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Abstract

This paper reviews the literature on tourism and economic growth at home and abroad, analyzes
the deficiencies of existing researches, and analyzes the impact of tourism on the economic growth
of Yunnan province. At the same time using the unit root test, E-G two step cointegration model
and granger causality test, based on 2000-2017 in Yunnan province tourism revenue, GDP as the
proxy variable of time series data of Yunnan province as the research object, the long-term equili-
brium economic growth and the development of tourism and causal relationship. The results
showed that: 1) Economic growth and tourism development in Yunnan province has a stable coin-
tegration relationship for a long time, and GDP growth to the development of the tourism industry
of irreversible one-way granger causality relationship. 2) From the ECM model], it can be learned
that the impact of tourism on GDP in Yunnan province is more significant than that in the short
term. 3) In a period of time, Yunnan’s tourism industry has been actively promoting the develop-
ment of local economy, and its efficiency is relatively high. The conclusion provides important
policy implications for the coordinated development of Yunnan economy and tourism.
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R

AL E WS T ik S S5 K SO, FRATRETRKNAR, SRELx TaEEs
FRERKIRm . FRAHBARARR. E-GRPIMEERIAE 2R AN, HET2000~2017=F%E ik
PR =FE GDP AR E K [0 F S AR AR X 5, A2 e 3 At Ml A Je B S 4
PERHSRIERR R HERKHN: 1) aHELIPEKRARILRBRAEE KR ENHEXR, HHGDP
B B R PR AN T B B e AR SRAE IR R 5 2) MECMARZLE] DL T A28, X T AT 5 ik
WX HGDPREMK LR E I B3 . 3) BRI EN, ZEERLARAESN T S5 RRE, H
MERLBREN. FRSRATEEFSRIDN AR RRE T EZRBORE .

Xeia
=EE, K, kiFl, E-GHPE, BERARKRE, ECMER, MR

Copyright © 2018 by author and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|8

P U AT, el O SO F R R R . R 2 AR, kil AE E &5 R &
HFEERCEHBE T2 AR, EF2ZEE, EOSBRNEFIATIFERIE, Bk, 4
K AR Jg BB 1] FEIE 147 DK, 2= P 44 IR S N B A1) 2002~2003 4 7.7% 38K 2 5] 2016~2017
T 46%BkER A K, B BT E) = GDP BRSO ke ARSI 2000 4F 2 2017 4F 2 B 4 il b
BN GDP VENSMFEREA, FIZ ST AR DL S B A 36 25 22 B i v AT SIUE /0T« 58 h——K
R IR RS R Zh A PR IGK, H# Z MAZAE KL R . BATHE T 2 AR LR B =
4 GDP izl TTRk . 510K, 2000~2008 4 (8] 2 B iRl 6 GDP FI DTk 2L H FR e 1%k A 2009
SEFFUE 2 BRI AT GDP B K TTRk %N 13.14%, TTRRZEHN 20.8%; 14 FETTHRFIA 41.74%. T ULFEIR,
TER 2 P A R IEA T I SN GDP K BN A BT AY 5, I 2 B 24 it i 2 I 3 2 g 30 im0 2 B
1K 1%, =F% GDP HINERAL 0.2311755% . MKILKRE, = FH GG IR T Ik & 8 B
B, ERIAN, 2T I A G AT it b 1) e Je v FE A

