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After 25 years of post-socialist transition, tourism is still perceived in Romania as a sector that has offered and still 

could offer chances for economic growth. Tourism areas have been confronted with constant pressures to change, 

without a stable framework and no clear vision towards sustainable tourism development. As result, their evolution 

has generated some negative side effects: the cultural landscape of important tourism destinations has been affected, 

and the changes will influence the tourism product itself in the long run. This essay will describe the type of alterations 

that have occurred throughout the cultural landscape of the Bukovina area (Romanian: Bucovina). Developed in several 

stages within a longitudinal approach, this research has monitored the transformation of the traditional landscape, the 

sources of the changes, and the motivation behind them.

Introduction

Changes taking place all over the world within the cultural landscape reflect the dynamic 
society in which we currently live. Romania, like other countries from the post-socialist space, 
has accelerated the rhythm of its transformations in a hurry to compensate for past delays. 
The directive to overcome disparities, in some cases, was interpreted ad literam, as Western 
models, patterns and standards became the new ‘must have’ of Eastern societies. The fas-
cination of the West was present before 1989, like a mirage that was difficult to acquire. The 
fresh sense of freedom gave the impression that everything was possible. Changes were 
made in several areas in the name of progress, and the transition to a market society and 
transformations in the field ground preceded the strategic planning, so important for wise 
regional development. After 1990, Romania tried to consolidate the tourism industry as well, 
by building products and promotional messages focused on two main resources: nature and 
culture. Research studies undertaken in 2007 for the National Tourism Authority by several 
tourism consultancy bodies (IPK, Horvath Consulting, GIZ a.o.) on different source markets 
proved that most tourists associated tourism in Romania with these assets. Strategic tour-
ism plans should envisage the wise exploitation and conservation of these assets, but this 
potential has pushed the entrepreneurial initiative in tourism to diversify and develop its tour-
ism offering according to its own intuition and best practices observed abroad, rather than 
rigorous planning, clear policies and strategic coordination. This process, despite the good 
will and positive intentions, has generated non-sustainable development in several areas, 
with a strong impact on natural and cultural resources. In rural areas, the new alterations of 
the built landscape in most cases contrast with the existing traditional architecture through 
colour, shape and size, creating a chaotic image that could damage the image of destinations 
promoted intensively as authentic and traditional.  The relation between the transformation 
of the cultural landscape, rooted in the interaction between human activity and the natural 
environment (Slaiby 2003, 11), and tourism is a very fragile one, and the dynamic of one side 
of the relationship is generating long-term changes on the other side, through a closely inter-
dependent connection. Nevertheless, the “cultural landscape is one of the main representing 

The Changing Face of Bukovina. 
The Transformation of †he
Cultural Landscape1

Carmen Chașovschi

languages of modern society which signify the spiritual dimension of the investors, architects 
and users” (Czepczynki 2006, 7). This article presents the connection between the evolution 
of tourism destinations and the changes occurring in cultural landscape, with reference to the 
desired image of Romania as a tourism destination. It also approaches in a descriptive manner 
the changes identified in the Bukovina area through exploratory research started in 2011.  

Tourism development and the cultural landscape: a fragile relationship

Tourism involves a complex network of resources in the destinations where it is taking place 
and, at the same time, is one of the most sensitive economic activities related to overdevelop-
ment and resource overuse (Aller 2014). According to the same author just cited, a “lack of 
balance between industrial development and resource preservation might lead not only to 
the shrinking of tourism, but to spoiled and overbuilt landscapes, and a commoditisation of 
culture and traditions” (Aller 2014, 67). 

