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Abstract: The corona crisis has affected not only the economic sphere, but also the sphere of health,
health care, employment, safety, and health protection in the workplace, shopping habits, and future
expectations, to which people adapt their decisions in various areas of daily life. The COVID-19
pandemic, called a global health crisis, was an unpredictable risk of global proportions that paralyzed
the entire world. The main aim of this paper is to quantify the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic
on the construction sector, which is considered a crucial sector of the Slovak economy, to evaluate
changes in the development of key indicators using adequate quantitative methods. First, a sample
of 2000 businesses were analyzed using the 12 financial indicators that were chosen. Second, using
the non-parametric Friedman test, a more thorough study was carried out with a focus on analyzing
the existence of statistically significant variations in the values of computed indicators as a result of
changes in the development of key financial ratios. The Bonferroni adjustments were employed to
pinpoint the areas of stochastic dominance at the conclusion of the study. A detailed analysis of the
calculated financial indicators showed that the arrival of the pandemic had a negative impact on
many aspects of business in the construction sector and affected the financial and economic situation
of companies in the construction sector of the Slovak Republic. However, due to the fact that this
sector is characterized by slower reactions to changes in the economy, the most significant impacts
will be even more noticeable in the future.

Keywords: business performance; financial analysis; COVID-19 pandemic; construction sector;
Slovak enterprises

MSC: 62P20

1. Introduction

The global COVID-19 pandemic hit the whole world and stopped all activities and
enterprises in their businesses [1]. The COVID-19 pandemic first appeared in Slovakia
in the first quarter of 2020, when the first case of the disease was confirmed. Gradually,
with increasing cases of coronavirus infection, the epidemiological situation worsened
until it gradually resulted in the first wave of the pandemic in Slovakia, which forced
enterprises to partially or completely limit their business activities [2]. The uncertainty that
accompanied the first wave of the pandemic, the unfavorable epidemiological situation,
and the measures associated with it caused many businesses to be unable to respond to the
situation flexibly and in a timely manner. The limitation of production naturally had an
impact on the added value and the result of management of almost the entire spectrum
of business entities [3]. Businesses were forced to optimize costs and often had to reduce
the number of employees due to a lack of financial resources. To help entrepreneurs, the
Slovak government has taken measures to eliminate the adverse effects of the pandemic
on the business economy. However, before the enterprises recovered from the first wave
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of the pandemic, after the end of the measures, the second wave of the pandemic came,
the impact of which on individual sectors of the business economy was different [4]. The
construction sector is considered one of the decisive sectors of the Slovak economy. The
construction sector as a whole creates works of long-term consumption and durability. At
the same time, this sector is considered a contribution to the field of culture, aesthetics,
and architecture because it reflects a significant part of the intellectual property of the
workers. However, from an ecological point of view, construction creates large amounts
of construction waste and emissions [5]. The construction sector is closely related to the
economy. It is an important indicator of its development because it directly reacts to every
change in the economy and thus other sectors of the national economy. The effects of the
pandemic are observed from different perspectives, and it is interesting to monitor and
quantify the changes that the COVID-19 pandemic has brought and how it has affected the
lives of people in all its aspects [6].

The main aim of this paper is the description and quantification of the impacts of
the COVID-19 pandemic on the construction sector (SK NACE 41, 42, and 43), which is
considered a crucial sector of the Slovak economy, to evaluate changes in the development
of significant indicators and at the same time identifying new trends.

The paper is divided into the following sections. The first part of the paper is focused
on literary research, which familiarizes the reader with the principal theoretical background
of the issue. The second part describes the methods for meeting the objective of this paper,
which is the realization of a financial analysis together with a focus on the existence of
statistically significant differences in the values of calculated indicators due to changes in
the development of crucial financial ratios. The third part describes the results obtained by
the previous calculation of selected indicators and their subsequent statistical verification
with a description of the obtained results, which are compared in the context of other
relevant studies published worldwide. At the end of this paper, the most important outputs
of this research are summarized together with the mentioned limitations and future research
of this issue.

2. Literature Review

Despite the efforts of economists all over the world to predict the development of
economies, crises usually occur very unexpectedly. More if their cause is other than an
economic event, as is the case here. The COVID-19 pandemic paralyzed the world, and even
the developed economies of the world stopped for a time [7]. According to Durana et al. [8],
the COVID-19 pandemic hit the world unexpectedly, and scientists and analysts around the
world are trying to measure and quantify its effects on various areas from employment [9]
and GDP [10], through analyses of the business environment [11] or enterprises in various
sectors [12,13], to the examination of changes in purchasing behavior [14] and others.

Rodrigues-Caballero and Vera-Valdes [15], in a study focusing on the long-term eco-
nomic effects of a pandemic, examined changes in employment during periods of past
pandemics along with the period of the current COVID-19 pandemic. The authors pointed
to the fact that, in general, these pandemic shocks have a favorable effect on the devel-
opment of unemployment not only by increasing the level of employment shortly after
the pandemic, but also by increasing its duration. Based on their findings, the authors
support the fact that the introduction of timely interventions in the economy can mitigate
the pandemic shock itself. In their study, Lahiri and Sinha [16] focused on concerns about
the possible emergence of the worst economic crisis in history, which could follow the
COVID-19 pandemic. The authors pointed to various changes in consumption or work
habits of people brought about by the pandemic, which affect not only individuals, but
also all businesses. Valaskova et al. [7] dealt with a similar topic, where the authors, based
on a sample of 425 respondents from Slovakia, found out which are the most important
factors affecting their financial situation and purchasing behavior even during the ongoing
pandemic. As a result, the study showed that the income, profession, and age of the respon-
dents played a significant role in the context of the analyzed questions, and the authors
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also confirmed the impact of the pandemic on the purchasing behavior of the respondents,
which was in line with other global studies on similar topics.

