
Evolutionary economic geography 
as the main methodology
Recently, evolutionary economic geography beco�

mes a central approach to analyze modernization of
regional economy [1–4]. EEG stipulates that current
distribution of economic activity depends on past
history and stresses out complex interdependencies,
competition, growth and structural change through
actions formed by experience and interactions of eco�
nomic agents over time [5]. Historically prevalent re�
gional socio�economic paths determine current deve�
lopment of the territory and form path dependence.

Economic, social and technological processes, com�
munication domains and actor interaction forms beco�
me sustaining and self�reproduced over time. Possible
negative consequence of such strong historically pre�
valent interactions can lead to a lock�in, when a system
resists any new forms and blocks changes even when a
regional economic situation requires new paths [3, 5].

However, it is essential to revel whether histori�
cal processes not only reproduce the dominant path
but also influence the development of alternatives
[6–8]. This becomes crucial for declining economies
of remote resource�based regions.

Resource7dependent regions and their staples
Previously, many remote regions in the world ba�

sed their economies on the extraction of natural res�
ources – mining, oil and gas industries, agriculture
and forestry etc. Those commodities are commonly
referred to as «staples», i. e. natural resources that
require minimal on�site processing to prepare them
for export [9, р. 201]. Staples economies of remote
regions are characterized by several patterns, which
have high impact on their social and political sy�
stems, civic society labor market and possible alter�
native path development: based on natural resources,
producing minimal added�value to extracted pro�
ducts, dependent on significant government media�
tion and highly sensitive to external market fluctua�
tions [10, 11].

Staples researchers have questioned whether res�
ource towns can transit from extractive industries to
attractive due to economic lock�ins and an embedded
lack of local capacity [12–15]. However, new mobili�
ty patterns can «unlock» previous pathways by brin�
ging new people, ideas, skills, technologies and res�
ources to remote areas.
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Tourism as a new path or new staple
Tourism development is often mentioned as the

best suitable option for «post�staples» diversifica�
tion of remote resource�dependent regions and for
balancing negative effects of economic restructuring
[9, 16–20]. Therefore, tourism can be viewed as a re�
latively easy way for peripheral regions to «unlock»
previous pathways.

Abundant in natural resources, remote regions
often utilize the availability of nature to promote
tourism�based activities. That is why some staples
researchers suggest that tourism in peripheral re�
gions often follows the patterns that are similar to
previous staples development: based on natural res�
ources, relied on public policy agencies and govern�
ment (or quasi government) mediation (for develop�
ment, investment, marketing and distribution) and
highly susceptible to external market fluctuations
[21]. D. Schmallegger and D. Carson pursuit that
tourism used as an easy way to diversify remote re�
gion economies can appear a new staple, which suppo�
ses that tourism is controlled from core sectors and is
highly sensitive to volatile tourism demand.

However, new tourism paths inherit not only pat�
terns but also its «initial capital» from «old» econo�
mies. Some studies within evolutionary economic ge�
ography show that new firms have a higher chance to
successful development if they use some routines
from their «parent» companies (spin�offs) rather
than if they lack previous experience (start�ups) [22].
Old path inputs to new paths with financial invest�
ments, managerial skills, networks, connections to
decision�making persons etc. [23].

Nevertheless, there is a lack of investigation in
research literature on how accumulated resources of
old paths are used to create new industries that are
completely different from any existing ones. Parti�
cularly, there is a lack of successful cases on how the
new tourism industry uses and transforms generic
resources of resource�based economy in peripheral
regions to create alternative paths.

Tourism in Russia
Russia has remained under�considered and un�

der�estimated in the tourism literature for the past
15 years despite its size, the relevance of its economy
and its chances for development [24]. The most com�
prehensive discussion on how tourism can change
Russian remote regions economy can be found in
[25], who analyzed the challenges associated with
ecotourism, and in [20], who proposed case studies.

Most Russian remote regions are resource�depen�
dent to some extent. Besides, tourism development
was considered as a way to react to the sudden econo�
mic decline in 1990s and as a tool to diversify econo�
my and become independent from gas, oil and timber
in most peripheral regions [25–27]. That is why the
national government has officially acknowledged
tourism as a strategic sector of the Russian economy.

