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ABSTRACT 

 

To enhance and sustain the competitiveness, growth and profitability of the destinations 

and travel brands, tourism places and governments, establish and fund Destination Marketing 

Organisations (DMOs), among others. However, open questions on the definition of the purpose, 

leadership and legitimacy of the DMO in contemporary academic discourses, policy and 

practice have persisted. In Zambia, this discourse persists despite the several policy and 

legislation reforms from 2007. The aim of this study was to develop a technical account 

explaining the shifting expected role of the Destination Marketing Organisation (DMO) among 

the various tourism industry stakeholders, and that of the structure and core activities of the 

DMO remaining the same in policy despite the open questions; and to use the account to develop 

a framework for a DMO business model. The study was approached a complexity theoretical 

frame of reference of complexity theory with ‘mechanisms of emergence’ as the explanatory 

frame of reference. A qualitative single case study design was followed and conducted in three 

sites cross-sectionally. The research problem was philosophically viewed from critical realism, 

and used the abduction, retroduction and pragmatism logics of scientific reasoning. The study 

sample was thirty (30) informants chosen through non-random theoretical sampling method 

from among licensed private sector operators based on their in-depth knowledge of the tourism 

industry from business organisations with not less than ten years in Zambia and also from 

among the government and its main agencies in the tourism sector. This methodological 

approach was found valuable for in-depth and adequate explanation of a complex social and 

not-empirically-clear contemporary real-life context and phenomena.   The study has suggested 

a useful DMO business model framework based on effectuation. For practice and policy, this 

development of a DMO business model proposition is useful to decision making and serves as a 

starting point in the overall conceptualisation, organisation and modelling of destination systems 

under the contemporary and future environment.  

 

Keywords: DMO Business Model, Destination Marketing Organisations, DMO role, Destination 

leadership, Effectuation 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

In order to enhance and sustain the competitiveness, growth and profitability of tourism 

destinations and travel brands, in recent decades, places and governments, establish and fund 

Destination Marketing Organisations (DMOs), among others (Pike, 2004; Pike & Page, 2014; 

Pike, 2016). Since the first DMO was established in 1901 in New Zealand, the DMOs have 

grown to be a regular and prominent feature in destinations systems (UNWTO, 2011; Pike, 2004; 

Pike & Page, 2014; Pike, 2016). In the case of Zambia, the DMO is the Zambia Tourism Agency 
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(ZTA), which is operating as a quasi-government entity at national level (The Tourism and 

Hospitality Act Number 13 of 2015, 2015).  

Traditionally, DMOs from their early establishment were oriented to destination 

promotion (Pike & Page, 2014; Pike, 2016).  Eventually they evolved into full-fledged marketing 

entities focusing on marketing. This became the germane of the current destination marketing 

paradigm that is distinct from its antecedent, tourism marketing (Wang & Pizam, 2011; Pike & 

Page, 2014; Pike, 2016).   

However, in both practice and literature, the purpose and legitimacy of this traditional 

monolithic and universal DMO archetype focused on marketing is now being questioned, and 

both practice and academia are now calling for DMOs’ shift towards organisations that lead the 

way in destination ‘experiential systems’ (Reinhold, Laesser & Beritelli, 2015; UNWTO, 2015; 

Pike, 2016). The World Tourism Organisation (UNWTO) observes that “though DMOs have 

typically undertaken marketing activities, their remit is becoming far broader, to become a 

strategic leader in destination development” (UNWTO, 2015). According to UNWTO (2019), 

the contemporary definition of a DMO is “the leading organizational entity which may 

encompass the various authorities, stakeholders and professionals and facilitates partnerships 

towards a collective destination vision.”  This is a departure from its earlier view of a DMO 

fixated on marketing and management, defined as “those organisations which are responsible for 

management and / or marketing of individual tourist destinations” (UNWTO, 2004). Similarly, 

several other authors such as Hristov, Ramkissoon & Naumov (2020) note that the contemporary 

role of DMOs is expanding beyond the traditional destination marketing “towards assuming 

greater management and even leadership role”. In tourism policy discourses, it is argued that 

there are shifts in the “function, responsibilities and structures of DMOs” (Hristov and Petrova, 

2015), accelerated by: continuous turbulence in political and economic environments (Preston, 

2012; Coles et al., 2014); changes in dominant political ideologies; rapid developments of the 

tourism product and its mass globalization (Buhalis et al., 2014); and the changing 

conceptualization of the tourism product and other environmental developments taking place. 

Policy is compelled to reconsider not only exiting approaches to policy development in 

destinations but also the role of the DMO in the strategic agenda of policy (Hristov & Petrova, 

2015).   

Scholars argue that going forward there is need to recognise the evolutions taking place 

in destinations, organisation of destinations and role of DMOs (Hristov, Ramkissoon & Naumov, 

2020). Therefore, the contemporary and future strategic agenda for academia, practice and policy 

regarding the afore-mentioned should include recognising and responding to the challenges, that 

include: 

DMOs “will soon no longer exist in their current form” … “so now is an opportune time 

for tourism academics to engage in innovative thinking about the future of these entities” (Pike, 

2016). 

“Both academia and practice beyond the case of England are also signalling this major 

shift into the modus operandi of DMOs (Hristov & Zehrer, 2019). 

“This shifting landscape questions the long-term sustainability of reshaped, yet 

financially- constrained DMOs facing severe challenges to deliver value to destinations, visitors 

and member organisations” (Hristov & Zehrer, 2019). 

“Shifts in DMO governance and funding provide opportunities for the introduction of 

new models with a focus beyond traditional management and marketing to enable DMOs to 

flourish within this new landscape” (Hristov, Ramkissoon & Naumov, 2020). 

However, despite the above-mentioned calls and evolutions, literature notes that the 

general structure and core activities of many DMOs across the world have by and large remained 

the same for decades now, including Zambia (Zambia Tourism Policy, 2015; Pike, 2016). 
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Secondly, literature has also touted various and at times enigmatic views on the factors causing 

these changes in the role and / or expected role of the DMO and other components in the 

destination system (Pike & Page, 2014; Hristov & Petrova, 2015; Pike, 2016; Dredge, 2016; 

Hristov, Ramkissoon & Naumov, 2020). Third, “the extant literature in the tourism domain 

appears to provide little insight on how to deal with tourism-specific contingencies when 

developing new or managing existing business models” (Reinhold, Zach & Krizaj, 2017). 

Fourth, literature that has argued for the shift in the role of the DMO has been enigmatic on the 

both the direction and what the new role of the DMO is or will become. Others have argued for 

retention of the marketing rationale; others a radical change to a new paradigm, such as 

destination management; and others for a combination but increased role towards a new 

paradigm, such as destination leadership (Wang & Pizam, 2011; Morrison, 2013; Pike & Page, 

2014; Reinhold, Laesser & Beritelli, 2015; Hristov & Petrova, 2015; Pike, 2016; Dredge, 2016; 

Hristov & Zehrer, 2019; Hristov, Ramkissoon & Naumov, 2020). 

Combined, the above four remain open questions in both literature and practice, and have 

become the four-fold problem in recent years for policy and practice in several destinations, 

including Zambia (Reinhold, Laesser & Beritelli, 2015; Hristov & Petrova, 2015; Pike, 2016; 

Dredge, 2016; Hristov & Zehrer, 2019; Ministry of Tourism and Arts, 2019; Hristov, 

Ramkissoon & Naumov, 2020). 

The aim of the study was to develop a technical account explaining the shifting expected 

role of the Destination Marketing Organisation (DMO) among the various tourism industry 

stakeholders, and that of the structure and core activities of the DMO remaining the same in 

policy despite the open questions in Zambia; and to use the account to develop a framework for a 

DMO business model. The objectives were to (i) describe the nature of shifting expected role of 

the DMO and that of other components in the destination system among the various tourism 

industry stakeholders in Zambia; (ii) explain the shifting expected role of the DMO and that of 

other components among the various tourism industry stakeholders in the tourism destination of 

Zambia; (iii) explain the unchanging general structure and core activities of the DMO in policy 

despite its expected role shifting among the various stakeholders in Zambia; and (iv) develop a 

framework for DMO business model(s) from the technical accounts of the shifting expected role 

of the DMO and that of unshifting policy of the DMO in Zambia. 

The above objectives were an attempt to answer the following questions:  

 
1. What has shifted the expected role of the DMO and that of other components in the tourism 

destination system among the various tourism industry stakeholders in Zambia?  

2. Why is the expected role of the DMO and that of other components in the tourism destination 

system shifting among the various tourism stakeholders in Zambia? 

3. Why is the general structure and core activities of the DMO not changing in Zambia despite the 

expected role and the nature of destination leadership shifting among the various tourism 

stakeholders? 

4. How can the technical accounts of the shifting expected role of the DMO and that of unshifting 

policy of the DMO in Zambia be used to develop a framework for DMO business model(s)? 

 

DISCOURSES ON CAUSALITY OF THE SHIFTING EXPECTED ROLE OF 

DESTINATION MARKETING ORGANISATIONS (DMOS) 

 

Although no specific studies have been undertaken on the underlying causal mechanisms 

and structures on the shifting role of the DMO and other components in destinations, literature 

has variously discussed this subject, at times normatively or arising in the course of discussing 

the role of DMOs generally (Wang & Pizam, 2011; Morrison, 2012; Pike & Page, 2014; Hristov 

& Naumov, 2015; Hristov & Zehrer, 2015; Reinhold, Laesser & Beritelli, 2015; Dredge, 2016; 
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Pike, 2016).  What appears apparent from the various strands of literature is that academic 

discourses have accounted for and attributed the changes, disruptions and reorganisations that are 

taking place at various levels in tourism destinations in different ways. Consequently, the 

propositions of resolving the problems facing the tourism industry, DMOs, destination 

components on the organisation of destinations have also been varied, and at sometimes even 

contradictory (Pike, 2016; Dredge, 2016). Even where there has been consensus, the blends of 

propositions on the future of DMOs in destinations have been multifarious (Wang & Pizam, 

2011; Morrison, 2013; Pike and Page, 2014; Reinhold, Laesser and Beritelli, 2015; Hristov & 

Petrova, 2015; Pike, 2016; Dredge, 2016; Hristov & Zehrer, 2019; Hristov, Ramkissoon & 

Naumov, 2020). 

The above notwithstanding, it appears uncontested in both academic and professional 

practice discourses that there are shifts taking place in the tourism industry in general and 

destinations in specific that are challenging the traditionally held views on the role of the DMO, 

organisation of destinations, roles of components and the required policy environment (World 

Tourism Organisation, 2011; Wang & Pizam, 2011; Morrison, 2012; Pike & Page, 2014; Hristov 

& Petrova, 2015; (Reinhold, Laesser and Beritelli, 2015; Pike, 2016; Dredge, 2016; Hristov, 

Ramkissoon & Naumov, 2020). 

Secondly, it is also widely acknowledged in discourses that DMOs and the definition of 

their roles have over the years evolved substantially in policy, practice and theory from the 

traditional role and the nature of leadership they provided in earlier destination modelling to the 

current varied approaches suggested in some literature discussions (Pike & Page, 2014; Hristov 

& Naumov, 2015; Dredge, 2016).  

