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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to present the cgueseces of the changes in the

institutional environment on organizational and teactual practices in
Romanian agriculture. It focuses mainly on the egoences of the
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redistribution and restitution of land previoushamaged by the agricultural
cooperatives. The results, here exposed, are lmasadield research conducted
in summer 2001 in Transylvania. Our fist observaimthe current diversity in
organizational and contractual practices, which explained by some key
elements such as resource endowments and corstrinked to the
implementation of institutional change. We will go to show that previous
organizational choices made just after the regiitutdue to an organizational
path dependency, have constrained the currentehoic
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property rights, farming organizations
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Introduction

The collapse of the communist regime led all Cérdrad Eastern European
Countries to enter a transition phase from a pldn@eeonomy to a market
oriented one. This transition corresponds to a miagiitutional change, from a
planed economy based on state or collective prpptrta market economy
based on private property rights. Following 198% hewly elected Romanian
governments have set up first macro-economic llizatton and then

privatization programs aiming at redefining andimnsferring the property
rights on production meahs

The purpose of this article is to offer some engpiriinsights regarding the
impact of legal changes in land rights and farminganization (i.e., formal
institutional change), as well as on the organireti dynamics in the Romanian
farming sector. We will focus on individual versaassociative land management
options, and on contractual practices - espedafigl contractual arrangements;

5> By property rights, we mean "a socially enforcéght to select uses of an economic good”
(Alchian 1987:1031). This broad concept encompassese specific rights, especially the
possibility to alienate the asset. The bundle efiright to use an asset (usus), the right to earn
income from an asset (fructus), and the right terate it is defined as "ownership right" or as
"private property right".

& “An organization is an institutional arrangemenesigned to make possible the conscious and
deliberate coordination of activities within idefigble boundaries, in which members associate
on a regular basis through a set of implicit andpkoit agreements, commit themselves to
collective actions for the purpose of creating amtbcating resources and capabilities by a
combination of command and cooperation” Ménard #:392).
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although some studies have already started to exptbe question of
organizational choices in the Romanian transitiontext (Brooks and Meurs,
1994; Rizov et al., 2000; Sabates-Wheeler, 200t¢, tontractual issue
remained to be tackled.

The results, further exposed, stem from a fieldweakied out in summer 2001
in the department of Alba, in Transylvania. Theichoof this Field area was
based on two significant factors, firstly, becaitskad never previously been
studied with such a focus and had specific featcoasrasting for example with
the south plains’ situation analyzed by SabatesaMngsee infra). The second
factor that determined our choice was the advantdgeersonal relationships
with key informants, on sight, which facilitatecetfieldwork. Two communes,
Vintu de Jos and Cricau, were elected on the bafsithe diversity of the
contractual and organizational practices - alltthpes of farming organizations
that appeared in Romania after 1989 are found .theficmation was collected
by in-depth interviews with 31 landowners and 2affsmembers of new
farming organizations (covering in total 7 agriou#l societies, 15 commercial
societies, 5 family associations and 6 individaairfers).

The department covers 6 231 square kilometers 42,6f the Romanian
area) and account 404 887 inhabitants (1,8 % oRibmanian population), of which;
39% of the population lives in rural areas (45 %Riomania) and 30% is active |in
agriculture (37 % in Romania). This mountainousaaveas characterized by the
preservation of individual farming during the commsi period due to the
geographical conditions and a strong resistanddefarmers, to collectivization. In
Alba, 36% of the agricultural income refers to fiteck production (specially sheep,
including wool). Arable land accounts for 41 %, aheas 36,5 % and pastures 22,5 %
of the total agricultural area. Since 1990, in tieigion as in the rest of the country, the
levels of both vegetal and animal productions haw@inued to fall.

