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Abstract

The growth and value factors of listed companies have always been a hot topic in the capital mar-
ket, and the growth and value factors of enterprises are a dynamic process and are affected by a
variety of factors. Based on the public financial statement data of listed companies, this paper uses
the factor value model to conduct systematic quantitative comparative analysis of listed compa-
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nies in two different industries of CATL and Greenland Holdings, which provides a reference for
investors to study and tap the value of growth enterprises.
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11 MIRER

FEA S T TR AT AT, FE NV EEFZ PR, Al S 5 3 g9 MERIRT 7T — B R U,
XAl 2078 i BN B N DR B AR ORI 3 By, 32 2020 BEff i, 1 2 Al ik 5 A e 52 2 i s
HREVFZ Lo~ w] RFEEARE KRR R TR 2 Bk, 0 TSR ML IR, R MNE . i
HE T 2ANRLEMRBOR, ERufRe, &, B, BraelseEmik, Hrbograelids v
17, A E K HEAE RS IF AR E R BRI T /K SR AL e A BRAT 41, T T AR ARy
BrReI A e kA, S = AEAE A EREN b L HERE T =, RAEE R BT S S, RS
Il 25 44 A5 g ) S 04t 72 B A R N EEAR 3R B A FEI BRdR B (MSCI) [1]5 53— bt W A i 4
KT TTER AT, I AR R, 4045 By = 22 BRI R 3R B A 2 3 O 720 5 i PR
SR AR B [ P B AT e Sk, ASCIE A T B I AR gt R AR SR I TE, 428 b A /) ik
SUMERER I A FRAE, NZEE ARG NG E TR RER IS

12. ARAE

AT T A RSN E I A SR, AR B IS BT AR —— R AR, JEx I
BERA T AR T ARARN o PRI T AR AN S AR BT ARE NS %, HER
riish: Sicherais EXI I R/ N VU s o (e S O PR T St U R M | eSS D 7 (& DK =R AN AWANES B N
R, JFEARSEEEAES, RO, BAIRES, MOKRES DUR SNSRI Z X A AR 2 (1 45 6 R i
MR TME, AT AR W S5 E, e 15 AR Z I8

13. AIREXEFR*

FEREE 2 TR U E TGRS, Bl a s sk S M ER ROV RGN ES, &
AU B ANTR RSN, AT A R TE A A SRR, ASCEEERM SRR, &
MBERMERR, THMR LT AR S@E TGN, BARE, S5, E—Paa s
ATMEEZNE A AR S AL DR 2R R i ) P AE K S5 R AL, R IEB o BR R A RAT — € I SE B ME

2. ARMHEREEXER

ARSI AR R S At AR 8 - 1) DR N BT, DAL AR L 3 1 A R S5 (B2 M R L
FIAT () (A AT B A, A A R 0 X P 2K DL L B A B AT AT LS, AT SR A AR [R] 47 M ] £ 22 S

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2022.123087 780 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.123087
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

RIE

PTG R 22, NI RIRE A% e TR A R RO R IR, AR SOMI S DS 3R A (AR R AR [ AT M (R P 2K LTl 28 R kAT
P, PAREEN § H BTBCR T 513 BB BETEAT b B 15 3 7 A I AR SR P PR A1) £ st 7= A7 b b4
JAEXS b, RIS RIAT M 2 7] R 5 FAN R A R R

A2 R Z A EA R r 7 30 I P P8 R 2 A A B8 BT 3R A A K5 TTEAT WE T, HERIA AN V = (A + E+ G +S)
a, H VvV RFEIMEGE, A B, G, S ANMERERMIILVMIRIRIR, o AIMNEREE R2E[2], &
S LN BB R AE AW TEXT R

KRS AL EE A AR BRI A KR, AREERRE AT, S8E
BRE SRR Alk (AR DL R, GG SIS, bR, MR E A E E S A
Ak, A BTt AL S, fEE B R M S IMER EER R, BAIRE A
S BRI BRI, etBar “Mw” , s Tk Rt R, BT AR LREER: 5
KAE T Aol AR R YA JEHEAT TN LR/ 2 Yo Al AR I S5 (B A3, A e A B A
FNE AEBTRE AR S Al NG RIARER WU BE AT RN, it e ORI ik, Xt Al 57 55 9 U
W N[2] o ASTIE D Al 0 AR ER B BAR R AL, RIS F AR T B SR Py R PR 3R X
b, WFH E ARl A B FEAS [FAT ML b B 1A 5 W 55 B P 3R RIS 56 2R

