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Abstract

The early beginning of the communist regime in Romania was influenced by transformations of agriculture (in-
cluding husbandry and fishing), forced to develop intensively (replacing traditional technologies with mechanical
ones) and extensively (by taking over natural systems, such as the wetlands). Since the yield did not increase as
expected, the conflict with nature was aggravated by finding enemies among the species situated at the top of food
chains, blamed for the losses. In order to expedite the outcomes of fighting against these species, media campaigns
were developed in parallel with awards given to hunters and people who became part of the war. This paper at-
tempts to correlate the environmental impact of campaigns against certain species with the loss of biodiversity
based on statistical data. The analysis indicated that there were direct campaigns to eliminate species conflicting
with economy and collateral victims. Each case study illustrates a different point; bustards were eliminated by
carelessness (although protected, their status was not enforced); the pelican was eliminated due to insufficient
knowledge and contrasting recommendations; and wolf was sentenced to death consciously. The results indicate
that although many authors parallel nowadays communist and environmentalist policies, the real communist prac-
tices had a strong deleterious environmental impact despite a pro-environmentalist appearance.
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Streszczenie

Poczatkom rezimu komunistycznego w Rumunii towarzyszyly istotne transformacje w rolnictwie (odnoszace si¢
m.in. do hodowli i rybolowstwa), bedace zarazem intensywne (mechanizacja w miejsce tradycyjnych metod go-
spodarowania) i ekstensywne (przeksztalcanie naturalnych ekosystemow, takich jak mokradta). Poniewaz plony
nie wzrosty zgodnie z oczekiwaniami, konflikt z naturg zostal wzmocniony przez poszukiwanie wrogdéw wsrod
gatunkow znajdujacych sie na szczycie fancucha pokarmowego i obwinianie ich wing za straty. W celu poprawy
rezultatéw walki z tymi gatunkami, przygotowano kampanie medialne, rownolegle wprowadzajac nagrody dla
mysliwych i innych osob, ktore staty si¢ czgscia wojny. W tym artykule, opierajac si¢ na danych statystycznych,
podjeto probe potaczenia przyrodniczych skutkéw wspomnianych kampanii z ich wptywem na zmniejszenie bio-
roéznorodnosci. Przeprowadzona analiza wykazala, ze wsréd przeprowadzonych kampanii medialnych wskaza¢
mozna na te, ktére miaty na celu wyeliminowanie konkretnych gatunkow, nie pasujacych do przyjetej ekonomii.
Kazdy przypadek odzwierciedla inne uwarunkowania; dropie zostaly wyeliminowane przez niedbalstwo (chro-
nione tylko formalnie, a nie w rzeczywistosci); Pelikan zostat wyeliminowany z powodu niewystarczajacej wiedzy
i sprzecznych zalecen; a wilk zostal skazany na $mier¢ §wiadomie. Nalezy podkre$li¢, ze cho¢ wielu autorow
promuje obecnie polityke komunistyczng i ekologiczna, 10 rzeczywiste praktyki komunistyczne wywarly zdecy-
dowanie szkodliwy wptyw na $rodowisko, pomimo ich pozornie proekologicznego wygladu.

Stowa kluczowe: pelikan, wilk, drop, s¢p, wygini¢cie, degradacja, rolnictwo
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1. Introduction

On August 23 1959 the Romanian people celebrated
one decade and half since the liberation from the fas-
cist oppression, important milestone in the history of
our country. The victory of the armed insurrection
and fall of the military fascist dictatorship under the
leadership of the Communist Party (...) meant the be-
ginning of the popular revolution when our country
conquered for the first time its true national inde-
pendence and sovereignty and the working people
became the master and constructor of its new social-
ist life. The fifteen years (...) are a brief historical
period, when the most daring dreams and most pre-
cious aspirations of the working people started being
achieved (Cozma, 1959). These words, written into
the incomprehensible language of the age, illustrated
a sinister truth. At that time, Romania was becoming
part of the socialist family — a milestone for social
and environmental changes with effects seen until
nowadays. The question we are trying to answer in
this paper relates to the relationship between the shift
of political regimes and these transformations, with
a particular focus on the environmental ones.

