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Abstract: The tourism sector represents one of the most essential seg-
ments of the world economy. This paper aims to identify the effects of tour-
ism indicators on economic growth in terms of tourism share, international 
tourism arrivals and tourism employment. The subject of the paper is eval-
uating the impact of the tourism sector on economic growth in selected 
Višegrad group countries (Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia) for the 
period 2008-2018. The empirical findings show that the tourism sector has 
a significant and positive effect on economic growth in these countries for 
the observed period. The results of the panel fixed effects model reflect that 
governments in Višegrad group countries should increase the tourism sec-
tor share in their economies in order to enable positive and lucrative impli-
cations for economic development.
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1.	 INTRODUCTION

In the recent era of globalization, the tourism industry is increasing rapidly and enhancing eco-
nomic growth around the world (Danis and Wang, 2019). Tourism and tourism-related activi-

ties are considered one of the most essential sectors of economic growth in the world (Malec and 
Abrhám, 2016). With the tourism economy developing rapidly, major long-term trends such as 
changing demographics, evolving demand, digitalization as well as climate change manifest new 
opportunities and challenges for each country (OECD, 2018). It is widely accepted that tourism 
development positively affects the economy and leads to increased income, production and employ-
ment which enhance overall economic growth in the country (Chingarande and Saayman, 2018). In 
the twenty-first century, the tourism industry is observed as the main factor for economic growth 
in many developed and emerging economies (Eyuboglu and Eyuboglu, 2019). Similarly, the tour-
ism industry has emerged as an important driver for economic growth strategies during the last 
decades (Balsalobre-Lorente et al. (2020). Accordingly, tourism is increasingly an important part 
of the economy as well as a source of income in today’s conditions of globalization and an open 
economy (Mirović, Kalaš, Pavlović, 2020). Many authors emphasize that tourism manifests as the 
main component of international trade in services (Katirciogul, 2009: Arslanturk et al. 2011; Hana 
et al. 2015; Dogan et al. 2017; Akadiri et al. 2019). Arslanturk et al. (2011) highlight that interna-
tional tourism has become an increasingly essential part of the economy, and the tourism sector has 
begun to play an important role in the many regions. Katircioglu (2009) points out that real income 
growth enhances growth in international trade and international tourist arrivals to the country.

The tourism industry had significant growth in terms of international tourism arrivals and tour-
ism receipts in many countries, most especially in the tourism island states (Akadiri and Akadiri, 
2019). Brida et al. (2014) highlight that tourism is driven by exogenous components such as the 
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economic cycle and tourist preferences. Raza and Shah (2017) emphasize that a higher level of 
tourism revenues will help countries to reduce income inequality. Podovac (2021) emphasizes the 
importance of urban tourism because it enables the inflow of tourists throughout the year, as well 
as, the economic sustainability of the tourism sector. Likewise, governments can play an impor-
tant role in attracting foreign investments and expanding international tourism. Banerjee et al. 
(2018) argue that tourism is one of the rapidly growing economic industries that makes 10% of 
the gross domestic product, as well as 30% of export in the services sectors in the global econ-
omy. Brida et al. (2020) point out that the tourism sector positively contributes to economic growth 
while Pjanić and Mitrašević (2020) point out the significant effects of business tourism spending 
and domestic tourism spending on economic growth in the European Union. Akadiri et al. (2019) 
indicate that the tourism sector can contribute to economic growth but only when countries have 
geopolitical stability. An empirical study for Turkey identified unidirectional causality running 
from geopolitical risk index to real GDP and from geopolitical risk index to tourism. It implies 
that real GDP and tourism react negatively to a one standard deviation shock to geopolitical risk.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. After the introduction, there is a literature review 
about the relationship between the tourism sector and economic growth in the world. The next 
segment is methodology and data which defines variables, makes hypotheses and creates a 
panel regression model. The fourth segment is the descriptive and empirical analysis of selected 
explanatory variables in Višegrad group countries (Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia) for 
the period 2008-2018. In this segment, it is presented panel data estimation in terms of the fixed 
effects model and random effects model. The last segment summarizes the findings and conclu-
sions with enabling informational support to policymakers in these economies from the aspect 
of the effect of tourism indicators on economic growth, as well as their relationship.

