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	 abstract�
	 Background:	 �‪‪The need to identify, analyze and establish relationships between destinations and tourist emission, as 

terminus points between which the tourist circulation takes place, arises from the structural and functional 
complexity of tourism, on the one hand, and from its unprecedented expansion, on the other hand.

	 Material and methods:	 �Within the present study, which concerned Romania as a tourist destination, a number of specific, 
determinative indicators for the emission areas and the tourist destinations were identified and 
analyzed. 

	 Results:	 �The obtained results focused on the analysis of: capacity, hierarchy, spatial distribution and 
establishment of relations between tourist emission / reception centers. They pointed out that 
Bucharest is the most important center of emission and tourist destination, followed by big urban 
centers of Constanța, Brasov, Mangalia, Cluj, Sibiu, Iași, etc., with some oscillations in what supposes 
their capacity of emission respectively tourist reception.

	 Conclusions:	 �‪The spatial distribution of the tourist emission-reception centers at the level of Romania is a 
discontinuous, individualized nuclei of utmost importance (the mountain area, the Black Sea coast and 
the Bucharest area) and the poor areas in infrastructure and tourist objectives, which determines a low 
flow of tourists.

	 Key words:	 �tourist emission, touristic destination, tourist indicators, Romania.
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introduction	
One of the fundamental features which define man as a species and structural part of 
the environment is movement (mobility). Throughout the history of humanity, man and 
the human communities have been in continuous mobility determined by a series of 
motivational internal factors (covering the basic food supply, water, shelter, etc.) and 
external factors (climate changes, geo-political conflicts, etc.). In this context, in the past, 
pilgrimages to holy places and sportive and cultural exhibitions have generated temporary 
migratory flows between a region of origin (emitter) and one of destination (receiver) [1−3]. 

In the last period, in the context of the social-economic development imposed by urbanization, 
industrialization and scientific and technical progress, the human society in general and 
man in particular have experienced a new type of mobility, namely migration for tourism 
purposes. The analysis of literature regarding the concept of “tourism” highlights the 
existence of the movement of tourists from one place to another, from a daily space to a 
tourist one, especially designed to meet their needs [4−11].

From the comparative analysis of “migration” and “tourism”, it is clear that both concepts 
denote a form of mobility specific to man [7]. Therefore, tourism represents a form of 
migration realized by temporary and repeated change of residence for the purpose of 
leisure [5, 6, 12]. The analysis of literature on the relationship and migration is quite 
rich, addressing a series of issues: labor migration, entrepreneurial migration [7, 13], 
retirement migration [7, 9, 14−16], the socio-economic and ecological changes at the 
spatial and temporal level as a result of the mobility of population [7, 17, 18], the typology 
and causes of tourist mobility [7, 8, 19], etc.

Therefore, we can state that tourist mobility involves the movement in time and space, 
from point A (the area of emitter) to point B (the area of destination), respectively from a 
T0 to Tx moment, of the all objects, processes and tourist facts. The longer the distance, 
the higher the costs will be. This is reflected by the time and the energy required to 
perform the mobility. If time is a relative resource, the necessary energy is reflected in 
the form of costs. Costs take a multitude of forms, starting with those needed to build the 
infrastructure and ending with environmental ones. 

Tourism is one of the most dynamic branches of economy at the global level [20], 
contributing to the sustainable development of local economies, with the implication in 
generating of new jobs, diversifying the economic structure of an area, increasing the living 
standard [21, 22]. Tourism also presents an important social and ecological component 
[23-25], stripped from the social involvement at all levels for the preservation, promotion 
and capitalization of tourism resources [26].

Romania is a country with a tourist vocation that benefits from a genuine and traditional 
rural space. The wealth and morphological variety (plains, hills, mountains), doubled by 
hydrographic (the Danube River, the Danube Delta, the Black Sea, numerous inland rivers, 
more than 4000 lakes and over 3000 springs) and flora and fauna, make the Carpathian-
Danubian-Pontic space a natural heritage with a strong character of uniqueness and 
specificity [27].

Romania's vocation on tourism does not derive only from the contribution of the extremely 
rich and attractive natural environment, but also from the Romanian people’s active 
participation in the creation of a material and spiritual patrimony of a distinct originality. 
Thus, the edifices created by man (Roman castles, fortresses, fortifications, castles, 
palaces, monasteries, stone and wood churches) reflect the stages of development of 
this historical-geographic space, representing at the same time a multimillenary proof 
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of the continuity and Christianity of the people [28-30]. Another anthropological tourist 
resource with a strong character of originality and specificity is the unaltered Romanian 
folk culture, represented by the ethnographic tourist heritage (ancestral traditions and 
customs) and human activities (pastoral festivals, fairs, pilgrimages, artistic festivals, etc.). 

