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CHAPTER ONE

PROBLEMS, METHODS AND
SOURCES

THE SETTING

To drag knowledge of reality over the threshold of consciousness is
an exhausting task.'

This is a study of urbanization in Romania. The initial
intention differs from the end result. The author started
out to study centrally planned urbanization in Romania, based
on existing theori~s and local studies on socio-economic
development and urbanization. It soon became clear that both
cornerstones were frail and partly nonexistent. Although a
few attempts have been made to formulate theories on cen
trally planned urbanization there is no congruent theory.
Several good economic and social studies of Romania exist,
but they cover either fevl topics and short periods or are
general and provide little specific information. Combined
they were a valuable source, but insufficient as a basis for
the intended study. Necessity thus made this volume largely
explorative.

As it now appears the study purports to analyze, inter
pret and describe the urban transition in Romania. The
complexity of the problem and the dearth of data justify such
a study in its own right. It may also widen our knowledge of
urbanization in centrally planned economies by distinguishing
features of postwar urbanization in Romania ascribed to the
introduction of a centrally planned economy based on socia
list ideology and thus be a basis for formulating theory.

The approach is broad, covering a long period and many
aspects. Detailed census data were used, and the text goes
into details when considered important to the argument. The
problems involved in an explorative study put the collection
and evaluation of data into focus. Changes of political
system, of national boundaries and in administrative divi
sions created serious comparability problems. Much time and
effort was spent to obtain statistics with a high degree of
comparability. The main series are provided in the appendix
to facilitate future research in this field.

The study covers the period from the late 19th century
until 1980. The emancipation of the peasants and in
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vJallachia and 1'1oldavia the termination of Turkish rule
greatly facilitated the start of industrialization and
urbanization. Previous urban growth had been irregular with
periods of growth followed by decline and except for
Moldavia there were few examples of consistent urban
growth. In Moldavia the number and population of towns·
increased considerably in the 1820s and 18308 with the
development of commerce. 2 The appropriate last year of the;
study was 1980, the year when rapid economic growth and
urbanization came to an end and the first year of the agri
cultural and economic crisis that were to dominate the scene
in subsequent years.

Time falls neatly into three periods: pre-world war I,
interwar and postwar. Sections on the first period enlphasize
regional comparison., Present Romania was under three admin
istrations 3 prior to the unification in 1918, and socio
economic studies covering all regions are alnlost non-exis
tent. 'Push' was a stronger factor than 'pull' in interwa~

rural-urban migration, as land fragmentation and low
yields increased rural poverty and sluggish industrial growth
failed to provide alternative employment to the rapidly
increasing rural population. Bucuresti dominated urban
gro\'lth entirely Cl The postwar period saw centrally planned
urbanization, divided into two parts: a) the period of
socialist transformation, ending with the completion of the
collectivization of agriculture, and b) the period of esta
blished socialism.

Although seldom quoted, interviews and other first hand
sources were of fundamental importance to the study. They
provided an understanding of many facets of Romanian society
not readily obtained from other sources. They were rarely
used as the only source, but were of great value for the
interpretation and analysis of statistics. Two academic!
years, 1975-76 and 1979-80 were spent at the University
Babes-Bolyai in Cluj -Napoca and long periods were spent in
the Romanian countryside. In the first year the author
commuted weekly by car between Cluj-Napoca and Negresti-Oas,
200 kilometres each way. Hitch-hikers4 were regularly picked
up for company and to help finance the petrol cost. In
retrospect, it is clear that hundreds of hours of conver
sation with, mostly, peasant hitch-hikers during the inci
pient stage were not idly spent time. A local study was made
on the Das region5 and in 1980 the author had the privilege
to partake in a field study on the conditions of life in
several mountain villages in the Apuseni region. Personal
intervie\vs and contacts were a rich source of inspiration and
knowledge, a reminder that the study concerned the life of
people and not impersonal processes.

The sharpness of the division between the peasants and the educated
classes is one of the most striking features of Romanian life. The
peasant-born who adopt a profession and rise in the social scale
have almost by necessity to settle in the towns, and to accustom
themselves to a style of life modelled upon that of Paris and other
capitals.6
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Romania offers a fascinating but frustrating laboratory
for the study of urbanization. Few countries in Europe have
had so sharp social, cultural and economic differences
between town and village, and between regions. Even seasoned
travellers used to be astonished by the dualistic character
of the country.7 Romania at the end of \vorld War !-I \vas
still a pronounced peasant state with 70 per cent of the
population in agriculture. A major aim of the postwar regime
has been to break up the social structures and transform the
entire population into one homogeneous class, modelled after
the urban working class. The domination of the peasantry and
the weak tradition and position of the working class made
this a complete social transformation. The industrialization
and urbanization programmes should be seen in this context.
The diverse socio-economic and cuItural map of Romania and
the profound political changes after the two world wars add
to the complexity of the urban transition of Romania and
makes the study both intriguing and difficult.

A Western scholar studying socio-economic or cuItural
aspects of Romania will often be confused by what he may
perceive as different and, sometimes, contradictory pictures
of the same reality. Official Romanian declarations and
documents will present him with one picture, censuses and
official statistics provide another and studies in the field
may confront him with a third. This is of course a universal
problem, but perhaps more acutely fel t in Romania and it
casts light on some of the ~ost serious difficulties con
fronting a Western scholar studying Romania: the collection,
evaluation and interpretation of data.

Primary data abound in some fields but are scarce and
inaccessible in others. It is only too easy to let convenient
access to data shape the design and resul t of the study.
Unfamiliar and often uncertain and changing classification
criteria further complicate data collection. Institutional
barriers and a general tendency to consider all data secret
that have not been declared public, make the collection of
unpublished information difficult.

Official Romanian publications aim at information as
well as indoctrination. This particularly holds for official
publications, studies etc, but is much less evident in cen
suses and other statistical publications. Social scientists
in Eastern Europe often find it difficult to reject their
'background assumption' that everything is basically sound Q 8

Many Western scholars may also suffer from this handicap,
but it is perhaps more institutionalized in Eastern Europe.
A normative element is often embedded in official studies as
the present state is seen in the light of 'how it should be'.

Failure to put data in their proper context is probably
the most important reason for seemingly incompatible images
of the same reality. Correct interpretation requires a pro
found knowledge of the cultural, historical, socio-economic
and political setting which in Romania differs considerably
from that familiar to most Western scholars. A high thres~

hold must be overcome before meaningful studies can be
conducted. Although more tangible, the -language barrier
carries less weight as an obstacle to fruitful studies.
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Because large initial investments in time and effort are
necessary, there are relatively few studies of Romania by
Western scholars and they tend to be long term projects.

The course of development in Romania differs in impor
tant aspects from that of Western Europe. Some differences
are due to the introduction of a centrally planned economy
after ~vorld War II, while others have their roots in history.
To obtain relevant reference points it is useful to put
Romania in a Balkan - rather than an East European - sett
ing,9 thus avoiding two common fallacies: firstly, the
tendency to lump all East European countries together, ~Jhich

for most purposes is unhelpful and misleading. Although they
have belonged to the same political bloc since World War II,
Romania has hardly rnore in common \vi th GDR or Czechoslovakia
than has, say 1 Portugal with Norway. A second, more dan
gerous fallacy is to study these countries in an historic
vacuum. The change of political system after World War II
sometimes serves as an excuse for disregarding the past, as
if postwar developments were so pervasive as to wipe out all
traces of the past. Although the importance of this develop
ment should not be -underestimated, it is clear that the
postwar development must be studied and interpreted in an
historic perspective e A student of Romania is constantly
reminded of the strong ties between the past and the present.

A Balkan setting highlights a number of important
characteristics which Romania shares with Yugoslavia and
other countries with their roots in Balkan history. Impor
tant are a) the late emergence and disappearance of feu
dalism, b) the vague connection between state, ethnic affilia
tion, language, religion and cul ture, and c) the lack of
history common to all parts of the country. Feudalism was
not formally abolished until the mid-19th century, when land
reforms emancipated the peasantry in both Romania and Transyl
vania. However, much land remained in the hands of the
landed gentry and the freedom of the peasantry proved to be
somewhat illusory as dissolved formal bonds were replaced by
economic ties. Only after the land reforms of 1920-21 did
Romanian peasants become masters of their own land.

Social classes were distinct and cultural difference s
between them often strengthened by ethnical. Three main
social classes can be distinguished: a) the landed aristo
cracy f b) the middle class or bourgeoisie and c) the pea
santry. In Moldavia and Wallachia the landed gentry
(boierimea) was largely of Romanian or mixed Romanian-Greek
origin~ In their manners and customs they did their best to
imitate the French haute culture, thus keeping a distance to
their poorer ethnic brethren, the Romanian peasants. In the
Hungarian Territories the landed gentry was almost exclu
sively Magyar, although some may not originally have been of
Magyar stock. The large Saxon land owners were as a rule not
noble as the feudal privileges had not been accepted in the
Saxon and Szekler lands.

The bourgeoisie was predominantly non-Romanian. In
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania they were largely Magyar and
German. In Maramures and Moldavia Jews dominated many
trades.. The Romanian middle class in these regions was
exceedingly small in absolute and relative terms. In Walla-
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chia the ethnic origin was more mixed. In addition to Jews
much less numerous than in l\'Ioldavia there were Greeks,
Germans, Armenians and others. Strong ties often existed
between trade and ethnic affiliation. Generally, the Roma
nian bourgeoisie was confined to areas lacking other large
ethnic groups, such as Oltenia and parts of Muntenia. These
were also the regions where the bourgeoisie was \veakest.
Non-Romanians were also underrepresented in the emerging
working class, albeit to a lesser degree.

The peasantry remained by far the largest social group,
comprising well over three fourths of the total population
and a considerably higher share of the Romanians. The
Romanian peasantry was the largest ethnically and culturally
homogeneous group in the country.10 Following the land
reforms in 1920-21 the economic and political power of the
peasantry increased sharply and the polarized social struc
ture of the Romanians was eminently reflected in inter\var
political life. On the one hand were the interests of the
former gentry, many of whom turned to manufacturing, and the
bourgeoisie, who within the Liberal Party demanded low food
prices and industrialization under the umbrella of protec
tionism. On the other hand was a strong •populist , movement
emphasizing the role of agriculture and the roots of the'
Romanian cuIture in the peasantry and favouring free trade
and decentralization.11 Looking at politics from this angle,
it is clear that the former urban-oriented group were to
dominate after World War II.

THEORIES AND CONCEPTS

The general meaning of the concepts rural, urban and urbani
zation is fC1;irly clear and uncontroversia-r:--' On the one
hand, urbanization commonly refers to the concentration of
formerly dispersed populations that are primarily engaged in
farming in a small number of settlements whose principal
economic activities are in the services, trades and manufac
tures' .12 It is intimately linked to the transition from
subsistance production to functionally specialized produc
tion. 'A second meaning refers to urban modes of production,
living, and thinking originating in these (urban) centres and
spreading from these to outlying towns and rural popula
tions r ~13 The latter approach is only partial at best as it
sees towns as the initiators rather than the result of
urbanization and does not explain the evolution of towns.

There appears to be a general consensus on three basic
approaches to urbanization: a) an habitational, focusing on
the mode of living, b) an industrial, focusing on the indus
trial structure, and c) a social and cultural, with an
emphasis on cultural traits and habitual and social charac
teristics .14 These approaches by no means are mutually
exclusive. There are strong causal links between them.

Western Europe saw an intimate link between industriali
zation and urbanization. The concepts were often seen as two
sides of the same coin. While industrialization is an
economic concept and refers to the changes in the industrial
structure, urbanization is a socio-economic concept focusing
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on man and settlement. A number of empiric studies have
proved a high correlation between level of urbanization and
indicators such as per capita income and manufacturing
employment .l51

However, the close link between industrialization and
urbanization has not been accepted as universal. Studies in
Third World countries testify to the existence of urbani
zation wi thout industrialization ,16 1 so called pseudo-urbani
zation or overurbanization}7\ and in the postindustrial
society concentration of population is no longer a prere
quisite to many non-agricultural activities. New modes of
transportation and communication, permitting longer distances
between home and place of work, have lessened the link bet
ween population agglomerations and non-agricultural activi
ties in the postindustrial society.

The industrial approach may be considered the most basic
of the three. The other two are partly consequences of the
industrial changes. William-Olsson distin~uished between
areal and stigmal or pointbound production }8i Primary acti
vities - agriculture, forestry and fishing - are examples of
the former. They need large surfaces and production is often
correlated to the area used. Stigmal production, on the
other hand, is less surface-demanding and nlost production
units are points, even on a large-scale map. Most secondary
and tertiary activities belong to this category. A shift in
the industrial structure from primary to secondary and
tertiary production thus implies a concentration of produc
tion. Functional specialization, division of labour and
economies of scale further stress the need for a concentra
tion of the non-agricultural population in agglomerations.

Increased division of labour and increased specialization, the
necessary concomitants of increased productivity, inevitably became
forces promoting concentration in the cities. Associated with this
population shift, indeed an integral part of it, was the shift in
the occupational structure of economies)9

Socio-cultural elements are linked both to industrial
and habitational ones. They were studied in the interwar
period by Anlerican sociologists 0 In a classical work on
rural sociology Sorokin, Zimmerman & Galpin 20 looked for
criteria to define rural and urban agglomerations that were
both general in space and relatively cqnstant over time.
They arrived at the conclusion that jobs in agriculture was
the main criterion distinguishing rural from urban agglomera
tions and they went as far as to define the rural population
as the 'totality of individuals actively engaged in agricul
tural pursuits and the totality of their children ... I .21 A
series of social and cuItural criteria were distinguished,
most of them causally connected with the difference in
occupation. 22 The most important were: a) differences in
environment - rural people work out-doors in proximity to or
in direct relation to nature. The urban environment is more
removed from nature. b) Differences in size - the nature of
agriculture hinders aggregation, while the nature of manufac
turing promotes it. c) Differences in density urban
agglonlerations generally have a higher population density
than rural. d) Differences in the homogeneity of the
population - the rural population tends to be more homoge-
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neous with respect to occupation, language, belief, opinion,
mores, pattern of behaviour etc. e) Differences in social
differentiation, stratification and complexity. Closely
related to the previous criterion, it states that urban
agglomerations are characterized by a higher degree of
complexity. This is manifested in areal segregation, greater
division of labour, greater specialization and greater
differences between extremes in wealth, education, heal th
etc. Farming, like no other occupation, is inheri ted from
father to son and is closed to outsiders. The doors of
farming are open for exit, but not for entry.. Agriculture
tends to send to towns those who become excessively poor or
rich and thus purifies itself from extremes. f) Differences
in mobility - areal and social mobility appear to be higher
in urban agglomerations.. g) Differences in the system of
social interaction - the rural population has fewer contacts
than the urban, but the latter tend to be more impersonal and
indirect, more casual and short-lived than those of the rural
population.

The works of Sorokin et al are of particular relevance
because of the bearing they have had on research and the
evolution and formation of the rural and urban concepts in
Romania. In an attempt to define the Romanian village on the
basis of its fundamental characteristics Marica 23 adhered
closely to the findings of Sorokin. He distinguished between
natural-material, social and 'socio-spiritual' factors. The
main natural-material factors were the close relation between
the village and the natural environment on the one hand and
the village and agriculture on the other. These factors were
basic to the social and spiritual factors. Marica arrived at
the same social and cultural criteria for distinguishing the
village as Sorokin et aI, but stresses the autarkical charac
ter and importance of the village.. As no other industry,
agriculture can be pursued independently.. While the town
depends on the village and on agriculture for its existence,
the village does not depend on the town. The possibility of
the village and of each of its households to conduct an
autarkic life, gives the village the character of a complete
entity. This, r-larica argued, is reflected in rural rela
tions, which do not extend beyond the limits of the village.
Rural social relations can be represented as circles, where
the largest circle is the village. An effect of the autarky
of the village is the importance of tradition in village life
and the low propensity to accept innovations and changes' from
'outside. Habits and inherited values and codes of conduct
regulate village life. Marica's characterization of the
village, as indeed most rural studies in Romania, is influ
enced by the pioneering works of Stah1 24 on the' origin and
evolution of Romanian villages, from communal, where land was
available to all members of the community, to feudal, to
incipient capitalist.

After years of field studies between the World Wars in
the Polesie region, Obrebski refuted the conception of the
peasant community as tradition-bound and static.

However, the more we learn about the peasant's life, even within the
framework of his traditional system~ not to mention recent revolu
tionary changes, the more we are convinced that facts totally contra
dict the idea of inborn indolence and conservatism. 25 We must remem-
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ber that what is usually described as the traditional culture of the
eastern European peasantry is a historical formation of recent
origin. It is not a product of passive conservatism, but the out
come of an active and creative reaction by the peasant to the
changed situation of his life. It was certainly not the product of
mechanical repetition of old customs. Neither was it the result of
an inbreeding of inherited tradition. On the contrary, the pea
sant's traditional village culture was reshaped continuously, and
cross-fertilized by borrowings from without. Old trends were rea
dily replaced by new, or both were propagated}6

Marica made an important modification to Sorokin's
conclusion that the sociology of rural life is that of the
agricultural population.

I do not want to deny that agriculture determines the character of
the village. For example, the strong bonds in the village family
and the importance of neighbourhood relations can not be understood
as independent of agriculture. Agriculture also shapes the artis
tic, cultural and religious life of the village. But is the influ
ence of agriculture on these factors due to its intrinsic qualities,
or to the fact that in the village, it is pursued in a certain
traditional and premodern fashion? It is not an agriculture pursued
for profit in a bu~inesslike manner with modern equipment, but with
a rudimentary technique without the aid of modern cooperatives. One
must not forget that agriculture can be pursued in a capitalis t
fashion that has nothing in common with the village spirit.27

The distinction between various k1nds of cultivators is
lmportant.~! On the basis of vast amounts of economic
research, Chayanov 29 concluded that the peasant economic
behaviour differed in important respects from that of a
profit-maximizing capitalist farmer and that it could not be
explained either by Marxist or classical economic theory. He
argued that peasant agriculture, using no hired labour, was a
distinct economic system.

The economic behaviour of the capitalist farmer can be
explained by the interrelationship of wages, interest, rent
and profit. These four factors are reciprocally determined
and the moment one of them is absent it becomes impossible to
establish the other three.

Economists would have to face the fact that economies made up of
family units in which the category of wages was absent belonged to a
fundamentally different economic structure and required a different
economic theory. 30

He based his analysis of 'family economics' on a concept
of 'labour-consumer balance' between the satisfaction of
family needs and the drudgery of labour.

Each family ••• seeks an annual output adequate for its basic needs,
but this involves drudgery, and the family does not push its work
beyond the point where the possible increase in output is out...
weighted by the irksomeness of extra work. Each family strikes a
rough balance or equilibrium between the degree of satisfaction of
family needs and the degree of drudgery of labour. 31

This explained the competitive power of the peasan t
family farms versus the large-scale capitalist farms, because
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In conditions where capitalist farms would go bankrupt, peasan t
families could work longer hours, sell at lower prices obtain no net
surplus, and yet manage to carryon with their farming, year after
year .32

Chayanov's work is relevant to this study because it was
based on a peasant system of agriculture similar to that
found in Romania before World War II. Chayanov showed that
peasant farming did not abide by the same economic rules as
other industries, including commercial farming, and rural
sociologist and anthropologists sustained that it was not
only an occupation, but a way of life.

Urbanization
Urbanization can be seen as a rural-urban continuum 33' - an
axis with rural maximum and urban minimum at one end and
urban maximum and rural minimum at the other, according to
the urban definition used.

Rural maximum

Urban minimum

Localities with
rural status I urban status

Rural minimum

Urban maximum

If the definition allows a consistent ordinal classifi
cation of all localities according to their urban or rural
characteristics, they may be plotted on the axis which may be
divided at any point within a range to separate urban from
rural localities. Urban population - all people living in
localities with urban status can increase in two ways:
through growth of the population in the system of urban
localities or through growth of the number of urban locali
ties in the system. Urbanization in a broad sense can take
place in two ways: firstly, through migration from locali
ties at the lower end of the rural-urban axis to those at the
upper end or through higher natural increase in the latter
than in the former or as a combination of both. In the case
of rural-urban migration , it is generally assumed that the
migrant adopts the 'way of life' of the locality he moves to.
A person living in an urban locality is usually considered an
urbanite even if he does not conduct 'an urban way of life'
and urbanization refers to the population en masse rather
than to individuals. However, each individual will influence
the character of the locality he lives in and - in a small
way ~ its location on the rural-urban axis.

The second aspect of urbanization, sometimes referred to
as the 'urbanization of villages', is the gradual change of
the character of rural localities, making them approach urban
localities, a movement of places along the rural-urban axis,
from rurality towards urbanism. If this process continues
long enough, the locality will eventually cross the rural
urban division point and by definition become urban and the
urban population will abruptly increase by the inhabitants of
this locality. The increase does not reflect any abrupt
change in reality, but is rather the result of a long and
gradual process.

The theoretical concept of urbanization should be
distinguished from the operational. Although ideally com-
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pletely consistent, the latter is usually designed to comply
with statistical and political-administrative definitions.
In most cases it is restricted to the movement of people and
localities across the rural-urban division line, while the
theoretical concept includes any movement along the rural
urban continuum.

As the rural-urban division point cannot be but arbi
trary, the moment the locality changes status is arbitrarily
determined. The point of division is likely to move as the
general socio-economic conditions change. Two centuries ago
domestic animals were kept in many metropolitan cities of
Europe and even today a grandfather with a household pig on
leash is no uncommon sight in the big cities of China. In a
country where a locality does not automatically become urban
once certain criteria are fulfilled - as in Romania - there
will also be a considerable time lag before it is recognized
that a locality has moved across the critical point and its
status has been changed~ Inconsistencies are also likely to
appear - localities with urban status may have less urban
characteristics than places with rural status.

With a core-periphery or dominance-dependency
Friedmann & vJolff 34· argued against the importance
attached to migration in urbanization studies.

mode I
often

Students of comparative urbanization are likely to forget, however,
that migration to cities reflects merely a demographic adjustment to
changes in the spatial structure of economic and social opportuni
ties that result from major urbanization processes ••• }5

They perceived urbanization as a complex of spatial
processes of which four main groups were identified: a) the
distribution of power, b) capital flows, investments and the
location of economic activities, c) the diffusion of innova
tions and patterns of modernization and d) migration and
settlement.

The Marxist View
In Marxist theory it is held that 'the division of settlement
types into urban and rural results from the social and
territorial division of labour and particularly from the
separation of industry and agriculture r }6 According to
Engels the elimination of the old division of labour will
signify the fusion of town and country}7

The division of labour in any society leads above all to the separa
tion of labour in industry and trade from that in agriculture, and
similarly to the separation of town and country. In a class society
this division creates an antagonism between town and country. With
the liquidation of the class structure, and with the rebuilding of
society along communist lines, the existing differences between town
and country will gradually be eroded.~

The creation of the classless society will lead to a
unified system of settlements.

Marx regarded agricul ture and the peasantry from the
angle of production rather than from that of social organisa-
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tion}9 Firmly convinced of the benefits of large-scale
production in agricul ture as in manufacturing, he saw no
future for the peasantry. In the Communist Manifesto the
peasants were included in the reactionary 'petty bourgeoisie'
and consequently there was no place for them in the revolu
tion.

Property acquired by one's own labour, by one's own effort, by one's
own merit. Are you speaking of the petty bourgeois, of the small
peasant property which was before the bourgeois property? We do not
need to do away with it. The evolution of industry has done and is
daily doing away with it~~

Marx and Engels did not disguise their contempt for the
pea3ant way of life. Marx even praised capitalism for having
rescued 'a considerable part of the population from the
idiocy of rural life ,41 and according to Engels the elimina
tion of rural-urban differences was sociologically justified
because of the necessity of 'plucking the agricultural
population from its isolation and dullness in which it had
vegetated for thousands of years'.Q

The analysis of Marx and Engels was based on conditions
in England and Western Europe, where the peasantry had all
but disappeared and met with serious difficulties when
applied to East European societies, where the working class
was weak and the peasants in numeric majority and where the
course of history had been different. The Romanian Marxist
Dobrogeanu-Gherea took a much more sympathetic view on the
peasantry .43' H~ argued that the analysis of Marx did not
apply in Eastern Europe where agrarian problems were funda
mentally different. It was not a matter of small-scale
versus large-scale agriculture, but of a poor and oppressed
peasantry versus feudal latifundia with absent landlords. He
favoured the development of a free peasantry as this would
increase the living conditions of the masses of the popula
tion and as it would be a step towards socialism. As Lenin,
he argued that the peasantry had to be involved in the class
struggle in order to accomplish the revolution.

Romanian Views on Urbanization

In the official doctrine of the Romanian Communist Party the
peasantry is ascribed much the same qualities as by Dobro
geanu-Gherea.

For a long time, the peasantry represented the main progressive
social force. The class struggle of the peasantry and of the masses
against oppression was the basic factor behind social change and the
advances of our people on the road towards socia-economic progress
and national independence.

The peasantry has established itself, with emphasis, as a revolu
tionary social class through countless uprisings against feudal
domination. 44

The importance of the alliance between the working class
and the peasantry is stressed in most political documents and
speeches,~' but it is made quite clear that the role of the
peasantry is second to that of the working class.
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The Romanian Communist Party adheres closely to the con
cept of urbani zation used by Marx and Engels. In the Party
Programme it is stated:

The process of elimination of the essential differences between
agricultural and industrial work will be intensified as agricultural
work increasingly becomes just another kind of industrial work.
Thus, we will contribute to the gradual disappearance of the diffe
rences in the conditions of work and in the mode of life and
work between the working people in towns and villages. The towns
and villages will become increasingly similar. As a result of the
urbanization of village life, the difference between the town and
the village will diminish at an increasing pace and the general
level of civilization in the society will become increasingly homo
geneous. These transformations will increase as the multilaterally
developed socialist society is constructed and will draw together
the working class and the peasantry, as well as the other social
classes, and will strengthen the unity and cohesion of the whole
people and bring about an increasing homogenization of our society.~

Urbanization is not merely a consequence of the develop
ment of the non-agricultural industries, but is considered by
the regime to have important intrinsic values. It is per
ceived to play a major role in the creation of a socialist
society, based on the 'new socialist man', and the develop
ment of manufacturing is often seen as a mean to achieve
these social transformations.

Urban areas are considered superior to rural econo
mically, socially and culturally. The development of
villages to towns will 'ensure a general increase of the
level of civilization in the villages'~ The elimination of
the rural-urban differences has often been equated with the
development of all villages48 to urban places. Towns have
indiscriminately been seen as models for the development of
villages. Signs of this attitude are apartment blocks in
many villages 0 Barbat,49. among others ,50 has reacted against
this conception. He argues that a large part of the rural
population will continue to work in agriculture and although
it may change, it will nevertheless retain its character as
areal production and this will continue to have a bearing on
the size and density of rural settlements. The introduction
of modern comfort, such as electricity, tap water and sewage,
radio and TV in the villages is not tantamount to urbaniza
tion as these comforts are not intrinsically urban. He
concludes that villages can be modernized in their own right
without being depersonalized.

Along this road of progress a new rurality will appear, which, as a
total structure, will present certain advantages and disadvantages
as a human environment compared to the towns, but which will offer
as favourable conditions for material and spiritual progress and
manifestation as the towns .51

Urbanization under Socialism
Urbanization in centrally planned economies takes place under
other conditions than in market economies and can be expected
to differ. In such economies the government, through its
programme for national development, 'limits the number and
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restricts the intensity of factors of urbanization, such as
demand for and supply of housing, accessibility to and
availabili ty of urban services, and the diffusion of urban
innovations. The government has replaced the interplay of
urbanizing factors to a great extent by government direc
tiveso .. '.~ Theories elaborated from studies in market
economies are of limited use when applied to centrally
planned economies. Yet, centrally planned urbanization has
received little attention by Western scholars. Studies of
centrally planned urbanization are often based on indiscrimi
nate use of either theories elaborated for market economies
or of government plans and directives. One of the few
attempts to construct a theory of centrally planned urbaniza
tion was made by Kansky~3 based on a study of Czechoslavakia.
As he points out himself, the empirical basis of his theore
tical conclusions is not al together satisfactory, but they
still deserve to be referred to at some length.

Kansky distinguishes between government and private
urbanization. M Government urbanization may take the form of
l.nvestments in urban structures housing, jobs f services
etc. and reflects official urban priorities and goals.
Private urbanization refers to the behaviour of individuals,
\vhich leads to the creation of urban functions, such as
supply of non-agricultural labour in towns.

Thus, we have two processes: private and government urbanization,
both progressing at their individual rates and both complementary to
a degree. Their union - in the topological sense of the word - is
the process of socialist urbanization.55

A town is overurbanized if it contains more functions
than structures, for example more industrial workers than
jobs~ It is underurbanized if it contains more structures
than functions, for example a surplus of apartments. A town
can be overurbanized with respect to certain functions and
structures and underurbanized with respect to others. Over
and underurbanization reflect contradictions between govern
ment and private urbanization.

Kansky arrives at a number of theorems:
1) 'The greater the disparity between urban goals pursued
by government agencies and those pursued by urban residents,
the greater the urban contradiction, the greater the inten
sity of conflict - open or hidden - within an urban node,
between its structure and function'.~ Referring to his
empirical research, Kansky suggested that the three main
private goals were: a) a good home, b) accessibility to
shopping facilities, jobs, information, relevant persons
etc., and c) status, i.e. residence in high-status areas.
The main government goals were: a) intracity socio-economic
homogeneity, b) preferential treatment of the working class,
c) proximity of towns to industrial capabilities and natural
resources, d) strategic location, and e) balanced urbaniza
tion .57

2) 'The greater the contradiction in an urban node, the
slower the process of urbanization',58 which means that the
intensity of conflict within a town is a factor impeding or
stimulating its development and growth. The more divergent
and the less complementary the private and government goal
vectors are, the less aggressively a town or a region will
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urbanize.
3) 'The rate of private urbanization of a town is propor
tional to the past rate of private and government urbaniza
tion and to the desire of the residents to sacrifice some of
their economic goals for acquiring some socio-economic
benefits'.w When urbanizing stimuli - private or government
- cease to act, a town will not stop developing or growing,
but will only diminish its rate of urbanization. The second
factor in this theorem refers to the structure of the private
goal vector.

The average citizen of a socialist country is less afraid of unem
ployment than a 'comparable average citizen' of a Western country.
Consequently, urban residents or potential urban migrants tend to
emphasize noneconomic goals, especially mobility and accessibility
to ~laces and things that count, while si~ultaneously de-emphasizing
the intensity of their desires for a 'good' job and even a 'suit
able' home. They tend to assume that once they gain mobility and
accessibility, the economic and material goals - home and job, for
example - will automatically be obtained as a consequence. The
prevailing perception is an important factor of urbanization; as
such it increases its rate and leads to or results in overurbaniza
tion. 5O

4) The rate of governmental urbanization of a town is
proportional to the desire of the low-level agencies to
modify and adjust the top-level directives so that they
correspond more closely to the local private-goal-vector.
5) 'The greater the contradiction in an urban node, the
more frequent and more intense are the party-state attempts
at redistributing and deemphasizing the private goal vec
tor .•. '.61 This often takes the form of mass media campaigns
aiming at 'increasing the level of socialist consciousness'.
The impact of such campaigns is usually small.

Lack of relevant data makes it impossible, for the time
being, to subject these theorems to a rigid empirical test.
Based not only on empirical research, but also on 'intuition'
and 'discussions with Czech scholars',~ they should be seen
as theoretical propositionse Yet, they have considerable
merits, guiding the scholar away from seeing urbanization in
centrally planned economies as either tantamount to planned
urbanization or 'basically the same as in market economies',
and focusing on its particular features. The approach to
urbanization as a function of the interplay of private and
government goals is both thought-provoking and, most likely,
frui tful. It may help provide the scholar wi th relevant
points of reference.

A different approach led Sampson63 to the same basic
conclusions as Kansky. In an anthropological study of
middle- and low-level officials in Romania he found that they
generally depended on a certain amount of general support to
carry out plans in rural localities. When plans are at odds
with the private goals of those concerned, they are imple
mented with great difficulty or not at all.. Locally born
officials depended on a network of informal relations to
carry out party-state directives smoothly. Close bonds with
the local population, often combined with tacit obligations,
lead low-level officials to take advantage of the flexibility
or ambiguity of plans to accommodate them with private goals
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and local opinion. In this respect Sampson's findings
support Kansky' s fourth theorenl. The government goals are
usually not controversial. They are found in party pro
grammes, ideological and political proclamations and public
speeches.

Kansky's observation that the average socialist citizen
tends to emphasize non-economic goals such as 'accessibility
to things and places that count' rather than economic goals,
e.g. a job, is probably true also for Romania, although lack
of data makes this difficult to prove.. Work is both a
constitutional right and an obligation and as jobs are
usually not in short supply, the average Romanian citizen has
little fear of unemployment.. Instead, jobs are often looked
upon not as an end, but as a means to obtain status, an urban
residence permi t or 'accessibility to things that count I.

However, the possibility to pick and choose among jobs is
circurnscribed, particularly for white-collar workers.
Graduates from universities and vocational schools are
assigned posts and it is often difficul t to change employ
ment, particularly if it means crossing a county border.
Indeed, it is often more difficult to terminate a job than to
find one. In this respect unqualified blue-collar workers
are more mobile.

The Central Place Model
At first sight it might appear that Christaller's theory of
central places 64 would offer Romanian officials little gui
dance in the planning of a unitary settlement system.55 A
deductive theory, constructed to explain the size and distri
bution of central places according to the services they
perform for the rural umland, it has mainly been used to
explain the location of retail outlets and other services in
market economies.oo However, the strong hierarchical element
as well as a number of other qualities makes it palatable as
a normative model in centrally planned economies. The plans
for a unitary settlement system in Romania ,67 as well as in
other socialist countries,~ strikingly resemble the hierarchy
and system of localities arrived at in the central place
model.69

Its system of central places is efficient for serving
rural areas with services and goods. By determining the
market threshold and range of services and goodslO these can
be hierarchally arranged and classified on a scale from
low-order to high-order goods. From this a hierarchy of
central places can be derived, where low-order centres
provide only low-order services to the immediate umland,
while high-order centres provide high-order services to an
extensive umland, encompassing the umlands of several low
order centres, as well as low-order services to its immediate
umland. The unitary settlement system, which comprises all
rural and urban localities, ainls to bridge the rural-urban
hiatus by providing non-agricultural employment within
commuting distance to rural people and to facilitate' the
diffusion of I the urban cuIture' and socialist values to
rural areas. It can easily be argued that a system of
central places that efficiently serves rural areas with
services and goods, will also be efficient in these respects.
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Besides, the provision of services and goods to the umland is
an important function of central places in centrally planned
economies as well. The restriction introduced by Christaller
that all areas should be served by central places increases
the attractiveness of the model as it is an explicit goal in
Romanian regional planning that the entire population,
irrespective of residence, shall be able to benefit from the
fruits of the national development. The orderly hierarchy of
urban places in the central place theory is attractive, as an
administrative hierarchy with its territorial division can be
imposed on ito High-order central places can be made county
capitals, with the county as their umland, low-order places
can be made commune centres with the commune as their umland
etc. In a centrally planned economy this aspect is particu
larly relevant. The fundamental importance of such concepts
as threshold and range to the central place theory increases
its usefulness.. The economic threshold for goods and ser
vices is difficult to determine in a centrally planned
economy for lack of a functioning price mechanism ..71 Thres .....
holds, al though arbitrary, can be established with a high
degree of consistency within the rigid frame of a central
place model.

INDICATORS AND OPERATIONALIZATION

Habitational Aspects
A vast literature on the subject testify to the lack of
universally acceptable definitions of urban and rural areas.
The settlement pattern varies between scattered farmsteads,
as in the Nordic countries and in Anglo-America, where all
agglomerations have urban functions and areas where even
agglomerations with 25 000 and more inhabitants are farming
communities, e.g. Southern Italy,72 Southern Spain and until
recently Eastern Hungary. In most of continental Europe the
agricultural population is agglomerated in villages. The
official Swedish criterion of an urban place draws the lower
limit at 200 inhabitants with a maximum of 200 metres between
buildings, such a definition is relevant in countries of
scattered farmsteads.. In Romania the average village has
over 1 000 inhabitants and many well over 5 000 and it is
necessary to classify agglomerations according to functions
along the rural-urban continuum axis. In Western Europe most
villages have moved from the rural end of the axis towards
the urban end after World War II. In Anglo-America, Western
Europe and in some centrally planned countries, such as GDR
and Czechoslovakia, the cultural, occupational and social
differences between rural and urban areas have lost most of
their importance 73 and agriculture no longer appears to be
different in the way of living from other industries.
Postwar studies of urbanization in Europe have tended to
focus on the concentration of population. Urban definitions
based only on size and density criteria have often proved
adequate. But this does not hold for Romania, where cultural
and socia-economic differences between rural and urban
populations are pronounced and it still seems reasonable to
speak of a peasantry. Definitions and concepts are the
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scholar r S tools and should be cut to provide maximum effi
ciency. Universality beyond the studied area and time should
not be sought at the expense of their sharpness.

An ideal way of studying the urban transition would be
to determine the place and movement of each locality along
the rural-urban axis and to study the relative shift of the
population from localities at the lower end to localities at
the upper end of the axis.. The urban population would be
those living in localities on the 'urban side' of the rural
urban division point - e.g. in urban places - and the rural
population those living on the rural side - i.e. in rural
places.. The t.ime and work involved 74 and lack of data,75 nlakes
this infeasible. The ind.ustrial, social and cultural struc
ture could not be studied for villages, but only for counties
and regions - separately for rural and urban areas - and in
some cases for individual towns. With little or no informa
tion on the socio-economic characteristics of individual
villages, the study of population changes by village would
have entailed too much work.76

The official classification of localities into urban and
rural had to be used, which was not an ideal solution. In
Romania localities do not become urban once certain urban
criteria are met, but are so decreed by law. However, the
study· of the industrial structure of towns partly compensated
for this disadvantage. The network of towns reflects present
urban criteria and to some extent those used in the past..
Decision-makers can be expected to be slower to -degrade towns
in-to villages, than to upgrade villages to towns, although
there are several examples of the former. Between 1948 and
1956 fourteen towns were degraded to rural communes and
twenty-five villages upgraded to towns. The number of towns
increased from 119 in 1912 to 152 in 1948 to 236 in 1977.

Official criteria for defining urban and rural locali
ties are poorly known. Prior to World War I criteria
obviously varied as regions were under four national
administrations. In the interwar period towns were decreed
by the government on the initiative of the commune council.?7
Also in the postwar period, information on urban criteria
have been scanty. The law of the administrative reform of
1968 simply states that 'the town is a centr~ of population,
economically, socially and culturally more developed and with
a superior infrastructure'.?8 In a party session preceding
the passing of the law it was stated that towns were distin
guished by a large population, political and administrative
functions, considerable industrial, commercial, social and
cultural potentials and by a considerable influence over the
surrounding areas .79 - Cities (municipii) distinguished them
selves from towns (orase) by having 'a larger population and
a considerable importance in the country's economic, social,
political, cultural and scientific life, or having possibi
lities of obtaining such a position'~O The last part of the
quotation is particularly important, as the granting or
revoking of town or city rights has been used in the postwar
period as an instrument for regional development. Villages
have often been granted urban status in anticipation of
future development, rather than in recognition of past
performance.
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The frequent changes of the urban boundaries constitute
another problem. Ideally, administrative urban boundaries
should reflect the actual spatial limits of the tOvlns and
changes in the urban boundaries should reflect changes in the
spatial extension of the towns. Unfortunately, this", has not
been the rule in Romania. Towns tend to be ov~~bounded.

Urban boundaries were considerably extended after World War
I. The population of many small town~ increased beyond
reason as their boundaries \vere extended and they had sub
urban communes attached to them. The largest extensions were
made in the regions of the Old Kingdom, where towns already
vvere more generously bounded than in the former Hungarian
Territories. Administrative changes appear to have been used
to increase artificially the urban population in poorly
urbanized areas. Many changes were revoked in 1930-48, as a
large number of suburban communes lost their seIni-urban.
status and became rural. Several administrative revisions in
the postwar period led to further extension of the urban
boundaries and in 1977 a large number of, particularly small
and medium-sized, towns were clearly overbounded. Besides
towns and rural communes were intermediate categories, until
1950 suburban cornrrLunes which were attached to towns and from
1950 'urban-like localities' (localitati asimilate urban
ului), i.e. rural localities with certain urban characteris
tics. In 1968 some of these received urban status, but most
were degraded to rural COlnmunes. Instead the system wi th
suburban communes was reintroduced, al though in most case s
not the same as prior to 1950. The suburban communes de
clared in 1968 were distinct administrative units. They
should have close functional ties with a neighbouring town.
At least half the population should be non-agricultural and a
large part of the active population should work in the
neighbouring townfl1 However, often these criteria were not
met \vhen suburban communes were attached to small towns!32

Twenty-seven of the 147 suburban communes had more than three
fourths of their population iq agriculture in 1966.

Table 1. Total Population and Percentage in Agriculture by Category of
Locality in 1966

Population (000)
in agriculture (%)

A

6 264.3
7.8

B

479.6
52.8

C

718.6
52.0

D

11 640.6
79.0

Source: Recensamintul (1966: Vol VI)

Remarks: A - Cities and towns, excl~ding villages under their
jurisdiction

B - Villages under urban jurisdiction
C - Suburban communes
D - Rural communes

'rhree urban definitions are possible: a) cities and
towns, excluding villages under their jurisdiction, b) cities
and towns according to their administrative boundaries,
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including the villages under their jurisdiction, and c)
cities and towns according to their administrative boun
daries, plus suburban communes.83, As the industrial structure
of Band C agrees more with D than with A, Table 1, the first
definition is the best. However, such data on towns are
available only for 1966. To maximize comparability, the
second definition was chosen for all years. Whenever another
definition had to be used, this was always indicated.

Table 2. Growth of Urban Intercensal Cohorts as Percentage of Total
Change of Urban Population by Regions

Region 1912-30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

Maramures 91.1 125.4 100.0a 56.3 87.7 59.4
Crisana-Banat 46.6 105.6 b 41.4 81.4 71.0
Transylvania 81.2 91.1 b 51.3 82.4 84.4
Oltenia 11.9 130.4 124.3 104.3 100.0 62.7
Muntenia 56.8 77.1 15.0a 73.2 100.0 77.2
Dobrogea 90.1 100.0 100.0a 104.7 100.0 99.5
Moldavia 36.2 191.1 89.7 105.2 96.9 88 .. 0
Bucuresti 87.2 98.8 100.0 117.4 100.0 100.0
ROMANIA 62.3 99.4 90.6a 69.4 92.2 81.3

Sources: Table 82-83, 88-91

Remarks: a - Decrease of urban cohort population
b - Decrease of urban cohort population combined with increase

through administrative measures
Figures over 100 indicate that administrative changes led to
decrease of the urban population
For details on the construction of the cohorts, see Tables 82-83
and 88-91.

The strong impact of administrative changes on the
development of the urban population is clear from Table 2.
The magnitude and frequence of the adn1inistrative changes
makes it imperative to separate real population changes from
changes caused by administrative measures. Not doing so
would inevitably give a distorted picture and lead to erro
neous conclusions. Much time was spent on an atternpt to
create an urban cohort covering the entire period of study,
including data not only on population, but also on structures
- industrial, ethnic etc. The attempt had to be discontinued
as the task of collecting and rearranging the data proved
insurmountable. A more modest approach had to be used.
Separate rural and urban cohorts were created for each
intercensal period, including data on population, but not 
except for 1966-77 - on structures. Even this modest solu
tion was time-consuming as a large number of localities had
to be added to or subtracted from individual towns for each
census and as detailed information on the administrative
changes was difficult to obtain. The studies of the popUla
tion structure usually had to be based on the administrative
division and boundaries of the census year.
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\'Jhile urbanization vlas interpreted in the broad sense
outlined above, related concepts had to be defined more
precisely to become operational. Urban places are towns and
cities as decreed by law and was used synonymously wi th
towns.. As a rule, no distinction was made between to\vn s
(~rase) and cities (municipii). The urban places of a region

were collectively referred to as urban area. Urban/rural
growth is a measure of the population increase in urban and
rural aras. Unless the contrary is explicitly stated or is
clear from the context, it refers to growth within the
cohort. The rate of increase of the urban population over
the rural was sometimes referred to as rate of urbanization
and the percentage urban population as degree of urbaniza
tion.. As the latter t\vO terms are not entirely consistent
with the broad interpretation or urbanization, they were used
wi th great restrictiveness. However, as there are no good
alternatives and as they are widely used in this precise and
unambiguous sense, it was decided to use them for the sake of
convenience.

Industrial Aspects
Availability of comparable data was the main reason for
choosing population by industry instead of population by
occupation as the main indicator of the industrial aspect of
the urban transition. The Romanian censuses of 1930, 1956,
1966 and 1977 and the Hungarian censuses of 1891, 1900 and
1910 provide information on population by industry while data
on population by occupation were collected only in the
postwar censuses.

The classification of the population by major industries
is rather unambiguous and by grouping the industries into
three main economic sectors the primary, secondary and
tertiary - it was possible to achieve intercensal comparabi
lity. However, even if classifications remain the same, a
study of the industrial structure is still confronted wi th
validity problems as the character of many industries ha s
changed. This is particularly true of agriculture. A
traditional peasant and a worker on a state farm are statis
tically referred to the same industry and consequently the
transformation of the peasants to collective or commercial
farmers cannot be measured by this indicator. Therefore,
population by social groups ,,,,as used as a complementary
indicator in the study of the postwar period. Another
shortcoming of the censuses is their failure to distinguish
between day and night population; only the latter has been
recorded.. Scanty data on rural-urban commuting shed some
light on this difference in the postwar period.

Socio-eCOl10mic and Cultural Aspects I

Except for literacy and education, few universal and quanti
tative indicators of the social and cultural aspects of the
urban transition exist. v-lhen such data are available, an
indicator relevant at the turn of the century may no longer
be of interest fifty years later.. A number of indicators
were used to illustrate social and cultural conditions at a
particular time, but were rarely used to study changes
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throughout the century-long period of study. Education and
literacy are central aspects in any study of socio-cultural
development and in Romania statistics on literacy and educa
tion are satisfactory and comprehensive and permit compari
sons over time. Thus, it was considered natural to make a
study of the literacy and education the backbone of the
socio-economic and cultural aspects of the urban transition.

Ethnic Concept
The ethnic concept is often used in a rather broad meaning.
A dictionary of the social sciences concludes that:

The term denotes a social group which, within a larger cultural and
social system, claims or is accorded a special status in terms of a
complex of traits which it exhibits or is believed to exhibit. Such
traits are diverse, and there is much variety in the complexes that
they form. Prominent among them are those drawn from religious and
linguistic characters of the social group, the distinctive skin
pigmentation of its members, their national or geographic origin or
those of their forebears.M

The term is most frequently applied to any group which differs in
one or several aspects of its patterned, socially-transmitted way of
life from other groups or in the totality of that way of life or
culture.85

Obviously, the broad definition reflects the diversity
in the traits that bind an ethnic group together.. In the
Romanian case there are four main indicators of ethnicity:
a) citizenship (Romanian cetatenie and Hungarian allampolgar
sag), b) mother tongue (Romanian limba materna and Hungarian
anyanyely), c) nationality,86 (Romanian nationalitate or neam
and Hungarian nemzetiseg) and d) religion (Romanian religie
and Hungarian vallas). Mother tongue is the most universal
indicator, found in all censuses used. It was considered
less abstract and ambiguous than 'nationality'. In reality
they are close, at least with respect to Romanians, Magyars
and Germans,~ Table 3.

Table 3. Population by Mother Tongue and by Nationality in 1930, 1956
and 1966 in Crisana-Banat, Maramures and Transylvania

(A) Mother tongue Romanian Hungarian German Yiddish Other
(B) Nationality Romanian Magyar German Jewish Other

1930 (A) 3 233 216 1 480 712 540 793 III 275 182 367
(B) 3 207 880 1 353 276 543 852 178 699 264 656

1956 (A) 4 081 080 1 616 199 372 806 9 744 152 483
(B) 4 051 603 1 558 631 368 255 43 814 210 009

1966 (A) 4 569 546 1 625 702 370 933 1 118 152 256
(B) 4 559 432 1 597 438 371 881 13 530 177 274

Sources: Recensamintul (1930: Vol II), (1956a), (1966: Vol I)
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It could be argued that religion is a nlore reliable
indicator than mother tongue, being the last thing people in
the process of assimilation are likely to give up. However,
religion suffers from two serious drawbacks: for Romania it
is imprecise since ethnic and religious affiliation do not
coincide and after World War II data on religion are unavail
able. For the Jews religion would be ideal. But combining
two overlapping indicators would lead to obvious difficul
ties. Apart from identifying the Jews, religion was used as
a control variable to spot fictitious changes in the popula
tion by mother tongue.

Regional Division

Romania according to its present boundaries was the object of
study for all periods. In addition, historic and ethnic
reasons justified the inclusion of Bessarabia, Bucovina and
South DobrogeaOOI in the study of the interwar period.

For the regional analyses Romania was divided into
eleven regions, Figure 1, as fai thfully as possible to the
historic provinces but with the restriction that the division
had to be based on the administrative units of 1977. Some
attention was also paid to the physical landscape. The use
of historic provinces for the division of the country \AlaS
considered relevant as they are still used for identification
by the inhabitants, irrespective of mother tongue. A person
from Bucovina will consider himself a Bucovinian and
Romanian, Ruthenian, Polish or whatever his nationality. The
definition of the regions did not present many difficulties
but some comments may nevertheless be .justified.

The counties of Maramures, Satu Mare and Salaj were
included in Maramures. Whereas the southern part of Satu
Mare, may rather belong to Crisana, this is definitely not
the case with the northern and eastern parts of the county.
Besides, Satu Mare and Maramures at times formed a single
administrative unit and the border between the two counties
frequently changed. Salaj constitutes a transition area
between the Western Plain and Transylvania. It was included
in the Maramures region because it was thought to be more
closely tied to Satu Mare than to Transylvania.

Crisana and Banat, with their historically close ties
and great physical similarity, form one region. The county
of Caras-Severin was also included as it had historically
been attached to the Banat. The delimination of Transylvania
presented no difficulty, except for the county of Salaj.

In the past, altenia and Muntenia were divided by the
river alt. The present county of alt is situated on both
sides of the river. Because of the considerable influence
exercised by the city of Craiova, alt was included in
altenia.

The Danube forms a natural border between Muntenia and
Dobrogea. The border between Buzau and Braila on the one
hand and Vrancea and Galati on the other follows the historic
border between the two principalities closely enough to
justify it as a border between Muntenia and Moldavia.
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Figure 1. Regional Division of Romania.
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The unique position of Bucuresti as Romania's most
important economic and administrative centre justifies its
rank as a separate regional unit.

Three additional regions were included in pre-World-War
II Romania: Bucovina, Bessarabia and South Dobrogea. Their
deliminations are clear-cut. Outwards, their borders were
national boundaries and inwards they coincide with the
pre$ent frontiers of Romania. vii th two exceptions, these
deliminations can also be historically justified.. Herta,
traditionally a part of Moldavia, was included in Bessarabia
as it was ceded to the Soviet Union, together with Bessara
bia, in 1940. Bucovina traditionally included a considerable
part of of the present counties of Suceava and Botosani. The
present national boundary, though ethnically justifiable,
divides the historic region of Bucovina.

Local forms of geographic names were used, with a few
exceptions, English forms were used for major mountains and
rivers, e.g. the Danube, the Dniester, and the Carpathians.
The English translation 'The Old Kingdom' and 'The Two
Principalities' were used instead of 'Vechiul Regat' and
'Cele doua 'Principate', 'Moldavia' instead of 'Moldova'. The
Romanian names were used for places even if, at the time,
they were under another country's' j ur i sdiction .
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Definition of geographical terms:

The Hungarian Territories

Wallachia

The Two Principalities

The Old Kingdom

Greater Romania

Common name for the parts
of present Romania under
Hungarian jurisdiction
until 1918, i.e. Crisana
Banat, Maramures and
Transylvania
Common name for Oltenia
and Muntenia
Common name for Wallachia
and Moldavia until
independence in 1877
Romania between' 1877 and
1913, i.e. the Two
Principalities and
Dobrogea (after 1878)
'Romania Mare' - interwar
Romania including
Bucovina, Bessarabia and
South Dobrogea

Figure 2. Pre-World War I Administrative Division of Romania

THE OLD KINGDOM

Oltenia
1. Mehedinti
2. Gorj
3. Vilcea'
4. Dolj
5. Rornanati
6. Olt

Muntenia
7. Arges
80 Muscel
90 Dirnbovita

10. Prahova
110 'Buzau
12. Rimnicu-Sarat

130 Teleorman
14. Vlasc·a
15. Ilfov,
16. Ialomita
17. Brail.a
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Dobrogea Moldavia Transylvania

18. Constanta 20. Putna 41. Szolnok-Doboka
19<>- Tulcea 21." Tecuci 42 .. Besztercze-Naszod

22. Covurlui 43. Kolosz
23. Bacau 44. Maros-Torda
24 Tutova 45. Torda Aranyos
25!- Falciu 46. Also-Feher
26. Neamt 47. Kis-Kukullo
27. Roman 48. Nagy-Kukullo
28. Vas lui 49. Udvarhely
29 .. Suceava 50. Csik
30. Iasi 51. Hunyad
31. Botosani 52. Szeben
32. Dorohoi 53. Fogaras

54. Brasso
55. Haromszek

THE HUNGARIAN TERRITORIES

Maramures, Crisana, Banat BUCOVINA (Austrian)

33.
34.
35 ..
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Ivlaramaros
Ugocsa
Szatmar
Szilagy
Bihar
Arad
Ternes
Krasso-Szor--eny

56.
57.
58.
59.
60 ..
61.
62.
63

Kotzman
Wiznitz
Storozynetz
Czernowitz
Radautz
Sereth
Suczawa
Kimpolung
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Figure 3. The 1968 Administrative Division of Romania
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SOURCES

CHAPTER ONE

Reliability and validity were the main criteria in the choice
and use of sources for this study, while availability was a
major constraint. For this reason the study was mainly based
on primary sources, particularly population censuses. The
Romanian censuses of 1899, 1930, 1941, 1948, 1956, 1966 and
1977, the Hungarian censuses of 1881, 1891, 1900, 1910 and
1941 and the Austrian censuses of 189,0 and 1900 were used.
The Romanian censuses of 1859 and 1912 were not available~9

A population count was made simultaneously, though
separately, in Moldavia and Wallachia in 1859-60. Although,
a major achievement for their time, their reliability was not
satisfactory. According to Colescu 90 the counted population
was considerably below reali ty. The Wallachian count wa s
superior to the Moldavian~l

A large section on methodology , critical comments and
analysis by the head of the statistical institute, L Colescu,
increased the usefulness and value of the 1899 census. Among
the variables registered were sex, age, civil status, citizen
ship, religious affiliation and state of literacy, but no~,

unfortunately, profession, 'sphere of occupation 192 or' mother
tongue. The census was published in a single volume in 1905.
The census of 1912 was not altogether a success. The occupa
tional data in particular appear to suffer from poor reliabi
Iity .93

After the unification and the creation of Greater
Romania in 1919 there was a strong need for a new population
count. An initial attempt in the Twenties failed and it was
not until 1930 that the first, and only, interwar census was
taken. Carried out with support from the Leag~e of Nations
and under the auspices of the director of the Statistical
Institute, Sabin Manuila, the census of 1930 ~s a milestone
in the history of Romanian statistics. It covered a large
number of variables both on households and individuals. It
was published in great detail in ten volumes by topics.
Several variables were published by village.~ Lack of
alternative data and its high standard makes it natural to
draw heavily on the 1930 count for the interwar period.

Only preliminary results of the 1941 census were pub
lished in one thin volume, containing information on sex and
mother tongue by village. It was taken in an atmosphere of
nationalistic fervor during the war. An expli~it purpose of
the count was to keep track of the Jews .95 Its value was
further reduced as it was taken after the annexation 0 f
Bucovina and Bessarabia by the Soviet Union and Maramures and
northern Crisana and Transylvania by Hungary in 1940.

The 1948 census was only published in the form of an
article in Probleme economice, containing preliminary popula
tion data on sex, mother tongue and state of literacy by
counties and towns. The reliability of the data on the
ethnic structure is subject to serious doubt. Comparison
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\vith the 1956 count indicate that ethnic minorities were
considerably underestimated in 1948.

Apart from the 1948 count, three censuses were taken in
the postwar period - 1956, 1966 and 1977. They were taken
under more favourable administrative conditions than previous
censuses and it is reasonable to assume that data were
satisfactorily accurate . Political considerations may have
influenced the choice of variables and the form of their
publication, but there is no evidence that such considera
tions should have diminished the reliability of the published
data. These censuses have been criticized for poor reliabi
lity of their ethnic data, particularly by Magyars in exile,
but the criticism has not been substantiated by evidence.
Most variables and definitions were identical in the three
counts, but sometimes differed from earlier censuses.
Comparability bet\veen them is good. However, the awkward
administrative division of the country at the time of the
1956 census is a major disadvantage. For comparison by
region with the 1966 and 1977 censuses, data have to be
recalculated and comparisons remain approximate.

The 1966 census was published in two editions; the first
in sixteen volumes by region and the second in nine topical
volumes according to the administrative division of 1968.
Only the latter was available for this study. Together with
the 1930 census it is the most comprehensively published
Romanian census, providing information on many variables by
village. The 1966 and 1977 censuses are almost perfectly
comparable, but unfortunately the publication of the 1977
count was condensed to two volumes, with few crosstables, no
data by village and only few by town.

Hungarian population statistics has a longer tradition
than Romanian and was well established by the end of the 19th
century. A comprehensive census was taken as early as
1785/87. Although available in a new edition,~ it was
considered of peripheral interest to this study and was not
used. Hungarian censuses were taken at approximately ten
year intervals before World War I. However, the 1850-51,
1857 and 1869 censuses were of uneven quality 97 and were not
used. The 1881 and 1891 censuses were better and the first
to provide information on mother tongue. They were similar
in content, although industries were registered in greater
detail in 1891. Most information was published by county and
town. The 1900 and 1910 censuses represent major inlprove
ments,~ providing detailed information on many variables by
village 99 and using advanced methodology. Extensive introduc
tory texts and a high degree of comparability greatly in
crease their usefulness. A most useful volume with urban
statistics for this period was published by Thirring (1912).

The Hungarian census of 1941 was taken a few months
prior to the Romanian and under the same circumstances.
Limited use was made of it and it was available to this study
only in the form of articles in Magyar Statisztikai Szemle.
The Austrian censuses of 1890 and 1900 were used for informa
tion on Bucovina. No effort was made to evaluate their
quality.
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Vital statistics were used chiefly as a complement ·to
census data. Because of the poorly developed administrative
apparatus, Romanian vital statistics remained incomplete and
of uneven quality well into the interwar per.iod. In the
Twenties and Thirties vital statistics were published in
demographic yearbooks. Amply provided with comments and
analytical remarks by the editor, Sabin Manuila, they are an
important source of demographic information for the interwar
period. Attempts to continue this ambitious tradition of
demographic publications into the Forties were frustrated by
the war. Vital statistics for the first postwar years are
scarce and most postwar series of vital statistics begin by
1948. Romanian statistics on migration are notoriously poor.
Estimates on net migration were obtained by subtracting
natural change from total population change between censuses.
However, a distinction between the natural and migrational
components of the population change could only be made for
some periods. Hungarian vital statistics for the 1901-10
intercensal period were published by village in a volume of
the series Statisztikai Kozlemenyek~OO

Romanian agricultural statistics are notoriously poor
and must be used with discrimination. Work with agricultural
statistics is frustrating, and one frequently encounters
inconsistent data, more clearly shown when disaggregated.
Work with agricultural statistics on the local level in a
study of the Cas region made the arbitrary nature of the
statistics painfully clear to the author. To produce reli
able statistics for a predominantly subsistence agriculture
is difficult at best. In interwar Romania it was complicated
by the lack of complete and up-to-date land registers.. A
Hungarian agricultural census was taken in 1895 and published
in great detail J01 Romanian agricultural censuses were taken
in 1930, 1941 and 1948. The latter is probably the best of
the three, but none should be used indiscriminately. Sociali
zation of agriculture ostensibly created conditions for more
reliable agricultural statistics, yet, the quality still
leaves much to be desired. Production statistics for the
collective farms is poor. Several unofficial estimates given
the author indicated that the statistics supplied by indi
vidual collective farms may have a margin of error of thirty
per cent It Because of the carrot and stick policy used to
make collective farms fulfill plan targets, production
reports tend to comply with the plan rather than the results.
On the other hand, unregistered internal consumption of farm
produce may lead to underestimation of production in the
statistics.

Censuses of industrial enterprises were taken in
1901/02, 1930 and 1947. The 1901/02 census is of particular
importance as it is one of the few sources of data on eco
nomic activity in Romania before World vlar I. The chief
importance of the 1947 census lies in its timing - a year
before the nationalization of manufacturing. Unfortunately,
only extracts of the 1930 census were available for this
study. The publication of economic statistics in the postwar
period has been comprehensive and quite detailed. The
collection of data was much faciliated by the nationali
zations and the introduction of a centrally planned economy.
For example, statistics on investments and total production
value by economic branch are available by region. These
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statistics were very useful to the study and are probably
reasonably accurate.

A wide array of secondary sources were used in this
study. This is not the place to list them all, but the most
important deserve some comments. Seton-Watson's (1934)
classical work The History of the Romanians is still the best
Romanian history available in English. Among a number 0 f
works in English that put Romanian history in a larger
regional perspective, Okey's (1982) Eastern Europe 1740-1980 9

Feudalism to Communism; Economic Development in East-Central
Europe in the 19th and 20th Centuries by Berend and Ranki
(1974); The Balkans in Our Time by Wolff (1953) and not the
least Eastern Europe between the World Wars by Seton-Watson
(1945) deserve to be specially mentioned. The latter three
cover the interwar period particularly well.. Two contem
porary works on Romanian economic history, Progresul economic
in Romania 1877-1977 edited by Totu (1977) and Istoria
economiei nationale a Romaniei edited by Lupu (1974) f provide
much information on the economic developmentG Voievoidatul
Transylvaniei by Pascu (1979) is an original inquiry into the
Romanian aspects in particular of the history of Transyl
vania, while a recently published Hungarian historical
encyclopedia, Magyar Tortenek Tiz Kotetben (1978) f gives the
history of the region from the Hungarian point of view. The
ethnic problems of this region and the Hungarian minority
policy before World War I are studied in great detail by
Seton-~vatson (1908) in Racial Problems in Hungary. For a
general description of the last decades of the Habsburg
Empire, Drage's (1909) Austria-Hungary was used. The pre
capitalist Romanian village is the object of study in Stahl's
classical Traditional Romanian Village Communities (1980).
The Land and the Peasant in Romania by Mitrany (1936) is an
excellent study of the conditions of the Romanian peasantry
until the land reforms in 1920-21. Another classical analy
sis of the agrarian situation prior to the land reforms was
made by the Romanian socialist Dobrogeanu-Gherea (1977) in
Neoiobagia.

Several narrations of contemporary observers of the Old
Kingdom and Transylvania are available in English and provide
an interesting and informative insight into 19th century
Romania. Examples are Hungary and Transylvania by Paget
(1850), Transylvania: Its Products and Its People by Bonet
(1865) and Three Years in Romania by Ozanne (1878).

There is a substantial literature on the interwar period
in Romanian and a few good works in English. Mitrany's cited
work on the peasantry was followed up by another excellent
study by Roberts (1953), Romania: Political Problems of an
Agrarian Stateo The agrarian perspective is put in a
regional perspective in The Agricultural Economy of the
Danubian Countries 1935-45, edited by Bilimovich, Vegh and
Zagoroff (1955). A large number of Romanian studies
published between the wars testify to the need for knowledge
of the new Romania emerging after the war. Enciclopedia
Romaniei (1938-43) in four volumes is a rich and valuable
source of information. Another encyclopedic work in three
volumes, Transilvania, Banatul, Crisana, Maramuresul 1918-28,
focuses on the former Hungarian Territories. Several studies
deal with agriculture and the situation of the peasantry.
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Agricultural atlases were published in 1929 and 1938,
l'Agriculture en Roumanie, Enescu and Enescu's (1915) Ardea
luI, Banatul, Crisana si Maramuresul din punct de vedere
agricol, cultural si economic drew much of its data from the
Hungarian agricultural census of 1895. Gusti initiated and
carried out several sociological studies on the Romanian
peasantry, mostly published as village monographies; some in
the periodical Sociologia Romaneasca, and others in books,
e.g. 60 de sate romanesti. Gusti's La vie rurale en Roumanie
(1940) is one of few available to non-Romanian readers. His
work, and the tradition of research he initiated, is invalu
able contribution to our knowledge of the Romanian peasantry.

Ionescu's (1965) classical work Conununism in Romania
1944-1962 still provides the most detailed account of the
political scene during the first postwar decades. A comple
mentary study is Fisher-Galati (1967) The New Romania: From
People's Democracy to Socialist Republic. The Romanian
development is put in its East European perspective in The
East European Revolution by Seton-Watson (1951). Captive
Romania (1956) is a joint effort by several Romanian emigres
to depict various aspects of postwar Romania, edited by the
former Romanian Arnbassador to Turkey, A Cretzeanu. lvlany
first-hand but often emotional and random narrations of the
early postwar years were published by Romanian exiles, e.g.
Ciel rough sur la Roumanie by Serbanesco (1952). A good
insight is also provided by some works of fiction, notably
Incognito by Dumitri (1962) and Morometii (1955) and eel mai
bun dintre paminteni (1980) by Marin Preda.

The best analysis of the economic development is pro
vided by Montias (1967) in Economic Development in Communist
Romania. The early postwar years are studies in detail in
Conrad's (1953) Die Wirtschaft Rumaniens von 1945 bis 1952.
They are also well covered in Romanian literature. Dezvol
tarea economica a Romaniei 1944-64 provides a wealth of
information on all aspects of the economic development.
Other important general works are Monografia geografica a RPR
(1960) and Romania in anii socialismului (1980). A general
account of the primary sector is given in Agricultura
Romaniei 1944-1964 (1964) and Dezvoltarea agriculturii RPR
(1965) contains agricultural statisticse Constanta prima
regiune colectivizata (1960) is a detailed account of the
collectivization of agriculture in one of Romania's 16
regions. Periodicals such as Probleme economice, newspapers
and economic plans are other valuable sources of informatione

~lany Romanian works, but few in English, cover the
latest decades of development. Among the latter Turnock' s
(1974) An Economic Geography of Romania and Gilberg's (1975)
Modernization in Romania Since World War II deserve special
mentioning. The World Bank's report Romania: The
Industrialization of an Agrarian Economy Under Socialist
Planning, edited by Tsantis and Peppar (1979) is a very
detailed, but somewhat unimaginative and uncritical, account
of Romania1s economic performance in the past decades.
Rumanien edited by Grotlevsen (1979) is one in a series of
good country reports by the Sudosteuropa Institute in
Munchen, The Peasantry of Eastern Europe edited by Volgyes
(1979) contains an interesting article on Romania by Gilberg,
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while the chapter on Romania in Agrarian Policies in
Communist Europe: A Critical Introduction edited by Wadekin
(1982) perhaps better illustrates the shortcomings of any
study on ·RorL1anian agriculture exclusively based on official
statistics than the actual state of agriculture in contem
porary Romania. A work in English by the Romanian Trebici
(1976), Romania's Population and Demographic Trends gives a
brief but informative account of the demographic situation.
The tradition of Gusti was carried on into the postwar period
in several sociological studies. The series Tineretul si
lumea de rniine contains some interesting studies on rural and
urban youth, while while Procesul de urbanizare in R S
Romania: Zona Slatina-Olt (1970) is best in a series
focussed on the urbanization process. Some books by Cucu,
notably Orasele Romaniei (1970) deal with the structure of
towns. Orasele din Moldava by Ungureanu (1980) is an excel
lent study of the Moldavian towns.

Among several works on regional policies, Repartizarea
teritoriala a fortelor de productie in Romania by Blaga
(1974) rerJains the best. Repartizarea teritoriala a
industriei, edited by Rausser (1977), contains valuable
information, but little analysis. Oficial documents are the
main sources of information on the systematization programme,
but this programme is also dealt with in several studies and
manuals. Sistematizarea rurala by Bold, Hatei and Sabadeanu
(1974) probably is the most informative of these works.
Other useful studies in this field are Urbanismul in Romania,
edited by Lazarescu (1977), Sociologie si sisternatizare in
procesele de dezvoltare by Matei and Matei (1977) and
Sistematizarea localitatilor rurale by Defour and Baucher
(1977).. The Planner and the Peasants by Sampson (1982) is an
analytical and most useful work, based on an academic thesis,
accessible to the non-Romanian reader. For an illuminating
case study on planned urbanization see Sampson (1979). The
selection of new towns is studied in depth in a paper by
Turnock (1982), who has also published a number of interest
ing articles on Romanian regional policy (1976), (1979a),
(1979b) ..

Romania by Tufescu (1974) is a comprehensive economic
geography. Two good studies on the Carpathians are Viitor in
Carpati by Rey (1979) and The Romanian Carpathians by Turnock
(1977). Two series of county monographs provide a wealth of
socia-economic information on individual counties. Both
series are somewhat confusingly called Judetele Patriei and
both suffer from having been published at rare intervals over
a long period. The first, published by Institutul de
Geografie, started in the late Sixties and by 1983 only a few
volumes remained. The second series, published by the
Sport-Tourism Publishing House was commenced in the late
Seventies and by 1983 approximately twenty out of forty
volumes had been published. The two series are much alike in
content.

Official documents plans and other political manifests
are important sources of information on the economic policy
and development and Ceausescu's collected works are an
indispensable source of information on economic and political
matters. Yet, periodicals are perhaps the most important
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source of information on the past decades. The most impor
tant used for this study were Viitorul Social, a contemporary
version of Sociologia Romaneasca, Revista de statistica,
Revista economica and Revue roumaine de geologie, geophysique
et geographie and the political weekly Era Socialista. The
main newspaper Scinteia kept the author up-to-date with the
latest political and economic development.



CHAPTER TWO

HISTORICAL AND POLITICAL
BACKGROUND

Political and institutional factors have shaped the urban tran
sition, whose complexity can only be understood in the light of
many, often dramatic, changes in the poli tical and insti tu
tional scenes, which are presented in this chapter. After
ac60unts of the historical background and the political scene
follows a discussion of the agrarian reforms and the regional
development policies.

The formal emancipation of the peasantry in the middle of
last century, the extensive land reforms after World War One,
the minor reform after World War TWo, and the socialization of
agriculture in the early Sixties fundamentally affected all as
pects of rural life. They were among the most important factors
determining the speed of the urban transition.

The programmes for regional development and systematiza
tion, elaborated after the proclamation of the socialist re
public in the mid-Sixties, had considerable inf luence on the
structure of urban growth a~d industrialization in the Seven
ties. They also illuminate government strategies for creating a
socialist society and features particular for urbanization in a
centrally planned economy based on socialist ideology.



34 CHAPTER TWO

THE UNIFICATION OF ROMANIA

The creation of the unified Romanian state in 1919 was not
wi thout precedent. The first successful attempt to merge tl?e
three principali ties Wallachia, Moldavia and Transylvania
-was made in 1600 by the Turkish vassal, King Mihai the Brave.
But it did not last long. After only a few months the country
disintegrated'.

The Romanian principalities constituted a buffer zone
between the Turkish, Austro-Hungarian, Polish and Russian
Empires, which explains much of the poli tical instabi Ii ty in
Romanian history.

Oltenia and Muntenia formed a principality - Wallachia or
Tara Romaneasca - in the Ottoman Empire. It was ruled by a
Turkish vassal, usually of Romanian origin. Turkey also levied
taxes and recruited soldiers from Wallachia. But the prin
cipality was normally allowed to conduct its domestic affairs
without much interference from Constantinople.

Moldavia was also an Ottoman principality, but due to its
peripheral location it managed to stay qui te independent. It
often made use of its proximity to Poland and Russia to
strengthen its position vis-A-vis Turkey. Dobrogea was comple
tely integrated in the Ottoman Empire.

In the early 18th century the relative independence of
Wallachia and Moldavia was circumscribed. In order to suppress
rebellious tendencies Turkey began appointing Greeks, so
called Fanariots, to the Romanian thrones. Fanariots saw their
appointments as mere investments· which had to pay back the
large sums spent on br ibes. The net f low of capi tal from the
Romanian lands illicit as well as licit, increased con
siderably and misrule and corruption helq back economic deve
lopment for more than a hundred years. Between 1715 and 1'807
there were thirty-six shifts of princes in Wallachia and
thirty-four in Moldavia.

During the second half of the eigthteenth century', espe
cially, the whole system had steadily developed into a
wondrously elaborate design for killing the goose that
laid the golden eggs. It was undermining all incentive to
work on improvement in a country more than usually en
dowed by nature 2 •

The history of Transylvania prior to its unification with
Romania can be divided into four fairly distinct phases. The
Hungarian invasion of Transylvania in the eleventh century
marks the beg1nning of a five hundred year period of Hungarian
rule in Transylvania. This was abruptly ended by the Turkish
victory in the battle at Mohacs in 1526, which led to the
Turki sh conquest of the Hungarian P lain and the detachment
of Transylvania from Hungary. During the next 160 years
Transylvania was ruled by native princes without much inter
ference from Constantinople. By the end of the 17th century
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the Turkish tide had turned and in 1691 Transylvania was
attached to the Habsburg Monarchy. By then the Hungarian throne
had been subjected to the House of Habsburg.

Thus from 1691 right on to 1867 Transylvania enjoyed
complete autonomy under Vienna) forming de jure an inte
grated part of the Hungarian crown) but de facto being
linked by a mere personal union and really controlled by
the emperor 3 •

For some six hundred years4 Transylvania was divided into
three ethnic nations: The Magyar, the Szekler and the Saxon.
Although by far the most numerous ethnic group, the Romanians
were not recogni zed but merely 'tolerated by grace' and did
not enjoy any poli tical rights. Nor was the Orthodox church
recognized. The supreme forum in Transylvania was the Diet
which was open to the nobles of the recogni zed nations. The
Hungarian nation in central and western Transylvania was
feudal and strictly divided into nobles and commons. The
Szekler nation in the east and the Saxon nation in the south
were much more egali tar ian. All Szeklers were tradi tionally
considered nobles by birth, while the Saxons refused to have
the feudal system imposed upon them. Both the Szeklers and the
Saxons were usually allowed to govern themselves wi th Ii ttle
outside interference. The 19th century saw the position of the
Szeklers and the Saxons gradually being circumscribed as a
result of the growing national aspirations of the Magyars and
the strengthened position of Budapest.

The autonomy of Transylvania and its division into the
recognized nations came to an end in 1867 with the Ausgleich,
i.e. the establishment of the Dual Monarchy. Transylvania lost
its bond with Vienna and was completely integrated into
Hungary and the Szekler and Saxon nations were disintegrated.
Transylvania.remained an integrated part of Hungary until its
unification with Romania after the First World War.

The weakening of the Ottoman Empire and the loosening of
its grip over the Romanian principalities in the 19th century
made nationalist sentiments grow into a popular movement. The
separation of Hungary from Austria in 1867 and the Magyar
ization in the territories under Hungarian jurisdiction
tightened Hungary's grip over Transylvania, which lost its
position as a separate principality. Hence, the nationalistic
aspirations and the culture of the Romanian people had dif
ferent possibilities in the Hungarian Territories and in the
Two Principalities.

In 1818 Moldavia had to cede Bessarabia, historically
part of Moldavia, to Russia. The southern part of Bessarabia
was regained in 1856, only to be lost again in 1878.

In January 1859 Moldavia and Wallachia elected a common
king - Alexander Cuza - and merged into one administrative and
political unit. At the Congress of Berlin in 1878, after
Russia's and Romania's successful war against Turkey, the Two
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Principa1i ties gained independence and became the Kingdom of
Romania. It had to cede southern Bessarabia to Russia but in
return received northern Dobrogea wi th a predominantly
Romanian population. As a result of the Balkan Wars it re
ceived southern Dobrogea from Bulgaria in 1913.

Romania entered the First World War on the side of the
Entente in August 1916 .. The war became a brief but traumatic
experience. Fighting on two fronts - with Hungary and Bulgaria
- the ill-equipped and numerically inferior Romanian army was
forced to retreat into Moldavia, abandoning the whole of
Wallachia, including Bucuresti. The Central Powers made peace
with Romania in Bucuresti in May, 1918. The terms for Romania
were harsh. It had to accept substantial economic and terri
torial losses to Hungary and Germany. But the development in
Bessarabia brought some consolation to the defeated Romanians.
In the chaos following the October Revolution in Russia,
Bessarabia proclaimed itself an independent republic in Feb
ruary 1918 G Three months later, facing the danger of being
engulfed by the Soviet Union, its legislative body, Sfatul
Tarii, voted for a union with Romania.

Less than six months after the Treaty of Bucuresti the
Central Powers collapsed. In December 1918 a large popular
gathering in Alba Iulia voted for the union of Transylvania
with Romania. In the Paris Treaty of 1919 Romania's new bor
ders were dra·wn. Romania received the whole of Maramures and
Crisana and most of Banat from Hungary, the whole of Bucovina
from Austria and South Dobrogea from Bulgaria and eventually
carne out of the war with both territory and population doubled
and with an old dream fulfilled - a Romanian state comprising
all Romanians.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

The political arena changed in two respects as a result of the
war and the subsequent land reforms. The political and econo
mic influence of the boyars was severely undermined by the
agrarian reforms in 1921. A new constitution came into effect
providing universal suffrage for men, but not for women. The
Conservative Party disappeared from the political scene,
giving way to the Liberals and the National-Peasants. Another
major change was the broadening of the political arena as a
result of the enlargement of Romania's terri tory and popula
tion.

corruption and rigged elections, but also devotion and
patriotism belong to the picture of Romanian interwar poli
tics .. The political climate developed from bad to worse, from
a weak democracy to royal dictatorship. The populist movement
gained strength after the war and the land reforms. Urban
rural relations were in the focus as the poli tical debate
focused on the promotion of agriculture or industrialization
and large-scale manufacturing as alternative development stra-
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tegies. Still, in spite of numerous shifts in political power,
a policy of active promotion of large-scale manufacturing,
blended wi th strong nationalism in face of the threat from
Bulgaria, Hungaria and the Soviet Union characterized the
whole interwar period.

The Liberals dominated the poli tical scene between 1922
and 1928. It was essentially a party of the Old Kingdom and
enjoyed Ii ttle support in other areas.5 They enforced a cen
tralistic, nationalistic and increasingly protectionistic
policy aiming at a strong domestic manufacturing industry.
During this period, business and political bureaucracies
became increasingly intermingled, adding to the already
flourishing corruption. Roberts 6 concluded that the unifica
tion and centralization during the Liberal period was 'to the
advantage of the Old Kingdom as against the provinces, of the
Romanians as against the minorities, and of the Liberal party
as against all comers'.

In late 1928 the National Peasant Party came to power ..
This party was a coalition between the National Party in
Transylvania and the Peasant Party in the Old Kingdom. It was
led by Iuliu Maniu who had been the poli tical leader of the
Romanians in Transylvania before the unification. He had been
educated in Budapest and Vienna and was a man of considerable
integrity, apparantly aloof of the often sordid political
practices in Bucuresti. He resigned in October 1930 in protest
against the return from exile of King Carol II and his mis
tress madame Lupescu. Hi s party had to renounce government
only a few months later. Whi Ie in power, Maniu attempted to
promote decentrali zation and the interests of the peasantry ..
However, his time in power was too short for any lasting
impact.

After the return of King Carol II, parliament began to
loose ground in Romania. The years of depression, 1930-33,
were characteri zed by growing inf luence of the King, decline
of the National-Peasant Party and rapid growth of the Iron
Guard, a Fascist organization. The Liberals came back in power
1934 and remained until 1937. They continued a policy of pro
tectionism and government support to big industry at the
expense of agriculture. After an indecisive election in 1937,
King Carol II gained complete control of government. A year
later the constitution was changed, parliament abolished and
royal dictatorship introduced. During the absolute rule of
King Carol II the emphasis on industrialization continued.
Romania for a long time succeeded to withstand German
infiltration of the economy. As late as in 1937 Germany's
share in Romania's foreign trade was still only 23 per cent,
less than in some neighbouring countries? However, from 1939
Germany's influence over the Romanian economy grew rapidly.

Romania stayed neutral at the outbreak of the Second
World War. In June 1940 it was forced to cede Bessarabia and
northern Bucovina to the Soviet Union as a consequence of the
Hi tIer-Stalin Pact of August 1939 in which the buffer zone
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between the two Great Powers was divided into two spheres of
influence.8 Only a month later Romania had to cede southern
Dobrogea to Bulgaria and northern Transylvania to Hungary. All
in all, Romania lost a third of its terri tory. These defeats
weakened King Carol's posi tion and in September 1940 he was
forced to abdicate. General Antonescu formed a pro-German
government together with the Iron Guard, originally called the
League of Archangel Mihai, which was a Romanian brand of
Fascism, blended with religion and a cult of primitive
peasantry. This organization was in power four terror-ridden
months until dissolved and extinguished by General Antonescu
and the German troops, by then firmly established in Romania.
Under Antonescu, German control soon became complete. In June
1941, Romania joined Germany in the war against the Soviet
Union to regain Bessarabia and the Romanian army participated
in the battle of Stalingrad. By 1944 the Red Army had advanced
well into Bessarabia and popular discontent with Romania's
participation on the German side was grqwing. On August 23,
1944, King Mihai, supported by the National-Peasants, the
Liberals, the Social-Democrats and the Communists, made a coup
d' etat and overthrew General Antonescu. A few weeks later,
Romania signed an armistice with the Allies.

Several reasons can be found to explain the fai lure of
democracy in interwar Romania9.• The social structure was
polarized. On the one hand a small and declining but still
influential aristocracy, living in lu~ury and caring for
little but their own well-being, and on the other hand a large,
poverty-stricken and largely i IIi terate peasantry. The middle
class of merchants, tradesmen and pursuers of the free pro
fessions was traditionally of non-Romanian origin, both in the
Old Kingdom and in the former Hungarian Territories. The
peasants - the vast majority of the population - were largely
self-sufficient and poorly integrated and their horizon did
often not stretch beyond the local village. Neither agrarian
reforms nor state-fostered industrialization managed to create
a much-needed middle-class. Failure to solve the complex
agrarian problems contributed to poli tical instabi Ii ty.
Attempts to copy the democratic system of Western Europe in
detail wi thout allowing for adjustments to the poli tical and
economic realities of Romania were stillborn, and when blended
with the political practices of Byzantine and Phanariot tradi
tion, the result was disastrous. The problems of administra
ting a Romania, more than doubled in population and territory
were great. Friction between the new provinces and the former
Old Kingdom were bound to arise, given the centralized admi
nistration which provided little room for local autonomy.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

The immediate result of the coup d'etat was an assault on two
fronts. The Germans swiftly responded by bombing Bucuresti and
on August 26 Romania declared war on Germany. The Soviet Red



CHAPTER TWO 39

Army acted as though still at war with Romania. Between August
23 and the signing of the armistice on September 12, the Red
~rmy took 130 000 prisoners and thoroughly pillaged the
country. The value of the booty taken in these three weeks has
been estimated at 2 000 million US dollarlO. Romania's contri
bution to the Allied war effort was brie.f but intensive. The
Romanian Army helped. fight the Germans all the way to Prague
and between August 23 and the end of the war reportedly lost
170 000 menl1 .

The Sov~et acquisition of power in Romania and its trans
formation of the country into a docile satellite followed very
much the same pattern as in the other countries in the Soviet
bloc ~2 The civi lian government succeeding General Antonescu
was faced with the impo&sible task of guarding national
sovereignty while collaborating with the Soviet Union, who
showed little respect for Romanian sovereignty and understood
collaboration to be unilateral sUbjugationl~

In the next six months three governments succeeded each
qther. Soviet pressure led to the establishment of a left-wing
coali tion led by Petru Groza in March 1945. Thus began a
period of transition, with a 'popular-democratic' regime which
was to last until February 1947. Room for maneuver in internal
affairs allowed by the Soviet Union was restricted. 'In this
period the forms of the old state were maintained, but filled
with new content'14. 1.n October 1945 the first open Communist
Party Conference was heldJ5 The party was split in two
tractions; the 'Muscovites' and 'the Home Communists'. Ana
Pauker and Vasi Ie Luca were the main repres.entatives of the
fqrmer group, which included many who had spent the war - and
often also the interwar period in the Soviet Union, and
often were of non-Romanian origin16 and clearly had their
loyalties with the Soviet Union rather than with Romania.
Prominent members of the latter, more nationalistic group, who
~lad been active in Romania and in some cases held in prison,
were Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, Chi vu Stoica, Nicolae Ceausescu
and Lucretiu Patrascanu. The top party posts were shared bet
ween the two groups, but backed by the Soviet Union - who
obviously expected the Romanian Communist Par.ty to function as
a mere proxy of Moscow - the 'Muscovi tes' apparently had the
upper hand in the party until 1952.

The 1945-1947 transition period paved the way for the
establishment of 'the dictatorshi-p' of the proletariat'. Purges
of former poli tical personali ties, particularly in the
National Peasant Party, were carried out in 1947. Among those
arrested and sentenced to life imprisonment were the former
leaders of the National Peasant Party Iuliu Maniu and Ion'
Mihailache. On December 30, 1947, the last symbol of the old
r'eign, King Mihai, was forced to resign and driven in exile,
and the republic was proclaimed.

Two months later the Communist Party and the Social
Democratic Party merged into the Romanian Workers' Party
- Partidul Muncitoresc Romin - and t.he one-party system was
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established also de jure. The poli tical changes were further
emphasized in 1948 by the adoption of a new constitution. With
the political power firmly in hand, the Communist Party turned
its attention to the consolidation. of economic power and the
creation of a socialist society. In June 1948 a bill was
passed, nationalizing most of the secondary and tertiary sec
tors and in the next 18 months 90 per cent of the country's
production capaci ty was nationali zed17• A State Planning
Commission was established in July 1948 and in January 1949
the first One Year Plan came into force. Following the
expropriation of all holdings ·over 20 hectares and the evic
tion and deportation of many 'kulaks' (chiaburi) in 1949, an
attempt at forced collectivization was made. But the attempt
was aborted and denounced18\ after the dethronemenf of Ana
Pauker and the purging of the 'Muscovites' in 1952. Subsequent
collectivization took a much gentler form and the socializa
tion of agriculture was not completed until 1962.

The traditional territorial division into counties
(judete) and communes was exchanged in 1950 for a Soviet
inspired system dividing the country into regions (regiuni),
districts (raioane) and communes and People's Councils took
the place of the former regional administrative institutions.

The introduction of the one-party system changed the
political situation from interparty to intraparty fights.
Tension between the' Muscovi tes' and the 'Home Communists'
culminated in radical purges and in a reorgani zation of the
party in 1951-52. Almost 200 000 members were expel'led. This
'purification' was a reaction to a previous policy of indis
criminately accepting new mernbers in order to boost membership
numbers. Through repeated reshuffling of the top layer, party
I home communists' gained the upper hand. The main represen
tative of the 'Muscovites' - Ana Pauker - was purged in 1952,
but another 'Muscovi te' - Emi 1 Bodnares - remained in a top
position. Through the purges Gheorghiu-Dej's position a~ head
of the party was strenghtened.

In 1952 a new constitution was adopted, confirming the
dictatorship of the proletariat and the leading role of the
Romanian Workers' Party. The Penal Code 'had already undergone
gradual modification and the 1952 constitution established a
new judiciary system after Soviet model.

The death of Stalin in March 1953 marked the beginning of
a period of poli tical and economic relaxation. The poli tical
and economic toll exacted by the So'viet Union on Romania for
almost nine years had had heavy repercussions on Romania's
postwar recovery. By 1953 it was clear that an economic re
orientation was needed to save the country from sliding deeper
into the economic abyss. The death of Stalin made such a
reorientation possible.

In contrast to the turbulent political scene in the
interwar period and in the first postwar decade, the post
Stalin period wa's' characterized by gradual change within an
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established political framework. Political development in
post-Stalin Romania differed somewhat from that of neigh
bouring socialist countries. The death of Stalin did not lead
to poli tical liberalization, but rather to 'Romanianization'
as policies became increasingly nationalistic in form and con
tent. In the first postwar decade a russification policy had
been pursued. Romanian history had been rewri tten to stress
Russo-Romanian ties. Slav cultural and linguistic elements had
been emphasized and Latin elements played down. The glorifica
tion of all aspects of the Soviet Union and the negation of
the Romanian cultural heritage had prevented rapprochement
between the regime and the population. By playing on the
strong patriotic and, indirectly, anti-Russian feelings of the
Romanians,. Gheorghiu-Oej managed to increase the popularity of
the regime and its nationalistic policy wi thout yielding to
demands for political liberalization. At the same time he
strengthened his position in the party and vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union. Romania began to deviate from the Soviet code of
conduct already in the mid-Fifties19 out it was not unti I the
early Sixties that the Romanian-Soviet rift came into the
open. Romania refused to accept its role as a supplier of
agricultural and other primary products to the more indus
trialized countries of the Soviet bloc in return for manufac
tured products. Instead Romania committed itself even more
strongly to rapid industrialization. The construction of a
large steel mill in Galati in the early Sixties was seen as a
demonstration of independence and obviously annoyed the Soviet
Union2o

• The wi thdrawal of all Soviet troops from Romania in
1958 had increased the Romanian room for maneuver and by
skillfully playing on the Sino-Soviet conflict Romania managed
to gradually emancipate itself from the Soviet Union. In
retrospect it appears that the Romanian-Soviet rift gave an
impetus to industrialization and led to an emphasis on econo
mic self-reliance that has persisted until the present.

The proclamation of the socialist republic in 1965 coin
cided with the appointment of Nicolae Ceausescu as First Party
Secretary, later also, President of the Republic, following
the sudden death of Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Oej in March 1965.
Ceausescu gradually strengthened his position in the party and
hi s leadership remained unchallenged, whi Ie the power of the
Communist Party.21 was consolidated and penetrated all spheres
of the Romanian society. The consolidation of power was gra
dual and the political scene in the Sixties and Seventies was
characterized by stability.

Because of Ceausescu r s dominance in the poli tical life,
the period after 1965 has already become known as the
Ceausescu era. Yet, there were only minor changes in the poli
tical course laid out by Gheorghiu-Dej. As his successor,
Ceausescu gained a reputation as an orthodox and 'hard-line'
communist, but also a devoted patriot. Gheorghiu-Oej I s com
bination of relative independence from the Soviet Union in
foreign affairs and ideologically orthodox policy in domestic
affairs was continued and further developed by Ceausescu. By
skillful maneuvering, Romania attained independence that was



42 CHAPTER TWO

unique among the countries in the Soviet bloc. It was combined
with an international reorientation. Romania developed and
intensified its poli tical and economic contacts particu.larly
wi th the Third World countries, but also wi th Western Europe
and the United States. The share of the Socialist countries in
her foreign trade fell throughout the Seventies. Romania's
relative independence was highlighted as she continued
friendly relations wi th Israel also after the Six-Oay-War in
1967 , strongly condemned and refused to participate in the
invasion of Czechoslovakia ln 1968 and refused to condone the
invasion of Afghanistan in 1979.

At home the 'hard-line' policy continued. The creation of
a new socialist man was not seen as mere rhetoric. Political
and ideological mobilization of the masses was carried out
more emphatically than in most other socialist countries.
Kadar's slogan 'those who are not against us are for us' was
not applied in Romania and active opposition or passive
'opting out' was not tolerated. The wave of economic refor~s

that swept over the Socialist countries in the late Sixties
had Ii ttle lasting effect in Romania. The economy remained
highly centralized and the ministries still had the final say
in the long-term strategy decisions of individual enterprises.

THE AGRARIAN DEVELOPMENT

We are by origin, spirit and taste villagers. Our country
is based on the villages. We have all the qualities and
all the defects of the village2~

The Emancipation of the Peasantry
I have travelled over a considerable part of Wallachia
and Moldavia, and I never saw two countries, of their
extent, so rich in production, so fruitful in resources.
The land is of the very richest quality: the greater part
of it an alluvial plain, like the Banat of Hungary, with
a climate the most favourable for production. Yet with
all these advantages, I never saw a country so thinly
populated, nor a population so excessively poor and
miserable. I had pitied the Wallacks of Transylvania till
I saw their brethren of the Principalities, and found
that there are those who might envy them their lot. Years
of monopoly, oppression, and insecurity have worked out
these consequences2~

The agrarian evolution until the First World War followed
similar pattern in the Old Kindgom and in the Hungarian
Territories. Feudalism reigned in the countryside in all part
of Romania unti 1 the middle of the 19th century. The Land
Emancipation Acts of 1848 in the Hungarian Territories and of
1864 in the Two Principalities mark the formal end of the feu
dal era. These acts abolished the servitudes and other feudal
institutions and thus emancipated the peasants in a legal sen
se.
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The land reforms accompanying the emancipation were only
partial. The peasants received approximately one third of the
cultivated land while 60 per cent remained in the hands of the
old landowners, the boyars, and 10 per cent in the hands of
the state. In the Two Principali ties the peasants were allo
cated land according to the number of cattle they possessed.
The allotments varied on the average from 2.1 to 5.5 hectares
in Muntenia and from 3.5 to 8 hectares in Moldavia24•

These reforms did not bring about any revolutionary change
in the relationship between the peasants and the boyars. The
allotments given the peasants were often too small or too poor
for making a living. The peasants, unprepared for the freedom
and responsibility thrust upon them, were often unable to cope
with the new situation. A substantial part of the peasantry was
impoverished an,d had to sell their labour and sometimes also
lease or sel1 25 part of their land to avoid famine in the
winter. Another group fared better and were able to increase
the land allotted to them by purchasing or leasing land from
their impoverished brethren. The homogeneous character of the
peasantry was gradually lost.

This led to an increase in the number of landless peasants
in the Old Kingdom from approximately 60 000 families in 1864
to 300 000 families in 1905 26• The situation in the Hungarian
Territories was similar. However, as Figure 4 shows, the gap
between the various groups of peasants remained insignificant
compared to the vast gap that continued to exist between the
peasantry and the boyars. In 1902, almost half of the land was
in the hands of some 5 400 boyars, while 920 000 peasant fami
lies had to share 40 per cent of the cultivated land in the Old
Kingdom 27•

The average size of the peasant holdings was strikingly
small, considering the size of the allotments allocated to them
in 1864. A considerable division of land had occurred since the
land reform. The tradition of ~ivid1ng the land equally between
the heirs led to rapid fragmentation.

Considerable regional variations in land ownership are
evident from Figure 4. The largest inequali ties and the most
clear-cut division between. peasants and boyars existed in
Muntenia.. The relation between the average peasant and boyar
holdings was 1 to 253 in Muntenia, as against 1 to 207 for the
whole of the Old Kingdom. A study by county reveals even larger
regional differences. The average boyar holding varied from
230 hectares in Vilcea and Muscel to over 2 000 hectares in
Braila28• Dobrogea shows a completely different pattern. The
petty boyar~. and well-to-do peasants with holdings between ten
and ~undred hectares, strikingly insignificant in the rest of
the Old Kingdom, were important in Dobrogea. The polarized
structure did not apply to this area, which had been integrated
into the Old Kingdom in 1878.

Nor was the land reform that accompanied the emancipation
of the peasants adequate in the Hungarian Territories. Formal
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bonds between peasants and landlords were dissolved but were
soon followed by economic ties. Peasants became share croppers
and in addition tilled their own land to make a living. By 1910
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Figure 4. Rural Land Structure in Pre-World War One Romania

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1909: part VIII,
Babel (1926: 300-301), Marcu
Roberts (1951: Appendix)
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Data from 1902 in the Old Kindom,
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1896 in
Bucovina.

almost a third of the agricultural population was landless and
half of those with land had less than two hectares2~ Available
data indicate that the polarization of the size of holdings was
more pronounced in the Hungarian Territories than in the Old
Kingdom. The former had a larger share with less than two hec
tares of arable land, and a smaller with two to five hectares.
The ten to fifty hectares category was more than twice as com-
mon as in the Old Kingdom~.
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It may be assumed that the structure of holdings was less
polarized in the Saxon and Szekler areas, with less of a feudal
past than the rest of Transylvania.

As the landed aristcracy in the Hungarian Territories was
overwhelmingly Magyar it follows that the land was unevenly
distributed among the ethnic groups. Only 209 out of 8 435
holdings in Transylvania with more than 50 hectares were held
by Romanians who made up the vast majority of the agricultural
population in the region3]

The greater wealth and the higher standard of living in
the Saxon nation is documented by John Paget, who, travelling
from the Szekler land to the Saxon land in Transylvania,
observed:

I have already remarked that the Harom-Szek was better
cultivated than the rest of the Szekler land, but the
Burzenland, as this part of the Saxon land is called,
appeared like a garden in comparison even to that.. CD .... It
was more like a scene in the best part of Belgium, than
what one would expect on the borders of Turkey3~

Several factors contributed to the maintenance of the old
bonds between the peasants and the boyars, in the form of paid
labour or share-cropping: a) the uneven distribution of land
corrbined with a lack of mechanization meant that the boyars
had to rely on outside labour to till their land, b) the boyars
usually had no agricultural equipment as the peasants had
tilled the land wi th equipment of their own before the eman~

cipation, c) the majori ty of the peasant holdings were too
small to adequately support their often large families, d) lack
of common pastures meant that the peasants had to buy grazing
rights from the boyars, e) the railways opened new markets for
the boyars I surpluses and thus gave them cash income, f) the
poor peasants often had to resort to the boyars in the winter
for advances of grain and flour. In return they not only had to
pay back the loan after the harvest but also to work for the
boyars a certain number of days. As the economic situation of
the peasants failed to improve, their indebtedness tended to
increase.

The system of peasants providing paid labour, but not the
tools, dominated in Moldavia and Transylvania, while various
forms of share-cropping were more frequent in Muntenia and
Oltenia.

Between the boyars and the peasants a new group of lease
holders appeared. These middlemen leased vast areas of land
from the boyars and in their turn let peasants sublease or
share-crop. They rapidly came in control of a considerable
part of the boyars' land and land concentration thus increased.
In 1902, for instance, 3 300 tenants held over 2.3 million hec
tares, or 57 per cent of the land in holdings over 50
hectares 33• The concentration was even larger than the numbers
indicate. A small group of 127 middlemen held almost a third of
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the leased land and one single Jewish family leased 159 000
hectares in 19053~ Foreigners, including Jews, were not allowed
to own property in the Old Kingdom, but they could lease land.

This form of lucrative leasing, open to foreigners and not
requiring much initial capital, led to a fast increase in land
rents. According to a survey, the rents paid by the peasants
increased from an average 20 lei per year in 1870 to 49 lei in
1906. For share-cropping, the middleman's share increased from
25 to 43 per cent in the same period35• The price for grazing
increased likewise.

The extension of intermediate leasing varied considerably
by region, from 77 per cent of the area of large holdings~ in
Botosani to 14 per cent in Tulcea. Generally, it was most wide
spread in Muntenia and Moldavia, less significant in Dobrogea
and virtually non-existent in Transylvania.

The increasingly polarized land structure in the Old King
dom, with deepening peasant misery in the midst of flourishing
production, proved explosive. In March 1907 peasants in
northern Moldavia revolted. The revolt spread rapidly allover
the country and threatened to turn into a civi 1 war. The
government responded by letting the army descend upon the
countryside and peace was restored at the cost of some 11 000
peasant lives. In 1908, a law was introduced limiting the right
to lease land to 4 000 hectares, but apart from this, the
revolt had little immediate effect on the land structure, which
remained basically unchanged until after the First World War.

The 1861 land reform in Bessarabia resembled the reform of
1864 in the Old Kingdom. However, in Bessarabia the allotted
land was not given to the individual peasants but to the
village community, the mir. After the Russian revolution in
1905, a new reform worked to break up the mir and to increase
individual ownership. After 1907 considerable saie of land to
peasants by the large landowners took pla~e. Nevertheless, on
the eve of First World War the agrarian structure and probl~ms

in Bessarabia were fairly similar to those in the Old Kingdom3Z
Before the unification with Romania, the National Coun.cil in
Bessarabia, Sfatul Tarii, passed a decision on a far-re~ching

land reform. A modified version of the reform was ratified by
the Romanian government after the war.

The land structure in Bucovina was somewhat less polarized
than in the other parts of Romania. Peasant holdings smaller
than ten hectares occupied 48 per cent of the arable land and
intermediate holdings, 19 to 100 hectares - insignificant in
the Old Kingdom accounted for 27 per cent. Most of the
forests belonged to holdings of more than 100 hectares. ,

The Land Reforms of 1918-21
Sons of peasants, who, with your own hands, have defended
the soil on which you were born, on which your lives have
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passed, I, your King, tell you that besides the great
recompence of victory which will assure for everyone of
you the nation's gratitude, you have earned the right of
being masters, in a larger measure, of that soil upon
which you fought. Land will be given to you. I, your King,
am the first to set the example; and you will also take a
larger part in public affairs.

King Ferdinand in a speach to the Romanian troops at the
front in April 19173~

47

King Ferdinand I s promise to the Romanian army of a land
reform was timely and urgently needed. The land-starved
peasants made up the bulk of the Romanian army and had to carry
the brunt of the war. At the time of the declaration both the
external and the internal situation was very precarious indeed.
The Romanian army had retreated into Moldavia and, because of
the February revolution in Russia, the Russian military support
had been lost and social unrest was spreading among the Russian
and Romanian troops.

Immediately after the war, King Ferdinand reaffirmed his
promise and a bill of reform was taken by the Parliament in
1918. After several amendments and modifications a second set
of land reforms were decided upon in 1921 39• The new laws had
to take into account the si tuation not only in the Old King
dom, but also in the new provinces, where the feudal character
in land ownership sometimes was less pronounced. In Bessarabia,
the Red Army had confiscated and distributed all land to
peasant collectives. The prospect of returning to a semi-feudal
si tuation was a major obstacle when merging Bessarabia wi th
Romania. The land reforms took different form and were
generally more far-reaching in the new provinces than in the
Old Kingdom40•

Total expropriation was made of land belonging to juridi
cal persons, foreign citizens, Romanians residing abroad and of
land that had been leased for ten consecutive years or more 41.
Partial exprdpriation was only applied to arable land and
according to a sliding scale, different in the Old Kingdom and
the new provinces. The amount left to the original owner
depended mai~ly on local land pressure and varied between 100
and 250 hectares in the Old Kingdom and between 29 and 290 hec
tares in the former Hungarian Territories. In Bessarabia, all
land above 100 hectares remained expropriated. War merits and
need of land were the main criteria for eligibility. The stan
dard size of the created peasant lots were to be 5 hectares in
the Old Kingdom, 4 hectares in Bucovina and 6 hectares in
Bessarabia. Two million peasants were qualified to receive
land.



48 CHAPTER TWO

The absence of comprehensive and reliable agricultural
statistics makes a quantitative appraisal of the reform dif
ficult. According to official sources, some six million hec
tares were expropriated, of which four million arable land 42.
By 1927 some 3.6 million hectares of these had been distri
buted to 1 369 000 peasants4~ Most of the rest was turned into
communal pastures and forests, particularly in Transylvania.
The reliability of the data has been challenged. In 1940, it
was shown that 3 900 large estates had not yet been expro
priated and that 440 000 hectares had not been divided 44.. The
land reform was supposed to have been completed in 1929-30.

The shortcomings of the reform - only two-thirds of the
peasants enti tIed to land actually received any and the si ze
of allotments generally fell short of established criteria
-must not shadow the far-reaching social and poli tical con
sequences of the reform4~ The structure of land ownership
changed from large estates to small peasant holdingss Although
exact pre-reform and post-reform comparisons cannot be made,
it appears that properties of more than 100 hectares decreased
from approximately 40 to 10 per cent or from eight to two
mi Ilion hectares. The reform also ensured poli tical calm in
the countryside for several decades and effectively kept the
Soviet i red menace lout of Romania.. Of all land reforms in
Eastern Europe after the First World War, the one in Romania
was probably the most radical.

