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INTRODUCTION 

Today it is recognized that wilderness has many dimensions, 
at once touching upon history, ecology, culture, mystery, 
risk, management, and personal experiences. The evolution 
of the wilderness concept, and how it is perceived, is influ­
enced by diverse cultural perspectives, a continually expanding 
understanding of how humans are supported by nature, and 
existential threats to humanity, both socioeconomic (e.g., 
income inequality, access to nature and natural resources) 
and environmental (e.g., climate change, biodiversity loss). 
The primary purpose of this chapter is to review and sum­
marize global contributions to the protection of wilderness 
land-and seascapes ("wild nature") thus illustrating how the 
many dimensions of wilderness are imagined and applied 
across institutions and cultures. 

In our global review, wilderness is primarily conceptual­
ized through the lens of the U.S. Wilderness Act of 1964, in 
large part because the idea outlined in the Act is reflected in 
a variety of intranational "wilderness" protection systems 
across various global contexts, and international adaptive ap­
plications. Indeed, the concept of "wilderness" lands and wa­
ters may be commonly considered as: "In contrast with those 
areas where man and his works dominate the landscape, is 
hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its com­
munity of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself 
is a visitor who does not remain" (U.S. Public Law 88-577). 
However, it is worth highlighting that this conceptualization 
of wilderness is both recent and not universally embraced. 
That is, the earliest human relationships with the natural 
world were so intimately entwined that the "idea of wilder­
ness as a distinctive environment, let alone an area deserv­
ing special attention, was beyond comprehension" (Stankey 
1989, 9). Numerous factors contributed to this. One view is 
that with the rise of monotheism and Judaism across the Mid­
dle East, people were increasingly viewed as separate from 
wild nature, which led, in part, to the creation of a wilder­
ness idea where wastelands and evil forces impeded human 
progress and development (Nash 1982; Stankey 1989). An­
other view looks simply at the constantly improved and more 
efficient methods of human development that simply began 
to incentivize increased exploitation of natural resources. 
Consequently, these wilderness lands, from the perspective 
of the dominant cultural and political institutions (i.e., those 
formed and perpetuated by imperial concepts manifesting in 
multiple cultures throughout the world and carried forward 
by American settlers, for example), were seen as areas to be 
conquered, dominated, and exploited (Stankey 1989). These 
concepts were inextricably tied to widely embraced philoso­
phies and movements such as the Doctrine of Discovery and 
Manifest Destiny and, eventually, the Industrial Revolution. 
As a result, over several hundred years, colonization and 
rapid development of significant portions of the Earth led to 
an efficient reduction in wilderness lands and waters. In re­
sponse to the rapidly decreasing amount of wilderness and 
changing perspectives about the benefits of wild spaces, the 
U.S. Congress passed the Wilderness Act and the President 
signed it into effect in 1964. 

From the passage of the Act to today, in America and 
across various global contexts, protection of wilderness 
largely serves as an antidote to the view that nature should 
be dominated and developed. However, to some, domination 

over nature was never embraced in the first place, nor is it 
embraced today. For instance, while Indigenous cultures and 
perspectives are not monolithic, it is certainly true that na­
ture reverence, philosophy, and practice among Indigenous 
cultures is a common core concept in the survival of their 
cultures. For example, Chief Luther Standing Bear of the 
Oglala Lakota (as quoted in McLuhan 1971, 45) famously 
commented in the nineteenth century on the difference be­
tween his culture and that of the European settlers who were 
replacing it: "We did not think of the great open plains, the 
beautiful rolling hills, and the winding streams with their 
tangled growth as 'wild.' Only to the white man was nature 
a 'wilderness' and only to him was the land 'infested' with 
'wild' animals and 'savage' people. To us it was tame." 

Further, the outcomes of protecting wilderness in a world 
where wild spaces are less accessible to an increasingly urban 
population and are in higher demand may be perceived as the 
creation of elite spaces for high-income people to recreate in, 
and as a global resource .to absorb ecological crises created 
primarily by colonial ideals and forces. These two outcomes 
benefit a relatively small and homogenous group and appear 
inequitable to developing nations and Indigenous peoples. 
These perceptions have merit. 

Wilderness protection per the U.S. Wilderness Act of 
1964 provides benefits that may be widely recognized across 
cultures-even if the original motivations and meanings are 
not shared by all, and if the pressing need to preserve wilder­
ness was driven by a Eurocentric domination of nature that 
manifested in colonialization and global capitalism. More gen­
erally, as global society pursues "sustainable development" 
(i.e., realization of a good life within planetary limits) (World 
Commission on Environment and Development 1987), and 
works to address social-ecological crises such as human rights 
for all, climate change, and widespread biodiversity loss, wil­
derness protection is one integral tool. For example, in the 
financial sector, there are wide-ranging discussions around 
innovative financial instruments such as debt-for-nature 
swaps, "green bonds," impact-oriented philanthropy, and 
elimination of perverse subsidies; all are directly related to 
protecting additional land and seas, with a focu~ on equitable 
compensation and distribution of benefits (European Commis­
sion 2018 ). In other words, the retention of wild nature can be 
a major source of income and economic progress, while also 
bolstering national heritage and health (Shah 2014). 

As we review and summarize global contributions to the 
protection of wilderness land-and seascapes, with a focus on 
expansion since 2008, we recognize that the meaning of the 
word wilderness, and how it is regarded, differs around the 
world. One of the many objectives of this chapter is to intro­
duce some of the challenges in understanding wilderness in 
the global context, as well as the importance of appreciating 
and working for it because of its key role in addressing many 
of the existential threats faced by our planet today. 

For example, it is important to note that attitudes towards 
wilderness are not always positive and are often generic, as 
when some people use the term simply to refer to all natural 
areas that are undeveloped, sometimes with a connotation of 
the land being abandoned and in need of development. How­
ever, to many other people, a wilderness area means a place 
that you can go to and express identity, its protection shows 
responsibility to future populations and is a place of spiri­
tual inspiration; a place that is protected so that it remains 
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ecologically whole. Nelson (1998) cited some thirty different 
reasons for wilderness conservation, including intrinsic value; 
for dependent indigenous cultures whose livelihood and cul­
tural ident~ty are inextricably linked to wildlands; for bio­
diversity protection, national identity, and ecotourism; and 
many more. Since 2015 there has been a new awareness of a 
broadened approach to sustainability, one that includes less­
technological and more cost-efficient "nature-based" solu­
tions (International Union for Conservation of Nature 2016). 
Protecting the remaining wilderness is beginning to be recog­
nized as a key element of this new approach to sustainability, 
offering multiple benefits and being essential to simultane­
ously address both climate change and species extinction. 

There is increasing acceptance of the term "wilderness area," 
also, to mean those areas legislated or zoned for protection in 
their natural condition but often accommodating a wider spec­
trum of human activity than the U.S. definition might allow 
(Fig. 3.1). Additionally, an increasing number of areas have 
been protected in many countries without wilderness protec­
tion systems, but that meet international standards estab­
lished by the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN). Globalization of the wilderness concept and protec­
tion of areas in countries with rigorous protection systems 
have continued to evolve in both developed and developing 
nations. This evolution is driven, in part, by mutual learning 
through dialogue and proceedings of the World Wilderness 
Congresses (WWC), the International Journal of Wilderness 
(IJW), a growing network of wilderness training exchanges 
and a growing worldwide community of activists commit­
ted to protecting the wildest remaining places or restoring 
wildness where it has disappeared. Further, new partnerships 
continue to expand support for wilderness science, to share 
information on methods and benefits of wilderness protec­
tion, and to carry out wilderness stewardship training. 

In this chapter, by focusing on the expansion of the wilder­
ness concept in global contexts, we aim to highlight the vari­
ous ways that wilderness protection was achieved, as well as 
the nuance of what.wilderness means as different cultures op­
erationalize the concept. At the same time, we stress that wil­
derness and wild nature have never been more imperiled than 
they are today, and for this reason the need for better public 

FIGURE 3.1 Around the globe many nations are following the Ameri­
can idea of maintaining certain lands in a wild state, as wilderness or 
in some protected area category appropriate to their culture. In Africa, 
wildlife, such as the elephant, are the international and enduring symbol 
of wildness and wilderness. These charismatic megafauna are part of the 
natural system and 'the history and culture that are Africa. Photo cour­
tesy Ulf Doerner. 

understanding, applied science, enhanced management, and 
political willpower has never been greater. 

FORCES OF CHANGE FOR WILDERNESS 
PROTECTION IN THE TWENTY-FIRST 
CENTURY 

There are wide ranging initiatives to both restore and protect 
wilderness across the globe. Specifically, the fifteenth meeting 
of the parties to the UN ,Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) 
(COP15) approved four "goals" and twenty-three specific 
"targets" for 2030, of which two targets are particularly rel­
evant to our discussion: 

Target 2 addresses restoration: "By 2030 ... at least 30 per­
cent of areas of degraded terrestrial, inland water, and 
coastal and marine ecosystems are under effective restora­
tion, in order to enhance biodiversity and ecosystem func­
tions and services, ecological integrity and connectivity." 

Target 3 addresses protected areas: "At least 30 percent of 
terrestrial, inland water, and coastal and marine areas, 
especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity 
and ecosystem functions and services, are effectively con­
served and managed through ecologically representative, 
well-connected and equitably governed systems of pro­
tected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures, recognizing indigenous and traditional territo­
ries." Rights and full inclusion of Indigenous Peoples are 
especially emphasized. Though popularized as "30x30," 
this protected area target still begs the question of how 
much is actually needed, which we address later in this 
chapter. 

A prerequisite to realizing these targets is understanding 
how much wild nature exists on Earth. Numerous, ongoing 
efforts have tried to assess how much wilderness is left in 
the world, as the first step in deciding protection priorities. 
The answer often differs depending on the wilderness criteria 
used. There have been ongoing inventories since 1987, with 
estimates until recently of remaining terrestrial wilderness, as 
between 25 and 55 percent of our planet. The specific crite­
ria vary in each inventory, so we encourage you to review 
each one. The first inventory-referred to by its authors as 
"reconnaissance-level" was pre-digital and, using Jet Naviga­
tion Charts and Operational Navigation Charts, produced in 
1987 as part of the 4th World Wilderness Congress (WWC). 
It was undertaken by the Sierra Club, with participation by 
the United Nations Environment Program, the World Bank, 
and the World Resources Institute (McCloskey and Spalding 
1988). This attempt took almost two years and was admit­
tedly a crude but necessary first estimate, limited to areas 
1 million acres (405,000 ha) or greater, and concluding that 
33 percent of the world was still in wilderness condition. 

Later, Hannah et al. (1994) produced a GIS-based map 
of human disturbance of natural ecosystems using a habitat 
index with three categories: undisturbed, partially disturbed, 
and human-dominated. Their analysis suggested that approx­
imately 52 percent of the planet's land was undisturbed. 

The Wildlife Conservation Society's assessment (Sanderson 
et al. 2002) used four criteria to assess wilderness: popula­
tion density, land transformation, human access points, and 
electrical power infrastructure. These factors were combined 
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to generate a H~man Influence Index rating, and the resulting 
map showed that 17 percent of the planet's land surface re­
mained wild in 2002, though that assessment did not include 
Antarctica (Fig. 3.2). 

Next, in 2003, Conservation International identified all 
areas over 2.47 million acres (1 million ha) having: at least 
70 percent intact habitat, intact fauna! assemblages of mam­
mals, birds, and large predators, and a population density of 
fewer than five people per square kilometer (0.38 sq mi) (Mit­
termeier et al. 2003 ). Under these criteria, 38 to 46 percent of 
the planet was still wilderness. 

Most recently, an international team of scientists mapped 
the world's remaining terrestrial wilderness and produced a 
similar map for intact ocean ecosystems (Watson et al. 2018). 
To map Earth's remaining terrestrial wilderness, instead of 
any universal definition of wilderness they used the best avail­
able data on eight indicators of human pressures at a resolu­
tion of 1 square kilometer (0.38 sq mi). These eight indicators 
were built environments, crop lands, pasture lands, popula­
tion density, night-time lights, railways, major roadways, and 
navigable waterways (data from 2009). For mapping of in­
tact ocean ecosystems, Watson et al. (2018) used 2013 data 
on fishing, industrial shipping and fertilizer run-off, along 
with sixteen other indicators. They identified wilderness land 
or ocean areas as those that were free of human pressures, 
with a contiguous area of more than 10,000 sq km (3,861 
sq mi). They concluded that 77 percent of land (excluding 
Antarctica) and 87 percent of the ocean has been modified 
by the direct effects of human activities. They also con­
cluded that more than 70 percent of the world's remaining 
terrestrial wilderness are contained in five countries (Russia, 
Canada, Australia, United States and Brazil-in descending 
order). These varying inventories use datasets that do not in­
clude relatively small areas of high biodiversity wilderness, 
often very important for protection and linking through 
natural corridors. 

FIGURE 3.2 Wild weather and sudden flooding on rivers are major 
obstacles to New Zealand wilderness travel. Wilderness visitors are sub­
ject to the changes of nature, and travel schedules can be changed for 
days without warning. Photo courtesy Les Molloy. 

Finally, and to add an extra layer of complexity, it is im­
portant to note that recognition or inventories of wilderness 
are most generally related to measuring human impact, and 
this should not be confused with "ecological intactness." A 
very recent study focused purely on "fauna! assemblages" 
as a criterion for intactness, and it concluded that only 
2.9 percent of terrestrial areas remain intact as per these crite­
ria (Plumptre et al. 2021). In this chapter we will report other 
efforts to measure and map wilderness in specific countries or 
continents (e.g., China and Europe). The "forces of change" 
summarized below can be seen as a response to the recog­
nized threat to the declining amount of wilderness remaining 
in the world. 

WILD NATURE RE-EMERGES IN EUROPE 

Despite the remaining undeveloped, wild, and remote areas, 
in many countries there is no wilderness left to protect. In 
Switzerland, for example, wilderness has long since vanished, 
despite its rugged mountain landscapes. From border to bor­
der, this small nation has been transformed by human activity 
into a thoroughly modified landscape. 

All over Europe, even the wildest places have been con­
verted for agriculture and industry for thousands of years. 
Fisher et al. (2010) reported that no more than 1.5 percent 
of Europe can be classified as wilderness, which generally 
occurs in boreal zones, mountains, and rural areas. Most 
German national parks (the most strictly protected areas in 
Germany), for example, do not meet IUCN international cri­
teria for even the national park category (World Commis­
sion on Protected Areas [WCPA] and IUCN Category 2). The 
first national park in Germany was established in 1969-the 
Bavarian Forest National Park, which receives about 1.5 mil­
lion visitors annually (Briiggemann 1997). Logging and de­
velopment for tourism access were among the initial plans 
for the park; however, conservation interests prevailed. To­
day, the principal objective of German park management 
is non-intervention in natural processes. This represents a 
change from the highly managed landscape and intensive for­
estry traditionally practiced in Germany and most of Europe. 
The name of this new management approach is translated as 
"let nature be." 

Krenova and Kiener (2012) gave an update on a wilder­
ness experiment on the border of Germany and the Czech 
Republic. Two national parks, representing the two largest 
terrestrial Natura 2000 sites in both countries, Sumava Na­
tional Park in the Czech Republic and the neighboring Ba­
varian Forest NP were described as Europe's Wild Heart for 
several years. The main goal of Europe's Wild Heart, which 
started in 2008, was to designate a transboundary wilder­
ness area in the core zones of the two national parks. The 
project area was 13,060 ha and was intended to be the first 
and largest transboundary wilderness area in Central Europe. 
However, a bark beetle outbreak followed the Kyrill hurri­
cane in 2008 and 2009 and escalated the discussion about 
appropriate forest management in Sumava National Park. 
Opponents of the national park principles of non-intervention 
and wilderness became more vocal. The situation escalated 
after the election in 2010 when the Green Party was re­
placed by conservatives (ODS, Civic Democratic Party) at 
the Czech Ministry of Environment. Clearcutting was started 
in some former non-intervention parts of Sumava National 
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Park, and hunting was again allowed in the core zone. Since 
then, both the management strategies and practical manage­
ment measures in Sumava National Park and Bavarian Forest 
NP have become increasingly divergent. Currently, Europe's 
Wild Heart project is on hold in both countries. 

There is, however, still another "wild heart" of Europe. 
The Carpathian Mountains extend from southern Poland 
southward almost to the Balkans, including a small area of 
Ukraine, but are largely contained within Romania. Accord­
ing to reports, there are a minimum of 864,838 acres (350,000 
ha) of original forest, up to 400 years old, in a landscape 
mosaic that includes meadows lightly managed as hay fields 
for hundreds of years by subsistence farmers. The landscape 
is rich in biodiversity, and it features charismatic megafauna 
such as bears, wolves, lynx, and stags. Since 2001, the Roma­
nian government has undergone a process of land restitution, 
giving national parks and forestry lands back to the families 
of their original owners (Rosu 2014). Despite prohibitions on 
logging, clearcuts are evident on many of the restituted par­
cels. Nonetheless, the Carpathian Mountains present a major 
opportunity for wilderness protection in Europe. 

In southern Europe, land abandonment started early in the 
twenty-first century; the rural exodus was the result of several 
socioeconomic drivers, including declining ability to compete 
in the globalized food markets, lowering EU Common Agri­
cultural Policy (CAP) subsidy, and tenure insecurity after the 
collapse of the socialist era in Eastern Europe. The amount 
of land taken out of production between 2002 and 2012 has 
been estimated at 114 million acres (46.1 mha or 461,000 sq 
km) of permanently fallowed farmland (Ustaoglu and Collier 
2018). 

Simultaneously, many wildlife species have made a return 
across Europe over the last four decades, highlighting the po­
tential resilience of wildlife. The most recent study (Ledger et 
al. 2022) covers mammals such as the Eurasian beaver, gray 
seal, and European bison, which all show a strong comeback. 
It also includes birds such as the barnacle goose, griffon vul­
ture, great white egret, Dalmatian pelican, and black stork 
which show the best comeback among some 25 species of 
birds which are also recovering. Factors such as increased 
enforced legal protection, the creation of corridors between 
protected areas, recovery of prey species, rewilding, reintro­
ductions, and an ever-greater willingness and desire by Euro­
peans to live alongside and enjoy the presence of wild animals 
have ali contributed to this recovery. 

Great Britain provides additional evidence of why the 
American model of wilderness preservation cannot be fol­
lowed in many places, even if the culture would welcome is­
lands of wildness in its midst. The British landscape has been 
settled continuously for more than 5,000 years with long­
term impact on landscapes and biodiversity. British national 
parks serve primarily to preserve a rural lifestyle, complete 
with traditional agricultural practices. The British situation 
further demonstrates that, by the time old and intensely de­
veloped nations decide to establish a system of parks and 
reserves, there may be little alternative but to include substan­
tial amounts of civilization. There is simply no opportunity 
to preserve an extensive wilderness system like that in North 
America or Australia. 

Nevertheless, the quest for protection of the wildest ar­
eas in the UK continues. The wilderness concept emerged 
in the last 50 years in Europe, with a turning point perhaps 

when the 3rd World Wilderness Congress convened in Scot­
land (1983), at which the Secretary of State for Scotland an­
nounced UK ratification of the World Heritage Convention, 
and numerous wilderness-specific NGOs were created. Until 
that point, the general opinion was that wilderness had disap­
peared in Europe during the centuries of intensive growth and 
development of human society. To the contrary, the presence 
and appreciation of wild nature is accelerating. 