After 1990, Romania tried to cope with the international tourism market by focusing on 
two main ‘streams’: on the one hand, there was tourism in the rural areas, focused on nature 
and culture and, on the other hand, the seaside tourism, with the nostalgia desiring to resusci-
tate the beach resorts and bring back the interest in the Black Sea coast from the early 1970s. 
Rural culture, lifestyles and traditions were heavily promoted after the 1990 transition (Light 
2006, 265), and rural tourism, slowly but consistently, has asserted itself during the latest 
period, being perceived as an opportunity for a country with 12,956 villages according to a 
2010 census (INSSE 2011, 17). Romania’s rural space is believed to have preserved an archaic 
form of land use, featuring authentic landscapes and ‘unspoiled’ nature. Cultural heritage, as 
a common good associated with rural life, encompasses objectives, sites and areas influenced 
by agricultural activity, together with experience-based knowledge of work, resource utilisation 
and management (Dinu 2012, 14).

Rural Romania was and remains traditional, not necessarily due to conscientious actions, 
but rather to a lack of alternatives. This apparent weakness could be transformed into a com-
petitive advantage in the process of developing new tourism products connected with the 
authenticity of the “last medieval landscape left in Europe”.2

Unfortunately, in almost all areas with high tourism potential in Romania, the lack of coor-
dinated tourism development has generated a boomerang effect, noticeable in the inappro-
priate and uncontrolled alteration of the landscapes. New constructions have been erected 
in rural areas, contrasting with the existing traditional architecture in terms of colour, shape 
and size. Tourism itself as an income generator is partially the cause: the attractiveness of 
some tourist destinations has brought investors from neighbouring urban areas, and small 
tourism entrepreneurs from rural communities have invested their savings in new modern 
constructions that could fit tourism needs.

Rural areas are presented and promoted as tourism destinations in a bucolic and idyllic 
way, as a dream destination for holidays, as reflected in the message that appears on the first 
page of the official tourism site of Romania: “Welcome to Romania Tourism! Authentic, Nat-
ural and Cultural are the words that best capture the essence of Romania, a dynamic country, 
rich in history, arts and scenic beauty”.3

Unfortunately, the measures that have been taken so far towards the sustainable conservation 
of these values, so important for the long-term development of Romanian tourism offerings, 
are limited. The currently disorganised trajectories should not be an option for a Romania 
that is desired to be the “Carpathian Garden”.4 It appears, however, that one region has indeed 
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succeeded in preserving its cultural landscape in a sustainable way, making the best of its 
existing resources and becoming the “best region to travel in 2016” at the top of Lonely Planet: 
Transylvania.5 Apart from this, two other important Romanian destinations are associated 
with cultural and heritage tourism: Bukovina (northeastern Romania) and Maramureș (north-
western Romania). All three areas have remarkable natural landscapes and cultural objectives, 
including UNESCO-protected monuments: Moldova’s mural-painted churches6, the wooden 
churches of Maramureș, and the Saxon-fortified churches of Transylvania. The majority of 
outbound tourism programmes includes tours that combine all three destinations, as high-
lights of Romanian tradition and culture: “A journey of a few hours by car or by train can take 
you ... from Southern Transylvania to Bukovina or Maramureș. Take a step back in time.”7 The 
main values associated with all three destinations are authentic experience, nature and cultural 
sites, and the dynamics of the landscape have been similar in all regions.

In the specific case of Bukovina, the pressure of tourism is high, and the opportunities created 
by tourism for new sources of income lead to fundamental changes in the existing cultural 
landscape. These types of changes, associated with expansion of tourism activities and in-
creased tourist flows to the destinations, are placing Bukovina at a stage situated between the 
phases of “involvement” and “development” (Baehre et al. 2013), according to the concept of 
the “destination life cycle” defined by Butler (1980). In these phases, tourism is perceived as 
an attractive field of investment for entrepreneurs, and the new changes designated to attract 
and receive tourists could affect the cultural landscape of the destination (Russel 2006, 115). 
These situations occur mostly when the development is not regulated or is directed towards 
a vision for sustainable development of the area. Despite the fact that Bukovina is in the early 
stages of its development as a destination, we can identify processes associated by Russo 
(2000, 1) with large heritage cities, where there exists a “self-feeding connection between the 
emergence of a class of excursionists among the visitors in the later stages of the tourism 
destination life-cycle and the decline in the attractiveness of the city”. The conclusions formu-
lated by Russo could be extended to the areas of the UNESCO-protected monuments as well. 
Considered a great marketing tool, the UNESCO protection only regulates the area/monument 

