] TASHKENT STATE International
& UNIVERSITY OF ECONOMICS journal Of tOpiCS

INNOVATION SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY

h Scopus || Electronic journal specializing in Scopus ISSU E 3
E] Acceptance of papers March, 2026

o

Acceptance of
papers
Published monthly

Sl
\@/

=

Topics

economics,
technology, social
sciences

plEwEL @ Visit the website
tdentifier © t.me/scopus_IST2100




Electronic publication, Issue 3. 393 pages.
Approved for publication on March, 2026.

Editorial board:

Sharipov Kongiratbay Avezimbetovich,
Doctor of Technical Sciences (DSc), Professor

Abdurakhmanova Gulnora Kalandarovna, Doctor of
Economic Sciences (DSc), Professor

Cham Tat Huei,
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), Professor (Malaysia)

Muhammad Imran Sadiq
Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD), Professor,
Malaysia

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF:
Mirzaliyev Sanjar Makhamatjon ugli

Ahmed Aziz Ismail

D f Technical Sci D
DEPUTY EDITOR-IN-CHIEF: octor of Technical Sciences (DSc),

Makhmudov Nosir Makhmudovich Professor (Egypt)
DSc., Prof., Academican
‘ Lee Chin
DEPUTY EDITOR-IN-CHIEF: \ Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD), (Malaysia)

Ochilov Bobur Bakhtiyor ugli — Senior
lecturer at TSUI

Asongu Simplice
Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD), Cameroon

Rui Dang
Doctor of Chemistry (DSc), Professor, China

THE SCIENTIFIC-POPULAR ELECTRONIC
JOURNAL "INNOVATION SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY" HAS BEEN REGISTERED
UNDER THE NUMBER C-5669633 BY THE
AGENCY FOR INFORMATION AND MASS
COMMUNICATIONS (AOKA) OF THE
REPUBLIC OF UZBEKISTAN, EFFECTIVE
FROM OCTOBER 9, 2024.

Zahoor Ahmed
Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD), Turkey

Shujaat Abbas
Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD), Russia

Tina A Coffelt
Doctor of Philosophy in Educational Sciences (PhD),
CONTACTS = 9 USA

Phone: +998 50 737 87 88 Abdikarimova Dinara Rustamxanovna

Doctor of Economic Sciences (DSc), Professor
Website: https://ist-journal.uz ' ' ( )

Email: innovationist2025@gmail.com Kurbonbekova Mohichehra Turobjonovna

Doctor of Economic Sciences (DSc), Professor

The scientific electronic journal “Innovation Alimardonov llkhom Muzrabshokovich
Science and Technology” has been Doctor of Economic Sciences (DSc), Professor
included in the list of scientific publications
recommended for the publication of

main scientific results of dissertations , Razakova Barno Sayfievna

for the award of PhD and DSc degrees Y Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD)
in economics and technical sciences, in R 7
accordance with the Resolution No. 370 »
of the Presidium of the Higher Attestation : Khasanov Sarvar Ulugbek ugli
Commission of the Republic of Uzbekistan, < Doctor of Philosophy in Economics (PhD)
dated May 8, 2025.

Kholikova Rukhsora Sanjarovna
Associate Professor (PhD)




3/2026 SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL ACADEMIC JOURNAL

CONTENTS

FINANCING OF SMALL BUSINESSES THROUGH INVESTMENT LOANS BY COMMERCIAL BANKS............. 15
Yangiboyev F.B.

INTEGRATION OF THE TRANSPORT SECTOR INTO THE GREEN ECONOMY AND IMPACT ON

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: ECOLOGICAL TRANSFORMATION AND INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS......... 20

Narziyev Umidjon Bakhrillayevich

FOREIGN EXPERIENCE IN INCREASING THE INVESTMENT ACTIVITY OF JOINT-STOCK

COMPANIES ...ttt st ssse s s s s ss s s e s e e e e e e e e e E e e e e R e ne e e ee s ne s ne s e as 24
Begamov. S.X.

AN ENHANCED FINANCING MODEL FOR STARTUP PROJECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

INSTITUTIONS OF UZBEKISTAN ... ocreeresctrerstresetressesessssesssessssessssessssessssesssssssssessssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssessssssssssssssssssses 27
Kasimova Nargiza Sabitdjanovna

STRATEGIES FOR ENHANCING INVESTMENT POTENTIAL. et sessses e sessssessssessssessssessssessanes 32
Tillayeva Barno Ramizitdinovna

THE IMPORTANCE OF USING ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN HOTEL MANAGEMENT......ccovnnrrrreciens 36
Husenova Madina Farkhodovna

MARKETPLACES AND ECONOMIC SECURITY IN UZBEKISTAN: RISKS AND REGULATION .....ccceuerenerenennes 42

Umarkhodjayeva Zaynabkhon Nodirkhonovna

TECHNOLOGICAL STRENGTH AND PROPERTIES OF METAL OF AUSTENITIC JOINTS DURING

WELDING WITH VARIOUS FLUXES ...ttt st st st sessssssssess 47
Khudoykulov Nurilla Zikirillaevich, Khudoyorov Sardor Sadullaevich

MODERN SYSTEMS OF PRODUCT COST CALCULATION: METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS AND

DIRECTIONS OF PRACTICAL TRANSFORMATION ...cviriireereretreesessessessessessesssssssssessssssesssssssssssssssssssesssssssssesssssssssesssns 51

Abdumalik Abdiraximovich Tulyaganov

SUPPORTING ECONOMIC EXPANSION AND MAXIMIZING PRODUCTION EFFICIENCY WITHIN

A MARKET ECONOMY ..oiiitiniiriirissinisesssssesessessesssssssssssssssessessssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssees 56
Aytmuratov Qutlimurat Jalgasovich
SUCCESS FACTORS OF DIFFERENTIATION STRATEGY IN A MARKET ECONOMY .....ocvrmenrenreneeneererressessensens 62

Sodiqov Miraxror Abbos ugli

THE “MISSING MIDDLE” PROBLEM IN SOCIAL PROTECTION SYSTEMS AND MECHANISMS FOR

ADDRESSING IT ..ooieriusisesessesseseesessessesesssssssessessessesssssssssssssessessesssssssssssssessesssssssssssssssessesssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssnssesssssssssssssssnnes 67
Farrukh Juraqulovich Bafoev

IMPROVING POPULATION INVESTMENT ACTIVITY THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF BANK

BROKERAGE SERVICES AND FINANCIAL LITERACY IN FORMING A SECURITIES PORTFOLIO

IN THE KHOREZM REGION ..ottt sssss s sssss s sssss s s s sss s 72
Bakhtiyorov Khudaybergan Hamdam ugli
DEVELOPMENT OF THE SERVICE SECTOR AND ITS IMPACT ON POVERTY REDUCTION.......ccouenrererneenreens 79

Dauletmuratov Adilbay Mirzabaevich

THE ROLE AND IMPORTANCE OF A SYNERGETIC APPROACH IN DEVELOPING THE MANAGEMENT

SKILLS OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS ...ttt ssss s sesssssesssssssss st sessesssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesseans 84
Yusupova Dilnoza Fayzullayevna
REGIONAL INNOVATION DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS AND THEIR EVALUATION SYSTEM.......ccceeevevvenen. 89

