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1mDuCr1oN 

The central role of kinship in subs&term production and distribw 

tion has been wll-documnted in hunting and gathering societies 

worldwidle (e.g. Sahlins 1972; Lee and DaVore 1968: Nietschmann 1973). 

Contemporary research in Alaska indicates that kinship was, and has 

remained, the organizational thence for subsistence-based econanic acti- 

vities in Native camunities of the state (w01& and Ellanna 1983; 

W&de 1981; Ellanna 1983a; wOl& et al. 1984; Magdanz and Olanna 1984; 

Hugh% 1960: Burch 1975; and many others). Fortimstpart, contew 

porary subsistence researchers in Alaska have idmtified that kinship 

is gerrerally the primary principle involved in the organization of 

hunting and fishing activities in study camnmities. However, most 

researchers have not exploxed ths specifics of these kinship relation- 

ships nor the implications of kinship-based econanic associations for ' 

the overall social organization of study camunities. 

It is the intent of this paper to c3amnstmte saw conmctions 

between the organization of subsistence-based econanic activities and 

kirrship petterns in three cumunities and to address the implicatiorrs 

of these interrelationships on social organization in a larger fram- 

work. Additionally, this papr pmvides a context for assessing scm 

of the ramifications of the disruption of subsistence activities for 

socio-culturaland socioeconanic systems as awhole. 

The discussion in the paper focuses on three Eskimo cammities: 

King Island (Inupiaq), Gambell (Siberian Yup'ik), and Goodnews Bay 

(Oentral Yup'ik) (Fig. 1). Whereas the econanic focus of King Island 

and Gmbell residents is large marine mama1 hunting, Goodmws Bay 
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1 
Fig. 1. Map of the study camunities. 
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residents rely primarily on salmon fishing in both the subsistmae and 

cash sectors of their econany (Ellanna 1983a; Wolfe et al. 1984). 

Oetailed kinship data for these -unities were gathered in the field 

in 1975 to 1980 in tha case of King Island and Sambell and in 1983 in 

the case ofGocdnews Bay. 

TEiE KINSHIP ORGANIZATIONOF mPERATIVE 
SUBSISTENCEACI'IVITIES 

Since the focus of the paper is the kinship organization of 

subsislznae production, primary zescume hanrest activities requiring 

the cooperation of individuals, households, and familial groups am of 

particular interest. In the case of King Island and gambell, skinboat 

hunting (including walrus hunting in both camunities, whaling at 

Gambell, and associated sealiwl by maws of related males is the 

primary econanic activity in terms of total pounds hamested; thz Ela- 

tively high cultuzzil value placed on the endeavor; sociotechnolcgical 

canplexity; and overall subsistence and, contemporarily, cash benefits 

(Ellanna 1983a; Shsrmd 1982; Burgess 1974; Bogojavlmsky 1969). Skin- 

boat hunting is an activity conducted by males mlated to the "captain" 

(urrealiq or amaelik) thmgh primarily paternally-defined kinship 

links (Tables 1 ard 2). In ti Gmbell example, the daninant pattern 

of captain and crew relations is based, in large part, on kinship 

linksestablished thmugha familygroupcmposedof fathers,brothers, 

sons, brothers' sons, and associated females (Table 1). In 1980 in 

-11, tire was no example of a male mew m&r related to the 
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TABLE 1. KINSHIP RELATIONS OF WHALING CREWS, 1980 - 
GAMRELL. a 

Key: Br= brotbr Hu = hushand Si = sister 
C = captain MO =mother So = son 
Da= dmghter Fa = father Ur = unrelated 
RU= relationship unknown 

1ncider-m ofC=w wpes 
crew Type Crew Camposition in Gmbell 

1 c: Rr, So 1 
2 c: Rr, So, RrSo 2 
3 c: Rr,So,RrSo, FaSiSo 1 
4 C: Br, So, FaBrSo 1 
5 C: Br, So, Mo..iDaSo 1 
6 C: Br, So, DaHu 1 
7. c: Br, So, Ru 1 
8 C: Br, RrSo, SiHuBrSo 1 
9 c: Rr, BrSo, MoSiDaHu 1 
10 c: Br, BrSo, Ur 1 
11 c: Br, FaBrSo, Ru 1 
12 c: so, Brso 2 
13 c: So,SiSo 3 
14 c: So,SoSo, Ur 1 
15 c: So, SiSoSo, F&I 1 
16 C: BEio,RrSoSo 1 
17 c: Rrso, Flu 1 
18 C: Ur 1 