Tourism is a promising branch in the develop�
ment of the national economy of the Russian Federa�

tion, which manifests itself in the development indi�
cators over recent decades. The international tourist
flow from Russia to other countries (outbound
tourism) significantly increased. The same is true
about the volume of inbound tourism by overseas res�
idents. The 2014 Olympic Games and the 2018 FIFA
World Cup hosted by Russia attracted national and
regional attention to tourism policy and infrastruc�
ture. After Crimea became a part of the Russian Fe�
deration in 2014 and following the Donbass military
conflict, Western sanctions made outbound tourism
more complicated. The sanctions and the decrease in
energy prices weakened the Russian ruble, which had
a further negative impact on outbound tourism, but
potentially improved the situation for domestic and
inbound tourism. According to the Federal State Sta�
tistics Service, an average decline of an outbound
tourist flow from Russia amounted to 31–31,5 %
[28, 29] and an increase in the domestic tourism was
equal to 20–25 %. From July to August 2016, the
number of plane tickets sold for domestic flights signi�
ficantly exceeded the number of tickets sold for inter�
national flights. Domestic flights accounted for 58 %
of sales and international flights amounted only to
42 %. In the same period of 2015, the gap was less –
53 % and 47 %, respectively. The experience of Ame�
rican (8 % of tourism share in GDP, 80 % of GDP in
tourism from tourism – domestic tourism) and Chi�
nese (9,4 % of tourism share in GDP, 76 % of GDP in
tourism from tourism – domestic tourism) economies
proves that domestic tourism can and should be a dri�
ver for post�industrial development of a country.

According to official statistics, the tourism share
in GDP grew from 1,5–1,6 to 3,4 % over the last se�
veral years (2016–2018).

Russia’s domestic tourism is growing fast; hence,
many Russian regions are currently trying to incre�
ase their share in this market in order to gain the di�
versification and sustainability of the regional eco�
nomy. Even those regions of Russia where tourism is
not one of the main branches of the regional economy
and takes one of the last places in the share of the re�
gion’s GRP, on the contrary, are not an exception.
For example, most regions in the Siberian Federal Di�
strict (except the Novosibirsk region, the Altai Terri�
tory and the Altai Republic) are industrialized re�
gions, where the GRP value is mostly formed by the
extraction of minerals: the oil, gas or coal industries.
At the same time, these regions have a fairly large
resource base for the development of tourism; their
historical, cultural and natural resources can be used
to develop various types of tourism in the region.

Tourism development involves a complex net�
work of communication between public and private
stakeholders in any country; however, the nature of
such communication depends on the areas of econo�
mic development of the territory, the available
tourism resources, as well as the interests of the key
actors in the strategic use of local opportunities [30].

The following part of the article presents the case
of the Kemerovo region – a Russian remote resource�
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based region, which found the way to successfully use
the financial and administrative resources of its «old»
economy to develop the tourism sector. By the exam�
ple of this region, the problem of transition from the
industrial to post�industrial image and economy can
be vividly demonstrated. The purpose of this case is to
identify the main areas, forms and types of interaction
between public and private stakeholders in the emer�
ging tourism industry of the Kemerovo region.

Kemerovo as the main mining region of the country
The Kemerovo Region was established in 1943 as

a new industrial base of the USSR that fought aga�
inst the Nazi Germany. Tremendous natural resour�
ces (iron, copper, manganese and polymetallic ores,
phosphorites and aluminum raw materials, dolomite
and quartzite) had made the region one of the most
urbanized and industrialized regions of Western Sib�
eria. Kemerovo region takes the first rank among
Russian regions for diversity and development of na�
tural resources. Kemerovo is the main mining region
of the country where 60 % of all Russian coal are mi�
ned. The coked coal reserves account for more than
73 % of the total value of coal reserves in Russia,
and for the entire group of particularly valuable
rocks they make 100 %. Until today, its share in the
economy of industrial and raw materials sector is
high and the socio�economic situation is complicated.
70 % of Kuzbass population reside in cities and ur�
ban�type settlements that depend on a single indu�
stry: coal, mining, metallurgy, etc. As a result, the
region acquired an industrial external and internal
image and the toponym Kuzbass (Kuznetsk Coal Ba�
sin, proposed by P.A. Tchihatcheff in the XIX centu�
ry [31] became the second official name of Kemerovo,
although the borders of the Kuznetsk coal basin do
not coincide with the borders of this region.

Kemerovo region: tourism statistics
The tourism industry has been virtually absent in

the Kemerovo region since its establishment. It was
not until 1970 when the first piste was opened in the
south of the region, in Tashtagol. Then, another ski
resort (the Sheregesh ski resort) was opened in the
Tashtagol region in 1981. Its opening coincided with
the Spartakiad of Peoples of the USSR, a major spor�
ting event. In late 1970s and early 1980s, a study of
the tourism potential of Kuzbass was carried out,
which helped identify 12 tourist and recreational ar�
eas [32]. Such division is still in place.