This article is built on the premise that environmen-
tal protection was only part of the communist prop-
aganda, but in fact the attitude towards nature was
different when conflicting with economic interest,
particularly in fields resulting into direct encounters,
such as agriculture (Benedek, 2018). The aim of this
paper is to analyze the literature (scientific and pop-
ularized) from the very beginning of Romanian com-
munist regime (1950-1960, with few years before
and after) in an attempt to demonstrate that, despite
the ideological resemblance between communism
and environmentalism, the real actions taken during
this period had a deleterious effect against the envi-
ronment with serious consequences lasting until to-
day. This demonstration is based on a hypothesized
historical scenario, according to which: (a) the com-
munist regime replaced the traditional means of pro-
duction with foreign methods of soviet inspiration;
(b) the communist regime needed to legitimate itself
and also show the value of the innovations; (c) due
to the unsuitability of communist practices and im-
ported methods, the production did not increase as
expected; (d) the guilt was found among the human
enemies of the people, who were exterminated sys-
tematically; (e) since the enemy was annihilated, but
the production did not increase, natural enemies
were identified. This is the hypothesized rationale
beyond the direct conflicts with species blamed for
the low productivity of economy, especially agricul-
ture. (f) Later, although the Soviet regime denounced
Stalin’s practices during Khrushchev’s Thaw (1950-
1960), Romanian communists did not change their
practices, despite the fact that the country gradually
distanced from the Soviet Union (Watts, 2011,
2013); (g) consequently, the campaigns against wild-

life continued even during the 70’s. Overall, the un-
derlying hypothesis is that Romania communism
was environmentalist in theory and anti-environment
in practice.

2. Materials and methods

The study was a documentary research aimed at
identifying any official document from the period,
including without limiting to: scientific literature
(journals and books), popular literature (magazines,
almanacs, newspapers) and official documents (leg-
islation), in search for the communist policies with
selected environmental impacts, their dissemination
and official statistics of the outcomes. The indirect
and very well-documented direct impacts, such as
the pollution generated by the development of indus-
try or intensive agriculture, significant land use
transformations — expansion of agriculture and in-
dustry (Filip and Cocean, 2012; Ianos et al., 2012),
over-harvesting of natural resources, construction of
dams and irrigation systems, were not the primary
focus of this research. The main interest was on di-
rect conflicts between man and animal species, gen-
erated by the development of agriculture, leading to
the extinction or near extinction of the enemies of the
state.

Two kinds of sources were used in order to get an
overall picture: data on agriculture from specialized
journals, magazine and newspapers, and hunting
data from magazines, almanacs and newspapers,
mostly edited by the National Association of Hunters
and Fishermen. In addition to these, books and sta-
tistical year books were used if available.

In order to document the results of the campaign di-
rected against the wolf, data were gathered from sev-
eral sources. The average values were computed
eliminating values found in a single source if they
differed substantially from those found in the other
sources. Of particular interest was a graph found in
Georgescu (1970), used to determine the actual val-
ues by digitally measuring their corresponding
heights.

3. Results and discussion

The study aimed to prove a historical scenario ac-
cording to which the conflicts with wildlife appeared
as means of justifying the failures of communist
practices of soviet inspiration. The results of the bib-
liographical study are organized in two sections. The
first one justifies the hypothesized historical scenario
and the second takes an in-depth look at the cam-
paigns and their outcomes, detailing two case studies
— the wolf and pelican.

3.1. Ahistorical perspective of man-wildlife conflicts
during the early communist period

While the new communist plans affected the envi-
ronment by developing a polluting and resource-de-
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pleting industry — socialist industrialization (Anon-
ymous, 1951), this research focuses on the direct
conflicts between humans and wildlife. These con-
flicts were mostly due to the change of agricultural
practices, although the extinction or near-extinction
of some species was also caused by industrial pollu-
tion or over-harvesting of resources. Early Roma-
nian communism was inspired by the soviet model:
the treasure of revolutionary experience of the com-
munist (bolshevist) party (Anonymous, 1951). The
socialist transformation of agriculture was done
through the program for the creative application of
the genial cooperative plan of great Lenin to the con-
crete conditions of Romania (Cozma, 1959) started
in 1949, involving the extensive development (in-
creasing agricultural areas) and the intensive one
(mechanical and chemical agriculture — machinery,
irrigation and/or draining, fertilizers and pesticides,
in parallel with applying Michurin’s practices and
introduction of new breeds from Russia) (Anony-
mous, 1951; Fenesan et al., 1958; Cozma, 1959;
Anonymous, 1959; Murgescu, 1960; Central Direc-
torate for Statistics, 1961). An important increase
was in the number of machines; the number of trac-
tors increased over 800% by 1959, compared with
1938 (reference year used in the official statistics of
that period) (Murgescu, 1960). The extension of ag-
riculture was done through the collectivization, con-
sisting of confiscating the private ownership parcels
and aggregating them in large lots, suitable for the
mechanical agriculture.

