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traditional enterprise transformation and upgrading by constructing a relational model between factors and performance of restructing and
upgrading together with the data of questionnaire survey with the help of equation model maximum likelihood estimation method for sta—
tistic analysis. The result shows that there are differences about evaluation on importance of traditional enterprise transformating and up—

grading among governments corporations and banks. Accordingly proposals made to promote traditional enerprise transformating and

upgrading.
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Based on Comparison among Governments
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Abstract: This paper analyses the main factors and different interest’ s expectations among governments enterprises and banks about

Differences and Enlightenment in Understanding the Factors of Traditional
Enterprise Transformation and Upgrading

Corporations and Banks
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