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Abstract  

The purpose of this research is to examine the effect the Covid-19 pandemic had on listed firms here in 

Iceland and in Denmark, Sweden and Finland. The firms were also divided into eight sectors according to 

their operations. The selected ratios to find out the effects are: current ratio, debt ratio, cash ratio, return on 

equity, net debt to EBITDA, earnings per share and EBIT margin. The ratios were measured from an 

average of 2017 to 2019 and 2020, annually. The results show that the firms and sectors were all affected 

from the calculations of the selected ratios. The ratio that showed the biggest change between years was 

return on equity. This research contributed the results of the impact the Covid-19 pandemic has had on 

listed firms in Iceland since it started as there has not been many studies conducted on this subject so far.  
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Introduction 

News of the SARS-CoV-2 virus started to report at the beginning of January 2020 and no longer 

than a month later infections started to spread to Europe where people first got infected in Italy, 

21st of February (Hall, 2020). Right after this event, the virus had spread out to the world and 

began to inhibit people’s lives where it would continue, not knowing for how long. 

  

This virus is called SARS-CoV-2 and causes the disease called COVID-19. Covid-19 has a major 

impact on human health worldwide, where it can infect a large number of people. Covid-19 

spreads in haste between people, only with contact and in the air (World Health Organization, 

2020e).  

Covid-19 can cause a serious illness with respiratory tract infection and pneumonia, which can 

lead to breathing difficulties. Other symptoms are influenza infection, cough, fever, cold 

symptoms, bone and muscle pain, and fatigue, sometimes even a sore throat. Besides indigestion 

such as abdominal pain, nausea, diarrhea and lastly it can affect changing or losing taste and 

smell. Covid-19 can be a prolonged illness and can cause chronic complications such as fatigue 

and lack of energy (Embætti Landlæknis, 2021). 

  

The nature of Covid-19 is that it spreads extremely fast between people, therefore authorities had 

to intervene quickly and apply disease control measures. Countries have reacted to these 

situations differently to minimize infections, e.g. masks obligations in stores and other places, 

ban on public events and gathering among other occurrences, a social distance where there is a 

two-meter rule in between people, etc (Donthu & Gustafsson, 2020).   

When Covid-19 had hit the most, countries were forcing lockdown onto their societies. That 

entailed closing schools, business activities, restricting unnecessary travels and sometimes 

people weren’t allowed to go outside their homes to meet other people. These actions had a 

declining impact on the GDP in each country, but those that laid the strictest lockdown protocols 

experienced the most decline in their GDP (World Economic Outlook, October 2020, 2020). 

  

However, not only are people suffering from this pandemic, the consequences of the Covid-19 

pandemic are affecting the business environment as well. All restrictions to minimize infections 

have affected corporate practices and changes had to be made within firms. E.g. Retailers and 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7280091/


 

 

brands have faced short term challenges like the supply chain where the pandemic will likely 

influence firms to rethink its supply chain in order to avoid the production to stop, the workforce, 

where it is likely to be reduced because of much less profit making throughout the year, 

consumer demand where it is likely to be less if the workforce is cut much, marketing, cash flow 

where if firms have low and unstable cash flow are much more vulnerable through the pandemic, 

health and safety, etc. It has been a challenge for firms to think outside of the box and find 

solutions to keep their business up and running. Based on short term challenges forecast, 

countries have to become more nationalistic and less globalized (Donthu & Gustafsson, 2020).  

 

The unemployment rose in 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the increase was about 33 

million jobs lost in that year. This labour income loss affected all continents but the Americas 

which took the biggest hit with about 10.3% income loss. Reports for Europe and Asia tell that 

those two continents experienced the smallest income labour loss, which is about 6.6%. The 

extreme lockdowns that the government forced onto their societies led firms to shorten their 

employees' work hours or let them go (International Labour Organization, 2021). 

 

On March 20, 2020 the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 

published a report on how to support the people and the firms during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

One of the actions that are being taken to tackle the pandemic is that the governments of many 

countries are offering support to small and medium-sized firms of various kinds. One of those 

support options was to financially assist the firms in investing in equipment so that they could 

develop teleworking capacities. In Japan this support can reach up to 50% of the cost of 

investing in telework facilities that the firms need for their operation. Governments around the 

world have also provided financial support to firms in ways that involve deferring tax and social 

contribution payments. Also, the governments have taken up on setting up financial facilities 

with the goal in mind to support firms’ liquidity temporarily. In the report it is also reported how 

to help employees and people who have become unemployed since the pandemic started. One of 

those actions involves paying employees that get diagnosed with Covid-19 or have to self-isolate 

get paid sick leave when that happens. Governments around the world have also released a 

policy of income support for people that have lost their jobs or that are self-employed which 

involves easier access to benefits that are mainly targeted for low-income households, one-off 



 

 

payments to workers that are affected, and suspending evictions and deferring mortgage and 

utility payments (OECD, 2020). 

 

The first case of infection in Iceland was detected on 28th of February 2020 and had a significant 

impact on the economy. Authorities had to apply frequent actions to minimize its spread, 

however, those actions were milder than abroad. Iceland never went into a full lockdown mode 

but travel restrictions were applied, visitor bans, gathering bans, etc. (Embætti Landlæknis & 

Almannavarnadeild, 2021a).  

The unemployment rate increased significantly compared to measurements in 2019 and public 

finances got worse. There was also around 6% economic downswing in the GDP in 2020, mainly 

due to the collapse in exports related to tourism (Hagstofa Íslands, 2021).    

 

Due to milder disease control measures and strong support from the government that has 

maintained the purchasing power of the public and the disposable income, the researchers 

wanted to observe the effects the pandemic had on firms in Iceland. The hypothesis of this 

research was that it had major effects on the operation part of firms, although it has predicted that 

the negative effect should have been less in Iceland than abroad, due to the above measure. To 

examine the effects on business operations, interviews were conducted with the CFOs of listed 

firms. Those interviews provided in-depth insights into what actions firms needed to apply. To 

assess the financial effects, the annual accounts of listed firms were analyzed. Besides, a 

comparative study was conducted with firms in Nordic countries except Norway, to identify the 

difference between countries. 

 

The objective of this research is to see whether the Covid-19 pandemic has had any effect on the 

finances of listed firms in Denmark, Finland, Iceland and Sweden. To find this out the following 

questions have been laid out: what operational and financial effects did the pandemic cause?, were 

firms in different sectors unevenly affected?, and was the magnitude of the effects similar in 

Iceland as in other Nordic countries?. To answer these questions the research is divided into two 

sections, quantitative and qualitative. In the quantitative study annual reports are used to calculate 

the selected ratios: current ratio, debt ratio, cash ratio, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA, 

earnings per share and EBIT margin. In the qualitative study the researchers conducted interviews 



 

 

with CFOs of selected firms that are listed on the Icelandic stock exchange. From the ratios 

calculations it shows that there is a change in all the ratios but return on equity showed the  most 

changes of all the ratios. From the interviews the researchers found out that some firms had a 

contingency plan in place if an emergency like the Covid-19 pandemic would happen and that all 

of them had to change their business practices to adapt to the changed environment caused by the 

pandemic.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Covid-19  

The Covid-19 pandemic worldwide 

The World Health organization was informed on December 31, in 2019 that citizens in Wuhan 

City in China were being diagnosed with symptoms of unknown pneumonia etiology. Four days 

later these cases had gone from a few cases to 44 with the same unknown pneumonia. At this 

time it was not known what was the causal agent for this virus, but it was discovered that the 

source of this virus was associated with an exposure in a seafood market in Wuhan City in China 

(World Health Organization, 2020a). The number of infected cases kept increasing and reached 

other countries in Asia, reaching the number of 314 on January 21st 2020. These countries were 

Thailand, Japan, and the Republic of Korea (World Health Organization, 2020b). Not long after, 

it was reported that infected cases were detected in these countries. It was reported from the 

United States of America that the virus had reached the nation. The World Health Organization 

(e.i. WHO) tracked these reported cases and figured out that all these infection cases had 

travelled to Wuhan. Not long after the virus had spread, the first deaths from the virus were 

reported (World Health Organization, 2020c). By the time it was February 14th the virus had 

spread to Europe, Canada, Australia and the United Arab Emirates and the reported deaths had 

increased to a total of 362 deaths around the world (World Health Organization, 2020d). 

According to, WHO there have been 112,902,746 confirmed infections from Covid-19 by 27, 

February 2021, along with 2,508,679 deaths globally, and still counting (World Health 

Organization, 2021a). 

 

The symptoms of Covid-19 are many, but the most common ones are fever, dry cough and 

tiredness. There are other less common symptoms that people can experience; aches and pain, 

sore throat, diarrhea, conjunctivitis, headache, loss of taste and/or smell, and skin rashes or 

discolouration of fingers and toes. These symptoms affect every single individual differently but 

most people experience them mild to moderate and will recover without being hospitalized. 

Serious symptoms that can lead to hospitalization is when they are experiencing difficulty 

breathing or shortness of breath, chest pain, and loss of speech or movement (World Health 

Organization, 2021a). When people experience the virus severely they can experience any or all 

of the following symptoms; dyspnea, a respiratory rate of more than 30 PBM, hypoxemia and 



 

 

when looked at x-rays it will show multi-lobar infiltrates or pulmonary infiltration which has 

progressed more than 50% within 24 to 48 hours since the first X-ray was taken (World Health 

Organization, 2020c). 

 

After Covid-19 had hit most countries in the world, their governments forced a lockdown onto 

their societies in the first half of the year 2020. These lockdowns entailed closing schools, 

business activities, restricting unnecessary travels and sometimes people weren’t allowed to go 

outside their homes to meet other people. These actions had a declining impact on the GDP in 

each country, but those that laid the strictest lockdown protocols experienced the most decline in 

their GDP (World Economic Outlook, October 2020, 2020).  

 

It only took the virus 100 days to paralyze international travelling, demolish economic activity, 

and forced about half of the world population to stay at home (Safi, 2020). 

This recession following the Covid-19 pandemic is different from past recessions in the form that 

it is having a bigger effect on service-oriented sectors. These sectors are experiencing a bigger 

contraction than manufacturing sectors. These contractions fluctuate as the infection rate 

fluctuates, meaning that when the infection rate is high, the service sectors experience more 

contraction than when the infection rate is low (World Economic Outlook, October 2020, 2020).  

 

Since the beginning of 2021, vaccination has been in full swing. The World Health Organization 

(i.e. WHO) has oversight of all the vaccines that are being used in the world. WHO has a list 

called the WHO’s emergency use listing (i.e. EUL) that has the role of assessing the quality, 

safety and efficacy of all the vaccines used against Covid-19. The vaccines that have been 

approved by WHO are Pfizer/BioNTech, AstraZeneca-SK Bio, Serum Institute of India, 

Moderna and Janssen (World Health Organization, 2021c). 

Covid in Iceland 

The virus Covid-19 spread to Iceland in haste, where the first case of infection was detected on 

28, February 2020. And then again on March 6th, two people were infected domestically. The 

number of infected people increased rapidly during the next few months. The most massive 

counting was on 24, March 2020 where a total of 104 people were infected with Covid-19 



 

 

(Embætti Landlæknis & Almannavarnadeild, 2021a). At the end of 2020, the death rate was up 

to 29 deaths in consequence of Covid-19 (Ísleifsson, 2020). 

  

Throughout 2020, the authorities in Iceland had to apply frequent actions to minimize its spread 

as much as possible in the country. Iceland never went into full lockdown, however, selected 

actions were applied i.e. assembly limitations, travel restrictions, visitor bans, etc. (Fouda et al., 

2020). Three separated infection waves came in haste that led to the infection rate increasing. 

During the highest infection rate in each wave, the Icelandic government suggested people 

should book the next flight home and limit travelling abroad (Embætti Landlæknis & 

Almannavarnadeild, 2021a). The next following chapter, the main actions that were applied by 

the Icelandic government to minimize infections in each infection wave will be discussed.  

First infection wave  

First off, rules were applied regarding travelling between countries. On the 29th of February 

2020, Iceland stated that China, North-Italy and Tyrol were risk areas for travelling. Therefore, 

people who came from risk areas were informed that they needed to complete 14 days of 

quarantine after arrival. However, some exemptions were made for certain cases. When more 

people got infected in Iceland, authorities applied limitations on gathering, which began with 

limitations on gathering with 100 people on 15th March which influenced universities and high 

schools to close temporarily and the operation of kindergartens and elementary schools was 

limited. At this time, the Icelandic deCODE genetics (Íslensk erfðagreining) began screening for 

Covid-19 by choosing a mass sample. One week later when infections spread more and the 

authorities declared all foreign lands to be risk areas, they set a limitation on gathering with 20 

people, besides in grocery stores and pharmacies until April 13th. That included closing gyms, 

swimming pool stations, bars and entertainment venues. The first death in Iceland caused by 

Covid-19 was reported on March 24 and infections kept spreading. In the middle of April, the 

Minister of Health gave out a statement that the same limitation will be extended to the 4th of 

May. Happily, the infection rate of Covid-19 decreased the next following weeks and authorities 

applied further actions to ease limitations. It was reported on 21st of April that on the 4th of May, 

the gathering limit would expand from 20 up to 50 people which gave universities and high 

schools a chance to open but some areas besides kindergarten, elementary schools, sports and 



 

 

youth work were opened without limitations. Furthermore, on 18th of May, swimming and spa 

stations got permission to open again with some restrictions. 

On the 25th of May, the gathering limit expands from 50 to 200 people which opens up more 

areas in school operation. Gyms opened up with some limitations, and restaurants, bars and 

entertainment venues got permission to open with limitations that require them to close at 11:00 

PM and respect the two-meter rule. 

On the 15th of June, further expansions were applied to the limitations. The gathering limit was 

expanded from 200 to 500 people which allowed swimming pools and gyms to open up more for 

a number of people. People arriving in Iceland from abroad were given a chance to choose 

whether to be sampled for Covid-19 or to be quarantined for 14 days. Passengers were also 

required to complete a form prior to arrival. 

All restrictions that were applied reflected a positive reaction, where the infection rate of Covid-

19 was decreasing. However, authorities weren’t aware of the next infection wave (Embætti 

Landlæknis & Almannavarnadeild, 2021a).  

Second infection wave  

Unfortunately, a second infection wave arrived and the infection rate of Covid-19 increased. On 

the 30th of July it was decided to tighten the gathering limit down to 100 people and set other 

restrictions for tourists, to undergo two samplings for Covid-19 if they were staying longer than 

10 days in Iceland. In mid-August different rules were applied, where authorities emphasized 

using a mask in places where the two-meter rules could not be respected. Next few days another 

rule was applied regarding passengers arriving in Iceland, where they could choose whether to 

undergo two samplings for Covid-19 with five days quarantine until results are available, or skip 

sampling for Covid-19 and complete 14 days quarantine.  

At the beginning of September, the infection rate began to decrease and the authorities decided to 

change the two-meter rule to a one-meter rule and the gathering limit up to 200 people. 

Furthermore, the quarantine time changed from 14 days down to seven days if tourists underwent 

sampling at the end of quarantine and proved to have no signs of Covid-19 infection (Embætti 

Landlæknis & Almannavarnadeild, 2021a).  

  



 

 

Third Infection wave  

The third infection wave hit in mid-September where infections were detected from 

entertainment venues and pubs, therefore all were closed for four days (18, – 21, September) to 

minimize the spread of Covid-19. Following days, authorities emphasized that teachers, students 

and other employees in elementary schools and colleges would use a mask during school 

operations. When four days had passed, the infection rate had not decreased but more people had 

been infected with Covid-19. The authorities decided to extend the closing time on entertainment 

venues and pubs to 27th of September (Embætti Landlæknis & Almannavarnadeild, 2021a).  

On the 5th of October, authorities announced new restrictions to prevent the infection from 

spreading even further to the society. Multiple actions were applied, i.e. ban on gathering for 

more than 20 people (Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020a). Even further actions were applied on 7th of 

October where the two-meter rule applied. Swimming pools, spas, gyms, entertainment venues 

and pubs all were closed. Sports indoors were not allowed and all restaurants could not be open 

longer than 09:00 PM. All restrictions applied until 19th of  October. Another announcement was 

made and even further restriction were applied on gatherings, where no more than 10 people 

could come together. Besides, all sports activities and performing arts were not allowed until 17th 

of November. At the beginning of December, all restrictions were slowly being lifted where 

swimming pools and spas opened up, sports activities allowed up to a certain level, it also 

applied to the performing arts and other cultural events. With giving it time, the infection rate of 

Covid-19 had decreased rapidly and authorities therefore could uplift some restrictions slowly 

(Embætti Landlæknis & Almannavarnadeild, 2021b).    

 

According to Statistics Iceland, there has been 6,6% economic downswing in the gross domestic 

product (i.e. GDP) last year because of effects from the Covid-19 pandemic. One of those effects 

was mainly due to the collapse in exports related to tourism (Hagstofa Íslands, 2021).  However, 

with all these actions that were applied, some effects have again been found elsewhere, therefore 

researchers have divided the discussion into the labour market, public finance and firms. 

  



 

 

Development in the Icelandic labour market  

It’s clear that the Covid-19 pandemic has had an impact on the Icelandic labour market 

throughout 2020. For example, the tourism industry took a big hit last year, 76% fewer foreign 

tourist than in 2019 (Landsbankinn, 2021a).  With all restrictions and bans worldwide during 

Covid-19 pandemic, the tourism industry was put on hold, workplaces were closed and many 

people worked from home. A number of people have lost their jobs, not renewed employment 

contracts or not even got the chance to start a new job at this period of time. The National 

Statistical Institute of Iceland has been taking all information together and conducting labour 

market research to get an accurate number of unemployed due to the Covid-19 pandemic 

(Hagstofa Íslands, 2020b). 

It has been stated that the number of employed has decreased compared to measurements in 

2019. The whole year is split into thirds, for measurements. In the first quarter of the year 2020, 

the number of employed had decreased by 1,7% where 192.289 number of people worked on 

average, in each month in the first quarter. Versus each month in the first quarter of 2019, there 

were 195.572 working people on average. Furthermore, in the third quarter of 2020, the number 

of employed had decreased by 5,5% compared to the year 2019 at the same time period 

(Hagstofa Íslands, 2020a). 

The Directorate of Labour publishes their monthly report regarding the labour market in Iceland, 

where they release information regarding the status of unemployment on the market. At the end 

of December 2020, they stated that total unemployment was 12,1% in December, together with 

unemployment associated with reduced employment rates. However, as you can see in figure one 

below, the general unemployment was 7,4 in May and has increased during the next few months 

until December (Vinnumálastofnun, 2020). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Figure 1 

The Development of unemployment January to December 2020 

 

Note. The figure shows the unemployment rate, dark meaning general rate and lighter meaning 

reduced employment ratio in percent between months.  

(Vinnumálastofnun, 2020). 

 

According to a report which was issued by the government in November 2020, around a quarter 

of companies have had to lay off employees because of the Covid-19 pandemic (Stjórnarráð 

Íslands, 2020b). Even though the unemployment rate has rapidly increased in 2020, the income 

decline was lower than expected due to government support. For example, the partial 

compensation and audit of private pension savings (Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b). Over 23 billion 

ISK have been taken of the private pension savings (I. séreignarsparnaður) which supports the 

private consumption (Statistics Iceland, 2021). Furthermore,the wage index (I. launavísitala) has 

increased about 6.3% between 2019 and 2020, along with 3.4% increase in purchasing power (I. 

kaupmáttur) (Landsbankinn, 2021b). 

 

  



 

 

Government Support 

The government in Iceland has shown support in many different ways to help companies, 

individuals, sports clubs and the economy to get through this pandemic. Support actions from the 

government have been utilized by 3,000 companies, where 65% of the total support amount went 

to support companies in the travel industry. The main goal from support actions at the beginning 

of the pandemic were entitled to reduce unemployment and the negative interaction of declining 

demand. But the emphasis changed due to the prolongation of the epidemic. Therefore the 

government was focusing more on economic recovery and increasing actions to get society back 

on its feet shortly after this pandemic (Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b).    