These new practices were set in the context of a new
goal — victory in the historical competition between
the socialist and capitalist systems (Cozma, 1959),
or anti-imperialist fight for peace (Anonymous,
1951). This involved increasing the yield (Anony-
mous, 1957; Cozma, 1959), in order to legitimate the
communist regime and new agricultural practices.
Statistics seemed to indicate that the outcomes were
as expected, suggesting an increase of the cereal pro-
duction, number of animals and their yield (Anony-
mous, 1959; Murgescu, 1960; Central Directorate
for Statistics, 1961).

However, if the overall figures, compared with the
situation of 1938 or for large periods, appeared to le-
gitimate the new regime, the yearly situation was dif-
ferent. Data from the Central Directorate for Statis-
tics (1961) show the situation of sheep meat, milk
and wheat yield. In the early years of the communist
regime, the variations (especially losses) could be at-
tributed to natural causes due to the climate variabil-
ity (draughts, floods etc.) (Teodoreanu, 2017). How-
ever, this could not be done always, and was also
ideologically against the ideas of Michurin and Ly-
senko, who considered that in the socialist system
man can always defeat nature (Lecourt, 1977).
Moreover, assigning the losses to the enemies al-
lowed the communist regime to legitimate its op-
pressive actions against its opponents. The political
ideologists defined different categories: those who

owned land (especially large surfaces) and opposed
to the collectivization process the kulaks; those who
were not giving out the share requested by the gov-
ernment; those who were sabotaging the new econ-
omy. Newspapers like The factory and the field or
The new agriculture abounded in titles like For the
liquidation of the consequences of right deviationism
in the issue of collection, Thieves must be severely
sanctioned, Kulak Marin Istratescu of Ungureni —
Rancaciov is still trying to exploit the poor peasants,
Kulak Florescu took out pieces from the thresher,
Punishing some sabotaging kulaks, Kulak Elena
Ditescu of Gemenea Commune, allowed to sabotage
without consequences, Sabotaging kulaks, Hostile
elements removed from the cooperation etc.; each of
them meant an individual or family tragedy, as they
were executed, sent to prison or died in the labor
camps and their families suffered severe conse-
quences as well.

3.2. Campaigns against the natural enemies

The elimination of human enemies did not result into
a spectacular increase of the agricultural production.
We hypothesize that the natural enemies of the peo-
ple were identified in an attempt to find an explana-
tion for the failures. An advertisement from 1954
magazine Sportive hunter and fisherman (Anony-
mous, 1954a) reads, A wolf destroys yearly 52 ani-
mals weighting 1,000 kg. Through 3,125 wolves de-
stroyed in 1953, 3,000,000 kg of meat were saved for
the economy of the country. Through 200,000 stray
dogs destroyed in 1953, 18,000,000 kg of food were
saved for the economy of the country. 250,000 dam-
aging birds destroyed in 1953 represent an economy
of 2,000,000 kg of seeds, eggs and meat. 20,000 cor-
morants destroyed in 1954 [mean] 6,000,000 kg of
fish saved for the economy of the country; the text
identifies the main enemies: wolves, stray dogs,
seed-eating birds and cormorants. It is important to
note that the stray dogs constituted an issue in areas
other than the urban ones, in opposition to the current
situation (Ioja et al., 2011).

