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Abstract

Research background:Cooperation within the public and the private sexts one of the condi-
tions for a tourist region to achieve a competitivantage, and it is one of the most important
aspect for building a regional tourist brand. Reseastudies often raise the issue of tourism
cooperation; however, there are few papers undagahis topic in the context of place brand-
ing. The issue of benefits and barriers of thisetgpcooperation seen from the perspective of the
involved stakeholders is rarely the sole objecrasfearch and is often presented indirectly or
implicitly.

Purpose of the article:The aim of the paper is to identify the benefitd barriers of cooperation
seen by the local government and other represeesatif regional tourism organization in the
process of developing a regional brand.

Methods: To achieve the aim of the paper, the authors cdedwue case study of a region, specif-
ically Podlaskie Voivodship in Poland. This casedgtinvolved individual in-depth interviews
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conducted among representatives of organizatiomsaembers of the Regional Tourism Organi-
zation.

Findings & Value added: The findings of this study contribute to a bettaderstanding of
cooperation between tourism entities in the prooéssgional place branding. The authors estab-
lished a conceptual framework for systematizatibbhemefits and barriers of cooperation as seen
by regional stakeholders. The benefits were grouptml the following categories: economic,
organizational, marketing and social; and the besrincluded economic, organizational, socio-
cultural and political determinants.

Introduction

The processes of growing competition between dat#ims and the rising
complexity of the management of tourism destinaioaquire the for-

mation and development of cooperative relationsveen stakeholders
(Costa & Lima, 2018). Cooperation within the pulditd private sectors is
one of the conditions for a tourist region to avhiea competitive ad-
vantage (Czernek, 2013; Saito & Ruhanen, 2017} fjige of cooperation
is essential for building a regional tourist brahthnna &Rowley, 2011).

The creation of a regional tourism brand and tHated development of
tourism economy requires the involvement and collation of different

entities directly and indirectly involved in prouid tourism movement
(Morganet al, 2003).

The interaction between organizations is descriipedeveral economic
theories, such as resource dependence theory dP&fSalancik, 1978),
relational exchange theory (Donaldson & O'Toolep@0and transaction
cost theory (Williamson, 1985). For the descriptafrinter-organizational
relations in the context of governance, the resulependence theory is
the most frequently used (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2018)is based on the
assumption of existing interdependencies betweganizations, which is
a consequence of availability of different resoarageeded to achieve or-
ganizational goals.

In the European Union, specialized organizatiores rasponsible for
shaping the tourist image and supporting the deweémt of tourist prod-
ucts which constitute a platform for public-privateoperation. They oper-
ate at three levels — national, regional and locaPoland, a special role
in creating a regional tourist brand is the on®efjional Tourist Organiza-
tions (ROTs) which enable cooperation of local gowgent units with
tourist enterprises, local tourist organizationstitutions and social organ-
izations, being an example of Destination Marketi@gyganizations
(DMOs) described in the literature (Pike & Pagel40

In the above context, the aim of the paper is ¢émiifly benefits and bar-
riers of cooperation seen by the local governmadtather ROT represent-
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atives in the process of developing a regional dird@ achieve this aim,
the authors developed a case study of a regiocificiadly Podlaskie Voi-
vodship in Poland. This case study involved indigildn-depth interviews
(IDl) which were conducted among representativeor@anizations —
members of the Podlaskie Regional Tourism OrgaioizafPROT). The
research was carried out in the period from Juridoteember 2019.

Tourist cooperation has been the subject of nunsesoientific analyses
(i.e. Czernek; 2013; Czernek & Czakon, 2016; Fgalal, 2012; Saito &
Ruhanen 2017) which have been performed withinouaricontexts and
trends (Czernek, 2013). However, there are few ngagealing with this
subject in the context of place branding, which esmkhe author's work
exceptional. The article also differs from the athg existing ones due to
the adopted perspective adopted — the researabmus bn the identifica-
tion of benefits and barriers of tourist coopenatior various categories of
stakeholders (regional authorities, non-profit ofgations, entrepreneurs)
who are equal partners of a DMO represented reliyoma a given PROT.
Moreover, the majority of studies on cooperatidienr¢o areas with a high-
ly developed tourism function. In this paper theéhaus focus on the area
with a high, but underused, potential for developtd this function (in-
ternational rank of tourist values, including th&NESCO-listed site —
Bialowieza Primeval Forest). The research findingt allow for a better
understanding of the reasons why it has still re@rbpossible to create an
attractive offer and promote the region on a wi=le.

