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Abstract

Tourist activities related to a certain destination should be carried out as part of a balanced
relationship between tourist demand and tourist offer, which can be determined based on
specific indicators. In this respect, two specific indicators were applied — one belonging to
the tourist demand and the other one belonging to the tourist offer — in order to see the level
of the development of tourism in the territorial administrative units in Bragsov County, many
of these being well established tourist destinations or potential ones. The results showed the
existence of six categories (of the nine possible in theory) in which the tourist destinations
in the Brasov county fall depending on the level of development of tourism demand and
tourism offer as well as on the existence of a strong concentration of tourism in certain
localities in the county. Also, depending on the categorization of each locality, a few
strategic approaches have been presented in which some future directions of development

Key words:
tourist destination,
tourist demand,
tourist offer,
specific indicators,
Brasov
JEL Codes:
L83

have been outlined.

1. INTRODUCTION

Brasov County, located in the central part of the
country, is a major tourist destination in Romania,
ranking second in the country after Constanta County in
terms of tourist accommodation offer and third in terms
of tourist traffic (after Bucharest and Constanta County).
This county can be considered a heterogeneous
destination, being in turn composed of a series of other
tourist destinations with well-defined profiles: winter
sports (mountain resorts: Poiana Brasov, Predeal,
Résnov), cultural and historical tourism (Bragov, Bran ,
Résnov, Fagaras), rural tourism (Moieciu, Fundata,
Bran, Harman), ecotourism (Zarnesti - Piatra Craiului)
etc.

The special extension of tourism activity has been
determined here by many factors. First of all the natural
tourism potential, consisting in the greatness and the rich
diversity of the landscape, as well as the cultural and
historical heritage, made up of various sights with a
certain tourist value. Another factor is the fact that
Brasov county is part of a vast territory benefiting from a
rich tourist interest in the immediate vicinity (or even a
part of it) of other areas with a major tourist flows:
Prahova Valley, Bran-Rucar Corridor, surroundings of

30

Sibiu and Olt River Basin, upper Olt River basin that
includes many spa resorts (Covasna, Tusnad, Malnas
etc.).

Rivers, lakes and marshes enrich the tourist
attraction of the natural landscape, diversifying
consequently the tourist offer (recreation, fishing, photo
safari, and hunting activities). The mountain massifs
(Fagaras, Piatra Craiului, Postavarul, and Piatra Mare)
and the valleys (Timis, Tarlung, and Olt) also absorb
significant tourist flows.

The aim of this research is to apply two specific
indicators at the level of the localities in Brasov County,
in order to identify the current level of sustainable tourism
development at this destination, both in terms of tourist
demand (tourist traffic) and tourist offer (accommodation
offer), which should satisfy the specific needs of the
county, as a destination with a pronounced
heterogeneous character. We consider these two
indicators to be relevant for establishing the level of
development of sustainable tourism and also to show the
level of the tourist function in each locality of Brasov
County. Based on the values of these indicators, the
main types of tourist destinations and the problems they
face in terms of the development level of the tourism
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sector will be determined, as well as a number of future
directions for development.

2. APPLIED METHODOLOGY

In the present paper we intend to carry out an
analysis of the tourist activity from the point of view of the
relation between tourist offer and tourist demand related
to a certain destination, by studying in parallel two
relevant indicators:

o density of accommodation capacity or the
tourist function - Dac (R. Minciu, Economia
turismului, 2000, p. 46) which defines
synthetically the concentration of the tourist
offer

o intensity of tourist flows — It, an indicator which
is of tourist demand.

Density of accommodation capacity (the tourist
function) is the expression of the relative size of the offer
(R. Baretje, P. Defert, 1972, p. 48-49). The indicator
characterizes the degree of tourism development of a
destination / locality, being dependent on the capacity of
the accommodation facilities and the permanent
population of that destination and is determined
according to the following formula:

Dac = (Ax 100)/P (1), where:

A = Number of bed-places in accommodation
establishments in the locality.

P = Population residing in the locality / tourist
destination.

