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Abstract

The present thesis analyses various definitions of wilderness, as well as their applicability in
Europe. The organisations behind these definitions work with different backgrounds and
strategies, leading to a variety of interpretations what wilderness actually is, not just in theory
but especially in the field.

The definitions in use in Europe categorise wilderness in two stages according to various
factors, such as the extent of past and present human activities, time or size. The analysis of
four selected wilderness areas in Central Europe, based on a self-developed categorisation
framework, tries to find out if such a theoretical categorisation of wilderness and its dynamics
can be applied in practise.

The four presented areas mainly differ in their history of usages and the consequences for
nature arising from them. Despite of, for example, clear cuts for the iron production hundreds
of years ago or decades of usage as a military training ground until the fall of the Iron
Curtain, today all areas show characteristics of wilderness. This underlines the power of
nature if it is granted enough time and space as well as no intervention in its processes. The
arising challenges and conflicts coming along with wilderness protection, or rather non-
intervention management, which is essential for it, will be addressed as well. Focus will be
put on densely populated and economically heavily used regions such as Austria and
Germany. A critical discussion of the most important aspects of wilderness protection in

Europe will form the end of this thesis.

Zusammenfassung

Die vorliegende Arbeit analysiert Definitionen von Wildnis, sowie deren Umsetzung, in
Europa. Die Organisationen, die hinter diesen Definitionen stehen, arbeiten mit
unterschiedlichen Hintergrinden und Strategien, was eine Vielzahl an Auslegungen, was
Wildnis letztendlich ist, nicht nur theoretisch sondern insbesondere in der Praxis, zur Folge
hat.

Die Definitionen, welche in Europa Anwendung finden, teilen Wildnis anhand verschiedener
Aspekte, wie das Ausmall vergangener und derzeitiger menschlicher Aktivitaten, Zeit oder
Grolde, in zwei Stufen ein. Ob eine solche theoretische Unterteilung der Dynamik von Wildnis
der Praxis gerecht wird, versucht diese Arbeit anhand einer selbst erstellten Kategorisierung
herauszufinden, auf Basis derer vier ausgewahlte Wildnisgebiete in Mitteleuropa analysiert

werden.



Die vier prasentierten Gebiete unterscheiden sich besonders anhand ihrer
Nutzungsgeschichte und den daraus entstehenden Folgen fir die naturrdumlichen
Gegebenheiten. Trotz Kahlschlagen zur Eisengewinnung vor hunderten von Jahren oder
einer jahrzehntelangen Nutzung als Truppenibungsplatz bis zum Fall des Eisernen
Vorhangs, weisen heute alle Gebiete Wildnischarakter auf und unterstreichen damit die
Macht der Natur wenn ihr ausreichend Zeit und Platz eingerdumt sowie nicht in ihre
Prozesse eingegriffen wird. Die auftretenden Schwierigkeiten und Konflikte, die mit
Wildnisschutz beziehungsweise Prozessschutz, welcher daflir ausschlaggebend ist, in dicht
besiedelten und wirtschaftlich stark genutzten Regionen wie Osterreich und Deutschland
einhergehen, werden ebenso naher beleuchtet werden. Eine kritische Diskussion der

wichtigsten Gesichtspunkte von Wildnisschutz in Europa bildet den Abschluss dieser Arbeit.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Problem Formulation

Wilderness and its protection seem to be a universal remedy against climate change and
other man-made or natural threats nowadays. The terms wilderness, rewilding and restoring
became fashionable during the last years and can be found, to some extent, on the agenda
of every international nature protection organisation (IUCN, WWF, EU). However, even with
this new focus on wilderness, the definition of the term per se remains controversial, as it
knows a broad variety of definitions and interpretations depending on regional and cultural
background as well as language and purpose. These differences in definitions make it
difficult to choose an appropriate one for protecting reasons. And although the protection of
wilderness or wilderness-like areas is dealt with in several nature protection legislations,
such as the Natura 2000 network and the IUCN categories, they often just touch the surface
of the topic, cover just parts of its aspects or even interrupt the development of wilderness to
secure a favourable conservation status (EUROPEAN UNION 2013; IUCN 2017 a; IUCN
2017 b).

The discussion on how to adequately define wilderness and consequently on how to protect
it is often based solely on a scientific foundation. But as, in the end, wilderness is a social
construct that only results from the contrast with cultivated land, the emotional aspects which
arise from this contrast should be taken in account as well.

