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Federally designated wilderness areas in the United States are uniquely
required to provide opportunities for particular types of recreational experiences.
According to the Wilderness Act of 1964, the law that governs the management of
designated wilderness in the U.S., wilderness areas are to provide “outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation.” The
meaning of this phrase is debated, and land managers today have little guidance – in
the form of standards and guidelines – to preserve this experiential aspect of
wilderness character. The contention over this phrase prompts two questions that will
be addressed in this dissertation: (1) what was the original intent of the phrase? and
(2) how do contemporary federal land management personnel understand and
implement it on the ground?
In chapter two, I addressed how the phrase “outstanding opportunities for
solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” was historically understood
by actors essential to the passage of the Wilderness Act. To do this, I used document
analysis as a research method. My results suggest that wilderness proponents felt that
“solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” were distinct. Further, they felt that the
human sensory experience and directly experiencing nature in large and/or remote
areas were essential components of wilderness “solitude.” Primitive was understood

as referring to modes of unmechanized travel that were considered permissible in
wilderness. Unconfined, while not prominently discussed, likely referred to the
unregulated nature of the wilderness experience.
In chapter three, I explored the on-the-ground management of solitude across
the USFS. I used street-level bureaucracy (SLB) as a conceptual framework in this
study, which attuned the decisions and actions of low-level workers and their
foundational role in producing and performing policy. My primary research objective
was to build upon SLB by studying a novel population that was unique from most
other research in SLB scholarship. For the study, I conducted qualitative interviews of
33 wilderness managers across all regions of the USFS. The results of this study
suggest that wilderness managers are similar in many ways to the street-level workers
traditionally studied in SLB. However, managers were also unique in ways pertinent
the development of a more robust SLB framework. First, managers lacked data and
an inability to engage with existing empirical research, which constrains their ability
to effectively do their job. This is a unique constraint compared to other types of
street-level workers studied in SLB. Second, because wilderness managers, as
opposed to other workers traditionally studied in SLB, are responsible for the
stewardship of a natural resource, I suggest that it may be essential to consider how
their decisions and actions are oriented towards biophysical and social values of the
resource rather than their perceptions of public preferences towards the use of that
resource.
Wilderness and the wilderness experience, however, are more than just legal
constructs. Some have critiqued the wilderness idea as ethnocentric, unscientific,
ahistorical, classist, and physically ableist. Representations of wilderness may be
seen as understood by certain – and often marginalized – groups as exclusionary. At
the same time, members of the wilderness management community are calling for
greater representation and diversity wilderness recreation. In the chapter four, I
investigated representations of the wilderness experience through a disability studies
lens to contribute eco-crip scholarship. I conducted a thematic narrative analysis of 60
place-based wilderness narratives published in the Wilderness Society’s periodical
The Living Wilderness. My results suggest that the authors of wilderness narratives

discursively constructed the experience of the city and its manifestations as unnatural,
abnormal, and inauthentic. The wilderness experience, conversely, was constructed as
natural, normal, and authentic. Given this, urbanity and its related elements were
ultimately prescribed as bad, while wilderness was prescribed as good.
In my fifth and concluding chapter, I summarized the main findings from each
study and provided recommendations for land managers based on my findings.
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Chapter 1. General Introduction

2
Introduction
The National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) in the United States
was created when President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the Wilderness Act of 1964
(Public Law 88–577). When it was signed into law, the Act protected 9.1 million of
acres of land as wilderness and developed a legal architecture for the creation of
future wilderness areas (Allin, 1982; Wilderness Act, 1964). Since 1964, the NWPS
has grown to nearly 110 million acres across 765 wilderness areas managed by the
United States Forest Service (USFS), the National Park Service, the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Management (Wilderness.net,
2017).
According to Gordon Allott (1972), a senator who was crucial to the passage
of the law, “perhaps there is no other [law] that was scanned, perused, and discussed
as every sentence in the Wilderness Act” (p. 1). The wilderness bill was revised 66
times during the eight years between when it was first proposed in 1956 and
ultimately enacted in 1964 (Allin, 1982). Despite the close readings of the bill by
lawmakers during this time period, there is contention today about Congress’ intent
behind the law’s experiential mandate: that wilderness areas have “outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” (Dawson
& Hendee, 2009; Hendee, Stankey, & Lucas, 1978; USDA Forest Service, 2005;
Wilderness Act, 1964, § 2(c)). This contention over the experiential mandate of the
Wilderness Act prompts two questions that will be addressed in this dissertation in
chapters two and three and will be described in the next section in greater detail: (1)
what was the original intent of the phrase? and (2) how do contemporary federal land
management personnel understand and implement it on the ground?
Wilderness and the wilderness experience, however, are more than just legal
constructs. Cultural beliefs about what we in the western world now think of as
“wilderness” have existed – and changed – for centuries (Dawson & Hendee, 2009;
Lewis, 2007; Nash, 2014). Scholars from a variety of disciplines and perspectives
have critiqued the concept of wilderness from various angles: as ethnocentric
(Spence, 1999), unscientific (Callicott & Nelson, 1998; Nelson & Callicott, 2008),
ahistorical (Cronon, 2003; Cronon, 1996; Feldman, 2011), classist (Baker, 2002;
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Jacoby, 2014), and, in fledging – but relatively undeveloped – scholarship, as
physically ableist (Ray, 2009; Wheeler, 2013). As wilderness and outdoor advocates
and scholars today call for greater diversity and representation in wilderness
recreation (e.g., Hung, 2003; Warcheza, Manning, Lime, & Freimund, 2001;
Wilderness Society, 2017), it is important to analyze foundational representations of
the wilderness experience to critically explore the roots of leisure activities whose
contemporary participation does not reflect the diversity of the U.S. This analysis,
which I will briefly describe below and is the focus of chapter four, may provide a
more nuanced understanding of the exclusionary roots of contemporary American
outdoor culture. It also highlights the pervasive ways that implicit messages about
wilderness and the wilderness experience – a place and experience that, arguably,
should be welcoming to all Americans – subtly communicate who belongs and who
does not belong in wilderness. Critical frameworks informed by the humanities can
enhance this endeavor.
This dissertation is composed of three studies that all address some aspect of
the wilderness experience. In the first study, I examined the historical meaning of
“outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation.” In my second study, I examined how this vague mandate to provide such
opportunities is carried out today by the USFS. In the last study, I took a step back
and examined how the wilderness experience in general – i.e., not just “outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” – was
represented in narratives prior the passage of the Wilderness Act. As will be
presented, these studies contribute to both the practical management of wilderness
and the conceptual frameworks of various scholarly perspectives.

Dissertation Overview and Purpose
This section provides an overview of each of the three main chapters of my
dissertation, as well as the fifth and concluding chapter. Each study will be submitted
as a manuscript to a relevant peer-reviewed journal. The name of the target journal
for each study is indicated in this section underneath the titles of each chapter. In
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what follows are brief descriptions of the topics, conceptual frameworks, methods,
and key findings in each study.
Chapter 2: An Exploration of the Historical Meaning of “Outstanding
Opportunities for Solitude or a Primitive and Unconfined Type of
Recreation” in the Wilderness Act of 1964.
Target journal: International Journal of Wilderness
In the second chapter, I addressed how the phrase “outstanding opportunities
for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” was historically
understood by actors essential to the passage of the Wilderness Act. This phrase has
long puzzled land management agencies responsible for its preservation.
Specifically, there has been – and continues to be – debate over the intended purpose
of “or” and the meanings of “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” in the
wilderness management community for decades. My study provides some clarity over
the intended meaning of the phrase.
For this chapter, I was motivated by a desire to answer a contentious historical
question that had hitherto not received rigorous treatment; I did not intend to build on
any theoretical or conceptual frameworks. Although historians have having been
helpful in richly describing various aspects of the intellectual and cultural histories of
the wilderness idea, the Wilderness Act, and the wilderness movement, they have not
delved specifically into the meaning of the experiential mandate of the Wilderness
Act. I sought to do this. By doing so, I wanted to display the value of historical
scholarship to recreation management by using historical methods to explore the law.
Because the nature of this objective was historical, I needed to employ
methods that facilitated the analysis of historical materials. Thus, I used document
analysis (Bowen, 2009) as a research method because the only empirical materials
that could effectively address my research objective were historical documents.
Further, my analysis was based on naturally occurring empirical materials
(Silverman, 2005) that existed in the form of the Congressional Record, agency
planning documents, textbooks, and other salient documents to be described in the
chapter.
My results suggest that it is likely that wilderness proponents – including the
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chief architect of the Wilderness Act, Howard Zahniser – felt that “solitude” and
“primitive and unconfined” were distinct. Further, “solitude” was represented as the
multifaceted combination separating oneself from the sensory experience of the city
and a direct experience of nature in a physically large and remote landscape.
“Primitive” was generally understood as referring to modes of unmechanized travel
that were considered permissible in wilderness. “Unconfined” was not discussed in
the materials I reviewed in a revelatory way; however, Zahniser held a nuanced view
on regulations in wilderness and felt that the “true wilderness experience” was one
that was mostly unregulated. My research, however, did not definitively answer
whether historical actors involved in the passage of the law felt that “solitude” and
“primitive and unconfined” should both be provided in every wilderness or if it would
suffice for any given wilderness area to preserve only one or the other. Despite that, I
will present my opinion that historical actors would have felt that “solitude” and
“primitive and unconfined” were essential elements in all wilderness areas in the
conclusion of the chapter.

Chapter 3: Trail-level Bureaucracy: Discretion Among United States
Forest Service Wilderness Managers.
Target journal: Journal of Public Administration and Theory
In the third chapter, I explored the on-the-ground management of solitude – an
essential aspect of “outstanding opportunities” – across of the USFS. Specifically, I
investigated how solitude – as a vague legal mandate – is understood by USFS
wilderness managers, the factors that are perceived by these managers to affect its
management, and managers’ discretionary behavior when implementing actions to
protect solitude.
The conceptual framework I used to structure my research for this chapter –
street-level bureaucracy (SLB) – is attuned the decisions and actions of low-level
workers and their foundational role in producing and performing public policy as
citizens experience it (Lipsky, 1980/2010). Researchers who have utilized this
framework have primarily focused on the discretionary behavior and constraints faced
by street-level workers in health and human services (Brodkin, 1997; Henderson,
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2013; Stensöta, 2012), law enforcement (Guy, Newman, & Mastracci, 2008; Kinsey
& Stalans, 1999; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000; Maynard-Moody, 2003), and
education (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000; Maynard-Moody, 2003). However,
this framework has recently been applied to other low-level workers, such as
immigration officials (Tomkinson, 2014) and even building inspectors (May &
Wood, 2003). Despite this rich scholarship, very little research has been done on lowlevel workers in natural resource management settings (for exceptions, see LindRiehl, 2015; Sevä, 2015; Sevä & Jagers, 2013; Trust & Cerveny, 2012). The paucity
of research on natural resource professionals in SLB, as will be described in the
chapter, is a detriment to SLB’s development towards a more generalizable
theoretical framework.
For this chapter, I used qualitative interviews because I sought to build upon
the conceptual framework of SLB. Rather than only to test constructs explored in
previous research, my primary objective for this study was to build to a more robust
and generalizable SLB framework by investigating an understudied population of
street-level workers. I did this because I wanted to identify unique aspects of streetlevel policy implementation and work in wilderness management that could
potentially be applied to other natural resource management contexts and other
workplace settings traditionally studied by SLB scholars. Because I sought to build
theory, semi-structured interviews were appropriate because they allowed participants
the freedom to discuss topics that I was then able to explore in depth through followup questions (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009).
The results of this study suggest that wilderness managers face many of the
same constraints in their everyday jobs as other workers traditionally studied by SLB
scholars. However, they also faced unique constrains. First, the lack of data and an
inability to engage with existing empirical research constrains their ability to
effectively do their job. Second, wilderness managers, as opposed to other workers
studied in SLB, are responsible for the stewardship of a natural resource. To
understand the everyday decisions and actions of wilderness managers, and perhaps
other natural resource professionals, I suggest that it may be essential to consider how
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their discretionary behavior is oriented towards biophysical and social values of the
resource under their protection.

Chapter 4: Landscapes of Ability and Cityscapes of Disability: An
Analysis of Inter-War and Post-War Wilderness Experience Narratives.
Target journal: Journal of Environmental Studies and Sciences
The fourth chapter takes a step back from the Wilderness Act and interrogates
representations of the wilderness experience published – in narrative form – by the
organization largely responsible for pushing the passage of the law: the Wilderness
Society.
Broadly, a cultural studies perspective informs this chapter. Cultural studies
scholars are concerned with demystifying culture. From this perspective, culture is
understood as “the shared meanings we make and encounter in our everyday lives . . .
the practices and processes of making meanings with and from the ‘texts’ we
encounter in our everyday lives” (Storey, 1996, p. 221). Texts, as understood by
scholars from this perspective, are considered to be any type of cultural production
that is suitable for analysis by a researcher: books, poems, images, visual art, music,
and even popular magazines (Barthes, 1977; Greenblatt, 1990; Story, 1996).
Green cultural studies is a perspective within cultural studies. Green cultural
studies scholars argue that terms like “natural” and “naturalness” tend to reify,
essentialize, or praise the objects and subjects of what the creators of cultural text are
describing (Hochman, 1997). Further, terms like “unnatural” or “artificial” serve to
critique or ridicule what they are describing. For this study, I was inspired by what
has come to be known as eco-crip studies, a new and developing field of scholarship,
which will be described further in the chapter, at the intersection of disability studies
and the environmental humanities exemplifying the political, theoretical, and
methodological commitments and practices of green cultural studies. I used this lens
to examine how wilderness and urbanity were represented by the organization most
crucial to the passage of the Wilderness Act (Ray & Sibara, 2017; Turner, 2012). I
analyzed wilderness experience narratives published by the Wilderness Society
through this lens for two major reasons: (1) to address shortcomings in eco-crip
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scholarship (i.e., its bodily and presentist bias), which will be discussed in more detail
in the chapter; and (2) to highlight the exclusionary language in inter- and post-war
wilderness narratives to (a) explore the exclusionary roots of contemporary outdoor
culture identified by eco-crip scholars and (b) highlight the implicit character of
exclusionary language that may be present in contemporary representations of the
wilderness experience.
For this chapter, I employed thematic narrative analysis, a systematic
approach that allows researchers to identify themes in stories (Braun & Clarke, 2006;
Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). Because (1) I was interested in themes, (2) I
sought systematicity in my analysis, and (3) my units of analysis were narratives, I
determined that thematic narrative analysis was an appropriate approach to address
my research objective (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Riessman, 2008).
As will be presented in the chapter, my use of a disability studies lens
highlighted how the authors of wilderness narratives discursively constructed the
experience of the city and its manifestations as unnatural, abnormal, and inauthentic.
The wilderness experience, conversely, was constructed as natural, normal, and
authentic. Given this, urbanity and its related elements were ultimately prescribed as
bad, while wilderness was prescribed as good. Further, I found that wilderness
advocates valorized and naturalized sanity as good and natural and insanity as bad
and caused by experiencing unnatural settings. By examining the implicit messages in
these narratives, I ultimately identified the subtle (And sometimes not so subtle) ways
wilderness advocates used exclusionary representations. Additionally, I attempted to
fill a space in eco-crip scholarship that has generally neglected historical
representations, as well as how mental illness and sanity were represented and
normatively prescribed in “nature writing.”

Chapter 5: Conclusion.
The fifth and concluding chapter summarizes the major findings from the
previous chapters and discusses them in broader conceptual and managerial contexts.
I also present recommendations for the federal land management agencies responsible
for wilderness stewardship.

9

Ethical Considerations
Steps were taken throughout the research process to ensure the ethical
integrity of the research conducted for my dissertation. Approval for my research that
involved human subjects was obtained by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
Oregon State University (OSU) (see Appendix A OSU approval). At the beginning of
each interview, I explained the purpose of the research, the confidentiality of
participation, and participants’ right to end the interview at any time or to not answer
any questions. The names and other information of participants were stored
electronically in a password-protected computer and an encryption-protected external
hard-drive that only I could access. The names of participants were then identified by
unique numerical codes so that no responses could be linked to any particular
participant by anyone other than myself.
None of my participants refused to answer any interview questions. In
general, the interviews were congenial and I was attentive to and respectful of the
participants’ comfort with the questions I asked. Because of this and my adherence to
the research process approved by OSU’s IRB, I believe that my study involving
human subjects was conducted in an ethically responsible manner.
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Chapter 2. An Exploration of the Historical Meaning of “Outstanding
Opportunities for Solitude or a Primitive and Unconfined Type of Recreation”
in the Wilderness Act of 1964

16
Introduction
The National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) was created in 1964
through the passage of the Wilderness Act (Public Law 88-577). The law protected
9.1 million acres of land as wilderness and developed a legal architecture for the
creation of future wilderness areas (Allin, 1982; Wilderness Act, 1964). Since 1964,
the NWPS has grown to nearly 110 million acres across 765 wilderness areas
managed by the United States Forest Service (USFS), the National Park Service, the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Management
(Wilderness.net, 2017).
The federal land management agencies responsible for wilderness stewardship
play a critical role in fulfilling the Wilderness Act’s mandate to preserve wilderness
character. Wilderness character is composed of distinct and interrelated “qualities”
that are meant to connect on-the-ground conditions, stewardship activities, and the
statutory language of the law (Dvorak, 2015; Landres et al., 2015). One quality of
wilderness character encompasses the type of experiences wilderness should provide:
“outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation” (hereafter, “outstanding opportunities”) (Landres et al., 2015; Wilderness
Act, 1964).
The intended meaning of the “outstanding opportunities” phrase in the Act is
disputed. It was not explicitly defined in the law; in fact, there has been and continues
to be contention about the meaning of the entire phrase (Dawson & Hendee, 2009;
Hendee, Stankey, & Lucas, 1978; USDA Forest Service, 2005). In a report from one
agency, the USFS’s Wilderness Advisory Group (Carlson, Cole, Finnan, Hood, &
Weise, 2010, p. 2) said that
Regulations and policy require the Forest Service to provide outstanding
opportunities but provide no further direction. There are no definitions of key
terms and no guidance regarding indicators or desired conditions. There is
little or no policy that identifies when management action is needed, and no
guidance on how to achieve the management objectives.
The meaning of the word “or” in “solitude or a primitive and unconfined type
of recreation” has led to contention and debate. For some, the word “or” in the phrase
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meant that wilderness managers should provide for either “solitude” or “a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” (Clark, 1976; DeFelice, 1975). This understanding
is reflected today in a recent amendment to the USFS Forest Service Handbook
(USDA Forest Service, 2015, § 72.1.2): “The word ‘or’ means an area only has to
possess one or the other [“solitude” or “primitive and unconfined” recreation]. The
area does not have to possess outstanding opportunities for both elements, nor does it
need to have outstanding opportunities on every acre.” Alternatively, to others,
“solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” were considered synonymous (Hendee et
al., 1978; Hendee & Dawson, 2002; Hendee, Stankey, & Dawson, 1990; Worf, 2001;
Worf et al., 1972). More recently, Dawson and Hendee (2009) argued in their
foundational wilderness management textbook that “solitude” and “a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation” were distinct and important aspects of every
wilderness area in the NWPS and that both must be preserved. This contention over
the meaning of the phrase has not been informed by careful historical analysis.
Indeed, the rich historical scholarship on the wilderness idea and the
Wilderness Act has typically not delved into the intended meaning of ambiguous
aspects of the law related to recreational experiences. There have been authoritative
historical treatments of the Wilderness Act (e.g., Allin, 1982), the wilderness idea
(e.g., Nash, 2014), the wilderness advocacy movement (e.g., Harvey, 1994; Harvey,
2009; Sutter, 2002), and the political aftermath of the law (e.g., Feldman, 2011; Scott,
2004; Turner, 2014), as well as critiques of the wilderness idea (e.g., Cronon, 1996;
Callicott & Nelson, 1998; Nelson & Callicott, 2008), investigations into Act’s legal
background and meaning (McClosky, 1965; Rohlf & Honnold, 1988), and even
interrogations of the legal definition of “wilderness” (Appel, 2010). These have
yielded rich insight about wilderness as a cultural and legal construct. However, this
scholarship has generally ignored the practical concerns of federal land management
agency personnel who deal with the day-to-day challenges of implementing the law.
There has not been a serious effort to interrogate the historical meaning of the
experiential aspect of the law – “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” – with rigorous analytical engagement of primary
source materials directly related to legislative history of the Wilderness Act itself.
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Scholars have attempted to address the historical meaning and nature of
wilderness experiences, including solitude and primitive and unconfined types of
recreation; however, they did not include many primary materials related directly to
the legislative history of the Act, which are important to consider to better understand
the historical intent behind the phrase. For instance, Hollenhorst and Jones (2001)
interrogated historical ideas about solitude, but primarily used secondary materials
unrelated to the legislative history of the Act. Borrie and Roggenbuck (2001) also
investigated historical perspectives on the wilderness experience, but they relied on
materials not directly related to the legislative process associated with the law. Borrie
(2004) addressed the primitive aspect of the wilderness experience, but cited few
historical materials, none of which were related to the Wilderness Act or written by
members of the Wilderness Society responsible for crafting the language of the law.
In exploring the meaning of “unconfined recreation,” McCool (2004) cited no
historical materials to help clarify the concept.
Statutory decrees of the U.S. Congress, such as the Wilderness Act, mandate
that federal land management agencies manage and regulate natural resources for
particular ends. However, Congress does not often provide specific direction for the
implementation of these laws. According to Mortimer (2002, p. 910), Congress enacts
“broad, vague legislation” to meet “various and oft conflicting goals,” which leaves
federal land managers “saddled with the unenviable task of interpreting amorphous
statutes.” The phrase “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation” perfectly exemplifies this issue. The Public Law
Review Commission (1970) argued that agencies should be required in their
regulations to provide “administrative interpretation of statutory language” and the
“standards under which statutory rights are to be administered” to ensure that policies
are being carried out in accordance with congressional intent (pp. 251-252).
According to McKinney (2002), the Congressional Record is a useful resource for
discerning congressional intent.
Thus, the purpose of this chapter is to present my analysis of historical
materials associated directly with the legislative process involved in the passage of
the Wilderness Act to provide an understanding of how “outstanding opportunities”
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and its parts were historically understood prior to the passage of the law. This will
better inform contemporary management and monitoring decisions of federal land
managers and wilderness research professionals.
Methodological Approach
In this section, I will provide a brief discussion about where I collected and
how I analyzed the historical documents I examined. Describing my methodological
approach allows the reader to understand the scope of the materials I covered and my
general approach to identifying materials relevant to my research objective.
Additionally, it helps ensure the credibility of my results (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Sources and Methods
Primary sources.
The historical documents I analyzed came from a variety of sources and their
collection was guided by a clear research objective. As I reviewed documents, I
sought to find materials that would provide clarity on how the wilderness experience
in general, and “outstanding opportunities” in particular, were conceptualized in
drafts of the Wilderness Act, wilderness management textbooks, examples of agency
planning and monitoring documents present in special collections archives, various
scholarly and popular wilderness management related articles, and all the materials
included as part of the legislative history of the law in congressional testimony and
debate by important figures involved in the writing and passage of the law. These
figures included individual wilderness advocates, political actors, opponents of the
law, and the public.
I utilized resources housed in a special collections archive in the U.S.;
including the Conservation Collection at the Denver Public Library (DPL). At DPL, I
focused on materials within the Howard Zahniser and Wilderness Society collections
because Zahniser, the executive director of the Wilderness Society until shortly
before the passage of the Wilderness Act, was considered by many to be the chief
architect of the law (Allin, 1982; Harvey, 2009). The materials were donated by
organizations and various individuals to the Conservation Collection. Most materials
included author identification and the dates they were written; I supply this
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information in this chapter in either the body of the text and/or the references. In
general, I relied on the expertise of the librarians at the two libraries to have correctly
organized and identified the materials.
I also accessed a variety of online materials in my research. These were
obtained in two ways. Materials related to all 18 hearings of the wilderness bill were
obtained through the search engine ProQuest Legislative Insight. This service
provides “the full text of [a] public law itself, all versions of related bills, law-specific
Congressional Record excerpts, committee hearings, reports, and prints” (Proquest,
2017). These materials included hearing testimonies and all the associated evidence
submitted at the hearings into the Congressional Record, such as reports, news
articles, letters from the public, and other documents. Other materials – such as full
historical USFS planning and monitoring documents that were referenced in the
special collections archives – were obtained either electronically or in print through
Oregon State University’s Interlibrary Loan (ILL) Service.
My source collection process was iterative. I visited the DPL on two
occasions: once to collect the majority of my materials and a second time to collect
materials I decided I needed based on reviewing the first batch of materials.
Collection of Legislative Insight and ILL materials occurred throughout the research
process.

Methods.
My analysis was driven by the content of materials I collected. After
familiarizing myself with the primary source materials, I was able to start formally
analyzing my materials. I organized all my materials related to the meaning of “or” in
“outstanding opportunities” in NVivo, a software program commonly used to
organize qualitative interview data, keeping track of the authors of documents and
identifying key texts related to the debate. In my analysis of the terms in the 1964 law
and in earlier phrasing of “outstanding opportunities,” I examined all my materials to
identify every instance these concepts were explicitly mentioned or implicitly
referenced. After this, I organized the primary source materials related to each term in
NVivo. Through a close reading of the materials I compiled for each term, I was able
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to systematically explore their meanings. My use of computational tools to organize
and manage these historical documents is an example of digital humanities research
(Berry, 2012).

Clarifying “Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude or a Primitive and
Unconfined Type of Recreation”
In the following sections, I will explore how the parts that compose
“outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined” were
specifically represented prior to the passage of the Wilderness Act. In the first section
– “The Either/or Debate” – I present an overview of the debate about the intention of
the word “or” in “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined
type of recreation.” In the second section, “Senses, Size, and Seclusion: ‘Outstanding
Opportunities for Solitude,’” I present on the how wilderness solitude was
represented in the primary source materials I collected, with a particular focus on the
sensory attributes of those representations because this arose as a dominant topic
through my analysis of the materials.1 In the last section, “‘Or a Primitive and
Unconfined Type of Recreation,’” I briefly discuss how these aspects of “outstanding
opportunities” were represented in the Congressional hearings. I conclude the chapter
with my interpretation of the intended meaning of the word “or” in the “outstanding
opportunities” phrase as well as a brief discussion about the study’s limitations and
potential for future research.

The Either/Or Debate
In this section, I will describe the ongoing debate about the meanings and
subsequent managerial implications of the “outstanding opportunities” phrase in its

1

Although it is beyond the scope of this chapter, sensory history is subfield of history that places the
human senses at the center of scholarship to understand the ways the senses were historically felt and
understood (e.g., Rath, 2008) and also to investigate the role of the senses in helping to explain the
causes of historical events (e.g., Roeder, 1994; Rosenfeld, 2011; Smith, 2008). There is a burgeoning
intersection of environmental history and sensory studies (e.g., Andrews, 2010) and even one example
of scholarship that discussed the important role of the senses in contributing to the motivation behind
the wilderness movement in America (Coates, 2005).
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entirety. After outlining this debate, I will begin to address the meaning of the word
“or” within the phrase. To do this, I will discuss new primary source materials I found
in the Conservation Collection at the DPL to explore how Zahniser may have
understood this aspect of the Wilderness Act. After this, I will present materials from
the Congressional hearings related to the wilderness bill to further elucidate the
meaning of “or,” while also clarifying the terms “solitude,” “primitive,” and
“unconfined.”

