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Has Non-Governmental Capital Participating-in Improved the

Performance of Municipal Infrastructure in China

Yuan Deyu

Abstract: In this paper the author does an empirical study on the impact of non-governmental capital participating-in

on the performance of municipal infrastructure based on the panel data of 35 major cities from 2002 to 2009 in China. The

results display that: Changes of participating-in level of non-governmental capital significantly promoted the performance of

municipal infrastructure in current

but related long-term effects were not significant; It had different effects in different

areas. in eastern area effects of the changes of non-governmental capital’ s participating-in on performance of municipal

infrastructure were significantly positive only in the current while the similar effects in mid-west area were only in the lag;

Domestic non-governmental capital” s participating-in brought about a significant improvement in municipal infrastructure’ s

performance but international capital’ s was not significant.
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