declared as protected. The listing of a monu-
ment on the World Heritage List could help in 
boosting the local communities, but where 
the strategic territorial planning is not regu-
lated, uncontrolled developments can occur. 
According to Markham (2016), “tourism is a 
bit of a double-edged sword, however, and 
can bring environmental pressures including 
pollution, overdevelopment, and cultural 
disruption if poorly managed”. These pres-
sures can add to existing threats to World 
Heritage sites (Keough 2011). Similar situ-
ations to Bukovina were reported for other 
countries (Marquart 2014), where heritage 
preservation is a challenge that involves re-

sponsibilities shared between governmental and non-governmental institutions that should 
have a better strategic perspective for the better management of the designated heritage 
areas. Universal solutions are hard to find, and the peculiarities of each situation should im-
pose tailored measures and policies developed in a pro-active and participatory manner and 
adjusted to a dynamic tourism phenomenon.

1. View from Cacica village of 
Obcina Mare, 2015.

Transformation of the cultural landscape of Bukovina

The visible signs of this tangible relationship between the cultural landscape and tourism devel-
opment are also present in a relevant Romanian tourism destination, Bukovina, partially over-
lapping with Suceava County, which has a surface area of more than 8,553 km². The use of the 
landscape was influenced in the past by the type of traditional occupations held by its residents. 

The rural character is marked by different types of land use (pastures, small gardens used 
for agriculture and farming) and by wooden buildings typical of rural settlements, with a func-
tional role played by household activities (Camilar 2001; OAR 2010). The gardens used for the 
small-scale production of vegetables and 
grains are commonly found among the hous-
es in the villages of Bukovina. The traditional 
household of Bukovina was structured in a 
functional way, according to the domestic 
activities carried out and the practical needs 
they dictated. The largest building in the yard 
was not the house, but the barn where the hay 
was kept during the winter (Camilar 2001).

The old house of Bukovina, the casa 
tradițională (traditional house), associated 
with authenticity (Fig. 2), is made of wood 
and smeared with cob around the windows, or 
along the entire surface of the walls (Cazacu 
et al. 2015). The four-sided roofs are covered with shingles, and were later covered with tin, a 
much more resistant material, a solution that was embraced largely after the 1960s. Additional 
house typologies could be found, with two-sided roofs (Fig. 3) and a different structure, the 
so-called casa nemțească (German house) (Jacob Larionescu 2015, 233). These were built 
by the colonists who were brought to Bukovina starting in 1787 by the Habsburg Monarchy, 
which administered this historic province from 1775 to 1918 (Scharr 2010).

Initiatives aiming to preserve the cul-
tural landscape were almost non-existent 
in northeastern Romania. Up until 2010, re-
search on interference in Bukovina’s cultural 
landscape was limited to a singular initiative 
by the regional branch of the OAR (Ordinul 
Arhitecților din România / Order of Architects 
of Romania), which analysed the peculiari-
ties of landscape transformation in the pilot 
area of Mănăstirea Humorului, a village with a 
UNESCO-protected monastery. The changes 
identified by the OAR (2010) in the cultural 
landscape can be extended to all areas and 
ethnographic sub-areas of Bukovina, not 
only to the area studied. For these reasons, 
a more extensive exploratory study was started in 2011, aiming to create an inventory of the 
existing traditional houses, identifying the types and sources of changes occurring in the 
cultural landscape. The study took a longitudinal approach. Each year, apart from the identifi-
cation of new, traditional-style houses, the houses already registered were visited in order to 
verify whether they still existed and identify any changes that had occurred in the meantime.