The tourism industry in the Kuznetsk Basin be�
gan to develop in 1990s. As the need for the economy
modernization arose and the demand for coal and me�
tal dropped, the strategy for tourism development in
the 21st century was launched. Today, there are seve�
ral popular ski resorts in Kemerovo (Tashtagol,
Mezhdurechensk, Novokuznetsk, Tanai, etc.); there
appear historical and cultural centers, museums and
reserves Tomskaya Pisanitsa and Krasnaya Gorka
(Kemerovo), Kuznetsk fortress (Novokuznetsk), a
complex of modern�time monuments of Mariinsk.

The analysis of tourism statistics in Kemerovo
during the period of 2000–2017 [33–37] shows a sig�
nificant growth in the inbound tourist flow in the re�
gion. Compared to 2000, this indicator had grown
10 times by 2015: 150 thousand people traveled to
the Kemerovo region in 2000; the flow of inbound
tourists increased up to 850 thousand people in
2013; this number amounted to 1,5 million people in
2015 (the real figures were much higher because so�
me tourists traveled rough). The growth of the in�
bound tourist flow occurs due to the internal tourist
flow as the number of international tourists visiting
the region is constantly decreasing. Thus, 52860 fo�
reign nationals visited the region in 2011, 34200 in
2013 and 26600 in 2015. In 2011, the internal
tourist flow comprised 92,5 % from the inbound
tourist flow; it was 95,9 % in 2013 and 98,2 % in
2015. At the same time, the inbound tourist flow was
much higher compared to the outbound tourist flow,
which was only 81,27 thousand people (5,4 % in re�
lation to the inbound tourist flow) in 2017, although
the growth of outbound flow amounted to 81,3 thou�
sand compared to 111,8 thousand in 2003. In gen�
eral, the dynamics of both indicators is positive for
the described period. A decline was observed only in
2009, which is due to the global economic crisis. At
the same time, it is well known that about 50 % of
Kemerovo residents traditionally spend their holyda�
ys in the region (58,4 % in 2000, 43,4 % in 2006 and
52,9 % in 2012). The volume of fee paid services in
the tourist and recreational areas grew as the inco�
ming tourist flow increased (hotels and other accom�
modation facilities, health resort services, etc.). In
2000, Kemerovo earned 31,2 million rubles from
tourism, while this number was 248 times higher –
7740 million rubles (nominal prices) in 2017. Accor�
ding to comparative indices, the growth is even more
significant, i. e. from 0,04 % in GRP in 2000 to
0,78 % in 2017.

The number of travel agencies registered in Ke�
merovo region is steadily growing. For example, the�
re were 40 travel agencies in 2000 while their total
number was 254 in 2017. The most significant
growth was observed in 2010 when the number of
travel agencies increased by 46,4 % within one year.
Unfortunately, most agencies specialized in the out�
bound tourism and the domestic tourism is of lower
priority.

Not only the number of travel agencies grows, but
also their performance indicators improve, i. e. the
number and the cost of package tours sold to the po�
pulation. The number of package tours grew 4,1 ti�
mes, from 10,4 to 42,6 thousand packages during
2005–2017. The cost of package tours sold to the po�
pulation (in nominal prices) increased 8,9 times
(from 307,3 to 2741 million rubles) from 2005 to
2017. If compared to the year 2000, the cost increas�
ed 75,7 times. The comparative index growth of tra�
vel packages sold to the population increased from
0,07 % in GRP in 2000 to 0,1 % in GRP in 2005 and
0,47 % in GRP in 2016. Similarly to the overall
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tourist flow, this positive dynamics is interrupted in
2009.

Unfortunately, the growth of outbound and do�
mestic tourism did not give the expected result, i. e.
a qualitative and permanent income increase of the
region and the state. The amount of tax revenue was
very uneven: taxes amounted to 907,3 million rubles
in 2011, 1299,3 million rubles in 2012 and 1063 mil�
lion rubles in 2013.

The indicators concerning the accommodation of
tourists during the described period grew insignifi�
cantly. Despite the fact that the number of hotels and
collective accommodation facilities increased by
80 units and the growth amounted to 49,1 % (from
163 to 243 units) in 2000–2017, the dynamics within
the period was unstable. The number of overnight sta�
ys in collective accommodation facilities increased by
27,4 % from 2635,8 thousand in 2000 to 3357 thou�
sand in 2015. The number of persons placed in collec�
tive accommodation facilities gradually grew from
303,6 in 2000 to 360,8 in 2011 and 554,1 thousand
people in 2017, which amounted to a 82,5 % increase
during 2000–2017. However, the number of tourists
who entered Kemerovo is three times higher than the
number of tourists who stayed in official accommoda�
tion facilities. This fact may indicate that more than
half of tourists stayed in rented apartments, houses
or with their friends and relatives.

