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Abstract 

The thesis endeavors to be an empirical investigation of the relation between the local 

economic development of the communes from the North-Western Region of Romania and a series 

of factors considered to be determinants of this development, among which special attention was 

paid to investments in local basic infrastructure. Starting from the assumption that public 

investments in infrastructure stimulate economic development, the thesis tries to prove the extent 

up to which the economic development of the communes from the North-Western Region was 

influenced, among others, by the investments in local basic infrastructure. The financing took place 

through a non-refundable programme/grant financed from EU money (pre-adhesion funds) 

(Measure 2.1 of the SAPARD program) and a national program having almost similar objectives 

as Measure 2.1, namely GO no. 7/2006. 

 Using quantitative methods, the thesis offers proofs and some novelty elements with regard 

to the impact of basic infrastructure investments (water, sewage, and road networks) as well as of 

other determining factors for local economic development – location, size, level of population’s 

education, connection to main transportation networks, upon the local economic development of 

the communes from one of the regions of Romania.  

Studies show that there is a causal relation between infrastructure investments and 

economic development; however, in addition to the mutual character of the causality, the impact 

of these investments depends on a series of factors such as existing infrastructure, type of financing 

and management of investments programs, the network character of infrastructure elements, 

coordination between regions and states, legal framework, corruption level, etc. With regard to the 

relation between infrastructure investments and local economic development, studies show that 

these investments play an essential role in development, but also with regard to the increase of the 

quality of life. In the rural area, these investments are prerequisites for access to basic public 

services, access to markets for distribution and purchasing of production factors.        

 The findings show, among others, which the main indicators for measuring local economic 

development of communes are and how these indicators can be aggregated into indexes of local 

economic development used for assessing and comparing the impact of investments programs in 

basic infrastructure from the rural are. Among the objectives of these programs we can also find 

the stimulation of economic development. Main findings also show which the type of infrastructure 

is most likely to significantly influence local economic development. Finally, the findings show 

other factors which are considered determinants of local economic development. The thesis offers 

some useful elements for justifying infrastructure investment decisions within the rural area and 

the prioritization of infrastructure investments in this space. However, the main findings need to 

be understood also in the context of the limitations of the research, which concern the character 

and the specificity of the data used, the assumptions underlying the research techniques, the number 

and robustness of the built indicators, the lack of qualitative analysis, etc.   
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Context of research 

Within the context of the economic crisis which started in 2008, the topic regarding the role 

of public investments in supporting economic growth occurred on the public agenda. The debate 

among economists regarding this topic was rekindled, important economist (Krugman, 2008, 

Feldstein, 2008) arguing for increasing the level of public investments as a means for ending the 

crisis.    

Even though Romania has been significantly affected by the economic crisis, the ratio of 

capital investments in GDP was higher in the period 2009-2012 compared to 2007. Thus, among 

the states which entered EU in 2004 and 2007, for the period 2007-2014, Romania had the biggest 

budgetary allocations as percentage of GDP for infrastructure investments. Despite this, Romania 

still faces even today a significant infrastructure deficit. The infrastructure stock gained after the 

fall of the communism is small, even though the value of the capital investments is relatively high. 

The majority of the infrastructure spending during this period was targeted towards the 

maintenance and repairing of the existing infrastructure and less towards the development of new 

infrastructure networks. No matter the type of infrastructure (new objectives or maintenance of the 

old ones) we are referring to, a significant problems is represented by the relatively high cost per 

unit of infrastructure (km, m2 and ml, etc.) compared to the cost of raw materials and of labor force 

in Romania. Some measures were taken in order to mitigate this problem by establishing costs 

standards starting with 2010.        

 Another critical problem regarding the situation of infrastructure in Romania is the lack of 

a clear vision and of a global approach regarding the development of the infrastructure networks. 

The electoral cycle and the change of governments implies that priorities in the area of 

infrastructure change as well. There are many examples in the area of transport infrastructure – 

railroads, highways, which proves that whatever was built so fur was not part of a coherent national 

development program for infrastructure, but rather it represented dreams and ambitions of decision-

makers from ministries such as Ministry of Transportation, Ministry of Regional Development, 

and Ministry for Big Projects, etc. This explains why certain big projects were initiated, then they 

were stopped and other projects were initiated and so on. Lack of impact studies of the potential 
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impact of started projects is an explanation regarding hesitations and continuous changes in terms 

of objectives from one minister to the other.        

If at national level the infrastructure deficit is obvious, in the rural area, it is huge. In 2011, 

only 7% of the local roads were modernized and 29% of them were dirt roads. In 2015, 52% of the 

rural population was not connected to a network for potable water and in 2014 only 5% of rural 

households had sewage (3 out of 5 houses from rural area do not have a toilet indoor – INS, end of 

2015), only 52% of the population benefits from garbage collection services in 2015, and 663 of 

rural communities were connected to a network for gas distribution in 2015. The data mentioned 

provide a relatively accurate picture of the rural communities from the standpoint of infrastructure 

endowment. Most rural communities encounter in addition other structural challenges: the need to 

change the traditional way of production (traditional household), the need to make more efficient 

and diverse the economic activities, competition with other markets from the European Union, 

demographic decline due to emigration and to negative birth rates, aging of population, increase of 

the demand for services for elderly, decrease of activity rate and of participation in the labor market, 

decrease of the tax base, inability to cover operational expenses, incapacity to build and/or maintain 

local infrastructure.   

 

Problem definition 

In order to help rural communities deal with some of the challenges described above 

(underdevelopment, low quality of life), the state and the European Union have developed policies 

and programs meant to revitalize this space. Some of these programs concerned basic 

infrastructure, the main argument being that such investments in infrastructure (water, sewage, 

local roads, bridges, etc. will stimulate local economic development as well as production 

activities, commerce, tourism and will also contribute to improving the quality of life. As a matter 

of fact these goals were included among the objectives (main or secondary) of the EU cohesion 

programs. In order to assess the extent up to which such programs have contributed to local 

economic development and have reached their objectives, our research tries to estimate the impact 

of two financing programs for local infrastructure in the communes from the North-Western 

Region. The two programs are: Measure 2.1 of the SAPARD program implemented during 2002-
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2009 and GO no.7/2006 – allocations from 2006 to 2011.     

One of the general objectives of Measure 2.1 of the SAPARD program was „the 

improvement of the current status of infrastructure in rural areas, enhancement of the living 

conditions and of the working standards and maintaining of the population in rural areas”. Going 

more in-depth, two of the specific objectives of Measure 2.1 are: „ support of the economic, 

commercial and touristic activities through the development of basic infrastructure” and 

„improvement of the sanitary conditions in accordance with current standards of the inhabitants 

and of the productive activities undertaken”. In the case of the Development program for 

infrastructure and sports facilities in rural areas (GO no. 7/2006), its main goal is „improvement of 

the social, economic, cultural and sportive situation of the inhabitants from rural areas by means 

of increasing the agricultural market, local investments, public services and the reduction of school 

drop outs”.   

Even though the goals and objectives of these programs were clearly set, up to now none 

of the entities/agencies responsible for their implementation and management (Agency for 

Payments for rural Development and Fishing, turned into Agency for the financing of rural 

investments or the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development under Measure 2.1 of the 

SAPARD program; Chancellery of the Prime minister and then Ministry of Regional Development 

and Tourism or Ministry of Regional Development and of the interior under GO no. 7/2006) did 

not conducted an evaluation of the impact of infrastructure investments by reference to their goals, 

namely stimulation of the local communities which benefited from these financing schemes. All 

these developments are taking place in the context in which, at national level, the value of 

investments done through Measure 2.1 of the SAPARD program amounted for 600,300,647.49 lei 

and had more than 743 beneficiaries (communities), while the value of investments done through 

GO no. 7/2006, during the period 2006-2011, amounted for 3,394,040,000 lei and had over 1739 

communities benefiting from it.      