Foundations of the either/or debate.
An important revision of the wilderness bill, S. 3809, was introduced in the
Senate by James E. Murray on July 2nd, 1960. A companion bill, H.R. 12951, was
presented to the House of Representatives the same day by Representative John P.
Saylor. There were 27 total changes from the previous bill in the development of S.
3809 and H.R. 12951. Among those changes was a clarification of the definition of
wilderness that had not been articulated during the four years since the bill was first
introduced. For the first time since its introduction to Congress in 1956, these bills
provided a definition of wilderness more detailed than “an area where the earth and
its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who
does not remain” (S. 3809, 1960). In the revised version of the bill, wilderness was
furthered defined as
An area of undeveloped Federal land without permanent improvements or
human habitation which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural
conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by
the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a rugged,
primitive, and unconfined type of outdoor recreation; (3) is of sufficient size
as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition;
and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, archaeological, or other
features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value. (S. 3809, 1960)
[emphasis added]
By 1964, the language of the experiential mandate had changed and excluded the
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words “rugged” and “outdoor,” but the remainder of the phrase was retained.
The conjunction “or” in “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation” has led to a half century of sometimes heated
debate in the wilderness management community. On one side, some have argued
that the word “or” in the phrase meant that wilderness managers could provide for
either “solitude” or “a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” (i.e., the
“either/or” proponents) in wilderness areas (Clark, 1976; DeFelice, 1975). On the
other side, there are those who argued that “primitive and unconfined” was an attempt
to clarify or provide richer meaning to the preceding “solitude” (Hendee et al., 1978;
Hendee & Dawson, 2002; Hendee, Stankey, & Dawson, 1990; Worf, 2001; Worf et
al., 1972). The viewpoint of the proponents of this latter understanding changed over
time, and they eventually argued that “solitude” and “a primitive and unconfined type
of recreation” were unique and important aspects of every wilderness area in the
NWPS and that both ought to be preserved in wilderness (Dawson & Hendee, 2009).
The debate over the conjunction “or” that has been featured in the canonical
textbook Wilderness Management stemmed from controversy over the
implementation of mandatory permitting systems in the late 1960s and early 1970s
and specifically to Hendee and Lucas’ (1973) assertion that mandatory wilderness
permits were a necessary management tool to protect both the biophysical
environment and the wilderness experience (Dawson & Hendee, 2009; Hendee &
Dawson, 2002; Hendee et al., 1978; Hendee et al., 1990). Opponents of such
permitting systems argued that their implementation would be akin to a “police state
wilderness,” in which “authoritarian” agencies force people to obtain official
permission to enter wilderness areas, and also questioned their effectiveness in
protecting the wilderness resource (Behan, 1974, p. 98). Relatedly, opponents of
permitting systems critiqued the simplification of the wilderness experience into the
establishment of use zones based on visitor density, as well as the ways in which
these systems limited users’ freedom (Clark, 1976; Lee, 1975). In a critique of a plan
to implement a permitting system in the Great Gulf Wilderness in New Hampshire in
the early 1970s, Clark (1976) “suspects” that the justification for the permitting
system was influenced by an ostensibly erroneous representation of the Wilderness
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Act written by George Stankey, a geographer with the USFS at the time. Clark cited a
book chapter in which Stankey (1972) represented “outstanding opportunities for
solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” as “lands that offer man an
opportunity for solitude and a challenging, primitive kind of experience” (Clark,
1976, p. 4). Clark (1976) went on to call Stankey’s turn of phrase about the
wilderness experience an “artfully deceptive argument that justifies the protection of
‘wilderness purist’ experience levels at the expense of nonpurists” (p. 4). Clark
(1976) subsequently asserted that Stankey’s (1972) purist interpretation
Ignores the alternative possibility to solitude that is explicitly stated in the
Act. That is, wilderness has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a
primitive and unconfined type of recreation. By predefining the need for use
controls to protect ‘purist’ solitude, only half of the alternatives are
considered. It could be argued that the definition itself is confining. Thus,
alternatives that protect the wilderness resource and permit user freedom are
being overlooked. (pp. 4-5) [emphasis in the original]
Here, Clark (1976) attempted to highlight how Stankey’s “purist” representation of
the Wilderness Act constrained users’ freedom in its attempt to protect wilderness
solitude. To Clark and others (Behan, 1974; DeFelice, 1975), the imposition of use
limits and permitting systems cut at the heart of the wilderness experience. Thus,
proponents of the “either/or” interpretation of “outstanding opportunities” seemed
motivated by their critique of permitting systems because they valued the freedom
they thought inherent in the wilderness experience.
As Clark (1976) and others promoted the “either/or” interpretation, others had
a different opinion of the meaning of the word “or” in the phrase during the same
time: that “primitive and unconfined” was included in the law to clarify what was
meant by “solitude.” In the first (Hendee et al., 1978), second (Hendee et al., 1990),
and third (Hendee & Dawson, 2002) editions of the Wilderness Management
textbook, the authors endorsed Worf et al.’s (1972) understanding – based on
guidance from the Office of the General Counsel – that “solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined” were “essentially synonymous and were included to clarify the nature of
the experiences wilderness was intended to offer.” The textbook claimed that “the
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‘or’ is intended to add an elaboration on the nature of the experience produced by
wilderness” (Hendee et al., 1978, p. 19). In the 1978 Wilderness Management text,
Hendee et al. cited Worf et al.’s (1972) report for the USFS that addressed the
question of the meaning of “or”:
One question given the committee concerns whether this was intended to be
an “either-or” situation, or whether the phrase “primitive and unconfined type
of recreation” is synonymous with “solitude.” In 1964 and 1965, during the
draft stage of policy development, this question was considered and discussed
with people from the Department’s Office of General Counsel. The Forest
Service concluded that the two terms [“solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined”] are not mutually exclusive and were used together in an effort to
clarify the meaning of “solitude” objective as it related to Wilderness
administration. As such, the terms have been considered to be nearly
synonymous. (p. 22)
The only empirical justification included in the Wilderness Management
textbooks for considering “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” to be
synonymous – and one that does not clearly convey their synonymy – was an excerpt
from a report by John P. Saylor, a congressional representative critical to the passage
of the wilderness bill, titled “A Report on Wilderness,” from a wilderness bill
hearing. Saylor stated,
In addition, there is a composite value in wilderness recreation that cannot be
reproduced anywhere short of an authentically rugged and big tract of
undeveloped country. It derives from all the activities and experience one
enjoys or doesn’t enjoy – camping, primitive travel, exhaustion, incomparable
solitude, miserable weather – in a setting big enough for their simultaneous
happening with elbowroom. (Hendee et al., 1978, p. 19; Worf et al., 1972, p.
23)
Despite this guidance in the textbook, monitoring protocols from the USFS at
the time suggest that the agency felt that “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined”
were distinct. Some examples of wilderness “quality” monitoring from the mid-1970s
conducted by the USFS show this to be the case. For example, in planning documents
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for forests in the Northern Region of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service, 1976;
1977; 1978), solitude had these characteristics: “absence of other people, distance
from urban, mechanized environments, vastness of the area, elevation raises one far
above usual surroundings, dense forests, lack of familiar sounds, expansive views”
and “wind, snow, cold” (USDA Forest Service, 1976, p. 104). “A primitive and
unconfined type of recreation,” on the other hand, was understood as recreation that
did not “depend upon elaborate equipment or means of transportation and [was]
conducted in the natural environment without designated playing fields, courses, or
enclosures.” The plans went on to name specific types of recreation, such as hiking,
cross-country skiing, and canoeing, that exemplified primitive recreation (USDA
Forest Service, 1976, p. 105). Additionally, the forests developed a weighting system
in their wilderness quality monitoring to allocate numerical values to solitude,
primitive recreation, and unconfined recreation. Solitude was weighted more heavily
(20 out of 100 points for solitude, versus 9 out of 100 for primitive and unconfined
combined), but there was no indication that preserving just one or the other of these
experiences was an option for managers. Thus, digging into the specifics of some
early USFS examples of wilderness monitoring shows their authors clearly
understood “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” as conceptually distinct.
Evidently, the views presented in the Wilderness Management textbook
evolved over time to be more in line with the early USFS monitoring documents. In
the latest edition of Wilderness Management, Dawson and Hendee (2009) presented
an altered understanding of the meaning of “or” in the “outstanding opportunities”
phrase when they stated,
We believe that Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act does require that both
solitude and a primitive and unconfined type of recreation be provided. Some
flexibility seems possible by approaching the requirement with an NWPSwide view, [sic] that is, every area cannot provide equal amounts of each and
some variation is expected. (p. 23)
In this version of the textbook, there was no discussion about how the terms in the
“outstanding opportunities” phrase elaborate on or give meaning to one another. The
authors, without providing any explanation or justification for the change from prior
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editions, simply asserted that both ought to be maintained in wilderness areas.
One reason for the ongoing debate over “outstanding opportunities” was that
its participants did not present the full suite of historical materials on which their
ideas were based – aside from the occasional singular, decontextualized, and
sometimes unclear excerpt from a historical source – to provide clarification on the
intended meaning of the phrase or its individual parts. To avoid that mistake, I will
now provide additional materials exhibiting how “outstanding opportunities” and its
disparate parts were represented prior to the passage of the Wilderness Act. I begin by
presenting and interpreting a draft amendment to the wilderness bill by Zahniser that
sheds light on the original intent of the contentious phrase. Because this is only one
piece of evidence, I provide further support for my argument throughout the chapter,
using evidence from the wilderness bill hearings from 1957 to 1964 to delve into the
specific meanings of the individual terms in the phrase and show how they differed in
the minds of the authors of the Act.

Clarity in the margins of a draft wilderness bill.
Zahniser wrote perhaps the clearest version of “outstanding opportunities” in a
draft of amendments in the weeks preceding the introduction of S. 3809 and H.R.
12951 in 1960. In the margins of the document, he wrote a slightly different phrase
than was ultimately included in S. 3809 (1960): “An area of wilderness. . . . (2) has
outstanding opportunities for those who seek solitude or wish to enjoy a rugged,
primitive, and unconfined type of outdoor recreation” (Zahniser, 1960). This was the
first time the “outstanding opportunities” phrase appeared in the bill. In this version,
he seemed to suggest that “solitude” and “rugged, primitive, and unconfined” were
distinct. The use of the plural pronoun “those” may imply that this early definition
spoke to two distinct user groups who valued two unique aspects of wilderness
environments: (1) solitude and (2) a rugged, primitive, and unconfined type of
outdoor recreation. More importantly, however, the purposeful usage of two different
verbs (i.e., “seek” and “wish”) prefacing these experiential aspects of wilderness
suggested that Zahniser felt that these two attributes of the wilderness experience
were distinct.
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Despite the apparent distinction between “solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined” within this first known written definition of “outstanding opportunities,”
the phrase was changed slightly before it ever reached the House or Senate floors for
a vote. In the margins of H.R. 10621, later edits were made, likely by Zahniser, with a
different colored pen. In these edits, we can see that “those who seek” and “wish to
enjoy” are distinctively crossed out. It is unclear why these edits were made;
however, the wilderness management community has lived with their ambiguity ever
since (Zahniser, 1960). Nevertheless, there is additional evidence in the
Congressional Record that supports my core argument that “solitude” and “primitive
and unconfined” were understood as conceptually distinct. In what follows, I present
evidence to support this argument by clarifying the intended meanings of the
individual terms in the “outstanding opportunities” phrase.
Representations of the Components of “Outstanding Opportunities”
In the first hearing of the wilderness bill in 1957, Zahniser briefly discussed a
report from the Library of Congress’ Legislative Reference Service (LRS) that was
originally published in 1949 (hereafter referred to as the LRS report). In 1948,
members of Congress had requested this study to provide background for potential
legislative action on wilderness designation, which was prompted by the lobbying of
Zahniser (Congressional Quarterly, 1964). This report sheds light on post-war
thoughts on wilderness and the wilderness experience. Although Keyser’s findings
were not submitted into the Congressional hearings, the survey was briefly discussed
at the hearings, and the Wilderness Society’s original and unaltered response to the
survey was entered as evidence by Zahniser in 1957 during the first hearings on the
National Wilderness Preservation Act (NWPA Hearings, 1957e; Zahniser, 1949). In
Keyser’s (1949) LRS report, the recreational value of wilderness was “by far” the
most commonly mentioned by respondents, as about two-thirds of the groups
indicated this to be a value of wilderness (p. 51). Specifically, and perhaps presaging
the “outstanding opportunities” language in the Wilderness Act, the report noted that
wilderness recreation was valued for “opportunities for peaceful, quiet relaxation”
and “opportunities for beneficial exercise of a rugged type” (Keyser, 1949, p. 51).
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In the following sections, I explore the recreational components of Section
2(c) of the Wilderness Act and dissect the parts of the phrase “outstanding
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation” through
an examination of how the terms “solitude,” “rugged,” “primitive,” and “unconfined”
were represented and likely understood by participants in the wilderness bill hearings
prior to 1964.2 Through my presentation of these materials, I will provide further
evidence that these concepts – specifically “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined”
– were considered distinct from one another prior to the passage of the Act itself.
Senses, Size, and Seclusion: “Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude”
Sensory escape from the city and solitude.
Descriptions of an increasingly mechanized civilization were often used as a
foil to elucidate the meaning of wilderness solitude in the Congressional hearings.
Descriptions of the city often referenced vision, hearing, and smell. Such sensory
references were commonly used to represent civilization as chaotic, confusing, and
unnatural. Wilderness advocates who participated in the hearings on the wilderness
bills sought “solitude” in wilderness to escape the unnatural sensory overload of
modernity and the “stress and strain and the tension of city life” (NWPA Hearings,
1961b, p. 635).
For wilderness advocates, sound mattered to solitude. Advocates lamented the
artificial noise that dominated urban life, and the country’s remaining wild places
were thought to be threatened by the auditory encroachment of civilization. To them,
they sought to escape the “keynote sounds” in the city: the auto-horn, radios, and
motors (Schafer, 1993). For example, Representative Saylor described civilization as
“raucously noisy” and asserted that humans have a “deep need for areas of solitude
and quiet” (NWPA Hearings, 1957b, p. 71). In another example, it was stated at the
hearings in Las Vegas in 1964 that wilderness was “essential . . . to enjoy nature’s
beauty and solitude – a place to get away from the pressure and noise of our modern
“Rugged” was not in the final Act, but I include it in my analysis because it may provide greater
perspective on the original intention of “outstanding opportunities .”
2
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city living” (NWPA Hearings, 1964e, p. 1028). Further, at the 1964 hearings in
Denver, an advocate said that Americans need “areas of peace and solitude away
from the noisy, mechanized, and humdrum existence of the industrial conurbations”
(NWPA Hearings, 1964a, pp. 338-339). Thus, the possibility of physical escape from
the city was important, and anxiety about the auditory encroachment of urban life into
the natural and wild fueled their support for a wilderness bill. To these advocates,
artificial sounds from the city in wilderness degraded opportunities for solitude.
Motorized vehicles, such as automobiles and aircraft, were commonly used as
examples of artificial noise that degraded solitude. For instance, the prominent
wilderness advocate Olaus Murie lamented that “jeeps are nosing into the back
country. Aircraft is breaking the peace and solitude of charming mountain valleys and
secluded lakes” (Murie, 1953, as cited in NWPA Hearings, 1957c, p. 139). In
describing airplanes over a canoe area, Zahniser submitted evidence stating that “the
airplane by its noise destroys for man in the canoe the intangible, almost
indescribable quality of the wilderness, a quality compounded of silence and solitude
and a brooding sense of peace that sinks into the spirit” (NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p.
180-181). In discussing the impact of Mission 66, a development program seeking to
modernize the National Parks, one member of the public argued that backpacking was
threatened as a “means of finding solitude and serenity” because “it is often
interrupted by the noises of jeeps and tote-gotes [off road motorcycles]” (NWPA
Hearings, 1964b, p. 493). John F. Baldwin, a representative in Congress, described
wilderness as a place to “get away to the solitude and quiet of nature to reflect
without interruption by automobile horns, without soot and auto pollution” (NWPA
Hearings, 1964f, p. 1088). Thus, escape from the sensory overload of the city and a
disdain for its sensory encroachment into wild places were foundational in wilderness
advocates’ representations of solitude.
The sensory experience of wilderness itself – not just escaping the sensory
overload of the city – was also important to participants in the hearings. In a clear
example of the perceived relationship between solitude and sound, Wilderness
Society member Pauline Dyer described some keynote sounds of the wilderness that
facilitated solitude:
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[wilderness’] impact is greatest when they [visitors] are absorbing in peaceful
solitude, the voices of wind rustling the needles or leaves in a forest or
whipping it during a storm, or listening to the symphonies composed by rivers
and creeks, birds or frogs, with the added possibility of a note from a bugling
elk. These are the sounds of wilderness’ aliveness. (NWPA Hearings, 1962c,
pp. 1383-1384)
Other senses, such as sight, were evoked simultaneously with hearing in testimonies
about wilderness solitude. For instance, a wilderness proponent said that the “recreation of urban man” occurs when he gets into “solitude to have unspoiled views
and to hear the original music of nature, and to see the natural providences of life that
made America great” (NWPA Hearings, 1961c, p. 797). At the 1964 Congressional
hearings in Las Vegas, a joint statement made by two wilderness proponents argued
that humans have an intangible need for “quiet and solitude, a short period of ‘getting
away from it all,’ a viewing of nature in her natural state” (NWPA Hearings, 1964d,
p. 1024). Solitude, used in these types of contexts, was related to a multisensory
experience of sound and vision.
The spiritual benefits of wilderness solitude – in particular – were often
connected to the sensory experience of wilderness. Zahniser’s most lengthy response
to the LRS survey’s question about the values of wilderness was his description of
wilderness’ spiritual values. He framed this response with a discussion of the
Reverend William H. H. Murray’s Adventures in the Wilderness, or, Camp Life in the
Adirondacks (1869). While discussing “real wilderness travel,” Murray promoted the
relaxation that wilderness experience facilitated when he wrote,
In its vast solitude is a total absence of sights and sounds of duties, which
keep the clergyman’s brain and heart strung up, the long year through, to an
intense, unnatural, and often fatal tension. There, from a thousand sources of
invigoration, flow into the exhausted mind and enfeebled body currents of
strength and life. (NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p. 188).
In his response, Zahniser noted that Murray was writing in the 19th century and
pondered the “comparative quiet” – another evocation of the senses – of that time
relative to post-war industrial America. Later in Zahniser’s section on the spiritual
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benefits of wilderness – which were deeply connected to solitude – he used an excerpt
from Robert Marshall’s (1930) “The Problem of the Wilderness,” which conveyed the
salience of the senses in the spiritual experience of wilderness. For Zahniser (1957e)
and Marshall (1930), wilderness was a multi-sensorial experience:
Another singular aspect of the wilderness is that it gratifies every one of the
senses. There is unanimity in venerating the sights and sounds of the forest.
But what are generally esteemed to be the minor senses should not be slighted.
No one who has ever strolled in springtime through seas of blooming violets,
or lain at night on boughs of fresh balsam, or walked across dank holms in
early morning can omit odor from the joys of the primordial environment. No
one who has felt the stiff wind of mountaintops or the softness of untrodden
sphagnum will forget the exhilaration experienced though touch. Nothing ever
tastes as good as when it’s cooked in the woods is a trite tribute to another
sense. Even equilibrium causes a blithe exultation during many a river
crossing on tenuous foot-log and many a perilous conquest of precipice.
(NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p. 199 quoted from Marshall (1930, p. 145))

The importance of naturalness, acreage, and remoteness to solitude.
Although the sensory experience was important, the wilderness landscape
itself also mattered. Specifically, advocates thought that: (1) solitude was facilitated
by “natural” landscapes, (2) visitors’ experience of solitude was dependent on large
wilderness areas, and (3) wilderness users’ feelings of remoteness from other users
and human development facilitated solitude.
The testimonies in the hearings included descriptions of how solitude was
experienced in wilderness that did not evoke the senses. In these descriptions, the
land itself – coupled with human impact on the biophysical environment and the
presence of other recreationists – affected the wilderness experience generally and
solitude in particular. To experience wilderness solitude, advocates argued they had
to recreate in a particular type of landscape with characteristics they felt were unique
to wilderness. City parks, open-spaces, or other undeveloped land were inadequate.
Zahniser thought that “outing areas in which people may enjoy the nonprimitive
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forest are highly desirable for many pent-up city people who have no desire for
solitude, but such areas should not be confused in mental conception or
administration with those reserved for the wilderness” (NWPA Hearings, 1957a, p.
167).
A commonly used adjective to describe wilderness as a place to experience
solitude in the hearings was “primeval.” At the time, primeval was understood as
“primal, original, primitive” (“Primeval,” 2017). When discussing motivations for
wilderness recreation, Sigurd Olson stated people would visit wild places to “catch a
hint of the primeval, a sense of the old majesty and mystery of the unknown. A mere
glimpse of the wild set in motion dormant reactions long associated with solitude”
(NWPA Hearings, 1957a, p. 50). In another example, Michael Nadel, the future
president of the Wilderness Society, submitted an article to a hearing written by the
journalist John B. Oakes that captured the “intangible” aspects of the wilderness. In
the article, Oakes (1956) alluded to the primeval when he stated, “by ‘intangible,’ we
mean scenery and solitude, open country and quiet places, expanses of mountain,
plain, forest, and seashore, where some of the spiritual quality of primeval America
may be retained for this and future generations” (NWPA Hearings, 1957f, pp. 389390).
Places that facilitated solitude were also referred to as “natural,” “unspoiled”
or “untouched.” C. B. Morse, the manager of the National Forest Recreation
Association in California, stated that “the over-mounting pressures of modern life
make it necessary for people to ‘get away from it all’ and have solitude in natural and
inspiring surroundings” (NWPA Hearings, 1958b, p. 524). Another participant
described a need for “the solitude and restfulness of areas retaining their natural
beauty” (NWPA Hearings, 1961a, p. 316). One wilderness proponent felt that visitors
could find “solitude and peace of mind” in the “precious, dwindling storehouse of
unspoiled, untouched nature” of wilderness areas (NWPA Hearings, 1962a, p. 1306).
Another simply said that the “qualities of wilderness and wild areas are expansive
solitude and [an] unspoiled and natural environment” (NWPA Hearings, 1961d, p.
1042). Thus, solitude was a multifaceted experience partially dependent on the
quality or characteristics of the landscape itself.
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In addition to the natural characteristics of landscapes, wilderness acreage also
mattered to solitude. Referencing the size of wilderness, Zahniser submitted the
following text from Edwin Way Teale’s (1957) essay “Land Forever Wild” at a
wilderness bill hearing in 1957: “the wilderness, by its nature, demands solitude. It
requires as much remoteness from man and his works as possible. Only in
comparatively large areas can a wilderness continue to maintain its wilderness
character” (NWPA Hearings, 1957a, p. 233). Relevant to this, Keyer’s (1949) LRS
report suggested that, although there was no consensus among the respondents on an
exact amount of acreage needed for a place to be considered wilderness, “the size
most often mentioned” was over 100,000 acres (Keyser, 1949, p. 46; NWPA
Hearings, 1957e). One respondent felt that wilderness areas should be “large enough
so that one may travel perhaps for several days without coming into contact with any
evidence of civilization” and went on to finalize the point by stating that “isolation is
a major requirement” (Keyser, 1949, p. 47).
The feeling of remoteness – not just the acreage – was another important
aspect of solitude. In addition to the sensory encroachment of civilization discussed
earlier, several factors were seen to influence these feelings of remoteness. For
instance, overcrowding of wilderness was a concern of wilderness advocates. In an
example related to the impact of crowds, the Chairman of the Smoky Mountain
Hiking Club, Ernest Dickman, noted the increasing rareness of “tranquility and
solitude” and said that “thousands of people can’t enjoy solitude together” (NWPA
Hearings, 1964g, p. 1377). Another person stated, “it should be thoroughly
understood that wilderness-type recreation, by its very nature, is only to be enjoyed
by a limited few persons at any one time or place. A crowded wilderness area quickly
loses its qualities of peace and solitude” (NWPA Hearings, 1964c, p. 942). Related to
overcrowding, the biophysical impacts of recreational over-use were also thought to
degrade opportunities for solitude. Zahniser submitted as evidence an article he wrote
in which he was concerned that “undergrowth, wild flowers, and ferns are vanishing
under the tread of many feet. The bare earth washes away as the rains fall. Trees with
their roots exposed are dying before their time. Restful wilderness solitude becomes
harder and harder to find” (NWPA Hearings, 1958a, p. 147; Zahniser, 1957).
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Feelings of remoteness were also impacted by the presence of roads. Olaus
Murie said that wilderness areas with “no roads whatsoever” were places where “one
can find solitude and true wilderness recreation” (NWPA Hearings, 1957a, pp, 128129). Regarding roads, Zahniser stated that “scenery and solitude are intrinsically
separate things; the motorist is entitled to his full share of scenery, but motorways and
solitude together constitute a contradiction” (NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p. 167).
The excerpts presented above illustrate that, for wilderness advocates prior to
the passage of the Wilderness Act, wilderness solitude was multifaceted. It was often
juxtaposed with the chaotic sensory experience of the city, with an emphasis on its
sounds and sights and the potential for spiritual renewal. In wilderness settings,
solitude was facilitated by natural or primeval landscapes that were both large in size
and remote from civilization and its modern manifestations. Thus, the senses of
recreationists, the size of wilderness, and seclusion were all foundational to
wilderness solitude among participants in the hearings. “Outstanding opportunities,”
however, also includes “a primitive and unconfined type of recreation,” which will be
explored in the next section.
“A Primitive and Unconfined Type of Recreation”
Compared to solitude, the terms “rugged,” “primitive,” and “unconfined”
were not as prevalent in how the wilderness experience was described during the
NWPA hearings. The terms “rugged” and “primitive” arose in different contexts
during the hearings. They were most commonly used as landscape descriptors;
however, the term “primitive” was also often used in reference to primitive areas
created as a result of the USFS’s L-20 regulations. In other instances during the
hearings, “rugged” and “primitive” were used to describe the physically demanding
aspects of the wilderness experience, the practices of “primitive” peoples, and the
types of recreation that were considered permissible in wilderness. In the transcripts
from the hearings, I did not come across the specific term “unconfined” as a way to
describe the wilderness experience aside from instances in which it referenced the
specific language of various iterations of the post-S. 3809 versions of the bill.
Because of the lack of direct evidence on “unconfined,” I conclude with Zahniser’s
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perspective on one form of regulation to preserve the “true wilderness experience” in
an attempt to speak to his understanding of “unconfined” recreation.
In the NWPA hearings, “rugged” or its variations (e.g., “ruggedness”)
typically referred to the physical strength of an individual when referencing
wilderness experiences. For example, J. W. Penfold, the Conservation Director of the
Izaak Walton League of America, said that he could not “enjoy or participate in the
ruggedness of some wilderness experience, but I certainly think that my sons should
have full opportunity for it, and not be limited by my own weaknesses, shortcomings,
and so on” (NWPA Hearings, 1957d). For him, “ruggedness” was tied to physical
strength. Olaus Murie believed that a life of wilderness experiences was “not to be
ashamed of, a life of rugged endeavor and high spiritual reward, not to be lightly
discarded in the modern reach for ease and gadgets” (NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p.
147). Additionally, Cecil C. Clarke of the Washington State Reclamation Association
– an opponent of the bill – argued that limiting the use of wilderness areas to
horsepacking and hiking meant “that only a comparatively few persons, those who
are physically rugged enough to stand hiking or those wealthy enough to hire pack
strings, would ever have the use of these public lands which should be available to all
persons” (NWPA Hearings, 1959a, p. 163). Another critic of the bill simply stated
that “older people have not the stamina for such rugged outdoor activity” (NWPA
Hearings, 1959b, p. 281).
While “rugged” typically referred to the physical difficulty of wilderness
recreation, “primitive” referred to other facets of the wilderness experience. For
instance, Sigurd Olson stated in testimony that
Modern man, in spite of his seeming urbanity and sophistication, is still a
primitive roaming the forests of this range, killing his meat, scratching the
earth with a stick, gathering nuts and fruits and harvesting grain between the
stumps of burned out trees, that [sic] the old fears as well as the basic
satisfactions are still very much a part of him. (NWPA Hearings, 1957a, p. 50)
Congressman Saylor also evoked the primitive when he said that “in our preservation
of wilderness and our encouragement of the hardy recreation that puts a man or a
woman or a red-blooded child on his [sic] own in the face of primitive hardships we
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can help meet this need for maintaining a nation of strong, healthy citizens” (NWPA
Hearings, 1957b, pp. 70-71).
Primitive recreation also referred to permissible types of travel in the
wilderness. C. B. Morse, the manager of the National Forest Recreation Association,
stated that the objective of the L-20 wilderness areas managed by the USFS was “to
preserve in primitive condition, for primitive modes of travel, sufficient areas for
people of succeeding generations, for all time, to have examples of how the pioneers
had to travel in the exploration and settlement of this country” (NWPA Hearings,
1958b, p. 534). In Zahniser’s (1957e, p. 168) response to the LRS survey, he quoted
Robert Marshall (1930, p. 141), stating that wilderness “preserves as nearly as
possible the primitive environment. This means that all roads, power transportation,
and settlements are barred. But trails and temporary shelters, which were common
long before the advent of the white race, are entirely permissible.” Zahniser (1957e,
p. 192) also provided a detailed list of permissible uses of wilderness areas in his
response to the LRS survey:
Hiking (with or without pack animals), canoeing and boating with paddle or
oar, horseback travel, mountain climbing, skiing (especially ski-touring) and
such other activities which may be part of the outdoor living when one is
dependent on equipment he carries on his own back or on pack animals and is
unaided by motorized transportation. Ecological recreation, nature study in all
its phases, and photographing are common and appropriate. Fishing is
permissible, according to present regulations, in national parks as well as in
national forest wilderness areas, while hunting is prohibited in the parks and
permitted in the national forest areas.
Thus, for Zahniser, an activity that was permissible in wilderness areas would be one
that enabled visitors to “relive the lives of ancestors” and that “perpetuates not only
the scene of the pioneering activities of the first white men in this hemisphere, but
also a still more ancient scene [i.e., Native Americans]” (NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p.
183). Given this, it was important for Zahniser that the activities allowed in
wilderness were ones in which a person – or their stock – were unaided by motorized
transportation and facilitated the re-creation of the past.
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Based on my review, the term “unconfined” was not used illustratively in the
hearings and only referenced the specific language of the associated proposed bills.
However, Zahniser provided some material as evidence in the hearings from which
his thinking may be inferred. Specifically, he included a discussion of the potential
need to ration use in wilderness areas in his response to the LRS survey. He wrote
that it was paramount to “give the maximum number of individuals a true wilderness
experience, with emphasis on the authenticity of the wilderness” (NWPA Hearings,
1957e, p. 193). To him, a “true wilderness experience” was threatened by excessive
numbers of people. Related to how unconfined is understood today as a lack of visitor
restrictions (e.g., Landres et al., 2015; McCool, 2004), he described a manager’s
dilemma of limiting the number of users in wilderness or imposing strict rules on
visitor behavior. His response aligned with Hendee and Lucas’ (1973) later argument
that mandatory permits are sometimes needed as a management tool to protect the
wilderness resource. Specifically, Zahniser felt that,
Eventually it may be that wilderness use will have to be rationed. This would
seem to be the alternative to administering the wilderness for the
accommodations of large numbers of people at a time, which would
jeopardize the wilderness itself and the wilderness “atmosphere” and at the
same time would require regulation or regimentation of the visitors in such a
way as to destroy the “freedom of the wilderness” and to nullify the escape
from restrictions that is so important a part of the wilderness experience.
(NWPA Hearings, 1957e, p. 193)
Thus, he felt that “the true wilderness choice seems certain to be the limitation
of numbers of users of such an area at a time, on the basis of preserving not only the
wilderness but also the authenticity of the wilderness experience” (NWPA Hearings,
1957e, p. 194). He argued that reservation systems that limit use in wilderness,
“although appalling at first thought,” would preserve a true wilderness experience
more than the imposition of strict regulations on visitor behavior (NWPA Hearings,
1957e, p. 194).
The full phrase “primitive and unconfined,” however, was sometimes –
although rarely – used in a way that conflated the two terms as meaning the same

