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Scientific approaches to the definition of the concept «tourism destination»

In this article the various approaches to the definition of the concept «tourist destination» are discussed.
Although, it is one of the most frequently used terms in the analysis of tourism, currently, it cannot be stated
that there is one generally accepted definition or even an approach to this term. As the subject of analysis
of many different sciences, including economic, geographical, sociological sciences, this term is understood
differently. The authors analyzed the main economic and geographical scientific approaches, their features
and applicability for economic analysis. The article discusses and analyzes classical spatial or geographical
approaches, economic approaches which, in turn, are divided into: a) management-oriented or in terms
of supply; b) customer-oriented in terms of demand; c) systemic, neoinstitutional or network approaches that
become popular in recent years. The proposed separation of approaches to the definition of the term or con-
cept of «tourist destination» is very conditional and non-exhaustive; the boundaries of the various approaches
are often blurred. Despite of the fact that the study focuses on an approach that is more appropriate for eco-
nomic analysis, it should be borne in mind that the tourist destination is still an interdisciplinary problem.
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Introduction

The word «destination» means a place where a person or thing of travel. The World Tourism Organiza-
tion provides the following definition of a tourist destination: «..a physical space with or without administra-
tive and / or analytical boundaries within which a visitor can spend the night. This is a cluster (co-location)
of products and services, as well as activity and experience along the value chain tourism and the basic unit
of tourism analysis. The destination includes various stakeholders and can create networks for larger destina-
tions. It also has intangible values, such as image identification, which could affect its competitiveness in the
market» [1].

By its origin, the term «tourist destination» is originally a typical geographic term and is understood as
apart of the geographical space. This approach is seen in the classical definition of A. Burkart and
S. Medlik: «The tourist destination is a geographical unit that is visited by tourists and is an autonomous cen-
ter» [3; 46]. Currently, this category, although it is one of the most frequently used terms in the analysis of
tourism, it cannot be stated that there is one generally accepted definition or even an approach to this term.
As the subject of analysis of many different sciences, including economic, geographical, sociological sci-
ences, it is understood differently. Not surprisingly, the approaches developed by sociologists, economists,
regional scientists, physical geographers, social geographers, and others are different. In addition, the models
and approaches developed by individual sciences are becoming more sophisticated and, on the one hand,
they make it easier for specialists to achieve their research goals, but at the same time they make it difficult
for scientists from different fields to understand each other.

At present, scientific literature approaches to the definition of the concept «tourist destination» can be
divided into classical (spatial) or geographical approaches, economic approaches which in turn are divided
into: a) management-oriented or in terms of supply; b) customer-oriented in terms of demand; c) systemic,
neoinstitutional or network approaches that become popular in recent years.

The proposed separation of approaches to the definition of the term or concept of «tourist destination»
is very conditional and non-exhaustive; the boundaries of the various approaches are often blurred. Despite
of the fact that the study focuses on an approach that is more appropriate for economic analysis, it should be
borne in mind that the tourist destination is still an interdisciplinary problem. If an interdisciplinary approach
is not applied to this topic, the analysis and conclusions will be unbalanced.

As for Kazakhstan, in our country the concept of «tourist destination» has been in circulation relatively
recently. The Law of the Republic of Kazakhstan of June 13, 2001 No. 211-IT «On Tourism Activities in the
Republic of Kazakhstan» does not define tourist destinations and this term is also not used in this document,
but in the Concept of development of the tourism industry in Kazakhstan until 2023, approved by the Gov-
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ernment Decree of the Republic of Kazakhstan of June 30, 2017 No. 406 this concept is already used as a
designation of certain territories for the development of tourism [2].

The article has a theoretical and methodological character, in which the objectives of the research are
achieved through a systematic analysis of the scientific literature, comparison of various approaches and dis-
cussion of the findings of secondary sources.

