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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report sets out to research, describe and analyse the status of wild land in Scotland within a
European context, by specifically:
€
mapping its extent and location;
€
identifying the primary characteristics of wild land;
€
placing them within a spectrum of wild land across Europe;
€
assessing the elements that provide the best protection for wildness
Key findings
The key findings of the research are summarised as follows:
a) European-level thinking and developments
€
Within Europe there have been some moves towards wider recognition of wilderness after
the European Parliament resolution called for special status and stricter protection for
wilderness zones in Europe and the Natura 2000 network.
€
The Czech Presidency and the European Commission hosted a conference in Prague
organised by the Wild Europe Initiative on “Wilderness and Large Natural Habitat Areas in
Europe” which has given rise to various initiatives including a Wilderness Think Tank and
Wilderness Support Network. Work on developing guidelines for the management of
wilderness and wild areas in the Natura 2000 system has also been initiated.
b) Outputs from European analysis
€
A Wilderness Quality Index for Europe has been developed, based on existing work for the
Prague conference and the EEA Mountain Report (see Figure 5.1). This has been used to
make spatial comparison between wilderness areas and mountain areas, Natura 2000 sites,
IUCN protected areas, and Natura 2000 Annex 2 species.
€
Wildland is closely associated across Europe with protected areas classified under the IUCN
system, with Categories I and II showing a best fit with the top 5% WQI in Europe. The
ability to designate protected areas in IUCN Categories I, II and III is widespread in the
legislation for national protected area systems across Europe. The protected area
legislation for these categories lays down restrictions on extractive use, as well as physical
development, as the means to protect wild land. Zoning and ecological networking are also
widely included in national protected area legislation. Public ownership of IUCN Category I
and II protected areas is prevalent across Europe.
€
The PAN Parks Foundation has provided a system of uniform wilderness designation and
verification to supplement national protected areas systems. PAN Parks combine
wilderness protection and sustainable tourism development.
€
Lessons from comparisons with analogue protected areas in Europe indicate an ideal for
successful protected areas for wildland. Getting the right balance and spatial relationship
between natural values compared to cultural values (nature conservation and human use)
are the key aspects.
c) The Scottish context
€
While the groundwork on developing national policy definitions of wild land has already
been laid by SNH, NTS and JMT, there is a need for a common and rigorously defensible
definition of wild land in Scotland.
€
There exists a distinction between biophysical wildness and the perception of wild land in
Scotland. This seeming diversion is most easily understood in terms of the wildland
continuum. Thus agricultural, semi-natural (semi-agricultural) and natural (near-natural)
landscapes all appear at different parts of the continuum.
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In Scotland, effort to safeguard wild land has focused on maintaining the qualities that are valued for
recreational use, in particular by managing potentially intrusive built development through the
planning system rather than, as across many parts of continental Europe, where safeguarding
“wilderness” is strongly driven by nature conservation centred on biodiversity.
Recommendations/opportunities
Areas of wild land character in some of Scotland’s remoter upland, mountain and coastal areas are
very sensitive to any form of development or intrusive human activity. As pressures increase on land
resources it will be important to identify these areas and agree what should be safeguarded.
With this in mind the report identifies the following opportunities:
€

The definition of wildland requires further consideration in light of the distinction between
biophysical wildness and the perception of wild land in Scotland. This could inform future
mapping work, legislation and policy decisions.,

€

By comparing maps of wild land quality across the whole of Scotland with the protected
area boundaries (see Figures 8.1-8.7) it can be seen that the National Scenic Areas network
presents the best fit, and therefore the greatest opportunity for developing mechanisms
for wild land protection within existing systems;

€

Biosphere Reserves provide an exemplar of zoning within the current non-legislative
approaches to protected areas in Scotland. In the proposal for Galloway and South
Ayrshire, the extent of public ownership in the core and buffer zones, coupled with the low
population in the core, provide an ideal opportunity to explore their joining together with
the surrounding cultural landscape.

€

There is an opportunity to classify new and existing protected areas in Scotland under IUCN
categories, including the application of zoning principles and aspirational plans. There are a
number of Scotland’s existing protected areas that contain areas that could be classified as
IUCN Category Ia/b, II or III.

€

Scotland has mapping for extensive Forest Habitat and Lowland Habitat Networks with
opportunities for networks to protect endangered species, such as the wild cat.

€

Finally, it has been shown in other countries across Europe, for example, as in France with
the “Le Grenelle Environment” initiative , that public support and involvement is often the
key to securing long-term sustainable plans that are acceptable to as wide a range of
stakeholders as possible.
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Figure 5.1 Wilderness quality index for Europe
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
This report sets out to undertake the first fully comprehensive review of the status and conservation
of wildland in Europe. The report is timely in respect to developing a response to the European
Parliament Resolution on Wilderness (February 2009), the Prague conference on “Wilderness and
Large Natural Habitat Areas in Europe” (May 2009) and the publishing of the “Message (Poselstvi)
from Prague” that lays out 24 different recommendations from the conference on policy, research,
awareness raising and partnership building.
The report is set against a background of rapidly decreasing wilderness on a worldwide scale, where
Europe’s last remaining wild areas are under immediate threat from logging, agriculture, mining,
recreational developments, climate change and, ironically, exploitation of renewable energy
resources. Together this is resulting in the degradation, fragmentation and ultimate destruction of
many wild areas across the continent. Despite this long-term trend in wilderness losses, it is clear
today that wilderness areas may no longer be simply regarded as “wastelands” to be tamed and
exploited for their natural resources including the lands they occupy, but as valued landscapes and
habitats that provide both humans and wildlife with many of the core life-giving elements essential
for the existence and maintenance of life on the planet.
This has given rise to the notion of ecosystem goods and services that the natural environment
provides. De Groot (1) and the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2) divide these into four groups:
provisioning services (food, wood, fibre, fuel & water), regulating services (regulation of water
supply and quality, carbon storage and sequestration, etc.), cultural services (opportunities for
recreation, spiritual, aesthetic or educational development), and supporting services (soil formation,
biodiversity, nutrient cycling and primary production). It may be argued, quite logically, that few
human controlled environments or ecosystems provide all these services in sufficient and equal
quantities. However, wilderness and wildland can adequately provide all four, although the
provisioning services of these areas are only optional values for future generations if they ever need
to be called on.
That the intrinsic value of wilderness offers ecosystem goods and services was a fact recognised by
participants at the recent WILD9 conference (9th World Wilderness Congress in Merida, Mexico)
which published an international call to better integrate wilderness and biodiversity into global
climate change strategy through the linking of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (3):
“The UNFCCC and the CBD must again be seen as two parts of an inseparable whole; an
integrated and closely coordinated response to global environmental degradation. For the
good of the planet, the time has come for a major initiative to reunite climate change
mitigation and adaptation efforts with biodiversity conservation and wilderness protection.”
(Message from Meridia, 2009)
In addition there are many people and organisations that are looking seriously at re-creating more
wilderness from the remnants of wildland and intervening patches of modified landscapes to restore
networks of large core natural habitat areas along with their natural processes that are linked by
wildlife corridors. These can then act as fully functioning ecosystems at both local and continental
scales and further provide some of the ecosystem services mentioned above. National examples
already in the process of development include the Dutch EHS (4) and the wider Pan European
Ecological Network (PEEN) (5). Part of this restoration process is the reintroduction of native species
(as Scotland has recently done with sea eagle and beaver) and the management of these areas along
non-interventionist lines that focus management actions on minimising human impacts and allowing
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natural processes such as succession to dominate and direct the process of development of these
areas along wholly natural lines.
Wildland in Scotland may be viewed against this wider canvas of European and global developments
in large scale, ecosystems-based wilderness thinking. While there may no longer be any true
wilderness areas left within Scotland - the long history of human land use and the modified and
impoverished nature of many of its ecosystems means that true wilderness conditions of unaltered
environments and unmanaged landscapes simply don’t exist - there are in existence significant areas
of large, remote and semi-natural landscapes that we call wildland. It is this wildland, and it’s
counterparts in continental Europe to which this report is focused drawing, as appropriate, on the
wider body of experience and knowledge to do with wilderness protection on a global scale.
The report is divided into eight main sections or chapters including this introduction in Chapter one.
Chapter two gives an overview of the recent wildland agenda in continental Europe including a
description and analysis of the drivers such as the European Parliament resolution and the resulting
Prague conference. Chapter three tackles the problem of definition dealing with attempts to define
wildland and quantify its history in Scotland, and what is potentially different about Scottish wildland
when viewed against the European and wider international context of the wilderness idea. Chapter
four reviews the Scottish track record and the local wildland agenda from early thinking and the
legacy of Percy Unna through planning and designation of protected areas to contemporary policy
developments. Chapter five looks in detail at the European system and experience of protected area
designation with particular focus on the IUCN system of classification and Natura 2000. Chapter six
deals with issues and implementation of IUCN and Natura 2000 across the EU and continental
Europe, with particular emphasis on the lessons learnt that could hold resonance for the Scottish
scene. Chapter seven continues this theme and uses biophysical and developmental analogues of
selected Scottish wildlands found in Europe (e.g. the Cairngorms and the Hardangervidda in
southern Norway) to draw out comparisons and similarities with continental contexts and systems of
management from which we might derive examples of best practice for application here. Finally,
Chapter eight attempts to draw out a series of key opportunities for consideration in developing
future policy and action on wildland in Scotland.
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CHAPTER 2: WILDLAND ON THE AGENDA IN EUROPE
In a breakthrough moment for wild land in Europe, the spark of an idea from a roundtable meeting in
September 2007 cascaded within a few months into a remarkable coalition for European wildland; a
highly supportive resolution being adopted in the European Parliament at the beginning of February
2009; and followed up with a major conference backed by the EU Commission and Presidency taking
place in May 2009. Thus in less than two years, the determination of a coalition of people and
organisations was translated on the European stage into the potential of a mechanism for developing
a continental policy and strategy on wildland. This chapter traces the events in Europe.

2.1 Wild Europe Initiative and the resolution
EUROPARC is a federation of national parks, regional parks, nature parks and biosphere reserves in
39 European countries. At its annual meeting in September 2007 at Ceský Krumlov, Czech Republic,
EUROPARC hosted a round table meeting on "Wilderness in the European Union", attended by some
300 protected area experts from 24 European countries. They examined the concept of wilderness in
the European Union, and discussed how to place wilderness on the European agenda, find ways of
promoting its importance, and draw up guidance for the stewardship of wilderness (1, 2).
In October 2007, after the roundtable, many organisations joined together in a Wild Europe Initiative
(WEI). The grouping was constituted as an initiative rather than an organization to ensure flexibility,
and to avoid being seen to be linked to any one area or country (3). The Initiative was steered by a
‘core group’ of personnel from the Council of Europe, Countdown 2010, EUROPARC Federation,
European Commission, IUCN Europe, IUCN Global, IUCN Wilderness Task Force, Natuurmonumenten,
PAN Parks Foundation, UNESCO, Wilderness Foundation, WWF Europe office and Carpathian
Programme office.
The WEI aims to promote a coordinated strategy for protection and restoration of large natural
habitat areas, often labelled as ‘wild’ or ‘nearly wild’ lands, through joint action among key players.
By identifying, valuing and promoting the benefits of wildlands and large natural habitat areas, WEI
will be assessing how best to translate the benefits into specific ventures bringing potential income
and employment for local communities, farmers and landholders as well as society in general.
As a first act, the WEI published a Resolution on Wilderness Areas that was addressed to the
European Commission and the EU member states. It emphasised the importance of protecting
Europe’s remaining large areas of natural habitat with non-intervention management, and pointed to
the benefits of this wilderness in retaining biodiversity, support for sustainable communities, and for
addressing climate change.
A key sentence in the resolution questioned whether there was an incompatibility for wildland with
the EU system of protected areas (the Natura 2000 system)(2):
”We acknowledge that the Natura 2000 network provides a strong framework for
conservation. However its requirement to maintain habitats in ‘favourable conservation
status’ can be interpreted in such a way as to conflict unnecessarily with the protection of
present or potential wilderness or wildland and their natural processes. This situation requires
further guidelines on the best approach”
However, the challenge in the resolution to the Natura 2000 system was short lived as by June 2008,
a revised version of the resolution was presented for endorsement with that sentence removed, and
a new sentence included that called on the European Commission to develop appropriate
recommendations that would provide guidance to the member states of the EU on the best
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approaches for ensuring the protection of present and potential wilderness or wildland and their
natural processes (4).
More than 100 organisations signed the resolution, including Countdown 2010, Eurosite, IUCN
Europe, WWF and WCPA, as well as more than 30 EUROPARC members, such as the EUROPARC
Sections in Germany and the Czech Republic. The resolution was subsequently submitted to Stavros
Dimas, the European Commissioner for the Environment, in August 2008. Further advocacy by
EUROPARC was carried out in Brussels in partnership with the Wild Europe Initiative, drawing on the
support of all the networks involved, in an effort to generate momentum in the European institutions
on the issue of wilderness.

