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URBAN POLICY AND URBANISATION IN THE TRANSITITON ROMANIA

BENEDEK JOZSEE

ABSTRACT- The main goal of this paper is to offer an analgbout the urban development strategies
in Romania. The focus will be on the transitionipar(after 1989). Although we can not abstract the
outcomes of the urban strategies from the previmn®od, when the communist state regulation had ful
controll on the urban policy. Urbanisation was thain goal of communist developments based on the
idea of modernisation of the society. Thereforewileoffer a brief overwiew of the communiste urban
planning strategies. It has been resulted an unbathurban hierarchy dominated by the capital afty
Bucharest and with a weak level of small citieshdatterms of functions and infrastructure. Therde

of the political system in 1989 has establishedew environment for the urban system in Romania,
marked by the EU and NATO integration process,hayftirther globalisation of the romanian economy,
privatisation and liberalisation of the urban laadd housing market, decentralisation and growtthef
weight and importance of local level. Under thiscgimctances a new urban development strategy has
evolved based on the following elements: a) deveki of a polycentric and balanced urban system,
diminishing the overhelming role of Bucharest aeauhforcing the second level of urban centres aed th
level of small cities; b) a new urbanisation wawes rstarted in 2002, where the main aim is the
declaration of new towns. It relies on the facattim 1997 the dominant internal migration form dme

the urban-rural migration, without precedent in thedern history of Romania and therefore the urban
population of the country is declining. As resuie turbanisation level fo the EU candidate country
Romania is well behind the EU level (52%), a sitwratvhich should be mastered by the new strategy of
urbanisation.
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INTRODUCTION

The basic goal of this study is to explore the ndiaracteristics of the Romanian urbanisation. As
methodology, the study is based on the synthediseofesults of existing publications and the eatidun of
the official statistical data. On one hand, we apphed the subject from network point of view, the
analysis focused on the development of differentle of the network of urban settlements and the
directions of movement of settlements within thenoek. On the other hand, the study is completeith @i
territorial approach, showing the territorial dif@ces of urbanisation by historical regions amst-fevel
administrative units. The changes in the intertraicture of urban settlements are sketched onigémtally,
mostly based on various observations, especiatly kggard to the period after the change of regime.

Three groups of factors had a decisive influencéherurban development of Romania: the historical
background, the political situation and the ecomosituation. In my study | link the analysis of $kethree
groups of factors to the evolution of urbanisati@f. course, a recurring theme is how the Romanian
urbanisation fits into the general trends of urbation in Central and Eastern Europe, where andhat
nature are the concurrence points, what are theyplarities, and what causes them? A fundametaatiisg
point for all this is that each society produces aeproduces its spaces, i.e. a specific spatiattsire
corresponds to each society.

SOCIALIST URBANISATION (1948-1989)

In 1945 a new political and economic system, thdasiesm appeared, which created its specific
spatial structure. It may seem odd, but the mdensive stage of urbanisation took place underasieni,
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and it was a very important part of the top-driveentralised endeavour towards the modernisatidheof
society. Between 1948 and 1989 the proportion bamirpopulation within the total population has mise
from 23.4% to 53%. At the same time, this means tthe socialism has created a very specific spatial
structure, which is substantially different frometkpatial structure of the western societies, ésibhec
through the dominance of state regulation procedsesessence appears in the low intensity of the

development of urban lifestyle, due to the fastepaied short period of the urbanisation and thedouial
integration capacity of large cities.

Table 1. The urbanisation rate by hystorical region

Hystorical region 1930 1948 1977 1992 2002

Oltenia 13,1 13,3 33,7 43,8 43,8
Muntenia 16,6 15,6 35,4 43,1 39,6
Dobrogea 24,1 29,1 57,8 66,8 64,3
Moldova 24,9 19,5 37,5 45,7 425
Banat 17,8 21,4 51,9 49,9 56

Transilvania 16,1 19,5 52,4 61,4 60,3
Partium 19,8 18,3 447 58,4 47,3
Bucharest 100 97,7 100,0 100,0 100
Romania 21,4 23,4 47,5 54,5 52,7

Source: Trebici, Hristache (1986), census dataZ,19002)

The most important processes of the period: thematsation in 1948; the collectivisation of the
agriculture, which was carried out over a long ti{h@49-1962) and only on arable lands (the mouraegas
were left out); the policy of industrial developmefavouring the heavy industry and within thiseth
machine industry. Through these the state becamentyst important factor of the settlement netwdisk.
primary role was amplified by the nationalisatidrre@sidential buildings and ground-plots, thus é@tliating
the market’s role in the formation of the city stwres. As Romania tried to compensate its
underdevelopment in comparison with Western Eunmostly through industrialisation, the urbanisation
reached its highest pace in the history of Roméaible 1). A cause of this is that the first phas¢he
socialist industrialisation (1948-1968) focused thie development of existing industrial centres,sthu
contributing to the further development of existoities and especially the large industrial centheided to
this is the new regional development concept ofli®ig0’s, which considered the urban settlementgoaye
and lifestyle to be superior to the rural settlemeategory and lifestyle and envisaged the strong
development of the first. The administrative clsation had an important function distribution epl
elevating the settlements that became definitivgeta of state allocation. The three-tiered adrratise
system created in 1950 based on Soviet model: ned@8, later 18 and 16 regions), districts andngw
benefited the region centres, which were the meseldped large cities. This is why in the first phaf
socialist development, between 1950-1953, the ifafiistrial growth was concentrated in these centres
whose weight increased in the urban system (tapl©a the other hand, the towns that lost theie rad
chief towns of counties have been downgraded irhteerchy of towns as a consequence @amalangi
1994). As a result of this, in 1956, a strong com@gion can be observed in large cities: halfha&f trban
population was living in the top 20 towns (out GR2). The proportion of the population of largeestigrew
from 34.3% in 1948 to 42.9% in 1956, which can kplaned by the growth of the number of towns, from
148 in 1948 to 171 in 1956. At the same time, tighdwst rate of socialist urbanisation (2.71%) werded
in this short phase (Sandu 1984). In this perioleseents with industrial and mining functions have
received the rank of towns, as well as settlemeitts tourism functions and large villages in striyngural
areas. The first phase of socialist urbanisatios nat a linear process. The emergence of new t¢ams
between 1948 and 1956) was accompanied by a miicbdrisation, by which 14 settlements have lost the
status as towns, two thirds of them in Moldova. Mafsthem did not have an industrial function, thewe

