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THE ROLE OF DESTINATION MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONS IN TOURISM PUBLIC-PRIVATE
PARTNERSHIPS IN KAZAKHSTAN

This study examines the role of Destination Management Organizations (DMOs) in facilitating public—private
partnerships (PPPs) within Kazakhstan'’s tourism sector in the context of a transitional economy. The study focuses
on the institutional and relational conditions that shape DMO—stakeholder interaction, with particular attention to
stakeholder coordination, institutional constraints, and power relations. Primary data were collected through 14
semi-structured interviews with representatives of public tourism authorities, tourism development organisations,
business associations, private tourism enterprises, and tourism experts. The data were analysed using thematic
analysis. The findings indicate that DMOs perform an important intermediary role by facilitating communication,
coordinating stakeholders, supporting tourism initiatives, and connecting public authorities with private-sector
actors. However, their capacity to influence strategic decision-making is constrained by limited institutional authority,
administrative barriers, resource dependence, and the concentration of decision-making power within public
institutions. The findings therefore distinguish between the coordination role of DMOs and their formal decision-
making authority within the tourism governance system. The study contributes to the literature by examining how
institutional capacity and power relations shape the role of DMOs in tourism PPPs in a transitional economy.
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Introduction. Public—private partnerships (PPPs) have become an important governance mechanism
for mobilising public and private resources for tourism development. Through cooperation between
government authorities, private businesses, investors, and other tourism stakeholders, PPPs can facilitate
the development of tourism infrastructure, services, attractions, and destination management initiatives.
Such partnerships can combine resources and capabilities that may not be available to either the public or
private sector independently. In PPP arrangements, private partners may contribute financial resources,
managerial expertise, operational capabilities, and innovation, while public authorities provide institutional
support, regulatory frameworks, and alignment with broader tourism development objectives. However,
PPP outcomes are shaped not only by contractual arrangements but also by institutional capacity, the
distribution of responsibilities, stakeholder interests, and the allocation of decision-making authority.

In order to create well-coordinated destination strategies and a good investment environment,
coordination of the entire organization is necessary. But in practice, coordination is often hampered by
fragmented administrative powers, diverging targets, ineffective decision-making processes and weak
mechanisms. These hurdles aren't only when cooperation is happening but also when the community is
working together to achieve the goals and pool resources in the framework of the existing institutional
structure. As intermediaries between state and private commercial entities, DMOs play an important role.
Beyond destination promotion, they also have the capacity to conduct dialogue, form joint ventures and
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drive collective action. Tourism development requires interaction among a wide range of stakeholders,
including government authorities, Destination Management Organizations (DMOs), private tourism
enterprises, investors, and industry associations. Effective coordination among these actors is important for
developing integrated destination strategies and creating conditions conducive to tourism investment.
However, coordination may be constrained by fragmented administrative responsibilities, diverging
institutional priorities, complex decision-making processes, and limited mechanisms for stakeholder
participation.

Existing research has examined PPPs, stakeholder collaboration, and destination governance from
various perspectives. However, less attention has been paid to how DMOs operate within power relations
between public authorities and private tourism actors and how these relations influence stakeholder
collaboration and decision-making. The research problem addressed in this study therefore concerns the
insufficient understanding of the institutional and relational factors that shape the role of DMOs in public—
private cooperation in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector.

As intermediaries between public authorities and private tourism actors, DMOs can play an important
role in facilitating communication, stakeholder coordination, destination development, and collective
action. However, the extent of their influence depends on their institutional mandate, regulatory position,
organisational resources, and relationships with other stakeholders. While the literature on DMOs and
tourism governance is extensive, the role and institutional capacity of DMOs in facilitating public—private
partnerships remain insufficiently examined in transitional and post-transition economies. This gap is
particularly relevant to Kazakhstan, where tourism governance structures and PPP mechanisms continue to
evolve.

The aim of the study is to examine how Destination Management Organizations contribute to
stakeholder coordination and the development of public—private partnerships in Kazakhstan’s tourism
sector. To achieve this aim, the study addresses the following research questions:

RQ1. What role do DMOs play in coordinating tourism stakeholders in Kazakhstan?

RQ2. What institutional factors facilitate or constrain the ability of DMOs to support tourism PPPs?

RQ3. How do power relations between public and private stakeholders influence the role of DMOs in
tourism governance and PPP development?

The study adopts a qualitative case study design. Primary data were collected through 14 semi-
structured interviews with stakeholders involved in tourism governance, development, investment, and
public—private cooperation in Kazakhstan. The interview data were analysed using thematic analysis.

Primary data were collected through semi-structured interviews with stakeholders possessing relevant
professional experience in tourism governance, investment, tourism development, or public—private
cooperation. Participants were selected through purposive sampling to ensure that the study included
individuals with direct knowledge and professional experience relevant to tourism governance, tourism
development, investment, or public—private cooperation. The participants represented public tourism
authorities, tourism development organizations, business associations, private tourism enterprises, and
tourism industry experts. In total, 14 semi-structured interviews were conducted. Due to the geographical
distribution of participants across Kazakhstan, interviews were conducted online using video-conferencing
platforms, including Zoom and Microsoft Teams. Interviews lasted approximately 40—60 minutes and
followed a semi-structured interview guide aligned with the research objectives.

