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ASSTRAcr 

This study examines contemporary resource use by members of four Athabascan 

cornmunities in the lower Yukon River region of Alaska. In addition to discussing the 

substantial wild resource use by members of the four communities, the role of cash is 

analyzed as one of many resources in the economic system. 

The Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Athabascans residing in the four communities of 

Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross rely on a wide variety of fish. game, and 

cash resources: and the contemporary economies of the four communities are based on a 

unique combination of wild fish and garne and cash resources. 1 demonstrate that while 

soundly rooted in and conditioned by their histoncal precedents, the local economies reflect 

adaptive and flexible strategies employing combinations of wild fish and garne resources 

and cash obtained from a variety of sources. 

The role of cash in traditional or subsistence economies h a .  been an important one 

in hunter-gatherer studies. Since publication of "Tappers and Trappers: Parallel Processes 

in Accu1 turation, " (Murphy and Steward 1956). considerable anthropological dialogue 

has focused on defining and descnbing the so-called modem hunter-gatherer or forager 

economy. While theoretical and methodological foci have changed, a consistent theme has 

been the separation of subsistence and cash sectors of the economy, be it labeled as a dual 

economy or separate sectors. In this study, 1 challenge the mode1 which separates the 

subsistence and cash sectors of the economy, and instead consider cash from the local 

perspective, as one of many resources. In exarnining the role of cash in the economic 

system, 1 consider emic perceptions of cash. 1 illustrate that rather than comprising a 

separate economic system, cash is utilized within the system outside of iis capitalist 

trappings and, as such, it does not entail the introduction, insertion, or dominance of a 

capitaiist mode of production inside the economy. 
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CHAPTER ONE: 
Introduction 

Cash is the one "resource" not easiiy corne b~ in the bush (Herscovici 1985: 156). 

Studv Overview 

This study is an examination of contemporary resource use by members of four 

Athabascanl communities in the lower Yukon River region of Alaska. Specifically, 1 

examine the role of cash as one of many resources in the economic system. 1 demonstrate 

that rather than cornprising a separate system, cash is one of many resources2 that is both 

seasonally and variably available. While the infusion of cash is critical to the continued and 

effective functioning of the econornic system. as has been noted in other areas (e-g., Asch 

1979b: Ellanna and Balluta 1992: Feit 1994: Fienup-Riordan 1994 [1986]; Myers 1989: 

Peterson 1993: Wein and Freeman 1995; Wenzel 1983. 1989; Whittles 1993). its presence 

does not prove that there are two modes of production in operation. Instead, cash not only 

can be but is utilized within the system outside of its capitalist trappings and. as such. it 

does not entail the introduction, insertion, or dominance of a capitalist mode of production 

inside the eco~iomy. Rather, as Sansom (1988: 159) suggests, people can resist 

l According to Krauss and Golla (1981: 67)" ... Athabaskan is the spelling preferred by the Alaska Native 
Language Center, since it refiects more directly the usual Arnerican English pronunciation ..." Alternative 
spe1Iings include Athabascan and Athapaskan. For additional discussion see Osgood (1971 ). It should be 
noted that at the 1997 annual meeting of the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc., the following resolution (No. 
97-35), entitled "Correct Speiling of "Athabascan." was passed by the delegates: 

Whereas. TCC, Inc. is the tribal entity for the Athabascan tribes in the Interior of Alaska; 
and, Whereas the Athabascan Tribes of the Intenor of Alaska take great pride in their 
heritage and name; and 
Whereas, it has corne to our attention that some news agencies and other places have 
misspelled Athabascan. 
Now therefore be it resolved that the Tanana Chiefs Conference Board of Directors 
recopnizes that the correct speiling of our tribal narne is "Athabascan;" and 
Be it further resolved that the TCC Board of Directors considers the correct spelling of our 
tribal name as a point of honor and respect and would appreciate the correct usage by other 
entities. 
In light of the above resolution, Athabascan is spelled accordingly. 

As a resource in this sense, it does not have svictly rnonetary value; but operates as a variable resource 
with respect to its availability and immediate need within the economy as a whole. More discussion on 
this point follows later in this chapter. 
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"monetisation of the mind"; and, in effect. construct their own emic reality with regard to 

cash. 

While the intent of the study is to address the role, place, and perception of cash 

with the context of a rural village economy, 1 also examine the harvest and use of wild fish 

and game resources: in large part because 1 believe that al1 resources together comprise the 

system. and to isolate a particular resource for examination is to create a false or erroneous 

anaiysis. Thus. al1 resources utilized by the mernbers of four comrnunities are taken into 

consideration in this discussion. 

Today, as in the past. wild resources comprise an essential economic. cultural. 

social. and ideological part of Athabascan society3 in general. and the four communities in 

particular. Land marnrnals harvested by the residents of the four cornrnunities include 

moose, black and brown bear, and a small number of caribou. For the residents of the four 

cornrnunities, migratory waterfowi provide an important source of fresh meat in the spring. 

as they did historically. Other bird resources harvested include ptannigan and grouse. Not 

surpnsingly, given the location of al1 four villages on water systems. fish provide an 

essential resource for both subsistence and commercial purposes. Fish harvested include 

salmon. whitefish, sheefish. trout. grayling, char, and pike. Trapping provides an 

important cultural activity, at least as important for its cultural and symbolic attributes and 

its reification of ethnic identity as for its econornic attributes. Marten, beaver, and fox 

comprised the bulk of the resources trapped dunng the study year, a harvest consistent with 

historic practices. In addition to fish and game. bemes and greens are aiso gathered; and 

provide an essential and highly valued contribution to the diet. Wood is gathered for 

construction and home heating purposes. 

Towards this end. Nelson (1982: 229) rnakes the following observation for Koyukon Athabascans: 
... aside from economics, there are other very important dimensions which reinforce the 
Native people's dependency upon subsistence. Our studies of Koyukuk villages find that 
food from the land provides much more than subsistence alone- indeed it is a focal point 
of Koyukon culture. Native food is a source of psychoIogica1 weli-being, it comprises the 
marrix for social and ceremonid events and it is a vital component in traditional religious 
practices. 
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Cash is derived from a variety of sources. including Iimited wage employment, 

commercial sale of fish and furs, the sale of handicrafts. and state and federal public 

assistance programs. As is the case with d l  other resources mentioned here. cash is both 

seasonally and variably available: although, as Herscovici notes in the above quote, cash is 

one resource that is often difficult ro attain. Fish and game resources. in combination with 

cash, comprise the economic system in the study area. How they function and operate 

intemally, and their perception by people within the system, are the subjects of my 

analysis. To illustrate rny point 1 utilize both qualitative and quantitative data. gathered in 

the context of a year-long study of resource use by members of the four communities. 

Before discussing the study area. the methodology utilized. and the data. 1 first situate my 

argument in the general and Northern theoretical anthropological fiterature. 

Theoretical Overview 

If economics is the dismal science, the study of hunting and gathering 
econornies mrtst be its most advanced branch ... And in treatises on econornic 
development, [hunter-gatlzerers are] condernned to play the role of the bad 
example. the so-called "subsistence econorny " (Sahlins 1968: 85). 

 unt ter-gathere8 studies are considered by most to constitute a "...distinct specialty 

within anthropology, a sub-field encompassing the work of literally hundreds of scholars 

in ail parts of the world" (Burch and Ellanna 1994: 419). In spite of this, there continue to 

be questions conceming the viability of the subject matter. On the one hand, Burch 

(1994442) suggests that hunter-gatherers are literally disappearing: 

The practical problems in hunter-gatherer research are due to the fact that there are 
few if any societies of foragers left in the world that have not been profoundly 
affected by, and to some extent integrated into, much larger-scale systems. In short, 
the very subject matter of our investigations is disappearing. 

While the term hunter-gatherers is utilized in this discussion, the term is synonymous with fomgen. NO 
distinction between the two is implied or intended. 
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Altematively, Asch ( 1982b: 369) suggests that hunter-gatherers be considered as "equal 

participants in the world community", rather than as "our 'contemporary ancestors'." The 

debate over the utility of the term and practicdity of the subject matter has been ongoing 

for at least the last decade (Barnard 1983; Denbow 1984; Headland and Reid 1989; Lee 

1992; Myers 1988; Schrire 1984. 1989; Solloway and Lee 1990: Wilmsen 1988, 1989). 

At its most basic level, the debate centers on a cntical question: does a distinctly hunting 

and gathering way of life actually exist or is it a creation or figment in the mind of the 

anthropologist in her zeal to find the 'primitive' and 'pnstine'? The central issue is the 

degree to which contact with non-hunter-gatherers, specifically market or capitalist 

economies has. for al1 intents and purposes. fundamentally changed hunter-gatherer 

society. The intent of this discussion, in the words of Peterson ( 199 1 b: l),  is to challenge 

" ... long standing materialist ideas about the central role of cash and commodisation in 

bringing about change in pre-capitalist societies;" and in so doing, illustrate that hunter- 

gatherers are nor anachronisms. but rather a distinct and viable group of people. 

Among anthropologists working with hunter-gatherers, the study of the impact of 

cash and commoditisation on huntrr-gatherering subsistence systems has been a topic of 

interest for at least the past four decades. coinciding roughly with the beginnings of 

systematic ethnographie inquiry (Lee 1992). Likewise, the study of economic change has 

been a not insubstantial component of anthropological studies of nonhern hunter-gatherers 

since the mid to late 1950s. with increasing attention since the late 1960s.5 For hunter- 

gatherers in general, and northern hunter-gatherers in particular. the "advanced branch of 

the dismal science" has been the focus of considerable attention in the past several decades, 

with entire volumes being dedicated to its study more recently (Parry and Bloch 1989: 

Peterson and Matsayuma 1991). The seminal article by Murphy and Steward (1956), 

The focus on econornic change in the nonh was stimulated in large pan by the possibility andor 
incidence of large scale economic deveiopment projects such as the James Bay Hydroelectnc Project, the 
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline and the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. These types of projects provided the catalyst for 
major studies of lndigenous cultures and social change (Grabum 1969; Hallowell 1945; Honigman and 
Honigman 1965, 1970: VanStone 1965), and many that focused on social change and economy (Asch 
1976b, 1977; Berger 1978, 1985; Feit 1982; Freeman 1976; Usher 1976a. I976b; Watkins 1977). 
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followed more recently by Burkhalter and Murphy (1989). on the effects of involvement by 

hunter-gatherers in commercial production of what were formerly solely subsistence 

resources continues to provide a catalyst for rich discussion. 

There is general consensus within recent research both in the North and elsewhere 

that for hunter-gatherers. land and water. and activities based thereof, to the extent that they 

continue to be practiced. have a strong social, cultural. and ideological irnportance6 

(Altman and Peterson 1988; Asch 1979b; Berkes 1988; Brody 1982: Condon. et al. 1995: 

Dolitskey 1992: Dahl 1989; Ellanna and Balluta 1992: Feit 1994; Fienup-Riordan 1990a. 

1990b. 1994 [1986]; Smith and Wright 1989). Agreement essentially ends on this point. 

however; and there is little consensus on the role or effects of cash on subsistence or 

resource harvesting economies.7 The fact that the situation is highly dynamic and 

continuing to unfold, combined with a lack of consensus and widely divergent models 

utilized to explain the nature of the interrelationship between cash and hunter-gatherer or 

subsistence econornies, make its study complex and confusing. A detailed review of the 

literature illustrates that Shipton's (1989: 3) anaiysis of the understanding of the meaning of 

money in African economies is applicable to far more than just the African context: 

Anthropologists today are without a cornmonly accepted paradigm for 
understanding the meaning of money in rural African life. Instead. the scene 
is something more like the stage floor at the end of a Shakespearean 
uagedy, strewn about with bleeding cadavers of actors who have slain each 
other one by one, lingering and overlapping in their throes. 

Along these lines Usher (1976b: 14) provides the following description: 
... These facts demonsuate a fundamental and continuing economic dependence by Native people 
on the traditional resources. This economic dependence explains why Native people have from 
time CO time told this inquiry that the land is like a bank to them, their constant and reliable 
sustenance so long as it remains healthy. But there is also a deep rooted social and cultural reliance 
on the land. To Native people, the land is more than just a source of food or cash. It is the 
permanent source of their security and of their sense of well-being. Et is the basis of what they are 
as people. They know that the land, and the birds, fish and animals it supports. have sustained 
them and their ancestors since tirne imrnemorial. Properly cared for, they feel it can always do so. 

While most researchen acknowledge the ideological importance of subsistence. the economic aspects of 
subsistence have tended to be the focus of attention. While this economic focus on subsistence has been 
critiqued (Hensel 1996) as misguided and ignoring ernic perceptions of subsistence, that point is a matter of 
debate; and will not be addressed in this context. Suffice it to Say that the economic aspects of subsistence 
cannot be denied, and in rny opinion are more than worthy of study. 
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Shipton's analogy can arguably be extended to include anthropological understanding of 

hunter-gatherer economies in general. and northem hunter-gatherer economies in particular: 

that is. anthropologists have no comrnonly accepted mode1 for exarnining contemporary 

hunter-gatherer econornies. While there is general agreement that there are no 'pure' 

subsistence systems in existence today in that cash is a part of every contemporary hunting 

and gathering society, just what that infusion of cash means to a particular economy is a 

critical, perhaps & criticai and as yet unresolved issue in studies of hunter-gatherer 

economies.8 A goal of this dissertation is to elaborate on one exarnple of the use of cash in 

the context of a subsistence economy. and to illustrate how the use of cash does not 

necessarily entai1 the introduction of a capitalist mode of production inside the econorny. 

To situate this discussion about cash, and to identify where there might be certain 

difficulties in the way the concept has been used in the context of hunting and gathering 

economies. it is useful to examine certain debates within the economic anthropology 

literature; and show how those who have chosen to define cash in a certain way have made 

certain theoretical choices. 

Economic Anthrooology 

Economic anthropological theory is a complex body of theory-- borrowed from 

other disciplines and informed by a variety of perspectives (cf. Dalton 1967; Herskovits 

1952; LeClair and Schneider 1968; Plattner 1989; Schneider 1974; Wilks 1996). While the 

issue of what comprises 'economy' has been discussed over the years, i t  is generally 

* In discussing this issue over four decades ago. Firth (1965 (1939): 1 ) made the following claim: 
Long before the last war, it had become clear that primitive societies al1 over the world 
were being subjected to the impact of an industrial system coming primarily from the 
West, or at least originating in the development of western science and technology. 
Nowadays, partly as a result of the social and economic repercussions of the war itself, 
this process has become much more complex. There must be hardly any communities in 
the world, except perhaps a few in the heart of New Guinea and in the South Arnerican 
continent, which have not acquired at least the mdiments of steel technoloa and some 
trading relations with an extemal market system in which money is the prime medium of 
exc bange. 
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understood to refer to ".... how people organize production. consumption. and circulation 

of wealth in order to reproduce themselves" (Gregory 1989: 3).9 Just how these actions are 

interpreted. and through what lens. varies considerably as the following discussion 

illustrates. 

Much to the disgust of subsequent anthropoiogists. early anthropological 

treatments of 'econorny' generally tended towards extensive descriptions of technology 

and matenal culture. In fact. technology and material culture were often synonymous with 

economy in early studies. Unfortunately. as was noted by Gras (1927: 20) this approach 

ignores the processes involved in econornizing, not to mention that economy is represented 

as a static, rather than dynamic entity: 

.... after all. fish hooks and canoes. spears and tree traps, fire drills and 
bronze adzes. while constituting the technoiogical foundation of economic 
activity are in reality the tools and not the life of economic activity. 

This is but one of many definiiions of economy. Not surprisingly. definitions tend to reflect a theoretical 
perspective. For example, Burling ( 1962: 802). in his response to the substantivist-formalist de bate. 
clairns that: 

... 'economics' fias had almost as many meanings to anthropologists as has 'function', and 
the confusion between its various meanings has Iead to as much misunderstanding. At 
one time or another. anthropoiogists have given at least five meanings to the term: 1 )  the 
study of the material means to man's existence: 2) the study of the production, 
distribution, and consumption of goods and services; 3) the study of the things that 
economists study; 3) the study of systems of exchange however they are organized; and 5) 
the study of the allocation of scarce means to alternative ends. 

In contrast. LeClair (1962: 1189) claims chat economics is the study of economizing and economizing is 
the allocation of scarce resources among alternative ends. Leclair's background in formal economic theory 
is implicit in his emphasis on maximization of wants and rational man. Because Gregory's above 
statement is simple, cIear and relatively free of inherent bias, it provides a useful beginning point for this 
discussion. 

Schneider and Leclair (1968: 3) argue that "... Nineteenth century anthropology-- and even early 
twentieth century anthropology-- tended to equate "economy" with technology to the vinual exclusion of al1 
else." Herskovits (1952: 57) reiterates this point, claiming that: 

... Many elaborate studies were made of how pots were fashioned, or how houses hatched, 
or how fibers are woven or wood carving done. In these earlier, more conventional 
descriptions of non-literate people however, we seldom encounter statements as to the 
organization of those who make the pottery or of the values of the finished product, in 
terms either of other commodities or of such money as the tribe may employ, or of what 
gain accrues to these potters as a result of their specialized labor. 
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While subsequent critiques of early approaches to econornics were not entirely unfounded. 

early descriptive accounts of 'traditional' or 'pre-contact' economies proved valuable in 

later analyses (cf. Herskovits 1952; Mauss 1967 [1925]). The ernphasis on describing 

technology can be tied to a Boasian tradition. where considerable effort was placed on 

documenting cultures before they disappeared. These studies, while largely atheoretical, 

provided a nch ethnographic inventory base which subsequently undenvent analysis by 

other anthropologists (Herskovits 1940, 1952: Mauss 1967 [ l925]; Sahlins 1972). 

Mirroring this early trend in anthropologicd descriptions of economy, a few 

anthropologists working in Alaska in the early twentieth century provided general 

ethnograp hic and arc haeological accounts of 'traditional' l l Athabascan li fe, focusing 

largely on economy, ideology and material culture l2  (de Laguna L936a, 1936b, 1947: 

Osgood 1 936a, 1936b. 1940). Subsequent ethnographic works. building upon existing 

accounts, provided information on the political and economic lives of 'traditional' culture 

(Clark 1974; Damas 1969; McClellan 1964, 1975; McKennan 1965, 1969a, 1969b; 

Osgood 1958, 1959; Oswdt 1962: Parsons 192 1-22; Slobodin 1969). Interestingly, only 

been in the past several decades have contemporary northem econornies been exarnined in 

the context of contemporary ethnographic reality (Asch 1984; Feit 1989, 1994; Langdon 

1986; Lonner 1986; Nuttdl 1992; Rushforth 1994; Wenzel 198 1, 1989). 

Malirzowski 's Lasting Influence 

One of the fust considerations of economy as something more than techno dogy was 

provided by Malinowski (1961 [1922]) through his account of the Kula ring among the 

Trobriand Islanders. 13 While soundly criticized for his approach, Malinowski was 

l l While many anthropologists have commented on the meaning of 'traditional.' in this instance traditional 
refers to a somewhat ahistorical and static time, as is implied by the type of analysis discussed herein. See 
below for M e r  ehcidation. 
l 2  The Boasian approach in these earlier studies can also be criticized for its lack of attention to the 
ethnographic present in favor of ethnographic reconstructions, as in Osgood and De Lapuna. 

Otherr had provided sorne ethnographic detail on the Kula (Barton 1922; Seligman 19 10). but they 
suffered from a focus on technology. 
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nonetheless lauded for being one of the first anthropoiogists to examine econornic activity 

systematically as a social phenornenon (cf. Gregory 1982, 1989). A criticism of 

Malinowski, however, was that he focused on the social aspects of exchange to the 

exclusion of understanding the econornic mies guiding the exchange (Herskovits 1940. 

Malinowski's analysis of the Kida was that it was a system of ritual exchange, "a 

passing from hand to hand of two meaningless and quite useless objects" (Malinowski 

1961 [1922]:86). While noting that economic rules existed, Malinowski steadfastly 

focused on the social. or non-economic character of the exchange, arguing that the social 

aspects of economy were the important ones in 'primitive'14 economies: 

Although, like every human being, the Kula Native loves to possess and 
therefore acquire and dreads to lose. the social code of rules, with regard to 
give and tdce. by far overrules his natural acquisitive tendency (Malinowski 
1961 [1922]:96). 

Maiinowski ( 196 1 [ 1922]:98) further elaborates: 

The Trobriander is not guided primarily by the desire to satisfy his wants, but by a 
very cornplex set of traditional forces, duties and obligations. beliefs in magic. 
social ambitions anu vanities. 

Malinowski's emphasis on the social elements of the Kula and the importance of 

these aspects in the context of econorny was driven in part by his aversion to wholesale 

adoption of economic theory in describing primitive econornic systems, and to the concept 

of rational man. The basic postulate of economic theory is that the allocation of scarce 

goods among alternative ends occurs through 'rational' choice. 'Rational man' is generally 

understood to be the one making the choices; that is, humans will make rational choices 

when faced with scarce goods. Referred to by Firth (196 1 [1952]: 1)  as "the outstanding 

factor in human experience," the elements of scarcity and choice are critical to economic 

thought. Together with the idea of rational choice. they provide the basic premise of 

l4 Use of the tenn primitive is borrowed from early anthropologists. some of whom laier commented on 
the appropriateness of its usage (cf. Herskovits 1952: vi). The tem is a borrowed one, and is only used for 
consistency when discussing early anthropological accounts. It is not used with reference to contemporary 
societies, and its usage does not impty acceptance of the terrn by this author. 



10 
conventional economic theory. Of course, conventionai or formal economic thought fails 

to address the idea that 'rational choice' is a subjective assessment. 

Although Malinowski's analysis has been soundly criticized. it stands out for a 

number of reasons. First. it marked the beginning of a controversy in economic 

anthropology which. while somewhat dulled. continues today: the formalist-substantivist 

debate. It took a few years for the respective 'sides' to become hl ly entrenched and for 

the debate to heat up. but the catalyst was at least partially imbedded in Malinowski's 

analysis of the Kula.  Ironically. Malinowski's analysis was equally important for 

recognizing the importance of social aspects of economy, one of the few ideas upon which 

economic anthropologists continue to agree. 15 

In cornmenting on Malinowski's (and others) focus on social aspects of exchange. 

Herskovits' ( 1952: 57) disdain for the approach offered by Malinowski was evident. He 

complained that Malinowski and others: 

... conducted their research and presented their findinps on the pnnciple that 
economic life in non-literate societies could not be treated unless 
consideration was piven to every facet of tradition that impinged on the 
economic institutions of people. It is not difficult to understand how this 
position was reached. Economists. as has been pointed out, can take for 
granted the cultural imatrix in which their data lodge. Early anthropologists, 
finding litrle to stimulate their research in the highly specialized problems 
considered by economists, retreated into technology. Reacting against this 
and other aspects of earlier work. these earlier writers brought into the fore- 
conscious the cultural setting of the economic data in societies other than our 
own. Terselv stated. it mav be observed that if for the earliest 
anthro~ologists economics was technologv, for these it was garden magie 
and eift exchanee. (emphasis added) 

If Malinowski's apprnach was a reaction to conventional econornic theory, then 

Herskovits and Firth (a student of Malinowski's) can be seen as developing their 

arguments in response to Malinowski's emphasis. In so doing the stage was set for the 

binary opposition charactenstic of the formalist-substantivist debate. 
-- - - 

l5 Along these lines. LeClair and Schneider (1968: 3) claim: 
...[ tloday, al1 agree on at least this much: that econornic activity, properly considered, is a 
social process of some son or other. It might be necessary to take technology into 
account in considering certain aspects of an econornic system, but technology is not the 
econornic system itself. 
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Subsequent to Malinowski's analysis of the Kula. Firth published a treatise on the 

economics of the New Zealand Maori (1929) and later one on the Tikopia (1965 [1939]). 

In an effort to get past what he referred to as Malinowski's "common-sense descriptive 

economics" 16.17 and what others have referred to as 'anti-econornics,'l* Finh. dong 

with Herskovits (1940. 1952) and a few others began arguing for the validity of 

conventional econornic theory, claiming that anthropologists had a lot to learn through the 

application of economic theory to 'primitive' economies. While their perspectives, 

methodologies, and arguments varied, both Herskovits and Firth stressed that people make 

choices from among alternatives in a rational rnanner and according to determinable 

principles, thus supporting the idea of rational man. 

Noting thar "[tlhere has always tended to be some uncertainty on the part of 

anthropologists as to the use they could make of econornic theory" (Firth 1965 [1939]: 7), 

Finh attempted to use conventional econornic theory in his analysis of Tikopia economics. 

While his work is considered by some to be a landmark in economic anthropology,19 

Firth's treatise is notable for its application of economic theory to a 'primitive' and cenainly 

non-western economy. In attempting to link economic concepts with ethnopraphic 

analysis. Finh (1965 [1939]: 27-29) was careful not to neglect the role of culture in 

econornizing. Similarly. he was interested in constructs of and for economic behavior: 

The Tikopia economy is not a simple set of ecological responses. Its social 
parameters are significant for its form and efficiency ... Any theory 
concemed with understanding the operation of the Tikopia economy must 
take into account the significance of choice and decision ... 

Finally, while Firth acknowledged the importance and potential of economic theory in 

elucidating anthropological understanding of economy. he understood that it was the 

responsibility of anthropologists, not economists, to do so: 

l6 (cf. Firth 1964) 
l7 In comrnenting on Malinowski's use of econornic concepts. Finh (1964: 220) notes that "...this is not 
the tenninology of economics. it is almost the language of the housewife ..." 
l8 (cf. LeClair and Schneider 1968: 4-6 ) 
l9  Cook (1966) credits Finh with being one of the fust anthropologists to study economic theory. 



The lack of a well constmcted bridge between economics and anthropoloa 
helps to explain why, in spite of great developments in the theory and 
methods of the latter since the beginninp of the century. the concrete 
achievements in econornic anthropology have not been greater. It aiso 
throws the major burden of construction on the anthropologist himself 
(Firth 1965 [ 19391: 13). 

Rational Man and Fonnal Economics 

In contrast to Firth, whose work was based on substantial field work. 

Herskovits0( 1940) The Economic Life of Primitive Peoples, later revised and published as 

Primitive Economics (1952). was based on an exhaustive search of the ethnographic 

literature.20 Borrowing from conventional econornic theory. Herskovits (1940, 1952) 

furthered the idea of rational man. focusing largely on aspects of individual decision 

making in an attempt at developing models of econornic behavior. Clairning that "practically 

every economic mechanism and institution known to us is found somewhere in the non- 

literate world." Herskovits ( 1952: 488) based his argument on several assurnptions. First. 

he arpued for the existence of universal laws which dictate rational man's behavior. 

Second. he postulated that in a situation of unlimited wants and limited resources,~I the 

individual will maximize gains and rninirnize effort to the best of her ability. A major 

cnticism of Herskovits' approach (and of formal economic theory in generai) was that 

culture is largely ignored in the decision-making process.22 Like other proponents of 

20 Herskovits' revision contained an important philosophical change. The earlier version refiected a far less 
sophisticated understanding of the very economic theory he was discussing, sometimes disparagingly. For 
example, Herskovits (1931: 270-271) questioned the utility of the r e m  economic man; "[How] can its 
continued use be defended when investigators of human societies al1 over the world are unanimous in 
testifying ka t  no such creature exists or, as far as the data indicate. ever did exist?" An infamous exchange 
with economist Frank Knight (Herskovits 194 1 ; Knight 194 1 ), along with time caused Herskovits to revise 
his opinions of the utility of economic man and other conventional economic concepts, as is illustrated in 
the later publication. 
21 It is important to note that the idea of maximization does not specifically Say what is rnaximized. 
Implicic in most appIications of maximization theory is the notion that profit is to be maximized. 
However, it would be acceptable to claim that instead of profit, an individual will likely maximize different 
things at different times. What is maximized will likely change. but it is safe to assume something that is 
valued will be maxirnized. 
22 As Shipton (1989: 5) rernarks: 

Values, categories, and beliefs are undenepresented as decisions are traced. Humans corne 
out looking too rational. Real people sometirnes hear wrongly, forget. jump to 
conclusions, and rebel against reason. Ironically. then, decision-making models that focus 



1 3  
neoclassical theory who argue for the universal applicability of economic theory. 

Herskovits (1952: 24) acknowledged that cultural relativism is essential to the study of 

econornic behavior across cultures: 

The pnnciple of maximizing satisfactions by the conscious exercise of 
choice between scarce means is vaiid because we find that this does occur in 
al1 societies. The cross cultural perspective, however, gives us pause when 
defining "rationality." We are tempted to consider as rational the behavior 
that represents only the typical reactions to be expected of those who order 
their lives in ternis of the economic systems of Europe and America, where 
it is rational to defer the gratification of wants. to accumulate resources, to 
produce more goods and multiply services. Yet. as we shall abundantly 
see, there are many cultures, if not a majonty of them, where the deferment 
of wants is held to be disadvantageous, where best judgment dictates that 
resources be expended. where there is no tradition of expanding production 
and increasing services. Nonetheless. in societies having traditions of this 
son, choices are not only made, but debated ... 

While not specifically arguing against the importance of culture. Cook (1966: 339) offered 

a perspective more typical of formalist approaches to economy than that put forth by 

Herskovits: 

A science of economic anthropology will emerge only as a hybrid 
discipline-- representing the fusion of two trends: the study of economic 
theory by anthropologists.. . and the development of an anthropological 
perspective by econornists ... the eventual emergence of a general theory of 
comparative economic systems depends largely upon how well econornics 
can be anthropologized. The infusion of cultural relativism into the 
economist's world view is long overdue ... Nevertheless. any general theory 
of comparative economics must ultimately come from the sophisticated 
mode1 building skills of the economist applied to data collected by systernic 
ethnographers who are aware of the relevant categones and conceptual tools 
of economic analysis. 

Polanyi and Substantivist Tholrglzt 

In general, while some formalists advocated for a 'scientific theory of economy' in 

which culture played a minor role (Oniz 1983; Schneider 1974). most formalists 

recognized the need and argued for the role of culture in the study of economics. In 

on the individual are often more appropriate for studying the behavior of the aggregate. 
But rational aggregates may aggregate into irrational collectivities ... So homo rationalis 
decision theory, is not without its problems and contradictions either. 
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arguing for maximizing behavior as a universal phenomena, Burling ( 1962: 8 19) warned 

that: 

Unless the anthropologist uses concepts of economics, cost. value. 
demand, supply and so on in a much broader context than is the custom of 
the economist, over a range of meaning far wider than that which is priced. 
he had better stop talking about econornics. 

In response to the scientific or formal approach to economy. with its concomitant 

enthusiastic adoption of economic concepts, terms and models. Polanyi ( 1957). followed 

by Dalton (1961) and others (Murra 198 1; Valensi 198 1; Wachtel 198 1) offered an 

alternative approach. An economic historian, Polanyi cautioned anthropologists about 

indiscriminate bonowing from econornic science. urging hem instead to develop their own 

vocabulary based on ethnographic analysis. Emphasizing the importance of ethnographic 

fact. Polanyi ( 1957) argued that only through comparative analysis could anthropological 

concepts of rational action. reasoaed economic action. and economizing behavior be 

developed. 

Polanyi (1957) denied the relevance of economic theory to al1 but contemporary 

market economies, a f om of economy which Polanyi argued was only found in western 

society. Further. he argued that the invention of market organization (a relatively recent 

phenomena) was responsible for separating the economic sphere from its integration with 

the rest of society (Polanyi 1957). Other foms of economy included reciprocity and 

redistribution; the former being characteristic of tribal societies. The basis of Polanyi's 

argument cm be found in his distinction between the formalist and substantivist meaning of 

econornic: 

The substantive meaning of econornic derives from man's dependence for 
his living upon nature and his fellows. It refers to the interchange with his 
natural and social environment, in so far as this results in supplying him 
with the means of material want satisfaction. The forma1 meaning of 
econornic denves from the logical character of the means-ends relationship, 
as apparent in such words as "econornicd" or "economizing". It refers to a 
definite situation of choice, namely that between the different uses of means 
induced by an insufficiency of those means. If we cal1 the rules goveming 
choice of means the logic of rational action, then we may denote this variant 
of logic, with an improvised term, as formal economics (Polanyi, et al. 
1957: 243) 



1 5  
Extending this distinction to anthropology, and distinguishing between the formalist 

(grounded in universal laws, logic) and the substantivAt (grounded in ethnographic fact) 

schools. Polanyi helped to entrench the dichotomy firther. providing additional fodder for 

the still active. though muted. controversy (Dalton 1967; LeClair and Schneider 1968; Ortiz 

1983). The debate. in its various forms, hinges on the question of the applicability of 

formal econornic theory to the study of 'primitive' and 'peasant' economies. Formalists 

argued for the universal applicability of formai economic theory: and substantivists argue 

that formal economic theory is limited in application to the market-onented. price-govemed 

economic systerns of industrial economies. Halperin ( 1985: 360) elaborates: 

... Formalists argued that formal economic concepts were universally 
applicable and, therefore, truly cross-cultural. and that substantivist 
concepts were panicularistic because they were descriptive and 
unsystematic. Substantivists. on the other hand. argued that formal, in the 
sense of conventional, economic concepts were particularistic and 
ethnocentric and that only substantive concepts were cross-cultural because 
only they dealt with patterns and variability in livelihood processes. 

Following Polanyi in both rnethod and theory, Sahlins (1965. 1968. 1972) was 

overtly critical of formaiist approaches. Utilizing a wholly culturally relativistic approach. 

Sahlins ( 1972) reflected a growing interest among anthropologists in econornic and social 

change among hunter-gatherers. Of the collection of essays in Stone Age Economics, 

Sahiins ( 1972: xi-xii) ciairned: 

All were conceived and here assembled in the hope of an anthropological 
economics, which is to Say, in opposition to businesslike interpretations of 
primitive economies and societies .... Broadly speaking it is a choice 
between the perspective of Businessmen, for the formalist method must 
consider the primitive econornies as underdeveloped versions of Our own. 
and a culturalist study that as a matter of pnnciple does honor to different 
societies for what they are. 

While there continues to be little agreement on the applicability of economic models and 

concepts to historically non-market economies, the tenor of the substantivist-formalist 

debate softened through the years and no longer serves as the focal point for econornic 

anthropology. This is not to Say that the dichotomy does not continue to surface, as 

Halperin ( 1985: 360) notes: 



... the notion that formalists count things and build models, whereas 
substantivists deal with absuact concepts or complex descriptions but not in 
systematic ways. is still very common. 

Perspectives on Northem Economies 

Conceptual rernnants of the formalist-substantivist dichotorny continue to influence 

anthropological accounts of Northem economies. particularly with respect to the use of 

cash. Beginning in the late 1950s and early 1960s. and consistent with 'development' 

studies occurring in the North around this time. a distinction was made between the 

subsistence or 'traditionalg23 and market sectors of the nothem economy (Wilmott 196 1 ). 

Refened to by Wilmott (1961) as a dual economy. the subsistence sector comprised al1 that 

was 'traditional'-- that is. harvesting fish and garne for use within the domestic unit. In 

contrast, the market sector. comprised of commodification of harvests or participation in 

wage labor. represented a 'foreign entity' which came packaged together with the western. 

capitalist ideas of profit maximization and individuaiization. arnong other things. Following 

Wilmott, Berger ( l978:I 1 ) characterized the northem economy as "mixed," with a "unique 

unity" between the two economic spheres: 

... in the north today, the lives of many native families are based on an 
intricate economic mix. At certain times of the year, they hunt and fish: at 
other times they work for wages, sometimes for govemment. sometimes on 
highway construction, sometimes for the oil and gas indusuy ... 

The mode1 of the dual nature of the northern economy proved to be popular among many 

anthropologists working in the north (Bennet 1982; Bone 1989: Bosworth 1989: Burch 

1985: Dolitskey 1992; Langdon 1984; Langdon and Worl 198 1; Loon 1989; Quigley and 

McBride 1987; Shinkwin and Case 1984; Wolfe and Ellanna 1983; Wolfe, et al. 1984). 

While characterizations of the nature of northern economy take different forms, the 

dichotomy between the native or traditional economy and the modem or industrialized 

-- 

23 Also referred to as 'household' economy. For further discussion see (Wilk 1989). 
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economy is a cntical prernise upon which these types of representations rest. As we shall 

see. however, the premise is flawed; and the approach lacks utility with respect to 

understanding fully the intemal dynamics of northem economies. 

As in Canada. large scale development projects (e.g. Trans-Alaska pipeline) and 

related political developments such as Alaska statehood.Z4 passage of the Alaska Native 

Claims Settlement Act ( A N C S A ) . ~ ~  and development of federal legislation regarding 

subsistence use of fish and garne resources by Alaska ~atives.26 stimulated considerable 

work focusing on hunter-gatherer resource use in Alaska. Likely the most influentid and 

certainly the majority of work on rural econornies in Alaska has been conducted by a 

resemh division within the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. an entity established 

under the state Subsistence Law of 1978.27.28 Fmrn its inception through the mid 1980s. 

24 Alaska becarne the fony-ninth state on January 3. 1959. 
25 ANCSA. signed into law on December 18. 1971. extinguished aboriginal rights to hunting and fishing 
in exchange for fee simple title to 40 million acres of land and 962.5 million dollars (for a more detailed 
discussion, refer to Arnold (1976). 
26 k ! L C A .  or Alaska National Interests Lands Conservation Act. was passed into law in Decernber 1981. 
The law was an attempt to deal with aboriginal hunting and fishing rights which were not dealt wirh under 
ANCSA. Under ANILCA. subsistence use of resources is given priority over commercial and sports use of 
resources. Funher, subsistence is resuicted to rural residents. Specifically, the law provides for "...the 
customary and traditional uses by rural Alaska residents of wild. renewable resources f6r direct personal or 
family consumption such as food, shelter, fuel, clothing. tools or transportation ..." (Title VIII: Sec. 803). 
Because the Alaska constitution prohibits discrimination on the basis of residence. however. Alaska law is 
currently out of compliance with federal iaw. As a result, as of luly 1990, the Federal government has 
management authority over fish and garne on federal lands, roughly 60 percent of al1 the land in the state. 
See Caulfield (1992) or Huntington (1992) for further information on wildlife management and subsistence - - 

hunting in Alaska. ' 

27 Passage of the law was stirnulated by the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, the construction of which resulted in 
increaseduse of, and cornpetition over. hsh and garne resources. In addition to authorizing and protecting 
subsistence use of resources as the priority use of Alaska's resources. the state's first subsistence iaw 
resulted in the establishment of the Subsistence Division. Primarily a research division, the intent of the 
subsistence division was to "... compile cxisting data and conduct-studies to gather information ... on al1 
aspects of the role of subsistence hunting and fishing in the lives of the residents of the state ...". While the 
law has subsequently k e n  repealed. ovemled. and ruled unconstitutional, the subsistence division's mandate 
remains the sarne: collect information on resource use by the state. The subsistence division has collected 
information on fish and game resource use by residents of 190 communities in the state, in addition to 
resource use by residents of the major urban centers, Juneau, Anchorage, and Fairbanks. Refer to Case 
(1984; 1989) or Kancewick (199 1 ) for additional discussion on Iegal issues driving subsistence hunting and 
fishing in Alaska. 
28 Under the Iaw passed in 1978. subsistence uses were defined as: 

The customary and traditional uses of wild, renewable resources for direct persona1 or 
farnily consumption. such as food. shelter, fuel. clothing. tools. or transporta60n: for the 
making and selling of handicraft articles out of non-edible by-products of fish and wildlife 
taken for personal or family consurnption [AS 16.05.940 (30)J 
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the Subsistence Division focused its research efforts on descnbing and documenting the 

subsistence economies of prirnarily rural Alaska (Fall 1990: Wolfe 198 1, 1983; Wolfe and 

Walker 1987). Borrowing heavily from research conducted largely in Canada (Freeman 

1976; Usher 1976a. 1976b. 1981, 1982), the paradigm within which the economy was 

discussed was that of the 'dual economy'. The rural Alaskan economy was thus described 

as a "mixed economy" characterized by "mutually supportive market and subsistence 

sectors (Wolfe and Ellanna 1983: 272). This economy. also referred to as a subsistence- 

based socioeconornic system (Wolfe and Ellanna 1983: 772) is characterized by a domestic 

mode of production in which production capital, land. and labor are controlled by extended 

kinship-based production units. 

As with the notion of the 'dual economy.' the distinguishing feature of 

subsistence-based socioeconomic systems is the primary economic. social, and cultural 

reliance on fish and garne resources. Cash and current technologies are utilized. but they 

are integrated into the cornrnunity's economic and social activities "...so as to be mutually 

supportive" (Wolfe and Ellanna 1983: 252). This stands in stark contrast to market-based 

societies in which the market sector is the cog of the econornic and social organization. 

The only difference in the two systems, it is argued, is the extent to which the 

hunting. fishing, and gathering sector drives the social and economic organization; or. 

alternatively, the extent to which cash has permeated the community's social and econornic 

fabnc so that its attainment is of primary importance. Following this logic, one could argue 

that the only difference between urban and rural subsistence hunters is that the subsistence 

hunter in rural Alaska uses cash only to subsidize subsistence whereas the urban 

'subsistence' hunter uses subsistence only to subsidize cash. The underlying assumption 

is that cash has a standardized value. so that it is essentially the same entity in both 

subsistence-based and market-based socioeconomic systems. As explained by one 

anthropologist (Ichikawa 1993: 334): 

.... the state imposes indirect impacts through its monetary system. 
Currency is one of the key economic elements of an independent state. This 



is reflected in the currency itself which has aiways the name of the issuing 
state printed on it. To use the currencv means. therefore. to follow the 
value systern of the state monetarv svstem, in a sense. This may not rnean 
much for us to whom the currency is an indispensable medium of 
commodity exchange. But for the people less dependent on state currency, 
this may means sorxthing, which is related to the choice between the 
contending economic systems. (emphasis added) 

This misperception or usage of "cash" parallels the misguided way in which the formalists 

(in their most extreme form) have defined "economyW-- that is, it has universal properties 

which determine its meaning without reference to cultural values. 

In a depanure from this type of analysis, and a form running parallel to the 

substantivists. 1 argue for a culturally relative (or context nch) understanding of cash. This 

type of argument has been funhered by several anthropologists in describing Indigenous 

econornies (Lonner 1986; Peterson and Matsayuma 1991; Sansom 1988; Wenzel 1983, 

1986a. 1989). Rather than arguing for a standardized value of cash with its concomitant 

value system, 1 argue for a culturally relative evaluation of cash, based not on an external 

reality but rather on a reality created and manipulated by people withn the system. 

Another way that the impact of cash on hunting and gathering economics has been 

considered is through examination of relations of exchange. Many anthropologists have 

grappled with developing theories of exchange. most notable of these. particularly with 

regard to hunter-gatherer economies. was Mauss ( 1967 [ 19251). Following Malinowski 

(1961 [1922]). Mauss developed a theory of exchange based on an evolutionary 

continuum. Malinowski (1961 [1922]) placed pure gift. real barter, and reciprocity on 

opposite and intermediate ends of the spectmm respectively. Arguing that these exchanges 

formed a "continuum of reciprocity," Malinowski (1961 [1922]:176) provides the 

following description of the system: 

1 have on purpose spoken of forms of exchange, of gifts and counter-gifts, 
rather than of barter or trade. because, aithough there exist forrns of barter 
pure and simple, there are so rnany transitions and gradations between that 
and simple gifi, that it is impossible to draw any fixed line between trade on 
the one hand and the exchange of gifts on the other ... In order to deal with 



these facts correctly it is necessary to give a complete survey of al1 foms  of 
payment or present. In this survey there will be at one end the extreme cases 
of pure gift, that is an offenng for which nothing is given in retum. Then 
through many customary foms of gift or payment, panially or conditionally 
retumed, which shade into each other, there corne foms of exchange. 
where more or less strict equivalence is observed. arriving finally at real 
barter. 

Working with the basic premise that gifts are voluntary but in fact are given and 

repaid under obligation, ~Mauss (1967 119251) referred to total prestation. debt economy. 

and commodity economy as the stages of exchange. Like Malinowski. Mauss (1967 

[1925]) argued that the first stage of economy is essentially simple exchange in which 

goods and service are given freely with no expecration of retum. The second stage is an 

equivaient exchange. based on balanced reciprocity. The critical feature of this type of 

exchange is the social relationship: the persona1 relationship is the object cf desire. not the 

object exchanged (Mauss 1967 [1925]). The relationships established through exchange 

are merely a means to an end in the final stage: the exchange, or more correctly, that which 

is exchanged, is the desired end product. The shifi occurring between gift and commodity 

economies lies pnmarily in the nature of the persona1 relationship of the exchangers. and 

secondarily in the things exchanged. In the gift economy, the personal relationship is the 

goal of the exchange: there is no inherent relationship between the things exchanged. 

Conversely, in the cornmodity economy. the personal relationship serves soiely as the 

vehicle through which the exchange occurs: it is the exchange that is desired. Because of 

this, a relationship between the objects exchanged. that of purchase and sale, is established 

in the commodity economy. In short, pnce and value essentidly develop at the expense of 

personal relationship. 

Sahlins (1965) also focused on principles goveming exchange and distribution in 

non-market economies. Distinguishing between commodity and non-commodity 

exchange. Sahlins (1972: 196-205) argued that commodity and gift exchange are two 

points on a continuum, with kinship distance providing the key variable in the movement 

from one extreme to the other. He contended that as a general rule, gift exchange tends to 
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br between people who are relatives. As the kinship distance lengthens and the people 

become strangers. comrnodity exchange emerps. 

Mauss' and Sahlins' distinction between gift, debt. and commodity econornies and 

the associated inherent variations on persona1 relationships are useful in understanding the 

nature and effect of the involvement of cash in hunter-gatherer econornies in general. and 

northern hunter-gatherer economies in particular. Rather than focusing on sectors of the 

economy, the salient feature distinguishing subsistence or natural econornies from market 

econornies is the nature of exchange. If cash and the acquisition thereof is the guiding 

principle of the economy. then the nature of the exchange is in the thing exchanged: the 

persona1 relationship is secondary and largely unimportant. On the other hand. if exchange 

is largely charactenzed by reciprocal obligations. and if the goal of the exchange is in the 

persona1 relationship rather than the thing exchanged. then the economy can be 

characterized as a gift, or debt economy. 

The GiJt 

In discussing northern economies, most anthropologists point to gift exchange (as 

descnbed by Mauss and Sahlins) as k i n g  a hallmark of traditional subsistence economies. 

By and large. goods and services, and in many instances labor.29 have been shown to be 

exc hanged along kin-based lines. While predictive models cal1 for the eventual 

displacement of the debt economy with a commodity economy, in which the personal 

relationship is absent from the exchange, this has vet to occur. In fact. with the 

involvement of cash. it has been noted that both types of exchange can and do occur 

sirnultaneously. and cash transactions are not restricted to the latter. Ellanna and Balluta 

( 1992: 250) in their study of the Inland Dena'ina of Nondalton noted that: 

"Gift exchange," in which there is a persona1 relationship between the 
individuals who exchange goods and services and "cornmodity exchange." 

29 For exarnple. in a study of Athabascan fishing patterns (Wheeler 1987). 1 demonstrate that among 
people fishing for subsistence purposes, labour is always divided and shared along kin-based Lines. 
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in which irnpersonality and individual maximization prevail, were both 
operative arnong the inland Dena'ina of Nondalton in the mid 1980s. Al1 
purpose money (cash) was involved in both types of exchanges as well .... 
The data derived from the inland Dena'ina raise some serious questions 
about the assumption that cash and services for which people are paid 
actually form a separate, albeit, integrated econornic sector. 

This is an important point which clearly challenges the notion of a dual economy. If, as it 

appears, cash can and does occur in the context of gift relations of exchange, then it is 

arguable that rash and services for which cash is paid do not signify or comprise a separate 

sector. Perhaps then. it makes more sense to examine the intemal workings of the 

economy, rather than imposing extemally-denved views on the study of the economy. One 

way in which this can be done is by exarnining relations of production: or more simply. 

how the society reproduces itself econornically. 

Perspectives on Cash and Commoditisation in hiut ter-Gatherer Economies 

Responding to the increasingly more comrnon involvement of cash in formerly 

subsistence economies, Godelier ( 1972a, 1972b. 1974, 1977) and Meillassoux ( 1973, 

1978a. 1978b, 1983) asserted that econorny could be better understood by understanding 

how society reproduces itself. Working from a comparative and historical perspective, 

both Godelier and Meillassoux shifted the focus from the relations of exchange to those of 

production. In exarnining human processes, they emphasized the importance of careful 

selection and definition of ternis, as Meillassoux (1983: 61) explained: 

1 maintain, and 1 stress it as much as possible, that progress in the human 
sciences can only stem from strictly defined concepts and their relevant 
application to precise situations. 

Utilizing the terms pre-capitalist and capitalist modes of production, both 

Meillassoux and Godelier viewed money as the link between the two modes of production. 

Godelier (1977) made the important point that a single object may be exchanged as a gift 

within a tribal economy and as a commodity in a different economy. Godelier's 

recognition of the dual properties of a thing is important to the point argued in this 

dissertation, that cash has to be considered within an emic reality in order for it to be 
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understood in the context of rural econornics. If it can be argued that something c m  be 

exchanged as a gift within a tribal economy and as a commodity within a different 

economy. then it c m  be logically argued that something can be exchanged as a gift within a 

market economy, and a commodity within a tribal economy. For this point to be argued 

effecüvely in the context of cash. it must be necessarily be based on an ernic or context-rich 

understanding of cash. 

Another point furthered by Godelier concemed the viability of pre-capitalist 

econornies: contrary to popular or conventional 'wisdom.' Godelier ( 1972a) argued that 

pre-capitalist modes of production are not moribund. In arguing this point. Godelier 

forwarded the idea that it was possible for different modes of production to CO-exist side by 

side. In his view, how society reproduced itself economically had to do with which mode 

of production was dominant. In other words, pre-capitalist and capitaiist or non-market 

and market modes of production could operate simultaneously (although one would always 

be dominant) (Godelier 1977). This was an extremely important point for economic 

anthropology, which, up until that point. had generally allowed for the existence of only 

one economic systern at any given point in time.30 This perspective was made most 

famous by Bohannon in his article "The Impact of money on an African Subsistence 

Economy"( 1967 [1959]). 

Presented as the result of a confrontation between two economies (i.e., pre- 

capitaiist and capitalist), Bohannon blarned the destruction of the 'traditional' economy on 

the introduction of cash and its inherent conversion possibilities. According to Bohannon 

(1967 [1959)), during traditional times the Tiv economy was both pre-capitalist and 

30 While questioning the urility of articulation theory or modes of production. Shipton (1989: 4) mîkes 
the following observation: 

Modes, forces, and relations of either became procrustean beds into u 'uch al1 societies 
and economies had to be fitted, or multiplied, until as one critic pointedly observed. each 
Andean valley has its own mode of production and individuals may change hem two or 
three times a week, like underwear ... (Foster-Carter 1978: 239). 

In spire of his criticisms, Shipton (1989) nonetheless credits articulation theory for the long Iasting ideas 
that multiple modes of livelihood can CO-exist and that non-market econornic behaviors such as reciprocity 
and redistribution are not disappearing. 
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multicentric. Separation between the two spheres of exchange was enabled by the lack of 

possibilities for conversion. With the introduction of cash and its possibilities for 

conversion. however. the Tiv economy rapidly lost its rnulticentric dimensions. Bohannon 

(1967 [1959]:133) thus argued that the involvement of cash was the destructive or 

transfomative force in subsistence economies: 

In short. because of the spread of the market and the introduction of general 
purpose money. Tiv economy has become a part of the world economy ... 
Money is one of the most shatteringly simpliSing ideas of d l  time. and like 
any new and compelling idea. it creates its own revolution. ... Its course 
may be painful, but there is very little doubt about its outcome. 

Though sometimes characterized as a substantivist (Shipton 1989). Bohannon's perception 

of the impact of money on the Tiv 'traditional' economy is based on formalist premises of 

economy. as well as the Aawed notion that money or cash has standardized value. 

Likewise. Bohannon, like others, appears incapable of conceptualizing Godelier's idea of 

two modes of production operating simultaneousl y. 

Based in part on ideas furthered by Godelier ( 1973a. 1972b. 1974. 1977). Asch 

( 1977, 1979a, 1979b. 1982a) analyzes the utility of the mode of production in explaining 

the process of econornic change among hunter-gatherers. Arguing that proponents of the 

mode1 which presents northern econornies as a mixed or dual econorny err in defining 

economy only on the basis of the technical factors of production. Asch (1977, 1979a. 

1982a) clairns that northern economies can only be fully understood by "including within 

Our definition of econorny the institutional framework of production" (1987a: 5). 

Following Godelier's point that two modes of production can and often do operate 

simultaneously, Asch (1979a: 88) emphasizes that: 

.... the processes of matenal reproduction in human society can not be 
understood merely by analyzing the "technical" aspects of production. 
Rather, ... the framework of analysis must include at the most fundamental 
level both the "physics" of production and the social relationships human 
beings enter into in order to motivate or operate the technical dimensions of 
production. 
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Asch ( 1982a) argues that the structure of rnaterial reproduction incorporates both 

technical and social components. and it is essentially the interaction of these components 

which provides for the structure of the mode of production. The overall structures dlow for 

some elasticity, although they are not. as he (1979a: 92) warns. "infinitely malleable." 

Structural transformations can and do occur; and when they do it is largely due to a high 

level of antagonism between the social and technical forces of production, such that the two 

are functionally incompatible. It is. however, critical to stress that these actions are not 

unconscious-- choice and logic are key factors in the ongoing operation and transformation 

of the mode of production. 

Asch (1979a. 1982a) supports Godelier's notion that two modes of production can 

CO-exist, but he argues that one or the other will dominate-- and the dominant mode of 

production is reflected in the social relations of production. This thinking runs counter to 

previously discussed models: and supports the point argued in this dissertation. that the 

presence and use of cash does not suggest the demise of the 'natural' or 'traditional' 

economy; that is. as long as the traditionai social relations of production dominate. cash 

can be utilized outside of a capitalist mode of production: and in fact. there may be other 

ways to reproduce oneself economically. Asch's argument also points to the continued 

viability of 'traditional' economies in spite of interaction or limited involvernent in capitalist 

economics. As Lee (1992: 43) suggests: 

If indigenous peoples want to adopt a Western (or Soviet) way of life. the 
door is open: in fact, the pressures to conform are immense. The fact that 
this has not happened; that some foragers still pursue alternative lifeways 
not in isolation but in full awareness of alternatives, is a persuasive 
argument against the two propositions that framed the present essay. There 
is something out there beyond the reach of the world sysrem (capitalist or 
othenvise). The "system" is powe$ul but not omnipotent. Pockets of 
resistance persist and show us that even in this hard bitten post modem age 
other ways of being are possible. 

Von Volker (1993) draws on elernents of the mode of production mode1 in his analysis of 

the economy of the Ayoreode of northwest Paraguay, in which he addresses the dynamic 

nature of the Ayoreode economy. Von Volker suggests that hunter-gatherers have a 
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"dynamic adaptive potential that enables them to resist the destructive powers of the world 

system predicated on a market economy" ( 1993: 785). He further explains: 

The Ayoreode have one basic economic strategy for dealing with the 
external strategies which aim to solve the problems of Indigenous peoples 
by integrating them into the dominant society: They adapt to imposed 
economic activities (e.g. projects, developrnent aid and wage-labour) by 
acquiring (gathenng) the resources connected with these activities in such a 
way that they are able to follow their own interests and satisQ their own 
needs. However, the techniques of hunting and gathering have changed: 
begging, agriculture and wage-labour are three of them. and al1 are practiced 
according to the same underlying premises, even though. in the eyes of the 
dominant societies. they differ quite considerably (von Volker 1993: 790). 

Von Volker describes a society whose technical and social relations of production are 

rooted in the traditional economy. The Ayoreode are utilizing what is offered and adapting 

it to their own ends-- al1 within a domestic mode of production. Von Volker's anaiysis 

supports the notion that the presence of cash does not entai1 the capitalist mode of 

production: but rather it points to the creative means by which cash c m  be. and likely is. 

intemalized. 

In arguing for the utility of the mode of production model. Asch ( 1979a) argues 

against what he refers to as the 'ecological-evolutionary' approach that is implicit in most 

models of culture and economic change in the North and elsewhere. Of this approach to 

economic change, Usher ( 1993: 105) writes: 

This model of economic development and cultural change informed much of 
the theory and practice of economic and social development. as promoted by 
western nations, in both the Third World, and in their own rural and remote 
areas. Certainly it informed the ideas of those responsible for the 
development of northem Canada during the post-war era. It is the 
intellectual foundation of the more popular view that sees industrialization as 
inevitable. desirable and beneficial-- the more the better and anyone not yet 
on the train should cenainly hurry aboard. 

This perspective is based on the assumption that the natural or traditional economy 

is monbund; and further, that it is inevitable that the traditionaYpre-capitalistlindigenous 

economy will be replaced with a cornmodity-based or capitalist economy. This model 
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irnplicitly presumes that hunier-gatherers are an early or primitive stage of deve~o~rnent :~ 

once in contact with industrial society. they become acculturated and modemized. The 

hunting and gathering adaptation is reduced to a cultural legacy at worst. a recreational 

pursuit at best. A corollary assumption underlying the evolutionary paradigm is that 

hunter-gatherers are passive victirns of the economic world: they are not actors: rather they 

are acted upon. The forces behind this linear shift towards a commodity-based economy 

are assumed to be external to the societies or cultures affected. As Solloway and Lee 

( 1990: 1 1 1 ) explain: 

For some, "contact" appears to be unconsciously equated with 
"domination." The possibility of trade or exchange wi!hoirt some f o m  of 
domination is excluded from the range of outcomes. 

As long as there is continued access to trade goods, therefore, the shift from subsistence 

economy to dependence on trade is essentially irreversible. In a critique of this approach. 

Sahlins complains that, "... [anthropologists]. having equipped the hunter with bourgeois 

impulses and Paleolithic tools ... judge his situation hopeless in advance" (1968: 86). 

Whether this process is represented as a result of acculturation, modernization, economic 

subordination. evolutionary change, or simply economic development, the end result of 

cash or commodity-based hunter-gatherers is painted as ine~itable.3~ 

In a commentary reflecùng the commonly accepted unilineal understanding of the oaccuIturation process'. 
Hughes ( 1950: I O  1 ) said the following: 

... Until now a major emphasis of works on the remaining tribal peoples of the world has 
been on the effect of contact with the European world of colonial authoriiy and economic 
enterprise. The new emphasis ... will be on the contact of such peoples with the new 
agents of contact and control. the new or revived autonornous governments and native 
urban elites. 

Clearly. Hughes' understanding of mbal peoples is that they were dying out (e.g., "the few remaining"); and 
they were headed inexorably towards assimilation. 
32 Indeed. there are those that would argue that hunting and gathering as a way of life is dying. a 
perspective which clouds conternporary studies of hunter-gatherers and lends fodder to the debate over 
whether the term hunters and gatherers is rnerely "an anachronistic reference to their antecedents" (Peterson 
199Ia: 67) or whether it actually refers to a viable people. While implicit to this study, the perspective 
taken in this dissertation is that indeed. hunting and gathering as a way of life and perhaps more 
importantly, a way of being, is viable and ments study. 
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The evolutionary perspective took fm hold of anthropological thought in the form 

of acculturation. modemization, or dependence theory. As onginally defined by Redfield, 

Linton, and Herskovits ( 1936: 149): 

Acculturation comprehends those phenornena which result when groups of 
individuals having different cultures come into first hand continuous 
contact. with subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of either or 
both groups. 