Bonam and Smadu [17] pointed out in their publication that all past pandemics
led to an increase in trend inflation in Europe, which lasted for more than a decade.
Using a data model, Kocisova and Pastyrikova [18] tracked several microeconomic and
macroeconomic aspects of non-performing loans granted in the European Union from
2005 to 2018. The results of their study indicate that the large number of high-value
non-performing loans recorded after the financial crisis around 2008 could also adversely
affect the economic recovery of economies after the current crisis caused by the COVID-19
pandemic. Orlowski [19] analyzed the financial and economic consequences of the current
pandemic, and argues that this pandemic has brought labor problems, which, however, can
be solved by structural adjustments in the labor market. At the same time, according to
the author, the pandemic has increased all financial risks in enterprises, especially credit,
market, or payment risks. Svabova et al. [2] focused on the impact of anti-pandemic
measures on the employment rate in Slovakia using the method of comparison before and
after the outbreak of the pandemic using various statistical methods based on officially
available data on the unemployment rate from 2013 to 2020. Their findings indicate a
worsening of the unemployment rate in Slovakia in 2020 by roughly 2% to 3% compared
to the previous trend. The results can be used in proposals and measures to mitigate the
long-term effects of the pandemic on employment in the Slovak Republic. Subsequently,
Svabova and Gabrikova [20] addressed the issue of unemployment during the COVID-
19 pandemic focusing on the structure of the unemployed workforce by age, focusing
primarily on the young unemployed between 2020 and 2021, compared to the situation
if the pandemic had not occurred. Their results pointed out that career opportunities for
young people have significantly worsened since the beginning of the pandemic, although
this level depends primarily on the sector.

The business environment is a crucial determinant of the economy and enterprises
of every country, especially in the field of competition. Hajduova et al. [21] focused on
the evaluation of the level of the business environment based on the multi-criteria TOPSIS
method, which the authors used to point out the ranking of countries with different levels
of business environments from the best to the worst. In the study, the authors came to the
conclusion that the business environment levels in Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Poland,
Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Slovenia, Estonia, and Cyprus are well below the EU average.
In a comparative study, Valaskova et al. [22] focused on the topic of the business environ-
ment of selected European countries between 2013 and 2018, namely on the comparison of
selected macroeconomic factors of Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, Croa-
tia, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, France, and Germany. These macroeconomic factors were
evaluated by the multi-criteria TOPSIS method, and mutual testing of dependence was
carried out using analysis of variance and post hoc tests. The results point to a group of
countries with a similar business environment, which can be helpful in monitoring the
competitiveness of enterprises operating in the market. However, the results showed that
Slovakia, Croatia, and Hungary have a similar business environment. Achim et al. [23]
analyzed various changes in the activities of Romanian enterprises belonging to different
sectors, evaluating the level of business performance in response to the COVID-19 pan-
demic. The results show that the overall profit of enterprises fell by more than 37% in the
period under review, even though better results occurred in sectors such as construction,
agriculture, trade, IT, transport, or storage. Furthermore, the authors point to the fact that
liquidity management and capital financing improve the performance of enterprises in the
area of return on assets and equity, which is crucial information, especially for company
managers and investors. Rakha et al. [24] predicted the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic
on three selected sectors in the United Kingdom using artificial intelligence, including
the construction sector, and their predictions indicated that although GDP was expected
to increase slightly in 2021, it was on average 8.5% lower compared to the pre-pandemic
period. Hu and Zhang [25] monitored the mutual relationship between the performance
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of enterprises and the pandemic was confirmed. At the same time, however, the authors
pointed out that countries with better financial or health care systems achieved better
results than countries with worse systems.

Zajmi [26] examined not only profitability, but also the level of liquidity of enterprises
from 2018 to 2020. In the results, he found that liquidity is generally at half the level of
recommendations, and the growth of long-term loans and equity is not sufficient from the
point of view of the solvency of enterprises. These solvency problems affect productivity,
efficiency, and profitability. However, the fact remains that the COVID-19 pandemic affects
small and medium-sized enterprises the most in sectors such as transport, accommodation
and tourism, recreation, arts, and construction. The main aim of the study by Lassoued
and Khanchel [27] was to determine the impact of the arrival of the pandemic on the use of
earnings management in listed companies. Their results point to a tendency of increased use of
earnings management during the pandemic period, mainly in the area of revenue management
increasing the level of income in 2020 compared to the period before the pandemic, which
therefore refers to the acceleration or deferral of expenses or revenue to generate a steady
rise in earnings. Salami et al. [28] investigated measures to mitigate the risks associated with
non-compliance with commercial contracts of construction enterprises due to COVID-19
pandemic. The most frequently adopted measures include an increased effort to maintain
good relations with business partners, analysis of contractual conditions regarding the notice
period by both parties, and quick and prompt reporting of potential disputes. At the same
time, the authors provided an opportunity to learn from the impact of these measures, which
helped to minimize the risks associated with the pandemic and also reduce the expenses
related with it. Khalef et al. [29] investigated the long-term consequences of the COVID-19
pandemic on construction projects in various sectors. According to authors, the current
pandemic had a significant impact on production, material supplies, availability of human
resources, and many other factors that negatively affected construction processes not only
in the construction sector, but also in various sectors. The authors focused primarily on
contractual consequences and corrective measures in response to the pandemic as support for
effective project management practices under pandemic conditions.

In general, the COVID-19 pandemic has visibly affected not only enterprises in various
areas of development across all sectors of different countries, but also entrepreneurs,
employees, and consumers. However, the construction sector of the Slovak Republic
remains specific, on which the effects of the current COVID-19 pandemic will be described
in the presented paper.

3. Materials and Methods

The main aim of this paper is to perform a financial analysis of enterprises operating
in the construction sector, classified as one of the principal manufacturing sectors of
the national economy, operating in the territory of the Slovak Republic using adequate
quantitative methods. The construction sector is defined as one of the decisive sectors
related to the Slovak economy. Therefore, it is considered an important indicator of its
development, which directly reacts to every change in the economy and thus brings
impacts on other sectors of the national economy as well [30]. The overall position of the
construction industry can be easily monitored not only by the industry’s share of GDP, but
also by the share of total employment of the sector. The share of the construction sector
in the creation of GDP had a downward trend after 2010, where it was at the level of 8.1%
in 2011, at the level of 7.4% of the total GDP in 2017, and in 2018 only at the level of 7%.
Likewise, when monitoring the share of the construction sector in total employment, a
downward trend can be seen, where this ratio was at the level of 7.9% in 2011 and only at
the level of 6.9% in 2017 [31].