Should tourist activity is pushed beyond certain limits,
then negative effects on the natural and social
environment, as well as deterioration in the quality of the
services offered, may be recorded. It should be borne in
mind that in all cases there is a threshold of
supportability, saturation point acting like a deal breaker.
Exceeding the degree of saturation determines the
degradation of the destination in terms of lack of
attractiveness or poor infrastructure.

"in the Romanian literature is used the following concept densitaty
of tourist flows (R. Minciu, 2000).

Tourist intensity' is an indicator that provides
information on the degree of tourist demand of an area
and implicitly generates recommendations on the
measures to be taken to cover the needs of the tourists
so as not to affect the quality of life and the activity of the
residents, respectively the ecological balance of the
area. It is calculated by the following formula:

Ti=(0s x 1000)/P  (2), where:

Os= the number of overnight stays in the tourist
accommodation establishments with the functions
of the tourist locality / destination.

P = Population residing in the locality / tourist
destination.

Exceeding an optimal ratio between the overnight
stays and the local population can cause discomfort,
stress and lead to crowded parking lots, crowded
accommodations, crowded restaurants and public
transport means, traffic jams and so on. Exceeding the
support capacity may lead to a negative reaction by the
local population, that perceives that certain cultural
values and economic interests are threatened, and an
increased insecurity of people and goods.

Finally, the two indicators will be combined to give a
matrix representation by defining three levels for each
indicator: low, medium and high tourist demand for the
Ti indicator and poor, medium and high tourist offer for
the Dac indicator, resulting, thus nine categories that
characterize the relationship between tourist demand
and tourist offer related to a certain destination.

3. RESULTS OF RESEARCH

This system of analysis based on the link between
tourism demand and tourism offer will be applied at the
level of Brasov County, the two indicators being
presumably calculated for each of the 58 localities of the
county. However, only 41 (4 municipalities, 6 towns and
31 communes), representing 70.7% of the total number
of territorial administrative units, have a registered tourist
activity over the past 7 years (as shown in Table no. 1).
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Table no. 1. Evolution of specific indicators for tourism demand and tourism offer, in some localities of Bragov

County (2010-2016)

Item | Locality/Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
no.

1 Brasov Dac 2.52 2.55 2.89 3.32 3.30 3.43 3.45

(Municipality) | Ti 1868.47 | 2307.78 | 2508.70 2819.43 297414 | 352120 | 3752.11

2 Fagaras Dac 0.32 0.39 0.45 0.46 0.48 047 0.48

(Municipality) | Ti 163.59 240.59 240.26 257.22 286.09 439.90 378.67

3 Séacele Dac 1.78 2.02 2.68 2.65 2.58 3.03 2.83

(Municipality) | Ti 1357.39 | 2056.53 | 2144.27 2022.18 2269.54 | 2484.18 | 2344.02

4 Codlea Dac 0.18 0.12 0.32 0.27 0.34 0.33 0.29

(Municipality) | Ti 42.05 70.26 101.26 166.34 231.65 133.51 154.43

5 Zamesti Dac 2.28 3.12 3.41 3.57 3.76 4,58 457

(Town) Ti 1728.55 | 1849.98 | 2218.85 3167.39 2959.84 | 3147.30 | 3173.25

6 Ragnov Dac 1.63 2.62 3.74 5.67 6.92 8.19 7.11

(Town) Ti 1016.06 | 1048.38 | 1252.47 1942.76 2238.15 | 2483.36 | 2830.88

7 Victoria Dac 0.64 0.65 0.66

(Town) Ti 13.27 70.00 91.60

8 Rupea Dac 2.04 244 2.46 2.61 2.62 2.64 2.66

(Town) Ti 1574.93 | 2001.58 | 1755.26 1870.64 212354 | 2565.71 | 2199.38

9 Ghimbav Dac 0.54 0.53 0.53 1.02 1.01 1.00 0.99

(Town) Ti 393.83 857.29 170.84 306.66 438.43 483.49 281.03

10 | Predeal Dac 62.40 68.09 71.05 88.39 90.77 101.73 102.22

(Town) Ti | 41206.50 | 48923.08 | 52548.47 | 58326.73 | 58829.67 | 71558.64 | 76670.47