There are two types of actions provided by the government which will be explained further 

below.  

Direct actions  

● Relief grants were provided to operators where they had to close their operation 

temporarily because of disease control actions during the period from 24th of March till 

4th of May. Additional business closure grant (I.Viðbótarlokunarstyrkur) was provided 

for operators where they had to close their operation temporarily from  4th of May to 25th 

of May 2020 because of disease control actions. Around 1 billion ISK was paid out to 

one thousand operators and 2/3 of the grant went to firms in personal service such as 

beauty salons, hair salons and massage parlours. Further, both relief grants and additional 

business closure grants were paid out to pubs and entertainment venues because of the 

closing the spring before (Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b).   

 

● The partial compensation route (I. hlutabótaleiðin) was one of government support 

actions where wage earners could lower their employment ratio down to 25% and get 

partial compensation paid against wages from their employers. This solution was 

available in 2020 from March until the 1st of June. However, this was prolonged for one 

month. Then in August, the government decided to increase the maximum from 25% up 

to 50% where wage earners could lower their employment ratio down to 50%. In total 

36.000 employees from 6.600 firms have used this solution and have got paid out around 

19,8 billion ISK in partial compensation, including around 67% of employees were in the 

https://www.stjornarradid.is/library/02-Rit--skyrslur-og-skrar/Sk%C3%BDrsla%20um%20n%C3%BDtingu%20%C3%BArr%C3%A6%C3%B0a%20fyrir%20vef.pdf


 

 

tourist services. The partial compensation route has therefore benefited many employees 

and firms, to overcross the hill in this period of time (Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b).   

Indirect actions  

● The unemployment compensation is one of indirect actions (I. sjálfvirkir sveiflujafnarar) 

provided by the government. An unemployment compensation is provided to those who 

have lost their jobs and meet the required conditions. This helps people to get back on 

their feet, have a chance to purchase essential goods and have a roof over their heads 

(Fjármála-og efnahagsráðherra, 2018). 

If there is recession in the society, this action reduces the revenue fluctuation (I. 

tekjusveifla) which helps people to live normal life despite financial challenges. 

Therefore, in 2020 it was decided to increase unemployment compensation in response to 

the epidemic and in the process create more jobs (Gunnarsson, 2020). 

 

● Reduced tax revenues is one of indirect action provided by the government. Government 

receives tax revenues which is mainly a common fund of the population from those who 

are taxable in Iceland and have income above the tax-free limit pays taxes on their wages. 

If the tax revenues decrease, people pay less taxes of their wages therefore, have much 

more aside which also helps people to put a roof over their heads and purchase essential 

goods. This action reduces the revenue fluctuation when recession approaches, therefore 

it was decided to decrease the tax revenues in 2021 to meet the epidemic (Gunnarsson, 

2020). 

Effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on Icelandic firms 

Effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on firms in Iceland has yet to be seen where most firms have 

not published their annual accounts. However, some conclusions can be drawn by turnover 

figures from Statistics Iceland and surveys conducted by the government of Iceland.  

According to a report issued in November 2020 by the government, a number of 

companies considered themselves in a bad financial situation while dealing with temporary 

multiple effects from the Covid-19 pandemic. In the report companies were asked: “How well or 

poorly do you think the company stands financially, to cope with temporary shocks in the 



 

 

coming months?” As you can see in in figure two below, there were around 23% of companies 

that consider themselves dealing with the Covid-19 pandemic shocks badly or very badly, which 

were mostly from the countryside, in the travel industry, or companies that had less than 100 

million ISK in annual turnover without VAT. However, in September 2020 there were around 

42% of companies that consider themselves to handle those shocks pretty well those months 

(Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b). 

Figure 2 

The response from companies in Iceland about their financial stand. 

Note. Data showing companies response about how well their company stands to take on the 

future shock between months. From the response of very well shown in dark color, to very bad 

shown in lighter color. 

(Stjórnarráð Íslands, 2020b).  

 

According to The Statistics of Iceland, there was around a 9% increase in bankruptcy 

proceedings. This only applies to companies that are registered. Total of 380 companies were 

declared bankrupt in 2020, which were active in the previous year but companies that were 

declared bankrupt in 2019 were 30 companies less than in 2020 or a total of 350 companies. 

(Hagstofa Íslands, 2020a). 

https://www.stjornarradid.is/library/02-Rit--skyrslur-og-skrar/Sk%C3%BDrsla%20um%20n%C3%BDtingu%20%C3%BArr%C3%A6%C3%B0a%20fyrir%20vef.pdf


 

 

 

A great amount of information is available regarding individuals and the government of 

Iceland such as wage indices, disposable income, treasury accounts, unemployment benefits and 

community accounts (I. reikningur sveitarfélaga) but not regarding firms. Therefore, researchers 

want to fill up that gap and add knowledge to this field. Publicly listed firms in Iceland have 

published all financial information for the year 2020, accordingly it was decided to observe those 

firms in order to understand the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

However, publicly listed firms are different from the unlisted firms and therefore the 

research does not cover the unlisted firms, but it can be observed in further research when further 

figures are published. 

 

The main purpose of this research was to infer what effects the Covid-19 pandemic had on 

publicly listed firms in Iceland in 2020. Specifically, the questions we sought answers to were: 

● What operational and financial effects did the pandemic cause? 

● Were firms in different sectors unevenly affected? 

● Was the magnitude of the effects similar in Iceland as in other Nordic countries? 

Literature Study 

The financial crisis in 2008 

In 2008 one of the worst financial crises in history, alongside the Great Depression, happened 

when the so-called housing bubble in the United States burst. Even though the origin of this 

financial crisis was in the U.S., it spread throughout the world when one of the biggest financial 

institutions in the U.S., The Lehman Brothers and Washington Mutual, declared themselves 

bankrupt (Brunnermeier, 2009).  

In the article that Borhan, Mohamed and Azmi (2014) wrote they evaluate whether the 

current ratio, debt ratio and net profit margin have an impact on the financial performance of a 

chemical company. They gathered data from the company between the years 2004 to 2011 to count 

the financial crisis into the data because the company felt the negative effect of the crisis. The 

results show that the company felt the biggest effect when the net profit margin was increased 

because when the net profit margin was increased the change was more dramatic then with the 



 

 

current ratio and the debt ratio. Nevertheless, when the current ratio was increased the company 

felt the positive effect even if it wasn't as drastic as the net profit margin. There is on the other 

hand a negative effect with the debt ratio because when the debt ratio increases the net income of 

the company decreases but if the debt ratio decreases then the net income of the company increases. 

From this the authors concluded that chosen ratios had an impact on the company (Borhan et al., 

2014). 

 According to Campello, Graham and Harvey (2010), firms that were very affected by 

financial constraints encountered less access to credit than firms that weren’t as affected by the 

crisis. These firms also noted that they encountered hard times in accessing credit lines and higher 

cost of funds compared to those firms that didn’t experience the financial constraints as much as 

them. By using the average cash-to-assets ratio Campello, Graham and Harvey were able to see 

that this forced the financially constrained firms around in the U.S., Europe and Asia to burn 

through their cash holding during the 2008 crisis. 

 

In the article that Zhao, Jiang and Li (2014) wrote, they performed a research to see how affected 

the selected multinational corporations were by the 2008 crisis. They looked at a sample of 

multinational corporations both from the U.S. and also foreign. The research consists of looking 

at how the corporations were doing before, at the time and after the financial crisis in 2008. The 

researchers were specifically looking at how the financial crisis affected the multinational 

corporations to move their sales to Asia. Return on asset ratio is used to see if there are changes 

between periods mentioned before, as well as the average Asian/Chinese sales. The results show 

that the United States based firms experienced the most increase in return on asset ratio about 

0.95%  by relocating their operations to sell their products and services in Asia but the European 

based firms experienced the most increase in sales in Asia with an increase of about 4,8%. The 

sectors that experienced the biggest increase in return on asset ratio were the services (2.98%) and 

wholesale and retail trade (2.24%), while the finance, insurance and real estate sectors didn’t 

experience an increase. The overall results tell us that the multinational corporations increased 

their Asian sales more than 1.9 times and the increase for Chinese sales was more than 13.7 times 

during the time period of 1999 to 2012. After the crisis, the corporations experienced an increase 

in their return on assets of 1.56%. The results show that domestic firms didn’t experience the same 

increase in their return on assets. Also, corporations that reduced their sales in Europe and moved 



 

 

their sales to Asia and China experienced more increase in their return on assets than other 

corporations that didn’t move their sales (Berk et al., 2015). 

 

Demirhan and Anwar (2014) did research on manufacturing firms that are listed on the Borsa 

Istanbul stock exchange located in Turkey. The Market-to-book ratio is the main ratio in the 

research that is used to see how the financial crisis in 2008 had an effect on the selected firms. 

They use 11 other ratios as independent variables in their factor analysis and among them are the 

current ratio, debt ratio and return on equity. The results show that firms that have higher liquidity 

have higher market-to-book than those firms that have lower liquidity ratio. The findings also show 

that firms that have high leverage faced a lot more trouble during the crisis compared to highly 

liquid firms. 

 

Furthermore, Iqbal and Kume (2014) conducted research on firms that are registered on the stock 

exchange from the United Kingdom, France and Germany. They looked at these firms before the 

financial crisis in 2008, during the crisis and after the crisis to see if the firms were affected or not 

by the crisis. The researchers used the capital structure or leverage ratio, which is total debt divided 

by the total equity. The results show that for the United Kingdom firms whose leverage ratio 

increased, which is due to an increase in the use of both short- and long-term debt, decreased back 

when the post-crisis period started. There wasn’t any increase in either short-term or long-term 

debt for either French and German firms, neither during the crisis nor in the post-crisis years. Even 

so, their leverage ratio shows a change from pre-crisis to crisis period, but it is not as drastic as it 

shows for the United Kingdom firms (University of Kent, UK et al.,2014). 

 

In the article that Denis and Sibilkov (2010) wrote, companies that are financially 

constrained would be of great value for them to have a higher cash holding than companies that 

are not financially constrained. By having high cash holding, the possible marginal profitability of 

investments will be greater for constrained companies. Because of this, the connection between 

investment and value is overall stronger for constrained companies. Therefore, the investments for 

constrained companies can have more information about their future profitability. Denis and 

Sibilkov come to the conclusion that value has a causal effect on investment for constrained 



 

 

companies, if there is a greater profit on investment for companies, then they are more likely to 

invest.  

Ratios 

Profitability ratios 

Profitability ratios are used to measure the firm’s ability to generate profits from its assets. Main 

profitability ratios are Profit margin, Return on Assets (i.e. ROA), Return on Equity (i.e. ROE), 

and Earnings before Interest and Tax (i.e. EBIT) (Robinson, 2015). Researchers chose to use 

Earnings Before Interest and Tax, and Return on Equity which will be discussed further below. 

 

Earnings before interest and taxes (also known as EBIT) is a performance measure and can 

also be expressed as profit before interest and taxes (i.e. PBIT), (Michael & Albert J., 2015). Thus 

EBIT is often referred to as operating profit or operating income. EBIT is calculated as sales minus 

the operating expenses (Robinson, 2015). 

𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇 =  𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠 −  𝑂𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑠 

EBIT indicates the firm’s financial performance and provides investors with great information, to 

evaluate different firms without regard to interest expenses or tax rates (Michael & Albert J., 2015).  

A research was conducted by Kaen and Baumann (2003) to examine the relationship 

between profitability and size of manufacturing companies. Three measurements of profitability 

were used and among them was the EBIT margin.  

Researchers chose to use EBIT margin based on research conducted by Kaen and 

Baumann, to examine firms’ financial performance on the market, when the Covid-19 pandemic 

hit in 2020. 

 

Return on equity (i.e. ROE) is defined as a profitability ratio and is expressed as a 

percentage. ROE is calculated as the net income divided with shareholders equity. 

𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑜𝑛 𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦 =  
𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒

𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠 𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦
 

ROE measures the firm’s profitability and can be measured for every company, as long as the net 

income and equity are positive amounts. Shareholders invest money into firms furthermore, ROE 

calculates how much profit the firm earns with that invested money (Michael & Albert J., 2015). 



 

 

This mainly attracts investors to invest in companies that have greater ROE, i.e. greater profit is 

generated by the company, which implies a good performance.  

A research was conducted by Astin and Muhammad (2020) in the year 2020, where they 

set up a test to whether ROE has an effect on the stock prices in the market. As a result of this 

study, it shows that ROE has no significant effect on stock prices. However, another study was 

conducted by Nursiam and Vicky in the year 2019 where the results show that ROE does affect 

the stock prices (Nursiam & Rahayu, 2019).  

Researchers chose to use the ROE ratio, to examine a company’s ability to generate profit 

while the pandemic took place.  

Leverage ratios 

Leverage ratios are used to measure the firm’s ability to upfill its long term debt obligations. Main 

leverage ratios are Debt to Assets ratio, Debt to Capital ratio, Debt to Equity ratio, Asset to Equity 

Ratio, and Net debt to EBITDA (Robinson,2015). 

Researchers chose to use the Net Debt to Equity ratio and Debt to Assets ratio in this research and 

it will be discussed further below. 

 

Net debt to EBITDA is defined as leverage ratio and is often measured annually. Net debt 

to EBITDA is calculated as Total Debt minus Cash & Equivalents divided by EBITDA. 

 𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑡𝑜 𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇𝐷𝐴 =  
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡 − 𝐶𝑎𝑠ℎ & 𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠

𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇𝐷𝐴
 

It is stated that Net debt to EBITDA is an important measure, it presents the company’s ability to 

pay its debt back. For companies with higher net debt to EBITDA ratio, they have more difficulties 

paying off their debt or even difficulties with requesting a loan for growth opportunities 

(MacDiarmid et al., 2018). 

 

A research was conducted by MacDiarmid, Tholana and Musingwini where they analyze 

the key drivers for four diversified mining companies from the period 2006 to 2018. Among the 

key drivers was the Net debt to EBITDA that was analyzed (MacDiarmid et al., 2018).  

The researchers chose to use Net debt to EBITDA based on research conducted by 

MacDiarmid, Tholana and Musingwini to observe whether firms were able to pay their debt or 

have difficulties. 



 

 

 

The debt ratio is defined as total debt divided by total assets. The higher this ratio is the 

higher the risk is for investors to invest in that particular company. With this ratio, the firm or the 

investor can see how well the firm manages its liabilities over time (Michael & Albert J., 2015). 

𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =  
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑑𝑒𝑏𝑡

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠
 

According to AL-Shubiri (2012) debt ratio is used by scholars usually to measure the capital 

structure. Further, according to Byrd and Mizruchi (2005) debt ratio is considered to be a function 

of possible financial distress for firms.  

 

AL-Shubiri (2012) looked at listed firms in Jordan to see how the debt ratio affected firms’ 

investment behaviour and saw that it had an effect on the fixed investment opportunities. Byrd and 

Mizruchi (2003) used the debt ratio as a percentage of the total capital, which is long term debt 

plus equity, to evaluate if it affects whether bankers are part of the Board of firms. 

 

The researchers chose to use the debt ratio based on research conducted by Byrd and Mizruchi to 

observe whether the selected firms show signs of possible financial distress.  

Liquidity ratios 

Liquidity ratios are used to measure a firm’s ability to meet its short term obligations where it 

mainly focuses on cash flows. The main liquidity ratios are the Current ratio, Quick ratio, Cash 

ratio, and Defensive interval ratio (Robinson, 2015). 

Researchers chose to use a Cash ratio and Current ratio which will be discussed further below. 

 

Cash ratio is a ratio that is intended to measure how much cash a firm has compared to its 

current liabilities, which are due in the next 12 months or so. It is very important for firms to have 

cash on hand because they have to be able to meet their regular expenses, such as paying employees 

their salaries and meeting the other obligations they may have (Berk et al., 2015). The cash ratio 

is calculated as cash and cash equivalents divided by current liabilities. 

𝐶𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =  
𝐶𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑐𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠

𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠
 

The numerator consists of cash and cash equivalents. Similar to the other liquidity ratios 

the denominator consists of current liabilities which are accounts payable, accrued liabilities, and 



 

 

any short-term debt that the firm has due within the next 12 months. The numerator is different 

from the other numerators in the other liquidity ratios because it does not take to account 

receivables, inventory and other assets (Berk et al., 2015). 

The cash ratio is the most strict of all the liquidity ratios because it only considers cash and 

cash equivalents, leaving all the other current assets out of the equation. By leaving just the cash 

and cash equivalents on the numerator will tell the researchers whether or not the firm is able to 

meet its short-term obligations immediately (VU et al., 2020). 

 

According to Affandi, Sunarko, and Yunanto (2019), the cash ratio is the best indicator of 

whether a firm can meet its short-term obligations when a crisis happens.  

The researchers chose to use the cash ratio based on research conducted by Vu, Truong 

and Dinh to observe whether the firms are able to meet their current liabilities immediately.  

 

The current ratio is a liquidity ratio that is common for creditors to use to see whether a 

firm is sufficient enough to meet its current liabilities. The current ratio consists of current assets 

divided by current liabilities. Current assets consist of cash and cash equivalents, accounts 

receivable, inventory and other current assets. Current liabilities on the other hand consist of 

accounts payable, short-term debt and other current liabilities (Berk et al., 2015). 

𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =  
𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠

𝐶𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐿𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠
 

 

The current ratio is considered relevant when assessing a firm’s liquidity, especially 

when it comes to being able to cover its current liabilities. The higher the current assets of a firm 

are relative to its current liabilities, it tells that the firm is more likely to be able to pay its current 

liabilities. For short term creditors, a high current ratio is a positive sign that the firm can meet its 

obligations and for the firm, it is a sign of high liquidity. But if the current ratio is very high it 

can also indicate that the firms are not using their cash and cash equivalents and the other short-

term assets (Subramanyam, 2014). 

 

Based on research conducted by Subramanyam, researchers chose to use the current ratio 

from annual accounts from 2017 to 2020, to observe how and whether firms were able to meet 



 

 

their short-term obligations when the Covid-19 pandemic had the most impact on the world 

(Subramanyam, 2014). 

Market Value Ratios 

Market valuation ratios are well known to be used in investment decision making. Main 

valuation ratios are Price to Earnings ratio (i.e P/E ratio), Price/Book ratio, Price to Cash Flow 

ratio (i.e. P/CF), etc. 

Researchers chose to examine the Earnings per share, which is used to calculate the Price to 

Earnings ratio. Earnings per share will be discussed further below. 

 

EPS (also known as earnings per share) is defined as a market value ratio. EPS is 

calculated as the net profit after interest and tax divided by the number of shares outstanding.  

𝐸𝑃𝑆 =  
𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑇𝑎𝑥

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑠 𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔
 

EPS indicates how a firm’s profitability stands and reveals how much of the one share entails. 

According to book Michael and Albert (2015): “An increase in 

EPS year over year is typically a sign of a growth or a mature company“ (Michael & Albert, 

2015).  

 

It is stated that companies with high EPS values have a greater influence on a positive opinion 

investors have towards the company. That will therefore have a greater effect with an increment 

on the company’s share price on the stock market (Setiawan & Sumantri, 2020). However, in 

many cases, companies purchase back shares just to improve EPS without having to increase 

their net income. Therefore, it is important to compare EPS to the total amount of shares 

outstanding, rather than only look into EPS (Michael & Albert, 2015). A research was conducted 

Sulistyanie & Sumantri where they defined the EPS ratio and other ratios, and discovered that 

EPS has a positive and significant effect on stock prices (Sulistyanie & Sumantri, 2020).  

 

Based on research conducted by Sulistvanie and Sumantri, researchers chose to use the 

EPS ratio from annual accounts for 2017 to 2020, to observe how companies were affected by 

the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic profitability, along with how the EPS ratio reacted 

towards rapid changes (Sulistynie & Sumantri, 2020). 