Various papers and authors, such as AYKROYD, T. (2013) or LUPP, G. et al. (2011), already
dealt and deal with this controversial topic of defining and differentiating wilderness. These
discussions often lead to a categorisation of wilderness depending on various factors such
as the extent of past and present human activities, time or size. The question whether a
dynamic process like wilderness can or should be categorised, forms the starting position for

this thesis.

An internship at the European Wilderness Society during the summer of 2015 raised various
questions concerning the similarities and the differences of Europe's Wilderness areas. In
particular, the different influences of past and present human activities brought up the
question of differing "qualities" or categories of wilderness. As the concept of primary and
secondary wilderness is reaching its limits in Europe a closer look will be taken on the
classification of wilderness and wild areas in chapter 2.2.1. This categorisation was
introduced by the Wilderness Working Group, a subgroup of the Wild Europe Initiative, and
further taken on by the European Wilderness Society, which subdivided it into four labels to
distinguish different wilderness qualities. A critical exposition of these concepts and their

underlying definitions will form the basis for the final discussion on their applicability in a
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European context in chapter 3 and 4. This discussion will be complemented by a self-
developed concept of wilderness categories based on which an attempt to compare four

selected wilderness areas in Europe will be carried out.

1.2. Research questions

To confront and moreover clarify the problems formulated in the previous chapter, the
following research questions have been formulated. These questions will be discussed and
answered in the course of this thesis:

e How is wilderness defined in global and European contexts?

o Which categories and phases of wilderness can be distinguished in Europe? What
are the differences between them and does it make sense to differentiate between
them?

e Which categories and phases can be found in Europe and how do these wilderness

areas differ from each other? Which aspects do they have in common?

1.3. Methodology

The basis of this thesis is a comprehensive literature research, which adequately outlines the
topic of wilderness protection and clears up definitions and terms. Further information and
insights were gathered during guided interviews, carried out via phone or Skype, with several
experts in the field of wilderness and environmental protection:
o Max Rossberg B.Comm, MMS - Chairman European Wilderness Society
e Ing. Vlado Vancura - Deputy Chairman European Wilderness Society and Director of
Wilderness Development at the European Wilderness Society
e Mag. Dr. Michael Jungmaier - founder and head of E.C.O. Institute for Ecology,Head
of the international Master Programme "Management of Protected Areas" at the
Alpen-Adria University of Klagenfurt
e DI Dr. Christoph Leditznig - director of the Wilderness Dirrenstein
e Dr. Erich Mayrhofer - manager of the National Park Kalkalpen and Kalkalpen

Wilderness

Building up on the theoretical foundation, a categorisation framework for four selected
wilderness areas in Central Europe was elaborated. This framework organises wilderness in
three categories and deals with the natural features, the current and past human

interventions and their effects inside and outside the wilderness areas, with the
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management, the size and zoning of the wilderness areas, as well as with the international
relevance and implementation in national and international environmental protection
legislations. The factor time will be considered here as well. The areas were chosen due to
available data and their different designations as wilderness areas. These bullet-points, as

well as their differences and their similarities will be critically discussed for all four areas.

1.4. Delimitation of the Topic

Only definitions of wilderness for protective purposes and applicable in the European context
are taken in to account for this thesis. Consequently, this thesis does not offer a complete list
of available definitions on wilderness and wild areas or similar, just an overview.
Furthermore, not all available concepts dealing with subtopics, such as naturalness and its
measuring will be dealt with, as this would go beyond the scope of this thesis. The definitions
and concepts presented were chosen due to their importance and applicability in Europe.
The four wilderness areas chosen for the comparison analysis in chapter 3 were selected

due to the availability of comprehensive data as well as for the presence of a contact person.
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2. Analysis of the term Wilderness

2. 1. The controversy of the term wilderness

2.1.1. Conversion and varieties of the social perception of wilderness

What we think of when we talk about wilderness strongly depends on where we come from,
geographically and culturally, which language we speak and in which context we use the
word (LUPP, G. et al. 2011). But most of all it depends on our personal point of view about
nature and culture what we personally think is natural and what is not. Moreover the
emotions arising from wilderness, or simply what we feel when we are confronted with
something "wild", strongly shape how we feel about protecting it. While someone might find
wilderness exciting, romantic or worthy of protection, someone else might find it frightening,
intimidating, dangerous or futile. Such negative feelings towards wilderness are deeply
rooted in the history of mankind as humans tried to defend and assert themselves against
nature and its uncontrolled processes to guarantee their surviving for thousands of years.
Therefore it can be seen as a great cultural achievement of our civilisation's evolution that we
give value to wilderness again and allow it to be and to develop (WWF Osterreich 2016).

