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Abstract: Tourism has been considered as a potential factor in development strategy in many developed and developing
countries worldwide. Besides, tourism is really a key economic sector in some countries. This study aims to examine the
tourism-led growth hypothesis for some transition countries, which includes seven high growth economies Bulgaria, Hungary,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Ukraine and Vietnam. The research database is collected by an annual form in the period of 1995-
2019. These economies are considered successful transitional cases in the global economy, however, the tourism-led growth
hypothesis in these countries has been received only a little evidence from academics in recent years. The Johansen-Fisher
test and the OLS estimation are applied in the quantitative process. There are some new findings from the empirical results.
First, the Johansen-Fisher test confirms the existence of long-run cointegration relationships between tourism (denoted by the
tourism revenue and the tourism arrivals) and economic growth in the panel data sample of countries. Second, the long-run
coefficients of the tourism variables are positive and significant that concludes the tourism-led growth hypothesis in these
transition countries. The contribution of the study is not only to fill the empirical research gap by the estimated results from a
group of transition economies but also to confirms the tourism-led growth platform as an efficient development strategy for
other developing countries. Furthermore, our study suggests some policy implications for policymakers to use tourism as a
key development sector in these countries in the future.
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INTRODUCTION

Tourism is now popularly recognized as one of the largest service industries in the world and one of the most
significant sources of national output and economic growth rates in many countries (Balaguer and Cantavell-Jorda 2002;
Lew, 2011; Pablo-Romero and Molina, 2013). On the other hand, tourism particularly benefits the people in developing
countries, where need new jobs and business opportunities (Brida and Risso, 2010). Besides, tourism development
creates a positive effect on the income of local people as well as brings new demands for local businesses (Balaguer and
Cantavell-Jorda, 2002; Lim and Zhu, 2017). Furthermore, tourism development makes a critical spillovers effect on the
local economy and leads to the growth of other major industries (World Economic Forum, 2019), for example,
manufacturing sectors, financial services and retail systems (Chen, 2007; Cardenas-Garcia and Sanchez-Rivero, 2015;
Aratuo and Etienne, 2019). Considered as financial flows of foreign currencies, from the social perspective, tourism is
understood as a "smokeless industry” that has helped millions of people in many regions out of poverty (Saayman et al.,
2012; Njoya and Seetaram, 2017; Garza-Rodriguez, 2019; Tung, 2020).

Besides some positive aspects, there are some concerns related to the high growth of tourism, for example, the
destruction of the natural environment (eg., Strydom et al., 2019; Firdaus et al., 2019) or rapid urbanization of tourism
cities, deforest and destroy the natural landscapes (Scott et al., 2016). Although, tourism is one of the fastest-growing
service industries of the world economy, there are debates about the real relationship between tourism and economic
growth. Many empirical studies confirm the tourism-led growth hypothesis (eg., Nowak et al., 2007), on the other hand,
some empirical results do not find evidence in supporting this hypothesis (eg., Kyophilavong et al., 2018). Hence, there
are demands of investigating the real relationship between tourism development and economic growth in a specific
country or specific group of countries. However, tourism has been found to have an important role in economic
development in many countries worldwide (Balaguer and Cantavell-Jorda, 2002; Brida and Risso, 2010).

On the other hand, economic growth and the sources of growth in countries are always considered as the spotlight
topic in the economic theories (eg., Grossman and Helpman, 1990; Barro, 1991). In the context of globalization is
increasing, obviously, tourism is more closely connecting countries worldwide year by year (Ivanov and Webster, 2013).
Based on the previous arguments, the tourism sector and tourism activities have been significantly supported economic
growth in many countries (Pablo-Romero and Molina, 2013; Tugcu, 2014). The empirical results are quite diverse in
both theoretical and empirical research (Brida and Risso, 2010; Tugcu, 2014; Brida et al., 2016). There are some studies
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that show a positive impact of tourism on economic growth and confirm the tourism-led growth hypothesis in the
countries (Tugcu, 2014). However, tourism-led growth has been not found in some empirical studies, such as
Kyophilavong et al. (2018) in Laos or Gricar et al. (2021) in Slovenia. Besides, global economic-financial crises or
global pandemics have highlighted the potential risks of the tourism-led growth model for the applied countries when
their economies close link with international value chains of the global tourism industry (Weidenfeld, 2013; Aratuo and
Etienne, 2019). In recent years, there have had many previous studies in developed countries (Balaguer and Cantavell-
Jorda, 2002; Nowak et al., 2007; Katircioglu, 2010; Aratuo and Etienne, 2019) some previous results from developing
countries (Trang et al., 2014; Tugcu, 2014) or island countries (Katircioglu, 2009).