Xamrayev Quvvat Iskandarovich

GADGETS AND VALUES: HOW DOES THE VIRTUAL WORLD IMPACT THE EDUCATION
L8] S 0 U N 97

Makhmudova Sohiba Ravshan kizi, Mirzaliyev Sanjar Makhamatjon ugli

WAYS TO IMPROVE SERVICE QUALITY AND SAFETY IN THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY THROUGH

DIGITAL TECHNOLOGIES ...ttt s s s 101
Musayeva Shoira Azimovna
DIRECTIONS FOR INCREASING HOUSEHOLD INCOMES BASED ON FOREIGN EXPERIENCE...........ccc..... 104

Eshbaeva Shahnoza Faxriddinovna

https://ist-journal.uz t.me/scupus_IST2100 @




SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL ACADEMIC JOURNAL 3/2026

IMPROVING METHODS FOR DETECTING FRAUD CASES IN CURRENT ASSET AUDITS....ccovmeneerrerrerreennes 108
Mavlyanova Dilobar Makhkamovna

GLOBAL TRENDS IN WORLD MARKETS AND THEIR IMPACT ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ..ttt s s s s s s s s 113
Meliqulov Abduhalil Norinovich

THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF FORMING AND APPLYING THE INTEGRATION MECHANISM OF SMALL

BUSIINESS ettt s £ £ e 119

Rustambek Ibragimovich Israilov

THE IMPORTANCE OF USING PERFORMANCE INDICATORS IN IMPROVING ROAD MANAGEMENT

IMETHODS. ..ottt st 125
Sirojiddin Yadgarov
WAYS TO IMPROVE BANKING EFFICIENCY IN THE CONDITIONS OF TRANSFORMATION.......ccccovneerennee 131

Babakhanova Dildora Rustamovna

THE ROLE OF PROGRAM-BASED BUDGETING MECHANISMS IN ENSURING STATE FINANCIAL

SECURITY cttsttsetrttretresesssse sttt sess st st s s s sss st e e ettt 137
Abduganiyev Uchkun Khabibulla ugli

ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT EFFICIENCY ON SOCIAL

JUSTICE THROUGH PEFA AND CEQ METHODOLOGIES.....c.orrrrensinsineeressessesessssssssssessessesssssssssssssssessessesssssssees 143
Zokirjonov Muhammadsodiq Ravshanbek ugli

MANAGERIAL MECHANISMS OF CORPORATE HYBRID BUSINESS MODELS: FINTECH INTEGRATION

IN E-PAYMENT SYSTEMS OF UZBEKISTAN ..ot sssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 151
Mokhirakhon Abdullaeva

TOKENIZATION OF REAL SECTOR ASSETS AND DEEPENING OF CAPITAL MARKETS: A NEW

FINANCIAL ARCHITECTURE FOR EMERGING ECONOMIES ... sssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssens 156
Oybek Qo‘shboqov

TECHNOLOGIES OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE IN OPTICAL COMMUNICATION AND THEIR

INTEGRATION INTO INTELLIGENT TUTORING SYSTEMS ...ttt sssssssssssssssssessssssssssnssssssenens 162

Maxamadov Rustam Xabibullayevich, Djamatov Mustafa Xatamovich

APPROACHES TO ENHANCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNMENT SUPPORT FOR SMALL

BUSINESSES IN THE REGION ...ttt seesesssesessesssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssassssssssssnsanes 169
Madraimova Marxamat Raximberganovna

INNOVATIVE WAYS TO INCREASE THE INVESTMENT CAPACITY OF REGIONS BASED ON DIGITAL

TECHNOLOGIES. ... eeeretreeeeusetseseessessesssessessesseessessessssssessessssssessessssssessesssssses sessssssessessssssesssssssssesssssssssesssssssssesssssesssessessnssnesnns 174

Qabilov Anvar Eshpulatovich

TAXATION OF AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISES AND THE ORGANIZATION OF THEIR ACCOUNTING

) 63 2317 OO 179
Abdullayev Abdurauf

DEVELOPMENT PROSPECTS OF THE VEGETABLE FARMING SECTOR IN THE REPUBLIC OF

L1733 20 N S 2\ oD 183
Sobir Xasanov

AI FOR TEACHING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE TO UNIVERSITY STUDENTS......ccovivrirererenene 191

Nurzhanova Zhainash, Rajapova Guldona

REVIEW OF THERMAL STRENGTHENING METHODS FOR ROLLING ROLLS MADE OF ALLOY
STEELS USED IN THE PRODUCTION OF SEAMLESS PIPES ......ossssrnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns 198

Saydumarov Botir Muradovich, Xasanov Kamoliddin Akmal o‘g‘li,
Ergashev Davron Ortiq o‘g‘li, Saydumarov Botir Muradovich

IMPROVING THE METHODOLOGY OF STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT IN ENHANCING THE COUNTRY’S

INTERNATIONAL IMAGE: IN THE EXAMPLE OF SOUTH KOREA ...t es s sssans 203
Kurolov Maksud Obitovich
SOCIO-ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF TASHKENT CITY: TRENDS AND KEY INDICATORS......cccoceevervrrenee. 212

Karimova Shirin Zokhid gizi

PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS INFLUENCING PROCRASTINATION AMONG GENERATION Z
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS ..ottt sss bbb sesb bbb s bbb 216

Abdukaxxorova Durdona, Qadamova Rayhona, Muhammadova Shaxzoda, Salimov Ozodbek, Hojiyeva Iroda Avezovna

@ t.me/scupus_IST2100 https://ist-journal.uz




3/2026 SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL ACADEMIC JOURNAL

IMPROVING THE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS BASED ON INNOVATIVE

TECHNOLOGIES ...ttt ss s ses s bss s b s s ss e s b se s bbb b e bbb bbb e bbb e s R bt nnnanaabas 222
Shohida Esanova

ASSESSMENT OF TECHNICAL EFFICIENCY IN CENTRAL ASIAN TELECOMMUNICATION OPERATORS

USING THE DEA-CCR MODEL: THE EXPERIENCE OF UZBEKTELEKOM AK.....cnceresenessessssessssenns 230

Salimova Husniya Rustamovna

DETERMINANTS OF MUTUAL TRADE BETWEEN THE REPUBLIC OF UZBEKISTAN AND THE CIS

COUNTRIES ...ttt sese s se e sssss s s st s assss s s s sssess s s s s s s bbb e b A e AR A b e e b e Re AR b ee e AR a e e b st 235
Munisa Turdibaeva
INTERNAL CONTROL SYSTEM IN THE DIGITAL ECONOMY: PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS......ccccoevvrvevenee. 241

Mekhmonaliev Ulugbek Erkinjon ugli
PROSPECTS FOR ENSURING SUSTAINABLE GROWTH IN INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES THROUGH

THE USE OF GREEN TECHNOLOGIES ... sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssases 248
Abbosbek Jurayev

COMPLIANCE OF BANKING AI SYSTEMS WITH EU Al ACT REQUIREMENTS AND THEIR ROLE ........... 253

IN RISK MANAGEMENT

Usmonov Faridun F., Zainalov Zh.R.