Essential content of the concept of «tourist destination»

Classic spatial approaches

One of the most influential definitions of tourist destinations in Western literature is that given by
C. Goeldner and J. Ritchie in their internationally recognized textbook, which states that «a tourist destina-
tion is a particular geographic region in which a visitor uses various types of travel» [3]. Other definitions
that emphasize the spatial nature of tourist destinations are the data of P. Murphy [4; 7], V. Gongalves and
P. Aguas [5; 12] and A. Burkart and S. Medlik [6], mentioned above in the introduction. One of the most
detailed definitions within the framework of this classical approach is the one given by W. Framke [7; 5],
which states that «a tourist destination is a geographical area that contains landscape and cultural characteris-
tics and which is able to offer a tourist product, which means having a broad view of transport objects - ac-
commodation - food and at least one outstanding landmark or entertainment (experience)». Finally, it is
worth highlighting the definition given by A. Seaton and M. Benett [8; 351], which focuses not only on the
physical features of the site, but also intangible characteristics.

Within the framework of recreational geography, geography of tourism, tourist resource management
and tourism economics, the category «tourist destination» is similar in terms to the terms «tourist region»,
separated from the tourist and recreational space by the method of zoning (M.B. Birzhakov [9],
S.A. Bystrov [10], V.I. Kruzhalin [11], A.S. Kuskov [12], A.S. Marshalova [13] and others).

S.A. Bystrov, a Russian researcher in the economy of tourism, proposes to separate the concepts of
«tourist region» and «tourist destination». In his opinion, the tourist region includes several tourist destina-
tions and is a broader concept. The issue of demarcation of the «tourist region» and «tourist destination» ac-
cording to the criterion of scale is removed by Kotler F.’s typology (macro- and micro-destinations). The last
two definitions open up new opportunities and a new approach, which is much more connected with the
achievements of economic geography and / or economics.

Approaches to economic geography and economics

Economic geographers, following the achievements of economic sciences, often perceive a tourist des-
tination not only as part of the geographical space, but also as an important element of the tourist market,
which can be described by features of tourist demand and features of tourism supply. Similarly, in the
framework of economic approaches to the analysis of tourist destinations, two main approaches can be dis-
tinguished.

The supply side approach was developed by both economic geographers and economists, and
the demand side approach is more typical of economic sciences. In the approaches typical for the analysis of
demand, the tourist destination is perceived subjectively. Yu Hu and J. Ritchie declare that a tourist destina-
tion «reflects the feelings, beliefs and opinions that a person has about a destination and sees the ability to
ensure that their special needs are met» [14; 25]. This approach is focused on the perception of specific tour-
ists (past, current, and future) and their market decisions. The destination here depends on the choice of tour-
ists — the place or region that tourists choose. Here, a tourist destination can be a concept of perception,
which can be interpreted subjectively by consumers depending on their trip route, demographic characteris-
tics, purpose of visit, level of education and past experience [15]. This leads to the conclusion that the desti-
nation is not just what actually exists - it is also what is considered to be existing, a mental concept in the
minds of tourists and potential tourists [8]. This consumer-oriented approach and perception is the corner-
stone of modern tourism marketing. Also, according to researchers S. Morgan, H. Princhard, A. Pride and
A. Pike, destinations have become the largest brands in the tourism industry.

A destination selection theory based on the division of available destinations into a set of solutions, like
the process observed in other markets, was developed in the 1970s by A. Woodside [15]. In this sense, spe-
cific tourist destinations compete to be chosen by tourists. The metaphor of a tourist destination as a brand
has allowed researchers to introduce many achievements of corporate marketing and management into the
practice of tourism destinations. This subjective perception of the boundaries of destinations corresponds to
the view of the definition of a region (of any kind, not necessarily tourist) in the public mind.
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The demand side approach, which is very useful in marketing analysis and strategies, as well as in de-
scribing the competition between destinations, also has some limitations. The subjectivity of the perception
of specific destinations and their boundaries makes the process of analyzing and managing very complex.
This inconsistency of the demand-based approach and the supply-side approach, which focuses on internal
processes, includes one of the biggest current challenges for destination marketing specialists. Specific mar-
keting activities are usually funded by a single entity or group of persons located within certain boundaries,
especially administrative boundaries, since state administrations are often involved. However, these adminis-
trative boundaries are often not perceived by tourists, who have their own, usually subjective, destination
image, which they have chosen. As a result, tourists can get advertising information in which the administra-
tive district is moving, and they do not even know where it is located. For example, when promoting Akmola
region in Kazakhstan as a tourist destination, it may be difficult for even domestic tourists to present what
they are offered.