In the first part of this paper, we will presentreokey elements of the land law
changes and farming organization privatization paog In the second part, we
will describe the post-reform types of agricultumiganizations and land
contracts. Closing this demonstration, we offerimterpretation of the links
between the formal institutional change and itslém@ntation, the situation of
the economic agents and current organizationatanttactual practices.
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The key changes in the institutional environment regarding land and
farming issues

In most Eastern European countries, privatizatibnland and agricultural
production means has been one of the most senpititecal issues (Swinnen,
1999; Leatherdale, 1993). It was particularly sd&Rimmania, due to the weight
of the agricultural sector in the economy and ngeeerally in the Romanian
society. When the process of transition startedyas estimated that around
50 % of the population was living in rural areasdd &80% of the working
population was engaged in agriculture (Swinner.e1897).

The situation before the collapse of the commuagme

Agricultural production in Romania was realizedfdve the collapse of the
communist regime, by three kinds of organizatiotite state farms, the
agricultural co-operatives and the private farnfistéble 1).

On the one hand were state farms (IAS) and co-tipesa(CAP). These were
large-scale organizations based on paid labor foroechanization and
specialized production units. They were also charaed by a centralized
planning administration (a local unit of the Partuld even be found in each
enterprise), which greatly limited any self-govegiimanagement. State farms
farmed land that had been expropriated or purchdsedhe state in a
compulsory way, while co-operatives were the resoitforced collectivization
- the land owners conserving formally their langhts. In the 70’s, in order to
create incentives and to develop production, thensonist regime gave to
employees the free use of one plot of land eactwéan 0,10 and 0,25 ha). In
addition to this, it defined a “global contract’cacding to which workers were
receiving 30% of the production obtained on thenta area. In Alba, at the
time, the 13 state farms and 51 co-operatives ‘amaed in the plain. They
covered approximately 40 % of the total agricultarza.

On the other hand, were found very small privatenfautilizing family labor
force, located in the mountain areas. Land saled @amting were first
discouraged and then forbidden between 1974 ané.1®&ough during the
interviews landowners mentioned some informal matieng between private

" These informal transactions were not registeredr the “official” land records, the owner,
registered before the informal transactions, appehto still be the owner. Such a situation could
be source of several problems when trying to retbeland to its real owner (see later).
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farmers, such practices were not frequent. In flesiiod, the private farmer’s
property rights were restrained to the rights & asd inheritance.

The agricultural production in Romania was thus ddal, based mainly on
large-scale units and to a minor extent on smalape individual farms.
Following the fall of the communist regime, a majostitutional change was
undertaken in order to reform the previous system.

Table 1:Agricultural organizations in Romania in 1989

State farms Co-oper atives Individual farmers
Number of farms 411 3776
Employees 261 1910
(thousand)
Agricultural land 2055 8963 1400
(thousand ha)
Land per farm (ha) 5000 2374 2.34
Employees per 635 506
farm

Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook, in Broaks Keurs (1994).
The land reform: its choice, its implementation d@sd:onsequences

The objective of the land reform in all Central d@wastern European Countries
was to implement private property rights on laridywed as the main condition
for the emergence of a market-functioning agriceltun the line of the well-
known Property Rights School argument, a privatgerty right was viewed as
the best incentive to invest resources in highekied use, and its
transferability was expected to allow the resoutoasove from less productive
to more-productive owners.

Land reform choices in Eastern Europe - restitutiothe former owners versus
distribution to new right holders - depended on thditical, social and
historical situation of each country. Swinnen (1p@fderlines four key factors,
linked to the history of land ownership:

(i) the ownership status during the collectivish:ethe assets that were still
legally privately owned (even if only formally) wereturned to their former
owners. Indeed, to decide not to return these sisgmtld have been too costly
for the new political regime, from a political poiof view.
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(ii) the ethnicity of pre-collectivization ownergenerally, land was not returned
to foreign owners;

(i) the assets distribution before collectivizati and the potential conflict
between historical justice and equity. In Romattia, pre-collectivization asset
distribution was quite equalitarian, due to sevpralious land refornfis

(iv) the duration of the communist regime, whichletied more or less the
tradition of individual farming.

Given these factors, we can understand why Ronwdmuise a land reform based
on both restitution and redistribution. Firstlycéa with citizens’ expectations,
the new regime had no choice but to return the tartteir previous owners.
Secondly, regarding the importance of agricultarRdmanian society the land
reform was obliged to ensure redistribution. Argtlig to choose both

restitution and redistribution was not difficultchoice because, due to previous
land reforms, it generated no conflicts betweentg@und social justice.