The research conducted for the purpose of thelewiscof exploratory
nature. Its findings will be used in the formulatiof a research hypothesis
with regard to the determinants of effective coatien of regional tourism
economy entities for building the region’s brand.

The paper is structured in the following way. Waristith a review of
literature in the field of place branding with pamar emphasis on stake-
holder cooperation in this process, then we desdtie research method
and research results. The article ends with dismussd conclusions.

Literature review

Place branding and participative approach to thasicept

Place branding is growing in popularity, both agsearch area and a prac-
tice used by local governments (Kavaratzis & H&0h3). As a local gov-
ernment practice, place branding is currently ofteplemented as a gov-
ernance strategy for creating better environmerstatjal, and economic
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conditions (Maet al, 2019). Due to the fact that people, capital, and
knowledge are increasingly less related to thetiogathe development of
places as brands helps to foster an environmemtbtapf attracting target
groups (KonecnikRuzzier & de Chernatony 2013). The development of
a place brand refers to the implementation of gmpmte marketing strate-
gies that allow places to differ from their comgeti through appropriate
positioning of their resources (Kaplahal.,2010).

The definitions of a brand and place branding aatg from the litera-
ture on marketing of tourist destinations (Cai, 20@\ccording to the most
frequently cited definition, a place brand is atinerk of associations with-
in the minds of customers which is based on vistaxbal, and behavioural
expression of a place embodied through goals, coriwation, values, and
general culture of the place’s stakeholders andvgsall design” (Zenker
& Braun, 2010). The concept of branding coversnntmal activities with
an aim to change or improve the current image ®place (Baker, 2012, p.
18).

Place brands communicate selected functional, palysind emotional
attributes, thus giving it specific meaning. Thesults in the creation of
associations adding particular psychological andtemal connotations
(Kavaratzis, 2008). The aim of place branding imating residents, com-
panies, tourists or investors to a place (Braud120

The importance of tourism as an element of creainggional brand is
growing, and tourists and visitors are framing thest important target
markets (Kiryluk & Gliiska, 2015). Place branding as a management prac-
tice involves stakeholders representing both thalipwand private sector
(Klijn et al, 2012). The necessity of including a larger numbfelocal
stakeholders is treated as an element distingggslace branding from the
processes of branding other objects (HanrRofvley, 2011).

Aitken and Campelo (2011), Houghton and StevenslMerrileeset
al. (2012), Stubbs and Warnaby (2015) are enumegatezhg the authors
arguing that the engagement of stakeholders isafmedtally important in
the process of building a place brand. The plaaading process should be
organized in a participatory manner, where locaketolders are involved
in the development of brand elements and valueshwéduie its foundations
(Eshuiset al, 2014). This approach focuses on the idea ofreating
a brand which means that it is not formed througditional communica-
tion but co-developed by a team representing differorganizations
(Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). The trend is consisteith one of the streams
described in contemporary marketing literature datihg that customers
and other stakeholders co-create brand identMegdr et al,, 2017). This
is the effect of changing the paradigm in marketiigking — from trans-

292



OeconomiaCopernicanall(2), 289-307

actional to relational, focused on forming longaterelationships with
groups of stakeholders of a given organization @iteson, 2004). Accord-
ing to Kavaratzis and Hatch (2013), place brandimguld be understood as
a multidialogue between stakeholders since brarelguailt from the “raw
material” of identity, while identity emerges agesult of the exchange
between the interested parties and all the thihgg share. The role of
a local government is to facilitate this dialogue.

The creation of a place brand is a widely discussede in subject-
related literature as a concept that supportstaeai growth and develop-
ment. Academics and practitioners agree that fleaneding brings benefits
and they recognize the need for further developroktite concept (Kerr &
Balakrishnan, 2012). However, the acceptance of pghsicipatory ap-
proach of this idea, expressed as the cooperatimeal stakeholders in the
process of place branding leading to greater ssamfelsranding projects, is
important (Klijnet al, 2012).

Cooperation in a tourist region for building theagk brand

A destination, also a tourist region, can be defiae a group of actors
linked by mutual relationships with specific ruleshere the activity of
each actor influences those of the others so thratron objectives must be
defined and attained in a coordinated way (Mané&nkéinghetti, 2006, p.
23). Freeman (1984, p. 46) described these actossaieholders, defined
as “any group or individual who can affect or iseafed by the achieve-
ment of the organization’s objectives”. The chaljeris how various inter-
ests, perspectives and behaviors of stakeholdeyshméest linked to cap-
ture the destination’s collaborative potentialte full (Fyallet al, 2012).