3. Traditional house in Paltinu, 
2013.

2. Traditional house in Bivolărie, 
2013.
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During the fieldwork, we identified multiple sources of transformation in the cultural landscape, 
with different characteristics and dynamics: modernisation of existing traditional houses, new 
constructions built by locals as private homes, new buildings with commercial, business and 
tourism functions, and constructions with public use functions. 

The most rapid changes were seen to occur due to the 
new private homes built by the locals which contrasted 
with the existing built landscape through form, size and 
colour; in most cases, the houses were built with the 
support of family members who had worked abroad 
and invested their savings at home.

The new houses are built on the courtyards of existing 
old houses or on the fields owned by the family, on the 
outskirts of the villages, away from any existing infra-
structure. Usually, people have started to build new 
houses with limited resources, being aware that the 
construction phase could take years. The family con-
tinues to live in the old house during the construction 

of the new one (Fig. 6–7). The commitment to the casa bătrânească (old house) usually ends 
with the elder family members, who have emotional ties to the house’s history. The respons-
es of the younger generation were polarised between two types of attitudes: the desire to 
preserve the old house and the desire to demolish it after finishing the new houses. The latter 
attitude is connected with the perception described by Daniela Moisa (2009, 86) that the old 
house is “proof of a poverty that all want to forget”. 

The migrants’ new houses have generated significant 
changes in the cultural landscape of Bukovina. Roma-
nia’s various regions have become sources of emigra-
tion (Alexe and Horvath 2012, 2), whereby Bukovina 
is an important source of migrants who have worked 
or are still working in Italy, Spain, France and the UK. 
Entire villages have changed, and the migrants have 
imported foreign designs to the newly built houses8 
through a ‘domestication of foreign architectural forms’ 
(Moisa 2009). Cajvana and Marginea are two famous 
localities that were broadly analysed in anthropological 
studies due to their radical transformation.9 The relation 
between the hard work of migrants abroad and their in-
vestments in new and fancy houses is analysed here, 

and is associated with their need to be respected by the community, to acquire a new social 
status after a restrictive communist period and finally be able to decide their own fate (Moisa 
2010; Mihăilescu 2013a; Jacob Larionescu 2013). The owners of the new houses have replaced 
the old constructions with new ones out of a desire for a greater level of comfort and a need 
for modern designs, using Western influences. The migrants living in a “hybrid culture” (Sandu 
2012, 145) have tried to create in their home countries the comfort they had in the countries 
in which they worked. 

The houses with their 2 floors and 120 m² of surface area are under-used or left empty, with 
the exception of holidays during which migrants come back to stay for a short period of time. 

5. Private house in Milișăuți, 
2013.

4. House with a bright colour, 
different roof structures and 
combined fence decorations. 
Between Mălini and Slatina 
2014.

The 2008 crisis affected migrants’ lives as well and the investments that they began in their 
homeland of Bukovina: some of them returned to start small businesses (in e.g. construction, 
tourism, or cleaning industries) or contract small jobs related to the experience gained abroad, 
being perceived as ‘experts’ in these fields. The houses have since become a lifelong chal-
lenge, since the money earned in the years 
worked abroad was insufficient at the time 
the workers returned. As a result, after 2008, 
large empty houses could easily be found in 
the villages of Bukovina, with ‘for sale’ signs 
posted at the entrance (Fig. 8). 

Tourism as an income generator is an 
attractive sector for entrepreneurship in Bu-
kovina. It appeared as a chance for success- 
ful start-ups and has generated changes in 
the landscape as well. The alterations are 
more visible on the main roads leading to 
UNESCO-listed monasteries. The tourist 
flows they generate have brought additional 
income to the inhabitants of the villages and 
have created a market demand in the sectors related to tourism. The response was visible a 
few years into the process, as the new constructions, house expansions and modernisations 
were perceived as improved conditions for possible tourists. Similar to other popular tourist 
areas such as Maramureș (Nagy 2009, 121), private rooms are rented out to tourists through-
out the season. Modernisations are made following the presumptive needs of tourists. The 
changes follow the taste of the owners or what they suppose will be interpreted by tourists as 
being modern, situation common for other rural communities (Mihăilescu 2014). 