The land reform was defined by two main legal eletsieThe first one was a
decree that came into force in 1990, according hakveach family living in
rural areas could obtain up to 0.25 ha of agricaltland, extended to 0.50 ha
for members or retired members of co-operativeplams. In fact, in several
rural areas, people had taken back the individlats ghey had received for
private use during the communist regime, so That diecree was used as a
mean to legalize a spontaneous movement of thelgtogpu The second main
element of the land reform was the 1991 Land Law (h°18/1991), amended
in 2000. It defined the conditions of the dissalatiof the CAP and the
distribution of land to the former owners, or adling to the last land reform in
1945, to their heirs (the restitution process), anthe workers who had no land
in their property but who had worked in CAP durthg latest 10 years, as well
as to other eligible persons such as victims ofRbeolution, or former service
men (the redistribution process).

Eligible persons could receive from 0.5 ha to 10ohéand, extended to 50 ha
in 2000. In order to do so, they had to submitrtiolsims to a communal land

81n 1921, a land reform led to the expropriationfafmers owning more than 100 ha of land, and
thus to the distribution of 2,8 millions of hectart® one million of households. A second reform
in 1945 allowed the expropriation of German citigewcollaborators, absentee landlords and
private farmers owning more than 50 ha; 1,4 milsoha were then distributed to 800 000
households (Leatherdale, 1993). Thus, land had keesady largely distributed among the

population during the pre-collectivisation period.
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commission, composed by elected members, among whenmunicipality
majors. The commission only approved claims basedvenership documents
and/or on testimoniéslf the total area claimed was larger than theilabke
one, the land commission decreased the area of @ler to be distributed
proportionally. In case of a surplus of land, ealigible person could apply for
additional land, up to the authorized limit.

After the land claims had been approved, each owaergiven a preliminary
certificate (adeverinta), stating the total aredhef plot but not its location. In
order to obtain the land this certificate had totfaasformed into a land title
(titlu de proprietate). This step requested muchenveork insofar as plots had
to be clear-cut defined. If the owner disagreedh wie commission decision, he
could appeal to the departmental commission or éwahe court, but the law
stipulated that contests concerning the locatiath@fplot were not eligible. The
restitution of land, for most owners, was made lba basis of the acreage
previously owned but often not within the same hitaries.

This process led to a very fragmented and scattereti pattern (Leatherdale,
1993, Tourne, 1993, Swinnen et al., 1997): mora thanillions claims were
applied, among which around 5 millions were eligjbtoncerning around 9.4
millions of hectares and referring to more thann@lions plots that had to be
registered. In 2000, 77% of the land titles weseiésl (SAPARD, 2000).

The Land Law re-introduced in Romania the rightsell and buy land.
However, the law included restrictions that hindetbe full restoration of

property rights:

(i) people who received land through redistributwegre not allowed to sell the
land before a period of 10 years (Leatherdale, 1.98i@s restriction was made
in order to avoid land speculation and, at firststabilize the land pattern;

(ii) in case of sale, co-owners or neighbours hareeemptive powers;

® Even if a land record does exist (as in Transyl@awhere the cadastre used had been
established around 1865), none of the informal $estions that occurred during the socialist

regime were registered. At the time of collectitima of land, inventories were made, listing the
owner's name, the area, the plot quality and itsakion. But some of these inventories were
destroyed after the collapse of the communist regimd if still existing, they are not completely
reliable due to the fact that large owners weredus® under-declare the area owned in order to
avoid expropriation (Swinnen et al., 1997). In #hedrcumstances testimonies are found to be
used to prove the ownership on a piece of land.
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(iii) landowners cannot own more than 200 hectaretand - this threshold
aimed at preventing the surge of too-large landhgkd

(iv) landowners have the obligation to operatertkaid or to have it operated.
Otherwise, they can be financially penalized arftbraa period of two years,
have the land confiscated.

