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Abstract: There are many directions of action regarding the increase of the 
functionality of administrative mechanisms. One of them is supporting the 
development of some territorial management structures of the type of 
polycentric networks of human settlements, able to ensure the efficient 
diffusion of development, starting from the level of coordination centres and 
continuing up to the local level. Creating some development models, based 
on polycentric structures, is a main preoccupation of the European decision 
factors, who, once the European Union has been enlarged, confront with an 
increase of the development gaps in territorial profile. Building these models 
supposes a series of difficulties at the local level, where it is difficult to 
identify territorial systems, able to diffuse development within the 
settlements network. The polycentric development model includes human 
settlements, each of them having a certain capacity of subordinating areas, 
where they occupy a central position. The estimation of the polarization 
capacity represents a complex step, frequently applied in specialised 
literature for the superior levels, where the effects within the subordinate 
areas are obvious. The methodology of analyzing the role of the settlements 
with a central position within consolidation has been elaborated and 
developed within some projects of fundamental scientific research (Territorial 
management based on the theory of development poles (PNII), Production 
controlled by discontinuities and treatment of the areas being at a high 
disadvantage and the Interface urban-rural in the context of polycentric 
development) financed by CNCSIS. 
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*  *  *  *  *  *  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The elaboration of the development strategies, correlated to the 

decentralization process, represent important priorities of the decision factors at 
European level today. The spatial projection of this process has the form of some 
polycentric networks, where it appears a transfer of institutional responsibilities 
from central level to regional, county and local level, on well established 
directions. Concretely, the polycentric development model spatially projects the 
directions which the decentralization process should follow, in order to obtain an 
optimate territorial functionality. 

Hallgeir Aalbu (2004) considers the settlements network represents the 
spinal column of a territorial-polycentric system, ensuring the efficient and 
uniform transfer of development, at the entire territory level. The same idea 
appears in Gudrun Haindl and Petra Hirschler’s work (2008). They consider 
polycentric development can contribute to the balanced economic development 
and to the reduction of territorial disparities at the European Union’s level. 

The elaboration of this polycentric development model contributes to the 
increase of the functionality of administrative mechanisms, by means of the 
spatial projecting of some efficient information diffusion channels between the 
development poles, which could ensure a balanced territorial development, this 
representing a declared objective of decentralization policies, aiming at the 
transfer of a series of responsibilities from the central level to the local 
structures. 

At the inferior level, the polycentric model comprises growth centres 
identified depending on their centrality in the local settlements system. 
Identifying the settlements with a central position has a special importance in 
the elaboration of territorial management strategies, because it offers the 
decision factors a clear image upon the support points in constructing 
polycentric networks, at inferior levels. 

 The concept of centrality first appeared in 1933, when it was used by 
Walter Cristaller for the enunciation of the central places theory, and it was 
defined as the property of a town to offer goods and services to an exterior 
population that lives in the complementary region of the town. Depending on the 
services offered, the cost and the request for products, the dimension of the 
influence area, there are several levels of centrality. The inductive and general 
theory of central places explains the size, number and especially the distribution 
of towns, the author considering that town defines itself by its capacity of 
offering goods and services to a surrounding area. In time, the concept became 
general and extended itself, and it characterises any place which offers services 
and thus polarizes a clientage.  

In a larger acceptance, the term of centrality can reflect the more or less 
accessible position of a knot within a settlements network. There can be two 
types of central position within a network: that which minifies the sum of 
distances from a knot to the others (the optimal localization of the trader) and 
that which minifies the maximal distance between a knot and the other knots 
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within the network (the perfect localization for the emergency-ambulance 
services, fire brigades). Dauphine A. (2003) affirms that centrality is not 
determined by localization, but by the consolidation of a certain function, which 
imposes the place within the settlements local system.  

The term of centrality was also used in Geography by Rochefort M. (1960), 
Dugrand R. and Labasse J. (1964), Hautreux (1963), and in the field of regional 
Geography, Juillard E. introduced the concept of polarized region (1962), 
whereas George P. (1967) made a presentation of the hexagon, opposing the 
polarized spaces to the inorganic. Today, the term is frequently used by other 
human sciences, as sociology, which uses it in order to show a deterioration of 
social contrasts within an entity, while S. Sassen speaks about social 
polarization in order to label social dynamics within the global city (1996). 

With the exception of spatio-temporal criteria, used for evaluating 
accessibility, other criteria can be taken into consideration: economic, aesthetic, 
touristic, lanscape criteria, environment criteria etc. The relative importance of 
the accessibility explanatory components can be measured by means of a set of 
indicators, which are often complementary. Thus, the accessibility level is closely 
related to measurement criteria. However, accessibility is not only limited to 
people’s circulation, but it can also refer to information circulation through 
telecommunications network, where accessibility to a knot is very important for 
the quality of information exchange.  

