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Abstract: This paper reviews the perspective of the local actors within the context of a sustainable future. 
Biosphere reserves as designated model areas for sustainability strive to reconcile existing conflicts 
between the goals of economic growth, environmental protection and social justice. Tourism development 
in biosphere reserves provides opportunities as well as challenges for the exploitation of biodiversity. In 
order to minimise the danger it is important how tourism is managed. Without the involvement of local 
people, sustainable tourism development is doomed to failure. The case studies presented from Slovakia, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic provide a view inside the situation of protected areas in East Central 
Europe and cover areas where tourism has reached differing stages of development. Empirical results in 
four biosphere reserves will show the view of the actors in the region. 

Introduction

During the last decades there have been profound 
changes in Central Europe, and some of these have 
also affected the natural environment. Nevertheless, 
nowadays there is 30% of the total area of East 
Central Europe with the highest density of biodiver-
sity. (Homeyer 2001, p. 41). A special feature of this 
region is the strong presence of wild animals that are 
almost extinct in Western Europe e.g. lynx, wolf, 
bear and beaver.  

Under the former socialist system, industrial 
development was concentrated in urban areas, which 
meant that the undisturbed development of ecosys-
tems was possible outside these centres. But this 
diversity of species and the preservation of some 
protected areas in East Central Europe are increas-
ingly endangered. The accession to the European 
Union this year promotes the idea of ease of eco-
nomic actions and access to markets, but at the same 
time this increases the danger to biodiversity: the 
most serious threats include unsustainable exploita-
tion, pollution and land-use changes throughout 
Central and Eastern Europe.  

Tourism, while still at a relatively modest level of 
development in the region, provides opportunities as 
well as challenges for the sustainable use of biodiver-
sity. To minimise the threat it is important to know in 
which way tourism should be managed. The concept of 
sustainability strives to reconcile conflicts existing 
between the goals of economic growth, environmental 
protection and social justice. In biosphere reserves it is 
an important task to develop tourism in a sustainable 

way because of its large potential negative impact on 
biodiversity, in both a quantitative and qualitative sense.  

The growing market for nature-oriented tourism is 
exerting growing pressure on sensitive areas. Many 
regions now have to take action. Biosphere reserves 
are designated and managed with the objective of 
promoting and combining biodiversity conservation 
with sustainable development based on community 
participation and science.  

The case studies presented from Slovakia, Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic provide a view inside 
the situation of protected areas in East Central 
Europe and cover areas where tourism has reached 
differing stages of development. Empirical results 
from my survey, which was taken in summer 2003 in 
four biosphere reserves (Sumava, Czech Republic, 
Aggtelek, Hungary, and Slovensky Kras and Polana, 
Slovakia), will show the perspective of the actors in 
the region. This view is important to evaluate the 
chance for the implementation of the ideas of sus-
tainable tourism development.  

Common Situation of Selected Bio-
sphere Reserves 

The situation in all four regions is characterized by 
the following: 
The economic and social transition is accompanied 

by structural changes and breakdowns, which have 
substantial consequences in every part of life.  

The accession to the EU defines the direction of 
transition, e.g. in the question of the administra-
tional reform that is followed by a change in poli-
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tical decision-making with benefits for districts 
and municipalities.  

The case studies presented have characteristics of 
peripheral areas in Central Europe: three out of the 
four are situated at the border; they are all situated 
relatively far from the capital city and therefore 
the centre of economic growth; they are characte-
rized by economic disadvantages, high unemplo-
yment rate and low living standards; the popula-
tion density is respectively low. 

Nature conservation is important in the region: they 
all have international approval as biosphere 
reserves in the framework of the Man and Bio-
sphere Programme of the UNESCO; three of the 
regions achieved also the designation ‘national 
park’ offering the highest national level of protec-
tion (Aggtelek, Hungary, Sumava, Czech Republic 
and Slovensky Kras, Slovakia). 

Tourism plays an important role, because the beautiful 
landscape provides great opportunities for regional 
development in each biosphere reserve.  

All the biosphere reserves presented are involved in 
an international project in cooperation with 
UNESCO and financed by GEF1 with the title: 
“Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodi-
versity through Sound Tourism Development in 
Biosphere Reserves in Central Eastern Europe”. 
This could be interpreted as an understanding of 
the pressure to act and to search for solutions for a 
sustainable future.  

