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Abstract
In the management of resources, the cost of opportunity plays an important role decision
making when resources are finite and their use restricted. In natural protected areas
restrictions can lead to social issues when the local economy suffers: the displacement of
people, unsupportive attitude towards conservation or illegal activities. This situation is
important in biosphere reserves, which should be learning laboratories for an integrated
economic, societal, cultural and environmental sustainability. This paper analyzes the
example of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve in Romania, aiming to find correlations between
social and environmental issues. The results indicate that urbanization, deforestations and
abandonment of agriculture are the leading transitional dynamics of environmental
degradation, and ageing and migration of population (especially from rural areas) to better
job opportunities are the main societal challenges; they seem to be inversely correlated,
although not statistically significant. Rural communities, with a better environmental status,
experience social issues, and urban areas, with a better socio-demographic status, face
environmental impacts. Spatial analyses show that isolation, essential condition for
safeguarding the pristine environmental status, is a major obstacle for development. The
solution consists of needs-based policies aimed at preserving traditional values and
increasing environmental awareness through education.
Keywords: Conflict; Conservation; Development; Demography; Society; Biosphere reserve;
Danube Delta; Sustainability.

Introduction
When dealing with the quantitative assessment of natural resources, including ecosystem
services, a key concept is the cost of opportunity, which measures the impact of assigning a
certain resource to a specific economic activity; this procedure allows for choosing the most
cost-effective use [1-2]. When resources are finite or the impact of assigning them to a certain
use is irreversible (e.g., different possible land uses of the same parcel [3] or conflicting uses of
neighboring parcels [4], the importance of finding the optimal cost of opportunity becomes
crucial. This is also the case of natural protected sites, where the conservation status limits the
possible uses of most natural resources [5, 6]. On the other hand, according to many authors, the
benefits of conservation include ecosystem services [7-10], tourism revenues [8, 11], and an
improved infrastructure [8, 11].
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The conflict between conservation and economic development becomes pregnant in
developing countries or in developed countries during economic crises [12]. Many authors
consider that environmental issues associated with the lack of environmental awareness are a
consequence of poverty or at least connected to it [10, 13-15], particularly in developing
countries [16, 17], or when natural resources are not seen as solutions for reducing poverty
through their sustainable use [18].
Generally, there is a controversial debate between conservation and its effects on
humans [8, 19]. Some authors believe that conservation can reduce poverty [7-11, 20, 21],
while others believe that in fact conservation induces poverty [22], that is not aimed at its
reduction [8] or the socio-economic and environmental management objectives are conflicting
[23]. When looking at the roots of the conflict, some authors point to the temporal and spatial
scale; conservation is aimed at future generations and, for this reason, it is locally unfair for the
current generation [24]. Moreover, its scope is more general and expands over the local borders
[25]. Furthermore, Upton et al. [26] believe that the relationship might differ with the scale and
that the conflicts can be local, but not national.
Among the causes of conflicts, economic activities are the dominant ones [27]; in
particular, agriculture seems to be a source of conflicts [8, 23, 27]. Generally conflicts appear
due to restricting access to resources [7, 8, 11, 23, 24, 28-32], reducing the rights derived from
ownership [7, 19, 30], ignoring the particularities of local cultures [33] or from an unfair
distribution of revenues [19, 21, 24]. The economic causes generate social issues [32]. Some
authors also mention conflicts between humans and the wildlife [7, 23]. Other causes are
political; they include the local opposition to top-down approaches [7, 23, 34-36], especially to
restrictions imposed by international acts [37] and lack of or reduced involvement of local
communities in the management of protected areas [21, 39-41]. Moreover, low accessibility [8],
lack of funding [32, 42], lack of planning and design [43] and the pressure of tourism [42] are
possible sources of conflict.
As it has been mentioned above, tourism generates conflicts due to the behavior of
tourists [44], particularly through cultural differences and their lack of interaction with the
locals [45], which ultimately determine an erosion of the local traditions [41], but also due to an
uneven return of benefits [41]. Tourism attracts jobseekers [44] and even immigration to
protected areas [46]. Nevertheless, Walpole and Goodwin [41] found out that a positive attitude
towards tourism may be likely to determine a local supportive attitude towards conservation.
The number of tourists visiting protected areas is conditioned by infrastructure [47]. While the
remoteness of these places usually prevents massive tourism [8], the development of
infrastructure resulting from the protection status [8, 11] can generate potential threats.
The effects of the conflict between conservation and local people are discussed by
Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau [30], who identified eight possible consequences: “landlessness,
joblessness, homelessness, marginalization, food insecurity, increased morbidity and mortality,
loss of access to common property, and social disarticulation”. As a consequence, people move
away [7, 22, 48- 49], are less supportive to conservation [21] (although Dolnicar [50] suggests
that regional identity is a decisive factor determining the support), react against it [34, 51, 52] or
simply ignore the conservation status. The last situation leads to environmental degradation
through illegal activities (poaching and harvesting of resources) despite the conservation status
[32, 53-56]. Due to the population shifts, many protected areas face depopulation and ageing
due to maintaining a rural economy [57-58], or ageing and unemployment [59].
While the challenge of reconciling economy, society and the environment is a core
requirement of sustainable development [60], this issue becomes prominent in biosphere
reserves, seen as sustainability-learning sites [35, 61]; that is, human settlements situated within
biosphere reserves must be managed such that they achieve equally social, economic and
environmental sustainability and make up a successful case study.
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The economy – society – conservation nexus resulted from the literature review
presented before is summarized in the conceptual model presented in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. The economy – society – conservation nexus