It takes not only a lot of self-confidence and courage to take the risk of preserving wilderness
but also strong commitment, as it demands a long-term vision and no compromises. The
decision to preserve wilderness and to let wilderness develop is also founded on hope, as we
believe that preserving pristine nature, as well as stopping to interfere in nature might help us
to slow down climate change and its effects or even reverse some of them and in the end
"save" nature and consequently us (KUITERS, A.T. et al. 2013 a, EUROPEAN UNION
2013). But this just proves again that humans think nature needs them to survive. So,
indubitably, a bad conscience plays a role here too.

But as our cultural and geographical background, as well as our feelings determine what we
think wilderness is, what is it in a conservation context? In German the word "wild" means
something wayward, self-determined or uncontrolled, but is also associated with something
looking messy (LUPP, G. et al. 2011; Umweltverband WWF Osterreich, 2017 a). Therefore
not only a landscape, where nature can function self-determined and uncontrolled by
humans can be called wilderness but also an abandoned garden or a factory site. So despite
numerous definitions what wilderness could or should be, in the end it is like MURRAY
(1968) assumed: "Wilderness is what men think it is" (In: HUBER, M., JUNGMAIER, M.
2016).

However, as we talk about wilderness in a conversation context, it is necessary to find a way
to differentiate wilderness or at least to define what is not wilderness. By doing this, we
realise that wilderness, as an untouched natural landscape, only works in contrast with its

counterpart: cultivated land, such as farmland or cities. Only this comparison lets wilderness
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exist. Untouched nature, without any human action or consideration, would exist without any
value (LEDITZNIG, C., PEKNY, R., 2011). This makes wilderness a place of desire and
imagination, which cannot be explained by purely rational definitions. This "myth" of
wilderness is in contrast with rationalism and creates a reality which can be experienced by
humans (BELLINGER, G., 1989; LUPP, G., 2002).

If we simply see wilderness as the opposite of cultivated land, it would be an area governed
by undisturbed natural processes without any human activities. The term undisturbed refers
to anthropogenic interventions and influences but its specific meaning stays an subjective
one. Together with air and water pollution, as well as nutrient input and the intense
exploitation of fossil energy sources, no place on earth is still truly undisturbed. Consequently
this kind of wilderness cannot be found on earth anymore (LEDITZNIG, C., PEKNY, R,,
2011). Even newly emerging territories, such as glacier forefields or volcanic islands, which
are seen as the only true primary wilderness areas on earth by some environmentalist, are
exposed to these formerly mentioned far-reaching human influences. The discussion that
areas like glacier forefields result from the man-made climate change goes even further and
opens up the discussion - what is still unimpaired by humans? Even the composition of
animals and plants has been influenced by humans for thousands of years as we decided to
hunt, domesticate or eradicate some species but spare others (LEDITZNIG, C., PEKNY, R.,
2011). These decisions had equally far-reaching and long-term impacts on nature as the
man made air and water pollution.

If we want to define wilderness on the basis of nature we have to confront ourselves with
what exactly nature is and what not and if it does include humans and their actions or not.
This discussion is essential, not only for wilderness and its protection, but for the protection
of nature in general. Elaborating on it, however, would be too extensive for this thesis.

But with this in mind, definitions of wilderness need to be clear with what they expect
wilderness to be or not to be and which parts humans are allowed to play in it.

The ideal case would be that humans do not intervene at all and just observe. But as
unhindered processes in wilderness areas have unexpected outcomes and consequently
also influence their surroundings, a lot of conflicts can arise and interventions to a certain
extent may become necessary. To define what exactly "a certain extent" is lies, again, in
human hands and demands a professional expertise as well as sure instinct (PEKNY, R,
LEDITZNIG, C., 2009).

On the other hand, under specific conditions human interventions might even be essential to
create wilderness. Putting areas out of use, no matter if near-natural ecosystems or heavily
used by humans, is a first step to recreate wilderness or wilderness-like areas but might
need specific restoring interventions to lead such areas to a self-determined development.