Special Situation in Each Biosphere 
Reserve

Biosphere reserve Sumava – Czech Republic 

The area has been protected as protected landscape 
area (PLA) since 1963 and in 1990 it was included 
on the list of biosphere reserves with a total area of 
160 000 ha. Concerted efforts by nature conserva-
tionists led to the most vulnerable areas being de-
clared as a national park in 1991. As shown in the 
map (Figure 1), Sumava is situated in the south-west-
ern part of the Czech Republic with a common bor-
der to the German national park Bavarian Forest and 
in the south to Austria. Thanks to its geographical 
position, the area remained in its natural condition 
until the middle of the 20th century. It became well 
known for wood processing and glass making; 
related settlements as well as resource exploitation 
have changed the landscape slowly during the last 
centuries. After the Second World War the iron cur-
tain was established, so the area was characterized 
for over 40 years by the military. The geographical 
situation as borderland between East and West rein-
forces the economic marginality and its rural charac-
ter; on the other hand it has helped to sustain natural 
attractions and to establish protected areas. The 
Sumava biosphere reserve includes a substantial part 
of the north-east-facing Bohemian Forest with the 
largest forest complex in Central Europe. Due to its 

situation within densely populated Central Europe, its 
relatively high wild-life conservation, and its rich 
water resources, the Sumava region is often referred 
to as “The Green Roof of Europe”. Typical for the 
landscape are spruce forest, peat bogs, meadows and 
altitudes that vary between 1 378m and 490m above 
sea level.  

Biosphere reserve Aggtelek – Hungary 

The nomination to UNESCO biosphere reserve 
occurred in the year 1979 and covers an area of 
19 915 ha. The national park was established in the 
same border in 1985 with two villages inside its 
boundaries. The underground natural treasure, the 
caves of the Aggtelek Karst and the Slovak Karst 
were inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List 
in 1995. The morphological diversity and typical 
fauna make this cave system one of the most com-
plex examples of karstic phenomena in Europe. This 
area with over 800 caves is divided by the state bor-
der between Hungary and Slovakia. On the Hungar-
ian side, the landscape is dominated by small scale 
agriculture with small fields in strips, extensively 
used karst plateaus with dolines and valleys and a 
richness of endemic plants and animals. The two vil-
lages inside the national park represent the local eco-
nomic centre on a small scale. Miscolc is the nearest 
city with more potential for economic growth, but it 
is too far away (70 km) for this region. The historical 
centre for Aggtelek region lies on the Slovak side 
with the town Roznava.  

Biosphere reserve Slovensky Kras – Slovakia 

Situated adjacent to the Aggtelek biosphere reserve 
in the south of Slovakia, Slovensky Kras (Figure 1) 
has a series of plateaus, ranging between 400 and 
900m above sea level, that are surrounded by steep 
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Figure 1. Map of case studies. 
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slopes descending to adjacent basins, valleys and 
gorges. In 1973 the area achieved the status of pro-
tected landscape area but in 2002 this was replaced 
by the new establishment of the national park, with 
almost the same boundaries enclosing about 
35 000 ha. The declaration as biosphere reserve 
occurred in 1977, this was the first biosphere reserve 
in Slovakia. It covers an area of more than 75 000 ha 
with the national park in its centre. Inside the bio-
sphere reserve the population density is very low, but 
in the near vicinity there are towns, including the 
cultural and administrative centre Roznava (20 000 
inhabitants). Roznava and many other towns in the 
region have a long tradition of mining and iron ore 
smelting. Today all mining activities have ceased, but 
a lot of traces can be found in the landscape. The 
recent settlements and economic activities are con-
centrated in the basins and river valley outside the 
national park. In contrast to the neighbouring area of 
Aggtelek, the region has an industrial-rural character 
with industries exploiting and processing raw materi-
als, machinery and metal industry.  