The interview guide covered four principal areas: participants’ experiences of tourism governance and
public—private cooperation; perceptions of the role of DMOs in coordinating tourism stakeholders;
opportunities and challenges associated with tourism PPPs; and institutional factors influencing stakeholder
cooperation and decision-making. Interviews were conducted in Kazakh or Russian, according to
participants’ preferences, and subsequently transcribed for analysis. Participants’ identities were
anonymised and replaced with identification codes to maintain confidentiality.

Attention was given to stakeholder coordination, the institutional role of DMOs, power relations
between public and private actors, and institutional constraints affecting PPP development during the
interview. This analytical approach enabled the study to identify patterns across stakeholder perspectives
while also capturing differences in how public and private actors understand governance, collaboration,
and decision-making in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector.

Literature review. Tourism has become an important driver of economic growth, regional
development, and destination competitiveness. Contemporary tourism research emphasizes that sustainable
destination development depends on effective governance systems capable of coordinating the interests of
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multiple stakeholders, including public authorities, private businesses, local communities, and civil society
organizations [ 1, 6].

Previous studies indicate that PPPs enable governments to combine public resources with private-
sector expertise and innovation, thereby enhancing tourism competitiveness and supporting long-term
destination development [4, 7]. In Kazakhstan, PPPs have been increasingly promoted as an instrument for
implementing tourism development strategies and expanding tourism infrastructure [13,14].

Destination Management Organizations (DMOs) play a central role in coordinating tourism
stakeholders and facilitating collaboration within destinations. The literature identifies DMOs as
organizations responsible for destination planning, marketing, stakeholder engagement, product
development, and investment promotion [2, 3]. Their intermediary position enables them to strengthen
cooperation between public institutions and private tourism enterprises while supporting integrated
destination management.

The effectiveness of Destination Management Organizations largely depends on the quality of
stakeholder relationships and institutional capacity. Previous studies demonstrate that trust, cooperation,
and continuous communication among stakeholders significantly improve collective decision-making and
destination competitiveness [8]. At the same time, governance effectiveness may be constrained by unequal
power distribution among tourism actors. Research has shown that public authorities often retain dominant
decision-making authority, limiting the influence of private-sector stakeholders in partnership arrangements
[5, 11, 12].

Recent tourism governance research has increasingly focused on institutional arrangements that
facilitate stakeholder collaboration and sustainable destination management. Existing studies have
examined governance models, collaborative networks, and partnership mechanisms across various tourism
destinations [6, 9, 10]. Nevertheless, empirical evidence regarding the governance role of DMOs in
facilitating public—private partnerships within transitional economies remains limited.

The governance role of DMOs in strengthening tourism PPPs under conditions of institutional
transformation has not been sufficiently explored. This study addresses this research gap by investigating
how Destination Management Organizations facilitate stakeholder collaboration and contribute to the
development of public—private partnerships in Kazakhstan's tourism sector.

DMOs act as intermediary institutions that help connect public authorities and private stakeholders
within the tourism governance system [15]. Through stakeholder coordination and strategic planning
processes, DMOs facilitate collaboration between actors involved in tourism development initiatives.
Power relations represent an important dimension of tourism governance within PPP arrangements. The
distribution of decision-making authority, access to resources, and institutional influence may shape how
tourism development initiatives are implemented. In transitional economies, government institutions often
retain strong influence over tourism policy and development strategies, while private sector actors
participate within institutional frameworks established by public authorities.

Main part. The interaction between DMOs, PPP mechanisms, and power relations ultimately
influences tourism development outcomes. Effective collaboration between stakeholders may contribute to
improving destination competitiveness, attracting tourism investment, and supporting sustainable tourism
development. Conversely, imbalanced power relations or weak institutional coordination may limit the
effectiveness of tourism partnerships.

In recent years, national tourism policy has aimed to increase the sector’s contribution to regional
development, employment creation, and investment attraction. Figure 1 illustrates the dynamics of
investment in fixed capital in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector during 2019-2025. The data indicate an overall
increase in investment activity over the period. In 2019, investment in fixed capital in the tourism sector
amounted to KZT 502 billion, compared with KZT 947.6 billion in 2024 and KZT 1,256.9 billion in 2025.
Thus, between 2019 and 2025, investment increased by KZT 754.9 billion, representing an increase of
approximately 150.4% or 2.5 times the 2019 level. In 2025 alone, investment increased by approximately
32.6% compared with 2024. The observed increase indicates a substantial expansion of investment activity
in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector and provides an important economic context for the development of tourism
infrastructure and public—private cooperation.
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Figure — 1. Dynamics of investments in fixed capital in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector,
2019-2025
*compiled by the authors based on the data of the source [13].

