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Abstract

:

This study aimed to explore the perceptions of tourists regarding traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in times of health crisis. All areas of activity have been affected by the pandemic caused by the SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus (associated with a disease called COVID-19), and all countries are experiencing health crises. The tourism industry, together with its associated fields, experienced a decline during this period that is still difficult to assess. This study examined intentions to travel in the current conditions imposed by the health crisis. Various measures have been recommended or imposed by governments to control the spread of COVID-19. Travel has been significantly influenced by such measures. However, people have various travel needs, from shopping to work and leisure to exploration. The data were collected through an online questionnaire survey addressed to the active population in Romania. The application of this questionnaire coincided with the third wave of SARS-CoV-2 infections in Romania. The conditions related to the degree of incidence of infections in the respondents’ areas and also the connection between the expression of the intention to travel and the protection conditions in the destination areas were analyzed. The entire study was based on office research, statistical analysis, case study methods, and analysis of empirical data obtained through the survey of the active population in Romania. The results explain the travel tendencies of Romanians in the following period. Fear of infection and perceived risk have significantly influenced travel behaviors, but intentions to travel for recreational or leisure purposes have been maintained. The results of this study could be useful in planning and rethinking the activities of the tourism industry in the coming period.
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1. Introduction


Nothing special was announced at the beginning of February 2020; no one could have imagined what would happen in the coming months due to the COVID-19 pandemic and, in particular, that it would become a health emergency and at the same time a global economic emergency. It is an economic emergency that we could certainly compare with the crisis of 1929. On 11 March 2020, the WHO declared COVID-19 a global pandemic [1].



In the initial phase, the phenomenon was underestimated almost everywhere. All economic sectors were affected [2]. Tourism is certainly one of the sectors that has suffered the most dramatic impact, the main cause being the lack of mobility of people, which is an essential condition for protection against COVID-19.



The current tourism context is very delicate, but tourism has always shown great adaptability and resilience in times of crisis. The unfortunate events related to the attacks of 9/11 [3], SARS in Asia [4], international terrorist attacks [5], and the global financial crisis of 2008 [6] are all examples of how dramatic situations have affected the behavior and habits of tourists, but they also highlight how the tourism market has succeeded in always coming back and growing over time. It is clear that COVID-19 was an asymmetric shock for tourism, but also for all individuals. Previous crises, although much less severe, have led to changes and the introduction of new business models. For example, the crisis caused by the attacks on the Twin Towers on 11 September 2001 led to the tightening of security measures, which have been strengthened. The financial crisis of 2008 led to the creation of the common economy and new tour operators with non-existent products and business models. It is still too early to understand the magnitude and depth of the changes that will take place in the consumption modes and priorities of post-COVID tourists, but there will certainly be a transformation.



At the time of this research, the whole world was already in contact with the third wave of coronavirus infections. There have been more than 132 million cases and more than 12.8 million deaths, and more than 80.6% of infected people have already been cured worldwide [7].



International, regional, and local travel restrictions immediately affected national economies, including the tourism industry, e.g., international travel, domestic tourism, day trips, and diverse segments such as air transport, cruises, public transport, accommodation, cafes and restaurants, conventions, festivals, meetings, and sporting events. As international air travel has rapidly slowed as a result of the crisis and many countries are imposing travel bans, closing borders, or introducing quarantine periods, international and domestic tourism has plummeted during the health crisis.



After a difficult year in 2020, countries tightened travel restrictions in response to the new wave of COVID-19 infections, and the global tourism industry suffered further failures in 2021. According to the latest World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) [8] report, all regions of the world continued to see a significant decline in tourists in the first month of 2021. Mandatory testing, quarantine, and, in some cases, complete border closures have prevented the resumption of international travel. In addition, the speed and distribution of vaccinations were lower than expected, thus further delaying the recovery of the tourism industry.



The changes in international tourist arrivals have been dramatic: while in January 2019 there was a 4% increase globally, in 2020 there was a decrease of 73%, and January 2021 brought a decline of 87%. The UNWTO Secretary-General said: “2020 was the worst year on record for tourism”.



According to current trends, the UNWTO [8] predicts that for the first quarter of 2021, the number of international tourists will decrease by about 85% compared to the same period in 2019. Compared to the pre-pandemic level, this means a reduction of about 260 million international tourists.



The future trend of the spread of the virus, the uncertain moments of reopening borders, and the different policies adopted by states and by regions within states make forecasting very complicated and uncertain. The tourist demand of each country tends to manifest itself within its borders.



In Romania, the evolution of the COVID-19 epidemic followed the trend of the European Union, with the first confirmed case of infection registered on 26 February 2020. By 18 March 2020, 261 cases of COVID-19 infection had been confirmed, and between 26 February and 5 April 2020, 4051 cases were confirmed, of which 181 resulted in deaths. Most of the infections (49%) were cases of importation, and they became direct contacts for the rest of the infected. The introduction of a state of emergency on 15 March 2020 greatly contributed to limiting the spread of SARS-CoV-2 infection among the population. With the establishment of the state of emergency, various economic branches began to decline. The first to be affected were health and education. Starting with the establishment of the state of emergency and with the traffic restrictions imposed, the hotel, restaurant, and cafe/catering (HoReCa) industries entered into a dramatic decline.



During all this period, we have not lost sight of the close connection that links the tourism industry to the environment, most of the attractions being natural resources, whether we are talking about seaside tourism or mountain tourism or the attraction of winter sports, etc. It has been shown that hedonic values appear to be significantly and negatively linked to a range of environmentally relevant attitudes, preferences, and behaviors [9]. The literature on pro-environmental behavior suggests that the values of self-transcendence, such as utility, encourage sustainable choices [10], while values of self-improvement, such as hedonism, discourage them for the most part [11]. It is the quality of the environment that seems to occupy a top place in the perception of future travels.




2. Literature Review


The tourism industry is seen in terms of its ability to attract tourists and as a platform for economic growth and sustainable development. The period since the onset of the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV 2 virus has affected all human activities, but none is affected in the same way as tourism [12].



The literature review is analyzed from two perspectives: on the one hand, the literature that reflects the impact of the pandemic crisis caused by the SARS CoV-2 virus on the entire tourism industry, and on the other hand, the specialized literature that addresses the perception of tourists on traveling during and after the health crisis.