%ne ornme rnrmbers of a crew may be of the relationshipexpressed in 
the equation. 'Ihese crew equations express only the natum of mla- 
tionships, not the frequency with whi& they reappear on the crew. 
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'IIABLE 2. KINSHIP RELATIONS OFWALRUS CREWS, 
1930, 1940, AND 1980 - KIN ISLANLa 

=: “c’ =brother Fa = father MO = mother Ur= unrelated 
= captain Hu = husband Si = sister Wi = wi5e 

Da= daughter Ru = relationship So = son Wix= co-hushand 
unknown related by 

wiB exchange 

1930 
crew # Crew Canposition 

1 c: Br, BrSo, BrDaSo, SiHu, Siso, DaHu, IJr 

2 c: So, Br, DaHu, I)aHuRr, DaHuFa, DaHuSiSo, DaDaHu, DaDaHuFa, Ur 

3 c:urb 

1940 
crew # Crew Cmposition 

1 C: BrSo, SiSo, DaHu, DaHuBr, Ur 

4 C: Br, BrSo, Sisob, RrDaHu(or SiSo), SiSoRrb, SiSoSiHub, SiSoSiHuFab 

5 C: Br, FaWiSoc, FaWiDaHuC, FaWiDaHuBr, WiSiHu, WiSiHuBr, and Wix 

1980 
crew # Crew oaposition 

5 c: 

6 C: 

7 c: 

8 C: 

9 c: 

10 c: 

llf c: 

12 c: 

.So, BrSo, FaB&(orBrWiMoHu), RrWiBr, FaFaBrDaSo, FaFaBrSo, Rud 

So, WiBr, WiRue 

So,SiSo,DaDaHu 

LsO, Ur 

Br, FaBrSo, Rub, Ur 

(co-captain SiSo), Br, Ur 

Rr, FaBrSoSo, Ru 
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TABLE 2. -CCfVrINuED 

aTh? data fmn 1930 and 1940 aTe adapted frun Rogojavlensky 1969: 209- 
210, 221-222. 

bTha sister adopted two unrelated males, both of whan ere on the crew 
and one of whan married tha captain's brotbr's daughter. SiSoBr is a 
sibling of one of her adopted sons whm slz did not adopt. c)ne of the 
adopted sons had a sister who also was not adopted by the captain's 
sister. This wanan's husband and husband's fathr were also mxnb?rs 
of ti craw. 

CThis individual was a step-sibling to ths captain (the captain's father 
married a wanan who already had children prior to marrying the cap- 
tain's motbr). 

dThis crew nember is a Diaeder whose relationship to captain is rxcg- 
nized but details are unknown. He is also the captain's neighbor. 

e%re we= four crew rnembars who were related to thz captain through his 
wi&, but details of these relationships we- not known. OlEofthese 
related crew n~rbers was a maternal uncle of another. 

fThis crew normally hunts with the captain of crew #9 and aLe also in- 
cluded in the kinship canpcsition of that crew. The captain of crew 
811 did not hunt frequently in 1980 because of fill-time employment. 

gThis crew and captain normally hunted with the captain of crew #9 and 
a= listed with that crew. Captain #12 usually took out his own boat 
only when tl~ capatin of crew #9 was not hunting. 

hl'W of the crew nrembers, who lelationship to captain is unknown, ara 
paternalcousins (FaEQSons). 

captain thmgh the captain's wi% and only errs example of a relation 

ship derived through the captain's mother. BE co= of these crews was 

clearly a set ofmaleswhich included tb captain, his youngerbrotkrs, 

his sons, and his brothers' sons. Mditionally, most other mope periph- 

eral males ware related to the captain through his sistars and daughters. 

