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ABSTRACT

Destination Marketing Organizations (DMO) in the tourism industry play a
crucial role in promoting, marketing, and disseminating the destination image and its
brand via different communication channels. One of them is the usage of Official
Destination Websites (ODWSs). Various methodological assessment tools have been
proposed by different scholars to assess the overall quality of destination websites. In the
context of Kazakhstan, no comprehensive methodological tool so far has been used to
assess the destination websites. Hence, this paper presents a quantitative study by
applying the Web Quality Index (WQI) assessment tool for eight Kazakhstani and eight
international ODWs. Using a total of 127 indicators grouped into twelve parameters, the
objective of the paper is to assess the overall quality of destination websites according to
a derived index score and identify their strengths and weaknesses. Alongside that,
interviews have been conducted with two Kazakhstani tourism stakeholders, namely
Kazakh Tourism JSC and Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau. The results show
that Kazakhstani ODWs struggle in almost all parameters, unlike the international
ODWs, in particular those about communicative, relational, and persuasive aspects.
Among the weakest parameters for Kazakhstani ODWs include “interactivity”, “mobile
communication” and “marketing”. Most Kazakhstani websites encountered specific
problems related to technical and functional issues with mobile applications, commercial
systems, or interactive resources. This research can be considered as a pioneer of
destination website studies in Kazakhstan, which would help tourism organizations as
well as managers to pinpoint the problems that destination websites encounter and

confront them with viable policy recommendations.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

DMO - Destination Marketing Organization. It refers to an agency, institution, or
organization that promotes a tourist destination in a country.

ODW - Official Destination Website. It refers to a website that is managed, marketed,
and promoted by a destination marketing organization.

WQI - Web Quality Index. It refers to an assessment system that evaluates destination
websites via different indicators with its own weighting system for each parameter to

derive a web quality index score, which shows the overall grade for a website.



INTRODUCTION

Tourism has become a driving force for economic growth in many developing and
developed states (Kotler, Haider & Rein, 1993). According to the World Bank, around
1.2 billion tourist arrivals were reported all around the world during 2015 (The World
Bank, n.d.). It was also forecasted that we would witness a global increase of tourist
arrivals reaching around 1.8 billion in 2030 (UNWTO, 2011, p.15). Tourism provides not
only cash inflow for an economy but also generates employment opportunities and
foreign direct investments to regional communities (Lemma, 2014; Manzo, 2019).
Tourism is a highly competitive sector where the various tourism products and services
of different destinations compete with one another and are regarded as one of the most

researched themes on the Internet (Law, Bai & Leung, 2008).

With the emergence of the Internet in the mid-90s and the following fast-paced
changes in IT, many scholars have stressed the importance of the Internet for tourism
entrepreneurship (Burger et al., 1997; Clyde & Landfried, 1995). The Internet changed
the whole landscape of the tourism industry, and it has become both a platform for
marketing and commercial activities as well as an interlinking communication channel
for suppliers and consumers (Dorren & Frew, 1997; Buhalis, 2003; Lehto, Kim &
Morrison, 2006; Ho & Lee, 2007; Buhalis & Law, 2008). It is also crucial to understand
that the number of Internet users worldwide has risen from a meager 6% in 2000 towards
almost 60% in 2019, showing the exponential increase in the importance of the Internet
market (Internet World Stats, n.d.). As a consequence, an opportunity opened up for
official promotion bodies (or DMOs - Destination Marketing Organizations) to use the
Internet as a platform as well as a channel to promote tourism products and services of

destinations via touristic websites (Blain, Levy & Ritchie, 2005; Gretzel et al., 2006).

DMOs usually have their own official destination websites (ODW) that contain
different elements of travel information and resources, ranging from visa information to
interconnected online booking systems. Thus, the quality of ODWs developed by DMOs,

in terms of appeal, informational abundance, usefulness, and other quality characteristics,



is of utmost importance for both customers, suppliers, and tourism organizations (Choi,
Lehto & O’Leary, 2007). Since information is disseminated to the public via ODWs, this
information needs to be evaluated continuously with useful performance measurements to
understand whether the relevant information is conveyed correctly. Hence, ODWSs are
seen by DMOs as both tools and crucial platforms to conduct business as well as to form
positive images. The value of ODWs does not only lie on the selling of their tourism
products and services but also in understanding their strengths and weaknesses via

website assessment techniques.

The objective of this particular research paper is to assess the quality of eight
Kazakhstani and eight international ODWs according to a Web Quality Index assessment
system consisting of 12 parameters and 127 indicators. Alongside the quantitative
analysis, we have conducted two semi-structured interviews with stakeholders of the
tourism industry in Kazakhstan, namely Kazakh Tourism JSC National Company and
Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau. These interviews give us an idea of how
ODWs in Kazakhstan are marketed, developed, and maintained. Furthermore, it provides
us some interesting insights into how the internal workings of DMOs work. For this

qualitative component, we prepared twelve interview questions.

In the context of Kazakhstan, an analysis of ODWSs, more specifically that of city
destination websites, has never been conducted. As official destination websites exist in
Kazakhstan, we fill a necessary research gap as well as provide valuable
recommendations to Kazakhstani DMOs. Hence, this research paper can be considered as
a pioneer of the assessment of tourism websites in the Kazakhstani context. Such a study
does not only complement the current research related to tourism in Kazakhstan but also
paves the way for potential research areas, such as the performance assessments of hotels
in hospitality studies. Our specific research study can provide clear-cut practical
recommendations for public administrators, tourism managers, and government officials
on how to improve destination websites based on identified weaknesses and strengths in

comparison with international destination websites.

In the next section, we will provide an extensive literature review on the role of
the Internet, destinations, DMO websites, and the evolution of website analysis in the

tourism industry. After that, a detailed explanation of the methodology will be provided.
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The methodology consists of both quantitative (WQI assessment system) and qualitative
approaches (twelve-question interview script). The final sections analyze and discuss the

research findings as well as the key conclusions with possible recommendations.



LITERATURE REVIEW

The Role of the Internet for Tourism Destinations

According to Pike (2012, p. 24), a destination is defined as a specially designed
location where resources for touristic purposes exist. Destinations have been understood
as a mixture of various tourism products that are interdependent with each other (Pearce,
1992; Hu and Ritchie, 1993; Buhalis, 2000; Berc, 2009) consisting of tourist products
that compete with other tourist products (Bieger, 1998: p. 7). Others looked at
destinations from a supply perspective within a web of systems (Tamma, 2002; Brunetti,
2002). The UNWTO (2007) explains destinations as an area with geographical
boundaries that aims to retain a specific tourism-attractive image involving various

stakeholders.

Tourism goes hand in hand with technological developments around the world
(Poon, 1993; Sheldon, 1997). E-commerce and the usage of the Internet have had huge
impacts on the tourism planning process (Palmer & McCole, 2000), especially for
tourism sectors such as travel agencies, tourism operators (Brey et al., 2007; Choi, Lehto
& Morrison, 2007) and tourism organizations such as DMOs (Doolin, Burgess & Cooper,
2002; Lee, Cai & O’Leary, 2006). The wide range of tourism products and services
available in a competitive environment makes the Internet a crucial marketing tool and
platform for destinations to promote its products and services (Pollock, 1995; Sharma &
Dogra, 2011). Therefore, the Internet plays a vital role in promoting DMOs destination

websites.

With the usage of the Internet by many tourists and different destinations
competing with one another, the Internet challenged destinations to adapt to modern
developments and consumer changes (WTO, 2007; Zanna & Xuedong, 2016), and
traditional marketing approaches were replaced (Tarlow, 2003). Moreover, the Internet
itself also provides an additional incentive for suppliers to reach out to new online
markets allowing interested customers to make purchases and bookings at home much
faster (Kim et al., 2009). Dion and Woodside (2010) also asserted that the usage of



websites and the availability of the Internet allowed for better information access to
tourism products and services, primarily via the creation of official tourism websites.
Nevertheless, since not all official tourism websites are of the same quality and design,
visitors judge websites based on their first impression, and often this can directly affect

their purchase intentions (Law and Hsu, 2006; Kim and Fesenmaier, 2008).

Adopting information technologies helps tourism and hospitality industries to
minimize costs and time while upgrading the quality of service provision via customer
feedback (Law, Leung & Buhalis, 2009). Sometimes before visiting a destination, tourists
already might have an established image with expectations that would often be difficult
to modify (Buhalis, 2000; Buhalis & Law, 2008; Hyde, 2008). According to Archdale
(1995), tourists do not merely want to arrive at destinations to stay or purchase tour
packages but to enjoy their experiences practically. Tourism websites provide here all the
necessary “stimuli” for potential tourists to visit those destinations and check and

purchase their tourism products and services in advance.

The Role of DMO for Destinations

DMOs! are defined as tourism organizations that (1) enable tourism development
and (2) coordinate tourism products and services for destinations via marketing,
management, and promotion tools, while also considering new consumer and marketing
trends (Morrison, Bruen & Anderson, 1997; Lu & Lu, 2002; Dore & Crouch, 2003; WTO
2004; Blain, Levy & Ritchie 2005; Choi, Lehto & Morrison, 2007; Choi, Lehto &
O’Leary, 2007; Elbe, Hallen & Axelsson, 2009; Li & Wang, 2010; Wang, 2011; Lee &
Gretzel, 2012; Luna-Nevarez & Hyman, 2012; Sartori, Mottironi & Corigliano, 2012;
Santos, Cavia & Parera, 2014; Zanna & Xuedong, 2016). Other scholars also noted that
DMOs have multi-dimensional responsibilities that go beyond marketing and
management, such as in coordinating stakeholders™ strategies and their relationships
(Gartrell, 1988; Heath and Wall, 1992; Kaspar, Laesser & Senn, 1995; Getz, Anderson &
Sheehan, 1998; Minguzzi & Presenza, 2004; MacKay & Smith, 2006; L’Etang,
Falkheimer & Lugo, 2007; Pike, 2012: Zanna & Xuedong, 2016). DMOs also optimize

1 DMOs can also be named differently, such as the national tourist office or visitors’ bureau

(Mckercher & Ritchie, 1997).
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tourism products and services through its impact on the market by enhancing long-term
development goals for local tourism companies. To achieve these outcomes, they use
different outlets of communication channels, starting from traditional tools to social
media networks (Gretzel et al., 2006; Fernandez-Cavia & Lopez, 2013; Pike & Page,
2014; WTO, 1999).

The organizational structure and funding of DMOs may vary depending on the
context and the scale of tourism development (Presenza, Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005).
DMOs can be a government department or in a quasi-public enterprise cooperating
alongside private companies (Bennett, 1999; Prideaux & Cooper, 2003; Franch &
Martini, 2002; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Presenza, Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005; Tian, Huang
& Busby, 2011). Structurally, they are designed as public non-profit organizations that
geographically may work at state, regional or local levels (Rita, 2000; Gretzel, 2006;
Choi, Lehto & O'Leary, 2007; Li & Wang, 2010). Their funding may come from
different sources such as public funds, taxations, government loans, commissions related
to sales, commercial activities, or sponsorships from specific beneficiaries (Sheehan &
Ritchie, 1997; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003; Franch & Martini, 2002; Morrison, 2013).

The modern tourism market is rapid, dynamic, and continuously changing. Since
tourists have specific expectations and interests, DMOs also need to be able to capture
tourists expectations and interests within the market trends (Ho & Lee, 2007; Loncaric,
Basan & Markovi¢, 2013), while taking into account to update their websites (Huang,
Chou & Lin, 2010; Fernandez-Poyatos, Aguirregoitia & Boix, 2011). Destination
websites serve not only as a tool to provide information but also as a commercial and

promotional tool for the destination (Inversini, Cantoni & De Petro, 2014, p. 565).