Hence, there appears a need to consider the cootepbperation in
a tourism region (Czernek, 2013) or stakeholdeabotation in a destina-
tion (Saito & Ruhanen, 2017). Both terms are defiag forms of voluntary
joint actions where autonomous stakeholders engagea interactive pro-
cess, using shared rules, norms and structuressttand decide on issues
related to tourism development in the region (W&oGray, 1991, p. 146;
Czernek, 2013; Saito & Ruhanen, 2017). As a toudsstination encom-
passes multiple, interdependent stakeholders dfteing different views
on tourism development, it is useful to considelabmration aimed at
managing tourism-related issues at the destind@oal (Jamal & Getz,
1995; Saito & Ruhanen 2017).

Due to the complex character of destinations, agief a place brand
requires special marketing solutions. In orderdmbine the voices of all
stakeholders, destinations worldwide have introdub®Os to facilitate
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collaboration between various components operatithin them (Pike,
2004; Fyallet al, 2012). Destination branding activities are galtgmper-
formed by DMOs along with other entities connecteith tourism and
regional development (Johann, 2014).

Ideally, place branding enhances the optimisatiotowrism outcomes,
fosters the access to necessary resources anthfasithe achievement of
strategic objectives for all stakeholders (KozalB&halis, 2019; Saito &
Ruhanen, 2017; Buhalis, 2000). To achieve thiserd® interest groups
must interact to build a regional partnership (iRiet al, 2019).

In place branding, the following stakeholders canemumerated: the
government; government departments with links tgism; international,
national, regional and local tourism organizaticiesirism developers and
entrepreneurs, tourism industry operators; invedtooth local and interna-
tional); non-tourism business practitioners; medral opinion leaders;
service industries; and the community includingalocommunity groups,
indigenous people's groups and local residentsqSaiRuhanen 2017,
Garciaet al, 2012). A multi-stakeholder collaboration aimediaveloping
a tourism destination and creating a regional briantbnstantly evolving
and depends on external circumstances as welleaséturity of relations
between its members (Pilvirgt al, 2019). Trust-building is essential for
a successful collaboration; however, it is a tirmasuming process and
requires the long-term orientation as well as thalvement of significant
resources (Pilvinget al, 2019; Webster, 1992). As Beritelli (2011) high-
lights, information and mutual communication betwdbe entities are
among important resources. The intensity of comeatiun and the ease of
obtaining necessary information promote trust amteustanding as well as
provide a strong foundation for cooperation.

Subject literature indicates that collaborationwssn organizations
brings such benefits as: the reduction of the obaharketing activities
(Mendonceet al,, 2015); sharing the resources, skills and knogéedisks,
responsibilities and rewards (Bititet al, 2004); and having access to ex-
periences and business opportunities of othersh(Za&kacherla, 2011).
According to Costa and Lima (2018), the expectatkfits of cooperation
in the tourism region include: mutual knowledgecesms to more agents in
the sector, access to greater knowledge, busimessales, working to-
wards excellence, enabling the creation of prograswith thematic prod-
ucts — 'packages’, an added value to businessoati timprovement of
services provided to customers, increased sucoesadded value, greater
visibility, greater publicity, lower costs and gtelacomplementarity of
activities.
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There are numerous factors that hinder the stadlehatollaboration
process: different and competing interests of $takkers, various view-
points, complex relationships and interdependeritie ather stakeholders,
different communication styles and networks (S&tRuhanen, 2017). In
Poland, one of the constraints in the establishrogat long-term partner-
ship between stakeholders is a relatively shoitbhisof democracy and,
consequently, short-term experience of such colitlim and a low level
of trust (Pilvinget al, 2019; Czernek, 2013; Czernekal., 2017).

Research method

The subject case study is based on Podlaskie Vsinpdn Poland. Litera-
ture analysis demonstrates that researchers basestizdies on the most
popular tourism regions. However, an investigafito less attractive re-
gions, such as Podlaskie, can open a differenppetise and contribute to
a better understanding of territorial marketing hadsms. Moreover, Pod-
laskie Voivodship has a large, still unused toysistential, and the creation
of a regional brand as a result of effective coapen of many regional
stakeholders can boost the development of toursonamy. This is con-
firmed by research in the field of tourism devel@mnin Podlaskie Voi-
vodship (Borkowska-Niszczota, 2015; Panfiluk, 20Kiryluk, 2016;
Szpilko, 2015).