The acculturation model gained wide acceptance in the late 1940s and was used in 

depicting many different peoples in a variety of different situations (Beals 1952: Hallowell 

1945; Herskovits 1937; Oswalt and VanStone 1963: Tax 1952: Vanstone 1960). 

Reflecting elements of the acculturation model. modemization. dependency theory. 

and world systems theory, al1 argued variations on a theme conceming the nature of 

industrialization of developing countries. Largely a product of social, political. and 

econornic thinking at the time,33 modernization, dependency, and world system theory dl 

experienced popularity among anthropologists beginning in the mid 1960s and lasting well 

into the 1980s (Hoben 1982; Nash 1981). In general. it was argued that industridization 

would follow the model set by the western world; that is, colonialization and exploitation 

(Hoben 1982: Taylor 1979). The thinking at the tirne was that no indigenous group existed 

that had not experienced the repercussions of domination and colonialization (Wolf 1982). 

Hunter-gatherers (and peasants, and essentially anyone within the developing nations) were 

viewed as an anachronism; and, at least implicitly, absorption by capitalist of non-capitalist 

societies was essentially seen as social progress. 

Dependency or world systems theory presented the interaction between capitalist 

and non-capitalist economies as a violent meeting, while modemization theorists predicted 

more of a benevolent absoq~ion.34 According to dependency or world systems theory, 

33 Modernization theory developed out of the post-World War II pro-development thinking, and dependency 
theory developed in partial response to the exploitative nature of modemization thought. The two schools 
of thought held different but reiated peerspectives on development and/or progress. While modernization 
theorists viewed the elimination of pre-capitalist economies in a positive light due to the materia1 benefits 
that would come to these formerly 'unciviIizedl cultures, dependency theorists feared that pre-capitalist 
econornies would be decimated in the course of development. 
34 Of this school of thoughr. Shipton (19895) rnakes the following observation: 
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which stresses the unity of the world system, the core areas of market system exploit the 

peripheral areas through a process of unequal exchange (Wallerstein 1974. 1986). Thus 

the periphery (read rural villages) is portrayed as a passive victim. at the mercy of the will 

of the distant but dominant market system, or 'core.' 

The influence of evolutionary models of change. whether world systems theory. 

dependency. or modemization theories. in explaining change in the Nonh during the late 

1950s through until the early 1970s was powerfd: 

... The modenization/acculturation mode1 ... w as then virtually the sole 
paradigm of social change and economic development and a large body of 
anthropological literature appeared to support this case. In this view, the 
concepts of modernization and industriaiization were virtually 
interchangeable (Usher 1993: 104). 

As was true of its influence worldwide, evolutionary models of culture and economic 

change in the Nonh were stimulated in large part by political and econornic motivations. 

While Usher refers specifically to the Mackenzie Valley pipeline. many projects in the 

North were backed by similar motivations. Usher (1993: 103- 104) explains: 

... Advocates of oil and gas development--industry, al1 levels of 
govemrnent. local business inrerests--characterized the north as a frontier 
awaiting development, which could only benefit from the pipeline. In both 
formal statements and informal advocacy. Native people were said to suffer 
from too much unemployment and welfare, too little income and too little 
education and training to take advantage of wage employment oppominities; 
hence they would benefit from industrialization. The fur trade and life on the 
land were dying, and in any event the youth did not want such a life. Only 
industrial employment generated by the extraction of oil. gas, and minerals 
could provide for the needs of the growing population. 

This perspective proved popular among anthropologists; and studies reflecting the 

acculturation/modemization perspective proliferated, especially during the 1960s and 

1970s.35 Studies emphasizing this type of perspective were numerous, and evolutionary 

By the 1960s. dependency theorists and orhers sternly criticised earlier functionalists for 
ignoring, in the search for uncontaminated cultures, money and other links between 
indigenous peoples and the outside world ... Dependency theorists also lambasted 1950s 
and 1960s pro-market "rnodernization" theorists for the ethnocentric view that the spread 
of cash around the world was a sign of progress. They preferred to think of cash exchanges 
as part of a rapelike penetration by the centers of rhe world economy. or the "metropolis" 
into the "periphery." 

35 It was likely not a coincidence that development of the Nonh was a high prioriiy during this time. and 
this perspective supported a strong and dominant political and econornic agenda. 
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approaches to culture change experienced broad popularity in describing the state of 

Indigenous populations in the North (Chance 1960, 1965, 1966. 1970, 1984; Grabum 

1969; Hippler 1969: Hobart 198 1; Honigman and Honigman 1965, 1970: McElroy 1973. 

1975, 1977; Milan 1944; Pelto 1973, 1975; Sonnenfeld 1957; Tanner 1979; Vanstone 

1962, 1965). Its popularity prompted one observer to remark: 

... No matter what the condition of Indian society is when analyzed by the 
anthropologist. it is aiways somewhere dong the acculturation path, headed 
toward full acculturation. Because acculturation explains everything. it 
explains nothng (Jorgenson 197 1 : 68). 

Proponents of ths  mode1 argued that the traditionai Native econorny was a thing of 

the past; and economic development of any kind was critical to the continued viability of the 

North, since Native culture was essentially moribund (cf. Chance 1960, 1965. 1966; 

Hippler 1969: Hobart 198 1: Milan 1964). For the most part, anthropologists have generally 

rejected the ideas implicit in the modemization arguments, particularly that of the 'passive 

victim' (Nash 198 1 ). That is not to Say that there are not anthropologists who continue to 

argue this anachronistic line of thought (Chance 1984, 1987. 1990: Young 1992). but it is 

generally recognized to be of little utility. 

As with other theories of culture change grouped together under the rubric of 

modernization, these models al1 contain several flaws. The most glaring problem is that 

they are only descriptive and predictive; hence they lack analytical utility. They tell how 

culture change is occurring, and predict that it will occur; but offer little in the way of 

analysis of similarities and differences between different cultures' response to change. 

Change is presented as inevitable, but the factors (assuming there are any) responsible for 

that inevitability are not examined. The notion or idea that the Indigenous system could 

utilize, change, or incorporate aspects of the 'dominant' system is never a part of the 

equation. Thus, these theories of change are essentiaily evolutionary theones of social 

development rather than a model of culture change. In general, as Hoben (1982) and Nash 

( 198 1) both illustrate, anthropological and ethnographic inquiry has successfully 

challenged the basic assumptions of modernization and world systems theories. 
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Probably the best known and most often referenced model of hunter-gatherer 

economic and culture change is Murphy and Steward's (1956) "Tappers and Trappers: 

Parallel Process in Acculturation." Grounded firrnly in the acculturation model, this 

seminal article has served as the rationale for countless descriptions of or predictions for 

culture change. Murphy and Steward compare economic and resultant cultural change 

among two Indigenous groups: the Mundurucu of South America and the Montagnais of 

Nonh America. The latter were heavily involved in the fur trade. and the former were 

involved in the rubber trade. With increasing participation in market economies. Murphy 

and Steward claimed, would corne the demise of Native subsistence and culture. 

Murphy and Steward predicted that with increasing involvement in the Euro- 

American market economy. through commercializing resource extractive activities. the 

Mundurucu and the Montagnais would develop insatiable desires for Eurcpean trade 

goods.36 As a result of the seerningly unlimited appetites for industridly produced goods. 

effort would then go into production for exchange rather than for consumption. Natuzally. 

the end result would be the death of production for subsistence. complete dependence on 

European trade goods, and the functional decimation of Native society. In sum. Murphy 

and Steward ( 1956: 353) predicted that: 

When the people of an unstratified native society barter wild products found 
in extensive distribution and obtained through individual e ffon, the structure 
of the native cultures will be destroyed, and the final culmination will be a 
culture-type charactenzed by individual families having delimited rights to 
marketable resources and linked to the larger nations through trading 
centers. 

A clear distinction is made between a mercantile, barter economy and one in which 

exchange is based on cash. The distinction. it seems, rests on the nature of the transaction, 

and that of the transactor. Specifically, where cash transactions are the rule, the 

impersonality of money allows the producer choice as with whom he will deal. 

Conversely, in the case of the mercantile. barter economy, al1 transactions are based on a 

36 Murphy and Steward refer to trade goods as Il... the utilitarian wares and tnnkets of civiliraiion." 
(1956:337) 
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personal relationship between the transactors. The producer produces for the trader, who 

in tum obligates the producer through extending credit. Ultimately, the "debtor-producer is 

selling his future production, and the creditor will not extend payment unless assured of 

delivery ... (Murphy and Steward 1956: 348). It is well to add that the question of choice. 

as portrayed by Murphy and Steward (and later Burkhalter and Murphy ( 1989)) is dubious. 

It is tme that the producers have choice in a theoretical sense. However, the nature of the 

transaction and transactors are variable. as is the actual and perceived "value" of cash and 

the cornrnodities or services exchanged. While exarnples exist which support Murphy and 

Stewards' argument (cf. Nietschmann 1973). many more exist which de@ or at least cal1 

into question the dire predictions for indigenous culture put forth by Murphy and Steward. 

In direct response to the type of analysis offered by Murphy and Steward, as 

typified by Bohannon, Sahlins (1968) provides an alternative interpretation of hunter- 

gatherer economies. Rather than arguing for hunter-gatherers wholesale adoption of the 

maximization principle. (which is essentially the point argued by Murphy and Steward), 

Sahlins ( 1968: 85) offers an alternative, "Zen" course: 

... By cornmon understanding an affluent Society is one in which al1 the 
people's wants are easily satisfied: and though we are pleased to consider 
this happy condition the unique achievement of industrial civilization, a 
better case can be made for hunters and gatherers, even many of the 
marginal ones spared to ethnography. For wants are easily satisfied, either 
by producing much or desiring M e ,  and there are accordingly, two 
possible roads to affluence. The Galbraithean course rnakes assumptions 
particularly appropriate to market economies, that man's wants are great. 
not to Say infinite. whereas his means are lirnited, although improveable. 
Thus the gap between means and ends can eventually be narrowed by 
industrial productivity, at least to the extent that "urgent" goods became 
abundant. But there is also a Zen solution to scarcity and affluence, 
beginning from premises opposite from Our own, that human material ends 
are few and finite and technical means unchanging but on the whole 
adequate. Adopting the Zen strategy, people c m  enjoy an unparalleled 
material plenty, though perhaps only a low standard of living. That, 1 
think, describes the hunters ... 

In contrast to the evolutionary or acciilturative paradigm, the mode1 offered by 

Sahlins fonvards the idea that hunter-gatherers are actors, and play a role in deciding their 

economic, political. and cultural fate. Unilineal change and decimation of Indigenous 
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economy aqd culture is not inevitable. On the contrary. Sahlins argues, hunter-gatherers 

choose from among a set of options that includes more than following a linear path to 

mainstream absorption. While it is likely that the range of options avaiiable to 

contemporary hunter-gatherers are more complex than those offered by Sahlins, his 

emphasis on the importance of choice, and the ability of hunter-gatherers to, in a sense. 

choose their fate. is important to understanding contemporary hunter-gatherer economies 

and the role of cash thereof. 

Building on Sahlins' paradigm, Peterson (1991b) also dismisses the unilineal or 

evolutionary model of culture change as inappropriate to the study of hunter-gatherers. 

Arguing for their continued viability, Peterson ( 1991 b: 14) contends that it is the ability of 

hunter-gatherers to mold extemal forces to their own purposes that provides for their 

continued survival: 

But it is cle a... that peoples' practices are much more resilient and persistent 
than this classic view would lead one to expect and that they can assimilate 
cash and commoditisation to their intemal purposes. Altematively in many 
situations they respond to them in new and creative ways that blunt or 
transform the secularizing potentialities. (ernphasis added) 

Sirnilarly, Von Volker (1993: 785) argues that: 

... there exists strong evidence that societies with a hunting and gathering 
tradition have a dynamic adaptive potential that enables them to resist the 
destructive powers of the world system .... 

Lee (1992) also rejects the lineal model of social change. Parailehg Sahlins, he (Lee 

1992: 39-40) argues for socially constructed and maintained parameters within which 

hunter-gatheren (unconsciously) function econornically: 

.... Such societies operate within the confines of a metaphorical ceiling and 
floor: a ceiling above which one may not accumulate wealth and power and 
below which one may not sink. These limits on both aggrandizement and 
destitution are maintained by powerful social mechanisms known as 
leveling devices (Lee 1990: 242-245). Such societies therefore have social 
and political resources of their own and are not just sitting ducks waiting to 
adopt the fxst hierarchical model that cornes dong .... 
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Lee's characterization of hunter-gatherers being limited by what he terms leveling devices 

may not be entirely accurate. but his notion of thern as not being "sitting ducks" in the face 

of change is important. 

While their characterization of hunter-gatherer economies is somewhat different. 

both Peterson and Lee, building on Sahlins, challenge the assumption that cash is an agent 

of change. Also challenging that notion is Sansom (1988: 159), who. in working with 

Australian Aborigines living in urban centers, finds that: 

The modality for exchange, which Aborigines promote in the fnnge camps 
of Darwin and in camps of that city's hinterland, is no new creation. 
Handed down through generafions, the modality is a heritage preserved 
intact. Hence 1 deal with cultural continuities in a world of material change. 
Furthemore, the Aborigines 1 know are well acquainted with whitefella 
notions that govern the use of cash. promote the work ethic and tum labour 
into a creature of the market .... The alternative reality persists because 
Aborigines resist the colonisation of their world by the ideas that ordinarily 
attach to general purpose money. 

Sansom essentially argues that resistance to what he refers to as "monetization of the rnind" 

by Australian Aborigines is a conscious choice, and it is by this choice that they remain 

culturally and economically disparate from mainsueam society. Whereas Lee and Peterson 

would both likely attribute this separateness to hunter-gatherer's ability to maintain their 

pre-contact social relations of production i n t a ~ t , ~ 7  Sansom argues a different point 

altogether. 

Rather than emphasizing unconscious choice as a mechanism to maintain group 

status, Sansom examines how people think about and deal with the resources available to 

37 Towards this end. Sollaway and Lee (1990: 1 1 1) argue: 
[W]e need to examine our assumptions about the transfomative power of the cornmodity 
-- the view that when a society is Iinked to another by trade or tribute that linkage will 
necessarily transform social organization and create dependency. Are there outcomes 
possible in which exchange relations do not undermine existing relations of production? 

Similarly, Peterson ( 199 la: 82) States: 
The case for arguing that some aboriginal people are reasonably descnbed as hunter- 
gatherers is based on the evidence that they are still reproducing sets of values and social 
relations that smcture distribution and consurnption, and to a lesser extent production, in 
distinctive ways that are much closer to the pre-colonial pattern than they are to the 
structure and workings of the mainstrearn economy. These differences include aspects of 
sharing, consumption, gender roles, attitudes to accumulation, egalitarianisrn, and the 
continuing significance of kinship. 
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them. He challenges the assumption that extemal or westem associations with and 

understanding of money (e-g., that it has a standardized value) are brought into the 

hdigenous system. Sansom shows that in fact money is internalized differently within the 

Indigenous system: that is, when cash enters the Indigenous system, it enten an alternative 

reality which is defined by the possessors of that reality. 

Mv Argument 

Taking off from Sansom. and borrowing from Sahiins. 1 explore the idea of hunter- 

gatherers making conscious choices. 1 argue, like Sansom, that ernic notions of cash are 

f a .  different than etic perceptions.38 Once in the system (regardless of how it got there). 

cash is a resource like any other resource. The value of the resource is conditioned by its 

history; its availability at that point in time; for what the resource can and will be 

exchanged (which, because of a iack of standardized value, is not always the same); and 

pre-existing rules and concepts of exchange which are culture bound by kinship, poiitics, 

and religion. Refusal to "monetize the mind" creates an aiternate reality which can only be 

understood by recognizing the importance of choice. 

I argue that cash has a different place in the study communities than it does in non- 

rural. westem communities. Rather than comprising a separate sector which intersects 

subsistence by subsidizing capitalization costs and expenses alone. 1 argue that cash is one 

of many resources in the economic system. The economic system is not a dual system nor 

is it a single system compnsed of separate sectors, as has been widely argued. Instead, as 

38 The ernicktic distinction is somewhat of a hazy one for many anthropologists. and as such has generated 
some debate (Harris 1980; Headland, et al. 1990). Originaily coined by Pike (1967) the t ems  etic and emic 
corne from their linguistic cousins phonetic and phonernic. According to Pike (1967: 37). "... The etic 
viewpoint studies behavior as from outside of a particular system, and as an essential initial approach to an 
aiien system. The emic viewpoint results from studying behavior as from inside the system. Further, Pike 
(1 967:38) suggests that "... Emic descriptions provide an intemal view, with criteria chosen from inside the 
system ... Similady, Bodley (1997: 16) defines emic as "cultural meanings derived from inside a given 
culture and presumed to be unique to that culture." Likewise, etic is defined as "cultural meanings as 
translated for cross-cultural cornparison." For the purposes of this discussion, the emic perspective thus 
refers to that held by the Deg h'tan and Doy hi'tan. 
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Wenzel (1989: 4) argues. the distinction between market and subsistence sectors may be 

flawed: 

... Econornic analyses of contemporary Inuit ecological activities have, by 
and large. continued a misleading distinction begun in the late 1950s and 
early 1960s (Wilmott 196 1 ) between a subsistence and a market sector. 

Bodenhorn ( 1988: 173) concurs, pointing out that: 

... Until recently. rnost discussion about economic relations in rural, 
indigenous Alaska has been couched in tems  of "dual econornies." People 
refer to a subsistence economy (in which money does not play a central 
role) and a "cash" economy" (in which people work and exchange their 
services and goods for money) as if they were two different entities. As an 
economic mode1 this is misleading. It does not acknowledge the degree to 
which the two systems today have incorporated elements of each other: cash 
becomes part of subsistence when used to purchase hunting equipment as 
well as to pay the fuel bill; subsistence enters the market place when people 
catch and dry fish. make sleds, makes ulus. sew parkas or sew walrus 
skins for an umiaq in exchange for money. 

While Bodenhom maintains that two systerns are in operation. her argument in fact points 

to the existence of one system. The degree to which the cash and subsistence systems 

have "incorporated elements of each other" is not the issue if the system is treated as a 

whole: that is, if. as Bodenhorn claims. subsistence and cash are operating in the same 

sphere, then are they not functionally part of the same system? If, as 1 point out, cash is 

utilized in the context of subsistence as one of many resources, c m  it not be conceptuaily 

the same as al1 other resources? In that case, the economic system is not comprised of two 

separate systems: but rather it is a single system characterized by both money harvests. 

As is noted by Lonner ( 1986: 2 1 ), "... cash is only one medium of exchange arnong many: 

food, clothing, gas, equipment, services ..." Both cash and harvests operate in the same 

realm and are subject to the same rules, the same treatments, and the sarne biases. To use 

Peterson's (1991 b) temiinology, cash is "intemalized" differently. Thus, while cash can 

(and 1 would argue often does). as Sansom (1988: 159) indicates. retain its market function 

while in the Indigenous system, the dollar .... "is a thing both transformed and 

ambivalent ..." in the Indigenous economy. To put it simply, money and food and hunting 

and other capital are joint economic resources in the sarne system. As Wenzel (1985) 



claimes for the Baffin Island Inuit, "....cash has become as fully a part of 

environment as food or other naturd raw materials ..." 

In resisting "monetization of the mind" (Sansom 1988: 159). Alaskan 
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the resource 

Athabascans 

function in an econornic paradigm that is fundamentally different than that underlying 

capitalism. Like Sansom's veatise conceming Australian Aborigines, 1 argue that hunter- 

gatherers in rural Alaska have adapted cash and wage labor to their lifestyle. rather than 

their having assimilated into a capitalistic model. This perspective is supponed by Wenzel 

(1989: 4-6). who makes the following observation of the economy of the Inuit of Baffin 

Island: 

... Cash becarne an intermediate necessary for the capitalization, operation. 
and maintenance of the imported equipment that now replaced traditional 
harvesting outfit. Moreover, money also took on the quaiity of a strategic 
resource because of 1) the escalating costs of these new artifacts and 2) 
fluctuations in the value of Inuit produced wildlife products in North 
Arnerican and European markets ... Money was. by  the 1 WOs, a critical 
resource in the Inuit subsistence system (em phasis added) . 

It is important to note that I examine the role of cash only after it has entered into the 

system: I do not discuss the source of the cash or the way it is brought into the system. 

This is not to Say that the source of cash is not important: on the contrary, it deserves 

attention since it may be a determining variable in the extent to which intemal dynamics 

direct the economic system (cf. Asch 1982a; Langdon 199 1 ; Myers 1988; Wenzel 1995). 

Strategies utilized by people to get cash are complex, and are as patterned as are strategies 

utilized for resource gathering and harvesting. Likewise, taboos. rituals, and luck 

undoubtedly corne to play. As is noted by Langdon ( 1991: 272): 

... it is possible that the source of cash is a significant determiner of the 
degree to which subsistence activities can be maintained and a rnixed, 
subsistence-based economy persist. 

Nonetheless, for the purposes of this discussion, 1 am concerned only with the role and 

dynarnics of cash once it has entered into the system. 

To address the question of cash as one of many joint resources, the study is 

organized as follows. Chapter Two provides a discussion of methodology. Chapter Three 
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provides a description and discussion of the environment, language, history. and culture of 

the snidy area. Chapter Four provides discussion and analysis of contemporary realities of 

the four communities-- including a discussion of demography and how it relates to use of 

resources, and an overview of the economy and subsistence. Chapter Five continues the 

discussion of economy. provides an in-depth discussion of the resources utilized 

(resources equals land, animals. and cash). and offers some ideas on the notion of cash as 

a resource. Chapter Six provides a discussion of patterns of land and resource use, and the 

seasonal nature of such activity. Chapter Seven discusses differing perspectives on 

resource management. and on the very resources that are managed. Utilizing the emicletic 

distinction discussed previously. 1 then discuss western and emic perceptions of cash. 

Finally, Chapter Eight provides the conclusions and a discussion of the meanings and 

ramifications of this study. 



CHAPTER TWO: 
Methodolo~ 

htroduc tion 

Most of the quantitative data for this project were collected as part of a year-long 

study of the subsistence harvest and use of resources by the residents of the four lower 

Yukon River communities of Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross. The catalyst 

for the original project. as discussed below. was a cooperative agreement between Tanana 

Chiefs Conference (TCC), a regional Tribal consortium of 43 villages, and the Department 

of the Intenor. specifically the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

The goal of the original project. as outlined in the cooperative agreement, was to 

gather data primarily on wild resource use by rnembers of the four cornrnunities. One 

aspect of the data collection was geared towards the cash "sector" of the economy, 

specificall y: 

.... to describe the cash sector of the economy including employment 
opportunities, an estimation of the cost of living and other economic 
household characteristics (such as the extent of participation in wage 
employment, sources of cash and gross incorne) and an analysis of the 
relationships of these to harvest acûvities (emphasis added) 

It was this question, and the data resulting from it, that gave rise to this dissertation. 1 

have long been interested in the relationship between cash and subsistence; and felt that 

existing models, while perhaps sufficient in explaining the phenornena in some areas. did 

not always apply to the situations with which 1 was familiar. Use of the term "sector" to 

describe cash in subsistence economies implies that cash and subsistence are separate 

entities. and subject to separate analysis. As discussed in this dissertation. this can be a 

flawed distinction. Nonehteless. this paradigm for examining cash and wild resource use 

is widespread; its use in the Cooperative Agreement is illustrative of it having pemeated 

the world view of many people and agencies. 



My employment at the time, with the Tanana Chiefs Conference (TCC), afforded a 

unique opportunity to explore the question of the relationship between cash and 

subsistence. As a regional non-profit corporation, TCC is in the position of adrninistering 

hedth and social services prograns-- and in dealing with subsistence use of wild resources 

from a policy perspective. My experience in the subsistence arena consists of over ten 

years in the acadernic, political. and practical considerations of subsistence practice and 

policy. As will become evident as my argument unfolds, my experience infoms my 

argument. This thesis is developed as a result of the type of data collected. and the need to 

analyze this information as a constituent body. rather than as a separate etic categov. 

Data collection methods included lirnited direct observation and inforinal intenriews 

combined with systematic interviews with almost al1 hou~ehotds3~ in the four communities. 

The interview schedule was developed by a tearn of individuals, coordinated by the author. 

(Any rnistakes in the interview schedule, the author takes as her own). Land use mapping 

was dso used in data collection. both to gather map information and to elicit additional 

information on geographic, political. and social aspects of resource use. 

The period of original field work began in September 1991. and ran through 

September 1992. Other interviews occurred in the following two year period. In addition 

to field work, information on the area was collected through extensive review of published 

and unpublished materials on the economy, history, and culture of the lower Yukon River 

area. Ln addition to the above, rny personal experience and employment over the course of 

the past ten yean have al1 contributed to this dissertation. My employment with several 

different Native organizations over the past ten yean has afforded me a unique perspective 

from which to look at cash as a resource within the greater subsistence economy. 

39 It should be noted that "household" is an arbitrary measure. commonly (but rarely accurately) employed 
by agencies in trying to elicit information. As used in this study, "household" includes al1 family and non- 
famiIy that stay in the household most of the time. Households can be and typically are fairly fluid, 
however, and it should be recognized that the households recognized for use in this study are not necessarily 
unchanging entities. Though loose, it was felt that this definition accurately describes a household. 



Sening 

The cornmunities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross are located in the 

southwest portion of the state (Map 1). In contrast to rnost of the other villages in the 

region, for whom Fairbanks is the nearest city, the closest major city for the four villages is 

Anchorage, which is roughly 380 miles to the southeast. Fairbanks is approximately 420 

miles to the northeast. Grayling, Anvik. and Holy Cross are located on the West bank of 

the Yukon River and Shageluk is located on a tributary of the Yukon. the Innoko River. 

Other tributaries of importance to the four communities include Paimiut and Shageluk 

Sloughs, and Bonasila, Yetna. Anvik. Itidarod and Atchuelinguk Rivers. In addition, 

creeks, lakes and ponds also are utilized by village residents. As might be expected. the 

Yukon River and its tributaries provide a major focus for resource harvesting activities, in 

addition to providing year-round transportation routes. 

The four communities are located in the southemmost portion of the Doyon 

Regional Corporation land (Map 2). One of thirteen profit corporations originally 

established as a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), Doyon, Ltd. 

is the largest land holder of the profit corporations. Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc. is 

responsible for the delivery of health and social services to the regi0n.~0 Covering 

roughly one-third of the state, Doyon lands include the Yukon River drainage from 

Holy Cross upstrearn to the Canadian border, and the Kuskokwim River drainage north of 

Stony River. Numerous federal public lands fa11 within Doyon Region, including the 

h o k o  National WiIdlife Refi~ge:~I Denali National Park and Preserve; Yukon-Charley 

40 At the time of this study. this was the case. Since then. however. Tribal entities in Alaska have initiated 
the process of "cornpacting." which allows Tribal entities to deal directly with the service provider (Le.. 
BIA or Indian Health Service) and receive their proportion of monies. Since the time of data collection, 
rnany Tribal groups have pulled out of the Tanana Chiefs Conference; and are now providing their own 
health and social services. 
41 Consisting of roughly 3.8 million acres of land. the refuge is in immediate proximity to the four 
villages and is of vital importance IO residents' resource harvesting activities. The Innoko Refuge provides 
year round access to subsistence fish and game resources. While for federal agencies and Native corporations 
the study area represents nurnerous "management units," (for further discussion on management units sec 
chapters 6 and 7) it is the traditionaI and historic arena for the subsistente pursuits of the four 
communities. 







Rivers National Preserve; Steese Conservation Area; White Mountains Recreation Area; 

Arctic, Innoko, Kanuti. Koyukuk. Nowitna. Tetlin, and Yukon Flats national wildlife 

refuges. In addition, a large portion of the utility corridor for the Trans-Alaska Pipeline lies 

within these lands. Other lands lying within the Doyon region include federal general 

domain lands, Native allotments, and Native townsite lands as well as other private lands. 

In general, most of the area is remote; and, depending on the season, accessible 

only by airplane. boat, or snowmachine. The majority of the population in al1 of 

these villages is Alaska Native, specifically Athabasca. In addition, Holy Cross has a 

sizeable Kuskokwim River Yup'ik population. A small segment of the population in each 

of the four villages is non-Native. Appendix A provides population data for the Doyon 

Corporation villages. 

The Proiect: 

As mentioned, at the time the original project was conducted, I was employed by 

the Tanana Chiefs Conference, a Tribal consortium comprised of 43 villages in interior 

Alaska. While at Tanana Chiefs Conference, 1 held the positions of Senior Researcher and 

Deputy Director of Wildlife and Parks. In these two capacities 1 developed and directed the 

subsistence research efforts for the region. The project for which some of these data were 

collected was negotiated under Section 809 of the Alaska National Interests Lands 

Conservation Act (ANILCA)." Under Section 809, the Secretary of the Interior is 

42 Since 1990. the Federal governrnent has rnanaged subsistence hunting. vappînp and fishing on federal 
public lands in Alaska. Title VI11 of Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) recognizes 
"subsistence" as the customary and traditional uses of fish and wildlife resources by Alaska's wra[ residents 
for food. clothing, shelter. and handicrafts. The law establishes a priority for these uses over others, such as 
sport hunting and fishing, in national wildlife refuges, national parks, national forests, and other Federal 
public lands. The law was Congress' response to not having dealt with hunting and fishing rights in 
ANCSA. As one observer astutely noted: 

We must never forget that subsistence is a Native issue. the form of the preference in 
federal law may be rural, but if the only people living in rural Alaska had been a few 
thousand non-Native homesteaders, miners and modem-day sourdoughs, there never would 
have been any title VI11 of ANILCA. It was enacted for the protection of Natives. They 
are what this is all about (Alaska Natives Commission 1994: 1 1). 
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permitted to negotiate cooperative agreements with eligible persons and organizations. 

which include "... other federal, agencies, the state, Native Corporations, other appropriate 

persons and organizations. and. acting through the Secretary. other nations ..." (ANILCA. 

Sec. 809). 

As originally negotiated. the cooperative agreement (see Appendix B) consisted of 

three separate activities. al1 of which were intended to provide information and technical 

support to the Federal Subsistence prograrn.?3 Activity One consisted of determining the 

subsistence uses of fish and wildlife resources by residents of the communities of 

Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross. Activity Two consisted of monitoring 

subsistence caribou harvests for three communities. Activity Three consisted of supplying 

recornmendations to the Federal Subsistence Board to assist their regulatory process in 

rural Alaska. 

The purpose of the initial project was to provide specific and cornplete information 

concerning the number and species of animais harvested and seasonality of harvest, for the 

period September 1990 through August 1991. by residents of the four communities. The 

project had the following objectives: 

1. to provide a detailed description of the seasonal harvest of fish and wildlife 
utilized by the residents of Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 

2. to estimate, for a twelve month period, quantities of fish and wildlife hantested 
and the level of participation by household. 

3. to descnbe the cash sector of the economy including employment oppominities. 
an estimation of the cost of living, and other economic household characteristics 
(such as the extent of participation in wage employment, sources of cash and gross 
income); and an analysis of the relationships of these to harvest activities. 

4. to descnbe resource distribution and exchange, to include the kinds of fish and 
wildlife resources most frequently shared, the distribution of harvests between each 

43 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has lead responsibility in the interagency Federal subsistence 
management program. The Office of Subsistence Management provides primary staff suppon to the Federal 
Subsistence Board. which sets regulations for subsistence hunting, uapping and fishing on federal public 
lands. This support extends to ten regional subsistence advisory councils, which provide recommendations 
to the Board on al1 matters relating to subsistence. The staff also helps refuge managers meet subsistence 
objectives on national wildlife refuges as well as providing speciüiized assistance to land managers in the 
other Federal land management agencies. 



of the four comunities and the surrounding comunities, and the extent of 
involvement of households in distribution networks. 

5. to identiS sub-populations within each of the four communities; and their 
differing patterns of fish and wildlife resources resource use. and socioeconornic 
characteristics. 

6. to update maps of harvest areas. 

7. to describe competition with other user groups in the harvest of fish and wildlife. 

It is important to noie that only one part of this study was dictated by the provisions 

of the cooperative agreement. While many of the data were collected under the umbrella of 

the cooperative agreement, additional data were collected following its completion. The 

majority of the data collected following completion of the cooperative agreement was 

qualitative, since the survey instrument provided substantial quantitative information. 

Additional qualitative data were necessary to add dimension to the numbers. 

This dissertation began to take shape long after the original data were tabulated and 

the project report written for the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Wheeler 1993b); 

though the project provided the catalyst for this study . As 1 examined the quantitative data 

more fully, and spoke to more people regarding their ideas on cash, the central question-- 

narnely, how do people consider cash in the local economy- began to emerge. The more 1 

spoke with people about this idea, the more people encouraged me to pursue this line of 

thought. 1 should add that my interest in exploring emic ideas of cash in the context of 

subsistence was stimulated in pan by what 1 perceive to be the discornfort with which many 

people, anthropologists chief among them, address cash in subsistence economies. It 

seems to me that most people who have conducted any research among contemporary 

hunter-gatherea have some questions, if not angst, conceming the role and place of cash in 

contemporary hunter-gatherer economies. Perhaps it is because cash seems not to "fit" in 

subsistence." Perhaps it is due to the permeation of the ideas articulated by Murphy and 

44 In both the public and academic arenas. cash and subsistence are an uncomfonable match. In b a h  
menas. the underiying premise is that if, and when, people have the opportunity to participate fully in 
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Steward (1  956) alrnost five decades ago: narnely that with cash and commoditizaüon of 

resources cornes cultural demise. 1 don't know. What 1 do know. after having worked 

through this question, is that outsiders are far more uncornfortable with the idea of cash in 

subsistence econornies than are the people using the cash within the economy. And that. 

perhaps. is the crux of my argument. 

Procedures 

In September 1991. public meetings were held in Anvik, Holy Cross. and 

Shageluk in association and coordination with the Traditional Council or Indian 

Reorganization Act (IRA) council of each villageS45 At the meetings. the proposed project 

was introduced and discussed at length. Following significant discussion of the nature of 

the study, the proposed data collection methods, local involvement, and safeguards for 

confidentiality of the information once it was c0llected,~6 the project was endorsed by al1 

four villages and approval for and support of the project was obtained. 

Al1 households in the four communities were contacted separately about 

participation in the project. Prior to initiation of the project and throughout its course. 

wage labor or the market economy, subsistence practices will fa11 by the wayside. The sentiment that 
'people can't go back to how it used to be' is in evidence everywhere, particularly in public and econornic 
policy directed at rural areas. 

Another corolIary theme which is often part of the subsistence debate is the idea that people 
making above a certain amount of money should not be "eligible" for subsistence. Thus many rural, 
primarily Alaska Native people are caught in a paradox: on the one hand subsistence is a moribund way of 
Iife and people only do it for lack of any other options, on the other, if they make too much money (or are 
"overly successful in the capitalist realm) then they shouldn't be "eligible" for subsistence. The idea of 
subsistence as purely an economic phenomenon has bbegun to carry some weight, even among Native 
people. This may be a case of the politicaliy powerful providing the vocabulary in which the debate will be 
framed (cf. Morrow and Hensel 1992). 
45 While al1 four communities are second class cities, each with a mayor. their interna1 political structure 
varies slightly. Grayling and Shageluk are organized under tribal or Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
recognized Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) councils known as Organized Village of Grayling and Shageluk 
Native Village, respectively. Anvik and HoIy Cross are organized as Traditional councils (also recognized 
by the BU), and referred to as Anvik Village and Holy Cross Village. Consistent with their organization. 
each village has an elected or appointed chef. 
46 Confidentiality is almost always an issue for studies of this type which collect information on resource 
harvest and use. Because this study was conducted with public moneys, the data are, of necessity, public 
information. However, the data can be configured to obscure the identity of the individual. Data can be 
presented as an amalgarn of the community. In the case of this study, every possibte safeguard was taken to 
protect the identity of individual households. 



people and households were given the opponunity <O decline participation. Informal 

interviews occurred throughout and subsequent to the project. in many different contexts. 

Mapping sessions were publicized in advance: and were generally open to anyone, 

although specific individuals were solicited for their participation. 

Surve~  Instrumerif 

A ten-page survey form was used to collect quantitative information in a systemic 

fashion during the household interviews. It was designed to elicit detailed information on 

subsistence resource use by al1 members of the household (Appendix C). The survey form 

was designed by a team of individuals, only one of whom (the author) was a trained social 

scientist. The forrn was designed with the research objectives and purposes of the 

cooperative agreement in mind. It was the desire of al1 on the team to develop a form that 

would accurately reflect ernic perceptions of resource use. (thus the seasonal approach). 

and to phrase questions using categories which held meaning for local people, so as to be 

more 'user friendly.' It was also the desire of the author to develop a survey form that 

could be easily coded so that data could be entered easily. Thus, with the exception of the 

last five questions, the questions on the survey form were close-ended and pre-coded. 

The first part of the ten-page survey focused on the members of the household: 

questions focused on age and gender of household mernbers; participation in wage labor; 

estimated annual household income; participation by al1 household members in hunting, 

fishing, gathering. and trapping; and sharing of resources gained through those activities. 

The majority of the following questions focused on the seasonality, target species, age and 

sex of the animals, and quantity harvested. Thirty-one different animals, fish, and plants 

were listed specifically in the survey: and space was given for animds, plants, and fish not 

listed. Certain animals and fish were placed together (e.g.. ptarmigan and grouse comprise 

one category, as do al1 salmon species), because local people felt that it was not important 
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to separate them out." Two questions focused on the cash costs of subsistence equipment 

and supplies. Five more questions tried to elicit local input on the optimal hunting seasons 

for moose and caribou, levels of availability of garne, and possible explanations thereof. 

Finally, the last five questions provided an opportunity for people to express their opinion 

on  a variety of topics having to do with fish and garne resources and their management. 

Responses to these questions were open-ended. 

Surveys were conducted with participating households in al1 four communities 

during September-December 1991. Prior to interviews being conducted. the author 

provided an in-depth training session in methods and techniques of interviewing using a 

survey form to a member of each cornrnunity who had been hred as a research assistant. 

Following the training sessions. the author accompanied each research assistanthnterviewer 

on several interviews to assess their abilities. and provide additional 'hands on' training. 

Three of the four research assistants had worked with and been trained by the U.S. Bureau 

of Census, (a factor in their hiring). Local people hired to conduct interviews. sometimes 

but not always worked in the Company of the principal investigator, for several reasons. 

First. training opportunities are always important; and local people expressed interest in 

gaining the benefits of training. Also, few opponunities exist for local employment. so it 

was important to provide sorne opportunity. Finally, interviewers were chosen for their 

understanding of the subject of subsistence. 

Interviewers contacted al1 household mernbers; and if possible, interviewed them at 

the sarne time. Most interviews took place in the interviewee's home, and lasted from 

twenty minutes to several hours. Length of the interview depended largely on the number 

of people in the household who hunted, fished, and gathered as well as on personal and 

time constraints. 

47 Not separating out species of ralrnon. or even commercially caught from subsistence caught salmon. 
proved to rnake the analysis more difficult. 



A total of 136 household resource use surveys were conducted. including 4 1 

households in Grayling. 32 in Shageluk. 24 in Anvik, and 39 in Holy Cross. The survey 

tallied information on 480 persons living in the households. Data were extrapolated to 

reflect 1990 census figures. Table 1 provides the total population compared with the sarnple 

population. As the table indicates, the survey gathered information on roughiy 76 percent 

of the population in the four communities. 

Table 1. Total Population and Sample Population, Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy 
Cross. 1990- 199 1. 

- 

Communitv Sam~le Po~ulation Total Po~ulation* % of Total 

Gray ling 178 204 87 

Anvik 75 82 92 

Shageluk 99 139 7 1 

Holy Cross 128 203 63 

To ta1 480 628 76 J * Based on 1990 Census (United States Department of Commerce 1990) 

The chosen sampling method was opportunistic sampling: the goal of the research 

project was to interview al1 of the households in each of the four villages. Given the short 

duration of the interview period. as mandated by the time frarne outlined in the Cooperative 

Agreement, a number of households were not represented for a variety of reasons (e.g., 

members were not in the community at the time of the survey, or they chose not to 

participate). Of the 45 households contacted in Holy Cross. 6 (13%) chose not to respond: 

8 (204) of 40 declined to participate in Shageluk: 4 (10%) of 40 households did not 

participate in Grayling; and al1 24 households in Anvik participated in the survey in Anvlk. 

In addition to data collection through the survey form, informal interviews were 

conducted throughout and subsequent to the duration of the snidy by the author. Topics 

covered al1 of those in the survey form. and many others, ranging from gambling to 

religion to local and state politics to employment options and issues. Because the focus of 

the study was on resources, most informa1 discussions and interviews tended to cover 



issues relating to the procurement, use, and harvest of resources. In addition. 

considerable effort was directed at eliciting local perceptions of cash. Informal interviews 

were conducted during the entire study penod (September 1991 - September 1992) and 

following the completion of the project, interviews continued through September 1994. 

Finally, in addition to the above described information, sources providing 

information on population, employment. transfer payments. and housinp were reviewed. 

Information from the U.S. Census, the Alaska State Data Center, the Alaska Department of 

Health and Social Services. The Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs 

and the Bureau of Econornic Analysis ail provided information helpful to the analysis in 

this report. 

Mapping 

Information on land use and settlement patterns was gathered using several 

methods. Contemporary use areas were recorded during a portion of the interviews. As 

ourlined in the research objectives, mapping was an important component of the research. 

Base map information was provided by maps deveioped in 1984 by personnel frorn the 

Division of Subsistence, Department of Fish and Game who had recorded some resource 

use on maps (Alaska Deparunent of Fish and Garne, Division of Subsistence, Preliminary 

Fish and Wildlife Resource Use Maps, 1984). 

Hunting, trapping, fishing, and gathering areas used by the residents of Grayling, 

Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross for the past 20 years were recorded. Information was 

gathered using mylar overlays and 1 :250,000 United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

maps: use areas were outlined on the mylar. In each comrnunity, residents used colored 

markers to outline specific resource use areas. Consistent use of colors for specific 

resources was uniform in al1 communities. In this way, the geographic areas used for 

moose hunting, bear hunting, furbearer trapping. salmon and non-salmon fishing, 



migratory waterfowl hunting. berry picking. and wood gathering were noted on the maps 

during the interview process. 

Mapping sessions were conducted with individuals or groups of individuals 

ranging in size from two to five people. Sessions were informal. with the maps 

developing as the dialogue progressed. Overall, a total of 41 local people actively helped 

in developrnent of the maps. Following their initial development, maps were reviewed by 

members and the Chiefs of the four cornmunities. Desired changes were made. and the 

maps were approved in May 1992. 

To convert the field data from the cornmunity mapping phase, specific coordinates 

were noted on each rnylar transparency. The transparencies were then digitized. creating a 

file for each community. with separate layers for each resource. To maintain the integrity of 

the field data, colors for each resource represented on the digitized maps are consistent with 

the colors used in the original maps. Once digitized. the data was converted into the UTM 

system (meters). and projected for UTM zone 4. By creating a base map from USGS 

1:2,000,000-scale Digital Line Graph (DLG) data:48 and importing the digitized field 

maps, the accuracy of the field data. particularly with regard to location and area size, was 

r n a i ~ a i n e d . ~ ~  

Al1 rnapping was eompleted using AutoCad r. 12. with AutoCad data extension. 

The total area utilized for harvesting each resource was determined through an intemal 

program which provided data in square meters, which was then converted to square 

kilometers. Since the conversion of the field data to the maps was accomplished digitaily. 

retaining spatial and location information, data concerning specific resource harvest areas 

and their sizes is extremely accurate. However. the information concerning land mass 

utilized for specific resources should be viewed as approximate, since general areas of 

- 

48 Hydrology in the DLG filer for the area used in the maps was 1: 1.ûûû.O-scale. 
49 Spatial coordinates. represented as polygons. for each resource use area. 
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resource harvest were obtained through fieldwork interviews as opposed to visits to the 

sites of resource use. 

Data Analysis 

After completion of the household survey interviews and notation of collected 

information into the survey foms. variables (or "labels") were assigned to al1 close-ended 

survey items.50 The survey instruments had already been organized in such a manner that 

would permit analysis. The data were coded and transferred ont0 paper. and strings of data 

were subsequently entered into the cornputer. The variables ("labels") and values ("codes") 

were entered into a fixed format ASCII File. The data were subsequently screened. 

cleaned, and finalized as an SPSS/PC+ system; and descriptive statistics were prepared. 

In addition, responses to open-ended questions were recorded and compiled. 

Finally. al1 interviews were transcnbed and compiled. While some interviews were taped. 

many were nat. Typically I reconstructed the discussion based on notes taken during the 

interview. This technique was largely due to my (and rny perception of local peoples') 

discornfort with tape recorders. not to mention the logistical awkwardness of using tape 

recorders. 

Previous Researc h 

Because of their proximity to the Yukon River, the historical residents of the area 

expenenced European contact as early as the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 

As the first Europeans into the area, the Russians were well established by the rnid-1800s 

(Oswalt 1962; Vanstone 1978. 1979a; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). First Glazunov in 1833- 

1834, followed by Malakhov and Kolrnakhov in the later 1830s, and later Zagoskn in 

1842- 1844, traveled through the area and provided variable accounts of the people (Osgood 

50 A coding scheme was created whereby O = no. I = 2. no answer = 9. for al1 variables having a discrete 
number of responses on the survey instrument. 



1940; Oswalt 1962; Vanstone 1978, 1979a. 1979b; Zagoskin l967[1847]). During the 

latter half of the 1800s the area experienced a myriad of explorers. miners, and travelers, 

many of whom provided accounts of the area and its people (Dall 1870; Nelson 1887: 

Petroff 1900: Whymper 1869). While Glazunov provided the fust account of the people of 

the area, E.W. Nelson (traveling on behalf of the Smithsonian Museum) provided the first 

extensive and well documented account of the way of life of the people of the area. A 

survey and review of contact history is provided in chapter four. 

In the late 1880s, missionary activity in the area rapidly increased. In 1887, an 

Episcopalian mission was founded at Anvik. Shonly after. in the spring of 1888. a Roman 

Catholic mission was established at Holy Cross. The Episcopal mission closed its doors in 

the 1950s. and the Catholic mission functions today in a limited capacity. Nonetheless. in 

both cases the effects of these missions continue to be felt throughout the area. 

John Chapman, CO-founder of the Episcopal mission and a resident of the area for 

forty years. collected extensive information on the people of the area. particularly 

information on folklore and religion ( 1903, 1906, 19 13. 1948). This information stands as 

the earliest detailed description of the area. Elsie Clews Parsons, an anthropologist, 

worked at Anvik briefly around 1920 (Parsons 192 1-22). 

Ales Hrdlicka (1930, 1943) conducted limited archaeological work in the area in 

1926 and again in 1929. While his primary objective was to collect skeletal material for the 

U.S. National Museum, he also collected ethnographie information and located a number 

of archaeological sites (Hrdlicka 1930, 1943. 1979a; in Vanstone 1979b). His descriptions 

provided a starting point for later archaeological work. During the sumrner of 1935, 

Frederica de Laguna conducted extensive archaeological reconnaissance in the area. Her 

work included an inventory of many sites on the Tanana and Yukon River Valleys between 

Nenana and Holy Cross (1936a. 1936b, 1947). De Laguna's accounts were primarily pre- 

historical, and included only very basic accounts of the present populations and their 

traditional way of life (Vanstone 1979b). Further archaeological work was conducted in 
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the late 1970s and early 1980s (Andrews and Koutsky 1977: Amndale 1983; Ganley 

1987). 

Cornelius Osgood conducted the first and only extensive ethnographie account of 

the people of the area. On the bais of his work in Anvik during the summers of 1934 and 

1937, Osgood produced three volumes covenng the material (1940), social ( 1958). and 

mental (1959) culrure of the peoples of this area. VanStone ( 1979b: 18) claims that 

"...Together the three studies constitute the most comprehensive account of any northem 

Athabaskan peoples. " 

Osgood's work continues to be the only comprehensive anthropological work on  

the Lower Yukon people. Oswalt (L962. 1973) and VanStone (1979a. 1979b) have 

conducted ethnohistorical research on the area. and Kari ( 198 1, 1978, 1987) has produced 

several Native language dictionaries. In addition, an environmental impact statement (EIS) 

for the Innoko Refuge produced by the federal govemment provides a compilation of 

information for the area (United States Department of the Interior 1987). A more recent 

study provides a compilation of economic statistics for the area (Geier, et al. 1995). 

Finally, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Division of Subsistence has some 

unpublished data concerning resource use in the area; and the Division of Commercial 

Fisheries conducrs commercial salmon counts every year, and publishes them as part of a 

statewide effort (Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Commercial Fishenes 

1992). 

Conclusion 

While past research in the area concentrated on archaeological and ethnological 

inquiry, it was not until this study began that focus was brought to bear on the resources of 

the region and how people utilize them in a contemporary context. The research of 

Hrdlicka, De Laguna, and Osgood is typical of their period since it attempted to re- 

constmct pst settlement patterns, and provide a picture of pre-contact or proto-historic life 



in the Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers. A similar approach characterized the work of Oswalt 

and VanStone. to whom a great debt is owed for their persistence in bringing historical 

sources to lipht that descnbe the changes of the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 

The relatively recent focus on resource and subsistence studies arose piimarily due 

to a need to quantify resources that are an ongoing cause of conflict between various user 

groups, arnong them commercial and sport fishermen (typicdly visitors to the area) and 

subsistence users-- the residents of the river drainages. These reports, focusing solely on 

commercial fishing harvests, borrow from a mode1 which separates subsistence from 

commercial fishing, and sport from both commercial and subsistence. While useful for the 

information they contain on commercial fishing activity in the region. they do not discuss 

the type of information provided in this study. The EIS produced by the federal 

govemment is essentially a compilation of existing information. and contains no new 

information. Similarly. the econornic profile developed for the area is again a compilation 

of existing information, borrowed largely from state and federal census efforts and the 

original report written by this author in fulfillment of obligations for the cooperative 

agreement . 

In addition to providing a different approach through which to examine cash as a 

resource in a subsistence economy. this study provides a wealth of information on 

contemporary resource use by the residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross 

which has not otherwise been available. The residents of the four comrnunities had 

previously refused permission to allow the state of Alaska to conduct resource harvest and 

use studies in the area. This research was conducted only because the residents were 

comfortable with the work being conducted by the Tanana Chiefs Conference. By using a 

survey form developed by community residents, resident interviewers, and resource 

rnapping. in addition to the standard anthropological techniques of participant observation 

and in-depth interviews. 1 attempted to broaden my approach better to address the emic 
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categorization and perception of cash. It is my hope that in so doing, 1 have at least in part. 

accomplis hed my goal. 



CHAPTER THREE: 
Deg Hi'tan and Doy hi'tan: Environment, Laquage, Culture, and History 

Introduction 

The majority of the population in the communities of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk 

and Holy Cross is Deg hi'tan and D q  hi'tnn Athabascan. Also referred to as Ingaiik and 

Holikachuk,51 Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan are two of eleven distinct Athabascan groups in 

Alaska.52 The geographic area utilized by the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan; and discussed in 

this dissertation includes the lower portion of the Yukon River from below the village of 

Kaltag to below Holy Cross: the Innoko River. from Blackburn Creek and Holikachuk 

Slough to below Holy Cross; part of the Anvik River; and al1 or parts of the Innoko 

National Wildlife Refuge (refer to Map 1). This area roughly encompasses the subsistence 

resource use area of the contemporary residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy 

Cross, as will be discussed in chapters five and six. Subsequent to discussing the aspects 

of the cultural setting which include language. history. and culture, I first discuss aspects 

of the natural setting, including the physical environment, the climate. and flora and fauna. 

Natural Environment 

Physical 

The geographical area utilized by the Deg Hi'tan and Doy hi'tan lies within the 

transitional zone between the Eskimoan and Hudsonian biotic province (Dice 1943; Oswalt 

1967). In general, the area is characterized by many and varied watenvays, al1 of which 

are part of the Yukon or Kuskokwim River systems; together these rivers form an 

extensive lowland area. 

The term Holikachuk is tied to historie place names (cf. Vanstone 1978. 1979a. 1979b. Zagoskin 
1967[ 18471). 
52 The other nine Alaskan Athabaskan groups include Ahtna. Dena'ina. Koyukon, Upper Kuskokwirn. 
Tanana, Upper Tanana. Tanacross, Gwich'in. and Han. See Krauss (1982) or VanStone (1974) for funher 
information. 
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While higher ground dominates parts of this region, watenvays predominate. a 

point illustrated by Wahrhaftig (1  965: 30) who provides the following description of the 

general topography of the area: 

The Innoko Lowlands are a group of flat river flood plains. dendridic in 
pattern. whose bounding slopes are generally steep banks cut into the 
surrounding hill: in places, however, gentle silt-covered slopes merge with 
the surrounding hilis ... The Yukon River and a large tributary, the Innoko 
river, cross the lowlands. The main part of the lowlands has a complex 
intersecting network of meandering sloughs of these two sueams. 

These waterways not only provide transportation routes in winter and in summer. they are 

home to the numerous and varied faunal and aquatic resources which are indigenous to this 

The Yukon river flows south from its confluence with the Tanana past Grayling, 

Anvik. and Holy Cross. Shortly after Holy Cross the Yukon makes a tum towards the 

West. and thereafter flows through Yup'ik country and down into the ocean. The locally 

important tributary of the Yukon River. the Innoko River. flows for approximately 500 

miles from its headwaters south of Cloudy Mountain and rneets with the Yukon about 1.5 

miles east of Holy Cross. The Anvik river, another locally important watenvay, heads 

north West of Anvik; and flows southeast for approximately 140 miles to join the Yukon 

about 1.5 miles north of Anvik and 36 miles north of Holy Cross. Shageluk Slough 

meanders north to south for close to 40 miles between the Yukon and hnoko Rivers, and 

the Holikachuk Slough joins the Shageluk Slough and the Innoko River. Nurnerous other 

waterways are found throughout the study region. but those already mentioned are the 

major transportation networks. 

The river systems of this region create an extensive wetlands area which is the 

predominant topographical feature of the study area. The lowlands are characterized by 

extensive willow and lirnited poplar growth; and in higher areas tundra and barren country 

covered with small shrubs, lichens, sedges, grasses and weeds, and mosses can be found 

(Osgood 1940: 33-34). White spruce. paper birch, and quaking aspen predominate on the 

better drained soils and south-facing slopes. Baisam poplar (cottonwood), dong with thick 



stands of willow and alder predominate on the active flood plains. The poorly drained soils 

and the nonh-facing slopes are generally home to black spruce: and contain the usual tundra 

vegetation of sedges. mosses, and low growing shnibs. Also comrnon in the area are aider, 

willow, rose, Labrador tea. wild rhubarb, and bluebemes, cranberries (high and low 

bush), salmonbemes, and rosehips. 

Climate 

In general, the study area is characterized by a continental subarctic climate 

(Darbyshire and Associates 1 l984b, 1984~.  l984d; Selkregg 1976). There is 

discernible climatic variation depending on the locale in question; the highland areas to the 

east and the north are generally cooler in the summer and warmer in the winter, and the 

lowland areas are typically warmer in the summer and colder in the winter. As with much 

of Alaska, this area is characterized by seasonal extremes in both temperature and daylight. 

On December 21, the winter equinox. this area receives less than four hours of sunlight a 

day; dunng this time the river valleys become cold sinks, and the temperature falls well 

below zero degrees Fahrenheit. In the highlands during these times warmer air 

predorninates. In contrast. the summer is charactenzed by extensive daylight (more than 20 

hours on the surnrner solstice) and concomitant warm temperatures. 

As can be expected, temperature range is extreme for this area, running from a low 

of -62 F. to a high of +93 F. in Holy Cross (Darbyshire and Associates 1984a. 1984b, 

l984c, 1984d; Selkregg 1976). Highest recorded temperatures for Grayling, Anvik. and 

Shageluk are 87, 87 and 80 F, respectively . Snowfall averages 1 10 inches in Grayling, 

Anvik, and Shageluk, and Holy Cross measures in at slightly less. with a recorded average 

of 79.4 inches. On average, Grayling. Anvik, and Shageluk receive 21 inches of 

precipitation; and Holy Cross receives slightly less, 19 inches, annuaily. 
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(nevay) ,  and hare (ggrî.r/noghin i y ) .  Porcupine (srix tt 'ot ggagg/ggaggi t lagg)  are also 

present. 

The Innoko lowlands area features a wide variety of fish. Broad whitefish ( f i lay) ,  

round whitefish (xilting '), and humpback whitefish (q'ontoggiy) are the most important to 

subsistence harvest. In addition, northem pike (giliqoy), burbot (gidhit) ,  sheefish (sresr),  

Arctic grayling (sdat'ankri-nio' legg). and char (vithye legg) are also taken. Chum salrnon 

(na lny)  are taken prirnarily for commercial purposes. King (gga th)  and silver salmon 

(lighan) are available in limited numbers. 

The Yukon and Kuskokwim river basins are prime migratory waterfowl nesting 

areas. Species include Canada goose (dits'idvidhal ;ring). white-fronted goose (gidot'aq), 

black brant (novogh higidits'in), mallard (viqidithiqli:r). goideneye ( taxilding),  pintail 

(gidrangidh/gidrongedlrl. green-winged teal (Ironhdzighudl). and northem pintail 

(gidrangidh/gidrongedh). In addition to these migratory species, ruffed grouse 

(gidilning/gitthid). spruce grouse (q1ivalda1/diyh). and willow ptarmigan (q'iyaldal)  are 

also present. 

As previously mentioned. the rnoderate to extreme flooding typical of this area 

encourages abundant willow (tr'itl) growth. In addition, balsam poplar (t'ighith). paper 

birc h (q 'iy/q 'iyh), tarnarak ( tot  'ighiddwgit 'ighizing iz) , and white spruce (didlang/ts 'ivi) are 

present in the area. 

Numerous edible plants are found and utilized throughout this area. Edible b e y  

species include bog or lowbush cranberry ( n e n h t l ' i t ) ,  highbush cranberry 

(ginathdloy/dinathdloy/tr'onihayl, bog blueberry (nilyagh), and salmon or cloud berry 

(dondhi'on).  Edible plants include rose hips (xisrghed), Indian potato (xathdloy),  wild 

celery (dichiyedim),  wild onion (xudini'gheg), wild rhubarb (xolt thil) ,  and Sour dock 

(xoltth il k 'idz) . 



Cultural Settinp 

AZaskan Atkbascan Langrrage 

As previously mentioned, residents of the area are predominantly Deg hi'tan and 

Doy hi'tan Athabascan, two of eleven distinct Athabascan groups in Alaska. Other Alaska 

Native groups include Yup'ik, Siberian Yup'ik. Inupiat, Aleut, Tlingit, Eyak, Haida, and 

Tsimshan. Athabascans primarily inhabit the interior of Alaska (commonly referred to 

simply as the 'Interior'). 

Each of the eleven Athabascan groups maintain a separate language and culture. 