The time spans necessary to re-establish wilderness in such areas most certainly exceeds
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our own lifetimes, but makes these potential wilderness areas not worth any less, compared
to already existing wilderness. Consequently, it could be claimed that already the decision to
leave areas to their own and to not intervene anymore creates wilderness (LEDITZNIG, C.,
PEKNY, R., 2011; Umweltverband WWF Osterreich 2017 b).

With all these things in mind, what does wilderness mean on a densely inhabited and heavily
utilised continent like Europe? TROMMER (1997), cited in HUBER, M., JUNGMAIER, M.,
(2016) p. 2, calls "the European wilderness mainly a cultural phenomenon being a contrast to
civilization". But even if we see wilderness as a cultural phenomenon, its conservation asks
for a more individual definition and a concept that "reflects the current natural and spatial
conditions as well as the cultural context" (HUBER, M., JUNGMAIER, M. 2016, p. 2). Though
there are several definitions for wilderness available in Europe, LUPP, G. et al. (2011) p. 567
stated that the discussion in particular lacks a spatial definition, which can be seen as an
"indication for strong ethical and religious, educational as well as cultural motifs in the
demand for wilderness." LUPP, G. et al. (2011) p. 597 further conclude that wilderness is
more a "state of mind" (NASH, R. 2001) and, as already mentioned, a "mental construct"
(VINCENZOTTI, V., TREPL, I. 2009). This leads us back to wilderness being a place of
desire and imagination and points out very clearly that this emotional approach has to find a
place in the generally scientifically based definitions of wilderness.

Wilderness is therefore best examined by an interdisciplinary approach, combining biological
and social, as well as emotional elements (BORZA, E., VANCURA, V. 2009). Numerous
authors and organisations have developed definitions and concepts of wilderness, some
more multidimensional than others, but the discussion about the designation and

differentiation of wilderness, as well as the role humans play there is still a controversial one.

2.1.2. Wilderness protection in a historic context

When thinking about wilderness, we rather have pictures of untouched and wide landscapes
somewhere in Canada, Siberia or Africa in our heads than of Central European forests. This
can be partially traced back to the development of the term "wilderness" by experiencing the
pristine landscapes of the New World since the 16" century as a counter-pole to the
cultivated landscapes of Europe. These untouched landscapes were therefore granted an
aesthetical and ethical value by writers, artists and painters who advocated their protection
(LUPP, G. et al. 2011).

The idea of wilderness formed the basis for the designation of the first National Parks in
North America in the second half of the 19™ century (Yellowstone National Park 1872). The
focus of these first protections were the aesthetic qualities and recreational opportunities of
the parks (LUPP, G. et al. 2011).
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John Muir, a Scottish naturalist and preservationist, brought in a more integrative approach
including fauna and flora as well as geological features (NASH, R. 1989; MEYER, J.M.
1997). After that, Aldo Leopold, an American author, scientist and environmentalist,
suggested a more holistic protection concept in his "land ethic", which includes not only all
living creatures but also soil and water. He emphasised the intrinsic value of protecting
nature as such and in particular to protect unchanged nature (LEOPOLD, A. 1948; NASH, R.
1989). These ideas and approaches resulted in the US Wilderness Act of 1964
(BUNDESAMT FUR NATURSCHUTZ 2016; LUPP, G. et al. 2011).

The first designated wilderness areas in North America still shape our understanding of
wilderness. Most people, as well as most international definitions, think of primary
wilderness, meaning no signs of human activities, when talking about wilderness. Even
though we know that North America had been shaped by humans before the Europeans
settled there. However, it is important to mention that this idea of wilderness is built on and
can only be perceived in contrast to man-made cultivated landscapes and is therefore a
human mental figure (BUNDESAMT FUR NATURSCHUTZ 2016; LUPP, G. et al. 2011).