 

 

Research 

This chapter discusses the methodology and data collection of this research. Different methods 

will be defined that were used to examine the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on financial 

constraints and to see if those effects detain the company’s financial decisions and actions. 

Furthermore, the main aim of this research will be reported. The implementation of this research 

will be explained in more detail in the chapter. The methodology applied in this research is the 

qualitative- and quantitative research method. 

Researchers chose to interview Icelandic corporations on the stock market and perform 

questionnaires regarding their financial decisions during the year 2020 when the Covid-19 

pandemic had the most impact on the world. The main aspect of this research is to explore how 

the Covid-19 pandemic affected financial constraints that affect firms decision making regarding 

some investments choices. Also, making comparisons between annual accounts of chosen firms. 

Research’s layout is to define selected financial ratios and connect them to the Covid-19 pandemic 

effects. Further, to infer what effects the Covid-19 pandemic had on publicly listed firms. 

Quantitative study  

In the first part of this research, a quantitative research method was used to collect data by 

examining financial statements and conducting measurements that apply. Besides finding patterns 

between the Covid-19 pandemic effects and chosen financial constraints. The quantitative research 

method mainly focuses on objective measurements, mathematical or numerical analysis of data 

that researchers mostly collected through questionnaires, surveys and polls. However, some 

existing data was collected and statistical measurements were performed (Labaree, 2021).  

Data 

In this research, the data that is used to gather the information needed are annual reports from all 

the Icelandic companies that are registered on the Icelandic stock exchange market, except one of 

these Icelandic firms is registered at the Danish stock exchange market. The annual reports these 

firms publish consist of income statements, balance sheets and cash flows. The income statements 

can show the profit of the year for the firms and also what type of expenses it had the previous 

year or years when looking at more than one annual report from the firms. 

 



 

 

The target population in the research are all publicly listed firms in the Nordic countries. 

However, when formatting the sample of the research, firms had to fulfil certain conditions: 

1.   Firms have to be registered on the stock market where information regarding their 

financial situation is publicly shown on Nasdaq Nordics. 

2.   Annual reports and financial accounts from four years back, have to be available to 

the public. 

 

This gave researchers a clearer picture of what firms to select that would be in the sample. 

Icelandic firms on the stock market were all chosen, and further was decided to select 1-2 firms 

from each of the other Nordic countries, which are Denmark, Finland and Sweden. Norway was 

not chosen since Norwegian firms were not registered in Nasdaq Nordic sectors, they were 

therefore excluded from the dataset. Further in this research, it was decided to exclude banks and 

insurance firms from the dataset. Where further calculations had to perform with different ratios 

to examine firms’ performance. Therefore, the financial sector was excluded from the dataset  in 

the first part of the study.  

  

As a result, the research sample is Icelandic firms on the stock market including two 

selected firms from Denmark, Finland and Sweden. The firms were divided into sectors according 

to Nasdaq Nordics. These sectors are: Basic Materials, Consumer Discretionary, Consumer 

Staples, Energy, Financials, Health Care, Industrials, Real Estate, Technology, 

Telecommunications, and Utilities. Researchers will only be using eight sectors which are Energy, 

Industrials, Technology, Health Care, Consumer Discretionary, Real Estate, Telecommunication, 

and Consumer Staples. Each sector from all chosen countries withholds six firms, except the 

Energy sector in Finland where there is only one firm and the Telecommunication sector in 

Denmark where there is only one firm. In total there are 46 firms without counting Icelandic firms.  

Methodology 

Researchers began to analyze firms annual reports with the following chosen ratios; current ratio, 

cash ratio, debt ratio, debt/EBITDA, earnings per share and return on equity. Researchers used the 

website Nasdaq Nordics to collect data from and to see specific numbers, researchers looked 



 

 

deeper into annual reports issued from each selected firm to observe whether amounts of profit, 

liquidity and more have changed by cause of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 

To gather all numbers and calculations, a Microsoft software called Excel was used. Excel 

is known for organizing your data, creating spreadsheets from templates and performing any 

calculations easily. Calculated ratios were mainly collected from annual accounts and from the 

website Nasdaq Nordics, however, some ratios were not easily seen in annual accounts nor Nasdaq 

Nordics. Therefore, researchers calculated the following ratios i.e. Net debt to EBITDA, Current 

ratio, Cash ratio and Debt ratio. When the calculations of mentioned ratios and all numbers are 

collected, researchers combined numbers from the year 2017 to 2019 and found the average and 

median for those years, for each ratio from each firm. However, the currency of each firm in Nordic 

countries for Earnings per share calculations was different. Therefore, a calculator was used on the 

Central Bank website to change current currencies from EUR, DKK, SEK or USD to ISK.  

Tables were made in Microsoft software called Word from all collected data, each table 

shows the average and median from 2017 to 2019 for each ratio and numbers from 2020, besides 

the increasing or decreasing between years for each firm. From those tables, researchers could 

state the results and infer what effects the Covid-19 pandemic had on publicly listed firms in 

Iceland in 2020. Furthermore, it could be used to answer the three research questions.  

Qualitative study  

In the second part of this research, researchers perform qualitative research methods. This type of 

method was used to get a deeper perspective from corporate through interviews, regarding the 

Covid-19 pandemic. As well, to create discussions on how it affected them financially and actions 

during the year 2020. Qualitative research is used to get answers to questions regarding any 

experience, perspective or feelings from individuals regarding a problem. Qualitative research is 

most used when the data is not collectable by measurements or counting. Techniques that are used 

in qualitative research are conducting semi-structured interviews, in-depth interviews or analyses 

of documents and texts. It’s a great approach to reveal possible problems with the main subject of 

the research (Hammarberg et al., 2016).  

 



 

 

Data 

Researchers conducted interviews to get deeper information and insight into the firm’s experience 

through these dramatic times in society. The participants were CFO’s in six publicly listed 

Icelandic firms that accepted to participate in this research. The participants were contacted 

through their firm’s email accounts and were asked if they wanted to participate and were promised 

full confidentiality. To ensure confidentiality, researchers offered the participants a confidentiality 

agreement. The CFO’s did not ask the researchers to use it, but the researchers still decided not to 

name the firms in the thesis. The firms will be called Firm A, Firm B, Firm C, Firm D, Firm E and 

Firm F. The researchers will also not name the CFO’s in the research, and when talking about the 

firms we will use the made-up names, as stated before. 

 There are currently eighteen firms registered on the Icelandic stock market so the 

interviews capture 33.3% of the firms of that market. The interviewed firms were specifically 

chosen to get a big picture of the effects that the Covid-19 pandemic had on firms in Iceland. These 

firms consist of an investment bank, an insurance company, a holding company, a software 

company, a real estate company, and a manufacturing company. Having firms from six different 

sectors1 will give a clearer and better picture on the financial constraints that firms have 

experienced during the Covid-19 pandemic. Furthermore, the firm’s experience will be discussed 

through the period where the Covid-19 pandemic had the most impact.  

 

The CFOs of the selected firms were interviewed by the researchers. The interviews were 

booked with regards to the CFOs active schedules. Interviews took place either in person with the 

CFOs at their chosen place to meet, or through the applications Zoom or Teams. The interviews 

were not long and each took about fifteen minutes from the beginning to end. If the interview took 

place through Zoom or Teams the researchers scheduled it and invited the CFOs to the meeting. 

They were permitted by the CFO’s to record the interviews.  

  

At the beginning of the interviews, researchers began by informing the CFOs that neither 

their name nor the company’s name would be published in the research and if they wanted, they 

 
1 The sectors are: Consumer discretionary, Financials, Industrials, Real estate and Technology. 

(http://www.nasdaqomxnordic.com/shares) 

http://www.nasdaqomxnordic.com/shares


 

 

could ask the researcher to lock the research for a few years. Researchers asked for permission to 

record the interview for further observation in the following weeks, which was approved.  

Methodology 

In the interviews, the CFOs were asked open-ended questions regarding the firm’s status and their 

opinion toward the Covid-19 pandemic. The goal was to start a natural conversation and to gain 

more depth understanding from the CFOs. Furthermore, researchers asked a few questions that 

they could not collect from annual reports. Researchers asked the following five questions to all 

of the CFOs but Firm A was asked an extra question because of the sector it operates in.  

 

The following questions were:  

1. Has the company’s business practices changed since the launch of the Covid-19 

pandemic? If so, how? 

2. How do you see the future, in terms of changing business practices?  

3. Did you have a contingency plan for such unexpected cases as the Covid-19 

pandemic? If so, how did it help you take action when the epidemic struck? If not, 

what response actions were taken within your firm and on what were those 

decisions based?  

4. What were the deviations in your cash flow in 2020, from forecasts for the year?  

5. How was the news of these changes communicated to investors and was an attempt 

made to maintain their trust/confidence in the operation?  

6. How has the Covid-19 pandemic affected your company’s investment plans? 

7. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, one of the Central Bank’s actions was to lower the 

policy rate (e.g., in May and more in the coming months). How did it affect you 

financially?  

 

After each question was asked the CFOs were allowed to take their own time to answer 

each question. The answers that the CFOs gave the researchers were then noted down for further 

observation. The reason that the researchers conducted interviews with the CFOs was to get a 

bigger picture that the ratios calculated from the firms’ annual reports won’t give. The interviews 



 

 

allowed the researchers to ask about subjects that are not necessarily mentioned in the annual 

reports.  

 

The first question was chosen because the researchers wanted to know how much the 

Covid-19 pandemic had affected the firm’s operations. Whether the firm needed to make any 

adjustments to their operations or not; like having their employees work from home altogether or 

partially, if they had to change how they met with their customers, suppliers and shareholders. 

With this question, the researchers can see how much the Covid-19 pandemic has had on the 

operations of the interviewed firms. Question two is a follow-up question for the previous question. 

From this question, the researchers are looking to see if the companies are planning to keep their 

business practices the way they are right now (when the interviews were taken), keep part of the 

business practices the way they are right now and change the rest or completely change their 

business practices when they see the chance to do it. Question three was asked by the researchers 

to see whether the firms had a contingency plan in place for an event such as the Covid-19 

pandemic. If they didn’t, the researchers asked the following question to find out what the firms 

did in response to the pandemic. With this question, the goal was to see if the firms had a 

contingency plan and what it consisted of, and if they didn’t have a plan ready, what actions did 

their response consist of.  

 

The reason for asking question four was to see if there were any deviations in the firm’s 

cash flow in 2020, because of effects from the Covid-19 pandemic. Whether the firms were able 

to keep up with their financial plans that they had made before the Covid-19 pandemic or they had 

to adjust their plans to meet the effects of the pandemic. Researchers thought it interesting to ask 

question five, to observe how firms communicate to investors with new information, at least when 

there is a difficult financial situation for certain firms when the Covid-19 pandemic arrives and 

during 2020 and to make sure to not break the trust between the firm and investors.  

 

The researchers’ thought of asking question six was mainly to get the bigger picture of how 

the company’s investment flow went, through the year 2020. Whether they decreased their 

investment because the Covid-19 pandemic had affected the firm financially, they increased their 

investment or even if there was no effect. This question was rather open, to create discussions on 



 

 

how firms reacted towards the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on their investment choices. 

Question seven was the extra question for Firm F to see if or how the Central Bank’s actions to 

meet the consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic, had affected the firm financially. However, 

researchers decided to drop the question out of the questionnaire since it was not applicable to all 

firms.  

Results & Discussion 

Quantitative results 

 This chapter presents the main findings of the study of how the Covid-19 pandemic has 

affected firms on the stock market. It will be reported with the calculated average from the years 

2017 to 2019 and the calculated year 2020 along with the market median and average.  

 

Current ratio  

In Iceland, most of the firms saw a decline in their current ratio. The average change in the market 

was a decline of 0.24 from the years before the Covid-19 pandemic and after the first year of 

fighting the pandemic. Table 1 shows the change in the current ratio of all the firms that were 

under observation.  

Table 1  

The change in the current ratio for listed firms in Iceland 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Brim 1.51 1.15 - 0.36 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.63 1.06   0.43 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 1.53 1.40 - 0.13 

Festi 1.42 1.10 - 0.32 



 

 

Hagar 1.02 0.95 - 0.07 

Iceland Seafood International 1.09 1.14    0.05 

Icelandair Group 0.85 0.70 - 0.15 

Marel 1.09 1.09 0 

Origo 1.53 1.27 - 0.26 

Reginn 0.69 1.14    0.45 

Reitir fasteignafélag 1.01 0.62 - 0.39 

Síminn 1.09 0.98 - 0.11 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 3.41 2.89 - 0.52 

Skeljungur 1.00 0.94 - 0.06 

Sýn 1.12 0.78 - 0.34 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 5.18 2.78 - 2.4 

Össur 2.04 2.22    0.18 

Average 1.54 1.31 -0.23 

Median 1.09 1.10 0,01 

 

The change is different between firms and as mentioned here before, the average change 

of the market is negative (-0.23) which tells us that the current assets have possibly declined 

compared to the current liabilities that have possibly increased in the past year. The firm that 

experienced the most drastic change in their current ratio is Vátryggingafélag Íslands which 



 

 

declined about 2.4, which is very high. But they didn’t end up with a low current ratio even though 

they experienced a drastic decline. On the other hand, Reitir fasteignafélag is the firm with the 

lowest current ratio for the year 2020 which is 0.62, which is very low because this means that 

their current assets would only cover about 62% of the current liabilities if they would need to 

liquefy their current assets to pay for their current liabilities. The median does show little to no 

change as it is only a 0.01 increase in the ratio. Therefore, the average of the market shows more 

change in the current ratio then the median. 

         The average current ratio for the stock market in Denmark was 1.74 in 2020, which can be 

found in table A1 in appendix A, but from previous years 2017 to 2019 the current ratio was 2.07. 

The median is also shown in Table A1 and for the year 2020 it was 1.24, that is a decrease of -0.20 

from the years before. That indicates that the current assets have decreased compared to the current 

liabilities, for the market. From this data the average of the market shows more changes in the 

current ratio than the median. For Sweden the ratio average, which is found in table B1 in 

Appendix B, for the market 2020 was 1.52 which is a decrease from the previous years which was 

2.10. The median for the market is 0.87 in 2020, that is a decrease from the previous years which 

is 1.30. The change in the average of the market is more drastic than the change in the median. 

Furthermore, Finland’s current ratio for the year 2020, which is found in C1 in Appendix C, was 

1.44, it had also decreased from the previous years which was 1.71. The median for the market in 

the year 2020 was 1.30 which is a decrease from the time period before the Covid-19 pandemic 

which was 1.33. From these numbers it shows that Iceland has the lowest current ratio of all the 

four countries used in this research. That indicates that the firms on the stock market in Iceland 

current assets were the lowest compared to the current liabilities. 

 

Debt ratio  

Most of the firms in Iceland saw an increase in their debt ratio. The average change in the market 

was an increase of 0.03 from the years before the Covid-19 pandemic and after the first year of 

fighting the pandemic. Table 2 shows the change in the debt ratio of all the firms that were under 

observation.  

Table 2 

The change in the debt ratio for listed firms in Iceland 

 



 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Arion banki 0.82 0.83 0.01 

Brim 0.54 0.56 0.02 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.68 0.69 0.01 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 0.51 0.57 0.06 

Festi 0.61 0.64 0.03 

Hagar 0.48 0.61 0.13 

Iceland Seafood International 0.70 0.69 -0.01 

Icelandair Group 0.66 0.77 0.11 

Kvika Banki 0.85 0.84 -0.01 

Marel 0.58 0.47 -0.11 

Origo 0.45 0.43 -0.02 

Reginn 0.67 0.69 0.02 

Reitir fasteignafélag 0.67 0.66 -0.01 

Síminn 0.41 0.43 0.02 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 0.67 0.64 -0.03 

Skeljungur 0.62 0.61 -0.01 

Sýn 0.64 0.72 0.08 



 

 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 0.67 0.69 0.02 

Össur 0.42 0.52 0.10 

Average 0.61 0.64 0.03 

Median 0.64 0.64 0 

 

The changes in the debt ratio is different for each firm and can be found in the table above. The 

average change of the market is an increase of 0.02, going from 0.59 to 0.61 which indicates either 

that there is a little increase in debt or the total assets have decreased among firms. The change in 

the median is the same as the change in the average or decrease 0.02, going from 0.62 to 0.64, 

between the year 2020 and the average from the years 2017 to 2019. That indicates that the total 

liabilities have decreased compared to the total assets. The firm that had the biggest increase in its 

debt ratio is Hagar, it experienced an increase of 0.13, going from 0.48 to 0.61, that indicates that 

their total debts have increased compared to their total assets. The firm that experienced the biggest 

decrease is Marel, the decrease was -0.11, going from 0.58 to 0.47, which indicates that the firm’s 

total liabilities decreased compared to its total assets. 

         According to table A2 in appendix A there is little to no change in the debt ratio for the 

firms on the Danish stock market. The average debt ratio of 2020 for the market is 0.54 and has 

zero change from the years before. The median for the Danish market shows a decrease of -0.3, 

going from 0.55 to 0.52, that indicates that the total debts of the entire market decreased compared 

to the total assets. In table B2 in appendix B is an overview of the debt ratio for the firms on the 

Swedish stock market. In the table is the average for the market and in 2020 it was 0.56, that is an 

increase from the average of the previous years of the 2017 to 2019 which was 0.53. The median 

is 0.60 for the year 2020, that is an increase of 0.01 from the average of the 2017 to 2019 which 

was 0.59. Both the average and the median of the market of the debt ratio indicate that the total 

debts have increased compared to the total assets but the increase from the average of the market 

is higher. In table C2 in appendix C is the overview of the firms on the Finnish stock market. In 

the table is the average debt ratio for the market and in 2020 it was 0.59 which is an increase from 

the average of the 2017 to 2019 which was 0.58. The median of the market was 0.65 in 2020 which 



 

 

is an increase from the previous average of the years 2017 to 2019 which was 6.60. Both the 

average and the median of the market of the debt ratio indicate that the total debts have increased 

compared to the total assets but the increase from the median of the market is higher. 

 

 

Cash ratio 

Most of the firms in Iceland saw a decrease in their cash ratio. The average change in the market 

was a decrease of 0.02 from the years before the Covid-19 pandemic and after the first year of 

fighting the pandemic. Table 3 shows the change in the cash ratio of all the firms that were under 

observation.  

Table 3  

The change in the cash ratio for listed firms in Iceland 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Arion banki 0.20 0.07 -0.13 

Brim 0.47 0.21 -0.26 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.54 0.73 0.19 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 0.22 0.16 -0.06 

Festi 0.25 0.17 -0.08 

Hagar 0.13 0.12 -0.01 

Iceland Seafood International 0.05 0.17 0.12 

Icelandair Group 0.39 0.29 -0.10 

Kvika banki 0.35 0.32 -0.03 



 

 

Marel 0.28 0.16 -0.12 

Origo 0.44 0.34 -0.10 

Reginn 0.46 0.81 -0.35 

Reitir fasteignafélag 0.60 0.35 -0.25 

Síminn 0.11 0.09 -0.02 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 0.57 0.43 -0.14 

Skeljungur 0.07 0.14 0.07 

Sýn 0.08 0.10 0.02 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 0.70 0.49 -0.21 

Össur 0.39 0.69 0.30 

Average 0.33 0.31 -0.02 

Median 0.35 0.21 -0.14 

 

As can be seen from Table 3, each firm experienced different changes in its cash ratio. The majority 

of the firms experience a decrease in their cash ratio, which indicates that their cash and cash 

equivalents have decreased compared to their current liabilities and  that is an indicator of whether 

the firms are able to cover their short term liabilities when an emergency happens. . As noted, few 

of the firms’ cash ratio increased, which indicates that their cash and cash equivalents increased 

compared to the firms’ current liabilities.The average cash ratio for the market was 0.31 in 2020 

which is a decrease from the average of the years 2017 to 2019 which was 0.33. The median of 

the market in 2020 was 0.21 which is a decrease from the average of the years 2017 to 2019 which 

was 0.35. Both the average and median of the market decreased but the change in the median is 

more drastic.  



