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Abstract: Consumer behavior plays an important role in establishing the marketing strategies of
a tourism destination. Analysis of traveling motivation offers valuable information regarding the
characteristics and trends of tourism demand. In this context, the aim of this paper is to determine
tourists’ preferences regarding rural tourism destinations. To achieve the purpose of the paper, a
survey was conducted among tourists from rural areas of Cluj County. The data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics and statistical tests were applied to determine if there were any significant
differences among different groups. The results revealed that the respondents prefer to travel in
small groups, especially during summer. They are concerned about the security and safety of the
destination, and the price also plays an important role in choosing a tourism destination. Cultural
attractions and adventure tourism possibilities are more appreciated by younger respondents. Future
research should focus on post-pandemic tourist behavior and new tourist products should be
developed to fulfill tourists’ expectations.

Keywords: tourists’ behavior; rural destinations; tourists’ expectations

1. Introduction

The issue of preferences, as a non-economic determinant for tourism development
that can lead to a higher number of tourists and to an increase regarding tourism receipts,
was not been frequently tackled in literature on tourism demand until the mid-1990s, as
most of the studies had been focusing on tourism’s economic determinants. Tourism-
related scientific literature undoubtedly shows that studying tourists’ preferences can
contribute to tourism development [1]. Consumer behavior in tourism literature plays
an important role in determining the extent to which tourism preferences can manifest.
First of all, the importance of tourism and travel motivations have been identified as the
starting points for pinpointing and studying preferences as variables in tourist behavior.
Scientific literature reveals different types of motivations and behaviors, depending on
the type of tourism practiced (conventional or rural). For the conventional tourist, the
motivations can be socio-psychological (escape from the routine, self-exploration and
evaluation, relaxation, prestige, regression, the improvement of family relationships and
the facilitation of social relations) and cultural (novelty and education), whereas for rural
tourists, motivations can be a variant of the motivations of general tourists and are strictly
related to nature, culture and the environment (contact with nature; rest and tranquility;
purity of air and water; open spaces and a healthy environment; gastronomy; agricultural
activities; discovering another culture; the kindness and hospitality of the local population;
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contact with architectural, ethnographic and material heritage; and the opportunity to
“travel to the past” while enjoying the comforts of the present) [2]. As tourists’ motivation
and behavior can be different depending on the form of tourism practiced, it can be implied
that the form of tourism and its perceived attractiveness can be identified as criteria for
studying tourist preferences. As some authors show, family and friends’ behavior and
experiences can be a strong influence in tourist behavior, motivation and satisfaction [3].
The criteria on how tourism is practiced regarding companionship (friends, family and
children) can be identified as an issue of interest in the study of consumer preferences in
tourism. Studies show that the issue of authenticity in tourist experiences is becoming
increasingly important regarding tourist behavior and tourist motivation, with a special
focus on existential authenticity which can be an alternative source in tourism, regardless of
whether the toured objects are authentic or not. This concept can be looked upon from two
different angles: intrapersonal and interpersonal—implying that existential authenticity can
contribute to a greater variety of tourist experiences and explain the authenticity-seeking
model in tourism [4]. The author suggests there is an ascending tendency for tourism to be
regarded as a lifestyle feature that is more effortless and spontaneous, rather than serious,
practical or even romantic, enabling people to escape more easily from their daily lives [4].
Thus, the planning or lack of it in travel decision-making is an important issue in studying
tourist preferences. One of the goals regarding tourism development should be reaching
sustainable tourism as it is defined in the scientific literature: a form of tourism that has the
ability to generate external benefits from the environment, contributing to environmental
protection and conservation, while ensuring a constant rational and symbiotic relationship
with the environment. Sustainable tourism can be developed through sharing experiences,
ideas and resources within social systems from the bottom up with the regional scale being
recognized as appropriate for the implementation of local participative actions aimed at
the sustainable development of destinations [5]. However, in order to build sustainable
tourism destinations, it is essential to identify the consumers’ preferences when it comes to
travelling, accommodation, food, souvenirs and other types of expenditures necessary for
a satisfying voyage.