11 | Bran Dac 38.54 33.59 46.37 50.08 52.28 56.86 54.07

Ti | 16405.73 | 20409.27 | 20551.67 | 26210.90 | 26091.01 | 25318.70 | 24979.66

12 | Bunesti Dac 1.04 0.30 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.72 1.94

Ti 130.67 53.09 329.43 636.54 936.89 | 1269.39 | 1782.29

13 | Cristian Dac 0.37 0.63 113 0.59 0.99 1.26 1.24

Ti 106.85 300.60 406.43 321.58 314.96 620.79 | 1091.13

14 | Dragus Dac 2.41 4.61 4.56 7.08

Ti 608.70 1843.32 | 137044 | 3663.34

15 | Dumbrdvita | Dac 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.29

Ti 50.35 54.68 57.70 45.39 12.00 48.08

16 | Feldioara Dac 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18

Ti 81.06 96.06 69.76 78.23

17 | Fundata Dac 18.74 26.79 48.59 95.72 98.46 111.52 112.74

Ti 4892.57 | 9776.19 | 35060.27 | 104698.11 | 69223.36 | 64868.35 | 97243.31

18 | Halchiu Dac 0.66 0.65 0.38 0.37

Ti 74.07 19.09 3.18 62.33 128.80

19 | Harman Dac 0.88 1.32 1.07 1.08 1.40 1.36 1.32

Ti 706.22 | 1038.72 792.75 1348.87 91160 | 2018.69 | 1458.00

20 | Hirseni Dac 1.24 1.25 1.47 142

Ti 144.38 192.15 381.95 159.81

21 | Hoghiz Dac 0.38 0.38 0.46 1.23 1.22

Ti 29.91 4.54 10.46 200.15 87.15 332.44

22 | Homorod Dac 1.23 1.24

Ti 45.91 332.05

23 | Jibert Dac 0.74 0.73

Ti 16.17 4351

24 | Lisa Dac 2.02 2.66 2.66 2.63 2.64 2.65 2.65

Ti 169.75 430.16 573.73 323.85 25.90 723.20

25 | Maierus Dac 1.24 2.78 2.70 1.15 1.14 1.13 1.12

Ti 1433.68 | 2337.91 | 3499.19 2608.17 1345.17 | 1074.54 901.90

26 | Moeciu Dac 26.86 32.19 55.29 58.87 61.25 65.87 63.87

T | 11417.47 | 13661.16 | 22241.65 | 26147.75 | 24432.23 | 26854.76 | 34376.71

27 | Poiana Dac 0.41 0.70 0.71 0.30 0.89 1.77 2.91

Marului Ti 132.13 67.49 99.59 69.25 906.62 939.96 | 2139.21

28 | Prejmer Dac 0.36 0.36 0.49 0.61 0.60 0.61 0.60

Ti 69.71 141.82 261.92 155.89 233.91 166.74 333.68

29 | Recea Dac 1.67 1.67 1.21 2.14 2.14 2.11 2.09

Ti 305.86 213.67 283.17 717.75 860.24 869.66 836.51
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ltem | Locality/Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
no.
30 | Sambatade | Da 7.33 6.66 551 17.03 1940 | 27.71 3314
Sus T | 457498 | 305774 | 253501 | 313355 | 393056 | 911864 | 10214.15
31 | Sanpetru Dac 150 142 136 223 213 3.04 252
T, | 1319.35 | 113811 | 101577 | 147557 | 1766.35 | 266501 | 2417.12
32 | Sercaia Dac 103 144 213 212
T, 3315 | 20850 | 25335 | 342.00
33 | Sinca Dac 017 017 797 334 4.02 477
T, 630 | 9505 5164 | 61483 | 546.86 | 74550
34 | SincaNoud | Do 0.62 0.63
T, 25280 | 645.99
35 | Soars Dac 1.11
T, | 13841
36 | Tarungeni | Dac 2,01 126 457 461 454 477 5.04
T, 858.40 | 116346 | 141887 | 183147 | 180561 | 2486.96 | 2187.69
37 | Telu Dac 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.34 0.34
T, 478 | 4644 2015 4888 | 6278 | 9915
38 | Ucea Dac 0.25
T, | 3259 | 9915
39 | Vama Dac 017 0.63 0.64 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.62
Buzaului Ti 1446 | 11255 | 12.71 69.44 .| 10093
40 | Vistea Dac 1.07 1.08
T, 95.45
41 | Vulcan Dac 017 047 0.16 0.16 0.42
T, 3459 | 4631 18895 84.73
COUNTY | Da 2.67 2.83 3.45 4.06 415 454 4.49
TOTAL T. | 172066 | 2118.59 | 2365.61 | 2788.33 | 2829.11 | 3268.55 | 3505.16