Nevertheless, this paper is focused on the relationship between society and the
environment in a biosphere reserve, choosing the Danube Delta Reserve of Biosphere as a case
study. The reserve, situated in southeastern Romania (Fig. 2), covers two level 2 units of the
Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics – NUTS (countries) and 30 NUTS level 5 units
(cities and communes), summing 58 km2; due to the surface, the area is ranked as second largest
wetland and largest biosphere reserve [62-63].

Fig. 2. Position of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve in Romania and Europe (Meiţă et al., 2014, with changes)
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The study aimed to test whether there is a relationship between the long-term societal
and environmental challenges experienced by the human settlements within the territory of the
reserve.
Data and methods
The methodology used in this study was a geostatistical analysis carried out at the level
of territorial units (NUTS level 5) looking at the dynamic of their demographic and social
profile in relationship with the environmental changes. Geographical Information Systems
(GIS) were chosen due to their ability to provide a superior modeling of spatial reality [64].
Environmental impacts were assessed through the long term changes of land cover and
by using CORINE data. These data are effective in assessing long term transitional dynamics,
especially those determined by economic changes [65]. In this particular case, areas were
summed up by transitional dynamics (using positive values for positive impacts and negative
values for negative impacts) for each administrative unit separately, and a ranking of
settlements was produced for the two periods covered by CORINE data – 1990-2000 and 20002006. Among the impacts identified, the regeneration of forests (by afforestation or
reforestation) was the only positive one, while the negative ones included urbanization,
deforestation, desertification, floods and abandonment of agricultural land.
Demographic and social analyses used raw 2002-2011 data on births, deaths, migration,
people moving permanently in and out, and structure of population by age and gender; the
indicators were chosen due to their relevance in the planning process [66]. These data were
aggregated into complex indexes, sometimes requiring complex computations:
(a)
Trend analysis: the method is a variation of the approach developed by Petrişor et al.
[67], consisting of assessing trends at the level of each unit (in this case, administrative
units), and then summarize the results using a statistical test. The difference is that the
original paper assessed trends based on the slope of the regression line; here, the
coefficient of determination (square root of the coefficient of correlation) is used
instead. The regression parameters were computed for particular indicators (global
ageing index, percentage of elderly people – people aged 65 and over) against time.
(b)
Other analyses were carried out for separate periods or years, based on the availability
of data: 2007 and 2011 for density, 2004-2005 and 2008-2009 for migration, 2004 and
2011 for the ageing index.
(c)
All values were ranked for the administrative units. When trends were analyzed
(ageing index, percentage of elderly people), values were ranked based on the quintiles
using the values of the coefficient of determination. In other situations, particular
classes were used for density (1 – less than 10/km2, 2 – 10.1 - 20/km2, 3 – 20.1 40/km2, 4 – 40.1 - 70/km2, 5 – over 70/km2), net migration rate (1 – increase over 10%,
2 – increase by 2.1% - 10%, 3 – stagnation – (–2)% - 2%, 4 – decrease by (–2.1)% - (–
10)%, 5 – decrease more than (–10)%), dynamics of population (1 – increase over
10%, 2 – increase between 2.1 and ten, 3 – stagnation between (–2)% and (+2)%, 4 –
decrease between (-2)% and (-10)%, 5 – decrease over (-10)%), and ageing index for
each period (1 – young: <40%, 2 – mature: 40.1%-50%, 3 – old: 50.1%-60%, 4 – very
old: 60.1%-100%, 5 – extremely old: >100.1%).
(d)
Overall ranking – the values of ranks were computed such that high values indicate a
“bad” situation. The overall rank resulted from ranking the weighted sums of ranks
(e.g., the share of population over 65, global ageing index and ageing indices for the
two periods formed a group), including mortality and natality in addition to the indices
discussed above, and using the quintiles of the resulting distributions.
(e)
To test whether the socio-demographic and environmental issues are correlated,
rankings for the land cover and use changes occurred during 2000-2006 were
126
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correlated with the ones of the overall ranking with respect to socio-demographic
issues, computed in the previous step (covering the period 2002-2011).
In all cases, classes were defined such that high values indicate local problems.
Results and Discussion
The analyses aimed to investigate the social and environmental issues of Danube Delta
Biosphere Reserve. Environmental issues were analyzed based on the transitional dynamics
reflected by land cover and use changes using CORINE data. The spatial distribution of
changes by administrative units is displayed in Fig. 3a (1990-2000) and Fig. 3b (2000-2006).
The results indicate that the most important transitional dynamics affecting negatively the area
were urbanization, abandonment of agricultural land, floods, deforestation, and desertification
during 1990-2000, and urbanization and deforestations during 2000-2006. The positive changes
were represented by the regeneration of forests during both periods; however, without local
information, despite the fact that ecological restoration projects were developed in the area,
these changes cannot be assigned to the two possible explanations: afforestation represents the
conversion of other land uses into forest, or the increase of canopy coverage over 10% through
plantations or natural regeneration, while reforestation is the re-establishment of forests after a
temporary condition decreasing the canopy coverage below 10% due to human-induced or
natural perturbations [68].