First, what type of elements lure a tourist to choose a rural destination? In contrast to
the generic tourism where the tourists’ motivations to travel are very broad, rural tourism
has become relevant on the tourism market by bringing to the center of interest only
one specific attraction that they rely on, such as the landscape, farm life, architecture or
environment, therefore the study of the main characteristics of such visitors or tourists was
needed [6]. The environment was the main motivational factor for tourists who chose to
travel to the rural areas of Serbia, while the possibility for adventure activities was the least
desired [7]. Other mentioned motivations included the desire for the feeling of freedom,
relaxation, to try something new and different, the interaction with nature and hosts and
to gain knowledge of different ways of life, history, culture, etc. The study conducted
in Extremadura, Spain, highlighted new motivations for tourists when choosing a rural
destination such as authenticity, personalized educational and emotional experiences and
direct contact with one’s roots [6,8]. Tourists’ segmentation represents a very important
issue that has been approached by many scholars, since the motivations and preferences
differ from one country to another. In the rural areas of Korea, tourism is sought for its
“learning” opportunities, “excitement” or “family togetherness”, not for the countryside
itself [8], and these results are supported by other studies as well [9–11]. The perspective is
quite different in Western Europe for example, where the rural destinations are perceived
as a source of aesthetically pleasing landscapes and the possibility to admire the natural
environment, the fauna and flora [9–11] and most of all for the tranquility [12–15]. It
became obvious that the motivations to choose rural tourism are related to the natural or
anthropic resources of each country or by the cultural context [16]. In Gambia, Africa, rural
tourists seek nature and heritage, experiences and beach attractions [10], while the Spanish
tourists are attracted by the outdoor or cultural activities, or simply by the typical rural
life [11]. Moreover, rural tourism is perceived as an important factor in revitalizing old and
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disfavored communities, both in the summer and during the most important occasions,
such as Christmas or the Holy week [12]. Tourists’ preferences must be analyzed from
different points of view. Regarding the type of lodging preferred by tourists when they
choose to travel to rural destinations, there is a variety of preferences, low price being
often an important criterion in the process of choice [13], so chalets, camping sites and
small hotels are at the top of tourists’ preferences in Lebanon. The same authors stated
that summer is the season mostly preferred for rural holidays, most tourists travel in a self-
organized manner and the best group size varies between 5 and 10 persons. One-day trips
or weekend trips are mostly preferred in terms of duration for a rural destination and the
visit pattern relies on friends and family [13]. In China, a long-stay vacation in a rural area
is considered to be an important element of revitalizing the rural economy, but for a longer
voyage, there are some issues that must be taken into consideration at the destination:
comfort, the rurality itself, publicity and familiarity [14]. What is more surprising is the
fact that rural tourism facilities gain different attributes for urban consumers who more
appreciate the natural simplicity of these facilities than wanting luxury and elegance [15].

In Romania, rural tourism is still a relatively new tourism product for the residents,
who often prefer the mountains or the sea when it comes to holiday compared to only
2% who declared that they would prefer a rural tourism destination [17]. Many scholars
consider that the potential for a sustainable development is very high [18–22] Rural tourism
and agrotourism has developed rapidly in the last few decades in Romania [19]. Studies
conducted in Romania stated that the most sought form of accommodation in the rural
areas is represented by the agrotourism boarding houses, both by foreign tourists and
Romanian tourists [20]. Rural tourism is considered to have reached an increased growth
phase from the point of view of the demand but also from the perspective of the increasing
number of rural accommodation facilities [21], even if the level of tourist satisfaction does
not always follow this high [22]. Analysis of rural tourists’ behavior offers important
information for developing sustainable tourism products.

In this context, the current paper analyses the tourists’ preferences for choosing a
rural destination and the following questions arise: What is the tourist profile within rural
destinations? What are the main factors of attractiveness for spending a holiday in rural
areas? What types of services do tourists from rural areas prefer?

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

Cluj County is located in the North-West Development Region of Romania and has a
high potential for all types of tourism, including rural tourism. The mountain area covers
an important part of the territory (6650 km2) [23,24], underlined by the high anthropic
tourism heritage potential. Within this region, the rural areas exhibit an important ecumenic
tourism supply, mainly because of the variety of religious buildings (wooden churches,
fortified churches, monasteries, etc.) and the high number of religious buildings (more
than 220 religious buildings exist within the rural-mountain area of Cluj County).

Cluj County exhibits a high tourist potential, reflected in the existence of a wide range
of leisure activities offered (hiking, mountaineering, summer and winter sports, children
and youth camps, spa treatment, etc.) and in the development of all areas of modern
technology [24].