The degree of qualitative and quantitative diversification of tourism infrastructure is 
closely related to the attractiveness of tourist attractions and the number of tourists [31]. 
Thus, infrastructure and tourism demand are in a relationship of interconditioning, each 
stimulating and conditioning the appearance, development and evolution of the other. The 
quality and diversity of the tourist offer is reflected directly in the tourist circulation, in 
the shaping of the tourist flows, the emitter areas, and respectively the tourist destination. 
In this background, this study aims to identify, analyze and hierarchize Romanian tourist 
emitter and reception areas and of the relationships between the two spatial entities. 

material and methods	
Methodologically, the present study implied identification, analysis and hierarchy of 
Romania's emitter and reception areas (development region, county and locality) in 
order to establish the determinant relations between them. The identification, analysis 
and hierarchy of the tourist emitter areas implied the analysis of the number and share 
of the travel agencies from Romania, the localities where the travel agencies are based, 
the travel agencies per locality, the population per locality, whereas, the identification, 
analysis and hierarchy of the tourist destination areas implied the analysis of the 
number and share of tourist arrivals, localities of arrivals, tourist arrivals per locality, 
tourists’ overnight stays, localities of tourists’ overnight stays, tourists’ overnight stays 
per locality, accommodation capacity in function, and the accommodation capacity in 
function per locality on the level of development regions, counties and emitter localities. 
Data obtained from the National Institute of Statistics and Ministry of Tourism [32, 33] 
were transposed to a pre-existent database (points, polygons) created in ArcGis 10.6. 
The spatial analysis of the data was done at the point (locality) and polygon (development 
region, county) in order to understand the spatial relationships between the emitter 
centers and tourist destinations [34−37].

results	
Tourist destinations from Romania	
Over the years, tourist destinations have been analyzed in the literature from various 
points of view, including the tourist infrastructure [38−42], climatic characteristics and 
their implications in the shaping of tourist destinations [43], the perception of tourists [44, 
45], the competitiveness of tourist destinations [46-49] and the structural and functional 
developments of tourist destinations [50]. 

In order to identify, analyze and hierarchize the tourist destinations in Romania, three 
defining indicators (tourist arrivals, tourist attractions and tourist accommodation capacity 
in function) were analyzed, at the level of development of a region, county and locality.

Over the time, these indicators experienced a similar evolutionary trend, defining three 
evolutionary permanent intervals: descending evolution in 1990–1994, stability in 1994–
2008, ascending evolution in 2008–2017 (Figure 1).
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Fig. 1. Evolution of the operating accommodation capacity, tourists arriving and tourists overnight stays (Data 
sources: National Institute of Statistics)

Romania was defined in 2018 by 12,215,899 tourists arriving in 1,013 localities, 27,092,523 
tourists overnight stays in 1,018 localities and an operating accommodation capacity 
of 87,655,760 places in 1,024 localities which represents a 30.9% occupancy rate. The 
analysis of the share of the tourist reception volume on the development regions in 
Romania in 2018 revealed its predominance in the Central Region (23.2%), followed in 
hierarchical order by the South-East Region (15.8%), Bucharest (13.7%), the North-West 
Region (12.8%), the South Region (9.5%), the North-East Region (9.4%), the West Region 
(8.5%) and the South-West Region (7.1%). 

The Central Region represents the most important tourist destination with 23.5% of 
all tourist arrivals in Romania (2,856,558 arrivals), distributed in 231 localities (23% 
of the total number of the localities where arrivals were recorded), which represents 
an average value of 12,312 arrivals per locality; 21.8% of the total tourists’ overnight 
stays in Romania (5,897,215 overnights), distributed in 232 localities (21.8% of the total 
number of the localities were overnights were recorded), which represents an average 
value of 25,419 overnights per locality; 24.4% of the operating accommodation capacity 
in Romania (21,431,280 places), distributed in 232 localities (21.8% of the total number 
of the localities were overnights were recoded), which represents an average value of 
25,419 overnights per locality. 

The South-East development region represents the second region of tourist destinations 
concentrating: 12.7% of the total tourists’ arrivals in Romania (1,551,463 arrivals), 
distributed in 51 localities (5% of the total number of the localities were arrivals were 
recorded), which represents an average value of 30,420 arrivals per locality; 19.9% of 
the total tourists’ overnight stays in Romania (5,398,498 overnights), distributed in 51 
localities (5% of the total number of the localities were overnights were recoded), which 
represents an average value of 105,852 overnights per locality; 14.7% of the operating 
accommodation capacity in Romania (12,856,343 places), distributed in 51 localities (5% 
of the total number of the localities where accommodation places were recorded), which 
represents an average value of 252,085 places per locality. 

The third place regarding the tourist destination is held by the Bucharest Region 
concentrating 18.2% of the total arrivals from Romania (2,202,877 arrivals), distributed 
in 14 localities (1.4% of the total number of the localities were arrivals were recorded), 
which represents an average value of 157,348 arrivals per locality; 13.4% of the total 
overnights from Romania (3,600,639 overnights), distributed in 14 localities (1.5% of the 
total number of the localities were overnights were recorded), which represents an average 
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value of 257,188 overnights per locality; 9.5% of the operating accommodation capacity 
in Romania (8,354,594 places), distributed in 14 localities (1.4% of the total number of 
the localities where accommodation places were recorded), which represents an average 
value of 596,756 places per locality. 

On the opposite end, in the last place regarding the tourist destination, is the South-
West Region, concentrating: 6.2% of the total arrivals from Romania (750,011 arrivals), 
distributed in 81 localities (8% of the total number of the localities where arrivals were 
recorded), which represents an average value of 9,259 arrivals per locality; 7.3% of 
the total tourists’ overnight stays in Romania (1,973,344 overnights), distributed in 86 
localities (8.4% of the total number of the localities were overnights were recoded), which 
represents an average value of 22,945 overnights per locality; 7.7% of the operating 
accommodation capacity in Romania (6,759,795 places), distributed in 89 localities (8.7% 
of the total number of the localities where accommodation places were recorded), which 
represents an average value of 75,952 places per locality (Figure 2). 

