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Abstract 
Romanian rural area is subject of significant socio -economic 
challenges and after 1990, the Romanian rural econo my obtained 
decreases with a negative influence on life quality . The quality life 
in Romanian rural area is far from EU standards and  realities of the 
world's developed countries. From a study realized in 2008 on a sample 
of 1100 people from rural areas is observed that th e village remains a 
space with a low quality of infrastructure and many  young people are 
unhappy that the village don’t offer jobs; them not  showing very 
optimistic about the development perspectives of th e village, even in 
conditions of accession to European Union. The most  satisfaction of 
Romanian rural population are their own health and social area in 
which they live and the biggest dissatisfactions ar e fewer 
opportunities for gain, the roads and rural service s quality. Rural 
population of Romania does not aspire for a rapid e conomic growth, 
preferring the maintenance of the moral and spiritu al values and 
tradition conservation in terms of ensuring a decen t living standard, 
thus the fulfilling the socio-eco-economic objectiv es.  
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Introduction  
 
The current situation of Romanian countryside is ch aracterized by 
multiple economic and social problems, all of which  are associated 
with the precarious state in which the agriculture – the main 
occupation of the rural population - finds itself.  In rural areas 
non-agricultural activities also take place (rural tourism, agro-
tourism, small industry, trade, transport, etc.) ha ving a positive 
impact on rural communities, and contributing to ad ditional income and 
to an increase in the use of labour.  
 
The restructuring of the Romanian economy after 199 0 caused profound 
implications on the rural area and the life quality : the reduction of 
the work productivity in the basic economic activit y, limiting of the 
rural economy and its poor diversification, decreas e, instability and 
insecurity of the incomes, positive internal migrat ion balance, 
accentuation of population ageing tendency in the p eripheral rural 
areas, poor endowment of localities with public uti lities services.  
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Although potential and tradition have placed the co untryside on a very 
important place in Romanian society, the increase i n attractiveness of 
this type of lifestyle has failed, and rural migrat ion trend was 
maintained, regardless of political regime.  
 
This demonstrates that the measures taken, fail to achieve a requisite 
level of living in modern society. On the one hand,  rural living 
facilities (general and health infrastructure, cult ural and 
educational ones) are inappropriate, and at a lower  level than those 
in urban areas and on the other hand, other compens ations (natural 
environment, preserving the traditions of village a nd agricultural 
occupations, income levels, etc.) are not sufficien t to compensate for 
the lack of these facilities.  
 
An analysis of general living conditions of rural p opulation in 
Romania shows that, compared to other European coun tries, Romania is 
not situated on an advantageous position in this re gard. Studies show 
that we are ranked last or second to last place in many indicators 
characterizing living conditions of rural populatio n [1].  
 
A significant part of the rural population is still  deeply attached to 
village values, which is characterized by settlemen t in rural areas, 
maintaining ties with their native rural villages o r even return there 
after a longer or shorter period of exodus to other  media. This type 
of behaviour with psychological and moral influence  exists and it 
often cannot be explained by science.  
 
Therefore, at the level of the economic theories, t hese factors can be 
included in growth models only under the form of de rived elements 
(such as externalities from other factors) or resid ual influence 
difficult to quantify [16]. As the principal forms regarding the 
impact of economic theories on life quality, we rem ark some negative 
effects of economic growth and we identify some key  problems faced by 
the inhabitants of the Romanian rural area and the positive elements 
of life quality from the Romanian rural area in the  context of 
economic theories of growth.  

 
2. A descriptive analysis of life quality in Romani an rural 
area 
 
Romania is situated in the South-Eastern Europe at the crossroads of 
major European communication routes North-South and  East-
West. Romania's area is of 238.391 sq.km, ranking 1 2th  in Europe (5,49% 
of the EU 25), with a population of 21.537.563 dwel lers, representing 
4,77% of total EU population. In 2007, of the total  population of 
Romania, 55,1% lived in rural areas and 44,9% in ur ban areas (NIS, 
2008).  
 