Three years after the Land Law, the Land Lease (law n°16/1994, amended
in 1998) came into force. It stipulates that thask contract (contractul de
arendare) has to be written and registered atdiva hall. By this law, the

tenant must have a formal training in agricultureits 1994 version, the law
also suggested some methods in order to calctiateent, paid cash or in kind,
and which could be a fixed amount or a percentddieeoproduction (30 % was
then advised).

The privatization of other production means anéaofing organizations

In April 1991, a few months after the passing & tand Law, the government
adopted a law on agricultural companies (law n°881) in order to avoid the
dismantling of the agricultural sector. It providdm right for the beneficiaries
of the land reform to create commercial companiesagsociations such as
family associations, agricultural societies andilcbocieties to operate their
land (cf. Infra). Societies or associations createdhe basis of the former co-
operatives inherited the CAP’s animals, equipmemt building®. Each
member of these commercial companies owned a nuwbehares of the
capital, depending on the area of land let to #soeaiation and the amount of
work provided as CAP worker.

Another set of laws (law n°15/1990, completed by ldw n°58/1991) defined,
firstly, the conversion of state companies, inahgdistate farms, into
commercial societies and then, their privatizdfiorunder the communist

10 Thus, only the land was returned to their ownédsher assets had been collectivised and
became undivided property of the co-operatives.edwer, these assets had often been replaced
during the Communist period on public funding.

1130 % of the shares of these companies were givBrownership funds. They distributed shares
among the Romanian population, these shares atking as investment funds. The remaining
70% of the shares were put into a state ownershiy fIn the case of state farms, state land
having not being redistributed, ownership fund serfirstly at compensating former owners who
had been expropriated. They also served as a resarease of land missing in the course of the
restitution process. As for the remaining landsitstill in the slow process of being sold (Sarris,
Gavrilescu, 1997).
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organization, inputs supplying and production maniewere integrated and

controlled by the state. Mechanization and trarispa@rvices were also

organized in state monopolies. In the same waypthput transformation and

marketing enterprises were owned by the state aadkrap the official outlets

of the agricultural production. As in the other tees of the Romanian

economy, the pace of privatization of these staterprises was slow, and is
still unfinished. As a result, the previous mondg®lhave remained in the
upstream and downstream sectors of agriculturea Asnsequence, the legal
changes and the delay of the privatization proglednto the appearance of a
large number of small landowners facing monopolies the access to

agricultural services, inputs and output markets.

Thecurrent organizational and contractual practices

The case studies conducted in Alba provide sonightssregarding the way the
new landowners manage their land endowments in el institutional

context. We distinguish two types of practices,d@amners who decided to
manage their land through associations, and segodadidowners who decided
to manage their land individually (Figure 1). Thisstinction should not be
understood as defining exclusive options. We oleknthat individual

management and management through associationsotexclusive: often a
landowner will manage part of his land endowmenmtesrowner cultivation and
the remaining part through an association, in what may call a “mixed

strategy” (Kideckel, 1993) (cf. Infra).

Land management through Agricultural Societies Bathily Associations
a) Agricultural societies

In Alba, agricultural societies account for 4% loé agricultural area (compared
to 17,9% of the total Romanian agricultural areARSRD, 2000). Their
average area is only 290 ha (620 ha in Romaniagir Thanagement structure
and way of functioning are similar to those of foemer CAP. Moreover, many
of the previous leaders of CAP are now managerstheke societies.
Henceforth, the main difference is that decisiores taken by the association
members and/or the board of administration, andanginore by the State.

On entering a society, the landowners can chooseeba two types of

arrangements for the farming of their piece of |amdchoose to mix them. The
first one is a share contract, issued for crops #n@ completely mechanized
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(cereals such as wheat, barley, and oats). Thetgatecides what to sow, and
carries out all the production tasks, the owneingkio part at all in the

process. The owner receives 30 % of the produgtlencommon land tenancy
arrangement, called “arenda” in Romania), which barpaid in money or in

kind. Most owners ask for a payment in kind. Astfo¥ remuneration in money,
its value is fixed according to the market pricetha time of the payment.

