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NOTE 

The papers in this volume were presented at a symposium 
before the Society for Amer ican Archaeology, May 9, 1975, 
in Dal las , Texas . We extend our thanks not only to the 
symposium par t ic ipants whose papers appear in this volume, 
but a l so to Dr. Steven LeBlanc , UCLA, and Mr . Roy S. Verne r , 
Ranger , Monticello Ranger Dis t r ic t , U. S. F o r e s t Serv ice , for 
serving as d i scussan t s . 

Not a l l of the par t ic ipants a r e in agreement on the var ious 
i s sues involving the management of cul tural r e sou rce s in the 
Wi lde rnes s , nor was it intended that they should be. Ra ther , 
our hope in holding the symposium and in publishing the papers 
has been to fas ter a dialogue between land managers and 
archeologis t s which we hope will eventually resu l t in a c l ea re r 
understanding of management direct ion for cultural values 
within Wi lde rnesses . 

DEE F . GREEN 
Regional Archeologist 
Southwestern Region 
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THE WILDERNESS AND 
CULTURAL VALUES: INTRODUCTION 

By Dee F . Green 

In 1973, the F o r e s t Service published a l i s t of 274 a r e a s Nationwide 
containing some 12,289,000 a c r e s which a r e under study for poss i 
ble inclusion in the National Wilderness P rese rva t ion System. 
Many of these a r e known to contain important cultural r e s o u r c e s . 
As these a r e a s a r e studied over the next severa l years and r ecom
mendations as to the i r classif ication made , it is important for 
a rcheologis t s to provide input in o rde r to meet two objectives: 

1, Collect bas ic data about cultural values in the 
study a r e a s , and 

2. Make "their recommendat ions known regarding 
whether an a r e a should or should not be included 
under the Wilderness classif icat ion. 

The accompl ishment of the f i rs t objective l isted above will n e c e s 
sitate the implementat ion of sampling designs since it is doubtful 
that funds will be available for looking at 100 percent of the 12 
mil l ion plus a c r e s . The sampling should be designed using the 
ve ry bes t s ta t i s t ica l s t ra teg ies available so that comparabil i ty of 
data is insured along with maximum sta t is t ical rel iabi l i ty and 
known confidence l eve l s . Studies by Plog (1972), Mueller (1974), 
Donaldson (1975), and especial ly DeBloois (1975) will be important 
in helping us select proper sampling s t r a t eg ies . Our ingenuity 
will a lso be taxed in the extract ion of as much information as 
possible from surface sampling since excavation is not permit ted 
under cur ren t in terpre ta t ion of the Wilderness Act (see Worf 's 
paper , this volume) and candidate a r e a s a r e to be managed as 
Wilderness until the i r final status has been determined. This 
means that Ruppe 's (1966) a rguments for the archeological survey 
a r e m o r e cogent than ever . The st imulus provided by SARG 
(Gumerman, 1971) for innovation in surface survey s t ra teg ies 
needs to be continued in the Southwest and expanded to other a r e a s 
of the Nation. 

Meeting objective two, that of deciding whether , as a rcheo log is t s , 
we should recommend a candidate a r ea to be classified as Wilder
n e s s , will requi re considerable thought and discussion among 



archeologis t s based , hopefully, on the accumulation of a r cheo -
logical information under objective number one. If we follow 
Lipe ' s (1974) conservat ion model and argue that some sites should 
be banked, then Wilderness seems to provide a good mechanism 
to do so. Dr. Lipe will explore this m o r e fully in his paper. 
Exploitation by pothunters does occur in Wi lde rnesses , but it 
m u s t be done without benefit of mechanized t ranspor ta t ion which, 
hopefully, d e c r e a s e s the efficiency of operation and the amount 
of des t ruc t ion , thus preserv ing more archeology for the future. 
Banking archeological s i tes in Wildernesses runs the r i sk that 
they will never be available for excavation, or at leas t not available 
until cu r ren t Wilderness legislation is changed sufficiently to pe r 
mit excavation. I find it difficult to predict whether , in say, 100 
or 200 y e a r s , it will be possible to dig in a Wilderness or even, 
for that m a t t e r , whether Wilderness will exist . At any r a t e , 
some thought obviously needs to be given to the future of the data 
base if the conpervation model is the one we favor. 

If, as a rcheo log i s t s , we choose to continue with the exploitation 
of the r e s o u r c e s on candidate land a r e a s , using excavation 
techniques , then obviously a Wilderness classification is not what 
i s wanted. Pe rhaps the best approach is not to adopt an overriding 
philosophy of conserve v e r s u s exploit, but to judge each candidate 
a r e a in t e r m s of i ts own archeological potential and i ts re la t ion
ships to what is known archeological ly about surrounding a r e a s . 
I can fo resee that some candidate a r e a s might be adjacent to 
archeological ly well known a r e a s with sufficient site r e s e r v e s 
outside the candidate a r e a to argue for putting it in a bank. Some 
candidate a r e a s a r e simply additions to existing Wildernesses 
which may a l r eady have many s i tes in the bank. Others may be 
in completely unknown archeological a r e a s which may or may not 
be cr i t ica l to the present stage of r e s e a r c h . 

Whatever the situation and archeological r e source base of a 
candidate a r e a , it is obvious that a rcheologis ts need to take a 
regional overview of the problem and make sound a s s e s s m e n t s 
of the r e s e a r c h needs in an a r e a before making recommendat ions . 
The decision about which candidate a r e a s will become Wilderness 
will not, of cour se , be made by a rcheo log is t s . It will be made 
by Congress ; but, unless we begin getting our input into the 
studies present ly being conducted of the candidate a r e a s , we 
have no hope of influencing the decision. Lest some suppose that 
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the decisions have already been made or that archeology cannot 
influence the decisions, I hasten to assure you that such is not 
the case. The cultural resource can influence the decision on a 
candidate area, and sound archeological reasoning based on good 
data can be hea rd , but only if a rcheologis ts a r e willing to provide 
such reasoning. 

In organizing and publishing the resu l t s of this symposium, it has 
been my goal to present a var ie ty of opinions on the i ssue of 
cul tural values in the Wilderness in o rder to promote dialogue 
between the archeological community and the Wilderness land 
m a n a g e r s with the hope that a few a rcheo log i s t s , at l eas t , will 
be willing to expend some effort on behalf of our cultural r e s o u r c e s 
in Wilderness candidate a r e a s . 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION IN THE WILDERNESS 

By Jon Nathan Young 

In o rde r to be cer ta in that our discussion of Wilderness cultural 
r e s o u r c e s is built upon a common foundation, I want to begin by 
briefly mentioning severa l aspec ts of Fede ra l h i s tor ic p r e s e r v a 
tion policy. The Government has been formally committed to 
h i s to r ic p rese rva t ion for many y e a r s . Commencing at leas t as 
ear ly as the passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906, this concern 
has been publicly reaffirmed numerous t imes during the intervening 
y e a r s . Its mos t recent express ion is the 93d Congress ' Archeo-
logical and His tor ic Data P re se rva t ion Act of 1974. 

Cultural r e s o u r c e s include archeologica l , a r ch i t ec tu ra l , and 
h i s to r i c objects , s t r u c t u r e s , s i t e s , and d i s t r i c t s . The p r e s e r v a 
tion and conservat ion of cultural r e s o u r c e s i s a subject which, in 
the pas t , has not always been carefully considered by project 
p lanners and land m a n a g e r s . Recently, severa l legislat ive and 
executive documents have made it absolutely mandatory that 
F e d e r a l agency actions be preceded by a thorough considerat ion 
of the effect they will have upon the cultural environment. Of 
p r i m a r y impor tance in this regard is Executive Order 11593. 

Signed by the Pres iden t in May 1971, the Executive Order enjoins 
a number of th ings , three of which a r e of par t icu lar relevance to 
our subject. Every Executive Branch agency, bureau , and office 
mus t : 

1. Inventory the cultural r e s o u r c e s for which it i s responsib le , 

2. Nominate all eligible proper t ies under i ts jur isdict ion to 
the National Regis ter of His tor ic P l a c e s , and 

3. P r e s e r v e and protect those cultural r e s o u r c e s for which 
it is t r u s t e e . 

How about the Wilderness : do these mandates obtain there also? 
Of course they do! Are Wildernesses and h i s tor ic preserva t ion 
incompatible? They cer ta inly a r e not! Doesn' t the Wilderness 
Act se rve to under score the fact that wi lderness values take 
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precedence over cultural? The answer is : no, especially in view 
of subsequent legislative and executive documents. The Wilder
ness Act does not exist in a vacuum. It became law in 1964; but, 
in 1966, the Historic Preservation Act also became law. In 1970, 
the National Environmental Policy Act became law. And in 1971, 
Executive Order 11593, for all intents and purposes , became law. 
Each of these laws is important and applicable. 