After Pumain D. and Offner J.M. (1996), attractiveness can be translated 
as the measure of a place’s force of attraction, by the total of flows attracted by 
that place. At the same time, the attraction of a place upon a space, more or less 
extended, heterogeneous, which depends on the centre, is called polarization. 
The centre exerts upon space a magnetization which is proportional with its 
activities, its population or its equipment.  

In a second acception, attraction accompanies the pole’s enclosing in the 
development of a regional assembly. Perroux F. (1955) considers selective 
sectorial investments have as a result the multiplying of growth, and Boudeville 
R. (1972) developed this theory at regional level by means of interindustrial 
exchanges.  

Pumain D. (1996) considers centrality is a fundamental characteristic, 
which can explain the forming of urban agglomerations by aggregation. The 
increase of central functions of a settlement leads to agglomeration and 
secondary centres, or even to new centres within a region. A fundamental 
hypothesis of Cristaller’s theory of central places, aggregation is a process of the 
realignment of people or activities in a limited area, but also of realignment of 
services and equipments of the same size, in order to form the same functional 
level. Aggregation implies the existence of some ressemblances or interest 
communities between nearby people or objects, which are intensified by 
interactions allowing proximity.  

In the opinion of geographers Polese M. (1955) and Monet J. (1988), 
centrality appears as a concentration in a strategic place of actors and activities 
related to accessibility, lowest transfer costs, agglomeration advantages, 
information richness, but also as a concentration of some intense and varied 
sociability forms. Thus, besides a well-known economic dimension, centrality 
has polyvalent dimensions: political, social, and even symbolic (localization of 
power). Centrality has not the same constant geographical translation. It 
depends on the networks` dynamic, so that, by means of concentrating strategic 
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functions, it can lead to the decrease of an area`s centrality and to the 
occurrence of punctual centralities which describe the metropolization process 
(Coffrey W., Searmur R., 1997). 

Centrality theories are called classical and they are mostly applied in the 
study of urban settlements networks. But they can be also applied, with the 
necessary adjustments, to rural settlements networks. Centrality is 
characterised by a multiscalar organising, so that space is differentiated into 
centres and suburbs, at different geographical scales. 

Several studies about human settlements systems were developed, having as 
purpose a better territory setup and an efficient space organising. In the 19th 
century, the theory of central places or towns` theory first came into discussion. 
Thus, Reynaud J. (1841) highlighted the possible relationship between towns/cities, 
and he defined the hierarchized urban network. Kohl J. G. (1850) studied the 
geometrized transport network, a geometric projection/designing which was the 
basis for a multitude of subsequent studies. Lalanne L. (1863) demonstrated the 
reorganising of communication networks in triangles, forming hexagons in the 
centre of which there were the most important settlements from the respective 
place. The geographer who formalised this theory was the german Walter Cristaller 
(1933, 1950), and a little bit later the economist Losch A. (1938, 1940). 

Cristaller, quoted by A. Dauphine (2003), referring to urban systems, 
considers that «stationary state is only fiction, whereas motion is reality», thus 
underlying the importance of treating settlements systems as dynamic 
organisms, characterised by permanent evolution.  

The centre-suburbs theory describes the opposition between the two 
fundamental types of places of reciprocal dependence within a spatial system, 
where the rule is given by inequality: the centre, which dominates and has got 
advantages, and the suburbs, which are dominant. This conceptual pair is 
present in the work of Sombart W. (1902), as well as in the work of the 
economist Amin S. (1973). 

The economist Losch A. (1954) based his research especially on the market 
study. The existence of towns’ levels could be demonstrated within the 
neoclassical theory of general balance, taking into account that the proportion of 
the number of towns between different levels may vary. Losch also used hexagons 
in order to show the complementary areas of central places, considering that the 
profit, which optimizes the market area of each central good, depends on the 
minimum area for sellings, on distance and on the cost of the transport. 

In conclusion, Losch demonstrates that an economic region is formed by 
joining several market areas, several regions form a regional system, and this, on 
its turn, together with other towns of the same type, form a superior system. 
This way, a hierarchy of regions and goods, ressembling that of central places, 
comes out (Ianoş I., Humeau B. J., 2000).  

Walter Cristaller`s general theory stays for the basis of population systems 
repartition, based on the offer and request of services. It was taken up by 
Beckmann M. and MacPherson J. (1970), and also by Tinberger (1964) and Bos 
(1965). In 1967, Berry concluded that the development of a town depends very 
much on its geographic, economic and social position within a towns system. 
Edward L. Ullman (1954, 1958) was the geographer who dealt with a theory of 
towns distribution inspired by W. Cristaller`s theory of central places. 