3. TREASZMERARNE
3.1 ARMRTEREN

THER AR TR AT REIR R R A R A ], TR B G T 2011 4E RS2, HAS
W IELFEE BT IRE R RERR AT IR K, 2 T F IR R RAL . [R]I T iAA 2
358 A bRse 4 3N I HE R 2 —, TIET IR AN IR RS . HRE RS IIHEK .
AR, BUTT AR RRIE R AR — R ROT %, O HEORBIELES) T A e e A, MR
HUE ., VB RS H B — R &5 2 BRI R S bilig e /g . A ANAE 2020 4, THERTAREE AL T
500 ZAZHIT iR A, TERAREM T 502.1 ¢, BHTEL 1.2 LTt ARG T R, KR
T BRERI=K A BTE S R AL T {2 1]

TEE, ARYE R E M AR, B HIREBUFRRE T REAE e ER A KR LIk, 1E 5
SERFIEI Y, R EBEN BN Eth A F N 40 Z R PUE B A 200 25K, THER B ZENEE, EATILTH
W e aWa — KBS is -, PR B, 55, D5EE RE WA E RE RN A E R R
HAT, TERARE RS, TF 2016 4F AR $H [F 51 = 05 s i R THRIA 58 AR 5 2% 4% 1 2 % 00000
H, 4L 4 FHE 7 REBUM AN, 2017 FE3R1F4MIEL 2016 “EH9 0 1.45 %, 534b, 7E 2015~2018 4 [H]
550 T AT AR R AR I B B 4 ik 3800 (3]

3.2. HRMREMITAE T

SR IR SR R R I IR A ], ARIRGLT 1992 £ 7 A 18 H, £ E Ak e e 4
A AR AL 2 —. M\ 2000 JTTCIEM AR [1], Ze0d 28 SEMIRFE R, HaEioh) iz, af
Hu=, BEUE, RNk, EEb WESEZMTL, HERFEZETERFMIT K. 2K, GHIGA R
FETimte. A, EPrLiERE, AT 2015 L A EE B HAT, Zxdp IR A I E 2
i e 4zl 29 AT EVATX 130 ZANIRTT,  E BRFHE A A e T M bR e T 30 W, PR ORI T 4
JEZIEIE 12 4>, eI 250 73175k, I 500 R IS S E bR e ek B ST IR I A 1T
IR PRSI e WU R 20 A, O R E ke TR R e R E B A R Y

BEAh, T AT, AT C A O R E E RS MEAT L. B BE, e REEN,

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2022.123087 781 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.123087

KA, Fin e e B P v A A B s st AT ML ) B RS AIE . SR BURF D28t & — R ANBSR A 3K
[P g AT AT AR E , BIIME TR BT It AP B D DR B . SE 5 AR Bl ss, R SR
WU BT AT EARTUE, AR PRI ) B A J7 i AR T X s ™ B 4% 0 B o SRR i F R IE AL T oR
W, —EH “bEREmSRL vl |, @l ZERE, BIPAEHE TR S, 22 %
TR

4. BT ERNMEBRBSFES

AR LA T AR IS AXRN S 428 ROV 5541 3% 2020 AEARAE Ao 753 AL S ) 2> tHFR bn 2 A B il B A
FANEAR L S AT I SANE AT T 5087 o SRS HR (0 — Rl i) R R A AR, 2 2 P Skl = b
WSS AEL . SR 4 S PRSI DR 30T P s el R B B B AL, 19 R U 55 K AN E 4R 3 V. 83
V 5K S M ERRIE L, $8580V K, RoR MK SRV VN, RoR Al
fik.

REMERE AR V=(A+E+G+S).