As shown in Figure 2, the total number of PPP and concession agreements in Kazakhstan increased
from 1,140 in 2022 to 1,257 in 2025, while the number of operating projects decreased from 805 to 697
over the same period. These indicators cover PPP and concession projects across different sectors of the
Kazakhstani economy and therefore should not be interpreted as direct evidence of the performance or
challenges of tourism PPP projects. Rather, they provide contextual information on the broader institutional
environment in which tourism PPPs operate.

The national PPP statistics also distinguish between different stages of the contractual lifecycle.
According to the latest available national PPP statistics, 411 projects had been completed and 149
agreements had been terminated. These categories should be considered separately from operating projects.
In particular, the completion or expiry of a PPP agreement does not necessarily indicate project failure,
whereas termination represents a different contractual outcome. Therefore, changes in the number of
operating projects cannot, by themselves, be interpreted as evidence of PPP inefficiency. Accordingly,
national PPP indicators are used in this study only to characterise the broader institutional environment for
public—private cooperation in Kazakhstan. They are not treated as direct measures of the performance of
tourism PPPs. Sector-specific conclusions regarding stakeholder interaction, institutional constraints, and
power relations in tourism PPPs are instead based on the qualitative evidence obtained through 14 semi-
structured interviews and analysed using thematic analysis.
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Figure — 2. Public—private partnership and concession agreements and operating projects
in Kazakhstan, 2022-2025
*compiled by the authors based on official PPP statistics.
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The growth in tourism investment provides an important economic context for examining public—
private cooperation in Kazakhstan. However, investment growth alone does not indicate how effectively
public and private stakeholders interact or how decision-making authority is distributed within tourism
partnerships. These institutional and relational dimensions were therefore examined through the qualitative
component of the study. By acting as intermediary institutions, DMOs can reduce transaction costs between
public and private actors, improve communication regarding investment opportunities, and support the
coordination of tourism development priorities (Figure-3). They may also help reduce information
asymmetries by promoting destinations, disseminating market data, and facilitating dialogue among
stakeholders. From this perspective, the contribution of DMOs to tourism PPPs extends beyond marketing
and includes broader economic governance functions.
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Figure — 3. Economic role of DMOs in tourism PPP development
*developed by the authors based on the study findings

The case of Kazakhstan also demonstrates the importance of regional differentiation in tourism
economics. While some destinations benefit from stronger infrastructure and better market access, others
remain constrained by weak investment appeal and limited institutional support. This suggests that the
development of tourism public-private partnerships (PPPs) should be addressed not only as a national policy
issue but also as a regional economic challenge. Destination Management Organizations (DMOs) are
critical for overcoming regional development imbalances as these organizations help local development by
identifying high-priority locations, helping local spatial growth strategy development and matching capital
investments to existing territorial assets. Tourism-based public-private partnerships (PPPs) in Kazakhstan
are promoting destination development through attraction of capital, development of tourism infrastructure
and employment in the local economy. But to achieve these results more than just financial capital is
needed; good institutional governance, cross-stakeholder engagement and proactive DMO leadership are
equally important. Thus, tourism PPPs should not be just physical infrastructure-based on capital but should
also be a pillar of a larger institutional governance framework and also be seen as key to building the
resilience of destinations and raising the competitiveness of the region.

Data collection and analysis. Primary data were collected through 14 semi-structured interviews
conducted between January 2026 and May 2026 with stakeholders possessing relevant professional
experience in tourism governance, tourism development, investment, or public—private cooperation in
Kazakhstan. Participants were selected through purposive sampling to ensure that the study included
individuals with direct knowledge and professional experience relevant to tourism governance, tourism
development, investment, or public—private cooperation. The inclusion criteria were: (1) professional
involvement in tourism governance, tourism development, investment, or public—private partnership-
related activities; (2) direct experience of interaction with public or private tourism stakeholders; and (3)
sufficient professional knowledge to discuss the role of DMOs and tourism partnerships.

The 14 participants represented 5 representatives of public tourism authorities, 2 representatives of
tourism development organisations/DMOs, 3 representatives of business associations, 2 representatives of
private tourism enterprises, and 2 tourism experts. To protect participants’ confidentiality, anonymised
identification codes (P01-P14) were assigned to all interviewees.
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Interviews were conducted online using video-conferencing platforms, including Zoom and Microsoft
Teams. Each interview lasted approximately 40—60 minutes and followed a semi-structured interview guide
based on the research questions and the literature on tourism governance, stakeholder collaboration, DMOs,
and PPPs.

Thematic analysis was conducted in several stages. First, interview transcripts were read repeatedly
to ensure familiarity with the data. Second, initial codes were assigned to statements relating to stakeholder
coordination, the role of DMOs, PPP development, institutional constraints, and decision-making. These
analytical areas were informed by the research questions and relevant literature and therefore constituted
an initial coding framework rather than predetermined themes. Third, additional codes were generated
inductively from participants’ responses when issues not anticipated in the initial framework emerged.
Fourth, related codes were grouped into broader categories and reviewed across the interview dataset.
Finally, the resulting themes were compared across stakeholder groups, particularly between public-sector
and private-sector participants, to identify areas of convergence and divergence.