Source: National Institute of Statistics, Tempo on-line database (http:/statistici.insse.ro/shop/) — processed data;
...—no data available

A particular aspect is given by the fact that there is
no continuous data for all localities during the studied
period. The best represented in terms of statistics are the
localities in the urban area, but also many localities in
rural areas, especially in the last period (2015-2016). In
these recent years, several accommodation units have
been created in territorial administrative units which in
the past did not have such structures (Homorod, Jibert,
Sercaia, Sinca Noud, Soars, Vistea, Victoria).

For mapping purposes (please refer to Figures 1-3),
was used data from the last year of the analysis (2016)
for which 39 localities in the county have a relevant
tourist function and statistically reported tourist traffic.
However, a special case was represented by the
localities of Lisa and Dumbravita, where the available
data were not complete; only Dac for Dumbravita and Ti
for Lisa could be calculated. Therefore, in order to have
a whole picture, our analysis was limited to 37 localities
in the county, excluding these two localities as well.

The density of accommodation capacity (the tourist
function) expresses the extent to which the
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local tourist heritage is economically valued by direct
investment.

In order to be able to more accurately assess the
level of the tourist destinations in the Brasov county, it
should be said that for this indicator in 2015, the average
for the European Union was of 6.13 bed-places per 100
inhabitants, higher values being recorded in Croatia
(22.21), Austria (11.58), Greece (11.46), Luxembourg
(11.37), Cyprus (10.08) or Malta (9.99), while Romania
is on the last place in the European Union with only 1.64
bed-places per 100 inhabitants
(http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat - processed data). By
comparison, the average in Brasov County is about 4.5
— much higher than the national average, but still below
the European average.

For the analysis of this indicator, the intervals have
been established using as a baseline the national
average (approximately 1.6) and the double of the
European average (approximately 12).
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Figure no. 1. Density of accommodation capacity (D.c) for the localities of Brasov County in 2016
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As it can be seen in the above map (Figure no. 1),
most of the accommodation units are concentrated in the
southern part of Brasov county, in the mountain area,
where the three tourist resorts of national interest
(Predeal, Réasnov, Poiana Bragov - the last belonging
from the administrative point of view to the Municipality
of Brasov), the four local tourist resorts (Bran, Moieciu,
Timisu de Sus and Paraul Rece - the last two belonging
from the administrative point of view to the City of
Predeal), but also other important tourist localities:
Fundata (that is particularly spectacular in terms of
natural setting), Sambata de Sus (renowned for the
religious Orthodox religious ensemble it houses) are.
Also, high values of the indicator are recorded in the
Municipality of Bragov (capital of the county that shelters
numerous cultural heritage attractions), Dragus (with
special ethnographic values), Zarnesti (an ecotourism
destination recognized by the Ministry of Tourism),
Sinca, Tarlungeni etc.

