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DIVERSITY: TOWARDS AN UNIFYING CONCEPT JOINING THEORETICAL  
AND PRACTICAL VIEWS OF ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY UNDER A SPATIAL  

AND STATISTICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 

PETRIŞOR Alexandru-Ionuţ  
 

Abstract. The 1992 United Nations Convention on Biodiversity brought to the attention of scientists the concept of diversity. Its 
definition allowed for including new elements, developing new concepts and refining the existing theories. Geographers developed 
their own interpretation, resulting into the concept of geodiversity. Particular concepts were defined for the human society, soils and 
other components of the physical realm. This paper attempts to integrate all concepts and developments into a unitary perspective, 
and apply this theoretical framework to analyze the diversity of an entire country in a measurable way. The results indicate the need 
for merging the variety of diversities into a unitary approach. 
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Rezumat. Diversitatea: către un concept unitar ce îmbină perspectivele teoretice şi practice ale ecologiei şi geografiei în 
accepţie spaţială şi statistică. Convenţia Naţiunilor Unite din 1992 privind Diversitatea Biologică a adus în atenţia specialiştilor 
conceptul de diversitate. Definiţia sa permite includerea de noi elemente, elaborarea unor noi concepte şi rafinarea teoriilor existente. 
Geografii au dezvoltat propriile interpretări, conducând la apariţia conceptului de geodiversitate. Noţiuni particulare au fost definite 
cu referire la societatea umană, soluri şi alte componente ale lumii fizice. Lucrarea îşi propune să integreze aceste concepte şi 
abordări într-un cadru unitar şi să îl aplice pentru a analiza cantitativ diversitatea unei ţări întregi. Rezultatele susţin necesitatea de a 
integra varietatea de diversităţi într-o abordare unitară. 
 
Cuvinte cheie: ecodiversitate, biodiversitate, geodiversitate, pedodiversitate, diversitate teritorială. 

 
THE CONCEPT OF DIVERSITY 

 
According to the most common understanding, diversity refers to dissimilarities between objects of the same 

class, making them distinguishable one from another, while preserving the common features of the class, even though 
there are many definitions, measurements and indices associated with it (MOR BARACK, 1999; MC DONALD & 

DIMMICK, 2003; WINEBERG & OPPACHER, 2003). It is also called variability or heterogeneity. Apart from this 
very general understanding, the diversity of physical realm has been interpreted in numerous ways by disciplines 
concerned with its study; components ranging from molecules to ecosystems (HUBER et al., 2005) have been joined 
and separated in concepts like biodiversity, ecodiversity, geodiversity, pedodiversity, territorial diversity, etc. 

 
ECODIVERSITY, BIODIVERSITY, GEODIVERSITY, PEDODIVERSITY 

 
For ecologists, the 1992 United Nations Convention on Biodiversity established a conceptual model which 

overlaps diversity (biological or ecological) to the structure and functions of ecological systems, seen as life-support 
systems or ecological foundation (VĂDINEANU, 1998). The simplest rationale is that the most common measurement 
of diversity (species richness) is also a simple descriptor of the structure of ecosystems (PIMM & RAVEN, 2000). 
Consequently, the conservation of diversity is identical to the protection of environment. Ecologists believe that a 
greater diversity gives the system better chances of adapting to the fluctuations of command factors; the range of 
fluctuations is diminished in terms of effects, resulting into a higher stability (WASHINGTON, 1984; VĂDINEANU, 
1998; MC CANN, 2000; IVES & CARPENTER, 2007). Ecologists believed initially that diversity and stability are 
proportional, but later found out that there is a diversity threshold. If diversity exceeds this value, the system becomes 
unstable. The threshold is given by the number of species connected through stable relations (TOMESCU & SAVU, 
2002; MOUGI & KONDOH, 2012). 

Two concepts of diversity, i.e., biodiversity and ecodiversity, are used to describe the structure – including 
relationships between structural elements – and functions of ecological systems (PETRIŞOR, 2008b; VĂDINEANU, 
1998; 2007). Starting from this dichotomy, biodiversity and ecodiversity are defined in two perspectives. The first refers 
to the structure of the ecological systems and will be called “structural biodiversity”, and the other to their functions, 
namely ‘functional biodiversity’ (NOSS, 1990; KAENNEL, 1998; DANOVARO et al., 2008). According to 
VĂDINEANU (1998, pp. 116-117), structural biodiversity includes: (1) diversity of ecological systems; embeds the 
diversity of supra-species biological systems integrated in the biological organizational hierarchy – biocoenosis, biome, 
biosphere, and the diversity of hydro-geomorphologic units, including habitats; this side is called ecodiversity in its 
strict sense; (2) diversity of species and levels of the taxonomic hierarchy (ω or phylogenetic diversity) – biodiversity in 
its strict sense; (3) genetic diversity of populations, species, genetic resources, including the human species, and (4) 
ethno-cultural diversity of socio-economic systems. The first three components reflect the natural capital, and the latest, 
the created capital. Functional biodiversity is reflected by the variety of food niches and trophic subunits of the 
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biocoenosis: trophic dynamic modules, guilds, trophic levels, etc. (MARTINEZ, 1996; PETCHEY & GASTON, 2006; 
POPESCU, 2009). 