The areas and objectives of great tourist attractiveness must be mentioned: Salina
Turda, modern leisure and treatment destination; Băişorii Mountain, a resort favorable
for winter sports; the Trascăului Mountains, especially spectacular due to the landscape
forms, imposing rocks and caves; Băişoara, an area that stands out through landscapes of
exceptional beauty, sought after in summer by hiking enthusiasts and in winter by those
who practice “white sports”; the Gilău area–Lake Tarniţa, which offers special conditions
for leisure during weekends; and the Lake Beliş-Fântânele area, sought for the superb
landscape provided by the lake and the surrounding mountains [25].
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As can be observed in Table 1, the number of accommodation units increased more
than twofold during the last five years, from 84 in 2016 to 192 in 2020, while the capacity
in function decreased. The decrease of the capacity in function during 2020, compared to
the other four analyzed periods, can be explained by the reduction of the tourism season,
mainly due to the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions. The restrictions related to the mobility
of persons, the number of tourists accepted within accommodation units and affected the
arrivals and overnight stays recorded in 2020. It was observed that the average length of
stay was approximately 2 nights, indicating that the rural area of Cluj County is more a
weekend destination. The occupancy rate was approximately 22% during the analyzed
period, exceptions being the years 2017 (24.16%) and 2020 (15.43%).

Table 1. Time evolution of tourism indicators in rural areas of Cluj County.

Tourism Indicators/Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Accommodation units (no.) 84 147 170 188 192
Accommodation capacity in functions (bed-places) 710,573 899,257 995,002 1,004,468 673,065

Arrivals (no. of tourists) 80,604 110,628 116,823 118,376 55,393
Overnights (no.) 155,738 217,272 226,323 226,412 103,843

Average length of stay (no. of nights) * 1.93 1.96 1.94 1.91 1.87
Occupancy rate (%) * 21.92 24.16 22.75 22.54 15.43

* Own calculation based on the official data from the National Institute of Statistics Romania [26].

2.2. Research Methodology

Firstly, previous research regarding tourists’ preferences were analyzed. For this,
Google Scholar and Web of Science databases were explored, using “tourists’ preferences”
and “rural tourism preferences” as the main key words. Motivational factors that influence
the choice of a rural tourism destination were identified and analyzed in order to develop
the research instrument. Motivational factors affecting tourists’ decision making for visiting
a rural destination include the feeling of freedom, relaxation, the desire to try something
new and different, the interaction with nature and hosts, the gaining of knowledge of
different ways of life, history, culture, educational and emotional experiences and adventure
experiences [6–8].

The research method used to collect the primary data was the survey based on a ques-
tionnaire. Questionnaires represent a valuable research instrument for acquiring informa-
tion on tourists’ perceptions and have been used in several previous studies [4–12,16,27,28].

The questionnaire consisted of ten closed/open-ended questions. A filter question
was used in order to identify the respondents that were practicing rural tourism in the
research area. The questionnaire consisted of three main parts: The first part contained
information regarding the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents (gender,
age, type of residency, professional status and number of children in the family). The
second part contained questions regarding the travel habits of the respondents (group size
and structure, type of accommodation and preferred season for visiting the rural area). The
third part of the questionnaire grouped 11 items in order to determine the attractiveness of
the rural destinations. Each item was evaluated on the Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1
means not important at all and 5 means very important.

A convenience sampling method was used. A total number of 212 questionnaires
were collected with 174 being validated in the end. The survey was conducted online on
3 different travel groups from social media (Facebook) during March 2020. The selected
groups were those addressed to travelers in rural areas of Romania.

As can be observed, the majority of respondents were female (67.8%), while 32.2% of
the respondents are male. Regarding the residency of the respondents, it was noted that the
majority of the respondents were from rural areas (51.7%) and aged between 18–30 years
old in 79.4% of the cases. Regarding professional status, 36.8% declared that they were
students, while 55.5% were employees (Table 2).
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Table 2. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents.

Characteristic Category n %

Gender
Female 118

56
67.8
32.2

Male

Age
18–30 years old 138 79.4
30–42 years old 18 10.3
42–54 years old 18 10.3

Residency Urban 84 48.35
Rural 90 51.7

Socio-professional status

Student 64 36.8
Employee 96 55.2

Entrepreneur 10 5.7
Unemployed 4 2.3

Children in the family Yes 46 26.6
No 128 73.4

The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and interferential statis-
tics. The chi-square test was used to determine if there were any differences between
the group traveling with children and the one traveling without children and the type of
accommodation chosen. The Mann–Whitney U test and the Kruskal–Wallis test were used
to analyze whether there were any significant differences regarding the perceptions of the
attractiveness factors for rural destinations based on the socio-demographic characteristics.
Data were analyzed using SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 23.0.