The Role of DMO Websites

Each DMO in a city, region or country has its own specific destination website
that is called an ODW (Official Destination Website), and all DMOs understand the
necessity to update their ODWs frequently and evaluate effectively (Han & Mills, 2006;
Kim & Fesenmaier, 2008; Luna-Nevarez & Hyman, 2012). The usage of their ODWs is
of utmost importance for DMOs as a point of reference in planning trips as well as in the

decision-making process to create and maintain a destination (Morrison, 2013). ODWs
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are the DMOs backbone of tourism marketing, branding, and promotion of their
destination.

ODWs vary across countries, regions, and cities in how they present their
destination image, objectives, and in their website features (Zanna & Xuedong, 2016).
The customers' perception and understanding of ODWs also influence DMOs (Garcia,
2001; Zanna & Xuedong, 2016). Tourists often choose ODWs that are state-supported,
such as city conventions or visitor bureaus (Pan & Fesenmaier, 2003; Bastida & Huan,
2014; Zanna & Xuedong, 2016), over private ones or social media outlets (Zanna &
Xuedong, 2016). DMOs can customize the ODWs content according to the destination
image matched to the interests of tourists (Doolin, Burgess & Cooper, 2002). Features
such as a website’s interactivity resources (Huertas, Rovira & Fernandez-Cavia, 2011;
Oh & Sundar, 2015), provision of the quality of information (Choi, Lehto & O’Leary,
2007) and the easiness of use are some of elements ODWs contain (Dickinger & Stangl,
2013).

How DMOs develop destination-based websites is very important, as effective
websites have to be able to (1) capture attention and interest; (2) leave a good first visual
impression; (3) have abundance in the provision of information about the destination; and
(4) create an emotionally attaching impression to visitors via textual and graphical
elements (Park & Gretzel, 2007). People often develop their first perception of websites
within a few seconds when they have entered a website by looking at the multimedia
content or general website design (Kim, Hwang & Fesenmaier, 2005; Lindgaard et al.,
2006). Visitors may also quickly decide to leave for potentially better-designed websites
if the website is not trustworthy enough in the first few seconds (Kim & Fesenmaier,
2008). As a result, the low level of trust from visitors damages the reputation and
consequently, the overall impression of ODWSs (Baggio, 2003). Close to half of the
visitors who could not match their expectations and interests with the destination
information provided on the website are likely to reconsider their purchase intentions
(Manning, McCarthy & Souza, 1998). If the first impression is successful and visitors
stay longer at the website, then it is highly likely that visitors become interested in
entering secondary links and may have a better overall assessment of websites (Lindgaard
et al., 2006). This is called the halo effect (Tetlock, 1983). The halo effect may also be
triggered by exciting and visually appealing multimedia content, including images,
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videos, and other graphical elements (Lim, Benbasat & Ward, 2000; Han & Mills, 2006),
and as a result, visitors experience the uniqueness of destination websites. These are the
reasons why websites need to be appropriately developed, assessed adequately, and
continously monitored while being made distinctively different from the rest (Luna-
Nevarez & Hyman, 2012).

In conclusion, ODWs serve as a channel of communication (Mich, Franch &
Gaio, 2003), as a platform for marketing purposes as well as for information exchange
(Choi, Lehto & O’Leary, 2007; Miguez-Gonzalez, 2011; Lee & Gretzel, 2012). As a
result, ODWs promote not only their products and services faster in a more cost-efficient
way but also generate information about visitor’s interests and expectations, giving them

a market research tool (Rita, 2000; Luna-Nevarez & Hyman, 2012).

The Evolution of Website Analysis

The first assessment of websites began in the 1990s with the digitization of
information. This research used methodological tools to look at specific elements, such as
quality of websites’ accessibility, visibility, and web positioning (Fernandez-Cavia et al.,
2014). Murphy, Forrest, Wotring, and Brymer (1996) and Yeung (1998) were the
pioneers to evaluate tourism and hospitality websites. Yeung (1998) based his research
on a framework that evaluated the performance of websites according to their usefulness.
Later, other scholars such as Evans and King (1999), as well as Sterne (2003), looked at
the assessment of websites from a different perspective by incorporating quantitative

approaches such as network statistics and log evaluation frameworks.

By the beginning of the 2000s, researchers started to incorporate various
indicators and procedures of methodological assessment tools in different sectors,
including the tourism industry (Codina, 2000). For tourism websites specifically, the
usage of methodological assessment tools began more than fifteen years ago, according
to reviewed literature works from 1996 to 2009 by Law, Qi & Buhalis (2010). There have
been numerous scholars who have evaluated tourism websites, and each of them have
applied their methodologies to study different aspects and problems (Buhalis & Spada,
2000; Law & Leung, 2002; Nysveen, Methlie & Pedersen, 2003; Kline, Morrison &
John, 2004; Kim & Fesenmaier, 2005; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2006; Schmidt, Cantallops &
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dos Santos, 2008; Dion & Woodside, 2010; Canals, 2010; Rocha, 2011, 2012; Ip, Law &
Lee, 2011; Fernandez-Cavia et al., 2014).

We can categorize website evaluations into two categories: quantitative and
qualitative analyses. Quantitative studies, in general, develop indices or scores to
generate an overall picture of the website's performance. While some scholars looked at
comparative studies in web page measurements of different elements (Faba Perez et al.,
2005), others emphasized rather numerical values such as traffic data (Suh et al., 2004;
Cox and Dale, 2002). For qualitative studies, different scholars evaluated different
aspects of websites. For instance, Liang and Lai (2002) studied functional elements of
websites via a consumer-based approach. Heldal, Sjovold, and Heldal (2004) stated that a
website’s effective performance depended on three primary website functions related to
usability, branding section, and the interaction between a person and the computer. Law,
Qi & Buhalis (2010) divided the approaches into five different methods of counting,
automated, numerical, mathematical, judgmental, and combined techniques, while

Corigliano & Baggio (2006) into two: automatic and heuristic method.

Even today, the field of assessment of tourism websites is a developing research
area that has not yet found a universal consensus for a methodological assessment tool
(Law, Qi & Buhalis, 2010). In other words, there are no qualitative or quantitative
assessment systems that are comprehensive to cover all crucial aspects of a website, as
each study attempts to use its own evaluation tool of measuring different elements of
websites’ quality attributes. Hence, making assessment systems challenging to compare
with one another, as the scope and the focus of research are different for each scholar.
However, Law, Qi & Buhalis (2010) suggested using existing evaluation tools and, if

necessary, modifying them rather than creating other assessment models.

The evaluation of websites in the context of the tourism industry is crucial for
tourism industry organizations, as many people have access to information technology
and the Internet via different communication devices, such as via mobile phones or a
computer. Analyzing tourism portals are valuable for tourism managers and tourism
stakeholders, as they can use the identified weaknesses and strengths not only to improve

their websites but also make the tourism industry as one of the main sectors of the
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economy. As a result, tourism industries in Kazakhstan could finance tourism research

studies on a grander scale and eventually increase the tourism industry’s research base.
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METHODOLOGY

In this research, we have conducted a quantitative study of the official destination
websites (ODWSs) from Nur-Sultan, Almaty, Aktobe, Turkestan, Kostanay, Akmola
region, Mangystau region, and East Kazakhstan region. All eight Kazakhstani websites
were available through the website “Kazakhstan.Travel”. This national tourism portal is
developed and maintained by the “Kazakh Tourism JSC” National Company, which was
created by the Ministry of Culture and Sport of the Republic of Kazakhstan. As this
national tourism portal officially represents Kazakhstan for tourism marketing purposes
as well as a brand, we have chosen it as the most reliable source. Together with our
analysis of the eight Kazakhstani ODWs, we applied the same assessment method to
evaluate eight international ODWs: Paris, Singapore, London, Dubai, New York, Hong
Kong, Macao, Kuala Lumpur. These international ODWs are considered to be leaders of
international tourist arrivals, according to Euromonitor International Report 2019. The
URL links to both Kazakhstani and International ODWs are provided in the appendix. In
order to be more objective in our analysis as well as to analyze the content and functions
of websites, this study evaluated each destination individually using the Web Quality
Index (WQI) assessment system and conducted a content analysis. The authors’ objective

was to assess the quality of ODWs and identify their strengths and weaknesses.

Following the quantitative analysis of Kazakhstani and International ODWs, we
prepared a twelve-question interview script based on the results and conducted semi-
structured interviews with two DMO representatives from Nur-Sultan City: “Kazakh
Tourism JSC” National Company and “Nur-Sultan Convention and Visitors Bureau”.
Interview scripts and their answers are provided in the appendix with English
translations. Such qualitative research was necessary to get a deeper understanding of the
internal processes of how Kazakhstani DMOs are created, marketed, and maintained.
During the analysis of the interview data, we have categorized the interviewee’s answers
into simplified codes to have a more comprehensive and basic overview. The coding

handbook is also available in the appendix.
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The WQI assessment system 2 was used as the primary tool in the evaluation of
official destination websites, which was created by the CODETUR research group project
(Online Communication for Destination Brands). This assessment system was based on
the recommendations provided by UNWTO and compilations of different web
assessment systems (Codina, 2004; Park & Gretzel, 2007; Li & Wang 2010; Luna-
Nevarez & Hyman, 2012). In general, the WQI is a combined method that contains
features such as counting technique and qualitative assessment of indicators, such as the
graphic design of websites and how effectively a website persuades a potential tourist.
Furthermore, the WQI system evaluates the extent of user-friendliness, accessibility, and
positioning of official destination websites.

The WQI assessment system comprises 12 parameters, and overall, it includes
127 indicators. Descriptions of parameters are as follows:

A. Homepage (14 indicators) - this first parameter evaluates the impression of
visitors to a website. The focus of this parameter is on the design and aesthetic
look of the homepage of a website. There are 14 indicators associated with this
parameter, and they assess variables such as the number of languages, a forecast
of weather, or sections like FAQ and an option of registration.

B. Content Amount and Quality (17 indicators) - this parameter shows the
adequacy of information and the extent of the website’s suitability to visitors.
Indicators assess information such as directions, events, commercial information,
weather, and contact details of the DMO.

C. Information Architecture (11 indicators) — this parameter evaluates how
websites are structured and organized. Indicators assess the significance of tabs,
clarity of links, and their suitability on the website, or the existence of a search
engine.

D. Usability and Accessibility (19 indicators) - this parameter evaluates user-
friendliness to all visitors, including those who have sensory difficulties.
Indicators assess the suitability of URL, how websites are up-to-date, the size of
icons, readability, compatibility with different browsers, and provision of

information about accessibility regulations.

2 A link to the complete analysis template of the WQI assessment system can be found on
the CODETUR website: https://marcasturisticas.org/wp-
content/uploads/plantilla marzo2013 versionweb.pdf
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E. Web Positioning (6 indicators) - here, the website’s page rank and traffic rank is
assessed. Additionally, it checks the existence of keywords in the URL and in the
title.

F. Marketing (8 indicators) - destination websites play an essential role in attracting
tourists. In this parameter, the booking and commercial systems are assessed. For
example, websites can offer the booking of accommodations and purchase of
tickets for different events, etc.

G. Languages (6 indicators) - in this section, the variety of languages is essential.
Having only an English version of the website is not enough. This parameter
assesses whether the website has non-official languages other than English, which
are popular in the world.

H. Branding (13 indicators) - this parameter assesses the manner that the
information and image of the destination are conveyed and managed. Indicators
such as logo and its coherence with the overall design of the website are
evaluated. Furthermore, the description of the goals and values of websites as a
destination brand as well as their emotional and functional elements are assessed.

I. Discourse Analysis (8 indicators) - this parameter examines the convincing
capacity of websites. In other words, the rhetorical and argumentative procedures
in terms of structure or strategies are considered.

J. Interactivity (12 indicators) - in this section, the two-way communication
between visitors and website content is evaluated. Also, communication between
website users and website managers and others are considered.

