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Joe Roggenbuck, Interviewed by David Cole, March 28, 2019
 David Cole:  It's March 28th, 2019 and I am talking with Joe Roggenbuck. Joe, I guess the first thing I'd like to ask is about early experiences that contributed to your interest in doing wilderness research. Were you always into the outdoors? How did that happen growing up?
Joe Roggenbuck:  First of all, David, thank you for involving me in this project. I appreciate that, and I appreciate the work that you've done in the past for wilderness and wilderness protection and wilderness research. 
Yes, I have long been interested in the outdoors. I grew up on a farm in Michigan and my first outdoor adventures were mostly hunting and harvesting—the good farm values of chasing deer and deer hunting in northern Michigan on the national forest.
My first involvement with remote areas, roadless areas and eventually wilderness areas was a hiking and backpacking trip in Isle Royale National Park. It was 1969 and I was in graduate school at the University of Michigan in the area of conservation, outdoor recreation, and park management. That was a fabulous experience. It was fabulous in part because we caught a lot of fish, but also we saw moose and tried to make gravy for our potatoes and that sort of thing.
David:  When you chose to work in conservation, was that something that you knew for a long time you wanted to do? Did that come to you after you started school?
Joe:  A couple of things. First of all, when I went off to college, as I think you know, I was in the Roman Catholic Seminary. I was not studying anything about nature protection. But we had to write themes or stories every week as part of our English courses. I always wrote about how to get fishing or hiking and the priests were always amazed at these stories. 
In 1965, I spent the summer with my sister. She had a study grant at the University of Denver and every weekend we went to a national park or a national monument where we went to campfire programs and on nature walks and talks. I gradually came to realize that one could have a career in this sort of thing. 
In December of '65, I gave up the seminary and had to quickly get into a college, because otherwise I would have gotten drafted into the Vietnam War. I didn't want that. I went to Aquinas College in Grand Rapids, Michigan because my seminary had a connection with that college. During that semester, I explored other avenues of education. 
My sister at that point was a PhD student at the University of Michigan. She said, "Oh, Michigan has a fine program in forestry and conservation," and I could go there and do that. My advisor at Aquinas College said I might flunk out if I went there, and I said to him and to myself, "You just watch." I went to the University of Michigan, and that's how I began my career in the area of natural resources management.
There, I met some fabulous professors, some of whom you know. Those folks took me under their wing and were very influential for my entire career. I got a bachelor's and master's degree at the University of Michigan in their College of Natural Resources. Ross Tocher, an outdoor recreation professor, was my undergraduate advisor. At the master's level, Bev Driver was my main research advisor.
David:  What did you do as a master's thesis?
Joe:  I don't know whether this is typical or not but my masters work was funded by the Food and Agricultural Organization. I or the University of Michigan had some kind of rather small grant to identify what parameters to consider if one were to try to decide whether or not a certain place should become a national park.
It was very curious. As I look upon it now, none of this work funded by the FAO, or even my coursework, talked about public involvement at all. Instead, the ideas came from landscape architecture primarily. Ian McHarg, from Harvard or one of those schools, had developed a landscape inventory scheme to look at what kinds of landforms, land types, wildlife populations, etc. might be used by natural resource professionals to assess which landscapes might be best for some kind of special protection.
It was basically a big think piece in which I developed criteria such an inventory should consider and then assessed whether or not six or seven different strategies met those criteria. I have no idea if anything ever came of this thesis and the report we wrote.
I was certainly aware at that time that there'd recently been a Wilderness Act passed. I know there was this guy, Doug Scott, who was a hotshot PhD student at the time at Michigan. He later became a big wheel in The Wilderness Society, I think. Because he was around, the wilderness idea was talked about, but it was not something that I studied, talked about, or learned about in my courses.
David:  Doug Scott was a fellow student who talked up wilderness a lot?
Joe:  Yes. Again, he was never my TA or instructor, but he had an office as a PhD student. He was an important player by personality. I first learned and heard about Congressionally legally mandated wilderness through him.
David:  What year were you completing the master's?
Joe:  I finished my bachelor's in '68. In December of '69 I completed my masters. As I said, in my master's there was no data collection or data analysis. It was a think piece. 
David:  Presumably in 1969, with the Vietnam War still being fought, going on in school seemed like it made a lot of sense?
Joe:  Yes, but even when I was a master's student I did not get a deferment simply by being a student. Back then you did for a bachelor's, but not a master's. I tried to get a deferment because I was working for the FAO but in the end I never did get a deferment for that reason. I did complete the master's degree.
