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Abstract

In the rapid development process of our country’s economy, the cement industry has created serious
overcapacity problem, which the government has tried various ways to solve. Taking the cement in-
dustry eliminating inefficient production capacity as an example, this paper carried out regression
analysis on the cement enterprise data in 1998-2007 to study the impact of the elimination of ineffi-
cient production capacity on the allocative efficiency of the industry. The study found that this kind
of mode of resolving the overcapacity of the cement industry makes allocative efficiency of the in-
dustry have a huge improvement, which in another way proves that the correction and adjustment of
market itself, coupled with some necessary macroeconomic control, is the key to digest the excessive
capacity of our country and also the key to optimize the industrial structure.
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Figure 2. Cement production ranking by province
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Figure 3. Cement export situation in China
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Table 1. COBB-DOUGLAS Production function estimation
%% 1. COBB-DOUGLAS & Pl # {43t

1 2) 3)
OLS FE GMM
B, 0.498** 0.279** 0.409%*
B 0.282%** 0.098** 0.366%*
Al [ E RN ? no yes yes
kY yes yes yes
R 0.382 0.459 0.399
MWEE 43773 43773 32382
IR 5% IR K
Table 2. Correlation coefficient of different productivity estimates
2. NEIEEHEITHEX R
AR FR AL
6] 2 3)
(1) OLS 1
(2) FE 0.765 1
(3) GMM 0.955 0.641 1
Table 3. Production allocation efficiency
3. EESmEE
OLS FE GMM
Year il WA ES IR il WA ES
1998 0.441 0.280 0.450
1999 0.431 0.283 0.441
2000 0.426 0.278 0.437
2001 0.410 0.260 0.425
2002 0.433 0.272 0.450
2003 0.482 0.336 0.495
2004 0.509 0.353 0.521
2005 0.505 0.359 0.523
2006 0.604 0.454 0.624
2007 0.747 0.624 0.759

ITEORBIF AL BT, I B E S BRI, B TR EOR CIA B AR BOFE T RIE
M et 3], JF HBEDKYE TR, Bt B filiGE S8 DI BARACH AT TR m, (et
TETWIIBARBED s ST, 90 SEAHITAG, FHEDKYIE Tk b “ MEES] S K
KIS i AKYE L S5 T B B R BRI IR I IRvE R L. REDKJAT LA A
2003 FIFAEIFZHTHEN =, B 2006 S, ERM G — RIVHKREH. Sk B KPR AT LT IF W
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