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Abstract 

Supports for the rural micro-enterprises played a significant role in the EU rural development policy in the 
2007 - 2013 programming period. Among the rural development measures proposed by the EU, the measure 312 
focused especially on the rural micro-enterprises, and it was included in the National Rural Development Programme 
2007 – 2013 of Romania. Recent data show, that only less than half of the projects submitted was selected for financing 
and contracts concluded cover only about 70 % of the total value of these projects.   

The aim of this study is to analyze the territorial distribution of the supports provided under the measure 312 in 
Romania. The source of data is the selection reports published on the website of the Rural Investment Funding Agency. 
Firstly, a county level analysis is carried out, in order to see which counties of the country were able to obtain more 
financing. In the second step, the results of a settlement-level analysis are presented. We created a map which shows by 
communes the value of the total supports obtained by the micro-enterprises under the measure 312. As the results 
show, high discrepancies exist between the counties and settlements regarding the value of the supports. Analyses 
refering to the disparities in the distribution confirm this observation. Finally, a correlation analysis is carried out 
based on settlement data, and it proves that the total value of the supports obtained under the measure 312 positively 
correlates with the population, surface and development level of the communes.  
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1. Introduction 
 

The application of an efficient rural development policy is essential for Romania, as the proportion of the 
rural population is relatively high  (46 %1), and a relatively high proportion of rural areas faces severe social and 
economic problems, as aging, migration, lack of the infrastructure, lack of the essential social and health 
services, lack of job opportunities. 

According to the DG Agri2 report from 2001, the sustainable rural development can be achieved first of 
all by the strengthening of the rural economy, because it provides a basis – besides the environmental 
sustainability – for the social sustainability too. Extension of rural employment opportunities, diversification of 
economic activities, promotion of the local products and services and of the craft activities, developing the agro-
tourism raise the social sustainability of the rural areas [6]. 

Diversification of the economic activities is based, first of all, on rural enterprises. 
The rural entrepreneurship has a wide literature, a lot of studies appeared from all over the world, and 

researches cover a wide range of topics, as for example: investigation of determinants of the rural non-farm 
entrepreneurship (for example: Nagler and Naudé, 2014 [14]), identification of the problems faced by rural 
entrepreneurs (for example: Saxena, 2012 [16]), identification of policy challenges regarding the 
entrepreneurship development in rural areas (Smallbone, 2009 [17] and others), presentation of some case 
studies of sustainable rural entrepreneurship (for example Luda, 2011 [9]), and many others.  

In the recent years, Romanian authors also published some interesting articles on rural entrepreneurship, 
for example: Matei (2013) analyzes rural entrepreneurship in Suceava county [10], Feher et al. (2014) seek to 
identify factors which stimulate the entrepreneur spirit [7], while Harpa et al. (2014) analyze the most important 
variables which determine innovation among rural entrepreneurs [8] and so on. 

Diversification of the rural economy and supports for the rural entrepreneurs played an important role in 
the EU rural development policy in the 2007 – 2013 programming period. Council Regulation (EC) No. 
1698/2005 on supports for rural development from the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development in 
the period 2007 – 2013, proposed a set of measures for the Member States and regions [5]. Out of these, the 
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measure 312 entitled “Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises” belonging to the Axis 3 
“Improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging the diversification of economic activity”, focuses 
especially on rural enterprises. This measure was included in the Romanian National Rural Development 
Programme 2007 – 2013. 