Even though the term wilderness per se is not new to Europeans, wilderness as a concept
for nature conservation in Europe just gained momentum during the last two decades
(EUROPEAN WILDERNESS SOCIETY 2014 b; LUPP, G. et al. 2011). An essential step for
wilderness protection in Europe was the adoption of the “European Parliament Resolution on
Wilderness in Europe” in 2009, which called on the European Commission to (AYKROYD. T.
2013, p. 2):

o "Develop a clear definition of wilderness

e Mandate the European Environment Agency to map existing wilderness areas in

Europe

e Undertake a study on the values and benefits of wilderness

o Develop an EU wilderness strategy

o Catalyse the development of new wilderness areas through restoration

e Promote the values of wilderness together with NGOs & local communities"

A special focus was put on the integration of the wilderness concept into the Natura 2000
network. In February 2009 the Wild Europe Initiative started a joint effort to promote the
wilderness concept, including personnel from the European Commission and the Council of
Europe, alongside European conservation organisations such as EUROPARC, WWF, PAN
Parks, IUCN, UNESCO, Rewilding Europe and more (AYKROYD, T. 2013). This was
followed by the "Conference on Wilderness and Large Natural Habitat Areas" in Prague in
2009 where representatives from governments, conservation agencies, NGOs and academic

institutions met and developed the "Message from Prague", a set of recommendations from
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the participants on policy, research, awareness raising and partnerships concerning
wilderness. Furthermore, a first definition of wilderness was created for the Conference and
the Wilderness Working Group, part of the Wild Europe Initiative, was established. The
Wilderness Working Group worked up a draft paper “Discussion Draft: A Working Definition
of European Wilderness and Wild Areas”, in cooperation with the Wild Europe Initiative
partner organisations. These criteria were updated during the WILD10 conference in
Salamanca in 2013 (EUROPEAN WILDERNESS SOCIETY 2014 b).

One year later the European Wilderness Society, a non-profit and non-government
organization of professional wilderness and wildlife specialists, was established and
introduced the European Wilderness Preservation System, now European Wilderness
Network, which consists of wilderness areas across Europe audited by the European
Wilderness Quality Standard and Audit System (EWQA). This European Wilderness Quality
Standard and Audit System is based on the former PAN-Parks criteria and was developed in
cooperation with the IUCN (EUROPEAN WILDERNESS SOCIETY 2017).

2.1.3. Reasons to protect wilderness

Areas or landscapes are protected because they have a certain value that society grants
them. Such values can be for the ecological services or the material goods they provide for
society or simply because of their beauty (MACHADO, A. 2004). Moreover, certain areas
stand for a certain collective heritage or patrimony which makes them likely to provide
important social and cultural services. The intention of the US Wilderness Act, for instance,
was to preserve landscapes, that still had the same quality as they had before European
settlers came to America, for future generations to enjoy and experience (AYKROYD, T.
2013).

Intact nature offers particular non-ecological services and values, such as the opportunity to
experience solitude, beauty, nativeness or freedom which makes it worth protecting as well.
However, wilderness is a philosophical challenge for our human-centred society, as it
demands not only conscious non-utilisation and restraint towards nature but also humility and
courage as the allowance of unpredictable developments questions our self-conception
(WWF Osterreich 2016).

On the other hand, measurable ecological benefits of intact nature and ecosystems are the
heart of nature protection. It is a matter of common knowledge that intact ecosystems are
more resilient to external influences and pressures, maintain structural and functional
diversity on a high level and therefore offer a better chance to sustain the delivery of

ecosystem services to society.
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The EUROPEAN UNION (2013) p. 39 collected a set of ecosystem services wilderness

areas provide:

e '"refuge areas for endangered and undiscovered species

e sensitive habitats with highly adapted fauna and flora, which would be lost forever if
modified by human interventions

¢ uninfluenced reference laboratories where evolutionary processes still continue

e providing important ecosystem services and addressing climate change through

carbon sequestration and flood mitigation"

These aspects and services are not only performed by primary wilderness but also by
secondary wilderness and rewilding areas. Especially, these secondary wilderness and
rewilding areas are important to observe and understand the dynamics of rewilding nature
from formerly cultivated lands (EUROPEAN UNION 2013; WWF Osterreich, 2016).

Apart from these already mentioned benefits, wilderness cannot be seen as the ultimate goal
in nature protection or the one solution, for example against climate change. Wilderness is
not always the appropriate and most suitable conservation approach for an area, as it
strongly depends on what is meant to be protected there. It can be stated that, for example,
when it comes to numbers of species, anthropogenic ecosystems, such as meadows, may
host a higher number of species than wilderness areas. This leads to the point that
wilderness per se does not automatically increase biodiversity, if the factors number or rarity
of species as well as time are taken in account. As the termination of management measures
in an area would lead to natural succession habitats change and disappear and with them
the species depending on these habitats (LUPP, G. et al. 2011).To preserve the specific
state of a habitat that hosts most species or the most endangered species other approaches,
such as the Natura 2000 approach of striving for and preserving a favourable conservation
status, are more suitable (EUROPEAN UNION 2013).