Another perspective is taken in determining the tourist destination from a supply-based approach. Here,
a tourist destination is most often understood as the area of existence and / or concentration of demand for
tourism, the supply of tourism and their results, including economic, social, environmental and other conse-
quences. However, the supply side approach is not uniform. The main definitions are focused on the analysis
of specific phenomena that are visible in tourist destinations, such as the development of travel companies
and tourism infrastructure, as well as in the definition of F. Danghel and R. Saynahi [15; 38], who under-
stand tourist destinations as «a geographic area where there is a concentration of small / medium-sized com-
panies with a homogeneous producty». A similar attitude can be found in the definition of this E. Bordas [15],
which describes tourist destinations as «a group of tourist attractions, infrastructure, equipment, services and
organizations concentrated in a limited geographical area». A more complex definition is offered by
L. Elmazy, E. Pierrot and E. Bazini [9; 2]. In their opinion, «a destination is a spatial unity of tourism offer,
with relevant elements of market-oriented supply, and also of tourism-oriented one, existing regardless
of administrative boundaries, requiring management. It provides a fundamental institutional framework for
the formulation of a concept for the development of tourism, in which the focus will be shifted from the ac-
commodation facility to the entire surrounding area along with its economic structure (city, region, zone,
country)».

Other researchers define a destination not only as a place where tourist products are offered, but also as
a central tourist product that controls all other products. It is also unclear whether the destination should be
perceived as one important product offered in the tourism market or as a package of products offered locally.
A. Seaton and M. Bennett [8; 351] state that the tourist destination «is one product, but also integrated»,
which emphasizes the duality of the nature of this concept. Perceiving a destination as a product, that is, an
offer for tourists to spend their time, is much closer to the approach from the demand side, because it returns
to the perception of customers and their choice. On the contrary, considering a destination as a product pack-
age is closer to the supply side. This reflects the fact that the proposed product can be aimed at different
segments at the same time, which implies different ways of spending time in one destination. In this sense,
local proposals for active tourists, culture lovers or spa lovers can be perceived as different destination prod-
ucts, and then the task of destination managers is to manage a product portfolio. However, such portfolio
management is to some extent different from companies, since individual products cannot be considered in
isolation from others. Motivation of tourists is much more complicated than just participating in one of the
forms of tourism, and often during their stay in a destination, besides their main activity, they can engage in
other activities. In addition, some local offers may be common for participants in various types of tourism,
which means that individual products have common elements. The views presented above are typical of
economists and / or economic geographers. However, within the framework of economic sciences, the con-
cept of tourist destination has also become a subject of interest for research in the field of management.
Tourist destination can be considered as the most important management unit in tourism [9]. Usually, re-
searchers representing management science also determine tourism destinations as part of the supply side
approach, but the emphasis is on the management process and structure. This approach is more complex, and
part of it remains controversial, since tourist destinations cannot be regarded as official organizations and
there are no formal hierarchical structures. This is due to the fact that a destination usually consists of several
separate enterprises that can offer «their» product in an uncoordinated manner [10; 3].

