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The Construction and Development of Evolutionary Economics Theory System:
A Literature Review

Yu Binbin

( Group Economics and Industrial Organization Research Center Southeast University )

Abstract: As a new subject in modern western economics evolutionary economics has developed more than 30 years and entered China
for more than 10 years. The studies about evolutionary economics are becoming more and more popular. Some economists even point out
that economics is from “equilibrium” paradigm to “evolution” paradigm and the evolutionary economics will become the mainstream of
the research paradigm in the future. Evolutionary economics has gradually formed a more mature theoretical system with fast
development but there are still a lot of controversies. Based on the summary of the domestic and foreign related research about the
theoretical origin the research framework the application prospects and so on we conduct a literature review on the construction and
development of evolutionary economics theory system in order to promote the domestic research on evolutionary economics to the
deepening of reproduction competition and integration of evolutionary economics.
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Environmental Regulation and Industrial Structure Adjustment:
The Theoretical Analysis and Empirical Study Based on Baumol Model

Li Qiang' *

(1: School of Finance Economics Anhui Science and Technology University;

2: School of Economics Nanjing University)
Abstract: Environmental problems and the adjustment of industrial structure are the main problems faced by the Chinese economy this
paper studies the impact of environmental regulation on the industrial structure adjustment on the basis of the Baumol model. Model
analysis shows that the existence of environmental regulations will improve the proportion of the service sector relative to the industrial
sector and promote the adjustment of industrial structure. The empirical analysis using regional panel data of China shows that
environmental regulation significantly promotes the adjustment of industrial structure the higher the degree of environmental regulation
is the higher proportion of economy the service industry accounts for. the robustness tests using regional panel data and the different
measure of adjustment industrial structure also confirm this conclusion. Research of environmental regulation policy different influence
on the industrial structure shows that the city’ s environmental infrastructure construction has the strongest effect on industrial structure
adjustment.
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