For our study we selected for assessment the communes from the North-Western Region, 

given the fact that we are mostly familiar with it and this would facilitate data collection and 

processing. The assessment period is 2002-2014. Thus, in the North-Western Region, 67 

communes received financing under Measure 2.1 of the SAPARD Program – 29 communes 

received investments for roads, 24 for water infrastructure, 12 for sewage infrastructure, and 2 for 
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flooding prevention infrastructure. 31.34% of the projects have been completed until the end of 

2006 and 68.65% during the period 2007-2009. Through GO no.7/2006 funds amounting up to 

486,289,000 lei were allocated during the period 2006-2011. A total of 224 rural communes have 

beneficiated from these funds while 179 out of the 403 from the region did not receive any 

financing). 121 communes developed potable water infrastructure, 44 communes developed 

sewage infrastructure, while other 59 communes built bridges for pedestrians. With regard to these 

projects there are no data available for year 2011 regarding their status – we do not know if they 

were completed or not, the available information concerns the allocated sums and the objective of 

the investment.      

In assessing the impact of these programs we took into consideration other determining 

factors of local economic as well, such as the location or position of the commune, direct access to 

a European road, direct access to a national road, and education level of population.  

Thus, in order to increase the level of comparativeness of the analysis of the economic 

development of the communes, we chose to group the communes from the region into six 

categories/ranks, based on their location/the influence cities have upon them. We chose this 

grouping modality in order to make the analysis more nuanced, by taking into consideration a 

determining factor for development, according to the growth pole theory, which is proximity to big 

urban centers. This grouping allows us to conduct an analysis which compares communes which 

are somewhat similar, at least with respect to proximity to cities, as well as some exogenous factors 

of local economic development. From the standpoint of comparing the communes, we feel it is 

wrong to compare a community with a large population, located next to a big city with a commune 

with a small population, and isolated from cities (for examples communes Apahida, Baciu from 

Cluj County and communes Beliș, Săcuieu from the same county).  

With regard to the monitored period (2002-2014) I have conducted three complementary 

studies, each of them covering a slightly different period of time: one study for 2007-2014 period, 

another study for the 2002-2014 period, and a third one for the 2002-2011 period. With regard to 

the base year (2002 or 2007) we will explain the reasons for this choice later one. With regard to 

year 2014, the reason for choosing this period is because as argued in the studies presented in 

chapters 2 and 3, investments in infrastructure do not produce significant impacts immediately but 

rather on the medium and long term (more than 3 years).    
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As already mentioned, starting from the premise that not only infrastructure investments 

but also access to infrastructure (national, European – roads, airports, etc.) stimulate local economic 

development, in our study we also tried to see if there is a correlation between local economic 

development of the communes and their direct access to a European or national road, given the fact 

that these types of roads represent key infrastructure elements in ensuring connectivity, access to 

resources, use of local resources, and competition enhancement of those communities.      

Finally, due to the fact that education level was considered a key factor for local 

development, in the last study conducted we assessed the way in which the ratio of population with 

a higher education degree out of the total population, together with other relevant factors (location 

of the commune, direct access to a national or European road, completion of a local infrastructure 

project, type of infrastructure built) influence the development of the local economy.  

 

Goal of thesis 

The goal of this research was to establish if there is a relationship between basic 

infrastructure investments from the rural communities (investments made out of non-refundable 

programme) and local economic development of the communes from North-Western Region. 

Starting from the description of the problem (please see above) and following the main research 

goal, our research intends to offer answers to the following general questions:     

 How realistic are the objectives of programs aiming at the financing of 

infrastructure in rural communities from the standpoint of local economic 

development? 

 Are there any differences with regard to local economic development among 

communities based on the existence of local basic infrastructure investments, the 

source of funding (EU structural funds versus national financing), location of the 

communes, connection with the main European and national transportation 

networks, education level of population, etc.?  

 Should there be different financing criteria for rural communities with respect to 

infrastructure investments, determined based on several factors which are 

important in light of local economic development of rural communities?  
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Reaching the research goal and offering some answers to these general questions implies 

setting up some specific objectives and identifying ways to reach them. The Concrete manner in 

which objectives can be reached is given by providing answers for the research questions. The 

specific objectives of the research as well as the research questions are presented in the Table 

below:    

Table 1: Research objectives and questions  

Specific research 

objectives 

Specific research questions 

1. Development and 

testing of an 

instrument (index) for 

measuring the level of 

local economic 

development of 

communes from the 

North-Western 

Region which could 

be used at national 

level as well as the 

development of a 

ranking of 

communities based 

on the mentioned 

index 

1. Which are the most significant indicators of local economic 

development for the Romanian communes and which should be 

monitored after the implementation of projects by the entities 

which manage the programs for the non-reimbursable financing 

of infrastructure investments?  

2. Which is the optimal manner for the aggregation of significant 

variables for local economic development in order to calculate an 

index for local economic development? 

 

2. Identification and 

empirical exploration 

of possible 

connections between 

local economic 

development of the 

communes from the 

North-Western 

Region and 

infrastructure 

investments financed 

from non-refundable 

programme.  

 

3. Is there any difference regarding the local economic development 

(measured with multiple instruments) of communes from the 

North-Western Region which implemented infrastructure 

investments projects financed through Measure 2.1 of SAPARD 

Program and those which did not implement such projects? 

4. Is there any difference regarding the population evolution of 

communes from the North-Western Region which implemented 

infrastructure investments projects financed through Measure 2.1 

of SAPARD Program and those which did not implement such 

projects?  

5. Is there any difference regarding the local economic development 

(measured with multiple instruments) of communes from the 

North-Western Region which implemented infrastructure 

investments projects financed through Measure 2.1 of SAPARD 

Program, based on the different types of investments made 

(water, sewage, roads)? 
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6. Is there any difference regarding the local economic development 

(measured with multiple instruments) of communes from the 

North-Western Region which implemented infrastructure 

investments projects financed through GO no. 7/2006 and those 

which did not implement such projects? 

7. Is there any difference regarding the local economic development 

(measured with multiple instruments) of communes from the 

North-Western Region which implemented infrastructure 

investments projects financed through GO no. 7/2006, based on 

the different types of investments made (water, sewage, roads)? 

8. Is there any difference regarding the local economic development 

(measured with multiple instruments) of communes from the 

North-Western Region which implemented infrastructure 

investments projects financed through GO no. 7/2006 and those 

which implemented projects financed through Measure 2.1 of 

SAPARD Program?   

3. Identification and 

empirical exploration 

of possible 

connections between 

local economic 

development of the 

communes from the 

North-Western 

Region, location 

(influence of cities), 

direct connection to 

the national and 

European road 

transport 

infrastructure and the 

educational level of 

the population.  

9. What type of infrastructure investments (water, sewage, roads) 

offers best results (measured using DEL) and under which 

circumstances (rank of community, access to a European or 

national road, size of commune, level of education of 

population)?  

10. Which communes developed the most and the least? Which are 

the characteristics of the former and which are the factors which 

have influenced the most the local economic development of the 

communes from the North-Western Region? 

 

In order to offer an answer to these questions and to meet the goal of the research, I have 

conducted three complementary studies:  

● A study which measures and assesses the average rhythm of local economic 

development (DEL) for the period 2007-2014 for 398 communes from the North-

Western Region, based on an index composed of 12 indicators;  

● A study which assesses the evolution of 398 communes from the North-Western 

Region for the period 2002-2011 based on an index regarding local development 
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that was already tested at national level  - Local Human Development Index 

LHDI);   

● A study which measures and compares an index of local economy (EL) composed 

of six indicators regarding local economy and its efficiency over a longer period 

of time, 2002-2015, for 356 communes from the North-Western Region.   

For completing the three studies I used several quantitative methods, using Excel and SPSS 

software. For the study concerning the average rhythm of DEL during the period 2007-2014, I used 

multivariate analysis, correlation, regression and factorial analysis. For the second study regarding 

local development measured using IDUL for the period of 2002-2012, I used multivariate analysis 

and the technique difference-in-differences, then tests measuring the significance of differences 

and regression tests. For the last study I used factorial analysis, difference-in-differences, 

significance tests, correlation and regression. If univariate and multivariate analysis, as well as 

correlation, regression and factorial analysis are well known and used techniques in social sciences, 

difference-in-differences is a technique used mainly for assessing the impact of policies and 

programs.       