Although many species suffered due to the com-
munist policies or due to the lack of protective poli-
cies, the situation differs from one case to another.
In a 2010 interview, Dr. Dumitru Murariu, Director
of Grigore Antipa National Museum of Natural His-
tory, mentions four cases: (a) the wolf, result of a
campaign, (b) all scavenging vultures (populations
shrunk in sizes, the bearded vulture (Gypaetus bar-
batus) extinct), as side victims of the wolf campaign,
particularly through poisoning (Bardan, 1951), (c)
the pelican, again as a result of a campaign, (d) the
bustard (Otis tarda), due to the lack of protective ac-
tions (Gheorghe, 2010). In the following sections, a
special attention will be paid to two well-docu-
mented campaigns, against the pelican and the wolf.
The bustard situation is controversial. While the of-
ficial attitude was favorable and its protection rec-
ommended, populations were endangered by illegal
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collection of eggs, direct elimination by dogs joining
the peasants to field works, capturing the hatch
(Anonymous, 1952), and especially massive killings
during the winters, when their wings were covered
by ice and peasants killed them with wood bats
(Anonymous, 1952; C. B., 1954; Gheorghe, 2010),
such as the 1938 episode described by C. B. (1954).
In addition, ice resulted killed them by freezing or
due to the natural predators (C. B., 1954).

3.2.1. Pelicans — a controversial campaign
Although the pelican campaign occurred during the
communist period (Gheorghe, 2010), its roots are
earlier (Botezat and Lintia, 1942). In fact, the litera-
ture review indicates a gradual change of attitude,
from considering it an enemy in the beginning up to
considering it at most a menace.

In the early stages, an article by Botezat and Lintia
(1942) suggests that the pelican has a selective role,
but concludes that it is destructive and clearly rec-
ommends the destruction of nests and hatch.

On a milder note, Sumuleanu (1958) shows that,
even though the results of research are controversial,
the pelican should be protected despite the damages
of fishing economy, keeping the population level at
approximately 2,000 as a treasure of our fauna. The
arguments are that pelicans have sufficient nesting
sites and sufficient numbers (i.e., the estimated 1,500
is not realistic and the true population exceeds
10,000). The economic arguments against the peli-
can include the fact that although they select the fish,
the pelicans consume only the healthy one; the ap-
proximately 5,000 pelicans in the Delta (although,
again, the population is really around 10,000) con-
sume not 2, but 4 kg of fish/day (and lethally wound
an equal amount) 2,250,000 kg of fish, equivalent to
5,500 cattle. A similar figure (200,000,000 kg of
fish/year) is given in other studies (Anonymous,
1949). Radulescu (1966) cites studies showing that
pelicans produce damages to the fishing economy
and adds that they can transmit parasite eggs through
their dejections. During the early communist regime,
pelicans were not the main target, although their sta-
tus was not certain. While officially protected, the
literature of that period includes statements like: pel-
icans and cormorants produce serious damages and
therefore the fight against these birds damaging fish
culture must be systematically organized by hunting
associations (Pojoga, 1959). On the other hand,
Catuneanu (1950b) and Dimitrie (1952a, b, 1957)
point out that although destroying the fish, pelicans
have a selective role. Although pelicans and cormo-
rants wound and spare fishes and occasionally hunt
together (Dimitrie, 1952b), the authors recommend
that pelicans should be protected, whilst cormorants
should be killed without any fear that they could dis-
appear (Dimitrie, 1952a). The same thesis is sus-
tained by other articles (Anonymous, 1949; Dimitrie,
1952b; Catuneanu, 1950b). The hunting association
of the two species is known by biologists; pelicans

form a circle and flap their wings, cormorants dive
and catch some of the fish; those who are trying to
escape going to the surface of the water are caught
by the pelicans (Melian et al., 2005). For this reason,
it is likely that the campaign against cormorants had
its contribution to the near extinction of pelicans. It
is important to mention that the campaign against
cormorants was a clear consequence of the com-
munist policies. An advertisement (Anonymous,
19543) also indicates that by killing 20,000 cormo-
rants in 1954, 6,000,000 kg of fish were saved for the
economy of the country. Killing of cormorants was a
duty of the hunters, in order to increase the fish pro-
duction for [feeding the] working class (Catuneanu,
1950a); in addition to killing fish, cormorants were
also responsible for sickening them (Anonymous,
1948). Despite all these, the near extinction of peli-
cans is attributed to the antipathy of fisherman, who
illegally destroyed the nests and hatch, or is a collat-
eral consequence of the campaign against fish-eating
birds (Anonymous, 1949).

3.2.2. Wolves — a systematic campaign

The campaign for the extermination of wolves was
organized in such a systematic way, that it continued
longer. Even after the separation from the Soviet pol-
icies, articles advocating the extermination of
wolves were still present (Georgescu, 1970). Given
the coherent and planned campaign, its presentation
is organized in several sections.