A MODEL FOR DETECTING URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEMS IN CITIZENS’ APPEALS BASED

ON GEOLOCATION FEATURES ... ortststisetreesesesssssssssssessessessssssssssssessessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssnessssssssssssns 258
Mallayev Oybek Usmankulovich, Gazatov Jamoliddin Abduvoidovich, Aliyev Jaloliddin Kokand oglu

DETERMINATION OF THE INFORMATIVENESS OF INPUT PRINTS USING THE MULTI-CRITERIA

DISPERSOIN METOD ....ritiiissiseiriesisisissssssssessesssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s s sasssssssssssssss s s ssssssssssssssssnssnses 264

Turapov Ulugbek Urazkulovich, Akulbayev Musabek Islamovich,
Dzhantayeva Sholpan Kalmakhanovna, Madalieva Gul’nar Urazalievna

ANALYSIS OF MACROECONOMIC INDICATORS OF RECREATIONAL TOURISM DEVELOPMENT IN

UZBEKISTAN .ottt ssess st s b 269
Polatova Mavluda Sanjar qizi

OPTIMIZATION OF MANAGEMENT PROCESSES OF TOURISM INDUSTRIES THROUGH DIGITAL

TRANSFORMATION AND INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGIES ... rrereseseseseesessessessessssssssessessesssssssssssssssesseses 273
Saidova Dilfuza Abdufattohovna

MODERNIZING AUDIT PLANNING STRATEGIES IN EMERGING ECONOMIES: CHALLENGES AND

SOLUTIONS FOR ISA IMPLEMENTATION IN UZBEKISTAN ....ooviitrsesesessessssssssssessessesssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssans 280
Saidova Sevarakhon Abdimumin kizi

INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE IN ACCOUNTING FOR LONG-TERM ASSETS AND ITS

APPLICATION .titsitreesesesessssessessessessessssssss s sessessssssssssssssssessessssssssssssssssessessssssssssssssssnssesessssssssssssssnssessesnsssssssssssssessesnssnssssansanes 285
Gozieva Mokhira Rustamovna

SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR THE CLASSIFICATION OF TERRITORIES AND THE APPLICATION OF

CORRECTION COEFFICIENTS ....cottitissessessesessessesesssssssssessessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 290
Dovutov Fakhriddin Javliyevich

MANAGEMENT OF THE PROCESSING TECHNOLOGY FOR COCOONS MODIFIED USING A NEW

COMPOSITION BASED ON STANDARD REQUIREMENTS ... sesssssssssssssssssssens 296
Makhmudov Umidjon Bahodir ugli, Turdialiyev Umid Mukhtaraliyevich, Sulaymonov Sharifjon Abdumanabovich

STUDY ON THE EFFECT OF THERMOPLASTIC DEFORMATION ON THE MICROSTRUCTURE OF

XHS5OMBEHD ALLOY .tituieseesseuesssessesssssssssesssssssssssssssesssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssssasssssssssasssnssssassssssssanssnes 302

Berdiyev Darob Muratovich, Saydumarov Botir Muradovich,
Tashmatov Ravshan Kobilovich, Baxtiyorov Rustam Ravshan o‘g’li

THE IMPORTANCE OF PROMOTING COMPANIES’ PARTICIPATION IN THE STOCK MARKET......cccccvnnnes 306

Mamataliev Babur Saidnazar ugli

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE USE OF FINANCIAL LEVERS IN ATTRACTING FOREIGN INVESTMENTS

IN JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES ......ortesrereircererresesssssssssssessessesssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssassesssssssssssssssessssesssesssssssnsenses 312
Ibragimov Ganijon Gayratovich
HR STRATEGIES FOR HUMAN CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT IN ORGANIZATIONS ....meeeeereeereeereerereaneenns 316

Zaynutdinova Umida, Kholisakhon Nuriddinova

https://ist-journal.uz t.me/scupus_IST2100 @




SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL ACADEMIC JOURNAL 3/2026

LEGAL FOUNDATIONS OF CONDUCTING IPOS BY JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES IN UZBEKISTAN AND

WAYS TO IMPROVE THEM: A FORMAL-LEGAL AND COMPARATIVE LEGAL ANALYSIS ... 328
Mamatmurodov Alisher Saparboyevich

TAX REVENUE REDISTRIBUTION, HARD BUDGET CONSTRAINTS AND LOCAL FISCAL STABILITY

IN UZBEKISTAN .ottt ssessesss sttt sssss s s s s s s snsnsnn 341

Sharipov Abror Komilovich

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES AND THE EDUCATION SYSTEM: ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCING

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE ...ttt bbbt s s 346
Abdulmajeed Nabeel Azouz

MODERN STATISTICAL METHODS FOR MEASURING REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT. ... 352
Sattorov Sanjar Abdumurodovich

THE NECESSITY AND PROSPECTS OF IMPROVING COMPULSORY ENFORCEMENT MEASURES............ 359
Annazarov Abdulla Shakarimovich

SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF GATHERING EVIDENCE IN AN ESG AUDIT....cvrrennsssssessessessess s ssssssssessesssssssssens 363

Sayfullayev Mekhroj Sayfullayevich

FINANCIAL ISSUES IN REGULATING SOCIAL SECURITY OF THE POPULATION UNDER CONDITIONS
OF SOCIALLY ORIENTED BUDGET EXPENDITURES ...ttt sessessssssessssssssssssssesssesssessssssssssssssenns 368

Bakhodir Sheraliyevich Khusanov

IMPROVING THE METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS OF STATE SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURAL

ENTERPRISES BASED ON THE PRINCIPLES OF INNOVATION MANAGEMENT ......oercereneeseesesseseenes 371
Shaniyazova Zamira
THE ROLE OF COMMERCIAL BANKS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES............... 377

Mirzokirov Mirramizjon Mirkhashim ugli

IMPROVING SERVICE QUALITY MONITORING IN SERVICE ENTERPRISES BASED ON DIGITAL

B0 2108 5 00 10 L 2 R 383
Xudoyorov Lochinbek Bahromovich

ENSURING FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY OF INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES: EVIDENCE FROM

THE GAS SECTOR OF UZBEKISTAN.....citttineeretnsinsesesssssssssssssssssessessssssssessssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssaes 388
Ergashev Muhibbek Aslamovich

ASSESSMENT OF PRICING STRATEGIES APPLIED BY LEADING RETAIL CHAINS IN UZBEKISTAN........ 392
Anvar Deberdiyev

SUBSTANTIATION OF THE PARAMETERS OF THE WORKING BODIES OF A COMBINED MACHINE FOR

RIDGE FORMATION AND FILM LAYING IN MELON CROP PLANTING.....cccoummimrmrenensessessisssssssessesesessssssssens 397
Nigmatjonov Sardor Abdumannobovich

[TPABOBBIE ITPOBJIEMbBI PA3ZIEJIA TIPEATTPUHUMATEJIBCKUX AKTHUBOB CYIIPYTOB I1PU

PACTOPHKEHUM BPAKA ...ttt s e 401
PawwunpoBa 3unona XXaBnoH6ekoBHa

UZ0Q MUDDATLI AKTIVLAR BILAN BOG‘LIQ XARAJATLARNI STRATEGIK BOSHQARUV HISOBIDA AKS

ETTIRISH: NAZARIY ASOSLAR VA TASNIF TIZIMI ... ssessssesssssssssns 406
Qahharov Zuhriddin Zafarbek o‘g‘li

COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT OF MESO-LEVEL TOURISM ATTRACTIVENESS ACROSS UZBEKISTAN'S

ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS: EXPERT SURVEY EVIDENCE ACROSS SEVEN TOURISM-TYPE DIMENSIONS

B. B. Sobirov

@ t.me/scupus_IST2100 https://ist-journal.uz




3/2026 SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, SCIENTIFIC, AND TECHNICAL ACADEMIC JOURNAL

UDC 338.48:303.62(575.1)

COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT OF MESO-
LEVEL TOURISM ATTRACTIVENESS ACROSS
UZBEKISTAN'S ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS:
EXPERT SURVEY EVIDENCE ACROSS SEVEN
TOURISM-TYPE DIMENSIONS

B. B. Sobirov

PhD, Associate Professor

International University of Tourism and Cultural Heritage “Silk Road”
Samarkand, Uzbekistan

E-mail: bsobirov@uwyo.edu

Abstract. This article reports the results of an original expert survey (N = 53 respondents) designed to assess meso-level (intra-
national, regional) tourism competitiveness within Uzbekistan. The survey instrument asked respondents to (1) rate the relative
importance of four proposed components of a regional tourism competitiveness index, and (2) rate the comparative attractiveness
of Uzbekistan’s fourteen administrative regions across seven distinct tourism-type dimensions — ecological, historical-cultural,
pilgrimage, agritourism, ethnographic, mountain-extreme, and recreational tourism — together with separate ratings of each region’s
attractiveness as a destination for domestic and for inbound (international) tourists. All ratings were collected on a five-point Likert
scale. The derived weights for the four meso-level components cluster narrowly between 0.243 and 0.254, indicating that experts
regard tourism resource potential, regional attractiveness, demand stability, and infrastructure development as comparably important
rather than sharply differentiated. The composite ranking across the seven tourism-type dimensions places Samarkand region first
(composite mean 4.40 of 5), followed by Tashkent region (3.98) and Qashqadarya region (3.89), while the Republic of Karakalpakstan
and Syrdarya region occupy the lowest two positions (3.17 each). A comparative analysis of dimension-level scores further reveals a
structural distinction between ‘generalist’ regions that score consistently across all seven dimensions (notably Samarkand and Tashkent
region) and ‘specialist’ regions whose competitiveness is concentrated in a narrow set of dimensions — Bukhara and Khorezm regions
rank among the top three nationally in historical-cultural and pilgrimage tourism alone, despite ranking only sixth and seventh on the
seven-dimension composite. A further comparison of domestic versus inbound destination-attractiveness ratings shows that the regions
hosting Uzbekistan’s UNESCO World Heritage corridor (Samarkand, Bukhara, Khorezm) and the capital (Tashkent city) are rated
relatively more attractive to foreign visitors than to domestic tourists, whereas regions with stronger nature-, mountain-, and agritourism
profiles are rated relatively more attractive to the domestic market. These regional findings are also discussed in relation to a companion
macro-level (national) survey conducted by the author, in which Uzbekistan’s pilgrimage tourism attractiveness was found to rank third
of thirteen countries surveyed — the present study identifies Samarkand, Bukhara, and Khorezm as the specific regional sources of that
national-level strength.

Keywords: meso-level competitiveness, regional tourism, expert survey, Likert scale, indicator weighting, destination
attractiveness, tourism specialization, Uzbekistan.

AHHOTamus. B maHHON cTaThe NMpEACTaBIEHBI PE3yJbTaThl OPUTHHAIBHOTO SKCIepTHoro ompoca (N = 53 pecrnoHneHTa),
MIPOBEACHHOTO ISl OLECHKH ME30yPOBHEBOH (BHYTPHHAIMOHAIBHOW, DPETHOHAIBHOM) TYPHUCTCKOM KOHKYPEHTOCIOCOOHOCTH B
V36ekucrane. AHKeTa OIpoca IpeaycMaTpuBaia ONeHKY pecroHAeHTaMu: (1) OTHOCHTENbHOH 3HAYMMOCTH YETBIPEX MPEIOKESHHBIX
KOMITOHCHTOB MHEKCA PETHOHAILHOM TYPUCTCKOM KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH U (2) CPaBHUTEIBHOM IIPHUBIIEKATeIbHOCTH YeThIPHAIIATH
aJIMUHUCTPATUBHBIX PETHOHOB Y30EKHMCTaHa II0 CEMH OTIEIBHBIM BHIAM TypHU3Ma — DKOJIOTHYECKOMY, HCTOPHKO-KYIETYpPHOMY,
MIAJIOMHUYECKOMY, ar pOTYPU3MY, ITHOT pahTIe CKOMY, TOPHO-IKCTPEMAILHOMY M PEKPEALIMOHHOMY TYPH3MY, @ TAKIKE OTETBHYIO OLIEHKY
MIPUBJICKATEIFHOCTY Ka)KIOTO PETHOHA KaK HANpaBICHHS IS BHYTPEHHHX M BBE3AHBIX (MEXIyHapOIHBIX) TypHcToB. Bee onenkn
ObuTH cOOpaHbl 0 mATHOALIbHOM miKkaie Jlaiikepra. [omydeHHbIe Beca YeTBIPEX ME30yPOBHEBBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB HAXOMSATCS B Y3KOM
nuanasose ot 0,243 1o 0,254, uTo yka3sIBaeT Ha TO, YTO IKCIEPTHI PACCMATPUBAIOT TYPUCTCKO-PECYPCHBIA IOTEHIMA, PETHOHAIBHYIO
MIPUBIICKATEIBHOCTD, YCTOMYNBOCTB CIIPOCA M PA3BUTHE HHPPACTPYKTYPHI KaK COIIOCTABUMBIE M0 3HAYMMOCTH KOMITOHEHTHI, a HE KaK
pe3ko muddepeniupoBannbie (pakTopsl. CBOAHBIN PEHTHHT 110 CEMH TYPHUCTCKUM HAmpaBJICHUSIM cTaBUT CaMapKaHACKYIO0 007acTbh
Ha riepBoe MecTo (cpexnHee 3Hauenue 4,40 u3 5), 3a Heit cnexyror Tamkentckas oomacts (3,98) n Kamkagapsunckas o6macts (3,89),
Torja kak Pecmybmmka Kapakammakcran u CelppapbHHCKas 00J1aCTh 3aHUMAIOT JIBE TOCiIeanue no3unuu (1o 3,17). CpaBHUTENBHEIH
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aHaIN3 ToKa3aTeNel Mo OT/IeIbHBIM HAMPABICHHUAM TaKKe BBIBISIET CTPYKTYPHOE Pa3iIHiINe MEKAY «yHUBEPCANbHBIMU» PETHOHAMH,
JIEMOHCTPUPYIOIINMH CTAOMIIbHBIE PE3YNbTAThI II0 BCEM CeMH HampasiieHusM (ocobenHo Camapkanzackas u TalmkeHTcKas 001acTH),
U «CHEeNHaTU3UPOBAHHBIMIY» PErHOHAMH, KOHKYPEHTOCIOCOOHOCTh KOTOPBIX COCPEAOTOYEHa B y3KOM HabOope HampaBieHuid. Tak,
Byxapckas u Xope3mckast 0051acTH BXOJST B TPOHKY JIMAEPOB IO HCTOPHKO-KYIbTYPHOMY M MAJTOMHHYECKOMY TYpH3MY, HECMOTpPS Ha
TO YTO B CBOAHOM PEHTHHTE IO CEMHU HANPaBICHUAM 3aHUMAIOT JIMIIb IIECTOE M CEbMOe MecTa. J|0MoIHUTeTbHOE CPAaBHEHHE OILIEHOK
MPUBIEKATEILHOCTH PETHOHOB ATl BHYTPEHHNX M BBE3IAHBIX TYPHCTOB IOKA3bIBAET, YTO PETHOHBI, BXOAAIINE B KOPUAOP 0OBEKTOB
Bceemupnoro macneaus FOHECKO B V36ekucrane (Camapkang, byxapa, Xopesm), a Taxke cronuna (ropoa TamkeHT), OleHHBatOTCs
KaK OTHOCHTEIBHO O0JIee IMPHUBIEKATeNbHbIE Il HHOCTPAHHBIX TOCETUTEINEH, YeM ATl BHYTPEHHUX TYPUCTOB. B TO ke BpeMst pernoHsl
¢ 6oree BBIPasKEHHBIM IPUPOIHBIM, TOPHBIM M arpPOTYPUCTCKHM MPO(UIEM OIIEHHBAIOTCS KaK OTHOCHTEIBHO 00JIee MPUBIEKATEIbHBIE
JUIi BHYTPEHHETO pBIHKA. [lodydeHHBIE pErnoHajdbHBIE PE3yIbTaThl TAKKE PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B CBSI3H C COMYTCTBYIOIIMM
MaKpOYPOBHEBBIM (HALIMOHAIBHBIM) OIPOCOM, TPOBEAEHHBIM aBTOPOM, B KOTOPOM IPUBIEKATEIHHOCTh MAIOMHUYECKOTO TypH3Ma
Y306ekncrana 3aHsIa TPEThe MECTO CPEeH TPHHAIIATH MCCIe0BaHHBIX cTpaH. HacTosmiee nccnenoBanue onpenenser Camapkans,
Byxapy n Xope3Mm kak KOHKPETHbIE PETHOHAIbHbIE UCTOUHUKH IaHHOW HAIlMOHAJILHOM KOHKYPEHTHOMN MO3ULIKH.

