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Abstract

In the global “low-carbon” environment, the new energy vehicle industry has become an impor-
tant area of national development, and has also become one of the key factors to determine whether
China’s auto industry can successfully transition and upgrade. SWOT is used to analyze environ-
mental factors in the new energy vehicle industry. The paper selects Tesla and BYD to compare fi-
nancial ratios. Based on the difference of four financial abilities between two new energy automo-
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bile enterprises, some suggestions are provided for the future high-quality development of new
energy automobile industry in China.
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Figure 1. Net profit margin on sales comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 2. ROE and ROA comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Table 1. Solvency indicators comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 3. Receivable turnover ratio comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 4. Inventory turnover comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 5. Total assets turnover comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 6. Growth rate of operating income comparison from 2018 to 2021
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Figure 7. Growth rate of operating profit comparison from 2018 to 2021
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