Biosphere reserve Polana – Slovakia 

Since 1981 the area with approx. 20 000 ha has had the 
legal status of protected landscape area. It lies in the 
central part of Slovakia in the proximity of the district 
city Banska Bystrica. In 1990 the entire area was 
declared a biosphere reserve. The landscape was shaped 
mainly by volcanic processes more than 10 million 
years ago. The caldera with a diameter of up to 6 km is 
well visible, with altitudes of 1 300 m and up to 1 580 m 
(highest peak Zadna Polana). Within the biosphere 
reserve there are only few settlements with altogether 
400 inhabitants. In the south, on the verge of Polana, the 
town Detva has over 12 000 inhabitants and central 
functions for the region. However, the largest enterprise 
(heavy industry) closed down and more than a thousand 
workers lost their jobs one year ago. Social problems 
within the biosphere reserve result mainly from the 
demographic situation: younger people move out of the 
region and the remaining population has a high pro-
portion of elderly people. The landscape is mainly 
characterized by agriculture in a traditional way; mainly 
subsistence and not for the market. Therefore the fields 
are very small with the particularity of a terrace-like 
shape. The extensive use of the landscape assures the 
high biodiversity in the area. 

Key aspects of tourism development in case regions 

Sumava – Czech Republic 
tourism revival since the opening of the border in 1989 
large local and seasonal differences in tourist arrivals 
heterogeneous structure of accommodations: ski-resorts, big hotels but also private 
accommodations, little pensions, cheap cottages and big campsites 
lengths of stay: 1-2 weeks, 1.8 mio visitors per year, over 90% domestic tourism 
activities: mountain biking, hiking, downhill and cross-country skiing 
some villages are economically heavily dependant on tourism

Polana – Slovakia
only one hotel (over 200 beds) situated in the core of the biosphere reserve 
tourism recently very weak 
landscape has high tourism potential  
mainly daily visitors or guests from the hotel (in summer business, in winter skiing) 
activities: skiing (mainly hotel guests), hiking, biking 

Slovensky Kras – Slovakia 
mainly private accommodation, no bigger hotels  
tourist information in Roznava is accommodation agency for the region 
local tourism board represents the interests of tourism industry in a broader area 
main attraction: four dripstone caves open to the public in summertime  
lengths of stay: 1-2 days, many daily visitors; main season in summer 
activities: visiting caves and cultural sites (e.g. castles)

Aggtelek – Hungary 
over 100-year old tourist tradition of visits to the biggest cave system 
at the end of the 1980s visitor numbers higher than today; the quality and the structure of 
tourism changed 
mainly daily visitors, lengths of stay: no more than 2 days  
main attraction: visiting the cave Baradla (phenomena of mass tourism) 
Aggtelek national park acts like tour operator: cave management, owns restaurants, hotel 
and camp sites; the national park is a strong brand mark  
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Aspects of Sound Tourism Develop-
ment

In the following part three aspects will be examined 
more closely by identifying differences and 
similarities between the chosen regions. The results 
present a crucial part of the survey I made in the 
summer 2003. A standardized questionnaire was used 
to survey all the accommodation enterprises within 
the borders of the biosphere reserve. The different 
size and tourism intensity of the areas requires an 
adapted approach. Thus in Sumava, as the largest 
biosphere reserve in the Czech Republic, hotels were 
the main group surveyed (altogether 35 enterprises). 
In the other areas, the accommodations inside the 
biosphere reserve were supplemented by bigger 
hotels at the edge or in vicinity of the protected area 
(in Aggtelek 21, in Slovensky Kras 13 and in Polana 
9 enterprises altogether). Data relating to the total 
number of accommodations in the biosphere reserves 
is not available, so it is impossible to tell if the 
sample is representative or not. However, if the crite-
ria of a visitor looking for accommodation are con-
sidered (as information from the tourist information, 
road signs, discover by coincidence etc.) it is possible 
to assume that the surveyed enterprises could repre-
sent a very high percentage of all enterprises provid-
ing accommodation – roughly 90%.  

The empirical emphasis is based on qualitative 
interviews with persons from a various range of 
tourism and nature protection (e.g. administration of 
biosphere reserve, tour operator, and regional deve-
lopment agency). 