Geodiversity is disputed by three disciplines. In geography, geodiversity is the heterogeneity of “geological 
features (rocks, minerals, fossils, and structures), geomorphologic features (landforms and processes) and soil features, 
including their assemblages, relationships, properties, interpretations and systems” (GRAY, 2004, pp. 8). In geology, 
geodiversity is an expression of the “geology of a region, including rocks, minerals, fossils and geological structures 
open by natural or anthropic means” (POPA, 2007). For ecologists, geodiversity is “a measure of environmental 
resource availability, which includes climate, topography, soils and geology” (PARKS & MULLIGAN, 2010). Similar 
definitions or understandings are found in LESER & SCHAUB, 1995; BARTHLOTT et al., 1996; JAČKOVÁ & 

ROMPORTL, 2008 and PĂTRU-STUPARIU et al., 2011. 
These two perspectives indicate a proprietary understanding of diversity based on discipline. In fact, ecology 

and geography describe the same territorial reality, and use a systemic approach to describe it, making correspondences 
possible based on spatial scale (PETRIŞOR, 2012), as showed in Table 1. For this reason, several authors believe that 
geodiversity and biodiversity overlap conceptually (MUSILA et al., 2005; SANTUCCI, 2005), while others argue that 
geodiversity includes biodiversity (HAKALA, 2005) and some claim the opposite (VĂDINEANU, 1998, pp. 116-117). 

PETRIŞOR & SÂRBU (2010) consider that the confusion is etymological, since “biodiversity” is built upon 
the Greek ßίος (bios)  living, as in the Rio Convention on biological diversity: “variability among living organisms 
from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of 
which they are part; this includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems” (United Nations, 1992). 
Provided that the Rio definition of biodiversity embeds the diversity of ecosystems, which include “not only the 
organism-complex, but also the whole complex of physical factors” (TANSLEY, 1935), it can be extended to include 
non-living (abiotic) components. The resulting diversity (of living and non-living components of ecological systems), 
seen as a component of biodiversity, was called ecodiversity, and constructed etymologically around the concept of 
ecosystem. PETRIŞOR & SÂRBU (2010) believe that the inclusion of ecodiversity in the already consecrated concept 
of biodiversity, as an extension, was preferred despite on their inverse logical and semantic relationship, even though 
erroneous, and concluded that, if understood correctly, ecodiversity overlaps with geodiversity, and represents the 
diversity of natural and anthropic sub-systems, including biodiversity (Fig. 1). Landscape ecologists also use “landscape 
ecology” as a synonym for ecodiversity (LESER et al., 1995; BARTHLOTT et al., 1996; JEDICKE, 2001; DEGÓRSKI, 
2006; WALZ, 2011; PĂTRU-STUPARIU et al., 2011). 

 
Table 1. Correspondence of the hierarchies of systems in geography, ecology and spatial planning and spatial diversity

(PETRIŞOR, 2012).
 

Hierarchy of ecological systems Hierarchy of geographic systems Hierarchy of territorial systems 
Spatial 

diversity 
Structural and functional sub-units 
of ecosystems 

Nano- and micro-structures, house/ block, company/ unit/ 
section, street/ street segment 

- α, ω 

Ecosystem Geosystem, geofacies, geotope, local system NUTS V (LAU II) α, ω 
Regional complex of ecosystems Natural region, geographical region, regional system NUTS III ß, γ, ω 
Macro-regional complex of 
ecosystems 

Domain, zone, national/ supra-national, continental system 
NUTS II, NUTS I national 
territory, continent 

γ, δ, ε, ω 

Ecosphere Geosphere, planetary system Globe ω 

 

 

Figure 1. Relationships between biodiversity, ecodiversity and geodiversity correlated to the hierarchy  
of systems in ecology and geography (PETRIŞOR & SÂRBU, 2010). 
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(geography)
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The relationship between the two concepts was also discussed by PETRIŞOR & SÂRBU (2010) based on the 
concept of eco-energy, measuring the degree of anthropization (IANOŞ, 2000). The anthropization process is joined by 
impacts including pollution (BRAGHINĂ et al., 2010, 2011; PEPTENATU et al., 2010, 2011, 2012; CORNEANU et 
al., 2012) or the so-called “global changes”, term introduce to coin land cover and use changes, climate changes and 
alterations of the energy flow and their connections (DALE, 1997; DALE et al., 2009, 2011; CHEVAL et al., 2009), 
determining the simplification and fragmentation of natural habitats and loss of biodiversity, which results in a reduced 
biodiversity of man-dominated systems, as it can be seen along the urbanization gradients (VĂDINEANU, 1998; 
SAVARD et al., 2000; HABERL et al., 2009; ŠUSTEK, 2011, 2012). Concomitantly, urbanization results into the 
emergence of new structures, specific to the socio-economic systems, leading to an increased complexity of territorial 
systems, translated into increased geodiversity (SÂRBU, 1999; IANOŞ et al., 2011). If natural resources are managed in 
an environmental-friendly manner (IANOŞ et al., 2009), biodiversity is “amplified” through the human contribution 
(VĂDINEANU, 2004), and geodiversity increases (VĂDINEANU, 1998). 

Given the very particular view on soil systems (pedosystems), seen as an interface between the living and non-
living realms, IBÁÑEZ et al. (2012) consider that pedodiversity, defined as “inventory of the various discrete 
pedological entities (e.g. soil taxa) and the analysis of their spatial and temporal patterns”, differs from biodiversity, 
but can be used as its surrogate indicator. On a similar note, FLOREA et al. (2013) consider that pedodiversity is a 
synthetic and ingrate expression of the variety and differences between the soils of a given territory from genetic and 
spatial viewpoints, distinguishing between genetic pedodiversity (defined similarly to species richness, based on soil 
taxonomy) and spatial pedodiversity, related to the pattern and spatial distribution of soils, composing a pedo-landscape 
(FLOREA, 2002; PETRIŞOR, 2012).  
 