According to Hugbs (19601, traditionally there were no -n's houses on 

St. Lawrence Island, but ths house of a boat captain, whowas thz eldest 

of a group of related male kinsmen, functioned similarly. It should be 

noted that it is the procuremnt of marine mamnals by skinboat crews, 

rather than the processing of harvested meat and hides, which requires 

high levels of coordination and planning between individuals and 
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households and is labor-intensive. 

Seemingly the King Island data are -what different (Table 2). 

Althcugh th? dominant pattern of kinship between the captain and crew 

also inclu&s sons, brothers, and brothers' sons, this come of closely 

related males does not participate in crew canpisition at the same 

level as that observed at Gambell. Whereas in Gambell tbre is no 

example of kirrship links established through th captain's wife, at 

King Island affinal ties between captain and crew are not uncam\on. 

King Islanders peruaive that skinboat crews are f;oaned ofmales pater 

nally related to the captain, and in reviewing the data presented in 

Table 2 (as published in Ellannna 1983a), informants recalled more 

obscure male-50cused kinship links between captain and crew members 

that were traced back several generations beyond the affinal links 

nrore obvias to an obsemr in the contemporary geneolcgical data. 

Othermachanisms employed by ths King Islanders in the past and con- 

temporarily to strengthen themale-f&used nature of the crew caqcsi- 

tion include adoption (of primarily male children), naming, CaMrriage, 

and the pseudo-kinship institution of the men's house (kaqri). 

In the case of salmon fishirrg carmunities in western Alaska, the 

primary subsistence production cooIerati= activity is the processing 

of salmon during summr months (Wolfe 1981; Wol& et al. 1984). A 

greatervolume of salmon is produced that any otbr single resource 

during the year for &nzdiate consumption and storage. TUB? harvest of 

salmon can be conducted by individuals or pairs, usually but not exclu- 

sively males. Preservation techniques are Elatively canplex and labor 

inter&=, involving multiple processing steps which take place over a 

several-eek period (Wol& et al. 1984). T!YS pmoessing of salmon 
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is accanplished primarily by groups of related females, a reliable and 

mutually obligated source of labor for this canplex and critical task. 

In the fishing example, it is not ths actual harvest of the fish but 

rather the canplex role of preservation which is analogous to the 

skinboat hunting crew in the north (Table 3). 

TABIE 3. KIN RELATIONSHIPS OF MDIBE OF KINGSAU'NJN 
PKXESSIEX; uNM'S,CUINAHAGaK,1983a 

wlationships Frequency Description 

MO: Da 

MO: 
:Da 

MO: ScWib 

MO: Dam 

MO: SiDab 
Hu: Wi 

GF:BF 

24 (40.7%) 

16 (27.1%) 
7 (11.9%) 
6 (10.2%) 

1 ( 1.7%) 

1 ( 1.7%) 
1 ( 1.7%) 

1 ( 1.7%) 
1 ( 1.7%) 

1 ( 1.7%) 

mother and daughter cutting 
together 
motbr cutting alone 
daughter cutting alom 
mother and son's wig 
cutting together 
motharanddaughter's 
daughter cutting together 
mother and sister's daughtir 
husband and wife cutting 
togetiler 
husband cutting alone 
rotbr and daughter's friend 
cutting together 
girlfriend and boyfriend 
cutting together 

aTaken fran Wol& et al. 1984: 393. 
there are no observed examples of these work group types in Goodnews 
Bay in 1983. 

Based on ethnographic data (Oswalt 1966; Ackerman 1983) and recent 

subsistence research (Wol@ et al 19841, salmon pnsduction in C;oodnews 

Bay is patterned similarly to that of other Kuskokwim Bay camunities. 

Although frequencies of kin relationships mrw>ng embers of salmon 

production (pro9ssing) units are unknown for Goodnews Bay, field data 

fran a sample of such units suggest a pattern similar to that of the 
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neighboring ccmnunity of Ouinhagak depicted in Table 3. In the Gocdnews 

Bay (and Ouinhagak) cage, the oantral core of salmon production units 

appears to ba agruupof related females, typicallyrtothers and urxnarried 

ormarried daghters. Field data suggest that these groups of related, 

cooperating &males aLe more stable units than the group of males 

involved in harvesting salmon. Female offspring tend to remain in 

residence in the camtunity after marriage and continue to prooess fish 

with their motbrs and other &male relatives even after they have 

established their own households, whereas male offspring tend to fish 

for their own newly established household or for their wi&ls family 

subsequent to marriage if they remain in their haue carmunity. Married 

daughteranrlmotherties predaninate in linking households for-purposes 

of salmon production, although husband/wife and brother/sister connec- 

tions appear to have occurred less frequently in GoodnewsBay based on a 

series of randm observations. @neologies tir all households in 

Goodnews Bay *me canpleted in 1983, making determinations of kinship 

linkages less reliant on direct iquiry. 