2.	 LITERATURE REVIEW

For almost two decades, tourism researchers are trying to identify and determine the nexus 
between economic growth and tourism development to provide a better understanding of 
their relationship (Kožić et al. 2020). Traditionally, the tourism sector is considered to have 
a positive impact on the economy and therefore to be a tool by which economies can stim-
ulate their economic growth (Pérez-Rodríguez et al. 2021). Ehigiamusoe (2020) defined the 
tourism-led growth hypothesis in a way that tourism can facilitate economic growth because 
it provides income and employment, as well as improves infrastructure and balance of pay-
ments. Many previous empirical studies investigated the nexus between tourism and economic 
growth in order to inform about the potential effect of this industry on the economic develop-
ment (Balaguer and Cantavella-Jorda, 2002; Gunduz and Hatemi-J 2005; Kim et al. 2006; Lee 
and Chang, 2008; Lean and Tang, 2010; Arslanturk et al. 2011; Aslan, 2014; Wu and Wu, 2018; 
Antonakakis et al. 2019; Khan et al. 2020; Mirović et al. 2020; Usmani et al. 2020). Gunduz 
and Hatemi-J (2005) found unidirectional causality running from international tourist arrivals 
to the economic growth of Turkey. Further, Ongan and Demiroz (2005) researched the effect of 
international tourism receipts on economic growth in Turkey and found bidirectional causality 
between international tourism and economic growth. Lee and Chang (2008) analyzed the rela-
tionship between tourism development and economic growth for OECD and non-OECD coun-
tries for the period 1990 to 2002. 

Their findings indicate that there is a unidirectional causality between tourism development 
and economic growth in OECD countries and bidirectional causality in non-OECD countries. 
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Simiraly, Chen and Chiou-Wei (2009) revealed that the tourism-led economic growth hypothe-
sis was supported for Taiwan with a reciprocal causality for South Korea. Chou (2013) analyzed 
the relationship between tourism spending and economic growth in transition countries for the 
period 1988 to 2011. His results confirmed the growth hypothesis in Cyprus, Latvia and Slovakia, 
while the reverse nexus was identified in the Czech Republic and Poland. Can and Gozgor (2016) 
researched the relationship between tourism and economic growth in 8 Mediterranean countries 
for the period 1995-2014 and they found causality from market diversification to economic growth 
in Egypt and Greece. On the other hand, causality from economic growth to market diversifi-
cation is identified in France, Morocco and Turkey, while bidirectional causality was in Italy, 
Spain and Tunisia. Salifou and Haq (2016) highlighted the positive impact of tourism on economic 
growth in ECOWAS countries for the period 1990-2010 and concluded that tourism development 
will enhance economic growth in these countries. Perles-Ribes et al. (2017) confirmed bidirec-
tional causality between tourism and economic growth in Spain. Muhtaseb and Daoud (2017) esti-
mated the relationship between tourism and economic growth in Jordan and their empirical find-
ings confirmed unidirectional causality between these variables. Tang and Tan (2017) estimated 
the relationship between the tourism sector and economic growth in 167 countries for the period 
1995-2013 and their results confirmed that tourism positively affects the economic growth with 
different effects between countries at various levels of income. Lin et al. (2018) investigated the 
causality between international tourism growth and regional economic expansion in 29 regions 
of China for the period 1978-2013 and confirmed that tourism-led growth hypothesis is identified 
in 10 regions. Contrary, economy-driven tourism growth is recorded in 9 regions in China for the 
analyzed period. Öztürk et al. (2018) analyzed the relationship between the tourism industry and 
economic growth in the ASEAN region from 1995 to 2015. The empirical results show that there 
is a statistically significant nexus between gross domestic product, export and tourism. Sokhanvar 
et al (2018) confirmed unidirectional causality from tourism to economic growth in Brazil, Mex-
ico and the Philippines; reverse causality is identified in China, India, Indonesia, Malaysia and 
Peru. Finally, bidirectional causality is detected for Chile. 