39
thing. For instance, House member Wayne Aspinall – a Congressmen critical to the
eventual passage of the Wilderness Act – was asked by another House member in
1964 to specify the meaning of “primitive and unconfined type of recreation” during
debate on the House floor (Schulte, 2002). In his response, Aspinall stated that it “just
simply means that there will not be any manmade structures about in order to
embarrass and handicap the enjoyers” of wilderness; he was not asked to clarify
further (88 Cong. Rec. 17443, 1964). Thus, at least in this response, a lack of
manmade structures was integral to providing a “primitive and unconfined” type of
recreation. Further, in the first issue of The Living Wilderness – the Wilderness
Society’s periodical – after the passage of the Wilderness Act, Stewart Brandborg
(1964, p. 15), the executive director of the organization, said that wilderness areas are
to offer “outstanding opportunity for solitude or a primitive or unconfined type of
recreation.” Although this may have been an innocent misrepresentation of the
language of in the law (i.e., the “or” between “primitive” and “unconfined”), it seems
both Aspinall and Brandborg conflated the terms “primitive” and “unconfined” as
meaning the same thing.
In summary, materials from the legislative history of the Wilderness Act
provide some clarity about how the terms “rugged,” “primitive,” and “unconfined”
may have been understood prior to the passage of the law and showed them to be
conceptually distinct from “solitude.” Typically, when the term “rugged” was used in
the context of the wilderness experience, it referred to the physical difficulty of
wilderness travel or the strength of a recreationist. “Primitive,” on the other hand,
often referred to specific types of recreation that mimicked perceived historical travel
on the landscape. Related to how “unconfined” is understood today as related to the
number and type of visitor rules in wilderness, Zahniser was a proponent of quota
systems that limited user numbers to preserve the “true wilderness experience” over
the imposition of strict behavioral regulations. Lastly, according to Congressmen
Aspinall, both “primitive and unconfined” were related directly to the lack of
manmade structures in wilderness that hinder wilderness visitors, and Brandborg
offered little to clarify the intended meaning of the terms with his misquotation of the
Act.
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Conclusion
In this chapter, I have tried to provide some clarity about the meaning of
“outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation” from Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964. I was motivated to
engage in this research primarily because the federal land management agencies
responsible for wilderness stewardship lack clear guidance on how to preserve
“outstanding opportunities.” My deep exploration into this twelve-word phrase
provided the springboard from which to explore not only its intended meaning, but
also how wilderness was understood and valued in multifaceted ways and how the
wilderness experience was conceptualized prior to the passage of the Wilderness Act.
My investigation of the original phrasing of “outstanding opportunities”
suggests that “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” were understood as
conceptually distinct. The original definition of wilderness as having “outstanding
opportunities for those who seek solitude or wish to enjoy a rugged, primitive, and
unconfined type of outdoor recreation,” combined with the disparate ways these
concepts were historically represented and how they were operationalized in
monitoring documents, suggest that “primitive and unconfined” were likely not
understood as synonymous with “solitude.”
My analysis also suggests that there was consistency with how “solitude” was
represented and understood by wilderness advocates prior to the passage of the
Wilderness Act. In particular, escape from the artificial noise of the city and
immersion in the natural soundscapes of wilderness were central. But sound alone
was not the only sense that was evoked in representations of solitude. Sight, and to a
lesser extent smell and tactile sensations, were also salient to solitude. However, the
multisensorial experience was not the only important characteristic, as remoteness,
large acreage, a lack of crowds, and the absence of roads were all paramount to
wilderness solitude.
I also sought to provide some clarity about the intended meaning of “primitive
and unconfined type of recreation.” Because the original iteration of this phrase in
1960 was “wish to enjoy a rugged, primitive, and unconfined type of outdoor
recreation,” I examined how “rugged” was represented. Both “rugged” and
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“primitive” represented the types of activities that wilderness advocates understood to
have been done by pioneers and “primitive” peoples in wilderness contexts.
Specifically, “rugged” aligned with representations of the physically challenging
aspects of the wilderness experience, while “primitive” was represented as particular
types of permissible activities in wilderness that seemed to mimic past historical
travel. “Unconfined,” however, was not discussed directly in the materials I reviewed.
Despite this, Zahniser’s openness to preserving the “true wilderness experience”
through quota systems and his critique of strict visitor rules suggest that he believed
that certain regulations were sometimes necessary, but that he prioritized unregulated
experiences in wilderness.
This chapter did not determine definitively if the “or” in “outstanding
opportunities” meant, like new guidance from the USFS (USDA Forest Service,
2015) suggests, that wilderness areas must offer either solitude or a primitive and
unconfined type of recreation. The original phrase can be interpreted in at least two
ways. First, it could have meant that a wilderness area should simultaneously serve
two user groups (which could overlap): (1) those who seek solitude and (2) those who
wish to enjoy a rugged, primitive, and unconfined type of outdoor recreation.
Alternatively, it could have meant that a wilderness area should provide either (1)
solitude or (2) a rugged, primitive, and unconfined type of outdoor recreation.
Because of the ambiguity of the intended usage of “or,” the debate about what
wilderness areas should provide cannot be fully and definitively settled without the
discovery and analysis of primary source materials that explicitly describe the
meaning of “or” in the phrase. However, I would suggest that “solitude” and a
“primitive and unconfined” type of recreation are both essential to retain the character
of every wilderness area. “Solitude” was so predominately discussed in the context of
wilderness experience prior to the passage of the Act that I would find it surprising if
wilderness proponents would have felt that an area of wilderness without
opportunities for solitude would retain its wilderness character. On the other hand,
because of the historical importance of “primitive and unconfined” recreation – and
because of the relatively clear guidance from Zahniser himself on the permissible
uses of wilderness – I would find it equally surprising if proponents of the bill
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thought that areas which allowed impermissible uses of wilderness would still retain
their wilderness character. Thus, I believe that the intent of the original phrase was
that all wilderness areas ought to have outstanding opportunities for two groups: (1)
those who seek solitude and (2) those who wish to enjoy a rugged, primitive, and
unconfined type of outdoor recreation.

Limitations and Future Research
A limitation of the research presented in this study was that I was only able to
visit two archives and was thus limited to their materials, aside from the other
materials I drew upon from Oregon State University library collections, Interlibrary
Loan, and online. Despite my best efforts, however, there may be additional answers
to my core questions in archives I did not visit because of monetary and time
constraints.
A minor limitation of this research – because it was beyond the scope of my
research objective – was that I did not contribute conceptually to historical
scholarship. Despite this, my results suggest that human sensory responses to both the
city and wilderness may have played a large role in motivating people to act on behalf
of wilderness preservation in the inter- and post-war period in America. The
understanding that the human senses play an important role in history is not a novel
insight. The field of sensory history abounds with historical investigations into the role
of the senses in helping to explain the causes of historical events (e.g., Roeder, 1994;
Rosenfeld, 2011; Smith, 2008). At least one scholar has called on others to investigate
the role of the senses in precipitating the American wilderness movement (Coates,
2005). Given this, a focus on wilderness solitude and the senses could complement
existing historical scholarship on the wilderness movement in America.
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Introduction
Policies are not written by the on-the-ground workers who are often
responsible for their implementation. However, to understand policy fully, we must
investigate how it manifests in the real world, not just interrogate policies as written.
This argument was foundational to the important policy research of Michael Lipsky.
Lipsky (1980) argued that “public policy is not best understood as made in
legislatures” but that “it is actually made in the crowded offices and daily encounters
of street-level workers” (p. xii). To him and to more contemporary scholars, citizens
experience public policy as it is produced through the decisions and actions of lowlevel workers (Hupe, Hill, & Buffat, 2016; Meyers & Vorsanger, 2007; Tummers &
Bekkers, 2014). Thus, Lipsky (1980) proposed that public administration researchers
focus on “policy as performed,” rather than “policy as written,” by examining the
day-to-day decisions, actions, and inactions of low-level workers who often face
significant constraints in doing their jobs, such as a chronic lack of resources (p.
xviii). Lipsky (1980) named these workers “street-level bureaucrats” and defined
them as public service workers who interact directly with citizens in the course of
their jobs. These workers also have substantial discretion in the execution of their
duties because they implement ambiguous policies and are often not under direct
supervision in their day-to-day work.3
Because law and policy are often expressed vaguely and open to
interpretation, there is wide discretion on how to interpret and act within the absence
of clear guidance (Handler, 1973). Lipsky (1980/2010) asserted that discretion was a
defining quality of street-level bureaucrats. Discretion occurs “whenever the effective
limits on [the front-line worker’s] power leave him free to make a choice among
possible courses of action and inaction” (Davis, 1969, p. 4) that are within the
structure of rules and standards (Dworkin, 1978; Feldman, 1992). In other words,

Some scholars have critiqued the use of the term “bureaucrat” because it is thought to contribute to
“bureaucracy bashing” with the goal of undermining social institutions by the media and some
politicians (Hubell, 1991; Musheno, 2016). Despite this, I will use the terms “front-line work” and
“street-level work” or “street-level bureaucrats” and “front-line workers” interchangeably in this
chapter. It is not my intent to undermine these workers, but to reach a larger and international scholarly
audience who may not yet be familiar with novel terms to describe these street-level workers or whose
cultures may not deride the value of bureaucrats.
3
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street-level bureaucrats operate within specific settings and are limited in their ability
to take certain types of actions because of their place in the hierarchy and the policies
within which they work. However, these workers still have some flexibility to adapt
their decisions and behavior within those strictures and are able to take different
courses of action when faced with the same situation. According to Maynard-Moody
and Musheno (2003), discretionary decision making is seen specifically in street-level
contexts when frontline workers use their flexibility and creativity to “adapt law to
the circumstances of cases in a manner consistent with policy and hierarchical
authority” (p. 4). Discretion is an important aspect of policy implementation because
the personal judgments and choices made by low-level workers may profoundly
impact the character of on-the-ground manifestations of laws and policies.
Lipsky (1980/2010) and others made broad assertions about the discretionary
behavior of street-level bureaucrats in public service settings. Nevertheless, an entire
suite of frontline professionals has been largely neglected in the literature: natural
resource professionals (Sevä & Jagers, 2013; Trust & Cerveny, 2012). A focus on
natural resource professionals may elucidate new avenues for understanding the onthe-ground production of environmental policies. For instance, natural resource
professionals, as opposed to other workers traditionally included in street-level
bureaucracy (SLB) scholarship, are required to use science and empirical data in their
decision making. In fact, in the U.S., many of the laws governing natural resource
management and environmental conservation require that the best available science
be used as the basis for planning and decision making (Sullivan et al., 2006). Thus,
the types of constraints that natural resource professionals may face and/or the venues
in which they exercise discretion – two important lines of scholarship in SLB
research – may differ from other types of street-level workers because of the
mandatory role of science in decision making. Because of the important role of
science in natural resource management, especially among federal workers required
to use the best available scientific information (e.g., USDA Forest Service, 2012),
professionals may be constrained in their ability to do their jobs if they do not have
adequate data related to what they are managing, are unable to analyze data they do
have, and/or are unable to meaningfully engage with existing empirical scientific
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research to help inform planning decisions. Also, natural resource professionals, as
opposed to other street-level workers, may prioritize the integrity of a resource they
perceive to be threatened by misuse or overuse by a public that does not fully
understand land management and its associated policies. Given this, to fully
understand how the discretion of natural resource professionals plays out, it is
important to fully interrogate the nature of their work and their perceptions of the
public. These factors may influence the actions they take in their on-the-ground
decisions if they perceive a conflict between an obligation to protect a resource and
their understanding of public preferences regarding how that resource ought to be
used. I will expand on these ideas in the “Research Questions” section of this chapter.
In addition to generally neglecting natural resource professionals, SLB
scholars have commonly neglected other types of workers close to the ground level
who also influence the implementation of policy: frontline supervisors. Frontline
supervisors are workers who directly supervise street-level bureaucrats. According to
Brewer (2005), frontline supervisors have a significant amount of discretion and
provide both guidance and training for street-level bureaucrats. Maynard-Moody and
Portillo (2010) argued that there is little research on the discretionary decision making
of frontline supervisors and that, to properly understand on-the-ground policy
implementation, scholars must also focus on frontline supervisors. Hupe (2007) said
that researching frontline supervisors was a “missing link” in public management
scholarship and that relatively little is known about these workers, their discretion,
and their impact on policy implementation. They contended that the SLB framework
could be a useful foundation from which to understand front-line supervisors and
their impacts on policy implementation.
With the above limitations of SLB scholarship in mind, my focus in this
chapter will be on a natural resource management position in the United States Forest
Service (USFS) that is in the liminal space between street-level bureaucrat and
frontline supervisor. The population of my study, wilderness managers, engages in
some unsupervised on-the-ground fieldwork and face-to-face communication with the
public, which is the realm of the street-level bureaucrat. However, much of their time
is also spent under direct supervision – which importantly differentiates them from
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street-level bureaucrats – at district headquarters and they are typically responsible
for providing guidance and delegating the duties of wilderness rangers, who work
below them. This are characteristics of frontline supervisors.
The purpose of this research, then, is to draw on SLB scholarship to explore
discretionary decision making of wilderness managers in their management of
wilderness solitude, an ill-defined legal construct that will be described in the next
section. Because wilderness managers operate as both frontline supervisors and
street-level bureaucrats, their movement within this interstitial space is useful for a
full examination of how discretion manifests itself in different ways within the two
lowest layers of the USFS’s organizational wilderness management hierarchy.
Further, by applying its framework to natural resource professionals, I will contribute
to SLB scholarship in two ways: (1) I will identify unique constraints that wilderness
managers face in their work as natural resource professionals, and (2) I will describe
the importance of considering how wilderness managers orient their discretionary
behavior in ways that may be unique from other workers traditionally studied in SLB
research because their job demands the stewardship of a resource that is both
biophysical and social.

Wilderness Managers Are Responsible for Preserving Solitude
The National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) was created in 1964
through the passage of the Wilderness Act. Since then, the NWPS has grown to
nearly 110 million areas across 765 wilderness areas (Wilderness.net, 2017a). Of
those, the USFS is responsible for the management of 36.5 million acres spread
across 445 wilderness areas (Wilderness.net, 2017b; Wilderness.net, 2017c). The
USFS plays a critical role in fulfilling the Wilderness Act’s mandate to preserve
wilderness character. Wilderness character is composed of distinct and interrelated
“qualities” that are meant to connect on-the-ground conditions, stewardship activities,
and the statutory language of the law (Dvorak, 2015; Landres et al., 2015).
“Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation” is one of five qualities of wilderness character (Landres et al., 2015;
Wilderness Act, 1964, § 2(c)).
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The intended meaning of “outstanding opportunities for solitude” is disputed,
and there has been and continues to be contention about the meaning of the entire
phrase (Dawson & Hendee, 2009; Hendee, Stankey, & Lucas, 1978; USFS, 2005).
Because of this contention, and perhaps because of the subjective nature of
experiencing solitude itself, wilderness managers grapple with providing it (Seekamp
& Cole, 2009). In fact, the USFS’s Wilderness Advisory Group (Carlson, Cole,
Finnan, Hood, & Weise, 2010, p. 2) said that
Regulations and policy require the Forest Service to provide outstanding
opportunities but provide no further direction. There are no definitions of key
terms and no guidance regarding indicators or desired conditions. There is
little or no policy that identifies when management action is needed, and no
guidance on how to achieve the management objectives.
Thus, solitude is a prime example of an ill-defined and ambiguous policy. As
mentioned earlier, the implementation of vague mandates is a defining situation in
which street-level workers and frontline supervisors find themselves.
Although solitude was undefined in the Wilderness Act, it was defined in the
Forest Service Handbook (FSH) as “the opportunity to experience isolation from
sights, sounds, and the presence of others from the developments and evidence of
humans” (USDA Forest Service, 2007a, 1909.12, chapter 70). In an amended version
of the FSH adopted in 2015, the factors thought to influence solitude were identified
as “topography, presence of screening, distance from impacts, degree of permanent
intrusions, and sights and sounds from outside the area” (USDA Forest Service,
2015b, 1909.12, chapter 70).4 The Forest Service Manual (FSM) – a USFS document
describing how to execute USFS program activities – contains some guidance on
preserving it (Table 1). Although, the FSH and FSM have some very limited guidance
on policies related to solitude and provide a definition of it, they provide little
guidance on how to actually manage it.

4

It is important to note that these definitions are used to evaluate whether an area has characteristics to
be considered a wilderness and do not include specific guidance on how to actually manage the land or
visitors to provide solitude.

57
Table 1. Guidance on solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation from FSM
(USFS, 2007b)
Objective
Provide outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined
(2323.11)
type of recreation
Policy
(2323.12)

Maximize visitor freedom within the wilderness. Minimize direct controls and
restrictions. Apply controls only when they are essential for protection of the
wilderness resource and after indirect measures have failed.
Use information, interpretation, and education as the primary tools for the
management of wilderness visitors.
Manage for recreation activities that are dependent on the wilderness
environment so that a minimum of adaptations within wilderness are
necessary to accommodate recreation.
Despite the ambiguity of the legal meaning of solitude and the absence of

specific standards articulated in the law, managers have some tools at their disposal to
preserve solitude at the ground level. Specifically, there are a variety of indirect
strategies – which align with guidance from FSM (USDA Forest Service, 2007b,
2312.12) in Table 1 – that emphasize influencing or modifying use and/or behavior
through the use of education and information to provide opportunities for solitude
(Dawson & Hendee, 2009). Examples of these are advertising areas in or outside of
wilderness to disperse use or allowing a road that accesses a trailhead to deteriorate to
dissuade use. There are also a variety of direct strategies that, according to the FSM,
should only be employed when indirect strategies fail, although what that failure
looks like on the ground is unarticulated in the manual (USDA Forest Service, 2007b,
2323.12). Direct strategies emphasize regulating the behavior of visitors by restricting
their individual choices and controlling what they are allowed to do and where – in
the wilderness – they are allowed to do it (Dawson & Hendee, 2009).
It is important to note that managers are unable to freely implement several of
the strategies, such as creating a designated camping area in wilderness or a quota
system to limit use. This is because the USFS and laws (e.g., the National
Environmental Protection Act) require a rigorous approval process for certain
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projects, which sometimes includes public scoping (USFS, 2007b).5
Although there is some formal guidance, as well as solitude standards
articulated in some forest planning documents6, wilderness managers, like all
frontline workers, are tasked with implementing an ambiguous law and face
constraints in their work. Further, they likely have a significant amount of freedom in
decision making within the rules and policies of their jobs. Thus, a major goal of this
study is to examine the decision making of wilderness managers within the policy and
guidance described above, while also considering other factors that may constrain or
influence their decisions.

Research Questions
My research questions for this chapter can be thematically divided into two
sections: (1) the context of wilderness solitude preservation in the USFS and (2)
discretionary decision making in the management of wilderness solitude. By
addressing the first set of research questions, I provide a clear understanding of what
the preservation of solitude actually looks like on the ground by describing what
managers think solitude is, the strategies they use to preserve it, and the constraints
they face in its preservation. As they are natural resource managers working for a
federal land management agency, I am particularly interested in the constraints that
wilderness managers face related to the availability of and ability to engage with best
available science. By addressing the second set of research questions, I will determine
the unique aspects of discretionary decision making of wilderness managers by
examining where they have freedom in decision making and how that discretion
manifests in the actual decisions they make.
5

FSM 2323 (USFS, 2007b) articulates who in the federal government hierarchy must approve certain
management actions.
6
When standards exist in land management and resource plans or wilderness-specific planning
documents, they are typically based on the Wilderness Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS),
which is rooted in a set of biophysical, social, and managerial indicators that, when combined, form
four classes of wilderness recreation opportunities: Transition, Semiprimitive, Primitive, and Pristine
(Manning, 2011). Transition classes are the most heavily impacted zones while pristine are the least.
For solitude, each class represents a likelihood that a visitor should expect to not encounter – i.e., see
or hear – more than a specific number of other visitors in a day-long period. Different Forests may
have different encounter standards.
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The context of wilderness solitude preservation in the USFS.
Managers’ definitions of solitude, how it is managed on the ground, and
perceptions of the effectiveness of management strategies.
My goal with this first set of research questions is to provide a context for
understanding the management of wilderness solitude in the USFS. This responds to
Lipsky’s (1980/2010) call to understand how policy is performed, rather than simply
how it is written. Part of understanding this performance is determining how
wilderness managers understand their scripts, i.e., their knowledge of the policy itself.
Thus, my first research question is:
Research Question (RQ) 1: How do wilderness managers define “outstanding
opportunities for solitude?”
As discussed earlier, wilderness managers use a wide variety of direct and
indirect strategies to protect the wilderness resource (Dawson & Hendee, 2009). To
provide a basis for understanding how discretion plays out in the implementation,
enforcement, and maintenance of these strategies, it is essential to present the suite of
strategies used by wilderness managers included in this study. Given this, my second
research question is:
RQ2: How are “outstanding opportunities for solitude” protected on the
ground through management?
Some studies have explored street-level workers’ beliefs about the
effectiveness of policy instruments at their disposal (Winter, 2000; 2001). For
instance, Winter (2001) examined how street-level bureaucrats’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of policy instruments impacted their willingness to use the instrument.
According to Winter (2001), if bureaucrats perceived the strategies they had at their
disposal as ineffective, that would lead to forms of coping, such as shirking elements
of their jobs. If, however, workers perceived their instruments at their disposal to be
effective, this would lead to fewer coping behaviors and more implementation.
In the context of wilderness management, for reasons to be discussed below, it
is important for managers to utilize relevant local data when assessing the efficacy of
their management strategies. To empirically assess the effectiveness of a strategy,
however, it is essential for street-level bureaucrats to have (1) a clear idea of what
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effectiveness looks like on the ground through the existence of standards and (2)
empirical data to understand whether or not an action is effective or ineffective.
Because solitude is an ill-defined concept with vague guidance and, as will be
addressed directly with RQ4, having data is an important aspect of decision making in
frontline work in natural resource management, I seek to explore how the
effectiveness of strategies is understood by wilderness managers. Thus, I will also
address the following question:
RQ3: What is the perceived effectiveness of strategies that are employed to
preserve solitude?

Constraints on street-level discretion and the disparate implementation of
policy.
Inherent in frontline work are constraints that impact street-level bureaucrats’
ability to do their job. Rules and procedures – developed by institutions and often
rooted in specific policies – are created to exert control over the freedom and
authority of front-line workers (Maynard-Moody & Portillo, 2010). Also, lack of
access to adequate resources – budget and personnel – has been shown to limit the
options available to front-line workers to fulfill their job duties (Brodkin, 1997;
Lipsky, 2010). Related to this, Riccucci, Meyers, Lurie, and Han (2004) argued that
superiors provide staff with resources to focus on management priorities while also
sending clear signals to staff about managerial expectations.
The impact of supervision on the flexibility of actions available to front-line
workers appears to be complex. Results from some studies suggest that managerial
supervision constrains frontline worker discretion (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Henderson
& Pandey, 2013; Riccucci, 2005). However, other scholars have suggested that
supervision can empower the autonomy of front-line workers (Brewer, 2005; Evans,
2012; Keiser, 2010; Oberfield, 2009). These different conclusions may be explained
by how different organizational structures delegate decision-making authority in
disparate ways, which will influence the freedom of the front-line workers (May &
Winter, 2007). In the context of USFS wilderness management, constraints related to
procedures, resources, and supervision are likely to be present because of its
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hierarchical nature and chronic lack of resources (USDA Forest Service, 2017; USDA
Forest Service, 2015a).
In addition to the aforementioned constraints, researchers have also
investigated how the local public’s values may constrain the available options at
workers’ disposal in decision-making and have documented uneven implementation
of policy (Frykman et al., 2009). In his original characterization of street-level
bureaucrats, Lipsky (1980) argued that they identify more closely with local
community needs than with their organizational mandates. Subsequent studies have
demonstrated this; for example, Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2000) found that
street-level bureaucrats see themselves as using their discretion to respond to client
needs and circumstances. In another example, Keiser (1999) found that the
implementation of a disability social security program across the U.S. varies at the
local level and is responsive to local concerns.
Although not directly related to SLB, the relationship between USFS
decision-making and local communities has been documented. To ensure the uniform
implementation of policy, the agency historically sought to create a work culture in
which local district leadership would not be influenced by the values of the local
community (Kaufman, 1960). This was thought to be achieved through a policy of
geographic mobility in which employee relocation was a prerequisite for
advancement; additionally, training would ostensibly ensure the internalization of
organizational norms and insulate employees from local values (Kaufman, 1960).
Despite the USFS’s efforts, however, Sabatier, Loomis, and McCarthy (1995) found
that the local people – in the form of advocacy groups – had a greater impact than
federal hierarchical controls, such as Congress, the Office of Management and
Budget, and the national USFS office, in advocating for the status quo (i.e., the
existing management alternative) in forest planning decisions. Thus, even though the
USFS seeks to create a buffer between its leadership and the local public to prevent
uneven policy implementation (Kaufman, 1960), as a public service organization, the
USFS remains reactive to public demands. Thus, the impact of the local public’s
preferences on leadership may have cascading effects constraining wilderness
managers’ work on the ground level in various ways.
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Natural resource professionals may face all of the constraints listed above that
have been identified by other SLB scholars. However, they may also face an
additional type of constraint due to the nature of their work. As professionals who are
required use the best available science in planning and management (Sullivan et al.,
2006), they may also be subject to constraints on their discretionary behavior related
to data availability, knowledge of scientific research relevant to their job duties and
managerial goals, and their ability to evaluate best available science. Research has
addressed the factors that affect workers’ ability to use or access science. For
instance, Wright (2010) studied what impeded the use of the best available science in
the U.S. fire management community and found that a lack of time and leadership
priorities were the biggest barriers. Results from related research suggest that
insufficient staff experience and time pressures impede the meaningful use of science
in management (Cook, Mascia, Schwartz, Possingham, & Fuller 2013; Lowell &
Kelly, 2016). In a health services example, Oliver, Innvar, Lorenc, Woodman, &
Thomas (2014) determined that availability and access to published research, the
clarity and relevance of research findings, and workers’ time constraints were the
primary barriers in using scientific evidence in health policy implementation. An
ability to use or access data or scientific research may affect wilderness managers’
ability to empirically justify planning or management decisions or even to simply
understand the state of the resource under their protection.
As required by the 2012 Planning Rule, USFS employees are required to
“determine what information is the most accurate, reliable, and relevant to the issues
being considered” (i.e., best available scientific information) in planning and
management decisions (USDA Forest Service, 2012, p. 21261). The preamble to the
2012 Planning Rule clarifies that this information can come from a rigorous
application of the scientific method, but can also be based on expert opinion if the
employee has a “reasonable basis for relying on that scientific information as the best
available” (USDA Forest Service, 2012, p. 21192). In the context of wilderness
solitude, relevant scientific information may include visitation data, visitor opinion
surveys, or published research on the experience of solitude. An inability to engage
with such scientific materials, or the perceived invalidity or unavailability of local
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data, may be seen as constraints to managers because of its importance in planning
and management decisions.
An objective of this study is to understand the full suite of major constraints –
along with what factors are perceived to influence them – that wilderness managers
face in their management of wilderness solitude to broaden SLB’s framework to be
more applicable to natural resource professionals. This is because constraints, such as
the lack of monetary resources or empirical data, will likely alter wilderness
managers’ flexibility to adapt their decisions and behavior (i.e., discretion) in certain
situations. Given this, my fourth research question is:
RQ4: What are the major constraints that wilderness managers face in
preserving “outstanding opportunities for solitude”?