K. Social Web (8 indicators) - this parameter checks the presence of 2.0 tools in
websites. Additionally, functions like ratings of different content, availability of
user comment platforms, journey planner, and participation in social media (links,
photos, videos) are also assessed.

L. Mobile Communication (5 indicators) - in this parameter, the existence of a
mobile version of the websites is assessed. Moreover, the number of operating

systems of a website and its functionality should be checked.

All twelve parameters can be divided into four assessment aspects: technical
(information architecture, web positioning, and usability and accessibility),
communicative (homepage, languages, content amount and quality), relational

(interactivity, social web, and mobile communication) and persuasive (discourse analysis,
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branding, and marketing). Furthermore, the WQI system is based on a model that rates

each parameter after calculating all indicators and deriving an average grade for websites

using all parameters. Below in table 1, the scales of indicators are shown.

0-1-2-3 0-1-2 0-1
No — Yes

Bad — Regular — Good — Very Bad — Regular — Good
good No — Few — A lot

No — Few —Enough — A lot No — Partially — Yes
No — Partially — Yes Low — Medium — High
Extra Low - Medium- High-

Very High

E NC

Error = Not the case

Table I: Indicator Scale from the WQI Assessment System (Source: WQI Analysis Grid 2013; see in

the appendix)

Each indicator in a parameter is given a weighting score that shows its importance

within a parameter and which are used to calculate a score for parameters. For example,

the process of deriving a score of the “web positioning” parameter for the ODW of Nur-

Sultan is shown below. All parameters from “homepage” to “mobile communication” are

labeled by letters from A to L, respectively, in the WQI assessment system grid. Inside

parameters, as an example in the “web positioning” parameter presented below in Table

Il that is labeled as E, we labeled indicators as E1, E2, and so on to represent the

indicator questions related to this parameter.

E.

web positioning

indicator number El E2 E3 E4 ES E6 Score
weight 3 2 2 10 4 2 40
Welcome to Nur-Sultan 2 2 1 1 0 0 0,55

Table I1: Web Positioning Parameter (Source: compiled by authors)

For example, for indicators E1 and E2 following questions are asked:
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e EI1. Presence of keywords in URL. At the URL of the pages, are the

2 13 % ¢

keywords “tourism”, “tour”, “visit”, or similar, and “destination/territory
name”? Rate: 0-1-2
e E2. Presence of keywords in the titles. At the titles of the pages, are the

2 13 % ¢

keywords “tourism”, “tour”, “visit”, or similar, and “destination/territory

name”? Rate; 0-1-2

After acquiring numbers for all indicators for each parameter, we multiply each
indicator by its predetermined weight and divide the total amount by 40, which represents
the maximum score that this parameter can get. The formula would be written in the

2x34+2x2+1%2+1%10+0%4+0%2
40

following way: = 0,55.

Similar procedures are used for all other parameters. Finally, we calculate the
average score of all parameters combined, which gives us a total grade for a website. The
total grade for a website is understood at the end as the Web Quality Index score. In other

words, the WQI score represents the overall quality of the website.

A content analysis, which is the application of this assessment system, was carried
out on eight Kazakhstani and eight international official destination websites between 5
November and 25 December 2019. We chose specifically this period in order to minimize
the risk of finding significant changes before the start of 2020. Interviews were conducted
in February 2020.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS

Tables 1 and 2, as well as Figures 1, 2, and 3, present our quantitative results from
our analysis of ODWSs. The summarized qualitative results from our interviews are shared
in the appendix.

Content
amount Usability
Home and Information and Web Discourse Social Mobile

page quality architecture accessibility positioning Marketing Languages Branding analysis Interactivity web ~ comm.

Mangystau 0,2 0,13 0,34 0,53 0,4 0 0,32 0,27 0,28 0,06 0 0 021
_ 0,58 047 0,48 0,58 0,45 0,06 037 0,38 0,19 0,06 0 0 03
East
Kazakhstan 0,78 044 05 0,63 0,33 016 04 0,62 054 025 014019 0,41
_ 0,74 0,54 0,83 0,74 0,55 0,16 049 0,55 0,35 019 048 046 05
Kostanay 0,91 0,65 0,72 0,74 0,45 0,18 0,49 0,53 0,38 0,34 0,2 0,46 0,5
Akmola 0,73 0,56 0,78 0,66 0,58 0,35 0,56 0,73 0,44 031 0,71 0 0,53
0,89 0,67 0,74 0,67 0,33 0,11 0,65 0,68 0,35 041 0,38 05 054
- 0,84 0,72 0,69 0,76 0,55 0,3 0,6 0,66 0,69 029 051 0 0,55

Table 1: WQI results for Kazakhstani ODWs (Source: compiled by authors)

Content
amount Usability
Home and Information and Web Discourse Social Mobile

page quality  architecture accessibility positioning Marketing Languages Branding analysis  Interactivity web comm.

_ 0,34 0,62 0,55 05 057 0,03 0,38 07 0,28 021 061 037 043
Hong Kong 089 097 083 0,92 095 0,16 094 068 06 041 079 053 0,72
_ 0,84 0,89 0,88 0,93 0,85 0,08 086 075 0,72 058 081 093 076
New York 096 094 0,87 0,91 09 0,76 078 084 085 044 094 013 0,77
London 07 096 093 088 095 085 065 049 088 042 097 093 08
Paris 09 096 09 0,96 0,93 088 087 093 081 046 097 023 081
- 0,86 0,89 0,89 0,96 0,93 0,44 087 095 1 047 097 093 084
Dubai 084 085 0,88 0,93 0,93 0,76 1 08 0,91 055 1 084 086

Table 2: WQI Results for International ODWs (Source: compiled by authors)
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Figure 3: Comparison between Kazakhstani (multi-color) and International ODWs (grey color) in
four aspects within a radar graph (Source: compiled by authors)
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We can observe that international ODWs on average top Kazakhstani counterparts
in almost all twelve parameters by a large margin, in particular regarding “content
amount and quality”, “web positioning”, “languages”, “branding”, “discourse analysis”
and “social web” parameters. This is especially evident if we look at it from the four
aspects, as seen in figure 3. Here, Kazakhstani ODWs lag immensely in all three aspects
except for technical aspects. However, both international and Kazakhstani ODWs have
low scores in “marketing” and “interactivity” parameters, meaning that both have weak
commercialized booking and purchase systems as well as non-functioning interactive
resources. Kazakhstani ODWs compete on the same level as their international
counterparts in the “homepage” parameter and score relatively high with an average
value score of 0.72. Besides, the “homepage” parameter is considered as the highest
average value score among all parameters for Kazakhstani ODWs, followed only by
parameters of “usability and accessibility” and “information architecture”. In general, all
Kazakhstani ODWSs are, to a certain degree, user-friendly and meet more than half of all
nineteen indicators in the “usability and accessibility” parameter. Moreover, all
Kazakhstani websites have rather a weakly convincing capacity to attract visitors in terms
of rhetorical and argumentative features within the “discourse analysis” parameter as well
as weak and non-functioning interactivity resources. In table 1 and figure 1, we can see
how Kazakhstani ODWSs of Kostanay, Nur-Sultan, Akmola, Turkestan, and Almaty
scored above the Kazakhstani WQI average score of 0.44. The highest WQI score
attained Almaty, followed by Turkestan, Akmola, Kostanay, and Nur-Sultan. The
weakest Kazakhstani ODW is Mangystau with a score of 0.21, and the weakest

parameters for Kazakhstani ODWs were “interactivity”, “mobile communication”, and

“marketing”.

In comparison to the Kazakhstani ODWs, the international WQI average score of
all twelve parameters combined is 0.75. Five ODWs of Macao, New York, London,
Paris, Singapore, and Dubai scored above their international average 0.75 WQI score.
The highest WQI score received the ODW of Dubai with 0.86. Just slightly worse than
Dubai scored the ODW of Singapore. Only Hong Kong and Kuala Lumpur scored below
average WQI values. In terms of individual results of parameters, five parameters scored
above 0.80 points with the highest average scoring parameters being both “content
amount and quality” as well as “social web” at 0.88 followed by “usability and

accessibility” and “web positioning” parameters. The lowest scoring parameters for
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international ODWs were “marketing” and “interactivity”. In all parameters of
international ODWs, Kuala Lumpur scored the lowest with 0.43 WQI score. In figure 3,
we can see how international ODW's score reasonably well in almost all parameters

99 ¢¢

except for “marketing”, “interactivity”, and “mobile communication” parameters.
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DISCUSSION SECTION

The analysis of Kazakhstani and international ODWSs enabled us to assess their

strengths and weaknesses as well as identify some drawbacks and positive aspects.

Kazakhstani ODWs

In terms of institutional contacts, for five out of eight Kazakhstani ODWs of
Kostanay, Mangystau, Akmola, Aktobe, and Almaty, finding institutional contacts was a
difficult task, especially in recognizing the responsible DMO for ODWSs. The same can
also be said about the provision of non-official languages and search engine options on
the homepages of each website. Here, all ODWs except for Almaty had only one non-
official language of English, and half of all Kazakhstani ODWs were not equipped with a
search engine function. It was also interesting to find out that all ODWSs showed some
dysfunctional or broken booking and payment system. For instance, for the ODW of East
Kazakhstan, the booking and payment systems only worked for tours but not for hotels or
restaurants. The ODW also did not have valid security certification (https) as of February
2020.

All ODWs also showed problems with the loading of individual sections or lacked
sufficient information. Half of all Kazakhstani websites, in particular with Akmola,
Kostanay, Nur-Sultan, and Aktobe, had outdated information within different sections,
such as with the events section. For instance, in Akmola's ODW, the section on “hunting
tourism” or “for investors” could not be accessed, and the “weather forecast” section was
incomplete and outdated. In another example, there was a total absence of information in
the section on “trip planner” for ODW of Almaty. The same problem also faced East
Kazakhstan ODW with sections regarding “media”, “for partners”, “gastronomy”, Or
“FAQ”. In another case with ODW of Mangystau, an official logo or introductory
presentation about the destination was absent on the homepage section, and as of March

2020, the website has been updated several times as same as the ODW of Akmola.

Out of eight ODWs, seven of them, namely Akmola, Kostanay, Nur-Sultan,
Aktobe, East Kazakhstan, Turkestan, and Mangystau, showed a significant number of

cases in mistranslations from Russian to Kazakh or from Russian to English. For
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instance, in the case of Akmola, the sitemap was not wholly translated when switching
the languages from Russian to English. In another example with Kostanay's ODW,
downloadable items such as brochures, magazines, or bus routes about the destination
were only provided in the Russian language. Speaking of the availability of download
options for visitors, all ODWSs except for Kostanay, East Kazakhstan, Almaty and
Turkestan showed a total absence of downloading functions. ODWs that provided the
option to download focused mainly on infographics, seasonal guidebooks, or information
about the destination and its historical aspect. One good example would be the ODW of

East Kazakhstan.

Another striking problem of Kazakhstani ODWs was also the case with 2.0
application tools and links to micro-blogging platforms. Often here, the links would not
work, or 2.0 icons would simply be absent on the homepages. These problems were
found in ODWs of Turkestan, East Kazakhstan, Nur-Sultan, Aktobe, and Mangystau,
with mostly Twitter and Tumblr applications. For instance, for the ODW of Nur-Sultan, a
link from the website to YouTube videos is not provided despite videos being present on
YouTube by the DMO channel. Half also showed signs of an incomplete, not
functioning, or absence of interactive maps, particularly with 3D virtual tours. This
problem was evident with ODWs of Akmola, Nur-Sultan, East Kazakhstan, and
Mangystau. For example, in the case of East Kazakhstan’s ODW, the Tripadvisor link
redirects visitors to another link than initially intended.