Akadiri et al. (2019) investigated international tourism arrivals and economic policy in 12 countries 
for the period 1995-2016. Their findings revealed bidirectional causality in Ireland, France and the 
United States, while unidirectional causality is identified in Brazil, Canada, China and Germany. 
Finally, the neutrality between these variables is recorded in Chile, Japan, Russia, South Korea and 
Sweden for the observed period. Mitra (2019) investigated causality between the tourism sector and 
economic growth in 158 economies for the period 2001-2017, where empirical results show bidi-
rectional causality between these variables. Yazdi (2019) estimated the relationship between tour-
ism and economic growth in Iran for the period 1981-2014 and confirmed unidirectional causality 
running from tourism to economic growth. Zhang and Cheng (2019) revealed that tourism signif-
icantly contributes to the economic growth of the thirty-six Wenchuan earthquake-affected coun-
tries in China for the period 2008-2016. Khan et al. (2020) revealed a significant and positive effect 
of economic growth on tourism in Pakistan. Empirical results show that a 1% increase in economic 
growth enhances tourism by 1.9% in the long-run while the same increase in economic growth 
raises tourism by 1.32% in the short-run. Usmani et al. (2020) have examined the effect of tour-
ism arrivals and tourist expenditure on economic growth in Brazil, Russia, India and China for the 
period 1995-2016. Their findings confirmed that tourist expenditure positively affects economic 
growth as well as the existence of bidirectional causality between these variables. 

Chirilă et al. (2020) confirmed that international tourism led to economic growth in Bulgaria and 
Estonia, while the opposite direction is identified in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, 
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Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia for the period 2000-2019. Croes et al. (2021) found that the tour-
ism sector has a significant positive direct impact on economic growth in Poland, but only in the 
short term. Xia et al. (2021) analyzed 34 European countries for the period 1995-2015 and their 
results showed that tourism indicators have a necessary role in promoting economic development 
in these countries. Finally, Haller et al. (2020) detected a positive and direct relationship between 
tourism and economic growth in EU-28 member states for the period from 2012 to 2018. 

3.	 METHODOLOGY AND DATA

The chapter includes annual data obtained from World Bank (WB) and International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) for four Višegrad group countries (Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia) 
for the period 2008-2018. This segment implies panel data estimation where gross domestic 
product per capita is the dependent variable. Gross domestic product is considered an impor-
tant economic indicator because it best manifests the performance of the economy (Ivanová & 
Masárová, 2018). A common feature of previous studies is using the aggregate tourism indica-
tors such as tourism arrivals and tourism receipts as proxies for tourism development (Solarin, 
2016). Accordingly, international tourism, arrivals, international tourism receipts, tourism 
employment and export are identified as independent variables. 

Table 1. Variable definition
Variable Notation Calculation Source Expected impact

Dependent variable
Gross domestic product per capita GDPpc US IMF /

Independent variables
International tourism arrivals ITR US WB +
International tourism receipts ITR US WB +
Tourism employment EMP Number of employees WB +
Export EXP % of GDP WB +

Source: Authors illustration

In order to create an appropriate model, we develop the following hypotheses based on the 
determined research objectives:
H0:	 Tourism sector has a significant and positive effect on economic growth in Višegrad group 

countries.
H1:	 Greater number of international tourism arrivals significantly increases economic growth 

in Višegrad group countries.
H2:	 Greater level of international tourism receipts significantly increases economic growth in 

Višegrad group countries.
H3:	 Greater level of tourism employment significantly increases economic growth in Višegrad 

group countries.
H4:	 Greater level of export significantly increases economic growth in Višegrad group 

countries.