The final thematic structure comprised four interrelated themes: (1) the coordinating role of DMOs,
(2) stakeholder collaboration, (3) institutional constraints affecting PPP development, and (4) power
relations within public—private partnerships.

Table — 1
Profile of Interview Participants by Stakeholder Group

Stakeholder group Number Codes

Public tourism authorities 5 PO1-P05
Tourism development organisations/DMOs 2 P06-P07
Business associations 3 P0O8-P10
Private tourism enterprises 2 P11-P12
Tourism experts 2 P13-P14
Total 14 P01-P14

*compiled by the authors based on the interview data

Results. The interview data provide empirical evidence of how Destination Management
Organizations (DMOs) operate within Kazakhstan’s tourism sector. Thematic analysis identified four
integrated and interrelated themes concerning the role of DMOs in Kazakhstan’s tourism PPP landscape:
(1) the coordinating role of DMOs, (2) stakeholder collaboration, (3) institutional constraints affecting PPP
development, and (4) power relations within public—private partnerships. Together, these themes illustrate
the intermediary functions performed by DMOs while also highlighting institutional constraints and
asymmetries in decision-making authority within tourism governance.

Coordinating role of DMOs. A recurring theme across the interviews was the intermediary role of
Destination Management Organizations (DMOs) in connecting public authorities, tourism businesses,
business associations, and other stakeholders involved in destination development. Participants described
DMOs as facilitating communication, disseminating information, supporting tourism initiatives, and
creating opportunities for interaction among stakeholders. Their role was therefore perceived as extending
beyond destination promotion to include the coordination of stakeholders involved in tourism development.

In the Kazakhstani context, Kazakh Tourism was frequently referred to as an important institutional
actor facilitating interaction between public authorities and tourism businesses. Participants associated its
activities with destination promotion, tourism development initiatives, industry meetings, investment-
related activities, and stakeholder engagement. These activities were described as providing opportunities
for tourism actors to exchange information, establish professional contacts, and coordinate activities related
to destination development.

The interviews also highlighted the role of DMOs in connecting stakeholders with different
institutional interests and responsibilities. Participants described situations in which DMOs acted as an
intermediary between government institutions and tourism businesses by communicating information,
facilitating contacts, and supporting joint initiatives. As one participant explained, “The DMO brings
together representatives from government and business, so we can communicate with each other and
discuss issues related to tourism development” (P0S). This account illustrates how the intermediary
function of DMOs is experienced at the stakeholder level, particularly through their role in facilitating

332



BECTHHUK Ka3zaxckoro yHuBepcuTeTa 3KOHOMUKH, (PMHAHCOB H ME:KAYHAPOIAHON TOprosJim, 2026 — Ne3 (64)

communication and creating opportunities for interaction among actors who may otherwise have limited
direct contact.

The coordinating function of DMOs was also associated with the organisation of meetings, forums,
consultations, and other stakeholder-engagement activities. Such mechanisms provide channels through
which tourism businesses and other stakeholders can communicate their interests and obtain information
about public initiatives. However, participants indicated that the existence of coordination mechanisms
does not necessarily mean that DMOs or participating stakeholders have equivalent influence over strategic
decisions.

A distinction therefore emerged between the coordination function of DMOs and their formal
decision-making authority. Participants described DMOs as actively facilitating communication and
stakeholder interaction, while strategic policy priorities, regulatory decisions, and the allocation of public
resources remained largely within the remit of public authorities. As one participant noted, “The DMO can
bring stakeholders together and coordinate our discussions, but it does not make the final decisions. The
main decisions are still made by the relevant government authorities” (P13). This suggests that DMOs may
facilitate the process through which stakeholders interact without necessarily possessing the statutory
authority to determine the final direction of tourism policy or investment decisions.

The findings further indicate that the effectiveness of the coordinating role depends on the institutional
position and resources available to DMOs. Participants referred to the importance of organisational
capacity, access to information, relationships with public authorities, and the ability to maintain
communication with private-sector stakeholders. Consequently, the interviews portray DMOs as
intermediary and coordinating actors within Kazakhstan’s tourism governance system, while their capacity
to influence strategic priorities is shaped by the broader institutional distribution of authority.

Overall, the findings indicate that the primary contribution of DMOs identified by participants lies in
connecting stakeholders, facilitating communication, and supporting coordination rather than exercising
formal decision-making authority. This distinction provides an important basis for understanding the
subsequent findings concerning stakeholder collaboration, institutional constraints, and power relations
within tourism PPPs.