Romanian rural area  comprises 2,727 communes that gather 13,042 
villages. Romanian countryside related area is 87.1 % of total 
territory. The preponderant activity of the Romania n rural areas 
consists in agriculture, land cultivation and breed ing (NIS, 2008). 

 
Indicators presented in Table 1 show important gaps  between Romania's 
agriculture, compared with the average EU-27 values . Several issues 
arising from the table data, which show weak compet itiveness and the 
extensive nature of Romanian agriculture, are:  
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• Romania holds 7.97% of the agricultural area of EU- 27 and 28.69% of 
total farm holdings; 

• 89.8% of farms in Romania have a size of less than 5 hectares, the 
average physical size of a farm is 13.5 hectares, c ompared to 12.6 
which is the EU-27 average;  

• the average economic size of holdings in Romania is  11.3 times lower 
than the EU-27 average productivity;  

• 47.96% of the total number of semi-subsistence farm s in the EU are 
Romania;  

• 30% of the working population of Romania is employe d in agriculture, 
compared to 6% EU-27 average;  

• labour productivity in Romanian agriculture is abou t 5 times lower 
than the EU-27 average productivity;  

• the training of the agricultural population is very  low in Romania 
(7.4% of total farmers) compared to the EU-27 avera ge (20%);  

• the share of elderly farmers is very high in Romani a compared to EU 
(a large proportion of young people in the Romanian  villages have 
migrated to urban areas or migrated to more develop ed EU countries 
with a hope of higher incomes);  

• gross fixed capital formation in Romanian agricultu re is very low 
(about 1.8% from the total value of EU).  

 
Table 1 Agricultural development indicators for Romania in comparison 
with EU-27 
 
No. Development indicators Measurement 

unit 
EU-27 Romania 

1 Usable agricultural surface  
(2007) 

Ha. 172485050 13753050 

2 Agricultural farms  (2007) No. 13700400 3931350 
3 Average size of an exploitation 

(2007)  
ha 12.6 3.5 

4 Average economic size (2007) ESU 11.3 1 
< 5ha. 70.4 89.8 

>=5 ha. – 
<50ha. 

24.5 9.8 
5 Weight of exploitations on size 

categories (2007) 

>= 50 ha 5.1 0.4 
6 Semi-subsistence farms  (2007) < 1ESU 6389390 306 4670 
7 Population occupied in the primary 

sector (2006) 
thousands of 

pers. 
12985 2850 

8 Weight of population occupied in 
the primary sector (2006) 

% 6.0 30.6 

9 Farmers who have another income 
source (2007) 

% 35.3 36.3 

10 Labour productivity in agriculture Euro/AWU 1208 9 2659,58 
11 Training and education in 

agriculture (2005) 
% farmers 20 7.4 

12 VAB in the primary sector  (2006) Millions of  
Euro 

179427,9 7614,1 

13 Weight of primary sector in VAB 
(2006)  

% 1.7 8.8 

14 Raw formation of fixed capital in 
agriculture (2007) 

Millions of  
Euro 

56185 1015 

15 Internet infrastructure (2008) % DSL 
coverage 

na 34 

16 Internet connectivity (2008) % population 18 3.1  
 
Source: Processing by European Union – Directorate General for 
Agriculture and Rural Development in the European U nion. Statistical 
and Economic Information , Report 2009 
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In rural areas non-agricultural activities also tak e place (rural 
tourism, agro-tourism, small industry, trade, trans port, etc.) having 
a positive impact on rural communities, and contrib uting to additional 
income and to an increase in the use of labour. In what concerns small 
and medium enterprises, most were created in rural trade (48.6%), 
manufacturing (19.6%), agriculture (9.8%), tourism (7.2%), transport 
(5.9%), construction (3.3%), services (5.3%), minin g (0.2%). 
 