2.2 EU Parliament Resolution on Wilderness in Europe
The Wild Europe Initiative resolution and lobbying proved effective, as a draft Report on Wilderness
in Europe was drawn up by Gyula Hegyi, MEP, and the Environment Directorate in October 2008 for
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety of the European Parliament. This
report contained a motion for a European Parliament resolution on Wilderness in Europe. It was
brought before the Committee in early December 2008, and was adopted by a vote of 33 to 1, with
an expectation of the resolution being taken to a plenary vote of the European Parliament (5). As the
Report on Wilderness in Europe was being drafted, the European Commission agreed with the Czech
Presidency of the European Union to hold a conference on wild and nearly wild land areas in Prague
for the following May 2009
The motion in the Report called on the Commission to give a special status to and stricter protection
for wilderness zones in the Natura 2000 network, and that the Natura 2000 network should be
strengthened further to become a coherent and functioning ecological network in which wilderness
areas have a central place. In an Explanatory Statement to the Report, it was noted that the
European network of Natura 2000 covers most of the valuable and bio-diverse areas of the European
Union, which the author took to mean that at least a big part of European wilderness is protected
under the Natura 2000. It goes on to say:
“There is no need for a new legislation concerning Wilderness, but it is highly recommended
to give a special role and extra protection for Wilderness zones inside Natura 2000. That's
why European Commission should develop appropriate recommendations that provide
guidance to the EU Member States on best ways of ensuring the protection of present and
potential wilderness or wildlands and their natural processes, which are likely covered by the
Natura 2000”
Concerns, however, about wild land and the Natura 2000 system continued as EUROPARC members
Sumava National Park, Czech Republic, and Bavarian Forest National Park, Germany, hosted an
international colloquium of researchers and managers of protected sites on 25-28 January 2009 in
Srni, Sumava National Park, Czech Republic, on the subject of "The appropriateness of nonintervention management for protected areas and Natura 2000 locations" (1).
The conference report “Europe’s Wild Heart” captures the breadth of enthusiasm for wildland and its
nurturing across continental Europe in both the presentations (on CD) and in the brief essays that
each of the presenters contributed. It is thus unsurprising that in the Foreword to the Conference
Report, Ladislav Miko, Chair of Directorate B, European Commission, and Environment Minster for
the Czech Republic, commended the outputs of the conference as an important background to the
upcoming EC Presidency conference on “Wiliderness and Large natural habitat Areas” (Prague - see
earlier) and that managers of Natura 2000 locations all over Europe would use it for their everyday
work (6).
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An important principle was identified by a number of speakers at the Conference, and in the Final
Conclusions of the Conference Report; namely that a distinction needs to be made between Primary
and Secondary Habitats designated under the Natura 2000 system. This is because the natural
processes occurring in Primary Habitat under non-intervention management are able to meet the
demands of developing or guaranteeing a favourable conservation status for a designated Natura
2000 site. As is implied by its appellation, non-intervention management is incompatible with the
favourable conservation status of a Secondary Habitat that is designated a Natura 2000 site. The
importance of this is that it leaves little scope for dynamism and return of natural ecological function
in these protected areas as the requirement is to maintain them without “deterioration” of the
secondary habitat for which they are designated. This will be explored further in section 6.2.
From committee stage, the motion on the resolution was scheduled go to the European Parliament
on 3 February 2009. As a means to provide background information before the plenary vote, a mini
conference on Wilderness Areas in the EU was held on 28 January 2009 in the Parliament Building in
Brussels (7). As well as speakers calling for support for the resolution, and introducing the Wild
Europe Initiative, other speakers addressed the continuing discussion about the suitability of the
Natura 2000 system for wilderness protection, one using the example of the PAN Parks wilderness
system of untouched core zones, in which no extractive use such as forestry or hunting are allowed
and where the only management interventions are those aimed at maintaining or restoring natural
ecological processes. PAN Parks is a pan-European organization that provides third party certification
of wilderness core areas in large scale nature parks (8).
The vote on the Wilderness in Europe resolution was carried by 538 votes to 19, with 12 abstentions.
It was a non-legislative resolution that brought forward a range of recommendations for the
European Commission to take up, including (9):
€
defining wilderness
€
mapping it (untouched areas as well as minimally touched)
€
studying wilderness benefits
€
developing an EU strategy for wilderness
€
developing new wilderness areas, promoting them, bringing in effective protection of
wilderness areas
€
accepting the Wild Europe Initiative
€
welcoming the review of the Birds and Habitats Directives with a view, where necessary, to
amending them so that wilderness zones are given special status and stricter protection in the
Natura 2000 network
€
getting Member States to set wilderness conservation as a priority in their strategy to
address climate change; and
€
forwarding the resolution to the governments and parliaments of the Member States.
The resolution on wilderness was adopted on the basis that no new legislation would be required to
achieve the aims of the resolution, as had been trailed in the Explanatory Notes to the Report on
Wilderness in Europe. However, Gyula Hegyi, the Hungarian MEP who proposed the resolution, was
concerned that there had been no opportunity to debate the resolution in the plenary, or table
amendments to it. He had raised this issue in his speech in support of the resolution before the vote,
as well as the presumption of no new legislation (10):
“Many aspects of the Natura 2000 Directives should anyhow be reopened in the near future
and hopefully the legislative act will cover the wilderness areas as well, giving full opportunity
for the next Assembly to go further on this beautiful topic. I hope that my resolution will
become a basis for further legislative actions providing the possibility for the Members to
improve it in the future"
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There was no media coverage of the Resolution in Britain, sparse coverage in N. America (11) and
little coverage across the rest of Europe. However, PAN Parks issued a News release, with Vlado
Vancura, their Conservation Manager, saying (12):
”Approval of the report on Europe’s Wilderness by the European Parliament is - without any
exaggeration - a historical event. The report helps to revived and redefined the concept of
wilderness protection in Europe, a continent where most landscapes are culturally influenced
and where continuing management intervention has often been seen as a necessary part of
conservation. This achievement proves that time is changing and the wilderness momentum
in Europe is growing. The EU Parliament sent out a clear message: wilderness in Europe is
important element of the agenda”

2.3 Government responses in Britain
Responses were sought to emails to Government Ministers responsible for nature conservation in
Britain, asking them what their contribution could be to the recommendations contained in the EU
resolution.
The Scottish Government replied, showing its support for wildland in Scotland, confirming that
Scottish Natural Heritage would be attending the Prague conference, and that it "looks forward to
playing a constructive part in future discussions" (see box 2.1)
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Box 2.1 - Response from the Scottish Government
EU Resolution - Wilderness in Europe
24 February 2009
Dear Mr Fisher,
Thank you for your e-mail of 6 February 2009 to Michael Russell MSP, the former Minister for
Environment, commending a Wilderness in Europe resolution that was adopted in the EU
Parliament on 3 February 2009. I have been asked to reply.
The Scottish Government understands the importance of Scotland’s wild places, and SNH
research confirms its importance to Scotland’s people. In August 2008, SNH produced a report
entitled ‘Public Perceptions of Wild Places and Landscapes in Scotland’. This was the first public
survey to provide hard evidence of the general public's concern for issues of wilderness and
landscape issues. The research used an approach designed to capture a representative sample of
Scotland's population. It shows very strong public support for wild places, 91% of people thought
that it was important for Scotland to have wild places.
In Scotland wildness is currently safeguarded through policy statements in NPPG14. This
highlights the value and benefits wild places bring, their sensitivity to development and intrusive
activity, and that they may have little or no capacity to accommodate new development. As part
of NPPG14, local authorities are asked to "include policies for protecting and enhancing the
character of landscapes of regional importance, including any areas of importance for their wild
land character." Some of NPPG14's policy advice is reflected in the parliamentary draft of the
National Planning Framework 2 (paragraph 98). [Should be para. 99]
You may be interested to know that SNH have prepared a policy statement on Wildness in
Scotland’s Countryside and has recently undertaken work with the National Park Authority to
develop a methodology to map wildness in the Cairngorms National Park area. Further work will
be needed to ensure that this initiative reflects the ecological, cultural and economic
circumstances of Scotland.
Finally, I understand that SNH will be attending the Prague conference and looks forward to
playing a constructive part in future discussions.
Malcolm Duce
Landscapes and Habitats Division
Rural Directorate
The Scottish Government
Phone: 0131-244 4439 GTN 7188-44439
Mail: 1-A North, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh EH6 6QQ
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The Welsh Assembly Government also replied, saying that they had been advised by the Countryside
Council for Wales that there were few significant areas of Wales that could still be considered wild.
However, the assembly government "is responding positively to the EU Resolution, and is taking an
active role in delivering its aims in Wales in co-operation with other stakeholders and project
originators" (see box 2.2)
Box 2.2 – Response from Welsh Assembly Government
Welsh Assembly Government
3 March 2009
Dear Mr Fisher
Thank you for your email to Jane Davidson, the Minster for Environment Sustainability and
Housing regarding the EU resolution on Wilderness in Europe. In 2003 the then Deputy First
Minister commissioned an internal report called "Wild Wales", and the Welsh Assembly
Government continues to take an interest in the topic. We aware of this EU Resolution and
welcome public interest and enquiries about it.
We have been advised by the Countryside Council for Wales that regrettably there are few
significant areas of Wales that can still be considered 'wild'. Some small parts of narrow valleys
and cliff habitats may be substantially unchanged since the last Ice Age, but the majority of Wales
has seen extensive human activity since the beginning of the Neolithic period, approx. 6000 years
ago. Even apparently wild areas like upland moors are likely to be the product of human land use.
However there are a number of projects in Wales to restore historic woodland and 'wild'
landscapes. To our knowledge there are five initiatives in Wales registered with the Wildland
Network. Responding to the "Wild Wales" report, Forestry Commission Wales will shortly begin
creating over 1000 hectares of Caledonian Pine landscape in mid Wales, and are considering other
possibilities. There are also a substantial number of Planted Ancient Woodland (PAW)
regeneration projects and some heathland restoration projects. WAG supports these while
recognising it is uncertain the extent to which PAW restoration can be considered 'wilding' as it
usually involves species such as chestnut (both species), beech etc. which came into Britain after
the initial natural process of afforestation. Likewise Heath is generally considered to be the
consequence of human land use followed by neglect, sustained by light grazing by animals which
may be domestic or introduced by humans (eg rabbits) as well as truly native/'wild'.
WAG is responding positively to the EU Resolution, and is taking an active role in delivering its
aims in Wales in co-operation with other stakeholders and project originators.
Chris Worker
Nature Conservation BranchCrown Building, Northgate St
Aberystwyth
SY23 2JS
DEFRA did not respond.
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2.4 Conference on Wilderness and Large Natural Habitat Areas
The Conference on Wilderness and Large Natural Habitat Areas sponsored by the European
Commission and the Czech Presidency of the EU took place in Prague 27, 28 May 2009. The
Conference, which was by invitation only, brought together policy makers, academics, civil society
and other interested groups and individual experts, a total of 235 participants from some 35
countries (13). The main objectives of the Conference were:
€
To recommend a unified strategy for protection and restoration of wild and nearly wild areas
€
To build a partnership between sectors based on consensus for implementing this strategy
Building on these objectives, the conference aimed to:
€
Agree the definition and location of wild and nearly wild areas
€
Determine the contribution that such areas can make to halting biodiversity loss and
supporting Natura 2000
€
Make recommendations for improved protection of such areas, within the existing legal
framework
€
Review the opportunities for restoration of large natural habitat areas
€
Make proposals for more effective support for such restoration
€
Identify best practice examples for non intervention and restoration management
€
Define the value of low impact economic, social and environmental benefits from wild areas
The build up to the conference was supported by the production of a range of background briefing
documents. These included discussion documents on the benefits of wilderness and wildlands; a
definition of wild and nearly wild areas; valuing and utilising the benefits of wild areas; climate
change mitigation efforts with wilderness protection and biodiversity conservation; the key aspects
of management practice, including non-intervention, restoration, and rewilding through natural
process; an overview of wilderness and wildland law; and an assessment of the multiple roles of
business in supporting wildland strategy.
An early outcome of the conference was the development of a‘Message from Prague’, containing 24
recommendations identified by the participants, that included policy development, research and
awareness building, and supporting capacity as key elements for an ambitious agenda that will create
a wilder Europe, both in EU and non EU regions (14).
The Proceedings of the conference followed later, and provided a synthesis of the presentations,
workshops and of the pre-conference briefings in a coherent and compelling commentary on
wildland in Europe, its status, benefits, protection and restoration, and next steps (15). It contains
the recommendations from the ‘Message from Prague’, and states the intention to develop an
Action Plan to carry forward their implementation over the next few years, with development of a
Wildland Support Network to help coordinate this process. In the section on “Next Steps: The Wild
Area Agenda”, the closing speech of the Conference by Ladislav Miko was summarized in which he
highlighted some of the recommendations from the ‘Message’:
€
To invest in mass communication to the wide European audience about wilderness and wild
values;
€
Finalisation of a definition of wilderness and wild areas, taking into account the range of
ecological and cultural interpretations of these terms and their application in different parts of
Europe;
€
Develop a wilderness register – mapping existing wilderness as a basis for tailored protection
plans
€
Quantification of the value of non-extractive economic, social and environmental benefits of
wilderness and wildland, identifying key beneficiaries;
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Further development of the Wildland Support Network, especially to support
implementation of recommendations from the conference;
€
Undertake a full assessment of government, institutional and private sector funding
opportunities for protection and restoration.

€

The Wild Europe Field Programme was launched at the Prague conference but it is still at the initial
assessment stage, with the actual mechanism for securing restored areas in the long run still to be
determined (16). Other activities set in motion after the conference included the drafting of a
Wilderness Register to record, in priority order, those areas of greatest value, assess the level of
threat and evaluate alternative approaches to securing appropriate protection; development of large
scale examples of how wild areas can deliver funding through ecosystem services - particularly old
growth forest; promoting the value of wilderness as a topic within the EU Post 2010 Biodiversity
Strategy; establishment of a Wilderness Working Group within Wild Europe to progress policy needs
identified and including finalisation of a practical definition of wilderness and wild land in different
parts of Europe; and secure appropriate funding and policy potential and organization of a second EC
Presidency conference, on restoration, in Brussels in 2010 (17).
Voluntary initiatives have taken place, with PAN Parks assembling a consortium of researchers to
apply to the EU 7th Framework Programme for funding of wilderness related research. It has also set
up a wilderness “think tank” that supports the Wild Europe Initiative through its steering group (18).

2.5 Guidelines for the management of wilderness and wild areas in Natura 2000
One of the recommendations from the Prague conference, noted in the Presidents report (19) was
the need to understand the relationship between the protection of wilderness areas and the Natura
2000 system, and produce guidance addressing issues such as natural changes to sites, response to
climate change, the maintenance of specific succession states and non-intervention. In this regard,
the Presidents report gave an indication of a key issue that would need resolving in that guidance:
“Within the EU itself, some of these [undisturbed/non-intervention/pristine] areas are part of
the Natura 2000 network, the principal EU instrument for nature conservation, which is
essentially not a network of strictly protected natural areas, but areas where human,
economic, social and cultural activities are integral parts of management”
An Expert Group on Natura 2000 Management met for the first time in November, 2009, and then
again February 2010 (20, 21). The group was established under the Co-ordinating Group on
Biodiversity and Nature (22). It is comprised of experts from the Member States' competent
authorities, the Commission services and major stakeholder groups (e.g. European Habitats Forum,
Natura 2000 Users Forum). The primary focus of the group will be to assist the Commission in
promoting the exchange of experience, expertise and good practice on the management of Natura
2000 with a view to attainment of favourable conservation status of species and habitats of EU
conservation interest and fulfilment of the objectives of the Habitats and Birds Directives. As an early
task, this group is assisting the Commission in developing guidelines on specific topics linked to the
management of Natura 2000 sites.
It was reported during the first meeting of the group that the Commission was already planning for a
contract on "wilderness and wild areas and Natura 2000", and information was provided on the
contract at the second meeting of the group in February 2010. A closed tender for the contract was
issued, part of which is available online (23), and from that it can be seen that a report on best
practice examples of wilderness management in Natura 2000 sites is referenced from PAN Parks.
The section of the tender document available indicates that the aim of the contract is to provide