 

Thesis relevance 

The study of the causal relationships between the local economic development of the 

communes from the North-Western Region and a set of factors which are considered as 

determinants for development offers a broader perspective for the justification of public policies 

targeting the economic development of the rural areas from Romania. This topic is highly important 

in the context of the structural challenges the rural areas face and when 46% of the Romanian 

population lives in this space.      

Enhancing the quality of life of residents from rural areas is closely linked to economic 

development, and both of them are linked to a series of factors such as the location of the commune, 

size of population, level of education and qualification, access to utilities, connectivity, etc.  

The causality of the relationship between economic development, quality of life on the one 

hand and the factors mentioned above is acknowledged by political decision-makers and public 

authorities, the proof being the programs developed in this direction. The problem is that, despite 

numerous communes have benefited from programs and policies, the outcomes are lacking and no 
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studies measuring the effectiveness of these policies were made. Thus, the thesis brings a novelty 

element by evaluating the causal relationships between a series of factors considered determinants 

of local economic development and local economic development itself. The thesis strives to assess 

the way in which non-reimbursable programs for basic infrastructure in the rural areas have 

contributed to the local economic development of the communes, however in the same time taking 

into consideration other determinants of economic development. The findings of the research can 

be used to justify policies and programs which target local economic development, and 

subsequently the enhancement of quality of life and revitalization of the rural space from Romania.     

Finally, through the identification and selection of appropriate indicators for the 

measurement of local economic development of communes from Romania as well as the 

determining of the optimal manner for the aggregation of the indicators into indexes of local 

economic development, the thesis contributes to the development of the specialized literature in an 

area which is little explored at international level and at all at national level.   

 

Thesis structure  

The thesis is structured in seven chapters. The first chapter is an introductory one, 

offering a series of preliminary data mostly on the context around the main topic of the thesis, the 

choosing of the topic, main research objectives, relevance for the field and the actual structure of 

the research.   

The second chapter starts with an introduction on public investment, dealing with types 

of investments and then focusing on public investments in infrastructure and the characteristics of 

public infrastructure in general. A comparison between public investment and private investment 

is made in order to highlight the guiding principles of the former. The chapter continues with a 

detailed analysis of the existing typologies of public investments in the context of globalization 

and the knowledge society, with the purpose of clarifying the differences between soft and hard 

investments. Furthermore a reference is made on the important role and impact that both soft public 

investments (investments in education, research and development, increasing access of skilled 

individuals to the labor market etc.) and hard public investments (mostly public infrastructure) have 

on society. Moving on to hard investments, both a definition and a classification is made regarding 

the concept of infrastructure. In this section the thesis tackles issues on classifying and measuring 
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infrastructure capital and the challenges brought up by doing such evaluations, especially in a 

comparative multi-country perspective.  

The third chapter deals with the complex relation between public investment in 

infrastructure and economic development and indirect (positive effects) like poverty reduction, 

inequality reduction. A comprehensive literature review on this topic highlights the 

macroeconomic impact of such measures, the main factors that can have an influence on the impact 

of such investments, the reciprocal nature of the relation between public investment in 

infrastructure and economic development, and the contribution to the inequality and poverty 

reduction. The effects of such investments are analyzed both at macro and micro economic level, 

with a focus on macroeconomic effects, specifically how investments in infrastructure impact 

national and regional economic development, using general GDP growth and GDP per capita as a 

proxy variable for economic development.  

Chapter four continues the discussion regarding the link between infrastructure 

investment and economic development, but moves from the macroeconomic perspective to the 

local one. At local level however, GDP has little relevance as indicator for development and thus 

new variables should be used. This chapter is focused exactly on this: defining and explaining the 

particularities of local economic development especially in rural areas and the way in which, in 

this specific (local) context, infrastructure can be a major contributing factor to development. Based 

on an ample literature review multiple indicators, specific for local economic development, are 

identified, explained and aggregated into bigger dimensions of measurement, which will be used 

in the research.  

Chapter five highlights the main financial programs (non-refundable programmes) that 

have been implemented for public infrastructure investments, in Romania in the rural areas, 

between 2002 and 2014. A short analysis on the specifics of rural communities in Romania is done 

in order to better understand the context, research objectives and hypothesis and the link with the 

state programs. Romania benefited from 4 major non-refundable programmes for infrastructure 

development in the rural areas: two of them are based on European Funds – Measure 2.1 from 

SAPARD and Measure 3.2.2 from the National Plan for Rural Development (PNDR 2007-2014) 

and two nationally funded programs – Program for Rural Infrastructure Development (OG no. 

7/2007) and the National Plan for Local Development (PNDL). 
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Chapter six includes the empirical research of the thesis. I chose two out of the four 

programs, for this particular analysis: Measure 2.1 from the SAPARD program and OG no. 7/2006. 

The chapter contains a detailed description of research objectives and assumptions, methodology 

and finally 3 specific empirical studies all meant to evaluate the impact of the two aforementioned 

programs on local economic development by including another 3 factors of influence – specifically 

localization/position of the commune, access to transportation infrastructure (European, national 

roads) and educational stock. For the actual impact evaluation I sued both self-constructed 

measuring instruments along with already made and tested indices for local economic development 

(empirically tested and validated in the research literature). 

Chapter seven puts forward the main conclusions of the study, in relation with the overall 

research objectives and the initial assumptions. Direct reference is made on the contribution this 

works bring to the field along with the limits of this research and further or potential follow up 

research.  

 

Conclusions and future research directions 

As mentioned earlier, 3 empirical research studies were included in this thesis. I will put 

forward the main results and conclusions from these studies.  

The first study regarding the average growth rate of LED (local economic development) 

highlights the main characteristics of the indicators that were identified as relevant for economic 

development. They were aggregated for the purpose of measuring the average LED growth rate.  

Besides this, the analysis also focused on the relation between the aforementioned indicators and 

other variables considered to be relevant for LED, including investments made in the local 

infrastructure though non-refundable programmes. The methods used for aggregating the 

indicators highlighted the methodological superiority of factor analysis based on the principal 

component analysis which offered the possibility to eliminate the indicators with low or no 

relevance. The results of this study, concerning the average LED growth rate in rural areas, 

indicated a significant but weak causal relationship between average LED growth rate of the 

analyzed communes and the investments in local basic infrastructure made through OG 7/2006. 

Furthermore, the results of this research confirm that investments made in the water and sewage 

infrastructure (financed through OG no. 7/2006) are a good predictor for LED. However, the main 
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predictor for the average rate of LED growth is the rank of the commune – in other words the 

influence that nearby larger cities have over the communes.  

The second study, done by using the IDUL values, focused on identifying a causal relation 

between the five factors considered as relevant for LED and the actual local development measured 

through the IDUL scores for 2011 and 2012. The study results point to a relation that is not 

statistically significant, between the communes that did investments made in infrastructure through 

the M2.1 SAPARD program and those that didn’t. With regards to the nature of these investments, 

the results of the study point (in this case) to a statistically significant relationship – meaning a 

statistically significant difference – between communes that invested in water and sewage 

infrastructure (through the M2.1 SAPARD program) and those that didn’t. These differences, 

although they are decreasing (with 0.80644) in 2011, remain statistically significant. With regards 

to investments made through OG 7/2006, the results of the study confirm the existence of a 

statistically significant relation with regards to differences in IDUL values between communes that 

made investments in local infrastructure, through OG no. 7/2006 and those that didn’t. 

Furthermore, looking at the type of investment, according to our study results, the communes that 

invested in water and sewage infrastructure, have evolved (statistically) much better compared to 

those that did not invest in this particular type of infrastructure.  

