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. In contrast, the role of localization, linked to historical background or physical constraints, as a factor is more limited in the literature. Other institutional factors such as inheritance and succession have not really been approached until now. We choose to investigate those factors using multiple regression on the 3 recent data collections in Romania.

Introduction

A focus on small farms requires a brief tour of work on the definition of farms [START_REF] Ghib | Mise en oeuvre de la politique des structures roumaines : une nécessaire définition de l'activité agricole pour un ciblage des mesures[END_REF]. This question has long been addressed in terms of economies of scale, but since the late 90s has been discussed under the umbrella of multifunctionality, along with new meanings of agriculture including the integration of environmental and social aspects of this activity. Finally, at the European level, enlargement to include the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, with the diversity of distribution of agricultural structures raises the question of small farms, particularly through their inclusion in the Common Agricultural Policy. The polarised structure of Romanian farms is strongly marked by many small farms but also by the social role of these structures, making it a particularly interesting case. This paper is the beginning of work on the determinants of change in Romanian agricultural structures. We present here the first results concerning the relationship between distribution and evolution of structures based on structural factors. Indeed, we find in the literature and through surveys of agricultural Romanian actors, assumptions related to the localization of small farms and their evolution. The location factors most commonly related to structural change were defined: mountain zones, the history of land in the region (prior to communism), and also to the relative wealth of a Judet 1.

Small farm definition and hypothesis on their localization

Definitions

The issue of small farms leads us first to the definition of agricultural activity. It is noted that the definition of small farms is still not yet determined, despite many attempts at both national and international levels [START_REF] Lund | Aspects of the Definition and Classification of Farms[END_REF][START_REF] Remy | Les petites exploitations dans la politique agricole, Pour (194)[END_REF]. A recent OECD publication (OECD, 2009) made a comparison of the definition of agricultural activity, a prerequisite to the definition of the thresholds of classes. The 17 countries studied were shown to define agricultural activity on various criteria that can be linked to income from business (Canada, Finland, Poland), sales (the United States, Australia, Japan, Korea) , potential production (Austria, Germany, Netherlands), factors of production such as area (Denmark, Finland, France, Switzerland, Japan, Korea) or the size of herd (Switzerland, Denmark), but also the number of work units engaged in the business (France and Germany).

Similarly, the small holding, the farm or the farm household are entities that provide the basis for the development of this activity. Again, definitions vary. In the Romanian case that we treat here, this definition has been difficult to elucidate for the establishment of the Common Agricultural Policy in Romania [START_REF] Ghib | Mise en oeuvre de la politique des structures roumaines : une nécessaire définition de l'activité agricole pour un ciblage des mesures[END_REF]. The latest document, the National Rural Development Plan (PNDR, 2008), tells of a typology of three categories: subsistence farms (0 to 2 ESU2 ), the semi-subsistence farms (2 to 8 ESU ) and commercial farms (more than 8 ESU). Within this article, we will use as a definition of "small farms" subsistence or semi-subsistence farms, measured either by ESU or by default surface area in hectares3 .

Factors influencing the evolution of farms

Firm size as a factor in their growth is an old subject of research, as far back as [START_REF] Gibrat | L'élevage en Roumanie, une tradition laitière et un avenir pour les viandes ovine et bovine[END_REF]. Gibrat proposed a theory, called the law of proportional effect, that the rate of growth of a firm is 1 Judete are the Romanian Administrative unit equivalent to NUTS 3 : 'Nomenclature d'Unités Territoriales Statistiques'. independent of its original size. Growth would be a purely stochastic phenomenon resulting from the operations of many random independent factors. His theory was applied to farms for the first time by [START_REF] Upton | The Growth of Farms[END_REF] and [START_REF] Shapiro | Farm size and growth in Canada[END_REF], who arrive at conflicting conclusions about its validity for agriculture. Other more recent work, in turn, invalidates the theory on empirical data, in particular in the work of [START_REF] Weiss | Farm growth and survival: econometric evidence for individual farms in Upper Austria[END_REF].