The chapter includes the panel fixed effects model and panel random effects model. The ran-
dom effects model was identified as an adequate model in order to evaluate the effect of explan-
atory variables. 

The model can be presented as:

GDPpcit = β1 + β2TRSit + β3ITRit+... β4ITAit+ εi + µit	 (1)
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where GDPpc – gross domestic product per capita, ITA – international tourism arrivals, ITR 
– international tourism receipts, EMP – tourism employment, EXP – export, N denotes num-
ber of observations, T number of period, α constant, β1 a random variable with a mean value of 
parameters and εi - random error with mean value 0 and variance σ2

ε , µ - random error.

4.	 TOURISM STATE AND PERSPECTIVES

Tourism development is a segment of the overall development strategy for many countries, includ-
ing Višegrad group countries. The development of this sector enables foreign exchange receipts 
and generates employment opportunities which stimulate economic growth (Suresh et al. 2017). 
Accordingly, Baduelscu et al. (2020) argue that tourism is positively related to economic devel-
opment, monetary gains, infrastructure improvements, as well as, sustainable development with 
environmental impact and cultural values. Competitive advantages include demographic develop-
ment, labor productivity, gross domestic product, employment and many other factors. Between 
1990 and 2018 international tourist arrivals in the CEE region grew from 33.9 million to 141.4 mil-
lion which represents an increase of 317%, while in 2018 international tourism generated 58 bil-
lion euros in receipts (Light et al. 2020). One of the advantages of the Višegrad region can be tour-
ism area (Audretsch and Pena-Legazkue, 2012). Antošova et al. (2020) point out that tourism num-
bers constantly increased since 2012 in Višegrad group countries. For example, arrivals of tourists 
increased from 15 million arrivals to almost 18.4 million arrivals in 2016. Similarly, the arrivals 
of tourists in Hungary were almost 11.1 million arrivals in 2016, while tourist numbers increased 
as well in Poland from 22 million arrivals in 2012 to almost 29 million arrivals in 2016. In the 
same year, tourist numbers increased by over 5 million tourist arrivals in Slovakia. Those num-
bers reflect that tourism has an important place in the Višegrad group countries (Antošova et al. 
2020). In 2018 tourism trends in Višegrad group countries implied a few facts:
	 Czechia
•	 International travel arrivals: 36.3 million tourists which is 4.52% more than the previous 

year.
•	 International travel receipts reached 7.02 billion dollars which is 3.32% more than the previ-

ous year.
	 Hungary
•	 International travel arrivals: 57.67 million tourists which is 4.92% more than the previous 

year.
•	 International travel receipts reached 8.16 billion dollars which is 9.76% more than the previ-

ous year. 
	 Poland
•	 International travel arrivals: 85.94 million tourists which is 2.56% more than previous year.
•	 International travel receipts reached 13.37 billion dollars which is 7.57% more than the pre-

vious year.
	 Slovakia
•	 International travel arrivals: 16.82 million tourists which is 9.19% more than the previous 

year.
•	 International travel receipts reached 2.82 billion dollars which is 5.71% more than the previ-

ous year. 

Before empirical analysis, there are trends in GDP growth rate and tourism indicators such as 
international tourism arrivals, international tourism receipts and tourism employment for the 
period 2008-2018.
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Figure 1. GDP growth rate in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation

The average GDP growth rate of Višegrad group countries was 2.31% from 2008 to 2018. It is 
important to notice that all countries recorded a positive average growth rate, where the high-
est mean GDP growth rate was identified in Poland (3.54%). On the other hand, Hungary had 
the smallest mean GDP growth of 1.33%, as well as, Czechia (1.79%) which is below average 
level. Finally, Slovakia had a mean GDP growth rate of 2.59% for the observed period. In the 
last five years, the Višegrad group economy had an average GDP growth rate of 3.72%, whereas 
Poland’s economy mostly increased by 4.06% on average level.