 

 

 In table A3 in appendix A is the cash ratio for the listed firms in Denmark. The average of 

the market was 0.55 in 2020 that is a decrease from the average of the years 2017 to 2019 which 

was 0.85. The median for the market was 0.33 in 2020 that is an increase from the average of the 

years 2017 to 2019 which was 0.32. Both the average and the median of the market of the cash 

ratio show a change but the average of the market decrease is more drastic. In table B3 in appendix 

B is the cash ratio for the listed firms in Sweden. The average cash ratio for the stock market was 

0.82 in 2020 that is a decrease from the years 2017 to 2019 average which was 1.17. The median 

for the market in 2020 was 0.21 that is a decrease from the years 2017 to 2019 average which was 

0.24. Both the average and median of the market show a change between 2020 and the years 2017 

to 2019 average but the average of the market shows a more drastic decrease. In table C3 in 

appendix C, is the cash ratio for the listed firms in Finland. The average of the market shows that 

in 2020 the cash ratio was 0.41 that is an increase from the years 2017 to 2019 average which was 

0.39. The median of the market in 2020 was 0.38 that is an increase from the years 2017 to 2019 

median which was 0.36. Both the average and median of the market show an increase in the cash 

ratio which is the same increase about 0.02, that is not a drastic change.  

 

Earnings per share  

Researchers observed and calculated the earnings per share for each listed firm in Iceland. EPS 

was expected to be a great drop through the pandemic however, some in between EPS has 

increased. The table below shows the earnings per share for each listed firm in Iceland for the years 

2017 to 2019, 2020 and the change between years. Also, the average and median for all firms 

together.  

Table 4  

The earnings per share between years and the change for each listed firm in Iceland 

Iceland 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Brim 2.14 3.09 0.95 



 

 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.89 0.25 -0.64 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 5.57 3.09 -2.48 

Festi 8.07 6.95 -1.12 

Hagar 2.54 2.54 0.00 

Iceland Seafood International 32.00 4.73 -27.27 

Icelandair Group -0.38 -4.06 -3.68 

Marel 20.14 21.6 1.50 

Origo 4.74 0.58 -4.16 

Reginn 2.25 0.71 -1.54 

Reitir fasteignafélag 4.30 2.9 -1.40 

Síminn 0.23 0.34 0.11 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 1.49 3.98 2.49 

Skeljungur 0.66 0.39 -0.27 

Sýn -1.30 -1.37 -0.07 



 

 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 0.99 0.95 -0.04 

Össur 18.02 1.35 -16.66 

Average 5.46 2.97 -2.49 

Median 2.14 1.35 -0.27 

 

The average for firms‘ EPS in Iceland for year 2020 was 5.46 and the average for the years 2017 

to 2019 was 2.97, the decrease between those years was 2.49. 

From the table above, every firms‘ EPS has decreased except for Sjóvá, Síminn, Hagar, Marel and 

Brim. Therefore, a total 12 of 17 firms in Iceland show a decrease in their EPS, where the change 

is from a range of -27.27 to 2.49. This indicates that firms have lower profitability and are less 

valuable from the perspective of investors, in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 2019. The lowest EPS 

in 2020 was (-4.06) at Icelandair Group where it tells how much money the firm lost per share of 

outstanding stock. 

  

In table A4 in appendix A, is the EPS for firms in Denmark. The average EPS of the market in 

2020 was 178.63 which is less than the average EPS in the years 2017 to 2019 that was 161.34. 

Therefore, the increase between those years was 17.29 and implies that firms have higher 

profitability and greater value from the perspective of investors in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 

2019. However, by looking at the Earnings per share for each firm it shows that not all firms‘ EPS 

has increased between 2020 and 2017-2019. There are a total 5 of 15 firms in Denmark that 

experienced decreased EPS. The median for 2020 was 95.96 and the median for the years 2017 to 

2019 was 136.00, where it shows an increase of 28.45. Overall, the firms‘ EPS in Denmark shows 

significant increase in the EPS between years but at the same time an decrease in firms‘ EPS in 

Iceland. This indicates that firms in Denmark have high profitability while firms in Iceland 

experience lower profitability. From these results, effects from Covid-19 had an impact on EPS 

but a lot less impact on firms‘ EPS in Finland than in Iceland. 



 

 

  

In table B4 in appendix B, is the EPS for firms in Sweden. The average EPS of the market in 2020 

was 49.83 and the average EPS of the market in the years 2017 to 2019 was 50.81. Average EPS 

has decreased between those years by 0.98 which is a small drop and implies that firms in Sweden 

have lower profitability and less value from the perspective of investors in 2020 than in the years 

2017 to 2019. The highest decrease in EPS is 133.61 at Tethys Oil where EPS is 147.14 and  drops 

down to 13.53 which indicates a large reduction on profitability. The median for year 2020 was 

44.56 and the median for the years 2017 to 2019 was 36.46, where the medium of change was an 

increase of 8.19. Overall, the firms‘ EPS in Sweden experienced a small decrease in their EPS 

between years where similar effects for firms‘ EPS in Iceland. This indicates that firms in Sweden 

have lower profitability than in previous years, which also applies for firms in Iceland. From these 

results, the effects of Covid-19 had some impact on both firms‘ EPS in Sweden and Iceland but 

less effect on firms in Sweden. 

  

In table C4 in appendix C, is the EPS for firms in Finland. The average EPS of the market in 2020 

was 63.10 and the average of EPS of the market in years 2017-2019 was 60.95. The average EPS 

has increased between those years by 2.15 which implies that firms in Finland have higher 

profitability and more value from the perspective of investors in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 

2019. However, half of chosen firms in Finland have experienced a high drop in their EPS 

throughout 2020, a decrease from range 23.53 to 102.31. 

The median for year 2020 was 75.71 and the median for the years 2017 to 2019 was 25.70, where 

the median for change shows an decrease of 1.44. Overall, the firms‘ EPS in Finland experienced 

a small increase in their EPS between those years where the opposite effect had on firms‘ EPS in 

Iceland. This indicates that firms in Finland have higher profitability than in previous years. From 

these results, the effects of Covid-19 had an impact on both firms‘ EPS in Finland and Iceland but 

much less effect on firms in Finland than in Iceland. 

 

Return on Equity 

Return on Equity ratio was calculated for each listed firm in Iceland, Denmark, Sweden and 

Finland. ROE was expected to be much lower than before the pandemic where firms would not be 

able to generate as much profit from their shareholder’s investments as the years before. The 



 

 

average from firms’ ROE for the years 2017 to 2019 was 11.66 and the average for the year 2020 

was 1.27 which shows the drop for ROE.  

Table 5  

The calculated return on Equity between years and the change for each listed firms in Iceland 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Brim 11.06 8.97 -2.09 

Eik fasteignafélag 10.34 2.57 -7.77 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 3.40 1.97 -1.43 

Festi 9.07 7.75 -1.32 

Hagar 16.14 12.5 -3.64 

Iceland Seafood International 11.43 -0.05 -11.48 

Icelandair Group -5.25 -102.16 -96.91 

Marel 18.28 10.7 -7.57 

Origo 41.25 3.63 -37.62 

Reginn 10.15 2.74 -7.41 

Reitir fasteignafélag 6.38 3.88 -2.50 



 

 

Síminn 6.04 7.89 1.85 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 13.59 28.25 14.66 

Skeljungur 16.29 7.87 -8.42 

Sýn -0.23 -4.67 -4.44 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 12.60 11.17 -1.43 

Össur 13.12 1.09 -12.03 

Average 11.66 1.27 -10.38 

Median 11.06 6.50 -4.38 

 

As can be seen from the table above, every firms’ ROE has decreased except for Síminn and Sjóvá-

Almennar tryggingar. Síminn’s ROE increased by 1.85 and Sjóvá ROE increased significantly by 

14.66 which implies a great performance on the market.  

 Total 15 of 17 firms in Iceland have a decreased ROE ratio where the change is from a 

range of -96.91 to 14.66. The decrease in ROE between years indicates that firms are not 

generating as much profit from shareholders’ investment as the year before, through the pandemic. 

The firm that was most affected by the decrease in ROE was Icelandair Group where the change 

was -96.91 from average of the years 2017 to 2019 and 2020.  

 

In table A5 in appendix A, is the ROE ratio for firms in Denmark. The average of the market in 

2020 is 14.06 which is less than years before where  the average for the years 2017 to 2019 is 

15.02, the decrease is therefore 0.96. That implies that some firms in Denmark do not generate as 

much profit from shareholders’ investments in 2020 than in 2017-2019. However, half of listed 



 

 

firms in Denmark or a total seven of 15 firms show increase in their ROE. The highest change 

among those seven firms is Nordic Shipholding, where the increase was 49.65 and next to it was 

the North Media which increased by 22.61 in its ROE. 

The median for 2020 was 14.31 and the median for 2017-2019 was 16.93 where it also shows 

decrease by 0.73. Overall ROE ratio for firms in Denmark shows less decrease than firms in 

Iceland. Therefore this indicates that firms in Denmark were able to generate more profit from 

shareholders’ investments, than firms in Iceland. From these results effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic had effect on both firms’ ROE in Iceland and Denmark but less effect on firms’ ROE in 

Denmark. 

 

In table B5 in appendix B, is the ROE ratio for firms in Sweden. The average of the market in 2020 

is (-37.33) which is much less than years before where the average for years 2017 to 2019 is 15.70. 

From these calculations the change is (-53.03), which implies that some firms in Sweden do not 

generate as much profit from shareholders’ investments in 2020 than in 2017-2019. There are eight 

of 16 firms that show an increase in their ROE, the firm that has the highest increase in ROE is 

Lime Technologies where it increased by 22.18 but the firm RNB Retail and Brands experienced 

a great drop by 839.95 which can have negative effect on investors’ opinion towards the company. 

The median for 2020 was 12.02 and the median for 2017-2019 was 15.97 where it shows decrease 

by 1.03. Overall ROE ratio for firms in Sweden shows much more decrease in ROE than firms in 

Iceland. Therefore this indicates that firms in Sweden were not able to generate more profit from 

shareholders’ investment, than firms in Iceland. This results that the effect of the Covid-19 

pandemic had effect on both firms’ ROE in Iceland and Sweden but much more effect on firms’ 

ROE in Sweden. 

  

In table C5 in appendix C, is the ROE ratio for firms in Finland. The average of the market in 2020 

is (-10.51) which is less than years before where the average for years 2017-2019 is 1.95, the 

decrease in ROE between those years is 12.46. This implies that some firms in Finland do not 

generate as much profit from shareholders’ investments in 2020 than in 2017-2019. Total five of 

15 firms in Finland show an increase in their ROE and the firm that has the highest increase is Qt 

group Oyj where it increased by 67.19. However the majority of firms in Finland show a decrease 



 

 

in their ROE, the firm that has the most decrease in its ROE is Nurminen Logistics Oyj and shows 

a great drop by 163.07. 

The median for 2020 was 6.92 and the median for 2017-2019 was 8.16 where it shows decrease 

by 3.83. Overall ROE ratio for firms in Finland shows a more decreased ROE than firms in Iceland. 

Therefore, this indicates that firms in Finland were not able to generate more profit from 

shareholders’ investment than firms in Iceland. From these results, effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic had effect on both firms’ ROE in Finland and Iceland but slightly more effect on firms’ 

ROE in Finland. 

 

Net debt to EBITDA 

Net debt to EBITDA ratio was calculated for each listed firm in Iceland, Denmark, Sweden and 

Finland. Results from calculations were expected to be a high number of net debt to EBITDA 

before the pandemic hit. Meaning that the effect of Covid-19 had an impact on firms financially 

where firms would not be able to successfully pay off their debts, therefore could be financially 

distressed in the future. The average of firms’ Net debt to EBITDA for year 2017-2019 was 6.70 

and the average for year 2020 was 8.11 which shows firms’ Net debt to EBITDA had increased by 

1.42. 

Table 6  

The calculated Net Debt to EBITDA between years and the change for each listed firms in Iceland 

 

Net Debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Brim 8.79 9.59 0.62 

Eik fasteignafélag 13.40 12.99 -0.41 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 2.54 3.33 0.79 

Festi 3.03 5.04 2.01 



 

 

Hagar 3.38 4.17 0.79 

Iceland Seafood International 9.37 18.87 9.50 

Icelandair Group -7.37 -2.68 4.68 

Marel 4.87 5.19 0.32 

Origo -0.03 -0.06 -0.57 

Reginn 14.90 16.06 1.16 

Reitir fasteignafélag 12.58 15.05 2.47 

Síminn 4.23 4.69 0.46 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 16.18 6.11 -10.08 

Skeljungur 4.81 6.16 1.36 

Sýn 9.09 15.26 6.17 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 12.28 14.59 2.30 

Össur 1.60 4.10 2.50 

Average 6.70 8.11 1.42 



 

 

Median 4.87 6.11 1.16 

 

As seen from the table above, an increase in Net debt to EBITDA applies to the majority of listed 

firms in Iceland besides for Eik where it has only decreased by 0.41, Origo where it has decreased 

by 0.57 and Sjóvá where it has decreased by 10.08. The medium for 2020 was 6.11 and the median 

for 2017-2020 was 4.87, where the decrease is 1.16. 

         Total 14 of 17 firms in Iceland have an increased Net debt to EBITDA where the change 

is from a range of -10.08 to 9.5. The increase in Net debt to EBITDA between years implies how 

capable the firm is to pay off its debt and how many years it would take. The firm that has the 

highest Net debt to EBITDA ratio in 2020 is Icelandic Seafood International where it is 18.87, 

which can indicate that the firm is less likely to be able to handle their debt, this high ratio can 

therefore lower the credit rating of the firm. The firm that has the lowest Net debt to EBITDA ratio 

in 2020 is Icelandair Group that has -2.68 which indicates that the company can handle their debt, 

but this could also mean that Icelandair Group has more cash than debt, therefore the ratio is 

negative. 

 

In table A6 in appendix A, is the Net debt to EBITDA ratio for firms in Denmark. The average of 

the market in 2020 is 44.60 which is much greater than the average for years 2017-2019 which 

was 0.18, the increase in Net debt to EBITDA between those years is 44.42. This implies that some 

firms in Denmark are not profitable enough to cover their debt in 2020 than in 2017-2019. Total 

eight of 15 firms in Denmark that have over 4 in Net debt to EBITDA ratio. The median for 2020 

was 5.28 and the median for 2017-2019 was 3.79 where it shows an increase by 0.80. Overall the 

Net debt to EBITDA for firms in Denmark shows more increase in the ratio than firms in Iceland. 

Therefore, this indicates that firms in Denmark are having more financial difficulties with paying 

off their debts throughout the pandemic than firms in Iceland. From these results, effects of the 

Covid-19 pandemic had an impact on both firms’ Net debt to EBITDA in Denmark and Iceland, 

but had much more effect on firms in Denmark. 

  

In table B6 in appendix B, is the Net debt to EBITDA ratio for firms in Sweden. The average of 

the market in 2020 is 4.64 which is much lower than the average for years 2017-2019 which was 



 

 

23.93, the decrease in Net debt to EBITDA between those years is 19.29. This implies that some 

firms in Sweden are not profitable enough to cover their debt in 2020 than in 2017-2019 however, 

nearly half of firms in Sweden have a high profitability to pay off its debt in 2020 according to 

calculations from table B6 in appendix B. The median for 2020 was 4.54 and the median for 2017-

2019 was 5.41, where it shows a decrease of 1.46. Overall, the Net debt to EBITDA for firms in 

Sweden show less increase in the ratio than firms in Iceland. Therefore, this indicates that firms in 

Sweden are not having as much financial difficulties to pay off their debts throughout the pandemic 

than firms in Iceland. From these results, effects of the Covid-19 pandemic had an impact on both 

firms’ Net debt to EBITDA in Sweden and Iceland, but slightly more effect on firms in Iceland. 

  

In table C6 in appendix C, is the Net debt to EBITDA ratio for firms in Finland. The average of 

the market in 2020 is (-6.93) which is much lower than the average for years 2017-2019 that was 

11.20. The decrease between those years was 18.13. This can imply that more firms are profitable 

enough to cover their debt in 2020 than in 2017-2019 however, by looking at the Net debt to 

EBITDA ratio for each firm it shows that there are a total six of 15 firms in Finland that have lower 

than 4 in ratio. The median for 2020 was 4.62 and the median for 2017-2019 was 8.29,  where it 

shows a decrease of 0.08. Overall, the Net debt to EBITDA for firms in Finland show only a 

decrease in the ratio and an increase in the ratio for firms in Iceland. Therefore, this indicates that 

firms in Finland are not having greater financial difficulties to pay off their debts throughout the 

pandemic than firms in Iceland. From these results, effects of the Covid-19 pandemic had an 

impact on both firms’ Net debt to EBITDA in Finland and Iceland but much less effect on firms 

in Finland. 

 

EBIT margin 

Researchers observed and calculated the EBIT margin for each listed firm in Iceland. EBIT margin 

indicates how much profit firms generate on each dollar of sales after paying for variable costs of 

production. 

The table below shows the EBIT margin for each listed firm in Iceland for 2017-2019, 2020 and 

the change between years. Also, the average and median for all firms together. 

  



 

 

Table 7  

The calculated EBIT Margin between years and the change for listed firms in Iceland 

 

EBIT Margin 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Brim 14.65 14.47 -0.18 

Eik fasteignafélag 61.67 66.75 5.08 

Eimskipafélag Íslands 2.83 2.56 -0.27 

Festi 6.24 3.19 -3.05 

Hagar 4.64 4.02 -0.62 

Iceland Seafood International 5.76 1.23 -4.53 

Icelandair Group -1.12 -59.83 -58.71 

Marel 13.20 12.09 -1.11 

Origo 2.74 1.94 -0.80 

Reginn 65.54 65.35 -0.19 

Reitir fasteignafélag 66.59 63.20 -3.39 

Síminn 17.47 14.92 -2.55 



 

 

Sjóvá-Almennar tryggingar 11.87 23.40 11.53 

Skeljungur 3.88 2.54 -1.34 

Sýn 6.29 0.77 -5.52 

Vátryggingafélag Íslands 10.66 8.45 -2.21 

Össur 13.64 8.46 -5.18 

Average 18.03 13.74 -4.06 

Median 10.66 8.45 -1.23 

 

The average for firms' EBIT margin in Iceland for year 2020 was 13.74 and the average for years 

2017-2019 was 18.03, the decrease between those years was 4.06. From table 7, every firms‘ EBIT 

margin has decreased except for Sjóvá and Eik. Therefore, a total 15 of 17 firms in Iceland show 

a decrease in their EBIT margin. The medium of the market in 2020 was 8.45 and the medium of 

market in 2017-2019 was 10.66 which shows increase by 1.23. 

Overall, EBIT margin indicates that firms are more efficient in their operations in 2020 than in 

2017-2019 and are generating more profit from sales than in previous years. 

  

In table A7 in appendix A, is the EBIT margin for firms in Denmark. The average EBIT margin 

of the market in 2020 was 8.12 which is much less than the average EBIT margin in years 2017-

2019 which was 17.76. Therefore, the decrease between those years was 9.64 which implies that 

listed firms in Denmark are less efficient in its operations in 2020 than in 2017-2019. However, 

the highest EBIT margin among listed firms in Denmark was 52.28 which tells researchers that 

Germann High Street Properties is more efficient in its operations and greater at generating profit 

from sales, than other listed firms in Denmark. 



 

 

The median of the market in 2020 was 15.03 and the median of the market in 2017-2019 was 

15.97, where it shows an decrease by 0.94. Overall, firms‘ EBIT margin in Denmark have 

experienced a decrease and are generating less profit from sales in 2020 than in 2017-2019 which 

is the opposite effect on listed firms in Iceland. 