STATISTICAL INTERPRETATION AND MEASUREMENT OF DIVERSITY 
 

Diversity is understood in statistics quantitatively as scatter around a central trend (DRAGOMIRESCU, 1998, 
pp. 37) and qualitatively as different number of constituents and their different weights, i.e., evenness of distribution 
(DRAGOMIRESCU, 1998, pp. 88; DRAGOMIRESCU & PETRIŞOR, 2009, pp. 110; MAGURRAN, 1998, pp. 7). The 
first view, commonly named “variability”, applies to biological and ecological “metrics” – size, weight, and other 
measurable characteristics of individuals, and has the potential for distinguishing between species or taxonomic 
subdivisions of species. For example, consider a distribution of lengths of lake fishes belonging to different species; in 
this case, for each species lengths have a Normal distribution, as most individuals have lengths close to the average 
value, and only few are abnormally long or short (Fig. 2, bottom row). Each peak indicated by the average length 
corresponds to a species, and experts are able to distinguish, for instance, the peak of large Gibel carp Carassius 
auratus gibelio (Bloch, 1782), average bleak Alburnus alburnus (Linnaeus, 1758) or small bitterling Rhodeus sericeus 
amarus (Bloch, 1782). In the second view, “diversity’ (sensu stricto) or heterogeneity produces a “diversity of 
diversities” (MAGURRAN, 1998) measured by many indices, such as the simple species richness or complex models 
(McArthur, Shannon, Motomura, etc.), including unifying indices (HILL, 1973), all based at least on the number of 
species, and eventually the number of individuals from each species. Even though these indices were traditionally used 
in ecology, different authors used them for measuring pedo-diversity (FLOREA et al., 2013) or ethno-cultural diversity 
(PETRIŞOR & IANOŞ, 2012). 

 

 
Figure 2. Statistical interpretation and indicators of diversity based on metrics (PETRIŞOR, 2012). 
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The distinction between variability and heterogeneity is fine-tuned; the number of modes indicates the number 
of homogenous distributions, as each unimodal (single-mode) distribution is homogeneous from this standpoint (see the 
example with the fish length distribution above; each unimodal distribution corresponds to a species). If there are 
several modes, they can indicate variability or heterogeneity: sexual dimorphism producing two modes when looking at 
the metrics is an example of variability, but the discrimination of species based on modes seen in the metrics 
distribution indicates heterogeneity (DRAGOMIRESCU, 1998). The coefficient of variability (CV) indicates only 
variability; sometimes, the two indicators might give contradictory messages, but it has to be recalled that the CV 
makes sense only when the mode is singular (Fig. 2). 

 
A SPATIAL PERSPECTIVE ON DIVERSITY 

 
The importance of temporal and spatial scales to ecology has been underlined by numerous studies 

(WEGENER et al., 1986; WIENS, 1989; SAVARD et al., 2000; FISHER et al., 2009). The spatial approach is 
particularly important to pinpointing “hotspots” defined as areas with high biodiversity or concentrated risks for the loss 
of biodiversity (MYERS et al., 2000). However, spatial and temporal data on species richness can hardly assess long 
term environmental changes due to sparseness (CIUBUC, 2004; ZINEVICI et al., 2010) resulting from financial 
constraints, change of priorities, or lack of taxonomists covering some groups. 

Different authors (MAGURRAN, 1998, pp. 58; PETRIŞOR, 2008a, 2009a, b; PUSCEDDU, 2008, pp. 6-7) 
believe that diversity has different levels, corresponding to the spatial scale, namely: (1) α diversity  diversity of an 
ecosystem, (2) ß diversity  diversity of a micro-regional complex of ecosystems, (3) γ diversity  diversity of a 
regional complex of ecosystems, such as ecological regions or European biogeographical regions, (4) δ diversity  
diversity of a macro-regional complex of ecosystems, such as global biogeographical regions, (5) ε diversity  diversity 
of life environments (oceanic, terrestrial), and (6) ω diversity  global phylogenetic diversity (included in the same 
categories, even though the approach refers more to structural diversity). Given the correspondence presented in Table 
1, these levels can be extended to geographical systems. Furthermore, there is a correspondence with temporality, 
meaning that smaller systems change faster and more frequently (WIENS, 1989). 

The diversity of socio-spatial systems (dominated by the human species) is analysed through the ethno-cultural 
component of diversity (DIETZ, 2007), consisting of the presence of more cultures belonging to different ethnic or 
religious groups and the linguistic diversity (PETRIŞOR, 2008b; PETRIŞOR & IANOŞ, 2012). 

This spatial perspective is particularly useful in determining concrete way to assessing diversity. Since socio-
ecological complexes correspond administratively and spatially to the levels of the Nomenclature of Territorial Units 
for Statistics (NUTS) hierarchy, a correspondence can be made between NUTS levels and geo-, bio- and ecodiversity. 
Table 2 lists several classifications that reflect units of different sizes with known structure and overall diversity. Some 
of the most important classifications are: 
 Global diversity of continental systems is reflected by global biogeographical regions (PIELOU, 1979). 
 Within each continent, macro-regional diversity is reflected by biogeographical regions; there are eleven European 

biogeographical regions: Arctic, Boreal, Continental, Atlantic, Macaronesian, Mediterranean, Alpine, Pannonian, 
Steppic, Black Sea (Pontic), and Anatolian (PINBORG & LARSSON, 2002). 