From the assessment of the share of the dispersion in the space of tourist reception 
capacity, the following situation appeared in a hierarchical order: the Central Region 
(22.8%), followed by the North-West Region (18.9%), the South Region (15.8%), the North-
East Region (15.4%), the West Region (12.3%), the South-West Region (8.4%), the South-
East Region (5%) and Bucharest (1.4%), whereas, from the analysis of the share of the 
tourist reception volume at the level of localities of the development regions, the situation 
is as follows: Bucharest (55.7%), the South-East Region (18.4%), the Central Region (6%), 
the South-West Region (4.9%), the West Region (4%), the North-West Region (3.9%), the 
South Region (3.6%) and the North-East Region (3.5%) (Figure 3).

Fig. 2. Distribution of the share of the tourist reception volume at the level of development regions 

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019
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Fig. 3. Distribution of the share of the tourist reception volume relative to locality at the level of development regions

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019

The analysis of the share of the tourist arrivals at the level of development regions in 
Romania in 2018 revealed its predominance at the level of the Central Region (23,5%), 
followed in a hierarchical order by Bucharest (18.2%), the North-West Region (13%), 
the South-East Region (12.7%), the North-East Region (9.8%), the South Region (8.7%), 
the West Region (7.9%), and the South-West Region (6.2%) (Figure 2). Following the 
assessment of the spatial tourist arrivals dispersion at the level of development regions, 
the Central Region dominated (232 localities, 23%), followed by the North-West Region 
(193 localities, 19%), the South Region (160 localities, 15.8%), the North-East Region 
(157 localities, 15.5%), the West Region (125 localities, 12.3%), the South-West Region 
(81 localities, 8%), the South-East Region (51 localities, 5%) and Bucharest (14 localities, 
1.4%). The analysis of the share of the tourist arrivals per locality at level of development 
regions, shows that the Bucharest Region stands out (65.7%, 157,348 tourist arrivals per 
locality), followed by the South-East Region (12.7%, 30,420 tourist arrivals per locality), 
the Central Region (5.2%, 12,312 tourist arrivals per locality), the South-West Region 
(3.9%, 9,259 tourist arrivals per locality), the North-West Region (3.4%, 8,195 tourist 
arrivals per locality), the West Region (3.2%, 7,685 tourist arrivals per locality), the North-
East Region (3.1%, 7,565 tourist arrivals per locality) and the South Region (2.8%, 6,660 
tourist arrivals per locality) (Figure 3).

The analysis of the share of the tourists’ overnight stays at the level of development 
regions in Romania revealed its predominance in the Central Region (21.8%), followed 
by the South-East Region (19.9%), Bucharest (13.4%), the North-West Region (12.3%), 
the North-East Region (8.6%), the West Region (8.4%), the South Region (8.3%) and the 
South-West Region (8.2%) (Figure 2). An assessment of the share of spatial dispersion 
of tourists’ overnight stays in the development regions showed the highest level in the 
Central Region (232 localities, 22.7%), followed by the North-West Region (193 localities, 
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18.9%), the South Region (160 localities, 15.8%), the North-East Region (157 localities, 
15.4%), the West Region (125 localities, 12.3%), the South-West Region (86 localities, 
8.4%), the South-East Region (51 localities, 5%) and Bucharest (14 localities, 1.5%). In 
the analysis of the share of the tourists’ overnight stays per locality, Bucharest region 
stands out (54%, 257,188 overnights per locality), followed by the South-East Region 
(22.1%, 105,852 overnights per locality), the Central Region (5.4%, 25,419 overnights per 
locality), the South-West Region (4.8%, 22,945 overnights per locality), the West Region 
(3.9%, 18,391 overnights per locality), the North-West Region (3.6%, 17,292 overnights 
per locality), the North-East Region (3.1%, 14,792 overnights per locality) and the South 
Region (3.1%, 14,149 overnights per locality) (Figure 3).

The analysis of the share of the volume of accommodation capacity in function at the level of 
development regions in Romania in 2018 revealed its predominance in the Central Region 
(24.4%), followed by the South-East Region (14.7%), the North-West Region (13.1%), 
the South Region (11.5%), the North-East Region (9.9%), Bucharest (9.5%), the West 
Region (9.2%), the South-West Region (7.7%) (Figure 2). An assessment of the share 
of spatial dispersion of the tourist accommodation capacity at the level of development 
regions revealed that the Central Region (232 localities, 22.6%) has the highest degree of 
dispersion, followed by the North-West Region (193 localities, 18.8%), the South Region 
(161 localities, 15.7%), the North-East Region (158,localities, 15.4%), the West Region 
(126 localities, 12.4%), the South-West Region (89 localities, 8.7%), the South-East Region 
(51 localities, 5%) and Bucharest (14 localities, 1.4%). The analysis of the share of the 
accommodation capacity in function per locality, the Bucharest region stands out (47.4%, 
596,756 accommodation places), followed by the South-East Region (20.2%, 252,085 
accommodation places), the Central Region (7.4%, 92,376 accommodation places), the 
South-West Region (6%, 75,952 accommodation places), the West Region (5%, 64,046 
accommodation places), the North-West Region (4.9%, 62,201 accommodation places), 
the North-East Region (4.7%, 59,279 accommodation places) and the South Region (4.4%, 
55,243 accommodation places) (Figure 3).