The aim of this study is to analyze the supports for rural micro-enterprises provided under the measure 
312 in Romania, and to investigate the territorial distribution of the selected projects. First of all, the Romanian 
National Rural Development Programme 2007 – 2013 is briefly presented, and after that the situation of the 
projects submitted by measures is analyzed, focusing on the measure 312. In the chapter 3 the territorial 
distribution of the supports provided under the measure 312 is presented firstly at county level, followed by a 
settlement level analysis. The source of data is the selection and appeal reports published on the website of the 
Rural Investment Funding Agency (RIFA). The first report is from the year 2008 and the last one refers to the 
year 2012. By processing data from these reports a map was created which contains the value of financing, by 
communes, in order to see which parts, which communes of the country were able to obtain more supports. A 
statistical analysis is also carried out, in order to estimate disparities in the distribution of the supports within the 
counties, and finally values of the supports and some demographic and development indicators are correlated 
using settlement-level data. In the last part of the study some conclusions are formulated. 

 
2. The role of the supports for rural micro-enterprises in the Romanian National Rural 
Development Programme 2007 – 2013 

 
Complying with the EU requirements regarding the implementation of the rural development policy, the 

National Rural Development Programme (NRDP) 2007 – 2013 of Romania is based on the priority axes and 
measures presented in Table 1.  

The measure 312, entitled “Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises” is “provided 
to existing micro-enterprises or to persons who plan to set up new micro-enterprises in non-agricultural 
businesses” [4]. The aim of this measure is the promotion of the rural enterpreneurship, in order to diversify and 
develop the rural economy, to create new jobs and to bring in the rural area some services and products which 
are important to increase the quality of life of the inhabitants. At the same time, supports provided under this 
measure may reduce disparities between the urban and rural areas [12], preventing the migration from rural to 
urban areas. Eligible applicants under this measure are the rural micro-enterprises (having less than 10 
employees and achieving an annual net turnover or have total assets up to 2 million euro equivalent in lei) or 
those phisical persons, which until the date of signing the contract will become at least a self-employed person3 
and will work as a micro-enterprise [13]. 

The financial allocation (the public expenditure) for the measure 312 is determined as 439.25 million 
euro, and it represents about 5.25 %4 in the total financial allocation established for the NRDP 2007 – 2013. 

 
Table 1: Priority axes and measures of the NRDP 2007 – 2013 

Priority Axis 1: Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sectors 
Measure 111 – Vocational training and information actions 
Measure 112 – Setting up of young farmers  
Measure 121 – Modernisation of agricultural holdings  
Measure 122 – Improvement of the economic value of forests 
Measure 123 – Increasing the added value of agricultural and forestry products  

Scheme XS 13/123A/2008 (State aid scheme  – Agriculture) 
       Scheme XS 28/123F/2008 (State aid scheme  – Forestry) 
       Scheme N578/2009 (State aid scheme – Agriculture and Forestry) 
Measure 125 – Infrastructure related to the development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry  
Measure 141 – Supporting semi-subsistence agricultural holdings  
Measure 142 – Setting up of producer groups  
Measure 143 – Provision of farm advisory and extension services 

Priority Axis 2: Improving the environment and the countryside 
Measure 211 – Support for mountain areas 
Measure 212 – Support for Less Favoured Areas – other than mountain areas 
Measure 214 – Agri-environment payments 
Measure 215 – Animal welfare payments 
Measure 221 – First afforestation of agricultural land 

Priority Axis 3: The quality of life in rural areas and rural economy diversification 
Measure 312 – Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises  
Measure 313 – Encouragement of tourism activities  
Measure 322 – Village renewal and development 
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Priority Axis 4: LEADER5 
Measure 511 - Technical assistance 
Measure 611 - Complementary direct payments 

Source: own creation based on the NRDP 2007 – 2013, Version September 2014  
 
Regarding the implementation of the above presented measures on the level of the country, a summary of 

the latest available results is shown in Table 2. The highest number of submitted projects appears in the case of 
the 141 and 112 measures, but as it is a well-know fact, financing per project under these measures is relatively 
low. The highest total public value appears in the case of the large investment projects, financed under the 
measure 322, but the total public value of the projects submitted in the frame of the measure 121 is also 
considerable. The lowest number of the projects submitted appears in the case of the measures 122, 142 and 221, 
unfortunatelly these measures were not so successful in the 2007 – 2013 programming period. Regarding the 
structure of the number and value of the projects selected by measures, situation is the same.  