  

In table B7 in appendix B, is the EBIT margin for firms in Sweden. The average EBIT margin of 

the market in 2020 was 15.18 which is less than the average EBIT margin in years 2017-2019 

where it was 16.04. The decrease between those years was 0.86. The median of the market in 2020 

was 7.29 and the median for the market in 2017-2019 was 5.38 which increased. Where the average 

of EBIT margin has decreased, this indicates that listed firms in Sweden are less efficient in its 

operations in 2020 than in 2017-2019. Further, are generating less profit from sales in 2020 than 

in 2017-2019. 

  

In table C7 in appendix C, is the EBIT margin for firms in Finland. The average EBIT margin of 

the market in 2020 was 10.78 and the average of the market in 2017-2019 was 10.64, an increase 

of 0.14 between those years. This indicates that listed firms in Finland are more efficient in their 

operations in 2020 than in 2017-2019. The median of the market of 2020 was 6.34 and the median 

of the market of 2017-2019 was 5.23 where it also shows increase. Overall, firms‘ EBIT margin 

implies that listed firms in Finland are generating more profit from sales than in previous years. 

 

Qualitative results  

This chapter presents the main findings of the study from interviews, how the Covid-19 

pandemic has had on firms. 

Did the firms have to change their business practices, and if so how do they 

see their future business practices? 

All of the CFOs that were interviewed said that their business practices had been affected by the 

Covid-19 pandemic, partially or completely. Firm A said that the one thing that had to be changed 

the most was their lending plan and had to, in a sense, pull the breaks on accepting and giving out 

loans to customers. The same applies for Firm B, their CFO said that their business practices didn’t 



 

 

change much since the pandemic. Therefore the CFO doesn’t see much need to change in the firm 

business practices in the future.  

The CFO for Firm C says that their business practices are divided into two; one is necessity 

products like groceries and beauty products and the other sells gasoline and necessities for car 

owners among other products and services. The second one took a hit when Icelanders travelled 

around Iceland in the summer of 2020 and made a difference for the loss they saw because of the 

lack of tourism. The CFO also mentioned that the Covid-19 pandemic wasn’t the only factor for a 

change of business practices for their gasoline stations, because there is an energy exchange taking 

place but the CFO believes that the pandemic pushed the speed of these changes and therefore 

forced the gasoline daughter company to change their business practices more drastically now than 

was anticipated.  

For Firm D their business practices changed a lot, they had to make their employees work 

from home for the most part since the pandemic. All meetings were moved online, either on Teams 

or Zoom, both to meet with customers and for employees to talk to each other. They had to invest 

in work equipment like laptops so the employees could work from home. All events held by the 

firm were online, both for the customers and employees and will some part be held online in the 

future when the pandemic is over. The CFO of Firm D believes that they will adapt part of the 

business practices that are being used to fight the Covid-19 pandemic up to 30-40% of the 

employees working from home. Also, the CFO believes that some of the meetings in the future 

with the customers will be held online instead of meeting in person.  

There weren’t drastic changes for Firm E accordion to the CFO. They divided the 

employees into groups that were allocated specific places in the office that they could use or the 

employees had the choice of working from home. They also didn’t meet customers face-to-face, 

instead they had meetings either on Zoom or Teams.  

The business practices changed for Firm F because they have customers all around the 

world and couldn’t meet them in person, so they had to move all their meetings online. Because 

they don’t have specialists located around the world and when problems came up they advised the 

customers over the phone or online. Those employees that were able to work from home, did so. 

They also changed their marketing, before the pandemic the firm would participate in exhibitions 

where they would meet their potential and current customers in person but due to the Covid-19 



 

 

pandemic they changed that and now the customers get one-on-one meetings online with the firm 

showing them their products.  

 

Did firms have a contingency plan for an unexpected case as the Covid-19 

pandemic? 

Firms were asked if they had a contingency plan ready, for an unexpected case as the Covid-19 

pandemic, most of them had full and ready contingency plans but few did not. Those few firms 

had contingency plans, but only for other situations where this type of case was not expected to 

happen. There were many other procedures made within firms that helped to maintain a good 

information flow between employees. For example, where firm A created a response group where 

they met daily to discuss changes in the society and whether or how it would affect factors within 

the firm. Firm A also created a contingency plan for liquidity, mainly to have enough aside if 

something happens and takes an unexpected turn.  

Firm B not only had a contingency plan but they did a risk assessment regarding the Covid-

19 pandemic. They were not quite surprised at how their plan reacted to effects from the Covid-

19 pandemic, as it went as they predicted.  

Firm C was all set with a contingency plan and went strictly with all recommendations 

from the authorities. They found it really important to have a good plan, as they play an important 

role within the society. 

Firm D had a contingency plan they tested regularly and it worked really well after 

activating it when the Covid-19 pandemic hit.  

Firm E did not have a full and ready contingency plan for this pandemic. However, they 

had lots of plans that were for other cases. Their experience in this period of time was really new, 

they had to “reinvent the wheel” and mainly started over again but followed the recommendations 

closely from the authorities. 

Firm F had a contingency plan ready but not for this type of pandemic. Everyone put their 

hands together to find solutions and used things that had been planned way before the Covid-19 

pandemic hit.  

 



 

 

Every firm that had a contingency plan said they would definitely use the current plan again in the 

future if something similar would happen.  

 

What were the deviations in the firm’s cash flow in 2020, from forecasts for 

the year? 

The firms were asked if there were any deviations in their firm’s cash flow for the year 2020 from 

the forecasts they had made the year before. The deviation that each firm experienced was different 

because these firms didn’t experience the same effects or their magnitude. Firm A, didn’t 

experience much deviation in their cash flow but what had an effect was that the Central Bank in 

Iceland put out a ban for the banks in the country that they were not allowed to pay their 

shareholders dividend and also put a ban on the banks on buying their own shares. Because of this 

the firm had to let its shareholders know about these actions forced on them by the Central Bank 

through the Icelandic Stock Exchange. The CFO of Firm A also mentioned that when the most 

uncertainty was due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the firm published an interim settlement to show 

their investor how financially strong the firm was.  

According to the CFO of Firm B, there were very few deviations in the firm’s cash flow 

from its forecasts, within 1% deviation. 

For Firm C, the deviation of its cash flow is low, this can be explained because their 

operations are divided into two sectors as mentioned before. The firm has operations in the 

groceries and beauty products sector which has been doing great since the Covid-19 pandemic hit, 

but the gasoline operation has been experiencing hard times during the pandemic. Because there 

have been both positive and negative effects on the cash flow it has evened out, according to the 

CFO. But to meet the effects of the uncertainty of the pandemic at the beginning of 2020 the firm 

decided not to pay a dividend for the year 2020 and later they decided to buy their own shares and 

this kind of information is mediated to their shareholders through the Icelandic Stock Exchange.   

Firm D experienced a lot of uncertainty at the beginning of 2020 when the Covid-19 

pandemic hit Iceland and to meet this uncertainty the firm decided to push its dividend payments 

back from March to September. They also considered using the government resources, but decided 

not to do it. They informed their shareholders by publishing on their website announcement with 

the changes the firm made financially in response to the pandemic. These changes involved 



 

 

refinancing their loans, pushing their dividend payments back and look at the resources the 

government was offering firms in Iceland and, as said before, they decided not to use those 

resources.  

Firm E had already published their plan for the year 2020 but withdrew it back and 

published another one late where they lowered their EBITDA according to their CFO. They had 

not published their annual report for 2020 when the interview took place, but the CFO said that 

the firm cash flow ended as planned with their second that they published last year. 

For Firm F the year 2020 was a defensive victory. When the Covid-19 pandemic hit the 

world early in 2020 the firm’s employees started right away to go over their planned cash flow for 

2020 and made several scenarios for how the year might possibly end. Those scenarios were both 

realistic and the worst scenario possible. According to the CFO, the firm ended the year by 

reaching a realistic plan and possibly better.  

 

How has the Covid-19 pandemic affected the firm’s investment plans? 

Firms were asked if the Covid-19 pandemic affected their investments plans, the majority of them 

thought effects did not have a negative impact on their investment plans.  

 Firm A believed that it was more of a push to keep up with investment choices and therefore 

firm’s investment had only increased during 2020. Similar went with firm F where they saw this 

as a new opportunity for the firm and kept their investment plans.  

 However, firm C was in the middle of construction where it was delayed for nine days, 

which was fewer days than they expected to be. Overall, there were no changes to the firm’s 

original investment plans.  

For Firm E and D were predicted to be some changes to the investment plan, therefore both 

firms looked into the previous investment plan and looked through them to see if any investment 

could be postponed. Throughout 2020, firm E had strong cash flow but if something went the other 

way, it had a loan capital if needed. Further, it was shown that there was no need to postpone any 

investment plans so it was decided to stick to the original investment plan. Similar went on for 

firm D where they continued with their investment plans for the year.  



 

 

Firm B claimed that there were no effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on their investment 

plans. Firm B believed it would not have any effect on them financially and decided to stick to 

their plans throughout 2002.  

 

Discussions and Conclusions 

As mentioned in previous chapters, the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on firms in Iceland has 

yet to be seen where most firms have not published their annual accounts nor specific research was 

conducted regarding effects of Covid-19 on firms, where this pandemic is not over during writing 

of this thesis. This specific pandemic can be related to the financial crisis in 2008 in many different 

ways. The subject of this study is quite a novelty however, Covid-19 is expected to be a captivating 

discussion in coming years. 

 

In this research, researchers analyzed the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on listed firms in 

Iceland together with listed firms in Nordic countries. The tables with the calculated ratios for the 

firms showed how the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic had on the finances of the firms. These 

appendixes consisted of tables for each country and sector to give the overall picture of the effect 

the firms experienced financially.  

When looking at the current ratio for the listed firms in Iceland in Table 1, it shows that 

the average for the market decreased by -0.23 that means that the current assets to the current 

liabilities have decreased. Meaning that there is less of current assets to liquify to meet the current 

liabilities. However, researchers can not generalize that all listed firms in Iceland have a current 

ratio that decreased between years, whereas some firms current ratio has increased according to 

Table 1. 

When comparing the listed firms in Denmark, found in Table A1 in appendix A, the 

average current ratio for the markets showed that the firms experienced a decrease in their current 

ratio between 2020 and the average of the years 2017 to 2019 which was -0.33. Therefore, the 

researchers can imply that the listed firms in Denmark had a higher current ratio in the years 2017 

to 2019 than in 2020. That indicates that the firm's current assets were higher compared to their 

current liabilities in the years 2017 to 2019. 



 

 

The average current ratio for the listed firms in Sweden, found in Table B1 in appendix B, 

saw a negative change of -0.58 between 2020 and the average for 2017 to 2019, that is relatively 

lower than the average current ratio for the listed firms in Iceland and Denmark. Therefore, the 

researchers can imply that the current ratio for the listed firms in Sweden was higher in 2017 to 

2019 than in 2020. That indicates that the firm's current assets were higher compared to their 

current liabilities in the years 2017 to 2019. 

In Table C1 in appendix C, are the current ratios for the firms listed in Finland, the average 

current ratio for the market saw a decrease of -0.27 between 2020 and the average of 2017 to 2019. 

Therefore, researchers can imply that the current ratio for the listed firms in Finland was higher in 

2017 to 2019 than in 2020. That indicates that the firm's current assets were higher compared to 

their current liabilities in the years 2017 to 2019. 

These firms are divided into sectors on Nasdaq Nordics and the sector that experienced the 

biggest decrease in the current ratio of all the sectors was oil and gas, found in Table F1 in appendix 

F, that saw a decrease of -1.55. That is a drastic decrease that implies that the firms in this sector 

experienced a dramatic decrease in their current assets compared to their current liabilities. There 

is one sector that saw its current ratio increase and that is the technology sector, found in Table E1 

in an appendix E, and its current asset ratio increased about 0.10, that means that the sector’s 

current assets have increased compared to the current liabilities. Therefore, the researchers can 

imply that the firms in the sector saw an increase in their current assets compared to their current 

liabilities. 

Looking at the debt ratio for the listed firms here in Iceland the average debt ratio for the 

market increased about 0.03, which is not a drastic change but it means that the total debts of the 

market increased compared to the total assets of the market. Therefore, the researchers can imply 

that the total debts of the firms in Iceland experienced an increase between the years 2017 to 2019 

and 2020. 

  When looking at the listed firms in Denmark, found in Table A2 in appendix A, it shows 

that the average change in the market in Denmark is zero. That means that the total debts to the 

total assets didn't change between the years 2017 to 2019 and 2020. Therefore, the researchers can 

indicate that there wasn't any change in the debt ratio for the firms from the previous years.   

  Comparing the listed firms in Iceland and Sweden, found in Table B2 in appendix B, it 

shows that both markets experienced the same amount of increase about 0.03. This means that the 



 

 

total debt for both the listed firms in Iceland and Sweden increased the same compared to the total 

assets. 

  For the debt ratio of the listed firms in Finland, found in Table C2 in appendix C, the market 

saw a little to no change in the ratio or increase of 0.01. This indicates that the listed firms 

experienced little to no change between the years 2017 to 2019 and 2020. Meaning that the total 

debt is the same compared to the total assets. 

When it comes to the sector and the debt ratio, the sector that experienced the most increase 

in its debt ratio was consumer services which experienced an increase of 0.08. This indicates that 

the firms in the sector saw an increase in their total debt compared to their total assets. Therefore, 

researchers can imply that the firms in that sector saw a lower debt ratio in the years 2017 to 2019 

than in 2020. Also, the sector that experienced the most decrease was in technology, which 

experienced a decrease of -0.09 that indicates that the firms in the sector saw a decrease in their 

total debts compared to their total assets. Therefore, researchers can imply that the firms in that 

sector had a higher debt ratio in 2017 to 2019 than in 2020.  

The cash ratio for the listed firms in Iceland saw an average decrease of -0.02, which 

indicates that the firms have less cash and cash equivalents on hand to meet their current liabilities 

if an emergency happens. Therefore, researchers can imply that listed firms in Iceland have a lower 

cash ratio then the years before. However, this is not a drastic decrease for the market however 

there are firms found in Table 3 that saw an increase in their cash ratio between the years. 

Looking at the listed firms in Denmark, found in Table A3 in appendix A, it shows that the 

listed firms in Denmark experienced a decrease of -0.30 between 2017 to 2019 and 2020 in their 

cash ratio. Therefore, the researchers can imply that those firms have less cash and cash equivalents 

to meet their current liabilities in 2020 than the years 2017 to 2019. 

Looking at the listed firms in Sweden, found in Table B3 in appendix B, it shows that the 

firms in Sweden saw a drastic decrease in their market average cash ratio, about -0.35. That 

indicates that the listed firms in Sweden have less cash and cash equivalents on hand to meet their 

current liabilities compared to the listed firms in Denmark and Iceland.   

Looking at the listed firms in Iceland and Finland, found in Table C3 in appendix C, it 

shows that the firms in Finland were the only firms that saw on average increase in their cash ratio, 

about 0.02. That indicates that the listed firms in Finland have more cash and cash equivalents then 

the firms in Denmark, Iceland and Sweden.  



 

 

When looking at all of these firms in the sectors that Nasdaq Nordics divided them in, the 

sector that saw the biggest increase in their cash ratio on average was health care, found in Table 

D3 in appendix D, that saw an increase of 0.23 on average for the sector. That indicates that the 

firms in the health care sector have more cash and cash equivalents on hand to meet their current 

liabilities when an emergency happens than compared to the other sectors. 

The sector that saw the biggest decrease was oil and gas, found in Table F3 in appendix F, that 

saw a drastic decrease of -1.30 on average for the sector. That means the the firms in the sector 

have lost drastically their cash and cash equivalents compared to their current liabilities since the 

Covid-19 pandemic started. 

 

When viewing the Earnings per share ratio for listed firms in Iceland in Table 4, there is a decrease 

in average between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 which indicates that listed firms in Iceland have lower 

profitability than in the years 2017 to 2019, where the average has decreased by 2.49. However, 

researchers can not generalize that all listed firms in Iceland have a EPS that decreased between 

years, where some firms‘ EPS  has only increased according to Table A4. 

When observing the Earnings per share ratio for listed firms in Denmark, in table A4 in 

appendix A, it shows an increase in average EPS by 17.29, of the market between 2020 and 2017 

to 2019. Therefore, researchers can imply that listed firms in Denmark have significantly higher 

profitability in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 2019. Which can also indicate that their value from 

investors perspective, increases. However, only 1/3 of listed firms in Denmark have experienced 

an decrease in their EPS according to t.able A4. 

According to table B4 in appendix B, the Earnings per share ratio for listed firms in Sweden 

shows an small decrease in average by 0.98, between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 which indicates their 

profitability had been reduced. Therefore less value from the perspective of investors in 2020 than 

in the years 2017 to 2019. This effect is very similar to the decrease in firms‘ EPS in Iceland, 

where their EPS is lower than in previous years. 

According to table C4 in appendix C, the Earnings per share ratio for listed firms in Finland 

displays an increase in average of EPS by 2.15 between 2020 and 2017 to 2019. Which can imply 

that firms in Finland experienced higher profitability in 2020 than previous years. However, 50% 

of chosen listed firms in Finland went through a great drop in their EPS therefore researchers can 



 

 

not confirm that all firms in Finland went through a positive nor negative experience with their 

EPS. 

  

When viewing the Return on Equity ratio for listed firms in Iceland in table 5, there is a great drop 

in their average of ROE by 10.38, between 2020 and 2017 to 2019. This can indicate that listed 

firms in Iceland are not generating as much profit from shareholders‘ investment as in previous 

years. However, two listed firms in Iceland experienced an increase in their ROE which predicts 

greater performance on the market in 2020 than in 2017 to 2019. Therefore, researchers can not 

confirm that all listed firms in Iceland experienced lacker performance on the market. 

         According to table A5 in appendix A, the Return on Equity ratio for listed firms in Denmark 

shows an decrease in average by 0.96 between 2020 and 2017 to 2019. This indicates that listed 

firms in Denmark are not generating as much profit from shareholders‘ investments in 2020 than 

in previous years. However, nearly 50% of chosen listed firms in Denmark experienced increase 

in their ROE, according to table A5 in appendix A. 

From these results, researchers predict that listed firms in Denmark experienced greater 

performance on the market than listed firms in Iceland, through the pandemic. 

         According to table B5 in appendix B, the Return on Equity ratio for listed firms in Sweden 

displays a great drop in ROE average by 53.03 which can imply that listed firms in Sweden did 

not generate as much profit from shareholders‘ investment in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 2019 

further a reduction in performance on the market. However, nearly half of chosen listed firms in 

Sweden experienced an increase in their ROE. Therefore, researchers can not confirm that all listed 

firms in Sweden had lacker of performance on the market in 2020 than in 2017-2019. 

         According to table C5 in appendix C, the average of Return on Equity has decreased by 

12.46 which is a great drop in their performance on the market in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 

2019. This indicates that listed firms in Finland did not generate as much profit from shareholders‘ 

investment in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 2019. However, around 1/3 of chosen listed firms in 

Finland had experienced an increase in their ROE. Even though it shows that listed firms in Iceland 

did perform slightly greater on the market than listed firms in Finland.   

  

When observing the Net debt to EBITDA for listed firms in Iceland, it is shown that the average 

of Net debt to EBITDA has increased by 1.42 between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 according to table 



 

 

6. This increase applies to the majority of listed firms in Iceland, which indicates that those firms 

were less likely to be able to pay off its debt in the future. 