However, there are a few empirical studies in transition countries, which have robust growth rates in tourism
sectors. Transition countries are popularly understood as the economies that have been changing from a centrally
planned model to a market economy. The transition countries need to undergo economic structural transformations to
help develop market-based institutions. The solutions are economic liberalization and remove international trade
barriers. Tourism has many opportunities to develop in the group of transition countries. Because of high economic growth
rates, some transition countries have been listed in the group of emerging economies (which is expected as a new engine of
the world economy in the next decades), therefore, the role of tourism in improving economic growth is an interesting
research topic. However, there are no previous results that focus on the impact of tourism on growth with a panel data
sample of the transition economies, hence, this study aims to fill this empirical research gap in the current literature.

In order to fill the empirical research gap of the impact of tourism on economic growth in transition countries, in
this study, the tourism-led growth hypothesis will be examined with a panel database collected from selected countries
including Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Russia, Ukraine and Vietnam. In recent decades, the transition
economies have robustly opened their domestic markets to join the global trade and international value chains. These
countries are chosen following the available in the database as well as robust development in their tourism sectors. In
detail, the statistics from the World Development Indicators (World Bank, 2021a) show that the GDP per capita of the
transition countries has been increased significantly in recent decades (Figure 1).

For the period 2005-2019, in the European region, Romania has achieved the highest growth at 3.3 times in the
GDP per capita (from nearly 9.6 thousand$ to 32.3 thousand$), besides, Poland, Russia, and Bulgaria have increased
around 2.4 times. In 2019, Hungary and Ukraine have had the lowest growth level at 1.9 times compared to 2005. In the
Asian region, Vietnam is a transition country that always ranked in the group having the highest growth rate. This
country has raised its GDP per capita from nearly 2.9 thousand$ to 8.4 thousand$ for this period (as 2.8 times).
Although Vietnam has the lowest GDP per capita in 7 transition countries, this economy is expected to successfully join
the high-income group in the next years. The interesting question is why some transition countries grow so fast?
Compare to the other countries, obviously, these transition economies have reached significant growth in recent decades.
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Figure 1. The GDP per capita In some transition countries Figure 2. The international tourism arrivals in some transition countries
(Source: World Development Indicators - World Bank, 2021a) (Source: World Development Indicators - World Bank, 2021b)

Over the same period, 2005-2019, besides the fast growth of the economies, the statistics from the World
Development Indicators (World Bank, 2021b) also indicate that the international tourism arrivals of these transition
countries have also increased at high levels. In particular, the total number of international tourism arrivals into this
group was 160 million visitors in 2005, reached 160 million visitors in 2012, and had 231 million visitors in 2019
(raised 1.5 times for the period). The statistics show Poland is the largest tourism market amongst seven transition
countries (at 88.5 million international visitors). Hungary is the second one with a number of international visitors is
61.4 million people (World Bank, 2021b). The figure of the number of international tourism arrivals also confirms that
tourism might have a significant role in supporting economic growth in these countries (Figure 2).

The transition economic process requires adjusting institutional economic systems, particularly in supporting the
development of private companies. Therefore, tourism is helpful when it creates many opportunities for small and
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medium enterprises as well as enhances the start-up activities from the private sector. Besides, based on the tourism
development, the domestic markets are received new demands of products and services and help to close the link
between domestic markets and the global market. The transition model appears in different ways where domestic
enterprises increase their profits and practical business modes in the markets. In essence, tourism is good for the
functional restructuring of public business institutions from being a provider of growth to an enabler, on the other hand,
the main engines of economic growth are the private sectors, for example, private companies in the tourism sector.
However, there are not any empirical studies related to the examination of the tourism-led growth hypothesis, using
panel data, for this group of transition economies. On the other hand, some related studies were being done with old
databases, therefore, the values for the policymaking process are quite limited.