Concerning the success of the measure 312 we can consider as a positive aspect that the proportion of the 
value of the projects selected under this measure in the total value of the selected projects on the level of the 
NRDP is 7.27 %, while – as we mentioned before – the initial proportion of the measure in the total financial 
allocation of NRDP is only 5.25 %. At the same time, making some calculations with data from the Table 2, we 
can see that only 44 % of the projects submitted under the measure 312 were selected for financing (while the 
average calculated on the level of the NRDP measures is 65 %), and the total value of these projects represents 
only 41 % of the initial value. Further calculations show that only 69 % of the total value of the selected projects 
have been contracted yet, and payments effected cover 75 % of this value. We mention, that analyses presented 
in the further part of the study refer to the number and value of the selected projects. 

We will not enter in further details regarding the implementation of the rural development measures, 
there can be found studies and researches in literature which analized in details the evolution of some of these 
measures. For example, Bíró (2015) analyzed the absorption rate of measures 112, 121 and 141 on the level of 
the Romanian counties [1], Bíró and  Bíró (2015) investigated the application of the measure 142 in Romania 
[2], Vincze et al. (2013) presented a cluster analysis of the Romanian counties according to the CAP supports 
[19], Szőcs (2013) analyzed the territorial distribution and the contribution to the sustainable rural development 
of the EU rural development supports in Romania [18], Dachin and Ailenei (2010) also investigated the 
Romania’s absorption potential of EU funds for rural development [3], Mihalache (2013) carried out a critical 
analysis on the development of the agriculture and rural areas based on the NRDP 2007 – 2013 [11], and so on. 

 
Table 2: Situation of the submitted projects by axes and some of the measures on 23 July 2015 

Mil. EURO 

Axis/ Measure 
Projects submitted Projects selected 

Contracts / 
financing decisions 

concluded 

Payments 
effected 

No. Public 
value No. Public 

value No. Public value Public 
value 

Priority Axis 1 124524 8495.73 83119 4102.4 72471 2784.61 2083.13 
Measure 112 22494 630.07 13450 339.26 12867 323.87 286.19 
Measure121 8738 3115.68 3847 1332.73 2923 814.09 594.31 

Measure 141 88846 666.35 63544 476.58 55032 380.22 296.8 
Priority Axis 2 52 4.35 40 3.78 23 1.51 2942.54 
Priority Axis 3 16519 9533.91 7657 2870.64 5257 2306.74 1798.54 

Measure 312 9499 1317.17 4187 535.51 2898 368.05 274.88 
Measure 313 3703 569.89 2584 392.09 1490 209.86 98.52 
Measure 322 3317 7646.85 886 1943.04 869 1728.83 1425.14 

LEADER Axis 9807 496.58 7424 385.74 7341 431.72 196.65 
Other payments6         149 188.15 616.12 
TOTAL 150902 18530.58 98240 7362.56 85242 5712.73 7636.97 
Source: own edition based on data published on the website of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development7 
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3. Territorial distribution of the rural development supports for micro-enterprises in 
Romania 

 
County level analysis 

 
In the previous chapter the number and value of the supports for micro-enterprises provided under the 

measure 312 was presented. Territorial distribution of these supports is analized in the following part, in order to 
find out which parts of the country absorbed the highest amount of financial supports in the 2007 – 2013 
programming period. It has to be mentioned that the value of the supports considerably vary depending on the 
project’s objectives and activities. For example, in some cases the financial support of a project which had as 
objective the acquisition of some equipment for a copy center or a dental clinic was only 4000 – 5000 euro, 
while there were cases when the value of the support exceeded 200000 euro, as it was provided for – for example 
– the construction and equipment of a manufacturing hall. Otherwise, activity fields of the micro-enterprises 
supported under the measure 312 are very various. Some enterprises work in manufacturing sector such as wood 
processing, plastic waste processing, cutting of stones, textil works, and so on. Other enterprises provide services 
which are very important for the rural communities, for example dental clinics, medical centers, sanitation 
services, veterinary services, auto services, laundry, hairdressing salons, organization of special events and so 
on. 