Potential conflicts between nature conserva-
tion and tourism development 

In all four biosphere reserves the likeliness of 
potential conflicts between tourism and nature pro-
tection is seen as relatively small. Nearly 60 % of all 
surveyed persons rated the likeliness as less than 5 on 
a scale from 0 to 10. Approx. 12% said that there is 
no potential conflict at all between tourism and 
nature protection. According to statements which 
were made during the investigation, the threats to 
nature come from other non-tourism activities. A 
good example here is the industrial land use in 
Slovensky Kras, Slovakia: a visible contrast to the 
national park philosophy.  

Already existing tourism activities are causing 
damages in temporal and spatial concentration. Phe-
nomena known to arise from mass tourism with 
direct, negative consequences for nature and land-
scape could be found in places in Aggtelek, Hungary, 
and also in Sumava, Czech Republic. The main con-
flicts result from a low public environmental aware-
ness (not only tourists), which could be observed in 
illegal garbage disposal in the forest. 

The different stages of tourism development in the 
areas are reflected by the different ratings for the 
potential conflicts of tourism and nature protection. 

In Aggtelek, Hungary, and Sumava, Czech Republic, 
we find higher values then in lower developed tour-
ism destinations like biosphere reserve Slovensky 
Kras and Polana (Figure 2). Differences exist 
particularly in the kind of conflicts caused by the 
different stage of tourism development. In Sumava 
there are up to 1.8 million visitors annually and the 
main tourist attractions (Schwarzenberg timber 
floating canal, observation tower in Polednik, Vydra 
valley) are visited by several hundred tourists daily 
during the summer months. In Aggtelek, Hungary, 
the dripstone caves are highly frequented in the 
summer months July and August. In both areas we 
can find typical problems of mass tourism and the 
attempts to solve them through strict visitor 
management. 

The different tourism development situations (see 
also key aspects of tourism in the biosphere reserves) 
mean that there are different possibilities and limits 
for tourism development and, of course, site specific 
‘carrying capacities’. Some experts in Sumava 
already regard the tourism growth as critical and do 
not think that the continuous growth of visitors 
would be a desirable goal. According to the expert 
opinions, the existing and potential problems occur 
basically in connection with (too high) visitor 
frequencies. Therefore visitor management, and here 
especially the channelling of visitor flows, is the 
instrument that is used most frequently and most 
effectively. Measures aiming to change visitor beha-
viour or environmental education are not the main 
task. Further statements of the experts regarding the 
reasons for conflicts fit in this picture very well: The 
general environmental awareness of the public 
(tourists as well as local inhabitants) is very low and 
hard measures like restrictions and prohibitions are 
more likely to assure a solution than soft (educa-
tional) tools - at least in the short term. 
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Figure 2. Rating of potential conflicts between nature 
conservation and tourism development 

Local stakeholders in regional development 

Local inhabitants are the main factor for regional 
development in a sustainable sense. The accommoda-
tion questionnaire also asked about the willingness to 
participate in regional decision-making. In summary, 
it can be stated that the general readiness to partici-
pate is high, over 60% answer this question posi-
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tively. A total refusal of participation is stated only 
rarely (8%). The interpretation lies in the fact that the 
stakeholders in the tourism sector have a strong 
interest in taking part in decision-making. However, 
many remain uncertain. Thus, there is interest in 
taking part in regional decision-making, but not 
without conditions.  

In contrast to this, many experts share the opinion 
that local people show altogether little interest in 
regional development. According to statements in all 
four biosphere reserves, it is very difficult to moti-
vate local people to take part in processes which go 
beyond individual short-term profits. 

A strong faith in the capability of the state is illus-
trated by the futile wait for national control and 
financial support: a common behaviour amongst the 
local people which is described by experts as an 
effect from the past socialist era. 

The regional differences as to whether the 
accommodation providers would participate in 
regional decision-making processes is shown in 
Sumava, Czech Republic (see Figure 3). Here, the 
number of persons who answer with ‘don’t know’ is 
higher than in the other biosphere reserves. Only a 
few categorically reject participation. In the bio-
sphere reserve Polana, past experiences with partici-
pation procedures were visible, with some of them 
negative (“the talking didn’t bring solutions”, an 
owner of a pension). Nevertheless, a general readi-
ness can also be recognized in Polana. One third of 
the respondents answer with ‘don’t know’, but during 
the interviews it became obvious that the reason for 
that lies in the scepticism of participation itself. A 
categorical refusal is stated only rarely. The broad 
agreement to this question is remarkable in the bio-
sphere reserve Slovensky Kras and the adjacent bio-
sphere reserve Aggtelek, with approx. three quarters 
of the total responses being positive. 