To suggest , as some have done, that significant h is tor ic and p r e 
h i s to r i c s t ruc tu res be consigned to disintegrat ion through benevolent 
neglect , s imply because those s t ruc tu res a r e located within the 
boundaries of a Wi lderness , is patently r idiculous. F u r t h e r m o r e , 
such action or inaction is i l legal and invites Fede ra l court injunction 
for noncompliance with Sections 1(2) and 2(b) of Executive Order 
11593. Wilderness and cultural r e sou rce s a r e not anti thet ical or 
mutually exclusive. We do them, us , and our professions a grave 
d i s se rv i ce when we perpetuate the myth that they a r e . 
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THE WILDERNESS SYSTEM AND 
ARCHEOLOGICAL CONSERVATION 

By "William D. Lipe 

I. Introduction 

In this paper , I shall examine the in ter re la t ionships of the objectives 
of our National Wilderness P rese rva t ion System on the one hand, 
and the goals of archeological conservat ion on the other. Archeo-
logical r e s o u r c e s a r e , of course , l imited and nonrenewable. They 
mus t be conserved and managed for maximum longevity if the field 
of archeology is to continue to evolve so that r e s e a r c h can provide 
an increas ingly successful understanding of past cu l tu res , and if 
the public is to rece ive the benefits of this r e s e a r c h through books, 
f i lms , m u s e u m exhibits , and the in te rpre ta t ion of the si tes them
se lves . (More detailed discussion of archeological conservation is 
found, for example , in Lipe 1974 and Thompson 1974. ) The principal 
question addressed h e r e , then, is what a r e the prospects and 
prob lems for archeological r e s o u r c e conservat ion posed by the 
inclusion of these r e sou rces in Wi lde rnesses . 

I a s s u m e that the "wi lderness sys tem" includes not only lands offi
cially designated as Wilderness under the Wilderness Act of 1964, 
but lands designated as P r imi t ive Areas by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The Pr imi t ive Area classif ication is modeled after 
the Wilderness Area . The BLM manual s ta tes (section 6221. 06): 

B. Wilderness Act of 1964. BLM primit ive a r e a s 
will be managed to maintain the same quality as 
lands included in the National Wilderness P r e s e r v a 
tion System. 

There a r e a l so , of course , other public lands which a r e managed 
to p r e s e r v e at l eas t some wilderness va lues , and many a r e a s 
which a r e de facto wi lderness . Many of my r e m a r k s can apply 
equally well to such lands , but I shall not re fer to them as being 
par t of the Wilderness System. 

My persona l involvement with archeological r e sou rces in a wi lder
ness setting covers much of my r e s e a r c h c a r e e r in the Southwest. 
F r o m 1958 through 1961, I worked with the Universi ty of Utah's 
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archeological salvage project in the Glen Canyon a r e a , much of 
the t ime in de facto wi lde rness . Most of these a r e a s a r e cur
rent ly under study by the National P a r k Service for formal Wilder
nes s s ta tus . I have a l so spent six field seasons since 1967 doing 
r e s e a r c h in the Cedar Mesa-Grand Gulch a r e a of southeastern 
Utah, a substantial par t of which has been designated the Grand 
Gulch P r imi t ive Area by the Monticello Dis t r ic t of the Bureau of 
Land Management. * The BLM now has a ranger t eam operating 
in this a r e a and is developing a management plan. I have been an 
advisor to this p r o g r a m since i ts inception, and will draw a number 
of examples from this experience la te r in the paper , par t icular ly 
in the section on vis i tor management in relat ion to archeological 
conservat ion. 

II. Wilderness System Objectives and Archeology 

As I in t e rp re t the Wilderness Act and the BLM Pr imi t ive Area 
regula t ions , our sys tem of designated Wilderness has three 
pr incipal object ives , each of which can be viewed in relat ion to 
the conservat ion and management of archeological va lues . 

The f i rs t of these objectives is the preserva t ion of natural land
scapes and ecosys tems in a state relat ively free of man ' s (at 
l eas t modern man ' s ) influence. Both the Wilderness Act (Section 
2(c)) and the BLM Pr imi t ive Area regulat ions (Section 6621.11) 
state that the a r e a s so p rese rved may contain 

. . . ecological , geological, or other features of 
scientif ic , educational , scenic , or h i s to r ica l value. 

The inclusion of archeological r e sou rce s in Wi ldernesses i s , 
t he re fo re , c lear ly permi t ted . To my mind, the fact that this 
language appea r s in the " c r i t e r i a " sections of both the Wilder
ness Act and the P r imi t ive Area legulat ions suggests that the 
p resence of such values may improve the chances for a piece of 
land to be designated a Wilderness or P r imi t ive Area , provided 
the other conditions a r e met . Certainly in the decision to e s t ab 
l i sh the Grand Gulch P r imi t ive Area , a very important factor was 
the de s i r e to protect the many well p rese rved cliff ruins and 
pictographs found t he r e . 

*This r e s e a r c h was supported by the National Science Foundation, 
the National Geographic Society, the State Univers i ty of New York 
R e s e a r c h Foundation, and the Museum of Nor thern Arizona. 
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The next question i s "p rese rva t ion for what purpose? , " and that 
leads us to the remaining object ives. 

The second objective, as I see i t , is study or r e s e a r c h . In addi
tion to the c r i t e r i a quoted above, var ious passages of the Wilder
ness Act and the Pr imi t ive Area regulat ions speak to this objective, 
and I quote them (the underlining is mine) : 

. . . For this purpose the re is hereby established 
a National Wilderness P re se rva t ion System to be 
composed of federal ly owned a r e a s designated by 
Congress as "wi lderness a r e a s , " and these shall 
be admin is te red for the use and enjoyment of the 
Amer ican people in such manner as will leave them 
unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wi lder
n e s s , and so as to provide for the protection of these 
a r e a s , the p rese rva t ion of thei r wi lderness cha rac t e r , 
and for the gathering and disseminat ion of information 
regarding their use and enjoyment as wi lderness . . . . 
(Section 2(a), Wilderness Act) 

. . . Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
wi lderness a r e a s shall be devoted to the public 
purposes of r ec rea t iona l , scenic , scientific, educa
t ional , conservat ion, and h i s to r ica l use . (Section 
4(b), Wilderness Act) 

Nothing in this Act shall prevent within National 
F o r e s t wi lderness a r e a s any activi ty, including 
prospect ing, for the purpose of gathering informa
tion about mine ra l or other r e s o u r c e s , if such activity 
is ca r r i ed on in a manner compatible with the p r e s e r v a 
tion of the wi lderness environment. . . . (Section 
4(d)(2), Wilderness Act) 

The BLM Pr imi t ive Area regulat ions a r e not quite as explicit as 
the Wilderness Act; but, in addition to the passage a l ready cited, 
they provide that such a r e a s 

. . . a r e established to p r e s e r v e , protect , and 
enhance a r e a s of scenic splendor, na tura l wonder, 
scientific i n t e re s t , and other na tura l values for 
the enjoyment and use of present and future 
genera t ions . (BLM Manual 6621. 06) 
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F u r t h e r , one of the objectives of the Pr imi t ive Area p r o g r a m is 
to 

P r e s e r v e na tura l ecosys tems a s a standard against 
which the effects of civilization can be measu red . 
(BLM Manual 6221. 02) 

To m e , such measu remen t impl ies r e s e a r c h . 

My conclusion, then, is that study and r e s e a r c h a r e not only pe r 
mitted in Wi lde rnes ses , but a r e encouraged as one of the objectives 
of the Wi lderness System. One purpose of such study and r e s e a r c h 
is c lear ly to provide information that will ul t imately enhance the 
public 's "use and enjoyment" of Wi ldernesses . Archeological s i tes 
in the Wi lde rnesses a r e not going to be developed and in terpre ted 
a la P a r k Service with signs and conducted tou r s . Except in a 
l imited way, they a r e not going to "speak" to the uninitiated v i s i to r . 
The v i s i to r is going to have to l ea rn something about the archeology 
of the a r e a from books, or exhibits e l sewhere , or from a contact 
with a ranger or other agency staff person in o rder to be able to 
understand and in te rp re t the unexcavated s i tes he or she will 
observe . This information that will help the v is i tor "use and 
enjoy" ul t imately comes f rom r e s e a r c h . F u r t h e r m o r e , the BLM 
regulat ions s t a te , and to me the Wilderness Act impl ies , that 
Wi ldernesses a r e to serve as a standard so that we may compare 
our changing civilization and i ts effects to an e a r l i e r , more p r i m i 
t ive , m o r e "na tura l" s ta te . On both counts, archeological r e s e a r c h 
would appear to be approved and, in fact, encouraged. 

This leads us to the final objective of the Wilderness System, 
which is public use and enjoyment. Bowman (1973) has analyzed 
wi lderness values from the standpoint of the ordinary v i s i to r . 
His studies a r e based on severa l yea r s of interviews with v i s i to r s 
to Glac ier National Pa rk . According to h im, the successful 
wi lderness experience has th ree components. F i r s t , there i s 
the sense that man ' s use of the a r ea r emains definitely sub
ordinate to maintaining predominantly na tura l conditions. Bowman 
s t r e s s e s that this does not neces sa r i l y mean ecological pur i ty - -
introduced exotic species a r e accepted by the public so long as 
they do not de t rac t from the predominance of nature over the 
m a n - m a d e . Second, the re is a quality of r emoteness from 
civilization and ordinary life, both in space and in the types of 
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activity engaged in. His tor ical s i tes do not de t rac t from the 
Wilderness so long as they do not d is turb this sense of r e m o t e 
ness f rom the ordinary contemporary life style of the v i s i to r . 
Third , as a resu l t of the f i rs t two components , there is created 
in the Wilderness u se r a sense of se l f - re l i ance . The vis i tor thus 
plays an active r a the r than a passive role in the recrea t ional and 
educational aspec ts of the exper ience . 

The p resence of archeological r e s o u r c e s in the Wilderness appears 
congruent with this model of "use and enjoyment. " They help p ro 
vide the v is i tor with a perspect ive on his or he r ordinary life by 
showing how man used the a r ea differently in the past . 

How then do these objectives of wi lderness preserva t ion , study 
and r e s e a r c h , and public use and enjoyment in t e r re l a t e with our 
concerns for conservat ion and management of archeological 
r e s o u r c e s . These topics will be considered in the following 
sect ions . 