Thirdly, it is also generally acknowledged that the tourism industry in general and 

specifically the destinations are somewhat reorganizing in terms of its structure, governance and 

leadership somehow (Gyr, 2010). What has been witnessed in the case of Zambia is that at times 

these have appeared through polycentricism and ahead of policy. In some case they have forced 

public policy enablement; tended to be continuously evolving also; and even compete with the 

DMO for resources and politics of DMO decision-making (Pike, 2016; Tourism Council of 

Zambia, 2020).  

Those who have commented or discussed the subject of causality in academics have 

predominantly associated these changes to be mainly falling under two domains, namely: (a) 

changing tourism operating environment and resulting structural changes and social 

transformations (Dredge, 2016); (b) changes in the environment and conceptualization of 

destinations as complex social systems (Baggio, 2013; Jakulin, 2016). The main argument by the 

former can be inferred from literature as that of the interactions of the environment, structural 

changes and social transformation in a late modernity or reflexive era translating into “changes in 

character and behaviour of organisations and in public expectations about the role and 

responsibility within society” (Saffic et al., 2010). The latter cluster of literature base the 

arguments on the growing literature which acknowledges the changes in the conceptualisation of 

tourism destinations from being viewed as amalgam of products as once conceptualised by 

Buhalis (2000), to complex systems as espoused by growing number of recent literature 

(Reinhold et al., 2015; Baggio, 2013; Jakulin, 2016). These changes are considered to have had 

ramifications on the organisation of tourism in destinations in general and also on the role of the 

components in these system. 

 

DESTINATION SYSTEMS\=][P;L.,] ‘/AS COMPLEX SOCIAL SYSTEMS: RISING 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR DESTINATION PHENOMENA 
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 A growing body of recent literature acknowledges that destinations comprise a 

multiplicity of interconnected product and service providers, and is open to high levels of 

external influences from both political and societal dynamics (Quinlan et al., 2015). In addition, 

literature acknowledges that destinations and problems faced are complex in nature due to their 

inherent characteristics, and therefore require holistic and systemic approach to understand and 

resolve them (Wang & Pizam, 2011; Pike & Page, 2014; Baggio, 2013; Jakulin, 2016).  

The focal argument in these discourses is that a tourism destination is “a complex system, 

which deals with many subsystems and softly defined problems (Jakulin, 2016) and that “the 

only way to fully understand why a problem or element occurs and persists is to understand the 

part in relation to the whole” (Capra & Lusi, 2014; Jakulin, 2016). 

In regard to changes taking place in destinations in general and role of DMOs in specific, 

some argue that this lies in unveiling the changes in the conceptualization of destinations and the 

problems they face (Beritelli et al., 2014; Pike and Page, 2014; Hristov & Zehrer, 2015; 

Reinhold et al., 2015).  As the 2014 St Gallen Consensus on Destination Management argue that, 

going forward, a tourism destination must be viewed as “a market-oriented productive system” 

where tourists activate this productive system and “together, tourists and supply-side actors co-

produce an experience – from origin to destination(s) and back” (Reinhold, Laesser & Beritelli, 

2015). As already indicated, this view is a departure from the amalgam conceptualization of 

destinations as suggested by Buhalis (2000); it rather moves destinations to be conceptually 

viewed as multifaceted systems and spaces of flow as in a number of recent literature (Castells, 

2004; Beritelli et al., 2014; Baggio, 2013; Jakulin, 2016). 

The above shift in the conceptualisation of destinations presents complicatedness, 

especially when considered in terms of understanding the DMO, its stakeholders and 

problematisation of destination of their challenges. First, this shift implies increase in the role of 

stakeholders in any destination modelling and also brings the challenge of realigning how the 

DMO and the various stakeholders coordinate tasks in the ‘production entities’, from the practice 

and policy perspective. Second, it alters the long-held theory on location of the problems of 

destinations from discrete components as in analytic thinking to the systems or ‘whole’, and yet 

there is a gap in tourism literature and practice because of “a profound lack of research on the 

productivity of destinations” (Reinhold et al., 2015). Third, while it reifies recent literature that 

views tourism and its problems from the system complexity views, this view has not taken root 

in destination and tourism research, especially that of DMOs. Most importantly for the last two 

points is that there are still limited theoretical positions and tools within tourism and destination 

literature at the disposal of researchers.  

Generally destinations characteristically display complexity arising from, among others: 

(a) tourism destinations have many elements of a variety of people, institutions and organizations 

that include government and non-government actors with varied interests; (b) these elements are 

interconnected and influence each other; (c) destination elements have a common history and 

enjoy feedback information within the system; (d) destinations are open systems, interacting with 

so many other systems; and (e) their problem situations are multifarious and far from being 

linear.  

 

THE GAP 

 

Literature from both the system complexity and social transformation strands have not 

identified the causally efficaciousness of the cited plausible factors and the actual generating 

mechanism and structures, and to possibly also eliminate the competing factors that have no 

causality efficacy in destination systems. Second, despite literature acknowledging destinations 

as complex social systems and problems they face as complex from complexity of destinations 



Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  6                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

(Capra & Lusi, 2014; Jakulin, 2016), there has been limited attempts to understand and explain 

the shifting role of DMOs from their complexity and complexity theory. Reductionist approaches 

still dominant in tourism studies. Third, as already alluded to, “the extant literature in the tourism 

domain appears to provide little insight on how to deal with tourism-specific contingencies when 

developing new or managing existing business models” (Reinhold, Zach & Krizaj, 2017). 

 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

The study was approached from a theoretical frame of reference of complexity theory, 

with ‘mechanisms of emergence’ as the explanatory frame of reference. The approach was to use 

complexity theory to retro duct causal mechanisms and develop model explanation of the 

phenomena from complexity emergentism.  

The doctrine of emergence as proposed by Mihata (1997) could be summarized as 

follows: “The concept of emergence is most often used today to refer to the process by which 

patterns or global-level structures arise from interactive local-level processes. This ‘structure’ or 

‘pattern’ cannot be understood or predicted from the behavior or properties of the component 

unit alone…. In the doctrine of emergence, the combination of elements with one another brings 

with it something that was not there before”. Bringing ‘something that was not there before’ is 

‘emergentism’ and the structure of the emergent entity or entities to infer how it came about is a 

‘causal mechanism’ in this case. 

Emergent systems are “complex dynamical systems that display behavior that cannot be 

predicted from a full and complete description of the component units of the system” (Sawyer, 

2001). Similarly, Lichtenstein (2014), summarizes emergence as follows: “the creation of order, 

the formation of new properties and structures in complex systems” and that “when emergence 

happens, something new and unexpected arises, with aspects that can’t be predicted even from 

knowing everything about the parts of the system”. The central question in any study under the 

complexity view is that of causality – what causes the destination organization to display patterns 

of stability when they do; what causes them to change when they change; and what makes them 

take the form they take (Stacey et al., 2000).  

Complexity theory provides a new framing for inquiries involving change and complex 

social phenomena by, among others, offering new ways of re-thinking old assumptions of 

equilibrium in favor of far-from-equilibrium and rectifying the relationship between a system 

and its environment (Walby, 2003). In regard to change, two pathways have sprung out of 

complexity theory, namely: (a) the conceptualisation of change from the point of co-evolution of 

complexity adaptive systems; and (b) the notion of novelty, sudden, critical turning points where 

complex systems give rise to “bifurcation and new paths of development that are self-sustaining” 

(Walby, 2003). These two and the respective frames are briefly discussed below. 

 

Co-Evolution of Complex Adaptive System 

 

The key conceptual tool of causality under the complexity approaches is the multi-agent 

system or the complex adaptive system, whose basic premise is that: a system has a collection of 

autonomous components or agents that try to achieve individual goals by acting upon the 

environment, which has other agents. Local interactions of these agents give rise to a global 

order. Agents on their own are inherently subjective and uncertain about their actions “yet they 

generally manage to self-organize into an emergent, adaptive system”.  

In summary, the behavior of complex adaptive systems characteristically is defined by 

two fundamental elements as follows: (a) the system’s behavior is both patterned and 
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unpredictable; and (b) adaptive behavior indicates that such systems influence and are open to be 

influenced by its environment. Others include (a) large number of possible states; (b) 

components are dispersed and free to interact locally within a hierarchical structure; and (c) 

emergent behavior with pockets of unpredictability (Battram, 1998; Tosey, 2002). 

Using the above notion, complexity theory re-frames accounts of social change because 

the concept of co-evolution presupposes that the system takes other systems to be its 

environment (Walby, 2003). As systems interact with each other, they do so through coupling 

and assist in the reproduction of each other. Coupling of the systems can potentially lead to the 

creation or generation of another system unit in a different domain “from that in which the 

coupled entities maintain their identities” (Walby, 2003). In the case of tourism destinations, this 

could be in the form of a polycentric entity. This would amount to a display of emergence 

behaviour at the empirical level if we are to use the Bhaskarian stratified ontology.  

The scope of emergence in complexity causality as approached in this study could 

comprise of any or a combination of the following elements: 

a) Emergence of ‘new level’ of reality in the destination, such as emergence of 

polycentric organisations at messo or macro levels (Mihata (1997); 

b) Emergence of patterns or macro-level structures of interactions and communications 

(Gavetti & Levinthal, 2000; Ganco & Agarawal, 2009) – the greater the structural 

patterns, the greater the adaptative of the system is; 

c) Emergence of overall novel and coherent structures, patterns and properties or system-

wide shift that transforms the destination system (Lichtenstein et al., 2009). 

Emergence is at the centre of complexity theory and therefore sits at the core of research 

in complex systems, especially those leaning on the assumption of re-organization (Lichtenstein, 

2014). In theory, the centrality of emergence has been used by management scholars at both 

micro and macro levels. For example, at micro levels for decision-making (Minniti, 2004), 

leadership (Plowman et al., 2007), organizational design (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997) and 

processes of organisational adaptation and strategic change (MacIntosh & MacLean, 1999) 

studies; and at macro level for governance processes (O’Mahony & Ferraro, 2007), emergence of 

new markets (Sarasvathy & Dew, 2005), creation of new industry forms (Perretti et al., 2008) 

and agglomeration studies (Chiles et al., 2004). The capacity to be useable at both micro and 

macro levels without losing ‘holism’ of phenomena is one of the reasons that make the 

complexity theory approaches compete with sociological emergentism as explanatory 

frameworks.  

As alluded to above, complexity theory re-frames the debate about the micro-macro 

relationship in causality and is assumed to be linked through emergence in complexity theory 

(Walby, 2003). In sociological views the challenge has been how different levels of patterns are 

linked, and the variations of response has included ‘macro-micro’ linkage, ‘individual and 

society’, and structure, action and structuration (Giddens, 1984). Complexity theory assumes that 

“each level contains the objects that are present in the other levels” but these can be analysed 

differently, and emergence can be studied from either the bottom-up or bottom-down approaches 

(Walby, 2003). 

Another important view within complex adaptive system is the notion of edge-of-chaos 

behaviour.  Complex adaptive systems display behaviour between states of stability and that of 

chaos. Stability is considered to be a temporal state due to regular perturbations and constant 

chaos catalysts. Edge-of-chaos arises from the fact that complex systems display dynamism, with 

stable equilibrium and random chaos on the extremes. In between these distinctive dynamics, 

they may be at the edge-of-chaos, which is a state of readiness for radical change (Stacey et al., 

2000; Russell, 2006). Contemporary literature describes destination stability as ‘transitional’ and 

change is considered to be imminent at any time because of the heightened sensitivity to 
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disruptive internal and external influences and the constant barrage of a multiplicity of chaos 

catalysts (Burns, 2006; Russell, 2006; Pike, 2016). This essentially is a display of edge-of-chaos 

characteristic.  