In addition, there are differences regarding the 
regional identity. According to expert statements, 
Sumava has a relatively high regional identity despite 
its long period as a border area at the iron curtain. 
Slovensky Kras and Aggtelek have a common his-
torical past: before the Second World War this area 

was a Hungarian district. The name from this time is 
still in common use: Gömör Torna Karst. On the 
Slovak side the strong Hungarian minority identifies 
itself very much with this region and its Hungarian 
history.  

The region around the biosphere reserve Polana is 
hardly known as a protected area. However, it gives 
the name for the micro region Podpolana which is 
adjacent in the south.  

The degree of networking between regional stake-
holders is quite different in the biosphere reserves. In 
the biosphere reserve Sumava, Czech Republic, the 
tourism sector lacks a controlling body that can rep-
resent the interests of the tourism, like a local tourism 
board. Likewise, a central service providing infor-
mation about accommodation for the entire area is 
missing. In the biosphere reserves Aggtelek, 
Hungary, and Slovensky Kras, Slovakia, this service 
is provided by the tourist information, which has a 
list of accommodation in the area. In the biosphere 
reserve Polana, tourism has not yet developed suffi-
ciently to make a tourism organisation necessary. 

Influence of the protected area on tourism 
development 

The questionnaire asked for the participants’ opinion 
on the influence of the protected area on tourism 
development in the region. On a scale from   -4 (very 
repressive) to +4 (very stimulating), over 50% of the 
answers lie in the range between +1 and +3; only 
13% of all answers are negative. 

There are strong differences in the answers 
between the examined regions (Figure 4). In the two 
areas where tourism is more developed, Aggtelek, 
Hungary, and Sumava, Czech Republic, the answers 
are more positive than in the other not so well devel-
oped areas in Slovakia. Here, the interpretation might 
be allowed that the tourism stakeholders see that the 
protected area is partly responsible for the tourism 
development which has already taken place. The 
variation of the answers is very high, particularly in 
Sumava, Czech Republic: 10 of 28 responses have 
the two highest values and four responses lie in the 
negative range.  

This mainly positive evaluation of the influence of 
the protected area on tourism arises mainly from the 
benchmark national park, because biosphere reserve 
as a type of protected area is hardly noticed. It can be 
stated that for the surveyed people working in the 
accommodation sector it does not play a great role 
whether this area is protected as biosphere reserve, 
protected landscape area or national park. According 
to the statements of the experts, the inhabitants have 
only a little knowledge of the concept of biosphere 
reserves, if they have any idea at all what this is. The 
main idea of the biosphere reserves, to be model 
regions of sustainable development2, is not commu-
nicated sufficiently in the area. On some information 
boards in Sumava, Czech Republic, tourists have the 

Aggtelek (HU)

yes

no don't 

know

Slovensky Kras (SK)

don't 

know

yes

no

Sumava (CZ)

don't 

know

yes

no

Polana (SK)

don't 

know

no

yes

Figure 3. Would you take part in decision-making in
your area? 



Working Papers of the Finnish Forest Research Institute 2 
http://www.metla.fi/julkaisut/workingpapers/2004/mwp002.htm

 344

chance to learn that the national park is a part of the 
broader biosphere reserve through interpreting the 
map where the borders of the protected areas are 
shown. If visitors look for deeper information about 
the conceptual and practical differences, they will 
have some problems finding it. In Slovensky Kras, 
Slovakia, the term biosphere reserve appears only in 
the logo of the national park; any general information 
beyond that is missing.  

In all four protected areas the term biosphere 
reserve is not communicated sufficiently. As a logical 
consequence, the biosphere reserve is hardly noticed 
by the population and other protection categories 
(primarily the national park) dominate the situation.  