For example, areas within the Highlands of Scotland that 
appear inhospitable stiU generate feelings of wildness. How­
ever, many of these seemingly inhospitable areas were once 
inhabited, but were cleared of local people by the English in 
the early 1800s to establish sporting (hunting) estates and 
sheep grazing. These areas have often experienced declines 
in biodiversity, but many people nonetheless perceive them 
as wild. Restoration of the original forest cover would be 
needed to restore ecosystems. Thus, numerous "rewilding" 
projects are advancing throughout the UK, with perhaps 
one of the oldest and most respected being the Trees for Life 
project, started in the mid-1980s in the NW Highlands to 
restore the original Caledonian Forest (see www.treesforlife. 
org.uk). As of 2021, Trees for Life is an integral part of a 
larger program under Rewilding Europe, now called the "Af­
fric Highlands," (McDonnell 2021) with an ambitious 30-
year vision. 

Europe's attention to wilderness is changing in several 
ways. Most recently this has been empowered by the Euro­
pean Parliament Resolution on Wilderness in Europe (Euro­
pean Parliament 2009). This sweeping resolution has many 
directives and calls for action by Member States, including: 
definition and mapping; enhanced protection; creation of 
wilderness zones within the European Union's Natura 2000 
system of protected areas (the largest such network in the 
world); and sharing of best practices. It has also led to signifi­
cantly enhanced NGO-driven initiatives such as that of Wild 
Europe and the criteria and standards for wilderness quality 
promoted by the European Wilderness Society. 

European Wilderness Network 

The European Wilderness Network (EWN) is an initiative of 
the European Wilderness Society (EWS), working in accord 
with the European Parliament Resolution on Wilderness in 
Europe (European Parliament 2009). EWS aims to strengthen 
the wilderness concept in Europe through creation of stan­
dard criteria for wilderness areas and providing NGO-based 
accreditation for those areas that qualify. 

EWS has codified these standards under the European 
Wilderness Quality and Audit System (EWQAS\, consisting of a 
hierarchy of nine principles, fifty-four criteria and more than 
300 indicators. The structure of these standards is similar to 
other systems, such as that used by the Forest Stewardship 
Council and the Marine Stewardship Council. The European 
Wilderness Network currently includes forty-one areas across 
Europe, representing various biomes, including rivers, forests, 
coasts, and islands (Table 3.1). 

There is potential to enlarge the EWN in the coming years, 
for example through many areas that are currently under 
a wilderness-focused restoration process. • In this process, 
EWQAS provides an important, guiding protocol and frame­
work for unified standards of quality across these new poten­
tial wilderness areas. 
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TABLE 3.1 European Wilderness Network Accredited Areas (Source: European Wilderness Society in 2022) 

Name of Protected Area Country Total Area (ha) Total Area ·(acres) 

WILDERNESS 

1. Borjomi-Kharagauli Georgia 50,325 124,356 

2. Central Balkan Bulgaria 20,019 49,469 

• 3. Cepkeliai Lithuania 13,004 32,134 

4. Chornyy Di! Ukraine 1,580 3,904 

5. Darvaika Ukraine 1,450 3,583 

6. Fulufjallet Sweden 19,000 46,950 

7. Gorgany Ukraine 4,800 11,861 

8. Hohe Tauern Austria 6,728 16,625 

9. Hoverla Ukraine 4,477 11,063 

10. Kalkalpen Austria 13,034 32,208 

11. Konigsbriicker Heide Germany 5,600 13,838 

12. Kiire Turkey 26,162 64,648 

13. Majella Italy 25,895 63,988 

14. Maramarosh Ukraine 3,162 7,813 

15. Oulanka Finland 12,924 31,936 

16. Paanajiirvi Russia 30,000 74,132 

17. Peneda-Geres Portugal 5,000 12,355 

18. Podyji Czech Republic 254 628 

19. Retezat Romania 10,440 25,798 

20. Rila Bulgaria 16,222 40,085 

21. Soomaa Estonia 11,530 28,491 

22. Teicu Latvia 4,570 11~293 

23. Uholka-Shyrokyy Luh Ukraine 7,117 17,586 

24. Zacharovanyy Kray Ukraine 1,332 3,291 

WILDCOAST 

25. Archipelago Finland 10,600 26,193 

26. Jasmund Germany 806 1,992 

WILDFOREST 

27. Hainich Germany 1,570 3,880 

28. Kalkalpen Austria 5,251 12,976 

29. Kuziy-Trybushany Ukraine 5,251 12,976 

30. Thayatal Austria 250 618 

31. Uholka-Shyrokyy Luh Ukraine 7,117 17,586 

32. Zacharevanyy Kray Ukraine 1,258 3,109 

( continued) 
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TABLE 3.1 European Wilderness Network Accredited Areas (Source: European Wilderness Society in 2022) (continued) 

Name of Protected Area Country 

WILDISLAND 

33. Vilm Germany 

WILDRIVER 

34. Dyje Czech Republic 

35. Kitka Finland 

36. Mala Uholka Ukraine 

37. Olanga Russia 

38. Oulanka Finland 

39. Shyrokyy Luh Ukraine 

40. Thaya Austria 

41. Velyka Uholka Ukraine 

THE INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR CONSERVATION 
OF NATURE (IUCN) 

The IUCN (once known for a short period as the World Con­
servation Union) was created in 1948 and as of 2022 has 
1,700 members comprised of sovereign states, governmental 
agencies, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and 
affiliates. 

IUCN's purpose is to influence, encourage, and help societ­
ies throughout the world to conserve the integrity and diver­
sity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources 
is equitable and ecologically sustainable. IUCN works with 
agencies in individual nations as well as various international 
bodies, such as the United Nations Environmental Program 
(UNEP), Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), and 
United Nations Educational, Scientific & Cultural Organiza­
tion (UNESCO). 

The IUCN is administered through its secretariat in 
Switzerland, has numerous regional offices, and performs its 
conservation work primarily through seven commissions. 
The commission with the most relevance to wilderness is the 
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), which un­
dertakes a variety of responsibilities in aiding nations, par­
ticularly developing nations, in planning of protected areas. 
WCPA provides strategic advice to policy makers, guidance 
to protected area managers, and advice to the public, corpo­
rate donors, and governments on the value of protected areas, 
to increase investment. 

Members and the Steering Committee of the WCPA sup­
port the compilation of global protected area data, and the 
following institutions or sources of information can provide a 
comprehensive, frequently updated, global view of protected 
nature. WCPA and its members co-founded the World Con­
servation Monitoring Centre (WCMC), administered by the 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and lo­
cated in Cambridge (UK), which provides detailed computer­
based analyses of the status of protected areas around the 
world through its World Database on Protected Areas that 
is updated monthly. More recently, WCPA launched the 

Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) 

171 423 

Total Length (km) Total Length (miles) 

2.7 1.7 

16 9.9 

7 4.3 

36 22.4 

26 16.2 

9 5.6 

2 1.2 

8 5.0 

Protected Planet website, which provides information on 
protected nature under eight themes: protected areas (the 
World Database on Protected Areas); management effective­
ness; other effective conservation-based measures (OECMs); 
territories and areas conserved by Indigenous peoples and lo­
cal communities (ICCAs); the IUCN Green List of Protected 
and Conserved Areas; connectivity; equitable governance, 
and marine protected areas. The WCPA also assists with the 
UN List of Protected Areas. Finally, the WCPA takes primary 
responsibility for organizing the World Parks Congress held 
about every ten years in various locations around the world. 

Wilderness was not always recognized as a conservation 
category by the IUCN. Following a resolution adopted at 
the 3rd World Wilderness Congress in Scotland in 1983, a 
recommendation was passed at the IUCN General Assembly 
meeting in Madrid in 1984, requesting that a specific 
category-wilderness-be added to the IUCN protected area 
category list. This request assumed that formal international 
recognition of wilderness as a conservation category would 
lend important credibility to wilderness protection around 
the world. Wilderness was included as a Category 1 protected 
area when the revised IUCN conservation categories were fi­
nally approved in 1992. The six categories are presented un­
der the Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Categories, in 
which Category 1 includes two types of protected areas: strict 
nature reserves, largely for science purposes only (Category la), 
and wilderness areas (Category lb). 

IUCN protected area management Category lb areas are 
generally large-scale sites in which ecological processes can 
function with minimal human disturbance.These sites are de­
fined as, "Protected areas that are usually large, unmodified 
or slightly modified areas, retaining their natural character 
and influence, without permanent or significant human habi­
tation, which are protected and managed so as to preserve 
their natural condition" (Dudley 2013, 14)._ 

In 2002, in a move to reinforce wilderness in the WCPA's 
Guidelines for Protected Areas, a temporary Wilderness Task 
Force (WTF) was officially established within the WCPA. 
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This Task Force was quickly elevated to a permanent Spe­
cialist Group (WSG) within WCPA, founded by the WILD 
Foundation, thus creating a permanent institutional voice 
for wilderness within the WCPA and the global environmen­
tal institution framework. The WSG initially led a series of 
workshops at the World Parks Congress in Durban, South 
Africa, in 2003; created a web portal for global wilderness 
professionals connected to IUCN; successfully maintained 
the integrity of Category lb during the 2007-2008 process 
of revising the Guidelines for Protected Areas; and, in 2016, 
produced management criteria for the wilderness category 
(Casson et al. 2016). 

WILDERNESS PROTECTED AREAS: GUIDELINES 
FOR MANAGEMENT OF IUCN CATEGORY 1B 
WILDERNESS 

Casson et al. (2016) established the first, and to date, only 
global guidelines for understanding and managing formally 
designated wilderness areas. The Guidelines begin by acknowl­
edging that the term "wilderness" is used in a variety of ways. 
It is a biological descriptor, referring to places that are mainly 
ecologically intact. It is a type of protected-area classifica­
tion, referring to a category of protected areas that seeks to 
maintain wilderness quality over time, while still allowing for 
human uses that are compatible with those wilderness quali­
ties. It is also used to describe an essential dimension of human 
culture, which is that humans, like all other species, originated 
in the wilderness: they evolved for millions of years in caves, 
trees, and open savannahs (Martin and Robles Gil 2009). 

The Guidelines also address management principles; gover­
nance and authority; management tools and issues; and eval­
uating effectiveness. In addition, the Guidelines-produced 
by forty volunteer experts from around the world-empha­
size that wilderness areas do not exclude humans ... they 
exclude certain human uses. In addition, the Guidelines em­
phasize that wilderness areas recognize, promote, and insist 
upon the inclusion of Indigenous Peoples and Local Commu­
nities (!PLC) as full partners (not just stakeholders) in wilder­
ness designation and management as codified under the UN 
Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). 
Overall, the Guidelines present tools and techniques for wil­
derness management, while also providing insights into why 
and how wilderness areas are an important part of the inter­
national protected area estate. They increasingly serve as a 
priority solution to climate change, species extinction, and 
supporting/partnering with IPLC that live in or adjacent to 
the wilderness. 

Further, and to amplify the above points about arguments 
used by opponents of wilderness, the authors of the Guide­
lines offer two specific wilderness critiques early on, of which 
wilderness advocates and managers need to be aware. They 
also provide information on how to respond when faced with 
these critiques. First, IPLC resist using the term "wilderness" 
because of the divide between their nature-based cultures and 
those of westernized, time-driven cultures, and because the 
concept of wilderness drives out Indigenous inhabitants. The 
Guidelines demonstrate that IPLC are not a holistic bloc, and 
there are clear examples in all regions of the world of use 
of the wilderness concept by IPLC. Second, the "neo-greens" 
argue against using the term "wilderness," rejecting it as post­
modern and deconstructionist because they believe "there 

really is no such thing as wilderness." This argument insists 
that wilderness ignores local people and that human impacts 
such as climate change and pollution are globally pervasive 
and therefore there are no "pristine" areas left on earth. Such 
an argument is unsupported by conservation science, and one 
also has simply to note that the word "pristine" is absent from 
formal definitions of wilderness, especially that of the IUCN. 

Finally, the Guidelines also demonstrate that, in the ab­
sence of corruption and illegal uses, wilderness areas can sup­
port human-rights-based approaches to creating a world in 
which humans and nature coexist and are mutually reinforc­
ing and reciprocal. 

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTION SUPPORT 
FOR WILDERNESS 

In the U.S., wilderness is well defined in the Wilderness Act 
of 1964 and has a rich history of research and policy deci­
sions to guide management by the four federal land man­
agement agencies (Forest Service, National Park Service, 
Bureau of Land Management, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service). However, "wilderness" in the U.S. and internation­
ally can also have a broader official definition. As noted ear­
lier, the IUCN protected area Category lb (wilderness area) 
is defined as "usually large unmodified or slightly modified 
areas, retaining their natural character and influence, without 
permanent or significant human habitation, protected and 
managed to preserve their natural condition." Wild nature 
(or "wildlands"), while not being formally designated wilder­
ness, is still supported by international institutions. 

The World Bank conveyed international recognition for 
wilderness in a 1986 policy statement explaining how cer­
tain pristine areas yield more benefits to present and future 
generations if maintained in their natural state (Goodland 
1987). To protect these long-term values, the World Bank an­
nounced that it would usually decline to finance development 
projects in such areas. If development in wildlands is to oc­
cur, careful justification is required and compensation (in the 
form of financing) to preserve an ecologically similar area or 
some other mitigating measure must be undertaken (World 
Bank 1986). 

The establishment by the World Bank in 1990 of the 
Global Environmental Facility (prompted by the work of and 
a resolution approved at the 4th World Wilderness Congress) 
created one of the largest sources of intergovernmental fund­
ing to address biodiversity protection, often in wildlands and 
seas. Further progress is the trend among global financial ex­
perts and think tanks to monetize the values of ecosystem 
services provided by wild nature, and therefore determine the 
financial cost of their destruction (Johnson et al. 2021 ). When 
funding for such destruction is provided by governments, this 
genre of finance is now regarded as "perverse subsidies" 
(Myers 1998). Most recently, the UK government commis­
sioned a two-year study specifically focused on the urgent 
need to change financial models to address the state of na­
ture, with special interest in reallocating subsidies to instead 
protect nature see, for instance, (Sylven and Martin 2020). 
The Dasgupta Review (Dasgupta 2021) directly addressed 
the futility and danger of measuring economic growth and 
prosperity without including the value and destruction of the 
essential natural processes produced by wild nature, upon 
which all life depends. 
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Given this progress, it is important to recognize that adher­
ence to these new policies and trends in the mainstream finan­
cial sectors is, however, uneven and challenging. According to 
the Forest and Finance Policy Assessment (2022), which re­
searched 200 financial institutions, since the Paris Agreement 
was signed in 2015, banks have provided USD 267 billion in 
credit (from 2016 to September 2022) to 300 forest-risk com­
modity companies operating in the world's three largest high­
functioning, tropical forest regions: Southeast Asia, Central 
and West Africa, and parts of South America. Referring to 
destructive land-transformation projects, the report summa­
rizes the situation as "the finance sector is pouring money in 
at an alarming rate." 

General, international, natural-area designations exist and 
are widely used. While not based per se on designated wilder­
ness, most of them interact by existing adjacent to or over­
lapping with wilderness. These types of designations exist as 
Conventions under the auspices of United Nations Educa­
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO): Bio­
sphere Reserves (multi-use sites including a core zone much 
akin to wilderness); Ramsar Sites (wetlands); and World Her­
itage Areas (specifically "natural" sites that have implications 
for wilderness) (Kormos et al. 2016). These areas are not un­
der any formal legal statute, but they are rather prestigious 
global designations adopted by nations after strict review and 
approval by the relevant Convention's governing body. These 
designations, especially the Natural World Heritage one, can 
be used effectively in wilderness campaigns by helping build 
public understanding of their local and global importance 
(Fig. 3.3). Perhaps the most famous such matter is that of the 
South West Wilderness in Tasmania (declared a World Heri­
tage Area in 1982), one of the largest temperate wilderness 
areas in the world and one of the very first wilderness cam­
paigns that assumed global status when it was presented in 
plenary at the 2nd World Wilderness Congress in Australia, 
in 1980 (Brown 1982). The South West Wilderness has been 

FIGURE 3.3 World heritage site status is given to areas possessing 
outstanding natural qualities, exceptional natural beauty, or threatened 
species of plants or animals. The Daintree area of northern Queensland, 
Australia, typifies a rain forest setting. Photo courtesy Ralph Lindsey. 

an ongoing issue, and as recently as 2016 the Australian and 
Tasmanian governments tried to remove official status from 
this wilderness to allow logging. However, rejection of this 
action by the World Heritage Convention was a deciding 
factor in making the government abandon its plan (Glenday 
2014). 

In the United States, several biosphere reserves overlap 
with designated wilderness areas, such as the Noatak Wilder­
ness in the Noatak National Preserve and the Aleutian Islands 
Wildernesses in Alaska, Everglades National Park Wilderness 
in Florida, and Three Sisters Wilderness in Oregon. The wil­
derness cores of these biosphere reserves provide a critical 
baseline for helping determine the extent of human influence 
on the surrounding biotic environment and are a source for 
understanding how natural processes can accommodate hu­
man impacts. As public awareness grows about the critical 
role wilderness plays in improving understanding of our envi­
ronment, the security of such areas should increase. 

DIFFERENT TYPES OF RECOGNITION 
AND PROTECTION OF WILDERNESS: 
A GLOBAL REVIEW 

It is important to recognize some inherent confusion and 
overlap in the many ways that the term "wilderness" is used 
internationally. The status field in the World Database on 
Protected Areas (WDPA) provides information on whether a 
protected area has been established or designated, at the time 
the data were submitted. According to UNEP-WCMC (2017), 
designation means it is recognized or dedicated through legal 
means and implies a specific binding commitment to conser­
vation in the long term. In this chapter we focus on some of 
those areas designated since 2008. Actual management plans 
were usually found for designated areas, but not all. While 
it is not entirely clear, the likely case is that many Category 
lb areas are "recognized" as wilderness but are without a 
formal management plan. First, we consider an overview of 
Category lb, and then look at another suggested type of gen­
eral classification. 

IUCN PROTECTED AREA CATEGORY lB­
WILDERNESS (AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE) 

Since 2008 and the most recent, former edition of this book, 
a total of 1,083 designated entries for Category lb areas 
have been added to the WDPA (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 
2022), with area, ownership, year designated, and type of 
protection indicated. There were also ten "established" (nine 
in Canada and one in Antigua and Barbuda). For the lb areas 
added since 2008, there are eight administered by collabora­
tive governments (all in Canada), one indicated to be in mul­
tiple ownership but federally or ministry controlled in Aus­
tria, 878 federal areas, twelve government-delegated areas, 
two Indigenous areas in Canada (Wehexlaxod1ale Land Use 
Exclusion Zone through an Indigenous Land Use Plan, and 
Thaidene Nene Territorial Protected Area designated in 2019 
in the Northwest Territories with collaborative governance), 
one with individual landowners (Tierra Silvestre Canon de! 
Diablo in Mexico), five in joint governance (Australia, Costa 
Rica, and Finland [Private Nature Reserve]), one local com­
munity in the Marshall Islands, six non-profits, three where 
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jurisdiction is not reported (in Brazil and the Dominican 
Republic), and i 75 sub-national areas (states or provinces, 
mostly in Canada, but also in Australia and Malaysia). In the 
U.S., since 2008, there were 163 new designation entries (101 
BLM, 34 FS, 5 NPS, and 23 FWS). The number of "new" 
Category lb classifications is a topic deserving of additional 
study. We do not fully understand how many are simply addi­
tions to existing lb areas, how many are re-classification of 
areas within other protection designations, who submits these 
areas for addition to the WDPA for each country, or whether 
there is consistency in reporting, the screening process, and 
the implications for management or future designations. But 
we do see a trend of recognizing the wilderness qualities of 
these places and growing designations across the world. We 
also do not know how much the IUCN Category lb guide­
lines are in use to guide designation and protection of these 
areas. 