Important to note is that complex systems are open to their environment and because of 

this permeability they import inputs, export outputs and interpret the feedback they receive from 

the environment. Consequently, they are affected by the environment and its changes. 

Perturbations cause the system to go into self-amplification. Self-amplification of the 

fluctuations generated within the system from the perturbations is taken to be the self-

organisation of the system (Yolles, 1999).  

Going by the edge-of-chaos assumptions in destination as complex adaptive systems, 

edge-of-chaos is to be expected and could actually be desirable because it drives a destination 

system and its components towards more competitiveness, resilient and robustness if the system 

is harnessed to be a learning tourism destination. A learning destination system is achieved by a 

DMO, government agencies and tourism industry associations acting as “intermediaries, to 

facilitate the generation, sharing, storage and processing of a myriad of interconnected 

businesses which exhibit the characteristics associated with creativity and robustness” (Senge, 

1990; Speakman, 2017).  This is important to keep in policy propositions. Complexity theory 

approaches under self-organization are suited for investigating phenomena that does not fall in 

the extremes of the spectrum of order-disorder but rather those on the edge-of-chaos (Langton, 

1990).  

Figure 1 is a conceptual view of complex adaption through self-organization. At stage 

one, the destination is displaying temporal stability and soon perturbations trigger the system to 

go into self-organization at stage two. Three rules governing behavior at stage two that can be 

studied are: (a) interconnections of the components; (b) self-referential behaviour of 

components; and (c) emergent behavior of the components at their level. At stage three, the 

system as a whole displays emergent behavior and is in temporal equilibrium again. 

 

 
 

FIGURE 1 

 DESTINATION COMPLEX SYSTEM – CAUSALITY BY SELF-ORGANISATION 

(DISPLAY OF EMERGENT BEHAVIOUR) 
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Path Dependency and Bifurcation  

 

The other way of analysing change in complexity theory apart from complex adaptive 

systems is the display of novelty or sudden changes, which can lead to different paths of 

development rather than one universal route (Walby, 2003). This is somewhat different from the 

concept of co-evolution, which implies gradualism. In studies, the point of interest under path 

dependency assumptions is the point at which paths diverge, comparable to crystallization and 

taken to be the critical turning point or ‘bifurcation’. 

Bifurcation is taken to be the point at which the system changes. Crises in destinations 

are considered to be points of these changes, and could send the destination system into disarray 

or complete destruction (Speakman, 2017). Using this argument, the shifts in the expected role of 

the DMO and its components, and the loss of efficacy of the archetype traditional DMO as 

recorded in literature (Reinhold et al., 2015) could be ascribed to system bifurcation if it arises 

from the ‘butterfly effect’. ‘Butter fly effect’ as discussed in the last chapter is a notion of small 

changes that have large effects on unstable systems. At this stage of bifurcation, policy should 

provide for avoidance of cosmology. In destinations, cosmology is considered to be the panic of 

components, visible in the system’s agents. A destination able to cultivate an inherent ability to 

respond to crises is more “adept at adapting to bifurcation and minimizing episodes of 

cosmology” (Speakman, 2017). 

Bringing the above together, the mechanisms by which change and emergence take place 

in complexity theory could be approached from three perspectives. These are based on the 

versions of complexity theory from the two schools discussed above, of either change stimulus 

lying in the endogenous learning and developments or the sudden transformation of the 

environment (Walby, 2003). The three are: (a) co-evolution and complex adaptive system based 

on the Santa Fe Institute version; (b) sudden transformation or chaos theory version influenced 

by Prigogine; and (c) Eldredge’s punctuated equilibria theory, where periods of little change are 

followed by periods of rapid change (Eldredge, 1985; 1986; Walby, 2003).  

 

Complex Systems as Nested Systems 

 

Complexity emergentism gives a system property of a nested system, where a system is 

considered to enclose and simultaneously enclosed by other systems (Walloth, 2015).  Enclosing 

is systems emerge diachronically from the systems they enclose. In terms causality, the basic 

argument is that enclosed system’s activities or frequencies of change will always be faster than 

those of enclosing systems. According to this doctrine, eventually enclosing systems emerge 

from the generative activities of the system they enclose. Walloth (2015) found that enclosed 

system’s activities or frequencies are always faster than those of enclosing systems. Secondly, 

because of emergent behaviour, there is no way of predicting the quality of emergence until it is 

there. This study views the destination system to be a nested system. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The study followed a qualitative single case study design and was conducted in three sites 

cross-sectionally in the southern tourism circuit of Zambia (Yin, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). 

The three sites were (a) Livingstone; (b) Kafue Ecosystem; and (c) Lusaka, Siavonga and Lower 

Zambezi tourism area. Zambia’s tourism product is segmented closely with the geographical 

spatial areas, and each of these offers a unique product offering and stakeholder constitution in 
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the destination. These sites offer advantage of providing a variety of informant views and 

comparisons in the construction of theory under the grounded theory approach. 

Livingstone is the tourist capital of Zambia, and has some of the major tourism assets and 

products. It is home to the Victoria falls and is part of the Kavango-Zambezi Trans-frontier 

Conservation Area (KAZA), which comprises of joint conservation areas in Zambia, Zimbabwe, 

Botswana, Namibia and Angola. Livingstone is also one of the oldest destinations with 

developed tourism products that include adventure activities and seasoned tourism industry 

operators in Zambia.  

The Kafue ecosystem tourism area has the largest national park in Zambia, the Kafue 

National Park and like Livingstone has developed products and   variety of stakeholders that 

include tour operators, safari accommodation facilities and a host of non-government actors 

active in conservation. The combination of Lusaka, Siavonga and Lower Zambezi National Park 

offers a somewhat different product line to Kafue National Park and Livingstone. Lusaka is the 

national headquarters for government and a number of quasi-government organisations in the 

tourism sector. Additionally, it is promoted as a meeting, incentive, events and conferencing 

(MICE) destination just like Siavonga. Lower Zambezi National Park is a safari destination with 

a number of international brands of tourism products.  

The research problem was philosophically viewed from critical realism, and used the 

abduction, retroduction and pragmatism logics of scientific reasoning (Bhaskar, 1978; 

Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991;1993; 1998; Porpora, 1998; Carter & New, 2004; Mingers, 2011; 

Wynn & Williams, 2012; Wynn & Williams, 2012; Bygstad, et al., 2016; Hoddy, 2018). 

The study sample was thirty (30) informants chosen through non-random theoretical 

sampling method from among licensed private sector operators based on their in-depth 

knowledge of the tourism industry from business organisations with not less than ten years in 

Zambia and also from among the government and its main agencies in the tourism sector. Data 

was collected through face-to-face semi structured in-depth interviews, archival unobstructed 

data and review of documents, and was analysed from grounded theory approach and thematic 

content analysis. This methodological approach was found valuable for in-depth and adequate 

explanation of a complex social and not-empirically-clear contemporary real-life context and 

phenomena.   

 

Table 1 

SAMPLE SIZE AND RESPONDENTS CATEGORIES 

Respondents interviewed Livingstone 
Kafue 

Ecosystem 
Lusaka Total 

Travel trade / activity companies 04 - 01 05 

Accommodation providers 03 01 02 06 

Tourism industry associations and other industry 

structures 
03 -  03 

Quasi-government institutions 03 01 03 07 

Government (department of tourism) 01   01 

Government (wildlife and national parks 

department) 
- 01 01 02 

Conservation organisations (non-government 

actors) 
- 03 01 04 

Others – funding partners - - 01 01 

Others – events organisers - - 01 01 

Total 14 06 10 30 

 

The sampling frame was based on the stakeholders drawn from the supply-side of the 

destination system. Zambia has twelve category of tourism businesses, according to the licensing 
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regime. Tourism business stakeholders will be picked from each of these categories of 

businesses. However, weight has been given to tour operators because of comprising of both 

wholesalers and retailers in the sector, and they market products in some of the sub destinations 

within Zambia, such as North and South Luangwa not included in the case study. The businesses 

are: (a) accommodation businesses; (b) tour operators; (c) travel agencies; (d) car hire 

businesses; (e) adventure / activity businesses; (f) restaurant businesses; (g) night club 

businesses; (h) night club businesses; (i) air charters; (j) events management businesses; (k) 

hunting safari operators; (l) convention and conference businesses; and (m) theme parks.  

 

RESULTS  

 

Research Question One: Complexity Theory Model Description of Phenomena 

 

The study found that under the complexity theoretical frame of reference, the shifting 

expected role of the DMO and the unchanging structure and core activities could be described 

using four domains, as follows: (i) general behaviour exhibiting a combination of four elements, 

namely, interactions, feedback and emergent order; (ii) the interplay of the macro-level 

superordinate enclosing systems and the enclosed tourism destination system; (iii) active 

regenerative influences at micro and messo levels; and (iv) general characteristics of displayed 

behaviour. 

 

General Behaviour  

 

The destination system was found to be complex, primarily because of interactions, 

feedback and emergent order within the system components and those exogenous to it. 

Therefore, the critical underlying causally factor was taken to be the complexity of the 

destination itself. This can also be inferred to have also been the underlying challenge in policy 

propositions and accounts of the structure and core activities of the DMO remaining the same for 

years, despite shift in the expected role of the DMO.  

In Zambia the range and inter relationships among components include those that 

emanate across the geopolitical boundary borders, away from where the Zambia Tourism 

Agency (ZTA) and Government has no formal jurisdiction. These complex systems in adjacent 

destinations still nonetheless influence policy and practice on the Zambian side, because of, 

among others, the shared tourism resources and historical links of operators. The various policy 

and government direction decisions and the direction of markets and the travel trade also 

increased the complexity. Highlights of the interactions, feedback, emergent and nested 

behaviour are as below. 

Interactions: The destination system was found to have numerous interactions of nested 

and highly active heterogenous components that exhibit variations, and each of these are 

‘systems’ on their own with influences. 

The tourism destination system has numerous interactions of nested and highly active 

heterogenous components that exhibit variations, and each of these are ‘systems’ on their own 

with influences, as shown below. The destination system comprises of and are influenced by 

other complex systems that equally have numerous nested and heterogeneous system elements 

that exhibit considerable variation, with each element being a system in their own right. The 

interactions of the destination as a whole and the DMO comprised of multiple entities, 

organisations, agencies and sectors at local, regional, state, national and international levels, all 
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of which vary in terms of their structure, function and interests. Each component in the 

destination system has a unique relationship to and influence on the destination system.  

Feedback: The destination, typical of complex systems, is displaying dynamic behaviour 

and has the ability to change, adapt and reorganise in response to its environment. 

The destination, typical of complex systems, is displaying dynamic behaviour and has the 

ability to change, adapt and reorganise in response to its environment. It has feedback loops of 

interconnections. The displayed behaviour of the destination is largely as a result of the 

cumulative effect of positive (reinforcing or self-enhancing) and negative (balancing or goal 

seeking) feedback mechanisms.  

What increases complexity is that the feedback loops in the destination include those 

connected to regional destinations and the international travel trade. 

Emergent order: The model description could be that the multifarious interactions and 

feedback mechanisms in the destination are the ones that produce emergent order or properties 

displayed by the whole destination, as witnessed in the case of Zambia. The shifting role of the 

DMO cannot therefore be inferred by the study of individual system elements or variables but 

rather through the study of relationships in the whole system.  