Rationale. The wolf campaign was not a Romanian
creation. Its roots are in the soviet policies. Ideolog-
ically, the campaign is based on the recommenda-
tions of soviet biologists Mantejfel and Larin (1951),
cited by others (Lazar, 1953; Galatchi, 1954; General
Association of Sportive Hunters and Fishermen in
Romania, 1954; Gavrilet, 1957), according to whom
the selection [of game species] must be done by man,
not by the wolf (General Association of Sportive
Hunters and Fishermen in Romania, 1954), or, more
exactly, in the socialist state, man does not only ob-
serve nature, but intervenes, directing laws to the
benefit of the people (Almasan, 1950). Moreover, the
proliferation of predators, particularly wolves, was
part of the problematic inheritance of the bourgeois
regime (Lazar, 1953; General Association of Spor-
tive Hunters and Fishermen in Romania, 1954) and
resulted into the incapacity of obtaining the maxi-
mum hunting yield (General Association of Sportive
Hunters and Fishermen in Romania, 1954). The ide-
ological fight involved even the reinterpretation of
fairy tales, in order to induce in the young genera-
tions the hate against wolves (Andronache, 1954).
Attempting to offer a balanced viewpoint, the author
offers a literature review, according to which some
authors discuss the selective role of wolves without
opposing their extermination, excepting for the inhu-
man means — poison and traps, while others try to
charge wolves with all possible crimes, concluding
that the growth of their populations must be con-
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trolled. However, Almasan (1950) calls for the total
eradication, so that the word wolf would be present
only in the stories. Consequently, the literature of
that period called the wolf enemy no. 1 of domestic
animals and furry game (Andronache, 1954), plague
(Almasan, 1949), enemy of the hunting economy
(lacobi, 1956), or greatest enemy of the game
(Popescu, 1955a). The cruelty of wolf was also de-
scribed in texts like: the endless hunger of these
cruel predator beasts heavily endangers the cattle in
village households, but especially the precious game
of our forests (lotici, 1949).

Substantiation. The main argument against wolf is
an economic one. Wolves were accused of destroy-
ing domestic animals and all species of interest for
the hunters. Different authors have compiled a menu
for the wolf, including: stag (Cervus sp.), elk (Cer-
vus elaphus), deer (Capreolus sp.), rabbit (Lepus
sp.), wild boar (Sus scrofa), chamois (Rupicapra ru-
picapra), capercaillie (Tetrao urogallus), grouse
(Tetrastes bonasia), partridge (Perdix sp.), wild
goose and duck, sheep, deer, small and large cattle,
horse, chicken, goose (Schnell, 1948; Witting, 1948;
Almasan, 1949; Lazar, 1953; General Association of
Sportive Hunters and Fishermen in Romania, 1954,
1955; Stanca, 1954; Popescu, 1955a, b; Rudescu,
1955; lacobi, 1956; Bodea, 1957; C. B., 1958;
Georgescu, 1970). Obviously, the list is exaggerated;
it is unlikely for wolves to reach the chamois or at-
tack the very large species included in the diet. The
figures are even less credible: thousands of cattle and
sheep yearly (Lazar, 1953); millions of kilograms of
game meat and domestic animals from people’s
households (C. B., 1958); 2,700,000 kg of meat con-
sumed by the 4-5,000 wolves (Stanca, 1954) or
4,000,000 kg of meat consumed by 4,000 wolves
(Galatchi, 1954); 52 cattle weighting 1,040 kg (An-
dronache, 1954). The advertisement from 1954 read
that by killing 3,125 wolves in 1953, 3,000,000 kg
of meat were saved, as a wolf Kills yearly 52 animals
weighting 1,000 kg (Anonymous, 1954a). In addi-
tion to the damages, wolves were also found respon-
sible for the rage (Popescu, 1955a). Another argu-
ment, meant for the hunters, is that wolves must be
destroyed so that the stags won’t be all killed
(Schnell, 1948). Nevertheless, in compensation,
wolves did not have too much to offer, as even their
fur was of little value, especially compared to the fur
of the game destroyed by it (Andronache, 1954).
Mobilization. The legal basis of the campaign con-
sists of the Government Decision 108/1953 on the
wolf combating campaign (Andronache, 1954), re-
placed by the decision on the action of destroying
wolves from the territory of People’s Republic of
Romania (Stoica, 1957). The laws mobilized the
hunters, including economic stimulants: awards,
paid vacation during the 5 mandatory yearly cam-
paigns (Lazar, 1953). Moreover, the total destruction
of wolves was a public, yet honoring duty (Lazar,
1953), justified by the increasing demand of people