Discretionary decision making of wilderness managers.
Studies in SLB scholarship have yielded conflicting results about how much
discretion low-level workers have. According to Meyers and Vorsanger (2007), some
studies portray low-level bureaucrats as powerless and at the whim of other
bureaucrats occupying higher levels with organization. In others, low-level
bureaucrats are portrayed as public servants willing to bend or break rules for the
benefit of their clients. These discrepancies may exist because of the modest amount
of scholarship on street-level bureaucrats or the vast array of institutional contexts in
which street-level bureaucracies exist. Meyers and Vorsanger (2007) argued that the
inconsistent findings on the extent and direction of street-level discretion, and the
constraints that influence it, convey both the variety and complexity of contexts in
which frontline workers find themselves, but also show the need for additional
research.
In this study, I explore how much discretion wilderness managers have in
preserving wilderness solitude. I am also interested in investigating how wilderness
managers may use their discretion in response to the constraints they face in their job.
Given this, my fifth research question is:
RQ5: How much discretion do wilderness managers have to manage for
solitude?
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Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2000; 2003; 2012) argued that two narratives
exist in the scholarship about street-level workers. The first is that frontline workers
are “state-agents” who are viewed as “policy implementers, tethered to legal, policy,
and administrative constraints, whose discretionary behavior is aligned with and
within the bounds of written law, policy, and guidance” (Maynard-Moody &
Musheno, 2012, p. 517). The other narrative is that frontline workers are “citizenagents” in which workers’ behavior and decisions towards clients reflect social norms
more than laws, policy, and formal guidance (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2012, p.
517). In the citizen-agent narrative, scholars have taken more seriously the normative
judgments of frontline workers in their discretionary behaviors than in the state-agent
narrative, which was the dominant narrative in SLB scholarship for decades
(Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000). For instance, in the citizen-agent narrative,
street-level workers consider a client’s worthiness (i.e., how much a person’s
characteristics align with the frontline worker’s beliefs about proper or good
citizenship) in their ultimate action(s) towards that client; when clients are considered
“worthy,” workers may go out of their way to help the clients. Thus, workers’ choices
have material dimensions for clients in the real world. For instance, the judgement of
a client’s worthiness by a job counselor may either lead to the counselor connecting
the client with an opportunity for a minimum wage job or with avenues to tuition and
support to enroll in a community college to bolster the client’s ability to get a higher
paid job in the future (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003). It could also mean the
difference between arrest and jail time for one perpetrator of a crime and an officer
ignoring the same crime of another (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003).
For this study, I was inspired by Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2000;
2003; 2012) view that workers’ perceptions of clients’ worthiness and unworthiness
influence workers’ actions and I was interested in the what wilderness managers felt
was “worthy” of their discretionary behavior: (1) protecting the wilderness resource
or (2) privileging what they perceive of as the public’s preferences about wilderness. I
thought this context might reveal new findings because, unlike Maynard-Moody and
Musheno’s (2000; 2003; 2012) frontline workers, wilderness managers are
responsible for stewarding a biophysical resource , not just serving human clientele.
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The framework’s historical focus has been on how workers orient their discretion
towards specific types of human clients: do they “go by the book” and strictly follow
written rules and procedures or do they “go beyond” and use the rules and procedures
to disproportionately help certain clients more than others. Natural resource
professionals, on the other hand, may orient their discretion toward nature itself or the
resource(s) they are obligated to manage. It is unclear whether they perceive a tension
between protecting resources and benefiting visitors or the public at large. If they do
perceive a tension, which do they prioritize? Thus, my final research question is:
RQ6: In what direction is the discretion of wilderness managers oriented: the
wilderness resource or perceived public preferences?
By addressing the above six questions, I will address two major gaps
identified by other scholars in SLB scholarship: (1) the role of discretion in frontline
supervisory work (Brewer, 2005; Maynard-Moody & Portillo, 2010) and (2)
discretionary decision making of frontline natural resource professionals (Sevä, 2015;
Sevä & Jagers, 2013; Trust & Cerveny, 2012).

Method
Overview
I conducted semi-structured interviews with USFS wilderness managers to
investigate their beliefs about wilderness solitude, how it is managed, the constraints
they face in its preservation, and the amount and direction of discretion they have in
management related to solitude. I chose a qualitative inquiry into this topic because I
sought to build upon the SLB framework as opposed to solely evaluating the
strengths of its theoretical constructs (Babbie, 2015). Further, Gehman et al. (2017)
argue that qualitative methods are a useful approach in theory building in public
administration scholarship, within which SLB scholarship falls. In this section, I
describe the target population, the participant selection process, the interviews, and
the practices I employed to ensure reliable results.

Target Population
The target population for this research was USFS wilderness managers at the
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ranger district level – the lowest level of the agency – across the U.S. who are
responsible for the implementation of wilderness policies related to solitude
management.7 I excluded all other USFS employees not directly responsible for
implementation of wilderness policies related to solitude management.

Interview Selection Process
Using a list of emails provided by the USFS National Information Manager
for Wilderness & Wild and Scenic Rivers of wilderness data stewards8, I employed a
probability proportional to size sampling (PPS) strategy (Skinner, 2004). This means
that the probability of a wilderness manager being selected to be interviewed is
proportional to the overall number of wilderness managers in each region of the
USFS (Lavrakas, 2008). Thus, the more wilderness areas within a region of the
USFS, the more managers from that region would be selected to participate in the
study.
The PPS was based on all the medium and high use wilderness areas managed
by the USFS. The USFS manages 177 medium-use and high-use wilderness across
the US (see Figure 1 for map of USFS regions).9 The nine regions do not have equal
numbers of medium- and high-use wilderness areas and each region has a different
number of wilderness areas (refer to Table 1 for an overview of the total number of
medium use and high use wilderness areas per USFS Region).

7

The USFS is divided into four levels: Headquarters (Washington Office), Regions, National Forests
and Grasslands, and Ranger Districts; the Ranger District is the lowest level.
8
Wilderness data stewards typically work at the forest or district level and provide wilderness data to
the lead data steward at the Washington Office for monitoring purposes.
9
The USFS National Information Manager for Wilderness & Wild and Scenic Rivers had contacts for
439 of the 445 wilderness areas under the jurisdiction of the USFS. Of those 439 wildernesses, 177 are
either high or medium use, while the remaining 262 are low use. Low use wildernesses were excluded
because fewer managerial decisions regarding visitor use management are made for these areas.
Because more (and more fraught) decisions are typically made in the context of high and medium use
wildernesses, these were the focus of this chapter.
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Figure 1. Map of USFS Regions

Figure 1. Map of USFS Forest Regions included in the study.
Table 2. Interviews conducted per USFS region
Number of
Number of
medium and
wilderness
high use
areas
Region of
wilderness
randomly
USFS
areas
selected
Region 1
5
3
Region 2
30
17
Region 3
29
16
Region 4
15
8
Region 5
25
14
Region 6
30
17
Region 8
22
12
Region 9
19
11
Region 10
2
2a
Total

177

100

Number of
interviews
2
7
2
6
2
4
3
6
1
33

a

As discussed in the text, I contacted a disproportionate number of managers from Region 10 to ensure
it was included in my study.

To select my sample, I first set a target of 100 wilderness areas from which to
contact one wilderness manager for an interview. I selected 100 because I expected a
response rate of approximately 30%. I based my expected response rate off of
Sappleton and Lourenco’s (2015) findings that email invites for interviews targeted at
a specific population of educators with language appropriate to that population
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yielded a response rate of approximately 31% (which is a significantly lower response
rate than in-person and telephone interview invitations (Babbie, 2015). My plan was
to interview approximately 30 managers, but I was willing to interview up to 50 –
which I thought would be the upper bound because it is approximately 30% of 177 –
if I had not reached theoretical saturation (i.e., when new topics did not arise in
response to my questions (Morse, 2004)) by approximately 30 interviews. As will be
discussed below, I was analyzing each interview for recurring topics throughout the
entire data collection process to assess saturation.
I then apportioned the 100 potential wilderness areas to reflect the proportion
of medium- and high-use wilderness areas within each region (e.g., Region 2 has
30/177 (~17%) medium- and high-use wilderness areas, so 17 out of 100 (i.e., 17%)
in my sample were from Region 2) and assigned a number to each wilderness on
Microsoft Excel. After I determined how many wilderness areas to select from each
region, I used a random number generator to select the wilderness areas within each
region. I invited one wilderness manager of each wilderness selected through this
process to participate in the study.
To ensure representation from every region, I decided to census wilderness
areas from Region 10 because it has only two wilderness areas that fit the criteria of
my study (Table 1). Though methodological improvisation deviates from traditional
PPS, I felt regional representation was essential for this study because I wanted to
ensure that I captured any regional differences, which would not have been possible if
I omitted one region from my study. Ultimately, due to non-response, my participants
did not reflect the proportion of wilderness areas across the regions (Table 1). As it
turned out, there was little difference between responses from different regions and,
as will be presented below, I reached saturation in a small number of interviews.
Thus, I suspect that if my participants mirrored the actual regional proportions of
managers across the USFS, I would have generated similar results.
After I selected a wilderness area through the process discussed above, I
contacted its data steward. This individual was often the wilderness manager (or one
of the managers) responsible for the selected wilderness area. When this was the case,
I solicited them participate in an interview. However, when the data steward was not

69
responsible for managing wilderness, I asked them for the name and contact
information for the manager. This chain-referral sampling scheme (Aurini, Heath, &
Howells, 2016) was unbiased because the names provided to me were based solely on
job responsibilities, rather than the opinions of the data steward towards the potential
participant. Rarely, a district did not have a wilderness manager. When this was the
case, I sought to interview the person most responsible for management of the
particular wilderness through the same chain-referral process described above.
I solicited each potential participant up to three times via email to participate
in the study. At the beginning of interviews with all participants, I asked them a series
of questions about their job responsibilities related to wilderness management in
order to ensure that they fit the target population of this study. In one case where the
individual did not have wilderness management responsibilities, I did not conduct the
interview.
At the beginning of each interview, I read an informed consent document
approved by Oregon State University’s Institutional Review Board to the participant
and, if he or she agreed to participate, we began the audio recorded interview. No
participants with whom I spoke over the phone refused to be interviewed, but one did
not want his or her wilderness named in this research.
The response rate in my study is 33.0%, which is slightly higher than
Sappleton and Lourenco’s (2015) findings in their experiment on response rates to
email recruitment for interviews. Although this response rate is similar to Sappleton
and Lourencos’ (2015), I thought there was a high likelihood that I would have had a
higher response rate because of the small community of wilderness managers in the
U.S. and the topical relevance of the study for that small community. As will be
briefly discussed in the “Limitations and Future Research” section later in the
chapter, it will be important for me to profile the respondents and non-respondents to
my interviews to determine any differences between the two groups which may have
biased my results.

Interviews and Reliability Checks
I developed a semi-structured interview guide to address my research
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questions (Appendix B). This guide was informed by both SLB scholarship and the
unique workplace in which wilderness managers work. I tested the interview guide on
two colleagues from the College of Forestry at Oregon State University to ensure
proper operationalization of the concepts and research questions. I also tested the
interview guide with two USFS wilderness managers to ensure the clarity and
appropriateness of my interview questions (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Data
collected from these test interviews were not recorded, transcribed, or included in the
final analysis.
Interviews with the 33 participants were conducted over the telephone and
took between 45 and 120 minutes; the average interview was approximately 75
minutes. I asked each wilderness manager every question on my interview guide
unless they veered into the conceptual space of the question without my prompting.
Due to the nature of semi-structured interviews, my follow-up questions for each
manager were somewhat unique, but typically included clarifying questions or
solicitations for more information. After each interview, I listened to the audio
recording and took notes on the major topics of discussion to determine whether I had
reached theoretical saturation (Morse, 2004). After 20 interviews –13 western
wilderness areas and 7 eastern wilderness areas, with at least one per region – I
determined that the interviews were not yielding new topics through a thorough
review of my interview and post-interview notes. Although I had reached saturation
among those I interviewed, I decided to continue with interviews to ensure that no
new unique topics arose in different regions, especially from regions where I had low
representation. After completing an additional 13 interviews, for a total of 33, it was
evident by going through the same process described above that no new themes were
emerging among people I interviewed across the regions.
All but one interview were audio recorded and transcribed and I used NVivo
content management software to organize patterns among responses to individual
questions. I did this by developing a codebook to systematically categorize specific
types of responses to my interview questions for later analysis (Creswell, 2013;
Saldaña, 2015). After developing the codebook, I tested its reliability. To do this, I
applied the codebook with two colleagues independently on 10% of the interview
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content to ensure acceptable inter-rater reliability (IRR) (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).
After a “strong” Cohen’s kappa coefficient was reached (McHugh, 2012) – a mean κ
of .87 with a range from .72 to .99 across all codes relevant to the themes discussed in
this chapter – I independently coded the remainder of the interviews in NVivo. Using
the product of the NVivo coding process as a guide, I explored the prevalence and
relevance of and interactions between the codes and developed overarching themes
and subthemes that arose in the empirical materials.

Results
The results below are organized by my research questions. In each section, I
discuss how wilderness managers responded to interview questions. I also provide
example quotations from the interviews to illustrate the main findings. I selected
example excerpts based on two criteria: (1) those that I felt best exemplified the
themes I describe in the results section and (2) those that ensured the regional
representation of my participants.

How Do Wilderness Managers Understand the Mandate in the Wilderness Act
to Preserve “Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude?” (RQ1)
In the interviews, I asked managers how they personally define wilderness
solitude. Generally, responses reflected two themes: that solitude is created by the
lack of seeing or hearing other people in wilderness and/or the absence of sight and
sound of mechanization (a human artifact). Although less common, responses also
included the importance of experiencing of nature, self-reliance, and personal
fulfillment in wilderness solitude. I present these themes as distinct from one another,
but wilderness managers described several – and sometimes overlapping – themes
within their individual responses.

Social encounters.
The vast majority of wilderness managers described wilderness solitude as the
lack of seeing or hearing other people (i.e., social encounters) in wilderness. For
example, one manager related solitude “directly to how many people you encounter”
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(1_R9).10 Another manager did not “want to encounter anybody when [he goes] in the
backcountry” when he sought solitude (1_R4). Another said that, to him, wilderness
solitude meant that “you have the best chance to get away from other people” (1_R8).
And lastly, another manager said that “solitude is just that ability to get away and get
into the backcountry and not have any social encounters, or very few” (1_R2). Nearly
all the managers said they believed that their threshold for encounters was
significantly lower than the publics’. Overall, the encounters themselves were what
mattered to solitude; managers did not identify different aspects of the encounters as
relevant to solitude, such as the characteristics of people or groups they saw or heard.

Sight and sound of mechanization.
The absence of the sights and sounds of mechanization also contributed to
wilderness solitude. Managers stated that seeing or hearing mechanical vehicles or
devices (e.g., airplanes or chainsaws) or developments (e.g., shelters and/or scientific
data collection devices) degraded solitude or that solitude could be defined by a lack
of such vehicles, devices, and structures. This theme is unique from social encounters
because it does not encompass the sight and sound of other humans, only the
mechanical creations of humans. The most common vehicles mentioned were
airplanes. For example, one manager said that “overflights are kind of becoming a
problem and that’s kind of a bummer [because they diminish solitude]” (1_R1).
Another manager said that the noise “in a commercial flight path with a lot of
airplanes or helicopters” degrades solitude (1_R9). Other vehicles, such as cars and
ATVs, were also discussed as affecting solitude. For instance, managers discussed
that “hearing traffic” (2_R3), “hearing a car” (3_R9), or running “into an ATV in the
wilderness” (1_R9) all negatively impacted the experience of solitude.

10

To ensure the confidentiality of my interviews, I used notation that identifies the region, but not the
wilderness of the participant. The first part of the notation indicates a number I assigned to the
participant while the second part of indicates their USFS region. For example, 3_R9 is participant
number three who works in Region 9.
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Experiencing nature and other themes.
A handful of managers said the direct experience of nature was an important
contributor to solitude. For example, one manager said that the “landscape, the
sounds out there, the visualness of it, the smells, how it makes me feel safe and at
peace, those kind of things” were attached to her understanding of solitude (2_R1).
Wilderness solitude meant “connecting with nature” to another manager (2_R9). The
impact of invasive species – because it was perceived to degrade the naturalness of
wilderness – was also discussed as degrading solitude; for example, one manager felt
that “horse poop and weeds and all that stuff” impact solitude (1_R1). Thus, for these
managers, there was a connection between the direct experience of what they
perceived as a natural wilderness and solitude.
A small handful of managers discussed the importance of self-reliance,
challenge, and personal fulfillment as important aspects of wilderness solitude. For
instance, one participant stated that “in the most general sense, [solitude is] that you
can go out and get a sense that you’re out there on your own and not see too many
people.” This participant went on to say,
If you’re looking for an opinion, it’s the ability to find self-reliance. And I
think that comes through the lack of seeing people because you know you
have to figure it out on your own and nobody is going to be there to help you.
(1_R3)
For this manager, the absence of other people was important because it facilitated
personal challenges and reliance on one’s self. In an example related to personal
fulfillment, a manager simply stated that solitude could be experienced in wilderness
because it is “a place where [people] can go for physical as well as psychological and
spiritual fulfillment” (2_R9).
How are “outstanding opportunities for solitude” protected on the ground
through management? (RQ2)
I asked the managers to list the strategies that were used in their wilderness
areas to preserve solitude. Managers identified a wide suite of strategies that were
employed at their forests (Table 2). These encompassed both direct and indirect
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strategies; however, the use of indirect strategies was much more common.11

11

Although I asked all managers to name all the strategies that were employed at their districts, rarely
someone did not name every strategy. I know this because as I analyzed every interview, I checked on
the relevant USFS wilderness’ website to determine the regulations listed for each wilderness.
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Table 3. Examples of strategies used to preserve solitudea
Type of management
Method (from Example techniques used (from my
(from Hendee &
Hendee &
interviews with wilderness managers)b
Dawson, 2009, p. 455)
Dawson, 2009,
p. 455)
“INDIRECT – Emphasis 1. Physical
1. Moved trailhead location further away
on influencing or
design and
from wilderness boundary to decrease
modifying use and/or
alterations
user numbers in wilderness
behavior. Recreationist
2. Did not maintain roads to deter use of
retains freedom to
specific trails
choose. Managerial
3. Maintained trails less frequently to
control less
deter use
comprehensive. More
4. Did not allow the creation of new trails
variation in use possible” 2. Information
1. Used face-to-face education by
(p. 455)
and education
wilderness rangers and volunteers
programs
2. Encouraged visitors to camp away
from trail and water
3. Used signage in and outside of
wilderness
4. Engaged with local media to
disseminate proper wilderness messages
3. Entry and
1. Allowed larger group sizes if at least
eligibility
one group member has Leave No Tracec
requirements
training
“DIRECT – Emphasis
1. Increased
1. Increased surveillance and
on regulation of
enforcement
enforcement in problematic areas
behavior. Individual
2. Zoning
1. Designated campsites required in
choice restricted. High in
certain zones in the wilderness
degree of control” (p.
2. Mandatory camping setbacks from
455)
water and trails in certain zones in the
wilderness (also a restriction on an
activity)
3. User fee above certain elevation on
mountain trail in wilderness
3. Rationing
1. Group size limits
use
2. Length of stay limits (in wilderness
and at specific sites (e.g., shelters) in
wilderness)
3. Limited use/quota system in particular
zone
4. Restrictions
1. Campfire bans
on activities
a

Table adapted from Dawson and Hendee (2009, p. 455).
Not all strategies, such as the creation of group size limits or limited use/quota systems, are able to be
implemented independently by managers.
c
Leave No Trace (2017) is a recreational ethic that provides a decision-making framework for
recreationists to have a minimal impact on the biophysical and social environment of protected areas.
b
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What Is the Perceived Effectiveness of Strategies Employed to Preserve
Solitude? (RQ3)
I asked managers whether or not they thought the strategies they used at their
wilderness areas to preserve solitude were effective. Their responses were mixed. In
general, managers felt that direct strategies, such as requiring camping at designated
campsites, quota systems in particular areas, or group size limits, were effective.12
Their usage, however, was not seen as a panacea in preserving solitude. For instance,
one manager noted that the designated site camping regulation in his wilderness had
improved solitude for campers, but that “overall in the corridors, we get so much day
use, which is the real challenge” (1_R6). Thus, designated camping zones were seen
as effective in specific areas; however, they were not seen to alleviate visitor use
pressures across the wilderness. Group size limits were also seen as effective in
limiting large groups; however, one manager said that “the average group size in [the
wilderness] is about two and a half people,” so group size limits were “only effective
at curbing large groups from using the wilderness and not in lowering use or
promoting solitude overall” (5_R2). In another example, a manager said a limited
entry area in a small part of the wilderness he managed “works fantastically in [the
limited entry area] . . . but there is also a major problem [in other areas of the
wilderness] where you’re hiking all day and seeing people all day” (3_R6).
Managers often did not know if the strategies employed at their districts were
effective. They said this was because they did not have empirical evidence related to
the efficacy of the strategies. For instance, several managers remarked on the
unknown efficacy of indirect strategies, such as information and education programs,
by saying that they did not have “enough people out there to know” (4_R4), that
“we’ll know when we get data” (1_R1), or simply that they “do not have empirical
data to know” (1_R9). One person remarked, “how do I know if I am doing a good
job? It’s all indirect strategies, it’s public education, it’s rarely physical or direct

12

It should be noted that none of the managers I interviewed said that their wilderness used wildernesswide quota systems, which limit use, as a strategy. There are no wilderness-wide quota systems in
USFS managed wildernesses. Presumably, this action would be seen as effective in lowering user
numbers overall if there was high user compliance.
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limitations and whatnot . . . so, they may be effective, but, I don’t know [laughs]”
(2_R3).
Also, because solitude was understood as a subjective experience, several
managers felt attempts to monitor it, such as keeping track of visitor numbers or
social encounters, were inadequate. Because of this, they felt unable to understand the
efficacy of management strategies. Thus, there was confusion among some managers
about whether strategies were effective because of either a perceived lack of
information or difficulty associated with assessing their efficacy. When managers felt
that the strategies they employed – both direct and indirect – were ineffective, it was
often because of various constraints, which will be discussed in the next section.

What Are the Major Constraints That Wilderness Managers Face in Preserving
“Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude”? (RQ4)
I asked each participant to identify the constraints that affected their ability to
manage for solitude in a way that they felt was appropriate. Responses to this
question were relatively consistent across the interviews. Managers identified four
major constraints (Table 3):
1. Managers lacked adequate resources to properly implement and/or monitor
the efficacy of indirect and direct wilderness management strategies.
2. Managers felt they lacked visitor-use data to understand trends in
wilderness visitation and/or to justify planning decisions.
3. The district and forest leadership did not prioritize wilderness solitude and
was not perceived to support the implementation of wilderness projects
and/or allocate a proper amount of resources to wilderness management.
4. Recreation visitation numbers were seen as uncontrollably high and thus
threatened solitude.
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Table 4. Constraints identified by wilderness managers.

Type of
constraint
Resources

Data

Definition
Lack of time, money, and/or
personnel influence
wilderness managers’ ability
to effectively implement
and/or maintain
management strategies.

Data either do not exist or
are considered invalid or
inadequate for a variety of
reasons (e.g., invalid
sampling strategy or
unsystematic sampling
across seasons).

Leadership Leadership does not
priority
prioritize wilderness
generally or wilderness
solitude specifically (either
at the district or forest
level).

High
visitor use

Large numbers of
recreationists in the
wilderness.

How perceived to
constrain
-Impacts managers’ capacity
to educate about wilderness,
enforce regulations, or
implement other projects
-Impacts amount of time
managers are able to spend
on planning documents and
engagement with scientific
research
-Inadequate data should not
be used in planning
documents or to justify
decisions
-Unable to fully understand
the state of wilderness
solitude and thus make
empirically informed
management decisions
-Impacts the approval of
management strategies
-Impacts funding for
wilderness management

-Challenges the efficacy of
nearly all management
strategies and generally
threatens solitude

Perceived
to be
influenced
by
-Leadership
priority

-Resource
constraints
-Inadequate
data
collection
strategies

-Public
priority
-Ambiguity
of solitude
-Resource
extraction
culture of
USFS
-Historical
use patterns
-Recreational
attraction of
unique
features
-Social
media

Resources.
Every wilderness manager I interviewed identified the availability of
resources as impacting their ability to properly manage for solitude. Put simply,
“time, money, and resources” constrained one manager the most compared to all
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other constraints. He reiterated by saying, “we don’t have enough people, and we
don’t have enough people because we don’t have enough money, and therefore we
don’t have enough time” (2_R3). Another manager said that “budget and personnel
are the limiting factors” in preserving solitude and he thought he would have a better
ability to expand and maintain his informational and educational programs if he had
more resources (1_R2). As will be presented below, this lack of resources affected
several aspects of wilderness managers’ jobs.
Managers also discussed the challenges with putting “boots on the ground
[wilderness rangers]” to both educate wilderness users and enforce regulations
because of a lack of resources (2_R4). Managers often brought up the “millions” of
acres of both wilderness and non-wilderness in their districts and lamented their lack
of staffing (2_R3). Put simply, without wilderness rangers on the ground, managers
felt that they were unable to do face-to-face education with the public, maintain
informational or educational projects, or enforce regulations meant to protect solitude.
For example, one manager discussed his inability to maintain an educational program
because of a lack of resources: “I can’t put bulletin boards at access points into the
wilderness because of a lack of funding. We’ve pulled back from education because
we don’t have funding, we can’t maintain them [the bulletin boards] – it’s frustrating”
(2_R8).
Managers also discussed their inability to engage with empirical research
primarily because of time constraints. Although some managers reported themselves
being engaged with existing research, this typically involved applying empirical
research to particular direct management projects proposed in planning documents
rather than applying it to actions, such as information and education, that they have
freedom in implementing and designing. When I asked managers why they were not
more familiar or engaged with empirical research, they overwhelmingly attributed it
to a lack of time. For example, one manager said, “I haven’t done it [engaged with
science] because I was dealing with my job, which I’ve explained to you is one of six
job titles that I have on the forest” (2_R1). Another manager said that “I think it’s a
time issue. I think there’s probably a lot of good material that’s out there being
published, but when you’re doing your job and trying to manage not only one
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wilderness area [but several], timing is the issue” (4_R4).
Although time constraints were the most common limiting factor identified by
managers as impeding their ability to engage with empirical research, they
occasionally identified others. For instance, a small number of managers felt the
existing literature was not applicable to their unique wilderness setting. These
managers felt research typically occurred in “high use wilderness areas in the east”
(1_R3) or “that a lot of work had been in popular areas” (1_R1) and that the findings
did not apply to their unique settings. Another manager, without providing specifics
after a follow-up question, said he thinks “a lot of what is written for scientific
research [on visitor impacts and preferences in wilderness generally] is out of touch
with what is happening out on the field” (4_R4). Also, an even smaller number of
managers said they did not know where to access scientific studies. For example, one
manager said, “not knowing where to go for that kind of information . . . not knowing
who to go to, who would I go to get that kind of research or those kinds of papers”
(2_R6).
Wilderness managers often discussed what they perceived as a relationship
between the availability of resources and forest and district leadership priority. One
manager explained how recreation was not emphasized on his district:
I have one other full-time employee and then one seasonal for two districts, so
you know, actually implementing it [any related to managing solitude] would
be difficult. And you know, unfortunately, in some ways wilderness doesn’t
float up to the top when you’re stretched thin like that. (4_R6)
In the context of discussing limited resources and leadership priority, a manager said
that solitude “is something that we’d like to do something about, but it kinda gets
bumped for all these things that are either correctly or incorrectly seen as more
pressing priorities [by leadership]” (1_R6). Thus, for several managers, forest and
district leadership priorities were perceived to impact the availability of resources.
Other impacts of managers’ perception of leadership priority will be explored in a
later section titled “Leadership priority.”
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Visitor-use data.
Managers discussed that a lack of data – predominately visitor-use or social
encounter monitoring data – and poor data quality constrained their ability to properly
manage for solitude. Without data, managers felt unable to understand user trends in
their wilderness areas or justify planning decisions. For instance, one manager said
that, because her unit does not have any solitude monitoring data, she doesn’t “have a
baseline to say ‘oh my god, we have a problem’” (1_R1). Without this understanding,
she – and other managers in a similar situation – would have to rely only on
professional judgment, not empirical data, to design strategies to preserve solitude.
The challenge this poses is also related to points discussed earlier about the lack of
data preventing managers from knowing if the strategies they employed to preserve
solitude are effective.
This lack of data was predominately attributed to a lack of resources to either
collect or analyze data. In one example from a district that has an abundance of
unanalyzed visitor-use data, one manager said that “because we don’t have the
resources, we don’t have the support for paying people to do this [data analysis]
because it takes a long time to go through the data and analyze it all. We have data,
but not resources to do analysis” (1_R9).
Several managers were skeptical of the validity of the visitor-use data
collected on their districts related to solitude. Specifically, data were seen as
unrepresentative of actual conditions on the ground and thus could not properly
justify actions or provide an accurate understanding of the state of solitude across
their entire wilderness areas. One manager said that her unit had a long history of
collecting data, but it was “apparent” to her that
In analyzing that information [visitor encounter data], [I’ve found that it’s] not
very systematic and I’ve been uncomfortable, you know especially with the
minimum protocol13 out now and that just, you know, our solitude monitoring

The minimal protocol refers to Hall’s (2014) “U.S. Forest Service National Minimum Protocol for
Monitoring Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude” in which the author describes a monitoring
protocol to track social encounters in wilderness.
13
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is a little bit more opportunity based and not systematic. So, the trends just
don’t seem to really mean much to me. (3_R4)
Thus, this manager was skeptical of the social encounter data that had been collected
on her forest because its collection was opportunistic and thus unreliable. Another
manager of an especially large wilderness said, “I have hundreds and hundreds of
thousands of [wilderness] acres per ranger, so we’re not monitoring it in any real
representative way in the areas we have” (1_R10). Another manager, while noting
that data had been unsystematically and opportunistically collected, was also hesitant
about justifying decisions with his data:
In some cases, data has been collected a little bit different than other times, so
[although] it’s pretty good data, you do have to be a little careful with it; . . .,
you could extract some good information there, but there would also be a few
little things where you would want to be cautious on. (1_R6)
The lack of data or the perception of their unrepresentativeness does not necessarily
paralyze management; managers will rely on professional judgment in the absence of
data. However, because the above excerpts were all in response to a question about
what “constrains” management, it is evident data play an important role in decision
making and, for many managers, the lack of valid data affected their ability to
properly manage for solitude.