Lastly, only three ODWs of Kostanay, Turkestan, and East Kazakhstan provided a
platform for user comments as well as the possibility to register into the website. In
comparison, only two ODWs of Akmola and East Kazakhstan provide an option for a

human chat line with visitors.

International ODWs

All international ODWs had a functioning as well as integrated booking and
payment system, in particular the ODW of Paris. Only Macao, Kuala Lumpur, and Hong
Kong did not have a functioning booking and payment systems. The New York City’s
ODW also had a well-integrated booking system through booking.com as same as the

Paris ODW. It might also be interesting to note down that Dubai’'s ODW allowed
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booking hotels, events, and airline tickets but not restaurants. However, it was obligatory
to register first before proceeding to the booking procedure. It was also interesting to find
out that for ODWs of Dubai, New York City, and Singapore, the booking of airline

tickets was not possible.

In terms of the provision of non-official languages in their homepages, only six
international ODW of Hong Kong, Macao, Paris, Dubai, London, and Singapore
provided more than four non-official languages. For instance, Hong Kong’s ODW
allowed visitors to choose from at least 19 and Paris ODW from 10 non-official
languages. Unlike for Kazakhstani ODWs, in terms of institutional contacts, it was easy

to locate the responsible DMO for all international ODWs.

The provision of mobile apps and the download options of maps, brochures,
guidebooks, and other items also play a crucial role in promoting their ODWSs via
different outlets. All ODWs except for New York City and Paris had functioning mobile
app versions that could be downloaded via Android or 10S applications. In all ODWs,
visitors had various download options ranging from event guidebooks towards cuisine
brochures. For instance, visitors to Kong Kong's ODW could download hiking and
cycling guidebooks. In other cases, Macao’s and Singapore’s ODWs provided the
download option of church maps, hotels, leaflets, or a brochure on gastronomy.
Sometimes certain items had technical issues and could not be downloaded. This was the
case for the ODW of Paris and Kuala Lumpur, in particular concerning travel

guidebooks.

The usage of 2.0 applications such as Twitter, Tumblr, Facebook, and video
platforms of YouTube is essential for visitors, which provides them with the option to
share and post about their experiences. All websites did not miss this opportunity, and all
of them provided 2.0 icons with their appropriate links. However, some websites such as
New York City’s ODW did not have any icons with links to their YouTube channel, even

though videos on YouTube existed under their ODW channel.

Most international websites had some form of functioning and interactive
resources. For instance, ODWSs of New York City, Paris, Dubai, and Singapore allowed

visitors to customize their trips. In the case of London and Hong Kong, their trip planner
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was neither user-oriented nor interactive but provided some form of information. Only
Kuala Lumpur and Macao did not provide any trip planner functions. In terms of
interactive applications, all websites except for Kuala Lumpur provided simple and easy
to use interactive maps of their destination. If we take London’s ODW as an example, it
allows visitors to use an online webcam in a real-time mode for different locations in

London.

Most websites did not have any significant problems with outdated information,
missing links, or technical issues. Only Kuala Lumpur’s ODW experienced both issues
with outdated information and individual sections, such as the “event” section not
properly opening up. The same technical issue also faced the website of London with
specific sections. In New York City’'s ODW the official videos about the destinations
lacked translations into non-official languages, where even subtitles were not provided.
New York City’s ODW also had some issues within individual sections regarding the
font size and background readjustment, as sometimes the visual order between texts and

pictures did not adjust correctly.

Analysis of the Interview results

By analyzing interviewee answers, we can make some general conclusions about

the current and future developments of the Kazakhstani official destination websites.

Firstly, it was stated that most Kazakhstani ODWs, in general, do not possess or
follow any specific guidelines, standards, or regulations that would define how ODWs
are designed and created. However, there is a slight difference in their answers in terms
of the specifications of ODW developers. For instance, Nur-Sultan Convention &
Visitors Bureau stated that sometimes specific guidelines or standards depend on the
client's preferences and whether a specific “blueprint” exists that ODWs can follow and
adopt. Thus, different tourism organizations and stakeholders might have their own so-
called “brand book” of specifications. On the other hand, Kazakh Tourism JSC mentions
the inevitable impact of modern trends and tools in the digital marketing and business
sphere that may or may not directly impact the way Kazakhstani ODWSs operate. A weak
government control alongside weak legislative regulations in the tourism sector could

also be one of the reasons why many Kazakhstani ODWs do not have a specification or a
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“brand book” that they could refer to (Korablev, 2013; Kapiki, Rakhmetulina &
Nurgalieyva, 2014; Smykova, 2014; Baidildina, 2016).

Secondly, in terms of which international or domestic standards Kazakhstani
ODWs follow, both concluded that most Kazakhstani ODWSs might not explicitly follow
neither domestic nor international standards but may self-develop their strategies, plans
or instructions at their convenience. However, Kazakh Tourism JSC mentioned that most
Kazakhstani ODWs follow certain domestic state programs, such as the strategic plan of
development of the tourism industry for 2019-2025. Hence, Kazakh Tourism JSC does
not deny the fact that the government is heavily involved in developing standards for
tourism websites. However, even if such domestic regulations are just strategies or
instructions, once again, it was agreed that it is dependent on the preferences of website

Oowners.

Next, both mention that government support for the creation, maintenance, and
marketing of Kazakhstani ODWs is crucial. While Kazakh Tourism JSC refers to the
state’s role with the funding allocation of the state program 2019-2025 for digital
promotion, Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau goes even further than that stating
that the state also aids with technical and promotional support via municipal mayors and
sub-government related communication channels. State support is considered to be one of
the main components allowing the tourism industry in Kazakhstan to flourish, in
particular from the perspective of public-private partnerships being exemplified as one of
the ways for effective usage of state support (Smykova, 2014). Besides, it is worth
mentioning that there is a lack of business integration with the destination websites of
Kazakhstan. Although there exists some information regarding gastronomy,
accommodation, and tour guides, a significant number of private organizations that are
involved in tourism development are not included or mentioned in Kazakhstani ODWs.
Thus, the public-private partnership initiatives can play an essential role in integrating

private organizations with destination websites.

Both were also convinced that most Kazakhstani ODWs are updated frequently
and regularly. Since modern tourism markets are changing rapidly with new trends
reappearing, upgrading destination websites should not be underestimated, and websites
need to capture all available market opportunities as well as meet the interests of potential
tourists (Ho & Lee, 2007; Huang, Chou & Lin, 2010; Fernandez-Poyatos et al., 2011,
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Loncari¢, Basan, & Markovi¢, 2013). Without that, Kazakhstani ODWSs will not be able
to compete with their international counterparts.

Both had different answers regarding the issue of disproportionate provision of
information about accommodation in Kazakhstani websites. For instance, Kazakh
Tourism JSC assured us that as of the year 2020, an E-Qonaq platform will be
implemented and is in due process, meaning that a unified platform for the entire
Kazakhstani ODWs did not exist before that. Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau
though, did not provide any specific answers to this question and regarded this issue as

dependent on the website owner’s preferences.

Their answers also differed concerning the importance of an accessibility section
for disabled users in Kazakhstani ODWs. While Kazakh Tourism JSC strongly believed
that all Kazakhstani ODWs should be accessible to everyone, Nur-Sultan Convention &
Visitors Bureau regarded this issue to be dependent on the website owner's preference.
The same similar stance shared the Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau in the
following question regarding the importance of user comments and feedback section in
Kazakhstani ODWs as well as about the dysfunctioning and poorly operating booking
and commercial systems. Here, contrastingly Kazakh Tourism JSC provided a rather
specific answer agreeing on the importance of user comments and feedback section for
Kazakhstani ODWs by stating the important role of “I-MAS” software and assured the
planned introduction of a communication window for all national tourism portals as of
2020 with an additional module of the commercial platform for the main Kazakhstani
national tourism portal “kazakhstan.travel”. The need for citizen participation in the
creation of ODWs has been stressed several times by various scholars and companies,
such as Biko2 company (2008, p.18) and scholars Fernandez-Cavia, Vinyals-Mirabent &
Lopez-Pérez (2013), who analyzed Spanish destination websites of autonomous
communities. Among Kazakhstani ODWSs, we can trace a similar pattern in the parameter
of “interactivity”, which scored on average a score of 0.23. It is relatively low compared
to international websites that scored with 0.44. Thus, it is apparent that in Kazakhstani
ODWs the participation of tourists is at a weak level, as tourism portals do not provide
any channels for communication. Also, the lack of user participation was not due to
technical aspects since the “usability and accessibility” parameter is quite high (0.66) for
Kazakhstani ODWs.
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In the following question, both concluded that collaboration with online tour
agencies such as LonelyPlanet or Tripadvisor did not succeed in the past due to various
reasons. Two main reasons were identified. Firstly, disinterest by international online tour
agencies. Secondly, the high cost of partnership agreements. Kazakh Tourism JSC
tackled this question with a more positive outlook assuring that the partnership with
online tour agencies, in particular with LonelyPlanet, is planned for the year 2020 with
major Kazakhstani ODWs.

In terms of questions 10 and 11, it was mentioned that most Kazakhstani ODWSs
possessed some kind of analytical system that could keep track of profiles of website
users. Here, analytical tools can generate data that would allow Kazakhstani ODWs to
understand the origin of visitors, their number of page views, and duration of stay at the

website.

Last but not least, Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau was willing to share
with us the three main problems and their solutions that Kazakhstani ODWs still to date
face. The first problem they referred to concerned the “visual” aesthetic look that most
tourism websites in Kazakhstan lacked. They propose to work on the design of tourism
websites in a way that would leave a good “first impression” to potential tourists (Law
and Hsu, 2006; Kim and Fesenmaier, 2008). Surprisingly, for Kazakhstani ODWs the
overall score in their “homepage” parameter is comparably as high as the international
ones, showing that Kazakhstani ODWSs do understand the importance of the homepage
design and thus do not neglect it. The second problem concerned the “functional” aspects
of websites. Here, they touch upon the functionality issues, such as accessibility options
for disabled people, the booking and commercial system, and the lack of communication
channels to reach out to online operators. These functional aspects would give tourism
websites as well as potential tourists additional trust and “space” to find an interest in the
destination. Lastly, most tourism websites in Kazakhstan simply lack sufficient and
appealing content. Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau here illustrated the problem
of how the lack of quality content in texts, photos, or videos shuns away the interest of
potential tourists. In conclusion, we can say that Kazakhstani ODWSs have to work on
these three principles to create an appealing and well-functioning tourism website that
would leave a good impression about the destination to potential tourists.
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In conclusion, there are two general patterns to note down. One the one hand,
Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau attempted to provide honest answers to all
twelve questions and based their answers to specific questions according to their
“welcometonur-sultan.kz” website. They also shared their opinion regarding the last
question. Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau gave us an interesting viewpoint, as
according to them, most functions of ODWs in terms of marketing and development
features depend on the owner's preferences. Hence, by their understanding, tourism
websites in Kazakhstan work partially independent from government interference. Here,
exceptions would only be in terms of the directions or “protocols” that tourism websites
in Kazakhstan follow with strategies, plans, or guidelines. On the other hand, Kazakh
Tourism JSC tried to present a state’s agenda. So in order not to worsen its own and the
reputation of the government, it tried to leave some more complex questions unanswered,
partially answered or provided answers that were not entirely related to the content of the
question. This is understandable from their point of view, as they are the main body that
represents the tourism brand of Kazakhstan abroad. Unlike Nur-Sultan Convention &
Visitors Bureau, Kazakh Tourism JSC based their answers on the main national tourism

portal website “kazakhstan.travel .
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RECOMMENDATIONS

We prepared the following list of recommendations that we have derived from our
quantitative and qualitative research findings. Kazakhstani ODWs should improve in all
twelve parameters according to the WQI assessment system. However, as a first step,

Kazakhstani ODWs should focus on the following main aspects:

1. A single standard or guideline for the creation of destination websites of DMOs
should be set up except for the website’s design that could be left upon the
website owner’s preferences.

