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THE EFFECT OF THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC
ON THE FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE OF THE 15 TOP LISTED
GREEK COMPANIES AND ON ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Even companies with high stock market values suffered financial setbacks due to the COVID-
19 pandemic that swept the globe in early 2020. During the COVID-19 period, the environment
was characterized as hostile and complex, where the confluence of rapid technological develop-
ments on the international chessboard and the rapid globalization of markets brought about uni-
versal changes in the status of businesses and their ability to survive in an increasingly and con-
stantly changing competitive global environment. Entrepreneurship is the pillar of business sur-
vival, prosperity, and economic growth and is the most critical factor in reducing this negative phe-
nomenon.

The study examines the evolution of key accounting indicators found in the financial state-
ments of the fifteen largest companies by market capitalization listed on the Greek stock exchange
in 2021. The results of the survey revealed that the fuel production companies HELLENIC
PETROLEUM and MOTOR OIL as well as the vehicle rental company AUTOHELLAS were the
most negatively impacted due to the significant decline in turnover. The study analysed data before
and during the pandemic in 2018—2019 and 2020—2021. PPC (public power corporation), on the
other hand, benefited greatly from the pandemic as a result of lower electricity generation costs
from falling oil prices.
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BILJIUB MMAHJIEMII COVID-19 HA ®ITHAHCOBI ITOKASHUKH
15 ITPOBIAHUX I'PELIBKNX KOMITAHIN

TA HA IIIAITPUEMHULTBO

Haegimv Komnanii 3 eucoxoro éapmicmio Ha honoo6oMy pUHKY 3a3Hau inancoeux Heeoau
uepes nandemiro COVID-19, axa oxonuaa ceéim na nowamxy 2020 poxy. Ilpomseom nepiody
COVID-19 cepedosuwie xapaxmepuszysaiocs AK 60podce ma CKiadwe, 0e 3AUMMS WEUOKO20
MEXHO102IMH020 PO3BUMKY Y MINCHAPOOHOMY cepedosuuwli ma weudxka eaobarizauis puHKie
npuzeeau 00 yHI@epCaIbHUX 3MiH y cmamyci nionpuemcme ma ixHiti 30amuocmi euxcueamu 6
2100a.1bHOMY KOHKYDEHMHOMY cepedosuuii, wo nocmiino 3minroemuca. Ilionpuemnuymeo €
3anopyKor0  GUNCUGAHHA Oi3Hecy, NPOUGIMAHHA ma eKOHOMIYH020 3DOCMAHHA ma
Haileaxycausimum hpaKxmopom y sMeHuleHHI Ub020 He2amueHO20 AGUUA.

Jlocaioxncenns eueuac e6oarouiro KaloHoeux 0064iK0BUX NOKA3HUKIE, AKI MicMAMbCA y
Qinancosiii 36imuocmi n’asmuadyamu HAUGLILWUX KOMNAHIT 3 PUHK0G0I0 KANimaaiizauicio, sKi
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Komupyomocs Ha 2peuvkiti gpondosiii Gipxci y 2021 poui. Pezyasvmamu onumyeanns noxasaiu,
wo Komnanii 3 eupoonuymea naauea «HELLENIC PETROLEUM» i «<MOTOR OIL», a maxoxc
Komnania 3 npoxamy mpancnopmuux 3aco6ie «AUTOHELLAS» 3asnara naiibiavwozo
He2amueHo20 6N.AugY uepe3 3Ha1ne nadinHs ob6opomy.

Y 0ocaioxcenni npoananizosano dani do ma nio uac nandemii: y 2018—2019 ma 2020—-2021
Ppokax. B moii uce uac «PPC» (nybaiuna enepzemuyna Kopnopauis) ompumand 3Ha4Hy uzooy 6io
nanodemii 6 pe3yabmami 3HUNCEHHS GUMPAaN HA GUPOOHULME0 eAeKmpoeHepe2ii uepe3 nadiHHA uin
Ha Hagpmy.

Karouosi caosa: epeyvka gordosa Gipica, epeyvka eKoHoMIKa, nandemis, (hiHaHco8i NOKA3HUK,
nionpuemuuymeo, COVID-19.

1. Introduction. The coronavirus, also known by its scientific name SARS-CoV-
2, caused a pandemic that started in China at the end of 2019 and quickly spread
throughout the world. As a result of the measures taken to stop the virus's spread, the
global economy suffered. The COVID-19 pandemic caused a very deep economic
recession that was the global worst since World War II (The World Bank, 2020). The
crisis triggered by COVID-19 brought structural changes in business to the fore (UN,
2020). COVID-19 directly affected self-employed individuals more than employees
(Belitski et al., 2022) and small businesses more than large businesses, both in Europe
and the US (Digitally Driven, 2020, 2021). In 2020, the European Union and its insti-
tutions, through the European Stability Mechanism, the Pan-European Guarantee
Fund, and the SURE program, took measures to protect businesses and their viability
as well as to revitalize the economies of the member states (Ba kowski et al. 2021).