Individual financial data from the ORBIS database, which contains data on 400 million
global commercial and public enterprises, served as the basis for the financial study. In total,
3605 businesses were found in Slovakia after searching for ones engaged in the construction
industry. The dataset comprised private and public businesses with total assets exceeding
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200,000 EUR, as well as limited liability corporations, joint stock companies, limited part-
nerships, public limited companies, and other legal entities. It was required to adjust the
acquired database of financial data before computing the most crucial financial indicators.
Businesses who failed to supply all of the essential data for financial analysis throughout
the monitored period of 2018–2020 were excluded from the produced dataset (data for
the year 2021 are not included as they are not available). Additionally, all outliers that
would have diminished the usefulness of the conclusions drawn from the actual financial
study were eliminated. After this adjustment, the database contains 2000 enterprises whose
elementary identification data are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. The elementary data of the enterprises operating in the construction sector in the period
under the review.

Indicator Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency

Firm size

Small enterprise 749 37.45
Medium-sized enterprise 1141 57.05
Large enterprise 108 5.40
Very large enterprise 2 0.10

Legal form
Limited liability enterprise 1844 92.20
Joint stock enterprise 148 7.40
Other legal form 8 0.40

Firm age

<5 8 0.40
5–9 311 15.55
10–19 947 47.35
20–29 606 30.30
>30 128 6.40

Total 2000 100.00

Source: own elaboration.

The basis for the calculation of individual financial indicators was financial data (in
thousands of euros), whose basic descriptive statistics, such as mean, median, standard
deviation, minimum, maximum, and coefficient of variation (CV), are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of individual financial indicators (values are given in thousands of euros).

Mean Med. Std. Dev. Min. Max. CV

CUAS 1650.578 575.200 5859.591 6.966 135,656.852 3.550
STOK 253.372 21.781 2490.983 −63.721 103,006.656 9.831
DEBT 699.873 227.339 2009.062 −3626 30,923.053 2.871
OCAS 701.517 213.393 3310.951 −182.100 101,280.725 4.719
CASH 339.467 115.486 2108.753 −244.970 88,841.782 6.212
TOAS 2331.388 863.141 7186.946 210.997 136,778.224 3.083
SHFD 779.199 286.691 2362.285 −5118.237 69,851.308 3.032
NCLI 377.573 35.582 2442.938 −245.389 72,491.123 6.470
CULI 1174.616 430.643 4313.549 −46.426 129,009.509 3.672
CRED 590.778 180.901 2037.352 −34.786 46,869.346 3.449
OPRE 3042.036 1289.487 8396.336 0.029 226,668.934 2.760
TURN 2890.494 1226.787 8176.421 0.029 226,330.071 2.829
PLAT 100.199 33.169 440.009 −8260.572 9920.586 4.391

Note: CUAS: Current Assets, STOK: Stocks, DEBT: Debtors, OCAS: Other Current Assets, CASH: Cash and
Cash Equivalent, TOAS: Total Assets, SHFD: Shareholders Funds, NCLI: Non-Current Liabilities, CULI: Current
Liabilities, CRED: Creditors, OPRE: Operating revenue (Turnover), TURN: Sales, PLAT P/L: after Tax. Source:
own elaboration.

The financial analysis of enterprises operating in the construction sector in the Slovak
Republic in the monitored period was carried out using 12 crucial indicators, whose
formulas necessary for calculation are summarized in Table 3.
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Table 3. Summarized formulas of financial indicators.

Ratio Algorithm

Cash liquidity ratio Cash and cash equivalent to current liabilities
Quick liquidity ratio Current assets minus inventory to current liabilities
Current liquidity ratio Current assets to current liabilities
Inventory turnover ratio Stocks to operating revenue and sales
Collection period ratio Debtors to operating revenue and sales
Credit period ratio Creditors to operating revenue and sales
Return on assets ratio Profit after tax to total assets
Return on equity ratio Profit after tax to shareholders funds
Return on sales ratio Profit after tax to operating revenue and sales
Total indebtedness ratio Current and non-current liabilities to total assets
Equity leverage ratio Total assets to shareholders funds
Insolvency ratio Current and non-current liabilities to receivables

Source: [32–34].

The overall financial analysis was carried out in the following methodological steps.
Firstly, significant financial ratios were calculated for individual enterprises in the con-

struction sector operating in Slovakia in the monitored time horizon, set for the period from
2018 to 2020. Individually calculated financial parameters affecting business performance
were subsequently analyzed using the methods of analysis, exploration, and explanation.

In the next step, the normality tests (Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk tests)
were used to determine if a dataset is well modelled by a normal distribution. The normality
tests are supplementary to the graphical assessment of normality, and its ability is to detect
whether a sample follows a non-normal distribution.

The p-value is interpreted against a significance level of 5% and finds that the test
dataset does significantly deviate from normal distribution.

The Friedman test, a nonparametric substitute for one-way ANOVA with repeated
measures analysis of variance by levels, was then applied to identify treatment differences
over numerous test sessions. The K algorithms under consideration are ranked using the
Friedman test on each dataset individually [35]. The information can be set up in a table with
n rows and K columns. Typically, the columns indicate the different circumstances, while
the rows represent the blocks. The data of the test are ranks (Rik, i = 1, . . . , n; k = 1, . . . , K) of
the conditions by blocks; therefore, 1 ≤ Rik ≤ K, i = 1, . . . , n [36]. The data must adhere to
two presumptions. The variables must be independent of one another so that the outcomes
of one block cannot affect those of another block. The observations in each row may also
be prioritized differently based on a variety of factors [37]. Friedman’s test examines if the
rank totals for each condition deviate noticeably from the predicted values [36]. Friedman’s
developed the following test statistic:

Fr =
12

nK(k + 1)

K

∑
k=1

R2
.k − 3n(K + 1), (1)

where R.k = ∑n
i=1 Rik is the sum of the ranks for each condition k over the n blocks. As n

tends to infinity, under the null hypothesis, this statistic Fr has an asymptotic Chi-square
distribution with K − 1 degrees of freedom. If Fr ≥ χ2

K−1;1−α, where χ2
K−1;1−α is the (1 − α)

quantile of the Chi-square distribution with K − 1 degrees of freedom, the null hypothesis
is rejected at the α level of significance [35].