However, the chaotic, uncoordinated development of the proposal for tourism can be replaced by the
cooperation activities of individual subjects, as indicated by Capone F. and Bois R. Then the destination is
perceived as «a collective producer with a certain structure, coordinating additional services in accordance
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with the needs and preferences of the target market segment and sold as a whole under a single brand» [15].
As a result, H. Pechlaner [15; 33] defines it as a «process-oriented unit of competition», which should pro-
vide products and offers for specific target groups and guest segments». The metaphorical representation of a
destination as an object similar to a company was necessary for the introduction of a large number of tools
«borrowed» from the field of corporate governance, which is much better developed. However, it soon be-
came clear that, although destinations have to compete in the tourism market, destinations have so many
characteristic features that the simple implementation of management principles does not work, and correct
adjustments are necessary. Among other things, the adjustment included the perception of a destination as an
object similar to the strategic business unit (SBU) of a diversified company, and not as the company itself.
The place (region, city, country, etc.) is also diversified in that its activities and products offered in the do-
mestic and foreign markets are diverse, and tourism is just one of these activities / products, since the SBU is
diversified the company. This way of thinking is reflected in the definition that Pechlaner H. offers, but it can
also be found in the works of Gnoth J. or Biger S.

Network approach to tourist destinations

In connection with the further development and sharing of spatial and economic definitions of tourist
destinations, more complex approaches have been developed, in particular the system and network approach.
In the system view, a destination is defined as an area unrelated to administrative constraints, where tourism
aspects are interconnected and integrated into the system. This affects the motivation of travel, visits and in-
dustry mechanism. According to L. Elmazy, E. Piero and E. Bazini [13; 2], this system contains the follow-
ing subsystems: business systems, systems of state self-government, and other systems; however, this view
may be too simplistic, since the number of subsystems may be larger and their relationships may be more
complex. The development of a systematic approach that analyzes the complexity of tourist destinations,
opens up new opportunities for the application of a modern network approach to the destination. This ap-
proach was possible due to some evolution that occurred in the basic sciences, adapted to the analysis of
tourist destinations at the beginning of the century. The network approach has increasingly attracted the at-
tention of scientists in the field of sociology, economics, management, regional and economic geography.

One of the main features of tourist destinations was the absence of hierarchical connections between
numerous organizations that offer products on their own. That is why modern researchers are discussing ef-
fective coordination and / or interaction, and not management [15]. The existence and market efficiency of a
destination based on management theories could be better understood, since market structures were even
more developed, and the subsequent theories were further developed. According to the new paradigm of stra-
tegic management based on interorganizational relations, companies began to look for sources of their com-
petitive advantage in non-competitive relations with other organizations, including competitors. Based on
sociology, network theory began to be used in management research. It was also found that this theory is
very useful for better describing and understanding the processes that occur in tourist destinations. In modern
studies of tourist destinations, the network approach is being increasingly used.

According to a simple and general definition, «a network is a set of elements that we will call vertices
or sometimes nodes with connections between them, called edges» [15; 16]. In the business context,
Hall S. defines the network as a «mechanism for interaction and cooperation between organizationsy.
Among the early attempts to present a tourist destination in a network perspective were works that consid-
ered a destination as a cluster or as an industrial area. But both approaches had their limitations and were
seriously criticized.

The theoretical literature on network theory is fragmented and includes several disciplines. Tourism re-
searchers who are trying to embed it in tourism study point to several theories or micro-theories that can be
effective. The most frequently mentioned are transaction costs, resource dependency theory, and network
theory. Support for this argument lies in defining tourism as a system where interdependence is important, as
well as cooperation between various organizations in the tourist destination creating a tourist product. Thus,
local alliances, agreements, and other formal and informal governance structures help offset the fragmented
nature of the tourist destination.

Network theory has been proposed as a way to better understand current marketing activities and proc-
esses aimed at business development. D. Bukhalis points out that most of the destinations consist of net-
works of tourism offerings and that the presence of such networks creates more profitable tourist destina-
tions. Within the network theory, a tourist destination can be considered as a set of interrelated stakeholders
included in a social network [15]. Such a network of stakeholders interacts and jointly meets the needs of
visitors and gives the experience (impressions) that travelers consume. These stakeholders include accom-
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modation, food, tourist attractions, travel agencies and operators and other companies that provide commer-
cial services, government agencies and tourist information offices, as well as representatives of the local
community. The interaction between these stakeholders is complex, dynamic and subject to external shocks.
The main prerequisite for managing a tourist destination is that, through joint planning and organizational
activities, the effectiveness of these collaborative interactions can be improved in the interests of individual
stakeholders.