Nested System with Enclosed and Enclosing Systems: The destination system was 

found to show itself as nested system that has properties of enclosing other systems and is 

simultaneously enclosed by other systems.  

 

Efficacious Influences of Emergence in the Destination from Other Systems 

 

This study found that the main exogenous influences in the destination to be around six 

clusters or themes, namely (a) government and public policy directions; (b) regional structures, 

collaborations and shared products with adjacent destinations within the region; (c) international 

markets and travel trade directions; (d) culture and history of the destination; (e) international 

membership organisations; and (f) others, such as crises. In addition to these, there are also still 

possibilities of some unknown-unknows that emanate from the internal behaviour of the 

destination itself. 

In the explanation model, the six cluster of influences act as superordinate systems 

influencing the destination. 

Cluster influence one: Government and Public Policy Directions: The study found the 

role of government policy and its direction has had a telling effect in shifting the expected role of 

the DMO among the various tourism industry stakeholders. Some of the decisions in the 

immediate past that has affected how the DMO is viewed and expectations from stakeholders are 

budget and funding models to the DMO; destination strategy and vision; and political and policy 

environment.  

Cluster Influence Two: Regional Structures, Collaborations and Shared Product 

Directions: Zambia as a destination has highly active entities and mechanisms arising from 

proximity and shared products in major tourism areas, especially in the southern circuit. Zambia 

is part of the Kavango-Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA TFCA). Second, it 

shares one of the major tourism attractions, the Victoria Falls, with Zimbabwe. Within the region 

there are both opportunities and threats of competition according to respondents. 

Respondents viewed that the DMO had limitations in making decisions regarding 

regional competition because of the sluggishness of following centralized decision-making 

processes. Respondents from the private sector viewed that the DMO should play a role of 

coordinating with other regional equivalents so as Zambia to benefit from the transfrontier. 

However, it was found that the private sector has started their own initiatives as already indicated 

above. 
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An interesting finding was that while Livingstone town on the Zambian side and Victoria 

Falls town on the Zimbabwean side at policy and government level each operated on rules and 

regulations unique to each side, private sector operators on the two sides had made their own 

localized boundaries and regulations for areas and activities viewed to be of common interest to 

tourism businesses. These included in some cases collaborating across geopolitical boundaries. 

However, ZTA as a public entity is driven by government policy and positions, and could not 

enter into such localised arrangements in transfrontier tourism areas. This has caused private 

sector operators on both sides of the Victoria falls to create an informal structure of collaboration 

among themselves. This has also included undertaking destination promotion activities in long-

haul markets as opposed to seeing themselves as competitors. This is different with what is found 

in most of the literature and government narratives.  

Cluster Influence Three: Markets and Travel Trade in Source Markets: A number 

of private sector operators interviewed viewed that there is heightened competition for 

international markets, and the DMO was not moving in tandem with the private desire to remain 

competitive and profitable in these markets. 

Secondly, a more prominent view in Livingstone is the generally declining regional 

market for tourism in the Kavango-Zambezi Trans-frontier Area (KAZA) during the last few 

years. Private sector operators viewed the need for immediate action to regain and grow the 

regional market. This is also attributed as one of the reasons for the formation of a regional 

marketing association to promote the area.  

Additionally, a number of respondents, including from quasi-government entities viewed 

that there had been a lot of changes in the major source markets that called for various changes in 

the DMO role. These changes include destination promotion channels and product preferences. 

The private sector respondents viewed that they were ahead of the DMO in responding to eco-

friendly products, which the DMO should lead in championing. These entailed, among others, 

for the DMO to support private sector in the delivery of the brand promise based updated market 

requirements. The view of respondents was that the DMO was sluggish in responding to changes 

pull-factors in the market place, and there was need to make it a bit more versatile in responding 

to markets. This has made the private sector to take up their own initiatives. 

Tied to the two above, respondents viewed that the absence of destination marketing in 

major source markets was a major concern because of competition from regional competition 

which other destinations dominated. DMO was viewed as being absent in some of the potential 

growth markets for Zambia, such as India, and not promoting the destination in readiness for 

post-covid 19 era or indeed to continue with market visibility worsened it.  

Cluster Influence Four: Culture and History: The destination exhibits a high level of 

diverse historical backgrounds and ties among individual investments, circuits and markets; and 

a high heterogeneity, and diverse interests, displaying, among others, the following: (i) 

competition and rivalry within the Industry and Sub Destinations; and (ii) southern circuit and 

northern circuit   product development rivalries  

Cluster influence five: International Organisations’ influences - World Tourism 

Organisation (UNWTO) and Other international membership associations of Zambia: 
Zambia is a member of the international membership organisations, such as World Tourism 

Organisation (UNWTO), United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation 

(UNESCO) and a party to the Conventional on International Trade in Endangered Species of 

Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). These influenced were found to influence the destination and its 

organisation.  

Other Cluster of Influences: Responses to Crisis: Respondents from both the private 

and public sector viewed that the destination through various government entities was slow to 

respond to crises. An example of response to the covid-19 pandemic was referred to. It was 
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observed that despite some of the accommodation providers taking measures that assure 

international tourists, the DMO and government not increased budgetary allocation to target 

markets looking for safer destinations.  

 

 
 

FIGURE 2 

CLUSTERS OF THE MOST ACTIVE EXTERNAL COMPLEXITY INFLUENCES IN 

THE DESTINATION 

 

Active Regenerative Influences at Micro and Messo levels: The active regenerative 

influences in the destination were to found to be: (i) rivalries within destination, mainly based on 

spatial areas and product types: (ii) heterogeneity of operators and their interests; (iii) historicity 

at micro and messo levels; and (iv) levels and sizes of operations and ownerships. 

General Characteristics – Displayed Behaviour: The general characteristics of the 

destination included: (i) a display of emergence behaviour in general; (ii) various non-linear 

combinatorics; (iii) linear combinatorial productivity; (iv) opportunity tension; and (v) policy 

resistance – unexpected responses to policy creating worse reality. 

 

Research Questions Two and Three: Explanation of Shifting Role of the DMO and 

Unchanging DMO Core Structure and Activities in Destination Policy 

 

From the above description of causally behaviour, the model of causality under complex 

theoretical assumptions can be explained from three intertwined behaviour of the destination 
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system, namely: (i) the superordinate enclosing systems enclosing the destination system and the 

regeneration activities of the destination system as a whole; (ii) multiple regeneration activities 

of the various destination components to multiple rule-settings by the various superordinate 

systems; and (iii) multiple enclosing and enclosed relationships within the destination system. 

This explains and answers the two why-questions in this study. 

 

Superordinate Enclosing Systems and Enclosed Destination System 

 

As found by the study, the most active superordinate systems in the destination are the 

government and public policy systems; regional structures and shared products system with near 

destinations; international tourism systems; market and travel trade systems; and culture and 

history system. In addition to these, there is also a possibility of the unknown unknowns existing 

in the destination. 

Causally behaviour of the superordinate systems arises from their enclosing, rule-setting 

movements that enclose the destination and in return the destination system as a whole or its 

most active actors embark on regeneration activities. The regeneration activities are faster than 

the rule-setting emergence. In the end, the destination system as a whole displays the visible 

emergence behaviour. As shown in figure 3 the macro-level elements act as enclosing systems 

that are setting the rules for emergence behaviour. These elements or factors are systems on their 

own. 

 

 
 

 

FIGURE 3 

  COMPLEXITY CAUSALLY MODEL NUMBER ONE 
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Multiple Rule-Settings Emergences by Superordinate Systems and Multiple 

Regeneration Activities by Destination Actors  

 

While the systems may seem to be taken as a ‘wholes’ in the destination, there are 

multiple enclosing systems and enclosed systems simultaneously responsible for the ultimate 

causally behaviour. Each of the superordinate systems has enclosing influence of each of the 

components in the systems and at the same time each of the enclosed destination system may 

engage in different regeneration activities. Depending on the most imposing enclosing system 

characteristics and the fastest reacting destination components, the display of emergence may 

also vary. In studies of urban settlements, among cultural, political, economic and technological 

influences, the slowest was found to be cultural influences and fastest political ones (Walloth, 

2015). 

 

 
 

FIGURE 4 

COMPLEXITY CAUSALLY MODEL NUMBER TWO 
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of the components, within the systems the expected role of the DMO could shift or viewed 

differently among the components.  

 

 
 

FIGURE 5 

COMPLEXITY CAUSALLY MODEL NUMBER THREE 

 

Combining the three domains provides explanations of why the expected role of the 

DMO is shifting among the various tourism industry stakeholder; and at the same time policy is 

not changing in tandem with this shifting. The explanations as follows: 
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Second, the destination was found to have too many unaccounted-for influences, some 

acting as ‘black boxes’ such as influences from adjacent destinations of Zimbabwe and their 

actors and the international brands exerting influences from their countries of origin. This study 

found that the tourism industry components displayed several black-boxes in its relationship with 

the DMO. So, it is plausible for policy to miss critical destination regeneration activities, and 

even destination actors themselves. 

Third, it is also plausible that some critical views are not usually captured during 

stakeholder policy consultations because even among destination actors or stakeholders there are 

slower and faster actors within the destination, for example, some spatial areas or tourism sub 

sector could be slower and enclosing or faster and enclosed. So, depending on how stakeholder 

views are captured for policy propositions, it is possible to rely on the faster actors and their 

outward influences in comparison to the rest. 

Fourth, in complex systems, there is always a ‘delay’ and possible policy resistance 

between a policy intervention and reaction of the destination. Assessing the effect of policy 

interventions done during this period could be misleading. It follows that decisions or changes 

made from this assessment is likely to be unstable. Therefore, policy propositions should be 

preceded with a thorough understanding based on the destination complexity, including 

accounting for likely ‘delays’ and / or ‘resistance’ emanating from complexity of the destination 

system. The policy formulation and consultative process as found by the study have been on an 

assumption of linearity of destination relationships and actions. This assumption is flawed.  

 

FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING DMO BUSINESS MODELS PROPOSITION 

  

The findings of this study have demonstrated that there is no way of predicting the 

quality of emergence as has been discussed in literature (Walloth, 2015) before it is there 

because of three principal factors. First, systems are dynamic and while enclosing are 

simultaneously being enclosed by other systems. Second, there may also be unknow unknows 

that show up, as the case in this study where likely unknow-unknows (Walloth, 2015) or 

unaccounted for behavior in the destination could remain. It is likely that there will be some 

black boxes to policy, practice and DMOs. The latter argument can also be extended to include 

those effects that studies may not capture during the course of policy formulation.  

Because of the unknown-unknows, high dynamism of destinations systems and lack of 

predictability of the properties of emergence until it is displayed, a framework based on 

causation becomes a challenge. The alternative is to mirror causation by using what Walloth 

(2015) suggests, namely, the effectuation concept, traced to Sarasvathy (2001). This becomes the 

source of plausible principles to use in decision-related choices for complexity systems that 

display nesting behaviour. This study adopts this view, but goes beyond by emphasizing on the 

feedback loops as key even within the effectuation concept application.  