         According to table A6 in appendix A, the average of Net debt to EBITDA for listed firms 

in Denmark has increased significantly by 44.42 between 2020 and 2017 to 2019. This can imply 

that listed firms in Denmark are not profitable enough to pay their debt, in 2020 rather than the 

years 2017 to 2019. From this point on, listed firms in Iceland show less increase in their average 

of Net debt to EBITDA than listed firms in Denmark. Therefore, researchers predict that listed 

firms in Denmark are having more financial difficulties with paying off their debts throughout the 

pandemic, than listed firms in Iceland. However, researchers can not confirm that it applies to 

every firm in Denmark nor Iceland. 

          According to table A6 in appendix A, the average of Net debt to EBITDA for listed firms 

in Denmark has increased significantly by 44.42 between 2020 and 2017-2019. This can imply 

that listed firms in Denmark are not profitable enough to pay their debt, in 2020 rather than the 

years 2017 to 2019. From this point on, listed firms in Iceland show less increase in their average 

of Net debt to EBITDA than listed firms in Denmark. Therefore, researchers predict that listed 

firms in Denmark are having more financial difficulties with paying off their debts throughout the 

pandemic, than listed firms in Iceland. However, researchers can not confirm that it applies to 

every firm in Denmark nor Iceland. 

         According to table B6 in appendix B, the average of Net debt to EBITDA for listed firms 

in Sweden has taken a great drop by 19.29. Which indicates that listed firms in Sweden are more 

profitable to pay off their debts than in the years 2017 to 2019. Researchers predict that listed firms 

in Iceland have more financial difficulties to pay off their debt throughout the pandemic than listed 

firms in Sweden, where Net debt to EBITDA average is lower for firms in Sweden than firms in 

Iceland. 

         According to table C6 in appendix, the average of Net debt to EBITDA for listed firms in 

Finland has decreased by 18.13 which is similar to the effect on firms in Sweden. Researchers 

imply that more firms turn out to be more profitable enough to cover their debt in 2020 than in 

2017 to 2019. Therefore, listed firms in Finland are more profitable to pay their debt in 2020 than 

listed firms in Iceland. 

 



 

 

When viewing the EBIT margin ratio for listed firms in Iceland in table 7, there is a decrease in 

average between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 which indicates that listed firms in Iceland are generating 

less profit from sales as the year before and are less efficient in its operations in 2020 than in the 

years 2017 to 2019. 

According to table A7 in appendix A, the EBIT margin ratio for listed firms in Denmark 

shows an decrease in average, between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 by 9.64. Which can indicate that 

listed firms in Denmark are experiencing being much less efficient in their operations in 2020 than 

in the years 2017 to 2019 and are generating less profit from sales. Which is similar to the 

experience that listed firms in Iceland are going through. 

According to table B7 in appendix B, the EBIT margin ratio for listed firms in Sweden 

displays an decrease in average of EBIT margin by 0.86. This can imply that listed firms in Sweden 

experienced being less efficient in their operations in 2020, therefore generating less profit from 

sales in 2020 than in the years 2017 to 2019. This effect is very similar to the decrease in firms‘ 

EBIT margin in Iceland, where their EBIT margin is lower than in previous years. 

According to table C7 in appendix C, the EBIT margin ratio for listed firms in Finland 

shows an small increase in average by 0.14, between 2020 and 2017 to 2019 which indicates that 

they are generating slightly more profit from sales than in the years 2017 to 2019. Therefore are 

more efficient in its operations in 2020. Listed firms in Finland are the only ones that experienced 

this increase in their EBIT margin in this research, however researchers can not confirm that all 

firms in Finland had experienced an increase in their EBIT margin. 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviews with selected firms showed how the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic had on operations 

within firms and got an in-depth insight into what actions firms needed to apply. 

 The interview with the CFO of Firm A gave a clear picture of the firm’s actions and 

investments choices when the Covid-19 pandemic hit. The CFO stated that a contingency plan was 

made and actions were applied to minimize infection within the workplace. He also explained this 

to be a positive effect on the firm and good experience to go through, to see how strong the firm’s 



 

 

practices were. Therefore, Firm A was highly prepared with further actions if needed, throughout 

the year 2020. The CFO of Firm A explained in connection with deviations, that there was no 

deviation in the cash flow however the ban on paying the dividend to shareholders had an effect 

on the firm and had to postpone the dividend payment.  

 The CFO of Firm F stated that a contingency plan was made, but not specifically for a case 

like the Covid-19 pandemic. However, some actions in the contingency plan helped a lot for this 

type of situation. Regarding deviations, Firm F started going through the planned cash flow for the 

year 2020 right away and began to create two scenarios which were the realistic one and the worst 

one. According to the CFO of Firm F, the cash flow for the year 2020 ended similar to the realistic 

one.  

By interviewing the CFO of Firm A and of Firm F, it implies that the effects of the Covid-

19 pandemic did not have a negative impact on investment choices nor changes in the original 

investment plan where it only promoted a positive impact on firms’ investment throughout 2020. 

 The CFO of Firm E stated that a contingency plan was not made however they had lots of 

plans for other cases. Firm E followed strictly the recommendations from authorities (I. 

sóttvarnarlækni). They were not ready for this type of pandemic and had to “reinvent the wheel”. 

Regarding deviations, Firm E had published its plan for the year 2020 but withdrew it where they 

had lowered their EBITDA according to the CFO of Firm E. However the CFO stated that the 

firm’s cash flow ended as planned. 

 The interview with the CFO of Firm D confirmed a contingency plan was made where it 

was documented and it is tested regularly, therefore when the Covid-19 pandemic hit, the plan 

worked very well. Regarding deviations, the CFO stated that it was decided to postpone dividend 

payment from March until September because of uncertainty at the beginning of 2020 and 

refinance their loans.  

Both Firm D and Firm E identified the investment plans to see what or whether they had 

to postpone a certain investment but it turned out later on that Firm D and Firm E did not have to 

postpone any investment. Therefore they continued with the firm’s investment plans. 

 

 The CFO of Firm B confirmed a contingency plan was made and implemented a specific 

risk assessment because of the Covid-19 pandemic. Regarding deviations, the CFO stated that 

there were within 1% deviations in the firm’s cash flow, therefore very small changes were made. 



 

 

Firm B did not believe the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic would have a negative impact on its 

firm, therefore kept its original investment plan and claimed that there were no effects of the 

Covid-19 pandemic on its investment plans.  

The interview with the CFO of Firm C confirmed a contingency plan was made for a case 

similar to the Covid-19 pandemic. Important actions were applied within the firm, to minimize 

infections and to keep the business up and running. Regarding deviations, the CFO of Firm C 

stated that the deviation of its cash flow was low where its operation is divided into two sectors. 

Firm C has been experiencing both positive and negative effects on the cash flow and therefore 

evened out. It was decided to postpone dividend payments and later on buy their own shares. Firm 

C predicted some changes in their original investment plans regarding the effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic. However further into the year 2020, there were no changes made in the firm’s 

investment plans, therefore firm C stuck to its plans.  

 

The results from the second part of the research indicated that the effects of the Covid-19 

pandemic did not exactly have a significant effect on firms investment plans. However, firm’s 

practices have changed somewhat and mostly in a positive way. The majority of interviewed firms 

explained this to be a positive experience and new opportunities opened up.  

 

In conclusion, Covid-19 had an effect on firms in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland. 

All calculated ratios of selected firms in Iceland showed change and every firm needed to adjust 

their business practices.  However, it depends on which sector the firm is in if it has a negative or 

positive effect. Unfortunately, the consequences of Covid-19 are still unknown and few 

researchers have been conducted about the firm's financial outcome of the pandemic. Which was 

one of the limitations of this research. In addition the calculation of the financial sector was 

unclear, which resulted in omit of the financial sector in this research.  It would be compelling for 

future research to look into the financial sector, comparing the consequences of  Covid-19 to the 

financial crisis in 2008.  

 

 

  



 

 

References  

Affandi, F., Sunarko, B., & Yunanto, A. (2019). The Impact of Cash Ratio, Debt To Equity 

Ratio, Receivables Turnover, Net Profit Margin, Return On Equity, and Institutional Ownership 

To Dividend Payout Ratio. Journal of Research in Management, 1(4), 1–11. 

https://doi.org/10.32424/jorim.v1i4.53 

Al-shubiri, F. N. (2012). Debt Ratio Analysis and Firm Investment: Evidence from Jordan. 

International Journal of Economics and Financial Issues, 2(1), 21–26. 

Berk, J. B., DeMarzo, P. M., & Harford, J. V. T. (2015). Fundamentals of corporate finance 

(Third edition). Pearson Education. 

Borhan, H., Naina Mohamed, R., & Azmi, N. (2014). The impact of financial ratios on the 

financial performance of a chemical company: The case of LyondellBasell Industries. World 

Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development, 10(2), 154–160. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/WJEMSD-07-2013-0041 

Brunnermeier, M. K. (2009). Deciphering the Liquidity and Credit Crunch 2007–2008. Journal 

of Economic Perspectives, 23(1), 77–100. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.23.1.77 

Byrd, D. T., & Mizruchi, M. S. (2005). Bankers on the board and the debt ratio of firms. Journal 

of Corporate Finance, 11(1–2), 129–173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2003.09.002 

Campello, M., Graham, J. R., & Harvey, C. R. (2010). The real effects of financial constraints: 

Evidence from a financial crisis. Journal of Financial Economics, 97(3), 470–487. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.02.009 

Demirhan, H. G., & Anwar, W. (2014). Factors Affecting the Financial Performance of the 

Firms during the Financial Crisis: Evidence from Turkey. Ege Stratejik Araştırmalar Dergisi, 

5(2), 65. https://doi.org/10.18354/esam.70099 

Denis, D. J., & Sibilkov, V. (2010). Financial Constraints, Investment, and the Value of Cash 

Holdings. Review of Financial Studies, 23(1), 247–269. https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhp031 



 

 

Donthu, N., & Gustafsson, A. (2020). Effects of COVID-19 on business and research. Journal of 

Business Research, 117, 284–289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.06.008 

Embætti Landlæknis. (2021). Spurningar og svör varðandi kórónuveiruna SARS-CoV-2 og 

COVID-19. https://www.landlaeknir.is/um-embaettid/greinar/grein/item38911/spurningar-og-

svor-vardandi-koronaveiruna 

Embætti Landlæknis, & Almannavarnadeild. (2021b). Tölulegar upplýsingar. Covid. 

https://www.covid.is/tolulegar-upplysingar 

Embætti Landlæknis, & Almannavarnadeild. (2021a). Viðbrögð á Íslandi. Covid. 

https://www.covid.is/undirflokkar/vidbrogd-a-islandi 

Festi hf. (2020). Festi hf. Ársreikningur samstæðunnar 2020. https://ml-

eu.globenewswire.com/Resource/Download/e3edae74-bc13-4bf9-816a-b94836a7f9c5 

Fjármála-og efnahagsráðherra. (2018). Minnisblað. Stjórnarráðið. 

https://www.stjornarradid.is/library/03-Verkefni/Vinnumal/Samrad-stjornvalda-og-adila-

vinnumarkadarins-2018--/7.%20fundur%2022%20mars%20-

%20minnisbla%C3%B0%20FJR%20um%20jafna%C3%B0aratvinnutryggingagjald.pdf?fbclid=

IwAR2VFuQWPJCGEC6ng9dF3_JD3zNmS7SKPat5tHJjZu_LdN6kZJIJqKERymw 

Fouda, A., Mahmoudi, N., Moy, N., & Paolucci, F. (2020). The COVID-19 pandemic in Greece, 

Iceland, New Zealand, and Singapore: Health policies and lessons learned. Health Policy and 

Technology, 9(4), 510–524. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hlpt.2020.08.015 

Gunnarsson, F. (2020). Kórónuveirufaraldurinn kostar ríkissjóð 192 milljarða. RÚV. 

https://www.ruv.is/frett/2020/10/01/koronuveirufaraldurinn-kostar-rikissjod-192-milljarda 

Hagar hf. (2020). Hagar hf. Ársreikningur samstæðunnar 2020. https://arsskyrsla.hagar.is/2019-

2020/lykiltolur/ 

Hagstofa Íslands. (2020a). Fjöldi starfandi dróst saman um 5,5% á þriðja ársfjórðungi. 

https://hagstofa.is/utgafur/frettasafn/vinnumarkadur/starfandi-samkvaemt-skram-september-

2020/ 



 

 

Hagstofa Íslands. (2020). Gjaldþrot og virkni fyrirtækja. utgafur/tilraunatolfraedi/gjaldthrot-og-

virkni-fyrirtaekja-tt/ 

Hagstofa Íslands. (2020b). Mesti slaki á íslenskum vinnumarkaði í fimm ár. 

https://hagstofa.is/utgafur/frettasafn/vinnumarkadur/vinnumarkadurinn-i-september-2020/ 

Hagstofa Íslands. (2021). Landsframleiðsla dróst saman um 6,6% á síðasta ári. 

https://hagstofa.is/utgafur/frettasafn/thjodhagsreikningar/thjodhagsreikningar-2020-aaetlun/ 

Hall, S. (2020). Fyrstu sýkingarnar líklega komið upp í janúar. Vísir. 

https://www.visir.is/g/2020486583d 

Hammarberg, K., Kirkman, M., & de Lacey, S. (2016). Qualitative research methods: When to 

use them and how to judge them. Human Reproduction, 31(3), 498–501. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/humrep/dev334 

International Labour Organization. (2021). ILO Monitor: COVID-19 and the world of work. 7th 

edition [Briefing note]. http://www.ilo.org/global/topics/coronavirus/impacts-and-

responses/WCMS_767028/lang--en/index.htm 

Ísleifsson, A. (2020). Andlát vegna Covid-19 á Landspítala. visir.is. 

https://www.visir.is/g/20202054836d 

Ivashina, V., & Scharfstein, D. (2010). Bank lending during the financial crisis of 2008. Journal 

of Financial Economics, 97(3), 319–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.12.001 

Kaen, F. R., & Baumann, H. D. (2003). Firm Size, Employees and Profitability in U.S. 

Manufacturing Industries. SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.382402 

Labaree, R. V. (2021). Research Guides: Organizing Your Social Sciences Research Paper: 

Quantitative Methods [Research Guide]. USC Libraries. 

https://libguides.usc.edu/writingguide/quantitative 



 

 

Landsbankinn. (2021a). Erlendum ferðamönnum fækkaði um 76% á síðasta ári. 

https://www.landsbankinn.is/umraedan/efnahagsmal/erlendum-ferdamonnum-faekkadi-um-76-a-

sidasta-ari 

Landsbankinn. (2021b). Launavísitalan hækkaði um 6,3% milli 2019 og 2020, kaupmáttur jókst 

um 3,4%. https://www.landsbankinn.is/umraedan/efnahagsmal/launavisitalan-haekkadi-um-63-

milli-2019-og-2020 

MacDiarmid, J., Tholana, T., & Musingwini, C. (2018). Analysis of key value drivers for major 

mining companies for the period 2006–2015. Resources Policy, 56, 16–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2017.09.008 

Michael, R., & Albert J., P. (2015). Ratios Description. In R. Michael & P. Albert J., Financial 

Ratios for Executives (pp. 7–105). Apress. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4842-0731-4_2 

Nasdaq. (2021). Shares—Share prices for all companies listed on NASDAQ OMX Nordic. 

http://www.nasdaqomxnordic.com/shares?fbclid=IwAR2VFuQWPJCGEC6ng9dF3_JD3zNmS7

SKPat5tHJjZu_LdN6kZJIJqKERymw 

NNIT. (2020). NNIT Annual Report 2020. 

https://s27.q4cdn.com/455540470/files/doc_financials/2020/ar/NNIT_AR20_UK_FINAL.pdf 

Nursiam, N., & Rahayu, V. S. (2019). The effect of company size, sales growth, current ratio 

(CR), net profit margin (NPM) and return on equity (ROE) on stock prices. Manajemen Bisnis, 

9(1). https://doi.org/10.22219/jmb.v9i1.9433 

OECD. (2020). Supporting people and companies to deal with the COVID-19 virus: Options for 

an immediate employment and social-policy response (ELS Policy Brief on the Policy Response 

to the Covid-19 Crisis). http://oe.cd/covid19briefsocial 

Origo hf. (2020). Origo hf. Ársreikningur samstæðunnar 2020. https://storage.mfn.se/1b6babac-

bdef-42b0-9cc2-bc48a0f5de25/arsreikningur-origo-hf-2020.pdf 

Össur. (2020). Össur 2020 Annual Report. http://annual-report.ossur.com 



 

 

Robinson, T. R. (2015). International financial statement analysis (Third edition). John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Safi, M. (2020). Coronavirus: 100 days that changed the world. The Guardian. 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/ng-interactive/2020/apr/08/coronavirus-100-days-that-

changed-the-world 

Seðlabanki Íslands. (2021). Tímaraðir. https://www.sedlabanki.is/hagtolur/opinber-

gengisskraning/timaradir/ 

Setiawan, A., & Sumantri, M. B. A. (2020). The Effect of Return On Asset (ROA), Debt to 

Equity Ratio (DER), and Earning Per Share (EPS) on Stock Prices in the Mining Sector on the 

Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2015—2019 Period. Technium: Romanian Journal of Applied 

Sciences and Technology, 2(7), 324–335. 

https://techniumscience.com/index.php/technium/article/view/2242 

Statistics Iceland. (2021). Economic forecast, March 2021. 106(3). 

Stjórnarráð Íslands. (2020a). COVID-19: Breyttar reglur um samkomutakmarkanir og skólahald. 

https://www.stjornarradid.is/efst-a-baugi/frettir/stok-frett/2020/10/04/COVID-19-Breyttar-

reglur-um-samkomutakmarkanir-og-skolahald/ 

Stjórnarráð Íslands. (2020b). Úrræði vegna faraldurs: Nýting heimila og fyrirtækja. Stjórnarráð 

Íslands. https://www.stjornarradid.is/library/02-Rit--skyrslur-og-

skrar/Sk%c3%bdrsla%20um%20n%c3%bdtingu%20%c3%barr%c3%a6%c3%b0a%20fyrir%20

vef.pdf 

Subramanyam, K. R. (2014). Financial statement analysis (Eleventh edition). McGraw Hill 

Education. 

Sulistyanie, A., & Sumantri, M. B. A. (2020). The Effect of Return On Equity (ROE), Debt 

Equity Ratio (DER), and Earning Per Share (EPS) on Share Prices in LQ45 Indexed Companies 

on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2015—2018 Period. Technium: Romanian Journal of 

Applied Sciences and Technology, 2(7), 209–221. 

https://techniumscience.com/index.php/technium/article/view/2029 



 

 

University of Kent, UK, Iqbal, A., Kume, O., & University of Kent, UK. (2014). Impact of 

Financial Crisis on Firms’ Capital Structure in UK, France, and Germany. Multinational Finance 

Journal, 18(3/4), 249–280. https://doi.org/10.17578/18-3/4-3 

Vestas. (2020). Vestas Annual Report 2020. 

https://www.vestas.com/~/media/vestas/investor/investor%20pdf/financial%20reports/2020/q4/s

ustainability_report_2020.pdf 

Vinnumálastofnun. (2020). Vinnumarkaðurinn á Íslandi [Yfirlit, horfur og þjónusta 

Vinnumálastofnun]. https://vinnumalastofnun.is/media/2293/juli-2019-skyrsla.pdf 

VU, T. M. T., TRUONG, T. V., & DINH, D. T. (2020). Determinants of Liquidity in 

Manufacturing Firms. The Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 7(12), 11–19. 

https://doi.org/10.13106/JAFEB.2020.VOL7.NO12.011 

World Economic Outlook, October 2020. (2020). INTL MONETARY FUND. 