A case study is defined as ampirical inquiry into the contemporary
phenomenon within a real-life context where theruauies between the
phenomenon and the context are not clearly evidemt,in which multiple
sources of evidence are used (Yin, 19&&cording to Paton and Appel-
baum (2003), case studies represent an importagareh path in organisa-
tional science, not only as a method of generdiypmptheses for quantita-
tive studies, but for generating and testing theory

Typically, case studies combine data-collectionhods; hence, the ver-
ification of the assumptions adopted within theeegsh is based on the
results of IDIs conducted among the representatifeselected economic
tourist entities that cooperate within a given PRQ@@&presentatives of
PROT authorities, local government, non-profit aigations, science and
business).

The authors selected an individual in-depth inesa(1DI) as a research
method since 1) it is used when the problem requirere profound
knowledge of research participants; 2) it is usedtudies dealing with
difficult-to-reach people; 3) it is used when thésea need to acquire not
only an assessment of a given phenomenon but@lsoderstand the pro-
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cess of its generation and requires a free and egpression of the opin-
ion; 4) it creates an intimate atmosphere (BrymaBeli, 2007; McDaniel
& Gates, 2010).

In total, six interviews (each lasting 60 to 90 uoigs) were conducted,
covering representatives of higher managerial jpositin organizations —
members of the PROT. The research process startdohe and ended in
November 2019.

According to the guidelines in the literature, asvassumed that the se-
lection of a qualitative research sample is undestas a method for gath-
ering carefully selected “cases” which make uplibdy of empirical ex-
amples facilitating the most fruitful analysis betphenomenon under con-
sideration (intentional selection) (Flick, 2007)%sikh the guidance of Flick
(2007) and on account of the study’s subject, & assumed that the quali-
ty of sample selection will involve ensuring essdngroup diversity as
well as its “suitability”.

As a research tool, the authors implemented arvietg scenario which
referred to the central issues of the article. &me of the paper required
that respondents should express free and unrestrapinions and that was
only possible by asking open-ended questions tishhat force particular
responses. The questions were edited so that thiiesh material collect-
ed through them allowed for obtaining a perspeabivdifferent groups of
stakeholders (public, private and social sectossyvall as answers to the
following research questions: 1) What benefits ltkytsee in the coopera-
tion within the regional tourist organization fomilding the region brand?
2) What barriers, in their opinion, hinder the ceigion for building the
region brand?

The interviews were recorded, transcribed and aedlyypically for da-
ta gathered in a qualitative manner. The analysi®mred the arrangement
of data accumulated during the study and its imé&gtion. The research
process occurred in the following sequence: dattingg data reduction
(coding), final interpretative analysis and formiida of conclusions
(Gibbs, 2018). Open coding or coding without pgonceptualization was
used during data analysis. The intention was tindehe subject issues
instead of imposing interpretation of events based previously formu-
lated theory (Gibbs, 2018).

Results and discussion

An important condition for initiating and develogicooperation in tourism
regions is an awareness of the benefits that catetieed from such coop-
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eration. The main benefits of institutional coopera for building the re-
gional tourist brand, perceived by PROT membersevdivided into four
categories:

1. economic:

— combining sources of financing (private, public aodial),

— greater efficiency of the funds spent,

— facilitating access to external financing,

2. organizational:

— greater flexibility and speed of action, short demi-making time re-

sulting from the lack of bureaucratic procedures,

— cooperation on a partnership basis, without hiéieat dependen-
cies,

— cooperation with the National Tourism Organizatand its foreign
centres,

3. marketing:

— coherent promotion of tourism in the region,

— access to PROT resources (databases on regiomat tproducts,
professional studies, knowledge and experiencep@fialists, using
the image of the organization that is recognizethermarket),

— greater range of impact on recipients than in #se ©f actions taken
by individual entities, in particular local goverants,

— mutual understanding of the needs and expectatibmarious enti-
ties of the regional tourism economy, exchangefafrimation,

— marketing support for tourist entrepreneurs,

4. social:

— gradually gaining trust in the organization andmsation,

— developing education and raising awareness ofdlkardages of co-
operation,

— generating the new ideas.