10

input to draft guidelines on the management of wilderness and wild areas in Natura 2000 sites. The
work is to be undertaken in association with the Expert Group on Natura 2000 Management, and the
objectives of the contract are:
1. Review of the literature on definitions of wilderness, existing initiatives and legislative and
statutory measures in Member States to protect wilderness and wild areas and propose a
working definition for wilderness, taking into account characteristics relating to biological
and anthropogenic qualities of wilderness;
2. Clearly establish the link between Natura 2000 sites and wilderness and analyse the role of
Natura 2000 network in the protection of wilderness;
3. Select and present a set of case studies representing different types of wilderness and wild
areas;
4. Analyse pressures affecting wilderness areas and review the qualities of wilderness and wild
areas in terms of resilience and capacity to adapt;
5. Describe key ecosystem services provided by wilderness areas;
6. Produce input to draft guidelines on protection and management of wilderness and wild
areas;
7. Present an analysis of the means, objectives and feasibility for restoration measures leading
to the development of wilderness and wild areas;
8. Provide cases of good practices on approaches monitoring of wilderness and wild areas, and
on typical financial needs for wilderness and wild areas;
With a contract period of 12 months, it would appear that the eventual guidelines are unlikely to be
finalised before the second half of 2011. There are critical implications for wildland as a result of
these guidelines, and this will be discussed in section 6.2, where it is recognised that the designation
of a secondary habitat under the Natura 2000 system would require that designation removed if the
aim was to restore wilderness, and that the dynamism in primary habitats due to natural forces
should not result in an unfavourable report for a Natura 2000 site.
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CHAPTER 3 WHAT IS WILDLAND?
3.1 Introduction
This chapter draws together a range of sources that provide guidance in the defining of wildland in a
British and European context. It does not attempt to say where wildland is, rather it shows that an
appreciation of what wildland could be is essential in understanding where to look for it, and how
best to maintain its character. The first two sections use recent commentaries by Adrian Philips on
national parks as a background to focus attention on the issues involved in understanding wildland,
the role of national park legislation, and on two policy initiatives that arose in the 1990s on wilder
areas in the national parks of England and Wales. A selection of studies of wildland in Scotland is
used to survey the state of its understanding there. A contrasting view of wildland and nature
conservation between Britain, America and Canada is given before looking at how the definition of
wilderness and wildland is developing in Europe.
3.1.1 A wildland temporal
“But the wild places within our parks are now so much less wild than they were, and so much less wild
than can be found in parks in other parts of the world, even nearby in Europe, that they no longer
provide that challenge to our citizens – young people especially - that the founding fathers had in
mind”
Adrian Philips, National Parks in the 21st Century – Time to Face Reality (1)
Philips was speaking at the National Park Societies' Conference in Wales in 2007 when he made these
comments. He was arguing that the national parks of Britain had to compete with other places
around the world in terms of the attractions that they offer people, especially young people. He
acknowledged that British national parks were “pretty tame” by comparison with the national parks
of many other countries, accepting though that they were different in that they were lived-in
working landscapes, or protected landscapes in the IUCN category classification (see later, in section
4.5). His antidote to this tameness was to commend a greater reliance on natural processes in
national park areas, such as vegetation succession, river dynamics, weathering of rocks, soil erosion
and woodland regeneration. That he would call this a functional view of “re-wilding” risked the
response of a teleological quest to determine what the word “wild” meant and whether true
wildland exists in Britain.
Should words like ‘wilderness’ and ‘wildland’ be a free-for-all in terms of their meaning? They are
certainly, to some extent, a movable feast in Britain, depending on perception or belief, and whether
positive or negative attributes are associated with them. The central issue for those that ascribe
positive values is that anthropocentrism inexorably contests wilderness and wildland where ever it
has claims to existence, legislatively or otherwise (2).
Thus, wilderness in America is contested because of an underestimation of the effect of native
peoples in managing the land through fire and simple native horticulture (3) but note that this impact
in itself was vastly different from the effects that came with Euro-American settlement, bringing with
it agriculture and the tending and cultivation of non-native species (see later in section 3.4). It is
argued therefore that the wilderness we see today in America is a “freakish landscape far outside the
known historical variability” because it is a land removed of cultural drivers (4) and which developed
after the removal of native peoples (5). However, the Americas were not populated with modern
humans until the Clovis people became established in North America after crossing the Bering land
bridge some 13,000 years ago (6). Thus a biophysical wilderness land, as in self-willed in the absence
of people, was there before humans arrived in the form of the Clovis culture. This would also be the
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case for other locations in history, such as New Zealand, which has only been inhabited for the last
1,000 of the 80 million years since it split off from Gondwanaland (7); Iceland has only been
populated for 1,100 years (8); and Madagascar for 2,000 years (9).
That a biophysical wilderness ever existed in Britain is also contested, but this disregards for instance
the period after the last glaciation, when the ice that covered most of northern Britain receded,
allowing the land to re-vegetate before it could support any returning mammalian life (10). Huntergatherer cultures would have required that an ecologically-rich wilderness composite to have
returned before those lands could be occupied again. Thus Jacobi, in considering a likely population
of Mesolithic lowland Britain based on the food resource available to them, worked through the
density of deer available (one per 40ha), the potential success of hunting (1 in 6) and the nutritional
value arising from deer kills; the density of coastal shellfish beds; and the distribution, harvest
potential (30%) and calorific value of hazel nuts (11). His estimate for one southern lowland area of
6,500 square miles was that the landscape would have supported some 396 five-member family
groups, a total of 1,980 individuals. Others have estimated the population of Britain around 9000 BC
to be 1,100-1,200 people, rising to 2,500-5,000 by 7,000 BC (12). In 3,200 BC, the early period after
farming reached Britain, the estimate of population is between 30,000 - 50,000 and was probably
boosted by inward migration (13).
Would those Mesolithic hunter-gatherers, at such low population densities, have had a significant
impact so that the wilderness characteristic of Britain post-glaciation was actually very short-lived?
Undoubtedly, there would eventually have been a transition to the domestication of native plants
within a natural landscape, and fire was perhaps more significant in usage than some authors would
allow (14). But agriculturists did not arrive until many thousands of years after that rewilding had
occurred, and thus were not there to exploit and maintain that initially denuded landscape with their
own crops, livestock etc. So it is likely that the wildland characteristic of Britain remained for many
millennia, with the threat from agriculture coming much later (15):
“..whatever was happening in Britain up to the fifth millennium BC in the relationship
between Man and his environment, at some moment before 4500 BC a first boat arrived from
the European mainland containing people who expected to live by farming. It was doubtless
followed by others"
There is a more recent example of wilderness existing from “natural” creation. After a final glacial
surge in the Little Ice Age of the mid-18th century, the area known as Glacier Bay on the SE Alaskan
coast was covered in ice 4,000 feet thick, forcing the native Tlingit people to abandon their villages
(16). The ice receded rapidly, withdrawing 60 miles inland in just 120 years, followed by successional
vegetation that created a mosaic landscape, and with the wild mammals moving back in. It’s an area
much studied because of this complex of spatial and temporal change. First becoming a National
Monument in 1925, the 3.3 million acres of this rewilded landscape is now mostly designated
wilderness under the National Wilderness Preservation System of America, and makes up what has
become the Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve.
3.1.2 Wild by Design
Philips was a notable choice to deliver a speech on Britain’s National Parks, as he is a Vice president
of the Council for National Parks and has had a long track record as an exponent of protected
landscapes within the IUCN, the international body that issues guidelines on the management
categories of protected areas (17). He may not seek to justify his recipe for re-wilding on the
foregoing analysis of the existence and creation of wilderness, but his focus on natural process is
certainly supported by that analysis. Philips later gave a speech during an event in 2009 to mark the
achievements of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949. He felt that the Act had

13

been of significant importance in helping to protect much loved landscapes in a period of great
change and against many threats (18). However, he believed that several of the central premises that
underpinned the 1949 Act were now serious shortcomings in being able to provide that protection.
One of those shortcomings was that ‘natural beauty’ was used as a central concept in the Act. He
contested the accuracy of using those two words together when he asserted that there was nothing
natural about much that was regarded as beautiful in the English landscape. In addition, he drew
attention to the special status accorded to farming and forestry. It was an assumption in the Act that
the land users, farming and forestry in particular, were essentially benign forces as far as landscape
and wildlife in the national parks were concerned.
Philips thus believed that the fate of much of the landscape, wildlife and historic heritage had been
left to the decisions of land owners and land managers with virtually no external control, support or
guidance to persuade them to take environmental considerations into account. They thus operated
outside of the scope of public policy in the environment - that is until the forerunners of the present
agri-environmental measures were introduced. Now, the public interest in what happens on privately
owned land is represented by contemporary agri-environmental schemes that seek to modify and
mitigate the affects of farming, quite often in the national parks by reducing grazing pressure. It
should be remembered though, that these schemes are voluntary.
It is perhaps disappointing that Philips, in his two speeches on national parks, was in effect delivering
a poor verdict on the outcome of two significant policy initiatives of the 1990’s that focused on
wildland and land use in the national parks. In 1991, a panel appointed by the Countryside
Commission, reviewed the National Parks of England and Wales (19). The view was that since their
designation, there had been a significant loss and deterioration of some of the wilder habitats in the
national parks due to intensification of land use. There was thus a need to restore semi-natural
habitats generally, the panel recommending that:
“...[a major aim should be]... to restore and extend their wilder areas by encouraging a
reversion to semi- natural vegetation based on low density grazing, especially in areas which
have been ploughed or’ improved’ since the National Parks were set up”
The Panel went even further in Recommendation 6.3, where they proposed the following:
“A number of experimental schemes on a limited scale should be set up in the National Parks,
where farming is withdrawn entirely and the natural succession of vegetation is allowed to
take its course”
In the following year, Government endorsed this proposal for experimental ‘wilder areas’, and the
Council for National Parks examined the recommendation as part of a wider range of options for
enhancing the wilderness qualities of the Parks. Funding was secured for a Policy Officer who
undertook a literature survey, detailed research in six of the national parks, and consultation
meetings with National Park Authorities, statutory nature agencies and NGOs. The potential impacts
of creating wilder areas on wildlife, public enjoyment, landscape and economic and social issues
were investigated and Wild by Design, a report and recommendations on implementation, was
published in October 1997 (20) with a seminar held in Newcastle upon Tyne in the following year.
In capturing the idea of a sense of wilderness, the report recognised that the main attributes of
wilder areas were that there was a lack of obvious human management or intensive productive use.
A distinction was then made between near-natural and semi-natural areas, where in the former
natural processes were encouraged to maintain the diversity of habitats, and the vegetation was free
to vary naturally with variations in the physical environment. In contrast, semi-natural habitats arose
from agricultural or forestry use.
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In terms of ‘creating’ wilder areas, two approaches were given:
€ Promotion of the wilderness quality of an area while maintaining productive use, often
accompanied by creating or enhancing semi- natural habitats
€ Promotion of areas where ecological processes can be paramount - near- natural areas
It was noted that some of the perceived qualities of the semi-natural areas had been eroded by
human activities, such as the enclosure of open land and the proliferation of fencing, intensification
of use or improvement of the land, planting of non-native woodland, canalisation of water courses,
and inappropriate physical developments. It could be possible to enhance the sense of wildness and
improve the quality of experience by making changes to some of these, as well as beginning the
process of ecological restoration.
On promotion of areas where ecological process could be paramount, it was noted that there were
surprisingly few areas in England and Wales that had been left totally without management over long
periods, and that the majority of places that had been left to develop naturally had done so
incidentally because of their inaccessibility or low agricultural potential, or as a byproduct of their
principal use. After giving some examples, which gave opportunity for study of this approach to
wilder places, the report concluded that:
“The real challenge is to have the courage and commitment to leave minimal intervention
areas on a much larger scale (landscapes of thousands of hectares) and over much longer
time periods (hundreds of years)”
What, however, would be the incentive for private landowners in the national parks to grasp such a
challenge? Philips would perhaps argue that such public policy could be supported by contemporary
agri-environmental schemes, but the indication is especially in the uplands that apart from reducing
grazing levels, they are designed to keep landscapes farmed rather than given over to ecological
restoration. Thus the Management Plan from 2003 of the Northumberland National Park gives us an
indication of how this challenge was regarded in what is principally a private ownership of land in
national parks (21):
“Any possibilities for wilderness re-creation are likely to be opportunistic and dependent on
large-scale changes in land-use or land ownership. It is inherently difficult to plan for such
eventualities. Communities or landowners may bring forward such proposals themselves. Our
target is to have set up an experiment before 2012”

3.2 Wildland in Scotland
This section looks at the three main studies in recent years that have engaged with the public in
Scotland on the wildness of their landscapes.
3.2.1 Visual perception of wild land in Scotland
In a study of the visual perception of wildland in Scotland, Habron (22) asserted that a uniquely
Scottish version of the concept of wild land had developed, which had to take into account the
cultural and ecological history of the Highland landscape. He then made the mistake that many have
done before in ascribing the term “pristine” as a criterion that is important in the wilderness areas of
America. The word does not appear in the Wilderness Act 1964. It has been noted that it is the
detractors of wilderness that have linked the word pristine to wilderness so as to make it an
impossible criterion to fulfill (23). Habron, using that criterion as a basis for ecological integrity
(biophysical reality) concluded that there was very little, if any, wild land in Scotland. He saw
however a need to link the general perception of wild land with the landscape attributes and
features that contribute to creating the notion of wildand in Scotland.
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His study utilised photographic views in the Cairngorms and Wester Ross. The set of 48 photos had
been derived from 119 on the basis that they had been tested and found to contain strong
representations of the dominant landscape features, and which represented a continuum of land
that was developed at one end and totally undeveloped at the other. Subjects were asked to rate
each of the 48 photographs for three factors: wildness, beauty and naturalness. Individuals were left
to define wild and beauty for themselves, but for naturalness they were asked to `take into account
the amount of human influence in the scene'.
The results indicated that wildness, beauty and naturalness were separate concepts, between which
all subjects were able to differentiate. However, there were more instances in which the wildness
and beauty of the same image were rated differently, fewer in which beauty and naturalness differed
and least in which naturalness and wildness differed, indicating to Habron that wildness and beauty
were concepts between which the subjects clearly made a distinction, and therefore wildness as a
term was supported. The mean wildness score obtained for the whole set of photographs ranged
from a rating of 6.4 to 38.1. Habron concluded from his own inspection of the photographs that the
ratings were higher where there was less evidence of human artefacts and influence. However, he
did not quantify the occurrence of landscape features within the photographs.
Habron took other distinctions from the data. He divided his subjects into different groupings based
on the personal data that they had supplied, such as occupation, leisure activities, membership of
organisations, work location, and socio-economic status. He identified two groupings that
consistently gave different wildness ratings than any other. A wilderness purism score group gave
lower wilderness scores than others, whereas those with more education were more likely to give
higher wildness scores. Habron gave no explanation as to why either should be the case, and perhaps
that was wise considering the lack of evidence given on the basis for the groupings.
Habron’s study raises some issues about the relationship between wildness and naturalness, and the
effect that human influence has on those. These need exploring here. Naturalness is often
distinguished as the most powerful factor in our preference for landscapes and is manifested by our
liking for native vegetation in the landscape scene, especially trees, and for the absence of any overt
man-made elements or discernible human-induced change. These are relative and scalable elements
of naturalness, and our reaction to them may alter with experience as our “eye” becomes tutored,
particularly with human-induced change as we begin to discriminate between structurally intact and
altered forms of vegetation (24). Thus the influence through external management of a location has
a direct bearing on this, as we can observe the physical effects of intervention management. This also
bears on other elements of our discrimination - our experiential values - where the total amount of
the vegetation and its density are as important as its intactness.
Wildness is something else again. In an ecologically perfect world, wildness would be essentially
equivalent to naturalness – as was suggested by the lack of differential between them in the Habron
study - but in the same way that human influence can decrease naturalness, so can it also detract
from wildness (25). The cultural modification of landscapes, extirpation of species and the
introduction of non-native species, presents us with a situation that a landscape may be wild if it is
allowed to be self-willed or self-shaping, but it does not necessarily have high naturalness because
the species mix and its ultimate ecological processes and function could not be what they were. It
becomes increasingly inauthentic by any yardstick of native-ness.
3.2.2 The call of different wilds
McMorran and others (26) reported that an appreciation of wild landscape may be considered part
of the national psyche in Scotland, conjuring up diverse images and associations for different people,
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and with contemporary discourses about wild places having considerable popular and political
resonance in Scotland. Their article, based on a study undertaken for SNH, explored the meanings
and uses of the term ‘wild land’ in the Scottish context, and reported on the development of a
typology that would give a snapshot in time of Scottish landscapes of wild character when, applied to
a range of sites.
The authors note that in the Scottish context, the policy statements from SNH, the NTS and the JMT
(to be discussed in the following Chapter) all differentiate between the two concepts of ‘wildness’
and ‘wild land’, with wildness being the quality experienced through such values as remoteness and
solitude, in contrast to wild land being described as ‘‘extensive areas where wildness (the quality) is
best expressed’’ (SNH – see section 4.4.1). The implications, they suggest, were that wildness can be
experienced outside of wild land areas and that, even within the SNH criteria, areas with different
degrees of management and ‘natural condition’ qualify as wild land in Scotland. What this appears to
be arguing for is recognition of a wildland continuum in Scotland, which will be discussed later in this
chapter (see section 3.4).
The typology of ‘wild landscapes’ was developed through discussions with two groups: policy
advisors and representatives of lobbying and landowning NGOs concerned with wild land; and with
managers of wild landscapes. The discussions included an exploration of the concepts of wildness
and wild land identification, and the opportunities and constraints in relation to the policy, planning
and legislative context for Scotland’s wilder landscapes. The typology proposed represented a
concept for ‘wild landscapes’ that included both areas of wild land and areas of lesser wild character
where the quality of wildness could still be experienced. It incorporated a range of detailed wild
landscape criteria that could be applied to a broad range of sites across Scotland. The headings of the
criteria were:
€
Remoteness – distance from settlements and roads
€
Perceived naturalness – of vegetation, land use and wildlife
€
Degree of human artifacts – infrastructures, fencing, erosion
€
Scale – area sufficient to provide physical challenge, striking topography or rugged terrain,
wild landscape > 2,000ha, landscapes of wild character > 250ha