2.2. Definitions, Categories, Phases and legal framework of Wilderness

2.2.1. Definitions

The previous chapter showed how different and widespread approaches to the term
"wilderness" can be, depending on cultural and social background, geographic location or
individual perception. To protect or restore wilderness, it is necessary to set a consistent
definition for wilderness and wilderness related terms in order to achieve the conservation
goals (AYKROYD, T. 2013). Furthermore, this chapter will take a closer look on the most

important definitions of wilderness for protecting reasons in Europe but will not give a
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complete list of all definitions found during the literature review, as this would go beyond the

scope of this thesis.

Given the variety of definitions for wilderness (in Europe), when it comes to protecting it, the
majority of them are based on the ideas of the definition of the US Wilderness Act of 1964.
Certainly one reason for that is, that the US Wilderness Act is seen as one of the first
definitions of wilderness with the intention to preserve it. However, it cannot be applied to
Europe to its whole extent simply because it is based on a country with the size of the United

States of America.

l. US Wilderness Act of 1964

The US Wilderness Act was resolved on 3 September 1964 with the intention to keep areas
worth preserving from "being occupied and modified by increasing population, accompanied
by expanding settlement and growing mechanization". Those areas should be "designated
for preservation and protection in their natural condition to secure for the American people of
present and future generations the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness"
(WILDERNESS ACT 1964, p. 1). The main aim of preserving these particular areas was and
is to enable future generations to experience what the country was like before the first
European settlers arrived in America (LUPP et al. 2011).

The National Wilderness Preservation System was introduced by this Act to administer
thefederally owned wilderness areas for "the use and enjoyment of the American people in
such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use as wilderness, and so as to
provide the protection of these areas, the preservation of their wilderness character, and for
the gathering and dissemination of information regarding their use and enjoyment as
wilderness" (WILDERNESS ACT 1964).

The US Wilderness Act defines Wilderness as "areas where the earth and its community of
life are untrammelled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain".
Furthermore, the Act describes wilderness as "areas of undeveloped land retaining its
primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation,
which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural condition" (WILDERNESS ACT
1964, p. 1). In particular, this means that those areas show or contain following four
conditions (WILDERNESS ACT 1964, p. 1):

1. They were primarily shaped by the forces of nature and show no signs of human

activities.
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2. They offer excellent opportunities to experience solitude as well as "a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation”.

3. They are of sufficient size to adequately protect their condition, which are at least five
thousand acres.

4. They may contain features which are valuable for science, education, history or

scenery.

It is important to mention that the Act contains several exceptions for human use or human
influences. For example if the use of aircraft and motorboats or livestock grazing within areas
designated by the Act are already established there, they can still be permitted to certain
restrictions which are considered desirable by the Secretary of Agriculture. The same goes
for fire, insect and disease control if necessary. Similarly handled are the exploration for
water resources and the establishment as well as maintenance of already existing reservoirs,
water conservation works, power projects and transmission lines as well as road construction
and maintenance necessary for development and use of the former facilities. They are
permitted in accordance with regulations deemed desirable if they are of public interest and
"will better serve the interests of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial".
Commercial services necessary for recreational or wilderness purpose may be allowed to a
specific extent too (WILDERNESS ACT 1964, p. 5). Furthermore exceptions are made for
already existing mining and mineral leases sites in wilderness areas. Exploration, drilling,
mining and production as well as all necessary side processes can be performed as long as
"they serve their purpose" (WILDERNESS ACT 1964, p. 4).

Despite this extensive list of exceptions, the Act follows a holistic approach. However, not all
issues addressed in this definition can be applied in Europe. On the other hand, the four
conditions of this definition address important key parameters of wilderness which can be
found, to some extent, in every European based definition of wilderness (WILDERNESS ACT
1964).

Il. IUCN

Basis for most definitions of wilderness found in Europe are the IUCN definitions for strict
nature reserves (category 1a) and wilderness areas (category 1b). It has to be mentioned
that these definitions take up the thoughts of the US Wilderness Act.