3. Results
3.1. Traveling Behavior

In order to identify the traveling habits of tourists in rural areas, information was
collected relating to the size of the group, period of the year, type of accommodation and
access services.

The results showed that in general the tourists prefer to travel in small groups of
2–5 persons (66.3%) during their visits in rural areas (Figure 1a). In 88.5% of the cases,
they declared that they prefer to travel with friends, while 57.5% mentioned that family
members were also part of the travel group to rural areas (Figure 1b).
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Figure 1. (a) Preferred tourist group size; and (b) percentage of friend and family tourist group members.

The main season preferred by tourists to visit rural destinations from Cluj County is
summer (92.8%) (Figure 2). On being asked when they prefer to visit the rural destinations,
on weekends or during the holidays, it was noticed that 48.3% of tourists visit rural
destinations over weekends, while 52.7% declared that they prefer to visit rural destinations
during the holidays. This could be an explanation of why the main season for visiting rural
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destinations is the summer; summertime is when students have their break, which allows
them to travel more.
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Figure 2. Distribution by visiting season.

The main type of accommodation mentioned by the tourists was the chalet (66.7%).
This indicates that tourists in general prefer a less organized form of tourism and are
actively involved in arranging the daily program (eating, entertainment etc.). At the same
time, an important segment of the respondents (more than 35%) declared that they used to
stay in their second residency during their visit to rural destinations (Figure 3).
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It was also noticed that the percentage of those that booked a room in a guesthouse
was higher in the case of tourists travelling with children compared to those travelling
without children (55.5%). Chalets are more often preferred by those that do not have
children in their traveling group (68%). An explanation for this situation could be the fact
that families travelling with children in general prefer a more organized form of tourism.
Furthermore, using the chi-square test, an analysis was conducted in order to see if there
were any differences when choosing the accommodation unit between the group travelling
with children and the one travelling without children. The results show that there are no
differences between the two groups (p > 0.05) (Table 3).

3.2. Analysis of the Attractiveness of the Rural Destination

Subsequently, the attractiveness of the rural destinations was analyzed. For this
purpose, the respondents had to evaluate the importance of different types of tourist
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resources on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not important at all and 5 means
very important.

Table 3. Analysis of accommodation type used based on type of tourist group.

Type of Accommodation Travelling with Children Travelling without Children

Guesthouse 60% 55.5%

p-value = 0.752

Chalets 60% 68%

p-value = 0.547

Second residency 33.3% 31.9%

p-value = 0.917

The analysis exhibits that the diversity of entertainment options (ST1) within a touristic
destination was evaluated by almost half of the respondents as being very important
(mean > 4) (Table 4). The importance of diversity of entertainment options was also highly
appreciated by those travelling without children (4.28), compared to the group that was
travelling with children (3.73) (p < 0.05). This result was also supported by the fact that
there are correlations between this characteristic and tourism adventure facilities (ST4)
and cultural attractions (ST6, p < 0.05). Groups that were travelling with children were
more preoccupied with the variety of services (4.60) and the security and safety of the
destination (4.80), but there were no significant statistical differences between these two
groups (Table 5).

Table 4. Importance of attraction factors.

Statement
Scale (%)

Mean SD
1 2 3 4 5

Diversity of entertainment options (ST1) 1.1 1.1 24.1 25.3 48.3 4.18 0.922
Farm tours options (ST2) 8.0 19.5 26.4 21.8 24.1 3.34 1.265

Ecotourism facilities (ST3) 6.9 13.8 35.6 21.8 21.8 3.38 1.174
Tourism adventure facilities (ST4) 6.9 8.0 13.8 27.6 43.7 3.93 1.237

Hiking trails (ST5) 5.7 11.5 19.5 18.4 44.8 3.85 1.272
Cultural attractions (ST6) 8.0 8.0 25.3 25.3 33.3 3.68 1.224
Religious attractions (ST7) 29.9 23.0 27.6 5.7 13.8 2.51 1.121

Price of accommodation (ST8) 1.1 0 28.7 31.0 39.1 4.08 0.852
Variety of services (ST9) 0.0 0.0 14.9 31.1 54.0 4.39 0.737

Security and safety (ST10) 0 0 3.4 23.0 73.6 4.70 0.531
Distance from home (ST11) 1.1 5.7 28.7 29.9 34.5 3.91 0.984

High importance scores were attributed to the price for accommodation (mean > 4).
This could also explain why, regardless of travelling with or without children, the respon-
dents preferred chalets (minimal services meaning low prices).