The intensity of tourist flows provides information on
the degree of demand for a particular tourist destination.
As mentioned above, the indicator is calculated by
reporting the number of overnight stays in
accommodation establishments within the destination to
the number of inhabitants.
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In order to assess the level of this indicator for the
localities in Bragov County, it should be said that, in
2015, the average for the European Union was 5,475.2
overnights per 1,000 inhabitants. Higher values were
recorded in countries where mass tourism is developed:
Malta (20,764.9), Croatia (16,883.7), Cyprus (15,790.7),
Austria (13,218.6), Greece (9,082.5), or Spain (9,090.0).
As well as for this indicator, Romania ranks last in the
European Union with only 1,179.9 overnights per 1,000
inhabitants. By comparison, in the county of Bragov, the
indicator has a value of approximately 3,500 overnights
per 1,000 inhabitants ( http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat -
processed data), almost triple compared to the national
average, but below the European average.

The intervals for which this indicator has been
analyzed have been established using the national
average as a baseline (about 1,200 overnights per 1,000
inhabitants) and the double of the European average
(about 11,000 overnights per 1,000 inhabitants).
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Figure 2. Intensity of tourist flows (T;) for the localities of Bragsov County in 2016
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From the data available for 2016, it is clear that there
are situations where the intensity of tourist flows is very
high, exceeding several times the European average
(5,475.2 ovemights per 1,000 inhabitants). There are
three emblematic localities, representative of rural
tourism and agro tourism, namely Fundata (17.7 times
the European average of the value of the indicator),
Moieciu (6.3 times the value of the indicator), Bran (5.5
times of the value of the indicator), plus City of Predeal
(14 times of the value of the indicator), which is the urban
locality located at the highest altitude in the country,
respectively at 1100 m. However, overall, low values are
dominant and this stands as a proof that the tourist
demand for most of the localities in Bragov County is still
low. A low value of the indicator stands for a poor
valorisation of the area from the tourist point of view, and
in this case measures for increasing the demand should
be taken: increasing the quality and diversity of tourism
products, along with a more active and a continuous
promotion.

On the other hand, a very high value can generate
disturbances in the life and activity of residents and
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environmental issues as well (related to air pollution,
water quality, high noise, visual pollution etc.). A very
high intensity of tourist flows can lead to a decrease in
the quality of services provided in accommodation units
and public food facilities. This aspect has negative
effects in terms of tourist attractiveness of the
destination.

With the identification of the value of the two
indicators for each locality, one can see the place they
occupy within the tourist market at the county level,
identifying categories by which the tourist destinations in
the county are grouped, for which some strategic
directions can be drawn for local public authorities to

apply.

Thus, by combining the two components of the tourist
market, the localities in Bragov County could be grouped
into the following categories:
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Table 2. Establishing the threshold (limits) of the indicators T; and D, for localities in Bragsov County

Intensity of tourist flows
Low tourist Medium tourist High tourist
demand demand demand,
(Ti < 1200) (1200 < Ti < 11000) (Ti > 11000)
Poor tourist offer (Dac < 1.6) A D G

S £ 2 | Medium accommodation offer

ZET | (16<Dws12) B E H

S 3 § Rich accommodation offer (Dac

R V) C F |

Source: the work of the authors

Table 3. Distribution of localities in Brasov County according to the relationship between tourist offer and
tourist demand between 2010 and 2016

Iltem | Locality 2010 | 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
no.
1. Brasov (Municipality) E E E E E E E
2, Fagaras Municipality) A A A A A A A
3. Sacele (Municipality) E E E E E E E
4. Codlea (Municipality) A A A A A A A
5. Zamesti (City) E E E E E E E
6. Rasnov (City) B B E E E E E
7. Victoria (City) A A A
8. Rupea (City) E E E E E E E
9. Ghimbav (City) A A A A A A A
10. Predeal (City) I I I | | | |
11. Bran I I I | | | |
12. Bunesti A A A A A E E
13. Cristian A A A A A A A
14. Dragus B E E E
15. Dumbravita A A A A A
16. Feldioara A A A A
17. Fundata G G I I I I |
18. Halchiu A A A A A
19. Harman A A A D A D D
20. Hirseni A A A A
21. Hoghiz A A A A A A
22. Homorod A A
23. Jibert A A
24. Lisa B B B B B B
25. Maierus D E E D D A A
26. Moeciu I I I | | I |
27. Poiana Marului A A A A A B E
28. Prejmer A A A A A A A
29. Recea B B A B B B B
30. Sambata de Sus E E E F F F F
31. Sénpetru D A A E E E E
32. Sercaia A A B B
33. Sinca A A B B B B
34. Sinca Noua A A
35. Soars A
36. Tarlungeni B A E E E E E
37. Teliu A A A A A A
38. Ucea A A
39. Vama Buzaului A A A A A A A
40. Vistea A A
4. Vulcan A A A A A