 The diversity of regional ecological complexes of ecosystems is described at the macro-regional level by the 
ecological regions. 

 Regional diversity is reflected by habitats. The classification of the European natural and man-dominated 
ecological habitats is the European Nature Information System (EUNIS) classification, developed between 1996 
and 2001 by the European Environment Agency, successor to the CORINE (CoORdination INformation 
Environment) Biotopes Habitat Classification developed in 1991 (DAVIES et al., 2004). 

 Local diversity is reflected by land cover and use. According to JENSEN (2000, pp. 413), “land cover” indicates 
what lays on the ground surface from a biophysical viewpoint, while “land use” indicates its use by human 
communities. However, the second definition is perfectly valid for man-dominated systems only; in natural 
systems, land use reflects only a more detailed classification (PETRIŞOR et al., 2010). The United States use 
Anderson’s classification (ANDERSON et al., 1976), with two levels; the first shows land cover, and the second 
land use. Europe utilizes CORINE classification with three levels (DE LIMA, 2005); the first one shows land 
cover, and the last two land use, in more or less details (PETRIŞOR et al., 2010). 

 
Table 2. Spatial approach to diversity based on the Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (PETRIŞOR, 2008a).

 

Diversity 
NUTS levels 

I II III IV-V/ LAU I-II 
Hydro-geomorphologic units (relief) x x x (by case)  
Biogeographical regions x x   
Ecological regions x x x (by case)  

Types of ecosystems and/or habitats – land cover and use 
CORINE I 
Anderson 1 

CORINE I/II 
Anderson 1 

CORINE II 
Anderson 2 

CORINE III 
Anderson 2 

x – indicates that diversity can be described by a given classification at a certain spatial scale. 
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A UNIFYING CONCEPT OF DIVERSITY 
 

As it has been stated in the beginning, different disciplines interpreted in particular ways the diversity of the 
same physical realm, producing overlapping or even identical concepts. These were a result of multiple dichotomous 
separations: natural vs. man-dominated, living vs. non-living, functional vs. structural, qualitative vs. quantitative. The 
purpose of this research was to develop a unifying concept. Fig. 3 is a graphic representation of what can be called 
“diversity”, a multifarious concepts with sides and sub-units dictated by the dichotomous classifications and disciplines 
concerned with developing a particular view. 

 

 
Figure 3. Towards a unifying concept of diversity (original). 

 
ROMANIA AS A CASE STUDY 

 
This paper proposed a unified approach for analysing the components of diversity under geographical, 

ecological, statistical, and spatial frameworks, addressing both natural and man-dominated systems. In order to apply 
this conceptual framework to describing the diversity of Romania, in all aspects (abiotic and biotic components, at 
several spatial scale), it is sufficient to list the constituents: 
─ Five types of relief – floodplain, field, hill or plateau and mountain (CAZAN et al., 2004; MÂRA, 2007) 
─ 900 species of Carpathian minerals (PAPP & SZAKÁLL, 1996) 
─ 10 classes and 39 types of soil (Ministry of the Environment and Sustainable Development, 2008) 
─ Five of the eleven European biogeographical regions – alpine, Pontic (Black Sea), continental, Pannonian and 

steppic (PETRIŞOR, 2008a) 
─ 22 level 1 and 57 level 2 ecological regions (COGĂLNICEANU & STANCIU, 2001) 
─ Over 3700 superior plant species and 33802 animal species (VĂDINEANU et al., 2003) 
─ 783 types of habitats identified and characterized in 261 areas spread over the national territory, analysed in the 

CORINE (Co-ordinated Environmental Information in the European Community) Biotopes program (Ministry of 
the Environment and Sustainable Development, 2007) 

─ Ethno-cultural diversity: 20 ethnic (National Institute of Statistics, 2008a) and 18 religious (National Institute of 

Statistics, 2008b) groups at the 2002 census. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The different elements of the same physical realm led to the development of a variety of diversity concepts, 
disputed by the disciplines concerned with their study. Even though numerous classifications are used and can be 
proposed, the analysis demonstrates the need for their integration in a unitary concept. Especially when the analysis is 
carried out from a spatial perspective, it makes little, if any sense to divide the same physical reality into different units, 
when each classification uses different criteria. In such situations, it seems to be more important to see the whole rather 
than its parts. 



PETRIŞOR Alexandru-Ionuţ 
 

241 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 

Thanks are due to Professor Gabriel Corneanu, PhD, for the fruitful discussions and valuable comments and 
suggestions made during the 2009 International Scientific Session “Museum and scientific research” in Craiova 
(Romania), occasioned by the presentation “Spatial approach to the assessment of anthropogenic impact on biodiversity 
based on the nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS) applicable to Romania”. The contribution represents an 
updated chapter of the Doctoral Dissertation “Geostatistical methods for the analysis of territorial systems”, defended in 
2011 at the Faculty of Geography of the University of Bucharest (Romania), and is part of the Habilitation Thesis 
“Application of spatial quantitative methods to study the dynamics of relations between socioeconomic and natural 
systems”, submitted in 2013 with “Ion Mincu” University of Architecture and Urbanism in Bucharest (Romania). 