III. Wi lderness P r e s e r v a t i o n and Archeological Conservation 

The positive aspec t s of Wilderness preserva t ion a r e fairly obvious. 
By limiting competing and potentially des t ruct ive uses such as 
roadbuilding, and by limiting easy public a c c e s s , Wilderness status 
can definitely help p r e s e r v e s i t es . The fact that people must walk 
or r ide beas t s of burden into Pr imi t ive Areas is especial ly 
impor tant . In my exper ience , most archeological vandals do 
not go far from motor ized vehic les . Sc reens , shovels , and 
looted ar t i fac ts a r e not only difficult to pack on one 's back, they 
a r e m o r e obvious and a r e exposed for a longer t ime than if they 
were in a car or pickup. F u r t h e r m o r e , a t r i p into a Wilderness 
genera l ly r equ i re s much more t ime than does a t r i p into an a rea 
access ib le by motor vehic les . 

Wi ldernesses a r e a lso genera l ly set up on some type of "natural 
region" b a s i s , such as a canyon sys tem or mountain range. To 
the extent that p reh i s to r i c set t lement sys tems had s imi la r 
regional b a s e s , al l or pa r t s of them may be p rese rved . By 
se t t lement sys t em, we mean the re la t ionship of s i tes of human 
activity to one another , and to the r e s o u r c e s provided by the 
physical and biological environment . Data on these types of 
re la t ionship a r e of g rea t in te res t in cur ren t r e s e a r c h and promise 
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to add grea t ly to the public 's understanding and appreciat ion of 
archeological r e s o u r c e s . Data of this sor t a r e , however, 
becoming increas ingly hard to obtain because of m a n ' s a l te ra t ion 
of the landscape . Wi ldernesses can provide havens from this 
type of d i s turbance . 

A related value of Wilderness p rese rva t ion is the fact that the 
na tura l setting is retained more or l e s s as it was pr ior to modern 
m a n ' s in t rus ion. Obtaining data on the cur ren t physical and 
biological environment of s i tes is general ly important for recon
s t ruct ion of past environments and of p reh i s to r i c man ' s adaptive 
re la t ionships to those envi ronments . Of course , the preh is to r ic 
environments may not have been identical to those of today, even 
if the l a t t e r a r e " p r i s t i n e , " because of cl imate change or of p r e 
h i s to r i c man ' s a l te ra t ion of the environment . But, for techniques 
such as palynology, faunal ana lys i s , study of macrof lora l r e m a i n s , 
e tc . , the archeologis t and paleoenvironmental special is t general ly 
a r e much be t te r off if the present environment is relat ively 
na tura l than if it is a plowed field, overgrazed pas tu re , or 
suburban housing development. 

Negative aspec t s of Wilderness p rese rva t ion include the r e m o t e 
ness of s i tes from frequent survei l lance by e i ther the general 
public or the staff of the land managing agency. Although many 
pothunters a r e not determined enough to invade Wi lde rnesses , 
those who a r e may have a good chance of getting away undetected. 
F u r t h e r m o r e , protect ive fences and warning signs a r e not in 
keeping with preserv ing the charac te r of the Wi lderness . Vis i tors 
may a lso unintentionally damage s i tes ; e. g. , by climbing on wal ls , 
because they do not rea l ize how fragile they a r e . In the Grand 
Gulch P r imi t ive Area , the ranger t eam is using a number of 
techniques to circumvent some of these difficulties; these will 
be d iscussed l a t e r . 

The problem of site stabil ization is a lso a knotty one for the 
Wilderness a r ea manager . What i s to be done if a site is being 
eroded away by a s t r eam? Should the site be salvaged, should 
it be stabil ized by building an embankment in front of i t , or should 
na ture be allowed to take i ts course? The F o r e s t Service and 
Bureau of Land Management seem to be taking different positions 
on th is . In the Southwest, at l eas t , the F o r e s t Service seems to 
eschew any sor t of excavation or stabil ization in Wildernesses 
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as cont rary to the Wilderness Act, while the BLM has a l ready 
stabil ized at l eas t one site in the Grand Gulch Pr imi t ive Area . 
Since the Wilderness Act pe rmi t s mining, hunting, telephone 
l ines , r e s e r v o i r s , motor boa t s , motor veh ic les , grazing, e tc . , 
under cer ta in conditions, the F o r e s t Service position on s tabi l iza
tion seems ex t reme to m e . I think, however , that any site 
stabil ization that is done in Wildernesses should be as d i sc ree t 
and minimal as possible and should be dictated by specific needs 
of p reserv ing the s i te . Reconstruct ion and " in terpre t ive s tabi l i 
zation" of excavated s i t e s , such as i s often done in parks and 
monuments , would be inappropriate in Wi lde rnesses . If a site 
is threatened and cannot be stabilized without obvious violation 
of the wi lderness cha rac te r of the a r e a , then salvage may be a 
p re fe r red a l te rna t ive . 

In genera l , the positive aspec ts of Wilderness p rese rva t ion seem 
to outweigh the negative ones from the standpoint of archeological 
conservat ion. If this is so, and the es tabl ishment of Wi ldernesses 
having substantial archeological r e s o u r c e s is des i r ab le , how can 
this bes t be promoted by archeologis ts? 

In the f i r s t p lace , archeologis ts must join forces with professionals 
f rom other discipl ines and mos t probably with conservat ionis ts and 
other public groups if their efforts a r e to be successful . Wilder
n e s s e s a r e not going to be established on the bas i s of a single 
value , such as geology or archeology. If a rcheologis ts a r e con
cerned about getting involved in politics by lobbying for a Wilder
n e s s , they should explicitly confine thei r act ivi t ies to providing 
accura te information on the cha rac te r i s t i c s and importance of the 
archeological r e s o u r c e s to al l concerned pa r t i e s . 

In mos t c a s e s , the lead agency for a Wilderness proposal will 
es tabl i sh mul t i -d isc ip l inary t eams to study the a rea and will hold 
public hea r ings . Concerned archeologis ts should at tempt to see 
that archeological exper t i se is represen ted at both l eve l s . 

In working toward the es tabl ishment of Wi lde rnesses , a rcheo lo
gis ts should emphasize the importance of including total se t t l e 
ment sys tems and a var ie ty of ecological se t t ings . Too often, 
Wilderness select ion seems to have been biased toward the 
ex t remely remote and the ex t remely rugged landscapes . Wilder
ness c r i t e r i a do not, in fact, place these kinds of l imi ts on 
select ion. 
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In the Grand Gulch region, for example, one of the principal 
r easons for setting up the P r imi t ive Area was to p r e se rve 
archeological r e s o u r c e s . Yet the boundaries were drawn to 
include p r imar i l y the canyons. Recent studies show, however, 
that the p reh i s to r i c set t lement sys tem included both mesa top 
and canyon envi ronments , that most of the preh is to r ic people 
were probably on the m e s a mos t of the t i m e , and that despite 
the i r well p rese rved s i t e s , the canyons were l e s s densely 
sett led than was the mesa top over mos t of the a r ea (Lipe and 
Matson 1971, 1974, 1975). In my opinion, this Pr imi t ive Area 
should be enlarged so as to include more of the mesa top and 
hence m o r e of the p reh i s to r i c set t lement sy s t ems . Archeology 
may not be the only scientific field with a need for a regional 
approach and environmental var ie ty ; common cause can be made 
with other fields having s imi la r needs; s ee , for example , 
Sullivan and Shaffer 1975. 

IV. Wilderness Study and R e s e a r c h and Archeological Conservation 

In the preceding sect ion, I indicated that archeological r e s o u r c e s 
p r e s e r v e d in a Wilderness setting often had special potential for 
r e s e a r c h , because of the p rese rva t ion of the set t lement sys tem 
and of assoc ia ted ecological data. To the extent that archeological 
r e s e a r c h , through collection and excavation, diminishes the 
r e s o u r c e , r e s e a r c h a rcheo log i s t s , whether in a Wilderness or 
not , a r e constrained to use the r e source conservat ively. They 
should be able to justify the i r r e s e a r c h problem as important 
and the t a rge t s i tes as important to it; they should collect and 
excavate so as to use the r e sou rce as economically as possible 
and leave data for l a t e r worke r s if feasible; and they should take 
special ca re with s i tes not threatened with des t ruct ion by means 
other than r e s e a r c h . 

Outside of these genera l conservat ion bounds, however , what 
cons t ra in ts does the Wilderness setting itself impose on the 
archeological r e s e a r c h e r ? In at leas t some reg ions , the F o r e s t 
Service apparent ly i n t e rp re t s the Wilderness Act to preclude 
excavation and tes t ing. This is a severe constraint indeed. Yet 
the BLM, proceeding from a set of regulat ions modeled after 
the Wi lderness Act, does not at this point, at l eas t , place a 
blanket prohibition on excavation in Pr imi t ive A r e a s . To m e , 
the F o r e s t Service position, if I have represented it fair ly, is 
unreasonable . The Wilderness Act c lear ly es tabl ishes study 
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and r e s e a r c h as one of the objectives of the Wilderness System. 
And, as I pointed out with r e spec t to s tabil izat ion, it allows a 
number of other in t rus ions on pr is t ine wi lderness that seem much 
m o r e disrupt ive than does archeological excavation. And finally, 
r e s e a r c h , including excavation, would seem to be essent ia l to 
provide the public with the information it needs to get maximal 
enjoyment from the archeological r emains encountered. 

Assuming, the re fore , that excavation as well as surface observa
tions and collection a r e appropr ia te within Wi lde rnesses , the 
question r emains of what special constra ints this situation may 
impose . 