According to Walloth (2015), the probable options for influencing in such a problem 

situation would be: 

(a) Changing the generative activities of the destination system components in a way that 

make them to no longer comply with existing rules of the inward influences from the 

superordinate systems. The expected end result is changing the enclosing guiding quality  

(b) Undertaking activities in the destination system that are in compliance with existing rules 

by disturbing the established and stable whole; and 

(c) Inwardly influencing the guiding rules from the enclosing systems so as to change the 

activities of the destination system and its components. 

In view of the findings of the study, which show high level inward influences and some 

of the major influences being possible to be identified with rigorous work, the proposal is to use 
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inward the latter option, namely, influence of the guiding rules from the through various tools. 

So, the key theoretical principles, concepts and theory that the proposed framework is based on 

are as follows: 

 

Concept of Effectuating: The concept of effectuation shifts the choice of tools from 

causation to effectuation, which Sarasvathy (2001), distinguishes as follows: “Causation 

processes take a particular effect as given and focus on selecting between means to create that 

effect. Effectuation processes take a set of means as given and focus on selecting between 

possible effects that can be created with that set of means”. 

Although Sarasvathy (2001) argues from entrepreneurship standpoint, effectuation was 

used in the study for policy formulation because of the likely black-boxes and a number of 

unknown-unknowns. The useful and applicable principles of effectuation as originally suggested 

by Sarasvathy (2001) in comparison to causation are as in table 2. The context of focus was more 

ubiquitous in human action and useful under assumptions of dynamic, nonlinear, and ecological 

environments. On the other hand, causation focuses on more ubiquitous in nature and becomes 

more useful in static, linear and independent environments. 

 

Table 2 

CONTRASTING CAUSATION AND EFFECTUATION PRINCIPLES 

Categories of 

Differentiation 
Causation Processes Effectuation Processes 

Givens Effect is given Only some means or tools are given 

Decision-making 

selection criteria 

Help choose between means to 

achieve the given effect 

Selection criteria based on expected 

return 

Effect dependent: Choice of means is 

driven by characteristics of the effect 

the decision maker wants to create 

and his or her knowledge of possible 

means 

Help choose between possible 

effects that can be created with 

given means Selection criteria 

based on affordable loss or 

acceptable risk 

Actor dependent: Given specific 

means, choice of effect is driven by 

characteristics of the actor and his 

or her ability to discover and use 

contingencies 

Competencies 

employed 
Excellent at exploiting knowledge 

Excellent at exploiting 

contingencies 

Context of 

relevance 

More ubiquitous in nature 

More useful in static, linear, and 

independent environments 

More ubiquitous in human action 

Explicit assumption of dynamic, 

nonlinear, and ecological 

environments 

Nature of 

unknowns 

Focus on the predictable aspects of an 

uncertain future 

Focus on the controllable aspects of 

an unpredictable future 

Underlying logic 
To the extent we can predict future, 

we can control it 

To the extent we can control future, 

we do not need to predict it 

Outcomes 
Market share in existent markets 

through competitive strategies 

New markets created through 

alliances and other cooperative 

strategies 

(Source: Sarasvathy (2001) 

 

In effectuating and as adopted in this study, decision choice criteria focuses on helping 

choose between possible effects that can be created with given means; selection criteria is based 

on affordable loss or acceptable risk; and is actor dependent, given specific means, choice of 
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effect is driven by characteristics of the actor and his or her ability to discover (Sarasvathy, 

2001). The latter makes policy formulation process to make more of scientific based process than 

merely as political decision-makers assign role of DMO as implied in some discourses (Dredge, 

2016). 

Complexity Feedback: As highlighted in the previous chapter, one of the findings is a 

typical complex system network of feedbacks within and from outside the system. For, example 

the findings in this study were that the operators viewed that both the overall tourism master plan 

and the DMO strategy positions were not shared with them. The findings also indicate policy 

resistance and delays in the system. These are all factors of feedbacks in the system. In this 

regard, the feedback loops are important in the success of the DMO business model. The 

formulation process should therefore include a deliberate monitoring of feedback, and if need be 

adjusted the policy propositions to influence the system to behaviour accordingly.  

Nested Behavior: Underlying the framework is the nested behaviour of the system, as 

already discussed. This study views that the destination system is a complex nested system, and 

therefore any proposal for DMO business model should be based on the understanding of the 

destination form this perspective. This again, entails a more elaborate process of arriving at 

policy propositions.  

The study proposes a seven-step framework that could be used to develop a business 

model for the DMO. The framework is based on two main theoretical principles that also 

appeared highly prevalent in the case of the current destination system, namely (a) reinforcing 

feedback; and (b) influencing the destination system. The overarching concept followed is that of 

effectuating. However, the framework is such that it allows for use of several tools from other 

disciplines, such as strategic management, marketing, tourism and others.  The outline of 

activities on each of the steps is as follows: 

 

Step One:  Understanding and Characterising the Destination 

 

This is the exploratory stage that seeks to understand and characterise the destination 

system and its environment. The outcome of this stage is drawing of boundaries for the 

destination; and determining the nested relationships of likely outward and inward influences. 

Tools at this stage could include the various environmental scanning tools from strategic 

management. Among the questions to be answered at this stage are: 

(a) What are the boundaries of the destination and characteristics of the nested relationships 

– both the outward and inward influences, including identification of main destination 

actors. 

(b) What are the guiding rules of inward and outward influence by enclosing systems? 

(c) What are the activities likely to trigger change in the destination? 

(d) What activities of the destination actors are likely to manipulate the rules of the enclosing 

system(s)? 

(e) What activities of destination components / actors are likely to work within given rules? 

 

Step Two: Ranking likely Influencing Superordinate Enclosing Systems 

 

Step two involves ranking the superordinate influences that have enclosing properties on 

the destination system and their likely influences. For example, the ranking could be as follows: 

Rank 1: Main Enclosing System: Slowest Superordinate System (s) – High influence 

Rank 2: Mid Enclosing System (s): Slow Superordinate systems – Mid influences  

Rank 3: Enclosed System (s): Fast Superordinate systems – Low influences on 

Destination system but possible high activities on other systems 
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Step Three: Rank Main Actors in the Destination System  

 

Step three involves identifying and ranking the main destination actors. These are the fast 

- enclosed destination system components with outward influence. In the case of destination like 

Zambia which has high regional influences, it would an idea to explore these likely influences on 

the destination and policy propositions. The ranking could be based on the spatial, sub 

destinations, or sub-sector in industry. For example: 

Rank 1: Slowest Actors (Intra destination system enclosing – Low activities  

Rank 2: Slow Actors (Intra destination system enclosing – Mid activities  

Rank 3: Fast Actor (Intra destination system enclosed) – High activities  

 

Step Four: Determine Choice Links  
 

Step four involves two main activities, as follows: 

(a) Deducing potentially effective “enslavement” interventions targeted at other 

superordinate fast systems by the main slow enclosing superordinate system(s) among 

the macro-level influences, it is likely that some of these systems may influence others, 

so at this stage it is important to recognise these macro-to-macro influences. For 

example, political influences may move faster than cultural influences. If need be, 

interventions should be devised that dampens or amplifies the undesirable and desirable 

influences, respectively. 

(b) Deduce potentially effective “Enslavement” interventions target at the destination 

system by the main slow enclosing system, where possible through the fastest 

destination system actors. (for example, sub-destinations / sub-sector/ groups). 

 

Step Five: Deduce Alternatives  

 

During this step, the potentially effective “enslavement” interventions of destination 

system are considered. Critical is also to anticipate unintended distant or long-term consequences 

of proposed current actions and build in braking or balancing processes and feedback to detect 

unintended effects and reduce the likelihood of runaway effects of the destination.  

 

Step Six: Develop DMO Business Model 

 

At this stage it is possible to develop the DMO model, together with the overall goal for 

policy. 

 

Step Seven: Share or Evaluate or Reframe Policy Goal 

 

Once the DMO policy goal has been formulated, unknown-unknows or indeed what has 

been missed in the steps or unanticipated consequences may surface, this step provides an 

opportunity to review policy propositions by revisiting step four. Where necessary, gently reduce 

input of energy or push on process through step-four. Where the policy proposition is acceptable, 

then the policy frame for the DMO business model is shared with the key stakeholders.  

These steps are presented in figure 6.   
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FIGURE 6 

DMO BUSINESS MODEL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Understanding the destination system [ draw boundaries; determine nested relationships – 

outward and inward influences]. The first step is to understand and characterise the destination 

by answering the following questions: 

(a) What are the boundaries of the destination and characteristics of the nested relationships – both 

the outward and inward influences, including identification of main destination actors. 

(b) What are the guiding rules of inward and outward influence by enclosing systems? 

(c) What are the activities likely to trigger change in the destination? 

(d) What activities of the destination actors are likely to manipulate the rules of the enclosing 

system(s)? 

(e) What activities of destination components / actors are likely to work within given rules? 

Step One 

2. Rank Superordinate Enclosing Systems 

Second step is to identify and rank the superordinate Systems – Exogenous to Destination System 

with likely inward influence.  

Rank 1: Main Enclosing System: Slowest Superordinate System (s) – High influence 

Rank 2: Mid Enclosing System (s): Slow Superordinate systems – Moderate influences  

Rank 3: Enclosed System (s): Fast Superordinate systems – Low influences on Destination system 

but possible high activities on other systems  

Step Two 

3. Rank Main Actors in the Destination System (Fast - Enclosed System)  

Destination System (Subordinate System) with outward influence   

The third step is to classify and rank destination main actors [e.g., using Spatial: Sub Destinations, 

or Sub-sector in industry etc.]. For example: 

Rank 1: Slowest Actors (Intra destination system enclosing – Low activities  

Rank 2: Slow Actors (Intra destination system enclosing – Mid activities  

Rank 3: Fast Actor (Intra destination system enclosed) – High activities  

Step Three 

4. Determine choice links. Step four has two main activities, as follows: 

(a) Deduce potentially effective “Enslavement” interventions targeted at other Superordinate 

Fast Systems by the Main Slow Enclosing Superordinate System(s)  

(b) Deduce potentially effective “Enslavement” interventions targets at the Destination System 

by Main Slow Enclosing system, where possible through the fastest destination system actors [sub-

destinations / Sub-sector/ Groups 

Step Four 

Deduce alternative potentially effective “Enslavement” interventions of Destination Systems 

by other slow superordinate systems.  At this stage anticipate unintended distant or long-term 

consequences of proposed current actions and build in braking or balancing processes and feedback 

to detect unintended effects and reduce the likelihood of runaway effects of the destination.  

 

 

Step Five 

Step six: Develop DMO Business Model 

Step seven: Discover unknown-unknows or share or evaluate or reframe the DMO policy goal that 

set the process in motion. Where necessary gently reduce input of energy or push on process 

through step-four. 

Step Six  

Step Seven 

Feedback 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

The addition of this study to the discussion is useful at this juncture because policy, 

practice and even academia are all looking for ways of responding to the shift that have occurred 

and become more prominent in recent years to tourism destinations, accelerated by the various 

challenges already alluded to in the study that have been traced to the rapidly changing operating 

environment in as far as the role of the DMO and organization of tourism destinations is 

concerned. The contemporary discussion of DMO role and its survival going forward as viewed 

from both the complexity theory and social critical realism theory in this study adds a discussion 

upon which future studies could build on. The study made a number of interesting findings, such 

as efficacious mechanisms of the observed events, that be subjected to further studies using 

either one or both of the theoretical views. 