Totally, by examining the tourism-led growth hypothesis in this group of transition economies, this study has some
contributions. First, this study focuses on the topic of tourism- economic growth nexus in seven transition countries. The
empirical evidence helps to fill the current research gap in the development literature. Second, based on the estimated
finding, the empirical result suggests for the policymakers to increase the efficiency of the policymaking process. Third, the
investigated evidence is a good reference for other developing countries to well employ the tourism-led growth strategy in
their development economic plans. Besides, the database of this study is the newest one which was directly collected from
the World Development Indicators (World Bank, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c) in the period of 1995-2019. Therefore, the
empirical evidence of this study can help as much as possible for the policymaker in the countries. The paper includes 5
sections. Section 2 is the literature review. Section 3 presents the econometric model, methodology and data source. The
estimated results and discussions are shown in section 4. Finally, conclusions and suggestions are covered in Section 5.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Economic growth is the central topic in development theories worldwide (eg., Grossman and Helpman, 1990; Barro,
1991). Basically, the tourism-led growth hypothesis is a theory that tries to identify another source to support economic
growth (Balaguer and Cantavell-Jorda, 2002), besides the traditional sources such as increasing the amount of labour
and capital within an economy. Since the beginning of the 2000s, the tourism-led growth theory has appeared as one of
the most popular topics in the tourism literature with a number of empirical studies investigating the potential impacts of
tourism on economic development over the world (Ivanov and Webster, 2013). Therefore, the examination of the
tourism-led growth hypothesis is considered as the main study line in the tourism economic literature. Based on some
investigated results, the tourism sector and tourism activities are noted as a robust motivation in enhancing the economic
development in many countries. For two near decades, there have been some researchers studied the tourism-led growth
in developed countries (eg., Nowak et al., 2007) or developing countries (eg., Chen, 2007) or island economies (eg.,
Katircioglu, 2009; Seetanah, 2011). However, there are a few previous results related to the case of transition
economies, besides, the database is employed may be quite old. Hence, in this literature review, our study is only
discussing some recent empirical evidence which much relates to the transition economies. In the European region,
Payne and Mervar (2010) analysis the tourism-growth nexus in Croatia by quarterly data was collected from 2000-2008.
The empirical study confirms the tourism-led growth hypothesis for the Croatian economy.

Besides, Surugiu and Surugiu (2013) analysis the long-run relationships between tourism expansion and economic
growth in Romania during the period 1988-2009. The empirical evidence suggests the tourism-led growth hypothesis in
this country. Besides, the quantitative results emphasize the important role of national tourism development strategies
for supporting the tourism sector. On the other hand, Shahzad et al. (2017) test the tourism-led growth hypothesis in the
top ten tourist destinations worldwide (includes Russia). The estimated results primarily show positive relationships
between tourism and economic growth for these countries. Gricar et al. (2021) investigate the tourism-led economic
growth in Montenegro and Slovenia, which are considered like newcomers on the international tourist destinations map.
The empirical database is a monthly form in the period of 2010-2019. as an endogenous variable. There is a long-run
cointegration relationship between tourism and economic growth in Montenegro and one cointegrated vector. However,
the result confirms no cointegration vector for Slovenia.

Furthermore, Trang et al. (2014) analysis the impact of tourism on growth in Vietnam during the period of 1992—
2011. The results indicate the high efficiency of the solutions of the government to enhance economic growth through
the tourism sector in Vietnam. However, the contribution of the hotel and restaurant sector is found having relatively
low compared to the potential. Kyophilavong et al. (2018) examine the tourism-led growth hypothesis in Laos in 1992-
2014. The empirical evidence confirms that the tourism-led growth hypothesis is rejected in the case of Laos. The main
reasons are the weak link between the tourism sector and the rest of the economy, besides, this country has poor
infrastructure and a shortage of skilled labour in tourism sectors. Tung and Cuong (2020) examine the impact of tourism
on poverty in Vietnam by a panel database collected from 61 provinces in 2010-2018.

The empirical results confirm that tourism has a negative and significant impact on poverty in the study period. In
detail, a higher tourism revenue leads to a lower poverty rate in the provinces. The study results suggest policymakers
should use tourism as a key factor to sustainably reduce the poverty rate of households in the future. In overview, follow
the review of previous results in the group of transition countries, the effect of tourism on economic growth is quite
different and depends on the social-economic characteristics of each country. There are a few studies that focus on
transition countries, besides, most of the empirical studies employ the old databases which can lead to much bias in the
policy-making process in the current context. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, there is no evidence using a
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panel database focused only on the tourism-led growth hypothesis of the transition economies. Hence, this study will
contribute to filling this empirical research gap in the current literature of the tourism-growth nexus.