While analyzing the quality of life in rural areas,  a variety of 
indicators is used (for the last 5 years, 2005-2009 ), of which the 
most representative ones were retained for the curr ent approach 
[21]. In Table 2 is presented a situation regarding  the indicators of 
life quality in Romanian rural area. 

 
Table 2 Romanian rural area – indicators of life quality 
 
Indicators of life quality  U.M. 2005 2009  

Population  
Total population Persons 9,743,952  9,646,443  
Weight of rural population of the total 
population  

% 45.1 44.9 

Average life length Years 70.78 72.23 
Internal migration in the rural area  Persons 115,2 27 137,552 
Persons with academic qualifications  % 1.7 2.6 
Persons with medium qualifications  % 39.6 49.6 
Persons with a low level of training % 58.7 47.8 

Labour  
Persons occupied in agriculture % 34.7 28.7 
Employment rate  % 61.6 60.7 
Active population   Th. of 

persons 
4,490 4,449 

Activity rate  % 65.3 64.6 
Occupancy rate  % 62.9 61.5 
Total expenses of farmers’ households  Lei 693.93 1 103.67 

Technical and administrative infrastructure  
Number of dwellings in the rural area  Inhab. 3,757 ,855  3,743,296  
Running water distribution networks  Km. 18,428 24, 868 
Sewage networks  no. 3,647 5,881 
Heating devices with thermal independent 
boilers  

no. 2,215 5,568 

Heating devices with liquid petrol stoves  no. 11,5 71 14,600 
Telecommunications infrastructure  

Post offices and telephone-telegraph units  no. 6,488 6,120 
 
Source: calculation based on date from the Statistical Year book of 
Romania (NIS, 2010)  

 
Structure by age and sex : the aging phenomenon is made clear given the 
increase in percentage by 6.3% in the population ag ed 65 and over.  
 
The education level : there is an upward trend in the number of people 
with higher education in rural areas. Thus, in the age group 15-64, 
the number of persons with higher education in tota l population in 
2009 reached to 3.3%, the share of persons with sec ondary education to 
57.2% and the share of people with low education at  39.5%.  
 
The  occupancy rate  of working-age population in rural area is 61.5% 
(compared to 56.8% in urban area) and the unemployment rate  in rural 
areas was 5.2% in 2005 and 5.4% in 2009 (a slight i ncrease).   
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The state of the infrastructure  is still inadequate because only 33% 
of the inhabitants of the villages are connected to  the current water 
supply systems (compared to 87% in EU-15) and only 10 % to modern 
sewerage systems. The share of Internet users in ru ral areas is 
significantly below the EU average (3.1% of the tot al rural population 
in Romania, compared with 18% EU average 27).   
 
Relative (1.01%) and absolute (97.509 persons) decl ine of rural 
population in 2005-2009 compared with the urban pop ulation is recorded 
amid a shrinking population of around 1% of total a nd reflects a 
decrease in the living standards in rural areas.  
 
3. The youth rural population: opinion related to t he 
future of life quality 

 
Given the fact that the young population represents  the future of a 
nation, we will briefly present an overview of the quality state of 
youth life in rural areas and the prospects for eco nomic and social 
development, from which they benefit.  
 
The information is focused on the results of studie s and researches 
made by Youth and Sports Ministry, according to the  opinion barometer 
of in 2008 [23]. Thus, 52.2% of rural youth conside r their village 
life  good or normal and 44.8% appreciate it as having to o many 
shortcomings. 
 
In terms of the level of satisfaction / dissatisfaction  concerning the 
town and area in which they live, the greatest sati sfaction is their 
own health and social environment in which they liv e and the greatest 
dissatisfaction is the reduced earning opportunity,  road 
conditions and quality of municipal services (Figur e 1).  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 1 Degree of satisfaction regarding what the rural are a has to 
offer to its youth 
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Regarding the level of education  suitable for youth in the 
countryside, educational aspirations are high, most  of them believing 
that youth should have university degrees or at lea st high school 
diploma, but most are not interested to start their  own business or 
have little interest emerged.  
 