The third study, which uses factor analysis, is based on a self-constructed index of local 

economic development, which has 6 main indicators, index that was then measured throughout the 

2002-2014 period. The results confirm the existence of very limited (not statistically significant) 

differences between communes that benefited from the M2.1 SAPARD funding and those that 

didn’t (a similar result with the second study). Furthermore, this study points to much larger, 

statistically significant differences, regarding the local economic development, between communes 

that benefited from public investments through OG no. 7/2006 and those that didn’t (similar to the 

results of the second study). We found the same results (as in study 2) when looking at the nature 

or type of infrastructure investment – the communes who invested specifically in water and sewage 

infrastructure performed significantly better – these relations being tested through a regression, 

which also highlighted the importance of rank, investments through OG no. 7/2007 and direct 

access to European roads along with investments in the sewage infrastructure (through M2.1 

SAPARD) and investments in the water access infrastructure (through OG no. 6/2007) as the main 
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predictors of LED. Finally the results of the third study confirm the causal relation between the 

existing educational stock of the local population (especially the percentage of the higher education 

population) and local economic development. I tested this again through a regression model which 

confirmed that adding this (educational stock) as an explanatory variable increases the explanatory 

power of the model.  

In relation to the initial research hypothesis, I conclude that 4 out of 5 initial assumptions 

have been confirmed totally or partially (1, 3, 4 and 5) while one (2) has been infirmed (see table 

below). 

Table 2: Research hypothesis and results 

Hypothesis Test Comments 

1. The communes that 

implemented public 

infrastructure 

investments through 

non-refundable 

financial programs 

witnessed a higher rate 

of local economic 

development (LED) 

compared to those that 

did not do such 

investments.  

Partially 

confirmed 

The communes that did public infrastructure 

investments through non-refundable financial 

programs, did indeed have a higher rate of LED. 

However, these differences are dependent (between 

LED rate) are dependent on the nature of financing, the 

period in which the monitoring was done, type of 

infrastructure invested in, type of index used for 

economic development measurements, rank or location 

of the commune, size of the commune.  

2. Investments in the 

local infrastructure 

made through national 

funds have a lower 

influence/impact on 

LED compared to 

projects financed 

through EU grants. 

Infirmed  

Surprisingly, investments made through national 

governmental funds have a significantly bigger 

(positive) influence on LED. Results are even more 

surprising when taking into consideration the actual 

amount of funds, with non-refundable European funds 

(M2.1 SAPARD) being 1.77 more (in actual amount 

(compared to nationally financed projects in 

infrastructure (OG 7/2006), with the observation that 

for projects financed through national funds, we have 

no information whether they were finalized. Going 

forward with this, it is interesting to see that the period 

of implementation for nationally financed projects was 

shorter, compared to European funded ones and this 

goes counter the argument that the effects of such 

investments will be seen only in medium to long term.  

Finally, the results (positive impact of projects 

financed through national funds OG no. 7/2006) are 

surprising given the negative reputation these types of 
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projects have (compared to the European funded 

projects which are seen in a more positive light). The 

general press, the Account Court and NGOs have 

signaled repeatedly the problems related to the 

management of projects through these funds: lack of 

transparency, discretionary decisions and allocation of 

funds, cronyism, corruption, uncompetitive projects 

and so on.  

3. Local economic 

development (LED) is 

dependent on the 

nature of infrastructure 

investment (water, 

sewage, local roads, 

bridges, walking 

alleys) made. 

Validated 

(in great 

deal) 

Investments made in water access infrastructure but 

especially in sewage infrastructure have a greater 

impact than other types of infrastructure investment 

(road, walking alleys, and bridges). From a pure 

economic point of view this type of investments are 

fully justified. A functional water supply and sewage 

network is essential for any type of business, especially 

for production industries where there is a condition for 

respecting the environmental protection regulations. 

The production process cannot be imagined without a 

functional water supply and sewage network to 

evacuate any disposable residues. While not having 

access to proper roads may be a hindrance for business 

not having access to water supply and sewage makes 

any kind of business activity impossible.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. The communes 

located in the influence 

zone of bigger cities, 

with a larger 

population and access 

to transportation 

infrastructure, have a 

higher rate of LED 

compared to those that 

are further away and 

don’t have access to 

this type of 

infrastructure.  

Validated 

(in great 

deal) 

We observed a direct link between rank of the 

commune (or location), the positioning near a big city 

and the growth rate of LED. In other words, the 

communes that are closer to big cities have evolved or 

grow fastest (compared to communes that are further 

away and outside the influence zone of cities). Also, 

the bigger the actual communes are, the faster the LED 

rate. Finally the communes with direct access too road 

infrastructure in the form of European Roads have a 

faster LED growth rate (access to national roads were 

found to be not statistically significant in this issue). 

5. The educational Validated The educational stock of the population of the 
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level of the commune’s 

population is a factor 

of influence in LED. 

commune, especially individuals with higher 

education, has a positive and statistically significant 

influence on LED. 

 

Contributions to the field 

 This thesis can contribute to the field of local economic development with several elements:  

(1) The identification and selection of indicators relevant for measuring LED, especially its 

economic dimension, is done and these indicators can be used in future research on 

evaluating the impact of different programs or policies that have LED as an objective. 

(2) The method used for aggregating the indicators is empirically tested and offers the 

possibility to eliminate those indicators that are not relevant in a specific context. With 

regards to both the indicators and the way in which they were aggregated can be optimized 

and improved, the current study being one of the first in the field to use this methodology 

in measuring LED in rural area of Romania. 

(3) Identifying a series of causal relations between investments in local infrastructure and local 

economic development in rural areas of Romania, represents an element of novelty and has 

high relevance for the field, especially given the well-known problems of the Romanian 

rural space (low levels of economic development), problems that are directly related to poor 

local infrastructure. Furthermore, the fact that, through this study, we demonstrate that 

investments in local water and sewage infrastructure are strong predictors of LED and not 

investments in roads/transportation infrastructure, is a very relevant piece of information 

for local decision makers, especially in establishing their investment priorities. A further 

development of this study at national level would vastly improve the capacity to understand 

what drives LED in rural areas in Romania and use this information in policy decisions.  

(4) The introduction into the model of the rank of the community/commune, aces to road 

infrastructure (European roads and national roads), and community size of and educational 

stock, as predictors for LED, also represents an element of novelty in the field. Following 

up on this research by moving from regional to national level, and using an even more 

comprehensive set of indicators would lead to results that prove to be extremely relevant 

when deciding national strategies for development either at national, regional or local level. 
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(5) The causal relations (demonstrated through this study) between local economic 

development and investments in local infrastructure, type of infrastructure, rank of 

community, access to European and national roads, community/commune size, are of high 

relevance for central decision makers shaping the strategies for rural development. The 

results of this research confirm, in line with the recommendations made by the WB in 2015, 

that investments in local infrastructure need to be prioritized based on type of infrastructure: 

local roads, social infrastructure, sewage and water supply, county roads, and for each type 

of infrastructure the criteria for evaluation need to be defined in accordance with relevant 

local variables like size of local population, rate of ageing, financial sustainability, position 

of the commune and so on. I feel that the results of this research are highly relevant for 

local decision makers as they can be used in order to prioritize appropriately any 

investments in local infrastructure so that it has the biggest (positive) impact in time. By 

demonstrating the importance of investments in water supply and sewage infrastructure, 

because of their positive impact upon LED, this study can be used for evidence based 

decision making at local level (both regarding methodology of evaluation and criteria used) 

 

Limits of the research 

The main limits of the research are invariably linked to the nature of the data used.  In the 

case of projects financed through OG no. 7/2006, there are several issues. First, one limit refers to 

the lack of information regarding the actual outcomes of these projects – whether they were 

finalized or not until the official deadline which was 2011 – for such a project the first condition 

of effectiveness is that the project is finalized and the infrastructure is in place. For a better and 

objective comparison, ideally we should have projects from the same period (meaning until 2009) 

from both categories – OG no. 7/2006 and M2.1 SAPARD – but this was evidently not possible as 

the programs ran in slightly different time periods. 

Another limit is given by the assumptions on which the difference-in --differences (DD) 

technique, used in this study, referring to the evolution in time of treated and untreated groups. 

Furthermore, the fact that projects included I in the study, financed through any of the two financial 

programs, did not end in the same year, but rather projects financed through M2.1 SAPARD cover 

the 2004-2009 period while projects financed through OG 7/2006 cover the 2000-2011 period, is 
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also a technical limit, ideally we should have projects with an identical time span.  