Figure 3.1 Theoretical positioning of two landscapes (Mar Lodge and Ben Lawers NNR) on a
proposed grid of wild character (after Fig. 1 in (24).)
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These criteria were spatialised as the four axes of a grid (see Fig. 3.1 above) from which four
landscape types were derived:
Category 1A – Prime core wild landscapes (high in all four axes)
Category 1B – Compromised core wild landscapes (remote, compromised naturalness or may
have some human artefacts)
Category 2A – Landscapes with wild character (wild character compromised in one or more
likely two axes)
Category 2B – Landscapes with wild character (landscapes with wild character compromised
in at least two axes)
In terms of scale, both category 1A & B areas would have a minimum area of 2,000ha, whereas
category areas would be smaller, category 2B being the smallest. It was explained that the proposed
landscape types could be divided into: wild landscapes (1A and B) which constitute areas of wild
land; and landscapes with wild character (2A and B). Category 1A could perhaps be termed the wild
land ‘ideal’; but category 1B was also wild land – and such landscapes were likely to offer potential
for restoration.
The typology was then applied to a range of locations in Scotland, based on known aspects of the
sites and through discussion with land managers. A key observation was that some sites, such as
Assynt, Skye and Glencoe, rated high on certain criteria and distinctly low in others. In the case of
Glencoe, a public road running through the site led to a low overall remoteness rating, showing how
one criterion in the typology could significantly reduce the overall wildness rating of Glencoe, even
though it is often perceived as one of Scotland’s most iconic wild landscapes.
The report then derived four main themes of management for wilder landscapes based on the
response to the questionnaire given to land managers:
1. Large-scale woodland/habitat mosaic restoration. Emphasis on large-scale habitat
restoration, particularly woodland, through natural regeneration and tree planting.
Restoration based on expansion of existing semi-natural habitats or attempted creation of
habitat mosaics and woodlands without core semi-natural habitats.
2. Conservation and access. Management based on conservation or improvement of in situ
habitats rather than large-scale habitat restoration or species re-introductions. Promotion of
recreational access usually important.
3. Natural processes/non-interference. Emphasis on non-interference and large-scale
restoration of natural processes in areas of high habitat quality. Development of
interpretative facilities and/or promotion of access usually of low importance. Deer fencing
and tree planting usually not used.
4. Sustainable management. Strong emphasis on management for ‘local community benefit’ or
maintenance of traditional land uses at low intensities. Emphasis on cultural components of
wild landscapes, as well as ecological and recreational.
When these management themes locations were matched with their typology assignment, locations
within categories 1B, 2A &B had management approaches across all four of the themes. It was only
when ownership was taken into account that a pattern emerged of the sustainable management
theme being more evident in the objectives of private, community and partnership-owned sites,
whereas the other three themes were adopted on sites owned by NGOs and government agencies. It
should be noted of course that the typology for a location would change with time if the
management approach was that of Large-scale woodland/habitat mosaic restoration.
A number of respondents had noted that wildness varied considerably across their sites. For
example, while the Mar Lodge estate was categorised as 1A, some parts of the estate closer to roads
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and other infrastructure were more similar to the 1B or 2A categories. In addition, the authors noted
that wild landscapes generally did not stop or start at an ownership boundary, and relatively ‘wild’
estates often shared common boundaries. Consequently, assessment of the wild character of specific
landownership units had serious limitations, and suggested that the future application of the
typology in the assessment and delineation of wild landscapes would require a degree of zoning, to
differentiate between different categories of wild landscape at a landscape and regional scale.
Zoning will be covered later in this Chapter (see section 3.4).
Their conclusions led the authors to believe that definition of the resource itself is central to the wild
landscapes agenda in Scotland, with the need being for the development of detailed criteria for wild
landscapes in planning and policy guidelines. This was also the case for a statutory definition of core
wild landscapes so that they can be spatially located. Though spatial definition or designation could
help to protect key areas in the long term, they noted that wildness can be experienced in a variety
of settings, and future protective measures must take this into account in attempting to conserve the
quality of wildness throughout Scotland – not just in core wild land locations. They also noted that
many wild landscape managers did not perceive traditional land uses such as sporting, extensive
range grazing and even sustainable forestry as necessarily detrimental to a site’s wild character.
However, as the authors recognized, the relative intensity of such land uses is of key importance and
is directly related to their impacts on a site’s wild character.
Mention is given in their preliminary review of wild land concepts to the Eastern Wilderness [Areas]
Act in America in paving the way for designation of wilderness of “previously damaged land in the
more densely populated eastern USA”. This was an important reference in the context of
understanding wilderness designation. In 1964, both the Forest Service and Congress agreed that
eastern areas would have qualified as wilderness (28). However, six years later, the Forest Service
opposed congressional designation of new wilderness areas in West Virginia with land use histories
of decades-old logging, and in 1971 they adopted a “purity” interpretation—that no lands with a
history of human disturbance, East or West, could qualify as wilderness.
The Forest Service promoted their own bill, to establish a system of wild areas within the eastern
land of the national forest system because they did not meet what they thought were the strict
criteria of the Wilderness Act. As noted earlier, misconceptions often cloud the Wilderness Act, and it
did so for the Forest Service. The Act states an ideal for a wilderness area, where “the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by man” (29). However it then defines the meaning or nature of
an area of wilderness as an area retaining its primeval character, without permanent improvements,
which is to be protected and managed so man’s works are substantially unnoticeable. The latter is an
operational definition and is forward looking rather than backward looking.
When the the Eastern Wilderness Act came to Congress, Senator Henry Jackson warned of this
“serious and fundamental misinterpretation of the Wilderness Act” and pledged himself to correct
the falsity of the so-called purity theory. Senator Frank Church, leader of the Senate debate on the
Act, observed that “the effect of such an interpretation would be to automatically disqualify almost
everything, for few if any lands on this continent—or any other—have escaped man’s imprint to some
degree”
The Eastern Wilderness Areas Act was signed by President Ford on 3 January 1975, and Congress
designated 16 new wilderness areas totaling 206,988 acres of national forest lands east of the
Rockies. The final legislation adopted some elements of the Forest Service-inspired bill, but did not
alter the definition and intent of the Wilderness Act. The debate that had led up to enactment had
thus led to a better understanding that the most important thing for wild land is what happens now
and into the future, and not necessarily what happened in the past.
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The review by McMorran and others also cited 12 ‘wilderness reserves’ that were designated in
Finland to preserve wilderness character and protect the Sámi culture, as evidence that the
requirement for minimal or no human impact given in the Wilderness Act of America was not
necessarily the case in Europe. These wilderness areas were designated under Finland’s Wilderness
Act 1991 to preserve the cultural heritage and livelihoods of the Sámi. The Sámi wilderness are vast,
unsettled areas traditionally used for hunting and fishing. They are located in northernmost Finland,
in the Lapland of the Sámi homelands, where reindeer husbandry, natural livelihoods of traditional
subsistence use and more recently also nature tourism are practised (30).
The wilderness areas have few strictures outside of their central aim, such as requiring that forests
are maintained in a natural state or operated in accordance with the principles of natural forest
management (although logging is prevented in most areas); that the sale and leasing of the land and
the construction of permanent roads is prohibited; as is the establishment of mines without
permission from the Council of State (31)
These wilderness areas are not regarded by the Finns as true protected areas as their designation
was not based on their Nature Conservation Act 1996, the principle aim of which is maintain
biological diversity. Thus in the IUCN protected area management categories, the Vätsäri Wilderness
Area is not classified in category 1b: wilderness, but is instead classified in category VI: Managed
Resource Protected Area: protected area managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural
ecosystems” ((32) and see Table 4.2). This suggests that the Sámi wilderness areas, although arising
from “wilderness” legislation, are perhaps better described as ethnological reserves in a similar
mould to the Kakadu National Park in Australia (33).
3.2.3 Public Perceptions of Wild Places and Landscapes in Scotland
In the preceding section, it was explained that during the passage of the Eastern Wilderness Areas
Act, the outcome of the discussion about purity established that cultural use of lands should not be a
bar on that land becoming wild again, restored to a secondary wilderness with functioning natural
processes similar to when the land was in a primary state. In contrast, many elements of wilderness
are retained in the cultural wilderness of the Sámi wilderness areas, because they are restricted to
exploiting native resources only, rather than having a land use based on agriculture. Is secondary or
cultural wilderness a recognisable characteristic of Scottish landscape?
The Cairngorms National Park (CNP) Plan identified wildness as a key quality of the National Park,
and the concept was also recognised in the Cairngorms National Park Deposit Local Plan. In
particular, the Park Plan included a strategic objective to ‘conserve and enhance the sense of wildness
in the montane area and other parts of the Park’. The Park Plan also identified a number of priorities
for action by 2012, which included as part of the formulation of the Landscape Management Plan,
the identification of core areas of the Park where wild land experiences were especially significant,
and quantification of the levels of wild land experience throughout the rest of the Park. Detractors
from wild land qualities would also be identified.
To inform the development of the Cairngorms Landscape Management Plan, and other relevant
policies, supplementary planning guidance and design guidance, the CNPA and SNH commissioned a
program of work to investigate the public perceptions of wild places amongst a representative crosssection of Scottish residents, and a subset amongst those living within the boundaries of the
Cairngorms National Park. The outputs would be used to monitor future changes in the extent to
which wildness could be experienced in the CNP; to assess the impacts of proposed developments on
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wild land experiences in the National Park; and to assess the extent to which wildness could be
enhanced by removing key detractors in the National Park.
A market research approach was taken by contractors for the investigation of the public perceptions
of wild places. The key objectives of the research were to identify (34):
€ how much of Scotland is perceived to be wild, and where these wild areas are;
€ what people mean / understand when they use the term ‘wild’;
€ the importance and value people attach to the wild areas;
€ the perceived threats to these wild areas; and
€ how much of the National Park is perceived to be wild, and where these areas are.
Interviews were carried out across Scotland, as well as within the CNP. Baseline questions were
asked about the subject’s involvement with outdoor activities before moving on to questions about
perceptions of wild places, reactions to photo-images, and then listing what features or
characteristics reduced the wildness of an area.
The authors reported that both Scottish and CNP residents had similar perceptions of wild places and
focused on the naturalness of land cover when describing wild areas, but that wildness was not
limited to one type of landscape since woodlands/forests, mountains/hills, lochs and moorland were
all featured highly as wild areas.
The authors had recast the results of the unprompted responses on wildland characteristics using
broad brush categories supplied by SNH and CNPA. In this recasting, the category “Naturalness of
land cover” came out first by a large margin, thus allowing the authors their claim that naturalness of
land cover was significant in the description of wild areas. There has to be some doubt as to the
rigour of that claim since the authors did not reveal what characteristics they had aggregated
together for that category. It has to be questioned whether this really was indicative of “naturalness”
of land cover.
It is the case that when respondents were asked to describe the features of a wild place, forests and
woods were placed highly. However, as the authors note, when photos of various landscapes were
shown, the image of woodland was rated less wild than other areas, for example, mountains. This is
despite the fact that the woodland image shown to them of an open, native pine woodland would
appear unchallenging when compared to studies in other countries that suggest that it is close-by,
dense woodland that makes people feel uneasy (24). In explanation, the authors say that seeing
photographs of various landscapes may have clarified respondent’s choices, or that the particular
photograph did not match their perception of woods. The latter may be the case since the openness
of the woodland in the photographic image could have suggested that subjects were viewing a
parkland landscape.
The authors missed commenting on one other conspicuous difference in responses for the
characteristics of wild places between unprompted and prompted responses, where lochs and
particularly rivers shot up in popularity if these were given as examples in the prompted question.
Again studies from other countries have shown water to be a key feature of wild landscapes (35). The
difference may be a methodological issue, but it is surprising then, that when using the photographic
images the authors confused the issue further by showing an image that combined a loch with a
mountain, and there are no images of moving water (rivers or waterfalls), whether in natural settings
or not.
Another area where the authors offered no analysis was that respondents appeared to have
associated exclusively the animal kingdom with their perception of “wildlife”, so this was given as a
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separate category to forests/woods/trees. It was not explored whether vegetation - woodland, trees,
wildflowers etc - were regarded as wildlife as well (see later).
The report noted that the key threats and detractors from wild places tended to be identified by
respondents as modern and human interference, such as modern buildings or masts, rather than old
buildings or low impact changes such as forestry plantations or footpaths. The most frequently
requested action to preserve wild areas was to introduce more stringent planning control for
buildings, followed by more control for masts, wind turbines and vehicle tracks. CNP residents were
more likely to call for more stringent planning control for masts and wind turbines.
It is likely that the general public is mostly unaware of the modifying impact that land uses such as
agriculture have had on landscapes. This was to some extent confirmed by the response to the
question about what features or characteristics that reduce the wildness of an area. In both
unprompted and prompted situations, the presence of farm animals was rated very low as a
detractor, as was plantation forest. Surprisingly, also, fencing came out low in both cases.
When respondents were shown a map of Scotland and asked to identify the sections perceived as
having a great number of wild areas, many places were given, especially Highland North, Highland
West, Highland East, the Western Isles and the Northern Isles. The Clyde Valley was stated most
frequently by both audiences as the area with little or no wild areas. Respondents were then asked
to give the specific areas of Scotland that they perceived as extremely wild. A vast range of different
places were mentioned, with one in four of the general population stating that the ‘Highlands’ was
extremely wild, followed by a similar list as above. Scottish residents saw more areas as wild than
residents of CNP. The perceived wildness of the CNP came out high with both groups, but with a
significantly greater proportion of CNP residents responding that it was either very or quite wild than
the general population.
In what could have been a key element of the study, respondents were shown a list of areas of
different landscape types within the CNP and asked to rank the areas in terms of wildness. These
were mountain tops, heather moorland, natural moorland, forestry plantation, farmland and villages.
The authors admitted that the category natural moorland was an error in the questionnaire that
should have read ‘Natural Woodland’. While they say this error did not affect the ranking of the
other landscape types, it did of course negate the worth of the exercise.
These criticisms of the perceptions study were mirrored in the report of a second, linked, element of
the work program commissioned by CNP and SNH, on the development of a method for a Geographic
Information System (GIS) based analysis of wildness, and use of that method to identify the
geographical extent and intensity to which different wildness qualities or attributes can be
experienced across the CNP (36). The criticisms of the authors of the second report were primarily in
relation to value of its findings to inform the follow–on spatial study, concluding that much of the
specific data in the survey results was found to be of little practical use.
Specifically, they commented that many of the questions were poorly specified in relation to the
spatial aspects of the current project; the images used for ratings of wild images in the perception
survey heavily steered the respondent with the presence of livestock and people, thus ignoring
established methods for statistically analysing public perceptions of landscapes; and the questions
used to parameterise public rating of the impact of features on wild places were poorly constructed.
They were concerned that many of the results of the perception survey were contradictory, making it
difficult to identify a consistent voice. Notably, some results indicated that certain features were
important contributors to wildness, whilst others did not and emphasised different landscape
features as being important.
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The headline finding of the perception study that is given currency in Scotland is that there was
strong support for the conservation of wild land, that 91% amongst Scottish residents thought that it
was important for Scotland to have wild places (37). While this finding of the report cannot be
faulted – it was a direct question - the rest of the findings have done little to elucidate in greater
detail what was considered were the specific characteristics of those wild places, and especially what
biophysical content of landscapes made them wild. It has to be concluded that this study made little
advance over that of Habron (see earlier).
In an informal test of the perceived attributes of wildland, six different groups of wildland experts
attending the conference on “Scotland’s wild landscapes: new ways forward” held at Battleby, near
Perth on 13-14th May 2010, were given eight maps of Scotland on which were mapped different
potential attributes of wildland. They were asked to make a selection of between three and five
attributes from the group of eight (including remoteness, road density, ruggedness, population
density, distance from nearest settlement, altitude, naturalness of land cover and absence of modern
human artefacts) that best described wildland and then weight these according to their relative
importance. While the six groups all chose different sets of attributes and applied different weighting
schemes, the maps produced were basically similar in terms of the spatial distribution of wildland,
but different in the local detail. The attribute maps are given in Annex 2, and a comparison between
two example maps derived from the choices of the groups is shown in Fig. A2.8 in Annex 2.
A simple difference map showing the range of wildness values from all six maps shows a high degree
of agreement between all maps as to where the core wildland areas are located, and as to where the
non-wildland areas are. The main differences lie in the boundaries between wild and non-wild. This
serves to underline the importance of the need for a rigorous spatial definition of wildland based on
wide ranging opinion surveys underpinned by a clear understanding of the wildland concept in
relation to Scotland’s landscapes. This difference map is shown in Fig. A2.9 in Annex 2.
It has to be concluded that an exemplary study of the perceptions, and reality, of wild land in
Scotland remains to be undertaken. In guiding that work, Liley and others (38) and Pheasant and
others (39) have published recent studies of landscape perception that made very good use of
photographic and video images. In addition, this should be combined with a rigorous and definitive
public opinion survey that is spatially grounded, along the lines of the informal test described above.