only been market towns. 6 of these regained tlogintstatus in 1968, but the rest did not (krdlangi
1994).
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Table 2. The distribution of urban population bgestategories in 1956, 1969 and 1977.

Population size categories The share of population (%)
1956 1969 1977 1992
< 10000 9,3 8,1 57 3,7
10 000-19 999 18,5 14,6 10,0 9,6
20 000-49 999 15,5 20 17,6 15,6
50 000-99 999 13,8 10,6 12,5 13,9
100 000-299 999 18,1 26,8 34,3 41,0
> 300 000 24,8 22,0 19,9 16,2
Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Receidmantul populgei si locuintelor din 7 ianuarie 1992. Vol. 1.
Bucureti. Recendmantul populgei si locuintelor din 15 martie 1966. Vol. 1. Bucyte

The industrialisation phase between 1950-1953 wamigh to trigger rural emigration (9,6%o)
(Sandu 1984). After this period the pace of thaigtdalisation relapsed and we enter into the sggbrase
of socialist development, the main goal of whichhie cooperativisation of agriculture (1954-196R)is
has already started in 1949, but the growth of stments in the agricultural sector exceeded the
developments in industry only after 1954. As a eguoence, the rate of rural emigration decreased,
reaching its lowest value in the socialist era damarage of 5%.). The rate of urbanisation also resdits
lowest level (1,24% between 1954-1962).

Between 1963 and 1970 a transition period follomisen the public administration system and the
management principles of the economy are reorgaufiseal emigration of 6.7%o, €b.). Until 1966 thésea
small increase in the number of towns, reaching 288 suburban villages are added to this, whigesa
the urbanisation rate to 38.2%. A number of smaWris are risen to town status between 1966-68.
However, the concentration of the urban populaitiomedium-sized and large cities could not be stdpp
The most significant changes came with the reosgdioin of public administration in 1968. The county
system was reintroduced, which boosted the devedoprof medium-sized chief towns of counties. The
pace of the urbanisation is slowly increasing (1/58bwveen 1963-1970), then suddenly rises in thé nex
intensive development phase of socialism: 2.28%véet 1971-1980 (Sandu 1984). In this phase thewurba
development becomes more balanced territorialhputph the more balanced distribution of new proidunct
units. In fact, a new, longer and stronger, fastugtrial growth occurs between 1965-1978. This was
followed by an increase in rural emigration (11%an8u 1984). As a result of the measures taken &3 19
the proportion of urban population increased casidly. In this year all mining settlements and
settlements with significant role in tourism re@vthe town status (a total of 49), as well as mber of
agricultural settlements, aiming to strengthen lineer levels of the network of towns. Following the
concentration on small and medium-sized towns efutbanisation after 1968, the weight of largeesiti
within the town network decreased: from 50.5% if6@90 41% in 1989. The weight of Bucharest as
primary city also decreased, from 24.8% in 1956l704% in 1985. In fact, after 1966, the weight of
Bucharest in the Romanian town network did not geaconsiderably: in 18.7% of the urban population
lived in the capital city in 1966. In this periodaage-scale migration of the population from rumburban
settlements took place. After 1950, the most ingdrform of internal migration was from village tawn,
instead of the village-to-village migration befotlee war (Sandu 1984). By this, the village-to-town
migration became the most important factor in therdase of urban population (73% between 1948-1977,
including the villages turned into towns). Its admition changed over time, but was always prim&t%o
between 1948-1956, 78% between 1956-1966 and 64%ebe 1966-1977 (Sandu 1984).

The socialist urbanisation produced few new towrasnely two: one of them is the new centre of
defence industry, Victoria (Bgsav county), the other the “citadel” of chemical urstty: Onati (1960),
known as Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej during the sotielia (it is true that a small village by that name
existed before, but the industrial area and thieleatial areas were new developments. A new SGitinor
Lenin City was not built, however Byav was renamed Stalin City for a few years.