Since 2008, many countries have reported new designa­
tions of protected areas meeting Category lb criteria. These 
include Argentina, Australia, Austria, Burundi, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Brazil, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Spain, Estonia, Finland, France, Haiti, 
Japan, Lebanon, Sri Lanka, Luxembourg, Mexico, Marshall 
Islands, Mongolia, Malaysia, Niger, Norway, Oman, Philip­
pines, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Slovenia, Sweden, Tanzania, 
USA, and Uzbekistan. While many of these countries do not 
have official intranational systems of wilderness recognition, 
or official processes to designate areas (both of which do ex­
ist in several countries), they are protecting areas that they 
report do meet the criteria of IUCN Category lb and their 
specific information have been added to the WDPA. 

THREE OBSERVED CLASSES OF WILDERNESS 
PROTECTION (AN INTRANATIONAL PERSPECTIVE) 

Following is a summary of some of the de jure (existing in 
law) and de facto (existing in fact) protection of wilderness 
areas and values in countries where such protection exists. A 
useful way to view this spectrum would be in three classes (as 
suggested by Martin 1994): 

Class I wilderness includes statutory or legal protection of 
wilderness areas, usually with management plans. Eight 
nations including the United States have legislatively des­
ignated areas that protect wilderness attributes: Australia, 
Canada, Finland, South Africa, Sri Lanka, the Flathead 
Indian Reservation (a sovereign nation with the author­
ity to self-govern within the United States), and Russia 
(technically, protected nature reserves with protection of 
wilderness attributes). 

Class II wilderness includes recognition and protection of wil­
derness through administrative zoning as found in several 
countries, such as New Zealand, Zimbabwe, and Italy. 

Class III wilderness includes wilderness recognition and 
protection in resource-management programs in which 
use of the concept wilderness is a key component in the 
overall conservation effort, such as in Namibia and the • 
Philippines. 

The following sections provide information obtained from 
some of the.countries that demonstrate the characteristics of 
each class of the three classes listed above and some details 
about the history of their recognition system. 

Class I-Statutory (Legal) Protection of Wilderness 

Finland 

Commercial forestry in large continuous areas of wildlands and 
the need to protect traditional means of livelihood in northern 
Finland stimulated a wilderness movement that began in the 
1950s (Sippola 2000; Kajala 2008). Finland's Legislative Act 
on Wilderness Reserves, however, did not pass until 1991, pro­
viding statutory protection for about 3.75 million acres (1.5 
million ha) in twelve units, about 5 percent of the area of Fin­
land and all north of the Arctic Circle (Kajala 2008). No addi­
tional areas have been designated under this law. 

The Finnish word that is translated as wilderness (eriimaa) 
is defined culturally and historically different from wilderness 
in the English language. In Finland, some of the areas pro­
tected as wilderness have always been part of some people's 
everyday life for hunting and fishing (Saarinen 1998; Sippola 
2000). 

These areas in Finland were legislatively established to 
preserve their wilderness character, to protect the native 
Sarni culture, maintain traditional subsistence uses of the 
areas, and enhance possibilities for multiple use of nature. 
All Finnish wilderness areas belong to IUCN protected area 
Category lb: Wilderness. To be considered for inclusion, ar­
eas had to be a minimum of 37,000 acres (15,000 ha), over 
six miles across, and mostly roadless and uninhabited. The 
smallest Finnish wilderness area, Tsarmitunturi, is 37,000 
acres (15,000 ha), and the largest, Kaldoaivi, is 726,500 acres 
(294,000 ha) (Kajala 2008). In addition, there are, in total, 
334 Category lb areas in Finland, with 112 designated since 
2008. Of those designated since 2008, all are either in Private 
Nature Reserves or State Nature Reserves (either designated 
by Metsiihallitus or Regional Environmental Centers). 

Additional designation of wilderness lands under Finland's 
Legislative Act on Wilderness Reserves is not anticipated, 
although the Finnish wilderness legislation does state that if 
the national government acquires private inholdings within 
a designated wilderness reserve, that land area shall become 
part of the wilderness. In addition to national wilderness ar­
eas, Finnish Lapland has about 2.5 million acres (1 million 
ha) of protected natural areas that are valued for their wilder­
ness character. Human activities are even more restricted in 
these areas than they are in wilderness areas, including within 
national parks, where a common management zone was once 
called a "wilderness zone," but recently this term has been 
changed to "remote zone." These are typically low-use recre­
ation zones with little regulation in effect (Kajala 2008). 

Protecting traditional relationships with nature and Indig­
enous Sarni culture is an important aspect of wilderness in 
Finland (Pietikiiinen 1995). Roads, mining, and large-scale 
tourism are for-bidden, but small-scale forestry was allowed, 
with important restrictions, in some parts of five of the twelve 
wilderness units. However, Metsiihallitus decided by the year 
2003 that no forestry will be practiced in wilderness areas 
and before that, logging had only occurred in one wilderness 
area, Hammastunturi. 

The wilderness areas are administered by Metsiihallitus, 
which governs most state-owned lands. Recreation and tour­
ism associated with the wilderness areas and national parks 
of northern Finland have become increasingly important. 
Saarinen (1998) found that the most important reasons 



Chapter 3 ■ International Wilderness in the Twenty-First Century: A Global Review 47 

growing numbers of tourists visit some northern Finland sites 
include opportunities to see natural landscapes and wilder­
ness and enjoy peace and quiet. Wilderness areas provide 
open, reservable and rentable huts, marked hiking trails, and 
snowmobile routes. However, to protect their pristine charac­
ter, the largest parts of the wilderness areas do not have such 
facilities and services. 

The Finnish people have protected many areas under a va­
riety of designations, including wilderness (Table 3.2). 

Australia 

Having one of the lowest population densities of any settled 
country, Australia is also highly urbanized. Hence, a large 
part of the country is sparsely populated, although extensive 
areas show the influence of rangeland agriculture, logging 
and mining. 

In 1944, the 3.2-million-acre (1.3-million-ha) Kosciuszko 
National Park in New South Wales was designated with the 
provision that up to 10 percent of the park be set aside as a 
primitive area. In 1962 this designation prevented the con­
struction of hydroelectric power works in the higher elevations 
of the Snowy Mountains. From the late 1960s, wilderness is­
sues were prominently featured in conservation campaigns 
opposing hydroelectric schemes in Western Tasmania and na­
tive forest logging in several states. 

A series of inventories of Australia's wilderness resources 
began in the mid-1970s (Helman et al. 1976), covering parts 
of NSW, Queensland, Victoria, and Tasmania. Lesslie and 
Taylor (1985) developed a procedure to inventory wilder­
ness quality as a continuum, characterized by remoteness and 
primitiveness. The survey was extended to nearly all of ter­
restrial Australia as the National Wilderness Inventory (NWI) 
(Lesslie and Maslen 1995). Little progress has been.made since 
then, probably because the wilderness concept represented 
an ongoing constraint on development, was not acceptable 
to some sections of the Indigenous community, and there 
was a shift in emphasis to biodiversity conservation (Sawyer 
2015). The NWI was not subsequently updated, and the 

TABLE 3.2 Protected Areas and Wilderness in Finland 
(Metsahallitus, Parks & Wildlife Finland, December 
2022) 

Protected 
Area 

National 
Parks 

Strict Nature 
Reserves 

Other Nature 
Reserves 

Privately 
Owned 
Nature 
Reserves 

Wilderness 
Areas 

Number 

41 

19 

1,186 

13,142 

12 

Total Area Total Area 
(ha) (acres) 

1,014,619 2,507,178 

153,998 380,537 

921,897 2,278,057 

407,624 1,007,260 

1,489,310 3,680,165 

Commonwealth WildernessProgrammeunderwhichitoperated 
finished in 1999. However, variants of the NWI method have 
been used to assess wilderness qualities in several other parts 
of the world (Hawes et al. 2018) and a revised version of the 
NWI was prepared and remains in use in Tasmania (Hawes 
et al. 2015). 

Each of Australia's eight states and mainland territories 
holds principal authority over the management of its natu­
ral resources, including park and conservation management. 
Thus, the spread of the national parks idea and, later, that 
of wilderness was driven by regional rather than national is­
sues and interests. In Australia today, two states, New South 
Wales and South Australia, have wilderness legislation. Most 
other states and territories have wilderness provisions within 
their general nature conservation legislation or within their 
parks and reserves legislation, although definitions of what 
constitutes wilderness varies. 

Since the 1990s, the Australian federal government has 
taken a predominantly antipathetical approach to wilderness 
zoning on reserves partly or entirely under the control of its 
agencies . . For example, the large wilderness zone in Kakadu 
National Park was removed, as was the marine wilderness 
zone of the northernmost part of the Great Barrier Reef, al­
though both remain conservation reserves. 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conserva­
tion Act 1999 is the main piece of national legislation that 
deals with environmental conservation, but it makes no men­
tion of wilderness. Regulations under this Act include man­
agement provisions for IUCN Category lb Wilderness, but 
in the absence of any such designated reserves under federal 
government control they remain unapplied. The World Heri­
tage Properties Conservation Act 1983 recognizes Australia's 
international treaty obligations to protect World Heritage­
listed areas, . and federal guidelines recognize wilderness 
among the natural heritage values of World Heritage areas. 
However, the actual identification of wilderness is determined 
on a case-by-case basis in the reservation and planning pro­
cesses conducted largely by the state governments. 

Since much of Australia's unprotected wilderness is located 
on Aboriginal land, its protection depends on harmonizing 
non-Indigenous and Indigenous perspectives (Muir 2007). 
Some members of the Australian Indigenous community are 
supportive of the wilderness concept. Others are antagonistic, 
maintaining a contested view that wilderness implies a lack 
of past human activity and precludes traditional rights. The 
Malimup Communique (Commonwealth of Australia 1998) 
included principles for Indigenous use of wilderness but has 
not seen wilderness protection extended across northern 
Australia. Most Australian states are developing a co­
management approach to protected area management. 

The Collaborative Australian Protected Area Database 
[CAPAD] compiled by the Commonwealth of Australia 
(2021) (Table 3.3) indicates the country has 66 IUCN Cat­
egory lb protected areas, totalling 9.5 million acres (3.85 
million ha), although categorization as lb does not automati­
cally confer protection of wilderness values. Twenty-five areas 
have been designated since 2008 (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 
2022). However, Australia lacks a nationally consistent ap­
proach to assigning IUCN protected area -categories, which 
are compiled by various state-based agencies. This informa­
tion is then provided uncritically for the World Database on 
Protected Areas (WDPA). Hence, the information listed in the 
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TABLE 3.3 IU<;:N Protected Area Category lb Areas in Australia, by State and Territory (CAPAD 2021) 

Areas with Category 1 b 
State or Territory Classification 

Australian Capital Territory 1 wilderness zone 

New South Wales 2 7 wilderness areas 

Northern Territory 0 

Queensland 1 

South Australia 14 wilderness areas 

Tasmania 5 

Victoria 16 wilderness parks or zones 

Western Australia 2 wilderness zones 

Commonwealth of Australia 0 

WDPA for Australia, historically and now, at least for Cat­
egory 16 areas, gives a poor and inconsistent indication of the 
extent of protected wilderness in the country. 

Despite high public support for protecting Australia's re­
maining wilderness (Fig. 3.4) (Hawes and Dixon 2021), the 
achievement of this continues to be hampered by limited po­
litical support, a lack of wilderness legislation at a national 
level, and a lack of current data on the extent and quality of 
the country's wilderness. Ongoing physical threats to wilder­
ness include land clearance, logging, fracking, dam construc­
tion, and tourism development. Additionally, climate change 
poses a major threat to the ecological integrity and biodiver­
sity of many wilderness areas. 

Canada 

A comprehensive appraisal of wilderness protection in Can­
ada (Hummel 1989) called for a coordinated effort at provin­
cial, territorial, and federal levels to secure legal protection of 
at least 12 percent of the nation's landscape by the turn of the 

FIGURE 3.4 The Valley of the Monoliths, part of the 70,000-acre 
(28,000-ha) wilderness located within the Budawang Range, in Morton 
National Park, New South Wales, Australia. Although recreational use 
is permitted here, overnight camping is prohibited because of the highly 
erodible terrain. Photo courtesy Rob Jung. 

Total Arca (ha) Total Area (acres) 

28,793 71,149 

1,762,383 4,354,937 

0 0 

4 10 

1,850,067 4,571,608 

4,884 12,069 

200,233 494,786 

1,281 3,165 

0 0 

century. Canada now intends to protect 25 percent of the ter­
restrial environment by 2025 and 30 percent by 2030 (Envi­
ronment and Climate Change Canada [ECCC] 2022). The 
protected areas will include national/provincial/territorial 
parks, Indigenous protected and conserved areas, national 
wildlife areas, migratory bird sanctuaries, and other effec­
tive area-based conservation measures. Canada is the second 
largest country in the world and as of 2021 had about 12.6 
percent of its land and freshwater in protected areas (ECCC 
2022). 

Table 3.4 summarizes the areal extent of Canadian IUCN 
Category 16 Wilderness that is protected under national, 
provincial, territorial, and Indigenous designations. Table 
3.5 represents knowledge about wilderness designation sta­
tuses published in 2,008. These numbers are not directly 
comparable, but they do indicate accelerated interest in 
designation of areas (likely already protected at some level) 
protected for wilderness attributes, most beyond the intra­
national wilderness designation system. Since 2008, WDPA 
entries suggest that 157 new areas have been designated in 
Category lb in Canada, mostly at the provincial level, with 
a few in collaboration with non-profit organizations and two 
Indigenous community protected areas (UCN and UNEP­
WCMC 2022). 

In public opinion polls, Canadians have expressed strong 
support for the protection of wilderness lands (Rutledge 
and Vold 1995, Hummel 1989, Parks Canada Agency 
2000). There was almost unanimous support for the gov­
ernment of Canada to take actions to protect wilderness, 
and 83 percent believed it was important for Canada to 
be seen as an international leader in protecting wilderness 
(Parks Canada Agency 2000). While wild landscapes remain 
vital, the protection of wilderness (without an integral hu­
man component) as a primary objective for protected ar­
eas has been eclipsed by objectives for biodiversity, climate 
change mitigation, and contributing to Indigenous Peoples 
conservation priorities (Maxwell et al. 2020, Fletcher et al. 
2021, No'kmaq et al. 2021, Hebblewhite et al. 2022). Pub­
lic support for protected areas remains strong (Fig. 3.5), as 
is the support for achieving Canada's protected areas targets 
(Wright et al. 2019). 
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TABLE 3;4 IUCN Protected Area Category lb (Wilderness) Areas in Canada (ECCC 2021) 

Province/Territory Authority Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) 

Alberta Alberta 3,771,492 9,319,560 

Canadian Wildlife Service 10,798 26,682 

Parks Canada 1,784,900 4,410,584 

British Columbia British Columbia 3,624,801 8,957,078 

Parks Canada 261,400 645,933 

Manitoba Manitoba 3,438,513 8,496,753 

New Brunswick New Brunswick 17,570 43,416 
, 

Parks Canada 18,400 45,467 

Newfoundland & Labrador Newfoundland & Labrador 398,268 984,142 

Nova Scotia✓ Nova Scotia 424,664 1,049,368 

Nunavut Nunavut 3,494,459 8,634,996 

Canadian Wildlife Service 6,808,419 16,823,970 

Northwest Territories Northwest Territories 2,127,009 5,255,954 

Indigenous Protected & Conserved 2,183,988 5,396,752 
Area 

Canadian Wildlife Service 3,509,817 8,672,947 

Parks Canada 30,026,000 74,195,862 

Ontario Ontario 4,801,690 11,865,234 

Canadian Wildlife Service 21,277 52,577 

Parks Canada 217,308 536,980 

Quebec Quebec 781,374 1,930,817 

Saskatchewan Saskatchewan 2,054,220 5,076,088 

Yukon Yukon 520,320 1,285,739 

Parks Canada 325,900 805,316 

Total 70,622,587 174,512,213 

TABLE 3.5 Wilderness Lands by Province in Canada (McNamee 2008) 

Province or Authority Number of Units Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) 

British Columbia 1 Wilderness Area 19,000 46,930 

Alberta 3 Wilderness Areas 100,800 248,976 

Newfoundland/Labrador 2 Wilderness Areas 396,500 979,355 

Ontario 9 Wilderness Parks 4,823,745 11,914,650 

Nova Scotia 31 Wilderness Areas 285,000 'z03,950 

Parks Canada 2 Wilderness Areas 85,000 209,950 

Total 48 Wilderness Units 5,710,045 .14,103,811 
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FIGURE 3.5 Much of Canada's far north holds outstanding opportu­
nities for wilderness recreation. Here a kayaker enjoys the solitude and 
natural landscape of Pelly Bay. Photo courtesy Department of Economic 
Development and Tourism, Northwest Territories, Canada. 

Indigenous Peoples are a growing force for establishing 
protected areas in Canada. Indigenous Protected and Con­
served Areas (IPCA) are lands and waters where Indigenous 
Pe~ples ha:ve the primary role in identifying and designating 
their locat10n and purpose. Some IPCAs are co-designated 
with federal, provincial, or territorial governments and 
legislation, while others are designated under Indigenous laws, 
governance, and knowledge systems. IPCA establishment, 
governance, and management objectives share three elements: 
being Indigenous-led, having a long-term commitment to 
conservation, and elevating of Indigenous rights and respon­
sibilities (Indigenous Circle of Experts 2018). Ivvavik Na­
tional Park (the majority of which is zoned as wilderness) 
was Canada's first IPCA and created through the Inuvialuit 
Final Agreement in 1984. Many IPCAs have been established 
through Indigenous land claim agreements, national park es­
tablishment processes, and in the past five years, five large 
IPCAs were established in the Northwest Territories, British 
Columbia, and Alberta. 

Transboundary protection of wilderness areas is in place 
between provinces, provinces and territories, territories, and 
Canada and the U.S. Some examples include the protection 
of Manitoba-Ontario Interprovincial Wilderness Area, 
Tatshenshini-Alsek Provincial Park, Kluane National Park 
and Glacier Bay and Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and 
Preserves; Torngat Mountains National Park, Kuururjuaq 
Quebec National Park, and Waterton-Glacier International 
Peace Park; and Ivvavik National Park, Vuntut National 
Park, and Arctic National Wildlife Area. 

Seven of the ten Canadian provinces have legislation to des­
ignate wilderness protected areas ancllor to support wilderness 
management zones within protected areas: Alberta, British 
Columbia, Manitoba, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova 
Scotia, Ontario, and Saskatchewan. The three territories, Que­
bec, and New Brunswick do not have wilderness legislation, 
but each has IUCN Category lb areas identified (Table 3.4). 