This article examines how the COVID-19 pandemic affected businesses' finan-
cial standing in the country of Greece, a member of the European Union. Since our
study focuses on the 15 largest companies by market capitalization, listed on the
Greek stock exchange as of 2021, we conduct this analysis using numerical indicators.
The numbers gathered and examined relate to the years leading up to the pandemic,
namely, 2018—2019, and their change in the following two years, 2020—2021. Since
the end of the first quarter of 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic has severely impacted
the Greek economy, abruptly breaking the upwards trend in economic activity that
had begun the year. According to the data, the pressure peaked in the second quarter
of 2020 with a 15.2% year-over-year decline in GDP, a sharp decline in domestic
demand, and declining exports amid increased uncertainty with the early implemen-
tation of necessary containment measures.

The first signs of recovery started to emerge in some economic sectors at the end
of the second quarter and then picked up steam in July and August as restrictions and
uncertainty started to fade, but the tourism industry was still hit hard. The economy
was supported by timely actions taken by the government, including labour and insur-
ance cost subsidies, payment of benefits to employees with contract suspension,
interest rate subsidies, and the suspension of tax payments and insurance obligations,
which supported the Greek economy and entrepreneurship (https://www.e-forolo-
gia.gr/cms/viewContents.aspx?id=221191).

The COVID-19 pandemic may have precipitated the worst economic crisis to hit
the world in more than a century. Inequality both within and between nations has dra-
matically increased as a result of the crisis, and it appears that emerging economies will
take much longer to recover from the income losses brought on by the pandemic.
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As a result, the evolution of these indicators following the pandemic's shock is
investigated. These indicators are used to interpret the financial statements of a com-
pany, spot trends over time, and assess its financial health. These indicators can also
help lenders and investors decide whether it is worthwhile to lend money or make
investments and help develop entrepreneurship. Therefore, companies that carefully
examine these indicators will be able to spot their weak points right away and take
corrective action.

2. Literature Review. Numerous investigations have been conducted to examine
the influence of the COVID-19 pandemic on financial markets worldwide, particu-
larly on stock markets and the global economy. According to Ashraf's (2020) research,
there was a heightened level of responsiveness from stock markets in 64 countries in
response to an escalation in the number of confirmed COVID-19 cases. Moreover,
He et al. (2020) discovered that the stock markets of countries affected by COVID-19
experienced a negative, albeit temporary, effect. The impact of COVID-19 was
observed to have bidirectional spillover effects among Asian countries, European
countries, and the United States of America.

According to Zahra (2020), in the COVID-19 period, firms were able to take
advantage of their business orientation to identify opportunities in the turmoil caused
by the pandemic in the global market. Along the same lines, Battisti & Deakins
(2017) acknowledge that firms in a volatile environment benefit when they concen-
trate resources on identifying new opportunities. The global economic environment
during the COVID-19 pandemic was characterized as highly complex and hostile,
which signals for firms the emergence of significant opportunities to exploit (Shane
& Venkataraman, 2000; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999), to manage uncertainty and
environmental instability (Schultz, 1979), to cultivate high levels of adaptation
(Ashmos, Duchon & McDaniel, 2000) and to maintain a competitive advantage
(Arend, 2013).

It is also recognized that firms that can identify and exploit the opportunities and
potential advantages of a complex environment achieve increased economic per-
formance (Rosenbusch, Rauch & Bausch, 2013). Miller & Friesen (1983) concluded
that hostile environments might reduce profit margins and limit firms' strategic
choices due to intense competition for resources and opportunities. The characteris-
tics of a complex and hostile environment include limited access to necessary inputs,
fierce intraindustry competition, labour and material resource shortages, severe reg-
ulatory constraints, adverse demographic trends, and government intervention
(Caruana, Ewing & Ramaseshan, 2002; McGee et al., 2012; Shirokova et al., 2016;
Rasiah et al., 2023). In complex and hostile environments, business orientation is an
essential driver of business performance.

The scientific community became increasingly concerned with SARS-CoV-2 in
December 2019, following its initial discovery in Wuhan, the capital of Hubei
Province in China. Subsequently, the virus spread to Greece, with the first confirmed
case reported on February 26, 2020. Following the confirmation of the initial three
cases in Greece, a series of measures were gradually implemented to suspend events.
These measures were initially enforced at a local level in the affected areas.

In March 2020, the emergence of COVID-19 cases in various regions of Greece
prompted the nationwide closure of educational institutions, followed by a gradual
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closure of restaurants, shops, and places of worship. The Ministry of Health began
providing daily televised updates on March 16, 2020, regarding the pandemic's pro-
gression in Greece and the government's exceptional measures to address it. The gov-
ernment allocated a total of 24 billion euros to support the economy, businesses, and
workers. This amount is equivalent to 14% of the nation's GDP. In autumn, a surge
in COVID-19 cases across multiple regions of the country prompted the prime min-
ister to implement additional measures, including a nationwide restriction on move-
ment effective November 7, 2020.