The industrialisation of rural areas remained law after 1968 the development focused on county
chief towns and medium-sized towns. Especiallyrtbe county centres were developed, their population
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quadrupled or tripled between 1966-1990. The nesghablished industrial enterprises could only fiomct
through the attraction of workforce from rural aelbut for this the appropriate pace of home bugdiad

to be ensured. Since the second half of the 19#i% was ensured solely through buildings from
prefabricated elements in housing estates. Thelaf@vent of infrastructure and household servicaddco
not keep up with this, a fact illustrated by theligators of the quality of life. For instance, aedt
correlation cannot be ascertained - with the exoepif extreme cases - between the level of urlatiois
and the infant mortality (Trebici, Hristache 1986yhich is clearly the effect of underdeveloped
infrastructure. The development of the serviceaistiiucture and of housing facilities could not keppwith
the increased immigration of the population anddfeation of new industrial jobs, especially ingkucities.
The collectivisation of the agriculture and the elepment of state-own agricultural enterprisesastel a
large workforce in rural areas. Additionally, trest growth rate of the population, particularlyMoldova,
resulted in a strong internal village-to-town amder-regional migration (from Moldova and Olten@a t
Banat and Southern Transylvania, from MunteniauoHarest). The 1980’s are the years of stagnatidn a
crisis, shown by the slow-down of the urbanisatesyvell. The only settlement to receive the totatus is
Rovinari (1983), a mining centre in Oltenia.

The leading principles and strategy of regional aetiflement development were laid down in law
no. 58 of 1974. This envisaged the rational utisa of building grounds, the creation of modern
settlements with a high level of urbanisation (Cu@i7). The creation of 300-400 new towns was
forecasted until 1990-2000 (eb.). The principle agfricultural-industrial “transition” centres hasebe
elaborated, which should strengthen the lower lesfelthe town network. These should have 5000
inhabitants, an area of attraction of 15-20 sgkmh provide services for 4-5 nearby communities (Cucu
1977). Between 1971-75, 340 settlements have belktted to be developed into towns through the
introduction of processing industries, co-operatindts and social, cultural and commercial insiitios
(eb.). 120 of these, i.e. 2-4 in each county, vedneady intended to become towns between 1976-1986.
was meant to develop a more balanced town netwaskyell as to prevent migration and the high
concentration of the urban population (the incomemece of agglomeration).

In spite of all this, the urbanisation slowed dawithe 1980’s (47.5% in 1977, 51.5% in 1982), and
the plan to eliminate half of the rural settlemefatisout 6000 settlements), the so-called “systesadin”
was not carried out either, because the necessspynces were missing, due to the priorities ih plesiod
of the Ceausescu regime: the repayment of foreggotsd(partially through the export of agricultural
products) and the accomplishment of large investnpeojects (Danube-Black Sea channel, Cernavoda
nuclear power plant, the “People’s House” in Buelkaietc.). At the same time, the focus is shiftesinall
towns, respectively the lower levels of the townwaek. This is meant to be strengthened and bathnce
when 23 new towns appear in 1989.

The particular feature of the previous urbanisagibase is maintained in socialism, as well: vilkage
of various statuses are often added to the towrmrder to improve urbanisation indicators and agror a
faster territorial diffusion of urbanisation. Thergeral denomination of these settlements is “urlype
settlements”lpcalitasi de tip urbar). Three groups of these settlements are know@%6:1

- workers’ centresoentre muncitorgi) with at least 1000 inhabitants, 50% of them mopyed in
agriculture,

- communities adjacent to industrial centresnune limitrof§ within max. 10 kms and min. 35%
of the population not employed in agriculture,

- balneo-climatic resorts{giuni balneo-climatericg

These are legally villages, but their populatioe aounted as urban population. 183 urban type
settlements appear in the census of 1956, theulatpn is 13.3% of all urban population. The nemwns
appeared at the beginning of the 1960’'s originetenfthis category: Cugir, LuguCilan, Coga Mica,
Ferdinand, Begaetc. (Nicolae 2002). Towns appear later, as vigdldesti-Scieni, Valea Glugareaséd,
Ticleni, Cavnic (workers’ centres in 1956), whileve®of the resorts are risen to the status of towi968
(Baile Tusnad, Ocna Sibiului, Bea). In the last wave of socialist urbanisation, 1889, further towns
emerge from the list of 1956: Tegjuralmaciu, Dirmanesti, Nehoiu, Bumbgti-Jiu, Colibai (now: Mioveni),
Aninoasa, Piatra Olt. Another part of them wereustdalised and urbanised without receiving towatust:
Isalnita (next to Craiova, thermal power plant), Brazixfn® Ploisti, oil refinery), Ghimbav (next to
Brasov, aeronautics), Allsé (next to Sighgoara, textile industry), #&inesti (next to Piatra Neatnchemical
industry), Chgcani (next to Biila, chemical industry) etc. At the 1966 censusrthamber is significantly
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higher than in 1956: 238 communities included wrte Comune incluse/asmiliate urbanul@ppear. In
1968 the category of villages belonging to towns weeatedqate apafingtoare) with 232 such villages.
This was meant to increase the demographic weigthall and medium-size towns. These are indepénden
settlements, but they belong to the towns from adstiative point of view. Beside these, the catggur
suburban communitieegmune suburbafés maintained, with 145 such settlements. Theimber changes
significantly only in 1981 (2 new suburban commigsitappear in 1973), when, with the creation of the
lIfov Agricultural District (by uniting the town oBuftea, 19 communities of llifov county and 12 sidaun
communities of Bucharest), the suburban communitgus of 12 communities around Bucharest is
cancelled. By this time the population of suburbammunities has reached 700,000, i.e. 6% of tharurb
population (lang, Talangi 1994). This situation (135 suburban communitiethvwb43 settlements) is
maintained until 1989 when this category is elirnt@ada By now only the category of component settlese
(localitasi componentgis still in existence, with 363 such settlementhjch in some cases have already
ceased to exist as independent entities (Bagtand were transformed into town districts.