Leadership priority.
Managers felt constrained in their ability to preserve solitude because of a lack
of forest or district leadership priority for it. This view was exemplified by managers’
perception that solitude “doesn’t rank highly for forest leadership” or that, “when
picking your battles,” solitude “is less important than other aspects of forest
management” (1_R6). Another manager said,
It’s just that they [the forest leadership] have a lot of issues, not just
wilderness related, and so there does tend to be more response for the squeaky
wheel. And that kind of calculus of reading the political winds comes into
play. If there’s not a whole lot of people clamoring for something, it’s maybe
not going to be viewed as a priority. (1_R10)
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This lack of leadership priority was perceived to be driven by three factors: (1) a lack
of public priority for wilderness in general and solitude in particular, (2) the
ambiguous or intangible characteristics of wilderness solitude, and (3) the legacy of
the USFS’s culture of resource extraction.
To properly understand how public priority was seen to impact leadership
priority, it is essential to briefly describe how wilderness managers perceived the
public’s priorities and beliefs related to wilderness. Managers discussed how the
public – especially the local communities surrounding the wilderness – valued the
economic benefits of recreation more than solitude. For instance, one manager said,
“recreation equals dollars for the community” and “pressure [on leadership] definitely
influences the amount of freedom I have in decision making because it [limiting use]
is not the popular discussion to say maybe ‘more recreation isn’t better’” (2_R2).
Another manager said that “the public pressure [on leadership] is by and large to
forsake outstanding opportunities for solitude or at least sideline them while we’re
getting all our economic stuff worked out” (1_R10).
Wilderness managers across all regions discussed their perception that the
public is ignorant of both wilderness in general and wilderness solitude in particular.
One manager succinctly described his perception of the public’s ignorance of the
difference between non-wilderness and wilderness, saying,
When making decisions in the wilderness from a management perspective,
we’re doing things based on how we’re trying to manage for wilderness, but
the public doesn’t understand that. They don’t view the wilderness area as a
separate entity from the [National Forest]. So, that’s a big hurdle,
unfortunately. (3_R9)
In addition to being ignorant of wilderness and/or solitude, managers very often
discussed how the public does not care about use levels or crowding, which is the
predominant way that the managers in my study conceptualized solitude. In one
example, a manager said that
A lot of people [in the public] have no issue with what some of us [in the
agency] view as a very crowded place where we would not want to be. These
people – which are easily 75% of the users – are not concerned about
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crowding. (4_R2)
Managers also made comments such as: “the public never thought about solitude and
what it meant to them” (2_R6); “my goodness there is such a lack of understanding of
what wilderness is about and what solitude, what that means” (1_R9); and
I don’t think that a lot of the public, even some of the folks that are pretty
wilderness oriented, don’t really make much distinction between capital “W”
[federally designated wilderness] wilderness and little “w” wilderness
[culturally defined/non-legal wilderness areas]. So, I just don’t think there’s
that much public understanding of really what capital “W” wilderness means.
(3_R4).
Ultimately, wilderness managers saw the preferences of the public – which ultimately
were seen to affect the leadership’s priorities – as contrary to certain wilderness
values, like solitude.
Wilderness managers contrasted the leadership’s need for measurable outputs
and perceived bias towards economic metrics with the conceptual ambiguity of
solitude. According to these managers, wilderness solitude is abstract, intangible,
subjective, and thought to be unmeasurable. Therefore, they felt that it was not
prioritized by the leadership, because leadership prioritizes measurable and economic
aspects of forest management. For example, a manager said that solitude is
“intangible and subjective” and “not a board feet question, not an acreage question,”
so the forest leadership does not “stand up for solitude” (1_R10). In a similar vein,
another manager said, “we have to make it [solitude] a priority” and, because it is not
“tied to like a timber target,” leadership is not focused on preserving it. The manager
continued by describing what she felt was the forest and district leadership’s
misconception that “‘if we [the USFS] don’t do anything, solitude could possibly
improve’; a lot of people [in leadership positions] think that we’d just have more
solitude if we were completely hands-off, but that’s not true” (2_R1). One manager
felt that the subjective experience of solitude contributed to the lack of leadership
priority:
I think the other huge elephant in the room is that there’s this perception of the
subjectivity of solitude; that it’s not the same for everyone. I think that’s really
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hard from the agency perspective to be willing to go forward and make hard
decisions on something that is somewhat subjective. (2_R2)
Thus, solitude was thought to be a low priority among forest and district leadership
partially because of its conceptual ambiguity.
Some managers believed that the forest and district leadership’s priorities
were impacted by the cultural legacy of the USFS as a “timber beast” and its
traditional focus of resource extraction (1_R9). For example, one manager lamented
that recreation on his forest was “just kind of small apples” and that “the [forest] is
the number one timber producer, so, timber and fire and mining are king, and I am
not afraid to say that – all of us in rec [recreation] say it – and we’re second fiddle”
(1_R1). This lack of prioritization was seen to constrain managers because of the
power that USFS leadership has in approving management strategies and in funding
allocation decisions.

Visitor use levels.
In response to my question about constraints, managers often discussed how
high visitor use levels affected their ability to manage for solitude; solitude was
understood as being associated with low use levels and thus being threatened in
popular areas. For instance, one manager discussed the challenges of managing a
wilderness near a highly populated urban area. Specifically, he said that
What constrains me the most is the fact that my wilderness is right next to a
million people. I mean, that’s what constrains me . . . the wilderness is like
10,000 acres, it’s not big. So, you put 10,000 people, that’s 1 per acre. We’ll
see hundreds of people up there a day. So that’s my biggest constraint. (4_R4)
This participant, like others, typically discussed high use levels as being the result of
historical use of the wilderness, unique features in or near wilderness that attract
users, and the challenges that non-USFS social media and the internet pose to USFS
messaging.
For many managers, historical use of the wilderness was a particular
challenge. These participants discussed how the historical recreational use of an area
(i.e., how it was used by recreationists prior to wilderness designation) constrained
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their ability to make regulatory changes to preserve solitude because of the fear of
public backlash. One manager simply said that “public use pressure” and “historic
use” affected his ability to preserve solitude the most compared to other constraints,
because he could not institute new rules or changes to the wilderness or wilderness
access because of the fear of public pushback (1_R8). Another manager discussed the
challenges of historic use:
This wilderness area has only been designated since the mid-eighties . . . so
people were using these mountains long before the wilderness area started; the
use patterns were already in place, unfortunately, before [designation]. So,
now it’s hard with the public pressure to come in and say, “we need to reduce
the amount of people and now you can’t have that race there” and they’re like,
“no, we’ve been doing this for years! Why does it have to change now?” and
we’re still kind of fighting that 30 years on. (4_R4)
Thus, historic use patterns and the perceived public’s expectation of continued
unfettered use were seen to constrain managers’ ability to preserve solitude.
Managers often discussed the unique attributes, such as geological features,
trail designations, or bodies of water, that attract users to wilderness. These features
were seen to threaten solitude because of their popularity. In an example evoking two
unique features, one manager said, “we are blessed and cursed with the AT
[Appalachian Trail] and extremely popular geologic features that people are not going
to stop going to” (1_R8). Others described “rock formations” (3_R9), “a reservoir”
(5_R9), and state and national trails that attract large numbers of visitors that were
beyond the individual capacity of managers to mitigate simply because they, as
individuals, “can’t change the wilderness boundary” or move the features outside of
wilderness (1_R5). Thus, managers were often faced with the challenge of managing
for high levels of use at extremely popular and unique sites.
Many managers discussed the impact of social media and internet news stories
as a major challenge in the preservation of solitude. In reference to the internet, one
manager said that “once areas get discovered, they get more and more popular, and
communities . . . have many different ways of promoting those areas” (3_R2). More
specifically, one manager said that “social media” and the internet are challenges
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related to preserving solitude because “so many folks get their information from blogs
or online trip reports . . . and, they’re all things that we have zero control over. And
then the other thing about [online postings] is that they have a very long life span”
(1_R6). This manager went onto say,
Almost on a yearly basis you can count on some newspaper doing an article
“great hikes, go see, go to this trail [in the wilderness]” and I’ll be out there
and, you know, you expect to see a lot of people out there, but then one day
you see three times the number of people you would expect to see. (1_R6)
Thus, social media and the internet were seen as challenges for managers because
their content competed with the messaging of the USFS and threatened its
management goals.

The Discretionary Decision Making of Wilderness Managers (RQs 5 And 6).
In my interviews, I explored how much individual freedom wilderness
managers believed they had to preserve solitude. As will be discussed briefly below,
managers felt limited in their ability to independently initiate a variety of
management strategies because of laws and USFS policies. However, managers also
discussed the latitude they had to work within those strictures – and the constraints
presented in the previous section – to preserve solitude. Overall, managers used this
latitude to shape strategies that were oriented towards protecting the wilderness
resource, not to accommodate perceived public preferences, which were described by
managers as anathema to wilderness.
Prior to reviewing how the discretionary behavior of wilderness managers
played out, it is important to revisit managers’ perception of the public’s preferences
about solitude. Overall, managers felt that that there is a “lack of public pressure”
(1_R8) to implement any strategies to preserve solitude and that managers do “not
have people clamoring or beating down the doors to talk about solitude” (1_R6). In
the eyes of many managers, the public prefers unfettered use and to “forsake [visitoruse] standards” (1_R10) and that the "public pressure is to . . . not to protect solitude”
(2_R3). This is because public preferences are, in general, understood by managers as
preferring places where they can “travel on a pretty loop or a pretty hike” (1_R2) and
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in which the public did not care if they “saw 300 people hiking because they are not
looking for solitude [as understood as encounters]” (2_R6).
Related to public preferences, managers routinely discussed the potential use
of quota or limited-entry systems as an alternative to currently used strategies because
it was seen by managers as an extremely effective tool to provide solitude. When I
asked why they did not have such systems implemented, they often discussed public
pushback against their implementation. For instance, one manager said that there is a
particular area in her wilderness that gets “about 90% of use” and that there “would
be some significant backlash if use was limited in that area” (3_R4). Another
manager said that when the USFS “hints at restricting use on public lands . . . people
get upset and concerned” (3_R2). Lastly, a manager discussed how leadership on her
forest was “gun shy” from restricting use because of public pushback in the 1990s
when the forest attempted to institute a mandatory self-registration permit system
(2_R6).
Given the hierarchical nature of the USFS, there were many strategies
managers could not unilaterally implement because of USFS rules and procedures,
but also because of the strictures of laws. For example, when asked about the amount
of freedom he had, one manager said that “without going through any other people or
means, I am somewhat limited” (5_R2). Another put it succinctly when he said that
“individually, there’s literally nothing I am able to do because it’s public lands and
we have to administer it with public input; there’s little I have control over without
having to do an analysis process” (4_R2). Thus, many of the strategies that were
employed to preserve solitude had to go through approval processes of varying
degrees of rigor depending on the type of action proposed. However, by digging
deeper into these types of responses about “needing approval” (4_R9) or having “to
go through a planning process” (5_R9), we see that space was open for managers to
exercise discretion in meaningful ways.
For instance, managers felt that they had freedom to exercise personal
judgment and take action on behalf of wilderness as authors of planning documents.
A variety of wilderness management strategies must go through an approval process
prior to being initiated; some examples include the creation of quota systems that
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limit visitor use, moving trailhead locations away from the wilderness boundary to
ease user numbers in wilderness, or changes in wilderness regulations. Managers felt
that they potentially could influence the eventual implementation of such strategies as
the author of associated planning documents. For instance, when asked about his
freedom, one manager discussed his impact on the implementation of direct strategies
as the author of planning documents used to propose those strategies: “I feel like in
terms of project work, that’s probably the biggest influence [to preserve wilderness
solitude] I have is to be the author of those documents, which, you know, have to be
approved by district rangers or forest supervisors” (2_R9). Another manager said that
he has “great freedom in drafting planning documents – to the extent that the content
is relevant and applicable – which may be one of my biggest influences” in
preserving solitude (2_R5). Thus, although managers could not unilaterally start a
planning process for many strategies, they felt able to exercise significant discretion
as authors of planning documents. It is important to note, however, that managers felt
constrained as authors of these documents because they were often unable to engage
with empirical scholarship because of time constraints and often lacked visitor-use
data, which may be essential elements of planning documents.
Managers were also free to use their personal judgment in planning the
maintenance of wilderness trails to achieve wilderness stewardship goals, including
solitude. One manager said that that his wilderness has “some trails that are really low
use that we purposefully do not maintain to maintain solitude . . . I think that helps
keep levels of solitude pretty high on those trails and in those areas” (5_R2). Other
managers opted to heavily maintain busy trails in either wilderness or the front
country to attract users to well-maintained trails with the goal of easing backcountry
use and providing solitude there. For instance, one manager said that “instead of
maintaining a lot of trails in the backcountry, [we] make some really nice trails
[heavily maintained] along a popular creek so people can go to the front country and
not go to the wilderness” (4_R2). He continued, saying that he implemented this
strategy “to disperse use to there and ease pressures on the wilderness. Get rid of
some of that day use in the backcountry and get them into the front country.” In
another example, one manager remarked on a “large chunk of wilderness” where
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“there’s little to no [trail] maintenance” to provide for solitude (1_R3). Thus,
although strategies like these provide the public with what they want –
access to an outdoor experience – the managers’ goal is to protect the wilderness
resource, including solitude. They often do this despite the complaints that they
sometimes received from the public about the lack of maintenance on certain trails.
Wilderness managers had the freedom to deploy wilderness rangers to
particular areas to enforce regulations or educate users. Although enforcement and
education are used for more than providing opportunities for solitude, these responses
were in response to a question about providing solitude. Managers typically provided
guidance to wilderness rangers about what specific regulations to enforce or what
aspects of wilderness should be the focus in their education with users, both of which
were often based on the managers’ personal judgment. For example, one manager
said that if he got “enough reports about a one particular area that is receiving a high
amount of traffic, it’s my job to address that issue and fix the problem, either through
more education or enforcement” by wilderness rangers (2_R4). Another manager
simply said that he has influence to preserve solitude by being “able to send rangers
to do enforcement” in areas he personally perceived of as problematic (1_R6). Thus,
managers’ discretionary decision making towards protecting the wilderness resource
was exemplified through the deployment of wilderness rangers to specific places in
the wilderness to either enforce regulations related to solitude, such as selfregistration permits or designated campsites, or to educate users seen as overusing or
misusing the wilderness resource.
Although many indirect and direct strategies are available to preserve solitude,
managers felt strongly that they had the most freedom to implement and design
educational and informational strategies. For instance, managers overwhelmingly
discussed their ability – heavily contingent upon the availability of resources – to
install educational signage, typically at trailheads and outside of wilderness, and
control its messaging, as well as to engage in face-to-face education in and outside of
wilderness with the public. One manager summed this up by saying, “the only types
of management decisions I can make as an individual are related to messaging:
educational messages, how I talk about places, where to send people, [and] whether
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or not to [use messaging] to disperse or concentrate use” (2_R2). Another manager
discussed his ability to do “education outreach, talk to the public – trying to influence
where they go based on the wilderness zones and their preferences” (2_R9).
Managers often discussed their ability to influence the routes and destinations
of wilderness users by suggesting directly – or indirectly through wilderness rangers –
places to visit in the wilderness or by purposefully not advertising locations.
Locations that were not advertised were often scenic or otherwise attractive places
that the public would likely enjoy. This was done to either disperse or concentrate
use, and there was significant personal judgment on the manager’s part related to
where to send users and what places not to advertise. One manager discussed how his
district “tried to not advertise places” (2_R8), while another tried to “inform people
where to go” based on where he thought people should and should not be going in
wilderness (1_R5). Because of the aforementioned challenges with controlling
messaging associated with the recent proliferation of social media discussed in the
“Visitor use levels” section, managers felt that these efforts were increasingly
becoming less effective.
Managers were also free to develop relationships with volunteer or
stewardship groups to recruit volunteers to do a variety of work. Volunteers were
often used for face-to-face user education and other projects, such as trail
maintenance – which, depending on the goals of the manager and/or trail
management objectives, could be used to facilitate solitude by discouraging or
attracting use in particular areas. When asked about the amount of freedom she had,
one manager said that she “has a volunteer program out there [in the wilderness], so I
can do all sorts of education out there” (2_R6). While discussing resource constraints,
one manager said that “we have a pretty good volunteer program that does a lot of
public contacts for us and some trail cleaning” (1_R2). In the context of wilderness
solitude, public contacts could also be used to educate visitors on regulations or LNT
ethics.
A few managers discussed instances in which they purposefully broke rules in
their management efforts. Managers always brought this topic up independently and I
never solicited such information in any of my structured or follow-up questions. All
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instances of rule breaking that arose in my interviews related to managers using social
media to interact directly with the public without the approval of a public affairs
officer.14 Although messaging is used by managers for more than providing
opportunities for solitude, these responses were in response to a question about
providing solitude. For instance, at least one manager took the initiative of setting up
an unsanctioned internet forum to directly answer questions from the public and to
create forum posts to directly communicate wilderness news to the public. This
particular manager was motivated to create an internet forum because he or she was
frustrated that wilderness messages had to go through a USFS public affairs official
who he or she felt was ignorant of wilderness management. Several other managers
created unsanctioned Facebook pages to communicate directly with the public for
similar reasons. In these instances of rule breaking, all managers discussed their
challenges communicating with the public because of the proliferation of social
media. Using personal initiative, certain rules were broken to communicate with the
public with the goal of improving wilderness stewardship.
Although not a direct or indirect management strategy because its focus is the
collection of data, managers felt great freedom in the implementation and design of
solitude monitoring strategies (e.g., the National Minimum Protocol for Monitoring
Solitude (Hall, 2014)). For example, one manager discussed her freedom related to
data collection:
Decisions that I make pretty much on my own are: when I want to monitor,
what kind of protocol I am going to use, I set my schedule, and then can
decide when I have enough data to do analysis or can back off my monitoring
for solitude. (3_R9)
In another example, a manager said that he had “a lot of freedom in terms of what
forms we use and what we record, for example, if the encounters are originating from
on-wilderness users or off-wilderness users” (1_R10). These data, which would be
used by managers to both understand social encounter trends in the wilderness and to
justify the imposition of new management strategies in planning proposals, largely

All identifying information — including quotes — of participants who broke rules is omitted to help
protect their anonymity.
14
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reflected the individual choices made by managers working within the structure of
monitoring guidelines.
In the interviews, I asked managers how they would respond to the public if
public opinion differs in general from what wilderness policies direct the USFS to do.
In dealing with issues that divided the public and the USFS, wilderness managers
would always take the side of wilderness stewardship or values. Partially because of
the public’s perceived ignorance, the vast majority of managers said that they would
engage in education with the public if they disagreed with wilderness policies. For
example, a manager said that when confronted with public backlash, he thought that
“it goes back to public education . . . to help them understand, to get them in line with
that policy direction . . . so I think it comes back to really coming back to telling the
story and getting buy-in from the public, at least enough of the public to help us
support [the directive]” (3_R2). A smaller number of managers thought that if public
opinion differs from what wilderness policies direct a forest to do, the forest should
engage in a two-way dialogue through “one-on-one conversations” (3_R4) or
“collaborative meetings” (1_R4), but that managers are ultimately tied to their policy
directives which may not align with public priorities or values, such as imposing use
limits. In only two instances, managers said that they would defer to the public and
shirk policy, “but only if their [the public] perspective aligns with wilderness
philosophy or values” (4_R2). Thus, in situations in which the public disagreed with
USFS wilderness policies, managers would always respond in a way that was
oriented towards perceived wilderness values.
Although it is likely that there are many more situations unrelated to the
management of solitude where wilderness managers were able to exercise discretion,
it is evident that they were able to do so in variety of ways within the rules and
structures of the USFS. Managers typically believed that most actions that would be
effective to preserve solitude, especially quota systems, were contrary to public
preferences. In general, the discretionary behavior of wilderness managers presented
above was oriented towards preserving the wilderness resource of solitude, and would
only align with the perceived preferences of the public when they aligned with
wilderness values.
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Discussion
Overview
In this section, I will evaluate and interpret the results of my qualitative
inquiry. First, I will describe the context in which wilderness is managed to provide
solitude across the USFS. To do this, I will review how managers defined solitude,
identify the strategies that are used to preserve it, and examine the perceived
effectiveness of those strategies and how these results align with relevant literature
when applicable. Further, I will discuss the constraints that wilderness managers face
in preserving solitude with a particular focus on data availability and ability to engage
with empirical scholarship. After that, I will discuss how my results related to the
discretionary decision making of wilderness managers are important to consider if
public administration scholars are to apply the SLB framework to natural resource
professionals.

The Context of Wilderness Solitude Preservation in the USFS
How do wilderness bureaucrats understand the mandate in the
Wilderness Act to preserve “outstanding opportunities for solitude?”
(RQ1).
The personal beliefs of wilderness managers about the meaning of wilderness
solitude typically aligned with the ways in which the USFS monitors and manages for
it. Specifically, most managers felt that solitude was defined by a lack of encounters
with other visitors on a wilderness trip. Others, although to a lesser extent, discussed
the importance of isolation from the sights and sounds of mechanization in facilitating
solitude. A small minority discussed other elements, such as the direct experience of
nature, as contributing to solitude. These perceptions are consistent with FSH
definitions of solitude (USDA Forest Service, 2007a, 1909.12, chapter 70; USDA
Forest Service, 2015b, 1909.12, chapter 70). Further, the dominance of social
encounters as an indicator for solitude reflects contemporary protocols for monitoring
it (Hall, 2014). Thus, wilderness managers’ general perception of solitude reflected
the bureaucratic definitions and the institutional norms that exist within the USFS.
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Wilderness managers’ definitions of solitude were similar to how scholars
have described the public’s understanding of it; however, there are key differences. In
a study by Hall (2001), a majority of hikers felt that a lack of seeing or hearing other
people contributed to solitude; however, other factors, such as natural quiet and being
away from the sights and sounds of civilization were important. Managers in my
study also felt this way; however, they felt that they held much lower thresholds than
the public. Other researchers have described the variety of preferences and thresholds
for the number of people visitors would like to see on a wilderness trip (Manning,
1999; Seekamp & Cole, 2009; Shelby & Heberlein, 1986). Stankey (1973) and others
(e.g., Cole & Hall, 2005) found that only a small number of people, “wilderness
purists,” have strict standards, while the majority of users will have a positive
experience regardless of the number of encounters (Stankey, 1973, p. 130). In more
recent scholarship, Hall, Seekamp, and Cole (2010) found that “enthusiasts” (i.e.,
wilderness visitors whose motivations most aligned with the Wilderness Act) were
more adversely affected by crowding than other visitors who were less purist.
However, enthusiasts were not generally supportive of restrictions to specifically
protect solitude, like limiting day-use. Thus, wilderness managers are similar to Hall
et al.’s (2010) enthusiasts and Stankey’s (1973) purists in that they perceive of
themselves to be adversely affected by crowding than the public; however, they are
markedly different than Hall et al.’s (2010) enthusiasts because of their support for
quota systems to preserve solitude. It should be noted, however, that categorizing
managers as purists was not a goal of my study and I did not probe deeply into this
topic in the interviews. Despite this, it is likely that wilderness managers, as
enculturated into the norms of wilderness stewardship, likely hold purist perspectives
and this may help contextualize their discretionary behavior towards the wilderness
resource and away from public preferences, which will be discussed below.
How are “outstanding opportunities for solitude” protected on the
ground through management? (RQ2) and what is the perceived
effectiveness of strategies that are employed to preserve solitude? (RQ3).
Managers indicated that they managed wilderness to provide solitude using a
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broad suite of direct and indirect strategies. The strategies that were employed on the
ground varied from wilderness to wilderness. For example, some managers only used
group size limitations and informational and educational programs to preserve
solitude. Others had mandatory limited entry areas, in addition to group size limits
and informational and education programs. There were no formal strategies used that
misaligned with strategies presented in wilderness management textbooks, such as
Dawson and Hendee (2009). It is important to note that managers used indirect
strategies more predominately than direct strategies, which is aligned with policy
guidance presented in the FSM (USDA Forest Service, 2007b). As was described in
the results section, managers felt they had great latitude in the design and
implementation of these indirect strategies.
Overall, managers held mixed beliefs about the efficacy of strategies used to
preserve solitude. For some strategies, such as requiring camping at designated sites
or group size limits, managers felt those were effective in achieving the goals directly
related to the strategy (e.g., smaller groups resulting from group size limits), but that,
overall, these strategies were not effective in preserving solitude across wilderness
because of large numbers of visitors. Also, because managers lacked data to
understand user trends in relationship to the use of strategies, many managers simply
said that they did not know if the strategies they used were effective. Lastly,
managers who felt that the strategies they used were ineffective cited the many
constraints they faced, such as limited resources to be able to properly implement the
strategies, or large visitor numbers that render their strategies impotent.
Surprisingly, the perceived efficacy of strategies was not identified as a factor
that was considered regarding whether or not a strategy was used at the district-level.
And, contrary to the findings of Winter (2001), there was no apparent relationship
between the perceived efficacy of a strategy and neglecting its implementation.
Overall, the implementation of all strategies was perceived to be more impacted by
legal or regulatory processes, limited resources, and a lack of leadership priority than
their perceive effectiveness.
The fact that the perceived effectiveness of strategies was not identified as
factor that was considered in implementing new strategies can perhaps be explained
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by two empirical considerations and one methodological consideration. The first
empirical consideration is that other factors, such as the public’s perceived impact on
leadership decisions, were presented as more prominently impacting managers’
ability to implement effective strategies than managers’ personal perception of the
efficacy of those strategies. Specifically, when I asked managers if there were
strategies that they thought were effective that they did not currently use in their
wilderness, managers often said that they felt quota systems were the most effective
but that they were not used because of a lack of public support. The second empirical
consideration is that many managers claimed they were simply unaware of the
efficacy of strategies because they lacked data and/or felt that solitude was too
subjective to measure. As will be discussed in the next section, this lack of data is a
core hurdle for managers attempting to integrate best available scientific information
into their planning and management decisions. Third, from a methodological
perspective, it is important to note that I did not ask participants specifically why they
implemented strategies that they felt were ineffective. In my interviews, I explored
why participants thought that strategies were ineffective and what impacted the
implementation of strategies, but failed to ask why many of these strategies remained
in use in light of their perceived ineffectiveness. If I had asked this question in my
interviews, I would have acquired a fuller understanding of the relationship between
the perceived effectiveness of policy instruments and their implementation.
However, it is important to note that the perceived ineffectiveness of the
strategies at the disposal of managers, as well as the constraints presented in response
to RQ4, may have led to coping among managers. These results align with Winter’s
(2001) findings on the relationship between the perceived effectiveness of policy
instruments and coping. Wilderness managers coped in ways common among other
front-line workers identified by Tummers, Bekkers, Vink, and Musheno (2015). For
instance, managers typically has negative perceptions of the public. Additionally,
some managers, as was presented in the results section of RQs 5 and 6, coped
behaviorally by breaking rules. Managers also displayed cynicism towards agency
leadership. These considerations, in addition to the constraints discussed below, may
help to explain why USFS employees have some of the lowest job satisfaction rates
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and morale among federal agencies in the U.S. (Partnership for Public Service, 2017).