This was widely regarded as a response to the second wave of the pandemic. At
the conclusion of June 2021, Greece entered its third wave of the pandemic, coin-
ciding with the commencement of vaccinations. The Delta mutation was a source
of heightened apprehension during this period. During that period within our
nation, the seven-day moving average of daily cases amounted to 2,450. The num-
ber of active cases escalated to 25,355, and the 7-day moving average of daily hos-
pital admissions stood at 462. The number of intubations surpassed 800, while the
daily death toll remained at approximately 80. Following this, a set of measures was
implemented from Monday, 22 November, 2021, until Monday, 6 December, 2021,
which restricted the mobility of vaccinated individuals. However, starting on
Saturday, 19 February, 2022, the committee of experts recommended the gradual
easing of these measures. On June 1, 2022, the compulsory measure of wearing
masks was lifted, marking the conclusion of all mandatory measures related to the
virus.

The current tally of cases in Greece stands at approximately 2,385,300, with an
estimated 25,600 fatalities documented since the onset of the epidemic. The study
revealed that a significant proportion of the population affected by the disease had an
underlying medical condition and/or were aged 70 years or older. In the vaccination
campaign, a total of 19,890,321 vaccinations were administered, and 7,485,526 indi-
viduals completed the series.

In relation to the economic ramifications of COVID-19 within the nation, it has
been observed that the pandemic has had a direct impact on companies that account
for 69% of the overall revenue generated by Greek companies. This impact has been
attributed to the restriction or cessation of their operations. Specifically, companies
that generate a total revenue of E32.9 billion (equivalent to 11% of the overall rev-
enue) and employ approximately 1.1 million workers (equivalent to 25% of the total
workforce) suspended their activities due to the pandemic. Furthermore, the GDP of
the country notably decreased by 9.78% between 2019 and 2020, from E183.351
billion in 2019 to E165.406 billion in 2020.

3. Data and Methodology

Our sample consists of the fifteen largest Greek companies by market capitaliza-
tion (on the basis of data from 2021) and covers the period 2018-2021. The compa-
nies in our sample are presented in Table 1.

The companies under consideration were sourced from the Data Prisma data-
base (ICAP). The accounting variables presented in Table 2 were collected for the
years 2018-2021.
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Table 1. The fifteen largest Greek companies, author's

Company Name Company Ticker
JUMBO S.A. BELA
ELVALHALCOR HELLENIC COPPER AND ALUMINIUM INDUSTRY ELHA
HELLENiQ ENERGY HOLDINGS S.A. ELPE
GEKTERNA HOLDINGS, REAL ESTATE, CONSTRUCTION S.A. GEKTERNA
ATHENS WATER SUPPLY AND SEWERAGE COMPANY S.A. EYDAP
KARELIA TOBACCO COMPANY INC. KARE
MOTOR OIL (HELLAS) CORINTH REFINERIES S.A. MOH
MYTILINEOS S.A. MYTIL
ORGANIZATION OF FOOTBALL PROGNOSTICS S.A. OPAP
HELLENIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS ORGANIZATION S.A. HTO
AUTOHELLAS S.A. OTOEL
PUBLIC POWER CORPORATION S.A. PPC
TERNA ENERGY S.A. TENERGY
TITAN CEMENT INTERNATIONAL S.A. TITC
VIOHALCO S.A. VIO

Table 2. Accounting variables of the companies, author's

Profit or Loss for the Financial Year
Total Current Liabilities
Shareholders’ Equity
Sales/Revenue

Current Assets

Gross Profit

Total Assets

Utilizing the aforementioned accounting variables, we have derived significant
metrics that delineate the profitability, efficiency, liquidity, and capital structure of
corporations. Table 3 displays the aforementioned indicators.

Table 3. Metrics that delineate the profitability, efficiency, liquidity,
and capital structure of corporations, author's

CURRENT RATIO (total current assets/total current liabilities)
GROSS MARGIN RATIO (gross profit/total revenue)

RETURN ON ASSETS (net income/total assets)

EQUITY RATIO (shareholders' equity/total assets)

NET PROFIT MARGIN (net income/total revenue)

RETURN ON EQUITY (net income/shareholders' equity)

The examination of the indicators was conducted across a span of four years,
specifically from 2018 to 2021, to observe their fluctuations between the prepandem-
ic years of 2018-2019 and the postpandemic years of 2020-2021. The seven indicators
are individually presented as follows:
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The return on equity ratio is a metric that indicates the effectiveness of a com-
pany in utilizing its capital to generate supplementary revenue or profit. The metric
serves as a gauge of a firm's effectiveness, specifically in terms of its ability to produce
earnings through the deployment of its shareholders' invested resources, including
share capital and reserves.