At the federal level, the Canada's National Parks Act was 
amended in 1988 to include provision for wilderness desig­
nation (McNamee 2008). In 2000, Parks Canada declared its 
first wilderness areas in Banff, Jasper, Kootenay, and Yoho 
(McNamee 2008) using the National Parks Wilderness Area 
Declaration Regulation. As of 2022, eight national parks 
have legislated wilderness areas. In addition, through each 

national park management plan a large proportion of land 
and water are zoned wilderness. Some migratory bird sanc­
tuaries and national wildlife areas have been identified as 
Category lb Wilderness by the Canadian Wildlife Service be­
cause they are large unmodified areas that retain their natu­
ral character, lack permanent habitation, and are managed to 
preserve their natural condition, but the legislation for these 
protected areas does not identify wilderness as a manage­
ment objective. 

Currently Alberta manages wilderness areas established 
under three legislations: the Willmore Wilderness Park Act 
(1962), the Provincial Parks Act (1964), and the Wilder­
ness Areas, Ecological Reserves, Natural Areas and Heritage 
Rangelands Act (2000). Historically, other legislation was 
used: the Wilderness Provincial Park Act (1959), Forest Re­
serves Act (1961), Public Lands Act (1965), and Wilderness 
Areas Act (1971). 

British Columbia now establishes wilderness parks/areas 
through the Protected Areas of British Columbia Act (2022). 
This Act consolidates legislation still used for designating and 
managing protected areas: the Parks Act and Ecological Re­
serve Act. British Columbia has been a leader by establishing 
la~g~, protected areas since the early 1900s, with logging, 
mmmg, and hydro dams considered threats to wild spaces. 
Public opinion has supported protecting large wilderness ar­
eas as a top priority for the province. 

In Manitoba, the Provincial Parks Act (1993) includes the 
designation of a wilderness park with the purpose of preserv­
ing representative areas of a natural region and provides for 
a wilderness land use category within the management plan 
for any type of park. 

Newfoundland and Labrador created its Wilderness and 
Ecological Reserves Act in 1980 that has an emphasis on 
ensuring that traditional relationships (hunting, trapping, 
fis_hing, and recreational travel) with the land are supported 
(McNamee 2008). 

In Nova Scotia, the Wilderness Areas Protection Act of 
1998 provided immediate protection of almost 5 percent of 
the province's total land base (McNamee 2008). This leg­
islation is unique in a province that is 70 percent privately 
owned. 

Ontario passed a Wilderness Areas Act in 1959 (McNamee 
2008). In 1978, the Ontario government recognized wilderness 
parks as one of six official categories of Ontario provincial 
parks, and in 2006, a new Provincial Parks and Conserva­
tion Reserves Act_ repealed the old Wilderness Areas Act and 
made wilderness parks an official category in the province's 
protected areas system. • 

In Saskatchewan, the Parks Act (1986) includes a category 
for the designation of wilderness parks that are to be used pri­
marily for preserving large remote natural landscapes and for 
low intensity, non-mechanized recreation. The Saskatchewan 
Protected and Conserved Areas Roadmap (2020) describes the 
overall goal of conserving and protecting 12 percent of land 
and water but does not include a specific goal for wilderness. 

South Africa 

The modern concept of wilderness was introduced to South 
Africa (SA) through a group of rangers working in remote 
conserved areas in KwaZulu-Natal during the 1950s. The 
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manner in which they lived and worked had a deep effect on 
their worldview and this common perception created endur­
ing bonds. It is noteworthy that these bonds sometimes cir­
cumvented the legally enforced racial segregation that had 
plagued the country. One ranger, Jim Feely, circulated an arti­
cle from the American Wilderness Society, "11 Fundamentals 
of the Wilderness Concept" (Trippensee 1948). These con­
cepts had a profound effect on fellow ranger Ian Player who, 
against considerable political opposition, initiated two inno­
vations (Draper 1998). 

To firstly prepare himself, Player contacted Howard Zahn­
iser of The Wilderness Society (U.S.)-the unassuming, mod­
est "architect" of the U.S. Wilderness Act-and "Zahnie" 
mailed him transcripts of the U.S. Senate hearings on the pro­
posed legislation for wilderness. Player read these transcripts 
around the campfire while on patrol in the iMfolozi, and con­
signed to memory all the arguments used against wilderness 
so that he could be prepared for the policy struggle he knew 
would come in his own country as the wilderness concept 
advanced (Martin 1983). 

Then came the innovations. Under the rationale that 
the value of wildness would not be appreciated while it re­
mained unknown, Player initiated multiple-day hikes for 
the public where participants would live simply: camping 
unde_r the stars or a basic canvas, and traversing the wilder­
ness on trails made by rhinoceros and hippopotamus. Such 
trips commonly terminated with a group meeting (indaba 
in Zulu; Mutwa 1999) with participants articulating ap­
preciation of the intrinsic and societal values of these "wild 
places" and their personal experiences while there. Player's 
Zulu elder and mentor/colleague/friend, Magqubu Ntom­
bela (Fig. 3.6) suggested that a larger indaba should be 
held to expand this understanding, leading directly to what 
Player then named the first World Wilderness Congress (in 
Johannesburg, 1977). 

The second innovation entailed establishing portions of 
two conservation areas as wilderness, a designation never-be­
fore formally used in South Africa or anywhere else in Africa. 
These areas have been expanded and continue to this day as 
the iMfolozi and the Tewati Wilderness Areas (see Table 3.6). 
Determined to expand wilderness awareness, Player formed 
the Wilderness Leadership School, prioritising selected partic­
ipants from all walks of life, races, and social levels to promote 
advocacy for environmental care and wilderness awareness. 
The symbol of this organisation, selected by Ntombela, was 
the trifoliate coral tree leaf (signifying the interconnectedness 
of humanity, spirit, and nature) later adopted by the sister or­
ganizations-the WILD Foundation, Wilderness Foundation 
UK, and the Wilderness Foundation Africa. The advocacy by 
these groups and the Wilderness Action Group, increased the 
number of SA wilderness areas. Table 3.6 below shows the 
extent and nature of wilderness areas in SA. 

Independent of this introduction of wilderness, the forester 
Danie Ackerman (then the director) and W.R. "Bill" Bain­
bridge (then a planner) of the national Forestry Department 
led the way in amending the 1971 Forest Act to protect forest 
wilderness, with successive amendments retaining this within 
the National Forest Act No. 84 of 1998. Interestingly, this Act 
does not define wilderness, relying, rather, on either common 
usage of the term or subsequent legal definitions appearing 

FIGURE 3.6 Dr. Ian Player, noted South African and international 
wilderness advocate, and his friend, Magqubu Ntombela, famous game 
guard and Zulu tribal chief. Player was instrumental in establishing part 
of the Umfolozi Game Reserve as wilderness in 1958 and in founding 
the Wilderness Leadership School (WLS), a nonprofit group dedicated to 
introducing leaders, especially young people, to wilderness. Photo cour­
tesy Ian Player. 

elsewhere in SA law. Bainbridge was primarily instrumental 
in protecting huge swathes of the Drakensberg mountains as 
catchment areas. Later much of this was formally designated 
as wilderness. 

The legal definition of wilderness occurred with the Na­
tional Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act No. 
57 of 2003 (NEMPAA), which denotes their intrinsically wild 
character, devoid of roads or human habitation. It limits ac­
cess to unmechanised means and prioritises biodiversity and 
ecosystem services including opportunities for solitude (Bain­
bridge and Lax 2008). It describes how state, communal, or 
private wilderness can be designated directly or zoned within 
management plans approved by the government minister. To 
ensure its efficacy, zoned wilderness must have two inherent 
requisites: (1) the management plan must be current and (2) 
the management system must withstand scientific rigour. In 
other words, the process of zoning wilderness must be con­
sultatively lawful and adhere to a defendable peer-reviewed 
methodology (Cryer 2009). 

Commitment to wilderness protection is varied: the in­
creased number of wilderness areas shows promise, but both 
the preference for zoning wilderness rather than officially 
designating it, and the tendency for the areas to be smaller 
in extent, indicates less or diluted commitment to the wil­
derness concept. SA's environmental policy, especially since 
the late 1990's, focuses more on social benefit. This, and in­
creasing law-enforcement needs, result in core conservation 
(including wilderness) being de-prioritized. The mixed enthu­
siasm is rooted in the historic perception of wilderness as a 
post-colonial romantic relic (Zealand 2007), resulting in the 
concept narrowly surviving SA's democratic transition in the 
1990s. Early drafts of NEMPAA excluded wilderness as a 
protected area category. Instead, it was retrofitted into subse­
quent drafts as an attribute to be applied to protected areas. 
The survival of the wilderness concept in SA in the face of 
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TABLE 3.6 Pr~perties of Wilderness Areas in South Africa (Source: Paul Cryer, South Africa) 

Reserve/Park or 
Area in Which It Is Management 

Name Embedded Authority Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) 

Kruger National Park Kruger Nationa'l Park South African National 814,999 2,013,906 
Wilderness Complex Parks 
(15) 

Richtersveld Wilderness Richtersveld National Sputh African National 67,777 167,481 
Complex (2) Park Parks 

Wolkberg Wilderness Wolksberg Nature Department of 22,000 54,363 
Area Reserve Environment, Forestry & 

Fisheries 

Imfolozi Wilderness Area Hluhluwe-iMfolozi Park Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife 31,711 78,360 

Tewati Wilderness Area lsimangaliso Greater St Lucia Wetland 42,486 104,985 
• Park Authority 

Ithala Wilderness Area IGRithala Game Reserve Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife 6,338 15,662 

uKhahlamba Drakensberg uKhahlamba Drakensberg Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife 157,421 388,996 
Wilderness Complex (4) Park 

Ntendeka Wilderness Ngome State Forest Department of 5,250 12,973 
Area Environment, Forestry & 

Fisheries 

Groot Swartberg Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 32,437 80,154 
Wilderness Complex (2) Conservation Board 

East Swartberg Wilderness Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 16,38_2 40,481 
Complex (2) Conservation Board 

Kammanassie Wilderness Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 8,136 20,104 
Area Conservation Board 

Rooiolifantskloof Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 5,550 13,714 
Wilderness Area Conservation Board 

Paardenberg Wilderness Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 1,522 3,761 
Area Conservation Board 

Rooiberg, Wilderness Area Swartberg Complex Western Cape Nature 12,844 31,738 
Conservation Board 

Cederberg Wilderness Cederberg Complex Western Cape Nature 49,773 122,992 
Complex (3) Conservation Board 

Groot Winterhoek Groot Winterhoek Western Cape Nature 22,251 54,983 
Wilderness Area Complex Conservation Board 

Boosmanbos Wilderness Langeberg Complex Western Cape Nature 14,000 34,595 
Area Conservation Board 

Marlroth Nature Reserve Langeberg Complex Western Cape Nature 5,821 14,384 
Wilderness Area Conservation Board 

Padderberg Nature Langeberg Complex Western Cape Nature 560 1,384 
Reserve Wilderness Conservation Board 
Area 

Kogelberg Wilderness Kogelberg Nature Reserve Western Cape Nature 12,858 31,773 
Area Conservation Board 

Fonteinjtiesberg Fonteinjtiesberg Nature Western Cape Nature 2,522 6,232 
Wilderness Area Reserve Conservation Board 

(continued) 
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TABLE 3.6 Properties of Wilderness Areas in South Africa (Source: Paul Cryer, South Africa) (continued) 

Name 

Reserve/Park or 
Area in Which It Is 
Embedded 

Management 
Authority Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) 

Anysberg Wilderness 
Complex (2) 

Anysberg Nature Reserve Western Cape Nature 
Conservation Board 

18,621 46,013 

De Hoop Wilderness Area De Hoop Nature Reserve 
Complex 

Western Cape Nature 
Conservation Board 

1,519 3,754 

Pilanesberg Wilderness 
Area 

Pilanesberg National Park Department of 
Environment, Forestry & 
Fisheries 

11,000 27,182 

Baviaanskloof Wilderness 
Complex (3) 

Baviaanskloof World 
Herita_ge Site 

Eastern Cape Parks & 
Tourism 

84,117 207,858 

Total 

criticisms (including its exclusion of human habitation) rests 
with two trends in global and local environmental thinking: 

• The acknowledgement of sacred sites to Indigenous/local 
peoples has increased significance in SA, with many pro­
tected areas (and embedded wilderness areas) now being 
owned by local communities through the land restitution 
process, which reversed the loss of tenure during apartheid. 
The idea that certain sacred sites could be protected within 
a wilderness designation offers new opportunities (Wild 
and McLeod 2008). The overlap between sacred sites and 
areas of remote wildness is well understood and could fur­
ther justify limited access to the community that holds the 
area as sacred. Such thinking may help convert local critics 
of wilderness into ardent advocates (Beltran 2000). 

• Within an accentuated awareness of planetary boundar­
ies, averting a biodiversity crisis involves revaluing the 
complexity inherent in large intact ecosystems. This long­
known value of wilderness may induce invigorated support 
within the country's protected area network. 

As a result, current SA wilderness designation prioritizes 
ecological and Indigenous knowledge systems over simple 
recreation (a word sometimes associated in SA with elitism) 
(Fig. 3.7). Even to fatigued urbanites, the value of wilderness 
is then perceived as benefitting the human spirit rather than 
just providing fun. This offers challenges in that wilderness 
management methodologies and language remain structured 
around recreation. Broader acceptance of wilderness in SA is 
dependent on incorporating within wilderness management 
practice this linguistic and conceptual evolution of a soci­
ety vastly changed since the election of President Mandela 
in 1994. 

Sri Lanka 

Sri Lanka is the only South ·or East Asian country with Class 
I (legally designated) wilderness. Sri Lanka's 1988 Natural 
Heritage Wilderness Act provides for the conservation and 
protection of unique ecosystems, genetic resources, and out­
standing natural features by regulating the entry to, and 
residence within, these areas and the use of their natural 
resources by local communities. Natural heritage wilderness 

1,447,895 3,577,828 

is created by order of the minister of Lands and Develop­
ment, but only after consulting the ministers of the Environ­
ment, Wildlife Conservation, Fisheries, Agriculture, Cultural 
Affairs, and Indigenous Medicine. The recommendation must 
then be approved by the president and confirmed by Parlia­
ment. Management of protected areas falls under the Forest 
Department and Department of Wildlife Conservation. 

Two main rationales form the historical basis for the Act. 
First is the historical need to protect wild landscapes for wa­
tershed values; this practice originated with the ancient kings 
to protect status as an agricultural power some 800 years 
ago. Singhalese kings declared specific areas as thahansi kale, 
or forbidden forests. These were typically dense, evergreen 
tropical forests with rivers and streams. Between 1600 and 
1800, colonial rulers destroyed much of these areas for tropi­
cal hardwood exports. The few that remain, such as the Sin­
haraja Rainforest, Peak Wilderness, and Horton Plains, are 
dramatically reduced in size and now protected under the 
1998 Natural Heritage Wilderness Act. 

The second rationale for the Act is cultural and religious. 
Buddhist thought and practice has influenced ideas of nature 
and conservation for more than 2,300 years. Thus, modern 
Sri Lanka is steeped in the tenets of compassion, protection, 
and sanctuary for all life. One ancient teaching explained that 
humanity and all living beings were equal: "Oh great King, 
the birds of the air and the animals have an equal right to 
live in this land as thou, the land belongs to the people and 
all living beings and thou art only the guardian of it." The 
concept of sanctuary for animals dates back more than 800 
years. However, conservation historians remind us that Sri 
Lanka's several modern protected areas (e.g., Yala, Horton 
Plains) were originally established by colonial administrators 
to protect "game" for sportsmen to kill. 

Today Sri Lanka's large network of protected areas cov­
ers a diverse range of habitats and covers a significant por­
tion of the island. These areas protect a wide variety of 
terrestrial, aquatic, and marine species and contribute to the 
thriving ecotourism industry. In fact, Sri Lanka serves as a 
case study illustrating how long-held cultural beliefs about 
nature and humans can demonstrate the wide variety of eco­
logical, social, and economic benefits that arise from pro­
tecting nature. 
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FIGURE 3.7 Wilderness in Africa includes some charismatic mega­
fauna-elephant, lion, and rhinoceros-that are considered icons of wil­
derness. Photos courtesy Ulf Doerner. 

Flathead Indian Nation ( Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes of Montana, U.S.) 

There is a link between Indigenous people and nature that 
is not described or acknowledged in the U.S. Wilderness 
Act. The Wilderness Act suggests that these protected areas 
should be "untrammeled," or unmanipulated, unfettered, 
when in fact it is common knowledge that, for most areas 
in North America, Indigenous people have intervened, with 
respect, for generations. The Mission Mountains Tribal Wil­
derness in Montana, though not part of the National Wil­
derness Preservation System, was designated to protect many 
of these same values but also extended to protect important 
cultural meanings assigned to this wild landscape. The mean­
ings that members of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 

Tribes of Montana attach to their (formally designated under 
Tribal law) Mission Mountains Tribal Wilderness were found 
to include: (1) protecting nature and culture; (2) functional, 
emotional, and symbolic attachments; (3) wildlife and water­
shed protection; and (4) access, beauty, privacy, and rec­
reation (Watson et al. 2011a). Protecting the relationship 
between Indigenous people and relatively intact, complex 
systems, which we commonly refer to as wilderness in North 
America, can be an important contributor to sustainability 
of the landscape and cultural heritage (Watson et al. 2011a). 

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes live on 1.2 
million acres (518,000 ha) in northern Montana, United 
States, and are a quasi-autonomous jurisdiction under tribal 
governance. The Mission Mountain Tribal Wilderness Area 
on the Flathead Indian Reservation in northwest Montana is 
the only wilderness i;rotected under tribal law found on the 
more than 300 federally recognized Indian reservations in the 
United States, and only one of three Category lb areas des­
ignated in the world in the WDPA (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 
2022) protected by an Indigenous community. 

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes are the de­
scendants of Salish, Pend d'Oreille, and Kootenai Indians 
who traditionally occupied a 20-million-acre (8.3-million-ha) 
area stretching from central Montana to eastern Washington 
and north into Canada. After the Hellgate Treaty of 1855, 
most of these ancestral laI}ds were ceded to the U.S. govern­
ment, with 1.2 million acres (518,000 ha) remaining and now 
known as the Flathead Indian Reservation (McDonald 1995). 

Starting in 1936, there were several attempts to protect 
the Mission Mountain Range, which is central to the Indians' 
physical and spiritual geography, but the main effort to protect 
it came in the mid-1970s in response to a proposal by the Bu­
reau of Indian Affairs to log the mountains. Three greatly re­
spected grandmothers (yayas) raised the initial protest and led 
the way for other community leaders to organize a "Save the 
Mission Mountains Committee." About this time, Thurman 
Trosper (a tribal member, retired U.S. Forest Service and 
National Park Service employee, and past president of The 
Wilderness Society) returned home to the Flathead Reserva­
tion and proposed the idea of a tribal wilderness. Following 
extended community action, the Tribal Council in 1982 ap­
proved· Tribal Ordinance 79A and the Mission Mountains 
Tribal Wildern~ss management plan, designating 92,000 acres 
(38,333 ha) as wilderness. It was the first time that an Indian 
tribe had taken action to designate wilderness on its own land 
and to establish policy direction and provide personnel for 
its protection and management. CSKT Tribal Ordinance 79A 
states that "Wilderness . .. is the essence of traditional reli­
gion and has served Indian people of these Tribes as a place 
to hunt, as a place to gather medicinal herbs and roots, as a 
vision seeking ground, as a sanctuary, and in countless ways 
for thousands of years" (CSKT 2005). 