The awareness thdbgether we will do more than aloneind ‘to every
partnership there are benefit$§ expressed by the representatives of all the
interviewed organizations. However, when identifythe main benefits of
cooperation, their perception varies slightly. Bhse the research results,
it can be concluded that the most perceived bepéfitooperation is pri-
marily financial, i.e. accumulation of capital fromrious sources (public,
private and social) and the possibility to joinfibgus it on coherent region-
al promotion. This allows for increasing the effeehess of the spent
funds. This is particularly emphasized by the repn¢ative of the local
government:
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“The biggest benefit of the PROT is that you carthdiogs together us-
ing two or three different funding sources. On titleer hand, PROT is a
body where e.g. an entrepreneur, local governmadtasocial organiza-
tion can do something specific in a short periodiroe out of the cash reg-
ister of these three”.

The economic perspective of perceiving the mainefienof coopera-
tion is quite common, as confirmed by the reseafdGzernek (2013) and
Mendonceet al. (2015).

The local government and the board of ROT reprasieats underlined
greater freedom of action (in the legal sensehif type of organizations
and the speed of decision-making as main ben€fdampared to the local
governments in Poland, there are no bureaucraticegures which signifi-
cantly lengthen the decision-making process. Aamgi organization is
a sort of implementation of the idea of public-pttir partnership and social
participation. It has a more flexible formula, &iag for acting quickly
and reacting to dynamic changes on the market.

From the perspective of non-profit organizatiofie main benefits are
seen outside the economic sphere. It is a syndrggtivities and the pos-
sibility to integrate entities (having differengraetimes conflicting, inter-
ests) around a common idea with which they wilhtifg themselves. It is
also an opportunity to co-create new ideas and ptiomal initiatives. One
representatives of a non-profit organization sthpegnphasized this aspect
in the following statement:

“The diversity of thoughts, ideas, the diversitygofls should help to
build a common base with which everyone will idgritiemselves. Every-
one can contribute their original ideas and impleinthem on their own,
but the benefit is that there is this common fldvideas between entities,
between partners — there is something coherente tisea chance to build
something in such a group that will connect its tners’.

Joint activities for the creation of attractiveteigrated tourist products
do not exclude emphasizing the distinctivenesshefdffer of individual
entities. It is primarily about the complementardl these measures and
appropriate targeting. Therefore, tourist entegxishould not perceive
themselves in terms of competition, but as coopeygtartners. Tourists
greatly value the attractiveness of the regionsish offer and the possibil-
ity to use a wide range of services, dependingqhdividual preferences.

However, the creation of high-quality integratedrist products, their
commercialization and promotion as well as the towaaof a well-known
regional tourist brand requires coordinated adtigitThe ROT, as an entity
bringing together representatives of local govemmaits, tourist enter-
prises and various business environment institatmmequal rights, is per-
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ceived as an entity that provides such coordinafiboreover, for such an
organization with specific financial resources, iexlge, information and

experience it is easier to create an image and risgcrecipients with this
message, both on the domestic and foreign marlebng of the business
representatives points otiindividual entities within the tourism industry
are not able to effectively promote the regionteythave neither sufficient
budget nor organizational capacity to do that. Tlvay do it by creating

a group and cooperating with local government uagsvell as PROT-type
tourist organizations”.

All stakeholders emphasize marketing benefits edldd greater effec-
tiveness of promotion and a range of PROT'’s impBlciwever, in their
statements only two of them referred directly te benefits related to the
regional tourist brand. It was presented in thiofghg way:

“A brand is an advertisement, so we should all poterourselves under
this brand umbrella... Acting under such an umlaredf this developed
brand and being there, we can do much more thainighaally”.

In literature, the benefits of having a regionahra are clearly seen
(Kerr & Balakrishnan, 2012). It may be quite unectpd that the stake-
holders do not observe too much of its impact engtowth of innovation
of the economy in the region. Although they cleanlgicate that coopera-
tion fosters the exchange of knowledge, informatama experience be-
tween entities, they do not directly refer to inat@n. Only the representa-
tive of science and non-profit organizations preda direct connection:

“There are benefits to every cooperation... becaagn if these are bu-
reaucratic structures, new ideas can always be bamd we learn from
each other, we are still learning from each ottsar this is importarit

Another benefit of cooperation is the increaseraidedge and aware-
ness of the entities in this area. The researclst@sn that, on the regional
scale, the awareness of benefits to cooperatioerutiet PROT and the
created brand is not common, and it is dominatedrbindividual perspec-
tive. This is confirmed in the words of a represéime of the management
board of this organization:

“On the occasion of joining such organizations &8 or LOTs, the
first question is <what will | get out of it, buhly me— individually?>".

