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Note on the Use of Past Terme 

This report describes fiShin& hunting, trapping, gathering, 

and marketing activities in the Yukon delta region aa they occurred 

during 1980 and 1981, based on observations made during summer 1981, 

and on verbal reports of residents concerning the period Juue 1980 to 

Hay 1981. Consequently, the report describes wcurrentm economic 

activities in the Yukon delta region. Scientific stzdards require 

that the report be written in 'past tense" even though it depicts 

current realities, for desciptiona are of events occurring from several 

months to about a year ago. Readers should be mindful that unless 

otherwise stated, past tense implies thy period 1980 to 1981, and 

reflecta current conditions in the Yukon delta area during this period. 
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Abstract of the Report's Findings 

1. This report describes the economy and culture of six communities \ 
on or near the Yukon River delta-Alakanuk, Emmonak, Kotlik, 

Mountain Village, Sheldon Point, and Stebbins. It provides basic 

information necessary for agency decisions about projected 

petroleum development on the BerIng-Norton Cuter Continental 

Shelf. 

2. During 19804981, the people of the Yukon delta comprised a stroag 

and growing cultural group becawe of their success in utilizing 

local resources of the land, rivers, and sea. In the economy, 

moat production occurred withio "family unitan--ooclal groups 

composed of members of one or several households, typically 

related by kinship ties. The male head of a household commonly 

was self-employed in several roles, as fisherman, hunter, trapper, 

and aeaaonal wage earner. Harvest3 of local food resource3 were 

processed for personal use by the membera of the family units, 

exchanged locally, and sold on export markets. Food production 

for personal consumption was flexible and diversified, harvesting 

in substantial quantities salmon, herring, sheefish, Bering cIac0, 

broad whitefish, blackfish, bearded seal, ringed seal, spotted 

seal, belukha, migratory waterfowl, and walrus. The largest and 

most conslatent source of monetary income to the region was the 

. sale of commercial salmon. 

11 



3. During the period June 1980 to May 1987, it was estimated that a 

household produced 4,597 pounda dressed weight of subsistence 

foods, or 783 pounds per household member. The value of this food 

was calculated to be $21,238, more than the earned monetary income 

per household in the Yukon delta area. The estimates were baaed 

on a 20 percent sample of households in the study area. 

4. During the period June 1980 to Hav 1981, it was estimated that a 

household produced 10,447 pounds of commercial salmon, sold at a 

value of $8,026. Commercial iish barvests represented about 41.5 

percent of a howehold's total earned monetary income, while 40.7 

percent came from wage employment, 5.7 percent from the commercial 

sale of furs, and 2.6 percent from retirement and social security 

benefits. Of a household's total monetary income, 90.5 percent 

was earned; 9.5 percent came from food stamps and other forms of 

income assistance. Annual earned income was estimated at $17,512 

per household. 

5. The *subaiatence~ and %arkeV sectors of the economy appeared to 

be interdependent and mutuatlly ,supportive. Neither sector alone 

could sustain the region5 population. A household's aucceaa in 

one sector typically facilitated success in the other. 

6. Collectively, the fishing and hunting activities of the six com- 

munities in the study area covered the entire Yukon delta region. 

Several important economic resources were harvested directly from 

or near to ocean water+-king, chum, and coho salmon; herring; 
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bearded, ringed, and spotted seal; belukha; saffron cod; sheefish; 

Bering cisco; broad whitefish; blackfish; walrus; and migratory 

WStt8rfOWl. changes in the F8giOn’s OCBatliC, I’iVBriIl8, and Coastal 

tundra environment could be sxp8ct8d to have direct and immediate 

effects upon the major 8conomlc activities of the region. 

7. The settlement pattern of th8 Yukon delta area changed markedly 

betwaan winter and summer. During winter, households clustered at 

six major winter communltlss, from which persons traveled to fish, 

hunt, and trap. About half of the communltiesf households moved 

to fishing camps during the summer of 1981, uidely dispersed 

throughoUt tb8 IWgiOll. Temporary camps were established during 

tint8r, spring, and fall by some individuals a3 bases for fishing, 

hunting, trapping, and plant gathering activities. 

8. Production of food within family units commonly was accomplished 

by allocating particular tasks according to age and sex criteria. 

Host fishing, hunting, and trapping was accomplished by males; 

most processing of food products for storage and use was done by 

females. Total food output by males was highest between the ages 

30 to 59; age-specific output patterns varied by resource. Older 

adults commonly assumed leadership roles; children and young 

adults contributed labor in a number of support activities. Hodi- 

fiCatiOIIS in th8 rtgiOn'S economy might b8 eXp8Cted to inflUenCe 

the pattern of economic activities within these kinship-related 

units. 

13 



9. Two Yupik terminological systems for kinship reckoning were used 

by Yukon delta residents during 1980 to 1981. Both were based on 

bilateral descent, and made fine distinctions among siblings by 

age and sex. One system used the classic VWdmo-type" cousin 

terminology; the other system resembled the wIroquois-type" cousin 

t8rminology. 

10. Exchange of local food produots was substantial b8tU8en households 

and between persons of differ& communities. A major food item 

exchanged from Coastal communities to main river communities was 

seal oil. 