The quality of research can be influenced by the reduced number of indicators and the actual 

dimensions created through aggregation and reflected in either the LED index or the EL index. 

Although a more comprehensive approach would be ideal, this was not possible because of the 

scarcity of existing data regarding the communes from Romania. Ideally a single index for LED 

should be constructed for each year in the period studied, 2002-2014, using the difference-in-

differences techniques.  

Finally, the lack of a qualitative component of this research is another limit, a series of 

interviews with key stakeholders and decision makers at local level from the communes included 

in the study could bring up important and relevant information regarding the studied phenomenon 

which a quantitative approach does not offer.  

 

Future research directions 

 The main direction of research, starting from the results of this study would be: using 

propensity score matching (PSM) to evaluate the evolution of the EL index in the region. 

Furthermore, testing other ways of aggregating the indicators for EL and LED, would be a 

welcomed path of research.  

Testing the robustness of the indicators used in constructing the two indexes (EL, LED) is 

also something that could be done in the future along with identifying potential ways to improve 

the accuracy by introducing other variables in the index. This could be followed by extending the 

analysis to national level, to have a better picture for the entire country on local economic 

development in rural areas.  

The development of the LED index, by introducing other relevant indicators and using it to 

measure the impact of Measure 322 from PNDR 2007-2014, both at regional and national level, 

should be the main research focus in this field.  

Finally, measuring the costs associated with local infrastructure investments projects, in 

relation to average costs or standard costs comparison with other countries) would offer valuable 

information regarding the effectiveness of such projects.  

 

  



22 
 

Bibliography 

Books, articles, conference papers: 

1. Acemoglu, D. și Verdier, T. (1996), Property Rights, Corruption and the Allocation of 

Talent: A General Equilibrium Approach, Economic Journal, vol. 108 (September), 1381-

1403. 

2. Adema, W., Huerta, M. del C., Panzera, A., Thevenon, O., Pearson, M. (2009), The OECD 

Family Database: Developing a Cross-National Tool for Assessing Family Policies and 

Outcomes, Springer Science, Paris. 

3. Aiello F., Iona A., Leonida L. (2009), Regional infrastructure and firm investment: theory 

and empirical evidence for Italy, Queen Mary University of London, School of Economics 

and Finance, No. 639, Working Paper, 1-28. 

4. Ammar, S., Duncombe, W., Hou, Y., Jump, B., & Wright, R. (2001) Using fuzzy rule–based 

systems to evaluate overall financial performance of governments: An enhancement to the 

bond rating process, Public Budgeting & Finance, 21(4), 91-110. 

5. Anderson, E., De Renzio, P., Stephanie, L. (2006), The Role of Public Investiment in Poverty 

Reduction: Theories, Evidence and Methods, Overseas Development Institute, Working 

Paper 263. 

6. Anghelache C., Manole, A. (2012), Seriile dinamice/cronologice (de timp), Revista Română 

de Statistică. 

7. Aschauer, D. A. (1989), Is Public Expenditure Productive?, Journal of Monetary Economics, 

vol. 23, 177-200. 

8. Barro, R. (1999), Inequality, Growth, and Investment, NBER Working Paper No. 7038, 

Cambridge. 

9. Barro, R. J. (1988), Government Spending in a Simple Model of Endogenous Growth, 

National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper No. 2588. 

10. Barro, R. J.,și Martin, X. S. (1990), Public finance in models of economic growth, National 

Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper No. 3362, Cambridge. 

11. Becerra, T., A., Bravo, A., X., Gomez G., E. (2010), Planning and neo-endogenous model 

for sustainable development in Spanish rural areas, International Journal of Sustainable 

Society (IJSSOC), Vol. 2, No. 2. 

12. Ben-David, D., Papell, D. (1997), Slowdowns and Metdowns: Postwar Growth Evidence 

from 74 Countries, 1997, NBER Working Paper No. 6266, Cambridge. 

13. Bercu, A. and M. Onofrei (2006), Managing Local Public Debt in the Countries in 

Transition: An Issue of Fiscal Capacity or Something Else? The Romanian Case, Paper 

prepared for the 14th Annual Conference of the Network of Institutions and Schools of Public 

Administration in Central and Eastern Europe (NISPAcee, Ljubljana, May 11–13). 

14. Bertrand, M., Duflo, E. și Mullainathan, S. (2004), How Much Should We Trust Differences-

in-Differences Estimates?, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, vol. 119, n. 1, pp. 249-275. 

15. Blair, J. P. (2009), Local economic development: Analysis, practices and globalization, 2nd 

edition, Sage. 

16. Blakely, E. J., Bradshaw, T.K.(2002), Planning Local Economic Development: Theory and 

Practice, 3rd edition, Sage. 

17. Blakely, E. J., Green L. N. (2009), Planning Local Economic Development: Theory and 

Practice, 4th edition, Sage. 



23 
 

18. Blanchard, O., Giavazzi, F. (2002), Current Account Deficits in the Euro Area. The End of 

the Feldstein Horioka Puzzle, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 2, 147-186. 

19. Breuning, C., Busemeyer, M., R. (2011), Fiscal Austerity and the tradeoff between public 

investment and social spending, Journal of European Public Policy, pp.1 – 18. 

20. Bryden, J. (2003), Rural Development Indicators and Diversity in the European Union, 

University of Aberdeen and Rural Policy Research Institute. 

21. Buhr, P. (2009), Infrastructure of the Market Economy, University of Siegen. 

22. Buhr, W. (2003), What Is Infrastructure?, Department of Economics, School of Economic 

Disciplines, University of Siegen, Discussion Paper no. 107-03. 

23. Calderón, C., Easterly, W., Servén, L. (2002), Infrastructure on Growth and Income 

Distribution, Central Bank of Chile, Working Papers, No. 187. 

24. Calderón, C., Servén, L. (2004), The Effects of Infrastructure. Compression and Public Sector 

Solvency in Latin America, Central Bank of Chile, Working Papers, No. 270. 

25. Comșa, M. (2015), Designul și practica cercetării sociologice, Universitatea Babeș-Bolyai, 

Cluj-Napoca. 

26. Copeland, C., Levine, L., Mallett, W.J. (2011), The Role of Public Works Infrastructure in 

Economic Recovery, Congressional Research Service (CRS) Report for US Congress. 

27. Dall'erba, S., Hewings, P. (2003), European Regional Development Policies: The Trade-off 

Between Efficiency-Equity Revisited, Discussion Paper No. 03-T2, Regional Economics 

Applications Laboratory, University of Illinois. 

28. De Ferranti, D., Perry, G. E., Ferreira, F. H.G., Walton, M., Coady, D., Cunningham, W., 

Gasparini, L., Jacobsen, J., Matsuda, Y., Robinson, J., Sokoloff, K., Wodon, Q. (2003), 

Inequality in Latin America and Caribbean: Breaking with History?, The International Bank 

for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, 2003. 

29. Devarajan, S., Swaroop, V. și Zou, H. (1996), The Composition of Public Expenditure and 

Economic Growth, 1996, Journal of Monetary Economics, vol. 37, pp. 313-344. 

30. Easterly, W., Rebelo, S. (1993), Fiscal Policy and Economic Growth: An Empirical 

Investigation, National Bureau of Economic Research, Working paper no. 4499. 

31. Easterly, W., Servén, L. (2003), The Limits of Stabilization: Infrastructure, Public Deficits, 

and Growth in Latin America, Stanford University Press and the World Bank. 

32. Esfahani, H. and Ramires, M.T. (2003), Institutions, Infrastructure and Economic Growth, 

Journal of Development Economics, vol. 70, 443-477. 

33. Estache, A., Manacorda, M. and Tommaso, M.V. (2002), Telecomunication Reforms, Acces, 

Regulation, and Internet Adoption in Latin America, Policy Research Working Paper, No. 

2802. 

34. Esteller, A., Sole, A. (2005), Does decentralization improve the efficiency in the allocation 

of public investment? Evidence from Spain, Working Papers, Institut d'Economia de 

Barcelona (IEB), No 2005/5. 