One of the reasons for exploring networks as a central part of tourism is that they form the basis for col-
lective action. In tourism, many of the main resources of a tourist destination are state or public and are used
jointly to attract tourists. These can be physical objects, such as beaches, lakes, scenic landscapes and na-
tional parks, museums, art galleries and historic buildings; or intangible resources, such as destination brands
or the reputation of local friendships. Such collective actions do not necessarily require a network organiza-
tion, but if there is no interconnectivity at all, and if decisions relating to tourism are not priorities within
state and local government, then the problem is often solved by creating a network of interested parties.
It is also assumed that the networks will function as systems that can organize and integrate tourist destina-
tions, which benefits firms, improves the efficiency and quality of the destination, and also stimulates the
provision of a «useful and unforgettable experience» for tourists.

Supporting the concept of a destination, Amin and Treyft (2002) argue that destinations are areas in
which participants with different statuses, geographic connections and mobility interact in a passing and un-
structured manner. From this point of view, the destination has certain qualities that affect the social net-
works that arise within it. On the one hand, the proximity and stability associated with a particular place cre-
ate favorable conditions for creating a strong bond. In addition, a particular destination consists of several
contact points, where different participants can interact regularly with each other. Among the earliest at-
tempts to present a tourist destination in a network perspective, the work of Nordin, Weimar, Steinhaus,
Hawkins, Jackson and Murphy, who viewed the destination as a cluster, can be noted. Industrial clusters ex-
ist where firms and organizations are freely geographically concentrated, or an association of firms and or-
ganizations is involved in the value chain of goods and services, and they are innovative. Initially, the bene-
fits of industrial agglomeration were due to natural resources, spatial costs of external transactions, transpor-
tation organization and costs, labor, or effects of scale. According to Porter (1990), clusters are geographic
concentrations of interconnected companies, specialized suppliers of goods and services, firms in related in-
dustries and related institutions (for example, universities, standardization agencies, trade associations) in a
particular area that compete, but also collaborate. Porter's view that fundamental competition and coopera-
tion between companies in a cluster and the search for competitive advantages in the economy in innovation
and the search for development gave a new impetus to the cluster concept. His cluster theory became a stan-
dard concept in the field, and development strategies from around the world used Porter's cluster model as a
tool to increase competitiveness, innovation and growth at the national, regional and local levels.

According to many authors, regional clustering is a part of a new industrial order [14] and can be inter-
preted as part of a subnational or global system of innovation and production. At present, the cluster concept
focuses on the transfer of knowledge, as well as on the connections and interdependencies between the par-
ticipants of the value chain. This goes beyond the traditional ideas of clusters in which horizontal networks
of firms operating in the same end-product market in the same industry group are involved. Especially, if one
adopts modern definitions of clusters that emphasize cooperation between companies, one can see a lot of
similarities between the approaches in which destinations and clusters work. In both cases, the role of gov-
ernment bodies is recognized. However, for tourist destinations, this function is broader than just creating
good conditions for the development of companies, since the public sector is also responsible for delivering
many important elements of the tourist destination product. The most important difference is observed in the
sequential nature of product creation in industrial clusters [12]. A cluster is usually formed by a chain of
suppliers and industrial customers with a visible separate company (or with several similar competing com-
panies), which is responsible for the final product and sells it to the final customer.