Analyzing the number of the projects selected for financing and looking at the Figure 1, it can be 
observed that Bihor country ranks first as here more than 500 projects were selected for financing under the 
measure 312. It is succeded by Timiș and Dolj counties, where the number of selected projects is more than 280, 
respectively 250 projects. The following group contains 12 counties, where the number of the selected projects is 
between 101 and 200. In 12 counties the number of the selected projects is between 23 and 50.  

 
 

Figure 1: The number of the rural development projects financed under the measure 312 in Romania in 
the 2007 – 2013 programming period 

Source: own edition based on RIFA data 
 
Figure 2 shows the value of the supports provided under the measure 312 on the level of the counties in 

Romania. It is easy to observe that significant differences appear between the counties: there are cases when the 
value of the total supports in a county is more than 20 times higher than in another county. Similarly to the 
number of the selected projects, the value of the projects is the highest again in Bihor, Timiș and Dolj counties. 
In the next category, where the total value of the supports is between 15.1 and 30 million euro, take place (in 
descending order) the following counties: Iași, Suceava, Arad, Neamț, Brașov, Giurgiu, Alba, Cluj, Harghita and 
Teleorman. In seven counties the value of total supports is less than 5 million euro. 
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Figure 2: The value of the rural development supports for micro-enterprises (measure 312) in Romania in 

the 2007 – 2013 programming period 
Source: own edition based on RIFA data 

 
Settlement level analysis 

 
In the following part a commune-level analysis regarding the distribution of the supports under the 

measure 312 is carried out. Summarizing the projects selected for financing for the Romanian communes, it can 
be observed, that the number of the communes where at least one micro-enterprise obtained financing under the 
measure 312 is almost 1480. So approximatelly, in half of the Romanian communes there exist enterprises which 
were financed under this measure and in half of the communes none obtained financing. 

According to our investigations, communes where the total value of the selected projects was the highest 
are the following (in descending order): Sînmartin (Bihor), Peciu Nou (Timiș), Podari (Dolj), Dumbrăvița 
(Timiș), Borș (Bihor), Sântandrei (Bihor), Miroslava (Iași), Florești (Cluj), Scheia (Suceava) and Nojorid 
(Bihor). 

Figure 3 contains a map which shows the value of the rural development supports for the micro-
enterprises obtained under the measure 312 in the 2007 – 2013 programming period, by communes8. It is easy to 
observe that in many cases micro-enterprises which obtained financing are situated in communes next or very 
close to the county seats or to the biggest municipalities (for example, this is the situation in the case of Oradea, 
Timișoara, Cluj-Napoca, Iași, Craiova, Alba Iulia and so on), so they benefit from the advantage provided by 
their location. Contrary to this, in many communes, which are relatively isolated, laying in a mountain area, far 
from the main roads and towns, the measure 312 was not successful, very few micro-enterprises or even none of 
them obtained financing. This means that exactly those communes, where the economic diversification and 
existence of some local services would be essential for the social and economic sustainability or even for the 
survival of the respective commune, were not able to benefit from this rural development measure. 
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Figure 3: The value of the rural development supports for micro-enterprises (measure 312) in Romania in 

the 2007 – 2013 programming period 
Source: own edition based on RIFA data 

 
In order to estimate the inequalities in the distribution of the financing obtained under the measure 312 

on the level of the settlements in each county, coefficients of variation were calculated. This indicator is defined 
as the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean, expressed often as percentage. If the value of the coefficient is 
high, it means that the distribution of the supports on the level of the settlements in the analyzed county is 
characterized by a relatively high degree of inequality. In other words, some settlements obtained much more 
supports than the others, so differences between settlements are generally high. 