Salish Elder Clarence Woodock (CSKT 2005) described 
these mountains as lands where the people walked and lived. 
They are important to elders and for the perpetuation of 
Indian culture because of stories created and told there. A 
significant difference between the Tribal Ordinance and the 
federal Wilderness Act, however, is that Ordinance 79A states 
unambiguously that a primary purpose of the Mission Moun­
tains Tribal Wilderness is the preservation of Tribal culture, 
and it acknowledges the importance of wilderness to the per­
petuation of traditional Indian religion. 



Chapter 3 ■ International Wilderness in the Twenty-First Century: A Global Review 55 

Further management plans ensued for protecting grizzly 
habitat and for fire management, and a Wilderness Buffer 
Zone of 23,000 acres (9,600 ha) was later established. The 
importance of the Mission Mountain Wilderness Buffer Zone 
(a policy or designation not applied to federal Wilderness in 
the U.S.) to achieving Wilderness protection purposes has 
been highlighted in recent research, particularly its role in 
restoration of fire in the larger ecosystem through buffering 
the non-wilderness from the wilderness (Watson et al. 2013, 
Watson et al. 2009). 

There are also important differences between managing 
wilderness on the Flathead Nation and managing federal 
lands under the U.S. Wilderness Act. The needs and values 
of tribal members take precedence over those of nontribal 
members resident on the reservation or visiting. Research by 
Watson et al. (2011a) demonstrates that protecting this tribal 
wilderness showcases the wisdom of tribal communities in 
safeguarding their cultural landscape. This protection extends 
to off-site benefits such as water resources, wildlife habitats, 
aesthetic values, and other essential resources. 

Russia 

Although a concept exists in the Russian language that is 
analogous to wilderness-dikaya mestnost (wild place)-a 
different word is used for some of Russia's wildest protected 
places: zapovedniks-literally "forbidden areas" (Table 3.7) . 
The Soviet Union established these areas, withdrawn from 
economic use, to preserve representative natural ecosystems 
and typical and rare landscapes; to protect gene pools for 
wildlife; and for research and educational purposes (Pryde 
1987). 

The first zapovednik, Barguzin Zapovednik, was estab­
lished as a wildlife preserve to protect a sable population by 
a regional government in 1916 (Ostergren and Shvarts 2000). 
In the 1920s, the Ilmen'ski Zapovednik was established to 
protect its unique geological and mineralogical features, mak­
ing it the first area in the world protected primarily for scien­
tific purposes (Weiner 1988a). The number of areas expanded 
until 1951, when 128 areas totaled more than 31 million 
acres (12 million ha). Then, in 1951, about seven-eighths of 

the reserves were abruptly eliminated, and it was further re­
duced by one-third in 1961 (Weiner 19886). Since 1961, the 
number of zapovedniks has slowly rebuilt and in 2022 there 
are 1,019 areas totaling more than 84 million acres (34.5 mil­
lion ha) (Table 3.8). 

Despite the privatization of industries and homes follow­
ing the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, the vast majority of 
land has remained under federal control. Total public con­
trol creates, in theory, a promising political framework for 
all kinds of conservation, including that of protected areas. 
Within the Russian Federation there are also 64 national 
parks, 60 national nature refuges, and 17 national nature 
monuments (Table 3.8). 

There are important differences between the Russian za­
povednik and Class lb Wilderness: absence of parliamentary 
or other public legislative control; lack of consistent, enforced 
management plans; some use of motorized vehicles and, origi­
nally, the lack of people as part of the environment. However, 
there is enough regard for maintaining "wild" values present 
in the Russian zapovedniks that they are included here as le­
gally protected wild places. 

Despite the original dominant role of nature protection 
in zapovedniks, their value for human uses has also become 
acknowledged. In the 1960s and 1970s, growing pressures 
on several nature reserves forced authorities to consider that 
the areas may have demand for recreation. The recreational 
demands contributed in part to the creation of several Soviet 
National Parks in the 1970s. Some parklands were zoned to 
include wilderness conditions (e.g., natural conditions, access 
by foot or horse only, no permanent structures), but unlike 
zapovedniks the parks also include economic zones for tour­
ism infrastructure and may have had limited logging. 

Probably the most significant post-Soviet event for pro­
tected areas was the passage of an "organic act" for all 
agencies in 1995 and the establishment of the Department 
of Zapovednik Management within the State Committee of 
Environmental Protection. Historically, zapovedniks were 
protected by various administrative authorities, even at local 
and provincial levels. This legislation in 1995 (which empha­
sized biodiversity protection and long-term ecological moni­
toring) provided a new sense of direction and legal strength to 

TABLE 3.7 Types of Protected Areas in Russia (Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia 2021) 

Type of PA (Russian 
and English) 

3anoeei:umK 

sounds: zapovednik 

HaIU!OHaJibHb!H napK 

sounds: natsionalny park 

3aKaJHHK 

sounds: zakaznik 

IlaMJITHHK npHpO,!U,I 

sounds: pam'yatnik prirody 

Meaning 

strictly protected preserve of federal 
(national) level only 

national park, sometimes closer to 
U.S. National Forest of recreational 

- areas; federal level only 

nature refuge or sanctuary mostly for 
ecosystem/species protection and 
management; 

can be of federal, regional, municipal 
or local level 

nature monument-"the least 
important" PA with quite "soft" 
regime usually; can be of federal, 
regional, municipal or local level 

IUCN Equivalent 

National Nature Reserve or 
Zapovednik 

National Park 

(National) Nature Refuge 

or (National) Nature Sanctuary 

(National) Nature Monument 

IUCN Category 

la 

2 (but some parks closer to 6 
because of natural resources 
used) 

4 

3 



56 Chapter 3 ■ International Wilderness in the Twenty-First Century: A Global Review 

TABLE 3.8 P,;otected Areas (PA) System in Russia (2020) (Ministry of Natural Resources of Russia 2021) 

Federal 
(National) Level Regional Level Municipal and Local PAs 

Category of Number of Total Area Number of Total area Number of Total Area 
Protected Area PAs (million ha) PAs (million ha) PAs (million ha) 

National Nature 109 34.5 na na na na 
Reserves 
(Zapovedniks) 

National Parks 64 26.9 na na na na 

Nature Park na na 106 

Nature Refuges 60 13.6 2,422 55.9 

Nature 17 0.024 7,390 
Monuments 

Dendrological 46 0.005 27 0.002 
parks and 
Botanic 
gardens 

others 494 

Total: 296 75 10,439 117.7 1,090 47.5 

na = not applicable 
- = no data 

protect these critical areas in Russia. In addition to clarifying 
responsibilities and strengthening law enforcement author­
ity, the 1995 law expanded the purpose of zapovedniks to 
include conservation training for professionals, participation 
in regional environmental impact assessments, and, very con­
troversially, environmental education that may include eco­
tourism. After eighty years of traditional exclusion, it became 
legal to bring people into the territory of zapovedniks for pur­
poses other than ecological research (Ostergren 2001). 

Discussions about the possibility or necessity of tourism 
in the zapovedniks went on for many years, with some man­
agers supporting this idea, while some believed that it could 
destroy wildlife. In 2011, amendments were adopted to the 
basic law on protected areas, where the development of tour­
ism has become one of the main tasks of the zapovedniks. In 
fact, tourism has already become established in and around 
some particularly attractive protected areas, and since 2011 
has become legal. 

The impetus behind this change in the law is the popular­
ization of nature conservation in Russia, the extensive system 
of protected areas, and the formation of very positive public 
attitudes and support for nature conservation associated with 
the Protected Areas system. However, this decision was not 
followed by specific policies and direction, leading many man­
agers to begin to develop recreation services with some impact 
on natural resources, which caused conflicts with nature con­
servation interests and the loss of value for some territories. In 
Russia, there is the need to develop ecological tourism in za­
povedniks and use it as a tool for nature conservation, without 
negative impact to the natural resources of protected areas. 

According to Watson et al. (2018), Russia contains more 
remaining "wilderness" than any other country. Because Rus­
sia covers eleven time zones and a wide array of ecosystems 

(e.g., tundra, taiga, bogs, deciduous forest, steppe, moun­
tains, deserts), there is potential for additional protection of 
wild lands. Endangered wildlife species are most frequently 
located in these "wilderness" places, but inadequate funding 
and staffing, coupled with pressures from competing eco­
nomic interests (e.g., poaching, food gathering), are continu­
ing problems. 

Interestingly, the twelve Russian protected areas listed in 
the WDPA as Category lb: Wilderness (six since 2008), are 
not in the strict nature reserves (zapovednik). Eight are in na­
tional parks and the other four are located in State Natural 
Zakaznik areas (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Class II-Administrative Zoning of Wilderness 

Some nations protect wilderness by administrative zoning. 
This protection is not as secure as Class I because administra­
tive rules and regulations are easier to change than statutory 
protection. 

New Zealand 

New Zealand protects a wilderness system through admin­
istrative designation or zoning under provisions provided in 
its Reserve Act of 1977, the National Parks Act of 1980, and 
the Conservation Act of 1987 (Cessford and Dingwall 1997; 
Somers 2008). Physical conditions, cultural values, and vig­
orous wilderness advocacy combine to make New Zealand's 
wilderness have extremely high standards, supported by strict 
management guidelines. 

In 2023, there were eleven designated wilderness areas and 
two recommended wilderness proposals that totaled around 
1.80 million acres (732,000 ha) in New Zealand (Table 3.9). 
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TABLE 3.9 Wilderness Areas in New Zealand in 2022 (Cessford 2008 and Barnett et al. 2015) 

Wilderness Areas Total Area (ha) Total Area (acres) Gazetted (Legislated) 

Raukumara 40,000 

Ruakituri 24,000 

Te Tatau-Pounamu 6,500 

Hauhungatahi 8,500 

Tasman 87,000 

Paparoa 31,000 

Adams 47,000 

Hooker-Lands borough• 41,000 

Olivine• 83,000 

Pembroke• 18,000 

Glaisnock• 125,000 

Gazetted Area Subtotal 511,000 

Proposed Wilderness ha 

South-West/Cameron• 182,000 

Pegasus 40,000 

Proposed Subtotal 222,000 

Wilderness Area Total 733,000 

These designated and proposed wilderness areas total about 
3 percent of New Zealand's land area. These New Zealand 
"wildernesses" reflect standards of physical and social con­
ditions that are among the most rigorous in the world and 
exceed the Category lb criteria specified by IUCN (1998) for 
the most protected class of wilderness areas, because IUCN 
criteria make more allowance for minor human modification 
and habitation. Indeed, over 30 percent of New Zealand's 
total area is protected natural public conservation land, with 
over 20,288,760 acres (8,2000,000 ha) managed by the De­
partment of Conservation for biodiversity conservation and 
wilderness-type values (Fig. 3.8). This is one of the highest 
proportions of protected areas of any country in the world 
(Green and Paine 1997; IUCN 1998). Most of these lands 
are remote and natural, with high wilderness quality by any 
standards. 

Further, possibly 25 percent of New Zealand's conser­
vation lands outside the designated wilderness areas might 

99,000 1988. Forested highlands, Raukumara 
Conservation Park. 

59,500 2006. Remote forested highlands, Te 
Urewera 

13,529 1962. Forested subalpine landscapes, 
Tongariro N.P. 

20,999 1966. Forested subalpine landscapes, 
Tongariro N.P. 

215,000 1988. Forested highlands, Kahurangi 
N.P. 

76,500 2002. Forested highlands/mountains, 
Paparoa N.P. 

116,000 2002. Mountains & valleys, Southern 
Alps 

101,000 1990. Mountain/valleys, Southern Alps, 
by Mt Cook N.P. 

205,000 1997. Mountains, valleys, and glaciers, 
Mt Aspiring N .P. 

44,500 1974. Forested/alpine mountain lands, 
Fiordland N.P. 

309,000 1974. Forested/alpine mountain lands, 
Fiordland N.P. 

1,263,000 1.9 percent of New Zealand land 

acres Area Proposals 

450,000 Lowland forest and lakes, Fiordland 
N.P. 

99,000 Lowland Stewart Island forests/coast, 
Rakiura N.P. 

549,000 0.8 percent of New Zealand land area 

1,811,000 2.7 percent of New Zealand land area 

FIGURE 3.8 Most high alpine areas have significant wilderness val­
ues in New Zealand and internationally. Some have access by aircraft, 
the only major intrusion, other than people, to otherwise pristine places. 
Photo courtesy Gordon Cessford. 
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qualify as the most remote kind of wilderness under IUCN 
criteria. But these lands also have a legislative basis for con­
servation management in New Zealand, and potential pres­
sures on them for development and recreational use are not 
great. Eighty-five percent of New Zealand's 5 million resi­
dents are urbanized coastal dwellers, most concentrated in 
the upper half of the North Island. Very few live in remote 
areas and, unlike most other countries of the world, very few 
have any occupancy options in lands that are managed as 
protected natural areas. 

New Zealand created one of the world's first national parks 
in 1894 when the volcanoes and lava fields of the central 
North Island became Tongariro National Park. These lands 
had been given to the nation in 1887 by its Indigenous Maori 
guardians, who wanted these sacred mountains enshrined in 
public protected-area status (Cessford and Reedy 2000). 

The arrival of humans introduced new ecological impacts 
against which the native biota had few natural defenses. In 
less than one thousand years, it is estimated that humans and 
their accompanying animals removed 70 percent of the forest 
cover and drove 32 percent of the Indigenous terrestrial bird 
species to extinction. Moreover, around a thousand species 
of Indigenous plants and animals are now threatened, includ­
ing thirty-seven of the fifty remaining native terrestrial bird 
species. Thus, retaining biological uniqueness by maintaining 
natural biodiversity is a high priority for the management of 
New Zealand's conservation lands. 

Wilderness has a very specific meaning in New Zealand 
conservation management, relating most often to specifically 
designated "Wilderness Areas" and based most often on rec­
reational experience criteria. Most wilderness advocacy from 
the earliest days to today has been generated by the Feder­
ated Mountain Clubs of New Zealand (FMC), although the 
earliest concepts were heavily influenced by those developing 
in the United States (Barnett et al. 2015). In 1939, Lance Mc­
Caskill, a prominent conservationist, visited the United States 
and met Aldo Leopold and, through his influence, introduced 
the concept of wilderness into New Zealand National Park 
circles (Cumberland 1981). In 1949, the American conser­
vationist Olaus Murie visited New Zealand and supported 
the idea of introducing wilderness protection provisions into 
the pending 1952 national park legislation. This legislation 
outlined a procedure whereby distinct areas of wilderness 
could be established in national park settings, and that such 
areas should be kept and maintained in a state of nature, 
without any buildings, roads, or tracks, and only foot access 
permitted. 

Although there was general agreement about what wilder­
ness was, there was no consensus or management philoso­
phy. Because the mechanisms for wilderness protection were 
spread across three different statutes, three different govern­
mental agencies, and two governmental ministries, it was dif­
ficult to promote the assessment ai:id protection of wilderness. 
In 1976, public conservation groups, led by the FMC, began 
to consider options for wilderness protection (Molloy 1983). 
Working with three government management agencies, the 
FMC helped produce a Joint Wilderness Policy in 1980 that 
outlined the legislative status of wilderness in New Zealand, 
discussed social and physical criteria for such areas, proposed 
common definitions with which each agency would work, 
and identified general guidelines for establishing and manag­
ing wilderness. 

FIGURE 3.9 Wilderness users need the highest levels of fitness, out­
door skills, and self-sufficiency to access and explore New Zealand's wil­
derness. Photo courtesy Gordon Cessford. 

Following an FMC-sponsored conference on wilderness, 
in late 1981, the minister of Lands and Forests appointed a 
Wilderness Advisory Group (WAG) to advise on appropriate 
policies and action. The WAG reached a consensus based on 
the earlier Joint Wilderness Policy and provided a succinct 
statement of objectives for wilderness protection and criteria 
for wilderness areas, though allowing for flexibility in desig­
nation and management. Wilderness would be large enough 
to take at least two days' foot travel to traverse, have clearly 
defined topographic boundaries, be adequately buffered from 
human influences, and have no developments such as huts, 
tracks (trails), bridges, signs, or mechanized access. The WAG 
developed specific recommendations for designating ten ar­
eas, totaling more than 1.2 million acres (500,000 ha) (Mol­
loy 1983). 

Progress has been gradual since the initial provisions for 
zoning wilderness in the 1952 National Parks Act, followed 
by the 1977 Reserves Act, a new National Parks Act in 1980, 
and a new Conservation Act in 1987. In each of these stat­
utes, the purpose of wilderness areas can be summarized as 
the preservation of a natural state, primarily for wilderness 
experiences (Fig. 3.9). More specifically, the .Conservation 
Act of 1987 lists provisions that must apply to any wilderness 
area: its indigenous natural resources shall be preserved; no 
building, machinery, or apparatus shall be erected or main­
tained in it; no livestock, vehicles, or aircraft shall be allowed 
to be taken into or used in it; and no roads, tracks, or trails 
shall be constructed in it (Molloy 1997; Cessford and Reedy 
2000). 

Today there are few recreation-based threats to the in­
tegrity of New Zealand's currently designated wilderness. In 
2023, relevant issues facing wilderness area expansion and 
management can be summarized as: 

• The depletion of Indigenous species and habitat by intro­
duced animals and plants remains the greatest overriding 
threat to conservation values. Most effort from the Depart­
ment of Conservation remains focused on this issue through 
pest and weed control and species/habitat restoration. 

• Well established legislative provisions continue to minimize 
any potential for compromises to designated wilderness 
areas from mechanized access or recreational infrastructure 
developments. Given this limited demand pressure and pri­
orities to address other conservation pressures there is only 
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low-level advocacy for extended or new wilderness area 
designations. 

• Maori associations with their traditional lands, values for 
natural areas, and customary uses of resources are now 
bei~g more formally recognized. 

The most significant recognition of Maori status specifi­
cally relating to a designated wilderness area has been the 
Te Urewera Act 2014 (https://www.environmentguide.org.nz/ 
regional/te-urewera-act/). Under this legislation the "Te Ure­
wera" area (incorporating the "Raukituri Wilderness Area") 
ceased to be a government national park and was vested in 
itself as its own unique legal private entity. It is co-governed 
by a board led by the Tiihoe people and comprised of a mix 
of government and majority-Tiihoe appointed representa­
tives. Building a new direction from its National Parks Act 
(1980) and Conservation Act (1987) precursors, the Te Ure­
wera Act's purpose is to: 

• strengthen and maintain the connection between Tiihoe 
and Te Urewera; 

• preserve as far as possible the natural features and beauty 
of Te Urewera, the integrity of its Indigenous ecological sys­
tems and biodiversity, and its historical and cultural -heri­
tage; and 

• provide for Te Urewera as a place for public use and enjoy­
ment, for recreation, learning, and spiritual reflection, and 
as an inspiration for all. 