The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) developed the Protected Areas
Categories and their underlying criteria based on which protected areas worldwide have
been certified since 1948. The decisive factor for these categories is the management

objectives of the protected areas (IUCN 2017 c).
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Strict Nature Reserve (Category 1a):

Primary aim of such areas is to protect biodiversity and natural features in areas with limited
and strictly controlled human visitation, use and impact. The preservation of intact regionally,
nationally or globally outstanding ecosystems, species as well as geodiversity features
formed by nature forces in a state as undisturbed by human activity as possible is the main
objective. Cultural and spiritual valuable natural features are included in this definition as
well. Considerate implementation of research for environmental monitoring and education
are permitted as such areas can serve as baseline areas from which all avoidable access
and human influence has been excluded. Europe offers few areas without any signs of
human intervention, therefore restoration through natural processes or time-limited

interventions are tolerated here if required (IUCN 2017 a).

Wilderness Area (Category 1b):

These large unmodified or slightly modified areas that retained their natural character have
no permanent or significant human habitation and are protected to preserve their natural and
intact condition. Main objective is to preserve the long-term ecological integrity of such
natural areas which are free of any significant human activities or infrastructure. The areas
should be of sufficient size to protect the native biodiversity, as well as the ecological and
natural processes and ecosystems which are dominant there. The possibility to experience
solitude is another characterisation of those areas.

Access for minimally invasive education and research activities as well as for the public,
though on levels and of a type that will preserve the qualities of the area, are permitted here.
Wilderness areas of category 1b enable indigenous communities to keep on their traditional
nature-based lifestyle if in ways compatible with the conservation objectives and protect the
relevant cultural and spiritual values. However, the only indigenous communities concerned
by this are the Sami people in Northern Europe. Consequently, human presence is not a
limiting factor. Restoration activities, such as mentioned for Category 1a, can be realised
here as well (IUCN 2017 b).

These two IUCN categories mainly differ in size, as category 1b areas are mostly larger than
category 1a areas and in their accessibility for humans. Category 1 areas differ from
Category 2 or 6, categories that can host wilderness-like areas as well, in their management
of visitors and human activities (IUCN 2017 a; IUCN 2017 b).
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Figure 1: Overview of IUCN 1a and 1b Areas in Europe; Status 04/2017 (Source: KUITERS, A.T. et al.
2013 b, extended by personal research); no guarantee of completeness due to data availability and
data errors; own illustration with ArcGIS 10.5)

Figure 1 offers an overview of the current distribution of IUCN 1a and 1b areas. As expected,
the majority of IUCN 1 areas can be found in northern countries such as Norway, Sweden or
Finland. Various studies support this picture, such as KUITERS, A.T. et al. (2013 a). Also
some countries in Southeast Europe, for example Romania and Bulgaria, host a large
number of IUCN 1 areas. The significant lack of such areas in the rest of Europe can be lead
back to various reasons. According to ROSSBERG, M. (2017) and VANCURA, V. (2017) one
of the main reasons probably is that the responsibility to establish IUCN areas lies in the
hands of the national governments and depending on how important the government rates
nature protection, in particular the protection of untouched and wilderness-like areas, a lot of
effort is put in the establishment of such areas or not. Of course this is a complex issue
where subjects such as financing, scientific equipment of the country and presence of
national or international nature protection organisations play an import role too. Another
important reason for this distribution is, according to these two experts, that the IUCN is not
certifying areas by themselves. Every country has a person, organisation or ministry in
charge of doing that, for example in Germany the Federal Office for Nature Protection (BFN)
and in Austria the Federal Ministry for Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water
management (BMLFUW). Based on how this person, organisation or ministry interprets the

IUCN criteria the designated areas are actual wilderness or not and more or fewer areas are
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designated as IUCN 1a or 1b in the end (KUITERS A.T. et al. 2013 a). The special focus on
1a or 1b areas of individual countries, for example Norway or Sweden, is another
consequence of that.

Furthermore the IUCN criteria were developed for a global context, so they are the same all
over the world, which complicates their application on a European context. These differences
in the interpretation and consequently the implementation of national provisions and
legislations impede the international comparability of the designated areas and consequently
diminish the significance of their certification. Of course, the actual existence of areas worthy
of this protection is the essential issue (ROSSBERG, M. 2017; VANCURA, V. 2017).
Summing up, this map does not directly show the actual distribution of wilderness areas in
Europe, but rather the distribution of the value countries assign to wilderness and its

protection.

lll. European Union:

The European Union defines wilderness through the Natura 2000 legislation, though the
protection of wilderness or the establishment of wilderness areas are not directly part of the
legislation. Wilderness protection was first referred to in the EU Biodiversity Strategy, which
contains the Natura 2000 legislation, in the course of the forestry target, action 12. This
target deals with biodiversity measures in forestry plans and contains an obligation to
"preserve wilderness areas", which play an important role for the preservation of old-growth
forests (SYLVEN, M., WIDSTRAND, S. 2015).