RESEARCH MODEL AND DATA SOURCE

The estimated strategy has three steps. First, the panel unit root test is employed to check the stationary phenomenon of
the variables. Three panel testing methods for the unit root are used including the Levin-Lin-Chu (LLC) (see Levin et al.,
2002), the Breitung (see Breitung, 2000) and the Im-Pesaran-Shin (IPS) (see Im et al., 2003). Second, the Johansen-Fisher
test (see Maddala and Wu, 1999) helps to identify the cointegration relationship between variables. Third, the long-run
estimated results are done by three panel regressive methods (the pooled-OLS, fixed effects and random effects). By
comparison with the estimated results, the tourism-led-growth hypothesis will be concluded in the case of some transition
countries in the research sample. In order to test this hypothesis, the impact of tourism on economic growth is presented by
the following equations (Balaguer and Cantavell-Jorda, 2002; Seetanah, 2011; Kyophilavong et al., 2018).

LogYi:= Ao + M LogTourism_revenue;, + Uiy (D)
LogYi:= @o + @;LogTourism_arrival;; + Vi 2)

Where the LogY is the natural logarithm of the real GDP, LogTourism-revenue is the natural logarithm of the real
expenditure of international tourists, and LogTourism-arrival is the natural logarithm of the number of international
tourists, Ui and v;; are the error terms. Besides, t denotes time periods, and i is the cross-sectional unit with i € [1, n].

The study uses an annual database having seven transition countries (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Russia,
Ukraine and Vietnam) in the period of 1995-2019. Besides the availability of the database, these transition countries are
selected because they are recently included in the group of emerging economies, which have robust growth rates. This
database (Table 1) is directly downloaded and calculated from the data bank of the World Development Indicators (World
Bank, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c). In order to test the tourism-led growth hypothesis, the dependent variable is economic growth,
which is measured by the natural logarithm of the real gross domestic product (real GDP). The independent variable is the
tourism variable, which is denoted by two kinds of indicators, the first is the natural logarithm of the real tourism revenue
(measured by the international tourism expenditure indicator), and the second is the natural logarithm of the number of
international tourism arrivals. The real values are adjusted by the GDP deflator indicator. To the best of our knowledge, this
database maybe is the best one by its high quality and the international comparable statistic available. The descriptive
statistics of the database are presented in the following table. Combined with the descriptive statistical analysis, the
graphing techniques are employed to represent the potential impacts of tourism on economic growth in the countries in the
study sample. To further illustrate the quantitative results in the next section, two scatter plots are drawn based on the study

data (Figure 3). The vertical axis shows the natural

Table 1. The statistical summary of the variables
(Source: Calculated from the research data)

logarithm value of the real GDP (LogY) and the
horizontal axis presents the natural logarithm value of

Statistic LogY LogTourism-revenue | LogTourism-arrival the real tourism revenue (LogTourism_revenue), the
Mean 28.08290 16.56385 24.43106 natural logarithm value of the real tourism arrival
Median 28.01100 16.50628 24.72100 (LogTourism_arrival) in  the same  period,
Maximum | 32.77800 18.30547 28.70400 respectively. Furthermore, two linear regression lines
Minimum | 20.92600 14.11636 17.47500 are drawn to illustrate the expected relationship
Std. Dev. 1.948059 1.015773 1.940827 between these variables. Besides, the scatter plots
Skewness  |-0.257640 -0.128062 -0.527207 imply positive relationships between the LogY and
Kurtosis 3.539991 2.284069 3.605169 LogTourism_ revenue as well as the LogY and the
Jarque-Bera | 4.062215 4.215728 9.730281 LogTourism_ arrival. Therefore, the tourism-led
Probability | 0.131190 0.121497 0.007711 growth hypothesis can be expected to confirm the
Observations 175 175 158 case of these transition countries for the study period.
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Figure 3. The graphs of the relationships LogY-LogTourism_revenue and LogY-LogTourist_arrival (Source: Calculated from the research data)
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RESULT AND DISCUSSION

As mentioned in the estimated strategy, first, the variables are tested for unit roots and for cointegration between
tourism and economic growth. Based on the testing results, all the tests including LLC (Levin-Lin-Chu), Breitung and IPS
(Im-Pesaran-Shin) indicate that the logY and logTourism_revenue variables are stationary, both level data and first
difference data, at the significance of 1%. The LogTourism_arrival is non-stationary at level, however, the application of
the first difference values confirms this variable is stationary at the significance of 1%. Hence, the tests imply that the
variables are integrated of order one | (1). The optimal lag is chosen by the reference from the Akaike Information

Criterion (AIC). The results of the unit root tests are shown in the below table (Table 2 and Table 3).