What happened then is I worked for a time for the State of Illinois for the Department of Conservation in park management. I was especially involved in the SCORP, the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. We had money. We were actually inventorying landscapes and buying land for state parks, which is amazing.
I worked there for a couple of years, and then I wanted to get back to Michigan to establish residency there to go to University of Michigan for a PhD. At this point in time I wanted to be a professor at a university. I did, indeed, go back and work in Michigan, in Ann Arbor, for the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, a bureau that no longer exists. That wasn't a very happy time for me.
Then, here's where the big event happens. I decided that I should go out West for at least one of my degrees. My advisors at University of Michigan, Ben Driver and Ross Tocher said, "Well, if you want to go West you should go to Utah State because Perry Brown is there." He was young and hot for wilderness and for recreation. Out there I went and that's where my great connection with wilderness began.
At the time I arrived in Utah State in the fall of 1972, Steve McCool had also just arrived. For a while I had Steve McCool and Perry Brown as my advisors. I started to take courses that specifically addressed wilderness, wilderness as we know it—the 1964 Wilderness Act, that concept and story. Wilderness was a pervasive theme during my PhD years at Utah State, 1972 through 1975.
David:  That was coming strongly from both Perry Brown and Steve McCool?
Joe:  Yes. About a year or so after I got there, Perry Brown left and went to Colorado State. That was a bit of a bummer for me, but Steve McCool was there and soon thereafter Rich Schreyer came. In the end he became my major professor.
Very importantly, Perry Brown and Steve McCool had connections. Here's where I learned for the first time about Bob Lucas, George Stankey, and Forest Service research publications. We waited for the next Forest Service publication. We couldn't sleep at night we were so excited when a new one was coming out by Lucas, by Stankey, or by Dave Lime.
As you probably know or remember, those were years when there was a lot of excitement about the whole idea of wilderness and wilderness protection for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation—about trying to define those terms and develop management regulations to support those values. John Schomaker was there, and there were other grad students. We talked about these concepts. Of course, there were exciting new publications all the time. 
There was a conference in Moab, Utah. Steve McCool was involved and maybe Perry Brown. George Stankey came, as did Roderick Nash. It was a beehive of activity about the concepts. Essentially, how does one manage and protect these wild places for the human values of solitude, unconfined and primitive recreation?
David:  By that time it sounds like you realized that wilderness was unique and that it was being defined by a specific set of terms, so you were highly engaged in thinking about the uniqueness of wilderness. Is that correct?
Joe:  Right. Of course, coming from Michigan ‑‑ the whole western landscape was pretty wild to me.
Related, but somewhat different, at that time there was also huge interest in the management and protection of experiences on whitewater rivers. For my PhD dissertation, we wrote a proposal to the Park Service to study whitewater rafters and carrying capacity on the Colorado River and the Grand Canyon. I remember the price tag was $100,000, which seemed like a lot to me. It turned out that the University of Colorado got that study for a budget much higher than our budget, and they had the audacity to put people on the raft to observe, record, and listen to what people were saying and doing. I thought to myself, "My god, that sounds exciting. Why didn't I call for that?"
David:  [laughs]
Joe:  Eventually, through Utah State's connection with the National Park Service, we got funding for a study of whitewater rafting use and users and their perceptions of crowding and social carrying capacity on the Green and Yampa Rivers in Dinosaur National Monument. That is where I did my dissertation and where I began to study, as others of my research generation were doing, user perceptions of crowding and social carrying capacity.
David:  You ended up working on wild rivers rather than wilderness. Was that largely serendipitous related to where funding was available?
Joe:  The short answer is yes. But I felt the work was highly related to wilderness. Way back then George Stankey had developed something he called the Wilderness Purism Scale. That intrigued me very much. So for my own work on the Green and Yampa Rivers, I developed a National Parkism Scale. We had big discussions about this in all kinds of settings because, just as George Stankey found that his Wilderness Purism Scale was pretty darned elitist and how could we or how should we, in efforts to manage public resources, begin to suggest that some users were better than other users. I tried to do the same thing with national parks.
I read the history and the Congressional Record about what national parks are and how they came to be. I tried to make the case that people who come to national parks for the right reason should have their votes count more than people who came there for fun and games. That people who floated wilderness rivers but came there just for water fights, their view shouldn't count as much as people who came there to learn or for other national park, or in the case of Stankey's ideas or works, their more pure wilderness values. Those ideas never went very far, but in my heart and in my soul I was excited about those ideas.