Figure I provides a schematic diagram of the Athabascan-Eyak-Tlingit, or Na-dene 

language farnily. Differences between the northern Athabasca languages Vary depending 

largely on the geographic distances between them (Krauss 1982). For example, because 

Deg hi'tan and Doy Hi'tan are adjacent, differences in the language are of a diaiectical 

nature. In contrast, Koyukon and Gwich'in are as different as French is from 

Spanish.55 Deg hi'tan or Ingaiik is recognized as a distinct Athabascan language with 

slight intemal dialectical differences (Kari 199 1). It was not until the 1960s that Krauss of 

the Alaska Native Language Center, "rediscovered" that Doy hi'tan is a different language 

from Deg hi'tan (Krauss 199 1; 1992; Snow 198 1). Since then, the term Holikachuk has 

been used by linguists to differentiate Doy hi'tan (Krauss 199 1). 

In the early 1980s Krauss ( 1982, 198 1 ) estimated that fewer than 80 people (of an 

estimated population of 300) spoke Deg Hi'tan, or Ingalik, and fewer than 20 (of an 

estimated population of 150) spoke Doy Hi'tan or Holikachuk. Today, English is the 

dominant language. 

55 Pers. cornm. Krauss 1992. 



Figure 1. Athabascan-Eyak-Tlingit Language Family (modified from Krauss 1988: 145). 
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The People- An Overview 

M a t  is tme of language can also be said of culture: differences are often slight: and 

it is sometimes difficult to establish distinct boundaries between narned socio-territorial 

groupings of Alaskan Athabascans (Helm 1968: Helm, et al. 197 1; Helm and Leacock 

197 1 ; McKennan 1969a. l969b: Osgood 1936a; Vanstone and Goddard 198 1 ; Vanstone 

1974, 1988). VanStone (1974: 8) provides the following analysis of the unique situation 

characteristic of Alaskan Athabascans: 

Northern Athabaskan culture has k e n  described as consisting not of a series of neat 
cultural entities, but rather a cultural continuum carried on by a series of 
interlocking groups whose individual lifeways differed only in certain minor details 
from those of their immediate neighbors. Such rninor variations were observable 
only when they had built up into more significant differences, usually over 
considerable geographic distance. 

In light of Vanstone's claims, and given the long term historic geographic proximity 

of Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Athabascans, it is not surprising that the differences between 

the two groups are more of degree than of kind. While the Doy L'tan and Deg hitan were 

recognized as being separate groups fairly early on by Glazunov (Chapman 19 13: 1; 
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Vanstone 1959: 44: Zagoskin 1967[1847]), during the latter nineteenth and first half of the 

twentieth century. they were not treated as a separate goup. but rather as a subgroup of 

either the Koyukon or Deg hi'tan (de Laguna 1947; Oswalt 1962: 1979a; Vanstone 1979b: 

Zagoskin 19671 18471). 

Historically, inhabitants of the area were settied in areas depending on resource 

availability and proxirnity (Osgood 1940, 1958, 1959; Vanstone 1979a. 1979b). Extent of 

site utilization changed through time, although archaeologicd sites in the vicinity of the 

four comrnunities indicate long term historical use (de Laguna 1936a. 1947; Ganley 1987: 

Helm, et al. 197 1; Hrdlicka 1930, 1943; Oswalt 1973; Vanstone 1979a, 1979b). As is m e  

of most small cornrnunities in rural Alaska. development of these four stable. permanent 

communities is a relatively recent phenornena. 

Historically, Athabascans. especiaily those not depending upon relatively stable 

resources such as salmon or whitefish runs, tended to be highly mobile. Osgood (1940, 

1958) described Ingalik as having a home base-winter camp, at which people spent the 

majority of time. People traveled from the winter camp to the spring anci summer camps. 

To borrow Vanstone's ( 1974: 40-31) terminology. the Ingalik and Holikachuk could best 

be characterized as being central-based wanderers. Vanstone ( 1974: 42) characterizes the 

'typical' Ingalik settlement pattern as follows: 

The availability of predictable runs of salmon each summer gave a measure 
of stability to the way of life ... The Ingalik cf the lower Yukon. for 
example, occupied winter villages from August to May and then moved to 
their summer fish camps. S u m e r  villages or camps, were usually close to 
good fishing places and often not far from the winter villages ... The Ingalik 
relied heavily on s u m e r  fishing and their absences from winter villages for 
hunting were usually of short duration unless elaborate, cooperative caribou 
hunting was involved. For these specialized fishermen, winter could be a 
time of relative leisure when elaborate ceremonies were held in the kashim. 

With the advent of trading posts, missionary Settlements, and later forced schooling 

in this century, settlement patterns gradually becarne more centralized. Often associated 

with increased centralization is reduced mobility and increased sedentism. It is important 

to note that people generally retain a high degree of mobility in spite of more permanent 



settlement patterns. Travel within and outside of the area is possible by airplane year 

round, snow machine in winter, and boats in sumrner. People generally take advantage of 

the watenvays to visit and travel. much as they did historically. This pattern is typical of 

much of rural Alaska. 

History 

Dernographic Ovemiew 

In general, population estimates provided by early travelers and explorers tended to 

be low. Historic population undercounts were most commonly tied to the census taker 

failing to consider the high rate of mobility of the extant populations, the seasonality of 

various settlements, the extent of areas utilized. and the dispersai of people at various times 

of year. With increasing traffic in the Lower Yukon area. greater centralization as a result 

of the fur trade and wage labor. and the advent of the census takers remaining in the area 

for longer periods of time. census counts grew more accurate. 

As previously mentioned. the epidernics which occurred with increasing frequency 

through the 19th and into the 20th century were responsible for tremendous population 

decimation (Fortuine 1985). Epidemics occurred with increasing frequency, beginning 

with the 1838-1839 smallpox epidemic which was reported to have wiped out over half of 

the Kuskowagmiut (Kuskokwim River Yup'ik) population (Fortuine 1985: 119; Osgood 

1940: 480; Vanstone 1979a. 1979b: 59: Zagoslun 1967[1847]). Damage to the Deg hi'tan 

population was not thought to be as devastating as to the Kuskowagmiut. although the 

population of the Anvik-Shageluk area dropped by roughly one-third, according to 

estimates made by Glazunov in 1833, and nine years later by Zagoskin in 1844 (Osgood 

1940; Vanstone 1959; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). By the end of the nineteenth century, 

another senes of epidernics occurred throughout the Interior (Fortuine 1985; Vanstone 

1979b). The combination of measles, smallpox, whooping cough, and influenza is 

thought to have wiped out at least half of the existing population (Fortuine 1985: Osgood 
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1940; Vanstone 1979b). Vanstone ( 1979b: 229) estimates that between 1900 and 19 13. 

diseases accounted for a 20 percent decline in the resident population. The 1918-1919 

influenza epidemic stnick the lower h k o n  area, as it did most other areas in the temtories. 

While its effects were felt in the lower Yukon area, particularly as it followed on the tail of 

several other epidernics. it was not as deadly as it was in other areas (i-e., parts of the 

Seward Peninsula (cf. Ganley, n.d.; Wolfe 1982). Historic population counts can be 

useful in detemining population at the time of contact. They also serve as a deadly 

reminder of the impact of European-introduced diseases. 

An additional factor resulting in the often inaccurate (and typically underestimated) 

population counts is the high mobility characterizing the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan both 

historically and contemporarily. Historically. the high rate of mobility of the Deg hi'tan 

and Doy hi'tan was usually tied to the seasonai availability of resoumes: by the turn of the 

nineteenth century. wage Iabor (e.g. commercial fishing, woodcutting, and commercial fur 

trade) were also responsible for their mobility (Osgood 1936a, 1940, 1959; Oswalt 1962; 

Petroff 1900). Contemporarily, this mobility is typically tied to the use of fish and game 

resources, as well as to wage employment, educational and training opportunities. and 

health and medical care (Wheeler 1991). As a result of this high rate of mobility. both 

historic and conternporary population counts may not be accurate, particularly if the counts 

are based on a one or two day trip to a settlement. 

With these issues in mind, Table 2 provides a review of reported populations of 

different settlements in the area of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk and Holy Cross, from the 

years 1833 to 1940. The population figures are taken from accounts of explorers, 

travelen. miners and govemment workers, and church and mission records (Chapman 

1906, 1913; Loyens 1966; Nelson 1887; Orth 197 1; Osgood 1936b, 1940, 1958; Petroff 

1900; Rollins 1978; Vanstone 1959, 1978, 1979b; Whymper 1869; Zagoskin 

19671 18471). 



Anilukhtakpak (Holy Cross). 

Anvip Village 
1842- 1844 Anilukhtakpak (Holv Cross 
1842- 1844 Makki (Bonasila), 

1 1 Kolmakovsluy 
, 1842;1844 Tie'goshshitno (Shageluk) 

1842- 1 844 Khuligichapat (Holikachuk) 
1 1880 1 Chageluk 

1 1890 1 Lower Yukoflnnoko Area 
1890 Lower Yukonflnnoko Area 
1898 Anvik, Anvik River. Bonasila 

Shageluk, Shageluk Slough, 

1 1 neighboring villages 
1900 Graylinp 
1900 Anvik, Anvik River, Bonasila 

Shageluk, Shageluk Slough, 
neighboring villages 

1914 Anvik. Anvik River. Bonasila 
Shageluk. Shageluk Slough, 
neiphboring villages 

1920 Anvik 

Anvik, Anvik River, Bonasila 
Shageluk, Shageluk Slough, 
neiphbonng villages 

I 

n Estimates, 1833- 1940. 

1930 
1930 
1940 
1940 
1940 
1940 

Source 
Glazunov 

Holy Cross Village 
Shagelu k 
Anvik 
Holy Cross 
Holikachuk 
Shaeeluk 

45 Zaeoski n 
70 Zagoslun 

Petroff 
Petroff 
Pe troff 

-- - - - - - -- - - 

413 1 10th Federal Census I 

Chapman 

Chapman 

140 1 Rollins 1 
130 
440 

Rollins 
Chapman 

79 
337 
88 
110 

Rollins 
Rollins 
Rollins 
Rollins 

226 
77 
92 

Rollins 
Rollins 

_ Rollins 



Enrly Erploration and Historic Contact 

As described by Glazunov (Vanstone 1959) and Zagoskin (1967[1847]), the 

earliest accounts of non-Native forays into the area were by Russian explorers. 

Explorations were motivated by a desire for control on the part of the Russian-Arnencan 

Company and later the Russian Orthodox Church. The latter wanted people's souls, in 

narne if not in belief; and the former desired control over trade. 

in 1833, the Russian-Amencan Company established a base near the mouth of the 

Yukon known as Mikhailovskiy Redoubt. The purpose of establishing this base was. in 

large part. to provide a starting point for explorations into the Interior. It was thought that 

through exploration. fnendly ties could be established with the indigenous inhabitants; and 

the emphasis in trade would Iean towards the Russians (Vanstone 1959. 1979b: 43-58). To 

encourage this idea, Glazunov, an ernployee of the Russian-Amencan Company. Iiberally 

distributed trade goods when he came in contact with indigenous inhabitants. This practice 

was later frowned upon by Zagoskm ( 1967[1847]), who believed that this practice 

encouraged poor trading habits. 

Roughly a year after the establishment of Mikhailovskiy Redoubt, and following 

several successful exptoratory trips in and around the Yukon Delta region, GIazunov made 

his way overland from Norton Sound to the headwaters of the Anvik River and down to its 

confluence with the Yukon (Vanstone 1959, 1979b: 49). From there he went on to visit at 

least five Deg hi'tan settlements. including Anvik, Makk (Bonasila), ~nilukhtakpak56 

(Holy Cross), and Kolmakov (Osgood 1940: 480). During his travels Glazunov recorded 

his interactions and perceptions of the indigenous people he contacted, thus providing the 

first ethnographic account of the Deg hi'tan (Osgood 1940: 43-45; Vanstone 1959, 1979b: 

52-55). 

56 Because of the proximiry ro the Kuskokwim River Yup'ik. many of the place names utilized in the area 
at different points in time were of Yup'ik origin. This is likely one of them. 
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Glazunov was replaced by the Russian-American Company in 1837, reportedly due 

to his failure to navigate the Unalakleet River in an attempt to ascertain a route to the upper 

Yukon (Andrews and Koutsky 1977; Vanstone 1979b). Glazunov's replacement, 

Malakhov (also an employee of the Russian- Amencan Company) ventured further into the 

Interior; and established a trading post at Nulato (Zagoskin l967[1847]). Subsequently, he 

descended the Yukon to its mouth, visiting settlements dong the way. While Malakhov's 

explorations were undoubtedly important both to the Russian-Amencan Company and in 

terms of Indigenous- Euroarnencan trade relations, he provided little in the way of 

ethnographie information on the Deg hi'tan. 

Subsequent to Malakhov. Kolmakov (also a Russian trader) traveled to the Deg 

hi'tan area, apparently descending the Innoko River in search of an efficient portage 

(essentially a short cut) to the Yukon River. However, his travels occurred during the 

spring on 1839, coinciding with the 1838- 1839 smallpox epidemic and massacre at the post 

at Ikogrniut (Zagoskin 1967[1847]). As a result, Kolmakov's travels appear to have been 

short-lived. 

Like Glazunov, Malakhov's and Kolmakov's travels were stimulated by the desire 

of the Russian-American Company to control the Indigenous fur trade in the Interior 

(Vanstone 1979b: 43- 62). To accomplish this goal, the Russians needed to master the 

Indigenous trade routes. particularly the shortcuts, which spanned the entire Interior 

(Vanstone 1979b: 56, 88- 89; Zagoskin l967[ 18471). 

By the late 1830s to early 1840s, the Russian-Arnerican Company was cognizant of 

the trernendous indigenous trade networks existing throughout the Interior (Andrews and 

Koutsky 1977; Van Bad 1975; Vanstone 1979b: 63- 79, 88, 90; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). 

They speculated that by breaking into the already existing networks, and establishing 

themselves as middlemen, they could dominate both Indigenous and European trade 

throughout Alaska (Andrews and Koutsky 1977; Helm. et al. 1971). They were not 

prepared for the hostility with which many indigenous inhabitants of the land would receive 
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their 'market plan' (Loyens 1966). Numerous forts. Nulato and Ikogmiut, for example. 

were bumed down and their occupants killed (Vanstone 1979b: 58; Wnght 1995: Zagoskin 

1967[1847]). While historical accounts Vary as to why these forts were destroyed by local 

people, the unwanted coercion in trade, and the introduction of diseases stimulating 

disastrous epidemics, had to have played a significant role.57 Another possible motive for 

this aggression was the displacement of Native groups who had profited in their place as 

middlemen in the Intenor trade. 

The first of many epidemics hit the Lower Yukon and Innoko River areas in 1838- 

1839 (Fortuine 1985: 1 19: Vanstone 1979b: 58-60). It is estimated that roughly 50 percent 

of the Yup'ik people of the Kuskokwim River were killed by this epidemic (Fortuine 1985: 

1 19; Osgood 1940: 48 1 ; Vanstone 1979b: 60: Zagoskin 196711 8471). 

Several years after Kolrnakov's explorations. the well known naval lieutenant 

Lavrentiy ~agoskin58 explored the Interior from 1842- 184.4 (Fortuine 198% Osgood 1940; 

Vanstone 1979b: Zagoskin 1967[1847]). Zagoskin, too. worked for the Russian-Arnerican 

Company. His predecessors had established the existence of the Yukon. Innoko, and 

Kuskokwim Rivers. Zagoskin was directed to explore these rivers funher. and to "... 

ascertain the most practical portages between these rivers ..." (Vanstone 1978: 4). The first 

part of his travels focused on finding a shortcut from the Interior to Kotzebue Sound. but 

the latter year was spent on the aforementioned directive from his superiors. As a result of 

his travels, Zagoskin found that one could travel from the Yukon river to the Kuskokwim 

by way of the Innoko River (Vanstone 1979b: 76). Zagoskin spent considerable time with 

local people, and docurnented much of the way of life at that time. His accounts continue 

to stand as die primary source for information on the history. geography, and ethnography 

57 Wright (1995) describes the awck on Nulato as a result of prirnarily indigenous conflict. 
58 There are as yet many unanswered questions about Zagoskin. sternming largely from a concern over 
whether he made the trips he clairned to have made or based his accounts on second-hand information 
(Black 199 1 pers. comm.). 



of west-central Alaska during the Russian penod (Osgood 1940; Vanstone 1979a. 1979b; 

Zagoskin 1967[1847]). 

After Zagoskin's explorations, there was no funher attempt on the part of the 

Russian-American Company to explore the interior further. The next explorations occurred 

when the United States acquired Alaska in 1867. At that time. U.S. explores were already 

in Alaska as part of the Western Union Telegraph Expedition. They were attempting to 

survey a route for a telegraph line intended to connect Alaska with Europe via the Benng 

Sea and Siberia. The accounts resulting from this venture (Dall 1870: Whymper 1869) 

provide some information on the people of the Lower Yukon and Innoko Rivers. 

Some years later. during the later 1870s and early 1880s, E.W. Nelson. a member 

of the U.S. Signal Service. made several trips to and throughout the Lower Yukon and 

Innoko River area. His accounts (Nelson 1887; Vanstone 1978) provide ethnographie 

information on the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan, particularly focusing on the ceremonial life 

of these people. 

Whle the motivations of these travelers and explorers varied, their relationship with 

the local people of the area was generally benevolent. The Euroamerican explorers were, 

more ofien than not. in the position of having to rely on the good nature of the local people. 

On numerous occasions. they. or their dogs, were fed. sheltered, and warmed by local 

people. While many of the accounts were not always complimentary conceming the living 

conditions of people, almost al1 of the travelers and explorers were thankfùl for the care and 

generosity extended to them (Cantwell 1902; Petroff 1900; Vanstone 1978, 1979a, 1979b; 

Zagoskin 1967[1847]). At this point the travelers were basically on their own, and while 

representing different agencies, it is likely that their needs and goals dictated their behavior 

towards local people. 



Missionary A c t i v i ~  

The Lower Yukon and Innoko rivers provided "... a battleground between the 

Episcopalians at Anvik and the Jesuits at Holy Cross" (Vanstone 1979b: 148). Russian 

Onhodox missionaries were also a presence since their establishment of an outpost at 

Ikogmiut in the late 1830s. However, while they enjoyed initial success, by the end of the 

nineteenth century the Russian Orthodox influence was negligible. Vanstone ( 1979b: 109) 

States that "... Throughout the nineteenth century. Russian Onhodox priests continued to 

travel in the Anvik-Shageluk area in the course of performing their religious duties. There 

are indications. however, that such trips were increasingly infrequent after 1870." This 

was undoubtedly due to the establishment and continued presence of the missions at Anvik 

and Holy Cross. 

In 1887 an Episcopalian mission was established at Anvik (Chapman 1903, 1906, 

1913; Vanstone 1979a. 1979b). The mission initially was undertaken by the Reverend 

Octavius Parker and John Chapman. While the former left after several years, the latter 

lived and worked at the mission until his retirement in 193 1. 

In 1888, the Roman Catholics began their mission at Holy Cross, after considerable 

conflict between the two churches (Vanstone 1979a, 1979b). The conflict between the two 

missions never quite disappeared; while never explicitly stated. merely converting the 

Indigenous inhabitants was not enough; control of the area by one group or anoiher 

appeared to be the desired goal (Chapman 1903,1906, 19 13; Vanstone 1979a, 1979b). 

Both missions ran boarding schools, and children from up and down the river were 

actively sought by both the Jesuits and the Episcopalians. In 1891 three nuns from the 

mission at Holy Cross. bringing several 'sarnples from their school, made a trip up river to 

Nulato with the goal of 'recruiting' students for their school. A priest at Holy Cross 

commented on this trip, stating that "... the result of this expedition was very satisfactory. 

Twenty children were collected, and these poor little creatures, full of vermin and half 

naked, were delighted at the prospect of going down to Holy Cross" (Barnum 1893: 36). 



While his resources were considerably less than those of the Catholic mission at 

Holy Cross. Chapman nonetheless strived to increase the attendance at his school. Perhaps 

because he never came close to the size of the Holy Cross mission (the largest number of 

students ever recorded at Anvik was 43 (Vanstone 1978. 1979a. 1979b), Chapman seemed 

to delight in small failures of the Jesuits. Following the above referenced trip by the nuns 

from Holy Cross. Chaprnan wrote that "... 1 have the happiest news to report. as to the 

failure of the Jesuit rnissionaries with our people ... [they J succeeded in getting only 

two ..."( Chapman 189 1 ). 

In addition to recruiting students for their schools, a major effort of both 

Episcopalian and Jesuit missionaries was the eradication of what they perceived to be a 

threat to the spiritual heaith of their respective Hocks; the shamans (Vanstone 1979b: 95. 

143, 152, 199-201,2 14-2 16). Vanstone (l979b: 95) made the observation that "Shamans 

and missionaries competed for the welfare of men's bodies as well as their souls." Letters 

and accounts frorn both missions indicate that a considerable amount of time and energy 

was devoted to shamans. Both missions recognized that the sharnans held the spiritual 

power base, and only by eroding that authority would people transfer their belief systems 

to the church (Vanstone 1979b; Chapman 1906, 1913). It appears that dual belief systems 

were not even considered by the c h ~ r c h . ~ ~  

Another major focus of the intense missionary activity was directed towards the 

elirnination of Native languages. While Chapman l emed  Deg hi'tan and even translated 

much of the Bible into Deg hi'tan. the Jesuits made no attempt to learn the Native language 

spoken at Holy Cross (Vanstone L979b: 158). Even so, these schools provided the 

prïmary vehicle through which Natives were taught to speak English. Thorough this 

endeavor they were 'civilized' and chnstianized (Krauss 199 1 ; Vanstone 1979b). The use 

of English was strongly encouraged, while at the sarne time use of native language was 

59 What occurred was a syncretisrn of Indigenous and Christian beliefs. 



strongly discouraged. Psychological and physical abuse was often used as a deterrent to 

discourage the use of native languages (Krauss 1992). 

Other efforts through which Natives were Christianized and 'civilized' by 

rnissionaries included promoting the wearing of western clothes, living in above-ground 

houses, and "working" (e.g.. gardening and animal husbandry) (Antonson and Hanable 

1985; Simeone 1982). The gardens at both Holy Cross and Anvik were a tremendous 

source of pride to the missionaries. In 19 17 a reindeer herd was introduced to the village 

of Shageluk. While it thrived for a few years, by the mid 1930s there was no trace of it 

(Vanstone 1979a. 1979b). These efforts, while directed at instilling a Protestant work ethic 

in the Indigenous people of the area, met with varying levels of success, but had long- 

lasting impacts . 

In spite of intemal and extemal conflicts, the missionary influence appears to have 

k e n  long-lasting. Osgood, ( 1940: 44) who worked in the area in the 1930s. reported that 

by 1940, "... nearly al1 the Indians were members of a Christian Church." While Osgood 

may have been correct in asserting this claim, it is unclear if people were members of the 

church in narne only; or if their belief systems were predominantly Christian. 

The Tum of the Century To the 1930s 

The iast decade of the nineteenth century was the start of tremendous change dong 

the Lower Yukon and Innoko Rivers. Not only were the missions becoming more firmly 

entrenched in both Holy Cross and Anvik, but both human and boat traffic on the Yukon 

was steadily increasing, largely generated by the search for gold. sporadically fueled by 

occasional strikes. The influx of local gold seekers spurred the further development of 

supply centers or trading posts, which were initially established for Lower Yukon and 

Innoko River peoples' participation in the fur trade. Increasing reliance on supply centers 

appears to have afTected settiement patterns gradually, so that by the early 1900s there was 

a shift from continual seasonal movernent towards semi-permanent villages (Osgood 



1940). This trend continued through the twentieth century (Antonson and Hanable 1985: 

Simeone 1982; Vanstone 1979b). 

By the tum of the century. due largely to the efforts of the Alaska Commercial 

Company, steamboat traffic was well established on the Yukon River, providing an 

excellent opportunity for local people to become involved in the cash economy by 

providing firewood for the steamboats (Osgood 1940; Vanstone 1979a. 1979b). 

Numerous accounts document the increasing sophistication of local people in terms of their 

trade arrangements (Andrews and Koutsky 1977; Helm. et al. 1971: Vanstone 1979a, 

1979b). But this period also marked the time when the inter-cultural relationships began to 

deteriorate. Abuses on the pan of the newcomers towards local people began to be the 

nom.  Newcomers or travelen no longer viewed themselves as k ing  dependent on the 

good nature of local native people. and relationships between non-Natives and Natives 

gradually degenerated. 

Shonly after the time of Nelson's explorations, gold prospecting became an 

important economic activity throughout Alaska (Antonson and Hanable 1985). While 

initially the majority of attention focused on the Klondike. the Lower Yukon and Innoko 

river area was affected by the uaffic and excitement generated by the Klondike, much of 

which passed by on the Yukon River (United States Departmeni of the Interior 1987: 

Vanstone 1979b). The period from 1906 through 19 12 was one of intense exploration in 

the Upper Innoko and Itidarod area; little gold was found, and by 1920 only one mining 

operation (in Itidarod) was still open (United States Department of the Interior 1987). 

Almost al1 mining activity in the Innoko area had ceased by this time (Vanstone 1979b: 

191). 

While little gold was ever taken out of the Innoko area, the effects of gold fever, 

particularly the Klondike gold rush, on local people were dramatic (Fortuine 1985; 

Vanstone 1979b: 174- 193). The gold rush generated greatly increased traffic and interest in 

the Yukon River. As a result of this traffic, supply stations sprung up at convenient (to the 



travelers) locales. Hopeful rniners. were typically unprepared for the trip and for the 

conditions they were to encounter, so they inevitably relied upon local people for many of 

their supplies, particularly food. Salmon became an important source of protein for rniners 

who often over-wintered in the Innoko area. Caribou and moose also provided an 

important source of protein. Vanstone ( 1979b: 183) comrnents that "...the sale of meat to 

whites on a large scale may have been a significant factor in the population reduction of 

both species between 19 10 and 1920." 

As outsiders traveled to and through the region, tapping animal and human 

resources. they brought unseen but deadly baggage: epidernic diseases (Fortuine 1985: 

Wolfe 1982). According to Vanstone ( 1979b: 224-226): 

...[ T]he years of 1898 through 1901 constituted a period of almost 
continuous severe illness on the Lower Yukon ... Epidernics and other 
periods of severe illness at Anvik and on the lower Innoko between 1900 
and 19 14 caused a decline of almost 20 percent in the population 

The sickness consisted of epidernics of measles, mumps, whooping cough; and, 

during 1900- 190 1, and 19 l8- 19 19, influenza (Chapman 1948; Fall 1990; Fortuine 1985). 

Al1 of the Iower Yukon villages were affected by these diseases, often suffering up to 509 

population decirnation (Vanstone 1979b). 

The fust third of the twentieth century proved to be a difficult time for the people of 

the lower Yukon River. Changes occurred with increasing rapidity and impact. 

Relationships between the Native population and the non-native newcomers began to take a 

turn for the worse as more and more non-native people were drawn to the area largely for 

prospecting. Introduced diseases plagued the native people of the area, resulting in 

significant population loss over time. A gradua1 shifi away from seasonai rnobility towards 

increasing centralization took place. 



M I  to Present 

By the end of World War II. Alaska was the focus of increasing national attention 

due to the far-reaching implications of the Cold War, as well as for its recently recognized 

mineral potential (Antonson and Hanable 1985). At this tirne, the U.S. Census directed 

increased effort towards Alaska. largely due to improved communications and 

transportation (Antonson and Hanable 1985: Williams 1985). As a result, census counts 

were conducted regularly and with considerable effort (Bosworth 1989). These factors, in 

conjunction with an increasing trend towards semi-permanent settlement which 

characterized much of Alaska by the end of the 1940s. contrïbuted to improved population 

counts throughout rural Alaska (Rollins 1978; Williams 1985). 

Improved population counts were not the only changes occurring in Alaska 

following World War II. Indeed. this was a period of rapid change for most Native people 

of Alaska. A critical component of this change was the influx of non- natives to the state 

occumng after WWII. This influx resulted in a drastic population redistribution. In 1929. 

the native population numbered 29.983, roughly 50 percent of Alaska's total 59.778 

population (Williams 1988). By 1939, the native population numbered 32.458. or 43 

percent of Alaska's total population of 72.524 (Williams 1988). Following WWII, the non- 

native population in the state ballooned; and while the Native population continued to grow, 

it decreased relative to the total population. By 1950. the Alaska native population 

numbered 33.836. only 26 percent of the State's total population of 128.643 (Williams 

1988). 

Table 3 provides population counts for Holikachuk. Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. 

and Holy Cross between 1950 and 1990 (United States Department of Commerce 1960, 

1970, 1980. 1990). The village of Holikachuk was abandoned by 1963; and most. but not 

al1 of its residents moved to Grayling at that time. 



Holikachuk 77 98 N/A N/A N/A 

Gray Ling N/A N/A 139 209 208 

Anvik 99 120 83 114 82 

S hageluk 100 155 167 131 139 

Holv Cross 157 256 199 24 1 277 

Table 3. Population Data for Holikachuk. Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 
1950- 1990. 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 

i 

1 d 

N/A = not applicable 

Figure 2 provides the population of Grayling, Holikachuk. Anvik, Shageluk, and 

Holy Cross from 1930 through 1990. Both the table and the figure provide an interesting 

glimpse of the demographic changes occuring in the area since 1930. 

Figure 2. Population Data for Gray ling. Holikac huk, S hageluk, Anvik and Holy Cross, 
1930- 1990. 

Year 

Grayiing 

@ Anvik 

Shageluk 

H O I ~  Cross 

Holikachuk 

Holy Cross exhibits the most extreme population fluctuations since 1930. due in 

large part to the decreased presence of the mission from 1930-1950. The population in 



Holy Cross decreased from 337 in 1930 to 226 in 1940. By 1950 the population in Holy 

Cross had decreased to 157 people; however. by 1960 it had increased to 256 people. The 

effects of World War II are reflected in the decrease in the population of al1 four 

communities from 1940-1950; the decrease was due in part to the outmarriage of many 

native women to non-native soldiers stationed in Alaska during that time. As well. the 

cornrnon practice of sending tuberculosis patients to Seattle to sanitoria during this Ume also 

affected population figures. While Grayling and Holy Cross have experienced population 

increases since 1970. Anvik and Shageluk have experienced overall population declines 

during the same time penod. 

This trend of non-native immigration continues. and is the primary factor in the 

relative decrease of the native population since 1929 (Williams 1985: 1988). Oil 

exploration and development which boomed in the 1960s and 1970s contributed 

significantly to the rapid increase of the non-native population (Haynes and Pedersen 

1989). This trend continues to be documented in every census. According to the 1990 

census. the native population numbered 85,698, 15.6 percent of the State's total 

population: yet the native birthrate is îwice that of the non-native birthrate (United States 

Department of Commerce 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990: Williams 1988). 

According to the 1990 U.S. Census. the population of the State of Alaska was 

550,043. Of this total, 76 percent was Caucasian, 15.6 percent was Alaska native, 4 

percent was Afro-Amencan, 4 percent Asian and Pacific Islands, and 1 percent "other." 

Approximately 32.5 percent of the totai population was rural (rural is defined by the U.S. 

Bureau of the Census as comrnunities of less than 1,000 people) (United States Department 

of Commerce 1990). Roughly 40 percent of the rural population is comprised of Alaska 

natives, and roughly 50 percent of al1 Alaska natives live largely in census areas in which 

natives make up more than one half of the population (United States Department of 

Commerce 1990). The population composition of al1 42 communities in the Doyon Region 

is shown in Appendix A. As this table illustrates. Alaska natives comprise the minority in 



only a few cornmunities: while in most of the Doyon rcgion, Alaska natives. specifically 

Athabascans. comprise the majority population. Alaska natives comprise the majority 

population in most rural communities. with the exception of some regional centers 

(Williams 1988). 

In addition to the rapid influx of non-Natives following WWII. the presence and 

impact of governrnent continued to expand. Children were forced to go to school. Parents 

had to choose between continuing their seasonal movement and placing their children in 

boarding school, or settling near a school. Settlements grew up around trading posts 

beginning in the 1920s and 1930s. and by the late 1940s aimost al1 children were enrolled 

in school (Antonson and Hanable 1985; Simeone 1982). In one generation people changed 

from leading a life of seasonal movernent to one more centralized and village-focused. 

Many people continued to travel extensively and live off the land for extended periods of 

time, since seasonal activities and movement continued to be tied to the harvest of wild fish 

and game (cf. Wheeler 199 1). However. the village became a focal point to a much greater 

degree than it had been in the past. 

While small children were educated at the settlements, older children were usually 

forced to go to BIA or mission-operated boarding schools for secondary school education. 

Additionally, the BIA-sponsored Indian Relocation programs of the 1950s and 1960s 

provided out-of-village (or off-reservation) training opportunities for American Indians 

(Hodge 1984; Weibel-Orlando 199 1 ; Weppner 1984). Natives were sent to cities and 

trained in a variety of skills. Both the boarding school prograrn and the BIA Vocational 

training prograrns were part of the assimilationist philosophy which dominated Indian 

policy in the 1950s and 1960s, and which camied through in Alaska until the early 1970s. 

This philosophy, and policies engendered by it, promoted the idea that Native Arnericans 

should lose their 'Nativeness' and their separate cultural identity, and become part of 

mainsueam western culture (Waddell and Watson 1984; Weibel- Orlando 1991). By the 



early 1970s. the Civil Rights rnovement of the lower 48 states found expression in Alaska: 

and assirnilationist policies were, at least outwardly. discouraged. 

in 197 1. the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) was passed into law. 

As a result of ANCSA, aboriginal title to the land was extinguished; and exchanged for 

some land and money. Twelve regional, one at-large. and nurnerous village corporations 

were established to manage land and rnoney. Native people claiming at least one-fourth 

Alaska Native blood were provided with shares of stock in both the village and the regional 

corporations. While ANCSA was heralded as a landmark settlement of aboriginal land 

nghts at the time of its passage. numerous problems (many seemingly without resolution) 

have arisen since ANCSA becarne law. The most comrnon and difficult problem lies in the 

accommodation of Natives bom after 197 1, as the original law only provided for Natives 

bom as of December 18, 197 1. Another problematic and equally difficult situation lies in 

the statu of stock after 1991, when it was supposed to go public. Attempted solutions to 

these and other problems, outlined in the so-called 1991 Amendments, have met with 

varying levels of success. 

In 1972, just after the passage of ANCSA, the Alaska Legal services sued the State 

of Alaska on behalf of a rural student who was required to attend school away frorn her 

village. The lawsuit charged that existing alternatives did not provide the same educational 

opportunities as the snident's home comrnunity. Following this suit, in 1976 the State of 

Alaska agreed that al1 villages with elementary schools should have high schools. The state 

t k n  began a $143 million construction program to comply with the consent decree. 

Today, aimost al1 students in the roughly 21 1 villages in Alaska can choose to be educated 

at home. 

This very general hstorical overview indicates that the past 125 years have been a 

time of tremendous change for Alaska and its people, panicularly Indigenous people. 

These changes have contributed to the unique situation of Alaska today. A brief review of 
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the development of each of the four communities provides added insight into the 

contemporary communities. 

Cornmuni tv Deveio~men t 

Grqding 

As reported by Onh (1971: 388), the village of Grayling sits on the West bank of 

the Yukon River, about 2 1 miles north of Anvik. While the contemporary site of Grayling 

may originally have been a Deg hi'tan settlement, by 1866 Doy hi'tan Athabascans had 

moved southward into this temtory (Osgood 1940). Since then, Grayling has been part of 

Doy hi'tan temtory: and contemporarily it represents the only existing village of distinctly 

Doy hi'tan descent (Kari 1978; Orth 197 1; Vanstone 1979b). 

According to histoncal accounts, intermittent settlements existed at Grayling by 

1869; and by 1900, it was a year-round settlement (de Laguna 1936a, 1947; Nelson 1887; 

Osgood l936b; Oswalt 1962; Zagoskin l967[1847]). Numerous other sites in the 

surrounding area were occupied, however, so that Grayling was but one of many inhabited 

settiements . 

Both Kolmakov (Snow 198 1) and later Nelson (Nelson 1887) note the existence of 

the Doy hi'tan. In the mid 1800s, Kolmakov noted at least five villages above Holikachuk 

slough; and forty years later. Nelson estimated the population of this area to be numerous 

(Nelson 1887; Vanstone 1978). Somewhere between 1844 and 1866 the Doy hi'tan 

population shifted southward, so that previously Deg hi'tan villages becarne Doy hi'tan 

temtory. From then on, anywhere from 1 14 to 300 people were estimated to be living in a 

number of different villages (Oswalt 1962; Zagoskin l967[1847]). Some population 

consolidation may have taken place by the end of the nineteenth century. due in large part to 

disease; so that by the turn of the century, two primary villages were occupied by Doy 

hi'tan Athabascans, Holikachuk and Grayling. 
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In 1963. the village of Holikachuk (on the West bank of Innoko River. 27 miles 

northeast of Anvik and 49 miles north of Holy Cross) was abandoned and the majority of 

its residents moved to Grayling (Orth 197 1; Snow 198 1). At that time, approximately 25 

families moved to the new village site of Grayling (Orth 197 1; Snow 198 1; Vanstone 

1979b). Among the explanations that have been given for the abandonment of Holikachuk 

and subsequent settlement at Grayling include the relative isolation at Holikachuk, and the 

expectation of lower freight rates and other associated advantages (Anindale 1983). It 

should be noted that Grayling was not randomly chosen; it had long been used as a surnrner 

fishing site by residents of that area (Anindale 1983). 

Pnor to 1903, when some steamers began to change over from wood to oil-buming 

engines, many of the settlements dong the Yukon served solely as fuel stops for the 

steamers. Prices paid for wood varied; woodcutters received from $l.OO/cord to 

$4.ûû/cord. or perhaps a bag of flour. As more boats began using the Yukon. the sale of 

wood became more structured: and the ownen of fleets with many boats began to maintain 

their own wood yards. One of these was located at the present day site of Grayling, which 

undoubtedly accounts for Cantwell's description of Grayling in 1900 (Cantwell 1902). 

Grayling appears to have been inhabited at least on a semi-permanent basis around 

the turn of the century. Lt. Cantwell, (1902: 144) reported that in 1900, Grayling consisted 

of "a store, a large woodshed and a population of about 75 Indians." By about 1920. 

however, it was abandoned for a period of time (de Laguna 1936a, 1947; Nelson 1887; 

Orth 1971). This desertion may have been related to the epidernics and subsequent 

population reduction which occurred beginning with Russian contact (1839). and continued 

well into the 1900s (Fortuine 1985; Wolfe 1982). According to the 1970 census (the first 

one to include Grayling), the population was recorded as 139; by 1990 that figure had 

increased to 208 (United States Department of Commerce 1970, 1980, 1990). 



Anvik 

The contemporary village of Anvik is located on the Yukon River, at the mouth of 

the Anvik River. roughly 34 miles north of Holy Cross (Orth 1971: 82). Anvik has a 

lengthy recorded history, having first been mentioned by the Russian explorer Glazunov in 

his 1833-1834 expedition. Since that tirne, the village of Anvik has been continuaily 

occupied, although the population has varied with its name: Anvik has also been referred to 

as Anwig, Amencan Station, Anvic, Anvick Anvig, Anvig station, and Anwig (de Laguna 

1936a, 1947; Nelson 1887; Vanstone 1978, 1979a 1979b; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). 

As rnight be expected given the high rates of mobility which characterized the Deg 

hi'tan, the present-day site of Anvik was seasonally occupied. Interestingly, Anvik was 

not inhabited on a hl1 time bais  until the Episcopal Mission was established at that site in 

1887 (Vanstone 1978, 1979a. 1979b). However. Zagoskin mentions Anvik as being 

occupied during the time of his winter visit: and archaeological investigations indicate that 

the site was occupied long before 1888 (Anindale 1983; de Laguna 1936a, 1947: Ganley 

1987; Zagoskin l967[1847]). Around 1888, however, a sizable Deg hi'tan population 

lived across the river. They undoubtedly provided an initial target population for 

missionary activity. The Deg hi'tan continued to utilize the site across the river, as it 

provided an excellent fishing site. By the tum of the century however, Chapman (1903, 

10 13) happily reported that most people had moved ont0 mission property and were living 

in above-ground houses. 

With time, more people moved ont0 mission grounds, although their settlernent 

could not necessarily be characterized as full time or permanent. The epidemics of 1898 

through 190 1 hit Anvik, although apparently not as severely as at Grayling, Shageluk, and 

Holy Cross (Fortuine 1985; Vanstone 1979b). The mission provided a medicai alternative 

to treatment by shamans, although it is not clear if one superseded the other. 

The mission served as an orphanage, and with the deaths resulting from epidemics, 

the mission population grew (Fortuine 1985; Vanstone 1979b). The 'stable' Deg hi'tan 
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population referred to in many of the historical accounts may actually refer to the children 

living at the mission for lack of any other options (Vanstone 1979b: 156). In addition to the 

mission, a trading post and post office occupied the village of Anvik. The Alaska 

Commercial Company maintained a post in Anvik until shortly afier the tum of the century. 

After that, the area was served pnmarily by independent traders (Vanstone 1979b). In 

1907 a federaily-funded school was established at Anvik. The move to Anvik was 

probably completed between 1930- i94O (Ganley 1987). Chapman retired in 193 1 ; and 

his son Henry, who served until 1948, took over. After that. attention to the mission was 

intermittent: and today it is no longer in operation. 

People continued their seasonal movement, often incorporating the mission and 

trading post into their seasonal round, as they provided another resource to exploit. While 

some individuals undoubtedly lived full time at the mission, the vast majority of Deg hi'tan 

probably retained their mobility well into the 1900s. 

As is true of residents of the village of Grayling, many individuals in the area of 

Anvik cut wood for the steamships traveling the Yukon river (Vanstone 1979b). Because 

they cut wood in fa11 and winter in anticipation of the summer steamship travel. there was a 

temporary slow down in trapping. Trapping provided a contribution to food staples for 

local people. After steamships were converted to oil. many local people went back to 

trapping, which continues to provide an important source of furs, and, indirectly. cash. 

The population of the village of Anvik has fluctuated in size since it was first 

recorded. According to the 1990 census. the village of Anvik numbered 82. down slightiy 

from 1980 (United States Department of Commerce 1980, 1984). 

Shageluk 

According to Onh (197 1: 858) the village of Shageluk is located on the east bank of 

the Innoko River, 20 miles east of Anvik and 34 miles northeast of Holy Cross. The 

history of Shageluk is similar in many respects to that of Anvik. 
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A settlement near the contemporary viilage of Shageluk was visited by many of the 

early Russian explorers. and was first recorded by Zagoskin on his 1850 map (Zagoskin 

l967[1847]). (Zagoslun referred to Shageluk as Tlegoshitno). Eleven yean later. another 

Russian. Tekhrnenien. the chief historian for the Russian American Company. recorded a 

collection of villages within close vicinity of each other and of the present day village of 

Shageluk. These settlements were later r e f e ~ ~ e d  to as the "Chageluk settlements" by Petroff 

(1900). These settlements were inhabited by Deg hi'tan Athabascans. Cornelius Osgood, 

who conducted work in this area in the rnid 1930s. referred to the people as Anvik- 

Shageluk Ingaiik. Unquestionably. their relatives are the contemporary inhabitants of 

Shageluk. 

The history of Shageluk is similar to that of the other settlements in the region in 

terms of the impact of the miners, trappers and traders. Because of its location on the 

Innoko River. Shageluk may have benefited from more pnvacy and less direct intervention 

into the residents daily lives. However. Shageluk and Arivik have long historical 

connections; and it is just as probable that impacts on Shageluk were comparable to those 

on Anvik. 

Because of its location on the Innoko River, young men typicaily went out to the 

logging camps to work for the larger stearnship companies. It appears that wood cutting 

was only a secondary activity for most Shageluk residents. An important source of income 

and/or trade came through trapping. However. the federal government curtailed trapping 

activities starting in 191 8, when it placed restrictions on the trapping of beaver and marten, 

two of the more important furs in this area. 

The population of the Shageluk area fluctuated throughout the early part of this 

century, although since 1940 it has increased. By 1970, the population was roughly 170; 

and Shageluk residents had moved from the old village site to its present site, about two 

miles away. The move was generated by desire to get out of reach of spring floods, not 

uncornrnon in this area. According to the most recent census, in 1990 the population 



numbered 139, a decrease from 190 in 1980 (United States Department of Commerce 

1980, 1990). The population numbered 132 dunng the 199 1 snidy season. 

Holy Cross 

The village of Holy Cross. located on the West bank of Walker Slough. off the 

Yukon River. 34 miles southeast of Anvik, was origindly established as a Roman Catholic 

mission and school in 1888. The mission site was chosen because of its immediate 

proximity to the Deg hi'tan settlement referred to as Kozerefsky or Koserefski (Onh 197 1: 

426). 

Before the mission was established, however. settlements in the area of Koserefsky 

and present day Holy Cross had been noted by Petroff and Zagoskin in their travels 

(Petroff 1900: Zagoskin l967[1847]). Zagoskin referred to these villages as 

Anilukhtakpak and Anilukhtak-kak. A few years later. Petroff referred ro these settlements 

as Askhomute: and Nelson, Askhornut. The name Holy Cross was given to the present- 

day village in 1 9 1 2. 

The imrnediate goal of the Roman Catholic rnissionaries was to convert as many of 

the Deg hi'tan as possible. Upon conversion. people were ailowed to move ont0 mission 

grounds, where they were cared for and carefully trained. Accordingly. the settlement 

gradually grew up around the mission buildings; and by 1915. the settlement of 

Koserefsky had ceased to exist. In 1957, the boarding school, which had been part of the 

mission since its start in 1886, was closed. The students were moved to the new school in 

Copper Center. 

Mission accounts relate the controversy surrounding the mission and its relations 

with the people of Koserefsky. At best, relations can be characterized as tentative. 

"Progress" was doutbless perceived differently by the mission people and local people. 

While the original inhabitants of the village were primarily Deg hi'tan. a sizable 

Kuskokwim river Yup'ik population (Kuskowagmiut or Kwikpagrniut) has also lived in 
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and irnmediately adjacent to this area (Vanstone 1979b). In the year 1914, the territorial 

boundary between Deg hi'tan and Kuskowagmiut Eskimo was at Holy Cross (Sniffen and 

Carrington 1914: 20). According to Nelson (Vanstone 1978: 72), the settlement known as 

Anilukhtakpak was "a mixed cornmunity inciuding both Indians and Eskimos." Further, 

Correll(1972) notes that intermarriage between Athabascans and Yup'iks of this area was a 

common occurrence. Osgood (1940) referred to this area as one of considerable 

intermixing between Deg hi'tan and Kuskokwim River Yup'ik people. Contemporary 

demographics indicate that many of the Kuskowagmiut may have moved to other areas 

(starting with Pairniut. roughly 20 miles downriver). The present day cornrnunity of Holy 

Cross is primarily Deg L'tan. 

Trade 

A discussion of the history of any part of Alaska is not complete without a 

discussion of trade and barter, vital activities which knit together the settlements discussed 

above with others throughout the North from prehistoric to contemporary times. Not 

surprisingly, trade has a lengthy history in rural Alaskan economies. Both direct and 

indirect trade between the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan, and other neighboring (and non- 

neigliboring) groups occurred long before Euroamerican contact. Trade was not only a 

means of acquiring goods; it provided the frarnework for interaction across socio-cultural 

and geographic boundaries. 

Zagoskin mentions both the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan as k i n g  heavily involved in 

trade. The latter group not only traded with the Deg hi'tan. but also with the Russian- 

Amencan Company at the Nulato post, and with the Kuskwagmiut and the people living at 

the senlement of Anilukhtakpak (Zagoskin l967[1847]). 

In addition to trading with Native groups within Alaska, extensive trade was 

believed to have existed with people of the Sibenan Coast (Zagoskin 1967). According to 

Vanstone ( 1978: 65): 



The most urgent task assigned to Zagoskin, however. was to advise the 
(Russian-American) company concerning practical measures that could be 
taken so that trade from West central Alaska could be channeled to the 
company and not to peoples living on the Coast of Asia. 

Before ending the Native to Native trade. Euroamericans fmt had to gain cornmand 

of indigenous trade routes. Some of these routes, which criss-crossed al1 of Alaska, were 

well-kept secrets (Andrews and Koutsky 1977). while others were readily apparent. As 

the following statement indicates. however, the existence of the routes was usually known 

long before their purpose was established: 

The flourishing trade between coastal Eskimos and Interior Athapaskans 
resulted in the development of well-established routes of travel and 
communication. These trade routes were apparent to the early explorers like 
Glazunov and Malakhov even before effects of resultant commercial 
dealings were fuily understood by Company officials (Vanstone 1979b: 67). 

Upon their "discovery." however, Indigenous trade routes typically became frequented by 

Europeans, with the Indigenous trade monopoly quickly ending (Andrews and Koutsky 

1977; 1979a; Vanstone 1979b). 

Trade and barter provided the first means of, and framework for. interaction 

between native and non-native people. While undoubtedly funcûoning as both a forum for 

interaction and control. the extent to which either natives or non-natives dominated is 

unclear. It was not until the late 1800s that cash was introduced as a means of exchange 

between natives and non-natives (Vanstone 1979a), though it by no means usurped trade 

and barter, especially as the latter served the important function of immediacy. Thus. vade 

and barter continued to serve an integral role in rural economies. Trade goods most 

cornrnonly included furs and dried fish (Vanstone 1979a, 1979b; Zagoskin l967[ 18471). 

Goods exchanged for these items included beads, pots and copper jugs, tobacco, flour, and 

later rifles, fabnc. and commercial animal traps. Other goods included needles, dentalium 

shells, horn combs, copper and iron bracelets, bronze earrings, Yakut knives, flints, 

scrapers, buttons, and tin pipes (Vanstone 1979b). 



Summarv and Conclusions 

The naniral environment of the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan area is varied. The area is 

characterized by seasonal extremes in both temperature and sunlight. While hills and 

mountains are integral to the area. the rivers. sloughs. creeks, lakes. and ponds 

predominate. The Yukon River and its tributaries dominate the area geographically; and. as 

might be expected, are important influences on mobility and resource harvesting activities 

in the region. The flora and fauna of the area is many and varied; and many species are 

utilized by the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Athabascans. 

The Deg Hi'tan and Doy' hi tan. also known as Ingalik and Holikachuk 

respectively. represent two of eleven distinct Athabascan groups in Alaska. While 

differences between some of the groups in both culture and language are relatively extreme. 

differences between the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan are more of degree than kind. 

Historically, both groups were extremely mobile; they lived a nomadic lifestyle, and relied 

upon a variety of fish and mammal resources. While both groups were noted for their 

fishing abilities. they also relied on ungulates. small mamals .  and birds. 

The recorded history of the people and the area includes a mix of Russian and 

European explorers. traders. and military expeditions. missionary (especially Catholic and 

Episcopalian) influences, and fortune seekers of al1 types (e.g.. several gold rushes have 

occurred in the area through time). Concomitant with these varying Euroamerican 

influences were epidemics which periodically decimated the people of the area. Trade and 

barter provided much of the framework for interaction between the Deg hi'tan and Doy 

hi'tan and the Euro-Americans who traveled through the area. Even after cash was 

introduced in the late 1800s, trade and barter served as the preferred means of interaction, if 

only because results were imrnediately useful. 

This Iengthy history of trade, barter, and cash transactions with Euroarnericans 

likely provided ample time for Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan to develop interactive strategies 

that worked in their favor. Thus, rather than being involved in increasingly unbalanced 



trade relations. as some have argued (Nelson 1887: Vanstone 1979b) Deg hi'tan and Doy 

hi'tan likely developed trade. barter. and exchange strategies that served their own needs. 

Throughout history, and to the present time, the individual development of each 

comrnunity. and into the present time. has resulted in the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan 

undergoing significant changes in their subsistence focus, settlement patterns, social 

relations. and interactions with other groups. While change has occurred. it is important to 

remernber the dynamic and adaptive nature of these people's social institutions. 



CHAPTER FOUR: 
Contemporary Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Comrnunities: 

Govemment, Facilities. Demographics, Employment, and Subsistence 

Lntrcduction 

In some ways, the cornmunities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross are 

typical of other rural communities in Alaska: the populations are relatively small and Young. 

pdcular ly  when compared with State and national averages. Average household size is 

higher in rural Alaska and the four cornrnunities than it is in other urban areas of the state or 

nation. The population of the four comrnunities is primarily Alaska ~ a t i v e . ~ ~  While 

'Alaska Native' is comprised of Arnerican Indian, Eskimo. or Aleut, the majority of people 

in the four comrnunities self- identify with the American Indian label.ol According to the 

1990 census, only twenty individuals in the four communities identified themselves as 

Eskimo; and only three people identified themselves as Aleut. 

As is true of most of rural Alaska, employment opportunities in the market 

economy for residents of the four cornrnunities are extrernely lirnited, a fact reflected in the 

relatively low household income levels. Reliance on fish and game resources is high; 

participation in hunting, fishing, and trapping is significant: and sharing of subsistence 

resources between households and within and between communities is cornmon. The 

following overview provides a sense of the contemporary realities facing the four 

communities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross. The first part of the chapter 

provides an overview of the population and household stnicture of the four communities. 

The second part of the chapter examines facets of the areas' economy and infrastructure. 

The chapter closes with an overview of subsistence in the four communities, including 

60 According to the 1990 Census. Grayling is 93.3 percent Alaska Native. Anvik is 91.5 percent Alaska 
Native, Shageluk is 95 percent Alaska Native, and Holy Cross is 93.5 percent Alaska Native. Aside from 
Alaska Native, other ethnic groups represented in the four communities include Caucasian, Afncan 
Amencan, Asian- Paci fic Islander. 
61 Athabascans faIl under the bmader, less specific American Indian label. 
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levels of participation in hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering: levels of sharing; and 

some of the costs associated with participating in subsistence. 

Po~ulation and Household Charactenstics 

Certain generalizations can be made concerning Alaska Native populations. For 

example. the Alaska Native population tends to be younger than the non-Native population: 

males tend to outnumber fernales: and most communities are weighed towards the younger 

age cohons. suggesting steady or increasing bixthrate62 and reduced infant rnortality (in 

addition to portendine population growth in the future as these youngsters mature and 

begin raising families) (Fall 1990: McNabb 1990: Williams 1985, 1988). 

Figures 3 through 6 and Tables 4-7 depict the population profiles for the study 

communi ties .63 During the study year, the estimated population sizes for Anvik. 

Shageluk, Grayling. and Holy Cross were 97. 124. 204. and 275 respectively. As is 

consistent with rural Alaska profiles. the population was weighted towards the younger 

cohons in dl four communities (Williams 1988). Of the four communities. Holy Cross 

had the smallest percentage of the population (5 1.9 percent) falling in the O to 29 years of 

age cohorts. The population of Grayling was the most heavily weighted towards the 

younger cohons. with 63.5 percent of the population falling between O and 29 years of 

age. Anvik had 60 percent of the population between O and 29 years of age. and in 

Shageluk 56.6 percent of the population fell in this group. 

62 While the specific binhrate for the four comrnunities is not available. the birthrate for the 
McGrathFioly Cross census sub-region which includes the four cornmunities is. The McGrath/Holy Cross 
Census sub-region had the highest reponed birzhrates for wornen in al1 three age classes, 15-24, 25-34 and 
35-44, when compared to both Alaska and the United States. 
63 The figures and tables display comrnunity estirnates which are exmpolated from the sample data. 



Table 4. Population Profile. Gray linp. 1990- 199 1. 
t 

Age Mals Female Total 

Number Percent Cum. Percent Number Percent Cum. Percent Number Percenr Cum. Percent 

0-9 3 7 . 8  34.0 34.0 26.4 29.1 29.1 64.2  31.5 3 1.5 

9 5 
Figure 3. Population Profile, Grayling. 1990- 199 1. 

missinp 2 .3  1.1 100.0 

Total 1 1  1.2 54.5 90.6 44.4 204.0 100.0 

70+ 

Y e 60-69 
a 

a 50-59 
r - 

40-49 
d 

0 30-39 
f I 

20-29 
A - 
9 10-19 

e - 
under 10 

5 males - * 
I 
9 
9 
O 

-30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30 40 
Population 



Figure 4. Population Profile. Anvik, 1990- 199 1. 

- 2 0 - 1 0  O 10 20 
Population 

Age Male Female Total 

Numkr Percent Cum. Percent Number Percent Curn. Percent Sumber Percent Curn. Percent 

0-9 13.9 25.6 25.6 18.1 38.9 38.9 3 1.0 32.0 32.0 

10-19 7.8 15.4 41.0 5.2 1 1 . 1  50.0 12.9 13.3 45.3 

20-29 5.7 10.3 51.3 9.0 19.4 69.4 14.2 14.7 60.0 

30-39 9.0 17.9 69.2 2.6 5.6 75.0 I I  .6 12.0 72.0 

40-49 7.8 15.4 84.6 5.2 1 1 . 1  86.1 12.9 13.3 85.3 

50-59 3.9 7.7 92.3 0.0 0.0 86.1 3.9 3.0 89.3 

60-69 3.9 7.7 100.0 2.6 5.6 91.7 6.5 6.7 96.0 

70+ 0.0 0.0 100.0 3.9 8.3 100.0 3.9 4.0 100.0 

Total 50.4 52.0 46.5 48.0 96.9 100.0 
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Figure 5.  Population --. Profile. - - - - Shageluk. 1990- 199 1. - - .- - - - -- 

- 2 O - 1  O O 10 20 
Population 

Age Male Female Total 

Number Percent Cum. Percent Number Percent Cum. Percent Sumber Percent Cum. Percent 

0-9 17.5 25.9 25.9 18.8 33.3 33.3 36.3 29.3 29.3 

10-19 12.5 18.5 14.4 5.0 8.9 42.2 17.5 14.1 43.4 

20-29 8.8 13.0 57.1 7.5 13.3 55.6 16.3 13.1 56.6 

30-39 10.0 14.8 72.2 10.0 17.8 73.3 20.0 16.2 72.7 

40-49 7.5 1 1 . 1  83.3 5.0 8.9 82.2 12.5 10.1 82.8 

50-59 3.8 5 .6  88.9 5.0 8.9 9 i . I  8.8 7.1 89.9 

60-69 5.0 7.4 96.3 5.0 8.9 100.0 10.0 8.1 98.0 

70+ 2.5 3.7 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 2.5 2.0 100.0 

Total 67.5 54.5 56.3 45.5 123.8 100.0 
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Figure 6. Population Profile, Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 
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Table 7. Population Profile. Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Age Male Female Total 

Number Percent Cum. Percent Number Percent Cum. Percent Number Percenc Cum. Percent 
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There were more males than femaies in d l  four study comrnunities. The greatest 

discrepancy between males and females existed in Holy Cross, in which 58.9 percent of 

the population was male, and 41.1 percent were female. Anvik was closely balanced, with 

52 percent male and 48 percent female. In Grayling and Shageluk, 54.5 percent of the 

population was male and 44.4 percent of the population was female. 