35. Feng, G. S. (2013), Public Infrastructure And Externalities In US Manufacturing: Evidence 

From The Price-Augmenting Aim Cost Function, 2013, Macroeconomic Dynamics 17(7), 

1367-140. 

36. Fernald, J. (1997), Roads to Prosperity? Assessing the Link between Public Capital and 

Productivity, International Finance Discussion Papers, No. 592, Board of Governors of the 

Federal Reserve System (U.S.). 

37. Feyrer, J. (2007), Demographics and Productivity, Review of Economics and Statistics, 



24 
 

February 2007, Vol. 89, No. 1 , Pages: 100-109. 

38. Florescu, D., Brezeanu, P., Onescu, L. (2013), Analysis Absorption Capacity of European 

Funds Under the Operational Programme Human Resources Development, Annals of the 

University of Petroțani, Economics, University of Petroșani, Romania, vol. 13(1), pages 129-

138. 

39. Fox, W. F., Smith, R.T. (1990), Public Infrastructure Policy and Economic Development, 

Federal Bank of Kansas City Economic Review, 75 (March/April), 49-59. 

40. Galiani, S., Gertler, P. and Schaggrosdsky, E. (2002), Water for Life: The Impact of the 

Privatization of Water Services on Child Mortality, Washington, D.C: Inter-American 

Development Bank. 

41. Gertler, P. J,  Sebastian Martinez, Patrick Premand, Laura B. Rawlings, Christel M. J. 

Vermeersch (2016), Impact evaluation in practice, World Bank. 

42. Giessen, L., Böcher, M. (2009), Rural Governance, forestry, and the promotion of local 

knowledge: The case of the German rural development program ‘Active Regions’, Small-

scale Forestry 8:211-230. 

43. Gramlich, E. M. (1994), Infrastructure Investment: A Review Essay, Journal of Economic 

Literature, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 1176-1796. 

44. Groves, S.M., Valente, M.G. (1994), Evaluating Financial Condition: A Handbook for Local 

Government, Washington, DC: International City/County Management Association. 

45. Hashimzade, N. și Myles, G.D. (2010), Growth and public infrastructure, Macroeconomic 

Dynamics, 14 (S2), 258 - 274. 

46. Hausmann, R., Pritchett, L., Rodrik, D. (2004), Growth Accelerations, NBER Working Paper 

No. 10566. 

47. Hendrick, R. (2004), Assessing and Measuring the Fiscal Heath of Local Governments Focus 

on Chicago Suburban Municipalities, Urban Affairs Review, 40(1), 78-114. 

48. Heroiu, I. M., Burduja, S., Sandu, D., Cojocaru, Ș., Blankespoor, B., Iorga, E., Moretti, E., 

Moldovan, C., Man, T., Rus, R., van der Weide, R. (2013), Orașe competitive, Remodelarea 

geografiei economice a României, Washington, DC: World Bank Group. 

49. Hulten, C.R. (1996), Infrastructure Capital and Economic Growth, How Well You Use It May 

Be More Important than How Much You Have, NBER Working Paper No. 5847, Cambridge. 

50. Idzorek, T. and Armstrong, C. (2009), Infrastructure and Strategic Asset Allocation: Is 

Infrastructure an Asset Class, Ibbotson Associates. 

51. Inceu, A. M., Lazăr, D. T. (2000), Programul de investiții de capital, Revista Transilvană de 

Științe Administrative, nr. 2(5)/2000.  

52. Inceu, A., Lazăr, D., Moldovan, B.A. (2009), Finanțe și bugete publice, editura Accent, Cluj-

Napoca. 

53. Inderst, G. (2010), Infrastructure as an Asset Class, EIB Papers, vol. 15, nr. 1, pp. 70-104.  

54. Ionescu, T. (1999), Istoria Gândirii economice universale și românești, Editura Sarmis. 

55. Irmen, A., Kuehnel, J. (2009). Productive government expenditure and economic growth, 

Journal of Economic Surveys, 23(4), 692-733. 

56. Janeski I., Whitacre B. E. (2014), Long-Term Economic Impacts of USDA Water and Sewer 

Infrastructure, Journal of Agricultural and Applied, 21-39. 

57. Keman, H. (2010), Cutting Back Public Investment after 1980: Collateral Damage, Policy 

Legacies and Political Adjustment, Journal of Public Policy, vol. 30, pp. 163-182. 

58. Krop, R.A., Hemick, C., Frantz, C. (2008), Local Government Investment in Municipal Water 



25 
 

and Sewer Infrastructure: Adding Value to the National Economy, The U.S. Conference of 

Mayors, Mayors Water Council. 

59. Li, Y., Long, H., Liu, Y. (2015), Spatio-temporal Pattern of China’s Rural Development: A 

Rurality Index Perspective, Journal of Rural Studies, vol. 38, 12-26. 

60. Lindblad, M. R. (2006), Performance measurement in local economic development, Urban 

Affairs Review, 41(5), 646-672. 

61. Lopez, H. (2003), Macroeconomics and Inequality, Research Workshop, Macroeconomic 

challenges in low income countries, October 23-24, The World Bank (PRMPR). 

62. Maliar, L, Maliar, S. (2004), Endogenous growth and endogenous business cycles, 

Cambridge University Press, pp. 559-581. 

63. Măntescu, D., Lazăr, D. T.  (2014), Estimation of Potential GDP and output Gap. 

Comparative Perspective, The AMFITEATRU ECONOMIC journal, Academy of Economic 

Studies - Bucharest, Romania, vol. 16(37), pages 951-964. 

64. Matei, L., Anghelescu, S. (2010), Fundamentarea keynesiană a politicilor de marketing în 

dezvoltarea locală, Economie teoretică și aplicată, Volumul XVII , No. 6(547), 29-46. 

65. Matei, L., Lazăr, C.G. (2011), Managementul calității și reforma administrației publice în 

unele state din sud-estul Europei. Analiză comparative, Economie teoretică și aplicată, vol. 

XVIII, nr. 4(557), 65-98. 

66. Michalek J., Zarnekow N. (2011), Application of the Rural Development Index to Analysis of 

Rural Regions in Poland and Slovakia, Social indicators research, 105 (1), 1-37. 

67. Mizutani, F., Tanaka, T. (2010), Productivity Effects and Determinants of Public 

Infrastructure Investment, Annals of Regional Science, 44, 493-521. 

68. Moldovan, B. A., Lazăr, D. T. (2009), Deficits and growth from Romania's perspective, 

Transylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences, no. 26E/June/2009. 

69. Musick, N. (2011), Trends in Public Spending on Transportation and Water Infrastructure, 

1956 to 2004, Congress of the United States, Congressional Budget Office. 

70. Nollenberger, K. (2003), Evaluating Financial Condition: A Handbook for Local 

Government, 4th ed., Washington, DC: International City/County Management Association. 

71. Pavel, A., Moldovan, B. A., Lazăr, D.T. (2013), The Management of Public Investment,  

Tritonic. 

72. Perpar, A. și Udovč, A. (2012), Development Potentials of. Rural Development – The Case 

of Slovenia, Rural Development - Contemporary Issues and Practices. 

73. Pop Silaghi I. M., Alexa D., Jude C., Litan M. C. (2014), Do business and public sector 

research and development expenditures contribute to economic growth in central and eastern 

European countries? A dynamic panel estimation, Economic Modelling, vol. 36, p. 108 – 

119. 

74. Pritchett, L. (1996), Mind your P's and Q's : the Cost of Public Investment Is Not the Value 

of Public Capital, The World Bank policy research paper WPS 1660. 

75. Rabnawaz A., Jafar R. M. S. (2015), Impact of Public Investment on Economic Growth, South 

Asia Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies , Vol. 1, Nr. 8 (30 September), 62-57. 

76. Rives, J. M., Heaney, M. T. (1995), Infrastructure and Local Economic Development, Journal 

of Regional Analysis and Policy, 58-73. 

77. Roberts, P., Shyam, K.C., Rastogi, C. (2006). Rural Access Index: A Key Development 

Indicator, Transport Papers (TP-10), World Bank, Washington D.C. 

