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Urban Infrastructure Investment Efficiency and Its Impact

on Residents” Satisfaction Evaluation in China: Based on CGSS Data

CHEN Zhiguo' DU Jinhua® LI Chengyou® XIN Chongchong®

(1. College of Economics and Management Xianyang Normal University Xianyang 712000 China;
2. College of Economics Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China;
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Abstract: By using Super-SBM model to estimate urban infrastructure investment efficiency and selecting 4905 valid sam-
ples of 81 cities from China general social survey ( CGSS) data this paper uses the Ordered Probit Model to empirically ana—
lyze the impact of urban infrastructure investment efficiency on the evaluation of residents” satisfaction and tests the stability
and endogeneity of empirical results. The results show that: ( 1) The overall performance of China’s urban infrastructure invest—
ment efficiency is poor especially the larger cities leading the overall performance of the national economic and social develop—
ment is poorer. And most of the sample cities have different levels of “higher input lower output” phenomenon the urban in—
frastructure investment fails to reach the optimal configuration state. ( 2) The urban infrastructure investment efficiency plays a
significant positive role in promoting the residents” satisfaction evaluation and marginal changes of infrastructure investment ef—
ficiency from mean 0. 6225 respectively causes residents” very dissatisfied evaluation and dissatisfied evaluation in infrastructure
construction drop by 9.30% and 3.80% causes residents” general evaluation relatively satisfactory evaluation and very satis—
factory evaluation in infrastructure construction rise by 0. 10% 1.09% and 0.12% while it has found that there is the region—
al heterogeneity in this effect. ( 3) Using the instrumental variable estimation method to test endogeneity has found that the urban
infrastructure investment efficiency still has a significant role in promoting the residents” satisfaction evaluation and after the
endogenous factors are overcome the residents” satisfaction evaluation is higher. (4) The age household registration and hous—
ing area of control variables have a positive impact on residents” satisfaction evaluation while the size of urban population the
average wage of workers and so on have a negative impact on residents” satisfaction evaluation and there is an inverted “U” re—
lationship between the economic development level and the residents” satisfaction evaluation level.

Key words: urban infrastructure; investment efficiency; residents” satisfaction; Super Slacks-Based Measure Model; Or-

dered Probit Model; instrumental variables