Table 3 contains the value of the coefficients of variation calculated for each of the counties. It is easy to 
see that coefficients of variation are generally high, so inequalities are common not only among the counties, but 
within the counties too, which can be explained by the fact that micro-enterprises from some settlements were 
able to obtain a relatively high amount of financing, while in other settlements the value of projects were very 
low, or there were no projects selected for financing. It can be observed that the most equal distribution of the 
financing appears in the case of Ialomița county, while the highest discrepancies between the settlements appear 
in Buzău, Caraș-Severin, Prahova, Vâlcea, Gorj, Sibiu, Argeș and Vaslui counties.  

 
Table 3: Coefficients of variation calculated for the value of the supports (measure 312) on the level of the 

settlements in each county 
Coefficient of 

variation County 

<  100 % Ialomița 

100 % - 150 % Brașov, Călărași, Ilfov, Bihor, Sălaj, Giurgiu, Botoșani, Brăila, Harghita, Arad, 
Teleorman, Satu Mare 

151 % - 200 % 
Alba, Timiș, Constanța, Tulcea, Maramureș, Suceava, Olt, Dolj, Mehedinți, 
Bacău, Vrancea, Dâmbovița, Covasna, Bistrița-Năsăud, Galați, Neamț, Cluj, Iași, 
Mureș, Hunedoara 

200 %  < Buzău, Caraș-Severin, Prahova, Vâlcea, Gorj, Sibiu, Argeș, Vaslui 
Source: own calculations based on RIFA data 

 
In the last part of the commune-level investigation, a correlation analysis is carried out in order to see 

wether the value of the supports obtained under the measure 312 show a significant correlation with the 
population, surface and general development level of the commune where the financed enterprises are located. 
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Analysis refers to the whole country, so the number of observations is 2850. It has to be mentioned that in order 
to data from different databases be compatible, some cases (communes) had to be excluded from the analysis. 

Population data (number of inhabitants) are from year 2015, the source of data being the Tempo Online 
Database9 of the National Institute of Statistics. This indicator was chosen, because we suppose that in a more 
populous commune there are more micro-enterprises which are able to obtain financing, and on the other side, a 
bigger community needs for various services and products are higher.  

The source of the total surface (ha) data is also the Tempo Database10, and data are from 2014. 
Motivation of the choice of this indicator is similar to that of the previous indicator, however, it has to be 
mention, that mainly in the mountain area there exist a lot of remote and sparsely populated communes, which 
are characterized by the lack of the local services and less capabilities of diversification of the economic 
activities. 

Development level of the communes is characterized by development indicators of Dumitru Sandu11 
(refering to the period 2007-2008), as these are based on some complex socio-economic indicator systems, 
which represent properly the development level of the communes. These indicators state a score for the 
communes according to their development level (IDC) or classify communes in five (IDC5), respectively ten 
(IDC10) categories (poor communes - developed communes). 

Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients. It is easy to observe that significant positive correlations 
appear between the value of the supports and all of the selected indicators. So, based on these results, we can 
state, that if in Romania a commune is more populous, larger or more developed, the value of the EU supports 
for micro-enterprises is probably higher than in a smaller, less developed commune. This fact seems to be logical 
and obvious, but it raises some questions: if the micro-enterprises situated in the most developed communes get 
the must supports, will it raise the discrepancy between development levels of the communes? In some areas this 
problem will probably appear, and we suppose that mainly in those counties where the coefficient of variation is 
relatively high. 