 
REFERENCES 

 
ANDERSON J. R., HARDY E. E., ROACH J. T., WITMER R. E. 1976. A land use and cover classification system for 

use with remote sensor data. US Geological Survey Professional Paper. Reston, VA, USA. 964. 28 pp. 
BARTHLOTT W., LAUER W., PLACKE A. 1996. Global Distribution of Species Diversity in Vascular Plants: 

Towards a World Map of Phytodiversity. Erdkunde. Bonn. 50(4): 317-327. 
BRAGHINĂ C., PEPTENATU D., CONSTANTINESCU Ş., PINTILII R. D., DRĂGHICI C. 2010. The pressure exerted 

on the natural environment in the open pit exploitation areas in Oltenia. Carpathian Journal of Earth and 
Environmental Sciences. Baia Mare. 5(1): 33-40. 

BRAGHINĂ C., PEPTENATU D., DRĂGHICI C., PINTILII R. D., SCHVAB A. 2011. Territorial management within 
the systems affected by mining. Case study the South-Western Development Region in Romania. Iranian 
Journal of Environmental Health Science & Engineering. Tehran. 8(4): 342-352. 

CAZAN C. M., CHERCIU R., MANDA M. 2004. Create your environment! A dictionary. Edit. Holcim. Bucharest. 158 
pp. [in Romanian]. 

CHEVAL S., DUMITRESCU A., BELL A. 2009. The urban heat island of Bucharest during the extreme high 
temperatures of July 2007. Theoretical and Applied Climatology. Vienna. 97(3-4): 391-401. 

CIUBUC C. 2004. Trichoptera (Insecta) of the Danube Delta Reserve and Razim-Sinoe lagoon system (Romania). 
Travaux du Muséum National d'Histoire Naturelle «Grigore Antipa». Bucharest. 47: 211-231. 

COGĂLNICEANU D. & STANCIU E. 2001. The Integration of Biodiversity into National Environmental Assessment 
Procedures. National Case Studies – Romania. UNDP, UNEP, GEF. Bucharest. 31 pp. 

CORNEANU M., CORNEANU G., COJOCARU L., LĂCĂTUŞU A.-R. 2012. Investigations to detect ecosystem 
disturbances under the influence of anthropogenic factors. Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. Ştiinţele Naturii. 
Craiova. 28(2): 219-227. 

DALE V. H. 1997. The relationship between land-use change and climate change. Ecological Applications. Ithaca, NY, 
US. 7(3): 753-769. 

DALE V. H., EFROYMNSON R. A., KLINE K. L. 2011. The land use–climate change–energy nexus. Landscape 
Ecology. Heidelberg. 26: 755-773. 

DALE V. H., LANNOM K. O., THARP M. L., HODGES D. G., FOGEL J. 2009. Effects of climate change, land-use 
change, and invasive species on the ecology of the Cumberland forests. Canadian Journal of Forest Research. 
Montreal. 39: 467-480. 

DANOVARO R., GAMBI C., DELL'ANNO A., CORINALDESI C., FRASCHETTI S., VANREUSEL A., VINCX M., 
GOODAY A. J. 2008. Exponential Decline of Deep-Sea Ecosystem Functioning Linked to Benthic 
Biodiversity Loss. Current Biology. Maryland Heights, MO, US. 18(1): 1-8. 

DAVIES C. E., MOSS D., HILL M. O. 2004. EUNIS habitat classification revised 2004. Report to the European Topic 
Centre on Nature Protection and Biodiversity. European Environment Agency. Paris. 307 pp. 

DE LIMA M. V. N. 2005. IMAGE2000 and CLC2000 Products and Methods. Institute for Environment and 
Sustainability. Ispra. 150 pp. 

DEGÓRSKI M. 2006. Is a geodiversity a part of landscape diversity? In: Brandt J., Tress B., Tress G. Multifunctional 
landscapes: Interdisciplinary approaches to landscape research and management. 434 pp. Springer. 
Dordrecht: 215-216. 

DIETZ G. 2007. Keyword: Cultural diversity. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaft. Berlin. 10(1): 7-30. 
DRAGOMIRESCU L. 1998. Biostatistics for dummies. Constelaţii Press. Bucharest. 216 pp. [in Romanian]. 
DRAGOMIRESCU L. & PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2009. Elements of numerical ecology and modeling. Ars Docendi Press. 

Bucharest. 189 pp. [in Romanian]. 
FISHER J. A. D., FRANK K. T., LEGGETT W. C. 2009. Dynamic macroecology on ecological time-scales. Global 

Ecology and Biogeography. Malden, MA, US. 19: 1-15. 
FLOREA N. 2002. Landscape and pedo-landscape. Analele Universităţii de Vest din Timisoara, Geografie. Timişoara. 

11-12: 157-174. 
FLOREA N., MOCANU V., COTEŢ V., GHEORGHE M. 2013. Pedological diversity. Revista pădurilor. Bucharest. 

128(1): 33-40. 



Muzeul Olteniei Craiova. Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. Ştiinţele Naturii.  Tom. 30, No. 1/2014             ISSN 1454-6914 
 

242 
 

GRAY M. 2004. Geodiversity – valuing and conserving abiotic nature. John Wiley & Sons. Chichester. 478 pp. 
HABERL H., GAUBE V., DÍAZ-DELGADO R., KRAUZE K., NEUNER A., PETERSEIL J., SINGH S. J., 

VĂDINEANU A. 2009. Towards an integrated model of socioeconomic biodiversity drivers, pressures and 
impacts. A feasibility study based on three European long-term socio-ecological research platforms. Ecological 
Economics. Amsterdam. 68(6): 1797-1812. 

HAKALA A. 2005. Paleoenvironmental and paleoclimatic studies on the sediments of Lake Vähä-Pitkusta and observations 
of meromixis. Publications of the Department of Geology D3. University of Helsinki. Helsinki: 1- 37. 