We do not develop in this short article a test of Gibrat on Romanian data. Instead we propose a synthesis of the data aggregated by Judet examining changes according to the categories of physical size.

Indeed, recent statistics collected on farms in Romania suggest that a restructuring is underway. The general trend is a decrease in the number of farms and cultivated areas:

Table 1: Number of Farms and area farmed categorised by area

Sources: RGA 2002, ASA 2005, ASA 2007 This decrease at the national level was higher in the first period 2002 -2005 between 2005 and 2007 for Very Small Farms (VSF, <1 ha). However, for Small Farms (SF), 1 to 5 ha, the trend is completely different-a slight increase on the first period and decrease the second, more than 6% in number and more than 5% surface.

The medium sized farm (MF) of 5 to 100 ha experienced a sharp increase between 2002 and 2005 with nearly 40% increase in number, which remained positive between 2005 and 2007 but capped at less than 5%. In contrast, the holdings of more than 100 ha significantly decreased between 2002 and 2005 ( -12.36%), before experiencing an increase between 2005 and 2007 by 8%.

These developments confirm the gradual establishment of a restructuring process, probably linked to the agricultural policies implemented during these two periods. In particular, we can highlight the changes by the Minister G. Flutur from 2005. But we could also attribute these changes to anticipation of the arrival of subsidies and the first effects of the SAPARD program started in 2002. These areas were therefore previously subjected to different political regimes but also different land regimes, [START_REF] Axenciuc | Evolutia economica al Romaniei. Cercetari statistico-istorice 1859-1947[END_REF] which have helped shape the present picture of distribution of land structures.

Here we call upon the theories of historical institutionalism, according to which historical institutions affect present phenomena.

According to [START_REF] Thelen | Comment les institutions évoluent : perspectives de l'analyse comparative historique, L'année de la régulation[END_REF], the institutions may be resilient in the face of major historical ruptures, ie shocks that are a priori expected to break previous models (...).

Here we test the reappearance or reformation of land structures after three major shocks. The first of these shocks is the land reform of 1945 with the seizure of the lands of Saxons 4 in Romania but also any property over 50 hectares and their redistribution to veterans and war widows. The second was the communist period and the major impact of collectivization, and the third is the land reform of 1991 to the fall of communism with the redistribution and restitution of land to more than 4 million people.

Despite these three upheavals in agricultural structures, political and land regimes anterior at 1945 will also contribute to the history of regions, and the slow rate of present restructuring is differentiated by region. These differences are explained by the persistence and transfer of agricultural know-how maintained during communism on the plots in areas where individual farming prevailed in contrast to regions where the population was predominantly manual or subject to large landowners and which may have lost this element of agricultural knowledge. Juvancic (2006) shows that the phenomenon is reversed in Slovenia: farms disappear fastest in the most urbanized areas, which by default have the most favourable conditions, as the non-agricultural labour market is more developed therefore alternative income strategies become more important. Furthermore, he believes that the relative persistence of smaller farms in remote areas may be due to the rigidity of the land market in these areas.

• factors related to the richness of the Judet

The relationship between regional wealth and maintenance of exploitations is often perceived as unfavorable. The richer a region the greater the importance of alternative employment and exits from agriculture become easier. Conversely, poor regions would see a continuation in agricultural activity, reinforcing its role as a social buffer [START_REF] Pouliquen | L'agriculture néo-paysanne roumaine : le tampon social contre la relance globale Revue d'études comparatives[END_REF]. GDP is here a proxy for regional wealth.

In contrast, in countries where agricultural activity is farming is essentially part-time, this agriculture practised in this region is peri-urban, highly intensive in small areas. The reasons for the development of these farms are also heavily influenced by land markets in conjunction with ongoing with urban sprawl.

The results concerning the contribution of different economic size classes to the total economic size of Judet are presented in Table 2. The variable HISTO, which measure the part of holding below 3 ha in 1941, plays the strongest role in the explanation of the presence of small farm in a Judet: the regions which held many small farms before the collectivization of land are still characterized by this feature at present. Influence of the GDP is lower and less significant: nevertheless it appears that in rich regions holdings tend to be large. Finally, large farms are somewhat less represented in the mountain areas.

