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Abstract: In light of the non-mobility of tourism resource transport infrastructure especially high-speed railway
( HSR) as a new carrier for modern tourism development has brought far-reaching impact. Needless to say the imple—
mentation of HSR network has effectively shortened the " time distance" between the tourist sources and destina—
tions. In essence HSR has reduced the transaction costs of between tourism product supply and demand. On the de-
mand side HSR has expanded the travelling distance for tourists; on the supply side HSR has improved the efficiency
of the optimal allocation of tourism products. During the national HSR construction boom HSR construction in the
Yangtze River Delta region is particularly prominent. The Yangtze River Delta region now has owned the countrys most
intensive HSR network. The Yangtze River Delta region is not only the most competitive region in the country but also
has many high-grade tourism resources. There is no doubt that the implementation of HSR network would bring impor-
tant opportunity and vitality to the development of tourism industry in the Yangtze River Delta region. Particularly
HSR services would largely enhance economic communications among cities and increase frequency and intensity of
the flow of tourism products elements. And those have provided an important driver for tourism development in the
Yangtze River Delta region. Now an important question arises. Are those impacts caused by HSR implementation sig—
nificant? What is the difference for HSR impacts between HSR—served cities and non-served cities?

Despite that the positive impact of HSR on tourism industry has gained academic support previous studies are
mainly based on qualitative description. There is a lack of quantitative research in particular a lack of detailed data
supported conclusions. Since China has experiencing a tourism boom a simple comparison of before and after HSR
implementation is not sufficient to prove the importance of the HSR for urban tourism development. Admittedly the
national tourism market continues to boom. Many cities without HSR service have also made ?? great progress. In
addition currently scholars mainly focus on a single HSR line and study its impact on urban tourism. However Chi—
na has been establishing an extensive HSR network. Under such circumstance the intense competition among tourist
destinations is not confined to a single line but impacted by the whole HSR network in the region. Along with a
number of HSR lines in the region have opened it is necessary to consider the combined effect of those HSR line
on urban tourism from a regional context.

This paper analyzes the impacts of the implementation of the Yangtze River Delta high speed railway network
on the development of urban tourism industry by using the statistical data of 25 cities in the Yangtze River Delta re—
gion from 2006 to 2013. In this paper two problems are solved. The first one is to empirically examine whether the
implementation of Yangtze River Delta high speed railway network has significantly promoted the development of
tourism in the region by DID models during the multiple periods. The second one is to study the impacts of accessi—
bility changes on the tourism industry for Yangtze River Delta generated by passenger railway speed increase when
introducing the accessibility concept in the econometric model. The results are shown as follows. Firstly the initial o—
pening of the Yangtze River Delta high speed railway network has not had a significant effect on the local tourism
industry. Until 2009 the role of high-speed railway on the promotion of the urban tourism industry appears apparent—
ly. Secondly along with the gradual completion of the Yangtze River Delta high speed railway network the magni—
tude of the impact of high-speed railway on the urban tourism industry has showed an increasing trend. Thirdly the
accessibility of the cities along the high speed rail has increased 41. 3% from 2006 to 2013. Fourthly the impact of
the urban tourism industry caused by the high speed rail is obvious and its impact is significantly higher than the o—
verall impact on the region and the impact in cities without high speed railway. Fifthly for cities along the high
speed railway the accessibility caused by the opening of high speed rail increases by 1% the urban passenger flow
increases by 1. 02%.

Key Words: high speed railway network; Yangtze River Delta; tourism industry; accessibility; DID
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