Stakeholder collaboration.The second theme concerned the nature and extent of stakeholder
collaboration in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector. Participants described tourism development as involving
multiple actors, including public authorities, tourism businesses, business associations, investors,
destination management organisations, and other tourism-related institutions. In this context, collaboration
was understood not simply as communication between stakeholders, but as the extent to which different
actors could participate in discussions, exchange information, and contribute to tourism development
initiatives.

Participants identified meetings, forums, consultations, and joint initiatives as important mechanisms
for maintaining interaction between stakeholders. These mechanisms provided opportunities for tourism
businesses and other private-sector actors to communicate their concerns, obtain information about
government initiatives, and establish contacts with relevant institutions. However, the existence of such
mechanisms did not necessarily ensure that all stakeholder groups had equal opportunities to influence
decisions.

Several participants, including representatives of business associations and private tourism enterprises
(P10-P11), referred to differences. In particular, smaller enterprises were described as having fewer
opportunities or resources to engage consistently in institutional discussions concerning tourism
development and investment. “For small businesses, it is not always easy to participate in these
discussions. They have their own daily work and limited resources, so they cannot always attend meetings
or be involved in the process” (P10). This suggests that formal opportunities for stakeholder participation
may coexist with differences in the capacity of stakeholders to make their interests visible within tourism
governance processes.

The interviews also indicated that collaboration was affected by the institutional position of the
stakeholders involved. Participants referred to administrative procedures, access to relevant information,
and relationships with public authorities as factors shaping the quality of public—private interaction. “/t is
easier to work with government when you already know the people and understand how the process works.
Sometimes information does not reach businesses directly, and this makes cooperation more difficult”
(P11). These accounts indicate that collaboration depends not only on the availability of communication
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platforms but also on stakeholders’ ability to access decision-making processes and maintain effective
institutional relationships.

Importantly, the findings distinguish between stakeholder interaction and substantive participation in
decision-making. Participants could communicate with public authorities, attend meetings, or contribute to
consultations without necessarily having a direct influence on final policy, regulatory, or investment
decisions. Thus, stakeholder collaboration appeared to be stronger at the level of information exchange and
coordination than at the level of strategic decision-making.

Overall, the interviews suggest that stakeholder collaboration in Kazakhstan’s tourism sector is
supported by established mechanisms of communication and coordination, but that participation remains
uneven across stakeholder groups. The findings therefore highlight the importance of examining not only
whether stakeholders are included in collaborative processes, but also the extent to which they can influence
decisions. This distinction provides a link between stakeholder collaboration and the institutional
constraints and power relations identified in the following themes.

The interviews further indicate that PPPs are increasingly viewed as a mechanism for mobilizing
private investment in tourism infrastructure and services. Participants referred to projects involving
accommodation, recreational facilities, and other tourism-related services. In these arrangements, PPPs can
combine public resources and institutional support with private-sector capital, expertise, and operational
capabilities.

From the perspective of destination management, this creates a potential role for DMOs in connecting
investment proposals with local tourism priorities. DMOs may help identify destination needs,
communicate these priorities to potential investors, and facilitate interaction between investors and public
authorities. However, the extent to which they can perform this role depends on whether they have sufficient
institutional authority and resources.

The findings indicate that DMOs play an important but institutionally constrained role in Kazakhstan’s
tourism PPP landscape. Their contribution is primarily associated with stakeholder coordination,
communication, relationship-building, and the facilitation of cooperation between public and private actors.
However, their capacity to influence high-level strategic and policy decisions remains limited by their
institutional position and the distribution of decision-making authority within the tourism governance
system. Tourism PPPs should therefore be understood not only in terms of capital mobilisation and project
financing, but also in terms of institutional capacity, administrative arrangements, stakeholder coordination,
and the distribution of decision-making power. Within this framework, public authorities retain
responsibility for regulatory decisions, public resources, and other functions within their statutory mandate,
while private-sector actors may contribute financial resources, managerial expertise, operational
capabilities, or services depending on the specific partnership arrangement.

Institutional constraints affecting PPP development. However, participants also highlighted
several challenges associated with the implementation of PPP initiatives in tourism development. One of
the most frequently mentioned challenges concerns bureaucratic procedures and administrative barriers that
may slow down the implementation of tourism investment projects. In addition, some respondents noted
that private investors may perceive tourism investment projects as relatively risky due to market
uncertainties and regulatory complexities.

Strengthening cooperation between public authorities and private tourism businesses may help create
more favourable conditions for tourism investment and project implementation (Figure-4).

PPP outcomes

Government DMO Private sector = Tourism
Institutions | Cordination,comm [ Investent. services development,
Regulation, policy unication ’ competitiveness

Figure — 4. DMO-PPP interaction model in tourism governance
*developed by the authors based on stakeholder analysis and research findings.
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Power relations within public—private partnerships. Another important theme identified in the
interviews relates to power relations between stakeholders involved in tourism PPP initiatives.

While private-sector stakeholders may contribute financial resources, managerial skills, operational
expertise, or services depending on the partnership arrangement. When both public and private actors
participate actively in decision-making processes, partnerships may become more collaborative and
responsive to market conditions. Strengthening institutional mechanisms that encourage stakeholder
participation may therefore improve the governance of tourism PPP initiatives.