Dependents, as measured in the three cohons 0-9, and 10-19. and 70 and above. 

accounted for close to fifty percent of the total population in al1 four communities: Holy 

Cross and Shageluk were the lowest in dependent population at 45 and 45.4 and percent. 

respectively. The highest was Grayling at 50 percent. and Anvik was at 49.3 percent. The 

dependency ratio ranged frorn 1: 1 in Grayling. to 0.82: 1 in Holy Cross. 

Table 8 and Figure 7 provides the household size of sample households for the four 

communities. Sample households ranged in size frorn I to 1 1 persons. Of the 136 

households in the sample, slightly more than 20 percent were comprised of only one 

person. Similarly. slightly more than 18 percent of the households in the four communities 

were comprised of 5 people. Eighty-six percent of the sampled households consisted of 

five or less people. 

Table 8. Sarnpled Household Size for Grayling, Anvik Shageluk, Holy Cross. I W O -  199 1 
(Source: Field Data). 

Number of Peo~le in Sampled Househotds 

Grayling 6 5 7 4 5 8 I 2 2 O 1 

Anvik 7 4  1 3 9 O O O O O O 

Shageluk 7 6 6 5 6 2 O O O O O 

Holy Cross 8 6 8 9 5 O 1 1 1 O O 
Total 28 21 22 21 25 10 2 3 3 O 1 



Figure 7. Sarnple Household Size Composition. Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. Holy Cross. 
1990-1991. 

One Person HH 20.6% . Two Parçon HH 15.4% 

~ h r e e  Penon HH 16.2% 

Four Penon HH 15.4O/0 

Five Person HH 18.4% 

six Person HH 7.4010 

Seven Person HH 1.5% 

Eight Person HH 2.2% 

Nine Person HH 2.20h 

Ten Person HH Ooh 

Eleven Perscn HH 0.7% 

Figure 8 provides the sampled household sizes by çornmunity. Grayling boasted 

the largest household size in the sample (1 1); and. along with Holy Cross. had the only 

households with seven. eight, and nine household members. Average household size for 

the four communities collectively was 3.5 people. a figure higher than the average 

household size for Alaska (2.9) or the U.S. (2.7) (United States Department of Commerce 

1990). The larger household sizes are likely related to the fact that more than two 

generations cornmonly live together in a single household. Average household sizes ranged 

from a high of 4.3 people per household in Grayling to 3.1 people per household in 

Shageluk. and Anvik. 



Figure 8. Sampled Household Size by Cornmunity. Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. Holy 
Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

1 . Grayling . ~ n v i k  Shageluk 0 Holy Cross 1 

one - two -three four five six seven eight nine ten eleven 
Household Size 

As a final note, a few points should be made about the terrn 'household.' While 

cornrnonly used as a designator for al1 sorts of different categories, 'household' in the 

context of rural communities must be qualified. An integral part of subsistence economies. 

and the communities in which they exist, are linked households. The communities of 

Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross are no different. Many households in the 

four communiiies represented at least three generations of people, and it was not 

uncornmon to have unrelated people occupying the same residence. In most cases, 

individual households were linked through kinship to at least one and usually more 

households. Linked households commonly cooperated in subsistence activities. and 

sharing food and equipment. Through time, the growth of the four villages has been 

based largely on kinship, which has functioned as a primas, means of recruitment or 

*liation. As a result. kinship ties are widespread throughout the four villages. 



Economic Attributes of the Four Comunities 

Sources of income for residents of the four communities include wage employment, 

commercial fishing, trapping. other self-employment, transfer payments and dividends. As 

noted, wage employment is sporadic; and varies from season to season as well as from 

year to year. Opportunities to participate in wage labor are limited; in the four 

communities, households having no employed rnembers ranged from a high of 41 percent 

in Holy Cross, to a low of 20.8 percent in Anvik. In Holy Cross. 35 percent of the people 

employed held full time year-round jobs. and only 11.5 percent of the people employed in 

Anvik held full time year-round jobs. The majonty of jobs in the four comrnunjties are 

funded either directly or indirectly through federal or state government. Commercial 

fishing provided a source of income for some househoids in 1991, although income 

derived from commercial fishng, as with wage labor, varies from year to year. Sirnilarly, 

trapping provides a source of some cash to many households, although it too varies from 

year, depending on availability and marketability of furs. Cottage industry, mostly in the 

form of craft production (i.e., marten hats. drums. dolls). provided a source of income to 

some households as well. Many households received payment from at least one of many 

social service programs such as Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC); 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI); medical payments for such programs as Medicare. 

Medicaid, and Indian Health Service; Adult Public Assistance (APA); veterans benefits: 

Longevity Bonus;6j and food stamps. Except for individuals with outstanding debts to the 

Interna1 Revenue Service, or those in arrears on Child Support Payments. al1 residents 

received Alaska Permanent Fund dividends.65 Stock dividend payments from Village and 

64 The longevity Bonus Program. instituted in  1982. was designed to pay homage to Alaska Pioneen; and 
provides a payment of $250/month to every Alaskan over the age of 65. 
65 The Alaska Permanent Fund dividend is an annual payment made to al1 Alaska residents from North 
Slope oil revenues. The program, authorized by the Alaska State Legislacure in 1981, has paid out 
dividends since its inception. In the 1990s. payments have averaged over $900/year. It is not unusuaI for 
the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, a major cash influx to al1 households in Alaska, especially those in 
rural Alaska, to be spent on technology such as snow machines or outboards. 



Regional corporations66 may contribute to house hold income. Finally , people in the 

National Guard earned some income by participating in the required number of drills; and a 

few individuals were store, or bed and breakfastflodge, owners. Of al1 of these, Alaska 

Permanent Fund dividends and transfer payments are the most stable and consistent 

sources of cash. Limited opportunities for wage labor, and the high costs associated with 

living in the area, make these stable sources of cash an important component of the local 

resource base. Specific components of household income were not recorded for this study, 

but estimates are provided in the following discussion. 

As will be noted. the cost of living for the area is relatively high: and according to 

the U.S. census. household poverty levels include a iow of 12 percent in Grayling. to a 

high of 48.8 percent in Holy The use of the term 'poverty levels' must be 

understood in the appropriate context. It is only one measure-- a subjective measure at that- 

- for determining household or cornmunity income and well-being. Because it includes 

only the cash coming into the household, and does not iniiude wild fish and game 

harvests, it shows only a fraction of the picture. particularly in the context of economies in 

which the wild harvest of fish and game plays a significant role. As is noted by Asch 

(1976a: 36-37) in his testimony to the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry regarding the 

Dene of the Northwest Tenitones: 

... It must be clear by now that cash income accounts only for a portion of the total 
economy of Native people and thus they, unlike the stereotypic Southem Canadian 
poor, may have little cash but still not be impoverished: for a large portion of their 
subsistence cornes from bush resources. 

Further, as is noted by Usher (1976b: 12), "... The North may well be the only place 

where a poor man's table is laden with meat as a matter of course." Attributes of 

66 Village and Regional Corporations, formed under ANCSA (see chapter one). often but not always pay 
dividends to their shareholders. 
67 It is worthwhile to note that of the four cornrnunities, Grayling has the largest househoid size. There 
may be a correlation with lower poverty levels in Grayiing, as larger household size will bring in more 
unearned income and hence elevate the household income. Similarly. Holy Cross has more single person 
households than any other community. One person households will net a much smaller portion of unearned 
income. 
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subsistence are discussed subsequent to a discussion on formal economic attributes of the 

four communities. 

Employment 

Employment statistics provide a limited view of al1 econornies, particularly those in 

rural Alaska, largely because the definitions of unemployment and employment have 

questionable application. 'Unemployed' is defined by the State as an individual who is not 

currently working but is looking for a job. while 'working' is defined as providing a 

service for which one is paid.68 Wage work is extremely limited in rural Alaska, often 

limited to a handful of jobs available in any given cornmunity. Interestingly. hunting. 

fishing, gathering, and trapping for subsistence, endeavors in which many people 

participate, do not qualify as 'work' according to state definition. Clearly, the concepts of 

being 'unemployed', 'looking for work.' and what one considers 'work' mean different 

things in rural Alaska. The four communities in this study are no exception. With these 

qualifiers in rnind. we turn to unemployment figures and employment opportunities 

available in the four communities. 

Depanment of Labor employment statistics show an annual average monthly 

employment of 2.58769 for 1990 for the Yukon-Koyukuk district. This Figure is 

comparable with other mral areas (e.g.. Dillingharn level was 1,836 and Nortliwest Arctic 

Borough was 2,220). Employment levels for the first six months of 1991 were 1.841 

compared to 2,015 for the first half year of 1990. The rate of unemployment in the Yukon- 

Koyukuk District for 1990 was 16 percent. compared to 8 percent for the State of Alaska as 

a whole. 

68 Due to the limited nurnber of  jobs, as well as to the fact that subsistence is not considered work in the 
formal sense, many people do not quaMy as being unemployed; that is, they are not looking for a job. 
since they know none are available, nor are they considered to be working if they are hunting, fishing, 
trapping. or gathering. 
69 This number refen to the average monthly ernployment. 



Table 9 illustrates the number of employed household members in each of the four 

communities. As the table indicates, a low of 20.8 percent to a h g h  of 41 percent of the 

households in the four communities had no employed members during the study period. 

From 34.1 percent to 46.9 percent of the households had one member employed at some 

type of work. and from 15.4 to 29.3 percent of the households had two mernbers 

employed. In Grayling and Holy Cross. a small percentage of the households had four 

employed members; and one household in Anvik had five members employed at some type 

of work. 

Table 9. Percent of Employed Household Members in Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and 
Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

b 

Number of Percent of Sampled Households in 

Ern~loved People Gravlin~ Anvik Shaoeluk Holv Cross 

O 24.4 20.8 34.4 4 1 

1 34.1 41.7 46.9 4 1 

2 29.3 25 18.8 15.4 

3 0. O 8.3 0.0 0.0 

4 12.2 0.0 0.0 2.6 

5 O. O 4.2 0.0 0.0 

Table 10 illustrates the levels of participation in types of employment by members 

of al1 four communities. Employment is broken down into four types: full-time year- 

round, part-time year-round, full-time seasonal and part-tirne seasonal. A total of 146 jobs 

are represented in this table: of these jobs 24 percent are full time-year round positions. 

Part-time year-round, and part-time seasonal positions comprise the majority of the jobs in 

the four communities (63.7%). Slightly fewer than half (44.5%) of the available positions 

are seasonal, and just over half (55.6%) are year-round. 



Table 10. Percent of Full-time Year-round (mm). Part-time Year-round (PTNR), Full- 
time Seasonal (FTISeas.) and Part-time Seasonal (PWSeas.) Employment in Grayling. 
Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

l 

Type of Employment 

FT N R  PTrYR FT/ Seas. PT /Seas. 

Graybng 20 20 21.8 38.5 

Anvik 11.5 23 7.7 57.7 

S hageluk 28 52 0.0 30 

Holy Cross 35 40 10 15 

Of the available positions in Grayling. 20 percent were full-time. year- round 

positions. 20 percent were part-time year-round, 21.8 percent were full- time seasonal. 

and 38.2 percent were part-time seasonal. Fifty percent of the employment in Grayling 

was part-time. A sirnilar employment picture exists for Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 

Of the 26 jobs in Anvik, only 1 1.5 percent were full-time year-round. 23 percent were part- 

time year-round, 7.7 percent were hill-time seasonal, and the majority (57.7 percent) were 

part-time seasonal. Of the 25 reponed jobs in Shageluk. 28 percent of the jobs were full- 

time year-round. 52 percent were pan-time year-round. and 20 percent were part-time 

seasonal. There were no full-time seasonal positions in Shageluk. Finally. of the 40 

reported jobs in Holy Cross. 35 percent were full-time year-round. 40 percent were part- 

time year-round, 10 percent were full-time seasonal, and 15 percent were part-time 

seasonal positions. 

The preponderance of part time andor seasonal employment characteristic of the 

four villages is typical of employment in rural Alaska. Part-time positions include teachers 

aides, postal clerks, air service agents, retail store clerks, and other school-related 

employment such as janitors, cooks and maintenance personnel. Full-time positions are 

typically related to the school or govemment (local or state); and include city clerks, Village 

Public Safety Officer (VPSO), water plant operator, generator operator, etc.. The rnajority 

of jobs are service-related and, as is m e  of almost everywhere in Alaska, either directly or 

indirectly funded by federai and/or state govemment. The relatively large nurnber of part- 
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time andor seasonal positions can be accounted for by local involvement in fire fighting 

and seasonal c o n s ~ c t i o n  opportunities. 

Holy Cross and Grayling had the highest percentage of households with Full-tirne 

year-round jobs. while Holy Cross and Shageluk had the highest percentage of jobs that 

were full-time year round during the study year. Several factors help to explain this 

phenornenon. First. the absence of full-time seasonai positions in Shageluk weighs the 

seven full time year- round jobs more heavily. Thus, while it is tme that there are seven 

full-time positions in Shageluk, accounting for 28 percent of employment, the remaining 

employment. 72 percent. is part-time. 

Holy Cross is a different situation. The TCC Sub regional Office is located in Holy 

Cross. thus providing several full-time positions. Also. Deloycheet. the local village 

corporation in Holy Cross. has been active in the village economy. working in 

construction. home and office rentals, building material sales. and fuel oil business. The 

other three village corporations do not provide the same level of employment. Finally, the 

school district offers a level of employment in Holy Cross and Grayling not available in the 

other two villages. 

Commercial Fishing and Trapping 

Commercial fishing and trapping provide limited and potentially lucrative 

opportunities to eam cash. Participation in commercial fishng and trapping is dependent 

on having access to the necessary equipment, license andor  area (e-g., trapline or fishing 

spot). Thiny-one residents of Grayling, Anvik, and Holy Cross held commercial fishing 

permits for either set nets or fishwheels during the study year. The number of permits and 

the associated gear type for each of the three villages in 199 1 is shown in Table 1 1. There 

were no commercial fishing permits owned by residents of Shageluk in 199 1, in spite of 

the fact that historically, residents of Shageluk fished the Yukon River. This situation may 



be tied to the exclusion of Shageluk fishermen through the limited entry system,70 and to 

their residence on the Innoko River. It is unclear what levels of participation in comrnercial 

fishing would be by residents of Grayling if they still lived in Holikachuk. 

Table 1 1. Commercial Fishing Permits by Gear Type for Grayling, Anvik. and Holy 
Cross, 1992 (Source: Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, pers. cornm. 1992). 

Gill Net Permit Fishwheel Permit Total 

Gray ling 6 4 10 

Anvik 3 8 11 

Holy Cross 1 9 10 

In 199 1. Grayling and Anvik fell into sub-district Y4A of the Yukon river.71 and 

Holy Cross was in Y3 (Map 3). While Y3 included the area just below Russian Mission 

up to mile 301 (Old Paradise Village), sub-district Y4A was further divided into three 

statisticai areas. Statisticd area 334-44, where Anvik comrnercial fishers fished in 199 1, 

included the Yukon River from Old Paradise to just above Anvik. Statistical area 334-45. 

where Grayling residents fished. included the Yukon River from just above Anvik up to 

Stink Creek. Statistical area 334-46 included from Stink Creek to Koyukuk (Alaska 

Department of Fish and Game Division of Commercial Fisheries 1992). The majority of 

commercial fishing in Y4A is directed at surnmer chum salmon, although Chinook salrnon 

are taken incidentai to the surnrner chum harvest. According to the Division of Commercial 

Fisheries, however, "virtually al1 of the District 4 Chinook salmon commercial harvest is 

taken in sub-districts 4B and 4C" (Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of 

Commercial Fisheries 1992: 5) .  

70 In 1972. as a result of greatly increased numbers of both commercial fishermen and commercial fishing 
gear, the Stace Constitution was arnended to allow the kgislature to develop a Iimited entry system for the 
state's commercial fisheries. The purpose of the limited entry program was ostensibly to regutate and 
stabilize the amount of gear in each fishery and to assist in effective fisheries management (Dinneford and 
Hart 1986). The program required individuals wanting to fish commercially in Alaska to first purchase an 
interim use permit. If and when the fishery became limited, fishermen had to apply for a Iimited entry 
permit. Limited entry permits were awarded based on a point system: fishermen had to prove economic 
dependence on the fishery, assessrnent of reliance on and availability of other sources of income and 
occupations, and extent of previous participation in the fishery (measured in terrns of years and degree of 
involvement.) 
71 The Division of Commercial Fisheries. Alaska Department of Fish and Garne. is divided into districts 
and sub-districts so as to regulatelcontrol fishing areas, fishing quotas, etc. more easily. 
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In 1991. District Y4 commercial fishing season opened on June 26. Due to 

anticipated high catch rates during this 48 hour opening. however, the five remaining 

commercial fishing periods in Y4A were limited. by emergency order. to 24 hours (Alaska 

Department of Fish and Game Division of Commercial Fisheries 1992: 5). In spite of 

these restrictions. fishermen in süb district Y4A sold 128, 231 pounds of roe (Aiaska 

Department of Fish and Game Division of Commercial Fisheries 1992: 7). A breakdown 

of Y4A roe sales by sratistical area is shown in Table 12. 

Table 12. Summer Chum Roe Sales by Statistical Area, Y4A. 1991 (Source: Alaska 
Department of Fish and Garne, Division of Commercial Fisheries). 

Nurnber of Percent of 

Sub-District Fishermen Pounds of Roe Total Harvest 

334-46 3 1 45,863 36% 

334-44 17 39,28 1 30% 

334-45 20 43,087 34% 

Fishermen fishing in Y3 (in which Holy Cross is included) do not participate in a 

roe fishery; instead. they sel1 Chinook. Surnmer and Fall Chum. and Coho Salmon "in the 

round."72 The commercial harvest of the 29 fishermen in District 3 is included in Table 

Table 13. District 3 Commercial Fishing Sales (number of fish), 199 1 (Source: Alaska 
Department of Fish and Garne. Division 2 Commercial Fisheries). 

Summer 
Chum Chinook Fa11 Chum Coho Total 

District 3 8.9 12 2,344 9,2 13 1,905 22,374 

While the number of commercial fishing pennits available in the four villages is 

limited, and provides a cash-generating opportunity to only a very few individuals, 

commercial fishing nonetheless generates a significant amount of cash. The cash was 

subsequently redistributed to vimially the entire cornmunity in the form of other resources. 

72 "In the round" refers ro fish that are sold whole, as opposed to fish that are cut for their roe. 
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Commercial fishing is one of the few opportunities in which cash can be generated while 

conducting an activity which is also part of subsistence. 

Trapping. on the other hand, is available to anyone possessing the skills. the 

equiprnent, and ties to a traplineS73 Traplines are typically passed from father to son. as 

was the case a century ago (Vanstone 1978: 35-36). Today, as in the past, rights to 

traplines are respected as long as the particular area is used (letting the trapline lay 'fallow' 

for a period of several years is recognized as a legitimate use of the land). Traplines 

represent an interesting example of the integration of cash and subsistence: traplines 

generate cash. but are transferred through inheritance or through cultural andor social 

networks. 

During the 1990- 199 1 season, approximately 22 percent of the respondents to the 

survey participated in trapping for both commercial and subsistence use. While trapping is 

a source of cash. and fur sales provide an important expon commodity for the four 

communities. trapping is equally important for trade and persona1 use. as has been noted 

for other areas in the Intenor of Alaska (Wolfe 199 lb). Due largely to the international and 

national controversies surrounding fur trapping. and resultant depression of the wild fur 

market, it is a becoming a less secure means of attaining cash. 

Unearned hcome/Tran$er Paynenis 

Transfer payments are defined as "incornes received by persons for whch they do 

not render current services" (Geier. et al. 1995). As discussed. transfer payments received 

during the study year by residents of the four communities included Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children ( AFDC) ; Adult Public Assistance (APA) ; Food S tarnps (FS ) ; Medical 

73 While not entirely clear based on the historical record, it appears that the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan 
likely practiced what is commonly referred to as 'usufructory nghts' (the right to use or enjoy the products 
of an estate not beionging to oneself) to trap lines; that is, the trapline area could be used but not owned. 
Further, once use was discontinued by an individual or family, another individual or farnily could assume 
ownership of the site merely by establishing use. For cenain periods of time, commonly ranging from one 
to two years, usufnict nghts hung in abeyance; and during that time permission had to be gained in order to 
use a specific site. 
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payments for such programs as Medicare. Medicaid, and Indian Health Service: Longevity 

bonus: veterans benefits: and Supplemental Security Incorne (SSI). In addition to 

providing one of the few stable sources of income for many rural families. transfer 

payments comprised a substantial cash supplement to each of the four ~illages.~"eier 

( 1995: xi), based on an analysis of census data. claim that transfer payments75 account for 

over 25 percent of the cash income in the four communities. 

The aggregate number of cases for the four villages, and the average amount of 

payments for Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, Medicaid. and Adult 

Public Assistance for five months during the year September 1990- 199 1 are provided in 

Table 14. Public assistance payments are based on income for a previous time period: that 

is, payments distributed in September are based on Junees income. It is therefore possible 

to access incorne levels in the community at different points in time by examining the 

payment information. 

Table 14. Average Payments of Public Assistance. Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. Holy 
Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Division of Public Assistance, pers. comm. 199 1 ). 

1 

Month Number of Cases Avera~e Pavment 

September 1990 88 $544.00 

December 1990 92 S572.00 

March 1991 121 S657 .O0 

June 199 1 123 $572 .O0 

September 199 1 120 $5 19.00 

74 This study took place subsequent to welfare refom in 1996-1997. The implications of welfare refom. 
specifically the planned five year limit to benefits. and other legislative changes expected to occur in the 
next few years (Le. reduction of educational subsidies to rural areas) will likely be felt for a long time in 
many rural comrnunities. 
75 In addition to the above mentioned sources of uansfer payments. Geier also included retirernent and 
related transfer payments; Civilian Health and Medical Plan of the Uniformed Services medical payments: 
unemployment insurance; veteran;s benefit payments; and transfer payments covering education, training 
assistance, the Alaska Permanent Fund payments, etc. 



Household Incolne 

Of the 136 households sarnpled. 30 chose not to repon household income levels. Of 

the responses received. however. the average household income for three of the four villages 

was between $10,000 and S20,000 during the study year. The average househotd incorne 

was lower in Shageluk, falling between O and S 10,000. Table 15 reports household income 

levels, and Figure 9 reports household income levels as a percent of the whole. 

Table 15. Percent of Household Incorne Levels, Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy 
Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Range of Percent of households with range of incorne in 
Household Income Gravling Anvik Shaeeluk Holv Cross 

O- 10,000 17.1 50.0 65.6 43.6 

10,OO 1 -20,000 4.9 25 18.8 25.6 

20.00 1-30,000 9.8 O. 8 15.6 15.4 

30.00 1-40,000 3 -4 4.2 O 2.6 

40,OO 1 -50,000 2.4 O O O 

5O,OOO+ O O O 2.6 

missing 63.4 O O 10.3 

The information in Table 15 corresponds with data from the 1990 census (United 

States Department of Commerce 1990), which reports that the median household income in 

the four communities ranpd  from 510.694 in Anvik to $2 1,641 in Grayling. Transfer 

payments, Regional and Village Corporation dividends, Alaska Permanent Fund dividends, 

and energy assistance are included as household income: and often represent a substantial 

portion of the total income.76 Estimates for the percent of the population living below 

poverty in 1990 included 12.6 percent for Grayling, 45 percent in Anvik, 34.8 percent in 

Shageluk, and 48.88 in Holy Cross (United Staies Department of Commerce 1990). 

As illustrated in Figure 9, roughly 42 percent of the households for whom income 

levels were reported fell into the 0-$10.000 range. Slightly over 32 percent of the sarnpled 

As was noted previously. Alaska Permanent Fund dividends have averaged above 5900 during the 1990s. 
In 1996, the payment was $1,130.68 per person. If a household contains five members. then, the payment 
could be as much as $5.653.40-- a not insignificant addition to any family's cash flow. 
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households had incomes in the S 10.00 1- $30,000 range. Roughly 4 percent of the sampled 

households reported income levels of $30.00 1 or more. 

Figure 9. Relative Percent of Household Income Levels, 1990- 199 1. 

It should be noted that subsistence foods are not included as part of the household 

income. Thus while the overall income is low. it does not mean that people are starving. 

On the other hand, continued subsistence production requires some level of cash input. 

Reduced cash incorne can mean lowered subsistence productivity. However. as will be 

discussed later in this chapter, there are other ways (aside from purchasing) subsistence 

equipment which provides for access to equipment, and hence subsistence resources. 

Cost of Living 

As a frarne of reference, the comparative costs of food at home for a week for four 

communities is shown in Table 16 (United States Department of Agriculture and 

Cooperative Extension Service 199 1). Due to its small size and relative isolation, McGrath 

(as opposed to Fairbanks. Anchorage, or Bethel) is probably the most similar to the four 

communities in ternis of food costs. 
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Table 16. Cost of Food at Home for a Week for a Family of Four, With Elementary 
School Age Children, Selected Months. 199 1 (Source: Ünited States Department of 
Agriculture and Cooperative Extension Service 199 1 ). 

Anchorage Fairbanks McGrath Be the1 

March 1991 S 100.77 S 106.00 S 1 60.46 $152.69 

June 199 1 $102.84 $1 14.65 S 160.59 $152.49 

September 199 1 $99.44 $1 10.34 $155.74 $153.07 

December 199 1 $98.40 $9 1.4577 $158.66 $148.82 

As the table indicates, food costs are usually much higher in rural areas than they 

are in the urban centers of Fairbanks and Anchorage. Food costs in McGrath range frorn 

57 to 60 percent higher than in Anchorage. Due to shipping and handling, food costs in the 

villages of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross would exceed those in McGrath. 

As might be expected, the costs of al1 consumable goods such as electricity, fuel 

(oil and gas). clothes, and rent are higher in the study communities than they are in urban 

areas. The remoteness of these areas. difficulty of access. and the associated costs of 

shipping are the main factors for the higher costs. An illustration of the high costs facing 

residents of the four villages is shown in Table 17. 

Table 17. Cornparison of Cost of Miscellaneous Items, Fairbanks and Holy Cross. 1990- 
199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Item Holv Cross Fairbanks 

1 gallon fuel oil S 2.25 $ 1-01 

1 gallon gasoline $ 2.45 $ 1.13 

electricity (50 kwh) $ 18.50 $ 9.90 

monthly phone service $ 25.74 $10.00 

round trip airfare (Holy Cross-Anch.) $57 1 .O0 N/A 

monthlv watedsewer service $ 20.00 $15.00 

77 The new Fred Meyen Store opened in Fairbanks this month. causing an unprecedenred Iowering of food 
prices city-wide. 



Fuel oil and gas are cornrnonly barged in by Mapco and its subsidiary, Nenana 

Barge lines, during the summer months. Al1 of the villages have bulk fuel storage 

capacities. If the fuel supply mns out (as occurred during the 1990- 199 1 winter) fuel is 

flown in. The added costs are then passed on to the consumer. In al1 four villages, the 

City, the store(s), and the Village Corporations sel1 fuel. 

Both oïl-fired fumaces and wood stoves are used for heat. Reliance on different 

heat sources varied by cornmunity in 1991: in Shageluk. 100 percent of the homes used 

wood exclusively for heat. whereas in Holy Cross, only 27 percent of the homes used 

wood heat. In Grayling, approxirnately 60 percent of the homes used wood for heat. 

whereas in Anvik. this percentage was 67 percent. Detennining variables included the age 

of the house. heat technology (e.g.. furnace or woodstove) availability of wood or oil, 

money, tirne (to harvest and process wood), and outside temperature. 

Running water and sewage were available to most residences in Holy Cross and 

Grayling in 199 1. Approximately 80 percent of the houses in Holy Cross and 93.5 percent 

of the homes in Grayling were connected to public sewage disposa1 system and a public 

water system in 199 1. The remaining homes typically hauled their own water, and used 

honey buckets78 or outhouses. In Anvik and Shageluk. the situation was quite different. 

None of the houses in Shageluk and only 7 percent of the households in Anvik were 

connected to the public sewage system. The situation for public water was much the same. 

Without the use of public water, people generally hauled well water from a central point, 

typically the washeteria. As might be expected. the newer homes had more efficient water 

and sewer systems, while residents of the older homes continued to utilize honey buckets 

and/or outhouses. 

78 "Honey buckets" refen to containers used in the home to deposit human waste in the absence of indoor 
plumbing. Some communities have "honey bucket" pick-up service, while residents of other communities 
must dispose of the contents of the honey buckets themselves. Al1 communities have some sort of sewage 
lagoon, into which the contents are deposited. 
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Elecvical service is provided by Alaska Village Electrical Coop (AVEC). with its 

headquarters in Anchorage. Electricity is generated by diesel fuel. Rates are subsidized 

through the power cost equalization (PCE) program. In 199 1, the minimum monthly 

charge for the four villages was $18.60 (50 kwh), with additional per kilowatt hour charge 

of 0.372 (AVEC pers. c o r n .  1992). Local telephone service is provided by Bush Tell, 

Inc. (BTI), with its headquarters in Aniak. Long distance service is provided by Aiascorn. 

The monthly residential telephone charge in 1991 was $25.74, with long distance toi1 

charges adding substantial costs (BTI pers. comrn. 1992). Long distance charges include 

any cal1 outside of the local cornmunity. Communication withia the village is just as likely 

to occur through the use of Citizen Band (CB) radio, as through telephone. Television 

service is provided by Alaska Rural Communication System, or ARCS. 

Al1 four communities have health clinics. three of which are owned by the 

respective city governments. The exception is Anvik, in which the clinic is owned by the 

local village corporation, Ingalik. Inc. Al1 four clinics are leased to the public health 

service. The four study cornmunities have health aides, who administer to al1 cornrnunity 

health problems. The regional health organization is the Yukon-Kuskokwim Health 

Corporation. 

In 199 1, Mark Air and Larry's Flying Service made regular daily stops in each of 

the four villages. Mark Air held the US Postal Service contract for al1 four comrnunities. 

Al1 four communities are accessible only by airplane or snow machine in winter: and 

airplane, boat, or barge during summer. 

L o d  Government and Village Cornorations 

Both Anvik and Grayling were incorporated as second class cities in 1969. Holy 

Cross was incorporated as a second class city in 1968, and Shageluk was incorporated as a 

second class city in 1970. Al1 four communities have a mayoral form of govenunent and a 

seven-rnember city council. In addition, Anvik and Holy Cross have recognized 
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Traditional Councils. known as Anvik Village and Holy Cross Village, respectively; 

Grayling and Shageluk have recognized 1 ~ ~ 7 9  Councils. known as Organized Village of 

Grayling and Shageluk Native Village. respectively. 

While al1 of the study communities are member villages of the regional corporation, 

Doyon, Ltd.. al1 of them also have their own village corporations. Each person born prior 

to December 18. 197 1, was entitled to 100 shares in their regional corporation and 100 

shares in their village corporation. According to the original intent of ANCSA. the village 

corporations were the means by which shareholders were to obtain t it le to individual pieces 

of land (Arnold 1976). Pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA. 85 

Stat. 706) of 197 1. the Grayling village corporation. Hee-Yea-Lingde Corporation, was 

entitled to 92.160 acres of unappropriated lands. Hee-Yea-Lingde Corporation had 178 

shareholders in 1974 (Arnold 1976: 33 1)  most of whom were current Grayling residents 

bom prior to December 18, 1971, as required by statute. Similady. the Anvik village 

corporation, formerly known as Central Native Corporation and currently known as 

Ingalik. Inc., had 129 shareholders in 1974. Ingalik. Inc. was dso entitled to receive 92. 

160 acres of land. The village corporation of Shageluk. Zho-tse. Inc.. had 185 

sharehoiders in 1974 (Arnold 1976: 33 1). It too was entitled to receive 92.160 acres of 

federal land under the terms of ANCSA. Finally, Holy Cross village corporation. 

Deloycheet. Inc., had 429 shareholders in 1974 (Arnold 1976). Deloycheet was entitled to 

138,240 acres from the Federal govemment. Conveyance for selected village lands is 

ongoing. 

7 9 ~ h e  Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) was applied to Alaska in 1936 (Act of May 1. 1936: 49 Stat. 
1250). 



Subsistence 

Wild resource use is vital to the well-being of the four cornmunities, as it is to the 

well-king of many Nonhem Native communities (Asch 1986; Berger 1985; Berkes, et al. 

1994; Bodenhom 1988; Bone 1989; Cassell 1988; Caulfield 1983; Dahl 1989; Doiitskey 

1992: Ellanna and Balluta 1992: Feit 1994; Freeman 1986; Huntington 1992; Kruse 199 1 ; 

Lonner 1986; Luton 1985: Nelson, et al. 1982; Nuttall 1992: Rushforth 1977; Tobias and 

Kay 1994: Wein and Freeman 1995; Wenzel 198 1 ,  1985, 1986a 1986b; Wheeler 1993a: 

Wolfe. et al. 1984: Worl and Smythe 1986). As might be expected. considerable effort 

was expended by local residents of al1 f o x  communities on hunting. fishing. trapping. and 

gathenng80 activities during the study year. Resources were shared freely; al1 hunters and 

fishemen shared fish and game which they had harvested. and some shared resources 

which had been trapped and gathered. Al1 households participated in subsistence. either 

through direct harvest and consumption, or through receipt of resources by familial or 

community redistribution. This practice is consistent with Indigenous resource use 

throughout the North (Asch 1986: Berkes. et al. 1994; Bone 1989; Cassell 1988: Ellanna 

and Balluta 1992; Feit 1994; Freeman 1986; Kmse 1991; Lonner 1986; Luton 1985; 

Nelson, et al. 1982: Nuttall i 992; Rushforth 1977; Tobias and Kay 1994; Wein and 

Freeman 1995; Wenzel I986b; Wheeler 1993a: Wolfe, et al. 1984). As well, barter is also 

particularly important in the context of trapping harvests. Naturd resources are not the 

only subsistence-related goods shared: major items of technology, such as snow machines, 

boats, etc., are also borrowed and shared for the purposes of subsistence activities or 

getting access to resources. As noted by Bodenhorn (1988: 228) 

There are alternative ways to get access to equipment if you cannot buy it. 
People can give it to you, they c m  loan it to you, or they can share it with 
you while they use it themselves. Al1 are used regularly ... boats engines, 

80 Hunting generally refers to the participation in the subsistence harvest or attempted harvest of big and 
srnaIl game (e.g.. from moose, bear, caribou, to rabbits, ptannigan, and waterfowl). Fishing refers both to 
subsistence and commercial fishing, in which the primary resources harvested include salmon, whitefish, 
sheefish, trout, and grayling. Trapping refers to both subsistence and commercial trapping, in which 
marten, beaver, and fox are the prirnary species harvested. Finally, gathering refers to any activity in which 
bemes, greens. wood, and herbs are gathered for primarily personai or home consumption. 



boats. occasionally snow machines, camping equipment. and so fonh may 
ail be loaned between households. usually to family rnembers. but not 
always. In this way the costs of hunting are spread out and access to the 
animals is maintained for a wide range of people ..... To a significant extent, 
however. shared equipment functions now, as it has in the past. to allow 
people to "get at" their resources. 

Subsistence harvests, therefore, are Iargely a reflection of community effon through 

cooperation, shanng, and redistribution of financial, technological. and wild resources. 

Community effort is a combination of individuals: their efforts. abilities. and resources, 

including animal resources, technological resources, and cash. Resources harvested and 

shared thus reflect the pervasiveness of individual and comrnunity integration. 

Levels of Participation in Subsistence Activities 

Table 18 illustrates overall levels of involvement in hunting, fishing. trapping, and 

gathering in the four cornmunities in 1991. People in the study communities panicipate 

widely in subsistence activities, with the greatest proportion of households in each 

community involved in gathering. while trapping involved the smallest percentage of the 

households. From 75 to 90 percent of the households in ail four communities had at least 

one member participating in hunting, and 69 to 90 percent of the households had at least 

one member fishing. Trapping reflected lower but nonetheless high levels of involvement. 

from a iow of 37 percent involvement in Shageluk to a high of 71 percent involvement in 

Anvik. Finally, almost al1 households were involved at some level in gathenng: from 77 

percent of the households in Holy Cross to 98 percent of the households in Grayling. 

1 Grayling 88 90 46 98 l 

Table 18. Household Participation in Hunting, Fishing, Trapping, and Gathering in 
Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990-199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

1 Shageluk 75 69 37 94 I 

Percent of Households hvolved in 
Hunting Fishing T m ~ ~ i n e  Gatherino 

1 Holv Cross 90 85 44 77 1 

(. 
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Levels of involvement in hunting by household memben of Grayling. Anvik, 

Shageluk, and Holy Cross are shown in Table 19. As the table indicates, the majority of 

households in al! four cornmunities had at least one member participate in hunting. A smail 

percent of households in al1 communities had no household members participating in 

hunting. These households were prirnarily cornprised of single parents. elderly. or infirm 

members of the cornrnunity. The fact that levels of sharing were high. however. resulted 

in al1 households using resources that had been hunted. 

Table 19. Percent of Households Participating in Hunting in Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Percent of Households Participating in Hunting in 

# of People Gray lino Anvik Shageluk Holv Cross 

O 12.2 12.5 25 10.3 

1 58.5 66.7 62.5 66.7 

2 9.7 12.5 6.25 7.7 

3 14.6 0.0 6.25 7.7 
4 4.9 8 .3  0.0 5.1 

5 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 

Table 20 illustrates levels of involvement in fishing by household members in the 

four communities. As the table indicates. the majority of households in each community 

had at least one member involved in fishing. although a few households. ranging from 

9.8 to 3 1.3 percent. did not have any members involved in fishing. 



Table 20. Percent of Households Participating in Fishing in Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Percent of Households Participating in Fishing in 

Y of Peo~Ie  Grayling Anvik Shageluk Holv Cross 

O 9.8 12.5 3 1.3 15.4 

1 29.3 58.3 40.6 53.9 

2 34.2 16.7 15.6 10.3 

4 4.9 4.2 3.1 5.1 

5 7.3 4.2 O. O O. 0 

6 2.4 0.0 O. O 0.0 

7 2.5 0.0 O. O 0.0 

8 0.0 0.0 o. O 0.0 

Table 21 shows the levels of involvement in trapping. Although involvement in 

trapping was lower than for any other subsistence activity, some of the communities. such 

as Anvik, reflected relatively high levels of involvement. Even Shageluk. with the lowest 

participation rate, had 37.5 percent of the households with at least one trapper. 

Table 2 1. Percent of Households Participating in Trapping in Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

I 1 

1 Percent of Households Participating in Trapping in 1 
# of People Gravling Anvi k Sha~eluk H o l ~  Cross 

O 53.7 29.2 62.5 56.4 

1 24.4 54.2 34.4 35.9 

2 17.1 12.5 3.1 7.7 

3 2.4 4.2 0.0 0.0 

4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Finally, Table 22 shows household involvement in gathenng. Clearly, gathering is 

an activity in which the vast majority of households participate. These data makes sense, 

as little equipment is needed for gathering; and it cm be done close to the community 

(although quite often people do access good berry picking areas by boat, and good wood- 

gathering areas by snow machine). 



T'able 22. Percent of Households Participating in Gathering in Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, 
and Hoiy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Percent of Households Participating in Gathering in 

# of Peo~le Gravlina Anvik S hageluk Holv Cross 

O 2.4 8.3 6.3 23.1 

1 29.3 50 50 35.9 

2 26.8 20.8 31.3 23.1 

3 19.5 8.3 6.3 5.1 

4 7.3 8 -3 6.3 5.1 

5 7.3 4.2 O. O 7.7 

6 2 -44 0.0 0.0 0.0 

7 2.44 O. O 0.0 0.0 

8 2.44 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Since age and gender are cntical factors in determining who will or will not hunt. 

fish, uap. and gather. it is important to keep in mind the demographic profiles presented 

earlier in this chapter when examining levels of participation in the different activities. The 

relationship between age and gender composition of a population and resource use and 

subsistence activities is important for a number of reasons. First. subsistence activities 

tend to be stratified by gender: hence the overall pattern of subsistence activity may be 

subtly different in cornmunities with very different gender characteristics; and second, both 

subsistence production (hunting, fishing, etc.) and subsistence consumption (use of 

subsistence products as food, raw materials, etc.) tends to Vary on the basis of age (Ellanna 

and Sherrod 1995; Feit 1987; McNabb 1991; Wheeler 1987; Wolfe 1983). 

To explain the first point further, in general Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan men 

traditionally tended to participate in certain activities such as hunting and trapping; 

likewise, women tended to focus on certain activities such as fishing and gathering 

(Osgood 1940, 1958, 1959). However, because flexibility is and always has been a 

foundation of subsistence (Ellanna and Wheeler 1989; Nelson 1978; Wolfe 1989). these 

generalizations are just that. Early ethnographic accounts imply that sexual division of 

labor may have been more rigid than is presently the case (Chapman 1906, 19 13: Loyens 
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1966; Osgood 1940, 1958, 1959; Sullivan 1942). This difference is probably tied to many 

of the changes listed above (related to mobility) and resultant differing expectations. Thus, 

gender composition of the population may influence the overall subsistence pattern. 

Recognition of this factor is important to understanding the relationship between 

population dynamics and subsistence activities. 

That subsistence production and consumption tends to Vary on the basis of age is 

self-evident. Subsistence consumption preferences are often different among older and 

younger residents. For example, it is quite cornmon to hear that youngsters do not like to 

eat some subsistence foods. or they eat them only rarely. Also, some foods are considered 

inappropriate for some age andor gender groups because of still observed spiritual 

imperatives (taboos). Again. the point is that consumption habits across an entire village 

may very slightly on the ba is  of the age structure of the population. 

Additional factors influencing levels of harvest, use, and sharing include health. 

ability, employment status, etc. For example, in many rural areas, males between the ages 

of 20 and 59 tend to be the primary hunters. The quantity of big game coming into the 

community is directly dependent upon these age and sex cohons. In the four study 

comrnunities, males in these age cohons comprise between 22 and 27 percent of the total 

population. In addition. the high levels of participation in gathering can be attributed to the 

fact that older and younger people and both men and women are traditionally involved. In 

contrast, trapping involves a more modest proportion of the population because only males. 

and generdly middle-aged males. participate. 

Sharing of Resorirces 

Levels of sharing of resources acquired through hunting, fishing, trapping , and 

gathering for three of the four snidy comrnunities are shown in Table 23 (data for sharing 

in Grayling are not available). This table iilustrates several important points. First, in dl of 

the villages, sharing of resources caught by hunting was the highest, ranging from 44 



percent in Shageluk to 82 percent of households in Holy Cross. Sharing of fish resources 

was relatively high too, ranging from 28 percent in Shageluk to 79 percent of households 

in Anvik. Gathered resources were shared less comrnonly: and trapped resources were 

rarely shared. with the exception of Anvik households, in which 42 percent of households 

shared trapped resources. Not sharing trapped resources is consistent with historic 

practices. as is noted by Loyens ( 1966: 57). who in worhng with the middle Koyukon 

Athabascans, claims that "...trapped animals were considered as specially belonging to the 

one who caught them. particularly fur animais ..." As well, many people trap for inter- and 

intra-village commerce. so it may be outside of the bounds of sharing. 

Table 23. Percent of Wouseholds Sharing Resources Caught by Hunting, Fishing. 
Trapping, and Gathering in Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 1990-1991 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Percent of Households Sharing Resources Caught By 
Huntin~ Fishinp Trap~ine Gathering 

1 Anvik 75 79 42 42 I 1 S hageluk 44 28 3 25 I 
1 ~ 0 1 ~  Cross 82 67 3 56 1 

While the extent of food sharing networks arnong hunter-gatherers is sometimes 

been in dispute (Burch 1988; Myers 1989; Peterson 1993; Testart 1987). there is little 

doubt that food is cornrnonly shared among hunters and gatherers;gl and the Deg hi'tan and 

Doy hi'tan are no exception. Within each resource group, certain resources rnay be shared 

more or less cornrnonly; for exarnple, with hunted resources, small game such as ptarmigan 

rnight not be shared, particularly if only one or two animals are harvested, while Iarger 

animals such as moose and bear are almost always shared. Migratory waterfowl are 

cornrnonly shared, as are king salrnon. In some instances, such as a potlatch, an entire 

moose may be given for the purposes of the event. Otherwise, parts of the animal are 

81 With regard to food sharing amonp hunier-gatherers, Service (1979:18) claimed that "... sharing is an 
expectauon of the moral character and a rule of etiquette, as well as the keynote of the value system. A man 
simply shares because it is the right thing to do ..." Further, Dowling (1968:503) noted that "...generosity 
is almost universally valued ..." and Freeman concurs. (1988: 159) stating that "... Al1 hunting and 
gatherinp peoples place very high value on food sharing ...." 



given to certain people. depending upon their relationship (social. political. or economic) to 

the hunter. These patterns of sharing are consistent with other areas of Alaska and the 

circumpolar nonh (Asch 1977; Asch 1988; Bodenhorn 1988; Ellanna and Balluta 1992: 

Ellanna and Wheeler 1989; Feit 1994; Fienup-Riordan 1994 [ 19861; Hensel 1996: Kelso 

1982; Laon 1989; Muller-Wille 1978; Nelson, et al. 1982; Nuttall 199 1; Palinkas, et al. 

1993; Rushforth 1984; Schneider 1982; Tobias and Kay 1994; Usher 198 1; Wein and 

Freeman 1995; Wenzel 1995). While there appears to be little confusion regarding 

widespread sharing of food among many different groups. and specifically arnong the Deg 

hi'tan and Doy hitan, sharing items of technology appears to be a more complex situation. 

While some have argued that items of technology from snowmachines to camping 

gear is comrnonly shared (Bodenhom 1988; Nuttall 199 1 ). Wenzel ( 1995) notes the 

following: 

... What has come to be generally understood as the traditional 
socioeconomic system for the sharing of food and at time other types of 
resources is still extensively practiced at Clyde. This set of behaviors. 
termed by Damas (1972) with strict regard to food as ningiq  and more 
recently, with respect to a wider range of subsistence inputs, as ningiqtuq 
(Wenzel 1991). has come to be widely viewed as a strategy for achieving 
the widest possible distribution of resources in Inuit comrnunities. .. . Damas 
( 1972) viewed food as the central good or commodity circulating widiin the 
pre contact sharing system. Wenzel (1991) has further suggested that the 
ningiqtuq system had by the late 1960s expanded its material scope to 
include a number of introduced foods, notably flour, tea and sugar. 
Moreover, since the 1983 imposition by the European Econornic community 
of its sealskin boycott, even substantial items of technology. such as 
snowrnobiles and small motorized boats. have become incorporated into this 
exchange system. 

Wenzel ( l995:5O) subsequently qualifies his original assertion: 

" ... n ing iq tuq  relations conceptually encompass critical non-food 
resources. most notably harvesting equipment (firearms, snowmobiles and 
sleds, outboard engines). gasoline, ammunition and at tirnes, even money. 

He claims instead that large scale items of technology are better thought of as being 

borrowed or shared as a result of demand ~haring.~2 

82 cf. Myen  (1989). Peterson (1993). Wenzel (1995). 
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Bodenhorn (1988: 82-83) makes the following observation on sharing among the 

hupiat of the North Slope: 

...[ Flood is the most visible category of things that are widely and 
systematically shared. It is a category in which there are many Inupiaq 
words to describe the various kinds of sharing. ranging from inviting 
someone over to eat, sending food portions over to someone else's house. 
telling a visitor to take meat home, dividing up an animai arnong those who 
heIped to hunt or butcher, announcing generalized shares for the 
community, sending shares to relatives or to sorneone who has helped 
contribute towards the hunt. giving food to someone who has corne to ask 
for it, or providing meat to a person because someone else has identified 
them as someone in need. ... Other sharing categories easily encompassed 
by a non-Inupiat scheme might include money, time or labor, equipment 
and other goods, a place to stay, or storage space or an ice-cellar. There are 
other things which are important to share ... 1 emphasize here that sharing 
remains not only a pragmatic and social activity, but continues to carry with 
it significant moral weight. 

Much like the Inupiat. sharing food. and to a lesser extent. equipment arnong and between 

the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross is 

not only pragmatic and social, but a moral and culturai imperati~e.~3 

Sharing food outside of the village. while occurring less frequently than intra- 

village sharing, is nonetheless an important aspect of subsistence. Sharing typically occun 

with kin who are temporarily or permanently away from the village. It is common for food 

items to be sent as far away as Anchorage and Fairbanks. Often, when individuals are 

attending school or working away from the local community, they are sent "care 

packages." Field estimates indicate that on average the amounts are small. and probably 

total from 5 to 15 percent of the total harvest. Individuals indicated that the foods which 

are sent are as important for their nutritional value as they are for their ideologicai value. In 

the four cornrnunities, both inter- and intra-village sharing are vital, integral parts of using 

subsistence resources. 

83 Nelson (1978. 1983; Nelson. et al. 1982) provides an extensive account of the importance of sharing of 
subsistence resources by Koyukon Athabascan people. 



Cash Costs of Subsistence 

In short. changes in technology have meant that most subsistence equipment 
is purchased. Inflated pnces have essentially tumed equipment into another 
scarce resource .... In a society that depends on hunting for its social as well 
as physical survival. access to the tools of hunting is cntical (Bodenhom 
1988: 228-232) 

Equipment 

As the above quote indicates. "access to the 'tools of hunting is critical." In the 

cornmunities of Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross, the majonty of sampled 

households had access (primariiy through ownership) to the equipment necessary to 

participate in subsistence. Table 24 provides the percentage of households owning major 

items of equipment needed for subsistence in the sarnpled households. 

Table 24. Percentage of Sampled Households Owning Equipment, Grayling. Anvik. 
Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Type of Percentage of Households Owning in 
Eaui~ment Grayline Anvik Shageluk Holv Cross 

Snowmachme 85.4 79.2 71.9 76.9 

Boat 73.2 62.5 43.8 74.4 

Outboard Motora 73.2 66.7 50.0 71.8 

Rifle 85.4 83.3 62.5 76.9 
Traps 53.7 70.8 40.6 53.8 

Snares 46.3 62.5 25 .O 4 i .O 

Set Nets 58.5 66.7 50.0 51.3 

Chain Saw 92.7 75.0 75 .O 66.7 

As illustrated, from 7 1.9 percent of the households in Shageluk to 85.4 percent of 

the households in Grayling owned snowmachines, a vital item of equipment both for 

merely 'getting around' as well as for active participation in subsistence. Another item of 

equipment critical for active participation in resource harvesting is a rifle: from 62.5 percent 

of the households in Shageluk to 85.4 percent of the households in Grayling owned a rifle. 

84 The term 'kicker' is cornrnonly used to refer to an outboard motor: it  is widely used by local people and 
anthropologists in describing this fom of technology. 
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Chainsaws are clearly an important item of technology to own: ownership ranged from a 

high of 92.7 percent of the households in Grayling to a low of 66.7 percent of the 

households in Holy Cross. To a cenain extent. ownership of a particular item of 

technology may be determined by its cost: whether it is critical for participation in 

subsistence; and access to the item through other means, such as borrowing. In the four 

comrnunities, however, it does not appear that borrowing is utilized by many households 

as a means of gaining access to technology. Table 25 provides the percentages of sampled 

households borrowing technology. 

Table 25. Percentage of Sampled Households Borrowing Equipment in Grayling. Anvik. 
Shageluk. and Holy Cross, 1 990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Type of Percentage of Households Bonowing in 
Eaui~men t Gravling Anvik Shageluk Holv Cross 

Snowmachine 4.9 4.2 3- 1 0.0 

Boat 12.2 16.7 6.3 2.6 

Outboard Motor 7.3 12.5 6.3 2.6 

Rifle 7.3 0.0 3.1 S .  1 

Traps 12.2 0. O 3.1 0.0 

S nares 9.8 0.0 3.1 2.6 

Set Nets 24.4 8.3 9.4 5.1 

Chain Saw 4.9 0.0 6.3 0.0 

Of al1 items of technology. boats, outboard motors, and set nets are the most 

frequently borrowed. In contrast, on the basis of the above information, snowmachines, 

rifles, snares and traps, and chah saws are not consistently borrowed. That people don't 

borrow chain saws is likely explained by the fact that ownership is common, and there is 

no need. People do not borrow snares and traps because they are considered to be personal 

items, and they are not commonly shared with anyone. Also, because traplines are 

comrnonly 'handed down.' the traps themselves are handed down, too; and they are not 

considered to be 'borrowable." Snowmachines are infrequently borrowed, largely because 

they are so important to day to day travel, and immediate access is essential to their owners. 



Finally, rifles are not comrnonly borrowed, in large part because most households own 

one; and second, because rifles, like traps, are considered persona1 items. The relatively 

high incidence of borrowing of boats. outboard motors. and set nets can be explained by 

the fact that use of these items is usually short term and sporadic: and the purpose is clear. 

That is, when an individual who owns a boat gets his or her fish. she  will often lend their 

equipment to othen who do not own the equipment, sometimes for a percentage of their 

harvest, sometimes for payment in gas. Individuais who borrow equipment almost always 

have to pay for their own gas. 

As is noted by Bodenhom in the above quote, the vast majority of essentiai 

subsistence equipment is imponed. While not always the case, as the continued use of 

fishwheels and the rare instance of handmade snares illustrates, for the most part, efficient 

and effective participation in subsistence (and in some cases. mere participation) requires 

access to imponed technology. While it is not always critical to own the technology. as the 

previous discussion points out, the vast majority of technology that is used in participating 

in subsistence by residents of the four communities is purchased outside of the 

communi ties. 

Most of the snow machines, outboard motors, and three and four-wheel al1 terrain 

vehicles utilized in the four communities at the time of the study were purchased from the 

Yarnaha dealer in Aniak. A small number were shipped in from Fairbanks or Anchorage. 

Boats were typically purchased in Anchorage or Fairbanks. and barged in during the 

surnrner months. Other items, such as set nets. rifles. chain saws, uaps, etc. which are 

vital to subsistence are generally purchased through mail order from firms in Anchorage. 

Shipping and freight charges c m  add over half the original value of the item to its price 

(depending on the weight of the item and the method of shipping). 

Subsistence equipment can be subdivided into two categories: 'large' items of 

technology, which include snow machines, boats and outboard motors; and 'small' items 



of technology, which include rifles. traps, snares, set nets. and chain saws. Minimum, 

maximum, and mean costs of these items is presented in Table 26. 

Table 26. Minimum, Maximum, and Mean Cost of Subsistence Technology Utilized by 

of Technolo~y bv Sample Cost ($1 Cost ( S )  Cost ($1 

Snowmachine I O8 800 10,500 3272 

Boat 88 350 10,000 2555 

Outboard Motors 92 200 20,000 3029 

Rifle 101 35 1900 36 1 

Traps 70 5 800 279 

Snares 54 1 5400 193 

Set Nets 80 74 4800 728 

Chain Saw 1 06 135 2540 387 

As is illustrated, large items of technology represent a considerable investment. 

Based on individual reports. snowmachines used by residents of Grayling, Anvik, 

Shageluk. and Holy Cross averaged about $3,272.35. with a minimum cost of $800 and a 

maximum cost of S 10.500. Average costs of outboard motors was slightly less, estimated 

at about $3,028.80, with a maximum cost of $20,000 and a minimum cost of $200.00. 

Finally, while the average cost of boats was estimated to be about $2.555.1 1, the 

maximum reported cost was $10.000 and the minimum was $250.00. Based on this 

information, a person would spend a minimum of $1,500 and a maximum of $55,940 if 

they were to buy ail of the items of technology listed above: clearly. investment in al1 the 

items of technology necessary to participate hilly in subsistence is substantial. 

The equipment used by residents of the four communities for subsistence purposes 

during the penod September 1990 through August 1991 represented a cash outlay of over 

$1 million. While the majority of this equipment was purchased during a ten-year time 

span85 ( 1980- 199 1 ) it nonetheless represents a substantial financial contribution towards 

85 84.4% of the snowrnachines in the sarnple were purchased between 1987-1991; 70.6% of the boats in 
the sarnple were purchased between 1985- 199 1 (49.9% were purchased between 1987- 199 1 ); 68.6% of the 



subsistence. particularly in light of the relatively low household incomes discussed earlier 

in this chapter. The relative percent of the total arnount of rnoney spent for each major item 

of subsistence equipment used in 1990- 199 1 is provided in Figure 10. 

Figure 10. Capital Investrnents in Subsistence Equipment Used by Residents of Grayling, 
Anvik, Shageluk. Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 

Snowrnachine 34.6% 

B o a t  22% 

Outboard Motor 27.3% 

Set Net 5.7% 

Chain Saw 4.0% 

Rifle 3.6% 

fig SnarelTrap 2.9% 

More than one-thud of the overall outlay was directed at snow machines, 27 percent 

was directed at outboard motors and 22 percent on boats. While these items are so-called 

"big-ticket" items, which may be considered luxury items by many non-rural consumers. 

ownership of or access to them are essential for effective and efficient participation in 

subsistence. Lesser priced items such as snares, traps, rifles, chah  saws, and set nets 

constituted approximately 16 percent of the overall subsistence equipment expenses. 

Likewise, ownership of or access to these items is critical to participation in hunting. 

fishing, trapping, and even gathering (Le., wood cutting). 

The expense of owning and operating cntical subsistence equipment well illustrates 

the need for cash and the vital role of wage labor, other cash generating activities. and 

kickers were purchased between 1987- 199 1. The prices listed above are the actual pnces paid at the time of 
purchase. Appendix E provides the year and frequency of purchase for snowmachines, boats. and kickers; and 
Appendix F provides that same information for smaller items of technology. 



transfer payments in the economic system. In light of the relatively lirnited local 

opponunities for earning cash. and the unpredictable and sporadic nature of cash, that so 

much cash is spent on subsistence equipment is illustrative of the importance of subsistence 

to local people. Usher ( l976b: 16) offers the following explmation for the huit: 

Hunting as an expression of cultural identity is of profound importance to 
the Eskimo and is sometimes engaged in even when it is clearIy 
uneconomic. The large proponion of total cash spent by aimost al1 men on 
hunting, trapping and traveling gear. even if these tools do not provide their 
chief source of income, are indicative of their cornmitment to a land oriented 
way of life. Further, country food, and the ethics and values associated 
with obtaining, sharing and eating it, are of profound significance to Native 
people ..... 

The seerningly "un-economic" (at least to the western eye) approach to (cf. Bodenhorn 

1988: 232) equipment and cash expenditure on the part of local people in the four 

comrnunities is illustrative of the importance and value of this way of life. It also points to 

the need for alternative strategies to anain cash and imported technology. 

The expense of imponed equipment has also turned it into a potentially scarce 

resource . The availability of large amounts of cash at certain times of the year (Le., the 

Alaska Permanent Fund dividend, or payment at the end of a "good"g6 fire season) 

provides an opportunity to invest in technology. With the exception of the Alaska 

Permanent Fund dividend, however, these occasions are typically sporadic; and cannot 

always be counted on. When the opportunity presents itself, and enough cash is available, 

it is not uncomrnon for people to invest in snowmachines or outboards. While some rnight 

consider the investment in technology to be short-sighted. for subsistence hunters. fishers, 

trappers, and gatherers it is a cntical investrnent in their way of life. 

It is important to note that increasing competition for resources from outside user- 

groups has resulted in higher equipment costs for local people. In order to compete 

successfully for fewer resources, local people are forced to invest in more efficient and thus 

A "good" fire season refers to a season (summer) where village crews are called out for extended periods 
of time to fight fires. Typically a person can earn $1,5OO/week with overtime. In a good fire season a 
person can be out for a month. 
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more expensive technology. Local resource use areas necessarily expand as a response to 

outside pressures: with increasingly larger resource use areas, more efficient tools and 

technology are necessary for continued production. Thus, while production does not 

appear to be growing, costs related to production are increasing. 

