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Abstract

Currently, infrastructure satisfaction is an important topic of social concern, and the exploration of
its influencing factors plays a crucial guiding role in improving residents’ satisfaction with infra-
structure. To this end, this study pioneeringly integrates the Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR)
framework with the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) model to construct a dual medi-
ating mechanism for infrastructure satisfaction, taking Zhejiang Province—China’s first demonstra-
tion zone for common prosperity—as the empirical context. Through quantitative analysis using
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), this study reveals the dynamic mechanism by which three
types of external stimuli (government reputation, policy environment, and public participation) af-
fect satisfaction through the chain mediating effect of perceived fairness and infrastructure cogni-
tion. The results show that: the policy environment (total effect value: 0.106) and government rep-
utation (total effect value: 0.116) exert a significant positive impact on public satisfaction through
the two mediating variables of perceived fairness and infrastructure cognition, while public partic-
ipation has no significant positive impact. Based on the above findings, this study puts forward prac-
tical suggestions for improving residents’ satisfaction with infrastructure in aspects of government
reputation, policy environment, and public participation.
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Table 1. Public satisfaction measurement model of infrastructure construction
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Je it S5 (PP4) BUR BRAH 977 5% 2 At DL B8 B ) I
= 5% B (PP5) FETE B AR < 015 BB B
BRI Bk R e Y (PEL) ISR AR Bl 2R RO o 25
?BE B HL (PE2) BRG]
W B PR HLAHI(PES) W B AL e AR

DOI: 10.12677/mm.2025.1511295 90 AR


https://doi.org/10.12677/mm.2025.1511295

FHEr 55

gk
Y AN (GRY) L T AL 1 2 o s
O H T (GR2) BURF N K At v e 7 1 PO 45 45
Ry HUATRE R (GR3) BURFHT B R 25
A% (GR4) BRI
&1 (GR5) T3 T At 5 e R R ot e & PR
U AT T IR (PIL) 2 Don STt A U 43 ) 28 P
AT R S 54 A P EI(PI2) DO SERE B 5 5 L2 02 A
®J) YSHE 2 PRI (PI3) A BURF Y4 RS R 2 A 2 T
A TR (PI4) D DO BUR T B0 T I
$E 25 A HI(1AL) DRI A 7545 [ 2225 0 B
o TRl IS (1A2) DA T 2 1 5 T SRR F A
) TN SI(1A3) D OTBUR TV SR 25 4557 8 3R
JE A I(1AG) 5 DRl A T T A ) 4 S A
25 BN KI(1A5) I Ao STt 2 SRR RR P A1
St Sk (PS) T2, A A0 B0 20 3 B R
A 5L (PS) LR 0 38 )
(PS) SRHEE(PS3) ST ) R S (L

2.2.2. SHBRBNERE

BT LIRBETT, 18 SO FE ARt 2 Ak I i BE AR AR v - P AR B 2 A Lok AR BRI B i R (LA 1)
VAVIE ESDa WA R S e M CIh- AU (A E

BRI IR -1 B = AL R ) 2 1

U A8 A BRI = A TE [ S 1 1

USRI S B A A AR R RS M 5

NRS 50 LGN FR™ A I [ FE MR

WU 7 B0 L AR A TE [ i A Y 5

BN A AR R B A TE [ S w1 Y 5

DT BRUNT 23 AR 18 B P A IE TR R AR o

s 1 (H1):
ik 2 (H2):
B 3 (H3):
% 4 (H4):
5 5 (H5):
1% 6 (H6):
% 7 (H7):
L% 8 (H8):

“IRZE
Public
participation

0y

&

BURF
Government
reputation

Figure 1. Model assumptions
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2.3. BIERE

AT TR AR GO B, B R A7 il & P AN B Be. AT IRy 2024 48 1

W, BTIEA RGRI 48 13 FEAR, £ SPSS26.0 4741, Cronbach’s Alpha %% 0.880 > 0.7, Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin =187 0.985>0.5, H. Bartlett ERFEZAG 6 1 235 44 0.000 < 0.005, ¥ /& ) & Wit ER . 1ERH

BB 2026 4 1 H 20 H & 2026 4F 2 A 20 Hik4r, FLilsE 379 0 8unl 4.

24. BRESHTSREARRE

2.4.1. ARG
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FIFH SPSS26.0 A Su it B IRAMIRIE . AVUAZE . RBLE ARSI EMbREZ, P ERE,

VISV E A ROk s ez, FRMEZERN, B R E I H A L — B

%2 fiR, BURFEYIMER SN 3.73, H AP I GR4 $41A 3.90, 1t W BUR 7E S A5t 2 v P 1S
FERPAT JIFEAF RN TT o BURMIEAN A ARZ 5B 725109 3.41 A1 3.39, BORIMETTIH, A NRMBA T
B BCGR AR Z B 2, (BAERREIR . Jedt B . 5G BIAR T HBUH I B sk . A A2 5710, @5 PP1

AN PPA S U, R ANSEEAL, IR S B Ok, HRMIGERKR.

