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Spatial and Temporal Characteristics of Xinjiang Tourism Economy Based on Fractal Theory
HONG Bo, LI Hong-xu" , MA Hao
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Abstract

angles of analysis conclusion derived from different data processing methods, which could help to accurately understand the spatial and temporal

(Xin jiang Zhentianhuaneng Environmental Engineering and Technology Co. , Ltd. , Urumqi, Xinjiang
Spatial and temporal characteristics of regional tourism economy were the basis of the tourism planning and implementation. Different

characteristics of regional tourism economic distribution, and was of positive significance to scientific tourism planning. Based on the statistical
data of 14 prefectures (cities) in Xinjiang, the aggregation dimension and the correlation dimension of Xinjiang tourism economy in 2005 —2012
were measured by fractal theory. Results showed that the development level of Xinjiang tourism economy could be divided into relatively devel-
oped region (Urumqi, direct counties and cities of Ili) and relatively lagging region (Hetian area, Bozhou) , showing the trend of relatively lag-
ging region changing to relatively developed region. At the same time, as the tourism central cities of Xinjiang, Urumgqi had relatively strong ag-
gregation effects. Therefore, the key to optimize Xinjiang tourism economy was to establish a perfect optimization circle of tourism. The radiation
effects tourism optimization circle could make the development level of Xinjiang tourism economy break the original state, and achieve a higher

level.
Key words Xinjiang; Tourism Economy; Characteristics; Fractal
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Table 1 Evaluation index system of tourism economic development of

Xinjiang
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Table 2 Tourism economic index of Xinjiang fourteen prefectures ( cities) from 2005 to 2012

WX Area 2005 4 2006 4 2007 4 2008 4 2009 4 2010 4 2011 47 2012 4%
L& K55 Urumgi 3.07517 3.0956 2.990 2 3.034 8 2.981 8 2.888 0 2.183 6 2.116 3
RN E Tl prefecture 0.1810 0.096 1 0.161 3 0.200 8 0.1913 0.3233 0.391 6 0.387 5
P& ZE M X Altay Area 0.029 8 -0.0177 0.100 2 0.055 8 0.122 4 0.0313 0.161 3 0.227 4
=1 Bazhou -0.193 5 -0.1809 -0.186 6 -0.151 4 -0.105 1 -0.0530 -0.017 3 -0.001 5
WX Kashi Area -0.089 6 0.010 1 -0.056 1 -0.0739 -0.0715 -0.089 0 -0.058 2 -0.056 3
i [X. Turpan Area -0.217 4 -0.240 5 -0.125 1 -0.1951 -0.147 1 -0.074 0 -0.1599 -0.191 4
P[5 1 IX. Aksu Area -0.267 2 -0.2830 -0.278 0 -0.283 8 -0.297 6 -0.2710 -0.171 4 -0.126 0
M2 IX. Hami Area -0.278 4 -0.2239 -0.3010 -0.236 1 -0.2430 -0.3100 -0.2191 -0.249 6
E 7 M Changji Prefecture -0.357'1 -0.290 2 -0.274 8 -0.2927 -0.2398 -0.3020 -0.256 8 -0.2237
e hi ISR T Karamay City -0.368 1 -0.3322 -0.3212 -0.3808 -0.3558 -0.3500 -0.294 3 -0.296 8
FNH X Hetian Area -0.302 1 -0.3222 -0.338 3 -0.3253 -0.3515 -0.4110 -0.33138 -0.348 7
&S X, Tacheng area -0.400 5 -0.4150 -0.4304 -0.4324 -0.474 8 -0.4570 -0.3752 -0.373 4
1#HH Bopzhou -0.407 2 -0.418 1 -0.4358 -0.442 1 -0.482 8 -0.456 0 -0.399 1 -0.3933
LM Kezhou -0.405 4 -0.478 3 -0.504 5 -0.478 0 -0.526 5 -0.468 0 -0.453 5 -0.470 5
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Table 3 Geographical sense of agglomeration dimension
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Table 4 Geographical sense of correlation dimension

%?Eiffié ?é%?’ﬂf’ﬁl D
) HERRE AR
?(7 Criterion of Geographical significance
ode aggregation of aggregation
dimension dimension D
1 D,—0 T X RWEL T R 1 — 7 [ R
2 D,—1 R EXRIFLTT R R EEALE R —KF L
3 D,—2 F X R WEZ T A AR X
4
3
g 2
1
4 0.5 1.0
LnR,

E1 2012 F£REHHNTEE
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Fig.4 Ln-In of agglomeration dimension in 2009
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Table 5 The aggregation dimension of Xinjiang tourism economy

AEARY Year D, R’ D, R

2012 5.032 0.997 0 2.409 0.992 0
2011 5.403 0.998 7 2.350 0.984 7
2010 6.082 0.996 2 2.867 0.949 2
2009 6.690 0.998 9 3.080 0.987 0
2008 7.259 0.997 8 2.964 0.9819
2007 7.122 0.995 5 3.155 0.986 3
2006 7.944 0.997 0 3.275 0.978 6
2005 7.755 0.995 0 2.963 0.982 1
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Table 6 The correlation dimension of Xinjiang tourism economy

i{f D, R D, R

2012 0.425 0.957 0.512 0.970
2011 0.447 0.921 0.510 0.971
2010 0.487 0.900 0.505 0.975
2009 0.530 0.965 0.586 0.981
2008 0.583 0.903 0.527 0.979
2007 0.597 0.932 0.543 0.983
2006 0.696 0.940 0.534 0.987
2005 1.091 0.945 0.519 0.976

RT KBREH D HBREE

Table 7 The lapse rate value of correlation dimension D %

A4 Year W, W,
2012 -4.9 0.4
2011 -8.2 1.0
2010 -8.1 -13.8
2009 -9.1 11.2
2008 -2.3 -2.9
2007 -14.2 1.7
2006 -36.2 2.9
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Table 3 Evaluation of public welfare forest compensation standard of forest farmers %
P FAFTEA TR MR BB, S 75 IR X AMEBRE AN
ﬁ'r(ffl e whether farmers were wiling to exit the public welfare forest Evaluation on compensation standard
& Yes 7 No AHisE Uncertainty FLARW 3 basically satisfied ANV 2 Not satisfied
VLPY Jiangxi 46 40 14 3 97
Wil Zhejiang 18 57 25 18 82
HM Guizhou 8 82 10 25 75
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