2.1. The Impact of the Pandemic Crisis Caused by SARS-CoV-2 Virus on the Tourism Industries


Facing exceptional circumstances, the tourism industry reached a point of interruption of normal activity on a scale never seen before, as borders are closed and more and more travel restrictions were imposed according to Figure 1. At the beginning of 2021, 32% of countries had closed borders and 34% were partially restricted destinations.



The complete closure of borders means that all air, land, and sea borders are closed for international tourism purposes. Partial border closure means that some of the different types of borders (air, land, or sea) are closed, but not all: for example, land borders are closed, while travelers can arrive by air [13]. As a result of the limitation of international tourist traffic by imposing restrictions on the border, either by total or partial closure, or by testing or quarantine, all links in the hospitality value chain have been affected [14]. The impact of the canceled events and the closure of accommodations and attractions had an immediate impact on other sectors that were largely dependent on tourism, such as catering and laundry services [15]. Restaurants also had to close, although in some countries the shift to home delivery allowed them to continue operations.



All countries of the world and all tourist destinations suffered as a result of the rapid evolution of the pandemic. In Romania, a country with a population of 19.1 million inhabitants, more than 1 million cases of people infected with the new coronavirus (COVID-19) were confirmed, around 885,000 were declared cured, and 28 deaths were declared by the end of April. The most cases were recorded on November 18, when 10,268 infections were confirmed within 24 h [16].



With the declaration of the state of emergency and the limitation on movement, many companies belonging to the different tourist sectors, or related to them, immediately experienced a major liquidity crisis due to the almost total lack of demand.



As in other states, Romania faced an unprecedented reality without a vaccine for preventing the disease and limited available medical interventions. The impossibility of developing in a very short time effective antivirals for the treatment of patients or a vaccine for immunization against a newly discovered virus led to the development of non-medical measures (the main means of response to limit and control diseases). In response, various forms of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPI) intervened, including blocking (housing isolation, voluntary/required quarantine), social distancing (vulnerable or entire populations), closure of schools/universities and non-essential businesses/jobs, and cancellation or postponement of events (i.e., sports conferences and competitions, national and international fairs, concerts and festivals, and even debates and political elections).



Romania was to host important events in the summer of 2020, such as some of the matches of the European Football Championship in 2020 (which was estimated to have about 200,000 spectators, 35% of whom could have been foreigners). Very important music festivals for the Romanian tourism industry were also postponed. The four largest music festivals in Romania, namely Untold, Electric Castle, Neversea, and Summer Well, had in 2019 over 800,000 visitors. In addition to the money raised by festival organizers, these events bring income to related businesses, such as hotels and restaurants [17].



The demand for travel has been discouraged since March 2020; all potential travelers have had their lives changed. Many were restricted by traffic restrictions, lost their jobs, or had the opportunity to telework. Social structures are already being revolutionized by the introduction of artificial intelligence into industry and society, and the legal framework is not yet ready to fully absorb the impact [18]. Jobs where teleworking is possible target bank employees, IT and communications employees, and a large number of managers and experts. However, other occupations require presence at the workplace, such as salespeople, cleaning or health workers, and the HoReCa field. While for some companies the adoption of telework is not new, COVID-19 has accelerated this process and extended it to several companies that did not have previous experience [19]. For the hospitality industry, it has been proven that telework does not seem to be a solution. Tourist services, as with most services, are characterized by immateriality, by the impossibility of storage, and by the inseparability of the travel service provider. For the hospitality sector, there is no possibility to provide remote work. That is why the HoReCa domain is considered to be disadvantaged from this point of view.



Certain sectors of the tourism industry will never be able to return to the pre-crisis level, especially due to the digital transformation that was already under way and has been accelerated by the created situation. An example is the MICE sector (meetings, incentives, conferences, and exhibitions), where virtual meetings have shown that you do not need international travel to attend conferences.



In addition to travel bans, it also contributed to the limitation of travel and the decrease of the population’s income [20]. The massive loss of jobs and implicitly of the incomes had a dramatic impact on the tourist demand during the important summer season of 2020 in the northern hemisphere and on the winter season of 2021 in Europe.



The world economy is experiencing one of the worst economic crises since the Great Depression (1929–1933), and the forecasts of economists place its impact even beyond the magnitude of that recorded during the Great Depression. The Romanian economy could not remain unaffected by this impact, given its dependence on global economic mechanisms and its integration into European and global value chains. The Romanian economy has registered one of the largest contractions in Europe of 12.3% (according to Eurostat), being surpassed only by the states whose GDP is based on tourism (Spain, Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Portugal, France, Italy).



One of the consequences of this crisis is the disruption of transport, and it is not only about urban transport [21,22] but also about transport that ensures the mobility of national and international travelers. During health crises, people perceive a higher risk for all types of travels and avoid going to places where they perceive a medium to high risk, and congestion at airports or stations coupled with travel restrictions imposed substantial reductions in the frequency of all types of traveling [23] and in the use of all types of means of transport [24,25].



About 58% of tourists reach their destination by air, and stopping air traffic has also created a massive negative effect [26] on the tourism industry [27]. The International Air Transport Association (IATA) [28] report shows that total demand for the year decreased by 65.9% compared to 2019, by far the sharpest decline in air traffic in all of history. The IATA forecast for 2021 is in favor of an increase of 50.4% compared to 2020 demand, which would bring the aviation industry to 50.6% of 2019 levels. At the end of an extremely difficult year, all airports in Romania have reported much lower traffic figures than in previous years. In total, in 2020, a little over 7.1 million passengers passed through all airports in Romania—compared to 23.23 million in 2019, which means a decrease of almost 70% [29].



The uncertainty generated by the lack of full knowledge of the evolution of the pandemic in the near future directs travel motivations in another direction [17,30]. The change of desire [31] and motivation to travel [32] brought major changes to Romania in the directions of the development of some types and forms of tourism [33,34]. Tourism is a complicated psychological process based on complex motivations, and the impact of SARS-CoV-2 is also psychological in nature [35].