Fig. 3a. Land cover and use changes in the administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve:
a - during 1990-2000, b - during 2000-2006 . Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.

These results are consistent with the findings of other studies [62, 65, 69-70], which
showed that urbanization, deforestations and abandonment of agriculture are the leading causes
of land cover and use changes in Romania, but also to transition countries in general [71-73].
The analysis of socio-demographic changes pinpointed several phenomena. One of them
is demographic ageing. While the age pyramid (Fig. 4) reveals an overall declining population,
there are differences in the trends between 2002-2004 and 2004-2011 (Fig. 4), and important
territorial differences. These are shown in Fig. 5a (displaying the distribution of population
aged 65 and over), Fig. 5b (displaying the distribution of the cumulate ageing index), and Fig.
5c and Fig.5d (displaying the distribution of the ageing index for 2004-2006 and 2009-2011).
Again, these results are consistent with previous findings [28]; while such phenomena are a
general characteristic of Europe [74], they seem to be exacerbated in Romania [74-75] due to
the emigration of workforce, especially in the rural areas, where they produce radical
transformations in conjunction with the increased shared of the elderly and poverty [74].
http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro
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Moreover, unemployment is an additional cause of migration from the Danube Delta villages
[28].

Fig. 4. Population of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve by age.

Fig. 5. Distribution in the administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve:
a - of people age 65 and over, b - global ageing index, c - the ageing index in 2004, d - the ageing index in 2011.
Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.
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INT J CONSERV SCI 7, 1, JAN-MAR 2016: 123-136

DIFFICULTIES IN ACHIEVING SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY IN A BIOSPHERE RESERVE

Another important characteristic of the population of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve is
the uneven distribution of density, which is higher in the urban areas (Fig. 6). The evolution of
settlements and density of population are conditioned by the geographic characteristics of the
area [76]. The distribution shows slight differences between the two periods, 2002-2007 (Fig.
6a) and 2008-2011 (Fig. 6b).
As its has been shown before, the reduction of population was determined by migration;
in the Danube Delta, its causes include poverty, lack of education and training, and
unemployment [77], and also the rural status of most settlements – given the trends of migration
from Romanian rural areas [74]. While the results indicate differences in migration between the
periods 2004-2005 (Fig. 7a) and 2008-2009 (Fig. 7b), the overall trend suggests that migration
is higher in the rural areas and lower in the urban areas.

Fig. 6. Population density in the administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve in:
a – 2007 and b – in 2011. Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.

Fig. 7. Migration of population in the administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve: a - during 2004-2005
and b – during 2008-2009. Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.

The overall results are showed in Fig. 8 (dynamic of population) and Fig. 9 (overall
socio-demographic ranking). The spatial distribution suggests that the disfavored areas are the
rural ones. The urban areas have a better status. If this spatial distribution is compared with the
one of environmental changes, similarities can be easily noticed. Environmental impacts
http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro

129

A.I PETRISOR et al.

induced by urbanization or tourism occur close to the urban settlements, since they offer better
infrastructure for tourism, and also attract the job seeking population of rural settlements [28],
who eventually move closer. The incoming local migration determines additional
environmental impacts. The spatial pattern supports the findings of Andam et al. [8], who
considered that the remoteness of protected areas could result into a decline of the economical
activities within their boundaries. In this particular case, the urban settlements were favored by
access to the Black Sea in the western side [78-79] and upstream navigation on the Danube in
the eastern side, while the ones situated in the central part maintained their rural status due to
the fact that navigation was the only access gate; in the Danube Delta, weather conditions (ice)
prevent navigation during the cold season [80, 81].