Friedman’s test results indicate a substantial difference across groups, but they do
not specify which groups are different in which combinations. Therefore, it is typically
required to use a post hoc method for pairwise comparison once the null hypothesis is
rejected by these multiple comparison tests [38]. In the literature, there are numerous
methods for multiple comparison that may be used to look at differences between median
pairs. The Bonferroni adjustment was applied in this study to reduce the likelihood of
obtaining a statistically significant result and to address the multiple comparisons issue.
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The Bonferroni–Dunn test is adaptable and may be used to determine if there are differences
across all conditions as well as between any two conditions [36]. A Bonferroni adjustment,
which may change the rejection level for any test by dividing by the total number of tests
and necessitates a significantly lower p-value to reject any test, was previously outlined
by Dunn [39] as a way to deal with this problem. The Bonferroni–Dunn test, as described
by Siegel and Castellan [35], makes an adjustment to the critical value used to reject the
null hypothesis in order to lower the familywise Type I error rate, i.e., 1 − (1 − α)c, where
c = K(K − 1)/2 is the number of comparisons and α is the per comparison Type I error
rate. This correction makes sure that the total likelihood of making at least one Type I error
in the collection of comparisons stays below a predefined α value [40]. Pereira et al. [36]
state, that the conditions k and j are significantly different if

∣∣R.k − R.j
∣∣ ≥ z1 −

α

K(K − 1)

√
nK(K + 1)

6
, (2)

where z1 − α
K(K−1) is the

(
1 − α

K(K−1)

)
quantiles of the standard normal distribution.

4. Results and Discussion

It is difficult for enterprises to ensure the long-term success in the current global
environment. In general, the enterprise must constantly look for ways to improve its per-
formance. Traditional approaches used to evaluate business performance focus on various
financial indicators based on values obtained from financial accounting. Parallel systems
of indicators are frequent analytical procedures used to evaluate business performance.
Individual ratios are equivalent and are classified into groups according to the area of
business management to which they relate. In order to fulfil the main aim of the paper,
12 essential financial indicators were selected (see Table 3).

In the analysis of liquidity, three basic levels are distinguished. Each of them points
to the enterprise liquidity from a different point of view, but in general it is true that all
types of liquidity should not be negative [41]. Rafaqat and Rafaqat [42] state that it is
favorable for enterprises if the value of liquidity ratios gradually increases from year to
year. The calculated liquidity indicators for individual enterprises are included in the
intervals, summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Liquidity ratios of the enterprises operating in the construction sector during 2018–2020.

Cash liquidity ratio
(EUR) 2018 2019 2020

mean 1.18 1.11 1.82
<0.2 940 935 870
0.2–0.5 456 409 399
>0.5 604 656 731

Quick liquidity ratio
(EUR) 2018 2019 2020

mean 3.35 2.99 3.56
<1 808 765 736
1–1.5 532 511 484
>1.5 660 724 780

Current liquidity
ratio (EUR) 2018 2019 2020

mean 3.89 3.37 3.74
<1.5 1198 1146 1089
1.5–2.5 423 446 417
>2.5 379 408 494

Source: own elaboration.
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The cash liquidity ratio is given by the relationship of cash and cash equivalent to current
liabilities, and according to Canton et al. [43], a value in the range of 0.2 to 0.5 is considered
the optimal value of the monitored indicator. This level of liquidity means that from 0.2
EUR to 0.5 EUR of cash accounts for 1 EUR of current liabilities in the enterprise. Between
2018 and 2020, the number of these enterprises decreased from year to year, so the liquidity
of the monitored enterprises gradually improved. The average value of this indicator was
1.11 EUR in 2018, and 1.82 EUR in 2020. During the analysis of the cash liquidity ratio, it
can be noted that approximately 45% of the monitored enterprises achieved a relatively
low value of the given indicator in the monitored period, with an average value of the
ratio lower than 0.2. However, the results gradually improved, and the number of such
enterprises gradually decreased. The arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 did not
have a significant impact on this positive decline, and the level of cash liquidity ratio in the
industry continued to grow. A similar positive trend was also observed in the analysis of the
quick liquidity ratio and current liquidity ratio. Batrancea [44] states that the quick liquidity
ratio refers to the ability of the enterprise to cover short-term liabilities through current
assets, which are reduced by the level of inventories. The indicator thus expresses how
many times the enterprise would be able to pay its creditors in the event of monetization of
all its current assets, except for the sale of inventory. According to Balina [45], the interval
between 1 and 1.5 is considered to be the recommended value of the indicator. The same
downward trend can be observed within the enterprises, which means an increase in quick
liquidity across enterprises. In 2018, there were 532 enterprises in this interval, while in
2020, the number of these enterprises was only 484. The quick liquidity ratio also showed
that even before the pandemic, more than a third of construction enterprises were unable
to cover their short-term liabilities through current assets, which means they would have
to sell inventory to cover their liabilities. Despite the not the best results of the industry,
an improving trend was observed, which was not negatively affected by the pandemic.
The current liquidity ratio evaluates the development of the solvency of the enterprise in
the long term. Da Rocha et al. [46] point to what extent an enterprise covers current assets
with its short-term liabilities, i.e., the future solvency of enterprises. In general, the value
should not be less than 1, because, in this case, the enterprise becomes illiquid in the long
run and faces the risk of bankruptcy. In 2018, 423 enterprises were included in the interval
of recommended values from 1.5 to 2.5. However, after the outbreak of the pandemic
in 2020, the number of enterprises slightly decreased to 417, which is also related to the
increase of enterprises exceeding the optimal values of total liquidity. If the value of the
indicator is high, the enterprise becomes excessively liquid, which threatens its efficiency in
the long term. In the monitored period, approximately 55% of enterprises faced imminent
bankruptcy, but their number decreased. The value of the current liquidity of the sector
thus grew again, which is positive in the long term.

The efficiency ratios in financial analysis determine whether individual assets are
adequately spent in the enterprise in relation to the specific investigated areas in the present
or in the future [47]. The average values of the calculated activity indicators with intervals
are summarized in Table 5.