Along the time, the theory of centrality became well known at world level 
and there were many historians referring to it, but they used less the geometric 
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normative triangular-hexagonal image which was conceived and published by 
the German geographer Walter Cristaller and they used more the spatial 
hierarchies which this theory implies.  

However, there were in the past and there still are in the present voices 
stating that the model of centrality is false from the mathematical point of view, and 
it had never been verified before it was used. Also, Walter Christaller was accused 
by certain historians (Rossler, 1990, Fahlbusch, Rossler and Siegrist, 1989) that he 
served the Nazis. Other historians, as Wardenga (1996), deny this opinion.  

Favier Rene studied settlements networks at regional level, discovering 
that the ranking of towns from Dauphine in the 17th and 18th centuries had few 
common points with Cristaller`s theory of central places. The conclusion is that 
the respective province was not organised in a genuine urban network, but it 
consisted of a series of juxtaposed assemblies, more or less hierarchized/ 
classified. One of those who tried to draft some geometrical figures in the case of 
settlements networks was Charles Higounet, whose figures were irregular, and 
on certain peaks there could be noticed the absence of some towns.  

A supporter of centrality, Jack Thomas (1914), having as an example 
Toulouse region, shows that in the settlements which have a marketplace, the 
most important are the secondary and tertiary activities, and he illustrates this 
by the presence in these places of administrative services (tax collectors, public 
notaries), medical services (doctors, healers) and money lenders. 

Radeff Anne studied the comercial structures from the French regions 
Franche-Comte and Savoie, in western Switzerland, and she considers the 
centrality hypothesis cannot be verified. She considers Cristaller’s geometrical 
model is false and ideologically dangerous, and the ideas which inspired him are 
contrary to the causalities from reality. 

The importance of the settlements with a central position function is 
emphasized by the polarized development theory, sustained by Perroux F. 
(1955), who considers development is centred upon natural and compensatory 
growth poles. Sometimes, these poles are disposed in such a manner that they 
form development axes by means of a functional restructuring of great 
complexity. Compensatory poles appear in the case of large urban 
establishments and portuary-industrial installations, they are also called 
technopoles and they are based upon tertiary activities of superior level, usually 
localized outside urban agglomerations. 

By means of the theory of growth poles, promoted as a theory of sectors’ 
unbalanced growth, it is demonstrated that territorial inequalities come out as a 
result of the oversized development of some sectors which act as development 
engines, attracting and dominating by their position and their size (D. Jula, N. 
Jula, D. Ailenei, A. Gârbovean, 1999). Thus, by the same authors, territorial 
disparities are the primary result of regional development by means of growth 
poles, being mentioned the hypothesis of a regional growth in stages, especially 
after 1970. Synthetizing Richardson H. (1966) and Friedmann’s J. (1973) ideas, 
quoted by Ianoş I. end Heller W. (2006), who catch up the theory of regional 
growth promoted by Myrdal G. (1957), two stages of regional development can be 
individualized: the polarization or spatial concentration stage (in which an urban 
industrial process at national level is developed, leading to economic growth), 
and the integration stage, where a decentralization or reverse polarization takes 
place, starting from an intraregional decentralization (the industry relocation in 
satellite-towns) to an interregional decentralization (the development of some 
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secondary centres situated in big cities) and finally getting to an intraregional 
decentralization (Ianoş I., Heller W. 2006). 

The researches referring to the settlements network from the Southwestern 
Development Region individualised the centrality of each development pole, 
depending on its capacity of structuring the subordinated space. 

 
CONCEPTS AND METHODS USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF 

SETTLEMENTS HAVING A CENTRAL POSITION FUNCTION 
The spatial projecting of the polycentric network supposes covering the 

following stages: the definition of the theoretical framework, the analysis of the 
polarization capacity and the identification of rural settlements having a central 
position function. 

Understanding the way a polycentric network including settlements with a 
central position function works, is conditioned by knowing the theoretical 
framework on the basis of the elaboration of the territorial management model, 
based on the theory of growth poles. 

Polycentrism is a principle based on the idea of promoting several decision 
centres. Within the territory planning, the concept supposes a complex approach 
of territorial development, using growth poles as specific instruments, classified 
depending on their capacity of spreading a new quality in the subordinated 
territorial subsystems. Development poles are grouped in polycentric networks 
classified depending on their capacity of polarizing development centres. 

Polycentric development is a space development strategy based on 
promoting and implementing some policies of consolidating the development 
poles and growth centres network. By decisional impulses, the relations between 
the polycentric network’s components are re-defined, key resources are used in a 
superior manner and a part of the problems of the territory in discussion are 
solved. 

The analysis of the polarization capacity and field researches identified the 
main polarization directions represented on graphic models by means of 
development vectors, representing both the directions and a certain type of 
development qualitative weight, starting from the superior rank development 
poles to subordinated rank poles.  