Even taking into account the fact that in a cluster there are usually many different products that are pro-
duced and that almost all of them are offered to other types of companies, this is not similar to what can be
seen in the tourist destination: all members of the network produce only a part that covers range of offers,
and end customers, that is, visitors, create a product for themselves. Too simple implementation of the clus-
ter concept in tourism research has also been criticized as being too business-oriented, and ignoring the fact
that cluster members, such as travel companies, are usually unable to develop a motive to attract tourists.
This role is usually played by tourist services, which are often free, and the implementation of clusters can
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lead to the marginalization of their impact. This special status of free services, which are elements of com-
parative advantage and understood in this way by Porter and followers, emphasize the need to introduce geo-
graphic and spatial approaches for agglomerating production in tourist destinations. Consequently, typical
business-oriented approaches based on Porter’s theory are not sufficient to explain the clustering of tourist
destinations. Some researchers examine in detail other similarities and differences between industry clusters
and tourist destinations, such as Simpson and Bretherton, 2004; da Cunha, 2005; Jackson and Murphy, 2006;
Feng and Miao, 2009 [15].

Another concept developed in the regional economy and economic geography and used to analyze tour-
ist destinations is an industrial region. The theory of the industrial region began to take shape at the end
of the nineteenth century with the work of Marshall (1898), which tried to explain the localization (geo-
graphical concentration) of English industries such as ceramics, cutlery and basket production. Then, in the
late 1970s, the theory of industrial areas was applied to an area in Italy, which became known as the
«third Italy». These regions seemed to grow faster than the rest of the country, and successfully emerged
from recessions. From this point of view, this concept remains especially popular among Italian scientists.

According to Mottyer and Ryan (2006), industrial areas are characterized by geographic and industry
concentration of firms, small companies, strong interfirm relations, social or professional environment and
an emphasis on innovation. Similarly, Halager (2000) considers the following key features of industrial clus-
ters: the interdependence of firms, the flexible boundaries of firms, cooperative competition, the credibility
of sustainable cooperation, and the «community culture» with supportive government policies. A very simple
definition of an industrial area was given by Corot and Grandinetti (2001), which states that this is a network
of small and medium-sized enterprises that are embedded in the local context that draws our attention to the
network form of the character of industrial areas. All these statements show that the concept of industrial
areas is associated with similar phenomena, such as clusters, and, like a cluster, this concept can be imple-
mented in the analysis of tourist destinations. According to Hélager (2000) and Mottyar and Ryan (2006),
tourist destinations can be considered as illustrations of industrial areas. However, this concept is not as
popular as clusters among tourism researchers. This may be due to the focus on the manufacturing sector on
the basic theory of industrial areas. In addition, the comparability between tourist destinations and industrial
areas is less obvious, especially with regard to management structures. This also applies to strengthening the
vertical division of labor between regions that provide services to tourists and regions.

Another attempt to implement an approach characteristic of network theory for analyzing tourist routes
is the metaphor of the Gnoth company of a virtual service company, which can be defined as a network of
enterprises that share resources and who organize their cooperation as a joint activity. However, as noted by
Gnot (2004), there are also important differences between typical virtual firms that are most commonly
found in industrial markets and in tourist destinations [15]. Firstly, in tourist destinations there is usually no
focus company responsible for the overall management of the production process. Secondly, the contribution
of each small and medium business (SME) in the field of tourism is not cumulative, as is the case, for exam-
ple, with the participation of various companies in the automotive industry. Tourism is perceived rather ho-
listically, and often the value for the client does not flow directly from specific services, but is created be-
tween different services, as a combination of these services and tangible and intangible assets of a given des-
tination.

Probably the most difficult proposal on how to analyze tourist destinations within a network theory is
the one proposed by Scott, Cooper and Baggio [15]. It uses sophisticated quantitative methods to better un-
derstand the relationships between specific stakeholders and their impact on the effectiveness of the entire
network.