The formal "wilderness area" classification of Ruakituri 
was maintained by the 2014 Act and to date it appears to 
have remained as protected as it ever was. As stated by an 
FMC representative (Stewart 2015): "The significance of 
having our home-grown recreational concept of 'wilderness 
areas' accepted as part of a new, indigenous way of recogniz­
ing and managing our interactions with a significant natural 
area should not be underestimated. The ·Te Urewera Act may 
prove to be a one-off, but equally it may prove to be the har­
binger of a new way of exercising guardianship of natural 
lands, of which wilderness is now an accepted part." Ongo­
ing communication and consultation with local communities, 
recreational groups, and other stakeholders will be critical for 
Te Urewera's evolution, as apparent from current controver­
sies over its recreational access provisions and facility infra­
structure plans, although to date these do not appear to affect 
the designated wilderness area. 

Zimbabwe 

Zimbabwe is the first developing country to have proclaimed 
a wilderness area (Martin 1990). The Mavuradonna Wilder­
ness Area was designated in Zimbabwe early in 1989 by tribal 
authority of the Mzaribani District Council on their own 
communal lands. This designation was made in conjunction 
with national policy direction under Zimbabwe's Communal 
Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources 
(CAMPFIRE), which develops economic, educational, and 
cultural linkages between natural-resource management and 
tribal authorities. The minister of State for Tourism officially 
opened the area, furthering national recognition of the wil­
derness concept and this area's designation. 

The Mavuradonna Wilderness Area is approximately 192 
square miles (500 sq km) in the escarpment of the Zambezi 
Valley; one road bisects the area. The area is used for a 

combination of wilderness "trails" (hiking), sport hunting 
(primarily bow hunting), and wildlife cropping, with a pri­
mary purpose of generating economic benefit for local villag­
ers and farmers. The area produces income each year under 
the proposed uses, derived mostly from wildlife harvesting. 
As a result of the initial wilderness proclamation, other areas 
in Zimbabwe were under consideration for wilderness desig­
nation by other tribal authorities. Subsequent political tur­
moil in Zimbabwe has complicated this. 

There has been continuing resistance from some sectors 
against designating wilderness in developing nations, based 
primarily on the argument that the wilderness concept is too 
elitist, exclusionary, and recreation-oriented to be of value in 
developing countries where higher-priority issues are about 
food, education, rising population, and poverty. Therefore, the 
Mavuradonna Wilderness Area signals a shift in attitude within 
a developing nation toward accepting the wilderness concept; 
the wilderness designation is linked to rural development with the 
management emphasis being on economic sustainability of the 
local people, and it is an example of a designation that is rela­
tive to the culture in which it exists (Martin 1990). 

The Mavuradonna Wilderness Area was established with 
little or no public agitation. Anglo-oriented conservationists 
introduced the concept to the tribal authority, and it was 
welcomed with little resistance or controversy. Zimbabwe's 
adoption of the wilderness concept could mean that the con­
cept is further evolving to include and incorporate the needs 
of more traditional and diverse people, thereby becoming 
more relevant to developing nations. However, no additional 
areas have been protected as wilderness in Zimbabwe and 
the WDPA only lists one area, preceding the Mavuradonna 
Wilderness Area in its existence, on the Chirinda State Forest 
(UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Tanzania 

More than one-third of Tanzania is protected as national 
parks, game reserves, forest reserves, and other types of 
protected areas. Wilderness zoning in national parks is an 
important part of a tourism strategy in the country to pro­
mote low-impact, sustainable tourism development. Most of 
Tanzania's national parks have wilderness zones. Tanzania's 
largest national park, Serengeti National Park, has more than 
1.28 million acres (517,000 ha) zoned as wilderness. This 
park's management plan suggests that promoting tourism 
for the wilderness zone is crucial to achieving the range of 
park conservation objectives (Kormos and Martin 2008). The 
WDPA indicates that Tanzania has eight total Category lb 
areas designated for protection, two of them since 2008 (both 
in 2019 and all eight are on National Forest Reserves) (UCN 
and UNEP-WCMC 2022): 

Italy 

In Italy, a small but determined effort by the Wilderness 
Associazione Italiana per la Wilderness (AIW), founded by 
Franco Zunino-who was inspired by the Wilderness Soci­
ety (U.S.) and by participating in the 3rd World Wilderness 
Congress (1983 )-ultimately pioneered a new type of wilder­
ness designation by private landowners and public authori­
ties in the 1980s (Zunino 2007). The very first sector of Ital­
ian wilderness area, the Fosso de! Capanno Wilderness Area, 
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was established in 1988 through a management agreement 
with a private· foundation and was 283 acres (118 ha) in 
size (later expanded to 1,877 acres or 750 ha). The largest 
wilderness is the Ausoni Wilderness Area, at 10,338 acres 
(4,230 ha). Most areas are now protected by municipalities, 
regional forestry authorities, or private landowners. Only one 
designation is by a national park authority. By the end of 
2022, AIW reported that there were eighty wilderness areas 
covering 144,536 acres (58,491 ha) in twelve regions of Italy 
and twenty-five provinces. More wilderness designations are 
expected. The term wilderness area (first used in Italy, and the 
first official use in Europe) is now in common use in Italy, as 
much a new linguistic innovation as it is a new land-use and 
planning category in that country. 

Although not as secure as the type of protection provided 
by national legislation, the creative approach in Italy demon­
strates the important growth of the wilderness concept inter­
nationally, and that it can be a useful and politically viable 
concept even in highly developed European countries. An 
anomaly worth noting is that there are no officially desig­
nated IUCN Protected Area Category lb areas in Italy (UCN 
and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Japan 

The Nature Conservation Law of 1972 provides the founda­
tion for establishing wilderness areas and nature conserva­
tion areas in Japan (Caouette 2008). The Ministry of Envi­
ronment in consultation with government land management 
agencies can declare both types of areas. Currently, there 
are five designated wilderness areas that protect 2,280 acres 
(5,631 ha) of national forestland. They are intended to be fret;! 
from human activities and to protect ecosystems that remain 
in their original condition. These wilderness areas typically 
allow only research and science activities that require specific 
permits. While some of these areas are adjacent to national 
parks, they are not components of larger protected areas or 
systems, as seen in many countries. All eight Category lb 
areas in Japan are federally designated, all since 2008. Four 
are offshore (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Class III-,Wilderness Protection Through Recognition 
in Conservation Programs 

The Class III type protection for wilderness occurs where wil­
derness is "recognized" as a distinct component of resource­
management programs and a larger conservation effort. 

Namibia 

Namibia is an arid country on the southwest coast of south­
ern Africa. A high proportion of the country is desert or semi­
desert, and it includes the great Namib Desert. The country is 
40 percent formally protected under various categories, is the 
only country in the world whose entire coastline is under pro­
tected status, and has numerous, large, protected areas includ­
ing the world-famous Etosha Pan and the Skeleton Coast 
National Parks. Though Namibia does not have any legally 
designated wilderness, most of these extensive protected areas 
contain wi.thin their borders some of the best-preserved de 
facto wilderness zones on the subcontinent (Cooper 2001). 

Namibia has important areas of privately owned land that 
are either partly or completely managed as natural areas for 

wildlife production, or as private reserves and game farms. 
The natural communities in these areas are largely intact, 
and a full range of large and small wildlife species are pres­
ent. Many valuable conservation projects, such as the Chee­
tah Conservation Fund, which owns and manages almost 
250,000 acres (98,000 ha) for wildland value, take place on 
these privately owned areas and make important contribu­
tions to the economy through various forms of tourism, in­
cluding photography, local education, and hunting (Barnes 
1998). 

One of the most important developments in Africa in 
recent years is the establishment of community-owned and 
managed nature conservancies in Namibia, all located on and 
operated by local tribes and communities. Pioneered largely 
by the NGO Integrated Rural Development and Nature Con­
servation (IRDNC), these lands are not necessarily catego­
rized as wilderness. In IUCN terms, they may fall under a 
different category that directly addresses landscapes stew­
arded by Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, but 
for all intents and purposes, they contain and are managed 
to maintain significant wilderness values. Some 20 percent 
of Namiba's lands are gazetted as community conservancies 
(half of the nation's total), affecting 8 percent of the nation's 
population. Namibia is the only country in Africa where all 
populations of wildlife are regarded as increasing, some dra­
matically, yielding considerable protein and tourism revenue 
directly to communities (IRDNC 2019). Important to note is 
that despite the progress in wilderness protection mentioned 
here, no Category lb sites have been formally registered in 
Namibia (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Philippines 

In the Philippines, wilderness is recognized under a national 
legislative Act as a type of land classification, but it does not 
seem to be singled out for special management. The Philip­
pine National Integrated Protected Areas System Act of 1992 
established a national system of 200 potential areas (Pollisco 
and Meniado 1997). The intent is to maintain essential eco­
logical processes and life-support systems, to protect genetic 
diversity, to ensure sustainable use of resources, and to main­
tain natural conditions. The act establishes protection of 
these places as national parks, game refuges, bird sanctuaries, 
wilderness areas, watershed areas, mangrove reserves, · and 
virgin forests. Eight proposed areas in six regions were tar­
geted for immediate inventory and intense public participa­
tion in planning, funded by a grant from the European Union 
(Rambaldi 1997). 

In northeastern Luzon, the Palanan Wilderness Area is a 
relatively new example of Class III wilderness, in which use 
of the term is descriptive rather than part of a formal land-use 
management plan. It deserves note for several reasons. Origi­
nally designated a wilderness area, the Palanan rainforest 
was proclaimed a national park in 1997 and later renamed 
the Northern Sierra Madre Natural Park. It encompasses 
the towns of Divilacan, Dinapigue, Palanan, Maconacon, 
San Mariano, Ilagan, San Pablo, Cabagan, Santa Maria, and 
Tumauini. It is one of the most important and largest tracts 
of tropical rain forest in the Philippines (494,000 acres or 
200,000 ha). It has also been home to the Agta forest people 
for more than 2,500 years. In 2003, this area was combined 
with the neighboring Pefiablanca Protected Landscape and 
Seascape, increasing the size to closer to 300,000 ha and 
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nearly 72,000 ha of marine areas. Like many of the protected 
wilderness areas discussed in this chapter, it is also the result 
of citizen action by a local NGO, the Northern Sierra Madre 
Wilderness Foundation. Conservation International, the U.S.­
based NGO, is very active working with and supporting the 
local NGO and other private groups in a community-based 
natural-resource management plan including traditional peo­
ple's rights, conservation enterprise, sustainable use, and sci­
entific research. In the Philippines there are also five Category 
lb areas, with three designated before 2008 and two since 
2008, and all are under federal protection. One of the areas 
designated since 2008 is within a marine resource reserve and 
one is terrestrial. The Palanan Wilderness Area is not listed in 
the WDPA (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

PROTECTION OF Wll,DERNESS VALUES 
IN OTHER REGIONS 

The nations discussed above, along with the United States, 
are primarily the only ones in which wilderness protection 
has achieved some type of formal status within the country. 
However, wilderness values are recognized more broadly, 
sometimes with formal protection in other regions as well. The 
distinction here is subtle; formal, explicit wilderness protec­
tion is still relatively limited around the world, but the use 
of Category lb designation is growing rapidly. Further, if we 
broaden · our perspective to embrace programs designed to 
protect wilderness values, albeit without the explicit labeling 
of areas as wilderness, we find additional important activity. 
The reasons for not labeling such areas as wilderness vary 
widely; in some places, wilderness is simply not a part of the 
language. Elsewhere, there is the belief that other designations, 
such as national parks or nature reserves, adequately protect 
wilderness values. 

The distinguishing qualities of wilderness, as used in this 
book, includes areas where natural ecological processes 
operate generally free of human influence and can provide 
experiences with opportunities for solitude and primitive rec­
reation. In most of the countries just reviewed, this general 
concept of wilderness prevails. But programs in many other 
countries protect natural conditions and processes and also 
the solitude and primitive recreation opportunities associated 
with wilderness (Fig. 3.10). 

FIGURE 3.10 Trekking in the Annapurna Sanctuary near Pokhara, 
Nepal, provides the opportunity to see the interaction of mountain com­
munities with wilderness environments. Photo courtesy Chad P. Dawson. 

Latin America 

The wilderness concept has generally not been adopted by 
Latin American land management agencies and institutions. 
As of 2008, no protected areas meeting the IUCN protected 
areas Category 1 b definition or the protection criteria of the 
three classes of wilderness defined in this chapter exist in the 
region. Nevertheless, even though wilderness policy frame­
works are scarce south of the U.S.-Mexican border, wilder­
ness as a place persists, often in wild abundance, due to over 
a century of initiatives led by Latin American conservation­
ists. The first national park in Latin America, Nahuel Huapi 
National Park (made possible by a land trust by Argentine sci­
entist and explorer Francisco Moreno) was proposed in 1903 
and achieved formal designation in 1922 (Scarzanella 2002), 
initiating a decades long movement to preserve the ecological 
qualities of this ecologically mega-diverse continent. 

Two of the largest marine protected areas in the world are 
in Chile: the Rapa Nui Marine and Coastal Protected Area 
(-579,000 square km) and the Nazca-Desventuradas Na­
tional Park (-300,000 square km). To the northeast of Chile, 
Brazil's vast and diverse ecology is home to the world's larg­
est terrestrial protected areas, and not just in the Amazon. 
The Cerrado Biosphere Reserve, which lies almost entirely in 
Brazil but extends across the frontier to Paraguay and Bo­
livia, encompasses approximately 297,000 square kilometers 
of subtropical woodland and grassland. Chile, which has 
successfully protected 42 percent of its marine waters anc{ 
21 percent of its land, has expanded its National System of 
Protected Areas by more than 36,000 square kilometers since 
2017, in no small part due to the support and generosity 
of Kris and Doug Tompkins of Tompkins Conservation. In 
2021, two of those national parks joined the IUCN's Green 
List for Protected and Conserved Areas, which recognizes 
places that are managed to a high global standard (Germani 
and-Sepulveda 2021). Indeed, some of the most globally sig­
nificant and intact wilderness remains in Latin America, in­
cluding the Amazon rainforest and the Patagonian steppes 
and austral forests, despite the intensification threats posed 
by the expansion of agricultural lands and myriad political, 
economic, and geographic challenges to the enforcement of 
existing laws. 

While formal government protection of wilderness is rare 
in Latin America, wilderness values are evident in other con­
servation strategies and actions carried out by government of­
ficials, private actors, and Indigenous leaders (Wakild 2014). 

Mexico 

Although Latin American countries currently do not offi­
cially register wilderness areas, since 2008, a few areas (for 
example in Argentina in 2018 and 2019, Brazil in 2017, and 
Mexico in 2009) have been registered as protected among 
IUCN Category lb areas and listed in the WDPA (UCN and 
UNEP-WCMC 2022). 

Agreement on the first designated wilderness area in Latin 
America, and the only Category lb area listed for Mexico, 
was announced at the 8th World Wilderness Congress (in 
Alaska in 2005). The Tierra Silvestre Caii6n de! Diablo (El 
Diablo Wilderness Area) is listed in the WDPA at 224 square 
km (86.5 sq mi) (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). El Diablo 
Wilderness Area is within the El Carmeq. area in the State of 
Chihuahua, 75,000 privately owned acres (30,500 ha), and 
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the core of a large transfrontier area between Mexico and 
Texas. As a result of subsequent activities at the 9th World 
Wilderness Congress in Mexico (2009), by 2011 this larger, 
transfrontier area was formally recognized by the U.S. and 
Mexico governments under the Cooperative Action for Con­
servation in the Big Bend/Rio Bravo Region (USDI 2011 ). 
This 10-million-acre (4-million-ha) mosaic of protected areas 
(private and public), ranches, and ejidos (communal areas) 
reflects the vision of the Mexican conservation photographer 
Patricio Robles Gil and his organization, Agrupaci6n Sierra 
Madre, and others working on the U.S. side of the border. 
The management, rehabilitation, and wildlife reintroduction 
work in the core area of the complex, including the El Diablo 
Wilderness Area, is funded and on land owned by CEMEX, 
a large international corporation. El Carmen is one of the 
fabled sky islands of the Chihuahuan and Sonoran Deserts of 
northern Mexico and is an international biodiversity hotspot. 
Numerous NGOs and experts on both sides of the border 
continue to work on a vision of a U.S./Mexico International 
Park in this region. 

Brazil 

Unrelenting threats, from national politics to the climate 
emergency, have not deterred Brazilian advocates and their 
international partners from efforts to protect the Amazon, 
which remains one of Earth's largest, most intact wilder­
nesses, the size of Mexico, Mongolia, Peru, and Egypt com­
bined. Mapping and administering such a vast and often 
impenetrable area (over 7 million square kilometers) are not 
without their challenges. 

Though not recognized as "wilderness" officially, since 
1965 Brazil has sought to keep the Amazon intact through 
the Forest Code, a law requiring landowners in the Amazon 
to maintain 80 percent of their properties under native veg­
etation. Stringent in spirit, this policy has proven difficult to 
enforce in the context of a social-ecological system character­
ized by remote, nearly impenetrable terrain and a powerfully 
entrenched political resistance. 

Increasingly, Indigenous communities are leading regional 
efforts, working in concert with international partners, to 
maintain wilderness values at a landscape level. One little 
known, but potentially consequential, initiative in the West­
ern Amazon could result in the use of corridors to intercon­
nect three pristine Indigenous reserves in the heart of the 
rainforest. Known as the "umbilical cord," this area would 
encompass over 10,000 square kilometers, providing ecologi­
cal and cultural protections for surrounding traditional com­
munities, including one of the world's highest concentrations 
of uncontacted people (Lewis 2023 ). 

China 

China is Asia's largest single country (considering that Rus­
sia spans both Europe and Asia) and the fourth largest in the 
world, with a terrestrial area of 9 .6 million sq km ( 3. 7 mil­
lion sq mi), and is also the world's most populous country, 
with 1.4 billion people. Despite its high population and long 
history of occupation, China is also one of the "mega-wild" 
countries in the world (Watson et al. 2018). China, how­
ever, is also facing potential loss of wild areas due to rapid 
changes in land use and land cover ( Cao et al. 2022a; Cao 

et al. 2022b). In addition, China's national policy of "eco­
civilization" (or promoting ecological progress-~~3'{11,ij) is 
a national strategy to change land development patterns, pro­
mote resource conservation and utilization, protect natural 
ecosystems and the environment, and improve quality of life, 
creating new opportunities to consider the role of wilderness 
protection in this national strategy (Li 2017). 

Since 2008 and the emergence of wilderness as a topic in 
China, Tin and Yang (2016) explored past Chinese reference 
to what we call wilderness. Tin and Yang (2016) described 
recent past use of the term 1!tti (huang ye) as the most com­
mon term adopted for wilderness in Chinese (Mandarin), 
though they questioned the accuracy of the meaning of the 
translation. They explained that 1!t (huang) commonly refers 
to uncultivated, unattended, uncivilized, or wild places (it can 
actually be used as an adjective or a noun), and ti (ye) can be 
translated either as an adjective as "wild" or as a noun mean­
ing "open country." Explaining 1!tti (huang ye) as a combi­
nation of adjectives and nouns helps to clarify some of the 
confusion it has caused and underscores the need for better 
translations of these terms. Since this translation into Chinese 
had mostly referred to an inhospitable place, a place without 
desirable features, it was not fully capturing the positive rea­
sons a wilderness area, defined by IUCN Protected Area Cat­
egory lb, would be protected. In subsequent presentations 
and discussions in the international community (for example 
at the Global Land Project Third Open Science Meeting on 
October 24-26, 2016, in Beijing), they suggested using the 
term 1!t(huang)ti(ye)IX(qu)-~~-~1!t~tilt~jtklX 
(areas maintaining their original wildness and wild nature), 
which offers a more precise meaning of wilderness area, not 
just a vague reference to wilderness. They found this term al­
ready in use in academia in China. It offered a more complex 
but clarifying connotation by transforming both 1!t (huang) 
and ti (ye) into adjectives. The overall reference now focuses 
on an area (a noun), providing an opportunity to introduce 
a new term for a previously undefined area of interest within 
environmental protection circles in China. 