It can be considered that the interest of entitidhe cooperation would
be greater if the awareness of the possible bengéte raised. Such a re-
search perspective — the expected benefits of catipe — is shown in
the Costa and Lima (2018) research.

The findings of the subject studies indicated that statements of the
interviewed members of the PROT were more focusedarriers. The
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main perceived barriers to cooperation for building region’s brand were
divided into four categories:
1. economic:

— the organization’s low budget, in relation to iresmg expenditure,

— the need to pay a membership fee,

- low level of development of the tourist functiontbé region,

2. organizational:

— high turnover of the PROT members,

— duplication of efforts and promotional activitieg BROT and local

governments,

- high fragmentation and diversity of entities in tiegion, divergence
of objectives and interests,

— lack of integration of the tourism industry in thegion, fragmenta-
tion of promotional activities,

— poor engagement of the members of the organizatipnomotional
activities and mutual exchange of information om stibject,

— limited activities of local and regional authorgtidue to legal proce-
dures,

3. socio-cultural:

— poor involvement of citizens in social activities,

- low awareness of the benefits of cooperation,

— lack of conviction that partnership-based cooperatan bring real
benefits,

— too high expectations of direct benefits and préomobf single of-
fers,

— communication barrier,

— lack of trust towards partners,

— perceiving other actors as competitors,

4. political:

— unfavourable policy of local authorities focusedimhaon internal
promotion and winning the electorate, lack of ustsrding of the
need for external promotion activities,

— political climate in the country oriented towardh tmigration issue,
growing distrust of visitors.

In analysing the statements of the representati’earticular groups of
entities, it can be noticed that each stakeholddicates the above all so-
cio-cultural barriers related to awareness as fsigmit barriers to partner-
ship-based cooperation in the region.

From the perspective of a business representdtiganain barrier to the
development of partnership-based cooperation inrdiggon is:“lack of
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conviction that group cooperation can provide reahefits for all partici-
pants of this cooperation. Individual entities bé ttourism industry strive
to promote their own services/facilities and foqusmarily on attracting
customers <for themselves>0On a local scale, the perception of a group
of tourist enterprises is sometimes dominated byfelar of other entities as
competitors rather than partners. Recently, howeesme can notice

a change in the way of thinking about the valustakeholder cooperation,
which is influenced by the policy of the Europeanidh as it rewards
stakeholder cooperation when applying for EU subsid

The lack of awareness of the benefits perceivednsepreneurs results
in their low involvement in partnership-based caagen in the region.
This is confirmed by the statement:

“As far as entrepreneurs are concerned, we havéntorm what the
PROT is. With such a low interest it does poorlgduse there are few
entities operating in this tourism. | have an inmgs®n that this is our
Polish, regional feature— <I prefer do it alone>".

There are numerous reasons for the poor involvemwietdurism com-
panies. In addition to the lack of perceived eBeat cooperation, a weak
development of the tourist function in the regi@m de mentioned. These
links were pointed out by a representative of twal governmentlf the
region lived out of tourism, entrepreneurs wouldnbbare willing to associ-
ate with the local governmentThe problem of poor involvement in coop-
eration concerns not only private sector entitieg, also the public sector
— especially local governments.

All the interviewed indicated a low level of trust potential partners as
one of the main barriers to cooperation. This tnast be considered both
on the level of individual trust (to specific peeplnd trust to institutions.
A low level of trust results in problems in mutuabmmunication,
knowledge and experience exchange. The problenfaifnation exchange
and mutual communication between tourist destinatiatities is highlight-
ed by Beritelli (2011).

In the analysed region, the research has showrihbed is a lack of in-
tegration of tourism economy entities around comndeas and values
connected with shaping the regional tourist brartds results in a large
dispersion of promotional activities and sometirttesir duplication. The
lack of coordinated promotional activities wastég tpotential benefits
from cooperation. One of the reasons for the Iddktegration of regional
tourism economy entities is an insufficient numbedirect meetings. This
stems, inter alia, from the fact that in recentrgdhere has been a signifi-
cant change in the forms of promotion (e.g. movimagn tourism fairs to
Internet promotion). A large fragmentation of aastin the region, diver-
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gence of objectives and interests of individuakpans also translates into
different expectations as to the directions ananfoof promotion in the
region, which may give rise to different confligiustions.