The richest natural complex of the Kemerovo re�
gion allows developing many different types of
tourism: mountain skiing, cross�country skiing, wa�
ter, pedestrian, cave, horse, snowmobile, historical,
cultural and ecological, etc. About 70 % in the total
volume of the entire tourist flow is attributed to Al�
pine skiing. This type of tourism is developed in the
territory of 12 municipalities. In this respect, the
main resort of Kuzbass is Sheregesh. When looking
at numbers, the growth of tourists’ attraction beco�
mes obvious, i. e. about 30000 people attented the
Scheregesch ski resort every year in early 2000s; the
flow of tourists amounted to more than 1 million pe�
ople during the winter season in 2014–2018. Thus,
Sheregesh became the most popular ski resort in Rus�
sia already in 2015. The growing popularity of win�
ter tourism in the Kemerovo region is due to the avai�
lable infrastructure and the duration of the ski sea�
son, which begins in the early days of November and
ends in early May. At the same time, there is a pro�
blem of seasonal functioning of the most part of the
tourism industry of the region. Historical and cultu�
ral, as well as natural values of Kuzbass are not very
popular outside the region.

Proclaiming tourism as a priority direction of
economic development, the federal authorities have
legislatively enshrined it in the Federal Target Pro�
gram of Domestic and Inbound Tourism Develop�
ment in the Russian Federation (2011–2018). The
goal of the Program is to increase the competitiven�
ess of the Russian tourist market, which meets the
needs of Russian and international citizens regar�
ding the quality of tourism services. When the Pro�

gram was audited in 2014, a number of issues were
identified that hampered the effectiveness of its im�
plementation. Among the internal issues, unfruitful
cooperation with investors in the regions, slow pace
of infrastructure construction, postponed commis�
sioning of facilities, as well as the refusal of some re�
gions to participate in the Program were named.

Some macroeconomic risks associated with the
deterioration of external economic environment are
the main external issues. Many regions stated in
their yearly reports that they had to return the funds
allocated and transferred for the year 2014 to the fe�
deral budget due to the fact that the money were
transferred in the very last days of December and the
region could not manage spending them until the end
of the year. In total, 143 million rubles out of
139,5 billion rubles (0,1 %) remained unspent [38].
Regional authorities of most Russian regions appro�
ved and began to implement their regional develop�
ment programs to be included into the Federal Pro�
gram under the deficit of regional budgets.

Main actors and their initiatives
Tourism development in Kemerovo is initiated by

the state; other interested parties who have resour�
ces are rarely involved into the process of strategic
programs and specific projects. At this, a full�scale
development of tourism in the region is possible only
with active participation of all stakeholders. There�
fore, development and implementation of regional
programs should be considered in the context of the
stakeholder approach. According to E. Freeman, the
founder of the stakeholder approach, stakeholders
are any individuals, groups or organizations that ha�
ve a significant impact on the decisions made by a
certain organization and/or are affected by these de�
cisions [39, p. 366].

Since the tourism industry is of great interest not
only for the state (federal, regional) and municipal
authorities, but also for all stakeholders, a regional
tourism industry can be viewed as an organized sy�
stem in which the use of stakeholder management po�
sitions can make it possible to establish a balance of
interests of all participants and more fruitfully im�
plement its development. In this regard, a subject of
the tourist industry of the region is any subject (sta�
te and municipal authorities, legal or private entity),
both resident and non�resident, whose interests and
resources can directly or indirectly influence the de�
velopment of tourism in the region.

In a broad sense, stakeholder participation is seen
as a variety of methods and practices in which sta�
keholders take decisions about further development,
for example, meetings and consultations are forms of
such stakeholder interaction. However, stakehol�
ders’ participation can be regarded as a partnership
or cooperation where they play an active role in deci�
sion�making, affecting both short�term and long�
term interests [40, p. 103].

One of the main reasons for the growing interest
in partnerships in the development of tourism is the
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belief that tourist destinations and organizations are
able to gain a competitive advantage by combining
knowledge, experience, capital and other resources
of several stakeholders [41, p. 2]. However, there
may be a conflict of stakeholders in tourism develop�
ment in the region related to different interests and
perceptions about the issues of tourism development.
Therefore, it is necessary to take into account the in�
terests of each stakeholder group for a successful sta�
keholder management [42, p. 99].