2. XEER

Tt Rk, READRIEAELIR, BEE RIS KRR BB H E i, MR RS S
FR KO R TR 51 S 1 AR 1) 2 9% - Gunduz A1 Hatemi-J 383 B FH AL AT 48 Bh A2 3 5L SR 7 7%
(Leveraged bootstrap causality)iff 73 & Bl , ik i 5 8028 5 B K O B E £ B HL 57 [2] - Balaguer F1 Cantavella
Jorda B #4E 2R GDP SEBR FE BRI NN SEFR A BOR Z55 = AN A8 & TRYEF iRk 5 2 PG K 2 [A]
MR ZRERE 1975~1997 SFEREHARTEIRITE . SRR, KL SA5FHK 2 RFEDELR, B
S el ot PEEE A 22 5 S AR B s e, M SCHRE IR R & BF G K BB FU B %[ 3] 1975~2001 456 E
T L R AT 42 G HE K TTRR B T R I, RV S B BRI K R R A, R K R S TR SS
Z A KA C R [4]. Ditsakis FH GDP BI¥pEE a1 & 52 bR =00 2280 bR IS N H LR 77 %
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XoF A I ARG o A& T R ZE RS AR (A 22 A DR SR AL B0 UE UE BH 1 48 57 3 K Rt il . e 2 ) 58 o ) TR SR
R[5]. it EWANZ R E LA EHAAFEKZ, Durbarry M 705 5 MEREARIFE. LhRAREH
i, ANJIBEA, SEhrfilia bt M SEBR RN B ECM AR S 1952~1999 4R iR i 5 6 Bk i
SLRNE L5 R B RIREM, B 5045 B SRR R S 5F K W 2 (6] Kim, et al MR PR & 1U4E IF iR
ZEREAL, HET 1971~2003 SERIZEEHIE IR T HE G A RESRIL Z RIMECR, S0EW, K5
R AT R R Fo R R 7]

ITEEAE, FRE I T NN 2 104 5K BRI S 2 BRI K KIS S ST R . [ X T A
FE: o, TEMBET EAMF AR RER A USRI 4R R, KZR 10 4, 2 F
— 5T PR REW B 2 SR AR I A BR ] IR, 28 F R BRI NAE R AR B, T B AR 17 R U0 S RN
M AE, —EFREE P AR B T IR 22 . FEART b, SEAT R LA 78 0T AR AR IR L 6 2 B GDP Y
KIS ASET R MR ETF ARG %, = 2000~2017 G 10 18] FP 51 50 KA 56 2 3
B GDP il & e KB AT C R .

AL F BT R o, AR 1) GDP 7 S EE 1) BT AR A 56 A e FL N [R] 3 8 )
FaEtE. fEtHEnt B, F E-G thBEBAG AR B2 MG R, e mE Z BK SR, K
U, FI RS 22 A DR A R GRS\ DL K. GDP 2 [ IR SR SC R B AL ECM R BEAT1B 1E

3. ZEAERELSEFEK X RPSSERR
3.1 WHERAERER

3.1.1. (IR
ALE NS Z /[l AR T .

*ﬁ@*
)4
AY, =mY_ +Y BAY  +pu, t=12,-T (-1
i=1
PR
p
AY, =mY_ +t+> BAY,  +u, t=12,-T (3-2)
i=1
P =,
P
AY, =mY_ +t+8,+Y BAY,  +py, t=12,---T (3-3)
i=1

H, 5 AAREHBBEE, (REFEE. FEENH: m = 0, WEFIIEENAAR; SN
Hym <0, 75UARIEAE AR
3.1.2. hEERIE

E-G W5 WA v«

Bk, @RI,
Y =BX, +u, (3-4)
PR T BI5R 22 N

e =Y -pX (3-5)

FOD, BRI EF ISR ARE, WRER RN, TH RN Z LR, B

iyl

[
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I B AFAE TR AR (8]

3.1.3. BERERXEZKRE

TEGTFF T, A T EANA T BRI ERR. HEARRREXR L, AarEEnE—E
FEPE b UG sl TN S 3, AT 0 b i v S AR, U R Ak Al g B T R e A, W xR
YR AR, BRI R AR BR8]

Y=a¥ , + ZﬁiAYt—l + 4 (3-6)
i=1

X, =S AAY +3 68X, +e (3-7)
3.14. REETFER(ECM)

T AEE R AR IS (B P 0 s, 5 B T AR, RS I — B A A B 1R . X2
N, FERBREVH S, RATITRER G DAL &5 3 H 522 B s AR 1w [9]. thsth, [FN
S PN FLEAR KRB RAIFEM . Fril, RGN T AR RAETT R R KR, [, Wk
(AR Z8 3 A FE Y SR A6 B 05 8 AR IR TP H AR . WA e T E AR AR RE A, WA 45 IR 558
BRig BUAHZZ B0, A R SR AR e 2 R G R, 2 B SeGIMERIE S, SR I AER A ) SE
WK, BTk, BT T IR . YR ARG R, # ECM B,