Table 2. Result of the panel unit root test
(Source: Calculated from the research data)

Table 3. The Johansen-Fisher panel cointegration test result
(Source: Calculated from the research data)

In the level Hypothesized Fisher-statistic Fisher-statistic
Method LogY Lo?;\'/(:rj]:;:m- Log;ﬂ?/gls ™ || No. of Cointegration | (from Trace test) (from l:g:lt);-Elgen
Levin-Lin-Chu (LLC) |-3.388"| -3.628*** -0.633 Equation(s) Statistic [P-value| Statistic | P-value
Breitung -3.480*** | -3.144*** 3.186 The independent variable is the
Im-Pesaran-Shin (IPS) | -2.390%** | -2.442*** -0.692 natural logarithm of tourism revenue
In the first difference None 95.15*** | 0.000 | 67.91*** | 0.000
ALogTourism- | ALogTourism At most 1 62.25*** | 0.000 | 62.25*** | 0.000
Method ALogY revenue -arrival The independent variable is the
Levin-Lin-Chu (LLC) |[-9.238***| -9.263*** -7.945%** natural logarithm of tourism arrival
Breitung -3.206%** | -4.364*** -5.038*** None 136.5*** | 0.000 | 88.13*** | 0.000
Im-Pesaran-Shin (IPS) |[-9.907***| -9,554*** -9.469*** At most 1 92.53*** | 0.000 | 92.53*** | 0.000

Notes: *** denotes significant at 1% Notes: *** denotes rejection of the null hypothesis at 1%

Based on the unit root tests, the variables are expected to cointegrate at I(1) in all countries. The Johansen-Fisher
cointegration test is applied to identify the existence of a long-run relationship between the variables in the countries
(Maddala and Wu, 1999). The cointegration test helps to conclude that the variables might be cointegrated at 1(1),
otherwise, the regressive result maybe is a spurious estimate. The Johansen-Fisher cointegration test is done between
the natural logarithm of the real GDP (LogY) and the natural logarithm of the real tourism revenue
(LogTourism_revenue), on the other hand, between the natural logarithm of the real GDP (LogY) and the natural
logarithm of the tourism arrival (LogTourism_arrival). The optimal lag length for the cointegration test is based on the
suggestion of the Akaike information criterion (AIC). By using two indicators, the Trace statistic and Maximum
eigenvalue statistic, the Johansen-Fisher tests confirm that there are 2 cointegration equations between tourism and
economic growth in the study sample of transition economies. In detail, the null hypothesis of no cointegration (Hy) is
rejected when these statistics are statistically significant at 1%. The cointegration test results also imply the impact of
tourism can be considered as an influencing variable in ensuring a cointegration relationship between tourism and
economic growth in these countries. The results of the cointegration tests are reported in the below table.

The Johansen-Fisher cointegration tests conclude that there is the existence of long-run relationships running from
tourism to economic growth in these transition countries (Maddala and Wu, 1999). Therefore, two long-run models can be
estimated and then identify the sign and the significant level of received coefficients, which help to confirm the tourism-led
growth hypothesis in the case of these countries. If the coefficients of LogTourism_revenue and LogTourism_arrival are
positive and statistically significant, the tourism-led growth hypothesis will be confirmed, hence, these countries have come
to be known as tourism-led growth economies. On the opposite side, this hypothesis can be rejected in the development
process of these countries for the study period. However, as shown in Table 4, the tourism-led growth hypothesis can be
concluded in these countries. The combined results from two long-run equations are in the below table.