The following groups are identified as the main
stakeholders of the tourism industry:
• internal group, i. e. regional and municipal

authorities, citizens, organizations of different
types and forms of ownership (travel agencies,
educational and cultural organizations, etc.), pu�
blic organizations of the regional industry, me�
dia;

• external group, i. e. federal authorities, public
organizations (federal, international), non�eco�
nomic entities that are non�residents, tourists,
etc. [43, p. 103].
Kemerovo external actors:
1. Regional and municipal authorities in the Ke�

merovo region.
The tourism industry of the Kemerovo region

functions under the supervision of the Deputy Go�
vernor for Education, Culture and Sports. The De�
partment of Youth Policy and Sport of the Kemerovo
region is in charge of this industry. The Department
of Tourism is officially a part of the structure of the
Department of Youth Policy and Sport. This Depart�
ment acts as the coordinator of the tourism policy of
the Kemerovo region and plays a key role in the deve�
lopment of the Strategy for Development of Tourism
Industry in Kuzbass. However, the tourism industry
is strongly associated with cultural institutions
(museums, theaters, etc.). They, in their turn, are
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Culture
and National Policy of the Kemerovo region. Cluster
projects funded through federal budget are supervis�
ed by the Deputy Governor for Economics and Regio�
nal Development.

At a municipal level, these functions are perfor�
med by the departments/divisions of the city and re�
gional administrations. As far as the capital of Kuz�
bass concerns, this role is played by the Department
of Culture, Sports and Youth Policy of Kemerovo. It
coordinates the activities of urban centers in the fi�
eld of culture and tourism.

The Public Tourist Board supervised by the Go�
vernor of the Kemerovo region acts as an interface
between the regional authorities and business com�
munity. The Board is an advisory body ensuring inte�
raction, coordination and conformity of the actions
of executive authorities of the Kemerovo region, lo�
cal government bodies, public tourism organiza�
tions, educational institutions and tourism industry
entities. The Board includes internal stakeholder re�
presentatives, i. e. the main public organizations of
the tourism industry, the largest cultural organiza�

tions and the media. Representatives of higher edu�
cational institutions ensuring training in the field of
tourism are also invited to the Board.

2. Business community and Kemerovo regional
public organizations in the field of tourism.

The business community of the tourism industry
of Kuzbass is represented by two public associations:
the Kuzbass Association of Tourism Industry Enter�
prises and the self�regulatory organization Kuzbass
non�Profit Partnership of Tourism Industry. The
Kuzbass Association of Tourism Industry Enterpris�
es (KATI) was established in 2003. It includes 18 tra�
vel agencies mainly associated with the regional cen�
ter. The main directions of its activity are as follows:
the development and promotion of regional touristic
product; the expansion of the charter program geo�
graphy; redirection of the outbound tourist flow to
Kuzbass market; performance of corporate customer
functions at trade fairs; protection of legal, econo�
mic and other interests of the tourism industry. KA�
TI actively cooperates with the Administration of the
Kemerovo region, acts as a representative and lobby�
ist of the tourism industry of the region. In particu�
lar, the 2025 Strategy for Tourism Development of
the Kemerovo Region was reviewed and approved by
the Coordinating Council of the Kuzbass Association
of Tourism Enterprises, the Public Tourist Board un�
der the supervision of the Governor of the Kemerovo
region, and then, by the Panel of Administration of
the Kemerovo region.

At the same time, in addition to KATI, a number
of influential organizations were established in the
tourism industry of the region. In particular, a new
organization named South Kuzbass Non�Profit Part�
nership of Tourism Industry (SKTI) was established
on 21 July 2009. SKTI was the first in Russia to re�
ceive the status of a self�regulatory organization of
travel agencies and travel agents in 2012 and became
known as a self�regulatory organization Kuzbass
non�Profit Partnership of Tourism Industry. Over
30 travel agencies are included into the non�profit
partnership. Most of these travel agencies are main�
ly located in the territory of the south of the Kemero�
vo region: travel agents, tour operators specializing
in domestic, inbound and outbound tourism, hotels
of the sports and tourist complex Sheregesh. Since
2012, the Kuzbass non�Profit Partnership of
Tourism Industry has created a compensation fund
at the expense of the members of the partnership as
an additional property responsibility towards consu�
mers of the travel product. The standards and rules
of tourist activity are based on the federal laws and
are binding for all members of the partnership. In the
north of the region and in Kemerovo, the organiza�
tion is represented in a very piecewise manner; howe�
ver, it conducts a very active PR�company and pro�
motes its interests at the level of authorities, educa�
tion and culture.

3. Museums of Kemerovo and Kemerovo region.
As a matter of fact, regional museums do not oc�

cupy top positions regarding their resources, influ�
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ence and solid strategy for tourism development.
Perhaps, only an open�air museum Tomskaya Pisa�
nitsa is famous outside the region. In addition, the
Kuznetsk fortress (Novokuznetsk) and Krasnaya
Gorka (Kemerovo) are considered as historical and
cultural centers of the city; besides, these museums
attract tourists from the country, as well as interna�
tional visitors. Unfortunately, most museums do not
have financial and information capacity to indepen�
dently promote themselves outside the region. The
museums are financed by the federal and regional
authorities; extrabudgetary revenues make up a
small part of the budget of most museums.