What are the major constraints that wilderness managers face in
preserving “outstanding opportunities for solitude”? (RQ4).
Wilderness managers strongly – and uniformly across all interviews – felt that
a lack of resources constrained their ability to preserve solitude. These results
strongly aligned with existing research on the relationship between resources and the
capacity to do one’s job (e.g., Brodkin, 1997; Lipsky, 1980/2010; Meyers &
Vorsanger, 2007). Managers often perceived a direct link between leadership priority
and resources. They believed that wilderness recreation did not raise to the
importance of other duties of the USFS and thus was allocated fewer resources.
Previous research on leadership priorities constraining front-line decisionmaking in other professional contexts has yielded mixed results (Meyers &
Vorsanger, 2007). In this study, district rangers and forest supervisors were seen as
relatively powerful in terms of approving planning proposals and allocating funding
for wilderness management, which aligns with some scholarship on the strong impact
that management has on lower-level workers (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Henderson &
Pandey, 2013; May & Winter, 2007; Riccucci, 2005). These workers attribute the
leadership’s lack of priority for solitude on several factors: the public’s influence on
leadership, the ambiguity of solitude, and the culture of the USFS.
Wilderness managers felt that their district and forest leadership would
succumb to public preferences – such as the leadership not pushing for quota systems
– because managers view leadership to be reactive to public pressure. These beliefs
mirror the fears of the USFS that Kaufman’s (1960) study highlighted: that districtlevel leadership and may be impacted by local values and preferences. These beliefs
also mirror Sabatier et al.’s (1995) findings that local people had a greater impact
than federal hierarchical controls in advocating for the existing management
strategies in forest planning decisions.
However, in this study, wilderness managers, as the street-level workers
responsible for the on-the-ground implementation of policy, saw themselves as
advocates for protecting wilderness and, according to them, did not succumb to the
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demands of the public in their everyday jobs and personal discretionary behavior.
Thus, my results speak to the lack of a direct impact of the public’s perceived beliefs
and values on street-level discretion despite the acknowledged indirect effects related
leadership priority. Other studies of the public’s impact on street-level policy
implementation have shown that a community’s political/ideological context may
influence the implementation of policy by street-level workers in various ways (e.g.,
Frykman et al., 2009; Stensöta, 2012; Weissart, 1994). Although wilderness managers
thought that the public impacted forest and district leadership decisions, which had
cascading – and significant – indirect effects on the day-to-day work of managers,
they also felt that their personal discretionary behavior did not reflect public
preferences or values in any direct way. In fact, they saw themselves as protectors of
a wilderness resource that they perceived to be threatened by the public and their
actions were often contrary to what they understood as the public’s preferences.
These results suggest that it may be important for SLB scholars to consider how the
local community may impact various levels of an organizational hierarchy in
disparate ways and the connections between these levels on street-level discretion.
The implementation of ambiguous policies is a core element of frontline work.
As seen in this study, managers understood solitude as an abstract and subjectively
felt concept. Lipsky (1980/2010) argued that ambiguous laws and policies open the
possibility for street-level bureaucrats to use their personal judgment to interpret
policies and to determine a course of action. In the case of solitude, however, its
ambiguity was seen to constrain managers’ ability to do their work because, among
other reasons, it was not prioritized by leadership due to its subjectivity and its
resistance to measurement. Thus, perhaps in certain situations, such as a legal
construct like solitude that is seen as subjectively felt, abstract, and unmeasureable,
too much ambiguity may constrain frontline workers in unexpected ways.
Wilderness managers routinely discussed the challenges that high visitation
numbers posed for the preservation of solitude. Wilderness is a limited space and
most visitation occurs on system trails. Because solitude is predominately understood
to be facilitated by a lack of other recreationists, it follows that large numbers of users
would threaten it. Many of the strategies used to preserve solitude are in response to
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“unacceptably” high user numbers. In the context of other SLB scholarship, overused
and under-resourced systems, such as the ones in which wilderness managers work,
may lead to “pragmatic improvisations” on the part of street-level workers (MaynardMoody & Musheno, 2012; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2017). These
improvisations, or using one’s experience and knowledge of systems to provide
workarounds and service for individual clients, may not be perceived to be available
to wilderness managers because an improvisational action that is within the rules and
norms of the USFS may not be perceived as effective to curb overuse.
Wilderness managers mentioned contextual factors outside their control as
constraining their ability to preserve solitude. Although not acknowledged in SLB
scholarship, other types of front-line workers may also deal with factors that are
perceived to be out of their control. For instance, the ubiquitous availability of
fentanyl due to its production in overseas factories, coupled with its shippable size
and online availability, poses serious – and uncontrollable from the on-the-ground
level – challenges to front-line workers across the social services sectors (Forman,
Woody, McLellan, & Lynch, 2006; Suzuki & El-Haddad, 2017). Further, factors like
social inequality or systematic racism may constrain the outcomes that front-line
workers can facilitate working in social services. Thus, although the situational
constraint of high visitation in wilderness may seem unique to recreation settings, it
speaks to larger problems of systems that are overloaded or overused within which
street-level workers often work.
In previous SLB research, unavailable or inadequate empirical data or an
inability to engage with empirical science have not been considered prominent
constraints on frontline workers. My study suggests that this could be an important
issue in natural resource fields. Wilderness managers sharply distinguished between
resources – what they considered budget, personnel, and time – and data. To them,
data played a role in both understanding trends in wilderness use and in the
justification of proposed actions in planning documents. Managers need valid data to
understand their local systems and an ability to engage with existing scholarship to
bring the best available science to bear on management and decision making. Because
they either did not have data, felt as though the data they did have were invalid, did
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not have proper or adequate resources to analyze their data, and/or lacked the time to
properly engage with empirical scholarship, many managers felt as though they did
not understand the system they were tasked to manage and therefore could not
implement empirically grounded decisions or assess the effectiveness of strategies
they used to preserve solitude. Thus, this “systematic nonproduction of knowledge”
(Frickel, 2008, p. 643), in which certain types of knowledge are not created because
of institutional shortcomings – was seen as a constraining factor in managers’ ability
to properly preserve solitude and likely frustrated managers. These are especially
important considerations for natural resource professionals in general because, unlike
many other street-level bureaucrats, they are required to use the best available science
in planning and management decisions (Sullivan et al., 2006; USDA Forest Service,
2012). Being unable to collect and/or analyze data and to engage with scientific
scholarship – no matter what guidance or criteria may exist on how to determine what
the best available science is (e.g., Charnley et al., 2017) – are major impediments to
frontline work in natural resources management (Wright, 2010).
Being unable to engage with research may have impacted managers’ beliefs
about public perceptions of solitude. Research supports managers’ understanding that
the public is unsupportive of restricting use to preserve solitude (Hall, Seekamp, &
Cole, 2010; Shafer & Hammitt, 1995). However, wilderness managers general belief
regarding the public’s lack of priority for solitude is contradicted by research that
suggests that solitude is pertinent to the public and a motivating factor in their visits
to wilderness (Patterson & Hammitt, 1990; Seekamp, Hall, & Cole, 2012). Given
managers inability to engage with empirical research, as discussed earlier, it is
unsurprising that they hold personal views about the public that contradict the
findings of existing research.
Although this issue has not been discussed in SLB scholarship, the lack of
data and inability to engage with scientific research may also constrain other types of
street-level workers. For instance, frontline supervisors in police contexts may be
unable to properly mitigate crime in underserved areas for which they do not have
adequate or representative crime statistics because they would not be able to
empirically identify issues in an objective and systematic way. Public health
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professionals may be constrained in their ability to understand the state of public
health in rural areas or the developing world because of limited data availability. Or,
as documented by Frickel (2008), a lack of data on environmental contamination
available in impoverished minority communities may obscure environmental health
issues, leading to environmental injustice in public health contexts. Thus, my findings
related to data or workers’ ability to engage with empirical science may be applicable
to settings other than natural resource managers. Even if those workplace settings do
not require the use of the best available science, data and science may still be
important elements of decision making.

Discretionary Decision Making of Wilderness Managers
How much discretion do wilderness managers have to manage for
solitude? (RQ5).
Brewer (2005) and Maynard-Moody and Portillo (2010) called for research to
better understand the discretionary decision making of frontline supervisors. In this
study, wilderness managers, as frontline supervisors, felt constrained from
unilaterally implementing many decisions related to preserving wilderness solitude
because of their position and authority within the USFS hierarchy and the constraints
of existing laws and other regulations. These results align strongly with research on
the constraining impact of rules and procedures on street-level decision-making
(Maynard-Moody & Portillo, 2010; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1979). However, it is
evident that wilderness managers have freedom to act on personal judgement as frontline supervisors in certain contexts.
In the role of frontline supervisor, managers were able to impact the design of
projects that needed formal approval as authors of planning documents, while also
being able to manage trail maintenance schedules, design educational and
informational programs, and deploy wilderness rangers to problem areas to educate
the public and enforce regulations. When they assumed the role of street-level
bureaucrat and had unsupervised face-to-face interactions with the public, they were
able to provide suggestions to recreationists about where they should or should not
go; this was sometimes based on written guidance, and other times based on personal
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judgment. Also, they were able to frame USFS and wilderness messages in ways they
saw fit. Thus, freedom is something inherent in the work of wilderness managers,
despite the controls within which they work, but manifests differently when managers
occupy different spaces within the different duties of their job.
Little is known about frontline supervisors in SLB scholarship and there have
been multiple calls for more research on this group (Brewer, 2005; Hupe, 2007;
Maynard-Moody & Portillo, 2010). My study contributes to SLB scholarship because
it usefully conceptualizes wilderness managers, as frontline supervisors, existing in a
middle ground between higher management and the street-level bureaucrat/frontline
worker traditionally studied in SLB scholarship. Because of the liminality of their
position, their discretion manifested differently in certain aspects of their jobs as they
inhabited different spaces in that middle ground. Some frontline managers studied by
SLB scholars are likely always playing a frontline managerial role; however, others,
such as wilderness managers, may oscillate between the roles of street-level
bureaucrat and frontline supervisor in their jobs. Given this, when theorizing frontline
work, there may be positions that exist in the grey area between frontline supervisor
and street-level bureaucrat that are worthy of analysis.

In what direction is the discretion of wilderness managers oriented: the
preservation of wilderness resource or perceived public preferences?
(RQ6).
SLB scholarship has largely neglected natural resource professionals (Sevä,
2015; Sevä & Jagers, 2013; Trust & Cerveny, 2012). This chapter’s focus on
wilderness managers highlighted something unique about this position from the other
frontline workers traditionally studied in SLB scholarship that may be applicable to
be other natural resource frontline professionals: wilderness managers have
responsibilities to preserve a public resource that has both biophysical and social
values that are perceived to be threatened by the public. Thus, wilderness managers
may perceive of themselves as (1) providing a service to the public by preserving a
public resource, but (2) also protecting that resource from a public that may degrade it
through misuse or overuse. This provider-protector dual-role is indicative of the
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challenges they face in preserving solitude and, as will be discussed below,
considering this dual role may help to explain the direction of managers’
discretionary behavior.
In SLB scholarship, researchers have typically focused on how the discretion
of workers may impact certain clients differently (Lipsky, 1980/2010). For instance, a
police officer may deem an offender “worthy” of discretion because the offender is
perceived as hardworking or may embody other values that the officer feels align
with being a good citizen. The officer lets this offender go (Maynard-Moody &
Musheno, 2003). In another case, the police officer may become an ardent rulefollower when a different person who commits the same crime does not conform to
the officer’s normative prescriptions of what constitutes a good citizen. This officer
“throws the book” at this offender because he or she is deemed “unworthy” of
discretion (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003).
As discussed earlier, wilderness managers have discretion in the
implementation and design of many strategies used to preserve wilderness and
solitude. When examining the direction of their discretionary decision making,
wilderness managers nearly always used their freedom to take actions on behalf of
protecting the wilderness resource, not on accommodating or promoting perceived
public preferences. Typically, managers felt that the public was ignorant and
dismissive of wilderness in general and solitude and consequently did not value it. So,
rather than considering the “worthiness” of their human clients when exhibiting
discretionary behavior, like other street-level workers traditionally studied in SLB
scholarship (Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2000; 2003; 2012; 2017), wilderness
managers typically felt that wilderness values were more “worthy” of discretion than
perceived public desires. If managers felt that the public was “worthy” of discretion,
they may have oriented their decisions and actions towards public preferences. This
could have taken the form of actively not enforcing regulations related to solitude,
halting unpopular trail maintenance regimes that facilitate solitude, or actively telling
members of the public about all the scenic sites in wilderness (i.e., not obscuring
locations). The normative judgments of managers about what constitutes proper
wilderness stewardship may override public preferences and values on the street-
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level. My results raise the question about whether there is a need to consider the
overlapping, but nevertheless distinct, roles that natural resource professionals occupy
– provider and protector of social and biophysical resources – and how this
sometimes-conflicting perspective may influence the ground decisions and actions of
managers. In the context of SLB scholarship, then, my results expand who – or what,
rather – is considered “worthy” of discretion. Perhaps for natural resource managers
in general, biophysical and social resources could be considered “worthy,” whereas
perceived public preferences may often be considered “unworthy.” So, rather than
exhibiting the characteristics of Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2000) “citizenagent” narrative in which street-level workers both enforce and produce what they
perceive to be proper citizenship in their interactions with public, wilderness
managers exhibited a unique type of narrative: “wilderness-agents” whose
discretionary behavior enforced and produced what they perceived to be proper
wilderness stewardship. For other street-level workers responsible for the stewardship
of biophysical and social resources, this type of narrative may more accurately reflect
their work than those applied to workers traditionally studied in SLB scholarship.

Conclusion
Previous research on street-level bureaucracies has largely neglected natural
resource professionals working on the frontlines of public land management. My
analysis demonstrated that wilderness managers faced many of the same constraints
that other street-level workers encounter, such as the impact of leadership, resource
constraints, and overtaxed resources. Wilderness managers did not feel that the public
directly affected their discretionary behavior; however, they felt that the public
influenced district and forest leadership, which in turn directly impacted the ability of
managers to properly preserve solitude. However, they also faced constraints that
have not been discussed in SLB scholarship, which may more prevalent or obvious in
natural resource professions. For instance, wilderness managers contended that
limited or unanalyzed data and an inability to spend ample time engaging with
empirical science to help inform decision making affected their capacity to properly
do their job. This is problematic from their perspective because they are required by

106
USFS policy to use the best available science to inform planning and management
decisions. Not being able to engage with scholarship and lacking local data hindered
wilderness managers’ ability to make empirically grounded decisions and
justifications for proposed actions and precluded managers from being able to say
empirically if the management strategies they employed were effective in preserving
solitude. Although this constraint may be more obvious in a profession where
workers are required to use the best available science, other types of street-level
workers may face similar constraints if they use empirical data or empirical
scholarship to inform any decisions in their day-to-day work.
My analysis also demonstrated that wilderness managers occupy a dual role as
a protector and provider of the wilderness resource. Other street-level workers have
been conceptualized as orienting their discretion towards “good” or “bad” clients in
particular ways that are influenced by their normative assumptions. Wilderness
managers, on the other hand, typically oriented their discretion towards protecting the
wilderness resource, which was constructed as “good” by managers and away from
their perceptions of public preferences about wilderness, which were, to put it simply,
constructed as “bad” by managers. To managers, protecting the wilderness resource
was their normative duty and job, which was important enough to them that they
sometimes broke rules to protect it. Thus, if the SLB framework is to be applied to
natural resource professionals in future research, it is essential to not only understand
their discretionary behavior in relation to the public, but also their behavior in relation
to the biophysical and social resources they protect.

Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations. First, to ensure that I had representation
from all regions of the USFS in my interviews, I used my personal judgment and
deviated from probability proportional to size sampling (PPS) to include a
disproportionate number of wilderness managers from Region 10 (Alaska). Had I
strictly followed PPS, I would have not included any wilderness areas in my sample
from Alaska. Because I felt representation was more important than adherence to PPS
in this one case, I decided to contact managers from both of the medium-use and high-
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use USFS wilderness areas in Alaska. Only one manager from one of these wilderness
areas participated in my study because the other did not respond to my invitations to
participate. Although this aberration likely did not alter my findings in any meaningful
way because it was only one manager of 33 interviewed, it could be seen as a
limitation because it was a clear improvisation that deviated from methodological
guidance. To ensure reliability, however, I described this methodological
improvisation in the chapter.
A second limitation may be that the final sample of participants did not
actually mirror the proportionality of wilderness areas per USFS region. This is
because more people from certain regions agreed to participate than in other regions.
For example, Regions 2 (Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wyoming)
and 6 (Oregon and Washington) have the same number of medium-use and high-use
wilderness (30 each). However, I was able to interview 10 managers from Region 2,
but only four from Region 6. Related to disproportionate representation, I also had a
lower response rate (33.0%) compared to face-to-face or telephone invitations for
qualitative interviews. Considering this, it is likely that the participants may be
qualitatively different than those who were invited to but did not participate in the
research. Because of this, it will be important for me to profile the respondents and
non-respondents to my interviews to determine any differences between the two
groups that may have biased my findings. Although I reached theoretical saturation
after a small number of interviews, this may be explained by some shared attribute of
wilderness managers eager to be interviewed by a researcher. Therefore, the
disproportionate regional representation among my participants and my potentially
low response rate should be critically considered when assessing the credibility of my
results (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Lastly, I would have liked my data to have been more richly filled with
examples of the discretionary behavior of wilderness managers. In the interviews, I
tended to discuss discretion in the abstract with managers and neglected to ask followup questions for concrete examples out of respect of their time. Had I systematically
asked for more examples, perhaps through a narrative inquiry approach (Clandinin &
Connelly, 2000), I feel I would have had richer data from which to build a clearer and
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stronger argument.
Despite these limitations, my findings could provide a foundation for future
research in SLB and on street-level professionals in the natural resources. Specifically,
because I highlighted novel aspects of frontline work, my findings should be
quantitatively tested in survey research among both natural resource professionals and
other street-level workers who may rely on science and/or data in decision-making.
Doing this will both test the validity and generalizability of my findings (Creswell,
2013).
For this study, I did not explore the discretionary behavior or the
implementation of policy by wilderness rangers. Rangers cleanly fit into the category
of street-level bureaucrats, while wilderness managers fluctuate between front-line
supervisor and street-level bureaucrat. In light of the results of this study, it would be
important to explore how wilderness rangers perceive of themselves as protectors of
wilderness and how that perception may influence their discretionary behavior towards
the public or the wilderness resource itself.
Lastly, the results of this study only speak to one aspect of wilderness
management: providing outstanding opportunities for solitude. This limitation raises
an important question about what wilderness managers – and perhaps other natural
professionals – think is worthy of discretion. The results of my specific study are clear:
the wilderness resource is worthier of discretion than public preferences in the context
of preserving solitude. However, wilderness managers are also required to preserve
other aspects of wilderness character, such as the natural or untrammeled qualities. By
using a similar approach to my study, it may be useful to explore how managers
navigate these other aspects of their jobs. Specifically, are managers’ discretionary
actions oriented more towards certain qualities of wilderness character over others?
And, if all the qualities are interpreted as equally important (Landres et al., 2015), then
what may managers’ beliefs about the relative importance of each quality mean for the
on-the-ground production of wilderness policy? A study examining these questions
could further elucidate the implementation of wilderness policy, but it might also
clarify what aspects of biophysical resources are worthier of discretion, which could
further develop a more generalizable SLB framework.
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Introduction
The cultural turn in environmental history elucidated the importance of
language in how nature has been historically represented and understood. During this
turn, Cronon (1996) argued that the concept of wilderness was an ahistorical flight
from history and a cultural construction that, rather than being independent from
human culture, was dependent on it. Other historical research on American
wilderness has yielded rich political, intellectual, and cultural insight; in fact, this
scholarship has substantially critiqued the concept of wilderness as deeply
exclusionary (Allin, 1982; Callicott & Nelson, 1998; Cronin, 1996; Nash, 1982;
Nelson & Callicott, 2008). During the cultural turn, Cronon (1991) also argued that
“narratives remain our chief moral compass in the world,” and he urged scholars not
just to tell “stories about nature, but stories about stories about nature” (p. 1375).
Over the past two decades, new conceptual frameworks have arisen that could be
analytically applied to wilderness narratives to better understand the scope of
wilderness advocates’ thinking and to explore the moral compass of those chiefly
responsible for the passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964, the law that created the
National Wilderness Preservation System in the U.S. As wilderness and outdoor
advocates and scholars today call for greater diversity and representation in
wilderness recreation (e.g., Hung, 2003; Warcheza, Manning, Lime, & Freimund,
2001; Wilderness Society Task Force, 2017), it is important to interrogate the implicit
exclusionary messages in the historical roots of contemporary outdoor culture.
Critical frameworks used in the humanities can inform this endeavor.
One such framework is disability studies. Scholars in this field are attentive to
how particular types of bodies or human experience are represented in a variety of
cultural texts, such as novels, films, advertisements, and art, as “normate,” or as
significantly unmarked by stigmatized identifiers of disability (Thompson, 2017).
According to disability studies scholars, normate bodies and experience are
constructed as “normal,” “natural,” or “authentic” in these texts (Clare, 2017; Kafer,
2013; Wheeler, 2013). These scholars are also attuned to how non-normate bodies
and experiences – such as the bodies and experiences of the disabled – are textually
constructed as “abnormal,” “unnatural,” or “inauthentic” (Clare, 2017; Kafer, 2013;

121
Thomspon, 2017; Wheeler, 2013). For example, Kafer (2013) examined how
disability was represented in popular culture constructions of human-nature
relationships and deconstructed examples of “nature writing” that revealed dominant
and underlying assumptions about able-bodiedness and able-mindedness. By reading
portrayals of disability and ability in popular culture through a critical disability
studies lens, Ray (2009) revealed how we “assume the environmental body to be a
very particular kind of body” (i.e., white, fit, and able) (p. 131). Ray (2009) argued
that the fit and able bodies that are prevalent in outdoor adventure cultural texts, such
as rock climbing magazines, represent what she calls the “wilderness body ideal” and
are constructed as “natural” in the wilderness landscape. Disabled bodies, however,
have been prescribed as unenvironmental and unnatural in wilderness landscapes
(Ray, 2009; 2013). This type of scholarship falls squarely into the relatively novel
intersection of disability studies and the environmental humanities, or “eco-crip”
studies (Ray & Sibara, 2017).
Aside from the examples above, disability scholars have only begun to
interrogate the American wilderness idea. Although scholars have examined some
contemporary stories that have been told about wilderness, such as outdoor adventure
culture, they have neglected other pertinent stories from earlier eras. As I will argue
in this chapter, it is essential to interrogate these types of stories because of their
important role in mobilizing wilderness advocates in their push towards the passage
of the Wilderness Act.
There are some shortcomings in the current state of disability studies
generally and in eco-crip scholarship in particular. Wheaton (2010) critiqued the
“presentist” (i.e., the bias towards the contemporary moment) focus in disability
studies and the paucity of scholarship at the intersection of disability studies and
history. According to Stearns (1998), a presentist focus is problematic because the
present moment, especially our culturally constructed and normative assumptions
about other people and nature, is often rooted in historical thought and events (e.g.,
Merchant, 1989; Ray, 2009).
In addition to the presentist critique, Kafer (2013) was critical of disability
studies’ focus on the built environment (i.e., buildings, sidewalks, and transportation).
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Although this scholarship has served to highlight that ostensibly disabled bodies are
only disabled within particular inaccessible environmental contexts, such as places
without handicap ramps for people who depend on wheelchairs for mobility, it has
ignored protected areas and wilderness landscapes. These types of areas are important
to focus on because, according to Wheeler (2013) and Ray (2009), contemporary
environmentalism is rooted in the idea that closeness to nature facilitates more ethical
relationships with it. They problematize this idea by highlighting that certain types of
people – namely the able-bodied – are discursively constructed as closer to nature
than others in cultural texts and thus have more access to an ethical relationship to
nature. This type of exclusionary thinking has been obscured by disability studies’
analytical bias towards the built environment.
Lastly, and my own critique, eco-crip scholarship has fruitfully interrogated
the intersections of race, class, gender, and nation, but has largely neglected what
some call “neurological diversity” and able-mindedness (e.g., Gibbons, 2017, p. 531;
Kafer, 2013). Many of the relevant contributions in eco-crip studies have focused
solely on autism (Figueroa, 2017; Gibbons, 2017; Snyder & Mitchell, 2017).
Although this work has expanded on able-mindedness, a focus solely on autism does
not fully reflect neurological diversity. Thus, this chapter seeks to broaden
neurological diversity in eco-crip scholarship to include how mental illness and ablemindedness were represented normatively by wilderness advocates.
To address these shortcomings, my chapter brings disability studies to bear on
the inter- and post-war wilderness imagination. I do this (1) to empirically interrogate
the historical roots of exclusionary thinking in American outdoor culture and (2) to
show how this exclusionary thinking manifested in stories about the wilderness
experience in various ways. To do this, I thematically analyzed stories in the
Wilderness Society’s periodical The Living Wilderness through the lens of disability
studies to show that wilderness and wilderness experiences were discursively
constructed as natural, normal, and ultimately authentic, while the city and its
inhabitants – represented as the antipode of wilderness – were constructed as
unnatural, abnormal, and ultimately inauthentic. By interrogating this type of
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exclusionary thinking in historical empirical materials, I hope to contribute to Ray
and Sibara’s (2017) fledging “eco-crip” scholarship.
Within this chapter, I first describe the periodical from which I drew my
materials, The Living Wilderness. After that, I describe my methodological approach:
thematic narrative analysis. Then, I discuss two interrelated major themes and their
related topics that arose through my analysis in relation to existing literature in
disability studies and the environmental humanities. After this, I review of how this
research contributes eco-crip scholarship. I conclude with a brief discussion of my
study’s limitations and present ideas for future research.

The Living Wilderness
The Wilderness Society – the organization chiefly responsible for the passage
of the Wilderness Act of 1964 – first published its periodical, The Living Wilderness,
in September of 1935 (Wilderness Society, 1935; Turner, 2012). The purpose of the
periodical was to represent the interests of the organization and to build a national
community of wilderness advocates. It included news about wilderness, book
reviews, editorials, images of wild places, and other relevant content for the
burgeoning American wilderness community. Through this content, the periodical
represented the organization’s goals and values. An analytical focus on The Living
Wilderness in this chapter is warranted because the periodical represented the
historically situated values – i.e., the moral compass – of the Wilderness Society.
Given this, it provides crucial insight into the organization’s perspectives on topics of
interest to disability scholars in wilderness and non-wilderness settings.
A prominent component of the periodicals, especially during the time of
Howard Zahniser – a wilderness advocate and the chief architect of the Wilderness
Act – as editor of The Living Wilderness from 1945 to 1964, was their place-based
wilderness narratives. A particularly enjoyable part of the periodical to Zahniser,
these narratives consisted of first-person accounts of wilderness expeditions (Harvey,
2009). With titles like “Twelve Days Under Montana’s Big Sky,” “Northern
Cascades Wilderness Trek,” and “Yellowstone Adventure,” it is evident that the
authors of these stories attempted to situate readers in particular places. From horse-
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packing trips and small group expeditions, to large group outings, the periodical
represented the wilderness and its parts from a variety of perspectives and settings.
During Zahniser’s time as editor of the periodical, he seemed to have given
authors – who were typically lesser-known wilderness advocates – freedom to write
their wilderness narratives how they saw fit. In specific guidance to an author of a
narrative in 1947, Zahniser wrote, “Why can’t you write us [The Wilderness Society]
just a simple account of your experiences – not problems, no arguments, no checking
the facts in books – just what you did, how you felt, what you thought, out there in
the wilderness?” (Zahniser, 1947, p. 1). Further, Zahniser stated that the narrative was
published “without editorial polishing of the author’s spontaneity” (Zahniser, 1947, p.
1). Although it is unclear if all wilderness narratives published in The Living
Wilderness lacked such editorial control, it was evident that Zahniser – as editor of
the periodical – valued unrevised representations of the wilderness experience enough
to share them with readers.

Research Objective
My original research objective was to read and present these narratives
through a disability studies lens to focus only on representations of the body and
mind. Specifically, I sought to explore the prevalence and early representations of
Ray’s (2009) “wilderness body ideal” among inter- and post-war wilderness
advocates and also to explore how able-mindedness and mental illness were
represented in these narratives to contribute to eco-crip studies (p. 257; Ray & Sibara,
2017). However, after familiarizing myself with the narratives, I decided to take
broader approach and apply the disability lens to content both directly and indirectly
related to bodies and minds because I realized that the lens was appropriate to other
content in the narratives. Specifically, authors of these narratives constructed other
elements of wilderness and non-wilderness by using dichotomies relevant to disability
scholars. Thus, I more broadly sought to interrogate how not only bodies and minds,
but historical uses, and even social relationships were represented in the narratives. I
was also attuned to how particular types of landscapes – wilderness and the city –
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were seen as creating (dis)ability of mind and body. Given this, my objective for this
chapter was:
To interrogate the representations of people and various aspects of their
experiences in place-based wilderness narratives through a disability studies
lens to contribute to scholarship at the intersection of disability studies and the
environmental humanities.