F i r s t , mos t of the s i tes p rese rved in a Wilderness a r e not 
threatened with d is turbance , ei ther by the forces of nature or 
the works of man. The archeologis t will not be able to select 
s i tes for excavation or collection from among a set soon to be 
dest royed by means other than r e s e a r c h . Should such s i tes be 
dis turbed? I would say yes , if these s i tes provide the bes t data 
for justifiable r e s e a r c h questions and if they can be economically 
used; i. e. , if s imi la r s i tes can be left unexcavated for the future 
or if the s i tes that a r e studies a r e only par t ia l ly excavated. After 
a l l , the main purpose of conservat ion of archeological r e s o u r c e s 
i s so they can be used, albeit gradually, so they can yield informa
tion over a long period of t ime to an evolving and increas ingly 
sophist icated r e s e a r c h discipl ine. 

Second, r e s e a r c h must be conducted in such a way as not to 
intrude on the wi lderness quality of the a r e a . No motorized 
t r an spo r t or equipment can be used; and camps , if they a r e 
within the Wi lderness , mus t be pr imi t ive . Crews mus t be 
smal l ; they mus t walk or r ide an imals to and from work; and 
they must use hand tools only. This means r e s e a r c h will take 
m o r e t ime , will take m o r e labor , will have g rea t e r logist ical 
complicat ions , and hence will be more expensive than r e s e a r c h 
conducted outside a Wilderness sett ing. It a lso requ i res 
r ec ru i tmen t of workers with the abili ty to m a s t e r the logist ic 
and living skil ls required for working in a Wilderness sett ing. 
In my exper ience , these const ra ints do not present par t icu lar ly 
g rea t p rob l ems . The problems i n c r e a s e , of cou r se , with the 
size and durat ion of excavat ions. A re la ted benefit, in my 
opinion, is the c loser involvement with the environment that 
wi lderness work general ly enta i l s . This subjective involvement 
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can be a source of insights and hypotheses about p reh i s to r ic 
environmental re la t ionships ; these can be tested in the usual 
way. 

Third , even m o r e care than usual mus t be taken in backfilling 
and res tor ing excavated or tes ted si tes to as near as possible 
or iginal condition. This may requi re consultation with environ
menta l spec ia l i s t s on proper reseeding or other rec lamat ion 
p rac t i c e s . 

Final ly , it will probably be n e c e s s a r y to leave some portion of 
the archeological r e s o u r c e forever unstudied. Sites that have 
never been studied can play an impor tant role in the wi lderness 
exper ience of v i s i t o r s . They a r e a r eminder that man has been 
only a brief in t ruder in the a r e a . Unstudied s i tes can encourage 
the active part icipat ion of the v is i tor in interpret ing the site 
because he or she is s tar t ing from the same point as the 
a rcheologis t , who didn't "get the re f i rs t . " 

V. Wilderness Use and Enjoyment and Archeological Conservation 

As previously noted, Wilderness u s e r s may present some th rea t 
to s i t e s , e i ther because they intentionally commit ac ts of vandal ism 
or because they inadvertent ly damage fragile s i tes by scrambling 
over them, camping on them, etc. Wilderness managers have the 
obligation to protect the s i t e s , yet the v i s i t o r s ' wi lderness exper i 
ence will be damaged if not destroyed by constant survei l lance or 
the fencing and signing of s i t e s . The Wilderness u se r must 
exper ience a sense of r emoteness from r eminde r s of civilization 
such a s land m a n a g e r s , and must be free to engage actively in 
explorat ion and discovery on his or h e r own, without being 
lec tured to or receiving a packaged tour . 

It s eems to me that this second requ i rement of the wi lderness 
exper ience provides a mechan i sm for getting a conservat ion 
m e s s a g e a c r o s s to the v i s i to r . The Wilderness u s e r needs 
enough information about the features of the a r ea being visited 
to be able to pose challenging questions and have some chance 
of coming up with satisfying a n s w e r s . If the management t eam 
can provide this sor t of information, they also have the oppor
tunity to get a c r o s s a conservat ion m e s s a g e as par t of the 
informational package. 
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As an example , the ranger t e a m in the Grand Gulch Pr imi t ive 
Area is at tempting to do this through personal contacts with v i s i to r s 
to the a r e a . They have a contact station at the point where one of 
the main t r a i l s into the a r e a depar t s from a main acces s road. 
P rospec t ive v i s i to r s who write to the BLM Dis t r ic t Office in 
Monticello for information a r e encouraged to stop at the Ranger 
Station, and persons who a r e using this point of access to the 
Gulch a r e usually encountered by the rangers whether or not they 
have had previous communication with the BLM. In addition, 
pa t ro ls a r e conducted in which an at tempt is made to contact 
some of the v i s i to r s who have not "checked in" at the Ranger Sta
tion. In v i s i to r contacts , the r a n g e r s t ry to convey information 
about safety, wate r , camps i t e s , and r e s t r i c t ions ( e . g . , no bathing 
in main drinking water sources ) , and to answer questions about 
na tura l h i s tory and archeology. They a lso d iscuss the fragility 
of the s i t e s , the need to protect them, and the legal bas is for 
doing so. There is an a t tempt to cover cer ta in points , but not 
to provide a "canned" l ec tu re . Vis i tors a r e offered an informa
tion flyer which covers essent ia l ly the same points and has a 
genera l map of the a r e a showing locations of favored camping 
spots and water sou rces . 

In my opinion, this educational approach, while good as it s tands, 
could be furthered by making m o r e detailed printed information 
avai lable , in the form of bet ter maps and a t r a i l guide. The 
l a t t e r would provide more detailed background information, plus 
specific information on selected si tes of archeological and natural 
h i s to r i ca l i n t e re s t . Safety and conservat ion m e s s a g e s could be 
presented as well. This type of m a t e r i a l would provide the 
v is i tor with m o r e information than could the brief personal contact 
(which would, of cou r se , not be superseded) , and would provide 
it in a form that could be consulted, absorbed, and used in the 
explorat ion and discovery p rocess while the v is i tor was actually 
in the Wi lderness . 

Wi lderness is often used by commerc ia l packers and hiking tour 
l e ade r s who take groups into the a r e a . It is essent ia l that 
Wi lderness manage r s make contact with such persons and enlist 
the i r cooperation in archeological conservat ion. In an a rea 
which contains well p rese rved archeological r e m a i n s , such a s 
Grand Gulch, commerc ia l guides will general ly a l ready have an 
in t e r e s t in p reserv ing the si tes because they a r e features of 
thei r own in te rpre t ive p rogram. Commerc ia l guides mus t also 
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general ly obtain pe rmi t s from the land managing agency, and 
this provides an opportunity for the agency staff to seek coopera
tion in getting conservat ion information a c r o s s to the public. 
In the Grand Gulch Pr imi t ive Area , the principal commerc ia l 
packer has shown grea t i n t e re s t in archeological conservat ion, 
as well as in obtaining more information on the si tes so as to 
make his tour presenta t ions m o r e effective. 

In addition to informational exchanges with the visiting public, 
some type of patroll ing is n e c e s s a r y to es tabl ish a management 
p resence in the a r e a . Vis i tors will then know that the re is some 
chance they will encounter management personnel while in the 
a r e a . The t r i ck is to establ ish this " p r e s e n c e " without becoming 
"big b r o t h e r " and destroying the feeling of r emoteness and self-
re l iance sought by the v i s i to r . In the Grand Gulch Pr imi t ive Area , 
the ranger t eam conducts horseback patrols through the Gulch 
(over an approximately 50-mile course) on the average of once 
a week during the bus ie r months of the year (March through 
October) , but not always on the same days or from the same 
s tar t ing points . In addition, foot and horseback patrols a r e 
conducted in other par t s of the a r e a on a random b a s i s , or in 
o rde r to meet pa r t i e s known to be in the a r e a but which have not 
made contact with the r a n g e r s . Pickup pat rols a r e a lso run 
every few days on the var ious acces s roads to the Pr imi t ive 
Area ; and, if parked vehicles a r e encountered, a note i s left 
asking the party to stop by the Ranger Station and repor t on their 
hike and if they need information or a s s i s t a n c e . In some c a s e s , 
the r a n g e r s will go into the Pr imi t ive Area in order to contact 
such a party d i rec t ly . A hel icopter patrol of the boundaries of 
the P r imi t ive Area has been conducted regular ly this spring in 
o rde r to spot parked veh ic les . This is par t of a hel icopter 
pat rol of a much l a r g e r a r e a . The r ange r s repor t that the 
react ions to contacts made while on patrol have general ly been 
favorable , but the re have been some negative reac t ions , p a r t i 
cular ly to overflights by the hel icopter . Guidelines on use of 
the hel icopter a r e still being developed, and the ent i re patrol 
p r o g r a m can st i l l be said to be in an exper imental s tage. 

In my opinion, patrol of some type is e ssen t ia l , but contacts 
mus t be made ve ry informally and subtly so as not to dash the 
wi lderness experience which the v is i tor is seeking. Ex t reme 
caution mus t be used in motor ized pa t ro l s , especial ly with the 
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hel icopter . Overflights of the Pr imi t ive Area a r e not now being 
made , nor should they be . In my opinion, whether or not they 
a r e actual ly in the Pr imi t ive Area , h ike r s should not be "landed 
on" except in emergency , and only vehicles on main acces s roads 
should be contacted in this way. In al l c a s e s , I think the boundary 
pat rol p roblem would be eased if the a r e a could be expanded. 
Curren t ly , it is very long and na r row, and is confined p r imar i ly 
to Grand Gulch, some of i ts t r i b u t a r i e s , and the immediate ly su r 
rounding r i m a r e a s . I have a l ready argued that on archeological 
grounds , the a r e a should be enlarged. F r o m the standpoint of 
effective people management , enlargement would help, too. In 
many places now, the hea r t of the Pr imi t ive Area is l e s s than a 
mi le f rom the boundary on ei ther side. With an enlarged a r e a , 
v i s i to r s could get far ther away from the edges and, hence , be 
m o r e r emote ; vehicular patrol of the boundaries would be l e s s 
d is rupt ive; and m o r e v i s i to r s might be inclined to use the main 
t r a i l which s t a r t s at the Ranger Station ra ther than look for short 
cuts into the canyon. 