The net profit margin ratio is a financial metric utilized to determine the pro-
portion of profit that a business generates from its overall revenue. The metric quan-
tifies the ratio of a company's net profit to its revenue. The net profit margin can be
calculated by dividing the net profit (also referred to as net income) by the total rev-
enue and then expressing the result as a percentage.

The return on assets ratio is a metric used to evaluate a company's profitability in
relation to its overall assets. The aforementioned ratio serves as an indicator of a com-
pany's performance, as it measures the net income generated in relation to the total
capital invested in assets. Greater performance levels are indicative of enhanced pro-
ductivity and efficiency in the management's utilization of the financial resources at
the disposal of the organization.

The equity ratio is a financial metric that evaluates the proportion of total assets
that are financed by shareholders' equity. It is computed by dividing the total share-
holders' equity by the total assets. The ratio is a crucial determinant of the residual
claim of shareholders in a company, as it specifies the portion of the company that
shareholders are entitled to claim in the event of liquidation.

The current ratio is a financial metric that evaluates a firm's capacity to fulfil its
immediate financial obligations, typically within a year. The ratio considers the rela-
tive values of aggregate current assets and current liabilities. This statement highlights
the significance of assessing a company's financial well-being and its ability to opti-
mize the liquidity of its present assets for the purpose of discharging its debts and obli-
gations.

The gross margin ratio is a financial metric utilized to assess a company's prof-
itability by comparing its gross profit margin to its revenue. The statement indicates
the extent of the earnings a firm has produced subsequent to settling the expenses
incurred in the production of goods. The ratio indicates the proportion of revenue
that a company retains as gross profit per dollar. Thus, a higher gross margin ratio is
considered favourable.

4. Results

Net Profit Margin Ratio. Table 4 displays the net profit margin ratio for each
company during the reviewed period.

Initially, a comparison is made between the mean ratio values of the two prepan-
demic years (2018-2019) and the ratio values observed during 2020, which coincided
with the implementation of the most stringent measures to address the pandemic,
resulting in significant economic repercussions.

Based on the observed alterations in the ratio, it can be inferred that the net prof-
it margin of three companies experienced an upsurge during the pandemic, while it
remained relatively stable in three other companies. However, the net profit margin
of nine companies witnessed a decline, where an increase or decrease of more than
1% was considered for the analysis.
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Table 4. The net profit margin ratio for each company, author's

NET PROFIT MARGIN ( net income/total revenue )
Company AVERAGE AVERAGE
Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 BEFORE AFTER
BELA 20,06% 20,95% 19,98% | 26,03% 20,50% 23,01%
ELHA 3,00% 2,02% 1,39% 3,88% 2,51% 2,64%
ELPE 2,17% 1,81% -6,85% 3,66% 1,99% -1,59%
GEKTERNA 0,32% 2,02% 0,66% 7,46% 1,17% 4,06%
EYDAP 14,86% 17,94% | -20,01% 8,50% 16,40% -5,76%
KARE 8,22% 6,48% 4,92% 7,43% 7,35% 6,18%
MOH 2,70% 2,43% -1,83% 1,97% 2,57% 0,07%
MYTIL 9,46% 6,53% 6,86% 6,12% 8,00% 6,49%
OPAP 20,58% 27,89% 35,80% | 30,23% 24,24% 33,02%
HTO 6,76% 14,52% 6,79% | 14,45% 10,64% 10,62%
OTOEL 8,13% 7,96% 3,21% 7,64% 8,05% 5,42%
PPC -19,07% | -34,28% 0,42% | -0,32% -26,67% 0,05%
TENERGY 15,36% 17,23% 21,55% | 17,72% 16,30% 19,63%
TITC 3,61% 3,16% 0,07% 5,38% 3,39% 2,72%
VIO 1,73% 0,20% 0,56% 3,63% 0,96% 2,09%

The sole energy company in our sample, PPC (public power corporation),
exhibited the most substantial rise in net profit margins. The rise in PPC can be
attributed to the enhancement of the gross profit margin, which was facilitated by the
decrease in natural gas prices on the wholesale market. The impact of the COVID-19
pandemic further reinforced this trend. Additionally, the reduction in lignite produc-
tion resulted in a lower volume of CO2 emissions, which had a favourable impact.

The company OPAP exhibited a significant increase in the ratio, which ranked
second in magnitude and was comparable in significance with the impact on PPC.
However, this presents a paradox, as the organization experienced a notable decline
in its revenue in 2020. The reason for the notable impact on OPAP's financial out-
comes and operational efficacy is because the entirety of the company's revenue is
derived from its chain of stores. The COVID-19 pandemic had a significant effect on
the group's performance, as the stores operated by OPAP were closed for a duration
of nearly four months, while the PLAY stores (VLIs) were closed for nearly five
months throughout 2020. Upon examining the financial statements of the company,
it is evident that a substantial sum of revenue was recorded in fiscal year 2020 per-
taining to profit from the revaluation of previous equity rights, which is unrelated to
the pandemic. Consequently, in the absence of this revenue, the company would
experience a decline in this metric.