Engel-Granger #2012

1) BEAT PR

Y=0,+o X, +p, t=12,---,T (3-8)

e=Y-a,-aX,, t=12,--T (3-9)

t

2) FHAEZ RIFAAE MO R, WM Feh 3R kAT I -
3.2. SEIESHT

3.2.1. BIEAIEESE

AUz A R RN (T2 X = R 28 [ AR =SB GDP(E N Y1 %) i e i AN 28 5 18
febr, MzrE PIERGETHE LS T 2000~2017 /1] FE SRR NREAR . R 7 30505 244,
¥ BT B A SRR B, AR B R BOE AR08 S AR B K . S B A FE LS, R AR
O =G I GDP(Y) 2R 7R N InX Al InY. SLUEAS 36 E0H 0 5% .

3.2.2. BIEEXMETHR

T EMMIRR InX Al InY ZIFIK R, FAOTLH TR ZEECE . NER LT ], Inx F
InY RIAIEFHR K R,

M T FTRVEH, AR InX Ml InY HHEWERIEMGRR, o pEakibl N85 GDP 5K
77 2R TR SR, BT HOS B b RO Sb i At FLUR 2 10 2 28 D00 75 2 5 o 7 A AR 2 P A

3.2.3. BUREIE

N LR B BRI DL S T S A R4, o, AT 6] 5 0 i~ A e .
| HAT7R, 3548 & InX. InY 1 DInX. DInY [¥] ADF k3040 iH &5 58 1.186758 —1.328076 F1-0.836767
—2.776368. LA R InX\ InY Ml InX, InY [)—Fr 2433 & DInX Ml DInY [#) ADF ettt Sk 1 s
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Figure 1. Scatter plot based on the time series data of InX and
InY in Yunnan from 2000 to 2017

B 1. EF=E 2000~2017 L6} 8 FF 5 5% InX #1 InY B8
=

Table 1. ADF test results of variables InX, InY, DinX, DinY, DDInX, DDInY
1. TE InX. InY. DinX. DY, DDInX. DDInY 8 ADF #3845R

Ap e st ADF Ziil& 1%l 5HE 5%l FHE 10%Ilfs 7+ P fH
InX (C,T,0) 1.186758 —4.616209 —3.710482 —3.297799 0.9998
DInX (C,0,0) —0.836767 —3.920350 —3.065585 —2.673459 0.7807
DDInX (0,0,0) —4.621299 —2.728252 —1.966270 —1.605026 0.0002
InY (C,T,0) —1.328076 —4.616209 —3.710482 —3.297799 0.8443
DlnY (C,0,0) —2.776368 —3.920350 —3.065585 —2.673459 0.0837
DDInY (0,0,0) —4.169628 —2.740613 —1.968430 —1.604392 0.0005

E: DInX Al DinY #2246 51— B 250 251 DDInX Al DDInY 2 J5 46 51 —Br 250 Fe 8o (C T N)FRREBET, N Tali&%y, /5 1.
R LLARIBAE EHEN AIC B/ MEIFRHE.

AR T H B ADF K361l FE . 450 R, mid XA, B UAS 5 R EA RO, B InX, InY.
DinX Fl DInY A& P, InX, InY —B 2348 & DDInX 1 DDInY [f] ADF #5641 & (B #8 /N F 3
Xt 7 ) ADF 656 () S48, Wi BR8] 5 %)) DDInX #1 DDInY 5& VA& /), WIS [A] 51 LonX #1 LnY J& —F
=R

T[] 34 ORI A E T i B 5 A5 T DLdE R 1] 24 15 3 AL 4 SRIEAT I

Wi 2 Bk, A InX F InY (PPIEIAET 0, IXERFHE POZEE BIEDG A, InX Al Iny
RS B AT LA AL B R A I TR A A0, ] 3 AT LR HE, A8 8 LoX Al InY —F 24551 DinX
A DIny BN ZAEFED. 75 DinX G [HEHEI, Diny WEH. FE, @& 4 Fox, BHEEHS B
Z£453 74\ DDInX I DDInY BEASA77E AP 101 [7] B AN 4775 A o [ 34001