KniodeBblie cjioBa: Me30ypOBHEBasi KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTh, PETHOHANBHBIM TypH3M, 3KCIEPTHBIM ompoc, mkana Jlalikepra,
B3BEIIMBAaHNE WHIMKATOPOB, MPUBICKATENILHOCTh JECTHHAINH, TyPHCTCKAs CIIEIHann3anus, Y30eKucTaH.

INTRODUCTION

National-level tourism competitiveness indices, including the World Economic Forum’s Travel & Tourism
Development Index (TTDI), provide a single aggregate score for an entire country and are therefore poorly suited
to identifying which sub-national regions actually generate a country’s tourism competitiveness and which show
comparatively lower performance. This limitation is particularly consequential for geographically and culturally
heterogeneous countries such as Uzbekistan, where a small number of regions — most visibly Samarkand, Bukhara,
and Khorezm, the three regions hosting the bulk of the country’s UNESCO World Heritage sites — are widely assumed
to make a relatively strong contribution to the national tourism product, while the remaining eleven regions have
been less frequently examined in empirical tourism competitiveness studies. Meso-level (regional, intra-national)
competitiveness assessment is the natural analytical response to this gap: it disaggregates the national tourism
system into its constituent administrative units and allows each to be benchmarked against the others using a
common set of indicators and a common respondent pool.

This article addresses that gap with primary data from an original expert survey of 53 respondents, who
rated (a) the relative importance of four indicators proposed for inclusion in an integral meso-level tourism
competitiveness index, and (b) the comparative attractiveness of Uzbekistan’s fourteen administrative regions (the
Republic of Karakalpakstan, eleven provinces (viloyatlar), and the city of Tashkent) across seven distinct tourism-
type dimensions, together with separate domestic- and inbound-market attractiveness ratings for each region. The
aim of the study is to derive expert-validated weight coefficients for the meso-level competitiveness model and to
produce an empirically grounded, multi-dimensional ranking of Uzbekistan’s regions that can both inform regional
tourism policy and be directly compared with the national-level findings of a companion macro-level survey
conducted by the same author using an equivalent methodology.

The specific objectives of this study are: (1) to compute descriptive statistics and normalized importance
weights for the four surveyed meso-level competitiveness indicators; (2) to compute comparative attractiveness
scores, composite rankings, and dimension-level rankings for all fourteen regions across seven tourism-type
dimensions; (3) to compare regions’ domestic-market and inbound (international)-market attractiveness ratings
and to identify systematic differences between the two; (4) to distinguish, on the basis of the resulting data,
between regions whose competitiveness is broadly distributed across dimensions (‘generalists’) and regions whose
competitiveness is concentrated in one or two dimensions (‘specialists’); and (5) to relate these regional findings
to the national-level (macro) survey results reported in the author’s companion study, in particular regarding the
source of Uzbekistan’s comparatively strong national pilgrimage-tourism position. The remainder of the article is
organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the theoretical literature on regional tourism competitiveness, destination
clustering, and survey-based weighting methods; Section 3 describes the survey instrument, sample, and analytical
procedure; Section 4 presents and discusses the results; and Section 5 concludes with policy recommendations and
directions for further research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The theoretical foundation for disaggregating national tourism competitiveness into a regional (meso)
level rests on a long tradition in tourism geography and regional development theory. Gunn (1988) introduced
the concept of the tourism destination zone as the appropriate spatial unit of analysis below the national level,
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arguing that resource endowment, attraction clusters, and access infrastructure vary too sharply within most
countries for a single national assessment to be analytically meaningful. Pearce (1989) extended this argument
within a regional-geography framework, showing that tourism development typically proceeds unevenly across a
country’s regions, concentrated initially around a small number of ‘growth poles’ before diffusing — if at all — to
peripheral areas. Leiper’s (1990) tourism systems model formalized the idea that a destination region functions as
abounded subsystem with its own generating, transit, and destination characteristics, providing further conceptual
justification for treating Uzbekistan’s fourteen regions as distinct, separately measurable competitive units rather
than as undifferentiated parts of a single national product.

Porter’s (1990) diamond model of national competitive advantage, and its subsequent elaboration into
cluster theory (Porter, 1998), is equally applicable below the national level: tourism clusters — geographically
concentrated groups of complementary attractions, accommodation, transport, and service firms — typically form
around specific resource endowments, producing exactly the kind of regional asymmetry this study sets out to
measure empirically. Krugman’s (1994) critique of national ‘competitiveness’ as an analytically loose concept,
more properly applied to firms or to specific economic activities than to entire economies, lends additional support
to a regional (rather than purely national) unit of analysis for tourism: a region’s tourism cluster competes for
visitors in a manner closer to firm-level competition than an entire national economy does. Ritchie and Crouch’s
(1999, 2003) destination competitiveness model and Dwyer and Kim'’s (2003) integrated model both identify
resource endowment, supporting infrastructure, and destination management capacity as core determinants of
competitiveness — constructs that this study operationalizes at the regional level through the indicators of tourism
resource potential, infrastructure development, demand stability, and overall regional attractiveness.

