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Abstract

Based on the “dual carbon goal”, this article selects Y Company, which had low-carbon innovation
as its financing goal in 2017, as a case study to investigate the financing motives and effects of its
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targeted issuance. The following conclusions were drawn through research: 1) The private place-
ment implemented by Company Y sends a positive signal in the capital market. Based on the Signal-
ing Theory, this behavior not only enhances the company’s financing ability, but also forms a market
endorsement effect through the strategic allocation mechanism of institutional investors, effec-
tively strengthening the company’s industry reputation and brand value; 2) The comprehensive per-
formance evaluation system constructed based on the AHP model shows that from a low-carbon
perspective, its targeted issuance has a positive effect on the economy. Research provides theoretical
and practical references for optimizing equity financing strategies for low-carbon transformation
enterprises.
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Table 1. Analysis of Y company’s profit indicators
= 1Y RElBEFErRa

G 2016 2017 2018
SUBEE R A 1.15% 3.68% 5.09%
BT IS B A 2.97% 7.83% 10.38%

EOVRE A 10.80% 22.26% 27.18%

RS B REE AT LA ) 2016~2018 4 Y A F] ROE RIMLFFEG KASH, EEHH KX 8.7%,
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Figure 1. Investment return of private placement projects
E 1. FEEm B EER

DOI: 10.12677/pm.2025.155154 67 FES


https://doi.org/10.12677/pm.2025.155154

Kag, T

ML HERE LSRR, M 2016 42 2018 4F Y A FEI I FE N FIWAN RHUEFE EFHES, JLHRTE
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Table 2. Analysis of Y company’s debt repayment ability indicators
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Fp 2016 2017 2018
B A 0.61 0.53 0.51
sz 1.51 2.89 2.45
L) 0.92 2.47 2.04
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Table 3. Comprehensive performance indicators
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Table 4. Explanation of nine-point scale scoring method
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Table 5. Target layer judgment matrix
= 5. BiREHITEER

fetr Z5F 785 e Wi (B E)
TR 1 25 5 0.625
7S K5 0.4 1 2 0.25
8% 0.2 0.5 1 0.125
Table 6. Economic performance judgment matrix
5% 6. RIFFGFIEAERE
fetr el BIZhE ) 1215 HE ) Wi (BLE)
el 1 25 3 0.57413
Hizae 0.4 1 15 0.24783
FEARE S 0.333 0.667 1 0.17804
Table 7. Profitability judgment matrix
= 7. BFRE I RRERE
B RE R PRI R BB R R (& Wi (B E)
IR R 1 1.6 1.37 0.42495
SN it B 0.625 1 0.909 0.27097
BRI R 0.73 1.1 1 0.30408
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Table 8. Operational capability judgment matrix

8. EERENFIEER

Hizheh 1718 i i % TBN B i R gk g Wi (fLE)
1757 7 i 2 1 15 0.5 0.29655
MANTE = i i 2R 213 1 0.7937 0.2646
BErE A e 2 1.26 1 0.43885
Table 9. Debt paying ability judgment matrix
= 9. BREENFIEEERE
PERE T B R B R sl R Wi (1)
mah i 1 15 3 0.50825
M4t 0.667 1 0.794 0.25495
R R A 2L 0.333 1.26 1 0.23679
Table 10. Environmental performance evaluation matrix
2 10. IMESREFIEAERE
BTN RS A FEHEL B[ YA b 2R HORBEAN Wi (L E)
AEFEHEIL 1 1 2 0.4
el YA Ak 2 1 1 2 0.4
RN 0.5 0.5 1 0.2
Table 11. Production emission index judgment matrix
= 11, T HEIERR I B AR RS
A= HERR BARATIETREARE  BARARERY BRI FREE Wi (BUE)
BLIIIN SO2 1 15 3 0.50272
BN B A 2/3 1 1.8 0.32364
BTN Tk AL 2 A 1/3 0.5556 1 0.17364
Table 12. Judgment matrix for recycling and processing indicators
5 12, B IBIEFRF BT RERE
Eff LT 7K SR i e £ 4 ) A Wi (kL)
KEEFHZE 1 3 0.75
JELEERI R 0.333 1 0.25
Table 13. Judgment matrix for environmental protection investment indicators
13, IMRIENIEFRFI B AERE
RN TR RN R RN R SEALTI A IR Wi (1)
Dy YN 1 0.435 0.676 0.21064
RN 2.3 1 1.37 0.4643
SRAL A 2R 1.48 0.73 1 0.32506
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Table 14. Social indicator judgment matrix

14, HIERRFIERER

FaRAE =g RATHAT PR 2 Wi (BLE)
RLTHE 1 1 2 0.4
e 1 1 2 0.4
a2 (S 0.5 0.5 1 0.2

Table 15. Employee responsibility indicator judgment matrix
5z 15. AT RIEIRFRFIEEER

A LR bR i A FTERI [ZEWSE ) Wi (BLEE)
HrH A 1 1.307 1.667 0.42204
BRTHA 0.765 1 1.37 0.3307
AEWEY ) 0.6 0.73 1 0.24726

Table 16. Product production index judgment matrix
2 16. PR P IEARF A

e AR H R LA LA PR % VNGEE Wi (FLE)

LR 1 1.429 1.667 0.432
e oa ') ¢ 0.7 1 0.629 0.24801
HARN G 8w 0.6 1.59 1 0.31999

Table 17. Social impact indicator judgment matrix

= 17, 1R EtRy B ERE

tHeEH P B Wi (1)
EESl 1 1.2 0.5455
AR 0.83 1 0.4545

xf b IR R 0 3 ) AT — BRI e, THEAE R ANk 18 F:

Table 18. Consistency test results
18, —HIMHKINEER

—HER R AR
TCRFAEAR ClfE RI & CR{H SRR EEES
3 0 0.525 0 LB
3.006 0.003 0.525 0.005 LB
3 0 0.525 0 LB
3.084 0.042 0.525 0.08 LB
3.096 0.048 0.525 0.091 LB
3 0 0.525 0 LB
3.001 0.001 0.525 0.001 LB
3.002 0.001 0.525 0.002 LB
3 0 0.525 0 LB
3.043 0.021 0.525 0.041 L
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Table 19. Ranking of comprehensive performance evaluation indicators
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0.625 0.24783 s o P ek :
/}[LZJJ%#H%K 0.041
i FiEh Stz 0.057
0.17804 foons oo
i S AR B 5 0,026
o s e e 0.050
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BEIFOTIIERER gy EBuLTh 7K SR T 3 0.075
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0.125 i HR N SR 0.016
24 R 0.012
Mo fEF A 0.013
0.2 ErenpsYl 0.011
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Table 20. Ranking of comprehensive performance evaluation indicators
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