County Total E E E E E E E

Source: the work of the authors;
Note: Cells left blank mean that there was no data available to be included in the calculation for that item
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Figure 3. The territorial administrative units in Brasov County from the point of view of the relationship between
tourist offer and tourist demand in 2016
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Category A - poor localities both in terms of
accommodation offer and tourist demand. The reasons
for this situation could be: the lack of a significant tourist
patrimony in terms of number and value of items (this
statement is only partly true: of the 19 localities found in
this category, 13 are recognized as having a tourism
resource concentration according to the PATN Section
VIl "Areas with Tourism Resources"), the lack of cultural
and artistic events, the absence of niche tourist activities
etc. At the same time, within this category can also fall
localities that although have a valuable tourist potential
it is poorly exploited by a small number of
accommodation units (e.g.: Prejmer, Codlea, Fagaras,
Cristian, Feldioara, Homorod, Sinca Noua). In total, in
this category, in 2016, there were 19 localities in the
county of Bragov.

In this case, the strategy will be geared to
stimulating both components of the tourism market. In
the first stage, the factors responsible for tourism
development will focus on improving, capitalizing on and
preserving existing attractions, developing new
objectives, creating / rehabilitating tourism infrastructure,
increasing the quality of services provided, improving
access and informing tourists. Of particular importance
for the development of tourism has been the valorisation
of the existing tourist attractions and the development of
new attractions to meet current market trends and,
depending on the particularity of each location, the
options could include the following: setting up new
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museums and bringing old ones to modern standards of
presentation and interpretation, the creation of new
recreational areas, the rehabilitation and introduction of
historical areas in the tourist circuit, the rehabilitation of
green areas, the set-up and administration of pedestrian
and bicycle routes, the promotion of the tourist
attractions in the neighbouring villages, to which they
can organize one-day trips.

These could represent a stimulating factor for private
investors, who will also work on developing tourist
infrastructure for providing accommodation, food and
entertainment facilities.

Once the tourist offer has been ensured, demand
should also be stimulated through promotional activities.

Categories B and C — are localities which feature a
medium and high-level accommodation offer, but are
poorly exploited in terms of tourism. Category B includes
four localities: Sinca, Sercaia, Lisa, Recea. No locality in
Brasov County is classified under category C (see Table
3).

The recommended tourism development strategies
for these categories should focus primarily on those
elements that have a strong impact on demand:
aggressive promotion, image improvement, strong
branding, and ease of accessibility.

Categories D and G - are localities which feature a
medium and high demand, respectively, but the tourist
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accommodations offer still does not reach the expected
level. From the point of view of potential tourist demand,
this is often the case in many mountainous localities that
have high nature value tourism resources and natural
landscapes, but which due to poor infrastructure can not
attract important tourists. However, in 2016, from the
point of view of the real tourist demand, the only locality
in the county belonging to the D category is the
commune of Harman (Contrary to this, according to
PATN, Harman commune is found in PATN as having a
large concentration of tourism resources (a great tourist
offer!), and in category G no locality was found.

In this situation, the development strategy will focus
on solving those neuralgic points where the offer is
deficient: building new accommodation structures,
improving the offer of restaurants and of recreational
activities efc.

Category E - localities where both accommodation
offer and tourism demand are at medium level. Within
this category fall important tourist localities, where
tourism is an important branch of the local economy, but
where there is still potential for growth (Brasov and
Sacele municipalities, Rasnov, Zarnesti, Rupea, Dragus,
Tarlungeni, Poiana Marului communes etc.). This
category represents fairly stable tourist destinations,
where there is a chance of diversification and
development of local tourism. In total, 10 localities in
Bragov County were included in this category in 2016

Category F - localities with rich tourist
accommodation offer and medium tourist demand. The
only locality in this county that is included in this category
is Sambata de Sus. This is a situation that should be
emulated by the other localities: the existence of a
sufficient number of accommodation units and of high
tourist flows, but without exceeding the area's support
capacity. In this case, those responsible for the tourist
development of the destination must act to preserve the
competitive advantages and also have to pay attention
to the trends existing on the market.