For 73.6% of the respondents, the safety and security of the destination was very
important (mean > 4). This aspect could be explained by the fact that the research was
conducted at the beginning of lockdown, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, in which safety
and security was a real concern.

The analysis shows that tourism adventure facilities (ST4) is statistically significant
among the age groups (p < 0.05), as adventure facilities address younger people.

The residency characteristic also exhibits statistical significance regarding farm tours
options (ST2) and religious attractions (ST7), showing that the attractiveness of a highly
rural aspect of a destination differs from urban to rural residents. Also, more than a
quarter of the respondents (29.9%) consider religious attractions (ST4) not important at all
regarding the attractiveness of a rural destination.
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Table 5. Results of the Mann–Whitney U test and the Kruskal–Wallis test of socio-demographic characteristics and attraction factors.

Characteristic Category ST1 ST2 ST3 ST4 ST5 ST6 ST7 ST8 ST9 ST10 ST11

Gender
Female 4.29 3.42 3.53 3.95 3.83 3.81 2.66 4.17 4.47 4.75 3.92
Male 3.96 3.18 3.07 3.89 3.89 3.39 2.18 3.89 4.21 4.61 3.89

p-value 0.137 0.407 0.098 0.480 0.851 0.234 0.087 0.188 0.233 0.098 0.947

Age
18–30 years 4.20 3.32 3.41 4.12 3.77 3.77 2.54 4.03 4.35 4.68 3.87
30–42 years 4.44 3.56 3.56 3.56 4.11 3.44 2.22 4.44 4.56 4.78 4.11
42–54 years 3.78 3.33 3.00 2.89 4.22 3.22 2.56 4.11 4.56 4.78 4.00

p-value 0.415 0.826 0.728 0.018 * 0.284 0.596 0.786 0.350 0.521 0.596 0.667

Residency Urban 4.24 3.00 3.29 4.05 3.71 3.74 2.17 4.24 4.31 4.71 3.88
Rural 4.13 3.67 3.47 3.82 3.98 3.62 2.82 3.93 4.47 4.69 3.93

p-value 0.598 0.009 ** 0.529 0.556 0.379 0.926 0.025 * 0.109 0.216 0.816 0.894

Socio-professional status

Student 4.19 3.31 3.46 4.02 3.71 3.67 2.58 4.13 4.27 4.65 3.75
Employee 4.19 3.25 3.19 3.91 4.00 3.81 2.44 4.03 4.56 4.72 4.09

Entrepreneur 4.20 4.00 3.60 3.20 4.20 2.80 1.60 4.20 4.40 5.00 4.40
Unemployed 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 4.50 5.00 3.50

p-value 0.994 0.565 0.759 0.806 0.435 0.507 0.190 0.740 0.366 0.382 0.169

Travelling with children Yes 3.73 3.27 2.87 2.87 3.67 2.93 2.67 3.93 4.60 4.80 4.13
No 4.28 3.36 3.49 4.15 3.89 3.83 2.47 4.11 4.35 4.68 3.86

p-value 0.045 * 0.845 0.115 0.001 ** 0.440 0.028 * 0.427 0.481 0.235 0.496 0.386

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
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4. Discussion

Tourism can contribute to the development of various social and economic activities.
It can also be used to evaluate the quality of the environment. Tourism and territorial
development are linked. Both are related to the development of rural areas, which are ideal
for attracting tourists due to their unique characteristics. Through the awareness of various
local stakeholders, the development of tourism can be achieved. Rural tourism is a type of
small-scale business that is managed by local people with strong ties to the community.
The main factor that influences a person’s desire to travel is the availability of instant and
authentic tourism information. A good tourism program can help people get the most
realistic and instant information about the various tourist destinations. It can also help
boost the local economy by attracting visitors and developing tourism industries [29].

Traveling behavior in rural destinations is influenced by several factors such as the
size of the travel group, the travel season, the type of accommodation and other additional
services. The results indicated that Romanian tourists prefer to travel in small groups of
2–5 persons when they choose to visit rural areas, while a study from Lebanon stated that
larger travel groups of 5–10 persons are mostly preferred by the respondents [13]. An
explanation for this fact could rely on the specific culture of each country, as in Lebanon,
traditional, large and extended families are still dominant and travel together [30], while in
Romania, part of the respondents declared that they prefer to travel with friends, even if
for some respondents their family members are part of the group.