The rise in TERNA ENERGY's profits can be attributed to gains from the sale
and appreciation of assets rather than pandemic-related factors.

In contrast, the majority of companies in the sample experienced a decline in
their net margins ranging from 1-4%, except for four companies. Notably, EYDAP
observed a significant decrease in the ratio of 36%, while HELLENIC PETROLE-
UM, MOTOR OIL, and AUTOHELLAS witnessed decreases of approximately 8%,
4.5%, and 4.5%, respectively.
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Regarding EYDAP, the primary cause for the aforementioned decrease is not
associated with the pandemic but rather stems from the recalibration of the price of
untreated water received during the 2013-2020 period. This recalibration was neces-
sitated by the provision made for the supplementary expense incurred during the
aforementioned period. A portion of the decrease in revenue can be attributed to the
impact of the pandemic, which brought about notable modifications in the client
demands of the enterprise. This, in turn, necessitated the establishment of an extra
allowance for the devaluation of monetary resources.

A noteworthy reduction in the ratio is observed in the firms MOTOR OIL, HEL-
LENIC PETROLEUM, and AUTOHELLAS, which operate in the fuel trading and
vehicle rental industries, respectively. This outcome is anticipated, as these industries
experienced a significant impact from the pandemic and the corresponding mitiga-
tion efforts. The implementation of pandemic containment measures and the adop-
tion of telecommuting policies resulted in a substantial reduction in vehicular mobil-
ity, consequently leading to a significant decrease in the demand for fuel. Similarly,
owing to the substantial decline in tourist influx amid the pandemic, the utilization of
vehicle rentals was curtailed for identical reasons.

The remaining companies experienced a decline in their net profit margins that was
primarily attributed to the substantial reduction in the nation's economic activity result-
ing from the pandemic and, more specifically, the measures implemented to address it.

In analysing the comparison between the timeframes of 2018-2019 and 2020-
2021, it is evident that there has been a notable shift in trends towards a return to
prepandemic levels of profitability in the latter period. This reversal of trends is
observable across a majority of cases.

Return on assets ratio

Table 5 displays the return on assets ratio for each company during the reviewed period.

Table 5. Return on assets ratio for each company, author's

RETURN ON ASSETS (net income/total assets )
Company AVERAGE | AVERAGE
Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 BEFORE AFTER

BELA 11,53% 11,65% 8,25% 12,48% 11,59% 10,37%
ELHA 3,98% 2,42% 1,56% 5,44% 3,20% 3,50%
ELPE 2,99% 2,28% -5,71% 4,64% 2,64% -0,54%
GEKTERNA 0,11% 0,56% 0,13% 1,80% 0,34% 0,97%
EYDAP 3,11% 3,76% -4,17% 1,85% 3,43% -1,16%
KARE 13,72% 11,15% 8,72% 13,06% 12,44% 10,89%
MOH 8,92% 7,21% -3,25% 4,90% 8,07% 0,82%
MYTIL 4,41% 3,94% 3,20% 3,58% 4,17% 3,39%
OPAP 8,03% 10,09% 8,77% 10,09% 9,06% 9,43%
HTO 3,72% 7,34% 3,62% 8,78% 5,53% 6,20%
OTOEL 4,94% 5,12% 1,75% 5,30% 5,03% 3,53%
PPC -5,89% | -11,33% 0,13% -0,11% -8,61% 0,01%
TENERGY 2,76% 2,73% 2,62% 3,84% 2,75% 3,23%
TITC 1,97% 1,78% 0,04% 3,43% 1,87% 1,74%
VIO 1,97% 0,20% 0,52% 4,10% 1,09% 2,31%
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Initially, we conduct a comparative analysis of the mean ratio values of the
prepandemic years (2018-2019) and the ratio values observed in 2020, a year marked
by the implementation of stringent measures to combat the pandemic, which had a
significant impact on the economy.

The alterations in the ratio indicate that the asset efficiency of one company
experienced an upsurge in the pandemic, whereas in five other companies, it
remained relatively stable. However, in nine companies, asset efficiency underwent a
decline.

These particular results align with the outcomes of the preceding proportion. As
a consequence of the pandemic, the majority of companies experienced a decline in
profitability. It is evident that only PPC experienced a rise in asset efficiency as a
result of a substantial increase in profitability, attributed to the decline in oil prices
impacting the cost of power generation. The remaining firms experienced a decline
or negligible alteration in the profitability of their assets, attributed to the decrease in
their earnings. In relation to data for 2021, the majority of instances have seen a recu-
peration of the ratio to prepandemic levels. Furthermore, in several cases, the ratio
value in 2021 surpassed the mean value of 2018 to 2020. The projected rise in corpo-
rate profitability in 2021 is expected to be of great significance, potentially resulting
from a substantial increase in consumption. This increase in consumption may
include postponed consumption from 2020, which was hindered by restrictions.