The concept of structure axis supposes an allignment which is able, by 
means of the possibilities it offers, to attract investments which allow a superior 
development on the accessibility tracks between the development poles. 
Depending on the structuring capacity, a superior category was identified, and it 
comprises development corridors characterised by a high degree of population 
and economic activities concentration, integrating the national and regional 
poles and spreading ”development” at supra- and interregional levels.  

The polycentric development model is based on several decision levels: the 
capital, national development poles, regional development poles, intraregional 
development poles, local development poles and growth centres.  

National development poles are represented by urban settlements with the 
highest polarization capacity from the development regions, accomplishing the 
functional connection with the capital, and having the role of coordinating and 
distributing information from the capital level to the entire regional space level. 

Regional development poles are urban settlements with a polarization 
capacity which is inferior to national poles polarization, consolidated by 
administrative functions held in time. This category is represented by the 
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present county seats, which, due to their administrative function, imposed 
themselves totally within the urban county systems.  

Intraregional development poles are represented by urban settlements 
which benefited by a regional context of advantages, which contributed to the 
increase of their polarization capacity, becoming comparable to county seats. 

 

 
Figure 1. The Distribution of Central Place Setlements in the South-West Polycentric Network 

 
Local development poles are the urban settlement with an important role in 

the functioning of county networks, contributing to the spreading of 
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development from the level of intraregional and regional poles, towards the local 
level. The importance of these poles is given by their function of information 
redistribution within the subordinated rural area. 

Growth centres are represented by rural settlements, which, by their 
economic activities, may constitute development engines for the rural areas 
which are highly disadvantaged. Growth centres are indispensable as they 
elaborate the polycentric development strategies, specific for the highly 
disadvantaged areas. Settlements with a central role function from the deep 
rural areas are enclosed in this category, and they may contribute to the 
information transfer towards the periphery of the polycentric network. 

Territorial synapses are components of the polycentric network. An information 
exchange between regional polycentric networks is taking place at the synapses level, 
due to some territorial complementarities. Identifying these synapses is a hard 
demarche/ issue, because of the scale these exchanges are taking place at. This is the 
reason why a detailed knowledge of territorial systems is needed. 

When identifying the role of the settlements with a central position 
function, an important role is held by the concepts of territorial competence and 
territorial cohesion. Territorial competence is represented by those functionalities 
which give particularity to the territorial system, imposing it in the competition 
against other systems. Functional specialization is a determinant of the 
territorial competence. The analysis of the territorial competence had in view the 
projections in perspective of those competences, which could allow the rural 
settlement to impose in the local settlements network. The territorial cohesion is 
represented by the polycentric network components’ capacity to stay united by 
means of development and multiplication of the relations between them. 

In the present study an analysis of the intensity of relationships between 
settlements system’s components was made, based on five criteria: size and 
demographic attractiveness, economic power and competitiveness, capacity of 
polarization by services belonging to the superior tertiary, the number of towns 
of inferior rank from the influence area, territorial representativeness and 
perspectives of support for the consolidation of the regional settlements system. 
As a result of these indicators’ aggregation, a coefficient of the polarization 
capacity was obtained, on the basis of which development poles for the 
Southwestern Development Region were classified (table 1). 

Depending on the polarization capacity, there can be identified the 
superior and medium decision levels, but there cannot be identified the 
settlements with a central position from the inferior sector of the network, on 
which the development of the rural areas at a high disadvantage is based. In 
order to identify them, a development coefficient for rural settlements from the 
Southwestern Region was calculated, the centrality of rural settlements being 
given by the adjustment of the development level with the distance from the first 
town having more than 30,000 inhabitants.  

The development coefficient was calculated on the basis of a set of 
indicators grouped in five criteria: accessibility and the position in relation to 
urban settlements from the system (the coefficient of connectivity to the 
transport network, isolation coefficient, the coefficient distance to the closest 
town having more than 30,000 inhabitants), the criterion of infrastructure 
development level (social infrastructure and physical infrastructure), the 
criterion of geodemographic dimension (the population of rural settlements, 
active population and natural augmentation), the criterion of geodemographic 
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quality (education stock, the inhabitable surface, the quality of sanitary 
services), the criterion of economic development (number of managers, 
unemployment rate, the weight of population working in agriculture and the 
number of employees).  