In addition to "sof t - se l l " education and pa t ro l s , there is a third 
possibi l i ty for archeological conservat ion. This is na tura l i s t ic 
si te modification to control v is i tor a c c e s s . In the dry she l te rs 
of Grand Gulch, one of the principal impacts of v is i tor use is 
the e ros ion of t r a i l s in the dry soil . In some ca se s , these a r e 
undermining walls or destroying midden deposi ts . Careful 
placement of boulders or dead logs might subtly d i rec t v is i tor 
traffic away from the m o r e easi ly damaged spots without it 
being obvious that the site had been modified for this purpose. 

Wi ldernesses with fragile archeological r e s o u r c e s may ult imately 
have to have l imitat ions on acces s to p r e s e r v e these fea tures . 
Grand Gulch, for example , has current ly l e s s than 1,000 v i s i to r s 
a year in an a r e a over 70 mi les long, but some of the si tes a r e 
c lear ly showing wear and t ea r . It may be that eventually only 
a cer ta in number of pe rsons per day will be permit ted to enter 
the a r e a , or that par t i es will be requested not to enter cer ta in 
ru ins . There a l ready a r e r e s t r i c t i ons on the size of hiking 
and horseback pa r t i e s . 

VI. Conclusions 

The es tabl ishment of Wi ldernesses having significant archeological 
content can be an impor tant tool in the archeological conservation 
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movement . Such Wildernesses offer unique potential for p r e s e r v a 
tion, r e s e a r c h , and public enjoyment of archeological r e s o u r c e s . 

As with other avenues of archeological conservat ion, the ul t imate 
objective of conservat ion is use . Resea rch , including excavation, 
mus t be permit ted in Wi ldernesses to satisfy one of the main 
objectives of the Wilderness System and to provide information 
needed by the visit ing public to at tain maximum enjoyment and 
apprecia t ion of such a r e a s . Resea rch , however , must be con
ducted with maximum economy and respec t for the other r equ i r e 
ment s of Wilderness management , and there may be some segment 
of the archeological r e s e a r c h base in Wilderness that should remain 
forever untouched. 

Because of r emotenes s and v i s i t o r ' s need to be isola ted, there a r e 
special conservat ion problems associa ted with v is i tor enjoyment 
of archeological r e s o u r c e s in Wi lde rnesses . The act ive engage
ment of the Wilderness v is i tor in the in terpre ta t ion and conserva
tion p roces s holds p r o m i s e , however , for especial ly interest ing 
forms of in terac t ion between r e s e a r c h producers (archeologists) 
and r e s e a r c h consumers (land manage r s and the public). 

F r o m a conservat ion standpoint, the advantages of expanding the 
Wilderness System to include more a r e a s of substantial a r cheo 
logical r e s o u r c e s , and the development of archeological manage
ment p rog rams in such a r e a s , far outweigh the associa ted d i s 
advantages and p rob lems . Archeologis ts mus t work with p r o 
fess ionals from other discipl ines and with public groups including 
conservat ionis t s in o rder to obtain Wilderness System protection 
for m o r e a r e a s of archeological in t e res t . They must a lso work 
with public land manage r s to develop effective archeological 
conservat ion p rog rams for Wi lde rnesses . 
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CULTURAL VALUES IN THE WILDERNESS; 
THE WILDERNESS PERSPECTIVE 

By Will iam A. Worf 

The Wilderness Act of 1964 was probably one of the most significant 
and hotly debated pieces of conservat ion legislat ion ever enacted by 
our Congress . It established the nucleus of our National Wilderness 
P r e s e r v a t i o n System and provided direct ion and guidance for 
rounding out the sys tem. 

As we have proceeded to study a r e a s to de termine their suitability 
or nonsuitabil i ty for inclusion in the sys tem, the presence of 
h i s to r i ca l and archeological r e sou rce s has been a frequent factor . 
Archeological , paleontological, and h i s to r ica l s i tes and values 
exist in many of the Wi ldernesses a l ready in the sys tem. The 
cul tural values in potential or existing Wildernesses must be con
s idered as valuable nonrenewable r e s o u r c e s . Considerat ion of 
thei r management mus t be a par t of the decision to recommend 
inclusion of an a r e a into the sys tem and development of the manage
ment plan for units a l ready establ ished. I 'm pleased, the re fore , 
to see your society exploring the re la t ionship of the wi lderness 
r e s o u r c e to the other cul tural r e s o u r c e s . 

As a ba s i s for our d iscuss ion today, it i s important that we briefly 
review jus t what is this thing called the National Wilderness 
P r e s e r v a t i o n System. 

Most of you probably know the F o r e s t Service pioneered the 
Wilderness concept in 1924 with the es tabl ishment of a la rge par t 
of what i s now the Gila Wilderness in New Mexico. By the t ime 
the Wilderness Act passed in 1964, about 8 percent of the National 
F o r e s t System was being managed for wi lderness purposes . 

What was the bas ic reason for establishing a Wilderness System? 
The legis la t ive h i s to ry of the Act makes it c lear that the objective 
was much m o r e than jus t setting as ide places to r ide , hike, hunt, 
f ish, or camp. Congress recognized that the bas ic charac te r of 
the Amer ican people grew out of the Wi lderness . Our forefathers 
fought and conquered it and in that p rocess developed strong 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Those of us who favored the Wilderness Act 
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felt that some of this her i tage should be maintained so this and 
future generat ions can continue to receive the benefits of con
tinuing opportunity for a contact with Wi lderness . 

The Wilderness Act provides that units of the sys tem shall be 
devoted to r ec rea t iona l , scenic , scientific, education, conserva
tion, and h i s to r i ca l u s e s ; but this real ly doesn ' t go very far toward 
explaining the bas ic reason for establishing Wi lde rnesses . All of 
these act ivi t ies can be achieved in other kinds of a r e a s - - s o why 
Wilderness? Wi lde rnesses ' unique values can be divided into 
t h r ee broad ca tegor ies : physical , menta l , and aes the t ic . 

Physica l values a r e much more than the exerc ise and fresh a i r 
obtained from hiking, r iding, or doing other rec rea t iona l ac t iv i 
t ies in Wi lderness . These same values can be had in a lmost any 
r u r a l set t ing. Wilderness mus t , the re fo re , provide something 
m o r e . In Wi lde rness , the v is i tor must have the opportunity to 
t es t himself against nature without the aid of mechanized equip
ment or facil i t ies which have been placed the re ahead of h im by 
someone e l se . This will teach him personal independence and 
the abil i ty to care for himself by carrying his own burdens , p r o 
viding his own fuel, prepar ing his own food, furnishing his own 
she l te r , and selecting his own camp. 

Bob Marsha l l put it this way: 

More than m e r e hea r t i nes s is the cha rac te r of physical 
independence which can be nurtured only away from the 
coddling of civilization. In a t rue Wilderness if a person 
is not qualified to satisfy al l the requ i rements of exis tence , 
then he is bound to per i sh . As long as we pr ice indivi
duality and competence, it is impera t ive to provide the 
opportunity for complete self-sufficiency. This is 
inconceivable under the effete supe r s t ruc tu re of urbanity; 
it demands the ha r sh environment of unt rammeled 
expanses . 

The menta l values a r e many and var ied . A few of the more important 
a r e : opportunit ies for independent thinking unhampered by d i s 
t rac t ing influences of civilization; the scientific and educational 
value of having a r e a s where natural ecological p roce s se s a r e 
allowed to operate unfettered by man; opportunit ies to escape from 
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the p r e s s u r e s of modern civilization; and the perpetuation of 
pioneer sk i l l s . Aldo Leopold, who pioneered in Wilderness des ig
nation said: 

The day is a lmos t upon us when a pack t ra in must wind 
i ts way up a graveled highway and tu rn out i ts bel l m a r e 
in the pas ture of a s u m m e r hotel . When that day comes 
the pack t r a in will be dead. The diamond hitch will be 
mere ly a rope , and Kit Carson and J i m Bridger will be 
names in a h is tory lesson . 

Wilderness will keep the diamond hitch al ive; it will also keep 
alive the c rosscu t saw, double-bitted axe , and basic woodsman 
sk i l l s , because they will be neces sa ry to use Wi lderness . 

There a r e indi rec t mental values somet imes identified as "vicar ious 
va lues . " Some; people value Wilderness because their enjoyment 
of non-wi lderness outdoor exper iences a r e conditioned and enhanced 
by knowledge that Wilderness ex is t s . 