THE TOWN NETWORK AFTER 1989

The collapse of socialism marked the beginning ofeav phase in the development of the town
network. After the change of regime in 1989, aalirCentral and Eastern Europe, the conditionsrbmui
development in Romania changed considerably (KoZa@002). Radical social and economical changes
have occurred over a very short period of timethHa 1990’s the direction and intensity of terriébri
reorganisation and urban development were detedmioye processes like the political democratisation
(local initiatives and a stronger local power otlee development path), the increased globalisaifaie
economy, the privatisation of the enterprises dritie real estate market (the prominence of mékees
in the formation of the urban space structure), opean integration, deindustrialisation, structural
transformation of the industry, a drastical deceeasemployment rate. The transformation of theietgc
followed the changes in the economy: the surgenemployment, pauperisation of certain social caiego
(retired, Roma), development of a new middle angeuglass. The ensemble of these significant pseses
lead to the transformation of the settlement nektveard a significant change in the spatial structiirewns
in a very short time.

The different towns reacted in different ways te tiew situation, according to their capabilities,
competitiveness and the development level of tinstitutional network. The country is characterisgda
strong territorial concentration of foreign investmis. The role of the geographical location haseiamed,
the foreign working capital is concentrated in Badst, the large cities in the West of the country
(Timigsoara, Arad, Oradea, Satu Mare, Cluj, Sibiu) ancw farge cities concentrating innovative and
attractive large industrial enterprises (Gial@loiesti, Pitesti, Craiova). As a result of this, a strong
differentiation of the settlement hierarchy hasteth especially through the explosive developrmant
Bucharest and the large cities. In fact, in thaditton period the development and the investmemie
captured by the settlements at the top level ohtbearchy. The concentration of the institutiofishe non-
profit sphere (high-level public services: publangnistration, education, healthcare) in largeesitplayed
in important role in this process.

The large cities (especially Bucharest, but alsmigéara, Cluj, Ploigti, Baciu) with developing
services are in a favourable position and can Insidered the winners of the transition period, afl as
the towns where the manufacturing industries produe high added value are dominant (§iteSibiu,
Targu Murg, Alba lulia etc.), the seaside urban agglomeratidonstara-Navodari-Mangalia) and the
urban regions at the western border (Satu MaregéaraArad). On the other hand, the small and medium
sized towns, the declining industrial centres (Hlozea, Rgita, Coga Micd), the mining towns (the towns
in the Jiu valley, Motru, Baraolt,a8an etc.) and the county centres with artificialiflated population, with
no local resources (Alexandria, Deva, Vaslui etzrd in an unfavourable position. This is shown loy t
evolution of the population of towns between 19848 2002, when the population of the towns affettgd
the crisis decreased considerably through emigratio this period the largest decline (about -20%)
occurred in case of small and medium-size townsiafiged on one branch of heavy industry or on ngni
Fagiras (chemical industry), Cugir (defence industry),s@a (machine industry), Sinaia (machine
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industry), Predeal, Dr. Petru Groza, Anina, Molddvaui, Uricani and Blan (the last five are mining
towns).

It has to be added that after the change of regihmetown network evolved under unfavourable
demographic circumstances: the natural growth ef plopulation decreased, and since 1995 became
negative (-0,2%0 - -0,6%), mainly due to the deceeakthe birth rate (under 9%. ) and of the festilit
However, the slow increase of the mortality ratgoatontributed to this, reaching values over 9%eesin
1995. The operation of the socialist closed citgteyn produces an unusual statistical and demographi
phenomenon in 1990: the urban population suddeheased, namely by 139,000. In fact the people wit
temporary residence permit changed their statysetmanent residents in towns. The dominant form of
internal migration since 1997 has been the towwmitage migration, a situation never before enceuved
in the modern history of Romania. As a result, mogins have lost a part of their population betw&8é2
and 2002. The statistics show only a few exceptionly Fogani (0,5%) among medium-size towns, two
medium-small towns (25-50,000 inhabitants): Miovéh6%), where the Dacia-Renault company is based
(Arges county) and Mvodari (2%), home of the largest capacity oil refin(Constata county) and several
small towns (under 25,000 inhabitants). Some ofdlere located in areas that still have a positataral
growth (the towns of counties Vrancea, AygBotasani, Maramurg and Vaslui still have values above 1%o
in 2001), another group of them benefits from sbharsation in the agglomerations of Bucharest and
Constara. The population of the remaining 246 towns desgdawith various intensities. The large cities
lost 6.9% of their populations between 1992 and220Me largest decrease was recorded in caseea#d thr
large cities: Brgov (-12.1%), Constaa (-11.4%) and Gafia(-8.4%). As a result, the population of Bo&
and Gala is now under 300,000. The population decreaséhefother large cities has been under the
average, but only the situation of Craiova can dgarded as relatively stable with a decrease dPs0,
which can be attributed to its positive naturalvgito and its regional polarisation role. The deceeab
population in medium-sized towns (100-200,000 infaaits) was more intensive than in the previous
category (-8.6%). Piatra Near(+14.9%), Basgu (-14.4%) and Satu Mare (-12.7%) stand out witghhi
negative values. In case of the latter, besidesd#siadustrialisation, the emigration of Germans and
Hungarians was an important factor of the decredsgopulation. The decrease of population in small
towns was the same as in case of medium-size tG&1696), but this category includes the settlenvattt
the largest population growth. However, this towategory contains the settlements with the mosh#ite
population decrease, i.e. this category has thedbadaptiveness. The largest decrease (more 16&6) -
affected the heavy industry and mining centresram$ylvania, the small towns of the Prahova vadleg a
few peripheral and monostructured settlements.cbineentration of the non-profit institutions hasediiect
on this level, as well: in the group of towns wii®-100,000 inhabitants the county centres had aroate
of population decrease (under -10%) than other sowmother general phenomenon is that the populatio
of towns shows an increasing stability towards tttye and bottom level of the town hierarchy from the
central levels. This means that the highest stgbdirecorded on the two bottom levels of the dniehy -
10-25,000 inhabitants, but especially towns wigslthan 10,000 inhabitants (-4.8%), with severahgples
of growing population as well -, respectively tlop level, while the largest rate of decrease appatthe
medium levels, especially the towns with 50-100,bb@bitants (-9.6%).