Table 4. The panel estimated results (Source: Calculated from the research data)
Dependent variable: The natural logarithm of real GDP (LogY)

Variable Pooled OLS Fixed effects Random_effects
Constant 4.220*** [8.617] 4.686*** [10.02] 4.681*** [9.659]
LogTourism_revenue 0.982*** [49.15] 0.963*** [50.43] 0.964*** [51.11]
R-squared 0.9393 0.9679 0.9440
Adj — R squared 0.9389 0.9665 0.9436
Observations 158 158 158

Dependent variable: The natural logarithm of real GDP (LogY)

Variable Pooled_OLS Fixed_effects Random_effects
Constant 10.26*** [5.124] -6.977 [-1.550] -0.356 [-0.096]
LogTourism_arrival 1.075*** [8.910] 2.116%** [7.791] 1.716%** [7.726]
R-squared 0.3145 0.5366 0.2505
Adj — R squared 0.3105 0.5172 0.2462
Observations 175 175 175

Notes: *** denotes significant at 1%, and t-statistic in the parentheses
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In Table 4, the estimated results of the long-run models obviously indicate that the tourism variables have positive
and significant impacts on the economic growth at the significance of 1%. The estimated results also are consistent
between three methods including the pooled_OLS, the fixed effects and the random-effects. Therefore, the tourism-led
growth hypothesis is confirmed in the case of seven transition countries. In detail, the elasticity of the tourism_revenue
variable is around 1% with three methods, which implies that a 1% increase in the tourism revenue can lead to a 1%
increase in economic growth in the long run. Besides, the estimated results also indicate that a 1% increase in the
number of tourism arrivals makes a 1.075% (the pooled_OLS), a 2.116% (the fixed effects), a 1.716% (the random
effects) increase in the annual growth rate of these economies, respectively. Furthermore, the quantitative results are
suitable with the trend of the database shown in the above figures as well as the Johansen-Fisher congregation test in the
previous section. The empirical results suggest that the tourism-led growth strategy is really a good development plan in
long run in transition economies, which are changing from a centrally planned economy to a market economy.

Our empirical finding also helps to expand the previous results of in transition countries in the European region such
as Payne and Mervar (2010) in Croatia, Surugiu and Surugiu (2013) in Romania, Gri¢ar et al. (2021) in Montenegro and
Slovenia, and in the Asian region such as Trang et al. (2014). Besides, our empirical result is the opposite of the
previous result from Laos (a transition economy in Asia), because this economy had not confirmed the tourism-led
growth hypothesis for the period of 1992-2014 (Kyophilavong et al., 2018). Some transition economics have met many
huge achievements in economic development in recent decades as well as have successfully joined into the group of
developed countries. However, our study highlights the tourism sector and tourism activities are still very helpful to
establish an advantageous market economy with high competitiveness and high freedom in the business environment.
Finally, our findings have not only expanded the empirical results but also filled the current research gap of tourism-growth
nexus in the case of the group of the transition economies. The robust growth model of these transition economies needs to
continue to be maintained and expanded the economic contributions from the tourism development variable.

CONCLUSION

The paper examines the tourism-led growth hypothesis in a group of transition countries, includes Bulgaria, Hungary,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Ukraine and Vietnam, in the period of 1995-2019. These countries have had robust economic
growth rates in recent decades. The Johansen-Fisher test confirms the existence of long-run cointegration relationships
between tourism and economic growth in this group of countries. Besides, the panel estimated results show positive and
significant impacts of tourism variables on economic growth at 1%, which concludes the tourism-led growth hypothesis in
the case of the transition economies. Based on the estimated results, our finding highlights that the policymakers should
persist in applying the tourism-led growth strategies in the future.

From the perspective of policy implications, based on our evidence, tourism-led growth is concluded as a good national
development strategy that helps to support economic growth in countries. Besides, the growth of tourism also helps the host
economies to close links with the global value chains. In the future, the support for tourism sectors needs to consider in
order to help this economic sector develop more sustainable in the future. On the other hand, the leaders in countries maybe
note that the instability of the world economy and international health crisis (eg., a global pandemic) can push the tourism-
led growth economies into external crisis shocks. Although our empirical result implies that the expansion of tourism
activities is an important factor of the economic development path in these countries, the potential risks from outsides can
decrease when the domestic tourism of countries is stimulated and helps diverse demand from both inside and outside,
therefore, the benefits in increasing tourism are stable in the long run. Besides, in order to sustainably develop the tourism
sector, there are some possible solutions as follows, establish the dynamic link between the tourism sectors and the rest of
the economies, invest more to increase the quality of infrastructure systems, and raise human resources in tourism sectors
(eg., skilled labours). Finally, the transition economies need to continuously increase the competitiveness of their tourism
sectors and join deeper in the global value chain of tourism services. Therefore, tourism-led growth can help them
successfully enhance economic growth in this group of countries in the future.
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