The pandemic period raised questions about the sustainability of tourism sectors, such as cruises and aviation, especially as some European countries move towards an ecological recovery. Cruise tourism could be considered a niche development opportunity for Romania. Romania could benefit from cruises on the Danube or the Black Sea [36], although cruise ships have not proved being very safe in spreading the COVID-19 virus [37]. At the heart of the tourism industry is the concept that this industry is good for society in general, providing jobs and tax revenue to the state [38]. Thus, the pandemic could be considered an opportunity for more sustainable reconstruction of businesses for the benefit of people and the planet, as an opportunity to maximize the positive impact of tourism on the environment, and as a possibility for reducing its negative effects [39].



International travel bans and the feeling of insecurity associated with flights and airports will make tourism options gear towards the domestic market. More people are expected to generate a real flow to their countries of origin, supporting local economies by exploring their own cities [40]. Locations in unfamiliar areas have the opportunity to increase their exposure [41], and less frequented tourist destinations can benefit from demand, given the preference for less crowded places [42].




2.2. Tourists’ Perception of Travel in the Health Crisis and Beyond


This study aims at analyzing the perception of travel [43] as a process of knowing and understanding the tourist phenomenon, especially in this pandemic context, as well as the intention of citizens, as a desire or planning a trip [40].



Most of the time, speaking of tourism, both perception and intention are processes that we can analyze together, as they are complementary [44]. Initially, in the collective mind, there is the intention to travel, to later perceive the conditions of travel, and to analyze the rules and restrictions of travel during this period [45], and this is primarily due to the fact that tourism falls into the category of intangible, heterogeneous, inseparable, perishable services, and it is considered a product that cannot be consumed before its experience [46].



Based on various analyses [47], it is clear that research centers, institutions, and trade associations converge in anticipation of future trends based on the perception of travelers [40,48].



When the tourism industry is not affected by crisis, the perception of the tourist destination plays an important [49] and promoting destinations [50], but in times of crisis, travelers have more realistic perceptions of risk at the destination, and thus, the destination acquires other values [51]. The perceptions “a priori”, “in situ”, and “a posteriori”, as they are described by different authors [50,52], are affected in times of crisis by conjuncture factors [53]. The same tourist destination is perceived differently under the conditions of an economic crisis [40] or a health crisis [54], and a completely different perception in case of a terrorist crisis [55].



The perception of tourists on the image of the destination is affected by the general impression of the destination, and it is related to the expected benefits and consumption value [56]. The perception of the image of a tourist destination is a comprehensive impression formed by the perceptions, emotions, points of view, and perspectives of tourists about destinations [43,57,58] In the recent years, the process of forming and projecting the perception of the image of tourist destinations has always been the main focus of analysis on specific destinations [57].



There are studies that have examined the perception of the risk of travelers following a health crisis [59,60,61] (SARS, H1N1, Ebola) prior to this crisis caused by SARS-CoV-2. However, it is not yet known how COVID-19 [62], a pandemic that overcomes all former tourism crises, will affect the perception of travelers’ risks and influences the behavior of traveling throughout a period of time [63,64].



The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic has affected tourists’ perceptions of travel [65], and it will change the way people travel for another long period of time, especially in terms of pace, intensity, and spontaneity of travel [63].





3. Materials and Methods


This paper aims at analyzing the perception of travel in the next period in the current pandemic context. The major challenge of the situation is that accessing services in the travel and tourism industry is an extremely social experience, with travelers interacting with numerous operators and indirect service providers (agencies, hotels, restaurants, etc.) [66].



In order to fulfill the objective of the research, a series of methods and techniques are combined, namely office research, statistical analysis, case study method, and analysis of empirical data obtained through the survey among the active population in Romania.



In order to analyze the tourists’ perception regarding trips for tourist purposes during a health crisis, it was necessary to administer a questionnaire among the population in order to identify the research results.



The sampling of the selected persons was based on the non-probabilistic method. This model involves the inclusion of accessible and available cases in the sample [67,68]. This type of sampling is usually used in social research and falls within the scope of this paper [69].



The basis of this sample is the “Snowball” method suitable for this research [70]. The “Snowball” method was chosen because the research sample grows to a size considered sufficient by the researcher. This method satisfied the needs of the study given that many regions of the country were in lockdown, and communication between people was often possible only by phone and online. The “Snowball” method involves the use of initial units to generate additional units, and the operation resembles the rolling of a snowball, which has a similar effect, the sample becoming larger. This method allowed for the creation of a sample to meet the requirements under the restrictive conditions imposed by the pandemic crisis. Convenience sampling was not addressed. Although it collects market research data from a conveniently available group of respondents and is prompt in response, it has a major disadvantage over the “Snowball” method in that it does not allow for additional entries in the main research, which are necessary for the study. In the first phase, a series of subjects were identified who met the conditions for inclusion in the research sample. The respondents from the initial group were chosen from four different areas of the country, and they met the inclusion criteria in the active population. In the conditions of the sanitary crisis of Romania, in this study, in the third wave of infections with the SARS-CoV-2 virus, subjects from the groups of acquaintances who met the inclusion conditions were approached. This phase coincided with the identification of cases of interest from people who knew other people, who knew other cases, thus providing additional information. In the second phase they were asked to look for other subjects who met certain explicit criteria (age, level of education, belonging to certain groups of concerns, etc.) [71]. The questionnaire also was applied online due to the safety criteria imposed by the crisis generated by SARS-CoV-2 virus.



To determine the sample size, we used the Slovin or Yamane formula [72]. This formula is a very general equation used when we can estimate the population but do not have clear clues about how a certain population behaves.



The questionnaire contains 16 questions and was completed in Google Forms. It has been distributed on various online platforms. The questionnaire is addressed to the active population in Romania. The active population in Romania between the ages of 16 and 65 was 9,027,000 people at the end of 2020. For an error of 4%, the sample size should be 624 people. By sampling with the “Snowball” method and distributing the questionnaires electronically, we received 672 valid answers, which means an error of 0.385 with a confidence level higher than 95%.



The questions in the survey questionnaire were asked so that tourists’ perception of travel for tourism purposes during the health crisis could be recognized. The questions of the questionnaire follow a flow idea, so first of all, there were questions on checking if the respondents used to travel for tourism. These questions were addressed to travel habits, namely their rhythm (weekly, monthly, once a few months/quarterly, once a year, and once every several years) or favorite destination (in the country of residence or abroad). The following questions focus on both the perception of travel conditions and the restrictions imposed in the context of the pandemic. Then, the following questions clarify the pandemic context that underlies the perception of a trip in the near future. Considering the rapid change, from one day to the next, of the restrictions imposed by the health crisis, where necessary, the questions have in their content: “When you answer these questions …”.