The increase of the number of towns in the tramsifieriod is moderated, from 260 in 1990 to 266
in 2002. The six new towns:aget (Timg county), Teiy (Alba), Baia de Arig (Alba), Otopeni (llfov),
Geoagiu-Bi (Hunedoara) and Bcesti (Valcea) are located in economically developednties with a high
level of urbanisation, and all of them have sigifit tertiary functions, as well: Otopeni is therigoof the
largest international airport in Romania, Teis an important railway junction, and Geoagiii-Bs a
tourism centre. In spite of this, and as a resuthe general deurbanisation trend, the proportibarban
population has decreased: the urbanisation levelOid2 was only 52.7%. Besides the deurbanisation
process, the suburbanisation also contributedeaétrease, but to various degrees in differembmegand
only as a secondary factor. Basically the decre&seban population in Romania in the post-sodi&@rs is
due primarily to the migration from towns back ttlages, and secondly to a number of other processe
(suburbanisation, decreasing and negative natu@aith of the population, international migration).
Although certain authors (Kovacs Z. 2002) differatet between welfare suburbanisation and migration
to necessity, and link these to certain regionaliei® (the first in the northern states of Central Bastern
Europe, the latter in the southern states), batpegsent in Romania due to its transitional charaiVhile
welfare suburbanisation can be noticed in the ndenesloped regions (Bucharest, Cluj, Tgoara, Targu
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Mures), the town-to-village migration due to deindudisation is dominant in the case of industrial and
mining centres, as well as small and medium-sizen$o By the way, as a result of the higher intgnsit
economical rationalisation and privatisation proggastarted in 1997, the town-to-village migrati@téme
the dominant form of internal migration, respediviie number of people leaving the towns surpassed
the first time the number of people moving into tewtable 3). This phenomenon has been repeateg eve
year since 1996, therefore we can speak about &ead.

Table 3. The structure of rural and urban inner raigpn (mille).

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total 11,3 129 10,6 11,7 12,8 13 13,4 12,3 12,3,91012,7 14,7
From rural to urban 10,7 94 69 6,6 59 59 569 447 39 57 6,2
From urban to rural 25 38 34 47 58 67 79 783 81 78 95
From urban to urban 43 58 5 5,6 6,1 65 6,1 59 647 64 72
From rural to rural 47 6,3 57 65 78 7 76 649555 56 6,8

Source: Anuarul Statistic al Romaniei, 2000, 23, Bucharest.

The migration back towards the places of origiofiselective nature, i.e. it concentrates on semi-
peripheral villages situated close to towns, capalblfulfilling their basic function. The situatida directly
linked to the disappearance of industrial jobs,clvtoccurred on a large scale especially in medizs-and
small towns. Interestingly, the large cities remsdirattractive and their migration balance is beftdis
means that the higher cost of living in large esitigas not a problem, especially for those who coulgdat a
low price the homes in which they were living in889 therefore have a permanent home. The new
employment possibilities appeared as a result@sdgmentation of the labour market are addedgoThe
migration out of necessity has in fact two direcsippart of it appears as international migratitwe, other
part as town-to-country migration. In the lattesedhe household subsistence farming and the berefa
the proportion of agricultural workers are relevant are a specifically Romanian feature, butthéresult
of a rational decision under the circumstances sk@ous economical crisis rather than an excegiion
process.