3.2.4. E-G WL HhERLE
RTINS InX Al InY 2 AR e R, FBEET R L1107,
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Figure 2. Sequence diagram of scatter plots based on the time series data InX and InY of Yunnan 2000-2017
2. BT ZE 2000~2017 SFEEF[EFFIHHE InX F0 Iny B9 8L = E B9 B R [E]

DLNX DLNY

0.40 0.22
0.351 0.207
0304 0.181
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Figure 3. Sequence diagram of scatter plot based on the time series data DInX and DInY of Yunnan 2000-2017
3. £T =R 2000~2017 SR EFF5I34E DinX F0 DinY BB E BB Fr [

DDLNX DDLNY
0.16 0.100
0.12- 0.0757
0.050+
0.08
0.025-
0.04 0.000+
0.00- -0.025
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Figure 4. Based on the time series of DInX and DInY time series data of Yunnan 2000-2017
4. BF =R 2000~2017 AT [E FFIEHE DinX 0 DinY BB = B B9 R 5 [

1) MR, B IR FRR
InY =B, + B InX, +pu, (3-10)

2) BEATEH T
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InY, =4.131871+0.6671231n X,

t=(17.430181)  (16.36798)

R*=0.959092 D.W.=0.253932
5% 2 0 T FEAT 7~

e, =InY —4.131871-0.6671231n X,

[ =75 RE bk 22 P g1 th 2 B ] 5 B

(3-11)

(3-12)

XTRZE P FIHAT ARG 06, AR ILE 2, MEAEE 5 M ERT5E, REWSHIITH, BLR R P23

I [ 4 TR 288 P 00

B R R ZE R AR AL ARKG 56, R ZE 7 AU ADF Siit- 8 8-4.223113 < —2.740613, #A(E 1%E3E K
SRR ZEFEAE PRI 3). FTCL, FEA InX M InY fEAE 3 E &, B 2000~2017 4F, =7 & i Mk Al

LR BB BFE—F KNS EHHE LR,
3.2.5. BERERXRZBIE

MR _ESCA R O 2 B A TR BN DR = R T B B A IR IR 4R, AT R — D

YRR, BB BRI BRI EE AT Z2 0 Ab B, iR 45 SRk 4 B

LRGS0 2R 0 R R R BT B AT M AR RS B I R T, AR SO R A

R A 36 77748, 83T EViews9.0 K46, 3 HHunee 5 AR IR 45 R

RESIDO1

0.2

0.17

0.0 //

o

-024

-0.34

-0.4

Figure 5. Regression equation residual timing diagram

5. ElAAERENFE

Table 2. Mean test results of residual series

F+ 2. REFIEREER

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

Method Value Probability
t-statistic —1.20E-16 0.909468
Table 3. Unit root test results for residuals
3. RENBMRKIELER
A [ eyt ADF 4iit& 1%l FHE 5%IIf 5 10% I FHH
RESID (0,0,2) -4223113 —2.740613 —1.968430 -1.604392
H: (CT,N)FRRERBEI, WA TR G, )5 K n 2 L AIC /M .
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Table 4. Yunnan tourism total income X and Yunnan Province GDP difference and logarithmic processing

4. TEERESEA X IR AEE GDP £5 R #atE

InX DinX DDInX InY DlnY DDInY
5.353893974 -- -- 7.606481866 -- --
5.548803674 0.194910 - 7.667771076 0.061289 -
5.669639515 0.120836 —0.074074 7.746222838 0.078452 0.017163
5.725674421 0.056035 —0.064801 7.846206640 0.099984 0.021532
5.911528084 0.185845 0.129819 8.033304814 0.187098 0.087114
6.064110737 0.152583 —0.033271 8.149812574 0.116508 —0.070590
6.214168002 0.150057 —0.002525 8.291080236 0.141268 0.024760
6.326525073 0.112357 —0.038700 8.470629746 0.179550 0.038282
6.497197224 0.160672 0.063815 8.646838041 0.176208 —0.003341
6.697935076 0.200738 0.018066 8.727413597 0.080576 —0.095633
6.914562060 0.216627 0.015361 8.885189012 0.157775 0.077200
7.170342595 0.255781 0.039154 9.093033223 0.207844 0.050069
7.439876533 0.269534 0.013753 9.240818169 0.147785 —0.060059
7.655087569 0.215211 —0.054323 9.369129705 0.128312 —0.019473
7.888236972 0.233149 0.017938 9.458339645 0.089210 —0.039102
8.096144235 0.207907 —0.025242 9.526455345 0.068116 —0.021094
8.460887213 0.364743 0.156836 9.607098356 0.086042 0.011527
8.839355034 0.378468 0.013725 9.713013843 0.105916 0.025273