The alternative arrangement is a service systenchfops such as potatoes,
sugar beet or corn, which require manual work. Tar&owner chooses the
crop(s) and is responsible for all manual operatiovhile the society takes care
of inputs purchase and all mechanized operafioirs this case the landowner
receives all the productidhbut pays for the services. The society also liable
take care of products sale, if the owner does gl W keep all the production
in nature for his subsistence needs, and canndbes not want to market it
directly. The society management team also provitdeknical advice to the

landowner. If the owner is not able to work hisaahémself, he may enter a “in
parte” contract with a worker. The latter suppliasor force and the service
costs and the production are shared in half.

b) Family associations

The landowner may also manage his land by creatiiagnily association. Such
associations are legal but, unlike agricultural ieties, do not constitute
juridical entities. They are composed by peopld tig personal relations, and
need only a verbal agreement in order to be credtésl difficult to figure out
the importance of these associations in Alba (asvéiere in Romania), since
the lack of systematic registration render agrigalt statistics on their behalf
unreliable.

12 According to the owners’ choices and the necessamp rotation, the agricultural society
determines the cultures’ locations that differ gvgear. Thus, the owner ends up not working his
own piece of land but a different plot of the saize.

13 In practice, he pays an advance at the beginnihthe cropping cycle and completes it when
the production costs are known. If he doesn’t heva@ugh money then, the society keeps a part of
his harvest corresponding.
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In Alba, the family associations we investigatedjke the associations Sabates
and Wheller (2001) observed in the southern plailts,not function on a
collective basis. They are mainly composed of @renér who works his own
land and rents other land, under a share contthetlétter receiving usually
30% of the harvest, in kind or in cash), from famitembers or neighbours.

This type of association is actually less a pasdinigr than a way to get an
informal access to land through social networks.
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Figure 1: The organizational and contractual situation
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Individual land management

In Alba, 90% of the agricultural acreage is indiatly managed, mainly as
subsistence farms, with an average acreage of @r8uh ha (compared to
2,3 ha in Romania) (Departmental statistics, DGRje landowner can decide
to farm his land endowment with his own equipmentpay a society for the
mechanized operations. This service is differeantthe one offered by an
Agricultural Society, in that it consists only irechanized work, excluding any
inputs purchases and products sales facilitieadweising in farm management.
The landowner can also decide to rent out his lagdan “arenda” contract, to
individual farmers, Agricultural Societies or Conmtial Societies.

What people call the “arenda” contract refers, antf to several contractual
practices. In the most frequent ones, the tenamisg30% of the production (in
cash or in kind) to the owner. However, some adjtical societies and

commercial companies choose to give 50% of theeetlt, instead of 30 % of
the production — insuring a better risk sharing.réloarely, the land rent
determined by the “arenda” will correspond to aéixamount (paid in cash or
in kind).

Another contractual practice is the “in parte” cant, in which the owner
provides the land, while the tenant provides theipggent; the production and
its cost are then split in half. Unlike the “in parcontract we observed within
the Agricultural Societies, this agreement couldupelerstood as a resource
pooling partnership.

Theorganizational and contractual practices. elements of inter pretation
Direct implications of the institutional change aaftlits implementation

The phenomenon of non-development of individualmfarconnected to the
market and the persistence of associative formsgoicultural production,

observed, finds its explanation in the nature eflmd reform chosen. That is
to say, the restitution to the previous owners #mal distribution to CAP

workers, as well as the delay of its implementation of the privatization of
agricultural services (credit, inputs, equipment).

(i) The land reform led to a very fragmented andifundist land pattern.
Landowners received little areas of land dividedsé@veral plots with often a
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greatly distant one from another. This made iticlitt to operate the plots
efficiently.

(i) The socio-demographic characteristics of thed reform beneficiaries do
not favor agricultural entrepreneurship. A surveyried out by the Economic
Institute of Rural Sociology in 1991 in 500 munlities indicated that 57% of
the new owners were more than 65 years old, 43% Vii@ng in towns, 39%
worked or were retired in the municipality and otB% were actively working
as smallholders in agriculture (Tourne, 1993). Roiara experts agree to say
that around 30-35% of the owners is now livingawns and have no interest in
farming their land again. Moreover, due to the higirk specialization in the
former communist production units, most agricultueative workers lack
adequate competencies for managing an individuad.fahus, we see how the
land reform led to a dichotomy between land owriprahd the ability to work
the land.

