1.58 1.32 1.88 2.04 185.89 - 119.68 177.91 186.28 5 2 1 2 3 
     (8206) (3858) (2) (2504) (1970) (1520) (332) - (83) (193) (267) (650) (2) (237) (478) (466) 

Accommodation and food 
services 9,805 44.3% 4.3 1.47 0.95 1.94 1.72 1.49 161.93 - 178.90 168.49 151.27 15 - 4 8 10 

     (9805) (3141) (1) (661) (1909) (2097) (461) - (83) (310) (366) (980) - (244) (702) (778) 
Travel agency, tour 
operator and other 
reservation service 

668 3.0% 5.6 1.90 - 3.16 1.54 1.72 93.12 - 69.19 118.14 63.06 20 - 2 4 6 

     (668) (171) - (31) (122) (148) (33) - (5) (18) (30) (56) - (18) (35) (52) 
Arts, entertainment and 
recreation 3,476 15.7% 5.6 2.33 - 1.58 3.17 2.87 113.20 - 147.84 110.26 105.97 7 - 2 2 4 

      (3476) (992) - (218) (710) (839) (148) - (23) (96) (165) (337) - (84) (253) (296) 

Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors' calculation.  
Note: 1) The age, liquidity ratio, gearing ratio and number of employees are mean values.  
2) For liquidity ratio, gearing ratio and number of employees, 'Last' refers to latest available account figures. The reporting year of latest available account may be different for each firm.  
3) Business status is reported as at 28 June 2020, which reflect the accumulative feature of business’ status up to date. This however does not inform on the date of a business entering in a status.  
4) Inside the brackets below the mean values, we report the number of observations (or sample size) used to calculate the mean values of the firms that report in a specific status, such as ‘dormant’ or ‘dissolved’. Due to missing values 
in the database, some of the mean values are based on small samples. There could be three reasons for missing values: first, some of the most recent figures have not been fully collected and compiled by data collection agency, especially 
in 2020; second, missing or zero records of employment can reflect the status of businesses in distress; third, it can be due to general data collection issues, not specific to the current crisis, for example, businesses are more likely to 
report turnover than employment. For this reason, we report the statistics of the firm characteristics of firms in distress in 2020 back in time up to 2016. Hence, given some mean values are drawn from small samples, cautions are 
required to refer and interpret them. 
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Table 2  
Business status in selected sub-sectors in tourism and hospitality sectors in 2020 

Tourism activities 
SIC 

(2007) 
code 

Description 

Status (as at 28 June 2020) 

Active Dormant Default Admin/Liquidation Dissolved 
No. 

firms % No. 
firms % No. 

firms % No. firms % No. 
firms % 

Accommodation for visitors 55100 Hotels and similar accommodation 13,698 85.5% 1,095 6.8% 204 1.3% 638 4.0% 394 2.5% 

55201 Holiday centres and villages 574 84.0% 72 10.5% 10 1.5% 13 1.9% 14 2.0% 

55202 Youth hostels 281 85.9% 27 8.3% 6 1.8% 3 0.9% 10 3.1% 

55209 
Other holiday and other short-stay 
accommodation (not including holiday centres 
and villages or youth hostels)  

4,896 86.7% 502 8.9% 76 1.3% 27 0.5% 146 2.6% 

55300 Camping grounds, recreational vehicle parks and 
trailer parks 1,979 90.7% 145 6.6% 11 0.5% 20 0.9% 27 1.2% 

55900 Other accommodation 8,614 79.9% 1,753 16.3% 121 1.1% 84 0.8% 214 2.0% 
Food and beverage serving 
activities 

56101 Licensed restaurants 35,299 82.2% 2,110 4.9% 911 2.1% 2,440 5.7% 2,169 5.1% 

56102 Unlicensed restaurants and cafes 22,043 85.6% 1,306 5.1% 678 2.6% 468 1.8% 1,270 4.9% 

56103 Take away food shops and mobile food stands 40,664 87.0% 1,619 3.5% 1,423 3.0% 514 1.1% 2,519 5.4% 

56210 Event catering activities 16,210 85.4% 1,192 6.3% 556 2.9% 288 1.5% 741 3.9% 

56290 Other food service activities 15,445 80.5% 1,968 10.3% 571 3.0% 266 1.4% 945 4.9% 

56301 Licensed clubs 1,868 83.5% 141 6.3% 52 2.3% 82 3.7% 95 4.2% 

56302 Public houses and bars 24,080 84.0% 1,356 4.7% 626 2.2% 1,335 4.7% 1,261 4.4% 
Railway passenger transport 49100 Passenger rail transport, interurban 742 82.7% 100 11.1% 11 1.2% 13 1.4% 31 3.5% 
Road passenger transport 49320 Taxi operation 10,444 84.5% 1,055 8.5% 272 2.2% 158 1.3% 430 3.5% 