2. ODWs should aspire to improve the traffic ranking of their web page. For
example, if to write down the name of a destination, the ODWs have to appear in
the top five lists of links in Google, Yandex, and other search engines.

3. Each ODW in Kazakhstan should provide content in at least two to three non-
official languages, several functioning mobile application apps via Android and
IOS software, and fix specific technical issues. For instance, what concerns
missing links to 2.0 applications, unloadable sections of websites, lack of
provision of information, and the issue with outdated information.

4. Kazakhstani ODWs have to be more user-oriented. A single digital module for
user comments and feedback should be created applicable to all destination
websites.

5. Booking and commercial systems should be modified and centralized to connect
tourists and local tourism services conveniently. Notably, it can be facilitated
through a closer partnership with local SMEs from business sectors engaging in
services with restaurants, hotels, and tour guides. We recommend integrating a
single centralized platform, in particular, the planned E-Qonag program into all
Kazakhstani ODWs in order to have a standard accommaodation system.

6. In order to increase the accessibility level of websites for people with disabilities,
a separate functional section with the necessary information should be created.

7. The functionality of interactivity apps of 2.0 applications such as virtual 3D maps
or webcams should be updated, and their technical problems removed.

8. Finally, the analytical systems should be used more effectively for marketing
purposes and as a way to understand the profiles of website visitors. Such data
should be available to the public via e-gov portals and monthly updates.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the evaluation of 16 destination websites (8 Kazakhstani and 8
international) reveal that international websites on average show better results than
Kazakhstanis in all 12 parameters according to the WQI assessment system, in particular
within the “content amount and quality”, “web positioning”, “languages", “branding”,
“discourse analysis”, and “social web” parameters. The only parameter where
Kazakhstani ODWs compete with international ODWs was the “homepage” parameter.
Among the weakest features of Kazakhstani websites were the “interactivity”, “mobile
communication”, and “marketing” parameters. Kazakhstani ODWs need to improve in
their communicative, relational, and persuasive aspects immensely rather than in
technical aspects. Among all Kazakhstani ODWs, only five destination websites of
Kostanay, Nur-Sultan, Almaty, Turkestan, and Akmola did exceptionally well. The top
three highest WQI scoring destination websites were Almaty, Turkestan and Akmola.
Most Kazakhstani ODWSs encountered the following issues: no booking and payment
system; incomplete and outdated information: functionality difficulties with 2.0
applications; no mobile applications; inexistent platforms for user comments and major

translation problems with non-official languages.

The research findings from the WQI assessment tool allowed us to assess the
overall quality of tourism websites, and pinpoint not only comparative differences in
terms of their strengths and weaknesses but also identify in which parameters
Kazakhstani destination websites can improve. The WQI assessment tool is also a
flexible methodological instrument that can be developed and adapted in line with new
changes, demands, and developments of the tourism industry. With that said, in similar
studies in the future, we could see indicators being recorrected, added, and even its
weighting system modified. It is worth mentioning that the data compiled in our research
findings should be reviewed in relative terms alongside the context of the destination and
goals of the DMOs. Overall, it can be considered as a useful evaluation tool for online

communication managers of tourism destinations in Kazakhstan.

From our interviews with two tourism stakeholders, namely Kazakh Tourism JSC

and Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau, we were able to receive some valuable
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information and new insights into the development of tourism in Kazakhstan. First and
foremost, we found out that most Kazakhstani ODWSs do not follow any specific
guidelines or standards, be it of domestic or international origin. Hence, the maintenance,
creation, and management of ODWs in Kazakhstan are dependent a lot on the owner's
preferences. In this regard, most web functions and features, such as the provision of
accommodation information, importance of accessibility section for disabled users, and a
platform for user comments and feedback, depend on the owner’s decision-making.
Secondly, most destination websites in Kazakhstan receive technical and promotional
government support via specific state programs. Thirdly, most ODWSs do not yet possess
an integrated and well-functioning booking and commercial system. However, a major
commercial platform for all ODWs is planned to be implemented as of 2020. We also
found out that travel service websites such as TripAdvisor or LonelyPlanet do not
cooperate with Kazakhstani ODWs due to the lack of interest and high partnership costs.
Fourthly, for most Kazakhstani destination websites, analytical systems of tracking
profiles of website users are present. Moreover, according to Nur-Sultan Convention &
Visitors Bureau, a website’s visual, functional, and content aspects are considered as the

main problems that Kazakhstani destination websites should work on in the future.

As such kind of study has never been done before in the context of Kazakhstan,
this research paper can be considered as the first pioneering work to research a new field
that has been left untapped by scholars. It would serve its purpose to drive existing
Kazakhstani destination websites to upgrade themselves and give an incentive for the
government, local tourism organizations, and businesses to consider opening up other
national tourism portals for other potentially tourism-attractive destinations in the

country.
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STUDY LIMITATIONS

There are several limitations to this study. Firstly, this research is limited to only
city destination websites. Furthermore, some city destinations in Kazakhstan, such as
Taraz, Pavlodar, Karaganda, and Semey, do not possess any ODWSs, which might limit

the sample size, and to an extent, the level of generalizability of research findings.

Secondly, official tourist destination portals are continuously and dynamically
changing. As a result, new features are added to websites, and consequently, the
methodological assessment system requires necessary updates in order to adapt to new
web developments. Hence, our analysis and its validity might be outdated over time if
significant changes were to be detected with official destination websites. Therefore,

monitoring websites are crucial in order to keep up with recent changes.

Thirdly, the analysis of ODWs is solely based on how well the websites suit the
criteria for each indicator, which may not tell us the actual goals of DMO promoters to
potential website visitors. In that regard, our research findings might simply show the
“first impression” of a destination with a focus on the message rather than on user

perception. No one should judge a destination only by the website that DMOs provide.

Last but not least, the WQI assessment system is a laborious tool that should be
used by tourism experts and especially by trained professionals, who know precisely how
to apply the WQI system properly. Often when methodological assessment tools are
applied, some terminologies might be misinterpreted by those people who had no
experience working in the tourism industry before. As a result, this may distort and affect

the findings of the results and the data drastically.
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FUTURE RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT

Despite the shortcomings mentioned above of our study limitations, the WQI
assessment tool was comprehensive, easily applicable, and reproducible. The applied
methodological assessment tool that was created explicitly by the CODETUR project
back in 2013 for city destination websites could also be used in other relevant pertaining
sectors. Such benchmarking studies like ours are essential for tourism websites because it
brings valuable data and spurs the need for comparative research with best practices
(Bhutta & Hug, 1999; Johnson & Misic, 1999). The so-called “gauging technique”
applied in our paper, that is, studying how well a process or a policy would fit into an
ideal or standard, would allow tourism organizations and managers to use the research
findings in order to improve and upgrade specific policy programs (Shields & Tajalli,
2006).

For future research development studies in this field, it might also be interesting
to look at the analysis of the tourism sites web traffic data, average website visitors,
pageview rates as well as the duration of visitors’ stay. Such studies could give us a more
in-depth insight into untapped fields of research studies, and the data obtained could be

used effectively for various marketing purposes.

Furthermore, since one of our study limitations concerned the coverage of only
eight Kazakhstani city destination websites, future development studies could uncover
other existing and newly created Kazakhstani ODWSs. Thus, by that also generating new
and useful data for not only research purposes but also increasing the social awareness of
the existence of Kazakhstani ODWs and the necessity for the tourism industry to play a

significant role in the economy of a country.
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Part A. URL links to Kazakhstani and International ODWs

Kazakhstani ODWs

APPENDIX

DESTINATIONS

URL

Mangystau

https://visitmangystau.kz/

Aktobe

http://www.visitaktobe.kz/

East Kazakhstan

https://toureast.kz/

Nur-Sultan https://www.welcometonur-
sultan.com/

Kostanay http://visitkostanay.kz/

Akmola https://www.visitagmola.kz/

Turkestan http://turkestantour.kz/

Almaty https://visitalmaty.kz/

International ODWs

DESTINATIONS

URL

Kuala Lumpur

http://www.visitkl.gov.my/

Hong Kong https://www.discoverhongkong.com/
Macao https://www.visitmacao.com.au/
New York https://www.nycgo.com/
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https://visitalmaty.kz/
http://www.visitkl.gov.my/
https://www.discoverhongkong.com/
https://www.visitmacao.com.au/
https://www.nycgo.com/

London https://www.visitlondon.com/

Paris https://www.parisinfo.com/
Singapore https://www.visitsingapore.com/en/
Dubai https://www.visitdubai.com/

Part B. Graphs of Kazakhstani and International ODWs (the lowest; the average;
the highest WQI scores)

Kazakhstani ODWs (Source: compiled by authors)
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International ODWSs (Source: compiled by authors)

Kuala Lumpur

Information architecture
Marketing Web positicning

Dizcourse analysis Usability and accessibility

SoSoos
e

S
G 'n

F =

i

Branding Home page
Mobile conmmunication Languages:
Social web Content amount and quality
Interactivity
London
Information architecture
1
Marketng 3 Web positioning
0.8
0.7
: : 0.6 o .
Discourse analysis 03 Uzability and accessibility
04
0.3
02
0.1
Eranding 0 Home page
Mobile communication Languages
Social web Content amount and quality

Interactivity

52



Dubai

Informaton architecturs

Marketing 0o Web positioning

Dizcourse analysis Usability and accessibility

Branding Home page
Mobile communication Languages
Social web Content amount and quality

Interactivity

Part C. Interview Questions
Russian Version

1. CymecTBylOT 1M clelUalbHble CTaHAAPTHI JUOO HMHCTPYKLIHUHM IO pa3paboTke H
NONJEPKKE  OQUIMAIBHBIX  TYpUCTHYECKMX  caiiToB? (mo  Ju3aiiHy — caifra,
MH(OPMALIMOHHON CTPYKTYype, CEKIIMHM, HHCTPYMEHThI, (MHAHCOBAasi W TEXHUYECKas

HOJIEPXKKA, U T. [1.).

2. Ecnu na, BBI crieqyere MexXIyHapOAHBIM CTaHIapTaM WM HallMOHAIBHBIM? Hackombko
ctporo oHu cobOmoaaroTcsi? CyIecTByeT JIM JTOKYMEHT, B KOTOPOM OITMCHIBAIOTCS BCE

CTaHAapTHl ¥ MPOLEAYPHI B I€TaNSIX?

3. B kakoii cTeneHu rocy1apcTBO MOMOTaeT B pa3paboTke u moanaepxkke Kazaxcranckux
OUIMATEHBIX TYPUCTHUECKUX BeOcaiiToB? B kakoil Mepe B ’TOM y4acTBYIOT aKUMAaThl?
(IT cnenmanrcThl U3 TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX OPraHOB JINOO YAaCTHBIC CIIEI[HATUCTHI, OFOIKET,
uHopmarusa, U T. 1A.). Kakyro TNoamepkKy oOKa3blBaeT TrocyaapcTBo? (dhuHaHCOBas,

TCXHUYCCKas, MOAACPIKKA B YIIPABJIICHUU, U JPYTHUC BUABI HO,[[I(Cp)KKI/I).
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4. Kak wuyacro oOHoBisitoTcss BeO calTel? (MHpOpManuss O COOBITHSX, YIIHIL,
TYPUCTUYECKHX TUIOB, JOCTONPUMEUATEIFHOCTH; a TaKXKe Ha JPYTHX IUIaTGopmax, Kak

Wucrarpam, delicOyk, u T. 1.).

5. [louemy B HekoTopbix Kazaxcranckux BeO caifiTax oTCyTCTBYeT MH(pOpPMAIUSI O MEeCTax

NPO>KUBaHUS/OTENen?

