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The acceleration of the national economies interdependencies within the 
world economy as well as the increasing connexions and sector 
dependencies of the country’s economy are processes that determine the 
connexion of Romanian economy and agriculture (rural development in a 
broader sense) to the current financial and economic crisis. 
Considering the present frame and world (and Romanian) economic 
climate, the main dilemma regarding agriculture and food processing 
economy’s position within the crisis’ context can be thus formulated: 
rural development and agriculture are factors of accentuating the crisis 
or (potential) solutions of mitigating the crisis and re-launch economic 
growth?  
Starting from today’s state of the Romanian rural setting (precarious 
infrastructure, insufficient technical endowment of the rural territory, 
villages and households; preponderantly agricultural rural economy; low 
absorption of agricultural workforce in non agricultural rural economy 
etc.) and agriculture (all levels of agricultural activity are unbalanced; 
very slow economic growth with a high degree of weather dependency 
(from simple to double); technical and structural obsolescence of the 
capital; reduced investment and as an effect, insignificant growth and 
modernising of assets; low absorption of European funding; low 
productivity and output; still high presence of sustenance agricultural 
economy; major unbalance in food supply safety; low importance of 
commercial agriculture; markets contraction; increasing transformation 
of Romanian agricultural goods in a market for imported goods; price 
distortion; profoundly negative trade balance for agricultural goods; 
unbalanced participation of farms in the distribution of the profit from 
agricultural activities, considering the smallest portion of the Gross 
Added Value returns to the farmers and most of it to the traders, all these 
leading to a reduced degree of compatibility and competitiveness of 
Romanian agriculture on the European market and in a broader sense the 
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world market), accepting from the economic practice and doctrine the 
fact that agriculture is a vital economic activity for society, and it 
represents a sector that contributes to maintaining the stability, 
continuity and growth of economy, and, in the current situation, in 
mitigating, to a great extent, the economic crisis. But, this contribution 
can manifest itself only in the presence of massive investments in 
productivity increasing infrastructure (watering systems, farms 
consolidation) and in the technical and technological endowment of the 
rural setting and villages, in rural non agricultural economy, 
agriculture and rural development as a whole, as factors of economical 
growth. 

   
Key words: economic recession, financial crisis, rural economy, costs, 
funding schemes, common agricultural market, growth, investment 

 
I. What is the status of the Romanian agriculture and rural 

development in 2009? What is the starting point? 
At first glance, the answer is simple: from a legal point of view, 

since January 1st 2007, Romanian agriculture, just like the entire country, is 
part of the European Union, but the real status of the Romanian 
agriculture is similar UE6 countries agriculture in the years 1957-1962: 

- the value of the primary production per hectare obtained by the 
Romanian farmers (about 300-350 €/ha) is 2.5 times less compared to what 
European farmers achieve (750-800 €/ha); 

- the Gross Added Value in Romanian agriculture is half of the one 
for the UE15, which leads to obtaining a final agricultural production of 
roughly 880-900 €/ha in Romania compared to 1950-2000 €/ha in the UE15 
countries (roughly 2.2-2.5 times lower); 

- food self-consumption in sustenance and semi-sustenance farms in 
Romania is 460-480 €/ha, representing 50-52% of the farm’s production 
(compared to 10-12% in the UE15 countries), which determines a value of 
the commercial agricultural production of 400-420 €/ha, four times lower 
than in the UE15; 

- agricultural productivity (average productions) in Romanian farms 
obtained in 2000-2008 is at the level of production achieved by UE6 farmers 
in the 6th and 7th decades of the past century; 

- the (summary) rehabilitation of the watering systems (about 30-
35%) and (annual) functionality over a surface of 200-300,000 ha (8-10%); 
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- the poor state of homes for roughly 38% of the rural population due 
to the large number of non-durable housing (40-42%) and the large number 
of old houses (75% of the houses are over 30-35 years old); 

- water supply of the houses is not satisfactory (more than half of the 
rural population does not have access to the public water supply system); 

- the extremely low ratio of houses that have access to the natural 
gas network, heating systems, sewage network (roughly 5-6 times lower 
than the urban environment which is lower than the UE15 or even  UE25 
average). 

 
2. The main factors that generate the decline in performance of 

the Romanian agriculture  
2.1. The lack of performance of the agricultural production is 

due mainly to the high dependency of the yearly weather conditions 
(weather-dependency of the agricultural production) due to the degraded 
and non-functional watering systems or the total lack thereof, the high cost 
of the water but as well to the use of obsolete agricultural technologies, 
having low efficiency and thus not enhancing the performance. The 
droughts, having higher frequencies than usual, have a high impact on 
agricultural production, especially in the Romanian Plains, Dobrogea and 
Moldova, areas that have the most extensive watering systems, built 
between 1960 and 1990, but not functioning for the past 20 years. Figure 1 
depicts, for comparison, the average productions for Romania’s main crop, 
corn, achieved by the Mediterranean EU countries (France, Italy and Spain), 
countries that share the same environmental conditions and posses watered 
surfaces comparable to those of Romania.  

Figure 2 presents the fluctuations of the average productions 
between 2000 and 2007, expressed through the annual variation index. 

In the above names countries there is a maximum differential of 
(difference between the maximal and minimal annual production) roughly 
1300 kg/ha, for an average multi-annual production of 6,300 kg/ha (20.6%), 
and in Romania the maximal differential is 2,000 kg/ha for an multi-annual 
average production of only 2,700 kg/ha (74.1%). Although the ratio of 
production (UE: RO) is 2.7:1, the ratio of the differentials is 1:1.7, which 
proves beyond all doubt the lack of performance of Romanian agriculture. 
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Figure 1. The evolution of average corn production (kg/ha) in Romania and the 

Mediterannean EU countries 
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Fig.2. The annual variation index of the average corn production in Romania and 

the Mediterranean EU countries  
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2.2. The cost of the poor agricultural performance in Romania  
The lack of performance of Romanian agriculture and the multi-

annual fluctuations have severe consequences both on ensuring the needed 
agricultural goods and as well on the general expenses in the sector. 

From a recent study (2008), carried out in several agricultural 
businesses* the conclusion is that roughly 48% of all costs of wheat crops 
and 53% of all costs of corn crops are fixed costs (basic mechanised work, 
preparing the land for sowing, crop maintenance, harvesting, etc.), the 
difference being the variable costs which determine the size of the average 
production. The fixed costs per hectare, for the two crops, are in average 
800-850 lei/ha. Considering that Romania has cultivated between 2000 and 
2008, roughly 5-5.5 million ha of wheat and corn, achieving an average 
production of 2.65-2.70 t/ha, compared with France’s average of 7.0 t/ha of 
wheat, a question arises: what would the needed surface be in order to cover 
Romania’s annual consumption of cereal of roughly 14-15 million tonnes, 
should Romania achieve similar results as France and other EU countries? 
The answer is simple: 2-2.2 million hectares. The result of this calculation is 
that Romania has annual non-performance costs of roughly 2.4-2.5 
billion lei (500-600 million €), a sum that could be allocated to increase 
production to the levels achieved in France, allowing the additional 2-2,2 
million hectares to be cultivated with other crops. 

2.3. Permanent crisis and lack of balance in Romanian 
agriculture  

The Romanian agriculture, just like the entire food processing sector, 
is characterised by the crisis of the inefficiency in resource allocation and 
utilisation (starting a long time before 1989) as well being affected by a 
system of unbalanced property and exploitation, markets, prices of the 
agricultural products and inputs of the agricultural production, 
competitiveness and institution’s functioning, all these being factors that 
generate non-performance.  

It is worth mentioning that between 1993 and 2004 (three 
government cycles) around 400-500 million €/year in average have been 
allocated for agriculture, under different support forms, and investment in 
agriculture for the same period have amounted to roughly 400-450 million 
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€/year, and during the last government cycle (2004-2008) have exceeded 
100 million €/year. Both the support programs funded from the budget as 
well as the investments (a total of roughly 10-12 billion € for this period) 
did not surface as an increase in the value of the agricultural production 
(VAP) and of the agriculture GDP (AGDP), maintaining a value of 10-11 
billion €/year for the VAP and 5.5-6.0 billion €/year for the AGDP. 