Currently, network theory is most often used to understand management in tourist destinations better .
In the network approach, understood here as in opposition to the corporate approach, management can be
defined as «self-organizational, inter-organizational networks, characterized by interdependence,
the exchange of resources, game rules and autonomy from the state» [15]. However, governance is a concept
that relates to relationships between several interested parties and how they interact with each other. It in-
cludes the question of how stakeholders define, implement and evaluate interaction rules. It was noted that
these were public and private sectors, and as a result, the applied management aspects could be derived from
those used in both sectors. The whole concept of destination management is based on the creation of groups
of organizations that come together to form a single destination.
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Conclusion

As a result of the study, we can draw the following conclusions. The development of transport tech-
nologies and social conditions that caused the phenomenon of mass tourism, combined with the globalization
of the world economy, has increased the competitive pressure on tourism organizations. Under these condi-
tions, as in other industries, companies within a destination tend to form interconnections in order to better
solve competitive tasks.

Tourist destination is a network of interrelated elements that provide a tourist product in a particular
place or space, which has a formed image or an idea about it among tourists.

The concept of a tourist destination largely implies a network approach to tourism research - an ap-
proach that focuses on activities and strategies that contribute to the development of the field, depicted as a
network of participants collaborating to provide integrated tourism products.

Finally, it should be remembered that, although the network approach is now perceived as one of the
most promising approaches to tourist destinations, it still cannot be perceived as the only possible one.
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C.T. Hacan6ekoBa, H.A. Ypy36aeBa, M. Ponpuryes-3amnarepo

«Typuctik fecTUHALMS YFBIMBIH AHBIKTAaY/1aFbl FBIJIBIMU KO3KapacTap

Makasana «TypUCTIK JECTHHALMS» YFBIMBIH aHBIKTAyJaFbl dPTYpIi Ke3Kapactap KapacTelpbuigpl. Kasipri
YaKbITTa OYJI caHaT TypH3MZI Taliayaa eH KUl KOJJaHBUIATHIH TePMUHIEpAiH Oipi Ooica a, OCEI TEpMHHTE
0ip »Kanmbl KaOBUIJaHFAH aHBIKTaMa HeMece TINTI Ke3KapacThH Oap eKeHMIri Typaisl aliTy MyMKiH eMec.
KerrereH FpUIBIMAApABI, OHBIH iIIIHAE SKOHOMHKAIBIK, Fe0rpadusIbIK, dJI€yMETTaHy FhUIBIMIAPBIH Tajaay
HBICAHBI PETiHJE, OJI dPTYPii TyciHiIenl. ABTOpIap HEri3ri SKOHOMUKAJBIK XOHE IeorpadIsuIbK FHUIBIMU
KO3KapacTap/bl, OJap/AblH CHIIATTaMajJapbiH JKOHC SKOHOMHKAJBIK Tajamay YIIH KOJIaHy MYMKiHIIKTepiH
Tanganbl. Makajaga KIaCCHKAIBIK KEHICTIKTIK Hemece reorpaMsuibK KOHE 3KOHOMHUKAJBIK Ke3KapacTap
KapacThIPBLIIbI, COHFBICHI, ©3 Ke3eTiHae, Kenmecimei OemiHemi: a) OacKapylIbUIBIK-OaraapiaHFaH HeMece
YCBIHBIC TYPFBICBIHAH; d) TYTHIHYIIbIFA OAarbITTAJIFAH CYPaHBIC TYPFBICBIHAH; 0) COHFBI KbUIAAPBI TaHBIMAI
JKYHeniK, HeOMHCTHTYLIMSUIBIK HeMece JKeJUIK Ke3kapacrap. «TypHCTIK JecTHHanus» TEpMHHIH HeMece
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TYKBIPBIMIAMACHIH aHBIKTayFa apHaAIFaH Ke3KapacTap/blH OeJliHyl eTe MIapTThl )KOHE TOJBIK eMec, opTyp
TOCIIACPIiH IIeKapanapbl xkui 0y3butagsl. 3epTTey IKOHOMUKAIIBIK Tajlaay YIIiH KoJailsisl Tociare 6aca Hazap
ayzapca a, TYpPUCTIK OarbIT oIl JIe MOHAPAIIBIK MACEeNIe eKEHIH eCTe YCTaFaH KOH.