3.3 Wildness and nature conservation contrasted between Britain, Canada, and
America
An uncommon opportunity was provided in an article by Norman Henderson to look at wildland and
nature conservation in Britain through the eyes of someone with experience of the American and
Canadian situation. Dr Henderson, a Canadian, is Executive Director of the Prairie Adaptation
Research Collaborative at the University of Regina, Saskatchewan (40). However, in the 90s, he
lectured in environmental economics at the University of East Anglia in the Centre for Social and
Economic Research on the Global Environment (CSERGE). While there, he wrote a discussion paper
for the Centre’s series on global environmental change issues in which he contrasted nature
conservation in Britain, Canada and America.
The discussion paper was subsequently published in Ambio and it revealed striking differences in
conservation purpose, and in interpretation of what is natural (41). In Britain he believed, diversity,
historicism, and a concern for favoured species had been the driving forces behind a conservation
ethic dominated by environmental manipulation:
“The British concept of the conservation ideal is a steady state of human intervention
designed to maintain a given habitat at a particular successional stage in perpetuity”
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Concern for conservation in North America usually expressed itself instead in exhortations not to
interfere with natural processes, often symbolised by wilderness.
Henderson believed that although "Wilderness" was difficult to define precisely, it was commonly
regarded to be a place where natural processes governed environmental change and man was at
most a spectator or visitor. Wilderness was thus visualized in opposition to civilization, as an
antithesis but, when viewed positively, as a compliment to the physical and social structures of man.
He saw a continuum with wilderness and civilization as opposing endpoints. The idea of a continuum
for wildland is explored later in this Chapter (see section 3.4).
While he thought it perfectly possible to quantify the wilderness content of a given landscape
according to set criteria, in practice he recognised that an individuals' judgments were partially
subjective, dependent on cultural background and previous experience, and variable over space and
time. Thus what seemed to be untouched wilderness to one person may be perceived as tame
civilization by another, as Nash (42) states: “One man’s wilderness may be another’s roadside picnic
ground”. In particular, he pointed to local residents who were familiar with their home environment
and would be less likely to perceive it as wilderness than distant outsiders who may perceive the
same environment to be exotically wild.
When considering the role and value of wilderness, Henderson thought it difficult to demonstrate
that wilderness was a necessary component in the full health of an individual or nation. However, if
that could not be demonstrated, it could instead be reasonably postulated that some proper balance
of civilization and wilderness was desirable. Thus he opined that many American conservationists
would be disappointed to see that people in Britain seemed not to suffer any serious signs of
wilderness deprivation. “If they are deprived, they are certainly not concerned about it”
This then was the core difference in attitude that he identified between Britain, Canada and the
United States. Wilderness had not recently existed in Britain and therefore had not been a domestic
ideological factor. On the other hand, wilderness had been perceived as threatened and valuable by
an increasing number of people in the United States since the 1890s, whereas wilderness had been
perceived as superabundant until recently in Canada.
Henderson took a quote from the American Conservation Foundation that reflected on the works of
the great wilderness advocates Muir, Olmstead and Leopold, and which was a caution about the
historical loss of wildness:
"The most frightening vision these writers conjured up was the prospect that, because these
special places [wilderness and natural areas] influence us in ways we don't even fully
understand, their disappearance might even cause future generations to lose the capacity
even to know what they are missing"
Henderson argued that this was the situation in Britain, that we may increasingly not know what we
are missing.
It bears repeating that Henderson regarded the “British compulsion” to intervention management,
“complete with justifications”, as anathema to Canada or America. It went to what he diagnosed as
the dissonance between that management approach and the wildness of land. He remarked that:
“as the natural world is nothing if not dynamic, the British predilection to maintain
environments in a steady state could legitimately be viewed as the most unnatural
conservation policy possible”
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He also believed that the British injected confusion into conservation issues by pretending that
certain manmade features in the landscape (those aesthetically in favour) were somehow "natural"
in order to legitimise their protection. He thought those favoured features may be field hedges or
sheep, or inorganic and completely unnatural elements such as stone barns and walls. He warned
that it was only a small step from that to the widely held view that farmers themselves are "natural"
elements of the landscape. Thus he considered that the term "natural" in Britain was applied to
whatever object, species, or landscape the speaker favoured, often with reference to a particular
point in time. That farm animals, plantation forest and fencing rated very low as a detractors of
wildland in the perception study in the previous section, tends to add confirmation of this view (see
section 3.2.3.)
Henderson finished by observing that voices of dissent from the consensus in Britain on nature
management were rare, and that the proprietary of nature conservation by manipulation was not
questioned. While his point of view of the British approach to nature conservation was challenging,
this should not obscure his equally important message, that an experience of wildland in Britain was
only as good as the wildland itself – in Britain, we risk being content about our experience of
wildland, but in the absence of any informing contrast.
This begs the question of what we measure when we set ourselves the task of understanding our
perceptions of wildland, and whether we are sufficiently aware of what we see. If we want a more
authentic eye to understanding wildness, then it could be argued that the first thing to do is to
identify the correct range of settings. That this is the case, even in America, was shown in a study by
examining the qualitative aspects of the wilderness experience as a source of spiritual inspiration.
The study was based on the recreational trips into wilderness of two groups of women, and their
wilderness experiences gauged from on-site observations, personal field journals, and in-depth
interviews. For some women the importance of being in an all-women group appeared to be slightly
more important than being in a beautiful physical setting, whereas for others it was the positive
social dynamics that had occurred between the various participants (43)
“However, when asked to describe their wilderness experience in greater detail, it became
apparent that certain biophysical elements of each specific site had in fact contributed
greatly to their experience overall. In addition, it appeared that it was the biophysical
attributes that rendered each site as spiritually inspirational, and presupposed a more
contemplative and self-reflective interpretation of the trip experience overall. One of the
themes that consistently arose in the individual interviews was the importance of being in a
bona fide wilderness area; in other words, that the trip itself had taken place in a pristine
setting, away from the trappings of modern civilization”

3.4 Wildland defined In Europe
A briefing note on the definition and background of wilderness and large natural habitat areas was
prepared for the EU Conference in Prague in 2009 (44) and was substantially reproduced in the
Conference proceedings (45). One of the main reasons for the absence of a coordinated strategy on
wilderness and large natural habitat areas in Europe was identified as the lack of a common working
definition. Equally, if inappropriate definitions are employed, this can itself create an obstacle to
achieving conservation objectives.
In tracing the origins of our awareness of wilderness, it was recognised in the note that our huntergatherer ancestors in Europe probably had no concept of wilderness since that was what surrounded
them and sustained them (and see section 3.1). Awareness of wilderness must therefore have begun
in Neolithic times when people started to transform some of their natural surroundings into fields
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and pastures for domesticated plants and animals, and so the cultivated environment started to
differ from wild nature.
Kat Anderson characterised this ecosystem change for North America in terms of the impact of the
different rates of disturbance before and after the arrival of modern humans (the Native Americans)
and with the arrival of settlers from Europe (46). In her timeline, the rate of disturbance was
unchanged before the arrival of people. This represented the original ecosystem (the wilderness) in
the absence of indigenous natural disturbance (e.g. through wildfire). The trajectory of disturbance
increases after the arrival of modern humans, representing a period of indigenous alteration of
ecosystems through hunting and gathering (see section 3.1.1) However, the trajectory takes another
upward turn with the arrival of Europeans and their agriculture.
That the rate of change in disturbance was indicated to increase with both arrivals fits with the
observation that human use of landscapes tends always to an upward trend of development,
whether based on nurturing native resources, or agriculture with its development of crops and
livestock. But it was the difference postulated between trajectories that Anderson highlighted in her
support for the benign influence of Native American culture on the landscape.
In Europe, the culture of agriculture has predominantly superseded an indigenous culture, and the
briefing noted that there were few, mostly unmodified parts of Europe where large truly wild or
‘wilderness’ areas could currently be found. The judgment was that it was only in parts of Finland,
Sweden, Norway, Ukraine and Western Russia together with bordering states, plus smaller more
fragmented elements in Central and Southern Europe.
It was concluded that a practical definition of wilderness in Europe needed to be developed that
involved a consideration of scale, landscape impact, prevalence of natural process, relative lack of
intervention management, and ability to deliver significant ecological services as well as host a range
of wild land related recreational and social activities. It would be further determined by subjective
opinion: the spirit of wild land that enables solitude, sense of wholeness, belonging, healing,
awareness and self-development. Thus a large area of terrestrial (or marine) natural habitat and
ecological processes mostly unaltered by the hand of man could be considered as wilderness. In
contrast, ‘wild areas’ or widland were smaller and often fragmented areas, where the condition of
natural habitat and relevant species was either partially or substantially modified.
The desirability was recognised for this wildland to progress over time through increased stages of
naturalness – via restoration of habitat, wildlife and natural processes - and towards natural instead
of built infrastructure, indicating that the attainment of “wilderness” status could be the ultimate
goal in this process wherever scale, biodiversity needs and geography permitted. Wildness could thus
be measured along a ‘continuum’ with marginal farmland and forestry at one end and wilderness at
the other.
The wildland continuum is a very important concept, as it is also a tangible reality. The latter was
recognised in the study that developed a typology of wildland in Scotland where a number of
respondents had noted that wildness varied considerably across their sites (see section 3.2.2) as well
as in the spatial study of wildness across the Cairngorms National Park (see section 3.2.3). A
representation of this continuum can be seen in the Model of Conservation Grazing Options,
developed by the Grazing Advice Partnership (47), and which is shown in Fig. 3.2. The trend from the
left is an increasing intensity of land use, along which is placed a range of land activities. Nonintervention woodland with only wild herbivores is placed at the left end of the continuum, and
could be taken as a metaphor for wilderness in Britain. Activities with increasing interventional
pressure are shown ranged along the continuum.
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Figure 3.2 Conservation grazing options and intensity of land use (from the Grazing Advice
Partnership (47))
The continuum has recognition in the IUCN categories for protected areas (48). Thus Figure 3.3
shows a trend line of increasing degree of environmental modification against decreasing
naturalness. The categories are plotted along that trend line, based on an approximation of the
naturalness of each category. Category Ia, ‘strict nature reserve’ and category Ib ‘wilderness’ are
classified on the basis of containing intact and functioning natural habitats and processes, and are
thus seen towards the high end of naturalness.

Figure 3.3 Naturalness and the IUCN categories (Fig. 1 in (48))
While the IUCN Guidelines say the categories do not necessarily imply a hierarchy, they advocate
that a well balanced protected area system should consider using all the categories. On the same
basis, it can be argued that a balance in our landscapes would be for wild areas to exist within all
possibilities of the continuum, and not just at one point.
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Zoning was advanced in the study that developed a typology of wildland in Scotland to differentiate
between different categories of wild landscape along the continuum that existed across a site (see
section 3.2.2). The briefing note also covered zoning as a means to assist in the expression of
‘wildness’ and address the issue of spatial development over time. Thus identification of core, buffer
and transition areas could be identified, each with different types and levels of intervention. The
inner “core zone” would have no extractive activity, the “buffer zone” around the core would have
low impact activities only, and the “transition zone”, outside the buffer zone, would have an
emphasis on maintaining a stable landscape. This is the zoning pattern for Biosphere Reserves (see
section 8.4.1). As will be shown in Chapter 6, the implementation of national protected areas
systems in Europe based on the IUCN categories, draws heavily on the use of zoning.