Even the experts do not value the economic, 
tourist and multiple opportunities of the international 
approval by UNESCO as a biosphere reserve. They 
primarily regard the nature conservation function of 
the biosphere reserve as very helpful: the differences 
to the concept of national park are not very clear. 
Knowledge about biosphere reserves is missing 
among the tourism experts, or it is also determined 
by the classical interests of nature conservation.  

Large differences exist in the acceptance of the 
protected area. According to expert statements, the 
overall acceptance is low in all examined areas. The 
chance to participate in the decisions during the 
establishment of the protected area was not granted 
to the inhabitants of any of the biosphere reserves. 
On the other hand, it can be stated that the acceptance 
is higher in areas where the national park acts as a 
large employer (in Aggtelek, Hungary, and Sumava, 
Czech Republic). In the biosphere reserves where 
daily life is not affected by the protected area (Polana 
and Slovensky Kras, Slovakia), the acceptance is 
accordingly lower. Problems of acceptance can 
emerge if the nature conservation rules lead to hard 
restrictions for development. This is what happened 
in the case of the municipality Horni Plana in the 
biosphere reserve Sumava, Czech Republic, where 
the mayor would like to build a new skiing area in 
the national park but has been refused permission. 

For the administration of protected areas, the 
existing opportunities to act are very different in the 

surveyed biosphere reserves. In Aggtelek, Hungary, 
the national park is at the same time regional author-
ity for nature conservation and acts as a tour opera-
tor. They have to earn over 40% of their budget 
themselves. This is only possible because the main 
attractions (here: dripstone caves) are in the owner-
ship of the national park itself. On the Slovak side of 
the karst region, the caves (which are also the main 
attraction here) are under the administration of the 
national authority for caves in Slovakia, which has its 
office outside the region. In addition, the Slovak 
national park only has the authority to give state-
ments in questions relating to nature conservation. 
The biosphere reserve Slovensky Kras only became a 
national park in the year 2002; this was followed by 
crucial changes in the administration (e.g. change of 
the director, increase in employees) that are continu-
ing today. The national park Sumava, Czech Repub-
lic, is an economically important stakeholder in the 
region because of its activities in wood processing 
and forestry. Polana is of lesser importance since it is 
“only” a protected landscape area. The administration 
of the biosphere reserve is also responsible for the 
tasks of nature conservation in a larger district.  

The administrations of the four biosphere reserves 
all have in common the fact that they do not have 
staff or a department whose tasks exclusively con-
cern the biosphere reserve.  

These different positions of the administrations in 
the region of the biosphere reserves are the starting 
point for the evaluation of the regional role. In the 
biosphere reserve, the goal and the task are to man-
age tourism in such a way that it does not endanger 
the interests of nature conservation. In Polana and 
Slovensky Kras, Slovakia, the experts stated that it is 
not necessary to act because the potential conflicts 
between tourism and nature protection are too small 
and not relevant. Also in Sumava, Czech Republic, 
the national park sees its task as managing, not 
developing tourism. The idea of being an engine for 
regional development can be found in the Hungarian 
biosphere reserve but at the very beginning. The 
national park Aggtelek is in fact the main stakeholder 
in the region. The two villages situated inside the 
national park are a kind of regional centre for 
regional development and economic growth. The 
national park is the biggest tour operator with good 
marketing in the area.  

Summary and Outlook 

In the four biosphere reserves presented, the main 
hope for the development of the region lies in tour-
ism. On one hand, there are statements reflecting a 
critical view of this hope that tourism development 
will bring quick economic effects for the region. One 
expert refers to the time 10 years ago when every-
body in the region believed that economic growth 
would come through tourism development: he points 
out that so far tourism has hardly brought any sub-
stantial improvements to the region. On the other 
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hand, most of the experts agree on the fact that there 
is no alternative to tourism development in the 
respective regions. Thus tourism remains the eco-
nomic field that brings hope for an improvement in 
the economic situation and for a better life.  