 
Table 1. The development poles ranking depending on the polarization capacity 

Development 
poles 

County 
The coefficient of the 
polarization capacity 

Category 

CRAIOVA Dolj 53,08 National development pole 
RAMNICU VALCEA Valcea 52,24 Regional development pole 

TARGU JIU Gorj 52,15 Regional development pole 
DR.TR.SEVERIN Mehedinti 51,96 Regional development pole 

SLATINA Olt 51,95 Regional development pole 
CARACAL Olt 51,86 Intraregional development pole 
FILIASI Dolj 51,86 Intraregional development pole 
MOTRU Gorj 51,85 Intraregional development pole 

CALAFAT Dolj 51,84 Intraregional development pole 
DRAGASANI Valcea 51,83 Intraregional development pole 

ORSOVA Mehedinti 51,82 Intraregional development pole 
SEGARCEA Dolj 51,62 Local development pole 

BABENI Valcea 51,58 Local development pole 
ROVINARI Gorj 51,56 Local development pole 
NOVACI Gorj 51,40 Local development pole 

BAIA DE ARAMA Mehedinti 51,38 Local development pole 
TG. CARBUNESTI Gorj 51,37 Local development pole 

TURCENI Gorj 51,37 Local development pole 
BUMBESTI-JIU Gorj 51,32 Local development pole 

CORABIA Olt 51,28 Local development pole 
STREHAIA Mehedinti 51,25 Local development pole 
BALCESTI Valcea 51,24 Local development pole 

BALS Olt 51,18 Local development pole 
SCORNICESTI Olt 51,17 Local development pole 
VANJU MARE Mehedinti 51,17 Local development pole 

BAILESTI Dolj 51,16 Local development pole 
BAILE GOVORA Valcea 51,16 Local development pole 

BREZOI Valcea 51,14 Local development pole 
TICLENI Gorj 51,13 Local development pole 

CALIMANESTI Valcea 51,09 Local development pole 
DABULENI Dolj 51,09 Local development pole 
HOREZU Valcea 51,08 Local development pole 
BECHET Dolj 51,07 Local development pole 

BAILE OLANESTI Valcea 51,06 Local development pole 
BERBESTI Valcea 51,05 Local development pole 
TISMANA Gorj 51,03 Local development pole 

DRAGANESTI-OLT Olt 50,97 Local development pole 
PIATRA-OLT Olt 50,97 Local development pole 

OCNELE MARI Valcea 50,91 Local development pole 
POTCOAVA Olt 50,90 Growth centre 
CORCOVA Mehedinti 50,89 Growth centre 
PATULELE Mehedinti 50,87 Growth centre 

JIANA Mehedinti 50,86 Growth centre 
RADOMIRESTI Olt 50,82 Growth centre 
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The analyses resulted on the basis of statistical support emphasize the 
contributions of each indicator to the shaping of a certain capacity of supporting 
the development process within the local settlements network. 

The identification of settlements with a central position function was done 
by calculating the development coefficient resulted from the grouping of the 19 
primary indicators into five large classes. 

The criterion of accessibility and position towards urban settlements within 
the system. The classification of studied localities according to this criterion was 
done on the basis of arithmetic average of standard values which are valid for 
the three indicators. The importance of ½ was given to this criterion, from the 
total represented by the demographic dimension criterion in our analysis. It is 
enclosed in the category of positive components from this analysis. Following the 
classification, there were identified 14 localities with a value outrunning 0.25, 
from among which Livezi (Vâlcea county), Şviniţa (Mehedinţi county) and 
Grădiştea (Vâlcea county) occupy the first three places, with values over 0.30.  

The superior part of the hierarchy is made up of communes benefitting 
either by a special accessibility in the case of communes Prunişor (3 railway 
stations and the European road E70), Plopşoru (2 railway stations and the 
European road E79), or by a high value of the isolation coefficient in the case of 
localities Şviniţa, Livezi, Zătreni, Grădiştea, Ostroveni, which have marginal 
positions within the Olt settlements system, with considerable distances both to 
the cities with more than 30,000 inhabitants and to closest urban centres. Most 
part of rural settlements in Oltenia are enclosed in the error 0.10-0.20 (over 200 
of them), benefitting of a relatively medium accessibility. 

In the inferior part of the hierarchy, 90 communes with values between 0.05 
şi 0.10 are situated, being crossed by county roads, of local importance, situated 
close to some urban centres. The minimum value of the hierarchy is held by 
Bucovăţ commune (0.008), which is situated nearby Craiova, at less than 5 km. 

The accessibility of rural settlements is one of the indicators which allow 
the highlighting of those communes interfering, from the territorial mobility 
point of view, with the neighbouring settlements and they determine the 
convergent orientation towards them of matter, energy, information and human 
resources flows. Although the isolation coefficient has a special importance in 
appreciating the position each rural settlement occupies towards the closest 
urban elements, the distance from a town with over 30,000 inhabitants is 
primordial in establishing the communes with a central position function, 
because centrality at the commune level is important as it doesn’t develop 
dependently from the big urban centres.  