Fig. 8. Dynamics of population in the administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve
during 2004-2005. Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.

Fig. 9. Overall socio-demographic ranking of administrative units of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve
during 2002-2011. Numbers indicate the ranks, high values suggesting local problems.

Another possible explanation consists of the development of tourism [28, 82].
Traditional cultural values are lost along with the housing and architectural principles that
worked for centuries, leaving room for an invasion of aggressive tourism and its equally
forceful infrastructure. If the socialist period created an unsustainable local economy based on
industry, the recent ‘democratic’ tourism-based economy seems to have deleterious effects too;
new estranged constructions seem to take over the natural and cultural landscapes [62, 83-84].
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The correlation of the two distributions was tested using the linear correlation of ranks
(Fig. 10). The coefficient of correlation was R2 = 0.189. The value is not significant at 0.05. The
explanation can consist in the low sample size (values were available only for 28 units).
Nevertheless, the negative correlation supports the arguments, showing that administrative units
with social problems did not experience significant environmental impacts; environmental
issues are characteristic to urban settlements, with a better socio-demographic status.
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Fig. 10. Correlation of the rankings of Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve territorial units
with respect to environmental and socio-demographic issues.
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Possible limitations of the study include:
This study was carried out as an ecological study, meaning that the units of analysis
were territorial units. In this case, correlations do not necessarily involve causality, but
can be the result of spurious associations [85].
The small sample size and lack of data for certain units or periods could have affected
the power of statistical test, preventing the detection of a significant correlation.
As it has been mentioned before, the methodology cannot provide sufficient evidence
for causality. While the urban areas seem to concentrate population and impacts and
rural areas have a better environmental status, but experience socio-demographic
issues, the analysis does not allow for testing whether socio-demographic issues are a
consequence of poverty resulting from the restriction imposed to the use of resources
by the conservation status.
From a spatial perspective, the Danube Delta covers entirely the territory of certain
administrative units and embeds parts of other units. Assigning the overall values for
the units included partially in the territory of the reserve to the parts included in its
territory does not necessary reflect the reality.

Conclusions and recommendations
The study aimed to test whether there is any correlation between socio-demographic and
environmental issues at the level of administrative units within the Danube Delta Biosphere
Reserve. While the statistical analysis was unable to detect a significant correlation, most likely
due to the reduced sample size, the spatial analyses suggest that rural areas have a better
environmental status, but experience the loss of population through migration and demographic
ageing, due to poverty and unemployment. There is no sufficient evidence that the protection
status led to this situation through the restrictions imposed to the use of natural resources.
Nevertheless, this study has pointed out several issues of the area. From an
environmental perspective, the most important impacts induced by transitional dynamics are
due to urbanization, deforestation, and abandonment of agricultural land. Additional pressure
was induced by tourism; the aggression of the new tourism played a key role in this process.
http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro
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From a socio-demographic perspective, ageing and migration are the leading cause of the
potential depopulation of the area.
Recommendations for the authorities focus on addressing the economic, societal, and
environmental issues in an integrated approach, granting them equal priorities. The literature
suggests that the involvement of local population, in conjunction with educating them and
increasing their environmental awareness, is crucial for achieving the sustainable development
of the area. This goal could be achieved if the traditions and practices of the local culture
become an integrant part of the development strategies, and if sufficient emphasis is placed on
the local needs in the planning process.
References
[1] D. Pearce, A. Markandya, Marginal opportunity cost as a planning concept in natural
resource management, The Annals of Regional Science, 21(3), 1987, pp. 18-32.
[2] M. Norton-Griffiths, C. Southey, The opportunity costs of biodiversity conservation in
Kenya, Ecological Economics, 12(2), 1995, pp. 125-139.
[3] A.-I. Petrişor, Land cover and land use analysis of urban growth in Romania, Human
Geographies, 6(1), 2012, pp. 47-51.
[4] C.A. Tudor, I.C. Iojă, I. Pătru-Stupariu, M.R. Niţă, A.M. Hersperger, How successful is the
resolution of land-use conflicts? A comparison of cases from Switzerland and Romania,
Applied Geography, 47, 2014, pp. 125-136.
[5] K.M. Chomitz, K. Alger, T.S. Thomas, H. Orlando, P. Vila Nova, Opportunity costs of
conservation in a biodiversity hotspot: the case of southern Bahia, Environment and
Development Economics, 10(3), 2005, pp. 293-312.
[6] A. James, K.J. Gaston, A. Balmford, Can We Afford to Conserve Biodiversity?,
BioScience, 51(1), 2001, pp. 43-52.
[7] W.M. Adams, J. Hutton, People, Parks and Poverty: Political Ecology and Biodiversity
Conservation, Conservation and Society, 5(2), 2007, pp. 147-183.
[8] K.S. Andam, P.J. Ferraro, K.R.E. Sims, A. Healy, M.B. Holland, Protected areas reduced
poverty in Costa Rica and Thailand, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America, 107(22), 2010, pp. 9996-10001.
[9] J. Busch, H.S. Grantham, Parks versus payments: reconciling divergent policy responses to
biodiversity loss and climate change from tropical deforestation, Environmental
Research Letters, 8(3), 2013, pp. 1-10.
[10] H. Tallis, P. Kareiva, M. Marvier, A. Chang, An ecosystem services framework to support
both practical conservation and economic development, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 105(28), 2008, pp. 9457-9464.
[11] P.J. Ferraro, M.M. Hanauer, K.R.E. Sims, Conditions associated with protected area
success in conservation and poverty reduction, Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 108(34), 2011, pp. 13913-13918.
[12] E.L. Bennett, E. Blencowe, K. Brandon, D. Brown, R.W. Burn, G. Cowlishaw, G. Davies,
H. Dublin, J.E. Fa, E.J. Milner-Gulland, J.G. Robinson, J.M. Rowcliffe, F.M. Underwood,
D.S. Wilkie, Hunting for Consensus: Reconciling Bushmeat Harvest, Conservation, and
Development Policy in West and Central Africa, Conservation Biology, 21(3), 2007, pp.
884-887.
[13] S. Jehan, A. Umana, The Environment/Poverty Nexus, Development Policy Journal, 3,
2003, pp. 53-70.
[14] G. Reichel-Dolmatoff, Cultural Change and Environmental Awareness: A Case Study of
the Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta, Colombia, Mountain Research and Development,
3(2), 1982, pp. 289-298.