In this paper, as a method, we have used descriptive statistical analysis that summarizes the data of the population responding to the questionnaire applied to “Tourists’ perceptions of travel for recreational or leisure purposes in times of health crisis” to describe the basic characteristics of the data obtained expressed numerically in a percentage or graphically. This type of analysis was useful in terms of describing categorical data by reducing a lot of data into a more concise result. Along with this descriptive method, we have also applied the methods of average, score, and “t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means”.




4. Results


The subject of the study was Tourists’ perceptions of travel for recreational or leisure purposes during a health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. The research had 672 respondents from Romania among the active population aged between 16 and 65 years. The research was conducted from 15 March to 15 April 2020 using the method of a diagnostic survey and a questionnaire form submitted online. We should mention that during this period, Romania was at the peak of the third wave of COVID-19 infections. Many localities in the country were subject to restrictions related to travel and time periods. The questionnaire had two types of question sets, one related to age, gender, income, type of training, and type of employment with independent variables. A second set of dependent variables illustrated respondents’ intentions and opinions on respondents’ perceptions and intentions to travel in the next period.



The structure of the sample is represented in Figure 2, where the structure can be observed by age, sex, degree of training, income, and employment.



The characteristics of the studied population are summarized in Table 1. Out of the total of 672 respondents, 67.30% are women (452 people) and the remaining 32.70% are men (220 people). Most of the respondents, 35.70% (240 people), are aged between 18 and 25 years, 17.40% (117 people) are aged between 26 and 35 years, 17% (114 people) are aged between 36 and 45 years, 14.90% (100 people) are aged between 46 and 55 years, 14% are respondents over 55 years but up to 65 years, and the smallest part, 1%, were respondents of 16–18 years.



The structure according to the degree of education is represented as follows: in almost equal proportions, 42.40% (285 people) high school studies and 42.90% (288 people) bachelor’s degree, followed by master’s degree, 12.20% (82 people), and PhD degree, 2.50% (17 people).



In total, 54.90% (369 people) are employees, and the rest are either college students, 33.30% (244 people); freelance workers, 8.00% (54 people); or high school students, 3.70% (25 people).



Out of the total of 672 respondents, 29.30% have a monthly income of less than 300 EUR, only 10.30% (69 people) have a monthly income of more than 1000 EUR, 24% have 301–500 EUR, 19.60% have 501–700 EUR, and 16.80% have 701–1000 EUR.



Figure 3 shows the answers to the first question: “How often did you use to travel?” (By travel, we mean tourism, business, health, shopping, etc.). This aims at establishing how often respondents traveled in the last 2 years before the health crisis.



From this figure that consolidates the answers related to the frequency of travel, it is observed that most of the respondents, 51% (344 people), had the habit of traveling once every few months/quarterly. A total of 21% (144 people) traveled once a year, 13% of respondents traveled monthly, and only 3% answered that they traveled once every few years. This consolidation indicates that over 75% of respondents traveled for various purposes several times a year before the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic.



The second question, “Where have you traveled in the last 2 years?” aims at establishing the destination of the trip. The consolidation of the answers to this question is found in Figure 4 and showed that most, 52.5% (353 people), preferred to travel within borders, 5.8% of respondents preferred international travel, and 41.7% chose both destinations.



Question 3, “To what extent, on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 means not at all, and 5 very much), do you think you will travel in 2021 in the current pandemic context?”, aimed at establishing the intention to travel in the current conditions. The consolidation of the answers is illustrated in Figure 5 and highlights the fact that most, 31.99% (215 people), are undecided about travelling in the next period. The clear intention to travel was represented by 19.79% (133 people), and 7.14% (48 people) do not want to travel in the next period.



The fourth question is “Which travel destinations do you find safer in the current context?”, and it aims at determining the perception of the travel destination in the pandemic context. It can be seen from Figure 6, which illustrates the answers to the fourth question, that most of the respondents, 52.23% (351 people), consider that for them, the safest destination for travel for tourism is Romania. For the safety of international travel, 37.50% (252 people) appear, and 10.27% (69 people) consider that travel in the current health crisis is safe.



The fifth question, “Where do you want to travel to Romania?”, aimed at identifying travel preferences for destinations in the country. We were able to identify, according to Figure 7, which consolidates the answers to this question, that the final destination preferred by 446 respondents is the mountainous area followed by the seaside area (397 people), the destinations of large cities (235 people), and spa destinations (108 people).



The sixth question, “Where do you find information about your trip to Romania?”, aims at establishing the sources from which tourists are informed about their next trip in their homeland. The answers to this question are consolidated in Figure 8. Most respondents, 64.14% (431 people), as expected during the COVID-19 pandemic, are informed exclusively by Internet sources, only 3.57% (24 people) are informed only from travel agencies, and 207 people (30.80%) are informed by both sources.



The seventh question, “Where do you find information about traveling abroad?”, aims at identifying the sources from which travelers are informed for trips abroad. According to Figure 9, where the answers to this question are consolidated for international travel, the respondents have as their first source the Internet, with 543 people. The second source of information was the travel agency, with 268 answers, and 109 people are informed directly by the embassy of the destination country.



The eighth question, “Assess in terms of importance the conditions that the tourist destination must meet during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus: on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 very little important, and 5 very much important)”, aims at determining the importance that travelers give to the conditions that must meet the tourist destination during the pandemic. The answers to question number 8 are consolidated in Figure 10. This question aims at prioritizing the perception of the importance of meeting the conditions imposed by the current health crisis in the field of accommodations and food; the conditions to be met by HoReCa staff and other tourists; or the incidence of infection with COVID-19 at the tourist destination. From this consolidation, the results are that the respondents emphasize on the observance of sanitary protection norms in the accommodation units (372 respondents gave a maximum of importance to accommodation, and 376 respondents gave a maximum of importance to food/restaurants).



For this question, one of the most commonly used scaling methods was used, namely the semantic differential. In this case, the investigated person is asked to express his or her opinions about the stimulus under investigation (in this case: the conditions that must meet the tourist destination during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus), which is characterized by a series of pairs of bipolar attributes. Between the two adjective components of each pair was inserted a scale, with five levels, the direction and intensity of the person’s opinion being established based on the level that the respondent indicates on the respective scale. The evaluation of the assessments involves the calculation of the average assessments, starting from grade 5 attributed to the very important assessments, then decreasing to grade 1 for assessments that are not at all important. The centralization of the calculated scores can be observed in Table 2.