Having in view the way the comunist regime, by the vicious policy of 
territorial planning, led to the artificial growth of the number of towns in 
Romania, one can draw the conclusion that urban centres having less than 
30,000 inhabitants may retrogress and even disappear as fast as they had been 
declared towns. Therefore, new growth poles may rise, with a solid and natural 
foundation, with a position relatively close to the present small urban centres. 
This is the reason why the standardized value of the distance towards the town 
with over 30,000 inhabitants got, in the present analysis, the weight of a total 
value, unlike the distance towards the first urban centre which takes part with 
only 0.50. There can be also noticed that front-rank settlements of this hierarchy 
correspond mostly to communes which are part of those groups considered to be 
disadvantaged areas, deprived of urban centres on a distance of 25-30 km.  
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The criterion of infrastructure development level. Primary values were 
standardized, and an average of them was done, obtaining a weight of 1/3 from 
the total represented by the criterion of demographic dimension. The classification 
of the 379 communes by this criterion shows, at the superior part, a number of 4 
localities with values over 0.10: Baia de Fier, Bâlteni, Mătăsari (all of them from 
Gorj county) and Vaideeni (Vâlcea county) and other 58 communes with values 
between 0.05 and 0.10. Most of the communes are situated in the category 0-0.05 
(over 250), whereas the last part from the hierarchy distinguishes itself by the 
negative values it proposes, counting 66 communes, with values over -0.05, as it 
is the case of Secu and Botoşeşti-Paia, both of them from Dolj county). 

The first positions within the hierarchy are generally occupied by 
communes situated nearby urban centres and they prove a higher development 
degree, accessibility and closeness to big urban centres, encouraging a better 
town endowment. The last category of communes from this hierarchy includes 
settlements with a significant weight of establishments built on the ground, this 
being a consequence of isolation, demographic aging or conservatory mentality of 
the population, who dispose of a reduced power of buying. 

The geodemographic dimension criterion. The criterion of geodemographic 
dimension played the most important role in the classification of communes 
from Oltenia, being considered as a total to which other criteria, having smaller 
weights, related to. There can be also noticed that demographic dimension 
influences, especially from the quantity point of view (the inhabitants number), 
the hierarchies based on the other criteria.  

There were used all the above indicators, whose standardized values 
constituted an average, and as a result the following categories of communes are 
to be mentioned: the superior part of the classification is occupied by 15 
communes, presenting values of over 0,60 (Poiana Mare, Sadova, Şimian, Podari, 
Călăraşi, Braloştiţa, Izbiceni, Bratovoieşti, Breasta, Cerat, Desa, Seaca de Camp, 
Piscu Vechi, Ciupercenii Noi, Malu Mare); there are communes with numerous 
population in general, high migration score, a part of them being nearby big 
towns (Podari) or county seats (Şimian); the second category counts 80 
communes with values between 0,50 and 0,60; next category and the most 
numerous one consists of 174 communes with values between 0,40 and 0,50; 
the fourth category has got 96 communes with values between 0,30 and 0,40.  

From the last category, 14 communes detach (Cireşu, Gogoşu - Dolj, 
Dubova, Lădeşti, Măciuca, Şovarna; Livezile, Seaca de Pădure, Ghioroiu, 
Vlădaia, Săcelu, Hurezani, Boişoara, Topana) with values of under 0,30, 
denoting an accentuated depopulation in the last years, determined either by the 
process of demographic aging, implying a negative natural score and a decrease 
of the active population, of women of fertile age, or by the migration of 
inhabitants towards other towns or even to the neighbouring communes, in 
search of a job. The minimum value is present in the commune Cireşu (0,2149), 
which also has a high value of the isolation coefficient. 

The demographic quality criterion. The communes classification by this 
criterion started from the primary values for each of the above indicators, 
considered to be positive components. These were standardized and their 
arithmetic average was calculated, getting a score of ½ from the total shown by 
the demographic dimension criterion. 

The maximum value for this indicator (0.31) was recorded in the commune 
Arcani (Gorj county) and on the next level (values between 0.25 and 0.30) there 
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are 3 communes (Apele Vii, Băleşti and Afumaţi) with a geodemographic quality 
hard to deny. The next category includes 35 communes with values between 
0,20 and 0,25, and the fourth category has 115 communes with values between 
0,15 and 0,20. The most numerous communes (192) are those having a value of 
criterion D between 0.10 and 0.15, a big weight having the communes with 
values of 0.10-0.11.  

At the inferior part of the classification there are 31 communes with values 
between 0.05 and 0.10, and 2 communes with a minimum value (0.04): Seaca 
and Lipovu. The values of the geodemographic quality criterion impose a normal 
organization of rural settlements, highlighting those disposing of: high education 
stock (and here it has to be mentioned these settlements do not always coincide 
with the privileged position of some communes close to university centres, but 
only communes having at least a highschool level institution – example 
Voineasa, Vâlcea county); high weights of the inhabitable surface specific for 
each inhabitant (and here we can notice the prevalence, in the superior part of 
the hierarchy, of the communes from the plain area, which were developed since 
the communist period, when agricultural activities had a greater importance or 
the prevalence of the communes situated close to important urban centres, 
where recent residential districts appeared, benefitting of investments from the 
urban area).  