The analysis of the share of the tourist reception volume in counties in 2018 revealed 
the predominance of Constanța county (13.1%), followed by Bucharest (12.6%), Brașov 
(10.3%), Prahova (4.5%), Cluj (4.4%), Bihor (4.2%), Mureș (4%), Vâlcea (3.9%), Sibiu 
(3,8%), Timiș (3.2%), Suceava (3.1%), Caraș-Severin (2.1%) and Iași (2.12%). In the last 
places regarding the share of the tourist reception volume were situated counties of Giurgiu 
(0.25%), Calarași (0.23%) and Teleorman (0.1%). Constanța county represents the most 
important territorial unit as a tourist destination, concentrating 10.1% of the total arrivals 
from Romania (1,235,542 arrivals), distributed in 16 localities (1.57% of the total number 
of the localities were arrivals were recorded), which represents an average value of 77,221 
arrivals per locality; 17.4% of the total tourists’ overnight stays in Romania (4,729,186 
overnights), distributed in 16 localities (1.57% of the total number of the localities were 
overnights were recorded), which represents an average value of 295,574 overnights per 
locality; 11.9% of the accommodation capacity in function in Romania (10,448,065 places), 
distributed in 16 localities (1.57% of the total number of the localities were overnights were 
recorded), which represents an average value of 653,004 overnights per locality. Bucharest 
Municipality represents the second administrative unit ranking as a tourist destination, 
concentrating 16.8% of the total tourist arrivals in Romania (2,043,970 arrivals); 12.4% 
of the total tourists’ overnights in Romania (3,360,245 overnights); 8.7% of the tourist 
accommodation capacity in function in Romania (7,626,518 places). The third place, in 
terms of tourist destination at the county level, is held by Brașov county concentrating 
10.3% of the total arrivals in Romania (1,260,742 arrivals), distributed in 44 localities 
(4.3% of the total numbers of the localities were arrivals were recorded), which represents 
an average value of 28,653 arrivals per locality; 9.3% of the total tourists’ overnight stays 
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in Romania (2,531,053 overnights), distributed in 44 localities (4.3% of the total number 
of the localities were overnights were recorded), which represents an average value of 
57,523 overnights per locality; 11.3% of the tourist accommodation capacity in function in 
Romania (9,918,794 places), distributed in 44 localities (4.3% of the total number of the 
localities where there were accommodation places), which represents an average value 
of 225,427 accommodation places per locality. On the opposite end, in the last place in 
terms of tourist destination, Teleorman county is situated, concentrating 0.08% of the total 
arrivals in Romania (10,704 arrivals), distributed in 11 localities (1.08% of the total number 
of the localities where arrivals were recorded), which represents an average value of 973 
arrivals per locality; 0.06% of the total tourist overnight stays (18,695 overnight stays), 
distributed in 11 localities (1.08% of the total number of the localities were overnight stays 
were recorded), which represents an average value of 1,699 overnights per locality; 0.2% 
of the accommodation capacity in function in Romania (225,083 places), distributed in 11 
localities (1.08% of the total number of the localities where accommodation places were 
recorded), which represents an average value of 20,462 accommodation places per locality 
(Figure 4). From the assessment of the spatial dispersion of tourist reception capacity, it 
followed that the highest share was held by the counties of (5.5%), Maramureș (4.6%), 
Harghita (4.5%), Alba (4.4%) and Brașov (4.3%), whilst on the opposite end there were 
counties of Calărași (0.4%), Botoșani (0.3%) and Bucharest Municipality (0.09%). From the 
analysis of the share of the tourist reception capacity volume at the level of the localities 
of the counties it emerged that the highest share was held by the Bucharest Municipality 
(76.7%), followed by Constanța (5.3%), Brașov (1.5%), Prahova (0.9%), Vâlcea (0.8%) and 
Bihor (0.7%) counties (Figure 5).

Fig. 4. Distribution of the share of the tourist reception volume at the level of counties in Romania

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019
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Fig. 5. Distribution of the share of the tourist reception volume relative to locality at the level of counties in Romania 

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019

The analysis of the share of the volume of tourist arrivals at the level of administrative 
territorial units of the county type in Romania in 2018 revealed their predominance in 
Bucharest Municipality (16.8%), followed in a hierarchical order by Brașov (10.3%), 
Constanța (10.1%), Cluj (5.2%), Sibiu (4.6%), Mureș (4.4%), Prahova (4.3%), Bihor (3.9%) 
counties, whereas, from the assessment of spatial dispersion of tourist arrivals at counties 
level it emerged that the first places were occupied by Suceava (56 localities, 5.5%), 
Maramureș (47 localities, 4.6%), Harghita (46 localities, 4.5%), Alba (45 localities, 4.4%) 
and Brașov (44 localities, 4.3%) counties (Figure 4). From the analysis of the share of the 
volume of tourist arrivals in localities of the counties it resulted that the highest share 
was held by Bucharest Municipality (83.2%), followed by Constanța (3.1%), Brașov (1.1%), 
Prahova (0.7%), Sibiu (0.67%) and Cluj (0.62%) counties (Figure 5).