Gas/lVort - Equipment Costs 

In addition to capital investments. there are variable costs of gas. oil, and 

ammunition, as well as items such as sleeping bags, tents. store-bought food. etc. 

associated with hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering. The cost of repair items 

(everything from new skis and tracks to spark plugs and gaskets) are also reflected in non- 

equipment costs. Data on these costs point to some interesting patterns. as shown in 

Figure 1 1. 

For the four comunities, a household average of over sixteen hundred dollars 

($1,683.3 1) was spent on non-equipment costs. Of this amount. a household average of 

$544.5 1 was spent on hunting and an average of $443.63 was spent on fishing. Average 

non-equipment household expenses on trapping and gathenng were roughly comparable, 

with the former at $368.02 and the latter at $389.47. Given the average household income 

in the four communities ranged between 5 10.694 in Anvik to S2 1,64 1 in Grayling, these 

expenditures are not insignificant. 



Figure 1 1. Average Annual Household Non-Equipment Expenses Associated with 
Subsistence Activities in Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: 
Field Data). 

-- 

Hunting Fishing Trapping Gathering Total 

Figure 12 provides information on average non-equipment household expenditures 

associated with hunting, fishing. trapping, and gathering for each of the four comrnunities. 

The data point to the high non-equipment costs associated with hunting and fishing. In two 

of the four communities (Anvik and Holy Cross) average household expenditures for 

hunting were the highest: and in Grayling, mean household expenses in fishing were 

highest. Shageluk reported that expenses related to gathenng were highest. although this is 

somewhat anomalous, as gathering typically occurs in conjunction with other activities. 

Given the higher expenses tied to hunting and fishing. it is interesting to note large game 

accounted for the highest percent of the total hmes t  in both Anvik and Holy Cross. and 

fish accounted for the highest percent of the total harvest in Grayling. 
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Figure 12. Average Non-Equipment Household Expense on Hunting, Fishing, Trapping 
and Gathering by Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Grayling Anvik Shageluk Holy Cross 

Hunting 

Fishing 

Trapping 

Gathering 

On average, households expended far more on each activity in Anvik and Holy 

Cross compared with Shageiuk and Grayling. Higher expenditures were not necessarily 

tied to higher harvests, however. as the total harvest was higher in Grayling than in any of 

the four comrnunities. It may be that expenditures below a certain point are related to low 

harvest or low productivity. as Shageluk seerns to i~ lus t ra te .~~  

Figure 13 compares the average household non-equipment expense with the 

average household harvest for hunting, fishing, trapping. and gathering for the four 

communities. As the figure illustrates, Grayling had the highest mean household harvest, 

and the second lowest average household expenditure. Anvik had the second highest mean 

household harvest, and the second highest mean household expenditure. Shageluk had the 

lowest mean household harvest, and the lowest household expenditure. Holy Cross had 

87 If cash is viewed as a resource which accommodates utilization of harvesting other resources, this is true. 
However, the acquisition of cash requires time which could be utilized for harvesting other resources. There 
might be a threshold at which resource harvest begins to decline significantly as cash resources increase. 
Alternatively, further investment in subsistence maintains or increases production despite less time 
availability, as suggested by Freeman (1986). and Kruse (1986, 1991). 
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the highest mean household expense. and the second lowest mean household harvest. The 

pattern is essentially the same with hunting and fishing, as Figures 14 and 15 illustrate. 

Figure 13. Comparison of Average Household Non-Equipment Expenditure on 
Subsistence Activities versus Mean Household Harvest of al1 Resources, Grayling, Anvik. 
S hageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Grayling Anvik Shageluk Holy Cross 
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Figure 14. Comparison of Average Household Non-Equipment Expenditure on Hunting 
versus Mean Household Hunting Harvest for Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy 
Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

1 . Mean HH Hvst (Ibs.) 1 
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Figure 15. Cornparison of Average House hold Non-Equipment Expenditure on 
Subsistence Fishing venus Mean Household Harvest of Fish for Grayling, Anvik, 
S hageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
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Interestingly, for trapping there is a direct correspondence between expenditure and 

harvest, as Figure 16 shows. To explain, Anvik had the highest mean household harvest 

of fur bearers and also the highest mean household expense, whereas Shageluk had the 

lowest harvest and the lowest expense for trapping. Similarly, Holy Cross and Grayling 

had the second and third mean highest harvest and expense. 



Figure 16. Cornparison of Average Household Non-Equipment Expendinire on Trapping 
versus Mean household Harvest of Trapping for Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy 
Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
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Mean household expenditures are related to the particular resource areas utilized. 

the distances traveled, the kind and quantity of ammunition used, among other things (Le.. 

length of trip, duration of time spent out of the comrnunity (on the land), need to purchase 

other food and material supplies).88 There is a relationship between expenditures and 

harvests because below a certain point. if little is expended than little will be harvested, as 

Shageluk illustrates. On the other hand, high expenditures do not necessarily guarantee 

high harvests. 

Clearly, access to cash and the equipment and supplies it can buy are important to 

efficient and effective participation in subsistence activities. Cash and the equipment and 

supplies it can buy can be viewed as resources which, as with al1 resources, must be 

respected. While it can be managed, there is a degree of arbitrariness to its availability-- as 

88 An aspect of resource use which was not measured and consequently is not reflected in Figures 11-16 is 
opportunity costs; that is, what one gives up in order to harvest cenain resources. This is a valuable area for 
further study, as it is likely an important factor in resource use. However, in assessing opportunity costs 
one must decide whether to consider them from an emic or etic perspective, as they no doubt will vary 
accordingly. 
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with al1 resources. The sporadic and often seasonal availability of cash parallels the 

sporadic and seasonal availability of al1 resources. When it is present; it is used, and 

typically used to the maximum extent possible (within locally prescribed parameters, as 

discussed in Chapter Seven). A reduction in cash flow or the absence of a particular 

resource will not cause the subsistence system to discontinue operation, although it will 

cause a reliance on other resources. or on the social network, to provide the resources or 

equipment necessary for the cycle to continue. The majonty of subsistence systems in rural 

Alaska are regularly compromised by a shortage of resources, not the least of which are 

cash and imported equipment. The four cornrnunities of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and 

Holy Cross are no different. People in these communities manage their cash and equipment 

as they do ail resources: opponunisticaily. creatively, and with care. 

Conclusion 

The demographic profiles and average household sizes of Grayling. Anvik, 

Shageluk. and Holy Cross are typical of rural Alaska. As noted. the Alaska Native 

population tends to be younger than the non-Native population. males tend to outnumber 

fernales, and most cornmunities are weighed towards the younger age cohorts. Consistent 

with these population parameters, average household sizes tend to be larger than the non- 

rural population. The average household size in the four communities was 3.5. compared 

with a statewide average of 2.9 people. Grayling supported the largest average household 

size of 4.3, compared with a low of 3.1 in Anvik. In addition to having the largest and 

smallest average household size, Grayling and Anvik supported the highest dependent 

population ratio (about 50 percent). The high dependent ration is, as might be expected, 

consistent with the rural population profiles. 

Wage employment in al1 four cornmunities was lirnited. Overdl, there were few 

hll-time year round positions; the majority of employment was part- time andor seasonal. 

In addition to providing food resources, commercial trapping and fishing provided an 
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important source of cash to some people. Transfer payments were also a substantial 

periodic or seasonal cash r e s o ~ r c e . ~ ~  Household income levels varied within and between 

communities; a high household average income of $2 1 -64 1 was reported for Grayling, and 

a low of $10,694 was reported for Anvik. According to the 1990 census. 12.6 percent of 

the population in Grayling lived below the poverty level, as compared with 45 percent in 

Anvik. 35 percent in Shageluk. and 48.8 percent in Holy Cross. 

In spite of often large differences in household income levels. average capital 

investments and non-equipment expenditures on subsistence such as gas. oil. and supplies 

were relatively comparable between comrnunities. Capital investment in equipment was 

significant, as was investment in non-equipment costs. As much as anything else. the 

investrnent is testimony to the importance of the subsistence way of life. 

While varying within and between cornrnunities, overall participation in hunting. 

fishing. trapping. and gathering was high. From 75 to 88 percent of the households in the 

four communities participated in hunting: 69 to 90 percent participated in fishing; 37 to 7 1 

percent participated in trapping. and 77 to 98 percent participated in gathering. AI1 

households attained some food resources, as food resources were cornmonly shared. and 

equipment was either shared or Ioaned. 

As this discussion has indicated, demographic charactenstics offer valuable insight 

into resource use. The interdependence between cornmunity demographics and resource 

use results in the dynarnic entity of subsistence. As Kelso (1982: 6) States: "... Use of 

locally available resources -although dynarnic- is so well established in many areas of 

Alaska that human communities may be properly viewed as integral parts of the 

ecosystems in which they participate." Clearly, understanding the demographics of the 

human population is important to understanding resource use, as population composition is 

an important factor dnving subsistence use of resources. 

89 As noted earlier in the chapter. the nurnber and arnount of  rnonthly payrnents are bued on pior  months 
incorne- thus it is possible to "look back" based on payment data. 
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The economy of the area is a complex mix of subsistence and cash. and imported or 

non-indigenous material culture. Continued viability of cornrnunities relies upon the 

creative and flexible use and management of al1 of these cornponents. As in most of rural 

Alaska. the comrnunities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross are temporally 

and spatially highly dynamic: changing through time largely in response to fluctuations in 

the annual, seasonal materiai and subsistence resource base. In addition to their inherent 

flexibility and adaptability. the communities are charactenzed by a highly complex social 

and spiritual order, which is intimately tied to the dependence on resources. 

The flexible and dynamic nature of the four cornmunities is illustrated in part by the 

incorporation of imported, westem technology. as well as cash. Rather than representing a 

rejection or loss of traditional and customary values. or alternatively. a subordination of 

those values to those of westem society (as has been commonly argued), cash and 

imported technology. once in the subsistence system. are transformed. No longer 

representing extemal destructive forces. cash and impoxted technology are joint resources, 

dong with food resources, in the econornic system. Temporary wage labor jobs also serve 

as resources to be exploited. Often. jobs are not valued in and of themselves (as is 

common in western society), but rather as a means to an end. Temporary wage labor thus 

fits in or works in the rural economy. From an emic perspective. jobs. cash, equipment. 

and food are al1 parts of the same world of resources- in a sense. al1 are there to be utilized 

as changing seasonal and social imperatives dictate. 

The contemporary economies of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross have 

a long history of flexibility and adaptability, testimony to their continued viability in the 

face of constant change. Their inherent adaptability is illustrated by their intemalization of 

cash as a resource, which is managed and treated as one of the many resources within the 

system. At times, cash and the imported equipment it so comrnonly buys are limited; and at 

times they are not. When cash is limited, expenditures are rninimized; and other resources 

are maximized. Similarly, when cash is comrnonly available, for example, after a 'good' 
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fire fighting season or when Alaska Permanent Fund dividend cheques are received, 

expenditures tend to be high: and the focus on other resources may not be as intense. Ln a 

sense. when cash is available. investment in the necessary equipment required for efficient 

subsistence utilization effectively banks or caches a resource (cash) for future use. 

Similady, when moose or fish is in large supply, the meat is banked for future use by 

being made into dry meat or dried fish. The resource form is changed (fresh meat to dry 

meat; cash to boats, snow machine, etc.) to accommodate future use. Viewed within a 

common framework, household monetary income and subsistence yield (resources 

harvested) are complementary aspects of a single system; i-e.. the total economy of the 

communities. 



CHAPTER FIVE: 
Deg Hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Wild Resource Use 

The North may well be the only place where a poor man i table is laden 
with meat as a matter of course (Usher 1976b: 12). 

Introduction 

Dependence upon a wide variety of resources. referred to as "resource di~ersity."~o 

is one of the hallmarks of subsistence economies. As Wolfe (1991a: 1) explains. the 

importance of resource diversity is multifold: 

..... mamilies commonly utilize a relatively large number of wild resources 
as part of a traditional subsistence use pattern. One reason is cultural 
preference for the tastes of traditional wild foods in one's diet. Typically. 
people who depend on wild resources become accustomed to the tastes of 
the wild foods whch are available in their local areas. A wide diet selection 
is more likely to include essential nutrients than a narrower diet. which is 
beneficial to the individual's health. In northern latitudes where wild 
resources show substantial natural fluctuations in availability over time, 
utilizing a wide range of wild resources is undoubtedly an adaptive 
econornic strategy .... When particular wild resources fail, the social group 
may substitute others. A diverse resource harvest also holds more 
possibilities for sharing and exchange between cornmunities. whic h are 
adaptive for local groups in times of resource scarcity. 

Utilization of varied resources is influenced by ecological and environmental factors 

which directly affect resource availability. Use of and dependence on these same resources 

is also directly affected by individual and cornrnunity preference. Clearly. availability and 

preference cannot be addressed in isolation; that is, resource availability or lack thereof may 

contribute to a resource being a prefened food source. For example, after eating fish al1 

surnmer and fall, the variety offered by moose or berries would be welcome. Likewise, 

spring duck hunting. while yielding relatively low productivity and requinng substantial 

effort, nonetheless is highly valued for both ecologicaUenvironmental reasons and in tems 

of comrnunity preferences. 

Wolfe (1991a: 1 )  notes. "... one characteristic of a subristence use pattern is relatively wide resource 
diversity. "Resource diversity" is the number of different kinds of wild resources used by families for food, 
raw materials, and other subsistence uses during a year. 
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In discussing contributions of various food resources to the overall diet, it is 

important to note that it is difficult to place a "value" on a particular food resource, as 

"value" in a subsistence economy is hghly relative. "Value" is conditioned by annual 

environmental and ecological changes. seasonal availability, amounts available (i.e.. 1.000 

pounds of moose, versus 10 pounds of porcupine versus five pounds of berries). and 

personal preferen~e.~'  Also, because specific parts of certain animal are prized above d l  

others, this preference can affect the notion of "value."9' For the purposes of this 

discussion, 1 refer to resources as staple resources. with the understanding that in rime. 

what constitutes a staple resource will likely change. Just as subsistence systems are 

diachronie in nature, so is the resource base variable through time. A glimpse or snapshot 

of a subsistence system at a single point in time is a static representation of an ever- 

changing system. The only static element is the reliance on and use of a wide variety of 

resources. In light of this. we turn to a discussion of the variety and amounts of 

subsistence resources harvested in 1990- 199 1 by residents of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. 

and Holy Cross. Throughout the chapter. as specific resources are discussed, the areas 

used by residents of the four villages for harvesting will aiso be presented and discussed. 

During the course of this discussion, the resources harvested are presented in a 

table format which provide estimates of the percent of households harvesting the particular 

resource, the edible pounds har~ested,~3 the mean harvest per household, and the per 

capita harvest. Al1 of these amounts are based on the field data. collected in 1990- 199 1. 

extrapolated to include al1 members of the community according to the 1990 census. The 

Penonal preference is also further influenced by demographic factors, where an individual war raîsed and 
by whom. what an individual is used to, as well as generational factors (Le., older people tend to prefer 
foods that are higher in oil content, and they aiso tend to favor fermented and/or aged foods more than 
younger generations.) 
92 Freeman (1988: 152) notes that for the Inuit. "... rnonotony in diet is overcome to some extent by the 
complete utilization of most of the animals harvested and the different means in food preparation. Whereas 
to a non-Inuk, a seai is a seal, in the Inuit view seals are distinguished by food preference by species and by 
age-class and sex within species." 
93 The conversion factors used to compute the edible pounds harvested for each resource are included in 
Appendix G. 



146 
major resource categories used include fish. which is comprised of salmong4 and non- 

salmon: land mammals. which is compnsed of large and small land mamrnals: birds; and 

plants and bemes. Placing resources into categories is done for ease of discussion, and 

does not necessarily reflect emic perceptions of resources. Likewise. discussing resources 

in the context of pounds harvested is done for discussion purposes: and does not represent 

an emic means of organization or understanding. 

Harvest Summaries 

Tables 27-30 provide harvest summaries and Figures 17-20 provide an illustration 

of the relative percentage of major subsistence food resource categories harvested for 

subsistence by weight by the residents of Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross. 

One hundred percent of the households in Grayling fished for salmon and non- 

salmon species. and harvested plants and berries. In addition. 82.9 percent of the 

households in Grayling harvested land mamrnals, and 85.4 percent of the households 

harvested birds. An estimated total of 182,343 edible pounds were harvested by residents 

of Grayling. averaging out to a household mean harvest of 3.879.6 pounds. and a per 

capita harvest of almost 900 pounds. Fish. specifically salmon. compnsed well over half 

of the edible pounds of resources harvested. Nearly evenly divided between large and 

small mammals, land marnmals comprised more than one third (37 percent) of the total 

harvest. Birds and plants and bemes provided the smallest contribution to the total harvest. 

94 1 did not differentiate between commercially-caught and subsistence caught saimon when conducting the 
data collection. It was not until 1 was doing the analysis that 1 realized the impact of this lack of 
differentiation. To help make this distinction, 1 used data from a study conducted by the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Garne, Division of Commercial Fishenes (Bromaghin and Hamrner 1993). The study collected 
data on salmon caught for subsistence purposes. The study was conducted during the study year of 1990- 
199 1 ; and though it was based on a different sampling methodology, 1 felt the numbers were comparable. 
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Table 27. Subsistence Resource Harvest Sumrnary for Grayling, IWO- 199 1 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Estimated Communitv Totals for Gravline 
Percent of Edible House hold Per 
House hofds Pounds Mean Capira 
H a r v e s ~ ~  fIarvested Harvest Harvest 

911 Resources 100.0 182,343 3,879.6 893.6 

Fis h 100.0 107.1 82 2.280.5 525.3 

Salmon* 100.0 76.358 1,624.6 374.2 

Non-Salmon 100.0 30,824 655.8 151.1 

Land Marnmals 82.9 67.40 1 1.434.1 330.0 

Large Land Marnrnais 78.0 59.856 1.273.5 293.3 

Smail Land Mamrnals 56.1 7.545 160.5 37.0 

B irds 85.4 6,035 128.4 29.6 

Of the total pounds of food resources harvested in Grayling, salmon comprised 

almost 42 percent. large game cornprised almost 33 percent, and non-salmon species 

comprised almost 17 percent. Small game. birds, and vegetation comprised less than ten 

percent of the total harvest. 

Figure 17. Relative Percentage of Total Resources Harvested by Weight. Grayling. 1990- 
199i. 

Salmon 41.9% 

Birds 3.3% 

Non-Salmon 16.9% 

BerrieslGreens 0.9% 

Large Garne 32.8% 

a Small Game 4.1 % 
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Almost 92 percent of the households in Anvik harvested subsistence food resources 

of some kind. Slightly fewer households (87.5%) fished. and 79.2 percent of the 

households harvested land mammals. Finally, 83.3 percent of the households harvested 

birds and plants and bemes. 

An estimated total of 8 1,7 14 edible pounds were harvested by residents of Anvik. 

providing a household mean harvest of 2.635.9 pounds, and a per capita harvest of 843.5 

pounds. Anvik and Grayling were roughly comparable in terms of pounds per capita 

harvested. However, in contrast to Grayling. in which fish comprised well over half of the 

arnount of resources harvested, fish comprised just over a rhird of the amount harvested in 

Anvik. Land mammals comprised almost two thirds (59 percent) of the total harvest. and 

large land marnrnals accounted for almost half of the total harvest. As in Grayling, birds 

and plants and bemes provided the srnallest contributions to the harvest. 

Table 28. Subsistence Resource Harvest Summary for Anvik, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Estimated Communitv TotaIs for Anvik 
Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 
Harvestin~ Harvested W e s t  Harvest 

411 Resources 9 1.7 81.714 2635.9 843.5 

Fish 87.5 29.298 945.1 302.4 

Salmon* 83.3 16,838 543.2 173.8 

Non-SaImon 79.2 12,460 40 1 -9 128.6 

Land Mammals 79.2 48,120 1,552.3 496.7 

Large Land Marnmals 75.0 37.252 1.201.7 384.5 

Small Land Marnmals 70.8 10,868 350.6 1 12.2 

B irds 83.3 3.966 127.9 40.9 

Plants and Bemes 83.3 33 1 10.7 3.4 
Estimates based on Commercial Fisheries (Brornaghin and Hammer 1993). 

In contrast to Grayling, large garne comprised almost 46 percent of the total pounds 

harvested in Anvik; and salmon comprised less than half of that. Non-salmon comprised 

just over 15 percent, and small garne roughly 13 percent of the total pounds harvested by 
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Anvik residents. Birds and vegetation comprised just 5.3 percent of the total pounds 

harvested. 

Figure 18. Relative Percentage of Total Resources Harvested by Weight, Anvik. 1990- 
199 1. 

Salmon 20.6% 

Birds 4.9% 

Non-Salmon 1 S.20h 

BerriaslGreens 0.4% 

Large Game 45.6% 

Srnall Garne 13.3% 

Almost 94 percent of the households in Shageluk harvested some resources, 

although the total pounds harvested was considerably less than the other three villages. An 

estimated total of 55,099 edible pounds were harvested by residents of Shageluk, which 

averaged out to a household mean harvest of 1,377.5 pounds and a per capita harvest of 

445.2 pounds (almost half of the per capita harvest of Grayling residents). The smaller 

harvest can be explained in part by fewer households fishing in Shageluk compared with 

households in the three other comrnunities.95 Just over half of the households in Shageluk 

fished, compared with 100 percent in Grayling, 87.5 in Anvik, and 71.8 percent of the 

households in Holy Cross. In addition, fewer households in Shageluk hunted land 

mammals, compared with the other three villages. Finally, less than half of the 

households in Shageluk hunted birds; but 93.8 percent gathered bemes and plants. 

95 As has been mendoned previously. Shageluk is the only one of the Four villages not located on the 
Yukon river. Rather, it is on the Innoko River, a tributary of the Yukon river. It is less idealIy situated for 
salmon fishing, although al1 of the other non-salmon species are easily accessible. In fact, the Innoko 
River is home to several whitefish mns, which people from Grayling and Anvik corne to exploit. 



Table 29. Subsistence Resource Harvest Summary for Shageluk. 1990- 1991 (Source: 
Field Data). 

- , 

Estimated Cornmunitv Totals for Sha~eluk 
Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Cap i ta a 

ested Harvest W e s t  

411 Resources 93.8 55,099 1.377.5 445.2 

Fish 56.3 37.038 926.0 299.3 

Salmon* 50.0 19,536 388.4 157.9 

Non-Salmon 56.3 17,502 437.6 141.4 

Land Marnmals 50.0 16,618 415.4 134.3 

Large Land Mammals 37.5 15,600 390.0 126.1 

Small Land Mammals 25.0 1.018 25.4 8.2 

B irds 33.8 1.123 28.1 9.1 

About evenly split between salmon (53 percent) and non-salmon (47 percent), fish 

comprised 67 percent of the edible pounds harvested in Shageluk. About one third of the 

total h m e s t  was attnbutable to land mammals; and, as with al1 other cornmunities, birds 

and plants and berries comprised a fraction of the total edible pounds harvested in 

Shageluk. As in Grayling, salmon were the largest percentage of the total harvest in 

Shageiuk. comprising roughly 35 percent of the total edible pounds harvested. Non- 

salmon species accounted for approximately 32 percent of the total harvest. Large game 

(28.3 percent) and small game (1.8 percent) contributed a total of approximately 30 percent 

of the edible pounds harvested, and birds, eggs, berries, and greens comprised almost 3 

percent of the total pounds harvested. 



Figure 19. Relative Percentage of Total Resources Harvested by Weight, Shageluk. 1990- 
1991. 

Salmon 35.5% 

Birds 2.0% 

Non-Salmon 31 

Berries/Greens 0.6% 

Large Game 28.3% 

Srnall Game 1.8% 

Just under 90 percent of the households in Holy Cross harvested some resources. 

Participation rates ranged from a low of 64 percent of the households which fished for 

salmon. to a high of 82 percent of the households which collected berries and greens. 

Fishing for both salmon and non-salmon species was an activity in which 7 1.8 percent of 

the households participated, and fish comprised roughly 32 percent of the total harvest. Of 

the edible pounds of fish harvested, 60 percent was salmon. Roughly 80 percent of the 

households in Holy Cross hunted large or small land mammals. Almost 70 percent of 

households hunted birds, and 82 percent gathered bemes and greens. As with the other 

three communities, birds and plants and bemes comprised a srna11 fraction of the food 

harvested. An estirnated total of 173,969.3 edible pounds were harvested by residents of 

Holy Cross, which averaged out to a household mean harvest of 2096.0 pounds, and a per 

capita harvest of 633.7 pounds. 
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Table 30. Subsistence Resource Harvest Surnmary for Holy Cross, 1990- 1991 (Source: 
FieId Data). 

t 
Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 
Harveshe brvested Harvest H arves t 

Ml Resources 87.2 173.969 2,096.0 633.7 

Fis h 71.8 55.487 668.5 202.1 

Salmon* 64.1 33.269 400.8 121.2 

Non-Salmon 66.7 22.2 18 267.7 80.9 

Land Marnmals 79.5 107.181 1.29 1.3 390.4 

Large Land Mamals 74.3 88.355 1,063.5 321.8 

Small Land Marnmals 69.2 18,826 226.8 68.6 

B irds 69.2 7.826 94.3 28.5 

Plants and Berries 82.1 3,475 41.9 12.7 
* Estimates based on Commercial Fisheries (Bromaghin and Hammer 1993). 

Holy Cross was similar to Anvik in that roughly half (50.8%) of the total pounds 

harvested were comprised of large mamrnals. Salmon ( 19.1 percent) and non-salrnon ( 12.8 

percent) comprised almost one-third of the total harvest. small garne comprised just over 10 

percent. and birds (4.5 percent) and vegetation (2 percent) comprised 6.5 percent of the 

food harvested in Holy Cross. 

Figure 20. Relative Percentage of Total Resources Harvested by Weight, Holy Cross. 
1990-1991. 

. - - - . Salmon 1 9.1 O h  

Birds 4.5% 

Non-Salmon l2.8Oh 

0 Berries/Greens 29/0 

Large Game 50.8% 

Small Game 10.8O/0 
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The previous discussion has provided an overview of major resource categories 

harvested by the residents of Graylinp. Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross: and of the 

relative contributions of each major resource category to the overall harvest. As the 

Tables and Figures indicate, each community varies in ternis of the relative contributions of 

each major resource category to the overall total harvest. Figure 2 1 provides an illustration 

of the relative contribution to each of the major resource categories for the total harvest of 

the four communities. As is illustrated, salmon accounted for almost 42 percent and large 

game accounted for almost 33 percent of the totai harvest for al1 four communities. Non- 

salmon was the third largest categoory, contributing almost 17 percent to the total amount 

harvested. Small game (4.1 percent). birds (3.3 percent). and berries and greens (0.9 

percent) accounted for less than 10 percent of the total harvest. 

Figure 2 1. Relative Percentage of Resource Categories Harvested by Weight. Grayling. 
Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Salmon 29.60h 

Birds 3.8% 

Non-Salmon 16.8% 

BerrieslGreens 1 .20h 

Large Game 40.8% 

Srnall Game 7.8% 

Figure 22 shows the totai relative percent of the total harvest (in pounds) by 

community. As illustrated, Grayling was responsible for the greatest percentage of the 

harvest, at 37 percent of the total. Holy Cross harvested slightly less than Grayling, about 
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35 percent of the total. Anvik and Shageluk harvested 16.6 and 1 1.2 percent of the total. 

respectively . 

Figure 21. Relative Percent of Total Harvest by Community, Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Grayling 37% 

Anvik 16.6% 

Shageluk 1 1 -2% 

H O I ~  cross 35.33/. 

Because the four communities range is size from 82 to 207 people, mean household 

harvest and per capita harvest is a more appropriate means of examining cornmunity 

harvests. As Figure 23 illustrates. of the four communities, Grayling had the highest 

household mean hanest, at almost 4000 pounds. Anvik had the next highest rnean 

household harvest. At over 2500 pounds. it represented about 65 percent of Grayling's 

mean household harvest. Holy Cross and Shageluk followed, with rnean household 

harvests of 54 percent and 35 percent of Grayling, respectively. 



Figure 23. Cornparison of Household Mean Haniest and Per Capita Harvest. Grayling, 
Anvik, S hageluk. and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 

HH Mean Harvest 

Per Capita Harvest 

Grayling Anvi k Shageluk Holy Cross 

- 

Interestingly, per capita harvests were more comparable. At just under 900 

pounds, Grayling had the highest per capita harvest and Shageluk had the lowest at about 

445 pounds. Per capita harvest in Holy Cross was about half that of Grayling: and Anvik 

had the second highest per capita harvest of about 843 pounds per capita. Clearly there is 

tremendous variation among and between the four communities in terms of harvest levels. 

To understand community harvest differences in greater detail, 1 tum now to a discussion 

of the species within each of the major resource categories, estimated harvest for each 

community , and harvest areas for each species used for each community . 
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Fis h - 

As discussed. fish are divided into two general categories: salmon and non-salrnon. 

Four species of salmon are utilized by residents of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy 

Cross: Sumrner chum (dog salmon). Chinook (king salmon), Fall chum (dog salmon), and 

coho (silver salmon). As opposed to non-salmon species of fish, salmon are harvested for 

both commercial and subsistence pur pose^.^^ In contrasr to the commercial fishery, which 

iargets summer chum, the majority of salmon harvested for subsistence purposes are king 

and silver salmon. Non-salmon species of fish commonly utilized by residents of the four 

communities include pike, sheefish, whitefish, trout. char. and grayling. Of these. 

whitefish. pike. and sheefish provide the majority of harvest in al1 four villages. Another 

species of fish important to the diet. but for which data were not collected. include 

eulachon.97 As noted in the previous chapter. while salmon are generally hanested only 

in the sumrner and early fall, the non-salmon species can be harvested year-round. 

Figure 24 illustrates the combined total subsistence harvest of fish, divided into the 

two major categories of salmon and non-salrnon. for each of the four communities. As is 

illustrated, salmon accounted for the majority of the subsistence fish harvest in ail four 

communities. It is worth noting that at least 50 percent of the households in al1 

communities participated in subsistence fishing for both salmon and non-salmon. In 

addition. participation in fishing for non-salmon species was higher in each of the four 

communities. Grayling had the highest combined subsistence fish harvest total of 107, 

182 pounds. of which salmon was about 71 percent. Anvik had the lowest combined 

subsistence fish harvest of 29, 298 of which salmon was about 57 percent. Salmon 

cornprised 53 percent of the total harvest in Shageluk (37, 038 pounds) and about 60 

percent in Holy Cross (55, 487 pounds). 

96 Like trapping. commercial fishing is an important activity. because through it two important resources- 
- cash and protein- are procured. 
97 Also known ar "Hooligan," eulachon is a variety of hemng; and is prized for its rich oil content. 



Figure 24. Total Edible Pounds of Salmon and Non-Salmon Harvested by Cornmunity. 
Grayling, Anvik, S hageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- l99 1. 

1: Salmon 

Non-Salmon 

Grayling . Anvik Shageluk Holy  Cross 

Tables 31-31 and Figures 25-29 provide information on the subsistence fish 

harvests in each of the four cornmunities. Fish harvests ranged from a high of 525.3 

pounds in Grayling. to a Iow of 202.1 pounds in Holy Cross. Salmon ranged from 

comprising 7 1.2 percent of the total edible pounds of fish harvested in Grayling, to a low 

of 52.8 of the total edible pounds of fish harvested in Shageluk. 

In Grayling. overall household participation in fishing was high; it ranged from a 

low of seven percent of the households participating in char fishing, to a high of 100 

percent of the households fishing for salmon. The per capita harvest of al1 fish species was 

525.3 pounds, over two-thirds of which was salmon. Non-salmon species accounted for 

28.8 percent of the total fish pounds harvested in Grayling. 



Table 3 1. Fish Harvested by the Residents of Grayling. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Percent of Edible House hold Per 
HousehoIds Pounds Mean Capita 

Pesource Harvestino Harvesred Harvest Harvest 

Fish 100.0 107.182 2.280.5 525.3 

Salmon 100.0 76.358 1.624.6 374.2 

Non-Salmon Fish 100.0 30.824 655.8 151.1 

Char 7.3 5 8 1.2 . 3 

Gray ling 6 1 .O 560 11.9 2.7 

Pi ke 6 1 .O 3.047 64.8 14.9 

Sheefish 90.2 10.730 228.3 52.6 

Trout 46.3 79 1 16.8 3.9 

White fish 82.9 15.637 332.7 76.6 

Of the non-salmon species harvested in Grayling. whitefish (50.7 percent). 

sheefish (34.8 percent), and pike (9.9 percent) together comprised about 95 percent of the 

harvest. The remaining four percent of the total harvest in Grayling was comprised of char 

(.2 percent). grayling ( 1.8 percent). and trout (2.6 percent). 

Figure 15. Relative Percentage of Non-Salmon Harvested by Weight, Grayling. 1990- 
1991. 

Char 0.2% 

Grayling 1.8% 

Pike 9.90h 

Sheefish 34.8% 

~ r o u t  2.6% 

Whitefish 50.7% 
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The per capita pounds of fish harvested was considerably less in Anvik than in 

Grayling (302 as compared to 525 pounds). As in Grayling, the majority of the fish (57.5 

percent) harvest in Anvik was attributable to salmon. Participation in fishing was lower in 

Anvik than in Grayling. ranging from eight percent of the households fishing for char, to 

83 percent of the households fishing for salmon. 

Table 32. Fish Harvested bv the Residents of Anvik, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Resource Harvestin~ Harvested Harvest Harvest 

Fish 87.5 29.298 945.1 302.4 

Salmon 83.3 16.838 543.2 173.8 

Non-Salmon Fish 79.2 12.460 40 1.9 128.6 

Char 8.3 21 1 6.8 2.2 

Gray ling 33.3 190 6.1 2.0 

Pi ke 31.7 2.434 78.5 25.1 

Sheefkh 62.5 3.07 1 99.1 3 1.7 

Trout 12.5 95 3.1 1 .O 

Whitefish 62.5 6.460 208.4 66.7 

Non-salmon species of fish accounted for approximately 42.5 percent of the total 

fish harvest in Anvik. As was the case in Grayling, the majority of non-salmon fish 

harvested included whitefish (5 1.8 percent), sheefish (24.6 percent), and pike (19.5 

percent). The remaining three percent of the total non-salmon harvest in Anvik was 

comprised of char (1.7 percent), grayling (1.5 percent) and trout (0.8 percent). 



Figure 26. Relative Percentage of Non-Salmon Harvested by Weight, Anvik, 1990- 199 1. -- 

C h a r  1.7O/0 . Grayling 1.50' 

a Pike 19.5% 

O Sheefish 24.6% . Trout 0.8Oh 

a Whitefish 51.8% 

In Shageluk. non-salmon comprised slightly less than half of the total fish harvest. 

Per capita harvest of al1 fish was 299 pounds. comparable to that in Anvik and considerably 

less than that of Grayling. Participation was relatively low-- ranging from no households 

fishing for char and trout to 50 percent of the households fishing for salmon. 

ïable 33. Fish Harvested by the Residents of Shageluk, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Percent of Edible HousehoId Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capi ta 

Resource Harvesting Harvested Hawest Hwvest 

sish 56.3 37,038 926.0 299.3 

Salmon 50.0 19.536 488.4 157.9 

Non-Salmon Fish 56.3 17,502 437.6 141.4 

Char 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Gray ling 3.1 1 .O2 .O 1 

Pi ke 46.9 6,263 156.6 50.6 

Sheefish 3 1.3 2,08 1 52.0 16.8 

Trout 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Whitefish 46.9 9.158 228.9 74.0 
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As in Grayling and Anvik, whitefish comprised about half (52.3 percent) of the 

non-salmon fish harvested in Shageluk. In contrast. however, pike cornprised the second 

largest non-salrnon pounds harvested (35.8 percent) and sheefish comprised the third ( 1 1.9 

percent). Also, char and trout were reportedly not harvested during the 1990- 199 1 study 

year. 

Figure 27. Relative Percentage of Non-Salmon Harvested by Weight. Shageluk, 1990- 
199 1. 

Char 0% 

Grayling 0.0% 

Pike 35.8% 

Sheefish 11.9% 

m l r o u t  0% 

a Whitefish 52.3% 

Holy Cross had the lowest pounds per capita of fish harvest (202 pounds). 

Interestingly, participation in fishing by Holy Cross households was higher than in 

Shageluk, but lower than in Grayling, ranging from a low of no households participating in 

char fishing to 64 percent participating in salmon fishing. Non-salmon comprised 40 

percent of the total fish harvest. 
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Table 34. Fish Harvested by the Residents of Holy Cross. 1990-1991 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Percent of Edible House hold Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Pesource Harvestina Harvested Hanest Harvest 

Fish 71.8 55,487 668.5 202.1 

Salmon 64.1 33.269 400.8 121.2 

Non-Salmon Fish 66.7 22.2 18 267.7 80.9 

Char 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Gray lin? 12.8 268 3.23 1 .O 

Pi ke 43.6 7,725 93.1 28.1 

Sheefish 41.0 5,587 67.3 20.4 

Trout 2.6 192 2.3 .7  

Whitefish 61.5 8.447 101.8 30.8 

Whitefish and pike accounted for comparable percentages of the non-salmon 

pounds harvested (38 percent and 35 percent, respectively), and sheefish accounted for 

about 25 percent of the total non-salmon harvest in Holy Cross. No char were harvested 

during 1990- 199 1, and grayling and trout provided only a minor contribution to the overall 

pounds harvested. 

Figure 28. Relative Percentage of Non-Salmon Harvested by Weight. Holy Cross, 1990- 
1991. 

Char 0°% . Grayling 1.2% 

Pike 34.8Oh 

Sheefish 25.1% 

Trout 0.9% 

Whitefish 38.0% 
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For al1 four communities, non-salmon represented 36 percent of the total fish 

harvest (Figure 29). Of that. whitefish compïised almost half (47.8 percent) of the total 

harvest. Pike and sheefish comprised relatively comparable percentages of the total hamest 

(23.5 percent and 25.9 percent, respectively), and char (0.3 percent), grayling (1.2 

percent), and trout ( 1.3 percent), together contribute only a srnall fraction (2.8 percent) of 

the total non-salmon harvest. 

Figure 29. Relative Percentage of Non-Salmon harvested by Weight. Grayling. Anvik. 
S hageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Whitefish 47.8% 

Grayling 1.296 

a Pike 23.5% 

O Trout 1 .~O/O 

Sheefish 25.9% 

B C h a r  0.3% 

Map 4 shows the subsistence fishing areas used by residents of al1 four villages. For 

the residents of Grayling, subsistence fishing occurs in several different areas, depending 

on the species. Salmon fishing occurs on the Yukon River. from roughly ten miles below 

Grayling up to Alice Island. Pike fishing occurs in the lakes and sloughs southeast of 

Grayling. Pike and whitefish are also taken on the Imoko River from ten miles beiow 

Holikachuk up to Dementi. Anvik fishermen primarily utilize the Anvik river for 

subsistence fishing, alrhough numerous lakes and sloughs are also used. Shageluk 

residents fish primarily dong  the Innoko River from fifteen miles below Shageluk to 

roughly twenty miles above Dernenti. Residents of Holy Cross generally fish for salmon 
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and whitefish along the Yukon River from ten to fifteen miles above and below Holy 

Cross. Additionally, blackfish are sought in lakes and sloughs just below Holy Cross. 

Whitefish. sheefish and pike fishing occurs in the Pairniut Slough; and in Reindeer Lake. 

Pete's Lake. and Steven's Lake. and along Deer Hunting Slough (see also Map 1 for 

placenames). 

Subsistence harvest of salmon is accomplished with set nets and drift nets. and 

occurs primarily in the Yukon River. Shageluk residents typically move to points along the 

Yukon for their salmon. Non-salmon species. especially whitefish, sheefish, and pike. 

are harvested with dip nets and set nets. typically in the Innoko and Anvik Rivers. 

Trout and grayling are occasionally caught with rod and reel. 

Land Mammals 

Large land mammals harvested by residents of Grayling, Anvik. and Holy Cross 

include moose, caribou, and black and brown bear. Shageluk residents hunted only moose. 

While inquiries regarding da11 sheep and goat were made, neither were reportedly harvested 

by anyone frorn any of the four viliages during the study period. Caribou are hunted when 

possible, although given the great distances people must travel to hunt caribou, they are not 

currently readily accessible to local h u n t e ~ . ~ *  Nonetheless, people are generally interested 

in hunting caribou, particularly in light of the increasing cornpetition between resident and 

non-local hunters over local moose resources. According to local people. however, the 

caribou may be moving closer to the area. In 1990-1991, caribou were available in the 

vicinity of Dikeman and Iditarod; and a few hunters from Grayling, h v i k ,  and Holy Cross 

made thai trip in 1990- 199 1. The few caribou harvested as a result were obtained with 

extensive travel and consiaerable expense.99 

98 As noted previously, geat  long rem fluctuations occur with caribou: and the resource rnay have (and 
may once again) provide a staple protein source to the overall diet. 
99 It  is also important to note that there is considerable prestige associated with haniesring a scarce 
resource, and this may drive the desire to harvest. Similarly, desire to harvest (and willingness to travel 
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Tables 35-38 provide an overview of the percent of households participating in 

hunting large rnammals. edible pounds harvested. and per capita pounds harvested of land 

mammals by residents of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 

In Grayling. 78 percent of the households hunted rnoose; and moose provided 

aimost 99 percent of the total pounds harvested. A small percent of the households hunted 

black (12.2 percent) and brown (2.4 percent) bear, and bears provided only a srna11 

percentage of the overall large mammal harvest. S imilarl y. few households hunted caribou: 

and caribou represented only a smdl fraction of the harvest. Almost 300 pounds per capita 

of large mammals was harvested by residents of Grayling. 

Table 35. Land Mammals Harvested by Grayling, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
E s ~ a t e d  Communitv Totals 

Percent of Edible House ho ld fer 
Households Pounds Mean Capi ta 

Pesource Haruestiu u rv 

Large Land Mammals 78.0 59,856 1.273.5 293.3 

Black Bear 12.2 532 11.3 2.6 

Brown Bear 2.4 162 3.4 0.8 

Caribou 2.4 1 49 3.2 0.7 

Moose 7 8 59.0 14 1.255.6 289.2 

The situation is basicdly similar in Anvik, aithough a higher percent of households 

in Anvik hunted bear, particularly black bear. As in Grayling, roughly three founhs of the 

households (75 percent) hunted moose, and moose provided about 95 percent of the total 

harvest of large mammals. While only 8.3 percent of the households in Anvik hunted 

caribou, this percentage reflects the highest participation of any of the four villages. 

Caribou provided about three percent of the large mammal hanest. Almost 400 pounds 

per capita of large mammals were harvested by the residenis of Anvik. 

long distances to attain the resource) may also be tied to the desire to assen "rights" to the resource for the 
purposes of federal or sute game management regulations. 



Table 36. Land Marnrnals Harvested by Anvik, 1990- 199 I (Source: Field Data). 
Estimated Comrnunitv Totals 

Percent of Edible Household Per 
House holds Pounds Mean Capita 

Resource Harvestin~ Harvested Harves t Harvest 

Large Land Mammals 75.0 37,252 1.201.7 384.5 

Black Bear 20.8 450 14.5 4.64 

Brown Bear 4.2 364 11.8 3.8 

Caribou 8.3 1,175 37.9 12.1 

Moose 75.0 35.263 1.137.5 364.0 

Moose were the only large land mammal hunted in Shageluk. and less than half of 

the households hunted moose. Per capita harvest of moose was about 126 pounds. 

considerably less than the three other villages. In comparison, the moose harvest in 

Shageluk was 18 percent of that in Holy Cross, 26 percent of that in Grayling. and 44 

percent of that in Anvik. 

Table 37. Land Mammals Harvested by Shageluk, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
1 
Percent of Edible House hold Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Resource Harvestiry Harvested Harvest Harvest 

Large Land MammaIs 37.5 1 5.600 390.0 126.1 

Black Bear 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Brown Bear 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Caribou 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Moose 37.5 1 5.600 390.0 126.1 

Holy Cross exhibited similar patterns to those of Grayling and Anvik. About three 

fourths (74.4 percent) of the households hunted moose, and moose constinited the majority 

(98 percent) of large mammals harvested. In comparison to Anvik. a slightly higher 

percentage of households in Holy Cross hunted black bear (23.1 percent), although black 

bear contribcted less than two percent of the overall large mammal harvested. 
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Table 38. Land Mammals Hawested by Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Estimated Communitv Totals 
Percent of EdibIe Household Per 
HousehoIds Pounds Mean Capita 

Pesource Harvestine Harvested Harvest Harves t 

Large Land Mammals 74.4 88.355 1,064.5 321.8 

Black Bear 23.1 1.48 1 17.8 5.4 

Brown Bear 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 

Caribou 2.6 553 6.7 2.0 

Moose 73.4 86.320 1.040.0 3 13.3 

In surnrnary, in three of the four communities, roughly three founhs of the 

households hunted moose: and moose provided the primary source of large mamrnals 

harvested. Moose is the largest contributor to the overall large garne harvest by residents of 

al1 four villages-- accounting for 97.6 percent of the total . 

Figure 30. Relative Percentage of Large Game Harvested by Weight. Grayling, Anvik. 
Shageluk, Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

1 . Black Bear 

1 . Brown Bear 0.3% 

1 Caribou 0.9% 

1 Moose 97.6% 

Moose is clearly a staple resource, providing from 95 to 100 percent of the large 

marnrnal harvest; and from 28 (Shageluk) to 5 1 (Holy Cross) percent of the total edible 

pounds harvested. While there is interest in obtaining caribou, few people actively hunted 

caribou (for reasons already discussed); and caribou provided less than one percent of the 
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total large mammal harvest during the 1990-1991 season. There is limited interest and 

participation in black bear hunting in at least three of the cornmunities. and during 1990- 

199 1 black bear provided a small percentage (1.2 percent) of the total large marnmals 

hunted. There is reponedly less interest in brown bear hunting, and only a small fraction of 

households participated in brown bear hunting. Not surpnsingly, brown bear accounted 

for less than one percent ( - 3 )  of the total large mammals harvested. Large rnammals 

provided from 126 to 384.5 pounds per capita to the residents of Grayling, Anvik. 

S hageluk. and Holy Cross dunng 1990- 1 99 1. 

The four villages are located in Federal Garne Management Unit (GMU) 21, 

subunit 2 lE, and adjacent to subunits 21A, 21D. and Federal GMUs 18 and 22. 

According to local people. the majority of large game hunting occurs within GMU 21; 

specifically. subunits 21E. 2 lA, and 21D.1°1 Map 5 provides the resource use areas of 

each of the four cornrnunities. imposed over the GMU Map. The observation that people 

conduct most of their resource use in GMU 21 is well supported. 

Most of the moose harvested in 1990- 199 1 by residents of the four cornmunities 

were harvested during the regulated moose hunting season. which occurred from 

September 5 through 25 in 199 1 in GMU 2 1E. Interestingly, local hunters and non-local 

hunters had the same season in 199 1 . While some hunters traveled to other 

GMUs. distance, time limitations, and limited resources reduced options for local people, 

who generally hunted moose within 100 miles of home. The winter moose hunting season 

(a resident-only hunt) was open February 1- 10, 199 1. The winter hunt is not generally as 

productive as the fa11 hunt, yielding about one third the fa11 time harvest. Nonetheless, the 

winter moose hunt provides an important opportunity for local residents to acquire moose 

at a time when other resources are not plentiful. 

loO Interest expressed in, and subsequent data collection on. bear hunting may reflect cultural reluctance to 
discuss bear, and hence data may not reflect actud harvest. 
l o l  Though not the focus of rhis study. further research regarding botindaries- Le. .private/public. 
state/federaVNative lands, might be enlightening. 
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Map 6 shows the moose and bear harvesting areas as described by residents of each 

of the four communities. For the residents of Grayling, fa11 moose hunting generally 

occurs within ten miles of the Yukon River, from five miles south of Grayling up until 

Blackburn Island, and along the Innoko River up until approximately twenty five miles past 

Dementi. Anvik residents utilize the Anvik River up to Canyon Creek. the Bonasila river 

through to include the Stuyahok River, and the Yukon River from Tunle Island up to 

roughly five miles above Anvik. Shageluk residents hunted for moose primady along the 

Innoko River. from Railroad City up to twenty miles past Dementi. In addition. parts of 

Shageluk Slough. the Yetna River and the Itidarod River were also used for moose 

hunting by Shageluk hunters. Holy Cross residents typically hunt moose along the Yukon 

River from Paimiut, West to include the Bonasila and Stuyahok Rivers. up to roughly ten 

miles below Anvik, and east to include the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge and the Innoko 

River up to Six Mile Lake. Similarly, Holy Cross hunters also hunt dong the Yetna River 

and the Innoko River, traveling upstrearn to the mouth of the Itidarod River. Winter moose 

hunting takes place in the same general areas. though typically people tend to stay 

closer to home. During 1990- 199 1. several trappers harvested moose while operating their 

traplines. 

Some hunters indicate that brown and black bear are sometimes hunted in 

conjunction with fa11 moose hunting. This is consistent with bear harvest use areas 

documented by residents. Contrary reports indicate that the bear are not good to eat at this 

time of year as a result of their summer-long diet of fish. Others report that spring time 

bears are "better," though noticeably leaner and without the fat of sumrner and fall time 

bear. Reports during this research indicate that the majority of bears taken by the residents 

of the four villages were harvested in sprhg and summer. 
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Fur Bearers and Small Game 

Small land mammals targeted by uappers from Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk, and 

Holy Cross include wolf, otter, beaver, marten, muskrat. fox, and lynx. Beaver. hare. and 

muskrat were also comrnonly snared. While trapping was the most common means of 

taking fur bearers. snaring was also a means of harvesting fur bearers and small mammals. 

While fur bearers are generally taken primarily for their fur, cenain species. for exarnple, 

beaver and hare. are also harvested for their meat. Estimated Ievels of household 

participation and harvest of fur bearers taken during the study period by trappers from 

Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross are shown in Table 39. Likewise. Figure 3 1 

illustrates the relative percentage of the total small game harvest by weight. 

Table 39. Fur Bearer Resources Harvested by Residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, . - 

and Holv Cross, 1990-199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
- 

Estimated Percent of 
Households Harvesting and Nurnber Harvested 

r i  1 - H o l ~  Cross 
Resource %l# % /# %/# %l# 

Beaver 3 1.7 1 242 50 / 353 12.5 / 31 5 1.4 1 577 

Fox 17.1 125 12.5 / 198 15.6 / 10 28.2 1204 

tiare 22.0 1134 33.3 1 145 6.3 130 33.6 1762 

Land Otter 9.8 1 1 1  8.3 1 16 3.1 13 20.5 1 74 

Lynx 0.010 4.2 1 5 0.0 1 O 15.4 130 

Marten and beaver are the most comrnonly harvested of the fur bearers; together 

they comprise approximately 65 percent of the total small game harvest. In Anvik and Holy 

Cross, beaver were the most comrnonly harvested; and in Grayling and Shageluk, marten 

was most frequently harvested. Hare comprise roughly 2 1 percent of the total small game 

harvested; and fox, land otter, lynx. weasel, and wolf together comprise the remaining 14 

percent of the total s m d  game harvest. 



Figure 3 1. Relative Percentage of Small Game Harvested by Weight, Grayling, Anvik. 
Shageluk. Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 

-- - 

Beaver 22.8% 

Fox 8.3% 

Hare 20.7% 

Land Otter 2% 

Lynx 0.7% 

Marten 42.5% 

Weasel 1.70/~ 

Wolf 1.3% 

Participation levels in trapping were lower than for any other activity, aithough 

from one third to one half of al1 households in the four communities trapped during 1990- 

199 1. While low fur prices may be partly responsible for lowered interest in trapping. not 

al1 who trap do it solely for economic gain. The importance of trapping (and by 

association hunting, fishing. and gathering) as a means of affirming cultural identity and 

ties to the land cannot be underestimated. lo2 Many trappers referred to the "mental heaith" 

benefits of trapping as k i n g  the primary incentive for participation, since trapping provides 

a way for people to get out on the land. One young man indicated that while he made little 

money after selling his furs by the time he paid for his gas. he liked running a trap line 

because "it got hm out on the land." The non-economic aspects of trapping are clearly as 

lo2 Usher (1976b: 16) provides a simiiar description of the advantages of hunting for the Inuit of the 
Northwest Territories: 

Hunting as an expression of cultural identity is of profound importance to the Eskimo and 
it is sometimes engaged in even when it is clearly uneconornic. This remains m e  for the 
younger generation as welI. The large proportions of totd cash income spent by almost 
a11 men on hunting, trapping and traveling gear, even if these tools do not provide their 
chief source of income, are indicative of their cornmiunent to a land onented way of life. 
Further. country food, and the ethics and values associated with obtaining, sharing and 
eating it, are of profound significance to Native people .... 
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(and some would argue more) important as the economic, though the latter often attract the 

most attention in analyses of subsistence econornies. 

As noted previously, trapping areas typically operate on the principle of 

'usufructory nghts'-- that is. as long as they are used, other trappers respect that use and 

stay away. As mentioned earlier, trapline areas are typically handed down through 

generations from father to son (Vanstone 1979a: 183). Commonly, more than one area is 

recognized as belonging to a given trapper, who altemates use of the areas to provide for 

continued viability of the furbearing populations (cf. Feit 1986). 

The trapping use areas were documented by village residents during 1990- 199 1 

(Map 7).1*3 In general, trappers from Grayling trap in the area from Blackburn Hills 

to Blackburn Island and the Innoko River and Innoko National Wildlife Refuge almost to 

Dishkaket. The trapping area utilized by Anvik trappers includes some of the Innoko 

National Wildlife Refuge: and West over to Athuelinguk River. from roughly ten miles 

north of Stuyahok. and the Stuyahok River, and al1 of the Anvik River up to Canyon 

Creek. The area utilized by trappers from Shageluk includes the Innoko River fiom fifteen 

miles blow Shageluk, over to Itidarod, up into the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge almost 

to Dikeman and back over to the Innoko River almost to Holikachuk. The area generally 

covered by trappers from Holy Cross includes most of the sarne area used for moose 

hunting, as well as much of the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge and the Itidarod River. 

Snaring generally occurs in close proximity to the village, or incidental to other activities. 

Due to the nature of the activity. its szason (winter). and traditional mechanisms which regulatc 
trapline use, trapping covers the largest land area. 





Birds 

For the purposes 

geese, and other birds. 

of this study, birds were subdivided into three categories: ducks, 

Species of ducks commonly harvested by residents of the four 

communities include rnallard, pintaii, green winged teal. American widgeon. nonhem 

shoveler, ring necked, canvas backed, and bufflehead. Species of geese commonly 

harvested include Canada geese and white-fronted geese. Though not lepal, swans and 

cranes are also infrequently harvested. Other game birds harvested most comrnonly include 

ptarmigan. spruce hen and grouse. Species of birds harvested are listed in Appendix D. 

Tables 40-43 provide data on household participation in and harvest of birds for the four 

cornrnunities. 

The majonty of households in Grayling (85.4 percent) harvested birds and almost 

30 pounds per capita of birds were harvested. Of that, just over half (52.3 percent) was 

comprised of geese; 18.3 was comprised of ducks; and 27.3 percent was comprised of 

ptarmigan, spruce hens, grouse, and other birds. Swans contributed a fraction of the 

overail harvest. 

Table 40. Birds Harvested by the Residents of Grayling, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
b 

Estimated Communitv Totals 
Percent of Edible House hold Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capi ta 

Pesource Harvestino Harvested Harvest Hanest 

I Ducks 70.7 1,102 23.4 5.4 1 

I Swan 4.9 126 2.7 -6 I 
I Other Birds 80.5 1,650 35.1 8.1 1 

The proportion of households hunting birds in Anvik (85 percent) was comparable 

to Grayling. Nonetheless, per capita harvest of birds on Anvik was about 25 percent 

greater than in Grayling; almost 40 pounds per capita were harvested compared with just 



1 78 
under 30 pounds in Grayling. Geese provided the majority (64 percent) of the bird 

harvest; the remaining 36 percent was divided almost equally between ducks and other 

birds (i.e.. ptarmigan. spruce hens, grouse, etc.). Swans were reportedly not harvested 

by residents of Anvik in 1990- 1 99 1. 

Table 4 1. Birds Harvested by the Residents of Anvik. 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
Estimated Comrnunitv Totals 

Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Jtesource Harvestin~ Harvested Harvest Harvest 

Birds 83.3 3,966 127.9 40.9 

Migratory Birds 79.2 3,253 104.9 33.6 

Ducks 75.0 703 22.7 7.3 

Geese 70.8 2.550 82.3 26.3 

Swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other birds 83.3 7 12 23.0 7.4 

Less than half of the households in Shageluk harvested birds, and Sirds provided 

only 9.1 pounds per capita in Shageluk. As with Grayling and Anvik. geese cornprised the 

majority of the bird harvest (roughly 70 percent). Ducks provided approximately 24 

percent of the bird harvest: and ptarmigan, spruce hens, grouse, and other birds provided 

about 9 percent of the total harvest of birds. As in Anvik. swans were reportedly not 

harvested by residents of Shageluk during the study year. 

Table 42. Birds Harvested by the Residents of S hageluk, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Percent of Edible House ho ld Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Pesource Harvesting Harvested Harves t Harve s t 

Birds 43.8 1,123 28.1 9.1 

Migratory Birds 40.6 1,022 25 -6 8.3 

Ducks 34.4 242 6.1 2.0 

Geese 28.1 780 19.5 6.3 

Swan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other B irds 18.8 101 2.5 .8 
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About 69 percent of the households in Holy Cross harvested birds, a lower 

proponion than both Grayling and Anvik, though not as low as Shageluk. Residents of 

Holy Cross harvested an estimated 28.5 pounds per capita of birds. Of that harvest. 

roughly three-fourths was comprised of geese. ducks. and ptarmigan, spruce hens. grouse, 

and other birds. Each of these categories comprised about 12 percent, and swans 

comprised only a small fraction of the harvest. 

Table 43. Birds Harvested by the Residents of Holy Cross, 1990-1991 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Percent of Edible House ho Id Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Pesorirce Harvestine Harvested Harvest Harvest 

Buds 69.2 7,826 94.3 28.5 

Migratory Birds 6 1.5 6.923 83.3 25.2 

Ducks 51.3 936 11.3 3.4 

Swan 2 -6 1 1  1 .O4 

Other B irds 56.4 903 10.9 3.3 

In summary , birds provided a relatively small. but nonetheless important 

component of the overall harvest in al1 four cornmunities. The majority of households in 

three of the four cornmunities participated in harvesting birds. Per capita harvest of birds 

ranged from a high of 40.9 pounds in Anvik. to a low of 9.1 pounds in Shageluk. Of the 

total bird harvest of the four cornmunities, 8 1.5 percent was ducks and geese. aithough the 

geese harvest contnbuted more than four times the total pounds harvested of ducks (65.8 

versus 15.7 percent). Ptarmigan, grouse. spruce hens and other birds contributed 17.1 

percent of the total harvest; and swans contributed only a fraction (.7 percent) of the total 

bird harvest in the four cornmunities. 