The inventory turnover ratio refers to the relationship of stocks to operating revenue
and sales [48]. In selected enterprises of the construction sector in Slovakia, the average
turnaround time in 2018 was approximately 50 days. In 2019, this period was already
78 days, and in 2020 it was extended to 111 days. According to Boisjoly et al. [49], this is
an indicator of turnaround time that needs to be minimized. Between 2018 and 2020, a
decrease in the number of enterprises whose inventory turnover ratio is less than 30 days
can be observed. In 2018, up to 87.8% of enterprises were in the given interval, compared
to 2020, when it was only 84.9%. The value of the ratio indicates a worsening trend, which
could be mostly related to the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic, since the time when
inventory was converted to cash significantly increased compared to 2018. However, this
ratio development was understandable because the lockdown, which affected the business
activities, was implemented across the country at the beginning of the pandemic [50].
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The implemented lockdown was manifested primarily by the suspension of construction
production [51], while the period during which stocks were tied up in the enterprise was
extended. Another indicator is the collection period ratio determined by the share of debtors
to operating revenue and sales multiplied by the number of days in a year, when the result
is the average time from sales to collection of funds [52]. According to Farhan et al. [53],
the ratio points to the days when payment collections are withheld in receivables. The
indicator needs to be minimized because the lower the indicator, the fewer resources the
enterprise needs to finance its receivables [54]. In the monitored period, the collection
period gradually lengthened from 2018, with most enterprises having a collection period
ranging from 30 to 90 days. The trend of higher collection period can also be observed in
the average values for the individual monitored years when the average collection period
after the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic increased from 50 days to 94 days in 2020.
According to Mahato and Mahato [55], the credit period ratio, another activity ratio, points
to the average duration from the origination of the obligation to its repayment, i.e., average
length of trade credit from suppliers. Similar to the previous indicator, the credit period
ratio needs to be minimized [56]. The enterprise has problems with its liquidity if it has
a long maturity period of liabilities [57]. In the monitored period, the most represented
enterprises had a maturity period of up to 30 days. In 2018, 1177 enterprises were included
in the given interval, and after the arrival of the pandemic a slight increase can be observed.
The improving trend of repayment of obligations indicates good liquidity of enterprises,
which was not significantly affected even by the arrival of the pandemic. However, the
average values of the credit period of liabilities for individual years point to a slightly
worsening trend that began before the pandemic and continued even after its outbreak,
when it worsened significantly. In 2018, the average credit period ratio of the monitored
enterprises was 57 days, while it was extended to 112 days after the arrival of the COVID-19
pandemic. Wang et al. [58] state in their publication that when analyzing the collection
period and credit period ratio, it is appropriate to compare these two indicators in the
enterprise with each other and to monitor any differences in the observed values. For both
indicators, there was a worsening trend in the period before the pandemic (in 2018 and
2019), while the collection period and credit period ratio were made even worse by the
arrival of the pandemic in 2020.

Table 5. Efficiency ratios of the enterprises operating in the construction sector during 2018–2020.

Inventory turnover ratio (Days) 2018 2019 2020

mean 49.8 77.7 111.2
<30 days 1755 1730 1697
30–120 days 172 190 207
> 120 days 73 80 96

Collection period ratio (days) 2018 2019 2020

mean 50 56.2 93.6
<30 days 882 892 871
30–90 days 959 930 896
>90 days 159 178 233

Credit period ratio (days) 2018 2019 2020

mean 57.1 69.0 111.7
<30 days 1177 1195 1216
30–90 days 677 646 590
>90 days 146 159 194

Source: own elaboration.

When analyzing the profitability of enterprises in the construction sector, the value of the
net profit enters the numerator of all indicators, and the relevant investigated unit based on
the ratio enters the denominator. Trang et al. [59] state that profitability indicators express the
profitability of business efforts and point to the efficiency of business activity and indicate
the intensity of use, reproduction, and appreciation of the capital invested in the business.
Average values of individual profitability indicators are summarized in Table 6.
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Table 6. Profitability ratios of the enterprises operating in the construction sector during 2018–2020.

Return on assets ratio (%) 2018 2019 2020

mean 6.72 5.86 3.26
< 5% 1058 1149 1286
5%10% 380 321 309
>10% 562 530 405

Return on equity ratio (%) 2018 2019 2020

mean 168.10 22.82 −272.92
<15% 964 1035 1226
15%–20% 140 183 176
>20% 896 782 598

Return on sales ratio (%) 2018 2019 2020

mean −18.04 −20.17 −15.11
<5% 1672 1670 1707
5%–10% 301 219 197
>10% 27 111 96

Source: own elaboration.

The first monitored profitability indicator is the return on assets ratio, which according
to Eldridge et al. [60] indicates the production force and relates the profit to the total assets
invested in the business, regardless of the method of financing. The higher the ratio, the
more efficient the enterprise is at generating profit [61], while the optimal interval of the
monitored indicator is considered to be between 5 and 10% [62], and when interpreted
it can be claimed that every 1 EUR of invested assets produced between 0.05 EUR and
0.10 EUR of net profit. A slight decline can be observed in the group of enterprises
with asset profitability at an optimal level, even if the changes from year to year are
significant. In the period before the pandemic, approximately 53% of enterprises did not
reach the optimal level of the monitored indicator. However, in 2020, most businesses
in the construction sector already faced the pandemic crisis, as their number increased
to 64%. When monitoring the average values of the monitored indicator, a significant
trend of decreasing profitability of assets can be observed. According to Xu and Liu [63],
return on assets needs to be evaluated with return on equity because these two indicators
are interconnected. The return on equity ratio is an indicator showing the profitability of
invested capital, which, according to Soewarno and Tjahjadi [64], makes it possible to
point out whether the invested capital of the enterprise is sufficiently profitable. Bolton
et al. [65] state that every investor also faces increased risk related to different business
activities. These risks can be divided into risks associated not only with the production
itself, market development, legislation, inflation, and technological progress [66], but also
risks associated with unpredictable events, such as the current pandemic [67]. Again, the
higher the return on equity, the better the enterprise at generating profit from its existing
assets [68], and the range from 15% to 20% is considered the optimal value. The level of
return on equity in the monitored enterprises decreased, and less than 20% were in the
optimal interval. Before the pandemic, approximately 964 enterprises operating in the
construction sector had a return on equity of less than 15%, but in 2020, the number of
these enterprises increased to 1226. According to Balatsky [69], a low return on equity ratio
means the enterprise earns less compared to its shareholder’s equity. When monitoring the
average values of the return on equity indicator for individual years, a sharp drop can be
observed, when enterprises were able to produce less than 1 EUR of equity capital in the
monitored years. Another indicator that points to the size of the achieved profit concerning
sales is the return on sales ratio, the results of which are very individual across industries.
Zimon and Tarighi [70] state that an indicator between 5% and 10% is excellent, while it
is generally true that if the return on sales is above 0%, the enterprise is turning a profit.
From the results, most enterprises have revenue profitability of up to 5%, i.e., business
units with less than 0.05 EUR of net profit per 1 EUR of revenue. However, after the arrival
of the pandemic in 2020, the number of enterprises in this interval slightly increased. On
the contrary, a downward trend can be observed in the following two intervals. The sales
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profitability development trend described so far is easy to see because it is clear from the
analysis that 2020, together with the pandemic it brought, was a shock for the construction
sector that significantly affected the internal conditions of the enterprises.