—. ARG DR R A

41 FEEBERNERNMERBLBES O

mE 1, ZEEHERBHOEANSRR AL BHAS A2, FHAEE ) A3, Hibiatr Ad.
HARNGERIIHE A=AL+ A2+ A3 + Ad,

Table 1. Standard table of management ability scores

F* 1 ZEEERENMERER

=) PRE(E PrifES) =) NG Py
AL NA 5 0.2 2 A2 G RYE 0.15 2
A3.LfEBR % a 2 A3.3 BT S i 5 T 2
A3.2 [ Bt 7= A R b 2 A3.4 RS 2% d 2
FENS AR A4l 3 15 FHEWHLLR A42 ] 15
B PR LR A4.3 T 15

P #ha, b, T, d o RIATEIR RS R RS B B e S RO R R R AT |, T
g AN FEEN S RRAER . BN R R LA T R AT LI (B

41.1. Al AFER

AAFER AL MfEASRERER, AT HENE, DARRTEREBS. 55, AT &R
JR 5 B PRI e AR IR R FTLL, A ad 58 P IS 38 KA s S

HAXNAA ZFSEAR = SLhrafE + bl x brifEsy, Bk RE 2:

Table 2. Al talent quality point value standard table
2. Al AT ERHRERRER

ME -0.5 0 0.1 0.2 0.3
LA FEA KELF KEBHIRIAFR AR RAR Bl e@ SR eR 18 B AR
B I a2 <0 <W >W > W >3 W

R W OB R R AT I E .
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RIE

T I (R A A R v 0 T A AR B I R 0 12.31%, AT R B I R IME N 11.7%,
TENLRLIN ERZH, 4568 1. &2, EBHAX A TENAANA R AL A-15; gkt ki
FEPEU R H N 5.07%, Fb P F AT R P IR s R ME N 4.98%, B T2 AR KR UL k2K, [FR
A4 AN A R AL A 4.

4.1.2. A2 EHERY:
A2 EH RGO E R OEEE SO, BRI £ 3:

Table 3. A2 management system point value standard table

T3 A EBBRGSEMER

RUE -0.15 0 0.1 0.2 03
O E R Ak — PR E REasE R
[Z LY ZHAH) i it A2 5y PR RAE R

THEIN AL OB FLRAE 2020 4R ARHG N 10 7, HGWARSHRARREE, — R B
BARR AR, Bl T Es e B RS A2 55 0.1, Mz R0 E HE B 2020 42 2021 44
WAEATERE T, B RS A2 65015,

4.1.3. A3 EEgES

A3 E IR REIRE A AL, —RAEFTE RS, HOPNFabr A 17 0 8 7% 22408 a FHTEE B8 77
HREMSME b H—REEEER ), AR HERSE o MBBOKRE R E d, E ) AUE
A3 &V TR FR B A

Table 4. A3 management capability actual values
= 4. A3 BB PRE

S2PRE TR AR Eei kil
758 Ja e 5 2.94 % 0.56 /X
[P 5 B 7 o e = 2.916 9.513
SSY AR LS 0.373 0.356
S AT 5 A 5.126 4.805
A RIR A 3 BRI R TR0 B L 454 %

Table 5. Industry average for A3 management capacity
5. A3 EIERENITULIE

IFrfE a b T d
HLA 4% - Wit 412 76 3.096 0.452 3.363
2 LY 3 0.29 7 13571 0.229 13.332
AR LR T BORIERI A S I 554k 3%

A _ERBEE M AL 4 7156 5), ATR40R 4% 6:
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Table 6. A3 management competency calculation score
= 6. A3 EHERENITE S E

o THERAR SR
IR a 1.427 3.862
[i] 72 B 7= G 5 b 1.884 1.402
B R 1.650 3.109
RSN A e 2 d 3.048 0.721

E: VTR E A SEBRE - ARAEE < ARiESY.