AN EAT S 4.07 & T A PIRFNYERL 1) 3.88. GRL IR/ HUK, RUIAKRS 5HAl i
VIR EA R o (ERER > 2 AN SRR Bt e RE A 8 ARER RS, AR 7oK, AREAHSRTT 18 ~F I BT
XA SEHTFAF RS L BH RMERER AN &, ARSHERRRE. A PRIz
N 0.07, BB I: 28 ARBE 2T 5 52 BEAM et i 50 R AOAR AU AR, 3k — 2P WINPRYE SR 58 38 S it
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PN AR At B S B ISR AT s

Table 2. Variable mean and standard deviation statistics table

2. TENHESHREESRITR

B YLpE 0= R T ¥ifE i ¥ifE i

PP1 3.84 1.069
PP2 3.89 1.085

e L PP3 3.87 1.089 3.39 1.17
PP4 3.83 1.122
PP5 3.89 1.024
PE1 3.85 .999

A G721 PE2 3.89 1.039 3.41 0.94
PE3 3.88 993
GR1 3.86 1.051
GR2 3.87 1.051

T 7 2% GR3 3.89 1.030 3.73 0.36
GR4 3.90 1.057
GR5 3.84 1.065
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PJ1 3.84 1.122
ARG P2 >% L%z 3.88 0.07
PJ3 3.87 1.047
PJ4 3.85 1.088
HHUERZ IAL 3.89 1.017
IA2 3.89 1.035
WA AT IA3 3.89 1.100 4.07 0.45
IA4 3.90 1.000
IA5 3.86 1.021
PS1 4.30 1.222
SR AR PS2 4.27 1.193 4.29 0.35
PS3 4.32 1.168

2.4.2. WHSXAME

1. WSS

IS Sk 3k (Convergent Validity) A2 i 2 A [F] 44 4 I 2 0 715 23 P4 7 [ — JL R R &R b, RIS 3G &
IR A RER I ARR LT B i A i, Bt “AHWNFR Y [12]. ASCESL T A 25 MEBMARR, N
TIRIERER N —SE, BRI A 379 4r¥diE, RIL Cronbach’s o (GE B ELHE R2%0). CR (HA1E
). AVE (CFIHEEUT 22 45) K PPl U B 5 3R 1 P4 3 — SRR

I Cronbach’s o REIHUELE 0 AT L 2 [0, R REKT 0.6 RAnEXRAMEA—HE, 14307
PLERIREREAHAUPEE[13]. WE 3HTLAEH, 6 MMEAEET Cronbach’s a REIIKT 0.8, i
BREABEGIEETIER.

[EIF, M Hair 85 OFRUE[14], &M CR KT 0.8, H AVE KT 0.5, R RISk
FERONEAR . N3 TTLUEH, &/MNMEZER CRIIAT 0.9, WEST 0.8 Msi; AVE ¥KT 0.65,
B E T 0.5 HUARAE, FRIAAIRF i 20 52 1 &R Ok BSOS AR AE, A RT3 — S A e se
PE, AT AORBE BT A I S AU AT R 2 HT

Table 3. Convergent validity analysis of the scale

3. BEROEE ST

AR W= @I Cronbach’s a CR AVE
PP1
PP2

v s PP3 0.891 0.920 0.697
PP4
PP5

PE1
BRI PE2 0.838 0.903 0.756
PE3
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B A2 GR3 0.899 0.925 0.711
GR4
GR5
PJ1

AR P2 0.863 0.907 0.709
PJ3

PJ4

IA1
1A2

Bt Bt AN IA3 0.875 0.909 0.667
I1A4
IA5

PS1
AANT DS PS2 0.866 0.918 0.788
PS3

2. XONAE

[X 551 % & (Discriminant Validity) /& 5 — N8 7525 & 1) I & F8 bi A N 1% -5 HAR 8 7528 2 100 S8 A
FERADG . DX RLE I H AR i RN TE AR B RRE Y, JF BT DA sl . S 7 ORIUE “ 2R IR 22
S, BHTWECSUE ST G, AR Fornell-Larcker #EIA HTMT (55T - 545 ELR)EAE NS %45
Fro

M4 Fornell A1 Lacker (1981) [15]4& Hi i X B (R S bnte, o ARG AR & (173 7 22 3R BUE
(AVE)IPP 5 R R TR S 2 [ ARG R B, IR A X M ENRB SR T RIFIFIRIRE . & 4 F gt 2k
BB MNEL RN AVE {H(Fornell-Lacker )P R . 2 4 8o, BNEL R AVE ERT R
KB EZ IR IAHEE RS o, HTMT E3¥/0 T 0.9, 74 Hair S5 NIRH bR, Bk, FTLAGH
SE, AR AIAEAE A N R ) U