Why did the reforms fail to create a viable peasantry and
a much needed agrarian middle-class? The reforms of 1918 and
1921 had social and political, but not primarily economic
motives. Economic results of the reform were mere by-products.
Strong economic motives existed for a land consolidation
reform, but it was never carried out because of lack of popu
lar support.. The tradi tion of spli tting farmland between all
heirs at successions led to land fragmentation and strip
farming. The absence of up-to-date land registers~ and proper
land delimitation made the use of land as collateral difficult
and was a major obstacle to creating agricultural credit insti
tutions G The fragmented structure of land was a technical
obstacle to improved productivity. Low prices for agricultural
products after 1930, the high credit costs, and the small size
of farms were economic obstacles. Several attempts were made to
create credit cooperatives for agriculture but lack of capital
and of a land register limited their success4~ Still, by 1936
some 5 200 credit cooperatives existed with 1.1 mil~ion
members 48• Their outstanding credit amounted to 5.7 bil·lion lei
in 1935 49•

According to the Danish agricultural specialist Gormsen,
who worked as a consultant for the Romanian government in the
late Thirties, a distinction should be made between agrarian
and agricultural reforms. The former concerns the structure of
agriculture and the latter its methods of production. While
the former usually has to be decreed from above, the latter is
a gradual and often self-induced process. Agrarian reform is a
prerequisite for an agricultural reform. In Romania the
agrarian reforms had only been partial, not comprising land
consolidation, registration or the construction of a network of
farm to market roads.. Attempts to bring about agricultural
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failed partly because of the incompleteness of the agrarian
reforms 50.. Sheer ignorance and the nature of a peasant economy51
also served to preserve traditional methods in agriculture.

The methods of cultivation were particularly poor in the
regions of the Old Kingdom, where a poor system of crop rota
tion was used52• Agriculture was somewhat more efficient in
Transylvania and Banat. The level of mechanization was higher
in the former Hungarian Territories, too. In 1927 there were
4.8 hectares of arable land to every plough in these regions,
compared to 7.7 hec~ares in the regions of the Old Kingdom and
8. 3 hectares in Bessarabia53. Ten years later the gap had
narrowed somewhat. Animal husbandry was also poorly managed and
manure was generally not used in Wallachia and Bessarabia5~ In
1930 Romania had 2.2 million cows, 11.8 million sheep and
3.0 million hogs, too many 'extensive' animals - sheep - and
too few 'intensive' - hogs5~ One-third of the farms had no milk
cow and 48 per cent had no hogs. Agriculture was generally qui
te extensive in spite of the high labour/land ratio.

Pressure on land depends both on the agricultural popula
tion per hectare and yields and can thus be expressed by the
formula C=Y/D, where C is output per capita, Y is yield and D
is density of agricultural population. Moore56 elaborated a
method to Iconvert various kinds of arable land into 'arable
equivalent agricultural land', thus making possible comparisons
of yields and density of agricultural population between
regions and countries. According to him, using Europe as a
norm, the Romanian equation would be 0.48=0.69/1.43. The
Romanian output per capi ta was less than half the European
average.

Large differences existed within Romania. The equation
for Bucovina would be 0.45 1.17/2.61, for Bessarabia
0.45 = 0.56/1.24 and for Transylvania 0.51 = 0.74/1.45. The
former Old Kingdom was close to the national average57• This
shows that the low output per capi ta was as much due to low
yields as to the high density of agricultural population,
Bucovina being the exception. According to contemporary estima
tes only 60 per cent of the potential labour on farms between
three and five hectares and 38 per cent on farms under three
hectares was adequately uti Ii zed 58. The tradi tion of dividing
farms equally between heirs and the limited access to jobs out
side agriculture prevented a large-scale shift away from agri
culture.

The 1930 census revealed that more than half the farmed
units were less than three hectares, considered to be the sub
sistence level and well below the standard of five hectares
established as a norm in the land reform. As much as 18.6 per
cent of the units were below one hectare, clearly not enough
to support a family. A large proportion of the peasants culti
vated too Ii ttle land to support themselves - let alone pro
duce a surplus - and had to resort to additional income. This
was substantiated by contemporary studies and by the 1941
census. Although the land reform was supposed to have been
completed in 1929, more than 14 per cent of the cultivated
land still belonged to holdings over 100 hectares.
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Table 4. Land Structure in 1930, Percentages

Area (ha) Holdings Total area Arable area
0 - 1 18.6 1.6 2.1
1 - 3 33.5 11.1 14.4
3 - 5 22.9 15.3 19.3
5 - 10 17.1 20.0 24.2

o - 10 92.1 48.0 60.0

10 - 50 7.2 19.8 21.2
50 - 100 0.4 4.5 4.2

100 - 500 0.3 10.6 7.2
500 - 0.1 17.1 7.4

100 TOO 100

Total area 3 280 000 ha 19 750 000 ha 12 850 000

Sources: Roberts (1951: 370), Sca1at (1945: 45)

The most comprehensive agricultural census of the interwar
period 1941 unfortunately did not include northern
Transylvania, Maramures, Bucovina, Bessarabia or South Dobrogea
as it was taken after the territorial cessions in 1940.
Comparisons between earlier and later censuses must therefore
be made wi th caution. Between 1930 and 1941 there was a con
tinued fragmentation of holdings, particularly among those
below five hectares. Dwarf holdings of less than one hectare
accounted for 21 per cent of all holdings and 23 per cent of
all properties59• Properties of more than 500 hectares still
accounted for 8 per cent of the cultivated land. The fragmen
tation was actually more serious than indicated, as the
holdings generally consisted of several plots, sometimes four
to seven kilometers apart. Frequently they were up to several
hundred meters long, but only a few meters wide. There was an
average of four to seven plots per holding in 1941. The average
holding was 4.5 hectares6~

Some 58 per cent of all holdings were worked by the family
of the owner. An additional 25 per cent were worked by part of
the owner's family and members of the family brought in addi
tional income from elsewhere. Paid workers were found on 15 per
cent of the holdings. Only 1. 5 per cent of the holdings were
worked exclusively by paid labour, but these covered 12 per
cent of the cultivated area. Seen from a different angle:
72 per cent of the holdings were fully owned by the ti ller,
28 per cent consisted of owned plus leased land and only
0.5 per cent were wholly leased6~
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The Socialization of Agriculture

A major land reform was carried out after World War II, just as
after World War I, albeit for other reasons. The motive for the
reforms of 1920-21 was a desire to stem revolutionary feelings
aroused by the Russian Revolution in 1917, but the reform in
1945 was part of a socialist strategy to transform Romanian
agriculture. Similar reforms were carried out in other coun
tries of the Soviet bloc. Since a comprehensive land reform had
been carried out only twenty-five years earlier, relatively
little land was available for expropriation. Some 1.5 million
hectares or 11 per cent of the agricultural land were con
fiscated against 4.4 million in 1920-2262• Properties larger
than 50 hectares, those of 'war criminals', of collaborators
with the Germans and of owners holding more than ten hectares
but not ti lling them in the preceding years were subject to
confiscation63• An average of ten hectares were confiscated from
143 200 proprietors64• Some 1.1 million hectares were distri
buted to 400 000 landless families and to 500 000 small
peasants. In 1948 and 1949 additional 940 000 hectares were
confiscated from the royal family and from landowners with more
than twenty hectares. The land confiscated in 1948 and 1949 was
not distributed to the peasants, but converted to state and
collective farms.

The agricultural census of 1948 can be used as a base for
a study of the collectivi zation and postwar development of
agriculture It reflects the effects of the war on agriculture,
the pillage of and compensation deliveries to the Soviet Union
and the harvest failures in 1945 and 1946. The census was
taken prior to the collectivization campaigns and registered
5.5 million landowners, i.e. half the adult population65• Small
properties (proprietati) prevai led; 36 per cent were smaller
than one hectare, 27 per cent one to two hectares, 28 per cent
two to five hectares and only 2.3 per cent were larger than ten
hectares. However, the registration criteria appear to have led
to an artificially large number of small properties as often
several landowners were registered per household even when the
land was tilled jointly. By comparison, the number of holdings
(exploatati) was only 3.1 million. Comparisons with the 1930
and 1941 censuses were made difficult by differences in classi
fication and uneven reliability. In contrast to earlier cen
suses the 1948 count was taken in public. All villagers vlere
called to the centre where they had to declare their possession
of land, Iivestock and inventory in front of neighbours, the
census-taker and a resident instructed to verify the infor
mation given. The chances of giving wrong information were pro
bably reduced. The strict census procedure should be weighed
against the poli tical climate wi th fear for confiscation of
land and produce which probably made many peasants unwilling to
declare 'more than necessary'. The reliability of the census
returns remains an open question, but comparisons with the 1941
census indicate that the 1948 count on many points came closer
to reali t y66. The sum of land declared in 1948 fell short of
official estimates by 8 per cent.
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Table 5. Structure of Land Holdings in Census Years,
Percentages

Area(ha) 1930a 1941b 1948
a

1948
c

1 18 .. 6 21.3 16 .. 8 17.1
1 - 3 33.5 33.0 35.9 35.7
3 - 5 22.9 19.2 23.3 22.8
5 - 10 17.1 19.5 17.8 17.8

10 - 50 7.2 6.3 5 .. 7 6.1
50 - 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.5

a) Interwar Romania; including Bucovina, Bessarabia and
South Dobrogea

b) Romania as of 1941; excluding Maramures, northern
Crisana and Transylvania

c) Present Romania

Sources: Cresin (1948); Recensamintul agricol (1948),
Roberts (1951: 370); Scalat (1945: 45)

Small and medium-size peasant holdings completely domi
nated Romanian agriculture in 1948. Only 48 thousand of 3.10
million holdings were larger than 20 hectares, many not held by
physical persons, and the number of landless agricultural
households had been reduced to 150 thousand.

The land reform in 1945, at least temporarily, halted
fragmentation of holdings and polarization of the land struc
ture, manifested by an decrease of holdings under one hectare
and of medium-size holdings (5-10 ha). Those in the 1 - 5 hec
tare interval increased, Table 5.

It was estimated that less than half the holdings provided
a satisfactory living for the tillers6~ The size structure
va.ried regionally with relatively more ver small holdings
less than one hectare - in hi lly parts of Moldavia, Muntenia
and Oltenia than on the Danubian and Pannonian Plain and in
Transylvania. Dobrogea stood out with a low labourtoland
quotient and a large number of holdings in the 5 to 20 hectare
interval. The practice of dividing equally between heirs led to
spli tting of the land into many holdings which in their turn
were cut into many strips. Both the 1918-21 and the 1945
reforms failed to consolidate the holdings and by 1948 each
holding averaged 6 G 6 parcels. Mini-plots were an obstacle to
mechanization and to efficient use of land and labour in agri
culture and was an argument for collectivizationOO• To prevent
continued polarization in the structure of holdings a law was
passed in 1947 banning virtually all sale of land. The leasing
of land (arenda) and sharecropping (dijma) were also banned in
1947. The 1948 census revealed that even prior to the law, 94.4
per cent of the agricultural land were tilled by the owner.
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Apparently the reform of 1945 had led to a sharp decrease in
land leasing and sharecropping.

Table 6. Development of Livestock 1938 - 1947
Index: 1938 = 100

Horses Cattle Hogs Sheep
Year A B A B A B A B

1938 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1939 92 94 103 101 91 95 102 102
1940 80 80 96 94 76 79 96 96
1941 81 81 102 98 73 74 93 93
1942 81 81 110 106 97 89 94 94
1943 72 71 117 113 82 85 87 87
1944 69 n a III n a 76 n a 84 n a
1945 54 47 89 70 44 37 66 56
1946 54 54 91 91 50 50 67 67
1947 50 50 85 85 50 50 70 70

Sources: Dezvoltarea Agriculturii Romanesti (1965: 426-427),
Statistica agricola a Romaniei (1937-1947: Vol II,
IV, V, VII, VIII)

Remarks: A) Index based on absolute figures in Dezvoltarea
Agriculturii Romanesti referring to the postwar
Romanian territory for all years

B) The indices for 1939 to 1945 are based on absolut
figures for truncated Romania, excluding the parts
annexed by Hungary. Data for 1946 and 1947 refer to
present Romania. All data from Statistica agricola a
Romaniei.

n a - not available

Annual livestock inventories were made in January.
Numbers should be seen as approximations as the 1948
agricultural census showed earlier inventories to
have subestimated the actual stock of animals.
However, .as inventory procedures appear to have been
unchanged, comparability should be satisfactory.

World War II, the subsequent Soviet occupation and the
famines in 1946 and 1947 had taken a heavy toll. Table 6
clearly indicates that the main losses occurred after the
Soviet occupation in September 194469• In 1948 there were only
47 hogs and 30 horses, but 138 cattle per 100 holdings. The
loss of draught animals was particularly serious, wi th three
holdings for every pair on the average. The poor harvests in
1945 and 1946 are likely to have resulted not only from drought
but also from the loss of draught animals and the immediate
effects of the land reform.
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Mechanization by 1945 had advanced little since the
1920's. The increase in holdings was not matched by an increase
in inventory, leaving many holdings without such basic equip
ment as ploughs and carts. In 1948 Romania had only 10 800
tractors and the same amount of ploughs as in 19277~ In
Transylvania and Crisana-Banat agriculture continued to be
somewhat better equipped than in the regions of the Old King
dom. In Romania as a whole one of two holdings possessed a
plough and one of four a harrow. Many peasants were faced with
the choice of renting the necessary equipment, or doing without
it, neither of which they could afford.

The policy for the socialist transformation of agriculture
was set down at a Central Committee meeting in March, 1949. An
important distinction was made between five classes of agri
cultural people: a) landless peasants; b) poor peasants,
possessing less than five hectares of land; c) middle peasants,
wi th five to twenty hectares; d) large landowners, wi th over
twenty hectares and e) 'kulaks' (chiaburi), comprising those
regularly using hired labour, i. e. possessing more land than
they could till themselves71 . The explicit strategy was '-to 'lean
on the poor peasants, strengthen the alliance with the middle
peasant and "contain" the kulaks,n. Two and a half per cent of
the agricultural households were classified as agricultural
proletariat73, 57 per cent as poor peasants, 34 per cent as
middle peasants and 5.5 per cent as kulaks. The last remnants
of the large landowners disappeared during the expropriation in
1949.

The landless, small and middle peasants were encouraged to
form and enter collective farms by a 'carrot and stick' policy,
while 'kulaks' were gradually taxed to poverty and then allowed
to join collective farms. The socialist transformation of agri
culture, was seen as an absolutely necessary but difficult pro
cess, requiring much time and patience.

But no matter how difficult and complex this task (the
socialist transformation of agriculture) may be, it has
to be done. A socialist economy cannot in the long run be
based on two profoundly different socio-economic bases; a
large and rapidly developing industrial sector and an
agricultural sector based on backward and fragmented
small scale peasant production7~

The aim was not only to change the mode of production, but
also to transform the peasant psychology and mode of life in
line with socialist ideals and ideology7~

The transformation of agriculture was the most complex and
difficult task facing the new regime. Sheer magnitude made the
enterprise much more difficult than the nationalization of com
merce and manufacturing. There were over three million agricul
tural holdings, but only 47 500 manufacturing and other non
agricultural enterprises76. It was by necessi ty also different
in nature from the nationalization in the nonagricultural sec
tors. The owners of manufacturing and trading firms were



CHAPTER TWO 55

thought to be dispensable and their consent to nationalization
not required. The agricultural proprietors - the peasants
made up the vast majority of the population, and the government
could not afford to antagonize them too much. Attempts to
collectivize by force in 1949 and 1950 had failed and were
later harshly condemned by Gheorgiu-Dej7~ Peasant culture
steeped in religion, tradi tion and possession of land inevi
tably was in conflict with the aims and values of the regime.
Peasants were tradi tionally wary of state intentions and not
easily convinced of the benefits of socialist agriculture. They
were largely sel~subsistent and thus less exposed to economic
pressure than other groups. The creation of a socialist society
required the transformation of the peasantry into an agricul
tural working class and the collectivization of agriculture
should be seen in this context.

Three prerequisites for successful collectivization were
pointed out78: a) mechanization of agriculture; b) the creation
of a cadre of agronoms and other agricultural specialists to
assist the collectives and c) indoctrination of peasants to
make possible collectivization by consent. They restrained the
pace of collectivization. Although consent was repeatedly said
to be important, collectivization was not held out as a spon
taneous process, but the result of a relentlessly enforced
policy. As peasants were put under increasing pressure to enter
collectives, the definition of consent became increasingly
elastic. An analysis of livestock, crop and mechanization sta
tistics led Montias to conclude that the mentioned prerequisi
tes by and large were fulf i lled79• The tractor/ arable land
quotient in the socialist sector remained almost constant bet
ween 1958 and 1962, a remarkable achievement considering the
fast increase of collectivi zed arable land over the period,
Table 7. Livestock was not reduced, indicating a more peaceful
procedure than in the Soviet Union after 1928.

All in all, the orderly and relatively mild character of
the Romanian collectivization campaign 1958 to 1962
contrasts positively with the Soviet experience of the
early 1930's and even with Romania's earlier attempt to
dragoon farmers into collectives in the 1950's8~

However, a decline in orchards and vineyards and a shift
from cattle to hogs, i.e. from long-term to short-term invest
ments81 , indicate that many peasants in the Fifties regarded
their future as uncertain.

To make the change from individual peasant cultivation to
collective farming more gradual, an intermediate form of loose
collective association was insti tuted. In these associations
(intovarasiri) each household retained ownership over its land
and animals, but tilled most of the land in cornmon. Although
the zadruga system, found elsewhere in the Balkans, was uncom
mon in Romania, joint labour in the field (claca) was in line
wi th Romanian tradi tion and the associations were certainly
much more palatable to the peasants than the full-fledged
collectives. The associations were regarded by the regime as a
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strictly interim form and in the final collectivization cam-
paign all were turned into collective farms82~ After several

Table 7 .. Distribution of Arable Land by Type of Tiller,
Percentages

Year Individual Associations Collectives State
Private CAP Total lAS

members

1950 88.0 0 .. 1 2.7 9.1 5.9
1951 86.4 0.1 2.8 10.7 6.7
1952 80 .. 0 0.3 2.0 6.7 11.0 6.9
1953 75.3 0.3 2.5 7.4 14.5 7.0
1954 75.1 0.3 3.3 7.6 13.7 7.2
1955 74.1 003 4.0 7.9 13.7 7.2
1956 69.2 0.5 7.8 9.2 13.3 7.9
1957 52.0 0.,6 20 .. 2 13.9 13.3 9.3
1958 44.7 0.8 24.3 16.7 13.5 10.4
1959 26.0 1.6 30.3 25.7 16.4 12.9
1960 15 .. 7 2.8 25.3 39.0 17.2 13.7
1961 13.1 4.3 13.9 49.2 17.5 15.9
1962 3.5 7 .. 8 1.5 69.6 17.6 13-.9
1963 3.4 7.9 1.5 68.1 19.1 15.3
1964 4.5 8.0 0.3 67.3 19.9 16.1
1965 4 .. 6 8.2 0.1 67.8 20.0 16.6

1970 4.6 8.2 66.6 20.6 1701
1975 4.7 8.0 66.2 21.1 17.0
1980 4.8 7.7 66.2 21.3 16.7

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1971), (1976), (1981),
Dezvoltarea Agriculturii RPR (1965: 108-109)

Remarks: Individual, private: Privately owned land
Individual, CAP-members: Personal lots of
CAP-members
Associations (Intovarasiri): Land and equipment pri
vately owned, but. most of the land worked in common.
Collectives (Colective Agricole de Productie): Data
exclude personal lots tilled by CAP members
lAS (Intreprinderi agricole de stat): State farms

years of slow advance a final collectivization campaign began
in 1958 and' four year,s later the socialization of agriculture
was concluded, Table 7. In these four y~ars the general rule
appears to have been to collectivize the fertile and easily
mechanized plains first, and to make maximum use of scarce
agricultural machine:r:y. It was here that_ the advantages of
large-scale, mechanizeq farming were most obvious. When collec
tivization in the plains approached the saturation point, the
hilly regions of the .Carpathian Piedmont and the Transylvanian
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Tableland came into focus. Dobrogea and most of Muntenia,
Oltenia, Banat and Crisana were collectivized prior to
Moldavia, Transylvaniawand Maramures. Ab~ut four per cent of
the arable land remained uncollectivized, most of it marginal
land in the mountains where the prospects for large-scale
mechanized farming were poor. Local resistance to collectivi
zation was sometimes a decisive factor in hilly areas with poor
land, but never on the plains. The collectivized households
were allowed to keep a cow, a few pigs and sheep and poultry
and to retain a private lot, usually 0.3 - 0.4 hectares.

Table 8. Degree of Mechanization in Agriculture: Area Ploughed
and Sown by Tractor and Harvested with Combine

Year Ploughed Sown
Ind CAP State Ind CAP State

Harvested
Ind CAP State

1955
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964

12.8 85.8 96.0
28 .. 9 85.9 98.9
28.2 85.6 99.0
20.5 85.8 99.8
24.5 87.1 99.6
22.7 92.8 99 .. 2

2.9 48 .. 5 8605
13.1 57.6 96.1
12.8 68.7 96.8
2.0 66.4 96.1

15.6 72.2 97.8
10.7 78.1 98.3

3.8 49.2 86.0
5.3 41.8 95.3
3.6 49 .. 3 96.8
2.0 44.1 98.7

12.7 50,,2 96.7
9.6 56.6 94.0

Source: Dezvoltarea agriculturii RPR (1965: 414-415)

Remarks: Ind: Individual farms, i.e. total less State and CAP.
CAP: Collective farms

Mechanization was largely confined to the socialist sec
tor of agriculture and intimately connected with the collec
tivization and the expansion of the socialist sector at the
expense of the private, Table 8. Machine-tr~ctor stations were
set up to serve agricultural collectives and associations with
machi nery83. State farms had their own machinery. Individual
farms could rent from the stations, but could not acquire
machinery which were not marketed. The peak of mechanization
coincided with the collectivization. On the local level the
correlation was even more intimate.

As as vi llage was collectivi zed it also gained easier
access to tractors and other machinery. Apart from a general
increase in the capital-to-land ratio, there was also a shift
in the capital stucture as machinery were substituted for
draught animals.

Animal power decreased from 80 per cent of total power in
agriculture~ in 1950 to 58 per cent in 1955, to 34 in 1950 and
11 in 1964a5•
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Table 9. Structure of the Agricultural Population in 1956,
1966 and 1977

Category 1956
1 000 %

1966
1000 %

1977
1000 %

Active population 7 254.0 100.0 5 889.6 100.0 3 942.1 100.0
Private farmers 6 234.1 85.9 699.9 11.9 633.4 16.1
Associated farmers 386.2 5.3 69.9 1.2 2.0 0.0
CAP members 369.3 5.1 4 576.0 77.7 2 768.5 70.2
lAS 153.8 2.1 264.7 4.5 249.1 6.3
SMA 51.5 0.7 102.7 1.7 132.6 3.4

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 770-771), (1966: Vol I,
420-421), (1977: Vol I, 180-181)

Remarks: Active CAP-members working only their private lots
- mainly elderly - were not included. They were
154 000 in 1966 and 99 600 in 1977.

Table 10. Age and Sex Structure in Agriculture, Percentages

Category

Mean age

Male, per cent

1956

38.2

46.4

1966

40.5

42.5

1977

43.2

37.3

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 770-771), (1966: Vol I,
420-421), (1977: Vol I, 180-181)

Remarks: Statistics on the active population was given by
quinquennials. Mean age was calculated as the sum
of people in each group multiplied by the mean age
of the group and divided "by the total of the active
population.

In the interwar period small and fragmented holdings and
lack of capital and know-how had led to low productivity. Lack
of non-farm employment opportunities caused much of the natural
increase in rural areas to remain in agriculture, further
depressing productivity. By 1948, the marginal productivity of
labour in agriculture must have been very low. As rapid indus
trialization led to an increase in non-farm jobs, and mechani
zation and the merging of small holdings into cooperatives
reduced the need for labour in agriculture, it should come as
no surprise that the percentage engaged in agriculture
decreased in the postwar period, although sti 11 very high by



CHAPTER TWO 59

West-European standards. The rate of decrease was almost twice
as high in 1956-1966 as between 1948 and 1956 86• Collectivi
zation gave a strong impetus to seek non-farm jobs. Through
collectivi zation peasants became less tied to the land and
mechani zation reduced the demand for labour87• The collectives
received not only land but also labour in abundance from the
individual sector. The land-to-labour quotient for the collec
tives went down from 1.7 hectares per active in 1958 to 1.3 in
1963 as collectivization advanced in less productive but
heavily populated regions. For the high degree of mechanization
attained in 1963 and the low output, the landtolabour quotient
was very low. State farms, by comparison had much larger pro
duction per hectare with four times as high land/labour
quotient88• The transfer of '. labour from agriculture to the
secondary and tertiary sectors in the Sixties and Seventies
should be seen against this background.

SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

An intensive development of the productive forces in all
parts of the country in a unitary and long term perspec
tive is a precondition for the creation of the socialist
society. This is the only way to guarantee an increase in
the level of civilization in all localities, a cessation
of the migration to the large cities, a harmonious trans
formation of the entire social structure and life, the
achievement of total equality with regard to conditions
of life and work and the assertation of all citizens in
social life and in the use of their rights~

As part of an overall strategy to create a communist society,
the policies for regional development and urbanization in
Romania has a wider scope than regional policies in market
economy countries. The merger of all social classes into a
uniform class, modelled after the urban working class, is
essential for the creation of the communist society. Regional
policie.s in Romania thus have explici t social and cultural
goals l.n addi tion to economic ones. Trai staru & Trai staru90

distinguish four fields of homogenization: economic, social,
political and cultural. They are obviously interconnected and
in the formulation of policies for regional development and
urbanization all aspects on homogenization are taken into
account. Social, cultural and political homogenization are
major aims in addi tion to regional harmony in the economic
development. The wide scope is well illustrated in the
Communist Party Programme of 197491 , which states that the
creation of the diversified socialist society requires: a)
regional policy that ensures harmonious economic development
and uniform increases in Iiving standards; b) elimination of
differences between agricultural and industrial work;
c) increasingly dominant role of the working class in society;
d) a social and cultural homogenization of the people.
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Policies are highly urban-oriented. The urban life style
is considered superior to traditional rural life and urbaniza
tion is considered to have a value per se92• Mining and manu
facturing have higher prestige than agriculture. However,
present agricultural problems have led to an unprecendented
preoccupation with the primary sector and the official esteem
of this sector is increasing. If this reevaluation of agri
culture will be permanent is yet too early to tell.

The first post-WW II period - from the late 19408 until
the mid-60s - was devoted to the creation of an industrial and
agricultural base on which to build 'an advanced socialist
society', and the second period has aimed for a more balanced
development - by sector as well as by region - for 'a multila
terally diversified, developed, socialist society,93. A third
stage planned to follow the present wi thin a few decades
will be the creation of 'a homogeneous communist society'.

The preoccupation since 1965 with regional development and
urbani zation, manifested in statements and arnbi tious program
mes, stands in sharp contrast to the slight interest shown in
the paste The shift is said not to be coincidentale Socializa~

tion of the means of production - nationalization of industry
and collectivization of agriculture - was a prerequisite for
effective regional development and urbanization policies94• The
succession of Nicolae Ceausescu as party secretary, after the
death of Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej in 1965, probably also contri
buted to increased concern with regional development.

Policy Formation
It is useful to distinguish between policies for regional deve
lopment and for territorial systematization. The latter has
come to mean restructuring of the entire network of localities
by means of industrialization and the transfer of labour from
the primary to the secondary and tertiary sectors. The former
aims at a 'rational' and 'equitable' regional distribution of
the economic development. Two political manifests are the cor
nerstones of these policies, the administrative reform of 1968
and the systematization programme 95 elaborated in the early
Seventies.

The administrative map is a main instrument in the
regional development planning. Central planners and decision
makers use it for setting targets and for channeling invest
ments. Regional imbalances will seldom be perceived unless
reflected by statistics on administrative units. Resources and
investments are concentrated to the centres of these units. The
reform of 1968 created an entirely new administrative map and
shaped regional policies in the Seventies. An analysis of the
reform and the administrative map reveals much about regional
policies and development.

The systematization programme was adopted at the Communist
Party Conference in 1972 and passed as a law in 1975. Its many
detailed provisions and directives make up a blueprint for the
restructuring of the economic map of Romania. An in-depth study
of the programme is warranted by its importance to the contem-
porary urban transition.
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THE ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM OF 1968
The 1968 reform is a milestone in Romanian regional planning,
materializing its growing importance and changing the premises
for its development. Although not the first reform of its kind96

it was the most comprehensive, bringing profound changes at all
levels of the administration. The three level hierarchy, divi
ding the country into a) 16 regions (regiuni), b) 150 districts
(raioane), and c) 4260 communes97 and 183 towns was substi tuted
for a two level hierarchy, dividing the country into a) 39
counties (judete)98 and b) 2562 rural and 144 suburban communes
and 236 towns. At the same time the cumbersome division of the
towns into national, regional or district towns according to
their importance to the national economy was abandoned for a
simpler division into cities (municipii) and towns (orase).

The old administrative division was discarded as ineffi
cient. The two middle levels led to unnecessary bureaucracy and
the large size of the regions to a concentration of industrial
development to a few regional centres and to economic dispari
ties wi thin regions.. Many former county capi tals declined as
they lost their administrative status and the role of towns and
rural communes was undermined when decisions that could be ta
ken locally was referred to the district leveloo•

The new division was a return to the traditional Romanian
administrative pattern - although the new counties were fewer
and larger. The rejection of the Soviet-inspired division, int
roduced after World War II, was emphasized by the introduction
of the old term judet for the new mid-level. The new division
should decrease the distance between top and bottom levels, re
duce bureaucracy and increase the administrative and economic
power of the communes. Local party control was enhanced by a
decision to make the county and communal party secretaries eli
gible for the posts as county presidents and mayors. To increa
se the viability of the communes they were reduced from 4260 to
2706.

According to Blag~OOthe increasing interest in local deve
lopment was a consequence of the national development. As the
economy develops, the focus of regional planning is on smaller
and smaller units. The rough division into regions may have met
the needs of the economy in the early postwar years, but a fi
ner division became necessary as the economy became more
sophi sticated101

The counties were intended as socio-economic entities, vi
able economic units rationally employing their labour force and
ensuring a diversified economic development. They were to have
an average population of 450 000 inhabi tants and an area of
6100 km2 , encompassing 40-50 rural communes and at least one
major economic centre10~ The counties were also intended to be
equal with regard to economic potential. However, large regio
nal dispari ties, that had been obscured in the statistics of
the few regions, were disclosed when data were recalculated for
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the new administrative units. Eight counties had a gross
industrial production of more than 6000 million lei, fourteen
counties did not even reach 2000 million lei10~ Decreasing the
inter-county differences in the level of industrialization was
made a major task for the future.

Zones of inf luence and the transportation network were
important criteria in the delimitation of the counties. All
parts of the county were to have good access to the county
capi tal. Attention was also paid to historical and cultural
ties104

Ini tially it was decided that the main economic centre
should form the county capital W5 • Later a central position in
the county was introduced as a second cri terion106 • The impor
tance of this was manifested in the selection of Slobozia as
county capital in Ialomita, Alexandria in Teleorman, Slatina in
Olt and Vaslui in the county of Vaslui, instead of the larger,
but more peripheral towns of Calarasi, Turnu Magurele, Corabia
and Birlad. Initially thirty-six counties were designed, but
shortly after the party conference in December 1967 three more
counties - Brai la, Mehedinti and Salaj - were created as a
response to regional opinions107

0 The Municipali ty of Bucuresti
was given an independent status, equal to that of the counties.

The function of the counties as economic enti ties was
further stressed in the late Seventies, when demands for a
higher degree of county self-sufficiency in industrial inputs
and agricultural products were raised. Among measures taken,
the most important was a decree requiring all counties to be
self-sufficient wi th agricultural products and to produce a
surplus for a central national fund. with large regional dif
ferences in natural conditions it is hard to see how all coun
ties may become self-sufficient.

In an obvious attempt to facilitate this for agricultural
products, a minor change in the admini strative divi sian was
made in January 1981108 • The Municipali ty of Bucuresti was
expanded to include some 764 km2 of agricultural land, from the
county of Ilfov. Three other counties were also affected, Table
11.

Table 11. Effects of the 1981 Change in the Administrative
Division

County Old Division New Division
Area km2 lnh. (000) Area km2 lnh. (000)

Bucuresti 605 1 933.9 1 369 2 033.7
Calarasi 4 754 333.8
Dimbovita 3 738 421.6 4 026 527.6
Giurgiu 3 810 377.9
lalomita 6 211 372.8 4 912 311.9
llfov 8 225 780.4
Te1eorman 5 872 523.0 5 780 518.9

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1980), (1981), Decretul 1981/15

Remarks: Population data refer to January 15, 1977
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Economic, social, cultural and traditional ties, as well
as existing road and rail networks, were main criteria in the
delimi tation of the enlarged rural communes. A population of
4500-5000 inhabitants was set as an optimum for the new com
munes. However, in reali ty most communes fell short of this
goal. The largest and most centrally located village was made
commune center (resedinta de judet )109. The reform also involved
a new delimitation of most towns. The administrative boundaries
of many towns were extended, ostensibly as a consequence of the
increased influence by towns over their umland. Fifty-three
rural communes were upgraded to towns110 •

Two new administrative bodies were instituted, the County
Popular Counci 1 and the Town (Commune) Popular Counci 1 111 . The
former's responsabilities were to implement decisions from
above, plan the economy of the county and approve local econo
mic plans and budgets. The latter were made responsible for the
execution of socio-economic decisions on the local level,
although plans and budgets were referred to higher level for
approval. A special school was created to train political
cadres for the communes l12 . The important role of communes and
towns as basic administrative units was repeatedly emphasizedl1~
But only the functions to execute and suggest were decentra
lized to the local level. The final say in important matters
remained in Bucuresti.

The administrative reform was accompanied by a decision to
make a thorough revision and rearrangement of the rural settle
ment system referred to as the 'systematization' of the rural
localities .114 All communes should have as a minimum: a primary
school (class 1-8/10), a cultural house, a library, a medical
dispensary, a maternity ward, a public bath, a grocery, a non
food store, a bakery and repair and service shops. The
'systematization' of the communes and villages was to include
three elements: a) Land use plans confining all nonagricultural
land use to the continuously built up area of the village
(vatra); b) plans for endowment with roads, sewage, electricity
etc; and c) regulations assuring a 'proper' architec'tural
facade in the villages. Special attention should be paid to the
'systematization' of communes with good development potentials
and those in the proximi ty of towns115 •

Rural 'systematization' made slow progress, but it was a
first attempt to fundamentally change the rural landscape and
emphasized the increasing importance paid to the development of
the rural sector. The period 1969-1972 was devoted to policy
formulation and saw the beginning of comprehensive
'systematization' studies. Documentary studies were made,
aiming at economic zonification and classification of villages
according to growth potential. Such studies were carried out
for most towns. Several comprehensi ve local studies of the
urbanization process were also published116 .
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THE SYSTEMATIZATION PROGRAMME
A comprehensive programme for the »systematization' of Romania
was adopted at the Communist Party Conference in July 1972 117 •

The opening statement of the programme expressed the importance
attached to 'systematization':

The construction of the multilaterally developed socialist
society and the general progress of the country are inso
lubly connected with the judicious organization and syste
matization of the territory, which makes possible a well
balanced distribution of the productive forces over the
whole country and a harmonious development of various
zones and localities118•

A fundamental idea in the programme was to structure urban
and rural localities into a well-defined hierarchy with a pre
determined place and function for each locali ty, wi th each
region and locality developed according to the role planned for
it to ensure a harmonious national development. The rural
'systematization' was considered particularly important as the
tradi tional settlement pattern wi th many small villages - in
some areas wi th rather scattered houses was seen as an
obstacle to modernization and to narrowing the social and eco
nomic gap between rural and urban life. Industrialization and
urbani zation of rural locali ties was said to require a well
structured network of densely populated small agglomerations,
the bottom level of the national settlement hierarchy.
According to the programme 'increasing the level of organiza
tion and civilization in the villages can only be achieved
through a concentration of buildings .119 'Systematization'
aimed at facilitating continued rapid industrialization without
depopulation of rural areas and excessive concentration into
large cities.

The 1972 programme was the basis for the urbanization
policies in the Seventies. Its basic principles were:
a) Studies determining the profile of all zones and localities
should be made as a basis for subsequent development plans. The
prospects of all localities, specifying future size and profi
le, should be determined. Some 300-350 rural localities should
be selected for development into towns. b) Conservation of
agricultural land was considered imperative and the environment
should be protected. Agricultural land should not be converted
into urban land. c) The rural population should be concentrated
to fewer localities through the gradual phasing out of villages
with no prospects for development; a population concentration
within the localities should be assured through more intensive
land use. d) Popular participation in the elaboration and exe
cution of the 'systematization' plans should be ensured.
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For the urban system it was stated that rapid urbanization
made it imperative to study the socio-economic profile of each
town 'and to ensure a rational location and a harmonious deve
lopment of place of work, housing and services. The need for
land zoning, intensified and rational land use, increased den
sity of apartments in residential areas and environmental
protection were dealt with in detail. The need for more inten
sive center-umland relations is pointed up, as well as inter
urban relations, to be taken into account in the
'systematization' activities.

The guidelines for 'systematization' of the villages was a
central part of the programme. It stressed the importance of a
discriminatory development policy, concentrating investments to
localities with good development prospects, particularly to
future towns. Construction of houses and service units should
be allowed only in villages with development prospects; small
ones and those wi th scattered houses should gradually be de
populated. The built-up area was to be restricted by tightly
drawn settlement perimeters, beyond which new buildings must
not be constructed. A more intensive land use was foreseen for
the villages with population densities often increasing many
fol¢l. Inter-communal cooperation was encouraged in order to
make better use of investments. The preservation of elements of
tradi tional archi tecture was recommended, as far as possible
using local raw materials in the construction of new buildings.

The 300-350 rural locali ties to be developed into towns
should be selected on the basis of several criteria. Material
and human resources, geographic location, relations with sur
rounding locali ties, access to rai lways and moderni zed roads
and the state of existing infrastructure. The development of
these localities into agro-industrial centres should contribute
to the 'judicious blending' of industrial and agricultural
activities. They were designed for at least 5000 inhabitants,
an umland of 4-5 rural communes, within 15-20 km, and endowed
with central functions for the town and its umland1w •

Some organisation measures were also specified. A govern
ment commission f'or systematization121 should guide and coor
dinate all activities. The local bodies should be reorganized
and enlarged. A centre of systematization was to be instituted,
responsible for systematization activities, nationally and
inter-county, and serving the local centres with technical
assistance. The Council of Ministers were to elaborate a syste
mati zation law and a national systemati zation programme, and
the county councils should coordinate local systematization
activities ..

The 1972 systematization programme was followed by the
1974 law on 'Systematization of the territory and the urban and
rural locali ties i 122. One of the key paragraphs of the law
declared:
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Through systematization the development of the towns and
the communes .... within the frame of a' general national
programme wi 11 be assured, having in view the entire net
work of urban and rural localities, their mutual
influence, the correlation of the development of the towns
and villages with their surrounding zones. and the exten
sion of the cooperation between localities. Special atten
tion will be devoted to the rural localities with the aim
to gradually increase the level of living in these locali
ties, bringing it closer to that of the urban areas •• )23.

The law also aimed at more rational land use and savings in
infrastructure investments through concentration of people,
land use zoning and reclamation of agricultural land. The law
provided a minimum density criteria for new constructions in
towns.. Increased densi ty in urban areas should be achieved
through higher buildings and closer distances between blocks.
Five floors were set as a recommendation and two floors as a
minimum for new bui ldings. In residential areas the minimum
density level was 4 000 m2 living sp~ce per hectare. The law
also provided guidelines for the arrangement of public
transportation and other public services.

The impact of the law should be greatest in the rural loca
lities. Villages will be structured like towns; the settlement
perimeter will be strictly drawn, land use zoning will include
di stinct civi I centres wi th admini strative and service uni ts
concentrated to one or a few multistoried buildings. New houses
should have two floors or more and house lots should be re ....
stricted to 250 m2 , with 12 m street fronts a maximum. Private
lots of collective farm members 124 should be moved outside the
settlement perimeter .. House lots in excess of 250 m2 will be
included in the calculation of the private lot. The population
of villages that are small or have scattered buildings and
which are without development prospects, and people living out
side villages will gradually be moved to larger agglomerations
according to long-term plans made by the Popular County
Councils.

The socio-economic investments wi 11 be highly selective.
Service units will be concentrated to commune centres and
designed to cover the needs of the entire commune, while ser
vice units in other villages will be restricted to basiq daily
needs. Commune centres, particularly future towns, will get
investments in industrial or agro-industrial enterprises, arti
san cooperatives and other economic units bas~d on local human
and material resources.

The fi~al section of the law specifies the tasks of various
administrative bodies. Central coordinating and controlling
roles are given to the State Committee of Planning125 and to the
Comrni tte for the Problems of the Popular Councils126 • A central
party and state commission will guide the I systematization I

activities and prepare the national programme. It will also
serve the local centres with norms, standard projects and tech
nical advice and control their activities ..
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An appendix to the law specified the administrative bodies
that should carry out, keep track of and decide on various
'systematization' documents. A distinction is made between four
kinds: 'Systematization' studies (studii de sistematizare)
which draw the socio-economic profile and the prospects of an
area; 'systemati zation' plans (schi te de si stemati zare) which
outline, often with several alternatives, the spatial and
socio-economic development of the locality; 'systematization'
details (detalii de sistematizare) which provide a detailed
physical plan of a locality or part thereof; and location stu
dies ( studi i de amplasament) of individual bui ldings to be
located within an area. The systematization studies are carried
out for the nation, counties and communes 127 and for functional
zones extending over county borders. Systematization plans are
made for all localities and communes.

The documents generally consist of a synthesis, a justi
ficatory memorandum, models, drafts, maps and an appendix
including maps of existing and proposed installations, calcula
tion of costs, etc 128 • Whi Ie the local bureaus generally are
responsible for the elaboration of the documents - sometimes in
cooperation with the central agencies - decisions on approval
and adoption are made at at higher level. The final approval of
plans and studies for counties, functional zones and county
capitals rests with the president. The Council of Ministers
approves plans of ci ties (municipii) and future towns, while
the Popular County Councils approve plans of other towns and of
rural communes and villages. It should be noted that, while the
plans for towns and villages are approved at the county level,
the plans for rural localities to be developed into towns are
referred to Bucuresti for approval.

The main principles of the 'systematization' programme were
adopted at the 11th Party Congress in November 1974 129 • They
confirmed the essential role of 'systematization' in the
construction of the multilaterally developed socialist society.
It was stated that

One of the essential guiding principles of all systemati
zation activities will be the ensurance of equal living
conditions for all citizens of the country regardless of
nationality ••• of the gradual disappearance of the dif
ferences between town and villages by bringing villages to
the same level of development as towns 130•

Although 'systematization' is essentially horizontal and
sectorial planning vertical, the two are in reality closely
interconnected and must cooperate closely to avoid discrepan
cles and dysfunctions. 'Systematization' usually takes a longer
view than sectoral planning whose perspective plans stretch
over 10-15 years, with five-year goal-oriented and specific
plans and one-year operationalized plans. 'Systematization' has
15-20 years and for large investments 30-50 years as its basic
perspective. The long-term plans are broken down into opera
tional plans of 3-5 years aiming for stage goals. Hence,
sectoral planning is more directly applicable than
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'systematization' which outlines premises and solutions which
may have to be revised later on131 ..

According to Ciobotaru (1971) 'systematization' consists
of several stages: Firstly, understanding reality, which means
that it must be based on a documentary study. Secondly, fore
casting which implies the study of economic plans an other
documents leading to alternatives plans in close correlation
between 'systematization' and planning. Thirdly, choice and
adoption of plan, execution and control. 'Systematization' and
sectorial planning are tied step-wise to each other.

Regional Developmellt and Systematization

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

In the early postwar years investments were concentrated to
counties132 with a well-developed industrial base or with
mineral resources133 . In 1951-55 seven counties134 wi th 22 per
cent of the population, received 58 per cent of investments.
Per capita investments in fourteen poorly industrialized coun
ties were less than a third of the national averag~~.

The regional distribution of investments gradually became
more even. With few exceptions they increased at above national
rates in less industrialized counties. In 1976-80 Satu Mare had
the lowest per capita investments, only 47% of the national.
Two counties, Constanta and Gorj - as against seven in 1951-55
- had per capita values more than twice the national average.
The more equitable investment pattern is clearly expressed by
the coefficient of variation of per capita data by counties: in
the early Fifties 103, late Fifties 74, early Sixties 55, late
Sixties 56, early Seventies 46 and late Seventies 45 per cent13~

Efforts to emphasize less developed areas have been irreg
ular. In the Fifties the only such areas receiving large in
vestments were those with large untapped natural resources.
Exploitation of oil ad lignite deposits in Gorj and the con
struction of hydroelectric plants in the Bistri ta Ri ver in
Neamt explain the large investments in those counties. The in
vestments in Ialomita were due to the development of the agri
cultural potentials of the Baragan steppe. The Soviet inspired
attemps to dig a canal from the Black Sea to the Danube ex
plains the large investments allocated to Constanta in 1951-55.
The project was abandoned shortly after Stalin's death, but was
taken up again in the late Seventies.

The investments pattern in the early Sixties was clearly
inf luenced by the divi sion of the country into only sixteen
regions. Large, poorly industrialized areas, e.g. Oltenia and
much of Muntenia, benefited from increasinq shares of the
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national investments. The poor economic status of such future
counties as Bistri ta-Nasaud, Botosani, Salaj and Vas lui was
not perceived in regional statistics and they continued to be
niggardly treated for investments.

The administrative reform of 1968 revealed large regional
dispari ties and provided an administrati ve apparatus to deal
with disparities in economic development. While gross indus~

trial production exceeded 6 000 million lei in eight counties
in 1967, it was less than 2 000 million137 in fourteen counties ..
Immediately after the administrative reform it was decided to
invest heavily in nine poorly industrialized counties1~. While
the 1966-70 investments averaged 1.7 times those of 1961-65,
they were 4.2 times larger in Mehedinti, 3.9 times in Vilcea
and 2.5 times in Arges, Buzau and Covasn~39 ..

The 1971-75 plan set the national rate of increase of the
gross industrial production at 12 .. 2 per cent per annum, but
much faster rates were foreseen in counties with low per capita
production: alt 29 per cent, Tulcea 28, Salaj and Vilcea 25,
Mehedinti and Teleorman 22, Bistrita-Nasaud and Vaslui 20 and
Buzau 19 per cent140 . Actual performance exceeded the plan in
1971-7514,1 but fell short in six of the specified counties142 .. In
all but one of these - Tulcea - growth rates exceeded the
national average.

Regional aspects of economic development received more
attention in the new plan than previously. A major directive
was that all counties by 1980 should achieve a gross industrial
production of at least 10 000 million lei, a more than fourfold
increase in five years for several counties143 . This implied
that a substantial part of the national investments had to be
earmarked for less industrialized counties.

Table 12. Distribution of Counties by Gross Industrial
Production, 1 000 million Lei

Class Achieved
1965 1970 1975

Planned
1980

Achieved
1980

2
2.1 - 4
4.1 - 10

10.1 - 15
15 .. 1 - 25
25 .. 1 -

14
13

9
3

1

5
11
15

5
3
1

1
4

14
7

10
4

16
12
12

8
7

14
11

Sources: Anuaru1 Statistic (1979: 145), (1981: 155),
PCR (1979a)
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In spite of massive investments in counties as Salaj and
Bistrita-Nasaud, gross industrial production fell short of the
10 000 million lei target in eight countiesl44 • Massive injec
tion of investments, wi thin a few years, into poorly indus
trialized regions lacking adequate infrastructure and
qualified workers created many bottlenecks145 '. Full effect will
appear only after a long period of sustained effort.

The 1981-85 plan shifts emphasis in regional development.
Gross industrial production pays no attention to variations in
population146 , and this crude measure has been abandoned in
favour of population-related cri teria. The minimal regional
per capita targets for 1985 are: 70 000 lei gross production
(productie globala), of which 10 000 agricultural and 40 000
industrial production. At least 40 per cent of the population
should be on payrolls in all counties147 . The change of deve
lopment criteria has regional consequences. While Bistrita
Nasaud, Salaj and Tulcea were in focus in 1976-80, the highest
rates of increase are now foreseen for Teleorman, Vaslui,
Ialomita, Suceava and Vilce~4~

Table 13. Range of Gross Industrial Output (A) and
Gross Industrial Output per Capita (B) by County
(Maximum/Minimum )

A
B

1975

21.2
12.4

Actual
1980

13.3
6.5

1985

5.7
4.2

Planned
1990

4.8
2.6

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1981), Ianovici & Popescu
(1977: 21)

Remarks: Figures for 1985 and 1990 according to official
forecasts. Bucuresti excluded. Counties according to
the 1968 administrative division

Experiences from 1976-80 and the lower national rates of
economic growth foreseen in the 1981-85 plan149 partly explain
the much lower development targets for the less developed coun
ties in the new plan. In retrospect, the 1976-80 industriali
zation effort in the less industriali zed counties appears to
have been a limi ted effort to ensure a sufficient industrial
base for effective systematization in all counties. When the
goal is gradually achieved the focus may swi tch from county
industrialization to commune development. Emphasis on county
self-sufficiency in key products and small-scale and artisan
manufacturing - based on local material and human resources150 
is an important feature in the 1981-85 plan. This should con
tribute to decentralization of non-agrarian activities,
necessary for successful industrialization and systematization
in rural areas.



CHAPTER TWO 71

In conclusion, the Seventies have seen a more equi table
distribution of investments to less industrialized counties.
Although, sti 11 below the national average, the per capi ta
investments in most of these counties increased at a higher
rate than the national average. Botosani constitutes a conspi
cuous exception with a persistent small share of investments.
The rapid increase of per capi ta investments in the poorly
industrialized counties was particularly pronounced after 1975.
In Bistri ta-Nasaud and Salaj they increased from an annual
average of 900 lei in 1966-70 to 7-8 thousand lei in 1976-80.

Unfortunately, information on investments are neither
published on administrative units smaller than counties, nor on
rural and urban areas. Balanced development within the counties
seems to increase as they become more developed. In the Sixties
and Seventies the policy was to concentrate large industrial
plants to the county capi tals in poorly industriali zed coun
ties. The construction of an aluminium plant in Slatina and a
car assembly plant in Pitesti were examples in the Sixties and
the rapid growth of the county capitals in Salaj and
Bistrita-Nasaud - Zalau and Bistrita - and a modest growth of
other towns indicates that the policy was continued in the
Seventies.

Table 14. Regional Contribution to National Gross Agricultural
and Industrial Production and Share in Total
Investments in the Socialist Sector, per Mill

Region Share of Production
1965 1970 1975 1980

Share of Investments
1966-70 1971-75 1976-80

Maramures 40 35 33 40 26 27 34
Crisana-Banat 125 113 103 108 79 83 85
Transylvania 242 235 222 231 157 175 172
Oltenia 66 79 90 88 125 126 116
Muntenia 193 194 195 196 214 215 191
Dobrogea 38 35 32 33 61 66 94
Moldavia 163 165 173 173 165 164 176
Bucuresti 133 145 153 131 163 143 132

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1971: 120), (1979: 145, 360,
376-77, 392, 401), (1981: 155, 376, 418-29)

Remarks: Production calculated as gross agricultural and
industrial production in lei. Investments measured
as total investments in the socialist sector. The
large share of investments allocated to Dobrogea in
1976-80 is mainly due to the Black Sea - Danube
Canal Project.

The contribution of Maramures, Crisana-Banat and
Transylvania to the national industrial and agricultural pro-
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duction considerably exceed their investment shares; the
reverse holds for Oltenia and Dobrogea. This net economic
transfer from the former regions to the latter, Table 14, was
observed already in the interwar period1M • It decreased in the
Seventies. The decline of production shares for Maramures,
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania was broken after 1975, probably
as a result of the contemporary efforts to develop their econo
mically lagging counties. A more detailed stu~y reveals that
at least until 1970 several counties in Maramures, Crisana
Banat, Transylvania and Moldavia with per-capita production
well below the national average sti 11 had a larger share in
production than in investments152 , in sharp .contrast to the
situation in the less developed counties of Oltenia and
Muntenia. Except for Botosani, this was apparently not the case
in the Seventies.

Without being an explicit urbanization programme, a number
of measures will stimulate the transfer of labour from agri
culture to other sectors of the economy.

Table 15. Average Monthly Income, Lei

Year 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985

Wage earners
Collective

farmers

337
172

499
381

802
416

1028
506

1289
589

1595
1018

2238 (2670)
1388 (1741)

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1981: 132), Economia Romaniei
Socialiste (1979: 280-281), peR (1979b), Scinteia
(12.06.77), (21.08.77)

Remarks: Average monthly income (Venituri medii reale)
Wage earners (Personal muncitori), covers all work
for salary or wage
Collective farmers (Tarani CAP), nominal income in
kind and in cash
Data for 1980 and 1985 according to the 1981-1985
five-year plan

The main principle is that remuneration should reflect the
economic and social contribution of the wor~53. It depends on
quanti ty as well as quali ty and varies between economic
branches according to their importance to the national economy.
Low income in the cooperative agricultural sector reflect
underemployment of the work force and low appreciation of the
sector's importance and is probably the main stimulus for the
t~ansfer of labour from agriculture to other sectors. The
income of the collective farmer is directly tied to results
wi th large variations from farm to farm and from region to
region in addition to large annual variations. The collective
farmer has not only a smaller but also a less secure income
than the wage earner and it is partly in kind, which may also
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add to the attractiveness of wage work. On the other hand, the
collective farmer, as most rural dwellers, obtains extra income
from the cultivation of his private lot.

Pensions, allocations for children and retail prices also
disfavour the rural population. Pensions were introduced for
collective farmers in 1971 and for non-collective farmers in
1977, but are incomparably lower than for wage earners. Allo
cations for children in rural areas are approximately two
thirds of those in urban areas154 and retail prices are ten per
cent higher.

Other Iiving condi tions also differ between the urban 
nonagricultural and the rural agricultural populations:
Housing, education, medical care and the supply of consumer
goods. Even if the rural disadvantage in these respects may be
a common international phenomenon, and not part of an urba
nization policy, in a centrally planned society they neverthe
less reflect government priorities. Less tangible is the low
prestige of agricultural work and the agricultural sector in
general, a phenomenon characteristic of most societies under
going rapid urbanization, but particularly pronounced in the
socialist countries.

Since 1980 the official appre.ciation of the agricultural
sector and its population has gradually increased. In 1981 the
state purchase prices for agricultural products from the col
lective farms were increased and a system of progressive bonu
ses was introduced for extra deliveries, made possible by high
yields. The price ceiling of the private market was abolished.
Together these measures provide considerable production incen
tives. In a speech, early in 1982, Ceausescu155 called for a
return of unskilled labour from the secondary to the primary
sector. In other speeches, a few weeks later, Ceausescu spoke
of the peasantry in the highest terms, in what appears to be a
concerted effort to boost the prestige of this group~6.

RESTRUCTURING THE SYSTEM OF LOCALITIES
According to official estimates, Romania's population will
increase from 21.5 million in 1977 to approximately 30 million
in 2000. The proportion living in urban areas will increase
from 47 to 70-75 per cent between 1977 and 2000, a doubling of
the urban people. The agricultural share will decrease from
34.4 per cent in 1977 to 12-15 per cent in 1990157 • The urban
system will expand through growth and addition of towns. Growth
will be monitored in order to create a spacially and hierarchi
cally well-balanced system of localities1~.

Urban localities are arranged in hierarchies according to
size and socio-economic importance. They are generally divided
into very large towns (more than 500 thousand inhabi tants) ,
large towns (100 - 500 thousand), medium-sized towns (20 or
25 100 thousand), and small towns (less than 20 or
25 thousand)159. A finer division is sometimes used160 • In an
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attempt to establish a hierarchy based on socio-economic cri
teria and spheres of influence, Cucu161 distinguishes five
levels: a) Seventeen 'nodal towns' or 'growth poles', of which
fourteen with more than 100 thousand inhabitants. b) Some sixty
small and medium-sized 'equilibrium centres'. Favourable loca
tion and economic and demographic growth distinguish them from
others in the size group. c) Centres with 'zonal attraction',
economically one-sided, often growing rapidly, but exercising
little influence on their umlands. Many oil and mining towns,
fluvial and rail nodes, e.g. Pascani, Simeria and Sulina, and
agro-industrial towns, e.g. Bals and Salonta, belong to this
category. d) Towns exercising only local influence, i.e. the
majority of recently declared towns and most small towns.
e) Towns wi th a speciali zed tertiary sector, mainly spas and
health resorts, are seen as 'complimentary centres'.

Traistaru & Traistaru have a somewhat different approach,
identifying microsystems wi th one or more centres wi thin the
national economy162. Hierarchically they distinguish: a) First
grade zones - Bucuresti; b) second grade zones - 17 towns of
which 14 with more than 100 000 inhabitants and spheres of
influence extending into neighbouring counties; c) third grade
zones some 60 rapidly developing towns wi th particularly
favourable locations; d) fourth grade zones - a large number
of localities with rich natural resources, including agri
cultural land. Touristic and agricultural zones are mentioned
as separate microsystems under this heading.

The division of towns according to local, county or
national importance is common in daily life and has a counter
part in the official classification of economic units
according to local, county or national interest.

The rural localities are usually divided into three main
categories according to their development perspectives163 :
a) Future urban centres or rural-urban centres; b) villages
wi th development perspectives ; and c) those wi thou t develop
ment perspectives. In the latter group are some villages that
will be left alone for the time being and others that will be
forced to dissolve. A sub-category of the second group are
some 150 villages which will be developed into 'models'164. The
grouping into hierarchies is of great practical importance to
individual localities. The designed socia-economic role and
growth ture etc largely depend on their hierarchic posi tion.
For rural localities this may be a matter of existence.
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Table 16. Present and Projected Urban Population by
Size-Group of Towns

Size (000) 1977 2000 2010

No % No % No %

9 74 5.4 182 6.6 380-470 18-20
10 - 19 69 10.1 252 16.5
20 - 49 57 18.0 122 16.8 130-150 25-30
50 - 99 18 12.8 46 15.9

100 - 199 9 13.6 21 13.7 22-27 19-21
200 - 299 8 21.0 7 8.4
300 - 399 7 11.8 5-7 8-13
400 - 499 7 16-16.5
Bucuresti 1 19.1 1 10.3 1 11-11.5

All sizes 236 100.0 638 100.0 550-650 100.0

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1978: 54), Dragomirescu (197~ 22);
Pavlu (1977: 36)

Remarks: The 1977 column is based on census data, those for
2000 and 2010 are two separate forecasts by the
ISLGC, Planning Centre.

75

Forecasts with the urban population distributed on size
groups of towns have been elaborated, with 1990-2010 as the
time horizon, Table 16. The most notable change is the larger
share of small towns and th~ reduced importance of Bucuresti.
The great number of small towns will result from the upgrading
of rural localities into urban centres. The 2000-forecast
emphasi zes the creation of new urban centres to increase the
urban population, while the 20l0-forecast stresses the growth
of existing towns. The former appears to be most in line with
the current urbanization policy. The 1981-85 plan states that
I the development of the network of urban locali ties in the
coming five years will be characterized by an increasing eco
nomic and social importance of the small and medium-sized
towns, while the population of the large towns, including
Bucuresti, wi 11 remain approximately the same1.65.

The rank-size rule has sometimes been used as a descrip
tive tool. The large difference in size between Bucuresti and
the second largest town is pointed out as a deviation to be
corrected 1OO • But generally, the hierarchy of localities is seen
in a spatial context and interurban and urban-rural relations
are emphasized.
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Table 17. Numeric Evolution of Localities

Category Observed
1956 1977 1980

Planned
1985 2000-2010

Towns
Villages

183
15,096

236
13,149

365 505 550-650
6,700-7,700

Sources: Lazarescu & Enache (1977: 3), Pavlu (1977: 36),
peR (1979a: 25), Recensamintul (1956a),
(1977: Vol I)

Remarks: Data for 2000-2010 are approximate. The number of
villages corresponds to the number considered to
have development potential. No official time-schedule
for dissolving the villages without development
perspective exists. The planned number of towns for
1980 was not achieved; no new towns were declared.
Traistaru & Traistaru (1979:168) puts the number of
villages by 1990 at 9,811. The decrease in the number
of villages between 1956 and 1977 was of administra
tive nature; some 1,900 units were degraded to
hamlets and subordinated other villages. Many
degraded villages had received their village status
only in 1956.

Table 17 clearly shows a dramatic change in the network of
localities envisaged to take place within the next decades. The
creation of many new urban centres and the phasing out of
almost half the existing villages are seen as a prerequisite to
the industrialization and modernization of the rural landscape.
The present settlement pattern is considered to have been out
moded by social, economic and demographic. changes in the rural
system and an important aim of the rural systematization is to
ensure a rational relationship between the present stage of
development and the territorial distribution of the populatio~6~

The planned network of localities is strongly influenced
by the theories of Christaller and Losch, minimizing the
effects of distance, permitting continued industrialization
with a minimum of population movements, facilitating harmonious
territorial distribution of the productive forces and generally
reducing the rural-urban differences by providing 'urban
services' and a differentiated labour market within 15-20 km of
each village.

The importance of rural-urban centres168 as diffusion
points for urbanizing the rural landscape has repeatedly been
stressed. Matei & Mateil~ concluded that apart from acting as
growth poles and stimUlating the development of the umland,
they will serve as development models for other rural locali
ties, avoiding the use of the present town as standard. They
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argued that the future town should be used as example and that
the rural-urban locali ties should have an important role to
playas an alternative urban mode. They predicted that although
many rural-urban localities may represent a transition towards
full-fledged urban centres, others may stabilize and retain
their characteristics. Similar ideas have been evoked by
Barbat170 •

A first stage of the systematization programme was to be
implemente'd in 1976-80: Studies and plans should be elaborated
and approved for all counties and at least 100 rural locali
ties should be developed into agro-industrial towns171 • By 1980
all counties were expected to have at least six towns. System
atization pla.ns now exist for all towns and communes, in many
cases in a second or third version. Many rural locali ties,
designed to become urban, have registered important develop
ment of the non-agricultural sectors, but as of 1983, none of
them had been declared urban.

In a second stage, initially scheduled for 1981-85,
some 140 rural locali ties are earmarked for development into
agro-industrial towns. More than 700 industrial units will be
constructed in these future towns. Although the non-agrarian
sector is planned to increase from 63 per cent of the active
population in 1977 to 78 per cent in 1985172 , the rate of urba
nization will slow down considerably. Urbanization will
increase by only 2.3 percentage unit~n, from 52.2 per cent in
1980 to 54.5 in 1985 - as against an increase of 9-10 units in
the previous two five-year periods which means that the rural
non-agrarian population will increase considerably. By 1985
all counties are planned to possess at least nine urban
centres. Wi thin 15-20 km of each town some 4-6 rural towns
will gravitate174 •

POLICY IMPLEMENTATION IN URBAN AREAS
Almost complete control over places of work and housing theore
tically provide the government with potent instruments for di
recting urban growth. In reali ty, a number of factors impede
their effectiveness. A preference for locating industry to less
developed regions, rather than to existing industrial centres,
may easily come in conflict with efficiency and create pressure
on the transportation system. Besides, a considerable number of
new jobs are created within existing plants. The use of jobs to
control population distribution is most effective if employed
as part of a consi stent long-term policy, and more effective
when developing areas than to slow down growth in main indus
trial centres. The construction of housing is also a decidedly
long-term instrument. A restrictive housing policy may encoura
ge rural-urban commuting and help avoid an unwanted inflow of
workers to large ci ties. Existing regional imbalances in the
provisioning of food have not been used as an instrument for
regional policy, but food deficiencies may eventually lead to a
slow-down in rural-urban migration.
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The government has also instruments for directing indivi
duals to specific places of work. Graduates of universities and
professional schools are assigned posts which they must keep
for two or three years, which provides the government with an
instrument for correcting regional imbalances in the supply and
demand of labour175 • Distribution of posts is based on school
leaving diplomas, with a first choice - generally a post in
the capital - offered those with the best marks and jobs in the
rural districts left for those with the lowest grades. However,
graduates have priority for posts in their home town or commu
ne. Usually graduates are offered posts in their native county
irrespective of grades. The assignment of jobs according to

Table 18. Construction of Dwellings in Urban and Rural Areas,
Number of Units and Percentage Privately Built (A)

Period

1951 - 1955
1956 - 1960
1961 - 1965
1966 - 1970
1971 - 1975
1976 - 1980

Urban Areas Rural Areas

Total A- Total A

116,302 68.3 316,759 97.0
269 ,413 65,6 591,236 98.1
348,999 40,2 556,625 98.0
386,934 15.9 260,734 97.0
562,437 10.8 189 ,459 94.4
755,824 2.8 84,820 75.5

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1981: 464-465)

Remarks: Suburban communes are included in urban areas. Most
privately built houses are constructed with govern
ment loans.

grades has the disadvantage of strengthening the qualitative
difference between professionals in rural and urban areas,
which is further emphasized by widespread urban-rural commuting
by intellectuals working in rural areas, but unwilling to give
up urban residence. Intellectuals and professionals fleeing the
villages at night remains a reality in many areas - the opposi
te of what presently happens in Western Europe.

The housing situation was precarious in most towns after
World War II. It was further aggravated by the low priority of
home construction in the first ten years after the war. While
the urban population increased by 225 000 annually between 1948
and 1956, less than 150 000 urban dwellings were constructed in
that period176 • Construction increased considerably in the
Sixties and, particularly, in the Seventies. The housing shor
tage is being remedied in most towns, in spite of a continued
high rate of urbanization. ·The low percentage of privately
built urban dwellings in the latest five years reflect, among
other things, the difficulties in obtaining construction per
mits for one-family houses under the systematization law of
1974.
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The rural construction data are perhaps even more interes
ting. After a peak in 1956-60, construction of rural dwellings
declined at an ever steeper rate. Although more than half the
population remained rural in 1977, only 10 per cent of all new
dwellings in 1976-80 were in rural areas.. The drop in rural
construction has not yet stopped. In 1980 only 13 700 dwellings
were constructed, as against 24 200 in 1976. The two obvious
reasons for this development were the rural exodus and increa
sing construction costs, the latter due to higher costs for
building material as well as to difficulties in constructing
traditional one-storey houses under the systematization law ..
The rural construction data should cause alarm among planners
in Bucuresti and put the success of the efforts to vitalize and
urbanize the rural landscape in doubt.

The allocation of flats is closely related to work. As a
rule dwellings are provided to those who move to a new job and
many factories and institutions provide their own flats to emp~

loyees or help them obtain dwellings through the People's Town
Councils. Those who cannot give this reason queue for flats,
with priority given to families with children. Flats are exclu
sively offered to married couples. Singles live in dormitories ..

The granting of residence visa is another instrument
througQ which the government can control population movements.
To establish legal residence in another town or rural commune,
one has to obtain a residence visum from the local police. Visa
are accorded on a permanent or temporary basis 177 • The latter
are usually given for a period of three or six months and are
renewable.

To curb immigration, residence visa in fourteen of the
largest cities are granted restrictively!78Work can be a reason
only if the post cannot be filled by someone legally residing
in the ci ty or wi thin a 30-km commuting distance. Two family
reasons are accepted: Ne.wly married couples are allowed to
settle in the city if one of the spouses has previous residence
there, and dependent chi Idren and pensioners· are allowed to mo
ve in to live with their parents and children, respectively17g e

In spi te o-f seemingly potent instruments for control of
these movements of the population, the government's knowledge
of its whereabouts appears to be far from perfect. Table 19
shows large discrepancies in 1977 between officially estimated
and observed populations in the fourteen largest cities.
Intercensal estimates of population are based on census data
adjusted for births, deaths and registered migration. The cen
sus registers a 'de jure' population. In addition to those with
permanent residence vi sa, those who have Iived more than six
months in a locality are considered permanent residents 1OO • When
the total urban population in 1977 proved to be 824 000 or
10 per cent larger than expected, and Bucuresti alone had al
most 200 000 in excess, an astonishing lack of control by the
central authorities was revealed. In a study of Brasov,
Sampson 181 showed that knowledge on the local level may be bet
ter than the official population estimates, but still far



80 CHAPTER TWO

Table 19. Estimated and Actual Population in the Large Cities
in 1977 (Thousand inhabitants)

1966 1977
City Actual Estimated Actual Error %
Arad 126.0 151.0 171.1 13
Brasov 163.3 208.8 257.2 23
Brai1a 138.6 173.6 194.6 12
Bucuresti 1 365.9 1 619.9 1 807.0 12
Cluj 185.8 227.6 262 .. 4 15
Constanta 150.4 205.2 256.9 25
Craiova 148 .. 8 207.0 222.4 7
Galati 151.3 210.7 239.3 14
Iasi 160.9 223.9 264.9 18
Pitesti 60.1 103.6 123.9 20
P10iesti 147.0 183 .. 7 199.3 8
Sibiu 109.6 135.3 151 .. 1 12
Timisoara 174.4 219.5 268.8 22
Tirgu Mures 86 .. 5 119.5 130 .. 1 9

Total Large 3 168.6 3 988.2 4 549.1 14
Cities

Total Urban 6 743.9 8 569.4 9 393 .. 9 10

Total Romania 19 105 .. 1 21 637.5 21 559.4 0

Sources: Anuaru1 Statistic (1968-1979), Recensamintu1
(1966: Vol I)

Remarks: Actual population based on census data. Estimated
population in 1977 calculated on the basis of a trend
analysis based on actual population in 1966 and
officially estimated population in subsequent years
until 1975. Error calculated as actual/estimated
population x 100 - 100.

from perfect: Three unofficial estimates - of temporary resi
dents in Brasov - by city planners in 1977 ranged from 25 000
to 50 000, with an additional 2 000 to 25 000 illegal - undo
cumented - migrants in the city. The practical consequences of
an underestimate of the urban population may be considerable
as construction, services and, not the least, supply of food
and other merchandise will be underdimensioned.
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POLICY IMPLEMENTATION IN RURAL AREAS

The building of the multilaterally developed Socialist
society and the gradual transition to Communism imply
that the living standards of the village will gradually
he brought nearer to those of the town II This trend shou ld
be kept in mind in planning the vi llages and the com
munes, so that we act systematically, consciously in
setting up powerful and flourishing rural centres, real
agricu ltural towns, in which all the inhabitants shou ld
be able to fully enjoy the boons of Socialism182.

81

Rural systematization differs from urban 1n scope and the
magnitude and character of the problems. According to Bold,
Matei & Sabadeanu183 it is the harmonization in space and time
of all factors; a combination of the positive elements in inhe
rited structures and new ones demanded by the socio-economic
conditions. The authors stress that villages exist in their own
right and should not be remodelled after towns. The main goals
of the rural systematization are increased standard of living,
less difference between rural and urban modes and conditions of
living, and an optimal use of natural, economic and human re
sources. It should promote social and cultural homogenization.
Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu put the systematization programme in a
~ider perspective by distinguishing five phases in the trans
formation of rural areas: a) socialization of agriculture;
b) ten years of basic schooling; c) industrialization; d) rest
ructuring and concentration of the settlement pattern; and
e) development of the rural potential for recreational needs.

Rural systematization poses two kinds of problems.
Firstly, the rural landscape covers 90-95 per cent of the ter
ritory and comprises over 13 000 localities. Hence, the object
is very much larger than in urban systematization. Secondly,
the lack of tradition and experience gives rural systematizati
on a so'mewhat experimental character, as demonstrated by the
richness of the literature on the subject in the Seventies.

Frequent reformulation and reinterpretation of aims and
directives have given rural systematization a somewhat fluid
character. A major preoccupation has been the combination of
local knowledge of physical and and socio-economic reali ties
wi th the central overview to achieve a systemati zation which
takes into account the realities and specifics of individual
villages and at the same time is consistent and unitary.

Viability studies play an important part in rural systema
tization. At the basis of any plan for developing the rural
settlement pattern lies thorough documentary studies of the
physical, historical, demographic and socio-economic conditions
of each locality and an appraisal of their viability1~ CucJ85
stresses the importance of studying the interrelations between
:population and places of work on the one hand and localities on
the other. The dangers of indiscriminate use of standardized
government norms have repeatedly been warned against186 • In the
view of Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu solutions have to be founded on
reality and be flexible to succeed. Cucu187 emphasizes the heed
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to understand and take into consideration the histo~ic role of
the physical and economic environment in the shaping of settle
ment patterns. Particular concern is expressed for the mountain
areasl~, with small and scattered villages foreseen in the sys
ematization programme.

The systematization studies will be repetitive. Prelim
inary studies have been carried out for all communes and coun
ties and submitted to central authorities. Under the coordina
tion and guidance of the Commi ttee for the Problems of the
People's Council~~ (CPPC) a second round is being carried out.
In order to obtain unitary and cornpar-able studies of high q~l:l

lity CPPC has elaborated a detailed manual for the execution and
presentation of systernati zation studies. A standardi zed fOL lll,

with many physical, socio-economic, urbanistic and infrastuctu
ral indicators, has been submitted to the People's County
Councils by CPPC to be completed for all villages and communes.
The forms are centrally processed and a score elaborated fo_r
each village, showing its position in relation to the national
and county averages with regard to demographic, socio-economic
and urbanistic development. This information is a benchmark for
determining the development p.erspectiyes - positive or negati
ve.

Indicators to determine vfability and development per
spectives can be divided into groups: Location and natural set
ting; transportation and communications; commerce; demographic
development and population characteristics; labour force and
work places; housing conditions; land use and other infrastruc
ture. As the commune constitutes the smallest admini$trative
financial unit and as collective farms usually are based on
communes, indicators referring to agriculture and finance are
applied to communes only. Other infrastructural indicators take
into account education, health care, art and culture, and ~om

mune services, such as electricity, water, sewage, central hea
ting, etc. To determine the economic profile, the population is
usually divided into four categories: engaged in agriculture i
engaged in non-agricultural activities, excluding those serving
the local population; engaged in activities serving the local
population; and not gainfully employed190

• Generally 35-42 per
cent of the population will belong to the first two categories,
5-18 per cent to the third and 40-50 per cent to the fourth.

The development of a large number of future urban centres
has been dealt with at length in the Romanian press and other
massmedia. Articles reporting the progress made in these loca
lities were frequent in Scinteia, Romania Liberia and other
newspapers in the late Seventies. The main criteria for selec
ting the locali ties to be developed into future towns have
been: Si ze, socio-economic level of development, infra
structure, and location191 • A study of the location of future
urban places indicates that, firstly, a more uniform network of
towns and, secondly, an urban centre within easy reach of every
village were given considerable weight in the selection of the
future towns.
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Other factors may also have been decisive. In 1977 it was
announced that seven villages would be developed into urban
centres in recognition of their active role in the peasant re
volt of 1907 192 . A more even town distribution countywise has
been endeavoured in the selection of the future urban centres1~

Apart from statements abou t the necessi ty to reduce the
number of villages, very little has been published on the dis
solution of villages wi thout development perspectives. Obvi
ously, the phasing out of several thousand villages is more
diff icult than the industriali zation of a couple of hundred
villages, practically as well as politically. Besides, the em
pirical base is limi ted 194 which is ref lected in uncertainty
about how to proceed and caution in the formulation and appli
cation of this part of the systematization programme. Two app
roaches can be distinguished: One, to ban all new construction
and only permi t minimal maintenance investments, leaving the
villages to die gradually; the other, to enforce the dis
solution of the villages and provide their population with
flats in neighbouring localities or give them monetary 0+ mate
rial compensation for their losses. Both solutions have advan
tages and disadvantages: The first involves a minimum of force
and is less final. A gradual phasing out permi ts a close
follow-up and leaves more room for correction of mistakes but
leads to gradual deterioriation of the conditions of life which
is contrary to the very aim of the systematization policy ..
Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu 195 point out that little is known about
how easily a population forced to move will integrate into a
new communi ty. According to Matei & Matei 196 it was ini tially
considered that villages should be allowed to disappear at the
rate of the deterioriation of the houses. Later it was decided
that this would take too long but, nevertheless, that the popu
lation should not be moved by force.

In practice, the solutions applied are likely to vary from
locality to locality and from area to area. In Vrancea the
small villages on the plain will be left to disappear by them
selves, while the small villages and settlements in the moun
tains wi 11 be regrouped and concentrated 197. In the Apuseni
Mountains with a large number of small and scattered villages a
policy of benign neglect has so far been followed.

Thegnumber of villages that eventually will be dissolved
has not c:'been published. An official study 198 came to the con
clusion that out of 13 000 villages some 5 400 to 6 400 have no
long-term development perspectives '199. This estimate is sup
ported by data available for individual counties. In Dolj on
the Wallachian Plain 119 villages are proposed to be dissolved
In Olt 207 of 379, in Vrancea 158 of 341, in Bacau 230 of 497,
in Botosani 144 of 341 and in Maramures 125 of 232 201 . In Alba
more than 200 of 658 villages will be dissolved, of these
90 per cent are situated in the Apuseni Mountains 202 . In Cluj,
approximately 200 of 420 villages are considered to have poor
development perspectives. However, decisions to dismantle have
been taken for only forty villages and of these only twenty
risk to be dissolved within the near future.
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In Iasi III of 420 villages are proposed to be phased out.
Their mean population in 1977 was 356 inhabitants, a decrease
by 27 since 1966. Their population varied from 31 to 1 554 in
1977. Thirty-one registered a population increase in 1966-1977 203
It is reasonable to assume that the Romanian authori ties are
aware of the contemporary development in Germany, Britain and
France where villages have become high-status areas of residen
ce for people holding urban jobs. This factor alone would jus
tify a signal to go slow with village destruction.

LOCAL SYSTEMATIZATION
This systematization is made in towns, rural communes and vil
lages. Systematization of towns is tantamount to town planning
and falls largely outside the scope of this study. In urban
systematization stress is laid on intensive land use and strict
zoning. Residential areas are concentrated and any tendency to
urban sprawl is checked. One-family houses playa minor role in
the construction of new housing, particularly in the large
towns. Concentration of manufacturing to industrial areas is
prescribed as a way of taking advantage of the external econo
mies of the town. Many detailed standards and norms govern the
planning activities and make for unitary concepts in the plan
ning of towns. They concern dimensions of schools, kindergar
tens, shops, playgrounds, sports fields, etc 2M •

Rural systematization differs from urban in several res
pects. While the latter can fall back on extensive town plan
ning experience in Romania and abroad, the systematization of
villages is a relatively recent phenomenon2~. Bold, Matei and
Sabadeanu see the central problem of rural systematization to
be ensuring such conditions of living that villages can compete
with towns for the labour force 200.

lrhe main systematization activities in the communes are:
a) Socio-economic profiling; b) endowment of villages with
public utilities, services and institutions; c) development of
the collective farms and the communal economy; and d) populati
on forecasts by village.

Corresponding activi ties for the vi llages are: a) Delim
itation of the agglomeration perimeter; b) location and dimen
sion of zones of production; c) organization of residential zo
nes; and d) infrastructural endowment.

Activities by territory, commune and village partly over
lap, but as a rule the territory plans constitute frames within
which the local systematization takes place. Some factors are
considered as given and treated as parameters in the local ac
tivities 207 : a) The future place and role in the hierarchy of
localities; b) the general development perspectives; c) the de
mographic development; and d) the infrastructure endowment.

Efficient land use and concentration of the population in
village centres (vatra) are prime objectives of the systemati
zation activities by village. According to directives, popula-
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tion densi ties should increase to 50-60 inhabitants per hec
tare, the present average being lO-1~~8. Strict land use zoning
and a dense construction pattern will give the village a more
urban appearance and minimize costs for infrastructure. The di
rectives prescribe the agglomeration perimeter to be as tightly
drawn as possible, including only continuously built-up areas.
The rule appears to be to exclude, rather than include, houses
in the village margin 209 . Inside the perimeter a higher popula
tion density will be achieved by splitting lots, with maximum
size set at 200-500 square meters.

Table 20. Present and Projected Built-up Area and
Population in Fiv:e Rural Communes

Present Projected
Commune Hectares Popul~tion Hectares Population

Branistea 279 3 840 118 4 820
Corod 682 895 274 1 500
Roseti 266 5 672 187 8 200
Pirscov 800 6 794 241 7 000
Pogoanele 983 10 223 307 15 350

Source: Architectura 1971/1

Remarks: Branistea and Corod in Galati County. Reseti in
Ilfov and Pirscov and Pogoanele in Buzau. Pirscov
consists of twelve villages at the present and
Pogoanele of two.

As a rule new houses must have at least two stories and be
constructed according to standard design. These directives are
in conflict with existing patterns and the traditional peasant
way of life. They are accustomed to live in a low-priced 2-3
room house on a lot large enough for a pigsty and a small barn
and to provide their household with fresh vegetables, potatoes
etc. The often stated aim to increase agricultural land'210 is
rejected by Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu as false 211. They point out
that house lots are already intensively cultivated and it would
merely be a matter of transferring land to the socialist agri
cultural circui t. The effects on the agricultural production
would not necessarily be positive.

The systematization programme stresses the preservation of
local architectural values to be desirable, but the requirement
that new houses shall have at least two stories and the centra
lized directives and standards may easily lead to a uniform ru
ral architecture. In 1971 only a third of Romania's architects
worked outside Bucuresti 212.

State aid for investments in village infrastructure usual
ly covers only part of the cost. Improvements to a large extent
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depend on voluntary work and self-taxation on the part of the
local population. Consequently, the success of village systema
tization plans depends on how they respond to the needs and
wants of local people, if e. on their populari t y 213. As a rule
every village is supposed to provide for the daily needs of its
population. Among institutions to be found in all villages are:
Kindergarten, school, maternity ward, dispensary, grocery, ge
neral store and bakery 214. The communal centre serves the popu
lation of the entire commune.

The systematization law was adopted at a time of overful
filled plans and optimistic economic forecasts. But the econo
mic climate has changed and some dispositions in the law have
proved increasingly impractical. Steep increases in constructi
on and heating costs have placed two-storied houses beyond the
means of most rural dwellers and not in line with the national
demand for energy saving. This disposition may be counter
productive as prohibitive construction costs obstruct rejuvena
tion of the housing stock.

Increased house and population densities diminish the vil
lager IS abili ty to produce his own food and clashed wi th the
law on self-sustainment with food products passed in November
1981 215 • This law requires rural dwellers to use their gardens
and private lots to achieve self-sufficiency with major food
products. Although still in vigour in 1982, the construction
criteria were no longer strictly enforced.
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POPULATION DEVELOPMENT
AND ETHNIC STRUCTURE

This chapter consists of two parts. The first is a study of
the demographic development and the migration f lo~.tJs. The
second part is an in depth study of the ethnic structure with
particular reference to the former Hungarian regions;
Crisana-Banat, t·1aramures and 'J.1ransylvania. 'rhe changes in
the ethnic structure are broken down on components and
studied in sonle detail. This study has a value of its own as
a statistical and detached st.udy of a highly controversial
subject and is also highly relevant to the study as the
ethnic structure has to be considered in a study of the
socio-economic development of these regions.

POPULATION DEVELOPMENT

The demographic transition began fairly late in Romania and
followed a somewhat different course from the one experienced
in Western Europe. Around 1880 birth rates increased and
remained above 40 per mill until the First World War.'
Mortality rates fluctuated widely around a slowly declining
trend, remaining well above 20 per mill. At the turn of the
century approximately fifty per cent of all deaths were in
the 0-5 age group.2

The Interwar Period
In the interwar period the wide gap between birth and death
rates narrowed through falling birth rates. Death rates
remained high, largely due to a persistently high infan t
mortality rate (18-20 per cent). The decreasing birth rates
were mainly a result of falling rural rates. Rural areas
accounted for almost ,the entire national growth of the
population. The natural growth of the urban system was very
small, although with considerable local variations. Through
out the 1930's, Romania had the highest birth and death rates
and by far the highest infant mortality rates in Europe.
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The Demografic Transition in Romania
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Figure 5. Population Development 1860-1977

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1938),
Anuarul Statistic (1915-16, 1937-38, 1957-60,
1963, 1966-78), Mitchell (1975)

Remarks: 1860-78:

1879-1915:
1919-39:
1940:

1941-42:

1943-44:
1945-77:

Wallachia, Moldavia and South
Bessarabia
Wallachia, Moldavia and Dobrogea
Greater Romania
Excluding Bessarabia, Bucovina,
Maramures, South Dobrogea and the
ceded parts of Crisana and
Transylvania
As in 1940, but including Bessarabia
and Bucovina
As in 1940
Present Romania

Table 21. Birth Rates by Regions, per Mill

Period The Old
Kingdom

The Hungarian
Territories

1875-90
1891-00
1901-10
1911-13
1921-25
1926-30
1931-35
1936-38

39.9
40.6
39.2
42.6
40.5
39.1
36.3
33.9

42.3
36.8
36.1
34.6
32.2
29.0
25.9
25.0

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 144) Manuila (1940),
Miscarea Populatiei Romaniei (1937: XVII)
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Natural growth varied considerably and consistently
between regions. A division can be made between the Old
Kingdom and the former Hungarian Territories. Birth rates
in the former remained high into the 1930' s, while in the
latter they began to fall already in the 19th century and
remained well below those of the Old Kingdom, Table 21. For
birth rates, three broad regions can be distinguished:
Eastern Moldavia with birth rates much above average,
Crisana-Banat with low birth rates and the rest of the
country.

Migration data for the interwar period are lacking, but
some information can be gleaned from cen~us data on popula
tion by place of birth and place of residence. statistic s
thus provide a rough measure of internal migration, with no
specification of the time or frequency of movements. Return
migrants may not be included in the statistics at all.

In 1930, some 17 per cent of Romania's rural and 49 of
its urban population were born elsewhere than in their
locality of residence. Regional variations were large,
Table 22.

The high percentages of migrants among rural people in
Dobrogea and South Dobrogea were at least partly due to
rural colonization. Relatively more females than males were
migrants, 25 per cent versus 22. However, female migration
tended to be shorter. Rural-rural intra-country migration
accounted for 42 per cent of the female and 29 per cent of
the male migration. Female rural-rural migration was often
connected with inter-village marriages.

Table 22. In-migrants as Percentage of Rural and Urban
Population by Region in 1930

Region R + U Rural Urban

Maramures 23.6 18.7 49.5
Crisana-Banat 29.8 22.6 61.5
Transylvania 24.2 17.2 58.7
Oltenia 16.4 13.0 40.6
Muntenia 20.5 17.3 40.1
Dobrogea 34.7 29.4 51.5
Moldavia 21.4 17.9 42.8
Bucuresti 59.2 59.2
Bucovina 25.1 14.3 48.4
Bessarabia 18.3 16.2 32.2
South Dobrogea 32.5 30.6 40.1

ROMANIA 23.7 17.4 48.6

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 100-115)

Remarks: Migrants measured as persons born elsewhere
than in locality of residence in 1930
For data by country, see Appendix, Table 12
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Inter-county migration made up 46 per cent of the male
but only 35G5 of the female migration. While 70 per cent of
migration to urban areas crossed a county border this was the
case with only 34 per cent of migration to rural areas. Only
27 per cent of the migrants in urban areas had come from
rural areas in the same county. According to Manuila 3 most
rural-urban migration was step-wise, either village - small
town - large town, or village - suburb - town centre and
often occurred over two generations. Half the migrants
remained within their county of birth.

All regions except Muntenia & Dobrogea were net lODsers
in inter-regional migration.4 The large positive net migra
tion to Muntenia and Dobrogea was the result of heavy immi
gration to Bucuresti. Over a third o£ Bucuresti's population
had been born outside Ivluntenia and Dobrogea. Oltenia had
suffered the heaviest migration loss, relatively. Its net
loss amounted to 4.5 per cent of its 1930 population.

Migratiori from the regions of the Old Kingdom to the
newly' acquired provinces Maramures-Crisana-Banat, Tran
sylvania, Bessarabia and Bucovina - was much less than the
opposite flow. Some 105 600 persons born in the regions of
the Old Kingdom lived in the new provinces and 274 900 from
the new provinces in the Old Kingdom. The social and pro
fessional characteristics of the two categories was probably
different. State officials and administrators made up a
substantial part of the migrants from the Old Kingdom to the
new provinces~ While migration of the ethnic Romanians from
the Hungarian Territories to the Old Kingdom was an old
phenomenon, movenlents the other way hardly occurred before
the unification in 1919.

The Postwar Period

The demographic development in the 1944-64 period was just as
dramatic as the political. Mortality rates ranged between
22.0 per mill in 1947 and 8.1 per mill in 1964 and the
natural increase rate grew from 1.4 per mill in 1947 to 15.9
per mill in 1955.

Data on population changes in the 1941-48 intercensal
period are incomplete and at times contradictory. According
to official estimates 6 war losses amounted to 615 000
people,7 which roughly agrees with the discrepancy of
683 000 between the population estimated prior to the 1948
census 8 and the count.9 The number includes unrecorded
deaths and net migration losses. Total war losses must have
been higher as many deaths caused by the \Alar and by the
Soviet occupation were registered as normal deathsl° To this
should be added reduced natality caused by the war G Natality
rates were one fourth lower in 1941-45 than in the late
thirties!1 If the natural increase rates of the 1930-41
period were extrapolated to cover 1941-48, the 1948 popula
tion would have been 1. 7 million larger than actually re
gistered. This gives a rough indication of the total war
losses caused by excess mortality, migration. and reduced
natality. A closer scrutiny of data on human losses for this
period indicates that a large part occurred after the coup in
August 1944.
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'J.1he Romanian army suffered heavy losses, first in the
campaign against the Soviet Union and later fighting Germany.
These military losses may approach 700 000 .12 In 1930 sorne
482 000 Jews13 lived in present Romania and an additional
274 000 in Bucovina and Bessarabia, ceded to the Soviet Union
in 1940. Information on the number of Jews that survived
holocaust is incomplete. Mother tongue was the only ethnic
breakdown in the 1948 count. Yiddish was spoken as mother
tongue by 263 000 in 1930 and 139 000 in 1948. The Jews in
the territories ceded to Hungary fared much worse than those
in the rest of Romania. In the former area lived 138 900
Jews in 1930.14 According to Reitlinger 15 all but 6 000 \tJere
deported in 1944. Some 20 000 of those deported returned
after the war, while 120 thousand perished in concentration
camps. No mass deportations took place in trunkated Romania.
The overwhelming majority of the Bucovinian and Bessarabian
Jews were deported across the Dniester and Bug and few appear
to have survived the war)6 Equally tragic, but less known
was the fate of the Gypsies. Except for a novel by Stancu17

it is largely undocumented.

Official statistics and interviews indicate that the
hardships of the civilian population increased after the
Soviet occupation. Registered death rates as well as infant
mortality rates remained high after 1944, with a peak in
1947. The harvest failures of 1945 and 1946, extensive
pillage by the Red Army and the exorbitant delivery quotas
exacted from the peasants to satisfy Soviet demands on
restitution led to severe famine in 1946/7. For 1947 some
349 300 deaths were registered, compared to 248 200 in 1948}8

The population development between 1941 and 1948 dis
plays large regional variations. Moldavia was the region
most ravaged by the war and by the 1946/7 famine. In spite
of traditionally high birth rates, the Moldavian population
in this period declined by 200 000. Oltenia and Muntenia on
the other hand registered a net increase of 168 000}9 Cities
accounted for most of the Moldavian decrease. Information on
internal migration is scarce, but some evidence indicate
migration to Vallachia, particularly to Bucuresti, and mainly
from !vloldavia. For example, Bucuresti had a much larger
Jewish population in 1948 than in 1941.20

Death rates fell sharply after the 1947 peak, from 22.0
per mill to 12.4 per mill in 1950 and 9.9 per mill in 1956.
Combined with a delayed baby boom 1948 to 1955 this led to a
rapid population increase. In the 1948-56 intercensal period
the population increased by an average annual rate of 1.2 per
cent. In Moldavia and Dobrogea the annual increase was 2 per
cent, compared to only 0.3 per cent in Crisana-Banat.

Birth rates began to fall rapidly in the mid-Fifties as
a consequence of the liberal abortion law introduced in 19'57,
the rapid increase in education among the fertile age-groups
and urbanization, and by the mid-Sixties the net reproduction
rate was down at 0.86.21 In the same period the fall in death
rates came to a near halt. As a result, the rate of natural
increase fell sharply from 15.9 per mill in 1955 to 6.1 in
1966.
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In late 1966 a la\rl was passed banning all forms of
contraceptives as well as abortions and severely restricting
the grounds for obtaining a divorce. 22 The effects of the law
were drastic. Birth rates increased from 14.3 to 27.4 per
mill in one year,23 Figure 5. Death rates increased, too,
following an increase in infant mortality, but the rate of
natural increase nevertheless trebled and stood at a record
high 18.1 per mill in 1967. The increase was sharpest in
areas with traditionally low birth rates, i.e. in urban areas
and in Crisana-Banat. Birth rates soon began to fall again
and were down at 18 per mill in 1980. Yet, the 1965-80
period as a whole was characterized by very high rates of
natural increase, both in rural and urban areas, Figure 14.
The fall in birth rates after 1967 was sharpest in areas with
a previous record of low birth rates and regional differences
in birth rates increased.

Table 23. Regional Mobility: Power of Retaining Native Population
and of Attracting Migrants, Percentages

Region A B C D E
1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Maramures 71.3 67.5 83.7 82.1 16.3 17.9 10.8 10.6 94 92
Crisana-

Banat 67.5 65.6 88.0 87.6 12.0 12.4 20.9 22.5 111 114
Tran-

sylvania 65.8 63.3 82.0 81.4 18.0 18.6 21.1 20.0 104 104
Oltenia 67.7 65.6 81.1 81.1 18.9 18.9 9.5 10.0 90 90
Muntenia 67.9 64.4 81.0 78.6 19.0 21.4 11.4 11.6 92 89
Dobrogea 60.8 56.8 82.5 82.4 17.5 17.6 29.0 29.3 116 117
Moldavia 70.2 66.1 83.7 80.1 16.3 19.9 11.9 11.6 95 91
Bucuresti 86.3 94.1 88.3 94.5 11.7 5.5 60.9 59.1 226 231

ROMANIA 68.6 65.9 83.0 81.5 17.0 18.5 18.5 19.5 102 101

A: Percentage of native population residing in place of birth
B: Percentage of native population residing in county of birth
c: Percentage of native population residing in another county
D: Percentage of residing population native in another county
E: Residing population as percentage of native population

Sources:

Remarks:

Anuarul Demografic (1974: 452-467),
Recensamintul (1977: Vol I, 696-755)

Excluding emigrants residing abroad

A study of birth rates by county indicates that the coeffi
cient of variation~ increased from 14.9 in 1967 to 28.0 in
1980.

In 1966,25 some 32.7 per cent of Romania's population
were born elsewhere than in their place of residence, com
pared to 23.7 per cent in 1930.26 The increase in mobility
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Table 24. Population by Origin, Percentages

Urban and rural Urban areas Rural areas
Region A B C A B C A B C

Maramures 1966 75.9 89.2 10.8 53 .. 0 77.0 23 .. 0 85.7 94.4 5.6
1977 73.4 89.4 10.6 52.0 79.9 20.1 86.3 95.1 4.9

Crisana- 1966 60.7 79.1 20.9 38.7 65.3 34.7 73.9 87.3 12.7
Banat 1977 58.0 77.4 22.6 39.1 66.6 33.4 73.9 86.6 13.4

Tran- 1966 63.3 78.9 21.1 39.8 61 .. 8 38.2 80.7 91.5 8.5
sylvania 1977 60.7 78 .. 0 22.0 41 .. 6 64.9 35 .. 1 80.8 91.7 8.3

Oltenia 1966 75.6 90.5 9.5 45.8 74.0 26.0 84.7 95.6 4.4
1977 72.8 90.0 10.0 43.9 77.2 22.8 85.7 95.7 4.3

Muntenia 1966 74.2 88.6 11.4 46.4 73.5 26.5 82.4 93.0 7.0
1977 72.5 88.4 11.6 45.9 75.5 24.5 83.9 93.9 6.1

Dobrogea 1966 52 .. 3 71.3 29.0 33 .. 5 61.0 39.0 65.5 78.0 12 .. 0
1977 48 .. 8 70.7 29.3 35.1 64.1 35.9 64.8 78.5 21.5

Moldavia 1966 73 .. 9 88.1 11.9 40.3 67 .. 2 32.8 85 .. 4 95.3 4.7
1977 72.9 88.4 11.6 43.2 73.2 26.8 88.0 96.0 4.0

Bucuresti 1966 38.2 39.1 60.9 37.5 37.9 62.1
1977 40.8 40.9 59.1 40.3 40.4 59.6

ROMANIA 1966 67.3 81.5 18.5 41.0 61.4 38.6 81.7 92.4 7.6
1977 65.1 80.5 19.5 42.3 64.8 35.2 82.8 92.7 7.3

A: Born in the locality of residence
B: Born in the county of residence
C: Born elsewhere

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1974: 460-467), Recensamintul (1977:
Vol I, 744-755)

Remarks: C includes 'place of birth not declared'

was largely due to migration to urban areas. The corres
ponding numbers for the rural population were 18.3 and 17.4,
and for the urban population 59.0 and 48.6.

The magnitude of migration to rural areas has been
remarkably stable over time. Intervillage marriages, assign
ments to posts in rural areas, and, to a lesser extent,
colonization accounted for most of this migration, which
largely covered short distances.27 In ten counties more than
10 per cent of the rural population were natives of another
county.28 Fertile land, low national increase and in the
Banat, emigration of Germans, created possibilities for
migration of agricultural population to the plains of Banat,
Dobrogea and Baragan (Ialomita and Braila). Particularly in
the Banat, permanent migration was complemented by consider
able seasonal migration of farm labour. Many migrants to
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rural Hunedoara, Sibiu and Brasov were probably attracted by
non-agrarian employment opportunities.

Migrational flows largely reflected regional variations
in natural increase and in the level of industrialization.
Muntenia, Oltenia, Moldavia and Maramures registered net
migrational losses. Bucuresti, Dobrogea, Crisana- Banat and
Transylvania were all net receivers in 1966~ only Bucuresti
in 1930. The migrational flows from rural to industrialized
areas appear more clearly at the county level. In addition
to Bucuresti, five counties 29 with strong and expanding
industrial centres had a resident population exceeding the
native population~by more than 10 per cent. Small secondary
sectors-, a sub-proportionate share of national investments
and remote location 31 within their administrative region were
characteristics of the t\velve counties 32 with a 1966 popula
tion of less than 90 per cent of the native population.

Bucuresti's traditional position as the only large net
receiver of migrants had been lost by 1966, a major change
from 1930. There were 808 600 more residents than natives,
as against 546 600 for the five other main receivers}3 Some
69 per cent of the latter migrants had arrived after 1950,
but only 45 per cent of the former. The shift in migrational
flows can largely be explained by government efforts to
develop a number of industrial centres outside Bucuresti.
The Bucuresti migrants originated mainly in Muntenia, 49 per
cent, Oltenia, 20 per cent, Moldavia, 15 per cent, and to a
much less extent in C-B-M, 4 per cent, and Transylvania, 10
per cent, as important industrial centres in the latter
regions acted as intervening migrational opportunities.

Registered migration decreased from 362 300 in 1955 to
268 100 in 1961}4 The decline was in interregional, largely

Table 25. Natural and Migrational Population Change in 1966-1977 by
Regions

Region Population Natural Migrational Population
in 1966 change change in 1977

Maramures 050 141 149 666 -48 538 1 151 269
Crisana-Banat 2 034 030 101 169 102 376 2 237 575
Transylvania 3 635 384 464 639 21 362 4 121 385
Oltenia 2 144 811 255 626 -46 172 2 354 265
Muntenia 4 114 527 575 688 -184 830 4 505 385
Dobrogea 702 461 113 538 47 349 863 348
Moldavia 3 969 867 791 435 -358 504 4 402 798
Bucuresti 1 451 942 98 917 383 026 1 933 885

ROMANIA 19 103 163 2 550 678 -83 931 21 559 910

Sources: Measnicov and Trebici (1978), Recensamintul (1977: Vol I, 6)

Remarks: Migration calculated as the residual. The negative
migration for Romania as a whole includes some 70,000
emigrants to West Germany (Table 31)
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rural-urban, movements, while short distance migration
remained on the same level. The decline in long distance
migration was officially ascribed to more judicious regional
planning.35 The development of at least one industrial centre
in each of the 16 administrative regions considerably reduced
interregional migration. Other important factors were a
severe housing shortage in illOSt "towns36 and restricted grant
ing of residence visa in large towns (orase mari) .

Migration remained at a high level in 1966-77. By 1977
some 11.7 per cent of the population had arrived at their
place of residence after 1970, slightly fewer than during the
corresponding period prior to the 1966 census~7 The percen
tage of the population born elsewhere than in their place of
residence increased from 32.7 in 1966 to 34.9 in 1977.

The pattern of migrational flows in 1966-77 was largely
the same as in earlier periods, with Bucuresti, Brasov,
Constanta and 'J.1imis as main receivers. An addi tional 11
counties were net receivers, and 25 had migration losses.
Anlong three main areas of out-migration, l-1oldavia continued
to have a large migration loss. In Vaslui and Botosani, net
out-migration in 1966-77 amounted to qlmost 20 per cent of
their 1966 population. The Danubian Plain was another main
area of out-migration. Migrational losses were particularly
large in south-western Muntenia, while those in Oltenia
apparently were smaller than earlier. The third main area of
out-migration was Maramures. Noticeable changes in the
migrational flows were few. The shift in industrialization
policy, away from heavy m~nufacturing, was reflected in the
flo\vs of migrants. Most drastic was the change in Hunedoara
from a major receiver of migrants to net out-migration.
Brasov, on the other hand, became the second largest receiver
of migrants after Bucuresti. Large migrational losses in
some poorly industrialized counties~ show regional develop
ment efforts of the Seventies to have been insufficient.

THE ETHNIC STRUCTURE

Through the merger after World ~var I of the new provinces
\vi th the Old Kingdom, Ron1ania lost its ethnic hornogenei ty.
'rhe new provinces were ethnically complex. In the former
Hungarian Territories, Romanians were in slight majority, but
Magyars and Germans made up over 40 per cent of the popula
tion. They were in majority in the towns and formed an
economic and social upper class. Various Slav groups,
Germans and Jews complemented the Romanians in Bucovina and
Bessarabia. Bulgarians and Turks formed a vast majority in
South Dobrogea. The ethnic pattern goes a long way to
explain regional differences in the level of socio-economic
development, which had inlportant ethnic implications. An
in-depth analysis of the ethnic structure was considered
essential for a study of social and economic change in
Romania. The first part of this chapter depicts the ethno
geographic si tuation in the regions which formed Romania
after World War I and the second part describes changes in
the ethnic structure since World War I. The latter section
focuses on the former Hungarian Territories - Cri~ana-Banat,
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f·laramures and Transylvania - as these were the only regions
to retain large ethnic minorities after World War 11 5

The Old Kingdom
Very little data were available before the First World War on
the ethnic structure in the Old Kingdom. The only division
made was by citizenship and religion. However, citizenship
can be used to give an approximate idea of the ethnic struc
ture as it was vi:):"tually impossible for non-Romanians to
acquire Romanian citizenship. Very likely it underestimates
the long established non-Romanians, such as the Turks and the
Greeks. The statistics distinguished two kinds of foreigners
- citizens of foreign countries and foreigners under Romanian
protection. The latter category consisted mainly of Jews.