In near ly a l l of mankind, there is a powerful des i re for adventure; 
but, with the many and increas ing amen i t i e s , the opportunities for 
adventure a r e few. Wilderness can provide this opportunity; but to 
do so, it mus t r emain ha r sh . The vis i tor mus t be challenged, and 
he must actually face some pe r i l - - t he per i l of getting los t , the 
per i l of a dangerous mountain t r a i l , the per i l of meeting a 
gr izzly face- to- face , or the per i l of fording a raging s t o r m -
swollen s t r e a m . Ber t rand Russe l l once said, "Many men would 
cease to des i r e war if they had opportunities to r i sk their l ives 
in alpine climbing. " 

The aes the t ic values of Wilderness a lso needs discussion. Many 
of our Wi ldernesses contain spectacular mountain peaks , beautiful 
s t r e a m s , and green , f lower-spr inkled meadows; but these a r e not 
the unique quali t ies of Wilderness beauty. These qualit ies a r e 
found in many places access ib le by roads where no Wilderness 
ex i s t s . The uniqueness of Wilderness beauty l ies in the fact that 
it is in a constant state of na tura l f lux--ever changing, uncontrolled 
by man. This is amplified by the vas tness of Wi lderness . Bob 
Marsha l l said: 

Anyone who has stood upon a lofty summit and gazed 
over an inchoate tangle of deep canyons and cragged 
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mounta ins , of sunlit lakelets and black expanses of 
fores t , has become aware of a cer ta in giddy sensation 
that the re a r e no d i s t ances , no m e a s u r e s simply 
unrela ted ma t t e r r is ing and falling without any analogy 
to the banal geometry of breadth , thickness and height. 

We've d iscussed the values of Wi lderness , the reasons for having 
a Wilderness System, now what kind of direct ion did Congress give 
for protecting these values? 

The Wilderness Act is seven pages long; however , much of the 
language deals with the procedures for establishing Wilderness 
and the d iscuss ions of exceptions to the genera l provisions of 
the Wi lderness Act. Here today, I want to concentrate on some 
key sections or words and phrases within sect ions , which I believe 
outline our mutual r e spons ib i l i t i e s - -yours as u s e r s and ours as 
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s . 

The objective of the Act was set forth in the f i rs t sentence in 
section 2(a). It i s : 

. . . to a s s u r e that an increas ing population, accompanied 
by expanding set t lement and growing mechanizat ion, does 
not occupy and modify al l a r e a s within the United Sta tes . . . . 

In that same section, Congress set forth the policy it would 
follow in o rde r to meet this objective: 

. . . it is hereby declared to be the policy of the 
Congress to secure for the Amer ican people of 
present and future generat ions the benefits of an 
enduring r e sou rce of wi lderness . . . . (emphasis 
added) 

You will note that in this policy s ta tement , Congress has identified 
Wi lderness a s a dist inct and unique r e s o u r c e of the land. 

In addition to setting forth the policy and the object ives, the Act 
es tab l i shes our management direct ion in section 2(a). 

Wi lde rnes se s : 

Shall be adminis tered for the use and enjoyment 
of the Amer ican people in such manner as will leave 
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them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as 
wi lde rness , and so as to provide for the protection 
of these a r e a s , the p rese rva t ion of their wi lderness 
c h a r a c t e r , and for the gathering and disseminat ion of 
information regarding the i r use and enjoyment as 
wi lde rness . . . . (emphasis added) 

Congress set forth additional management direct ion in section 4(b) 
where it said that adminis ter ing agencies : 

. . . shall so admin i s te r such a r ea for such other 
purposes for which it may have been established as 
a l so to p r e s e r v e i t s wi lderness cha rac te r . . . . 
(emphasis added) 

The policy and the management direct ion I have quoted refer to the 
wi lderness r e s o u r c e , the wi lderness cha rac te r of the a r e a , etc. 
What is this wi lderness r e source? Perhaps one of the best ways 
of approaching the answer to this question is to explore some of 
the things that it is not. Wilderness is not necessa r i ly high moun
t a ins , highly scenic country, good hunting, good fishing, geolo
gically or ecologically unique, or h is tor ica l ly significant. The 
Wilderness Act does not say that a Wilderness is a rec rea t ion a r ea 
or a wildlife sanctuary. Congress recognized that the word 
"wi lde rness" means different things to different people; so , in 
o rde r to provide a f i rm foundation for the sys tem, it defined the 
wi lderness r e s o u r c e in section 2(c) of the Act. Following a r e key 
words from that section: 

. . . where the ear th and i ts community of life a r e 
un t rammeled by man, where man himself is a v is i tor 
who does not remain . . . . 

. . . land retaining i t s pr imeval charac te r and influ
ence, without permanent improvements or human 
habitat ion, . . . general ly appears to have been 
affected p r imar i ly by the forces of na tu re , with the 
imprint of man ' s work substantially unnoticeable. . . 
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a pr imit ive 
and unconfined type of r ec rea t ion . . . . 
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That section pointed out that these lands may also have: 

. . . ecological , geological , or other features of 
scientif ic, educational , scenic , or h i s to r ica l 
va lues . . . . 

To mainta in the enduring wi lderness r e source defined by the 
Wilderness Act, Congress established cer ta in prohibit ions. It 
stated that the re shall be no commerc ia l e n t e r p r i s e , permanent 
road , t empora ry road, s t r u c t u r e s , or instal lat ions and no use 
of motor veh ic les , motorized equipment, motor boa t s , a i r c ra f t , 
or mechanical t r anspor t within any Wi lderness . It would have 
been ve ry c lear if Congress had left these prohibitions specific 
and absolute; however , it complicated our adminis t ra t ion by p ro 
viding exceptions. These exceptions include: existing private 
r igh t s , adminis t ra t ive ac t iv i t i es , emergencies involving people 
within the a r e a , fire control ac t iv i t ies , insect and d isease control , 
mining, water facil i t ies (when approved by the Pres iden t ) , grazing 
of domest ic l ivestock, a c c e s s to surrounded private land, a cces s 
to valid c la ims and occupancies , commerc ia l operat ions by out
f i t ters and guides, and the continued use of motor boats and a i r 
craft where this use had a l ready been establ ished. There a r e no 
other exceptions in the Act. 

The adminis t ra t ive exception has caused considerable discussion. 
Let us examine it more closely. It r eads as follows: 

. . . except as n e c e s s a r y to meet min imum requ i r e 
ments for the adminis t ra t ion of the a r ea for the purpose 
of this Act. . . . (emphasis added) 

Some a d m i n i s t r a t o r s , m i n e r s , outf i t ters , l ivestock ope ra to r s , water 
u s e r s , and yes even a few archeologis ts have wanted to read this 
exception as follows: 

Except for the adminis t ra t ion of the a r e a . 

It is ve ry impor tant , however , to recognize that Congress added 
some very significant and r e s t r i c t ive modif iers ; and perhaps the 
mos t significant of these were the words "for the purposes of this 
Act. " These words alone rule out adminis t ra t ive use of noncon
forming equipment or s t ruc tu res for water management , wildlife 
management , archeological salvage or in terpre ta t ion , e tc . 
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It s eems to me that the wri t ings of such ear ly advocates for Wilder
ness as Aldo Leopold and Bob Marsha l l , the tes t imony given during 
8 years of debate on the Act, and the provisions of the Act itself 
make it c lear that the fundamental purposes for the Wilderness 
System a r e to provide some places (1) where natural p roces se s a r e 
allowed to operate freely without control or direct ion by man, 
(2) where the evidence of modern man ' s act ivi t ies remain sub
stantial ly unnoticeable, and (3) where man must t r ave l and work 
without the aid of facil i t ies or motorized equipment. Congress 
recognized that these ideas could not be fully reached. For that 
r eason , it included some qualification on pure Wilderness in the 
definition in section 2(c)(1) of the Act and provided the specific 
exceptions to generally prohibit act ivi t ies that I've jus t re fe r red to. 

In spite of these qualifications and except ions, there is no doubt 
that Congress intended the wi lderness r e sou rce to take pr ior i ty 
over other values in the resolving of conflicts to the fullest extent 
poss ible . Some r e sou rce values may actually be sacrificed in 
o rde r to maintain the wi lderness r e s o u r c e . 

Nature is a m o r a l , and in Wilderness we allow it to be itself. There 
a r e no good or bad species or changes in Wi lderness . Elk may 
diminish and pine squ i r r e l s may inc rease as a resu l t of natural 
p r o c e s s e s ; if so , in Wi lderness , we watch it happen, and hunting 
will suffer. Another t ime or p lace , elk numbers may boom and 
the hunter will benefit. Wilderness u se , whether recrea t ional or 
scientif ic, takes the Wilderness as it i s . Exper iencing, contem
plating, studying the uncontrolled ecosys tem, and facing the chal
lenge and adventure of t ravel ing and living without mechanized 
a id s , with a l ibera l dose of solitude and with only what you can 
take with you, is the "wi lderness exper ience . " There will often 
be be t t e r places than Wi ldernesses to catch fish or see elk, 
where management direct ion is to maintain these opportunit ies . 
There is no intent to make Wi ldernesses unappealing. For the 
Wilderness u s e r , letting nature operate freely is real ly the way 
to make Wilderness as appealing as possible . 

The h i s to r i ca l and archeological r e s o u r c e s take the same relat ive 
position with regard to the wi lderness r e s o u r c e s as do the elk. To 
the extent that study of these r e s o u r c e s can be done consistent with 
the concept of Wi lde rness , these r e sou rce s a r e available for study. 
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This will normal ly preclude excavation, r e s to ra t ion , perpetuation, 
or in te rpre t ive ac t iv i t i es . Above-ground evidences of such r e sou rce s 
will be subject to the natura l p r o c e s s e s . 