(iif) The implementation of the land reform thattie registration of plots and
the delivery of property titles depends on a vdopsadministrative process,
still unfinished. In the absence of secure laddgjtbanks refuse to take land as
collateral. This contributes to the limited accets formal credit for
smallholders (Davis et al., 1998).

(iv) Constraints on mechanized equipment are Mgty few private farmers
can own their own agricultural equipment, firstlgdause of the structure of
agricultural machinery domestic offer, which urffir small size agricultural
holdings, and secondly due to financial difficudti@he mechanization stations
that concentrated most agricultural equipment atdbllectivist time are not
totally privatized today, and still keep a monopoitymachinery services.

(v) In the same way, inputs and supply marketshégkly concentrated. They
are still monopolized by a few large companies,vitey from former state
enterprises, with which small landowners are nat position to bargain.

Actually, we find that the right of ownership ovdlre lands on the one hand,
and the adequate means for carrying out agricliltvoeks on the other, were

not provided at the same time. In these conditi@ssociative forms of

production appear very attractive to landownengingithem access to services
such as credit, inputs provision, technical advivechanized operations and
output marketing. They also allow the gatheringptifts into homogeneous
parcels and thus some economies of scale.

102



Amblard, L., Simon, F., Colin, J.-P., The Impact of Institutional Change on Organisatibna
Practices in Romanian Agriculture: The Case of Albansylvania

Landowners rationale regarding organizational armhtractual choices

Two types of landowners can be roughly distinguishéepending on their
involvement in the production process:

a) Some landowners - they can be either urban pasiphout any interest in
farming their land or rural inhabitants too oldwork their land themselves —
see in their land as a simple means of income anubtwish to be involved in
farming activities. These landowners will choosemter an agricultural society
under a share contract, or an “arenda” contradt wait agricultural society, a
commercial society or an individual farmer, depagddn the local demand for
land lease contracts.

b) Other landowners - they are mainly rural peagth a work capacity and/or
agricultural competencies - show a rationale ofipotion, i.e., their objective
is (or would be) to produce themselves. They caoooifse manage their land
endowment independently but this possibility isyveonstraining, in terms of
markets imperfections and resource endowments:| sandl fragmented land
endowments, imperfect land and lease markets, dingn constraints,
imperfection of the market for machinery servicasstraint on human capital
(lack of managerial competencies), limited accessthe upstream and
downstream sectors of agricultural production..r&fare, these landowners are
often constrained to enter an agricultural sociatyleast for part of their land
endowment. In this case, they will choose the sergontract, by which they
work their piece of land manually and receive thiégroduct. If they are faced
with a severe financial constraint that does nimwathem to pay the service,
they may have no choice but to enter the shargaciniVhile in the case of a
strong labor constraint, they may have to engag®rker under a “in parte”
contract. They can also enter an informal “in gadentract with another
individual farmer or create a family associatiolth@ugh these choices call for
social capital.

The share contracts suppose the difficulty of ailimig the level of the
production and the risk of the tenant’s opportunisehavior. In Alba, unlike in
South Romania (Amblard, 2001; Sabates and Whezdéxl), most landowners
say that they trust their tenant. This trust cabégsed on personal relationship
as well as the recognition of the tenant’s inpot, ihstance in Agricultural
Societies managed by engineers. Furthermore, duéheo upholding of
individual farms that had to deal with the co-opiges under the communist
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regime (see part 1), a habit of co-operation akthd of trust have remained.
However, some landowners do choose to enter aefik contract in order to
avoid tenants’ opportunism.