In this research, five pairs of attributes were used, the average points obtained for each pair were joined, obtaining a graphical image of the sample views illustrated in Figure 11.



The highest score of 4.34 is held by the attribute “Food units must comply with health protection regulations”, followed by the attribute “Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations” with the score 4.30, and the lowest score of 3.01 is recorded for the attribute “The other tourists should be vaccinated”.



Question 9, “When you answer these questions, what is the incidence of SARS-CoV-2 virus infection in your place of residence?”, aimed at determining the circumstances of COVID-19 infection expressed by incidence, i.e., the number of infections per 1000 people. Figure 12 illustrates the answers to this question.



It should be noted that most of the respondents, 48.66% (327 people), come from areas where their place of residence is under the incidence of 3–6%, 29.91% (201 people) with an incidence of 1–3%, 14.88% (100 people) with an incidence of more than 6%, and only 6.55% (44 people) in an area with an incidence of less than 1‰.



Question 10, “When you answer these questions, what situation are you in?”, aimed at determining the situation of the respondents regarding vaccination against infection with the new coronavirus. The situation is represented in Figure 13.



It is found that a large part of the respondents, 66.22%, are under the spectrum of total or partial immunization: either they were naturally immunized by infection, 14.43%, or they are immune by vaccination with both doses, 16.22%; vaccinated with the first dose, 8.93%; or waiting to enter the vaccination schedule. However, there are 33.78% respondents (227 people) who do not want to be vaccinated against the new coronavirus.



Question 11, “What do you think, in your view, traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in the next period marked by the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus? (max. 100 words)”, is an open-ended question that allows respondents to provide longer answers and allows them to provide answers in their own words. This question aims at determining the respondents’ opinions on traveling during the COVID-19 pandemic. Being an open-ended question, not all interviewees answered, or there were many very short answers, such as “ok”, “k”, or more or less cheerful emoticons. The most common ideas used by the respondents are presented in Table 3.



Analyzing each answer to this question, it was found that there are a number of keywords used more than 10 times. In Figure 14, these words are consolidated: the words “restrictions”, “rules”, and “protection” stand out.



Corroborating the information obtained based on the questionnaire and illustrated in Table 3 and Figure 14, some ideas are highlighted in the respondents’ perception that revolve around travel restrictions, protection against virus, regulations in force during the health crisis, and, last but not least, protection in various forms and vaccination.



The respondents identified in their perception a number of tendencies in the hospitality domain that can generally be described as being related to safety and hygiene, and they have become particularly important in the pandemic context, as the world adapts to the virus and efforts to limit the spread. They perceive these concepts as being a priority for hotels, restaurants, bars, and cafes. There is a tendency for respondents to perceive travel within safer borders, and this is primarily because information about the rules imposed by the spread of the virus is more accessible to them, and any change is perceived immediately.



Respondents perceive travel in wilder mountain areas as safer than coastal, beach, and seafront areas where congestion cannot be avoided. It is also perceived as safer, in the conditions of the global coronavirus pandemic, to travel in small groups and as much as possible only with family members. Destinations in nature are perceived as safer because this form of tourism will allow them to maintain social distance and to discover nature, which they could not benefit from, as traffic restrictions have been more severe.



During the study, respondents expressed their concern about the existing situation regarding coronavirus by answering the question, “To what extent, on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 means not at all, and 5 very much), do you think you will travel in 2021 in the current pandemic context?”, and the survey highlighted the concern expressed in the current health crisis by the fact that most respondents are either undecided or do not want to travel in the current conditions.



The respondents were given the opportunity to express their views on whether they believe that tourism is responsible for the spread of the virus or feel safe staying at a hotel, answering the question, “Assess in terms of importance the conditions that the tourist destination must meet during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus: on a scale from 1 to 5 (1 means not at all, and 5 very much)”, and the highest scores were recorded for meeting the safety conditions for the basic elements of the tourism industry, namely accommodations and food.



The question, “How do you see traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in the next period marked by the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus? (max. 100 words)”, gave the respondents the opportunity to assess if traveling for recreational or leisure purposes during this period is ethical, and their answers were varied, creating a comprehensive picture on perception. Respondents consider it ethical to travel during this period if the pandemic context is also certain.



We will further establish the connection between the variables of perception upon traveling. The most common parametric measure of correlation is the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient.



The variables of perception upon traveling used to establish the correlation are those in the questionnaire, namely:




	
Willingness to travel in 2021 in the context of the current pandemic;



	
Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations;



	
Food units must comply with health protection regulations;



	
Staff should be vaccinated;



	
The other tourists should be vaccinated.








Table 4 illustrates the Pearson correlation coefficients between these variables.



It can be noticed that the strongest correlations with a Pearson coefficient higher than +0.5 are achieved in most situations: “The infection rate of the area should be less than 3 per thousand inhabitants” is strongly correlated with “Willingness to travel in 2021 in the context of the current pandemic” (0.620205722); “The infection rate of the area should be less than 3 per thousand inhabitants” is strongly correlated with “Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations” (0.936497524); and “The infection rate of the area should be less than 3 per thousand inhabitants” is strongly correlated with “Food units must comply with health protection regulations” (0.936784478). It can be observed that an infection rate higher than 3 per 1000 inhabitants is correlated with all the variables considered in the perception of travel during the COVID-19 pandemic.



Additionally, high correlations are registered between the variables “Food units must comply with health protection regulations” and “Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations” (0.999739439), and “Staff should be vaccinated” and “Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations” or “Food units must comply with health protection regulations”, with a correlation coefficient higher than 0.65.



All variables are related to correlation coefficients other than “0”.




5. Discussion


There is an emphasis in this period of health crisis on the fact that tourism will be supported by demand, because the offer is still valid with varied programs. This study highlights that the desire to travel is still valid but is still bound by the norms of social distance and travel restrictions both within the country and abroad.



The interpretation of the questionnaire shows that the respondents used to travel often; over 75% of the answers indicate that they used to travel more than once a year. The main destination for traveling was Romania.