After presenting the GDP growth rate, there is the level of gross domestic product per capita and 
share of export in GDP in Višegrad group countries. The average GDPpc of Višegrad group coun-
tries was 16601 dollars in the observed period, whereas Czechia recorded the highest GDPpc of 
20302 dollars. Likewise, Slovakia had an average GDPpc of 17602 dollars which is above average 
level, while Hungary and Poland recorded below-average GDPpc of 13880 dollars and 13418 dollars.

Figure 2. GDPpc in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation

After presenting the GDP growth rate, there is the level of gross domestic product per capita and 
share of export in GDP in Višegrad group countries. The average GDPpc of Višegrad group coun-
tries was 16601 dollars in the observed period, whereas Czechia recorded the highest GDPpc of 
20302 dollars. Likewise, Slovakia had an average GDPpc of 17602 dollars which is above average 
level, while Hungary and Poland recorded below-average GDPpc of 13880 dollars and 13418 dollars.



41

Is the Tourism-Led Growth Hypothesis Valid for Višegrad Group Countries?

Figure 3. Export in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation

The economic structure of Višegrad group countries is dominantly based on export. The impor-
tance of export is manifested in fact that the average export share is 72.73% of GDP which 
reveals enough how this component is important for economic development in these countries. 
The highest mean export share in GDP is identified in Slovakia (87.59%), while the smallest 
average export share in GDP is recorded in Poland (45.09%) for the observed period.

Figure 4. Tourism share in Višegrad group countries (% of GDP)
Source: Authors calculation

The average tourism share in Višegrad group countries was 6.8% of the gross domestic product 
in 2018. The highest tourism share is manifested in Hungary (8.5%), while the tourism share is 
the smallest in Poland (4.5%). According to data from 2017, these countries increased tourism 
contribution to the gross domestic product, respectively Hungary (2.25%), Poland (0.75%), Slo-
vakia, (0.69%) and Czechia (0.40%).

In order to provide the real state of international tourism arrivals in Višegrad group countries, 
we analyzed their relative trends from 2008 to 2018. The results show that the number of inter-
national tourism arrivals mostly increased in Czechia and Slovakia for the observed period. 
Namely, these countries recorded an average growth rate of 5.22% and 5.18%, while Hungary 
and Poland had a mean growth rate of 3.88% and 3.96%. Analyzing the countries, the highest 
growth rate of international tourism arrivals is identified in Slovakia (29.25% in 2015).

On the other hand, the number of international tourism arrivals is mostly decreased in Poland 
(-10.17% in 2008) and Slovakia (-11.33% in 2017). It is also important to notice that in the last five 
years, these countries recorded a positive growth rate of this indicator, except Slovakia in 2017.
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Figure 5. Relative trend of international tourism arrivals in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation

Figure 6. Relative trend of international tourism receipts in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation

After analyzing the number of international tourism arrivals, there is a relative trend of inter-
national tourism receipts in Višegrad group countries for the observed period. Selected coun-
tries recorded a positive growth rate at an average level from 2008 to 2018. The highest average 
growth of international tourism receipts is identified in Hungary (5.58%) and Poland (4.58%), 
while Czechia and Slovakia had smaller growth rates of 1.73% and 3.29%. Looking at the coun-
tries, the maximum growth rate is recorded in Hungary (21.11% in 2009), Slovakia (16.37% in 
2015) and Poland (14.29% in 2017). Further, the international tourism receipts mostly decreased 
in Poland (-19.51%) in 2009 and Hungary (-13.57%) in 2010. 

Figure 7. Tourism employment in Višegrad group countries
Source: Authors calculation
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Figure 7 manifests the number of employees in the tourism sector in Višegrad group countries 
from 2008 to 2018. The average employment in the tourism sector is 233010, where Hungary 
had the highest mean number of employees in the tourism sector (366143). During the observed 
period, tourism employment increased in Hungary and Poland, where the number of employ-
ees enhances to 86662 and 13300. Contrary, Czechia recorded a slight drop of 645 employees, 
while a significant drop of 24617 employees is identified in Slovakia.