In what regards the intention to leave the village  most young people 
do not intend to do it (53.7%), and the proportion of young people who 
want to leave to the city is equal to those wishing  to go abroad (21%, 
respectively 19.9%). Only 0.9% wants to go in anoth er village and 4.5% 
not responded. (Figure 2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2 Intention of leaving the village  

 
Attachment and affectivity to their native places  is a well-supported 
factor, as for most young people the village is an appreciated place 
where they like to live and the proportion of those  who like to live 
in the village is higher than that of young people who do not intend 
to leave the village. Thus, the biggest is on paren t’s house (84.7%), 
land (68.6%) and animals (50.9%). The small attachm ent: 10.2% by 
parents house, 18.2% by land and 22.5% by animals. (Figure 3). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7 Attachment to family goods 
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elements of life quality from the Romanian rural ar ea in the context 
of economic theories of growth. 
 
In Table 3 are presented the principals negative ef fects and obstacles 
of economic growth related to rural life quality. 
 

Table 3 Negative effects and obstacles of economic growth o n life 
quality from rural area  

Negative effects  Obstacles  
• decrease in life quality : 
unemployment, daily stress, 
pollution;  

• risk of appearance of some 
disequilibrium  on welfare 
ensuring and on the growth of life 
quality;  

• the consumerist movement: 
encouragement of false, artificial 
needs; 

• risk of disparities accentuation 
between rich and poor countries; 

• mutations in the basic 
principles of peoples’ cultures, 
cultural non- sustainability 
(traditions abandonment, non-
conservation of cultural and 
historical heritage);   

 • inequity between generations;  
 

• the ecological footprin t of 
economic growth: non- sustainable 
exploitation of land’s resources, 
rapid waste of non- regenerative 
resources; 

• human nature, characterized by 
egoism, greediness, cupidity and 
non- acceptance of losing the 
satisfaction, the welfare, the 
comfort; 

Source: personal processing after synthesis of specialty li terature  
 

The key problems faced by the inhabitants of the Ro manian rural area: 
• the big number of subsistence and semi-subsistence farms which are 

not viable from an economic perspective;  
• the lack of financial resources, namely the insuffi cient and 

inefficient use of available resources and the lack  of trained 
personnel for the practicing of a modern agricultur e; 

• the poor state of the basic infrastructure;  
• the existence of significant land surfaces (approx.  1/5) deeply 

affected by natural risk factors; 
• the inadequate state of culture institutions from t he rural area and 

the decrease in the number of libraries and of read ers;  
• a reduced number of development projects of local i nfrastructure and 

a scarce intention of involvement in small and medi um enterprises;  
• reduced intention to change the status of individua l household into 

that of family farm;   
• the economic  growth from the agro-alimentary secto r has not been 

fulfilled, the rural economy facing a major and con tinuous decrease 
in the last 20 years;  

• the human capital has known a continuous degradatio n from the point 
of view of professional  training and of education,  as well as of 
demographic ageing;  

 
The positive elements of life quality from the Roma nian rural area: 
• extension of duct networks for water provision;  
• electric power used in almost all villages; 
• settlement of rural population in its origin areas;  
• existence of some powerful cultural traditions; 
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• the tradition that the teacher and the priest of vi llages should be 
main promoters of cultural values; 

• existence of information sources: cable television,  Internet, 
newspapers, etc;  

• reduced industrialization and extensive agriculture  have led to the 
reduction of the pollution level which allowed the preservation of 
natural factors;  

• favourable state of conservation of the natural phe nomenon 
(biodiversity, landscapes, ecosystems).  