132

INT J CONSERV SCI 7, 1, JAN-MAR 2016: 123-136

DIFFICULTIES IN ACHIEVING SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY IN A BIOSPHERE RESERVE

[15] S. Rozelle, J.K. Huang, L.X. Zhang, Poverty, population and environmental degradation in
China, Food Policy, 22(3), 1997, pp. 229-251.
[16] I. Ianoş, D. Peptenatu, D. Zamfir, Respect for environment and sustainable development,
Carpathian Journal of Earth and Environmental Sciences, 4(1), 2009, pp. 81-93.
[17] H.J. Leonard, D. Morell, Emergence of Environmental Concern in Developing Countries:
A Political Perspective, Stanford Journal of International Law, 17(2), 1981, pp. 281313.
[18] J.A. Sayer, D. Endamana., M. Ruiz-Perez, A.K. Boedhihartono, Z. Nzooh, A. Eyebe, A.
Awono, L. Usongo, Global Financial Crisis Impacts Forest Conservation in Cameroon,
International Forestry Review, 14(1), 2012, pp. 90-98.
[19] D.S. Wilkie, G.A. Morelli, J. Demmer, M. Starkey, P. Telfer, M. Steil, Parks and People:
Assessing the Human Welfare Effects of Establishing Protected Areas for Biodiversity
Conservation, Conservation Biology, 20(1), 2006, pp. 247-249.
[20] D. Kušová, J. Těšitel, M. Bartoš, The media image of the relationship between nature
protection and socio-economic development in selected Protected Landscape Areas, Silva
Gabreta, 11(2-3), 2005, pp. 123-133.
[21] A. Kothari, Protected areas and people: the future of the past, Parks, 17(2), 2006, pp. 2334.
[22] A. de Sherbinin, Is poverty more acute near parks? An assessment of infant mortality rates
around protected areas in developing countries, Oryx, 42(1), 2008, pp. 26-35.
[23] B.P. Anthony, A. Szabo, Protected Areas: Conservation Cornerstones or Paradoxes?
Insights from Human Wildlife Conflicts in Africa and Southeastern Europe, The
Importance of Biological Interactions in the Study of Biodiversity, (J. Lopez-Pujol,
ed.), InTech Open Access Publishing, Rijeka, Croatia, 2011, pp. 255-282.
[24] C. Ohl, T. Stickler, W. Lexer, G. Rîşnoveanu, N. Geamănă, M. Beckenkamp, S. Fiorini, A.
Fischer, M. Dumortier, J. Casaer, Governing Biodiversity: Procedural and Distributional
Fairness in Complex Social Dilemmas, Proceedings of the 12th Biennial IASC
Conference, July 14-18, 2008, Gloucestershire, UK, pp. 1-30.
[25] D.H. Buhociu, A.T. Rahoveanu, T. Haroveanu, C. Florescu, C. Crăciun, A. Popa, Rural
waterfronts, green areas and natural landscape at the Danube, Journal of Food,
Agriculture and Environment, 11(3-4), 2013, pp. 1692-1696.
[26] C. Upton, R. Ladle, D. Hulme, T. Jiang, D. Brockington, W.M. Adams, Are poverty and
protected area establishment linked at a national scale?, Oryx, 42(1), 2008, pp. 19-25.
[27] W. Frys, B. Nienaber, Protected areas and regional development: conflicts and
opportunities – presented on the example of the UNESCO biosphere reserve Bliesgau,
European Countryside, 3(3), 2011, pp. 208-226.
[28] S. Bell, I. Nichersu, L. Ionescu, E. Iacovici, Conservation versus livelihood in the Danube
Delta, Anthropology of East Europe Review, 19(1), 2001, pp. 11-15.
[29] H.I. Browman, K.I. Stergiou, T. Agardy, D. Fluharty, M. Hirshfield, P.A. Livingston, O.A.
Misund, H.R. Skjoldal, J.C. Rice, A. Rosenberg, K.L. McLeod, K. Sherman, M.P.
Sissenwine, V. Christensen, A.M. Duda, G. Hempel, C. Ibe, S. Levin, D. Lluch-Belda, G.
Matishov, J. McGlade, M. O'Toole, S. Seitzinger, R. Serra, H.R. Skjolda, Q. Tang, J.
Thulin, V. Vanderweerd, K. Zwanenburg, U.R. Sumaila, S. Tudela, K. Short, G.
Valdimarsson, R. Metzner, W.M. Watson-Wright, Politics and socio-economics of
ecosystem-based management of marine resources, Marine Ecology Progress Series, 300,
(2004), pp. 241-296.
[30] M.M. Cernea, K. Schmidt-Soltau, Biodiversity Conservation versus Population
Resettlement: Risks to Nature and Risks to People, Proceedings of an International
Conference on “Rural Livelihoods, Forests and Biodiversity”, May 19-23, 2003, Bonn,
Germany, pp. 1-33.