The analysis of the share of the volume of tourists’ overnight stays at the level of 
administrative territorial units of the county type in Romania revealed their predominance 
in Constanța county (17.4%), followed by Bucharest Municipality (12.4%), Brașov (9.3%), 
Bihor (4.7%), Vâlcea (4.6%), Cluj (4.4%) and Prahova (4.2%), whereas, from the assessment 
of spatial dispersion of tourists’ overnight stays at the county level it resulted that the first 
places were occupied by Suceava (56 localities, 5.5%), Maramures (47 localities, 4.6%), 
Harghita (46 localities, 4.5%), Alba (45 localities, 4.4%), Brasov (44 localities, 4.3%) (Figure 
4). From the analysis of the share of the volume of tourists’ overnight stays on localities of 
the counties it resulted that the highest share was held by Bucharest Municipality (77%), 
followed by Constanta (6.7%), Brasov (1.3%), Vâlcea (0.9%), Bihor (0.87%) and Prahova 
(0.86) counties (Figure 5).

The analysis of the share of the volume of accommodation capacity in function at the 
level of administrative territorial units of the county type in Romania in 2018 revealed 
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its predominance in Constanța (11.9%), Brașov (11.3%), Bucharest Municipality (8.7%), 
Prahova (5.1%), Vâlcea (4.2%), Bihor (3.9%), Cluj (3.7%) and Sibiu (3.6%), whereas, 
from the assessment of spatial dispersion of accommodation capacity at the level of 
counties, it resulted that the first places were occupied by Suceava (57 localities, 5.5%), 
Maramureș (47 localities, 4.5%), Harghita (46 localities, 4.4%), Alba (45 localities, 4.3%) 
and Brașov (44 localities, 4.2%) (Figure 4). From the analysis of the share of the volume of 
accommodation capacity in function at the level of the localities of the counties it resulted 
that the highest share was held by Bucharest Municipality (70%), followed by Constanța 
(5.9%), Brașov (2%), Prahova (1.2%), Vâlcea (1%) and Bihor (0.9%) counties (Figure 5).

The analysis of the share of the tourist reception volume on value classes at the county level 
revealed that 66.6% of Romania’s counties have a very small tourist reception capacity, 
7.2% have a small capacity, 9.5% have a medium and high capacity, whereas, only 7.2% 
have a very high capacity (Bucharest Municipality). A relatively similar situation, with 
some oscillations in terms of the value of share, also emerges from the analysis of the 
tourist arrivals and tourist accommodation and of accommodation capacity in function 
(Figure 4). A similar situation regarding the value of the share with some oscillation 
emerges from the analysis of the value classes of tourist arrivals, tourists’ overnight stays 
and accommodation capacity as well (Figure 4).

The analysis of the share of the volume of tourist reception at the level of localities in 
2018 revealed its predominance in Bucharest Municipality (12.6%), followed by Constanța 
(5.1%), Brașov (4.4%), Mangalia (4%), Cluj Napoca (3.1), Sibiu (2.5%), Timișoara (2.4%), 
Sinaia (2.18%), Băile Felix – Băile 1 Mai (2.14%), Eforie Nord (2.12%), Iași (1.87%), Predeal 
(1.81%), Călimănești (1.6%) and Oradea (1.5%) localities (Figure 6).

Fig. 6. Distribution of the share of the tourist reception volume at the level of localities in Romania 

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019)
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The analysis of the share of the tourist reception volume in value classes at the locality 
level revealed that 99% (1,003 localities) of Romanian localities have very small tourist 
reception capacity, 0.4% (Sibiu, Timișoara, Sinaia, Băile Felix – Băile 1 Mai și Eforie 
Nord) have a small capacity, 0.09% (Cluj Napoca) have a medium capacity, whereas 
only 0.19% have a high capacity (Brașov and Mangalia) and 2.4% very high (București, 
Constanța). A similar situation regarding the value of the share with some oscillation 
reveals from the analysis of the value classes of tourist arrivals, tourists’ overnight stays 
and accommodation capacity at the locality level as well (Figure 6).

Emitter tourist areas from Romania 	
Key elements with roles and important functions in the spatial dynamics of tourism have 
been represented. In order to identify and hierarchize the tourist emitter areas from 
Romania, the number and the share of travel agencies have been analyzed as well as 
the number and share of the localities and the related population in which the tourism 
agencies are based. The population was analyzed in terms of it being a potential beneficiary 
of tourism products, while tourism agencies were analyzed from the perspective of the 
roles and functions performed. In order to outline the tourist emitter centers, an analysis 
of the above-mentioned indicators was made at four levels of approach: at the level of 
Romania; at the level of development regions; at the level of the counties and at the level 
of the localities, viewed as basic cells in the shaping of tourist emitter areas.

In 2018, in Romania there were 1,799 travel agencies distributed unequally in 8 development 
regions, 42 administrative territorial units and 185 localities.