A debt analysis is focused on the structure of the financial resources of the enterprise,
which affects its financial stability. In general, an enterprise with a high share of equity is
stable and independent, and vice versa, an enterprise with a low share of them is financially
unstable [34]. Within the debt analysis, it was possible to monitor the combination of
equity and debt through debt indicators, which decline due to debt repayment from sold
assets [71], as well as the ability of enterprises to bear the indebtedness between 2018
and 2020, i.e., in the period before and after the COVID-19 pandemic. Average values of
individual indebtedness ratios are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7. Indebtedness ratios of the enterprises operating in the construction sector during 2018–2020.

Total indebtedness ratio (%) 2018 2019 2020

mean 0.648 0.633 0.623
<50% 598 652 705
50%–75% 621 628 600
>75% 781 720 695

Equity leverage ratio (coef.) 2018 2019 2020

mean 9.47 6.53 12.76
<2 701 753 827
2–3 397 389 366
>3 902 858 807

Insolvency ratio (coef.) 2018 2019 2020

mean 2.89 3.22 2.60
<1 971 1019 1031
>1 1029 981 969

Source: own elaboration.

The total indebtedness ratio is an indicator of indebtedness that compares current and
non-current liabilities to total assets, and its complementary indicator is the self-financing
ratio. It is clear that the debt level of the monitored enterprises was slowly decreasing from
year to year, and not only in the period before the pandemic, but also after it started, this
trend continued. According to Stefko et al. [72], the range from 50% to 75% is considered to
be the optimal level of indebtedness of enterprises operating in the construction sector.

At the same time, from a pure risk perspective, lower debt ratios are considered
better, while a higher debt ratio makes the enterprise more difficult to borrow money [73].
In general, there is a risk associated with an enterprise carrying too much debt, while
a low value of the total indebtedness ratio suggests greater creditworthiness [74]. In
the monitored period, most enterprises are in the debt group at the level of 75% and
above. More than 75% of the financial resources of the enterprise are in debt, and they
may face an increased risk of instability. After the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic in
2020, the number of enterprises with optimal indebtedness decreased to 600. The rest of
the enterprises reached a debt level of less than 50%, which represents their increasing
autonomy and independence of them in the field of finance but, on the contrary, according
to Mouandat [75], equity financing is generally considered more expensive compared to
debt financing. The average value of the total indebtedness ratio was at the level of 64.8% in
2018, and a gradual decrease in corporate indebtedness can be observed until the outbreak
of the pandemic. Another monitored indicator is the equity leverage ratio, the inverse value
of the degree of self-financing, is calculated as the ratio of total assets to shareholders’ funds.
Rahmati et al. [76] state that if the indicator value is 1, the enterprise uses only equity to
finance its business activity. In the case of an increase in the value, it can be pointed to
an increasing use of debt in the enterprise, while an interval from 2 to 3 is considered the
optimal ratio. In the monitored period, there was an increase in the number of enterprises
whose value of the equity leverage ratio was 2, i.e., business units in which debt was
located in the proportion of up to 50%. On the contrary, the largest group of enterprises
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with a financial leverage higher than the value of 3 gradually decreased. The last indicator
is the insolvency ratio, which gives the relationship of current and non-current liabilities
to receivables of the enterprise. According to de Rezende [77], it is generally considered
together with liquidity indicators in financial analysis because these indicators give a better
picture of the enterprise. The ratio examines whether the enterprise insolvency is caused by
its own business activities [78]. If the value of the insolvency ratio is higher than 1, primary
insolvency can be pointed out. On the contrary, in the case of a value lower than 1, it is
possible to mention secondary insolvency caused as a consequence of primary insolvency
of the enterprise [79]. In 2018, in the monitored enterprises in the construction sector, there
were more enterprises whose insolvency was caused by their own business activities, i.e.,
the insolvency ratio value was greater than 1. This number of enterprises decreased over
time, and from 2019 there were more enterprises whose value of the indicator was less than
1. Therefore, the insolvency ratio is often assessed with liquidity indicators, where, based
on the results of the analysis, it was shown that the arrival of the pandemic in 2020 did not
significantly affect the financial situation of the examined enterprises in the area of liquidity,
nor in the area of solvency, since the changes were not significant, and more or less only
they continued the trend from previous years, i.e., from the period before the pandemic.

The detailed financial analysis, focused on the enterprises operating in the construc-
tion sector in Slovakia, was aimed at monitoring the existence of statistically significant
differences between the individual indicators because of the period in which the enterprises
achieved these values. The main aim of this more detailed analysis was to examine whether
the average values of the financial indicators are the same in all years of the period under
review (2018, 2019, and 2020) or whether the individual values of the indicators differ
significantly from each other.

Firstly, it was necessary to verify the normality of the dataset using the Kolmogorov–
Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk tests. The results of these tests rejected the null hypothesis
that the data came from a normal distribution. Subsequently, the Friedman test, the
non-parametric alternative to the one-way ANOVA with repeated measures, was used to
determine a statistically significant difference between the calculated indicators concerning
the year. The Friedman test tests the existence of differences between groups when the
measured dependent variable is ordinal. Table 8 summarizes the result of the Friedman test,
which points to the fact that the p-value of the test is less than the chosen level of significance
for some financial ratios, which means that the null hypothesis of equal median values
of indicators is rejected. Based on the result, it can be claimed that there are statistically
significant differences in the individual indicators concerning the monitored year, except
the two activity indicators. There are no statistically significant differences in the collection
period and credit period ratio.

Because there are statistically significant differences between the 10 financial indi-
cators, in the next step, a post hoc analysis was performed, the result of which was the
determination between which monitored periods the differences in the individual indica-
tors are the most significant. The result of pairwise comparison of the monitored years is
included in Table 9.

The results of the pairwise comparison (see column Adj. Sig.) indicate that those
periods, where the test value is below the significance level 0.05 (marked in bold), are the
periods with significant differences in the values of the analyzed indicators. It is evident
that in 2020 there were significant changes in the development of the financial indicators
compared to the previous periods.