78. Rodriguez, F. (2003), Have Collapses in Infrastructure Spending Led to Cross-Country 



26 
 

Divergence in per Capita GDP?, DESA Working Paper No. 52. 

79. Romp, W. and de Haan, J. (2007), Public Capital and Economic Growth: A Critical Survey, 

Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik, Verein für Socialpolitik, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 6-52. 

80. Rusali, M. A. (2013), Dezvoltarea economică a ruralului în România. Concepte și evaluări, 

Editura Digital Data Cluj, Cluj-Napoca. 

81. Samuelson, P, Nordhaus, W. D. (2000), Economie politică, Editura, Teora București. 

82. Sánchez-Juárez I., García-Almada R. (2016), Public Debt, Public Investment and Economic 

Growth in Mexico, International Journal of Financial Studies, vol. 4, nr. 2,, 7-21. 

83. Șandor, S. D. (2013), Metode și tehnici de cercetare în științele sociale, Editura Tritonic, 

Cluj-Napoca. 

84. Sandu, D., Voineagu, V., Panduru, F. (2009), Dezvoltarea comunelor din România, Institutul 

Național de Statistică și Universitatea București, Facultatea de Sociologie și Asistență 

Socială. 

85. Scandizzo, S., Sanguinetti, P. (2009), Infrastructure in Latin America: Achieving High 

Impact Management, Discussion draft, Latin America Emerging Markets Forum.  

86. Semenescu, A. (2008), Investițiile publice, factor determinant al dezvoltării economice, 

Economie teoretică și aplicată, supliment, vol. 11(528), 102-108. 

87. Simms, A., Freshwater, D. and Ward, J. (2014), The Rural Economic Capacity Index (RECI): 

A Benchmarking Tool to Support Community-Based Economic Development, Economic 

Development Quarterly, 351-363. 

88. Sohl, S., Peddle, M.T., Thurmaier,K, Wood, C.H., & Kuhn, G. (2009), Measuring the 

Financial Position of Municipalities: Numbers Do Not Speak for Themselves, Public 

Budgeting & Finance, 29(3), 74-96. 

89. Stimson, R. J., Stough, R. R., Roberts, B. H. (2006), Regional Economic Development: 

Analysis and Planning Strategy, Revised Edition, Berlin, Springer. 

90. Straka J., Tuzová M. (2016), Factors Affecting Development of Rural Areas in the Czech 

Republic: A Literature Review, Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae 

Brunensis, 2141-2150. 

91. Streeck, W. and Mertens, D. (2011), Fiscal Austerity and Public Investment: Is the Possible 

the Enemy of the Necessary?, MPIfG Discussion Paper 11/12, Cologne: Max Planck Institute 

for the Study of Societies. 

92. Sutherland, E. (2009), Climate change: the contribution of telecommunications, 

Communications & Strategies 76 (4th quarter), 61-67. 

93. Swinburn G., Goga S., Murphy F. (2006), Local Economic Development: a primer 

developing and implementing local economic development strategies and action plans, 

World Bank. 

94. Szirmai, A. (2005), Dynamics of Socio-Economic Development: An introduction. Chapter 

Agricultural development and rural development, pp. 354-425, The Press Syndicate of the 

University of Cambridge, Cambridge. 

95. Ter-Minasian, T., Hughes, R. and Hajdenberg, A. (2008), Creating Sustainable Fiscal Space 

for Infrastructure: the Case of Tanzania, IMF Working paper, 08/256.  

96. Thadaboina, V. (2009), ICT and Rural Development: a Study of Warana Wired Village 

Project in India, Transition Studies Review, 16, (2), 560-570. 

97. Torrisi, G. (2009), Public Infrastructure: Definition, Clasification, and Measurement Issues, 

MPRA Paper, 12990, University Library of Munich, Germany. 



27 
 

98. Utt, R. (2008), More Transportation Spending: False Promises of Prosperity and Job 

Creation, The Heritage Foundation, Backgrounder No. 2121. 

99. Văcărel I. et al. (2004), Finanțe  publice,  Ediția a IV-a, Editura Didactică și Pedagogică, 

București. 

100. Varga, J., in ’t Veld, J. (2010), The Potential Impact of EU Cohesion Policy Spending in the 

2007-13 Programming Period: A Model-Based Analysis, CFIN European Economy 

Economic Paper, no. 422. 

101. Vasilescu, R. (coordonator), (2008), Dicționar de termeni economici, Editura Polirom, Iași. 

102. Wacziarg, R., Welch, K.H. (2003), Trade Liberalization and Growth: New Evidence, NBER 

Working Paper No. 10152, Cambridge. 

103. Warner, A. M. (2014), Public Investment as an Engine of Growth, IMF Working Papers, 

14/148, International Monetary Fund. 

104. Wong, C. (2002), Developing indicators to inform local economic development in England, 

Urban Studies, 39(10), 1833-1863. 

105. Zolin, M. B. (2007), The Extended Metropolitan Area in a New Member State: Implication 

for a Rural Development Approach, 2007, Transition Studies Review, 14 (3), 565-573. 

 

Rapoarte, ghiduri, acte normative: 

1. AM-PNDR (Autoritatea de Management pentru Planul Național de Dezvoltare Rurală), 

Analiza socio-economică în perspectiva dezvoltării rurale 2014-2020, draft 3, Ministerul 

Agriculturii și Dezvoltării Rurale, 2013. 

2. Anexa 5 - CONTRACTUL de finanțare și ANEXELE Specifice pentru Măsura 322. 

3. ASE (Academia de Studii Economice) și MADR, Studiu privind potențialul-socio-economic 

de dezvoltare al zonelor rurale, 2014. 

4. Banca Mondială (2015), Armonizarea proiectelor finanțate de la bugetul de stat și din fonduri 

europene în regiuni - sinteză finală, 2015 MDRAP. 

5. Banca Mondială (2015), Coordonarea Strategiilor și Programelor de Investiții de 

Infrastructură a României Finanțate de la Bugetul de Stat și din Fonduri Europene, 

Programul Operațional Regional, 2007 – 2013, MDRAP, martie 2015. 

6. Banca Mondială (2015), Îmbunătățirea criteriilor de selecție pentru Proiectele PNDL, 

Programul Operațional Regional, 2007 – 2013, MDRAP, 2015. 

7. Banca Mondială (2015), Ghid de investiții pentru proiectele de apă și de apă uzată, 

Programul Operațional Regional, 2007 – 2013, MDRAP, 2015. 

8. Banca Mondială (2015), Ghid de investiții pentru proiectele locale: Drumuri comunale și 

infrastructură socială, Programul Operațional Regional, 2007 – 2013, MDRAP, 2015. 

9. Banca Mondială (2015), Ghid de investiții: Drumuri județene, Programul Operațional 

Regional, 2007 – 2013, MDRAP, 2015. 

10. Congressional Budget Office (CBO) (2008), Investing in Infrastructure, Statement of Peter 

Orszag, Director, before the Committee on Finance, United States Senate. 

11. CE (Comisia Europeană) (2013), Politica agricolă comună (PAC) și agricultura în Europa 

– întrebări și răspunsuri, disponibil pe europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-13-631_ro.doc 

12. CEROPE, Impactul fondurilor structurale în România. Evaluare cu ajutorul modelului 

Herom, Programul Phare Ro 2003/005-551.02.03, 2008. 

13. Directiva 2000/60/CE – Directiva-cadru privind apa, Directiva 2000/60/CE a Parlamentului 

European și a Consiliului din 23 octombrie 2000. 



28 
 

14. Directiva privind apa potabilă (98/83/CE). 

15. Directiva privind tratarea apelor urbane reziduale (91/271/CEE). 

16. Directiva-cadru privind apa (2000/60/CE). 

17. EC (European Commission) (2013), Sourcebook - Method and techniques, EVALSED - The 

resource for the evaluation of Socio-Economic Development. 

18. EDAC (The Economic Developers Association of Canada), Performance measurement in 

economic development: the development of performance management systems for local and 

regional economic development organizations, prepared by Matthew Fischer and Associates 

Inc. Economic Development Consulting, 2011. 