Second, this study has also suggested a useful DMO business model framework. For 

practice and policy, this development of a DMO business model proposition is useful to decision 

making and serves as a starting point in the overall conceptualization, organization and 

modelling of destination systems under the contemporary and future environment. Hitherto, the 

frameworks used to develop DMO business models have remained open questions in literature, 

policy and practices.  

The study developed a relatively reliable and adequate account for policy proposition of 

DMO role. The study found that with the complexity theoretical frame of reference, the shifting 

expected role of the DMO and the unchanging policy could be described and explained using a 

mix of two principal domains. First, with a combination of three elements, namely interactions, 

feedback and emergent order; and secondly, the interplay of the superordinate enclosing systems 

and the enclosed destination system. The model of causality under complex theoretical 

assumptions can be explained from three intertwined behaviour of the destination system, 

namely: (i) the superordinate enclosing systems enclosing the destination system and the 

regeneration activities of the destination system as a whole; (ii) multiple regeneration activities 

of the various destination components to multiple rule-settings by the various superordinate 

systems; and (iii) multiple enclosing and enclosed relationships within the destination system. 

Going forward, the policy propositions ought to focus on influencing the active slower 

inward macro level influences by changing their guiding rules so as to change the faster 

generative activities of micro level destination actors. In this case, if the policy goal is to use the 

DMO as an industrial policy tool by the policy decision-makers, its main role becomes that of 

leading destination governance and destination leadership.  

 

REFERENCES 

 
Ackroyd, S., & Karlsson, J.C. (2014). Critical realism, research techniques, and research design.  

Amore and Hall (2016). ‘From governance to meta-governance in tourism: Re-incorporating politics, interests and 

values in the analysis of tourism governance’. Tourism Recreation Research 41(2).  

Baggio. R. (2007). ‘Symptoms of complexity in a tourism system’, Tourism Analysis.  

Baggio. R. (2008). “Symptoms of complexity in a destination systems”. Tourism Analysis, 13, 1 – 20.  

Baggio (2013). “Studying complex tourism systems: A novel approach based on networks derived from a time 

series”. XIV April International Academic Conference on Economic and Social Development, Moscow, April 

2 – 5 2013.  

Baggio, R., & Cooper, C., (2010). ‘Knowledge Transfer in a Tourism Destination: The effects of a Network 

Structure’, The Service Industries Journal, 30 (10), 17571771.  

Baggio, R., Scott, N., & Cooper, C. (2010). ‘Improving tourism governance: A complexity science approach’. 

Tourism Review. 65(4). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.  

Beritelli. P., & Bieger, T. (2014). “From destination governance to destination leadership – defining and exploring 

the significance with the help of a systemic perspective”. Tourism Review, 69(1), 25 – 46.  

https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199665525.001.0001/acprof-9780199665525-chapter-2
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02508281.2016.1151162
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02508281.2016.1151162
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/cog/ta/2008/00000013/00000001/art00001;jsessionid=38hfun9po7fe9.x-ic-live-02
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/cog/ta/2008/00000013/00000001/art00001;jsessionid=1j80rdjr08t42.x-ic-live-02
https://arxiv.org/abs/1302.5909
https://arxiv.org/abs/1302.5909
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02642060903580649
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02642060903580649
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/16605371011093863/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/TR-07-2013-0043/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/TR-07-2013-0043/full/html


Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  24                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

Beritelli, P., Bieger, T., & Laesser, C. (2007). “Destination governance: using corporate governance theories as a 

foundation for effective destination management”. Journal of Travel Research, 46(1), 96-107.  

Beritelli, P., & Laesser, C. (2014). “Getting the cash-cow directors on board – an alternative view on financing 

DMOs”, Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 2(4), 213-220.  

Bornhorst, T., Richie, J.R.B., & Sheen, L. (2010). ‘Determinants of Tourism Success for DMO and Destinations: An 

Empirical Examination of Stakeholder Perspective’. Tourism Management, 31(5).  

Borzyszkowski, J. (2015). ‘The past, present and future of Destination Management Organisation (DMO), the 

example of national tourism organisations’. Proceedings of the 9
th

 International Management Conference – 

Management and Innovation for Competitive Advantage (5/6 November 2015).  

Bosnic, I., Tubic, D., & Stanisic (2014). ‘Role of destination management in strengthening the competitiveness of 

Croatia’. Econoviews xxvii Br 1/2014. Pg. 153 – 170.  

Buhalis. D. (2000). “Marketing the competitive destination of the future”. Tourism Management, 21(1), 97-116.  

Buhalis, D. (2003). “Etourism: Information technology for strategic tourism management”. London: Financial 

Times/Prentice Hall.  

Burns, P. (1999). “Paradoxes in planning, tourism elitism or brutalism”. Annals of Tourism Research, 26(2), 329–

348.  

Buhalis, D., & Amaranggana, A. (2014). Smart tourism destinations. Conference paper, Information and 

communication technologies in tourism, pp 553 – 564.  

Capra, F., & Luisi, P.L. (2014). The Systems View of Life, Cambridge University Press UK .  

Chiles, T.H., & Meyer, A.D. (2001). Managing the emergence of clusters: An increasing returns approach to 

strategic change. Emergence, 3(3) 58–89.  

Cilliers, P. (2001). “Boundaries, hierarchies and networks in complex systems”. International Journal of Innovation 

Management 5(02), 135-147.  

Cohen, M. (1999). “Commentary on the Organization Science special issue on complexity”. Organ. Sci. 10, 373–

376.  

Coles, T., Dinan, C., & Hutchinson, F. (2014). Tourism and public sector in England since 2010: A disorderly 

transition?. Current Issues in Tourism, 17(3), 247 – 279.  

Coleman, J.S. (1987). Microfoundations and Macrosocial Behaviour, in Alexander, Giessen, M nch & Smelser 

(eds.): The Micro-Macro Link. University of California Press, 153-173.  

Coleman, J.S. (1989). Weber and the Protestant Ethic. A Comment on Hernes. Rationality and Society, 1, 291-294.  

Coleman, J.S. (1990). Foundations of Social Theory. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press. Coleman, James S. 1992: 

The Vision of Foundations of Social Theory. Analyse & Kritik, 14, 117-28.  

Coleman, J.S. (1993). "Reply to Blau, Tuomela, Diekman and Baurmann." Analyse & Kritik, 15, 62-69.  

Collier, A. (1994). Critical realism: An introduction to Roy Bhaskar’s philosophy. London; New York: Verso.  

Corbin, J.M., & Strauss, A.L. (2008). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for developing 

grounded theory. Los Angeles, CA: Sage Publications.  

Creswell, J.W. (1998). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five traditions.  Thousand Oaks, 

CA:  Sage.  

Crouch, G.I. (2011). Destination Competitiveness: an analysis of determinants attributes. Journal of Travel 

Research, 50(1), 27-45.  

Crouch, G.I., & Ritchie, J.R.B (1999). Tourism Competitiveness and Societal Prosperity. Journal of Business 

Research, 44, 137 – 152.  

Currie, R.R, Seaton, S., & Wesley, F. (2008). ‘Determining Stakeholders for Feasibility Analysis’. Annals of 

Tourism Research, 36(1), 41 – 63.  

Demiroglu, O.C., & Muller, D.K. (2021). Managing Emerging Destinations: the Case of Azerbaijan. Journal of 

Tourismology, 7(1), 1-27.  

Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (Eds.). (1998). Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials. Thousand Oaks, CA:  

Sage.  

Dore, L., & Crouch. G.I. (2003). ‘Promoting destinations: an exploratory study of publicity used by national tourism 

organisation’. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 9(2), 137 – 151.  

Dredge, D (2016). “Are DMOs on a path to redundancy?”. Tourism Recreation Research, 41(3), 1 – 6.  

Dredge, D. (2006). “Policy networks and the local organisation of tourism”. Tourism Management, 27(2), 269–280.  

Dredge, D. (2010). “Place change and tourism development conflict: Evaluating public interest”. Tourism 

Management, 31(1), 104–112.  

Dredge, D., & Jenkins, J. (2007). Tourism planning and policy. Milton, Queensland: Wiley.  

Edwards, P., O’Mahoney, J., & Vincent, S. (eds.) Studying organizations using critical realism: A practical guide, 

21-45. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Adulyanon.  

Esu & Ebithu (2010). “Promoting an emerging tourism destination”. Global Journal of Management and Business 

Research, 1(1).  

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0047287507302385
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0047287507302385
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S2212571X13000425?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S2212571X13000425?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517709001162?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517709001162?via%3Dihub
https://ideas.repec.org/a/rom/mancon/v9y2015i1p56-66.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/rom/mancon/v9y2015i1p56-66.html
https://hrcak.srce.hr/file/188678
https://hrcak.srce.hr/file/188678
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517799000953?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160738304000416?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160738398000991?via%3Dihub
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-03973-2_40
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/systems-view-of-life/35186BA5B12161E469C4224B6076ADFE
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1207/S15327000EM0303_5
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1207/S15327000EM0303_5
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S1363919601000312
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/abs/10.1287/orsc.10.3.373
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13683500.2012.733356
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13683500.2012.733356
https://www.uu.nl/sites/default/files/b1_coleman1987_microfoundations.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1043463189001002010
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2579680?origin=crossref
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/auk-1993-0105/html
https://philpapers.org/rec/COLCRA
https://methods.sagepub.com/book/basics-of-qualitative-research
https://methods.sagepub.com/book/basics-of-qualitative-research
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Qualitative-inquiry-and-research-design%3A-choosing-Creswell/59cad80f483b714c72e3e48827e42975f64d4f31
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0047287510362776
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0148296397001963?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160738308001138?via%3Dihub
https://iupress.istanbul.edu.tr/en/journal/jt/article/managing-emerging-destinations-the-case-of-azerbaijan
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/135676670300900203
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/135676670300900203
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02508281.2016.1195959?journalCode=rtrr20
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517704002201?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517709000107?via%3Dihub
https://www.wiley.com/en-gb/exportProduct/pdf/9780470807767
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199665525.001.0001/acprof-9780199665525-chapter-2
https://journalofbusiness.org/index.php/GJMBR/article/view/5


Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  25                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

Enroth, H. (2011). Policy network theory. In Bevir. M. (Ed). The Sage Handbook of governance, 19-35. London: 

Sage.  
Ermen & Gnoth (2006). “Tourism Destination Marketing – Organisation through Networks”.  

Fair, C. (2017). ‘The Future of destination marketing and management’. Resonance Consultancy.  

Famke, M. (2002). The destination as a Concept: A discussion of the Business-related Perspective versus the social-

cultural Approach in Tourism Theory. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 2(2), 92 – 108.  

Faulkner, B. (2001). “Towards a framework for tourism disaster management”. Tourism Management, 22, 135–147.  

Faulkner, B. (1997). Developing Strategic Approaches to Tourism Destination Marketing: The Australian 

experience, Global Tourism. Edited by William F. Theobald, Butterworth Heinemann.  

Faulkner, B., & Russell (2007). “Chaos and complexity in tourism: in search of a new perspective”. Pacific Tourism 

Review. 1, pp 93 – 103.  

Fennell (2002). Ecotourism. (3
rd

 Edition). Routledge, London and New York.  

Flagestad, A. and Hope, C. A., (2001). “Strategic Success in Winter Sports Destinations: A Sustainable Value 

Creation Perspective”. Tourism Management, 22(5), 445-461.  

Fleetwood, S. (2005). “Ontology in organization and management studies: A critical realist perspective”. 