Table 26. Urban and Rural Population in the Old Kingdom by
Nationality in 1899, Percentages

Region Romanians J~ws Others Total

Oltenia
Urban 80.2 4.0 1508 123 600
Rural 99.2 0.8 1 201 500
Total 97.4 0.4 2.2 1 325 100

Muntenia
Urban 82.4 6.9 10~7 278 300
Rural 98.7 0.1 1.3 1 961 200
Total 96.7 0.9 2.4 2 239 500

Dobrogea
Urban 79.8 5.6 14.6 69 600
Rural 95.9 0.2 3.9 198 200
Total 91.8 1.6 6.6 267 800

Moldavia
Urban 54.6 38.7 6.7 372 200
Rural 95.1 3.6 1.3 1 376 000
Total 86.9 10.6 2.4 1 848 100

Bucuresti
Urban 65.5 14.7 19.8 276 200

All Regions
Urban 68.6 19.0 12.4 1 119 800
Rural 97.6 1.1 1.3 4 836 900
Total 92.1 4.5 3.4 5 956 700

Source: Recensamintul (1899: 72-91)

Remarks: Romanians - Romanian citizens,
Jews - those adhering to the Jewish faith,
Others - non-Romanian citizens of other than Jewish faith
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The non-Romanians constituted only 8 per cent of the
population in the Old Kingdom, Table 26. However, this
figure does not reflect the importance of the foreign ele
ment. Non-Romanians were almost exclusively urban and made
up almost one-third of the to\vn people. t~lost Jews lived in
Moldavia and were here a substantial part of the population,
accounting for the majori ty in the ten northernmost tovJns,
including Iasi, and constituting a major element in the other
towns. The non-Romanians dominated commerce, trade and the
free professions in many parts of the Old Kingdom}9

The Gypsies cannot be distinguished from the Romanians
in the statistics of the Old KingdoTI1. Later official statis
tics give the number of Gypsies in Oltenia, 1·1untenia and
Moldavia as 43 900,~ but this is probably an underestimation
as many Gypsy groups were nornads and took care to avoid
unnecessary contact with the authorities. The Gypsies fell
into two categories: settled and nomads. The former tradi
tionally worked as servants of the Boyars~l

Except for the Jews, the foreign population was mainly
found in Bucuresti, in some port towns and in Dobrogea. This
province was always an ethnic melting pot with a multitude of
nationalities influencing its life and culture. According to
a contemporary estimate~ the population of Dobrogea had the
following composition: Romanians 45 per cent, Bulgarians
14.5 per cent, Tatars 11 per cent, and Russians, Lipovenians
and Turks 5 per cent each. The main conclusion is that the
Old Kingdom - except for Dobrogea and the towns in northern
Moldavia was fairly homogenous ethnically.

Crisana-Ballat, Maramures and Transylvania
Transylvania is the most individual province in all Eastern
Europe. No one who has experienced the peculiar beauty of its
landscape, the charm of its people and the complex fascination of
its problems, can ever keep his thoughts for long away from it or
be happy until he has revisited it yet again.43

The former Hungarian regions - Crisana-Banat, Maramures
(C-B-M) and Transylvania had the most complex ethnic
history and geography of all regions acquired by Romania
after World War I. They held four ethnic groups: the
majority Romanians, the politically dominant Magyars, the
Germans and a fairly large Jewish community. The ~1agyars and
the Germans were divided into distinct subgroups. The former
were the Magyars proper and the Szeklers, a people of mixed
origin, speaking a Hungarian dialect, who settled in south
eastern Transylvania in the 10th century, soon after the
arrival of the Hungarians. The Germans were 'Saxons' and
'Swabians' CJ 44 The Saxons, contemporary wi th the Szeklers,
originated in Flanders and the Trier area. They were tradi
tionally craftsmen and merchants and the most urban group CJ

The Swabians did not arrive until the 18th century, from
Wurtemberg, and settled predominantly in the Banat. They
were mainly occupied in agriculture.

The struggle between the ethnic groups \'las in the focus
of the political scene in Transylvania throughout the 19th
century. The ethnic and national consciousness of the
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Romanians grew, inspired by the achievements of their
brethren on the other side of the Carpathians. Their aspira
tionf.: for natiollal righ-ts, equal to those of the other
inhabitant.f; of ':[Iransylvania and for the continued inde
}?endence of r::ransylvania vis-a-wvis Hungary bccClnle nlilitant
and led t.O open clashed wit:h -the Hungarian administration.
At the saIlle t.ime the I'1agyar aspirations to integ-rate rrran
~ylvani.a witb Hungary and the subsequEllt policy of !"lagyari
zation vlit~h the ultirllcite g-oal of making a national ~lagyar

state out of the polyglot Hungarian nation caused increasing
unrest not only among t.he Romanians, but al~';o anlong the
Saxons and the Szeklers who saw their position as independent
and fully recognized nations threatened.

The integration of the former Hungarian regions into
Romania after World War I posed serious problems. Although a
raejority, the HOluanians formed a distinct underclass, the
vast majority being pea.sants \\lith little formal education.
They were badly prepared to assume their new, dominant
poli tical and cuI tural role. The Inerger with RorJania pro
vided the political TIleanS to end segregation. A gradual
cultural, economic and social leveling of the ethnic groups
has taken place in the latest fifty years.

The ethno-geographic pattern of the Hungarian Terri
tories was very conlplex. At the county level a few honlo
gen~ous areas could be distinguished, but usually ethnic
hOlTIogeneity 'was found first at the village level or ever1
below. The former Szekler nation inside the Carpathian bend,
cOFlprising the counties of Csik, Udve.trhely and HarOITLSzek ,45

was almost exclusively inhabited by Szeklers. They also
dor~inated in the county of 1-1aros (Iviures), especJally the town
of Maros-Vasarhely (Tirgu Mures) .

The purely Romanian areas usually had certain physical
characteristics in cornnlon, often being rnajor depressions in
the mountains, known as Tari;6 i.e. countries. Main examples
are Tara Birsei in Fagaras, Tara Hategului in Hunedoara and
'rare: Lapusului, 'llara IvlararJuresului and rl'ara Oasului in the
north. Although the Germans were dominant in several areas
in southern Transylvania and in the Banat, there \vere no
la.rge, exclusively Gerluan areas.

In most of Transylvania the Ronlanians were the donlinant
group, complemented by Magyars or Germans. Ethnic homo
geneity was usually found in the communes or villages.
Ethnically heterogenous villages were also common but a
closer study sometinles reveals theITl to be invisibly divided
int:o ethnically homogeneous parts. A case in point: is the
village of Feldioara in Brasov. 47

Figure 6 sho\vs the ethnic conlposition by county in 1891.•
The Romanians were in majority in eleven counties, the
Magyars in six, while six counties had no dorninant ethnic
group. In ~1aramures, Crisana and Banat 47 per cent were
Romanian, 27 per cent Magyar, 10 per cent German and 5 per
cent Jewish. The corresponding percentages for Transylvania
were 57, 30, 9 and 4.~ The ethnic composition varied consi
derably between urban and rural areas. The Romanians were
much less urbanized than the Magyars and the Germans, Table
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L7. They constituted a minority of the total urban popula
tion both in Maramures, Crisana, Banat and Transylvania.

Although Jews were found allover the Hungarian 'rerri
tories, they constituted a large part of the population only
in the counties of Maramaros and Ugocsa. Mother tongue and
literacy statistics indicate considerable differences between
the J'ews in these counties and in the rest of the terri
tories. Generally they made up 1-3 per cent of the popula
tion, had Hungarian or German as their mother tongue and 75
per cent were Ii terate. In !.'laramaros they made up 17 per
cent of the population, spoke Yiddish although the rest of
the population was Romanian and Ruthenian, and only 21 per
cent were literat~.~

- - National border. 1890
-- County border
------- Present Hungarian border

\

I
50

I
100 km

Other~ Romanian

German" Hunganan

~
75 100 200 300 400 500 people ('000)

Figure 6. Population in the Hungarian Territories by
Mother Tongue in 1891

Source: Nepszamlalasa (1891: 106ff)
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Table 27. Urban and Rural Population by Mother Tongue in
1891

Region Per cent

Area Romanian Hungarian German Other

C-E-H
Urban 13.1 61.9 20 .. 3 4.6
Rural 50.6 26.2 11 . 1 12.1
All 47.3 29 .. 3 12.0 11.4

Transylvania
Urban 24 .. 5 51.6 20.9 3.0
Rural 60 .. 5 28.6 8.3 2.6
All 56.7 31.0 9.7 2.6

Total population

222 100
2 317 200
2 539 300

238 500
2 012 800
2 251 200

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1891: 106), Thirring (1912: 84)

Remarks: C-B-M: Crisana-Banat and Maramures

Bessarabia, Bucovina and South Dobrogea
The et:hnic structure of Bessarabia at the turn of the cen
tury was as co~plex as thut of Transylvania. Rural Bessa
rabia could be divided by ethnic characteristics into three
parts: a northern, a middle and a southern. The Romanian
element was present in all three but in varying degrees.

rfhe northern region was the snlallest, covering little
TI10re than Hotin. Ethnically, it \lIaS an extension of Buco
vina, predominantly populated by Ruthenians.

'rhe middle regi.on was largest and held predominantly
Romanians; in the north and centre almost exclusively and in
the south mixed with minorities.

The southern regionis extremely complex ethnic pattern
\vas similar to that of Dobrogea. In addition to the ROll1a
nians, no less than twelve major ethnic groups lived in
Cetatea Alba, ISITlail and parts of Cahul and Tighina. The
German cOfLmluni ties y.lere the most prosperous. As in Banat,
they were populated by Swabians who had arrived in the
beginning of the 19th century, preserving their way of life
with neat and flourishing villages.50 Other prosperous
groups were the Bulgarians and the Gagauzes,51 who had
arrived in immigration waves from the south, n1ainly during
the 18th and 19th century. Their centre was Bolgrad.
Another large minority were the Ukrainians, whose villages,
according to Babel ~2 were characterized by misery and
poverty ..

Other slavic minorities in this region vJere the Lipo
venians and the Cossacks. The former, traditionally fisher
men, lived along the sea and in the Danube Delta" Minor
non-Slavic minorities were the Tatars, the Turks - remnants
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from the Ottoman occupation - Greeks and Arraenians - tradi
tionally tradesmen - and a colony of Swiss from the area of
Lausanne. The Sv/iss lived at the town of Saba on the
Dniester.

The ethnic structure of the towns reflected that of the
countryside wi th one important exception. ':Phe Jews, rather
insignificant in rural areas, were all-·important in to\vns.
They were in majority in Chisinau~ and, as a rule, dominated
urban commerce. Generally, their situation was less fortu
nate than in the Old Kingdom.

Statistics on the ethnic groups vlere only available for
1930. By then, Romanians made ~p 56 per cent, Russians and
Ukrainians 11 each, Jews 7, Bulgarians 5 and Turks and
Germans 3 each.54 The population of the region was
2 864 000.

Bucovina, defined as the part of Greater Romania under
Austrian jurisdiction until 1919, can ethnically be divided
into two parts: a southern, in the north delimited by the
present national border, with Romanian majority and \/ith
German and Jewish elements; and a northern, with predo
minantly Ruthenian population but with strong elem.ents of
Romanians, Poles, Jews and Germans.

With 'the exception of the town of Ostrov, presently in
Romania, the population of South Dobrogea was almost exclu
sively Bulgarian.

Changes in the Ethnic Structure

Changes in the ratios of ethnic groups, Table 28, can refer
to one or more of four factors: a) Natural changes, i.e.
surpluses or deficits of births over deaths; b) changes due
to migration; c) changes due to assimilation, ieee change of
mother tongue; d) intentional or unintentional errors in the
collection, processing or editing of data.

Available statistics are unfortunately far to scratchy
and uncertain to allow quantitative analysis of the import
ance of the four factors. l~ general discussion of their
influence is nevertheless warranted.

NATURAL CHANGES
The Iv1agyars and, particularly, the Germans and the Jews are
known to have had lower birth ra.tes than the Romanians,
Tables 29 and 30. On his return from extensive travels in
Transylvania in the middle of last century, John Paget~

predicted that the Saxons would eventually be swallowed up
by the Romanians because of the large difference in birth
rates ..

The differences in birth rates can partly be explained
by larger proportions of urbanities, non-agrarians and
well-educated among the Magyars, Germans and Jews. The
Szeklers, predominantly rural, had higher birth rates f 14 e 4
per cent I in 1965, than the r·lagyars as a vihole .56 Yet an
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unexplained cultural factor also seems to be present. For
exarnple, birth rates among Romanians in Transylvania, Cri
sana and Banat, since the late 19th century have been consi
derably lower than in Moldavia, in rural and urban areas
alike. Accumulated over a long period ethnic differences in
birth rates lead to important changes in the ethnic struc
ture. Quite likely this was the most important of the four
factors.

Table 28. Ethnic Composition of the Population in Crisana, Banat,
Maramures and Transylvania

Region and Per cent Population
Year Romanian Magyar German Yiddish Other 1 000

C-B-M
1840 54.0 25.6 8.1 12.3 2 091
1881 48.9 27.5 11.7 11.9 2 285
1891 47.3 29.3 11.9 11.5 2 539
1900a 45.7 32.0 11.5 10.8 2 815
1900b 56.0 27.1 12.2 4.7 2 198
1910 54.3 32.4 10.9 2.4 2 404
1930 58.0 22.8 13.9 (2.,6) 5.3 2 674
1948 65.6 22.4 7.1 (0.6) 4.9 2 713
1956 65.7 22.7 7.2 (0.2) 4.4 2 767
1966 69.1 20.7 6.1 (0.0) 4.1 3 084
1977 72.3 18.3 4.8 (0.1) 4.6 3 379

Transylvania
1840 58.5 28.0 13.1 0.4 1 694
1881 57.0 30.3 10.2 2.2 2 084
1891 56.7 31.0 9.7 2.6 2 251
1900 56.4 32.9 9.4 1.3 2 477
1910 55.0 34.3 8.6 ·2.1 2 678
1930 58.3 30.3 9.8 (1.5) 1.6 2 875
1948 64.7 28.7 5.6 (0.4) 1.0 3 048
1956 65.3 28.5 5.3 (0.1) 0.9 3 465
1966 67.1 27.1 5.1 (0.0) 0.7 3 635
1977 69.8 25.1 4.1 (0.1) 1.0 4 121

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1881), (1891), (1900a), (1910a), (1941),
Recensamintul (1930: Vol II), (1948), (1956a), (1966: Vol I),
(1977: Vol I), Haraszti (1971: 125)

Remarks: Ethnicity as measured by mother tongue. Yiddish was included
in German for all years.
C-B-M: Crisana, Banat an2 Maramures, 1840, 1881, 1891 and
1900a including 12 200 km situated outside present Romania,
1900b and 1910 approximately according to present region, for
exact delimitation see Table 38, and 1930, 1948, 1956, 1966
and 1977 exactly according to present frontiers. In the 1881
census, infants not yet able to speak were registered as
'mother-tongue unknown'. They were 3.7 per cent of the
population and were distributed proportionally on the ethnic
groups.
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Table 29. Distribution of Population and Births by Nationality in the
1930s

Nationality Population nirths

Romanian 71.9 79.6
Magyar 7.9 5.2
German 4.1 2.7
Jewish 4.0 1.7
Ukraini.an 3.2 2.9
Russian 2.3 2.2
Bulgarian 2.0 2.2
Other nationalities 4.6 3.5

Total 100.0 100.0

Sources: Anuarul Statistics (1939/40: 58-59),
Miscarea Populatiei Romaniei (1934: 58), (1935: 60), (1936:
56) .

Remarks: Data refer to interwar Romania
Population: According to the 1930 census
Births: Average 1934-36

Table 30. Birth Rates by Ethnic Groups in 1940 and 1965,
Live Births per Mill
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Nationality Romania
'1940' 1965

C-B-M and Transylvania
1965

Romanian
Magyar
German

29.1
23.3
19.5

16.5
13.1
12.0

14.6
12.3
12.1

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1967), Anuarul Statistic (1966), Manuila
(1940)

Remarks: The '1940' figures were published in 1940, but refer to the
late thirties. They cover interwar Romania, i.e. including
Bessarabia, Bucovina and South Dobrogea.

l·!fIGRATION
The importance of migration is more difficult to assess,
since particularly the movements during and after the two
world wars are poorly documented. In the last pre-World War
I decade considerable immigration of f4agyars from 'present'
Hungary took place and a substantial nurnber of Romanians
emigrated to the Old Kingdom - Romania - before and during
vvorld vlar I. In 1930 some 176 400 people originating in
C-B-M and Transylvania 57 lived in the other ROTIlanian pro
vinces. However, some of these had evidently arrived after
the war. After World War I the migration flows were
reversed. Romanians, who had TIloved to the Old Kingdom to
avoid being drafted into the Hungarian Army or to use
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superior educational facili ties, returned after the unifi
cation in 1918, together with a large number of bureaucrats
(Regateni), merchants and industrialists, occupying posi
tions vacated by the Magyars.

Regateni officials flooded the new provinces, bringing with them
the customs and morals of their Balkan ancestors diluted with some
smattering of French Constitutional Theory acquired from
half-digested lectures by graduates of the Sorbonne.58

By 1930 some 68 650 people from the Old Kingdom lived
in the former Hungarian Provinces. Almos't all had arrived
after the war. Some 197 000 Magyars left for Hungary
between 1918 and 1924?9 Among these were former officials,
vacating their posts as they refused to work for the new
administration, the landed aristocracy, deprived of their
land in the reforms of 1920-22, and a number of pursuers of
the urban professions. The 1930 census registered .161 700
livi.ng in C-B-~l and Transylvania as born abroad, in most
cases in Hungary. Obviously, many Magyars who moved to
these regions before the war stayed.

For centuries, Szeklers had migrated to the towns of
Moldavia and lv1untenia in search of work. This migration
appears to have continued throughout the interwar period,
but has since declined. In 1977, only some 20 800 natives
of the Szekler counties of Covasna and Harghita lived in the
provinces of the Old Kingdom. By comparison, in 1930 there
were 8 100 Magyars Szeklers in one Moldavian county
alone - Bacau - and 14 000 in Bucuresti.

Table 31. Emigration to Israel and West Germany

Period Migrants arrived from Romania in
Israel West Germany

1948-51 117 950 a)n.a.
1952-54 3 935 36
1955-57 1 944 1 558
1958-60 26 583 4 903b )
1961-64 63 549 6 442
1965-68 n.a. 5 007 c )
1969-72 n.a. 32 702
1973-76 n.a. 37 555
1977 n,.a. 13 020
1978 n.a. 14 740
1979 n.a. 11 976

1948-79 213 961 127 939

Sources: Statistical Abstract of Israel (1973: 126-127),
Statistisches Jahrbuch der BRD (various years)

Remarks: a) Some 149 000 refugees arrived from Romania in West Germany
between 1945 and 1950. Of 127 900 migrants to West
Germany 1955-79, 63 900 were ethnic Germans.

b) Excluding 1963
c) Excluding 1968
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Almost nothing is available on interwar migration.
Statistics on population change indicate that the C-B-M and
Transylvania together registered a minor net migration loss
between 1930 and 1941.

Movements during and immediately after World War II are
only partly documented. All but 26 000 of the approximately
140 000 ,-Jews in the territories annexed by Hungary were
deported and perished in Nazi concentration camps $60

Considerable movements preceded the partition of Tran
sylvania between Romania and Hungary in 1941, but most were
temporary and people moved back \vhen the old borders had
been restored in 1945~

According to official West German statistics 61 war
casualities among the indigenous German population in
Romania amounted to 136 000, of whom 101 000 civilian. The
same source estimates that 250 000 Germans were expelled
after the war ,62 of whom 150 000 lived in West Germany in
1950 III Approximately 16 000 migrated from Romania to West
Germany between 1950 and 1965,63 the overwhelming majority
being ethnic Germans. Also the Jews registered considerable
migration losses in the early post\var period. Exposed to
state fostered anti-Semitism and often ruined by the
nationalizations in 1948, many Jews applied for, and
-received, passports to migrate to Israel. Between 1948 and
1951 Israel registered 117 950 Romanian born migrantsoM As
the '1J1uscovite ' group declined, anti-Semitism subsided and
emigration nearly carne to a halt. Between 1952 and 1954
less than 6 000 Jews emigrated to Israel. From 1958 to 1964
a new Jewish emigration wave occurred and 90 000 Jews emi
grated to Israel.65 In 1966 Romania was left with less than
43 000 Jews, compared to 146 000 in 1956fi6

Emigration to West Germany increased in the Seventies.
Between 1969 and 1979 West Germany received 100 000 migrants
from Romania. This massive emigration explains the fall in
the German population between 1966 and 1977.

ASS IfvlILATION

The languages are preserved as pure as other nationalisms; and
though the German can often speak Wallachian, you may quite sure
that the Wallack can only speak his own barbarous tongue.

In some places, people of two or three nations are mixed together,
and it not unfrequently happens, that the next door neighbours
cannot understand each other. The different nations rarely
intermarry, - a Magyar with a Wallack, never.67

Few matters have been subject to so much academic
quarrel and so little serious invest.:Lgation as the process
of ethnic assimilation in Transylvania. Scarce data have
usually been marshalled to support a priori assumptions,
rather than used for illumination. A study published in a
modern Hungarian historic encyclopedia is a rare exception.
As an authoritative inquiry it deserves to be quoted. It
casts light on the quantitative side of the Magyarization
and also on the mechanisms.
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If 68 we make a joint balance of the natural increase and the losses
through migration, we arrive at the conclusion that 30 per cent of
the increase in the Magyar population between 1880 and 1910 69 - more
than a million people - was due to assimilation. Among the assimi
lated were 400 000 Magyarized Germans, 200 000 Slovaks, 300 000
Jews, 80 000 southern Slavs, 50 000 Romanians and equally many
Ruthenians. Our calculation indicate similar proportions during the
whole period from the time of Joseph II's census (1782) until World
War I.

the main force behind assimilation in the 19th century was
capitalism, the development of modern manufac.turing and urbaniz
ation. This is proved mainly by the fact that assimilation was by
far strongest in the economically advanced regions. The towns were
Magyar strongholds, economically and culturally, and ethnic melting
pots. Our conclusions are also affirmed by the fact that the ethnic
groups most exposed to Magyarization were those involved in the
urbanization process and in the expansion of the bourgeoisie 
Germans, Slovaks and Jews - while the people in the backward areas
who remained confined within a less mobile, traditional life style 
Romanians, Serbs and Ruthenians - were hardly assimilated at all.

Magyarization hardly affected the predominantly agrarian people
living together in ethnic l;>locks and the old language frontiers
hardly changed at all in the period of the Dual Monarchy.

Without doubt, the spontaneous process (of assimilation) was
facilitated and sometimes accelerated by premeditated Governmen t
policies, particularly in the field of education. In places where
spontaneous factors were already at work, based on socio-economic
development, the educational policies aiming at Magyarization
achieved some results.

Dispersed over large areas and living in small numbers,
the Swabians and the Jews appear to have been particularly
susceptible to assimilation. By 1910 a large number declared
themselves to be ~J1agyar. The unification with Romania and
the subsequent drive to 'Germanize' the Swabians gradually
brought Magyarization to a halt. The impact of the Nagyari
zation on the Romanians was quite insignificant. It \iaS

generally a ~esult of, and a prerequisite for, upward social
mobility. Thus the few Romanians who manageu to raise
themselves above the poor lot of their kins, often lost their
ethnic identity in the process. Racial discrimination not
only kept the Romanians in a state of material and spiritual
backwardness, but also saved them from assimilation.

Table 32 clearly shows that the potential for Magyari
zation in C-B-M and Transylvania was quite small, at least in
a short perspective. The low proportion of Romanians speak
ing anything but their mother tongue is surprising in a
region that for centuries had been under Austro-Hungarian
administration. The higher proportions of Magyars speaking
Romanian reflect that the Romanians, inspite of their lower
social status, were the dominant ethnic group.

Table 32 indicates that most of the social intercourse
between the Ronanians and other groups was carried out in
Romanian. This assumption is further supported by a contem
porary witness. A Saxon pastor, Stephan Ludwig Roth,argued
in a pamphlet - The Language Struggle - published in 1843,
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that if it were desirable to proclaim a landessprache, it
already existed. 'One only needs to make a journey or visit
a market: Before one t.ries to see whether the one speaks
German or the other I·lagyar, the conversation begins in the
Wallach' language' lO The proportion of t~Iagyars and -Germans
speaking Romanian in counties dominated by Romanians was
considerably higher than the averages shown, generally
between 30 and 50 per cent!' Still, the high proportion of
people .speaking only their mother tongue implies a consider
able degree of ethnic segregation, which ~ust have hampered
efforts to develop Transylvania economically.

Table 32. Knowledge of Languages in the Hungarian Territories in 1881,
Percentages

Mother

tongue/Speak

Crisana-Banat and
Maramures

Romanian Hungarian German Mother tongue only

Romanian
Hungarian
German

Transylvania

Romanian
Hungarian
German

9.2
15.6

18.0
45.0

6.2

17.5

5.2

15.8

1.1
10.4

0.8
4.4

91.8
77.7
59.1

93.7
77.2
38.9

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1881: 656ff)

Remarks: For distribution on county level see Appendix, Tables 19-21

After the unification with Romania the role of cultural
and educational institutions as centres for Magyarization
came to an end, but in many parts the Magyars continued to
dominate urban life throughout the interwar period. Urbani
zation, improved education and increased occupational mobi
lity among the Romanians obviously led to increasing oppor
tunities for contact between the Romanians and the other
ethnic groups. In a study based on 133 115 marriages in
urban Transylvania between 1920 and 1937/2 it was shown that
30.9 per cent of the marriages involving a Romanian man
and 11.5 per cent of those involving a Romanian woman were
exogamous. The corresponding percentages for the t·1agyars
were 17.7 and 28.9, for the Germans 28.9 and 29.9 and for the
Jews only 7.4 and 7.2. Marriages between a Romanian man and
a Magyar woman were three times as common as the opposite.
Which ethnic element dominated in the mixed marriages? The
author of the study obviously feared that th~ non-Romanian
party would dominate. It was argued that Romanian men
married non-Romanians to, facilitate upvlard social mobility
and it was even suggested that legal measures should be taken
to prevent mixed marriage.
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In the post World War II period the basic conditions for
assimilation changed. The cultural, economic and social
barriers between the ethnic groups broke down, knowledge of
Romanian became universal, social and geographic mobility was
on a scale unknown in the past, and minorities were increas
ingly exposed to assimilation. The proportion of exogamous
marriages in 1965 73 did not differ much from the intervlar
period, Table 33, but by then little doubt existed that the
Romanian element would eventually dominate rnarriages between
a Romanian and a non-Romanian. Towns as ethnic melting-pots
are shown in Table 33.

Table 33. Endogamous and Exogamous Marriages in Rbmania in 1965,
Percentages

Nationality

All marriages
Romanian
Magyar
German

Urban areas
Romanian
Magyar
German

Rural areas
Romanian
Magyar
German

Romanian

98.1
1.1
0.4

96.6
2.2
0.7

99.1
0.6
0.1

Magyar

15.1
82.5

1.7

18.0
79.1

2.2

7.7
91.2

0.6

German

20.7
6.7

70.7

27.0
10.3
60.7

10.3
3.7

84.9

Source: Anuarul Demografic (1967: 216-217)

Remarks: Data refer to the whole of Romania, thus the high
proportion of endogamous Romanian marriages.

Even a casual visit to Transylvania reveals that assimi
lation now takes large proportions and this is also confirmed
by census statistics. A county study showed that the Magyar
- Szekler - population in Covasna, Harghita and Mures in
creased by almost 50 000 between 1966 and 1977, while remain
ing Magyars in Transylvania decreased by 24 000. Higher
birth rates among the Szeklers 74 cannot explain such dis
crepancy. It is logical that the Szeklers, living in a
region with a compact Magyar population, are less exposed to
assimilation than Magyars living in small numbers dispersed
among Rornanians.

ERRORS IN THE STATISTICS
Data on population by mother tongue and by religion in the
village of Tarna 1'1are in the extreme northwest of Romania,
Tables 34 and 35, focus attention on the reliability and the
validity of ethnic data. The first table suggests that
drastic changes in ethnic structure took place between 1881
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and 1930. Indeed, the changes were so large and contra
dictorv than the numbers make Iittle sense. The abrupt
increa~e of Romanians after World War I, the very high
figures for Magyars in 1900 and 1910 and the disappearance of
the Germans in these two counts are too drastic to be taken
at face value.

The disappearance of some 400 Ruthenians in 1930 and the
appearance of a corresponding number of Russians is obviously
due to a mistake in the registration. A scrutiny of the
first table and a comparison of population by mother tongue
and by religion suggest that the only real major change was
the appearance of sane 400 Ruthenians between 1881 and 1900.

Table 34 .. Population in Tarna Mare by Mother Tongue

Year Romanian l1agyar German Ruthenian Yiddish Russian Total

1881 544 247 151 33 n.a. 1 004
1900 585 848 403 n.a. 1 850
1910 555 881 20 475 n.a. 1 931
1930 905 242 141 350 427 2 066

Table 35. Population in Tarna Mare by Religion

Year Roman Catholic

1881 149
1900 189
1910 239

Greek Catholic

614
1 210
1 305

Protestant

106
159
156

Jewish

126
292
227

Source: Nepszamlalasa (1881), (1900a), (1910a), Recensamintul (1930:
Vol. II)

This increase is substantiated by the numbers on popula
tion by religion as the Ruthenians, as well as the Romanians,
predominantly were Greek Catholics. The appearance of 350
Yiddish-speakers in 1930 was because the Hungarian censuses
did not register Yiddish as a separate language but included
it in German. It appears that the Jews, the Swabians and
Hlany Romanians were registered wi th 1Jlagyar as their mother
tongue in 1900 and 1910.

The spurious ethnic statistics for Tarna Mare may not be
typical, but they nevertheless cast doubt on the accuracy of
the ethnic data, particularly in the 1900 and 1910 enumera
tions. It is painfully clear that the quality of the ethnic
statistics often leaves much to be desired, but it is
difficul t to pin-point errors and estimate them quantita
tively. Apart from outright manipulation a large number of
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potential sources of error can be identified. Some resul t
from varying- classification practices, 75 others from poorly
instructed census takers, from a repressive political climate
that might induce individuals to hide their ethnic iden
tity 76 and unintentional processing and printing errors - only
too numerous - which are even less easily accounted for.

Lack of means of control makes it particularly difficult
to state a firm opinion on the quality of the ethnic data in
the post World vJar II counts .77 Comparisons of census data
show a small decrease in the numb~r of Magyars between 1930
and 1948, followed by an increase - quite considerable in
Transylvania. - between 1948 and 1956. Thus, the 1948 census
may have somewhat underestimated the number of Magyars. The
1966 and 1977 censuses have been subject to criticism,
particularly from Magyars in exile, but the criticism has not
been substantiated by evidence.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
AND INDUSTRIAL CHANGE

A distinction is made in this chapter between the economic
development on the one hand and the industrial structure on
the other. The study of the economic development was mainly
based on secondary sources and is fairly brief, as there are
good studies on this subject. The study of the changes
in the industrial structure was mainly based on census data
and is presented in the some detail. The industrial struc
ture of rural and urban areas were studied jointly, as well
as separately, and the regional and ethnic aspects were paid
particular attention.
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THE PRE-WORLD-WAR-ONE PERIOD

Quantitative comparisons of the industrial structure in the
Hungarian Territories and the Old Kingdom are made difficult
by lack of comparable data. For the Old Kingdom paucity of
data is a serious problem. The population ce~sus of 1899 did
not record the industrial or occupational structure of the
population, but was complemented by an industrial census
taken in 1901. This one is very useful but obviously it does
not cover the pre-\var advances of manufacturing in the Old
Kingdorn where the most rapid development occurred in the
1900-10 period. The Hungarian census of 1891 and particu
larly those of 1900 and 1910 provide a wealth of information
on the industrial structure.. But it is difficult to make
comparative studies of the manufacturing industry versus
handicraft as the use of mechanical power was the main
criterion used in the Old Kingdom to distinguish the former,
vlhile enterprises were classified according to the size of
the work force in the Hungarian censuses.

The Old Kingdom

The unification of the Principalities in 1859, the emancipa
tion of the peasantry in 1864 and independence in 1877 paved
the way for industrialization in the Old Kingdom. Industrial
progress was insignificant until independence. The main
achievements were made in railway construction. In 1869 the
first railway, connecting Bucuresti with the Danube at
Giurgiu, was built and by 1877 some 921 kiloneters had been
completed, connecting Moldavia, Muntenia and Oltenia.' In

Table 36. Structure of Manufacturing and Handicraft Industry in the
Old Kingdom in 1901

Type of Industry
Manufacturing Handicraft 'Special'

Units
Engaged
Mechanical power (hp)
Engaged/unit
Horse power/unit

625
39 700
45 200

63.6
72.3

54 400
105 000

235
1.9

6 900
17 900
15 300

2.6
2.2

Source: Ancheta Industriala 1901-02 (1904: 38+)

Remarks: The census distinguished three types of industry: large,
small and special. The main criterion for large industry was
the use of mechanical power. Consideration was also paid to
invested capital and size of workforce. Hanufacturing not
qualifying as large industry was referred to as small industry.
Small flour mills and sawmills using mechanical power, but not
qualifying as large industry were referred to as special indus
try. As the distinction between large and small industry was
in essence one between manufacturing and handicraft it was
decided to refer to 'large industry' as manufacturing and
'small industry' as handicraft.
Data do not include extractive industries.
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1896 the first railvlay bridge over the Danube \vas opened,
linking the formerly isolated Dobrogea with the rest of the
Old Kingdom ..

After a short period of free trade Romanian economic
policy became increasingly protectionist. Prohibitive
customs duties were levied on foreign goods. Apart fran a
protected market, the home industry also enjoyed a series of
benefits, such as reduced railway fares, allocation of free
land, exemption from taxes etc.. As a resul t the budding
Romanian industry made fast progress)

An industrial census taken in 1901 registered 169 200
engaged in manufacturing, i .. e .. 2 .. 2 per cent of the population
or 13 .. 3 per cent of the family heads. Three fourths of all
industrial units were owned by Romanian citizens, but only 54
per cent of the 'manu£acturing' units. Three fourths of the
entire workforce were Romanian citizens~

Food processing \Jas the most inlportant branch of 'manu
facturing' industry, accounting for 31 per cent of the units,
42 per cent of the horse power, 27 per cent of the work force
and 57 per cent of the output~ Most food processing firms
were flour mills cather inlportant manufacturing branches
were the chemical and wood industries, while the textile
industry was insignificant. The snlallness of the manufac-
turing industry and the branch structure, with a large share
of flour mills, reflect that at the turn of the century
industry in the Old Kingdom was still in an incipient phase.

Handicraft industry was to a large
Nun1erically I the most important branches
tailoring and smithery.

extent domestic ..
were shoe-making,

The manufacturing industry was unevenly distributed ..
The counties of Ilfov (including Bucuresti), Neamt, Covurlui,
Prahova and Iasi 5 had 22 per cent of the Kingdom's popula
tion, but 67 per cent of those engaged in manufacturing"
Oltenia, southern Muntenia and Dobrogea were practically void
of manufacturing industry and in Moldavia it was restricted
to a few n1ain centres ..6 As might be expected, handicraft
industry was more evenly distributed regionallye Only

Table 37" Economic Development in the Old Kingdom, 1876-1905

Index: 1976 = 100 Absolute value (000)
1876 1886 1896 1905 1905

Population 100 113 129 146 6 480
Export (value) 100 108 138 194 457 100 lei
Railways 100 152 306 345 3.2 km
Goods transported

by rail 100 360 856 1 071 5 750 ton
Postal circulation 100 235 673 1 353 105 000 units
Government income 100 154 245 286 411 000 lei

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1909), Colescu (1907: 26)
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01 tenia had less -than its 'share I • 1·1ore than ha If of the
artisan industry vlas founcl in rural areas 0

'rhe secondary sector developed a-t a relatively fast rdt:,e
during the first decades of the 20th century. The nost rapid
progress vJas exper ienced in the petroleunl industry. Oi 1.
production increased from 15 900 tons in 1881 to 250 000 tons
in 1900 to 1 142 000 tons in 1901 and to 1 910 000 tons in
1914. 7 As the petroleuTIl industry was concenlrated to the
Prahova valley and the Dacau area, the regional concentration
of the manufacturing industry increased. The relative
iIllportance of the food I?roceSSinSl industry diTIlinished and by
1915 it had declined to 36 per cent of the industrial output.
The mechanical force used in manufacturing industry increased
from 45 200 horsepower in 1901 to 126 700 in ]915. Still, on
the eve of vJorld lJar I manufacturing in' Romania was far from
versatile and, with few exceptions, poorly developed. But in
spite of the backward state of ~anufacturing the development
since independence was the first important step away from an
agrarian society.

The Hungarian Territories
The emancipation of the peasantry in 1848 marked the begin
ning of industrialization in the Hungarian Territories, as in
the Old Kingdom. Previous industrial development had often
been linked to the rich natural resources of the area. Gold
and silver were mined near Zlatna in the Apuseni Mountains 8

and near Baia Mare in the north., Salt was mined in Mararnures
and in several places in Transylvania, traditionally by
convicts .,9

In the latter half of the 19th century development was
based on iron are and coal mines. Some 240 000 tons of coal
were extracted in 1867, almost exclusively in the Banat, and
by 1913 some 2.5 million tons, of which 2.3 million tons in
the Jiu Valley of the Hunedoara region}O Main metallurgical
centres were Resita and Hunedoara.

The developnlent of manufacturing was hampered by the
recession of 1873 and by a tariff war with the Old Kingdom in
1886-91, but gained momentum after the turn of the century.
Between 1900 and 1910 employment in manufacturing and handi
craft industry increased fronl 117 600 to 149 200 in C-B-r'1 11

and frorn 91 000 to 128 400 in Transylvani_a.. The number _0'£
establishments increased from 58 400 to 67 500 inc C-B-M and
from 51 000 to 59 100 in Transylvania in the same period.
Two thirds of the establishments used no hired labour. The
number of manufacturing enterprises \vith more tha:'n 20 em
ployees12 in C-B-M and Transylvania increased from 383 in 1900
to 691 in 1910 and the employment in these enterprises
increased from 37 600 to 68 300. The largest concentration
of manufa.cturing was found in the Banat, but manufacturing
was much more evenly distributed than in the Old Kingdom and
all counties had at least a few manufacturing establishments.
Three establishments in Arad, Cluj and Timisoara had more
than 1 000 employees. Another twenty-two had more than 500
employees.
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Table 38. Industrial and Residential Structure of the Population
in Crisana-Banat, Maramures and Transylvania in 1910,
Percentages

115

Residential
structure Primary

Industries
Secondary Tertiary All industries

Urban areas
Rural areas
All areas

14.2
82.3
74.1

41.9
11.1
14.8

43.9
6.7

11.1

100.0
100.0
100.0

Source: Nepszamlalasa (1910b)

Remarks: The primary industries include agriculture and silviculture,
the secondary mining and manufacturing, a.nd the tertiary
commerce, financial institutions, transportation, public
services and free professions, military services and domestic
servants. Non-specified day labourers and those with other
or unknown occupations were proportioned on the three groups.
Urban areas had 13 per cent of the population. To delimit
Crisana-Banat and Maramures as faichfully as possible to the
present borders the following system was used. In Maramures
was included the districts Izavolgyi, Sugatagi, Szigeti and
Visoi in the Maramaros county; the Tiszantuli district in
the TJgocsa county; the Szatmar county except for the
districts Csengeri, Fehergyarmati and Mateszalkai and the
county of Szilagy. In Crisana-Banat was included the county
of Bihar except the Berettyoujfalusi, Biharkerestes,
Derecskei, Sarreti and Szekelyhidi districts; the entire
county of Arad and Krasso-Szoreny and the county of Ternes
except for the districts Fehertemploni, Kevevarai and
Verseczi and for the towns Fehertemplon and Versecz.

Table 39. Industrial Structure by Major Ethnic Groups in
Hungary in 1910, Percentages

Industry Romanians GeFmans Magyars Jews

Agriculture 85.9 49.9 54.7 7.4
Manufacturing 5.3 27.2 19.8 34.5
Mining 1.1 1.6 1.0 0.1
Transportation 0.8 2.2 4.6 3.9
Trade 0.6 6.0 4.8 38.0
Church and civil services 1.5 2.7 5.0 8,,1
Other 4.8 11.0 10.2 8.0

Source: Suciu (1929: 691-705)

Remarks: Data are not strictly representative as they refer to
the whole of Hungary and C-B-M and Transylvania were
less industrialized than the rest of the country. The
source does not give information on how ethnicity was
measured. The division into industries follows
standard Hungarian practice at the time.
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By 1910 three £our"ths of the population in C~B-l--1 and
rl1ransylvanici \Jere engag-ed in "the primary indus-Lr ies, 15 per
cent in the f;econdary and 11 per cent in the tertiary co In
six counties more than 30 per cent of the population were
found outside agriculture, as against less than 15 per cent
in one ccunty - Kis-Kukullo. Regional variations were rather
smalle Eighteen per cent of the rural population were
nc.'n·~agricultural. Of those in the secondary indllstries 66
per cent Vlere X'ural and of those in tertiary activi ties 52
per cent.. Traditional, small-scale units continued to
dOTItinate and rurdl area~, were far from exclusively agricul
tural. When manufacturing gained over the crafts secondary
activity vIas concentrated to towns and a stagnat.ion and
even decline - of the non-agricul t.ural industries in rural
areas took place ..

rrlJe ethuic segregatioll in the Hungarian Territories \vas
eminently reflected in industrial structure. Romanians more
than other ethnic groups rcrnainE'd confined to a9ricul ture and
only rarely capitalized on their artisan skills to gain
of f-farnl incon1e .13 In northern 'l'ransylvania ana I~laralnures
Slovaks vJere brought to ""ark in mines, al though Rornanian
labour was abundantly ct\railable.14 'rradi tion, lack of educa
tion and cultural and social barriers seems to have effec
tively blocked their access to secondary and tertiary indus
tries Q Commerce was generally in Jewish hands, \'lhile 1-1agyars
and in some areas Jews and Germans dominated the cr~fts. The
shop- and inn-keeper would b8 a Gypsy and the shoemaker, the
butcher, the carpenter, the I:liller and the public servan t
were r.'1agya.rs" Only 2 .. 7 per cent of the Romanians "'Jere
craftsmen and there were only 11 500 Romanian intellectuals}5
of whom 3 820 belonged to the clergy, 3 440 were teachers and
1 360 worked in public adnlinistration ..

rfHE INTERWAR PERIC~D

rrhc character of ROlnania as a pronounced peasant st.ate was
never seriously challenged in the interwar period.. The urban
population gre\v considerCtbly, but the urban share of the
total population increased only slowly ..

Industrial and Resjdential Structure in 1930,
Percentages

Residential Industrial structure
structure Farm Non-farm All industries

TJrban areas 16e2 83&8 100,,0
Rural areas 86,,6 13 .. 4 10000
All areas 72&3 2707 100 .. 0

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol I and V)

Remarks: Data refer to total population.. 20,,0 per cent were urban and
7968 per cent rural ..
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In 1930 some 80 per cent of the population was still
rural and agriculture was the principal source of income for
72 per cent of the population. By 1941 the proportion
non-farm population had increased by a mere 2" 6 percentage
units}6 Urbanization in the interwar period should be seen
in this context. A proletarianization or the peasantry
rather than economic growth was the main promotor of urbaniza
tion in the interwar period. A rapidly growing agricultural
population and stagnant agricultural production forced many
peasants to gain at least a supplementary incorne frora non
farm activities. Theoretically th8y had the choice of
seeking non-farrn income near home or to migrate c> In rnos t
cases the first option was almost non-existing.

The increase in the supply of labcur in the urban areas
was not met by a corre~ponding demand.. Some found permanent
work in factories, but Dany became day labourers or street
vendors. Particularly the Oltenians became known as vendors
of vegetables and pastries. Most of them were street pedd
lers, but some managed to establish themselves as small
tradesmen with their own shops.

Economic Development
Romania suffered immense hur:lan and rnaterinl losses in the
First vJorld vvar," An estimated one rnillion people were los·t
in the war}7 Livestock dwindled to a mere fraction of the
prewar level,18 partly as a direct resul t of the vvar and
partly through German 'export'. Industrial and transporta
tion infrastructure was largely destroyed@

The disastrous effects of the war upon the economy
appear clearly from the production data of the first postwar
years. Industrial production in 1921 was less than half the
prevlar level}9 Transportation was in a poor state" Only
about a fourth of the rolling stock remained 20 and the nc\'I1
political boundaries made the network inappropriate.. Espe
cially the Transylvanian industry su£fered from being discon
nected from its former marketse Factories had to close down
because of shortages in transportation .21 According to a
contemporary American report 22 the vvhole Honlanian econOHty \Vas
restricted by the ability, or rather disability; of the
distribution system"

Agriculture, too, was slow to recover, partly due to the
heavy depletion of labour and livestocko Also, the agrarian
reforms in 1920-21 had unfavourable effects on production.,
They led to an immediate fall in production as much land
remained untilled because of uncertainty about ownership and
time lags between expropriation decisions and distribution to
the peasantsJ3 The reforms also had more far-reaching
effects. I'iS ovvnership of the land and thus production
decisions shifted from the large landlords to less market
oriented peasants j wheat - the traditional export crop - lost
ground to maize - the staple food - which was considerably
more labour intensive than wheat.

Yields of the most important crops - maize and wheat 
did not improve dur ing the interwar per iod , but remained
below the prewar levels, Tables 41 and 42 Q Increases in the
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SO\Jn area in the regions of the Old Kingdom led to an in
crease in the production of maize, while production of both
maize and wheat in Transylvania remained considerably below
the prewar level.

The 1920's saw relatively fast economic development. By
1926, manufacturing production surpassed the level of 1913.24

Cereals lost its position as the most important export item
to petroleum. Oil production more than trebled between 1922
and 1928. The most expansive industries were paper, tex
tiles, and metals .25 By value, the food industry remained
most important, 29 per cent, and the chemical industry, 19
per cent.26 Agricultural production increased, too.

Table 41. Cultivation of Maize and Wheat in the Old Kingdom,
Annual Averages

Maize Wheat
Period Sown area, Yield Sown area, Yield

1 000 ha kg/ha 1 000 ha kg/ha

1862-66 980 990 697 920
1872-76 1 307 970 1 060 710
1891-95 1 793 000 1 435 1 090
1901-05 2 090 900 1 681 1 240
1911-15 2 087 1 360 1 928 1 170
1923-27 2 283 1 100 1 501 880
1931-35 2 873 1 100 1 429 830

Sources: L' Agriculture en Roumaine (1929), (1938), Anuarul
Statistic (1909: 146-147), (1915/16: 26-31)

Remarks: Yields 1862-1915 converted from hectolitres to
kilograms according to formula 1 hI = 78 kg, stated
as average in Anuarul Statistic (1909).
Data should be interpreted with caution as their
reliability may be uneven. A systematic substimation
of yields after the agrarian reforms in 1921 can be
suspected as an increasing part of production was
consumed within the producing households.

Table 42. Cultivation of Maize and Wheat in Transylvania,
Annual Averages

M a i z e W h eat
Period Sown area Production Yield Sown area Production Yield

1_000 ha 1 000 tons kg/ha 1 000 ha 1 000 tons kg/ha

1896 38007 506.0 1 330 309.9 366.3 1 180
1923-27 330.7 409.9 1 240 314.1 315.6 1 010
1931-35 388.4 418.6 1 080 356.4 340.9 960

Sources: Agriculture en Roumanie (1929), (1938), Mezogazdagi
Statisztikaja (1895: Vol III)
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The world depression of 1930 struck the various sectors
of the Romanian economy differently. The petroleum industry
vIas least affected . Although prices fell, both production
and export increased throughout the depression. Iron ore and
coal mining and the steel industry, on the other hand, were
badly hi t. Employm_ent in 'large-scale' 27 manufacturing
decreased by 24 per cent II Artisan and horne industry were
also in a bad shape. Nevertheless, by 1933 inaustrial
production vIas back at the 1929 level~28

Table 43. Development of Manufacturing in 1929-38

1925 1929 1932 1938

Enterprises 3 445 3 736 3 487 3 767
Mechanical power (hp) 384 700 480 000 514 700 746 800
Employment 208 700 201 200 152 200 289 100
Output (1 000 lei,

> constant prices) n.a. 56 100 53 800 87 700

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 478), Lupu ed. (1974:
415)

Remarks: n.a. = not available
Data refer to 'large-scale' manufacturing, i.e.
enterprises with more than ten employees or 20 horse
powers.

The depression :bit agriculture most severely. Prices
fell much more than for manufactured goods and were slower to
recover. Farmers were caught in a price pinch as the rela
tion between prices of farrn output and raClnufactured input
increased from 1:1 in 1929 to 1:1.9 in 1934 and 1:1.5 in
~939 ..29 The decline in product prices increased the debt
burden considerably and served to maintain the depressed
s tate of agriculture . Per-capi ta national income dropped
from 11 000 lei in 1928 to 4 800 lei in 1932.3° Romania's
terrns of trade deteriorated sharply after 1929.. The ton
value relation between imports and exports fell from 1:6.6 in
1929 to 1:15.6 in 1933.31

In the years 1933-38 manufacturing industry grew under
an import substitution policy. By 1938 industrial production
was up 32 per cent as against 1929;2 shifting somewhat from
consumer to capital goods. The iron and metal industry
expanded considerably, partly because of increased armaments.
Agricul tural production fluctuated much from year to year,
but except for the early Twenties no sustained increase can
be detectedf3 Livestock other than horses decreased slightly
between 1927 and 1935}4

As a consequence of the strongly protectionistic policy,
the industrial growth ~l/as largely of import substituting
character. Romania becarae increasingly self-sufficient in
industrial products, by 1938 at 80 per cent~5 The structure
of imports changed considerably. Finished products declined
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from 65 per cent in 1930 to 33 per cent in 1939, while raw
materials and semi-finished products increased correspond
inglYe aowever, the state-fostered industrial growth was
costly and not accompanied by any increase in national
consumption.. Consumption of industrial products actually
fell from 93 billion lei in 1927 to 88 billion in 1938 36 and
per capita consumption of most consumer goods also declined.37

Neither did industrial growth absorb much of the labour
surplus in agricul ture.. Employment in manufacturing 38 in
creased by only 90 000 between 1929 and 1938, Table 43, while
population grew by over two n1illion.. A major reason why a
self-sustained economic development did not take off, was the
failure to improve agricultural efficiency and the depressed
economic conditions of the peasantry, who continued to make
up over 70 per cent of the population, but had very low
purchasing-power. By 1939, the value of agricultural inven
tory per hectare was only 1 000 lei, compared with 3 000 lei
in Poland and 15 000 lei in Germany~9

Industrial growth before the Second World War had
considerable regional and structural consequences. Data d9
not allow exact comparisons, but a study of the 1901 and 1930
censuses suggest that a considerable geographic concentration
of industrial activity took place in the Old Kingdom. By
1930 almost half the industrial activity in the former Old
Kingdom was concentrated to the counties of Ilfov (Bucuresti)
and Prahova, Table 44. Concentration was at the expense of
I~101davia and poorly industrialized Oltenia. ~lanufacturing

enlployment increased more than 150 per cent in Ilfov and
Prahova, but actually decreased somewhat in Oltenia and
increased only slightly in Moldavia~

By the end of the First World War the former Hungarian
Territories were more industrialized than the Old Kingdom.
In 1926 industrial production per capita in the former
amounted to 3 480 lei, as against 2 570 lei in the latter,
4 060 lei in Bucovina and only 308 lei in Bessarabia.4o

I>1anufacturing in the former Hungarian Territories was son1e
vvhat more dispersed than in the Kingdom and heavy industry
was different in character, based on coal and iron rather
than oil.41 During the interwar period a relative shift in
manufacturing from the former Hungarian Territories to the
Old Kingdom appears to have occurred GO It is difficul t to
tell to what extent the shift was due to economic policy or
the attraction of Bucuresti or was a result of the depres
sion, which hit iron and coal harder than oil. The close ties
between business and politics in the interwar period made
intimate contacts with political decision-makers very impor
tant to big industry and this greatly increased Bucuresti's
attraction G> The loss of its tradi tional market probably
affected the Transylvanian industry in the years after the
war a This shift and the relocation within the regions of the
Old Kingdom indicate a considerable concentration of industry
to the Bucuresti-Prahova area. Table 44-· and 45 refer to
different periods but this should not invalidate the conclu
sion ..

Another concentration of manufacturing, with regional as
well as rural-urban consequences, was the shift from handi
craft industry to manufacturing. The crafts were tradi
tionally most developed in the Carpathian Piedmont, where t-he
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Table 44.. Regional Distribution of Manufacturing in the Old
Kingdom in 1901 and 1930, Percentages

Area
Mechanical Power Employment
1901 1930 1901 1930

Oltenia 1) 10 .. 9 7 .. 7 14.9 8 .. 6
Muntenia 21,,2 24 .. 6 19.4 17.7
Ilfov and Prahova 28,,5 49 .. 9 29 .. 3 44.8
Dobrogea 2.6 1 .. 9 4.3 4.0
Moldavia 36 .. 8 15.9 32.1 24 .. 9

100.0 100 .. 0 100.0 100.0

Total 60 700 hp 618 900 hp 162 600 274 300

Sources: Ancheta Industriala 1901-02 (1904: 38+), Anuarul Statistic
(1939/40: 380)

Remarks: 1) Excluding Ilfov and Prahova

Table 45. Regional Distribution of Manufacturing in the Interwar
Period, Percentages

Area 1919
A B

1928
A B

1933
A B

1937
A B

8 .. 0 5.6 606 7.6 8.8 7.1 7.. 9 5.8
100 .. 0 100,,0 100.0 100.0 100 .. 0 100 .. 0 100.0 100.,0

46 .. 5 4106

45.6 52 .. 6

45 .. 1 50 .. 6

44 .. 5 41 .. 540 .. 2 39 .. 4The Old Kingdom
The Hungarian

Territories
Bucovina and

Bessarabia

Total (1 000)

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 478), Turnock (1977: 348)

Remarks: A:
B:

Employment
Installed power (hp)

necessary raw materials and energy were available and the
pressure on arable land high!2 The growth of manufacturing
increasingly referred handicraft industry to rural areas:+3

In the former Hungarian Territories the share of employment
in crafts in the secondary industries declined from 57 per
cent in 1910 to 35 per cent in 1930, and the "number of
artisan enterprises declined from 105 700 to 55 000.44 A
similar development occurred in other regions.

As might be expected, handicraft industry was regionally
more evenly distributed than manufacturing, Table 46. More
interesting is the positive correlation between the two.
Regions with high intensity of manufacturing - Transylvania,
Maramures and Crisana-Banat - also had more than their share
of handicraft industry, while regions with few large
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Table 46. Economically Active Population in Extractive and Hanufacturing
Industries by Size of Firm and Region in 1930

Region
Labour force by si~e of firm Per 1 000 inh.

1-5 6-20 21- 1-5 20-

M-C-B 39 400 11 800 66 100 16.9 28.4
Transylvania 56 100 15 900 80 200 17.4 24.9
Oltenia 13 700 3 600 6 200 9.1 4.1
Muntenia 34 300 10 200 53 100 10.1 15.7
Dobrogea 10 300 2 600 3 800 12.6 4.7
Moldavia 28 300 7 200 32 900 11.6 13.5
Bucovina 12 800 3 500 15 300 15.0 17.9
Bessarabia 24 400 5 400 5 900 8.5 2.1
Bucuresti 14 900 12 200 46 500 23.2 72.8
ROMANIA 234 200 72 500 310 100 13.0 17.2

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 346-355)

Remarks: M-C-B: Maramures, Crisana and Banat. Data on regions
refers to official administrative division of region
as of 1930. For specification, see Table 4 in Appendix.

factories, particularly Oltenia and Bessarabia, also had a
poorly developed handicraft industry.

The effects of the shift from handicraft to manufac
turing industry on the pattern of urbanization are not
altogether clear. The employment created by the growth of
large, factories may in many cases have been offset by a
decrease in handicraft industry. As the growth of the former
was much nlore concentrated than the the decrease of the
latter,. the shift is likely to have channeled rural-urban
movements to a few expansive areas and to have increased
regional disparity, meqsured by industrial intensity. A case
in point would be Oltenia, where employment in manufacturing
actually decreased between 1901 and 1930.

The Industrial structure
Unfortunately, quantitative analyses of changes in the
industrial structure of the population remain incomplete
because of terrLtorial changes between the censuses. The 1941
census did not cover Maramures and northern Crisana and
Transylvania, by then under Hungarian administration, and
studies. of the development before 1930 must largely be
:restricted to the former Hungarian Territories because of
lack ,of data on the industrial structure in the Old Kingdom.

A comparison of the 1930 and 1941 censuses, limited to
the territory~covered by both censuses, shows that the
population increased by 1.6 million people, almost equally
divided betwe~n farm and non-farm populations.~ This
r~sulted in ~ 9.6 per cent in6rease in the former and ~ 23.7
per cent increase in the latter, but with large regional
dif~~rences. In Ivloldavia 82.5 per cent of the popuJ-ation
increase remained in the agricultural sector, resulting in a
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Table 47. Population by Industry in 1930, Percentages

123

Region

Maramures

Crisana-Banat

Transylvania

Oltenia

Muntenia

Dobrogea

Moldavia

Bucuresti

Bucovina

Bessarabia

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban
rural

urban

urban
rural

urban
rural

A

18.0
83.5

8.6
81.4

11.0
81.9

31.1
92.6

18.9
84.2

16.7
87.4

22.9
89.2

3.2

18.6
87.6

26.5
90.9

B

27.5
6.4

33.0
8.5

32.3
9.1

18.1
2.5

25.9
6.6

15.0
5.6

20.7
3.5

29.2

23.2
4.4

16.8
2.8

c

12.2
2.5

12.0
1.8

11.8
1.6

1'0.6
0.8

13.2
1.4

13.1
1.8

14.0
1.6

17.9

14.8
2.1

14.2
2.3

D

7.4
1.3

8.4
1.3

7.6
1.5

6.5
0.8

9.9
2.2

16.4
0.8

9.0
1.3

10.7

5.6
1.4

6.1
0.7

E

12.2
2.3

13.5
2.2

16.2
2.3

16.4
2.4

12.5
2.5

16.7
2.5

14.3
2.4

15.8

15.5
2.0

14.3
1.8

Total

128 600
671 200

346 900
527 000

487 800
2 386 800

209 500
487 300

451 500
2 754 900

126 400
313 900

667 900
2 142 700

639 000

150 300
325 800

371 000
2 493 400

South Dobrogea urban
rural

19.1
91.5

20.0
2.7

13.9
1.0

7.6
0.3

12.7
2.4

70 100
305 100

ROMANIA urban
rural

16.2
86.6

25.2
5.5

13.9
1.7

8.8
1.3

14.7
2.3

3 649 000
14 408 100

A: Agriculture (Exploatarea solului)

B: Manufacturing and mining (Industrie and Exploatarea
subsolului)

C: Credit and commer~e (Credit, reprezentanti, agentii de comert
and comert)

D: Transportation (Transporturi)

E: Public institutions (Institutii publice)

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V)

Remarks: Urban population refers to the official administrative
delimitation of towns. Orsova is included in Crisana
Banat, Herta in Moldavia. Data refer to total population,
i.e. both active and passive.
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17e2 per cent increase of the agricultural population, while
the agricultural population in the Suceava area ,46 Dobrogea
and Transylvania increased by only 3-4 per cent and actually
decreased in Banat. In Oltenia and Muntenia the increase was
9 and 14 per cent!r7

Table 47 shows by region how far the industrial transi
tion from farm to non-farm activities had progressed in 1930.
The transition ostensibly follow two courses; growth of urban
areas at the expense of rural through rural-urban migration
and a shift from farm to non-farm activities in rural areas.
In 1930 agriculture was still the primary source of income
for over 80 per cent of the rural population in Romania, but
there were considerable regional variations.. Larger shares
of the rural population were occupied in non-farm activities
in Crisana-Banat and Transylvania than in the rest of
Romania. The poorly developed regions ~ Bessarabia, Oltenia
and South Dobrogea had the lowest rates of the rural
population in non-farm activities. In spite of small rela
tive numbers, the non-agrarian rural population \Jas numeri
cally important. Some 42 per cent of all manufacturing
employees and 49 per cent of the mechanical power used in
manufacturing was found in rural areasf8 The credit,

Table 48.. Industrial Structure in Urban and Rural Areas
in Maramures, Crisana-Banat and Transylvania
in 1910 and 1930, Percentages

Region
Urban

A B C A
Rural

B C

Maramures 1910 15.9 35 .. 4 28 .. 9 78 .. 4 9 .. 7 6 .. 2
1930 18 .. 0 27 .. 5 31 .. 8 83 .. 5 6 .. 4 6 .. 1

Crisana-Banat 1910 701 37.3 29 .. 5 78 .. 0 11 .. 2 5 .. 4
1930 5 .. 7 31 .. 6 36 .. 9 79 .. 0 9 .. 7 5 .. 9

Transylvania 1910 13 .. 2 35,,9 26 .. 0 80 .. 3 10.,9 4 .. 7
1930 10.6 32 .. 0 36,,4 81,,1 9,,5 5 .. 6

A: Agriculture

B: Mining and manufacturing

C: Credit, commetce, transportation and public insitutions
In 1910 also 'free professions'

Source: Nepszamla1asa (1910b), Recensamintul (1930: Vol V)

Remarks: The residual is made up of military services, non
specified day labourers, domestic servants, others
and unknown in 1910 and of various and unknown in
1930.
The urban system consists of towns existing both in
1910 and 1930G For delimitation of Crisana-Banat
and Maramures and Transylvania, see Table 38.
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COIT@erce and transportation industries were 34 per cent rural
and public institutions 38 per centQ

Table 48 clearly shows that no gradual penetration of
non-agricultural activities took place in rural areas in the
per iod .49 On the contrary , they appear to have become in
creasingly agricultural.. The agricultural population inc
reased both absolutely and relatively in rural areas, as well
as in urban Mararnures.. Ivlining and manufacturing lowered
their share in both urban and rural areas, while the service
sector increased considerably. Changes in classification and
in administrative boundaries may account for some of the
differences and call for caution in the interpretation of the
data ..50

There are two plausible explanations for this develop
ment. Firstly, it is most likely that the population move
ment after ~Jorld War I affected the industrial structure ..
Some 197 000 Magyars emigrated to Hungary between 1918 and
1924~1 A few of them belonged to the landed aristocracy who
lost their land in the agrarian reforms,52 but it can be
safely assumed that most emigrants belonged to the secondary
and tertiary sectorse Hungarian peasants, as well as Roma
nian, benefitted from the reforms and because of their
economic ties to the land no doubt were less mobile than the
non-agricultural population. Thus Maramures, Crisana-Banat
and Transylvania were depleted of an important part of their
non-farm populationw This was particularly important in
I'-1ararnures and Crisana-Banat and in the towns 0 Places and
functions left vacant by emigrating Magyars were not easily
filled by predominantly agricultural Romanians.. The Magyar
exodus very likely hampered the economic development in the
former Hungarian Territories in the early interwar period.

Secondly; data confirm that the relative shift from
handicraft to manufacturing industry led to a concentration
of secondary activi ty to towns to the disadvantage of the
development of non-agricul tural activities in rural areas ..
Poor transportation prevented commuting ..

ETHNIC ASPECTS ON THE INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE
The Saxons are a canny folk~ and if not very romantic and
chivalrous, they are prudent and labourious. The Saxons are
undoubtfully the most industrious, steady and frugal of the
inhabitants of Transylvania, and they are consequently the best
lodged, best clothed and best instructed .. 53

Should a peculiarly fine season have sent a better crop than usual,
the Wallack will load his little wagon, harness his oxen, provide
himself with his maize loaf and bit of bacon, and set off for some
distant market where he thinks he can turn his produce to account ..
It is true~ he sleeps on the top of his load the whole way, perhaps
he drinks a good part of the money before he gets'back, probably the
Jew cheats him out of the rest of it in exchange for some worthless
trinkets for his wife, - still the spirit of commercial enterprise
is there, little as its benefits are felt.54

A few kind words are rarely lost even on a Gypsy.55 They (the Gyp
sies) are the only blacksmiths tn the count ry 56
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Table 49. Residential and Industrial Structure of All
Ethnic Groups and Romanians in 1930,
Percentages

Region
All groups Romanians

Urban Non-farm Urban Non-farm

Maramures 16.1 27.0 8.3 14.6
Crisana-Banat 18.5 32.0 9.7 18.6
Transylvania 17.0 30.1 10.7 19.0
Oltenia 12.0 15.0 11.5 14.4
Muntenia 13.1 25.0 12.3 23.2
Dobrogea 28,,7 32.9 29.7 45.9
Moldavia 20.7 26.5 18.0 19.9
Bucuresti 100.0 96.8 100.0 96.2
Bucovina 30.1 34.2 28.8 26.5
Bessarabia 12.5 17 .. 5 6.5 9.6
South Dobrogea 18.7 22 .. 0 22.7 26.5
ROMANIA 19.5 27.7 16.2 22.0

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vols II and V) ,

Remarks: Orsova included in Crisana-Banat. Herta included
in Moldavia. Non-farm population measured as
total population less agricultural population.

Table 50. Industrial Structure of'Major Ethnic Groups in 1930,
Percentages

Ethnic group Agriculture Manufacturing Commerce Other Total

All groups 72.3 8.6 4.1 15.0 100
Romanians 78 .. 0 5.8 2.3 13.9 100
Magyars 57.0 18.3 4.2 20 .. 5 100
Germans 54.2 22 .. 5 5.1 19.2 100
Jews 6.3 28.0 40.0 25.7 100
Ukrainians 91.5 2.7 0.7 5.8 100
Russians 72.6 7.4 3.1 16.9 100

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V)

Remarks: Commerce includes credit.. 'Other' .includes mlnlug,
public institutions, transportation, 'various' and
'non-declared'.
Ethnicity measur~d by nationality (neam).
Data are based on accumulation by county which
excluded ethnic groups smaller than 1 000 people.

The regional ranking of economic development wi th
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania in the lead - is reversed if
only the Romanians are considered, Table 49. The industrial
variations between the main ethnic groups remained large.
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The largest minorities the Magyars, the Germans and,
especially, the Jews were much less agrarian than the
Romanians. Only 48 and 40 per cent, respectively, of those
living from manufact'uring and from credit and comraerce were
Romanians, Table 51. 'l'he Jews only 4 per cent of the
population - made up 39 per cent of those engaged in credit
and conunerce. ~vherever large ruinori ties vJere present,
Romanians were largely confined to agriculture. The largest
shares of non-agricultural Romanians were found in purely
Romanian areas, such as Muntenia. As a rule, Romanians did
not benefit from the generally higher level of economic
development in ethnically mixed areas. An exception was the
former Saxon land, where Romanians living among Germans
traditionally were more prosperous than elsewhere.

Table 51. Ethnic Composition in Various Industries in 1930,
Percentages

Ethnic Groups All industries Agriculture Manufacturing Commerce

Romanians 72.1 77.8 48.4 39.9
Hagyars 7.8 6.2 16.6 7.9
Germans 5,,0' 4.1 3.0 10.6
Jews 4.0 10.3 3 .. 0 38 .. 5
Ukrainians 3.2 4 .. 0 1.0 0 .. 5
Russians 2.2 2.2 1.9 1.6
,Bulgarians 2.0 2.4 1.2 1.3
Others 4.6 4.1 7.3 5.3
Total 100 100 ioo 100

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V)

Remarks: See Table 50
The minorities are slightly underrepresented as data were
accumulated by county, which excludes ethnic groups smaller
than 1 000 people.

The Romanians have been able to learn from the Saxons in
the fields of agricultyre and housekeeping. Furthermore, the
Saxons' greater famirfarity with books, their commercial and
~anufacturing skills and economic spirit have had a positive
influence on the Romanians. Generally, where Romanians live
among Saxons, material living standards of not only the Saxons, but
also of the Romanians are higher than in other parts. 57

Regionally, the share of minorities among the non-farm
population was much higher. Wherever Jews lived in large
numbers, they dominated commerce. Their share in credit and
commerce was 80 per cent in Bucovina and 75 per cent in
Bessarabia. Many counties in Moldavia and Maramures showed
similar high proportions: Botosani 73 per ~ent, Dorohoi 84,
rasi 72, Radauti 78, Suceava 75 and the county of Maramures
89 per cent.~ Except for the ports, credit and comrner~e was
almost entirely in the hands of ethnic Romanians in Muntenia



128 CHAPTER FOUR

and Olteniao In 1930 no less than 82 per cent of the Roma
nians were still agricul tural in C-B-M and 'rransylvania as
against 58 per cent of the .tvlagyars, 54 per cent of the
Germans and 9 per cent of the Jews. Although Romanians made
up 57 per cent of the population in these regions, their
share of the manufacturing population was only 31 per cent.
A similar situation was found in Bessarabia.

THE INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE OF TOvmS
The qifference in the economic structure between to\rllnS in
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania on the one hand and those in
the rest of Romania on the other appears clearly from Figure
7. Regional differences in administrative delimitations from
the time before unification, continued to influence the urban
system in the interwar period. Towns in the former Hungarian
Territories were, as a rule, more strictly delimited than
those in the former Old Kingdom. This may partly ~xplain the
higher agricultural shares in towns of the latter region.

The weak manufacturing base in Romanian towns in the
interwar period is reflected by 1930 census data on indus
tries and sources of living 0 In five towns did more than
half the population receive its income from manufacturing~9

based on local mineral resources in all cases., In fifty
towns the proportion of manufacturing population was between
25 and 50 per cent. Of the forty-eight towns in Crisana
Banat, !vlaramures and Transylvania., thirty-one belonged to
this group, while the remaining nineteen were found among the
124 towns of Romaniais other regions. Their average size 
26 500 - was well above the national average - 16 900 00 - and
most of the larger cities were among them. Their industrial
structure varied, but only a few cases were based on mineral
resourceso Their tertiary base was generally well-developed.
Nineteen towns had less than a tenth of their population in
the manufacturing sector, five in Oltenia and five in Bessa
rabia, but none in the the former Hungarian T~rritoriesm

Towns with a large share in the transport sector can be
divided into three broad categories; ports, railway junctions
and those along old trade routes.. Of thirty-one towns with
more than 10 per cent in the transport sector, twelve were
ports, all the major Danu,bian ports and fast-g-rowing Cons
tanta on the Black Sea o Port activities generally consti
tuted the economic base in these towns and othsr industries
were largely auxiliary. In four towns - Adjud, ~1arasesti,

Medgidia and Pascani - economic life was centred around the
railway.. Many towns had an old tradition as transport and
trade centres and having grown up along old trade routes were
strengthened by the appearance of the railway.. However,
they usually had ~ relatively broad economic base and pro
fited from, but were not dependent on their transport loca
tion ..

The historical division of Romania into a large number
of counties 61 meant administrative functions in many tovlns ..
Seventy of the 172 towns were county capitals.. They held 79
per cent of the urban population in 1930.. Twenty-five
counties had no town but the county capital.. The adminis
trative functions in $everal cases were the raison dVetre of
the tovvn.. The administrative division of the country was
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Figure 7. The Economic Structure of Romanian Towns in 1930
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1930

Sources: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V), William-Olsson (1953), (1977)

Remarks: Village: More than 50 per cent of the
population live from agriculture
and forestry.

Village-town: Between 25 and 50 per cent in
agriculture.

Manufacturing town: Less than 25 per cent in agriculture,
more in secondary than in tertiary
activities.

Service town: Less than 25 per cent in agriculture,
more in tertiary than in secondary
activities.

Secondary activities: Manufacturing, mining and
construction.

Tertiary activities: Credit, commerce, transportation and
public institutions.

Method elaborated by William-Olsson.

See also Appendix Table 26
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important for the development of a fairly uniform network of
small and medium-sized towns.

Places with a high rate in credit and commerce were
concentra-ted to ~lo1davia and Bessarabia. Of thirty-three
towns with more than 15 per cent in these industries, thir
teen were .r.lo1davia.n and five Bessarabian. As noted above,
commerce in these regions was largely in J"ewish hands. The
massive settlement of Jews in northern Moldavia, Bucovina and
Bessarabia in the 19th century stinlulated commerce in these
regions.

A large number of towns retained their agricultural
character; thirty-five had more than half their population in
agriculture in 1930 and in fifty the share was 25 to 50 per
cent. Only thirty-four towns had less than 10 per cent in
agriculture but they had 54 per cent of the urban population.
Half the to\vns by international cornparison thus could be
classified as 'village' or 'village-town,~2 In nlany cases
the agricultural percentage was so high that it equalled that
of the rural areas .63 The 'village-towns I were concentrated
to the less developed regions of the former Old Kingdom and
to Bucovina and Bessarabia. In eight of eighteen towns in
01tenia and in five of eight in Bucovina but none in the
former Hungarian Territories did agricultural rates exceed 50
per cent.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

The need for rapid industrialization was widely recognized
after World War II. With the Communist acquisition of power,
Romania for the first time got a government with the will as
well as the political means to embark on an ambitious indus
trialization progranune. The post\var decades saw indus
trialization proceed at a pace unknown in the past and
impressive also by international standards. In terms of
economic development the postwar period can be divided into
five distinct periods: 1944-48, 1948-53, 1953-57, 1958-65
and 1965-80P4 The study of the postwar economic development
follows this division into periods.

The rapid industrialization drastically changed the
industrial structure of the population in the postwar period.
The agricultural population declined from 70 per cent in 1956
to 36.5 per cent in 1977. In rural areas the fall was from
86 to 56 per cent, Table 53. Data on population by industry
were provided by censuses taken in 1956, 1966 and 1977 and
the study of the changes in the industrial structure had to
be based on intercensal periods.
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Table 52. Annual Change in Selected Economic Indicators 1948-1980,
Percentages

Year
Employ- Invest- National Gross output
ment ment Income Industrial Agricultural

1948
1949

4~a) 7;a)1950 29.3 20
1951 13.8 40.7 31 24 25
1952 5.4 33.6 5 17 -7
1953 9.3 27.4 15 15 17
1954 2.6 -11.1 -1 6 1
1955 3.2 11.6 23 14 18
1956 1.5 12.8 -8 11 -19
1957 -2.8 -6.3 16 8 24
1958 1.3 9.9 3 10 -14
1959 3.7 17.9 13 10 20
1960 6.2 32.1 11 16 1
1961 7.3 21.4 10 16 5
1962 6.8 15.8 4 14 -8
1963 5.1 10.1 9 12 4
1964 4.7 10.7 12 14 7
1965 4.6 8.7 10 13 7
1966 4.4 10.3 10 11 14
1967 4.1 16.8 8 14 2
1968 2.3 12.3 7 12 -3
1969 3.6 5.8 8 11 3
1970 3.0 9.4 7 12 -5
1971 5.2 10.5 13 12 19
1972 4.7 11.0 10 12 9
1973 3.6 8.2 11 14 1
1974 3.3 11.3 12 15 2
1975 4.6 16.2 10 12 3
1976 4.1 8.4 11 11 17
1977 2.8 13.7 9 12 -1
1978 3.2 16.3 8 9 2
1979 3.3 7.2 6 8 6
1980 2.2 3.3 3 7 -4
1981 1.3 -7.1 2 3 -1

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (Various issues); Dezvoltarea agriculturii
RPR (1965:563), Dezvoltarea industriei RPR (1964:121),
Forta de munca (1966:42-43), Investitii-Constructii
(1966:38), Montias (1967:269)

Remarks: a) Percentage change over 1948
Employment: Annual average on payrolls
Investments: Total investments in the socialist sector,
current prices
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Table 53. Industrial and Residential Structure in 1956, 1966 and 1977,
Percentages

Residential Industrial strucuture
structure Farm Non-farm All industries

1956
Urban areas 12.6 87.4 100.0 (27.1)
Rural areas 85.9 14.1 100.0 (72.9)
All areas 69.7 30.3 100.0 (100.0)

1966
Urban areas 11.3 88.7 100.0 (35.3)
Rural areas 77.5 22.5 100.0 (64.7)
All areas 57.1 42.9 100.0 (100.0)

1977
Urban areas 6.0 94.0 100.0 (43.6)
Rural areas 59.5 40.5 100.0 (56.4)
All areas 36 .. 5 63.5 100.0 (100.0)

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a:13, 642-643), (1966: Vol I, 2-3,
402-403), (1977: Vol I, 178-179)

Remarks: Urban areas in 1956 exclude 'urban-like localities' and in 1966
and 1977 suburban communes. For 1956 they are according to the
1956 urban network and boundaries and for 1966 and 1977
according to the 1968 network and boundaries. The industrial
structure refers to the active population.

Economic Development
r'lost econornic losses occurred after - rather than before 
t.he coup d'etat in August 1944 and were inflicted by the
Soviet Union. Romania's war tirne losses 1n fixed capital
were only about 30 per cent of the 1938 national income, a
smaller share than in any other East European country.65 Yet,
the prewar level of industrial output was reached later than
in Poland where the war losses amounted to 3.5 times the
1938 national income. After the coup Romania's infrastruc
ture and productive capacity was mobilized for the needs of
the Red Army. It contributed with its industrial and agri
cultural production and was stripped of much of its economic
infrastructure. Industrial plants were dismantled and
transported to the Soviet Union and much of its rolling
stock was seized .66

Soviet exploi tation after the war took two forms, war
reparations and the establishment of joint Soviet-Romanian
companies (Sovroms). Romania's war indemnity to the Soviet
Union was officially set at 300 million dollars 67 to be paid
in kind at 1938 prices. In addition, 508 million dollars
worth of goods had to be paid as a compensation for assets
ostensibly taken from Bessarabia and Bucovina before the
Soviet annexation of these regions in 1940.68 Most of the
reparations were paid in oil. Through the establishment of
fifteen Sovrom companies the Soviet Union acquired control
over much of Romania's natural resources~~ Romania contri-
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buted capital, manpower and raw material to the Sovroms,
while the Soviet 'contribution' mainly consisted of former
German and 'enemy' shares in Romanian companies and produc
tion was spli t equally bet\veen the two countries. The
Sovroms produced approximately a third of the oil production
and half the steel. They were dissolved in 1954-56 when
Romania bought the Soviet shares.

Table 54. Output of Key Industrial Products

Product 1938 1944 1945 1948 1953 1965 1970 1980

Crude oil mt 6.6 3.5 4.6 4.1 9.1 12.6 13.4 11.5
Pig iron, tt 133 142 56 186 448 2 000 4 200 9 000
Crude steel, tt 284 245 134 353 717 3 400 6 500 13 200
Cement, tt 2 510 n.a. 214 657 906 5 400 8 100 14 600
Cotton cloth, tm2 104 35 38 91 197 431 437 748
Wollen cloth, tm 12 9 8 12 29 41 63 128
Leather shoes, mp 2.7 3.0 3.0 8.7 8.9 28.9 40.4 63.6

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1966: Various issues), Dezvoltarea
Industriei RPR (1964: 142-48), Montias (1967: 22)

Remarks: mt = million tons, tt = thousand tons, tm2 = thousand m2,
mp = million pairs

Also other factors complicated economic recovery, Table
54. The economic costs of the political turmoil and of the
nationalization of manufacturing, trade and commerce were
considerable. The poor harvests of 1945 and 1946 and the
reparation payments to the Soviet Union depressed the eco
nomy and left the country wi th hardly and export earnings.
Food shortage, inflation and the foreign currency crisis
were the main factors behind the slow recovery, according to
I-iontias .70

By 1948 the necessary conditions existed for pushing
ahead wi th the industrialization programnle. Control over
manufacturing, trade and commerce had been secured the same
year through nationalization and the restructuring and
reorganization had already begun. The relatively good
harvest of 1947 and relaxation of the Soviet reparation
demands somewhat relieved the strain on foreign exchange.
The 1951-55 five-year plan (FYP) was preceded by two one
year plans, reflecting initial difficulties in mastering the
economic development. The adoption of a ten-year electrifi
cation plan in 1950 stressed the importance attached to
electrification in the national development. The 1949 and
1950 plans and the 1951-55 FYP reflected Soviet philosophy,
focusing on heavy manufacturing as a spearhead for economic
development. A rapid increase in investments and continued
low levels of consumption resulted in an increase in the
rate of accumulation from approximately 11 per cent in 1950
to 29 per cent in 1953. 71 Manufacturing 72 received no less
than 57.7 per cent of all investments, of which 'group A',
producer goods, 50.2 per cent and 'group B', consumer goods,
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the remaining 7.5 per cent.73 Agriculture received 10 per
cent, transportation and communications 11 per cent, housing
and communal services 6 per cent, culture, science and
medical care 7. 7 per cent and other branches 7.5 per cent .74
The 'group A' industries \vere developed at the expense of
almost all other sectors in the economy. By 1953 there were
signs of serious strains in the economy. The rapid growth
of the urban population did not go parallel with an increase
in housing .75

1 Agricultural production failed to keep pace
wi th the needs of the growing non-agricultural population,
resulting in food shortages and steep price increases in the

Table 55. Agricultural Production: Indices of Gross Output and Wheat and
Maize Yields

Year Gross output
Total Crop Animal

Yields kg/ha
Wheat Maize

1938
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980

100
74
92
86

100
102
120

97
120
104
124
126
133
122
126
134
143
163
166
160
165
157
186
204
206
208
214
251
249
256
270
258

100
65
89
80

101
98

119
89

120
95

120
118
121
110
121
125
133
155
152
146
154
136
172
185
179
180
181
220
209
210
223
209

100
94
99
99
98

110
123
116
122
125
134
144
159
147
136
156
163
183
197
191
191
201
219
246
265
269
287
320
338
356
373
365

1 330
800

1 250
1 072
1 437

871
1 020

842
1 247

980
1 339
1 216
1 344
1 332
1 322
1 292
1 990
1 669
1 998
1 721
1 576
1 446
2 221
2 378
2 312
2 079
2 059
2 788
2 820
2 710
2 203
2 837

1 050
740

1 080
851

1 117
1 500
1 800
1 101
1 703
1 003
1 598
1 548
1 674
1 588
1 782
2 016
1 778
2 440
2 129
2 125
2 331
2 119
2 507
3 071
2 502
2 511
2 780
3 410
3 040
3 210
3 720
3 390

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (Various issues), Dezvoltarea Agriculturii
RPR (1965: 160-191, 292-323, 563, 574-575)

Remarks: The indices for 1~38-65 were based on 1955 prices, for 1965-75
on 1963 prices and for 1976-80 on 1977 prices. Wheat yields
for 1971-80 refer to wheat and rye.
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peasant markets. The standard of living increased only
slowly from the very low level of 1948.

Agricultural production increased at a sluggish rate in
the postwar period. The 1938 level was not reached until
1953. A cornbination of man-rnade and natural factors con
tributed to the low production in the early postwar
years .76 Soviet pillage had depleted the country of much of
its agricultural inventory including animals, and the imme
diate effects of the 1945 land reform were also negative, to
which should be added the droughts of 1945 and 1946 and the
attempts at forced collectivization in 1949-50}7 In 1948 a
system of compulsory delivery quotas was introduced, ranging"
from twenty per cent of the production for poor peasants to
sixty per cent for large holders and 'kulaks' .78 In 1951 a
system of steeply progressive quotas were introduced, rang
ing from 70-250 kg per hectare for 'poor peasants' to 590
895 kg for 'rich peasants' and 200 kg for collective
farms.~ State purchase prices were much below market
prices .80

The death of Stalin in I\larch 1953 marked the beginning
of a period of more balanced, albeit slower, economic
development, which was to last until 1957. This was essen
tially a period of economic and political consolidation. In
the previous period a manufacturing base had been laid;
gross industrial output almost doubled between 1948 and
1953. But the concentrated development of the 'group A'
industries could not have continued much longer. The de
pressed standard of living, the neglected infrastructure and
mounting deficits in foreign trade would sooner or later
have forced a change.

The need for economic recovery and a 'breathing spell'
after years of political and economic turmoil was recognized
at a Party Plenum in August 1953~1 The change in 1953 was a
shift not only from investments to consumption, but also
within investments from 'group A' industries to the other
economic sectors, Table 52. Total investments in 1954 and
1955 actually fell below the 1953 level in absolute terms.
The transfer of labour from agriculture to the non-agricul
tural sectors decreased sharply as the annual increase in
employment fell from 220 000 in 1950-53 to 32 000 in
1953-58.82 Employment in the non-agricultural sectors
actually had a constant share in the latter period.83 Agri
cuIture saw a shift from coercion to incentives wi th sub
stantially increased state purchase prices for its products
in 1953. Delivery quotas \/Jere scaled down and altogether
abolished in 1956. The collectivization campaign was tuned
down and the capital base in agriculture expanded through
increased investments. The 'terms of trade' of agricultural
products sold by peasants to the prices of the industrial
inputs they bought from the state retail network improved by
nearly 30 per cent between 1954 and 1957.84 This new eco
nomic course resulted in larger production, albeit with
substantial annual variations, Table 55.

The crises in Hungary and Poland probably extended the
consolidation period one or two years. The initial 1956-60
plan was abandoned and the next plan came into effect
already in 1960 and lasted for six years. By 1958, time was
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considered ripe for a new industrialization drive and for
completing the collectivization of agriculture. As in
1948-53 the development of the 'group A' industries was
stressed. Yet, there were important differences. While the
1948-53 drive had been part of an overall Soviet policy,
industrialization after 1958 was largely in defiance of
Soviet wishes, which assigned Romania the role of a fur
nisher of raw materials to the more industrialized countries
in the block. Import-substituting industries received
particular attention and self-reliance became the new catch
word. Mining, metallurgy and the machine building and
chemical industries increased their shares of industrial
investments, while the oil industry saw its share drop.

Concomitant with collectivization the trend of improved
'terms of trade' of the agricultural population was broken;
parts of the gains obtained since 1953 were lost. State
procurement of farm products increased at a much faster rate
than agricultural output. The share of state procurement to
gross production increased from 27 per cent in 1955 to 52
per cent in 1964 85 and prices reraained constant at a level
considerably below those obtained on the peasant market.

Industrialization after 1958 went much more smoothly
than in 1948-53 and by and large was a success. Most of the
goals in the ambitious 1960-65 plan were achieved with a
wide nlargin. Industrial production increased at an annual
rate of 13.6 per cent between 1958 and 1965~6 faster than in
any other CMEA country. Industrial output and labour and
capital input data indicate a rapid increase in both labour
and capital productivity.~ In spite of almost doubled
investments in absolute terms, consumption increased by 20
per cent between 1959 and 1963 .88 An annual increase in
employment of almost 200 000 from 1958 to 1965 89 absorbed
some of the people in agricul ture who were underemployed
after mechanization.

The collectivization of agriculture in 1958-62 appears
to have been carried out \'1i thout serious disruptions in
production, which in most years was sufficient to satisfy
domestic needs and generate a surplus for exports. State
farms were expanded and strengthened concomitant with collect
ivization, probably to offset a predicted fall in produc
tion, yet the stable production level only marginally was
due to increased production on state farms. At the conclu
sion of collectivization, agricultural production was 20-30
per cent above the 1938 level. Yet, a poor harvest in 1962
demonstrated that agriculture remained the Achilles heel of
the Romanian economy. Reduced food exports let to curtailed
imports and revision of the entire investment programme,
food shortages let to queuing and informal rationing.

The slow increase in the Fifties and early Sixties fell
far short of the optimistic 1956-60 and 1960-65 plans.OO The
production targets of these plans obviously were unreal
istic. Montias 91 concludes that 'the socialization of
agricul ture must have been expected to exert a favourable
impact on output by virtue of its inherent superiority'.
The discrepancies between plan targets and results had
particularly adverse effects on animal husbandry as the
expected fodder base did not materialize .92 Poor crops in
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1956 and 1962 were follo\ved by heavy slaughters the same
years and a reduction in livestock andslaughters the follow
ing year .93

By 1965 the economic and political development reached
an official milestone. The construction of 'the unitary
socialist economy', comprising all main sectors of the
economy had been completed and Romania was proclaimed a
socialist republic. Subsequent decades were to be devoted
to the building of a 'multi-laterally developed socialist
society' .

Subsequent development confirmed the mid-Sixties as a
milestone. The 1965-80 period saw none of the shifts in
economic policy and profound political changes of the eco
nomy that had marked the previous two decades, it was a
period of continuity. Yet, this period was far from un
eventful. Rapid industrialization and sustained high rates
of economic growth, Table 52, fundamentally altered the
structure of the economy. Gross industrial output almost
trebled between 1970 and 1980. Economic growth rates culmi
nated in the first half of the Seventies. The 1971-75 FYP
was the most ambitious and also the most successfully imple
mented of the three five-year plans in this period. An
increasing share of the national income was set aside for
investments - 29 per cent in 1966-70, 34 per cent in 1971-75
and 1976-80~4 The investments indicate that the development
strategy, emphasizing heavy manufacturing f remained essen
tially the same. More than half of all investments in
1966-80 went to mining and manufacturing, some 44 per cent
to heavy - Group A - and only 7-8 per cent to light - Group
B - manufacturing. Investments in agriculture fell from 19
per cent in 1961-65 to less than 14 per cent in 1976-80.

As in the 1948-53 period, the 1965-80 period of rapid
industrialization was brought to an end as imbalances in the
economy became acute. Romania's domestic resources of raw
material and - particularly - energy soon proved inadequate
and the Romanian industry became increasingly dependent on
imports. Oil import increased from 2.3 million tons in 1970
to 16.0 million tons in 1980 and by then exceeded domestic
production. A parallel example was iron ore. The rapid
increase in oil import combined with the increase in oil
prices 95 severely strained the balance of payment. In the
late Seventies the world recession adversely affected Roma
nian exports and the balance of payment rapidly deterio
rated. An increasing debt-service ratio further aggravated
the problem.

The development of agriculture was unsatisfactory in
the 1965-80 96 period and renlained the Achilles heel of the
Romanian economy . Agriculture was rapidly depleted of its
labour 97 ' both in quantity and quality as migration from the
primary sector was selective in terms of age and education.
Although labour productivity increased, the agricultural
production grew at a sluggish and uneven rate. Supply of
agricultural products failed to keep up with demand and
after a poor harvest in 1980 a number of staples were
rationed while others all but disappeared from the market.
In the early Eighties several measures were taken to streng
then agriculture, production incentives were substantially
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increased and the position of agriculture in the economy was
officially enhanced. By mid-1983 it was yet too early to
say if the new importance paid to agriculture was temporary
or reflected a shift in long-term policy.

STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN THE ECONOMY
The transformation from a market economy to a centrally
planned economy after World War II was accompanied by major
structural changes. The new government strongly criticized
the economy for its inappropriate structure: The secondary
sector lacked a sufficient base of heavy industry, was
excessively concentrated to a few regions and was split on
too many units to take advantage of economies of scaleJ8

The postwar decades saw a concentration of manufac
turing to fewer enterprises and plants but poor statistics
make documentation of the changes in the first decade diffi
cuI t and incomplete. Definitions changed which made com
parisons uncertain and in addi tion data were scarce in the
Forties .99 A gradual concentration of TIlanufacturing from
many small and scattered workshops to fewer factories, had
started even before World War I as a consequence of indus
trialization and improved transportation. Important changes
took place during the Forties. In the areas under Hungarian
administration Maramures, Crisana and northern Transyl
vania many establishments were closed as their Jewish
owners had been deported. In Ivloldavia the secondary and
tertiary sectors in the late Forties suffered from the
massive emigration of Jews to Israel. A census 100 taken in
1947 registered 47 500 non-agricultural enterprises with a
workforce of 650 000, of which 35 500 with 534 300 employees
in mining and manufacturing and 10 330 with 84 300 employed
in trade. Almost 41 000 engaged less than ten people. The
nationalizations in 1948 affected 1 600 enterprises, leaving
some 45 900 small enterprises in private hands. The nation
alized enterprises were regrouped into 1 090 companies}01

Table 56 reveals a considerable concentration of manu
facturing to fewer and larger enterprises betvleen 1955 and
1965. Private, mostly one-man, workshops were reduced by
two-thirds in only ten years. Many were obviously turned
into cooperatives, often several workshops forming one
cooperative. But all told, cOITlbined, cooperative and pri
vate workshops declined in numbers and employment, indicat
ing a sharp reduction i small-scale manufacturing. The
stagnation of local state enterprises strengthen this con
clusion.

The rapid growth of manufacturing employment in 1965-80
was largely confined to the republican enterprises.
However, the stagnation of the artisan cooperatives was
broken. Membership in the cooperatives more than doubled in
this period. Although comparatively few worked in coopera
tives, these were important as they provided local employ
ment in small towns and villages .102 Local enterprises all
but disappeared as many were converted into republican
enterprises.

The increase in manufacturing employment was confined
to republican enterprises, i.e. large firms serving more
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than the local market. Within these was also a marked
concentration. In 1965 two-thirds of their blue-collar
workers were in companies with more than 1 000 workers, but
in 1956 they had only been 38 per cent. No more than 2.4
per cent worked in enterprises with less than 200 workers in
1965.103 Enterprises, cooperative firms and local manufac
turing included,1M in 1965 averaged 1 049 blue-collar
workers, a very high number by international comparison.

Table 56. Structural Change in the Secondary Sector

Category 1955 1960 1965 1970 1980

I. Socialist enterprises:
units

employees, thousand
employees per unit

2 223
1 075

484

1 658
1 241

748

1 572
1 648
1 049

1 731
1 997
1 154

1 752
3 198
1 825

A. State enterprises
1) Republican enterprises:

units 1 306 1 001 1 065 1 126 1 321
employees, thousand 870 1 003 1 409 1 629 2 881
employees per unit 666 1 002 1 323 1 447 2 100

2) Local enterprises:
units 292 318 207 246 13
establishments 8 374 6 196 n.a. n.a.
employees, thousand 81 149 137 207 16

B. Artisan cooperatives:
units 637 345 302 409 442
workshops 5 549 10 463 11 100 12 399 14 725
engaged, thousand 131 110 128 195 337

II. Private workshops and
small scale manufac
turing: units
engaged, thousand

124 501
129

84 974
91

34 977~/
35

n.a.
36

n.a.
42

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1966: 165), (1981:135, 205, 222-223),
Dezvoltarea industriei RPR (1964: 22, 24-25, 64-70)

Remarks: a/ 1963
Units: juridical enterprises
Establishments: work places
Of the artisan cooperatives more than 90 per cent were
officially referred to the secondary sector. In 1959 an
unspecified, but minor number of cooperatives became local
industries. Republican and local enterprises add up to
state enterprises, which together with the cooperatives add
up to 'Socialist enterprises'.

The strong concentration within the republican enter
prises continued in the 1965-80 period. By 1980 some 85 per
cent of the work force in these enterprises were found in
those with more than 1 000 employed and 28 per cent within



140 CHAPTER FOUR

Table 57. Size Structure of Socialist Enterprises in the
Secondary Sector: 1956, 1965 and 1980,
Percentages

Size of enterprises Enterprises Workers
(workers) 1956 1965 1980 1956 1965 1980

50 8.2 0.6] 0.5 0.0]
51 - 100 13.9 4.1] 8.5 2.3 0.3] 0.7

101 - 200 24.9 12.3] 7.9 2.1]
201 - 500 30.2 30.8 19.5 21.7 11.2 4.1
501 - 000 12.9 25.6 23.0 20.3 20.1 10.2

1 001 - 2 000 6.9 17.1 23.3 21.0 26.5 20.2
2 000 - 3 000 1.7 5.1 11.5 5.1 13.5 17.1
3 001 - 5 000 0.7 2.9 8.5 6.1 11.9 19.5
5 000 - 0.7 1.5 5.7 5.6 14.3 28.2

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1966: 138-139), (1980: 145-149)

Remarks: Socialist enterprises include republican and local
state enterprises.

Table 58. Investments, Production and Employment in Main Secondary
Sector Industries in 1950, 1965 and 1980, Percentages

Investments Production Production
1950 1965 1980 1950 1965 1980 1950 1965 1980

9.7
48.8

9.1

Electric power
Fuels
Metallurgy
Machine building
and metal working
Chemicals
Building
materials
Lumber and
woodwork
Paper and pulp
Textiles and
clothing
Shoes and leather
Food

7.4
3.3

3.8

4.0
1.3

3.9
0.6
5.2

18.3
18.9
18.7

6.6
12.5

4.0

6.1
5.6

2.9
0.5
4.3

10.8
13.2
14.1

28.9
14.0

4.2

1.8
1.1

4.3
0.3
4.4

1.9
11.3

7.5

13.3
3.1

2.4

9.9
1.2

18.6
4.0

24.2

3.2
7.0
7.7

28.3
10.0

3.6

7.1
1.2

11.8
2.4

14.8

1.8
4.5

10.5

35.2
8.7

3.4

4.1
1.4

11.8
2.2

12.8

1.3
7.5
6.2

21.3
2.6

5.8

17.2
1.1

16.9
5.4

11.0

2.1 1.3
5.8 3.7
7.3 6.3

24.2 35.6
5.4 6.7

5.3 3.9

16.1 9.5
1.5 1.1

15.4 17.7
3.8 3.6
9.1 6.8

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1966: 160-161), (1981: 164-165, 206-207,
408-409),
Dezvoltarea industriei in RPR (1964: 131),
Forta de munca in RSR (1966: 112-115),
Investitii-constructii in RSR (1966: 66-69)

such with rnore than 5 000 employed. Employment in repub
lican enterprises averaged 3 700 in 1980.
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Changes in the structure of production in agriculture
were modest after collectivization had been completed, Table
59. State and collective farms dominated the production of
less labour-intensive and easily raechanized crops, such as
wheat, and industrial crops, such as sugar beets. lvlaize
produced on the personal lots of collective farmers and on
private farms was largely consumed on the farm, much of it
as fodder, and fairly Iittle was marketed. Most of the
potatoes were privately produced, both for marketing and
farm consumption. The same was true for vegetables. A
larger share of livestock than of crops were privately
produced. The large and increasing share of private farms
in beef and milk production is easily understood; most
individual farms are in mountainous areas wi th land suited
for pasture. The government encouraged cattle raising on
private farms in the late Seventies by increasing prices and
providing cheap fodder in the winter. The increased shares
of state and cooperative farms in pork and poultry produc
tion reflect the introduction of large-scale 'factory'
production. Limits on the number of hogs and cattle a
collective farmer could keep privately restricted private
production of beef, pork and milk on cooperative farms .105

Still, milk and eggs remained mainly privately produced. As
part of the production on state and cooperative farms was
exported, the role of private production for domestic con
sumption was larger than indicated by the production
figures, Table 128.

Table 59. Structure of Production in Agriculture in 1965 and 1980,
Percentages

State farms CAP Pers. lots Private
1965 1980 1965 1980 1965 1980 1965 1980

Wheat and rye 24.8 22.0 66.6 64.1 6.5 10.0 2.1 3.9
Maize 21.0 20.7 62.2 55.4 13.8 18.0 3.0 5.9
Sugar beets 1.1 0.1 98.9 99.8 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
Potatoes 6.5 5.7 44.4 35.9 35.1 38.0 14.0 20.4
Vegetables 10.6 22.8 55.3 35.5 27.7 32.9 6.4 8.8
Meat: beef 20.7 14.0 32.7 33.8 33.9 30.3 12.7 21.9

pork 28.4 41.6 16.7 25.0 46.5 23.3 8.4 10.1
poultry 13.7 35.6 5.1 17.5 62.4 33.7 18.8 13.1

Milk 16.9 14.2 26.8 29.1 40.3 34.1 16.0 22.6
Eggs 11.7 24.9 4.0 13.6 62.0 44.3 22.3 17.2
Wool 17.4 22.5 40.0 34.8 32.4 29.0 10.1 13.6

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1981: 280-289, 358-361)

Remarks: CAP: Cooperative farms
Pers. lots: The personal lots of cooperative farmers
Private: Privately owned farms
For distribution of land, see Table 7

The concentration of investments to a few 'basic'
branches - over 75 per cent of secondary sector investments
went to five industries 100 - led to a sharp increase in
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their capital-to-labour quotient and a more modest shift in
employment from light to heavy industry. The five heavy
industries increased their employment share from 39 to 45
per cent. The establishment of a strong heavy industry was
rated higher than the immediate creation of new jobs.

The postwar regime inherited an economy with large
regional variations. Manufacturing was concentrated to
Bucuresti and a few other industrial centres. The new
division of the country into sixteen large regions provided
a crude instrument for regional development policy but the
distribution of investment indicates that this was of little
concern until 1960. The main goal was to create a strong
manufacturing base. The four most industrialized
regions 107 with 24 per cent of the 1956 population received
39 per cent of the 1950-59 investments, but only 33 per cent
in 1960-65. The only poorly industrialized areas to receive
large investnlents in the Fifties were those with untapped
natural resources, e.g. the Bacau and Gorj oil districts.
Per capita investments 100 in 1950-54 ranged from 140 lei in
Oltenia and 187 lei in Suceava to 1 653 lei in Hunedoara.

Table 60. Per Capita Investments in the Socialist Sector, Lei

1951-55 1956-60 1961-65 1966-70 1971-75 1976-80

Bucuresti 7 560 10 620 19 880 35 370 51 030 63 080
Counties with
reg. capitals 4 400 5 960 11 210 18 540 28 260 41 030
Other counties 1 790 3 490 6 700 11 620 22 190 38 260
Romania 3 300 5 040 9 820 16 460 27 050 41 730

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1979: 376-377), (1981: 46-47, 394-395,
418-429)

Remarks: The 1956 census was used for calculating per capita invest
ments for 1951-55 and 1956-60, the 1966 count for 1961-65
and 1966-70 and the 1977 count for 1971-75 and 1976-80.
Counties according to the 1968 administrative division.
'Counties with regional capitals' are those with the
capitals of the sixteen former administrative regions:
Arges, Bacau, Brasov, Cluj, Constanta, Dolj, Galati,
Hunedoara, Iasi, Maramures, Mures, Prahova Suceava and
Timis.

In 1960-65 the gap had narrowed from 1 017 and 1 040 lei
in Iasi and Suceava at the lower end to 3 795 and 3 284 lei
in Bucuresti and Hunedoara at the upper end.

Table 60 shows the importance of the administrative
division as an instrument for regional development. Invest
ments were concentrated to the centres of each region.
Apparently centrally placed planners did not perceive intra
regional differences. With the emphasis on regional develop
ment in the 1960-65 plan came increased investments in poorly
developed regions, e.g. Oltenia, Bucuresti and Arges, while
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large 'poverty pockets' in Transylvania - counties like Alba,
Bistrita-Nasaud and Salaj - continued to receive very little.
Of 433 new-built or enlarged industrial plants between 1951
and 1965, 71 were in Bucuresti, 149 in the other fifteen
regional capitals and 213 in the rest of the country.l00

The Industrial Structure
In vie~v of the industrialization drive after World War II,
the shift from the agrarian to the non-agrarian sector in the
industrial structure was very modest until 1956. According
to Cresin (1948) the non-farm share of the population
increased by 2.6 percentage units between 1930 and 1941.110

The non-farm population probably declined both absolutely and
relatively in the Forties, yet one still arrives at the
conclusion that until 1956 it did not increase at a substan
tially higher rate than the total population .111 The indus
trialization drive in 1948-53 aimed at creating a heavy

Table 61. Industrial Structure in Rural and Urban Areas in
1930, 1956, 1966 and 1977, Percentages

1930 1956 1966 1977

All areas
Primary sector 70.3 69.7 57.1 36.5
Secondary sector 10.5 16.6 24.6 38.9
Tertiary sector 19.1 13.7 18.3 24.6

Rural areas
Primary sector 85.4 85.9 77.5 59.5
Secondary sector 6.2 B.4 13.5 26.5
Tertiary sector B.3 5.7 8.9 14.0

Urban areas
Primary sector 14.B 12.6 11.3 6.0
Secondary sector 26.4 45.6 49.0 55.7
Tertiary sector 58.9 41.8 39.7 38.2

Sources: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V), (1956a: 642-643),
(1966: Vol I, 402-403), (1977: Vol II, 178-193)

Remarks: The secondary sector includes mining, manufacturing and con
struction. The tertiary sector is here a residual and
includes, apart from specified tertiary activities, 'various',
'other sources of income' and 'non-declared'. The latter
categories held 6.3 per cent of the population in 1930, 0.7 in
1956, 0.5 in 1966 and 1.1 per cent in 1977. Data for 1930
refer to total population, while those for 1956, 1966 and 1977
refer to the active population. As the percentage active
generally is higher in agriculture than in other sectors, data
for 1930 probably underestimate this category. According
to the 1956 census, 76.7 per cent of the active population were
in agriculture in 1930. Urban areas exclude 'suburban
communes' for 1930,1966 and 1956 and 'urban-like localities'
for 1956.
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TIlanufacturing base rather than increasing non-farm employ
ment. This is reflected in the 1956 census data on popula
tion by industry and in statistics on salaried employment.
An increase in wage earners per 1 000 inhabitants from 131 in
1950 to 171 in 1956 was at least partly balanced by a decline
in non-farm self-employment. There was considerable urban
under-employment in the interwar period and the growth of
salaried employment in the early Fifties was probably partly
recruited from hidden unemployment among interwar urban
labour.