This finding reinforces the argument that governance structures in transitional economies remain state-
centered, where public institutions retain strategic control over development processes (Hall, 2011).

The findings of this study also highlight several institutional challenges affecting tourism governance
and PPP development in Kazakhstan. Participants identified issues such as limited stakeholder
coordination, bureaucratic procedures, and institutional fragmentation as potential barriers to effective
tourism development. Respondents also pointed to Kazakhstan’s considerable potential for tourism
development, particularly because of its natural landscapes, cultural heritage, and increasing interest from
international visitors. At the same time, participants stressed that this potential cannot be fully realized
without stronger institutional arrangements for cooperation and investment.

Nine of the 14 participants argued that DMOs could make a stronger strategic contribution to tourism
development if they were provided with broader statutory mandates and adequate resources. They added
that strengthening the DMO's status would improve cross-stakeholder alignment, investment attraction
efforts, and long-term strategic stability in regional destination planning. These findings are in line with
some of the literature on tourism governance. As Hall argues, governance structure determines the
architecture and organization of destination development, and Dredge and Jamal emphasise the importance
of collaborative governance and stakeholder participation in tourism policy-making. The present findings
indicate that such collaborative mechanisms exist in Kazakhstan, but that stakeholders’ influence over
strategic decision-making remains uneven The findings of this study further indicate that although DMOs
in Kazakhstan play an important role in the integration of tourism policy, they are structured in an
institutional context with asymmetrical decision-making power. Thus, while DMOs are good for
cooperating with others, their ability to shape strategic decisions in the context of macro-governance is
limited. Qualitative interviews show that there is a structural divide between the role of Destination
Management Organizations (DMOs) and the authority of state agencies to do so. At the same time, private-
sector involvement varied across partnership arrangements. In the broader PPP framework, private partners
may contribute capital, managerial expertise, and operational capabilities; however, the interview evidence
suggests that the extent and form of private-sector financial participation differ across tourism initiatives.
Some participants described private actors primarily in terms of service provision, operational expertise,
and consulting activities, while other accounts referred to private investment as an important component of
tourism development projects. Therefore, the findings do not assume a uniform financing model across
tourism partnerships but rather indicate variation in the degree and form of private-sector involvement. The
findings are consistent with Beritelli and Laesser’s assumption of power concentration in destination
governance networks, but distinct from the much more egalitarian notion of stakeholder engagement of
Bramwell and Lane. Although collaborative structures exist in Kazakhstan, decision-making authority
remains asymmetrically distributed among stakeholders. Empirical finding: Participants described public
authorities as retaining substantial influence over tourism policy, priority setting, and the allocation of
public resources.

Interpretation: This indicates an asymmetry between the coordinating role of DMOs and the formal
decision-making authority of public institutions.

Institutional constraints were another recurring issue in the interviews. Participants referred to
bureaucratic procedures and weaknesses in coordination as factors that can slow or complicate PPP
implementation. This observation is consistent with the broader literature on tourism governance, which
emphasizes the importance of institutional arrangements and coordination in tourism development [10]. At
the same time, the intermediary role attributed to DMOs aligns with the literature on destination
management, which recognizes DMOs as important actors in coordinating tourism stakeholders and
destination-related activities [2].

Conclusion.This study investigates the role of Destination Management Organizations (DMOs) in
facilitating public—private partnerships across Kazakhstan’s tourism sector. Based on 14 semi-structured
interviews with key tourism-sector stakeholders, the study examines how DMOs operate within
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Kazakhstan’s tourism governance system and how stakeholder and power relations shape destination
governance and collaboration. The finding indicate that Destination Management Organizations (DMOs)
are an important link between public authorities, private businesses, and other sectors. However, a
fundamental disconnect exists as the scope of their coordination role does not lead to a statutory authority
in the form of high-level policy-making. Strategic policy and investment decisions were described by
participants as remaining largely within the remit of public authorities. Public-private partnerships (PPPs)
may provide a structure that enables a public asset to be leveraged with private capital, operational know-
how, and management skills. But the success of these joint ventures depends on the institutional dynamic
that governs the development and execution of such projects. Systems-level vulnerabilities, such as
bureaucratic complexity, jurisdictional boundaries, inter-agency coordination, and asymmetric stakeholder
involvement, often hinder PPP structures from operating and driving destination growth.

An important implication of these findings is that strengthening tourism PPPs requires attention not
only to investment mechanisms but also to the governance structures surrounding them. For DMOs to make
a stronger contribution, their responsibilities and authority need to be more clearly defined, while
mechanisms for private-sector and other stakeholder participation should provide opportunities for
substantive input into tourism planning and investment decisions.

From a policy perspective, strengthening the institutional capacity of DMOs could improve
coordination between government and tourism businesses. Greater access to resources, clearer mandates,
and stronger opportunities for stakeholder participation may allow DMOs to move beyond a primarily
facilitating role and contribute more actively to destination planning and PPP development.