Financial support for the agriculture practiced under various forms 
(fixed amounts per hectare, coupons for the cultivated surfaces, allocations 
per animal head) have been mostly a form of masked social protection than 
ways of developing agricultural exploitations and increasing their 
performance. Regarding the inefficacy (or even waste) of the allocated 
resources in Romanian agriculture, we feel it is useful to comment on the 
impact of the current EU financing system of agriculture. As well, several 
notes on the different financing (support) systems practiced by the EU in 
different stages are useful, for a better understanding of the points of view 
regarding agriculture support in Romania.  

3. Financing systems for agriculture in the post 60’s period 
It is noted already from the beginning of the article that there is no 

interface but only major discrepancies between the Romanian agriculture of 
the year 2009 and the current financial system of the EU, applied through 
the new PAC. In order to be convinced of this statement, it is enough to 
present what the founding countries of the EU have conceived and applied 
financially in a period in which their agriculture was in a similar state as an 
institutional structure and performance as the Romanian agriculture of 
today. 

Between 1945 and 1950 all Western European countries, but 
especially France and Germany, have elaborated the first programs for 
modernising and investment in agriculture with a main purpose of 
increasing of general efficiency through the reconstruction of technically 
well endowed agricultural exploitations and through developing and 
equipping family owned farms. Western European governments have 
massively intervened through financial support operations in the benefit of 
the farmers, with the immediate effect of increasing production, and as well 
in subsidising the agricultural markets, with the immediate effect of 
reducing the price fluctuations of the agricultural products, thus increasing 
the purchasing power of the buyers and re-launching the agricultural 
production. As well, the second important decision was to improve the 
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functionality of the agricultural markets by the rationalisation of the 
distribution circuits. In this period, target, indication and campaign prices 
have been introduced for the main agricultural products. Public power has 
been involved in buying, stockpiling and reselling of agricultural products, 
to the benefit of farmers, not of the state or those storing the goods. 
Favourable differences between purchase prices from the farmers and 
selling prices to the buyers do not become an income for the state budget 
but a source of financing for farmers for the next crop. Unfavourable price 
differences are transparently supported by the state budget. 

Decisions of Western European governments have benefited 
immediately agriculture in general and farmers in these countries in 
particular, because within the next 4-5 years farms have invested in 
equipment, agricultural exploitations have consolidated and agricultural 
production was re-launched. The re-launch had different costs from one 
country to another and at market prices differentiated between Western 
European countries. These phenomenon, along with other market 
mechanisms, in general, and the Western European agricultural markets, in 
particular, have determined the six states to adopt the decision to construct 
the common European market and the common agricultural policy, with the 
following objectives: 

- increasing agricultural productivity based on implementation of 
technical and biological progress, thus ensuring the increase of agricultural 
production through optimal usage of the production factors and increasingly 
qualified family labour; 

- ensuring an adequate life standard for agricultural population, 
through providing a satisfying individual income to farmers; 

- guarantees for the population (consumers) of member states 
referring to the security of supply of agricultural products; 

- guaranteeing reasonable sales prices to the consumers of 
agricultural products. 

The COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY (CAP) was 
founded on three fundamental principles: 

- growth and maintenance of a common market; 
- respect for the communitarian preference; 
- the existence of a communitarian financial solidarity. 
The three principles, correlated between them, have had value and 

effectiveness only in their ensemble. This explains how throughout the last 
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25-30 years 10 million farmers in the EU in 8,6 million agricultural 
exploitations have managed to feed the 160-180 million inhabitants of the 
community, to which 70-75 million inhabitants of countries where the EU 
exports food products are added. 

In the same time, the CAP contributed not only to the development 
of the „agricultural vocation” of the EU but also to maintaining a balance 
between the urban and rural life in Western Europe, maintaining a balance 
between the interest of the farmers and consumers. Aside from the major 
economical, commercial and social interests of the CAP, the EU philosophy 
on agriculture is added, it being in the EU founders both an economic 
activity and as well a way of life, a way of existing, an agriculture. 

4. The main characteristics of the agricultural market’s 
evolution in the current decade  

 It is known that agricultural markets, due to the lack of balance 
caused by demand (consumption) of agricultural goods that is relatively 
constant and the fluctuating supply (depending on the variable annual 
crops), in the long run (but lately also short term and mid term) exhibits 
important variations of the prices of agricultural raw materials and food 
products. The discrepancy between the demand of stability, security and 
safety in the food sector and as well for financial solidarity and the 
fluctuating reality of the agricultural markets, due to the lack of balance 
between demand and supply of food products, but especially due to 
speculative actions pushed to the brink of immorality, determine important 
negative economical and financial influences, sometimes insurmountable by 
farmers and consumers. These long term trends (2000-2008) are 
exemplified (table 1 and figure 3.1., 3.2.) and short term (February-
November 2008) (table 2 and figure 4.1., 4.2.) for three very important 
products both for farmers and consumers. 

By following the short term evolution (2008) of wheat, soybean and 
sunflower prices, we have to wonder who is acting lately in the agricultural 
markets: the invisible hand or the speculative hand? Our answer is clear: 
the speculative hand who’s action is amplified by the profound state of 
immorality that manifests itself increasingly on the financial and banking 
markets, with strong reverberations on the world agricultural markets, that 
strikes first the primary segment of the agricultural chain: the agricultural 
exploitation and the economical balance of the farmers. 
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Long term price evolution  (2000-2008) 
            Table 1 

Soy, USD/t Sunflower, USD/t 
Year 

bean oil seeds oil 

2000 173 569 223 444 
2001 167 344 168 365 
2002 170 311 167 350 
2003 209 363 238 513 
2004 291 486 265 741 
2005 217 661 282 738 
2006 205 507 316 902 
2007 301 516 261 896 
2008 372 807 329     1566 
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Figure 3.1. The price evolution for soybean and soy oil, ($/t) 
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Figure 3.2. The price evolution for sunflower seed and oil, ($/t) 
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Price evolution in 2008 

                             Table 2 
Paris, €/t Chicago, USD/t 

Sunflower Soy Month 
wheat 

seeds oil 
wheat 

bean oil 

februarie 280 605 1840 200 490 1250 
iunie 206 505 2000 280 550 1400 
noiembrie 140 270   870 150 340   850 
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Figure 4.1. 
Wheat price evolution at the Paris 

Exchange, €/t 
Wheat price evolution at the Chicago 

Exchange, $/t 
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Figure 4.2. 

Sunflower price evolution (seeds and oil) 
at the Paris Exchange, €/t 

Sunflower price evolution (seeds and oil) 
at the Chicago Exchange, $/t 

 
5. The state of Romanian agriculture after 1990. 
After 1990, agriculture had an important influence both on the 

general economic growth (agriculture influenced, depending on the year, by 
± 2-2.5% the economic growth) as well on the food spending of the 
population and the size and structure of the trade balance and payments in 
the agricultural and food sectors. 

The evolution of the size and structure of the food consumption of 
Romanian population is presented in table 3 and figure 5 and the trade 
balance and agricultural and food trade deficit in figures 6 and 7. 