The economic development criterion. The final value of this criterion 
resulted from the average of the 4 indicators, where the number of managers 
and employees contributed with a positive value, while the unemployment rate 
and the weight of the employees working in the agriculture field were considered 
negative values.  

The economic criterion constituted ½ related to the total represented by 
the demographic dimension of the communes. The classification shows, in the 
superior part, 2 communes, both from Gorj district, exceeding the value of 0.15 
(Bălteni and Băleşti) and which are situated at less than 10 km from an 
important town (Băleşti at 5 km far from Târgu Jiu) or even in the influence area 
of two towns (Bâlteni at 5 km far from Rovinari and Ţicleni).  

The next grouping of communes may be enclosed, from the values point of 
view, between 0.10 and 0.15, consisting of 9 communes, out of which some are 
situated next to the towns which are county seats (Podari near Craiova, Bujoreni 
near Râmnicu Vâlcea, Şimian near Drobeta Turnu-Severin), and from among 
others there are to be mentioned Poiana Mare and Plopşoru, which have a large 
number of employees, but also an obviously higher value of entrepreneurs. 

A series of 38 communes have got values between 0.05 and 0.10. Except 
those communes situated in the shadow of some important urban centres, some 
communes having a real economic development potential distinguish: Mătăsari, 
Melineşti, Moţăţei, Pleniţa, Ioneşti. Although they are situated in the superior 
part of the hierarchy by the economic criterion, they generally show relatively 
high values of unemployment rate, compared to the previous period, and 
relatively high values of the number of employees from the agriculture field. 
These are mainly due to present economic restructuring which started with the 
closing of some enterprises in the area, which led to the liquidation of numerous 
jobs, both in the communes and in the neighbouring towns.  

There can be also noticed that a part of the communes situated in the 
superior part of the hierarchy are settlements which exploit varied raw material 
(oil and natural gases, coal, building materials) which, although in the last years 
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were restricted, they still keep a certain number of employees in the extractive 
field (Bâlteni, Baia de Fier, Scoarţa, Mătăsari). Although unemployment rate is 
one of the indicators which were used with a negative value in the 
estimation/determination from which resulted the hierarchy of communes by 
the economic criterion and having in view that even the communes from the 
peak of the classification show rather high values, the number of unemployed 
people must be looked not only as an impediment in the future development of 
the respective settlements, as unemployed people represent a considerable 
potential of human resources (cheap work force/ manpower) which can attract 
important economic investments.  

The last category, consisting of 59 communes, is situated in the inferior 
part of the hierarchy, with negative values, within them prevailing the 
population which is occupied in the personal household, and practices an 
agricultural activity of subsistence. These settlements are situated at big 
distances from urban centres, even in under-privileged rural areas, where urban 
centres are situated at a distance of 25-30 km (Şviniţa –Mehedinţi county holds 
the minimum value of -0.03). 

The aggregation of the indicators led to the identification of settlements 
with a central position function, or with favourable conditions for developing this 
function, and imposing them into the local settlements system. The settlements 
occupying a central position from Oltenia are those joint components of the 
settlements network which, regarded in terms of development perspectives, 
prove to have the characteristic of satisfying the socio-human and economic 
necessities, both at community level and for the surrounding area. Taking into 
account the evolution of settlements imposed by several factors, both 
endogenous (site conditions, the existence of local resources) and exogenous (the 
types of systemic relations, the economic and demographic states policies), there 
can be referred to a differentiated development of the communes from the 
studied area.  

The use of this aggregation formula had the purpose of placing these 
settlements in a series (hierarchy) within which the values vary between 0 and 
100 (although they are not percentages) and where the average is 50, and the 
standard error is 14 (Sandu D, 1999). The communes within this study are 
those which have a score of the development coefficient of over 50, more 
developed than the national average, and those with a score under 50 are 
settlements having a higher poverty degree.  

The estimation of the development degree of the communes from Oltenia is 
the main component of this analysis, having the purpose of placing those 
settlements which could be characterised by centrality in the superior sector. 
Having in view the values of the development indicator for Romania’s 
communes, calculated by a team of sociologists coordinated by Sandu D., one 
can notice that, at district level, the studied region presents values under 50 for 
this indicator, and it is placed within the area characterised more precisely by 
poverty (Mehedinţi and Olt - 44, Dolj – 45, Vâlcea - 48). Only one county exceeds 
the country average: Gorj – 52, which is also the administrative unit with the 
most restricted disadvantaged rural areas and with an approximately balanced 
spreading of urban centres, so that there are few areas without nearby towns on 
distances of at least 25-30 km.   