For regressions on the evolution, we chose the change over the period 2002-2007 as more significant than for other periods. The explanation of the evolution by class of area is lower than the contribution in terms of economic size at a given time. Unlike in Slovenia (Juvancic, 2006), mountain areas appear to favour a relative preservation of large farms at the expense of the very small. Knowing that we take into account the total agricultural area, including also the pastures, we can explain this correlation by the sheep sector, which has a strong presence in mountain regions and known for its dynamism (Institut de l'élevage, 2007).

We note also the representation of SF (but not VSF) in the Judet which are "traditionally" refuges of small farms (using the HISTO variable, the percentage of holdings of less than 3 ha in 1941). The importance of this variable on structure of holdings is therefore accentuated. Moreover, it is evident that the evolution of the number of MF does not depend on the percentage of deprived areas, history or wealth of the region: these variables are expected to play on the survival, growth or decrease of holdings at the extremes of farm size.

When looking at trends for the period on all farms, only GDP and 'less favoured areas' are involved. The Judet with a low GDP are those for which farm structures are most 'resistant' to change. This confirms the role of agriculture as a social buffer described by [START_REF] Pouliquen | L'agriculture néo-paysanne roumaine : le tampon social contre la relance globale Revue d'études comparatives[END_REF].

Conclusions

Within this study, we have been able to show correlations between contribution by economic size class or developments, and the explanatory variables commonly proposed to explain regional differences in terms of agricultural structure and its evolution. Thus the historical variable is particularly important, indicating that earlier agricultural structures have persisted despite 40 years of collectivization. Equally, three land reforms have failed to erase the effects of the land distribution of 1941.

Mountain areas are not particularly characterised by the presence of smaller farms, contrary to what one might expect. Large farms are also absent from mountain regions, but where their numbers change there is an increase. It would be interesting to analyse the role of sheep farming in terms of specialisation and farm size in mountain farms.

Finally, the lack of correlations within the analysis corresponding to medium sized exploitations leads us to question the chosen thresholds.

  variable which represents the percentage of farms below 3ha by Judet in 1941 Sources: Agricultural Census 1941, map made by the authors with Philcarto http://philcarto.free.fr Romania in its current borders is a young country. The joining in the region of Transylvania with former princely provinces in the south and east occurred in 1918 and was formalised by the Treaty of Trianon (1920) and the defeat of Hungary alongside Germany.
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  People of German origin living in Transylvania since 1200-1300 4 Fa it a ve c P hilca rto * 23 /0 4 /2 0 0 9 22 :3 8 :5 5 * h ttp ://p h ilcarto .fre e .fr rectangles de l'histogramme sont proportionnelles au nombre d'unites spatiales dans chaque classe définie sur la variable : '% of farm <3 ha in 1941' maximum= 24 pour la classe n° 2 Factors relating to less favoured areas Sources: PDRN, 2008, map made by the authors using Philcarto http://philcarto.free.fr Map 2: Distribution by percentage of the total agricultural areas classified as ZMD and ZDS/ ZSD Mountain areas and those classed as 'disadvantaged' (ZMD, ZSD and ZDS 5 ) are assumed to have handicaps affecting agricultural activity, and farms are expected to disappear faster in these areas. This assumption is the basis of the measures the EU has put in place since 1975 to aid these disadvantaged areas based on zoning according to altitude, slope, or the degradation of agricultural land (EC, 2009).

Fa

  it a ve c P h ilca rto * 2 2 /0 4 /2 0 0 9 1 4 :5 9 :4 9 * h ttp ://p h ilca rto .fre e .fr rectangles de l'histogramme sont proportionnelles au nombre d'unites spatiales dans chaque classe définie sur la variable : '% ZMD' maximum= 14 pour la classe n° 1 Fa it a ve c P h ilca rto * 2 2 /0 4 /2 0 0 9 1 4 :5 9 :4 9 * h ttp ://p h ilca rto .fre e .fr

Table 2 : Factors explaining contributions in ESU

 2 

		ctb0_2	ctb_sup8
	constant	18.8	56.5
	ZMD	-	-0.14 **
	HISTO	0.72 ***	-0.66 ***
	GDP	-0.002 **	0.003 **
	R²	0.43	0.47
	-: insignificant variable		
	** : significantly different from 0 at 5%	
	*** : significantly different from 0 at 1%	

Table 3 : Explanation of evolution in percentage of farm number given by area.