David:  Were you having frequent conversations with George Stankey because you were working on a scale similar to his?
Joe:  You know George way better than I know George. I never talked with him much. I talked, actually, on the phone a few times with Bob Lucas. I talked with Bob Lucas more than George Stankey. It was George's writing that excited us more. I only met him the one conference in Moab and then a couple of times in later years at larger conferences. The daily conversations were with the professors at Utah State and other grad students. But George’s research papers were powerfully influential for my generation of researchers.
David:  What were the main ideas, really exciting things that came out of your dissertation work?
Joe:  I was trying to segment the market of visitors and floaters on these two rivers in terms of why they were coming to the river. To do that, I used Bev Driver's motivation scales, as we called them back then.
I was also using the National Park Purism Scale that I developed to segment the population of users. Then, having done that, I explored whether or not segments differed in terms of their perceptions of crowding. That, of course, was how many other groups to see per day, size of groups which were appropriate or OK.
The thrust of the dissertation was to realize that the average camper doesn't exist. That is, the average whitewater rafting person doesn't exist. Instead, there are a variety of kinds of people who come to these rivers for various kinds of experiences. I tried to find out why they were coming and, having found that out, to see whether or not they differed in terms of their management preferences and their perceptions of crowding. Having done that, it was my hope that the National Park Service or eventually another study at the US Forest Service would begin to manage these rivers or segments of rivers for different kinds of values, for different kinds of people.
We claimed that this was not elitist because if some parts of the river or the land were managed for very wilderness kinds of values and activities we also would make sure that other places on the landscape were managed for other kinds of more motorized or intense‑use activities. That gets you into the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum stuff that Bev Driver was so involved with.
In summary, up to this point I had lots of influence from Bev Driver, and that led me to use motivation scales and explore why people were going. Then, did users’ resource and management preferences differ depending on their reasons for visiting?
The dependent variables were perceptions of crowding and how many people you should see per day, how many groups you should see per day, size of groups, those kinds of issues. We asked about how intense management should be. Should we put up shelters in the backcountry for people to sleep in? Should we rake? When I was there in 1969 they had rakes inside the shelters. We were expected to rake up after ourselves, after we were done, and we did, so it all looked neat and clean. [laughs] My, how that's changed.
David:  How did you transition from being a student to being a professor?
Joe:  Back then I still dreamed of the fine country of the Upper Midwest--Wisconsin, Minnesota. Secondly, I wanted to be a fine professor and teacher. This is part of the seminary, Peace Corps stuff in me. I didn't get my PhD to become a fine researcher. I did it because I wanted to be a professor at a university. I wanted to be a fine teacher of students. 
Early in my third year as a PhD student at Utah State a position opened at University of Wisconsin, at Stevens Point. It dealt with interpretation, which I cared about. I wanted to have a job. I applied for it, and I got the job. People like Rich Schreyer and Steve McCool were not very happy about my decision because they thought I was meant for bigger things. They knew better than I at that time that I was shy and introverted, and teaching a lot would not be easy for me. Also, they knew better than I that I was probably, by personality, designed to be a researcher. I ignored all of their advice, and indeed University of Wisconsin‑Stevens Point held the position open for another semester while I quickly finished up my dissertation.
I had to teach four courses. I lasted three semesters, a year and a half. It was fairly horrible. I missed my daughter Valerie's days as a two‑year‑old because I was working day and night. 
Then a chance came for me to go to Virginia Tech, and I jumped at it. I went, and as you know I spent the next 30 years there. My position at Virginia Tech was in the Forestry Department, but we had, at that time, two or three professors who dealt with outdoor recreation, and I was one of them. My assignment was half research and half teaching.
David:  When you moved there, did you move there to teach a class on wilderness management? I guess I'm jumping ahead here, and I'm pretty sure I'm right that you did eventually teach a class on wilderness management. Was that something they brought you in to do or something that you developed while you were there?
Joe:  I developed that while I was there. No one there ever got in the way of me doing wilderness research, but I was hired to teach a basic outdoor recreation management course and an interpretation course. I believe there was a graduate course in outdoor recreation behavior that I would co‑teach with Doug Wellman. Then it was up to me to develop my own research program. At this time, 1977, I wanted to do research on wilderness or backcountry recreation because of my experiences at Utah State and my dissertation.
Here comes another big moment in my life. I'm sitting in my office and I get a call. I don't know whether it was Stankey or Lucas. I think it was Lucas, but maybe it was Stankey. He said "Joe, can you do some wilderness research for us?" Of course I said, "Yes." That's how my research career at Virginia Tech got started.
