. . Resource Development & Market 2019 35( 7)

doi: 10.3969/j. issn. 1005 - 8141.2019.07.016

( 710119)

12 2006—2016

1 F590.3 TA 11005 - 8141(2019) 07 - 0986 - 07
Influence of High - speed Rail on Tourism Industry Agglomeration and Diffusion
— A Case Study of Beijing — Tianjin — Hebei
WU Xue ZHANG Hong
( School of Geography and Tourism Shaanxi Normal University Xi‘an 710119 China)

Abstract: Based on the theory of industrial agglomeration and diffusion this paper collected panel data of 12 cities from 2006
to 2016. Difference In Differences( DID) model was used to quantitatively analyze the impact of high — speed rail on tourism in—
dustry agglomeration and diffusion and the annual trend of high — speed rail effect. The results showed that: The opening of high —
speed rail could reduce the degree of tourism industry agglomeration in Beijing — Tianjin — Hebei and promote the diffusion of
tourism industry. Besides the effect was increasing year by year. After the opening of the high — speed rail for a period of time the
tourism industry in the central and peripheral area spreaded to the marginal area which could promote the agglomeration of
tourism industry in the marginal area.
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