Philosophical Assumptions
In qualitative research, Holloway and Todres (2003) argued that it is
important for researchers to make their philosophical assumptions explicit. Thus, I
will articulate the paradigmatic assumptions inherent in my approach as I developed
and analyzed narratives in The Living Wilderness (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Braun &
Clark, 2006). According to Malterud (2001), "a researcher's background and position
will affect what they choose to investigate, the angle of investigation, the methods
judged most adequate for this purpose, the findings considered most appropriate, and
the framing and communication of conclusions" (pp. 483-484). Thus, my results and
accompanying discussion were constructed by me through interpreting the text based
on the evidence I encountered and filtered through my expertise, values, and
experience (Guba & Lincoln 1994). However, through my systematic reading and
coding of the narratives, which will be described below, I applied the same criteria to
every text to ensure I was consistent in my interpretative approach. Further, the
assertions I make are supported by empirical textual evidence in this chapter. Given
its systematicity, the empirical evidence I present, and my interpretation of text, my
analytic approach contains elements of both positivist and constructivist paradigms
(Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012; Lincoln & Guba, 1994).
Further, I characterize these place-based wilderness narratives as having
narrative truth, as opposed to historical truth. Narrative truths, as Spence (1982)
asserted, are “constructed around a core set of facts or life events, yet allow a wide
periphery for the freedom of individuality and creativity in selection, addition to,
emphasis on, and interpretation of these ‘remembered facts’” (as cited in Wells, 2011,
p. 45). Or, as Polkinghorne (2007) put it, “storied texts serve as evidence for personal
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meaning, not for the factual occurrence of the events reported in the stories” (p. 479).
Zahniser (1947) seemed more interested in narrative truth than historical truth in the
place-based wilderness narratives when he asked an author to not check “the facts [of
their experience] in books,” but to simply describe their experience (p. 1). Thus, I
understand the representations of the wilderness experience as the narrative truth of
the authors. When presenting my results and discussion, the texts I present speak to
the personal meanings of the authors, which is paramount because the analytical
focus of this chapter is how these authors understood human relationships with the
wilderness and non-wilderness.

Methods
In this section, I will describe the methods I employed for the research
presented in this chapter. It is divided into sub-sections in which I present narrative
thematic analysis and discuss why I chose it as a research technique; following that,
there is a section clarifying key methodological terms used throughout the chapter
and a description of how the actual research process unfolded.

What is Narrative Thematic Analysis?
A central aspect of this chapter is a discussion of two major interrelated
themes and related topics present in placed-based wilderness narratives. According to
Braun and Clarke (2006), “a theme captures something important about the data in
relation to the research question, and represents some level of patterned response or
meaning within that data set” (p. 10). In qualitative data, the consistent prevalence or
quantitative abundance of a theme does not necessarily indicate its importance: an
important theme relative to the research objective may be prominently present in
some parts of the data set and less so in others (Braun & Clarke, 2006). What is
important is that the theme is relevant to an articulated research objective and that its
inclusion is clearly justified.
In my analytical approach, I used a disability studies lens to interpret my text
and I used specific procedures to identify and examine the themes from my data
(Guest et al., 2012). To ensure credibility, I will describe the approach I took to
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identify the wilderness narratives themselves and the themes and related topics within
those narratives relevant to my research objective.
I identified and analyzed two major themes in the wilderness narratives
through a process called narrative thematic analysis (Guest et al., 2012). Thematic
analysis has been widely used in a variety of research traditions and is often applied
to systematically collected interview data (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Riessman,
2008; Wells, 2011). In the context of narratives, thematic analysis is principally
concerned with the content of the narrative, but can also focus on the narrative’s
structure, its context, or other salient aspects of the text (Riessman, 2008; Wells,
2011). Data in this methodological tradition can also be culturally produced stories,
such as novels, film, or other types of storytelling (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Thematic analysis can be applied to historical written documents, and the
identification of common thematic elements across cases is an established practice in
qualitative research (Richards & Morse, 2012; Riessman, 2008). Working under the
assumption that “experience happens narratively,” a focus on personal wilderness
narratives will provide useful – and properly situated – content for historical analysis.
Thus, to investigate how wilderness advocates represented people, places, and
experiences in their wilderness narratives, the narrative form can be a fruitful unit of
analysis because narratives reflect implicit aspects of authors’ thinking that may not
be apparent in other types of text (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000).
To properly understand the later findings discussed in this chapter, a
clarification of terminology is essential, as I will use specific language to discuss the
different scales of my textual data. For definitions of each term and how they were
operationalized in this chapter, refer to Table 1.
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Table 5. Language used to discuss data
Term
Definitiona
Data corpus

“all data collected for a
particular research project”

Data set

“all the data from the corpus
that is being used for a
particular analysis”

Data item

“each individual piece of data
collected, which together make
up the data set or corpus”
“an individual coded chunk of
data, which has been identified
within, and extracted from, a
data item”

Data extract

a

How operationalized in this
chapter
All 86 issues of The Living
Wilderness published between
1935 and 1964.
The combination of all 60
place-based wilderness
narratives published in The
Living Wilderness between
1935 and1964
Discrete place-based
wilderness narratives
Coded text within the data set
that I used to develop themes
and topics

All definitions are from pp. 5-6 in Braun and Clarke (2006).

Narrative Thematic Analysis of Place-Based Wilderness Narratives
Selection of data corpus.
I identified the data corpus as all 86 issues of The Living Wilderness published
between 1935 and 1964. My data corpus was found in its entirety at the Oregon State
University Valley Library. I began with 1935, the first year The Living Wilderness
was published. I chose to not include issues published after 1964 because I reviewed
all the subsequent issues of The Living Wilderness and determined that the number of
place-based wilderness narratives significantly curtailed – to nearly zero – after
Zahniser’s editorship ended with his death in May of 1964. I familiarized myself with
all the materials in the periodical by reviewing the table of contents of each issue and
reading much of the content beyond the place-based wilderness narratives. This
provided a useful context to better understand the narratives.

Identification and familiarization with the data set.
Identification of place-based wilderness narratives.
To determine what to include in the data set, it was essential that I
systematically assessed what articles were and were not place-based wilderness
narratives. I systematically reviewed every article within all issues of The Living
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Wilderness to determine if an article was a place-based wilderness narrative if it had
two major attributes: (1) the majority of the article described the author’s personal
experience in a (2) place that the author represented as exhibiting characteristics of
wilderness. The vast majority of these narratives were based in protected areas used
for recreation, such as the Olympic Mountains in Washington or Baxter State Park in
Maine. A small minority, however, described experiences in other types of settings,
such as city woodlots or rivers congested with boat traffic. The narratives that fit into
this latter category were included because the authors were typically attempting to
convey the wild characteristics of landscapes people may have encountered in their
everyday lives and because representations of these places and their attributes
elucidate what the authors felt were salient characteristics of wild places. In total, I
identified 60 personal narratives that fit the above characteristics (see Appendix C for
a list of titles, authors, and years of publication).
Several types of articles that resembled place-based wilderness narratives
were omitted from the data set. Specifically, I did not include fictional or third-person
accounts of wilderness experiences. Their omission was driven by the boundaries I
placed on the research objectives: I was interested in how the authors’ actual
experiences of wild places were represented, not imagined experiences articulated
through fictional characters. I also did not include narrative descriptions of the wild
aspects of authors’ homes. Even though these rich stories may deserve analysis in
future research, they are beyond the scope of this study. I did not keep track of the
number of articles, such as these, that I omitted.

Familiarization with the data set.
In Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase process for conducting thematic
analysis, the first step is to familiarize oneself with the data set under analysis. First, I
uploaded PDFs of all narratives to the qualitative software management program,
NVivo 11. I read all the narratives to acquaint myself with their content without
taking notes (Saldaña, 2015). Then, I re-read all the narratives to better familiarize
myself with the different styles and approaches of the different authors, taking notes
and documenting ideas to prepare for the next stage: generating initial codes.
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Creation and analysis of data extracts.
Generating the initial codes, searching for, reviewing, and identifying and
themes.
To address my research objective, I coded the text through a disability studies
lens and actively looked for instances in which the human body or mind, the
wilderness, or non-wilderness landscapes were represented. Although I interpreted
the data through this lens, I did not limit myself to finding evidence for existing
themes already identified in eco-crip scholarship, because I sought to conceptually
expand this fledging field. Thus, I took both a deductive and inductive approach in
my generation of codes and examined the ways that both subjects and objects were
represented in the narratives that were relevant to this scholarly perspective.
After I familiarized myself with the data set, I produced initial codes to better
organize the data and to explore the data in depth (Saldaña, 2015). Using NVivo 11 to
manage my codes – and using my notes and potential codes from the second readthrough to help orient my third reading – I coded the salient aspects of each text that
explicitly spoke to my research objective.
To render these codes tangible, I will briefly discuss them. For each narrative,
I determined what type of travel occurred in the story (i.e., non-mountain climbing
backpacking, water-based travel, or mountain climbing). After that, I coded salient
aspects of the text at the sentence and paragraph level to create my data extracts
(Table 1). I developed these codes to capture instances when authors presented topics
in their narratives as either natural or artificial, normal or abnormal, good or bad,
authentic or inauthentic or other normative dichotomies salient to disability studies
scholars. These topics could be people’s experiences, the city or wilderness itself,
past historical use of wilderness, or even people’s bodies and minds.
After coding all 60 narratives, I assessed the content of my data extracts to
determine the overarching themes in the narratives salient to disability studies. In
other words, I determined what trends authors rhetorically constructed in the
narratives that were relevant to my research objective. Using Braun and Clarke’s
(2006) process led to the development of two major themes that were relevant to my
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research objective: it was strikingly common for (1) the wilderness, the people in it,
and their experiences to be represented as natural, good, normal, and/or authentic,
whereas (2) non-wilderness (typically urban life), the people in it, and their
experiences were represented as unnatural, bad, abnormal, and/or inauthentic. I
determined that these themes were internally coherent and externally distinct from
one another through a process of peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In other
words, I had a disinterested peer review my themes to confirm that they were
internally homogeneous and externally heterogeneous (Patton, 1990). This process
was done to uncover my biases as a researcher and to ensure the plausibility of my
analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Results and Discussion
In this section I will describe the results of my analysis and situate them
within relevant scholarship. My results are best understood with accompanying
discussion; thus I have combined them in the sections below. First, I describe the data
set to provide the reader with a context to better understand the geographic and
temporal scope of the narratives. Then, in each of the following subsections, I
introduce the themes and related topics that arose through my analysis, describe them
in-depth, provide illustrative examples of each, and situate them within literature
pertinent to my research objective.

Description of the Data Set
The 60 narratives were written by 52 authors (one narrative was written by
two others and seven authors wrote more than one). Geographically, these narratives
represent at least 24 US states and three other countries (Figure 1).15 Three main
types of wilderness travel were found in the narratives. The most prevalent narratives
were backpacking trips, as 36 centered on a wilderness excursion on a trail or land. In
some of these backpacking excursions, mountain climbing was described; however, it

15

The exact number of states is unknown because in several instances the authors only described the
setting of wilderness narratives as geographic features or regions, such as the Bitterroot Mountains and
Appalachia, not as being in specific US states.
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was not the central aspect of the narrative. Water-based travel narratives were the
second most prevalent, as 16 focused on canoe or boat-based travel in water.
Narratives that centered on only mountain climbing were the least prevalent and
represented eight of the 60 narratives.

Figure 2. U.S. states included in place-based wilderness narratives.

Figure 2. States included in place-based wilderness character narratives (not included in figure are
narratives based in British Columbia, Australia, and the Marshall Islands)

Generation of Themes
As noted above, I constructed two interrelated themes related to the normality,
naturalness, or authenticity of wilderness and abnormality, unnaturalness, or
inauthenticity of urbanity. What follows is a presentation of these themes and their
related topics with example text from the narratives that most clearly convey them.

Authenticity in The Living Wilderness
The authors of wilderness narratives in The Living Wilderness consistently,
from 1935 to 1964, drew on nostalgic topics in their representations of the wilderness
experience. Topics such as lamentations over the loss of simplicity or the degradation
of human relationships were prominent throughout this nearly 30-year period. The
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authors presented the wilderness as an authentic place where what was lost could be
found: from a simpler and more natural existence to authentic friendships, the
wilderness offered a venue to alleviate the social and ecological losses that the
authors associated with urbanity. Additionally, the authors included stories about
historical human use and presence in wild places that exemplified what advocates
then considered to be acceptable or authentic in wilderness. The inclusion of these
stories complicates scholarly representations and critiques of wilderness as wholly
ahistorical (e.g., Callicott & Nelson, 1998; Cronon, 1996) and represents wilderness
as a place filled with historical use. Each of these topics is expounded below.

Inauthenticity of the city and the anxieties of modernity.
Between 1935 and 1964, the authors of wilderness narratives discussed the
“strangling clutch of a mechanistic civilization” (Marshall, 1951, p. 10) and the
“pressures of modern human life” (Hatch, 1955-1956, p. 1); they sought to escape
from places “where factories smoked, where tires screamed, where noises jangled,
where the simple unity of this world was shut out” to places with “no winking lights,
no signs, no motors, no dust, no litter, no confusion” (Broome, 1962, p. 10, p. 12).
This nostalgia for and desire to escape to a non-urban past manifested in various ways
throughout the narratives.
Illustrative of Sutter’s (2002) argument that anti-road fervor contributed to the
modern wilderness movement, the authors in The Living Wilderness voiced anxiety
about other signs of modernity encroaching in wilderness. For instance, Murie (1947)
urged lawmakers to not tamper with wilderness
by marking portages as clearly as street signs in a well-run city, or by
introducing gadgets that take us painlessly across. We like to find our way.
We like to use a map . . . that’s what we came here for – to exercise our
ingenuity, to enjoy and endure, as one should in a wilderness. (p. 17)
By naturalizing humans as explorers, Murie implicitly asserted that wilderness, as a
place for exploration, was humanity’s natural home and implied that signs of
modernity were unnatural and thus did not belong there. Also, and foreshadowing
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other examples presented later in the chapter, this excerpt is implicitly ableist because
it valorizes physical pain and critiques the use of devices that assist visitors.
The narratives represented wilderness recreationists as escaping the anxiety
associated with the pace and crowdedness of modern life. In “Enriching and
Stimulating Solitude,” L. F. Kneipp (1937) asserted that “[wilderness] solitude [or
the] complete detachment from the intensity and turmoil of metropolitan life, of
escape from the pressure of teeming thousands” was needed for personal growth. He
argued that urbanization and the expansion of modernity threatened this growth,
because in the near future
There will be five people in the United States where there are now four; that
[sic] for every square mile of land there will be one mile or more of good
roads; that [sic] upon such roads there will be three automobiles where there
are now two; that [sic] droning in the skies above us there will be ten aircraft
where there are [sic] now one. (p. 4)
This anxiety was not limited to an expanding civilization. Robert Marshall (1946), a
founding member of the Wilderness Society, argued that a life of repetition resulting
from work should be traded for a life of wilderness recreation that had “thrill of
uncertainty, variation, and mystery” (p. 1). Further, in “Wind River Wilderness,”
Sarah Sanborne Moench (1961), one of the few female authors, found joy in the
wilderness as “the pace of life, no longer governed by jobs, children, and the insistent
demands of the telephone, became whatever each of us wished” (p. 15). Throughout
the narratives, authors fetishized a simpler time that – according to them – could be
found in wilderness landscapes.
In contrast to one’s experience in urban settings, the sensory experience in
wilderness was constructed as natural and real in the narratives. For instance, Allard
(1945) wrote of his experience in a wild place in Virginia, “it was cool before
morning, to be sure, but this is but a moment in glorious and sincere living” (p. 24).
Further, Murie (1947) wrote, “it is a relatively carefree life here, a normal life, not yet
removed from growing forests and the elements of storm and sun” (p. 18). Lastly,
upon returning home from the San Jacinto Mountains, Weldon Heald (1957) wrote,
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Darkness approached as [I] approached the city. . . . Everything seemed a little
forced, lacking in either permanence or stability. Unreal – that was the word
for it! And as I turned into our drive and rolled into the garage, I was suddenly
struck with the fact that my retreat to San Jacinto had been an escape to
reality, rather than away from it. (p. 17)
In a similar vein, Sharon Fairley (1960) wrote about a mountain climbing trip that “it
was an escape, not from but to reality” (p. 6). Thus, wilderness and the wilderness
experience were prescribed as normal or real, whereas the city was implicitly
represented as abnormal or unreal.
Ultimately, this dichotomy is further evidence of wilderness advocates’
construction of wilderness as good and humans as bad, which was the core argument
of Callicott and Nelson (1998) and Nelson and Callicott (2008). The rhetorical
strategy of creating dualisms between normal and abnormal, and real and unreal is not
innocuous; it is an example of explicitly valuing non-peopled landscapes over the
places in which many people actually live and, as we will see in the section
“Authentic Bodies and Bodily Experience in Wilderness,” categorizes particular
people as natural or unnatural and thus good or bad. Cronon (1996) argued that it was
imperative to equally value the entire continuum of naturalness, from the city to the
garden to federally designated wilderness. This appreciation, he asserted, allows us to
ethically inhabit this world by recognizing the value and autonomy of the non-human
world in its myriad forms. The Wilderness Society’s discursive constructions of a
binary of good (wilderness) and bad (urban) experiences only perpetuated an
environmental ethic based on the protection of “out there” places, rather than
embracing those that we actually depend on, live in and recreate in that exist in the
continuum of hybrid landscapes (Cronon, 1996; Fiege, 2009; White, 2004).

Social and ecological losses of modernity.
Loss as a topic in the wilderness narratives was associated with the social and
ecological changes attributed to modernity, the inauthenticity of the city, and the
authenticity of the wilderness. There are many examples of this perceived loss in the
narratives. For instance, in “Land of the Windy Rain,” a wilderness narrative based in
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the Olympic Peninsula in Washington State, Edwin Way Teale (1956-1957)
discussed the “forgotten memories” or “recollections of experiences in the past, long
buried in the mind, unthought of for years” that were intimately linked to the “falling
leaf and sifting needle, with Oregon maple and Sitka spruce” (p. 7). The memories he
found in wilderness were associated with sagacious insight, as when he stated that he
found himself “reliving an odd adventure of the past, seeing again in suddenly
sharpened focus a white-bearded man who looked like a Biblical prophet, a man I met
but once under curious circumstances, long ago” (Teale, 1956-1957, p. 7). Through
the use of the allegorical figure of the bearded prophet in the wilderness that the
author knew from a distant past, he situated the wilderness as the place to unearth the
lineage of intellectual and spiritual insight buried by the modern world.
In an example of ecological loss, Weldon Heald (1957) wrote about his
experience in the San Jacinto mountains: “what was once one of America’s loveliest
and most peaceful countrysides [the site of the city of Los Angeles] has become a
restless, smoky, urban region where increasingly intensive development is fast
obliterating the last vestiges of its original natural charms” (p. 13). In a more oblique
reference to loss, in Harvey Broome’s (1962) “Faces of the Wilderness: Canoe
Country,” a narrative based in the Quetico-Superior region on the border of Ontario
and Minnesota, the lake country
had become a land where men could escape, where they could again feel
primal urges, sweet simplicities, and even simple sweetness and beauties. It
[the US] had become a country, even tattered and second-rate as much of it is,
where men could find something they had lost [in wilderness]. (p. 12)
Broome was clear with his assertion that through wilderness recreation one could
unearth a way of life that was lost because of the changes associated with modernity.
Human connection and the inauthentic “masks of civilization.”
Social relationships cultivated in wilderness and the city were normatively
imbued with value judgments of good and bad. Vast changes in late 19th and early
20th century America contributed to a growing sense of loneliness among the
population (Greer, 1953; Peplau, 1955). Psychologists at the time attributed this
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loneliness to many factors, such as the growing geographic mobility of the American
population, isolation in the workplace because of technological innovations and
prescribed worker roles, vertical class mobility, and the changing cultural context in
the nation (Greer, 1953; Peplau, 1955). Rhetorically constructing sociality and
gregariousness as natural, authentic, and associated with wild places, the wilderness
narratives in The Living Wilderness touched on human relationships both in and
outside of wilderness.
Authors of the narratives consistently represented wilderness as a place to
cultivate meaningful human relationships. In “Twelve Days Under the Montana
Sky,” John Osier (1963) concluded by stating that in “nearly two weeks of living
together, the outdoors had broken down barriers [and] created deep comradeship. It
was hard to break this bond, to trade peace for the noisy rush of cities” (p. 27). Not
only could friendships be cultivated in wilderness, but friendships cultivated outside
of it were presented as inauthentic or superficial. This was seen in Robert Hatch’s
(1955-1956) “Forgotten Pond,” a wilderness narrative set in Connecticut:
Friendship between two men is deepened by [the wilderness] experience and
becomes unique, different from those [sic] formed in the rush and scramble of
cities. There is a tolerance here and a depth of patience, feeling, and
understanding that give a special character to the friendship and build it into
the bedrock of a man’s life. (p. 3)
Hatch (1955-1956) concluded that friendships and social bonds cultivated in
wilderness should be the reason for its protection when he stated, “for this [friendship
cultivated in wild places], if for no other reason, we need our wilderness” (p. 3). In a
later wilderness narrative titled “Wilderness Reflection on Mt. Frissell,” Hatch (1957)
said, “the wilderness can build a unique kind of friendship, unlike the fly-by-night
relationships we so often form in our high powered society” (p. 4). Thus, a binary was
present in the narratives in which human connection in wilderness settings was
constructed as authentic and meaningful and relationships that developed in the city
were represented as unnatural and inauthentic.
Wilderness was also described as a place to forge meaningful human
connection with others with different backgrounds and perspectives. For instance, in
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“The Falcon’s Cruise on Border Lakes,” Olaus Murie (1947) discussed a
conversation with a “business man from Chicago with his son” he met in the
Boundary Waters on the border of Minnesota and Ontario. He wrote, “we have
dropped the masks of civilization. We are neighbors for the moment, and when we
dip our paddles and go on our respective ways, we go with a warmer feeling” (p. 19).
In “Return to Eagle Rocks Prong,” Bernard Frank (1957) similarly asserted that
wilderness was a place where personal differences were unimportant in personal
interactions. As a native of Brooklyn, Frank described working with a man in the
wilderness who grew up in a rural area. He stated that they
clicked so quickly and easily from the start [which] showed that, given a
common purpose, a mutually compelling desire to observe and understand
their surroundings, and a common love of the mountains in whatever mood
they might find them, people with highly diverse backgrounds can enjoy
amicable relationships even under stress. (p. 12)
In these examples, wilderness was constructed as a place where social barriers could
be overcome and meaningful relationships could be cultivated. Simultaneously, social
connections developed in the city were constructed as inauthentic or otherwise unreal.

Authentic historical human presence in and use of the wilderness
landscape.
In addition to forging social bonds with fellow recreationists, authors of the
wilderness narratives also valued historical human presence on the landscape and
forming imaginary bonds with particular kinds of real and fictional historical
explorers and inhabitants whom they viewed as historically belonging to or authentic
in the landscape. These common topics revealed the authors’ acknowledgment that
humans were once present on the wilderness landscape. They typically evoked
America’s frontier past and included discussions of abandoned cabins, archaeological
remains, historic travel routes, or place names that referred to specific groups or
times. These references were to both non-indigenous and indigenous peoples. Nonindigenous peoples were typically European explorers or American pioneers, or those
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on the frontier. For example, in a narrative based in North Carolina, Edwin Way
Teale (1952) stated that
The wondering eyes of Ponce de Leon’s men, no doubt, beheld them
[indigenous peoples] when they paddled up the Wakulla River in the sixteenth
century in search of the Fountain of Eternal Youth… It was on the river not
far from the spring where he [de Leon] was felled by an arrow that ended his
life. The Wakulla is a stream rich in history. (p. 6)
Other European explorers were also evoked in narratives. For instance, in a narrative
based in the Olympic Peninsula in Washington State, Mercedes Douglas (1958) wrote
that “this coastline first seen by that ‘ancient pilot of shippes’ Juan de Fuca, Captain
James Cook, Captain John Meares, and Fidalgo, the Spaniard, would look much the
same today to them” (p. 12). In another narrative based in West Virginia, the author
stated that “the first settlers pushed into the [Cacapon] Valley during the Seventeen
Thirties and Forties, about the time that George Washington was surveying lots in this
vicinity during his youth” (Leich, 1956, p. 4).
Authors also routinely discussed the historical presence of indigenous peoples
in the wilderness landscape prior to European settlement. For example, in writing
about his physically demanding travels throughout a mountain range in Idaho and
Montana, Ernst Peterson (1955) stated that the “Bitterroot Range in this region has
always been a formidable barrier to travel, the Indians having had but three known
trails through many of the canyons” (p. 8). In many narratives, authors discussed rock
carvings or pictographs left by indigenous habitants. For example, one author wrote,
“at one place we ran into rocks that had carvings on them. These are said to have
done by the Indians” (Douglas, 1958, p. 9).
Historical resource use by both indigenous and non-indigenous people was
commonly discussed and valued. These were references made to activities such as
logging or fishing. They included descriptions of physical evidence of this usage
(e.g., bones, tools, cabins, etc.), as well as stories in the narratives about historical use
whose traces were no longer evident in the landscape. For example, in a narrative
based on North Carolina, Merrick (1951-1952) wrote that settlers
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used to shoot a wild turkey or a deer whenever they felt like it, and passenger
pigeons in season would roost so thick in the trees the limbs broke off. Later
on, they had their hogs and cattle roaming free in the mountains by the
thousands. (p. 3)
Another author in 1950 wrote that “sometimes we saw birch teepee poles standing at
old campsites where Indians had lived during the summer” in northern Minnesota
(Van Dore, 1950, p. 25). And lastly, in a narrative about a trip in the Brooks Range in
Alaska, Margaret Murie (1957) wrote that “these knolls were the favorite campsites
of the Indians, for trapping or hunting, for we found many old campsites” (p. 10).
Finding historical campsites, such as these, added value to the wilderness experience
of these authors: by finding physical evidence of the past, they felt more connected to
historical human use of the landscape.
Authors discussed not only indigenous and non-indigenous historical human
presence, but also how these peoples altered the landscape. Examples of this included
discussions about pictographs, burning for various reasons (e.g., signal fires), or
building shelters (e.g., windbreaks). For example, Elliot Merrick (1951-1952) wrote
about the tops of mountains lacking trees and disagreement among ecologists about
the cause. He observed that “some say the Indians burned them . . . to keep them clear
as observation points” (p. 4).
The final commonly discussed topic – which I call historical performance –
involved authors re-creating historical presence by discussing how their activities
mimicked or recreated the journeys of historical peoples. For example, concluding his
narrative about a trip in the Boundary Waters in northern Minnesota, Sigurd Olson
(1955-1956) stated that
When I thought of all the things I had done, I wondered if I had not come
close, if I hadn’t known a little of the awe, even some of the fear, that must
have been the Chippewas in their forbidden land. (p. 7)
In another example, Thompson (1957) wrote about a Boy Scout trip in Montana in
which, “for a few short days,” scouts “were ‘Indians,’ ‘trappers,’ wilderness
explorers”; “for a lifetime that wilderness adventure will be with them as men and
leaders” (p. 6). Olaus Murie (1942) wrote in a narrative recounting a trip during his
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youth that he and a friend had “stretched the skins of the other fox pups which had
been the victims of our arrows, and we wondered how many feathers we could
honorably add to our headdresses as a result of our prowess. This Indian business was
very important” (p. 30).
Based on my analysis, it is evident that certain historical actors and use were
considered authentic to wilderness. This could take different forms, from historical
human presence to alteration of the biophysical environment to the use of natural
resources. This apparent valuing of a formerly peopled landscape conveyed the
importance of certain human stories and history in the authors’ understanding and
appreciation of the wilderness experience. Certain types of humans and human stories
were constructed as natural or authentic to wilderness settings, and thus acceptable in
the historical wilderness.
Cronon (2003), Feldman (2011) and the authors of The Living Wilderness
suggested that human history adds value to our understanding of and appreciation for
wild places. Cronon’s (2003) project to “recognize that wilderness can have a human
history and still offer a flourishing home for wild nature” is laudable (p. 42).
However, I think it is essential to fully interrogate what that history looks like, who
tells it, and what its normative implications are. In the case of The Living Wilderness,
the historical wilderness landscape was rendered with particular people and uses that
were considered by the authors to be aligned with their personal – and culturally and
historically situated – perceptions of wilderness, naturalness, and authenticity. They
often evoked physically demanding uses of the landscape, which corresponds with the
ableist representations of what types of bodies belong in wilderness settings, which
will be discussed further in the next section.

Authentic Bodies and Bodily Experience in Wilderness
My analysis of place-based wilderness narratives suggests that particular types
of bodies and experiences were thought to belong either in wilderness or in the city,
and several topics explicitly related to disability arose in the narratives. First, the
threat of physical disability (i.e., risking one’s body) was represented as something
that added value to the wilderness experience. Second, and related to the first topic,
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the wilderness experience was sometimes written about in ableist ways where
physically able bodies were represented as something belonging to or authentic in
wilderness. Lastly, able-mindedness was constructed as natural and good while
disabled minds were constructed as unnatural and bad.