http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro

133

A.I PETRISOR et al.

[31] B. Dhakal, H.R. Bigsby, R. Cullen, The Link Between Community Forestry Policies and
Poverty and Unemployment in Rural Nepal, Mountain Research and Development,
27(1), 2007, pp. 32-39.
[32] C.I. Iojă, M. Pătroescu, L. Rozylowicz, V.D. Popescu, M. Vergheleţ, M.I. Zotta, M.
Felciuc, The efficacy of Romania’s protected areas network in conserving biodiversity,
Biological Conservation, 143(11), 2010, pp. 2468-2476.
[33] H. Singh, T. Husain, P. Agnihotri, P.C. Pande, M. Iqbal, Biodiversity conservation through
traditional beliefs system: a case study from Kumaon Himalayas, India, International
Journal of Conservation Science, 3(1), 2012, pp. 33-40.
[34] M. Grodzinska-Jurczak, J. Cent, Expansion of Nature Conservation Areas: Problems with
Natura 2000 Implementation in Poland?, Environmental Management, 47(1), 2011, pp.
11-27.
[35] D. Kušová, J. Těšitel, M. Bartoš, Biosphere reserves – learning sites of sustainable
development?, Silva Gabreta, 14(3), 2008, pp. 221-234.
[36] P.C. Mackelworth, H. Caric, Gatekeepers of island communities: exploring the pillars of
sustainable development, Environment, Development and Sustainability, 12(4), 2010,
pp. 463-480.
[37] H. Nelson, I. Vertinsky, The International Trade and Environmental Regime and the
Sustainable Management of Canadian Forests, Institutions, Sustainability, and Natural
Resources Institutions for Sustainable Forest Management, (Editors Kant S., Berry R.
A.), Springer, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2005, pp. 257-296.
[38] L.M. Campbell, A. Vainio-Mattila, Participatory Development and Community-Based
Conservation: Opportunities Missed for Lessons Learned?, Human Ecology, 31(3), 2003,
pp. 417-437.
[39] R. Petre, C. Chifelea, Public consultation in spatial and urban plans. Case study: Galaţi
built protected areas, Urbanism. Architecture. Constructions, 3(2), 2012, pp. 53-62.
[40] D. Sugandi, A model of environmental conservation for Sagara Anakan, International
Journal of Conservation Science, 5(1), 2014, pp. 95-106.
[41] M.J. Walpole, H.J. Goodwin, Local attitudes towards conservation and tourism around
Komodo National Park, Indonesia, Environmental Conservation, 28(2), 2001, pp. 160166.
[42] J. Shultis, The Effects of Neo-Conservatism on Park Science, Management, and
Administration: Examples and a Discussion, The George Wright Forum, 22(2), 2005, pp.
51-58.
[43] M. Singh, A.K. Sinha, P. Singh, Maintaining the biodiversity of informal protected areas:
a collaborative conservational approach, International Journal of Conservation
Science, 5(1), 2014, pp. 107-116.
[44] J.-R. Pérez-Salom, Sustainable Tourism: Emerging Global and Regional Regulation,
Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, 13, 2001, pp. 801-836.
[45] S. Wearing, S. Darcy, Inclusion of the “Othered” in Tourism, Cosmopolitan Civil
Societies Journal, 3(2), 2011, pp. 18-34.
[46] P. Scholte, W.T. de Groot, From Debate to Insight: Three Models of Immigration to
Protected Areas, Conservation Biology, 24(2), 2010, pp. 630-632.
[47] C. Purice, G. Romanescu, G. Romanescu, The protection of the geomorphosites within the
Măcin Mountains National Park (Romania) and their touristic importance, International
Journal of Conservation Science, 4(3), 2013, pp. 373-383.
[48] R.C. Di Ciommo, Gender, Tourism, and Participatory Appraisals at the Corumbau Marine
Extractive Reserve, Brazil, Human Ecology Review, 14(1), 2007, pp. 56-67.
[49] M. Rangarajan, G. Shahabuddin, Displacement and Relocation from Protected Areas:
Towards a Biological and Historical Synthesis, Conservation and Society, 4(3), 2006, pp.
359-378.
134