 

Size and structure of food consumption in Romania 
Table 3 

Specification 2000 2001 2002 2003 
 bln € % bln € % bln € % bln € % 

Total population spending 15283 100 16565 100 17913 100 21920 100 
Value food consumption 8197 53.6 8034 48.5 8186 45.7 10215 46.6 
Internal production spending  7184 (87.6) 6686 (85.2) 6940 (84.8) 8680 (85.0) 
 Out of which – food self-
consumption  

4918 60.0 4282 53.3 4093 50.0 5240 51.3 

Monetary food spending 3279 40.0 3752 46.7 4093 50.0 4975 48.7 
Out of which: - internal 
production  

2266 (27.6) 2404 (29.9) 2847 (34.8) 3440 (33.7) 

                        - imports 1013 12.4 1348 16.8 1246 15.2 1535 15.0 
Ratio of imports in food 
spending 

- 30.9 - 35.9 - 30.4 - 30.7 

a b 
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Specification 2004 2005 2006 2007 

 bln € % bln € % bln € % bln € % 

Total population spending  28360 100 34836 100 41071 100 55970 100 
Value food consumption 12790 45.1 14387 41.3 16100 39.2 22000 39.3 
Internal production spending 11076 (86.6) 12367 (86.0) 13675 (85.0) 19300 (87.7) 
 Out of which – food self-
consumption  

6395 50.0 6293 43.6 7004 43.5 9570 43.5 

Monetary food spending 6395 50.0 8094 56.4 9096 56.5 12430 56.5 
Out of which: - internal 
production  

4681 (36.6) 6074 (42.4) 6671 (41.5) 9730 44.2 

                        - imports 1714 13.4 2020 14.0 2425 15.0 2700 12.3 
Ratio of imports in food 
spending 

- 26.8 - 24.9 - 26.7 - 21.7 
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Fig.5. Evolution of the size and structure of food expenses in Romania 
  

It is worth mentioning that over 60-62% of Romania’s food imports* 
are products that could be obtained from internal sources: meat and meat 

                                                
* Mirela Rusali, Camelia Gavrilescu – Avantaje şi dezavantaje competitive ale produselor 
agricole româneşti în relaţiile comerciale externe, Vol. Lucrări ştiinţifice, Seria I, Vol. X, 
USAMVB, Timişoara, 2008 
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products (over 31-32% in the last years), cereal and wheat flour (maximum 
20% in 2003, but 8% in 2007), soy and soy meal (over 50% of the demand 
after 2005 when genetically modified soy was banned, between 2001-2004,  
the soy and soy meal trade balance was in excess), fresh vegetables, fruit 
and flowers (8-12% each year between 2000-2007), sugar, tobacco, hops, 
etc. 
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Fig. 6. Evolution of the agricultural and food trade balance of Romania 
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Fig.7. Evolution of the  Romanian agricultural and food trade deficit 
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By analysing the data of the Romanian agricultural and food 
consumption, we have to highlight some negative evolutions from an 
economic standpoint both for agriculture and for the general economic 
balance of the country: 

- the weight of food expenses in the total expenses of the population 
are kept at extremely high levels, in 2006 being 39,3%, twice as much 
compared to the UE25 average and almost 2,8-3 higher than the UE15  

average; 
- although significantly reduced, from 60% in 2000 to 43,5% in 

2007, still the weight of the food self-consumption is the highest in the 
UE27, being three times higher than the UE15 countries; 

- in absolute measures, food consumption per capita in Romania is at 
the minimal level of sustenance, in 2007 being 9.92 lei/day (roughly 2.83 
€/day), which is way below daily consumption (roughly 2.2-2.5 times 
lower) in EU countries having average consumption; 

- regarding food and agricultural goods consumption in 2007 we 
have serious doubts because this has been the worst year performance wise 
from the analysed period (cereal production at 57% compared with the 
average for 2000-2007). Calculated with the help of dynamics indexes, we 
evaluate for 2007 a food consumption of roughly 18-18.5 billion €, from 
which 14.6 billion € from internal production and 2.7 billion in imported 
goods. Internal food consumption in 2007 is made out from 10.3 billion in 
internal food expenses and 7.8 billion € food self consumption. From the 
evaluated data, the size of the population’s food expenses have amounted to 
10.0 billion €, 7.3 billion € spent on internally generated food and 
agricultural goods and 2.7 billion € spent on imported agricultural goods, 
respectively 73% expenses on internal production and 27% expenses on 
imported goods, which is unacceptable for an agricultural country like 
Romania. 

From the latest INS estimates for 2008, imported food products have 
grown to 3.7 billion €, disturbing further the country’s trade balance. 

6. The start of the economic and financial crisis  
Starting with the first signs of last year (August and September) in 

Romania at the beginning of 2009 the financial and economic crisis is an 
obvious reality. Dramatic decreases of bank liquidity, expensive and 
unavailable credit, temporary working hours reductions, unemployment, 
purchasing power and consumption reduction, markets contracting, 
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diminished production due to the reduced working schedules in industry and 
services, lowered income for the state budget in Q4 2008 due to insolvent 
companies, massive depreciation of the national currency, excessive budget 
deficit compared to the early estimates etc., are obvious signals of the 
economic and financial crisis. 

To all these economic phenomenon characteristic of the crisis, the 
chaotic movements of the prices of two main product categories are added: 
energy and food products, which makes us believe, as earlier stated, that the 
world, European and Romanian markets are under the influence 
(„regulated”) of a speculative hand (and not by the invisible hand of 
economic equilibrium), as well as the precarious state of economic, 
banking, commercial and political morality. 

In such a climate of economic turbulence, agriculture, especially the 
commercial one, and the food and agricultural products market could not 
avoid the banking and financial crisis. The current financial crisis is felt by 
small agricultural exploitations (sustenance and semi-sustenance), but, 
mostly by the large agricultural businesses as well as the storage and 
processing facilities, the effects being different from one category of 
businesses to the other within the agriculture and food processing branch. 

6.1. Small sustenance and semi-sustenance farms will take the 
shock of the crisis much easier due to their relaxed connexions to the 
financial, banking and commercial systems. The effects of the crisis will be 
felt mainly in the output, performance and internal consumption (food self 
consumption), in a way of diminishing them. In the same time, primary 
agricultural goods surplus, though much smaller compared to previous 
years, will be taken over in increasingly smaller quantities, both due to the 
low performance of the storage and processing facilities and as well the 
drop in agricultural raw material prices. 

Another effect, give the precarious usage of the workforce on the 
internal and European markets is the increased demographical pressure on 
small agricultural exploitations due to the urban-rural exodus and the 
internal rural exodus.  

We believe that the strongest effect on the sustenance and semi-
sustenance farms will be the reduction of their numbers and surfaces, 
mainly due to the transfer of these exploitations to midsize and large 
companies, associations and farms through the sale and/or rent of the 
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farmland by the farmers/owners of these sustenance and semi-sustenance 
farms. 

6.2. Commercial farms, agricultural and food processing 
businesses will take most of the shock due to the crisis, mainly in the 
following directions: 

- diminished bank credit (for production and investment), tougher 
credit conditions (extended guarantees) and finally more expensive credit. It 
is important to notice that bank credit in Romanian agriculture is relatively 
under-developed, both due to the restrictive credit conditions imposed by 
the banks and the reduced banking network in the rural area. We feel that 
one of the ways to improve and expand agricultural credit would be to 
capitalise CEC, as a state owned commercial bank that would have a 
specialised department for rural (agricultural) credit; 

- exaggerated cost of the commercial credit practiced by the 
suppliers of agricultural input and equipment. Commercial credit, although 
attractive at first sight (but also deceptive), is more expensive than bank 
credit, farms being forced into using it due to the payment methods (at 
harvest or sale of the products); 

- lower prices for agricultural products – raw material has a 
strong effect on the financial balance and cash-flow of the agricultural 
businesses; 

- commercial farms and agriculture as a whole will take over through 
transfer the negative economic inter-sector effects generated by the 
government policies. Beginning with 1990 (but also before, during the 
communist regime), and until now, including the current government, 
agriculture was (and is) a top priority only on a declarative and theoretical 
level. As the facts are concerned, agriculture and rural development in its 
ensemble have never been in any government cycle a priority when it comes 
to financial support, especially in the field of investment and equipment for 
the rural area and exploitations. It is enough to remember the „parody” of 
rehabilitating the watering systems that in the past 20 years had the same 
progress as highway building, the difference between the two large 
investment projects being that while the watering systems existed, the 
highway network did not. 