4. Kuzbass universities providing training in the
fields of tourism, service and hotel industry.

Five higher educational institutions of the region
provide educational services in the field of tourism.
Nevertheless, the tourism research and practices ne�
ed further development. Education in the field of
tourism involves some adjacent areas. For a long ti�
me Kuzbass State Technical University named after
T.F. Gorbachev was the only university that provi�
ded training within the fields of tourism and servi�
ces. Since the government of the Russian Federation
had adopted a subject oriented educational strategy,
tourism programs were closed at Kuzbass State
Technical University and the initiative was gradual�
ly shifted to other universities. Thus, tourism as a fi�
eld of study was opened on the basis of Kemerovo Sta�
te Institute of Arts as part of the Museum Studies
and other related fields.

Tourism as a study field at Kemerovo State Uni�
versity had a long way to go. Initially, three depart�
ments were in charge of the enrolment into bache�
lor’s and master’s degree programs, as well as CPE.
Such approach turned out to be ineffective and today
a new model is being developed in the Department of
History and International Relations (since 2016, it is
the Institute of History, Public Administration and
International Relations) with the involvement of
other divisions. Kemerovo Regional Resource Center
for Tourism Industry was established on the basis of
the Institute of History, Public Administration and
International Relations of Kemerovo State Universi�
ty.

At this point, the real model of interaction betwe�
en the main stakeholders of the region, among which
there are regional and local authorities and business,
is represented in the form of two relatively separate
interaction zones, i. e. the white and the gray econo�
mies. The separation into three economic zones that
describes the interaction of the government and busi�
ness, i. e. white, gray and black economies, is used by
many researchers (V. Tambovtsev, M.V. Kurbatova,
S.N. Levin, etc.) [44, p. 33].

Actors interactions: white and gray zones
The white zone is a concept of formal relationship

between government and business, i. e. regulation of
taxes, administrative and economic regulation of bu�
siness (registration, licensing, control and enforce�

ment of established norms, etc.), government ten�
ders, implementation of regional programs for
tourism development and assistance in raising in�
vestment attractiveness of tourism industry in Kuz�
bass. According to expert estimates, the Kemerovo
region is placed in the group of borrower regions
with a high level of reliability in the investment at�
tractiveness ranking of the subjects of the Russian
Federation. In terms of fixed investment, the Keme�
rovo region ranked the 14th in Russia by the end of
2014 [45].

In the 2025 Strategy for Tourism Development of
the Kemerovo Region, infrastructure of the recrea�
tion sector is one of the main investment priorities
for the development of the region. At the same time,
the development of some industries, including
tourism, depends on how successfully the region co�
pes with the tasks related to infrastructure develop�
ment. So, one of the most important priorities is the
development of tourism and energy infrastructure.
A striking example of such parallel development is
the ski resort Sheregesh. To implement the program,
investments were attracted from the regional and
municipal budgets, as well as the budget of municipa�
lities of certain cities of the region, funds of banks
and industrial giants of Kuzbass such as OAO Kuz�
netsk Metallurgical Combine, OAO West Siberian
Metallurgical Complex, etc. The first ski slope was
laid and the first lift was installed in 1992, when the
construction of the ski resort Sheregesh, now known
as the mountain ski complex Mustag, began. 

The money invested into the development of the
Sheregesh complex is provided by several companies.
Among the investors, there are not only the compani�
es of Kuzbass, but also representatives from other re�
gions of the Russian Federation (Tomsk, Moscow,
Nizhny Novgorod, etc.). Over 13 billion rubles of
private investments have been donated into the res�
ort development since 2000. 320000 Russian and in�
ternational tourists visited the resort in 2010 [46, p.
426]. The project is implemented in accordance with
the 2025 Strategy of Social and Economic Develop�
ment of the Kemerovo Region and the 2012 Program
of Social and Economic Development of the Kemero�
vo region. This project is the next development stage
of the Sheregesh Tourist Complex based on the resort
in Gornaya Shoria (Tashtagol region) as a year�round
resort for winter and summer recreation with a sub�
sequent release at the international level.

Another example of cooperation in the white zone
is the creation of a regional most favored economic
zone Gornaya Shoriya, where involved companies are
provided with all the benefits and preferences stipu�
lated by the regional legislation. Law No. 87�OZ res�
ulted from the interaction between some private
companies (operators of tourism infrastructure) and
regional authorities to attract strategic investors.