The shift in employment from the agricultural to the
non-agricultural sector was accelerated in the 1956-66
period. By 1966 57.1 per cent of the active population was
found in the primary sector, as against 69. 7 per cent in
1956. This was a decline of 1.36 million. The shift took
place mainly after 1960. Between 1956 and 1959 total popula
tion actually increased at a faster rate than salaried
employment, which by 1959 stood at only 170 wage earners per
1 000 inhabitants.112 Concomitant with the conclusion of
collectivization of agriculture the second industrialization
drive was commenced and by 1966 there were 228 wage earners
per 1 000 inhabitants.

The changes in the industrial structure were more
dramatic in 1966-1977 than in any previous period. Employ
ment in agriculture fell by 20.6 percentage units - more than
a third - to 36.5 per cent of the active population in 1977
or absolute terms almost two million. The non-agricultural
population increased by over 2.3 million to over 6.8 million.
By 1977 there were 313 wage earners per 1 000 inhabitants.

A breakdown of data on regions, ethnic groups, rural and
urban areas, and the secondary and tertiary sectors is
necessary for an understanding of these changes. In 1930
1956 the main change was from tertiary to secondary acti
vities, rather than from agricultural to non-agricultural
activities, Table 61, which appears both on the national and
regional level. The rate of agricultural population remained
approximately the same in all regions between 1930 and 1956,
Figure 8. In four regions 113 it even increased 114 only
Transylvania saw a notable decrease. The slight relative
decrease of the primary sector on the national level can be
explained by a concentration of the non-agricultural popula
tion to the industrialized regions, particularly Bucuresti.115

The share of the tertiary sector fell sharply in all
regions; in several instances it was almost halved. But it
should be remembered that the tertiary sector had a large
share of undefined activities, Table 61. The lack of
detailed data makes an analysis of the decline qualitative,
deductive and partly speculative. In 1930 the Jews accounted
for 38.5 per cent of employment in credit and commerce. By
1956 their role in these trades, as indeed in almost any
trade, was negligible. The persecution and deportation of
Jews during the war and the massive emigration to Israel
after the war had severe repercussions on commerce. Skills
and established channels of distribution were not easily
replaced. The decline of the tertiary sector was strongest
in Maramures and Moldavia,116 where the Jews had been most
dominant. 117 A comparison shows that between 1930 and 1956
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Figure 8. Industrial Structure in Rural and Urban Areas by Regions in
1930, 1956, 1966 and 1977

employment in credit and commerce fell from roughly 4.1 to
3.1 per cent. The decline in the Forties must have been much
larger as salaried employment in the tertiary sector in
creased by 81 per cent between 1950 and 1956. 118

In 1930 some 6.9 per cent of the population was reported
under 'various industries and non-specified'. This category
was much reduced by 1956. Differences in classification
criteria were probably of less importance for the decline of
the 'tertiary residual '119 than the absorption by the manu
facturing industry of underutilized self-employed - street
peddlers etc. According to the new state ideology most
activities in the tertiary sector were unproductive, their
low official status was reflected in low wages and small
investments. The secondary sector was favoured over the
tertiary. There was a slight tendency for tertiary employ
ment rates to become regionally more uniform in the 1930-56
period, which was partly the result of reduced variations in
, credi t and commerce I • Very high percentages for Dobrogea
were due to the importance of parts and maritime transport in
the economy of this region. On the other hand, the regional
concentration of the industrialization drive was reflected in
increasing regional differences in secondary employment.

The pattern of changes in the industrial structure in
1956-66 differed from that of the previous period. The
secondary and tertiary sectors increased at the expense of
the primary sector and at almost equal rates. Wi thin the
sphere of salary and wage employment the branch structure
remained stable .120 The only major change was a fall in
employment in administration from 4.3 to 2.2 per cent.

The shift in employment from the primary to the secon
dary and tertiary sectors was common to all regions vii th
slight variations in magnitude. The regionally more even



Table 62. Regional Distribution of the Population by Industrial Sectors, Percentages

Region
All sectors Primary sector Secondary sector Tertiary sector

1930 1956 1966 1977 1930 1956 1966 1977 1930 1956 1966 197/ 1930 1956 1966 1977

Maramures 5.6 5.3 5.5 5.3 5.8 5.9 6.3 6.4 5.2 3.9 4.5 4.6 5.0 3.7 4.2 4.5
Crisana-Banat 13.1 11.8 11.0 10.6 12.6 11.4 10.5 10.0 16.2 13.4 11.8 11. 1. 13.0 11.7 11.l} 10.9
Transylvania 20.0 18.9 18.8 19.1 20.0 17.3 15.9 14.8 24.9 25.4 25.0 23.1 17.9 19.1 19.4 19.0
Oltenia 11.8 12.2 12.2 11.4 14.3 14.8 15.6 15.9 5.0 5.1 7.4 8.7 6.5 7.5 8.1 9.0
Muntenia 22.4 22.9 21.3 20.9 23.9 25.2 24.0 23.2 19.8 18.7 18.5 20.5 18.4 16.2 16.6 17.9
Dobrogea 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.8 2.9 3.0 3.2 3.2 2.4 2.9 3.0 3.4 4.0 3.8 4.5 5.4
Moldavia 19.6 19.9 20.3 19.7 20.5 22.0 23.7 25.3 14.2 14.8 14.9 16.1 19.4 15.6 16.7 16.8
Bucuresti 4.5 5.6 7 .. 4 9.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.4 12.4 15.2 14.9 12.4 15.8 22.0 19.2 17.7
ROMANIA 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Sources: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V), (1956b: 578-1 006), (1966: Vol I, 402-417), (1977: Vol II, 370-533)

Remarks: Primary sector: Agriculture and silviculture
Secondary sector: Mining, manufacturing and construction
Tertiary sector: All other economic sectors
The 1930 figures refer to total population, while the 1956, 1966 and 1977 figures refer to the active
population only.
The figures for 1930 and 1956 are close approximations only as the delimitation of the regions in these
years are approximates based on the administrative divisions in vigour at the respective year ..

~
0)



CHAPTER FOUR 147

distribution of new industries came out in the 1966 census,
Figure 8. It led to an increase in 01tenia r s share of
secondary employment, while that of Crisana-Banat continued
to fall, Table 62. The increase in the share of Maramures,
was due to the gro\,{th of mining and heavy manufacturing in
the Baia Mare area. The decline in Bucuresti r s share of
tertiary employment reflects the cuts in administration.

Employment in the secondary sector increased at a much
faster rate in 1966-77 than in previous periods. Its share
of the active population increased by 14.3 percentage units
to 38.9 per cent in 1977, by then the secondary sector was
larger than the pr imary . The tertiary sector increased at
approximately the same rate as in 1956-66, i e much less than
the secondary sector. In absolute terms the increase was
more than 700 000 and by 1977 the tertiary sector held a
forth of the active population.

Regional variations in the changes of the industrial
structure were fairly small. They were largest in Muntenia,
where the primary sector declined by 23.4 percentage units
and the secondary sector increased by 17.0 units, and small
est in Moldavia and Transylvania. County variations were
larger.121 In five counties the primary sector declined by
more than 25 percentage units: Buzau, Harghita, Ilfov, Salaj
and Teleorman. They had all been predominantly rural and
benefitted from the regional development policy in the
Seventies. In five counties the decline of the primary
sector was less than 16 percentage units: Brasov, Caras
Severin, Maramures, Suceava and Vrancea. They do not lend
themselves to a common classification. Brasov was the most
urbanized county and had limited potentials for further
reductions of the agricultural population. 'I'he last three
still had large agricultural sectors and were in mountainous
areas where private farms played an important role and where
mechanization had advanced at a slower pace.

Regional variations in the share of agricultural popula
tion around the national average, 36.5 per cent, were still
large in 1977. At the upper end was Botosani with almost two
thirds of the active population still in agriculture and on
the lower end Brasov with only 11 per cent. Eleven coun
ties 122 still had more than half their active population in
agriculture, and six 123 less than a fourth. The regional
pattern of the secondary sector was largely the inverse of
that of the primary sector. Four counties had more than half
their active population in the secondary sector - Brasov 63
per cent, Sibiu 56, Prahova 54 and Hunedoara 51 - as against
less than a fourth in five counties - Botosani 19 per cent,
Vrancea 21, Bistrita-Nasaud 22, Vaslui 23 and Ialomita 24.
The tertiary sector was much more evenly distributed. At the
upper end was Constanta with 39 per cent 124 reflecting the
importance of maritime transport in this county and at the
lower end Botosani and Olt with 16 per cent.

The shift of the active population from agriculture to
other economic sectors was discriminating wi th respect to
age, sex and education. The shift took two forms; a) youths
from agricultural homes sought non-farm employment after
completed education and b) people in agriculture changed to
non-agricultural employment. The rapid rise of education
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Table 63. Age Structures of the Active Agricultural and Non-agricultural
Populations in 1956, 1966 and 1977. Index: Age Structure of
the Total Active Population = 100

Agricultural sector Non-agricultural sectors
Age groups 1956 1966 1977 1956 1966 1977

14 - 19 105 113 63 88 83 122
20 - 24 90 82 46 123 124 131
25 - 29 90 82 63 122 124 122
30 - 39 94 88 90 115 116 106
40 - 49 97 98 114 107 103 92
50 - 59 108 114 147 81 81 73
60 - 125 151 211 42 32 36

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 680-681), (1966: Vol I, 418-507),
(1977: Vol II, 178-179)

Remarks: The agricultural sector includes agriculture and silviculture.

increased social mobility among the young and as low pay and
low status made agriculture unattractive, it was depleted of
much of its youth. Traditionally it was men who had sought
non-farm employment to complement farnl income. Following
the collectivization and mechanization of agriculture in the
early Sixties it became increasingly comnl0n for one of the
spouses, usually the husband, to seek non-farm employment.
This was often not combined with a change of residence. The
husband conmluted to work and the household continued to live
on the farm and retain mernbership in the agricul tural col
lective. Between 1961 and 1965 some 1.23 million people
entered the sectors of salaried and wage employment, of
which 0.85 million ha.d only elenlentary schooling .125 A third
of these canle from urban and two thirds from rural areas.
Men made up 83 per cent of the rural group but only 54 per
cent of the urban.126 In other words, 39 per cent of those
who became wage earners in this period were men from rural
areas with only elementary schooling, in most cases four
years. As men left agriculture, the female share increased
fronl 54 per cent in 1956 to 58 per cent in 1966.127 The mean
age of those active in agriculture increased from 38.2 to
40.5 years in the same period, Table 10.

As the exodus from agricul ture increased in intensity,
fenlinization and aging of the work force was accentuated.
By 1977 women made up 63 per cent of the agricultural work
force and the mean age had risen to 43. 2 years. The age
groups 14-29 were seriously underrepresented, Table 63. In
the Seventies the exodus was probably not so much a matter
of actives changing for other employment as of rural youth
never taking up agriculture. The division of labour by sex
vIas distinct. !vIen held four fifths of the wage jobs in
agriculture, many worked on state farms, and others as
mechanics, tractor drivers or zoo technicians on cooperative
farms. Women made up 70 per cent of the cooperative far
mers, who earned much less than the wage workers.
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The low status of agriculture is best expressed by the
large and increasing educational gap between the agricul
tural and the non-agricultural populations, Table 65.
Rural-urban differences in literacy rates \vere documented
already in the pre-World War I period and was no new pheno
menon. Traditional agriculture had not required much formal
education, but modern farming obviously requires theoretical
and technical skills. Besides, it was an ideological goal
of the new regirLle to transform the peasantry into an agri
cultural working class. The continued low educational level
of the agricul tural population, in sharp contrast to the
urban and non-agricultural population should have given
cause to alarm.

Table 64. Sex Structure of the Active Population in Agriculture by
Social Groups in 1966 and 1977, Percentage Females

Year Workers Farmers All groups
Cooperative Private

1966 18.1 60.7 61.8 57.5
1977 22.2 69.3 71.0 62.7

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 538-539, 568-659),
(1977: Vol II, 322-23, 338-39)

Remark: Workers include 'intellectuals and functionaries'

Table 65. Rates of Rural-Urban and Agricultural-Non-agricultural
Populations with no more than Four Year in School

Area Farm Non-farm All sectors
1956 1966 1977 1956 1966 1977 1956 1966 1977

Urban areas 88.2 82.3 51.7 58.4 45.4 19.0 61.9 49.7 21.0
Rural areas 96.7 90.0 71.9 75.7 71.8 36.7 93.6 86.0 57.7
All areas 96.4 89.5 70.5 64.8 54.8 25.5 86.6 74.7 42.1

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 936-938), (1966: Vol I, 508-520),
(1977: Vol II, 226-241)

Remarks: Data refer to active population only. The farm sector includes
agriculture and silviculture. Urban areas exclude 'urban-like
localities' in 1956 and suburban communes in 1966 and 1977.

Education was seen as a key to non-farm employment by
the rural youth and those who remained on the farm in most
cases had not studied beyond compulsory school. 128 The aging
of the agricultural population also contributed to the
widening educational gap. Table 65 indicates a considerable
brain drain not only from agriculture but from rural areas
altogether since the educational gap betvveen the rural and
the urban non-farm population increased, too. Fe\ver rural
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than urban youth received secondary education, and those who
did, often ended up wi th urban employment, living in urban
areas. The rural non-farm sectors could obviously not
attract educat~d labour. A large, perhaps dominating, share
of active rural non-farm people were commuters to neighbour
ing towns. ~lost of them had Iittle formal education and
worked in construction or manufacturing as unskilled
labourers. They made up the lower levels of the working
class. Of the urban population in mining and manufacturing
22.7 per cent had secondary education in 1977 as against 5.8
per cent of the rural.

Table 66. Social Structure of Urban and Rural Population in 1956, 1966
and 1977, Percentages

Social group All areas Urban areas Rural areas
1956 1966 1977 1956 1966 1977 1956 1966 1977

Peasants 58.1 43.8 26.8 8.9 8.2 4.3 76.8 63.2 44.1
non-CAP 51.2 5.2 3.8 7.9 1.1 0.5 67.3 7.5 6.3

Workers 23.7 39.9 54.3 47.2 59.7 64.8 14.9 29.1 46.2
Functionaries &

Intellectuals 13.6 12.3 13.2 35.6 26.6 24.1 5.4 4.5 4.8
Craftsmen 3.6 3.2 3.8 6.8 40. 4.3 2.4 2.8 3.4
Others 0.7 0.8 1.9 1.5 1.5 2.5 0.4 1.0 1.4

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 628-629), (1966: 370-384), (1977: Vol
II)

Remarks: Peasants: Tarani. Excluding employed on state farms.
Peasants, non-CAP: non-collectivized peasants (Tarani cu
gospodarie individuala)
Workers: Muncitori 'Blue-collar workers' including foremen.
Functionaries & Intellectuals: Functionari & Intelectuali
Civil servants, clercs, and other 'white collar workers'.
This category includes those pursuing the 'free professions',
liber profesionisti (lawers, artists etc) in 1956 and 1977,
but not in 1966.
Craftsmen: Mestesugari

The urban transition was even more drastically expressed
in the changes in the social composi tion of the population
than in the industrial or rural/urban composition. The
peasantry was reduced from 58 per cent of the population in
1956 to 44 per cent in 1966 and 27 per cent in 1977. By 1966
only two thirds and by 1977 less than half the rural popula
tion was part of the peasantry. The working class increased
from 24 to 40 in 1966 and to 54 per cent in 1977 and then
made up 65 per cent of the urban and 46 per cent of the rural
population. I Functionaries and intellectuals I registered a
slight decline in 1956-66, ostensibly because of low
fertility in this groupJ~ However, the figures on the
social composition should be interpreted with caution as the
classification by social group is more ambiguous than by
industry and has not been consistent over time.1~ The
discrepancy between the share of the primary sector and of
the peasantry is partly explained by the former being
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measured as active population and the latter as total popula
tion. However, the discrepancy also reflects an increased
importance of wage workers in agriculture. In 1966 peasants
made up 92 and in 1977 86 per cent of the agricultural popu
lation. The rest were workers, functionaries and craftsmen.

A major change in the postwar period \vas the gradual
reduction of differences in the social structure of the
ethnic groups. Incipient in the interwar years, the process
gained momentum in the postwar period. Romanians made up the
vast majority of the peasants and consequently the large
postwar transfer of labour from the primary to the secondary
and tertiary sectors primarily affected this group. But
Germans and Magyars were also involved. By 1966 Romanians
made 85.4 per cent of the non-peasant population as against
60.1 per cent in 1930.131

Table 67. Social Structure of the Major Ethnic Groups, Percentages

Ethnic group Peasants Workers Functionaries Craftsmen
1930 1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966

All groups 70.3 58.4 43.8 23.7 39.9 13.6 12.3 3.6 3.2
Romanians 76.3 61.4 45.2 21.6 38.9 13.4 12.3 3.0 2.9
Magyars 57.0 47.5 36.2 32.6 45.9 12.9 11.6 6.1 5.5
Germans 52.0 22.2 20.7 57.2 58.6 14.0 13.6 5.7 5.9
Jews 4.5 0.7 0.5 25.6 29.0 54.7 59.5 15.8 7.5

Sources: Recensamintul (1930: Vol V), (1956a: 564), (1966: 175)

Remarks: Ethnicity measured by nationality (neam).
The 1930 figures on peasants refer to living from agriculture.
For remarks on the 1956 and 1966 figures see also Table 66.
Unfortunately, the 1977 census did not provide information on
the social structure of the ethnic groups.

~Jhile the industrial differences between Romanians and
Magyars almost disappeared, Germans and Jews retained their
industrial edge, just as in education.132 Part of the expla
nation is likely to be found in the past, although reserva
tion must be made for the effects of migration on these two
groups. The Germans and the Jews were always minorities with
little political leverage. The Magyars, on the other hand,
in the past achieved their social position largely by politi
cal means. Furthermore, the industrial structure of the
Szeklers, who made up a large and increasing share of the
1~1agyar population, was rather similar to that of the Roma
nians.

The Jews were more than other ethnic groups affected by
the turbulent years in the Forties. However, they retained
the highest social status by far I vlith 60 per cent in the
category 'intellectuals and functionaries'.

The non-agricultural share of the rural population
remained more or less constant between 1930 and 1956 but with
a considerable shift from the tertiary to the secondary
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sector, Table 61 and Figure 8. Between 1956 and 1966 both
the secondary and tertiary sectors increased their shares of
the rural active population at the expense of the primary
sector. In urban areas the changes were less clear. Between
1930 and 1956 the agricultural sector increased relatively
and absolutely in Crisana-Banat and Maramures, registered a
small relative decline in Oltenia, Dobrogea and Moldavia and
remained almost constant in Transylvania and Muntenia. The
secondary sector increased its share in all regions in both
periods, except for Crisana-Banat in 1956-66. The share of
the tertiary sector fell sharply in all regions between 1930
and 1956. In 1956-66 its share was retained in Crisana
Banat, Transylvania, Muntenia and Moldavia, but continued to
fall in biaramures and 01 tenia and increased slightly in
Dobrogea.

Statistics on population by industry for rural and urban
areas suffer from two drawbacks which lin1it their infornlative
value. Firstly, except for the 1966-77 period, the rural and
urban areas were not identical in the censuses because of the
administrative changes. As a rule, the primary sector
increased its share in both rural and urban areas after
administrative transfers from the former to the latter. The
primary sector in localities receiving urban status tended to
be larger than in towns, but smaller than in rural areas.
Secondly, all statistics refer to night population. As place
of work became increasingly separate from place of residence
the distinction between day and night population became more
important. This aspect is particularly important as commut
ing in the postwar period became a mass phenomenon. An
increase in non-farm rural population does not necessarily
mean an increase in rural jobs.

Between 1930 and 1956 C-B-M, Transylvania and Muntenia
registered urban population growth through administrative
measures, while decreases were registered in Moldavia,
01 tenia and Dobrogea }33 The industrial structure of the
population affected by the administrative changes can not be
entirely reconstructed. However, most administrative
increases of the urban population resulted from the upgrading
of rural localities to towns. A subtraction from the 1956
urban population of towns declared in 1930-56 reveals that
they explain almost the whole increase of the primary sector
in urban C-B-M and Transylvania}34 In the other regions the
share of the primary sector was only marginally affected by
the appearance of new towns. Being based mainly on manufac
turing, the new towns contributed to the shift from the
tertiary to the secondary sector. In Transylvania and
Muntenia the new towns caused decline of the tertiary sector
by four or five percentage units.

The 1956-66 changes in the urban industrial structure
were much affected by administrative changes, Table 68}~

The 65 localities receiving urban status136 ' averaged a much
larger primary sector than existing towns;~ which resulted
in a relative increase of the urban primary sector by three
percentage units. Table 68. A study restricted to the 1956
network of towns shows a marked decrease of this sector in
all regions. The increase in Maramures and Crisana-Banat in
1956-66 and the persistingly high share in Oltenia were due
to the appearance of a number of predominantly agricultural
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Table 68. Agricultural Population as Percentage of Total Active
Population, Rural and Urban Areas, in 1956, 1966 and 1977

Region
Urban areas Rural areas

1956 1966a 1966b 1977 1956 1966a 1966b 1977

Maramures 21.2 18.0 21.5 10.5 87.2 78.2 80.4 63.5
Crisana-Banat 12.0 9.1 13.2 6.8 84.3 72.5 74.7 56.5
Transylvania 13.0 8.9 11.1 5.6 82.4 69.0 70.8 51.6
Oltenia 27.9 18.6 26.1 12.1 81.8 82.6 83.8 66.8
Muntenia 18.3 11.2 13.6 6.6 85.0 75.3 76.2 54.5
Dobrogea 16.1 10.7 10.8 5.3 85.7 78.6 79.3 60.6
Moldavia 18.1 10.5 13.5 6.9 87.1 81.5 81.9 66.9
Bucuresti 2.6 0.8 0.8 0.9
ROMANIA 12.6 8.3 11.3 6.1 85.9 76.7 77.5 59.5

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a: 642-643), (1966: Vol I, 402-403,
Vol VII, Part 1, 85-143), (1977: Vol II, 1978-193)

Remarks: a: 1956 network of towns, 1968 boundaries
b: 1968 network and boundaries of towns
Boundaries changes amounted to an increase of the 1966 urban
population by 1.8 per cent in Maramures, 2.7 in Crisana-Banat,
3 in Transylvania, 8.3 in Oltenia, 1.6 in Muntenia, 0.8 in
Dobrogea and 1.1 per cent in Moldavia.

towns in these regions. Also in Transylvania, Muntenia and
Moldavia the influence of the new towns on the industrial
structure was considerable. In rural areas, too, the indus
trial structure was affected by the administrative changes,
albeit to a lesser degree than in towns. The general obser
vation of increasing non-farm populations in rural areas was
only slightly affected by the administrative changes, Table
68.

The transition from farm to non-farm employment in rural
areas did not gain momentum until after 1956, Table 61. In
1956-66 the rural non-farm population increased by almost ten
percentage units, from 14.1 to 23.3 per cent, of the active
population, Table 68. Rural-urban commuting decisively
helped increase the rural non-farm population. The shift in
employment only partly reflected an increase in non-farm jobs
in rural areas .138 The economic and political turmoil in
the Forties, the shift from handicraft to manufacturing
industry and the strong concentration of manufacturing to
fewer and larger units certainly had an adverse effect on the
non-farm sectors in rural areas. Industrial growth continued
to be concentrated to large plants in the Sixties and the
increase of the secondary sector in rural areas from 8.4 to
13.5 per cent between 1956 and 1966 was largely due to
increased commuting. In 1961 almost a fourth of the wage
workers, 787 600 people, were commuters .139 It is reasonable
to assume that most commuters resided in rural areas.
'Blue-collar' workers (muncitori) commuted much more - 29.6
per cent than' while-collar' workers 9 .3 per cent 140

Sixty-three per cent of the commuters worked in the secondary
sector, as 'against less than 20 per cent in the tertiary
sector. Modest demands on professional skills made
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Table 69. Relation between Place of Work and Place of Residence in Major
Industries in 1961, Percentages of Numbers on Payrolls

Industry Local Commuters Total on
residents Total -10km 11-30km 31-50km 50-km payrolls

Manufacturing 78.6 21.4 10.6 6.2 2.4 2.2 314 500
Construction 36.5 63.5 11.0 13.6 9.5 29.4 336 900
Agriculture &

silviculture 64.3 35.7 18.9 9.5 2.9 4.3 305 500
Transportation 69.4 30.6 12.6 9.1 4.4 4.6 261 000
Trade 94.1 5.9 2.9 1.9 0.5 0.6 293 100
Communal services 90.0 10.0 3.9 3.6 1.3 1.2 126 900
Education 96.8 3.2 1.5 0.9 0.3 0.5 251 000
Health care 90.2 9.8 2.9 1.8 4.0 1.1 145 400
Administration 94.4 5.6 2.9 1.4 0.6 0.7 103 400
All branches 76.3 23.7 9.2 6.3 2.9 5.3 3 327 500

Source: Forta de munca (1966: 196-197)

Remarks: Transportation includes Telecommunications.

construction more accessible to commuters than other
branches. In 1961 some 72 per cent of the construction
employees lived in rural areas,141 the vast majority, no
doubt, were commuters. Construction had the highest share of
commuters - 63.5 per cent - of all economic branches. A
large and increasing share of the rural work force in manu
facturing - 37 per cent of the manufacturing employees lived
in rural areas - must have worked in towns.

In most tertiary branches the discrepancy between day
and the night 'population was small, Table 69, and rural-urban
commuting of Iittle importance. The rapid development 0 f
education and heal th care in rural areas, and a gradual
development of other communal services, increased the rural
day population in these sectors .142 The rural population
living from trade and commerce declined, both absolutely and
relatively, between 1930 and 1956, but after an expansion in
1956-66 their share of the rural population increased and by
1966 was slightly higher than in 1930}~

The industrial structure of the rural population changed
dramatically between 1966 and 1977. Employment in the
primary sector fell by 18.4 percentage units, from 77.9 to
59 .5 per cent. Manufacturing more than doubled its share
from 10.2 to 21.5 per cent. The shift away from agriculture
vias more pronounced for males than females. By 1977 only
41.9 per cent of rural men were in agriculture as against
78. 9 per cent of women. Almost as many men were in the
secondary as the primary sector. Rural women in manufactur
ing increased several fold, albeit from a small base. Trade,
education and heal th engaged an increas ing number of rura I
women.

This shift from primary to secondary and tertiary sec
tors was universal in rural areas, although with considerable
regional variations. In ten counties144 the agricultural
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Table 70. Employment by Industry and Sex in Rural Areas in 1966 and
1977, Percentages

Industry
Men Women Both sexes

1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Agriculture 64.3 41.8 92.2 78.9 77.9 59.5
Manufacturing 17.6 31.0 2.4 11.0 10.2 21.5
Construction 6.2 9.1 0.3 0.6 3.3 5.1
Transportation 4.9 7.5 0.3 0.8 2.7 4.3
Trade 2.2 3.0 0.9 2.5 1.5 2.8
Communal services 0.9 3.0 0.6 0.9 0.7 2.0
Education 1.9 1.8 2.3 3.0 2.1 2.4
Health 0.6 0.8 0.7 1.5 0.6 1.1
Other industries 1.4 2.0 0.3 0.8 1.0 1.3

All industries 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 403), (1977: Vol II, 186 ff)

Remarks: All data refer to active night population.
Agriculture includes silviculture.
Manufacturing includes mining.
Transportation includes communications.
Other industries among others include administration and
financial institution.

share of rural employment fell by more than 20 percentage
units. Except for Buzau and Teleorman, they had a well
developed urban net work, with urban jobs within commuting
distance for a large part of the rural people. The wide
range of non-farm jobs in Bucuresti together with the res
trictions in the granting of residence visa, led to consider
able commuting to the capital from the rural umland ,145 which
explains the large relative decline of the rural farm popula
tion in Ilfov, Teleorman and possibly also Buzau. Of six
countie~~ with a small decline of the agricultural sector,
five were in Moldavia, where the rural rates of natural
increase had been highest and urban non-farm employment
opportunities were less, as reflected in long-distance
migration from the region.

By 1977 the rural industrial structure varied greatly
from one county to another. In eight countie~~ more than
70 per cent of the active rural population were still in
agriculture. In seven counties148 less than half were
engaged in agricul ture. Among the latter were many of the
most industrialized counties with a large urban population.
Most counties in the former group had opposite character
istics - high rates of rural population combined with high
shares of agricultural population in rural areas.

The rapid increase in the rural non-farm population was
achieved largely through rural-urban commuting. Unfor
tunately, national commuting data were not available, but
county studies indicate that 40-50 per cent of the rural
non-farm workers - approximately one million - in the late
Seventies worked in towns. In Bacau county 36 thousand or 43
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per cent of the rural non-farm work force were commuters in
1976. 149 Some 45 per cent of the conunuters held jobs in
construction and 36 per cent in mining and manufacturing. In
Satu Mare the proportion commuters in the rural non-farm work
force was approximately the same. A study of Mures count~~
showed 50 000 out of 85 000 new non-farm jobs created in
1960-75 to be in the capital, Tirgu Mures, with 15 per cent
of the 1966 county population. Four of the other five towns151
got 30 000 and rural areas and the small town of Sovata only
5 000. In 1977 the county had over 40 000 commuters, 83 per
cent were rural-urban, 9 per cent rural-rural, 6 per cen t
urban-rural and 2 per cent urban-urban. Over 40 per cent of
the rural non-farm work force commuted to urban areas 152

Most commuters went short distance - more than half less than
15 kilometres each way. Discount fares on trains and buses
kept down the cost and large enterprises often provided
transport for a symbolic price. However, tickets were
subsidized only up to a distance of 30 kilometres, after
which the cost increased sharply. Slow transport also made
long-distance commuting costly in time. The sensitivity of
commuting distance to money and time cost led to large
variations in the rate of non-farm population in rural areas,
depending on location. Unfortunately, data on industrial
structure were not published by communes in the 1977 census
reports. The development of a large number of rural communes
into towns in the late Seventies increased non-farm jobs in
rural areas. It appears that many of the new non-farm jobs
in rural areas were concentrated to these future towns, but
lack of data makes a firm assessment difficult.

THE INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE OF TOWNS
The economic structure of towns changed profoundly in the
postwar period. The manufacturing base was considerably
strengthened in most towns and secondary activities increas
ingly came to dominate urban employment at the expense of
both primary and tertiary activities. The tertiary sector,
which had dominated urban employment in 1930, suffered a
strong decline and by 1956 had lost its first position to
manufacturing, Table 61 and Figures 8. The relative decline
of the urban tertiary sector was a result of destruction of
part of this sector in the Forties as well as from the rapid
increase in postwar manufacturing employment. Administrative
changes increased the magni tude of the shift from the ter
tiary to the secondary sector. Most of the newly declared
towns were centres of mining or heavy manufacturing, while
the towns deprived of their urban status after 1949 had been
dominated by tertiary activities.

The increasing role of the secondary sector in the urban
economy was even stronger than indicated by the statistics.
Firstly, commuters made the urban day population in mining,
manufacturing and construction much larger than the register
ed night population. They affected the tertiary sector much
less than the secondary. Secondly, a decline of the primary
sector in the urban cohort was partly balanced by extended
boundaries and upgrading of many rural localities to towns)53
A conservative estimate is that the primary sector in the
1956 urban cohort fell from 12.6 to 8.3 per cent in 1966,
Table 71.
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Table 71. Employment by Industry in Urban Areas in 1956, 1966 and 1977,
Percentages of Actives

Region
Primary sector Secondary sector Tertiary sector

1956 1966a 1966b 1977 1956 1966a 1966b 1977 1956 1966a 1966b 1977

Maramures 21.2 18.0 21.5 10.3 43.3 52.0 45.8 54.4 35.5 36.7 32.7 35.3
Crisana-

Banat 12.0 9.1 13.2 6.8 51.7 53.2 50.7 57.8 36.3 37.8 36.1 35.4
Transyl-

vania 13.0 8.9 11. 1 5.6 53.1 56.6 55.6 61.7 33.2 34.5 33.3 32.7
Oltenia 27.9 18.6 26.1 12.1 30.2 41.8 38.6 57.1 41.8 39.7 35.3 36.8
Muntenia 18.3 11.2 13.6 6.6 44.0 49.8 48.7 57.9 37.7 39.0 37.7 35.5
Dobrogea 16.1 10.7 10.8 5.3 36.3 39.8 40.2 46.2 47.6 49.5 48.9 48.5
Moldavia 18.1 10.5 13.5 6.9 40.0 47.0 45.0 54.7 41.9 42.5 41.5 38.4
Bucuresti 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 44.9 49.6 49.6 51.7 53.3 49.5 49.6 47.4
ROMANIA 12.6 8.3 11.3 6.1 45.6 49.0 50.4 55.7 41.8 39.7 41.3 38.2

Sources: Recensamintul (1956: 642-643), (1966: 402-403, Vol VII, Part 1,
85-143)

Remarks: 1966a: Urban population according to the 1956 network of towns,
but with 1968 boundaries

1966b: Urban population according to the 1968 network and
boundaries

In only five towns in 1930 did more than fifty per cent
of the population make their living from mining, manufac
turing and construction. By 1966 almost half the urban
population was in the secondary sector. In fifteen towns
more than 75 per cent worked in this sector~~ but only one,
Baile Tusnad, had so many in the tertiary sector. Along with
the increas ingly dominant position of nlining and manufac
turing in the urban economic base went a strong reliance in
many towns on a single manufacturing branch. Thirty towns in
1966 had a concentration of 75 per cent or more of their
secondary population in one branch. The number of towns with
more than half in one branch was 92~~

The dominance of one or two factories in the economy of
many towns resulted from the development policy and the
concentration of manufacturing to fewer and larger establish
ments, 'rable 56 and 57. In 1965 the average enterprise
employed 1 049 blue-collar workers (muncitori) .156 The
one-sided economic base of many towns led to uneven growth
among towns and to structural problems. The undiversified
labour market in many towns led to a shortage of female jobs,
particularly in mining or metal processing towns. In 1966
urban areas averaged 161 active men per 100 active women.
The index peaked in some small and medium-sized manufacturing
towns: Balan 767, Cavnic 581, Vulcan 495, Petrila 447 and
Baia Sprie 419J~ Also large towns had high indices:
Hunedoara 336, Turnu Severin 270 and Resita 248. Some major
towns showed surprisingly high indices Constanta 256,
Braila and Galati 240 - indicating that a poorly diversified
labour market was not exclusively a small-town problem. A
number of predominantly agricultural and food processing
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Table 72. Agricultural Population in Urban Areas by Region and
Size of Town in 1966, Percentages

Region
Urban areas by size of towns (1 000)

- 5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100 - All Sizes

Maramures 50.6 33.4 16.0 4.1 21.5
Crisana-

Banat 30.0 40.9 24.9 6.8 2.7 5.4 13.2
Transyl-
vania 20.2 32.8 16.2 11.7 9.6 2.7 11.2

Oltenia 50.2 48.7 44.6 13.4 3.4 3.8 26.1
Muntenia 5.6 37.8 17.6 16.5 6.0 2.8 13.6
Bucuresti 0.8 0.8
Dobrogea 1.5 33.2 12.5 11.0 3.8 10.8
Moldavia 55.1 47.8 23.7 7.7 3.0 2.6 13.5
RONANIA 35.0 40.5 22.8 10.4 3.7 2.3 11.3

Source: Recensamintul (1966: Vol VI, 57.-780)

Remarks: Data refer to active population. Urban areas according
to 1968 network and boundaries.

towns had indices below a hundred: Topoloveni 81, Baia de
Arama 82, Costesti 93, Novaci and Solca 97, Darabani 98 and
Tirgu Carbunesti 99. Negative effects associated with a
specialized urban economic base received increased government
attention after 1968.

Almost all towns saw their agricultural population
decline relatively, if not absolutely, in the postwar period,
particularly after 1956. In the 1930-56 period the rate of
urban population living from agriculture changed very little
in most regions, Figure 8. The relative increase of the
primary sector in C-B-M and Transylvania was largely due to
administrative changes. In 1956 the primary sector in urban
areas - towns decreed after 1930 excluded was 19.9 per cent
in Maramures, 9.8 in Crisana-Banat and 11.3 in Transylvania.
In 01tenia and Moldavia, on the other hand, a registered
decline of the primary sector was partly due to revised urban
boundaries and the degrading of ten towns, Tables 83, 88 and
89. Limited knowledge of the effects of administrative
changes and changes in the occupational structure in the
Thirties and during the war makes it difficult to draw firm
conclusions about the development in the first postwar
decade. Most probably any decline in the primary sector in
1930-56 occurred after the war.

The decline of the primary sector was more pronounced in
1956-66 than in any previous period, Tables 68 and 71, and
was strongest in Oltenia, ~luntenia, Dobrogea and Moldavia,
i.e. in regions with traditionally high agricultural per
centages in towns. Changes appearing in the urban cohort do
not show up in statistics for urban areas of respective
census year, because of administrative changes. Extended
urban boundaries and many new towns in 1968 inflate the 1966
numbers on the urban primary sector in all regions but
particularly in Oltenia, Table 71. By 1966 the economic base
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of almost all towns that in 1930 had been classified as
'villages' or 'village-towns' had been diversified and
strengthened, Figures 9-12. Instead, the decreeing of many
new, often overbounded, towns led to the appearance of a
number of new urban 'villages' and 'village-towns'.

'rhe manufacturing base of n10st towns was considerably
strengthened in 1966-77. The share of the secondary sector
in urban employment increased to almost 56 per cent in 1977.
The increasing dominance of the secondary sector in urban
employment was in contrast to the development in Western
Europe, where tertiary activities had a growing share and
often dominated, particularly in large towns. The difference
reflects the preeminence of manufacturing in the socialist
development philosophy as applied in Romania. The growing
share of manufacturing was at the expense of agriculture in
particular but also of tertiary employment. Most small and
medium-sized towns saw their economic base considerably
strengthened as manufacturing was developed and the number of
non-farm jobs rapidly expanded. Many small towns lost their
agricultural character and became manufacturing towns. The
number of towns with more than half their employment in
agriculture fell from 41 in 1966 to 9 in 1977 and those with
25 to 50 per cent fell from 58 to 41 in the same period. In
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania most towns decreed in 1968
when they were predominantly agricultural had less than a
fourth of their population in agriculture by 1977. In
Oltenia and I'"luntenia many towns decreed in 1968 had very
little non-farm activity and agriculture remained important
in their economic base also in 1977.

The tertiary sector continued its relative decline in
urban employment, although employment in the tertiary sector
increased absolutely in most towns. By 1977 there were only
28 'service-towns' as against 38 in 1966. Several 'service
towns ,158 of 1977 had been classified as 'village-towns' in
1966, while the 'service-towns' of 1966 had become 'manufac
turing towns' in 1977. The relative decline of the urban
tertiary sector was strongest in Moldavia, where most towns
had had a large tertiary sector, Figure 8. Iasi and a number
of towns in northern Moldavia became 'manufacturing towns'.
Except for the small, previously agricultural places in
C-B-M, the 'service-towns' of 1977 were either spas 159 or had
much employment in transportation. Constanta and Sulina were
ports, while Adjud, Faurei, Fetesti and Tecuci were railway
nodes.

In spite of the increase of the secondary sector in the
urban system as a whole, the number of towns dominated by
manufacturing did not increase. In 1977 fourteen towns had
more than 75 per cent of their active population in manufac
turing, against fifteen in 1966. Four of these had been
developed to decongest Sibiu and Brasov,l60 while the others
were ba.sed on mining and ore-processing industry. 1-1ost of
the latter grew at a slow rate in the Seventies and two even
registered a decline in manufacturing employment. 161 The
dominance of a single plant in the economy of towns lessened
somewhat in the Seventies. By 1977 only seventeen towns had
more than 75 per cent of their secondary population con
centrated to one branch of manufacturing, against thirty in
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Figu.r~s 9, 10,
11 and 12. Industrial Structure of Romanian Towns

Sources: Recensam~ntul (1956b: 578-1 021), (1966: Vol VI,
57-780, Vol. VII, part 1, 85-143), (1977: Vol
II, 534-599), William-Olsson (1953), (1974)

Remarks: 1956 - towns according to the 1956 network and
boundaries.
1966 - towns according to the 1968 network and
boundaries, excluding suburban communes.
1966:1 - towns proper - the continuously built-up
area of the town, excluding villages situated
within the administrative town boundary.
1977 - towns according to 1968 network and
boundaries.
M~thod elaborated by William-Olsson.

Village: More than 50 per cent of the active population
in agriculture (and silviculture)

Village-town: Between 25 and 50 per cent in agriculture

ManufacttJring towns: Less than 25 per cent in agriculture, more in
secondary, than in tertiary activities

Service town: Less than 25 per cent in agriculture, more in
tertiary than in secondary activities

Secondary activities: Manufacturing, mining and construction

Tertiary activities: All industries except agriculture, silvi
culture, manufacturing, mining and construction

Table 73. Agricultural Population i,n Urban Areas by Region and
Size of Town in 1977, Percentages

Region
- 5

Urban areas by size of towns

5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100

1 000)

100 - All sizes

Maramures 27.0 20.0 10.7 3.3 10.2
Crisana-

Banat 12.9 23.2 14.6 4.6 2.1 4.1 7.0
Transyl-
vania 2.7 21.4 10.6 6.1 3.8 2.2 2.9

Oltenia 34.3 39.2 26.2 6.4 4.8 3.3 12.4
Huntenia 11.8 11.4 11.7 9.2 5.1 3.5 6.9
Bucuresti 1.0 1.0
Dobrogea 0.3 16.5 11.1 7.3 4.7 2.9 2.6
Holdavia 43.7 3"6.9 13.2 6.8 4.5 2.5 7.2
ROMANIA 25.2 24.9 14.4 7.1 4.3 2.3 6.1

Source: Recensamintul (1977: Vol II, 534-599)

Remarks: Data refer to active population.
Urban areas according to the 1968 network and boundaries.
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1966. Seventy-four towns had more than half their secondary
population in one branch.

The postwar regime had inherited an urban network
characterized by large regi.onal dissimilarities. The for
merly Hungarian Territories - C-B-lvl and Transylvania - had
long had -a well-developed network of towns with strong
secondary and tertiary sectors. In Wallachia - Muntenia and
Oltenia - the urban network was weak and regionally uneven.
Agriculture dominated in most tO~vns and large areas were
practically void of commercial or manufacturing centres. In
lJloldavia the urban network was dense, but most- towns were
based on agricul ture, commerce and administration and had
little manufacturing.

In the postwar period these differences gradually
diminished, although in the first two decades the change was
more apparent than real. The administrative consolidation of

Table 74. Agricultural Population in 'Towns Proper' by Regions
and Size of Towns in 1966, Percentages

Region Urban areas by size of towns (1 000)
- 5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100 All sizes

Maramures 31.1 24.2 20.8 3.7 13.0
Crisana-

Banat 20.5 28.1 22.0 6.8 0.5 5.4 10.5
Transyl-
vania 24.8 15.5 8.2 4.1 1.5 2.7 6.3

Oltenia 33.0 43.8 30.0 3.7 3.0 18.5
Muntenia 17.6 26.5 17.5 16.3 6.0 3.8 12.2
Bucuresti 0.8 0.8
Dobrogea 43.1 22.8 12.5 8.7 2.9 9.1
Moldavia 39.1 32.9 34.1 7.0 3.0 2.6 9.2
ROMANIA 29.0 26.5 14.9 7.5 3.1 2.2 7.8

Source: Recensamintul (1966: Vol VI, 57-780)

Remarks: 'Town Proper' - The continuously built-up area of the town
excluding villages situated within its administrative
boundary. Data refer to active population.

the towns in Oltenia, Muntenia and, particularly, Moldavia
through more tightly drawn urban boundaries and the degrad
ing of some towns that did not live up to the new urban cri
teria, Tables 88 and 89, is reflected in the statistics by an
increase of the manufacturing base of towns in these regions.
In C-B-M and Transylvania extended urban boundaries and the
appearance of a large number of new towns had the reverse
effect. Until 1960 little attention was paid to the weak
urban network in the regions of the former Old Kingdom.
Urban growth was concentrated to the oil-rich Prahova Valley
and Bacau region. After 1960 the backward state of Oltenia
received increased attention and the weak urban network in
this region was gradually strengthened. The 1966 census
permits a breakdown of urban data on 'town proper' and
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villages included within the urban adrninistrative areas, and
the distortions caused by a generously drawn urban boundary
can thus be eliminated}~ A study of the occupational
structure of 'towns proper' by region and size of towns,
Table 74, show that in 1966 those with less than 25 000
inhabitants were still much more agricultural in Oltenia and
Moldavia than in the other regions. The small primary sector
in this size-group in I"1untenia was due to the existence of
some small oil-based manufacturing towns in the Prahova Area.
The small primary sector in all size-groups of towns in
Transylvania reflect the well-developed urban net\V'ork and
hierarchy of this region.

Obviously, differences in the urban structure developed
over centuries were not easily eradicated. Although regional
variations in the urban industrial structure diminished,
morphological differences remained. The influence of the
prevailing ideology with a simplistic view of towns as nodes
of manufacturing and 'workers centres' made less imprint on
the nucleated towns in C-B-M and Transylvania wi th their
early developed central-place functions than on towns in
other regions whose development was often the consequence of
a recent industrialization of a village.
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT

The urban transition is here studied from the point of view of
habitations. Lack of comprehensive and rigorous studies makes
the chapter highly explorative. The data basis was created
through processing of detailed census data. The generated data
are presented in detail and may serve as a basis for further
study and not only substantiate the present analysis.

The official classification of localities into urban and
rural had to be used. The ambiguity of the official urban con
cept and the magnitude and frequency of administrative changes
made it imperative to separate real population changes from
changes caused by administrative measures. To this end, changes
in the urban population in each intercensal period were broken
down on their components, Tables 82-83 and 88-91, and separate
rural and urban cohorts were created for each period, Tables
84, 92-94 and 97. The 'administrative' and 'real' changes were
studied under separate headings for each period. The former
ref lect changes in the industrial structure - e. g.. cases of
villages qualifying to become towns and urban boundaries
extended to conf irm wi th de facto changes and they also
illuminate official policies and concepts. The studies of the
'real' changes were based on the rural and urban intercensal
cohorts and make up the core of the chapter. Whenever possible,
changes were broken down on their migrational and natural
components. As a study of the growth of the urban system in
Romania, based on cohorts and covering a long period, it is
unique. The national surveys were complemented by detailed
regional studies.
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Figure 13. Urbanization in Romania

Sources: Cucu (1967), Measnicov (1968a), (1968b), (1969), Nepszamlalasa
(1910a), (1941), Recensamintul (1930: Vol I), (1941), (1948),
(1956a), (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: The figures show urban growth broken down on (a) changes in
intercensal urban cohorts and (b) changes due to administrative
measures. The latter is given by vertical lines at the· end of
each intercensal period, while the gradients of the lines
between census points show the former.
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Slumbering ethnic hostilities go far to explain the peasant's
aversion to the town. It was a symptom of East European back
wardness that these had failed to develop into genuine centres for
the surrounding countryside, but for most part remained alien to
their hinterland in language and in creed.

The urban system was a major legacy of Romanian history.
Political and economic conditions had shaped the urban
systems differently in the various regions. A distinction
could be made between the Austro-Hungarian Terri tories and
the regions of the Old Kingdom. Urban development in the
former had been strongly influenced by urban life in Western
Europe and preserved a nucleated urban morphology, while the
original rural element remained more prominent in the towns
of the latter.

The persistance of a feudal and primitive agriculture,
the late emergence of a manufacturing industry and, not the
least, the unstable political situation until the mid-19th
century, with foreign domination, incessant changes of rulers
and frequent wars had hampered urban development in Wallachia
and Moldavia. Agriculture continued to dominate the economy
of most towns and the non-agricultural sector often remained
small. Towns retained arable land and ensured some degree of
self-sufficiency in agricultural products.

The emergence of an internal market after the Treaty of
Adrianopel in 1829 stimulated the appearance of numerous
market places, particularly in Moldavia. These were inti
mately linked to the feudal economy. They appeared on the
large estates and had monopoly on commerce within the
estate! The markets (tirguri), at first periodic, usually
turned villages into permanent commercial centres as

Table 75. Urban Population by Size of Towns in 1899/1900

Size (000) -5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- Inhabitants
Region Percentages

Maramures 5.2 15.0 49.6 30.3 88 800
Crisana-Banat 3.6 8.9 87.6 182 100
Transylvania 8.2 31.4 22.0 38.4 302 200
Oltenia 8.1 28.6 26.5 36.9 123 600
Muntenia 8.7 17.5 37.3 16.2 20.2 278 300
Dobrogea 43.1 8.8 48.1 69 600
Moldavia 5.5 9.6 38.0 8.8 38.0 369 300
Bucuresti 100.0 196 600

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1900a), Recensamintul (1899)

Remarks: Data for Crisana-Banat, Maramures and Transylvania refer to
1900, for all other areas to 1899.
Towns in Moldavia exclude those under Austrian administration.
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merchants (negustori) and craftsmen (mestesugari) located
themselves in the vicinity of the market place. After the
abolishment of the feudal privileges in 1864 many empora
declined and resumed an al together agricultural character.
As a rule, only those with a varied umland, for example, at
the intersection of hilly and flat regions or with some
potential for transit or external trade, managed to develop
into urban centres. Wi th the exception of towns resul ting
from the expanding oil industry most of the 19th century
urban development in Moldavia and Wallachia was a result of
this process.

Wallachia had the weakest urban system of the Romanian
regions. Its towns historically were either Danubian ports
or inland market towns. With few exceptions they had a large
agricultural sector. A third category, the oil-based manufac
turing towns, emerged in the second half of the 19th century.

The ports 3 were almost equidistantly located along the
Danube. The opening of the river to international traffic
after the Treaty of Adrianopel in 1829 and the flourishing
trade in cereals before World War I stimulated the growth of
the ports. Gradually, a selection process led to the expan
sion of some ports Turnu Severin, Giurgiu, Braila and
Galati - at the expense of others, notably Calafat, Zimnicea,
Oltenita and Hirsova.

Although most market towns were quite old, they usually
retained a large agricultural sector and their manufacturing
base remained poorly developed. Many had administrative
functions. Except for the oil-based towns, only Bucuresti
and Craiova had a strong manufacturing base. The rapid
growth of Bucuresti,4 particularly after the unification of
the Two Principalities in 1859, dominated urban development
in Wallachia in the 19th century.

The urban network was more developed in Moldavia than in
Wallachia, partly, no doubt, as a consequence of the tradi
tionally greater independence from the Ottoman Empire. 5 It
should also be noted that the northeastern part of the
region, historically part of Bucovina, was under Austrian
administration until 1919. The majority of towns had first
appeared as market places and had developed into commercial
centres, often with some administrative and cultural func
tions. Some could look back on an old and often glorious
history as important commercial and cultural centres, while
others belonged to the 19th century generation of market
towns. Many such towns developed a local industry of their
own and al though usually re"taining a fairly large agricul
tural sector, their economic base became broader than in
Wallachia.

Northern Moldavia had a dense network of very old towns,
remnants of a prosperous past. Towns like Botosani, Falti
ceni, Radauti, Siret and Suceava had once been administrative
and commercial centres of international repute, but had after
centuries of decay degraded into small or medium-sized
commecial centres. Botosani, for example, still in 1860 held
the rank as the fourth largest town in Romania, but in 1970
was only the thirty-fifth town. 6 Of Siret, once the capital
of Moldavia, only a small agricultural town remained. The
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urban decline in northern l-loldavia appears to have accele
rated after the union of the Two Principalities in 1859 when
the centre of economic activity moved south. The mushrooming
of market places in the late 18th and early 19th century had
been particularly evident in Moldavia and the number of towns
increased from 34 in 1831 to 90 in 1860, while the number in
Wallachia remained almost constant.7

The railways changed the relative location of many towns
in Moldavia and profoundly affected their growth potential.
Adj ud, Bacau, Focsani, Marasesti, Pascani and Tecuci were
among the towns that carne to profit from location along major
railway lines, while Botosani, Falticeni, Hirlau, Radauti and
Tirgu Neamt among others saw their relative location deterio
rate.

The urban structure in Dobrogea was characterized by a
large number of small tovJns. The port of Constanta bene
fi tted from the cereal trade but suffered from Dobrogea' s
isolation from the rest of Romania. The isolation was broken
in 1895 by the construction of a railway bridge over the
Danube, providing rail connection between Constanta and
Bucuresti. As a consequence of the improved communications
Constanta entered a period of sustained rapid growth and
eventually became the main port of the country.

In Crisana and Maramures the market places have rural status even
if they are large and are industrial and commercial centres, but in
Oltenia and Dobrogea small market places with rural character have
urban status. 8

The urban tradition was stronger in the Hungarian
Territories than in the Old Kingdom, as these regions had
generally enjoyed greater political stability and had been
more open to the impact of the industrial revolution in
Western Europe. This had helped create a broader economic
base with a more dominant position for manufacturing and less
for agriculture than was generally the case on the other side
of the Carpathians. It should be remembered, however, that
the urban population in the Hungarian Territories was essen
tially non-Romanian.

A distinction should be made between Crisana-Banat and
Maramures on the one hand and Transylvania on the other. The
former had been integrated in Hungary and for centuries
subordinated to Budapest and the latter had constituted an
urban system of its own, thanks to Transylvania's relatively
independent status.

The urban system in Crisana-Banat and Maramures was
dominated by a few large towns - Arad, Oradea, Satu Mare and
Timisoara. These were old commercial centres located on the
Hungarian Plain at the foot of the Carpathians, functioning
as meeting-places between the two regions and in addi tion
serving as administrative, cultural and military centres.
Arad and particularly Timisoara, early developed a manufac
turing base.

A fairly even geographical distribution
balanced hierarchy of small, medium-sized and
characterized the urban network in Transylvania.

and a well
large towns

Many towns
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in Transylvania had a long history. Alba Iulia, Cluj-Napoca
and Turda date from Roman times, while others, Brasov,
!'-1edias, Sighisoara and Sibiu, were old Saxon strongholds.
The Transylvanian towns distinguished themselves by a compa
ratively well-developed manufacturing base, even in small
towns.

The ethnic composition of the urban population in
Crisana-Banat, Maramures and Transylvania reflected the
dominance of the non-Romanians over the Romanians in these
regions. The relatively sofisticated urban network was
developed and inhabited by the three formerly privileged
nations; the Magyars, the Saxons and the Szeklers. Although
a majority in the region, the Romanians were a minority in
the towns. Social, cultural, legal and fiscal barriers
prevented major rural-urban migration of Romanians before
World War I. The wide cultural, rural-urban gap found in all
Romanian regions, was accentuated by ethnic factors in the
Hungarian Territories.

THE PRE-WORLD-WAR-ONE PERIOD

A comparative analysis of the urban structure in the Hunga
rian Territories and the Old Kingdom before unification in
1918 must be incomplete. Detailed and conlprehensive data
exist for towns in the Hungarian Territories, but unfortu
nately urban data for the Old Kingdom are scarce. A further
complication is the ambiguity of the urban concept. The
definition of towns was hardly made the same way in the Old
Kingdom and in Hungary. In the Old Kingdom the def inition
was rather broad. Several towns were later degraded into
villages and are still predominantly agricultural.9 In view
of these difficulties and of the need for a comparative
study, the emphasis of this chapter is on regional compa
rison.

Urban growth was considerable both in the Old Kingdom
and in the Hungarian Territories in the latter half of the
19th century. In the Old Kingdom the urban population almost
doubled between 1859 and 1900.10 Urban growth was fastest in
Wallachia, where the large towns Bucuresti, Craiova, Braila
and Buzau more than doubled their population. Moldavia had
seen rapid urban growth in the first half of the 19th century
and had a better developed urban network than Wallachia, but
registered a slower urban growth rate in the latter half of
the 19th century. The two largest towns, Iasi and Botosani,
increased by a mere 20 per cent between 1859 and 1899, while
the port of Galati more than doubled its population and
became the second largest town in Moldavia by the end of the
century.

\

In the Hungarian Territories the urban population
increased by 70 per cent between 1857 and 1900.11 The growth
was unevenly distributed. Among the large towns the fastest
growth \;Jas recorded for the tOv/ns on the Pannonian Plain.
Oradea, Arad, Timisoara and Cluj more than doubled their
population. Brasov and Sibiu in the interior of Transylvania
grew at a much slower rate. With the exception of mining
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Table 76. Urban Development in the Last Pre-World War I Decade by
Regions

Region
Urban population A B

1899/1900 1910/12

Maramures 88 772 104 586 1.65 13.2
Crisana-Banat 182 093 227 707 2.26 12.1
Transylvania 303 889 350 258 1.43 13.7
Oltenia 123 580 149 363 1.47 9.1
Muntenia 278 282 346 080 1.69 13.2
Dobrogea 69 596 98 249 2.69 25.8
Moldavia 407 687 442 588 0.39 17.6
Bucuresti 276 178 341 321 1.64 100.0
ROMANIA 730 077 2 060 152 1.41 17.0

A: Per cent average annual rate of change
B: Urban population as percentage of total in 1910/12

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1900a), (1910a), Recensamintul (1899), (1977:
Vol I, 9-13), Volkzahlung (1900: Vol II)

Remarks: Data are based on the 1899/1900 network of towns, but on the
administrative boundaries of the respective census. Only one
town - Slobozia - was declared in the period. Population
figures for Cimpulung Moldavenesc and Varna were not available
for 1900 and these towns were excluded in the calculation of
the urban growth in Moldavia. Data on the urban growth rates
are approximate as some administrative boundaries may have
changed in the period.

centres, as Caransebes and Deva, the overall growth of the
smaller towns was slower than that of the larger towns.

Urban growth averaged 1.4 per cent per year in the
decade before World War I. The large regional variations in
the urban growth rates, Table 76, corresponded roughly to
those registered in the latter half of the 19th century. The
high rate of urban growth in Crisana-Banat reflected the
rapid development of manufacturing in this region. Timisoara
grew faster than any other iarge town (3.2 per cent per year)
as it strengthened its position as a modern manufacturing
centre. Caransebes, Lugoj, Oradea, Satu Mare and Sighet, the
latter two in Maramures, also grew considerably faster than
the national average. Urban growth in Transylvania was more
modest than in C-B-M. As a rule Magyar towns increased at a
higher rate than German or Romanian towns. Szekler strong
holds as Tirgu Mures, ~liercurea Ciuc, Gheorgheni, Odorheiu
Secuiesc and Sfintu Gheorghe all grevl by at least two per
cent a year. Their rapid growth was partly due to immigra
tion from other parts of Hungary. The continued modest
growth of Saxon towns - Brasov, Medias, Sibiu and Sighisoara
- is somewhat astonishing in view of their position as old
centres of manufacturing and trade. Most of the towns with a
large Romanian population, as Abrud, Alba Iulia, Fagaras and
Hunedoara, registered only a small population increase.
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The urban population in Oltenia and Muntenia increased
at approximately the national rate, 1.5 per cent a year.
There were large variations in urban growth rates, but no
clear pattern can be discerned.. A number of towns on the
Carpathian Piedmont recorded rapid growth - notably Tirgu
Jiu, Rimnicu Vilcea, Curtea de Arges, Tirgoviste and Sinaia 
as did the Danubian ports Corabia and Giurgiu, and some towns
on the plain - Dragasani, Buzau, Rosiorii de Vede and Urzi
ceni. The construction of a railway bridge across the Danube
in 1895 broke the isolation of Dobrogea and led to rapid
growth of the port of Constanta and the two Dobrogean towns
along the railway line - Cerna Voda and Medgidia. Most other
towns in Dobrogea increased at rates below the national
average.

The near stagnation of most towns in Moldavia continued
into the 20th century.. Only one town, Odobesti, increased
faster than the national average.. Seven12 of the twenty-four
towns declined in population, among them Iasi, and two towns
- Botosani and Husi - registered zero growth.. Considering
the generally high rate of natural increase in this region,
it is obvious that many !1oldavian towns suffered migration
losses.

Table 76 conveys a picture of no large variations in the
degree of urbanization between the Old Kingdom and the
Hungarian Territor ies.. However I as the morphological and
economic character of the towns differed between Hungary and
the Old Kingdom, this picture needs to be complemented.. Many
smaller towns in the Old Kingdom were based on agriculture,
with some commercial activity}3 Few examples of such agri
cultural towns were found in the Hungarian Territories.
Unfortunately, few quantitative comparisons can be made for
lack of data.

To the extent that Iiteracy can be used as a mean to
distinguish urban environnlent from rural, data on Iiteracy
support the supposition that the distinction between town and
village was ambiguous in the Old Kingdom. There was a clear

Table 77. Literate Population in Urban Areas, by Size of Towns and in
Rural Areas, Percentages

Region Urban areas by size of towns (000) Rural
-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- All sizes areas

C-B-M and
Transylvania 56.0 61.6 58.9 68.0 67.6 64.1 26.0
\-Jallachia 26.6 36.1 38.4 44.7 44.9 53.5 44.1 11.9
Moldavia 29.8 29.8 38.2 25.6 37.9 35.6 11.8

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1900a), Recensamintul (1899: 87-88)

Remarks: Dobrogea included in Wallachia.
The data for C-B-M and Transylvania refer to 1900, for the
other areas to 1899.
C-B-M includes the parts of the counties Bihar, Maramaros,
Szatmar, Ternes and Ugocsa situated outside present Romania.
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difference in literacy between urban and rural areas in the
Hungarian Territories, Table 77. Literacy rates in the
smallest towns were on average 30 percentage units higher
than in rural areas, while there were comparably small
variations in literacy between small and large towns. In the
Old Kingdom, particularly in v~allachia, literacy rates on
average were much lower in small than in large towns.

Interpreting Table 77 it should be born in mind that
towns, by virtue of their status, were provided with better
educational facili ties than rural locali ties, both in the
Hungarian Territories and in the Old Kingdom.

Table 78. Urban Population by Source of Income and Size of Towns in the
Hungarian Territories, 1900. Percentages

Size (000) Agriculture Manufacturing Commerce Other sources

5 31.2 34.9 6.9 27.0
5 - 10 22.0 31.8 11.6 34.6

10 - 25 16.7 34.2 13.7 35.4
25 - 50 11.1 34.0 16.0 38.9
50 - 6.1 34.3 19.1 40.5

All sizes 14.1 35.6 15.0 35.3

C-B-M 11.2 34.3 17.5 37.0

Transylvania 14.1 35.6 15.0 35.3

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1900b)

Remarks: C-B-M: Crisana-Banat and Maramures
Manufacturing includes mining, commerce includes, credit and
transportation. Other sources includes public services, free
professions, army, day labourers, domestic services and
unknown.

Table 78 not unexpectedly shows that the relative
importance of primary activities was negatively correlated to
the size of the town. Approximately one-third of the popula
tion, irrespective of town size made its living in manufac
turing, while the importance of tertiary activities - trade,
credit and transport - increased with the size of the town.
It is noticable that even in towns with less than 5 000
inhabitants did less than a third of the population make its
living in agriculture. Only in four towns did the majority
derive its income from agriculture}4

In the Hungarian Territories the ethnic structure of the
towns was strikingly different from that of the rural areas,
Table 27, reflecting the past division of the population into
I privileged I Magyars, Gemans and Szeklers and I tolerated I

Romanians~5 The Romanian population remained almost entirely
rural. In 1900 the Romanians in Crisana-Banat and Maramures
were only 2.6 per cent urban, Table 80", The rate in the
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Table 79. Ethnic Structure of the Urban System

Percentage Total population
Romanian Magyar German

C-B-M
1881 14.5 61.1 19.4 183 543
1891 13.1 61.9 20.3 222 132
1900 12.1 68.0 16.9 270 865
1910 11.7 70.8 14.5 332 293
1930 31.1 49.3 13.1 462 480
1948 '46.8 42.0 6.8 511 624
1956 51.8 36.5 9.4 718 775
1966 62.7 27.7 7.2 1 076 838
1977 70.0 21.9 5.0 1 452 024

Transylvania
1881 24.0 51.9 1695 183 543
1891 24.5 51.6 20.9 238 456
1900 23.1 54.7 18.6 302 204
1910 23.4 58.7 16.1 350 258
1930 36.9 43.0 14.1 489 164
1948 53.2 36.6 7.4 604 741
1956 59.3 32.1 7.5 037 059
1966 66.3 27.4 5.8 1 543 087
1977 71.2 23.9 4.0 2 106 627

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1881), (1891), (1900a), (1910a), Recensamintul
(1930: Vol II), (1948), (1956a), (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: Ethnicity measured by mother tongue. German data for 1881,
1891, 1900 and 1910 include Yiddish speaking Jews. Data refer
to urban system and boundaries at the time of respective
census.

formerly autonomous Transylvania, 5 per cent, was twice that
of C-B-M, which had always been an integrated part of Hun
gary. The regional differences in the degree of urbanization
among the Germans is explained by the different ethnic groups
making up the German-speaking population in the two regions;
Swabians and Jews in Maramures, Crisana and Banat and Saxons
in Translyvania.

The difference in the degree of urbanization among
Romanians in the Hungarian Territories and in the Old Kingdom
- 4 versus 14 per cent - is large enough, in spite of the
ambiguity attached to the urban concept, to warrant the
conclusion that the Romanians in the latter were more urban
than those in the former.

The low degree of urbanization of Romanians is further
illustrated in Table 81. The proportion of Romanians was
negatively correlated to the size of town. The average
percentage of t-lagyars was roughly 60 in all size-groups,
while the proportion of Germans was higher in the large town.

The growth prior to World War I did not change the
established ethnic structure of the towns in the Hungarian
Territories. Inspite of a predominantly Romanian umland for
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most to\vns, the r\1agyars managed to increase their share of
the urban population from 61 to 71 per cent in C-B-M and from
48.5 to 59 per cent in Transylvania between 1881 and 1910,
Table 80. The rapid growth of the towns in the Szekler areas

Table 80.. Urban Population by Ethnic Group, Percentages

C-B-M
1881
1891
1900a
1900b
1910
1930
1948
1956
1966
1977

Transylvania
1881
1891
1900
1910
1930
1948
1956
1966
1977

Romanian

2 .. 5
2 .. 4
2 .. 6
2 .. 6
3 .. 0
9 .. 3

13 .. 4
20 .. 5
32 .. 1
41 .. 6

4 .. 5
4 .. 6
5 .. 0
5.6

10 .. 7
16.3
27 .. 2
42 .. 0
52 .. 1

Magyar

18 .. 5
18 .. 5
20 .. 6
28,,3
30 .. 3
37 .. 5
35 .. 4
41 .. 8
46 .. 8
51 .. 5

17 .. 2
17.6
20 .. 3
22 .. 4
24.2
25 .. 3
33 .. 7
42 .. 8
48 .. 6

German

13 .. 7
14.9
16 .. 1
14 .. 4
18 .. 4
20 .. 0
19 .. 9
34.7
41 .. 0
45 .. 5

25.5
22.9
24 .. 2
24.4
28.9
28.7
44.0
48.2
47.8

All groups

8.0
8.7

10 .. 0
11 .. 5
13.8
17 .. 3
18 .. 9
22.9
34 .. 9
43 .. 0

10.4
10.6
1202
13.1
17.0
19.8
29.9
42 .. 4
51.1

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1881), (1891), (1900a), (1910a), Recensamintul
(1930: Vol II), (1948), (1956a), (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: C-B-M - Crisana-Banat and Maramures
Ethnicity measured by mother tongue. German data for 1881,
1891, 1900 and 1910 include Yiddish-speaking Jews. Data refer
to urban system at the time of the respective census.. Data for
C-B-M 1881, 1891 and 1900a include parts of the counties Mara
maros, Szatmar, Bihar, Ternes and Ugocsa, presently in Hungary,
Yugoslavia and the USSR. The 1900b and 1910 data were
recalculated to comply with the present national border. The
following areas were included: The Izavolgyi, Sugatagi,
Szigeti and Visoi districts in Maramaros county. Tiszantuli
district in Ugocsa county. Szatmar county except the Csengeri,
Mateszalkai and Fehergyarmati districts. Bihar county except
Berettyoujfalusi, Biharkerestes (in 1900 Mezokeresztesi)
Derecskei, Sarreti (in 1900 Tordai) and Szekelyhidi districts.
Temes county except the Fehertemplomi, Kubini and Verseczi
districts and the towns of Fehertemplom and Versecz.. The
entire counties of Arad, Krasso-Szoreny and Szilagy. C-B-M
data for 1900b, 1910b and 1956 are approximations with an
estimated error of a few_decimals, as administrative boundaries
could not be recalculated to, comply exactly with regional
boundaries. For 1881, 1891 and 1900a the errors for C-B-M are
larger.
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Table 81. Urban Population by Mother Tongue and Size of Towns in the
Hungarian Territories in 1900, Percentages

Size (000) Romanian Hungarian German

5 36.6 57.2 3.8
5 - 10 24.0 61 .. 2 13.5

10 - 25 20.6 59.7 17.6
25 - 50 17.8 60.2 20.5
50 - 10.6 64.2 21.4

All sizes 18.6 61.3 17.8

C-B-M 12.1 68.0 16.9

Transylvania 24.4 55.2 18.7

Source: Nepszamlalasa (1900a)

Remarks: C-B-M: Crisana-Banat and Maramures
For the ethnic structure of individual towns, see Appendix,
Table 18.
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can only partly explain the relative increase of Magyars in
the towns. Assimilation, i.e. Magyarization, of the non
Magyar urban population is another probable explanation. The
German and Romanian shares of the urban population decreased
in the same periodJ6 The Jews accounted for the most impres
sive urban growth and increased from 35 500 in 1880 to 60 600
in 1900. Although found in most places, they were concen
trated to a few large towns - Sighetu Marmatiei, Oradea, Satu
Mare and Dej - where they made up 20 to 35 per cent of the
population. Urbanization in the Hungarian Territories prior
to World War I was largely a non-Romanian phenomenon.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

Administrative Changes
Four types of administrative measures affected the urban
population between 1910/12 and 1930: Changes in the adminis
trative boundaries of towns, the attachment of suburban
communes to towns, upgrading of rural localities to towns and
the degrading of towns to rural localities. The combined
effect was an increase of the urban population by
roughly 370 000 people, or 38 per cent of the total increase
in the urban population between 1910/12 and 1930. It is
difficult to see any logic behind many of the administrative
changes. Often they appear to have been made at random or to
artificially increase the urban population in areas where it
was small and stagnant. The largest changes were made in the
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regions of the Old Kingdom, where many towns already had been
agricultural and overbounded. In Oltenia, the least urban
ized region, administrative changes accounted for 88 per cen~

of the total increase in the urban population, against 64 per
cent in Moldavia, 53 in Crisana-Banat, 43 in Muntenia, but
only 19 per cent in Trans lyvania and 9 in Dobrogea and
Ivlaramures .17 ~lost towns endowed wi th suburban communes were
sIi.lall18 and in several cases the suburban communes accounted
for a substantial part of the total population}9.

Many of the suburban communes were later degraded into
rural communes. An urban definition excluding the suburban
communes vJas used as far as possible .20 Unfortunately, many
suburban communes had to be included in the 1930-41 and
1941-48 urban cohorts, as urban data had to be recalculated
to cover the same area at both censuses.

Thirty-one towns were decreed between 1910/12 and 1930,21
while five lost their urban status}2 Of the new towns, four
were located in Crisana-Banat,23 four in Transylvania14 six in
Oltenia15 one in Muntenia16 two in Dobrogea17 nine in Molda
viJ8and five in Bessarabia}9 The grounds for promoting the$€
localities varied. Petrosani and Resita stand out by their
exceptional performance in coalmining and metal manufactur
ing. Location at railway junctions was important for Adjud,
Blaj, tlarasesti and Pascani, ~lJhile a strategic location on
the Danube appears to have been decisive in the case of
Orsova. Thermal baths and resort potentials determined the
promotion of several localities, such as Baile Govora,
Calimanesti, Eforie, Pucioasa and Techirghiol, and was one of
several factors for Lipova, Solca and Vatra Dornei. Adminis
trative and cultural functions were decisive for Darabani and
Nasaud.. Favourable location combined \vi th commercial func
tions was a common ground for promotion. Such towns are
Bailesti, Calarasi-Tirg, Leova, Moinesti, Saveni and Stre
haia. As a rule, manufacturing was more important for urban
status in Crisana-Banat and Transylvania, while new towns in
the former Old Kingdom and Bessarabia had been promoted
because of market functions, location and sheer size and to a
much larger extent remained agricultural in character.30

The size of the nevJ towns varied from 872 inhabitants
(Eforie) to 19 900 (Resita), with an average of 6 700 inhabi
tants. Their average growth was slovJer than for the urban
system as a whole .31 Four towns decreased in population
before 1930 and an additional four towns were stagnant.

Between 1930 and 1941 five more localities were declared
towns: Brad, a mining centre in the Hunedoara region; Baile
Slanic (Slanic Moldava), a spa in Moldavia; Predeal, located
in the important urban corridor Bucuresti-Ploiesti-Brasov;
Fetesti, a market town with favourable location at a railway
junction; and Falciu, a market town by the river Prut with
some manufacturing.



Table 82. Changes in the Urban Population in 1910/12-1930 by Components

Region Towns Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort Cohort New towns Towns
S Towns 1930

1910/12 towns changes 1910/12 change 1930 1930 incl S

Maramures 104 586 - - 104 586 21 904 126 490 - 126 490 2 136 128 626
Crisana-Banat 227 707 - 4 313 232 020 51 725 283 745 52 245 335 990 2 798 338 788
Transylvania 350 258 8 186 3 662 345 734 III 688 457 422 31 742 489 164 -1 319 487 845
Oltenia 149 363 - 9 281 158 644 8 102 166 746 48 601 209 353 8 272 217 625
Muntenia 350 938 - 5 054 355 992 57 123 413 115 5 772 418 887 32 596 451 483
Dobrogea 98 249 6 567 6 309 97 991 25 557 123 548 2 828 126 376 - 126 376
Moldavia 442 588 - 19 352 461 940 79 213 541 153 70 282 611 435 50 035 661 470
Bucuresti 341 321 - 25 213 366 534 259 494 626 028 - 626 028 13 012 639 040

ROMANIA 2 065 010 14 753 73 184 2 123 441 614 806 2 738 247 205 476 2 943 723 107 530 3 051 253

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1910a), Recensamintul (1930: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: S - Suburban communes
The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1910/12 and in 1930, including localities that have since merged
with a town. In most cases the boundaries applied in the c'ohort coincide with the official boundaries of 1930,
excluding suburban communes.
Data for 'Towns' refer to the urban system and boundaries at the time of the respective census.
For population on individual towns, see Appendix Table 31.
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Table 83. Changes in the TJrban Population in 1930-41 by Components

Region Towns Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort Cohort New towns Towns
1930 towns changes 1930 change 1941 1941

Maramures 128 626 - -2 136 126 490 10 562 137 052 - 137 052
Crisana-Banat 338 788 - -2 798 335 990 52 858 388 848 - 388 848
Transylvania 487 845 - 2 402 490 247 113 610 603 857 8 742 612 599
Oltenia 217 625 - -10 313 207 312 44 218 251 530 - 251 530
Muntenia 451 483 - 17 681 469 164 94 504 563 668 10 341 574 009
Dobrogea 126 376 - - 126 376 27 336 153 712 - 153 712
Moldavia 661 470 -31 136 630 334 49 684 680 018 7 453 687 471 n- :I:
Bucuresti 639 040 - 4 390 643 430 349 106 992 536 - 992 536 ;>

~..,
t'I'1

ROMANIA 3 051 253 -21 910 3 029 343 741 878 3 771 221 26 536 3 797 757
~-
~
<
t'I'1

Sources: Measnicov (1968b), Nepszamlalasa (1941), Recensamintul (1930: Vol I), (1941),
(1977: Vol I)

Remarks: The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1930 and in 1941, but according to their
1948 boundaries (including suburban communes). Boundary changes were calculated as
'Towns 1941' less 'Cohort changes' less 'Towns 1930'. As the cohort changes are based on
1948 boundaries, boundary changes contain a residual, apart from the changes due to boundary
changes in the period, whenever boundary changes took place in 1941-48. This residual
does probably not exceed 1 000 in any region. Data for 'Towns' refer to the urban system
and boundaries, including suburban communes, at the respective census. For population in
individual towns, see Appendix, Table 31.
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The urban population grew by an annual rate of 1.2 per cent
between 1910/12 and 1930;2 a little faster than the popula
tion as a whole. But while the latter was exclusively based
on natural increase, the former was mainly based on migra
tion, Table 87.

Table 84. Average Annual rates of Population Growth by Regions,
Percentages

Region 1910/12 - 1930 1930 - 1941
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total

Maramures 0.96 0.33 0.42 1.00 0.6 0.7
Crisana-Banat 0.82 -0.13 0.03 1.52 -0.1 0.3
Transylvania 1.37 0.22 0.40 1.92 0.6 0.8
Muntenia 0.83 0.87 0.87 1.86 1.3 1.4
Bucuresti 3.02 2.93 3.96 3.96
Dobrogea 1.38 0.74 0.91 1.91 1.5 1.6
Moldavia 0.90 0.63 0.69 0.82 1.3 1.2
Bucovina 0.80 n d n d n d n d n d
Bessarabia 0.61 n d n d n d n d n d
South Dobrogea 1.69 n d n d n d n d n d

ROMANIA 1.36 0.47 0.60 2.06 1.0 1.2

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1941), Recensamintul (1930: Vol I), (1941)

Remarks: n d - no data
a - 1897
Romania excluding Bessarabia, Bucovina and South Dobrogea.
Rural and total figures for 1930-41 are approximates.
All figures refer to urban and rural cohorts.

Table 85. Urban Growth by Size-groups of Towns, Percentages

Size 1910/12-30 1930-41

4 999 8.2 29.8
5 - 9 999 8.6 11.1

10 - 24 999 10.8 17.8
25 - 49 999 35.2 15.7
50 - 99 999 29.6 21.2

100 - 70.8 103.0
All sizes 27.6 23.2

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1941a), Recensamintul (1930: Vol I), (1941)

Remarks: Bessarabia, Bucovina and South Dobrogea excluded.
Calculations based on towns existing in 1930, with 1910
respectively 1930 as cohort base.
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Urban growth was unevenly distributed. Throughout the
interwar period the growth of Bucuresti was spectacular. It
accounted for 41 per cent of the total urban growth between
1910/12 and 193033 and for 45 per cent between 1930 and 1941,
increas ing its share of the urban population from 15. 7 pe r
cent in 1910/12, to 21.3 in 1930 to 25.7 in 1941~4 Between
1910/12 and 1930 thirteen towns grew at an average annual
rate of more than 2 per cent,35 while 47 of the 172 towns
experienced a population decline. The fastest growth outside
Bucuresti was recorded in Transylvania, Dobrogea and South
Dobrogea.

Table 86. Real, Natural and Migration Growth of Towns 1930-41 by
Size-groups

Size group Absolute change Percentage change
Real Natural Migration Real Natural Migration

9 999 58 700 26 000 32 700 15.0 6.6 8.3
10 - 19 999 84 900 13 100 71 800 19.7 3.0 16.6
20 - 49 999 62 200 4 200 58 000 18.4 1.2 17.2
50 - 119 900 6 800 113 100 17.2 1.0 16.2
Bucuresti 349 200 20 300 328 900 53.0 3.1 49.9
All sizes 675 000 70 400 604 600 27.1 2.8 24.3

Source: Measnicov (1968a)

Remarks: Cohort with 1930 as base. Figures refer to towns under
Romanian administration in 1941 only, and are adjusted for
changes in the administrative boundaries.

Table 87. Real, Natural and Migration Growth of Towns 1930-41 by
Regions

Region Absolute change Percentage change
Real Natural Migration Real Natural Migration

crisana-Bana~'V 42 800 -8 500 51 300 19.0 -3.6 21.6
Transylvania- 79 100 10 300 68 800 31.0 4.1 26.9
Oltenia 36 700 3 800 32 900 18.4 1.9 16.5
Muntenia 89 800 15 000 74 800 21.7 3.6 18.0
Dobrogea 27 300 9 700 17 600 21.6 7.7 13.9
Moldavia 50 000 19 700 30 300 8.1 3.2 4.9
Bucuresti 349 200 20 300 328 900 53.0 3.1 49.9
ROMANIA 675 000 70 400 604 600 27.1 2.8 24.3

Source: Measnicov (1968a)

Remarks: l/ Excluding Oradea and Salonta, under Hungarian administration
in 1941.

~/ Excluding Bistrita, Cluj, Dej, Gheorgheni, Gherla, Huedin,
Miercurea Ciue, Nasaud, Odorheiu Secuiesc, Reghin, Sfintu
Gheorghe, Tirgu Mures and Tirgu Secuiesc, under Hungarian
administration in 1941.

For regional division of town, see Appendix, Table 5.
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The urban growth rates increased in the 1930s, except in
Moldavia. The most spectacular increase was recorded in
Oltenia where stagnation vvas followed by an average annual
growth of 1.5 per cent. Average rates of more than 2 per
cent were recorded in 44 of 140 towns, while 21 had declining
population.

Urban growth between 1930 and 1941 was almost entirely
migration based. Only a tenth of the increase in the urban
population was due to natural increase. Bucuresti was
unequalled in its attraction on the rural population. It
received more than half of all urban migrants between 1930
and 1941,36 although its share of the total population in 1930
was only 21 per cent. An important catchment area for
migration to Bucuresti was the Carpathian Piedmont, vvhich
traditionally had a high density of agricultural population.
This migration was mainly determined by push factors and not
by excessive demand for labour in Bucuresti. The migrants
were often young and unmarried without prospects of making a
living in their native village .37 Sons were often sent to
Bucuresti to contribute to the family income when the farm
proved an insufficient source}8 The interwar growth of
Bucuresti resembles that of many major cities in the develop
ing countries today.

Other important migrant receiving towns were Ploiesti
(22 100), Brasov (21 800), Timisoara (21 600) and Constanta
(17 000). The relative contribution of natural increase and
migration to the urban grovJth differed considerably between
large and small towns and between regions. Generally,
natural increase was a more important factor in the small
towns and in the eastern parts of the country. Out of
thirty-two towns with negative net migration between 1930 and
1941, nineteen had less than 10 000 inhabitants and twenty
were found in Dobrogea or in Moldavia. In lvloldavia three
large towns showed negative migration figures Galati,
Birlad and Botosani. On the other hand, in Crisana-Banat and
Transylvania only Petrosani registered migration loss, no
doubt because of the decline in coal-mining. However, the
large migration nets in some towns in Crisana-Banat and
Transylvania were partly due to the influx of refugees from
the territories ceded to Hungary. 'I'his obviously was the
case with Beius and Turda, and probably also with such towns
as Arad, Timisoara and Brasov. The pattern of natural growth
was largely the reverse of that of migration. In Crisana
Banat all towns registered a surplus of deaths over births,
but only four out of thirty-eight in Moldavia~9 Only rarely
was natural increase a major factor in urban growth. How
ever, statistics are likely to underrate the natural increase
in urban areas since rural dwellers dying in urban hospitals
affect urban death rates~O Yet, in light of the age-selec
tiveness of rural-urban migration a high proportion of
young people - the small natural increase in most large and
middle-sized towns is astonishing.

Migration took three forms; seasonal, temporary and
permanent. Seasonal migration was an old phenomenon that had
been practiced for centuries in some areas, notably in the
Apuseni Mountains and the Maramures-Oas region. In the
former region every village had its own special trade. Vidra
and other villages in Tara Motilor were specialized in wood
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products, as barrels, bowls, plates etc, fabricated at home
and sold during extensive tours through all parts of Roma
nia .41: The Margau area was specialized in glass and windows,
while people .. in the Mogos area often worked as agricultural
labourers in the Mures valley and in the Banat at harvest
time. The peasants in Oas were specialized in deforestation
and were reputed to be hard workers. Seasonal migration was
practiced in other areas as well in the interwar period, for
example in the Carpathian Piedmont. Although seasonal
migration was very widespread in Apuseni and Oas, sometimes
comprising 80-90 per cent of the adult male population;2 it
was not a way of gradual urbanization, but rather a means of
maintaining the traditional rural way of life. It was
strictly seasonal in character and the migrants seldom cut
their ties with their homes to become permanent migrants. It
did not serve as a diffuser of urban ways of life. The
Apuseni Mountains as well as Maramures and Oas remained very
traditional peasant communities.

Temporary migration was often the first step to\vards
permanent migration. As peasants were driven to temporary
migration by economic necessity, their intention was often to
come back to the farm when times got better or when they had
saved some money. Often the rest of the family remained
behind on the farm. If the economic situation failed to
improved, often the temporary migrant gradually became a
permanent migrant.

The emigrant's intention is not to remain in the town, but to earn a
small sum of money to be able to return to the village, buy land and
build a larger house. But the reckonings at home do not stand up to
the test of reality, as life becomes different and the mentality is
transformed ;13

Urban Development on the Regional Level

CRISANA-BANAT, MARAMURES AND TRANSYLVANIA
The urban system in Crisana-Banat and Maramures continued to
be dominated by a few large towns - Arad, Oradea, Satu Mare
and Timisoara - which together contained 75 per cent of the
regions' urban population. The new Hungarian border of 1919
cut off much of the traditional umlands of Arad, Oradea and
Satu Mare. A number of other towns had basically the same
location and character as the four largest towns, but had not
reached their size or importance~ Sighetul Marmatiei
suffered much from the new international borders. It was cut
off from its umland north of the river Tisa and, even worse,
from the rest of Romania as its only all-year connection with
Romania, the railway to Satu Mare, was intercepted by the
Czechoslovak border. Sighetu ~larmatiei and the Maramures
depression remained a very isolated part of Romania until the
1950's, when a railway was constructed across the Rodna
mountains. A few industrial towns, based on local mineral
resources, grew fast during the interwar period, notably Baia
Mare, Oravita and Resita.
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In Transylvania a third of the urban population received
its income from manufacturing and one tenth from agriculture.
Al though manufacturing in some towns, notably Abrud, Blaj,
Hunedoara and Petrosani, was based on the extraction of local
mineral resources, this was not generally the case, in
contrast to the trans-Carpathian parts of Romania. Agricul
tural towns were few, in only five did agriculture dominate.

The merger of Crisana-Banat, Maramures and Transylvania
with the Old Kingdom in 1918 gave the Romanians politically
the upper hand in these regions, opened the urban gates for
the Romanian peasantry and started a process of social
equalization for the ethnic groups.

Urban growth between 1900 and 1930 was accompanied by
radical changes in the urban ethnic structure, 'llable 79.
Although differing census practices and national biases call
for caution when interpreting the data, the occurrence of a
major change in the ethnic structure of most towns is indis
putable, even if the registered magnitude may sometimes be
subject to doubt. The major political, intercensal changes,
1910-30, 1930-41, had considerable influence on the urban
growth. After the First World War a massive emigration of
Magyars to Hungary took place. By the time the 1941 census
was taken Maramures and northern Crisana and Transylvania had
been ceded to Hungary. The cession had been preceded by
large-scale migration from the ceded parts to the rest of
Romania. In the light of these circumstances, it is diffi
cult to make generalizations about the urban growth. Popula
tion decline between 1910 and 1930 was registered in sixteen
out of forty-eight towns. Among them were Magyar and Szekler
strongholds, - Carei, Miercurea Ciuc, Odorheiu Secuiesc and
Sfintu Gheorghe - and towns that had experienced heavy Magyar
in-migration before the war - Abrud and Hunedoara - but also
towns with a poor economic base - Gherla, Lipova and Salonta.
Between 1930 and 1941 only five towns declined in popula
tion:5 of which four in the ceded areas.

Urban growth was largely due to Romanian rural-"urban
migration. The Romanians increased their share of the urban
population so fast that centuries-old Magyar and German
strongholds, with few traces of Romanian culture, after only
a few decades of Romanian administration had a predominantly
Romanian population. While the degree of urbanization among
Magyars and Germans increased only slowly, it trebled among
Romanians, Table 80. However, the Magyar influence in towns
remained strong. A study of 133 100 urban marriages in
Crisana, Banat, Maramures and Transylvania revealed that 31
per cent of the Romanian men married non-Romanian girls,
mostly Magyar~6 Exogamic marriages were particularly common
among clerks and others working in the tertiary sector.
Career was said to be a major motive for exogamic marriages,
as the Magyars still dominated the social upper class and
Romanian men tried to marry themselves to a higher social
position. The different criteria for classifying Jews in the
Hungarian and Romanian censuses makes exact comparisons of
the ethnic structure over time impossible. Yiddish was not
recognized as a separate language in the Hungarian censuses,
but registered as German. According to a Romanian source~

urban Jews were often mul tilingual and often preferred to
declare their mother tongue as Hungarian, lacking Yiddish as
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an alternative. Consequently, the relative decline of the
Hungarian speaking population was probably less than indi
cated in Table 80.

The increase in the Romanian share of the urban popula
tion was far from uniformly distributed. As a rule, it was
largest in Magyar towns, situated in areas of mixed or
predominantly Romanian population, as Carei, Oradea, Satu
Ivlare, Sighetul Marmatiei, Tirgu tJlures and Zalau. The in
crease in the old Saxon towns Bistrita, Brasov, Medias, Sibiu
and Sighisoara or in the Szekler tovlns was much smaller.
Hence, it seems that the Romanian urban growth was largely
due to short-distance migration. The potential for such
TI1igration was largest in Crisana and Ivlaramures and in the
parts of Transylvania where Hungarian-dominated towns were
surrounded by Romanian-dominated countryside. In the Saxon
areas the rural population, too, was mixed, besides the urban
Romanian population was already rather large. In the Szekler
areas, towns as well as countryside had a homogeneous Szekler
population.

OLTENIA, MUNTENIA AND DOBROGEA
There were three main categories of towns in l'vluntenia and
01tenia: Danubian ports, market towns and those based on
local mineral resources. With a few exceptions, the first
two categories had a large agricultural sector.

Although most market towns in these regions were quite
old, they usually had retained a large agricultural sector
and a village-like morphology. Manufacturing was still
poorly developed in these towns, the main exception being
Craiova. In many cases the towns also had administrative
functions. These agro-commercial centres dominated in
Oltenia and on the Danubian Plain in Muntenia. Because of
their poor economic base they usually grew very slowly before
the Second World War.

With the exception of Bucuresti and Craiova, the manu
facturing towns were closely connected with the booming oil
industry. The most important were Ploiesti and Cimpina.
They distinguished themselves from the other towns by their
industrial character and by growing by more than 2 per cent a
year, well above the national average, throughout the inter
war period. Between 1930 and 1941 Ploeisti grew by 22 100
people through migration, second only to Bucuresti. The
towns in the Carpathian Piedmont generally had relatively
large net in-migration.

In a number of towns the urban status was due to the
existence of thermal baths and favourable climatic condi
tions, qualifying them as spas .48 They usually retained a
large agricultural population.

The urban structure in Dobrogea was characterized by a
large number of small towns. Apart from Constanta, with half
of Dobrogea's urban population in 1930, none of the thirteen
towns had more than 25 000 inhabitants. Although several
towns had been degraded to villages in the preceding de
cades ,49 17 per cent of the urban population in 1930 still
lived in towns with less than 5 000 inhabitants. The rapid
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growth of Constanta dominated the urban scene. Its popula
tion grew from a mere 4 000 in 1878 to 31 500 in 1912, to
80 000 in 1941, and it was by then Romania's leading port.

The only other towns to experience significant growth
were Ivledgidia and Cernavoda along the Constanta-Bucuresti
railway and the small Black Sea resorts Eforie, Mangalia and
Techirghiol. Particularly· the transit port Sulina, but also
Tulcea, suffered from Constanta's expansion. Dobrogea's
other towns - Babadag, Hirsova, Isaccea, Macin and Ostrov 
continued a dormant existence through the interwar period, in
some cases actually declining in population through out
migration.

Early ethnic data are rare and based on uncertain
estimations, but it seems that a considerable in-migration of
Romanians took place after independence in 1878. The Dobro
gean towns had previosly been characterized by ethnic hetero
geneity, but in 1930 more than 70 per cent of the urban
population had Romanian as mother tongue. Turks, Russians,
Greeks, Bulgarians and Armenians complemented the Romanian
population.

MOLDAVIA AND BUCOVINA
The overall growth of Moldavian towns in the interwar period
was rather slow, particularly in the Thirties, Table 84.
According to Ungureanu (1980) the poor growth performance was
largely due to centralistic policies and the locational
importance of the railways which disadvantaged the eastern
parts of Moldavia, particularly Iasi, Botosani, Husi, Birlad
and Darabani. Apart from a continued decline of many towns
in northern Moldavia, the growth of Moldavian towns 1912-30
and 1930-41 does not present any clear pattern~O Only a few
towns distinguished themselves by high rates of growth
throughout the period, notably Bacau, Iasi, Pascani and
Tecuci.

Romanians made up 75 per cent of Moldavia's urban
population. Jews were the second largest group with 16.5 per
cent~1 Almost all towns had some Jews, but the Jewish share
of the urban population was generally highest in northern
Moldavia. Many towns in the former Austrian areas also had a
large German-speaking population~2

The urban system in Bucovina was completely dominated by
Cernauti, which held three fourths of the region's urban
population. Cernauti had a very mixed population, Yiddish
being the most common mother tongue (29 per cent), followed
by Romanian 26, German 23, Ukrainian 11 and Polish 7.5 per
cent. Cernauti had a diversified economic base with a fourth
of its population in manufacturing and 23 per cent in credit,
commerce and transportation.

The other to\vns in Bucovina had all less than 10 000
inhabitants and generally had more than half their population
in agriculture. Their ethnic structure varied according to
location. Ukrainians were in absolute majority in three
towns 53 and Romanians in one.54 The small town of Vijnita
differed from the others in that 70 per cent of the inhabi
tants had Yiddish as mother tongue. Commerce was the most
important activity in this Jewish town (24 per cent),
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followed by manufacturing (23 per cent), while agriculture
engaged less than 4 per cent of the population. Five of the
seven small towns declined between 1910 and 1930. Cernauti
grew by 32 per cent in the same period.

BESSARABIA AND SOUTH DOBROGEA
Bessarabia shared with Oltenia the position as the least
urbanized region in Romania. It had relatively few towns.
Their economic base was generally weak, with a large propor
tion of agricultural population. Chisinau had a third of
Bessarabia's urban population. Five of the seventeen towns
were concentrated to the county of Ismail along the Danube.
The towns in northern and central Bessarabia were ethnically
similar to the towns in Bucovina and northern Moldavia, with
Romanian majorities complemented by large Jewish populations.
Slavs were in majority in most towns in the south, comple
mented by Romanians, and here the Jewish element was insigni
ficant.

Commerce, administration and agriculture were the
economic cornerstones in most of Bessarabia's towns. With a
few exceptions, manufacturing played a secondary role. Lack
of mineral resources and poor transportation made manufac
turing development difficult. Especially in northern and
central Bessarabia con~erce was dominated by Jews. Commerce
and administration were the raison d'etre of many towns and
Jews played a vital role in the urban economy of Bessarabia
in the interwar period.

South Dobrogea had only five towns with a total popula
tion of 70 100 inhabitants in 1930. Bulgarians made up 34
per cent of the urban population, followed by Turkish
speaking 32 per cent and Romanians 25 per cent. Although
earlier data are not available it seems safe to assume that a
large part of the Romanian urban population had arrived after
the First World War. Between 1910 and 1930 the urban popula
tion on the average increased by 1. 7 per cent a year, ex
ceeded only by Bucuresti. Three of South Dobrogea' s towns
were located along the Black Sea with port as well as resort
facilities. \vith 20 per cent of the urban population in
manufacturing, 12 per cent in credit and commerce and 19 per
cent in agriculture, the economic structure of South Dobro
gea's towns did not differ much from the Romanian average.

THE POSTWAR PERIOD

The industrialization efforts in the postwar period were not
immediately reflected in an increased rate of urbanization,
which in the first postwar decade was only slightly higher
than the prewar rate~5 Severe shortage of housing in urban
areas reflected in rural-urban commuting, and a considerable
underemployment of the urban work force after World War II
were factors behind the slow relative increase of the urban
population. In the late Fifties urbanization gained momentum
and has since continued at a progressive rate. By 1966 a
third of the population lived in urban areas and 43 per cent
worked outside agriculture. A decade later these proportions
were 44 and 63 per cent. It is reasonable to assume that
urban growth followed the same cyclical development as
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industrial development in the first postwar decades, with
peaks in 1948-53 and 1958-65. Statistics on wage employment
substantiate this assumption, Table 52, but lack of good
intercensal data makes a year by year study unfeasible. In
1965-1980 there were no large fluctuations in economic
growth. Censuses were taken in 1948~6 1956, 1966 and 1977
and this study was confined to the 1941-48, 1948-56, 1956-66
and 1966-77 intercensal periods. Variations within the
periods were not studied in any detail.

The 1941-48 period covers the war and the first turbu
lent postwar years. The terminal year is appropriate, as
1948 may be considered the first year of economic recovery.
The 1948-56 period rather unfortunately covers two disparate
phases in the postwar development. The 1948-53 period of
rapid, albeit not uniform, industrial growth and the subse
quent years of consolidation and slow economic growth. The
rate of urban growth was certainly highest in the first half
of the 1948-56 period. The 1956-66 intercensal period was
characterized by gradually increasing rates of economic
grov/the It can be assumed that urban growth followed the
same pattern. Sustained rapid economic development and
social change marked the period after 1966. The urban
population increased at a higher rate than in any previous
period, and by 1980 almost half the population lived in urban
areas. The 1966-77 period is of particular interest as it
offers insight into the effects of the ambitious spatial
development policies adopted in the mid-Sixties.

The frequent administrative changes in the postwar
period impose severe restrictions on comparisons over time.
One major and several minor administrative reforms between
1948 and 1956 makes comparisons between these two censuses
difficult. There was no major administrative reform between
1956 and 1966, but comparisons between these censuses are
still difficult to make as the 1966 census was rearranged to
comply with the regional division after the administrative
reform in 1968.57

Fortunately, however, this made the 1966 census per
fectly comparable with the 1977 census. Population data were
recalculated to obtain intercensal population cohorts.
Except for 1966-1977, the data on population characteristics

industry, education etc - could only partly be recalcu
lated.

Administrative Changes
Besides natural increase and migrational gains, administra
tive changes contributed to urban growth in the postwar
period. They accounted for 31 per cent of the growth between
1948 and 1956 and 8 per cent between 1956 and 1966, Tables 88
and 89. Administrative changes took two forms; alterations
in the administrative boundaries of existing towns and the
granting and revoking of urban status to communes. A de
tailed study of the administrative elements is warranted by
their sheer magnitude, but also because they shed light on
government policies and values.
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THE 1941-1948 PERIOD
Only minor administrative changes were made between 1941 and
1948. The urban population was reduced by 41 100 58 as the
boundaries of twenty-one towns were redrawn. In most cases
the changes were due to the degrading of suburban communes to
rural communes~9 Ten of the affected towns were in Muntenia
and nine in Moldavia. In all but five cases the revision led
to a decrease of the urban population. The measures had been
preceded by downward revisions of boundaries, particularly in
Oltenia and Moldavia in 1930-41, Table 83, and should be seen
as a reaction to the considerable overbounding of towns in
the regions of the Old Kingdom after World War I.

Five rural communes received urban status between 1941
and 1948~o Cisnadie near Sibiu and Moreni in the Prahova oil
region received it in acknowledgement of industrial perfor
mance. Busteni was a spa and a tourist resort in the Prahova
valley.

In the case of Sinnicolae Mare, size, past administra
tive functions and the need for an urban centre in a rich
agricultural area appears to have been decisive. The motives
for making Racari, northwest of Bucuresti, a town are not so
easy to discern. With only 2 500 inhabitants, Racari lost
its urban status again in 1950, but is presently on the list
to be developed into an agro-industrial town.

THE 1948-1956 PERIOD
The administrative reforms in 1950 and 1952 affected the
urban system in several ways. The boundaries of a large
number of towns (68) were redrawn, 32 rural communes were
upgraded to towns and 14 towns lost their urban status. In
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania almost half the increase in
the urban population between 1948 and 1956 was due to admin
istrative measures, Table 89. In the other regions the
magnitude of the changes was smaller. The administrative
alterations in this period are of particular interest, as
they reflect the confrontation of the old urban criteria and
policies with those of the new regime.

It is difficult to see any logic behind the redrawing of
the urban boundaries. Fifty-nine towns had them extended, in
nine cases they were contracted. There was no apparent
correlation between the boundary changes on the one hand and
size, economic structure or growth performance on the other.
A number of small, slow-growing towns had their boundaries
considerably extended .61 The boundary changes were evenly
distributed regionally. A plausible explanation to the lack
of pattern may be that the revision was not monitored in
detail from Bucuresti, but that local and regional planners
were left room for initiative and maneuver.

To deprive fourteen towns of the urban status was a
unique measure, and together with the granting of urban
status to thirty-two communes it was an eloquent expression
of the urban criteria and policies of the new regime. The
role of manufacturing and mining as a basis and raison d'etre
for towns was stressed, while the importance of commercial
and other service functions was played down. Twelve of the
thirty-two new towns were based on mining, oil extraction



Table 88. Changes in the Urban Population in 1941-1948 by Components

Region Towns 1941 Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort Cohort
towns changes 1941 change 1948

Maramures 137 052 - - 137 052 -12 269 124 783
Crisana- Banat 388 848 - - 388 848 -11 796 377 052
Transylvania 612 599 - 1 202 613 801 -16 344 597 457
Oltenia 251 530 - -2 976 248 554 15 232 263 786
Muntenia 574 009 - -28 876 545 133 -2 245 542 888
Dobrogea 153 712 - - 153 712 -7 240 146 472
Moldavia 687 471 - -10 475 676 996 -91 292 585 704
Bucuresti 992 536 - - 992 536 49 271 1 041 807

ROMANIA 3 797 757 - -41 125 3 756 632 -76 683 3 679 949

Sources: Measnicov (1968b), Recensamintul (1941), (1948)

New towns
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16 117
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Towns
1948
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263 786
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Remarks: The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1941 and in 1948, according to their 1948 boundaries,
including suburban communes. Data for 'Towns' refer to the urban system and boundaries, including
suburban communes, at the respective census.
For population on individual towns, see Appendix Table 31.
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Table 89. Changes in the Urban Population in 1948-1956 by Components.

Region Towns Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort Cohort New towns Towns
1948 towns changes 1948 change 1956 1956

Maramures 124 783 - 6 322 131 105 26 124 157 229 13 956 171 185
Crisana-Banat 386 841 - 35 355 422 196 63 090 485 286 53 786 539 072
Transylvania 604 741 5 134 40 427 640 034 221 976 862 010 175 050 1 037 060
Oltenia 263 786 8 248 3 531 259 069 21 534 280 603 3 836 284 439
Muntenia 559 005 4 878 9 441 563 568 75 803 639 371 23 141 662 512
Dobrogea 146 472 4 015 2 104 144 561 42 950 187 511 - 187 511
Moldavia 585 704 47 967 19 085 556 822 106 765 663 587 23 645 687 232
Bucuresti 1 041 897 - -23 507 1 018 300 159 361 1 177 661 - 1 177 661

ROMANIA 3 713 139 70 242 92 758 3 735 655 717 603 4 453 258 293 414 4 746 672

Sources: Measnicov (1969), Recensamintul (1948), (1956a), (1977: Vol I).