David:  That was the study in the East that to some degree replicated or was related to what George had done on carrying capacity in the West?
Joe:  That's correct. It was a study to replicate in the East what George Stankey had done about social carrying capacity. We did that study in Shining Rock Wilderness, in Linville Gorge Wilderness, and Joyce Kilmer‑Slickrock Wilderness. Shining Rock and Linville Gorge, and maybe even Joyce Kilmer‑Slickrock, were part of the initial 1964 Wilderness Act, and there were only about four or five wilderness areas in the East. I was, I guess, the first person to do this kind of research in federally designated big W wilderness in the East.
At the same time, John Hendee left the West and became the Assistant Station Director of the Southeastern Forest Station in Asheville. Somehow he heard about me or I heard about him. I'm guessing he reached out to me, because I'm kind of shy about reaching out to somebody like him. He invited me down to his place. I spent some time with him. Even though he did not have any kind of a recreation budget, he would finagle some small amounts of money for me to do wilderness research in the East.
The other thing that was another brilliant move is this money from Stankey and Lucas came rather late. It was like May and I had to start doing the research in about June, so I was faced with gearing up in a hurry. I needed students to help me out. Alan Watson was someone I had noticed in class. I knew when he was bailing hay down in the valley below Blacksburg, so I went down there and I saw him on a hay wagon. I jumped over that barbed wire fence onto the hay wagon, and I said, "Thou art Peter, and upon this rock, I will build my church." I nabbed him and got him involved with organizing the summer data collection, with him and other students. That's how it all began. It was wonderful.
David:  You have talked about being approached by Bob and George to do something fairly particular. Can you talk a little bit about the degree to which you could choose more specifically what research topics you were working on, and if so, what your motivations were?
Joe:   Because of who I am and my personality, I don't think I've ever been one to really stretch thinking, especially theoretical thinking. I've been pretty happy to replicate what others have done and to try those ideas out in other places.
David:  And extend them.
Joe: I think in the early years, I mostly addressed the topics that Lucas and Stankey had explored about crowding and social carrying capacity and asked questions in much the same way that they did. Like them, I was interested in whether or not, in these much smaller wilderness areas in the East—seemingly with a very different kind of clientele--people were looking for the same things and getting the same kinds of things as wilderness users in the West.
I guess I'm jumping ahead a little bit, but because of my interest in interpretation and environmental education, I was always interested in people's behavior and whether or not that behavior might be changed or modified through information or education alone. Because of that interest, I started to study behaviors like littering, carving up trees, being noisy in campgrounds, theft of petrified wood, or fossils. This was as often not in wilderness as in wilderness, but I did some of both. This is where I started to make a contribution to the field, I think.
I was very much interested in field experiments, in part because I was more interested in management implications than some of my colleagues were. I was interested in behavior. I was interested in whether or not we could help managers deal with problem behaviors by simply using different kinds of communication and information. One of the early research projects that Hendee funded was an attempt to avoid impacts and congestion in popular spots in the wilderness by letting people know that there are other places where they might camp.
Back then, we thought that getting people to disperse to other places to camp would be great from a social standpoint, in terms of the experience, but also reduce impact upon the land. Later on, of course, we learned that all we were doing was spreading the impacts.
Early on, that was research that I don't believe Lucas or Stankey ever did. Later I extended that kind of research to the front country with theft of petrified wood, fossils and other things. If there's one thing that I did more of or earlier than others, it would be observing behavior in various ways or behavior traces in the field. I wanted to see if behavior could be modified without heavy‑handed rangers wielding the gun or the stick.
David:  You were an early leader in that direction.
Joe:  Defining the social norms concept was another phase of research in my career. That, too, was done on rivers and it was done on what might be called backcountry. I'm trying to think of whether or not I did those kinds of studies in legally designated wilderness. It seems like I must have.
David:  You did with Dan Williams and Alan Watson in what Alan called his study of wilderness in the South.
Joe:  There, as you know, I doubted the findings and conclusions of some of the studies of social norms. I tried to offer some different viewpoints with some data. I suppose on that, and maybe throughout my career, I could have and probably should have published more than I did.
It's funny that I write a lot of words. I always have. I'm a good writer, and yet, if there's ever a choice of spending time with students one‑on‑one, or taking them on field trips, I always chose to work with the students, like Ross Tocher did with me. In so doing, some of what I did, in terms of research, never saw the light of day. But that's life.