The suburbanisation manifested itself with regioddferences, and regarding this | base my
statements only on census statistics and empiotservations, because a systematic analysis and
explanation of this phenomenon has not yet beemnedaout. Between 1992-2002, the population of 280
communities located in the immediate attractioriaegf town centres has increased by 6.6% (2,060,12
inhabitants). The strongest suburbanisation apgearéhe largest urban agglomeration of Romaniahen
suburban area of Bucharest, where the changesdbatred resulted in metropolis-type tendenciesgNie
2002). 50 communities are included in the suburdo@a of Bucharest, and only three of these aregpwn
therefore the urbanisation level is only 11%. Betw&992-2002, the population of the capital deeedy
6.7%. The population of the communities locatedgegater distances ad of the towns within the
agglomeration also decreased, while that of thentonities situated in the vicinity of Bucharest ie@sed,
thus providing a statistical proof for the subuibation phenomenon. With the regress of the indalstr
function, commuting was reduced, but the residemtrtadl commercial function gained importance. For
instance, new shopping centres appeared on th®tgrof nearby settlements, like “Prisma” (Corbea)
“Metro” (with three sites: Otopeni, Militari, Voluari), new production units like Tuborg in Pantedim as
well as new housing estates, usually with luxurjasilike the “Bineasa Residential Park” built on the
eastern side of #easa forest (in Pipera). Incidentally, out of §#0 building permits issued in llifov
county until 2002 (the number of actual buildingdarger, because several buildings can be inclidede
permit), 61.5% were issued to residents of BuchgMisolae 2002). 53.1% of these are concentratdtie
12 former suburban communities (Otopeni has beahogvn in the meantime), the rest is distributethi
other 26 communities (none were requested for Bjft&specially the northern and north-eastern
communities of the agglomeration are dynamic, teye better traffic and public services infrastuoetand
varied landscape (forests, lakes).

The suburbanisation appeared with different intgresnd in different forms in the other regions of
Romania. It has to be noted that this processrimgty influenced not only by the cultural/urbanisa
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models developed, but also by economic factors.ik&iance, the population of the Biteagglomeration
(Arges county), consisting of two towns — Mioveni aftéfinesti — and 14 communities, recorded a growth
above the average, of 7.1%, which is not just dseilt of the suburbanisation but also of the D&gaaault
investment and other business developments. A grabibve the average was recorded in case of the
Constara, Sibiu, Cluj and Timgbara agglomerations, as well. In case of some Vhaasian towns it is
likely that the high natural growth of the Roma tiluted to the population growth, as in the casBrasov
(5.3%). At the same time, another specifically Bsdwmanian phenomenon is the growth of the
agglomeration of several medium-size towns, as: W], Turda, Medig Bistrita, Alba lulia, which can be
explained by the effect cultural factors. The lafksuburbanisation can be noticed in case of toins
Oltenia (with the possible exception of the reglaremtre, Craiova), as well as in Moldova, whepoasible
suburbanisation is accompanied by high natural tirom the absence of empirical analyses we can eve
assert that this is the primary cause for the pigihulation growth in communities located near tawns

CONCLUSIONS

As a conclusion we can state that the basic featifrthe urbanisation in Romania are determined by
the type of society. In the analysed period th® raft rural and urban population has changed cenaldy,
yet the urbanisation level is still below the vaueached in Western Europe. All stages of modanm t
development were accompanied by the attempt teaser artificially the proportion of urban populatioy
defining various legal space categories (suburlmamaunities, communities included in towns, urbgoety
settlements etc.). The settlement developmentystarted in the 1970’s lead to the explosive dgwelent
of medium-size towns, while in the 1980’s the numiselow-level small towns grew. All this resultéd a
relatively balanced town hierarchy (fig. 1) in caamigon with other East-European countries. The tei)
Bucharest in the network decreased gradually (f2@¥% in 1996 to 16.2% in 2002), without losing it
position. The disproportion between the capital apgional centres is also maintained. The diffegenc
between the top of the town hierarchy (Bucharest) the second level (regional centres) is largenbtias
large as in the town system of Hungary, for ins¢anthe ratio between the two levels was 6:1 in 2002
which indicates the persistence of the primate gitgnomenon, but it is less than the 10:1 ratidwfigary.

A 4:1 ratio exists between the second (five tovarg) the third (19 towns), respectively third andrtb (80
towns) levels (based on population), and the satie is valid at the level of medium-size towns,(@D-
100,000 inhabitants) (table 4), therefore the stmecis more balanced than in Hungary at this lefehe
hierarchy, as well. The economic situation of thvrts of this level is a problem. As mentioned befdhe
towns of this level have the lowest adaptiveneshéonew economic environment, which is mostly thue
the fact that this town level developed especiadlya result of the forced industrialisation afte68, and its
economic structure is often unilateral (mining tewmetallurgical centres). The lowest level congwi$61
small towns. the majority of these are agricultunath rural features, same as the situation inddum.]

Table 4. The distribution of cities by their poptida size in 2002.

Population Cities Population
Nr. share (%) Nr. share (%)
<10 000 78 29,3 534 130 4,7
10 000-19 999 83 31,2 1127090 9,7
20 000-49 999 59 22,2 1808819 15,6
50 000-99 999 21 7,9 1512034 13,0
100 000-299999 19 7,1 3087884 26,7
> 300 000 6 2,3 3495907 30,3
Total 266 100,0 11 565864 100,0

Source: Anuarul Statistic al Roméaniei, 2003, Bugtirdata of
the 2002 census.
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Fig.1. The Territorial Distribution and the Sizetbe Towns in Romani.