The mixed strategies and the importance of auteemption

We find that Associative and individual land mamagat are not exclusive
options. It has actually been observed that masddeners follow a mixed
strategy (Kideckel, 1993; Amblard, 2001; Sabate$iellér, 2001). They farm
part of their land endowment themselves and leagerémaining part to an
association or rent it to a society or an individi@mer. Most owners adopt
this strategy in order to get some products in kinda “safety first” rationale
(Lipton, 1968). According to Swinnen et al. (1997here is a positive
relationship between individual farming importandgncluding mostly
subsistence farms) and the share of the budget speiod®. In the uncertain
economic environment that characterized this cquirtrtransition, “Mixed
strategies” could also appear as ways to spreld ris

We also observe this kind of strategy within Agliotal Societies: an owner

can choose to operate one part of his land unéesdtvice contract (that allows
him to get a greater quantity of product), andrdreaining part under the share
contract. The area left under such-and-such agmeimehosen according to

the work capacity and the money available for tiveear to pay the service.

Path dependency in organizational and contractumdices

The initial choice to enter or not an associatiah,the time of the CAP
dissolution, created a strong path dependency Her ftiture organizational
dynamics. If the owner was not interested in fagnfar could not farm) the
parcel he received in property himself, he had moice, in the absence of a
lease market, but to join an agricultural society,a “passive member”, or a
family association. In most cases, the choice weterchined by the local
presence of these two types of associations.

This initial decision has been of great signifioafor the future. In the process
of land distribution (restitution or redistributignthe land was allocated to
association members in such a way to constituteogemeous parcels, in order
to facilitate the association activities. Todayaif owner wants to leave the
association he is in, he must bear the risk ofivewpa piece of land located at

4 |1n Romania, 59 % in 1999 (Pouliquen, 2001).
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the periphery of the association landholding, ofuacertain quality. Entering
an association being potentially costly for the ewgn it may henceforth be
impossible for them to enter another agricultucaisty. Indeed, bound to their
technical endowments, the agricultural societiesehgquickly attained their
maximal size (Amblard, 2001; Sabates-Wheeler, 208&therman 1993).

Since the immediate post-collectivist time, manynifg associations and
agricultural societies have gone bankrupt becadistaedr non- profitability.
Furthermore, the emergence of commercial compafaiening land mostly
under rental contracts has made the rental optmne @ttractive.

Conclusion

The institutional change undertaken in the Romaaigiicultural sector at the
beginning of the 90’s aimed at transforming a puatigm based mainly on
large-scale units (co-operatives and state farmis) market agriculture. The
objective of the land reform was to restore privateperty rights on land in
order to allow the development of private indiviléErms. Romania chose to
both return land to original owners and distriblaed to the former CAP
workers. This has led to a now highly fragmentetdi lpattern.

The fieldwork conducted in Alba underscores thenbdal nature of the current
Romanian agriculture, with on the one hand, a ntgjaf small subsistence
farms and on the other hand some new associatimesfagricultural societies
and family associations. We also observed a vaétdifferent contractual
arrangements. The more widespread is a share cotitat allocates 30 % of
the production to the landowners. Will also fincagtices such as the service
contract and the “in parte” contract.

The choices of the new landowners for the orgaitimat and contractual
practices are partly determined by the nature @fitistitutional change and its
implementation. The landowners in a rationale afdpiction are found to be
constrained by their resource endowments (landjpetant, capital, human
capital) and the imperfections of markets (landjigepent services) coming
from the delay in the privatization process. Mo@gwve observed that today’s
choice, namely, to join an associative form of meitn or to farm
individually, are bounded by the organizational icke made at the time the
land was returned.
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Thus, these constraints explain the upholding ofoaative forms of
agricultural production allowing landowners to @e&fcess to services such as
credit, equipment services, inputs provision, otitparketing, technical advice
and facilitate the gathering of plots into homogmreparcels.

As pointed out previously, the land contractualicks of agricultural agents in
a transition context have not been studied inditee yet. The fieldwork
conducted in Alba allowed us to identify the cutramd contracts and to give
some elements of analysis of the choices of landosvifior these practices.
Some questions still remain to be answered suctheasliscriminant factors
explaining the choice of a given contract.

These issues are of great interest for Romaniardoent policy options are
bound to lead to a development of land contraguattices. An example of
which is the decision to deliver subsidies onlyfaoms with a rather large
cultivated area (110 ha of cereals and industriapg in plains and 55 ha in
mountains).
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