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Symbols and Abbreviations

The following symbols and abbreviations, and others approved for the Systéme International d'Unités (SI), are used
without definition in the reports by the Division of Subsistence. All others, including deviations from definitions
listed below, are noted in the text at first mention, as well as in the titles or footnotes of tables, and in figure or figure

captions.

Weights and measures (metric) General Mathematics, statistics
centimeter cm Alaska Administrative Code AAC all standard mathematical signs, symbols
deciliter dL all commonly-accepted and abbreviations
gram g abbreviations eg., alternate hypothesis Ha
hectare ha Mr., Mrs., base of natural logarithm €
kilogram kg AM, PM, etc. catch per unit effort CPUE
kilometer km all commonly-accepted coefficient of variation Ccv
liter L professional titles  e.g., Dr., Ph.D., common test statistics (F, t, X7, etc.)
meter m R.N,, etc. confidence interval CI
milliliter mL at @ correlation coefficient (multiple) R
millimeter mm compass directions: correlation coefficient (simple) r
east E covariance cov
Weights and measures (English) north N degree (angular ) °
cubic feet per second ft'/s south S degrees of freedom df
foot ft west w expected value E
gallon gal copyright © greater than >
inch in corporate suffixes: greater than or equal to >
mile mi Company Co. harvest per unit effort HPUE
nautical mile nmi Corporation Corp. less than <
ounce oz Incorporated Inc. less than or equal to <
pound Ib Limited Ltd. logarithm (natural) In
quart qt District of Columbia D.C. logarithm (base 10) log
yard yd et alii (and others) et al. logarithm (specify base) log,, etc.
et cetera (and so forth) etc. minute (angular) '
Time and temperature exempli gratia (for example) e.g. not significant NS
day d Federal Information Code FIC null hypothesis Ho
degrees Celsius °C id est (that is) ie. percent %
degrees Fahrenheit °F latitude or longitude lat. or long. probability p
degrees kelvin K monetary symbols (U.S.) $, ¢ probability of a type I error (rejection of the
hour h months (tables and figures) first three null hypothesis when true) a
minute min letters (Jan,...,Dec) probability of a type 11 error (acceptance of
second s registered trademark ® the null hypothesis when false) B
trademark ™ second (angular) "
Physics and chemistry United States (adjective) U.S. standard deviation SD
all atomic symbols United States of America (noun)  USA star.ldar d error SE
alternating current AC US.C. United States Code vanance
ampere A U.S. state two-letter abbreviations population Var
calorie cal (e.g., AK, WA) sample var
direct current DC
hertz Hz Measures (fisheries)
horsepower hp fork length FL
hydrogen ion activity (negative log of) pH mideye-to-fork MEF
parts per million ppm mideye-to-tail-fork METF
parts per thousand ppt, %o standard length SL
volts \% total length TL
watts w
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INTRODUCTION

This report is a compendium of materials dealing with the sharing,
distribution, and exchange of wild resources in Alaska, prepared for the Alaska
Board of Fisheries. The materials are designed to provide a general background for
the Board as they deliberate regulations regarding the "customary trade” of herring
roe on substrate in southeast Alaska.

This report is organized in several sections, each dealing with a particular
topic or case example. This introductory section presents some examples of
resource sharing and exchange by region. The next five sections present case
examples of types of exchange in specific Alaska areas: eulachon oil, seal oil,
herring eggs, caribou antlers, and salmon roe. The last two sections present more
discussions about exchange in subsistence-cash economies. Collectively, it is
hoped that these materials provide a general background on distribution and
exchange of wild resources in Alaska.

Sharing, distribution, and trade of subsistence-caught fish and game in
Alaska are regulated by the Boards of Fisheries and Game and various federal
agencies. Table 1 summarizes some of the state and federal regulations pertaining
to the sharing, distribution and exchange of subsistence-caught resources. Under
the Alaska state subsistence law, "the customary trade, barter, and sharing for
personal or family consumption” are listed as types of subsistence uses (AS
16.05.940(31)). "Customary trade™ means "the noncommercial exchange, for
minimal amounts of cash, as restricted by the appropriate board, of fish or game
resources; the terms of this paragraph do not restrict money sales of furs and
furbearers” (AS16.05.940(37)).

There are a number of different ways that wild resources are shared,
distributed, and exchanged in Alaska. Some of these are listed in Table 3, including
delayed reciprocity, redistribution, barter, non-commercial exchanges involving
money, and commercial sale (see Table 3). Except for the sale of commercial fish
and of furs, the state does not monitor the extent of these types of transactions.
However, it is known that certain types are relatively common (such as delayed
reciprocity) while others are not common (such as the store sale of subsistence-
caught resources).

In 1985, the Division of Subsistence sent a query to its field staff, asking for
their personal assessments of the frequency of these types of transactions in their
regions. Staff also were asked to provide examples of items involved in sharing and
exchange. Responses were received from staff in several regions: southcentral,
southwest (Alaska Peninsula), southwest (Nushagak-Togiak), western, interior, and
northwest arctic. The results of these personal assessments are summarized in
Tables 2-4. It is important to note that staff assessments are not based on
systematic surveys, but are based on qualitative personal observations. As general
assessments, these observations provide some information on certain aspects of
sharing, distribution, and exchange in particular regions of the state.









of Wild Resources in Select Alaska Areas
(Based on a Query Conducted in 1985)

Table 2.
Department Staff Assessments of the
Frequency of Types of Exchange

1 = Very Frequently Occurs
2 = Frequently Occurs
3 = Occasionally Occurs (Or Of Limited Scope)
. 4 = Rarely Occurs
5 = Does Not Occur
6 = No Documentation

SMALL COMMUNITIES IN THE REGION

Southwest Southwest

South- (Alaska (Nushagak- Northwest
TYPES OF EXCHANGE*™" central Peninsula) Togiak) Western Interior Arctic
Generalized Reciprocity 1 1 1 1 1,2 1
Delayed Reciprocity 4 1 2 1 1,2 1
Redistribution 3 3 2 1 2,3 2
Division Among Cooperative Workgroups 1 1 1 1 1,2 1
Ceremonial Giving 2 1 1 1 1,2 1
Barter 4 3 3 3 2,34 3
Non-commercial Exchanges Involving Money 5 3 3 3 3 3
Mercantile Fur Sales 3 2 2 2 1,2 2
Cottage Craft Sales 3 2 2 1 1,2 1
Commercial Sale of Wild Resources (Excl. Furs) 1 1 1 1 2,34 2
Store Sale of Subsistence-Caught Wild Resources 5 6 5 4 Varies 1

**See definitions and examples in Tables 3 and 4

REGIONAL CENTERS-TOWNS IN THE REGION

South-
central  Southwest
(Cordova- (Alaska Southwest Northwest

TYPES OF EXCHANGE** Homer) Peninsula) Dillingham Western Interior Arctic
Generalized Reciprocity 3 b 1 > 2,3 1
Delayed Reciprocity 6 * 2 * 2,3 2
Redistribution 5 * 3 * 3,4 6
Division Among Cooperative Workgroups 1 * 1 * 2,3 1
Ceremonial Giving 4 * 1 ol 2,34 1
Barter 3 " 3 * 4,56 3
Non-commercial Exchanges involving Money 5 * 3 * 3.4 3
Mercantile Fur Sales 3 * 3 * 23,45 2
Cottage Craft Sales 4 * 2 * 2,3 1
Commercial Sale of Wild Resources (Exc. Furs) 1 v 1 * 3,45 2
Store Sale of Subsistence-Caught Wild Resources 5 * 3 * 4,5 1

**See definitions and examples in Tables 3 and 4
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Table 3.
Types of Distribution and Exchange

Generalized Reciprocity. This is the sharing of harvested resources from one person to
others without an expectation on the part of the giver or obligation on the part of the
receiver of something returned in compensation. Sharing like this commonly occurs
between relatives and between close friends.

Delaved Reciprocity. This is giving of harvested resources from one person to another
without reciprocal compensation, but where the receiver gives back at later dates
(sometimes over years) other goods, services, or money. Delayed reciprocity can be
"balanced”, where the goods or services exchanged over time are of approximate equal
value. It can be "unbalanced®, where the largest volume of resources flows in one
direction.

Redistribution. This occurs where wild resources are given by the harvester to a centralized
person or location (like a food cache), from which the resources are then redistributed at
some later date, typically by a person other than the harvester.

Division Among Coogperative Workgroups. This is the division of a harvest between members

of a cooperative production workgroup (such as a hunting party or hunting crew), commonly
in the field and following conventional rules (such as a shares system).

Ceremonial Giving. This is the giving or sharing of wild resources in a ceremonial context,
such as potlatches, song fests, first fruit observances, Slavi, religious rituals, and so forth.

Barter. This is the immediate exchange of one good for another good, not involving money.

Non-commercial Exchanges Involving Money. This is the immediate exchange of wiid
resources for money outside the context of a store, commercially-licensed buyer, or other

mercantile facility. The exchanges are typically of relatively limited volume and between
individuals with personal relations.

Mercantile Fur Sales. This is the sale of furs to a trader, storekeeper, or other merchant, in
exchange for money, the extinction of a running credit line, or additional credit on goods
(such as a grubstake).

Cottage Craft Sales. This is the sale of craft items using materials from wild resources, by
the craftsperson to another person, store, commercial buyer, or other mercantile facility.
Commercial Sale of Wild Resources (Excluding Furs). This is the sale of unprocessed wild

resources (raw fish, fish eggs, etc.) by a harvester to a commercial buyer (such as a
middleman broker, company, or store) for later processing, transportation, and sale on
markets which are typically outside the harvest area. Transactions tend to be high volume,
subject to reporting requirements and taxation, and controlled through licensing and other
government regulation.

Store Sale of Subsistence-Caught Wild Resources. This is the sale of subsistence-caught

wild resources as a raw or processed product by a store to another person. Transactions
usually involve money or credit and commonily occur within the context of an impersonal
market where buyer and seller do not necessarily know the other personally.



TABLE 4
Examples of Items Distributed and Exchanged
(Based on Department Staff Assessments
From a Query Conducted in 1985)

neralized Reciproci nd Del Reciproci
Southcentral. Examples include moose, caribou, salmon, clams, seal, and halibut. .
Southwaest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples of items include salmon (bundles of dried
fish, buckets of salted fish, strips of smoke fish), caribou, moose, seal oil, bear fat (limited
harvest but widely shared among users), waterfowl (groups of men seem to harvest and
distribute), and halibut (mainly in Pacific side communities, often taken off commercial
vessels).
Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Exampies include fish, moose, caribou, berries
(gallons), and marine mammal products. Nearly all resources are exchanged in all villages
and in Dillingham, depending upon what has been harvested. The quantities vary.
Interior. Examples include moose, caribou, fresh salmon, dried salmon, whitefish, burbot,
pike, waterfowl, berries, muskrat, black bear, beaver, and other smaill game. Northway
residents share whitefish and ducks and the use of muskrat harvest areas with Copper Basin
residents who allow them to fish for salmon at their fishcamps. Caribou harvested by Arctic
Village residents is shared with relatives, elderly persons, and unrelated individuals in other
subregional communities. In return, Arctic Village residents may receive salmon, moose,
lumber made from birch, and garden produce.
Northwest Arctic. Examples include salmon, caribou, moose, whales, seals, waterfowl!, and
"everything else™ that people hunt, fish, and gather.

Redistribution

Southcentral. Examples include salmon, moose, and gull eggs (in Port Graham).

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples of items include salmon, caribou, and
moose. The best example is smoked, dried, or salted salmon or meat being stored in the
cache of the female head of the extended family, and used by other family members as
needed.

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include fish, moose, caribou, berries,
and marine mammal products. This often occurs among kin-based workgroups, with the
senior female member storing foods in her cache or freezer.

Interior. Examples include fresh salmon, dried saimon, whitefish, moose, and waterfowl. For
instance, in Tanacross, salmon stored in a parent's freezer were later distributed to other
househoids. Along the Upper Koyukuk, ducks harvested by young men may be turned over
to a mother or older sister to use and distribute to other households. Also, moose meat and
salmon may be stored for general use by members of the extended family.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include bowhead whale, walrus, dried salmon, dried caribou,
and moose. The villages that hunt bowhead whales have complex and well-documented
systems of distribution. Dried salmon is sometimes stored by the elders of an extended
family and redistributed to others in the family as needed. Churches play a role in
redistribution in some communities, such as the "Sick and Poor Committee™ in Ambler.

Division Amon rative Workgr

Southcentrai. Examples include salmon, moose, and caribou.

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include salmon, caribou, and moose. With
salmon, work groups tend to split immediately after harvesting, after processing, or during
the course of the year.



TABLE 4 (Continued)
Examples of Items Distributed and Exchanged

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include moose, caribou, salmon, seal,
and other marine mammals. When men hunt together, meat is shared equally when hunters
are from different households.

Interior. Examples include moose, caribou, salmon, whitefish, waterfow!, and beaver. This
is a common practice throughout Interior Alaska. The nature of the division may vary,
depending upon the contributions made by each member of the cooperative workgroup and
their level of need for a resource.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include whale, walrus, salmon, caribou moose, fish, crab, and
seal. Division among workgroups occur very frequently among some groups of Nome,
Kotzebue, and Barrow and is a central feature of production.

Ceremonial Giving

Southcentral. Examples include moose, salmon, caribou, shellfish, and berries.

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include salmon, berries, caribou, and
moose. These are all resources that appear regularly at Slavi, weddings, namedays,
birthdays, and funerals. This occurs all around the region where Russian Orthodoxy is
practiced, from Lake lliamna through Perryville. Potlatches are held in Nondalton, in addition
to Russian Orthodox activities, such as on the anniversary of someone’s death, where local
resources were given to relatives.