The fact that the protected areas all have interna-
tional approval as biosphere reserve is not communi-
cated sufficiently within the areas. The chance that 
lies with the concept of biosphere reserves has not 
been recognised. The protection category national 
park is better known in the public, because every-
body can associate something with a national park, 
while the term biosphere reserve remains mysterious. 
Good evidence for this is provided by the comparison 
with the biosphere reserve Polana, Slovakia, which is 
not approved as national park. The situation here is 
dominated by the relatively low national status of 
protected landscape area (Chranena Krajinna Oblast)
which overlaps the international protection status. 
According to statements of local tourism experts, few 
people in the region know that a biosphere reserve is 
situated here (some do not even know that there is a 
protected area). The people working in tourist 
accommodation were asked in the questionnaire 
about their connotations concerning the term bio-
sphere reserve. The clear result can be characterised 
by terms which are strongly connected to nature con-
servation or the natural landscape (“clean air”, “pro-
tection of plants and animals” etc.). Terms that 
express the concept of biosphere reserve can seldom 
be found; a harmonious way of human utilisation of 
the landscape and at the same time protection of 
nature and culture. It is noticeable that in their 
answers, the respondents often do not make a dis-
tinction between the biosphere reserve and the 
national park (or the protected landscape area).  

For regional development the cross-linking 
between local stakeholders is of great importance. It 
is particularly important in tourism if the goal is sus-
tainability for the regional development. In all 
examined biosphere reserves there is a lack of net-
works, which is expressed in the experts’ demand for 
the establishment of new networks and the mainte-
nance of existing ones. Three of the four biosphere 
reserves are border regions. The contacts beyond 
national borders play an important role here. The 
opportunities to request financing in the European 
Union are much more promising if you have trans-
boundary cooperation. Therefore we can find in this 
context some international projects in the biosphere 
reserves financed, for example, by the European 
Union and the United Nation Environmental Pro-
gramme (UNEP).  

Tourism is one of the key factors for sustainable 
development in the biosphere reserves examined, 
since this sector can be the economic engine for con-
servation of cultural and natural values. But tourism 
can have a positive effect on local people on other 
fields, too: people are probably more likely to respect 
their own natural and cultural surroundings if they 

experience the value of these through being con-
fronted by visitors looking for just that. This might 
also help to avoid the consumptive tourism develop-
ments – those that exceed the carrying capacity of the 
vulnerable natural and cultural landscape – like large 
scale ski facilities or extreme sports. 

The largest problem within regional development 
in biosphere reserves is the lack of initiatives from 
local inhabitants, who should be the main stakeholder 
for implementing sustainability. The reason for this 
situation is often identified as the past socialist sys-
tem: there might be still a strong faith in the capabil-
ity of the state to regulate and finance at the regional 
level, as it was usual in the socialist system. In the 
region there is a divided group of inhabitants. On one 
hand there are active and enthusiastic people who 
wish to develop the region through sound tourism 
development. These people are mainly residents who 
have not been living in the area for generations but 
who have moved into the area out of choice. This is 
not specific only for these regions but can also be 
found in other rural areas throughout Europe. On the 
other hand there are the main inhabitants of the vil-
lages situated close to the area who are not open 
minded and who are often suspicious of any changes 
in their life. In general, they do not see the connec-
tion between nature conservation and its value for the 
economic growth in the region. They often have to 
struggle with low living standards and do not under-
stand the importance of being able to help oneself. 
To act on one's own responsibility is not something 
easily learnt in just a few years. It is a hard task to 
reach the local inhabitants, but in the long run there is 
no other chance for a sustainable future than to inte-
grate them.  

The scientific challenge is to develop and recom-
mend suitable measures and tools for sustainable 
tourism development with the active participation of 
all regional stakeholders. Further should be exam-
ined, whether the concept of the biosphere reserves 
with its opportunities could play a role as the eco-
nomic engine of regional development and what kind 
of basic conditions and institutional framework are 
needed. In this context, the tourism development has 
to be observed critically, in order to guarantee the 
satisfaction of the criteria of the overall goal to pro-
mote sustainable tourism while maintaining close 
contact to local people.  

References 

Aggteleki Nemzeti Park. 2004. [Internet site]. 
Administration of the National Park and Biosphere 
Reserve Aggtelek, Hungary. Available from: 
http://www.anp.hu/anp/default.asp. [Cited 6 May 
2004]. 

Biosphere reserves Slovensky Kras and Polana. 2004. 
[Internet site]. Slovak MAB National Committee. 
Available from: http://www.fns.uniba.sk/zp/biosfera/ 
index.htm. [Cited 6 May 2004]. 