     * 
    *  * 
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After this presentation of the current status of the agriculture and the 
rural setting, it is natural to question: what can be done for agriculture 
and rural development to represent factors of mitigating the shock of 
the economic and financial crisis and to resume the economic growth? 

We believe that the starting point is the injection of capital in 
agriculture and rural development, in economic factors, investments that 
generate jobs, growth of the rural economy, production and productivity of 
the agricultural exploitations, investing in the rural infrastructure, finding 
and putting to work the financial resources, through the adequate financing 
systems for these times whose effects will stop economic decline and 
generate economic growth. 

Romania as a member of the EU since 2007, must, obviously, 
according to the agreement of adhesion, align to the agriculture financing 
systems and rural development practiced by the EU. But there is a major 
difference. All CAP financing systems adopted by the EU from day one 
till today, except the first system, put in place during the construction of the 
common market, have been financing systems that operated in times of 
general economic growth and accentuated agricultural growth for the 
balancing of the agricultural supply (in most cases in excess of agricultural 
goods), with the demand from the common agricultural goods market, 
financing systems for consolidation of the performing family farm as well as 
refined financing systems linked with environmental and landscape 
protection, ensuring animal welfare etc. 

The EU financing systems have greatly evolved from the adoption of 
the Common Agricultural Policy until today, going through successive 
forms adequate to the evolutionary stage of the agricultural exploitations 
and the European agricultural goods market. The agriculture financing 
system and rural development adopted by the European Commission in 
current times are adapted to the current status of agriculture and rural 
environment, but only in the developed EU countries. There is the question 
if the existing CAP financing system helps and supports the consolidation of 
Romanian agricultural exploitations, which are, as previously stated, 
comparable to those in the 60’s EU. 

Considering the period through which we are going, of generalised 
economic and financial crisis, we must state that none of the EU 
agriculture and rural development financing systems have been 
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conceived for periods of economic and financial crisis or even global 
recession. 

This is why some of the points of view that will be presented below, 
referring to the ways of mitigating the crisis in agriculture and increasing its 
contribution to the re-launching of the economic growth may be in 
disagreement with the existing CAP financing system adopted by the EU. 

II. The main ways of mitigating the effects of the crisis and resume 
economic growth in agriculture  

 From the analysis of the causes generating technical and economical 
non-performance in agriculture it is shown that there is chronically lacking 
the optimal allocation of the production factors, next to a defective 
management in the majority of the agricultural exploitations and processing 
companies (including small and medium companies), as well as major 
deficiencies in the management of the line for purchasing-storage-sale of 
agricultural products.  

Discussing about mitigating the crisis and resuming economic 
growth through the contribution of agriculture, we must state the obvious. 
First of all, all strategies, programs and projects for agriculture are centred 
on durable rural development. The question that arises is what kind of 
durable rural development are we talking about when in Romania the status 
of agriculture is the one described above? 

Durable rural development means a modern rural infrastructure, 
adequate technical equipment of the rural landscape, villages and houses, a 
comparable living standard to the rural and urban European settings, usage 
of renewable resources in the economic circuit, protecting the environment 
and the landscape. 

We can discuss about sustainable economic growth above all when 
midterm and long term investments are carried out in productive agricultural 
sectors, in advanced technologies, in competitive commercial circuits for the 
Romanian agricultural goods, through the extension of the agricultural 
goods market, diminishing the turbulence and fluctuations of production and 
prices through expanding the participation of Romanian agricultural 
products on other markets, mainly on the common European market. 

But, how can we discuss about a sustainable economic growth in 
agriculture when the performance of the Romanian agriculture is at the 
bottom limit and given the conditions of the environment, we import over 
25% of the consumption of agricultural goods in Romania? 
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Financing systems of the CAP 
UE6 1960-1970 

- Average cereal production 2700-3000 
kg/ha 
- Average milk production 2500-2800 l/cap 
- Food imports 25-30% 

UE15 2000-2009 
- Average cereal production 7000-8000 
kg/ha 
- Average milk production 7000-7500 l/cap 
- Food excess 20-25% 

CAP objectives sustained through 
financial solidarity: 

-increase of agricultural productivity 
through technical and biological progress, 
thus ensuring the increase in agricultural 
production through the optimal usage of 
production factors and increasingly 
qualified family workforce; 
-ensuring an equitable living standard for 
the rural population through providing a 
satisfactory income for agricultural 
workers; 
-guarantees for the population (consumers) 
from the member states regarding the 
security of supply of agricultural and food 
products; 
-guarantee of reasonable sale prices for 
agricultural and food goods to the 
consumers. 

CAP objectives sustained through the 
Health-Check (CAP-HC) 

-strengthening the competitiveness of 
agricultural goods on the internal EU 
markets as well as on the global  markets; 
-improving food safety through increased 
food quality; 
-ensuring social balance through stabilising 
agricultural income and creating new 
sources of income; 
-practicing agriculture with respect for the 
environment ensuring the health and 
welfare of animals, decoupling payments 
from production and establishing an unique 
scheme of payment per farm, introducing in 
parallel conditioning rules. 

Financing effects: 
- exploitation consolidation 
- doubling, even tripling production 
- production exceeding (exports) of 20-
25% 

Romania 
- Average cereal production 2500-2700 
kg/ha 
- Average milk production 2800-300 l/cap 
- Food imports 25-30% 

And again, how can Romanian agriculture align to the levels of 
competitiveness of the EU, through the CAP – Health Check (CAP – HC), 
the new financing system of agriculture, as long as the investment program 
for sustainable economic growth is almost inexistent compared to the real 
needs for productive investments? 

When, in which period and through which systems of financial 
support the EU countries achieved the „CAP miracle”, when they sustained 
massively from a financial point of view agricultural exploitations through 
investments in the 60’s and the 70’s or now, when the CAP-HC is applied 
(see above box).  
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For the EU countries with a developed agriculture, the new CAP-HC 
fits like a glove but for the Romanian agriculture it is not the case. Why? 
The answer is simple: the amount of money paid to the farmers through the 
unique payment scheme per (SAPS), of roughly 100 €/ha (direct payments 
from the EU budget + complementary payments from the national budget), 
that is 430 lei/ha at today’s exchange rate – February 2009, for non-
commercial farms (sustenance and semi-sustenance farms), that own over 
60% of the countries agricultural surface are used, at best, as funds 
necessary to cover a minimum of the annual production costs. As noticed in 
the field, these funds are used mainly as „social protection” to cover basic 
necessities of the rural households. 

For the UE10 or UE15 countries, each of them having an excess of 
food products, applying the CAP-HC through the unique payment scheme 
(SPS) at an average of 300 €/ha, considering the performance and level of 
consolidation of the exploitations, can be considered much more appropriate 
as a new financing policy (that does not distort the market). 

Coming back to the necessity of sustainable economic growth in 
agriculture, it is important to reiterate the sine qua non condition: funds 
allocation for investment in increasing the output in agriculture, in the 
extended participation of the Romanian agricultural and food products 
on the foreign markets. Therefore, the first steps to be taken in agriculture 
and rural development are to direct investment from national funds (private 
and state budget), European and from internal and external loans that must 
be materialised in permanent and constant factors that generate technical 
and economical performance in agricultural exploitations; investments in 
companies (especially small and medium size companies) that process 
agricultural raw materials, thus resulting gross added value from the rural 
non-agricultural economy; investments in rural infrastructure, in the 
technical endowment of villages and the rural setting; investments in 
foresting unproductive land until an optimal forest surface is reached, 
planting protection curtains for the agricultural land, especially in the 
southern region, anti-erosion curtains and protection curtains for the 
villages, roads, canals and dams; investments in the revival of important wet 
and green surfaces (natural pastures), all these coordinated with actions for 
protecting the environment and landscape; investment in consolidating the 
mountain economy; investments in generating new knowledge through 
fundamental and applied research; investment in the formation and 
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professional re-conversion of the rural workforce; investment in 
consolidating private and family owned agricultural exploitations through 
restructuring sustenance and semi-sustenance households.  
 All above presented investments should generate simultaneously 
performance, competitiveness, security and safety of the food supply, and, 
most important in times of crisis and recession, short term and as well 
midterm and long term employment.  