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). All "Native Foods" are involved, especially fish,
caribou, moose, and berries, and other food, as available. Occasions include Slavi,
birthdays, and name days when feasts are provided and all village residents are invited to
eat.

Interior. Examples include moose, bear, waterfowl, salmon, caribou, small game, berries,
and other fish. This is common throughout Interior Alaska. Ceremonial giving most often
occurs in conjunction with potiatches and religious activities. The Nulato and Kaltag stick
dance and Koyukon bear parties are additional examples.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include whale, walrus, salmon, caribou, moose, fish crab, and
seal. Ceremonial distribution occurs at funerals, at weddings, and at common holidays like
Christmas and Thanksgiving. Young boys often give away their first moose, seal, or other
game.

Barter
Southcentral. Examples include shellfish, salmon products, halibut, and moose.

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include caribou, moose, smelt, whitefish,
and spawned-out saimon. All these resources have been reported as being traded to obtain
resources not locally or readily available. It has been mainly with households of other
villages, such as caribou from Port Heiden being traded with relatives from Naknek for
smeit.

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include marine mammals and products,
especially seal oil from Togiak and Twin Hills to villages along the Nushagak, Dillingham, and
Aleknagik, depending on their success and opportunities to harvest marine mammals.
Berries will be exchanged among villages, including some in the Kuskokwim region, such as
salmon berries given for black berries. Unit sizes are gallons or 5-gallon buckets. Spawned-
out salmon (red fish) from Togiak, Manokotak, and Aleknagik are exchanged for smoked
salmon from the Nushagak River villages.



TABLE 4 (Continued)
Examples of Items Distributed and Exchanged

Interior. Examples include king salmon (strips, dried, fresh), berries, caribou (dried), moose
(dried), and tanned hides or furs. Nikolai residents exchange salmon to Telida residents for
whitefish. Northway and Tanacross residents give freshiy harvested Copper River salmon to
other households in the community in exchange for muskrat, ducks, berries, or moose meat.
In the Upper Tanana, garden produce is exchanged for untanned moose hides; salmon is
exchanged for muskrats and waterfowl. On the Yukon Flats, dried caribou is exchanged for
salmon. Barter often occurs as delayed reciprocity and may involve the exchange of
resources not readily available to the recipient.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include ivory, salmon, and furs. Barter of a wild resource for a
non-local resource (like groceries) occurs more frequentiy than one wild resource for another
wild resource.

Non-commercial Exchanges Involving Money

Southcentral. Examples include marine mammal products in Anchorage, and perhaps
smoked salmon in Anchorage. The volume is extremely low to non-existent (except for
berries) in villages and towns. In Anchorage, the products sold are mostly seal oil, fat,
meat, and other marine mammal products (whale). The volume is apparently relatively low.
Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include smoked salmon, dried salmon, and
berries. It has been reported that there is some fish available for purchase, but that it is not
generally circulated on the open market. Generally, one has to be a relative or a close friend
who would like the particular item and for some reason did not acquire the product
themselves. Limited supply seems available. Berries, cranberries, and huckleberries are
occasionally advertised or solicited through the Post Office bulletin board or KDLG
(Dillingham) radio station. The berries which are sold would seem to be very minimal at this
point. They are mainly from the lliamna region (Kokhanok).

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include berries, especially huckleberries
($12 per gallon), smoked fish strips ($16 per pound, although this is rare because people
usually can get it from relatives and can't ask for money; also, it is lots of work and too
little is available to seil), salmon berries ($40 per gallon from the Kuskokwim), and king
salmon blankets ($15 per blanket from Eek to Dillingham; however, this is a "reluctant sale”,
the preference is to give them away through some other arrangement). Products are usually
bought from outside the kinship network. To our knowledge, there are no subsistence
resources sold in any great volume.

Interior. Examples include raw moose hides, dried and fresh salmon, firewood, berries, lower
quality furs, and beaver carcasses. Except for firewood, the harvest of these are not done
with the primary intent of sale, and often with no intent of sale. Such decisions to sell are
often made sometime after the harvest and depends upon who is requesting to purchase,
how much the "seller” has for their own use, how much the buyer wants, and other things.
Beaver carcasses are sold to dog mushers, especially during the Iditarod, but also
sometimes sold to people who really desire it. Dried salmon strips which are sold are a
"specialty™ food which are produced in small quantities compared to the entire amount of
salmon that is dried. "Split fish™, the lowest grade salmon which are cut for feeding to
dogs, are occasionally sold by some.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include caribou skins, seal skins, and firewood. Smoked
salmon is occasionally exchanged for money in some places. Raw seal skins are sometimes
exchanged for money among Natives.



TABLE 4 (Continued)
Examples of Items Distributed and Exchanged

Mercantil r han

Southcentral. Examples include marten (especially from the Skwentna area), beaver, fox,
and land otter.

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include beaver, red fox, mink, and lynx.
Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include beaver, fox, and otter.

Interior. Examples include marten, lynx, fox, wolf, muskrat, and wolverine.

Northwest Arctic. Exampiles include lynx, beaver, wolf, wolverine (often kept for local use),
fox, muskrat, and marten.

Cottage Craft Sales

Southcentral. Examples of materials used in products include furs, antlers, hide, and
porcupine quills. Items include earring, necklaces, moose hide sippers, vests, pendants, and
wallets with beadwork.

Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include beaver hats and fox hats. Cottage
craft sales often take place at winter carnivals around the Lake lliamna region. Other
sources are at sport lodges on Lake Clark and at lliamna. One curio shop in King Salmon
buys from local residents, but mainly from other areas in western Alaska. The cannery
stores often carry items made by villagers during the summer, but again most often from
western Alaska (baskets, ulu, jewelry, etc.)

Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include grass baskets, skin sewing
{hats, mittens, mukluks, parkas, etc.), ivory carvings, and jewelry (porcupine quills).
Products are sold annually at Beaver Round-Up, and also in village stores, Dillingham stores,
and the Dillingham Senior Center.

Interior. Examples include fur trim on gloves and mittens, marten hats, beaver hats, caribou
or moose hide mukluks, bone tools, moccasins, slippers, porcupine quill earrings, dogsleds,
snowshoes, drums, birch bark baskets, and cradleboards.

Northwest Arctic. Examples include ivory, seal skin, baleen, wolf ruffs and mittens, polar
bear ruffs, caribou skin masks and mukluks, squirrel, hare skins, and birch bark baskets.
Some village stores will accept handicrafts (sewn slippers, carvings) in exchange for
groceries and supplies. Both stores on St. Lawrence Island, for example, will take ivory in
trade.

mmercial Sale of Wild Resour Excluding Furs
Southcentral. Examples include salmon, halibut, crab, and herring. Berries are sold by
groups like the Alaska Wild Berry Products in Homer.
Southwest (lliamna-Alaska Peninsula). Examples include salmon and crab. Salmon is the
major economic factor in the entire Bristol Bay region, as well as the Chignik area and all the
way down the Alaska Peninsula. Crab is of less economic importance in the Chignik and
Bristol Bay areas, but historically important in the Dutch Harbor-Unalaska area.
Southwest (Nushagak-Togiak-Dillingham). Examples include salmon (all communities are
involved), herring (primarily Togiak, Twin Hills, and Manokotak), and some reindeer (from
one Togiak resident from the herd on Hagemeister Island).
Interior. Examples include salmon, salmon roe, and whitefish.
Northwest Arctic. Examples include salmon, sheefish, herring, whitefish, and crab.































































Seal oil is a high quality food, providing a major source of calories (as fat)
to the rural diet. In many Inuit and Yup’ik households, seal oil is used with
virtually every meal. People pour a few tablespoons on a plate and dip dried fish,
dried meat, or breads into the oil. Seal oil is regularly added to stews and soups of
wild fish and game. Seal oil is commonly used to store other subsistence products,
such as partially-dried fish, "black meat" (dried meat of the bearded seal), and
greens (such as the Inupiat sura, fresh shoots of the willow). Seal oil is also used

as an ingredient in a variety of traditional medicinal preparations.

DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE

Since passage of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, only Alaska
Natives may harvest marine mammals. Seals may be harvested for subsistence uses
or for the creation of authentic handicrafts. The MMPA also allows any edible
portion of marine mammals harvested by Alaska Natives to be sold in Native
villages or towns in Alaska or for Native consumption.! This regulation provides
for the traditional trade in marine mammal products such as belukha muktuk,
bowhead muktuk, and seal oil.

During the nineteenth century, seal oil was among the commodities
available at coastal trade fairs in western Alaska (such as at Port Clarence and
Sisualik). People from coastal and inland communities regularly traveled to the
trade fairs with furs, dried meat, and other products. The trade of seal oil
commonly occurred at these fairs. Seal oil also was traded when families

encountered one another while traveling or camping (Burch 1988).

1 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service considers "Native village or town," to mean
"any town in Alaska" (Webb 1988).









































































































Harvest of herring roe on macrocystis kelp is regulated by permits are issued from the Sitka
ADF&G office. Permits allow an individual to take 32 lbs of egg covered kelp or a household to take
158 Ibs. Selected state regulations covering subsistence and personal use herring egg harvesting are
reproduced in Appendix 1. Tle regulatory permit limits placed on harvest cf macrocystis may restrict
both the total annual harvest and participation in harvest on this strata to some extent. Informants told
us that, when they did harvest macrocystis, they harvested in quantity, much as with ne and haaw. With
these latter two items, ability to transport and process the subsistence food is more of a limiting factor
than regulatory limits or difficulty of harvest. We were told that, when herring eggs on kelp are

gathered in abundance, this subsistence food was distributed to those who did not harvest it themselves.

Herring roe on macrocystis was not frequently mentioned in our interviews with elders
concerning early herring egg harvesting practices and few informants referred to the Tlingit word daaw
(macrocystis kelp) as an important herring egg stratum. This indicates that harvest on daaw has been

of less importance in Sitka Sound than harvest on the other two strata for some time.

Permits for harvesting herring roe on kelp have been required since 1979. Note that most
herring eggs harvested in Sitka Sound are taken as ne or haaw rather than as eggs on kelp. The
permitted harvest amount of roe on kelp has been limited to eliminate illegal sale of this food item.
We were told that subsistence harvesters gathering eggs on kelp for themselves and for barter and
trade did not always observe the permit limits. For this reason permit data should be seen as providing

an indication of the level of interest in this type of harvest rather than an actual measurement.

Table two shows the harvest for 1987 though 1989%. Table three shows the number of
subsistence permits issued for harvest of herring eggs on macrocystis kelp by community and year for

1979 though 1989. Based on these data, harvest of from 3,900 to 8,800 Ibs per year of herring eggs on

35.For all of these years Alaska residents from any Alaskan community were eligible for permits. New Boardof Fisheries
regulations defining subsistence and personal use (see Appendix 1) will take effect for the 1990 season.
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5. Modes of exchange in northi-west Alaska

Erest'S. Burch, Jr.

Introduction

‘That hunters ‘share’ is part of the received wisdom of anthropology.
Although a few authors (c.g. Gould 1982) have suggested that iodifi-
cations of this view are in order, I believe it fair to say that most
students of the subject would accept without objection Dowling's
(1968: 503) assertion that, among hunters, ‘gencrosily is alinost univer-
sally valued, inculcated in the young, and sanctioned by myth and
tradition’. This view was echoed by Service (1979: 18), who stated that
*sharing is an expectation of the moral order and a rule of etiquette, as
well as the keynote of the value system. A man shares simply because it
is the right thing to do’. The clear impression conveyced by these and
the many similar statements in the literature is that generalized reci-
procity (Sahlins 1965: 147) is not only present in all hunter-gatherer
societies, but that it is virtually the only form of material exchange that
takes place in such societies.

During the course of field research among the north-west Alaskan
Eskimos over a period of somne twenty-five years | heard many state-
ments about sharing and generosity alimost identical to those cited
above.' But L also heard — in interviews conducted in English — about
‘buying’ and ‘selling’, ‘stealing, ‘borrowing’, ‘inheriting’ and several
other ways in which goods were transferred from one person orgroup
to another. When Linvestigated just how these words were expressed
in the native language and what their referents were in terms of actual
behavior, it became clear that the social reality of exchange was much
more complex than the ideology would lead one to suspect. Not only
that, it was cvident that there were many contexts in which *sharing’
and ‘generosity’ had no place at all, even in the ideology. In this
chapter | sunminarize the results of this research.

I The research on which this chapter is based was conducted over the period from 1960
1o 1986, Il included extensive archival resvarch and filteen licld trips varying in length from
one week 1o ten months. For the past twenty years mosl of my research has focused on the
recanstraclion of native life as it was in the ninteenth contury . L wish 1o thank David Damas,
June Helm and Lawrence Kaplan for commments on an early dratt of this chapter.
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Sociclal properly

There was only one tlype of societal property in north-west Alaska, and
that was land; specilically, the territories outlined in Map 5.1, ‘The
boundatics between lerritories were precisely defined, and they were
known to every adult.

Ownership of a given territory originally may have been usufruct, in
the sense of ‘ownership which emerges, with the full support of
custom, as a result of constant use’ by the members of the socicly
concerned (Pearson 1985: 266). But by the beginning of the nineteenth
century the crilerion of use was no longer relevant. The members of
cach society owned all of the land within its borders, whether they
used it or not. The members of many sociclies also used land belonging,
to other socicties at certain times of year, and under certain conditions,
without asserling any claim of ownership to it.

Recently there has been some discussion (see Cashdan 1983: 4Y((;
Ll et al. 1983; Rosenberg 1978: 12(1.) about human territoriality in
general, and about boundary defense in particular. There seems Lo be a
basic disagreement between, on the one hand, those who insist thal
perimeters must be aclively defended for ownership to Le established,
and, on the other hand, those who imnpose less demanding require-
ments. linclude myself among the latter, not for theoretical reasons bul
because simple empirical observation shows it to be the only tenable
position.