Table 4. Scale difference validity analysis

4. BROXAIGE ST

F-L e Azh VAVANT ¥=953 A PIREN B\ BUR 75 % BURI
e L 0.871
AR EE 0.734 0.888
AN 0.847 0.796 0.844
B3 cIN | 0.853 0.715 0.841 0.861
WU % 0.868 0.732 0.832 0.850 0.843
BRI 0.832 0.794 0.789 0.828 0.820 0.869
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S5 - BAJE EL R Heterotrait-monotrait ratio
Azl 1
AR EE 0.770 1
AN 0.701 0.665 1
FENHN 0.426 0.339 0.393 1
WU FE 0.423 0.345 0.385 0.574 1
BRI 0.274 0.235 0.250 0.318 0.335 1

243 SEHGEER S

MR I (A, 2SR, @57 TR 1 PoRIIIaai MY . AL S N = KR g, B
BWE. AVRE. RNZE, Lt 6 MR, 25 MR, K 469 3 FEA S SmartPLS3.0 #7185
SN, 1FEILE R 42df=2.204, /T 3; RMSEA=0.069, /T 0.08; NFI=0.921, IFI=0.932, CFl=0.941,
¥IKF 0.9, H GFI=0.852, AGFI=0.784, W$/NT 0.9, RV LS MBS0 R 4T

AT R BBV AR T . BN > 1.96, P<0.05; ZEMEIGALL >258, P<0.01. %
587, SR A S NMEARIGCEDR, IR L. B “HL: AMS5—~BEAF" fdaxt
I St EE /N T 1.96, H P AEIE KT 0.05, W B SR MR BT . RN, Rk “HT7: B
— AR IR R LEER N 1,693, BRAKT 1.96, P 0.091, 4£ir 0.05, NERHEREIZEKE.

Table 5. Initial structure model path analysis results
5. VAL MIRRI BRIZ Sy A eE

Edi s i CACIIEES Il 5% HLAE (C.R.) Pl ook
Hl: AMZ5—-2AFREA —0.006 -0.109 0.913 N A
H2: BRI — AP 0.263 3.793 oxx AL
H3: BUMN % — 2 F I 0.318 4.401 feiaiel BT
Ha: BRI —~HEd A A 0.243 3.346 ookl JOT.
H5: AMZ 5 —-E@IH 0.166 2.018 0.044 JOT.
H6: BUR 2 — F A 0.356 4.368 ok AT
H7: BN~ A= 0.138 1.693 0.091 NDAA
H8: PR AN — A AR = 0.271 3.233 0.001 AT

BT IS X2/df=2.112, /T 3; RMSEA 4 0.073, /T 0.08; GFI 5 0.908; NFI 34 0.889; IFI A
0.936; CFI 4 0.952, T 0.9; AGFI & 0.877, #%iT 0.9, IXEEEH R MG MM AR R
I . 1BEUG GEFIRRT I BR 12 20 W 45 R L2 6.

Table 6. Results of path analysis for the modified structural model

6. BERFRERESINER

R& B E AR ERY A LLE(C.R.) Pl For 56 45 S
Hi: A%ZH—~A TR - - - ANBOL
H2: BURIEE— A1 RN 0.263 3.794 kol 3
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H3: BUR B2 — AN 0.315 4371 ok JE A
H4: BURMEL—~Z @ 0.247 3.386 okl A
H5: ARZH—-E@\Hm 0.166 2.024 0.043 jpaa
H6: UM 2 —~F @A 0.355 4.360 okl A
H7: BN — A0 =E 0.132 1.966 0.048 A
H8: 2P IR AN — 2 AR 3 B 0.279 3.323 okl AT

H13% 6 (B IEJG A R BR AR 0 T 85 R AT LRI, R “HT7: AP~ AR il 14
%, 8 MBI A T MBS RAL
AW TR A ST AR R 4] 2 Ffro
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Figure 2. Final model standardization path

2. RERBRENIRE

3. IRBIGE RN
3.1 BETESEE RO

T IR T BT 2 AR S G5 A T R R R SR . AT RO, BRI R A AR
S 5R=RANBRIIA TR, FE0 2 A R AT BRI AR BUR P20 i i B Bk, A3k
Tl BObE R B PR A 1, WRIR A S I KA . RIFIIBORIMERNE B, REEAON 2. ARS
5 BT BUF A BRI, (O P i 2 SR B R A 25 RO o A VIR B L PR R i K T
SEREINED, ATREDS A A AT 1D, SR E AT AR o