19. EENRD (European Evaluation Network for Rural Development) (2010), Working Paper on 

Approaches for assessing the impacts of the Rural Development Programmes in the context 

of multiple intervening factors. Working Paper, European Evaluation Network for Rural 

Development; DG Agriculture, disponibil pe http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-

static/fms/pdf/EB43A527-C292-F36C-FC51-9EA5B47CEDAE.pdf 

20. Ghidul Solicitantului pentru accesarea Măsurii 322, versiunea 04 iunie 2009. 

21. Ghidul Solicitantului pentru SUB-MĂSURA 7.2 - Investiții în crearea și modernizarea 

infrastructurii de bază la scară mică - depunere online – versiunea mai 2016. 

22. HG 624/2015 pentru aprobarea criteriilor de selectare a obiectivelor de investiții pentru 

finanțarea prin Programul național de dezvoltare locală, aprobat prin Ordonanța de urgență a 

Guvernului nr. 28/2013. 

23. International Consulting Expertise SRL, Evaluarea de impact a DMI 5.2., București, 

Ministerul Dezvoltării Regionale și Administrației Publice, 2015. 

24. Legea nr. 273 din 29 iunie 2006 privind finanțele publice locale, publicată în Monitorul 

Oficial, Partea I nr. 618 din 18.07.2006, și modificările și completările ulterioare (forma 

consolidată la data de 24.10.2016). 

25. Legea nr. 98/2016 privind achizițiile publice, Monitorul Oficial nr. 390 din 23 mai 2016. 

26. Ministerul Finanțelor Publice, Manualul de control financiar preventiv, disponibil pe 

http://www.mfinante.ro/manualemanag.html?pagina=domenii 

27. Ministerul Muncii și Protecției Sociale (2007), Sărăcia în România: profil, tendințe, politici 

de combatere și prevenire în anul 2007, Ministerul Muncii și Protecției Sociale, Direcția 

Programe Incluziune Socială. 

28. OCDE (2001) The Well-being of Nations. The Role of Human and Social Capital, Centre for 

Educational Research and Innovation, Paris: OECD. 

29. OMDRAP nr. 1851/2013 privind aprobarea Normelor metodologice pentru punerea în 

aplicare a prevederilor Ordonanței de urgență a Guvernului nr. 28/2013 pentru aprobarea 

Programului Național de Dezvoltare Locală, cu modificările și completările ulterioare; 

30. Ordinul nr. 947/2015 privind modificarea și completarea Normelor metodologice pentru 

punerea în aplicare a prevederilor Ordonanței de urgență a Guvernului nr. 28/2013 pentru 

aprobarea Programului național de dezvoltare locală, aprobate prin Ordinul viceprim-

ministrului, ministrul dezvoltării regionale și administrației publice, nr. 1.851/2013; 

31. Ordonanța Guvernului nr. 119/1999 privind controlul intern și controlul financiar preventiv, 

publicată în Monitorul Oficial al României, Partea I, nr. 430 din 31 august 1999. 

32. Ordonanța nr. 12/1993 privind achizițiile publice, publicată în Monitorul Oficial  nr. 281 din  

4 decembrie 1995. 

33. OUG nr. 28/2013 pentru aprobarea Programului Național de Dezvoltare Locală, republicată. 

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/fms/pdf/EB43A527-C292-F36C-FC51-9EA5B47CEDAE.pdf
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/fms/pdf/EB43A527-C292-F36C-FC51-9EA5B47CEDAE.pdf
http://www.mfinante.ro/manualemanag.html?pagina=domenii


29 
 

34. OUG nr. 34/2006 privind atribuirea contractelor de achiziție publică, a contractelor de 

concesiune de lucrări publice și a contractelor de concesiune de servicii, publicată în 

Monitorul Oficial nr. 418 din 15 mai 2006. 

35. PDR N-V - Planul de Dezvoltare al Regiunii Nord-Vest 2014 – 2020, 2014, ADRNV. 

36. PNDR 2014 – 2020 - Programul Național de Dezvoltare Rurală pentru perioada 2014 – 

2020, MDRAP. 

37. PNUD (1999), Stănculescu Manuela Sofia (ed.), Sărăcia în România 1995–1998, Vol. I. 

Coordonate, dimensiuni și factori, Programul de Aleviere a Sărăciei, București. 

38. Programul Național de Dezvoltare Locală - Ghid de implementare, MDRAP. 

39. Programul Național de Dezvoltare Rurală 2007-2013 – versiunea a XVI-a, Septembrie 2015. 

40. Programul Operațional Infrastructura Mare 2014-2020, GHIDUL SOLICITANTULUI, Axa 

Prioritară 3, Dezvoltarea infrastructurii de mediu în condiții de management eficient al 

resurselor, Obiectivul Specific 3.2.- Creșterea nivelului de colectare și epurare a apelor uzate 

urbane, precum și a gradului de asigurare a alimentării cu apă potabilă a populației. 

41. Raport anual de progres privind implementarea Programului Național de Dezvoltare Rurală 

în România în anul 2015. 

42. Raportul final de evaluare ex-post SAPARD România - Evaluarea Ex-post privind 

implementarea Programului SAPARD în România în perioada 2000 – 2008, august 2011. 

43. REGULAMENTUL (CE) NR. 1698/2005 AL CONSILIULUI din 20 septembrie 2005 

privind sprijinul pentru dezvoltare rurală acordat din Fondul European Agricol pentru 

Dezvoltare. 

44. Rezultatele analizei documentare Sectorul Mediu și Schimbări Climatice, martie 2013. 

45. World Bank (1994), World Development Report 1994, Infrastructure for Development, 

Executive Summary. 
 

Websites: 

1. http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/17/opinion/17krugman.html 

2. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/29/AR2008102903198.html 

3. http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/95xx/doc9534/7-10-Infrastructure.pdf 

4. https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg49881/html/CHRG-110hhrg49881.htm 

5. https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture 

6. https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-development-2014-2020_en) 

7. http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database 

8. http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tipsau10&plugin

=1 

9. http://www.zf.ro/business-international/polonia-propune-uniunii-europene-investitii-masive-in-

infrastructura-propria-reteta-de-crestere-care-nu-a-dat-gres-13230746 

10. http://www.pndr.ro/pndr-2007-2013.html 

11. http://www.apdrp.ro/ 

12. http://www.mdrap.ro/userfiles/pndl_investitii_prioritare_2013.pdf 

13. http://www.mdrap.ro/lucrari-publice/pndl 

14. http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/evaluations-guidance-

documents/2013/evalsed-the-resource-for-the-evaluation-of-socio-economic-development-

sourcebook-method-and-techniques 

15. http://factsanddetails.com/world/cat56/sub369/item2053.html 

16. http://apworldromehistory.weebly.com/infrastructure.html 

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/17/opinion/17krugman.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/29/AR2008102903198.html
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/95xx/doc9534/7-10-Infrastructure.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg49881/html/CHRG-110hhrg49881.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-development-2014-2020_en
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
http://www.zf.ro/business-international/polonia-propune-uniunii-europene-investitii-masive-in-infrastructura-propria-reteta-de-crestere-care-nu-a-dat-gres-13230746
http://www.zf.ro/business-international/polonia-propune-uniunii-europene-investitii-masive-in-infrastructura-propria-reteta-de-crestere-care-nu-a-dat-gres-13230746
http://www.pndr.ro/pndr-2007-2013.html
http://www.apdrp.ro/
http://www.mdrap.ro/userfiles/pndl_investitii_prioritare_2013.pdf
http://www.mdrap.ro/lucrari-publice/pndl
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/evaluations-guidance-documents/2013/evalsed-the-resource-for-the-evaluation-of-socio-economic-development-sourcebook-method-and-techniques
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/evaluations-guidance-documents/2013/evalsed-the-resource-for-the-evaluation-of-socio-economic-development-sourcebook-method-and-techniques
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/evaluations-guidance-documents/2013/evalsed-the-resource-for-the-evaluation-of-socio-economic-development-sourcebook-method-and-techniques
http://factsanddetails.com/world/cat56/sub369/item2053.html
http://apworldromehistory.weebly.com/infrastructure.html