The study has several limitations. The analysis is based on stakeholder perspectives within the
Kazakhstani context and therefore does not capture all possible views on tourism governance. Future
research could incorporate the perspectives of regional authorities, tourism entrepreneurs, investors, and
local communities, as well as compare Kazakhstan with other transitional economies. Such comparative
research could provide a better understanding of how institutional conditions shape the role of DMOs in
tourism PPPs.

Overall, the findings suggest that the development of tourism PPPs in Kazakhstan is closely connected
to questions of governance and institutional capacity. The findings indicate that clearer institutional
mandates, adequate organisational resources, improved stakeholder coordination, and mechanisms for
substantive participation are relevant considerations for the further development of tourism PPP governance
in Kazakhstan.
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blp3a B.11I., AnbmyxamberoBa B.2K., blabipsic C.C., Tarmanos Y.C.

KA3AKCTAHJAYBI TYPU3M CAJTACBIHJIAYBI MEMJIEKETTIK-)KEKEHIEJIIK OPHITECTIKTE
JECTHUHANUAJIAPABI BACKAPY YUBIMJIAPBIHBIH POJII

AHJgaTna

by 3eprTeyne eTneni sKOHOMUKA >karaaiibiHaa KazakcTaHHBIH TypU3M CalachlHAAFbl MEMIICKETTIK-KEKEIIETiK
opirrrectikti (MJKO) maMmeITymarsl necTHHanusDIapabl Oackapy yibimpapbeiHblH (DMO) perni KapacThIpBIIaIBL.
3eprrey DMO MeH Myazeni TapanTapIslH e3apa 9peKeTTecyiH alKbIHAAHTBIH WHCTUTYLMOHAIIBIK JKOHE e3apa
KapbIM-KaTblHAC OKarJaiiapbelHa, aram aWTKaHda, MYAJEIl TapanTapAbl YHIecTipyre, WHCTHTYIHOHAIABIK
LIEKTeyJIepre KaHe OMIIK KaThIHacTapbhlHA OaFbITTaJIFaH.

OMIMPUKAIBIK AEPEKTEP TYPU3M CaIaChIHAAFbl MEMJICKETTIK OPTaHAAP IbIH, TyPU3M/Ii JAMBITY YHBIMIapBIHBIH,
Ou3HEeC KaybIMIACTHIKTAPBIHBIH, JKEKE TYPHCTIK KOCIMOPBIHAAPABIH OKLIAepl KoHE TYypH3M capaniibulapbIMCH
Kyprisiired 14 skaprTbhulail KypbUIbIMJANFaH cyxO0aT apKbUIbl JKHHANZBL. AJIBIHFAH JepeKTepli Taijay YIIiH
TaKBIPBINTHIK TAJJAY 9/IiC1 KOJAaHBUI/IBI.

3eprrey HoTmxkenepi KaszakcTanmarsl JecTHHANMSIIApAbI 0Oackapy YHBIMJAPBIHBIH JETAANABIK JKOHE
yitnecTipynriyiik MaHpI3bl PeJl aTKapaTbIHBIH KOPCETTi. ATan aWTKaHJa, oJap MEMJIEKETTIK OpraHiap MeH >KeKe
CEKTOp OKIJIepi apachlHIaFbl KOMMYHHKAIMSHBI KaMTaMachl3 €Telli, My/AJesl TapanTapAblH e3apa ic-KUMBUIbIH
yitnecripeni, TypucTik Gactamanap/ bl KOJIJaibl )KoHE TypH3M CallachblHa KATHICYIIbIIAP apachiH/la BIHTHIMAKTACTHIK
opHaryra bIKnan ereai. COHBIMEH Karap JeCTHHALMSIAPABI OacKapy YHBIMAAPIBIH CTPATETHSUIBIK MHICHIIMIEp
KaOBUIIayFa BIKIAN €Ty MYMKIHIIKTepi HHCTUTYIHOHAIIBIK OKUICTTIKTePAiH MEKTEYIIIri, OKIMIIIIK Kexepriiep,
PECYPCTHIK TOYENOUTIK JKOHE INeliM KaObUIgay OKIUISTTIKTepiHiH MEMIIEKETTIK OpraHaapla IIOFBIPIAHYEI
caJliapbIHaH MIEKTeNe /.

Oceunaiina, 3eprrey Kasakcranmarsl TypusMaIi Oackapy *yleciHne AecTHHanUsuIappl 6ackapy yilbIMIapabiH
YHIIECTIpYIILUTIK peJli MeH IIeIIiM KaObIIIay IaFbl peCMH OKUISTTIKTEPi apachIHIAFBI ailbIPMAIIBUTBIKTEI aKBIHIAUIBL.
3eprrey TypusMai 6ackapy cajachlHAarbl FBUIBIMU 9/IeOUEeTKE OTIIeNi YKOHOMHKA JKaFAalbIH/1a MHCTUTYIMOHAI/IBIK
QJieyeT MeH OMITiK KaThIHACTAPBIHBIH IECTUHALIUSIIAPIbI 0aCKapy YHbIMIAPbIHBIH TYPH3M CaJaChIHIaFbl MEMJICKETTIK-
JKEKEIIeJiK opiNTECTIKTET] POJIiH Kalaid KalbITaCTRIPATHIHBIH TaJlAay apKbUTBI YIIEC KOCAIBI.

blIpza B.I1I., AnsmyxamoOeroBa B.2K., bInsipeic C.C., Tarmanos Y.C.