A uscful model for most north-west Alaskan Eskimo socielies is the
border between Canada and the United States. Everyone knows, more
or less, where it is, despite the fact that it is poorly demarcated in nwost
arcas. It is actively defended, if at all, at only a few select crossing
points. But there is no doubt that to cross the border without following
cerlain procedures is an offense that, if discovered, is certain to be mel
with force by the country being entered. And there is no doubt at all
that Canada and the United States are separate, terrilory-owning so-
ciclies.

Similarly, in north-west Alaska, societal borders were not demar-
cated at all, althaugh many followed natural boundaries, such as the
divide of a range of hills or mountains. They could be crossed peace-
fully, not at certain places, but at certain times of year or under specitic
circumstances, following customs that had been worked out over the
centuries. To cross them under any other conditions was a threat that,
il discovered, was certain to be mel with force. The penalty for trespass
was harsh: individuals would be killed, often after being lortured, and
proups would be altacked by an armed force (see Buich 1974). Like
most modern sociclies, therefore, the north-west Alaskau Eskimos had
both rules of accommodation 1o permil border crossing and sanclions
against it when those rules were broken (cf. Lee 1968b: 157). But there
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was no gaestion about which society owned which land or about what
the consequences of trespass were,

Ownership of societal land was, of course, a ditfuse qualily since
there was no government or similar organization to hold it “in trust’ for
the people. In practice, this meant that any individual could travel
freely about the territory owned by his own society, subject only to
some constraints at the local and domestic family levels, which are
discussed below. Conversely, a conslanl watch was kept for foreign
trespassers. As Charles Brower (n.d.: 113) discovered in the mid- 1880s,
it was almost impossible to enter a village day or night without
someone seeing you'. Strangers were assumed lo have hostile inten-
tions unless they could prove otherwise, and they had to do that very
quickly or blood would flow.

Local fumily property

In a previous work (Burch 1975a: 237) 1 distinguished two different
levels of family unit in north-west Alaska, domestic and local. The
former was defined as a family whose members occupy a single dwell-
ing, whereas a local family was defined as one whose members occupy
wore than one dwelling but nevertheless slill operate in terms of a
single overriding family unit. A local family is what mosl studenls of
hunter-gatherer peoples (for example, Helm 1965: 375) have called a
‘band” or, sometimes more specifically, a ‘local band’. In employing the
word “family” instead of ‘band’ Fam nol trying lo be perverse. It simply
seems Lo me that if such an organization meets a reasonable definition
of family, and if investigators in Africa and Asia are likely 10 use the
term “family” when referring (o this lype of syslem, then students of
hunters should do likewise — at least il we are altempting to contribute
to a science in which broad comparisons are possible.

The local family was the primary ‘scgment’ that made up the seg-
menlal societies of north-west Alaska. Doneslic and conjugal families
could separate from their kinsmen and set out on their own, but very
few of them did so except during times of hunger. For most of the
people most of the time, the local family was the basic unit of daily life.
Indeed, most “villages” were made up of the members of a single loca:
family involving perhaps a dozen to sevenly-five people living in two
lo seven or cight houses. The men hunted and worked together, the
women did likewise, and everyone moved freelv among the houses.
Dwellings often were linked together by passageways, in which case
the entire unit had something of the structure of an apartment house,
but one constructed horizontally instead of verlically.

Local families owned very little property outright. One thing they
did own was land; specifically, the land on which their houses were
Luilt. In contrast to societal land-ownership, this was strictly usufruct;
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it was theirs only as long as they used it, at least on a regilar seasonal
basis. Technically they could not stop another family from building, its
houses very close by, although if doing so overloaded the local food
supply, trouble was likely to follow. If a family failed to return to its
previous scttlement site in any given year, it lost any claim to it
subsequently. There were no family honling territories or fishing,
stations in which ownership was considered permanent.

Another type of local family property was the ‘communaity hall’, or
quzgi. This was a building in which men and older boys gathered
during the day, when not hunting, to manufacture or repair weapons
and tools, to talk, and to eat. Women and children were welcome
during festivals, dances, games and story-telling sessions in the even-
ings. In the smaller settlements, the qazgi was simply an vrdinary house
— the one in which the men gathered during the day.

‘The third and final type of local family property was food. Tere the
question of degree of ownership becomes especially relevant. Food, in
the first instance, belonged to the person who acyaired it, but more
generally to the domestic and local families of which that person was a
member. In the great majority of cases, the food resources of a local
family were puooled, usually under the direction of the wife of the
family head. All the men and older boys ate together, as did the women
and the younger children. Everyone was expected to contribute to the
general supply.

Domestic family property

A domestic family was a family whose members occugied a single
dwelling. Occasionally a domestic family coincided with a conjugal
family. Most of the time, however, domestic families were extended
families consisting of at least two, and often three closely-related
conjugal families (usually involving some combination of adult siblings
or cousins) and perhaps an aged parent or two.

The property of a domestic family consisted primarily of food and the
major items of shelter and transportation: houses, tents, large boats
(1miak), sleds and dogs. Theoretically each of these things could belong
to individuals or conjugal families. In practice they always had to be
placed at the scrvice of the domestic and local family “mits, which
mecans that they exercised some ownership rights with respect to them.

Conjugal family property

Conjugal families were pretty well overwhelmed in the famework of
north-west Alaskan Eskimo societies bv domestic and local families.
However, they did own their own bedding and also the hides or pelts
of animals killed by any conjugal fainily member. A supply of skins was
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absolutely required for clothing, bedding and a few other woes; but
beyond that, skins constituted a marketable commodity. Furs, particu-
larly those of species having a restricted distribution within north-west
Alaska and of species impartant in intersocietal tade (discussed in a
later section), were a major soarce of wealth. In practice many couples
turned over their surplus furs and hides to the local family head, but
this was done in the full expectation that they would receive some
benetit from whatever he was able W acquire with them.

Personal property

Personal property consisted of everything not yet discussed: clothing,
tools, weapons, hunting boats (kayak), ulensils, amulels — virtually
everything used by individuals during the course of daily life. Clothing
was made and maintained by women for other family members, and
men made such things as the utensils, but the user was always the
owner. Fach individual had a personal property mark (Boas 1899;
Reynolds 1983a; 1983b) with which most of his possessions — but
particularly weapons — were labeled, although the oldest son or
daughter (or perhaps a special grandchild) was sometimes given the
mark of a parent or grandparent o use as his or her own. When a
person died, it was these personally-used goods that were placed with
the body on the grave.

One other type of personal property was the song,. Some songs were
in general use, but others — particularly magic songs — were strictly
private property. Some were sung on public occasions and were well
known to the other members of one’s local family, but could be sung
only by the owner. Others were secret, and sung only in private. Both
types could be given or sold to someone else, al which point they
became the personal property of the recipient.

A final type of personal property consisted of raw or partially modi-
fied inineral or plant products that had been picked up or even moved
in such a way as to indicate soincone’s claim o it. For example, if a man
found a fine picce of timber on the beach, all he had to do was prop it
up in a way that indicated human intervention; then it was his, even if
some time passed before he retrieved it. The incision of a property
mark would bolster his claim to it, but it was not needed to establish
ownership in the first place.

Division of the harvest

Fish and game were owned by individuals and the different kinds of
family. owever, they attained this status through processes that are
sufficiently interesting, to juslify a separate section on the subject.
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might want some goods, or some sort of service, such as the aid of
a shaman. Here the buyer would state what he wanted, and then
would tell what he was willing to pay tor it. The ‘seller” could
accept or reject the offer; in the latier case, the ‘buyer” could raise
the ofter or abandon the proposal. This type of transaction was
also usually between people who were not members of the same
family.

Ninvig: this type of transaction took place only betweer: people who
were in a special, permanent relationship known as ninviriik,
usually translated as ‘trade partners’ (Burch 1970; Spencer 1959:
167f.); usually they were members of entirely different socictics.
The essence of this relativnship was to ask one’s partner for some
specific thing — a raw material or manufactured good — that one
needed, whatever it might be, and for the partner to attempt to
salisfy that request. Usually there was a pattern to the exchanges,
however. For example, if one person lived far inland, he might be
perpetually in need of seal oil, and his partner on the coast
regularly might have a difficult time getting, say, muskrat or mink
skins. But there was much more to it than that. If a famine struck
one counlry, then the need of the person living there was basic
sustenance, which he could request and expect to reccive from a
partner living in more fortunate circumstances in another region.
In traditional times this was the main form of intersocictal alliance.
The relevant transactions usually occurred at trade fairs or messen-
ger [easts, about which more is said later.

Atulig: “restricted sharing’, or “sharing’ with a definite expectation of
a return. One type was aturaksak, which meant to borrow/loan a
good that is dissipated in the process of consumption. Food was
the most frequent type of good involved here, but sometimes
clothing -— especially boots or mittens — were borrow ed until they
were worn out. ‘The other type was atagsi: borrowing/loaning an
item to use, then to be returned intact. Tools, weapons and
utensils were the most common goods involved in this type of
transaction. Restricted sharing apparently occurred primarily be-
tween related local families.

Pigziaq: ‘unrestricted sharing’. ‘The borrower could use or consume
the good with no expectation of return. This was the sort of
sharing, that figured so prominently in Liskimo ideology. In practice

2. The tawysig and tunilig modes governed exchanges with Furopeans The fisst explorers
10 reach the region (sce, for example, Beechey 1811, k391 Ketzebue 1824, 1: 10 11) were
amazed by the native sophistication in trading and by their clabuorate efforts at deception.
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it occurred only between relalively close kin -- almos .ovays at
the local or domestic family levels. It differed from aiceng, which
tollows, in that ownership ol the good involved continued 1o
reside in the lender

Atccng: thisis a free g, a transfer of ownership with no expectation
of a return. This type of tansaction usually involved close rela-
tives. Successful hunters often made tree gifts of food o old people
or incompetent hunters in other families, however; to the extent
that one did so, one acquired prestige in the communily at large.
I'ree gifts also figured in the initial stages of partnership formation.

Kinguvaanagtuy: inheritance. For the most part inheritance involved
the passage of domestic family properly, such as an untink or a
sled, nominally owned by the family head, to his successor. But it
could also involve songs or amulets passed on shortly before the
donor’s death, and the odd item of personal property.

Tiglik: this means ‘sleal’. Theft was by no means unknown in tradi-
tional times. It was one reason why people used property marks,
kept as many of their goods as possible inside the stormshed of
their house, and staked dogs around any outside caches. In the
larger villages, which were occupied by several local families,
entrance passages were often booby-trapped to catch or frighten
away potential thieves (Simpson 1875: 248).

Trade networks

The various sorts of transaction outlined in the previous section were
not hypothetical or ritualized activities, bul part of the substance of life
in traditional north-west Alaska. Virtually all of the early Luropean
explorers to visit the area found that, once their peaceful (and novel)
intentions had been explained, the Eskimos became not only eager bul
sophisticated traders, always on a taugsig (‘buyer beware’) basis.
Among themselves the Eskimos engaged in some kind of trade
whenever members of different families or different societies came
together in peaceful circumstances. Two institulions were especially
important in the promotion of trade: the trade fair and the messenger
feast.

Trade fairs took place annually at Sisualik, on the northern shore of
Kotzebue Sound; at Nirlig, in the Colville river delta; and at Point
Spencer, just south of Bering Strait. The largest was at Sisualik where,
in any given year, as many as 2000 people came together for scveral
weeks of dancing, feasting, athletic competition and trading,.
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‘The main focus of the trading at the fairs was minvinilk, or partner-
ship. However, once partonesship obligations had been taken care o,
people were free Lo engage in any other kind of tade. Apparently the
most common was taugsip trade, in which surplus goods were auce-
tioned off. But tunilag trade could also be initiated, whenever one saw
samething that he wanted badly enough 1o bid on. 1t was primavily
through the transactions at the Kotzebue and Point Spencer fairs that
goods such as Russian tobacco, metal, Sibesian reindeer skins, and
glass beads entered the north-west Alaskan economy long before the
first direct conlact with Europeans (1lickey 1979; V. Smith 1968).

The second major type of event was the messenger feast (agpatat) (see
Hawkes 1913; Spencer 1959: 2101(.). ‘This usually taok place in late fall
or carly winter. It involved wealthy ninvirith (from two different so-
cieties) and the members of the local famities they headed. This event
resembled the trade fair in that feasting, games, dancing and trading
were all involved, but on a much more restricted scale. It has received
the English label ‘messenger feast” because messengers were sent by
the host to his partner (and his family) 1o issue the invitations 1o come,
to state what the host expected his partner to bring, and to ascertain
what was wanted in return. Messenger f(easls could not be held as
regularly as the summer fairs because particularly successful summer
and fall hunts were prerequisites; they did not involve any family every
year, or every family in any year. Most of the trade at these events was
of the ninviq variety, but participants who were not pariners could and
did engage in both the taugsig and the tunilag variely as well.

Fairs and messenger [easts were only the major nodes in a network
of intersocictal trade that spanned not only north-west Ataska, but all
of aboriginal Alaska and beyond. Individuals or faniilics could visit
relatives or partners in vther societies as long as an active state of war
did not exist (see Burch 1976), and some sort of exchange always took
place during trips of this kind. As Beechey (1831, 1: 408) discovered, ‘on
mecting, with the Esquimaux, after the first salutation is over an ex-
change of goods invariably ensues, if the party have any thing to scll,
which is almost always the case’. Stefansson (1914: 5) estimated that
goods could traverse the thousand miles belween Bering Strait and
Barter Island, near the Canadian border, in little more than a year.
Major linguistic and ethnic boundaries were not barriers to the move-
ment of goods across the country (Burch and Correll 1972; Clark 1977).