Categories H and | - localities with medium and high
tourist accommodation offer and high tourist demand. In
2016, there was no locality in category H, while in
category | there were only 4 localities. These are
localities in which the tourist function is important for the
local economy (Predeal, Bran, Moieciu, Fundata), but
where there is still the risk that the tourist demand
exceeds or has even exceeded the limit of supportability,
as the massive flows of tourists become troublesome for
the remaining host population that represents a minority.
In some cases attempts to restrict demand (tourist taxes,
higher accommodation prices, parking restrictions etc.)
may prove to be unsuccessful, as tourists can choose to
visit the surrounding areas and visit the city without
incurring too  much spending (Popescu, 2004).
Therefore, development strategies should also be based
on the tourism offer. Thus, a proper organization of
tourist services, with emphasis on zoning, dispersion of
tourist flows and other objectives and even localities,
targeted promotion, involvement of private networks efc.
could stimulate the much desired tourist market.

In addition to these categories, there are still
several localities, some with important tourist resources
(such as: Beclean, Cata, Crizbav, Voila), which have
neither registered tourist accommodation units nor
tourist flows. A total of 20 such localities were found in
this situation in 2016 (please refer to Figure 4). At the
same time, there is the possibility that in these localities
there are unofficial tourist structures and / or structures
that are not found in the official records of the Bragov
County Statistics Division, so there is no officially
reported tourism in the area. For example, Comana and
Voila are not in the records of Brasov County Statistics
Division as having accommodation units. Instead,
according to the Ministry of Tourism database on the list
of classified accommodation structures (available at
http://turism.gov.ro/web/autorizare-turism/) in the two
communes there are three guest houses.

Figure 4. Distribution of the total number of localities in Brasov County by categories according to the
relationship between tourist offer and tourist demand
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All these presented categories reflect the fact that
there is no balanced distribution of the tourist industry on
the area of Brasov County. Therefore, there are obvious
local disparities highlighted by the fact that some
localities, especially economically developed urban
areas and those with well-diversified tourist
infrastructure, are well positioned while many localities
have failed to make tourism a basic sector for the local
economy. Thus, in 2016, 22 localities registered a low
tourist demand (categories A-B), representing 38% of
the total number of localities in the county of Brasov. A
medium and high tourist demand (categories D-I) was
registered only in 16 localities, namely 27.5% of the total
number of localities in Brasov County; in other words,
there is obviously a concentration of tourist demand in
these 16 localities, most notably in four of them.

From another perspective, we can also analyze the
degree of concentration of the offer, in our case with
strict reference to the accommodation capacity. From
this point of view, most localities (20) are characterized
by a low offer (categories A and D), while a medium offer
(categories B and E) is found in 13 localities; only four
localities in Brasov County have a high offer (categories
F and I) according to our analysis. However, it should be
recognized that in this paper only a part of the tourist
offer is taken into account (the accommodation supply).
A more comprehensive hierarchy of tourist offer can be
found in the "National Territorial Planning Plan" -

"PATN  Section VII" "Areas with Tourist
Resources", where Bragov County is found to include 42
territorial administrative units with "high and very high
concentration of natural and anthropic resources ",
namely 9 with very high concentration, and the
remaining 33 with a high concentration of tourism
resources. However, in this case, given that there is no
correlation with the tourist demand (PATN does not take
into account the registered tourist demand!), PATN can
not constitute a reference for our analysis. For example,
in the PATN, the localities of Predeal, Fundata and
Moeciu (which, as a result of our analysis, have proven
to have both a high demand and a high tourist offer),
have a lower rank (they only feature a "high tourist
concentration" according to PATN), as compared to
Sacele, Prejmer, Zarnesti, Rupea, Rasnov, Sambata de
Sus (which have a "very high tourist concentration"
according to PATN). From this point of view, PATN has
some limitations.