INT J CONSERV SCI 7, 1, JAN-MAR 2016: 123-136

DIFFICULTIES IN ACHIEVING SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY IN A BIOSPHERE RESERVE

[50] S. Dolnicar, Identifying tourists with smaller environmental footprints, Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 18(6), 2010 pp. 717-734.
[51] J.G. Ferreira, Biodiversity and environmental education: a contradiction?, Koers, 67(3),
2002, pp. 259-269.
[52] M.C. Torri, Conservation, Relocation and the Social Consequences of Conservation
Policies in Protected Areas: Case Study of the Sariska Tiger Reserve, India, Conservation
and Society, 9(1), 2011, pp. 54-64.
[53] A. Agrawal, A. Chhatre, R. Hardin, Changing Governance of the World's Forests, Science,
320(5882), 2008, pp. 1460-1462.
[54] E.A. Fiallo, S.K. Jacobson, Local Communities and Protected Areas: Attitudes of Rural
Residents Towards Conservation and Machalilla National Park, Ecuador, Environmental
Conservation, 22(3), 1995, pp. 241-249.
[55] W.F. Laurance, The perils of payoff: corruption as a threat to global biodiversity, Trends
in Ecology and Evolution, 19(8), 2004, pp. 399-401.
[56] M.O. Campbell, The ecological and social context of mammal hunting in the coastal
savanna of Ghana, Geoforum, 36(6), 2005, pp. 667-680.
[57] V. Florian, Patrimonial pattern of rural development. Case study: the rural communities
from Ţara Haţeg Retezat area, Romanian Journal of Economic Forecasting, 4, 2011, pp.
178-196.
[58] S. Simoni, Development prospects of rural tourism in the Arges village Nucsoara, Banat
University Faculty of Agricultural Management Scientific, Papers Series I, 10, 4,
(2008), pp. 135-142.
[59] A. Vaishar, M. Šfastná, P. Trnka, P. Dvořák, J. Zapletalová, South-Moravian rural
borderland, European Countryside, 5(2), 2013, pp. 115-132.
[60] G. Vipin, A Culturally Sensitive Approach to Sustainable Business in Emerging Markets:
How to Manage the Challenges and Opportunities in View of the Global Economic Crisis?,
Global Management Journal, 2(1), 2010, pp. 17-30.
[61] N.C. Nguyen, O.J.H. Bosch, K.E. Maani, Creating ‘Learning Laboratories’ for Sustainable
Development in Biospheres: A Systems Thinking Approach, Systems Research and
Behavioral Science, 28(1), 2011, pp. 51-62.
[62] V. Meiţă, A.-I. Petrişor, E.-S. Georgescu, Planning, architecture, seismic, construction and
energy-related criteria for sustainable spatial development in the Danube Delta Biosphere
Reserve area, Urbanism. Architecture. Constructions, 5(3), 2014, pp. 55-68.
[63] G. Romanescu, Geoarchaeology of the ancient and medieval Danube Delta: Modeling
environmental and historical changes. A review, Quaternary International, 293, 2013,
pp. 231-244.
[64] D. Peptenatu, R.D. Pintilii, C. Drăghici, Environmental risk management of urban growth
poles regarding national importance, International Journal of Environmental Science
and Technology, 8(4), 2011, pp. 737-746.
[65] A.I. Petrişor, I. Ianoş, C. Tălângă, Land cover and use changes focused on the urbanization
processes in Romania, Environmental Engineering and Management Journal, 9(6),
2010, pp. 765-771.
[66] R. Petre, Socio-demographic analysis in spatial planning, Urbanism. Architecture.
Constructions, 5(1), 2014, pp. 21-28.
[67] A.-I. Petrişor, L. Dragomirescu, C. Panaite, A. Scafa-Udrişte, A. Rusu-Burg, Subject-Level
Trend Analysis in Clinical Trials, Journal of Applied Quantitative Methods, 5(1), 2010,
pp. 152-158.
[68] I. Dutcă, I.V. Abrudan, Estimation of forest land-cover change in Romania, between 1990
and 2006, Bulletin of the Transylvania University of Braşov Series II: Forestry, Wood
Industry, and Agricultural Food Engineering, 3(52), 2010, pp. 33-36.