SUBSISIENCE-BASED KINSHIPTHEMES 
IN0MWNITYSOCIALOFGANIZATION 

The kimhip thenres praninent in the subsistence-based econanic 

sys*ms described above are also evident in other institutions of 

carmunity social organization. This is not intended to be an exhaustive 

discussion of all organizational parallels, but rather a presentation 

of a few key examples. 

mta fran thzse three cannunities indicate that mate selection 
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and post-marital residence patterns support the kinship organization of 

the primary cooperative subsistinoe activities described above. Figures 

2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 depict degrees of cmnity endcgamy and post-marital 

residanoe patterns fbr the study casnunities. Figures 2 and 3 present 

place of birth of spouses for King Islanders in 1936 and 1980 respx- 

tively. In 1936 there were no imrried males at King Island and ccm- 

munity marriage patterns wera highly endogamous (89 prcent of all mar 

riages ore canposed of males and females originally frun King Island). 

The= were only five in-married &males, primarily a group of orphaned 

sisters frun Mary's Igloo who married biological or classificatory 

brothers. Such marriage and residence patterns were supportive of an 

econanic systembased on the close cooperation of related males for pur 

poses ofskinboat hunting (Hogojavlensky 1969; Ellanna 1983a). The 1980 

data (Fig. 3) reflect the changes which have occurred primarily as a 

result of Elocation to Nane, a decline in walrus hunting associated 

with the geographic constraints of relocation, partial can?unity dis- 

lution, and the use of aluminum boats which have smaller crews (Ellanna 

1983b). It is evident fran these data thatcarmunityendqamy has dra- 

matically declined (to 36 pero?nt of all marriages), and the percentage 

of irnnarried females (36 proent) is only slightly greater than that of 

inmarried males (28 penznt). H-vet-, of the inmarried males, 4 (11 

percent of total marriages) a= non-Native males who do not participate 

in King Island hunting crews in any capacity. Nonetheless, 72 percent 

of all husbands are King Islan*rs,.t&reby permitting the continuance 

of walrus hunting by boat crews of related males. 

Figure 4 presents data on plaza of birth of Gambellspouses in 1955. 
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As in the 1936 King Island case, tha population was highly endogamous 

(73 percent) in 1955, with only 2 unmarried males frcan Siberia who came 

to Gambell as part of the repopulation of St. Lawrxxe Island at the 

turn of thz oentury. In contrast, 13 (26 percent) of all female spouses 

were inmarried in 1955. In 1980 -11 had basically maintained 

similar mate selection and residence patterns to that of 1955, with a 

slight decline (6 percent) in endogamous marriages and an increase in 

@male recruitment of 5 percent (Fig. 5). In 1980 thre was only 0113 

male in -11 who was not either born in or adopbad into the camrmnity. 

This individual was living in C&l1 temporarily performing bride- 

service with his wi&'s family and has since left the carmunity. The 

survival of the institution of bride-servioe on St. Lawrena? Island in 

the 1980s attests to the continuation of a pattern of post-marital 

patrilocal residsnoe. 

In contrast to the mate selection and post-marital rxMenoe 

patterns in Gambell and King Island cannunities, Goodnews Ray (Fig. 6) 

denrx&xa~s a relatively low level of inmarried females. Although 

quantitative data for an earlier period in mws Bay am not avail- 

able, Ackerman (1983) notes that in 1966 matrilocality as a poet-marital 

resienoe pattern remained strong, despite the fact that informants 

often provided other justifications for their residential pre&ren~s 

(such as wives getting lonely when they aLe away from their families). 