for more milk, meat, cheese, wool and leather (Lazir,
1953). The power of examples was also used; the
magazine Sportive hunter and fisherman published
the account of a Bulgarian old hunter who destroyed
161 in only one year (Anonymous, 1954c).
Weapons. In a similar way to the ideological cam-
paign, weapons were also of soviet inspiration. Bro-
chures were translated from Russian and distributed
to the hunters (Savitchi, 1951). The methods in-
cluded poisoning with letholine and strychnine,
catching babies and adults in their burrows, shooting
(collective sessions, chasing, using dogs or vultures,
sledges or aircrafts), traps, snares and pitfalls (lotici,
1949; Andronache, 1954; Galatchi, 1954; General
Association of Sportive Hunters and Fishermen in
Romania, 1954, 1955; Anonymous, 1955; Popescu,
1955a; Nicolae, 1956; Bodea, 1957; C. B., 1958).
Gavrilet (1957) provides a calendar of the different
methods. The calendar indicates that the wolf can be
killed without any restriction at any time (Almasan,
1949, 1950; Lazar, 1953; General Association of
Sportive Hunters and Fishermen in Romania, 1955).
With respect to the usage of methods, 1609 wolves
were shot, 343 poisoned, 75 trapped and 477 killed
in their burrows in 1954 (C. B., 1958). Similar fig-
ures are reported by Popescu (1955a).

Results. Disparate figures were found in the litera-
ture; they indicate that 600 baby wolves (Bodea,
1957) and 3,000 adults (Anonymous, 1954a) were
killed yearly. Although the figures from different
sources vary drastically (after all, they rely on hunt-
ing accounts), Fig. 1 shows a graph obtained by av-
eraging the values from different authors for the
number of Killings (Almasan, 1950; Andronache,
1954; Anonymous, 1954a; Popescu, 1955a; Nicolae,
1956; Gavrilet, 1957; Georgescu, 1970) and
Georgescu (1970) for the population size. In the sec-
ond case, a single source was preferred, as the others
referred to a single year and figures differed substan-
tially. The graph shows that the number of killed
wolves keeps increasing, most likely because the set
of methods used expands beyond traditional hunting
campaigns to include the most bestial ones, such as
poisoning, killing the wolf offspring in their bor-
rows, or trapping. The increase stopped when almost
all existing wolves were killed; from here one, lesser
wolves are killed each year, but enough to prevent
the restoration of the overall population. Further-
more, despite the variations, the attitude is consistent
and all authors agree that too few wolves were killed
(General Association of Sportive Hunters and Fish-
ermen in Romania, 1954; Stanca, 1954; Popescu,
1955a; Popescu, 1959). Georgescu (1970) also dis-
cusses the relationship between the decrease of wolf
population and the increase of stag population, sup-
porting the statements of Schnell (1948) and explain
ing it through the theory developed by Lotka and
Volterra.

The side victims — scavenging vultures — were
mostly killed by poisoned carcasses, due to the re-
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commendation to replenish the poison as soon as the
poisoning sites were visited (Anonymous, 1954b).
Time span. As it the cited literature shows, the wolf
campaign started almost at the same time with the
seizure of power by the communist regime (1948).
Its peak was in the 50’s, but, as it can be seen in Fig.
1, the campaign was still going on in 1966. Further-
more, the tone of the book of Georgescu (1970) does
not show any change, despite the fact that some of
Stalin’s policies were condemned immediately by
Khrushchev and Romania started developing its own
communist system after 1965.
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Figure 1. Results of the wolf campaign: killings and esti-
mated population size. Values reflect averages of Alma-
san, 1950; Andronache, 1954; Anonymous, 1954a; Pope-
scu, 1955a; Nicolae, 1956; Gavrilet, 1957; Georgescu,
1970.