1. Allocation of funds for bringing back in use, modernising and 
increased efficiency of the watering systems. 

Bringing back in use and modernising the watering systems are the 
first investment priorities for Romania. We underline this, because the 
National Policy for Rural Development only mentions in passage the 
necessity to redo the watering systems, when the relation between the 
national programs is presented it places on the sixth place the „modernising 
the primary watering network and the associative forms needed to keep 
them running”.  

The 2nd chapter of the NPRD presents the general strategy and the 
transition of the communitarian priorities and establishing the national 
priorities, declares that „in light of continuing the durable economic, 
environmental and social development of rural farms in Romania and 
development towards foreign trade, especially with the EU, the general 
strategy for rural development of Romania must focus on increasing 
competitiveness …”. How? In what way? Within the current conditions and 
status of non-performance of agriculture and without investments in steady 
growth factors for performance in agriculture? 
 According to INS data, at the end of 1989, Romania had in large 
systems a surface of 3.1 million ha (21% of the total farmland), out of which 
2.9 million ha arable land (30% of the total arable land), being situated on 
the 3rd or 4th place in Europe.  
 Even so, the effects of watering were not felt before 1989 and are 
not felt at the present in Romania’s crops. Actually, the huge financial and 
material effort, which threw off balance the state budget for years, was not 
justified due to the partial utilisation of the equipped surface. Romanian 
watering systems, compared to those in countries with efficient systems, are 
characterised as extensive and low output. Whereas in developed countries 
the pipe density is 60-90 ml/ha, in Romania it is only 18.5 ml/ha, and the 
watering efficacy is 1.56 times lower in Romania. But, the most striking 
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difference between the Romanian watering systems and those from other 
countries (Italy, Spain, and France) are the losses in the canal system. In 
Romania water losses through infiltration and evaporation is over 50%, thus 
half of the water introduced in the system, in Western European countries, 
Israel, U.S.A., losses only amount to 10-20%. In the same time, the 
technical solution of water adduction of pumping it from the Danube, in two 
r more steps, means a high consumption of energy for the transportation of 
water from source to plant. In most systems used in other countries the 
gravitational system is used on the main pipes, with energy being used only 
to distribute water from the inner pipes to the plant.  

Statistical data reveals that in no year before 1989, due to reasons of 
„saving” energy or the permanent energy crisis, no more than 1.5 million ha 
have been watered. But also on these surfaces, the technology of watering 
was deficient, both from the point of view of the watering norm and as well 
the interval between watering. It is a known fact that below standard 
watering has less influence compared to the ratio between the optimal norm 
and the average allocated norm. The study performed by Dr. A. Lup 
regarding the inefficiency of watering in Romania* is relevant. 

After 1990 the watering systems have physically deteriorated, 
through clogging and insulation damage and as well due to the theft of 
pumping equipment from pumping stations and piping network and 
sprinklers. The effects of these actions have been felt especially in 1992, 
2000 and 2007, extremely droughty, when Romania lost roughly 6 million 
tonnes of cereal, soy and sunflower due to the impossibility to water 
minimum one million hectares.  

After 1990 next to the degrading/destruction of the watering systems 
(canals, pumping stations, pipes, etc.), through applying the law of the land 
fund and related laws (the law of the agricultural companies and 
associations, the law for privatisation of the agricultural commercial 
companies etc.), agriculture entered a profound process of property and 
exploitation restructuring, with important implications on the cultivation 
technologies, including watering. From 1991† onwards in average have been 
watered 11.2% of the prepared surface and 23.1% of the rehabilitated 
surface, representing 775.000 ha in 1994 (the maximal level) and 45.700 ha 

                                                
* Lup, A., Irigaţiile în agricultura României, Editura Agris, Bucureşti, 1998. 
†Ibedem 5. 
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in 2005 (the minimal level). In the draughtiest years of the last two decades 
reduced surfaces have been watered, as follows: in 1992 – 465.000 ha 
(15.0%), in 2000 – 216.000 ha (7%) and in 2007, the draughtiest year – 
320.000 ha (10.1%), causing huge losses (roughly 6-8 million t each year). 
Average production for the main cereal (wheat and corn) have been 2075 
kg/ha in 1992 and 2000, and 1540 kg/ha in 2007, representing 22-25% of 
the average of the European countries with similar environmental conditions 
and watering prepared surfaces similar to those of Romania.  

Studies carried out by important foreign companies (Gersar - France, 
Morrison Knudsen Corporation – U.S.A., Binnie - Partner and Hunting 
Technical Services LTD – Anglia, Japan International Cooperation Agency 
– Jica - Japan) between 1991-1995 have estimated average investment needs 
for total refurbishing of the watering systems of roughly 1500 $/ha (varying 
greatly depending on the system, between 338 and 2500 $/ha) and average 
investments for the watering equipment of 110-115 $/ha (varying between 
80 and 150 $/ha depending on the equipment). The same studies claim that 
at the actual cost of electricity the surface in need of rehabilitation within 
the first ten years (1995-2004) is roughly 1,7 million ha, because this 
surface needs pumping – re-pumping of Danube water up to 85 meters (this 
being the maximum height worth pumping). In the higher areas, such as 
Dobrogea, where there are watered areas of over 400.000 ha, the cost of 
watering is prohibitive for the farmers, rising to an estimated electricity 
consumption of 2.100 kw/h/ha, and a cost of watering of roughly 860-900 
lei/ha. 

As a conclusion, we believe that the main investment priority in 
Romanian agriculture, that should be included at the top of all 
Romanian strategic agriculture and rural development programs 
(whether financed from internal or external resources) must be investing in 
the rehabilitation and equipment for watering systems for a surface of 
roughly 1.7 million ha within a short period (maximum 5 years). 

For the surface of 1,4-1,5 million ha, the difference up to the surface 
prepared prior to  1990, feasibility studies are necessary to establish 
technical pumping solutions – water adduction, the needed funds, the cost 
and profitability of the investment for the users. 

When systems cannot be refurbished and modernised, such as the 
Dobrogea systems, the re-naturalisation through setting up permanent 
pastures and reforesting (protection curtains and forests) is imposed.  
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Starting from the need to save water in increasingly high quantities, 
as well as the prohibitive cost of Danube water, new solutions to apply 
watering in the actual systems are needed and as well the expansion of new 
systems is a must. In the first case, reduced water consumption systems 
have to be extended, especially dripping, for the crops where it’s 
appropriate. In the second case, new watering systems, of reduced size 
compared to the ones in the 80’s, have to be conceived so they use water 
from inside resources (inner rivers, local accumulations, underwater water), 
preferably through the action of gravity, with lower exploitation costs and 
accessible to small farms. 

2. Romanian rural economy 
Rural economy is mainly agricultural, because basic agriculture 

represents 60.5%, compared to 14.1% in the EU. The profoundly distorted 
structure of the Romanian rural economy determines a similar structure of 
the rural population by sector of activity (primary sector 64.2%, out of 
which agriculture 56.6%, secondary sector 18.5%, tertiary sector 17.1%). At 
the scale of the Romanian rural setting non-agricultural economy has a 
reduced weight (industrial profile small end medium enterprises, 
agritourism), and agritourism in all its versions, except for some mountain 
areas (Bran – Moeciu, Apuseni, Maramureş, Bucovina) and the Danube 
Delta is inexistent (11.000 beds in roughly 1600 agritourism boarding 
houses).  