3.5 Summary
Throughout this chapter, a recurring pattern has emerged, that the main attributes of wilder areas
are where there is a lack of obvious human management or intensive productive use. This could be
thought to hark back to an era when the human presence was considerably less pervasive, and thus a
range of other forces – commonly entitled “natural forces” – were dominant in shaping the land. The
fact that an imprecision is revealed as to what widlland means is due to the range of degree of
human influence that can be seen today, and the lack of a clear context in which to view it.
A simple explanation of that context would be as follows:
€ agricultural landscapes are those that have been completely arranged by human activity, with
very few of the structural components of the natural vegetation, but often with non-native
components that have been introduced. What natural elements are still present in an agricultural
landscape only persist if they contribute to or do not hinder extractive use. These are the landscapes
that have the least degree of naturalness.
€ semi-natural landscapes are those that have been modified by human activity, but which have
some natural elements left intact and are not cluttered by human physical development. These are
described as “wildlands” by those making a comparison with the entirely agricultural landscapes of
improved grassland or the bare soil of arable fields. However, there is still agricultural use or land
management activity in these “wildlands”, and thus they can be described as semi-agricultural
instead of semi-natural, since the modifying activity of agriculture has been, and still is the greater
influence on the land than natural forces
€ natural (near-natural) landscapes are those with a completeness of the native biophysical
elements characteristic of the natural forces prevailing, as well as the geomorphological properties of
the location such as water, geology, and land form. While an experience of these natural landscapes
is important for what is there, it is also what is not there that is just as important. Thus a natural
landscape is one that appears to be unaffected by human activity – it has none of our cultural
artefacts (buildings, roads and boundaries) and it is in the control of natural processes that are
beyond our cultural influence.
In Habron’s perception study using photographic views in the Cairngorms and Wester Ross, he asked
his subjects to rate the wildness of the images taking into account the amount of human influence in
the scene. It is thus not surprising that he concluded from his own inspection of the photographs that
the ratings were higher where there was less evidence of human artefacts and influence. His study
set out with the presumption that there was very little, if any, wildland in Scotland in terms of natural
(near-natural) landscapes. It is likely therefore that he did not seek out photographic views that could
reflect such landscapes, and thus his perception study would only have been able to discriminate
between agricultural and semi-natural landscapes.
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The study by McMorran’s group in developing a typology for wildland in Scotland recognised that the
relative intensity of land use was of key importance and was directly related to the impacts on a
site’s wild character. They noted that wildness can be experienced in a variety of settings, but that
definition of the resource itself was central to the wild landscapes agenda in Scotland, with the need
being for the development of detailed criteria for wild landscapes in planning and policy guidelines.
This was also the case for a statutory definition of core wild landscapes so that they can be spatially
located.
There was much to criticise in the study Public Perceptions of Wild Places and Landscapes in
Scotland undertaken for CNP and SNH. In the same way as the Habron study, but with far less
stringency, it would only have been able to discriminate between agricultural and semi-natural
landscapes. In light of that, and from the observations of the McMorran group, it has to be concluded
that there is a need for an exemplary study of the perceptions and reality of wild land in Scotland,
and with a rigorous and definitive public opinion survey that is spatially grounded.
The backdrop to this exemplary study has to be a recognition of the context given above, and it is
most easily understood in terms of the wildland continuum described in the previous section. Thus
agricultural, semi-natural and natural (near-natural) landscapes all appear at different parts of the
continuum, and a relationship is established between them as well as a link between cause and
effect (outcome). There will be places in Scotland that are outside of human extractive use, or where
ecological restoration is taking place through exclusion of livestock grazing and either natural or
assisted regeneration of native vegetation, and so it is likely there is a “completeness” of locations
along the continuum on which to base the study. In that way, while there may not be the range of
continuum that Henderson envisaged – between civilisation and wilderness – there will be an
opportunity for a greater discrimination along the continuum than there has been to date.
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CHAPTER 4: SCOTLAND AND WILDLAND
4.1 Origins and events - the right to roam
It is perhaps impossible to be precise about the genesis of wildland appreciation in the history of
Scotland. It could be argued that the Scottish view of wildland is bound up with the wide-spread
belief in the existence of a general public right of access to land in Scotland. This belief is said to have
been deep seated and widely held, especially in the Highlands, as part of an ancient tradition of the
right to universal access to the land, and yet it is said that it is hard to find a strict basis in law (1). In
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, it was perhaps almost an article of faith among
many hill walkers and ramblers that there was a “common law” right to roam, but this likely trespass
relied on the goodwill of landowners (2).
There are some longstanding public rights to the “foreshore” in Scotland, as the land between the
high and low watermarks. Commonties (commons) also provided areas of free access, whether for
comings and goings, markets and fairs or other events (3), and this may be the precedent for the
contemporary definition of a right of way in Scotland, that (4):
“To become a right of way, a route has to meet certain legal conditions; in particular, it must
have been used by the general public for at least 20 years and must link two public places
(usually public roads). Rights of way vary from long hill routes (often historical drove or kirk
roads) to local routes used for walking the dog or as short cuts to shops, schools and other
local amenities”
It was perhaps the formation of the two mountaineering clubs in Scotland in the late nineteenth
century, and their long records of publishing descriptions in their journals of the mountains and crags
of Scotland, their exploits in climbing them, and of their hill walking (5, 6) that may have helped
encourage legislators to consider an access bill.
James Bryce MP introduced the first bill for freedom to roam in 1890. The Access to Mountains Bill
sought “to secure to the public the right of Access to Mountains and Moorlands in Scotland” (7). This
failed, as did three other attempts before a private members bill from Arthur Creech Jones MP was
successful in 1939 (8). The bill was opposed by those with landed interest, this from a speech in the
Lords by the Earl of Weymiss (9):
“One measure which was to have come before the other House of Parliament, and which
may, perhaps, some day reach your Lordships' House, is called the Access to Mountains Bill,
which will empower people to go for scientific or artistic purposes everywhere except where
there may be enclosures or plantations. That is really a measure to permit the public,
generally to roam at large. I am speaking in the presence of Scotchmen and Yorkshiremen
who know what moors are, and I venture to say that, in regard to property, the value of the
grouse on Scotch moors is probably equal to that of the sheep on them. Thus, this proposal
might destroy much valuable property. If the Bill ever comes before your Lordships, I hope you
will take-care not to permit people to travel freely over moors, and destroy the grouse in the
nesting season. ……... The grouse and deer are about the most valuable properties our
mountains produce”
In more recent times, the Countryside (Scotland) Act 1967 had provisions for access to open country,
subject to access agreements being negotiated. Open country was defined to consist of (10):
“wholly or predominantly of mountain, moor, heath, hill, woodland, cliff or foreshore, and
any waterway; and in this section “waterway” and “foreshore” shall include any bank,
barrier, dune, beach, flat or other land adjacent to the waterway or foreshore”
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The effect of those provisions was to remove the liability for trespass from people entering upon land
without causing damage for the purpose of “open-air recreation”.
The latter Act was superseded by the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 (11) that established rights to
be on land for recreational, educational and some commercial purposes, and a right to cross land.
The rights exist only if they are exercised responsibly. The Act tasked Scottish Natural Heritage to
draw up and issue the Scottish Outdoor Access Code as guidance to responsible access when
engaging in such activities as climbing, caving, camping, canoeing, swimming, walking, rambling and
mountaineering (12).
This brought Scotland into line with the Nordic counties and “everyman’s right” to outdoor public
access. The traditional Finnish legal concept of everyman's right allows free right of access to the land
and waterways, and the right to collect natural products such as wild berries and mushrooms, no
matter who owns the land (13). Right of Public Access is guaranteed in Sweden’s Constitution, it is
not enshrined in law and there is no statute that exactly defines its scope, but it is hedged around by
various laws that set limits to what is allowed (14). You are free to pick flowers, berries and
mushrooms in the countryside. In Norway, the right is based on the Outdoor Recreation Act.1957
(15). It gives the right to free access on foot and on skis, and to some extent, by horse. It also allows
for camping, and the harvesting of berries and mushrooms.

4.2 Land in beneficial ownership
Rights of access can, of course, be secured by ownership, and thus it is important to see how land in
Scotland that was of wildland value came into a form of ownership in the twentieth century that
could transfer those rights to the general public. The Association for the Preservation (Protection) of
Rural Scotland (APRS) was founded in 1926 to protect the landscape and the amenity of the Scottish
countryside, and is ostensibly Scotland’s first environmental organisation (16). The Association was
offered the Loch Dee estate near Newton Stewart in Galloway, but it did not have the power to hold
land (17). The National Trust, established in London in 1895, had powers to hold land throughout the
British Isles. However, in discussions held between the APRS and the National Trust, it was felt that
Scotland should have its own body to hold land for the public good. This led to the formation of the
National Trust for Scotland (NTS) in 1931. The NTS's first land holding came in 1932 with a bequest of
569 ha of land at the Burg, a remote headland on the western side of the Isle of Mull.
Percy Unna, a keen mountaineer and President of the Scottish Mountaineering Club in the mid1930s, was the driving force behind the next major land acquisitions of the NTS (18, 19). Unna’s
mountaineering experience engendered in him the enthusiasm to protect the natural landscapes of
Scotland. He set about raising funds through donations from the Scottish Mountaineering Club,
following an appeal to its members, and from other mountaineering clubs across Britain, to purchase
much of the Glencoe Estate of Lord Strathcona, starting with Clachaig, Achtriochtan and Strone in
1936, and followed by a part of Dalness in 1937, which included the whole of the south side of
Glencoe east to the mountains of Buachaille Etive Beag and Buachaille Etive Mor. He contributed
generously (and anonymously) to the purchases from his own funds and presented the properties to
the NTS.
Following the purchase of Glencoe and Dalness, Unna set down principles in 1937 in a letter to the
NTS for the running of mountainous property, which he believed would be wished for by the
members of the SMC (20). Based on his wide experience of the “taming” of mountains across
Europe, for instance through the construction of cable-cars, funicular railways, and mountain-top
restaurants, Unna recognised the value of Scotland’s undeveloped mountains. In handing over the
mountains to the care of the Trust, his over-arching principle was that there should be unrestricted
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access at all times and that the land be maintained in its primitive condition for all time. In promoting
the preservation of this “primitive” quality, Unna said that the mountains should not be made more
easily accessible, or easier to climb. He also precluded the building of facilities for lodging, shelter or
food accommodation other than on the peripheries of the estates, or the construction of new
footpaths (although repair of existing ones was allowed) and that there should be no directional or
other signs, paint marks or cairns introduced.
This era set down two very important markers for the future of wildland in Scotland, as recognised by
Croft (17) that perhaps bear some contemporary review and reflection. The Unna letter established
for the first time in Scotland the principles of managing mountainous country for conservation. The
detail in the principles is what acts as a guide to the NTS to this day, but it is surprising that it has not
found its way into any national protected area legislation in the UK, as similar principles have been
encoded in the legislation of many other mountainous countries in Europe.
The acquisition of the Glencoe and Dalness estate set the NTS on a pattern of ownership of land of
high landscape and nature conservation interests, and one that has been reflected by other
conservation landowners in Scotland since then. The Trust's Executive Committee at the time saw
the estates as being ideal for their 'magnificent and representative scenery, worthy of being a
National Forest Park, as well as providing ready access from the cities of the central belt'
This view thus predates the legislation that eventually defined the characteristics of National Parks in
Britain, first in England and Wales (National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act of 1949) and
then in Scotland (National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000). These Acts, however, did not reflect what were
the virtuous lessons that could have been learnt from those early land acquisitions by the NTS.
Those acquisitions established the principle of the purchase by a voluntary charitable body of land of
national importance for, in the words of the Trust's enabling legislation, 'the benefit of the nation'.
Today, we would characterise that as land in “beneficial ownership”, and thus not necessarily tied
wholly to a need for an income from extractive activity that would threaten its wild nature. This is
the situation for the National Parks system across Europe, where it is the primary basis for their
establishment (see Chapter 5).
In addition, the purchases were funded to a large extent by voluntary donations. The significance of
this was the willingness of individuals who cared for the mountains as places of recreational and
landscape value to give freely to protect them for the future. It is a short step from there, for there to
be a will for public ownership of land of high landscape and nature conservation interest, as there is
in the publicly-owned National Parks across Europe (see Chapter 6).

4.3 A contemporary figure - Frank Fraser Darling
Before moving on to consider contemporary references to wildland, mention should be given of
Frank Fraser Darling. It is said that his work in the hills for a PhD at Edinburgh during the early 1930s
on fleece development in Blackface sheep, instilled a love of wild places, especially the Highlands and
Islands. He later won a small fellowship to study red deer in Wester Ross, and in 1937 his book ‘A
Herd of Red Deer’ was published. Moving to Priest Island off Wester Ross, he studied the social
behaviour of gulls. He also began to develop his ideas on how derelict farm land in the West
Highlands could be brought back into production (21).
In 1947, he completed the Collins New Naturalist volume ‘Natural History of the Highlands and
Islands’ and he was invited to direct ‘The West Highland Survey’. He saw that detailed report as ‘an
essay in human ecology’ (22) but the independent and unorthodox opinions he expressed were not
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well received. At a time when government wanted to maximise production, Darling saw that the
Highlands and Islands were “a devastated landscape”, and that there was an urgent need for
restoration before humans could sustainably use the land, a theme he would often return to during
later work in North America, Mexico, and Africa.
The unpalatable message of “a devastated landscape” - and of a “wet desert”, another description of
Scotland ascribed to Darling - are often taken issue with. That there has been a much richer
ecosystem in Scotland is beyond dispute when set against the range of extinctions that are only now
being redressed through the reinstatement of such as the sea eagle (23) and beaver (24). Darling
foresaw that need in Wilderness and Plenty, his Reith lecture series in 1969, when as well as
protecting what was left of the worlds relatively untouched areas, he said there was a need for the
rehabilitation of the existing degraded environments in which so many people live (25). He was
talking about wilderness by then, recognising the reality that “Most people will never know true
wilderness although its existence will not be a matter of indifference to them”
His sense of what those wilderness environments could bring was evidenced by his acceptance that it
was a moral obligation to “ease out the living space and replace dereliction with beauty”
While in Alaska in 1952, Darling worked with Starker Leopold in undertaking an ecological
reconnaissance to assess the then current and potential impact of economic growth and technology
on the natural resources of that territory (26). Starker was the son of Aldo Leopold, the latter
considered by many as the father of wildlife management and of the United States’ wilderness
system (27). The influence of the Leopolds – father and son - on Darling, and that of the landscapes in
which they traveled, can be seen in the vision of wilderness in this paragraph from the Reith lectures,
which is certainly worthy of the father himself:
“The ecologist sees the decline of the great natural buffer of wilderness as an element of our
danger. Natural wilderness is a factor for world stability, not some remote place inimical to
the human being. It is strange that it has been so long a place of fear to many men and
something to hate and destroy. Wilderness is not remote or indifferent, but an active agent in
maintaining a habitable world, though the cooperation is unconscious”