 3 

		evol02_07 VSF	evol02_07 SF	evol02_07EM 5 -100 ha	evol02_07GE > 100 ha	total
		0_1 ha	1 -5 ha			
	Constant	-15.2	-16.2	-	11.8	-5.39
	ZMD	-0.16 **	-	-	0.40 ***	-
	ZSD_ZDS	-	-	-	-	0.12 **
	HISTO	-	0.21 *	-	-0.83 ***	-
	GDP	-	-	-	0.006 ***	-0.00148 ***
	R²	0.12	0.07	0.04	0.37	0.23
	-: insignificant variable				
	* : significantly different from 0 at 0%			
	** : significantly different from 0 at 5%		
	*** : significantly different from 0 at 1%		

European Size Unit

Subsistence and semi subsistence exploitations are defined in the first version of the National Strategic Plan as those with a surface area of less than 5 ha[START_REF] Ghib | Mise en oeuvre de la politique des structures roumaines : une nécessaire définition de l'activité agricole pour un ciblage des mesures[END_REF] 

ZMD: Zone Montana Defavorizate, altitudes up. to

600m or 400-600m with average slope > 15%. ZDS: Zone Semnificativ Defavorizata, ie low quality of soil, unfavorable climate or humidity and relief conditions. ZSD: Zonele de Conditii Naturale Specifice, areas with natural handicap.

relationship is reversed for survival, but growth of farms remains lower in the more affluent (Juvancic, 2006).

Data and variables

We conducted multiple regressions to test the hypotheses presented earlier with the following elements.

Data

The data used are those of the last data collection at the National Agricultural Census 2002 and the last two surveys of agricultural structures in 2005 and 2007 in Romania. In this article, we use the aggregated data at NUTS 3 level, ie within the 42 Judet.

Dependant variables

The dependent variables chosen are twofold. We first tested a ratio of economic size (ESU), ie the contribution of different economic classes in size to the total economic size Judets put together: ctb0_2 for the contribution of agricultural units from 0 to 2 ESU, ctb2_8 for the contribution of agricultural units from 2 to 8 ESU and ctb_sup8 for the contribution of agricultural units of more than 8 ESU. These data were available from the structure survey in 2005. In a second step, we tested the trend in the number of operations by Judet on 3 periods 2002-2005, 2005-2007 and 2002 -2007, translated as a percentage of the starting year. These changes have been made for the 4 categories of surface for the holdings. We selected the period 2002-2007 which will be noted by the following 'evol02_07*'.

Explanatory variables

The explanatory variables were selected to test the hypotheses presented earlier. Disadvantaged areas are captured by two variables: the mountain 'ZMD' and other disadvantaged areas 'ZDS_ZSD'. These two variables are constructed from information in Annex 4 of NRDP for the period 2007-2013.

To take into account the historical factor, we used an indicator noted 'HISTO' based on the percentage of holdings by Judet less than 3 ha in 1941 [START_REF] Cresin | Recensamintul agricol al Romaniei din 1941[END_REF]. We chose to work on data from 1941 because it is a date prior to the agrarian reform of 1945 but above all before the communist period that has significantly changed the distribution of sizes of structures by collectivization and the establishment of state farms. Finally we also tested the role of 'GDP' in the explanation of dependent variables chosen. The equations used are as follows: ctb* = f (ZMD, ZDS_ZSD, HISTO, GDP) evol02_07*= f (ZMD, ZDS_ZSD, HISTO, GDP)

Results

A first analysis on the whole data set showed a strong role of the GDP variable, but this was strongly influenced by the Judet of Bucharest. We have therefore chosen to remove it from our sample because its features are very important. The