Kinm ces3dep.: TypucTik OarbIT, TypH3M, KIIACCHKAJBIK KEHICTIKTIK Ke3Kapac, SKOHOMHKAJBIK Ke3Kapac,
JKETITK TOCLIL.

C.T. Hacaun6ekoBa, H.A. Ypy36aeBa, M. Ponpuryes-3amarepo

Hay‘ll—lble MmoAXOAbl K ONIPEACJTICHUIO MOHATUA «TYPUCTCKaAdA JC€CTUHALIUD>

B crarbe paccMOTpPEHBI pa3iIMyYHbIE TOJXO/bI K ONPEIEICHNIO OHATHS «TYPUCTCKast JeCTUHALUA». XOTS 3TO
OJIMH U3 Hau0oJIee YacTO UCIHOJIb3YEMbIX TSPMUHOB B aHAIN3E TYPH3Ma, B HACTOSIIEE BPEMs HElb3s CKa3aTh,
YTO CYIIECTBYET OJJHO OOIICHPHHSATOE ONpe/eeHne WIN AaXke MOAX0X K 9TOMy TepMHHY. B kadecTse mpen-
MeTa aHalM3a MHOTHX Pa3HBIX HayK, B TOM YHCJIE JKOHOMHUYECKUX, reorpa)MIecKHX, COIHOIOTHYCCKUX,
9TOT TEPMHUH ITOHUMAETCSI IT0-Pa3sHOMY. ABTOPHI IIPOAHAIN3HPOBAI OCHOBHBIE SKOHOMHYECKHE U Teorpadu-
YecKre HaydHbIE MOJXO0MIbI, UX OCOOEHHOCTH U NPUMEHNMOCTS JUI SKOHOMHYECKOT0 aHanmu3a. B craTee pac-
CMOTPEHBI ¥ NIPOaHATU3UPOBAHBI KJIACCHYECKHE MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbBIE WM Teorpaduueckie Moaxobl, IKOHO-
MHYECKHE MOIXO0/Ibl, KOTOPBIE, B CBOIO OYEpPe/lb, MOAPA3/EIAIOTCA Ha: ) yIPaBICHYECKO-OPHEHTHPOBAHHBIE,
C TOYKH 3pEHUS NPEIIOKEeHHs; 0) KIIMEHTO-OPUCHTUPOBAHHbIE, C TOUKH 3PEHHUS CIIPOCa; B) CHCTEMHBIC, He-
OUHCTUTYIIMOHHBIC WM CETEBbIC IOJXOAbl, KOTOPBIC CTAHOBATCS HOIYJISPHBI B MOCIEAHUE roasl. PaccMoT-
pEeHHOE JeJeHHe IOAXOJO0B K OINpENSNICHHUIO TePMHMHA WM IIOHATHS «TYPUCTCKas IECTUHALMS» SBISIETCS
BEChMa yCJIOBHBIM U HE HCUCPIIBIBAIOIINM, IPAHUIIEl PA3INYHBIX II0JXO00B YacTo pa3MbITel. HecMoTps Ha To,
YTO B MCCIENOBAHHN OCHOBHOE BHMMAHHE YAEJISETCS MOAXOMY, KOTOPBIA Oojee mpHueMIeM Ul SKOHOMHYe-
CKOTO aHaJiM3a, CIEAYET HMETh B BUIY, YTO TYPHCTCKas IECTHHAIMS IIO-IIPEKHEMY SBIISIETCS MEXKIUCIIUILIN-
HapHOH NMpOoOIeMOi.

Kniouesvie cnosa: TypucTckas AeCTUHALUS, TYPH3M, KJIACCHUECKHH TPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIH OIX0/1, 3KOHOMHYEC-
CKHUH MOJXO0/1, CETEBOM MOAXOI.
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