Remarks: The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1948 and 1956, according to their 1956 boundaries.
Data for 'Towns' refer to the urban system and boundaries at the time of the respective census,
including suburban communes in 1948, but excluding 'urban-like localities' in 1956.
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Table 90. Changes in the Urban Population in 1956-1966 by Components

Region Towns Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort Cohort New towns Towns
1956 towns changes 1956 change 1966 1966

Maramures 171 185 - - 171 185 66 427 237 612 9 311 246 923
Crisana-Banat 539 072 - - 539 072 107 500 646 572 24 583 671 155
Transylvania 1 037 060 - - 1 037 060 342 923 1 379 983 73 196 1 453 179
Oltenia 284 439 - - 284 439 104 617 389 056 - 389 056 n
Muntenia 662 512 - - 662 512 191 330 853 842 - 853 842 ::c:

:>
Dobrogea 187 511 - - 187 511 93 573 281 084 - 281 084 '"'d

trl
Moldavia 687 232 - - 687 232 262 566 949 798 8 368 958 166 ~

Bucuresti 1 177 661 - - 1 177 661 189 023 1 366 684 - 1 366 684 ~
<
tr1

ROMANI,A 4 746 672 - - 4 746 672 1 357 959 6 104 631 115 458 6 220 089

Sources: Cucu & Urucu (1967), Recensamintul (1956a), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1956 and in 1966, according to their 1966 boundaries.
Data on 'Towns' refer to the urban system and boundaries, excluding 'urban-like localities', at the
time of the respective census.
For population on individual towns, see Appendix Table 31.

CD
W



The cohort was based on towns existing both in 1966 and in 1977, according to their 1977
boundarie$, excluding suburban communes. Data on 'Towns' refer to the urban system and
boundaries at the time of the respective census. For 1966 they refer to the situation prior
to the 1968 reform, excluding 'urban-like localities'. For 1977 data on towns exclude subsurban
communes.
For population on individual towns, see Appendix Table 31.

Table 91. Changes in the Urban Population in 1966-1977 by Components

Region
Towns Degraded Boundary Cohort Cohort
1966 towns changes 1966 change

Maramures 246 923 - 4 366 251 289 110 080
Crisana-Banat 671 155 - 17 894 689 049 247 781
Transylvania 1 453 179 - 43 300 1 496 479 551 663
Oltenia 389 056 - 32 240 421 296 213 470
Muntenia 853 842 - 13 830 867 672 388 247
Dobrogea 281 084 - 2 196 283 280 173 002
Moldavia 958 166 - 10 663 968 829 457 247
Bucuresti 1 366 684 - - 1 366 684 440 555

ROMANIA 6 220 089 - 124 489 6 344 578 2 582 045

co
~

Cohort New towns Towns
1977 1977

361 369 70 734 432 103
936 830 83 091 1 019 921

2 048 142 58 485 2 106 627
634 766 94 879 729 645
255 919 100 594 1 356 513
456 282 9 717 456 999

1 426 076 51 606 1 477 682
1 807 239 - 1 807 239

g
>
~

tri
~

~

=2
trJ

9 395 729469 1068 926 623

Recensamintul (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks:

Sources:
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and related manufacturing industries~2 These towns were
sometimes put forward as examples of •socialist towns 163 and
workers' centres. Their growth was inextricably tied to the
development of mining and heavy manufacturing and they all
grew rapidly in the early Fifties. Yet, most of them re
mained economically one-sided. As the mining activities in
southeast Bihor were scaled down after the dissolution of the
Sovroms in the early Fifties64 the population of Dr. Petru
Groza, Vascau and Nucet began to decline.

A developed manufacturing base was behind the upgrading
of Cimpia Turzii and Azuga to towns, while the role as a
railway node was decisive in the case of Simeria. Spa
functions had been a valid reason for urban status in the
past and continued to be so under the new regime; seven of
the new towns were spas .65 Next to Bucuresti, the heaviest
concentration of manufacturing was found in the Brasov area.
A concentration of industrial investments to already indus
trialized areas after World War II led to a rapid growth of
Brasov.66

In an obvious attempt to decongest the city of Brasov,
four localities in its neighbourhood were upgraded to tOvlns .67

Villages in the old Saxon area in Transylvania vJere often
large, compact and relatively well endowed with infrastruc
ture and well suited for urbanization. Regional development
aspects had low priority in the first postwar decade, yet, in
six cases location appears to have been an important factor
in the selection of new towns.68 Agnita, Rupea and to some
extent also Jimbolia represent attempts to develop somewhat
peripherial parts of a well-developed region. Two of the
towns in this category - Cristuru Secuiesc and Toplita - were
in the Autonomous Magyar Region. The sixth, Viseu de Sus,
was located in the poor and still archaic Viseu Valley in
Maramures and had a considerable potential for the timber
industry.

The fourteen degraded towns69 had several characteristics
in common and together they provide an eloquent example of
the new urban criteria. They were all market towns, some had
had administrative functions - Falciu had even been a county
capital until 1950 - but none had a strong secondary sector.
Often located in economically backward areas at some distance
from the nearest town, many of them had an important role
serving the surrounding rural population with central place
functions. Eight of them were old Moldavian market places.
The present county of Botosani was particularly badly hurt as
four of its six towns lost their urban statusJo The degrad
tion of the fourteen towns shows an astonishing lack of
concern for regional development aspects. One of the de
graded towns - Huedin - received its urban status back in
1965, five in 1968 71 and another three were on the list to
become urban by 198012 which reflects a shift in the develop
ment strategy in the Sixties. The regional aspects of the
economic development became increasingly important and the
simplistic view of towns as mere centres of manufacturing
gave way to a more complex one, emphasizing rural-urban
interrelations.

THE 1956-1966 PERIOD
Between 1956 and 1966 the only administrative changes of the
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urban system was the appearance of another twelve towns,D
apparently according to the same criteria as in 1948-56.
Seven were based on mining and heavy rnanufacturing 74 and one 
Singeorz Bai - was a spa. Negresti-Oas in the Oas depression
and Cimpeni in the heart of the Apuseni Mountains were both
located in backward and isolated rural areas, while Huedin
was an old market place at the foot of the Apuseni Mountains.
All but one of the ne\v towns - Bicaz - were in C-B-M and
Transylvania. The development of Bicaz in Moldavia was tied
to the regulation of the Bistrita river.

THE 1966-1977 PERIOD
The administrative reform in 1968 affected the urban system
in two main ways. 75 The boundaries of many towns were ex
tended and fifty-three rural communes received urban status.
Besides, the semi-urban category 'urban-like localities· 76 was
exchanged for another semi-urban category, 'suburban com
munes' . 77 'I1he latter change was disregarded as both semi
urban categories were seen as rural settlements in this
study.

The boundaries of fifty-three towns were extended in the
1968 reform. The population in the incorporated areas
amounted to 124 500 in 1966, Table 91. The extended boun
daries led to a considerable increase in the population of
many towns, in eleven cases by more than 25 per cent.
Sometimes rapid growth may have justified boundary changes,
e.g. Resita, Moldova Noua, Otelu Rosu, Deva, Petrosani,
Hateg, Blaj, Tirgu Jiu and Techirghiol. However, in nlany
cases it was difficult to see any logic behind the changes.
Several towns were small, stagnating and largely agricul
tural.

The fifty-three towns declared in 1968 provide an
eloquent illustration of the spirit of 'the systematization
policy' adopted a few years later. 78 The reclassification was
a declaration of intention rather than a recognition; only
few" of them had a strong manufacturing base. It was the
first major attempt to reshape the urban map according to a
coherent plan. A study of the new towns indicate that most
of them were located in areas with a poorly developed urban
network. They had a somewhat more developed non-agrarian
sector than the surrounding rural localities and constituted
low-order central places with few central functions, bu t
often had large umlands. Six of them had an urban past 79 and
twenty-seven had had some administrative functions as dis
trict centres (resedinte de raion) prior to the 1968 reform.
They had a potential to be developed into central places,
providing non-agricultural jobs, manufactured goods and
services to an agricultural umland. It can be seen as an
attempt to bridge the large socia-economic and cultural
distance between urban and rural areas, by 'bringing the town
nearer the village' and to slow down long-distance rural
urban migration by creating intervening employment opportu
nities at con~uting distance. The new urban localities
automatically gained advantages over rural localities.
1-1unicipal services usually had to be extended to comply wi th
the minimum requirements for urban areas. Retail trade was
often considerably extended and the provisioning with goods
improved. Retail prices in urban areas are ten per cent
lower than in rural areas. To change the administrative
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status is also a regional development instrument in itself.
The official hierarchy of localities is used for allocating
investments, and a town receives more government funds than a
village. However, the subsequent development of these towns
should be considered in an evaluation of the urbanization
policy.

Ten of the new tovvns were on the Pannonian Plain in
C-B-M.80 The domination of a few large towns on the plain was
seen as negative. With rich agriculture and a generally high
level of development it had a good potential for new urban
centres. Besides, large and compact villages facilitated the
transition. An additional five towns were declared in
depressed rural areas in Mararnures~1

Only eight towns were declared in Transylvania.82 Except
for the mining centre Balan and the spas Baile Tusnad and
Ocna Sibiului, they were predominantly agricultural towns
with some manufacturing or commercial activities, located in
the less developed parts of the region.

The urban network in Oltenia had traditionally been
weak, reflecting the agricultural character of the region.
The eleven towns declared here~ were evenly distributed and
can be seen as an attempt to create central places in pro
foundly agricultural areas. Except for two tOv/ns located
near natural resources, Brezoi and Motru, the new towns were
predominantly agricultural, some with a past as market
places.

Location in agricultural areas was decisive in the case
of sixM of the eleven towns declared in Muntenia. Four of
the new towns85 were centres of manufacturing and oil extrac
tion in the industrialized Prahova region, while Buftea, in
the outskirts of Bucuresti, was developed into a film centre.

Both Dobrogea and Moldavia had old, well developed
networks and the need for additional urban centres was less
than in the other regions. Only one new town was declared in
Dobrogea, Navodari, a centre of heavy manufacturing just
outside Constanta. Seven towns were declared in Moldavia.
Four 86 in the northeastern part of the region had an urban
past, but had been degraded in 1950. The other three87 were
rural localities with few urban features, located in pro
foundly agricultural areas. Agriculture dominated the
economic base of all the new towns in Moldavia.

Some census data are available for 1966 on both adminis
trative units as to\vns and rural communes and on individual
localities. Thus, it is possible to distinguish the town
from the villages included within its, often generously
drawn, boundaries. Villages under urban jurisdiction are
divided into two categories. Components of towns and belong
ing to towns .88 The former are socially and econoruically
subordinated to the town, while the latter have close econo
mic and social relations with the town and clearly lie within
its sphere of influence .89 However, in reali ty the distinc
tion tends to be rather vague.

In twenty cases oo the villages under urban jurisdiction
made up more than half the urban population and in fifty-four



198 CHAPTER FIVE

between 25 and 50 per cent. Seventy-five towns had no
village under their jurisdiction and in twenty-one, villages
amounted to less than five per cent of the urban population.

If the administrative boundaries of towns had been drawn
to match their immediate spheres of influence, one would
expect the village population under urban jurisdiction to be
fairly well correlated with the size of the town. However,
in 1966 there was no such correlation at all.91 A number of
large towns with extensive spheres of influence had tightly
drawn administrative boundaries, with no or few villages
under their jurisdiction92 and some recently decreed, often
small and agricultural, towns had a large village population
under their jurisdiction. Villages under urban jurisdiction
made up 7 per cent of the total urban population, but 32 per
cent in the 53 to\;Jns decreed in 1968. As villages under
urban jurisdiction in their industrial structure more resem
bled rural communes than towns ,93 the generous boundaries of
the small and recently declared towns led to the impression
that they not only were larger, but also more agricultural
than was actually the case, Figures 10 and 11.

Patterns of Urbal1 Growth

THE 1941-1948 PERIOD
Urban development in the 1941-48 period was marked by the
war, the famines of 1946 and 1947 and the general political,
social and economic turmoil after the war. Ninety-three of
151 towns declined in population and the urban population as
a whole was reduced by 76 700 people, but the relative
decrease of the urban population was slight, as the rural
population also declined. Measnicovw concluded that a
surplus of deaths over births was the main factor behind the
decline of the urban population. The urban rates of natural
increase had been only slightly above zero before the war.
The hardships and dislocations caused by the war and the
famines led to lower birth rates and higher death rates. The
decline in the rate of natural increase was highest in
~loldavia.

This period had large regional variations in the urban
development, Table 92. In ~loldavia and Dobrogea the urban
population fell considerably, while in Oltenia and Muntenia
(including Bucuresti) it increased slightly. In C-B-~l and
Transylvania the urban population declined, but there were
large individual variations. The regional variations can be
accounted for by the war and the 1946-47 fami.nes. ~Ioldavia

suffered more than any other region from both~5 C-B-M,
Transylvania and Dobrogea, too, were much affected and the
division of the former regions between Romania and Hungary
had caused much disorder. Oltenia and the southern and
western parts of Muntenia were much less affected.

The migratory movements cannot be studied in any detail,
but two separate flows can be discerned. A westward flow,
from Moldavia and Dobrogea to Bucuresti, Oltenia and parts of
Muntenia and repatriation movements in C-B-M and Transylvania
following the restoration of the pre-war border. This



Table 92. Average Annual Rates of Population Change in 1941-1948 t Percentages

Region
Urban areas by size of towns (000) Urban Rural All

-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- B areas areas areas

Maramures -1.15 1.53 -0.31 -4.81 -1.58 - - -1.33 -0.02 -0.37
Crisana-Banat - -1.11 -1.06 0.06 -0.82 0.15 - -0.44 -0.43 -0.43
Transylvania -0.53 -0.67 -0.73 -0.51 -0.47 0.96 - -0.31 -0.35 -0.34

()
Oltenia -1.15 0.51 1.50 0.39 1.38 - - 1.01 0.25 0.34 ::c:
Muntenia 0.14 1.05 0.56 0.05 -1.08 -0.08 0.17 0.14 >- - "'"d

Dobrogea 2.24 -3.94 -0.24 -0.27 -0.71 -0.36 -0.46
~- - - tTl
:;c

Holdavia -0.81 -2.68 -1.38 -1.66 -2.50 -3.53 - -2.11 -0.71 -1.01 "l"j

Bucuresti - - - - - - 0.72 0.72 - 0.72 =2
tTl

ROMANIA 0.16 -0.76 -0.40 -0.83 -0.69 -0.88 0.72 -0.29 -0.19 -0.22

Sources: Measnicov (1968b), Nepszamlalasa (1941), Recensamintul (1941), (1948)

Remarks: B - Bucuresti
All data refer to cohorts in terms of boundaries and network of towns: 1941
cohort size groups, 1948 network of towns. Regional data for rural and total
areas are approximate.
The length of the intercensal periods were for Maramures 7.0 years, Transylvania
6.9 years and for all other regions 6.8 years.
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rnigration was of a different kind than the interwar move
ments. Instead of rural dwellers looking for work in town,
these people, often urbanites, were on the run from the war
and the famine, looking for food and shelter.96 Net receivers
were no longer industrial centres in the economically deve
loped regions, but rather, towns in areas less devastated by
the war and best served with agricultural products. A number
of agricultural towns on the Dabubian Plain increased their
population in this period; e.g. Oltenita 28 per cent, Tirgu
Jiu 23, Gaesti 22, Rosiorii de Vede 16, Fetesti and Dragasani
15 per cent. But the main individual net receiver was Bucu
resti.

The two largest Moldavian towns, Iasi and Galati,
registered the largest absolute declines; 16 000 respectively
15 100 people. In fourteen towns the decline amounted to
more than a fifth of their 1941 population. Of these, Cerna
Voda, Odobesti and Sulina were transportation nodes. Iasi,
Hirlau, Stefanesti-Tirg and Tirgu Frumos were all located in
the area most ravaged by the war and the famine, while the
deportation of J"ews accounted for most of the decline in
Sighet. Beius, Blaj and Turda had received large numbers of
refugees when northern Transylvania had been ceded to Hungary
in 1940 and their repatriation accounted for the population
loss in these towns. In Miercurea Ciuc the decline was due
to the emigration of Magyars to Hungary.

A study of the 1930-41 and 1941-48 periods combined
reveals that the urban growth was strongly concentrated to
Bucuresti, which alone accounted for 60 per cent of the urban
population increase between 1930 and 1948. By 1948 some 28
per cent of Romania I s urban population lived in Bucuresti,
against 21 in 1930 and 16.5 per cent in 1912. The interwar
dominance of Bucuresti was accentuated in 1941-48 when the
capital increased and the urban system as a whole declined.
The urban grovlth rate in Romania, excluding Bucuresti, was
modest in 1930-48 - 11 per cent - only slightly more than the
total rate~ - 9 per cent. In Moldavia the urban population
actually declined by 41 400. Together with a decrease of
34 300 due to administrative changes it led to a drop in the
percentage urban population in Moldavia from 23.3 in 1930 to
19.5 in 1948. Also in Maramures the urban population de
creased absolutely and relatively in this period.

THE 1948-1956 PERIOD
Urban population increased at an annual rate of 2.5 per cent
in the 1948-56 period, approximately the same rate as in
1956-66 and somewhat faster than in 1930-41. Declining
mortality led to an increase in the total population by 1.2
per cent a year. High rates of natural increase in rural
areas more than compensated the population losses from
rural-urban migration and the rural population increased in
all but four counties~8

In Moldavia the rural population increased at an annual
rate of 1.8 per cent. Because of the high rate of natural
increase in rural areas, the urban population increased its
share by only 1.9 percentage uni ts; from 23.4 per cent in
1 948 to 25. 3 in 1956;99



Table 93. Average Annual Rates of Population Change in 1948-1956, Percentages

Region Urban areas by size of towns (000) Urban Rural All-
-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- B areas areas areas

Maramures - 2.26 2.76 1.41 - - - 2.28 -0.82 1.06
Crisana-Banat 10.42 5.25 0.92 3.91 1.35 1.68 - 2.32 -0.41 0.28
Transylvania 3.76 5.02 3.29 3.56 4.54 2.95 - 3.87 0.49 1.45
Oltenia 1.33 0.76 0.60 0.46 1.83 - - 1.06 0.38 0.47 (")

Muntenia 3.67 2.16 0.92 1.67 1.68 - - 1.54 0.89 1.00 ::r:
:>

Dobrogea 2.77 6.51 1.62 - 2.84 - - 3.21 1.58 2.07 ~...,
Moldavia 4.91 3.14 1.96 1.88 2.46 2.35 1.82 1.92 m- - :;;0

Bucuresti - - - - - - 1.82 1.82 2.45 1.85 ~
<:m

ROMANIA 4.65 3.72 2.79 2.28 2.43 2.32 1.82 2.52 0.74 1.21

Sources: Measnicov (1969), Recensamintul (1948), (1956a)

Remarks: B - Bucuresti
All data refer to cohorts in terms of boundaries and network of towns, as of
1956 and size groups as of 1948.
The intercensal period was 8.1 years.
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Figure 14. Birth and Death Rates in Rural and Urban Areas

Urban growth was intimately tied to industrialization.
Towns with a strong manufacturing base and particularly
towns located near natural resources and with a large mining
and heavy manufacturing potential grew at a rapid rate,
while most towns with predominantly commercial or adminis
trative functions stagnated or even declined. This was by
far the most important reason for the regional and town to
town variations in urban growth in this ·period. This growth
pattern accentuated the regional differences in economic
development. The highest urban growth rates were registered
in counties rich in either mineral resources - Hunedoara 6.9
per cent a year, Maramures 3.6, Bacau 4.6 - or strong manu
facturing industry - Brasov 4.9, Sibiu 3.7 and Constanta 3.7
per cent a year. The most agricultural and least industria
lized counties registered the lowest urban growth rates:
Botosani -0.2 per cent a year, Gorj 0.3, Mehedinti and Olt
0.5, Teleorman 0.6 and Buzau 0.7 per cent. The least deve
loped region - Oltenia - registered the lowest growth rate.
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In contrast to previous periods, Bucuresti grew at a consi
derably slower rate than the urban subset as a whole. Acute
housing shortage and restrictive granting of residence visa
were main factors behind the reduced growth. It is also
possible that some refugees from the 1941-48 period returned
home.

Nine towns doubled their population between 1948 and
1956,100 of which seven were based on mining and heavy manu
facturing. Medgidia was a railway junction and Eforie a
tourist resort. Four 101 were so called 'socialist nevi
towns', i.e. mining and manufacturing centres that appeared
as a consequence of the development of these sectors in the
first postwar decades .'02

The administrative reforms of 1950 and 1952, which
reduced the number of administrative units from 58 counties
(judete) to 19, later 18, regions (regiuni) had an unfortu
nate effect on many of the former county capitals. Of 39
towns that lost their status as county capitals, Six 103
registered population decline and fifteen1M grew at a slower
rate than Romania's population as a whole.105 The former
county capital Falciu even lost its urban status. These
towns had all been capitals in predominantly agricultural
counties, they were based on administrative and commercial
functions and lacked a strong manufacturing sector~06 Never
theless, they were important as urban centres in agricul
tural regions. Altogether eighteen towns declined in the
1948-56 period and fifty-three of the 171 towns grew at a
slower rate than the nation·al population .107 Four tovvns wi th
declining population had been declared urban in this
period.108 Most stagnating towns were commercial centres in
predominantly agricultural and unindustrialized areas. Many
of them had a large agricultural sector besides commerce,
small-scale manufacturing and administration.

It may be argued that urban growth in Romania prior to
vvorld War II largely was a spontaneous process, al though
certainly influenced by government measures. In the postwar
period it lost much, though not all, of such spontaneous
character and became part of a centrally planned develop
ment,109 when non-agricultural jobs and urban housing became
government controlled.

The development of mining and heavy manufacturing was
given priority over all other goals in this period and this
was reflected in the urban growth pattern. The structure
and location of towns wi th poor growth performance and of
those that lost their urban status suggest that regional
development and the function of towns as central places were
almost completely disregarded. Government policies were
later criticized on these points~lO

THE 1956-1966 PERIOD
The urban population increased at approximately the same
rate in this as in the previous period, but the rate of
urbanization increased as the total population growth de
clined. The urban population increased fronl 27.1 per cent
in 1956 to 32.0 in 1966. The rural growth was much slower
than in the previous period; 0.18 versus 0.74 per cent a
year. The decline in rural growth rates was largely due to
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Table 94. Average Annual Rates of Population Change in 1956-1966, Percentages

Region
Urban areas by size of towns (000) Urban Rural All

-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- B areas areas areas

Maramures - 3.76 2.01 5.71 2.72 - - 3.28 0.06 0.73
Crisana-Banat 2.28 0.21 1.76 2.55 2.15 1.89 - 1.87 -0.19 0.44
Transylvania 3.76 2.99 2.85 4.20 2.32 2.27 - 2.81 -0.06 0.98 n
Oltenia 0.62 1.61 3.00 3.38 4.36 - - 3.26 -0.09 0.40 =r:»
Muntenia 2.55 2.23 2.24 2.86 - 2.76 - 2.55 0.15 0.60 Iod

~

Dobrogea 6.30 2.00 4.06 - 4.18 - - 4.11 0.36 1.69 tr1
:;;0

Moldavia 2.29 2.19 3.15 2.89 4.12 3.58 - 3.34 0.67 1.25 Jo'I'j

Bucuresti - - - - - - 1.48 1.48 - 1.61 ~
tr1

ROMANIA 3.70 2.31 2.75 3.37 3.36 2.47 1.48 2.54 0.18 0.88

Sources: Cucu & Urucu (1967), Recensamintul (1965a), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: B - Bucuresti
All data refer to cohorts in terms of boundaries and network of towns. 1956
for size group, but network and boundaries as of 1966.
Length of intercensal period 10.1 years.
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lower birth rates, Figure 14, and was particularly pro
nounced in Dobrogea and Moldavia, regions which tradi
tionally had high birth rates. Rural population actually
decreased in Crisana-Banat, Transylvania and Oltenia. It
declined in seventeen counties, against four in 1948-56 - in
three of four counties in Crisana-Banat, six of nine coun
ties in Transylvania, four of five counties in Oltenia. But
it did not decline in any county in Moldavia. The urban
growth pattern in the 1956-66 period contrasts sharply with
that of the previous period. The correlation between the
development of mining and mining-related manufacturing and
urban growth was lost. Obviously the strong link between
the development of manufacturing and urban growth remained,
but as the emphasis on mining and heavy manufacturing was
relaxed and the lighter, more footloose, manufacturing
branches were developed, more towns began to benefit from
the growth of manufacturing. Urban growth in this period
was comparably even with smaller individual variations than
in 1948-56 and the coefficient of variance (6/u) of the
growth rate of individual towns fell from 3.5 in 1948-56 to
1.0 in 1956-66. The previous period was one of transition,
in which the urban system was modified to suit the demands
of the new economic system. But this transi tion had now
lost in intensity. A greater harmony between the urban
system and the economic development, which was more balanced
was expressed in the more even urban growth.

Also the regional growth pattern changed as urban
growth became less tied to mining and heavy manufacturing,
and as there was an increasing concern for regional develop
ment. Generally, urban growth rates fell in Maramures,
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania and increased in Oltenia,
~mntenia, Dobrogea and Moldavia. Bucuresti's very low rate
is noticeable. Government attempts to contain its growth
had obviously succeeded.111 The sharp increase in urban
growth in 01tenia112 was largely due to greater concern for
regional development. As the largest backward area in the
country, it became the main target for regional development
efforts. The development of its manufacturing industry was
aided by the exploitation of the oil and coal fields in the
Gorj area.

Few towns displayed extreme growth patterns in this
period. Five towns 113 more than doubled their population,
and seven 114 suffered losses. The heavy manufacturing towns
Victoria and Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Oej continued to grow at a
rapid pace and more than doubled their population. But two
other 'socialist towns' - Dr. Petru Groza and Nucet - which
had ranked among the fastest growing towns in the previous
period even saw their population decrease as their sale
economic base, mining, declined. Nucet lost almost three
fourths of its population. The decline of Vascau and Bicaz
had similar grounds~15 Two towns that doubled their popula
tion were tourist resorts - Eforie and Mangalia - another,
Zarnesti was a new town designed to decongest Brasov.

A detailed study of urban growth broken down on its
natural and migrational elements can not be made for lack of
precise data. Available information indicate a strong
relative shift from migration to natural increase in the
urban growth, Figure 14 and Table 95. In the interwar
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period high death rates and low birth rates led to low
natural increase in urban areas and migration accounted for
most of the growth. In the postwar period declining death
rates led to a large surplus of births over deaths also in
urban areas. A rough calculation indicates that natural
increase accounted for over half the urban growth in 1948
56~16 But in 1956-66 birth rates fell rapidly in both urban
and rural areas. The rate of natural increase in urban
areas in this period was 0.7 per cent, Table 85, less than
in the previous period, but more than the interwar rate.

Table 95. Annual Migrational, Natural and Total Urban
Growth Rates. Percentages

Period

1930-41
1956-66

Total

2.4
2.5

Natural

0.3
0.7

Migrational

2.2
1.8

Sources: Cucu and Urucu (1967), Measnicov (1968a)

Remarks: The 1930-41 data refer to truncated Romania only.

Table 96. Percentage Non-natives in the Urban Population in 1966 by
Regions and Size Groups

Region Urban areas by size of towns (000)
-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- All sizes

Maramures 34.8 36.4 43.2 60.0 47.0
Crisana-Banat 51.3 51.2 52.8 67.8 66.3 65.2 61.3
Transylvania 54.7 46.5 55.1 62.7 70.9 65.8 60.5
Oltenia 31.2 36.6 .40.9 63.8 67.3 69.8 54.2
Muntenia 73.1 41.1 47.7 56.8 62.8 57.9 53.6
Biciresto 62.5 62.5
Dobrogea 49.1 60.0 72.2 61.2 70.4 66.5
Moldavia 29.0 45.8 49.0 64.8 68.8 65.6 59.7

ROMANIA 45.4 45.2 49.8 62.1 65.8 64.0 59.0

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol IV)

Remarks: Non-natives - born elsewhere than in the town of residence.
Data refer to the 1968 network of towns.

There was a strong negative correlation between the
size of towns and their rate of natural increase in 1930
41, Table 86. But in 1956-66 this correlation was much less
pronounced.117 Declining death rates and changes in demogra
phic and socio-cultural characteristics probably explain the
higher natural growth rates in middle-sized and large towns.

In 1966 only 41 per cent of the urban population were



Table 97. Average Annual Rates of Population Change in 1966-1977, Percentages

Region
Urban areas by size of towns (000) Urban Rural All

-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100- B areas areas areas

Maramures - 1.27 2.59 2.32 3.97 - - 3.03 -0.23 0.85
Crisana-Banat 0.78 1.08 1.49 2.16 2.74 3.47 - 2.71 -0.47 0.84
Transylvania 4.72 1.35 2.80 2.72 2.81 3.57 - 2.92 -0.35 1.17
Oltenia 0.91 1.82 2.53 6.92 3.88 3.49 - 3.46 -0.09 0.87 (j

Muntenia 3.22 2.28 2.86 3.74 5.66 3.05 - 3.39 -0.06 0.84 ::c:
>

Dobrogea 1.90 2.36 4.97 4.48 5.09 - 4.50 -0.35 1.93 ~- triMoldavia 0.44 1.18 2.12 3.77 4.95 4.51 - 3.52 -0.09 0.96 ~

Bucuresti - - - - - - 2.62 2.62 - 2.69 ~
<
trJ

ROMANIA 2.09 1.60 2.58 3.67 4.06 3.77 2.62 3.12 -0.15 1.13

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: B - Bucuresti
All data refer to cohorts based on 1968 boundaries and network of towns
and 1966 size groups. The length of the "intercensal period was 10.8 years.
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natives of the towns where they lived, as against 82 per
cent for the rural population. Some 20 per cent of the
urban dwellers were intracounty migrants, while 39 per cent
originated in another county. More than a third of the
migrants had arrived in the Sixties and only 24 per cent
prior to, or during, World War 11 ..118 Generally, 45 to 50
per cent of the population in towns with less than 25 000
inhabitants were migrants, as against 62-66 per cent in the
large towns. However, there were large individual diffe
rences, particularly for the smaller towns. In twelve towns
more than 75 per cent of the population were migrants ,119 of
these ten had less than 25 000 inhabitants in 1966. The
regional variations in the share of migrants were not pro
nounced, indicating that urban growth had become regionally
more even with respect to its natural and migration composi
tion.

THE 1966-1977 PERIOD
The urban population increased from 6.74 million in 1966 to
9.40 million in 1977, i.e. at a faster rate than in any
previous period. The increase in the annual growth rate of
the urban population from 2.54 per cent in 1956-66 to 3.12
in 1966-77 was largely due to a sharp increase in urban
births, Figure 14. The urban population increased by
182 000 a year in the previous period, of whom only 40 SOD
or 22 per cent were a natural increase. 1w In 1966-77 natu
ral increase in urban areas more than doubled, to 95 200 a
year or 37 per cent of the total urban increase of 256 900 a
year.121 The rural-urban migration net increased only slight
ly, from 141 500 a year to 161 700 in 1966-77, and its share
of the urban growth fell from 78 to 63 per cent.

Age specific fertility and age and sex structure of the
population determine the birth rate. Fertility had long
been considerably lower in urban than in rural areas, due to
a higher level of education in towns and to cultural fac
tors.122 In 1973 fertility in the 15-49 age group was 42 per
cent higher in rural than in urban areas .123 High birth
rates had compensated for net out migration in rural areas.
The rural-urban fertility gap was maintained in the

Table 98. Natural Increase in Rural and Urban Areas for
Selected Years. Percentages

1930 1948 1956 1960 1966 1970 1975 1980

Rural areas 17.2 10.1 15.7 12.1 7.2 12.2 9.7 5.7
Urban areas 5.6 2.4 11.1 6.9 4.3 10.6 11.3 9.6

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1974: 142-43, 236-37), Anuarul
Statistic (1976), (1981)

Remarks: Data refer to the official definition of urban and rural
areas respective year, including suburban communes. They
are approximate since the exact rural and urban population
were known only for the census years.
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Fifties and early Sixties. However, the rural-urban gap in
birth rates and in the rate of natural increase gradually
narrowed as the age structure changed through age selective
migration, Figure 14. Females in the fertile ages made up
an increasing share of the urban population and a decreasing
share of the rural.

As birth control was more widespread in urban than in
rural areas, the effects of the ban on all forms of birth
control, including abortion, in late 1967 were most drasti
cally felt in towns. As birth rates increased more in urban
than in rural areas, the ban accentuated the relative in
crease of the urban population over the rural. Fertility
soon began to decline again, but in towns it was balanced by
a continued increase of females in the most fertile age
groups. At the same time, declining fertility and a rela
tive decrease of young women led to declining birth rates in
rural areas. Rural death rates increased, which further
lowered natural increase in the countrys ide. By 1975 the
urban rate of natural increase had surpassed the rural and
by 1980 the gap had vlidened considerably, Table 98. The
relative increase of the urban population over the rural had
become self-sustained and no longer depended on rural-urban
migration.

The change from a slow increase of the rural population
in 1956-66 to a slow decrease in 1966-77 was mainly due to
declining rates of natural increase. By 1977 three counties
even registered a surplus of deaths over births in rural
areas .124 The low rates of natural increase in rural area s
in 1966-77 no longer compensated for the net out migration
and the rural population declined by 0.18 per cent a year.
The large absolute increase of the urban population and a
decrease of the rural made the urban ratio go up from 35 to
44 per cent.

A study of the urban percentage rates by age and sex,
Table 99, offers insights into the process of urban growth.
A much higher percentage urbanites in 1977 under the age of
ten than in the 10-14 age group reflects the relative in
crease of urban births following the ban on birth control in
late 1967. The magnitude of the change is remarkable.

'rhe propensity among rural youth to migrate to urban
areas reaches an absolute peak at the age of fifteen. Two
main alternatives are open to the rural youth after leaving
compulsory school, to conttnue secondary school or to work
on the farm. Secondary schools are entered in fierce compe
tition with urban youth and often remaining on the farm is a
consequence of failure to enter secondary school. As there
are very few secondary schools in rural areas, studies on
the secondary level means boarding school in a town. Some,
mainly boys, start as unqualified workers at urban factories
or construction sites after finishing compulsory school.
Communal lodgings for unmarried are provided by most large
enterprises. However, the vast majority of the fifteen year
old rural migrants were students, going to secondary school.
In 1977 about a fourth of the rural youth moved to urban
areas within a year of finishing compulsory school. In 1966
this percentage was fifteen, higher for boys than for girls.
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In 1956, education was still poorly developed in the country
side and few rural youth could continue to study after
primary school. 125 The inlportance of the 'educational
revolution' to rural urban migration is clear from Tables 99
and 100. The propensity to migrate to urban areas before
the age of fifteen was small. Eighty-four per cent of those
born in 1961-65 and living in rural areas in 1966, were
still rural by 1977, Table 100. The propensity to migrate
from rural to urban areas after the age of fifteen was also
quite small. As many as 83 per cent of the rural youth aged
16-20 in 1966 was still rural in 1977. ~lost of those who
lived in the village a year after finishing primary school
remained rural. Upon tinishing secondary school the boys

Table 99. Urban Population as Percentage of Total by Age and Sex in
1956, 1966 and 1977

Age 1956 1966 1977
Male Female Male Female Male Female

1 22.3 22.3 28.7 28.5 45.9 45.7
5 19.8 19.9 27.1 27.1 39.0 38.8
9 20.8 20.9 29.2 29.4 41.2 41.6

10 21.4 21.8 29.8 30.3 34.4 34.5
11 21.8 22.1 30.1 30.3 33.9 34.1
12 21.8 22.3 30.7 31.2 34.0 32.8
13 20.8 21.6 29.5 30.4 34.4 34.5
14 27.4 25.9 28.6 29.9 35.7 36.4
15 28.2 24.7 42.6 37.0 52.6 50.4
1.6 32.0 27.7 50.6 41.3 54.8 50.9
17 31.1 28.2 50.3 42.4 57.3 53.4
18 29.6 27.4 46.9 40.7 56.1 55.3
19 28.8 26.9 43.8 39.6 53.5 55.3
20 27.2 26.3 37.3 40.4 41.6 56.5
21 32.8 28.5 36.6 38.0 47.9 57.9
22 34.0 28.1 40.8 40.5 54.9 59.7
23 28.6 28.7 42.1 40.4 56.6 58.8
24 28.8 29.3 41.8 40.0 56.7 57.4
25 29.9 29.5 40.8 32.2 56.7 56.1
30 30.7 31.0 40.9 38.1 51.9 49.7
35 30.6 31.3 39.8 38.3 48.4 46.1
40 32.8 30.9 39.2 37.0 44.2 42.6
45 30.6 29.3 38.2 36.2 41.3 40.9
50 26.9 27.3 39.0 35.3 40.5 38.8
60 25.1 25.4 31.4 32.1 38.5 37.1
All ages 27.2 27.0 35.9 34.7 43.7 43.5

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a), (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: Data for 1956 are based on urban areas as of 1956,
excluding 'urban-like localities'
Data for 1966 and 1977 are based on urban areas as of
1968, excluding 'suburban communes'.
Data for 1956 are not perf~ctly comparable with those
for 1966 and 1977, as towns were not the same.
Age measured as age in full years at the time of the
census.
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are drafted into the army. According to the census prac
tice, boys doing their military service are registered at
their permanent address, i.e. in most cases with their
parents. This explains the low percentage urban boys aged
20-21, both in 1966 and 1977. University and professional
school graduates are assigned posts which they must keep for
two or three years. Graduates from rural homes will often
be assigned posts in rural areas. Graduates from secondary
schools of general culture (lycee), on the other hand, are
not assigned posts, but have to search for employment. As
general secondary education is more common among girls,
while boys predonlinate in the professional schools, girls
generally have more options than boys to remain in urban
areas. After completing secondary education a' rural girl
will often marry an urban boy rather return to the village.
It is less common for rural boys to marry urban girls.
These circumstances may explain the slightly higher percen
tage urbanites among girls than boys in the upper teens and
early twenties in 1977.

Table 100. Age Specific Propensity to Migrate from Rural to Urban
Areas in the 1966-77 Intercensal Period

Years of birth Rural population Percentage still
1966 1977 adjusted living in rural areas

1921-25 851 900 837 600 98.3
1926-30 927 800 901 100 97.1
1931-35 954 800 910 700 95.4
1936-40 937 300 867 500 92.5
1941-45 757 800 646 900 85.4
1946-50 875 700 726 100 82.9
1951-55 1 280 900 803 400 62.7
1956-60 1 265 700 813 200 64.2
1961-65 1 004 900 846 600 84.2

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I), (1977: Vol I)

Remarks: The 1977 data were adjusted for deaths and net emigration.
The upward revision of the 1977 data was proportionally
distributed on the rural and urban population.
For the 1960-1964 age groups inconsistences in the data were
detected. The 1977 population exceeds the 1966 population.
For 1960-63 the errors were traced to the 1977 census data,
for 1964 to the 1966.
Data were recalculated to account for the errors, but the
1961-65 figures should nevertheless be seen as approximate.

The urban growth pattern in 1966-77 was strongly in
fluenced by the administrative reform of 1968 and the impor
tance attached to regional development. The substitution of
forty counties for sixteen large regions revealed large
variations in the level of industrialization and urbaniza
tion. These variations used to be intraregional, but came
into the open as they became intercounty. In 1966 ten
counties had less than 20 per cent of their population in
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urban areas, 126 against more than 5a per cent in t\vO coun
ties .127 To reduce variations in economic development bet
ween counties had high priority in the 1971-75 and 1976-80
FYPs. A target of the latter plan was to create a minimum
nlanufacturing base in all counties .128 Although this target
was not met everywhere, it led to rapid urban growth in the
least developed counties after 1975.

Variations in urban growth by county were smaller than
in previous periods and the pattern had changed. There was
no longer any positive correlation between the manufacturing
base and urban growth. Some of the most industrialized
counties registered growth rates considerably below the
national average, notably Hunedoara and Caras-Severin. The
efforts to develop the least urbanized counties was
reflected in a negative correlation between urban population
rates for 1966 and the urban growth rate for 1966-77 .. 129

Table 101. Urban Development in 1966-77 by Categories of Towns

Population Population change
1966 1977 Absolute Per cent

All towns 6 743 900 9 395 700 2 651 &00 39.3
Bucuresti 1 366 700 1 807 200 440 500 32.2
County capitals 2 841 400 4 468 500 627 100 57.3
of which new 1 008 700 1 619 400 610 700 60.5

Other towns 2 535 800 3 120 000 584 200 23 .. 0

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol It 4-6)t (1977: Vol It 2-5)

Remarks: All data refer to 1968 administrative boundaries.
'New county capitals' are towns which had not been capitals
of the administrative regions before 1968.

The regional development philosophy was clearly
in£ luenced by the grovlth pole theory. New counties were
designed to become viable economic entities and the county
capita] was assigned the role as regional development
centreJ~ Development efforts were concentrated to the
county capitals ,131 particularly in the poorly developed new
counties, which often had been peripheral parts of the old
regionsJ~ In thirty-one of thirty-nine counties the
capital grew faster than any other town. County capitals as
a group grew more than twice as fast as 'other towns',
Table 101, and the county capitals increased their share of
the urban population from 53 per cent in 1966 to 59 per cent
in 1977. NevI county capitals 133 increased at a faster rate
than towns being regional capitals prior to 1968. As a
consequence of the administrative reform and the subsequent
development policies Romania got forty economic growth
centres instead of a Iittle more than sixteen. The growth
of the county capital was spectacular wherever it was a
small town in a poorly industrialized county. A number of
to\vns wi th a weak economic base Zalau, ~liercurea Ciuc,
Rimnicu Vilcea, Slatina, Slobozia and Vaslui were
developed beyond recognition after becoming county capitals
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and more than doubled their population between 1966 and
1977. The decrease in intercounty econornic variation was
sometimes accompanied by growing intracounty differences,
when the development effort vias concentrated to one town. A
case in point is the county of Salaj, where the capital 
Zalau - had 35 per cent of the urban population in 1966, but
81 per cent of the urban growth in 1966-77.

Apart from adherence to a gro\'vth pole strategy, two
other factors may help to explain the concentration of
development to the county capitals. Firstly, the large size
of manufacturing plants which grew throughout the postwar
period and by 1980 averaged 1 825 employees, and the policy
of locating several plants together in industrial compounds,
reflecting the importance paid to economies of scale, by
necessity lead to a concentration of manufacturing to a
limited number of places. Secondly, planning is highly
centralized and decisions are taken in Bucuresti, by people
who may have a good overall view, but can be presumed to
lack a detailed knowledge of regional development needs and
opportunities. Intracounty variations in the level of
development may even not be perceived by centrally placed
planners.

The growth of towns decreed in 1968 was on the whole
not very lmpressive. Their combined population increased by
17.5 per cent between 1966 and 1977, i.e. slightly faster
than the national population. It varied widely. Three
towns more thari doubled their population,1~ while nine
registered a population decline, 135 and twenty-eight grew
slower than the nation. Yet, poor growth should not be
taken as proof of slow development as increase in non-farm
employment often could be met by a local supply of farm
labour. The economic base of nlany of the new towns was
considerably changed and by 1977, 74.1 per cent of their
active population worked outside agriculture, as against
55.2 per cent in 1966.136

Twelve towns more than doubled their population between
1966 and 1977 137 eight were county capitals, of which all but
one - Pitesti - has received their status in 1968. Three
were small towns based on oil or other natural resources and
had been decreed urban in 1968. Another four towns, 138 all
country capitals, grew by more than 75 per cent.

Eighteen towns registered population decline. All had
a one-sided economic base and were of three types: a) Eight
were mining towns .139 The rapid growth of this type of towns
in 1948-56 slowed down in 1956-66 and in 1966-77 all mining
towns grew slowly. Henc~, the absolute decline of eight of
them was not an isolated phenomenon. b) Six were
predominantly agricultural 140 and c) two were spas.141

Another fifty-four towns grew at a slower rate than the
nation - 11.4 per cent - but the majority of the 236 towns
grew faster than this, but by less than 75 per cent.
Bucuresti increased at a faster rate than in previous
postwar periods, but slower than the urban population as a
whole and its share of the urban system thus continued to
decline.

In spite of relatively slow postwar growth Bucuresti
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remained the most important recipient of intercounty urban
migrants, with an extensive migration field. A study of the
attraction of major urban regions on intercounty migrants 142
showed that Bucuresti, attracted more intercounty migrants
than any other urban region 143 from all counties in Muntenia,
Oltenia and Moldavia, while its attraction was much smaller
in C-B-M and Transylvania.,144 The counties of Bistrita,
Mures and Salaj were in Cluj's area of influence, Covasna in
that of Brasov and Tulcea in that of Constanta and Arad,
Bihor and Caras-Severin in that of Timisoara. The weak
attraction of Craiova and Iasi is noteworthy.

Urban Development on the Regional Level
Although the economic, demographic and political factors
influencing urban development were more or less the same in
all regions, their impact on the urban development varied
from region to region. World War II and the subsequen t
centrally planned economic development and urbanization led
to important intraregional as well as interregional changes
in the urban system.

~lARAMURES

The urban network and structure in ~;Jaramures changed pro
foundly in the 1941-66 period. The region experienced
ruralization in the Forties as the urban population declined
at a faster rate than the rural.145 The percentage urban
population declined from 14.9 in 1941 146 to 13.9 in 1948.
The urban economic base was severely weakened and an in
creased share of the population were engaged in agriculture.
The urban decline took place during the war and was largely
due to the deportation of Jews. Both Satu Mare and Sighetu
Marmatiei, the two largest interwar towns, had large Jewish
populations and \vere commercial rather than manufacturing
centres. As Maranlures was under Hungarian administration
during the war all Jews were deported. Sighetu Marmatiei
lost 29 per cent of its population. 147

Baia Mare, an old centre of heavy manufacturing, based
on rich resources of non-ferrous ore, became a major indus
trial town in the postwar period. It benefitted from the
development of heavy manufacturing after 1948 and grew at a
sustained high rate 148 and surpassed Sighetu Marmatiei and
later also Satu Mare in population. The decline of Sighetu
Marmatiei was reversed into growth in the Fifties and its
isolation \flaS broken by the completion of the Ilva Mica 
Viseu rail\/ay link in 1950. Satu Ivlare grew considerably
between 1956 and 1977 after a long period of stagnation, but
the dominance of these two towns in the urban network of
Maramures was lost. In 1941 the two towns accounted for 77
per cent of the regions's urban population, by 1966 their
share had declined to 37 per cent and by 1977 to 33.

In 1966-77 the 'highest growth rates vlere registered in
the three county capitals - Baia Mare, Satu Mare and Zalau.
All other towns increased less than the urban average of
Romania. As capital of one of the poorest counties, Zalau
benefitted form the ambitious regional development policy of
the Seventies and grew by a spectacular 7 per cent a year.
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The other three towns in the county grew much less. Al
though based on mining and mining-related manufacturing,
Baia Mare continued to grow at a high rate, as the manufac
turing base was diversified to absorb labour from the popu
lous umland.

Table 102. Annual Rates of Population Growth in Maramures, Urban and
Rural Areas, by Counties~ Percentages

County All areas Urban areas Rural areas
A B C A B C A B C

Satu Mare 0.95 0.63 0.85 1.32 2.45 3.11 0.85 0.04 -0.29
Maramures 1.67 1.53 1.32 3.64 4.25 2.78 1.17 0.63 0.31
Salaj 0.44 -0.33 0.05 0.85 2.26 3.71 0.40 -0.59 -0.84

MARAMTJRES 1.06 0.73 0.85 2.28 3.28 3.03 0.82 0.06 -0.23
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
C: 1966-77

Sources: Cucu & Urucu (1967), Measnicov (1969), Recensamintul (1948),
(1956a: 21-22), (1966: Vol I, 4-6), (1977: Vol I, 6-13)

Remarks: Counties according to the 1968 administrative division.
All figures are based on urban and rural cohorts.
1948-56 cohort according to 1956 urban network and boundaries.
1956-66 cohort according to 1966 urban network and boundaries.
1966-77 cohort according to 1977 urban network and boundaries.
Intercensal periods: 1948-56, 8.07 years; 1956-66, 10.06 years;
1966-77, 10.81 years.
For growth rates on individual towns, see Appendix, Table 32.

CRISANA-BANAT
In Crisana-Banat the dominance of the large cities - Oradea,
Arad and Timisoara was weakened in the first postwar
decades, albeit less than in Maramures. Their combined
share of the region's urban population fell from 75 per cent
in 1941 to 63 per cent in 1966. The three cities were not
as severely affected by the war as Satu t-1are and Sighetu
Marmatiei. Arad and Timisoara even registered a slight
population increase in 1941-48, while the population of
Oradea, which had been under Hungarian administration, fell
from 92 800 to 82 300. None had had a large Jewish popula
tion before the war.

The declining dominance of the three large cities was
due to two factors: a) An increase in the number of towns
in the region from ten to twenty-one, and b) the growth of
the mining and manufacturing centres in the Banat Moun
tains .149 In Crisana-Banat the upgrading of rural localities
to towns was more important for urban growth than in any
other region. Eight new towns were declared in 1948-56 and
administrative changes accounted for 59 per cent of the
region's urban growth in this period.15o Most of tne new
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to\rlns received their urban status on grounds of mining and
heavy manufacturing activities .151 As in Maramures and
elsewhere, the fastest growth in 1948-56 was registered in
mining and heavy manufacturing towns - Resita and Anina in
the Banat Mountains and Dr. Petru Groza and Nucet in Cri
sana. In 1956-66 urban growth was more evenly distributed
among towns.

Table 103. Annual Rates of Population Growth in Crisana-Banat,
Urban and Rural Areas, by Counties, Percentages

County
All areas
ABC

Urban areas
ABC

Rural areas
ABC

Bihor 0.86 0.21 0.71 2.86 1.27 2.69 0.27 -0.17 -0.29
Arad -0.02 0.12 0.58 0.86 1.67 2.07 -0.29 -0.44 -0.52
Timis -0.43 0.66 1.28 1.14 1.84 3.38 -1.32 -0.07 -0.48
Caras-Severin 1.01 0.90 0.67 4.71 2.14 2.38 0.01 0.31 -0.71

CRISANA-BANAT 0.28 0.44 0.84 2.32 1.87 2.71 -0.41 -0.19 -0.47
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
c: 1966-77

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102

Also in Crisana-Banat county capitals registered the
highest growth rates in 1966-77. The three largest towns 
Arad, Oradea and Timisoara - had 55 per cent of the region's
urban population in 1966, but 74 per cent of its growth in
1966-77. Six new towns were declared in the county of Arad
in 1968, raising the total number from two to eight. Yet,
the dominance of the county capital, Arad, prevailed. The
new towns increased very little in population between 1966
and 1977 and the town of Arad accounted for 97 per cent of
the county's urban growth. The dominance of the county
capitals in Bihor and Timis was somewhat less pronounced.
Urban growth in Caras-Severin remained on the same level as
in 1956-66, but with a shift from the mining towns to the
others.

Urban growth in Maramures and Crisana-Banat was slower
than in Romania, Table 102 and 103. Per capita investment
was much below the national average in these regions through
out the postwar period.152 Until 1970 the counties of Satu
Mare and Salaj were particularly disfavoured. In Crisana
Banat low birth rates had an adverse effect on urban growth.
Low, often negative, rates of natural increase meant that
growth was migration-based in most towns. Low rural rates
of natural increase could not compensate for migration
losses and the rural population in Crisana-Banat decreased
at a faster rate than in any other region in Romania. The
labour-to-Iand quotient was comparatively low153 and labour
productivity in agriculture among the highest in the coun
try.1~ Conseqtiently, the potential for rural-urban
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migration was smaller in Crisana-Banat than elsewhere and
the towns dependent on intercounty migration for their
growth. In 1966 some 48.5 per cent of the population in
Timisoara were natives of another county,155 in Arad 33.0 per
cent, in Oradea 27.8 and in Resita 44.8 per cent.

Table 104. Ethnic Structure in Urban and Rural Areas of Maramures,
Crisana-Banat and Transylvania in 1966 and 1977.
Percentages

Region Romanians Hagyars Germans
1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Maramures Total 69.8 71.9 26.2 23.4 0.6 0.3
Urban 62.2 68 .• 7 36.0 28.9 1.0 0.9
Rural 73.0 73.8 22.0 20.1 0.4 0.2

Crisana-Banat Total 68.8 72.6 17.9 15.7 8.9 6.9
Urban 62.9 70.5 24.3 19.0 9.7 6.7
Rural 72.3 74.3 14.0 12.9 8.4 7.0

Transylvania Total 67.1 69.8 27.1 25.1 5.1 4.0
Urban 66.3 71.2 27.4 23.9 5.8 4.0
Rural 67.6 68.4 27.0 26.3 4.6 4.0

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 163-167), (1977: Vol I, 614-615)

Remarks: Ethnicity measured by mother tongue in 1966 and by mother
tongue and nationality in 1977. In 1977 those with mother
tongue other than nationality - 44 875 people in Romania - were
lumped together in a residual category.
For data by county, see Appendix, Table 17.

The Romanians made up the vast majority of the rural
population and were more affected by urbanization and rural
urban migration in the postwar years than other ethnic
groups. The urban rates among Romanians had been very low
in Crisana-Banat and Maramures, 3.0 per cent in 1910 and 9.3
in 1930, but increased rapidly in the postwar period. By
1966 a third of the Romanians in these regions were urban,
as against 47 per cent of the Magyars and 46 of the Germans.
Between 1966 and 1977 Romanians accounted for 86 per cent of
the urban growth both in Maramures and in Crisana-Banat. In
Caras-Severin the urban growth was actually less than the
growth of urban Romanian population, as the urban Magyar and
German populations registered a slight absolute decrease.
By 1977 some 42 per cent of the Romanians were urban against
52 per cent of the Magyars and 46 per cent of the Germans,
Tables 80 and 104.

The traditionally sharp rural-urban differences in
~thnic structure diminished rapidly, as the ethnic structure
of towns was profoundly al tered. The percentage of Roma
nians in the urban population increased from 32 in 1930 to
63 in 1966, and to 70 in 1977.156 The growth in the early
postwar period of the mining and heavy manufacturing towns,
which had a predominantly Romanian population and the
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upgrading of rural, often Romanian, villages to towns only
account for part of the rapid relative increase of Romanians
in the urban population. A study of individual towns con
firms their rapid Romanianization. By 1956 the Romanians
were in absolute majority of seven of eleven towns 157 against
one - Caransebes - in 1930. 158 Among towns with a Romanian
majority in 1956 were Arad, 56 per cent, Baia lvlare, 52,
Sighetu Marmatiei, 53, and Timisoara, 54, while the Magyars
still were in majority in Carei, 73 per cent, Oradea, 64,
Satu Mare, 68, Simleu Silvaniei, 52, and Zalau, 51 per cent.

TRANSYLVANIA
Transylvania registered 0.34 per cent annual population
decline between 1941 and 1948, the same in rural and urban
areas, and the urban rate remained at 20 per cent.

Table 105. Annual Rates of Population in Growth in Transylvania, Urban
and Rural Areas, by Counties, Percentages

County

Cluj
Bistrita-Nasaud
Mures
Harghita
Hunedoara
Alba
Sibiu
Brasov
Covasna

TRANSYLVANIA
ROMANIA

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
C: 1966-77

All areas
ABC

1.37 0.82 1.19
1.13 0.54 0.56
1.33 0.90 0.70
0.72 0.30 1.35
2.74 2.18 0.75
0.33 0.32 0.63
1.33 1.07 1.39
2.73 1.69 2.58
1.16 0.25 1.10

1.45 0.98 1.17
1.21 0.88 1.13

Urban areas
ABC

2.97 2.28 2.79
2.54 2.20 3.98
3.58 2.72 2.92
2.10 2.07 4.17
6.85 4.11 1.79
1.07 3.33 2.45
3.71 2.46 2.69
4.93 3.20 3.80
2.22 1.62 3.84

3.87 2.81 2.92
2.52 2.54 3.12

Rural areas
ABC

0.45 -0.29 -0.48
0.98 0.29 -0.28
0.69 0.18 -0.54
0.41 -0.19 0.02
0.40 0.17 -0.96
0.19 -0.64 -0.56

-0.03 -0.18 -0.02
0.72 -0.25 0.35
0.93 -0.09 -0.41

0.49 -0.06 -0.35
0.74 0.18 -0.15

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102

The dislocative effects of the division of Transylvania
between Hungary and Romania between 1940 and 1945 have
already been briefly discussed. In retrospect they appear
to have been temporal.

Transylvania's position as the most urbanized and
industrialized region in Romania159 was strengthened in the
first postwar decade when development was concentrated to
areas rich in mineral resources or with a developed indus
trial base and infrastructure. The rapid growth of towns
based on mining and heavy manufacturing led to a shift in
the point of gravity of the urban network. In 1948-56 the
Hunedoara and Brasov areas grew at more than twice the
national rate, Table 105. The provincial town of Hunedoara
increased its population from 8 600 in 1948 to 36 500 in



CHAPTER FIVE 219

1956 and to 68 200 in 1966, as it developed into one of the
nation's main metallurgical centres. The mining towns in the
Jiu Valley 160 almost doubled in 1948-56. By 1966 the resident
population of Hunedoara County exceeded the native population
by 39 per cent, the highest for any county except Bucuresti.161

The mining and manufacturing towns in the Hunedoara area
attracted migrants from allover Romania, just as Bucuresti,
but in contrast to other towns. Migrants made up 69 per cent
of the urban population in Hunedoara County in 1966. Fifty
four per cent were intercounty migrants. Of these, 36.5 per
cent originated in Transylvania, 22.9 per cent in Oltenia and
15.9 per cent in Moldavia ]62

Massive investments secured the position of the Brasov
area as the second largest manufacturing centre in Romania.
Brasov, unlike most other ~anufacturing centres, lacked
mineral resources. Its competitive advantages were location,
well-developed infrastructure an and old entrepreneurial
tradition. It was the centre of the old Saxon region. The
population of the Brasov conglomeration163 increased from 115
900 in 1948, to 166 200 in 1956, and to 226 600 in 1966.

Urban growth in Transylvania slowed down considerably in
1956-66 and then approached the national rate. Declining
rates of natural increase 1M and a regionally more even
distribution of investments probably account for the lower
growth rate. Within Transylvania the large local variations
in growth narrowed considerably. The growth rates of the
towns in the Hunedoara and Brasov areas were sharply reduced.
An increasingly concern for regional development was re
flected in the rapid growth of a number of urban centres in
less industrialized areas, notably Alba Iulia, Aiud, Blaj and
Dej. However, none of these were handicapped by location in
remote or particularly poor areas.

The Transylvanian towns grew at a slightly higher rate
in 1966-77 than in 1956-66, but in contrast to earlier
periods at a rate below the national average. Transylvania
had the largest variations of all regions in the level of
economic development and this was reflected in the growth
pattern in 1966-77. The previously intraregional variations
were disclosed in the statistics after the administrative
reform of 1968. Two categories of counties were found after
the reform: a) Those economically advanced wi th a strong
urban base, and b) those economically backward with few and
small towns. Urban growth in the two categories differed
distinctly in 1966-77. In the former - Cluj, Mures, Sibiu
and Brasov - it was evenly distributed with few cases of very
high or low rates of growth. In the latter Bistrita
Nasaud, Harghita, Alba and Covasna - county capitals grew at
very high rates, while other towns as a rule registered
modest growth. These were the counties that received massive
investments in the Seventies to remedy their low level of
economic development. Only one Hunedoara - breaks the
pattern. All mining and heavy manufacturing towns in this
county stagnated or even declined1~ after 1966}OO Only Deva,
the county capital, which is not based on mining-related
manufacturing, grew rapidly.

Postwar urbanization in Transylvania, as in C-B-M, had
important ethnic implications. Romanians accounted for three
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fourths of the urban increase in Transylvania in 1948-66 and
by 1966 two thirds of the urban population vvere Romanian.
The percentage urbanites among Romanians increased from 16.3
in 1948 to 42.0 in 1966, equal to that of the Magyars arid
only slightly lower than that of the Germans. The rapidly
increasing share of Romanians in the urban population was
only partly due to administrative changes or to the pattern
or urban growth, al though the Hunedoara region was an old
Romanian stronghold.

Between 1966 and 1977 Romanians accounted for 85 per
cent of the urban growth and by 1977 Romanians were more
urban than the Magyars or the Germans, Table 104, 52, 49 and
48 per cent respectively. Romanians accounted for the entire
urban growth in the counties of Alba, Bistrita-Nasaud and
Hunedoara and for 95 per cent in the old Saxon county of
Brasov. They accounted for 28 per cent of the urban growth
in the Szekler counties of Covasna and Harghita, in9reasing
their share of the urban population in these counties from
16.8 per cent in 1966 to 20.8 in 1977. The increase of
Romanians in the Szekler towns was obviously due to inter
county migration. By 1977 the rate of Romanians in these
counties was considerably higher in the urban than in the
rural areas.

The rural-urban differences in the ethnic structure 
non-Romanian towns in Romanian rural areas were less
pronounced in Transylvania than in C-B-M. In Szekler areas
both rural and urban populations were Magyar. In most other
areas Romanians dominated both in the towns and in the
countryside. A study of changes in the ethnic structure of
the Transylvania towns1~ between 1930 and 1956 suggests
a division into three broad groups: a) 'Romanian towns',
b) 'Magyar towns' and c) previously non-Romanian towns which
by 1956 had a Romanian majority.

In western Transylvania were a number of old Romanian
towns. Abrud, Alba Iulia, neva, Fagaras, Hateg, Hunedoara,
Orastie and Sebes had been predominantly Romanian already in
1930, some even in 1881.168 They were all small towns in
1930, but had in many cases developed rapidly after World War
11.100 The Magyar towns were all in the Szekler area and had
managed to remain predominantly Magyar even in times of rapid
growth as their umlands were also Magyar. Gheorgheni,
Miercurea Ciuc, Odorheiu Secuiesc, Sfintu Gheorghe, Tirgu
Mures and Tirgu Secuiesc 170 were still overvJhelmingly Magyar
towns in 1956.

However, in most towns growth led to a change in the
ethnic structure if the original ethnic structure of the town
differed from that of its umland or migrational catchment
area. Such changes were particularly pronounced in the
rapidly growing Saxon towns. In Brasov the rate of Romanians
increased from 32.7 per cent in 1930 to 71.6 per cent in
1956, in Sibiu from 38.5 to 66.9 per cent and in Medias from
27.6 to 55.8 per cent. The relative increase of Romanians
was at the expense of both Germans and lvlagyars. By 1956
Germans did not make up more than a fourth of the population
in any town. In the Seventies, the rural-urban differences
in the ethnic structure had narrowed considerably and rural
urban migration could no longer be counted on to increase the
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rate of Romanians in towns. Continued 'Romanianization' of
towns will probably result from interregional migration,
ethnic differences in birth rates and assimilation.

OLTENIA
Urban development in Oltenia falls into two distinct periods:
a) 1941-56, with annual growth rates around one per cent,
i. e. only slightly above the rural growth rate's, and, b)
1956-, with rapid urbanization and annual growth rates in
excess of three per cent and slightly declining rural popula
tion.

Table 106. Annual Rates of Population Growth in Oltenia, Urban and Rural
Areas, by Counties~ Percentages

County
All areas Urban areas Rural areas

A B C A B C A B C

Mehedinti -0.03 0.19 0.36 0.54 2.88 2.77 -0.13 -0.39 -0.73
Gorj 0.54 0.18 1.45 0.27 4.59 4.55 0.56 -0.21 0.48
Vi1cea 0.73 0.17 1.08 1.16 1.47 4.40 0.67 -0.02 0.10
Dolj 0.53 0.74 0.76 1.46 3.84 2.87 0.32 -0.13 -0.28
Olt 0.46 0.37 0.79 0.51 2.56 3.91 0.45 0.07 0.02

OLTENIA 0.47 0.40 0.87 1.06 3.26 3.46 0.38 -0.09 -0.09
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
c: 1966-77

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102

World War II and the first turbulent postwar years
affected towns in Oltenia less than elsewhere. ~var destruc
tion was limited in 01tenia and food supply was a less
severe problem in this rich agricul tural region where most
towns had a large primary sector. Most Oltenian towns
registered a modest growth in 1941-48, from migration and
from natural increase .171

The agricultural character of many towns became a
disadvantage after 1948, since these towns benefitted little
from the 1948-53 industrialization drive. The region's
largest town, Craiova, increased by a modest 1.8 per cent a
year, slower than the urban national average, but more than
most towns in the region. Most towns retained a large
primary sector and by 1956 eleven of seventeen towns were
still classified as 'villages' or 'village-towns', i.e. they
had more than a fourth of their active population in agricul
ture.

Oltenia drew larger benefits than most other regions
from the increasing concern for regional development in the
Sixties. * 1:}9 Per capi ta investments in the region were almos t
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ten tinles as high in 1961-65 as in 1951-55 ..173 The develop
ment effort was concentrated to a few regional centres and
although urban growth rates increased generally they were
highest in the large towns. A number of large manufacturing
plants were built in Craiova in the early Sixties,174 which
increased in population from 96 900 in 1956 to 148 700 in
1966. Slatina, a dormant provincial town in a profoundly
agricultural area, emerged as a centre of heavy manufactur
ing when it got a large aluminium plant in 1965. Tirgu Jiu,
another stagnating provincial town, was abruptly vitalized
in the late Fifties 175 as nearby oil, gas and coal reserves
were exploited.

Oltenia's division into five counties through the 1968
reform can be seen in the urban growth pattern of 1966-77.
The growth rate of Craiova, the former regional capital,
declined, while the four new county capitals Rimnicu
Vilcea, Slatina, Tirgu Jiu and Turnu Severin - grew at a
much faster pace than previously. The highest annual rates
were registered for Rimnicu Vilcea, 8.3 per cent, and Sla
tina, 7.6 per cent. The latter drew the benefits from the
aluminium plant constructed in 1965.. Four new towns were
declared in the county of Gorj, where Tirgu Jiu had been the
only urban centre but except for Motru, a mining town, they
only registered modest growth.

fvlUNTENIA
The pattern of urban growth in Muntenia was distinctly
different before 1965 than after. Generally 1 the towns in
western and southern Muntenia fared better during the war
than those in the northeast. Braila, Buzau, Ploiesti, and
Rinlnicu Sarat, as well as most small towns in the Prahova
Valley and to the east registered a decline in 1948-48,

Table 107. Annual Rates of Population Growth in Muntenia, Urban and
Rural Areas, by Counties, Percentages

County All areas Urban areas Rural areas
A B C A B C A B C

Arges 0.93 0.91 1.64 1.86 4.06 4.92 0.78 0.30 0.49
Dimbovita 0.91 -0.33 1.47 2.21 1.60 4.70 0.73 0.13 0.65
Prahova 1.40 1 .. 17 1.43 2.42 2.26 2.46 0.94 0.60 0.66
Buzau 0.99 0.32 0 .. 52 0.66 1.66 3.82 1.05 0.08 -0.35
Braila 1.14 1.34 0.99 0.88 3.06 3.19 1.28 0.32 -0.95
Teleorman 0.58 0.11 0.03 0.56 2.17 2.70 0.58 -0.24 -0.65
Ilfov 0.77 0.17 0.29 1.16 2.42 2.90 0.74 -0.02 -0.05
Ialomita 1.54 0.73 0.24 1.50 3.22 3.99 1.55 0.22 -1.05

MUNTENIA 1.00 0.60 0.84 1.54 2.55 3.39 0.89 0.15 -0.06
BUCURESTI 1.85 1 .. 61 2.69 1.82 1.48 2062
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
C: 1966-77

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102
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vlhile several agricultural towns on the Danubian Plain and
in the Pitesti area increased. The urban population in
Muntenia decreased by a few thousand in 1941-48, while the
rural population increased somewhato The urban growth in
1948-56 was considerably below the national rate. The
highest rates were registered in the Prahova oil districti76
but even here rates were slightly below the national aver
age. Pitesti gradually emerged as a new manufacturing
centre outside the Prahova oil district. In the eastern and
southern parts of Muntenia177 the urban population actually
increased at a slower rate than the rural, ieee a case of
de-urbanization or ruralization.

Urban growth increased considerably in all parts of the
region in 1956-66. On the Danubian Plain stagnation and
ruralization was followed by rapid urbanization, as many
towns began to grow at an unprecedented pace. The collec
tivization and mechanization of agriculture provided a
strong stimulus for rural-urban migration as the Plain was
well-suited for large-scale mechanized agriculture and as
the land-to-Iabour quotient was low. Large investments were
allocated to this part of 1'-iuntenia in 1961-65. The weak
manufacturing base in many towns - Turnu Magurele, Rosiorii
de Vede, Oltenita, Urziceni, Slobozia, Calarasi and Fetesti
- was considerably strengthened to absorb labour released
from agriculture.

The Danubian Plain was dominated by the city of Bucu
resti and, except for Braila, had no other strong regional
centre. It was Bucuresti I s traditional catchment area and
the curtailment of migration to Bucuresti after World vvar
II, provided room for other towns in the region to grow.
The administrative region of Bucuresti)78 comprising most of
the Danubian Plain east of the river Olt, was, with Oltenia,
the least industrialized region in Romania. The large
increase in investments allocated to this region was an
expression of the increasing concern for region development
in the Sixties, but here investments were not concentrated
to one or two towns, but distributed to many. Possibly
because the region had no administrative centre outside
Bucuresti. Concern for regional development also led to the
location of industrial plants at Pitesti and Curtea de Arges
in the Arges administrative region.

The urban population increased much faster in 1966-77
than in previous periods. The growth pattern resembled that
of Transylvania. In Prahova, the most industrialized
county, growth was well below the national average and
rather evenly distributed among towns. In the other coun
ties the capital grew more than twice as fast as the remain
ing towns 79 and the even growth pattern of 1956-66 was
broken. The importance to growth of the administrative
status was particularly striking in Ialomita and Teleorman,
where the centrally located Slobozia and Alexandria became
county capitals in 1968 instead of the larger Calarasi and
Turnu Magurele. The growth rates of the latter declined in
1966-77, while those of the former were several times
higher.
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DOBROGEA
Dobrogea was severely affected by the war, and all but
four small towns decreased. The port of Sulina and the
railway river junction Cerna Voda declined by a third. In
the case of Sulina the decline was permanent. It has not
yet regained its pre-World War II population. The large
port city of Constanta accounted for half the increase in
the region's urban population180 and consolidated its posi
tion as the country's main port. It doubled between 1949
and 1966.

Table 108. Annual Rates of Population Growth in Dobrogea, Urban and
Rural Areas, by Counties, Percentages

All areas Urban areas Rural areas
County A B C A B C A B C

Tulcea 1.90 0.56 0.67 1.97 2.80 3.92 1.88 -0.09 -0.71
Constanta 2.17 2.32 2.51 3.73 4.50 4.64 1.30 0.71 -0.09

DOBROGEA 2.07 1.69 1.93 3.21 4.11 4.50 1.58 0.36 -0.35
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
C: 1966-77

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102

Also several other towns grew considerably in the
postwar period. The port of Tulcea developed a fish
processing industry and strengthened its role as a regional
centre of the Delta and northern Dobrogea, particularly
after 1966. Its favourable location as a railway junction
and the creation of a manufacturing base, led to the rapid
growth of the inland town of Medgidia, while the growth of
seaside resorts Eforie, Mangalia and Techirghiol were due to
the expansion of tourism.

MOLDAVIA
Economic development and urban growth in !-1oldavia was un.im
pressive in the first half of the 20th century. The region
suffered more than others from the interwar concentration of
economic activity to Bucuresti. With the cession of Bessa
rabia and Bucovina to the Soviet Union in 1940, several
towns, including Iasi, were cut off from part of their
natural umland and the relative remoteness of northeastern
Moldavia was further stressed. The hardships of the war and
the following famine years resulted in a considerable popula
tion decrease in both rural and urban areas. The population
in the 1941 urban cohort fell by 91 300, i.e. 13.5 per cent
in 1941-48, Table 88. The largest decreases were registered
in lasi (-26 000) and Galati (-15 100). In relative terms
the decrease was largest in Tirgu Frumos 36.1 per cent,
Hirlau 30.5 and Suceava 26.3 per cent. Only five of thirty
eight towns increased slightly:81
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Most towns in Moldavia were old market-places and many
continued to be based on commerce, administrative functions
and agriculture, rather than manufacturing and they were

Table 109. Average Rates of Population Growth in Moldavia, Urban and
Rural Areas, by Counties, Percentages

County All areas Urban areas Rural areas
A B C A B C A B C

Vrancea 1.47 0.73 0.47 0 .. 92 1.95 3 .. 08 1.58 0 .. 48 -0 .. 27
Galati 1.85 1.. 81 1 .. 90 2.. 10 4 .. 19 3.86 1.74 0 .. 60 0 .. 35
Bacau 2 .. 54 1 .. 64 1.. 02 4.64 4.01 3.02 1.97 0 .. 82 0.05
Vaslui 1.90 0.72 0.12 1.92 2.06 3.37 1.90 0.44 -0.89
Neamt 2.02 1.13 1 .. 15 2.41 2.71 3.38 1.94 0.72 0.39
Iasi 2.25 1.81 1.53 2.. 67 3.43 4 .. 39 2.12 1.23 -0.06
Suceava 1.80 1.21 0.94 2.20 3 .. 13 2.67 1.71 0.75 0.40
Botosani 1.31 0.55 -0.02 -0.18 1.58 3 .. 59 1.50 0.43 -0.86

MOLDAVIA 1 .. 92 1.25 0.96 2.35 3.34 3.52 1.82 0.67 -0.09
ROMANIA 1.21 0.88 1.13 2.52 2.54 3.12 0.74 0.18 -0.15

A: 1948-56
B: 1956-66
c: 1966-77

Sources and Remarks: See Table 102

usually located at crossroads or intersections between
natural regions 182 rather than near natural resources. The
urban structure in Moldavia differed sharply. from that
envisaged by the new regime. Eight towns were deprived of
their urban status, while two new towns in the old-rich
Trotus Valley - Comanesti and Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej - were
declared.

Sharply declining death rates and sustained high birth
rates led to a rapid population increase in Moldavia in
1948-56. Rural growth rates were highest in the country I

while the urban rate was slightly below average. In view of
the traditionally high rates of natural increase in Molda
vian town, migration gains must have been modest, al though
there was a potential for rural-urban migration and for a
return of refugees. According to Ungureanu183 most Moldavian
towns registered an annual rate of natural increase of 10-20
per' mill, but less than ten per mill migration net in. 1948
-56. A number of town suffered migration lossesJM in some
cases, no doubt, due to the emigration of Jews}~

Urbanization increased only slowly in 1948-56 and by
1956 was only one percentage unit higher than a century
earlierJoo This comparison neither takes into account
changes in the urban economic structure nor network or
boundary changes, but it nonetheless indicates a remarkable
urban stagnation during a period elsewhere characterized by
industrialization and urban growth.
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In ea.stern 1'1oldavia and in the present county of Vran
cea modest urban growth combined with rapid rural increases
led to a low or negative rate of urbanization. Ruralization
was particularly strong in the present Botosani county,
which had suffered more than most from the war and the
famines. In 1950 four of its six towns - Darabani, Mihai
leni, Stefanesti and Saveni - were degraded to villages and
the remaining two Botosani and Dorahoi declined in
population between 1948 and 1956. Urbanization in the
Botosani County in this period declined from 19.1 to 10.4
per cent.

The concentration of the development effort to mining
and heavy manufacturing led to high rates of urban growth in
the Bacau oil district, where two new to\I7IlS were declared
and urban growth averaged 4.6 per cent a year in 1948-56J~

The large intraregional differences in growth rates led to a
westward shift in the urban system of Moldavia.

In 1956-66 urban growth increased considerably and,
combined \l7i th sharply declining rural growth, led to rapid
urbanization. The collectivization and mechanization of
agriculture provided a strong stimulus for urbanization and
the urban growth pattern was much more even than in the
previous period. In addition to a continued development of
the Bacau area, the manufacturing base of the three othe r
regional capitals - Galati, Iasi and Suceava - was consider
ably strengthened. rrhe largest steel mill in the country
went into operation at Galati in 1965. Urban growth increas
ingly was migration-based. Migrational increases in excess
of two per cent a year were registered in the towns in the
Bacau oil region, Galati, Iasi, Piatra Neamt, Roman and
SiretJ~ In most towns both natural and migration rates of
increase were between one and two per cent a year.

The high rates of urban growth continued in 1966-77 and
the rapid decline of the rural growth rates led to a small
decrease of the rural population in 1966-77. The percentage
urban population increased frorn 25.6 in 1966 to 33.6 in
1977 ]89 Urban growth was much more even than in previous
periods, Table 109, as growth rates in less urbanized areas

Botosani, Vaslui and Vrancea increased. The slower
urban growth in the Bacau county was due to the stagnation
of the towns based on n1ineral resources - Gheorghe Gheor
ghiu-Dej and Moinesti. The predominantly agricultural
counties of Botosani and Vaslui benefitted from the regional
development programme of the Seventies. The century-long
stagnation of the town of Botosani came to an end and it
increased from 35 200 in 1966 to 63 200 in 1977. The in
creases in the other tOvlns in this county were much more
modest. The case of Vaslui was analogue to those of Ialo
mita and Teleorman. The small, but centrally located town
of Vaslui, which had become county capital instead of the
much larger Birlad, more than doubled its population between
1966 and 1977, while Birlad had a modest increase.
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC DEVELOP
MENT AND CULTURAL CHANGE

EDUCATION AND LITERACY

The development of education and literacy is the single most
important as'pect of social development in Romania in this
century. The achievements in this field have been impres
sive. Starting from a very low educational level, illiteracy
has been obliterated in all but the oldest age groups, ten
years education has become universal and a large number of
students continue beyond compulsory school. Education has
been intimately linked to industrialization and urbanization.
Its impact on social and cultural life has been just as
pervasive as the impact of industrialization has been on
economic life.

The Pre-World-War-One Period
In 1864 a first attempt was made to create a universal and
uniform system of primary education in the Two Principali
ties. Wallachia at the time had 1635 rural primary schools.'
Many were temporary and most teachers had only primary
education themselves. Moldavia, at the time of unification
(1859), had no communal primary schools in the rural areas.
The only rural education was provided by the Church. In 1864
some 64 500 boys and 473 girls were enrolled in rural primary
education. 2 The urban situation was much better, with 17 000
boys and 6 300 girls enrolled.

The 1864 school law made four years of primary education
compulsory. The teaching staff was to be salaried by the
government but individual communes were responsible for the
construction and maintenance of buildings. However, little
was done in the countryside to enforce the law and the
results were rather meager. In 1885 an estimated 27 per cent
of rural children were enrolled, an absolute improvement over
1865 of only 33 000 pupils. Only 13 per cent of the enrolled
were girls, more than half in their first year, indicating
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that few received more than a rudimentary schooling. 3 The
improvement of the urban situation was somewhat greater; 46
per cent were enrolled in 1885 and the percentage of girls
was considerable. 4 vvhile the towns had an old and \-lell
functioning administration, the rural COInnlUneS had been
created only in 1864. To find honest and competent adminis
trators to run the rural communes "vas not easy.

New school lavlS introduced at the turn of the century
gradually increased the pressure on the COIUInunes not only to
provide primary education but also to check attendance. As a
result, enrollment in rural primary schools increased
sharply. In 1900 the percentage enrolled was 40, and in 1909
about 61. 5 However, the gap bet\veen enrolled children and
those actually attending widened. In 1904 only 64 per cent
attended regularly, female attendance was only 56 per cent~

Regional differences in primary education do not appear to
have been very pronounced. The proportion of villages with a
school varied considerably, from 26 per cent in Bacau and
Buzau to 70 per cent in Ialomita .. 7 However, these diffe
rences were largely explained by the variations in size and
density of villages by county.8

Universal primary education was introduced in Hungary in
1868 when school attendance was made compulsory for children
between six and twelve. The immediate effect of the reform
was rather limited. Lack of competent teachers and the
multitude of languages spoken in a given area were obstacles
to the enforcement of the reform. Not only the state, but
also churches, associations and private persons were allowed
to open schools. In 1901-02 churches provided 71 per cent of
primary education and the state only 28 per cent~ Romanian
primary education was exclusively denominational. Of 2,046
state primary schools in Hungary in 1906 all but one were
exclusively Magyar.

The Law of Nationalities of 1868 established the right
to receive primary education in one's mother tongue.10

However, the increasing ~iagyarizati_on policy prevented any
real impact of the Law of Nationali ties. The schools soon
became a major instrument of Magyarization which further
diminished the effect of the school reform of 186S}' In the
non-Magyar schools an increasing number of hours per week had
to be devoted to the Hungarian language. By 1902 between 18
and 24 of 26 hours per week were devoted to Hungarian)2

It is difficult to get a clear picture of ethnic diffe
rences in school attendance. Data are scarce and often
ambiguous. The existence of such differences, however, is
clearly implied by Table 110. Later data indicate that they
were not temporary. In 1911, when Romanians made up 16 per
cent of Hungary's population, 39 per cent of not enrolled
children of school age - 6-12 years - were Romanian, as were
48 per cen t of those exempt from attending school.13 Apar t
from physical or mental deficiency, lack of local school or
lack of proper clothing were valid reasons for exemption .14

According to another study~5 77 per cent of the school absen
tees in Transylvania were Romanian.

The poor educational performance of the Romanians was
due not only to deficiencies in the school system, but also
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Table 110. Population (A) and Pupils Attending Primary
School (B) by Mother Tongue in 1874, Percentages

Mother Tongue A B

Hungarians 46.6 49.6
Germans 13.8 17.8
Slavs 20.9 21.1
Romanians 18.7 11.5

All Groups 100.0 100.0

Source: Keleti et Beothy (1876: 17 and 143)
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to poverty and ignorance. Children went to school when there
was no need for them on the farm, i.e. in the winter. Long
way to school and lack of clot~es and shoes kept many chil
dren at horne even in the winter. Many who knew how to read
and write fell back into virtual illiteracy within a few
years for lack of practice. ~1ost households lacked books and
magazines and in his daily life the Romanian rarely encoun
tered the written word.

Secondary education \vas almost non-existent among the
Romanians. All secondary education in state schools was in
Hungarian in the early 20th century ..16 Six denominational
schools provided secondary education in Serb and Romanian.

The highest Ii teracy rates were found in southern and
eastern Transylvania, Crisana-Banat and in the more urbanized
parts of the Old Kingdom, i.e. Bucuresti, Braila, Galati and
Iasi, Figure 15. While the pattern in the Old Kingdom was
fairly uniform outside the areas mentioned regional diffe
rences \vere marked in the Hungarian Territories. Li teracy
rates were on the average higher here.

A comparison of figure 15 and 16 indicates that much of
the regional differences was due to variations in the ethnic
composition. The regional variation in literacy among
Romanians shows a different and nlore uniform pattern than
that of the total population. The highest rates were found
in southern Transylvania and in the more urbanized areas of
the Old Kingdom and the lowest in the rest of the Hungarian
Territories and in Oltenia, while the situation in Moldavia
generally was somevvhat better. The areas in the Hungarian
Territories with high rates of literacy among Romanians seem
to correlate positively with those populated by Germans,
i.e. Szeben, Brasso, Nagy-Kukullo and Besztercze-Naszod. No
such correlation is seen for the predominantly Hungarian
areas, i.e. Csik, Haromszek and Udvarhely.

The ethnic differences in Iiteracy are striking. The
Romanian population was almost entirely rural and literacy
rates were generally higher in urban areas, but the urban
population was obviously too small to be the .main explanation
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Table Ill. Literacy by Mother Tongue and Sex in the Hungarian
Territories in 1891, Percentages

Mother tongue

Romanian
Hungarian
German

Male

19.4
53.7
65.1

Female

8.0
41.6
55.0

Both sexes

13.7
47.6
59.9

Source: Nepszamlala.sa (1891: 164 f f)

Remarks: For a division by county, see Appendix, Table 33

of the large ethnic variations. They reflected a consider
able difference in development betvleen the Germans and the
Magyars on the one hand and the Romanians on the other.

The Magyar and German rates of literacy were regionally
more even.17 ·The rates among the Szeklers in Csik, Haromszek
and Udvarhely were lower than among the Magyars proper in
Crisana-Banat. The remarkably low literacy rates among the
German-speaking population in Ugocsa and Maramaros, refer to
the large Yiddish-speaking Jewish community in this area.

/

Table 112. Literacy in the Commune of Orasu Nou, Percentages

Village 1881a 1900a 1910a 1910b 1930b 1966c

Orasu Nou 45.9 54.4 57.1 68.9 79.5 16.3
Prilog 3.4 16.5 26.0 31.3 36.7 10.3
Racsa 1.4 2.9 8.4 10.0 17.5 7.3
Remetea Gas 29.6 60.9 59.9 73.1 83.4 12.5

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1881), (1900a), (1910a), Recensamintul
(1930: Vol III), (1966: Vol V)

Remarks: a: Percentage Ilterates of total populatlon
b: Percentage literates of population over the age of seven
c: Percentage with more than primary education (4 years)

of population over the age of twelve
For the sake of comparability, Orasu Nou Vii w~s included
in Orasu Nou, Prilog Vii in Prilog and Racsa Vii in Racsa in
1966.
In 1930 Orasu Nou was 79.0 per cent Magyar and Remetea Oas
97.7 per cent Magyar, while Prilog was 91.8 per cent and
Racsa 100.0 per cent Romanian, measured by mother tongue.
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Literacy TolalPopulallon

CY~::::~~c
75~CD 25~

Figures 15 & 16. Literacy in Pre-World War I Romania, Total and
Romanian Population

Sources: The Old Kingdom; Recensamintul (1899: 80-88). The Hungarian
Territories; Nepszamlalasa (1891: 164 ff). Bucovina;
Volkszahlung (1891: Vol I)
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Remarks: Data reflect the situation in 1899 in the Old Kingdom, 1891 in
the Hungarian Territories and 1890 in Bucovina. Later
Hungarian census did not provide data on literacy by ethnic
groups. Romanians measured by mother tongue in the Hungarian
Territories and by citizenship in the Old Kingdom.
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The ethnic variations in literacy come out even starker
locally. See for instance literacy by village in the commune
of Orasu Nou in the Oas depression in the Maramures region,
Table 112. Located a few kilometers from each other, Orasu
Nou and Remetea Oas were predominantly Magyar while Prilog
and Racsa were pure Romanian villages. The high Iiteracy
rates in the Magyar villages are remarkable, considering that
they lived isolated in great poverty in the midst of an
illiterate Romanian population, far from any town or cultural
centre. Li teracy must have been more due to cuItural and
political factors than economic.

Male-female differences in literacy are also interest
ing, Tables 111, 113 and 114. Among Romanians in the Hunga
rian Territories the female rate was less than half the male
rate, 8.0 per cent versus 19.4 per cent, Table 111. These
differences were much smaller among the Magyars and Germans.

IntervieVls with old people show that Romanian parents
generally did not object to send their girls to school,
provided it was in the neighbourhood, but they were reluctant
to send young girls unescorted to schools in other villages.
The poorly developed network of schools thus, affected
Romanian girls more than boys.

Table 113. Structure of Literacy in the Old Kingdom in 1899,
Percentages

Area Romanian citizens
Male Female Both sexes

Foreign citizens
Male Female Both sexes

Rural
Urban
All areas

19.6
50.0
24.0

3.0
28.6
6.5

11.4
40.0
15.4

36.9
51.7
47.9

32.6
36.0
65.1

30.8
43.9
40.6

Source: Recensamintul (1899: 80-97)

The male-female difference in Ii teracy among the Roma
nians was even larger in the Old Kingdom than in the Hunga
rian Territories; 6.5 to 1 in the rural and 1.8 to 1 in the
urban areas, Table 113. The Romanian literacy rates compared
unfavourably with those of the non-Romanian population, here
too, especially in the countryside and among the female
population.

Table 114 shows that the groups with low rates of
literacy, i.e. the Romanians, rural and female, had the
highest proportion of Iiterates under the age of 15. The
diffusion of Iiteracy among them was a recent phenomenon
indicating that these structural variations had begun to
dimin'ish.

Considerable structural differences in literacy rates
thus existed both in the Hungarian Territories and in the Old
Kingdom. The most important differences were male-female,
urban-rural and ethnic. The magnitude rather than the
occurrence of these variations is of interest. The regional
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differences appear to have been less important, at least in
the Old Kingdom, but the regional implications of the urban
rural and ethnic differences were considerable.

Table 114. Literates Under the Age of 15 as a Percentage of All
Literates in the Old Kingdom in 1899

Area
Romanian citizens Foreign citizens

Male Female Both sexes Both sexes

Rural 35.9 49.7 37.7 21.2
Urban 24.4 33.9 27.6 23.1
All areas 32.4 40.4 34.0 22.7

Source: Recensamintul (1899: LXII and 90-97)

The Interwar Period
Major advances in education took place in the interwar
period. Literacy increased throughout the country by twenty
to forty percentage uni ts and the Ii terate share of the
population more than doubled in many regins.

There were large differences, in literacy between the
regions of the former Hungarian Territories on the one hand
and those of the Old Kingdom on the other, Table 115. They
were largely due to differences in the ethnic composition.
Literacy rates among Romanians in the Hungarian Territories
did not differ much from those in the Old Kingdom. It is
unfortunate that the 1930 census does not provide data on
literacy by mother tongue.

Literacy at a given moment reflects educational efforts
in the past. Assuming that few become literate when they are
past school age, literacy by age-groups gives information on
educational efforts over time. Table 116 shows that regions
and population groups with previously low literacy rates
continued to have less than average rates among their young
albeit with smaller deviations. Those previously disadvan
taged in terms of education were gradually catching up with
the rest of the population making literacy rates structurally
and regionally more uniform. This was particularly notice
able in Oltenia and among the female and rural population.
The major exception was Bessarabia, which continued to have
low rates also among its young and large differences between
males and females. The difference was only 5. 7 percentage
units smaller than for the 20-64 group, as against 12.6 units
for the whole country. In the rest of Romania female lite
racy rates rapidly approached male rates, but Bessarabia had
not yet entered that stage of development.

In Oltenia, after Bessarabia the least developed region,
the closing of the male - female literacy gap was a recent
phenomenon. The difference was only 24 percentage units for
the young and 48 for the middle group, Table 116.
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Table 115. Literate Population as Percentage of Total Population over
the Age of Seven

Region 1899/1900 1930 1948

Maramures 36.5 59.3 73.6
Crisana-Banat 47.3 67.9 81.7
Transylvania 41.5 68.5 82.7
Oltenia 17.2 48.8 70.2
Muntenia 20.0 52.5 70.9
Dobrogea 24.8 59.2 76.2
Moldavia 21.0 58.1 75.4
Bucuresti 62.6 82.2 91.6

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1900a), Recensamintul (1899), (1930: Vol III),
(1948)

Remarks: The countries Cimpulung, Radauti and Suceava were not included
in the 1899 data for Moldavia, they were then under Austrian
administration.

Table 116. Literacy by Age, Sex and Region in 1930, Percentages of
Respective Age-group

Age group
Region 7 - 19 20-64 Over 65

M+F Male Female M+F Male Female M+F Male Female

C-M 70.0 73.9 66.3 59.7 67.5 52.2 39.9 44.0 35.5
Banat 83.7 86.1 81.2 71.2 80.7 62.3 47.0 58.2 37.1
Transylvania 79.0 81.5 76.4 66.8 73.8 60.1 37.8 43.1 32.2
Oltenia 71.6 84.1 59.7 40.3 66.6 18.3 15.5 25.8 5.2
Muntenia 72.1 83.3 61.3 52.3 72.2 33.7 22.1 31.8 12.9
Dobrogea 64.8 71.6 60.0 48.7 64.5 32.2 17.2 26.9 6.7
Moldavia 77.2 85.0 69.7 48.9 67.2 31.7 17.8 26.4 8.7
Bucovina 81.9 85.7 78.3 61.7 69.8 54.5 21.8 26.7 17.1
Bessarabia 46.7 58.6 35.1 34.8 49.5 20.3 16.2 21.4 10.6
ROMANIA 69.8 77.8 61.9 53.0 67.7 39.2 28.0 35.2 20.6

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: various tables)

Remarks: C-M: Crisana and Maramures
The official administrative division was accepted for the
regional analysis. See Appendix, Table 4.
Bucuresti is included in Muntenia.

Regional literacy rates I had the same pattern as most
other socio-economic indicators. Highest were Crisana-Banat,
Transylvania and Bucovina. Maramures, Muntenia, Dobrogea and
Moldavia were near the country average, and the 01tenia,
South Dobrogea and, particularly, Bessarabia had rates below
average. A more detailed study of literacy by county, Figure
17 shows uniform patterns of low literacy in Oltenia and high



CHAPTER SIX 235

Table 117. Literacy and Secondary Education by Region in 1930,
Percentages of Population Over the Age of Seven

Literate With secondary education
Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural

Maramures 59.3 82.5 54.6 6.1 22.6 2.7
Crisana-Banat 6709 87.8 63.1 8.9 30.9 3.7
Transylvania 68.5 87.5 64.2 9.2 32.6 4.0
Oltenia 48.8 69.0 45.8 4.8 21.7 2.4
Muntenia 52.5 73.0 49.1 5.0 19.9 2.6
Dobrogea 59.2 72.3 53.3 6.5 15.9 2.3
Moldavia 58.1 74.8 53.3 7.0 20.8 3.0
Bucuresti 82.2 82.2 28.9 28.9
Bucovina 64.3 81.2 56.3 10 .. 0 25.4 2.6
Bessarabia 37.9 62.6 34.0 5.2 20.8 2.7
South Dobrogea 45.2 60.5 41.4 5.8 19.7 2 .. 4
ROMANIA 56.8 77.5 51.3 7.6 25.0 3.0

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol III)

Remarks: Secondary education is defined as more than four year of
primary education. It includes secondary, professional,
university and other forms of higher education.

rates in Crisana-Banat. Those in Transylvania varied consi
derably and were still highly correlated with the ethnic
composition. The conspicuously low rate in the county of
Maramures reflect its backwardness and isolation. In Mun
tenia the counties on the Danubian Plain had lower rates than
the more industrialized in the Carpathian Piedmont. In
Moldavia the highest rates were found in the former Austrian
areas. ~vith the exception of Cetatea Alba, literacy rates in
Bessarabia were uniformly low.

Secondary education had the same regional pattern as
literacy. Primary schools were well established also in
rural areas, but secondary education was still a predomi
nantly urban phenomenon.
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Figure 17. Literate Population in Romania in 1930

Source: Recensamintul (1930: Vol III)

Remarks: Literate population as percentage of population over seven
years of age is indicate by the extra radius.

The Postwar Period
Illiteracy declined throughout the interwar period and by
1948 some 77 per cent of the population was literateJ8 Yet,
the vast majority of the population, both in rural and urban
areas, had only rudimentary formal education, in most cases
four years of primary school. In 1938/39 only 14 per cent of
the pupils were beyond the primary level (class V-)J9 This
percentage had increased to 26 by 1948/49, and to no less
than 59 in 1965/66lo

A law passed in 1948 provided for seven years of free
education, of which four years were compulsory. Literacy
campaigns were initiated and evening courses provided rudi
mentary education in the three Rls to illiterate adults under
the age of fifty-five. In 1955/56 seven years of compulsory
school was introduced in urban areas and later - in 1959/60 
also in rural areas.21 In 1961/62 it was extended to eight
years. Means were provided over the state budget to enforce
the ambitious educational programme. The teaching staff more
than doubled between 1948/49 and 1965/66 22 and the number of
pupils per teacher in primary and secondary schools (lyces)
fell from 35.4 to 23.7 in the same periodJ3 Scholarships and
cheap lodging in student hostels made education beyond
compulsory school increasingly accessible to less well
situated families.

As compulsory education was emphatically enforced,
illiteracy was gradually concentrated to the upper age groups
and lost its meaning as an indicator of educational perfor
mance, Table 118.
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Table 118 Age Structure of Illiterates in 1930, 1948 and 1956,
Percentages

Age group 1930 1948 1956

7 - 12 9.3 7,.9 1.0a

13 - 19 14.0 10.1 3,.4
20 - 29 (1102 7.9
30 - 49 67.7 (32.7 19.7
50 - 64 (23.9 34.1
65 - 9.0 14.2 33.8

7 - 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 98-99),
Recensamintul (1956a: XXII)

Remarks: a: The number refers to the 8-12 age group,.
The 1930 data include Bucovina, Bessarabia
and South Dobrogea.
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Throughout the interwar period secondary education
remained almost twice as common among men as among womep,
Table 119. As secondary education expanded in the Fifties
the male-female gap decreased. The rapid increase in voca
tional schools, mainly attended by boys accounted for the
remaining nlale-female gap in secondary education. In the
20-29 age group secondary general and technical education24

was even somewhat more common among women than men in 1966. 25
The male-female gap in higher education apparently decreased
sharply after ~Jorld War Tr. The small percentage of men with
higher education in the 20-29 age group is not compatible
wi th the known expansion of higher forms of learning, nor
with later statistics}6 Many had probably not yet finished
education at the time of the 1966 census.

As noted for the interwar period the male-female educa
tional gap varied regionally. This also holds for secondary
education in the postwar period. The gap was larger in less
developed counties than in more industrialized ones and it
was generally larger in Oltenia and Muntenia than in the rest
of the country. The small male-female gap in Bucuresti and
other' large cities was due to a more even distribution of
secondary education over the age groups and rather small
male-female differences in the upper age groups.

The rapid spread of education continued in the
Seventies. University graduates increased from 57 000 in
1956-60 to 115 600 in 1966-70 and to 170 400 in 1976-80.27
In the same periods 321 700 and 882 500 and 980 300 respec
tively were graduated from secondary schools~28 The increase
in education was combined wi th a shift from classical to
technical and professional education.

The increase in education was reflected by the 1977
census returns, Table 120. More than half in the age group
20-29 had secondary education or more in 1977 as against a
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.Table 119.

CHAPTER SIX

Secondary and Higher Education by Sex and Age Groups in 1966,
Percentages

Secondary education Higher education
Age group Male Female Both sexes Male Female Both sexes

20 - 24 29.8 20.0 24.9 1.4 1.7 1 .. 6
25 - 29 25.3 15.6 20.4 3.5 2.6 3.1
30 - 39 16.8 9.6 13.2 4.7 2.3 3.5
40 - 49 12.0 6.6 9.1 4.4 1.5 2.8
50 - 59 11.4 5.9 8.5 3.9 1.3 2.6
60 - 6.8 4.0 5.1 2.8 0.6 1.6

Sources:

Remarks:

Recensamintul (1966: Vol. I, 188)

Secondary education includes lycees, secondary technical
schools and vocational schools.

Table 120 •. Percentage of Urban and Rural Population with Secondary
Education or More by Sex and Age Groups in 1977

Age group Urban areas Rural areas All areas
M F M + F M F M + F M F M + F

20 - 24 70.5 55.9 62.8 55.6 27.9 42.9 63.2 44.1 53.8
25 - 29 71.3 54.8 63.3 46.3 19.9 33.0 60.2 49.2 49.6
30 - 39 58.2 42.4 50.5 19.2 6.4 12.7 38.1 23.1 30.6
40 - 49 49.6 30.1 40.0 9.0 2.6 5.8 26.1 13.9 20.0
50 - 59 41.6 21.7 31.0 5.2 1.5 3.2 19.3 9.2 13.9
60 - 36.5 18.5 26.2 4.6 1.3 1.8 15.4 7.4 10.9

Source: Recensamintul (1977: Vol I, 624-695)

fourth in 1966. Rural-urban differences in the educational
level remained large, bu~ were smaller among the young than
among the old and smaller for men than for women. The
male-female differences in education remained remarkably
large in rural areas also for the young.

It should be remembered that rural-urban variations in
education do not necessarily reflect variations in past
propensity to continue beyond primary educationf9 but rather
variations in employment opportunities for educated people.
Rural-urban differences in the propensity to study beyond
pr imary school, were certainly not as large as Table 120
would indicate. Those born in the countryside were apt to
seek urban employment after completed secondary or university
education!O Education has a dual role as condition for and
promotor of the urban transition. The postwar 'educational
explosion I was closely tied to the rapid industrialization
and the growth of the non-agricul tural sectors. The large
Imale-female difference in education in rural areas should be
Iseen in this light. It reflects primarily th~ greater
employment opportunities for educated men than for women in
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rural areas. Most agricultural jobs requiring formal quali
fication are held by men, Table 64, and rural-urban commuting
is also a predominantly male phenomenon.

Regional variations in secondary and higher education
followed the traditional pattern with Crisana-Banat and
Transylvania at the top and Maramures, Oltenia, Muntenia and
Moldavia at the bottom, and with Bucuresti, the only exclu
sively urban region, in a class apart. Post primary educa
tion doubled between 1956 and 1966, but regional variations
persisted. They were obviously largely due to variations in
urbanization and non-agricultural employment, but there were
considerable regional variations also in urban areas.

Table 121. Level of Education in Selected Counties in 1966 and 1977.
Percentage of the Population over the Age of 12 with
Secondary Education or More

Counties

Ilfov
Salaj
Teleorman
Botosani
Bistrita-Nasaud
Tulcea
Sibiu
Cluj
Brasov
Bucuresti
ROMANIA

1966

5.6
5.6
5.6
6.0
6.1
6.3

19.7
19.9
24.8
37.5
13.6

1977

12.9
15.2
14.6
13.6
15.6
16.6
30.5
31.3
36.4
46.7
24.4

Sources: Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 178-179),
(1977: Vol I, 622-623)

Regional variations were even stronger at the county
level, Table 121. The regional pattern remained almost
unchanged between 1966 and 1977 31 with Bucuresti, Brasov and
Cluj at the top of Ilfov, Salaj, Botosani and Teleorrnan at
the bottom, but variations decreased in magni tude. Bucu
resti's share of the university graduates fell from 37.4 per
cent in 1966 to 31.8 per cent in 1977, but remained well
above its share of the total population - 9.0 per cent in
1977. Regional and rural-urban variations reflected varia
tions in job opportunities rather than in propensity to study
beyond compulsory school. There was a brain drain from
poorly developed regions, and from rural areas.

The edu~ational level was raised substantially for all
ethnic groups. As primary school - now ten years - became
compulsory, ethnic variations was restricted to higher
levels. But already in 1956 the educational edge of the
minorities had disappeared, the Jews being an exception.
Secondary education had even become more cornmon among Roma
nians than among Magyars, but illiteracy was still much more
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Table 122. The Educational Situation of the Major Ethnic Groups
in Romania, Percentages

Ethnic group
Illiterate 4 years 7-8 years Secondary University
1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966

Romanians 10.9 n.a. 76.2 75.8 7.8 10.7 4.3 11.3 1.5 2.2
Magyars 3.1 n.a .. 80.4 71.7 11.5 14.6 3.9 12.2 1.0 1.5
Germans 1.1 n.a .. 7607 68.4 16.7 14.8 4.4 15.0 1.1 1.8
Jews 3.1 n .. a. 55 .. 3 40.4 19.0 12.7 14.6 29.3 8 .. 0 17.6
All groups 10.1 n.a. 76.3 75.3 7.8 11 .. 1 4.3 11.5 1.5 2.2

Sources: Recensamintul (1956a), (1966: Vol I)

Remarks: Ethnicity measured by nationality
'4 years' in 1956 included literates with up to four years of
formal schooling and in 1966 'four years schooling and other
situations'.

common among Romanians,
situation in the past.

reflecting their disadvantaged

The relatively low level of education among the Magyars
may be surprising. Data do not permit more detailed analy
sis, but a breakdown by age-groups and regions for 1956 show
lower percentages with secondary education in all age-groups
in the Szekler-inhabited ~1agyar Autonomous Region than in the
nation. It may not be representative for all Magyars as the
Szeklers traditionally had poorer schooling than the Magyars
proper. Urban Magyars outside the Szeker heartland were not
only better educated, but also more exposed to assimilation.
The poor schooling among Magyars may partly be explained by
well-educated Magyars being particularly exposed to assimi
lation. The changed political situation after World War I
and the loss of external incentives for Magyar educatiqn may
also have contributed. The high levels of education among
Germans and Jews have always been due to cultural rather than
political factors. It is difficul t to draw conclusions on
postwar educational changes in these two groups since the
levels of the emigrants are not known. Emigration may have
been negatively selective since it was more difficult for the
young and educated to obtain passports.