 
Even if the young of the rural area are deeply atta ched to their birth 
place and to the Romanian village traditions, the p oor life 
conditions, the limited possibilities of occupancy in other sectors 
than agriculture, and especially the poor quality o f jobs, represent 
factors that determine them to migrate to urban loc alities or abroad. 
 
5. Conclusions  
 
The quality of life in Romanian rural areas is stil l far from the 
requirements of modern society. The current level o f living is 
inferior in rural areas compared to that of urban a reas and much lower 
compared to the rural areas of developed European c ountries.  
 
Although currently living standards in rural areas are still 
relatively small, the dwellers of Romanian villages  are still attached 
to the general values of this area, as attested by the stability of 
many of the rural population, the coming back home,  investing in the 
village lifetime savings which were made in other d omains/areas and 
permanent preservation of spiritual links with “the  village”. These 
issues are due to traditional features of the Roman ian people, 
evidenced by a strong bond with the natural environ ment and specific 
rural activities.  
 
For a better quality of life in rural Romania, subs tantial efforts 
should be done on multiple levels, in order to reco ver and reach the 
EU average level. The main problem remains the econ omic development of 
rural areas, while maintaining balance socially, th rough sustainable 
development of agriculture, forestry and fishery, i ncluding the 
related processing industries, in order to meet the  optimum food needs 
of the population and to ensure the conservation an d improvement of 
natural resources.  
 
In Romania’s case, in order to enhance the life att ractiveness in 
rural areas and to reduce the disparities from the developed 
countries, the problem of adopting some de-growth m odels cannot be 
taken into account. The economic policy should be o riented towards 
economic growth models that could comprise both sus tainable principles 
and economic growth based on the capital flow, stim ulation of 
technological progress, stimulation of innovation p rogress, promotion 
of human resource development.  
 
The development model applied in the Romanian econo my should 
harmoniously merge positive experiences and prevent  negative effects 
of models, stability and economic decrease theories , promoted by the 
economists of the developed countries.  
 
Although currently living standards in rural areas are still 
relatively small, the dwellers of Romanian villages  are still attached 
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to the general values of this area, as attested by the stability of 
many of the rural population, the coming back home,  investing in the 
village lifetime savings which were made in other d omains/areas and 
permanent preservation of spiritual links with “the  village”. These 
issues are due to traditional features of the Roman ian people, 
evidenced by a strong bond with the natural environ ment and specific 
rural activities. 
 
For a better quality of life in rural Romania, subs tantial efforts 
should be done on multiple levels, in order to reco ver and reach the 
EU average level. The main problem remains the econ omic development of 
rural areas, while maintaining balance socially, th rough sustainable 
development of agriculture, forestry and fishery, i ncluding the 
related processing industries, in order to meet the  optimum food needs 
of the population and to ensure the conservation an d improvement of 
natural resources.  
 
For the aftermath, the economic backdrop is not put  into question. 
The essential objectives of rural development in ou r country, in 
conjunction with EU directives and community regula tions, national 
strategies and sector programs in Romania are:  
• the development of the competitiveness in agricul ture, forestry and 

fishing based on knowledge and private initiative;  
• the reduction of the population involved in agricul ture in 

conjunction with the creation of viable holdings;  
• the reduction of fragmentation of agricultural area  and the 

stimulation of concentration of small farms;  
• the maintenance of the quality and diversity of r ural landscape and 

forest, seeking a balance between human activities and the 
conservation of natural resources. 

 
In conclusion, we believe that economic and social policies should be 
reviewed and harmonized with effective and equitabl e rural policies   
according to the requirements of modern society reg arding 
development. All these are required in order to imp rove the human 
potential of the countryside, believing that it is able to ensure the 
requirements of a sustainable development. 
 
 
This work was supported by the project "Post-Doctor al Studies in 
Economics: training program for elite researchers -  SPODE" co-funded 
from the European Social Fund through the Developme nt of Human 
Resources Operational Programme 2007-2013, contract  no. 
POSDRU/89/1.5/S/61755. 
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