e N N

Table 5. Granger causality test results

5. MERERGELER

Null Hypothesis Lags F-Statistic Pro F i F{E(a = 0.10)
DDIn(X) does not Granger

Cause DDIn(Y) 1 3.055047 0.0922 2.92
DDIn(Y) does not Granger 1 0.55014 0.4772 2.92

Cause DDIn(X)

#: 1. Null Hypothesis 75 B2 1%, Lags &iffafd; 2. Pro. @B RRAEMME; 3. Pro.x B2 LENME, FIRFMEAELEF
I B 5> A1 R AF B HIAE B2 MR 10% M3 F . F 20 Ai B I P8 .

s ez E R, FATAT DAE B0 SRR 5% 8 2 KT, B DDIn(X) does not Granger Cause
DDIn(Y)” ] p KT 0.05, H F /34l 548 3.55047 < 4.1, IREHEZ, WA INA 22 51 K
R AR A FR, Bi% “DDIn(Y) does not Granger Cause DDIn(X)” , K p {HiZiZ K+ 0.05, H F
IE 0.55014 /N TR FHE 4.1, FBREEEZ, Wa B KA RSN I =R EE, =
MAREEMANS ZEEEFHK 2 MAGFAEREARRNERR, HE, 7 10%0NEEKET, BT

“DDIn(X) does not Granger Cause DDIn(Y)” ] p {8 0.09220.1, H F #3614 3.55047 KT F 5 A48 2.92,
ARG 4L, B = M A RIS NI KR S S K A% = AR iR 1% “DDIn(Y) does not Granger
Cause DDIn(X)” ) p 1 0.4772> 0.1, H F K548 0.55014 /N T IIm 58 2.92, JFREWEZ, EEAEL
GRS TR U WS A =2 A 5 R
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SGIEC D NRY L R B S VP ) TR T N 0 [ RV NP ek B 3| ¥ 4 P E2Y 2 R N DAY NS A
fEd M, XN T R A Rk LR S A B Z MBS O 5 R R g — TR G
AR ol R A Ml PR e e BAT BRI SRR RN, X 5 A AT IR T A B B . TR
Yo P BRI B A L SR 2 SR SR 7 ML AR SG B 2N T THIHRN s T I B4\ SCb SR Al A5 X
ATV R, BT BRI RS, IS =B Lut S EH K.

3.2.6. RERIEHRER
FTLLERKIG LR, Jd ECM, = ¢, , SRJGXACE DInX. DinY LAK ECM,., 347 [E1H, ¥ ECM
BAI[12]:
DInY, =B, + DIn X, +a ECM,_, +¢, (3-13)
T R AT W 6 F
B35 6 ISR ZE 1B IEAEAY
DInY, =g, +DIn X, +aECM,_, +¢,
t=(3.452013)  (9.644895) (-6.932606) (3-14)
R?*=0.750872  D.W.=1.108425

i1 ECM BBl AE H, 7ERTT L, IR K 1%, GDP MBI HK 0.13%; fEKIIRE
B, XN 0.66%. FTEL, ST = r A A RGL Y GDP KRS, KU E w2,

3.3. SEESRR T

1) & InX 5 InY Z [ P8¢ RR IR R B 5 = F A S5 M KAAEKIATRE IS X R .
HE-11D) %0, ArESEK 1%, EEKBSEK 0.66%. BT, =EAIRILREREE N B 8 =
B AT IR NG-14) T LAE H, 38R Iny B2 313 30 0 R 25t AN 5 TR R 55— 2 J 01330, B LoX
TR s TG R B R K IAEh A, BIERE ECM K Bk B4 T R AR . SR B Eh 1
KA KB ERA, W2 51 ZH 2 X PR ZE A KA. R —AN A WI(-0.351587) AT 1%, JF
ANWHE TE X A i 22 B 2 IR 3 2P ERR S A 1k .