In February 2009 the EU set a political mandate to address the protection and comeback of
wild nature through the "European Parliament Resolution on Wilderness in Europe". This
resolution instructed the European Commission with the development of a clear definition of
wilderness and the European Environment Agency to map existing wilderness areas in
Europe. Furthermore, this resolution commissioned a study on the benefits and values of
wilderness and the development of an EU wilderness strategy coherent with the Birds and
Habitats Directives. Special attention was given to the effective protection of wilderness and
the cooperation with NGOs and local communities. In 2013, the Wilderness Working Group,
as part of the Wild Europe Initiative, developed the following consensus definitions of
wilderness and wild areas in Europe, which are also agreed on by the European
Commission. A map of existing wilderness in Europe was provided by the Wildlife Research
Institute of Leeds University (AYKROYD, T. 2013; SYLVEN, M., WIDSTRAND, S. 2015;
WILD EUROPE 2017).
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“A wilderness is an area governed by natural processes. It is composed of native habitats
and species, and large enough for the effective ecological functioning of natural processes. It
is unmodified or only slightly modified and without intrusive or extractive human activity,
settlements, infrastructure or visual disturbance (WILDERNESS WORKING GROUP cited by
AYKROYD, T. 2013)."

This definition covers relevant aspects of the EU level guidance on management of the
Natura 2000 framework and the EU nature legislation, as well as the international
commitments on protection of biodiversity. It is designed to be applicable in all bio-
geographical regions of the EU Member States and therefore focuses on ecological elements
(EUROPEAN UNION 2013). Furthermore, this definition of wilderness explicitly incorporates
the IUCN definition for category 1b "Wilderness Area" and the definition of the US Wilderness
Act, but is more specific in the stipulation of natural condition. Thus, this incorporation shows
that the basis of most available wilderness definitions are alike (AYKROYD, T. 2013).

“Wild areas have a high level of predominance of natural process and natural habitat. They
tend to be individually smaller and more fragmented than wilderness areas, although they
often cover extensive tracts. The condition of their natural habitat, processes and relevant
species is, however, often partially or substantially modified by human activities such as
livestock herding, hunting, fishing, forestry, sport activities or general imprint of human
artefacts (WILDERNESS WORKING GROUP cited by AYKROYD, T. 2013).”

This definition of wild areas shows similarities with the IUCN category 2 but is more likely to
be ranked between the categories 1b and 2. The conversation focuses on restoration and
rewilding measures to improve the wilderness quality, as well as on linking ecological
corridors to create a wilderness network. Restoration or rewilding measures involve
processes and measures which aim to lead an area back to its natural condition where it is
able to sustain itself without any human influences. Such processes and measures can be
the reintroduction of native wildlife as well as the eradication of invasive species, the
reinstatement of natural processes by allowing them to happen unrestricted, the planting of
external seed sources, the removal of artificial drainage or the reinforcement of the
ecological connection to adjacent areas to support the migratory movement of species
(AYKROYD, T. 2013). Wild areas are much more likely to be found in Europe, though not all

definitions in use clearly separate wild areas from wilderness areas.
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Figure 2: The Wilderness Continuum Concept (after Leslie) (Source: CARVER, S. 2014, p. 7)

The Wilderness Working Group based their definitions on the concept of the "wilderness
continuum®”, shown in figure 2, which was originally formulated by NASH, R. (1982) and
refined by LESLIE, R. G., TAYLOR, S. G. (1985). This concept measures the degree of
wilderness of an area along a continuum with primary wilderness at one end and urban
environments and forestry at the other end. Habitat and the modification of processes, as
well as human activities determine the position of an area on this continuum (ORSI, F. et al.
2013). Restoration and rewilding measures can move an area up the continuum to reach a
wilder state or finally "wilderness". However, the main difficulty of this continuum is to locate
the point or threshold that defines wilderness, which is according to ORSI, F. et al. (2013)
affected by individual perceptions.

As state