Under the current conditions, full of unforeseen restrictions for the most part, over 45% of respondents expressed their intention to travel. Additionally, for the next period, destinations in the country are preferred; travelers are still wary of traveling to other countries due to travel restrictions imposed at the border of some states. From the open answers, it was highlighted that less crowded, wilder, and closer to nature destinations are preferred.



Additionally, from the analysis of the questionnaire, it emerged that the respondents are interested in the conditions imposed in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, the top interest being “Food units must comply with health protection regulations”, which is almost equal, depending on the calculated score, with “Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations”.



Regarding information accessed by tourists, 64.1% prefer the Internet for trips in Romania, and 80.8% of the respondents still choose the Internet as the main source of information for trips abroad. The Internet is an easy way to book through various platforms, such as Booking and Airbnb, but also to view reviews from other tourists, which they consider very important.



In fact, the Internet, through the sites and pages of the main institutions of the state that fight against the virus, is a reliable source of information on traffic rules, incidents in the locality, and travel conditions. Going through a period of the third wave of infection, the majority of respondents, 63.6%, are in the locality of the red scenario, with the incidence of infections with SARS-CoV-2 virus being greater than 3 per 1000.



An important element in the fight against the virus and the global pandemic is vaccination. This is also representative in the tourism sector. Respondents to our questionnaire are eager to travel again, and 25.1% of them are already immunized by vaccination, 14.4% are immunized from virus infection, and 26.6% are on the waiting list to be vaccinated. Thus, we note that 66.1% of respondents are eligible and ready to travel in the near future.



Considering not only the results of the survey but also the indicators of tourist movement in Romania, the degree to which the tourist industry was affected can be observed. The basic indicators, which can indicate the size of traffic, tourist arrivals, Romanian tourist arrivals, and foreign tourist arrivals, are analyzed comparatively, as in Table 5. It can be observed that the greatest decreases in number of arrivals are recorded for both domestic and international tourism in April and May, with decreases of over 95%.



Overall, at the level of the country, the number of arrivals registered a decrease of over 52% (see Table 6). The flow of international tourists decreased by 83% in 2020 compared to 2019. Among the national destinations, the smallest decrease was registered by the coastal destinations as 21.53%, and the biggest loss was registered by Bucharest along with the rest of the cities (three times higher) as 62.41%.



In the statistical analysis of this phenomenon, it must be considered that January and February were not subject to pandemic restrictions; in March, April, and May, the Romanian territory was subject to lockdown, and all activities in HoReCa were closed. Tourism was able to resume its activity.



Using the statistical analysis “t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means”, we have analyzed the last months of 2021 compared to the last months of 2019. We have analyzed only national tourism because, as it was observed, the inflows of international tourists are almost insignificant and depended on the conditions imposed by the countries of origin. The results are illustrated in Table 7.



In this analysis, P (T ≤ t) two-tail (0.000157468) gives the probability that the absolute value of the statistic t Stat (7390) is observed, which is higher in absolute value than the critical t value (2446). As the p value is less than our alpha, 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the average of each sample. The Pearson correlation (0.917) indicates that the two variables are closely correlated.




6. Conclusions


This paper aims at highlighting the perception of tourists regarding traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in times of health crisis. The COVID-19 pandemic did not discriminate, so that all companies in the tourism sector and all travel destinations were massively affected by unprecedented travel restrictions and felt economic and social blockages.



Tourism activity was severely affected due to the significant decrease in tourist arrivals and the progressive decrease in tourism revenues, which led to the temporary or permanent closure of several associated activities. In addition to hotels, restaurants and related activities were also severely affected, such as travel agencies, transport companies, and larger or smaller shops in tourist destinations. All these phenomena also influenced the tourism demand.



In order to highlight the way in which the trip is seen for future reference during the health crisis of COVID-19 in general, but also in particular in Romania, we used several research methods to lead us, as much as possible, to relevant results. If, in the beginning, when the COVID-19 pandemic broke out, people were afraid to travel because the evolution of SARS-CoV-2 infections was unknown, now, more than a year after the pandemic was declared, people are eager to travel. Of course, the desire to travel is dependent on the degree of freedom at the borders, the incidence of infections, the degree of vaccination, etc. However, previous studies have noted that travel motivation among young people can be non-self-centered, such as traveling to experience nature and culture, while others may be linked together by hedonic and escape motives [11], such as trips for fun and to take a break from everyday life, they will probably be the first to express their desire to travel after the threat of COVID-19 infection has diminished. Studies related to the motivation of travel have confirmed that the mood of tourists influences them to travel and visit new places.



Thus, understanding the perception of travel and the impulses that motivate tourists to travel can benefit specialists in the tourism industry but also those who research the evolution of actions to impose restrictions in the current pandemic context. This research related to the perception of travel in the current health crisis along with previous studies related to the motivation [32] to travel can be the basis of planning in tourism, and the decision makers must react to this challenge with a strong presence on the Internet and social media, implementing smart strategies which could serve as new motivations for travel from younger generations.



The analysis of the answers in the questionnaire revealed that most of the respondents intend to travel in the next period. While personal budgets will become tighter and tighter, the desire to go out and explore will only increase. It is expected that more people will want to travel nationally, thus supporting local economies by exploring their own cities or regions in the country that offer tourist attractions. Locations in unknown areas have the opportunity to increase the number of visitors, and less frequented tourist destinations can benefit from demand, given the preference for less crowded places.



Their answers highlighted the intention of travelers to opt for destinations in nature because this form of tourism will allow them to maintain social distance and access discovery and contact with nature, which they have not been able to benefit from in recent months.



The pandemic has highlighted the harmful effects of tourism and mass industry on the planet and the natural environments in which we live. Humankind is expected to turn its attention to sustainable, environmentally friendly travel deals with a minor impact on the local community. Travelers will opt for experiences that promote the health and well-being of people and the planet.