http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro

135

A.I PETRISOR et al.

[69] A.-I. Petrişor, Dynamics of the environmental transformation processes during 1990-2006
in Romania reflected by land cover and use changes, Present Environment and
Sustainable Development, 6(1), 2012, pp. 353-365.
[70] A.-I. Petrişor, Using Geostatistical Tools to Pinpoint ‘Hotspots’ Showing Biodiversity
Threats: Romania as a Case Study, Advances in Environmental Research. Volume 30
(Editor Daniels J. A.), Nova Science Publishers, Inc., Hauppauge, NY, 2013, pp. 281-290.
[71] R.S. DeFries, T. Rudel, M. Uriarte, M. Hansen, Deforestation driven by urban population
growth and agricultural trade in the twenty-first century, Nature Geoscience, 3(3), 2010,
pp. 178-181.
[72] K. Ehrhardt-Martinez, Social Determinants of Deforestation in Developing Countries: A
cross-national study, Social Forces, 77(2), 1998, pp. 567-586.
[73] A.K. Jorgenson, T.J. Burns, Effects of rural and urban population dynamics and national
development on deforestation rates 1990-2000, Sociological Inquiries, 77(3), 2007, pp.
460-482.
[74] D.V. Nancu, L. Guran-Nica, M. Perşu, Demographic ageing in Romania’s rural area,
Human Geographies, 4(1), 2010, pp. 33-42.
[75] W. Heller, Socioeconomic transformation in rural Romania through the eyes of experts:
Demographic and social issues, GeoJournal, 50(2-3), 2000, pp. 151-155.
[76] P. Gâştescu, The Danube Delta: Geographical Characteristics and Ecological Recovery,
GeoJournal, 29(1), 1993, pp. 57-67.
[77] N. Damian, B. Dumitrescu, Sustainable development prospects for the Danube Delta rural
communities, Romanian Journal of Geography, 53(2), 2009, pp. 153-163.
[78] G. Romanescu, Alluvial Transport Processes and the Impact of Anthropogenic Intervention
on the Romanian Littoral of the Danube Delta, Ocean and Coastal Management, 73,
2013, pp. 31-43.
[79] G. Romanescu, The catchment area of the Milesian colony of Histria, within the RazimSinoie lagoon complex (Romania): hydro-geomorphologic, economic and geopolitical
implications, Area, 46(3), 2014, pp. 320-327.
[80] V.N. Mikhailov, V.N. Morozov, N.I. Cheroy, M.V. Mikhailova, Y.F. Zavyalova, Extreme
flood on the Danube River in 2006, Russian Meteorology and Hydrology, 33(1), 2008,
pp. 48-54.
[81] B.H. Zsideková, B. Gauzer, G. Bálint, An analysis of regional snow assessments at selected
hydrological stations on the Danube and Tisza rivers, Slovak Journal of Civil
Engineering, 21(3), 2013, pp. 43-56.
[82] A.C. Honţuş, Spatial Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve within the context of sustainable
tourism, Banat University Faculty of Agricultural Management Scientific, Papers
Series I, 15, 4, (2013), pp. 11-19.
[83] V. Meiţă, Ecological materials for Danube Delta constructions, Urbanism. Architecture.
Constructions, 1(1), 2010, pp. 31-36.
[84] V. Meiţă, A.-I. Petrişor, Urban and architectural criteria for a sustainable spatial
development of the human settlements within Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve, Urbanist's
Season - International Scientific Conference 'Rethinking Urbanism'. Proceedings
Book (Editor Z. Karač), Zagreb, Croatia, 2012, pp. 139-142.
[85] A.-I. Petrişor, Ethical Issues in Epidemiological Data Analysis, Romanian Journal of
Bioethics, 8(1), 2010, pp. 211-220.
Received: August, 16, 2015
Accepted: January, 27, 2016

136

INT J CONSERV SCI 7, 1, JAN-MAR 2016: 123-136