The analysis of the share of the tourist emitter volume at the level of development regions in 
Romania in 2018, revealed its predominance in the Bucharest Region (28.5%), followed in 
a hierarchical order by the North-East Region (12.05%), the North-West Region (11.55%), 
the Central Region (11.55%), the South Region (11.2%), the South-East Region (11.1%), 
the West Region (7.95%), the South-West Region (6.05%). The Bucharest Region is the 
most important region as a tourist emitter, emitting 28.5% of the total volume of tourist 
flows from Romania. It concentrates 35.2% of the total number of the travel agencies in 
Romania (635 units), distributed in 21 localities (11.3% of the total numbers of the localities 
where travel agencies in Romania are based), which represents an average value of 30.2 
travel agencies per locality. North-East Region represents the second tourist emitter 
region, emitting 12.05% of the total volume of tourist flows from Romania. It concentrates 
9.7% of the total number of the travel agencies in Romania (173 units), distributed in 24 
localities (13% of the total numbers of the localities where travel agencies in Romania 
are based), which represents an average value of 7.2 travel agencies per locality. The 
third place is held by the North-West Region and the Central Region with a total of tourist 
volume flows of 23.1%, respectively 11.55% each region, whereas, the last place was 
occupied by the South-West Region (6.05%). This sums up 10.1% of the total number of 
the travel agencies in Romania (179 units), distributed in 34 localities (18.3% of the total 
numbers of the localities where travel agencies in Romania are based), which represents 
an average value of de 5.2 travel agencies per locality (Figure 7). From the assessment 
of the spatial dispersion of tourist emitters, hierarchically the situation was as follows: 
the South Region (18.3%), followed by the Central Region (16.3%), the North-East Region 
(13%), the South-East Region (12.4%), Bucharest (11.3%), the West Region (11.3%), the 
North-West Region (10.3%) and the South-West Region (7.1%), whereas, from the analysis 
of the share of the tourist emitter capacity volume in the localities of the development 
regions, the situation is as follows: Bucharest (55.7%), the North-West Region (3.9%), the 
North-East Region (3.5%), the South-East Region (18.4%), the South-West Region (4.9%), 
the Central Region (6%), the West Region (4%) and the South Region (3.6%) (Figure 7).
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Fig. 7. Distribution of the share of the volume of the tourist emitter in development regions

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019

The analysis of the proportion of travel agencies in development regions in Romania in 2018 
revealed their predominance in Bucharest (35.2%), hierarchically followed by the Central 
Region (11.8%), the North-West Region (11.6%), the South-East Region (10.2%), the South 
Region (10.1%), the North-East Region (9.7%), the West Region (6.8%) and the South-
West Region (4.6%) (Figure 7). Following the assessment of the spatial dispersion of travel 
agencies in Romania at the level of development regions, the predominance of the South 
Region was revealed (34 localities, 18.3%), followed by the Central Region (30 localities, 
16.3%), the North-East Region (24 localities, 13%), the South-East Region (23 localities, 
12.4%), the West Region (21 localities, 11.3%), Bucharest (21 localities, 11.3%), the North-
West Region (19 localities, 10.3%) and the South-West Region (13 localities, 7.1%), whereas, 
from the analysis of the proportion of travel agencies in locality at the level of development 
regions, the Bucharest Region stands out (30.2 travel agencies per locality, 37.4%), followed 
by the North-West Region (10.9 travel agencies per locality, 13.5), the South-East Region (8 
travel agencies per locality, 9.9%), the North-East Region (7.2 travel agencies per locality, 
8.9%), the Central Region (7.1 travel agencies per locality, 7.9%), the South-West Region 
(6.4 travel agencies per locality, 7.9%), the West Region (5.8 travel agencies per locality, 
7.2%), the South Region (5.2 travel agencies per locality, 6.4%) (Figure 7).

The analysis of the total number of the population from the localities where travel agencies 
are based viewed from the perspective of their ability to benefit from the services of travel 
agencies, at the level of the development regions in Romania, in 2018, the predominance 
of the Bucharest Region was revealed (21.9%), followed by the North-East Region (14.4%), 
the South Region (12.3%), the South-East Region (12%), the North-West Region (11.5%), 
the Central Region (11.3%), the West Region (9.1%) and the South-West Region (7.5%) 
(Figure 7). Following the assessment of the spatial dispersion of the population from 
the localities where travel agencies are based, at the level of development regions, the 
predominance of Bucharest was shown (2,387,570 inhabitants, 21.9%), followed by the 
North-East Region (1,568,053 inhabitants, 14.4%), the South Region (1,346,338 inhabitants, 
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12.3%), the South- the East Region (1,301,035 inhabitants, 12%), the North-West Region 
(1,255,761 inhabitants, 11.5%), the Central Region (1,236,823 inhabitants, 11.3%), the West 
Region (997,608 inhabitants, 9.1%) and the South-West Region (823,980 inhabitants, 7.5%), 
whilst, from the analysis of the share of population in locality at the level of development 
region, the Bucharest Region stands out (113,693 inhabitants per locality, 23%), followed 
by the North-West Region (66,092.6 inhabitants per locality, 13.4%), the North-East Region 
(65,335.5 inhabitants per locality, 13.2%), the South-West Region (63,383 inhabitants per 
locality, 12.8%), the South-East Region (56,566.7 inhabitants per locality, 11.5%), the West 
Region (47,505.1 inhabitants per locality, 9.6%), the Central Region (41,227.4 inhabitants 
per locality, 8.4%), the South Region (39,598.1 inhabitants per locality, 6.4%) (Figure 7).