5.	 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

This segment implies descriptive statistics, panel unit root tests, panel data estimation and cau-
sality test in order which explanatory variables are significant for economic growth in Višegrad 
group countries.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics
Country GDPpc ITA ITR EMP EXP

Czechia
Mean 20302.36 27475091 6225.91 233897.6 73.36

Std. Dev. 1657.33 5152.36 421.26 5648.51 7.85
Max 23112 36268000 7024 241236 81.95
Min 17728 21850000 5679 225006 58.35

Hungary
Mean 13880.36 46219091 5899.55 366142.5 84.01

Std. Dev. 1265.41 6404.57 1133.46 44403.85 4.09
Max 16484 57667000 8162 427715 87.6
Min 12487 39554000 4789 316583 74.39

Poland
Mean 13417.91 70389000 9722.82 179156.4 45.92

Std. Dev. 1083.81 10159.32 1928.39 8701.32 6.31
Max 15425 85946000 13368 195675 55.24
Min 11541 53840000 7019 170061 37.15

Slovakia
Mean 17601.55 13319364 2129.64 152840.6 87.59

Std. Dev. 1055.67 2533.21 378.07 33201.46 8.98
Max 19579 17376000 2817 208257 96.37
Min 16197 9773000 1766 110493 68.04

Total
Mean 16300.54 39350636 5994.48 233009.3 72.73

Std. Dev. 3114.06 22662.47 2937.88 87523.12 17.86
Max 23112 9773000 13368 427715 96.37
Min 11541 85946000 1766 110493 37.14

Source: Authors calculation

Based on the Table, we can see that the mean gross domestic product per capita was 16300 dol-
lars in the Višegrad group from 2008 to 2018. Further, the average share of export is 72.73% 
of gross domestic product, while Slovakia and Hungary had a mean share above 80% of GDP. 
Analyzing tourism indicators, we can see that the mean international tourism arrivals were 
39350636, where tourism employment was 233009 at the average level for the observed period. 
Finally, these countries recorded international tourism receipts of 59994 billion dollars.
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Table 3. Panel unit root test
H0: Panels contain unit roots
H1: Panels are stationary

Variables Number of panels LLC test IPS test Breitung test

GDPpc 4 -5.810
(0.003)

-2.936
(0.001)

-2.125
(0.016)

ITA 4 -4.543
(0.000)

-3.639
(0.002)

-1.819
(0.034)

ITR 4 -3.853
(0.007)

-3.306
(0.009)

-1.931
(0.027)

EMP 4 -4.247
(0.0267)

-3.696
(0.063)

-1.151
(0.082)

Source: Authors calculation

To identify the stationarity of the panels series, we used panel units root tests such as LLC, IPS 
and Hadri test. Results from Table 3 show that panel series are stationary at a level of 5% and 
it provides to implement panel regression models such as the fixed effects model and random 
effects model. 

Table 4. Panel Data Estimation
Variable RE FE
GDPpc Coeff. Prob. Coeff. Prob.
ITA 0.491 0.000 0.193 0.049
TIR 0.534 0.000 0.364 0.028
EMP 0.139 0.004 0.078 0.035
EXP 0.612 0.003 0.132 0.019
C 3.55 0.000 3.56 0.000
R-squared 0.846 0.396
Model specification Chi-Sq. d.f. Prob.
Hausman test 2(6) = 6.80 0.339

Source: Authors calculation

Table 4 manifests the impact of selected tourism indicators such as international tourism arriv-
als, international tourism receipts and tourism employment on gross domestic product per capita 
in Višegrad group countries. Results of Hausman test determined that the random effects model is 
appropriate for the analysis of explanatory variables on economic growth in the observed period. 
The random model explains 84.6% variations of independent variables and shows a significant effect 
of selected tourism indicators on gross domestic product per capita in observed countries. The cho-
sen model shows that ITA, ITR and EMP have a positive impact on GDPpc where a 1% increase of 
these variables improves economic growth for 0.49%, 0.53% and 0.14%. Finally, variable EXP has 
a positive impact on GDPpc in these economies. Precisely, a 1% increase in export improves eco-
nomic growth by 0.61% for the observed period. The empirical findings show that these countries 
should focus on a higher share of the tourism industry in GDP as well as a greater level of interna-
tional tourism receipts and number of arrivals in order to provide rapid economic activity.