The accumulation of property

Through a combination of production and exchanges, effectively led
families were able to accumulate physical property in quantitics that
would be scarcely conceivable to members of most hurter-gatherer
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socictics. An accurate inventory of the holdings of a domesue or locat
family was never made during, the traditional period, but an obscrva-
tion made by the English explorer F.W. Beechey on 6 Seplember 1820
may serve as an indicator of what was possible.

From two of these [baals] they landed fourteen persons, cight tent poles, forty
|caribou] skins, two kyacks, many hundred weipht of fish, numerous |storage
baps] of vil, carthen jars for cooking, two living, foxes, ten large dogs, bundles
of lances, harpoons, bows and arrows, a quantity of !lmlccn], {bags) full of
dothing, sume immense nets made of hide for taking, snmll. whales and
porpoises, eiglt broad planks, mosls, sails, paddices, etc., besides {walrus]
hides and [tusks], and a variely of nameless articles always to be found among,
the Esquimaux (Beechey 1831, 1. 405).

Beechey also noted that ‘the party consisted of Lwo |¢Iunn"s|ic| fnn’lilics,
cach of which had its distinct property, tents, baidar [rmiak], nt-lr.’, and
that, despile their wealth, they were ‘of a much lower condition” than
another party he had met shortly before.

As impressive as the quantity of items being transported l’)f !hcsc
familics (clearly the members of a single local family) was (he efficiency
of their procedures:

We watched their landing, and were astonished at the rapidity wilh.which
they pitched their tents, settled themselves, and transferred to their new
habitations the contents of their [boats], which they drew out of the sea and
tuned bottom upwards. On visiting their abode an hour after .lhc)' landed,
everything was in as complete order as if they lad been vs!.:lrll-fhcd there a
month, and scarcely any thing was wanting lo render their situation comfort-

able (ibid).

These passages highlight one of the crudial features of prnpvr‘ly ac-
cumulation in north-west Alaska, namely, a means of transporling it.
‘The umiok was important in this respect, but sleds were neaily as
helpful during the winter months (Burch I‘)75[!).. ‘

Through a combination of competent production (both I.\unhn)? nnfl
manufacture), clever trading and wise management of f.’lllll!y affairs, it
was possible for a north-wesl Alaskan Lskimo Iocfﬂ family head l.u.
acquire considerable imaterial wealth and, llwljvl)y, |nﬂucm:c over his
fellows. Such a person was known as an unialik, a term which cly‘n'\n-
logically means ‘boat builder”, but which is usually translated as “rich
man’ or ‘chicl” by hilingual Eskimos.

No detailed account of the holdings of an umialik has come .dmvn to
us bul, again, observations from the nineteenth f‘\'nlur.y. ).mllf‘alc the
general order of magnitude of one man’s holdings. This time the
observer i« Charles Brower, the lime is late winter, 1885, and the
setttement is Qikigtarzug (Kotzebue):
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Kil-yuk-ka-ruk |Kilyagzaqg| was the onalik. e was a wealthy man. On his
racks he had many bundles of Sibedan deer skins, and several bales of
Russian tobacco, besides many furs of all kinds. Al winter Eskimos came
from every section of northern Alaska to buy deer skins. and tobacco from
Kil-yuk-ka-rak, trading him their furs in exchange. Ue had his choice of all
that was good, becoming a wealthy man. Uthink he had nrore influence with
the Eskimos in the [Kotzebue] Sound than At-tung ow-rah JAlangauzag) at
Tigera [Coint Hope]. The omalik at Tigera kept his influence thiough fear,
while the one here at Keg-ic-low-rak, kept his through his ability 10 supply his
ncighbors with things they needed during the winter, extending them credil
when they were not in a position to pay. Among, his wealth he had many
beads which he brought out for my inspeclion. Some were white. Fe seemed
lo value them quile highly. The choicest were the turquoise, of which he had
many, arranged in strings and sewn on a backgiound of buckskin, the whole
forming a breast ornament with the ends fastened to the shoulders (Brower

n.d.: 160-1). i

Discussion

The data from north-west Alaska strongly support Gould’s (1982: 88)
conclusion that sharing is not the only kind of exchang,e to be found in
hunting, and gathering societies. 1t probably occars 10 some exlent
everywhere (in all kinds of society) but it dues not necessarily exhaust
the reperloire of exchanges in any sociely.

In north-west Alaska sharing, in the sense of generalized reciprocity,
was restricted to a very specific social context, namely, the local family
(and its constituent parts). However, it could be questioned whether
the exchanges that took place within local familics involved sharing as
much as they did differing degrees of ownership. Oft-repeated for-
wiulae such as ‘if my brother has a boat I have a beat’ suggest that
family members felt that they had a right to use one another’s things.
The same conclusion is indicated by the vehement reations of people
whose attcmpts o borrow or consume another faniily member’s goods
were challenged. Meeling an obligation to shave is not the same thing
as being generous. A ‘lender’ might actually have beew recognizing in
practice the fact that a kinsman was part owner, even if in lesser
degree, of the good concerned.

Well-led families are characlerized by informants as having been
redistribution networks in which all of the tools, ulensils, boals and
other goods that were made or acquired by any family member were
placed at the disposal of all. There were very few things — amulets,
some items of clothing or personal adornment, magic songs — that
were exemplt from this rule. If one needed samething, one took it
without even asking. Commodities such as incat and furs were pooled
and redistributed as necessary and appropriate by the family hiead or
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his wife. 1L was Unough hard work, clever trading, with oucuders, and
etiedive management of the pooling and redistribution process that
some family heads became so much wealthier than others.

Outside the local family context sharing was quite uncommon exeepl
in times of great abundance. Indeed, except where partnerships were
concerned, exchanges between members of different local familices
tended 1o be characterized more by avarice than allrui:s‘m. As ]n'hn
Simpson (1875: 247) put it, alter four years” experience in l.l\u region
around the middle of the nineteenth century: ‘Perhaps it is nol oo
much to say that a free and disinterested gift is lntall'y. unknown among
theny'. Exchange between members of different families was bn.sed ona
sound knowledge of the law ol supply and demand, and L‘X(‘I’l’lSL‘L! in .‘\l
geographic setling characterized by marked scnsm'ml avnd """.m"d“
differences in supply. The goal of buying low and sclling high was we
understood, and deceit was an integral part of the game.

‘Ihe narth-west Alaskan data also suggest why il is so casy lo
condlude that sharing was ubiquilous in traditional limes. "Everyone in
the village used to share’ is a view that is ull'cn expressed by nalive
elders today. But of course everyone in mosl vnllagcs USFd o bclurll.;", lg
a single local family, which is the precise conlexl in \"Vl)lcll gf‘ncrﬂ |‘1.Ic‘
reciprocity (or diffused vwnership) did u-_;cur. [l is ms:lrm.t‘llvc ‘m u‘q
repard lo compare single-family villages \\{nh mulll—lnmfly vi ngsls sm‘;
as Point Hope. 1u the latter the distinction belween {Illr&[ﬂllil y i\.lll
interfamily refations was clearly drawn, and lh(: ;v,(-'n(-rnhu-d reciproc |'ly.
that one usually associates with the word ‘sharing’ occurred only in the
intrafamily context. ' s of rener-

‘T'his raises the pussibilily thal many, if not mosi, accounis o }, ‘
alized sharing among hunlers and gatherers Im\:(‘ ln-cn bns't.} un‘
studies of the internal dynamics of single local-family villages. To the
extent that this is so, the accounts are nol wrong, llwy.simply wll ()!lly
partaf the story. Until this possibility is t'Xpll.\I’(‘ll, llu.- view thal shnr!ng
is the only significant mode of exchange in luml'm.g a'nd y,n'lhcflng
socicties should be regarded as an assumplion requinng invesligation,
not as a slatement of fact.
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Malinowski's stature in anthropology guaranteed wide acceptance of
his ideas{ p;r:icularly by descriptive ethnographers, who operated with
a limiced and, some would claim, biased view of economic theory. 1In
part they saw in normative (as opposed to descriptive) economics ihe
seeds for the potential resurrection of nineteenth century evolutionism
and imperialistic interventionism. ~Frank Cancian (1980:162) commented

on this propensity of economics as follows.

Normative aconomics applied as management science to present decision-

making situations yields prescriptions for ratiomal, maximizing

behavior. At the same time, it makes possible to identify as

irrational those peasants who do not follow its prescriptions, . .

(and subsequently) peasants' understandings of their situations are

sacrificed o the pseudoincisiveness of a simple model constructed

by outsiders to help them decide what they ought to do.
More importantly, descriptive echnographers saw that "ecomomic man" in
its early formulation was clearly not relevant to the peoples they lived
with and whose behavior they described.

Despite Malinowski's stance, his viewpoint did not take hold among
the few practitioners of "ecomomic anthropology' during the 1930's and
1940's, notably Firch, Herskovits, Thurnwald, and Goodfellow. These
anthropologists began to systematically apply and seek analogues for
"aconomic mechanisms and instictucions” in other culcural setcings.
Firth's work on the New Zealand Maori and Malay fishermen are classic
examples of early applications of conventional economic theory to anthro-
pological subject maccer (Firch 1929, 1939, l946These scholars refined
the concept of "economic man'" from the greedy, individualisec interesced
only in his macerial desires to a rational, decision-making individual
operating on the principle of maximizacion of utilicy. This modified

assumption, however, opened questions about what it is that provides

utilizy to individuals (What are their prefarences?) and how to measure



utilicy. More importantly, chese ec;ncmic anthropologists accepted as
unifersally applicable two analftical presupposicions of neoclassifical
iheory-(l) the individual decisioﬁ-make: is che focus of assumption and
explanacion and (2) decision-making, also called ecomomiziag, 1s charactarized
by the allocation of scarze resources amnng alcermative uses. These )
scholars were willing to accept the univérsal applicability of these

principles. More recently, anchropoclogiscs of the formalist schoocl have
exicicized their thinking as precccupied wich social and culzural factors
(LaClair and Schnei&nr 1968:8).

The universal applicabilicy of neoclassical theory was again challenged
in economic anthropology in che lace 13950's. This challenge was explicicy
tiled to the competing, if underdeveloped theory of Xarl Polanyi, a
relacively obscure economic hiscorican whose early published work (1944,

1947) had been litzle noted. His Trade and Markset in the Earlv Empires

(1957), however, was widely t;ad and debatad in what proved to be the

culmim-:iou of an interdisciplinmary attempt to develop a broader theory

of che economy to encompass all sociesties. George Dalton's (i961)

classic assaulz om conventional econcmic theory quickly followed, and

out of chis emerged the formalist-substancivisc debace, vestiges of

which are stcill wiczh us :oday.l ' i
The essencial faazure of the Polanyi-Dal:ton schocl is the congantion

that the assuaption of maximizing individuals, what they term the =z:arkec

priaciple, is noz a charac:erié?i: of all sociecies or aven of all

aspects of market-dominaced sociecieﬁ. They trace this to the dual

claiz=s zhat there is no element of choice in nonmarket sociecies, and o

there are 2o uanits of account (money) for comparing altarnatives ia

nonmarkec economias even 1if choices could be made. Further, thev define

the economy (as opposad to the terxz "ecomomic”") as "the inscictuted



\J

J

process of material-means provisioning for society” (Halperin £977:10).
clearly departing from the incrapsychic theory of choice characterisci

of neoclassical economics. Polanyi proposed that there were other
principles (modes of ecomomic integration or transactional modes) around
which the economy could be organized. Fimally, substantivists do oot
accept the positivisc stance of conventional economic theory, which
contends that economic behaviors and institutions can be isolated and
analyzed apart from other behaviors ia socie:y.z This position posics
that economic (in the material-provisioning sense of the term) activities
are embedded in the social, cultural, and historical relations of a

sociaty (Polanyi 1977: 47-56). Marshall Sahlins' Stone Age Economics

(1972) is comsidered one of the more powerful substancivist coantribucionms,

even though it is eclectic in the semse that it was also influenced by
certain historical materialist and exchange concepts (discussed below).
The most recent attempt by the substantivist school to develop theory

and provide empirical findings derived from perspectives in Peasant Livelihoaod

(1977), a volume of papers edited by Rhoda Halperin and James Dow.

A more economically sophisticated set of defenders came to the
formalist faction of the debate in the l960's: The formalist camp was
most prominencly reprasented in that era by Robins Burling (1962),
Edward LeClair (1962), Scott Cook (1966, 1969), Frank Cancian (1965),
Raymond Firth (1967), Richard Salisbury (1968), and most importantly

Harold Schnieder (1964), who continues to be the most outspoken and

* extreme defender of ummodified formalism in anthropological ecomomics.

By empnasizing decision making or the "choice" aspect of conventional
economic theory, the formalists were able to counter the adamant a

priori assertions of the substancivists thac economic theory was applicable



on)ly to the markat-orientad, prica-governed economic systems of moderm
indusctrial capitalism. They were able to provide examples (Lae 1969;
Salisbury 1962; Edel 1967; Orans 1968; Cook 1970) of how comventional
economic concepts could be "functionally contextualized" to other écultural
systems so that most anthropologists are now willing to concede "that
conventional economics is at leasﬁ poctentially relevant and applicable
to the study of primizive and peasant economies™ (Cook 1973:796). For
most anthropologists that concession depends on the formaliscs' own
admission that use of couveational economic concepts and principles in
the study of primitive and peasant econcmies does not assume a oriori
that the phanomena under study are necessarily explainable by them.
Formallist analyses are regarded by most anthropologiscs as legitimate
only under this constraint.