Current Ratio

Table 6 displays the ratio of current assets to short-term liabilities, which is com-
monly referred to as the immediate liquidity ratio, for each company during the
reviewed period.

Table 6. Current assets to short-term liabilities, which is commonly referred to as
the immediate liquidity ratio, for each company, author's

CURRENT RATIO ( total current assets/total current liabilities )

Company AVERAGE AVERAGE
Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 BEFORE AFTER
BELA 293,23% 607,14% | 715,92% 642,02% 450,19% | 678,97%
ELHA 167,67% 166,70% | 152,18% 171,14% 167,18% 161,66%
ELPE 121,18% 116,14% | 106,87% 89,47% 118,66% 98,17%
GEKTERNA | 130,77% 144,68% | 224,55% 241,79% 137,73% 233,17%
EYDAP 956,79% | 1106,64% | 307,21% 251,31% 1031,72% 279,26%
KARE 488,16% 516,22% | 659,75% 559,47% 502,19% | 609,61%
MOH 197,90% 176,52% | 153,27% 156,00% 187,21% | 154,64%
MYTIL 169,93% 202,61% | 188,39% 162,01% 186,27% | 175,20%
OPAP 123,74% 268,33% | 171,87% 176,74% 196,03% 174,30%
HTO 88,03% 81,82% 66,29% 71,65% 84,93% 68,97%
OTOEL 56,03% 74,15% 91,13% 69,12% 65,09% 80,12%
PPC 74,01% 76,26% 85,67% 139,62% 75,14% 112,65%
TENERGY 134,37% 174,86% | 219,48% 208,51% 154,61% 213,99%
TITC 135,14% 142,27% | 122,08% 143,77% 138,70% 132,92%
VIO 119,16% 117,20% | 115,19% 131,40% 118,18% 123,30%
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The data presented in the table indicate that the majority of companies exhibit a
favourable general liquidity indicator prior to and amidst the pandemic, with only a
minor exception for three companies that demonstrate a fluctuation of approximate-
ly 70%. Upon comparing the year 2020, which was marked by the pandemic, with the
two preceding years, the liquidity of half of the companies, i.e., eight out of the total,
exhibited an improvement, whereas the remaining half experienced a decline. Thus,
it can be inferred that the impact of the pandemic on companies was not uniform, as
each company was affected differently based on its unique characteristics. No dis-
cernible trend was observed across all companies. In relation to the comparison
between the timeframes of 2018-2019 and 2020-2021, the majority of businesses
experienced a resurgence in liquidity levels to those observed prior to the pandemic
during 2021.

Return on Equity Ratio
The return on equity ratio for each company during the reviewed period is pre-
sented in Table 7.

Table 7. Return on equity ratio for each company, author's

RETURN ON EQUITY ( net income/shareholders' equity )
Company AVERAGE AVERAGE
Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 BEFORE AFTER

BELA 14,95% 15,65% 11,41% 16,99% 15,30% 14,20%
ELHA 9,28% 5,64% 3,73% 14,32% 7,46% 9,03%
ELPE 9,12% 7,01% -19,55% 17,53% 8,06% -1,01%
GEKTERNA 0,92% 4,78% 1,17% 15,26% 2,85% 8,21%
EYDAP 5,07% 6,11% -7,43% 3,73% 5,59% -1,85%
KARE 17,76% 13,69% 10,37% 15,31% 15,73% 12,84%
MOH 24,29% 19,90% -10,21% 18,43% 22,09% 4,11%
MYTIL 10,02% 9,55% 8,41% 10,63% 9,78% 9,52%
OPAP 19,94% 27,41% 27,44% 31,40% 23,68% 29,42%
HTO 10,99% 21,89% 10,93% 24,53% 16,44% 17,73%
OTOEL 16,05% 16,31% 5,57% 16,64% 16,18% 11,10%
PPC -18,93% | -48,42% 0,63% -0,45% -33,68% 0,09%
TENERGY 11,97% 12,78% 11,76% 15,86% 12,38% 13,81%
TITC 3,99% 3,68% 0,09% 7,15% 3,83% 3,62%
VIO 6,68% 0,70% 1,77% 14,83% 3,69% 8,30%

Initially, we conduct a comparative analysis of the mean ratio values between the
prepandemic period spanning two years (2018-2019) and 2020, which witnessed the
implementation of the most stringent measures to address the pandemic, resulting in
significant economic repercussions.

The correlation between the behaviour of the aforementioned indicator and the
net profit indicator is nearly complete.