Tourism capacity was expanded through self-funding or with the support of EU-financed 
programmes in the pre-accession phase or in early stages of EU accession. If until 2010 there 
were no precise regulations concerning the harmonical inclusion into the landscape of newly 
built guesthouses, nowadays the constructions financed by EU programmes are approved only if 
they comply with the strict construction rules 
and recommendations developed by the OAR 
and included in the project guidelines. Still, 
through strategic placement, some important 
spaces are modified, for example like the con-
structions placed in the immediate vicinity of 
Voroneț Monastery or in the centre of Mănă- 
stirea Humorului, a small village (Fig. 9–10).

The proximity of the highly visited monas-
teries was tempting for new investors, despite 
the fact that the protected area of a UNESCO 
monument should restrict the aggressive 
alteration of the surrounding landscape. The 
preferred and most sought-after positions 
are closest to the UNESCO monuments, with 
no thought being given to harmonious integration of the changes, with few exceptions. This 
is the case for Mănăstirea Humorului, Voroneț, and Sucevița, where intrusive constructions 
were started in the immediate proximity of the monuments, and the urban regulations were 
misinterpreted. 

6. New house and old house in 
Cacica. The new house exceeds 
the existing building line of the 
landscape, 2015.

7. New house built around the 
old one, Cacica, 2015.
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As for commercial buildings, also relevant are shops for edibles and supplies as well as small 
business headquarters in the countryside. In order to stand out as attractive and visible, an 
urban style is also common for their construction, and the strong colours are interpreted as 
better able to attract the attention of potential customers.  

Visibility is desired by public administrators 
as well, as city halls and public institutions 
also boast inappropriate forms and volumes 
in contrast to the surrounding area, like Suce-
vița’s city hall, or overly bright colours, like 
the tourism information centre in Mănăstirea 
Humorului. 

An important component of a destination, 
shared spaces support the particular tour-
ism infrastructure, contributing to tourists’ 
first impression of the area. Planned and 
administrated in a proper way, they could 
be a destination’s business card: “healthy 
public spaces are the springboard for revi-

talising communities, whatever they are, wherever they are” (PPS 2012). For public authori-
ties in rural communities, the optimisation of public space equals modernisation, and most 
work consists in reshaping the public buildings according to characteristics associated with 
urban space (windows, materials, colours, shape), walkways made of concrete pavement 
stones, bus stations made of brightly coloured plastic. Taking advantage of the EU funding 
opportunities, sport halls and small parks have arisen in a lot of small villages lacking basic 

infrastructure (Năstase et al. 2013). These 
‘tempting’ opportunities were brought to the 
attention of city halls in almost all cases by 
small consulting companies, which had the 
competence to write and implement such 
projects for eligible applicants from rural 
communities. It is true that the investment 
in quality public space “delivers a manifold 
return” to the communities (PPS 2012), but 
landscape planning should be a valid compo-
nent in such decisions, taking into account 
the appropriate harmonisation of new invest-
ments with existing landscape characteris-
tics, not only the availability of funding. 

The results of our exploratory survey largely confirm the OAR’s 2010 conclusions of regarding 
the alterations that significantly disrupt the cultural landscape of the village: strong and 
extreme colours of the facades, brightly coloured plaster and roofs, the grand size of the new 
constructions (houses that are too high and wide compared to the neighbours’), the use of 
new materials (aluminium or plastic polymer) instead of wood for housing details, and the 
covering of wooden walls with new materials like plastic, metal, polystyrene and sandstone. 
The alterations made to the old houses are smoother and not as aggressive in rhythm and 
impact as the new constructions.