HILL M. O. 1973. Diversity and Evenness: A Unifying Notation and Its Consequences. Ecology. Ithaca. NY. 54: 427-432. 
HUBER B. A., SINCLAIR B. J., LAMPE K.-H. 2005. Preface. In: Huber B. A., Sinclair B. J., Lampe K.-H. (Eds.). 

African Biodiversity. Molecules, Organisms, Ecosystems. Springer-Verlag. New York: 19-20. 
IANOŞ I. 2000. Territorial systems. A geographic approach. Technical Press. Bucharest. 197 pp. [in Romanian]. 
IANOŞ I., PEPTENATU D., ZAMFIR D. 2009. Respect for environment and sustainable development. Carpathian 

Journal of Earth and Environmental Sciences. Baia Mare. 4(1): 81-93. 
IANOŞ I., PETRIŞOR A.-I., STOICA I. V., SÂRBU C. N., ZAMFIR D., CERCLEUX A. L. 2011. The different 

consuming of primary eco-energies and their degradation in territorial systems. Carpathian Journal of Earth 
and Environmental Sciences. Baia Mare. 6(2): 251-260. 

IBÁÑEZ J. J., KRASILNIKOV P. V., SALDAÑA A. 2012. Archive and refugia of soil organisms: applying a 
pedodiversity framework for the conservation of biological and non-biological heritages. Journal of Applied 
Ecology. London. 49(6): 1267-1277. 

IVES A. R. & CARPENTER S. R. 2007. Stability and Diversity of Ecosystems. Science. Washington, DC 317(5834): 58-62. 
JAČKOVÁ K. & ROMPORTL D. 2008. The relationship between geodiversity and habitat richness in Šumava National 

Park and Křivoklátsko Pla (Czech Republic): A quantitative analysis approach. Journal of Landscape Ecology. 
Maryland Heights, US. 1(1): 23-38. 

JEDICKE E. 2001. Biodiversity, geodiversity, ecodiversity. Criteria for the analysis of landscape structure - a conceptual 
contribution to the discussion. Naturschutz und Landschaftsplanung. Stuttgart. 33(2-3): 59-68 [in German]. 

JENSEN J. R. 2000. Remote Sensing of the Environment. An Earth Resource Perspective. Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle 
River, NJ, US. 544 pp. 

KAENNEL M. 1998. Biodiversity: a diversity in definition. In: BACHMANN P., KOHL M., PAIVINEN R. Assessment of 
Biodiversity for Improved Forest Planning. Forestry Sciences. Kluwer Academic Publishers. Dordrecht. 51: 71-81. 

LESER H. & SCHAUB D. M. 1995. Geoecosystems and Landscape Climate - The Approach to Biodiversity on 
Landscape Scale. GAIA - Ecological Perspectives for Science and Society. Zurich. 4(4): 212-220. 

MAGURRAN A. E. 1998. Ecological diversity and its measurement. Princeton University Press, Princeton. 179 pp. 
MÂRA L. 2007. Elaboration of the environmental strategic analysis study for the National Spatial Plan. Section 4: 

Touristic areas. Phase 1: Relevant aspects of current environmental status, environmental characteristics, area of 
special environmental importance. Chapter 2: Environmental characteristics. IPTANA-S.A., Bucharest. 67 pp. 

MARTINEZ N. D. 1996. Defining and measuring functional aspects of biodiversity. In: Gaston K. J. Biodiversity: A 
biology of number and difference. Blackwell Science. Oxford: 114-148. 

MCCANN K. S. 2000. The diversity-stability debate. Nature. London. 405: 228-233. 
MCDONALD M. G. & DIMMICK J. 2003. The Conceptualization and Measurement of Diversity. Communication 

Research. London. 30: 60-79. 
MOR BARAK M. E. 1999. Beyond Affirmative Action. Toward a Model of Diversity and Organizational Inclusion. 

Administration in Social Work. Florence, KY, US. 23(3-4): 47-68. 
MOUGI A. & KONDOH M. 2012. Diversity of Interaction Types and Ecological Community Stability. Science. 

Washington, DC 337(6092): 349-351. 
MUSILA W., TODT H., USTER D., DALITZ H. 2005. Is Geodiversity Correlated to Biodiversity? A Case Study of the 

Relationship Between Spatial Heterogeneity of Soil Resources and Tree Diversity in a Western Kenyan 
Rainforest. In: Huber B. A., Sinclair B. J., Lampe K.-H. African Biodiversity. Molecules, Organisms, 
Ecosystems. Springer-Verlag. NY, US: 405-414. 

MYERS N., MITTERMEIER R. A., MITTERMEIER C. G., DA FONSECA G. A. B., KENT J. 2000. Biodiversity 
hotspots for conservation priorities. Nature. London. 403: 843-845. 

NOSS R. F. 1990. Indicators for Monitoring Biodiversity: A Hierarchical Approach. Conservation Biology. London. 
4(4): 355-364. 

PAPP G. & SZAKÁLL S. 1996. Mineral species discovered in the Carpathian area. Herman Ottó Museum. Miskolc: 1-89. 
PARKS K. E. & MULLIGAN M. 2010. On the relationship between a resource based measure of geodiversity and broad 

scale biodiversity patterns. Biodiversity and Conservation. Maryland Heights, MO, US. 19(9): 2751-2766. 
PĂTRU-STUPARIU I., STUPARIU M.-S., CUCULICI R., HUZUI A. 2011. Application of the global indicators to 

landscape change modeling on Prahova Valley (Romanian Carpathians and Subcarpathians). International 
Journal of the Physical Sciences. Lagos. 6(3): 534-539. 