World Health Organization. (2020a). Novel Coronavirus (2019-nCoV) (Situation Report No. 1). 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/330760/nCoVsitrep21Jan2020-

eng.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y 

World Health Organization. (2020b). Novel Coronavirus (2019-nCoV) (Situation Report No. 2). 

https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/coronaviruse/situation-reports/20200122-sitrep-2-2019-

ncov.pdf 

World Health Organization. (2020c). Novel Coronavirus (2019-nCoV) (Situation Report No. 3). 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/330762/nCoVsitrep23Jan2020-

eng.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

World Health Organization. (2020d). Novel Coronavirus (2019-nCoV) (Situation Report No. 14). 

https://www.who.int/docs/default-source/coronaviruse/situation-reports/20200203-sitrep-14-

ncov.pdf?sfvrsn=f7347413_4&fbclid=IwAR0fkCzGXt9TmnUZzqscvBwXRv_0Mjw0al1bsIDV

QsJCLKV_Jufw0qJdWwE 



 

 

World Health Organization. (2020e). SARS-CoV-2 Variants. World Health Organization. 

http://www.who.int/csr/don/31-december-2020-sars-cov2-variants/en/ 

World Health Organization. (2021a). Coronavirus. https://www.who.int/westernpacific/health-

topics/coronavirus 

World Health Organization. (2021b). WHO Coronavirus (COVID-19) Dashboard. 

https://covid19.who.int 

World Health Organization. (2021c). WHO lists Moderna vaccine for emergency use. 

https://www.who.int/news/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.who.int/news/


 

 

Appendixes 

Appendix A: Ratios for Denmark 

 Appendix A consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies in Denmark, through the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios 

shown are current ratio, debt ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to 

EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table A1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in Denmark 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 1.32 1.19 -0.13 

Brdr. Hartmann 1.75 1.61 -0.14 

FirstFarms 1.23 0.95 -0.28 

German High Street 

Properties 

1.60 1.70 0.10 

GN Store Nord 1.38 1.30 -0.08 

NetCompany Group 1.93 2.45 0.52 

NNIT 1.10 1.11 0.01 

Nordic Shipholding 1.44 0.43 -1.01 

North Media 3.01 4.69 1.68 



 

 

Pandora Group 1.25 0.71 -0.54 

Royal Unibrew 0.63 0.58 -0.05 

RTX 3.61 3.52 -0.09 

Torm A 1.46 1.24 -0.22 

Vestas Wind Systems 1.17 1.09 -0.08 

Victoria Properties 8.13 3.59 -4.54 

Average 2.07 1.74 -0.33 

Median 1.44 1.24 -0.20 

 

 

Table A2 

Debt Ratio  of chosen companies in Denmark 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 0.52 0.52 0 

Brdr. Hartmann 0.58 0.57 -0.01 

FirstFarms 0.55 0.58 0.03 

German High Street 

Properties 

0.45 0.47 0.02 

GN Store Nord 0.64 0.69 0.05 



 

 

NetCompany Group 0.48 0.40 -0.08 

NNIT 0.57 0.23 -0.34 

Nordic Shipholding 0.83 1.13 0.30 

North Media 0.34 0.26 -0.08 

Pandora Group 0.69 0.63 -0.06 

Royal Unibrew 0.62 0.60 -0.02 

RTX 0.24 0.34 0.10 

Torm A 0.51 0.49 -0.02 

Vestas Wind Systems 0.74 0.74 0 

Victoria Properties 0.33 0.52 0.19 

Average 0.54 0.54 0 

Median 0.55 0.52 -0.03 

 

 

Table A3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in Denmark 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 0.09 0.09 0 

Brdr. Hartmann 0.18 0.35 0.17 



 

 

FirstFarms 0.03 0.04 0.01 

German High Street 

Properties 

0.93 1.30 0.37 

GN Store Nard 0.26 0.33 0.07 

NetCompany Group 0.32 0.65 0.33 

NNIT 0.11 0.16 0.05 

Nordic Shipholding 0.45 0.08 -0.37 

North Media 0.42 0.88 0.46 

Pandora Group 0.20 0.30 0.10 

Royal Unibrew 0.13 0.04 -0.09 

RTX 0.57 0.37 -0.20 

Torm A 0.66 0.68 0.02 

Vestas Wind Systems 0.42 0.27 -0.15 

Victoria Properties 8.01 2.77 -5.24 

Average 0.85 0.55 -0.30 

Median 0.32 0.33 0.01 

 

 

Table A4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in Denmark 



 

 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 22.76 20.32 -2.45 

Brdr. Hartmann 320.16 820.95 500.79 

FirstFarms 31.73 74.01 42.28 

Germann High Street Properties 190.21 -330.67 -520.89 

GN Store Nord 166.00 201.51 35.51 

NetCompany Group 82.71 136 53.28 

NNIT 148.99 63.64 -85.34 

Nordic Shipholding -3.00 -5.41 -2.41 

North Media 89.09 350.35 261.26 

Pandora Group 744.35 414.62 -329.73 

Royal Unibrew 342.57 499.62 157.04 

RTX 127.03 155.48 28.45 



 

 

Torm A 67.56 160.97 93.41 

Vestas Wind Systems 95.96 120.53 24.56 

Victoria Properties -6.00 -2.49 3.52 

Average 161.34 178.63 17.29 

Median 95.96 136.00 28.45 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in Denmark 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 21.14 10.58 -10.56 

Brdr. Hartmann 16.38 28.76 12.38 

FirstFarms 3.12 5.66 2.54 

Germann High Street Properties 7.58 -10.31 -17.89 



 

 

GN Store Nord 25.70 24.97 -0.73 

NetCompany Group 13.43 14.31 0.88 

NNIT 20.72 6.60 -14.12 

Nordic Shipholding -49.65 0.00 49.65 

North Media 16.93 39.54 22.61 

Pandora Group 71.73 30.67 -41.06 

Royal Unibrew 34.52 36.94 2.42 

RTX 20.82 18.05 -2.77 

Torm A 4.65 8.70 4.05 

Vestas Wind Systems 24.16 19.25 -4.91 

Victoria Properties -6.00 -22.85 -16.85 

Average 15.02 14.06 -0.96 

Median 16.93 14.31 -0.73 

 

Table A6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in Denmark 



 

 

 

Net Debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 3.79 5.74 1.95 

Brdr. Hartmann 4.36 2.83 -1.53 

FirstFarms 18.27 597.00 578.73 

Germann High Street Properties 15.82 15.54 -0.28 

GN Store Nord 3.92 5.28 1.36 

NetCompany Group 3.01 1.58 -1.44 

NNIT 4.21 8.39 4.18 

Nordic Shipholding -126.91 8.20 135.10 

North Media 3.34 0.58 -2.76 

Pandora Group 2.34 3.61 1.27 

Royal Unibrew 3.48 3.23 -0.25 

RTX 0.50 1.30 0.80 



 

 

Torm A 57.41 5.98 -51.43 

Vestas Wind Systems 6.02 13.95 7.93 

Victoria Properties 3.12 -4.17 -7.28 

Average 0.18 44.60 44.42 

Median 3.79 5.28 0.80 

 

Table A7 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in Denmark 

 

EBIT margin (%) 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 19.38 12.00 -7.38 

Brdr. Hartmann 10.15 16.52 6.37 

FirstFarms 9.76 0.35 -9.41 

Germann High Street Properties 58.14 52.28 -5.86 

GN Store Nord 16.57 12.13 -4.44 

NetCompany Group 20.68 22.72 2.04 



 

 

NNIT 9.20 5.83 -3.37 

Nordic Shipholding -3.44 20.09 23.53 

North Media 34.01 23.13 -10.88 

Pandora Group 26.62 14.12 -12.50 

Royal Unibrew 13.55 20.05 6.50 

RTX 15.97 15.03 -0.94 

Torm A 6.70 19.96 13.26 

Vestas Wind Systems 9.98 5.04 -4.94 

Victoria Properties 19.05 -117.49 -136.54 

Average 17.76 8.12 -9.64 

Median 15.97 15.03 -4.44 

 

 

Appendix B: Ratios for Sweden 

 Appendix B consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies in Sweden, through the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios 



 

 

shown are current ratio, debt ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to 

EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

 

Table B1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in Sweden 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 11.39 3.34 -8.05 

Alfa Laval 1.36 1.58 0.22 

Arjo B 1.38 0.79 -0.59 

Axfood 0.92 0.78 -0.14 

B3 Consulting Group 0.93 0.71 -0.22 

BHG Group 1.14 0.88 -0.26 

Corem Property Group 0.24 0.02 -0.22 

C-rad 1.33 3.41 2.08 

Doro 1.52 1.33 -0.19 

Hexatronic Group 1.89 1.58 -0.31 

Lime Technologies 0.60 0.73 0.13 

Nyfosa 0.52 0.27 -0.25 



 

 

RNB Retail and Brands 1.55 0.86 -0.69 

Sandvik 0.60 0.28 -0.32 

Scandi Standard 1.27 1.14 -0.13 

Tethys Oil 6.90 6.60 -0.30 

Average 2.10 1.52 -0.58 

Median 1.30 0.87 -0.43 

 

Table B2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in Sweden 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 0.04 0.17 0.13 

Alfa Laval 0.59 0.52 -0.07 

Arjo B 0.59 0.59 0.00 

Axfood 0.66 0.76 0.10 

B3 Consulting Group 0.71 0.68 -0.03 

BHG Group 0.46 0.67 0.21 

Corem Property Group 0.62 0.61 -0.02 

C-rad 0.29 0.26 -0.03 



 

 

Doro 0.52 0.49 -0.03 

Hexatronic Group 0.57 0.67 0.10 

Lime Technologies 0.77 0.70 -0.07 

Nyfosa 0.61 0.58 -0.03 

RNB Retail and Brands 0.72 1.08 0.36 

Sandvik 0.57 0.41 -0.16 

Scandi Standard 0.72 0.71 -0.01 

Tethys Oil 0.08 0.08 0.00 

Average 0.53 0.56 0.03 

Median 0.59 0.60 0.01 

 

Table B3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in Sweden 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 10.55 3.23 -7.32 

Alfa Laval 0.23 0.30 0.07 

Arjo B 0.24 0.19 -0.05 

Axfood 0.16 0.00 -0.16 



 

 

B3 Consulting Group 0.09 0.15 -0.06 

BHG Group 0.24 0.15 -0.09 

Corem Property Group 0.00 0.00 0.00 

C-rad 0.26 1.71 1.45 

Doro 0.25 0.33 0.08 

Hexatronic Group 0.29 0.35 0.06 

Lime Technologies 0.20 0.39 0.19 

Nyfosa 0.47 0.21 -0.26 

RNB Retail and Brands 0.05 0.20 0.15 

Sandvik 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Scandi Standard 0.06 0.21 0.15 

Tethys Oil 5.56 5.65 0.09 

Average 1.17 0.82 -0.35 

Median 0.24 0.21 -0.03 

 

Table B4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in Sweden 

 



 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil -18.02 -5.41 12.61 

Alfa Laval 130.42 124.97 -5.46 

Arjo B 12.65 28.48 15.83 

Axfood 93.83 134.56 40.72 

B3 Consulting Group 33.17 42.49 9.32 

BHG Group 8.22 57.10 48.88 

Corem Property Group 58.68 -7.67 -66.35 

C-rad -0.55 6.34 6.89 

Doro 42.03 30.39 -11.63 

Hexatronic Group 25.04 49.87 24.83 

Lime Technologies 28.58 69.64 41.06 

Nyfosa 105.85 180.74 74.89 

RNB Retail and Brands -9.36 -76.87 -67.51 



 

 

Sandvik 115.54 102.54 -13.00 

Scandi Standard 39.75 46.62 6.87 

Tethys Oil 147.14 13.53 -133.61 

Average 50.81 49.83 -0.98 

Median 36.46 44.56 8.19 

 

Table B5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in Sweden 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil -8.69 -2.32 6.37 

Alfa Laval 18.92 12.58 -6.34 

Arjo B 4.75 9.11 4.36 

Axfood 36.91 45.70 8.79 

B3 Consulting Group 21.37 21.55 0.18 

BHG Group 2.93 14.62 11.69 



 

 

Corem Property Group 31.38 -2.33 -33.71 

C-rad -1.76 10.2 11.91 

Doro 12.37 6.19 -6.18 

Hexatronic Group 12.79 20.68 7.89 

Lime Technologies 47.71 69.89 22.18 

Nyfosa 26.79 19.25 -7.54 

RNB Retail and Brands -8.82 -848.77 -839.95 

Sandvik 22.64 13.76 -8.88 

Scandi Standard 13.70 11.46 -2.24 

Tethys Oil 18.24 1.24 -17.00 

Average 15.70 -37.33 -53.03 

Median 15.97 12.02 -1.03 

 

Table B6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in Sweden 

 



 

 

Net Debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 37.27 -8.31 -45.58 

Alfa Laval 5.28 4.79 -0.48 

Arjo B 10.86 7,69 -3.17 

Axfood 3.76 -0.50 -4.26 

B3 Consulting Group 5.55 4.29 -1.26 

BHG Group 9.77 6.13 -3.64 

Corem Property Group 14.01 18.10 4.09 

C-rad 0.38 -1.28 -1.67 

Doro 5.24 7.94 2.71 

Hexatronic Group 3.91 4.02 0.11 

Lime Technologies 3.25 1.56 -1.69 

Nyfosa 13.97 14.52 0.55 

RNB Retail and Brands 261.03 11.43 -249.60 



 

 

Sandvik 2.80 2.62 -0.19 

Scandi Standard 6.75 5.92 -0.83 

Tethys Oil -0.97 -4.71 -3.74 

Average 23.93 4.64 -19.29 

Median 5.41 4.54 -1.46 

 

Table B7 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in Sweden 

 

EBIT margin (%) 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 0.92 2.69 1.77 

Alfa Laval 14.23 13.40 -0.83 

Arjo B 7.80 10.39 2.59 

Axfood 4.31 4.75 0.44 

B3 Consulting Group 5.38 4.98 -0.40 

BHG Group 2.90 7.29 4.39 



 

 

Corem Property Group 71.53 70.36 -1.17 

C-rad -3.04 9.06 12.10 

Doro 5.19 4.52 -0.67 

Hexatronic Group 6.60 8.43 1.83 

Lime Technologies 15.75 24.40 8.65 

Nyfosa 63.55 61.79 -1.76 

RNB Retail and Brands 0.91 -8.69 -9.60 

Sandvik 15.97 13.53 -2.44 

Scandi Standard 3.80 3.45 -0.35 

Tethys Oil 31.48 5.84 -25.64 

Average 16.04 15.18 -0.86 

Median 5.38 7.29 -0.40 

 

 



 

 

Appendix C: Ratios for Finland 

 Appendix C consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies in Finland, through the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios 

shown are current ratio, debt ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to 

EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table C1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in Finland 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 1.41 1.33 -0.08 

Apetit Oyj 1.80 1.73 -0.07 

Biohit Oyj 7.41 4.28 3.13 

Citycon Oyj 0.23 0.22 -0.01 

Kojamo Oyj 1.17 1.18 0.01 

Konecranes 1.30 1.37 0.07 

Neste Oyj 1.99 2.17 0.18 

Nokia Oyj 1.42 1.55 0.13 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj 1.39 1.12 -0.27 

Oriola Oyj 0.79 0.62 -0.17 

Telia Company 1.40 0.92 -0.48 



 

 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.94 1.00 0.06 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 1.83 1.07 -0.76 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 1.33 1.3 -0.03 

Qt Group Oyj 1.26 1.72 0.46 

Average 1.71 1.44 -0.27 

Median 1.39 1.30 -0.09 

 

Table C2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in Finland 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 0.63 0.66 0.03 

Apetit Oyj 0.37 0.33 -0.04 

Biohit Oyj 0.12 0.19 0.07 

Citycon Oyj 0.52 0.54 0.02 

Kojamo Oyj 0.56 0.54 -0.02 

Konecranes 0.65 0.69 0.04 

Neste Oyj 0.43 0.40 -0.03 

Nokia Oyj 0.61 0.65 0.04 



 

 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj 0.78 0.79 0.01 

Oriola Oyj 0.81 0.85 0.04 

Telia Company 0.60 0.72 0.12 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.58 0.55 -0.03 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 0.68 0.72 0.04 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 0.77 0.77 0.00 

QT Group Oyj 0.55 0.51 -0.04 

Average 0.58 0.59 0.01 

Median 0.60 0.65 0.05 

 

 

Table C3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in Finland 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 0.36 0.64 0.28 

Apetit Oyj 0.18 0.03 -0.15 

Biohit Oyj 0.83 0.54 -0.29 

Citycon Oyj 0.05 0.07 0.02 

Kojamo Oyj 0.59 0.73 0.14 



 

 

Konecranes 0.22 0.41 0.19 

Neste Oyj 0.52 0.69 0.17 

Nokia Oyj 0.50 0.59 0.09 

Nurminen Logistic Oyj 0.57 0.33 -0.24 

Oriola Oyj 0.08 0.20 0.12 

Telia Company 0.36 0.20 -0.16 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.21 0.31 0.10 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 0.27 0.26 -0.01 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 0.48 0.38 -0.10 

QT Group Oyj 0.56 0.81 0.25 

Average 0.39 0.41 0.02 

Mean 0.36 0.38 0.02 

 

 

 

Table C4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in Finland 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 



 

 

Altia Oyj 61.69 75.71 14.02 

Apetit Oyj -86.11 78.81 164.92 

Biohit Oyj 8.14 -33.99 -42.13 

Citycon Oyj 27.42 -38.63 -66.05 

Kojomo Oyj 219.77 196.24 -23.53 

Konecranes Oyj 222.77 237.96 15.19 

Neste Oyj 194.07 143.70 -50.37 

Nokia Oyj -13.71 -69.53 -55.82 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj -22.71 -13.91 8.80 

Oriola Oyj 10.71 9.27 -1.44 

Telia Company 19.69 -82.62 -102.31 

TietoEVRY Oyj 177.79 123.62 -54.17 

Tokmanni group Oyj 79.68 186.97 107.28 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 25.70 50.99 25.29 



 

 

Qt group Oyj -10.71 81.90 92.61 

Average 60.95 63.10 2.15 

Median 25.70 75.71 -1.44 

 

Table C5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in Finland 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 11.30 11.58 0.28 

Apetit Oyj -4.02 3.39 7.41 

Biohit Oyj 7.21 -28.46 -35.67 

Citycon Oyj 1.68 -1.25 -2.93 

Kojomo Oyj 17.10 9.78 -7.32 

Konecranes Oyj 13.69 9.86 -3.83 

Neste Oyj 24.61 12.02 -12.59 

Nokia Oyj -3.45 -18.11 -14.66 



 

 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj -104.40 -267.47 -163.07 

Oriola Oyj 8.16 6.92 -1.24 

Telia Company 6.96 -29.78 -36.74 

TietoEVRY Oyj 18.46 5.70 -12.76 

Tokmanni group Oyj 21.14 35.41 14.27 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 23.15 37.92 14.77 

Qt group Oyj -12.31 54.79 67.19 

Average 1.95 -10.51 -12.46 

Median 8.16 6.92 -3.83 

 

 

 

Table C6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in Finland 

 

Net Debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 5.40 4.31 -1.90 



 

 

Apetit Oyj 17.20 4.62 -12.57 

Biohit Oyj -0.80 -0.87 -0.08 

Citycon Oyj 12.21 13.56 1.35 

Kojomo Oyj 15.55 16.78 1.23 

Konecranes Oyj 8.29 7.30 -0.99 

Neste Oyj 1.93 2.76 0.83 

Nokia Oyj 32.92 16.28 -16.64 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj 43.37 -208.26 -251.64 

Oriola Oyj 12.19 13.42 1.23 

Telia Company 11.22 14.36 3.13 

TietoEVRY Oyj 1.54 4.90 3.36 

Tokmanni group Oyj 4.35 3.00 -1.35 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 3.80 3.41 -0.39 

Qt group Oyj -1.14 0.49 1.63 



 

 

Average 11.20 -6.93 -18.13 

Median 8.29 4.62 -0.08 

 

 

 

 

Table C7 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in Finland 

 