In addizion, the delimitarion of comventional economic theory to
decision-making behaviors about scarce means and alternacive ends concaptuall-
eliminacas a specific focus on goods and services normally considered as
the field of inquiry for economics. So, for most formalist economic
anchropologiscs thare is no economy, only economic behavior. What
follows incelleccually is crucial.

Many anthropologists criticize microeconomic models for not
explaining cultural values, since the models ctaka the cultural

values as given. A microeconomic analysis of production or of

distribucion in the U.S., no mazter how excellent and valid, thus

does not explain why we have a five-day work week wicth Sacturday and

Sunday as vacation davs, or why consumption peaks around the Chriscmas

holidays. The analysis reveals the economic effects of culzural

values without studyiag the causes of the values (Plactaer 1980:

574). , :

I2 che 1970's a new £ield of incseres: developed out of formalism

and cognitive anthrovology. This trend was parzially che resulz of che

contiaued inadequacy of formalisc theory i{n acsounciag for and predictizng
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the behaviors of actors in ocher cultural sectings and partially because
the study of meaning and value gradually became the province of other
branches of anchropology. The failure of formalism in the first_fegard
was perceived to be the result of assumptiouns about the psychologi;al
functioning of human decision makers which were faulty, a line of argu-
mencation for which Herbert Simon (1955, 1956, 1976, 1977) received the
Nobel Prize in economics. Soma practitioners in this new school of
"natural decision-making" are especially concermed with decisionm making
in the realm of matarial goods and services (cf. papers in Barlect

(1980) Agricultural Decision Making), buc that is not the interest which

binds them togecher. -Rather, an interest in the gemeral heuristics and
pragmatics of actual human decision making seems to be the theoretical
Aook which unifies them (Tversky and Kahmeman 1977; Quion 1975; 1978;
Slovic, Fishoff, and Lichtenstein 1977; Barlect 1977). Since the findiags
of this school are only tangentially relaced to the topic of subsistence
exchange, review will noc be undertaken here.

Al:hoﬁgh the formalist-substantivist debate has produced some cross
fercilizacion and recognition of some valid points of the opposition by
boch camps (Dalcton 1969; Cancian 1972; Schneider 1974; Sahlins 1972), no
true synthesis has emergéd as a new theory that can be applied equally
to "primitive" and "moderm'" societies. One attempt at a synthetic
definicion, although admitctedly posctulated from the viewpoint of the
formalisc camp, was made by (1976:331l), who suggested that "economic
anchropology is the study of decision-making under consctraints.'" Another
less formalisc atcempt was made by Edel (1969:430), who suggested that
economic anchropolugists concern themselves with the "economic process

of macching resources to targecs wich reference to the social milieu to



which iz 15 ficted." Still, some (formaliscts) continue to emphasize
decision making most, and others (substantivists) adhere to examinacion
of social and cultural inscitucioms (or "cénscraints"). There are,
however, occasional examples of well-integratced studies (3Barlect 1977,
Cancian 1980, Smizh 1977).

Onto this theorecical bactlefield creatced by seemingly uneading
philosophical jousting came a new concascant, born and rearad in France
in the laca 1950's and early 1960's. This school is called historical
macerialisc and can be characterized as an expansion and refinementc of
the positons of Karl Marx through the application of certain struczuralist
principles elaboratad by Claude Levi-Strauss. The major figure in this
theorecical synchesis was Loui:-Al:hussnr (with E. Balibar 1970). BEe
Jas followed by a group of Fremch anthropclogists who adapted, modified,
refined, and developed his perspective in their pursuit of a diachronic,
universal theory of economy and sociecy. Important figures in the
Freach school iaclude Claude Meillasoux, Pierre-Phillippe Rey, George
Dupre, Emmanuel Terrzay, and Maurice Godslier. Later, such English and
American scholars as Maurice Bloch, Jonathan Friedman, Bridgec O'lLaughlin,
and James Faris continued the developmentc of historical matcerialisc
thoughz ia anchropology.

The universal theory proposed by the historical macerialiscts was
builc on the sctcructuralist concept of a social formation (mo0st easily
understood as a society by other social scientiscs unfamiliar wich
historical macerialist choughe). A social formacion is composed of a
numcer of components—cthe lafrastcruczure, in turn composed of forces and
relacions of produczionm; and zhe supersctructure, ia turn aade up of

Judicial-policical and ideologicai relations (Triadman l972:445).3



These components .wuid theorecically stand in certain relatiomnships to

each other (dominance, determinance, contradiction); however, the applicacion
of the theory would require analysis of the empirical circumstances in
different contexts to determine the acctual characteristics of each'
structural component of the social formation and the dynamics which

resulted from their interaction. Whereas the formalists and substantiviscs
are in general agreement on the applicabilicty of conveantional ecomomic
theory (thac is, any theory tied to individualist principles of maximizacion)
to modern commercial industrial societias, the historical materialiscs

deny its validicy for amy form of socie:y'.A The crucial difference thatc

sets historical materialism apart from the other two is that it places.
analytical preeminence on the p}ocasscs and relatioms of production

;3ther than on those of distribution (Clammmer 1978:7). To put it as

succinctly as possible, conventicmal econcmic theory is built on the

.’

pricing mechanism which sets the value of goods and services through the
forces of supply and demand. It is only in the exchange of sne commodicy
for another that prices and, more importantly, value are established.
In this way, comventiocnal economics is wedded to a distribucional (chrough
* the exchange of values) perspective on the provisioning of saci;:y.

As noted ea;lier, substantivists do aot accept the universal validity
of the market principle. Polanyi, however, cannot escape the criticism
of distribucional bias because he proposed two different distributional
principles (he cerms them "transactional modes'")-=reciprocity and
rediscribution—co account for the way nonmarkec societies carry ouc the
macerial-means provisioning task for ctheir members (Polanyi 1977:35-43).
Hiscorical materialiscs, on the ocher hand, proposed that analysis and

explanation should begin with the patteras of ownership of resources and
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from three different :hecfe:ical strands. The firsc set of these trace
themselves to Marcel Mauss, whose classic study The Gifc (1963? established
the concept of '"total prescacion as the fundamental form of social
exchange in many sociecties. 'Total prestations” are group exchanges

which have a number of characteristics that distinguish chem from che
individual exchanges carried out by the '"rational man" of ecomnomic

theory. Firsc, the fact that it is a group exchange, rather than individual
exchange, is important. Second, and more importantly, a total prescaciom
has social, religious, moral, legal, magical, and emotional meaning in
addicion to economic and utilitarian meaning (Heath 1976: 54). Finally,

the total prestation includes the obligation of making an equivalent

raturn and establishes a bond between the dormor and recipient, in part
resulcing from the conceptualization that objects are never complecely
separated from those who exchange them. ‘Mauss' theory has been returned

to by a number of scholars for insights including Firth (1959), Gouldner
(1960), Levi-Strauss (1963), and Sahlins (1965, 1972).6 Perhaps the

most significant contribucion of Mauss' is the obligation of returnm,

which has come to be known in anthropology and sociology as the principle
or norm of reciprocity. A significanc element of Claude Levi-Strauss'

structural theory of "primitive societies, which posits that the fundamencal
organizing principle i; these societies i1s the type of marriage exchanges
which characterize them, clearly derives from Mauss (Levi Sctrauss 1969).

The most recent and fullest elaboration of exchange as the generatiag
principle of social and culcural order from the structuralisc viewpoint
has been carriad farthest ia che reach of material exchanges by Rosman

and Rubel (1971, 1977, 1973). It is cheir view (1978:127) that "in a

given society, the scructure of production and coasumption, as well as

11



:h; structure of exchange, ...u.¢ TO a mOre general underlying sé:uc:ure
of ideas." Thus, exchange in che macarial realm is but one manifestation
of structure of dual organization inhe:ent“in human cognitioun.

A sacond strand of exchange theory, presently glossed as transaction
theory, took as its starting point the work of Frederik 3arth (19589,
1966, 1967). Ekeh (1974) labelled Barth's approach as individualisctic
social exchanges to distinguish it from the collectiviscic exchange of
Mauss; howaver, such a label sevearaly constricted the scope and rslavancs
of Barth's contribution. Barth's major departure was to suggest that
the processes of social life should be theoretically emphasized as
opposed to the normative consensus of scructural-functionalism, which
has long regarded scciecy as a.sys::m of moral injunczions unfailingly
}ollowed by p;rfec:ly sccialized persomns (Kapfé:nr 1976:2). Bazcth,
alchough his critique was hardly the first, further contended thaz this
approach could deal with a ptoblem_which had long bedeviled structural-
funectional anthropology—social change. He proposed to focus on transactional
behaviors defined as "sequences of interaction systematically goveraed
by reciprocicy" (Kapferer 1976:3).

Subsequent writings have emphasized the requirement of reciprocicy
less and less. B;fth proposad two modes of exchange——a transactional
mode in which individual aczors saeaek their owm values and cthe exchange
{s based on bar;nined comp lameccarizy, and an incorporacive acde based
on "a relacionship of jointness . . . since for certain purposes their
incarescs are idencical and inseparable” (Barch 1966: 23-24). Paine
(1976:63) commenced chat the iacorporacive mode reziaded hiz "how axchange
can be indepeadent of the notivon of ccmpecition or even of contr3cs; how

exchangze can te conduc=ed berween partners who offar not diffareac but
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similar, even identical commoditie., .. Row exchange need not posit a
debt relationship (or be based on al:rpism)."

One direction which scholars who have caken cheir cue from Barth
have moved is toward more systematic use of the ratiomnality principle of
formal economics (Salisbury 1976; Prattis 1973; Heach 1976a). Another
direcrzion has been to expand the applicatiom of the transaction and
incorporative principles to examine how symbols, metaphors, values,
meanings, and other nomnmaterial elements are exchanged between actors
(Rapferer 1972; Turmer 1974; Handelman 1976; Paine 1974, 1976; Cohen and
Comaroff 1976). This latter path leads away from positive economics and
toward phenomenology.

The third species of exchange theory, known usually as social
exchange, is :raceaSie to the work of Blau (1954, 1955, 1964), Homans
(1958, 1961), and Thibaut and RKalley (1959). This line of conceptual-
izacion has explicitcly sought to bring the theory, methodology, and
terminology of conventional economic theory to bear om the aﬁalysis of
social rélatioﬁships. This is epitomized bj the use of price theory to
analyze the conditiouns under which and the races at which advice will be
exchanged for aporoval or compliance among co-workers in a bureaucracy
(Blau 1955). Power (Emérsom 1972a, b), approval (Nord 1969), love (Foa
1971), integricy (Schneider 1974), and prestige/status (various auchors)
are other social valuables which have.baen suggested as items exchanged
between beings. Heath (1976: 90-101) and Schneider (1974: 194-200)
presented other examples of the way in which conventional economic
analysis can be brought to bear on social exchange situacions involving
two valuables,

Somg social exchange theorists (Blau 1964; Bennec:z 1968) regarded

social exchange governed by morality (norms) as discinczly different
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from economic exchange, largely due tu tue lack of choice characteriscic
of the former; others such as Heath (1976), Befu (1977), and Schneider
(1974) believed this distinction to be of limited or no value. .Schameider
(1974: 152-53), for example, argued,
I think che evidence is to the contrary and chat in the end we
may even fiad that che distinction between macerial and social can
be replaced by a more general idea, that of the exchange of property . .
This concept would imagine economic man using whatever resources he
has, socfal and material, to accomplish his ends, and iz would ask
why macerial means should be distinguished from social means in
this procass.
The most crucial cool for such a unified theory would be some wmit of
account which would allow direct comparison of macerial and social
resources. Thus far, this has proved elusive, is Schueider (1974:78,

176) noted, and therefore no unified theory has emerged.

Relevant Concents

The proposals of Seoct Cook (1973), a former formalist, Maurice
Godelier (1972), am eclactic hiscorical materialist, and Marshall
Sahlins (1972), a symbolic substantivistc, appear to offaer the most
useful way out bf the bewildering array of approaches examined in the
previous seccion. Cook (1973:810) provided the following definicion of
the economic field: '"The economy is a culcturally mediaced field of a
human populacziomn's activicy iﬁ which ics members incerac:z wich their
pnysical and social enviroament in the calculatad actempt Co acquire,
direczly or iadireczly, a liviag." Cook (1973:814) went on o a more

decailed exposizion of che cacegories of an economy:



Production is the process by which the members of a society
appropriate and transform natural resources to satisfy their needs
and wants; distribution determines the extent to which the individual
participates in the fruits of this production; exchange enables him.
to acquire the particular products into which he wishes to convert
the quanticy allocated to him through distribution; amd through
consumption, products are individually appropriated as objects of
use and enjoyment.

Furcther elaboratciom om the discinccion becween distribuction (the
proportion of total ocutput that the individual receives) and exchange
(che process whereby the individual converts his share into specilic
desired products) is useful due to the central importance of these
concepts to our review. Cook (1973:823) wrote:

Discribution implies a reward system in which produce is channeled

out among individuals or groups by reason of their control over the

factors of production or for the labor they expended in the productive
process. Exchange, on the other hand, refers to the various processes
by which goods (and services) move between individuals or groups,

as, for example, between producer and consumer, buyer and seller,

donor and recipient.

Although discribution implies a reward system based om factors Cook
mentioned, and many societies have reward as a component of a distribuction
sysctem, other mechanisms £or distribution may be dominant in a sociacy.
One type of distribution system is rule-based or normative distcribution,
which is found in many hunting and gathering societies. Hunters are
morally obligated to distribute their catch to members of their group.