Butler’s (1980) tourist area life cycle (TALC) model provides a complementary temporal perspective, suggesting
that individual destination regions move through distinct stages of exploration, development, consolidation, and
(potentially) stagnation or rejuvenation, often at different paces within the same country; this implies that a cross-
sectional regional comparison such as the present study captures regions at different points along their own life
cycles rather than a single, uniform national trajectory. Murphy’s (1985) community-based approach to tourism
planning and Inskeep’s (1991) integrated and sustainable regional tourism planning framework both emphasize
that competitiveness at the regional level depends as much on local governance, community participation, and
planning capacity as on raw resource endowment — a point of direct relevance to the ‘regional attractiveness’ and
‘infrastructure development’ indicators surveyed in this study. Hall (2008) further argues that regional tourism
policy operates within a multi-level governance structure in which national strategy, regional administration, and
local stakeholders interact, often unevenly, to produce the kind of regional competitiveness differentials this survey
is designed to detect and quantify.

On the methodological side, expert-elicitation approaches to indicator weighting are well established.
Saaty’s (1980) Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) formalized the derivation of relative importance weights from
structured pairwise expert comparisons; the simpler procedure used in this study — converting mean Likert-
scale (Likert, 1932) importance ratings into normalized weights that sum to unity — is a more easily administered
alternative suited to larger, less specialized respondent pools, and is the same procedure applied in the author’s
companion macro-level survey, allowing the two studies’ weighting structures to be directly compared. Survey-
based comparative destination-attractiveness assessment draws on the tourist-satisfaction and destination-image
literature, including Vavra (1992) and Pizam and Milman (1993), whose expectancy-disconfirmation framework
for destination quality underlies the present study’s decision to disaggregate regional attractiveness into multiple,
separately rated tourism-type dimensions rather than collecting a single undifferentiated attractiveness score per
region. Finally, the World Economic Forum’s Travel & Tourism Development Index (WEF, 2024) and Uzbekistan’s
national ‘Tourism-2040" development strategy together provide the policy and macro-level benchmarking context
against which the present meso-level findings are interpreted in Section 4.4, while the author’s own companion
macro-level survey (N = 117) supplies a directly comparable national-level dataset collected using an equivalent
instrument and analytical procedure, enabling the cross-level comparison undertaken in Section 4.5 of this article.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The data were collected via a structured online questionnaire completed by 53 respondents (regional
tourism-industry practitioners, academics, and public-sector officials). The instrument comprised two parts.
Part 1 asked respondents to rate the relative significance of four indicators proposed for inclusion in an integral
meso-level tourism competitiveness index — stability of tourist demand, development of tourism infrastructure,
tourism resources potential, and the region’s general attractiveness for tourists — on a five-point scale (1 = low
importance, 5 = high importance). Part 2 asked respondents to rate all fourteen of Uzbekistan’s administrative
regions (the Republic of Karakalpakstan; Andijan, Bukhara, Jizzakh, Navoiy, Namangan, Samarkand, Syrdarya,
Surkhandarya, Fergana, Qashqadarya, and Khorezm provinces; Tashkent province; and the city of Tashkent) on the
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same five-point scale across seven separate tourism-type dimensions — ecological, historical-cultural, pilgrimage,
agritourism, ethnographic, mountain-extreme, and recreational tourism — and, in two further items, on the region’s
attractiveness specifically as a destination for domestic tourists and, separately, for inbound (foreign) tourists.

One data-coverage feature of the instrument should be noted explicitly. The ecological-tourism item, which
appeared earliest in the questionnaire, lists thirteen of the fourteen regions, omitting Namangan province; all
eight subsequent items (historical-cultural through inbound destination attractiveness) list all fourteen regions.
This asymmetry is treated in the present analysis as a feature of the original survey instrument rather than as
missing data to be imputed: ecological-tourism results are reported and ranked across the thirteen regions for
which data exist, while all other dimensions, the seven-dimension composite restricted to the six dimensions other
than ecological tourism where relevant, and the domestic/inbound comparison are reported across the full set of
fourteen regions. All 53 respondents provided complete ratings for every item analyzed (n = 53 for each indicator
and each region-dimension pair, except the ecological-tourism item, n = 53 across thirteen regions).

For Part 1, the mean and population standard deviation were computed for each of the four indicators, and a
normalized weight coefficient was derived for each as its mean score divided by the sum of all four mean scores, so
that the four weights sum to unity — the identical procedure used in the author’s companion macro-level survey.
For Part 2, the mean attractiveness score was computed for each region within each of the seven tourism-type
dimensions; a composite competitiveness score was then calculated for each region as the unweighted mean of
its seven dimension-level scores (using the thirteen-region ecological-tourism value where available, and the six
remaining dimensions for Namangan), and regions were ranked by this composite score. Separately, the mean
domestic- and inbound-destination-attractiveness scores were computed and compared for each region, and the
gap between the two (inbound mean minus domestic mean) was calculated as an indicator of a region’s relative
orientation toward the international versus the domestic tourism market. To characterize regions as ‘generalist’
or ‘specialist, the dispersion of each region’s seven dimension-level scores around its own composite mean
was inspected qualitatively, following the approach used to identify destination specialization patterns in the
comparative case-study literature (see Section 2). Limitations of the dataset include its cross-sectional, single-
wave design, the absence of respondent-level demographic or sectoral background variables that would permit
subgroup analysis, and the noted thirteen- versus fourteen-region asymmetry in the ecological-tourism item; these
limitations are addressed further in the concluding section.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

4.1. Weighting of meso-level competitiveness indicators

Table 1

Importance ratings and derived weights of meso-level competitiveness indicators (N = 53)!
Meso-level indicator Mean (1-5) SD Rank Normalized weight
Tourism resource potential 4.13 0.87 1 0.254
Regional attractiveness for tourists 4.13 0.97 1 0.254
Stability of tourist demand 4.08 0.99 3 0.250
Development of tourism infrastructure 3.96 1.10 4 0.243

As Table 1 shows, the four meso-level indicators were rated with a remarkably narrow range of importance:
mean scores run from 3.96 (infrastructure development) to 4.13 (resource potential and regional attractiveness,
which are statistically indistinguishable at this precision), yielding normalized weights clustering between 0.243
and 0.254. Tourism resource potential and the region’s general attractiveness for tourists were rated jointly
highest — resource potential carries the lower standard deviation (0.87 versus 0.97), indicating somewhat
greater consensus among respondents on its importance — while infrastructure development, though still rated
above the scale midpoint by a comfortable margin, was rated marginally least important of the four. This near-
uniform weighting profile closely mirrors the equally flat structure obtained for the six macro-level indicators
in the author’s companion national survey (normalized weights there ranging from 0.162 to 0.173 across six
indicators), reinforcing the conclusion that respondents at both the national and regional level resist assigning
sharply differentiated importance to individual competitiveness components, and that future index-construction
work at either level should treat near-equal weighting as an empirically defensible default rather than imposing
pronounced a priori differentiation.