Rural destinations are preferred by tourists that mostly travel in small groups of
family members and friends during the summer season. Traditional accommodation
facilities such as chalets are the preferred type of accommodation in rural destinations,
as the price is lower due to the minimal services provided. The attractiveness of a rural
destination is determined by several factors that influence the willingness to travel to rural
destinations. When it comes to choosing the season for travelling, the Romanian tourists
almost unanimously agreed that the summer season is the most appropriate time of the
year for travelling to rural destinations—a fact that aligns with previous research [13]. The
summer season is also the holiday season and a large part of the respondents declared
that they travel during their free time, but the sunny weather is likely another factor that
explains their preference for summer.

With regards to the main type of accommodation, more than half of the Romanian
respondents mentioned the chalet: a fact that could be explained by the relatively cheap
price and the preference for a less organized vacation. Tourists from other countries also
mentioned the chalet as a preferred accommodation unit [13,31], while previous studies
from Romania mentioned agrotourism boarding houses as being preferred both by foreign
and Romanian tourists [20,32]. Given the fact that these studies were conducted seven
and fourteen years ago, it can be observed that tourist preferences change over time. It
was observed that families with no children preferred the chalet, the motivation for which
could rely on the reduced facilities or be related to having a less organized voyage which is
particular to this type of accommodation. In the Czech Republic, the chalet is preferred by
traditional tourists aged between 40 and 49 years old, so there are similarities between the
two cases [31].

An important aspect that must be deeply analyzed concerns the importance of the
attraction factors for Romanian tourists. The respondents mentioned the “security and
safety” factor as the most important factor when they choose a rural destination, but
previous studied did not mention it, mainly because of the specific context in which this
research was conducted—during the pandemic when tourists were especially concerned
about these aspects. The second most important factor for the Romanian respondents was
the “variety of services” offered by the rural areas. What is very striking is the fact that
the Romanian tourists were focused on the tourism services and not on the traditional
attractions within a rural destination, like the previous studies from different countries
mentioned: the landscape, farm life, architecture or the environment [6–8,16,27].
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The “diversity of entertainment options” was the third most important factor in the
process of choice of a rural destination and fourth was the “price for accommodation”,
which was related to the most preferred type of accommodation, the chalet.

On the other hand, some studies exhibit that income, distance and the residential
style of house do not influence the choice of rural accommodation, while age, company,
education, rural residential experience, expenditure, marital status, gender, occupation and
consumer loyalty are variables that explain significant differences among individuals when
choosing the type of accommodation at a rural destination [33]. To this extent, cultural
activity as a form of tourism has begun to increase since the 1980s as cultural and natural
heritage tourism, being “the most rapidly growing international sector of the tourism
industry” [34].

Studies show that tourists better appreciate the opportunity to be engaged in physical
activities and to explore the natural environment through hiking and other kinds of activi-
ties related to adventure tourism [22]. Some of the most highly valued features regarding
the attractiveness of rural destinations are the diversity of entertainment options and safety
and security features. Diverse entertainment facilities, adventure facilities and cultural
attractions are considered to be important aspects for all tourists, especially for the ones
travelling without children.

This research highlights the preferences of tourists regarding rural tourism desti-
nations in Romania in order to achieve an enhancement of tourism attractiveness. This
could also represent a starting point for rural tourism destinations to improve their image,
promotion and marketing strategy, which could lead to an improvement of the country’s
rural strategy development in order to improve regional economic development.

Further research regarding the concern for safety and security when travelling may
reveal different results in the post-pandemic period, as tourists might not have such high
concerns regarding safety when the global crisis is over. Future research should consider
rural tourism strategy and management, try to mix these aspects with rural tourists’
preferences and exhibit any opportunities to develop tourism in order to support rural
communities. Focusing on tourists’ preferences and emotional aspects of rural tourism
can improve understanding regarding tourist expectations and support the development
of more attractive rural tourism experiences, which can contribute to the success of rural
tourism companies.

The authors consider Romania to not be a particular market, regarding tourists’
preferences, for rural tourist destinations, as other research exhibits mostly the same results
on this matter, so the results obtained could be extrapolated to other countries and regions
in Romania in order to provide a good base for understanding tourist expectations and
supporting the development of more attractive rural tourism experiences and better rural
tourism destinations.

As the pandemic comes to a close and restrictions lifted, rural tourism destination
promoters should focus on providing relevant information regarding aspects that tourists
consider important nowadays, in order to make their destinations more attractive to a
wider range of potential tourists.
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