Organization, 12(2), 197-222.  

Fleetwood, S., & Ackroyd, S. (2004). Critical Realist Applications in Organisation and Management Studies, 

Routledge, London.  

Fyall, A., & Garrod, B. (2004). Tourism Marketing: A collaborative Approach. Channel View Publications. 

Clevedon, UK.  

Fyall, A., & Garrod, B., (2005). Tourism marketing: A collaborative approach. Channel View Publications, 

Clevedon.  

Fyall, A., Fletcher, J., & Spyriadis, T. (2009). “Diversity, devolution and disorder: the management of tourism 

destinations”, in Kozak, M., Gnoth, J., & Andreu, L.L.A. (Eds), Advances in Tourism Destination Marketing: 

Managing Networks, Routledge, London, 15-26.  
Fyall, A., Garrod, B., & Wang, Y. (2012). ‘Destination collaboration: A critical review of theoretic approaches to a 

multi-dimensional phenomenon. Journal of Destination Marketing and Destination Management, Vol. 1, pp 

10 – 26.  

Giddens, A. (1999). The Third Way. Cambridge: Polity.  

Glaser, B.G., & Strauss, A.L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory. Aldine, Chicago, IL.  

Gorski. P.S. (2013). ‘what is critical realism? And Why should you care?’. Contemporary Sociology, 42(5), 658 – 

670.  

Gossling, S., Ring, A., Dwyer, L., Anderson, A.C., & Hall, C.M (2015). ‘Optimizing or Maximizing growth? A 

challenge for sustainable tourism’. Journal of Sustainable Tourism. online.  

Gummersson. E. (2002). ‘Relationship Marketing and a New Economy: It’s Time for Deprogramming. Journal of 

Service Marketing, 16(7), 585 – 589.  
Gummersson. E. (2004). ‘Service Provision Calls for Partners instead of Parties’. Invited commentary on “Evolving 

to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing”. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 21 – 22.   

Hoddy, E.T. (2018). “Critical realism in empirical research: employing techniques from grounded theory 

methodology”. International Journal of Social Research Methodology.  

Hristov, D. (2014). “Co-creating destination development in the post-austerity era: Destination management 

organisations and local enterprise partnerships”. Journal of Tourism & Development, 21–22(3), 25–34.  

Hristov & Petrova (2015). “Destination management plans – a new approach to managing destinations in England: 

Evidence from Milton Keyes”. Current Issues in Tourism.  

Hristov, D., & Naumov, N. (2015). “Allies or Foes? Key challenges facing the shifting landscape of destination 

management in England”. Tourism, 63(2), 193–203.  
Hristov, D., & Zehrer, A.  (2015). “The Destination Paradigm Continuum Revisited: DMO Serving as Leadership 

Networks”. Tourism Review. 70(2), 116 – 131. Emerald Group Publishing Limited.  

Hristov, D., Ramkissoon, H., & Naumov, N. (2020). 'Distributed Leadership in DMOs: A review of literature and 

directions for future research'. Journal of Planning and Development, 1-18.  

Jakulin, T.J. (2016). “Systems approach for contemporary complex tourism systems”. International journal for 

qualitative research, 10(3), 511 – 522.  

Jakulin (2017). “Systems Approach to Tourism: A Methodology for defining Complex Tourism System”. 

Organizacija, 50(3).  

Jamal, T.B., & Getz, D. (1995). ‘Collaboration theory and community tourism planning’, Annals of Tourism 

Research, 22(1), 186–204.  

Kothari, C.R. (2004). Research methodology: Methods and techniques. New Age International (P) Limited 

Publishers, New Delhi.  

https://sk.sagepub.com/reference/hdbk_governance/n2.xml
https://www.slideshare.net/chrisfair/the-future-of-destination-marketing-management-79783889
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15022250216287
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15022250216287
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517700000480?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B978075067789950025X?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B978075067789950025X?via%3Dihub
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.21832/9781873150498-015/html
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9780203382110/ecotourism-david-fennell
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517701000103?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517701000103?via%3Dihub
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1350508405051188
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9780203537077/critical-realist-applications-organisation-management-studies-stephen-ackroyd-steve-fleetwood
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.21832/9781873150917/html
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.21832/9781873150917/html
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203874127-10/diversity-devolution-disorder-management-tourism-destinations-alan-fyall-john-fletcher
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203874127-10/diversity-devolution-disorder-management-tourism-destinations-alan-fyall-john-fletcher
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S2212571X12000169?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S2212571X12000169?via%3Dihub
https://www.wiley.com/en-us/The+Third+Way%3A+The+Renewal+of+Social+Democracy-p-9780745622675
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/mono/10.4324/9780203793206-1/discovery-grounded-theory-barney-glaser-anselm-strauss
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0094306113499533
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2015.1085869
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2015.1085869
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/08876040210447315/full/html
http://su.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2:430812
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13645579.2018.1503400?journalCode=tsrm20
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13645579.2018.1503400?journalCode=tsrm20
https://proa.ua.pt/index.php/rtd/article/view/11935
https://proa.ua.pt/index.php/rtd/article/view/11935
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13683500.2015.1070800?journalCode=rcit20
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13683500.2015.1070800?journalCode=rcit20
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3308433
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3308433
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/TR-08-2014-0050/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/TR-08-2014-0050/full/html
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/21568316.2020.1798688?journalCode=rthp21
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/21568316.2020.1798688?journalCode=rthp21
https://www.sciendo.com/article/10.1515/orga-2017-0015
https://doi.org/10.1515/ORGA-2017-0015
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0160738394000673?via%3Dihub
https://ccsuniversity.ac.in/bridge-library/pdf/Research-Methodology-CR-Kothari.pdf


Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  26                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

Kozak, M., & Baloglu, S. (2011). ‘Managing and marketing tourism destinations: Strategies to gain a competitive 

edge’. New York: Routledge.  

Kozak, M., Volgger, M., & Pechlaner, H. (2014). “Destination leadership: leadership for territorial development”, 

Tourism Review, 69(3), 169-172.  

Laesser, C., & Beritelli, P. (2013). St Gallen Consensus on Destination Management. Journal of Destination 

Marketing and Management, 2(3), 165-175.  

Lichtenstein, B.M. (1995). Evolution or transformation: A critique and alternative to punctuated equilibrium. 

Dorothy P. Moore, ed. Acad. Management Best Papers Proc. Omni press, Madison, WI, 291–295.  

Lichtenstein, B.M. (2000). Self-organized transitions: A pattern amid the chaos of transformative change. Acad. 

Management Executive 14 128–141.  

Li, X., & Petrick, J.F. (2008). ‘Tourism marketing in an era of paradigm shift’. Journal of Travel Research, 46, 235-

244.  

Mariani, M.M., & Kylanen, M. (2012). “Inter-organizational relationships in time and space: competition in tourism 

destinations”. Proceedings of the 2nd EIASM Conference on Tourism Management and Tourism Related 

Issues, Nice (France), September 2021, 2012.  

Mele, C., Pels, & Polese, F. (2010). ‘A brief review of systems theories and their managerial applications’. Science 

Service, 2 (1/2), 126 - 135.  

Merilainen, K., & Lemmetyinen, A. (2011). “Destination network management: A conceptual analysis”, Tourism 

Review, 66(3), 25-31.  

Mihata, K. (1997). The persistence of emergence. In Eve. R, Horsfall. S and Lee. M (Eds), Chaos, Complexity and 

Sociology: Myths, Models and Theories, 30 – 38. Thousand Oaks. Sage Publications.  

Morgan, N. (2012). “Time for ‘mindful’ destination management and marketing”, Journal of Destination Marketing 

and Management, 1(½), 8-9.  

Morgan, N., Pritchard, A., & Pride, R. (2010). Destination branding – Creating the unique destination proposition. 

Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.  

Morgan, N., & Pritchard, A. (1998). Tourism Promotion and Power: Creating Images, Creating Identities. 

Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.  

Morrison, A. (2012). Destination management and marketing: The platform for excellence in tourism destinations. 

Indexed at 

Morrison. A. (2012). Global Marketing of China. Beijing. China Architectural Press.  

Negrusa, A.L., Lupu, N., Coros, M.M., & Moca, C.M. (2017). ‘Destination management organisation’s roles, 

structures and performance – Comparative analysis’. Proceedings of the 11
th

 International Management 

Conference. “The Role of Management in the Economic Paradigm of the XXI Century, November 2
nd

 – 4
th

, 

Bucharest, Romania.  

Noor, K.B.M. (2008). ‘Case study: A strategic research methodology’. American Journal of Applied Sciences.  

Pechlaner, H., Volgger, M., & Herntrei, M. (2012). “Destination management organizations as interface between 

destination governance and corporate governance”, Anatolia. An International Journal of Tourism & 

Hospitality Research, 23(2), 151-168.  

Petrova, P., & Hristov, D. (2014). “Collaborative management and planning of urban heritage tourism: public sector 

perspective”. International Journal of Tourism Research.  

Pike, S. (2008). Destination Marketing. Burlington, MA: Butterworth-Heinemann.  
Pike. S. (2008). Destination marketing: An integrated communication approach. Abingdon and Elsevier Science.  

Pike. S. (2008). Destination Essentials. (Second Edition). Abingdon, Oxon. Routledge.  

Pike, S. (2016). Destination Marketing Essentials. (Second Edition). Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.  

Pike, S., & Page, S. (2014). Destination Marketing Organizations and destination marketing: A narrative analysis of 

the literature. Tourism Management. 41:202- 227.  

Pike. S (2016). ‘Destination Marketing Organisations – Research Opportunities in an era of uncertainty’. Abstract 

of Keynote Speech, 6
th

 International Conference on Tourism, International Association for Tourism Policy 

(IATOUR). Naples. Italy.  

Pike, S., & Page, S. (2014). ‘Destination Marketing Organizations and destination marketing: A narrative analysis of 

the literature’. Tourism Management, 41(0), 1 - 26.  
Presenza, A., & Cipollina, M. (2010). “Analysing tourism stakeholders networks”. Tourism Review, 65(4), 17-30.  

Presenza, A., Sheehan, L., & Brent Ritchie, J.R. (2005). “Towards a model of the roles and activities of destination 

management organizations”. Journal of Hospitality, Tourism and Leisure Science, 3, 1-16.  

Prideaux. B., Laws, E., & Faulkner, B. (2003) “Events in Indonesia: exploring the limits to formal tourism trends 

forecasting methods in complex crisis situations”. Tourism Management, 24, 475–487.  