6. Ilouemy BOo Bcex KazaxcraHckux caillTax OTCYTCTBYeT CEKIUsA i JIIOACH ¢
OTpaHUYEHHBIMU BO3MOXKHOCTSIMH. BaxkHa iy oThenbHas mHGOpMalus U CEKUUs s

HIO,Z[GI;'I C OI'paHUYCHHBIMHA BO3MOKHOCTSIMM ?

7. Tlouemy He Bce Kazaxcranckue BeO CalThl MOANCPKHUBAIOT (QYHKIUIO IS

KoMMeHTapueB? Hackonbko BaM BayKHBI KOMMEHTAapUU U oOpaTHas CBS3b?

8. ITouemy B ocHoBHOM KazaxcraHckux BeO caliTaXx OTCYTCTBYET OHJIailH OpOHUpPOBaHHE

H KOMMCpUYCCKasa cucrema?

9. TIlouemy Kazaxcranckue BeO CaliTBl HE COTPYJHMYAIOT C HM3BECTHBIMHU

TYpPHCTHYECKMMU BeO caiitamu Takumu Kak “Tripadvisor” wiu “Lonely Planet”?

10. OrcnexuBaroTcd aud nonab3oBarenn Kazaxcranckumu BeO cantamu? Ecim ga,
nyOJMUKYIOTCS 1M O HHUX JaHHble B TOCYHapCTBEHHBIX OTYeTax, JuO0 B

HCCJIEI0BATENbCKUX paboTax?

11. Kakue Kazaxcranckue BeO CaliThl OTCICKHBAIOT MECTOIIOJIOKEHNE U TTPOUCXOXKICHHE
TYpUCTOB, KOTOpbIE ToceTuian BeO caiit? Eciam Takue ecth, paccKaxuTre 00 3TOM
noapoOHee mokanyicra. Ecmu HeT, Kak BBl JymaeTe, BaXKHO JIM HCIOJNb30BAaTh JTY

GyHKIUIO ¥ OyAET JIM 3TO MPUMEHSTHCS B OynymieM?

12. [lo BameMy MHEHHIO, KaKkuWe TPHU TJIABHBIE MPOOJIEMBI O CHUX TMOp OCTAIOTCA Y
opurmaneHbix Kazaxcranckux Typuctudeckux BeO caiftax? Kakue ObI BbI jJanmu

pPEKOMEH/1aluu ?
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English Version

1. Is there a specific guideline or standards for developing and maintaining an official
tourism website? (in terms of website design, informational structure, provision of

sections, tools, financial and technical support, etc.)

2. If yes, do you follow international standards or own (national) and how are they
followed? Is there a document that describes these standards in detail?

3. How far the government supports the Kazakhstani websites and to what extent does the
collaboration involve local as well as municipal akimats? (IT specialists from
government or private, budgeting, information wise, etc) Additionally, what does this
support consist of primarily? (is it financial, technical, managerial or other forms of

support).

4. How frequently are websites updated? (information about events, roads, tour guides,

places; also, in other platforms such as mobile apps, Instagram, etc.)

5. Some Kazakhstani websites do have information about accommodation/hotels and

some do not. Why is that so?

6. Sections for support for disabled people who use the official tourist websites are
generally not included. Some foreign websites have specific sections on their webpage
that are dedicated for disabled people. Do you think such a specific section is necessary?

7. Not all Kazakhstani websites have a section for user comments. Firstly, do you think

feedback and comments are important and why so?

8. The booking and commercial system are generally not included in Kazakhstani
websites. Why is that the case?

9. Why do Kazakhstani websites not collaborate with well-known tourism websites such

as Tripadvisor and Lonely Planet? Is there any specific reason for that?

10. Do tourism websites in Kazakhstan keep track of the profiles of website users? If that

is the case, are there studies done on that or governmental reports published about them?
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11. Are there any Kazakhstani tourism websites that target specific tourists according to
their origin or preferences? If yes, could you please elaborate on that. If no, do you think

this is actually important and could possibly be implemented?

12. From your point of view, what are the three main problems that Kazakhstani official
tourist websites still to date face and what would be recommended to improve these

problems?

Part D. Answers to Interview Questions
Answers from Kazakh Tourism JSC (Original Version in Russian language)

1. CTporo ycCTaHOBJIEHHBIX CTaHAAPTOB IO Pa3pabOTKE M MOIAEPIKKE TYPUCTHUECKUX
CaliTOB HET, KaK CO CTOPOHBI HALIIETO TOCYIAPCTBA, TAK U MEKTYHAPOIHBIX OPraHU3aIHi.
OpHako CyLIECTBYIOT TaK Ha3bIBaeMbl€ «3aKOHBD» MapKeTuHra M OusHeca. Takum
obOpa3oMm, OypHBIH pocT NU(POBBIX TEXHOJOTHA CTal NPUYUHON IS TIOSBICHUS
UHTEPHET-MapKEeTUHIa WM TaK Ha3bIBaEMOro IU(PPOBOrO MapKeTHHra. Tak, uis
pa3paboTKH HAIMOHAIBFHOTo TypucTtudeckoro noprana Kazakhstan Travel 6butu B3sThI 32
OCHOBY COBpPEMEHHbBIE TpPEHAbl M HMHCTPYMEHTbl HMMEHHO LH(POBOTO MAapKETHHTIa,

KOTOPBIC MHOI'/IAa BHAYUTCIIbHO OTJIMYAIOTCA OT CTAHAAPTOB TPAAUIITMOHHOIO MapKETHUHTIA.

2. Uro kacaercs nOoKyMeHTOB, B 2019 romy Obl1 yTBEp:KIEH CTpPAaTerMUECKHil IUIaH —
«l"ocynapcTBeHHas nmporpamMma pazButus Typuctckoi orpaciau PK na 2019-2025 ronsmy»,
KOTOPBII OHOW M3 3aJ1a4 CTaBUT (popMupoBaHue FPHEKTUBHON CUCTEMBI MPOIABHIKEHUS
TYpPUCTCKOTO OTEHIMAIa CTPAHbl HA BHYTPEHHEM U MEXIyHapOJAHOM pbIHKax. B pamkax
peanu3anuu JaHHOW 3a1a4yu Obula pazpaboTaHa KoHuenuus E-Typusm- 370 yHUKalbHOE
U(pPOBOE pelIeHHe MPU3BAHHOE CO3/1aTh OJIArONPUSATHBIE YCIOBUS KaK JJIsi TypUCTa TaK
U ISl TOCYZIapCTBa U MpeJICTaBUTENeN TypuUCTHYEeCKOro 6u3Heca. HblHE cymiecTByIOIHiA
HalMOHAIBHBIN Typuctndeckuii nmopran Kazakhstan.travel B mpouecce monepHuzanum
IUTaHUpYeTCa TpaHCHOPMUPOBATh B €AMHOE OHJAliH OkHO E-Typusm. Taxke exxeromHo,
mapkerosoramu kommanuu Kazakh Tourism cos3maeTcss JOKYMEHT — TEeXHHYECKas
cnemudukanus no noprany Kazakhstan.travel, kotopas kak pa3 U COOEpKUT YETKUE

UHCTPYKLIIMU M KPUTEPHU MO CTPYKType, Au3aiiHy, WH(OPMAIMOHHOMY HAaIlOJIHEHUIO,
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NepeBOy, NMPOABMXKEHUIO M TA. COINIAaCHO 3TUM KPUTEPHUSIM 3aTEM U IPOU3BOISATCS
paboThI 10 pa3zpaboTKe WM MOACPHHU3AINHY TOPTAA.

3. T'ocynapcTBO Oka3biBaeT (PMHAHCOBYIO MOJACPKKY O peaan3alui JaHHBIX TPOEKTOB.
Hanpumep, B pamkax ['ocyaapcTBEHHOM TporpaMMoi pa3BUTHS TYPUCTUUYECKON OTpaciu
PK 1o 2025 roga mpenycMOTpEeHO BbLAeIE€HHE OIODKETHBIX CPEACTB Ha HudpoBoe

IIPOJBUKEHHE.

4. TlpoBoauTcs eXEIHEBHbII MOHHMTOPHHI TMOpTaja W O(QUIHAIBHBIX CTPAHUIl B
COLIMATILHBIX ceTsX. Ha cerogHsmHuii neHb, HallMOHAJIBHBIM MOpTan UMeeT (YHKIIHIO,
KOrJla TPEJICTAaBUTEIIM TYPUCTUYECKOrOo OM3HEeca MOTYT pa3Memarh HWHGOPMAIUI0 O
CBOMX YyCIyrax W MEpONpUATHAX. TakuM o0pa3oM, MOPTaJ MOCTOSHHO JOIOJHICTCS U
oOHoBIsIeTcsa. Ha exxeqHeBHOM OCHOBE MPOU3BOIATCS MyOIMKAIlUU B COLUAIBHBIX CETAX.
Hcnonb3yroTcst IpueMbl CUTYaTUBHOIO MapKETUHIA, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TYPUCTUUYECKOTO

C€30Ha UJIM BO3MOKHBIX MacIITaOHBIX MEPONIPUSATUI U TI.

5. B pamkax peanu3ainyu BBIIICYTIOMSHYTOTO MpoekTa E-Typusm, B mponuioM rogay Obiia
paspaborana ruatdpopma E-Qonag - sTto cucrema ydera M nepeiayd JaHHBIX U3 MECT
pasMeleHuid, Oyab TO OTENH, XOCTeNIbl U rocTeBble noma. JlaHHas IulaTdopma Takxke
MO3BOJISIET BECTH AaKTyaJIbHBIA PEECTP MECT pa3MEIICHUM, KOTOpBI BCKOpe Oyner
JIOCTYTIEH JuIsi mojb3oBarenedt tuargopmbl; Ha 2020 roj 3amiaHUpOBAHO BHEIpPEHUE
nanHo# mardopmer Ha moptan Kazakhstan.travel. Takum obpa3om, ¢ 3Toro roga Bes

I/IHq)OpMaI_II/ISI 6yI[eT AOCTYIIHA B OTKPBITOM HOCTYIIC.

6. MbI TBep710 yO€XKIEHbI, UYTO TYpHU3M JIOJKEH OBITh AOCTYIEH A BeeX. [loaToMy npu
pa3paboTke caiiTa OBUIM H3Y4YEHbl U YUYTEHBl (AaKTOpbl, C KaKUMU TPYIHOCTIMHU
CTAJIKMBAIOTCS JIIOAM C OrPAaHMYEHHBIMH BO3MOXHOCTSAMU IIPU  OpraHu3aluu

MMyTCHICCTBHAL.

K nmpumepy, nammonansubiii mopran Kazakhstan.travel pacmonaraer ¢ynkimeir uteHus
Beiyx. Taxoke Bce momyisipubie BeO-0pay3sepsl (Google Chrome, Mozilla FireFox, Opera,
Internet Explorer) chaOxeHbl (yHKIMEH YMCHBIICHUS WM YBEIUYCHHS MaciiTaba
otoOpakaeMoit cTpaHuipl. DyHKIMS MaciITaOMPOBAaHHUS MO3BOJSET MOJIH30BATEISIM
yYBEJIMYMBATh WIM YMEHbIIATh IIPU(PT M KApTUHKH HpocMaTpuBaeMoil B Opaysepe

CTPaHHIIBI. DTO MOXKET OBITh TIOJIE3HO JUIS JIFOACH ¢ OCITa0JIEHHBIM 3PEHUEM.
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Kak mpaBuio, opranuzanueidl MOJOOHBIX MYTEIIECTBHH 3aHUMAIOTCS TYypUCTHUYECKHE
arcHTCTBA W KOMIIAHWM, OPUEHTUPYIOIIMECS MMEHHO Ha JIIOACH C OrpaHUYECHHBIMU

BO3MOJXHOCTAMHU, KOTOPBIC MOI'YyT o0ecneyuTh JJIsI HUX BCC KOM(l)OpTHBIe YCJIOBUSI.