Another aspect to be taken into account is that our
analysis (mainly in the cartographic representation) is
largely based on the last year for which data are
available. However, the evolution of categories between
2010 and 2016 period was presented (please refer to
Table 3) and in this respect it is important to note that out
of the 41 localities, 12 localities have experienced at
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least one change of category. These are Bunesti,
Dragus, Fundata, Harman, Maierus, Poiana Marului,
Recea, Sdmbata de Sus, Sanpetru, Sercaia, Sinca, and
Tarlungeni. Therefore, this feature shows the dynamics
of tourism activity over the last seven years and
demonstrates that tourism as an activity is undergoing a
constant progress.

CONCLUSIONS

Tourism has a huge potential for the development of
a destination. In general, stakeholders have identified
this opportunity and have decided to become involved in
the development of this industry, while maintaining a
balance between the needs of tourists and those of the
local population.

As far as it is properly planned, well developed and

driven, tourism can have a positive impact bringing
significant economic, social and cultural benefits to
communities.
If initially the tourism industry was considered an activity
with lower environmental impact, in reality many first-
class tourist destinations have suffered numerous
degradations.

Overexploitation of natural and cultural resources
creates the risk of a chaotic development, causing many
problems, such as increasing building density,
urbanization of the countryside, excessive demand for
sights from visitors, too much noise, atmospheric
pollution, overexploitation of water supply networks, of
the sewerage system, lack of effective protection
measures etc. - hazards that can affect the tourist value
of the destination, can give way to a qualitative and
quantitative restriction of the available resources and
even to the disappearance of the tourist sights. This
damages the environment and causes the
disappearance of the tourist destination and of the
subsequent future development opportunities.

Also, the negative effects tourism can have on a
destination include the changing of the way of life of the
locals, the loss of cultural values, the generalized
increase in prices, and the increase of regional
disparities and so on.

Therefore, the stage of tourism development of a
destination should be carefully identified, in order to take
the necessary measures to maximize positive effects
and minimize negative impacts. Correctly identifying the
relationship between tourism offer and tourism demand
is a first starting point in drawing up future tourism
development strategies. This paper has been a model in
this respect, in the case of the localities of Bragov
County, which determined the level of development of
tourism demand and tourism offer.

Moreover, we have identified the situations in which
tourist demand should be stimulated by promotional



Knowledge Horizons - Economics
Volume 9, No. 3, pp. 30-40, © 2017 Pro Universitaria

activities, situations in which a wide range of activities
are needed to reduce tourist seasonality for a more
balanced distribution of tourist flows, situations in which
the exceeding of a certain supportability threshold leads
to degradation and loss of tourist attractiveness on the
medium and long run, situations in which new customer
segments should be attracted, and niches would be
targeted as well, situations in which tourist flows should
be directed to other nearby areas to prevent
overcrowding or situations in which the tourist
accommodation offer should be enhanced and so on.

In addition, regardless of the category of the tourist
destination, we believe that more interest should be
given to the following aspects:

o a careful planning of tourist activities;

o the diversification of tourism activities through
actions that reduce pollution and ensure a
clean natural environment, which is much
appreciated by tourists. Also, reducing the
negative effects that tourism can produce on a
destination include changing the way of life of
locals, and losing cultural values. This will result
in greater interest in preserving the quality of
the local environment and in preserving the
cultural identity of the locals;

e the conservation of the material and non-
material cultural heritage existing at the local
level. Often tourists seek to learn the traditions
and customs specific to an ethnographic
region, and the host community is thus
encouraged to revive folk traditions, to
conserve and to preserve the local architecture;

o the creation of local brands that should
capitalize on a specific resource or economic or
cultural activity that exists at a local level,
regardless if the locality is an urban or a rural
one;

o the application of a sustainable marketing
activity, where the requirements of potential
customers play the most important role and
more active planning and promotion.
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