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Abstract

Analyzing the performance of agricultural machinery industry will contribute to find out the
impact of policies to the agricultural industry and learn the potential and management level in this
industry. But the traditional evaluation methods could not solve the correlation problems of
indexes. By selecting the public factors with the method of factor analysis, the quantity of
analyzing indexes could be reduced, and correlation problems could be avoided. With this method
to evaluate the efficient level might get competition advantage and provide more effective
information resources.
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