Table 7. The effect of each influencing factor on public satisfaction
7. BRMBE RN RBEE R

25 FASES TSR SEVv
AR (S) e 25 0.166 * 0.132 0.022
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gk
o BRI 0.263 * 0.279 + 0.247 * 0.132 0.106
AR HI(S) .
WU 0.247 *0.279 + 0.355 * 0.132 0.116
NFIRREN 0.279 0.279
AHLIEO) o
HLRH B S 0.132 0.132

3.2. WAL B STIELE R AT
AT UL T AR B AT T 45— 1 (0.8~1.0). —Z(0.7~0.8) K =2 (0~0.7). % 8 Flth T %32
LK.

Table 8. Factor grading table
F 8 ARSHRE

Iz FSEN PR RE K5 2%
% 5% (PP1) 0.87 s AN

2577 (PP2) 0.72 TR R

AIRZE(PP) R RE(PP3) 0.81 — R
I R A5 (PP4) 0.75 YRR

& 5.3 W £ (PP5) 0.83 e AlLSES

Bk Fa e 1% (PED) 0.69 =t/ EN

BURIEE(B) L RA L] (PE2) 0.79 =13 ALISE
W B PR A HLA (PE3) 0.83 S ZISES

AP AL (GR1) 0.80 — R

HEIFT(GR2) 0.76 /- A Dl

BUR 2 (C) PATRER(GRY) 0.77 7321155
W % (GR4) 0.82 — R

A EFEE (GR5) 0.75 RN R

BHIR AT LA I A (PAL) 0.82 s AN

ATRED) Z 5H1& A PRI (PA2) 0.83 — PR
WA IR AI(PAS) 0.80 — PR

HE)AFERA(PAL) 0.76 TR &R

FRAINHIAL) 0.72 it/ 3 2 UBSE S

R 2N HN(1A2) 0.81 — YRR R

FENKI(E) FHIE TN HI(1A3) 0.82 — R R &
&N EN(1AS) 0.77 TR R

% 5 & EIAA(IAS) 0.84 /3 AT

SR R (PST) 0.84 — YRR &

AN E(F) SEEFEIE (PS2) 0.83 s AlLSES
5 A (PS3) 0.82 — G R
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H7¢ 8 W AN, 25 ANWINAS 4% B8 Fbr e X 40 14 AN —ZUgmR R, 10 N ZUgmE R & 14
SRR, SEFERSH, SN REE AR AR UG AT AT

1. A 54

ANIRZ5E(PPL). W3k e (PP3) 515 K1 W & (PPS) % 12 R ¥ 0.87. 0.81 J¢ 0.83, HIN—Zi%
MRl 26 o IX R B A ARS: 5 R 2 A Bt = — AN OB R R 2R, $R SRR I A A2 5 FE R REAR
AR A RN R F RIS TFIRT, A At A5 BEE F A 1 it 1 358 R IBURT R AR 8 BB A A ) L9 L
BTG D ATEHLE], A5 SN A E R E . BRI S thah, 2577 K (PP2)FI i = 15
(PPAY N — iy N &, B4R 51N 0.72 5 0.75, Bl T AL EiEE LR Z NS 5EEREIEE
FirRk, WRHANAEA G NEEREY.

2. BUREI4EE

BV LS (PEI) M ER 12 REUZ 0.83, N—ZUmiRZR, Ui T A A BHIBUM R 535 40 5% 1) i B
MU T AR B 5 ARG « AR LI (PE2) 642 R 2 0.79, N MmN &R, HHEBERR
B P A AT Al 15t 2 18 1T Rt R [ SRR SRR LA O , — T THO A R it 82 it 2 e T 1B =it T
B A AT B A DGR T R s e — A RS T S ELAE Jih sk e e R BT M 00 AR 45 5 i R P
BUPRARAS R 2R, 59— 5 Tt P E e PR B A M S H AT R kb . B AR E PR (PEL) IR A2 R HUZ 0.69,
SRR, BT AR A B E BBCR R A BN TR

3. BUNAEEYERE

BUR HRAE 1 (GRA)FIZES LI (GRL) % 4% A X0/ 1 0.82 A1 0.80, A — UM & . EIERtiix
W TGS, BURENTH (5 S, 0T RERE ARSI EUR SR 5 kb Bk Bh U e e 4
TRV B PRSI IR M 300 30 96 252 K P 2 (T 0 o 9 R B AT, BRI B AN W D B, A Ak
BIEMSME. A, PATREA(GRS). B (GR2) MG 1ERLE (GRS 145 2 504 Bl & 0.77. 0.76
0.75, AR ER, BUFHPATRERAIL AR, IR T RPAT R &, SCBLE K H AR,
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