Evans, D.M. & Henry, I.P. 1995. Sustainable tourism pro-
jects: a trans border case study of Sumava National 



Working Papers of the Finnish Forest Research Institute 2 
http://www.metla.fi/julkaisut/workingpapers/2004/mwp002.htm

 346

Park and associated landscape protected area, Czech 
Republic. In: Bramwell, B., Henry, I., Jackson, G., 
Prat, A., Richards, G. & van der Straaten, J. (eds.). 
Sustainable tourism management: Principles and 
Practice. Tilburg University Press. p. 201–216. 

Eagles, P.F.J. & McCool, S.F. 2002. Tourism in national 
parks and protected areas. CABI publishing, New 
York. 320 p. 

von Homeyer, I., Bär, S., Carius, A. & Deim, S. 2001. 
Umweltpolitik in Mittel- und Osteuropa. Analyse der 
EU-Osterweiterung. Ecologic, Berlin. 

National Park, Protected Landscape and Biosphere reserve 
Sumava. 2004. [Internet site]. Administration of the 
National Park and Biosphere Reserve Sumava, Czech 
Republic. Available from: http://www.npsumava.cz/ 
klasik/english/. [Cited 6 May 2004].

Newsome, D., Moore, S.A. & Dowling, R.K. 2002. Natural 
Area Tourism. Aspects of tourism 4. Channel view 
publication, Clevedon. 340 p. 

Rozloznik, M., Szöllös, F., Uhrin, J. & Karasova, E. 1994. 
Slovensky Kras/Slovak Karst Biosphere Reserve. In: 
Jenik, J. & Price, M.F. (eds.). Biosphere Reserves on 
the Crossroads of Central Europe. Czech National 
Committee for UNESCO's Man and Biosphere 
Programme, Praha. p. 113–128. 

Slavik, D. & Urban, P. 1994. Polana Biosphere Reserve. 
In: Jenik, J. & Price, M.F. (eds.). Biosphere Reserves 
on the Crossroads of Central Europe. Czech National 
Committee for UNESCO's Man and Biosphere 
Programme, Praha. p. 97–112. 

Tesitel, J., Kusova, D. & Bartos, M. 2003. Tourists' 
Reasons for visiting mountain areas: a case study of the 
Sumava Mountains. Landscape Research 28(3): 317–
322.

Tóth, E. & Horváth, R. (ed.) 1997. Research in Aggtelek 
national park and biosphere reserve. Published by 
National Park, Sopron. 313 p. 

Tolnay, Z. 2002. Tourismus und Naturschutz im Aggtelek 
Nationalpark und Biosphärenreservat, Ungarn. In: 
Biedenkapp, A. & Garbe, C. (eds.). Nachhaltige 
Tourismusentwicklung in Großschutzgebieten. BfN-
Skripte 74, Bonn. p. 39–42, 

UNESCO (ed.) 1996. Biosphärenreservate. Die Sevilla-
Strategie und die Internationalen Leitlinien für das 
Weltnetz. hrsg. vom Bundesamt für Naturschutz, Bonn. 

UNESCO (ed.) 2001. Seville +5. International meeting of 
experts. MAB report series No. 69. Paris. 192 p. 

UNESCO (ed.) 2002. Biosphere reserves. Special places 
for people and nature. UNESCO, Paris. 209 p. 

UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere Programme. 2004. 
[Internet site]. Available from: http://www.unesco.org/ 
mab/. [Cited 6 May 2004]. 

Valenta, M. 1994. Sumava Biosphere Reserve. In: Jenik, J. 
& Price, M.F. (eds.). Biosphere Reserves on the 
Crossroads of Central Europe. Czech National 
Committee for UNESCO's Man and Biosphere 
Programme, Praha. p. 49–64. 

Weaver, D.B. (ed.) 2003. The encyclopedia of ecotourism. 
CABI publishing, New York. 668 p. 

__________________________  

1
 GEF = Global Environment Facility – established in 1991 

and helps developing countries fund projects and programs 
that protect the global environment  
2
 As described in the Seville strategy from 1995 (UNESCO 

1996, UNESCO 2001) 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /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
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