49390 Other passenger land transport  6,016 83.9% 618 8.6% 139 1.9% 136 1.9% 259 3.6% 
Water passenger transport 50100 Sea and coastal passenger water transport 787 82.7% 110 11.6% 22 2.3% 6 0.6% 27 2.8% 

50300 Inland passenger water transport 359 86.1% 47 11.3% 0 0.0% 5 1.2% 6 1.4% 
Air passenger transport 51101 Scheduled passenger air transport 574 74.8% 128 16.7% 12 1.6% 20 2.6% 33 4.3% 

51102 Non-scheduled passenger air transport 1,416 82.1% 212 12.3% 22 1.3% 29 1.7% 46 2.7% 
Transport equipment rental 77110 Renting and leasing of cars and light motor 

vehicles 5,038 83.1% 525 8.7% 153 2.5% 119 2.0% 229 3.8% 

77341 Renting and leasing of passenger water transport 
equipment 206 86.2% 19 7.9% 1 0.4% 4 1.7% 9 3.8% 
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77351 Renting and leasing of passenger air transport 
equipment 306 91.1% 12 3.6% 2 0.6% 9 2.7% 7 2.1% 

Travel agencies & other 
reservation services activities 

79110 Travel agency activities 7,909 81.8% 1,034 10.7% 225 2.3% 155 1.6% 348 3.6% 

79120 Tour operator activities 3,611 81.2% 580 13.0% 71 1.6% 42 0.9% 144 3.2% 

79901 Activities of tourist guides 912 79.7% 165 14.4% 22 1.9% 4 0.3% 42 3.7% 

79909 Other reservation service and related activities 
(not including activities of tourist guides) 2,474 77.6% 484 15.2% 55 1.7% 43 1.3% 134 4.2% 

Cultural activities 90010 Performing arts 12,954 86.1% 1,285 8.5% 293 1.9% 64 0.4% 455 3.0% 

90020 Support activities to performing arts 8,571 84.1% 1,081 10.6% 179 1.8% 67 0.7% 294 2.9% 

90030 Artistic creation 19,697 82.5% 2,778 11.6% 447 1.9% 190 0.8% 750 3.1% 

90040 Operation of arts facilities 2,988 87.0% 281 8.2% 47 1.4% 35 1.0% 82 2.4% 

91020 Museum activities 947 90.0% 81 7.7% 5 0.5% 9 0.9% 10 1.0% 

91030 Operation of historical sites and buildings and 
similar visitor attractions 830 93.4% 44 4.9% 4 0.4% 3 0.3% 8 0.9% 

91040 Botanical and zoological gardens and nature 
reserve activities 491 90.9% 21 3.9% 13 2.4% 3 0.6% 12 2.2% 

Sporting & recreational 
activities 77210 Renting and leasing of recreational and sports 

goods 845 86.9% 67 6.9% 15 1.5% 11 1.1% 34 3.5% 

92000 Gambling and betting activities 1,899 79.2% 278 11.6% 54 2.3% 84 3.5% 84 3.5% 

93110 Operation of sports facilities 5,462 88.4% 440 7.1% 58 0.9% 102 1.7% 115 1.9% 

93199 Other sports activities (not including activities of 
racehorse owners)  16,501 84.5% 1,972 10.1% 357 1.8% 137 0.7% 566 2.9% 

93210 Activities of amusement parks and theme parks 593 87.0% 57 8.4% 5 0.7% 18 2.6% 9 1.3% 

93290 Other amusement and recreation activities 15,287 85.5% 1,439 8.0% 318 1.8% 299 1.7% 541 3.0% 
Country-specific tourism 
characteristic activities 68202 Letting and operating of conference and 

exhibition centres 468 83.7% 50 8.9% 9 1.6% 8 1.4% 24 4.3% 

82301 Activities of exhibition and fair organizers 2,154 84.2% 220 8.6% 60 2.3% 36 1.4% 88 3.4% 

82302 Activities of conference organizers 1,780 87.3% 143 7.0% 37 1.8% 16 0.8% 62 3.0% 

Note: The 5-digit SIC sectors above are selected in accordance with the study on tourism productivity by ONS (2016). 
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Table 3 
Excess dissolution of firms in 2020  