The analysis of the share of the tourist volume emitter in counties in 2018 revealed the 
predominance of Bucharest Municipality (26.3%), followed by Constanța (4.8%), Cluj 
(4.75%), Brașov (3.93%), Iași (3.91%), Timiș (3.64%), Prahova (3.4%), Argeș (2.9%) and 
Bihor (2.6%) counties. In the last places regarding the share of the tourist volume emitter 
were Harghita (0.6%), Sălaj (0.5%) and Giurgiu (0.3%) counties. Bucharest Municipality 
is the most important administrative territorial unit of tourist volume emitter, emitting 
26.3% of the total volume of tourist flows from Romania. It concentrates 33.2% of the 
total number of travel agencies in Romania (598 units), distributed in one locality, which 
represents a share of the average value of 67.6% travel agencies per locality. Constanța 
County is the second administrative territorial unit of tourist emitter, emitting 4.8% of the 
total volume of the tourist flows. It concentrates 4.8% of the total number of the travel 
agencies in Romania (87 units), distributed in 12 localities (6.4% of the total numbers of 
the localities where travel agencies in Romania are based), which represents an average 
value of 7.2 travel agencies, respectively a share of the average value of 0.8%. On the 
opposite, in the last place, Giurgiu county (0.3%) is situated, with 0.1% of the total number 
of the travel agencies in Romania (3 units), distributed in Giurgiu Municipality (Figure 8).

Fig. 8. Distribution of the share of the tourist emitter volume at the county level in Romania

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019



Herman GV, Ilieș DC, Dehoorne O, Ilieș A, Sambou A, Ciaciora T, Diombera M, Lăzuran A.
Emitter and tourist destination in Romania 
Balt J Health Phys Act. 2020;Spec Iss(1):120-138

133www.balticsportscience.com

As regards the spatial dispersion of the tourist emitter volume, the highest share was held 
by Ilfov (10.8%), Constanța (6.4%), Prahova (6.4%), Alba (4.3%), Timiș (3.7) and Brasov 
(3.7%) counties, whilst the analysis of the share of the tourist emitter volume in localities 
of the counties showed that the highest share was held by Bucharest Municipality (57.3%), 
followed by Dolj (2.68%), Iași (2.1%), Cluj (2.08%), Galați (2%) and Brăila (1.8%) counties 
(Figure 9).

Fig. 9. Distribution of the share of the tourist emitter volume on locality at the county level in Romania 

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019)

The analysis of the proportion of travel agencies in counties in 2018 revealed the 
predominance on Bucharest Municipality (33.2%), followed by Cluj (5.5%), Constanța 
(4.8%), Brașov (4.5%), Iași (3.6%), Timiș (3.5%), Prahova (3.3%), Argeș (3.1%), Sibiu (2.8%) 
and Bihor (2.8%) counties. In the last places regarding the share of the tourist emitter 
volume, Mehedinți (0.38%), Teleorman (0.33%) and Giurgiu (0.1%) were situated (Figure 
8). An assessment of the spatial dispersion of travel agencies revealed that the highest 
share was held by Ilfov (10.8%), Constanța (6.4%), Prahova (6.4%), Alba (4.3%) and Brasov 
(3.7%) counties, whilst, an assessment of the share of the travel agencies on localities of 
the counties revealed that the highest share was held by Bucharest Municipality (67.6%), 
followed by Cluj (2.2%), Iași (1.86%), Dolj (1.80%), Brăila (1.5%) and Sibiu (1.4%) (Figure 
9).

The analysis of the numerical proportion of the population in the localities where travel 
agencies are based at the county level in 2018 revealed the predominance of Bucharest 
Municipality (19.4%), followed by Constanța (4.7%), Iași (4.1%), Cluj (3.9%), Timiș (3.7%), 
Prahova (3.4%), Brașov (3.3%) and Galați (3.2%) counties. In the last places regarding 
the share of the tourist emitter volume, Harghita (0.7%), Sălaj (0.63%) and Giurgiu 
(0.61%) counties were situated (Figure 8). An assessment of the spatial dispersion of the 
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population from the localities where travel agencies are based revealed that the highest 
share was held by Ilfov (10.8%), Constanța (6.4%), Prahova (6.4%), Alba (4.3%), Timiș 
(3.7) and Brasov (3.7%) counties, whilst an assessment of the share of the population 
from the localities of the counties revealed that the highest share was held by Bucharest 
Municipality 47.1%), followed by Dolj (3.5%), Galați (2.6%), Iași (2.5%) and Brăila (2.2%) 
counties (Figure 9).

The analysis of value classes of the share of tourist emitter volume at the county level 
revealed that 64.20% of Romania’s counties have a very small emitter capacity, 19.10% 
have a small emitter capacity, 9.5% have a medium emitter capacity, whilst only 4.8% 
have a high emitter capacity (Constanța and Cluj counties) and 2.4% a very high capacity 
(Bucharest Municipality). A similar situation with some oscillations regarding the value 
of the share is revealed as well from the analysis of value classes of the share of travel 
agencies and population of the localities where the travel agencies are based for each 
county (Figures 8, 9). 