One solution to stimulate investment in rural areas, expand the small 
and medium enterprises in non-agricultural economy and processing of 
agricultural primary raw materials, must be the permanent attention of the 
local authorities, through achieving, within the frame of economic 
decentralisation and decisional subsidiarisation, in villages (or the rural 
areas) that have excess workforce, of rural industrial micro areas, with local 
or regional financial support, through equipping them with the necessary 
utilities for industrial activities (electricity, thermal energy, natural gas, 
water, sewers, interior and access roads, telecommunications etc.), by the 
model of the EU rural setting. For example, in Germany there are micro 
areas, usually on land owned by the village and equipped from local funds, 
alone or in association. The motivation for the inertia exhibited by many of 
the local authorities – the lack of available land for the rural industrial parks 
– is not real. Most of the villages have important surfaces used as communal 
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pastures that will in a short while be exempted from this use, as part of the 
European rules regarding the elimination of „collective” pasturing. 

Investment in the non-agricultural and food processing economy, 
aside from ensuring the increase of the added value through processing 
agricultural and non-agricultural raw materials from local resources, has 
another advantage, especially in times of crisis and recession as well as in 
those of economic growth, by creating new jobs, using and stabilising the 
local (rural) workforce, revitalising villages, especially those situated in less 
favoured or peripheral locations.  

3. Balancing the forest coverage of the territory  
Another priority investment, with multiple benefits on the 

environmental balance and protection, improving the landscape, absorbing 
carbon dioxide, protecting the farmland, villages, roads and dams, 
accumulating water in the soil and diminishing wind strength, etc., is 
planting trees on degraded land and planting protection curtains.  

Romania, from the forest coverage standpoint (26,8%), although a 
third of the country’s surface is mountains and another third sub-Carpathian 
hills and high plateaus, is below the European average and way below the 
optimal forest coverage level (40% by the Forest Code for 2035). Besides 
the general deficit in coverage, also the spread by macro-area is deficient, 
because for the plain area it is only 10.9%. The most deficient plain areas in 
forest coverage, where desertification and semi-desertification are very 
aggressive, are in the Danube plains (Ialomiţa, Călăraşi, Teleorman, Olt, 
Ilfov, Brăila counties), Dobrogea (Constanţa and partially Tulcea counties), 
the Western Plains (the plain areas in the Timiş, Arad and Bihor counties).  

The National Policy for Rural Development foresees the increase in 
forest coverage, without a fixed deadline, from 25.8% to 32%, representing 
an increase in forest surface by 1.24 million ha. In case that the deadline 
would be of two EU budgets (14 years), the annual pace of re-foresting 
would be of roughly 80.000 ha.  

Considering the emergency of the area balancing, particularly the 
deficient plain area, we believe that it is necessary to prioritise planting 
protective curtains and the unproductive lands in the plain areas, so that this 
area reaches a forest coverage of 14-15%. The priority counties for planting 
the protective curtains are: Constanţa, Brăila, Ialomiţa, Călăraşi, Ilfov, 
Teleorman, Olt, Dolj, Mehedinţi and the western areas of the Timiş and 
Arad counties.  
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Within the environmental balancing actions on the territory of 
Romania through increasing the permanent coverage of the soil, increasing 
the carbon dioxide consumption and diminishing desertification, extending 
the surfaces of permanent pastures (pastures and re-naturalised hay fields) 
with a priority for the deficient areas.  

Romania has a surface of 4,9 million ha of natural pastures, out of 
which 3,4 million ha of pastures and 1,5 million ha of natural hay fields 
(33,2% of the agricultural surface and 20,6% of the country’s total surface), 
but spread unevenly over the country’s landscape: 2,4 million ha in the 
mountain and alpine areas (32,7%, 49%), 2 million ha, in the hill areas 
(24,4%, 40,1%) and below 0,5 million ha (6,1%, 10,2%) in the plain areas 
(the first percentage in the parentheses represents the ration of natural 
pastures from the total surface of the landform, and the second figures 
represent the ratio of natural pastures of each landform in the total pasture 
surface of the country).  

Considering the current uncultivated surfaces in the plain areas, 
which surpass each year 1-1.2 million ha, we believe that by a sustained 
financial effort on behalf of public and private funds, the ratio of natural 
pastures can be increased to 15-16%, from the current 6.1%. We believe that 
the permanent green covering in the plain areas must be supported from 
public funding, due to the benefits for the environment, reducing carbon 
dioxide production, improving the monotonous plain landscape, all these 
must be supported by companies through state budget financing.  

4. Investment in rural infrastructure and technical endowment 
of the villages and rural area  

Social desertification in the rural area, especially in the less favoured 
areas (or mountain areas) is a phenomenon that has taken increasing 
proportions through the rural-urban, rural-rural and rural-external exodus, 
with annual tendencies of amplifying. Very beautiful villages, authentic, in 
wonderful landscapes, with an intact or almost intact environment are losing 
their population and are aging demographically and physically, being at the 
brink of disappearance due to the reduction or ceasing of agricultural, tree 
growing, herding, mining or any other nature of activities.  

The rural development of rural areas, from a social and economic 
standpoint, but as well from a habitat and cultural one (conservation of 
traditional cultural values), means, above all, increasing the activities, the 
quality of living and working conditions, enabling access to similar facilities 
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to those available in an urban setting, thus creating the conditions for 
population stability, especially of the young one.  

In that direction, the National Policy for Rural Development plans 
through the strategic objective increased activities in the rural areas: 
„achieving integrated village renovation projects, oriented on one side on 
touching the corresponding infrastructure and basic social and economic 
services for the rural population, and on the other side between the 
protection a positive contribution to the social and cultural contribution 
must bring, and keeping the national identity”. Since the infrastructure is an 
important subsystem and in the same time a primary condition for durable 
rural development, involving massive financial support, it must be achieved 
through local development projects, government programs and structural 
and cohesion instruments.  

5. Agriculture – the backbone of Romanian rural economy  
Agriculture in preponderantly agricultural areas and forestry in 

mountain rural areas are the backbone*of the rural area. No program for 
rural development can be conceived without a main role for agriculture. 
Although important mutations have happened lately in the role and 
functions of agriculture, it remains the main component of any program of 
rural development. In the same time, the problem of a new philosophy in 
agriculture development arose, leading to the idea of switching the gravity 
centre from the productivity aspect to the multifunctional aspect of it. 

Multifunctional agriculture, although strictly from a production and 
profit point of view is less performing, from other points of view it is 
preferred (tourism, landscape, environmental, social etc.). 

Multifunctional (or pluri-functional) agriculture, in principle, has the 
same economic functions as super intensive and specialised agriculture, 
taking over new functions, such as: 

- producing energy raw materials (a new and extremely important 
function in areas that have an agricultural over-production); 

- increasing tourist capital, through keeping and embellishing the 
landscape heritage; 

- conserving vital elements (soil, air, water, flora, fauna), through 
their durable exploitation within an environmental friendly agriculture that 
insures the stability of agro-ecosystems; 

                                                
* Otiman, P.I, Dezvoltarea rurală a României, Edit. Academiei române, 2006. 
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- harmonising the social and cultural functions of the rural area in 
tight connection to a healthy and diverse agriculture. 

The expansion of multifunctional agriculture requires an increased 
number of people involved in agriculture, for longer periods of time 
throughout the year compared to the specialised agriculture. In the same 
time, biological agriculture assumes increasing the technological 
components of production with an increased consumption of working time 
and thus attracting supplementary workforce in agriculture. Of course, 
increasing the number of agricultural households (farms, exploitations) that 
practice multifunctional and biological agriculture cannot be done over the 
limit of the solvability of the agricultural market. It is estimated that in the 
wealthy countries biological agriculture represents at this time roughly 4-5% 
of the arable surface, participating with 5-6% of the value of agricultural 
production and agricultural goods consumption. The prices of bio products 
being higher compared to products obtained through current technologies, 
demand for such products is limited and slow evolving. Under these 
conditions, we cannot rely, short term, on a massive environmentalism of 
agricultural production in the next 2-3 decades and thus, increasing the 
population involved in such exploitations cannot be substantial, but it is still 
relevant for the new conception about agriculture and the philosophy of the 
bio farms. 