Based on the observed alterations in the ratio, the net profit margin of two com-
panies experienced an upsurge during the pandemic, while it remained relatively sta-

AKTYAIJIbHI TPOBJIEMU EKOHOMIKUW Ne 6 (264), 2023



MANAGEMENT 27

ble in one company. Conversely, the net profit margin of twelve companies underwent
a decline (whereby an increase or decrease of more than 1% is deemed significant).

OPAP and PPC are the companies that experienced an improvement in equity
efficiency. The aforementioned surge in net margin ratio has contributed to a notable
upswing in the profitability of the aforementioned companies.

In contrast, a vast majority of the companies included in the sample experienced
a decline in their net margin ranging from 1% to 4%, with only three exceptions.
Notably, EYDAP exhibited a significant decrease in the ratio of 13%, while HEL-
LENIC PETROLEUM, MOTOR OIL, and AUTOHELLAS experienced declines
of approximately 28%, 32%, and 11%, respectively. The factors that were discussed in
relation to the alteration of the net margin ratio are the underlying causes for these
modifications.

In the comparison between the time frames of 2018-2019 and 2020-2021, there
is a discernible shift in the trend in the latter period, with a tendency towards a return
to prepandemic levels of profitability in most instances.

Equity Ratio
Table 8 displays the equity ratio of each company during the reviewed period.

Table 8. Equity ratio of each company, author's

EQUITY RATIO ( shareholders' equity/total assets )

. AVERAGE AVERAGE

Company Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 BEFORE AFTER

BELA 77,94% 71,60% 73,05% 73,89% 74,77% 73,47%
ELHA 42,92% 42,70% 41,19% 35,23% 42,81% 38,21%
ELPE 33,33% 31,88% 26,44% 26,48% 32,60% 26,46%
GEKTERNA 12,13% 11,51% 11,13% 12,48% 11,82% 11,80%
EYDAP 62,04% 60,97% 51,42% 47,95% 61,51% 49,68%
KARE 80,49% 82,41% 85,87% 84,83% 81,45% 85,35%
MOH 38,95% 34,01% 29,62% 24,43% 36,48% 27,02%
MYTIL 45,21% 37,98% 38,10% 30,26% 41,60% 34,18%
OPAP 40,83% 33,65% 30,39% 33,74% 37,24% 32,06%
HTO 34,78% 32,23% 34,07% 37,74% 33,50% 35,91%
OTOEL 30,63% 32,06% 30,90% 32,78% 31,34% 31,84%
PPC 25,73% 20,92% 20,99% 27,11% 23,33% 24,05%
TENERGY 23,02% 20,12% 24,61% 23,78% 21,57% 24,19%
TITC 48,43% 48,25% 46,64% 49,25% 48,34% 47,95%
VIO 28,89% 29,31% 28,77% 26,76% 29,10% 27,76%

Initially, a comparison is made between the mean ratio values of the two prepan-
demic years (2018-2019) and the corresponding ratio values observed in 2020. The
analysis reveals that the equity to total assets ratio declined for nine companies, rose
for two, and remained relatively stable for the remaining four. Among the companies
that exhibited the most substantial reductions, EYDAP, HELLENIC PETROLE-
UM, MOTOR OIL, and OPAP were the most prominent. The rationale behind the
decrease in value pertaining to the initial trio of firms is attributed to their substantial
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operational deficits in 2019, as previously expounded upon, as opposed to any finan-
cial reorganization through the acquisition of fresh loans. Regarding OPAP, the
decline observed in comparison to the prior year is primarily attributable to the allo-
cation of dividends.

The companies that exhibited an increase are KARELIA and TERNA. The
decrease in their liabilities in 2020 resulted in a reduction.

Upon comparing the data from the timeframes of 2018-2019 and 2020-2021, it
can be observed that the findings remain consistent. Thus, it can be inferred that there
was no substantial alteration from the course set in 2020 during 2021.

Gross Margin Ratio

Table 9 displays the gross margin ratio for each company during the reviewed
period. Broadly speaking, it can be posited that the fluctuation of the ratio among the
corporations included in our sample is contingent upon the fluctuation of the net
margin ratio.

Table 9. Gross margin ratio for each company, author's

GROSS MARGIN RATIO (gross profit/total revenue)
Company Ticker 2018 2019 2020 2021 AQ/EEF%A&E A\/:E'?’EAISE
BELA 49,23% 48,64% 46,46% 51,78% 48,94% 49,12%
ELHA 8,02% 6,86% 6,40% 7,99% 7,44% 7,20%
ELPE 9,42% 8,13% -2,42% 8,46% 8,77% 3,02%
GEKTERNA 17,14% 20,22% 22,09% 23,71% 18,68% 22,90%
EYDAP 47,63% 47,77% 49,57% 50,24% 47,70% 49,91%
KARE 10,93% 10,77% 10,05% 10,17% 10,85% 10,11%
MOH 6,93% 6,30% 3,43% 5,74% 6,61% 4,59%
MYTIL 18,95% 14,16% 16,84% 13,53% 16,56% 15,19%
OPAP 53,57% 54,63% 46,81% 60,01% 54,10% 53,41%
HTO 33,16% 19,39% 26,07% 40,36% 26,28% 33,21%
OTOEL 21,86% 20,01% 16,33% 21,75% 20,94% 19,04%
PPC -8,86% -1,22% 4,30% 4,90% -5,04% 4,60%
TENERGY 42,23% 42,66% 46,73% 34,65% 42,44% 40,69%
TITC 19,46% 18,63% 19,25% 17,54% 19,05% 18,40%
VIO 9,07% 8,10% 8,83% 10,80% 8,58% 9,82%