A TR A S 10 A3 D9 8.009, ZEHhIE IR I A 10N 9.094,

4.1.4. HAIRR
HAbIRbR - EH A4 FIPFI IR B AR sl e, BRI LR GE £, B ERA R GE 9,
Be ) R (=7 % | Ve UL =7

Table 7. A4 actual values for other indicators
= 7. A4 HABIEARSEPRE

SHUN (S THERAR SR A%
FEb S5 AR A 0.722 0.856
BRI 0.044 0.018
EHRAEE 0.035 0.026

Ml AR AR T ZORIR RIS L 5540k

Table 8. A4 other indicators industry averages
T 8. A4 HpdariT AL (A

17\ E € f g

TR 0.786 0.026 0.039

S 0.748 0.029 0.030
AR A 3 BRI R TR B H W 454 3%

MA EdBRGE 7, & )4tk 1 EMAN, WHFE9:

Table 9. A4 other indicators calculate scores
2 9. A4 Hidetmit BN E

AN TAERHAR G
TENS AT e 1.52 1.31
BRI f 0.89 1.61
EHEALLER g 1.67 1.73

E: PRI B AR FrEE + SSPRE x AR

At Fe bR E A4 TEERTAN 4.08, SRiIER N 4.65.
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415 SEEEENERNERBST

Table 10. A Calculation point value for operation and management capabilities
FI0AZEERRENTERE

SEFR s AE ANAER AL FH RS A2 HHRE T A3 HAihfetr Ad BEA
THEAR -1.5 0.1 8.009 4.08 10.689
TS E T 4 -0.15 9.094 4.65 17.594

HILE (R 10), ANAR, EHA IR AR TN LS B R K T2k tth 2 I () = 22 [
7, HAfE i i R ORILE PR ) F B R . — MR, A7 078 B 2802 A | FERE BA7 TR BRI R A7,
PR, AR R /G, 18 2017 EEARTFHE, TR AAE 58 B H R TF 46 R ik, XN
2017 4ERF, BWEFEMS B EK, WnfFREBEK, 2587 2018 £ FFEFR, XL
FAVER BT i AT R AT % B8, (AR AP IR R S AP AIG: IROVLGE I, B 2012 82, HENp5 i AT
AT H aa s, SRz i B BEAT AR TR AT HERR, (B A7 R A 2 1 oo AT i) —2F, [tk
FAF 0 R 3 2 oy (AN
42. BRRHERNMERB LRSS
4.2.1. BEFEEHERNERILER

BARE A/ 0E E VMRS A BRI R S El. S8 BRRSH B2, BRI R S {H E3. %
FRIZE SUE B4 0P UNER 2 sl ES. BRI RIS K2 SH E6. L AR J1iH AN AN E=EL+
E2 + E3 + E4 + E5 + E6. FARARAEM T % 11:

Table 11. E profitability pip value standard table
i 11 E BRI R EmRER

TH AR GAIEN FRifES TH FrifE(E FrRAE5y
ZEEFHK EL H 3 TR 2 B4 T 3
ZE R 2 E2 i 3 R 2 ED m 3
TR 2 B k 3 BRI A K% E6 il 3

E: wZ P, . k. 1, @, AANAZLEENE. SEENE. BEAE, BEANE. SRR, B

HIME S R AT M A

Table 12. E profitability industry average
= 12. E BFIRENITI A

AT IE (b itEAE) i i k T m il
B, 7 W — LI 20.19% -17.50% 3.32% 3.87% 11.70% 0.0156
R R 31.25% —2.46% 1.36% 1.48% 4.98% 0.1274
B sRIR . s 3 TR IR R L 454 2%

Table 13. E profitability actuals
3 13 E BFIRENIRPR{E

SEBRME TEAR o3 L 2
ZEEFEREL 0.278 0.144
ZE R E2 0.121 0.046
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Continued
ZErE R 2 E3 0.045 0.022
BE R E4 0.047 0.015
B 2 ES 0.1127 0.1857
B HGFE K E6 0.138 0.067

Ml AR AR T ZORIR R A L 5540k

PR ERBEROLE 11, % 12 fig 13) 0] 15

Table 14. E profitability calculation point values
* 14 EBFENTERE

LEBMER  LFGENER ORMER O BRAE SRR BRI K

SEBR A J<

SERRME Taw'Er pEE2 MMHE3 MNEA  RAMEES S AUE E6 fii
THERFAL 4.131 —2.074 4.066 3.643 2.890 26.538 39.194
TSt 1.382 -5.610 4.853 3.040 11.190 1.578 16.433