The gray zone is a concept of an informal interac�
tion between business and government. In this case,
both regional and local authorities use their admini�
strative resource to force business to make additional
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contributions into various social needs. In return,
the companies are guaranteed that their privileges
and benefits remain and the business situation does
not worsen. Thus, a status bargaining with the
authority over the conditions for a particular busi�
ness operation takes place in the gray zone, which
means that the negotiation is initiated when the par�
ties defend their own interests [47, p. 70].

When solving the issue of the state budget balan�
ce, federal authorities extended the functions and
powers of regional and local authorities; however,
they reduced a significant part of their funding sour�
ces. Under these circumstances, additional funding
from business became a survival condition; thus,
such voluntary or compulsory investments became a
tool to achieve business interests.

Quasi taxes and formal sponsorship are the main
types of additional resources that arrive from busi�
ness. Quasi taxes are legally baseless additional busi�
ness payments either to a local budget or to a special�
ly established funds. Formal sponsorship is a form of
funding various projects by the authority (social
projects, organization of public services and amenit�
ies, etc.) from business companies [44, p. 41]. Unlike
quasi taxes, formal sponsorship is of a targeted natu�
re and the contributions are made in kind.

According to the estimates, additional funding of
regions by business amounts to 110 billion rubles an�
nually (about 3 % of the consolidated budgets of the
constituent territories of the federation) [48, p. 99].
The city administration of Kemerovo and the subor�
dinated institutions concluded 1581 social and eco�
nomic partnership agreements in the beginning of
2014. Large, small and medium�sized enterprises
participate in social and economic partnerships re�
gardless of the type of the legal entity.

Such partnership demonstrates close cooperation
with regional and local authorities and a standard of en�
trepreneurship in Kuzbass among business owners and
managers. The government deliberately focuses the bu�
siness on the support of partnerships and social pro�
grams. The content of agreements shows that in spite of
the investment component, including the development
of tourism industry, the agreements ensure the use of
business resources to implement social projects and ma�
intain social and economic stability of the region.

There are also good examples by local and regional
authorities in switching from the gray zone to the
partnership relations with regional stakeholders. One
such example in Kuzbass is the Recreational Tourism
Cluster Kuzbass. The Cluster was established on
13 October 2015 when a strategic session took place
and the agreement on the establishment of the Cluster
was signed. The establishment of this Cluster undoub�
tedly resulted in the interaction, cooperation and part�
nership between stakeholders in the Kemerovo region.
This gives us hope for the soonest possible solution of
some issues in the field of tourism [48, p. 51].

This agreement was signed by 42 participants of
the session, including 30 small and medium�sized
businesses (SMEs) in the tourism sector, five munici�

pal organizations, two universities, the administra�
tion of the Kemerovo region represented by the heads
of two departments and the director of Kuzbass Sci�
ence Park, which housed the Center for Cluster Deve�
lopment of the Kemerovo Region. The participants
chose the coordinating organization and approved
26 members of the Cluster Council ensuring interde�
partmental interaction to solve the issues of the
tourism industry development:
• 16 heads of small and medium�sized businesses

(tour operators, travel agents, hotels, restau�
rants, excursion and transport organizations,
owners of tourist infrastructure, etc.);

• 3 public organizations of tourism industry: Kuz�
bass Association of Travel Industry, SRO NP
Kuzbassturindustry and Kemerovo Regional Pu�
blic Organization Young Tourist);

• Kuzbass Chamber of Commerce and Industry;
• 2 higher educational institutions (Kemerovo Sta�

te University and Kemerovo branch of Plekhanov
Russian University of Economics);

• municipal enterprise (MUE Podnebesnye Zybya);
• museum (Tomskaya Pisanitsa);
• Department of Youth Policy and Sport of the Ke�

merovo Region as an executive authority respon�
sible for tourism;

• Center for Cluster Development.
Kemerovo State University was chosen to coordi�

nate the Cluster. The choice was not random. Since
2011, Kemerovo State University has been actively
developing the tourism direction to seek forms of in�
teraction with professional community and public
authorities aiming at fruitful joint work in the field
of tourism in the Kemerovo region. In 2013, the Re�
gional Resource Center for Tourism Industry was
established on the basis of Kemerovo State Universi�
ty, which was recommended and the activities of
which were supported by the Public Council for
Tourism under the supervision of the Governor of
the Kemerovo region. In the framework of the Cen�
ter, personnel development and refresher courses we�
re conducted for employees of the tourism industry
free of charge. Besides, academic staff of Kemerovo
State University continues regular research in the fi�
eld of tourism development in the Kemerovo region.