 
Table 4: Correlation between the value of supports and some demographic and development indicators, on 

the level of communes 

 Population Surface IDC IDC10 IDC5 

Value of selected 
projects under the 
Measure 312 

Pearson 
Correlation 0.329(**) 0.043(*) 0.281(**) 0.210(**) 0.198(**) 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.022 0.000 0.000 0.000 
N 2850 2850 2850 2850 2850 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Source: own calculations based on data from the website of RIFA, NIS-Tempo Online Time Series and Dumitru 
Sandu 

 
4. Conclusions 

 
Supports for the micro-enterprises in order to diversify the rural economy had a particular importance in 

the EU rural development policy in the 2007 – 2013 programming period. The measure 312 which focuses on 
the micro-enterprises was included in the Romanian rural development program too, having a 5.25 % proportion 
in the total financial allocations of the program. According to data regarding the implementation of the measure 
only 44 % of the projects submitted under the measure 312 were selected for financing and only about 70 % of 
the total value of the selected projects has been contracted yet. We hope, that in the following programming 
period application activity of the micro-enterprises will be more efficient, and based on the experiences 
accumulated their absorption capacity will increase. 

Distribution of the supports shows significant territorial differences. Summing up the value of the 
selected projects for settlements and than by counties, it can be observed that in some counties the value of the 
supports is more than 20 times higher than in another one. At the same time, as variation coefficients show, 
disparities in the distribution of the financing on the level of the settlements within the counties are also very 
high in each case. According to the settlements-level correlation analysis, the value of supports significantly 
correlate with the population, surface and development level of the settlements. This means that in a populous, 
large and developed commune probably enter more supports under the measure 312 than in a smaller, less 
developed one. Based on these results, we should come to the conclusion, that this phenomenon may lead to the 
increase of the development gap between the communes. We think that the increase of discrepancies in the 
development level of the communes, caused by the fact that in some of them micro-enterprises obtain more 
supports, while in the other ones this is not common, as well as the social end economic impact of supports 
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provided under the measure 312 could be very well estimated by a counterfactual impact analysis, which may be 
the next step of this research. 
 
 
                                                
1 (In 1st January 2014. Source: own calculations based on National Institute of Statistics – Tempo Online Time Series 
data, http://statistici.insse.ro/shop/index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=ro&ind=POP105A, last access: 28.7.2015.) 
2 (DG Agri: Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development of the European Commission) 
3 (In Romanian: Persoană fizică autorizată) 
4 (The source of data is the National Rural Development Programme (NRDP), September 2014 version, pages 136 – 
140.) 
5 (Measures of this axis are not presented in the table, but they can be found in the relevant public documents, for 
example: NRDP 2007-2013) 
6 (This category contains payments related to the measure 511 – Technical assistance, Guarantee schemes for 
agriculture and SMEs and the measure 611 - Complementary direct payments.) 
7  (Data refer to the projects which appear in the NRDP monitoring tables. In the case of some measures transfers from 
SAPARD are also included. The source of data is the website of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development: 
http://www.madr.ro/galerie-video/content/2-dezvoltare-rurala.html, last access: 30.7.2015.) 
8 (While creating the map, due to the databases compatibility some of the communes were put together.) 
9 (The source of population data is the Tempo Online Time Series database of the National Institute of Statistics: 
http://statistici.insse.ro/shop/index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=ro&ind=POP107D, last access: 19.7.2015) 
10 (The source of surface data is the Tempo Online Time Series database of the National Institute of Statistics: 
http://statistici.insse.ro/shop/index.jsp?page=tempo3&lang=ro&ind=AGR101B, last access: 23.7.2015) 
11 (IDC, IDC10 and IDC5 indicators are based on the values of the following indicators: habitable dwelling surface 
(m2), gas consumption per inhabitant  (m3), water consumption per inhabitant (m3), income from own sources per 
capita, capital costs per inhabitants, number of cars on 1000 inhabitants, life expectancy at birth, infant mortality rate, 
and so on. Source of data: the website of Dumitru Sandu - http://sites.google.com/site/dumitrusandu/bazededate, last 
access: 4.11.2012). Description and user guide of the IDC indicators are presented in: Dumitru Sandu, Vergil 
Voineagu, Filofteia Panduru: "Dezvoltarea comunelor din Romania", INS, SAS, iulie 2009. 
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