7. 3TO MHOTMM U3BECTHBIN (haKT, 4TO 0OpaTHAas CBA3b OT ayJUTOPHH — 3TO 3P HEKTUBHBII
WHCTPYMEHT YJIy4llIeHHs] cBOMX yciyr. [loaToMy [t Hac o4yeHb Ba)XXHO MPOBOJIUTH
MOHHTOPHHT ¥ OOPaTHYIO CBSI3b B COIMAIBHBIX CETSAX C MOJIb30BATEIISIMU, OTBEYATh HA UX
KOMMeHTapuu u Bompocel. Takxke, crour ormeruth uto HK — «Kazakh Tourismy
UCIIONIB3YEeT CHUCTeMHOe obOecnedeHue “‘I-Mas”, KOTopoe I03BOJIIET OTCIEKUBATH
ynomuHanue o KazaxcraHe B pa3nuyHBIX OHJIAWH HMCTOYHHMKAX, YTO TO3BOJISIET

OCYHICCTBIATE CBOCBPEMCHHOC pCarupoOBaHuC U pCHYTaHI/IOHHI)If/i MCHCIP)KMCHT.

C 2020 roma Takke IUIAHUPYETCS BHEAPEHUE KOMMYHHMKAllMOHHOTO OKHa Ha
HAI[MOHAJIBLHBIA TYPUCTHUYECKUI MOpPTaj, Ie MOJIb30BATeU MOTYT MOJYYUTh OTBETH Ha

UHTEPECYIOIINE BOIIPOCHIL.

8. B 2020 romy 3amiaHupOBaHO BHEIPEHUE JIOMOJHHUTEIBHOTO MOAYJSI KOMMEPYECKOU
wiaTGopMbl Ha HauoHaubHBIH moptan Kazakhstan.travel, sTo mo3BoiuT Typucram He
TOJILKO IOJIyYUTh HEOOXOIUMYI0 MHPOPMAIIUIO O MECTaX Pa3MEUICHHs, aBHAOWIIETaxX |

JIPYrUX TYPUCTHUECKUX YCIIyrax, HO TaKkke U 3a0pOHUPOBATh UX.

9. Ha 2020 rox, B pamMKax MOJEPHH3AIUHU HAIMOHAIBHOTO TYPUCTHYECKOTO MOpTayia
IJIAHUPYETCS MHTETPALsl C KPYIHBIMU MEXIYHAPOJHBIMUA OHJIAMH Typ areHTCTBaMH Ha
6a3e mapTHepckux mporpamm. Yto kacaetcs «Tripadvisory, To Ha mopTaie MIaHuPyeTCst
BHEJIDEHUE CCBUIKM Ha JaHHyr 1aatdopmy. Takke IUTaHUPYETCs MPOBEICHUE
peKJIaMHOM KaMITaHWM B TAPTHEPCTBAMU C KPYIMHBIMH OpeHIaMH MEXTYHapOIHBIX

CMMU, B tom uucie LonelyPlanet.

10. HarmmonaneHblii Typuctuueckuii mopran Kazakhstan.travel mmeer cBoro cucremy
AQHAJUTHKH TI0 OXBATy M MOCETUTENSIM MopTana. CucreMa aHaAJIMTHKHU AaeT WHPOPMAIIHIO
O CTpaHe MPOXKUBaHUS IOJb30BaTeNell, HCTOYHMKE TpauKka, a TakkKe C Kakoro
ycTpoiicTBa Obul mpousBeAeH BXoA M THA. CTaTUCTHYECKHE [aHHbIE MOTYT OBITh
IIpeIoCTaBIIEHBl 110 3anpocy. K npumepy, HEOJHOKPAaTHO K HaM MOCTYIAIN 3aIPOChl OT
CTYJEHTOB OT€4eCTBEHHbIX BY30B, yIOJIHOMOYEHHBIX OpPraHOB M IIPEICTABUTENEH
UHAYCTPUM, JaHHbIE ObUIM CBOEBPEMEHHO UM IPEOCTaBieHbl. Takxke TMose3Has

uH(popMalrsg MOXKeT ObITh OIMyOJIMKOBaHA Ha HalleM O(UIIMATIBLHOM TejlerpaMM KaHaje
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@sayahattime, co3mganHoro is WHGOPMAIMOHHON MOIMEPKKU TPEACTABUTENCH Typ.

WUHyCTpPHUHU.

Answers from Kazakh Tourism JSC (Translated Version into English language)

1. There are no strict standards and regulations in developing and maintenance of ODW-s
, neither by the state nor by international organizations. However, there are kind of rules
in marketing and business. Thereby, it leads to a rapid increase in digital technologies and
the emergence of internet-marketing or so-called digital marketing. Thus, modern trends
and tools, especially digital marketing, were taken as a basis for the creation of the
national tourist portal “Kazakhstan Travel”, which at times differ from rules of traditional

marketing.

2. As for documents, in 2019, the

in local and international markets.
For implementing this task, the conception of E-Tourism was created, which is a unique
digital solution that is invoked to create favorable conditions for tourists as well as the
country, and representatives of touristic businesses. Portal Kazakhstan.Travel, which
currently exists, is in a process of modernization and it is planned to transform it into a
common online-page of E-Tourism. Besides, marketing specialists of Kazakh Tourism
annually prepare a document of specification for portal Kazakhstan.Travel. It comprises
concrete instructions and criteria for the portal’s structure, design, content, translation,

promotion, etc.

3. The state provides financial support for the implementation of these projects. For
example, under the State Program for the Development of the Tourism Industry of the

Republic of Kazakhstan until 2025, budget funds are allocated for digital promotion.

4. The portal and official pages on social networks are monitored daily. Today, the
national portal has a function when representatives of the tourism business can post

information about their services or events. Thus, the portal is constantly updated.
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Publications are made on social networks on a daily basis. The techniques of situational

marketing are used, depending on the tourist season or possible large-scale events, etc.

5. As apart of the E-tourism project that was mentioned before, last year there was
developed the E-Qonaq platform - it is a system for recording and transmitting data from
placements like hotels, hostels or guest houses. This platform also allows you to observe
an up-to-date catalog of places, which will soon be available to users of the platform; For
2020, it is planned to introduce this platform to the Kazakhstan.travel portal. Thus, all

information will be available in the public domain from this year.

6. We strongly believe that tourism should be accessible to all. Therefore, while
developing the website we have investigated and considered such aspects as what kind of
difficulties people with disabilities may face during their trip. For example, the national
portal Kazakhstan.travel has the function of reading aloud. Also, all popular web
browsers (Google Chrome, Mozilla FireFox, Opera, Internet Explorer) are equipped with
a function to reduce or enlarge the scale of the displayed page. The zoom function allows
users to increase or decrease the font and images of the page viewed in the browser. This
may be useful for people with visual impairments.

As a rule, travel agencies and companies that focus on people with disabilities, and can

provide them with all comfortable conditions are involved in organizing such trips.

7. It is a well-known fact that feedback from the audience is an effective tool to improve
the level of service. Thus, it is very important for us to monitor and conduct feedback in
social networks with users, and to answer their comments and questions. Also, it is worth
noting that the “Kazakh Tourism” JSC uses the “I-Mas” software, which allows to track
mentions about Kazakhstan in various online sources, which allows for timely response
and reputation management.From the start of the year 2020, it is also planned to
introduce a communication window on the national tourism portal, where users can

receive answers to their questions.

8. In 2020, it is planned to introduce an additional module of the commercial platform in
the national portal Kazakhstan.travel. It will allow tourists not only to get necessary
information about places of accommodation, air tickets, and other travel services but also

to book them.
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9. For 2020, to modernize the national portal, it is planned to integrate it with major
international online tour agencies. As for Tripadvisor, it is expected to add links to this
platform. It is also planned to conduct an advertising campaign in partnership with major

international media brands, including LonelyPlanet.

10-11. The national tourism portal Kazakhstan.travel has its analytical system in terms of
coverage and visits to the portal. The analytical system provides information about the
country of residence of users, the source of traffic, as well as from which device the login
or entrance was made, etc. Data is available upon request. For example, we repeatedly
received requests from students of local universities, authorized bodies, and industry
representatives. Data was provided on time.

Additionally, useful information can be published in our official telegram channel
@sayahattime, which is created for informational support of tourism industry

representatives.

12. No answer.

Answers from Nur-Sultan Convention Bureau (Original Version in Russian

language)

1. CnenuanpHOr0 €IMHOTO CTaHAapTa WJIM WHCTPYKLIMU MO Pa3pabOTKe U MOIAEPKKE
oUIMaNbHBIX TYPUCTHUECKUX caiiToB HeT. Kaxkaas opraHuzaius, mpexae 4eM co3aaThb
CaiiT, MUIIeT TeXHUYEeCKOoe 3aJaHue A pa3paboTyukoB. Pazmuuume OT Ipyrux caiToB
UMEHHO TYPUCTHYECKHX CaliTOB B OCHOBHOM BBIpaXkaeTcsl B Ju3aiiHe U B (hyHKIHOHAJE.
Bce 3aBucut ot toro, uro xouer 3aka3zuuk. Eciu ecth OpeHn Oyk, TO mpu pa3paboTke

nu3aiiHa caiita, OyJqyT OTTaJIKUBATHCS OT HETO.

2. Kak Bble ormucal, craHaaptoB HeT. Ho ObIBaloT ykasaHMs, CTpaTerus, IJIaHbI,
KOTOpBIE HAJI0 YYUTHIBATh. B 3TOM roy HanpuMmep IUIaH OPUEHTUPOBAH HA PEATU3ALUIO
TpeX OCHOBHBIX HampasieHuil. IlepBoe — nmMuYHOCTHOE paszButue. Btopoe -
HallMOHAJIbHAs WICHTUYHOCTh U MEXKIYHAPOAHOE IO3ULUOHMpOBaHUE. Tperbe —
pa3BUTHE TOCYJapCTBa, TPaKJAHCKOrO OOIIeCTBa M MECTHOro coobiectBa. Crenys

BTOPOMY BapuaHTy, B 3TOM I'0Jly IUIAHUPYETCS PeIU3aiH canTa
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3. TocymapcTBo(akuMar) BbBIAENSET OFOKET IMOJBEIOMCTBEHHBIM oOpraHu3anusm. [1o
TPeOOBAHUIO TPEIOCTABISIOT HEOOXOAMMYI0 MH(MOPMAIIMIO JUIs 3aI0JHEHUSI KOHTEHTA,

IIOMOTraroT ¢ IPOABUKCHUEM UEPE3 CBOU KaHAJIbI.

4. Kanennapb MEpONpHUITHIA Ha caiiTe OOHOBIISETCS €XKEIHEBHO. Takke MmyONUKYIOTCS
CTaTbU, HAIPUMEpP IPO pa3JIMYHbIE JTOCTONPUMEUATEIBHOCTH. B colManbHBIX ceTax

AHAJIOT'MYHO, ITOCTHI ITPO I'OpOJd, pa3JINYHBIC OIIPOCHUKH, KOHKYPCHI U T.1.

5. 3a Bech Ka3zHer He MOry OTBETUTH, AyMaro cieayeT oOpaTUTbCsS HENOCPEICTBEHHO K

BiaaacjabaM TaKHMX CalTOB.

6. He Bo Bcex, HO BO MHOTMX. DTO TaK)X€ K BJIAJ€JIbLIaM 3TUX CANTOB, BEPOSTHO 3a0bLIH
BKJIIOUUTh B TEXHUYECKOE 3aJaHUE, BO3MOXKHO HE XOTST BBLIEIATH JONOJHUTEIbHBIN
OrO/IKEeT Ha 3TO, B O0ILEM NMPUYUH MOXKET ObIThb MHOro. Ho 3T0 04eHb BakHBIH BOIPOC,

nbo Bce J0JIDKHBI UMCTb PAaBHBIC ITPpaBa.