8. House for sale in Ilișești. 
Empty for years, the construction 
could not be finished, 2015.

9. Left side of the entrance to 
Humor Monastery, 2015.

Since the alternative to the rural lifestyle has emerged – this ‘modernisation’ – villagers have 
embraced it, gaining the time and resources to pursue their desired activities: “They have 
their own money and the freedom to do what they want” (Mihăilescu 2013a). “What they want” 
is not a figure of speech here; it is almost a reality in rural spaces, where in most cases new 
buildings are erected with no or only partially respected previous authorisation or regulations. 

From the viewpoint of the villagers, the responsibility for sus-
tainable development of the rural space and the cultural landscape 
belongs to local rural authorities, who should be responsible for 
planning and proper implementation of urbanism regulations. The 
interviews conducted proved that the public administrative offices 
have no specialised employees responsible for urban planning, and 
the plans submitted for approval are allowed with no evaluation of 
the future visual impact they will have on the existing landscape. 
The mayors of the villages, willing to gain the sympathy of prospec-
tive voters, tolerate a more relaxed management structure of the 
community and a lack of control in the relationship between public 
administrative bodies and inhabitants. They are also reluctant to 
impose strict regulations in a post-socialist period that equates 
democracy with a permissive society. This process is part of the 
transition from a centralised and over-controlled system to the free 
world, highlighting social disparities (Munteanu et al. 2008) and is 
on-going in most transitioning countries (Razenboeck et al. 2012), 
where visible changes reflect the social, economic and cultural 
changes in a deeper and much broader manner (Czepczynki 2006). 

The changes described here reflect a shift from a rural way of life, oriented towards traditional 
agricultural occupations to an urban style of living. Life in the village torn between a rudi-
mentary style of working the land and the younger generations’ orientation towards urban 
occupations and activities, in the “post-peasant society” (Mihăilescu 2009, 54). 

According to Glink, Meyer and Schottke (2007, 9), “regionally typical features and traditional 
characteristics are going to disappear and landscape images are getting more and more 
interchangeable”. Despite this, Bukovina, like other Romanian destinations, will continue to 
play the card of authenticity in promoting tourism, trying to keep some unique selling value 
in a highly competitive market.

Conclusions

The cultural landscape is “a compromise between the visible and the hidden, between reason 
and emotion, between morphology and functions” (Czepczynki 2006, 5). In our research, we 
have taken into consideration Gottmann’s (1990) concept of the circulation/ iconography 
dialectic, referenced by Czepczynki for urban spaces (2006, 7) and by Bonnemaison (2005), 
which describes two opposing forces that generate movements in geographical space, “circu-
lation” and “iconography” (Czepczynki 2006, 7):
1) “Circulation engenders universalism and cosmopolitanism. Changes, developed by global 
flow movements, and so-called modernity”. 
2) “Iconography creates stable identities and helps to maintain these identities, by resisting 
generalised circulation and by partitioning the space. Icons carry a meaning, which they bestow 
on those places where they provide roots to people”. 

10. Alterations to the landscape 
near Voroneț Monastery, 2015.
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In all phases of the research carried out in Bukovina starting in 2011, we tried to analyse the 
balance of these two components in order to understand the conflict between the need for mo-
dernity and the resistance required by a sustainable development of tourism, which is almost 
the only source of income for the rural areas of some important sub-destinations of Bukovina. 

Another important delimitation is that the research perspective was connected to a desti-
nation management approach, and to opportunities for consolidating Bukovina’s position as 
an attractive tourist destination, by harmonically combining the pressure of modernisation 
with the need for sustainable regional development. 

