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Rethinking about the Relationship between Urban Infrastructure

and Enterprise Production Efficiency Based on the Perspective

of the Financing Mode of Chinese Urban Infrastructure Investment
WEI Ya-1i LIU Kai

Abstract: Existing studies have shown that infrastructure exist positive externality for economic develop—

ment and the enterprise’s production efficiency. However due to the limitation of financing the excess invest—

ment of infrastructure is also likely to aggravate the burden of enterprise and make bad influence to its efficien—

cy. Therefore from the perspective of the financing mode of urban infrastructure at present in China this arti—

cle has studied the mechanism that the infrastructure impacts on the enterprise production efficiency used sys—

tem GMM model to make some empirical analyses with the China industrial enterprise micro data from 2003 to

2007. Results indicate that: ( 1) the collateral effects of urban construction land and the capitalization effect of

infrastructure lead to some adverse effects such as urban land price rising the excessive investment in infra—

structure  which will increase the enterprise burden worsen the innovation environment of enterprise and have

a negative impact on the enterprise production efficiency. (2) under the combination of extrusion effect and
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output effect the influence of the urban infrastructure investment to the enterprise efficiency shows a signifi—
cant characteristic of “inverted U” and this conclusion is steady in different ownership and different size of
cities what’s more the characteristic of “inverted U” is more apparent in the non — state economy and big cit—
ies.

Key words: urban infrastructure investment; enterprise efficiency; inverted U — shaped ; land finance
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