PEET R. K. 1974. The Measurement of Species Diversity. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics. Palo Alto, CA, 
US. 5: 285-307. 



PETRIŞOR Alexandru-Ionuţ 
 

243 
 

PEPTENATU D., MERCIU C., MERCIU G., DRĂGHICI C., CERCLEUX L. 2012. Specific features of environment 
risk management in emerging territorial structures. Carpathian Journal of Earth and Environmental Sciences. 
Baia Mare. 7(2): 135-143. 

PEPTENATU D., PINTILII R. D., DRĂGHICI C., STOIAN D. 2010. Environmental pollution in functionally 
restructured urban areas: case study – the city of Bucharest. Iranian Journal of Environmental Health Sciences 
and Engineering. Tehran. 7(1): 87-96. 

PEPTENATU D., PINTILII R. D., DRAGHICI C. 2011. Environmental risk management of urban growth poles 
regarding national importance. International Journal of Environmental Science & Technology. Maryland 
Heights, MO, US. 8(4): 737-746. 

PETCHEY O. L., GASTON K. J. 2006. Functional diversity: back to basics and looking forward. Ecology Letters. 
Malden, MA, US. 9(6): 741-758. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2008a. Levels of biological diversity: a spatial approach to assessment methods. Romanian Review of 
Regional Studies. Cluj Napoca. 4(1): 41-62. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2008b. Urban ecology, sustainable spatial development and legislation. Fundaţia România de mâine 
Press. Bucharest. 272 pp. [in Romanian]. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2009a. Spatial approach to the assessment of anthropogenic impact on biodiversity based on the 
Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) applicable to Romania. Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. 
Ştiinţele Naturii. Craiova. 25: 305-308. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2009b. The theory and practice of conserving biological diversity through urban and spatial plans. 
Amenajarea Teritoriului şi Urbanismul. Iaşi. 8(3-4):15-24. [in Romanian]. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. 2012. Comparative critical analysis of systems studied by ecology, geography and spatial planning. In: 
Posea G., Andrei M. T., Zăvoianu I., Cruceru N., Benea I., Văduva I., Dumitraşcu C. Landscapes: Perception, 
knowledge, awareness, and action. Proceedings of the FG-SHU International Symposium on Geography. 
Addleton Academic Publishers. New York. 1: 94-108. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. & IANOŞ I. 2012. Instruments for assessing the biological diversity applied to socio-economic systems. 
Case study: Romanian regions of development. Urbanism. Arhitectură. Construcţii. Bucharest. 3(2): 27-34. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I., IANOŞ I., TĂLÂNGĂ C. 2010. Land cover and use changes focused on the urbanization processes in 
Romania. Environmental Engineering and Management Journal. Iaşi. 9(6): 765-771. 

PETRIŞOR A.-I. & SÂRBU C. N. 2010. Dynamics of geodiversity and ecodiversity in territorial systems. Journal of 
Urban and Regional Analysis. Bucharest. 2(1): 61-70. 

PIELOU E. C. 1979. Biogeography. Wiley – Interscience. New York. 351 pp. 
PIMM S. L. & RAVEN P. 2000. Extinction by numbers. Nature. London. 403: 843-845. 
PINBORG U. & LARSSON T.-B. 2002. Introduction. In: European Environment Agency. Europe's biodiversity-

biogeographical regions and seas. European Environment Agency. Copenhagen: 1-23. 
POPA M. E. 2007. Elements of geology and paleontology. University of Bucharest Press. Bucharest. 230 pp. [in 

Romanian]. 
POPESCU C. M. 2009. Contributions to the knowledge of inter-dependences between the diversity of trophodynamic 

modules and ecological processes in natural systems. Doctoral dissertation. University of Bucharest. 
Bucharest. 80 pp. [in Romanian]. 

PUSCEDDU A. 2008. Biodiversity. In: PUSCEDDU A. Fundamentals of the analysis of ecological systems. Università 
Politecnica delle Marche. Ancona: 1-80. [in Italian]. 

SANTUCCI V. L. 2005. Geodiversity & Geoconservation: Historical Perspectives on Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 
The George Wright Forum. Hancock, MI, US. 22(3): 29-34. 

SÂRBU C. N. 1999. Urban rehabilitation and development – a principal dimension of socio-economic transition. An 
example of approach: the urban texture. In: Vădineanu A., Sustainable development. Mechanisms and 
instruments. University of Bucharest Press. Bucharest. 2: 298-329. [in Romanian]. 

SAVARD J.-P. L., CLERGEAU P., MENNECHEZ G. 2000. Biodiversity concepts and urban ecosystems. Landscape 
and Urban Planning. Maryland Heights, MO, US. 48: 131-142. 

ŠUSTEK Z. 2011. Changes in Carabid communities along the urbanization gradient in Pyongyang (North Korea). 
Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. Ştiinţele Naturii. Craiova. 27(1): 87-96. 

ŠUSTEK Z. 2012. Changes in Carabid communities (Insecta: Coleoptera) along an urbanization gradient in Madrid 
(Spain). Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. Ştiinţele Naturii. Craiova. 28(2): 73-92. 