EBIT margin (%) 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Altia Oyj 6.01 6.34 0.33 

Apetit Oyj -0.39 1.37 1.76 

Biohit Oyj -17.30 -44.57 -27.27 

Citycon Oyj 60.57 61.1 0.52 

Kojomo Oyj 54.44 57.75 3.31 

Konecranes Oyj 4.50 5.29 0.79 

Neste Oyj 9.90 7.20 -2.70 

Nokia Oyj 2.81 4.70 1.89 



 

 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj -3.32 -0.28 3.04 

Oriola Oyj 1.87 1.14 -0.73 

Telia Company 14.96 12.07 -2.89 

TietoEVRY Oyj 7.88 6.34 -1.54 

Tokmanni group Oyj 5.97 9.2 3.23 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 2.46 3.87 1.41 

Qt group Oyj -4.52 21.42 25.94 

Average 10.64 10.78 0.14 

Median 5.23 6.34 0.66 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix D: Ratios for the health care sector 

 Appendix D consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the health care sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through the 

years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt ratio, 

cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table D1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 1.32 1.19 -0.13 

Arjo B 1.38 0.79 -0.59 

Biohit oyj 7.41 4.28 -3.13 

C-rad 1.33 3.41 2.08 

GN Store Nord 1.38 1.30 -0.08 

Oriola Oyj 0.79 0.62 -0.17 

Össur 2.04 2.22 0.18 

Average 2.24 1.97 -0.27 

Median 1.38 1.30 -0.08 

 

 

Table D2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 



 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 0.42 0.52 0.10 

Arjo B 0.59 0.59 0 

Biohit Oyj 0.12 0.19 0.07 

C-rad 0.29 0.26 -0.03 

GN Store Nord 0.63 0.69 0.06 

Oriola Oyj 0.81 0.85 0.04 

Össur 0.42 0.52 0.10 

Average 0,47 0,52 0,05 

Median 0,42 0,52 0,10 

 

Table D3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 0.09 0.09 0.00 

Arjo B 0.24 0.19 -0.05 

Biohit Oyj 0.83 0.54 -0.29 

C-rad 0.26 1.71 1.45 

GN Store Nord 0.26 0.33 0.07 



 

 

Oriola Oyj 0.08 0.20 0.12 

Össur 0.39 0.69 0.30 

Average 0.31 0.54 0.23 

Median 0.26 0.33 0.07 

 

Table D4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 22.76 20.32 -2.45 

Arjo B 12.65 28.48 15.83 

Biohit Oyj 8.14 -33.99 -42.13 

C-rad -0.55 6.34 6.89 

GN Store Nord 166.00 201.51 35.51 

Oriola Oyj 10.71 9.27 -1.44 

Össur 18.02 1.35 -16.66 

Average 33.96 33.33 -0.64 



 

 

Median 12.65 9.27 -1.44 

 

 

 Table D5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 21.14 10.58 -10.56 

Arjo B 4.75 9.11 4.36 

Biohit Oyj 7.21 -28.46 -35.67 

C-rad -1.76 10.20 11.91 

GN Store Nord 25.70 24.97 -0.73 

Oriola Oyj 8.16 6.92 -1.24 

Össur 13.12 1.09 -12.03 

Average 12.99 4.92 -6.28 

Median 10.64 9.11 -1,24 

 

 



 

 

Table D6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

Net debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Ambu 3.79 5.74 1.95 

Arjo B 10.86 7.69 -3.17 

Biohit Oyj -0.80 -0.87 -0.08 

C-rad 0.38 -1.28 -1.67 

GN Store Nord 3.92 5.28 1.36 

Oriola Oyj 12.19 13.42 1.23 

Össur 1.60 4.10 2.50 

Average 4.56 4.87 0.30 

Median 3.79 5.28 1.23 

 

Table D7 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in the health care sector 

 

EBIT margin (%) 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 



 

 

Ambu 19.38 12.00 -7.38 

Arjo B 7.80 10.39 2.59 

Biohit Oyj -17.30 -44.57 -27.27 

C-rad -3.04 9.06 12.10 

GN Store Nord 16.57 12.13 -4.44 

Oriola Oyj 1.87 1.14 -0.73 

Össur 13.64 8.46 -5.18 

Average 5.56 1.23 -4.33 

Median 7.80 9.06 -4.44 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix E: Ratios for the technology sector 

 Appendix E consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the technology sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through the 

years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt ratio, 

cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table E1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 0.93 0.71 -0.22 

Lime Technologies 0.60 0.73 0.13 

NetCompany Group 1.93 2.45 0.52 

NNIT 1.10 1.11 0.01 

Origo 1.53 1.27 -0.26 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.94 1.00 0.06 

QT Group Oyj 1.26 1.72 0.46 

Average 1.18 1.28 0.10 

Median 1.10 1.11 0.01 

 

Table E2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 



 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 0.71 0.68 -0.03 

Lime Technologies 0.77 0.70 -0.07 

NetCompany Group 0.48 0.40 -0.08 

NNIT 0.57 0.23 -0.34 

Origo 0.45 0.43 -0.02 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.58 0.55 -0.03 

QT Group Oyj 0.55 0.51 -0.04 

Average 0.59 0.50 -0.09 

Median 0.57 0.51 -0.06 

 

 

Table E3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 0.09 0.15 0.06 

Lime Technologies 0.20 0.39 0.19 

NetCompany Group 0.32 0.65 0.33 



 

 

NNIT 0.11 0.16 0.05 

Origo 0.44 0.34 -0.10 

TietoEVRY Oyj 0.21 0.31 0.10 

QT Group Oyj 0.56 0.81 0.25 

Average 0.28 0.40 0.12 

Median 0.21 0.34 0.13 

 

Table E4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 33.17 42.49 9.32 

Lime Technologies 28.58 69.64 41.06 

NetCompany Group 82.71 136.00 53.28 

NNIT 148.99 63.64 -85.34 

Origo 4.74 0.58 -4.16 

TietoEVRY Oyj 177.79 123.62 -54.17 



 

 

QT Group Oyj -10.71 81.90 92.61 

Average 66.47 73.98 7.51 

Median 33.17 69.64 9.32 

 

Table E5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 21.37 21.55 0.18 

Lime Technologies 47.71 69.89 22.18 

NetCompany Group 13.43 14.31 0.88 

NNIT 20.72 6.60 -14.12 

Origo 41.25 3.63 -37.62 

TietoEVRY Oyj 18.46 5.70 -12.76 

QT Group Oyj -12.31 54.79 67.10 

Average 21.52 25.21 3.69 



 

 

Median 20.72 14.31 0.18 

 

Table E6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

Net debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 5.55 4.29 -1.26 

Lime Technologies 3.25 1.56 -1.69 

NetCompany 3.01 1.58 -1.44 

NNIT 4.21 8.39 4.18 

Origo -0.03 -0.60 -0.57 

TietoEVRY Oyj 1.54 4.90 3.36 

QT Group Oyj -1.14 0.49 1.63 

Average 2.34 2.94 0.60 

Median 3.01 1.58 -0.57 

 

 

Table E7 



 

 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in the technology sector 

 

EBIT Margin (%) 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

B3 Consulting Group 5.38 4.98 -0.40 

Lime Technologies 15.75 24.40 8.65 

NetCompany 20.68 22.72 2.04 

NNIT 9.20 5.83 -3.37 

Origo 2.74 1.94 -0.80 

TietoEVRY Oyj 7.88 6.34 -1.54 

QT Group Oyj -4.52 21.42 25.94 

Average 8.16 12.52 4.36 

Median 7.88 6.34 -0.4 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix F: Ratios for the oil and gas sector 

 Appendix F consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the oil and gas sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through the 

years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt ratio, 

cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table F1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 11.39 3.34 -8.05 

Neste Oyj         1.99 2.17 0.18 

Nordic Shipholding 1.44 0.43 -1.01 

Skeljungur 1.00 0.94 -0.06 

Tethys Oil 6.90 6.60 -0.30 

Vestas Wind Systems 1.17 1.09 -0.08 

Average 3.98 2.43 -1.55 

Median 1.72 1.63 -0.09 

 

Table F2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 



 

 

Africa Oil 0.04 0.17 0.13 

Neste Oyj 0.43 0.40 -0.03 

Nordic Shipholding 0.83 1.13 0.30 

Skeljungur 0.62 0.61 -0.01 

Tethys Oil 0.08 0.08 0 

Vestas Wind Systems 0.74 0.74 0 

Average 0.46 0.52 0.06 

Median 0.53 0.51 -0.02 

 

 

Table F3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 10.55 3.23 7.32 

Neste Oyj 0.52 0.69 0.17 

Nordic Shipholding 0.45 0.08 -0.37 

Skeljungur 0.07 0.14 0.07 

Tethys Oil 5.56 5.65 0.09 

Vestas Wind Systems 0.42 0.27 -0.15 



 

 

Average 2.93 1.63 -1.30 

Median 0.49 0.48 -0.01 

 

Table F4 

Earnings per share of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

Earnings per share 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil -18.02 -5.41 12.61 

Neste Oyj 194.07 143.70 -50.37 

Nordic Shipholding -3.00 -5.41 -2.41 

Skeljungur 0.66 0.39 -0.27 

Tethys Oil 147.14 13.53 -133.61 

Vestas Wind Systems 95.96 120.53 24.56 

Average 69.47 44.56 -24.92 

Median 56.99 6.96 -1.34 

 

Table F5 

Return on Equity of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 



 

 

Return on Equity 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil -8.69 -2.32 6.37 

Neste Oyj 24.61 12.02 -12.59 

Nordic Shipholding -49.65 0.00 49.65 

Skeljungur 16.29 7.87 -8.42 

Tethys Oil 18.24 1.24 -17.00 

Vestas Wind Systems 24.16 19.25 -4.91 

Average 4.16 6.34 2.18 

Median 17.26 4.56 -6.66 

 

Table F6 

Net Debt to EBITDA of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

Net debt to EBITDA 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 37.27 -8.31 -45.58 

Neste Oyj 1.93 2.76 0.83 



 

 

Nordic Shipholding -126.91 8.20 135.10 

Skeljungur 4.81 6.16 1.36 

Tethys Oil -0.97 -4.71 -3.74 

Vestas Wind Systems 6.02 13.95 7.93 

Average -12.98 3.01 15.98 

Median 3.37 4.46 15.98 

 

Table F7 

EBIT margin of chosen companies in the oil and gas sector 

 

EBIT margin 2017 - 2019 2020 Change 

Africa Oil 0.92 2.69 1.77 

Neste Oyj 9.90 7.20 -2.70 

Nordic Shipholding -3.44 20.09 23.53 

Skeljungur 3.88 2.54 -1.34 

Tethys Oil 31.48 5.84 -25.64 



 

 

Vestas Wind Systems 9.98 5.04 -4.94 

Average 8.79 7.23 -1.55 

Median 6.89 5.44 -2.02 

 

 

 

 

Appendix G: Ratios for the industrials sector 

 Appendix G consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the industrial sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through the 

years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt ratio, 

cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table G1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the industrial sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Alfa Laval 1.36 1.58 0.22 

Brdr. Hartmann 1.75 1.61 -0.14 

Eimskip 1.53 1.40 -0.13 

Konecranes 1.30 1.37 0.07 

Marel 1.09 1.09 0 



 

 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj 1.39 1.12 -0.27 

Sandvik 0.60 0.28 -0.32 

Torm A 1.46 1.24 -0.22 

Average 1.31 1.21 -0.10 

Median 1.38 1.31 -0.07 

 

Table G2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the industrial sector 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Alfa Laval 0.59 0.52 -0.07 

Brdr. Hartmann 0.58 0.57 -0.01 

Eimskip 0.51 0.57 0.06 

Konecranes 0.65 0.69 0.04 

Marel 0.58 0.47 -0.11 

Nurminen Logistics Oyj 0.78 0.79 0.01 

Sandvik 0.57 0.41 -0.16 

Torm A 0.51 0.50 -0.01 

Average 0.60 0.57 -0.03 

Median 0.58 0.55 -0.03 



 

 

 

 

Table G3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the industrial sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Alfa Laval 0.23 0.30 -0.07 

Brdr. Hartmann 0.18 0.35 0.17 

Eimskip 0.22 0.16 -0.06 

Konecranes 0.22 0.41 0.19 

Marel 0.28 0.16 -0.12 

Nurminen Logistic Oyj 0.57 0.33 -0.24 

Sandvik 0 0 0 

Torm A 0.66 0.68 0.02 

Average 0.30 0.30 0 

Median 0.23 0.32 0.09 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix H: Ratios for the consumer service sector 

 Appendix H consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the consumer service sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through 

the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt 

ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table H1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer service sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

BHG Groups 1.14 0.88 -0.26 

Festi 1.42 1.10 -0.32 

Hagar 1.02 0.95 -0.07 

Icelandair Group 0.85 0.70 -0.15 

North Media 3.01 4.69 1.68 

Pandora Group 1.25 0.71 -0.54 

RNB Retail and Brands 1.55 0.89 -0.66 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 1.83 1.07 -0.76 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 1.33 1.30 -0.03 

Average 1.49 1.37 -0.12 

Median 1.33 0.95 -0.38 

 

 



 

 

Table H2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer service sector 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

BHG Groups 0.46 0.67 0.21 

Festi 0.61 0.64 0.03 

Hagar 0.48 0.61 0.13 

Icelandair Group 0.66 0.77 0.11 

North Media 0.34 0.26 -0.08 

Pandora Group 0.69 0.63 -0.06 

RNB Retail and Brands 0.72 1.08 0.36 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 0.68 0.72 0.04 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 0.77 0.77 0 

Average 0,60 0,68 0,08 

Median 0,66 0,67 0,01 

 

 

Table H3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer service sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 



 

 

BHG Groups 0.24 0.15 -0.09 

Festi 0.25 0.17 -0.08 

Hagar 0.13 0.12 -0.01 

Icelandair Group 0.39 0.29 -0.10 

North Media 0.42 0.88 0.46 

Pandora Group 0.20 0.30 0.10 

RNB Retail and Brands 0.05 0.20 -0.15 

Tokmanni Group Oyj 0.27 0.26 -0.01 

Verkkokaupa.com Oyj 0.48 0.38 -0.10 

Average 0.27 0.31 0.04 

Median 0.25 0.26 0.01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix I: Ratios for the consumer staples sector 

 Appendix I consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the consumer staples sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through 

the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt 

ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table I1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer staples sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Altia Oyj 1.41 1.33 -0.08 

Apetit Oyj 1.80 1.73 -0.07 

Axfood 0.92 0.78 -0.14 

Brim 1.51 1.15 -0.36 

FirstFarms 1.23 0.95 -0.28 

Iceland Seafood 

International 

1.09 1.14 -0.05 

Royal Unibrew 0.63 0.58 -0.05 

Scandi Standard 1.29 1.14 -0.15 

Average 1.24 1.10 -0.14 

Median 1.26 1.14 -0.12 

 

Table I2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer staples sector 



 

 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Altia Oyj 1.41 1.33 -0.08 

Apetit Oyj 1.80 1.73 -0.07 

Axfood 0.92 0.78 -0.14 

Brim 1.51 1.15 -0.36 

FirstFarms 0.55 0.58 0.03 

Iceland Seafood 

International 

1.09 1.14 0.05 

Royal Unibrew 0.62 0.60 -0.02 

Scandi Standard 0.72 0.71 -0.01 

Average 1.08 1.00 -0.08 

Median 1.01 0.96 -0.05 

 

Table I3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the consumer staples sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Altia Oyj 0.36 0.64 0.28 

Apetit Oyj 0.18 0.03 -0.15 

Axfood 0.16 0 -0.16 



 

 

Brim 0.47 0.21 -0.26 

FirstFarms 0.03 0.04 0.01 

Iceland Seafood 

International 

0.05 0.17 0.12 

Royal Unibrew 0.13 0.04 -0.09 

Scandi Standard 0.06 0.21 0.15 

Average 0.18 0.17 -0.01 

Median 0.15 0.11 -0.04 

 

 

 

 

Appendix J: Ratios for the telecommunication sector 

 Appendix J consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the telecommunication sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, 

through the years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, 

debt ratio, cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table J1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the telecommunication sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Doro 1.52 1.33 -0.19 



 

 

Hexatronic Group 1.89 1.58 -0.31 

Nokia Oyj 1.42 1.55 0.13 

RTX 3.61 3.52 -0.09 

Síminn 1.09 0.98 -0.11 

Sýn 1.12 0.78 -0.34 

Telia Company 1.40 0.92 -0.48 

Average 1.72 1.52 -0.20 

Median 1.42 1.33 -0.09 

 

Table J2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the telecommunication sector 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Doro 0.52 0.49 -0.03 

Hexatronic Group 0.57 0.67 0.10 

Nokia Oyj 0.61 0.65 0.04 

RTX 0.24 0.34 0.10 

Síminn 0.41 0.43 0.02 

Sýn 0.64 0.72 0.08 

Telia Company 0.60 0.72 0.12 



 

 

Average 0.51 0.57 0.06 

Median 0.57 0.65 0.08 

 

Table J3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the telecommunication sector 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Doro 0.25 0.33 0.08 

Hexatronic Group 0.29 0.35 0.06 

Nokia Oyj 0.50 0.59 0.09 

RTX 0.57 0.37 -0.20 

Síminn 0.11 0.09 -0.02 

Sýn 0.08 0.10 0.02 

Telia Company 0.36 0.20 -0.16 

Average 0.31 0.29 -0.02 

Median 0.29 0.33 0.04 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix K: Ratios for the real estate sector 

 Appendix K consists of tables with calculated ratios, average and median for chosen 

companies from the real estate sector in Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Iceland, through the 

years along with the calculated change. The following ratios shown are current ratio, debt ratio, 

cash ratio, earnings per share, return on equity, net debt to EBITDA and EBIT margin. 

 

Table K1 

Current Ratio of chosen companies in the real estate sector 

 

Current ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Corem Property 

Group 

0.24 0.02 -0.22 

Citycon Oyj 0.23 0.22 -0.01 

Eik Fasteignafélag 0.63 1.06 0.43 

German High Street 

Properties 

1.04 1.70 0.66 

Kojamo Oyj 1.17 1.18 0.01 

Nyfosa 0.52 0.27 -0.25 

Reginn 0.69 1.14 0.45 

Reitir Fasteignafélag 1.01 0.62 -0.39 

Victoria Properties 8.13 3.59 -4.54 

Average 1.52 1.09 -0.43 



 

 

Median 0.69 1.06 0.37 

 

 Table K2 

Debt Ratio of chosen companies in the real estate sector 

 

Debt ratio 2017-2019 2020 Change 

Corem Property 

Group 

0.62 0.61 -0.01 

Citycon Oyj 0.52 0.54 0.02 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.68 0.69 0.01 

German High Street 

Properties 

0.45 0.47 0.02 

Kojamo Oyj 0.56 0.54 -0.02 

Nyfosa 0.61 0.58 -0.03 

Reginn 0.67 0.69 0.02 

Reitir fasteignafélag 0.67 0.66 -0.01 

Victoria Properties 0.33 0.52 0.19 

Average 0.57 0.59 0.02 

Median 0.61 0.58 -0.03 

 

Table K3 

Cash Ratio of chosen companies in the real estate sector 



 

 

 

Cash ratio 2017-2019 2020 Changes 

Corem Property 

Group 

0 0 0 

Citycon Oyj 0.05 0.07 0.02 

Eik fasteignafélag 0.54 0.73 0.19 

German High Street 

Properties 

0.93 1.30 0.37 

Kojamo Oyj 0.59 0.73 0.14 

Nyfosa 0.47 0.21 -0.26 

Reginn 0.46 0.81 0.35 

Reitir fasteignafélag 0.60 0.35 -0.25 

Victoria Properties 8.01 2.77 -5.24 

Average 1.29 0.77 -0.52 

Median 0,54 0.73 0.19 
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