Agriculture, having multiple functions, we find it natural that 
society, its beneficiary, pats not only the agricultural goods, food, that is, but 
also the indirect benefits that contribute to improving the habitat, 
embellishing landscape etc. The current price system, as well as the 
permanent tendency of reducing them, to make food more affordable, 
without using forms of compensation for subsidiary services, will have mid 
term damaging consequences on farmers, and indirectly, long term negative 
consequences, including regarding food supply safety. We feel it is 
necessary to evaluate these compensations (for tourism, for maintaining in 
operation the less favoured areas, bio production, reducing the usage of 
chemical fertilisers and pesticides etc.) being the government’s duty to find 
adequate financing. 

The first energy crisis during the 70’s presented new problems to 
agriculture. Among the energy alternatives to the crisis of fossil fuels is 
agricultural production of bio-energy. Thus, agriculture is given a new 
function: producer of energy raw materials. Production of oil and alcohol 
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from agricultural raw materials makes existing engines run with little 
adaptations on rape-seed oil or alcohol obtained from various plants. As we 
speak, although vegetal fuels are more expensive, because they do not 
pollute, they are requested by more and more users.  

The current reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (2003) 
brought substantial changes to the financial support system for agriculture, 
through decoupling most direct payments from production and applying 
new unique payment schemes per surface calculated based on historical 
references, in fact depending on the average productions achieved in the 
reference years. In the same time, the new CAP promotes an even tighter 
connection of agriculture to the environmental policies, introduction of the 
environmental standards, (eco-conditioning, good agricultural practices), 
standards of animal welfare, with special emphasis on the balance between 
the competitiveness of agricultural production, technical and economical 
performance and environment and landscape protection.  

We must stress the fact that between the principles of the new CAP 
reform and the Romanian reality there is, as shown before, a great 
discrepancy. Roughly half of the arable surface, in sustenance and semi-
sustenance farms, is cultivated using archaic „technologies”, and the other 
half, organised in associations and agricultural companies of several types, 
in many cases, both due to obsolete equipment, but also to bad management 
(still, most of the managers, owners, farmers come from the socialist 
agriculture, with all its flaws) use defective technologies, with a negative 
impact on soil (and environment in a general sense), expensive, energy 
intensive.  

The great agricultural exploitations, consolidated financially and 
having a good technical potential, must go from energy intensive 
agricultural systems to the system of conservational agriculture 
characteristic to durable and sustainable usage of the soil and water*. The 
worldwide experience teaches us that adopting conservational agriculture by 
farmers does not happen by itself. First of all, knowledge and proof about 
the benefits of conservational agriculture is necessary, through the extension 
system and through legal and financial support for the farms practicing it. 

                                                
* Camelia Gavrilescu, Managementul resurselor de sol, Editura Academiei Române, 
Bucureşti, 2008 
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 Conservational agriculture, through the applied technologies, 
contributes essentially to the protection of environment, reducing carbon 
dioxide and burning gases emissions (due to mechanised work) covering the 
soil quasi-permanently, conserving bio-diversity, improving and 
embellishing the landscape and protecting agriculture’s main resource, soil. 
 In most researcher’s opinion, conservational agriculture is a holistic 
concept of production that considers all components of the technological 
agricultural system: working the soil, vegetal debris management, crop 
rotation, fertilising, watering, crop protection, harvesting and transportation. 
Conservational agriculture excludes conventional working of the soil by 
ploughing and turning the furrow, the soil’s surface throughout the year 
must be covered, and thus protected, through a thick vegetal living carpet or 
a layer of organic debris, cultivating improved species against the 
background of moderate and balanced (chemical) fertilisation, efficient 
weed, disease and pest control.  

Performance by the farmers adopting conservational agriculture 
short term and mid term is not equal to those achieved by the farmers that 
apply energy intensive techniques. Considering the long term effects of 
conservational agriculture on the environment, the difference in technical 
performance of these farms must be supported financially and fiscally. If 
not, conservational agriculture, especially on land leased or in concession, 
remains just a desire, because the managers of these exploitations will not 
apply this agriculture system.  

6. Mountain economy – well conceived, applied and supported – 
a chance for Romania  
 Mountain economy, through the national resources that it 
encompasses, represents one of the top economic and social problems for 
Romania. From the fact that the mountain areas cover almost 73.300 km2 
(29% of the country’s surface), out of which 37.000 km2 are covered in 
forests, 24.000 km2 of natural pastures and roughly 5.000 km of arable land, 
and where 2.1 million inhabitants live in 1.2 million households, that own 
2.9 million ha of arable land can give a sign of the importance mountain 
economy has. 
 In order to understand what has to be carried out immediately in the 
Carpathian mountains, a comparison is needed with the main branch of the 
Alps economy, the mountain tourism economy of Austria and Italy and 
the mountain tourism economy of Romania. 
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 Austria or Italy have a smaller alpine surface compared to the 
Romanian Carpathian mountains (54.620 km2 Austria, 51.466 km2 Italy), 
and the population of the area is somewhat equal to ours. But, both Italy 
Austria have over 2,5 million beds in 100.000 agritourism boarding houses 
and hotels, that host each year over 50 million tourists, with an average 
activity of 60 tourist days per each boarding house. In order to get a feeling 
of the discrepancy compared to Austria or Italy, Romania has some 1600 
mountain agritourism boarding houses and some 11.000 beds, and the 
annual occupancy degree is around 25-30 days, evenly spread between the 
winter and summer seasons. 

The extremely diverse rural landscape, mostly well preserved, living 
in the countryside, with meaningful traditional components, the agricultural 
and forestry potential of the mountain areas, the specific architecture of the 
rural setting are factors that stimulate rural tourism. Unlike other forms of 
tourism, agritourism must be diffuse, inconspicuous from a habitat point of 
view, relying on the natural, folklore, ethnographical and spiritual heritage 
(cultural in general), architectural and gastronomical specific for each 
agritourism area. 

Now, although there are positive signs of agritourism expansion, there 
are restrictive factors that block the expansion of agritourism to the extent of 
the capacity offered by the landscape and traditional culture. The limitative 
(restrictive) factors are infrastructure (roads, railway, banking services, fast 
and secure communications), modest living arrangements, unacceptable 
even for less demanding tourists, offered by most of the mountain 
households, the lacking education of the household owners (minimal 
tourism knowledge, local but quality specific gastronomy, not knowing a 
foreign language) and the tourists feeling unsafe etc. The fact that only 
0.1% of the Romanian rural economy originates from agritourism, 
compared to 4.4% in the EU countries, is a clarifying economic indicator for 
the state of Romanian agritourism. Important investment in agritourism is 
necessary to bring to value local resources (educational, financial, 
infrastructure etc.). 

Agritourism, through its specific internal agricultural and food 
consumption in the household that produced the goods, has a function of 
economic empowering of mountain households’ prin. In the case of foreign 
visitors spending their vacations in agritourism boarding houses this is a 
form of „internal” export of agricultural goods. Since most of the food 
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consumed in agritourism activities comes from the own production of the 
household, on one side the profitability of agritourism is quite high, and the 
prices of the services are below any other form of tourism. Estimates carried 
out by the specialised tourist services rate the price of a meal in an 
agritourism facility 40–50% less expensive than a meal served in a hotel 
(same rating). The explanation of this price difference is quite simple. The 
price of agricultural goods obtained and consumed in the agritourism 
household does not include commercial add-ons, VAT, excise, transport, 
storage, etc. The meat and meat products, eggs, cheese, milk, butter, jams, 
pickles, wine, plum brandy, cherry or blueberry liqueur etc., prepared by 
traditional methods come directly from production to the tourists table. 
Again, tourist services (bed, services etc.) do not carry additional indirect 
expenses, overhead, commissions, etc., costs that make the agritourism 
product less expensive that similar urban tourist products. Agritourism 
policies must stimulate the advantages of rural tourism, in the sense of tax 
reductions, lowering the fiscal burden in order to keep the prices down and 
maintain traditional customers (city dwellers with low incomes, foreigners 
willing to know rural traditions of the area, children from urban areas etc.). 