The analysis of the share of the tourist emitter volume in localities in 2018 revealed the 
predominance on Bucharest Municipality (26.3%), followed by Cluj Napoca (3.9%), Iași 
(3.3%), Brasov (3.29%), Constanța (3.24%), Timișoara (2.9%), Oradea (2.32%), Galați (2.3%), 
Craiova (2.2%), Ploiești (2.1%), Pitești (1.8%) and Sibiu (1.7%) localities (Figure 10).

Fig. 10. Distribution of the share of the tourist emitter volume at the county level in Romania

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019

The analysis of the total number of the population of the localities where travel agencies 
are based revealed the predominance on Bucharest Municipality (19.4%), followed by Iași 
(3.4%), Timisoara (3%), Cluj Napoca (2.9%), Constanța (2.8%), Galati (2.77%), Craiova 
(2.76%), Brașov (2.65%), Ploiesti (2.09%), Oradea (2.02%), Brăila (1.86%), Bacău (1.80%), 
Arad (1.6%), Pitești (1.59%) and Sibiu counties (1.54%) (Figure 10).
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The analysis of value classes of the share of the tourist emitter volume at the county level 
revealed that 64.20% of Romania’s localities have a very small emitter capacity, 19.10% 
have a small emitter capacity, 9.5% have a medium emitter capacity, whilst only 4.8% 
have a high emitter capacity (Constanța and Cluj localities) and 2.4% a very high emitter 
capacity (Bucharest Municipality). A similar situation with some oscillations regarding 
the value of the share reveals from the value classes analyses of the share of the travel 
agencies, the analysis of the travel agencies related to the number of the localities, the 
analysis of the number of the localities were travel agencies are based for each county 
(Figure 10).

discussion	
The analysis of the capacity of the tourist emitter / reception centers indicates a high 
concentration of the emitter capacity (52.1% of the total volume of the tourist, at the level 
of the first 10 centers), compared with the reception capacity which is the most dispersed 
(47.8% of the total volume of tourist reception is concentrated in the first 10 centers).

The analysis of the spatial distribution of the tourist emitter centers indicates the existence 
of a relatively uniform distribution at the level of development regions, so that each region 
is represented by at least one tourist emitter center ranked in the list (top 10). From the 
distribution of the tourist emitter centers at the county level, a situation similar to that 
existent at the level of development regions emerges, with each county being represented 
in terms of tourist emitter at least at the level of the municipality (Figure 11).

Fig. 11. Spatial distribution of the tourist emitter-reception centers from Romania

Data sources: National Institute of Statistics, 2019; Ministry of Tourism, 2019
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The analysis of the spatial distribution of the tourist centers shows a non-uniform distribution 
at the level of the development regions and at the level of the counties such as Gorj, Olt, 
Teleorman, Giurgiu, Călărași, Ialomița, Buzău, Vrancea, Vaslui și Sălaj, but they are not 
represented by large tourist destinations, while other counties have real agglomerations 
of tourist destination centers (Braşov, Constanţa, Mureş Vâlcea și Suceava) (Figure 11).

Bucharest Municipality is the most important emitter center (26.3% of the total emitter 
capacity at national level) and tourist destination (12.6% of the total capacity of tourist 
reception at national level). Tourist emitter is realized by the major urban centers (Cluj-
Napoca, Iași, Brașov, Timișoara, Oradea, Galați, Craiova, Ploiești, Pitești), whilst tourist 
destinations are represented by both the major urban centers and some famous resorts: 
Mangalia, Sinaia, Băile-Felix – Băile 1 Mai and Eforie Nord (Figure 11).

The analysis of the tourist emitter and destination centers in relation to one another 
showed some spatial uniformity in terms of emitter centers, whilst the analysis of the 
tourist destination centers highlights the existence of some concentrations of which two 
are defining for Romanian tourism, namely the concentration on Prahova valley focused 
on mountain tourism and winter sports and on the Romanian Black Sea focused on sun 
and sea tourism. 

conclusions	
In the last period, the accentuated globalization that humanity is facing currently has made 
tourism to be the main purpose of population migration. This is also felt in the data on the 
tourist infrastructure, accommodation capacity, number of tourist arrivals and overnight 
stays in Romania, which are on a continuous ascending slope since 2008 and until now. 
Taking into account this phenomenon, the importance of a study regarding the analysis 
and ranking of the tourist emission and reception centers in Romania is even greater. 
However, identifying and explaining spatial relationships from the emitter centers and 
tourist destination is a delicate operation implying many unknown factors. However, we 
tried to capture some defining aspects in the shaping of the spatial relationships from the 
two categories of centers (capacity of tourist emitter/reception, localization on development 
regions and counties level and their location relation to each other. The analyses carried 
out thus highlighted the fact that tourist flows are concentrated in areas with rich natural 
resources (mountains, sea or thermal waters) and in areas of large cities (especially the 
country's capital - Bucharest), while areas that do not have special natural resources or 
large cities register few tourists. At the same time, the big cities of Romania stand out as 
the main tourist emitter centers. This being said and considering the strong tourist vocation 
of this country, based on the natural beauty and cultural richness, Romanian tourism has all 
the prerequisites to grow and to individualize as one of the main engines of the economy.
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