Table 5 represents the causality between economic growth and tourism indicators in Višegrad 
group countries from 2008 to 2018. The results show that there is bidirectional causality between 
GDPpc and tourism indicators such as international tourism receipts and international tourism 
arrivals. On the other hand, the results confirmed that there is unidirectional causality from 
EMP to GDPpc, as well as EXP to GDPpc. These findings indicate the importance of tourism 
indicators and export for the economic structure of selected countries.
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Table 5. Causality test
Direction W-stat Z-stat P-value
ITA→GDPpc 1.3323 2.9442 0.0029
GDPpc→ITA 1.5805 2.1176 0.0352
ITR→GDPpc 1.7309 2.8034 0.0017
GDPpc→ITR 1.8655 2.6117 0.0226
EMP→GDPpc 1.5263 2.6278 0.0011
GDPpc→EMP 1.6399 0.9051 0.2463
EXP→GDPpc 2.2812 4.6403 0.0000
GDPpc→EXP 1.2791 0.3947 0.6931

Source: Authors calculation

6.	 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The tourism sector reflects an essential component in the world economic structure and its faster 
growth should provide positive effects on the economic development. Višegrad group region has 
great potential to develop the tourism area and intensify this sector by using all existing natural 
and material resources. The issue of the tourism sector and economic growth is important for 
policymakers in creating an appropriate tourism strategy and environment. The chapter evalu-
ated the impact of tourism indicators on economic growth in selected Višegrad group countries 
such as Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia for the period 2008- 2018. The empirical study 
includes the most important tourism indicators such as international tourism arrivals, interna-
tional tourism receipts and tourism employment, as well as export as one of the most important 
macroeconomic components in the Višegrad group economy. In this chapter, we estimated the 
impact of selected variables on economic growth measured by gross domestic product per cap-
ita. Empirical results of the panel random effects model show that the tourism sector has a sig-
nificant and positive effect on economic growth in these countries, which implies that H0 can be 
accepted because all tourism indicators positively affect economic growth. Similarly, H1, H2, H3 
and H4 can be accepted, where ITA, ITR, EMP and EXP have a significant and positive impact 
on GDPpc. Panel random effects model shows that ITA, ITR and EMP have a positive impact 
on GDPpc where a 1% increase of these variables improves economic growth for 0.49%, 0.53% 
and 0.14%. Finally, variable EXP has a positive impact on GDPpc in these countries. Namely, 
a 1% increase in export improves economic growth by 0.61% for the observed period. Further, 
causality analysis shows that there is a bidirectional relationship between GDPpc and tour-
ism indicators such has ITR and ITA. Also, empirical results identified unidirectional causality 
from EMP to GDPpc, as well as, EXP to GDPpc. These findings show that policymakers should 
focus on selected tourism indicators, as well as, export, in order to provide lucrative impli-
cations for economic growth in Višegrad group countries. The empirical results showed that 
Poland should use the tourism-led growth before reaching greater development and this would 
bring rising return performance for the GDP growth. On the other hand, Czechia and Hungary 
should focus more on achieving higher overall economic development so the spillovers to the 
tourism sector could be higher (Škrinjarić, 2019). The contribution of this research is reflected 
in the fact that there are not many studies that have investigated the tourism-led growth hypoth-
esis in this region. Consequently, each kind of new finding on the relationship between tourism 
and economic growth provides additional views and opinions during profiling economic policy 
on tourism development.
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