CONDITIONS OF LIFE

The poverty and misery of the peasants in Romania in the past
is well established. Under the auspices of professor Gusti
village monographies were made between the wars and some
findings were published in Sociologia Romaneasca. They
provide valuable information on everyday life in rural
Romania. Its hardships have also been immortalized in
Romanian literature and music. Under a thin veneer of
picturesque folklore was a reality of ignorance, poor health
and deplorable material and sanitary conditions. Advances
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Figure 18. Infant Mortality 1860-1977

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1938),
Anuarul Statistic (1915-1916, 1937-1938, 1947-1960, 1963,
1966-1978),
Miscarea populatiei (1931-1937, 1940-1946),
Mitchell (1978),
Year book of Nordic Statistics (1978)

Remarks: Deaths before the age of one as per mill of live births

and regional variations in standard of living must be mea
sured in terms of infant mortality, literacy etc, rather than
in consumption of luxury items or higher education.

Infant mortality remained extremely high until the late
Forties. The most common causes were pneumonia in the winter
and diarrhea in the summer. Children under the age of five
accounted for 40 to 50 per cent of all deaths. Regional and
urban-rural differences were surprisingly small. Oltenia and
Transylvania generally vlere below average and Moldavia and
Bessarabia were above. No consistent rural-urban gap can be
traced. Deficiencies in the registration of infant mortality
are probable, especially in backward areas. Births without
assistance were by far most cornmon in Oltenia, where the
registered rate was relatively low. Constant underestimation
of infant mortality in areas of high real rates would smooth
out registered regional differences. This was obviously a
case with still-births, registered to be three times more
common in urban than in rural areas.

Medical care was poorly developed outside the major
cities., In 1937 there were 1 421 rural doctors:2 one for
11 100 inhabitants. The situation was worst in Wallachia and
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Bessarabia vlith 12 000 - 13 500 inhabitants per doctor in
rural areas, as against 7 700 in Banat and 9 900 in Transyl
vania. The poor state of medical care was also reflected in
the birth statistics. Most births took place without quali
fied assistance. Considerable regional differences existed,
Table 123. The Old Kingdom had state and private midwives,
but no communal. The former Hungarian Territories had a
well-developed system of communal midwives, accounting for
the relatively better situation~3

Table 123. Indicators of Standard of Living

Region

Maramures
Crisana-Banat
Transylvania
Oltenia
Muntenia
Dobrogea
Moldavia
Bucuresti
Bucovina
Bessarabia
South Dobrogea
ROHANIA

A

3.7
7.8
6.6
2.3
3.2
6.5
4.6

119.1
7.2
3.5
3.9
5.4

B

9.2
21.7
16.4
4.4

12.3
5.3
9.1

120.6
7.0
4.2
5.0

13.9

C

8.9
8.8

14.5
2.8
3.4
5.3
5.3

128.5
217.5

2.1
2.3
6.6

D

65.3
62.2
63.6
29.7
32.7
56.0
44.7
88.8
47.7
22.0
43.2
42.6

A: Sugar consumption 1937/38: kg /inh
B: Radio licences 1938: per 1 000 inh
C: Correspondence in 1938: letters per inhabitant
D: Births assisted by qualified personnel 1935:

percentage of births

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: various tables),
Anuarul Statistic P.T.T. (1937/38: various tables),
Miscarea Populatiei Romaniei (1935: 30-31)

Remarks: 1 The county of Ilfov
2 The county of Cernauti only
Correspondence measured as letters and postcards sent, plus
received letters from abroad. Official letters were excluded.

Investigations of the peasant diet showed that it was
generally sufficient in quantity but not in quality. An
investigation in 1938~ indicated that it contained too much
cereal, especially maize, and too little meat and vegetables.
The food was poorly stored and cooked and the intake was
unequally distributed over the year. 1vlaize porridge
(mamaliga) flavoured with onion, cabbage, cheese or milk was
the staple. The everyday diet also suffered from strict
fasting rules during Lent and Advent35 and from the saving of
all surpluses for occasions of 'conspicuous food consump
tion', such as weddings, Easter and Christmas.
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Table 124. House Standard by Counties in Crisana-Banat and Maramures
(C-B-M) and Transylvania in 1910~ Percentages

County Wall materials Roof materials
A B C D E F G

Arad 8.6 9.5 40.3 40.7 49.6 11.0 39.3
Bihar 5.8 11.9 47.9 34.4 35.2 13.4 Sl.4
Krasso-Szoreny 32.4 11.1 6.2 50.3 47.5 43.S 9.0
Maramaros 4.5 1.6 0.6 93.3 2.3 79.6 18.1
Szatrnar 6.5 16.0 30.5 47.0 15.7 2S.S 58.8
Szilagy 4.7 10.4 24.5 60.4 20.0 18.0 62.0
Ternes 18.4 19.0 46.5 17.5 65.3 5.6 30.5
Ugocsa 2.1 21.7 10.7 65.5 8.8 41.8 49.4
C-B-M 12.1 11.9 28.9 47.1 35.1 27.7 37.2

Also-Feher 22.8 3.5 15.2 58.5 21.4 31.7 46.9
Beztercze-Naszod 15.2 2.3 0.3 82.2 20.1 69.4 10.S
Brasso 61.1 2.5 0.3 36.1 74.3 25.2 O.S
Csik 4.3 0.8 0.1 94.8 12.2 87.1 0.1
Fogaras 35.1 1.5 0.5 62.9 74.4 14.1 11.5
Haromszek 7.1 0.7 0.3 91.9 19.7 77.1 3.2
Hunyad 24.9 3.9 2.5 68.7 21.2 39.9 38.9
Kis-Kukullo 36.4 3.5 20.2 39.9 53.8 5.0 41.7
Kolosz 17.5 3.7 16.5 62.3 12.8 47.5 39.7
Maros-Torda 8.5 3.0 10.7 77.7 21.4 49.5 29.2
Nagy-Kukullo 70.1 3.9 4.2 21.8 86.6 4.5 8.9
Szeben 56.7 2.5 2.1 38.7 69.1 25.4 5.5
Szolnok-Doboka 12.2 3.5 6.3 78.0 2.8 45.6 51.6
Torda Aranyos 5.4 2.7 14.1 77.8 5.4 47.1 47.5
Udvarhely 14.1 2.0 0.7 83.2 50.4 44.0 5.6
TRANSYLVANIA 23.9 2.9 6.9 66.3 30.9 42.2 26.9

A: Brick or stone
B: Sun-baked brick of clay and straw (cirpici), but with foundation of

stone or brick
C: Sun-baked brick of clay and straw (cirpici)
D: Wood or other material
E: Tile, slate or corrugated metal
F: Board or shingle
G: Straw

Sources: Nepszamlalasa (1910a)

Remarks: Data for Bihar, Maramaros, Szatmar, Szilagy, Ternes and Ugocsa
include the parts presently in the USSR, Hungary and
Yugoslavia, those for Temes excludes the city of Vrsac
(Versecz). For location of counties, see Figure 2.

The Hungarian census of 1910 revealed not only a gene
rally poor standard of houses, but also surprisingly large
regional variations, Table 124, reflecting the socio-economic
heterogeneity. The old Saxon lands 36 - Brasso, Nagy-kukullo
and Szeben - stand out by their high standard of houses. The
proportions made of stone or brick and with tile, slate or
metal roofs were several times higher in the Saxon area than
in the other parts. Two counties bordering on the Saxon
inhabited area Fogaras and Kis-Kukullo fall into an
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intermediate category.. The fornler \vas actually part of the
Saxon land, but inhabited mainly by Romanians, while the
latter was in the Transylvanian heartland, just north of the
Saxon land, and had an ethnically mixed population. The good
housing situat.ion in Fogaras is another indication that the
higher level of economic development in the Saxon land was
not confined to the German population only.37 On the other
hand, the large German population in Beztercze-Naszod was not
reflected in the general house standard. The lowest propor
tions of brick or stone houses and of tile, slate or metal
roof were found in the Szekler region - Csik, Haromszek - and
in Torda Aranyas in northwestern Transylvania and in
I"laramures and Cx:-isana. The low standard of houses in the
Szekler region may cone as a surprise. It is however, in
conformi ty \vi th observations made by Paget ~8 who travelled
through these parts of Transylvania sixty years earlier.

The reliance on local material for construction is clear
from Table 124. Wood was the main building material in the
Carpathians notably in Maramaros, Csik, Haromszek,
Udvarhely and Beztercze-Naszod while sun-baked brick
(cirpici) predominated on the Pannonian Plain - Arad, Bihar,
Szatmar and Ternes. Most peasants would take great pains to
beautify their houses with artistic carvings and paintings
and rich local folklore variations underlined the variations
in construction materials and techniques.

Comparable data are unfortunately not available for the
Old Kingdom. A partial census taken in 1930 showed that out
of three million rural dwellings, 2.2 million had earth
floor, 1.6 million lacked laterine, one million were made of
wood, and 2.2 million had only one or two rooms~9

The peasants were self-sufficient in most necessities
and poorly integrated into the monetary economy. Paultry
were sometimes raised for sale and eggs were commonly used as
barter for sugar, kerosene, tobacco etc at the, often Jewish,
village store. Consumption of sugar, another standard
of-living indicator, showed considerable regional variations
around an annual consumption of only 5.4 kg/inh~o

Radio licences and correspondence may be used as indi
cators of contacts wi th the outside world. 'rhey show the
same regional pattern as sugar consumption or literacy.
Together they provide an unequivocal picture of the regional
differences in living standards and socio-economic develop
ment, with Bucuresti, Crisana-Banat, Transylvania and Buco
vina in top positions, followed by Moldavia, Dobrogea,
Muntenia and Maramures near the national average and Oltenia,
South Dobrogea and Bessarabia at the bottonl. Two studies
made simul taneously in the village Oarja in Arges county
provide insights into the economic differentiation among
peasants. A study on the process of impoverishmentfl showed
it to be caused by increase in agricul tural population and
land fragmentation, and by the economic crisis. Falling
below the subsistence level, the peasant found himself in a
vicious circle. Poverty led to inadequate maintenance of
drought animals, due to poor and insufficient fodder, and to
technical stagnation, which had adverse effects on the
tilling of the land and resulted in poor harvests. Resorting
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to local nl0ney-lenders in years of poor harvest served to
accelerate the process of proletarianization.

The other study on the accumulation of wealth focussed
on a number of peasants who had managed to improved their
material situation considerably~2 It was found that they had
all started from a situation of relative well-being. All but
one started out with approximately ten hectares of land,
either inherited or acquired through marriage. Wealth was
accumulated through hard work, enterprising spirit and frugal
living. Most of the study objects neither smoked nor drank
and often lived on maize porridge seven days a week. rrwo
main ways were used to acquire land. Almost all lent money
against security in land and kept the land when the loans
were not repaid. They also raised cattle, which was sold at
markets, and bought land for the cash.

Major improven1ents took place in the postvlar decades
reflected in fundamental indicators such as infant mortality
and literacy. From a peak of 19.9 per cent in 1947, infant
mortality dropped to 4.4 per cent in 1965 and 2.9 in 1980 and
illiteracy was obli terated for all but oldest age groups.
Life expectancy at birth increased from 42 years in 1932 to
68.6 years in 1970-72~3 largely thanks to a reduction in
infant and child mortality.

The creation of a dense network of medical dispensaries
and maternity wards and the gradual introduction of free
medical care after 1954, brought this within reach of every
one, not only in towns, but also in the countryside. The

Table 125. Development of Medical Care

Indicators 1938 1948 1960 1970 1980

Hospital beds/ 1 000 inh 2.2 3.0 7.3 8.3 9.4
Doctors/ 1 000 inh

- urban areas 1.9 2.6 3.7 1.5 1.8- rural areas 0.1 0.2 0.5
Hospitalized, 1 000 376 746 2 417 3 794 5 103
Births in medical
institutions (%)

- urban areas 15.1 34.1 91.2 89.5 98.5- rural areas n.a. 1.2 62~9

Infant mortality, per mill
- urban areas 172 115 68 46 26
- rural areas 180 148 77 51 32

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1974: 306-307), Anuarul Statistic
(1966: 576-582), (1971: 704-709), (1981: 641-650)

Remarks: Hospital beds include maternity wards, but not beds in
prophylactic institutions. Most births in 1938 and
earlier took place in homes with the assistance of
midwives.
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achievements were remarkable in the rural areas where the
density of doctors increased fourfold between 1938 and 1965,
when every rural commune had a doctor. Innoculation pro
grammes led to a sharp decrease in malaria, typhoid fever,
dephteria and polimyelitis . Although the equipment of the
rural dispensaries and maternity wards was rudimentary by
western standards, they nevertheless represented a large step
forward. Prophylactic measures, too, helped reduce morta
lity. Hygiene and child care were improved through informa
tion campaigns and increased education.

Lenin pointed out electrification as a main ingredient
in the cultural and socio-economic transformation of the
rural landscape. To this, paved roads might be added.
Electrification was a decisive factor in breaking up the
cultural isolation of the peasants and a prerequisite for the
penetration of the socialist ideology into the villages.
Paved roads imperative for breaking the physical isolation of
the villages.

Rural electrification was a postwar phenomenon in
Romania. Only 535 of approximately 15 000 villages were
connected to the national grid in 1945!4 In 1960 the number
had risen to 3 034, in 1965 to 7 570 and in 1970 to 10 591~5
Rural electrification was first accomplished on the plains,
where the terrain was less of a problem than in the mountains
and villages were large, compact and collectivized. In 1965
more than 80 per cent of the villages of Dobrogea, Banat and
Bucuresti were connected to the grid, but less than 40 per
cent in Suceava, Iasi, Cluj and Oltenia~6: Unfortunately, the
number of villages connected to the grid is no perfect
indicator of rural electrification, as it merely indicates
where the necessary conditions for electrification exist, but
it is the only measure available. National statistics on the
electrification of rural households are not published. In
the county of Satu Mare, 178 of 226 villages were connected
to the national grid in 1970, but only 39 per cent of the
rural households had electricity~7

Few roads were paved in the interwar period.48 The road
network was rudimentary, leaving many towns and counties
without paved roads!9 Particularly Moldavia was badly
served. Railways entirely dominated the transportation of
people and goods. The domination of the railways was streng
thened after the war when they carried most of the increased
goods volume following industrialization:o. The first FYPs
did little to develop the road network. In 1956 paved roads
made up 4.8 per cent of the 76 000 kilometre network.
Modernization programmes were started in the late Fifties and
the paved share increased to 11.5 in 1965 51 and 20.0 in 1980~2

An additional 26.5 per cent had a 'light tarmac surface' in
1980.

Consumption of consumer goods and real income showed
less spectacular development than medical care or education.
The material standard of living remained depressed long after
the war. The purchasing power of the agricultural population
was reduced as their produce bought less industrial goods.
In 1952 the weighted average of prices that the peasant
received per kilogram of grain, meat and milk from all
sources, including compulsory deliveries and free market
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Table 126. Purchasing Power, The Cost in Working Time of Selected
Customer Goods. Hours (h) and Minutes

247

Item Prewar 1952 1955 1965 1975

White bread, kg 34 1h33a 1h48 52 34
Maize flour, kg 58a 1hOO 30 19
Sugar, kg 3h03 5h50b 3h41 1h41 1h09
Cow milk, 1 42 58 49 25 18
Pork meat, kg 6h38 5h19 3h58 3h12
Beer, 1 2h28 Ih12 46
Egg, 1 piece' 15 49 21 7c

Potatoes, kg 23 22 ab 22 13 11
Butter, kg Sh38 20h22a 9h31 4h46 c

Cheese, kg 8h54 3h34 c

Men's overcoat 549h 267h 172h
Dress 157h24 71h50 46h18
Men's leather shoes 144h 85h51 41h40 26h51
Bicycle 351h36 136h54 88h15
Electricity, kwh 15 4 2

Sources: Conrad (1953: 26-27), Ionescu (1956: 83), Scinteia (77.11.09),
(78.06.13)

Remarks: a - Rationed goods. Price calculated on 70 per cent rationed
and 30 per cent free market.

b - 1951 Source Ionescu (1956)
c - 1976

Data were based on average net wages, average working hours
per month and official retail prices. Rationing was abolished
in 1954. Data for 1955, 1965 and 1975 are official as pub
lished in Scinteia. Those for 1952 were based on information
in Conrad (1953). The prewar and 1951 (b) figures were pub
lished in Ionescu (1956) uncommented and without reference to
sources and should perhaps not be accepted at face value.

sales, bought only some 20 to 50 per cent of the sugar, shoes
and cloth it would have bought in 1938~3 The reduced purchas
ing power of the peasantry is even more spectacular consider
ing that in 1938 the same amount of agricultural products
bought only half the industrial products it would have bought
in 1913.54

Even among non-agricultural people real income remained
well below the prewar level. Real wages of blue-collar
workers probably attained the 1938 level around 1955 and
those of white-collar workers a few years later.55 Rationing
of basic food products, shoes and textiles was abolished in
1954. The increase in purchasing power, albeit from a very
low level, is clear from Table 126. The purchasing power of
a working hour almost doubled between 1955 and 1965, and by
1965 per capita food consumption was well above the 1938
level, Table 128.
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Table 127. Estimated Average Annual Per Capita Purchases from
Socialist Trade, Lei

1950 1955 1957 1959 1961 1963 1965

Rural population 349 830 1 012 1 054 1 329 1 605 1 883
Urban population 942 3 251 3 994 3 963 5 057 5 985 6 841

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1966: 65, 442-443)

Remarks: Socialist Retail Trade includes state and cooperative, but
not private trade (insignificant after 1950) or peasant
markets. Later data were not available.
Numbers were based on sales in rural and urban areas. It
was assumed that the rural population make a third of their
purchases in towns (see Dezvoltarea economica a Romaniei
1944-1964: 1964, 568 and Montias: 1967, 84).

The development of the purchasing power of the agricul
tural population is of particular interest as it mirrors the
penetration of the monetary economy into the agricultural
sector and the decline in subsistence farming. The diffe
rence between the rural and the urban populations has
remained large throughout the postwar period, Table 127. The
purchasing power of the agricultural population was actually
lower than indicated in Table 127, as an increasing share of
the rural population was non-agricultural. Assuming that the
latter had the same purchasing power as the urban people, it
can be concluded that per capita purchases among the agricul
tural population in 1956 were less than a sixth - 565 lei 56 

of those of the urban population.57 Available data do not
permit a chronological study, but the increase in rural per
capita purchases were obviously due not only to increasing
cash income among agricultural people, but also to an increas
ing share of wage workers in the rural population. Purchas
ing power increased much more slowly for the agricultural
population than for rural people as a whole.

Through collectivization, agricultural people were
deprived of much of their produce in return for payment in
kind and cash. The increase in rural retail purchases during
the years of collectivization - 1958 to 1962 - was fairly
modest, indicating that no large automatic increase in cash
income followed collectivization. Pay on collective farms
was low, Table 15, and still in the early Sixties largely in
kind.58 It was partly offset by reduced income from sales on
the peasant market. As state procurements on private and
collective farms increased their share from 38 per cent of
gross output in 1958 to 52 per cent in 1964,~ less was left
over for sales in the peasant markets, which accounted for
17.3 per cent of all retail sales of food products in 1959,
but for only 10.5 per cent in 1962. 00 On-farm consumption,
too, fell by five to eight per cent during collectivization.61

For the supply of basic food, peasant markets and
production for personal consumption remained important. In
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Table 128. Per Capita Consumption (A), Retail Sales of Consumer
Goods (B), and Retail Sales as Percentages of Consumption
(C)

Product 1938 1950 1965 1975
A A B C A B C A B C

Meat & meat
products, kg 21.1 16.7 5.3 32 26.6 11.0 41 45.7 39.2 86

Milk & dairy
products, 1 108.7 107.6 2.2 2 105.0 13.1 13 132.6 26.9 20

Eggs, pieces 73 59 1.7 3 115 16.5 14 214 62 29
Sugar &
products of
sugar 5.3 6.9 6.1 88 15.0 12.8 85 20.3 18.5 91

Vegetables, kg 44 65.6 6.4 10 75.3 19.1 25 112.6 38.2 34
Cloth &
clothes m2 n.a. 13.2 10.5 79 16.3 15.4 94 24.2 20.9 86

Shoes, pairs n.a. 0.6 0.5 85 2.0 1.9 96 3.1 3.0 98

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1971: 596-597), (1981: 512-513)
Anuarul Demografic (1974: 3), Scinteia 1978.06.13

Remarks: Data on per capita consumption were based on extensive annual
studies of household budgets and consumption patterns made by
the Statistical Bureau.
Those on retail sales refer to the socialist - state and
cooperative - sector only. Private shops had 10 per cent of
the retail sales in 1950, but none in 1965 and 1975. Peasant
markets accounted for 16 per cent of the retail sales in 1950,
less in 1965 and 1975. Data on peasant market sales are
approximate.

1965, three years after completion of the collectivization,
state and cooperative shops supplied only 13 per cent of the
milk and dairy products, 14 per cent of the eggs and 25 per
cent of the vegetables consumed. This reflects, on the one
hand, the inability of the socialist retail distribution to
meet consumer demands, quantitatively and qualitatively,
particularly for perishable food, and on the other hand,
continued production for private consumption and for the
peasant markets. Peasant markets played an important role as
buffers, dampening the effects of irregularities in the
supply of consumer goods by the socialist retail system. The
traditional sources of food supply peasant markets and
production for personal consumption - and the barter economy
continued to exist under more favourable conditions than they
would have done in a market economy because of the inadequate
socialist retail system.

Official data on household expenditure patterns, Table
129, indicate considerable differences in the material
standard of living between peasant and workers households.
Peasants spend relatively more on food and beverages than
workers, 63 against 46 per cent, and less on all other items.
The dominance of food in both workers' and peasants' budgets
reflects both low levels of income and generally low cost of
housing and medical care. Peasant expenditures on 'non-



250 CHAPTER SIX

Table 129. Household Expenditure Patterns in 1980, Percentages

Items Workers Peasants

Food and beverages
Clothing
Housing, including heating
Capital goods and their maintenance
Health
Transport and telephone
Culture and education
Other expenditures

45.6
17.5
10.8
7.8
0.9
8.6
5.4
3.4

62.7
13.8

9.2
4.7
0.7
3.7
3.0
2.2

Source: Anuarul Statistic (1982: 51)

Remarks: Data are based on official sample investigations. Peasant
households include cooperative peasants only. It is uncertain
if data refer to cash expenditure only, or if on-farm consump
tion of food is included for peasant households.

basic' items as capital goods, transport, telephone, culture
and education are conspicuously small.

A more detailed investigation of variations in the
standard of living must be based on field studies for lack of
national data. Two extensive field studies 62 indicate that
rural-urban differences in the standard of living are both of
an occupational and residential nature. Non-agricultural
rural people enjoy a higher material standard than their
agricultural neighbours, but a lower standard than their
urban compatriots.

The questionnaire applied to households in the Oas
region 63 disclosed large differences in the possession of
capital goods between agricultural and non-agricultural
households, Table 130. Three-fourths of the non-agricultural
population had electricity against 47 per cent of the peasant
households 64 and this may partly explain the differences in
the possession of electrical appliances such as refrigera
tors, washing-machines, grammophones and TV-sets. However,
electricity too, is an indicator of standard of living. The
pattern indicates that differences between peasant and
non-agricultural households were due to cultural factors as
well as to differences in disposable income. Most capital
goods listed in Table 130 are modern devices and some may not
easily be integrated into the traditional life style of the
peasant. It is significant that a radio is usually the first
modern capital good a peasant family will acquire, followed
by a TV-set, while a washing-machine or a refrigerator come
much further down on the peasant's shopping list. This
priority does not reflect cost only, as both washing-machines
and refrigerators are cheaper than TV-sets. However, the
introduction of washing-machines and refrigerators meets with
some resistance as the use of these goods implies a change of
habits. Even when money is no objection, peasant wives and
daughters will still wash the clothes in the local stream, as
the use of a washing-machine confines them to their home,
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Table 130. Possession of Capital Goods by Socio-economic Types of
Households in the Das Region in 1978, Percentages

Item
Type of household

A B C D

Radio 29.6 51.0 43.2 49.6
TV 8.8 23.1 14.2 42.0
Washing-machine 0.8 10.6 3.3 25.2
Bicycle 3.7 13.5 10.2 17.6
Iron 5.5 18.3 12.5 37.0
Car 1.0 3.8 2.5 6.7
Sewing-machine 17.0 29.8 24.6 23.5
Grammophone 4.6 7.7 4.5 16.0
Refrigerator 2.0 9.6 3.9 27.7

Source: Survey Das (1979)

Remarks: A - Peasant household
B - Wage-worker in agriculture
C - Semi-agricultural household with both farm and wage income
D - Non-agricultural household
Data are based on an investigation of 2 672 households in the
villages of Camirzana, Certeze, Tur and Turt in the Das region.
Of the investigated households, 1 535 belonged to group A, 104
to group B, 914 to group C and 119 to group D.
It should be noted that the investigation was carried out in
economically backward villages with possession of capital goods
generally below the national average.

deprives them of a source of social contact and subjects them
to slander and a reputation for being lazy. Cooking and diet
is closely linked to the traditional means of preserving food
and the efficient use of a refrigerator requires modifica
tions in cooking and food habits. The high percentage 0 f
peasant households possessing a sewing-machine reflects their
tradition of making their own clothes. Sewing-machines have
been a favourite dowry item. Most sewing-machines are not
electrical. There were differences in the standard of
housing, too. Forty-eight per cent of the non-agricultural
households had a separate kitchen, but only 30 per cent of
the peasant households. The corresponding percentages for
separate bathroom were 10 and 3 and for earth floor 37 and
65.

The study of intellectuals working in rural areas in the
county of Cluj demonstrated clearly that rural-urban diffe
rences in the standard of living cannot be explained by
the industrial structure of the rural and urban population
alone. Intellectuals working in rural areas, but living in
towns possess more capital goods and have considerably higher
housing standard than their colleagues living in rural areas,
Table 131. Although 65 per cent were rural born, 61 per cent
preferred to live in a town and commute to work in the
village. Most saw their present post as temporary. Only 7
per cent of the commuters planned to buy an apartment or a
house in the village within the next five years and 53 per
cent wanted to obtain an urban post. All were asked to state
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Table 131.

Item

CHAPTER SIX

Possession of Capital Goods and Housing Standard in 1974
among Intellectuals Working in Rural Areas in Cluj County
by Place of Residence, Percentages

Residenc.e in
Rural areas Urban areas

Radio and TV
Washing-machine
Refrigerator
Vacuum cleaner
Bicycle
Car
Bathroom with tub

53.1
52.0
44.7
30.8
31.1
10.4
11.2

68.0
63.3
69.1
54.4
17.4
19.3
72.0

Source: Survey Rural Intellectuals (1974)

Remarks: Data are based on a questionnaire answered by 1 815 of 3 800
intellectuals working in rural areas in the county of Cluj
in 1974, of whom 1 093 lived in urban areas and commuted to
their rural jobs. Intellectuals were defined as persons with
university or equivalent education.

the main reasons for preferring an urban post to a rural.
The answers cast light on the perceived disadvantages of
rural life. Material motives dominated (51 per cent)
followed by cultural (18) and professional (18) and family
reasons (14 per cent). The main material reasons were poor
housing conditions, inadequate supply of goods in village
shops and problems of transportation. Difficult conditions
of work was the main 'professional motive', followed by poor
conditions of study and documentation, poor career possibi
lities and a generally unintellectual environment. Poor
schools and absence of higher institutes of learning was an
important family motive.

CULTURAL CHANGE

The traditionally large cuI tural differences between rura I
and urban areas were pointed out in the introduction to this
study. Industrialization, urbanization and not least educa
tion has affected both rural and urban culture in a number of
ways and the rural-urban cultural gap has diminished. In
rural areas craft skills are rapidly being forgotten follow
ing the development of manufacturing and traditional ethic
codes are undermined by the spread of education and through
urban influence. Active culture in the form of folk songs,
dances, story-telling etc has been exchanged for passive
culture consumption by means of TV, radio, grammophone, books
etc. Urban culture changes, too, following massive rural
urban migration. The peasant vlho migrates to town brings
much of his culture with him. The adoption of a new culture
is a slow process, and when a large number of rural dwellers
move to the town, they will change the character of the town,
just as the town, in time, will change them. In the postwar



CHAPTER SIX 253

period it has been an explicit goal of the government to
exchange the bourgeois and peasant cultures for a new,
socialist culture, based on officially sanctioned ethnics and
values.

A full exploration of this vast and important field is
beyond the scope of this study, but a few illustrations of
the cultural aspects of the urban transition will be made.

Rural life has a more pronounced annual rhythm than
urban life, following the changes of the seasons through the
agricultural work and strictly regulated by the church
calendar. There is a time for each activity. Both the
Orthodox, the Roman Catholic and previously also the Greek
Catholic Church~ have a strong influence on the life rhythm
of its followers. Particularly the Orthodox Church is rich
in traditions, has a large number of holidays and demands
strict adherence to the lents .66 The church influence on
rural and urban life is particularly interesting as seculari
zation has been associated with urbanization in most coun
tries. In Romania it is also an official policy.

The distribution of weddings over the year is good
indicator of church influence, since the church forbids
weddings during lent. The rhythm of agricultural work can
also be expected to influence the timing of weddings. Table
132 gives a clear and unequivocal picture of increasing
secularization. The distribution of weddings over the year
has become increasingly even. The standard deviation around
the mean of 8.3 per cent per month fell from 9.0 in 1899 to
1.6 in 1973~7 January and February in particular, but also

Table 132. Distribution of Weddings by Month for Selected Years,
Percentages

Month 1899 1931 1932 1937 1938 1957 1965 1973

January 20.2 11" 9 10.1 10.0 8.8 9.5 8.4 6.7
February 29.2 17.2 18.4 17.7 19.6 13.9 12.3 8.4
March 0.7 2.7 9.7 12.1 5.8 6.9 7.6 6.9
April 1.4 3.7 2.5 3.1 3.4 5.1 6.2 5.8
May 2.8 7.2 4.2 4.6 5.0 6.1 6.3 7.3
June 2.3 4.3 4.9 5.0 5.3 6.0 6.3 7.8
July 2.7 4.3 3.9 4.3 4.2 5.3 6.9 8.4
August 2.0 4.0 3.6 4.3 4.3 5.9 7.1 9.5
September 4.9 6.0 3.6 4.3 4.3 5.9 7.1 9.5
October 12.9 13.3 11.8 11.8 12.6 12.1 11.7 11.8
November 14.4 18.0 17.9 14.6 16.9 12.6 10.8 9.3
December 6.5 7.4 7.4 6.3 7.0 8.2 8.5 8.3
All months 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Standard
deviation 9.0 5.4 5.4 4.8 5.3 3.1 2.1 1.6

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1909: 55), (1967: 94-95), Anuarul Demografic
(1938: 198-199), (1967: 204-205), (1974: 340), Miscarea
Populatiei Romaniei (1931: 120-121), (1932: 174-175), (1937:
200-201)
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Table 133. Distribution of Weddings by Month in 1931, 1938 and 1965
in Rural and Urban Areas, Percentages

Month
1931 1948 1965

Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban

January 12.5 9.2 9.3 6.6 9.5 7.1
February 18.6 10.1 22.0 10.6 14.7 9.4
March 2.2 5.4 5.5 7.0 7.9 7.3
April 3.1 6.8 2.7 6.3 5.6 6.9
May 7.0 7.8 4.8 5.8 6.1 6.6
June 3.8 6.8 4.6 8.1 5.4 7.4
July 3.6 7.8 3.3 7.5 5.2 8.9
August 3.3 7.6 3.6 7.2 5.5 9.0
September 5.6 7.8 6.6 8.8 7.2 8.7
October 13.6 11.2 12.9 11.5 12.9 10.2
November 19.5 11.1 18.4 11.1 12.4 9.0
December 7.2 8.4 6.3 9.5 7.7 9.6
All months 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Standard
deviation 6.2 1.8 6.3 2.0 3.3 1.2

Sources: Anuarul Demografic (1938: 198-199), (1967: 94-95), Miscarea
Populatiei Romaniei (1931: 120-121)

October and November, have been popular months for marriages,
as they do not coincide with either lent or with work peak in
agriculture. January and February were also particularly
suitable for supply of wine and meat. In 1899 almost every
other wedding took place in these two months, but only 15 per
cent in 1973. The low frequency of weddings during the
summer months was a regional phenomenon. It was much more
pronounced in the regions of the Old Kingdom than in Crisana
Banat, Maramures, or Transylvania. At the turn of the
century weddings during the Easter lent were very infrequent
and Jews may well have accounted for most of them. Since
then the frequency has continuously increased. The increase
has been particularly fast in the postwar period and by 1973
weddings during lent were almost as frequent as during the
rest of the year.

Weddings data for rural and urban areas, Table 133,
clearly show that the church influence was much stronger in
villages than in towns. This observation comes as no sur
prise to anyone who has travelled in Romania on a Sunday,
when full village churches contrast to half-empty churches in
towns. Yet, the apparently small church influence in towns
in the interwar period is noteworthy. The data also indicate
a rapid rural secularization in the postwar period.

However, abidance by church rules was probably stronger
that indicated by the data. Eastern time, and consequently
the time of the Eastern lent, varies from year to year. Lent
is always in March and/or April, b~t often does not coincide
with full months. Furthermore, the times of the Orthodox and
the Catholic~Easter do not, as a rule coincide, nor do their
lent. The statistics refer to the time of the civil wedding,
which is compulsory. To most rural people it is the church
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wedding that counts and the civil wedding is often seen as a
mere formality.~ Often the young couple will be officially
married before the mayor soon after the agreement to marry
has been made. The church wedding requires much preparation
and will often take place weeks later. The couple does not
live together as married until after the church wedding.

As church influence declines, socialist ethic and values
do not automatically take its place. In spite of indoctrina
tion through frequent campaigns and through the entire
educational system, the penetration of the 'socialist cul
ture I has made slow progress. 70 In an investigation of the
'moral consciousness' in Oas 71 a stratified sample of 999
adults were asked which qualities they appreciated most in a
person. The most frequent answers were honesty (22.5 per
cent) and industriousness (20.5), followed by kindness (5.3),
courage (4.3) and sincerity (4.0 per cent). Only few - 3.3
per cent - stated specific socialist qualities; i.e. front
worker (0.8), fulfilling work norms (0.7), irreproachable
political schooling, a good communist, a proletarian moral
and patriotism (0.3 per cent each). Religious qualities,
too, received low values, i.e. piousness (0.3 per cent). The
sample consisted of 30 per cent party members and 20 per cent
members in the communist youth organization (UTC).

Differences in the mode of life between the agricultural
and non-agricultural population are reflected in their
respective time budgets, Tables 134 and 135. The differences
conditioned by work are striking. The non-agricultural
population spent considerably more time at work than the
agricultural, both in the winter and in the summer.. The
non-agricultural population in these villages have not cut
off their ties with agriculture. In the summer they devoted
over two hours per day to farm work. The seasonal variations
in the work load of the agricultural population were very
large. Traditionally the crafts complemented agricultural
work in the winter. The women would spin, weave and do
needle-work and the men would make and mend tools. With the
decline of the crafts, the time spent idly in the winter has
increased as alternative occupations are not usually avail
able. The study indicate that even in the summer the peasant
spent only seven hours a day on agricultural work. By
contrast, they spent much more time in household work than
the non-agricultural people.

Differences were also important in the use of spare time
on Sundays. Remarkably much time was spent in church. An
average orthodox sermon lasts for 3 - 3~ hours and the data
indicate that the entire agricultural population went to
church in the winter. Even if this was the case, three hours
is improbably much, as many do not stay for the whole ser
vice. Religiousity is confirmed by the insignificant time
spent on farm work on Sundays even in the summer. The large
difference in the time spent at church between the agricul
tural and the non-agricultural people indicate that the
latter was more secularized. Country-dancing is a favourite
Sunday activity in these parts. The young will gather at the
outdoor dancing place after church and dance until the
evening,72 dressed up in their folk costumes. Visits is also a
popular Sunday activity. The very low amounts for reading
and watching TV for particularly the agricultural population
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Table 134. Allocation of Time on Weekday Activities among Active
Agricultural and Non-agricultural People, Hours (h) and
Minutes

Activity
Agricultural

summer winter
Non-agricultural

summer winter

Sleep, hygiene and eating
Agricultural work
Non-agricultural work
Household work
Shopping, administrative, various
Free time, cultural activities

Source: Barsan et al (1980)

9h45
7h12

4h40
Ih20
Ih05

IIh30
Oh30

4hOO
5h90
2hOO

9h25
2h12
8h25
2hl0
Oh50
IhOO

9h55
OhIO
9h35
Ih25
Ih34
Ih20

Remarks: Data are based on field studies in the villages Racsa and Tur
in the Das region in June 1975 and February 1976. 688 persons
(374 agricultural and 314 non-agricultural) were interviewed
on their activities the preceding day. Agricultural and non
agricultural work include transfer time.

Table 135. Allocation of Time on Sunday Activities among Active
Agricultural and Non-agricultural People, Hours (h) and
Minutes

Activity Agricultural
summer winter

Non-agricultural
summer winter

Sleep, hygiene and eating 12h25 13h33 I2h25
Agricultural work OhIO Oh04 Oh07
Non-agricultural work Ih50
Household work 4h27 Ih50 2h13
Shopping, administrative, various Ih06 IhlD Ih35
Free time, cultural activities of 5h52 7h25 5h50
which spent on: reading Oh05 Oh05 OhI3

watching TV OhOl Oh07 OhIO
bars, cafes Oh08 Oh18 Oh20
visits 2h45 Ih35 2h47
public/collective
work OhOI Oh02 OhOI
cultural activities,
dancing Ih12 Ih47 Oh55
church 1h2I 3h05 Ih03
weddings, baptisms OhI5 Oh23 OhI7

Source: Barsan et al (1980)

Remarks: See Table 134

12h90

Ih22
Ih17
Ih35
6h53
Oh27
Oh14
OhSO
Ih35

1h32
1h53
Oh08

indicate that most people did not engage in these activities
at all.

For a nunlber of reasons conclusions based on the time
budgets should be made with reservation. Firstly, no
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distinction was made between men and women. What appears to
be a difference between agricultural and non-agricultural
people may primarily be a male-female difference, as fewer
women than men were found in non-agricul tural industries.
This probably explains the difference in the time spent on
household work. In addition, the distinction between house
hold and agricultural work often tends to be vague.
Secondly, the data were not based on direct observations, but
on interviews. The difficul ties in recollecting how each
hour and minute was spent the previous day are obvious.
Thirdly, there is no reason to believe that the villages
where the study was conducted were representative of the
whole country. Racsa is an economically backward village,
which has preserved many archaic traits. Agriculture is not
collectivized and land is poor. Tur, the other village, is a
more prosperous village in the vicinity of the small town
Negresti-Oas fl Agricul ture in Tur is collectivized fl 1'-1any
commute to non-farm jobs in Negresti-Oas.

A socio-economic survey made in eight communes in the
mountainous Apuseni region in 1980 casts light on the cul
tural differences between the social groups. Poor agricul
ture, which has remained largely uncollectivized, led early
to a flourishing handicraft industry in this region. Agri
culture was combined with artisan industry and the products
were sold during extensive journeys throughout the country.73
In the last few decades both agriculture and handicraft have
declined and the region has suffered heavy out-migration.

Endowment with cultural attributes - e.g. possession of
radio, TV, books, Table 136 - as well as cultural manifesta
tion 74 - e.g. reading, listening to radio, watching TV, Table
137 - registered generally very low values in the study area.
Their absolute level are not representative for rural Romania
as a whole, as the region has remained one of the econo
mically most backward in the country. The study revealed

Table 136. Selected Socio-economic Characteristics by Category of
Households in Eight Communes in the Apuseni Mountains in
1980, Percentages

Category of household
Peasant Artisan Worker All categories

Electrified 53.4 67 .. 5 83.4 62.1
Possess radio 37.5 54 .. 7 63.3 49.8
Possess TV 12.3 21.4 42.6 25.3
Possess books 26.9 53.8 47.8 37.1
Possess savings account 30.7 49.6 49.4 39.6
Subscribe to newspaper 38.0 64.3 70.5 45.5

Source: Survey Apuseni (1980)

Remarks: The survey was based on a sample of 2 100 households in the
communes of Avram lancu, Girda, lara, Mogos, Salciua and Vidra
in the county of Alba and Belis and Marisel in the county of
Cluj. Of the sampled households, 759 were classified as
peasant, 117 as artisan and 745 as wage-worker.
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Table 137. Cultural Characteristics of Heads of Households by Main
Social Groups in Eight Communes in the Apuseni Mountains in
1980, Percentages

Peasant
Social groups

Artisan Worker All groups

More than 4 years primary
school 23.3 54.6 65.7 42.1

Read books; daily 1.1 3.6 6.0 3.6
; never 92.2 74.1 74.3 71.3

Listen to radio; daily 11.2 22.8 31.3 21.2
never 67.2 50.0 34.0 52.1

Watch TV; daily 3.7 4.4 21.7 11.4
; never 81..9 76.1 48.9 68.3

Visit neighbouring town:
daily 3.0 5.2 16.8 8.4
never 41.2 12.0 24.1 34.6

Source: Survey Apuseni (1980)

Remarks: For sample characteristics, see Table 136.
'Never' includes those who professed to engaged in the activity
less than once a year.

considerable differences in these respects between the main
social groups. The peasants scored much lower values than
the workers. The artisans generally registered intermediate
values. Differences between the social groups in education,
age and income probably explain much of the registered
cultural differences. However, that does not make them any
less significant.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING
REMARKS

The urban transition in Romania since World War I falls into
three main periods, the pre-World War I, the interwar and the
postwar period. World War I and the subsequent land reforms
turned Romania into a country fundamentally different from
the Old Kingdom, which had been based on export-oriented
agricul ture owned by the landed gentry, who had dominated
political and economic life, and on a manufacturing sector
restricted to the small, albeit fast-growing, oil industry.

After the war Romania doubled both its territory and
population. Although the ethnic bonds with the new provinces
were strong.' The difficulties in transforming Romania into
an economically and socially unitary nation marked interwar
development. The land reforms changed the social structure
entirely. Possession of land gave the peasants both economic
and political power, at the expense of the landed gentry.
Romania remained a pronounced agrarian society throughout the
interwar period. The development of manufacturing failed to
create alternative employment opportunities to the increasing
agricultural population. Employment in manufacturing
increased at a slow rate, particularly after 1930, Table 43,
and was balanced by a decline of handicraft employment. The
geographic net effect was a concentration of employment in
secondary activities to a few large towns, particularly
Bucuresti, Tables 44-46. In Crisana-Banat, Maramures and
Transylvania secondary employment in rural areas declined
between 1910 and 1930,2 Table 48. Entire regions saw a
decline in secondary employment, notably Oltenia and
f.1untenia, as there was a strong· concentration of manu
facturing to Bucuresti and the Prahova Valley, Tables 44-47.

The population increase between 1930 and 1941 was
equally divided between the agricultural and the
non-agricultural sectors ,13 resul ting in an increase of the
share of non-farm population by a mere 2.6 percentage units.
The increase in the agr icultural population was not
accompanied by a corresponding increase in production.
Fragmentation of holdings and plots and lack of capital were
obstacles to increased productivity and production.
Subsistence agriculture prevailed and the conditions of life
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of the peasantry remained depressed. Rural poverty rather
than industrial growth was the main cause behind rural-urban
migration. The urban population increased at an annual rate
of 1.4 per cent in 1912-1930 4 and at 2.1 per cent in 1930-41,
Table 138, i.e. at slightly more than twice the rural rate.
The rates of natural increase were much lower in urban than
in rural areas and urban growth was largely migration based.
In Bucuresti and the other large cities, as well as in towns
in Crisana-Banat and Transylvania natural increase was
generally insignificant.

Table 138. Annual Rates of Population Change in Rural and Urban Areas~

Percentages

Category 1912-30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

Rural areas 0.47 0.95 -0.19 0.74 0.18 -0.15
Urban areas 1.36 2.06 -0.29 2.52 2.54 3.12
All areas 0.60 1.19 -0.22 1.21 0.88 1.13

Sources: Tables 84, 92-94, 97

Remarks: All data refer to cohorts.

Bucuresti dominated urban growth entirely. It accounted
for almost half the urban population increase in 1930-1941
and increased its share of the urban population from 16.5 per
cent in 1912 to 20.9 in 1930 to 26.1 in 1941 and to 28.1 per
cent in 1948. Besides Bucuresti, the large towns registered
the highest growth rates in 1912-30. In 1930-1941 growth
rates were more evenly distributed between size-groups of
towns. Transylvania and Dobrogea with the port of
Constanta :r:egistered the highest urban growth rates in
1912-1930, while rates in Oltenia, Bessarabia, Bucovina,
Muntenia and Crisana-Banat were well below the national
average. Urban growth rates in Oltenia and Muntenia
increased considerably after 1930, but fell in Moldavia and
r·laramures, Table 84.. r-:lany towns had a poorly developed
economic base. There was a marked difference in this respect
between the towns in th~ regions of the Old Kingdom on the
one hand and to\vns in Crisana-Banat, !'-1aramures, and
Transylvania on the other. In the former regions there were
only a few large towns with a developed manufacturing sector
and agricul ture was still the main industry in many towns,
Figure 7. In the latter regions secondary and tertiary
industries predominated also in small towns and there were
few agricultural town.

The difficult war years were followed by a period of

\
~xtreme hardship, caused by pilferage and economic
exploitation by the Soviet Union, which culminated in two
consecutive years of famine - 1946 and 1947. Infant
Imortality peaked in 1947. By 1948 the new regime had
!consolidated the political power and acquired economic
Icontrol over the non-agricul tural sectors of the economy.
The banks and the large manufacturing and commercial firms
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"tvere all nationalized. The development programme initiated
in 1948 aimed at a rapid creation of a heavy Iaanufacturing
base and gave top priority to the develop~ent of mining and
metallurgy. Centres of mining and metallurgy as Hunedoara,
Petrosani and Resi ta boomed and a number of other mining
centres were developed into towns. The origin of these new
towns in the socialist development was sometimes stressed by
their names, e.g. Dr. Petru Groza, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej and
Victoria. Manufacturing was developed largely through
expansion of existing plants. New plants were often located
in traditional industrial areas 5 as BrasQv, Constanta and
Sibiu and regional differences in economic development
increased. The small concern for regional development
appeared clearly from the regional distribution of
investments 6 and was illustrated by the degrading of fourteen
towns, most of which \iere commercial centres in backward
agricultural areas. The intensive industrialization efforts
led to strains on the economy and was brought to a near halt
in 1953, after the death of Stalin. The following five years
offered a 'breathing spell', with slow economic growth, but
increasing standards of ~iving through a shift from
investments to consumption. Agricultural production
increased slowly from a very low level in the first postwar
years. High compulsory delivery quotas at very low prices
impoverished the peasants, but failed to increase production.
After 1953 they were scaled down as incentives were substi
tuted for coercion. Mechanization was confined to the small
state sector and overall productivity remained very low. In
1956 some 12 million, 70 per cent of the total population,
lived from agriculture, i. e. an increase of over a million
since 1930. Agricultural production in 1956, which was a bad
year, was slightly less than in 1938, Table 55, and not much
larger than in 1930. The main shift in the industrial
structure in the first postwar decades was from tertiary to
secondary employment,7 Table 61. The rate of employment in
agriculture fell only sightly.

Urban growth averaged 2.5 per cent per year in 1948-56.
High rates of natural increase was an important complement to
migration for urban growth and more than compensated for the
migrational losses in rural areas. There were large regional
as well as town to town variations in the growth rates.
Towns based on mining and metallurgy registered the highest
growth rates, more than twice the national average, in sharp
contrast to previous periods, Table 139. Seven of the nine
towns that doubled their population in this period belonged
to this category. Important manufacturing centres, notably
Brasov and Sibiu, and the main ports, Constanta and Galati,
grew at fast rates, too. The sustained rapid growth of
Bucuresti was broken as migration to the capital was curbed.
Transylvania and Dobrogea had the highest urban growth rates
and poorly developed Oltenia and Muntenia the lowest.

The collectivization of agriculture in 1958-62 was
combined with a mechanization drive. The collectivization
cut the peasants' bonds to the land and mechanization reduced
demand for agricultural labour. Hence, underutilization of
labour became a pressing problem in agriculture. According
to official calculations productivity in the non-agricultural
sectors was five times higher than in agriculture~8 The
collectivization coincided with a new industrialization
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Table 139. Urban growth by Category of Towns. Index: National average 
100 for each period

Category 1912-30 1930-41 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

Towns based on mlnlng
and metallurgy 45 59 237 141 40

Bucuresti 255 213 77 56 82
Capitals of 1956 regions 135 72 118 131 141
Other. towns 36 68 86 101 90

Capita).s of 1968 counties 41 73 69 97 154
Other towns 33 64 96 104 61

All towns 100 100 100 10.0 100

Sources: Appendix, Table 32

Remarks: Towns based on mining and metallurgy - town with at least a
third of the active population in mining and metallurgy in
1966, for 1912-30 and 1930-41 either in 1966 or in 1930.
These towns were in 1966 Anina, Baia Sprie, Balan, Brad,
Cavnic, Calan, Cimpia Turzii, Copsa Mica, Hunedoara, Lupeni,
Moreni, Motru, Nucet, Otelu Rosu, Petrila, Ticleni, Uricani,
Vlahita, Vulcan and Zlatna. In 1930 also Petrosani, Resita and
Slanic.

Capitals of 1956 regions - Bacau, Baia Mare, Brasov, Cluj,
Constanta, Craiova, Deva, Galati, Iasi, Oradea, Pitesti,
Ploiesti, Satu Mare, Suceava, Timisoara and Tirgu Mures.

Capitals of 1968 counties - county capitals excluding Bucuresti
and capitals of 1956 regions. I.e. Alba lulia, Alexandria,
Arad, Bistrita, Botosani, Braila, Buzau, Focsani, Miercurea
Ciue, Piatra Neamt, Resita, Rimnicu Vileea, Sfintu Gheorghe,
Sibiu, Slatina, Slobozia, Tirgoviste, Tirgu Jiu, Tulcea, Turnu
Severin, Vaslui and Zalau.

drive. The focus was still on heavy manufacturing, but
mining and metallurgy no longer received absolute priority.
The change in the development strategy indicates a shift in
goals, from developing a strong base of heavy industry to
developing the working class. To increase manufacturing
employment became a main development objective. vvage and
salary employment increased by almost 200 000 per year in
1958-65, against 32 000 in 1953-58, and the agricultural
population declined both absolutely and relati·vely. As a
logical consequence of the shift in policy, regional develop
ment aspects received increased attention 0 However, the
division of the country into sixteen large regions provided a
crude instrument for regional planning. Spatial development
efforts focused on regions wi th large agricultural popula
tions and poorly developed manufacturing, particularly
01tenia, but also Bucuresti? Suceava and Galati. In the
latter two regions development was concentrated to the
regional capitals. Intraregional variations in development
were usually ignored. The focus on the Danubian Plain is
easily explained. Collectivization and mechanization of
agriculture was fastest in these parts and a poorly developed
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manufacturing sector10 meant a small supply of non-farm jobs.

Urban growth average 2.5 per cent per year in 1956-66,
the same as in 1948-56. Falling rates of natural increase
made urban growth increasingly migration-based and led to a
sharp decline in rural growth, Table 138. In Crisana-Banat,
Transylvania and Oltenia the rural population decreased. The
town to town variations in growth were much smaller than in
previous periods. A number of previously slow-growing towns
in Oltenia, Muntenia and Moldavia registered increased
gro\vth, while the rates of the mining and metallurgy towns
fell sharply. There was a pronounced regional shift in urban
growth, from Transylvania and Crisana-Banat to the regions of
the Old Kingdom and Maramures. The growth of Bucuresti
slowed down further and the capital grew at little more than
half the national rate.

Spatial development planning became increasingly
sophisticated after 1965 and was made an important complement
to sectoral planning. The exchange of 16 regions for 40
counties in 1968 considerably improved the administrative
division as an instrument for regional development. The
design of the counties, the choice of county capitals and the
granting of urban status to a large number of rural communes
emphasized the reform as an expression of increased concern
for spatial development. In the early Seventies a
comprehensive programme for restructuring the entire system
of localities into a well-defined hierarchy v/ith a
predetermined place and function for each locality and region
by means of industrialization and transfer of labour from
agriculture to other sectors of the economy was elaborated 
the systematization programme. Spatial development, in the
past little more than a consequence of sectoral development,
emerged as central to the national programme, which reflected
a shift in goal from a socialist economy to a socialist
society. A simplistic view of towns as mere centres of
manufacturing was exchanged for a more complex view stressing
centre-umland relations and the role of urban places as
providers of central services and non-farm jobs and as
diffusers of the urban, socialist culture to the rural
umland.

Rapid industrialization and economic growth charac
terized most of the Sixties and Seventies. Employment in
secondary and tertiary industries increased by 2.4 million
between 1966 and 1977, i. e. from 47 to 63 per cent of the
active population. Employment in agriculture fell at an
increasing rate after the collectivization, by 1 .. 4 million
between 1956 and 1966 - by then approximately the same as in
1930 - and by 1.9 million between 1966 and 1977. Preliminary
data indicate a further decline by half a million between
1977 and 1980. Increases in agricultural productivity more
than compensated for the decline in labour. Production
doubled between 1960 and 1980, but remained unimpressive by
international comparison. The rural non-farm population
increased by almost a million between 1966 and 1977, from 23
to 41 per cent of the labour force in rural areas. However,
this increase was largely due to rural-urban commuting and
the increase in the non-farm rural day population was much
less impressive.
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The urban population increased at a higher rate in
1966-77 than in any previous period - 3.1 per cent a year.
This was mainly due to increased rates of natural increase in
urban areas over 1956-66. Rural-urban migration was only
slightly larger than in previous periods e Sustained high
rates of rural-urban migration and falling rates of natural
increase led to a decrease of the rural population in all
regions. Variations in urban growth by county were smaller
than in previous periods. There was no longer any positive
correlation between the manufacturing base and urban growth.
Highly industrialized counties, such as Caras-Severin and
Hunedoara, had growth rates well below the national average,
while the urban population in a number of predominantly agri
cultural counties grew rapidly. Most mining and metallurgy
towns stagnated, Table 1398 A number of these towns regis
tered an absolute fall in en1ployment in mining, metallurgy
and metal processing: Anina -35 per cent, Baia Sprie -43,
Cavnic -11, Calan -13, Hunedoara -13, Petrila - 11, Resita -9
and Zlatna -24 per cent among others. The development of
economically lagging counties was largely concentrated to the
county capitals. Most of the new county capitals grew at
rates much above the national average, Table 139. The growth
rate of Bucuresti increased, but remained below the national
average.

The Romanian case indicates that centrally planned
urbanization differ in several respects from urbanization in
a market economy. However, as we do not know what course the
urban transition in Romania would have taken in a different
economic and political setting the effects of the intro
duction of a centrally planned economy based on a socialist
ideology on postwar urbanization cannot be determined with
certainty or quantitatively, although comparisons with
development in previous periods offer some help. Kansky,
among others, has pointed out that governments do not have
perfect control over urbanization in centrally planned
economies. Also, it is well-known that government interven
tion affect urbanization in market economies as well. Hence,
differences in urbanization between the two systems are often
in degree rather than in kind. It is conceptually useful to
distinguish between features in the urban transition that are
due to the system on the one hand and to the policies on the
other. However, as the policies in many instances are direct
effects of the system and the ideology, it is not alway s
possible or practical to make this distinction. A case in
point is the brief period of rapid growth of the mining and
metallurgy towns after 1948. A direct effect of government
policy, this was nevertheless an inevitable consequence of
the adherence to a Marxist-Leninist development philosophy.
Some of the effects resulting from the collectivization of
agriculture and of the complete government control over
investment decisions, on the other hand, can be directly be
attributed to the system. The following observations should
not be seen as firm conclusions of the study but rather as
generated and, hopefully, thought-provoking hypotheses, in
need of further investigation.

A main feature in the postwar urbanization has been the
importance of the regional administrative division and the
official status of localities to the growth and development
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pattern. The administrative map has been used for regional
development and for channeling of investments 0 The
administrative reform in 1968 clearly showed, through the
design of the new counties and public statements, that the
administrative division was intentionally used as an
instrument for regional development.11 The substitution of 40
counties for 16 regions was motivated by the sophistication
and the level of social and economic development attained in
the mid-Sixties~2 which permitted the use of a finer scale in
the regional development planning. Analogously, the low
level of economic development and the focus on creating a
national manufacturing base motivated the exchange of 54
counties for 16 regions in 1950. A focus on interregional
differences and a disregard for intraregional differences
follows from the use of the region as a basis for regional
distribution of investments and resources, and is clear from
empirical data. Investments have tended to be concentrated
to the regional/county capitals, particularly in regions with
a low level of development and \vhere special developmen t
efforts have been made. Ostensibly, this reflects a reliance
on a growth pole theory. The county capi tals are sometimes
referred to as growth centres and policy statements 13. reveal
that a strong spread effect is expected from the centres to
the, often large, umlands.

The new county capitals that emerged through the 1968
administrative reform provide eloquent examples of the
importance of the official status of localities to their
growth. The relative growth rate of these towns increased
from 97 per cent of the national average in 1956-66 to 154
per cent in 1966-77, Table 139. Small provincial towns with
poor previous growth records as Slobozia, Vaslui and Zalau
suddenly received massive investments and more than doubled
their population in the Seventies. In the four cases where
the new county capital was not also the largest town, their
growth rates increased several fold, Table 140. It is
interesting to note that the combined growth rate of the
'other towns', i.e. the large number of towns that did not
receive capital status through the reform, deteriorated
sharply in relatively terms, Table 139. Hence, the
concentration of the intra-county urban growth to the county
capital was much more pronounced after the reform than the
intra-regional concentration to the regional capitals had
been under the old administrative system. A main effect of

Table 140. Annual Growth Rates of the County Capital and the Largest
Town in Counties Where These Were Not the Same in 1966,
Percentages

County County capital Largest town
1956-66 1966-77 1956-66 1966-77

Harghita 2.47 6.71 2.55 4.29
Ialomita 2.58 8.47 3.37 3.12
Te1eorman 1.27 5.06 3.85 1.89
Vas lui 1.91 7.48 2.50 2.87

Source: Appendix, Table 32
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the administrative reform was the creation of forty growth
centres.

A general conclusion is that discrepancies between the
official and the 'real' status of a locality can be expected
to exercise a strong influence on its growth. If the former
is higher than the latter, as was the case with many of the
new county capitals after 1968, the influence will be
positive. If the reverse is true, as was the case with the
towns that lost their urban status in 1950 as well as with
most of the towns that lost their status as county capitals
in the same year, the influence will be negative and
stagnation or near-stagnation will follow.

Although the county capitals provide the best example of
the importance of the administrative status to growth, the
phenomenon can be seen at all hierarchical levels. The
growth performance of the villages upgraded to towns in 1968
has by and large not been very impressive, but their
industrial structure has changed considerably. Jobs created
in the secondary and tertiary sectors have been filled with
local labour from agriculture. On a lower level, it can be
seen than commune centres generally grow faster than villages
without any administrative status.

Reliance on a growth pole strategy is an explicit policy
for regional development. Yet, a concentration of the
regional development efforts to the regional centres, at all
levels, is likely to be inherent in the economic system. The
centralization of all important investment decisions to a
small group of government planners in Bucuresti is likely to
produce a concentration of investments in space. Basically,
this is because government monopoly on investments implies a
monopoly on non-investment decisions as well. There is very
little scope for development and investment initiatives on
the local level. Planners in Bucuresti may have a good
overall view, but do not have a detailed knowledge of local
development needs or investment opportunities. Vertical
information channels cannot possibly compensate for this lack
of detailed knowledge. Planners use crude administrative
maps for regional planning and investment decisions. In
Romania the division into 40 counties is used as a basis for
planning and monitoring of regional development and for
investment decisions. Intra-county variations do not usually
come out in the statistics and are in most cases likely to be
of small concern for planners in Bucuresti. The geographic
pattern of investments and development will depend on the
adnlinistrative map. The finer the administrative division,
the more even the geographic pattern of development.

The collectivization of agriculture detached the
peasants from the land and turned them from farnl operators
into farm workers. The transfer or land from individual to
collective ownership cut the peasants' ties to the land,
literally as well as sentimentally, and loosened his ties to
his profession. The change of work status to farm worker
made it possible for the individual peasant to gradually
shift his labour use from farm to non-farm activities.
Mechanization of agriculture and the higher remuneration of
non-farm activities promoted such a shift. In market
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economies, too, mechanization has permitted individual
farmers to devote more time to non-farm activities. However,
as they remain farm operators there is a limit to the extent
to which they can substitute off-farm work for the farm work.
The operation of the farm requires a certain amount of time
and work. If a farmer wants to work less on the farm he will
have to either hire farm labour, lease or sell his land.
Thus, in most cases non-farm income will remain supplementary
to farm income. To the worker on the collective farm there
is no such limit as the individual responsibili ty for the
operation of the farm has been exchanged for a collective
responsibility. The allocation of labour of the individual
farmer on a collective farm is no longer restricted by the
labour input required to run the farm. Higher and more
secure returns to labour in tertiary and, particularly,
secondary industries provide strong incentives to collective
farmers to seek non-farm employment. Non-farm employment is
usually on a permanent and full-time basis and much less
divisible than work on the collective farm, which is remu
nerated on a daily basis. Consequently, work on the farm
tends to become a supplementary source of income to non-farm
employment to an increasing number of households on collec
tive farms.

Since collectivization was completed in the early
Sixties, the number of households on collective farms has
only decreased slightly, while the number of collective
household members permanently employed outside agriculture
has increased at a rapid pace. Labour input on collective
farms has fallen as each member devoted less time to farm
work.

In 1963-64 a large aluminium plant was constructed in
the town of Slatina in Oltenia, sharply increasing the local
supply of non-farm jobs. A study of the development of the
labour force on neighbouring collective farms in the sub
sequent years 14 provides a good illustration of this pheno
menon. In 1964 the investigated collective farms had 21 850
members. By 1968 the number had fallen to 20 600, i.e. by
less than 6 per cent. However, the percentage of the male
members permanently engaged outside the farm increased from
48 to 73 in the same period. The corresponding percentages
for the female members were 45 and 60. By 1968 the female
share of the farm labour force was 64 per cent against 55 in
1964. Those working full-time off the farm would often work
on the farm on Sundays and during vacations in the agri
cultural peak period.

On the national level the proportion of collective farm
members who did not work a single day on the farm increased
from 7 per cent in 1963 to 25 per cent in 1971 .. 15 In the
same period the percentage of the members working full-time
on the farm - at least 200 days per year - fell from 25 to
15.

Access to the personal lot of land on the collective
farm and the possibility to keep animals for domestic needs,
rather than income opportunities from work on the collective
farm, has been a major factor in inducing the collective farm
population to remain on the farm when they shift to non-farm
occupations. 16 Thus the cost of food and housing are kept at
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a n1inimum and a higher material standard of living can be
attained than if the shift of occupation is accompanied by a
change of residence to the town. Long commuting hours and
the time put down on the personal lot of land nlay balance
this gain. However, much time is saved, too, as shopping for
food tends to be very time consuming. The Romanian
authorities have stimulated rural-urban commuting as it is
seen to permit industrialization with a minimum of investment
in infrastructure, to lessen the problem of supplying the
urban population with food and as a way to diffuse urban
cuIture and values to the countryside. By comparison the
cost of providing cheap public transportation is low.

Another important factor that can be assumed to
stimulate commuting and reduce migration is the importance of
relations following the absence of a functioning price
mechanism regulating supply and demand. Many goods are
permanently or temporarily in short supply and an established
net work of relations and connections and a knowledge of how
and where to procure desirable things are necessary
prerequisites to attain and maintain a high material standard
of living. As a persons ability to procure desirable and
scarce goods is usually restricted to the home town 17 and as
it takes much time and effort to develop it in a new locality
it imposes a high cost on migration. Furthermore, the
average Romanian has little fear of unemployment and
work-related motives must be very strong to warrant
migration.

Although it would be exceedingly difficult to study and
quantitatively estimate the importance of these factors on
migration, they should nevertheless be taken into account.
The following extract from a satirical novel,18 recently
published in Romania, provides a good illustration of the
importance of connections.

Mr. Borangic, who lives in a small town in Romania has been offered a
promotion to a post in Bucuresti. Mr. and Mrs. Borangic discuss if they
should accept the offer and move to Bucuresti.

Marcela, please listen, there would be serious problems. We
have lived here for 25 years and we have connections here. Do
you understand?
We will make connections there, too.
But until we do?
We will get along. We will make them quickly.
Look, we have Sirbu here.
Sirbu who?
The butcher. He supplies us with meat anytime. You don't have
to get up at five in the morning to queue for it. Who will
supply us with meat there?
That is a problem.
We won't be able to bring Sirbu with us to Bucuresti, nor Misu.
Misu?
Misu at the grocery. He supplies you with egg, coffee, butter,
cheese •••.•
That is true, we will have to make other acquaintances in
Bucuresti. Surely, there are decent people there, too.
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And what about uncle Varzaru, the vice mayor.
What about him?
His word counts here, but it does not in Bucuresti. When we
needed a flat he arranged one and when we wanted to buy a car
without having to wait for it he arranged, that, too.
You are right. l\Te won't have anyone in Bucuresti. It is
frightening.
You see. Here the teachers know our children and they ge t
premiums every year. In Bucuresti there are ever so many
children, I mean parents. And I have thought about you, too.
When you want a day off from work you just call the manager.
He is your brother-in-law. You won't be able to do that in
Bucuresti.

Mrs. Borangic sobs silently and then says bitterly.
We would need a complete transfer.
What do you mean?
A transfer with connections and all.
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41. For a detailed account of the
law, see Appendix, Table 9. For
data on distributed land, see
Appendix, Table 10.

42. See further Appendix, Table 10.

43. By 1937 an additional 300 000 ha
had been distributed.

44. Roberts (1951: 48). On the other
hand, a later source claims that
over five million hectares were
distributed to the peasants
(Scalat, 1945: 21).

45. For an analysis of the social

275

and economic effects of the re
form, see Mitrany (1930).

46. Particularly in the regions of
the Old Kingdom.

47. Roberts (1951: 63-64).

48. Anuarul Statistic (1939/40: 700
703), Mladenatz (1940).

49. AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/40: 700-
703), Pienesco (1940).

50. Gormsen (1945: 7-9).

51. See Chaianov (1966).

52. Cornatzeano (1940).

53. l'Agriculture en Roumanie (1929).

54. Cornatzeano (1940).

55. Ibid.

56. Moore (1945).

57. Moore (1945: 182-192, 197-204).
See also Roberts (1951: 44-45).

58. Roberts (1951: 44-45). See also
Moore (1945: 64).

59. Scalat (1945: 48), Roberts (1951:
370-371) .

60. Gormsen (1945: 14-15).

61. Scalat (1945: 43-44) ..

62. Recensamintul Agricol (1948),
Mitrany (1930: 185-226), Roberts
(]9 51: 366- 36 7) .

63. According to Wolff (1956: 349)
90 per cent of the expropriated
holdings and 50 per cent of the
expropriated land was in Cri9ana
Banat, Maramure~ and Transylvania.

64. Agricultura Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 24-25), Ionescu (1964:
Ill), Montias (1967: 88-89).

65. Recensamintul AgricoZ (1948).

66. Cresin (1948), Recensamintul
AgricoZ (1948).

67. RecensamintuZ AgricoZ (1948).

68. See for example Cresin (1948).

69. See also Zagaroff, Vegh and Bili
movich (1955).

70. There were 1 346 000 ploughs in
1948 against 1 303 000 in 1927.
Z'AgricuZture en Roumanie (1929),
RecensamintuZ AgricoZ (1948).

71. Agricultura Romaniei 1944-64
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(1964: 36), see also Ionescu
(1964: 187-189).

72. Agricultura Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 50).

73. The 1948 count had identified
256 000 (1.3 per cent) landless
agricultural households.

74. Agricultura Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 35-36).

75. Agricultura, Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 37).

76. Recensamintul Intreprinderilor
(1947).

77. See for example Agricultura Rom
aniei 1944-64 (1964: 43).

78. Agricultura Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 41).

79. Montias (1967: 93-100).

80. Montias (1967: 96).

81. Montias (1967: 101-102).

82. In 1964 there were only 274
associations left.

83. Statiuni de ma~ini ~i tractoare~

later Statii pentru mecanizarea
agriculturii (SMA).

84. Measured in horse power.

85. Dezvoltarea Agriculturii RPR
( 1965 : 74- 75) •

86. 2.05 per cent a year in 1956-66,
as against 1.18 per cent in
1948-56.

87. Unfortunately, data on the labour
flows between the state, coopera
tive and individual agricultural
sectors do not exist. Only stock
data are available.

88. State farms had 5.5 ha of arable
land per employed person in 1963.
The capital-to-land quotient was
of course higher on state farms
than in the collective sector.
In 1963 it was 8 019 lei/ha for
state farms and 2 467 lei/ha for
collective farns and machine
stations combined.

89. Ceau~escu (76.02.04).

90. Traistaru & Traistaru (1979).

91. See for example peR (1975: 66).

92. PCR (1975: 84).

93. peR (1975: 57-60).

94. Economia Romaniei Socialiste
(1978: 240).

95. The Romanian word Sistematizare
has no exact equivalent in Eng
lish. It refers to geographic
planning and organization and is
generally used in a broad sense,
including everything from county
development planning to the design
of buildings. It connotes that the
network and the internal structure
of localities are instruments to be
used and manipulated to achieve
national economic or political
goals. It is distinct from plani
ficare, which refers to sectorial
or overall national planning.
Sistematizare is defined as acti
vities carried out to organize
existing counties, towns and settle
ments in conformity with the pres
ent demands of society or to create
new settlements, complexes and so
cial, economic and cultural units
(Dictionarul statistic economic~

cited in Ciobotaru, 1971). To avoid
confusion, systematization will be
used to denote sistematizare~

while planificare will be referred
to as planning or sectorial plan
ning.

96. For a detailed account of the
numerous administrative reforms
carried out in Romania, see Helin
(1967).

97. Including 171 semi-urban communes
(loealitati asimilate urbanuluiJ.

98. Plus the Municipality·of Bucu
re~ti.

99. Ceau~escu (68.02.15), Scinteia
(67.10.11).

100. Blaga (1974: 34).

101. See also PCR (1972: 13-108).

102. Ceaugescu (68.02.15).

103. Ibid.

104. Ceau~escu (67.12.06),(68.02.15).

105. Scinteia (67.10.11).

106. Ceau~escu (68.02.15).

107. Ibid.

108. Decretul 1981/15.

109. Legea 1968/2.

110. Ale~d, Baia de Arama, Baraolt.



Baile TU9nad, Balan, Beclean,
Bere~ti, Bolde~ti-Scaeni, Bor
~a, Brezoi, Buftea, Cavnic, Cehu
Silvaniei, Chi~ineu-Cri~ Comar
nie, Cost~ti, Curtici, Darabani,
Deta, Dragane~ti-Olt, Faurei,.
Fieni, Filia~i, Hirlau, Horezu,
Ineu, 1ntorsura Buzaului, Jibou,
Marghita, Motru, Nadlac, Navo
dari, Negre~ti, Novaci, Dena Si
biului, Pincota, Plopeni, Saveni,
Sebi~, Segarcea, Ta~nad, Titu,
Tirgu Bujor, Tirgu Carbune~ti,

Tirgu Frumos, Tirgu Lapu9, Topo
loveni, landarei, Ticleni, Vi
dele, Vinju Mare, Vlahi~a and
Zlatna.

111. ConsiZiuZ PopuZar Judetean and
ConsiZiul Popular Ora~anese/

Comunal.

112. Scinteia (67.10.11).

113. See for example Ceaugescu
(68.02.15).

114. Sistematizarea ZocaZitatiZor
ruraZe.

115. Scinteia (67.10.11)

116. Bogdan et al (1970), Constan
tinescu & Stahl (1970), Merfea
(1973).

117. PCR (1972: 476-499).

118. peR (1972: 476).

119. PCR (1972: 479).

120. PCR (1972: 485-486).

121. Comisia guvernamentala de
sis tematizare.

122. Legea 1974/58.

123. Ibid.
2124. Generally 4 - 6 000 m •

125 .. Comitetut de Stat al PZanifi
carii.

126. Comitetut pentrv Problemele
Consilii lor PopuZare.

127. The law does not prescribe syste
matization studies on communal
level, but these were introduced
later. See Ciobotaru (1977: 200).

128. Ciobotaru (1977: 200).

129. PCR (1975). Also available in
English.

]30. peR (1975: 85).
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131. Ciobotaru (1971: 44-46).

132. The 1968 administrative division
was usen in the analyses for the
sake of comparability and to
show the importance of the admin
strative division to regional
development. Another, cruder
administrative map was used for
regional development planning
prior to 1968.

133. Total production values are not
published by county. Gross agri
cultural and industrial produc
tion values are available since
1970 and through indices can be
traced back to 1965. Statistics
on payrolls (personal muncitor)
are available by county since
1950 and give a fairly good
picture of the level of economic
development as they exclude those
engaged in cooperative and indi
vidual farming. Gross industrial
production values and share of
population on payrolls were used
to determine the relative level
of development. Bra90v, Hunedoara,
Prahova, Sibiu and Bucure~ti, are
the most developed counties, while
Oltenia, southern Muntenia. east
ern Moldavia and Bistrita-Nasaud,
Salaj and Tulcea are found at the
lower end of the scale. The dis
tinction between 'industrialized'
and 'economically developed' is
most noticable in the counties on
the Danubian Plain, where a rich
agriculture partly compensates
for a small industrial output, but
hardly enough to change the rela
tive position of the counties ..

134. Bacau, Bra90v, Constan~a, Hunedo
ara, Neamt, Prahova and Bueure~ti.

135. Most of these counties were peri
pheral parts of larger administra
tive regions.

136. See Appendix, Table 24.

137. Ceau~escu (1968.02.15).

.138. Buzau, Covasna, Harghita, 1alo
mita, Mehedinti, Olt, Suceava
and Vilcea (Ceau~eseu, 68.02.15).

139. AnuaruZ Statistic (1979: 392-401).

140. Dinu (1973).

141. The actual growth rate was 13.8
per cent a year.
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142. The recorded annual growth rates
were: Olt 31 per cent, Tulcea
11, Salaj 23, Vilcea 16, Mehe
dinti 22, Teleorman 20, Bistri
~a-Nasaud 17, Vaslui 18 and
Buzau 21 per cent.

143. In 1975 the gross industrial
production in the least indus
trialized counties amounted to
1 808 million lei in Bistrita
Nasaud, 2 082 million lei in
Salaj, 2 675 million lei in
Tulcea, 3 388 million lei in
Boto~ani and 3 494 million lei
in Covasna (AnuaruZ Statistic,
1980, 145).

144. Gross industrial production in
1980 was 4 690 million lei in
Bistri~a-Nasaud, 6 496 in Tulcea,
6 558 in Salaj, 7 005 in Boto
9ani, 7 550 in Vrancea, 9 003 in
Covasna, 9 440 in Vaslui and app
roximately 8 100 million lei in
Ialomi~a (AnuaruZ Statistic3

1980: 155).

145. In Bistri~a-Nasaud and Salaj in
vestments were 3.5 times larger
in 1976-80 than in 1971-75.

146. In 1977 the least populated coun
ty, Covasna, had 200 500 inhabi
tants and the most populated,
Ilfov, had 780 800. Bucure~ti

excluded.

147. PCR (179).

148. With planned annual growth rates
of 12.4, 12. 3, 12.3, 11.5, 11. 1
and 10.5 per cent respectively,
against 6.8 per cent for the
whole country (PCR, 1979a).

149. National income is planned to
increase at an annual rate of
6.0-6.6 per cent in 1981-85, as
against 10.4 per cent in 1976-80.
The figures have since been revi
sioned downwards.

150. Small-scale manufacturing will
increase its output value at an
annual rate of 15.3 per cent
against 9-10 for manufacturing
as a whole (PCR, 19 79b) •

151. See Chapter IV, The Interwar
Period.

152. Notably Satu Mare and Salaj in
Maramure~, Bistri~a-Nasaud in
Transylvania and Boto~ani, Vas-

lui and Vrancea in Moldavia.

153. Blaga (1979: 87-91, 126-131),
Economia Romaniei SociaZiste
(1979: 267-289).

154. Scinteia (82.02.15).

155. Scinteia (82.02.28).

156. Scinteia (82.06.03),(82.06.11).

157. Anuarul Statistic (1979), Ceau
~escu (79.11.19), Dragomirescu
(1977: 12), Ianovici & Popescu
(1977: 15), Lazarescu & Enache
(1977: 20). In 1983 the numbers
had not yet officially been re-
vised, although they seemed in
creasingly unrealistic.

158. PCR (1972),(1975).

159. Cristea (1977a: 12), Cucu (1972:
49).

160. See Table 15.

161. Cucu (1977: 143-144). See also
Cucu (1970),(1974),(1975),(1976)

and Cristea (1977a: 13-14).

162. Traistaru & Traistaru (1979: 160
161) •

163. See for example Cristea (1979b:
188), B'old Matei & Sabadeanu
(1974: 147-148).

164. Sampson (1979b).

165. peR (1979a: 25).

166. Lazarescu & Enache (1977: 9).

167. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
176-177).

168. Future urban centres, agro-indu
strial centres and rural-urban
centres are used more or less
synonymously for the rural loca
lities that will be developed
into urban centres.

169. Matei & Matei (1972).

170. Barbat (1974a),(1974b),(1978).

171. The number was ultimately set at
129. The 1980 deadline was even
tually changed for 1985.

172. The present problems in the agri
cultural sector are likely to
cause a downward revision of these
numbers. In a recent speech Ceau
~escu even demanded that unskilled
labour be transferred from con
struction and manufacturing to



agriculture (Scinteia (82.02.28),

173. The data obviously refer to in
crease in the present system of
towns.

174. peR (1979a).

175. DecretuZ 19?5/53.

176. Derer (1977: 42-43).

177. Viza de Y'e~edinta and viza de
fZotant.

178. Arad, Bra90v, Braila, Bucure9ti.
Cluj-Napoca, Constan~a, Craiova,
Gala~i, Ia~i, Pite~ti, Ploie9ti,
Sibiu, Timi~oara and Tirgu Mures.

179. DecretuZ 1976/68.

180. Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 85*).

181. Samp~on (1979a: 510).

182. Ceau~escu (72.07.19).

183. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
18, 57).

184. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974),
Matei & Matei (1977), Cucu
(1977) .

185. Cucu (1977: 163-170).

186. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
57).

187. Cucu (1977).

188. Cucu (1976a),(1977), Rey
(1979) .

189. Comitetul pentru ppobZemeZe
Consilii lor Populare.

190. Baucher & Defour (1977: 56-61).

191. Baucher & Defour (1977: 49-53),
peR (1972: 485-486).

192. Bechet in Dolj, Belce~ti in Ia~i,

Birla in Arge~, Flaminzi in Boto
~ani, Patulele in Mehedinti,
Piatra in Teleorman and Putineiu
in Ilfov (Scinteia, 77.04.17).

193. In 1977 the number of towns va
ried from two in Brai.la and Buzau
to 13 in Prahova, with an average
of six.

194. So far, the almost only cases of
villages being forcibly dissolved
have been in connection with the
construction of dams and reser
voirs. The most well-known examp
le was the Turkish village .Ada
Kaleh on a Danubian island.
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Fourteen villages with 17 400
inhabitants were dissolved when
the large hydroelectric plant on
the Danube was constructed in the
early Seventies. Constantinescu
et al (1969).

195. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
109) •

196. Matei & Matei (1977).

197. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
155-156).

198. Pavlu (1977: 36).

199. In 1966 some 40 per cent of the
villages had less than 600 inhab
itants and 6.9 per cent had less
than 100 (~andru, 1978: 338).

200. Arhitectura 1974/1.

201. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
166).

202. Susan & Susan (1979).

203. Obreja (1979).

204. A detailed list of standards is
given in Cristea (1977c).

205. Very few systematization studies
were made before the cooperativi
zation of agriculture (Bold,
Matei & Sabadeau, 974: 171).

206. Bold~ Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
181)"

207. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
171-240).

208. Baucher & Defour (1977: 13).

209. Examples of delimitation of
perimeters of build-up areas and
splitting of lots are given in
Baucher & Defour (1977).

210. See for example peR (1972: 481
494).

211. Bold, Matei & Sabadeanu (1974:
177-178).

212. Arhi tectura 1971/1.

213. For a discussion on relations
between planners and the people,
see Sampson (1981),(1982).

214. Baucher & Defour (1977: 162-170).

215. DecretuZ _1981/313. The law requires
the rural and th~ urban agricultural
population to be self-sufficient
in food products.
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CHAPTER III

1. Vital statistics before World War
One are incomplete and of low qua
lity. No attempt was made to study
the demographic development in
this period in any detail.

2. AnuaruZ Statistic (1909: 50).

3. Manuila (1940).

4. A matrix on inter-regional mig
ration is provided in Appendix,
Table 4.

5. The regateni were sent to the new
provinces to replace former Hun
garian, Russian and Austrian
administrators.

6. DezvoZtarea economica a Romaniei
1944-1964 (1964: 185).

7. The figure refers to the 1941-47
period; i.e. includes the first
turbulent postwar years, but not
the year of the partition of
Romania (1940).

8. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 74),
BuZetinuZ Demografic aZ Romaniei
(1948: Vol XVI/3-4).

9. RecensamintuZ (1948).

10. See Comunicari Statistice (1945
48).

11. DezvoZtarea economica a Romaniei
(1964: 186).

12. Wolff (1956: 236), Ionescu (1964:
91) •

13. Ethnicity measured by religion.

14. Comunicari Statistice (1945: Vol
6-7). Ethnicity measured by nat
ionality (neam), of these
134 200 were of Jewish faith.

15. Reitlinger (1953: 497).

16. Reitlinger (1953: 394-411).

17. §atra by Zaharia Stancu.

18. AnuaruZ Statis tic (1966: .76).

19. Including an increase in Bucu
re~ti by 74 000.

20. Some 33 500 Yiddish speaking in
1948 and 13 500 in 1941.

21. Trebici (1976: 90, 105-112).

22. DecretuZ 1966/779.

23. 1966 - 1967.

24. / xl00.

25. Unfortunately, the 1956 cens~s

did not register place of birth.
The 1966 had to be used as a base
for a study of migrational flows.

26. Inlcuding Bucovina, Bessarabia
and South Dobrogea.

27. Some 58 per cent of the rural
migration was intra-county, a
gainst 35 per cent of the migra
tion to urban areas by 1966.

28. Arad, Bra~ov, Braila, Caras-Seve
rin, Constanta, Hunedoara, Ialo
mi~a, Sibiu, Timi~ and Tulcea.

29. Constanta 35 per cent, Bra~ov 33,
Hunedoara 39, Timi~ 29 and Cara9
Severin 15 per cent.

30. Population native of, i.e. born
in, the area.

31. Remote in the sense that the cap
ital was not located within the
county. It should be noted that
the county division used here
refers to the 1968 administrative
division and not to the division
in vigour at the time.

32. Salaj 82 per cent, Alba and Buzau
84, Boto~ani, Gorj and Vilcea 85,
Vaslui 86, Harghita 87, Ilfov,
Mehedinti and Teleorman 88 and
Dimbovita 89 per cent.

33. Bra~ov, Cara~-Severin, Constanta
Hunedoara and Timi9 .

34. Measnicov & Birsan (1963).

35. DezvoZtarea economica a Romaniei
1944-64 (1964: 190-191), Measnicov
& Birsan (1963).

36. Only 385 700 urban dwellings were
built between 1951 and 1960
(AnuaruZ Statistic, 1981: 464-65).

37. AnuaruZ Statistic (1974: 468-69),
RecensamintuZ (1977: Vol I, 756).
The comparison is not exact.

38. Notably Bistrita-Nasaud, Boto~ani,

Buzau, Ilfov. Ialomita, Salaj,
Teleorman and Vaslui.

39. Ozanne (1878).

40. RecensamintuZ (1930: Vol II).



41. See for example Clebert (1963).

42. Recensamintu~ (1899: L).

43. Seton-Watson (1945: 296).

44. In Romanian Sa~i and $vabi.

45. In Romanian Ciuc, Odorheiu and
Trei Scaune.

46. Singular tara.

47. The village of Feldioara was the
object of study of a team of
anthropologists from the Univ.
of Massachussetts, led by prof.
Cole. See also Sampson (1981),
(1982).

48. See Appendix, Table 14.

49. See Appendix, Tables 14 and 33.

50. Babel (1926: Ch VI).

51. A Christian people of obscure
origin speaking Turkish or Bul
garian.

52. Babel (1926: 219).

53. Ibid.

54. RecensamintuZ (1930': Vol II).
Ethnicity measured by mother
tongue.

55. Paget (1850: Vol II).

56. Birth rates in the Magyar Auto
nomous Region was used as a
proxy for Szekler birth rates.

57. AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/40: 100
115).

58. Seton-Watson (1945: 152).

59. Magyar Statisztikai SzemZe
(1944).

60. Reitlinger (1953).

61. Statistisohes Jahrbueh der BRD
(1960: 79).

62. These are only rough estimates.
In view of the underestimation of
the Germans in the 1948 count,
data on casualties and expellees
appear to be exaggerated. It is
unclear if the data include Ger
mans in Bucovina and Bessarabia.

63. Statistisehes Jahrbuoh der ERD
(Various years).

64. Statistical, Abstraot of IsraeZ
(1973: 126-27).

65. Ibid.
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66. Recensamintu"l (1956a),(1966:
Vol I).

67. Paget (1850: Vol II, 77-78). The
observations were made during a
travel through the Banat.

68. Magyar TBrenete Tiz K8tetben
(1978: Vol VII, part 1-2).

69. Data refer to the whole of Hun
gary.

70. Seton-Watson (1934: 227).

71. For a division on county level,
see Appendix~ Tables 19-21.

72. Rimnean~u (1938).

73. Unfortunately, later data are
not available. Mixed marriages
have doub tless become more com
mon in the latest decades.

74. In 1965 the Szekler birth rate
was 14.4 against 12.9 for all
Magyars.

75. A case in point is the omission
of Yiddish as a mother tongue
in the Hungarian censuses.

76. This was probably the case with
the 1941 and 1948 censuses, but
it may have influenced the re
sults in other censuses as well.

77. The the 1977 census, mother ton
gue and nationality were only
published combined. Those declar
ing different mother tongue and
nationality, in all 44 875, were
referred to as a residual group.
Except in the case of Gypsies,
this procedure was of little
practical consequence.
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CHAPTER IV

1. AnuaruZ Statistic (1909: 407).

2. For a study on the industrial
progress in Romania before the
Second World War, see Turnock
(1977a).

3. Ancheta IndustriaZa 1901-1902
(1904: 6~'~).

4. Ancheta IndUstriaZa 1901-1902
(1904: 45-110).

5. With the towns Piatra Neam~,

Gala~i, Ploie~ti and Ia~i.

6. For data by county, see Appendix
Table 22.

7. Lupu ed (1974: 292-299).

8. In German Erzgebirge.

9. The frequent occurrence of place
banes beginning with Gena, i.e.
salt mine, shows the dispersion
and abundance of salt in this
area. The Romanian word for con
vict, ocna~~ is derived from
ocna.

10. Paul & Puia (1974: 217), Lupu ed
(1974: 300).

11. Data exclude extractive, domestic
and ambulant industries. Data for
C-B-M include the parts of these
regions that are outside present
Romania.

12. Defined as 'large manufacturing'
in the Hungarian censuses.

13. A notable exception are the Mo~i

in the Apuseni Mountains who
specialized in the production of
wood utensils, which they sold
on long trips throughout Romania.
Their products are still found in
many Romanian homes.

14. A number of place-names beginning
with Ruta and Tau~i are testemo
nies of Slovak colonies. TaVti is
a romanianized form of the Mag
yar word tot, i.e. Slovak.

15. Suciu (1929: 691-705).

16. Cresin (1948). The figure refers
to changes in the territories
included in the 1941 census only.

17. Puia & Bozga (1974: 346).

18. In the occupied areas only 10-12
per cent of the livestock remain
ed after the war (Dobre, 1977a:
192).

19. Dobre (1977b: 217), Puia & Bozga
(1974: 346-353), Roberts (1951:
68).

20. Dobre (1977b: 217).

21. Rumania: An Economic Handbook
(1924: 66).

22. Rumania: An Economic Handbook
(1924: 62).

23. The cultivated area in Greater
Romania was only two thirds of
the 1914 level (Puia & Bozga,
1914: 354).

24. See Appendix, Table 23.

25. Dobre (1977c: 235) .

26. Dobre (1977c: 235), Roberts
( 1951 : 68).

27. The official Romanian definition
of large-scale manufacturing as
enterprises with more than twenty
employed, was used for statisti~

cal reasons. It also serves the
purpose of distinguishing indus~

trial manufacturing from artisan
and home industry.

28. Lupu ed (1974: 386), Roberts
(1951: 68).

29. Roberts (1951: 71) •

30. Lupu ed (1974: 403).

31. AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/40 : 576-
577) •

32. AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/40: 499).

33. AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/40: 404).

34. Z'AgricuZture en Roumanie (1929),
(1938).

35. Lupu ed (1974: 416).

36. Roberts (1951: 73),

37. Roberts (1951: 69).

38. For definition, see Table 43.

39. Lupu ed (1974: 418), Roberts
(1951: 58).

40. Popescu (1929). Data are based on
production in enterprises with at
least 5 hp of installed power or
20 'qualified' wor~ers.



41. See further Turnock (1977a),

42. Turnock (1977a: 334).

43. Turnock (1977a: 337).

44. Turnock (1977a: 338).

45. Cresin (1948). 49 respectively
51 per cent.

46. The counties of Cimpulung, Rada
uti and Suceava.

47. Cresin (1948).

48. AnuaruZ Statistia (1939/40: 380
383). Including handicraft.

49. For lack of data a compa~ison

must be confined to the former
Hungarian Territories, i.e. Cri
~ana-Banat, Maramure~ and Tran
sylvania.

50. The administrative boundaries of
Sighetu Marma;iei, Ha~eg and
Miercurea Ciuc changed between
the censuses, resulting in an
additional increase of the urban
population by 3 623 peopie. Since
censuses were taken by different
administrations it is likely that
the methods of classification
differ. Unfortunately, the 1930
census does not contatn suffi
ciently detailed information on
classification criteria to make
an evaluation of these effects
possible. Furthermore, the regi
stration of the agricultural
population may have been influ
enced by the agrarian reforms
after World War One, which al
lotted land to a large number of
landless agricultural workers.

51. Magyar Statisztikai Szemle
(1944).

In 1910 there were 8 200 non- 70.
Romanian landowners with more
than 57 hectares of land (Cio- 71.

mac, 1931: 18) •

Paget (1850: Vol II, 351) .. 72.

Paget (18'50: Vol II, 140-41) . 73.

Paget (1850: Vol II, 171).

Paget (1850: Vol II, 248) •

Ciomac (1931: 71-72).

Recensamintul (1930: Vol V).

Re~i~a 74 per cent, Cimpina 58,
Baia Sprie 53, Slanic 53 and

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
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Petro~ani 51 per cent.

60. Bucure~ti excluded.

61. In 1930 Romania had 70 counties
with an average population of
250 000 inhabitants.

62. For definitions, see Figure 7.
See also Alexandersson (1950).

63. The highest proportion of agri
cultural pop.ulation was found in
Pleni~a 90 per cent, Tuzla 86,
Baile~ti 84, Comrat 78, Darabani
and Zimnicea 76, Baile Govora and
Strehaia 74 and Solca and Zastravna
70 per cent.

64. For an in-depth analysis of the
economic development in the first
four of these periods, see Montias
(1967) •

65. Montias (1967: 17).

66. For example, the number of freight
cars in working order fell from
68 815 in 1945 to28 676 in 1950
(Conrad, 1953: 73).

67. The United States and Great Britain
did not forward any claims.

68, Montias (1967: 16-19).

69. Sovrompetrol (founded in 1945),
Sovromtransport (1945), Tars
(air transport, 1945), Sovrombanc
(1945), Sovromlemn (lumber, 1946),
Sovromchim (chemical industry,
1948-> " Sovromtractor (1948), Sov
romgaz (1949), Sovromconstruc~ii

(construction, 1949), Sovromasi
gurari (insurance, 1949), Sovrom
utilaj (oil equipment, 1952),
Sovromnaval (ship building, 1952),
Sovromcvart (uranium, 1952),
Montias (1967: 19).

Montias (1967: 21).

Montias (1967: 27), The percentages
are rough estimates only.

Including mining.

The official distinct.ion between
'group A' industries - manufactu
ring producer goods - and 'group
B' industries - turning out consu
'mer goods- was adopted for the sake
Qf convenience. The former includes
mining, metall~rgy, building
materials, and most of 'energy',
machine building, chemicals,
lumber and wood working.
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Group B includes the garment,
shoes, leather and furniture
industries, as well as most of
the textile, food processing,
cosmetics and part of the glass
and porcelain, printing and
machine building industries.

74. DezvoZtarea economica a Romaniei
1944-1964 (1964: 86-88).

75. For example, in Bucure~ti only
872 new apartments were added to
the housing stock between 1949
and 1953, while the population
increased by over 100 000
(Montias, 1967: 25).

76. Zagoroff, Vegh & Bilimovich
(1955: 85).

77. Agricultural statistics for the
1944-50 period generally leave
much to be desired and is almost
nonexistant for the years 1945
1947.

78. AgricuZtura Romaniei 1944-64
(1964: 39-40), Ionescu (1956:
64-65).

79. Ionescu (1956: 64-65).

80. According to Ionescu (1956: 64)
the state purchase price of whe
at was 5.60 lei compared to 30
lei on the open market.

81. Montias (1967: 40).

82. Forta de munca (1966: 42-43).

83. Porta de munca (1966: 25).

84. Montias (1967: 129).

85. Montias (1967: 116). The numbers
refer to the private and coop
erative sectors only.

86. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 148-
149).

87. Montias (1967: 56).

88. Montias (1967: 69).

89. Porta de munca (1966: 42-43).

90. Cereal production was 9.8 million
tons in 1960 against 15 in the
plans and between 1960 and 1965
agricultural production increased
by a mere 13 per cent against
planned 70-80 per cent.

91. Montias (1967: 102).

92. Montias (1967: 102).

93. Montias (1967: 126).

94. SchBnfeld (1977: 310).

95. To avoid dependency on the Soviet
Union oil was imported for con
vertable currency at high prices
from the OPECs.

96. Official production targets were
seldom attained.

97. The proportion of the active popu
lation working in agriculture fell
from 57.1 ~er cent in 1966 to 36.8
in 1977, still among the highest
in Europe.

98. See for example DezvoZtarea eco
nomica a Romaniei 1944-1964 (1964:
3-15, 55-60 and 515-519), Monogra
fia geografica a RPR (1960: 73
108) •

99. A major disadvantage is the almost
complete lack of information on
physical establishments. Most
statistics concern juridical unit&
However, relatively few juridical
units consist of more than one
es tablishment.

100. RecensamintuZ IntreprinderiZor
(1947).

101. The former state enterprises and
the nationalized ones had 85 per
cent of the national manufacturing
capacity. DezvoZtarea economica a
Romaniei 1944-1964 (1964: 53-59).

102. Almost half of those engaged in
cooperatives were rural dwellers.

103. Some changes may have been ficti
tious as data refer to firms and
not to factories.

104. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 138).

105. These restrictions were de facto
abolished in 1982.

106. Electric power, fuels, metallurgy,
machine building and chemicals.

107. Bra~ov, Hunedoara, Ploie~ti and
the Municipality of Bucure~ti.

108. Annual averages.

109. Investipii-Construcpii (1966:
168-283) •

110. The figures refer to truncated
Romania only.

Ill. Comparisons between the industrial
structures of 1930 and 1956, Table



11, should be made with caution
as 1930 data refer to total pop
ulation and those of 1956 to the
gainfully employed. According to
the 1956 census 76.7 per cent of
the active population was in
agriculture in 1930. Assuming
this to be correct, this share
did probably not fall by more
than five percentage units bet
ween 1948 and 1956 (Recensamin
tul~ 1956a: XXIX).

112. Porta de munea (1966: 42-43).

113. Maramure~, Muntenia, Dobrogea and
Moldavia.

114. In most cases the increase pro
bably falls within the margin of
error due to the imperfect co~

parability of the data. See
remarks to Table 61.

115. Only net changes in the industri
al structure are available.

116. See also Table 62.

117. In Moldavia the merging of a
large number of small counties
into large regions may also have
reduced employment in administra
tion.

118. Porta de munca (1966: 42-43).

119. In 1930 some 21 per cent of the
urban population earned their
living from 'various' or 'unspe
fied' activities. The latter was
defined as other than agricul
ture, mining, manufacturing,
construction, credit, commerce,
transportation and employment
in public institutions.

120. Porta de munca (1966: 42-43).

121. See Appendix, Table 30.

122. Boto~ani 65 per cent, Vrancea 61,
Bistri~a-Nasaud and Vaslui 59,
Olt and Teleorman 57. Ialomita
54, Salaj 52 and Dolj, Mehedinti
and Vilcea 51 per cent.

123. Bucure~ti 2 per cent, Bra~ov 11,
Prahova 20, Sibiu 21, Hunedoara
23 and Constan~a 25 per cent.

124. Actually, Bucure~ti topped with
46 per cent.

125. §coala eZementara, i.e. compul
sory school or less.

~5

126. Porta de munca (1966: 277).

127. Active population only.

128. See further Chapter V.

129. RecensamintuZ (1966: Vol I,
LXXX).

130. Classification criteria varied
slightly between the 1956, 1966
and 1977 censuses. It was a goal
of the new regime to increase the
working class and this may have
influenced the classification cri
teria, e.g. a classification
transfer from 'functionaries' to
, workers'.

131. Recensamintul (1930: Vol V),
(1966: Vol I, 175). The 1930
percentage refers to 'living
from agriculture.

132. See Chapter VI.

133. The increase amounted to roughly
230 000 in Transylvania, 96 100
in Cri9ana-Banat, 44 600 in Mun
tenia, 18 100 in Maramure~ and
the decrease to 39 600 in Molda
via, 14 000 in Oltenia and 1 900
in Dobrogea, Tables 88 and 89.

134. In 1956 the share of the primary
sector in towns declared prior to
1930 was 19.9 per cent in Mara
mure~, 9.8 in Cri~ana-Banat and
11.3 in Transylvania.

135. All occupational data for 1966
refer to the administrative divi
sion of 1968.

136. Twelve in 1956-66 and 53 in 1968.

137. On average, 45 per cent of the
active population in the new towns
worked in the primary sector, 33
per cent in the secondary sector
and only 22 per cent in the ter
tiary sector in 1966, against 8.~

50.4 respectively 41.3 per cent in
the previously existing towns.

138. A discussion of the industrial
structure of the day population
must be based on 'guestimates'
for lack of data.

139. Porta de munca (1966: 196).

140. Calculated as the residual.

141. Porta de munoa (1966: 32).

142. In fact, urban-rural commuting
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was common among professionals
as doctors and teachers worked in
villages but lived in towns.

143. The percentage of the rural pop
ulation living from trade and
commerce was 1.5 in 1930, 1.3 in
1956 and 1.7 in 1966. These data
refer to the total population
and are approximate. The classi
fication criteria were not the
same in all censuses.

144. Bra~ov and Ilfov 26 percentage
units, Harghita and Sibiu 25,
Buzau, Cluj, Dimbovi~a, Teleor
man and Timi~ 21 and Constanta
20 percentage units.

145. According to Iordan (1973: 93)
commuters to Bucure~ti increased
from 8 500 in 1950 to 70 000 in
1970.

146. Braila 10 percentage units, Boto
~ani and Vrancea 12, Vaslui 13,
Suceava 14 and Ia~i 15 percent
age units.

147. Boto~ani 79 per cent, Vaslui 78,
Brai1a 75, Vrancea 74, Iasi 73,
Dolj 72, Mehedinti and Bistrita
Nasaud 70 per cent.

148. Bra~ov 32 per cent, Prahova 35,
Sibiu 42, Dimbovita 43, Hune
doara 44, Covasna and Arge~ 49
per cent.

149. Ghidu (1979).

150. Ciotea et a1 (1979).

151. Reghin 10 000, Sig~i~oara 10 000,
Tirnaveni 6 000 and Ludus 4 000.

152. See also Vere~ (1979).

153. The data for 1966 refer to post
1968 reform situation. The ad~

inistrative changes in 1956-66
were comparatively small.

154. Balan 93 per cent, Azuga, Cavnic,
Plopeni and Vulcan 87, Lupeni 83,
Cisnadie and Fieni 82, Petrila
81, Baia Sprie and Zarne~ti 79,
Hunedoara 78, Anina, Brezoi and
Victoria 76 per cent.

155. ReaensamintuZ (1966: Vol VII,
85-143). Data were based on a
division of manufacturing into
twelve branches.

156. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 138).
Including cooperative firms and
local manufacturing firms.

157. Ionescu (1973: 92).

158. For definitions, see Figures 9-12.

159. Baile Govora, Baile Herculane,
Baile Tu~nad, Borsec, Calimane~ti,

Eforie, Predeal, Slanic Moldova
and Techirghiol.

160. Cisnadie, Ri~nov, Sacele and
Zarne~ti.

161. Cavnic and Lupeni.

162. Unfortunately, studies on 'town
proper' over time cannot be made
since only the 1966 census per
mits this breakdown. The diffe
rence between 'administrative
town' and 'town proper' is dis
cussed further in Chapter V.



CHAPTER V

1. Okey (1981: 32).

2. Seton-Watson (1934), Ungureanu
(1980).

3. Or~ova, Turnu Severin, Calafat,
Corabia, Turnu Magurele, Zimni
cea, Giurgiu, Olteni~a, Cala
ra~i and Braila.

4. The population of Bucure~ti in
creased from 50 400 in 1835 to
121 700 in 1859 to 276 200 in
1899 and to 375 000 in 1912
(Drago~, 1967).

5. For an excellent study of the
Moldavian towns, see Ungureanu
(1980).

6. Tufescu (1977: 87-90).

7. Cucu (1970: 36).

8. Manuila & Georgescu (1938).

9. E.g. Filipe~ti, Chilia Veche,
Mahmudia, Mihaileni and
Ostrov.

10. The population of towns exist
ing both in 1859 and 1899 in
creased from 552 000 to 1 050
000 (RecensamintuZ~ 1899: XX).

11. Thirring (1912: 52-54).

12. Falticeni, Gura Humorului·, Hir
lau, Ia~i, Mihaileni, Pascani and
Tirgu Ocna.

13. E.g. Calafat and Slatina in Olt
enia; Alexandria, Filipe~ti-Tirg,

Gae~ti, Mizil, Urla~i, Urziceni,
Valenii de Munte and Zimnicea in
Muntenia; Chilia Veche, Cusgun,
Isaccea, Macin, Mahmudia and
Ostrov in Dobrogea and Hirlau,
Hu~i, Mihaileni and Pa~cani in
Moldavia.