Wilderness-related policy, technical, and science papers 
related to China have been appearing more in national and 
international journals, such as the Chinese Journal of Land­
scape Architecture (Cao et al. 2017; Martin 2017; Watson 
and Carver 2017), the International Journal of Wilderness 
(Cao et al. 2018), and others. The rapidly rising popularity 
of the wilderness concept is also evident in academic explora­
tion of the term "urban wilderness" in China (Martin and 
Hill 2021). There is also an effort to keep this popularity in 
perspective because of the inherent confusion and misap­
propriation in referring to wilderness within urban areas, 
although some wilderness areas around the world do exist in 
close proximity to urban areas. 

One wilderness area mapping exercise in China (Cao et al. 
2019) identified over 86,000 wilderness areas (or patches) with 
a total area of just .over 4 million sq km, (1.5 million sq mi) 
covering· 42 percent of China's terrestrial area. These wilder­
ness areas were identified using the following three criteria: ar­
eas that contain only natural land cover, areas that are roadless, 
and areas that are free from permanent human settlements. In 
addition, extra-large wilderness areas are found within the 
provinces of Xinjiang, Tibet, Qinghai, and Inner Mongolia. 
Large wilderness areas are mainly distributed in western China, 
while medium, small, and extra-small wilderness areas are 
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distributed throughout most of the provinces. Crucially, these 
areas can still be found in the densely populated and developed 
east of China. Landscapes in east and west China are signifi­
cantly different, including the fact that the degree of human 
influence and landscape fragmentation in the west of China is 
far lower than that in the east (Cao et al. 2020). 

The WDPA (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022) indicates the 
first designation and protection of IUCN Category 1 b (wil­
derness areas) in China in 2018. All three areas listed are 
contained within Ramsar sites: Gansu Yanchiwan Wetlands 
in the Yanchiwan National Nature Reserve on the north­
ern edge of the Tibetan plateau, Hubei Wang Lake in the 
Wang Lake Wetland Natural Reserve in the catchment of 
the Fu river, and the Heilongjiang Youhao Wetlands in the 
Youhao National Nature Reserve on the slopes of the Lesser 
Khingan mountains in north-east China (UCN and UNEP­
WCMC 2022). 

Antarctica 

The earth's largest remaining wild area, Antarctica, is a world 
of superlatives-the coldest, iciest, windiest, and most remote 
of the world's continents, girded by the stormiest ocean. 
Equivalent in size to the combined area of the United States 
and Mexico, it expands in size each winter when the sur­
rounding seas turn to ice. 

Antarctica is vital for understanding our planet. Its ancient 
rocks, once at the core of the Gondwana supercontinent, hold 
the key to unlocking the earth's geological history. The vast 
Antarctic ice sheet, on average 6,560 feet (2,000 m) thick, is a 
window for observing changes in global climates over tens of 
thousands of years. The ice is a storehouse for 90 percent of 
the earth's freshwater resources-enough to raise the global 
sea level by many meters, if all of it were to melt. In this 
era of global warming, dramatic changes to the ice cap are 
already being observed. The continent and surrounding seas 
are a vital influence on the well-being of human life on the 
earth through the ways they regulate the global atmosphere 
and the oceans, thus affecting patterns of global weather and 
ocean circulation. 

Antarctica remains mostly untrammeled wilderness-but 
it is not pristine. Soon after its discovery, human exploitation 
targeted the marine resources and in just a few decades of 
the nineteenth century, Antarctica's fur seals and whales were 
brought to the brink of extinction (though have now mostly 
recovered). Since the late 1960s, new fisheries commenced in 
the Southern Ocean for the massive numbers of surface-living 
krill (Euphausia superba), and for rock cod and ice fish, and 
the fisheries experienced classic boom-and-bust episodes when 
harvest levels were neither ecologically nor economically 
sustainable. A significant accomplishment in the Antarctic 
oceans region in recent years-requiring years of consensus­
building among twenty-six nations-is the establishment of 
the Ross Sea Marine Protected Area. At 600,000 sq miles 
(1.6 million sq km) immediately adjacent to Antarctica and 
protected from commercial fishing for an initial thirty-five 
years, this MPA with its commercial "no-take" policy may 
well cause this area to be regarded as the world's largest so­
called "marine wilderness" (Brooks et al. 2021). 

On land, steadily expanding ·national research programs 
have established dozens of scientific stations, composed of 
buildings, stores, airstrips, and increased ship and air traffic 

to sustain thousands of scientists and support staff in Antarc­
tica each year. A growing tourist industry brings many more 
thousands of people each year into Antarctica. Although 
Antarctic scientific and tourist activities generally exhibit a 
high level of environmental awareness, instances of pollution 
of land, sea, and air from fires, fuel spills, waste dumping, 
shipwrecks, and aircraft crashes occasionally damage the en­
vironment. Pollutants such as DDT, polychlorinated biphe­
nyls (PCBs), and other compounds originating from distant 
industrialized regions are also found. Of even greater con­
cern is the impact of "greenhouse" gases on global warming 
that are very rapidly increasing melting of Antarctic glaciers 
and ice. 

Considered together, these impacts and growing risks of 
significant environmental damage highlight the value of stew­
ardship of the Antarctic region. The initial Antarctic Treaty 
(1961) set the stage for the 1991 Environmental Protocol to the 
Antarctic Treaty (Madrid Protocol) that laid out a farsighted 
and comprehensive program for protecting and managing the 
Antarctic environment, and in which the word "wilderness" 
appears many times, but the treaty doesn't specify how to 
protect these areas. The Treaty declares Antarctica a natural 
reserve devoted to peace and science, creates the world's larg­
est de-militarized zone, bans mineral extraction, and presents 
ambitious mandates requiring all treaty parties and private in­
dividuals to minimize their impact on Antarctica. 

The Madrid Protocol provides for designating special pro­
tection for areas acknowledged to have significant natural, 
historic, scientific, or landscape values, and areas where mul­
tiple uses might cause undesirable environmental impact or 
disruption among conflicting activities. Management plans 
are required for most protected areas established over natural 
sites, such as breeding colonies of seabirds and seals, and his­
toric sites, including stations from the heroic era of Antarctic 
exploration (Dingwall 1997). 

The Antarctic Treaty has proven effective, practical, and 
responsive to changing global problems and circumstances. 
In agreeing to the Environmental Protocol, the treaty govern­
ments have signaled a strong commitment to protection and 
sustainable management of Antarctica's resources. But chal­
lenges lie ahead with the increasing human presence, growing 
demands for the use of its resources, and global climate change. 

OTHER INITIATIVES TO PROTECT WILDERNESS 
VALUES 

In addition to international definitions, the archival of desig­
nation data, and efforts by individual countries to inventory 
and initiate protection of wilderness character, there are sev­
eral initiatives that have led to a better understanding of the 
importance of wilderness. These initiatives have introduced 
a wider range of definitions and protection methods, and 
other influences to increase both wilderness recognition and 
stewardship. 

Protecting Biodi-Persi-ty 

Determining How Much Wild Nature Neec!s to be Protected 

Efforts to protect biodiversity directly support wildland con­
servation and wilderness because it is most often in wild 
areas that diversity flourishes and species evolve as naturally 



64 Chapter 3 ■ International Wilderness in the Twenty-First Century: A Global Review 

as possible. Re~ognizing this, the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD) was signed at the Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, in 1992, and it is the world's premier treaty 
addressing biodiversity loss, with its three mutually reinforc­
ing objectives: conservation, sustainable use, and equitable 
sharing of benefits from biodiversity (Faries and Cervigni 
1998). The Global Environmental Facility (GEF) of the World 
Bank is the financial mechanism of the Convention on Biolog­
ical Diversity and provides assistance to developing countries 
that are parties to the Convention. The protection of entire 
biomes preserves the biodiversity of species needed to main­
tain the productive capacities of ecosystems. Protected areas 
provide nesting, calving, spawning sites, and habitat for plant 
and animal species that local people rely on for food, medi­
cine, or for sale to acquire income. 

In 2023, the CBD is expected to have concluded its (pandemic­
delayed) 10-year program that was agreed upon in Aichi, 
Japan, in 2010. This global framework has twenty-one 
targets and ten milestones for 2030, on the way to "liv­
ing in harmony with nature by 2050" (CBD 2022). An 
element of these targets deals specifically with the amount of 
nature needed to protect in order to sustain life on Earth. 
The "Aichi Targets" called for the protection of 17 percent of 
land and 10 percent of oceans as milestones towards to-be­
determined, increased targets. These 2010 targets were not 
quite realized, yet the call increases for more ambitious tar­
gets. As conservation science and remote sensing rapidly in­
creased in accuracy in the past fifteen years, it is evident that 
minimum-effective sizes of intact ecosystems-functioning 
wildlands and seas-are necessary to support all life on Earth. 
Various NGO-driven processes emerged to drive this debate. 
The first process, called Nature Needs Half, was launched 
on the global scene at the 9th World Wilderness Congress 
(Mexico, 2009) and was developed by the WILD Founda­
tion (Locke 2018). Later, the important Half Earth Project 
(Wilson 2016) was launched by the E.O. Wilson Biodiversity 
Foundation. Furthermore, the IUCN's Resolution 125, which 
set area-based conservation targets based on evidence of what 
nature and people need to thrive, was adopted at the (pan­
demic-delayed) World Conservation Congress in 2022. This 
resolution approves the science recognizing that protecting 
approximately half of intact nature is required to secure es­
sential ecological services and also, of course, with full, prior, 
and informed consent of IPLC and recognition of Indigenous 
rights (WCC 2020). 

The Role of Indigenous Peoples in Protecting Biodiversity 

The critical and inherent role of Indigenous Peoples (and 
other Local Communities) in protecting what is essentially 
their own lands and seas was long ignored. As this contin­
ues to change and a new conservation paradigm emerges, it 
is important for the non-Indigenous protected area manager 
or policymaker to understand that IPLC are not a homog­
enous bloc. Though there are matters somewhat similar to 
them all-especially the nature-based culture of Indigenous 
societies-they are comprised of many societies and attitudes. 
Differences in policies and actions abound as one would 
expect in any grouping of humans and societies. However, 
most important is the certainty that they are key partners in 
the fate of the planet's biodiversity and remaining wildlands 
and seas. 

Of the world's remammg high biodiversity areas most 
are in high-functioning wildlands, some scientists claim that 
80 percent is under the direct stewardship of Indigenous 
Peoples (Raygorodetsky 2018). One example is the Xingu In­
digenous Reserve in the central Amazon that is 25 million acres 
( 10 million ha) of virtually intact tropical rainforest under the 
stewardship of the Kaya po people, the largest Indigenous Re­
serve in the world. How protection of these areas must be ap­
proached has begun to dramatically change. In contrast to the 
former, neocolonial approach of expropriating native lands 
to become new protected areas, much positive progress has 
been made since 2009 under the United Nations Declaration 
of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), which calls 
for "free, prior, and informed consent" when considering ac­
tions that affect the cultures and homelands of Indigenous 
Peoples (Cambou 2019). Examples are beginning to emerge in 
Central and South America, South and Southeast Asia, 
Australia, and parts of Africa where Indigenous Peoples' 
rights are recognized, and their well-being integrated into 
plans for sustainable wildland management. As is emphasized 
in the Guidelines for Category 1 b Wilderness, recognizing 
their role as partners (not just another stakeholder) in pro­
tecting wildlands and biodiversity, and helping them protect 
their cultures and lifeways, also protects the wilderness. Prog­
ress is being made in this regard but much more is needed. 

Wildland Corridors 

Conservation biology is concerned with joining protected 
wild areas and low-impact areas, such as national forests or 
private forests and ranchlands, to create wildland habitat 
corridors to ensure migration of wildlife, enhanced biologi­
cal intactness, and sustainable ecosystem functioning. One 
of the earliest and ongoing models, started in 1993, is Yel­
lowstone to Yukon (Y2Y), a joint Canadian-U.S. network 
(www.y2y.net) of more than 800 organizations, institutions, 
foundations, and conservation-minded individuals who have 
recognized the value of working together to restore and main­
tain an unprotected area of the corridor between Yellowstone 
(in northwestern Wyoming) and the Yukon {northwestern 
Canada and northeastern Alaska) region. Y2Y opens new 
possibilities for ensuring the continued presence of North 
American wildlife and wildlands. In the wake of Y2Y came 
similar initiatives, many of them inspired or managed by The 
Wildlands Project (www.twp.org), such as Heart of the West, 
Southern Rockies, and Northern Sierra Madre in North 
America, and other initiatives on every continent. Recogniz­
ing the critical importance of corridors, the World Commis­
sion on Protected Areas, IUCN, established the Connectivity 
Conservation Specialist group. 

Transfrontier Conservation 

Some mega-wildland corridors are transfrontier, that is, 
crossing national political boundaries to embrace entire eco­
systems. This is not a new concept, and the first such area 
was established in 1932 between Glacier National Park 
(Montana,U.S.)andWatertonNationalPark(Alberta,Canada). 
A 2005 survey reported in Transboundary Conservation 
(Mittermeier et al. 2005) indicates that there are 188 
Internationally Adjoining Protected Areas (IAPA) or com­
plexes involving 818 protected areas in 112 countries and 
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representing approximately 17 percent of the global extent 
of high-biodiversity wilderness areas. Nearly half of the total 
land area of IAPAs is located in North America, followed 
by Africa. The Russian Federation has the greatest number 
of IAPAs (twenty-one), followed by China (fourteen) and 
Canada (twelve). Countries contributing the most area to the 
overall IAPAs are Greenland, the U.S., and Venezuela. 

IAPAs, or transfrontier protected areas, involve important 
issues in political and land management cooperation, which 
is a challenging task even across a friendly border such as that 
between the U.S. and Canada with the Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area and Canada's Quetico Provincial Wilderness Park, or 
(as mentioned earlier in this chapter) between Mexico and 
the U.S. in the Big Bend/Rio Bravo region-North America's 
largest and most diverse desert ecosystem. 

Elsewhere in the world, such tough issues may take years 
to resolve, if they are resolved at all. The Peace Parks Founda­
tion (www.peaceparks.org), based in South Africa, has popu­
larized this concept and is working to establish a network 
of "peace parks" throughout Southern Africa. Their work 
is extensive, large-landscape focused, and involves all levels 
of authority and responsibility from local communities to 
heads-of-state. Peace Parks areas exemplify what the world 
could be like with concern for wild nature at the center of 
human dialogue. 

Wild Rivers and Marine Wilderness 

At the 6th World Wilderness Congress in Bangalore, India, 
in 1998, Michael McCloskey presented the results of his 
most recent international survey, "Wild Rivers of the World" 
(McCloskey, Michael 2001). In his second reconnaissance­
level global survey, McCloskey studied all rivers at least 
50 kilometers long (31 miles). They earned the "wild" dis­
tinction if they were free of dams and their effects and had a 
pollution-free watershed, with no roads along the banks. 

• Rivers that ran through lightly developed territory (small, 
scattered settlements), though not moderately or heavily 
developed, were also included. McCloskey's study identified 
6,000 river segments in the world that appeared wild under 
these criteria. Added together, these segments amounted to 
484,250 miles (781,051 km), averaging 81 miles (130 km) 
each segment. This amounts to 19.6 percent of all rivers stud­
ied, mostly found in developing nations. 

North America had 'the highest percentage of wild rivers-
37.9 percent-most of which were in the sub-Arctic.and Arc-

• tic north above 53 degrees north latitude. South America still 
had 26.1 percent of its rivers wild, mostly in the Amazon Ba­
sin. Three other regions were below average: Eurasia with 
17 percent, mostly in eastern Siberia; Australia and Oceania 
with 10.6 percent; and, surprisingly, Africa with the lowest per­
centage (7.6). Nearly 60 percent of remaining wild rivers are in 
just two countries, Russia and Canada. Another 20 percent are 
in the United States (mostly in Alaska), Brazil, and China. 

There are evolving efforts to apply the wilderness concept 
to water and marine areas. Initially, this was done by incor­
porating portions of aquatic areas in wilderness designations 
with surrounding terrestrial areas, the Boundary Waters Ca­
noe Area Wilderness in the United States being the best ex­
ample. Internationally, an important example of this is the 
wilderness zone in Lake St. Lucia located in KwaZulu-Na­
tal in South Africa. A low fence in the lake marks areas for 

nonmotorized use. There is also a terrestrial wilderness zone 
on the eastern shore between the lake and the Indian Ocean, 
which was the focus of one of the most dramatic conservation 
struggles in Africa during most of the 1990s. Conservation 
NGOs were pitted against the world's largest mining com­
pany, Rio Tinto Zinc, and eventually were successful when 
President Mandela's government proclaimed the Greater 
St. Lucia Wetland Park in 1998, which was declared South 
Africa's first World Heritage Site in 2000. 

At the 8th World Wilderness Congress in Alaska in 2005, 
Mike Smith presented a new inventory of freshwater wilder­
ness that extended the earlier McCloskey (2001) analysis to 
include lakes and wetlands, as well as streams, and identi­
fied large areas of the world where surface waters were most 
likely to remain in natural condition. This study found im­
portant areas of freshwater wilderness only at the northern 
extremities of the continents and in a few small watersheds of 
South America. The loss of wild water in much of the trop­
ics is associated with the fact that rivers have often served as 
avenues for human penetration of tropical forests (Sanderson 
et al. 2002). Although Amazonia and the Congo Basin are 
considered terrestrial wildernesses (Mittermeier et al. 2003 ), 
they are impacted by river channel fragmentation and human 
management of flow regimes, which affect large areas within 
catchments. Southeast Asia, which has some of the world's 
highest levels of freshwater biodiversity, has long been im­
pacted by agriculture and high human population density. It 
is now subject to high regulation of water flows at all scales. 
In the Northern Hemisphere, population density and agri­
culture eliminate wild waters at midlatitudes. Regulation of 
water flow extends human impacts to even higher latitudes, 
leaving only a few northward-flowing watersheds with large­
scale wilderness conditions. These studies show that wild 
freshwater is the rarest form of wilderness and is the form 
that is disappearing most rapidly. 

Carver (2018) suggested that protecting the wilderness 
qualities of river catchments is the key to protecting the wild­
ness of rivers. Carver (2018) attempted a global assessment of 
wild rivers based upon connectivity between land and rivers 
and how much human activity within catchments (including 
settlement and transportation infrastructure) and modifica­
tion via human land use (agriculture, forestry, etc.) affects 
that connectivity. Using purely global datasets, Carver (2018) 
mapped the hydrological functioning of watersheds, those 
that are providing natural water flows. There are many limi­
tations associated with global datasets according to Carver 
(2018), including coarse resolution, generalization, variable 
accuracy, and consistency across regions and national bound­
aries, plus they were contending with fixed and arbitrarily 
defined catchment boundaries. Despite these limitations and 
suggestions to undertake more national, regional, and local 
assessments with more precise and varied sources, they con­
cluded that many of the wildest rivers of the world fall mainly 
into permafrost or desert environments. As such, Carver 
(2018) clarifies that these rivers are likely to be ephemeral 
and only flow when fed either from seasonal ice/snowmelt or 
high magnitude/low frequency flash flood events in desert ar­
eas. Mid-latitude rivers in temperate or moist tropical regions 
are not well represented in the top 10 percent of wildest rivers 
at a global scale, the exception being those within the intact 
tropical rain forest areas of northern Amazonia and the larger 
rivers draining northern Australia. 
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There has also been movement toward recognition of 
oceanic or marine wilderness. The 2nd World Wilderness 
Congress, in .Australia, featured discussion of a proposed 
wilderness zone in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. The 
Australian Park Authority designated zones in the Capri­
cornia section for wilderness-type use and later degazetted 
them. Although small in terms of the overall size of the park, 
it should be emphasized that, in terrestrial terms, the zones 
are extensive (Kelleher 1982). The U.S. National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration announced inquiry into the fea­
sibility of oceanic wilderness (Foster and Lemay 1988) at the 
4th World Wilderness Congress. 