180 
Figure 32. Relative Percentage of Birds Harvested by Weight, Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk. 
Holy Cross. 1990- 1 99 1. 

Swans 0.746 1 
Other Birds 17.8% 1 

Some ducks and geese are obtained during the M l  hunt. as allowed by current 

regulations. In the fall, hunting effort is generally directed towards ducks and geese in 

conjunction with moose hunting.'o4 However. fa11 time is not the preferred hunting season 

for waterfowl. As discussed, migratory waterfowl were traditionally hunted in the spring, 

upon their arrival. Spring time continues to be the locally preferred rime to harvest 

migratory waterfowl, and the data support an active spnng time harvest of ducks and geese 

by residents of the four villages. 

Map 8 provides the duck hunting areas utilized by residents of each of the four 

communities. Grayling residents generally hunt duck and geese in the same area as they 

hunt moose, in addition to an area along the Yukon River about half way to Anvik. Anvik 

residents hunt for migratory waterfowl primarily along the Bonasila River. In addition, 

numerous lakes and areas along the Yukon river are used for waterfowl hunting. Residents 

from Shageluk and Holy Cross typically hunt waterfowl in much the same area as they 

hunt moose. 

*O4 Like the harvest of moose during trapping activities. the harvest of waterfowl during rnoox hunting is 
a secondary, opportunistic use of seasondIy available resources. 
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Berries and Greens 

Of al1 the activities, gathenng has the highest levels of household participation in al1 

four cornmunities. These high rates of are likely related to the fact that anyone who is 

mobile can get to some bemy picking area or a source of greens. Greens harvested include 

Indian potatoes. wild rhubarb, wild celery, and Labrador tea. Bemes harvested include 

bluebemes. salmonbemes, goosebemes, and cranberries. 

While a substantid amount of wood is harvested in the area, a consistent measure 

was difficult to ascertain. Most of the households in Grayling collect wood. testimony to 

the long, cold winters that characterize the area. Households in al1 four cornrnunities used 

wood as a primary source of heat (see discussion in Chapter 4). In addition to collecting 

wood for use as a source of heat, people collected wood for construction (i-e., houses. 

tent frames, fish drying racks, etc.): and this quantity was difficult to assess. 

The estimated quantity of bemes. greens and wood gathered by residents of the 

four comrnunities is shown in Tables 43-47. Of the berries gathered. cranberries 

comprised the vast rnajority (65 percent) of the total berry harvest. About half as many 

blueberries were picked, and relatively few saimonberries. Collecting plants, greens, and 

mushrooms was an activity in which few households participated. as represented in the low 

contribution to the overall harvest. A total of 8.2 pounds per capita of bemes and greens 

and 664 cords of wood were harvested by Grayling residents during the study year. 

Table 44. Bemes and Greens Harvested by Residents of Grayling, 1990- 199 1 (Source: 
Field Data). 

Estimated Communitv Totals 
Percent of  Edible House hold Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Rcsource Harvest j n n Harvested Harvest Harvest 

Berries 80.5 1,669 35.5 8.2 

Bluebemes 63.4 578 12.3 2.8 

Cran benie s 65.9 1,078 22.9 5.3 

Salmonberries 4.9 14 .3  .1 
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Residents of Anvik gathered considerably less bemes, greens. and wood than 

Grayling residents. A total of 3.4 pounds per capita of bemes and greens and 253 cords of 

wood were harvested by Anvik residents. In contrast to Grayling. however, more 

blueberries than cranberries were harvested; and almost as many salmonberries as 

cranbemes were harvested. No greens, plants, or mushrooms were harvested by Anvik 

residents. 

Table 45. Berries and Greens Harvested by Residents of Anvik, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field 
Data). 

Estimated Communi tv Totals 
Percent of Edible Household Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capi ta 

Pesource Harvestin~ Harvested Harvest Harves t 

Blue berries 50.0 134 4.3 1.4 

Cran berries 37.5 1 03 3 -3 1.1 

Salmonbemes 16.7 93 3.0 1 .O 

Roughly hdf of the households in Shageluk participated in harvesting berries; and 

almost al1 households harvested wood, as illustrated in Table 46. No households gathered 

greens and plants. A total of 2.6 pounds per capita of bemes and 221 cords of wood were 

harvested by residents of Shageluk. 

Table 46. Berries and Greens Harvested by Residents of Shageluk, 1990- 199 1 (Source: 
Field Data). 

Estimated Communitv Totals 1 
Percenr of Edible Hottsehold Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capi ta 

Resolirce rvesring Harvest ed est 

Benies 53.1 320 8.0 2.6 I 
Bluebenies 40.6 200 5 .O 1.6 I 
Saimonberries 31.3 70 1.8 0.6 I 

Plan ts/Greens/Mus hrooms 0.0 O 0.0 0.0 I 
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More than half of the households in Holy Cross gathered berries and wood. A total 

of 8.8 pounds per capita of berries and 298 cords of wood were gathered by Holy Cross 

residents during the study year. In cornparison to the other three villages, more households 

in Holy Cross participated in gathenng greens and other plants. As in Anvik, bluebemes 

comprised the majority of the berry harvest: and cranbemes and salmonberries were 

roughly equally represented in the harvest. 

Table 47. Berries and Greens Harvested by Residents of Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: 
Field Data). 

Estimated Communi tv Tatals 
Percent of Edible House ho Id Per 
Households Pounds Mean Capita 

Resource rvest est 

Berries 66.7 2.4 18 29.1 8.8 

Blueberries 66.7 1.405 16.9 5.1 

Cranbemes 33.3 502 6.1 1.8 

Salmon berries 35.9 51  1 6.2 1.9 

Plants/Greens/Mushrooms 18.0 1.057 12.76 3 -9 

Wood 64.1 298 cords 

In surnrnary, more than half of the households in the four villages participated in 

picking bemes and collecting greens and plants and wood. From 64.1 to 97.6 percent of 

the households collected wood. Grayling reportedly harvested the rnost wood, followed 

by Holy Cross, Anvik. and Shageluk. Grayling also harvested the most pounds per capita 

of berries and greens and plants. and Shageluk harvested the least. In Grayling. 

cranbemes cornpnsed the bulk of the bemes harvested; but in al1 three other communities, 

bluebemes provided the bulk of the beny harvest. As Figure 33 illustrates, bluebemes 

comprised roughly half (50.8 percent) of the total berry harvest in dl four cornmunities. 

cranberries comprised 38 percent. and 11.2 percent of the total berry harvest was 

salmonbemes. 



Figure 33. Relative Percentage of Berries Harvested by Weight, Grayling, Anvik. 
Shageluk. Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 

- 

Blueberries 50.80h 

Cranberries 380h 

Salmonberries 1 1.2% 

Map 9 illustrates the areas used by residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk. and 

Holy Cross for gathenng bemes and greens. Berry grounds utilized by Grayling residents 

include the area around Grayling, both sides of the Yukon River from just below Grayling 

up to Blackburn Island. and the east side of the Yukon from Blackburn Island up to 

Bullfrog Island. Anvik residents gather bemes along the Anvik River. and a few areas 

along the Yukon River. Shageluk residents pick berries along the Innoko River. Holy 

Cross residents gather bemes along the Yukon River from Paimiut up until roughly ten 

miles above Holy Cross, arnong other areas. 

Wood is typically harvested in places either close to the village or within easy 

access to water. A total of 1436 cords of wood were reportedly collected by residents of 

the four cornmunities. and Grayling collected almost half (46.2 percent) of that amount. 

Map 10 provides a surnrnary of the areas used for gathenng wood by residents of the four 

communities during 1990- 199 1. Grayling used the largest area for wood collection (352.6 

square kilometers), collecting wood within a twenty miles radius of Grayling, and along 

the Yukon River from Grayling up to Bullfrog Island. Anvik residents used the smallest 
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area for wood collection, collecting within about ten miles of the cornrnunity on either side 

of the Yukon and Anvik Rivers. Shageluk collected wood within about 20 miles of the 

village, largely along the Innoko River and Shageluk Slough. Finally, Holy Cross 

residents collected wood dong the Yukon river across to Salmon Island and Red Wing 

Slough and in the area of Big Bend Slough and Crooked Lake. The area between the 

Innoko River and the Yukon River, around Horseshoe Lake was used to gather house 

logs. 

Sumrnary and Conclusions 

As this discussion has illustrated, a one-year sample of resource use during the 

1990-199 1 study year, illustrates that the Doy hi'tan and Deg hi'tan harvest a considerable 

amount and a wide variety of resources. Almost al1 households hunted, fished, trapped, or 

gathered resources of some kind in 1990- 199 1 : the small rninority that did not engage in 

these activities attained food resources through trade, barter, or in some instances, through 

purchase. 

Moose was a staple resource to al1 of the communities during the study year, 

providing the majority of the large marnmal protein in al1 four communities, and al1 of the 

large animal protein in Shageluk. While people expressed interest in harvesting caribou, 

the distances and expense involved lirnited that activity to only a few households. People 

in three of the four communities reported hunting black bear, and in two of the four 

communities brown bear were reportedly harvested. Overall, however, bear harvests were 

relatively low. accounting for only 1.5 percent of the total large marnmal harvests. Given 

the strong cultural and spiritual parameters associated with hunting bear, particularly brown 

bear, it is likely that reported harvests were under-reported. 

Fishing was extremely important as well, providing from 31.9 percent of the 

overall harvest in Holy Cross to 67.3 percent of the total harvest in Shageluk. Salmon 

accounted for more than half of the fish harvest in al1 four communities. Of the non- 
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salmon fish harvested. whitefish, sheefish, and pike accounted for the majonty in al1 four 

communities. The harvest of ducks and geese was about evenly split between fa11 and 

spnng, and the latter was particularly valued as the first source of fresh meat in the spring. 

Fur bearers, some valued for both their meat and furs, while not a major part of the overall 

harvest, were nonetheless an important component. Finally, bemes and greens were 

collected, as was wood (both for heat and for consmction). 

While the categories and terms (i.e., edible pounds per capita and mean household 

harvests in pounds) used to discuss harvests are etic in nature, and do not fully represent 

Indigenous valuations. they are nonetheless useful for examining extent and depth of 

resource use. Average household mean harvests varied considerably. Grayling was the 

highest at almost 4.000 pounds, and Shageluk was the lowest at under 1,500 pounds. 

Mean household harvest in Anvik was over 2.500 pounds, and in Holy Cross mean 

household harvest was just over 2.000 pounds. Sirnilarly, pounds per capita varied. from a 

high of almost 900 pounds in Grayling to a low of about half that (445 pounds) in 

Shageluk. Per capita harvest in Anvik was about 50 pounds less than that of Grayling: and 

Holy Cross was in between Grayling and Shageluk, at about 634 pounds. 

Explanations for this variance are rnultifold. and include the following: distances to 

the particular resource area (thus affecting time, money for gas, supplies and equiprnent): 

resource-use area available or open to the individual and the community; equipment 

available to the individual and to the community; and individual and community initiative, 

organization, and abilities. As explained in the previous chapter, dernographic differences 

can also affect harvest patterns and resource use, as can availability of and participation in 

wage labor. 

Overall, Grayling had the highest mean household harvest and the highest per capita 

harvest of al1 four villages. Grayling also had the largest average household size (4.3). 

Along with Holy Cross, Grayling had the highest percentage of households with full-time, 

year -round jobs. In addition, of the four communities. Grayling had the highest 
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percentage of households owning snowmachines. boats, and kicken. Of the area used for 

moose hunting by the four cornrnunities, Grayling used the second largest area (in square 

kilometers). 

In contrast, Shageluk had the lowest mean household harvest (about 35 percent of 

Grayling's) and the lowest per capita harvest (49.8 percent, or about half of Grayling's 

total harvest). Shageluk had the lowest percentage of households owning major 

subsistence equipment, and on average spent the least per household on non-equipment 

costs associated with subsistence (i.e., gas, etc.). Shageluk's employment was similar to 

the other three villages, with the one major exception that no one in Shageluk fished and 

few trapped for commercial purposes. This differer~ce is particularly significant because 

these activities (commercial fishing and trapping) represent the only means to achieve both 

protein and cash simultaneously. Participation in hunting. fishing, and trapping was lower 

in Shageluk than in any of the other three villages, though Shageluk showed higher 

participation rates in gathering than did Holy Cross. Total area utilized for moose hunting 

was smaller for Shageluk than for Grayling and Holy Cross. 

So, what does this tell us, aside from pointing to the vviety of factors affecting 

resource use at the community level? Data point to the importance of owning the equiprnent 

needed to access areas for subsistence. Also, data point to the need for cash to buy 

equipment and gas and other supplies to go out and hunt, fish, trap, or gather. Further. 

these data suggest that withn certain lirnits, resources will be hunted, fished, trapped, and 

gathered. Even Shageluk, with the lowest per capita harvest, and the lowest mean 

househoid harvest, still managed to harvest a considerable amount and variety of resources. 

The data also suggest that an individual community's desire, ability, and organization to 

attain resources, be it equipment, cash, or food. is an important determining factor to a 

community's success in that arena. 

Another important point brought out by this examination of resource use is that 

whether or not a resource is potentially commodifiable does not appear to affect its use for 
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subsistence purposes. For exarnple, salmon is caught for both subsistence and commercial 

purposes: and it is used for both. to a large degree, as commercial roe sales and the 

subsistence salmon harvest illustrate. Similady, while trapping provides furs which can be 

sold, people placed the value of trapping not in the furs, but rather in the fact that trapping 

allows people the oppominity to get out on the land. 

The interplay between material resources (i.e., cash, equipment, supplies) and the 

ability to procure subsistence resources is clearly demonstrated. Histoncal use of non- 

indigenous material culture for indigenous pursuits is not anathema to a "subsistence" 

economy. How these resources brought by Euro-Arnerican contact have corne to be 

incorporated within community life will be discussed later. Suffice it to Say that in 

contemporary lower Yukon communities, cash and the procurement of resources through 

subsistence pursuits are intimately linked, as the data discussed in this chapter have 

demonstrated. 



CHAPTER SIX: 
Deg Hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Patterns of Land and Resource Use 

Introduction 

As the previous chapters indicate, Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan reliance on the land's 

fish and game resources is not only an integral part of their economy, but also an important 

aspect of what it means to be Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan. A critical component of land and 

resource use is its seasonality; that is. the relationship between the resources and the lands 

and waters utilized at any given point in time is characterized by variable needs, 

environmental influences, and transportation methods, in addition to individual ability to 

access/harvest resources, and conternporary settlement patterns. 

While Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan methods of production, distribution, and exchange 

undoubtedly change through time, contemporary patterns of land and resource use are 

inexorably tied to their historic antecedents. 1 therefore begin this chapter by discussing 

historic patterns of land and resource use. Following this, I tum to conternporary patterns 

of land and resource use. examining the seasonality of land and resources used during the 

1990- 199 1 study year. 

Historic Patterns of Resource and Land Use 

Since there is a paucity of data on Doy hi'tan resource use, this discussion of 

historic patterns of land and resource use. based primarily on Nelson (Nelson 1887; 

Vanstone 1978) and Osgood (1940, 1958, 1959) focuses largely on the Deg hi'tan. Given 

the similarity in resource bases, however, it is likely that with subtle differences, the Doy 

hi'tan followed similar patterns of resource use. E.W. Nelson (Nelson 1887; Vanstone 

1978) provides one of the first comprehensive accounts of resource use as it was practiced 

around the tum of the century. 
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The Deg hi'tan have been regularly recognized for their fishing technology and 

abilities (Loyens 1966: Osgood 1940, 1958, 1959; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1974). 

Perhaps not surprisingly, they are commonly referred to primarily as fishermen: their 

hunting abilities are considered secondary to fishing, as is illustrated in the following 

statement by VanStone ( 1979b: 20-2 1): 

The Ingalik inhabitants of the lower-middle Yukon Taiga environment in the 
19th century practiced al1 three of the basic gathering activities-hunting. 
fishing and collecting. Fishing, however, was more important than either 
hunting or collecting, dthough both had significant places in the yearly 
cycle of subsistence activities. Hunting supplemented the primary food 
supply of fish and provided skins for clothing. Plant products. prirnarily 
bemes. were, at certain times of the year, a significant supplement to the 
fish and meat diet. Although many different fish are present in the Ingalik 
environment, salmon were, and are, the most important and predictable 
food item. To a very large degree, the yearly subsistence cycle focused on 
the seasonal migrations of fish and a considerable amount of Ingalik 
technology centered on the taking of fish. 

While the fishing abilities of the Deg hi'tan were and are notable, the supposition 

that the Deg hi'tan were first fishemen and second hunters is a matter of opinion. The 

period for which information on Deg hi'tan subsistence patters is amilable-- that is, from 

the late 1800s on--has been characterized by intermittent and often devastating crashes in 

both caribou and moose populations. 105 For example, while Zagoskin ( 1967 [ 1 8471) 

reported both moose and caribou populations to be "numberless" in the 1840s, in the late 

1800s. the caribou population crashed in the Interior (Cantwell 1902; Peuoff 1900: Stuck 

1917). It was not until the time of Osgood's fieldwork (1930s) that caribou popuIations 

were retuming to pre-crash levels. While the moose population was reportedly plentiful 

los Along these lines. Freeman (1988: 151) claims the following: 
... There is one other feature of the arctic environment that is also distinctive and has 
important ecological consequences for the human occupants. 1 refer to the fluctuating 
population Ievels of many arctic and boreal species, especially the terrestrial species. The 
peaks and crashes of tundra-dwelling lemming populations are well known, as are the 
longer periodicity fluctuations of snowshoe rabbits and their predator lynx in the boreal 
forest region. There is also strong evidence to suggest that important large game and fish 
populations (for example, those of the caribou and salmon, respectively) may very 
considerably over time. When the resource shortages occur over very large areas and 
restocking takes decades, the human population responses may be quite different from 
those employed to overcome mere seasonal shortages or even predictable resource scarcity 
of a year or two duration. 
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d u h g  the rnid 1800s. it crashed shonly thereafter (Vanstone 1979b: 129). By the late 

1800s, however, moose were reappearing in the area of Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk and 

Holy Cross (Petroff 1900: 5). Moose and caribou population shifts profoundly influenced 

the focus of Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan subsistence. That the Deg hi'tan were allegedly 

fishermen at the time of Nelson's work was therefore likely a function of resource 

availability or unavaiiability. 

Rather than being tied prirnarily to one or another resource, therefore. the Deg 

hi'tan were likely equaliy skilled in hunting, trapping, and gathering; it was the availability 

(factors influencing availability include presence or absence of resource, travel conditions, 

equipment availability, etc.) of resources which directed their subsistence focus. Because 

flexibility and adaptability are hallmarks of seasonal resource use, the ability of the Deg 

hi'tan and Doy hi'tan to redirect their subsistence focus regularly should not be surprising. 

It is likely more accurate. therefore, to refer to the Deg hi'tan as people who were and 

continue to be proficient at hunting. fishing. and gathering: the focus of activities at any 

point in time is likely a function of the accessibility of available resoumes. 

Historical accounts indicate that in addition to large mammals such as moose, 

caribou. brown and black bear and fish (primarily salmon and whitefish). Deg hi'tan also 

relied heavily on srnall game and birds. As with other hunting and gathering groups, 

smaller mammals and birds often provided important sources of protein during lem times; 

Le., periods of intermittent availability of larger marnmals and fish. 

An illustration of 'traditional' Deg hi' tan resource use patterns as documented by 

Osgood (1958: 280-281) is provided in Figure 34. It should be noted that while he 

-- - - - - -  

*O6 In regards to flexibility, VanStone (1974: 125) offen the following warning: 
... In stressing flexibility and accommodation, however, we should not lose sight of a 
simple and very basic truh that applies to al1 areas where hunting peopIes have exploited 
their environrnent: the expert hunters' most important attributes have always been 
knowledge and intelligence, both highly individual matters. The more a man knew about 
his environrnent and the multitude of exploitative techniques that were part of his cultural 
heritage, the better equipped he was to deal with the environment effectively. Specialized 
knowledge is in itself an adaptive sirategy, and it is indicative of the versatility of 
northern Athabaskans that they have been able to adjust satisfactorily to a number of 
environmental circumstances .... 
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conducted his fieldwork in the 1930s, Osgood's accounts represent Deg hi'tan culture as it 

was around the turn of the century. Seasonal use of resources is dependent on a nurnber of 

variables, and changes constantly; therefore this seasonal round is a static representation of 

diachronie phenornena. Osgood's representation of the Deg Hi'tan seasonal round begins 

in the Western calendrical year, although it has been suggested that the year is best viewed 

as beginning in springtime, with the end of winter.lo7 

The 'Traditional' Deg hi'tan Seasonal Round 

Springtime was generally a time of resource paucity for most Indigenous 

inhabitants of Alaska: there was little fresh meat, and stocks of dried fish prepared the 

summer before were dwindling. Dunng this time. as with most other times of year. smail 

mammals and birds provided limited supplies of fresh meat. and moose and caribou were 

also the object of hunting efforts (Loyens 1966; Nelson 1983, 1986: Nelson, et al. 1982: 

Osgood 1958; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1974) 

From pre-contact times into the twentieth century, the most cornrnon means by 

which caribou were hunted was with the use of caribou fences and surrounds (Osgood 

1940, 1958; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). According to historical accounts. caribou were 

ciriven into surrounds by a group of people including women and children. Once in the 

surround, the caribou were caught with previously set snares. In addition, caribou were 

hunted by individuals using arrows, snares, and lances. Surrounds were commonly used 

in the Ml;  arrows, lances, and snares were typically used during the rest of the year. 

particularly in winter (Osgood 1940: 25 1; 1958: 292). 

According to Zagoskin (1967[1847]), black and brown bear were aiso hunted in the 

spring, typically with bone tipped lances, as they came out of hibernation. Deadfalls and 

snares were also used to hunt brown and black bear (Osgood 1940). 

lo7 Nelson (1983: 9) notes that. "... In a sense the subsistence year begins with spring- the living 
environment is renewed and the seemingly endless austerity of winter is swept away on a rush of warmth." 
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Beaver and marten were the focus of both hunùng and trapping in March and April, 

most commonly dong tributaries of the Yukon, in addition to the numerous sloughs Figure 

(Osgood 1940; Vanstone 1978). Beaver and marten, in addition to other small hir bearers, 

were also hunted by came when the water was high. During the winter, beaver were 

commonly hunted with clubs and arrows, although in the fa11 deadfalls were also used. 

Breakup generally occurs between mid-April and mid-May. with obvious annual 

variation. 108 Around breakup, migratory waterfowl arrived: upon their arrival, they 

provided an important source of both eggs and rneat. Deg hi'tan hunted waterfowl 

pnmarily in the spring, as they provided the fust source of fresh rneat at a time when fresh 

food was scarce (Loyens 1966; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1979b). State and Federal 

regulations currently prohibit spring waterfowl hunting, although it is likely that this fact 

does not prevent this important cultural practice (as the following discussion will illustrate). 

Pnor to the introduction of rifles and shot guns, waterfowl were harvested with bow and 

arrow or, when they were flightless because of molting, with snares (Osgood 1940, 1958; 

Vanstone 1978). 

Following the springtime harvest of migratory waterfowl. people turned their 

attention to fishing (Loyens 1966; Osgood 1940. 1958; Vanstone 1978, 1979b). During 

spnng fishing, dip nets were used in the main channels and in tributaries; and gill nets or 

wicker traps were set in tributaries. Fish that were caught included whitefish, sheefish, 

grayling and pickerel. According to some sources (Loyens 1966; Osgood 1940, 1958: 

Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1979b). whitefish were the most important of the fish taken. 

Their value may be attributable to their sheer volume, as whitefish were the most numerous 

of al1 the fish species taken in springtime. 

Io* "Breakup" is refemd to by Nelson (1983: 10) as IV.... an exciting and important event. perhaps the mort 
dramatic seasonal transition in interior Alaska ..." Breakup refers to the transition from winter to spring, 
most commonly noted by the melting of snow; and more imponantly, the river ice. The amount of snow 
and average temperature dwing winter and spring rains al1 directly affect the tirne of breakup. 
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Once the whitefish had passed, the focus tumed from fishing to trading. People 

traveled to different established areas to trade fairs, where they exchanged many and varieci 

goods (Osgood 1940, 1958; Vanstone 1978, 1979a, 1979b; Zagoskin l967[1847]). 

During Zagoskin's visit ( 1 8 4 0 ~ ) ~  the Deg Hi'tan traded with the Kuskowagrniut, and also 

with Inupiat who came over from Norton Sound via the Anvik River. These trading 

relationships and established routes were in existence long before European contact. In 

fact, much of the initial Euroamerican contact involved intense exploration for indigenous 

trade routes (cf. Andrews and Koutskey 1977). 

Following the trade fairs. people retumed home to their fish camps to prepare for 

the salmon nins (Loyens 1966; Osgood 1940, 1958; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1979b). 

While some smdl animais were taken opportunistically (e-g.. marten. beaver, squirrels), 

and geese and ducks were taken throughout the summer, salmon fishing constituted the 

single rnost important activity of the summer. Berries and greens were also gathered in lare 

On the Yukon River, the king salrnon is generally the first to arrive. followed by the 

dog or chum salmon and even later by the silvers. In general, salmon fishing occurred 

from fish camps which were spread out dong the Yukon River (de Laguna 1936b, 1947; 

Nelson 1887; Vanstone 1978, 1979a). People living in the vicinity of present-day Anvik 

tended to situate themselves dong the Anvik River, as al1 three species of salmon traveled 

by dunng the course of the summer (Cantwell 1902; Chapman 1903, 1906, 1913; Nelson 

1887: Osgood 1940, 1958; Vanstone 1978. 1979a). Few salmon ascend the innoko River. 

According to Zagoskin (1967[1847]) and Nelson (1887; Vanstone 1978), the people who 

are settled in the vicinity of present day Shageluk and Holikachuk moved over to the Yukon 

River to fish camps for the duration of the salmon runs: 

... fish camps of Indians from Koserefsky and Anilukhtakpak, a 
community formerly located near Holy Cross, were, for the most part, 
situated on the right bank of the Yukon between the mouth of the Bonasila 
River and the Eskimo village of Pairniut.. (Vanstone 1978: 24-25). 
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Depending on the species, salmon were caught with dip nets and traps (Loyens 

1966; Osgood 1940; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1979b). Ln addition to being the first of 

three species to ascend the Yukon River in the spring, thus providing a sign that spring has 

anived, King salmon were the most prized of the eating fish, largely due to their high oil 

content. Also, the size and generally good quality meat made them a highly sought after 

fish. Dip nets were the most common means of harvest of King salmon. 

Following the king salmon run were the dog and silver salmon mns. Dog and 

silver saIrnon were usually taken with gill nets and wicker fish traps (Osgood 1940: 214, 

236-237). The traps were an efficient means to harvest dog salmon, since unlike king 

salrnon, they tend to ascend the river dong the banks. According to Chapman (1913: 50), 

the introduction of the fishwheel in the area around the tum of the century did not 

immediately displace fish traps. log VanStone (1979b: 183) concurs, adding that "... 

Fishwheeis were in generai use by the Ingalik by 19 13- 19 14, but they apparently did not 

replace traps imrnediately." 

Dog and silver salmon were taken in greater quantity than were king salrnon 

(Loyens 1966; Nelson 1887; Osgood 1940. 1958; Stuck 1917: Vanstone 1978). Dog and 

silver salmon were commonly cut and dried to provide the majority of the winter food . 

Additionally, dried dog salmon provided the prirnary source of dog food. 

It was not uncomrnon for the silver salmon run to continue into September, and 

they were harvested throughout this time. Freezeup usually occurred from mid-September 

to rnid-October. Before rivers froze over. shon trade trips often occurred; bundles of dried 

fish were traded to coastal people in exchange for seal oil and other marine mamrnal 

log Brought up from the Columbia River and introduced to the Yukon River around the mm of the 
century, the fishwheel almost universally replaced the fishtrap within twenty years of its introduction 
(Loyens 1966; Sullivan 1942; Vanstone 1974). The fishwheel allowed for increased catches and greater 
efficiency; which, some have argued, allowed people to keep larger dogteams, but also for the first tirne 
created "surplus" harvests (Loyens 1966; Sullivan f 942; Wheeler 1987). The surplus fîsh were available 
for sale to traders, mail carriers, missionaries, and the rnilitxy-- al1 of whom used large dog tearns and relied 
on local fishermen for their supply of dried salmon for dog food. As noted by this author (Wheeler 1987). 
the surplus catch fishwheels provided allowed local people to become more actively invoived in the local 
made of salmon. 



products (Andrews and Koutsky 1977: Zagoskin 1967[18N]). Following the end of 

sdmon tïshing. people generally left fish camps and retumed to the winter settlements 

(Nelson 1887: Osgood 1940, 1958: Vanstone 1978). 

The primary fa11 time activities were fishing and hunting (Loyens 1966: Sullivan 

1942; Osgood 1940: Zagoskin 1967[1847]). At freezeup. traps were set in tributaries to 

catch the different species of whitetkh, which typically run just rifter tieeze-up. Other 

fish taken during this tirne included pike. jackfish. Dolly Varden. Arctic Char. blackfish 

and loche. According to Vanstone (1979b: 216), traps were the most commonly utilized 

form of harvestinz fish. although gill nets and dip nets were used before the river 

completel y froze over. 

Another staple to the people of the area were eels (Chapman 1906. 1913: 

Vanstone 1979b). Eels. which ascend the Yukon in late Novernber. were an important 

source of oil and meat. They were caught with a dip net fashioned specifically for their 

harvest (Osgood 1940). 

As described by Osgood (1940. 1958) and Vanstone ( 1978. 1979b). moose and 

caribou were the major focus of fa11 hunting. In general. moose were hunted by 

individuais using a bow and arrow, or guns of various sorts. In contrast, caribou were 

typically hunted by large groups of people. The caribou were directed towards 

surrounds. where they were dispatched with snares. lances. bow and rirrow. and iater on. 

rifles. Both brown and black bear were occasionaily hunted durin? the faIl tirne: as in 

spring, they were usually taken with snares and deadfalls. 

In addition to faIl fishing and huntin? activities. limited trapping also occurred. 

The most commoniy trapped animals in faIl time were fox. lynx. land otter. beaver. 

squirrel. errnine. rnarten. and mink. Prior to the introduction of cornrnerciaIly availrible 

traps. animals were typically trapped with snares and deridfalls (Osgood 1940. 1958: 

Vanstone I979b). 
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As described by Osgood (1940, 1958), trapping continued through the fall and into 

the winter. In addition, limited hunting also took place dunng this tirne. By the end of 

December the days were short and cold, and al1 but the most necessary outside activity was 

curtailed. People continued to gather wood; and snares were set for small garne, 

particularly ptarmigan and hares. As is true of most of rural Alaska, the coldest and 

darkest of the winter days were spent conducting ceremonies, feasting, and visiring 

(Nelson 1983; Nelson, et al. 1982; Osgood 1958; Vanstone 1974; Zagoskin 1967[1847]). 

By the middle or end of January, increased light allowed greater outdoor activity. 

Hunting and snaring of smail anirnals and fishing continued to provide protein sources 

(Osgood 1940, 1958; Vanstone 1979b; Zagoskin (1967[1847]). Fishing was 

accomplished through setting traps in tributaries for whitefish, pike, and iing cod. 

According to Chapman ( 1906. 19 13). pike and blackfïsh were aiso commonly taken with 

lure-hooks in lakes dunng winter. 

These activities continued through the next several months. by which time the cycle 

was ready to start again, as winter changed into spring. Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan resource 

use changed constantly, dictated in large part by the time of year and by resource 

availability. Similarly, methods and means of harvesting resources changed often; and were 

often directly and fundamentally influenced by the introduction or borrowing of new 

technology, or altenng existing technology. In spite of these variables, a general pattern of 

histonc resource use c m  be determined. Similarly, a pattern typical of contemporary 

resource use c m  also be described. in addition to k ing  dictated by the seasonal availability 

of resources, contemporary Deg hi'tan resource use is also conditioned by technological 

parameters and regulations, as well as the need for resources introduced. and now 

integrated, from Euroamerican systems. 
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Contemwrarv Pattern of Land and Resource Use 

Contemporary residents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross expend 

considerable effort, time, and money annually on hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering. 

This effort is conditioned by abundance of resources, other ecological and environmental 

conditions,llO and man-made constraints, l l l al1 of which figure in the intensity, duration, 

and timing of subsistence efforts. These effons emerge into a general pattern of resource 

use as depicted in the following discussion and elucidated in the accompanying figures, 

tables, and maps. 

According to residents of the four villages. "springtime" is best defined as 

beginning around the time of, or just prior to, breakup. In terms of activities, spring 

begins around the t h e  that trapping ends; or, altematively, around the t h e  that migratory 

waterfowl retum. S u m e r  begins with first arriva1 of salmon, and ends following the 

major salmon runs. In terms of resource harvesting, the focus of summer is fishing, 

specifically saimon fishing. FaIl begins after the major salrnon runs are over, and ends 

around the time of fieezeup. Major harvesting activities occumng in fall include migratory 

waterfowl harvesting, moose hunting, and collecting bemes. Winter tirne begins around 

the time of freezeup and mns through the end of trapping, which also provides the major 

winter-time harvesùng activity. Clearly the timing of al1 seasons is relatively variable and 

contingent on environmental and ecological factors. 

The following discussion is based on the 1990- 1991 study period. While each year 

is different. and use of land and resources changes through time and because of spatial and 

extant factors, the following pattern can be said to be generally illustrative of contemporary 

Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan resource use. Annual variation does occur, and in time new 

l0 Ecological and environmental conditions include such events as flooding, fires, weather. altered 
migration patterns, etc. In Spnng 1989, there was a huge flood, which essentially turned the area around 
Shageluk into a giant lake. People are still feeling the effects of the flood, as many moose calves and other 
animals drowned, and the fish habitat was changed. Another example of ecological patterns altering 
resource use patterns is the caribou-- if and when they migrate closer to the area, they will be directly 
incorpomed into the resource base. 

I Man-made constraints include availability or lack chereof of cquipment, wage employment familial or 
community events (i.e., death, birth, etc.), meetings, etc. 
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patterns are likely to emerge. After discussing the general pattern of resource use, I then 

mm to specific seasonal aspects of resource harvesting. 

As was the case hstorically, early spnng is generally not a resource-rich tirne of 

year.l12 Except for the occasional beaver, muten, or hare, trapping is essentially over. 

Limited springtime fishing occurs (although breakup and ensuing high water levels 

determines the extent to which fishing is possible). Species of fish harvested in spring 

include char, pike, grayling. trout, sheefish, and whitefish. 

Limited effort is expended on hunting large mammals in spring. While moose 

hunting in spnng is prohibited by regulation. a few moose are typically harvested each 

spring. As was the case in historic Urnes, black and brown bear are both harvested in the 

spring. just as they are coming out of hibernation. Some hunters report that spring is the 

preferred time for hunting brown bear, especially. While the bears are skinny, since they 

are just coming out of hibernation. they lack the fishy taste of bears that have been eating 

salmon al1 sumrner. 1 13 

While black and brown bear are harvested. it is likely that harvests, particularly 

those of brown bear, go largely unreponed. A strict code of behavior dictates that bear 

harvesting not be discussed.1 l 4  Further, bear hunting in the area is highly restricted; and 

local ideology makes cornpliance with regulations. whch require tagging and sealing of the 

bear skull, impractical (for fiurther discussion, see c hapter 7). 

l2 This is a slow time in terms of cash resources as well. Seasonal wage labor has not yet begun. nor 
bas commercial fishing. Trapping is, for al1 intents and purposes, over. The aggregated public assistance 
payments to the four communities for June 1991 (based on previous three months income) exceeded any 
other quarterly payments in ternis of actual number of paymentdcases (120 for al1 four cornmunities). and 
payment amount was the second highest in the year. 

l 3  Brown bear are primarily harvested in spring while black bear are harvested in fall. This difference 
may be due, in part. to the dietary habits of the animals, which could affect the quality and taste of the 
meat. For example, black bears are far more omnivorous than are brown kars, which tend to eat as much 
rneat as possible; thus, whereas black bears will eat bemes, plants. and roots, in addition to meat. brown 
bears favor eating salrnon at the exclusion of plants and bemes. These dietary preferences alter 
considerably the taste of the meat. 

l4 See Brody (1982). Nelson (1978. 1983) and Ridington (1988, 1990) for ftirther discussion of rïtuals 
and taboos surrounding both black and brown bears in Athabascan cultures. 
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Once rnigratory waterfowl retum, people expend energy and expense on duck and 

geese hunting, usually harvesting about half of the annual take durhg that time. As was the 

case historically, following the springtime harvest of rnigratory waterfowl, people tum their 

attention to fishing. While a number of species are harvested. targeted species include 

whitefish, sheefish, char, pike. and grayling. Whitefish are an important resource to 

residents of ail four comrnunities. Although much of the focus on whitefish fishing occurs 

from late May through November, they are harvested year- round. Whitefish fishing most 

comrnonly takes place on the Yukon and Innoko Rivers. Sheefish and pike are taken at the 

same time that whitefish are harvested, typically with dip nets, set nets, and occasionally 

rod and reel. Following springtime fishing for non-salmon species, people turn their 

attention to getting ready for the salmon that ascend the Yukon and Innoko nvers. 

Preparations include cutting spruce poles for use in drying racks, tent frames. etc. in 

addition to mending nets, mending or building fishwheels, building drying racks, and 

getting the fish camps ready. 

Salmon are taken in the late spring, throughout the summer. and into the fall. 

Chinook or king salmon ascend the Yukon River usually beginning in Jline. Chinook are 

followed (or overlapped) by summer chum salmon. and finally silver salmon usually arrive 

in August. Other fish taken during the summer include whitefish, sheefish, pike, grayling, 

trout, and char. 

The arriva1 of the king salmon marks a cntical time of year, and a time when alrnost 

al1 effort is directed at subsistence and commercial harvests of salmon. While subsistence 

fishing occurs year-round. summer and fa11 salmon runs are the most important in terms of 

sheer volume. Much of the subsistence fishing takes place at fish camps, although fishing 

d so  occws near communities. 

Because of their high oil content, king salmon are a prized fish, particularly by 

older people. Many younger people claim to like the silvers better, as they are less oily. 

King saimon are either frozen whole or cut into strips and smoked. Chum salmon are also 
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harvested for subsistence purposes, typically with fishwheels. Chum sahnon are caught on 

the Yukon River and on the Innoko River, where a substantial churn run occurs in sumrner. 

Sumrner chum are typicdy cut and dned, and eaten dried with seal oil. 

The commercial fishery targets the females for their roe. Afier removal of the roe 

sack, the carcasses are typically dried and baled in bunches of fifiy for later use as dog 

food. On occasion, a fat male chum is frozen whole. Silver salmon are usually frozen 

whole. or cut and smoked. l l5 

Subsistence salmon are usually taken with drift or set nets,' l6 largely because 

silvers and kings tend to travel in the middle of the river, where there is deeper water. 

Fishwheels and set gill nets are used for commercial purposes. although fishwheels are the 

preferred gear type. Fishing for subsistence purposes continues into the fall. with late- 

running salmon and whitefish as the targeted species. 

Throughout surnmer and into the fdl, berries and greens are gathered. Bluebemes. 

cranberries, and salmonbemes are most comrnonly harvested. Greens which are gathered 

include Indian potatoes, rhubarb, and Labrador tea. Environmental factors (i.e., late break- 

up, cold weather. too much rain or not enough rain) weigh heavily on the availability and 

timing of bemes. The extremely wet surnrner of 199 1 was blamed for the low availability 

of berries that fall. Berry picking usually runs through the late summer and well into the 

fall. During 1990- 1991. the majority of the berry harvest occurred in the fa11.1 l 7  

After the last of the silver salmon run has passed, people mm their attention to 

moose hunting. The majority of moose harvested by residents of al1 four cornmunities are 

taken in fall, although moose are harvested year- round. As in early histonc times, birds 

(particularly ptarmigan and grouse) and small garne (e.g.. rabbits) are also harvested 

throughout the year. Since moose has taken on increasingly greater importance in terms of 

l 5  Clearly. while commercial fishing provides cash resources. it also contributes to subsistence resources 
through the preparation of dried, smoked, frozen ,and fresh fish. 
l l6 Fishing wirh drift or gill nets is cornmonly refemd to as "xining." 

l 7  , excessively wet s u m e r  may have impeded the growth of bemes. thereby requiring a later han 
usud harvest. 
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its spirinial1 18 and food value. it is less likely that small game now provides a main source 

of sustenance as it had in the past. 

People also harvest migratory waterfowl in the fdl, generally getting about half of 

their annual harvest at that time. Other targeted species for fa11 hunting include black and 

brown bear. and small game such as ptarmigan and grouse. About two-thirds of the black 

bear, and one-third of the brown bear are harvested in the fall. 

Fishing for whitefish and other non-salmon species continues into the fdl .  

Roughly one third of <he total whitefish harvest occurs in the fall, with the large runs that 

ascend both the Yukon and h o k o  rivers. 

Wood, which provides an important source of heat to many howholds. is gathered 

throughout the year. Effort is stepped ap in the fall, likely in anticipation of the long, cold 

winter. 

in early winter, eels are typically taken with dipnets through the ice on the Yukon 

River. Pike. sheefish, and blackfish are caught through ice on nearby lakes during winter. 

In addition, Shageluk residents consuuct a fence upstream of the community early in 

winter for the whitefish. The catch from this activity is distributed throughout the 

cornrnunity . 

Fishing occurs throughout the year. although in winter it is typically an individual 

activity; and hence t h s  is a season of lower yields. People also harvest srnall game and 

birds throughout the winter. 

A significant percentage of the overall moose harvest takes place in winter. While 

many people prefer to harvest moose as close to their comrnunities as possible, trappers 

often take moose incidental to trapping. 

' l 8  Under Alaska Stace law it is currently legal to harvest moose for hrnerary potlatches. providing the 
correct paperwork is filIed out prior to the harvest (which presents a problem for many people not wanting 
to talk about harvesting prior to the act), although it is not yet legal to harvest moose out of season for 
memorial potlatches. The rationale is that regulators feel that people can plan a memonal potlatch, and 
cannot plan funeral potlatches-- therefore ihey can pIan their memorial potlatches for open hunting seasons. 
For further discussion on Alaskan Athabaskan potlatches. see Nelson (1973, 1983), Quinn (1995) and 
Simeone ( 1995). 
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Trapping and snaring of fur bearen continues to be an important late fa11 and winter 

activity. Trapping usually ceases in March, when increased daylight adversely affects the 

quaiity of the fur. In contrast to historic times, when springtime trapping was an important 

activity. little springtime trapping occurs today. Nearly every household has at least one 

member who traps. While dog teams are used by a few trappers, snowmachines are the 

most common means of getting to the trapping area. A few trappers also charter airplanes 

to take them out to their trapping area. 

Targeted species for trapping include fox. marten, beaver. wolves. ennine, land 

otter, and lynx. Al1 of these species are taken for persona1 use. tradeharter and for 

commercial purposes. Of these. marten and beaver are by far the most important. Beaver is 

utilized for both its meat and the fur. Beaver is a valuable fur to sell; and marten. while not 

particularly lucrative to sell, is a used extensively locally and cornmonly is used for trade 

and barter. Trapping is vaiued for both commercial and subsistence purposes. 

Due to a lowered national and international demand for fur,I l g  the cash value of 

trapping has decreased dramatically over the past decade. Nonetheless, many people 

continue to trap, often expending significant effort in doing so. This effort is likely 

attributed to the pnde and symbolic importance of participating in subsistence. Trapping 

aiso provides an important source of matenal for barter, and f u s  are used in making hats 

and mittens for local use. Finally, many people attribute the importance of trapping largely 

to the fact that it gets them outside, living off the land. Being on the land is as important as 

the activity itself. Trapping usually occurs from late November through early spring, at 

which point the annual cycle begins again. 

Caribou are not currently incorporated into the annual round. As previously 

discussed, few people hunt caribou today. though not for lack of desire. At present, 

extensive travel to harvesting areas (which requires both time and money) and regulations 

l9 Tbe proposed European Community Fur ban. extended once again in November 1995. continues to 
affect the fur market, as buyers are unwilling to take on large quantities of fur for fear they will not be able 
to sel1 it (Wilson 1995 pers. corn . ) .  
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generdy preclude that possibility. As indicated earlier, caribou provide a small part of the 

overall large marnmal harvest (less than one percent overall). Due to locally perceived 

reductions in moose populations. people express an interest in hunting caribou. If caribou 

move closer to the region, it is likely they wiii be re-incorporated into the annual harvests. 

In 1990- 199 1, Anvik. Grayling, and Holy Cross harvested caribou: Anvik harvested 85.7 

percent of the caribou in the winter and 14.3 percent in spring; Grayling harvested dl of 

their caribou in summer: and Holy Cross harvested half of their caribou in winter and half 

in faii. 

@ring 

Table 48 provides the percent of the total represented by springtime harvests for 

each of the four cornmunities. Map i l  illustrates the area utilized and the resource 

harvesting activities undertaken in spnng by residents of d l  four cornmunities. 

As the coming of spring is marked in part by the end of uapping. it should not be 

surprising that few fur bearers are harvested in the spring. A srnall fraction (7.9 percent) of 

the resources that are trapped are taken in the spnng. Dunng the study year, a few beaver 

were taken during springtime by residents of Anvik and Holy Cross; and rabbits were 

snared in spring by residenü of Grayling, Anvik and Holy Cross. 

While sorne cornmunities reportedly hamest a small percentage of salmon (2.5 

percent overall), in general salmon fishing is not a primary springtime activity. People in 

the area do fish for non-salmon species in spring, although it is not considered the 

important time for most of the non-salmon species. Residents of the four communities 

harvest pike. sheefish, and whitefish in spnng; and Grayling and Anvik report fishing for 

char. grayling, and trout as well. 



Table 48. Percent of Resources Harvested in Spring by Residents of Grayling, Anvik, - - 
Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 (source- ~ i e ï d  ~ a t a ) .  

ra in e Anvik Sha~eluk Holv C ~ O S S  G VI 

Von-Salmon 
Char 
Gray ling 
Pike 
Sheefish 
Trout 
Whitefish 

Large Land Mammals 
Black Bear 
Brown Bear 
Moose 
Caribou 

SrnaIl Land Marnmals 
Beaver 
Fox 
Hare 
Land Otter 
Lynx 
Marten 
Errnine 
Wolf 

Birds 
Ducks 
Geese 
Swans 
Upld. Garne Birds 

Plants and Berries 
Bluebemes 
Cranbemes 
Salmonbenies 
Greens 
Firewood 

d a  
0.0 
1.2 
4.5 
d a  
37.3 

d a  
nia 
0.0 
d a  

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
nia 
0.0 
d a  
d a  

14.2 
3 3.7 
d a  
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
d a  



Map 1 1 .Resource Hürvcsting Arca Utilized by Rcsidents of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross in Spring, 1990- 199 1 .  
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People consider duck and geese hunting as one of the more important spring 

activities. Many people indicated that it was not spring until they had tasted duck soup! 

Springtime ducks harvests account for from 14.2 percent of the total duck harvest in 

Shageluk to 47.3 percent of the total duck harvest in Holy Cross. Springtime geese 

harvests account for 33.7 percent of the total geese harvest in Shageluk. to 58.8 percent of 

the harvest in Holy Cross. As Figure 35 illustrates, overall spnng duck and geese harvest 

account for 36.4 anci 50.1 percent of the total waterfowl harvest, respectively. The fresh 

rneat gained through the harvest of migratory waterfowl is considered to be a treat. and it is 

savored. 

Figure 35. Percent of Ducks and Geese Harvested by Season, Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

- 

Ducks Geese 

Black and brown k a r  hunting dso occurs in the spnng. About 65 percent of the 

total reported brown bear harvest took place in the spring. as did about 17 percent of the 

black bear harvest (Figure 36). Both Grayling and Anvik harvest black and brown bear 

during the spring; 100 percent of the brown bear and 62.5 percent of the black bear taken 

by Grayling residents were harvested in springtime in 199 1. Fifty percent of the brown 

bear and 16.7 percent of the black bear harvested by Anvik residents in the study year were 



2 1 2  
harvested in the spring. Shageluk did not report having hunted brown or black b a r ,  and 

Holy Cross only harvested black bear. 

Figure 36. Percent of Black and Brown Bear Harvested by Season. Grayling. Anvik. 
Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Black Bear Brown Bear 

While three of the four cornmunities report harvesting moose in spring, the 

springtime harvest represent less than four percent of the total harvest in the three 

communities. Interestingly, 85.7 percent of the caribou taken by Anvik residents were 

also harvested in the spring. Grayling and Holy Cross did not harvest caribou in spring. 

In general, then, springtime is characterized as a time of transition. Trapping 

typically ends in spring, and only a small percentage of the total trapping harvest occurs in 

spring. People direct some effort at fishing for non-salmon species, and also at moose and 

caribou hunting. Considerable effort is directed at duck and goose hunting, with spring 

harvests accounting for half of the annual geese harvest and about 36 percent of the duck 

harvest. Finally, some wood is collected during spring (14 percent overall), although 

effort is less than al1 other seasons. 



Table 49 provides the percent of resources harvested in summer by al1 four 

comrnunities, and Map 12 ties the resource harvesting to the areas utilized. As rnight be 

expected. fishing is the primary summer activity. 

Table 49. Percent of Resources Harvested in Surnmer by Residents of Grayling, Anvik, 
Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 

Gravline Anvik Shaneluk Holv Cross 
4 83.9 83.8 90.7 83.5 Salmon 

Non-Salmon 
Char 
Gray ling 
Pike 
Sheefish 
Trout 
Whitefish 

Large Land Mammals 
Black Bear 
Brown Bear 
Moose 
Caribou 

Srnail Land Mammals 
Beaver 
Fox 
Hare 
Land Otter 
Lynx 
Marten 
Emiine 
Wolf 

Birds 
Ducks 
Geese 
Swans 
Upld. Game Birds 

Plants and Berries 
Bluebemes 
Cranberries 
Salmonberries 
Greens 
Firewood 

nia 
100.0 
64.7 
73.9 
nia 
27.1 

nia 
nia 
6.3 
nia 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
nia 
0.0 
d a  
d a  

11.9 
15.4 
d a  
o. O 

82.5 
90.0 
92.9 
n/a 
11.3 

nla 
36.1 
26.0 
46-6 
50.0 
16.9 

16.7 
nia 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

9.5 
3.6 
0.0 
0.0 

29.1 
37.3 
66.7 
46.2 
15.0 



Map 12. Resource Harvesting Area Lltilixed hy Rcsidents of Grüyliiiy, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross in Suninicr, 1990- 199 1. 
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As Figure 37 illustrates. the vast rnajority (84.7 percent) of salmon harvested are 

taken in the sumrner; this figure includes al1 four species of salmon harvested. The figure 

represents only the salmon taken for subsistence purposes. 

Figure 37. Percent of Salmon Harvested for subsistence Purposes by Season, Grayling, 
Anvik, Shageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- 1991. 

Spring 2.5% 

Winter 0.8% 

Salmon 

A significant percentage (36.6 percent) of the non-salmon harvest also occurred in 

sumrner (Figure 38). Of the non-salmon species harvested, whitefish is the most important 

in tenns of volume, accounting for almost half of the non-salmon fish harvested. Of that 

harvest, 33.8 percent is taken in the summer (Figure 39). Similarly, a large percentage of 

sheefish and pike are taken in the summer; summer sheefish harvests account for 42.7 

percent of the total harvest and surnmer pike harvests account for 36.1 percent of the total 

pike harvest (Figure 40). Given that sheefish and pike together account for about haif of 

the total non-salmon fish harvest, the effort directed at fishing for non-salmon species in 

surnrner is not insubstantial. 
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Figure 38. Percent of Non-Salmon Harvesi Taken by Season, Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, 
and Holv Cross, 1990- 199 1 .  . Spring 18.9% 

Summer 36.6% 

Winter 12.70h 

Non- Salmon 

Figure 39. Percent of Whitefish Harvest Taken by Season, Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 .  

1 . Spring 18.8% 

Summer 33.8% 

Fall 33.5% 

Whitefish 



Figure 40. Percent of Pike and Sheefish Harvest Taken by Season, Grayling, Anvik. 
S hageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

Pike Sheefish 

In addition, lirnited hunting also occurs in summer: a small percent of the black bear 

harvest and al1 of the caribou taken by Grayling residents are harvested in the summer. In 

addition, Shageluk and Holy Cross harvest a small percentage of their total duck and geese 

harvest in the summer. Finally. about half of the berries and greens are gathered in the 

summer by three of the four comrnunities; the exception was Anvik, in which al1 bemes 

were reportedy collected in the fal; (Figure 41). 



Figure 41. Percent of Bemes and Greens Harvest Taken by Season. Grayling, Anvik, 
Shageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. --- 

Berries Greens 



As noted previously, fa11 effort is directed at hunting moose. brown and black bear, 

and migratory waterfowl. Bemes and greens are aIso harvested: and effort is directed at 

wood collection. Table 50 denotes the percent of resources harvested in the fall, and Map 

13 illustrates the land utilized for fall resource harvesting activities by the communities. 

Salmon 

Non-Salmon 
Char 
Gray ling 
Pike 
S heefish 
Trou t 
Whitefish 

Table 50. Percent of Resources Harvested in Fa11 by Residents of Grayling. Anvik. 
S hageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). . 1 Gravlin~ Anvik Shageiuk Holv Cross 

Large Land Mammals 
B lack Bear 
Brown Bear 
Moose 
Caribou 

Small Land Mamrnals 
Beaver 
Fox 
Hare 
Land Otter 
Lynx 
Marten 
Ennine 
Wolf 

Birds 
Ducks 
Geese 
Swans 
Upld. Game Birds 

Plants and Berries 
Bluebemes 
Cranberries 
Salmonbemes 
Greens 
Firewood 

9.3 

nia 
0.0 
34.1 
2 1.6 
d a  
19.2 

nia 
nia 
81.3 
d a  

0.0 
25 .O 
0 .O 
100.0 
d a  
12.8 
nia 
nia 

73.9 
51.0 
d a  
44.0 

17.5 
10.0 
7.1 
d a  
29.9 
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Overail. 66.1 percent of the moose are harvested in the fall. The percent of moose 

harvested in the fa11 varies by community, frorn 57.6 percent in Grayling to 8 1.3 percent in 

Shageluk (Figure 42). In addition to moose, brown and black bear are hunted in fall, with 

fall harvests accounting for 34.6 percent of the brown bear harvest and 62.7 percent of the 

total black bear harvest. 

Figure 42. Percent of Moose Harvest Taken by Season. Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk. and 
Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 

-- - 

Spring 2.6% 

Surnrner 1 .O% 

Fall 66.1% 

 inter 30.30h 

Moose 

Ln addition to land mamrnals, fa11 migratory bird harvests account for 59.7 percent 

of the total duck harvest and 47.2 percent of the total geese harvest. Finally, 36.3 percent 

of the total wood harvest occurs in the fall. While wood is gathered year round. fa11 and 

winter wood gathering is the most concentrated, together accounting for 7 1.7 percent of the 

wood harvest. 



Figure 43. Percent of Wood Harvest Taken by Season, Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk, and 
Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 
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Win ter 

Moose hunting; fishing for non-salmon species, especially whitefish. pike. and 

sheefish; uapping; and wood gathering account for the majority of winter harvests. Table 

5 1 provides the percent of resources harvest in winter by each of the four communities, and 

Map 14 illustrates the land utilized for the resource harvesting activities. 

Salmon 

Non-Salmon 
Char 
Gray ling 
P ike 
S heefish 
Trout 0.0 
Whitefish 

Large Land Mammals 
Black Bear 
Brown Bear 
Moose 
Caribou 

Small Land Mammals 
Beaver 
Fox 
Hare 
Land Otter 
=YU 
Marten 
Ermine 
Wolf 

Birds 
Ducks 0.0 
Geese 0.0 
S wans 
Upld. Garne Birds 

Plants and Berries 
B luebemes 
Cranbemes 
Salmonbemes 
Greens 
Firewood 

Table 5 1. Percent of Resources Harvested in Winter by Residents of Grayling. Anvik. 
Shageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1 (Source: Field Data). 
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As noted. 35.4 percent of the total wood harvest and almost one third (30.3 

percent) of the moose harvest occurs in winter. Half of the caribou harvested by Holy 

Cross residents idare harvested in winter. and 14.3 percent of the caribou harvested by 

Anvik residents is harvested in winter. A small portion (5 percent) of black bear and 12.7 

percent of the total non-salmon harvest occur in winter. Funher. 13.8 percent of the 

whitefish harvest, 12.9 percent of the pike harvest, and 10.6 percent of the sheefish harvest 

is taken in winter. 

As mentioned, trapping is an important winter activity. accounting for over three 

fourths (76.5 percent) of the total fur bearer harvest (Figure 44). Over 90 percent of the 

marten and 82 percent of the beaver harvest occurs in winter (Figure 45). Similady. 70 

percent of the fox harvest and almost 50 percent of the hare harvest is taken in winter 

(Figure 46). 

Figure 44. Percent of Fur bearer Harvest Taken by Season. Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. 
and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 
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Figwe 45. Percent of Beaver and Marten Harvest Taken by Season, Grayling, Anvik, 
Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1. 
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Figure 46. Percent of Hare and Fox Harvest Taken by Season, Grayling, Anvik, 
Shageluk, - and Holy Cross. 1990- 199 1 .  
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Seasonal Costs of Subsistence Resource Harvesting; 

As indicated in the previous chapter, considerable expense, both in the form of 

capital investment and variable non-equipment costs. is associated with participation in 

hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering. Given that resource use is highly seasonal, it 

should not be surprising that costs relared to subsistence harvesting reflect this seasonal 

focus. 

Figure 47 presents the inter-cornrnunity variation in non-equipment expenditures on 

subsistence by season. The figure supports the data presented in Chapter Four. indicating 

that Shageluk spends the least and Anvik spends the most on subsistence-related expenses 

of the four villages. More irnportantly. the figure helps to illustrate cornmunity 

differences in seasonal foci. For example, in each of the four communities. fa11 

expenditures are either the highest or second highest of the four seasons. This situation is 

consistent with a strong emphasis on fa11 hunting and gathering of bemes. Similarly. in al1 

four communities expenditures on springtime ac tivi ties are the lowest; pointing to the 

relatively low harvests and low activity level (due to limited availability of resources) that is 

consonant with springtime. The emphasis of Anvik residents on trapping and their 

concomitant high harvest (compared with the other three communities) is reflected in the 

fact that winter expenditures in Anvik are the highest-- and trapping is the major winter 

activity. Anvik and Shageluk show sirnilar patterns with regard to seasonal expenditure. 

and Grayling is sirnilar except that winter expenditures are slightly lower than those for fall. 

Holy Cross expenditures vas, somewhat from the other communities; like the other 

communities, fa11 expenditures are highes t, and springtime expenses are lowest . In 

contrast to the other three communities, expenditures on surnrner activities are second 

highest, followed by winter. This situation is likely related to the relatively low 

participation in trapping (hence lower costs), and the relatively high participation in 

sumrner fishing (hence the higher surnrner costs). Other variables such as distances to 

particular areas, etc. aiso likely figure into seasonal expenditures. 