The actual rules of discribuction may be twofold, an initial divisiom
among participacing hunters and a secondary division based on kinship
relations, but in other cases group membership alone is sufficient
criteria for receiving some of the production. Examples of this pattarn
include the King Bushmen (lLee 1979), the Ausctralian Walbiri (Meggic:,

1962), and the Salliumiut. (Pryor 1977). There are other rule-based

distribucions which might be based on need (elderly, widowed, orphaned
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persons), on religious obligatiom, or om othe. . _uilar rule-based, =
normative principles operazing in specific cultures.
Another aspect of discributiom and exchange which is not i;madia:ely
apparent is the fact thac people oftan have something taken away fiom
them or do not get equivalent value ia recurn. Frederic Pryor (1977:
27) has usefully added this needed clarification through his concapc of
transfer—"A transfer is a transaccion where the goods and services
going from a person or group to anocther are not 'balanced' by a direccly
observable coun:arflav."7
After the economic field of a society has beex analyzed, iz must be
relaced to the ocher activity fields such as kinship, religiom, and
politics (Cook 1973: 813). Ih;sc relacionships musc be concaived of as
hu:ual, i.e., economic activities are influenced by other activity
fields, likewise economic activities influence other activicy £fields.
Godelier (1972: 257) suggested that we sae the ecouncmic as boch a domain
of activicies (produccion, discribucion, consumption) and anAaspec: of
all ocher aczivi:cies which do not beloﬁg éo this domain. This is imporzant
to the notion of subsistence exchange because certain items which are a
normal part of subsiscence production may be so due solely to their
utilicy in a ceremonial accivity carried out by a person other than the
producer. In this case we readily sae the influeace of the religious or
social field oa the economic. On the ocher hand, the seleczion of a
poca;:ial spousa for a young woman in a given society mavy be primarily
dependent on the resourcas controlled by a youag man. In cthis case, the
influence of the aconemic om the social is readiiy observable. Delimizing
the field of subsiscence exchange is useful only if che linkages in the

society to the exciiange are brought ianto the analvsis as well.
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d. Rmscurcas used are derived from local and regional areas in
the vicinicy of the commumicy.

e. éroduc:ion and discribution are not organized to obtain the
greatest possible reaturn given available labor and :echn;logy

but are organized for security and concinued existance.

It is important to note that though the subsistence econcmic system may
offer a2 limited standard of living, it by oo means approximates human
biological minima. There is tramendous variabillity in subsiscence
standards of living. The subsistence economic syscems of Alaska are
soma of the richest in the world, due primarily to the .importance of
marine and anadromous :esourcn; in them {Langdon 1980). Also, note that
"eoncinued existence" typically includes analysis of a wida variecy of
"eulturally racional" practices and raligious beliefs that are tied to
the subsistence production a;d distribution system.

Marsnall Sahlins' analysis of sociecies, predominantly érien:ed to
what he :ef:s the domestic mode of produccion, reveals certaia recurring
elemencs in their organization (Sahlins 1972:41-99). These characteristics

include "underexploitation of productive resources," a general underuse
of labor determined primarily by housahold.ccmposi:ion, and a substancial
(20-30%) anumber of households failiag to provide their own cusctomary
livelikood. Sanlins also zotaed chaz such "underproducszion' by normative
econozic standards is "aoot necessarily inconsisteac wizh 3 priscine
'afflueace'" (Sahlins 1972:41). This laczer term refers to his coatencion
that huncers and gacherers developed '"the original affluenc sociecy,”
because their wancs ara finicte, few, and relatively easily accainable

- y , s an.ay 8
wizh available tachnolegy and resources (Sanlins 1972:2).
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Two of Sahlins' claims for the affluent domestic production have
been hotly debated. The first of these is his claim concerning the
underuse of labor. There are two lines of contention to this eclaim—cthe
normative/empirical and the relativiscic. The normacive/empirical'
contention is that conventional economic categories for work/employment/labor
severely underrepresent the amount of time spent in productive labor by
those engaged in subsistence production. Swetnam (1980) and Brush
(1977) are examples of this position in that both authors report situatioms
in nonindustrial economies where labor available and labor utilized show
no appreciable amount of underdevelopment. The relativistic contention
of Godelier (1972) is that culctural-specific ranking of activities may
place greater value on ceremonial, social, artistic, or other endeavors
;hich keep pecple's time occupied when they are not engaged in economic
production. For example, Thompson (1949:26-34) was impressed that in
the Murngin society of Australia, no one was idle except for very young
children. Their efforts were largely devoted to their "elaborate and

exacting ceremonial lifé;' especially the ceremonial exchange cycle
which bestowed prestize on craftsmanship and trade.

The second element of Sahlins' formulation which receives cricicism
is his "limited wancs'" argument. Smich (1980:2-3) contended that contact
between tribal cultures and market economies show time and again thac
wants can almost overnight expand far beyond previous expectations.
Alchough wants can be modified, they do not necessarily go from finica
to infini:e,‘buc rather some cultural buffers appear to continue to
operate in the new context. Ray and Freeman (1978) found such to be the

case in their study of trade relations between Eastern Algonkians and

the Hudson's Bay Company. Numerous other scholars, government adminiscracors,
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and entrepeneurs have repeatedly reported that in modified subsi.

economies when prices rise, productiocn falls and when prices fall,

produccion rises. Sometimes called ":arge: markacing,'" these oczurrances

confound conventional formalist predictioms. Buc the behavior is primarily
due to the interest éf subsistence producers in inceraccing with the
markat eccuomy only to obtain a relatively fixed set of use values in
kaeping wich the basic security oriemcation of most subsistence economies
(Sahlins 1972:86).

Before elaborating om subsistances exchange, one question about
Sahlins' domestic mode of production should be addressed, and that is,
" how do the 20 to 30Z of houschqlds which do not produce enough to suscaiz
fhtnselvés survive? The "normal surplus of subsiscenca’ (Allan 1965) -
produced by the rest of the society reaches them through a variecy of
mechanisms including exchange. Thus exchange is not only important to
the socieﬁy in terz=s of social solidaricy and integratiom, it is also
clearly implicated in the physical survival of a substantial sumber of
members. N

Subsistence exchange 1s, as noted earlier, a subtype of distsibuzional
phenomena. Pryor (1977:188) noted several other types of discribucion,
including ceacric and nouncentric transfers. (The differsnce between the
lazser two is che degree to which che transfers are patterned sc as to
focus on eichar an insticution or aan individual carrying'ou: a sociacy=-
wide role (ceacric transfers) or to focus on the relationship becween
distinct pairs of iandividuals who ares not tied in their tramsactions to
socizsywide patterns (noncensric cransiers) (P:yér-l977:34).9 An
example of aoncencric Ls that of "shariag," which Pryor conceived as

difierenz from exchange in chac it does zot iavolve an oblizatiom to
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re;urn somacthing of equal value. Another example of a tramsfer is

covered by the concép: of "mutuality," a circumstance in which two

people or groups have rights over and obligatious to each other but

which does not require balanced exchange. .Finally, Polanyi's rediscribuciomal
inscizutions in which produced goods flow to a central persom or iascitucion
for reallocation are examples of centric transfers.

Perhaps the best known and most widely explored formulations on

"primitive" exchange are those of Marshall Sahlins (1965, 1972). Sahlias

proposed a typology of reciprocities, which he suggested form a continuum.

The three primary cypes he identified are:

1. Generalized reciprocity, in which transactions are "putatively

alcruistic,” when "the expectacion of a direct material retura

is unseemly," where '"the material side of the transactiom is

repressed by the social" (Sahlins 1972: 194). The expectation
of recurn is implicit, but failure to reciprocate does not

cause the domor to cease giving.

2. Balanced reciprocity, im which there is "precise balance," and

"transactions which stipulate recurns of commensurate worzh'
(Sahlins L972: 194-195). This is what Pryor had in mind wicth
his concept of reciprocal exchange.

3. Negacive reciprocicy, which "is the attempt to get something

for nothing wich impunicy, che several forms of appropriation,
transactions cpened and conducted toward net utilicarian
advancage." Sahlins goes on to characterize such transactions
as cnes in which "participants confront each other as opposed
incerests, each looking to maximize utility at the ocher's

expense,’' each seeking to gain ''the unearned incremenc" (Sahlias

1972:195). |
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incergroup exchange among them prior to contact was necessarily be:weeg. ==
gzroups with the sam; basic productive strategy. This does not preclude
comparison of exchange between huncing and gathering groups with.substancial.
differeat basic resource inventories and hunting and gathering groups

with essentially similar basic resource inventories. They may display

very different patterms and purposes in these exchange fala:ionships. =
Of more importance to tha contamporary situatiom of Alaska Natives is

the nacure of huntar-gatherer subsiscence exchange with the markat

aconomy. Insizhts into the dynamics and outcomes of this sizuationm onm
huntar-gatherer rasource conditions and socioculzural organizaticn under

present circumscances of sedentism in villages in rural Alaska can be

gained by examining impacts of'simila: circumstances on the sedentary,
‘relatively sparsely sectled areas of the world inhabited by swidden
horticulcuraliscs pracsicing ;ixed production strategies, including

hunciag and gachering.

IMPORTANT QUESTIONS ABOUT SUBSISTENCZE ﬁISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE
Underlying chis review of the literacure om subsistance exchange is
a“sec of crucial questions about Alaska Nacive individuals and groups,
who have craditionally and continue to practice subsistence production
and axchange, and their relationship to the resources they depend on.
These questions can be broken down inco those concerning tradiziomal
subsistence exchaage practiced in a noncommercial setting and those
concerniag che impact of commercial exchange of subsiscence produccs on
subsistence exchange as well as on group socioculctural organizacion and

praccice.












Lii.ough tais dichotomy is hyperbolic and perhaps oversimplifies the

couplexizy of the issues and posizions inovolved, it sumarizes the

extreme positions accurately. Most representative of these competing

paradigms are Harold Schneider (1974) and Marshall Sahlins (1976). —

Pertinent examples of their views follow.

Schneider (1974:134, 135, 142)

Thus households persist ia any
society because their forms are
recreacad by behavior each day,
behavior based on allocatioms and
not simply om posizive valuation
of the form.

I would like to suggest that
eross-cousin marriage systems in
these sociecies are the result
aot of rules but of maximizing
choices, and thact the systems in
fact may be simply epiphencmenon
of the end dealing.

The division of labor in human
sociecy (of which the relations
of producer and cousumer is just
one example) is aot marely one
dinension of sociecy but the
wnole of it. Recognis=ing this,
we also immediacaly recognize
that all inceraczing becween
pecple who have incerdependent
needs conscitute social trans-

actions. The flow of these tcrans-

aczious throughout an integrated
sysctem creatas the family stcruc-
ture and ocher regular social
pacterns. The study of sociecy
becomes, therefore, the study of
the flow of transactions, which
makas obsolece simpliscic cechno=-
logical formulacions such as 'che
family exiscs to provide sexual
fulfill=enz, procreacion, and
socializacion.'
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Sahlins (1976:164, 167, 206)

The point is that material effec-
tiveness, practicality does not
exist in any absolute seanse, buc
only in the measure and form
projected by a cultural order.
Selecting its macerial means and
ends from among all possible omes,
as well as the relatives undez
which they are combined, it is
society which secs the productive
inzantions and incensicies, ia a
manner and measure appropriate to
the entire structural system.
Thera remains, as logic, only the
meaningful system of culzure.

The struccure of the economy

appears as the objectivized conse-
quence of praectical behavior, racher
than a social organizacion of
things, by the imnscitutional zeans
of the market, but according co a
culcural design of persons and
goods.

. B0 culctural form can ever be
read from a set of 'material
forcas,' as if the cultural were
the dependent variable of an inescap-
able pracszical logic. . . It 1is not
that the material forces and con-
straincs are lafec out of accounc,
or they have no real effac:zs on
culcural order. Ic is chat che
nature of che effaczs depend on
their culcural encompassmentc. The
very forma of socizl exiscance of
macerial force is decarmined by icts
incegration in che culcural svs:cam.




In the past two years two views of southwesterm Alaska (Tupik
Eskimo) society have appeared which more or less correspond to each of
these approaches. Although Wolfe (1979: 252-261) is clearly cognizant
of social and cultural factors involved in Kwikpagmiut food production,
he nevertheless analytically explains che behavior he observed with
formalist concepts. For example, he (1979:259) wrote:

« « . Subsistence foods were harvested if their average capital

costs were less than the retail costs of food substituzes . . .

Meat, fish, and fowl was harvested from the local environment at

about 80.31 per pound dressed weight, substantially lower than the

ratail price of imported meat, fish, and poultry of about $2.50 per
pound at Kotlik stores. This differencial was advanced to explain
why Kotlik families bought little of these food items from the
stora, choosing inscead to procure their own at greater monetary
saving. -

In this passage, Wolfe assumed that. store-bought foods are sub-
stitutes for subsistence foods, but nowhere does he provide evidence
that they are culturally defined substitutes. If they were in fac:
cultural substicutes and Kotlik families were given the amount of money
necessary to purchase store-bought foods sufficient to replace subsistence-
produced foods, they would theoretically cease subsistcence produczion.
Such a formalist proposition is clearly false and indicates a major
weakness in this -type of analysis.