The problem of lack of trust may result, as Czer(#K 3) states, from
certain features of Polish national culture, ingight social capital and
a low level of development of civil society in Poth especially the lack of
tradition of cooperation in local communities amasitive experiences of
this cooperation. The barrier of mistrust is paftacly evident between
public and private sector entities. In Poland, fdvenula of public-private
partnership has not been very popular. Local aitteerare afraid of closer
cooperation with business for fear of being accusiedorruption. At the
same time, trust-building is essential for sucadssillaboration, however,
it is a time-consuming process and requires a teng- orientation, the
involvement of capital and management as resoyfRiesng et al, 2019;
Webster, 1992).

Another important barrier is connected with finamgiFirst of all, it is
the low budget of the PROT which limits the pod#ibs for promotional
activities. Secondly, it is a necessity for ensitte pay membership fees,
which discourages potential members, especiallgl lgovernments.

From the perspective of non-profit organizationsg of the significant
barriers hindering the creation of a coherent meglidourist brand, recog-
nisable on domestic and foreign markets, is thawmifrable policy of local
governments. Some local governments are more fdousether forms of
activity than tourism, or their tasks in the fiadfl promotion are mainly
focused on internal communication — with inhabisarithey organize, for
example, individual initiatives, in terms of shtetm interests and raise
residents’ willingness in order to win the electera

The representative of non-profit organizations afl draw attention to
the Polish policy on the issue of immigrants, whiaim the perspective of
tourism development may be a significant threatr@ases distrust of visi-
tors).

Conclusions

As the formation and development of cooperativati@hs between stake-
holders is essential for the success of a destmatie identification of the
benefits and barriers to the cooperation of tourestonomy entities is
a significant research challenge. The authors Eksiad a conceptual
framework for the systematization of benefits aadibrs of cooperation as
seen by regional stakeholders. The benefits wenepgd into the following
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categories: economic, organizational, marketing aadial. In turn, the
barriers included determinants: economic, orgaitimat, socio-cultural
and political. The results of this study contribtiiea better understanding
of cooperation between tourist entities in a regiath large but unused
tourist potential.

The research has shown that in regions with anrdesgieloped tourist
function, the awareness of benefits from the coatpmr of entities for cre-
ating a regional tourist brand is not high. Low seveess of benefits, and at
the same time, perceiving them from the perspedivedividual interests,
is one of the main barriers which causes poor ireroknt in cooperation.
On the other hand, awareness of barriers to cobgeramong the partici-
pants is high. Particular attention is paid toltek of integration of tourist
entities in the region, large fragmentation of potional activities, lack of
a common idea related to the tourist brand of #ggon and problems in
mutual communication between entities.

The analysis of research results allowed the asittwoformulate the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

The conditions for initiating and developing cocgi&yn among region-
al tourist entities are raising the awareness ofid¢fis associated with the
regional tourist brand and partnership-based co@tiem as well as in-
creasing the level of trust (both towards individuand institutions).

The complexity and multidimensionality of the issud cooperation for
the creation of the regional tourist brand formoenenient platform for
further scientific analyses. As a suggested dwectif further research, the
issue of trust should be indicated, and withirthie analysis of factors de-
termining trust at the individual and institutiodalel, the formulation of
trust measurement scales, the examination of tistirexlevel of trust, the
impact of trust on the development of partnerstapdnl cooperation in
tourism.

Breaking down barriers to cooperation in practiequires, first of all,
many educational activities aimed at raising tharawess of stakeholders
about the benefits of having a coherent regionatigo brand (which are
noticeable only after some time). It will also alldor the integration of
entities, which will create conditions for creatisgnergic situations and
strengthening the effects of cooperation.

The universal value of the research is the deepehi@ knowledge on
the identification and classification of determitsnf tourism cooperation
in the regions. Choosing a regional tourist orgainin for research as one
of the categories of organizations that functionriany countries around
the world as destination marketing organizationM@3) allows making
international comparisons.
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The research has certain limitations. The firstithtion concerns the
implementation of qualitative research, which isren@xploratory than
conclusive. The second refers to a small numbewootiucted interviews;
however, the sample includes representatives abadigories of stakehold-
ers associated with a regional tourism organization
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