Cultural values must be carefully evaluated as par t of the study 
p roces s leading to a decision as to the suitability or nonsuitability 
of any land for inclusion in the National Wilderness P rese rva t ion 
System. If the in te rpre ta t ion , protect ion, or use of these r e sou rce s 
will r equ i re actions cont rary to the protect ion of wi lderness va lues , 
they should not be placed in the Wilderness System. Once included 
in the sys t em, wi lderness r e source protection takes precedent over 
other va lues . 
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CULTURAL VALUES IN THE WILDERNESS: 
THE HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 

By J a m e s E. Ayres 

As of December 31, 1974, according to the publication The Living 
Wilderness (1975a:35-47), t he re were 125 Wildernesses in the 
United Sta tes , including 85 under the jur isdic t ion of the U. S. 
F o r e s t Serv ice , 36 under the F i sh and Wildlife Service (now the 
Bureau of F i s h e r i e s and Wildlife), and 4 under the National P a r k 
Se rv ice . These total approximately 12.6 mill ion a c r e s or an a r e a 
roughly the combined size of the States of Vermont and New 
Hampsh i r e . Approximately the same number of a c r e s a r e cur 
rent ly under var ious levels of study for inclusion in the National 
Wi lderness P re se rva t ion System. The F o r e s t Service controls 
over twice as many Wildernesses as do the other two agencies 
combined and with slightly over 94 percent of the total ac reage . 

It is because of these facts that , in the course of this discussion 
about h i s to r ic s i tes in Wi lde rnesses , I will be p r imar i ly examining 
the F o r e s t Service and i ts at t i tudes and responsibi l i t ies v i s - a - v i s 
wi lderness a r e a s , h i s to r ic s i t e s , and the Wilderness Act of 1964. 

The Wilderness Act c lear ly s tates that a Wilderness is an a rea 
retaining i ts pr imeval cha rac te r and influence, where man and 
his own works do not dominate the landscape , where man is a 
v i s i to r and does not remain . A Wilderness is "without permanent 
improvements or human habi ta t ion ," and "the imprint of man ' s 
work is substantial ly unnoticeable" (Wilderness Act 1964:Sec. 2-c) . 
" P e r m a n e n t , " h e r e , i s a key word. It m e a n s , I bel ieve, current ly 
r a the r than former ly occupied. As an example , a logging camp 
built in 1880 may have been "permanent" at that t ime; but because 
it i s now abandoned, it should not be considered a "permanent" 
improvement . 

Nowhere does the 1964 Act , or subsequent Wilderness legis lat ion, 
specifically mention h i s to r i c or other archeological s i tes except 
to s ta te that a Wilderness "may a lso contain ecological , geological, 
or other features of scientif ic, educational, scenic , or h i s to r ica l 
value" (Wilderness Act 1964:Sec. 2-c) . In other words , a Wilderness 
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may indeed, by law, contain uninhabited h i s to r ic period si tes of 
any or every kind, descr ip t ion , and type. In fact, mos t existing 
Wi lde rnesses and potential Wi ldernesses do contain h is tor ic s i t es . 
Most , if not a l l , of the Wildernesses have been utilized in some 
way in the past . Their degree of "wi lde rness" is re la t ive because 
some exhibit m o r e of the " imprint of man ' s work" than o thers . 
General ly speaking, however , those a r e a s east of the Rocky 
Mountains contain a l a r g e r number of archeological s i t e s , of 
substantial ly g r ea t e r va r ie ty , than do those in and west of the 
Rocky Mountains. 

If a rcheologica l s i tes become a topic of concern in Wilderness 
d i scuss ions , it is usually the h i s to r ic s i tes r a the r than preh i s to r ic 
s i tes that c rea te the problem. His tor ic s i tes in Wi lde rnesses , or 
anywhere for that m a t t e r , frequently have g rea t e r visibil i ty to the 
casual obse rve r . His tor ic s i tes in these a r e a s a r e m o r e recent 
and, the re fo re , have not de te r iora ted to the extent that many p r e 
h i s to r i c s i tes have. In addition, h i s to r ic occupation with its 
roads , ra i l road r ight -of -ways , and m i n e s , for example, init ially 
dis turbed the local environment to a g r e a t e r degree than did mos t 
p reh i s to r i c occupations. 

A review of the l i t e r a tu re dealing with Wi lderness , although volumi
nous , gives l i t t le insight into the presence or absence of h is tor ic 
s i t e s . There is vir tual ly no information regarding the types of 
s i tes involved, problems that may exist in regard to them, or 
thei r r e s e a r c h potential . During the past couple of y e a r s , new 
legislat ion and agency d i rec t ives have been frequent, so that 
l i t e r a tu r e discussing Wi ldernesses and problems related to them 
is quickly outdated. Much of this l i t e ra tu re has been generated 
as par t of the act ivi t ies of the S ie r ra Club, the Wilderness Society, 
and s imi la r conservat ion and prese rva t ion oriented organizat ions . 
However , the major th rus t of these groups is along the l ines of 
nonsi te , environmental p rob lems . Archeological s i tes apparent ly 
a r e not considered to be a c r i t ica l par t of the environment. 

I a m cer ta in that archeological survey r eco rds and h is tor ica l 
society files contain information, on a local b a s i s , of some of 
the si tes p resen t in Wi lde rnesses . However, these a r e far from 
complete and a r e general ly not published or otherwise readi ly 
avai lable . 
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What types of h i s to r ic s i tes is one likely to encounter in a typical 
Wilderness? This is essent ia l ly an unanswerable question because 
no inventor ies have been made of these a r e a s , despite the fact that 
the F e d e r a l d i rect ive requir ing these inventor ies , Executive Order 
11593, is 4 yea r s old. However, based on the h i s to r ies of these 
Wi ldernesses and existing surveys in neighboring regions , we can 
make a rough guess as to the types of s i tes we might expect. 

In Wi lde rness , t he re appear to be three major types of s i t e s , based 
on the or iginal purpose for the i r es tabl ishment . Each has distinct 
f ea tu res , and each may have components which a r e c lus tered , 
widely d i spe r sed , or both. These major types of s i tes a r e logging, 
mining, and grazing. 

Logging: Sites include buildings, frequently of logs; roads 
and b r idges ; dams ; f lumes; ra i l road r ights-of-way. 

Mining: Sites include buildings; roads and br idges ; p r o s 
pects ; mines of var ious kinds with accompanying 
s t ruc tu res and machinery ; ra i l road r ights-of-way. 

Grazing: Sites include buildings; roads and br idges ; fences; 
c o r r a l s ; stock tanks or ponds. 

Of cou r se , the re a r e numerous other s i tes of a miscel laneous 
na ture potentially presen t . These include homes teads , t r a p p e r ' s 
cabins , h i s to r i c Indian and Eskimo s i t e s , and fire lookout s ta t ions. 

His to r ic s i t e s , such as these , a r e caught up in a l a r g e r , more 
encompass ing, debate than one jus t about the s i tes themse lves . 
Indeed, s i tes a r e infrequently mentioned in this b roader d i s 
cussion. The most common aspec ts of this debate revolve 
around whether or not to es tabl ish a given a r e a as a Wilderness 
and what i ts s ize will be . This debate is p r imar i ly between con
serva t ion is t s and p rese rva t ion i s t s on one hand and Fede ra l 
agenc ies , especial ly the F o r e s t Serv ice , the Bureau of F i she r i e s 
and Wildlife, and the National P a r k Serv ice , on the other . 

The F o r e s t Service at t i tudes about Wi lde rnes ses , and especial ly 
h i s to r i c s i tes within them, contras t sharply, for example, with 
that of the P a r k Service . At i ssue a r e varying levels of in t e r 
pre ta t ion, management , and enforcement of the Wilderness Act. 
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This may be par t ia l ly due to two fac tors : (1) the P a r k Service has 
a much sma l l e r a r ea with which to contend, and (2) the Pa rk Service 
has had a long h is tory of involvement with h i s to r ic s i tes which 
re su l t s in a b roader and more l ibera l in terpre ta t ion of the 1964 
Wilderness Act. 

As an example: The F o r e s t Service has argued against Wilderness 
s tatus for a la rge a r e a in southeast Alaska, pointing to exist ing, 
but unoccupied, cabins sca t te red in par t of the a r ea as the reason. 
The P a r k Serv ice , on the other hand, in the same general a r e a , in 
a proposed Wilderness in Glacier Bay National Monument, in addi
tion to any existing s t r u c t u r e s , included patrol cabins, l imited 
faci l i t ies for pack stock control , and some t ra i l s ide she l te r s in 
the i r proposal (Evans 1972:37). These s t ruc tu res a r e for the pur 
pose of adminis ter ing the a r e a involved more effectively. 

In fact, the presence of h i s tor ic s i tes has been used as a mechanism 
to keep many potential lands out of the Wilderness System. The 
F o r e s t Service has been effective, and I believe totally unjustified, 
in substantial ly reducing the size of a r e a s having potential for 
inclusion in the Wilderness System because of the presence of 
one or more h i s to r ic s i t es . Oddly enough, p reh is to r ic s i tes seem 
not to be used at al l for this purpose. 

In al l fa i rness to the F o r e s t Service it mus t be said that , except 
for i ts atti tude about h i s to r ic s i t e s , management in Wildernesses 
is handled reasonably well. This at t i tude, however , va r i e s in 
degree depending on the level of management with which one is 
dealing. In the F o r e s t Serv ice , as e lsewhere in the Fede ra l 
Government , the attitude and response toward h i s to r ic s i tes 
v a r i e s from Region to Region and from official to official. Where 
the re is one F o r e s t Supervisor protecting s i t e s - - a s in the Bridger 
Wilderness of Wyoming, where the F remont cabin was protected 
and even identified with an inconspicuous m a r k e r - - w e have the 
other ve r s ion who goes around burning or bulldozing them down. 

The concept of the need for "puri ty" of Wilderness is one in which 
the re is no bas i s in law but one which many people and the Fo re s t 
Service have s t r e s s e d . For tunate ly , at the insis tence of the 
Congress , those who push this concept a r e finding themselves 
rebuffed. We might well a sk , "must Wilderness real ly be 99.44 
percent free of the evidence of man ' s act ivi t ies? " There a r e a 
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few such a r e a s that meet these high r equ i r emen t s , but most do not. 
The "pur i ty" argument is often invoked to f rus t ra te fulfillment of 
the Wi lderness legislat ion despi te , as we have seen, the law which 
c lear ly provides for inclusion of l e s s than pure wildlands (Branden-
borg 1974:45; Barney 1974:102). 