At the 6th World Wilderness Congress, Maxine McCloskey 
added considerably to the concept of marine wilderness with an 
innovative, global survey of potential wilderness areas on th~ 
high seas (McCloskey, Maxine 2001). One of former president 
Clinton's executive orders (May 2000) established a new Marine 
Protected Area in the northwestern Hawaiian Islands. One of 
its original intentions was to institute "no take" management, 
a widely accepted criterion for marine wilderness. In 2006, 
former president Bush signed a proclamation that created the 
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands Marine National Monument 
(renamed the Papahiinaumokuakea Marine National Monu­
ment in March 2007): This national monument placed nearly 
140,000 square miles (362,600 sq km) of the northwestern 
Hawaiian Islands under the highest form of marine envi­
ronmental protection. The national monument will preserve 
access for Native Hawaiian cultural activities, provide for care­
fully regulated educational and scientific activities, enhance 
visitation in a special area around Midway Island, prohibit 
unauthorized access to the monument, phase out commercial 
fishing over a five-year period, and ban other types of resource 
extraction and dumping of waste. This marine national monu­
ment is the largest single area dedicated to conservation in the 
history of the United States, and the largest protected marine 
area in the world. It is more than one hundred times larger 
than Yosemite National Park. In the U.S., there are forty Cat­
egory 1 b areas that are classified as marine, including eleven 
predominantly or totally marine and twenty-nine mixed ter­
restrial and coastal marine (UCN and UNEP-WCMC 2022). 
Of the forty, one is BLM, two are NPS, and the rest are US­
FWS. Eight Categorylb areas have been designated since 2008 
(all are FWS, with none designated since 2010). 

Rewilding 

While it can be a crucial consideration in the feasibility of 
wilderness designation and protection strategies, rewilding 
is also a concept being applied well beyond the boundaries 
of wilderness today (Lorimer et al. 2015) to promote res­
toration of free-willed nature across the landscape. Rewild­
ing has been receiving increasing worldwide attention, with 
particular focus in Europe and North America. In North 
America the original reason to use rewilding methods was 
to link lands in the National Wilderness Preservation System 
to larger landscapes (Hintz 2007). In Europe, it has been 
applied in a broader way, often in countries without estab­
lished wilderness systems but where land abandonment is 
increasingly common (Corlett 2016). Lorimer et al. (2015) 
summarized that these efforts serve to maintain or increase 
biodiversity, while reducing the impact of present and past 

human interventions through the restoration of both species 
and ecological processes. 

The concept of trophic levels has emerged as a central 
organizing theme for a great deal of rewilding research and 
projects because protecting the benefits of intact trophic 
cascades- relating to food and feeding (trophic) and enhanc­
ing the number of opportunities for animals, plants and other 
creatures to feed on each other (cascading)-is important in 
understanding natural systems (Monbiot 2014; Svenning et al. 
2015). Wilderness areas, with free-willed ecosystems, are an 
important way to recapture these benefits. The emotional hu­
man aspects of freedom, self-will, and wildness are important 
goals of rewilding. Gre~ter awareness of the importance of 
social and cultural factors in conservation have contributed to 
the popularity of rewilding (Corlett 2016). Monbiot (2014), 
in describing the emotional attraction and motivation of fe­
ral environments, suggests that his primary excitement about 
rewilding is not to protect natural processes, but to witness 
these processes in a self-willed environment (or simply know 
they exist in some places). Excitement about reconnecting 
landscapes, seascapes, rivers, and humans to free-willed na­
ture is central to wilderness conservation through rewilding. 

Soule and Noss (1998) emphasized the 3 Cs of rewild­
ing in North America: core areas, corridors, and carnivores. 
The "3 Cs" was subsequently elaborated on by adding more 
"Cs": climate, compassion, and coexistence, according to 
Johns (2019). In Europe, there was realization that protec­
tion of special sites alone would not secure conservation 
goals, so more focus on connectivity through ecological cor­
ridors, core wild areas, restoration, and buffer zones emerged 
(Hobbs 2002; Jones-Walters 2007). A major aspect of Euro­
pean efforts in rewilding has been an emphasis on naturalistic 
grazing and effects on biodiversity (Regos et al. 2016). While 
predators have yet to be restored in large numbers there, fo­
cus has been more on the role of large herbivores in opening 
up forest canopy into more park-like settings. Rewilding is 
a popular concept in Europe, particularly in areas of rural 
depopulation and land abandonment (Lorimer et al. 2015; 
Regos et al. 2016; Corlett 2016) and a recent subject of the 
IUCNs Commission on Ecosystem Management (CEM) to 
propose guiding principles for rewilding, which clarified that 
rewilding exists on a continuum of scale, connectivity, and 
level of human influence and aims to restore ecosystem struc­
ture and functions to achieve self-sustaining autonomous na­
ture (Carver et al. 2021). 

Rewilding, however, does not have a single, simple defi­
nition. Similar to wilderness and wildness, it is defined dif­
ferently in different cultural and geographical contexts. 
J0rgensen (2015) details multiple rewilding definitions as: 
(1) cores, corridors, carnivores; (2) Pleistocene megafauna 
replacement; (3) island taxon replacement; (4) landscape 
through species reintroduction; (5) productive land abandon­
ment; and (6) releasing captive-bred animals into the wild. 
J0rgensen (2015) amusingly (but realistically) adds another 
use of the term by suggesting that rewilding has also been ad­
opted by activists as a rallying "plastic" word. This plasticity 
might be celebrated by some as giving license to activate the 
emotional aspect of returning control to nature. Like the term 
wilderness, the plastic uses of rewilding illustrate the cultural 
attraction to wild nature, to nostalgic feelings, and the sense 
of loss created by the arrival and domination by humans in 
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the Anthropocene era. Lorimer et al. (2015) emphasized that 
rewilding can be an approach that seeks to maintain or in­
crease biodiversity and reduce or reverse past and present 
human impacts by restoring more functional ecosystems. In­
corporating cultural landscape considerations into rewilding 
decisions, however, is also an important criterion. The level 
of human intervention (trammeling) during ecological resto­
ration, required to achieve some prescribed set of conditions 
or biological components is often controversial, but the end­
point goal of freedom or self-will of a fully cascading trophic 
system is the ultimate goal. The costs in terms of level of in­
tervention during ecological restoration to get to this ultimate 
goal remain a topic of great debate. 

Restoration, by itself, can have the primary goal of better 
ecosystem functioning to produce human benefits of water, 
food production, etc. Just one major, positive demonstration 
of this is the 4-million-acre (1.6 million ha) Loess Plateau 
Watershed Rehabilitation Project in central China, guided by 
John D. Liu and summarized for the World Bank by Chen et 
al. (2004 ). But, beyond restoration, there is rewilding, with a 
primary goal of restoring self-sustaining and autonomous na­
ture, often involving ecological restoration as a prerequisite 
step. The global importance of restoration and rewilding is 
evidenced by the United Nations' Decade on Ecosystem Res­
toration (DECADE; https :/ /www.decadeonrestoration.org/), 
generally spanning 2021 to 2030. This initiative draws to­
gether global principles, on-the-ground projects, "community 
toolkits," and more. 

The World Wilderness Congress 

The World Wilderness Congress (WWC), a project of The 
WILD Foundation and associates (www.wild.org), has met 
on ten occasions (1977, South Africa; 1980, Australia; 1983, 
Scotland; 1987, the United States; 1993, Norway; 1998, 
India; 2001, South Africa; 2005, Alaska; 2009, Mexico; and 
2013, Spain) to explore management, cultural, and scientific 
elements of wilderness protection (Martin 2001). The 11th 
World Wilderness Congress was planned for Jaipur, India, in 
March 2020, and was canceled just two weeks before con­
vening due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Discussions are under­
way for the 12th World Wilderness Cor:igress. The WWC has 
provided a continuing international forum for expanding the 
wilderness concept, and its plenary and technical symposia 
proceedings document important international perspectives 
and information on wilderness values, opportunities, man­
agement, science, and cultural issues. The WWC has also 
been adamant, since its inception, that Indigenous and tra­
ditional communities must be involved as full partners, not 
stakeholders, in international wildlands conservation. 

The World Wilderness Congress has been a focal point 
for the worldwide evolution of wilderness definition and leg­
islation. Each of the ten World Wilderness Congresses has 
worked toward a definition of wilderness and wilderness 
management guidelines acceptable to the world community, 
with each proceedings recording new perspectives. Ultimately 
a resolution and proposed definition from the 4th World 
Wilderness Congress (Martin 1988) was submitted and ad­
opted by the IUCN Commission on National Parks and 
Protected Areas-now called the World Commission on 
Protected Areas, discussed earlier. The IUCN protected area 

classification (Category lb) definition for wilderness was sub­
sequently updated to "A large area of unmodified or slightly 
modified land, and/or sea, retaining its natural character and 
influence, without permanent or significant habitation, which 
is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural condi­
tion" (Kormos et al. 2008, 22). 

There is a distinct difference between this evolving inter­
national definition and that contained in the 1964 U.S. Wil­
derness Act, "Where the earth and its community of life are 
untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who 
does not remain." In developing countries, many wildland 
areas are either occupied by Indigenous people or are under 
pressure from subsistence farmers, people who engage in 
shifting cultivation, grazing, or other extractive and poten­
tially damaging practices. 

The World Wilderness Congress is very different from 
most conferences. Each new congress is conceived and imple­
mented in and with a different country, and on a few oc­
casions, it returns years later to a country to reconvene and 
update. Practical conservation and wilderness objectives 
are established, and a structure and process implemented 
to achieve them. The WWC has an impressive list of these 
accomplishments, some of which have been mentioned else­
where in this chapter, such as helping initiate the Global En­
vironmental Facility, establishing the International League of 
Conservation Photographers, initiating the Native Lands and 
Wilderness Council, pioneering the marine wilderness con­
cept, establishing wilderness on private lands, creating the 
first World Wilderness Inventory, creating the first inventory 
of freshwater wilderness; designating the first wilderness area 
in Latin America (Mexico); helping launch a significant new 
focus on Rewilding Europe, and others. 

Even though the 11th World Wilderness Congress was 
canceled, planning had proceeded to the point that practi­
cal outcomes were still accomplished, such as the Global 
Charter for Rewilding the Earth (Rewilding Charter Working 
Group 2020), out of which emerged, within a few months, 
the Global Rewilding Alliance (www.globalrewilding.earth). 

The Aldo Leopold Wilderness Research Institute collabo­
rated with several U.S. federal agencies and international 
cooperators to produce technical proceedings from the 6th 
World Wilderness Congress in India (Watson et al. 1998) and 
(Watson et al. 2000), the 7th WWC in South Africa (Watson 
and Sproull 2003 ), the 8th WWC in Alaska (Watson et al. 
2007), the 9th WWC in Mexico (Watson et al. 2011b) and 
the 10th WWC in Spain (Watson et al. 2015) and are avail­
able online (https://leopold.wilderness.net/). 

International Journal of Wilderness 

Another initiative of The WILD Foundation and several aca­
demic, NGO, and government collaborators, in close part­
nership with the WWCs, is the International Journal of 
Wilderness (IJW). Launched in 1995, the IJW is sponsored 
by a combination of federal agencies, universities, and non­
governmental organizations (four of them in countries other 
than the United States). The IJW features articles on wilderness 
protection, allocation and designation, science, management, 
and uses worldwide. It services a professiona-1 network of wil­
derness professionals, managers, scientists, and advocates, and 
is another reflection of the international growth and acceptance 
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of wilderness. As a forum for scientific and professional arti­
cles, opinions, and discussion about wilderness around the 
world, IJW is published in three issues per year (www.ijw.org) 
and includes peer-reviewed professional and science research 
articles as well as opinion and feature articles about wilderness 
designation, stewardship, and management concepts and issues. 
Some examples of wilderness-related special issues in recent 
years include a focus on wilderness in specific countries; achiev­
ing wilderness fire restoration; wild river inventories, science, 
and protection; long trail designation and protection across 
boundaries; the 50th anniversary of the Wilderness Act; and wil­
derness ecosystem services. In 2017, the journal initiated online­
only publication. The website (www.ijw.org) provides access 
to past volumes that you can read online and are available to 
download PDF (from 1995 through the past year's volume). 

SUMMARY 

The idea of protecting wilderness character on a large scale 
began in the United States, but it has gained recognition and 
support around the world, both through official efforts to des­
ignate wilderness areas in some countries and through the des­
ignation of individual areas that meet IUCN Protected Area 
Category 16 in many more. In 1989, there were forty-four 
areas registered as wilderness within the IUCN system, (Eids­
vik 1989) and by 2016 there were 2,992 marine and terres­
trial wilderness areas registered with the IUCN as solely Cat­
egory 16 sites (UCN & UNEP-WCMC, 2016). The American 
notions about wilderness are an influence, but not a determi­
nant, on how other nations approach the idea. Differences of 
geography, culture, and economics alter the specific ways in 
which other countries approach designating and managing 
wilderness. 

This chapter describes countries where wilderness is pro­
tected by law (Class I), as an administrative zone in a park or 
other protected area (Class II), or as part of another conserva­
tion program designation (Class III). The concept of wilder­
ness varies around the globe in its approach to designation 
and protection criteria, ecological protection, and Indigenous 
populations, which are major issues regarding wilderness in 
the U.S., Australia, South America, the Philippines, and Fin­
land. These are all issues that individual countries must con­
front and resolve considering their own social, economic, and 
cultural circumstances. In developing countries, the need for 
resolving wilderness and wildland protection with economic 
and rural development needs is a primary consideration. 

International interest in wilderness has grown and contin­
ues to grow. Global progress has been made institutionally 
through the recognition of wilderness by the IUCN as a for­
mal, distinct category of protected areas (Category 16) and 
guidelines have been distributed that can guide designation 
and protection. Numerous countries around the world have 
begun to consider how wilderness might fit into their conser­
vation management systems and have even initiated large-scale 
assessments of wilderness potential. Even in some countries 
where long-term occupancy and development have greatly 
modified the landscape, the possibility of restoring wilderness 

• and natural conditions is being discussed. The wilderness idea 
reflects an increasing understanding that wilderness settings 
are a repository of a country's natural heritage and a symbol of 

that country's international responsibility to protect the envi­
ronment and care about quality of life for future populations. 
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CASE DISCUSSION: CANADIAN 
WILDERNESS-THE QUETICO 
PROVINCIAL PARK 

The Quetico Provincial Park (QPP) in northwestern Ontario, 
Canada has a Wilderness Zone occupying 90 percent of 
QPP's approximately 1.18 million acres (471,878 hectares). 
The southern boundary is shared with the Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area Wilderness in the Superior National Forest in the 
state of Minnesota (U.S.). The QPP was created in 1913 and 
classified as a wilderness park in 1977, and it has remained 
remote with difficult access except for two access roads. 
Canoeists who enter the area to enjoy the more than six hun­
dred lakes and waterways must access the QPP by obtaining 
a permit via one of six ranger stations that serve more than 
twenty access points. 

Historically, the area was used by Native peoples and 
later as a travel route for European explorers, fur trappers, 
and traders. In 1996, the Canadian federal and provincial 
governments designated the QPP as part of Boundary Wa­
ters-Voyageur Waterway and Canadian Heritage River. This 
designation was a historic and cultural tribute to the voya­
geurs who paddled these waters as fur traders. 

The QPP is in an ecological transition zone between the 
plains to the west, the boreal forest to the north, and the 
mixed hardwood and softwood forests to the south. Fire has 
been a historic natural influence throughout the area. Logging 
and some mining activities have impacted the forests but were 
prohibited by 1971. In 1979, all motorized vehicles includ­
ing motorboats were banned, except for an agreement with 
part of the Lac La Croix First Nation, which were allowed to 

operate motorized guideboats with less than a 10-horsepower 
motor until the year 2015. 

The QPP is representative of the wilderness values most 
often reported by Canadians in justifying their support of wil­
derness protection: a bequest to future generations and protec­
tion from the advancement of civilization. The QPP is one of 
the first protected areas in the province of Ontario and the sec­
ond largest such area. International recognition of the impor­
tance of protecting this area was noted by the IUCN, which 
classified the QPP as a Category 2 protected area-a national 
park designated for ecosystem protection and recreation use. 

Recreational opportunities for remote and primitive ca­
noe camping abound, with more than 2,000 unimproved 
campsites spread over the lakes of the QPP. There is also 
one campground with 107 sites that is accessible by vehicle 
at the Dawson Trailhead. The interior recreational use is re­
stricted to daily quotas and regulated by personnel at the 
ranger stations through a permit process, with group size 
limits and the prohibition of motorized and mechanized 
equipment and of nonburnable, disposable food and bever­
age containers. The interior has both day use and overnight 
visitors, with an annual average of 125,000 visitors and 
122,000 camper nights. 

The initial QPP master plan was approved in 1977 and then 
revised in 1982, 1988, and 1995. In 2007-2008, when the 
fourth edition of this textbook was published, the QPP was 
engaged in a review of its management plan. Revision of that 
plan concluded in 2018 (Quetico Provincial Park 2018). Some 
of the major issues they were addressing in 2008 included: 

1. Zoning (e.g., creation of nature reserve zones, new access 
zones). 

2. Policies for resource stewardship, operations, and devel­
opment for: 
a. Natural resources, including fisheries management, 

wildlife management, fire management, and vegeta­
tion management. 

b. Cultural resources-First Nation values (e.g., spiritual 
sites, pictographs) and historical sites (e.g., Cabin 16, 
King's Point). 

c. Operations-natural heritage education (e.g., inter­
pretation, information services); research (e.g., wild­
life, natural fire, fisheries); recreation management 
(e.g., carrying capacity and quotas, new recreation 
activities, and winter uses); Atikokan-Quetico Tourism 
recommendations; tourism services (e.g., outfitting); 
and marketing (e.g., partnerships, relationship with 
Atikokan, Lac La Croix, Thunder Bay). 

d. Development-economic development (e.g., Lac La 
Croix and Atikokan); new access points (e.g., loca­
tions, facility requirements); roads (e.g., Batchewaung 
Lake); and other (e.g., backcountry hiking/skiing 
trails). 

3. Implementation priorities for stewardship, operations, 
and development policies. 

4. Social and economic impact analysis (e.g., job creation, 
infrastructure). 

5. Management planning · discussions will recognize exist­
ing Aboriginal uses and the aspirations of the Lac La 
Croix First Nation to achieve economic and employment 
opportunities associated with the park. 
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