7. D10 TOXE 3aBUCUT OT "XOTesoK" Biajxenblia caidta. K mpumepy HEKOTOpbHIE XOTST,
4yToObl MX HE CIAMWIM B KOMMEHTApHUSX, HEKOTOpble TakUM 00pa3oB OOpIOTCS C
HEraTMBOM, KOMY-TO KOMMEHTHUPOBaHHE B NPUHIUIIE HE HYXeH, MO0 Ha3HaueHue caiita
HE TIpeJHa3Ha4yeHo Juis 3Toro. Beab ObIBAlOT MHTEpHET MarasuHbl, HHPOPMAIMOHHbBIE

CalThl, OJI0TH, OJTHOCTPAHUYHBIE CANUTHI U T.1.

8. OTBeT BhILIE

9. CoTpyaHUYeCTBO C TaKMMM TUraHTaMHM OYE€Hb 3aTpaTHO, HE MHOTHE MOTYT cebe
MO3BOJIUTh 3aKylaTb peKilaMy y HHX. A Ha OapTepHOH, J0OpPOBOJBHONW OCHOBE

COTpYAHMYATH ¢ "HaMH" UM 0CO0O0 HE HHTEPECHO.

10. Ha OGonpIIMHCTBO caliTaX YCTaHOBJEHBI Pa3jMYHbIE CUETUYMKH, IS TOTO, UYTOOBI
onieHuBaTh 3((HEKTUBHOCTh MPOJABIKEHUSA, JJIS aHalu3a. B OCHOBHOM HHUI/IE 3TO HE
nyOJIMKYeTCs, €CIi HEe B OTKPBITBIX MCTOYHHMKAX HAXOJATCS. DTH JaHHBIE C OTKPBITHIX

HCTOYHHUKOB U UCIIOJIB3YIOT B UCCIICAOBATCILCKUX pa60TaX 1 B OTUCTAX.
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11. Hacuer kakux BeO-caiiTOB cKa3aTb HE MOTY, HO pa3jIM4YHble MapKETHHIOBbIC
MHCTPYMEHTBI JAIOT IIOHUMAHKE, OTKY/1A IIOJIb30BATENb 3allle]l Ha CAlT, CKOJIBKO ITPOBEI

BpeMsl Ha caiiTe, MHTEPECHI, IBI)KEHUSI KypcOpOM Ha caidTe  T.1.

12.

e BusyaabHas 4acTb. BOJBIIMHCTBO CaWTOB BU3YaJbHO BBIMJISIASAT OYEHB ILIOXO.
Kaxaplii monp3oBaTeslb B OCHOBHOM OIIEHMBACT TIJla3aMM, €CIU HE 3aleHUTh
NepBble Mapy CEKyHJ, I0JIb30BaTeldb MOKHaaeT BeO-pecypc. CremoBaTenbHO,
0610 OBI HETIIOXO, eclU OynyT "MOATATHBATE" TU3aiiH.

e (dyHKUMOHAJBHAsA YacTh. OTCYTCTBUE PEXUMA JUIsl CIA00BUIAIINX, OTCYTCTBHE
BO3MOXXHOCTH TMOKYTIKH OuiieTa, OpOHUpOBaHUs, OaHAIbHO KIMKHYTh HA HOMED U
MO3BOHUTH, OHJAH omepaTopoB. CHIHCOK MOXHO MPOAOKATH OYEHb MJOJTO.
Hano nenats caiit He a4 ce0s, a 11 JIoAen

° Kontent. I[lpoGnembr ¢ Tekctamu, ¢oro, Bumeo. OdUeHb Majao KaueCTBEHHOM
uHpopManuu Ay TypuctoB. OTCYTCTBHE MEPEBOJIOB HAa pPa3UYHbBIE S3bIKH, HA

Ka3aXCKOM A3bIKC [JiI BHYTPCHHCECI'O PbIHKA TaKXKC HpOGJ’ICMaTI/I‘{HO HaWTH

pecypcehl.

Answers from Nur-Sultan Convention Bureau (Translated Version into English

Language)

1. There are no specific standards or instructions for maintenance and development of
destination websites. Before website creation, organizations prepare a specification
(technical task) for developers. The difference between destination websites is mainly in
its design and functionality. If there is a “brand book”,
the design of the website will be created according to it.

2. As it was mentioned before, there are no specific standards. But there can be
instructions, strategies, and plans, which should be taken into account. For example, this
year, we have a plan that has three priorities. Firstly, it is self-development. Secondly,
national identification and international positioning. Thirdly, is a development of the
state, civil society and local community. According to the second option, it is planned to

redesign the website (welcometonur-sultan.com).
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3. The state (akimat) funds the budget of subordinate organizations. Upon request, it
provides required information for filling the content in a website and helps with

promotion through its channels and connections.

4. The calendar of events is updated on a daily basis. Articles about different sites are
published. In social media information about cities, different surveys, and competitions

are also published.

5. Can’t answer on behalf of all KazNet, but I think that

6. Not in all, but in most of them.

Possibly, they have forgotten to include this section in specification
or technical task. Or the budget was not sufficient enough to create such a function and
section on the website. Or owners did not want to provide funding for such things.
Overall, there can be many reasons. However, this is a very important question as

everyone should have equal rights.

7. For example, some of them don’t want
to receive spams in the comment section, or for others it is a way to struggle with
negative opinions. For some owners the comment section is just not needed as the
website may have a different aim. For instance, there might be online-shops,

informational websites, blogs, websites with one page, etc.

9. Collaboration with such giants is very expensive, not every website can afford to buy
advertisements from them. On a barter basis or voluntarily they will not cooperate with

us because they are not interested in our destination.
10. Most websites have different numerators in order to assess effectiveness for analysis.

Overall, such data is not published, maybe it is available in open data. Such data is used

in research projects and reports.
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11. Can’t say about particular websites, but there are different marketing tools, which

help to identify from where a user visited the website, how much time spent, interests,

scrolls within the website, etc.

12.

e Visual part. Most websites visually look very bad. Each user, mostly, assess the

Part E

website by its first impression. If it doesn’t catch their attention during the first

five seconds, users leave the website. Hence, it would be beneficial to improve the

website's design.

Functional part. Absence of special mode for visually impaired, lack of possibility

to buy and book tickets for events, or basically availability to click on contact

details and to call, or absence of online operators.

Content. Problems with texts, photos, and video. Lack of quality content for

tourists. Absence of translations to many languages, even in Kazakh language for

the local market, and also it is difficult to find resources.

. Code Book

Coding of Interview Answers (Source: compiled by authors)

Questi
on# [Question in brief Possible answers
present/ not present/ depends on owner's
1  |Specific guidelines and standards for ODWs |preference
Adoption or transfer of international or
2 |domestic standards international/ domestic/ both/ none
present/ not present/ depends on owner's
3 |Government support for ODWs preference
present/ not present/ depends on owner's
4 |Frequent and regular updates of ODWSs preference
Provision of information about present/ not present/ depends on owner's
5 |accommodation section preference
Importance of an accessibility section for important/ not important/ depends on
6 |disabled users owner's preference
important/ not important/ depends on
7 |Importance of user comments and feedback |owner's preference
8 |An integrated as well as functioning booking |present/ not present/ depends on owner's
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and commercial system preference

Collaboration with TripAdvisor or

9 |LonelyPlanet preference

present/ not present/ depends on owner's

10 |Usage of a system tracking profiles of

11 |website users preference

present/ not present/ depends on owner's

Provision of three main problems of ODWs

12 |and their recommendations provided/ not provided

Codebook (Source: compiled by authors)

Code

present

not present

depends  on
owner’s
preference

international

domestic

both

Definition

Use this code for questions 1,3,4,5, 9, 10 and 11 if the data
provides evidence of the existence of elements questioned

Use this code for questions 1,3,4,5, 9, 10 and 11 if the data
does not provide evidence of the existence of elements
questioned

Use this code for questions 1,3,4,5, 9, 10 and 11 if the data
explicitly states that the answer depends on website owner’s
preference

Use this code only for question 2 if the data provides evidence
of only international standards used

Use this code only for question 2 if the data provides evidence
of only domestic standards used

Use this code only for question 2 if the data provides evidence
of both domestic and international standards used
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Color used
to identify

Red

Black

Brown




none Use this code only for question 2 if the data provides evidence
of neither domestic nor international standards used
important Use this code only for question 6,7 and 8 if the data provides Red

not important

provided

not provided

evidence of importance for elements questioned

Use this code only for question 6,7 and 8 if the data does not

provide any evidence of importance for elements questioned

his or her viewpoint

provide his or her viewpoint

Use this code only for question 12 if the interviewee provides Red

Use this code only for question 12 if the interviewee does not

Part F.

Coding Answers from Kazakh Tourism JSC (Source: compiled by authors)

Questi
on# |[Questions in brief Answers from Kazakh Tourism JSC
not present (no strict guidelines and
regulations neither by state nor by int.
1 [Specific guidelines and standards for ODWSs |org)
Adoption or transfer of international or domestic (state program of tourism
2 |domestic standards development for 2019 - 2025)
present (financial support through budget
fund allocation under the state program of
3 |Government support for ODWs tourism development for 2019 - 2025)
4 |Frequent and regular updates of ODWs present
Provision of information about not present (planned E-Qonaq platform
5 |accommodation section and in implementation as of 2020)
Importance of an accessibility section for
6 |disabled users in ODWs important
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important (usage of I-MAS software;
planned installation of communication
windows for national tourism portals as of

7 [Importance of user comments and feedback [2020)
not present (commercial platform is in the
An integrated as well as functioning booking (process of implementation as of 2020)
8 |and commercial system
not present (but planned and in process of
Collaboration with TripAdvisor or implementation as of 2020, in particular
9 |LonelyPlanet creating partnerships with LonelyPlanet)
10 Usage of a system tracking profiles of present (existence.of analytic_al system in
website users Kazakhstan.travel; data provided upon
11 request only)
Provision of three main problems of ODWs
12 |and their reccommendations not provided

Coding Answers from Nur-Sultan Convention & Visitors Bureau (Source: compiled

by authors)
Questi Answers from Nur-Sultan Convention
on# |Questions in brief & Visitors Bureau

not present (depends also on client's
preference and whether a "brand book™ or

1 |Specific guidelines and standards for ODWs |specification exists for developers)
Adoption or transfer of international or not present (but strategies, instructions or
2 |domestic standards plans can be self-developed or adopted)
present (akimat and/or state funds budget
3 |Government support for ODWs + promotional and technical support)
present (updates on daily basis: calendar
of events and publishing of various
4 |Frequent and regular updates of ODWSs documents)
Provision of information about depends on owner's preference (no
5 |accommodation section specific answer provided)
depends on owner's preference (many
Importance of an accessibility section for reasons: specification, website owner’s
6 |disabled users in ODWs interest, budget allocation, etc.)
depends on owner's preference (many
reasons: specification, website owner’s
7 |Importance of user comments and feedback |interest, budget allocation, etc.)
depends on owner's preference (many
An integrated as well as functioning booking [reasons: specification, website owner’s
8 |and commercial system interest, budget allocation, etc.)
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Collaboration with TripAdvisor or

not present (reasons: expensive + lack of

9 |LonelyPlanet interest)
. . resent (present in most ODWSs via
10 Usage of a system tracking profiles of P '(p .
. marketing tools or different numerators to
website users . .
11 assess effectiveness for analysis)
Provision of three main problems of ODWSs |provided (three main problems: visual
12 |and their recommendations part, functional part and content)

69