4.2. Composite ranking of regions across seven tourism-type dimensions

1 Source: computed by the author from primary survey data (N = 53).
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Table 2
Composite tourism attractiveness of Uzbekistan’s regions across seven tourism-type dimensions (N = 53, mean
scores 1-5)?2

Rank | Region Composite score
(1-5)
1 Samarkand region 4.40
2 Tashkent region 3.98
3 Qashqgadarya region 3.89
4 Fergana region 3.86
5 Surkhandarya region 3.82
6 Bukhara region 3.80
7 Khorezm region 3.80
8 Jizzakh region 3.79
9 Namangan region 3.71
10 Tashkent city 3.60
11 Andijan region 3.60
12 Navoiy region 3.34
13 Syrdarya region 3.17
14 Republic of Karakalpakstan 3.17

Samarkand region occupies the top position by a clear margin, with a composite score of 4.40 — roughly
four-tenths of a point above the second-ranked Tashkent region (3.98) and more than a full point above the lowest-
ranked regions. Qashqadarya (3.89), Fergana (3.86), and Surkhandarya (3.82) occupy positions three through five,
while Bukhara and Khorezm regions are statistically tied at sixth and seventh places (3.804 and 3.804 respectively,
to three decimal places). The Republic of Karakalpakstan and Syrdarya region occupy the two lowest positions
(3.17 each), roughly 1.2 points below Samarkand on the same five-point scale. Two results merit particular
attention. First, Bukhara and Khorezm — together with Samarkand, the three regions most closely associated
internationally with Uzbekistan’s Silk Road heritage brand — do not occupy the top tier of the seven-dimension
composite ranking; this apparent paradox is addressed directly in Section 4.3. Second, several mid-sized provinces
not typically foregrounded in Uzbekistan’s tourism marketing — Qashqadarya, Fergana, and Surkhandarya — rank
above Bukhara and Khorezm on this broader, seven-dimension measure, indicating a more diversified base of
regional tourism competitiveness than a focus on the three best-known heritage destinations alone would suggest.

4.3. Generalist versus specialist regional competitiveness profiles

To examine why Bukhara and Khorezm regions rank only sixth and seventh on the composite measure despite
their international heritage reputation, Table 3 presents the dimension-level scores of the seven highest-composite-
ranked regions, together with Khorezm, the eighth-place region by Table 2’s broader logic but a region of direct
comparative interest here.

Table 3
Dimension-level attractiveness scores for seven leading regions (N = 53, mean scores 1-5)3
. . Hist.- Pilgri- Agritou- Ethno- Mountain- | Recrea-
Region Ecologi-cal . . .
cultural mage rism graphic extreme tional

Samarkand 4.28 4.81 4.66 4.08 4.51 4.23 4.26
Tashkent region 4.08 3.74 3.70 4.04 3.87 4.32 4.13
Qashqadarya 3.83 3.72 3.57 3.87 4.08 4.28 3.87
Fergana 3.85 3.53 3.55 3.90 4.00 4.08 413
Surkhandarya 3.79 3.64 3.49 3.68 4.15 4.09 3.89
Bukhara 3.53 4.51 4.47 3.44 4.25 2.81 3.62
Khorezm 3.57 4.57 4.21 3.38 4.34 3.08 3.49

Table 3 shows a clear structural distinction between two competitiveness profiles. Samarkand and Tashkent
region behave as ‘generalists’: their seven dimension scores are tightly clustered around their composite means
(Samarkand’s scores range from 4.08 to 4.81, a spread of 0.73; Tashkent region’s range from 3.70 to 4.32, a spread
of 0.62), indicating broadly distributed competitiveness rather than dependence on one or two strong dimensions.

2 Source: computed by the author from primary survey data (N = 53).
3 Source: computed by the author from primary survey data (N = 53). Bold values denote scores of 4.40 or
higher.
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Bukhara and Khorezm, by contrast, behave as ‘specialists’: both regions post their two highest national-level scores
in this entire study in historical-cultural tourism (4.51 and 4.57 respectively) and pilgrimage tourism (4.47 and
4.21), each ranking among the top three of all fourteen regions on these two dimensions, yet both regions post their
lowest scores of any region in the sample in mountain-extreme tourism (2.81 and 3.08, the lowest and third-lowest
national values for that dimension) and below-median scores in agritourism. The wide internal spread of these two
regions’ profiles — Bukhara’s scores range from 2.81 to 4.51 (a spread of 1.70), while Khorezm's scores range from
3.08 to 4.57 (a spread of 1.49) — is more than double the spread observed for Samarkand and Tashkent region,
and is the direct statistical signature of specialization: high competitiveness concentrated narrowly in heritage- and
pilgrimage-related dimensions, offset by markedly weaker positions in nature- and adventure-based dimensions
for which these regions’ predominantly arid, low-relief topography offers comparatively little resource base.

This distinction has a direct strategic implication that mirrors Porter’s (1990, 1998) observation that
competitive advantage is typically built on focused specialization rather than uniform strength across all possible
dimensions of competition. Bukhara and Khorezm’s comparatively low composite rank in Table 2 is therefore not
evidence of weak overall competitiveness so much as an artifact of averaging a genuinely narrow, deep specialization
together with dimensions in which these regions have relatively limited potential. A composite index that weights
all seven dimensions equally systematically understates the competitiveness of focused specialist regions relative
to generalist regions — a methodological caution directly relevant to how regional tourism competitiveness
indices, including any future refinement of the author’s own meso-level (MTRI) model, should be constructed and
interpreted; dimension-specific rankings, not only the aggregate composite, should be reported alongside one
another, exactly as Table 2 and Table 3 are presented jointly here.

4.4. Domestic versus inbound destination-attractiveness comparison

Table 4

Domestic- versus inbound-market destination attractiveness by region, sorted by gap (N = 53, mean scores 1-5)*
Region Domestic mean | Inbound mean CED (|npound -

domestic)

Samarkand region 4.43 4.74 +0.30
Bukhara region 4.25 4.53 +0.28
Syrdarya region 2.93 3.21 +0.28
Republic of Karakalpakstan 3.23 3.42 +0.19
Khorezm region 4.38 4.47 +0.09
Tashkent city 4.34 4.40 +0.06
Surkhandarya region 3.91 3.85 -0.06
Fergana region 3.79 3.72 -0.08
Navoiy region 3.45 3.36 -0.09
Qashqadarya region 4.04 3.94 -0.09
Tashkent region 4.21 4.04 -0.17
Jizzakh region 3.96 3.79 -0.17
Andijan region 3.51 3.34 -0.17
Namangan region 3.72 3.60 -0.11

Table 4 reveals a systematic pattern rather than a random scatter of small differences. The six regions with
a positive gap — rated more attractive to inbound (foreign) tourists than to domestic tourists — are Samarkand
(+0.30), Bukhara (+0.28), Syrdarya (+0.28), the Republic of Karakalpakstan (+0.19), Khorezm (+0.09), and
Tashkent city (+0.06). Three of these six (Samarkand, Bukhara, Khorezm) form precisely the UNESCO World
Heritage corridor identified in the literature review and in the author’s prior comparative case-study research as
the backbone of Uzbekistan’s inbound tourism product, while Tashkent city’s positive gap is consistent with its
role as the country’s primary international air-transport gateway. The remaining eight regions all show negative
gaps — rated relatively more attractive to domestic than to inbound tourists — led by Tashkent region, Jizzakh,
and Andijan (each -0.17). These are predominantly regions whose strongest dimensions in Table 2 and Table 3
are nature-, mountain-, or agritourism-related (Tashkent region’s highest dimension score is mountain-extreme
tourism at 4.32; Qashqadarya’s is also mountain-extreme at 4.28), market segments that, in Uzbekistan’s current
tourism product, are disproportionately consumed domestically rather than marketed internationally.