In May 2015, Kemerovo State University jointly
with the Department of Youth Policy and Sport of
the Kemerovo Region and the Department of Culture
and National Policy of the Kemerovo Region held a
conference and a seminar on the Development of the
Tourist Destination: Mechanisms, Problems and Pos�
sibilities. The event took place with the involvement
of international participants. Within its framework,
a round table discussion was held, where over 30 re�
presentatives of the tourism business took part. The
participants expressed interest in personnel training
in the field of tourism and joint projects aimed at the
promotion of Kuzbass.

Finally, in April and May 2015, Kemerovo State
University together with the Department of Youth
Policy and Sport of the Kemerovo Region, the De�
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partment of Investment and Strategic Development
of the Kemerovo Region and the Center for Cluster
Development elaborated the 2025 Development Stra�
tegy of Recreational Tourism Cluster of Kuzbass,
which was approved by the Panel of Administration
of the Kemerovo region and supported by the Mini�
stry of Economic Development of Russia.

As a result, the number of organizations of the
tourism industry significantly expanded within two
months and reached 59 members, among them 50 or�
ganizations of small and medium�sized businesses by
the beginning of 2016. This fact indicates the inte�
rest of representatives of small and medium�sized
businesses in cooperation with other regional sta�
keholders in order to increase the competitiveness of
tourist and recreational enterprises, promote domes�
tic tourism, expand the range of tourist services in
the region and increase the level of awareness among
residents and visitors about tourism opportunities of
Kuzbass. However, the main focus of the region is
still placed on the traditional industries of coal mi�
ning, metallurgy, etc. That is why tourism and in�
vestments directly depend on the resource�based in�
dustries of the region, i. e. energy and metallurgy.

Conclusions
The case of the Kemerovo region shows that net�

works and close interactions between the main sta�
keholders can create new paths even in resource�dri�
ven regions. Some success factors are:

1. An «old» path became the main investor into the
new one. Kuzbass coal and metallurgy industries
supported the initiatives of local authorities and
established the first tourism companies at the be�
ginning stage. It was not just the case of social
responsibility but deliberate investments and at�
tempts to diversify their own business. Being the
main actor in the regional economy, resource�ba�
sed industries were ready to invest not only finan�
ces but also their national lobbing capital, mana�
gement skills and appropriate infrastructure.

2. Complex and close cooperation of the main actors:
• municipal authorities who initiated the esta�

blishment and promotion of sports, tourism
and resort facilities;

• the Administration of the Kemerovo region,
which managed to receive federal support for
the tourism cluster;

• private business companies, which were direc�
tly involved in the development of tourism
(small and medium�sized tourism companies,
other investors);

• the university, which became a competence
center for the new industry and also an inde�
pendent communication platform that can
bring together the key actors.

The research has been produced as a part of TOULL –
Tourism and Lifelong Learning project (grant number
530750–2015�DK�JPHES) sponsored by the EU Tempus pro�
gramme.
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Статья подготовлена в рамках современной междисциплинарной теории «колеи» предыдущего развития (path dependence),
которая исходит из того, что текущее развитие экономики любой территории определяется ее историей, сформированными
социально*экономическими институтами и структурами. Регионы развиваются в рамках «колеи» и могут попадать в
«институциональные ловушки», которые удерживают экономику в рамках одной колеи. Одной из наиболее распространенных
экономик, попадающих в ловушки эффекта «колеи», являются регионы, зависимые от природных ресурсов. Экономика многих
«нестоличных» удаленных регионов основывается на добыче природных ресурсов – угледобыча, нефтегазовая отрасль,
сельское хозяйство, лесозаготовка. Эти продукты являются сырьем, т. е. природными ресурсами, получающими минимальную
обработку (добавленную стоимость) перед экспортом, а экономики данных регионов – сырьевыми. В данной статье дается ответ
на вопрос – могут ли природные ресурсы стать основой экономики нового типа, может ли сырьевой регион преодолеть
институциональные ловушки и перейти от экономики добычи к креативной экономике. В мировой литературе недостаточно
исследований, посвященных тому, как накопленные экономические и социальные ресурсы «старой» ресурсной колеи могут
быть использованы для создания новой, креативной. Представлен успешный опыт Кемеровской области о том, как новая
отрасль экономики – туризм, по*новому использует не только природные ресурсы региона, но и накопленные компетенции и
ресурсы добывающей отрасли. Статья показывает, что активное взаимодействие органов власти, бизнеса и университетов
может вывести из «колеи» даже ресурсозависимые регионы и сформировать туристскую дестинацию.

Ключевые слова:
Эффект «колеи», ресурсозависимые регионы, туризм, формирование новой колеи развития, Кемеровская область.
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