One of the bas ic questions we, as a rcheo log i s t s , need to ask i s : 
Do we need to be concerned about archeological r e sou rce s in 
Wi ldernesses? After a l l , they a r e protected more than many 
s i tes in nonwilderness a r e a s by severa l pieces of Federa l leg is la 
tion as well as the Wilderness Act. In addition, they a r e relat ively 
remote and may be l e s s subject to vandal ism. 

If Wi ldernesses were t ru ly wi lde rness , unt rammeled by exploitative 
i ndus t r i e s , F e d e r a l agenc ies , and people genera l ly , then I believe 
I would answer that question, No! We could leave those s i tes as a 
r e s e r v e perhaps and let na ture take i ts course . 

It i s , however , because of the relat ively few res t r i c t ions placed 
on the exploitative indus t r i e s , the unwillingness of some individuals 
in F e d e r a l agencies to live up to the mora l and legal obligations 
they have under the law, and the use of Wilderness by the public, 
that we, a s a rcheologis ts and c i t izens , must be ser iously concerned 
about s i tes in Wi lde rnesses . 

The Wilderness Act and agency regulations provide protection 
against the indiscr iminate use of the Wildernesses by individuals 
but seems often to have l i t t le effect on mining (Sumner 1973:17), 
logging (Wright 1974; R i s s e r 1973), and other exploitative ventures 
ca r r i ed out within them. Individuals a r e res t r i c t ed as to where 
they can hike and to how many can be in a group. They must go 
by foot or horseback , and they need entry pe rmi t s . Mining and 
logging operat ions presumably have s imi la r r e s t r i c t i ons , but 
these often s eem to have l i t t le effect. For example, mining claim 
stakes and bulldozer dis turbed, fragile environmental zones can 
be seen in severa l Wi ldernesses (Sumner 1973). Both the 1872 
Mining Law and the 1964 Wilderness Act permi t Wildernesses to 
be exploited for mine ra l r e s o u r c e s . In addition, the 1964 Act 
allows logging, construction of dams and t r ansmiss ion l ines , 
and grazing within Wi ldernesses . An effort must be made to 
stop mining and logging operat ions in Wi lde rnesses . This will 
r e q u i r e , among other things, changes in the existing Wilderness 
Act and in the Mining Law of 1872. 
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In the course of al l this t raff ic , p resen t and potential , in Wilder
n e s s e s , s i tes a r e bound to be damaged and dest royed. It is of 
l i t t le comfort that the act ivi t ies of these groups , while having the 
potential to des t roy s i t e s , a l so have the ability to c rea te new s i t e s . 

There is continued p r e s s u r e for the intentional and unintentional 
creat ion of new si tes within existing Wi lde rnesses . These a r e in 
addition to those new si tes created by Fede ra l agencies who a r e 
adminis ter ing the Wi lderness . For example , a North Carolina 
company recent ly suggested using Wildernesses as a dump for 
nuclear waste because "so few people go t he r e . " They would fence 
off the dump a r e a s involved, of course (The Living Wilderness 
1975b:34). As we al l know, a nuclear waste site might be with us 
for awhile. Several generat ions of future archeologis ts would 
have at leas t those s i tes to observe! 

A total a s s e s s m e n t of the p rob lems , their solutions, and the 
potential of h i s to r ic s i tes in Wilderness would be an expensive 
and t ime-consuming task. It will become no l e s s so in the future. 
Before any meaningful and significant steps can be made to under 
stand our cultural r ema ins and t r ea t them wisely as the nonrenewable 
r e s o u r c e s they a r e , F e d e r a l agencies must meet their r e spons i 
bi l i t ies under the law. To do th i s , th ree things a r e required: 

(1) I n v e n t o r y 

(2) Asse s smen t of r e s o u r c e s located--evaluat ion 

(3) Management plan for those r e s o u r c e s . 

Inventory 

There a r e cur ren t ly no complete and few, if any, par t ia l inventories 
of cul tural r e s o u r c e s in Wilderness even though this is required by 
Executive Orde r 11593 and by the adminis t ra t ive policies of those 
F e d e r a l agencies involved. 

There a r e , needless to say, no s i tes within Wi ldernesses l isted 
on the National Regis te r of His tor ic P l a c e s . 

F o r e s t Service Dis t r ic t Rangers in Utah with whom I have talked 
said they thought the re were s i tes in thei r Dis t r ic t s that qualified 
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for Regis te r s t a tus , but had decided to nominate none of them 
because they believe they would be giving away site locat ions. 
They believe this would make the looting of s i tes eas i e r . This 
policy was establ ished without benefit of any survey, evaluation, 
or any type of professional input. Incidentally, specific locations 
a r e not entered in the published l i s t of National Regis te r s i t es . 

We have in our Wi ldernesses potentially valuable, yet undefined, 
cul tural r e s o u r c e s ; and, while I recognize surveying 12.6 mill ion 
a c r e s of Wilderness will requi re substantial expenditures of money 
and t ime , it mus t be done. And, although Wilderness may take 
lower pr ior i ty in this regard than other Federa l ly controlled lands , 
few, if any, of the agencies involved have a plan for inventorying 
cul tural r e s o u r c e s at any level of pr ior i ty . Seeking funding for 
this work is an initial step not yet undertaken. Natural ly , because 
the Fede ra l agencies have g rea t e r problems with si tes on those 
nonwilderness lands where m o r e activity o c c u r s , Wildernesses 
will be given a~ very low pr ior i ty . I a m afraid that only mass ive 
public p r e s s u r e , court ac t ions , and the like will create any signi
ficant activity toward inventorying cultural r e s o u r c e s in Wilderness . 

A s s e s s m e n t of Resources 

Upon completion of the site inventory, a s s e s s m e n t and evaluation 
of the r e su l t s should follow. 

At this s tage , qualifying si tes should be nominated to the National 
Reg i s te r . Although the belief that the National Regis ter is only 
for s i tes of National impor tance or significance is still held by 
many individuals , nothing could be further from the t ruth. Sites 
may qualify to the Regis ter if they have local , regional , or 
National significance. This potentially involves hundreds of 
s i t e s . Here again, we have an excellent example of the lack of 
communication of facts regarding the many ways we have to 
protect our cul tural r e s o u r c e s . 

Management Plan 

When the inventory stage is completed, and only then, will we be 
able to proceed to an adequate p r o g r a m for management of cultural 
r e s o u r c e s in Wi lderness . Until such a plan is formulated, how
ever , evaluation on a s i t e -by-s i t e basis is n e c e s s a r y as problems 
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a r i s e . This s top-gap approach prevents one from seeing the 
cruc ia l in te r re la ted nature of s i tes and i s , the re fore , l e s s than 
des i r ab l e . Until these plans a r e developed, we mus t urge the 
F e d e r a l agencies involved not to damage or des t roy si tes without 
having that total view. 

A r ea l i s t i c plan for the management of h i s to r ic and other s i tes in 
Wi ldernesses is essen t ia l . Meaningful decisions about how to 
t r e a t these s i tes can only be accomplished through sys temat ic 
planning. Management of s i tes in Wilderness may be eas ie r than 
in other a r e a s because the re a r e fewer construct ion p ro jec t s , 
fewer people, and substantial ly l e s s use in genera l . 

At this s tage , such problems as p rese rva t ion of s i tes in Wilder
ness and whether or not a t tempts should be made to stabilize s i tes 
have to be addres sed . Should s i tes be p rese rved and stabil ized, 
or should we let nature take its course? What about excavation 
and other r e s e a r c h needs? Should excavations be allowed in 
Wi ldernesses? If so , only if the site is to be destroyed or 
damaged or should excavations be undertaken for s t r ic t ly r e s e a r c h 
purposes? It is c lear that , given the potential for mining, oil and 
gas dr i l l ing , graz ing, and other act ivi t ies in Wi lderness , some 
si tes will suffer. 

The above a r e some of the questions that must be addressed as 
par t of the overa l l management of h i s to r ic s i tes and other cultural 
r e s o u r c e s in Wi lderness . They cannot be answered rea l i s t ica l ly 
until an inventory is completed. When and if these kinds of 
questions will be answered is an open question. At the very l eas t , 
if inventor ies a r e not forthcoming in the immedia te future, we 
need a policy f rom the F e d e r a l agencies involved to support the 
nondisturbance of s i t e s . 

Inventorying, a s s e s s m e n t , and development of a management plan 
for cul tural r e s o u r c e s in Wilderness will be t ime-consuming and 
expensive, but re la t ively s traight forward. It i s , I bel ieve, 
unrea l i s t i c to a s sume that the three Fede ra l agencies involved 
will mee t thei r responsib i l i t ies under the law within the fore
seeable future. 

Because of the general ly sensi t ive na ture of Wilderness from the 
standpoint of the public, p rese rva t ion i s t s and conservat ionis ts 
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watch these a r e a s closely. It may be that s i tes in Wildernesses 
will be given more protect ion than those on ordinary Federa l lands 
because of this in t e res t . 

However, we, as a rcheo log i s t s , must continue to urge the F o r e s t 
Service and the other agencies to protect Wilderness si tes from 
damage or des t ruct ion. In t e r m s of the destruct ion of s i t e s , the 
danger is g rea te s t to those si tes which a r e the most obvious. 
These mos t obvious si tes a r e general ly h i s tor ic s i t es . 
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