Riordan (1980) analyzed the process of production and reproduction
among the Qaluyaarmiut of Toksook Bay, Tununak, Cherformak, Newtok, and
Nightmute from a decidedly culturalisc perspective. She believed thac

in the Qaluyaarmiuc view "the natural world is a moral order subjecc to
the same rules of hierarchy, power transference, and the cycling of
souls as the human social order, and dependenc for continuity on righe

relacions within zhat order” (Riordan 1980:126). Her view on subsistence
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and subsis£nnce exchange is a coépOnngc of the larger cultural system of
exchanges. The potlacch as practiced by Kwakiutl, Nootka, Tsimshianm,
Tlingit, and Haida groups omn the northwest coast of North America has

been analyzed by Roman and Rubel (1971, 1978) from the scruc:urali;:
viewpoint. It is their contention that "the ceremonial distcributiom of
goods at the potlacch-blankets, camoes, guns, kettles, money, clothiag,
dishes, foodstuffs, ete.——clearly involving the flow of material goods

is part of the larger syscem of exchanges which also includes the exchange
of women and ritual services. The distribution of material goods, as

well as the larger system of exchanges, constitutes a manifestation of

the underlying structure" (Rosman and Rubel 1978b:110). It is clear

-

from this passage cthat subsistence distribution and exchange and not

purely ceremonial goods are involved in potlatches. Further, they
stated, '""Potlatches occur at cricical junctures and are in effect rices
de passage for the society; critical junctures mark the rearrangement of
the social structure, when, in the absence of fixed rules relacing to
structural changes, the-ocutcome of such changes is dependent upon the
manipulacions of individual actors” (Rosman and Rubel 1978:113).10

This passage indicates the crucial role which cthe potlatch plays in the
culcural systems of the northwest coast. In the case of these sociecies
we see that subsistence distribucion and exchange is central to the
insticution through which major cultural changes cccur.

Another way to evaluate the importance of an instcitution in a
cultural syscem wnich involves subsistence distribution and exchange is
to examine the cultural impact when the behaviors are outlawed or supressead
by a dominant external group. This was the case with the potlatch,

which was outlawed at the insistence of missionaries and goverament
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agencs in Bricish Calumbia in 1889 (Ff<% » 1977:207). The ban was met .
by both vigorous procest and quieﬁ defiance, particularly by the Kwakuicl
who "dafied iz by ignoring every exhortation by the Indian agent to give
up :h; cuscom”" (Fisher 1977:207). Codere (1961), Spradley (1969), and =
Ford (1941) noced that potlatching was formally outlawed, but their
descziptions of the pericd from 1890 to 1920 indicate that :hi; was
perhaps the height of potlatching amoné the Kwakuitl ip terms of per
capita au:l#ys on the potlatch. The crucial importanca of this iastitution j
to the cultural identicy of these groups is clearly demouscrated in )
their response to the attempt to suppress ic.

Recturning to the importance of subsistence distzibutiomn and exchangé
o culztural practices, Rosman and Rubel examined a number of other
;ul:urzl inscitutions around the world which involved larze-scale ceremonial
distributicns of subsistence products. Included in their studies was
analysis of the Maori of Vew Zealand, whose cultural s:ruc:uge and
ceremonial exchange pattern they liken to that of the Northwest Coast
Indians, and the Trobriander Islanders of Melanasia, whose exchange
scructure is different but equally as imporcant to the culcural system
as ocher ceremonial exchanges. Their most recent work is a meticulous
examination of |3 New Guinean sociecies in which they identified four
types of basic exchange principles (Rosman and Rubel 1978a). They
described a wide variety of macarial transactions, the vast majoricy of
which involved subsistence products that accompany marical exchanges in
these sociaties and thus crucial reproduction processes which iasure
cultural maincenance.

Subsistence distribution and exchange, as cultural iamstizuticns in

many scciacies, have beena shown to be critically imporzant to:
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made by lineage heads who have prodded and caje... their kinosmen for -
addicional production, which is then appropriaced by the "Big Man" for

the feasts (ceremonial distributions) which increase his prescige. Note
- that cthese are mixed horticultural and hunting and gathering populations.
Despita some countervailing evidence concerning hunters and gatherers iz
rich envircuments, the basic findings of the ethnographic literature are
that subsiscence distribution and exchange leads to a decrease in differen:ials“;

in macerial well-being between group members.

Question 5 To what extent do production activities leading to subsiscencs
distribution and exchange disrupc or endanger f£ish and

animal populacions?

This topic has received considerable attenciom in recent anthropological
liceracure. There are two major schools of thought. The firsc, epitomized
by the work of Joseph Birdsell (1953, 1957, 1968) but widaly supporced,
is that huntiag and gathering societies maintain equilibrium with chei:
environments. Their cultural practices have che net joint effacz of
keeping population from rising Co a level where economic processas
(production, discribution, and exchange) can disruptc and degrade the
produccivity of the plant and animal rescurces on which cthe population
depends. A number of culctural practices appear to serve the funczion of
populacion control, including infantcicide, warfare, male dominance, and
religious beliefs (iarris 1974). Since chis position holds chat the
overall culcural pactern leaads to equilibrium wiﬁh ecosystemic produczicn,
then it follows that subsistcence distribution and exchange do not lead

to overexploization and disruption.
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group, the availabiliﬁy of cultural subsctitutes, the relationship of the
subsistence product to cultural institutions (required distribucionm,
ritual, prohibitions, etc.), the amount of demand for the product ia the
world economy, direct or indirect competition for the commercial trade
of the item, and direct or indirect completion for harvesting the iczem.
There may be additional influences on the local group in other cultural
areas which can lead to differencial response to commercial exchange.
Taking chese various factors inco counsideration, most studies
indicate a significant alteration in "traditional" subsistence distribution
and exchange resulting from commercial exchange for subsistence products.
The classic article on this process is that of Murphy and Steward (1956:335-
}36) who, in comparing the Montagnais Indian hunter-trappers of Quebec
with the Mundurven horticulturalist-crappers of Brazil, argued "outside
commercial influence led to reduction of the local level of integration
from the band or village to the individual family which became integraced
as a marginal part of the much larger nation." Of specific relevance to
this question, they cited a decline iﬁ "intragroup dependency,”" for
labor as weli as subsistence distribution and exchange as families
became dependent on traders for subsistence, largely due to debt obligations
and necessary audit relationships. In their view “:he culminaction point
may be said to have been reached when the amount of activity devoted to

production for trade grows to such an extent that it interferes with the

.aboriginal subsistence cycle and associated social organization and

makes their contcinuance impossible” (Murphy and Steward 1956:336).
There are a number of important assumpcions in the Murphy and
Steward model which must be spelled out because deviacions from these

condictions, particularly, can lead to different cultural responses. The
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make up the major proportion of the amimal protein consumed by the 1,000
villages in the community Nietschmann studied. The turtle population
was first devastated in the early twentieth century to supply food for
the lumber and banana industries which brought large emnclosured populations
to the area. Following the decline of the markets for these resources
in cthe 1930's (the outside popula:ions left), they returned to a primarily
subsistence food ecomomy and the turtle population rebounded. Mushito
subsistence distribution and exchange followed a patterm of reciprocal
sharing. Turtlemeat distribution documented in Nietschman in the 196Q0's
showed eight direct distributions by the producer to other villages. 1In
1969 saveral freezing vessals began purchasing turtles for export and
conversion intco turtle soup. In response to a guaranteed market and
high prices, the Mishito began to intensify produczion and increased iz
by 2287 in one year (Nietschmann 1973:199). The increase in turtles
sold was 1302 at the same time, in the face of this tremendously expanded
production, the amount of turtle meat consumed in the village decreased
by 14Z (Nietschmann 1973:199). Nietschmann (1973:202) concluded:
The more dependent Tasbajsauri nuclear families become on turtles
(as well as other marketable resources) for intermational extermal
exchange, the more independent they are becoming from extended
families and the kinship network . . . To the extent that families
participace in cash market activities involving not only surplus
resources and labor above subsiscence, but also labor and resources
from subsiscence, is the degree to which they have to disengage
from horizontal social relationships kept viable through reciprocity.
Thus, commercial exchange of subsiscence products has dramacically
contractzed the discribuction and exchanye networks of reciprocity practiced
by the Mishico.

It is not only commercial exchange with its important characzeriscic

of unflagging demand but also more localized exchange of subsistance
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. products between hunters and gatherers and horticulturalists can have
similar impacts om ilaternal subsisctence distribution and exchange necworks
In his analysis of differences between net-hunter and archer groups of
Pygmy huncers in the Congo rain forest, Aleremzzi (1980:14-20) shows how
archer groups are primarily dependeat on culcivated foodscuffs which

they obtain £rom Bantu horticulturalists in exchange for meat and predacor
protaccion. Net hunters, on the other hand, are cverwhelmingly depeadent
on their own subsistance production for survival. The upshot of these
different strategies or internal relationship is as follows (Abruzzi
1980:14):

The economic dependence of the archers, unlike thac of the net

huncers, is not uporn each other, instead their economic ties are

primarily wich the extermal agricultural villages, and ot as a

gToup, but rather as individual huncers. Consequently, individual

archer families have developed strong sociceconomic relationships
wich the villagers ratler than with each other. This is in contrast
to the nec-hunters who, being dependent upon each other economically,
have organized socially to emnsure their survival.

Thus, in some cases, exteraal dependeance and exchange rather than
commercial or market dependence and exchange may also cause the contrac:sion
of imternal group subsiscteace distribution and exchange networks.

Despice the predominance of findings supporting the actenuation of
subsistence distribution and exchange networks as a result of commercial
(or ocher) exchange of subsistence production, there are a number of
exazples of group inta2nsifyinz cultural cradicioans afcer becoming involved
in commercial crade for subsiscence products. The most notable examples
of this pactern are Northwest Coast Nacive American sociecies, who a
auater of writers (Drucher 1939; Duff [964; Fisher 1977) have suzgesced

uncderwent culiural florescence ia cerms of artiscic production and

poclatching during the period of che sea octar trade ia lace eizhzeench
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and nineteenth century. Although these studies do not specifically deal
with subsistence distcribution and exchange, it can be inferred from
mention of potlatching behavior having increased that these other patterms
would have likely persisted. This is particularly true since Eurc;merican
sea otter traders did not use Subgis:ence replacement as a mainstay of
the trade goods and therefore Northwest Coast groups continued Co be
dependent on their own subsistence products. Ia additiom, no techmological
element iatroduced at that time could lead individual efforts nor did
the sea otter population lead itself to delimited territorial patterms
of exploitatiom.

Harec (1978) in a recent study of net hunting Pygmies involved in

commercial exchange of the meat they catch with outside traders found no

attenuation in subsistence distribution and exchange networks, although

he did fiad reduced levels of meat consumption during certain periods
for the group as a whole. He attributed this continuacion to the fac:t

that the production technology has not been altered, and the traditiomal

" commercial net hunt involwing the entire group, including women and

children, are still the major production strategy. Hunt (1978:349)
observed "From what I saw, Mbuti are unable or unwilling to show money
among themselves in the same way that they share material possession,
including salt “and cloching." He attributed this to the fact that most
material goo;s are perishable or not easily concealed aand therefore
almost immediately enter the distribution necwork. Money, on the other
hand, can be stored and concealed.

Alchough this pattern of money being treated differently chan other

subsiscence goods may be occurring among the Pygmy, it is not universal.

Many Northwest Coast and Polaris groups have readily imcorporaced money
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berries. Niblack (1970) reported thart all kinds of personal and house-
hold propercy, including blankecs, dishes, pots, knives, spoons, cances,
spears, guns, ammunition, garments, furs, mirrors, and mouney, are given
as gifcs durfng potlacch ceremonies. Formerly, slaves were also given
to rich and powerful visitors. Billman (1969) répor:ed thac in 1877
approximately 1,500 Tlingit participataed in 2 potlatch which lasted four
waeks. The Sitka Tlingit hosced the Kake Tlingit and were responsible
for feeding their guests during the entire time they remained in Sitka.
In additicn to the vast amounts of subsistence food consumed, the guests
alsc received expensive gifts. The following example, which also
cccurved during this potlatch, illustrates the inéerrela:ionship which
existced between social relazions and business transactions. A clan
chief signaled that the time had arrived for debts to be paid by beating
on a drum. The praviocus year a sistaer had given her brocher's wife a
very v;luable gifs and now the brother was tc repay his brother-in-law,
adding a percenctage (Billmgn 1869). A person’s social status increased
accordiang to the percent added to the original debdt.

Oberg (1973) provided us with an economic analysis of the potlateh.
He reportad that pé:la:ch goods are derived from the surplus of economic
gocds through exchange and also through the practice of borrowing.
These debts were paid back with approximately 20 percant intaresc.
;l:hough no definite time limit for repayment was established, the
borrower would lose prestige if the debts were not repaid in a reascn-
abla period. The early praccice was to borrow ﬁish oil, furs, monev,
and ornaments to purchase slaves, coppers, and blankers-—-che prizary
potlacch gifts. In lacar periods, blankets and money were borrowed and

used as the potlatch gifcs. Oberz points out the discinction besween
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the economic transaction of borrowing and lending and ceremonial distcri-
bution in the potlatch. When blankets were borrowed and recurmed with
interest, it was a commercial transaction. However, in the pocl;:ch
these same blankets have an important social and cultural value.

Codere (1950) pointed out that potlatches are more than a single
event. The distribution of property is a recurrenr climax in an endless

cycle of accumulating property, distributing it in a potlatch, receiving

" property, and once again accumulating and distributing it. Also associ-

ated with the ceremonial exchange of gifts are ceremonial services, such
as assisting with invitations to potlatches or in funeral services. The
ceremonial exchange of goods and services is a series of reciprocities |
between clans. Potlatches are sponsored to provide the dead with food
and clothing and to honor their memory, to dedicate and name new or
renova;ed tribal houses, to exhibit new clan reg;lia, and to validate
the assumption of a2 new name or title (de Laguma 1972). Alchough pot-
latches are not held to the extent they formerly were, southeasterm
Alaska Indians do continue to sponsor them.

During August 1980, a Peace Ceremony was held at Haines. This was
as a symbolic gesture to reclaiﬁ a traditicnal area owned by the Chilkoot
Tlingits, to protest the desecration of significant landmarks (such as
Deer Rock and Loon Rock) and burial grounds, and to express concern for
the protection of natural resources and habitat. Prior to the Peace
Caremony, several hundred visitors (including Tlingit and non-Tlingit)
feasted on dry fish, smoked fish, seal oil, eulachon oil, seaweed, and
herring eggs which had been gathered by members of Raven clans.