The two outlier cases — Syrdarya region and the Republic of Karakalpakstan, both low-composite regions
in Table 2 yet both showing a positive inbound-domestic gap — warrant separate comment. For the Republic

4  Source: computed by the author from primary survey data (N = 53).
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of Karakalpakstan, this is plausibly explained by the international visibility of the Aral Sea environmental crisis
zone, a niche but internationally recognized attraction that draws specialized foreign interest disproportionate to
the region’s otherwise low domestic profile. Syrdarya region’s positive gap requires further explanation through
additional qualitative evidence and more likely reflects the low absolute base of both ratings (domestic mean 2.93,
the lowest in the entire sample) combined with sampling variance in a region for which relatively few respondents
may have had direct first-hand exposure; this case is flagged here as a candidate for closer qualitative investigation
in future research rather than as a robust substantive finding.

4.5. Cross-level comparison with national (macro-level) survey findings

The author’s companion macro-level survey (N = 117), reported in a separate article in this series, compared
Uzbekistan’s national-level tourism attractiveness against twelve other countries across four dimensions and found
that Uzbekistan ranked sixth of thirteen destinations on a composite measure but third of thirteen specifically in
pilgrimage tourism attractiveness (mean 3.55) — its strongest relative position of the four dimensions measured,
and ahead of every other Central Asian destination surveyed in that study. The present, regionally disaggregated
survey makes it possible to identify precisely which parts of Uzbekistan generate that national-level pilgrimage
strength: Samarkand (4.66), Bukhara (4.47), and Khorezm (4.21) post the three highest pilgrimage-tourism scores
of all fourteen regions surveyed here, each well above the national pilgrimage mean implied by the macro-level
study, while the remaining eleven regions — with the partial exception of Tashkent city (3.89) — score below 3.6 on
the same dimension. In other words, the country-level pilgrimage-tourism advantage identified in the macro-level
study is not a broadly distributed national characteristic but is concentrated almost entirely in three regions, with
the remaining eighty percent of the country’s administrative regions showing a more limited contribution to that
particular competitive strength.

This cross-level finding has two implications. First, it methodologically validates the two surveys against
one another: an independent, regionally disaggregated dataset reproduces, at finer spatial resolution, exactly the
pattern that the national-level dataset implied, lending convergent credibility to both studies’ results despite their
being based on different respondent pools and collected as part of separate survey waves. Second, it sharpens
the policy implication of the macro-level finding considerably: national-level tourism marketing built around
Uzbekistan’s ‘pilgrimage tourism’ strength is, in practice, marketing three specific regions, and policy efforts to
diversify or to extend pilgrimage-tourism competitiveness to additional regions — several of which (Qashqadarya,
Surkhandarya, Fergana) possess their own, less internationally visible, religious-historical heritage sites — would
need to be evaluated as a distinct regional-development objective rather than assumed to follow automatically from
the country’s aggregate national position.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This study derived expert-validated weight coefficients for four meso-level tourism competitiveness indicators
and comparatively assessed Uzbekistan’s fourteen administrative regions across seven tourism-type dimensions,
plus separate domestic- and inbound-market attractiveness ratings, using an original 53-respondent survey. Four
findings stand out. First, as at the national level, the surveyed experts perceive the four meso-level indicators as
having closely similar importance (normalized weights ranging narrowly from 0.243 to 0.254), reinforcing the
case for near-equal weighting as a defensible default in regional index construction. Second, Samarkand region
is the clear overall leader on the seven-dimension composite measure (4.40 of 5), followed by Tashkent region,
Qashqgadarya, Fergana, and Surkhandarya, while the Republic of Karakalpakstan and Syrdarya region occupy the
lowest positions. Third, a structural distinction emerges between ‘generalist’ regions whose competitiveness is
evenly distributed across dimensions (Samarkand, Tashkent region) and ‘specialist’ regions whose competitiveness
is concentrated narrowly in historical-cultural and pilgrimage tourism while comparatively weak elsewhere
(Bukhara, Khorezm); this distinction means composite rankings alone understate the true competitive strength of
focused specialist regions and should always be reported alongside dimension-specific rankings. Fourth, regions
hosting Uzbekistan’s UNESCO heritage corridor and the capital are rated relatively more attractive to inbound than
to domestic tourists, while regions with stronger nature-, mountain-, and agritourism profiles show the opposite
pattern — a market-orientation asymmetry with direct relevance for differentiated regional marketing strategy.
Finally, cross-referencing these regional results against the author’s companion national-level survey shows that
Uzbekistan’s national pilgrimage-tourism advantage is generated almost entirely by three regions — Samarkand,
Bukhara, and Khorezm — rather than being a broadly shared national characteristic.

Based on these findings, the following recommendations are proposed for regional tourism policy and for
future refinement of meso-level competitiveness models. First, regional tourism development strategy should
explicitly distinguish generalist from specialist regions and apply different policy instruments to each: generalist
regions such as Samarkand and Tashkent region are well placed to pursue further diversification across dimensions,
whereas specialist regions such as Bukhara and Khorezm are better served by strategies that deepen and protect
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their existing heritage- and pilgrimage-tourism strengths rather than by undifferentiated attempts to raise their
scores across all seven dimensions equally. Second, given the demonstrated concentration of pilgrimage-tourism
competitiveness in three regions, national strategy documents (including ‘Tourism-2040’) should consider
region-specific targets for extending religious-historical tourism development to Qashqadarya, Surkhandarya,
and Fergana, which possess relevant but less internationally visible heritage assets, as a deliberate diversification
objective. Third, the domestic-inbound market-attractiveness asymmetry identified in Section 4.4 suggests that
nature-, mountain-, and agritourism-oriented regions (Tashkent region, Qashqadarya, Jizzakh, Andijan) would
benefit from dedicated inbound-market promotion specifically targeting international ecotourism and adventure-
tourism segments, which appear not yet sufficiently promoted relative to these regions’ demonstrated resource
attractiveness. Fourth, future survey waves should collect respondent-level professional, sectoral, and regional-
origin data to permit subgroup analysis, and should resolve the thirteen- versus fourteen-region asymmetry
noted in the ecological-tourism item by including Namangan region in all subsequent survey instruments. Finally,
the cross-level validation demonstrated in Section 4.5 — in which an independently collected regional dataset
reproduced the pattern implied by a separately collected national dataset — supports extending this same paired
macro-meso survey methodology to other countries in the Central Asian region as a basis for future comparative
research.
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