Initially, the comparison is made between the mean ratio values of 2018-2019
and the ratio values of 2020, which was characterized by the implementation of the
most stringent measures to address the pandemic, resulting in significant economic
repercussions.

Based on the observed alterations, the net profit margin of four companies expe-
rienced an upsurge during the pandemic, while six companies maintained a relative-
ly stable margin. Conversely, the net profit margin of six companies underwent a
decline (wherein an increase or decrease of over 1% is deemed significant).

PPC has exhibited the most significant increase in its ratio, which can be attrib-
uted exclusively to the decrease in the expenses incurred in generating electricity, as
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previously expounded. Due to similar factors, there has been a rise observed in the
corporations GEK TERNA and TERNA ENERGY.

Conversely, due to the aforementioned net margin ratio considerations, there is
a notable reduction in the ratio of MOTOR OIL, HELLENIC PETROLEUM, and
AUTOHELLAS corporations.

Moreover, in the case of the corporation OPAP, it is evident that the impact of
the pandemic is manifested in a particular metric that exhibited a noteworthy decline
(in contrast to the net margin metric that demonstrated an upsurge owing to the
inclusion of exceptional gains). As previously stated, the decline in the organization's
revenue can be attributed to the significant reduction in turnover, coupled with the
lack of commensurate cost-cutting measures.

In the comparison between 2018-2019 and 2020-2021, there is a discernible shift
in the trend in the latter period towards a resurgence of profitability, with a tendency
to approach levels that were prevalent prior to the pandemic.

5. Conclusions

The preceding information indicates that Greek enterprises have been notably
impacted by the pandemic. The pandemic mitigation strategies implemented by the
Greek government, such as lockdowns and telecommuting, have had an impact on
the Greek economy and its commercial enterprises. The COVID-19 pandemic has
created a hostile and complex business environment and has had a significant impact
on the financial performance of HELLENIC PETROLEUM and MOTOR OIL,
both of which are fuel production companies, as well as AUTOHELLAS, a vehicle
rental company. These companies were unable to adapt to the hostile, complex and
volatile environment that resulted from the pandemic and have experienced substan-
tial losses. The curtailment of travel amidst the pandemic and the significant decline
in tourism in 2020 had an adverse impact on the revenue of these firms, leading to a
substantial reduction in their profitability and efficacy. The profitability and efficien-
cy of these companies experienced a significant decline. Conversely, the pandemic
proved to be advantageous for PPC, as it managed to adapt to the complex and hos-
tile environment, as evidenced by a substantial increase in its gross profit and prof-
itability, attributable to a significant price reduction in its oil-based raw materials.

With respect to liquidity, no discernible pattern was evident across all firms.
Furthermore, the majority of companies exhibited positive liquidity and did not
encounter any liquidity-related challenges, irrespective of any fluctuations.

Firms that develop the individual dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation are
expected to maintain and improve their business performance in complex and hostile
environments, as the potential benefits may enable them to discover and exploit
opportunities. Otherwise, there is a risk of losing market share and deteriorating
financial performance. Overall, entrepreneurial orientation can be considered the
means by which businesses generate organizational adaptation to different environ-
ments (Hameed & Ali, 2011; Khandwalla, 1976; Kamal, et al., 2019; Hussain et al.,
2021). For businesses to be sustainable and identify appropriate ways to cope with
these new environmental challenges (Tetenbaum, 1998; Pereira et al., 2021), they
must constantly adapt, discovering new elements for their survival and well-being.

In complex and hostile environments, entrepreneurship is the pillar of the sur-
vival and economic growth of firms (Baumol, 1990; 2002; Hayek, 1948; Estrin et al.,
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2019). It is considered to be absolutely linked to prosperity, the creation of new firms
and jobs (Gartner, 1988 Belchior et al., 2021), competitiveness and employment
(Birch, 1987; Fulster, 2000; Storey, 1994; Scarborough & Cornwall, 2019; Singh, R.
2020), the development of innovation (Schumpeter, 1934; Mehmood et al., 2019),
entry into new markets (Burgelman, 1983; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wales et al., 2019)
and economic booms (Acs, 2006; Acs et al., 2004; Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004;
Carree & Thurik, 2003; van Praag & Versloot, 2007; Hayek, 1948; Urbano et al.,
2019).
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