3.3. Discussions

The analysis presented in this article aimed to show
that, despite the care for the environment stated by
the Romanian communist regime, its actions had
been directed against the environment. In order to
sustain this claim, three cases of species eliminated
totally or partially during the early communist period
in Romania were presented. Each of them illustrates
a different point; bustards were eliminated by the
carelessness showing that although protected, the
status of the bustard was not enforced; the pelican,
also protected, was eliminated due to the lack of suf-
ficient knowledge and contrasting recommenda-
tions; and the wolf was sentenced to death con-
sciously. The underlying premise is that the exten-
sive and intensive development of agriculture results
into a conflict with the species from natural ecosys-
tems, as a particular side of the conflict between
economy and the environment (Marinescu and Co-
man, 2010). This relationship was discussed in the
literature of the communist period and used as an
ideological weapon. Popescu (1955b) argues that
only rudimentary agriculture leads to the destruction
of game and rational, scientific agriculture practiced
on large surfaces does not have this effect. Obvi-
ously, his comments (not based on facts or a litera-
ture review) are meant to support the collectivization
process. However, the results presented in this article
clearly infirm his theses. The new agriculture failed
and wild species, such as the wolf (enemy of hus-
bandry) and fish eating birds (‘enemies of the fish-
eries’) were direct victims. Other species (pelicans
too) were eliminated to the lack of protection; apart

from the individual protection status (rarely en-
forced), only two reserves existed before 1989: Dan-
ube Delta and Retezat Massif. Nevertheless, they
missed an administrative structure and any plans of
management, similar to the findings of other studies
(Khabibullov, 1991; Mazursky, 1991; Ostergren and
Jacques, 2002). On a different note, these case stud-
ies show that giving science a political sense is un-
productive and the science created to serve political
interests is a fake one, losing even its scientific char-
acter. The examples consisted of political statements
without scientific support and substantiation from
facts/data. Moreover, it is hard to distinguish a dif-
ferent tone or approach between scientific and pop-
ular literature. All illustrate the socialist science,
which was meant to substantiate the new policies.
Conclusions such that a species can be eliminated
without consequences or is detrimental to the eco-
system where it belongs denote the lack of scientific
ethics and respect for the environment (Ianos et al.,
2009). However, Romania did not learn from these
lessons. In 2015, a senator planned to sign a petition
showing that the 10,000 protected bears became a
menace and some 4,000 should be killed (Daramus,
2015), similar to the wolves killed during the com-
munist period. In the same year the skylark was
threatened by excessive hunting, lacking a protection
status similar to its status in other European Union
countries (Benedetti, 2015), repeating the tragic
story of the bustard during the communist eve.

With respect to the theoretical framework, the three
cases sustain the initial claim. The bustard and peli-
can were legally protected, but their status did not
save the bustard from the hungry peasants and did
not stop the occasional campaigns against the peli-
can. In addition, campaigns against the cormorant af-
fected the pelican, because the relationship of the
two species, particularly the joint fishing efforts, was
insufficiently known. This is an indication that, de-
spite the claim of safeguarding the environment, the
Romanian communist regime did not support related
research before taking concrete actions. The most
obvious example is provided by the campaign
against the wolf, which had, in addition to the con-
crete actions, an ideological side (i.e., the interpreta-
tion of the fairy tales, meant to induce in children the
hate against wolves). However, it is noteworthy
mentioning that different interpreted images of the
wolf are not necessarily a communist innovation, as
exist also in the American literature, without being
used as ideological weapons (Jones, 2010, 2011).
All the three examples resulted into an attempt to
eliminate (deliberately, in the case of the wolf and
occasionally the pelican) entire species. There is no
doubt that pro-environmentalist policies can have
such effects; therefore, the actions of the communist
regime were anti-environmentalist.

Another question is how much such campaigns had
to do with communist ideologies versus local partic-
ularities. The wolf campaign took place during the
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same period in Russia (Andronache, 1954) and Bul-
garia (Anonymous, 1954c), due to the soviet influ-
ence. Historical records show that in 1357 severe
winters determined the wolves entering the human
settlements in Finland; the king issued a decree re-
quiring their extermination on April 16, 1357 (Teo-
doreanu, 2017). Wolves were also presented as pests
during 1700-1850 in the Prussian Brandenburg
(Sprenger, 2015). However, in the West such cam-
paigns were only accidental, took place for a very
limited amount of time and were not meant for the
complete extermination of a species. A campaign
similar to the one directed against the wolf in Roma-
nia took place in China against the four pests, killing
1 billion sparrows brutally, by scaring them away
and preventing their landing by keeping clapping un-
til the birds fell down dead, resulting into a loss of
crops due to the insects that would have been eaten
by them (Hesketh and Zhu, 1997) forcing China to
import sparrows from the Soviet Union (Bernstein,
2014), 1.5 billion rats, 100 million kilograms of flies
and 11 million kilograms of mosquitoes (Lampton,
1972). However, the Chinese example does not nec-
essary illustrate a communist anti-environmental
policy in its very nature, but rather consequences of
the conflict between agriculture and the environ-
ment, although the size of effects is certainly possi-
ble only in a centralized economy. Similar conflicts
existed in Europe; during 1700-1850, Prussian Bran-
denburg adopted measures for controlling the agri-
cultural (migratory locusts) and silvicultural (pine
caterpillars) pests (Sprenger, 2015).