A further remark refers to the unbalanced termtiodistribution of towns (fig. 1): on one hand,
regions with a dense town network have developembosolidated (the BucwtePrahova-Brgov axis, the
seaside stripe, the Siret valley, the row of townSouthern Transylvania, the West-Transylvaniar)li on
the other hand large areas without towns stilltefhtezoség, Eastern Moldova, Western Highlands, Getic
plateau etc.). This situation is illustrated by tdistribution of towns on counties, respectivelye th
urbanisation level of counties, as well. CountiestiBa-Nasiud, Silaj, Satu Mare, Bot@ni, Vaslui, lai,
Neam, lalomita, Galai, Buziu and Béila had 4 towns each in 2002, most of these theltre$ the small
town development strategy of the 1980’s. The magtli urbanised counties (>60% urban populatioe) ar
counties with old urban traditions (Hunedoara) ighheconomic development level (TgnBragov, Sibiu,
Cluj, Constara etc.). (fig. 2). An important element of the postnmunist change in spatial structure is the
suburbanisation. So far a systematical and compsde survey of this has not been carried out. Hewe
we can state that in the regions with a higher eson development a western-type suburbanisation has
started, while in other regions, especially Moldad Oltenia, a town-to-village migration driven by
necessity and the high natural growth of villagpuation had a more important role.

It is also noteworthy that the town hierarchy based population has not changed materially
between 1930 and 2002 (table 5). Only two new toapysear (Pitgi and Baia Mare), while Fgani and
Giurgiu disappeared from this list. This is alsdidr& 1910 is taken as reference base, with theepkions
that Constara appears in the ranking in 1930, and on the Igwsitions of the hierarchy there are a number
of towns before Baw and Giurgiu (Béarlad, Hi Piatra-Neam Roman, Tulcea and Turnu Severin). It can
be noticed that the towns of the western lowlanda@ Oradea, Satu Mare) have lost positions in the
ranking, while Bagu gained positions. However, the first three posiiseem to be very stable. T§odra
is constantly among the top cities, it was everdth 1966 (behind Bucharest and Cluj). @raused to be
in a higher position (5th in 1966), its current igios (8) is due to the problems related to thervesuring
of the economy in the transition period. Compatimg current situation with 1966, the spectaculdrda
two towns, Regita and Hunedoara comes into view. Both are cenfregavy industry and metallurgy that
were not considered a priority in the intensiveustdalisation waves of the 1970’s and had diffies
adjusting to the new economic environment aftel9198
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Fig. 2. The urbanisation rate of the counties.

Table 5. The rank of the towns by population inQLa8d 2002.

Rank 1930

2002

Town Population

Town

Population

Bucharest 639.040

Bucharest

1.926.334

EY 102.872

lai

320.888

Cluj-Napoca 100.844

Cluj-Napoca

317.953

Galai 100.611

Timgoara

317.660

Timisoara 91.580 Constgn 310.471
Oradea 82.687 Craiova 302.601
Ploiesti 79.149 Gala 298.861

Arad 77.181

Brgov

284.596

OQIO(N|O|UD[W|IN|F-

Braila 68.347

Ploigti

232.527

Craiova 63.215

Bila

216.292

Brasov 59.232

Oradea

206.614

Constata 59.164

Baiu

175.500

Satu Mare 51.495

Arad

172.827

Sibiu 49.345

Piti

168.458

Targu-Mure 38.517

Sibiu

154.892

Buziu 35.687

Targu-Mute

150.041

17 Fogani 32.481 Baia-Mare 137.921
18 Botgani 32.355 Buau 134.227
19 Bacu 31.138 Satu Mare 115.142

Giurgiu 31.016

Bot@ni

115.070

Source: Census data from 1930 and 2002.
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Analysing the longest period (1912-2002), the ificgnt decrease in population of a couple of
towns, respectively the century-long stagnatioramdther; Sulina, port-town in the Danube Delta %37
and Ocnele Mari, a salt-mining centre near Ramhiéicea (-30%), respectively Ocna Sibiului (Sibiu
county), a former salt-mining centre that showegywnoderate growth (1.3%). The other towns thataaly
had the town status in 1912 have grown, but toouariextents. The largest growth was recorded ie ofs
the new county chief towns created in 1968 (MiezauCiuc with a top figure of 1035%, then Ramnicu
Vélcea, Slobozia, Targu Jiu, Suceava, Deva, Slaiaéiu, Sfantu Gheorghe, Targegie, Vaslui, Bistra,
Alba lulia), the heavy industry centres (Mangalighva maximum value of 1980%, Hunedoara with 1476%,
Constama with 1041%, then Baia Mare, Bag Pitsti, Medgidia, Brgov, Medig, Tarraveni, Craiova,
Targu Murg). Bucharest follows only after these (with 464%hich also indicates that the agglomeration
process is over its peak, and its population graaté has slowed down in the past decades, and1&®2
it changed into a suburbanisation trend. The stoalhs situated near the northern, western and reaste
border - Salonta, Carei, Sighetu Matiea Siret and Rdauti (Suceava), Isaccea and gi(Maslui) -, as well
as the small towns with agricultural and mining dtion - Sknic (Prahova), OdoRké (Vrancea), Targu
Ocna (Bagu) and Dumbiveni (Sibiu) - have a relatively low growth raten¢ier 100%). The lowest growth
rates in the category of large cities were alsonged in case of the towns located near the bdrdainly
Arad and Oradea), clearly demonstrating the accammonl in time of the disadvantages coming fromrthei
peripheral position.