2 2 8  
Figure 47. Average Household Non-Equipment Subsistence Expenses by Season: 
Grayling. Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 
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Figure 48 illustrates the seasonal average household expenditure on hunting. 

trapping, fishing and gathering. Several points are imrnediately clear. First, across al1 

seasons the highest expenditures are on hunting, and the next highest are on fishing. 

Sirnilarly, the lowest expenditures appear to be on trapping and gathering. Also 

interesting to note is the seasonal differences in expense for each activity--pointhg to the 

season when most emphasis is placed on the panicular activity. For exampie, expenditures 

are highest on fa11 hunting. a point consistent with fa11 harvest levels. Similarly, 

expenditures on summertime fishing is the highest--again, consistent with effort directed at 

and harvests resulting from sumrner fishing. The big season for trapping is winter. 

followed by fall. surnmer, and spnng. The expenditures related to trapping in the latter two 

seasons are tied to snaring. Winter trapping harvests are the highest of al1 the seasons. 

Finally, gathering occurs primarily in the fall and winter-- as suppoaed by both the figure 

and the gathenng data. 



Figure 48. Seasonal Average Household Non-Equipment Expenses for Hunting, Fishing, 
Trapping, and Gathenng. Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross, 1990- 199 1. 
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Figure 49 illustrates the composite average household expenditures by season on 

non-equipment subsistence expenses. As the figure illustrates, expenses associated with 

fa11 time activities are the highest. and springtime expenses are the lowest. Expenscs 

associated with surnmer and winter activities are roughly comparable. although winter 

expenditures are slightly higher. Again. these patterns are consistent with resource 

harvesting patterns already discussed. They point to the relatively high variable costs 

associated with resource harvesting, and to the community variation in such expenditures. 



2 3 0  
Figure 49. Average Household Non-Equipment Expenses for Hunting, Fishing. 
Trapping, and Gathering by Season in Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk and Holy Cross, 1990- 
199 1. 
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Summarv and Conclusions 

Reliance on a wide variety of fish and game resources is clearly an important 

component of self-definition for contemporary Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan. Perhaps not 

surprisingly, people spend a considerable amount of time, energy, and money on 

harvesting subsistence resources. Contemporary pattems of resource use mimic histoncai 

pattems in terms of seasonality, although contemporary pattems of resource use reflect the 

additional constraints of regdatory measures, which have altered traditional or historic 

pattems in some way. 

Just as was the case historically, there is a strong seasonal component to 

conternporary resource use. Emic perceptions of the seasons and the annual cycle allow 

that the year begins in spring, typically prior to or at breakup. Resources are harvested 

throughout the year, their harvest depending in large part on their availability and access. 

Typically one of two activities are the focus of a particular season. For exarnple, rnigratory 

waterfowl are an important focus of spnng, while fishing, especially salmon, is an 

important focus of summer. Moose and rnigratory waterfowl harvesting as well as beny 
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gathering could be said to be the major fa11 activities, and trapping is a focus of many 

households in the winter. Fishing for non-salmon species is done throughout the year. as 

is wood collecting. Birds other than ducks and geese (e.g., ptarmigan and grouse) are also 

harvested throughout the year. Black bear are also typically harvested throughout the year. 

although the emphasis on harvesting is in fall. In contrast. brown bear are harvested only 

in spnng and fall, with the former k i n g  the rnost important season for brown bear and the 

latter for black bear. 

Emphasis on particular activities by season is reflected i.i seasonal average non- 

equipment household expenditures. The highest seasonal expenditure occurs during fa11 

hunting, when the majority of meat taken during the year is typicaily harvested. Sirnilarly. 

summer fishing received the second highest seasonal expenditure; summer fishing brings in 

the majority of annually harvested fish (salmon and non-salmon). Some interesting intra- 

comrnunity variation occurs in the overall patterns. For example, Anvik households spend 

more on trapping than any of the other three communities. This situation is consistent with 

historic patterns of resource use. In addition, Holy Cross households spend less on 

surnmer activities than households in the other three communities. This may be tied to the 

participation of Holy Cross residents in a different commercial fishery (i.e.. they do not 

have a roe fishery in Holy Cross; and are limited to selling whole fish); and to the fact that 

commercial permits in Holy Cross are predominantly (90 percent) fishwheel permits, 

which affords a slightly different harvest. 

For the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan. the relationship between the resources and the 

lands and waters utilized at any given point in time is charactenzed by variable needs. 

environmental influences, and transportation methods, in addition to individual ability to 

access/hamest resources, and contemporary settlement pattems. Ln addition. the influence 

of regulations on contemporary resource use cannot be underestimated. Contemporary 

patterns of wild resource use, while rooted in historical antecedents. are a product of 

mynad variables. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: 

A Cornparison of Western and Emic Perspectives on Resource Management and Cash 

Introduction 

The previous two chapters have illustrated the levels of harvest and consurnption of 

wild fish and game resources by the residents of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy 

Cross. It has been illustrated also chat considerable time, energy, and resources are 

invested in harvesting and processing wild fish and garne resources. In addition, we have 

seen how cash and equipment are. as with fish and garne resources, typically utilized 

seasonaily; and to the best advantage of the user and. by association, the cornmunity. 

This chapter begins with a discussion of the different perspectives on wild resource 

management held by local people and western managers, and of the fundamental 

differences between the two perspectives. Following this, 1 discuss some of the issues 

local people face in the context of state or federal, or external. management. How 

resources are managed and perceptions of management are inextricably tied to ideas about 

resources. Specifically, what comprises a resource (be it animal or otherwise) is a cntical 

component of how chat resource is managed. As we have seen, according to the local 

perspective, resources denve their value in part through their availability or lack thereof, 

and their overall contribution to the social and econornic matrix of the cornmunity, among 

other things. This view is not necessarily the case in westem culture. In light of this, and 

following the discussion on resource management perspectives, 1 turn to a discussion of 

westem and emic perspectives on resources- again, in an effort to consider the uemendous 

differences in the two perspectives, and to reveal the fundamental underlying differences in 

behavior with regard to resources and their treatment, utilization, and place within the daily 

lives of the users. 

As noted in Chapter One, the emic perspective is derived from my understanding 

of Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan feelings, beliefs, and activities, as described by the people 

of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross. This perspective is discussed in 
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cornparison to the western, techno-scientific perspective which typically dominates in 

formal management;12* and c m  be characterized as that view held largely by the non- 

Native, non-rural population. l 2 I  While refemng in this context to Alaska, numerous 

examples indicate that this paradigm is not isolated to Alaska: and may, in fact. be endemic 

to the north (Asch 1986; Berkes, et al. 1994; Dick 1996: Feit 1986; Freeman 1985, 1989, 

1995, 1996; Huntington 1997; Lynge 1992: Usher 1981. 1986). To illustrate, Freeman 

(1985: 265) provides the following observation of the Canadian north: 

Systems of game management, based upon different bodies of knowledge 
and beliefs CO-exist in the Canadian north at this time. The more recent 
system is derived from a conventional biological-science based 
understanding of animal population behaviour and is heavily quantitative in 
orientation. The older, Native system, though also ernpirically based, relies 
on a different set of assumptions and is behaviour-based. 

Before progressing. one more point with regard to resources and their management 

needs to be made; and that concerns the political nature of resources and resource 

management; that is, the notion of just what constitutes a resource is both culturally and 

politically determined. I would argue that in Alaska especially. politics, far more than 

biology, determines the nature of resource management: and, funher, just what defines or 

comprises a resource. Along these lines, Usher ( 1984) argues that one cannot understand 

resource management policies or systems without reference to the system of property 

rights. Given that property nghts are the partial foundation of political systems, Usher 

120 In reference to the western scientific perspective. Freernan (1986: 29-30)provides the following 
warning: 

... [Olne could Say that there is no standard culture (certainty not Our North American 
variety) by which others are to be judged and deerned better or worse. This is so obvious 
that 1 apologize for even making the statement, but 1 do so because it is apparently 
necessary that scientists in particular rernember that their scientific culture is not shared 
by everyone, and that their own scientific culture is very recent. very rnuch a developing 
field in terms of human intellectual understanding. David Suzuki .... has refemed more 
than once to the arrogance of scientists .... an arrogance born out of a culturocenuic 
(indeed a eurocentric) view of the world. In this view. not only are those who do not 
subscribe to the scientist's definition of the probIem held to be somehow lacking in their 
understanding of reality, but even when the scientists have few solid facts to support their 
assertions, they still expect non-scientists to accept their opinions as if they were 
staternents of fact. 

I Z 1  This segment of the population is quite farniliar to me through rny founeen year reridency in 
Fairbanks, Alaska, and my observation of and involvement in fish and game issues for the past thineen 
y ears. 



2 3 4  
makes a crucial point: and in so doing lends support to the idea that management systems 

and. to a certain extent. the resources they purportedly manage. cannot be understocd 

outside of the political context within which they exist. 

Asch ( 1986, 1989) clearly illusuates that resources cannot be understood outside of 

their political context in a discussion of definitions of 'wildlife' in Dene Aboriginal nghts 

clairns. He argues that Aboriginal and western ideas of wildlife are widely divergent, and 

western definitions of wildlife in no way "... accurately reflect Dene concepts and 

interests. ..." (Asch 1989: 18). By placing wildlife as the opposite of domesticate, Asch 

argues that the western definition of wildlife is limited to that which is un-ownable (at least 

prior to its capture). As Dene in fact "... provide for proprietary interest in animais even 

pnor to their capture" (Asch 1989: 18), in the context of Aboriginal rights claims, Dene 

ideas of wildlife are clearly misrepresented and significantly undervalued. Perhaps this 

misrepresentation is a result of ignorance and nothing more. Alternatively. as 

Niedermeier ( 198 1: 16) suggests in the context of land claims, it is intentional; a situation 

whereby people purposefully "... refused to validate. and indeed provided only vague 

language for, interests they perceived as contrary to their own ..." Given the political 

nature of wild resource management, one cannot wholeheartedly dismiss Niedermeier's 

explanation, in spite of its insidious implications. Suffice it to Say that resources and 

resource management systems cannot be fully understood outside of their political context. 

The following discussion is thus siiuated in some of the political dialogue that is ongoing in 

the North. 
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Differinp Pers~ctives on Fish and Game Management 

From a western perspective. the goal of fish and garne management is to ensure 

"proper" human uses while maintaining fish and game populations to ensure continued 

use.122 Often referred to as "maximum" or "optimum" sustainable yield, the goal (at least 

theoreticaily) of westem management is to provide for maximum harvest while providing 

for hedthy stocks-- a tricky balance at best! A fundamental assumption is that sufficient 

information is held by the managers to effect this balance. Unfortunately, such is often not 

the case: for, as is noted by Freeman (1985: 267), "... In fact, scientists have only 

fragmentary biological information for nearly al1 arctic species that they propose to 

scientifically manage. ..." . To a certain extent then. westem management is based on 

theoreticai ideals, the application of which does not always work to the advantage of the 

targeted fish or garne species: a fact only too well supported by the history of fish and game 

management in the state of Alaska. lZ3 

Within this paradigm, "proper" human uses more often than not consist of taking 

game for recreation or spon.124 While in most cases meat is efficiently harvested. in some 

cases it is not.125 What is considered usable portions of the carcass varies: rarely are the 

organs or parts of the head considered to be edible. In general, the protein resulting from 

harvests is for supplementary purposes. It provides a source of rneat, which only 

122 State governrnental funding of fish and garne activities and progrms seerns to ensure that much policy 
will be weighted in favor of urban users, since the majority of representatives must, at least theoretically. 
support their constituency. 
123 While numerous examples point to the inefficacy of formal westem management in the State. a 
sterling example of the egregiousness of management paradigms include the 1993 fa11 chum run on the 
Yukon River and its tributaries; the fa11 chum run was a fraction of its predicted strength and subsistence 
fishing remained closed for the entire season. Another exarnple lies in the management of alrnost al1 
marine mammal populations in the state; so little is known about most of the populations that 
management is based primarily on assumptions. In spite of this, Native knowledge is dismissed as 
anecdotal. 
124 Under Alaska State law, three categones exist for the taking of ftsh and garne: commercial. penonal or 
sport use, and subsistence. From a political perspective, the controlling interest in fisheries management is 
held by the commercial fisheries. ln terms of game, the controlling interest is held by sports hunters. 
125 Under Alaska state law. hunten not salvaging the meat are guilty of wanton waste, a crime typically 
punishable by fines and forfeiture of hunting equipment. However, what constitutes wanton waste is not 
entirely cIear. Many sport hunters will take the front and hind quarters, loins, and the antlers; and leave 
everything else behind. In the context of rural Alaska this is wanton waste. 
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marginally supplements store-bought meat and poultry. Finally, harvests are most 

cornmonly by and for individuals rather than benefiting a defined cornmunity or group. 

Production and consurnption occurs on an individual. not community level. Certainiy meat 

is often distributed to friends and farnily, but there is neither an underlying cultural 

patteming nor social imperatives guiding this redistribution. 

From an emic perspective. the goal of management is continued harvest for the 

cornmunity (which includes future generations). Embedded in the idea of continued 

harvest is a complex collection of behavioral. spiritual, and cornmunity guidelines.126 

These so-called guidelines. comprised of a complex collection of rules and behaviors which 

dictate the harvesring, butchering. use. and disposa1 of remains of the animals. arc largely 

unspoken but generally understood: and have to do with appropriate treatment of anirnals 

(both prior and subsequent to ha r~es t ) . l *~  Often. the rationale for these behaviors is not 

articulated outside of the act: it is carried out without question. While not automatically 

ensunng continued harvest. foliowing these culturally prescribed guidelines helps to 

eliminate potential obstacles to continued harvest. For example, an important ideal of 

appropriate behavior has to do with using as much of the animal as possible. and not 

wasting anything. Afl of the flesh is consurned, including the head (lower jaw. lips. and 

the nose),l28 most body parts and the organs. such as the hem. liver, kidneys, tongue, 

and brain. 129 Another parameter dictating appropriate use of fish and game is that of 

sharing. According to the emic perspective, sharing barvests is a cultural mandate. 

126 Freernan (1985: 274) notes that ".... Social mechanisms convollinp rhe interaction of populations of 
foragers and food species are a constant featwe of these Indigenous management regimes ...." 

The idea underlying appropriate treatment is that at one level it is the animals. not the people. that 
control the success of the hunt. The animals must be treated with proper respect in order to keep coming 
back or "offering themselves up" to be harvested. Human users of the resources have to fulfill certain 
obligation towards the animais to ensure a productive hunt. Often referred to as an "environmenta1 ethic," 
the human obligations towards animals, intenwined with social obligations, is an integral part of the local 
management system (Berkes 198Ia; Berkes 198 1b; Feit 1983; Feit 1986; Freeman 198 1; Freeman 1986; 
Freeman and Carbyn 1988; Nelson 1983; Nelson, et al. 1982; Usher 1981; Usher 1982; Usher 1986; 
Wheeler 1988). 
128 Moose nose and moosehead soup, a mixture of fat. muscle. lips. and assoned tissue. are two of many 
local delicacies featuring moose. 
129 Nelson (1983) provides an excellent account of the pans of moose consurned by Koyukon Athabascans. 
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Production and consumption of harvests typically occur along familial. and often 

community, lines. 

A fundamental difference underlying the respective management goals has to do 

with the role and place of the individual in the context of the community. On the one hand. 

the goal of management from a western perspective is to ensure proper human uses, which 

are generally thought of in terms of the individual and not the community; that is. 

individual use takes precedence over cornmunity or collective. use. If an individual defies 

or ignores management parameters, the action has little or no bearing on other individual 

uses of fish and garne. The la rpr  community is therefore not affected by an individual's 

action;. In contrast. from the emic perspective the goal of management is to ensure 

appropriate behavior of individuals; and in so doing ensure continued cornmunity harvest 

and thus community viabiiity. Appropriate behavior is circumscribed and defined by a 

complex set of behavioral expectations and cultural mandates, as mentioned above. 

Because individual actions directly affect the community. these desired behaviors and 

cultural mandates are usually informaily enforced by the community as a whole. In short, 

individual actions occur within the social, political, and econornic fabric of the community- 

it is therefore in the community's best interest to ensure appropnate individual action (cf. 

Feit 1991; Nelson 1973, 1983; Ridington 1988. 1990) 

Methods of western fish and game management occur largely through the 

imposition of bag limits, seasons, periods, geographic boundaries; and certain 

requirements, such as sealing of animal skulls, returning of sex organs of moose after the 

harvest to Alaska Department of Fish and Garne. etc. Law enforcement exists as a threat 

to coerce cornpliance with regulations. As evidenced by recent developments, manipulation 

of animal populations through sterilization of predator populations is also considered a 

viable management tool. 130 Numerous regulatory measures fail to reflect local reality, and 

13* For example. a wolf sterilization progam has been recently approved in Alaska. The goal of the 
program is to support sports hunting demand in certain parts of the state by decreasing the predator (wolf) 
population; and in so doing, increase the caribou and moose populations. 
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therefore make local compliance difficult if not impossible. The examples of replations 

surrounding moose and bear harvests discussed later help illustrate this point. 

As described above, emic management methods consist of ensuring appropnate 

behaviors. proper treatment of harvested game, along with observations of game 

population cycles, etc. Because the community depends on continued harvests, it is 

incumbent upon the comrnunity to ensure individual compliance with cultural mandates. 

While these customary mechanisms of control are sometimes violated, such transgressions 

are the exception and not the mie. Instead. most resource harvesters are generally clear 

about their obligations towards the animals: and implicitly, towards other members of the 

cornmunity . 

The dominant rationale for management. from the western perspective. is the belief 

that it is necessary to impose restrictions on hunting and fishing to quel1 the human 

inclination to overharvest. Variously labeled as the "global predicarnent" (On and Soroos 

1979; Segerstedt and Nilsson 1974) or the "tragedy of the cornmons" (Hardin 1968). this 

rationale for management is based on the idea that the inevitable outcome of increasing 

human population and utilization of land and resources is over-exploitation. Freernan 

( 1989: 93) explains: 

The onhodox and widely accepted position taken by manager-biologists is 
that man (in the arctic and subarctic) and the renewable resources upon 
which he depends exist in a modified predator-prey relationship. This 
essentially biological mode1 proposes that in historic times the human 
predator was kept in balance with food supply in such Malthusian checks as 
starvation, disease, and density-dependent suppression of natural fertility. 
The primitive technology available in pre-modem times precluded the 
possibility of over-harvesting. From this mostly traditional situation, 
subsequent contact with modem society caused serious ecological 
imbalances to occur. For exarnple, new imported technology made killing 
animals much easier; medical and welfare services resulted in human 
population explosion: and population density increased dramatically as 
people exchanged their nomadic and traditional ways for sedentary living in 
permanent settiements. 

This transformation. the argument goes, occumng over the past one 
or two generations in northem Canada, has resulted in the complete loss of 
natural checks on overharvesting and the consequent need for extemaily 
imposed regulations to protect wildlife and fish stocks from the unconuolled 
and excessive harvesting that will be the inevitable result .... This particular 
scientific orthodoxy necessarily denies the existence of any traditional 



2 3 9  
resource management systems, citing as evidence the notion of "Pleistocene 
Overkill" which is alleged to have occurred when early hunters fint came 
into contact with large mammal species following the ice ages. If such 
views reflected reality, we would expect wildlife to be scarce over much of 
the Canadian nonh where the native population has doubled over the past 
twenty years; where few state-imposed harvest quotas are in place or strictly 
enforced; and where the wiidlife harvesting technology has undergone 
profound improvement. 

The actual situation in the north, however, ba r s  little resemblance to 
the outcome predicted by this particular model. 

There is a need. managers argue, to impose regulations that. practically speaking, will stem 

the inevitable human tide and its accompanying greed. Otherwise. individuai greed will 

dominate; and thus usher in the demise of the animal population. Of course, such rationaie 

is clearly self-serving, since by definition only those individuals 'trained' in resource 

management can effectively deal with the situation. ironicdly. as Freeman notes. the 

predicted demise has not occurred. In spite of that, this mode1 continues to inform western 

perspectives on management throughout the North. as many researchers have noted 

(Berkes 198 1b. 1985, 1986; Feit 1994. 1988: Freeman and Carbyn 1988: Usher 1993: 

Wheeler 1988). 

In contrast. the rationale for management from the emic perspective again goes back 

to the community and its long term viability, and is largely derived from cultural and 

historie imperatives. The frequently heard starement that "we've always done it this way" 

reflects the management rationale well. In effect, people believe that their continued 

responsible and proper treatment of resources is the key to both resource and community 

viability . 

The means by which decisions are made, indeed the so-called operative paradigm 

within which western management occurs, is biological and, as noted previously, political; 

that is, information considered valuable in determining management decisions is derived, 

at l e s t  theoretically, from biological science. Ideally quantifiable,l3l information used to 

* Along these lines Freernan ( 1985: 266) makes the following observation: 
There are several beliefs that wildlife scientists/managers have corne to hold, that support 
their conviction that the scientific approach to game management is supenor to systems 
espoused by other groups of people. These include the conviction that quantification of 
data is necessary and a belief that Indigenous societies have neither the knowiedge nor the 
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make management decisions includes data produced through harvest reports. population 

counts, issuance of permirs, and limited short-tem population and harvest monitoring. In 

many (most) cases &l of the information needed to make informed decisions is not held by 

biologists,l32 and decisions are often a matter of opinion - opinion cornmoniy informed by 

politics. While theoretically based on scientific methods and therefore replicable, many of 

these "scientific reports" are functionally anecdotal: a common criticism of local 

knowledge, although that irony seems to be lost on many federal and state managers. 

While there is undoubtedly a biological basis to management from the emic 

peespective. management encompasses far more than biological information. Freeman 

(1985: 275) describes the emic system as follows: 

In reality both Native systems and western science rest on the sarne 
foundation -- namely empirical evidence. Both systems place value on the 
systernic accumulation of detailed observations and the abstraction of noms 
from disparate data sets. At this point, however, the two systems diverge. 
The Native system assesses deviations from the nom in a qualitative sense: 
e.g. animals becorne fewer, or fatter, or more excited, there are fewer calves 
in the herd. more injured bulls, more barren cows, etc. Al1 such information 
provides important evidence of trends taking place in the status of the 
population. If an individual hunter observes a particular constellation of 
events that are totally unfamiliar. or the significance of which is unclear. 
there are other hunters with experience of other times and places who can 
usually provide assistance in interpreting the evidence. The sum total of the 
communities' empirically-based knowledge is awesome in breadth and 
detail (see e.g. Freeman 1979), and often stands in marked contrast to the 
attenuated data available from scientific studies of the same populations. 

Merculieff ( 199 1 : 1 ) describes the emic system as cyclical in orientation, relying on and 

encompassing a variety of factors: 

Native science does not divide the environment into separate components 
and disparate events. Nor does it use numerical data systems for gathering 
information. Rather, it relies upon information gathered by visual and 

institutional rneans of managing natural resources. .... With regard to the question of 
Indigenous/pre-modern systems of game management, biologists ... assert the superiority 
of their systern over others ... 

132 Freernan ( 1985: 267) also notes that: 
.... The goal in managing renewable resource populations according to science-based systems is to 

ascertain the harvest level that can be sustained without damage to the stock. In the case of already 
depteted stocks, the goal is often to allow recovery to levels that are believed to have existed before 
overharvesting occurred .... In fact, scientists have onlyfragrnentary information for nearly ail arctic 
species that they propose to scientrfïcally manage (emphasis added). 
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physical observation of numerous natural events. This information is 
analyzed in the context of historical knowledge and the experience of many 
others through many generations. Native science sees the interdependence 
of al1 life, the connections and constantly changing interactions ... 

Local management decisions occur in the context of many years of knowledge and 

observation on the animal populations and environment upon which people depend. 

Variously referred to as local knowledge, traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), 33 

Native science. or local ways of knowing, this knowledge is based on hundreds of years 

of accumulated. ancestral experience, as well as individual observation; and it serves as an 

invaluable backdrop upon which resource use occurs. Imponantly, this use is based on a 

depth of knowledge created by and for the comrnunity. In tum, the community ensures 

appropriate use of resources in order to ensure comrnunity viability. 

The motivation for management according to the western perspective is tied directly 

to management goals; that is, to ensure stable or increased animal p o p ~ l a t i o n s . ~ 3 ~  

Functionaily. the motivation for management is to ensure sufficient animal populations for 

human demand. The primary audience for the management system is recreational and 

sport hunters and fishers.135 Not surprisingly. this particular "user group" is likely the 

most influentid when it cornes to fish and game management in the state. Sport hunters 

tend to have a majority influence on the State Board of Carne. and they possess the political 

and financial resources to influence fish and game management. 

133 An expanding body of literature on traditional knowledge (Dahl 1989; Freeman and Carbyn 1988; 
Johannes 1989: Jones and Konner 1989; Kawagley 1993; Lewis 1985, 1989; Merculieff 1991; 1994;, n.d.; 
Wheeler 1988) addresses this growing field of study. 
134 Under the Alaska State Constitution, the goal for management of fish and g m e  species is optimum 
sustainable yield. This goal exists as a mandate, though whether or not it drives fish and game 
management in the state can be questioned, as politics plays an increasingly greater role in fish and game 
management, and optimum sustainable yield is becoming a political agenda rather than a biological idea 
(Huntington 1992; Kancewick and Smith 199 1). 
135 As noted, under Alaska State law. use of fish and game is classified as commercial, sports, and 
subsistence. The latter category is and has been the focus of considerable controversy for many reasons, 
likely the most important of which is to what exactly it refers (see chapter 1, footnotes 26, 27 and 28 for 
further information). It is interesting to note that in the past 15 years the rhetoric on the part of 
sponshunters has changed considerably. Early on, sportshunters argued against special allowances for 
subsistence; now that such an allowance (such as it is) exists in the state, sporthunters argue that they are, 
in fact, subsistence users. 
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In contrast. the motivation for management from the ernic perspective is essentially 

cultural. cornmunity. and family viability: and the audience for this implicit management 

paradigm is limited to local people, who typicaily lack the fmancial and political resource to 

affect much in the way of westem or techno-scientific management policy. 

Given these widely divergent perspectives, it should not be surprising that local 

people perceive state and federal management systems as extemai; and, in a sense, foreign 

to the system. At the sarne tirne, local "management practices" are seen as intemal to the 

system (by the local practitioners-- they are overlooked or ignored by westem managers). 

Contemporary resource use by local people is commonly a mix of these two systems. 

To illustrate this point, consider the common practice of the imposition by State and 

federal managers of bag limits and open (and closed) seasons for fish and game species. 

These are not garne management, but rather peode  management. Most simply. these 

regulations determine when and where people rnay procure the resources. When the 

resource is threatened. the rules are changed: or nature is manipulated to accommodate for 

the resource fluctuation. While these regulations are undoubtedly imposed with the 

biological health of the species in rnind, it is apparent that the regulations operate under the 

assumption that the people participating in the harvest of the resources do not have the 

expertise or the knowledge to detennine the proper quotas in terms of sex. age, or the 

proper times to hunt particular species. This ignorance may be true for many non-local or 

spons hunters; but it is not the case for most local, resident hunters. 

To give an exarnple from the study year, consider state and federal management of 

moose. As discussed in Chapter Five, moose is the largest and most frequently harvested 

of the large mammals in the cornmunities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 

At the same time, moose is one of the most sought-after trophy animals for sport hunters; 

and the Innoko National Wildlife Refuge is a popular area for sports hunters. In 199 1, the 

"season" for moose began on September 5 and ran through September 25 for the residents 

of unit 2 1E. This ruling allowed 20 days for the procurement of one moose for each of the 
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resident hunters holding the proper license and tags. During the same period, non-resident 

hunters were ailowed to harvest animals within GMU 2 1E. While there is little doubt that 

bu11 moose are prime dunng this time. with stores of fat accumulated during the sumrner 

months, this is one of only two times (30 days in d l )  to hunt moose legally. To disailow 

hunting at other tirnes has no reasonable rationale within the local regulatory system. 

Information frorn the area indicates an in-depth local system for determining the proper age 

and sex of moose to harvest at various tirnes throughout the yean.136 This information has 

k e n  gathered for other resources and areas of Alaska and Canada (Brody 1982: Feit 1986: 

Nelson 1983; Nelson, et al. 1982; Riewe and Gamble 1988). Hunters in the four 

cornmunities effectively cul1 moose populations. with non-pregnant. non-breeding. too 

young or too old individuals comrnonly taken rather than healthy breeding stock. 

Naturally. there are exceptions to this iule. exceptions which are often tied to need. The 

detail of such local regulatory systems is unique: and the preferred. harvestable age/gender 

set can change depending on imrnediate seasonal conditions such as snow cover, herd 

rnovement, or composition. 

In addition. rnoose are acquired as needed when funeral or memonal potlatches are 

to be held. While it is currently legal to acquire moose for funeral potlatch, it is not 

currently legal to acquire moose for memorial potlatch (outside of the moose hunting 

season). Nonetheless, moose are hunted for both funeral and mernorial potlatches. 

Hunters who contribute their efforts in these instances place more value on the cultural 

imperatives than on the extemal regulatory framework. This is not a blatant act of 

lawlessness, as some outsiders would contend; but it is an affirmation of the importance 

and place of subsistence resources in the cultural fabric of Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan 

Athabascan life. 137 

136 This type of knowledge exists throughout the rural Nonh and varies with each local and particular 
resource. Ganley (pers. comm.) has provided details for the systems employed by Riverine Inupiat of 
northwest Alaska. 
137 In the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan context such acts clearly illuminate the gulf between what is "legal" 
on the one hand versus what is "rational" action as a community member on the other. 
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Cultural and ideological imperatives which guide harvest behavior are extremely 

complex. People in the area consider it to be improper to narne the game directly one plans 

on taking. Further, certain species and certain contexts preclude direct discussion of 

intended subsistence activities. To do so is considered disrespectful; and may create a 

situation of physical and spiritual danger for a penon who violates these d e s  at worst. and 

an unsuccessful hunt at best. This is also true of many other areas in Alaska and Canada 

(Brody 1982; Freeman and Carbyn 1988: Nelson 1983). This practice presents a situation 

in which there is potentially little or no agreement between the extemal and intemal 

regulatory systems. Current regulations require tags if hunters plan to pursue bears or 

moose. The simple act of acquiring these tags (particularly for brown bear) is a 

fundamental violation of cultural rules which govem the behavior of the hunter towards his 

quarry.l38 This conflict is compounded by the requirements of 'sealing' brown bear hdes 

within 30 days of procurement: 

Sealing means placing a mark on or a tag on a portion of an animal by an 
authorized representative of the ADF&G; sealing includes collecting and 
recording information conceming the conditions under which the animal 
was harvested, and measurements of the specimen submitted for sealing. or 
surrendering a specific portion of the animal for bioiogical information .... A 
person who possesses a bear shall keep the skin and skull together until a 
representative of the ADF&G has removed a tooth from the skull and seded 
both the skull and the skin ... (United States Fish and Wildlife Service 1993: 
6-8). 

Given this requirement, it shouldn't be surprising that western regulatory measures 

are generally viewed with suspicion if not contempt by local users. It is widely believed 

that external regulations are largely politically motivated (e.g., a result of competition 

between user groups), and/or developed in an environment quite alienated from the natural 

environment in which the resources are harvested and used. The relevance and 

applicability of formal management measures are questioned by local people. At the sarne 

t h e ,  the ramifications of not following extemal regulatory authority is often viewed with a 

13* For a detailed description of proper conduct regarding treatment of bears by Athabascan hunten see 
Nelson (1983, 1982). 
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cenain degree of discornfort and fear: local stories include many which illustrate what 

happens "if you get caught." l 39 

Local people view themselves as largely estranged from the regulatory process. 

Opportunities to affect management decisions, such as participating or testifjing before the 

fish and garne boards. ancilor involvement in local advisory boards, are viewed with 

varying degrees of interest, suspicion, and contempt. Storirs abound of people 

participating in the regulatory process. with little or no resultant change. Further, people 

are extremeiy sensitive to the fact that local information is treated as inferior to that provided 

by biologists. The regulatory process is incomprehensible to many people, and the lack of 

input afforded to local people makes it a highly suspicious system. At the same time, 

fkther regulation is viewed as inevitable. These factors combined ieave local people with. 

in their eyes, few options. They c m  either follow state and federal regulations, and thus 

take part in a system from which they are functiondly excluded: or ignore the regulations, 

follow their traditional ways, (which often make more cultural and biologicd sense), and 

be outlaws. 

Clearly there is a huge difference between what local people and western managers 

consider to be appropriate management of wild resources. These differences stem in large 

part from widely divergent world views. which include very different notions of the 

individual with regard to the community. as well as different ideas of what constitutes a 

resource. Also, the influence of politics with respect to management. and indeed. with 

regard to what is managed, cannot be underestimated. 

-- - -  

139 The counterpoint to this is that IO "get caught" means extemal regulations are not always followed. 
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Western and Emic Perce~tions of Resources 

From the Western perspective. large mammals such as moose. caribou, and bear 

are viewed as largely for personal (individual) consumption anaor as trophies. The meat 

harvested is almost always supplementary, and rarely serves as the only meat eaten in the 

household. Quite often the antlers are of greater import than the meat. For example. 

dunng fa11 moose hunting season, it is not unusual to see people driving around with 

moose antlen in the back of their pick-up trucks-- perhaps testimony to their 

hunting prowess? Further, moose are rarely killed close to the road: and while sportsmen 

rarely carry out al1 of the edible meat. they never forget to c a q  out the antiers--particularly 

if it is a large buil. Heads and/or antlers of animals are frequently utilized as household 

decorations. 

In contrast. large marnrnals are what is best referred to as essential resources 

according to the emic perspective. As noted in earlier chapters, the "importance" of these 

essential resources is conditioned by such factors as availability or lack thereof. desire or 

need to fulfill customary or ideological expectations (i.e., funerary potlatches. trade with 

other groups, etc.). As the previous two chapters illustrate. the meat gained from large 

mammal harvests is substantial; and serves as the primary source of protein for the 

majority of households in al1 four communities. Ln contrast to spons hunters, local people 

transport al1 edible parts of the animal first, and take antlers as space dictates (antlers are 

utilized for tools i.e., knife handles, etc.).'40 Antlers are frequently left out in the field. 

The hides of caribou, moose. and bear are often taken and used for practical purposes. 

such as blankets or bedding. and for making traditional or ceremonid clothing. 

As has been noted, fish also provide an important source of protein to the Deg 

hi'tan and Doy hi'tan, and are thus also ciassified as essential resources. From the 

western persective, fish are generally considered non-essential; small arnounts of fish are 

140 According to the Athabascan way, there is a use for almost al1 parts of the animal-- fiom the hooves to 
the nose to the brain. 
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commonly harvested, but the protein is generally peripherai in importance to that provided 

by store-bought meat. Similarly. ducks and geese provide a penpheral source of meat to 

spons hunters. as well as trophies, on occasion. To the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan. 

however. ducks and geese are an essential resource, both syrnbolically and actuaiiy, as 

they provide the first source of fresh meat in the spring."l 

Bemes and wood are generally seen to be non-essential or supplemental supplies of 

food and heat. respectively, by western users. According to the emic perspective. 

however, this is not the case. Berries provide an important dietary supplement that is 

enjoyed al1 year long. Frorn the emic perspective, wood is valuable in its raw form for 

w m t h  and as a source of raw materials (e-g.. for homes. fishwheels. etc.). It is used as 

the only source of heat and an important secondary or back up source in many of the 

households in Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross. in addition, some enterprising 

individuals harvest firewood in the winter and sel1 it-- thus wood also provides a ready 

source of cash, another valuable resource. 

Fur bearers provide another interesting study in contrasts. According to the 

western perspective. fur bearers are non-essential: the furs provided are generally seen to 

be luxury goods, not items of necessity. This is not to Say that non-Native do not run 

traplines; sorne do, although it is typically on a recreational or secondary income basis. and 

the furs attained are almost always sold. Ln contrast, from an emic perspective fur bearers 

are valuable not only for the furs but also for the meat some of them provide (e-g.. beaver, 

rabbit). The furs are multipurpose: they provide raw material for warm and decorative 

clothing (e.g., beaver and muskrat hats and rnittens) which c m  be worn for persona1 use; 

given away for ceremonial purposes (potlatch); or traded, bartered, or sold. Raw fun are 

also traded, bartered, and sold. The resource is thus valuable in its raw form, as well as in 

its transformed state and dso for what it can provide access to-- cash. 

I4l While illegal. Spring harvests are essential due to a lack of other prirnary protein sources. and 
limitations on uavel this time of year to acquire other resources. Travel is limited this time of year due to 
breakup- snowmachine travel is dangerous and boat travel is not yet possibie. 
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Land is important for both symbolic and material purposes to many people and 

many societies. Sorne would argue that it is not just the land per se whch  is essential to 

continued existence for hunter-gatherers in the modem world, but rather control over the 

land (Asch 1984: Feit 1994; Feit 199 1; Nuttall 1992). By control 1 do not mean actual 

ownership, but rather access. 142 As Haipeiin ( 1 990: 12 1 ) describes for certain srnall scale 

fanners in rural Kentucky, "... They also have strong ties to the land. ties that give them a 

sense of control over their lives and a place with which to identify. Nuttall ( 1992) provides 

a detailed backdrop for individual and societal identification with land among the Inuit of 

Greenland, arguing that direct and immediate connection with the land is essential to Inuit 

identity. Likewise. to the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan. access to and a sense of identity with 

the land is essential for continued and successful existence. 

Land is also a resource which in some ways provides the foundation upon which 

the entire way of life of the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan rests. That land is a critical factor 

upon which the hunting and gathering way of life depends is a fact. one which has been 

documented by numerous researchers (Asch 1979b; Berkes. et al. 1994: Bicchieri 1972: 

Feit 199 1 ; Freeman 1986; Ichikawa 199 1 ; Lee and Devore 1968; Muller-Wille, et al. 1975; 

Nelson 1978: Savishinsky 1974; Usher 1976b: Wein and Freeman 1995: Wenzel 1985. 

1986b; Wheeler 1990). Indigenous people have been extremely clear on the importance of 

land to their well being: one elder claimed that "... The most significant thing in the Lndian 

life is identity with the land ..." (Berger 1985: 47). Usher (1976b: 14) describes the 

importance of the land and its resources to the Inuit: 

142 The debate over the existence of Indian Country in Alaska and by Alaska Tribes is one which is likely 
to be around for a long time. A recent court decision (State of Alaska ex rel. v. Venetie, 101 F.3d 1286 
(9th Cir. 1996)) determined that in limited instances, Indian Country can and does exist in Alaska. Because 
the status of land as Indian Country equips Tt-ibes with cemin powers (e.g., taxation, limiting access to 
land and resources, rights to manage fish and game, etc.), it has resulted in considerable consternation on 
the part of some people, particularly state officiais, who, shonly after the Venetie decision was announced, 
appropriated one million dollars to fight the decision and bnng it to the U.S. Supreme Coun. Ironically. 
the designation of Indian Country could help to foster independence and self-sufficiency in Tnbes-- the lack 
of which they are currently damned for. In any event, at present, Tribes have no definitive legai long term 
control over their land, particularly with regard to hunting and fishing. 
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These facts demonstrate a fundamental and continuing economic 
dependence by Native people on the traditional resources. This economic 
dependence explains why Native people have from time to time told this 
inquiry that the land is like a bank to them, their constant and reliable 
sustenance so long as it remains healthy. But there is also a deep rooted 
social and cultural reliance on the land. To native people the land is more 
than just a source of food or cash. It is the permanent source of their 
security and well being. It is the basis of what they are as a people. They 
know that the land, and the birds, fish and animals it supports, have 
sustained them and their ancestors since time immemorial. Properly cared 
for, they feel it c m  always do so. 

Continued identity. in the fom of access, is critical to continued viability of the hunting and 

gathering way of life. From the emic perspective. land is the cog upon which the 

subsistence way of life depends. 

In marked contrast. from a westem perspective, land is a thing to be owned, either 

pnvately or p ~ b l i c l y . ~ ~ 3  As a thing to be "owned." land is a material asset. It is perceived 

according to the westem perspective that it can be utilized for profit through investrnent 

speculation, resource extraction (mining, Iogging, etc.), land leases and sales, use pennits. 

and tourism. These activities are largely in direct conflict with Indigenous perceptions. l* 

The western perspective permeates the management of fish and game on lands as well. 

Through the imposition of bag limits. seasons. and other regulations, State and Federal 

govemments impose the "asset-onented" view of lands and resources. In tum. this view 

reinforces an implicit ownership by extemal agencies in al1 potential land users. In spite of 

the fact that the majority of wild resource use as described in this study is by Native 

residents. they are nonetheless obligated to abide by the paradigm of an "asset-onented" 

utilization of lands. Furthermore, regardless of community, Tribal, or individual 

associations with hunting and fishing areas, local residents must become "visitors" to their 

lands- a point driven home by the requirements of use permits and extemally imposed bag 

Limits and seasons. Though the dilemma is obvious, no resolution is fonhcoming. 

143 Wheeler (1990) provides an overview of the differences in western and Indigenous perspectives on land 
use and ownership, a synopsis of which is in Appendix FI. 
144 Under ANCSA, regional coporationr essentially becarne land-holding entities. expected to make a profit 
from and through their lands. This situation has caused considerable dissension and anxiety among 
shareholders, and is a not inconsiderable source of connoversy. 
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1 tum now to a discussion of material and human resources to illustrate differences 

between the western and emic perspectives. Snowmachines. three and four wheelers. 

A n ' s  (al1 terrain vehicles), and boats are used primady for sport or recreational purposes 

among the general non-rural population: these items are not essential to daily life. As the 

previous chapters indicate. however. these items of technology are clearly essential for 

local rural people to have continued access to wild resources. From the ernic standpoint. 

transportation equipment is a capital investment in subsistence--without which subsistence 

would not occur at the level needed to sustain the community. Quite simply, machines 

which grant access to wild foods are essential. While people use snowmachines and three 

and four wheelers for practical and recreational reasons (i.e.. to go to the store. and 

snowmachine races), their most important use is in providing access to resources. While 

not everyone owns al1 of the machines allowing for access to resources. almost everyone 

who wants or needs to has access to machines through borrowing or sharing. 

Gasoline. equipment parts. mechanical ability. etc.. together referred to as 

transponation support. are. according to the pneral. non-rural populations' perspective, 

non-distinguishable frorn transportation technology. In contrast. transportation suppon 

provides a cntical link to the equipment individuals need to get access to wild resources. 

People constantly vade mechanical know-how, parts. and gasoline in exchange for the use 

of a snowmachine, boat, or three or four wheeler. 

Human resources can be thought of both in terms of individual labor and in terms 

of the family. Among the non-Native, non-rural population, individual labor is generaily 

expended in pursuit of the most important resource-- capital. Capital provides access to 

other resources. but it is perhaps most valuable in and of itself. Labor is rarely expended 

on direct pursuit of food resources; it is expended on attaining capital which is used to 

purchase other resources. Further, within the general, non-rural population, labor is most 

commonly expended by the individual on his or her own behdf or in the interests of the 
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nuclear family: and resources are utilized primarily within the nuclear farnily, and rarely 

arnong the extended family. In surn, economic imperatives drive social networks. 

In conuast. arnong the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan, human labor provides for social 

linkages and access to resources through linkages typified by cooperation. sharing, and 

family and cornrnunity activities. Human labor is used for direct procurement of wild 

resources; and is typically expended by the individual on behalf of hislher extended family. 

and, ultimately, the comrnunity. The farnily is instrumental in the processing and 

distribution of resources. and also in tems of providing access to resources. in essence, 

human labor in the context of the family drives the economic and social system. 

These differences in concepts of human labor not only speak to fundamental 

differences in social organization, but also have broad implications for resource 

exploitation and econornic organization, a point well illustrated by Godelier ( 1974) in his 

analysis of the Montagnais-Naskapi Indians and non-Native trapping practices. Godelier 

attributes critical social differences between the two groups (e-g., the Montagnais-Naskapi 

always brhg their families out to the trapline, in spite of the difficulties in doing so. while 

their non-Native colleagues rarely do so), to different economic orientations. As an aside. 

it is interesting to note that in his andysis. Godelier ( 1974: 46) borrows from the predator- 

prey mode1 discussed earlier: 

If we analyze this example closely, we know that in both cases the 
environment and hunting techniques are the same. However, we see two 
different methods of resource exploitation. The white trapper belongs 
entirely to a monetary economy and is motivated to maximize his matenal 
profits. He will have a tendency to behave like a predator, maximally 
exploiting natural resources. The Indian. on the contrary. will have a 
tendency to abuse these resource less, not so much because he wishes 
necessarily to assure their reproduction but because his primary desire is to 
maintain certain social relationships, a certain way of life. 

Godelier ( 1974) thus argues that among the Montagnais-Naskapi Indians it is 

social relationships. the human resources, if you will, that drive patterns of resource 

exploitation. and in a general sense. econornic decision-making. Social relationships are 

the capital. Among the white trappers, in contrast, social relationships are a product or 
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result of economic decision-making, the latter of which is directed at maximizing profit or 

capital. Human resources as seen from the emic perspective, and as illustrated in Godelier's 

analysis, are the foundation upon which the society lies: and the basis from which most 

decisions are made. This interpretation is particularly evident when looking at emic and 

western perspectives on cash and related resources. 

For the purposes of this discussion, and better to understand emic perceptions of 

cash as a resource, cash is broken d o m  into five different categones. First. from the 

western perspective. cash has a fixed or standardized value; and it is used for purchases 

(goods and services), and investments only. Cheques are represenrative of cash; and have 

no value in and of themselves, but rather represent a note on an account. Investments 

occur in the form of savings and bank accounts, stocks and bonds, etc. Dividends 

represent a return on an investment. and are typically rolled over for additional investrnent. 

Wage labor is the nom: and is considered by most to be essential. with a fony hour work 

week serving as the nom. Finally. transfer payments, generically referred to as 'welfare.' 

are viewed by the general non-rural population with disdain and often contempt. to be used 

(if at d l )  only as a desperate measure, or in extentuating circurnstances. 

Not surprisingly. rural, emic perceptions of the five categories differ greatly from 

those discussed above. A basic difference ir. perception has to do with the notion of cash 

having a standardized value. In the ernic paradigm. cash has a variable value. As with 

wild resources. the value or importance of cash has to do with its availability or lack 

thereof, and with the presence or absence of oiher resources (and in what quantity). 

Sansom (1988: 161) describes a sirnilar phenornena arnong Austrafian Aborigines, for 

whom cash transactions operated on a sliding scale. according to the transacton: 

Moving with Aborigines, 1 learned how to value most of the acts and things 
they valued in the terms they used. Price was another matter. In the way 
things worked, it seemed that pnces belonged not to a generalized system of 
exchange but to the panicular transactions in which they vested (Sansorn 
1988: 161). 
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At times when cash is readily available, such as after distribution of the Alaska Permanent 

Fund dividend. or after a good commercial fishing period or season, cash is treated very 

differently. some might Say carelessly. compared with other times when it is not readily 

available. For example. while many people utilize the Aiaska Permanent Fund dividend to 

purchase major items of technology, for others, the Alaska Permanent Fund dividend is 

used to travel into town (typically Anchorage or Fairbanks) to shop for Christmas. From 

an outside perspective. this practice might look like a waste of money. particularly for 

people who regularly lack cash flow. From the emc perspective, it makes sense, because 

the "kids need Christmas presents" (SC pers. cornm.). As another example. following an 

excellent firefighting season, cash was plentiful: and individuals in one cornmunity 

participated in a card game which lasted for several days.145 People played cards for 

money. then for items such as a rifle and even a snowmachine. When asked about the 

rationale behind this garne. one person claimed something to the effect of 'easy corne-easy 

go.' Strategies for rnanaging cash do not fdl within the "rational man" paradigm of 

forma1 econornics-- yet local strategies reflect the local reality of scarce resources: and are 

therefore "rational" when considered within the appropriate context. Peterson ( 199 1 a:73) 

descnbes a similar situation for Australian Aborigines, ciaiming that Y... [Pleople Iive in a 

situation where uncenainty prevails and rationality dictates that participants are gamblers 

and so should hedge their bets ..." There is little doubt that the emic notion of cash as 

having a variable value is consistent with local ideas of resources in general. 

It should be noted here that people are not ignorant nor unaware of westem ideas 

about cash. cheques. etc.; to the contrary, people regularly ded in and work with westem 

ideas regarding financial transactions. Once at home and dealing with local people in the 

local economy. cash functions in the local economy according to local ideas of value. 

Perhaps it is a conscious choice, perhaps it is means of asserting local control; either way, 

145 The prevalence of garnbling as an adaptive suategy arnong hunter-gatheren largely dealing with 
unpredictable cash flow has received some attention (cf. Altman 1987; Peterson 1993). but is clearly 
worthy of more study. 
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it is clear that people can and do operate in both econornic worlds. Sansom (1988: 159- 

160) describes the same understanding on the part of Australian Aborigines: 

Moving between two worlds. Aborigines experience the double use of cash 
from day to day. And this is both to reassert and to explain their pointed 
awareness of the differences between two CO-existent and rival 
philosophies. the one a philosophy of money ..... the other a philosophy of 
voluntaristic social action in which giving and receiving is conceptualized as 
the rendering of services by one person to another. 

Cheques serve as currency in the local economy. Cheques are commonly given as 

change from the store. There are no banks (at least not in the conventional sense) in the 

four villages, so assigning value to a checque makes sense. In doing so. the arbitrary 

nature of cash and currency is elucidated. It is not uncommon to have a cheque signed 

over and endorsed across the entire back as it is used and re-used by individuals and 

businesses in a community . 

In the village economy, dividends and investments occur largely in the form of 

capital investments in subsistence.iJ6 Dividends are often tumed into technology: and 

investments are in technology. which is functionally. in subsistence. As described in 

Chapter Four. in the village economy wage labor is largely seasonal and or part-time. and 

is generally thought of as a means to get access to wild resources through the purchase of 

transportation or transportation support. Employment is often goal-oriented: rather than 

k ing  valuable in and of itself, wage employment typically served as a means to an end. In 

a sense. for some people wage work is a necessary means to attain the capital necessary to 

buy the equipment needed to participate in subsistence. As Usher ( 1976b: 26) explains: 

Jobs. then, are a temporary resource to be exploited towards specific ends. 
Many Native northemers seek and then leave jobs once they have eamed 
enough for specific purposes. Jobs are not valued for their own sake. but as 
temporary strategies. 

People might work for wages until they have enough rnoney to buy a snow machine or a 

boat, and then quit. Sometimes, one person in an extended family will work to allow for 

146 As is noted by Simeone (1995: 91). significant capital also goes into other arenas. notably the 
potlatch. He quotes one elder who States that "[if an] Indian made a lot of money and didn't use it for 
potIatch then some Indians might make fun of Lm." 
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continued access to subsistence for the household or extended family. Working a forty 

hour work week is the exception. not the nile. 

In sum, part-tirne or seasonal work, or eaming cash through the sale of renewable 

resources (furs, fish) and locally produced crafts. is best seen as a strategy employed by 

hunter-gatherers (and others) to provide for their chosen way of life. Pursuing 

opportunities to harvest wild resources is the preferred way of life. It is a way of life, 

however, that requires capitalization. It must be noted that wage labor is not without its 

hazards. As Wenzel (1989: 14) notes: 

While wage employment. when available. has always offered some Clyde 
Inuit the opponunity to obtain cash, sometimes in larger amounts than 
hunting, it is also the case that wage labor costs productive hunting time. 

Thus, pursuing wage earning and cash generating opportunities is a tricky balance; and 

often requires multiple suategies to attain the cash necessary to pursue effectively the 

harvests of fish and game resources.I47 

Perhaps the biggest difference in perceptions lies in local peoples' ideas about 

transfer payments. Transfer payments are viewed as yet another resource to exploit. 

Transfer payments can and do assist with providing access ro wild resources, through 

helping with the purchase of gas and other essentials. Transfer payments fit in well with 

the cyclical and seasonal nature of the subsistence economy; when few resources are 

available, transfer payments are a resource to cal1 upon. On the other hand. when other 

resources are readily available, the need for and dependence upon transfer payments drops. 

147 As discussed in Chapter Four. opportunity cosu are an imponant facet of wild resource use and. while 
not addressed in this dissertation, is a topic worthy of study. 
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Conclusion 

It is well known to many anthropologists and some state and federal managers, and 

perhaps more painfully to rural residents, that there is a huge gulf between emic and 

western perceptions of wild resource management. So is it odd that a similar difference 

exists between ernic and western perceptions conceniing resources, particularly cash? 

Similarities in the differences underiying emic and western perceptions of 

management and resources, particularly cash. are enlightening. For example. the 

extemai management system attempts to manage peoples' behavior, whereas the local 

management system attempts to manage the community's relationship to resources. In 

spite of these very basic differences, and the fact that the formai management of wild 

resources is widely viewed by local people to be an external system over which they have 

little. if any, influence, the system is imposed on local users- with Little regard for their 

perceptions or management beliefs thereof. In spite of this outside pressure. local people 

continue with their intemal management guidelines-- and the maintenance of social 

relationships continues to provide the context within which the community exists. 

Similarly, westem notions hold that cash has a prescribed or standardized value. 

According to local perspectives, however. cash h a  a variable or relative value: whch, like 

al1 other resources, fluctuates over time. In spite of this fundamental difference, the 

Western perception of cash is the one typicaily applied and utilized to explain, understand. 

and descnbe rural economic systems. Again, however, local people continue to operate 

well outside of the westem econornic paradigm, in which econornic decisions, like al1 

others, are grounded in the social fabnc of the community. 

Clearly, wild resource management and analyses of rural economies have faltered 

on the same point-- narnely that external meanings, values, and paradigms have been 

indiscriminately applied and assigned to mral cornmunities without regard to intemal 

paradigms and values. Assumptions about local wild resource use and management, and 

rural econornics have largely reflected extemal, not intemal, reality. In spite of this 
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situation. local people have been able to incorporate cash into their system-- into their emic 

reality. Why this is possible has to do with the fact that cash is a resource. as opposed to a 

political system of resource management. If management were simply a tool to be used. 

there is little doubt that it would be incorporated and successfully utilized by the people of 

Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross. 



CHAPTER EIGHT: 
Discussion and ConcIusions 

Introduction 

Perhaps as a result of what Lee (1992: 43) referred to as a search "... for a vision 

of human life and possibilities without the pomp and glory, but also without the misery and 

inequity of state and clvs  society 2, research on the hunting-gathering way of life has 

been a focus of considerable anthropological thought for at least the past four decades. In 

al1 of the work on hunter-gatherers. nowhere has the focus been more intense than on 

economic and cultural change; specifically. the effects of cash and cornrnoditization of 

resources. A catalyst for much of this work was Murphy and Steward's article. "Tappers 

and Trappers: Parallel Processes in Acculturation" (1956). in which the authors. arguing 

from a cultural ecological theoretical perspective, predicted dire consequences for hunter- 

gatherers who got involved in selling resources upon which they depend. Since 

publication of the article in 1956. considerable anthropological dialogue has focused on 

defining and describing the so-called modem hunter-gatherer or forapr economy. 

While theoretical and methodological foci have changed. a consistent theme has 

been the separation of subsistence and cash sectors of the economy, be it labeled as a dual 

economy or separate sectors (Chance 1984. 1987; Dalton 1967; Fall 1990; Headland and 

Reid 1989: Honigman and Honigman 1965. 1970; Jorgenson 1990: Langdon 199 1 : 

McElroy 1975; Morantz 1984; Oswalt and VanStone 1963; Taylor 1979; Vanstone 1960; 

Wilmott 196 1; Wolfe, et al. 1984; Young 1992). Cash is often treated as secondary in 

importance to floral and faunal resources, taking a distant back seat to the production and 

consumption of animal and plant resources. Altematively, the use of cash is depicted as 

steadily encroaching on the use of floral and faunal resources, making their eventual use 

non-existent at worst or a recreational endeavor at best. In either extreme, while the 

significant and important contribution made by cash to the subsistence system is often 
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recognized, the relationship between the two is typically characterized as a fragile balance 

and a transitory state. 

Discussion 

The root of this distinction-- the separation of cash and subsistence- lies in the 

much touted "transfomative powers" of cash (cf. Bohannon 1967 [1959]). Few would 

dispute the fact that the introduction of cash has the potential to change hunter-gatherer 

economies, but the degree and nature of change is debatable. Clearly, there are those who 

argue, as Murphy and Steward did. that with the introduction of cash cornes the inevitable 

demise of the culture. The opposite of that perspective is argued herein: the introduction of 

cash, while clearly instigating or exacerbating change. can actually support the local 

economic system. In fact, the central method of obtaining westem goods is cash; and cash. 

like western technology, is quite well integrated into the economy. 

It is likely that the so-called transformative powers of cash and commoditisation 

relate to the context within which the introduction of cash occurred- Le., was it under 

duress. or was it a matter of choice? Obviously. it is not quite that simple and clear cut: and 

as Peterson (1991b: 13) remarks, ".... [I]t would be romantic and naive however, to see 

the impact of cash as largely, if not entirely, under intemal control ...". Nonetheless. the 

context within which cash enters a system is important; and. while not addressed in this 

dissertation. it is a topic worthy of study. 

1 have argued that the degree of local control exerted over the meaning and value of 

cash is a critical aspect of the potential for change. If, as many would suggest, cash enters 

a system with al1 of its westem cultural baggage (i.e., standardized value, generalized 

exchange value, etc.), then it is likely that its transformative powers are/wiIl be 

considerable. On the other hand, assuming cash enters the local system absent its 

associated westem values/understandings, then the transformative powers would, in fact, 

be negligible. It is not the cash per se, but its associated meaning and values, which 



2 6 0  
potentially undermine local econornies. If western values are not attached to cash, and 

cash is instead imbued even partiy with local values. then it logically follows that the use 

of cash in and of itself would not spell the demise of the local economy; but could, in fact. 

support it. 

Sansom and Peterson both provide support for this argument. Sansom ( 1988: 159) 

in working with Australian Aborigines, notes that: 

Refusing assimilation of being to mainstream ways. Austrdian Aborigines 
have tumed things around by assimilating money to their modality for 
exchange. Once cash enters a Darwin fringe camp, a dollar remains an 
AustraIian dollar only to the extent that it is still backed by the reserve Bank 
and so retains its potentiai to be re-entered into the general, outside economy 
where it will retum to its market function. While in Aboriginal possession. 
the dollar is a thing both transformed and ambivalent. It is transformed 
because, if entered into transactions between Abongine and Aborigine. it 
will no longer function in market terrns as a generalized medium of 
exchange but will instead take on character as an arnount subject to valuation 
in acts of help, helping and helping out. When this happens, the dollar 
amounts lose their capacity to function as pnces. Al1 at once the conventions 
of regular economizing are left behind. 

Similarly, Peterson ( 199 la: 83-84) observes that: 

Even though many Aboriginal people are poorly informed about the nature 
and sources of money, their understandings and constiuctions of money 
work for thern. They use money effectively within their own cultural and 
social contexts putting it to ends they value or which seem not greatly 
inconsistent with the kin based economy. ... that is to Say most people have 
assimilated cash and commoditisation to their existing cultural 
understandings and social purposes and in so doing defused the 
depersonaiising aspects. 