The construction sector is closely related to the national economy, which means that it
responds to every change in the development of the economy [80]. At the same time, these
reactions affect other sectors, even though the position of the construction industry in the
national economy from the point of view of the share in GDP formation is not significant
in percentage terms and is gradually decreasing year-by-year [81]. Before the arrival of the
COVID-19 pandemic in 2019, the construction industry was predicted to grow slightly, and
on the contrary, a slight decline or stagnation was subsequently expected in 2020. However,
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Narayanamurthy and Tortorella [82] pointed out that the construction sector was primarily
characterized by a high rate of insolvencies and generally worse payment morale before the
pandemic. The authors pointed out that the payment terms of the construction sector are set for
more than 90 days, and their repayment occurs even after the due date. This sector produces
lots of bad debts, which in the long term has a negative impact on its future development.

Table 8. The output of the Friedman test.

CashR QR CurrR IT CollP CredP

Mean Rank
2018 1.91 1.86 1.84 1.94 1.99 2.00
2019 1.94 1.98 1.98 1.95 1.98 2.00
2020 2.15 2.15 2.19 2.12 2.03 1.99

N 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Chi-Square 69.303 86.131 122.557 49.717 3.333 0.158
Df 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.189 0.924

ROA ROE ROS TI EL Ins

Mean Rank
2018 2.14 2.22 2.09 2.18 2.19 2.13
2019 2.03 2.03 2.01 2.00 2.01 2.01
2020 1.82 1.75 1.89 1.82 1.80 1.86

N 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Chi-Square 106.255 226.688 41.128 133.170 153.830 75.230
Df 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Note: CashR: Cash liquidity ratio, QR: Quick liquidity ratio, CurrR: Current liquidity, IT: Inventory turnover ratio,
CollP: Collection period ratio, CredP: Credit period ratio, ROA: Return on assets ratio, ROE: Return on equity
ratio, ROS: Return on sales ratio, TI: Total indebtedness ratio, EL: Equity leverage ratio, Ins: Insolvency ratio.
Source: own elaboration.

In 2020, many researchers began to focus on the issue of the coronavirus pandemic and
its impact on the economy, employment, enterprises, individuals, and society as a whole.

Orlowski [19] identified labor force problems with the arrival of the COVID-19 pan-
demic that could be solved by structural changes in the labor market. Similarly, Svabova
et al. [2] examined the impact of anti-pandemic measures on the development of em-
ployment in the Slovak Republic and found that in 2020 unemployment worsened by
approximately 2% to 3% in contrast to its development before the pandemic. This situation
also affected self-employed people in the construction sector, who were significantly more
affected by the pandemic than employees. According to Davidescu et al. [83], the wages of
self-employed people were already at a lower level than the wages of employees before the
pandemic. The arrival of the pandemic at the turn of March and April in 2020 worsened this
development, while many self-employed people suspended their work activities. However,
Jha [84] pointed to the fact that the direct cash benefits provided during the pandemic to
construction sector employees were of significant help as they helped them to overcome
financial hardship more easily. Unfortunately, this support was primarily associated not
only with the dysfunctionality of the institutions in the handling process but with several
financial problems [85]. Such aid was introduced in Slovakia in the form of First Aid I
and First Aid II, which offered a large number of self-employed people in the construction
sector to draw benefits calculated on the basis of the decrease in their cash income during
the pandemic compared to the amount of their income in the period before the pandemic.
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Table 9. The output of the pairwise comparison of the monitored years.

Cash Liquidity Ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Str. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2018–2019 0.030 0.032 0.949 0.343 1.000
2018–2020 0.241 0.032 7.637 0.000 0.000
2019–2020 0.211 0.032 6.688 0.000 0.000

Quick liquidity ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2018–2019 0.120 0.032 3.811 0.000 0.000
2018–2020 0.292 0.032 9.234 0.000 0.000
2019–2020 0.172 0.032 5.423 0.000 0.000

Current liquidity ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2018–2019 0.137 0.032 4.332 0.000 0.000
2018–2020 0.347 0.032 10.989 0.000 0.000
2019–2020 0.210 0.032 6.657 0.000 0.000

Inventory turnover ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2018–2019 0.007 0.032 0.221 0.825 1.000
2018–2020 0.176 0.032 5.566 0.000 0.000
2019–2020 0.169 0.032 5.344 0.000 0.000

Return on assets ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.210 0.032 −6.639 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.321 0.032 −10.148 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.111 0.032 −3.509 0.000 0.001

Return on equity ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.284 0.032 −8.994 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.473 0.032 −14.954 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.188 0.032 −5.959 0.000 0.000

Return on sales ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.121 0.032 −3.825 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.201 0.032 −6.370 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.080 0.032 −2.545 0.011 0.033

Total indebtedness ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.179 0.032 −5.675 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.365 0.032 −11.539 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.185 0.032 −5.865 0.000 0.000

Equity leverage ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.209 0.032 −6.623 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.392 0.032 −12.393 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.182 0.032 −5.770 0.000 0.000

Insolvency ratio Test
Statistics

Std.
Error Std. Test Statistics Sig. Adj. Sig.

2020–2019 −0.149 0.032 −4.711 0.000 0.000
2020–2018 −0.274 0.032 −8.662 0.000 0.000
2019–2018 −0.125 0.032 −3.952 0.000 0.000

Source: own elaboration.