Sustaining and expanding mountain agritourism has an important 
educational component that refers mainly to knowledge of the cultural 
traditions, landscape and historical values of the rural areas. The educational 
component addresses mainly city children that from an agricultural, nature, 
mountain beauty knowledge have, we must admit, the complex of urban 
concrete. Participating for a couple of weeks in the activities of a mountain 
rural household, combined with hiking, bathing in clean waters, horseback 
riding etc., contributes to widening the knowledge horizon of urban 
children. Also, in many EU countries, school curricula include vacation 
periods and/or practical activities in rural boarding houses. It is the case of 
Austria, Sweden and Switzerland etc., with special educational results. 

In mountain areas, the mountain agricultural economy, forest 
economy and agritourism are profusely intertwined. The mountain 
agricultural economy, mostly environmentally friendly or organic, focused 
on cattle or sheep breeding (breeding milk cattle, and summer sheep herding 
activities), can be completed by harvesting and processing berries and 
medicinal plants and herbs from the spontaneous mountain flora, and both 
connected with summer and winter agritourism activities or related to 
religious, shepherd’s or ethno-folklore activities, sports and hiking, all being 
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important ways to increase the mountain agricultural economy and better 
ways of using the human capital of the mountain areas. 

 The second main problem of rural development, especially in 
predominantly forest areas is forest economy (exploiting and processing 
wood, harvesting and processing the forest’s products: berries, mushrooms, 
medicinal plants and herbs etc.). Romanian forest economy is far from being 
an important component of rural economy in the mountain areas. In the 
structure of rural economy of Romania forest economy, with all its 
structural components (harvesting and processing wood, harvesting and 
processing berries, mushrooms and medicinal plants and herbs, hunting and 
fishing etc), do not exceed 6%. Rural development projects for the mountain 
areas should definitively include solutions for the expansion of small and 
medium enterprises into wood and other forest products harvesting and 
processing etc. Forest economy is still the branch that, like agriculture, in 
forest covered ecosystems, has multiple functions. Forestry, correlated with 
agriculture, can have a complementary economic function or a basic 
economic function in certain areas. 

Within the extended frame of forest economy, two aspects must be 
the main objectives of rural development. The first is expanding forests 
through planting trees and forest curtains for protection, maintaining 
existing forests, and the second aspect is the rational exploiting of forests 
and processing of wood into highly finished goods having a high gross 
added value. Referring to the rational exploiting of the forests and 
processing wood raw material into highly finished goods, we must say that 
today, Romania achieves roughly 3,2 times less per tonne of wood based 
finished good than other EU countries (80 €/t in Romania and 260 €/t in the 
EU). The explanation is simple: still a high portion of the value of the forest 
product comes from exporting logs (46%) and not furniture (54%). As well, 
the internal market is flooded by wood products from the great European 
companies (IKEA) and the Romanian furniture offer is greatly based on 
imported goods. 

The policy of the National Forest Company that grants unconditional 
wood exploitation licences without linking it to processing in Romania is 
very damaging to Romanian economy. 

For Romania, extending forests is a priority of ecological 
reconstruction in many areas of the country, because there are many hill 
regions (the Transylvanian Plateau, the Dobrogea Plateau and the Moldova 
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Plateau) that have low forest coverage. The plain areas have been desertified 
by the excessive de-foresting and in the hill regions, have caused massive 
soil erosion. For these agricultural areas, re-foresting some of the land is a 
must due to environmental balancing reasons. Within the frame of private 
ownership of the land, re-foresting must be carried out through long term 
programs that present financial benefits to the owners. Re-foresting projects 
and protection curtains planting have an area of responsibility at the level of 
local and regional communities. Contribution to the environmental re-
balancing of the property must be paid by all its beneficiaries, that is the 
local or regional communities, and in the case of large scale investments, 
through the state budget. 

An important component of rural economy in the mountain areas is 
the hunting and fishing economy, extremely sought after and well paid by 
Romanian and foreign tourists. But, these activities, due to the absence of 
infrastructure, mountain equipment and boarding houses that offer all 
necessary amenities, are restricted and make our fishing and hunting 
economy not competitive compared even with our close neighbours. It is 
enough to remember that Hungary, having a mountain surface covered by 
forests roughly 7–8 times smaller than Romania’s achieves 5.5 times more 
income from mountain hunting than our country. 

We cannot finalise forest economy – component of the rural 
economy – without making some comments about the conservative, state 
originated conception of national and territorial forestry organisms. It is 
worth mentioning that since the beginning, between the World Wars, only 
some 1.8 million ha of forest (roughly 27%) of over 6.5 million ha of forest 
that Romania has been state owned. This structure of forest property did not 
negatively impact, on the contrary, benefited forest management. In the 
communist period, the entire forest surface was nationalised and the 
mentality of the „superiority of forest management by state organisms” 
continues to dominate the majority of decision factors regarding forests. 

Examples of impeccable management of privately owned forests by 
the border patrol members in the Banat region, of the common possession 
forests in Transylvania have been rapidly forgotten by those responsible for 
today’s forests. This explains the bad state of the mountain villages, highly 
dependent of forest economy that has been managed by people foreign from 
the area’s interests after 1989. In these areas no property reform has been 
undertaken, not even conceived. If Romania passed through several agrarian 



LUCRĂRI ŞTIINŢIFICE, SERIA I, VOL. XI (1) 

reforms, for (false) reasons connected mainly to the interests of forest 
exploitation, no reform has been conceived and applied, the severe state of 
poverty of the inhabitants of many rural mountain villages, highly 
dependent on forest economy, to mention only the Penteleu area from the 
Buzăului Mountains (Gura Teghii, Nehoiu, Varlaam, Siriu etc.), it is 
sufficient to show the precarious mentalities in this important field of 
mountain economy. 

7. Investments in knowledge and education 
It is unanimously accepted that agricultural production (Y), from a 

standpoint of technical and economic performance, is the result of the 
converging actions of four categories of macro-factors: natural capital (N), 
biologic capital (B), financial capital (K) and human capital (M): 

Y=N*B*K*M 
Potentiality studies in our country show that the current average 

level of agricultural production is about 40% of the optimal potential of the 
natural capital (the soil’s production capacity) and biologic (the production 
potential of crops, species and hybrids). Therefore, the negative potential 
difference is determined by the other two factors: financial capital and 
human capital (technology and management). Concretely, in Romania the 
average cereal production was 2700 kg/ha between 2000 and 2008. Using 
only 40% of the natural and biologic potential, the difference to the optimal 
potential (6500 kg/ha) of about 3800 kg/ha, is determined, both by the lack 
of financial capital and the deficit of human capital caused by the precarious 
technical condition and the lack of performance of management and 
technology of the workforce.  

From this simple example, but very effective, the acute need for 
optimising the effects of human capital through investments in forming the 
agricultural workforce regardless of the place they occupy in the system 
(conception, education, research, extension, consultancy, management, 
execution etc.) 

Studies carried out by research structures in Romania or abroad 
(World Bank, European Union, the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development etc.); regarding the precarious qualification of the rural 
workforce bring forward the fact that this is a restrictive factor for rural 
development. Assessments regarding the qualification level of the rural 
workforce are valid for all personnel categories, management or operational, 
in all sectors of rural economy (agricultural and non-agricultural). The ratio 
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of the college educated personnel employed in rural economy is much lower 
than the need.  

The strategic objective of the National Policy for Rural Development 
about „improvement of the competence of the farmers and personnel 
working in the agriculture, food processing and forestry sectors that 
allows a better management of the agricultural and forest exploitations”  
and the sources from European funds for this axis are towards the quality 
improvement of the rural workforce.  

The profound restructuring already happening in agriculture after 
1989 or ongoing and amplified after 2007, the year when Romania joined 
the EU, are premises of substantial reform in the education and research, 
extension and consultancy, both in agriculture and rural economy in general. 
Referring to the problem of capital and investment in education and 
research, we will approach it in extenso in another article.  
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