As Sansom and Peterson point out, the value system within which cash is used in 

these instances is locally determined; and the extemal or western value system is left behind 

as cash enters the emic reality. Wenzel (1985), (borrowing from M m i s t  terminology), 

argues the sarne for the Inuit of Baffin Island. noting that cash has been "penetrated and 

converted" in the local economy, rather than having penetrated and convened. 

As illustrated in Chapter Seven, the sarne is true for the people living in the four 

communities of Grayling, Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross, in which local perceptions 

about and evaluations of cash are very different from those shared by mainstream society. 

In the four cornmunities. cash is utilized according to an intemal set of values and 
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meanings, not according to western ideas. Most simply, cash is one of many resources in 

the local economy. The local economy reflects the use of many resources, wild fish and 

game, cash and imported technology among them. These resources do not represent 

separate spheres, segments, or econornies; and to separate subsistence and cash is to create 

a false dichotomy. 

Unlike the western system in which cash has a standardized value that the user is 

implicitly expected to observe, in the local system cash, like al1 other resources. has a 

relative value. conditioned in part by its availability. Once in the system, (regardless of 

how they got there). cash, moose. salmon. or imported technology are resources: 

accordingly, and within certain parameters. resources are exploited. It matters not whether 

the resource in question is moose or cash; it is still subject to local perspectives which guide 

its use and value. To illustrate, an individual who was short of cash sold a pnzed rifle for 

3275.00. Several months later, when he had cash available, he offered $500.00 for the 

same rifle. The rifle had not changed, but the arnount of cash available to him had; and the 

particular individual was willing to give over al1 of his cash (more than double what he 

was paid) to get the rifle back. Another exarnple which illustrates the interchangeable and 

flexible nature of cash and goods in the local economy is the individual (A) who loaned 

another individual (B) S 100.00. Several months later, as a means of payback, individual B 

gave individual A a slightly used rifle scope, valued at around $300.00. He had won the 

scope during the course of a poker game. When individual B repaid the debt, he informed 

individual A that the scope was valued at $300.00. thus subtly forcing A to incur debt. This 

example illustrates well the nature of the economy; and the fact that al1 resources, be they 

cash, rnoose, technology or salmon, function as the currency of subsistence. To 

understand the economy from the perspective of the people. in this instance Alaskan 

Athabascans, one must look at dl resources as comprising the economy: cash simply 

cannot be separated from subsistence; and has to be understood as part of, and in the 

context of, subsistence. 
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So just what comprises the economy of the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Athabascans? 

As outlined in Chapters Four. Five. and Six, almost al1 households in Grayling, Anvik, 

Shageluk, and Holy Cross hunted, fished. trapped, or gathered resources of some kind. 

From 75 to 88 percent of the households in the four cornrnunities participated in hunting; 

69 to 90 percent participated in fishing; 37 to 7 1 percent panicipated in trapping; and 77 to 

98 percent panicipated in gathenng. 

Of al1 wild resources. moose provided most (if not d l )  of the large animal protein 

harvested and used in the four cornrnunities. While there was interest in harvesting 

caribou. distance and expense involved proved to be limiting factors. Black bear were 

hanested in three of the four comrnunities. and brown bear were reportedly harvested in 

two of the four communities. The strong cultural and spiritual parameters associated with 

hunting bear, particularly brown bear, made it likely that reponed harvests were 

underestimated. 

Subsistence fishing provided a range of about one third of the overall harvest in 

Holy Cross to just over two thirds of the total harvest in Shageluk. Of al1 of the fish 

resources. salmon comprised the bulk of the fish harvest in al1 four communities. 

accounting for more than half of the fish harvest. In addition to salmon. grayling. 

blackfish, eulachon. trout, whitefish, sheefish, and pike were also harvested, although the 

latter three accounted for the majonty in al1 four cornmunities. Migratory waterfowl 

harvests also contributed to the overall harvest, especially in the spring. While not a 

major part of the overall harvest, furbearers were nonetheless an important component. 

Finally, bemes and greens were collected, as was wood (both for heat and for consuuction 

purposes). 

Household harvest levels varied considerably. Grayling was the highest at almost 

4,000 pounds, and Shageluk was the lowest at under 1.500 pounds; mean household 

harvest level in Anvik was over 2,500 pounds, and in Holy Cross mean household harvest 

was just over 2,000 pounds. Pounds per capita harvested varied from a high of aimost 900 
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pounds in Grayling, to a low of about half of that (445 pounds) in Shageluk. Per capita 

harvest in Anvik was about 50 pounds less than that of Grayling; and Holy Cross was in 

between Grayling and Shageluk, at about 634 pounds. 

In addition to wild resources, cash was dso utilized by d l  households. Attained 

through a variety of sources including wage Iabor, commercial sale of resources such as 

fish and furs. the sale of handicrafts, transfer payments, and dividends or pensions, cash. 

like al1 other resources, was typically both seasonally and variably available. 

The majority of wage employment in the four communities was seasonal. and most 

of the other cash generating opportunities were resource-extractive, Le., commercial 

fishing and trapping. Few paid positions were full-time year round: the majority of 

employment was part-time ancilor seasonal. A low of 20.8 percent to a high of 41 percent 

of the households in the four comrnunities had no employed members during the study 

period. From 34.1 percent to 46.9 percent of the households had one member employed at 

some type of work, and from 15.4 to 29.3 percent of the households had two members 

employed. In Grayling and Holy Cross. a srna11 percentage of the households had four 

employed members: and one househoid in Anvik had five members employed at some type 

of work. 

A total of 146 jobs of d l  types were available in the four cornmunities during the 

study period. Of these 24 percent were full-time year round positions. Part-time year- 

round and part-time seasonal positions comprised the majority of the jobs in the four 

communities (63.7 percent). Slightly fewer than half (44.5 percent) of the available 

positions are seasonal and just over half (55.6 percent) are year-round. 

Commercial fishing provided an important source of cash to some people. Thirty- 

one individuals in the four communities hold commercial fishing permits, 68 percent of 

which were fishwheel permits. The primary fishery in the area was a roe fishery which 

targeted summer chum salmon; a lesser fishery targeted king salmon, which are sold 

whole. During the 1991 commercial fishing season, fishermen in sub district Y4A sold 
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5,289 sumrner chum salmon and 128,23 1 pounds of roe; and the fishermen on Y3 sold a 

total of 2.344 Chinook salrnon. While fisherrnen from other areas fish in these sub- 

districts, the 3 1 commercial fishermen in the four communities fished in these areas; and 

were responsible for. and benefited from, much of this harvest. 

Trapping also provided a limited source of cash to some people. In recent years. 

however. the depressed national and international fur market has negatively affected local 

fur trappers. According to one of the local fur buyen, the quality of furs is consistent with 

past years; but the number of furs available for purchase, and the buying p r i e  have 

decreased. People continue to trap. often using furs as a means of barter andor trade. 

In addition. transfer payments (i.e.. AFDC, APA, FS, Medicaid). old age 

payments (social secunty and longevity bonus), and dividends (Alaska Permanent Fund 

dividend) provided cash to households. Household income levels varied within and 

between communities; a high household average income of $2 L64 1 was reported for 

Grayling, and a low of $10,694 was reported for Anvik. According to the 1990 census. 

12.6 percent of the population in Grayling lived below the poveny level, as compared with 

45 percent in Anvik, 35 percent in Shageluk, and 48.8 percent in Holy Cross. 

Both wild resources and cash are used by people and households in the subsistence 

system. The nature of the relationship between the two is the cntical question. Why 

should cash be considered one of many resources available to the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan 

instead of as a separate system? 

First, consider the interplay between cash and subsistence in terms of arnount of 

resources harvested. Grayling had the highest rnean household harvest, the highest per 

capita harvest. and the largest average household size (4.3) of al1 four villages. Of the 

four communities, Grayling had the highest percentage of households owning 

snowmachines, boats, and kickers. Grayling and Holy Cross had the highest percentage 

of households with full-time, year -round jobs. in  contrast, Shageluk had the lowest mean 

household harvest (about 35 percent of Grayling's) and the lowest per capita harvest (49.8 



2 6 5  
percent, or about half of Grayling's total harvest). Shageluk had the lowest percentage of 

households owning major subsistence equipment. and on average spent the least per 

household on non-equipment costs associaied with subsistence (i.e.. gas, etc.). While 

Shageluk's employment profile was similar to the other three villages. no one in Shageluk 

fished and few trapped for commercial purposes. Finally. participation in hunting, fishing. 

and trapping was lower in Shageluk than in any of the other three villages, although 

Shageluk showed higher participation rates in gathering than did Holy Cross. 

Explanations for such inter-village variance in wild resources harvested and 

available cash are multifold; and include such issues as distances to the particular resource 

area (thus affecting time. money for gas. supplies. and equipment); resource use area 

available or open to the individual and the cornrnunity; other available resources (Le., cash. 

imponed technology): and individual and community initiative, organization, and 

abilities. '48 Also as explained in Chapter Four, demographic differences can also affect 

harvest patterns and resource use. as can availability of and participation in wage labor. 

Clearly. however. the arnount of cash resources available to put towards harvesting wild 

resources is important. 

The harvest of wild resources is dependent, in part. on the availability of other 

resources. particularly cash. a fact that has been noted by many researchers (Alaska 

Natives Commission 1994; Asch l976a. 1976b, 1977; Freeman 1976, 1986; Muller-Ville. 

et al. 1975; Usher 1976b, 1981. 1986a. 1986b; Wenzel 1985. 1986b). Wage labor is a 

source of cash. although as Wenzel (1995) points out, participation in wage labor also 

costs productive hunting and fishing time. Other sources of cash including dividends. 

transfer payments. and old age pensions. do not cost productive hunting time. and may in 

14* As discussed in Chapter Three. it is important to remember that there are distinct differences in the 
nature of contemporary and historic settlement patterns which have affected harvest patterns. Partly as a 
result of imposed infrastructure and education, contemporary communities are generally centralized; and have 
been since the early part of this century. In conuast, nineteenth century settlements were largely seasonal; 
and individuals traveled in small groups during the majorïty of the year. In convast to contemporary rimes, 
people were not physically, economically, and socially tied to one spot. Their resource harvesting patterns 
were therefore far more disperse. Because people are tied to one area, they must travel farther and fmher 
(and spend more and more money on gas) to get the wild resources they require. 



2 6 6  
fact be more conducive to hunting and fishing, as they potentially "free- up" labor time and 

effort. Commercial fishing and trapping also contribute cash as well as other resources 

(e.g.. furs, meat), and as such represent the only means to achieve both protein and cash 

simultaneously. 

In the case of the four villages of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk. and Holy Cross. a 

few things seem certain. Harvesting wild resources requires cash resources and imported 

technology. It is likely that there is a threshold below which wild and cash resource 

harvesting and use drops significantly, as illustrated by the small percetnage of households 

consistently utilizing few resources of any type. It is interesting to note that the absence of 

cash. at least for a finite period of time, does not mean that wild resources will not be 

harvested. In many instances when individuals experienced a short term cash shortage. 

other people compensated by sharing technology. lending gas, and sharing harvested wild 

resources. The long term and consistent absence of cash and wild resources together. 

however. would likely leads to demise of the local economy. Above that threshold. 

however, use of cash and wild resources work together through a multitude of strategies to 

contribute to the econornic viability of a particular community and household. Further. 

commoditization of resources does not result in cultural demise. as indicated by the fact that 

the one cornrnunity not participating in commercial fishing or trapping had the lowest level 

of resource (wild and cash) production of al1 four villages. In a sense then. i t  is the sum 

total of resources which contribute to the overall econornic health of households and 

cornmunities. 

The relationship between seasonaiity of wild resources harvested, and intake and 

expenditure of cash also suppons this argument. Just as was the case historically, there is 

a strong seasonal component to contemporary resource use today. Ernic perceptions of the 

seasons and the annual cycle allow that the year begins in spring, typically prior to or at 

breakup. Resources are harvested throughout the year, their harvest depending in large 

part on their availability and access. Typically one or two activities are the focus of a 
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particular season. For example. migratory waterfowl are an important focus of spring, 

while fishing. especially for salmon. is an important focus of summer. Moose and 

migratory waterfowl harvesting as well as beny gathering codd be said to be the major fa11 

time activities, and trapping is a focus of many households in the winter. Fishing for non- 

salmon species is done throughout the Far, as is wood collecting. Birds other than ducks 

and geese (e.g.. ptamiigan and grouse) are also harvested throughout the year. Black bear 

are also typically harvested throughout the year. although emphasis on their harvest is in 

fall. Brown bear are harvested only in spring and fall. with the former being the most 

important season. 

There is a clear relationship between seasonality of wild resources harvested and 

average seasonal expenditure on non-equipment household expenditures. The highest 

seasonal expenditure occurs during fall hunting, when the majority of meat taken during the 

year is typically harvested. Similady, summer fishing received the second hghest seasonal 

expenditure; summer fishing brings in the majority of annually harvested fish (saimon and 

non-salmon). Some interesting intra-community variation occurs in the overall patterns. 

For example, Anvik households spend more on trapping than any of the other three 

comrnunities. This situation is consistent with historic patterns of resource use. In 

addition. Holy Cross households spend less on surnrner activities than households in the 

other three communities. This pattern may be tied to the participation of Holy Cross 

residents in a different commercial fishery (i.e., they do not have a roe fishery in Holy 

Cross and are limited to selling whole fish); and to the fact that commercial permits in Holy 

Cross are predorninantly (90 percent) fishwheel permits, which affords a slightly different 

harvest. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, local perceptions and behaviors point to the 

fact that cash and wild resources are treated as one and the same, once in the system; and to 

protray this differently is to not reflect local reality accurately. Because of the temporal and 

spatial variation of al1 resources, the Deg Hi'tan and Doy Hi'tan have developed strategies 
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to deal with resource shortages and windfalls. One such strategy, I have argued in this 

dissertation. 1s to apply the sarne strategies people utilize to deal with wild resource 

shonages and windfalls to cash: that is, when available. use it to the maximum extent 

possible, and when it is not available, make do with other resources. In the local econornic 

world view, this strategy makes sense-- resources, especially cash. are unpredictable; and 

to treat them as anything else is decidedly un-economic. As described in chapter 7. emic 

perceptions of cash and related resources are based on ideas very different than those upon 

which western notions are based. In the context of the local reality. however. they make 

sense. 

In sum. from the local perspective, the economic world is one based on uncenainty 

and unpredictability. The most effective means of dealing with this uncertainty, from the 

local point of view. is to utilize resources to the maximum extent possible: within locally 

prescribed parameters as discussed in Chapter Seven; when, and as, they are available. 

This strategy affects al1 resources. cash included. Exarnining cash as distinct from wild 

resources is thus an inaccurate reflection of emic reality. 

Conclusion 

The style and structure of a culture are often more permanent than its 
content. In adapting and defining themselves. the techniques that people use 
may be more important than the materials they manipulate. Along with the 
changes they have expenenced in recent years, the Hare have shown that 
movernent can CO-exist with diverse economies, and that flexibility can 
supersede the confinement of d e s  and architecture. Old values can have 
contemporary relevance if they are malleable ones, and if people think 
enough of them to redefine their applicability (Savishinsky 1974: 205) 

Many researchers have discussed the long term and extensive use of fish and garne 

and cash resources by Indigenous inhabitants of the North. A critical point that separates 

this analysis from many others is the approach taken to place cash within rather than 

extemal to, the local subsistence econornies. I have argued that local people view cash as 
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one of many resources to be exploited when available, and to a maximum extent. Cash is 

incorporated into the local economy in a way which supports and reflects local 

perspectives. Cash is an essential resource. It provides access to imported technology. 

and thus provides for continued and effective wild fish and game harvesting. It buys 

cornmodities such as gasoline. home heating fuel, sugar. and flour. Like al1 resources, 

however. cash availability is generally unpredictable: and subject to seasonal, annual, and 

cyclical variation. In these respects. cash is no different than any of the other resources 

which comprise the local economic world. As such. it is exploited as available: and its 

periodic absence is not unexpected. nor does it spell economic demise. The exploitation of 

cash and cash-generating opportunities does not represent the intrusion of capitalist ideas. 

but rather is a locally devised and implemented resource use stratea. 

Cash, imported technology, and wild resources play an integral role in the overall 

system of not only the four villages discussed herein, but also in many areas of rural 

Alaska and the Nonh in general. By using cash and imponed technology, people are not 

giving up nor rejecting their way of life; nor is the importance of subsistence reduced. 

Rather, the use of cash and imported technology are part of an adaptive strategy which 

provides a rneans by which to deal with new economic, demographc. political. and cultural 

conditions. As one observer aptly notes: 

Attempts to define subsistence characteristically fail to account for the 
histoncal record which reflects the important survival values of flexibility. 
innovation, and change. Survival in a subsistence economy depends upon a 
blend of traditionally proven pattems and an opportunistic eye for 
improving chances in the hunt. This has always been the case even though 
the modem Euro-American concept of subsistence emphasizes the 
traditional pattems and fails to appreciate the adaptive dimensions 
(Schneider 1982: 169). 

Unfortunately, the use of cash and imported technology is commonly viewed by the 

uneducated public as a rejection of 'traditional' values; and 'a loss of culture' and 

subsistence is essentially seen as an anachronism.149 Concomitant with this idea is the 

149 A recent editorial. entitled "Subsistence Versus Technology" (Medred 1997) provided the following 
commentary so illustrative of this perspective: 
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notion that subsistence is incompatible with the cash or market economy: and that if the two 

are rnixed, it is not 'me '  or 'pure' s u b s i ~ t e n c e . ~ ~ ~  This belief provides the hyperbolic 

rationale for the idea that everyone cm. in fact, be a subsistence hunter or fisherman. Not 

limited to the uneducated public, this perspective is aiso shared by some anthropoiogists. 

For example, Young (1992: 57-58) provides the following description of rural Alaskan. 

pnmarily Native. economies: 

Though the details Vary from village to village, the fundamental patterns of 
economic life that prevails today in the remote communities of Alaska is 
unambiguous. The economies of these comrnunities are not subsistence 
economies; they are mixed economies, encompassing large public or 
government sectors and sizable commercial sectors as well as ongoing 
subsistence sectors .... Despite its undeniable importance as a source of 
country food, subsistence is now tightly linked to the other sectors of the 

Al1 over the state, Alaska Native cultures are smggling, while the politicians and the do- 
gooders wrestle with this silliness called subsistence ... Lost behind d l  of this. as i t  has 
been for years, is thc issue of what . if anything, anyone is uying to Save. If it is Alaska 
Indian and Eskimo cultures which I personally respect and admire far more than 1 can 
begin to express in a few words here. something went badly awry years ago. Rooted in 
the land. those cultures have been in trouble ever since the first interna1 combustion 
engines showed up. The situation has only deteriorated as mechanical and eIecuonic 
technology has roared ahead. Mr. Honda, Mr. Evinrude, Mr. Sony and al1 the rest are the 
cultural cocaine of the Bush ..... Hiking upriver. shooting a moose. skinning it. cutting 
uees for a boat frarne, tying the frarne together, stretching the green hide over that. and 
then using the homemade boat to float the moose rneat home is a lot of work. And 
nobody really wants to work. For almost al1 of us, it is human nature to take the easy 
way. That is why technology rules the world. This is the history of Our planet from the 
Stone Age to the Bronze Age to the modern age. Along the way. less technologically 
sophisticated cultures are crushed and ground up one by one. Now it is the subsistence 
culture being desuoyed. The remaining vestiges of the hunting culture are next. The more 
human effort is replaced by machine effort. the more vulnerable these cultures become. 
Tools and swear equin are the currenqv of al1 hitnter-gatherer culrures. Stop making the 
rools. stop invesring the efort, and the culture invariubl~ dies. It is happening today on a 
grand scale without anyone saying much of anything .... Driving your snowmachine out 
to pop a caribou in the head at close range and drag it home for supper is not a deeply 
enrichine cultural experience-- not to mention the fact that it involves almost none of the 
tools that define the culture that evolved in this land ... (emphasis added) 

l S0 Along these lines Feit ( 1993: 166- 168) provides the following analysis: 
The government insists that the Cree hunting way of life is dead or dying. and that the 
Cree Indians are in fact al1 but assimilated to the nationaI economy of Quebec ...... These 
views present a dual image of Indian hunting. Indian hunting may be ancient, traditional, 
unchanged, and therefore in balance with nature. Or Indian hunting is modernized, using 
technology produced in industrial society, having lost its spintual roots, and practiced for 
sport not need. The impression is created that there are onIy these two possibilities .... 
In this wideIy held and used concept, the Indian is ancient but timeless, because the 
meaning of the Indian is always the opposite of civilization, and therefore outside history. 
Thus the 'real' Indians are those untouched by Euro-Arnericans. For an Indian to adopt the 
ways of civilization is to become less of an Indian, for to do so violates the meaning of 
the idea of the Indian itself. Indians are either radically separated from Euro-Amencan 
ways, or they c a s e  to be Indians and have become like us. 



rnixed economies that prevail in village Alaska. Partly. this is attributable to 
the capital intensification of subsistence activities, a developrnent that makes 
it necessary for subsistence harvesters to participate, at least part time. in the 
cash secton of the economy or to forrn alliances with others who participate 
full time in the cash economy. In part, it stems from the coupling of 
traditional lifeways with a rising demand throughout village Alaska for 
goods and services (from modem homes and television sets to modem 
education and sewage systems) that c m  be obtained only with cash, a trend 
that reinforces the need for division of labor in these cornmunities between 
domestic production and other types of productive activities. 

Chance ( 1987: 85-87) reiterates this perspective. clairning that there is currently: 

.... A major transformation presently re-shaping Alaska: the articulation of 
forces representing corporate. industrial interests with those of a more 
subsistence-oriented life, cornposed rnostly of Natives. ... What we find in 
rural Alaska today is a series of increasingly sharp economic, social, and 
political conflicts resulting from the interpenetration of two modes of 
production- kin-based and capitalist. 

The argument put fonh by Young and Chance is a version of that articulated by 

Murphy and Steward some fony years ago; but as the above two examples attest. 

variations of it are everywhere. It is evident in the argument that contemporary hunting and 

gathenng cultures are better referred to as commercial foragers. living their lives because 

of, not in spite of. their role in the world economy (Denbow 1984; Headland and Reid 

1989; Wilmsen 1988. 1989: Wolf 1982a). Similarly. the argument that Alaska Natives 

have no culture because commercial baking mixes were in evidence in their kitchensl5' is 

rooted in Murphy and Steward's central premise. These ideas are present even in 

introductory anthropology texts, in which evolutionary approaches to economy are often 

the nom:  hunting and gathering societies are presented as features of a by-gone era, a 

casualty of the growth of industrialization and capitalism (Bohannon 1992; Crapo 1996; 

Harris 1995). 

While less overt than the above examples, the characterization of contemporary 

hunting and gathenng econornies as k i n g  compnsed of separate sectors is clearly informed 

I5l Paul Bohannon essentially argued this point during his deposition for the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trial. 
Bohannon was hired as an expert witness by Exxon to argue against the viability of Aiaska Native culture 
in an effort to reduce claims against Exxon for damages incurred by Alaska Natives during the March 1989 
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill which spilled 1 1  million gallons of crude oil in Prince WilIiam Sound. Prince 
William Sound is home to Aluutiq, Eyak, Athabascan, and Tlingit Natives settled in communities 
throughout the Sound. 
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by Murphy and Steward's argument. Implicit in the idea that cash and subsistence 

comprise separate sectors is the notion that cash is an agent of change: and the mix of cash 

and subsistence is a transitional state. dependent upon extemal factors not having (yet) 

imposed themselves into the local economy. As is noted in the introduction of one such a 

study : 

It is not the presence or absence of cash that potentially results in 
socioeconornic transformations of traditional systems. but the extent to 
which traditional systems have been affected by the econornic. social and 
political organizations underlying market systems which have penetrated 
rural areas (Wolfe, et al. 1984: 1). 

In describing several Alaskan communities. another researcher claims that " .. . the 

communities have attained a special balance in the modem world but their ability to sustain 

and reproduce that balance is open to question on many fronts ...." (Langdon 1991: 288). 

Finally, Young (1992: 60) notes that: 

We have witnessed throughout the Far North in recent times an accelerating 
demand for goods whose acquisition requires cash. Whereas Nonhem 
Natives once entered into monetized exchanges primarily to obtain modest 
supplies of tea and tobacco, along with ammunition for their rifles, the 
residents of northem communities today want to enjoy the benefits of 
cornputers. VCRs, washing machines, automobiles and (in more and more 
cases) outside vacations. ... It is reasonable to conclude therefore, that the 
mixed economies of rural Alaska are here to stay. But it is equally 
important to recognize that these rnixed economies are presently under 
severe pressure from a number of quarters. In essence, this is a 
consequence of the fact that these economies exhibit high levels of exposure 
to outside forces. When conditions on the outside world change drastically, 
the mixed economies of the remote communities of Alaska are subjected to 
extreme fluctuations over which they have little or no control. .... each of 
the sectors of these economies is presently under siege as a consequence of 
such extemal changes. 

The basic assumption underlying this paradigm is that cash is a de facto agent of 

change. It is thus not a question if change will occur when cash enters the system. but 

rather when it will occur. 1 challenge this notion of culture change which stems from 

Murphy and Steward's lineal analysis. By exarnining how cash has been incorporated as a 

resource into the cornmunity and the economy, 1 have shown how cash can actually 

suppon the local economy. I would further argue that the situation in the communities of 

Grayling. Anvik, Shageluk, and Holy Cross is not unique to Alaska, the North, or to the 
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world for that matter. Examples abound of foragers who appear to be carrying on their 

hunting and gathering way of life in a modem or contemporary setting. This is not to Say 

that people have not changed. It is also not to Say that in some instances. cash has not been 

an agent of change. Either one of those assertions would be patently false. Human history 

is rife with examples of societies that have ceased to function following the introduction of 

cash and commoditization. By the sarne token. human history and the modem world 

contain rnany examples of societies and groups of people that, through their dynamic, 

adaptive potentiai. have successfully forged a meaningful existence utilizing certain aspects 

of capitalisrn while still operating outside its bounds. Quite simply. what Murphy and 

Steward and others predicted for hunting and gathering societies has not occurred: people 

are still living a distinctly different way of life and cash has not inextricably altered their life 

course, sending it on a one-way ride towards devastation. It is clearly possible for some 

groups of people to utilize cash in a way that does not destroy the interna1 workings of the 

society. Perhaps Von Volker (1993: 785) is correct in asserting that, "... societies with a 

hunting and gathenng tradition have a dynamic. adaptive potential that enables them to 

resist the destructive powers of the world system predicated on market economy ....". As 

the data presented in this discussion have illustrated. such is the case with the Deg hi'tan 

and Doy hi'tan Athabascans. Perhaps they, as the Hare described above, are able to 

function success full y in the contemporary world because their values continue to be 

applicable in the contemporary world. 

As the data have shown, the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan Athabascans residing in the 

four comrnunities of Grayling, Anvik. Shageluk, and Holy Cross rely on a wide variety of 

fish, garne, and cash resources; and the contemporary econornies of the four comrnunities 

are based on a unique combination of wild fish and garne and cash resources. Soundly 

rooted in and conditioned by their historical precedents, the local econornies reflect adaptive 

and flexible strategies employing combinations of wild fish and garne resources and cash 

obtained from a variety of sources. Together, a large nurnber of different resources 
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comprise the basis of the vital and dynarnic way of life of Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan 

Athabaskans. They clearly defy the prognosis offered by Murphy and Steward some 40 

years ago; far from sitting on the brink of disaster. the Deg hi'tan and Doy hi'tan continue 

to be red people in viable communities. punuing a unique and distinct way of life. 
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APPENDIX A. POPULATION BY ETHNICITY FOR DOYON REGION VILLAGES 

Arnerican Total 
Village Al1 Persons Indian Eskimo Aleut Native 
Alatna 3 1 
Ailakaket 138 
Anvik 82 
Arctic Village 96 
Beaver 1 03 
Birch Creek 42 
Canyon Viiiage -- 
Ch* itsik 90 
Circle 73 
Dot Lake 53 
Eagle 35 
Evansville 69 
Fort Yukon 580 
Galena 833 
Gray ling 308 
Hedy Lake 47 
Holy Cross 277 
Hughes 54 
Huslia 207 
Ka1 t ag 240 
Koyukuk 126 
Lake Minchumina 32 
McGrath 528 
Madey Hot Springs 96 
Medfia -- 
Minto 218 
Nenana 393 
Nikolai 1 09 
Northway 113 
Nulato 359 
Rampart 68 
Ruby 170 
S hageluk 139 
Stevens Village 102 
Takotna 38 
Tanacross 1 O6 
Tanana 345 
Teh& 11 
Tetlin 87 
Tok 935 
Venetie 182 
Wiseman 33 



APPENDIX B. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 



Agreement No. - L-I<-;~o--::-'-_~ 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
between the 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
and the 
TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE, INC.  

1 T i t l e  

Cooperative agreement between the Tanana Chiefs 
Conference, Inc .  and the U . S .  F i s h  and Wildlife Service 
providing information and technical support to the 
Federal subsistence program on Federal public lands 
authorized by the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA). 

II Authoritv and Purpose 

This cooperative agreement between the U.S. fish and 
Wildlife Service, hereinafter referred to as the 
uService,8@ and the Tanana Chiefs Conference, Inc., 
hereinafter referred to as the "TCC," is entered into 
under the authority of ANILCA, Section 809, Cooperative 
Agreements. 

The Secretary of the fnterior (Secretary) has been 
mandated by Title VI11 of the ANILCA, 16 USC 3101, to 
provide for a preference for rural subsistence uses on 
Federal public lands in the absence of State laws of 
general applicability providing such a preference. As 
result of the Alaska Supreme Court ruling in f l c D o w e l l  
vs. State of Alaska, the State is no longer able to 
provide for that preference under the Alaska 
Constitution. Consequently, on July 1, 1990, the 
Secretary assumed management for subsistence uses on 
al1 Federal public lands in Alaska. 

III Background 

Section 809 of ANILCA authorizes the Secretary to enter 
into cooperative agreements or otherwise cooperate with 
appropriate organizations to effectuate the purposes 
and policies of Title VIII. 



The TCC is t h e  regional Native non-profit  corporat ion 
serv ing  as the t r i b a l  consortium con t rac t ing  agency for 
the 4 3  t r i b e s  (villages) of the TCC region. This  
region includes roughly the Yukon River dra inage  from 
Holy Cross upstream t o  t h e  Canadian border,  and t h e  
Kuskokwim River drainage north of Stony River - a 
l i t t l e  over  one-third of t h e  land mass of Alaska. The 
region inc ludes  a la rge  amount of Federal pub l i c  lands 
including t h e  Denali National Park; t h e  Yukon-charley 
National Park and Prasene; port ions of the Wrangell- 
St .  E l i a s  National Park, Steese National Recreation 
Area, and White Mountain Recxeation Area; a l 1  or  
por t ions  of the Arctic, Innoko, Kanuti, Koyukuk, 
Nowitna, T e t l i n ,  and Yukon F l a t s  na t iona l  w i l d l i f e  
refuges; a large portion of t h e  UtiLity Corridor1 and 
genera l  damain Federal lands, Native a l lo tments ,  and 
Native townsi te  lands. 

I V  Scone of Woxk 

To d e r i v e  mutual benefi ts ,  t he  Service and TCC aqree t o  7 
cooperat ively conduct a program intended t o  provide the  
Federal Subsistence Board with information that w i l l  1 
a s s i s t  i n  implementing a subsistence management program 
on Federal publ ic  lands in  t h e  TCC region.  

A. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the Service w i l l :  

1. Provide funds to TCC to conduct A c t i v i t i e s  1 and 
2 as described below. 

2 .  Es tab l i sh  purposes and objec t ives  and, as 
appropr ia te ,  provide technical  a s s i s t a n c e  and 
guidance. 

3 .  Provide assistance in study design, data 
c o l l e c t i o n ,  and data analysis .  

B. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  TCC w i l l :  

1. Conduct Act iv i t i e s  1, 2 ,  and 3 as described 
below. Activity 3 will be conducted a t  no c o s t  to 
the Service. 

2 .  Submit an a c t i v i t y  proposa1 a s  descr ibed  i n  
Section V of this Agreement and meet a l 1  schedules 
and condi t ions  contained harein.  

3 .  Provide the Service with progress updates as\, 
requested. 



C. Activities 1, 2 ,  and 3 are described as follows: 

rActivitv 1. Determine subsistence user of fish 
and w i l d l i f e  resources by the communities 
of ~rayïing, Anvik, Holy Cross, and Shageluk. 

w i l d l i f e  r - ~ u r c e s  by . 
Holy Cross ,- and . 

to update existing maps of harvest areas used 
by the residents of Grayling, Anvik, Holy Cross, 
and Shageluk; 

to describe the use of fish and wildlife - 
resources on a couunvnity basis and the 
contribution of t h e s e  resources in the community 
economy ; 
@i to examine fish and wildlife resource harvest 

3 
data in relation to demographic, emploment, and 
other r; soc 

to determine the extent of cornpetition between 
user groups in the harvest of fish and wildlife. 

I ~ b j e c t i v e s . - j  
a. to provide a detailed description of the 
seasonal harvest of f ish and wildlife utilired by 
the residents of Grayling, Anvik, Holy Cross and 
Shageluk : - b. a-, f n ~  a 13  ?es 
f fiwh Y p harvested and the level of 

& r t i c i p S o n  usehold ; 
- c. to describe the cash sector of the economy 

including employment o p p o r t u n i s  an estimation 
of the cost-of-living and other economic household 
characteristics (such as the extent of 
participation in wage employment, sources of cash, 
and gross incarne), and an analvsis nF the 
r e r a t i a n ç h i p s e  to harvest activities; 

7 d dm to describe resource distribution and exchange 
to include the kinds of fish and wildlife 
resources most frequently exchanged, the 
distribution of harvests between each of the four 
communities and the surrounding communities, and 
the extent 0 - r  ne hwseholds in 
aistribution networks; 
em to iaentlfy subpopulations within each of the 
four communities and their differing patterns of 
fish and wildlife resource use and socioeconomic 
characteristics; 



7 f. to ~rovide a com~leted Community Profile 
yu,cZ kv atabase as maintained by the Alaska-De-Ftment of -- 

Gl ru* 
, ~ & , , - ~  &.. f i sh  and Game O 

t t ~ d  ' -pps of harvest areas: and 
i. to describe cornpetition with other user groups 
in the harvost of fish and wildlife. 

hctivitv 2. Monitor and report the subsistence 
harvests of caribou in the communities of Arctic 
Village, Venetie, and Chalkyitsik during the 1991- 
1992 regulatory year. 

Purposes : 
a. to indicate land areas used by community 
caribou hunters; 
b. to describe the community harvests of caribou 
in terms of their temporal distribution; 
c. to report the total numbers of caribou 
harvested by community; 
d. to report the sex composition of the harvests; 
e. to identify the transportation methods used in 
accessing hunting areas; 
f. to describe hunting groups involved in 
harvesting; 
g. to indicate reasons why some households did not 
harvest caribou. 

Objectives : - 
a. to produce a map showing the distribution of 
the 1991-1992 regulatory year harvest site 

Ci, .-,-locations, the month in which each caribou was 
taken at each harvest site, harvest numbers at 
each harvest site, and the sex composition of 
caribou harvested at each site; 

H b. to produce a table showinq sex composition of 

, - - .the caribou harvest; 
. c. to produce a table showing chronology of the 
'caribou harvest; 
d. to provide a discussion of the 1991-1992 
regulatory year harvest data in the context of 
other w = a n t  economic activities; 
e. to provide a discussion of the harvest 
locations for the 1991-1992 requlatory year in 
relation to the traditional h6ting areas; 
f, to provide a discussion of'transportation 
methods used in accessing the 1991-1992 regulatory 
year hunting areas; 
g. to provide a discussion of hunting groups 
involved in harvesting caribou; 
h. to provide a discussion of reasons given by 
households for not hunting caribou. 



\ Activitv 3 -  Provide recommendations U a t  vould 
assist the Federal Subsistence Board in improving 
the acceptability of Federal subnistence 

\ regulations by rural residents within the TCC 
' ~ e g i o n .  

Purposes : 
a. to address concerns that Federal subsistence 
regulations do not take into account the cultural 
beliefs of subsistence users within the TCC 
region. 
b. to adàress concerns that Federal subsistence 
regulations place unnecessary restrictions on 
subsistence users within the TCC region, 

Objectives : 
a, to identify those provisions of the Federal 
subsistence regulations that are perceived to be 
in conflict w i t h  the cultural beliefs of rural 
residents and to provide acceptable alternatives 
to those provisions; and 
b. to identify those provisions of the Federal 
subsistence regulations that are unnecessary and 
the rationale for why they are unnecessary. 

V Coordinatioq 

T h e  TCC is expected to provide an activ't 
based upon the scope of work above-ntly 
conduct the provisions of this agreement. This 
activity proposa1 shall include methodoloaLes, &vi& 
schedules, qualifications of personnel responsible for .+ ---- 

, conducting the s~u-~ -es ;  ' and'-fundiq.- - - - - - - -  - - .  - - - 

The Service's Subsistence Office staff shall be 
consulted during the study design, data collection, and 
data analysis phases of the agreement and shall be 
involved in the development of recommendations and/or 
conclusions. 

Prior to, and during conduct of, field work described 
in this agreement, TCC will consult and/or coordinate 
vith appropriate Federal land managers to ensure 
compliance with specific agency mandates, policies, and 
regulations. 

V I  od of Performance 

The period of performance for this agreement is from 



June 25, 1991, through September 30, 1991. If funds 
are available, this agreement may be extended until 
April 30, 1991. Draft and final reports w i l l  be 
submitted in accordance with Section VIX. 

The following reports shall be required from TCC in 
order to fulfill this agreement: 

Activity 1. Progress reports on September 15 and 
December 15, 1991, a draft final report no later than 
February 1. 1992, and a completed final report no later 
than April 1, 1992 

Activity 2. A progress report on September 15, 1991, a 
draft final report no later than November 15, 1991, 
and a completeh final report no later than December 15, 
1991. If this agreement is extended, progress reports 
on september 15, 1991, and January 15, 1992, a draft 
final &&t no iater than June 1, 1992, and a 
completed final report no later than July 1, 1992. 

Activity 3. A progress report on September 15, 1991, a 
àraft f i n a l  report on November 15, 1991 and a completed 
final report on December 15, 1991, 

VI11 p e s ~ o n s i b l e  O f f i c i a l s  

A. The Service project officer, identiiied below, is 
respoxisible for maintaining coordination with al1 
parties to this agreement, reviewing and recommending 
approval of invoices submitted by the TCC, and 
fowarding them to the paying office for procesring. 
The project officer is also responsible for reviewing 
and recommending acceptance of any and al1 reports and 
products required by this agreement. 

Richard S. Pospahala 
U.S. F i s h  and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage. Alaska 99503 
(907) 786-3447 

B. The TCC representative, identified below, is 
responsible for meeting the technical requirements of 
the scope of vork, providing col lected information and 
submitting ihvoices for payment. 

Alfred R. Ketzler, Sr. 
Chief Administrative Officer 



Tanana Chiefs Conference 
122 First Avenue 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
(907)  452-8251  

IX a n c l a l  Administration 

A. Award Amount. The t o t a l  amount of funding t o  be 
provided by t h e  Service under t h i s  Agreement is not to 
exceed $211,000. The TCC s h a l l  not  incur cos t s  nor  
s h a l l  t h e  Service be l i a b l e  t o  r e i m b u r s e  the  TCC i n  
excess  of t h e  funds a c t u a l l y  obl iga ted  under th i s  ' 
agreement. 

B. P a n e n t .  The TCC w i l l  provide quar t e r ly  b i l l i n g s  
t a  the U . S .  F i s h  and Wildl i fe  Service, Attn: 
Contract ing and General Services ,  1011 E. Tudor Road, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503. 

E a c h  p a r t y  agrees t h a t  it will be responsible  f o r  its 
own acts and omissions and the r e s u l t s  thereof ,  and 
s h a l l  n o t  be responsible f o r  t h e  acts o r  omissions of 
the other party o r  the r e s u l t  thereof .  Each par ty  
t h e r e f o r e  agrees t h a t  it w i l l  assume al1 r i s k  and 
liability t o  i t s e l f ,  its agents  o r  employees, f o r  any 
injury to persons o r  property resulting i n  any manner 
from the conduct of its own opera t ions ,  and the 
opera t ions  of its agents o r  employees, under t h i s  
agreement, and for any l o s s ,  c o s t ,  damage o r  expense 
r e s u l t i n g  a t  any tirne from any and a l 1  causes due t o  
any a c t  o r  a c t s ,  negligence, o r  the f a i l u r e  t o  exe rc i se  
proper precaut ions,  of o r  by i t s e l f  o r  its own agents  
o r  employees, while occupying o r  visiting t h e  premises 
under and pursuant to this agreement. The Service's 
l i a b i l i t y  s h a l l  be governed by the provisions of the 
Pederal Tort Claims A c t  (28 USC 2671-80 (1976).  

X I  Snecial Provisions 

It is mutually agreed t ha t :  

1. This agreement may be modifiet 3 i n  wr i t ing  by 
mutual-consent o f - t h e  signing off ic ia ls  of the 
Service and the TCC. 



Nothing in this agreement shall obligate any party 
in the expenditure of funds, or for futrue 
payments of money, in excess o f  appropriations 
authorized by law. 

No member of Congress, or the Commissioner, shail 
be admitted to any share or part of the agreement 
or to any benefit that may arise therefrom. 

Each party will comply vith ail applicable laws, 
regulations, and executive orders relative to 
Equal bployment Opportunity. 

Nothing herein i s  intended to conflict vith 
Federal, State or local laws or regulations; If 
there are conflicts, this agreement will be 
amended at the first opportunity to bring it into 
conformance with conflicting laws or regulations. 

Policy and position announcements relating 
specifically to this cooperative program may be 
made only by mutual consent of the parties. 

Al1 signatory agencies/otganizations shall meet 
jointly on at least an annual basis to discuss 
matters relating ta this agreement. 

This agreement may be terminated by either party 
upon written notification to the other party 60 
days i n  advance of the proposed effective date of 
the termination. 

Upon termination of this agreement, any equipment 
purchased for studies initiated in furtherance of 
this agreement will be returned to the agency of 
initial purchase. 

The  ef fect ive  date of this agreement shall be from 
the date of f i n a l  signature. 

The U.S. F i s h  and Wildl i fe  Service's General 
Provisions for Grant and Cooperative Agreements, 
datsd August 1, 1985, are hereby incorporated by 
reference and shall be applicable t o  this 
agreement. 



APPENDIX B. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 



Village Xo.: 
HousehoId 'l'o.: 

SL'BSISTESCE RESOURCE USE SCXVEY 
TANANA CHIEFS COhTERENCE 

FALL 1991 

1. How man? people live in this house? (This includes al1 fami. and non-family rhat stay here 
most of the time.) . Please write in the nurnber of people (males first. then fernales) in 
each age group. Be sure ro inchde the respondent. 

Males Females 
< 10 years 
10- 29 years 
20-29 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50-59 years 
60-69 years 
70 or older 

2. How many members of your household work at wage labor jobs? - . Please fiIl in the blanks 
for the people in your household: 

2a. Ml time/year round 2c. full time/seasonal 
2b. part tirne/year round 2d. part time/seasonal 

3. Please estimate your household's yearly income (for &i members, including permanent hnd  
dividends, pensions, shareholder dividends, socid security, welfare, and so on). 

1. These questions ask about hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering by any persons in the 
househoid. Please fil1 in the blanks, showing how many people do the activity, how many share 
what they get with other households in this village, and how many share what they get with 
households in gther villages. 



Sow we are going to ask -ou about your yearlv cycle - t h  is. whar vou hum/trap/frsh and garher in cach season. ive 
are inrerested in rhe anbals. birb. fah and plants and bemcs thac o u  harvestcd d u r Q  the past year. from Fall 1990 
lotie s u r  a p  1 CO S u m e r  1991. FiIl in the blanks showing how rnany your househoid barvcsted. and for hunting show 
the aoe and s t x  of the anÿnal and if che harvcsr was s f i a c n t  for y u r  netcifi. K. for nec&: 1. Nor enougir: 2. 
Etroirgh; 9. hr.4. 

6. 

5. Hunrïng: 

Rcsourcc 

Moose 

caribou 

Shccp 

How many Agc (Fi=) 

Goat 

Brown bear 

Black bear 

Rabbit/huc 

Ducks 

Geesc 

S m  

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2 9. 

S u  (M or F) Suniacat? 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2 9. 

1. 1 9. 

Ptarmigan. g o w  

Trapping: 1. Snamq: 
- 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2, 9. 



S. Fih: 
1 

Rcsource How hffsnv 
1 

Whitetish 

Shcefih 

Trout 

Cranberries II 

9. Garhcring: 
i 

Caribou 1 1 

Rcsourcc 

Shccp 1 

Arnount 

Broun bear 1 
1 

Black bcar 

Ducks 

Geesc 1 1 
Swans l l 
Ptannigan grouse 



Fox 1 
Wolf 

I 

Rcsourcc 

Ottcr 

How Man? 

11 Rcsource How Manv 

I 

How many Agc (ytm) Scx (M or F) SuRicicat? 

Moosc 1. 3 9. 

Rcsourcc How rnany 

RabbiWhares 1 

Trout 

Fox 

Wolf 

Otter 

Beavcr 

Erminc 

, tynx 

, 

, 

t 

Caribou 

S hecp 

Goat 

Brown bear 

-8lack bear 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 



Rcsourct 

Rabbir / hare 

( How Manv 
I I 

Ducks 

Geesc 

Swans 

Ptarmigan. 0ou.5~ 

t Ruoutce 1 How many 
I !I 

How rnanv 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2 9. 

Rabbits/hares 1 Fox 

I 
Fox 1 II 

Age ( years) 

Woif l N 

Scr (M or F) 

Martcn 1 II 

Sufticicnt? 

1. 2. 9. 

Otfcr 
1 

II Rtsourct 

Whitefih 

Shctfsh 

Trout 

l 

How Many 

1 

Greens 

Salmon 



îî. Saarinn: 

20. Hunrine: 

Rcsource How Manv I 

r 

Rabbi Whares 

Wolf l 1 
Otter 

SuKicit nt? 

1. 2. 9. 

1, 1 9. 

1. 2 9. 

Resourcc 

hloose 

Caribou 

Shcep 

Beavcr 

Erminc 
I 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2 9. 

1. 2. 9. 
2 

1. 2. - 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

1. 2. 9. 

) Goat 

Martcn 

S wans 1. 2. 9. 
I 

: 

Rtsourcc How rnanv 

Rabbits/harcs 

Fox 
I 

Wolf 

Otter 

Bcavtr 

Ennine 

Lvnx 

Martcn 

P tarmigan/grousc 

Stx (M or F) How manv 

Brown bear 

Black bcar 

Rabbit /hart 

Ducks 

Geesc 

Agc (yearsl 



23. Fih:  

Resource How hianv 

1 1 Trout 

Char 

Cranberries Il 

25. We are trying to get an idea of how much it costs to hum, fish. trap and gather over the year. 
P l e s t  answer the following questions by checking off the answers in the boxes, showing which 
equipment your househoid uses in which seasons, whether the equipment is owned by persons in 
the household or is borrowed. how rnuch the equipment cost new, and when it was purchased 
(year and rnonth if possible). 

Equipmcnt 

Snowmachine 

Boat 

Kicker 

Rine 

Traps 

Snarcs 

Set nets 

Chain saw 

Ammo 

Othcr 

Use: ycs/no 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Yts 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Ycs 

O. No 1. Yts 

Stasons (Fa, 
Wi, Sp, Su) 

1. Own 2. Bor. 

1. Own 2- Bor. 

1. Own Z Bor. 

1. Owa ;I Bor. 

1. Own 2 Bor. 

1. Own 2. Bor. 

1. 0mi 2. Bor. 

Own/bomow 

1. Own 2. Bor. 

1. Own 2. Bor. 

1. Own 2. Bor. 

Cosf when aew Last purchase 

8 



26-There are other important expenses too. Please fil1 in the blanks with the amount of gas you 
bought (gallons) and expenses for other things. such as grocenes. tents or sleeping bags. for each 
season and 2ach activity. 

1 Faii 

Oihcr S Gas Other 5 Gas Othcr 5 

28.What would be the best subsistence caribou hunting seasons? Please check the blanks on the 
calendar to show vour opinion. 

z7:Whar would t e  the best subsistence moose hunting seasom? Please check the blanks on the 
calendar to show your opinion. 

1 Jan 1 Feb 1 Mar 1 Apr 1 Mav 1 Jun 1 Jul 1 Aun 1 Sep 1 Oct 1 Nov 1 Dec II 

Feb 

Now we would like to ask you some other questions about your opinions about hunting. fishing. 
trapping, and gachering. 

29 ,In generai, would you say that there are more, the same, or fewer animal5 and other resources 
present now compared with ren years ago? Please check the blanks. 

\ 
Mar 

30'~f  anv are FEWER. is this because of: 

Apr 

Rcsourccs 

Mav 

More 

Land Mammais 

Birds 

Fis h 

Grccns/berries 

Fur bcartrs 

Jun 

NA 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Aug Jul 

9 

9 

9 

Don7 Know Same 

8 

8 

Fewcr 

2 

3 

Sep 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Oct 

L 1 8 

Nov 

9 

9 

1 8 

1 8 



31. Would you Say that there are more, the same, or fewer of the followirrg animals present now 
compared with ten years ago? 

32. What is the best way to keep the animais coming back? 

Rcsourccs Harvests I bv Natives 
1 ,  

Fsh 1 I 

33.  What do you think about the present regulatory systern? 

Harvescs 
bv ochcrs 

1 - 
2 

2 

Greens etc 

Fur b a r  ers 

34df you were in charge of regulating the resources, what wouid you do? 

1 

1 

Resourcc 
has movtd 

3 

3 

3 

Too many 
people 

4 

4 

4 

Othcr 
ceason 

5 

5 

5 

Don't 
kaow 

8 

NA 

II 

9 

8 

8 

9 

9 



3 5 . i f  commercial or subsistence tïshing regdations could be changed, what changes would you 
like to see? 

36.Tanana Chiefs Conference appreciates your tirne in answering these imponant questions. The 
information provided by people like yourself will provide a bais for good decisions about 
resources. The resulu of this smdy will be made available to village residents, and aLi answers 
are confidential. Are there any additional comments that you would like to make? 



APPENDTX D. COMMON, DEG HI'TAN, AND SCIENTIFIC NAMES 
FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES HARVESTED 

BY RESIDENTS OF 
GRAYLING. ANVIK, SHAGELUK AND HOLY CROSS 

Common Name De2 Hi'tan Name Scientific Name 
Fish - 
King Salmon 
c ~ Ü Ï  salmon 
Chum salmon 
Coho salmon 
Broad whitefish 
Hurnpback whitefish 
Least cisco 
Bering Cisco 
S heefish 
Northern Pike 
Dolly Varden 

Mamrnds 
Moose 
Caribou 
Black bear 
Brown bear 
Snowshoe hare 
Porcupine 
Beaver 
Muskrat 
Marten 
Lynx 
Red fox 
Mink 
Wolverine 
Wolf 
Land otter 

Birds 
Canada goose 
White fronted goose 
Mailard 
Pintail 
Green winged teal 
American wigeon 
Northern s hoveler 
Redhead 
Ring-nec k 
Canvasback 
Bufflehead 
Oldsquaw 
White winged scoter 
Sandhill Crane 
Ruffed grouse 
Spruce Grouse 

ggath 
nalay 
ighan 
h g  
hlay 
q 'on toggi? 
lelx 

sresr 
srimo' legg 
tritr doggizr 

g 'iyh dihon 
ghinoy 
n ili éu 
iliy ggagg 
ggru c h u  
srix tlot ggagg 
noya' 
vichingadli 
gitsighi~ 
nodog 
niq *asrtfa~ 
tevorz iy 
niltreth 
n ik 'ighnn 
tixet 'an 

vidhal zring 
gidot 'aq 
viqidith iq 'izr 
gidrongedh 
honhdzighudi 
srisriy 
vitsis didividz 
t o l w w  
t 'mass 
t o w w  
twg=gg 
ihag 
ggaggizring 
niltiy 
gidilning 
q Tvaldal 

Onc horynchus tshawytsc ha 
Onchorynchus keta 
Onchorynchus keta 
Onc horynchus kisutch 
Coregonus nasus 
Coregonus pidsc hian 
Coregonus sardineila 
Coregonus laurettae 
Stenodus leucichthys 
Thymdus arctucus 
Salvellinus rnalma 

Alces aices 
Rangifer tarandus 
Ursus amencanus 
Ursus arctos 
Lepus amencanus 
Erithizon dorsatum 
Castor canadensis 
Ondotra zibethica 
Martes arnencana 
Lynx canadensis 
Vulpes vulpes 
Mustela vision 
Gu10 gulo 
Canis Lupis 
Lutra Canadensis 

Branta canadensis 
Amer albifrons 
Anas platyrhync hos 
Anas acuta 
Anas crecca 
Anas arnericana 
Anas clypeata 
Aythya amerkana 
Aythya collaris 
Aythya valisineria 
Bucephala albeola 
Clangula hyemalis 
Melanitta fusca 
GNS canadensis 
Bonasa urnbellus 
Dendragapus canadensis 



Sharp Tailed Grouse 
Willow Ptarmigan 
Rock Ptarmigan 

Bemes/Greens/Trees 
Lowbush Cranbemy 
Highbush cranberry 
Raspberry 
Blueberry 
Red current 
Crowberry 

Rose hips 
Wild rhubarb 
Labrador tea 
Dandelion greens 
Fireweed 
Mushroom sDruce 
White s ~ n i c i  
Black sBruce 

Quaking aspen 
Balsam poplar 
Alder 
Wiilow 

g idiln ing 
q 'iya ldal 
q ' ip lda l  

nenlttl 'it 
t r  bn ihay 
dondigg iy 
n ilyagh . . 
nondzney 
nilan h t 'asr 
dondhi'on 
xisrghed 
xoltthil 
g il iq 'uy h 
git'on j.eg 
trilqaquth 
diùlung 
didlang 
didlang 
didlang 
t 'ighith tthadl 
t'khith 
q 'isr 
tr  'itl 
to t 'igh iddh 

Tympanuc hus phasianellus 
Lagopus lagopus 
Lagopus mutus 

Vacciniurn vitisidaea 
Vibernum edule 
Rubus idaeus 
Vaccinium sp. 
Ribes triste 
Ernpetrurn nigrum 
Rubus charnaemorus 
Rosa acicularis 
Polygonum Alaskanum 
Ledum palustre 

Picea glauca 
Picea mriana 
Betula sp. 
Populus tremuloides 
Populus balsamifera 
Alnus sp. 
Salix sp. 
Larix larcina 



APPENDIX E. FREQUENCY AND YEAR OF PURCHASE OF SNOWMACHINES. 
BOATS, AND OUTBOARDS FOR SAMPLED HOUSEHOLDS 

Item of Eaui~rnent Year of Purchase Num ber of Houx  holds 
Snowmachine 1978 1 
Snowmachine 1979 O 
S nowrnachme 1980 3 
Snowmachine 198 1 O 
Snowmachine 1982 O 
Snowmachine 1983 O 
Snowmachne 1983 1 
Snowmachine 1985 7 
Snowmachine 1986 4 
Snowmachine 1987 16 
Snowmachine 1985 15 
Snowmachine 1989 2 8 
Snowmachne 1990 2 1 
Snowmachîne 1991 6 

Total 102 
Boat 1970 3 
Boat 1971 1 
Boat 1974 1 
Boat 1978 1 
Boat 1979 3 
Boat 1980 7 
Boat 1982 3 
Boat 1983 2 
Boat 1983 2 
Boat 1985 I l  
Boat 1986 6 
Boat 1987 3 
Boat 1988 12 
Boat 1989 12 
Boat 1990 7 
Boat 1991 7 

Total 82 
Kicker 1974 1 
Kicker 1980 3 
Kicker 1982 1 
Kicker 1984 3 
Kic ker 1985 9 
Kic ker 1986 8 
Kic kcr 1987 6 
Kicker 1988 14 
Kic ker 1989 17 
Kic ker 1990 1 O 
Jucker 199 1 1 O 

Total 83 



324 
APPENDIX F. FREQUENCY AND YEARS OF PURCHASE FOR RIFLES, TRAPS, 

SNARES, SET NETS, AND CHAIN SAWS FOR SAMPLED HOUSEHOLDS 

Eaubment Year Purchased Number of Households 
Rifle 1950 2 
Rifle 1955 1 
Rrfle 1968 2 
Rifle 1969 1 
iùfle 1970 5 
Rrfle 1971 1 
Rifle 1972 1 
Rifle 1975 3 
Rifle 1976 1 
Rifle 1977 1 
Rifle 1978 2 
Rifle 1979 3 
Rifle 1980 7 
Rifle 1981 3 
Rifle 1982 1 
Rifle 1983 2 
Rifle 1985 9 
Rifle 1986 5 
Rifle 1987 5 
Rifle 1988 12 
Rifle 1989 14 
Rifle 1990 8 
Rifle 199 1 5 

Total 94 

Traps 1955 2 
Traps 1960 1 
Traps 1970 6 
Traps 1973 1 
Traps - 1975 2 
i raps 1978 2 
Tra ps 1979 2 
Traps 1980 8 
Traps 198 1 1 
Traps 1983 3 
Traps 1984 3 
Traps 1985 6 
Traps 1986 4 
Traps 1987 2 
Traps 1988 6 
Traps 1989 5 
Tram 1990 10 

Total 64 



Eaui~ment Year Purchascd Number of households 
Snares 1965 1 
Snares I 970 1 
Snares 1973 1 
Snares 1975 1 
Snares 1979 1 
Snares 1980 1 
Snares 1983 1 
S nues 1985 1 
Snares 1986 3 
S nares 1987 1 
Snares 1988 3 
Snares 1989 12 
Snares 1990 22 
%ares 199 1 1 

Total 50 

Set Net 1980 1 
Set Net 1985 3 
Set Net 1986 4 
Set Net 1987 8 
Set Net 1988 13 
Set Net 1989 16 
Set Net 1990 19 
Set Net 1991 8 

Total 72 

Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 
Chain Saw 

1980 1 
1983 2 
1985 2 
1986 4 
1987 4 
1988 I I  
1989 26 
1990 3 7 
1991 12 

Total 99 



326 
APPENDIX G. CONVERSION FACTORS UTILIZED IN THIS STUDY 

Resource 
Hunted: : 
Moose 
Caribou 
Sheep 
Goat 
Brown Bear 
Black Bear 
Rabbit/Hare 
Ducks 
Geese 
Swans 
PtarmigadGrouse 

Trapped: 
Rabbits 
Fox 
Wolf 
Land Otter 
Beaver 
Errnine 
Lynx 
Marten 

Fished: 
Chinook Salmon 
Surnrner Chum 
Fa11 Chum 
Silver 
Whitefish 
Sheefish 
Trou t 
Gray ling 
Char 

Ga the red: 
BIueberries 
Cranberries 
Salmonknies 
Greens 
Firewood 

Conversion Factor Source 

4 .O 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 
cord -- n/a 

Galena 
Upper Koyukuk 
Upper Koyukuk 
Nenana 
Upper Koyukuk 
Upper Koyukuk 
Galena 
Galena 
Galena 
Upper Ko yukuk 
Galena 
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