This paper is subject to study limitations but may also suggest additional lines of research. The study concludes with more limitations than other studies due to limited data and the volatility of those that exist. During this research, the conjunctural data related to the degree of infection, the lifting or imposition of new traffic restrictions, the increase in the number of people vaccinated were changed, therefore some of the questions in the survey state: “When you answer these questions ….”. In addition, the outbreak is still active, creating serious health and economic problems around the world, so that further study of the perception of traveling in new situations, in different parts of the country or in the world, can provide much useful information. This study may be continued in the future, with interest for researchers expanding the geographical area or pursuing tourist activity following this study, or it can serve as a starting point for a comparative analysis of the perception of travelling during the period of site restrictions, with information on the same subject in the coming years, given that the same population selected from the active population. This comparison can create a complete picture of tourists’ perceptions of traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in times affected by a health crisis. Such research is important because perceptions of travel destinations in times of crisis are important for predicting future tourism demands and developing appropriate recovery strategies.
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Figure 1. Regional breakdown of travel restrictions as of 1 February 2021 [13]. Source: Data compiled by UNWTO as of 1 February 2021. Page 14. COVID-19 RELATED TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS – A GLOBAL REVIEW FOR TOURISM. 14. https://webunwto.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2021-03/210309-Travel-Restrictions.pdf, accessed on 15 April 2021. 
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Figure 2. Sample structure. Source: Own processing based on data obtained from the centralization of questionnaire responses. 
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Figure 3. Frequency of travel. Source: Own Research. 
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Figure 4. Travel destination of the last two years. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 5. Intention to travel. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 6. Perceived safer destination. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 7. Travel preferences for destinations in Romania. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 8. Sources of information for destinations in Romania. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 9. Sources of information for destinations abroad. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 10. Assessment according to the importance of the conditions that the tourist destination must meet during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 11. Scores obtained regarding the importance of the fulfillment given to the conditions that the tourist destination must meet during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 12. Incidence of COVID-19 infection in respondents’ localities. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 13. Situation of respondents regarding vaccination against infection with the new coronavirus. Source: Own research. 
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Figure 14. The most frequently used words in the answers related to the perception of travel for tourism purposes in the next period marked by the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus. Source: Own research. 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the studied population.
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Specification

	

	
n = 672

	
%






	
Sex

	
Male

	
220

	
32.70%




	
Female

	
452

	
67.30%




	
Age

	
16–18 years

	
7

	
1%




	
18–25 years

	
240

	
35.70%




	
26–35 years

	
117

	
17.40%




	
36–45 years

	
114

	
17%




	
46–55 years

	
100

	
14.90%




	
56–65 years

	
94

	
14%




	
Studies

	
High school studies

	
285

	
42.40%




	
Bachelor’s degree

	
288

	
42.90%




	
Master’s degree

	
82

	
12.20%




	
PhD degree

	
17

	
2.50%




	
Occupation

	
High-school student

	
25

	
3.70%




	
College Student

	
244

	
33.30%




	
Employee

	
369

	
54.90%




	
Freelance worker

	
54

	
8.00%




	
Income

	
<300 EUR

	
197

	
29.30%




	

	
301–500 EUR

	
161

	
24%




	

	
501–700 EUR

	
132

	
19.60%




	

	
701–1000 EUR

	
113

	
16.80%




	

	
>1000 EUR

	
69

	
10.30%








Source: Own research.
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Table 2. The importance of the conditions that the tourist destination must meet during the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus.
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Scale

	
Assessment according to the Importance of the Conditions that the Tourist Destination Must Meet during the Health Crisis Caused by the SARS-CoV-2 Virus:

On a Scale of 1 to 5 (1 Very Unimportant and 5 Very Important)




	
Accommodation Units Must Comply with Health Protection Regulations

	
Food Units Must Comply with Health Protection Regulations

	
Staff Should Be Vaccinated

	
The Other Tourists Should Be Vaccinated

	
The Infection Rate of the Area Should Be Less than 3 per 1000 Inhabitants






	
1

	
8

	
8

	
152

	
157

	
64




	
2

	
22

	
15

	
82

	
103

	
70




	
3

	
96

	
94

	
135

	
141

	
157




	
4

	
174

	
179

	
123

	
124

	
157




	
5

	
372

	
376

	
180

	
147

	
224




	
Total

	
672

	
672

	
672

	
672

	
672




	
Score

	
4.30

	
4.34

	
3.14

	
3.01

	
3.60








Source: Own research.
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Table 3. Perception of traveling for recreational or leisure purposes in the next period marked by the health crisis caused by the SARS-CoV-2 virus.
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Perception of Travel for Tourism in the Next Period Marked by the Health Crisis Caused by the SARS-CoV-2 Virus






	
1

	
A short trip, max 3–4 nights, probably in an area where a negative PCR test is required for my safety and that of those around me, where safety measures are followed. Accommodation in a hotel with restaurant. If I leave the country, I would opt for a country that does not involve quarantine when returning to Romania (e.g., Turkey).




	
2

	
I consider that in the next period it will be difficult to travel if the appropriate measures are not taken in the tourism areas. The person who plans the trip wants to have information regarding the created conditions.




	
3

	
Sure enough, if I am vaccinated. I consider that people will travel more to Romania, not because of the fact that better sanitation conditions are offered, but because they are closer to home, know the pandemic situation better in their country, they can be more easily informed about the spread of the virus, and the costs of a possible postponement of the holiday involve lower costs than if they were traveling abroad. The trip will have a more recreational purpose, limited to a duration of 1–2 days, at a distance not very far from the residence, in mountainous or coastal areas.




	
4

	
In this context, especially the current one with the new wave of infections, this tourism year will not be a very good one, probably like last year.




	
5

	
For me, the vision does not change. Vacation means relaxation and good mood. I will not go on vacation to places where stress and restrictions are high. I will go on vacation to places where everything is normal or as close to normal as possible.




	
6

	
Much more limited in all respects, with far fewer attractions and visits and probably a greater openness towards nature.




	
7

	
Hello! The only difference from past travel is compliance with COVID-19 infection prevention measures. As long as through your own protection you protect others, everything is fine. Thank you!




	
8

	
I will tend to travel to places less frequented by other tourists.




	
9

	
There will still be a very large number of restrictions that will limit the possibilities of travel and the variety of activities that could have been carried out under normal conditions.




	
10

	
I hope that the location I have chosen respects all the sanitary protection norms. It will certainly be a holiday with more restrictions than before, but I consider it for the good of all humankind. The words that will define this holiday will be caution/carefulness, but not fear/panic.








Source: Elaborated by authors.