4.4 Contemporary references to wildland
Wild land has increasingly been referred to in land use and planning policy in Scotland, as well as in
the policy statements of statutory and voluntary organizations.
4.4.1 Planning and Policy - Scottish Government and SNH
National Planning Policy Guideline (NPPG) 14: Natural Heritage from 1998 is recognized as a
significant early reference because it contained a definition for wildland (28):
"Wild Land: uninhabited and often relatively inaccessible countryside where the influence of
human activity on the character and quality of the environment has been minimal"
The guidance explained that Scotland was fortunate in having a rich diversity of landscapes. Thus
many areas, for example in the Highlands and Islands, possess mountain and coastal landscapes
which were valued nationally and internationally for their quality, extensiveness and wild land
character. It went on:
"Some of Scotland’s remoter mountain and coastal areas possess an elemental quality from
which many people derive psychological and spiritual benefits. Such areas are very sensitive
to any form of development or intrusive human activity and planning authorities should take
great care to safeguard their wild land character. This care should extend to the assessment
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of proposals for development out with these areas which might adversely affect their wild
land character"
The second National Planning Framework (NPF) for Scotland was published in June 2009, and
contains a strategy for the long-term development of Scotland's towns, cities and countryside over
the next 20 to 25 years. The importance of wild land was recognized in paragraph 99 (29):
"Some of Scotland's remoter mountain and coastal areas possess an elemental quality from
which many people derive psychological and spiritual benefits. Such areas are very sensitive
to any form of development or intrusive human activity and great care should be taken to
safeguard their wild land character"
Over recent years, the replacement of NPPG 14 with a putative Scottish Planning Policy 14 was
discussed by the Scottish Landscape Forum, but in the end NPPG 14 was superseded by being
subsumed in February 2010 within a document entitled Scottish Planning Policy, an overall statement
of the Scottish Government's policy on nationally important land use planning matters (30). The
definition of wild land was lost to this new document, but the need to safeguard areas of wildland
character from development was still there:
“The most sensitive landscapes may have little or no capacity to accept new development.
Areas of wild land character in some of Scotland’s remoter upland, mountain and coastal
areas are very sensitive to any form of development or intrusive human activity and planning
authorities should safeguard the character of these areas in the development plan”
Woodland habitat is often recognised as a significant attribute of wild land character (31, 32). It
probably stems from a primeval instinct since the UK Biodiversity Action Plan states that (33):
“The natural climax vegetation (the plant communities which would develop and be present
in the absence of human intervention) over much of the UK is broadleaved forest, dominated
by trees such as oak, ash and small-leaved lime……. The natural forests have been termed
wildwood and some of our woods are probably derived directly from these forests, with a
continuity of woodland vegetation present….. Woodland is termed ancient if it has been
continually present since before I600”
The statement on planning policy in the document Scottish Planning Policy firmed up on the
importance and protection of ancient and semi-natural woodland, and other native and long
established woodlands with high nature conservation value. The policy asks that these be identified
in development plans along with relevant policies for its protection and enhancement. Planning
authorities were also advised to consider preparing woodland strategies as supplementary guidance
to inform the future development of woodland and forestry in their area.
Six years ago, Forestry Commission Scotland initiated a survey to create the first full record of
Scotland's remaining native woodlands. Previous surveys had focussed on regions of Scotland,
specific types of woodland, or woodlands at a larger scale, thus excluding some small but important
native woodland habitats. The Native Woodland Survey of Scotland (NWSS) was carried out with the
support of SNH, and aims to detail the extent, nature and condition of the native woodlands in all of
Scotland’s local authority areas. The first eight summary reports were recently published, covering
the local authority areas for Edinburgh, Glasgow, Aberdeen, Dundee, North, South and East Ayrshire
and East Renfrew. The survey data is available online to enable woodland owners and managers,
partner agencies and local authorities, to inform their woodland management, planning and decision
making processes (34).
The SNH policy statement Wildness in Scotland’s Countryside, published in 2002, provided support to
the policy approach that was taken in NPPG14, and thus also to its replacement in Scottish Planning
Policy (35). SNH believe that wildness is a quality experienced by people when visiting places of a
certain character. They expect wildness to be found along a spectrum (a continuum? – see section
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3.4) from places where this quality has only limited expression to others where wildness is a
dominant element of the visitor’s experience of the landscape. Thus, a degree of wildness can be
experienced in many settings across Scotland’s countryside. However, they believe the term wild
land should only be used where wildness is found to be a dominant element of the landscape
character of an area.
The physical attributes that SNH contend contribute to the experience of wildness and thus define
wild land are as follows:
€
a high degree of perceived naturalness in the setting, especially in its vegetation cover and
wildlife, and in the natural processes affecting the land;
€
the lack of any modern artefacts or structures;
€
little evidence of contemporary human uses of the land;
€
landform which is rugged, or otherwise physically challenging; and
€
remoteness and/or inaccessibility.
These physical attributes evoke perceptual responses, amongst which are:
a sense of sanctuary or solitude;
risk or, for some visitors, a sense of awe or anxiety, depending on the individual's emotional
response to the setting;
€
perceptions that the landscape has arresting or inspiring qualities; and
€
fulfilment from the physical challenge required to penetrate into these places.
€
€

SNH provided a map of Search areas for wildland to accompany the policy statement, the search
areas identified where the main wild land resource was most likely to be found - those now limited
areas of mountain, moorland and remote coast, which mostly lie beyond contemporary human
artefacts such as roads or other development (36). It is those search areas that have until recently
been used to identify wildland in deliberations of the development process, but without seemingly
being a significant enough factor to prevent development (see Gordonbush Windfarm in (37)).
However, SNH recognise that the search areas do not delimit wild land, and thus confirming the
presence and extent of a wild land area is therefore required. They have recently added guidance on
widlland and development in response to the recognition that most of the focus of renewable energy
regeneration in Scotland since 2002 had been on wind energy.
The guidance on Assessing the impacts on wildland is however not only about development of wind
turbines, but also of other infrastructure developments, tourism and recreation facilities, forestry,
agriculture and sporting land uses (38).The guidance sets out general principles for assessing the
potential adverse impacts on areas where wildness is best expressed (wild land), including an
assessment methodology.
The first stage of the methodology is to establish a baseline for assessment by exploring and
describing the extent to which physical and perceptual attributes of wild land are present, and by
identifying and describing the character, sensitivity and condition of the area that could be affected,
and its contribution to the wild land area as a whole. The physical and perceptual attributes of wild
land used within the methodology are those described in the policy statement on Wildness in
Scotland’s Countryside (see above).
Last year, SNH completed a survey of all the National Scenic Areas in Scotland, producing a list of the
landscape qualities for each one. A standard method was used, based on fieldwork and recording
observations on separate field sheets of an objective analysis of characteristics, visual experience and
emotional response. As a guide to filling in Field sheet 3 - Personal Response to the Landscape, the
following explanation was given (39)
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“A subjective description of your personal response to, and feelings about the scene. Note any
contrasting feelings relating to different parts of the scene, if applicable. (e.g. exhilarating,
inspiring, exciting, awesome, challenging, surprising, spectacular, dramatic, turbulent,
unsettling, uncomfortable, wild, remote, isolated, undiscovered, secret, mysterious, tranquil,
peaceful, hidden, idyllic, contrasting, harmonious, unified, refreshing, reassuring, comforting;
time-depth, sense of history). Imagine how the scene may change at different times of the
year, or in different weather conditions”
It has to be concluded that although wildland may be embedded in the policy on nature and
landscape in Scotland, it is imprecisely defined, leaving it vague and intractable to an understanding
of functional reality, as will be demonstrated in later chapters.
4.4.2 Policy in the voluntary sector
4.4.2.1 The National Trust for Scotland
In developing a Wild Land Policy, the National Trust for Scotland profess not to have been bound by
the Unna Principles for the management of mountainous areas, referring to them as a “period piece”
(40). However, they allow that there were a key part in shaping their thinking about management of
their properties such as West Affric and Mar Lodge Estates. Thus the Trust said that the Wild Land
Policy complements rather than replaces the Unna Principles.
Wild land in Scotland is defined in the Policy as being:
'relatively remote and inaccessible, not noticeably affected by contemporary human activity,
and offering high-quality opportunities to escape from the pressures of everyday living and to
find spiritual and physical refreshment'
The policy identifies particular aspects of a place that enhance this wildness, and some indeed that
detract from it. A sense of remoteness, scenic grandeur, solitude, peace and quietness, and
particularly an absence of contemporary human development, all add to the wild character of a
place. On the other hand, recent signs of human activity, particularly man in charge of nature, the
presence of crowds or group activity, unsympathetic recreation, and manmade noise all detract from
the wild character of a place.
These enhancers and detractors are given more comprehensively in the Policy as a table of Indicators
of Wild Land Quality. These can be seen in Box 4.1.
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Box 4.1 Indicators of wild land quality
Enhancers
€
Sense of remoteness (linked to distance from roads, tracks and transport)
€
Size of area and scale of landscape
€
Scenic grandeur
€
Surrounded by sea (islands)
€
Solitude
€
Roughness of terrain
€
Peacefulness, quietness
€
Absence of contemporary human activity or development
€
Seemingly natural environment
€
Evokes emotional experience whether first hand or at a distance
€
Absence of re-assurance in a hazardous and challenging environment
€
Physically demanding experience resulting in a sense of achievement, e.g. long walk in
€
Scotland’s climate
€
Ruins and disused structures – where they add scale and fit the landscape
Neutral
€
€

Deer stalking
Sites of ancient habitation (see also Enhancers list)

Detractors
€
Recent signs of human activity, particularly ‘man in charge of nature’ including intensive
agriculture and insensitive forestry
€
Recent human artefacts (including litter)
€
Presence of crowds or group activity
€
Unsympathetic recreation activities
€
Man-made noise
€
Facilities to make recreation easier or safer
€
Ecological imbalance
€
Visual intrusions eg roads, pylons, fences
€
Mechanical transport
€
Low flying jets & helicopters
Wild Land Policy, The National Trust for Scotland 2002

4.4.2.2 The John Muir Trust
In common with many other commentators, the John Muir Trusts acknowledges that almost
nowhere in the UK is entirely natural or free of past or present human manipulation. Yet despite
millennia of human influence, there are still areas that have remained substantially free of any major
man-made intrusions and that have a wildland quality. In their Wild Land Policy from 2004, the Trust
adopted a simple definition for prime, exemplary areas of wild land in the UK (41):
"Uninhabited land containing minimal evidence of human activity"
The nature of wildland is extensively explored in the Policy, including providing an indicative map of
areas of wild land in Britain. In extending their concise definition, the Trust has developed
identifiable characteristics which they believe provide criteria for wildland:
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Wild land is:
€
€
€
€

largely unaffected by human intervention
remote or 'off the beaten track'
rugged or physically challenging and naturally hazardous
grand in scale

Wild land provides:
€
€
€
€

a refuge for wildlife
a sense of peace, quiet and solitude
a sense of wonder, drama or awe
inspiration and satisfaction

The Policy suggests that significance of individual wild land criteria varies from place to place, but for
the key areas a grand sense of scale is for them particularly important. Perhaps an unwitting hostage
to fortune in terms of promoting wildland, the Trust believe that the sense of wildness experienced
by visitors, may be further enhanced by exposure to harsh weather or intimidating environmental
conditions. Also, the Trust indicates that a greater distance from centre of urbanisation will inevitably
result in a reduced level of human use and influence, which may not necessarily be the case under all
situations.

4.5 Protection for widlland
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) is an international legal instrument for the conservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity. The Convention entered into force on 29 December 1993,
and was ratified by the UK on the 3 June 1994 (42). Amongst the actions required of parties to the
convention is the requirement to establish a system of protected areas or areas where special
measures need to be taken to conserve biological diversity, and to promote the protection of
ecosystems, natural habitats and the maintenance of viable populations of species in natural
surroundings (43). The Convention requires that reports are made on the measures taken for the
implementation of the provisions of the Convention and their effectiveness in meeting the
objectives. Since ratifying, the UK has responded with four national reports; thematic reports on such
as Protected Areas, Mountain Ecosystems and Forest Ecosystems; as well as lodging the National
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan.
The UK through the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) also submits data on it’s system of
protected areas to the Common Database on Designated Areas (CDDA) of the European Environment
Agency (EEA) (44). The inventory of the CDDA is maintained for the EEA by the European Topic
Centre on Biological Diversity, and is annually updated through the European environment
information and observation network (Eionet). The EEA provides the European inventory of
nationally designated areas to the World Database of Protected Areas (45).
Data held in the CDDA for the UK includes a database of its protected areas, as well as a range of
spatial information for those protected areas that is suitable for use in Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) (46).The latter is given for each of the protected area designations and broken down by
country within the UK.
The database contains information on each individual designated area at a national level, including
the national designation code; a site name, area and year of designation; location (NUTS Region
Code); and an IUCN management category. The database also contains a digest of the national
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designation codes, the names of the designations and references to the laws under which the
designation takes place. A summary of the data set for Scotland is given in Table 4.1.
National
code
UK01
UK04
UK84
UK87
UK88
UK91
UK93
UK96
UK97

Type of protected area
National Nature Reserve
SSSI
Marine Consultation
Area
Voluntary Reserve
Regional Park
National Scenic Area
Forest Park
Local Nature Reserve
National Park

No.

Range in area (ha) Total
area (ha)
66
7-25,949 137,275
1,456
0-29,995 1,038,554
29
7-33,900 111,895
1
4
40
3
54
2

Date of first
designation
1951-2007
1949-2008
1986-1990

1,030
1,030 1984
6,475-4,420
86,160 1986-1990
3,108-202,388 1,378,358 1980
5,100-60,700
92,500 1-2,885
9,953 1952-2009
186,339-381,653 567,993 2002, 2003