Another fruit of the change of regime is the elation of a new settlement network development
strategy in 2001, as part of the National Regi@atelopment Plan, more specifically the fourth isecof
it (law no. 351 of 2001). In this the settlemeng atassified in six levels (ranks), based on fivéeda
(geographical position, population, accessibildgonomical functions, as well as development lefehe
institution network and of the infrastructure).

« Rank 0: Bucharest;

* Rank I: 11 municipalities with national and Europeeportance: Oradea, Tiguara, Cluj, Brgov,
Craiova, Ploigti, Braila, Galai, Baciu and Iai;

* Rank II: 81 municipalities with regional and couhtyel importance (Baia Mare, Targu Mgrélba
lulia, Miercurea Ciuc, Suceava etc.). This grougmahcludes a number of small towns, the attraction
centres of rural microregions (Aiud, Targu Secui&&tra Dornei etc.);

* Rank lll: 172 towns with microregional attractiorea;

* Rank IV: 2686 community centres;

* Rank V: 10,408 villages, comprised in communittesyns and municipalities.

The local taxes and fees are determined accorditigig ranking; these taxes are the highest in the
top-ranked settlements and decrease proportiontaelstrds lower ranks. From the urbanisation point o
view it is important that the law reformulates ttenditions required for the town, respectively noipelity
status (table 6).

This is the first law since 1945 that ties the gjrapof the town status to the fulfilment of very
specific quantitative conditions. Based on the ysialof these we can formulate a few remarks:

» the “population” criterion sets low figures in coamson with the countries of Southern Europe (Spain
Italy) or the Netherlands, but relatively high iangparison with similar figures in Northern Europe.
Still we can state that a relatively large numbferuoal settlements fulfil this criterion in Romanithe
real difficulties arise in fulfilling of the furthreconditions;

» the above condition is rendered relative by theneouc, social and infrastructure conditions, the
fulfilment of which is the main difficulty in thecaession to the town status. In fact, a number of
existing towns do not meet the new conditions defiby the law;

» the conditions defined in table 6 are basically mié¢a ensure that the new urban centres becomessent
offering a relatively wide scale of services toithattraction areas, thus reducing the territorial
distribution of public services and the relatedragiag costs;

» the introduction of criteria related to the protestof the quality of environment gave an ecologica
dimension to the accession to the town status.
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Table 6. Conditions of achieving the urban status.

Indicators M unicipiums Towns

Populatiob 25 000 5000

Share of active people in off-farm activities 85 75

Share of households with water supply 80 70

Share of households with bathroom and WC 75 55

Number of hospital bads on 1000 inhabitants 10 7

Number of doctors in 1000 inhabitatnts 2,3 1,8

Education institutions Post-liceum Secondary school

Cultural and sport institutions theatre, musical institution Public libraries, rooms for spc
libraries, sport halls, stadit activities

Number of beds in hotels 100 50

Share of modernised roads 60 50

Share of streets with gas instalations 70 60

Share of streets with canalisation 60 50

Sewage cleaning Cleaning station with mecl Cleaning station with mechan
biological technologies technologies

Green areas (parks, public gardens) sm/inha 15 10

Source: Monitorul Oficial nr. 408 (2001), with mfidations.
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Fig. 3. New Towns.
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At the same time, law 351/2001 defined the regiitd a shortage of towns and specified the
development of these regions as a fundamentalajaaigional development. These are rural micronegio
(a total of 17) where there are no towns withinistashce of 25-30 km. The developments of the lastet
years point to the strengthening of the small téawel, because in this short period 46 settlemesdsived
the town status (fig. 3), which represents the niinsive growth of the number of towns in Romania
surpassing all of the previous phases. Most ofsttdlements that received town status appeare@Qd,2a
smaller number of them in 2003 and in 2002. Thal tpbpulation of the new towns is 387,915, raidimg
urbanisation level of the country by two percentpgmts (54.53%), which thereby is again at thelérom
1992, compensating for the effects of the towniliage migration. Based on their population, mostly
villages with a high average population received tbwn status, only three of the new towns has a
population less than 5000, while a few of them egicéhe population of existing small towns (the most
populous is Voluntari, in the Bucharest agglomerativith 30,000 inhabitants).

The majority of new towns do not fulfil the requitents set down in the 2001 settlement
development law (table 6). It also has to be néetl many of the new towns do not belong to théoregy
with town shortage defined in law 351/2001, butetdsting urbanisation core areas, thus enhanciag th
existing regional differences. The most spectacal@nge occurred in the urbanisation level of gerta
counties. More specifically, the urbanisation legélSuceava county grew by 10 percentage pointdgewh
that of lIfov county by 15 percentage points. Whilev still has the lowest urbanisation level (25%
Suceava (43%) has left the group of counties witbva urbanisation level, along with Bagtmi, Vaslui,
lalomita and Neam Thereby the urbanisation map of Romania is praltyi redrawn, based on the
aforementioned indicator.

Functionally the situation is different. In the neawns, with a few exceptions, the agricultural
sector is still dominant, and the probability oflizersification of the local economical structuseslim.
Additionally, the new towns created in the regiomgh town shortage have significant infrastructure
deficiencies. The above tendencies confirm the agpee of political voluntarism as a town developtme
factor, respectively the political elite uses thsuie of the town status, for the first time sin®89, as an
instrument to gain (and preserve) political power.
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