14. Cojocna, Gheorgheni, Dcna Sibiu
lui and Sebe~.

15. See Chapter II.

16. Since many Jews reported Hunga
rian as their mother tongue and
since no distinction was made in
the censuses between Yiddish and
German, part of the Hungarian and
German speaking population refer-
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red to was Jewish. Statistics on
Jews were taken from tables on
religious affiliation.

17. Administrative changes calculated
as total change less change within
the urban intercensal cohort.

18. E.g. Adjud, Miercurea Ciuc, Ocne
Ie Mari, Odobe~ti, Or~ova, Panciu
Pleni~a, Slobozia and Urziceni.

19. E.g. Panciu 70 per cent, Urziceni
59 and Adjud, Odobe~ti and Suce
ava 40 per cent.

20. A definition based on towns ex
cluding suburban communes was
used. In a few cases where villa
ges have merged with a town since
1930, these were included as well.
There were eight such cases: Bucu
re~ti) Craiova, Calara~i, Galati,
Olteni~a, Tirgu Jiu, Turda and
Turnu Magurele. These account for
a small part of the administrative
changes shown in Tables 82 and 83.

21. In the case of Bessarabia between
1897 and 1930.

22. Chilia Veche, Cojocna, Ion Corvin,
Mahmudia and Oena Sibiului.

23. Beiu~, Lipova, Oravita and Re~ita.

24. Blaj, Hued~n, Nasaud and Petro
~ani.

25. Baile Govora, Baile9ti, Bal~,

Calimane~ti, Or~ova and Strehaia.

26. Pucioasa.

27. Eforie and Techirghiol.

28. Adjud, Buhu~i, Darabani, Mara~e~ti

Moine~ti, Pa~cani, Saveni, Solea
and Vatra Dornei.

29. Calara~i-Tirg, Comrat, Leova,
Tuzla and Vilcov.

30. The foundation of the modern adm
inistrative division of Romania
was made by Kogalniceanu in 1864,
through a division of the country
into rural and urban communes. In
1925 a number of important towns
received the status of cities
(municipii) and in 1929 a law made
it possible for spas to receive
urban status. No written criteria
existed for granting urban status,
but towns were decreed by the
government on the initiative of
the respective communal council
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(Regetan, 1965). The towns dis
tinguished themselves from the
rural communes mainly by their
more extensive obligations to
provide public services.

31. The average growth of the new
towns between 1910/12 and 1930
was 0.76 per cent a year, Bess
arabia excluded, compared with
1.18 for the urban system as a
whole. Between 1930 and 1941 the
respective annual growth rates
were 1.13 and 1.91 per cent.

32. Romania including Bessarabia,
Bucovina and South Dobrogea.

33. Excluding Bucovina, Bessarabia,
and South Dobrogea.

34. Bucovina, Bessarabia and South
Dobrogea excluded.

35. Bacau, Bazargic (1897-1930),
Bucure~ti, Buhu~i, Cluj, Constan
ta, Efcrie, Mangalia, Media~,

Silistra, Techirghiol, Tirgu
Mure~ and Tirnaveni.

36. Between 1930 and 1941 net migra
tion to Bucure~ti amounted to
328 900, compared to a natural
increase of 20 300.

37. See Regetan (1945), }furin-Dunare
(1945) and Constantinescu (1971).

38. Marin-Dunare (1945).

39. Birlad, Foc~ani, Radau~i and
Suceava.

40. Manuila (1935: XXIV-XXV).

41. Particularly the village Vidra
was thouroughly investigated by
sociologists in the interwar per
iod. See for example Florescu
(1937),(1938). For a comprehen
sive study of the Apuseni Moun
tains, see Ciomac & Popa-Nec~a

(1936).

42. A census in 1936 in the commune
of Vidra showed that 236. out of
283 heads of households were sea
sonal migrants (Florescu, 1938).
A study of the village Certeze
in Oa~ in 1977, under the aus
pices of professor Alua~, reveal
ed similarly high numoers.

43. Constantinescu (1971: 53).

44. Caransebe~, Carei, Beiu., Lipova,
Lugoj, Sighetu Marmatiei and
Zalau.

45. Carei, Gherla, Huedin, Petro~ani

and Salonta.

46. Rimneantu (1938).

47. Dragomir (1927).

48. Baile Govora, Calimane~ti, Ocnele
Mari, Pucioasa and Slanic.

49. Chilia Veche, Ion Corvin and
Mahmudia.

50. The cession of Bessarabia and
Bucovina to the Soviet Union in
June 1940 had led to an exodus of
Romanians from these territories,
which must have affected the popu
lation of many towns in Moldavia.
Also, The census was taken at a
time of open anti-semitism and an
explicit aim of the census was to
provide a picture of the Jewish
situation in Romania (Burgd8rfer,
1942).

51. Ethnicity measured by mother ton
gue. Measured by religion the
Jewish proportion of the urban
population was larger.

52. E.g. Cimpulung Moldovenesc 17 per
cent, Gura Humorului 44, Radauti
32, Siret 27, Solca 30, Suceava 27
and Vatra Dornei 24 per cent.

53. Cozmeni 70.5 per cent, Zastravna 78
and Vascauti-pe-Ceremus 70 per
cent.

54. Herta 70 per cent. However, this
town historically belonged to Mol
davia and not to Bucovina, but was
included in the areas ceded to the
Soviet Union in 1940.

55. 1930-41.

56. The 1948 census was published only
in the form of an article.

57. A first edi tion of the census was
published in accordance with the
administrative division in vigour
at the time of the census, but
this edition was not available for
this study.

58. 1941 figure.

59. The population figures for indivi
dual towns included the suburban
communes attached to them in 1941
and 1948.

60. Bu~teni, Cisnadie, Moreni, Racari
and Sinnicolae Mare. Bistri~a and
Nasaud were not registered as



towns in the 1941 Hungarian cen
cus. As they had been towns in
the past and have continued to
be towns in the postwar period
their rural status during the
Hungarian occupation was disre
garded.

61. Extended boundaries led to a more
than fifty per cent population
increase in nine towns: Lipova 86
per cent, Abrud 83, Calimane~ti

68, Brad 64, Suceava 64, Mier
curea Ciuc 56, Panciu 55 and Baia
Sprie and Pucioasa 52 per cent.

62. Anina, Baicoi, Comane~ti, Dr
Petru Groza, Gheorghe Gheorghiu
Dej, Lupeni, Moldova Noua;, .Nueet,
Petrila and Vulcan.

63. Notably Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej,
Comane~ti, Dr Petru Groza, Lup
eni, Nucet, Petrila and Vulcan.

64. Apparently the mines were opened
on Soviet initiative after the
war to supply the Soviet Union
wi th uranium.

65. Baile Herculane, Baile Olane~ti,

Barsee, Breaza, Buzia~, Covasna
and ~ovata.

66. The population of Bra~ov increas
ed from 82 144 in 1948 to 123 834
in 1956.

67. Codlea, Risnov, Sacele and Zar
ne~ti.

68. Agnita, Cristuru Secuiesc, Ji~
bolia, Rupea, Topli~a and Vi~eu

de Sus.

69. Baia de Arama, Darabani, Falciu,
Filipe~ti de Tirg, Hi'rlau, Hue
din, Mihaileni, Ostrov, Pleni~a,

Racari, Saveni, Stefane~ti-Tirg,

Tirgu Frumos and Vama.

70 .. Darabani, Mihaileni, Saveni and
Stefane~ti-Tirg. The latter had
been devastated in the war.

71. Baia de Arama, Darabani,. Hirlau,
Saveni and Tirgu Frumos.

72. Pleni~a, Racari and Stefane~ti

Tirg.

73. Bicaz, Boc~a, Calan) Cimpeni,
COPia Mica, Cugir, Huedin , Ludu~,

Negre~ti-Oa~, Otelu Ro~u and
Uricani.

74. BaCia, Calan, Cop~a Mica, Cugir,
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Ludu~, O~elu Ro~u and Urieani.

75. For a detailed account of the
reform, see Chapter II.

76. LocaZitati asimilate urbanului.

77.. Cornune subupbane.

78. See further Chapter II.

79. Baia de Arama, Darabani, Hirlau,
Dena Sibiului, Saveni and Tirgu
Frumo~.

80. Ale~d, Chi~ineu Cri~, Curtici,
Deta, Ineu, Marghita, Nadlac, Pin
cota, Sebi~ and Ta~nad.

81. Bor~a, Cavnic, Cehu Silvaniei,
Jibou and Tirgu Lapu~.

82. Baraolt, Balan, Baile Tu~nad,

Beclean, Intorsura BuzauIui, Gcna
Sibiului, Vlahi~a and Zlatna.

83. Baia de Arama, Brezoi, Dragane~ti

Olt, Filia~i, Horezu, Motru) No
vaci, Segarcea, Tirgu Carbune~ti,

1icleni and Vinju Mare.

84. Coste~ti, Faurei, Titu, Topolo
veni, Tandarei and Videle.

85. Bolde~ti Scaeni) Comarnic, Fieni
and Plopeni.

86. Darabani, Hirlau, Saveni and Tirgu
Frumos.

87. Bere~ti, Negre~ti and Tirgu Bujor.

88. Looalitati componente o~a~uZui and
Zocal-itati care apart-in ora~uZui.

89. Cucu (1977~ 156).

90. Out of 236 towns.

91. Correlation coefficient -0.115.

92. Notably, Arad, Bacau, Bra~ov,

Braila, Cluj-Napoca, Constan~a,

Craiova, Ia~i, Oradea, Pite~ti,

PIoie~ti, Sibiu~ Timi~oara and
Turda.

93. See further Table 1.

94. Measnicov (1968b).

95. See Measnicov (1968b).

96. Ibid.

97. Excluding Bucure~ti.

98. Arad, Mehedin~i, Sibiu and Timi~.

99. Administrative changes led to a
further increase to 27.1 per cent
in 1956.
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100. I.e. had an annual growth rate
exceeding 9 per cent. The towns
were Victoria (non-existant in
1948), Nucet 40.6 per cent a
yeqr, Dr Petru Groza 35.0, Hune
doara 19.6, Gheorghe Gheorghiu
Dej 12.8, Medgidia 10.4, Eforie
10.2 and Moine~ti and Vulcan 9.4
per cen t a year.

101. Dr Petru Groza, Gheorghe Gheor
ghiu-Dej, Nucet and Victoria.

102. Their names emphasized their
roots in the socialist indust
rialization. Dr Petru Groza was
the first leader of the new re
gime, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej was
First Party Secretary until 1965
and victoria is Romanian for v~c

tory.

103. Boto~ani, Dorohoi, Rimnicu Sarat,
Slatina, Turnu Magurele and Vas
lui.

104. Alba Iulia,- Braila~ Buzau, Cara
cal, Calara~i, Cimpulung, Dej,
Foc~ani, Giurgiu, Hu~i, Radauti,
Rimnicu Sarat, Tirgu Jiu, Turnu
Severin and Zalau.

105. Less than 1.21 per cent a year.

106. Except for Braila.

107. I.e. less than 1.2.1 per cent a
year.

108. Breaza, Cristuru Secuiesc, Jim
bolia and ~ovata.

109. An analogous discussion is found
in Romanian litterature where it
is argued that urban growth be
fore the war was anarchical.

110. See for example Ceau~escu (62.02.
15).

Ill. Failure to relieve· the housing
shortage, restrictiveness in the
granting of residence visa and in
the creation of new jobs ham?ered
Bucure~ti's growth.

112. Oltenia's urban population in
creased by 104 600 in 1956-66
against 21 500 in 1948-56.

113. Eforie, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej,
MangaIia, Victoria and Zarne~ti.

114. Bi~az, Dr Petru Groza, Isaccea,
Moreni, Nucet, Ocnele Mari and
Va~cau. '

115. Bicaz had grown with the con-

struction of a hydroelectric com
plex on the Bi~trita river.

116. The natural increase in urban
areas in 1948-56 amounted to
approximately 400 000 (Anuarul
Statistic~ 1974: 142, 306). The
total increase of the urban co
hort was 717 600.

117. Cucu and Uructl (1967). Unfortuna~

tely they grouped the towns accor
ding to size at the end rather
than the beginning of the period,
which reduced the value of their
study for our purposes.

118. Recensamintul (1966: Vol IV). 5.2
per cent of the migrants had not
declared when they had established
residence.

119. Baile Tu~nad, Balan, Dr Petru
Groza, Eforie, Gheorghe Gheorghiu
Dej, Hunedoara, Mangalia, Navo
dari, Plopeni, :P~redeal, Sinaia and
Victoria.

120. Anuarul Demografic (1974: 142-43,
236-237). Including suburban com
munes.

121. Anuarul Demografic (1974: 142-43,
236-37), Anuarul Statistic (1976),
(1977),(1978). Including suburban
communes.

122. Trebici (1976: 105 ff).

123. Anuarul Demografic (1974: 224-25).

124. Arad, Cara~-Severin and Hunedoara
Anuarul Statistic (1978: 64-65).

125. Unfortunately, statistics on the
background of students are not
available.

126. Ilfov 10 per cent, Boto~ani and
Salaj 16, Bistrita-Nasaud, Dimbo
vita and Oit 17, Buzau and Tele
orman 18 and Vilcea and Vrancea
19 per cent.

127. Bra~ov 61 per cent and Hunedoara
59 per cent.

128. The target was set at a minimum of
10 000 lei gross industrial produc
tion in all counties by 1980.

129. The correlation coefficient was
-0.34,

13D. See further Chapter II.

131. Unfortunately, data on investments
are not available below county
level.



132. This was true for all the new
counties, i.e. those not pos
sessing a former regional cap
ital, except for Arad, Braila
and Sibiu.

133. I.e. those which had not been
regional capitals under the old
administrative system.

134. Balan, Motru and Plopeni.

135. Cavnic, Darabani, Horezu, Neg
re9ti, Saveni, Segarcea, Tirgu
Carbune~ti, Vinju Mare and
Zlatna.

136. Recensamintul (1966: Vol VII,
part 1),(1977: Vol II, 534-600).

137. Balan, Mangalia, Miercurea Ciuc,
Motru, Pite~ti, Plopeni, Rimnicu
Vilcea, Slatina, Slobozia, Tirg
ovi~te, Vaslui and Zalau.

138. Boto~ani, Deva, Sfintu Gheorghe
and Tirgu Jiu.

139. Anina, Cavnic, Calan, Lupeni,
Nucet, Uricani, Va~ca~ and
Zlatna.

140. Darabani, Negre~ti, Saveni, Seg
arcea, Solca and Vinju Mare.

141. Horezu and Slanic Moldova.

142. Measured as the rates of migrants
from a county - natives less
natives and residents - living
in the respective urban region
in 1977.

143. The urban regions were Bucure~ti,

Bra.ov, Cluj, Constan~a, Craiova,
Galati, Hunedoara, Ia9i and Timi
~oara. As data on individual
towns were not available, the
data for all urban regions, exce
pt Bucure~ti, refer to the sum of
towns in the county.

144. For rates, see Appendix, Table .13.

145. In 1941-48 the urban populat~on

declined by 1.33 per cent a year,
as against 0.02 per cent for rur
al areas. However, the latter
number is an approximation since
the exact area of the region can
not be calculated from the 1941
census.

146. The number is based on the 1948
urban boundaries and network.

147. Yiddish was declared as mother
tongue by 38 per cent of Sighetu
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Marmatiei's population in 1930.

148. 4.95 per cent a year in 1948-56
and 5.69 in 1956-66.

149. The present county of Cara~

Severin.

150. Including boundary changes, see
Table 89.

151. Anina, Boc~a, Dr Petru Groza, Mol
dova Noua, Nucet, Otelu Ro9u and
Va~cau.

152. See Appendix, Table 24.

153. ~tefanescu (1971).

154. ~tefanescu (1974).

155. Recensamintul (1966: Vol IV).
Later data were not available.

156. These data are not fully compar
able as they do not refer to a
cohort. The 1966 data include the
population of towns declared in
1968.

157. See Appendix, Table 18. 'Data on
the ethnic structure of individual
towns were not available for 1966
or 1977.

158. In 1930 the Romanians were the
largest ethnic group in another
three towns; Baia Mare,Lugoj and
Sighetu Marmatiei.

159. Except for Bucure~ti~

160. Petro~ani, Lupeni, Petrila and
Vulcan. The latter three declared
urban in 1950.

161. AnuapuZ Demog~fic (1974: 462-63),
Measnicov, Hristache & Trebiei
(1977: 80.93, 103-04).

162. Measnicov, Hristache & Trebici
(1977: 80-93, 103-04).

163. Bra~ov, Codlea. Risnov, Sacele and
Zarne~ti.

164. The slow increase of the region's
rural population in 1948-56 turned
~nto a decline in 1956-66.

165. Calan, Lupeni and Urieani.

166. Except for the small town of
Vulcan.

167. See Appendix, Table 18.

168. Abrud, Hateg, Hunedoara and Sebe9.

169. Notably Hunedoara and Alba Iulia.

170. In Hungarian Gyergyoszentmiklos,
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Csik-Szereda, Szekely-Udvarhely,
Sepsi-Szent-GyBrgy, Maros-Vasar
hely and Kezdi-Vasarhely.

171. Measnicov (1968b).

172. This concern should be interpre
ted in the context of the collect
ivization and mechianization of
agriculture, which greatly incre
ased the potential for rural
urban migration in agricultural
areas as Oltenia.

173. 203 versus 1 924 lei per capita
and year. See Appendix, Table 24.

174. 'Electroputere', '7 Noiembrie'
and 'Combinatul Chimic de la
I~alnita' •

175. Its average annual growth rate
increased from 0.27 per cent in
1948-56 to 4.59 in 1956-66.

176. The present counties of Dimbovi~a

and Prahova.

177. The present counties of Brcila,
Buzau, Teleorman and Ialomita.

178. The Municipali ty of Bucure~ti

was separate from the admini
strative region of Bucure~ti.

179. Except for the county of Ilfov,
for which Bucure~ti acted as
county capital.

180. 46.4 per cent in 1948-56 and 54.1
in 1956-66.

181. Cimpulung Moldovenesc (338),
Falciu (25), Radauti (993),
Solca (5) and Varna (374).

182. Ungureanu (1980: 14-17).

183. Ungureanu (1980: 58-59).

184. For example Boto~ani, Dorohoi,
Hu~i, Mara~e~ti, Radauti and
Solca.

185. Boto~ani, Dorohoi, Radau~i,

Siret and Saveni among others.

186. 21.6 per cent in 1956 as against
20.7 in 1860 (Ungureanu, 1980:
35-37) •

187. The figure refers to.Baca~ County.

188. Ungureanu (1980: 59).

189. Both figures refer to the 1968
urban network and boundaries.

CHAPTER VI

1. Recensement (1909: IV).

2. Ibid.

3. Recensement (1909: XIV).

4. Recensement (1909: XVI).

5. Recensement (1909: XXII).

6. Anuay~ul StatiDtic (1909: 84).

7. Anuarul Statistic (1909: 11, 86).

8. Ialornita had only 3.1 villages/
100 km2 , as against Bacau 11.5 and
Buzau 11.7. While lalomita had
four villages with less than 100
inhabitants, Bacau had 91 and
Buzau 101.

9. Annuaire Statistique Hongrois
(1902: 352).

10. The Law of Nationalities of 1868
states in paragraph 17: 'But since
from the standpoint of general
culture and well-being, the suc
cess of public instruction is one
of the highest aims of the State
also, the State is, therefore,
bound to ensure that citizens liv
ing together in considerab~e num
bers, of whatever nationality,
shall be able to obtain instruc
tion in the neighbourhood in their
mother tongue, up to the point
where the higher academic educa
tion begins.' (Seton-Watson, 1908:
432).

11. See further Seton-Watson (1908:
205-233) and Drage (1909).

12. Seton-Watson (1934: 406).

13. Annuaire Statistique Hongrois
(1912: 22, 364).

14. Annuaire Statistique Hongrois
(1912: 362).

15. Enescu & Enescu (1915).

16. Seton-Watson (1908: 214-15).

17. See Appendix, Table 33.

18. Recensamintul (1948).

19. Anuarul Statistic (1966: 490-91,
494-95) •

20. Ibid.



21. Dezvoltarea eeonomica a Romaniei
1944-1964 (1964: 660-61).

22. Including universities) but ex
cluding kindergarten.

23. Anuay~l Statistic (1966: 490-91).

24. Licee and ~coli medii tehnice §i
de specialitate.

25. Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, 188).

26. The 1977 census show no decline
in higher education in the cor
responding age groups.

27. AnuaruZ Statistic (1982: 281).

28. Lycee, secondary technical school
and vocational school, including
apprentices.

29. Data correlating level of educa
tion with place of birth were un
fortunately not available.

30. Unpublished studies on the origin
of students at the University of
Cluj-Napoca support this con
clusion.

31. Recensamintul (1966: Vol I, L),
(1977: Vol I, VIII).

32. Banu (1940).

33. Banu (1940).

34. Georgescu (1940). See also
Lenghel-Izanu (1939).

35. As many as 200 days a year could
be considered fasting days (Len
ghel-Izanu, 1939).

36. I.e. the formerly autonomous
region, inhabited and ruled by
Germans.

37. Ciomac (1931: 71-72).

38. Paget (1850: Vol II).

39. Banu (1940).

40. See Table 123.

41. Constantinescu (1942»)(1971).

42. Marin-Dunare (1942).

43. Anuarul Demografic (1974: 324
325).

44. Anuarul Statistic (1959: 332).

45. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 598),
(1971: 732).

46. AnuaruZ Statistic (1963: 74),
1966: 598).
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47. JudetuZ Satu Mare Za cumpana din
tre doua cincinale (1971: 27).

48. A main project in this period
was the paving of the road bet
ween Oradea and Bucure~ti.

49. Monografia geografica (1960: Vol
II, annex XXIV).

50. Rail accounted for 83 per cent of
the goods-kilometres and for 94
per cent of the person-kilometres
in 1959 (Anuarul Statistic, 1966:
410-411).

51. AnuaruZ Statistic (1966: 4,08) ..

52. AnuaruZ Statistic (1981 : 474).

53. Montias (1967: 30) •

54. Ibid. See also Conrad ( 1953: 27) •

55. Montias (1967: 78-79) .. AnuaruZ
Statistic (1966: 130). See Table
19 ..

56. Approximately 31 dollars according
to the official exchange rate.

57. Assuming that the socialist retail
trade had the same share of the
purchases of all groups.

58. Cash payment amounted to 39 per
cent of total pay in 1960 and 55
per cent in 1963 (Agpieultura
Romaniei 1944-1964~ 1964: 380).

59. Montias (1967: 116-18).

60. DezvoZtarea economica a Romaniei
1944-1964 (1964: 575).

61. Montias (1967: 116-18).

62. The following discussion is based
on two extensive field studies
carried out by scholars and stu
dents at the University Babe~

Bolyai under the auspices of pro
fessor loan A1ua9. The first, ma
de in 1974, was an inquire into
the situation of intellectuals
working in rural areas in the
county of Cluj. It was based on a
comprehensive questionnaire sub
mitted to 1 850 of 3 800 intellec
tuals. The second study was a vast
interdisciplinary investigation in
1977-78 of the Oa~ region in the
extreme northwest of Romania,
studying most facets of the region
and its development potentials.
The backward economic state of
this region received increased
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government attention in the ear
ly Seventies and the ultimate aim
of the study was to provide a
basis for development planning.
The backbone of the inve~~igation

was a comprehensive socia-econo
mic questionnaire applied to
2 700 households and almost
10 000 individuals in four villa
ge~; Camirzana, Certeze, Tur,and
Tur~. Results of the investiga
tion ha~e been publish~d in
Studia Universitara Babe~-BoZyai

and in Napoca Universitara (1977/
2) and remain to be published in
AnuaruZ MuzeuZui Etnografic din
TransiZvania.

63. Data were obtained from approxi
mately 90 per cent (2 672) of
the households in the villages
of Camirzana, Certeze, Tur and
Turt. In the former two agri
culture is still private, while
the latter two are collectivized.

64. The exact percentages were: Group
A 47, group B 67, group C 53 and
group D 75.

65. Most Romanians in Cri~ana-Banat,

Maramure~ and Transylvania be
longed to the Greek-Catholic
Church until it was banned in
the late Forties.

66. The church prescribes seven weeks
of lent before Eastern, six weeks
before Christmas and two weeks
before Saint Peter's Day in Aug
ust.

67. Unfortunately, later data were
not available.

68. Including the Greek Catholic.

69. This was even more the case in
the, past.

70. This has been a recurrent theme
in Ceau~escu's speeches. For a
discussion on the subject, see
Gilberg (1975).

71. Irimie (1980). This investigation
was a part of the Oa~ research
project (note 62 above).

72. This custom is still alive in the
Oa~ region, where the study was
made, but has been lost in most
other parts of the country.

73. See for example Florescu (1937),
(1938).

74. Doubts arose over the reliabi
lity of some of the data on the
frequency of cultural manifesta
tions during the collection and
processing of the data. However,
such errors would not be large
enough to change the general pic
ture.



CHAPTER VII

1. Except for South Dobrogea.

2. Data were not available for the
other regions.

3. The comparison does not include
changes in the territories ceded
to Bulgaria, Hungary and the
USSR in 1940.

4. The rates in this period were
affected by population losses
during World War One.

5. Blaga (1974).

6. See Appendix, Table 24.

7. Tertiary employment in 1930 in
cluded a large residual of
'other occupations' and 'unspe
cified' •

8. Blaga (1974: 48). According to
the same source the ratio was one
to ten in 1950.

9. The administrative region of
Bucure~ti was distinct from the
Municipality of Bucure~ti. It
comprised the southern part of
Muntenia.

10. Except for Bucure~ti, but massive
migration from rural areas to the
capital was considered undesir
able.

11. See Chapter II, Spatial Develop
ment Planning.

12. Blaga (1974: 34), PCR (1972: 12
108) .

13. See for example Ceau~escu

(67.12.06),(68.02.15).

14. Constantinescu (1970).

15. Vilceanu & Constantin (1973).

16. In the late Seventies the right to
a personal piece of land was made
conditional to working a minimum
of days on the collective farm.

17. Except when it automatically
follows from a profession or
occupation.

18. Cacoveanu (1982: 56-59).
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Table 1. Short Guide To Romanian Pronounciation

a like la' in cl~ss, but shorter
alike I eli n fa t he r

A - see i
e - 1i ke 'eli n bed

like 'eel in seen~ but shorter
1 - resembles the vowel represented by '0' in lesson in

affected speach
o - like '0' in sPQrt, but shorter
u - like '00 1 in moon, but shorter
c like 'e ' in s£ar, except when followed by e or
c followed by e or i

1ike Ich I in chair

9 1ike Ig' in going, except when followed by e or

9 followed by e or i

1ike I j I in fam
j 1ike 's' in pleasure

$ 1ike Ish' in shoe

~ 1ike 'ts' in cats
ch and gh

- see c respectively 9

The letters b, d, f, h, 1) m~ n, p, r, s, t, v, x and z are pronounced
as in English. All letters are pronounced, apart from Iii at the end of
a word which is mute except in infinitives.
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Table 2. Romanian - Hungarian - German Dictionary of Place-names in
Cri~ana - Banat, Maramure~ and Transylvania

Romanian Hungarian

Abrud Abrudbanya
Aiud Nagyenyed
Alba Iulia Gy~lafehervar

Ale~d Elesd
Anina, Staierdorfanina Stajerlak
Arad Arad
Bai a ~1are Nagybanya
Baia Sprie Felsobanya
Baraolt Barot
Baile Herculane HerkulesfUrdo
Baile Tu~nad TusnadfUrdo
Balan, Poiana Marul ui Balanbanya
Beclean Bethlen
Beiu~ Belenyes
Bistrita, Tlrgu Ro~u Beszterce
Blaj Balazsfalva
Boc~a, Boc~a Romana Romanbogsan

Boc~a Vasiovei Nemetbogsan
Borsec Borszek
Bor~a Borsa
Brad Brad
Bra~ov Brass6
Buzia~ BuziasfUrdo
Caransebe~ Karomsebes
Carei Nagykaroly
Cavnic Kapnikbanya
Cehu Silvaniei Szilagy-Cseh

Cehu Sdlajului
Chi~ineu-Cri~ Kisjeno
Cisnadie Nagydiszn6d
Cfmpeni Topanfalva
Cimp~.a Turzi i Gyeres
Cl uj -Napoca Koloszvar
Codlea Feketehalom
Cop$a Mica Kiskapus

German

Altenburg, Gross-Schlatten
Grossenyed, Strassburg
Weissenburg, Karlsburg

Heuerdorf
Arad
Frauenbach
r~i tte1stadt

Herculesbad

Bistritz
Blasendorf
Altwerk
Neuwerk

Kronstadt

Karansebesch
Karol
Kapnik-Oberstadt

Heltau

Kl ausen burg
Zeiden
Kleinkopisch
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Table 2 continued

Romanian Hungarian German

Eisenmarkt, Eisenstadt

Eppeschdorf
Fogarach

Desch

Armenierstadt
Hotzinq, Wallenthal

Schlossberg, Denburg, DimrichDeva
Detta

Kurtics, KUrtos
Dees

Kovaszna
SzitaskeresztQr
Kudzsir

Dej
Deta
Deva
Dr Petru Groza, Stein
Dumbraveni Erzsebetvaros
Fagara~ Fogaras
Gheorgheni Gyergyoszentmik16s
Gherla Szamosujvar
Hateg Hatszeg
Huedin Banffyhunyad
Hunedoara Vajdahunyad
Ineu Koroskisjeno
Intorsura Buz3ului Bodzafordulo

Covasna
Christuru Secuiesc
Cugir
Curtici

Jibou Zsib6
Jimbolia Zsombolya
Lipova Lippa
Lugoj Lugos
Lupeni Lupeny
Marghita Margitta
Media$ Medgyes
Miercurea Ciuc Csiksereda
Moldova Noua Ujmoldova, Moldovabanya
Nadlac Nagylak
Nasaud Nasz6d
Negre$ti-Oa$ Avasfelsofalu
Ocna Murei, Uioara MarosQjvar
Dcna Sibiului Vizakna
Odorheiu Secuiesc Szekely-Udvarhely
Oradea Nagyvarad
Oravita, Oravita MontanaOravikabanya

Oravita Romana Romanoravika

Hatzfeld
Lippa
Lugosch

Mediasch

Nussdorf

Maroschujwar
Salzburg
Odorhellen
Grosswardein
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Table 2 continued

Romanian

Ora~tie

Otelu Ro~u, Ferdinand
Petro~ani

Pi'ncota
Predeal
Reghin

Re~ita

R'snov
Rupea
Salonta
Satu Mare
Sacele
Sebe~

Sebi~

Sfi'ntu Gheorghe
Sibiu
Sighetu Marmatiei
Sighi$oara
Simeria
Slngeorz-Bai
Stnnicolau Mare
~ovata

Simleu Silvaniei
Ta$nad
Timi~oara

T1rgu Lapu$
Tlrgu Mure~

Tlrgu Secuiesc
Tlrnaven;
Toplita
Turda
Uricani
Va~cau

Vi$eu de Sus

Hungari an

Szaszvaros
Nandorhegy
Petroszeny
Pankota
Predeal
Szaszregen
Res i ca
Rozsnyo
Koha10m
Nagyszalonta
Szatmarnemeti
Hetfa1u
Szaszsebes
Borossebes
Sepsiszentgyorgy
Nagyszeben
Maramarosszi get
Segesvar
Piskitelep
Olahszentgyorgy
Szergnagyszentmik16s
Szovata
Sz;lagysomlyo
Tasnad
Temesvar
Magyarlapos
Marosvasarhely
Kezdivasarhely
Dicsoszentmarton
Olahtoplica, Marosheviz
Torda
Hobicavrikany
Vask6h
Felsoviso

German

Bros

Sachsisch-Reen
Reschitza
Rosenau
Reps

Sathmar

MUhlbach

Hermannstadt

Schassburg

Grossanktnikolaus

Trestendorf
Temeschwar

Neumarkt

Thorda, Torenburg

Oberwichau



Table 2 continued

Romanian

Vlahita
Zalau
Zarne~ti

Zlatna

Source: Suciu (1967)

Hungarian

Szentgyhazasfalu
Zilah

Zernest
Zalatna
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German

Waltenburg, Zillenmarkt
Zernescht
Kleinschlatten, Goldmarkt



322

Table 3. Hungarian - Romanian Dictionary of County Names

Also-Feher Alba

Arad Arad

Besztercze-Nasz6d Nasaud

Bihar Bihor
Brass6 Bra~ov

Csik Ciuc
Fogaras Fagara~

Haromszek Trei Scaune
Hunyad Hunedoara
Ki s-KUkUll 0 Tlrnave Mica
Kolosz Cl uj
Krasso-Szoreny Cara~-Severin

r~aramaros Maramure~

Maros-Torda Mure$
Nagy-KUkUllo Tlrnave Mare
Szatmar Satu Mare
Szeben Sibiu
Szilagy Salaj
Szolnok-Doboka Some$
Temes Timi~

Torda Aranyos Turda
Udvarhely Odorhei



Table 4. Regional Division of Romania in 193~ Counties by Regions

REGION
County
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BUCOVINA (Bucovina)
Cernauti
Storojine't
Her~a (town) (Moldova)

BESSARABIA (Basarabia)
Balti
Cahul
Cetatea Alba
Hotin
Ismail
Lapu$na
Orhei
Soroca
Tighina

SOUTH DOBROGEA (Dobrogea)
Caliacra
Durustor (excl. Ostrov)

DOBROGEA (Dobrogea)
Constanta
Tulcea
Ostrov (town)

MOLDAVIA (Moldova)
Bacau
Baia
Boto$ani
C'mpulung (Bucovina)
Covurlui
Dorohoi 5)
Falciu
Ia$i
Neamt
Putna
Radauti (Bucovina)
Roman
Suceava (Bucovina)
Tecuci
Tutova
Vaslui

MARAMURE~ (Cri~ana-Maramure~)

Maramure~

Satu Mare
Salaj (Transilvania)

CRI~ANA-BANAT

Arad (Cri~ana-Maramure$)

Bihor (Cri~ana-Maramure~)

Cara$ (Banat)
Severin l ) (Banat)
Timi$-Torontal (Banat)

TRANSYLVANIA (Transilvania)
Alba
Bra$ov
Ciuc
C1 uj
Fagara~

Mire$
Nasaud
Odorhei
Sibiu
Some$2)
Tlrnave Mare
Tlrnave Mica
Trei Scaune
Turda

OLTENIA (Oltenia)
Dolj
Gorj
Mehedin'ti
Olt (Muntenia)
Romanati
V,lcea

MUNTENIA (Muntenia)
Arge$3)
Bra i 1a
Buzau
Dimbovita
Ialomita
Ilfov
Muscel
Prahova. 4)
Rimnicu Sarat
Teleorman
Vla$ca

BUCURESTI
Bucure$ti

(Muntenia)

Source: Recensam~tuZ (1930: Vol 1)
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Table 4 continued

Remarks: Official Administrative Provinces in Brackets
1) Including Or~ova, situated in Oltenia
2) Including the districts Girbou, Ileande and Lapu~" situated

in Maramure~ (pop. 68,043).
3) Including the district Olt, situated in Oltenia (pop. 38,848).
4) Including several districts situated in Moldavia (pop. 114,126).
5) Including the district Herta, but not the town Herta situated

in Bucovina (pop. 66,021).
6) Including the district Puti1ei, situated in Bucovina (pop.

23,947).



Table 5. Regions, Counties and Towns.

REGIONS REGIONS REGIONS
Counties Counties Counties

Towns Towns Towns

MARAMURES Timi~ Cristuru Secuiesc
Gheorgheni

Satu Mare T;mi~oara Topli"taLugoj Vlahi-taSatu Mare Buzia~

Care; Deta Hunedoara
Negre~ti-Oa~ Jimbolia
Ta~nad Sinnicolau Mare Deva

Hunedoara
Maramure~ Cara~ Severin Petro~ani

Baia Mare Re~i"ta
Lupeni
PetrilaSighetu Marma"tiei Anina UricaniBaia Sprie Baile Herculane VulcanBor$a Boc~a BradCavnic Caransebe$ CalanTirgu Lapu~ t~o1dova Noua Hateg

Vi~eu de Sus Dravi"ta Ora$tieOtelu RO$u Simeri aSalaj
TRANSYLVANIAZalau Alba

Cehu Silvaniei Cluj Alba IuliaJibou AbrudSimleu Silvaniei Cluj-Napoca AiudDej BlajCRISANA-BANAT Turda CimpeniCimpia Turzii CugirBihar Gherla Dena Mure$
Oradea Huedin Sebe$
Ale$d Bistri"ta-Nasaud Zlatna
Be;u~

SibiuDr Petru Groza Bistrita
Marghita Beclean SibiuNucet Nasaud Media$Salonta Si ngeorz -Sa i AgnitaVa$cau

Cop~a MicaMure$ DumbraveniArad Tirgu Mure$ Dena Sibiului
Arad Sighi$oara
Chi$ineu Cri$ Ludu$ Bra$ov
Curtici Reghin

Bra~ovIneu Sovata CodleaLipova Tirnaveni
Fagara~Nadlae PredealPincota Harghita Risnov

Sebi~
~1i ercurea Ci IJC Rupea
Odorheiu Secu;esc Sacele
Baile Tu~nad Victoria
Balan Zarne~ti

Borsec
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Table 5 continued

REGIONS
Counties

Towns

Covast;la

Sfi ntu' Gheorghe
Baraolt
Covasna
Intorsura Buz~ului

Tirgu Secuiesc

OLTENIA.

Mehedinti
Turnu Severin
Baia de Arama
Or~ova

Strehaia
Vi nj u ~1are

Gorj
Tirgu Jiu
Motru
Novaei
Tie1eni
Tirgu Carbune~ti

Vileea
Rimnieu Vileea
Baile Govora
Baile 01ane~t;
Brezoi
Calimane~ti
Draga~ani

Horezu
Oenele Mari

Dolj
Craiova
Bai 1e~t-i
Calafat
Filia~i

Segareea
(Pleni"ta)

Olt
S1 atin a
Bal~

Caraeal
Corabia
Dragane~ti. _0-1 t

REGIONS
Counties

Towns

MUNTENIA

Arge~

Pite~ti

Cimpulung
Coste~ti

Curtea de Arge~

Topoloveni ~

Dimbovita
Tirgovi~te

Fieni
Gae~ti

Moreni
Pueioasa
Titu
(Raeari)

Prahova
Ploie~ti

Azuga
Baicoi
Bolde~ti-Scaeni

Breaza
Bu~teni

Cimpina
Comarnie
Mizil
Plopeni
Sinaia
Slanic
Urlat;
Valen;i de Munte
(Filipe~ti Tirg)

Buzau
Buzau
Rimnicu Sarat

Braila
Brai1a
Faurei

Teleorman
Alexandria
Turnu Magurele
Ro~iorii de Vede
Videle
Zimnicea

REGIONS
Counties

Towns

11 fov
Giurgiu
Buftea
Olteni"ta
Urz;ceni

Ialomita
Slobozia
Calara~i

Fete~ti

I~ndarei

BUCURE~TI

Bueure~ti

DOBROGEA
Tulcea
Tulcea
Babadag
Isaccea
~1ac in
Sulina

Constanta
Constanta
Eforie
Mangalia
Navodari
Techirghio1
Cerna Voda
Hir~ova

Medgidia
(Ostrav)

MOLDAVIA

Vrancea
Foc~ani .
Adjud
~1ara~e~ti

Odobe~ti

Panciu



Table 5 continued

REGIONS
Counties
Towns

Galati
Galati
Tecuci
Bere~ti

Tirgu Bujor

Bacau
Bacau
Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Oej
Buhu$i
Comane~ti

Moine~ti

Slanic Moldova
Tirgu Dcna

Vaslui
Birlad
Vaslui
Hu~i

Negre~ti

(Falciu)

Neamt
Piatra NeaJ1lt
Roman
Bicaz
Tirgu Neamt

Ia~i

Ia$i
Hirlau
Pa$cani
Tirgu Frumo$

REGIONS
Counties

Towns

Suceava
Suceava'
Cirnpulung Moldovenesc
Falticeni
Gura Humoru'l ui
Rad'aut'i
Siret
Solca
Vatra Dor,nei
(Varna) ,

Boto~ani

Boto~ani

Darabani
Dorohoi
Saveni
(Mihaileni)
(Stefane~ti-Tirg)
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Rema'Pks: For location of regions and cou,nties, see Figure 1 and 3.
Towns in brackets no longer have urban status.
Counties as of 1968
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Table 6. Size Structure of Agricultural Properties in the Old Kingdom in 1902

Hectares OLTENIA MUNTENIA DOBROGEA MOLDAVIA OLD KINGDOM
arable land A B A B A B A B A B

- 1,9 32.74 7.23 31.97 4.10 4.52 0.37 29.13 4.00 30.23 4.30

2 - 4,9 51!,32 32.65 49.31 21.89 11 .26 2.70 44.63 19.70 46.92 21 .46
5 - 9,9 12.31 14.04 16.04 11 .10 49'.24 26.33 22.38 16.62 18.28 14.53

Total peasants 96.37 53.92 97.32 37.09 65.02 29.40 96.14 40.32 95.43 40.29

10 - 99 3.26 11 .92 2.09 5.75 34.03 47.57 3.24 8.01 4.01 11 .01

100 -999 0.32 18.52 0.47 20.41 0.. 88 15.81 0.50 23.78 0.46 20.69
1000 0.04 15.55 0.12 36.75 0.08 7.21 0.12 27.90 0.10 28,,00

Total boyars 0.36 34.17 0.59 57'.16 0.96 23.02 0.62 51 .68 0.56 48.69

Ha/peasant 3.1 3.3 7.7 3.5 3.4

Ha/boyar 423.5 829.5 408.6 695.9 707.6

Total arable land, ha. 1,346,900 3,497,300 663,800 2,318,800 7,826,800

Landowners 269,530 378,900 39,200 277,420 965,050

A: Number of landowners (percentages)
B: Arable land (percentages)

Source: AnuaruZ Statistic (1909: part VIII, various tables)

Remarks: The table includes private properties, land owned by religious or other public
foundations, state land and crown domains. It includes arable land, meadows and
pastures, but not vineyards, orchards of forests.

w
~
OJ
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Table 7. Size Structure of Agricultural Holdings in Cri~ana-Banat,

Maramure~ and Transylvania in 1900~ Percentages

Jugars
arable land

Percentage of
Holdings Arable land

- 5
5 - 10

10 - 20
20 - 50
50 - 100

100 - 1,000
1,000 -

50.7
21 .4

17.2
8.6
1 .3

0.6
O. 1

8.4
14.6
21 .5

21 .5

7.2
13.3
13.5

Source: Ciomac (1931) See also Enescu &Enescu (1915)
Remarks: 1 jugar = 0.5755 hectare

Data are based on Hungarian statistics and refer to Transylvania
and the counties Bihar, Szatmar, Maramaros, Arad, Ternes, Szilagy
and Krass6-Szoreny in C-B-M.
Arable land amounted to 3,679,000 hectars divided on 972,800
properties.

Table 8. Size Structure of Agricultural Properties in Bessarabia and
Bucovina

BESSARABIA BUCOVINA
Hectares A B A B C

10 74.6 17.0 96.3 48.0 25.9
10 - 100 24.7 33.0 3.3 27.0 12.8

100 - 0.7 49.1 0.4 25.0 61.3

Total A 290, 140 landowners 199,100 landowners
Total B 557,300 hectares
Total C 3,499,800 hectares 1,044,500 hectares

A: Number of landowners (percentages)
B: Arable land (percentages)
C: Area (percentages)
Sources: Bessarabia; Babel (1929: 300-301)

Bucovina; Mitrany (1930: 204), Roberts (1951: Appendix).
Remarks: The data for Bessarabia refers to 1916 and for Bucovina to pre

1914. The data for Bessarabia is very uncertain and contradic
tory and gives an approximation at best. Other sources give
different data. See for example Mitrany (1930)~ It is uncertain
if the data on area include forests. The data for Bucovina
appear to be of better quality.
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Table 9. The 1918 and 1921 Land Reforms in Romania

Total expropriation of:
land belonging to juridical persons
land belonging to foreign persons
land belonging to Romanians living abroad
land that had been leased for ten consecutive years or more

Partial expropriation was only applied to arable land. The extent of the
partial expropriation varied by region.

In the Old Kingdom landowners were allowed to keep:
100 ha in mountainous and hilly areas
150 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was considerable

- 200 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was average
- 250 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was weak.

In the Hungarian Territories landowners were allowed to keep:

- 29 ha in mountainous areas
- 58 ha in hilly areas

116 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was considerable
174 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was average

- 290 ha in flat areas where preassure on land was weak.

In Bucovina a distinction was made between the following categories~

- church land with more than 12 hectares
- properties with no important installations were expropriated from

100 hectares
- up to 250 hectares were left to properties with important agricultural

installations.

The ReEl Army made a total expropriation of land in Bessarabia during the
war. After the war all land above 100 hectares remained expropriated.

In the Old Kingdom the land was distributed according to the following
sys tern of preference :',
1 war veterans from the First World War
2 demobilized
3 war widows with children
4 landless peasants
5 peasants with less than five hectares land
6 war orphants.

As a further mean of separation the following criteria were used: war
invalids, previous employment on expropriated farm, possession of
agricultural equipments, number of children and age.

In Transylvania the following system of preference was used;
1 wounded who had been under Romanian flag at the time of expropriation

and who had worked on the expropriated property
2 others who had worked on the expropriated property for more than two years
3 wounded heads of family and war widows
4 war veterans, heads of family
5 wounded bachelors, war veterans
6 those mobilized by ConsiZiuZ NationaZ aZ TransiZvaniei



Table 9 continued

7 emigrants returned to the former Hungarian Territories and without
other means of living

8 heads of families who had not been mobilized during the war
9 volonteers to the Romanian or Allied armees.

In Bucovina the following syste~ of preference was used;

peasants and war invalids with less land than established necessary
by the communal council

2 orthodox parish priests

3 rural schools, one hectare per class
4 landless in the following order of preference

- war widows and war invalids
- war veterans
- persons who had suffered losses through the war.

The total land to be held by the receiving peasant was to be 5 hectares
in the Old Kingdom, 4 hectares in the former Hungarian Territories, 6
hectares in Bessarabia and 2.5 hectares in Bucovina.

Sources: Cornetzeanu (1940)~ Mitrany (1930)
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Table 10. Distribution of Land Expropriated Under the Land Reforms of

1918 and 1921, as of 1927

The Old Kingdom C-B-M & Bucovina Bessarabia
Transylvania

Peasants entitled to land 1,053,628 490,528 77,911 357,016

of which received land 630,113 310,583 71 ,266 357,016

Area distributed, ha 2,037,300 451,600 42,800 1,098,000

average per peasant, ha 3.2 1.5 0.6 3.1

Communal pastures, ha 524,700 418,400 5,800

Communal forests, ha 484,800 4,400

Reserved for other purposes,ha 214,400 309,000 22,900 393,900

Total area expropriated, ha 2,776,400 1,663,800 76,000 1,491,900
of,which arable land, ha 2,269,200 470,400 48,500 1,210,600

Sources: Mitrany (1930: 185-226), Roberts (1941: 366-367)

Remarks: C-B-M: Cri~ana-Banat and Maramure~
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Table 11. Natural Population Increase by Counties, Average 1934 - 1938

County

MARAMURE~

Maramure$
Satu Mare
Salaj

CRISANA-BANAT
Arad
Bihor
Cara~

Severin
Timi~ Torontal

TRANSYLVANIA
Alba
Bra~av

Ciuc
C1 uj
Fagaras
Hunedoara
M~re~

Nasaud
Odorhei
Sibiu
Some~

Tlrnave Mare
Tlrnave Mica
Trei Scaune
Turda

OLTENIA
Do1j
Gorj
Mehedinti
Olt
Romanati
V"rl cea

MUNTENIA
Arge~

Br~ila

Buzau
Dlmbovita
Ialomita

Per mill

12. 1
10.2
11 .0

1 .4
7.7

- 2.2
0.3

- 0.3

7.8
9.4

10.6
8.7
4.5
1.6
9.5
7.8
7.3
8.0
9.2
8.8

10.9
7.8

12.9

11 .2
12.1
10.0
15.4
13.2
14.6

14. 1
14.5
16.6
14.9
19.2

County

I1fov1/
r~usce1
Prahova
Rimnicu Sarat
Te1eorman
V1a~ca

DOBROGEA
Constanta
Tulcea

MOLDAVIA
Bacau
Baia
Boto~ani

Clmpulung
Covur1ui
Dorohoi
Falciu
Ia~i

Nea.mt
Putna
Radauti
Roman
Suceava
Tecuci
Tutava
Vaslui

BUCOVINA
Cernauti
Starojinet

BESSARABIA
Ba1ti
Cahul
Cetatea Alba
Hatin
Ismail
Lapu~na

Orhei
Saraca
Tighina

SOUTH DOBROGEA
Ca1iacra
Durustar

Per mi 11

16.9
14.0
15.4
18.5
13.6
13.2

16.2
18.6

15.5
18.6
17.3
12.0
11 .4
18.0
13.8
12.8
16.6
13.0
10.6
16.6
11 .7
15.4
13.2
15.7

3.9
9.8

13.4
14.7
11 .2
9.1

11 .3
4.9
9.3

11 .2
12. 1

14.6
12.4

Sources: Miscarea popuZatiei Romaniei (1934-1938: various tables)
1) Including Bucure~ti



Table 12. Interregional Migration Until 1930

~ The Hungarian Oltenia Muntenia & Moldavia Bessarabia Bucovina Abroad
To Territories Dobrogea

The Hungarian
Territories - 14,742 25,647 11 ,795 8,619 7,847 161,662

01tenia 13,081 - 16,560 2,981 1,558 575 5,381

Muntenia &
Dobrogea 134,858 78,953 - 93,403 32,860 11,867 44,629

Moldavia 18,218 3,939 32,768 - 35,446 26,424 13,603

Bessarabia 5,629 4,178 10,870 21,988 - 3,572 59,654

Bucovina 4,595 444 2,840 13,121 5,806 - 25,067

Net migration -107,731 -67,501 263,256 -26,493 -38,052 -23,479
as %of pop. -1 .9 -4.5 5.4 -1 .1 -1 .3 -2.8

Source: AnuaruZ Statistic (1939/1940: 100-115)

Remarks: Dobrogea includes South Dobrogea.
Migrants measured as persons born elsewhere than in locality of residence

ww
w
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Table 13. The Migrational Field of Major Urban Regions

Percentage total number of migrants from a country (native less
native and resident population) living in the respective urban
region m1977

County Bucu- Bra- Cl uj Cons- Crai- Gala- 1a~i Timi~- Huned-
re$ti $OV tanta ova ti oara oara

Satu Mare 5.4 2.4 4.8 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.4 6.2 4.9
Maramures 6,7 3.3 7.2 0.9 0.4 0.4 0.9 5.3 3.6
Salaj 5.2 5.2 18.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.2 4.7 6.. 4

Bihar 10.0 2.9 5.8 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5 12.9 4.7
Arad 10.8 1.9 3.. 3 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.6 25.6 8.2
Timi$ 11 .8 1.9 3.0 1.8 1.6 1.0 1.. 0 5 .. 9
Cara$ Severin 9.9 1.2 1.7 1.2 1.9 1.4 0.6 36.9 3.8

Cluj 14.5 5.4 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.7 4.8 8.5
Bistrita 8.8 4.0 18.0 1.0 0.3 0.4 0.7 4.0 11 .6
Mure~ 9.4 8.3 14.0 1.1 0.4 0.4 0.6 2.5 9.1
Harghita 7.1 12.7 5.7 0:6 0.2 0.5 0.5 3.5 4.5
Hunedoara 9.4 2.3 5. 1 1.2 2.2 1.9 0.8 8.5
Alba 8.9 4.3 12.4 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.3 3.9 14.3
Sibiu 18.4 14.8 5.6 1.. 8 1.3 0.7 1.1 3.3 5.7
Bra~ov 25.4 4.2 1.9 1.2 1.3 1.4 2.1 1.7
Covasna 6.9 35.4 3.7 0.6 0.4 0.8 1.5 1.3 1.5

Mehedinti 22.9 1.4 0.6 2.1 10.7 0.7 0.5 10.3 4.9
Gorj 28.5 1.2 0.8 2.4 14. 1 0.5 0.4 4.2 13.2
Vi1cea 28.0 3.7 0.9 2.4 6.6 0.6 0.5 0.3 4.3
Dolj 28.5 2.6 0.8 2.4 0.8' 0.7 5.3 8.2
01t 30.5 2.7 0.5 3.1 9.7 0.5 0.5 2.5 2.8

Arge$ 47.9 3.0 0.6 2.8 1.6 0.6 0.7 1.3 1.2
Dimbovita 49.9 3.7 0.4 1.6 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.7
Prahova 40.7 7.6 0.8 2.4 0.9 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.2
Buzau 29.6 10.6 0.4 2.9 0.3 5.5 1.0 0.7 0.9
Braila 31 .7 5. 1 0.6 7.7 0.6 11 .2 1.5 1.1 1.0
Te1eorman 57.4 2.0 0.3 2.3 1.3 1.9 0.4 1.0 1.9
11 fov 65.7 1.1 0.4 1.7 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.7
1a1omita 51 .1 3.. 1 0.3 12.5 0.4 2.2 0.4 0.6 0.7

Constanta 34.2 3.5 1.0 1.3 3.0 2.0 1.a 1.4
Tu1cea 15.2 1.6 0.4 30.2 0.4 11 .9 0.8 0.8 0.8

Vrancea 23.9 9.8 0.4 2.4 0.5 10.4 2.5 1.1 1.9
Galati 26.7 6.0 0.7 5.0 0.8 3.8 1.6 1.7
Bacau 17.8 10. 1 0.8 3.1 0.6 5.5 4.1 1.8 2.7
Vas1ui 17 .1 7.9 0.4 4.3 0.4 10.9 13.4 1.5 5.3
Neamt 16.5 6.1 0.7 3.5 0.5 2.4 9.3 1.9 2.1
Ia$i 20.6 2.5 0.9 4.8 0.7 2.5 2.6 4.4
Suceava 21 .6 4.4 1.3 3.5 0.5 1.7 9.2 5.0 3.0
Boto$ani 15.2 6.4 0.7 5.5 0.4 2.4 12.4 3.2 5.6

Bucure$ti 6.8 3.3 5.7 2.8 1.. 9 2.0 2.3 1.7

Source: RecensamintuZ (1977: Vol 1,696-743)



Table 14. Ethnic Structure in the Hungarian Territories in 1891
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Percentage
Total

County Romanians Magyars Germans Jews Population

Arad 60.8 23.1 10.4 2.6 343,597
Bihar 42.,5 50.1 0.5 5.0 517,704
Krasso-Szoreny 76.4 2.5 11 .1 0.9 407 ,635
Maramaros 24.2 11 . 1 1.7 16.8 268,281
5zatmar 33.1 55.0 3.8 7.1 323,768
5z i 1agy 61 ,1 31 .8 0.3 4.4 191,167
Ternes 39.0 7.7 34.7 1.9 412,670
Ugocsa 11 .7 33.1 O. 1 12.5 75,461

Total C-B-M 47.2 26.5 9.6 5.2 2,539,283

Also-Feher 78.4 14.5 3.4 1.7 193,072
Besztercze-Naszad 67.2 4.4 20.4 4.2 104,737
Brass6 35.8 29.6 31 .6 1.0 86,777
Csik 12.6 86.2 0.2 0.6 114,110
Fogaras 89.2 4.2 4. 1 1.a 88~217

Haromszek 13.4 84.7 0.4 0.5 130.008
Hunyad 89.0 5.9 2.6 0.9 267,895
KiskUkUl10 49.0 26.3 17.8 1.4 101 ,045
Ko1osz 59.0 31 .8 3.3 3.0 225,199
Maros-Torda 34.8 56.0 3.3 2.1 177,860
Nagy-KUkUl10 39.6 10.2 43.7 0.6 135,312
Szeben 66.4 2.8 28.3 0.4 148,738
Szo1nok-Doboka 75.7 16.2 1.0 4.5 217,550
Torda Aranyos 71 .3 24.1 0.2 1.3 150,564
Udvarhely 2.9 93.1 1.9 0.7 110,132

Total Transylvania 56.6 30.0 9.0 1.7 2,251,216

Total 51 .6 28.2 9.4 3.6 4,790,499

Source: Nepszaml&lasa (1891)

Remarks: C-B-M - Cri~ana-Banat and Mararnure~

The city of Versecz is not included in Ternes.
Romanians, Magyars and Germans are measured by mother
tongue. Jews: Those adhering to the Jewish faith,
irrespective of mother tongue

For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Table 15. Population in Bucovina by Mother Tongue in 1890

Percentage Total
County Romanian Ruthenian German Polish Population

Czernowitz 19. 1 45.6 27.9 7.2 143,853

Kimpolung 57.4 13.1 28.4 1.0 44,895

Katzman 0.1 58.6 27.9 7.2 89,929

Radautz 63.2 9.6 22.5 2.6 91 ,901

Sereth 27 .. 1 42.3 16.9 3.4 53,972

Storoiynetz 43.5 37.7 16.0 2.6 70,573

Suczawa 62.1 12.3 21.4 3.3 82,719

Wiznitz 0.3 75 .. 6 21 .0 3.1 64,653

Total 32.4 41.8 20.8 3.7 642,495

Source: VolkszahZung (1890: Vol I)

Remarks.· The German speaking population was probably to a large
extent Jewish. Ukrainians were not separated from
Ruthenians ..
For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Table 16. Jews in the Hungarian Territories by Mother Tongue and Literacy
in 1891, Percentages

Mother tongue
Total no.

County tRomanian Hungarian German Literate of Jews

Arad 0.5 83.2 16.0 77.0 8,924
Bihar 0.5 96.0 3.2 66.8 25,968
Krasso-Szoreny 1.4 20.3 77.6 74.9 3,713
Maramaros 0.2 8.4 91 .1 20.7 45,073
Szatmar 3.5 89.4 6.9 52.2 22,849
Szilagy 10.0 77.3 12.5 52.3 8,435
Ternes 0.3 37.6 60.9 74.2 7,945
Ugocsa 0.1 41.3 56.9 36.6 9,414

Total C-B-M 1.5 53 .. 5 44.6 46.9 132,321

Also-Feher 1.4 67.9 30.7 61.5 3,280
Besztercze-Nasz6d 1.4 8.0 90.5 47.5 4,349
Brass6 3.5 47.1 43.1 79.1 868
Csik 7.2 73.4 19.4 55.9 706
Fogaras 5. 1 44.2 49.2 67.9 866
Haromszek 0.6 88.7 10.2 70.6 698
Hunyad 4.4 53.6 43.9 64.0 2,470
KiskUkUllo 7.. 1 72.7 20.2 53.2 1,418
Ko1osz 5.9 84.1 9.8 59.4 6,727
Maros-Torda 5.6 80.3 13.9 59.3 3,735
Nagy-KUkU110 3.4 43.1 53.5 62.0 803
Szeben 1.3 31 .. 0 67.4 67.8 639
Szolnok-Doboka 21 .. 1 37.5 41.4 40.1 9,890
Torda Aranyos 3.7 66.3 30.0 54.5 1,931
Udvarhely 0.4 94.3 5.3 56.9 768

Total Transylvania 8.3 55.6 35.8 54.1 39,148

Total 3. 1 54.0 42.6 48.5 171 ,469

Source: Nepszqrntqlasa (1891: 182-188, 254-302)

Remarks: C-B-M - Cri~ana-Banat and Maramure~. The city of Versecz was
excluded from Ternes county. German includes Yiddish. For
location of counties, See Figure 2.
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Table 17. Ethnic Structure in Urban and Rural Areas in Cri~ana-Banat,

Maram~re~ and Transylvania in 196~ and 1977, Percentages

REGION Romanians Magyars Germans

County 1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Satu Mare Total 55.2 58.6 43.2 38.2 1. 1 0.6
Urban 47.8 56.0 51 .6 42.1 0.3 0.5
Rural 58.4 60.3 39.6 35.8 1.4 0.6

Maramure~ Total 79.4 80.9 13.0 11 .4 0.7 0.6
Urban 72.2 77.9 24.5 19.2 1.7 1.4
Rural 83.4 83.3 6.0 5.2 0.1 0.0

Salaj Total 74.2 74.8 24.3 23.6 0.0 0.0
Urban 58.4 67.5 40.4 31 .2 o. 1 0.1
Rural 77.2 77 .1 21 .2 21 .3 0.0 0.1

MARAMURE~ Total 69.8 71 .9 26.2 23.4 0.6 0.3
Urban 62.2 68.7 36.0 28.9 1.0 0.9
Rural 73.0 73.8 22.0 20.1 0.4 0.2

Bihar Total 64.0 65.8 33.8 31 .0 0.2 0.1
Urban 49.1 56.4 49.7 41.5 0.3 0.2
Rural 70.5 71 .5 26.8 24.6 O. 1 0.0

Arad Total 71.9 75.0 16.3 14. 1 9.0 7.5
Urban 66.3 72.9 23.3 17.9 6.2 4.8
Rural 75.5 76.8 11 .7 10.8 10.7 9.8

Timi~ Total 62.5 69.8 13.0 10.4 18.2 13.5
Urban 61 .4

1

71 .2 18.5 12.8 16.7 11 .5
Rural 63.3 68.3 9.1 7.9 19.2 15.5

Cara~-Severin Total 83.0 85.6 2.5 2.1 7.4 5.2
Urban 78.0 83.9 4.8 3.7 13.6 8.0
Rural 86.5 87.2 0.8 0.5 3. 1 2.4

CRISANA-BANAJ Total 68.6 72.6 17.4 15.7 8.7 6.9
Urban 62.7 70.5 23.4 19.0 9.3 6.7
Rural 72.2 74.3 13.8 12.9 8.3 7.0

C1 uj Total 72.8 75.4 26.3 23.4 0.3 0.2
Urban 64.0 71 .5 35.0 27.3 0.6 0.4
Rural 80.7 80.3 18.7 18.5 0.0 0.0

Bi strita-Nas'aud Total 88.9 91 .7 8.0 7.0 2.2 0.8
Urban 82.3 88.7 11 . 7 8.9 5.5 1.5
Rural 90.2 92.6 7.3 6.3 1.6 0.6

Mure~ Total 49.8 51 .2 45.0 43.7 3.7 2.9
Urban 42.6 47.1 52.7 48.3 3.9 2.9
Rural 53.2 54.1 41.4 40.6 3.5 2.9

Harghita Total 10.8 14.1 88.8 84.5 0.1 0.1
Urban 15.5 21 .3 84.2 77.6 0.2 0.1
Rural 9.0 9.8 90.5 88.6' 0.0 0.0
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Table 17 continued

BEGION Romanians Magyars Germans
County 1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Hunedoara Total 89.6 92.0 8.5 6.6 1.3 0.8
Urban 84.1 88.8 13.1 9.3 1.9 1.2
Rural 97.5 98.4 1.9 1.2 0.3 0.2

Alba Total 89.2 90.3 7.0 6.2 3.3 2.7
Urban 87.3 90.1 8.8 6.8 3.2 2.4
Rural 90.2 90.5 5.9 5.8 3.4 3.0

Sibiu Total 71 .2 75.2 4.8 4.3 23.5 19. 1
Urban 67.5 74.6 8.0 6.3 24.1 18.1
Rural 74.8 76.0 1.8 1.7 22.9 20.5

Bra~ov Total 75.3 80.9 15.0 12.0 9.3 6.2
Urban 76.2 82.5 16.2 12.3 7.2 4.5
Rural 73.9 77.3 13.3 11 .4 12.5 9.9

Covasna Total 19. 1 20.6 80.5 77.9 0.1 o. 1
Urban 18.8 20.2 80.8 78.2 0.3 0.2
Rural 19.2 20.9 80.3 77.8 0.1 0.1

TRANSYLVANIA Total 66.7 69.8 26.9 25. 1 5.1 4.0
Urban 66.0 71.2 27.0 23.9 5.8 4.0
Rural 67.2 68.4 26.8 26.3 4.6 4.0

Sources: RecensamintuZ (1966:Vo1 1,163-167), (1977:Vo1 I , 614-615)
Remarks: Ethnicity measured by mother tongue in 1966.

In 1977 ethnicity was measured by mother tongue and
nationality. Those with different mother tongue-and
nationality - in all 44,875 people in Romania - were
lumped together in a residual category.
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Table 18. Population in Towns in'Cri~ana-Banat, Maramure~ and Transylvania
by Mother Tongue, Percentages

CRISANA, BANAT
&MARAMURES 1881 1900 1930 1948 1956

Arad 35,556 56,260 77 ,181 87,291 106,460
Romanian 18.6 17.0 37.0 52.5 55.5
Hungarian 57.7 69.2 53.3 40.5 35.3
German 15.8 10.0 6.0 2.6 7.6

Baia Mare 8,6~2 11 ,183 13,904 20,959 35,920

Romanian 29.6 21 .5 46.7 43.3 52.2
Hungarian 66.7 76.5 41.5 53.7 46.6
German 2.2 1.3 0.0(9.0) 0.0 0.3

Baia Sprie 5,053 4,584 4, 127 3,968 8,134
Romanian 20.5 7.5 28.2 30 .. 7 53.4
Hungarian 77.8 91.7 62.5 67.9 45 .. 3
German 1.1 0.4 0.0(2.4) 0.0 0.2

Caransebe~ 4,764 6,497 8,704 10,106 15,195
Romanian 54.6 50 .. 9 62.4 85.6 80 .. 8
Hungarian 6.5 13.5 7.2 4.8 4 .. 0
German 33.4 31 .2 26.6 7.9 12.7

Carei 12,523 15,382 16,042 15,425 16,780
Romanian 2.8 1.9 27.6 31 .1 28.1
Hungarian 95.7 96.8 61 .8 67.0 71 .2
German 1.2 1.0 0.0(7.3) 0.1 0.1

Lugoj 11,287 16,126 23,593 26,707 30,252
Romanian 44.3 34.5 41.2 64.1 62.4
Hungarian 12.4 24.4 26.4 21.0 20.2
German 41.4 38.7 28.6 11 .9 14.8

Oradea 31,324 50,177 82,687 82,282 98,950
Romanian 6.6 6.6 25.3 32.8 34.9
Hungarian 86.8 89.2 66.6 63.9 63.5
German 4.0 2.8 1.4(5.0) 0.2 0 .. 7

Satu ~1are 19,708 26.881 51,495 46,519 52,096
Romanian 5.0 3.4 27 .1 29.2 30.3
Hungarian 88.9 93.3 58.9 65.6 67.6
German 3.9 2.2 0.0(11.3) 0.2 0.3

Sighetu Mar~atiei 10,852 17,445 25,134 18,329 22,361
Romanian 8.6 9.7 30.0 52.5 53.2
Hungarian 64.2 72.6 27.8 36.3 38.4
German 19.9 2.2 0.0(37.9) 0.1 0.2
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Table 18 continued

CRISANA, BANAT
&MARAMURES 1881 1900 1930 1948 1956

~im1eu Si1vaniei 4,189 5,658 7,448 7,931 8,560
Romanian 15.9 19.4 30.4 41.3 46.0
Hungarian 64.2 77.1 52.3 52.8 52.4
German 19.9 1.7 0.0(15.7) 0.2 0.0

Timi~oara 33,694 53,033 91,580 111,987 142,257
Romanian 10.1 7.6 26.3 52.2 53.5
Hungarian 22.2 35.1 35.5 27.4 25.6
German 56.6 51.0 33.5 14.4 17.9

Za1au 5,961 7,639 8,340 11,652 13,378
Romanian 6.0 4.8 24.7 42.8 48.2
Hungarian 92.9 94.5 71 .1 56.4 51 .4
German 0.6 0.3 0.0(2.6) 0.0 0.0

TRANSYLVANIA

Abrud 2,869 3,341 2,468 2,656 4,411
Romanian 60.6 57.5 73.4 83.7 93.6
Hungarian 36.2 37.3 21.8 15.7 6.0
German 1.9 4.5 1.7 0.3 0.3

Aiud 5,362 7,494 9,478 9,535 11 ,886
Romanian 20.3 22.2 40.0 58.4 63.3
Hungarian 75.6 74.8 53.1 39.5 33.4
German 3.2 1.7 2.0(2.4) 0.7 0.7

Alba Iu1ia 7,338 11,507 12,282 14.420 14.776
Romanian 43.6 42.0 65.6 82.5 86.8
Hungarian 35.3 45.6 20.3 11 .3 9.8
German 17.2 11 .0 5.0(6.5) 1.7 2.4

Bistri~a 8,063 12,081 14,128 15,801 20,292
Romanian 26.2 31 .1 40.1 67.5 69.0
Hungarian 7.1 19.2 10.5 14.8 14.9
German 62.9 48.7 33.1 (13.4) 11.8 12.9

Bra~ov 29,584 36,646 59,232 82,984 123,834
Romanian 31 .7 30.7 32.7 66.5 71 .6
Hungarian 33.2 38.5 42.2 21 .3 19.5
German 33.5 29.0 22.4 10.2 8.4-

Cl uj 30,363 49,295 100,844 117,915 154,723
Romanian 12.0 12.3 34.5 40.1 48.2
Hungarian 80.0 82.9 54.3 57.6 50.3
German 4.9 3.6 2.7(6.6) 0.3 0.7
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Table 18 continued

CRISANA, BANAT
& ~1ARAMURES 1881 1900 1930 1948 1956

De~ 6,169 9,888 15,110 14,681 19,281

Romanian 25.5 23.5 40.5 53.4 57.8
Hungarian 70.3 70.6 36.5 42.1 40.5
German 3.5 5.4 0.0(20.3) 0.2 0.2

Deva 3,935 7,089 10,509 12,959 16,879

Romanian 46.8 35.4 52.1 69.9 75.3
Hungarian 37.6 57.3 40.9 24.0 21 .3
German 11 .8 6.2 3.7(2.0) 1.4 2.2

Dumbraveni 2,500 3,903 4,067 4,562 5,367

Romanian 21.0 19.6 40.5 56.3 58.8
Hungarian 41 .9 63.1 38.0 22.9 18.1
German 7.8 8.5 12.3 9.5 13.9

Fagara~ 5,307 6,457 7,841 9,296 17,256

Romanian 33.9 35.5 54.9 79.0 82.3
Hungarian 32.8 45.1 29.7 13.8 9.8
German 30.5 19.3 13.5 5.9 7.1

Gheorgheni 5,503 7,028 10,355 10,031 11,969
Romanian 0.3 0.4 4.4 7.5 6.3
Hungarian 97.6 97.7 91.0 91.9 93.1
German 0.7 1.3 0.0(3.4) 0.0 0.3

Gher1 a 5,317 6,363 6,608 6,663 7,617
Romanian 32.2 29.2 43.7 60.2 64.7
Hungarian 63.9 65~8 37.4 35.9 33.3
German 2.5 1.4 0.0(13.7) 0.0 0.4

Hateg 1,808 2~367 3,091 1~21 0 3,853

Romanian 70.0 56.5 65.9 83.3 85.9
Hungarian 16.0 37.2 21 .2 8.7 11 06
Gern1an 11 .3 5.9 5.2 0.8 1.0

Hunedora 2,303 4,419 4,600 7,018 36,498
Romanian 68.6 45.0 60.6 78.9 82.2
Hungarian 21 .0 42.9 33.1 16.4 10.6
German 9.4 8.3 4.4 3.9 4.7

Media~ 6)489 7,954 15,505 23,247 32,498

Romanian 30.3 29.0 27.6 51 .7 55.8
Hungarian 11 .4 19.2 26 ..9 20.2 18.8
German 55.0 48.2 39.3(2.3) 23.6 24.7
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CRI~ANA, BANAT
& ~1ARAMURES 1881 1900 1930 1948 1956

Miercurea Ciuc 1,597 2',858 3,612 6,143 11~996

Romanian 0.4 1.8 13.7 12.5 5.6
Hungarian 96.1 95.8 80.3 86.0 93.8
German 2.1 1.7 2.0(3.0) 0.2 ····0.4

Odorheiu Secuiesc 5,948 8,045 8,5.18 10,366 14,162

Romanian 0.9 1•1 10.9 7.3 3.2
Hungarian 93.0 95.5 85.6 92.1 96.2
German 2.8 3.1 2.0 0.3 )0.4

Ora~tie 5,451 6~934 7,337 8,817 10,488

Romanian 43.6 52.2 67.9 83.0 87.2
Hungarian 23.1 27.2 17.0 10.3 5.9
German 26.9 19.1 12.8 5.6 6.4

Reghin 5,652 6,552 9.,4:90 9,.599 18,091

Romanian 12.8 15.4 19.4 32.5 38.9
Hungarian 31.5 39.6 42.1 57.0 55.3
German 53.7 44.9 23.9(13.6) 4.2 2.7

Sebe$ 6,244 7,770 9, 137 10,080 11 ,628

Romanian 60.3 62.5 70.9 78.1 81.0
Hungarian 3.1 7 .1 3.8 3.8 3.1
German 34.5 29.0 21 .5 13.3 11 . 7

Sfintu Gheorghe 5~268 7 ,131 10,818 14,221 17,638

Romanian 0.6 0.7 18.7 10.2 12.4
Hungarian 97.4 98.6 77.3 89.1 86 .. 8
German 1.4 1 .0 1.9 0.3 0.6

Sibiu 19~446 29.,577 49,345 60,602 90,475

Romanian 14.5 24.0 38.5 61 .7 66.9
Hungarian 10.6 19.4 13.7 8.3 5.3
German 73.7 54.6 44.7 27.0 27.2

Sighi$oara 8)788 10,868 13,033 18,284 20,363

ROr:lanian 23.9 25.8 34.4 60.8 58.4
Hungarian 13.4 25.8 34.4 14.1 15.2
German 58.3 50.3 40.6 22.6 25.0

Ti rgu ~·1ure$ 13, 192 19,522 38,517 47~O43 65,194

Romanian 6,7 9,5 24,6 23~4 22.0
Hungarian 86.8 85.6 65 .. 8 74.3 77.0
German 4.0 3.5 1.9(5.9) 0.2 0.4
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Table 18 continued

CRISANA, BANAT
& MARAMURES 1881 1900 1930 1948 1956

Tirgu Secuiesc 5,183 5,638 5,107 5,424 7,500

Romanian 0.5 0.7 4.6 2.2 3.6
Hungarian 98.4 98.6 93.6 97.1 96.0
German 0.9 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.3

Turda 9,434 12,117 20,023 25,905 33,614
Romanian 19.6 22.8 39.0 74.7 77.7
Hungarian 76.0 73.0 53.1 21.3 20.7
German 1 .4 0.8 2.7 0.3 0.4

Sources: NepszamZ&Z&sa (1900a), RecensamtntuZ (1930:Vol I I ), (1956a),
Thirring (1912)

Remarks: Yiddish included in German in 1881 and 1900, but not in 1930,
1948 and 1956. For 1930 Yiddish is given in brackets after
German. The 1900 figures include military personnel.
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Tab1e 19~ Knowledge of Languages among Romanians and the Romanian
share of the Total Population by Counties in 1881, Percentages

REGION Romanian Romanian population
County only Hungarian G~rman Per cent Abso1ute

Arad 94.77 4.40 0.40 60.94 185,241
Bihar 87.88 11 .88 0.06 41.69 186,264
Krasso-Szoreny 95.96 0.85 2 .. 51 76.02 289,849
~1aramaros 95.81 3.24 0.28 25.09 57,059
Szatmar 80.36 18.93 0.31 33.81 99,093
Szi1agy 89.72 10.01 0.05 60.39 103,307
Ternes 92.66 1 .61 2.37 37.60 148,928
Ugocsa 92.25 4.73 0.10 12.52 8,183

C-B-M 91 .83 6.17 1.13 47.171,077,924

Also-Feher 96.79 2.60 0.42 76.08 178,021
Besztercze-Nasz6d 95.31 1.62 2.58 65.30 62,048
Brass6 92.31 5.72 1.87 34.85 29,250
Csik 75.80 23.99 0.16 11 .57 12,832
Fogaras 97.62 1.22 0.83 88.74 75,050
Haromszek 64.19 35,63 0.14 12.33 15,448
Hunyad 96.92 2.05 0.66 87.50 217,414
KiskUkUllo 90.69 8.69 0.38 48.12 44,372
Kolosz 92.02 7.63 0.15 57.37 112,627
Maros-Torda 75 .. 47 22.34 0.15 33.74- 53,650

Nagy-KUkU11o 92.76 3.79 2.11 39.98 51,632
Szeben 96.26 0.96 2.15 64,. 11 90,802

Szolnok-Doboka 95.77 3.82 0.25 75.45 146,135

Torda Aranyos 94.00 5.75 0.08 70.65 96,809

Udvarhe1y 49.24 47.53 2.03 2.94 3,099

TRANSYLVANIA 93.67 5.23 0.76 55.02 1,146,611

C-B-M &TRANSYLVANIA 92.78 5.69 0.94 50.91 2,224,535

Source: Nep82QJrrz'al&g<a (1881 : 646 ff)

Remarks: For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Table 20 Knowledge of Languages among Magyars and the Magyar Share of
the Total Population by Counties in 1881, Percentages

REGION Hungarian Magyar population
County only Romanian German Per cent Absolute

Arad 65.62 14.26 19.05 22.24 67,613
Bihar 87.61 5.30 6.24 52.18 233, 135

Krasso-Szoreny 29.20 25.55 52.92 1.89 7,201
Maramaros 54.10 12.68 14.10 10.47 23,8"'9
Szatmar 80.02 8.53 8.66 57.08 167,284
Szi1agy 76.78 18.51 4.27 34.03 58,224

Ternes 41.69 °i4.25 4"' .28 6.55 25,955

Ugocsa 78.00 1.58 6.76 34.67 22,664

C-B-M 77.68 9.25 10.41 26.51 605,895

Also-Feher 40.31 51 .01 8.1L 14.50 25,818
Besztercze-Nasz6d 32.03 51.89 15.71 3.72 3,540
Brass6 70.97 19.40 9.58 28.53 23,948
Csik 96.82 2.00 1.05 83.65 92 ~802

Fogaras 37.45 41.09 21 .12 3.18 2,694
Harolllszek 94.36 3.77 1.68 83.50 104,607
Hunyad 27.02 49.78 21.58 4.94 12,278
KiskUkU110 56.16 39.70 3.84 23.43 21,604
Ko1osz 55.42 33.99 10.05 32'-10 63,005
Maros-Torda 82.14 13.50 3.82 54.40 86,497
Nagy-Kiikiil1o 57.50 32.70 9.65 9.08 12,026

Szeben 43.97 20.16 34.87 2.11 2,991
Szolnok-Doboka 43.49 51.83 4.34 16.29 31 ,559
Torda Arnayos 55.52 40.80 3.42 22.24 30,472
Udvarhe1y 96.81 1.61 1.15 89.38 94,311

TRANSYLVANIA 77.23 17.95 4.45 29.18 608, 152

C-B-M &TRANSYLVANIA 77.46 13.60 7.43 27.79 1,214,047

Source: Nepszaml&l&sa (1881: 646 ff)

Remarks: For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Tab1e·2,1. Knowledge of Languages among Germans and the German Share of
the Total Population by Counties in 1881, Percentages

REGION German German population
County only Romanian Hungarian Per cent Absolute

Arad 53.61 16.99 28.70 10.18 30,931

Bihar 21 .72 6.39 66.83 0.96 4,305

Krasso-Szoreny 46.05 32.77 13.70 9.92 37,833

Maramaros 46.49 14.32 9.24 13.95 31 ,718
Szatmar 26.07 10.34 62.'73 4.76 13,948

Szilagy 18.19 1.59 78.75 0.48 819

Ternes 72.22 12.09 10.88 34.65 137,239

Ugocsa 22.13 1.25 48.03 3.68 2,409

C-B-M 59.07 15.64 17.50 11 .34 259,202

Also-Feher 20.75 58.85 19.88 3.92 6,972

Besztercze-Nasz6d 25.88 65.97 7.99 24.32 23,113

Brass6 50.51 20.45 28.98 31.67 26,579

Csik 19.71 7.79 72.02 0.37 411
Fogaras 26.08 39.32 34.13 4.55 3,850

Haromszek 27.91 8.60 62.56 0.34 430
Hunyad 21.47 40.41 34.95 4.74 6,968
Ki skUkU'11 0 42./0 42.93 14.35 18.41 16,9'76

Ko1osz 31.38 45.65 22.53 3.91 7,667

Maros-Torda 24 .. 58 17.48 57.79 3.95 6,274

Nagy-KUkU110 39.60 49.05 11 .20 8.61 57,398

Szeben 47.70 47.37 4.57 28.75 40,723

Sz01 nok-Doboka 31.60 50.98 17 .14 2.38 4,604

Torda Aranyos 13.85 17.84 67.61 0.31 426
Udvarhe1y 48.97 49.44 1.51 2.20 2,322

TRANSYLVANIA 38.86 44.98 15.85 9.. 82 204,713

C-B-M &TRANSYLVANIA 50.15 28.59 "16 .. 77 10.62 463,915

Source: NepszamZaZasa (1881: 646 ff)

Remarks: The data include Yiddish-speaking Jews.
For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Table 22. Indicators of Industrialization in the Old Kingdom in 1900

Region
County A B C 0 Population

01tenia 18.4 2.0 5.0 2.3 1,325,086
Mehedinti 18.4 2.5 3.6 1.4 249,688
Gorj 22.6 1.2 2. 1 0.4 '"171 ,300
Vl1cea 18.7 2.8 5.2 4.2 '190,903
Dolj 20.4 2.9 7.4 4.1 365,579
Romana~i 17 .4 0.2 4.3 0.5 203,773
Olt 9. 1 0.8 5.7 1.1 143,843

Muntenia 31 .6 9. 1 12.0 9.7 2,5'15,674
Arge~ 15.8 1 .0 4.8 2.5 207,605
Musce1 27.0 1.9 6.9 6.0 115,180
Dl'rnbovi ~a 20.0 3. 1 4.7 3.3 211 ,666
Prahova 42.6 12.3 20.1 19.0 307,302
Buzau 21 .7 2.3 5.3 3.0 221 ,263
R," mn i cu-Sar'a t 14.2 0.6 3.6 0.3 136,918
Te1eorman 16.9 2.6 8.0 4.2 238,628
V1a~ca 11 .3 0.1 4.4 0.9 202,759
11 fov 64.2 28.9 20.6 19.4 541,180
1alomita 12.2 4.8 187,889
Brai1a 39.3 7.3 32.4 29.0 145,284

Dobrogea 26.4 2. 1 5.9 2.4 267,808
Constan~a 28.5 3.3 7.2 3.2 141 ,056
Tulcea 23.9 0.7 4.5 1.4 126,752

Moldavia 28.3 7.5 12. 1 9.3 1,848,122
Putna 35.2 7.8 11 .3 10.3 151 ,249
Tecuci 15.1 2.6 6.0 2.8 121 ,179
Covur1ui 41 .1 16.2 20.1 16.0 143,784
Bacau 28.4 8.7 18. 1 '16.7 195,194
Tutova 26.4 1.4 8.1 2. 1 116,377
Fa1ciu 15.0 0.7 5.7 0.9 93,831
Nearnt 43.5 20.5 20.1 19.2 149,711
Roman 21 .1 6.2 15.8 13.8 111,588
Vas1ui 16.0 0.7 5.3 0.7 110, 184
Suceava 20.8 6.3 2.7 2. 1 131,596
Ia~i 39.6 10.3 19. 1 16.3 192,531
Boto~ani 30.6 5.9 9.7 6.1 171,437
Dorohoi 16.3 2.5 5.9 2.9 159,461

OLD K1 NGDO~1 27.3 6.7 10.2 7.6 5,956,690

Source: Ancheta industriaZa (1904:38)

Remarks: A: Engaged in manufacturing per thousand inhabitants
B: Engaged in large manufacturing per thousand inhabitants
c: Mechanical power (hp) in manufacturing per thousand

inhabitants
in large manufacturing per thousand0: Mechanical power (hp)

inhabitants
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"fable 23. Indicators of Economic Development in the Interwar Period;
Index: 1922 = 100; Wheat and Maize, average 1921-1925 = 100

Manufacturing Crude Iron Crude l~heat ~·1a i ze
0; 1 Ore Steel

1913 137 135 n.a. n.a. 94 87
1919 n.a. 62 119 n.a. 74 101

1920 n.a. 81 84 59 68 130
1921 64 85 96 66 88 79
1922 100 100 100 100 103 85
1923 100 110 104 121 114 108
1924 122 135 108 128 79 111

1925 126 169 113 149 117 117
1926 142 236 108 165 124 164
1927 162 267 102 191 108 99
1928 180 312 88 225 129 77
1929 187 352 95 237 111 179
1930 181 422 98 231 146 127
1931 192 492 65 166 151 170
1932 153 535 8 151 62 168
1933 186 537 15 213 133 128
1934 229 617 88 257 85 136
1935 226 611 97 313 108 151
1936 239 634 113 324 144 158
1937 249 521 136 351 154 133
1938 243 481 146 406 198 144
1939 n.a. 454 147 394 183 170
1940 n.a. 423 158 384 n.. a. n.a.

Sources: AnuaruZ Statistic (1939-1940: various tables),
Roberts (1951: 68).

Remarks: n.a. = not available
Data for 1913 refer to the Old Kingdom only.
Index based on production in quantity
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Table 24. Per Capita Investments in the.Socialist Sector. Annual
Averages in Lei

REGION
County 1951-55 1956-60 1961-65 1966-70 1971-75 1976-80

MA~:~~R~~re:
329 477 1,175 1,559 2,543 5,260
143 322 770 1,324 2,738 3,932

Mara.mures 608 775 1,933 2,163 2,567 4,829
Salaj 195 268 576 896 2,222 8,040

CRISANA-BANAT 544 889 1,588, 2,454 4,024 6,841
Bi hora 661 656 1,389 2,622 3,385 5,746
Arad a 405 794 1 ,262 1,791 3,674 5,472
Timi~ 502 1,029 1,605 2,664 4,546 7,179
Cara~-Severin 625 1,195 2,352 2,711 4,621 9,848

TRANSYLVANIA 814 1,095 1,977 2,329 4,669 7,526
C1 uja 393 728 '] ,773 2,546 4,291 6,982
Bistrita-Nasaud 177 227 578 919 2,154 7,272
Mure~a 569 884 2,337 2,680 3,883 5,650
Harghita 91 377 1,120 2,014 3,796 5,301
Hunedoaraa 2,964 3,368 5,000 5,341 6,242 9,904
Alba 456 686 1, 131 1,712 3,651 6,941
Sibiu a 766 856 1,649 2,399 4,2b2 5,634
Bra~ov 1,475 1,698 2,664 4,446 7,963 11,100
Covasna 114 448 787 2,014 3,610 8,375

OLTENIA 203 754 1,924 3',671 5,792 8,849
Mehedinti 140 342 1,086 4,540 4,450 5,880
Gorj 484 1,865 2,467 4,087 11,000 18,157
Vi1cea 213 959 963 3,723 6,781 7,069
Do1ja 179 524 2,450 3,642 4,258 7,973
01t 91 480 2,126 2,849 4,704 7, 131

MUNTENIA 640 832 1,913 3,267 5, 151 7,516b
Arge~a 555 719 2,343 5,688 8,364 7,932bDimbovita 828 705 1,078 2,243 6,638 7,670
Prahovaa 1 ,942 1,865 2,579 3,756 5,215 8,785
Buzau 260 257 848 2,055 3,226 6,174
Brai1a 495 1,414 3,605 4,035 6,249 10,711
Teleorman 110 349 1,879 2,482 4,015 5,476b11 fov 119 362 1,267 2,146 3,421 5,439
1a1omita 798 1,297 2,359 4,324 4,840 9,838

BUCURESTI 1,624 2,125 4,295 7,074 8,753 12,598b

DOBROGEA 1,511 1,776 2,826 5,463 8,707 19,555
Tulcea 456 1,395 1,821 2,502 6,923 11 ,834
Constantaa 2,156 2,006 3,379 6,969 9,523 22,781

MOLDAVIAa 663 960 1,779 2,622 4,055 7,194
Galati 564 1,085 3,283 7,662 8,497 13,280
Vra~caa 174 469 955 1,502 2,577 5,825
Bacau 1,744 2,378 3,153 3,083 5,169 8,297
Vas 1ui 227 387 786 1,239 2,824 5,785
Neam"t 1,485 1,748 1,948 2,110 4,335 6,714
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Table 24 continued

REGION
County 1951-55 1956-60 1961-65 1966-70 1971-75 1976-80

Ia~ia 479 557 1,485 2,297 3,932 6,886
Suceavaa 297 544 1,385 1,898 2,355 4,704
Boto~ani 149 276 833 812 1,807 4,767

ROMANIA 692 1,008 2,051 3,292 5,082 8,345

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1980: 402-411),(1981: 418-429),
Recensamtntul (1977: Vol 1)

Remarks: a: The county capital was also capital of an administrative
region prior to 1968.

b: approximate figure
1951 - 1965 in 1959 prices, 1966-1975 in 1963 prices and
1976-1980 in 1977 prices
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Table 25 Population by Industry in Rural and Urban Areas
in Cri~ana-Banat, Maramure~ and Transylvania in
1910, Percentages

REGION Total Urban Rural
County I I III I I III II III

MARAMURES 73 .. 6 14 .. 2 12.3 18.2 40.6 41.2 82.0 10. 1 7.9
Szatmar 67.3 18.8 14.0 18 .. 2 43.7 38.1 80.9 11 •1 7.3
Maramaros 68.9 14.7 16.4 13.4 32.8 53 .. 8 76 .. 6 12 .. 2 11.2
Ugocsa 80.3 8 .. 8 10 .. 9 80.3 8.8 10.9
Szilagy 83.0 9.. 2 7.8 24.5 37.4 38 .. 1 86.7 7.5 &.8

CRI~ANA-BANAT 73.1 15.4 11 .. 5 8.5 44.3 47 .. 2 81 .. 7 11 .6 6 .. 8
Bihar 75 .. 6 13 .. 0 11 .4 7•1 42.0 50 .. 9 84.3 9.3 6 .. 4
Arad 73.6 14. 1 12.3 8 .. 3 45. 1 46 .. 7 83,,9 9.2 6.9
Ternes 66.2 18.8 15.0 5,,2 47.6 47.2 79.9 12.3 7.. 8
Krass6-Szoreny 75.1 16 .. 6 8.3 19 .. 8 40.2 40.0 78.4 15.2 6,,4

TRANSYLVANIA 74.8 14.7 10.5 16.6 40.7 42.7 82.7 11 .. 3 6 .. 1
Also-Feher 75 .. 7 13 .. 5 10.7 22.8 34.2 43 .. 0 82 .. 4 10.9 6 .. 6
Beszt, Naszod 78 .. 3 11 .4 10.3 18.7 37 .. 2 44 .. 1 84.6 8.7 6.7
Brass6 45.6 30.9 23.5 6.9 47.5 45.6 70.6 20.1 9.3
Csik 76. 1 15 .. 0 8.9 37.9 31 .. 4 30.7 79.6 13.5 6.9
Fogaras 82.8 10 .. 8 6.4 12.4 46.1 41.5 87.4 8.5 4. 1
Haromszek 70.0 20.0 10,,0 13.7 51,,3 35.0 75 .. 8 16.7 7.4
Hunyad 71.5 20.5 8.. 0 19.4 41.9 38.7 74.9 19. 1 5.9
Ki s-KUkUl1 0 85.7 6.7 7.6 31.9 28.5 39.6 8905 5.. 1 5.4
Kolosz 69.7 15 .. 6 14.7 14.8 38 .. 9 46.3 83 .. 8 9.6 6 .. 6
Maros-Torda 74.2 14.0 11 .8 8 .. 0 44.8 47 .. 2 84.9 9.0 6.1
Nagy-KUkUllo 78.9 11 .8 9.3 32 .. 2 36.5 31.3 85.6 8.. 3 6.1
Szeben 67.5 18 .. 1 14.4 12.2 40.8 47.0 83.0 11 . 7 5.. 3
Szolnok-Doboka 83.4 8.3 8.3 12. 1 37.8 50.1 88.3 6.3 5.4
Torda-Aranyos 82.3 10.2 7.5 28.8 39.7 31.5 86.3 8.0 5.7
Udvarhely 79.2 12.4 8.4 14.3 46.6 39.1 84 .. 6 9.. 6 5.8

TOTAL 74.1 14.8 11 . 1 14 .. 2 41.9 43.9 82.3 11 . 1 6.7

cont.
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Table 25 cont

Source: NepszamZdZasa (1910b)

Remapks: The primary sector includes agriculture and silviculture.
The secondary sector includes mining and manufacturing.
The tertiary sector includes commerce~ financial institutions,
transportation, public services and free professions, military
personnel and domestic servants. Non-specified day labourers and
those with other or unknown profession were proportionally
distributed on the sectors.
To delimit Cri~ana-Banat and Maramure~ as faithfully as possible
to the present borders the following system was used. In Maramure~

was included the districts Izav~lgyi, Sugatagi, Szigeti and
Visai in the Maramaros county; the TiszantQli district in the
Ugocsa county; the Szatmar county except for the districts
Csengeri, Fehergyarmati and Mateszalkai and the county of Szilagy.
In Cri~ana-Banat was included the county of Bihar except the
BerettyoQjfalusi, Biharkerestes, Derecskei, Sarreti and
Szekelyhidi districts; the entire county of Arad and Krassa~

Szoreny and the county of Ternes except for the districts
Fehertemploni, Kevevarai and Verseczi and for the towns
Fehertemplon and Versecz.
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Table 26. The Economic Structure of Romanian Towns in 1930

A: Agriculture

B: Manufacturing, mining and construction
C: Banking and cqmmerce

D: Communication and transportation
E: Public institutions

REGION Total Population by Industry, Percent
Town A B C 0 E Population

MARAr1URES 18.0 27.5 12.2 7.4 12.2 128,626
Satu Mare 17.9 27.3 13.2 9.5 12.8 51,495
Carei 17.0 25.4 12.1 7.2 9.8 16,042
Baia Mare 13.3 41.9 10.4 5.5 7.8 13,904
Sighetul
~1a rmat i ei 22.5 19.8 13.3 6.5 13. 1 27,270
Baia Sprie 8.5 53.1 5.7 1.6 5.0 4,127
Zalau: 18.6 23.0 7.4 4.4 22. 1 8,340
Simleu Silvaniei 17.2 25.5 13.2 7.2 11 .6 7,448

CRISANA-BANAT 8.4 33.3 12. 1 8.2 13.5 338,788
Oradea 4.1 30.5 14.8 8.0 16.7 82 ~ ~87

Beiu~ 14.5 28.4 12. 1 3. 1 13.5 4.293
Salonta 43.4 22.5 6.5 2.7 9.5 15,297
Arad 8.3 32.5 11.6 9.2 10.7 77, 181
Lipova 28.3 25.5 8.5 3.2 5.9 6,000
Timi~oara 2.7 32.1 13.9 10.6 15.0 91 ,580
Lugoj 10.1 33.4 10.7 5.9 17.5 23,593

Re~ita 3.3 74.0 4.6 2.0 3.3 19,868
Caransebe~ 17.9 24.2 8.2 9.8 20.6 8,704
Oravita 26.7 22.7 7.5 8.4 10.0 9,585

TRANSYLVANIA 11 .0 32.3 11.8 7.6 16.2 487,845
Cluj-Napoca 5.8 29.8 12.8 10.2 16.9 100,844
Dej 12.6 22.0 13.2 11.8 23.0 15, 110
Turda 21.6 38.6 7.7 4.9 10.1 20,023
Gherla 9.6 27.5 14.5 3.9 19.2 6,608
Huedin 32.1 25.7 12.4 5.9 8.7 5,401
Bistrita 13.1 30.1 11 . 7 2.5 24.5 14,128
Nasaud 41.5 14.6 7.8 2.5 12.7 3,512
Tirgu r'~ure~ 6.5 29.9 12.8 9.6 16.6 38,517
Sighi~oara 20.3 29.2 11.1 9.1 12. 1 13,033
Reghin 8.3 41.2 16.3 4.9 9.6 9,290
Tlrnaveni 18.9 30.9 9.5 3.0 13.5 6,567
Miercurea Ciuc 19.3 21.6 14.3 5.5 22.4 4,807
Odorheiu
Secuiesc 11.0 32.6 12.4 3.1 19.2 8,518
Gheorgheni 33. 1 23.3 8.5 7.4 6.1 10,355
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Table 26 cont

REGION Total Population by Industry~ Percent PopulationCounty A B C D E

Deva 25.6 22.3 9.2 3.4 22.3 10,509
Hunedoara 25.0 38.8 7.0 4.0 9.6 4,600
Petro~ani 7. 1 51.5 6.2 9.5 5.8 15,405
Hateg 24.7 22.8 13.4 3.4 11.5 3,383
Ora~tie 15.7 27.1 8.9 3.9 18.9 7,337

Alba Iulia 18.9 23.2 12.4 5.4 28.9 12,282
Abrud 11.0 30.7 11 .0 3.3 27.4 2,468
Aiud 14.7 22.1 10. 1 5.8 18.3 9,478
Blaj 14.2 21.0 9.7 10.2 14.6 4,618
Sebe~ 36.7 26.5 7.2 1.9 12.0 9, 137
Sibiu 2.7 34.2 13 .. 4 7.8 20.0 49,345
Media~ 15. 1 49.3 9.6 1.9 8.2 15,505
Dumbraveni 21 . 1 25.3 8.7 2. 1 18.5 4,067
Bra~ov, 3.7 39.1 14.3 11 .0 13.3 59,232
Fagara~ 6.7 31 •1 10.4 4. 1 28.4 7,841

Sfintu Gheorghe 7.8 38.6 7.7 4.9 19.2 10,818
'T1rgu Secuiesc 10.7 36.0 15.2 3.3 11.8 5,107

OLTENIA 30.5 18. 1 10.5 7.1 16.3 217,625
Turnu Severin 2.3 26.7 13.3 16.5 16.9 21 ,107
Baia de Arama 41.5 30.5 8.6 1.8 8.6 1,461
Or~ova 16.4 19.0 7.8 19.9 14.5 8,159
Strehaia 74.1 10.8 3.5 3.5 403 7,870
Tlrgu Jiu 25.6 19.2 9.5 4.9 21.3 13,030
Rimnicu Vilcea 31.5 16.1 9.9 6.0 19.6 15,648
Baile. Gov,ora 73.6 6.7 3.8 3.4 7.5 910
GaJjm~ne~ti 66. 1 9.4 3.5 5.0 5.4 2,876
IDraga~ani 51.6 17.5 10.5 2.0 9.2 7,002
Ocnele Mari 70.6 10. 1 3.3 4.2 7.9 7,223

Craiova 6.3 22.9 14. 1 8.1 21.4 63,215
B'~i 1e~ ti 84.0 6.4 4.1 0.8 3.0 13, 169
Calafat 39.3 17.7 8.1 5.4 17.8 7,633
Plenita 89.7 4.0 1.7 0.3 3.0 7,771

Slatina 16.5 18.2 12.3 6.0 29.9 11 ,243
Bal~ 65.2 9.7 8.1 7.8 4.9 5,501
Caracal 27.0 17.9 12.5 3.0 21.3 14,950
Corabia 45.4 15.7 13.2 5.4 7.2 8,857

MUNTENIA 18.9 25.9 13.2 9.9 12.5 451,483
Pite~ti 2.7 22.6 15.7 12. 1 20.2 19,532
C1mpulung 14.6 23.4 11 .2 5.4 17 .. 3 13,868
Curtaa de Arge~ 40.7 20.8 8.0 2.9 11 .2 6,809

,T~ rgov i ~ te 27.1 20.5 9.6 2.8 19.5 22,298
Gae~t; 37.6 18.7 12.7 5.1 11 .5 5,328
Pucioasa 50.3 22.3 5.4 4.4 5.3 5,772
.Ploie~ti 3.7 39.4 13.9 8.5 11 .4 ,]9, 149
Cimpina 8.0 58.1 9.9 6.6 4.4 16,918
Mi ii 1 16.2 28.5 18.2 6.2 10.5 6,440
Si.!]a i a 5.4 32.2 13.9 10. 3 ~, 19.2 4,072
Slanic. 3.4 53.3 5.5 11 .0 7.0 6,306
I~rlati 60.5 14.3 6.2 '2.'3 3.9 5,501
Iva1en i i de Munte 26.1 30.1 10.4 5. 1 7.8 4,237
IFi 1i pe ~ tiT i ~g 59.5 18.2 4.7 2.8 6.9 1,915
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Table 26 cont

Population by IndustrYtREGION Total Percent Population_C_ounty A B C D E
Buzau I 8.3 20.1 14. 1 17.4 17.3 35,687
Rimnicu Sarat 17.6 20.0 14.9 4.5 19.2 15,007

Bra i1a 1.8 25.1 19.6 19.4 11.2 68,347

Alexandria 46.9 21 . 1 10.4 3.0 6.8 19,350
Tu rnu ~1agure 1e! 38.5 14.2 9.0 5.4 17.7 16,950
Rosiorii de Vede 22.2 24.3 17.0 7.4 7.1 11 ,453
Zimnicea 76. 1 7.8 4.2 1.9 4.2 10,879

Giurgiu 26.7 18.9 11 . 1 11 .8 13.8 31 ,016
Oltenita 32.2 20.3 12.7 10.0 7.2 10,389
Urziceni 63.3 13.8 8.0 3.2 4.0 8,616

Slobozia 48.5 16. 1 11.6 7.4 5.7 7,591
Calara~i 19.7 18.7 14.7 11.9 20.0 18,053

BUCURE~TI 3.2 29.2 17.9 10.7 15.8 639,040

DOBROGEA 16.7 15.0 13. 1 16.4 16.7 126,376

Tulcea 21.6 18.4 12.0 5.9 14.6 20,403
Babadag 47.2 16.7 5.9 4.5 9.0 4,626
Ic:;accea 66.1 7.6 3.9 2.4 5.9 4,576
'Macin 44.9 13.0 7.0 10.7 4.8 5,628
Sulina 5.8 8.3 7.4 51 . 1 12.3 6,399

Constanta 3.8 12.8 16.6 22.0 20.4 59, 164
Eforie 6.3 24.9 11 .. 7 4.0 13.4 872
Mangalia 29.5 16.7 14.7 7.0 9.0 2,764
Tec hi rghi 01 54.2 13.0 4.4 3.9 6.8 1,956
Cerna Voda 7.0 31.3 8.0 9.0 32.0 6,744
Hir~ova 34.7 20.7 16. 1 8.4 6. 1 3,665
Medgidia 12.9 17.9 15.9 14.8 18. 1 6,466
Ostrov 60.0 10 II 1 5.1 3. 1 8.7 3, 113
MOLDAVIA 22.4 20.8 14.1 9.1 14.4 659,470

Foc~ani 19.4 18.3 12.7 6.0 22.6 32,481
Adjud 41.5 10.2 9.8 24.7 4.5 6,748
r'1ara~e~t i 29.2 17.9 5.9 28.2 4 .. 7 4,532
Odobe~ti 61.° 11.6 9.6 3.6 5.0 8,106
Panciu 64.0 12.9 8.4 2.2 5.6 6,816

Galati 5.0 21.9 19.5 14.3 14.4 100,611
Tecuci 27.5 13.4 10.3 11 .9 22.5 17,172
Bac'au 7.5 28.3 15.5 11 .2 19. 1 31 ,138
Buhu~i 25.4 47.8 9.3 1. 7 4.6 8,655
Mo;ne~t; 20.1 28.9 17 •1 7.8 5.6 6,616
Tirgu Dcna 47.0 14.9 6.5 10.7 10.5 12,588
Birlad 17.9 17.3 14.3 8.7 21.2 26,204
Vaslui 30.2 15.7 17.2 7. 1 24.7 13,310
Hu~i 45.0 12.7 10.1 4. 1 12. 1 17, 130