TANSLEY A. G. 1935. The use and abuse of vegetational concepts and terms. Ecology. Ithaca, NY, US. 16: 284-307. 
TOMESCU I. & SAVU A. D. 2002. Relationship between diversity and stability in forest ecosystems. Proceedings of 

University’s Day 8th International Conference, Târgu Jiu, May 24-26, 2002. Constantin Brâncuşi University, 
Engineering Faculty. Târgu Jiu: 1-4. [in Romanian]. 

VĂDINEANU A. 1998. Sustainable development. 1, Theoretical foundations of sustainable development. University of 
Bucharest Press. Bucharest. 248 pp. [in Romanian]. 

VĂDINEANU A. 2004. Money: creation and use of incomes In: Vădineanu A. Management of development: a 
ecosystemic approach. Ars Docendi Press. Bucharest: 126-132. [in Romanian]. 



Muzeul Olteniei Craiova. Oltenia. Studii şi comunicări. Ştiinţele Naturii.  Tom. 30, No. 1/2014             ISSN 1454-6914 
 

244 
 

VĂDINEANU A. 2007. The ecosystem approach applied to the management of the coastal socio-ecological systems. In: 
Gonenc I. E., Koutitonsky V. G., Rashleigh B., Ambrose R. B. J., Wolflin J. P. Assessment of the Fate and Effects 
of Toxic Agents on Water Resources. NATO Security through Science Series. Springer. Amsterdam: 199-224. 

VĂDINEANU R.-Ş. 2008. Methods and indicators for assessing the natural capital and sustainability of socio-
economic systems. Doctoral Dissertation. University of Bucharest. Bucharest. 280 pp. [in Romanian]. 

VĂDINEANU A., RÎŞNOVEANU G., GHEORGHE I. 2003. Biodiversity conservation, threats and research in 
Romania. BioPlatform e-conference Priorities in biodiversity conservation and research in the Acceding and 
Candidate Countries (ACC) and their integration in the European Research Area (ERA): 359 pp. 

WALZ U. 2011. Landscape Structure, Landscape Metrics and Biodiversity. Living Reviews in Landscape Research 5:3. 
Available at the URL http://www.livingreviews.org/lrlr-2011-3 (accessed December 2013). 

WASHINGTON H. G. 1984. Diversity, biotic and similarity indices: A review with special relevance to aquatic 
ecosystems. Water Research. Maryland Heights, MO, US. 18(6): 653-694. 

WEGENER M., GNAD F., VANNAHME M. 1986. The time scale of urban change. In: Hutchinson B., Batty M. 
Advances in Urban Systems Modelling. North Holland. Amsterdam: 175-197. 

WIENS J. A. 1989. Spatial Scaling in Ecology. Functional Ecology. London. 3(4): 385-397. 
WINEBERG M. & OPPACHER F. 2003. The underlying similarity of diversity measures used in evolutionary 

computation. In: Cantú-Paz E., Foster J. A., Deb K., Davis L. D., Roy R., O’Reilly U.-M., Beyer H.-G., Standish 

R., Kendall G., Wilson S., Harman M., Wegener J., Dasgupta D., Potter M. A., Schultz A. C., Dowsland K. A., 
Jonoska N., Miller J. Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference Chicago, IL, USA, July 12-16, 2003 
Proceedings, Part II. Lecture Notes in Computer Science Springer. Secaucus, NJ, US. 2724: 1481-1494. 

ZINEVICI V., PARPALĂ L., PETRIŞOR A.-I., FLORESCU L. 2010. Long-term dynamics of zooplankton in the Matiţa 
and Merhei shallow lakes (the Danube Delta, Romania). 1. Diversity and abundance. Travaux du Muséum 
National d'Histoire Naturelle «Grigore Antipa». Bucharest. 53: 423-442. 

***. Ministry of the Environment and Sustainable Development. 2007. Operational sectoral program for the environment 2007 
– 2013. Ministry of the Environment and Sustainable Development. Bucharest. 138 pp. [in Romanian]. 

***. Ministry of the Environment and Sustainable Development. 2008. Project of technical guide on the means of 
investigating and assessing soil and sub-soil. Ministry of the Environment and Sustainable Development. 
Bucharest. [in Romanian]. 

***. National Institute of Statistics 2008a. Population by ethnic group at the March 18, 2002 census [in Romanian]. In: 
Regional statistics [in Romanian]. National Institute of Statistics. Bucharest, Romania. Available at the URL 
http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/statistici/Statistica%20teritoriala%202008/rom/8.htm (Accessed December 2013). 

***. National Institute of Statistics 2008b. Population by religion at the March 18, 2002 census [in Romanian]. In: Regional 
statistics [in Romanian]. National Institute of Statistics. Bucharest, Romania. Available at the URL 
http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/statistici/Statistica%20teritoriala%202008/rom/9.htm (Accessed December 2013). 

***. United Nations 1992. Rio Convention on Biological Diversity. Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Available at the URL 
http://www.cbd.int/doc/legal/cbd-en.pdf (Accessed December 2013). 

 
 

Petrişor Alexandru-Ionuţ 
Department of Urban and Landscape Planning, School of Urbanism and Landscape Architecture 

“Ion Mincu” University of Architecture and Urbanism, Bucharest, Str. Academiei, no. 18-20, sector 1, cod 010014, Bucharest, Romania. 
National Institute for Research and Development in Constructions, Urbanism and Sustainable Spatial Development URBAN-INCERC, 

Şos. Pantelimon no. 266, sector 2, cod 021652, Bucharest, Romania. 
E-mail: alexandru_petrisor@yahoo.com, Internet: www.environmetrics.ro 

 
 
 

                                                                  Received: January 12, 2014 
Accepted: May 23, 2014 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