Despite the dual possible interpretation of the Chi-
nese example, the examples from the communist
countries point out to the communist ideology of in-
tervening against nature.

As it could be seen, old ethics, present in the litera-
ture discussed in the study, rarely questioned the mo-
rality of intervening against nature, but discussed is-
sues such as, should we keep the pelicans or destroy
all, how many of them are enough; in the case of
wolf, its elimination is advocated without any ethical
questioning. Current ethics considers that man has
no right to tackle with the ecosystem laws (Taylor,
1981; Loftin, 1984; Mittelstra, 2003; Horta, 2010;
Gache, 2013) and certainly no right to determine the
extinction of species (Scott, 1973), obviously, such
principles not taken into account by the actions of the
communist regime.

There are several possible explanations of the cleav-
age between the communist pro-environmentalist
policies in theory and the practice of drawing entire
species near their extinction. On the one hand, the
interpretation of the environment during the com-
munist period was based on an anthropocentric per-
spective (Petrisor, 2016) and subject to political in-
terpretations (Gare, 1993); the environmentalist pol-
icies were not conceived in a holistic manner and
were approached separately from the hunting or ag-
ricultural ones. As a result, those responsible for

managing, at a national level, the fishing, hunting, or
agricultural activities considered a campaign against
entire species perfectly legitimate, since their poli-
cies were not correlated with those from the environ-
mental sector. Second, the communist regime did not
include the environment among its highest priority
(Earnhart, 1997; Nawrotzki, 2012); in Romania,
communists were continuators of the socialists and
their primary focus was represented by social issues.
As a consequence, anti-environmental actions were
permitted if they were serving a purpose considered
more important. Third and tightly related, law en-
forcement was not as strict in the sectors of lesser
importance, such as the environmental issues (Kha-
bibullov, 1991), as in the very important ones, par-
ticularly those related to the communist ideology
(private/state property, private/state economy, con-
trol of mass-media etc.). Fourth, communist propa-
ganda had means of diverting people’s attention
from the real problems by creating fictive issues and
enemies (Lasswell, 1951); as it has been stated in the
beginning, the wild animals were held responsible
for the failure of agricultural policies, following the
extermination of political enemies for the same rea-
sons.

4. Conclusions and recommendations

Starting from an analysis on the literature comparing
communism and environmentalism, which seems to
indicate that the two are similar and belong to the left
side of the political range, this article attempted to
analyze the early communist regime literature in Ro-
mania, hypothesizing that new policies had direct ad-
verse environmental consequences with political
roots. The analysis indicated that there were direct
campaigns to eliminate species conflicting with
some economy branches (e.qg., conflict between wolf
and husbandry or hunting, between the pelican and
cormorant and fishing economy) and collateral vic-
tims (poisoned scavenging vultures, elimination of
bustards and pelicans due to the non-enforcement of
existing protective policies or their lack).

The examples analyzed above show clearly that, far
away from being environmentally friendly, the com-
munist regime of Romania had a deleterious effect
against species and ecosystems all over its duration;
some of the environmental consequences of com-
munist actions are still visible today.

Moreover, the analysis shows the ethical conse-
quences of political ideologies. While modern ethics
limit human interventions over nature, particularly at
the scale of sentencing a species to death, results can
be disastrous when specific political ideologies do
not show any respect for the environment. It can only
be hoped that the examples remain painful lessons of
the past and their repetition — in other places, with
other ideologies — is impossible nowadays. In a nut-
shell, the analysis of the Romanian communist re-
gime shows a huge cleavage between the seemingly
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pro-environmentalist policies in theory and the anti-
environmentalist practice of drawing entire species
near their extinction.
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