Ackerman (1983) noted that in 1966 two marriages dissolved because male 

spouses refused to live with the wives' parents and the wives refused 

to move away frun thair kinship cluster. In 1983 (Fig. 6) there was 

om &male who had married into the carmunity. The two others who had 
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been born elsewhere were original settlers of the contemporary cannunity 

of Goodnews Bay. Therefore 97 pa~ntofalifemal.espousesinGcodnews 

Bay were either born in the cannunity or were original settlers. In 

contrast, 67 parrznt of male spouses we= born in or settled Goodnews 

Ray. This mate selection and residence pattern allows for the formation 

of cooperative salmon prccessing units canposed of consallguinally 

mlated females. 

There am other features ofcontemporary social organization in the 

study c-unities which reflect these kinship themes of primary subsis- 

tenoe production. All three unities have political institutions 

with mmbxship which is consistent with primary subsistence production 

grcups. Rogojavlensky (1969) and Ellanna (1983a) report that the role 

of the =n's house (kagri) onKing Island was to reaffirm and strengthen 

tiesbetween males who participabd in the same boat crew and between 

related males (a male usually joined the mn's hcuse of his fattir). 

The man's houses acted as distinct political factions and their influ- 

ence was based on the mr of the skinboat captain who daninated the 

house. 'Ihe institutional lims of the bat crew and man's house carried 

over to the allocation of cashearning opportunities prior to relocation. 

Contemporarily, pre6erennaes in & allocationofcasheaming opportun- 

ities aLe still accorded to mxntzrs of one's boat crew, and the spatial 

organization of camp sites at Cape woolley reflects continued political 

alliances along the lines of boat crew and allied crew nretirship. 

While the institution of the man's house reportedly did not exist 

on St. Lawrence Island, Hughes (1960) reported a similar kin-based 

institution which he re6erzed to as a "patri-clan." Membership in boat 
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CLWRS and these "patri-clans"were closely~lated. AccordingtoHugfres 

(1960) in the 1950s these clans led by the eldest male attempted to 

monopolize wage employment opportunities. Rx3oume use areas and 

affiliated camps on the island METE divided into clan-based use terri- 

tories. Based on field data, these patterns have continued relatively 

intact to the present day. 

Female-focused factions were reported by Ackerman (1983) in 1966 

and confirmed by field data gathered in 1983 Mol& et al. 1984). 

Metirship in these fictions is usually connected with mznbership in 

salmon processing units and shared caches. TIE spatial organization of 

the carmunity is strongly influenced by ths factional organization, with 

clusters of two to five households related thrcugh &males daninating 

specific areas of the camnunity. Caches, racks, smokehouses, sweat- 

baths, and othr technolcgy aLe associated with these clusters. 

Additionally, Illembership in factions influences access to emplopnt 

opportunities within the -unity. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Several conclusions can be arrived at on tha bases of these data. 

Tfiesedata have demonstrated that because of t& oentral role which 

kinship plays in organizing subsistent-based econanic activities, an 

understanding of the kinship system is essential to fully understanding 

the structure and function of econanic systems in Alaska. Conversely, 

since tha kinship organization of primary cooperative subsistence-based 

econcmic activities is mirrored in er social institutions, an 

understanding of subsistence-based econanic systems is essential to a 
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more canprehensive view of carmunity social organization. Inccmmun- 

ities which have subsistence-based econanic systems - that is, in 

which tha dmstic mods of prcduction prevails (Sahlins 1972) - the 

econanic system can be expected to drive the configuration of sarre 

other aspects of tb social system. Additionally, these data suggest 

that, in these cases at least, sane &atures of the kinship foundation 

of subsistenoe-based econanic systems may influence allocation of and 

participation in tb cash sector of the cmnity econq. 

'fbse data suggest that continued participation in cooperative 

subsistence activities reaffirms kin group mmtzership, which in turn 

supports related social institutions. The King Island case provides an 

excellent example of the efhzts of a partial disruption of a primary 

cooperative subsistence activity on other featu=s of social oqaniza- 

tion - namely mate selection and past-marital resianoe. It can be 

anticipatid that a disruption of primary cooperative subsistence-based 

econanic activities is more than nrerely econanic in nature. Such 

disruptions can be expected to impact other fieatures of social organiza- 

tion as well. 
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