Piatra Neamt 19.2 28.4 12.9 7. 1 12.1 29,827
Roman 24.8 20.5 11 .5 5.7 21.3 28,823
Tirgu Neamt 34.2 20.9 16.0 4.2 9.3 9,475
Ia~i 2.8 25.2 15.9 12.0 16.0 102 ',872
Hirlau 57.'1 18.4 9.6 3. 1 4.6 9,074
Pa~cani 44.1 6.7 7.0 29.7 3.4 13,968
T1rgu Frumos 36.7 16.4 18. 1 7.8 6.0 4,932
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Table 26 cant

REGION Total Population'bY'Industry, Percent PopulationCounty A B C D E

Suceava 39.2 16.4 11 .° 3.0 14.6 17,028
Clmpul ung r·101d. 35.4 15.0 8.3 10. 1 11 .6 10,071
F"a'l t i ceni 29.1 18.5 13.6 4.0 18.5 14,096
Gurn Humorul ui 17.5 29.6 18.7 4.7 8.7 6,042
Rad aut; 17.6 26.2 16.0 3.9 13.0 16,788
Siret 52.8 14.9 11 . 7 2.4 6.5 9,905
Solca 70.3 8.8 4.1 1.1 7.9 2,822
Vatra Dornei 46.3 22.2 9.8 4.2 4.9 9,826
Varna 51 •1 20.8 3.5 2.8 3.5 5,315
Boto~ani 15.6 22.6 15.3 5.3 17.5 32,355
Darabani 76.3 8.4 8.5 0.6 2.4 10,748
Dorohoi 14.5 19.2 17.0 8.8 22.1 15,866
Saveni 51.0 19. 1 15.4 1.8 4.1 4.953
Mi hai leni 37.8 23.0 16.3 4.8 7.9 3,686
St ef a'ne~ t i 62.1 12.8 11.7 1.5 4.4 8,891
BUCOVINA 21.2 22.7 14.6 5.4 14.9 158,713

Cerniluti 7.8 25.7 16.4 6.6 18.0 112,427
Cozmeni 66.1 8.8 5.8 1.6 7.8 4,918
Sadagura 52.6 20.9 8.6 1.9 6.8 8,968
Zastravna 70.1 8.4 5.4 1.7 6.2 5, 116

Storoiinet 36.8 20.1 13.7 4.0 10.6 8,695
Va~cauti pe Ceremus68.8 9.8 6.5 1.0 6.5 6,336
Vijnita 3.7 22.5 24.3 8.2 10.6 3,799

Herta 66.2 13.4 10.2 1. 1 3.8 8,454
BESSARABIA 26.5 16.8 14.2 6.1 14.3 370,971
Hotin 13.4 27.4 14.4 3.7 17.6 15,334
Soroca 26.4 19.7 12.8 2.9 18.4 15,001
Sal ti 20.4 20.4 20.1 4.0 16.5 30,570
Orhei 31.0 19.5 16.9 2.3 13.7 15,279

Chi~inau 10.6 20.1 16.3 6.0 15.9 114.896
Calarasi Ttrg 4.3 27.3 36.4 7.6 5. 1 4,776

Cahul 61.4 8.4 8.2 2.0 9.4 11,370
Leova 43.8 14.9 19.4 3.0 6.1 6,539

Tighina 22.6 15.3 14.3 12.6 12.3 31,384
Comrat 78.1 7.7 4.1 1.2 3.8 12,331

Cetatea Alba 39.9 11.6 9.4 4.4 18.2 34,485
Tuzla 85.8 5.0 1.6 0.3 4.9 3;146

Ismail 23.6 14.0 10.8 5.9 18.4 24,998
Bolgrad 20.2 21.4 13.6 3. 1 20.8 14,280
Chilia Noua 55.5 7.8 10.5 6.8 3.6 17,245
Reni 19.6 12.9 15.3 28.0 8.2 11 ,923
V'i" 1COy 68.4 6.3 6.4 2.4 8.0 7,414
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Table 26 cant

REGION Total 'population'by'Industry, Percent PopulationCounty A B C 0 E

SOUTH DOBROGEA 19. 1 20.0 13.9 7.6 12.7 70,102
Silistra 11 .4 22.2 17.7 9. 1 18.5 17,339
Turtucaia 37.7 12.5 7.9 6.2 7.8 11,175
Bazargic 12.4 21.0 15.8 7.7 13.3 30,106
Balcic 29.9 19.0 7.8 4.8 7.9 6,396
Cavarna 29.6 24.5 9.7 8. 1 6.4 5,086

ROMANIA 16.2 25.2 13.9 8.8 14.7 3,649,039

Source: Recens~tntul (1930: Vol V)
Remarks: Data refer to total urban population according to official

administrative delimitation of urban areas, including suburban
communes.
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Table 27. Industrial Structure of Romanian Towns in 1956; Active
Population in Primary (I), Secondary (II) and Tertiary
(III) Employment

Populatlon Actlves on lndustrles, %
Town Total Actlve I I I I I

MARAMURES

Satu Mare 52096 23839 14.6 47.1 38.3
Carei 16780 6745 " ' 35. 1 28.7 36.1
Baia Nare .35920 16927 3.9 57.5 38.6
Sighetul Marmatiei 22361 9934 31 . 1 32.1 36.7
Baia Sprie 8134 3331 21 .2 64.2 14.6
Vi ~eu de Sus 13956 5964 37.5 41.9 20.7
Zalau 13378 6318 41.2 24.2 34.6
Simleu Silvaniei 8560 3732 31. 1 25.8 43. 1

CRI$ANA-BANAT
Oradea 98950 48424 9.2 45.3 45.5
Beiu~ 6467 2961 11 .0 31 .7 57.3
Dr Petru Groza 5874 4399 '4.4 83.3 12.3
Nucet 9879 8019 O. 1 94.6 5.4
Salonta 16276 7958 45.0 30.9 24.1
Va~cau 4538 2704. 60.0 25.4 14.6
Arad 106460 55331 11 .4 54.3 34.3
LiRova 10064 5265 43.9 22.3 33.8
Timi~oara 142257 73483 3.9 52.9 43.1
Lugoj 30252 15584 12. 1 48.5 39.4
Buzia~ 5140 3011 65.0 12.4 22.7
Jimbolia 11281 5886 34.0 45.9 20.1
St nni col au r·1a re 9956 5768 61.3 13.0 25.7
Re~ita 41234 23998 2.3 79.6 18.2
Anina 11837 6190 1.6 73.9 24.5
Baile Herculane 1656 1006 27. 1 18.5 54 .. 4
Caransebi~ 15195 ,'7832 18.9 33.0 48.1
Moldova Noua 3582 1151 15.6 25.8 58.6
Oravita 8175. 3759 6.7 25.5 67.8

TRANSYLVANIA

Cluj-Napoca 154723 73023 7.1 44.8 48.1
Dej 19281 8651 21.2 29. 1 49.7
Turda 33614 15829 12.7 56.7 30.6
Cimpia Turzii 11514 5790 15.9 68.7 15.4
Gherla 7617 2830 24.2 27.5 48.2
Bistrita 20292 9477 33. 1 22.4 44.5
Nasaud 5725 3001 54.8 11.2 34.0
Ttrgu r1ure~ 65194 31041 6.9 46.0 47.1
Sighi~oara 20363 10089 16.6 49.1 34.3
Reghin 18091 8163 20.2 50.1 29.7
Sovata 6498 3380 31.5 44.1 24.4
Tirnaveni 14883 7205' 12.9 58.7 28.4
Mi ercurea Ci uc 11996 6022 28.3 31.9 39.8
Odorheiu Secuiesc 14162 6403 22.2 33.5 44.2
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Table 27 cant

Population Actives on industries, I
%

Town Total Actlve I II I 1.1

Borseo 2318 1133 4.9 41.8 53.2
Cristuru Secuiec 5194 2643 60.7 14.6 24.7
Gheorgheni 11969 5991 28.8 38.0 33.2
Toplita 8944 4984 47.7 30.4 22.0
Deva 16879 9378 12. 1 36.2 51.7
Hunedoara 36498 26155 3.6 84.4 12.1
Petro~ani 23052 12055 6.9 53.7 39.4
Lupeni 21188 12759 2. 1 81.4 16.5
Petrila 19955. 11029 8. 1 80.5 11 .4
Vulcan 14859 8436 7.2 82.0 10.8
Brad 9963 5181 31.7 40.9 27.3
Hateg 3853 1869 26.7 24.3 49.0
Ora~tie 10488 5276 20.3 48.0 31.8
Simeria 7706 4156 22.1 40.7 37.2
Alba Iu1ia 14776 6545 16.0 36.3 47.7
Abrud 4411 1697 34.5 29.2 36.4
Aiud 11886 5160 3.3 61.2 35.5
B1 aj 8731 3352 30.4 21.3 48.4
Dcna Mure~ 10701 5069 11 .8 70.4 17.9
Sebe~ 11628 5984 27.9 41.6 30.5
Sibiu 90475 44613 6.9 58.0 35.1
Media~ 32498 16948 6.2 69.7 24.1
Agnita 9108 5138 41.3 35.8 22.9
Cisnadie 12246 7570 8.8 80.1 11 .0
Oumbraveni 5367 2652 48.7 29.5 21.8
Bra~ov 123834 68769 3. 1 60.7 36.2
Cod1ea 9309 5208 22.9 60.8 16.3
Fagara~ 17256 9137 9.4 58.4 32.2
Predeal 5121 2766 3.3 20.9 75.8
Risnov 7974 4213 25.4 60.2 14.4
Rupea 4691 2517 48.6 13.2 38.2
Sace1e 18365 9739 23.0 60.4 16.6
Vjctoria 2762 887 002 72.8 26.9
Zarne~ti 6673 3340 25.8 61.6 12.5
Sf1ntu Gheorghe 17638 9036 12. 1 50.9 37.0
Covasna 7290 3616 53.9 29.5 16.6
Tlrgu Secuiesc 7500 3456 21.5 34.5 44.0

OLTENIA
Turnu Severin 32486 13290 3.8 4902 46.9
Or~ova 6527 2918 11 .3 40.6 48.0
Strehaia 8545 5156 70.7 8.7 20.6
Tirau Jiu 19618 9501 12.7 48.1 39.2
R1mnicu V1lcea 18984 8279 10.9 37.7 51.4
Baile Govora 1590 955 43.5 7.3 49.2
Ba i 1e Ollane~ti 3836 2481 75.7 6.7 17.6
C~limane~ti 6651 3673 51.3 19.7 29.0
Dr~ga~anl 9963 5567 49.1 19.9 31.0
Ocne1e .M3 ri 4420 2514 67 •1 18.6 14.2
Craiova 96897 42602 5.4 39.5 55.0
Baile~ti 15932 9905 80.3 7.8 12.0
Ca1afat 8069 3845 48.4 15. 1 36.6
Slatina 13381 5426 22.9 22.3 54.8
Bal~ 6956 3833 55.6 14.5 29.9
Caracal 19082 8177 34.9 21 •1 44.0
Carabia 11502 5745 58.8 12.3 28.9
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Table 27 cont

Populatlon Actlves on lndustrles, ~
Town Total' ... 'Actlve ' .. 1' .... 11·'· III -.- --

Pite~ti 38330 1.7933 6.7 40.4 52.9
C1'mpulung 18880 8234 14.5 4-4.2 41.4
Curtea de Arge~ 10764 5648 38.8 34.2 27.0
T~rgovi~te 24360 11775 11 .5 51.7 36.7
Gae~ti 7179 3807 44.8 20.8 34 .. 4
Moren; 11687 6382 0.9 72.8 26.4
Puc;oasa 9259. 4771 24.3 49.1 26.7
Ploie~t; 114544 55738 2.3 57.1 40.7
Azuga 3732 2197 2.3 83.7 14.0
B'ai co; 8287 4784 38.3 45.8 15.8
Breaza 11122 4612 10.5 60.3 29 .. 2
BU$teni 8591 4528 2.2 69.3 28.6
Cimpina 18680 9925 1.4 65.3 33.3
Miz;l 7460 3212 33. 1 23.8 43.0
Sinaia 9006 5012 2.3 49.8 47.9
S13nic 6842 2518 11 .0 64.6 24.4
Urla"t; 8658 4599 46.1 31.2 22.7
Valenii de Munte 5472 2309 16.4 38.0 45.6
Buzau 47595 18378 15.9 34.7 49.4
Rimnicu Sarat 19095 7891 20.3 39.1 40.6
Bra;la 102500 41469 8.3 53.7 38.0
Alexandria 19294 8759 51.2 24.0 24.7
Turnu f1agure1e 18055 8406 57.6 14.8 27.6
RO$iorii de Vede 17320 7222 21.8 35.8 42.5
Zimnicea 12445 7278 77.3 9.3 13.5
Giurgiu 32613 12039 12.7 36.8 50.5
Oltenita 14111 6339 36.0 38.1 25.9
Urziceni 6061 2880 38.2 20.9 40.9
Slobozia 9632 4434 52.1 14.4 33.5
Cal a:ra~ i 25555 9468 33.6 25 .. 5 40.9
Fete~ti 15383 6529 48.5 9.6 41.9

BUCURESTI
Bucure$ti 1177661 589422. 1.8 44.9 53.2

DOBROGEA
Tulcea 24639 10189 17.7 45 .. 8 36.5
Babadag 5549 2843 52.0 15.4 32.6
Isaccea 5203 2714 70.9 14.5 14.6
Macin 6533 3050 49.0 18.4 32.6
Sul;na 3622 1255 2.2 29.4 68.4
Constanta 99676 4372: 5.3 35.6 59.0
Eforie 3286 1788 7•1 33.3 59.6
Mangalia 4792 2224 33.8 25.3 40.9
Techirghiol 2705 1123 53.8 12.2 34.0
Cerna Voda 8802 3681 7.5 57.0 35.5
Hir$ova 4761 2401 45.6 17.5 36.9
Medgidia 17943 8644 17.6 52.8 29.5
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Table 27 cont

Pop-ulation Actives on industries, %
Town Total Active I II III

MOLDAVIA
Foc~ani 28244 11293 17.3 30.5 52. 1
Adjud 6119 2766 29.9 10.2 59.9
Mara~e~ti 5604 2603 41.1 24.8 34.2
Odobe~ti 4977 2587 62.3 18.9 18.8
Panciu 7679 3910 67.8 9.4 22.8
Galati 95646 42718 3.9 50.3 45.8
Tecuci 23400 9641 33.5 22.5 44.0
Bacau 54138 26934 4.6 53.2 42.2
GheorghiU -Dej 11253 7616 29.5 61.2 9.3
Buhu~i 12382 7038 18. 1 64.3 17.6
Comane~ti 12392 5498 4.3 72.9 22.8
Moine~ti 12934 6379 9.7 58.5 31.8
Slanic ~4oldova 3082 1604 36.3 25.9 37.8
Tirgu Dena 11227 4946 23.4 36.3 40.4
Birlad 32040 14057 9.4 45.5 45.1
Hu~i 14850 6685 44.0 16.8 39.1
Negre~ti 18055 8452 59.3 10.7 30. 1
Piatra Near.1t 32648 15217 9. 1 50.3 40.6
Roman 27948 12859 16.7 46.3 37.0
Tirgu Neamt 10373 5062 45.0 19.3 35.8
Ia~i 112977 50910 5.0 40.6 54.4
Pa~cani 15008 7851 52.3 21 . 1 26.6
Suceava 20949 10681 18.8 25.6 55.6
C!mpulung Moldovenesc 13627 6770 22.5 35.6 41.9
Falticeni 13305 6378 20.4 42.1 37.6
Gura Humorul ui 7216 3240 19.4 36.5 44.0
Radauti 15949 7016 24.7 29.5 45.8
Siret 5664 3395 73.8 8.2 18.0
Solca 2384 1342 64.4 18.0 17.7
Vatra Dornei 10822 6103 14.7 46.9 38.4
Boto~ani 29569 12247 17.7 39.7 42.6
Dorohoi 14771 5746 35.8 16.5 47.7

Source: R~censamtntuZ (1956b: 578-1021)

Remarks:. Primary employment - Agriculture and silviculture
Secondary employment - Mining, manufacturing and construction
Tertiary employment - Other industries
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Table 28. Industrial Structure of Romanian Towns in 1966; Active
Population in Primary (I)~ Secondary (II) and Tertiary
(I I I) lmployment

Pop-ulation Actives on Industries~ %
Town Total Active I II III

~1ARAMURES

Satu Mare 69769 31500 6.8 59.3 33.9
Carei 19686 7269 24.1 32.2 43.7
N~greit i. -Oa~ 9311 4630 63.4 15.0 21 .6
Tasgad 8859 4310 60.3 22.5 17.2
Baia Mare 64535 29890 1.3 58.5 40.3
Sighetu1 Marma~iei 29771 12530 16.0 44.8 39.2
Baia Sprie 14151 6249 8.5 79.1 12.3
Borla 18929 8505 39.9 45.0 15. 1
Cavnic 6063 2644 0.2 87.0 12.8
Tirgu Lapu~ 12361 7241 70.1 9.4 20.4
Vi~eu de sus 16601 6501 25.8 42.3 32.0
Za1au 15144 7012 31 .8 29.5 38.6
Cehu Si1vaniei 7945 4145 56.0 14.0 29.9
Jibou 7507 3790 53.0 14.6 32.4
~imleu Si1vaniei 12324 4824 25.2 24.3 50 .. 5

CRISANA-BANAT
Oradea 122534 61188 5.9 51 .3 42 .. 8
Ale~d 6371 3349 29.1 33.1 37.8
Beiu~ 8744 3570 14.6 24.9 60.5
Dr Petru Groza 5754 2470 4.6 47.9 47.4
Marghi ta 11179 5667 31.4 34.7 33.9
Nucet 2768 1183 3.5 60.0 36.5
Sa10nta 17754 7695 36.7 28.6 34.7
Va~cau 3621 2133 58.4 20.4 21 .2
Arad 126000 61166 9.0 58.8 32.2
Chi~ineu Cri~ 8891 4752 5"5.3 15.4 29.3
Curtici 10908 5698 65.7 12" 1 22.3
Ineu 9973 5066 47.9 18.6 33 .. 5
Lipova 11705 5706 27.0 28.4 44.6
Nadlac 8304 4846 79.1 11.7 9.2
Pl'ncota 6993 3975 5"1 .4 36.6 11 ,,9
Sebi~ 5537 2866 41.0 23.4 35.6
Timi~oara 174243 88105 2.6 56.2 41.2
Lugoj 35364 16550 6.8 49.4 43.8
Buzia~ 7310 4145 60.8 14. 1 25.2
Deta 6680 3370 22.3 42.6 35.1
Jimbo1ia 13633 6438 23.6 57.3 19.2
Srnnico1au Mare 11428 5414 42.1 17.2 40.8
Re~i~a 63302 30531 2.7 74.4 22.9
Anina 14063 5794 0.3 76.2 23.4
Baile Hercu1ane 2456 1489 10.3 21.6 68.2
Boc~a 16015 6794 4.8 73. 1 22.1
Caransebei _ 18838 8620 9.5 36.5 54.0
Moldova Noua 10868 5401 20.0 49.4 30.7
Oravi~a 12879 6048 21.4 25.6 53.0
O"telu Rosu 9770. 4112 9.5 71 .7 18.8
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label 28 cont

Population Actives on industries, %
Town Total' , 'Attlve' I' I I ' , . III
TRANSYLVANIA
Cluj Napoca 185663 87392 3.1 49.5 47.4
Dej 26984 12046 18.2 38.8 43.0
Turda 44980 19566 8.6 57.0 34.4
C;mpia Turzii 17457 7076 8.6 73.5 17.9
Gherla 13329 5775 15.3 48.3 36.5
Huedin 7834 3847 35.5 22.2 42.3
Bistrita 25519 10959 26.7 26.0 47.3
Beclean 5874 2840 54.6 18.6 26.8
Nasdud 6620 3489 43.5 16.0 40.6
Singeorz Bai 6693 3728 75.3 9.5 15.2
Tirgu Mure~ 86464 41259 2.9 51 .4 45.7
Sighi~oara 26207 13066 11 .7 55.5 32.8
Ludu~ 11794 5420 34.1 25.1 40.9
Reghin 23295 9790 11 .6 51 .9 36.4
~ovata 9312 4547 28 .. 4 38.7 32.8
Tirnaveni 22302 9220 14. 1 52.0 33.8
Miercurea Ciuc 15329 7204 13.4 42.4 44.1
Odorheiu Secuiesc 18244 8373 11 •1 47.6 41 .3
Baile Tu~nad 1204 641 0.8 23.9 75.4
Balan 4646 2671 1.8 93.1 5. 1
Borsec 2750 1228 0.8 38.7 60.5
Cristuru Secuiesc 5942 2831 40.2 33.0 26.8
Gheorgheni 13828 6531 12.7 46.7 40 .. 7
Toplita 10993 5115 25.0 41 .6 33.4
Vlahita 5482 2525 35.8 47 .1 17 •1
Deva 30477 15863 9.5 44.1 46.4
Hunedoara 69085 34043 2.4 78.4 19.2
Petro~ani 37490 17024 5.3 58.9 35.8
Lupeni 29340 11376 0.6 82.9 16.5
Pettila 24796 9677 6.7 80.5 12.8
Uricani 7662 3741 17.3 71.8 10.9
Vulcan 21979 9260 1.9 85.6 12.5
Brad 15532 7297 13.5 55.8 30.7
Calan 12748 6274 29.3 54.8 15.9
Hateg 6869 3590 28.2 31. 1 40.7
Ora~tie 12822 6440 13.2 51.9 34.9
Simeria 11211 5237 17.4 41.2 41 .5
Alba Iulia 24388 11325 26.3 36.2 37.4
Abrud 5150 1902 25. 1 35. 1 39.9
Aiud 19543 8896 31 .7 35.8 32.5
Blaj 17798 8088 27.9 38.7 33.4
Cimpeni 7170 3532 39.8 22.6 37.6
Cugir 18224 10497 14.6 74.3 11 .. 1
Dena Mure~ 15283 6164 17.7 56.1 26.2
Sebe~ 19607 9800 22.8 49.0 28.2
Zlatna 10453 5425 46.0 42.1 11 .9
Sibiu 109658 52761 3.7 63.7 32.6
Med;a~ 48057 24323 4.7 70.6 24.7
Agnita 10865 5625 26.8 50.2 23.0
Cisnadie 14979 8003 6.0 81 .9 12.0
Cop~a Mica 6156 2684 8.7 74.4 16.8
Dumbraveni 8452 3647 38.7 35.5 25.9
Dcna Sibiului 4816 2540 53.9 28.1 18.0
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Table 28 cant

Population' Actives on industries, %
Town Total Attlve' I' , I I ' III

Bra$ov 163345 89471 1.7 62.3 35.9
Codlea 13075 6741 12.3 69.0 18.7
Fagara~ 22934 10962 '6.0 61.5 32.5
Predeal 6680 3586 0.6 33.7 65.6
Risnov 9589 4299 15. 1 67.2 17 .. 7
Rupea 6240 2973 32.1 23.9 44.0
Sacele 22809 11018 10.2 70.3 19.5
Victoria 6717 3013 0.. 7 76.1 23.1
Zarne~t; 17628 8544 8.6 79.3 12.0
Sfintu Gheorghe 21465 10647 8.2 54.2 37 .. 6
Baraolt 8948 4436 44.0 39.1 16 .. 9
Covasna 7831 3535 33.3 38.2 28.5
Intorsura Buzaului 5185 2881 57 .1 28.4 14.5
Tirgu Secuiesc 11286 5406 24.5 36.3 39.2

OLTENIA
Turnu Severin 50806 23320 3.4 61 .9 34,,7
Baia de Arama 4648 2563 67.4 14.3 18.3
Or~ova 10173 4565 3.9 47.8 48.2
Strehaia 10696 5495 52.9 13.7 33.4
Vinju Mare 9281 5442 74.5 7.5 18.0
Tirgu Jiu 34923 18281 10.7 54.4 34.9
Motru 7734 4429 32.5 61.0 6.5
Novae; 6095 3853 68.8 19.3 11 .9
Tiqleni 4234 4619 50.6 21 •1 28.3
Tirgu Carbune~ti 8007 2561 43.3 48.2 8.5
Rimnieu Vileea 28042 12862 17,,2 36.3 46.4
Baile Govora 2189 1084 14.8 13. 1 72. 1
Baile Olane~ti 4619 2811 48.5 24.9 26.6
Brezoi 6647 3270 5.4 76.3 18.3
Ca]i~ane~ti 6735 3023 26.8 22.3 50.8
Draga~ani 13278 6687 47.4 14.8 37.7
Harezu 6251 3957 41.0 33.6 25.4
Ocnele Mari 3651 1766 48.5 29.4 22. 1
Cra; ova 152650 68108 3.8 52.6 43.6
Baile$ti 18490 10404 61 .. 3 19.7 19.0
Calafat 14507 7059 53.5 13. 1 33.4
Fil;a~i 11546 6278 61.3 18.4 20.3
Segarcea 8704 5036 78.7 8,,6 12 .. 6
Slatina 20425 8422 12.2 40.7 47.2
Bal$ 9720 4360 38.0 24.2 37.8
Caracal 22714 8856 22.8 21.3 55.9
Carabia 17678 8375 53.3 16.9 29.7
DragIine~t;-Olt 10448 5711 74.5 7.7 17.8
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Table 28 cant

Population Actives on industries, %
Town Total Attlve I' II III

MUNTENIA
Pite:iti 60113 29647 2.4 49.2 48.4
Cimpulung 24877 10402 9.0 47.4 43.6
Coste~ti 9930 5302 56.2 11 .5 32.3
Curtea de Arge~ 16424 8920 15.3 52. 1 32.6
Topoloveni 5605 3514 68.3 16. 1 15.6
Tirgovi~te 29763 12562 12.6 46.5 40.9
Fieni 5139 2221 5.5 82.3 12.2
Gae~ti 8962 4281 31.2 21 .6 47.2
Moreni 11659 4986 0.4 73.5 26.2
Pucioasa 11212 5376 7.6 65.8 26.6
Titu 6315 3089 43.4 17.4 39. 1
Ploie~ti 146922 70807 1.5 57.5 41.0
Azuga 4808 2710 2. 1 87,,0 10.8
Baicoi 15299 5988 14.5 64.6 20.9
Bolde~ti Scaeni 8318 3858 17.7 69.2 13. 1
Breaza 14796. 6069 2.3 69.9 27.8
Bu~teni 10781 5266 0.2 68.3 31.,6Cimpina 22902 10940 0.9 56.4 42~7Comarnic 11839 4186 1.6 71.8 26.6Mizil 10334 4310 25.6 33.7 40.6Plopeni 2807 1417 0.9 86.5 12.6Sinaia 11976 6363 0.4 48.9 50.7STani c 7307 2230 2.6 69.1 28.3Urlati 9145 4096 42.7 35.3 22.0Valenii de Munte 7380 2822 4.0 38.7 57'.3Buzau 61937 24050 10.4 41.7 4.7.9Rimnicu S~rat 22336 8632 11 . 1 43.0 45.8Braila 138802 58279 4.3 62.5 33.1Faurei 3060 1252 18.5 14.8 66.7Alexandria 21898 9430 34.9 27.1 38.0Turnu Magurele 26409 12258 24.8 48.4 26.7
Ro~iorii de Vede 21747 8617 ' 15.8 36.5 47.7Videle 9249 5700,r 59. 1 19.6 21.3Zimnicea 13231 7478 69.5 12.2 18.4Giurgiu 39199 14791 8.7 42.9 48.4Buftea 8767 4285 29.2 41 •1 29.7Oltenita 18623 7937 20.0 48.8 31,,3Urziceni 9291 3813 28.2 22.4 49.4Slobozia 12443 5368 36.5 22,,7 40.9
Calara~i 35684 14812 20.6 42.4 37.0
Fete~ti 21412 8577 38.4 14.4 47.2Tandarei 7331 3478 55.8 25.7 18.5
BUCURESTI
Bucure~ti 1366684 721255. 0.8 49.6 49.6
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Population Actives on industries, %
Town Total Actlve I II I I I

DOBROGEA
Tulcea 35561 15484 8.2 53.8 38.0
Babadag 7343 3129 38.1 20.3 41.6
Is.accea 5059 2489 78.7 7.2 14. 1
Macin 8147 3616 29.6 32.0 38.4
Sulina 4005 1441 1.5 34.4 64.1
Constanta 150276 69916 3.8 38.2 58.0
Eforie 6617 3348 3.0 32.4 64.6
Mangalia 12674 6831 13 .. 8 49 .. 9 36.3
Navodari 6344 2541 17.0 63.1 19.9
Techirghiol 6839 3130 42.7 14.7 42.7
Cerna Voda 11259 3721 10.2 48.9 41.0
Hirsova 7519 3463 32 .. 2 28.8 39.1
MArfnidia 27981 11431 14.9 49.0 36.1
MOLDAVIA
Foc~ani 35094 15831 12. 1 37.4 50.6
A9j~d 10557 4840 29.7 13.8 56.5
Mara~e~ti 8059 3904 47.7 22.1 30.2
Odobe~ti 7209 3608 57.3 16.5 26.2
Panciu 7948 4594 62.8 7.7 29.5
Galati 151412 73750 2.2 61.1 36.8
Tecuci 28454 10653 16.9 35.1 48.0
Bere~ti 3332 1854· 76.8 7.6 15.6
Tirsu Bujor 6788 3539 67.9 5.8 26.3
Bacau 75503 35420 3.0 52.3 44.7
Gh .. Gheorhiu-Dej 35663 19109 6.9 68.6 24.4
Buhusi 15341 7752 7.8 72.8 19.4
Comane~ti 15274 5648 1.0 73.6 25.4
Moine~ti 18714 7619 1.. 6 60.4 38.0
Slanic Moldova 4857 2393 9.4 55.5 35.1
Tirgu Ocna 11647 5084 17 . 1 37.6 45.3
Birlad 41060 16266 6. 1 49 .. 0 45.0
Vaslui 17960 7807 28.8 24 .. 2 47.0
Hu~i 20715 8694 43.7 14.0 42.3
Negre~ti 7465 3720 67.6 5.2 27.3
Piatra Neamt 45852 21351 4.3 57.8 38.0
Roman 39012 14814 8.1 47.6 44.3
Bicaz 9311 3833 3.5 61.5 35 .. 0
Tirgu Neamt 12877 5624 34.0 19.8 46.2
Ia~; 161023 73521 3. 1 45.7 51.2
Hi r"au 6017 2997 53.7 8.2 38.1
Pa~cani 18689 8870 37.0 26.6 36.4
Tirgu Frumo~ ~5a? 2343 52.2 13.3 34.5

- - -

3/67
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Table 28 cant

Population Actives on industries!t %
Town Total Actlve I II III

Suceava 37697 1S939 4.6 46.1 49.2
Cimpulung Mold. 15031 7244 20.7 28.4 50.9
Fa'lticeni 17839 8281 12.3 47.6 40.1
Gura Humorului 9081 3990 7.3 37.7 55.0
Radauti 18580 7789 13.0 37.9 49 .. 2
Siret 8018 3428 49.2 10 .. 1 40 .. 7
Solca 4618 2731 80.5 6.6 12.9
Vatra Dornei 13815 6970 6.1 46.5 47.4
Bota~ani 35220 15874 7.8 47.9 44 .. 3
Darabani 11024 5897 86.5 4.7 8.9
Dorohoi 16699 6611 22 .. 4 25 .. 2 52.4
Saveni 7774 4130 60.0 8 .. 2 31.8

Source: RecensamtntuZ (1966: Vol VI)

Remarks: Towns according to 1968 network and boundaries, excluding
suburban communes
Primary employment - Agriculture and silviculture
Secondary employment - Mining, manufacturing and construction
Tertiary employment - Other industries
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Tab1e 29. Industrial Structure of Romanian Towns in 1977; Active
Population in Primary (I), Secondary (II) and Tertiary
(III) Employment

Population Actives by Industry %
Town Total' . 'Act,'ve 'r 11 III

MARAMURES
Satu Mare 103544 51187 4.2 61.0 34.8
Carei 24050 10366 11 .0 50.4 38.6
Negre~ti Oa~ 12387 5509 31 .2 4·0.1 28.7
Ta~nad 9934 4955 34.5 41.8 23.6
Baia Mare 100985 47068 2.2 57.8 40.0
Sighetul Marmatiei 38146 17735 13.7 52.9 33.5
Baia Sprie 15554 6122 5. 1 72.9 21.9
Bor~a 24406 9047 25.6 53. 1 21 .3
Cavnic 6033 2214 0.6 82.8 16.5
Tlrgu Lapus 13218 6304 45.5 30.4 24.0
Viseu de Sus 20205 7622 13.4 55. 1 31.6
Za1au 31923 15628 7.3 49.3 43.4
Cehu Si1vaniei 8302 4077 36.6 36.4 27.1
Jibou 8841 3935 23.0 31.7 45.3
Sim1eu Silvaniei 14575 5691 12.8 41.8 45.4
CRISANA-BANAT
Oradea 170531 86715 4.9 58.2· 36.9
A1e~d 9608 4732 12.3 54.9 32.8
Beiu~ 9960 4546 6.6 41.9 51 .5
Dr Petru Groza 7794 3505 2.4 61 .7 35.9
Marghita 14589 7694 16.3 57.7 26.0
Nucet 2345 930 2.2 62.0 35.8
Sa10nta 19746 9018 22.6 45.0 32.4
Va~cau 3441 1618 31 .7 38.7 29.6
Arad 171193 85274 5.9 59.7 34.4
Chi$ineu Cri~ 8913 4359 36.1 29.4 34.5
Curtici 11104 5501 41 .3 26. 1 32.5
Ineu 10259 4938 24.0 37.7 38.3
Li.pova 11863 5181 14.4 42.7 42.9
Nad1ac 8405 4066 59.0 21 •1 19.9
,P;ncota 7206 3429 22.7 57.2 20.2
Sebi~ 6070 2832 23.7 36.3 39.9
Timi ~oara 269353 138263 2.5 60.8 36.8
Lugoj 44537 21716 4.8 57.7 37.5
Buzia~ 7976 3940 31 .1 32.5 36.4
Deta 6937 3489 13.8 54.1 32.1
Jimbo1ia 14682 7340 11 .2 68.0 20.9
S1nnico1au Mare 12811 6169 18.5 46.5 34.9
Re~ita 84786 42889 2.1 66.9 31.0
Anina 11478 4866 1.6 71.7 26.7
Baile Hercu1ane 3835 2321 4.2 28.6 67.3
Boc~a 20731 10346 5.2 71.9 22.9
Caransebe~ '" 27190 13113 4.3 49.1 46.5
Moldova Noua 15973 7113 7.4 65.2 27.5
Oravita 14987 6784 12.9 37.1 50.0
Ote1u Rosu 11618 5924 5.6 70.8 23.7
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Table 29 cont

Population Actives by industry, %
Town Total Actlve I II III

TRANSYLVANIA

Cluj Napoca 262858 126487 2.6 56.6 50.8
Dej 32345 13971 10.2 48.4 41 .5
Turda 55294 25040 5.3 64.3 30.4
Cimpia Turzii 22409 9638 5.9 73.6 20.6
Gherla 17599 8380 9.0 60.0 31 .0
Huedin 8378 3667 19.8 36.3 43.9
B{strita 44339 21418 10.8 45. 1 44.1
Beclean 6957 2928 29.9 34.4 35.7
Nasaud 8610 4350 28.8 33.6 37.7
Sinqeorz Bai 8243 4271 53.3 18.2 28.5
Tirgu Mure~ 130076 63767 2.4 58.8 38.8
Sighi~oara 33208 16227 5.5 67.0 27.5
Ludu~ 14978 6894 20.5 42.5 37.0
Reghin 29903 13990 7.6 62.2 30.3
Sovata 10482 4939 14.6 47.4 38.1
Tirnaveni 26073 6927 19.7 41 .3 38.9
Miercurea Ciuc 30936 16500 5.5 55.4 39.1
Odorheiu Secuiesc 28738 14094 4.3 63.1 32.6
Baile Tu~nad 1880 981 1.0 20.8 78.2
Balan 12161 5401 0.9 86.1 13. 1
Borsec 2999 1517 3.8 43.4 52.7
Cristuru Secuiesc 7197 3246 18.3 51 .0 30.7
Gheorgheni 17748 8341 4.9 58.5 36.6
Toplita 13618 6594 12.2 59.3 28.5
Vlahita 6636 3039 16.0 63.8 20.2
Deva 60334 30669 5.6 51 . 1 43.3
Hunedoara 79719 37886 1.9 71.4 26.7
Petro~ani 40664 17791 3.6 57.6 38.8
Lupeni 28280 11291 0.7 77.7 21 .6
Petrila 25173 9361 3.8 74.3 21 .9
Uricani 7353 3104 16.0 66.5 17.5
Vulcan 28664 11067 1.0 78.6 20.3
Brad 17077 7847 10.8 57 .1 32.1
Calan 12397 5680 21.7 58.1 20.2
Hateg 8423 4131 14.0 48.5 37.5
Ora~tie 17845 8976 6.2 67.2 26.6
Simeria 13206 5948 10.9 45.2 43.9
Alba Iulia 41199 20224 7.6 50.3 42.1
Abrud 5315 1966 15.7 42.1 42.2
Aiud 24620 11126 15.6 54.7 29.8
Blaj 20826 8951 14.6 51.4 34.0
Cimpeni 7682 3864 36.8 28.3 34.9
Cugir 26773 14851 5.3 80.5 14.2
Dcna Mure~ 16416 6735 11 . 1 59.7 29.2
Sebe$ 25926 12459 8.9 63.5 27.6
Zlatna 10027 4521 35,,5 45.7 18.8
Sibiu 151137 76162 2.5 63.1 34.4
Media~ 65072 31288 3.3 71 .9 24.8
Agnita 12853 6530 14.0 66.7 19.3
Cisnadie 20135 10579 3.8 81 .5 14.7
Cop~a Mica 6194 2732 3.9 79.5 16.6
Dumbraveni 9883 4046 28.0 44.7 27.4
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Table 29 cont

Population Actives by industry, %
Town Total Active .. I' 'II III

Dena Sibiului 5048 2353 23.2 54.4 22.4
Bra~ov 256475 143128 1.5 67.2 31 .3
Codlea 22449 11769 11 .6 71 .3 17.2
Fagara~ 33827 17570 3.0 71 .8 25.2
Predeal 7273 4002 1. 1 31 .3 67.6
Risnov 13792 7153 6.8 77.7 15.5
Rupea 6640 3059 17.5 45.3 37.2
Sacele 30551 15096 4. 1 77.9 18.0
Victoria 8209 3995 0.9 73.7 25.4
Zarne~ti 23288 11996 2.1 85.6 12.3
Sfintu Gheorghe 40804 20653 4.9 55.8 39.2
Baraolt 9235 4071 18.9 58.5 22.7
Covasna 9308 4324 11 .7 53.7 34.5
Intorsura Buzaului 6541 3942 42.5 37.3 20.2
Tirgu Secuiesc 16329 8058 10.2 56.7 33.2

OLTENIA
Turnu Severin 76686 36842 2.9 58.3 38.9
Baia de Arama 4899 2591 49.0 30.9 20.1
Or~ova 13701 6572 1.8 60.3 37.9
Strehaia 11271 5121 29.7 34.2 36.1
Vinju Mare 8508 4462 51 .5 22.2 26.2
Tirgu Jiu 63506 33353 6.6 58.0 35.4
Motru 15998 7354 11 .8 64.9 23.2
Novaci 6464 3662 60.8 18.5 20.7
Ticleni 5161 2479 33.3 49.5 17.2
Tirgu Carbune~ti 7519 3583 35.5 32.1 32.5
Rimnicu Vilcea 66321 33499 5. 1 54.6 40.3
Baile Govora 2749 1467 14.9 22.6 62.4
Baile 01anesti 4644 2266 35.0 21 .9 43.0
Brezoi 6907 3081 6.3 68.8 24.9
Calimane~t; 8095 3530 13.8 28.0 58.2
Draga~ani 15647 7694 24.1 40.1 35.7
Horezu 5536 3074 43.2 28.8 28.0
Ocnele Mar; 3883 1925 28.4 47.3 24.3
Craiova 221261 103620 3.3 55.2 41 .5
Baile~ti 19890 9825 41 •1 37.1 21.9
Calafat 15568 7862 28.3 45.0 26.8
Fil;a~i 14294 6918 35.5 41.4 23.1
Segarcea 8534 4384 55.5 24.1 20.4
Slatina 44892 22842 4.2 56.9 38.9
Bals 16539 7521 11 .9 59.8 28.3
Caracal 30408 12885 10.4 46.4 43.2
Corabia 19705 8958 30.3 37.7 32.0
Dragane~ti-Olt 11059 5717 44.8 34.2 20.9

MlINTENIA
Pite~ti 123735 65172 2.0 61 .0 37.0
Cimpulung 31533 14233 3.3 59.9 36.8
Coste~ti 10471 4781 35.3 30.1 34.6
Curtea de Arge~ 24645 12564 5.5 67.9 26.6
Topoloven; 6196 3097 29.7 48.9 21.4
Tirgovi~te 61254 30858 4.9 60.2 34.9
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Table 29 cont

Population Actives by industry, %
Town Total Active I II III

Fieni 6325 3504 13.4 74.7 11 .9
Glie~t i 12494 6061 12.7 51 . 1 36.2
~1oreni 17737 8559 0.8 73.8 25.3
Pucioasa 13555 6874 6.8 63.5 29.7
Titu 8612 4274 19.8 46.7 33.5
Ploie~ti 199699 96603 2.0 58.9 39.1
A~uga 5397 2897 0.8 83.5 15.7
Baicoi - 17440 7117 8.9 64.2 26.9
Bolde~ti Scaeni 9681 4274 9.5 73.3 17.2
Breaza 17583 7594 1.3 74.0 24.7
Bu~teni 12223 5969 1.0 60.3 38.7
Cimpina 32503 15791 0.8 63.6 35.5
Comarnic 13703 5250 1.3 66.8 31.9
t·1izil 13189 5753 10.8 57.4 31.8
Plopeni 6071 3404 1.0 85 .. 8 13.2
Sinaia 13822 7279 0.7 46.4 52.9
Slanic 7780 2794 2.2 70.6 27.2
Urlati 10654 4226. 25.5 40.9 33.6
Valenii de ~1unte 10508 4241 3.0 54.7 42.3
Buzau 97698 46007 4.8 57.0 38.2
Rimnicu Sarat 28689 12722 5.2 62.2 32.6
Braila 195659 90416 6.2 60.8 33.0
Faurei 3574 1454 11 .8 31.7 56.5
Alexandria 37340 17727 8.6 49.4 42.0
Turnu Magurele 32341 15066 14.4 56.9 28.7
Ro~iorii de Vede 28847 12938 6.9 53.0 40.1
Videle 10904 5640 34.9 32.8 32.3
Zimnicea 13964 6985 44.2 33.8 22.0
Giurgiu 51544 I 23847 5.7 59.0 35.2
Buftea 14891 7102 9.9 55.7 34.5
Oltenita 24414 11691 9.2 63.2 27.6
Urziceni 12476 5839 9.3 48.8 42.0
Slobozia 29978 14395 12.5 40.6 46.9
Calara~i 49727 22126 11 .. 4 55.8 32.8
F~te~ti 27491 10785 20.9 30.9 48.2
Tandarei 10166 3729 28.2 40.0 31.9

BUCURESTI

Bucure~ti 1807239 933354 1.0 51.7 47.3
DOBROGEA
Tulcea 61729 29451 4.7 53.5 41.8
Babadag 8564 3370 22.0 35.9 42.1
Isaccea 5347 2325 44.0 30.5 25.5
Macin 10544 4921 13.8 52.7 33.6
Sul"ina 4911 2295 0.3 48.3 51.3
Constanta 256978 125680 2.9 43.1 54.1
Eforie 9507 4583 3.4 25.8 70.7
Mangalia 26821 13320 6.2 48.1 45.7
Navodari 9717 4754 6.0 72.5 21 .5
Techirghiol 9706 4497 18.4 28.2 53.4
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Table 29 cant

Population Actives by industry, %
Town Total Active I' II III

Cerna Voda 13608 5213 8.6 51 .7 39.8
Hir~ova 8239 3359 22.1 35.1 42.8
Medgidia 40328 18444 8. 1 59.6 32.3

MOLDAVIA
Foc~ani 56252 26835 6.2 50.5 43.3
Adjud 12501 5383 20.5 25. 1 54.4
Mara~e~ti 10521 4227 18.2 48.6 33.2
Odobe~ti 8544 3460 40.7 28.1 31 .2
Panciu 7766 3667 47.2 19. 1 33.7
Galati 238292 112738 2.5 60.1 37.4
Tecuci 36143 14182 10.6 41.9 47.4
Bere~ti 4155 1879 51.8 22.2 26.0
Tirgu Bujor 7583 3282 42.0 22.9 35.0
Bacau 127299 62693 3.0 60.6 36.4
Gh. Gheorghiu~Dej 41738 21601 3.2 69.0 27.7
Buhu~i 20148 9385 6.2 75.4 18.4
Comane~ti 16879 6284 1.2 69.8 29.0
Moine~ti 20862 8132 2. 1 53.8 44.1
Slanic Moldova 4734 1935 5.7 34.6 59.7
Tirgu Ocna 12603 4920 4.7 50. 1 45.2
Birlad 55781 24963 3.6 61 .2 35.2
Vaslui 39186 19712 7.8 53. 1 39.1
Hu~i 22828 9382 19.8 42.9 37.3
Negre~ti 6978 3087 50.1 22.0 27.9
Piatra Neamt 77812 39330 3.4 59.3 37.3
Roman 51132 21657 4.9 57.5 37.6
Bicaz 9477 5099 11 .5 65.0 23.6
Tirgu Neamt 14951 6927 19.7 41.3 38.9
Ia~i 265002 122546 2.2 57 . 1 40.7
J-lirlau 7500 3548 46.0 20.0 34.0
Pa~cani 24459 11751 17.3 49.3 33.3
Tirgu Frumo~ 7165 2753 32.3 26.6 41 . 1
Suceava 62715 30874 4.3 52.1 43.6
Cimpulung Moldovenesc 18648 9320 15.2 42.1 42.7
Faiticeni 20656 9199 7.7 56.4 35.9
Gura Humorul ui 13235 5960 7.6 50.4 42.0
Radauti 21869 10195 7.5 49.9 42.6
Siret 8264 2993 26.7 29.5 43.8
Solca 4541 2488 67.2 14.2 18.5
Vatra Dornei 15873 8353 8. 1 50.6 41 .3
Boto~ani 63204 30003 5. 1 55.8 39. 1
Darabani 10880 5034 66.1 14.7 19.2
Dorohoi 22161 9505 8.7 50.4 40.9
Saveni 734-5 3369 46.6 15.7 37.7

Source: Recensamtntut (1977: Vol II)

Rema'Pks: Towns according to 1968 network and boundaries, excluding
suburban communes.
Primary employment - Agriculture and silviculture
Secondary employment - Mining, manufacturing and construction
Tertiary employment - Other industries
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Table 30. Distribution of Active Population on Primary, Secondary
and Tertiary Activities~ Urban and Rural Areas, in 1966
and 1977 by Counties, Percentages

County Primary Secondary Tertiary
1966 1977 '''966 '1977 1966 1977

Satu Mare Total 66.5 44.2 19.0 34.7 14.5 21 •1
Urban 19.8 9.1 47.6 56.5 32.7 34.4
Rural 82.3 64.5 9.4 22.0 8.4 13.4

Maramure~ Total 57 .1 41.7 27.0 37.2 15.9 21 •1
Urban 17.8 10.0 51 .1 56.0 31.1 34.0
Rural 75.8 62.6 15.6 24.9 8.6 12.6

Salaj Total 78.0 52.4 11 .0 27.4 10.9 20.2
Urban 39.4 1.4.0 22.1 43.7 38.5 42.3
Rural 83.8 63.6 9.4 22.6 6.8 13.8

Bihar Total 59.2 39.4 22.1 37.6 18.7 23.0
Urban 12.7 7.4 45.7 56.2 41 .5 36.4
Rural 76.1 57.5 13.5 27.0 10.4 15.5

Arad Total 59.7 38.4 23.3 37.3 17.0 24.3
Urban 24.3 12.5 45.3 53.3 30.3 34.3
Rural 77.9 59.1 11 .9 24.6 10.2 16.3

Timi~ Total 49.6 27.8 28.2 44.6 22.2 27.6
Urban 8.5 4.3 51.8 59.5 39.7 36.2
Rural 73.6 51.9 14.4 29.3 12.0 18.8

Cara~ Severin Total 47.7 33.4 34.6 42.9 17.7 23.8
Urban 7.2 3.9 62.1 62.2 30.7 33.9
Rural 69.2 58.5 19.9 26.4 10.8 15. 1

Cluj Total 47.8 28.1 28.9 44.3 23.4 27.6
Urban 7.0 4.2 50.0 57.6 43.0 38.2
Rural 76.1 55.3 14.1 29.1 9.7 15.6

Bistrita Total 77.0 59.2 11 •1 22.4 11 .8 18.4
Nasdud Urban 41.9 20.0 20.4 39.2 37.7 40.9

Rural 82.6 70.0 9.7 17.8 7.7 12.2
Mure~ Total 55.4 34.8 25.6 42.0 18.9 23.2

Urban 10.0 5.3 49.7 59.1 40.3 35.6
Rural 73.2 54.2 16.2 30.7 10. '6 15. 1

Harghita Total 56.1 29.8 26.6 46.7 17.3 23.5
Urban 16.4 6.2 47.0 60.2 36.5 33.6
Rural 68.5 43.6 20.3 38.7 11 .2 17.7

Hunedoara Total 34.1 22.7 46.4 51 .4 19.5 26.0
Urban 8.0 4.9 66.0 63.7 26.0 31 .3
Rural 61 .6 51 . 1 25.7 31 .6 12.6 17.3

Alba Total 58.7 38.5 25.9 40.6 15.4 20.9
Urban 26.4 12.1 46.1 47.5 27.6 30.3
Rural 73.5 56.9 16.7 28.7 9.8 14.4

Sibiu Total 39.9 20.5 41 .7 55.5 18.4 24.0
Urban 8.1 4.3 64.4 66.4 27.4 29.2
Rural 66.6 42.0 22.6 41 .0 10.8 17.0

Bra$ov Total 26.3 11 •1 49.5 63.1 24.2 25.7
Urban 4.6 2.6 63.2 69.0 32.2 28.4
Rural 57.6 32.1 29.9 48.8 12.6 19.2
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Tabel 30 cont
Primary Secondary Tertiary

County 1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977

Covasna Total 54.6 31.8 29. 1 44.0 16.3 24.1
Urban 25.9 11 .3 43.2 54.3 30.8 34.5
Rural 65.8 46.4 23.6 36.8 10.6 16.9

r4ehedi nti Total 71.1 50.8 15.5 28.9 13.4 20.3
Urban 23.3 10.8 43.8 52.1 32.8 37.0
Rural 85.3 70.6 7.1 17.4 7.6 12. 1

Gorj Total 66.0 43.7 22.7 38.0 11 .3 18.4
Urban 28.1 14.3 46.2 53.9- 25.7 31.8
Rural 74.5 54.6 17.5 32.1 8.1 13.4

Vilcea Total 73.4 50.7 14.1 29.4 12.4 19.8
Urban 29.3 12.2 32.5 48.0 38.2 39.8
Rural 81.9 64.0 10.6 23.1 7.5 13.0

Dolj Total 70.6 50.9 16.0 28.9 13.4 20,,3
Urban 21 .2 10.7 41 .7 51 .5 37.1 37.8
Rural 86 .. 2 71.6 7.. 8 17.2 5.9 11 .2

01 t Total 80.6 57.4 8.6 26.2 10.8 16.5
Urban 37.6 14.3 23.0 49.7 39.4 35.9
Rural 87.0 69.1 6.4 19.7 6.6 11 . 1

Argei Total 58.5 35.4 25.7 43.2 15.7 21 .4
Urban 14.5 4.8 43.9 59.9 41.6 35.3
Rural 68.8 48.7 21 .5 36.0 9.7 15.3

Dimbovita Total 56.8 34.6 27.1 45.1 16. 1 20.3
Urban 14.8 6.6 50.2 61 .5 35.0 31.9
Rural 64.3 43.3 23.0 40.0 12 .. 7 16.7

Prahova Total 33.5 20. 1 43.6 54.2 22.9 25.7
Urban 4.6 2.9 58.4 60.8 37 .1 36.3
Rural 52.7 34.7 33.8 48.5 13.4 16.7

Buzau Total 73.5 48.3 13.8 32.5 12.7 19. 1
Urban 10.6 4.7 42.0 58.1 47.4 37.2
Rural 82.8 61.7 9.6 24.7 7.6 13.6

Braila Total 56.5 39.9 27.3 37.7 16 .. 2 22.4
Urban 4.6 6.0 61 .5 60.4 33 .. 9 33.6
Rural 84.9 74.7 8.5 14.4 6.6 10.9

Teleorman Total 82.0 57.3 9.3 25.8 8.8 16.9
Urban 3704 16.2 31.4 48.7 31.2 35.1
Rural 89.2 68.5 5.7 19.6 5. 1 11 .9

Ilfov Total 74.7 47.8 14.0 33.4 11 .3 18.8
Urban 16.9 7.4 41.6 58.3 41.5 34.3
Rural 79. 1 53.2 11 .9 30.1 9. 1 16.7

Ialomita Total 76.4 53.7 10.6 24.6 12.9 21.7
Urban 31.8 14.5 29.9 45.1 38.4 40.4
Rural 85.8 69.8 6.6 16.2 7.6 14.0

Bucure$ti Total 2.3 1.5 49.6 52.2 48.1 46.3
Urban 0.8 0.9 49.6 51 .7 49.6 47.5
Rural 25.5 9.9 49.8 59.7 24.7 30.5
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Table 30 cant
Primary Secondary Tertiary

County 1966 1977 1-966 1977 1966 1977

Tulcea Total 66.4 43.5 19.1- 32.9 14.5 23.7
Urban 21.1 8.6 41.3 50.5 37.7 40.9
Rural 78.7 61.9 13.0 23.5 8.2 14.5

Constanta Total 47.2 25.1 22.9 36.1 29.9 38.8
Urban 8.3 4.5 40.0 45.2 51.8 50.3
Rural 79.8 59~6 8.7 20.8 11 .5 19.6

Vrancea Total 76.6 60.8 10.4 20.8 13.0 18.4
Urban 31 .0 15.0 25.6 42.7 43.4 42.3
Rural 85.5 74.0 7.4 14.5 7•1 11.5

Galati Total 56.5 37.0 24.9 37.2 18.6 25.8
Urban 8.0 4.9 54.7 56.7 37.3 38.4
Rural 84.2 66.9 7.8 19.0 8.0 14.1

Bacau Total 54.5 37.6 29.2 41.6 16.3 20.8
Urban 5.2 3.0 59.4 62.5 35.5 34.5
Rural 72.5 57.4 18. 1 29.6 9.4 13.0

Vaslui Total 80.4 58.7 7.9 23.1 11 .7 18.2
Urban 26.2 9.9 30.9 53.3 42.9 36.8
Rural 90.7 77.5 3.5 11 .5 5.8 11 .0

Neamt Total 61.8 41 .7 23.8 39.2 14.5 19. 1
Urban 9. 1 5.6 50.1 57.5 40.8 37.0
Rural 73.8 55.8 17.7 32.1 8.4 12. 1

Ia~i Total 66.1 44.7 14.9 31.6 19.0 23.7
Urban 9.5 5.0 41.6 55.0 48.8 40.1
Rural 87.5 72.6 4.8 15.2 7.7 12.2

Suceava Total 62.3 46.8 21 .2 32.5 16.5 20.8
Urban 15.2 9.4 38.7 48.8 46.2 41.8
Rural 73.3 59.4 17 •1 26.9 9.6 13.7

Boto~ani Total 83.1 64.6 7.3 19.3 9.6 16. 1
Urban 31.7 14.9 30.4 47.6 38.0 37.5
Rural 91.0 78.7 3.7 11 .3 5.3 10.0

Sources: Reaensamtntul (1966: Vol VI),(1977: Vol I)

R~maY3ks: Urban areas according to 1968 network and boundaries, ~x-

eluding suburban communes.
Primary activities include agriculture and forestry.
Secondary activities include mining, manufacturing and
construction. Tertiary activity: was calculated as the
residual.



Table 31. Population ;n Romanian Towns 1912 - 1977

REGION
County
TOWn 1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 193q 1910a 1910
MARAMURES

Satu Mare
Satu Mare 103544 69769 68246 68246 52096 46519 46519 51987 51987 51495 51495 51495 34892 34892
Care; 24050 19686 19042 19686 16780 15425 15425 15863 15863 16042 16042 16042 16078 16078
Negre~ti-Oa~ 12387 9311 706,0 9311 (7348)
Ta~nad 9934 8859 5701

Maramure~

Baia Mare 100985 64535 62658 62658 35920 24326 20959 21404 21404 13904 13904 13904 12877 12877
Sighetu Marmatiei 38146 29771 24498 29771 22361 18329 18329 25888 25888 25134 27270 25134 21370 21370
Baia Sp,rie 15554 14151 9457 13182 8134 6012 3968 4304 4304 4127 4127 4127 4422 4422
Bor~a 24406 18929 13132
Cavnic 6033 6063 6063
Tirgu Lapu~ 13218 12361 3989
Vi~eu de Sus 20205 16601 13964 16601 13956 11575
Salaj
Zalau 31923 15144 14380 15144 13378 12563 11652 8537 8537 8340 8340 8340 8062 8062
Cehu Silvaniei 8302 7945 4956
Jibou 8841 7507 4968
Simleu Silvaniei 14575 12324 10452 12324 8560 7931 7931 9069 9069 7448 7448 7448 6885 6885
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1910a 1910
CRISANA-BANAT
Bihar
Oradea 170531 122534 122534 122534 98950 87774 82282 92798 92798 82687 82687 82687 64169 64169
Ale~d 9608 6371 3309
Beiu~ 9960 8744 8375 8744 6467 5807 5807 7828 7828 4293 4293 4293 4223
Dr Petru Groza 7794 5754 5754 5754 5874 521
Marghi ta 14589 11179 9099
Nucet 2345 2768 1541 2768 9879 631
Salonta 19746 17754 17754 17754 16276 14447 14447 15255 15255 15297 15297 15297 15943 15514
Va~cau 3441 3621 1621 3621 4538 3883
Arad--
Arad 171193 126000 126000 126000 106460 96529 87291 86674 86674 77181 77181 77181 67479 63166
Chi~ineu Cri~ 8913 8891 6406
Curtici 11104 10908 8452
Ineu 10259 9973 8731
Lipova 11863 11705 7535 11705 10064 12204 6556 6038 6038 6000 6000 6000 7864
Nadlac 8405 8304 8304
Pincota 7206 6993 5530
Sebi~ 6070 5537 4179

Timis

Timi ~oara 269353 174243 174243 174243 142257 124346 111987 110840 110840: 91580 91580 9~580 72555 72555
Lugoj 44537 35364 35364 35364 30252 26707 26707 26328 26328: 23593 23593 23593 19818
Buzia~ 7976 7310 4369 5554 5140 4470
Deta 6937 6680 5978
Jimbolia 14682 13633 13633 13633 11281 11590
Sinnicolau Mare 12811 11428 11428 11428 9956 9789 9789 10640
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1910a 1910
Cara~ Severin

Re~ita 84786 63302 55752 56653 41234 25754 24895 25062 25062 19868 19868 19868 17382
Anina 11478 14063 9438 14063 11837 7489
Bai 1e Hercul ane 3835 2456 1654 2456 1656 1161
Boc~a 20731 16015 16015 16015 (11992)
Caransebes 27190 18838 18194 18194 15195 10824 10106 11032 11032 8704 8704 8704 7999 7999
Moldova Noua 15973 10868 5838 6192 3582 3111
Oravita 14987 12879 8622 9912 8175 8015 6974 6993 6993 6787 9585 6787 7873
Otelu Ro~u 11618 9770 8568 8568 (6093)

TRANSYLVANIA
Cluj

Cluj-Napoca 262858 185663 185663 185663 154723 122341 117915 110418 110418100844 100844 100844 60808 60808
Dej 32345 26984 22052 26984 19281 17517 14681 16353 16353 15110 15110 15110 11452 11452
Turda 55294 44980 44980 42307 33614 25905 25905 30668 30668 20023 20023 20023 1401113455
Cimpia Turzii 22409 17457 17457 17457 11514 6310
Gherla 17599 13329 12005 12766 7617 6957 6663 6340 6340 6608 6608 6608 6857 6857
Huedin 8378 7834 6970 7834 (6779) 5134 5118 5118 5401 5401 5401 5194

Bistrita-Nasaud

Bistrita 44339 25519 20559 25519 20292 16297 15801 18044 16515 15657 14128 14128 13236 13236
Beclean 6957 5874 4263
Nasaud 8610 6620 5307 6620 5725 4950 3716 3614 3614 3512 3512 3512 3501
Singeorz-Bai 8243 6693 4875 6693 5167

tv
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1910a 1910
Mure~

Tirgu Mure~ 130076 86464 80912 86464 65194 48596 47043 44893 44893 38517 38517 38517 25517 25517
Sighi~oara 33208 26207 23451 25109 20363 15852 18284 17436 17436 15400 13033 13033 11587 11587
Ludu~ 14978 11794 8528 11794 (8216)
Reghin 29903 23295 20171 23295 18091 13164 9599 10165 10165 9290 9290 9290 8920 7310
~ovata 10482 9312 ~906 7582 6498 7584
Tirnaveni 26073 22302 17160 20349 14883 8947 7585 8049 8049 6567 6567 6567 4417 4417
Harghita
Miercurea Ciuc 30936 15329 12843 15329 11996 9556 6143 9209 9209 4807 4807 3612 3701 3701
Odorheiu Secuiesc 28738 18244 18244 18244 14162 11951 10366 11915 11915 8518 8518 8518 10244 10244
Baile Tu~nad 1880 1204 1096
Balan 12161 4646 4646
Borsec 2999 2750 2750 2750 2318 1625
Cristuru Secuiesc 7197 5942 4915 5942 5194 5298
Gheorgheni 17748 13828 13249 13828 11969 10031 10031 10960 10960 10355 10355 10355 8905 8905
Toplita 13618 10993 4129 10993 8944 7710
Vlahita 6636 5482 5060
Hunedoara

Deva 60334 30477 26286 26969 16879 12959 12959 15585 15585 10509 10509 10509 9256 8654
Hunedoara 79719 69085 64199 68207 36498 8608 7018 6024 6024 4600 4600 4600 5401 4520
Petro~ani 40664 37490 35951 35187 23052 14138 14138 15020 15020 15405 15405 18211 14473
Lupeni 28280 29340 29340 29340 21188 12337
Petrila 25173 24796 20142 24796 19955 12475
Uricani 7353 7662 5533 6193 (4755)
Vulcan 28664 21979 17569 21979 14859 7201
Brad 17077 15532 11662 15532 9963 10195 6210 5978 5978 4308
Calan 12397 12748 7542 11761 (9349)
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1910a 1910

Hateg 8423 6869 5252 5631 3853 3210 3210 3708 4035 3091 3383 3091 3124 3124
Ora~tie 17845 12822 12822 12822 10488 8817 8817 9751 9751 7337 7337 7337 7672 7672
Simeria 13206 11211 8009 9365 7706 6402

Alba--
Alba Iulia 41199 24388 18255 22215 14776 14420 14420 15489 15489 12282 12282 12282 11616 11616
Abrud 5315 5150 2867 5150 4411 4870 2656 2847 2847 2468 2468 2468 2938 2938
Aiud 24620 19543 12761 16536 11886 11449 9535 9810 9810 9478 9478 9478 8663 8663
Blaj 20826 17798 11718 15775 8731 8690 6641 9036 9036 4618 4618 4618 3667
Cimpeni 7682 7170 2610 7170 (6348)
Cugir 26773 18224 14791 15575 (9366)
Dena Mure~ 16416 15283 8952 12126 10701 7496
Sebe$ 25926 19607 13715 13715 11628 10080 10080 9389 9389 9137 9137 9137 8504 8504
Zlatna 10027 10453 4410

Sibiu

Sibiu 151137 109658 109515 109515 90475 67553 60602 63765 63765 49345 49345 49345 33489 33489
Media~ 65072 48057 46384 46384 32498 23247 23247 19907 19907 15505 15505 15505 8626 8626
Agnita 12853 10865 8676 10865 9108 6939
Cisnadie 201'35 14979 13546 14979 12246 8714 7284 5385
Cop~a Mica 6194 6156 6156 6156 (4032)
Dumbraveni 9883 8452 6224 8452 5367 5404 4562 4262 4262 4067 4067 4067 4408 4408
Dena Sibiului 5048 4816 4074 4048

Bra~ov

Bra~ov 256475 163345 163345 163345 123834 82144 82984 84557 84557 59232 59232 59232 41059 41059
Codlea 22449 13075 13075 13075 9309 6943
Fagara~ 33827 22934 22934 22934 17256 10260 9296 10482 10482 7841 7841 7841 6579 6579
Predeal 7273 6680 4955 6680 5121 3408 2568 2764 2764 2113
Risnov 13792 9589 9589 9700 7974 6038
Rupea 6640 6240 5537 6273 4691 3301

w
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1910a 1910

Sacele 30551 22809 22809 22809 18365 14956
Victoria 8209 6717 6717 6717 2762
Zarne$ti 23288 17628 16259 17628 6673 5812

Covasna
Sfintu Gheorghe 40804 21465 20768 20768 17638 14224 14224 14376 14376 10818 10818 10818 8665 8665
Baraolt 9235 8948 3738
Covasna 9308 7831 7304 7831 7290 7060
Intorsura Buzaului 6541 5185 3469
Tirgu Secuiese 16329 11286 9502 9502 7500 5877 5424 6340 6340 5107 5107 5107 6079 6079

OLTENIA
Mehedinti
Turnu Severin 76686 50806 42480 45397 32486 31296 31296 30475 30475 21107 211 1 07 21107 23643a)23643a)
Baia de Arama 4899 4648 1553 1513 1459 1459 1461 1461 1461 1490a) 1490a)
Or~ova 13701 10173 6657 8112 6527 6278 5107 6075 9051 5350 8159 5350 5797a )
Strehaia 11271 10696 6105 9768 8545 7963 7776 7305 7305 7380 7870 7870 7237
Vinju Mare 8508 9281 4619
Gorj--

12344a) 9763a)Tirgu Jiu 63506 34923 30805 30805 19618 19193 17698 14435 1443511231 13030 12446
Motru 15998 7734 3290
Novae 6464 6095 3364
Tieleni 5161 4234 4234
Tirgu Carbune$ti 7519 8007 2959
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912

Vilcea

Rimnicu Vilcea 66321 28042 22540 23867 18984 17238 17238 15653 15653 11550 15648 15648 13588 9628
Bai 1e Govora 2749 2189 2189 2189 1590 1156 1156 1581 1581 910 910 910 799
Baile Olane$ti 4644 4619 4619 4619 3836 3230
Brezoi 6907 6647 4662
Calimane$ti 8095 6735 3587 6735 6651 5578 3329 3449 3449 2876 2876 2876 2613
Draga~ani 15647 13278 11589 11589 9963 9737 9737 8496 8496 7002 7002 7002 6700 6700
Horezu 5536 6251 2912
Ocnele Mar; 3883 3651 3651 3651 4420 4466 6159 6314 6314 5463 7223 5463 5120 5120
Dolj

Craiova 221261 152650 148711 148711 96897 83732 84574 77051 77051 62558 63215 60888 53995 51404
B~ile$ti 19890 18490 17752 18490 15932 15289 15289 13825 13825 13169 13169 13169 11006
Ca lafat 15568 14507 9483 9483 8069 8251 8251 8064 8064 7633 7633 7633 7608 7608
Filia$i 14294 11546 6749
Segarcea 8534 8704 8704
Plenita 6735 7450 7450 6925 7771 6925 7509
Olt

Slatina 44892 20425 19250 19250 13381 13403 13136 13918 13918 10580 11243 10851 9990 9825
Bal$ 16539 9720 7970 9174 6956 6128 6128 5763 5763 5501 5501 5501 4945
Caracal 30408 22714 22714 22714 19082 17892 17892 17634 17634 14950 14950 14950 15048 15048
Corabia 19705 17678 15849 14502 11502 11469 10772 9607 9607 8857 8857 9303 9124 9124
Dragane~ti Olt 11059 10448 7056

w
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912

MUNTENIA

Arge~

Pite~ti 123735 60113 60113 60113 38330 30143 29007 27763 26551 20636 19532 19532 19722 19722
Cimpulung 31533 24877 24358 24877 18880 18740 18174 16872 16872 13868 13868 13868 11791 16090
Coste~ti 10471 9930 6019
Curtea de Arge~ 24645 16424 15785 16424 10764 9680 9180 8099 8099 6809 6809 6809 6279 6279
Topoloveni 6196 5605 4193

Dimbovita

Tirgovi~te 61254 29763 29012 29763 24360 20182 26038 26169 26144 20143 22298 15062 13106 13041
Fieni 6325 5139 3684
Gae~ti 12494 8962 8962 8962 7179 7726 7726 6353 5903 5764 5764 5328 3990 3990
Moreni 17737 11659 11659 11659 11687 9046 9046 9061
Pucioasa 13555 11212 7655 11212 9259 7049 4643 4·168 4168 3520 5772 5772 5068
Titu 8612 6315 2672
Racari 2519 2415

Prahova

Ploiesti 199699 146922 146922 146922 114544 94170 95632 103037 107068 78326 79149 77260 56440 56440
Azuga 5397 4808 4808 4808 3732 2918
Baicoi 17440 15299 7162 9120 8287 7617
Bolde~ti-Scaeni 9681 8318 6940
Breaza 17583 14796 8624 12733 11122 11169
Bu~teni 12223 10781 7513 10781 8591 6173 4552 4625
Cimpina 32503 22902 22902 22902 18680 14113 16963 16617 22752 14780 16918 11781 8525 8525
Comarnic 13703 11839 3920
Mizil 13189 10334 9961 10334 7460 6528 6528 7268 7268 6440 6440 6440 5800 6358
Plopeni 6071 2807 2807
Sinaia 13822 11976 11976 11976 9006 6537 6537 6038 6038 4072 4072 4072 3919 3919



Table 31 cont
1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912

Slanic 7780 7307 3482 7307 6842 6495 6495 6514 6514 6306 6306 6306 5512 5512
Url ati 10654 9145 4260 9145 8658 6661 6661 6555 6555 5798 5501 5501 4441 4441
Valenii de Munte 10508 7380 7380 7380 5472 4491 4491 4554 4554 4237 4237 4237 3704 3704
Filipe$ti Tirg 2359 2219 2219 1915 1915 1915 1572 1572

Buzau

Buzau 97698 61937 61937 56349 47595 43365 43365 44511 44511 35687 35687 35687 28807 28807
Rimnicu Sarat 28689 22336 22336 22336 19095 19880 19267 20622 20622 15007 15007 15007 14496 14496

Braila--
Braila 195659 138802 138802 138802 ~02500 95514 95514 102736 99531 89492 68347 68347 65035 65035
Faurei 3574 3060 3060

Teleorman

Alexandria 37340 21898 21898 21898 19294 17840 17840 16493 22099 16796 19350 16796 15785 15785
Turnu Magurele 32341 26409 26409 26409 18055 20343 11493 11097 ·19242 10036 16950 16950 15631 10169
Ro~iori; de Vede 28847 21747 21747 21747 17320 14905 14905 12856 12856 11453 11453 11453 10960 10960
Videle 10904 9249 8443
Zimnicea 13964 13231 13231 13231 12445 11056 11056 10140 12356 8945 10879 8945 7563 7563

11 fov

Giurgiu 51544 39199 39199 39199 32613 30197 30197 29709 37344 24282 31016 24282 20629 20629
Buftea 14891 8767 7034
Oltenita 24414 18623 18623 18623 14111 13482 10284 8032 8032 7584 10389 10389 9717 6574
Urziceni 12476 9291 9291 9291 6061 4425 4425 4572 4572 3558 8616 3558 3037 3437

Ialomita

Slobozia 29978 12443 9692 12443 9632 8433 7714 7453 7453 6781 7591 5537 4858 4858
Calara~i 49727 35684 35684 35684 25555 24448 24448 24345 24345 18053 18053 18053 14673 12995
Fete$ti 27491 21412 9796 21412 15383 11946 11946 10341 10341 8315
Tandarei 10166 7331 7331
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912
BUCURESTI 1807239 1366684 1366684 1366684 1177661 1018300 1041807 992536 992536 643430 639040 626028 366534 341321

1977 1966a 196Gb 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912
DOBROGEA
Tulcea

Tulcea 61729 35561 34686 35561 24639 21642 21642 21993 21993 20403 20403 20403 22562 21727
Babadag 8564 7343 7343 7343 5549 4022 4022 4607 4607 4626 4626 4626 4686 4686
Isaccea 5347 5059 4238 5059 5203 4653 4653 5442 5442 4576 4576 4576 4655 4112
Ma:cin 10544 8147 8147 8147 6533 5217 5217 6356 6356 5628 5628 5628 5286 5286
Sulina 4911 4005 4005 4005 3622 3373 3373 5052 5052 6399 6399 6399 7347 7347
Constanta
Constanta 256978 150276 147062 150276 99676 79520 78586 80028 80028 59164 59164 59164 31576 27201
Eforie 9507 6617 6617 6617 3286 1503 1503 1068 1068 872 872 872 218
Mangalia 26821 12674 12674 12674 4792 4547 4547 3374 3374 2764 2764 2764 1929 1929
Navodari 9717 6344 5704
Techirghiol 9706 6839 4278 4643 2705 2136 2136 1927 1927 1956 1956 1956 617
Cerna Voda 13608 11259 11259 11259 8802 6100 6100 9933 9933 6744 6744 6744 5743 5743
Hir~ova 8239 7519 7068 7519 4761 3762 3762 3441 3441 3665 3665 3665 3990 3990
Medgidia 40328 27981 26525 27981 17943 8086 6916 7740 7740 6466 6466 6466 6252 6252
Ostrov 4015 3351 3351 3113 3113 3113 3965 3409
MOLDAVIA

Vrancea

Foc~ani 56252 35094 33880 35094 28244 27960 27960 32745 37653 28175 32481 28175 25066 25066
Adjud 12501 10557 7567 8347 6119 4606 4028 4174 4174 4059 6748 4059 2903
Mara~e~ti 10521 8059 6072 6795 5604 4940 4940 5753 5753 4532 4532 4532 4459
Odobe~ti 8544 7209 5741 5741 4977 4482 4482 5788 7458 4833 8106 4833 5744 5744
Panciu 7766 7948 3207 7948 7679 6899 4523 5071 7697 4628 6816 2061 2937 2737



Table 31 cant

1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930e 1930 1912a 1912

Ga1ati

Galati 238292 151412 151412 151412 95646 80411 80411 95545 95545 99605 100611 100611 72499 71641
Teeuei 36143 28454 28454 28454 23400 20292 20292 21480 21480 17172 17172 17172 14927 14927
Bere~ti 4155 3332 3332
Tirgu Bujor 7583 6788 3697

Bae~u--
Baeau 127299 75503 75503 73414 54138 40180 34461 38965 38965 31138 31138 31138 20280 18846
Gh. Gheorghiu-Dej 41738 35663 31510 35663 11253 4274
Buhu~i 20148 15341 14882 15341 12382 10198 8198 8669 8669 7015 8655 8655 5376
Comane~ti 16879 15274 13627 14653 12392 8544
Moine~ti 20862 18714 17506 18714 12934 6282 5868 6690 6690 6616 6616 6616 6453
Slanie Moldova 4734 4857 1777 4857 3082 2157 2157 2354 2354 1761
Tirgu Dena 12603 11647 9402 11647 11227 9796 9796 11572 11572 9095 12588 9095 9111 7989

Vaslui--
Birlad 55781 41060 41060 41060 32040 24035 24035 25101 25819 25677 26204 25677 25288 25288
Vaslui 39186 17960 14079 17960 14850 15060 13738 13887 13887 13922 15310 13922 11699 19397
Hu~i 22828 20715 20715 20715 18055 16605 16605 18906 18906
Negre~ti 6978 7465 4387
Falciu 5124 5099 5099 4501

Neamt

Piatra Neamt 77812 45852 45852 45852 32648 26303 26303 31018 34896 25492 29827 25492 20583 18965
Roman 51132 39012 39012 39012 27948 23701 23701 26347 26347 21093 28823 21093 18128 18128
Bicaz 9477 9311 4652 8368 (10147) w
Tirgu Neamt 14951 12877 8454 12877 10373 8948 8948 10209 10209 9475 9475 9475 9821 9095 ex>
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1977 1966a 1966b 1966 1956 1948a 1948 1941a 1941 1930a 1930c 1930 1912a 1912

Ia~i 265002 161023 161023 161023 112977 91097 94075 120103 111669 110266 102872 102872 75229 75229
Hirlau 7500 6017 3560 4172 6000 9527 5800 9074 9074 8451 4358
Pa$cani 24459 18689 10522 18689 15008 12390 10857 13002 13002 11247 13968 11247 8236
Tirgu Frumo~ 7165 5502 5502 4665 7300 7706 5750 4932 4932 4986 4986

Suceava

Suceava 62715 37697 37697 37697 20949 16557 10123 13744 13744 10207 17028 10207 11229 )11229 b.)
Cirnpulung Moldov. 18648 15031 15031 15031 13627 11041 11041 10703 10703 10071 10071 10071 8784 ) 8784 b)
Falticeni 20656 17839 14837 17839 13305 10563 10563 12607 12607 11533 14096 11533 11394 8637
Gura Hurnorului 13235 9081 8343 9081 7216 5178 4573 5683 5683 6309 6042 6042 5308 b) 5308 b)
Radauti 21869 18580 18580 18580 15949 14530 14530 13537 13537 16788 16788 16788 16535b)16535 b)
Siret 8264 8018 6440 8018 5664 8300 8058 10123 11299 8180 9905 6558 7948b) 7948 b)
Solca 4541 4618 2550 2550 2384 2212 2212 2207 2207 2822 2822 2822 3280 b)
Vatra Dornei 15873 13815 12092 13815 10822 7078 7078 8217 8217 7759 9826 7759 5843 b)
Varna 4580 4206 4206 5315 5315 5315 5372b) 5372b)

Boto~ani

Boto~ani 63204 35220 35220 35220 29569 29985 29145 29599 29599 32355 32355 32355 35017 32574
Darabani 10880 11024 8102 11379 12951 12951 10902 10748 10748 9516
Dorohoi 22161 16699 15597 16699 14771 15036 15036 15555 15555 15866 15866 15866 14755 13951
Saveni 7345 7774 4846 6470 7571 7571 645.5 4953 4953 3882
Mihaileni 3807 4751 4751 3686 3686 3686 4095 3202
Stefane~ti-Tirg 7770 9764 9764 8891 8891 8891 7310



Remarks: a) 1912
b) 1910
1977

1966a

1966b

1966

1956

1948a

1948

1941a

1941

1930a

1930c

1930
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Sources: Cucu & Urucu (1967), r'1easnicov (1968a) ,(1968b) ,(1969),
Neps.2.arhl616sa (191 Oa) ,( 1941 ), Recensamintul (1930 :Vol I) ,( 1941) ,
(1948) ,( 1956a) ,(1966 :Va 1 I & I I), (1 977 :Va 1 I)

1977 population according to 1968 network and
boundaries, excluding suburban communes.
1966 population according to 1968 network and
boundaries, excluding suburban communes, i.e.
same as 1977.
1966 population according to 1968 network, but
excluding villages under urban jurisdiction as
well as suburban communes.

- 1966 population according to 1966 network and
boundaries.

1956 population according to 1966 network and
1956 boundaries - same as 1966 boundaries. Towns
decreed between 1956 and 1966 in brackets.

- 1948 population according to 1956 network and
boundaries.
1948 population according to 1948 network and
boundaries, including suburban communes.
1941 population according to 1948 network and
boundaries, including suburban communes.
1941 population according to 1941 network and
boundaries, including suburban communes.

1930 population according to 1941 network, but
1948 boundaries, i.e. boundaries same as 1941a
and /1948.

- 1930 population according to 1930 network and
boundaries, including suburban communes.

- 1930 population according to 1930 network and
boundaries, excluding suburban communes, but
including localities that since then have merged
with the town.

1910a/12a - 1910/12 population according to 1930 network and
boundaries, i.e. same as 1930.

1910/12 - 1910/12 population according to 1910/12 network
and boundaries, excluding suburban commun~s.
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Table 32. Urban Growth in Romania, Average Annual Rates of Population
Increase in Towns, Percentages

REGION
Town 1912/30 1930-41 1941.:.48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

~1ARAMURES 0,96 1.00 -1.33 2.29 3.28 3.03
Satu ~1are 1.97 0.09 -1.58 1.41 2.72 3.72
Carei -0.01 -0.11 -0.40 1.05 1.60 1.87
Negre~ti-Oa~ 2.38 2.68
Ta~nad 1.07
Sa; a Mare 0.38 4.37 -0.30 4.95 5.69 4.23
Sighetu
Marmatiei 0.81 0.29 -4.81 2.49 2.89 2.32
Baia Sprie -0.03 0.42 -1 .15 3.83 4.92 0.88
Bor~a 2.38
Cavnic -0.05
Tirgu Lapu~ 0.62
Vi~eu de Sus 2.35 1.74 1.83
Zalau 0.17 0.23 4.54 0.78 1.24 7. 14
Cehu Silvaniei 0.41
Jibou 1.52
Simleu Silvaniei 0.39 1.97 -1.90 0.95 3.69 1.56
CRISANA-BANAT 0.82 1.52 -0.44 2.32 1.87 2.71
Oradea 1.28 1.15 -1.70 1.50 2.15 3.10
Ale~d 3.87
Beiu~ 0.08 6.03 -4.30 1.34 3.04 1.21
Dr Petru Groza 35.01 -0.20 2.85
Marghita 2.49
Nucet 40.62 -11.88 -1.52
Salonta -0.21 -0.03 -0.80 1.49 0.87 0.99
Va~c~u 1.95 -2.22 -0.47
Arad 0.67 1.14 0.10 1.22 1.69 2.88
Chi~ineu Cri~ 0.02
Curtici 0.16
Ineu 0.26
Lipova -1.34 0.06 1.22 -2 ..36 1.51 O. 12
Nadlac 0.11
Pincota 0.28
Sebi§ 0.85
Timi~oara 1. 17 1.88 0.15 1.68 2.04 4.11
Lugoj 0.88 1.07 0.21 1.56 1.56 2. 16
Buzia~ 1.75 0.77 0.81
Deta 0.35
Jimbolia -0.33 1.90 0.69
Sinnicolae Mare -1.22 0.21 1.38 1.06
Re~ita 0.67 2.29 -0.10 6.01 3.21 2.74
Anina 5.84 1.73 -1.86
Baile Herculane 4.50 4.00 4.21
Boc~a 2.92 2.42
Caransebe~ 0.42 2.34 -1.28 4.29 1.81 3.45
Moldova Noua 1.76 5.59 3.63
Oravita -0.74 0.29 -0.04 0.25 1.93 1.41
Otelu Ro~u 3.45 1.62
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Table 32 cant

1912/30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

TRANSYLVANIA 1.37 1.92 -0.39 3.87 2.81 2.92
Cluj-Napaca 2.56 0.90 0.97 2.95 1.83 3.27
Dej 1.40 0.79 -1.57 1.20 3.40 1.69
Turda 1.80 4.24 -2.38 3.28 2.31 1.93
Cimpia Turzii 7.74 4.22 2.34
Gherla -0.18 -0.41 0.73 1.13 '5.27 2.60
Huedin 0.20 -0.53 0.05 1.45 1.27
Bistrita 0.33 1.42 -1.93 2.75 2.30 5.24
Beclean 1.58
Nasaud 0.02 0.28 0.41 1.82 1.45 2.46
Singeorz-Bai 2.61 1.95
Tirgu Mure~ 2.08 1.53 0.69 3.71 2.85 3.85
Sighi~oara 0.59 1.22 0.70 3.15 2.10 2.21
Ludu~ 3.66 2.24
Reghin 0.20 0.90 -0.84 4.02 2.55 2.34
Sovata -1 .90 1.55 1.10
Tirnaveni 2.00 2.00 -0.87 6.51 3. 16 1.46
Miercurea Ciuc -0. 12 6.66 -5.87 2.86 2.47 6.71
Odorheiu Secuiesc-0.92 3.39 -2.03 2. 13 2.55 4.29
Baile Tu~nad 4.21
Balan 9.31
Borsec 4.50 1.71 0.81
Christuru
Secuiesc -0.25 1.35 1.79
Gheorgheni 0.76 0.56 -1.29 2.21 1.45 2.34
Taplita 1.86 2.07 2.00
Vlahita 1.78
Deva 0.64 3.92 -2.60 3.33 4.77 6.52
Hunedoara -0.80 2.66 2.21 19.60 6.41 1.33
Petro~ani 1. 16 -0.25 -0.86 6.25 4.29 0.75
Lupeni 6.94 3.29 -0.34
Petrila 5.99 2.18 0.14
Uricani 2.66 -0·.38
Vulcan 9.39 3.97 2.49
Brad 3.24 0.55 -0.28 4.51 0.88
Calan 2.31 -0.26
Hateg -0.05 1.79 -2.04 2.29 3.84 1.90
Ora~tie -0.22 2.81 -1.43 2.17 2.02 3. 11
Simeria 2.32 1.96 1.53
Alba Iulia 0.28 2.29 -1 .02 0.30 4.14 4.97
Abrud -0.87 1.40 -0.99 0.47 1.55 0.30
Aiud 0.45 0.34 -0.41 0.47 3.34 2.16
Blaj 1.16 6.76 -4.30 0.06 6.06 1.46
Cimpeni 1.22 0.64
Cugir 5.19 3.62
Dcna Mure~ 4.51 1.25 0.66
Sebe~ 0.36 0.27 1.02 1.79 1.65 2.62
Zlatna -0.38
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Table 32 cont
1912-30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

Sibiu 1.96 2.53 -0.72 3.69 1.92 3.01
~1ed i a~ 2.98 2.47 2.24 4.24 3.60 2.84
Agni!a 3.43 1.77 1.57
Cisnadie 4.41 4.76 2.02 2.77
Cop~a", ~,1i ca 4.31 0.06
Dumbraveni -0.40 0.46 0.98 -0.09 4.62 1.46
Ocna Sibiului 0.44
Bra~ov 1.85 3.53 -0.27 5.22 2.79 4.26
Codlea 3.70 3.43 5.13
Fagara~ 0.88 2.87 -1 .70 6.65 2.87 3.66
Predeal 2.65 -1 .05 5.18 2.68 0.79
Risnov 3.51 1.97 3.42
Rupea 4.45 2.93 0.58
Sacele 2.56 2.18 2.74
Victoria 9.24 1.87
Zarne~ti 1.73 10.14 2.61
Sfintu Gheorghe 1.. 12 2.86 -0.16 2.70 1.64 6.12
Baraolt 0.29
Covasna 0.40 0.71 1.. 61
Tntorsura Buzaului 2.17
Tirgu Secuiesc -0.87 2.17 -2.27 3.07 2.38 3.48

OLTENIA 0.29 1.69 0.88 1.06 3 .. 26 3.46
Turnu Severin -0.63 3.64 0.38 0.46 3.38 3.88
Baia de Aram~ -0.11 -0.01 0.52 0.49
Or~ova -0.40 1.25 -2.45 0.48 2.18 2.79
Strehaia 0.47 -0.10 0.90 0.88 1.34 0.. 49
Vinju Mare -0.81
Tirgu Jiu 0.05 2.48 2.95 0.27 4.59 5.69
Motru 6.95
Novaci 0.55
Tirgu Carbune~ti -0.58
1icleni 1.85
Rimnicu Vilcea 0.79 3.01 1.39 1.20 2.30 8.29
Baile Govora 0.. 73 5.53 -4.37 4.03 3.23 2.13
BOa i 1e 01 ane~ t i 2.15 1.86 0.05
Brezoi 0.36
Cal inJane~ti 0.53 1.79 -0.50 2.20 0.12 1.72
Draga~ani 0.25 1.90 1.97 0.28 1.51 1.53
Horezu -1 .12
Gcne1e ~1ari 0.36 1.42 -0.35 -0.13 -1.88 0.57
Craiova 0.67 2.05 1.34 1.83 4.35 3.49
Baile~ti 1,,00 0.47 1.45 0.51 1.49 0.68
Calafat 0.02 0.54 0.33 -0.28 1.62 0.66
Filia~i 1.99
Segarcea -0.18
Plenita -0.45 0.71 -1.43
Slatina 0 .. 46 2.71 -0.82 -0.02 3.68 7.56
Bal~ 0.59 0.45 0.88 1.58 2.79 5 .. 04
Caracal -0.04 1.62 0.21 0.80 1.75 2.74
Corabia 0.11 0.80 1.65 0.04 2.33 1.01
Drdgane~ti-Olt 0.53
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1912-30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77
MUNTENIA 0.83 1.86 -0.06 1.54 2.55 3.39
Pite~ti -0.05 2.93 0.63 3.02 4.57 6.91
Cimpulung 0.91 1.93 1.. 07 0.09 2.78 2.22
Coste~ti 0.49
Curtea de Arge~ 0.45 1.71 1.81 1.32 4.29 3.83
Topoloveni 0.93
Tirgovi~te 0.78 2.58 -0.07 2.36 2.01 6.90
Fieni 1.94
Gae~ti 1.62 0.95 2.83 -0.91 2.23 3.12
~~oreni -0.02 3.23 -0.02 3.96
Pucioasa 0.73 1.66 1.55 3.44 1.92 1.77
Titu 2.91
Racari 0.60
Ploie~ti 1.76 2.71 -1 .06 2.46 2.51 2.88
Azuga 3.10 2.55 1.07
Baicoi 1.05 0.96 1.22
Bolde~tiScdeni 1.41
Breaza -0.05 1.35 1.61
Bu~teni -0.23 4.18 2.28 1.17
Cimpina 1.81 1. 15 0.29 3.54 2.05 3.29
Comarnic 1.36
Filipe~ti Tirg 1.10 1.45 0.88
~1i zi 1 0.58 1.19 -1.52 1.67 3.29 2.28
Plopeni 7.40
Sinaia 0.21 3.91 1.14 4.05 2.87 1.33
Slanic 0.75 0.32 -0.04 0.65 0.66 0.58
Urlati 1.20 1.20 0.23 3.15 0.55 1.42
Valenii de Munte 0.75 0.71 -0.20 2.48 3.02 3.32
Buzau 1.20 2.18 -0.37 1. 16 1.69 4.31
Rimnicu Sarat O. 19 3. 15 -0.97 -0.50 1.57 2.34
Braila 0.28 1.35 -1.04 0.88 3.06 3.23
Faurei 1.45
Alexandria 0.35 -0.18 1-13 0.97 1.27 5.06
Turnu M~gurele 0.45 0.98 0.50 -1.47 3.85 1.89
Ro~iorii de Vede 0.24 1.13 2. 14 1.88 2,,29 2.65
Videle 1.53
Zimnicea 0.94 1.23 1.24 1.48 0.61 0.50

Giurqiu 0.91 'i .. 99 o ,').~ 0.96 1.85 2.57.Lv

Buftea 5.. 02
Oltenita 0.37 0.56 3.59 0.57 2.80 2.54
Urziceni 0.88 2.47 -0.47 3.98 4.34 2.76

Slobozia 0.73 0.93 0.49 1.66 2.58 8 .. 47
Calara~i 1. 18 2.96 0.06 0.55 3.37 3. 12
Fete~ti 2. 15 2.08 3.18 3.34 2.34
randarei 3.07

BUCURESTI 3.02 3.96 0.72 1.82 1.48 2.62
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1912-30 1930-41 194,'-48' ·1948.--56 19.56-66 1966-77

DOBROGEA 1.38 1.91 -0.71 3.21 4.11 4.50
Tulcea -0.56 0.73 -0.23 1.62 3.71 5.23
Babadag -0.07 -1.39 -1.92 4.07 2.82 1.43
Isaccea -0.10 1.70 -2.21 1.39 -0.28 0.51
M~cin 0.35 1.19 -2.78 2.83 2.22 2.41
Sulina -0.76 -2.28 -5.61 0.89 1.00 0.20

Constanta 3.55 2.99 -0.26 2.84 4. 17 5.09
Eforie 8.23 2.00 5.78 10.18 7.21 3.41
Mangalia 2.02 1.96 4.35 0.65 10. 15 7.18
Na"vodari 4.02
Techirghigl 6.62 -0.15 1.48 2.97 5.52 3.29
Cerna Voda 0.90 3.85 -6.73 4.65 2.48 1.77
Hir~ova -0.47 -0.61 1.28 2.96 4.65 0.85
Medgidia 0.19 1.77 -1 .60 10.38 4.52 3.44
Dstrav -1.34 0.72 2.69

MOLDAVIA 0.90 0.82 -2. 11 2.35 3.34 3.52

Fac~ani 0.65 1.48 -2.23 0.13 2.18 4.46
Adjud 1.88 0.27 -0.51 3.58 3.13 1.58
Mara~e~ti 0.09 2.35 -2.15 1.58 1.93 2.50
Odobe~ti -0.95 1.77 -3.59 1.31 1.43 1.58
Panciu -1.95 0.89 -1.62 1.34 0.34 -0.21

Galati 1.84 -0.40 -2.43 2. 17 4.67 4.28
Tecuci 0.78 2.21 -0.81 1.78 1.96 2.24
Bere~ t i 2.06
Tirgu Bujar 1.03
Bacau 2.41 2.21 -1.74 3.76 3.07 4.95
Gh Gheorghiu-Dej 12.75 12. 15 1.47
Buhu~i 2.68 2.08 -0.79 2.43 2.15 2.55
Comane~ti 4.72 1.68 0.93
Moine~ti 0.14 0.11 -1.86 9.36 3.74 1.01
S1ani c r·101do va 2.87 -1.24 4.52 4.63 -0.24
Tirgu Dena -0.01 2.38 -2.35 1.70 0.37 0.73
Vaslui 0.97 -0.02 -0.15 -0.17 1.91 7.48
Birlad 0.08 -0.22 -0.62 3.63 2.50 2.87
F-a'lc-iu 1.22 0.07
Hu~i 0.12 0.97 -1.84 1.04 1.38 0.90
Negre~ti -0.62
Piatra Neamt 1.20 1.93 -2.33 2.71 3.43 5.01
Roman 0.85 2.19 -1 .50 2.06 3.37 2.53
Bicaz -1 .90 0.16
Tirgu Neamt -0.20 0.73 -1.87 1.85 2.17 1.39
Ia~i 1.75 0.84 -3.43 2.70 3.59 4.72
Hirlau 0.40 0.33 -5.06 2.06
Pa~cani 1.75 1.42 -2.54 2.40 2.20 2.52
Tirgu Frumos -0.06 2.35 -6.20 2.47

Suceava -0.48 2.94 -4.27 2.96 6.01 4.82
Cimpulung
Moldovenesc 0.69 0.59 0.45 2.64 0.98 2.01
F~lticeni 0.07 0.87 -2.50 2.90 2.96 1.37
Gura Humorului 0.65 -1 .01 -3.06 4.20 2.31 3.55
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1912-30 1930-41 1941-48 1948-56 1956-66 1966-77

Radauti 0.08 -2.08 1.02 1.16 1.53 1.52
Siret -0.96 2.10 -3.21 -4.62 3.52 0.28
Solca -0.75 -2.37 0.03 0.93 0.67 -0.16
Varna -0.05 -2.26 1.22
Vatra Dornei 1.~·3 0.56 -2.11 5.40 2.46 1.29

Boto~ani -0.44 -0.86 -0.22 -0.16 1.75 5.56
Darabani 0.68 1.69 -1.83 -0.12
Dorohoi 0.40 -0.19 -0.48 -0.22 1.23 2.65
~·1i ha i 1en i -0.58 2.50 -3.11
Saveni 1.36 1.57 -2.22 -0.52
Stet"ane~t i Tirg 1.09 0.92 -3.21

Sources: Meas ni COy (1968b), (1969) ,Nepszamlal.dsa ( 191 Ob), (1941),
Recensarrrtnt,ul (1930 :Vol I) ,~ 1941 ), (t948), (1956a), (1966: Vo1 I),
(1977: Vol 1)

Remarks: All figures refer to intercensal urban cohorts. The absolute
figures on which this table was based are provided in
Table 31. For all towns in Mararnure~, Cri~ana-Banat and
Transylvania, as well as for Or~ova in Oltenia and Cimpulung
~·1oldovenesc, Gura Hl1morului, Rad~uti, Siret, Solca, Suceava,
Vatra Dornei and Vama in Moldavia the '1912~30' cohort refer
to 1910-30.
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Table 33. Literacy in the Hungarian Territories by Mother
Tongue in 1891, Percentages

REGION
County Romanian Hungarian German All groups
Arad 13.2 52.9 53.2 28.1
Bihar 6.6 60.3 70.9 36.7
Krasso-Szoreny 20.7 58.5 61 .5 27.8
Maramaros 5.8 55.9 21 .2 14.4
Szatmar 10.9 47.1 49.3 34.8
Szilagy 7.8 45.9 47.0 21.5
Ternes 21.2 51 .7 63.0 40.8
Ugocsa 3.6 40.3 29.6 23.0

C-B-M 13.8 53.2 54.0 30.6

Also-Feher 9.7 45.5 46.0 16.7
Besztercze-Nasz6d 21.5 53.9 64.1 32.8
BY'asso 36.4 59.7 77.9 56.9
Csik 6.2 32.0 59.9 28.8
Fogaras 26.7 54.4 6803 29.5
Haromszek 19.4 43.7 78.4 40.5
Hunyad 8.3 58.9 62.3 13.3
KiskUkUllo 8.2 29.9 64.6 24.2
Kolosz 9.0 44.1 58.8 22.9
Maros-Torda 12.7 39.6 65.8 29.8
Nagy-KUkUllo 23.4 47.1 70.6 45.6
Szeben 31 . 1 68.7 72.8 43.8
Szolnok-Doboka 6.. 5 3507 40.2 13. 1
Torda Aranyos 9.3 43.4 56.0 17.9
Udvarhely 16 .. 2 41 .8 74.7 41.2

TRANSYLVANIA 13.7 41.6 68.0 27.5

C-B-M &TRANSYLVANIA 13.7 47/)6 59 .. 9 29.2

Source: Nepszam"ldZas(1 (1891 : 106 ff, 164 ff)

Remarks: C-B-M - Cri~ana-Banat and Maramure~. The city of Versecz was
excluded from Ternes county. Yiddish-speaking Jews included
in German. For location of counties, see Figure 2
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Table 34. Indicators of Standard of Living in 1930 by Counties
Index: Romania = 100

A: Sugar consumption,kgjinhabitant
B: Radio receivers per 1.000 inhabitant~

C: Births with qualified assistance, as percentage of all births.

REGION A B C
County Index 'Index Index

MARAMURES 3.7 67 9.2 66 65.3 153
Maramure~ 3.1 57 6.3 45 56.4 133
Satu Mare 5.2 96 13.3 96 66.3 156
Salaj 2.6 48 7.0 50 68.9 162
CRISANA-BANAT 7.8 143 21 .7 156 62.2 146
Arad 7.5 138 23.4 168 84.3 198
Bihor 5.3 98 16.2 117 48.5 114
Cara~ 7.2 131 14.2 102 42.7 100
Severi n 5.8 106 40.5 95
Timi~-Torontal 12.0 220 32.8 236 83.6 196
TRANSYLVANIA 6.6 121 16.4 118 63.6 149
Alba 4.5 83 11.4 82 56.2 132
Bra~ov 22.5 413 47.6 343 87.8 206
Ciuc 4.4 82 10. 1 73 71.6 168
Cl uj 9.3 171 27.7 199 56.0 132
Fagaras 3.8 70 11 .2 81 82.'0 193
Hunedoara 5.6 104 13.8 99 39.7 93
~~ure~ 5.4 99 14.3 103 61.4 144
NC1saud 4.3 79 9.3 67 60.5 142
Odorhei 3.3 61 8.2 59 85.9 202
Sibiu 9.9 182 25.9 186 92.2 217
Some~ 2.6 48 6.9 50 38.6 91
Tirnave Mare 7.1 131 16.8 121 92.6 218
Tirnave Mica 1.3 25 7.7 55 63.4 149
Trei Scaune 9.8 180 15.6 112 94.8 223
Turda 3.1 57 9.3 67 39.8 94

OLTENIA 2.3 41 4.4 32 29.7 70
Dolj 2.9 53 7.1 51 38.1 90
Gorj 1.7 30 2.1 15 21 .7 51
Mehedinti 3.1 58 3.0 22 19.6 46
Olt 1.2 23 3.5 25 15.7 37
Romanati 1.4 26 3.3 24 53.0 125
Vilcea 2.2 40 4.8 35 18.5 43

~IUNTENIA 3.21) 591) 12.3 89 32.7 77

Arge~ 2.8 52 4.3 31 21 .5 51
Bra i 1a 6. 1 112 11 .0 79 79.9 188
Buzau 2.6 48 6.8 49 19.5 46
Dimbovita 2.4 43 8.1 58 32.6 77
Ialomita 2.0 37 5.8 42 33.7 79
11 fov 7.5 54 50.5 119
Muscel 2. 1 38 5.5 40 36.7 86
Prahova 6.8 124 21.7 156 24.6 58
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Table 34 cont
REGION -A B C
Coun~y Index Index Index
Rimnicu Sarat 1.4 26 5.0 36 24.7 58
Teleorman 1.9 36 4.7 34 20.1 47
Vla~ca 1.5 27 6.0 43 23.7 56

BUCURESTI 19. 12) 351 2) 120.6 868 88.8 209

DOBROGEA 6.5 119 10.5 76 56.0 132

Constanta 9.4 172 15.5 112 64.4 151
Tulcea 2.7 49 3.9 28 45.7 107

MOLDAVIA 4.6 84 9.1 66 44.7 105

Bacau 4.2 78 9.3 67 23.0 54
Baia 2.9 53 5.3 38 59.6 140
Boto~ani 4.1 75 6.73) 48 58.8 138
Cimpulung 7.4 136 7.9 573) 57.1 134
Covurlui 9.5 174 21 .4 154 64.8 152
Dorohoi 1.7 32 3.3 24 35.1 82
Falciu 2.2 41 4.9 35 56.7 133
Ia~ i 9.0 166 17.2 124 68.8 162
Neamt 5.1 93 9.6 69 41.2 97
Putna 4.3 79 10.6 76 26.6 63
Radauti 4.7 87 6.9 50 29.9 70
Roman 3.7 67 7.6 55 28.0 66
Suceava 3.3 61 40.4 95
Tecuci 2.2 41 6.0 43 59.5 140
Tutova 2.7 50 6.5 47 28.5 67
Vaslui 2.0 36 4.6 33 36.7 86

BUCOVINA 7.2 133 14.0 101 47.7 112

Cernauti 9.9 182 14.0 101 63.7 150
Storojinet 2.6 48 25.6 60

BESSARABIA 3.5 64 4.2 30 22.0 52

Balti 3.4 62 3.2 23 16.9 40
Cahul 1.7 31 3.0 22 17.3 41
Ceta tea A"I ba 4.0 74 5.1 37 39.8 94
Hotin 3.6 66 2.7 19 9.8 23
Ismail 4.4 81 5.2 37 29.0 68
Lapu~na 6.1 112 7.9 57 34.9 82
Orhei 1.3 23 2.4 17 24.5 58
Soroca 2.6 48 3.2 23 11 .0 26
Tighina 2.9 54 3.8 27 14.1 33

SOUTH DOBROGEA 3.9 71 5.0 36 43.2 102

Caliacra 5.3 96 5.6 4·0 64.7 152
Durustor 2.7 50 4.5 32 26.6 63

ROMANIA 5.4 100 13.9 100 42.6 100

Sources: Anuarul Statistic (1939-40: various tables),
Mi~carea populatiei Romaniei (1935: 30-31)

Remarks: 1) Excluding the county of Ilfov
2) Figures refer to the whole county of Il fov.
3) Including the county of Suceava
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