24 communes were chosen from the superior part of the hierarchy; the 
communes situated close to large urban centres occupied first places within the 
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hierarchy and they were eliminated. Also, there were a series of territorial groups 
of communes having the shape of a „cluster”, each of them holding a high value 
of the development indicator. In this case, due to the small inter-communal 
distance, we selected those settlements with geodemographic potential, with the 
highest value of development indicator, the field research having an important 
role, too, so that the distance between two selected communes is optimal, having 
in view the possibility of developing a specific influence area for each future 
growth pole. 

Such territorial communes groups with a high attraction potential are 
present in the field area of Dolj county (the groups Poiana Mare, Piscu Vechi, 
Desa, Seaca de Câmp from among which we selected Poiana Mare; Cetate, 
Moţăţei, Pleniţa, Maglavit from among which we selected Pleniţa and Moţăţei; 
Castranova, Coşoveni, Malu Mare and Leu from among which we selected Leu; 
Călăraşi, Sadova and Ostroveni from among which we selected Sadova) and in 
the piedmont area of Vâlcea county (Grădiştea, Livezi and Zătreni from among 
which we selected Grădiştea). There were also pairs of communes, as follows: 
Stoina-Stejari, Melineşti-Fărcaş, Bărbăteşti-Aninoasa, Mătăsari-Câlnic, 
Dobroteasa-Vultureşti, Amărăştii de Jos-Dăneţi, which belonged to the same 
category from the point of view of development indicator, a situation in which the 
commune with a lower value of development was eliminated. Generally, it was 
aimed at the distance between individualised communes to be of at least 15 km, 
and the distance towards urban centres of at least 20 km in the case of large 
and medium sized towns, with a high area influence, and at least 15 km in the 
case of small and very small towns.  

There are some exceptions, in the case of communes situated nearby some 
towns which were declared urban centres soon or towns which were declared 
this way on some purely administrative criteria, but they have not shaped 
themselves a polarization area well contoured yet.  

The selected communes may be grouped as follows: eight in Dolj county 
(Amărăştii de Jos, Bratovoeşti, Leu, Melineşti, Moţăţei, Pleniţa, Poiana Mare, 
Sadova), five in Gorj county (Bărbăteşti, Mătăsari, Plopşoru, Polovragi, Stoina), 
four in Mehedinţi county (Bala, Corcova, Cujmir, Gogoşu), two in Olt county 
(Dobroteasa, Ianca) and five in Vâlcea county (Alunu, Grădiştea, Ioneşti, Roeşti 
and Voineasa). The grouping by political-administrative criterion was done for a 
better visualization of the respective communes in the territory, because county 
limits were not taken into account when establishing these settlements, and 
they cannot impose important spatial restrictions. Also, this is the reason why 
there is a different number of rural settlements which can carry out the central 
position function for each county. The distribution of the 24 communes on the 
relief steps shows the presence of a big number of settlements (22) situated in 
the plain and plateau area, extremely favourable for inhabitance since oldest 
times. 

In the final hierarchy, made by ranking the communes depending on the 
average of the values of the five criteria with different weight, there can be 
mentioned several categories of communes, as follows: with values over 0.25, on 
the first place there is Poiana Mare (0.26); between 0.20 and 0.25 there are 8 
communes, which will become, besides Poiana Mare, the most important growth 
poles in Oltenia (Mătăsari, Voineasa, Melineşti, Plopşoru, Gogoşu, Moţăţei, 
Pleniţa and Sadova); between 0.20 and 0.17 there are the other 15 communes, 
easily differentiating themselves, the values being very close. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
In the Southwestern Region, the polycentric network is coordinated by the 

national development pole Craiova, which benefits of a central position within 
the regional urban settlements system. The configuration of the polycentric 
network took into account the geographic, demographic and economic 
particularities of the regional area. This region’s particularity is the lack of some 
development poles in the inferior sector, able to contribute to the development of 
some profoundly disadvantaged geographic areas. 

If we study the hierarchy of rural settlements from Oltenia from the point 
of view of development indicator, it can be noticed that the 24 selected 
communes correspond to some values over the country average (over 50) as it 
follows: on the first place, the commune Poiana Mare detaches, with a score of 
53.7, followed by the communes Mătăsari, Voineasa, Melineşti and Plopşoru, 
also with values over 53; the third category counts 19 communes with values 
between 52 and 53.  

The 24 rural settlements characterised by the central position within the 
local system of settlements are nodal components of the settlements network, 
able to structure the surrounding space and to contribute to the propagation of 
information from the suprasystems level to local level (figure1). 

The consolidation of this function is an important task for the decision 
factors, who have to pay a special attention to these growth centres (by policies 
with a high specificity degree), this way ensuring a balanced development for the 
inferior level of the polycentric network. 
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