When analyzing the effects of past pandemics on the economy, Bonam and Smadu [17]
pointed to the fact that in the past, pandemics primarily brought with them an increase in
inflation, which subsequently lasted for more than 10 years. Given the current situation,
this essential information indicates potential future developments that could occur even
after the outbreak of the coronavirus pandemic. Currently, it is possible to point out that
the arrival of the pandemic brought a crisis, which is increasingly beginning to manifest
itself mainly in high inflation [86]. According to the National Bank of Slovakia, inflation
was at an acceptable level of 1.6% in January 2021, rising slightly over time to 6.4% in
November 2021. This growth trend continued in the following year as inflation reached
8.4% in January and an incredible 9% in February [87]. At the same time, the National
Bank of Slovakia evaluates the current development of the economy and also provides
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a prediction of the expected development in the medium term. Not only the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic, but also the current war in Ukraine, will slow down the recovery of
the world economy in the near future, and increasing global inflationary pressures will lead
to further price increases across all sectors. In one of the predictions for 2022, Karmazin [88]
expects a continued trend of inflation growth throughout the year due to the ongoing
pandemic, crisis, and situation in Ukraine. The author also stated that, in the long term, he
expects an increase in interest rates from the National Bank of Slovakia as a reaction to high
inflation in an effort to reduce it, which will also have a direct impact on investments in the
construction sector and thus a worsening of the conditions for providing mortgages and
loans. Since the beginning of the pandemic, a significant increase in the prices not only of
materials consumed in the construction sector [89], but also of construction works, which
have grown at a dizzying pace since April 2021 [90], can be observed. Given the increased
inflation, this trend was expected, although the real growth in the prices of materials and
real estate dramatically exceeded expectations. The prices of construction materials as of
the third quarter of 2021 increased by an average of 23% compared to October 2020. The
cause of this growth is not only the growth of inflation, but also high energy prices and
the ongoing demand for real estate [91]. Khalef et al. [29] emphasized that the current
pandemic had an impact on construction projects in all sectors, specifically in material
supply and human resources. In Slovakia, however, one can currently observe the problem
of a lack of construction material, which is not only pointed out by many construction
enterprises and individuals, but also faced by state contracts, where prices can increase by
15% to 20% [92].

When investigating the effects of the corona crisis on the business performance, Hu
and Zhang [25] found a statistically significant relationship between the arrival of the
pandemic and the deteriorated performance of the monitored enterprises. Achim et al. [23]
found that the total profit of the monitored enterprises was up to 37% lower after the
pandemic than before the pandemic, while according to Lam et al. [93], the construction
sector performed significantly better than other sectors. Lassoued and Khanchel [27], on the
contrary, pointed to the fact that in enterprises operating in the construction sector, the use
of earnings management increased during the pandemic, especially in 2020, which brings
with it a reduced reliability of financial statements during the pandemic. However, since
the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic, the construction sector has not been significantly
affected compared to other sectors. Although there has been a sharp decline in construction
production since the beginning of the pandemic, caused by the measures of the government
in the form of a lockdown and its persistence even after the short-term restart of production
during the last months of 2020, this development did not reach the values from the period
before the pandemic.

Based on the findings, it can be argued that the COVID-19 pandemic brought about a
sharp decline in construction output, which affected enterprises across the industry, but
has recovered over time [94]. Increased consumption only supported the already started
increase in inflation, which led to price increases not only in the entire economy but in
the construction sector [95]. According to Iqbal et al. [96], the increased prices in the
construction sector are caused not only by inflation but prices of input raw materials, such
as oil or metals, while this increase is reflected in the growth of prices of new buildings
and existing apartments [97]. However, a slight correction in the prices of apartments and
houses can be expected in the future, which could slow down the possible future growth of
this industry.

5. Conclusions

Even before the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic, the world economy felt a decline
in global demand, which began to manifest itself, especially towards the end of 2019.
However, measures introduced in developed countries associated with the new coronavirus
pandemic, which affected overall global consumption, had a considerable impact. In
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general, there is a decrease in the production of industrial production with a sharp decline
in demand and consumption.

Based on the results of the liquidity analysis, it can be said that the enterprises operat-
ing in the construction sector in Slovakia during the period under review are improving
the financial situation, reducing their indebtedness, guarding the financing of non-current
assets, ensuring a sufficient level of liquidity against possible bankruptcy. At the same
time, it turned out that at the beginning of the pandemic, the enterprises in the construc-
tion sector reacted very quickly because they decided to create higher reserves, thereby
improving the results of the monitored indicators. Enterprises thus prepared for the new
situation that the pandemic brought. These conclusions are supported by the results from
the realized debt analysis, which pointed to a trend of decreasing corporate indebtedness,
which started before the pandemic and continued after the arrival of the coronavirus crisis.
Based on the results of the total indebtedness ratio, the average indebtedness of enterprises
between 2018 and 2020 was at a level of up to 65% and gradually decreased. Similarly,
the financial leverage indicator, the inverse of the self-financing coefficient, confirmed
these results. On the contrary, when analyzing other ratios, it is possible to claim that the
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic had a negative impact on many aspects of business
in this sector. The efficiency ratios are the most affected by the pandemic, as the average
inventory turnover time is more than 111 days in 2020, compared to 2018, when it was
only 50 days. In the case of the average collection period and the average credit period
ratio, a disparity between these two indicators was revealed, which became more and
more profound from year to year in the examined companies and worsened even more
significantly with the arrival of the pandemic. The average collection period was 50 days in
2018, and in 2020, i.e., after the pandemic, it was almost 94 days. The average credit period
was similar at the level of 57 days in 2018, and in 2020 the number of days until maturity
doubled. In the analysis of profitability, a worsening trend across all selected indicators
was also recorded, which confirmed their interconnectedness, i.e., if the enterprise does not
have a favorable ROA indicator, then it cannot create positive results even in the ROE and
ROS ratios. These indicators faced a worsening trend even before the pandemic, and the
arrival of the pandemic only helped it in the form of a significant, even jumpy deterioration.
Overall, based on the findings of the detailed analysis, the arrival of the pandemic had
a clear impact on the financial and economic situation of the examined enterprises from
the Slovak construction sector. However, the most significant impacts will be even more
noticeable in the future due to the fact that this sector is characterized by slower reactions
to changes in the economy.

Construction sector enterprises operating in Slovakia are trying to make the right
decisions in the long term, thus facing the pandemic sensibly, primarily by maintaining
good liquidity or reducing indebtedness. On the contrary, enterprises are trying to increase
the use of earnings management techniques and reduce the reliability of annual reports
during the pandemic. This situation could improve after the end of the entire pandemic
period. In the long term, high inflation at approximately 10% to 15% is expected in the
coming years, followed by its gradual reduction. At the same time, an increase in interest
rates is expected not only for mortgages but for loans, which can significantly slow down
the sector growth and, therefore, reduce investment in this area.

Despite the contribution of this paper to the extant literature, the following limitation
needs to be highlighted. The scope of the paper (i.e., the focus only on one national economy
of Slovakia) limits the generalization of the findings. Future research should examine this
phenomenon in more national economies or in a longer time horizon than what was set for
this research to determine whether there will be differences in the findings and allow for
greater generalization and applicability.
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