Synthesising the dynamic of changes and relationships between the stakeholders involved 
in the process described above, we could consider their influence and actions as push-and-
pull factors driving the changes which have occurred in the cultural landscape. The push 
factors (the desire of locals for new buildings, their need for more comfortable and secure 
homes, needs related to prestige and status in their home communities) were combined with 
the pull factors: a non-interventionist policy of public administration, external opportunities 
provided by the tourism sector, financing facilities through EU financing programs, and 
limited restrictions in landscape planning. As concerns the passive attitude of public admin-
istration officials, we can presume the influence of a combination of factors: a fear of being 
associated with the former socialist centralised planning strategies, avoidance of conflicts 
with prospective voters, lack of specialists in landscape planning, and a lack of vision and 
understanding of the need for a strategic planning process that will ensure proper develop-
ment of communities. Further contributing factors include the lack of urban plans and urban 
documentation and the legislation after 1990 (Munteanu, Geitner, and Scharr 2008), limited 
financial support for owners of valuable traditional houses, lack of education and awareness 
in landscape conservation, and unapproved alterations of the countryside carried out on a 
large scale (Strategy for the National Cultural Patrimony). 

Ongoing debates will persist, centred around the following assumptions: authenticity is 
hard to define and cultural landscapes cannot be frozen, the way of living is changing, and 
the functionality of formal households will change accordingly. However, sustainable devel-
opment plans should include the harmonious evolution of the cultural landscape and recom-
mendations related to preservation should continue with a focus on the valuable aesthetic 
characteristics of traditional houses that could be reinterpreted and transferred to new ones. 

For the further development of tourism, a strategic planning process is needed, as well 
as a coordinated and coherent policy of implementation, in order to exploit wisely the main 
values and resources of the area without affecting public space. 

A harmoniously developed landscape should meet the expectations for inhabitants’ high 
living standards and the need for quality travel experiences of visitors. The future should not 
focus on an artificially conserved area, but on a healthily developed region that will not lose 
its attractiveness and charm over the decades.

Footnotes

1 This project would not have been possible without 
the help and support of many enthusiastic owners of tra-
ditional houses in Bukovina, who have shared with us the 
stories of their lives and homes. A special experience for 
me was working in the field with the tourism students of 
Ștefan cel Mare University from Suceava, and seeing that 
the encounter with the people living in Bukovina villages 
has enriched them spiritually. 

2 http://globalheritagefund.org/index.php/what-we-do/
projects-and-programs/carpathian-villages-romania/. 
July 2016.

3 http://romaniatourism.com. July 2016.
  
4 “Explore the Carpathian Garden” is the new slogan of 
Romania as touristic destination. It was launched in 2010, 
replacing the previous versions of “Romania - simply sur-
prising” and “Romania – the land of choices”.  Romania’s 

tourism brand was developed by THR – THS after a market 
study that revealed the main strengths of Romania as a 
tourism destination being its cultural circuits, nature, rural 
areas, city breaks, adventure tourism and wellness tourism. 

5 http://www.lonelyplanet.com/best-in-travel/regions/1. 
July 2016.

6 Eight churches and monasteries of northern Moldavia, 
built from the late 15th century to the late 16th century, 
are on the UNESCO World Heritage list: Sucevița, Moldo-
vița, Voroneț, Probota, Sf. Ioan cel Nou Suceava, Pătrăuți, 
Arbore, and Humor. Their external walls are covered with 
frescos on all façades representing religous themes.

7 http://romaniatourism.com. July 2016.

8 The designs are sometime copied from houses in the 
host cities where the migrants have worked. See Pietro 
Cingolani (2011, 57). 

9 See Cingolani (2011), Tue and Toderaș (2012), Necoară 
and Munteanu (2012), Dulămiță and Popan (2012), Jacob 
Larionescu (2013), and Mihăilescu (2013b). It is worth 
mentioning that Marginea and Cajvana were famous also 
before 1989 due the ‘entrepreneurship’ of their inhabitants. 

Picture credits

Figures 1, 6–10 © Carmen Chașovschi;
Figures 2–5 © Archive of USV (Ștefan cel Mare University)
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