A potlacch was_held at the Alaska Native Brotherhood Hall in Haines

during which members of Raven clans distributed gifts to members of
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According ¢ “Usewalt (1963) the most elaborate set of rituals
performed by the Ruskokwim Yupik were associated with the "Great Cere-
mony for the Dead.” He reported om a feast which was held inm 1887 at
Napaskiak. Of che 706 participants, 580 were guests from other viilages.
During the first six days the visitors were fed an estimated 2,880
pounds of frozea fish, an undetermined amount of dry fish, 14 large
dishes of "native ice cream," and seal oil during the 6 day feast.

Gifts were also distributed to the 580 guests. One elderly woman alone

presented the following:

27 pairs fish skin boots each with straw socks
21 fish skin coats with fish skin bags

20 fish skin bags

23 grass baskets

21 grass fish bags

4Q cin dippers

20 small wooden buckets. -

One man gave 20 coils of rounded harpoon rope cut from sea lion skins
and ivory attachments. Another man gave 20. bags of seal oil, worth
$2.50 according to prices paid by the traders.

Various mechanisms were also initiated by the Inupiat and Yupik to
facilitate resource exchange. Among some Yupik groups, old men exchanged
their songs with differenc dancers for items they needed (Hawkes 1913).
In other feasts women could ask for gifts they needed (Oswalt 1963).
Birkec-Smith (1933) reported "extravagant'" eating and distribution of

gifts among the Sugpiaq (Chugach Eskimos). Ingstad (1954) notad that
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whitﬁ involves several men; however, he is expected to share his cactch
with those who are less successful (Sullivan 1942). The Upper Tanana
hunter who kills an animal is entitled to the hind quarter, the ribs and
hide goes to his partner, and the rest is shared with other members oif
the camp, particularly with those in need of assistance (McXennan

1959). The Kutchin hunter gives his harvest to a man of a differentc
clan, who in turn provides a feast for the entire group (Graburm 1973;
Osgood 1970). Graburm also indicated that individuals who owned caribou
surrounds were entitled to share in caribou killed by other hunters who
used the surround. However, Balikei (1963) noted that among the Vunta

Kutchin the owner of the caribou surround was counsidered the owner of

.all caribou taken and that he supervised sharing. Less successful

huncing groups assembled near the successful and participaced in con-

sumption. Among the Peel River RKutchin, members of the poor class, who

assisted wealthy men in the construction of caribou surrounds, could

share in the disctribution of meat following the successful harvest of
caribou (Osgood 1970). The Vunta Kutchin also shared among themselves
fish taken in fish traps. The shares were goc distributed equally among
the parcicipin:s but depended on the size of the family.

When a youth kills his first game he generally does not keep a
portion; instead, he shares it with various members of the communicy.
The people of Tetlin hold that caribou, sheep, rabbit, or any meat of
any animal taken by a youth for the first time cannot be eatan by the
boy or his family. Instead, the meat must be given to his cross-rela-
tives. 1If the game is small, it is given together with two or three

blankets without other ceremonies. If the parents of the vouth who took
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*ivided equally among the crew, including any of the captain's somns cover
the age of twelve. The captain may also appropriacte all the cow hides.
He may also allow a faithful crew member to take a hide, but the captain
retains the right to take back the hide once the crewman's wife h;s
split the skin.
. The wives and mothers of RKing Island crews, on tie other hand,
maincain the right to disczibute the walruses. Distribution among the
¢Tew members is equal. The captain generally receives a larger share
since his bocat and sons also receaive shares. However, his wife will
redistribute shares among the wives of the crew members (or provide
large wooden trays of cocked meat to members of the crew) during the
winter months. King Island c;ptains also retain full rights to cow
‘(fenale walrus) hides except that they are more inclined o grant one
hide to two crew members.

Yupik and Iaupiat societies are characterized by formalized rules
ragulated sharing. Some of the distribution pacterms, specifically
those relating to bowhead whales, are even codified and reviewed annually
(spencer 1969; Vanstone 1962; Worl 1980). Contemporary sharing patzeras
among the Inupiat have been described in many sources. Uhl (1979)
reportaed the necessity to share specialized and expensive equipment
among friends, and sharing is also extended to include non-Inupiat
members of northwestermn villages. Saario (1966) observed skilled and
succassful hunters sharing with needy individuals. He also noted that
caribou, which were hunted communally, were shared aqually. Milan
(1964) revealed chat cthe practice of whaliag caétains oroviding cheir
crew aempers with food survives into the present period. Anderson

(1977) noced that inland-coastal patteras cf sharing are scill main-
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Niblack (1970) reported that Po~ "’ »3.& ac the head of Di#on'
Eatrance was the great emporium of trade for the surrounding region. In
September of 1841 approximactely 14,000 2aida, Tlingit, and Tsimshian met
there to trade. The Tsimshian served as the middlemen for the south to
north trade. They were considered the great traders in o0il and grease
prepared from eulachon, seal blubber, deer, and goat flesh. One blanket
brought 10 to 15 pounds of eulachon grease or oil in the lace 1880's.
Aftar the depletion of the sea otter by the Russians, the Haida cultivated
potatoes and traded 500 to 800 bushels a season. The Baida also traded

wich the Tsimshian for tobacco.

| ATHABASRAN

Athabaskan groups traded among themselves and conducted intertribal
trade with their Inupiat, Yupik, and Tlingit neighbors. Aboriginal
trade played an imporczant econcmic role and was well established prior
to white comtact. Athabaskans had obtained Russian manufactured goods
through aborigizal Iadian trade routes and through the Eskimos long
befora Westarmers arcived im Alaska (Graburm 1973). The Chandalar
Rutchin reported that prior to the es:ablishménc-of the Hudson's Bay
Coumpany at Fort Yukom, they received iron kettles from the Eskimos in
exchaﬁge for their wolverine skins and woven spruce root baskets. The
éski:os also brought polar bear and white fox furs.

This trade with the Eskimo was both social and economic iz nature
wizh larze parties of Athabaskans and Eskirmos meetcing in the terr}cory
of eicker group. 014 John Lake, near the presen; Arctic Village, was a
favoricae size for chese gatherings (McXennan 1963). Unlike che Dihai

Kucchia, tlie Chandalar Rutchin enjoved relacively peacaful relations
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with the northern Eskimo. They also entered into inscitucionalized
partnerships with them. They travelled to the Arctic Coast and to the
estuary of the Mackenzie River, trading their wolverine skins for baby
seal skins. Osgood (1970) reported that the Rutchin also acgquired whale
bone from the Eskimos. The Tanaina Athabaskans traded their moose and
caribou skins, ground squirrel and wolverine hides, and birchbark and
sheep horn manufactured goods with RKodiak and Chugach Eskimos as well as
those of the lower RKuskokwim. The Eskimos provided coastal products,
such as sea mammal oil, seals, and skins (Behnke 1978; Osgood 1933).
Koyukon Athabaskan traded wolverine and wolf skins with coastal Eskimos,

who provided whale oil and blubber and seal skins. According to Sullivan

(1942), The Koyukuk Indians and the Xobuk Eskimo formed the comnecting

link betwaen the Indian summer fair at Nuklukheyet (near the mouth of
the Tapana on the Yukon) and the summer trade fair at Xotzebue Sound.

Alchough the aboriginal trade decreased for a period, Clark (1974%)
noted a resurgence of trade during her field research in the early
1960's. She attributed this to the increase in aase of transportacion,
especially available by aircraft.

As notaed earlier, the Athabaskan engaged in extensive commerce with
the Tlingit until the mid-1800's. <Copper was highly desired by the
Tlingit for their poclacch gifts. The Ahtna obtained their copper from
the Copper River; the Athabaskan group at Kluane secured the metal from
the gravels of the Kletsan, a tributary of the White River. Although
the Upper Tanana had little copper to trade with the Tlingit, they
exchanged some with the Yukon tribes. The Upper Tanaina first secured
dentalia, tobacco, glass beads, iron inplements, blankets from the

Kluane and Chilkat ceremonial robes from the Chilkar Tlingit. The Upper
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Tanaina met the Chilkat a:‘a sife very close to the presenc internmational
boundazry. Omn :heir way home they would visit the Copper River to conduc:
furtier crade (McKennan 1959). - |
The Athabaskan groups also traded among themselves. McXannan
(1965) reportaed that the Tanaina traded with ialand Rutchin groups. The
Athabaskan of the lower Tanana River served as middlemen. Demtalia and
coppar and later irom adzes and axes and beads were highly orized by the
Chandalar Rutchin. Native tradition holds that the Dihai Ruzchin originally
came from the Tanana River and made their way down the Yukon River as
far as Nulato and then up the Koyukuk River, whare they settled near its
headwacers. According to McXamnan, this is the same route by which
trada izems first reached the Chandalar Kutchin. Osgood (1970) repocrted
th#: the Yukon Flats Kucchin were distinguished traders,who cbtained
many of their goods from other Indians. He also provideed us wizh a
describtion of a tramsaction involving the exchange of beads and dry
fish. A bundle of dry fish was setc out, and the purchaser put a aumber
of beads on :op¥ If there were not enocugh beads, the owmer of the fish
would remove them, indicating that more must be added to complete the
transaczion. Price is mot actually discussed. According to Osgood
(1933), the Kenai Iadians served as middlemen in trading activicy between
the Tyonek amd Susitaa Indians of Lake Clark, Mulchatna, and Scony
éiver. They were also involved ina an-extensive necwork syscam (3ehnke
1978). Townsand (1970) reportad that the Tanaina were involved ina
extansive tradingz with che Copper River, Ingalik, Tanana, and Tliagiz

Indians as well as wich Eskimo groups.
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NUNIVAK ARTICLES COMPARABLE-VALUE MAINLAND .. iLCLZS

Prepared seal or walrus intes- 2 squirrel skins and strip of
tine for ! parka wolverine for 1 man's cap
1 or 2 levtak skins (1 if trading Squirrel skin for 1 parka

with interior mainland, 2
with mainland coastc); or &
or 5 stomachfuls of seal oil.
(price varied according to
quality of squirrel skins in
trade); or ! seal poka of oil

20 caribou skins 1 wolverine

Puffin or murre skins for 1 1 mukluk skin (traded on
man's parka Nunivak) '

1 nedium-sized wooden dish 1 foxskin; or 1 levtak skin
(principally traded on Nuni-
vak in recent years)

¥ walrus hidae 1 lavtak (onr mainland coasc,
also on Nunivak)

1 pair good boot soles prepared Each $1 (1910-20); sincea cue
for usa; 1 seal stomach of whole wolverine skin cost a
seal oil; sealskia lines (any Nunivaker from $12 to $15 at
widck) from one small sking that time, one can gauge the
2 dried codfish value of the other products

1 kayak - $50, paid in beaver, squirrel,
and wolverine

1 kayak sled ' $10, paid in beaver, squirrel,
and wolverine

1 umiak $100, paid im beaver, squirvel,

and wolverine

Commercial Exchange

Alchough Alaski subsistence economies were once autonomous and
independeat, the lizerature indicates that chese sociecies became in-
creasingly incarrelated with the commercial market after the arzival of
the European and american traders. Initial z-ansacticns involved the
direcc exchange of natural rescurces, primarily Eurs,’fcr Westarm wares.
The evolution of the incarrvelacionship between Alaska subsistence swvstams
and che capical market has not been analyzed, bur the licarztur= indi-

cates that subsistance systams are universally iacervelated with the






several trips by dog sled each winter to the Shungnak region on the
Kobuk, transporting passengers berween the two rivers. They also
obtained coastal products, seal oil, and whale blubber from the Kobuk
Eskimo to resell to the Koyukuk.

Bogojavlensky (1969) descTibed as follows the commercial exchange
pactarn of ivory among the King Islanders and Diocmeders whea he con-

ductad his field research in 1966-1968.

Crawv members with shares of ivory will, if possible, save it
for the coming winter. It sells for two dollars per pound raw and
up to forth times that amount aftaer it has been carved. It is
therafore advantageous to dispose of ivory through carvings. In
fact, iz is often first sold to the store in the spring, and then
bought back as it is needed for carving., Nowadays, carvers who are
out of ivory will buy it from the Native Store. The stores in the
Strait are usually out of raw ivery sometime in the winter because
the supply ship picks up carvings, ivory and skins i{mmediately
afcer the spring hunt. By March, an ivory shortage for some men
may begin. They are them forced to buy it from others, who exact
high pricas.

The captains’' stocks of ivory were obviously far greater than
any one aan could carve in a winter. A captain is not obliged to
keep a supply on hand for his crew, though he usually does, selling
iz to them at a very low prica. In any case, there is no glory or
prestige in carving, and captains tend to do less carviag than
other men, both because they have less need for store goods and
because thay have less time. Their position as leadexs carTies
burdens of pursuing tasks more appropriata to the ideal of the
Eskimo man, such as polar bear hunting, boatbuilding, and cthe
fashioninz of pexfectly made tradirional Eskimo artifacts, of which
there are very many.

Consaquently, the cavtains hauled their ivory harvest to the
mainland to get better prices than those at the village store.
Eskimos on the mainland were usually short of ivory to carve, so
the island capctains established trading relationships with certaiz
proficable mainlanders. Such Nacive products as reindeer sinew,
tallow, drymeac, berries, dried salmon, herring, and especially
such furs as reindeer fawnskins, muskrac, wolf, wolverine, and
Parry's ground squirrel are also scazce on the mainland and usually
cannot be regularly purchased. Walrus oil, meat, and ivory are
exchanged for these. All those products ara harder to obtain than
cash. Both the mainlanders and the islanders prefar to maka such
trading transacticns racher than to use cash.
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