David:  Reasonable choice.
Joe:  [laughs] Yes, well it gets back to my religious or at least my Peace Corps kind of philosophy that caring for real people is pretty darn important. Especially since Bev Driver and Ross Tocher helped me so much. I wanted to do the same, and I did the same.
David:  I'm sure that was appreciated. Any other specific themes that you feel like you worked on and/or were really important?
Joe:  Because we had to fund graduate students with research dollars, we all, and especially I, were controlled not so much by what we really wanted to do as by where the dollars for research were. I wanted to study primitive recreation more and try to define what that is. You might call what I was thinking about maybe woodsman skills, or whatever. It always bothered me that we couldn't gather wood for firewood in the forest. That was impact behavior. Instead we should use our propane and our gas stoves. That always bothered me because why not use the resources that were there? In part because, number one, they're renewable, and number two, as we hunted the right kind of wood to make our little fire to cook our food, we learned about wood, about trees, and about the bugs that lived under the wood. I guess I have some concerns about low impact camping. I can understand why it's important. But I'm concerned that we lose connection to the land. We don't get our hands dirty as we collect firewood and learn about what wood burns, and what kind of animals live in the wood, etc.
I was never able to do that research. I remember from my Utah State days that the Wilderness Act says we should provide opportunities for solitude and primitive or unconfined recreation. I think we should have spent as much time talking about what primitive is as we did about solitude. Anyway, those were some ideas that I wanted to pursue further, but never really did. 
I tried unsuccessfully to get money to study peak experiences in wilderness, the almost spiritual experiences that sometimes happen--at least, I think they do, they do for me. I'm very curious about how those experiences happen, the conditions in wilderness that foster that. This was something I wanted to work on more and I never formally did. I think qualitative research designs would be needed for that. People like Dan Williams have dabbled with those kinds of research techniques.
David:  Isn't that to some degree what you were doing with Bill Borrie and Mike Patterson?
Joe:  Yeah. That's right and that reminds me of two other interests-- notions of mine rather than ideas that had some strong theoretical base in human science or human behavior. I wrote about day use versus overnight use. As you know, I have bitched about the fact that the Boundary Waters has no limit on the amount of day use that can happen there while there are strong limits on overnight use. I jokingly--but also seriously--have said that if we're going to limit use, we should limit day use, not overnight use, because how can one have a wilderness experience in a day?
I know with Bill Borrie, in work done at Okefenokee Swamp—a big W wilderness--we looked at the ebb and flow of experience, how the experience of wilderness and wilderness values happens across time during a wilderness visit. 
David:  I think your work on experience in that vein certainly went way beyond where Bob Lucas and George Stankey started.
Joe:  Yes, I agree. I guess in part because it's harder to study. I know in Bill Borrie's study and a couple of others, we had users talk into a tape recorder. We were both worried that we were impacting the experience while it was happening too much.
I was and am very interested in understanding how experience of the wild and wilderness unfolds during the course of the actual experience. Some of this gets back to rudimentary ideas from Ross Tocher's class at Michigan about five phases of the recreation experience, anticipation, travel to, on site, travel back, and recollection. Of course, I was going inside the on site experience to try to understand that better as it unfolded. I would have liked to have done a lot more research on that.
David: Well, let's finish up with this discussion of what you worked on and move on to another topic. Are there a last few points you want to make about the arc of what you worked on over your career?
Joe:  Well, I think we've covered it. I can try to summarize.
David:  Sure.
Joe:  At the beginning the primary focus of my research was solitude and what it is, personal carrying capacity and crowding. I was primarily replicating what Lucas and Stankey had done before me. It was done, of course, in part because they funded that research.
Because I trained with Bev Driver at Michigan and he was a mentor for me my entire career, even after he and I left Michigan, a second big theme was exploring motivations for experience and why people do what they do. I think Bev cared most about the benefits to people's psyche and self from recreation. I cared about that, too, given my seminary background. I also cared—as did Bev--about how different reasons for going to wilderness or rivers or parks shaped people's preferences for how those places should be managed. I looked at this as an extension of what Stankey and Lucas had done with the notion that to manage well, we need to provide different things for people who recreate for different reasons.
I branched out a little bit with my ideas about how to shape people's behavior by focusing on behavior itself and not just what people said in surveys. We actually, as you know, spied on people or looked at behavior traces. That emphasis upon behavior is sort of a Joe Roggenbuck thing. My interest in interpretation and education led to an interest in giving people freedom but still shaping their behavior, I studied whether or not we can shape people's behavior just by giving them better information. 