Prideaux, B. (2003). “The need to use disaster planning frameworks to respond to major tourism disasters: Analysis 

of Australia’s response to tourism disasters in 2001”. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing, 15, 281-298.  

https://www.routledge.com/Managing-and-Marketing-Tourist-Destinations-Strategies-to-Gain-a-Competitive/Kozak-Baloglu/p/book/9780415811484
https://www.routledge.com/Managing-and-Marketing-Tourist-Destinations-Strategies-to-Gain-a-Competitive/Kozak-Baloglu/p/book/9780415811484
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/TR-05-2014-0021/full/html
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2212571X15000190
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/ambpp.1995.17536565
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/ame.2000.3979821
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0047287507303976
https://cris.unibo.it/handle/11585/554570
https://cris.unibo.it/handle/11585/554570
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/serv.2.1_2.126
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/16605371111175302/full/html
https://www.jasss.org/2/3/dean.html
https://www.jasss.org/2/3/dean.html
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2212571X1200008X
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/135676670301000109
http://www.lyxk.com.cn/fileup/PDF/2013-1-6.pdf
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Destination-management-and-destination-marketing%3A-Morrison/08b0429abc26313e78d0cac473daec8dee1e63f0
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/257363678_Global_Marketing_of_China_Tourism
http://conferinta.management.ase.ro/archives/2017/pdf/1_8.pdf
http://conferinta.management.ase.ro/archives/2017/pdf/1_8.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13032917.2011.652137
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13032917.2011.652137
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jtr.2019
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jtr.2019
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/247231060_S_Pike_Destination_marketing_An_integrated_marketing_communication_approach_Elsevier_Oxford_2008_ISBN_978-0-7506-8649-5_2699_pp_406_pbk
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9781315691701/destination-marketing-steven-pike
https://www.routledge.com/Destination-Marketing-Essentials/Pike/p/book/9781138912908
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517713001714?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517713001714?via%3Dihub
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315101163-3/destination-marketing-organizations-vanessa-gowreesunkar-hugues-s%C3%A9raphin-alastair-morrison
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517713001714?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517713001714?via%3Dihub
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/16605371011093845/full/html
http://dinamico1.unibg.it/turismo/material/RoleDMO.pdf
http://dinamico1.unibg.it/turismo/material/RoleDMO.pdf
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0261517702001152
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0261517702001152
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203049464-18/need-use-disaster-planning-frameworks-respond-major-tourism-disasters-analysis-australia-response-tourism-disasters-2001-bruce-prideaux
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203049464-18/need-use-disaster-planning-frameworks-respond-major-tourism-disasters-analysis-australia-response-tourism-disasters-2001-bruce-prideaux


Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  27                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

Prideaux & Cooper (2002). “Marketing and destination growth: A symbiotic relationship or simple coincidence?”  

Journal of Vacation Marketing, 2003.  

Quinlan, T., Lally, A.M., & O’Donovan, I. (2015). ‘Stakeholder Engagement in Destination Management: 

Systematic Review of Literature’’. Department of Languages, Tourism and Hospitality, Waterford Institute 

of Technology.  

Racherla, P., & Hu, C. (2009). “A framework for knowledge-based crisis management in     the hospitality and 

tourism industry”.  Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 50, 561-577.  

Raduescu, C., & Vessey, I. (2008). “Causality in critical realist research: An Explanatory Frameworks”.  

Reinhold, S., Laesser, C., & Beritelli (2015). 2014 St Gallen Consensus on Destination Management. Google 

scholar, Indexed at 

Riley, M., & Szivas, E.M. (2006). “New knowledge in tourism research” 78 – 84 in Tourism Management 

Dynamics: Trends, Management and Tools ed. Buhalis and Costa (2006). Elsevier. Amsterdam.  

Riley, M. (1999). “Re-defining the debate on hospitality productivity”. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 1(2), 

182–186.  

Ritchie, J.R.B., & Crouch, G.I. (2003), ‘The Competitive Destination: A sustainable tourism Perspective’. CABI 

Publishing. Wallingford, UK.  

Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., Nicolls, C.M., & Ormston. R (2013). Qualitative Research Practice: A guide for Social Science 

Students and Researchers. Sage. London.  

Ritchie, B.W. (2004). “Chaos, crises and disasters: A strategic approach to crisis management in the tourism 

industry”. Tourism Management, 25, pp 669- 683.  

Russell R.A. (2011). “Chaos Theory and Managerial Approaches” in Tourism Management Dynamics: Trends, 

Management and Tools ed. Buhalis and Costa (2006). Elsevier. Amsterdam.  

Russell, S. (2008). Selling down under. B & T. 1 August. 13. Ryan, C. (1991). Recreational tourism: A social 

science perspective. London: Routledge. 

Ryan, C. (2002). Academia-industry tourism research links: States of confusion. Pacific Tourism Review, 5(3/4), 83-

97.  
Sarasvathy, S.D. (2001). “Causation and effectuation: Toward a theoretical shift from economic inevitability to 

entrepreneurial contingency”. Acad. Management Rev. 26 243–263.  

Sawyer R.K. (2002). “Durkheim’s dilemma: Toward a sociology of emergence’. Sociological theory 20(2): 227-

247.  

Sawyer, R.K. (2005). Social Emergence. Societies as Complex Systems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Sayer, A. (1992). Method in social science: A realist approach. Routledge, London. Google scholar, Indexed at 

Sayer, A. (2000). Realism and social science. London: Sage Publication Ltd.  
Selby, M., & Morgan, N.J. (1996). ‘Re-construing place image: A case study of its role in destination market 

research’. Tourism Management, 17(4), 287 – 294.  

Senge, P. (1994). The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organisation. New York. NY. 

Doubleday October.  

Singh, Y.K. (2006). Fundamentals of research methodology and statistics. New Age International Publishers. New 

Delhi.  

Stacey, R.D. (1992). Managing Chaos. London: Kogan Page. 

Stacey, R.D. (1996). Complexity and creativity in organisations. San Francisco, CA USA: Berrett-Koehler.  
Stake, R.E (2005). Qualitative case studies. In Lincoln. Y.S and Denzin. N.K (Edc). The Handbook of Qualitative 

Research, (3
rd

 Edition), 443 – 466.  

Sterman, J.D. (2000). Business Dynamics. Systems Thinking and Modeling for a Complex World. McGraw-Hill 

Higher Education: Boston.  

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques (2nd 

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Thanh, N.C., & Thanh, T.T. (2015). ‘The interconnection between interpretivist paradigm and qualitative methods 

in education’. American Journal of Education Science, 1(2), 24-27.  
Urry, J. (2002). The Tourist Gaze, (2nd Edition). Sage Publications, London.  
Urry, J., & Larsen, J. (2011). The Tourism Gaze (3

rd
 Edition). London: Sage Publication.  

 

Vlogger, M., & Pechlaner, H. (2014). “Requirements for destination management organisation in destination 

governance: understanding DMO success”. Tourism Management, 41, 64 – 75.  

Wang, Y. (2008). “Collaborative destination marketing: Roles and strategies of convention and visitors’ bureaus”. 

Journal of Vacation Marketing, 14(3), 191–209. Wang, Y., & Pizam, A. (2011). Destination marketing and 

management; theories and applications. CAB International.  

Wang, Y.C., & Xiang, Z. (2007). “Towards a theoretical framework of collaborative destination marketing”. 

Journal of Travel Research, 46, 75–85.  

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/135676670200900103
https://journals.kozminski.edu.pl/pub/5924
https://journals.kozminski.edu.pl/pub/5924
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1938965509341633
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1938965509341633
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/43528895
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S2212571X15000190
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780750663786500196?via%3Dihub
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/146735849900100208
https://www.cabi.org/cabebooks/ebook/20033123622
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/146879410500500410
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/146879410500500410
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517703001845?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0261517703001845?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780750663786500226?via%3Dihub
https://lib.ugent.be/catalog/rug01:000240330
https://lib.ugent.be/catalog/rug01:000240330
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/cog/ptr/2001/00000005/f0020003/ptr135
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amr.2001.4378020
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amr.2001.4378020
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1111/1467-9558.00160
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/social-emergence/815CF5EB13F802EB5B0AD080ADE7302F
https://www.routledge.com/Method-in-Social-Science-Revised-2nd-Edition/Sayer/p/book/9780415582476
https://scholar.google.com/scholar?cluster=8849719706450965979&hl=en&as_sdt=0,5&scioq=Academia-industry+tourism+research+links:+States+of+confusion
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Method-in-Social-Science%3A-A-Realist-Approach-Sayer/e4c9505d3f287708ef2f1c15dfff92595d854bf6
https://sk.sagepub.com/books/realism-and-social-science
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0261517796000209?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0261517796000209?via%3Dihub
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/820021
https://mfs.mkcl.org/images/ebook/Fundamental%20of%20Research%20Methodology%20and%20Statistics%20by%20Yogesh%20Kumar%20Singh.pdf
https://researchprofiles.herts.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/managing-chaos(1c82fe05-e598-4311-b041-b222f3a7e171).html
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED397519
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2005-07735-017
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jors.2601336
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/basics-of-qualitative-research/book235578
http://www.publicscienceframework.org/journal/paperInfo/ajes?paperId=672
http://www.publicscienceframework.org/journal/paperInfo/ajes?paperId=672
https://sk.sagepub.com/books/key-concepts-in-tourist-studies/n40.xml
https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/eur/the-tourist-gaze-30/book234297
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0261517713001635
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0261517713001635
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1356766708090582
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160738312000667?via%3Dihub
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0160738312000667?via%3Dihub
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0047287507302384


Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues   Volume 25, Special Issue 6, 2022 

  28                 1544-0044-25-S6-07 
 
Citation Information: Belemu, E., & Mwanaumo, E.M. (2022). Framework for developing a Destination Marketing Organisation 
(dmo) business model: A complexity theory perspective. Journal of Legal, Ethical and Regulatory Issues, 25(S6), 1-28. 

Waldrop M.M. (1992). Complexity: The emerging science at the edge of order and chaos. London: Viking.  

Walloth. C. (2015). Emergent nested systems – A theory of understanding and influencing complex systems as well 

as case studies in urban systems.  
World Tourism Organization (2002), Think Tank. 

World Tourism Organization (2011). Global Tourism Policy and Practice, Madrid. 

World Tourism Organization (2016). UNWTO Barometer, accessed online. 

Wynn, D., & Williams, C.K. (2012). Principles for conducting critical realist case study research in information 

systems. MIS Quarterly, 36(3), 787–810.  

Yin, R.K. (1994). Case Study Research, (2nd Edition). Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.  

Yolles, M. (1999).  Management systems: A viable approach. Liverpool John Moores University. Financial Times 

Pitman, London.  
Yolles, M.I. (2004). “Implications for beer’s ontological system/metasystem dichotomy”. Kybernetes, 33(3/4), 726-

764.  

Yolles, M.I. (2006). Organisations as complex systems: An introduction to knowledge cybernetics. Information Age 

Publishing, Greenwich, CT.  
Yolles, M.I., & Fink, G. (2015). “The changing organisation: An agency modelling approach”. International 

Journal of Markets and Business Systems, 1(3), 217-243.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Received: 01-Apr-2022, Manuscript No. JLERI-22-11494; Editor assigned: 04-Apr-2022; PreQC No. JLERI-22-11494 (PQ); Reviewed: 16-

Apr-2022, QC No. JLERI-22-11494; Revised: 25-Apr-2022, Manuscript No. JLERI-22-11494 (R); Published: 17-May-2022. 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Complexity-%3A-the-emerging-science-and-the-edge-of-Waldrop/075df85f43778664f2ba0497335e3b597b4be2ef
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-27550-5
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-3-319-27550-5
http://www.world-tourism/education/menu.html
https://www2.gwu.edu/~iits/Sustainable_Tourism_Online_Learning/Mullis/Policy_Practices_UNWTO_book_feb.pdf
http://www.tourismsociety.org/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41703481
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41703481
https://searchworks.stanford.edu/view/5997235
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/260305188_Managment_Systems_A_Viable_Approach
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/03684920410523670/full/html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/260255802_Organizations_as_Complex_Systems_An_Introduction_to_Knowledge_Cybernetics
https://www.inderscienceonline.com/doi/abs/10.1504/IJMABS.2015.073531