IUCN
Category
IV
IV
N/A
N/A
N/A
V
N/A
V

Table 4.1 CDDA data for national protected areas in Scotland
The data in Table 4.1 concurs on a category basis, and mostly on a number basis to a protected areas
summary of Natural Heritage Designations in Scotland obtained through the SNH website (47).
However, certain categories of protected area in Scotland that have European significance are not
reported in the CDDA, such as four Biosphere and two Biogenetic Reserves, three European
Geoparks, one World Heritage Site, 51 Ramsar sites, 239 Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and 147
Special Protection Areas (SPA). All Ramsar sites in Scotland are also either SPAs or SACs, and many
are also Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), as are the SPAs and SACs, although the boundaries
of the different designations are not always the same.
The references to laws for the designation of protected area types in the CDDA reflect recent
additions to the legislation in Scotland, such as for the national parks. A review follows of the
legislative (or other) means for the main protected area categories so that it reveals their aims.
4.5.1 National Parks
The two national parks in Scotland were designated under the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000
(48). The aims of a National park are:
(a) to conserve and enhance the natural and cultural heritage of the area,
(b) to promote sustainable use of the natural resources of the area,
(c) to promote understanding and enjoyment (including enjoyment in the form of recreation)
of the special qualities of the area by the public, and
(d) to promote sustainable economic and social development of the area’s communities
The Scottish Ministers can designate an area as a National Park on the basis that is of outstanding
national importance because of its natural heritage or the combination of its natural and cultural
heritage, and that the area has a distinctive character and a coherent identity. These two definitions
are given later in the Act:
- “cultural heritage” includes structures and other remains resulting from human activity of
all periods, language, traditions, ways of life and the historic, artistic and literary associations
of people, places and landscapes
-“natural heritage” includes the flora and fauna of a National Park or a proposed National
Park, its geological and physiographical features and its natural beauty and amenity
The Act allows for the Scottish Ministers to establish an authority to exercise the functions conferred
on it in the Act. In Schedule 2 of the Act, National Park authorities are given the power to acquire
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land which is within the National Park, either by agreement or compulsorily with the authorisation of
the Scottish Ministers. They also have the powers to make byelaws to protect the natural and
cultural heritage of the National Park, prevent damage to the land or anything in, on or under it, and
secure the public’s enjoyment of, and safety in, the National Park. The particular examples given in
the Act of areas where byelaws would be appropriate concern the lighting of fires, rubbish and litter,
nuisance, vehicles, and recreational activities.
There is no description or overt reference in the legislation for the National Parks that requires a park
to make a contribution to any of the measures required under the Convention on Biological Diversity
(see above) such as conserving biological diversity, protection of ecosystems and natural habitats,
nor the maintenance of viable populations of species in natural surroundings. It is however, under
Part 1 of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, the duty of every public body (including
National Park Authorities) in exercising any functions, to further the conservation of biodiversity, and
to do so with reference to the Convention on Biodiversity, and thus to the measures required (see
above). However, the lack of explicitness renders this conditional, and without consistency.
4.5.2 Sites of Special Scientific Interest
The SSSIs of Scotland are now designated under Part 2 of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act
2004 (49). There is no explicit aim given in the Act for a SSSI. However, the notification of a SSSI is on
the basis of the special interest of its natural features, those natural features of land being references
to any of its flora or fauna or geological or geomorphological features. The Act requires that SNH
should develop a series of SSSIs in Scotland that is representative of the diversity and geographic
range of Scotland’s natural features, and which also makes a contribution to the overall mix of
protected areas in Britain and Europe.
The notification given to the land owner must contain the acts or omissions which appear to SNH to
be likely to damage that natural feature (Operations Requiring Consent). The SSSI notification must
also be accompanied by a site management statement, a separate document which provides
practical guidance to the owners and occupiers of the SSSI as to how the natural feature specified in
the SSSI notification should be conserved or enhanced.
The Act gave SNH powers to make byelaws to protect SSSIs. In addition, it gave Ministers the power
to issue Nature Conservation Orders (NCO) that restrict the carrying out of a specified operation on
specified land (a SSSI or on land adjacent), and Land Management Orders (LMO) that maybe
necessary for the purpose of conserving, restoring or otherwise enhancing the natural features
specified in a notification for an SSSI or on land adjacent. SNH are given the power to acquire land
that is within a SSSI or subject to an NCO or LMO, either by agreement or compulsorily with the
authorisation of the Scottish Ministers.
It should be noted that in Part 1 of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, a specific duty is
placed on the Scottish Ministers to designate a Scottish Biodiversity Strategy. No detail is given as to
the process of devising the strategy, or to its content, but within one year of a it being designated,
the Act requires that Scottish Ministers publish lists of species of flora and fauna, and of habitats
considered to be of principal importance for the purpose of the public duty in exercising any
functions, to further the conservation of biodiversity (see previous section).
4.5.3 National Scenic Areas
The 40 National Scenic Areas of Scotland were designated in 1980, but the legislation applying to
them now is an additional section to the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 that is
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contained in Part 10 of the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 (50). In deciding whether to designate
an area as a National Scenic Area, Ministers take account of:
(a) whether the area is of outstanding natural beauty,
(b) the amenity of the area, including whether it is of historical, cultural or environmental
importance
(c) any flora, fauna or physiographical features of the area, whether or not to any extent the
product of human intervention in the landscape
The new statutory framework within which provision was made for the identification and protection
of NSAs in Planning Etc (Scotland) Act 2006 also allowed Ministers to issue statutory guidance to
assist planning authorities in their duties for the care of designated areas and to make procedural
regulations for designation of NSAs.
NSAs are thus primarily regulated through planning controls, with the requirement that development
plans include measures for the conservation of natural beauty and amenity and the improvement of
the physical environment. NSAs were recognised at the national level through policy guidance issued
in NPPG14 on Natural Heritage. That, however, was superseded by Scottish Planning Policy (see
section 3.4.1) in which it states that development that affects an NSA should only be permitted
where:
€ it will not adversely affect the integrity of the area or the qualities for which it has been
designated, or
€ any such adverse effects are clearly outweighed by social, environmental or economic benefits
of national importance.
4.5.4 Local Nature Reserves, Forest Nature Reserves and National Nature Reserves
All of these reserves are designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949
(51). Local authorities select and designate Local Nature Reserves using their powers under section
21 of the Act (52) to provide reserves on any land in their area. The five Forest Nature Reserves in
Scotland are conservation sites owned and managed by Forestry Commission Scotland, and were first
established as nature reserves under section 19 of the Act (53). The meaning of a nature reserve in
the Act is land managed for the purpose of providing opportunities for the study of the fauna and
flora of Britain and for the study of geological and physiographical feature, and of preserving flora,
fauna or geological or physiographical features of special interest in the area.
National Nature Reserves (NNRs )are areas where the main purpose of management is the
conservation of habitats and species of national and international significance (54). They are
designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 or the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981, but since nearly all are SSSIs and most are also covered by SACs or SPAs, then
their aim reverts to that for SSSIs in the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004.
SNH owns and manages many of the NNRs, and some are in the beneficial ownership of
organisations like the FCS, RSPB, NTS, the Scottish Wildlife Trust and South Lanarkshire Council.
There are also a few NNRs that are privately owned and managed in agreement with the landowner.
4.5.5 Regional Park, Forest Park, Woodland Park and Caledonian Forest Reserve
The three Regional parks are large areas of attractive countryside that lie close to Scotland's larger
towns and cities, and which can also provide important havens for wildlife (55). The parks were
created in order to provide co-ordinated management for recreation alongside other land uses such
as farming and forestry. Regional parks are managed by local authorities, with support from SNH.
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The six Forest parks and seven Woodland parks were established by the Forestry Commission
Scotland and are woodlands managed for access. The 16 Caledonian forest reserves are ancient and
semi-natural woodland managed by Forestry Commission Scotland and where primary objective of
management is environmental conservation. While all three are non-statutory designations (53) but
there is overlap with SSSIs.
4.5.6 Marine Consultation Areas
Marine Consultation Areas are a non-statutory designation that was given to sensitive marine
habitats and species in the near-shore marine environment, providing them with an identity that
could be considered when development pressures from such as aquaculture were proposed (56). The
purpose of this designation will eventually be superseded when the network of Marine Protection
Areas is established under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 (57).
4.5.7 Geoparks
A geopark is an area of outstanding interest for its rocks and landforms, and where education and
tourism initiatives in the geopark can benefit local people and businesses (58). Proposals for a
geopark are developed by partnerships of local communities, local authorities, Earth scientists and
SNH. An application is submitted to the European Geoparks Network. Once accepted, the geopark is
endorsed by UNESCO, so that all European Geoparks are also UNESCO Global Geoparks.
Geoparks are protected by a management group. These groups co-ordinate activities and promotion
of the geopark, and which encourages businesses within the geopark that make use of or benefit
from the areas geological heritage to ensure that their activities and environmentally sustainable and
support conservation of that heritage.
4.5.8 RAMSAR sites
The UK Government signed up to the Convention of Wetlands of International Importance in 1976.
Since then, wetland sites have been designated for inclusion in the Ramsar List of Wetlands of
International Importance. The Convention requires "the conservation and wise use of wetlands by
national action and international cooperation as a means to achieving sustainable development
throughout the world"
There are currently 51 Ramsar sites designated in Scotland, covering a total area of about 313,500
hectares (59). Their interest lies in a wide variety of waterbirds, bogs, lochs, coastal wetlands and
other water-dependent habitats and species. There is no specific legal framework that safeguards
Scottish Ramsar sites. However, all Ramsar sites in Scotland are also either SPAs or SACs, and many
are also SSSIs, although the boundaries of the different designations are not always exactly the same.
SNH includes Ramsar sites in its site condition monitoring programme. Funding to carry out
conservation management is available through the Scotland Rural Development Programme.

4.6 IUCN protected area management categories
Four of the protected area designations given in the CDDA data set of the national data for Scotland
were assigned categories under the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Protected
Area Management Categories (see table 4.1): SSSIs and NNRs are shown as Category IV, while
National Parks and National Scenic Areas are shown as Category V.
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The protected area management categories were developed by the IUCN so that protected areas
could be classified according to their management objectives. The categories are used by many
national governments to define and record their protected areas, and they are increasingly being
incorporated into government legislation (as will be shown in Chapter 5).
The CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas recently reaffirmed its endorsement, that it (60):
“recognizes the value of a single international classification system for protected areas and
the benefit of providing information that is comparable across countries and regions and
therefore welcomes the ongoing efforts of the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas to
refine the IUCN system of categories and encourages Parties, other Governments and
relevant organizations to assign protected-area management categories to their protected
areas, providing information consistent with the refined IUCN categories for reporting
purposes”
The IUCN Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories are an aid in classifying
protected areas, giving detailed reasons for and descriptions of each of the categories(61). A
Category IV protected area is a Habitat/species management area. This category embodies a
management approach used in areas that have undergone substantial modification. The areas
protect fragments of ecosystems or habitats, not complete functioning ecosystems, and thus are
unlikely to be self-sustaining. They are often established to protect particular species or habitats, and
will require regular and active management interventions to maintain their associated biodiversity.
On the basis of their aims given earlier, the classification of NNRs and SSSIs as IUCN Category IV
would seem to be appropriate.
A Category V protected area is a Protected landscape (or Seascape). The level of modification has
been more intense, such that they are cultural landscapes that have been altered by humans over
hundreds or even thousands of years with major changes to ecology and species diversity. They
contain permanent human settlements and thus management interventions in Category V protected
areas are aimed at sustaining human livelihoods and are not just part of a biodiversity management
strategy. They are thus selected as an area where the interaction of people and nature over time has
produced a distinct character with significant nature conservation, cultural and scenic value.
Category V protected areas play a role in conservation at the landscape scale, and may act as a buffer
around a core of one or more strictly protected areas to help to ensure that land and water-use
activities in the larger area do not threaten their integrity. They may also act as linking habitat
between several other protected areas. On the basis of their aims given earlier, the classification of
National parks and National Scenic Areas as IUCN Category V would again seem appropriate.
The complete list of IUCN protected area categories is given in Table 4.2. As will be shown in Chapter
5, those countries that base legislation for their national protected area systems on the IUCN
Categories, provide themselves with a clear and enforceable regime for the protection of wildland.
IUCN Cat.
Ia & b
II
III
IV
V

Protected area
Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area
National Park
Natural Monument
Habitat/Species Management Area
Protected Landscape/Seascape

VI

Managed Resource Protected Area

Objective
Strict protection
Ecosystem protection and recreation
Conservation of natural features
Conservation through active management
Landscape/seascape conservation and
recreation
Sustainable use of natural resources

Table 4.2 The IUCN Management Categories for protected areas
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4.7 Summary
It is intriguing to reflect on the raising of funds to purchase Glen Coe in the 1930’s because it
indicated a strong willingness of individuals who cared for the mountains as places of recreational
and landscape value to give freely to protect them for the future. Unna contextualized the purchase
and transfer to the NTS through a set of principles that he produced for this mountainous area, a
primary principle being that the land be maintained in its primitive condition for all time. Perhaps we
should think of this as being one of the first protected areas in Britain where its quality of wildness
had to be maintained, albeit without a legislative framework.
Equally significant, it was perhaps indicative of a will if not for public ownership, then certainly for
beneficial ownership of land of high landscape and nature conservation interest. As can be seen
today, the protected area system that has developed in Scotland (and the rest of Britain) is blind to
ownership, with only a proportion of National Nature Reserves being outwardly vested in public or
beneficial ownership. That essence of a “public” national protected area system that was prefigured
by the purchase and transfer of Glen Coe in the 1930’s, and which characterises significant elements
of many of the national protected area systems across Europe (see later Chapters) was thus an
opportunity that was not grasped.
Wildland is embedded in the policy on nature and landscape in Scotland, both in Government and
the voluntary sector. However, it comes across as being imprecisely defined, leaving it vague and
intractable to an understanding of functional reality, as can be concluded when set against the
discussions of the previous chapter. The context of wildland is best understood with reference to
functional example and within the framework of a continuum. The latter is a way of illustrating cause
and effect (outcome) rather than the approach at present of propagating a quality of elusiveness
while maintaining its pervasiveness.
In addition, the current legislation supporting terrestrial designations in Scotland, even though it’s
development was contemporaneous with the evolution and development of wildland policy (see
sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2) was not intended to safeguard wildland along the continuum, as it is either
based on species and habitats, or on scenic beauty, rather than whole area protection and
restrictions on extractive land use (see section 4. 5). Thus the primary approach of protection is
development management, the regulation of built physical structures, with no explicit context for the
control of other land uses that would erode the characteristic of wildness.
The protected areas of Scotland are classified in IUCN Categories IV and V, and this is entirely
appropriate given the concurrence between the aims of the national legislation, the predominant
reality of those protected areas, and the objectives of these IUCN categories. However, that system
of classification has other protected areas with objectives not yet represented in Scottish legislation
for terrestrial protected areas. As was discussed in section 3.4, IUCN advocate that a well balanced
protected area system should consider using all the categories. On this basis, it can be argued that a
balance in our landscapes would be for wild areas to exist within all possibilities of the continuum,
and not just at one point. It will be shown in Chapter 8 that there is legislation that exists in Scotland
that would more precisely meet the need for area protection of functioning ecosystems and which
could be used to designate for protected areas along the continuum.
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CHAPTER 5 EUROPEAN WILDLAND AND THE IUCN SYSTEM OF PROTECTED
AREA CATEGORIES
This chapter explores the utility of mapping the wildland continuum across Europe as a means of
identifying wilderness and wildland areas in Europe, but also in identifying which protected area
system has the greatest discrimination for wildness. The origin of the datasets and methodology
employed in this chapter are given in Annex 1-4.

5.1 Evaluation of the Wildland Quality Index
Maps of the wilderness continuum were drawn up using a Geographic Information System (GIS)based methodology and the latest and most detailed data available for Europe (EU member states
plus Norway, Switzerland and the Balkans). This incorporated information on population density,
land cover/use, transport and accessibility, and topography.
A map of the wilderness continuum in Europe is shown in Fig. 5.1, with the degree of wildness
represented by a Wildland Quality Index (WQI). Visual inspection of areas with higher WQI values
show a prevalence in Iceland, Scandinavia, Central and Southern Europe. It may be expected that a
large proportion of this wildland would be found in high altitude and high latitude areas (i.e. arctic
and mountainous regions) (see Fig. 5.2). However, significant areas of high WQI exist outside of
mountainous regions, as is shown in most of Finland, parts of Sweden, and in Estonia, Latvia and
eastern Poland.

Figure 5.1 Wilderness in Europe – Wildland Quality Index
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Figure 5.2 Wilderness in Europe – Wildland Quality Index showing mountain areas
To establish the worth of the WQI in searching out areas of wildland, the datasets for keystone
species in Annex II of the Natura 2000 protected areas system were overlaid on the wilderness
continuum map. The Habitats Directive requires that protected areas are established in EU member
states for the areas inhabited by species listed in Annex II of the Directive (1). The assumption behind
their use in the evaluation was that keystone species on the list – the large carnivores and bison –
have a natural range represented within the protected areas that is indicative of the biophysical
reality needed by their habitat requirements (2, 3). The assumption is therefore that this would be
the equivalent to the wilder areas of Europe.
The map overlays for protected areas for wolf, brown bear, Eurasian lynx, Iberian lynx, Arctic fox,
wolverine and bison are shown in Figs. 5.3-5.7. Visual inspection indicates that there is a high
correlation between protected areas for these keystone species with the higher end of the WQI.
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Figure 5.3a &b Natura 2000 sites for wolf in central and eastern Europe (a) and in the Iberian
peninsula (b)

Figure 5.4 Natura 2000 sites for brown bear in central and eastern Europe (a) and in the Iberian
peninsula (b)
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Figure 5.5 Natura 2000 sites for Eurasian lynx in central and eastern Europe (a) and Pardel lynx in
the Iberian peninsula (b)

Figure 5.6 Natura 2000 sites for Arctic fox (a) and wolverine (b) in Europe
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Fig. 5.7 Natura 2000 sites for bison in Poland
When all Natura 2000 protected areas are overlaid on the wilderness continuum, there is very little
correlation between the total spectrum of protected areas and the higher end of the WQI (see Fig.
5.8). GIS software allows for numerical evaluation in comparisons of datasets, and this confirmed the
low correlation (see Annex 1). Spatial data for protected areas classified under all the IUCN
categories are also overlaid onto the wilderness continuum (see Fig 5.9) and a similar situation can
be seen with a lack of correlation with the higher end of the WQI.

Figure 5.8 All Natura 2000 sites in Europe

Figure 5.9 All IUCN Categories
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