As I matured and was able to work more on what I wanted, rather than be controlled by where I could get funding, I moved in some new directions. We looked into how the experience unfolds and the importance of length of stay. I thought that in wilderness we should do what we can to encourage longer lengths of stay because I thought that this likely encouraged a more wilderness‑type experience as defined by the wilderness gurus in our past. I also did some work with the social norms concept, which I had some doubts about.
That's a summary of my work. It certainly is the case that I feel very, very fortunate that I came along at a time when there was a lot of interest in wilderness and in the experience of the people in wilderness. They were very exciting times.
David:  That's where I would like to go next—to talk about a community of wilderness scientists. It certainly seemed to me, and I think this is what you're getting at, that back in the day social scientists, a relatively large group of them, embraced wilderness as a specialty. This is something that biological and physical scientists, I don't think, ever did. Some have commented that a lot of that was probably influenced by the collaborative, collegial atmosphere that Bob Lucas and George Stankey developed at the wilderness management research unit. The unfortunate implication of that suggestion is that this is no longer the case. Can you comment on that sense of being part of a community and the importance of the wilderness management research unit to that, or just what your experiences were?
Joe:  Yes. Certainly, it was, for me, an almost idyllic time. I'm just amazed now to look back and to think that there were 20 of us scholars around the country that really cared deeply and were excited about things like solitude, what it is, and its value for humans. Every single year, the Forest Service research scientists had some money to farm out to people like me. That helped build this community. You might say, "Well, Lucas and Stankey were the kind of folks that could reach out and form social community." I don't think that's necessarily the case. Bob Lucas was a fine individual and a very kind person, but he was not highly social in terms of putting together groups. Hendee was more of a mover and shaker.
I am going to give you my spiritual slant to this. At that time, people were brought together by a value that we were trying to protect and promote, namely experiences of solitude in connection with not only the land but also the earth and beyond. That attracted people who were sort of Peace Corp kind of guys. I guess there were a few women, but not as many as there should have been. One of the great joys of my career was my colleagues and people doing about the same thing as I in various universities and research stations around the nation. A couple times a year, at conferences or special research meetings that you and others organized, we could gather, talk, share ideas and debate. It was just a special time.
In summary, I think that we were studying something that hadn't been studied before, that had deep connections and relevance to the human condition, even those who don't go to wilderness. We were studying how natural resources could feed the soul and not just the body. Most of my colleagues wouldn't say that, and I don't say it often, but I think it's kind of there. Interest in this special experience, that hadn't been looked at much before, attracted a certain kind of person.
Now other more mundane but important issues have come to the fore like fire—perhaps because our society cares more about making money than we did back in the early '70s. This has changed the kind of work people like me do. Now a professor in our field at the university has to work in a broader area and look at other kinds of phenomenon. I'm glad I was a professor when I was.
David:  One of the last questions that I've been asking people doesn't apply to you. If you stopped doing wilderness work, why did you stop? You were obviously able to do wilderness research throughout your career.
Joe:  Yes. I did retire at age 62. I had worked 30 years for the university so I was eligible to retire, but I do consider myself to have retired early. I retired early for two reasons. It seemed like money for wilderness research had dried up, and I didn't want to change my work to some broader social science field like many younger scholars have done.
David:  You just moved on to studying your own personal on‑site experience in more detail and with more time than you'd been able to before.
Joe:  That's right, and now I take the grandkiddies and hope that they'll get off their tablets and experience some of these things. 
David:  That's good. Is there anything you want to add or leave as a conclusion--some Joe Roggenbuck wisdom?
Joe:  One final thought. I think that everything has changed in terms of how ideas are communicated. It seems like the Forest Service research stations aren't nearly as meaningful to university students, grad students, and young scholars, as they used to be. I may be saying that just because the Wilderness Research Unit has changed and nobody is doing much wilderness social science research anymore. 
When I was a PhD student and when I led or mentored graduate students in the 1980s and 1990s, I often said, "God bless the Forest Service." Those people--Lucas primarily, Hendee, Stankey, and Lime--had tremendous influence upon me and people like me. I realize money's a whole lot more scarce now, but it seems like Forest Service research people are forever going around the world, going to conference and learning new ideas. That's great. It’s important to develop new theoretical approaches and all of that, but I wonder how much of that benefits young PhD and master's students in the way that it did when I was a grad student and a young professor.
David:  Well, hopefully Forest Service research can get back to more of that.
Joe:  I hope so. 