POJIb OPTAHU3AIIUAM IO YIIPABJIEHUIO TYPUCTCKUMH JIECTUHAIIUSIMUA B
TOCYJAPCTBEHHO-YACTHOM NMAPTHEPCTBE B COEPE TYPU3MA KA3AXCTAHA

AHHOTAINA

B nanHOM HCCreioBaHUK paccMaTpPUBAETCS POJIb OPTAaHU3AINHN MO YIPABICHUIO TYPUCTCKUMH JA€CTHHALUSIMHE
(DMO) B pa3ButHn rocynaapctBeHHo-dyacTHoro mapTaépctBa (I'UIl) B cdepe Typmsma Kasaxctana B ycrmoBUsIX
MEePEeXOqHON HIKOHOMHKH. VcciaemoBaHHEe COCPEIOTOUYEHO Ha HWHCTUTYIMOHAIBHBIX W B3aUMOOTHOIICHYECKHX
YCIOBUSIX, ONpeAessiomux B3anmozelicteue DMO ¢ 3anHTEpecOBaHHBIMH CTOPOHAMH, C OCOOBIM BHUMAaHHEM K
KOOPJMHAINY YIaCTHUKOB, HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIM OTPaHHYCHUSIM U OTHOLICHUSIM BIIACTH.

OMIMpHUYecKue JaHHbIE ObUIN TIOJIyYEHBI B pe3yJIbTaTe NpoBeAeHUs 14 MoIyCTpyKTypHUPOBAHHBIX HHTEPBBIO C
NIPEACTaBUTEISIMA TOCYAapPCTBEHHBIX OPraHoOB B cdepe Typu3Ma, OpraHu3alMii 10 Pa3BUTHIO TypusMa, OM3HeC-
accouuanuii, 4acTHBIX TYPUCTCKHX HPEANPUSATHH M SKCHEPTOB B oOjacTH Typusma. s aHamu3a JaHHBIX
MIPUMEHSUICS TeMaTHUECKUIl aHaIn3.
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Pesynbratel moxassiBatoT, uto B Kaszaxcrane DMO BBINONHSIOT 3HAUYUMYIO IIOCPEAHHUYECKYID U
KOOpJIVHAIMOHHYI0 (yHKIHIO, ob0ecrednBas KOMMYHUKAIMIO MEXIy TOCYHapCTBCHHBIMH OpraHaMH H
MPEACTABUTEISIMA YaCTHOTO CEKTOpa, KOOPAMHHPYS B3aMMOJCHCTBHE 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH, MOIACPKHBAsS
TYPHUCTCKHE MHHUIIMATUBBI ¥ CO371aBasi BO3MOXKHOCTH [UISl COTPYIHUYIECTBA MEXY yIaCTHUKAMHU TyPHUCTCKON OTPACIIH.
Bmecte ¢ TeM HX BO3MOXKHOCTH BJIMSTH Ha TPHHATHE CTPATETHUECKHX PEIICHUH OCTAIOTCS OTPaHMYCHHBIMHU
BCJICICTBHE OTPAaHWYCHHBIX WHCTUTYIHOHAIBHBIX ITOJHOMOYHMH, aJMUHHCTPAaTHBHBIX OaphepoB, pPeCypcHOM
3aBUCHMOCTH ¥ KOHIIEHTPALUH NOJTHOMOYHH 110 IPHUHSTHIO PEIICHNH B TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX OpraHax.

Takum 00pa3oM, HcciIeIOBaHUE MTOKA3bIBAET PA3INIHe MEKAY (aKTHUECKON KOOPANHALMOHHOM poibpto DMO
U ¥X (OpPMaNbHBIMH TOJHOMOYMSIMHU B CHCTEME ympasieHHs TypusMoM Kazaxcrana. [loiyueHHBIE pe3ysbTaThl
pacIMpsIOT CyLIECTBYIOIINE HCCIEIOBAaHUS TYPUCTCKOTO YIPAaBIEHHs 3a CYET aHaIM3a TOTO, KaKMUM 00pa3om
WHCTUTYLMOHANBHBIA TMOTEHLMAl M OTHOIIEHHUsS BJIACTH ompenendoT poib DMO B rocynapcTBeHHO-4aCTHOM
napTHEpPCTBE B chepe Typusma KazaxcraHa B yCIOBHSIX EPEXOAHON IKOHOMHUKH.

— SRS —
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