2) WA LR BRI AT LG, SHFRBDL A G K, 75 5% EEMAKE T, ikipllkEEs
BRI A% AR, (HEPHKENA R = f kil R RS 2 AR R, 2 i FI 25 R SR ATFTE
MR CR. HA)IEY, R0 18 4E 8, IkInl A RO R s = MA T K, MamMairmbk
R AE B 2 b Sl i e N

3) M ECM BRI AT LLE Y, TERII, RIS EEIE I 1%, GDP ¥a4m 0.13%, Xt T-(1)
PERATE TR RIX NI 0.66%. Kk, XMTFmmEms, it a5 KK T8
WiRRNEE. SRR, 2% RGEAEMRIARMITIEE, IR E KRR &g . Rk s
RARESKIAB RS, W2 51 Z (02 X P ZE A KA. BREERE— AN HH(-0.351587) AT %S, JF
ANWHAE IE XA i 22 B3 e R [8) B P #RR A A 1k

4) ZGFA RSN GDP [HESh R Al B4 AR B4 T GDP s 2R i & br . HitHEA=U0N[13]:

vi=a, /B, t=12,-T (4-15)

TE@G-15)ARH, o, B JGH B Z T HIE FIHPE R, B IR IX BT 8] A i 38 R S RAR T 5 3 6
I LLER, 9 AR — Bt [A) BT #0) 5 # b sl 0% .

oy <1, ULRAFEIX B RPN, X IXANGGFAR T GDP KA SN ST T T 5 GDP [ ELAH,
Weh)iGiil, EHEShET KRB .
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Table 6. Regression analysis results

= 6. EIFNTLER

A E bRt iR 22 t GitHE S
DinX 0.127498 0.036934 3.452013 0.0025
C 0.120058 0.012448 9.644895 0.0000
ECM(-1) —0.351587 0.050715 —6.932606 0.0000

Table 7. Pull efficiency calculation table

7. AR ER
LA % Bi Vi

RPN 0.120058 0.0686881139 1.747871545

A y> VI, ULBITEX B R P, X ANEFAR B+ GDP 34K AfEsh siik KT BT d7 GDP [ EL{E, %
ATEYL, EMSATE KRN EE.

BB 43 3] 2000~2017 FFIFLBNE o, WK 7 Fios:

2 7 8, 9> 1, WSBHE—ER RN, AR Mtha it ke, HECh R

4. BUIEREEIN

1) BURFHER I IFE DS 10 1) R 240 28 5 FR AR L 1 TH RIANBCR I, S PE 1 K 5 iR R R 3l P 4
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Table A. Statistics on time series data of Tourism Total Income and GDP in Yunnan Province, 2000-2017

MiF& A. =Fa& 2000~2017 Fifiir 2 U R E GDP #8XBT[8)$#E

oy RV AN X (f2.78) A= 8 Y (I2oT) InX InY

2000 211.43 2011.19 5.353893974 7.606481866
2001 256.93 2138.31 5.548803674 7.667771076
2002 289.93 2312.82 5.669639515 7.746222838
2003 306.64 2556.02 5.725674421 7.84620664
2004 369.27 3081.91 5.911528084 8.033304814
2005 430.14 3462.73 6.064110737 8.149812574
2006 499.78 3988.14 6.214168002 8.291080236
2007 559.21 4772.52 6.326525073 8.470629746
2008 663.28 5692.12 6.497197224 8.646838041
2009 810.73 6169.75 6.697935076 8.727413597
2010 1006.83 7224.18 6.91456206 8.885189012
2011 1300.29 8893.12 7.170342595 9.093033223
2012 1702.54 10309.47 7.439876533 9.240818169
2013 2111.36 11720.91 7.655087569 9.369129705
2014 2665.74 12814.59 7.888236972 9.458339645
2015 3281.79 13717.88 8.096144284 9.52645537
2016 472625 14869.95 8.460887355 9.607097677
2017 6900.54 16531.34 8.839354948 9.713013252
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