Month Transport and 
storage 

Accommodation 
and food services 

Travel agency, tour operator and 
other reservation service 

Arts, entertainment and 
recreation 

  Firm of all sizes 

Jan 2020 -5.3% -8.3% -1.0% 8.4% 
Feb 2020 18.0% -1.1% 0.0% 3.5% 
Mar 2020 94.6% 11.8% 21.2% 15.9% 
Apr 2020 -70.7% -73.5% -77.5% -75.6% 
May 2020 -98.2% -95.3% -99.0% -97.0% 
Jun 2020 (up to 28 June 2020) -97.8% -96.4% -99.5% -97.4% 

  SMEs 

Jan 2020 -1.8% -1.3% 19.3% 4.0% 
Feb 2020 69.3% 7.7% 28.0% 15.9% 
Mar 2020 180.8% 10.4% 8.3% 14.7% 
Apr 2020 -63.8% -65.3% -72.5% -71.1% 
May 2020 -96.1% -91.3% -97.8% -94.7% 
Jun 2020 (up to 28 June 2020) -95.8% -93.0% -98.9% -95.7% 
Note: The numbers above represent the excess dissolution of firms, in percentage terms, as compared with the level of firm dissolution that would have otherwise registered (estimated based on historical data of firm 
dissolution cases by a time series model ARIMA), had there not been the   COVID-19  pandemic. If it is positive, then there is more dissolution than usual; if it is negative, then there is less dissolution than usual. 
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors' calculation.   
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Table 4 
Liquidation and dissolution of firms in second half of 2020  

Conjectures July August September October November December 

1. The 'natural' level 0.613% 0.610% 0.473% 0.509% 0.583% 0.431% 
2. The Brexit effect 1.121% 0.921% 0.761% 0.933% 0.633% 0.767% 
3a. The COVID-19  effect 0.565% 0.565% 0.565% 0.565% - - 

3b. The COVID-19  government response effect -
1.724% 

-
1.724% -1.724% -

1.724% - - 

4. The COVID-19 government response: 0%Reversal effect(scenario 1)     0% 0% 
           25% reversal effect till end of year (scenario 2) - - - - 1.015% 1.015% 
           50% reversal effect till end of year (scenario 3) - - - - 2.029% 3.018% 
           75% reversal effect till end of year (scenario 4) - - - - 3.044% 3.044% 
          100% reversal effect till end of year (scenario 5) - - - - 4.058% 4.058% 

5. Active firms 434,615 434,248 435,913 437,628 439,022 438,617 
Scenario 1: no reversal effect 

Number of dissolved and liquidated firms  
(Total: 16259)  2,495   1,612  325   1,236   5,338   5,253  

Number of jobs lost (assuming ave. employees per firm=10) 
(Total: 162,590)  24,949   16,118   3,245   12,363   53,380   52,534  

Scenario 2: 25% reversal effect until the end of the year 
Number of dissolved and liquidated firms 

(Total: 25,164)  2,495   1,612  325   1,236   9,792   9,704  
Number of jobs lost (assuming ave. employees per firm=10) 

(Total: 251,638)  24,949   16,118   3,245   12,363   97,924   97,038  
Number of jobs lost due to the reversal effect 

(Total: 89,047)  -   -   -   -   44,544   44,503  

Scenario 3: 50% reversal effect until the end of the year 
Number of dissolved and liquidated firms 

(Total: 38,404)  2,495   1,612  325   1,236   14,247   18,489  
Number of jobs lost (assuming ave. employees per firm=10) 

(Total: 384,038)  24,949   16,118   3,245   12,363  142,469  184,893  
Number of jobs lost due to the reversal effect 

(Total: 22,1447)  -   -   -   -   89,088   132,359  

Scenario 4: 75% reversal effect until the end of the year 
Number of dissolved and liquidated firms 

(Total: 42,973)  2,495   1,612  325   1,236   18,701   18,604  
Number of jobs lost (assuming ave. employees per firm=10) 

(Total: 429,732)  24,949   16,118   3,245   12,363  187,013  186,044  
Number of jobs lost due to the reversal effect 

(Total: 267,142)  -   -   -   -   133,633   133,509  

Scenario 5: 100% reversal effect until the end of the year 
Number of dissolved and liquidated firms 

(Total: 51,878)  2,495   1,612  325   1,236   23,156   23,055  
Number of jobs lost (assuming ave. employees per firm=10) 

(Total: 518,780)  24,949   16,118   3,245   12,363  231,557  230,547  
Number of jobs lost due to the reversal effect 

(Total: 356,189)  -   -   -   -   178,177   178,013  

Note: We use the average size of dissolved firms in the first half of 2020 to calculate job losses, assuming the future dissolved firms are similar with the past. This may or 
may not be true.  
Source: FAME, Bureau van Dijk; the authors' calculation.  
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