[image: Table] 





Table 4. Pearson correlation coefficient between travel perception variables in the current pandemic context.
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	Willingness to Travel in 2021 in the Context of the Current Pandemic
	Accommodation Units Must Comply with Health Protection Regulations
	Food Units Must Comply with Health Protection Regulations
	Staff Should Be Vaccinated
	The Other Tourists Should Be Vaccinated
	The Infection Rate of the Area Should Be Less than 3 per 1000 Inhabitants





	Willingness to travel in 2021 in the context of the current pandemic
	1
	
	
	
	
	



	Accommodation units must comply with health protection regulations
	0.332352888
	1
	
	
	
	



	Food units must comply with health protection regulations
	0.331445732
	0.999739439
	1
	
	
	



	Staff should be vaccinated
	−0.031015798
	0.651172313
	0.658750115
	1
	
	



	The other tourists should be vaccinated
	−0.152135172
	0.237840675
	0.248349161
	0.888324657
	1
	



	The infection rate of the area should be less than 3 per 1000 inhabitants
	0.620205722
	0.936497524
	0.936784478
	0.611383558
	0.257381129
	1
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Table 5. Arrivals of tourists accommodated in the structure of tourists’ reception by tourist type, monthly [73].
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Type of Tourists

	
Year

	
Jan

	
Feb

	
Mar

	
Apr

	
May

	
Jun

	
Jul

	
Aug

	
Sep

	
Oct

	
Nov

	
Dec






	
Total

	
2019

	
758,439

	
758,826

	
800,361

	
885,822

	
1,103,937

	
1,308,897

	
1,651,335

	
1,869,383

	
1,312,488

	
108,1817

	
902,837

	
834,614




	
2020

	
796,256

	
724,445

	
242,105

	
16,855

	
34,569

	
333,950

	
917,778

	
1,301,411

	
794,451

	
493,101

	
338,728

	
341,752




	
% Δ

	
4.99

	
−4.53

	
−69.75

	
−98.10

	
−96.87

	
−74.49

	
−44.42

	
−30.38

	
−39.47

	
−54.42

	
−62.48

	
−59.05




	
Domestic

	
2019

	
618,621

	
623,876

	
631,270

	
681,807

	
831,301

	
1,022,762

	
1,350,243

	
1,557,077

	
102,4725

	
843,025

	
726,382

	
685,959




	
2020

	
668,636

	
603,642

	
207,885

	
15,503

	
33262

	
320,964

	
887,688

	
1,269,122

	
761,701

	
468,419

	
319,992

	
325,322




	
% Δ

	
8.08

	
−3.24

	
−67.07

	
−97.73

	
−96.00

	
−68.62

	
−34.26

	
−18.49

	
−25.67

	
−44.44

	
−55.95

	
−52.57




	
International

	
2019

	
139,818

	
134,950

	
169,091

	
204,015

	
272,636

	
286,135

	
301,092

	
312,306

	
287,763

	
238,792

	
176,455

	
148,655




	
2020

	
127,620

	
120,803

	
34,220

	
1352

	
1307

	
12,986

	
30,090

	
32,289

	
32,750

	
24,682

	
18,736

	
16,430




	
% Δ

	
−8.72

	
−10.48

	
−79.76

	
−99.34

	
−99.52

	
−95.46

	
−90.01

	
−89.66

	
−88.62

	
−89.66

	
−89.38

	
−88.95








Source: Processing by the authors of data from the National Institute of Statistics Romania, https://insse.ro/cms/sites/default/files/field/publicatii/frecventarea_structurilor_de_primire_turistica_cu_functiuni_de_cazare_trim_4_2020.pdf, accessed on 15 April 2021.
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Table 6. Arrivals of tourists accommodated in the structure of tourists’ reception by tourist destinations and tourist type [73].
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Touristic Destinations

	
Type of Tourists

	
2019

	
2020

	
% Δ






	
Total

	
Total

	
13,374,943

	
6,398,642

	
−52.16




	
Domestic

	
10,691,195

	
5,944,775

	
−44.40




	
International

	
2,683,748

	
453,867

	
−83.09




	
Spas

	
Total

	
1,133,359

	
601,326

	
−46.94




	
Domestic

	
1,098,706

	
595,762

	
−45.78




	
International

	
34,653

	
5564

	
−83.94




	
Seaside. excluding

Constanta town

	
Total

	
1,153,682

	
905,266

	
−21.53




	
Domestic

	
1,119,401

	
899,104

	
−19.68




	
International

	
34,281

	
6162

	
−82.03




	
Mountain resorts

	
Total

	
2,305,517

	
1,295,105

	
−43.83




	
Domestic

	
2,109,378

	
1,269,109

	
−39.83




	
International

	
196,139

	
25,996

	
−86.75




	
Danube Delta area.

including Tulcea town

	
Total

	
166,411

	
118,325

	
−28.90




	
Domestic

	
146,006

	
116,797

	
−20.01




	
International

	
20,405

	
1528

	
−92.51




	
Bucharest and county

residence town. excluding Tulcea

	
Total

	
6,275,835

	
2,359,090

	
−62.41




	
Domestic

	
4,209,530

	
1,994,058

	
−52.63




	
International

	
2,066,305

	
365,032

	
−82.33




	
Other localities and touristic routes

	
Total

	
2,340,139

	
1,119,530

	
−52.16




	
Domestic

	
2,008,174

	
1,069,945

	
−46.72




	
International

	
331,965

	
49,585

	
−85.06








Source: Processing by the authors of data from the National Institute of Statistics Romania https://insse.ro/cms/sites/default/files/field/publicatii/frecventarea_structurilor_de_primire_turistica_cu_functiuni_de_cazare_trim_4_2020.pdf, accessed on 15 April 2021.
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Table 7. “t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means” statistical analysis of arrivals for the last 7 months of 2019 and 2020.
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	Year 2019
	Year 2020





	Mean
	1,030,024.714
	621,886.8571



	Variance
	1.04326 × 1011
	1.33718 × 1011



	Observations
	7
	7



	Pearson Correlation
	0.917342298
	



	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	



	df
	6
	



	t Stat
	7.390696935
	



	P(T ≤ t) one-tail
	0.000157468
	



	t Critical one-tail
	1.943180274
	



	P(T ≤ t) two-tail
	0.000314936
	



	t Critical two-tail
	2.446911846
	







Source: Own processing based on data obtained from data centralization.
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