Risking bodies in the wild.
According to Ray (2009), the threat of bodily harm is a prominent topic in
contemporary outdoor adventure writing and had roots in early American
environmental thought. Specifically, she critiqued contemporary adventure culture
because it suggests that only those who put themselves in the risk of bodily harm
have access to an environmental ethic (Ray, 2009). Ray went on to ask, “if getting
close to nature is about risking the body in the wild, what kind of environmental ethic
is available to the disabled body?” (p. 258).
Representations of risk in wilderness settings are not limited to the cultural
productions of contemporary outdoor culture. Although Ray (2009) discussed the
early intellectual roots of this “corporeal unconscious” – or the unspoken
acceptability of bodies that are white, male, and fit – in American adventure culture,
she did not explore its early manifestations in the inter- and post-war wilderness
movement. Based on my analysis, it is evident that the early strains of this “corporeal
unconscious” are also evident during this timeframe.
Bodily risk, or the threat of corporeal harm, was represented as something that
provided value and authenticity to wilderness experiences for some authors in The
Living Wilderness. For example, writing about a trip in the Great Smoky Mountains,
Bernard Frank (1957) valued and evoked risk when he wrote that
Masses of earth, slate, rock, and shattered trunks and their roots are often
exceedingly dangerous as their surface accumulations of leaves, small twigs,
and stones may hide holes large enough for a leg or even an entire body to slip
through without warning. (p. 5)
Later in the narrative, Frank (1957) stated that “every step must be calculated to avoid
disabling injury” (p. 12). In describing climbing Mount Hood in Oregon, Edward
Graves (1951) evoked the importance of risk in his wilderness experience:
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The sense of danger contributes somewhat to the sense of beauty in these icefields. A slip into a deep crevasse might mean a cold death or a sudden
avalanche might prove to be a snowy tomb. . . . Fear overcome in the presence
of such potentially deadly magnificence gives one a satisfying poise that
nothing merely artificial or social can ever produce. (p. 9)
Thus, placing the body at risk of death or disability was seen as valuable to several
authors. This “corporeal unconscious,” perhaps more visually evident in
contemporary images of rock climbers dangling precariously off granite cliffs, was
also present in representations of the wilderness experience prior to the passage of the
Wilderness Act in 1964.

Overt ableism in The Living Wilderness.
Related to corporeal risk were descriptions of wilderness experiences that
were only available to particular types of bodies. In her analysis, Ray (2009) argued
that the American adventure culture “renders some kinds of activities and
environments better than others, depending on how well they enhance corporeal
connectedness to ‘nature’” (p. 274). She continued that
A disability critique of this position allows – even advocates – the centrality
of the body as a connection to the physical environment. But it rejects the
notion that only certain kinds of physical activities (walking, mountain
climbing), and only certain kinds of bodies, permit this connection. (p. 274)
Like the topic of risk, this ableism is not only evident in representations of
contemporary outdoor adventure culture, it was common in the narratives published
by The Wilderness Society prior to 1964.
In The Living Wilderness, physically able bodies and bodies without
technological assistance were represented as authentic to wilderness. This ableism
was evident when authors represented physical exertion as a necessary element to
authentically experience wilderness. For example, in describing a trip in a New
Hampshire wilderness, Alexander Adams (1959) wrote that it was the long hike of the
trip that “provides the mental and emotional transition from complexity to simplicity.
Without such as journey, there would be no adjustment to the wilderness. Arrival by
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plane or helicopter can never take the place of a long hike through the woods” (p. 8).
Additionally, any technological dependence, it was sometimes argued, degraded the
wilderness experience. For example, in a narrative about a trip in the Washington
Cascades, Philip Hyde (1957) wrote,
Something, too, that adds a special distinction for me, is the fact that it cannot
be seen from any major highway; it is wild, reserved to those willing to leave
behind the luxury and ease of their cars and, in John Muir’s words, ‘Climb the
mountains, and get their glad tidings.’ (p. 15)
Wilderness advocates’ belief that automobiles were anathema to wilderness has been
well-documented (Louter, 2006; Sutter, 2002). The anti-road fervor of the wilderness
movement has also been critiqued by disability scholars. For instance, Wheeler
(2013) and Kafer (2013) both critiqued Edward Abbey’s Desert Solitaire (1968)
through a disability studies lens and revealed the assumptions about who belonged in
wilderness embedded in his ableist use of the metaphor “mechanized wheelchairs” to
convey the fact that neither cars nor disabled bodies belong in wilderness.

The wilderness cure to unnatural urbanity.
The wilderness experience was often represented as a remedy for bodies and
minds degraded, or disabled, by an unnatural urbanity. This topic – wilderness-assalve – arose across the narratives and has been covered in historical scholarship. For
example, historians Green (1986) and Mitman (2008) suggested that time spent in
natural settings was seen as a cure for the physical and psychological ailments
associated with the polluted cities in post-industrial America. In The Living
Wilderness, such arguments contributed to the rhetorical construction of cities as
unnatural places that breed maladies and disability and the wilderness as the natural
space in which health and ability could be cultivated.
In one example, Osier (1963) wrote in “Twelve Days Under Montana’s Big
Sky” that “we all had become a little tougher outside, had done a little more
contemplating inside. Zahniser, who came in with a heart condition, announced he
felt more fit than ever” (p. 27). In an example that explicitly referred to the degrading
nature of urban life, Rungee (1949) wrote that his friend invited him on a trip to

145
Mount Katahdin in Maine because his friend’s “city-cramped muscles were eager for
a stretch” (p. 12). As a result of five days on Katahdin’s trails, the author and his
friend had worn away the “city-rust” from their joints (Rungee, 1949, p. 12). It is
evident that the authors of these narratives represented the wilderness experience as
something that facilitated bodily health in ways the city did not.
Although Ray’s (2009) discussion of representations of disability provides a
rich understanding of the conservation and preservation movement’s valorization of
able-bodiedness, she did not interrogate how able-mindedness was represented. I
found that there was an “ideal wilderness mind” in addition to Ray’s (2009)
“wilderness body ideal” at play in representations of the wilderness experience in The
Living Wilderness. Particular types of minds or mental states were valued by authors
of the narratives, while others were constructed as inauthentic or unnatural.
Wilderness was represented as a place in which a “wilderness body” belonged, but it
was also a place for a “wilderness mind” to be cultivated. For instance, in describing
the night sky, one author discussed its perceived healing powers. She wrote that the
“space and timelessness” of the night “are like a healing salve upon the burns
received in this hot and hurried world” (Douglas, 1951, p. 3). In another example,
Hines (1956-1957) wrote that he had attained a “delicate balance between peace and
freedom” away from daily time schedules which, according to him, had become “the
straight jacket into which men fit their lives” (p. 19). The use of the metaphor
“straight jacket” rhetorically constructed mental illness as unnatural or bad because it
was associated with the inauthentic city. Mental illness and its culturally understood
manifestations, like the straight jacket, were constructed as unnatural in narratives
that valorized the naturalness and goodness of wilderness (Kafer, 2013; Wheeler,
2013). The cause of disabled minds, it was often argued, was an unnatural urbanity.
One author simply wrote that that after his pack trip, he had “brought out with me a
peace I had lost in the city pressure-cooker” (Osier, 1963, p. 22). Thus, the unnatural
city was a place that created both the disabled body and mind, while the wilderness
offered the cure to those able to experience it.
These above representations simultaneously constructed wilderness as
explicitly inclusionary and implicitly exclusionary. Wilderness itself was explicitly
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constructed as an inclusionary place for people struggling psychologically. It was a
place to shed or even cure oneself from the stresses of modern life. However, the
disabled mind was rhetorically constructed as a product of urbanity and as nonnormate, broken, and something to be “cured” (i.e., normalized) through a purifying
wilderness. Hochman (1997) critiqued how creators of cultural texts use terms like
natural to implicitly mean good and unnatural to mean bad. Because naturalness was
always reified as good and unnaturalness was always demonized as bad, the mentally
ill – because they were associated with urbanity and unnaturalness – were implicitly
constructed as bad. Given this, although wilderness was referred to by the authors as a
welcoming place for all in the narratives, their latent constructions of the mentally ill
as unnatural and bad and able-mindedness as natural and good, implicitly showed that
they valued able-minded humans over others.
The implicit messages in these cultural texts, such as the correlation of
urbanity and artificiality with mental illness and naturalness with able-mindedness,
should be of interest to eco-crip scholars. However, as of today, the only scholarship
in eco-crip studies relevant to able-mindedness focuses on autism (e.g., Figueroa,
2017; Gibbons, 2017; Snyder & Mitchell, 2017). To contribute to the development of
this scholarship and to more accurately capture the neurological diversity represented
in “nature writing,” it is essential to explore, like I did here, various aspects of ablemindedness in ecocultural texts (Ray & Sibara, 2017).

Conclusion
Based on my analysis, it was evident that the authors of place-based
wilderness narratives in The Living Wilderness represented the wilderness and
urbanity as antipodes. By using a disability studies lens, I highlighted how the authors
rhetorically constructed the experience of the city and its various manifestations as
unnatural, abnormal, and inauthentic – and thus bad – while simultaneously
constructing the wilderness experience as natural, normal, authentic and thus good.
These prescriptions even seeped into the types of social relationships that were
formed in city and wilderness contexts, as relationships formed in the city were
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constructed as superficial or impure, while relationships in the wilderness were
constructed as meaningful and pure.
The authors also deeply valued the stories of non-modern human presence,
alteration, and use of those landscapes. In these narratives, wilderness was not
ahistorical: it was filled with human history. This history was not only embodied in
stories, but also included celebrating the remnants of prior inhabitants of the land and
those who traveled through it. However, it is also evident that only particular types of
stories, uses, and actors were acceptable to wilderness advocates. Thus, to have a
more inclusive “storied wilderness” (i.e., celebrating and giving value to, while not
obscuring, the human histories of wilderness areas (Cronon, 2003; Feldman, 2011)),
stories simply about past use and human-nature relationships in the wilderness areas
are not enough. We must interrogate, like I did here, what those stories may mean or
imply about the authors’ normative commitments about particular types of people,
communities, and landscapes. If we are critical of the stories of place and if that
critique is taken seriously in the ultimate stories we tell, a more inclusive – or
authentic – storied wilderness project can come to fruition.
The results of my analysis suggest that ableist discourse played a prominent
role in rhetorically constructing the wilderness experience in place-based wilderness
narratives. This discourse took several forms. Reminiscent of Ray’s (2009) corporeal
unconscious, some stories glorified putting the body at risk of injury or death in the
context of a wilderness experience. The content in the wilderness narratives also
aligned with Ray’s (2009) wilderness body ideal by explicitly valuing certain types of
bodies – fit and able – over others, namely unfit or disabled. And lastly, authors of the
narratives constructed disabled minds – in various forms through several metaphors –
as intrinsically linked to urbanity. Thus, an urban mind was considered unnatural,
inauthentic, and – following the reasoning of other eco-crip scholars – was rhetorically
prescribed as bad.
To fully reckon with the American outdoor culture’s exclusionary tendencies,
it is essential to fully understand its roots. My narrative thematic analysis – my story
“about stories about nature” (Cronon, 1991, p. 1375) – revealed that the exclusionary
thinking that is seen in today’s American outdoor adventure culture is not unique to it
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and was prominent in the inter- and post-war wilderness movement. In fact, this type
of thinking manifested in many ways and led to the discursive construction of
landscapes, communities, individuals, bodies, and even minds in the stories that were
told about the wilderness experience in ways relevant to the fledging eco-crip
scholarship. A conceptual lens that considers how people, places, and things are
normatively represented natural or unnatural (and thus good or bad), such as
presented in this chapter, can help elucidate the underlying messages these stories
may tell or imply. Taking into consideration the normative implications of these
stories can elucidate the meaning of subtle exclusionary messages exposed to the
diverse public in the U.S., who all have a stake in public lands.

Limitations and Future Research
This study has some limitations. Specifically, I limited my empirical materials
solely to place-based wilderness narratives in the Wilderness Society’s periodical The
Living Wilderness. I focused on these narratives because the Wilderness Society
consistently published them during Howard Zahniser’s time as editor of the journal
and because I felt they would clearly reflect the values and perspectives of the
organization. This was important because the Wilderness Society was the national
organization primarily behind the push for the creation of the NWPS and, as such, I
felt that its was an important perspective to capture.
The boundaries I put on my data set limited my study’s transferability (i.e., the
applicability of my findings to other settings) because I only focused on place-based
wilderness narratives (Lincoln &Guba, 1985). Through my research in chapter two, I
became deeply familiar with these other types of materials. Although I did not read
these materials through a disability studies lens, it was apparent to me that topics
salient to eco-crip scholars in the place-based wilderness narratives, such as the
unnatural city being associated with mental illness, were prominent in other materials
published or associated with the Wilderness Society. Also, for chapter four I ignored
wilderness narratives and other materials published by other national organizations,
such as the Sierra Club or Izaak Walton League of America, and regional
organizations, such as the Adirondack Mountain Club or the Smoky Mountains Hiking
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Club, that were also actively lobbying Congress for the passage of a wilderness bill.
My research for chapter two introduced me to materials from a variety of these other
national, regional, and local organizations that supported wilderness preservation. Had
I included these materials in my analysis for chapter four, I would have likely
bolstered the transferability of my findings.
To overcome this limitation, one could explore how ability and disability were
generally represented by both the Wilderness Society and other organizations through
either narrative analysis, if stories were the analytical focus, or content analysis if
more general representations of wilderness and the wilderness experience were the
unit of analysis. This type of analysis should also be applied to contemporary
representations of the wilderness experience to understand the implicit exclusionary
messages in today’s outdoor culture. However, future analysis should not be limited to
wilderness advocacy organizations. It should – depending a researcher’s objectives –
be applied to the stories that the federal land management agencies tell about
wilderness and also how outdoor recreational equipment companies, such as
Recreational Equipment Incorporated or Patagonia, or even outdoor recreation
podcasts, represent wilderness, the city, or the experience of both. This type of
analysis not only provides fodder for scholars, it elucidates instances of exclusionary
representations that implicitly communicate who does and does not belong on public
lands.
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General Conclusions
This chapter summarizes the major findings from the previous chapters. I also
discuss recommendations for the federal land management agencies responsible for
wilderness stewardship.
These chapters contribute to disparate strands of scholarship across disciplinary
boundaries and have practical implications for the management of wilderness areas in
the U.S. The second chapter, “An Exploration of the Historical Meaning of
“‘Outstanding Opportunities for Solitude or a Primitive and Unconfined Type of
Recreation,’” provided an empirically grounded understanding of the historical intent
of several – but not all – elements of the phrase. Through my historical document
analysis, I explored the conceptual relationship between “solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined” recreation: were they historically thought of as conceptually distinct or
did “primitive and unconfined” clarify the meaning of “solitude”? My results suggest
that it is likely that wilderness proponents – including the chief architect of the
Wilderness Act, Howard Zahniser – felt that “solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined” were distinct. My results also suggest that “solitude” could be understood
as the multifaceted combination of separating oneself from the sensory experience of
the city through a direct experience of nature in a physically large and remote
landscape. Thus, for proponents of the law, the senses, size, and seclusion mattered to
solitude. “Primitive” was generally understood as referring to modes of unmechanized
travel that were considered permissible in wilderness. In the materials I reviewed,
“unconfined” was not discussed; however, Zahniser held a nuanced view on
regulations in wilderness: he felt that the “true wilderness experience” was one that
was mostly unregulated. He appeared to believe that the imposition of quota systems
was acceptable to prevent the imposition of a plethora of regulations on the wilderness
experience. This finding speaks to the contemporary understanding that “unconfined”
meant a relatively unregulated wilderness experience.
My research did not definitively answer whether historical actors involved in
the passage of the law felt that “solitude” and “primitive and unconfined” should both
be provided in every wilderness or if it would suffice for any given wilderness area to
preserve only one or the other. As presented in my conclusion to the chapter, it is my
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opinion that historical actors would have felt that “solitude” and “primitive and
unconfined” were essential elements in all wilderness areas. However, it is important
to note that, although this opinion is informed by empirical materials, I found nothing
specifically to support or reject that specific claim.
In the third chapter, “Trail-level Bureaucracy: Managing for Solitude in United
States Forest Service Wilderness Areas,” I explored how wilderness managers at the
district level in the USFS make sense of and implement actions to protect “outstanding
opportunities for solitude.” Using SLB as an organizing framework for my research, I
focused on wilderness managers because, as workers responsible for stewarding a
biophysical and social resource, I thought that an analytical focus on this population
could elucidate new aspects of frontline work in natural resources that could both be
productively applied to both other natural resource professionals and other types of
frontline workers. My results suggest that wilderness managers face many of the same
constraints in their everyday jobs as other workers traditionally studied by SLB
scholars. However, my focus on wilderness managers identified salient aspects of their
work that ought to be considered in future SLB scholarship. First, the lack of data
and/or an inability either analyze existing data or to engage with empirical research
constrains their ability to effectively do their job. Second, wilderness managers, as
opposed to other workers studied in SLB, are responsible for the stewardship of a
natural resource. To understand the everyday decisions and actions of wilderness
managers, and perhaps other natural resource professionals, it may be essential to
consider this important – and obvious – aspect of their jobs. A main tenet of SLB is
that a street-level worker’s discretionary behavior can lead to different impacts for
different clients. When examining natural resource professionals’ discretionary
behavior, scholars must think beyond how these professionals think about the
“worthiness” or “unworthiness” of human clients, because their clients are not all
human: they also include the plants, animals, ecosystems, and social values they are
obligated to preserve through science-based management.
Lastly, my fourth chapter, “Landscapes of Ability and Cityscapes of
Disability: An Analysis of Inter-war and Post-war Wilderness Experience Narratives,”
my results contributes to a fledgling eco-crip scholarship by exploring the
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exclusionary tendencies in historical representations of the wilderness experience
during the inter- and post-war period in America. My use of a disability studies lens
highlighted how the authors of these narratives discursively constructed the experience
of the city and its manifestations as unnatural, abnormal, and inauthentic and
ultimately prescribed it as bad. The wilderness experience, conversely, was
constructed as natural, normal, and authentic and was ultimately prescribed as good.
Eco-crip scholarship’s bodily and presentist bias has generally neglected historical
representations, as well as how mental illness and sanity were represented and
normatively prescribed in “nature writing.” Through my narrative thematic analysis, I
found that wilderness advocates valorized and naturalized sanity as good and natural
and insanity as bad and caused by experiencing unnatural urban settings. These types
of exclusionary representations make goodness and sanity only available to those able
to access the wilderness and bolster Ray’s (2009) critique of American outdoor
culture’s representations of an environmental ethic that is only available to those able
to closely experience the wilderness environment.
Taken together, the three studies presented in this dissertation have enriched an
understanding of the experiential mandate of the Wilderness Act: to provide
“outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation.” Chapters two and three address the historical perspective and
contemporary management of “outstanding opportunities,” while the fourth chapter
provides insight into the exclusionary undertones of “outstanding opportunities.”
According to the authors of the place-based wilderness narratives, to develop
spiritually and psychologically – foundational benefits of solitude as represented in the
Congressional Record – one must seek wilderness experiences unattainable in the city.
When coupled with my findings in the second chapter related to “primitive and
unconfined,” the ableism celebrated in the narratives was seen in the physically rugged
and primitive experiences that only wild places could facilitate.

Recommendations for Wilderness Management
Findings across my chapters have practical implications for land managers. In
what follows are specific recommendations for land managers based on the findings
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from the research presented in each individual chapter.
Findings from my study presented in chapter two have implications for
wilderness management across the NWPS. Given this, I have the following
recommendations related to the management and monitoring of wilderness.
▪

Solitude was deeply connected to escaping artificial noise and the
immersion in natural soundscapes. Given this, agencies should explicitly —
and always — consider the preservation of natural soundscapes in their
management and monitoring decisions related to solitude to reflect
congressional intent. In monitoring, soundscape data could most easily be
systemically collected through the temporary placement of audio-recording
devices that can differentiate between natural sounds and artificial noise
(however, the placement of temporary devices in wilderness would
minimally degrade the undeveloped quality of wilderness character). The
National Park Service’s Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division has a
protocol they use to differentiate between artificial noise and natural
sounds (e.g., Job, 2016). Alternatively, wilderness or park rangers, other
agency personnel, or volunteers could systematically collect soundscape
data. This latter option, however, is more resource intensive than the
former, but may better preserve wilderness character.

▪

Although my research did not definitely determine if the “or” in the
“outstanding opportunities” phrase was historically understood as meaning
that both “solitude” or “primitive and unconfined” ought to be preserved in
every wilderness, it also, in no way, supports the USFS’s current
understanding of the phrase that the “word ‘or’ means that an area only has
to possess one or the other [solitude or primitive and unconfined]. The area
does not have to possess outstanding opportunities for both elements, nor
does it need to have outstanding opportunities on every acre” (USDA,
2015, § 72.1.2). Given this, I recommend that the USFS ought to practice
the precautionary principle and amend its current FSH and state that both
elements ought to be preserved on every wilderness so as to not
significantly degrade either as scholars continue to debate this question.
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Findings from my study presented in chapter three also have implications for
wilderness management in the USFS. Given this, I have the following
recommendations.
▪

To best conform to the USFS 2012 Planning Rule, wilderness managers
must use the best available scientific information available in their planning
and management decisions. Across the board, managers lamented the
constraints they faced in both the collection and analysis of data relevant to
wilderness solitude. Budget forecasting for the future does not look
promising for the agency. Given this, national organizations, like the
Student Conservation Association or Conservation Corps, or local
organizations, should recruit college students or volunteers for the
dedicated purpose of collecting, cleaning, and analyzing data related to
wilderness management. This would provide an attractive mixture of office
and fieldwork with a federal land management agency for participants,
while providing practical assistance to resource-strapped forests.

▪

Although it was not identified as the most prominent constraint that
prevented managers from engaging with empirical research, many
managers did not know where to access scientific research or did not see its
value in their local contexts. Some regions have annual meetings among all
of their wilderness personnel. These meetings could be productive sites to
promote the importance of science in decision-making and to make face-toface connections with researchers. For example, Region 2 has made great
strides in connecting researchers from a plurality of disciplines in the
region’s annual meeting and invites wilderness personnel from Region 3.
Region 5 also has an annual meeting similar to Regions 2 and 3, while
Region 8 partners with a non-profit organization, the Southern Appalachian
Wilderness Stewards, put on yearly wilderness skills workshop; Region 1 is
considering developing yearly meeting similar to Regions 2, 3, and 5 (R.
Swain, personal communication, November 6, 2017). These types of
annual meetings should serve as a model and be emulated across all regions
of the USFS.
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▪

Wilderness managers were often frustrated with their inability to use social
media to directly communicate with the public. Managers must get their
messages approved by a Public Affairs Specialist before they are shared
with the public. For some managers, this hurdle was so frustrating that they
broke this rule and created internet forums or social media pages to directly
communicate wilderness messages to the public. This communication rule
should be reevaluated in the context of today’s communication
environment. A trade-off may be that Public Affairs has less control over
messaging; however, wilderness managers could better communicate with
the public and develop rapport with the local community.

Lastly, findings from my study presented in chapter four, despite its highly
conceptual focus, have implications for communication with the public and personnel
training across the agencies responsible for wilderness management. Given this, I have
the following recommendation related to the stories that agencies tell about wilderness
areas under their jurisdiction.
▪

Stories about wilderness areas are told in many venues by the four agencies
responsible for wilderness stewardship. These stories could take the form
of informational signage at trailheads, information on agency websites or
agency social media pages, and even in agency documents, such as
wilderness character narratives. The stories told about these places can
convey who belongs or imply who does not belong in our public lands.
These representations can make marginalized groups, such as the disabled,
feel as though they do not belong. Thus, public relations personnel at
agencies should be exposed to the practical insights of critical fields in the
green cultural studies, like eco-crip studies, in trainings that expose the
implicit normative messages of representations of nature and people that
may lead marginalized communities to feel excluded from their public
lands.
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Appendix B. Semi-structured Interview Guide for Chapter 2.
How much freedom as an individual do you have you for managing outstanding opps
for solitude in the wilderness(es) under your jurisdiction?
Can you talk about the types of management decisions related to solitude that you
can make as an individual and ones that need to go through a more rigorous
process?
Are there decisions that you would like to make but can’t for reasons other than
USFS policy processes?
What influences the amount of freedom you have in decision-making related to solitude
management?
Thinking about all types of constraints (give examples if needed), how able is your
district to manage for solitude in a way that you think is appropriate in wilderness?
What factors constrain its management the most? And the least?
What strategies does your district employ to preserve “outstanding opportunities for
solitude” in wilderness areas under your jurisdiction?
Are these strategies [from question above] effective in preserving “outstanding
opportunities for solitude”?
Are there other strategies that you don’t use that you think you should use to preserve
solitude? If so, what are they?
What hurdles, if any, exist that prevent you from employing effective strategies?
How familiar are you with the scientific research on public opinion about wilderness
solitude and different management actions?
To what extent, if at all, has this research influenced management in your district?
As a manager, how do you respond if public opinion differs from what policy directs
you to do?
What, to you, does “outstanding opportunities for solitude” mean in a wilderness
experience?
Does your understanding differ from what you think is the everyday public definition of
“solitude”? If so, how?
How important is solitude relative to the other aspects of wilderness management?
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Generally speaking, should wilderness policies be based on how wilderness was
understood in 1964, when the Wilderness Act was passed?
To what extent are the five qualities of wilderness character (define if needed) relevant
in today’s world?
About how many wilderness trainings have you participated in? Which ones?
Generally speaking, in what ways has your participation in these trainings influenced
how you manage for “outstanding opportunities for solitude” in your current [or past]
position(s)?
To what extent do your co-workers at your district interpret solitude the same way as
you do?
Are you aware of the local public’s perception (i.e., interested stakeholders) of different
strategies used to manage for solitude?
To what extent do you feel the local public’s perspective affects decisions you make
regarding solitude management at the district level?
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Appendix C. Chronological list of place-based wilderness narratives
Title

Author

Year Published

Mountain Musings

Harold C. Anderson

1941

Boyhood Wilderness

Olaus J. Murie

1942

A Day on the Allegheny Ox-Bow

William N. Fenton

1945

In the Heart of the Mountains

H.A. Allard

1945

"The John Muir Trail"

Robert Sterling Yard

1945

"And More was Added to Much"

Palmer Smith

1946

An Evening in the Grand Canyon

Paul Zinke

1946

Snowmass in September

Bernard Frank

1947

Lakes

Olaus J. Murie

1947

Exploring Katahdin's Klondike

F.W. Rungee

1949

Rainier

Lorene Reister Meyer

1950

A Matter of Choice

Margaret E. Murie

1950

Afternoon Tea

Wade Van Dore

1950

Wilderness River

Gilean Douglas

1951

Portrait of a Mountain

C. Edward Graves

1951

Hike to Hoae

Elliott Merrick

1951-52

Limpkin River

Edwin Way Teale

1952

Up Doorerak…An Arctic Adventure

G.W. Beadle

1952-53

Places"

Bob Cooney

1953

The Island of Pines

Richard G. Biedleman

1953

Spinning Water

Verna R. Johnston

1954

Big Bend National Park

Marion B. Woodbury

1954-55

Surf Sprayed Wilderness

Monroe Bush

1955

A Thousand Miles of Backpacking

Ernst C. Peterson

1955

Forgotten Pond

Robert Hatch

1955-56

"No Place Between"

Sigurd Olson

1955-56

The Falcon’s Cruise on Border

The Wonderland Trail on Mt.

"These Wonderful Unspoiled
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White Water on the Cacapon

Harold H. Leich

1956

Ten Days in Utopia

Bonnie B. Kelsey

1956

Land of the Windy Rain

Edwin Way Teale

1956-57

By Canoe

L.G. Hines

1956-57

Wilderness World of the Cascades

Philip Hyde

1957

Scouting a Montana Wilderness

Ken Thompson

1957

A Live River in the Arctic

Margaret E. Murie

1957

Lonely Pokak

F.R. Fosberg

1957

Return to Eagle Rocks Prong

Bernard Frank

1957

Retreat to San Jacinto

Weldon F. Heald

1957

Frissell

Robert Hatch

1957

By Canoe – Part II

L.G. Hines

1958

Wilderness Reflection on Mt.

John Francett and
A Month in the Maine Woods

Vincent Birge

1958

A Trip in the Forest

Don Moser

1958

Mountains

Olaus J. Murie

1958

The Olympic Beach Hike

Mercedes H. Douglas

1958

Wilderness Alps of Stehekin

David Brower

1958

Wilderness

Allen Steck

1959

It Was a Night to Remember

W. Douglas Burden

1959

Avalanche Lake Pack Trip

Bonnie B. Kelsey

1959

Pond on the Mountain

Alexander B. Adams

1959

Yellowstone Adventure

Larry R. Jones

1959

Trek

Margaret Oberteuffer

1959

Canoe Wilderness in Yellowstone

Olaus J. Murie

1960

Once Upon a Mountain

Sharon A. Fairley

1960

On Foot to Nonnezoshe

K.D. Swan

1960

The Little People of the Wind River

Skiing California's Winter

A Northern Cascades Wilderness
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Across the North Cascades Primitive
Area

Charles D. Hessey, Jr.

1960-61

Wilderness Gem

R.H. Dott, Jr.

1960-61

Wind River Wilderness

Sarah Sanborn Moench

1961

Country

Harvey Broome

1962

On the River Ice

Margaret E. Murie

1962-63

In Riverbottom Wilds

Fred A. Blackburn

1963

Sky

John Osier

1963

Jewel Basin

Robert F. Cooney

1964

The Ruby Range: Nevada

Faces of the Wilderness: Canoe

Twelve Days Under Montana's Big