E: PR B AR SEPRME + ARAEE < AREED

4.2.2. BRRENERNEERESH

SR FEGR 14), THERRIE R RE 7 B s I . oSO A A8 BRI R S UE,

R R EAB AT A KR . B, WNBMERKE, SbhimkEEssy

SERIIESVR S

HOPE 14%~15% 2 8], (RTATACE: Hk, TRERNAGFHE ™I ROE S04miE%, T2 T4lkee
AR E R R, LT A0S 52 A Bt T H N, 300 R A A W E TR, 53 AET I ] E
BT IHRITCHE B7 WA 15 24 R B I e R B, AT PSP A, T et 2 B 44 5377 48 R g
JIVFRIZBERTE, B 2016 4, T 100 ZxHEH™ A R ETTAR, JETATL&EAKT: 556, T
R 2020 ERLHTF)IE LA 69.59 12, HALEUANAG 14.95 12, HBIRTANER 21%, FEEERBARFELE

IR 4]
4.3. RKBEDERNEFE LS O
43.1. RKEEDERMEBREBELE

BB M G VEIN R bR A L ENL S KA UE G, IR & E G2, B KA T
{H G3, AR I KA GH G4, EEWSAEIE KR G{H G5 MW KAENHHHEAXNMEN G=G1+

G2+ G3+G4+ G5, BARFrEWT:

Table 15. G growth capacity score standard table
= 15. G R KBENMERRESR

s PrE(E PRty =] FrRAE(E FrAEsyr
V=1 i K = DLy =
HIRRIOGIR 61 2 AR G G4 2
_ etr=d K- 3% _
BRI % G2 G2 2 T R G5 2
MBI G3 G3 2
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Table 16. G growth capacity industry average
= 16. G mcRENITULIE

Ik E G1 G2 G3 G4 G5
W) - it 6.73% 17.7% 39.79% 52.34% 9.37%
A L TE R 7.89% -10.09% 7.89% 13.68% —7.94%
Bk HBOE 32 R [ A8 I 55 1R
Table 17. G growth capacity actual values
2 17. G lRIKEE N EFRE
SPRE THERTAR St s
FEN RN E GL 10.00% 6.5%
FRE KR G2 21.77% 0.89%
SBEIEK A G3 54.53% 21.70%
AR I K G4 64.02% 18.20%
FEMLSFIEE K G5 5.06% -0.72%
Bk HBOE 32 RS [ A8 I 55 1R
i3 15, & 16 FIE 17 BdEv] 15
Table 18. G growth capacity calculation point values
#* 18.G KEENIHERE
Sl A FEWSWAN  SREEKE aEEKE RARGIEK  EE LS FNE e
WK Z S GL HfE G2 RE G3 FHE G4 K2 SH G5
TR 2971 2.460 2.741 2.446 1.080 11.718
SR 1.648 -0.176 5.501 0.695 0.181 7.849

T VN TEAR E A SEBRE + AREE x ARiEY.

4.32. RKEENERMERE D4

Mt SEHEE T UL B (W% 18), T ERHARRI B RE TR AR, b ANEAr b I i 2t

e, JF Hil A 7w A 55 1R mT DURBIL (R

19), £ 2015 4%, FENL SIS KR ARG KA IE

F| 7 557.93%F 1610.79%, 2016 4, {F¥ =8 KREZMRIFE R, Xt Sn it T EE LG F, 1%

PIKAE SR, WIATES IR

Table 19. Catalpin times 2015~2020 growth capacity indicators (unit: %)

52 19. TERMR 2015~2020 FRACBESIIERR(BLI: %)

PR 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
FEN S IAIE K Z 557.93 160.9 344 48.08 54.63 9.90
HRE KR 1610.79 207.02 43.71 -10.92 34.18 21.77
TR 346.72 953.92 67.63 32.98 19.85 64.02
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4.4, BRENEZENERE LB S SR
4.4.1. EFREDEEMERRER

PEfRBESI /0 E S PPN R PR A s LR A1E S1, st R SME S2, M eimsh it R &g S3, ¥r=
TR GME S4, UURTFERILER S5, MR I HE AR/ E N S=S1 +S2 + S3 + S4 + S5, HAiktnife
mr:

Table 20. S solvency score table

5 20. S EfREEN D EFRER

1 H R RSy 1 H PR bRt SY
st s1 2 2 R AR S4 S4 2
WAL S2 1 2 FERL L S5 S5 2

WA 7 fiTtb % S3 S3 2

Table 21. S solvency industry average
21 S BRREHiTIE

GRS S3 S4 S5
B A% - Hith 20.73% 67.64% 1.22%
23 a8 4.02% 47.99% 4.39%

Kok H AR 3 ZORIRRIAE N & HW 55 1 3%

Table 22. S solvency real value
= 22. S ERRE LR E

SPRAE THER A LRl
Mzt s1 2.0500 1.0200
H AR S2 1.78 0.4200

W Bh it A S3 0.3352 0.0438
PPN EE S4 0.5582 0.8889
FERLELER S5 1.3600 14.6500

Ml R AR T ZORIR RIS L 5540k

gEAF 20, 21 MK 22 FAEAT1E.

Table 23. S solvency calculation point values
= 23. S EfRRENIHTERE

T A RSl Blesh i WUNAERR PR AU S S

Sz A
Iibs Rt s1 s2 He % A S3 1t S4 S5

A AR 2.05 3.56 2.234 2.4235 0.0179 10.2854
M I 1.02 0.84 2.179 1.0798 0.0060 5.1248

E: S1, S2, S3VFNTRARAME A P + FRdE(E x FrdEsr; S4, SEIFHHEIRAME AN AR + SEhrfE x
FrAETY o
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4.42. EREDERNERBESH

XHEPIR A FEEGTRE /) RE (R 23), THERHAERE ) A A B L st B2y, Herp e AR
BN GE, B R mUE DR B SR R E R R T AR, AR R TR AR R A e
TR T hE ) #02 B e AL S . 53 4h, ARFEI S5 iR B o, TREmRI T m Bt & 18
ANTBBH) 60%LL L, T ERHIIEIAL L 9% AR, X AN 1 ki T T B G ED,
R ) R EUR S AN A E R R, 3T 5 AR B T BUR AR AE 89% AT, 1R R R
fIE 135%,  HIM AT AN SRR B IR e Ik 22, BTN KU =i 5]

R L3 AT Bl BEAT S 2

Table 24. Values of internal factor indicators
=z 24. NEBERIEFFHE

A ZEERRE T A RGN E MKAES G fEf5HETT S BE
TEE AR 10.689 39.194 11.718 10.2854 71.8864
SRtz i 17.594 16.433 7.849 5.1248 47.0008

I R R A EEXS LLFRATTR] DL H (5R 24), TSR VBN 71.8864, Stz B i) V 18~ 47.0008.
TR AGE ST, A RE T A ST RE 710 N SRR R R B A e Skt s B i s, T kb A 4
A A 1 e T AR, R R DR R A T R 2 T e s A . FR T DA
75 AN ] 1 R P A e R 4 R R e
. &5

o1
o~

LR LT, AR R B B T B I AR SR 5 I 2020 4R 25 W S48 HR BEAT 0 He i, B e 46 2R
KA, WHTERAC, R BB eR NS B R, EERTRE A R B R, EEN SIS K
WRARTAT PR PN VAERIT LR Ll AT, ATLGE W, S B B T A2 E
FEELREA, PRIAT T A B B A PR AR 5 s I S s AR AR 23 T AR PR 8 PR 3R 0
K5 HHE R AR K.

ARAET R A AT ML Z [B A FE B R LA A7AE B E R, 2020 48 7 I AA3R A1) 61.04
275, SRR A 211.36 1470, MAXHMERIEE S B m . R HMERRIL SRR 71Tk
TRFRIOFEN, (AN 6 G A7 A A (T UAE DL S A7 A R

E&UH
LR SOR EH R B R ERFE R R E B 4 2R AT 22250 .

SE Tk

[1] FHE. RSB T B Ak 2878 S e i —— DL =IO 1 [D]: [l L2261 ]. Bl gk
2%, 2019
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