11. Resource utilization revealed distinct geographic patterns which 

Varied by Sp8Ci8S. Cultural concepts of land and sea us8 

tentatively were advanced to explain these spatial trends. 

12. The majority of Yukon delta residents expressed deep concern about 

pro jeoted offshore petroleum development. Issues identified by 

residents included: 

a. The substantial threats to the regional economy posed by 

petroleum development, due to environmental degradation and 

increased inflation rates. 

b. The inadequate knowledge and technology of oil developers, 

especially related to ocean ice cqnditlons, flooding, ocean 

currents, and oil cleanup. 

14 



c. The risks assumed by the region without benefits from oil 

d8V8lOpment. 

d. The negative acculturative impacts of uncolitrolled contact of 

outside workers with local communltles. 

8. The question whether oil development in Norton Basin 

thxWat8ried the very cultural survival of the Yukon delta 

people. 



'INTRODUCTION 

Description of the Study 

This report is a baseline d8sCriptiOn of &e economy and'culture of the 

people ci the Yukon River delta as they existed during 1980-1981. Its 

information waa compiled from 12 weeks of field-baaed studies conducted 

ov8r the Yukon delta during the summer of 1981. These studies were 

undertaken to prOVid8 basic iniormatlon about the eoonomy and culture 

of the Yukon delta people consldered necessary for agency policy decf- 
. 

sions regarding projected petroleum development on the Bering-Norton 

Outer Continental Shelf. The research was subcontracted through the 

Subsistence Division, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, from funding 

provided by the Bureau of Land Management, Alaska Outer Continental 

shelf GfflC8 (OCS), Sooiosconomic Studies Program. 

Background 

The Norton Sound/Yukon Delta Soclocultural Systems Baseline Analysis 

was initiated in response to projected petroleum development in Norton 

Basin. In response to Federal Outer Continental Shelf Sale 57 

comprising Norton Basin being placed on a lease schedule anticipated to 

occur in Hay 1982, the Ala&a OCS Office provided tiding for a study 

Of the impact of petroleum d8V8lOpm8nt on sociocultural Systems Within 

16 



the Bering Strait-Norton Sound vicinity (published as Bering-Norton 

Petroleum Development Scenarios, Sociocultural Systems Analysis, 

Ellanna, April 30, 1980). It was originally anticipated by the Alaska 

OCS Office that oil development and its impacts would be centered 

primarily in Bering Strait and nOrth8!% Norton Sound, especially within 

the vicinity of Nome. The major funded study of the impact of 

SOCiOCUltUral systems was designed to foous on these areas (EllanIIa, 

1980). 

Yhere were several sources of concern that too much emphasis was placed 

on Bering Strait and northern Norton Sound in the original scope of 

this study, and oil development might occur in the southern Norton 

band area, close to the Yukon River delta. The Yukon delta area 

the&fore was hastily added to the scope of this intial sociocultural 

impact study. However, time and funds allowed field visits of minimal 

duration to four Of the six communities in the Yukon delta vicinity 

identified as having the highest potential for impacts. This amount of 

research effort was insufficient for an adequate description and 

analysis of such a large geographic and demographic area. 

This present study was funded to provide information on the econony and 

Sociocultural systems of the Yukon delta population which was 

unavailable previously. The study Is not an impact analysis per ae. 

Instead, it was developed to gather basic descriptive information on the 

Yukon delta region which might be use-1 in further research and 
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discussion concerning the impacts of petroleum development on the 

region's sociocultural systems. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the Norton Sound/Yukon Delta Sociocultural Systems 

Baseline Analysis was to provide a description of the economy and 

culture of the people of the Yukon River delta as they existed In 198% 

81. The communities included within the study were Alakanuk, Emmonak, 

Kotllk, Mountain Village, Sheldon Point, and Stebbins, and the seasonal 

communities of Hamilton and Bill Moore Slough. The population of 

these communities were about 91 percent Alaska native. Specific 

research objectives included: 

1. ldantiflcation and mapping of general settlement patterns; 

2. description of the economic pattexw of the population; 

3. identification and mapping of general resource utilization 

pattens; 

4. description of the annual seasonal round of resource 

utlUzatlon; 

5. desciptlon of household subsistence patterns; 

6. description of economic networks for production and exchange; 

7. description of fishcamp compositions; 

8. description of the monetaxy components of dishing, hunting, and 

marketing activities; 

9. description of the regional kinship systems; and 

10. identification of issues pertaining to land, sea, and resource . 

alloqation, use, and disruptions. 
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This information was considered basic to understanding the sociocultural 

systenn of the people of the Yukon delta area- 

The study waa conducted by Robert J. Wove, Ph.D., from the University 

of Southern California, with assistance from Linda Ellanna, Subsistence 

Division of the Alasle. Department of Fish and Game, and bilingual 

research assistants within each of the study communities. The study 

comprised first, a Uterature review of published and unpublished 

information pertaining to the Yukon delta ticinity, and second, field 

research within each of the six study communities. The literature 

mVi8W was conducted during the month of April 1981 to May 1981. The 

field research was conducted from Hay 20, 1981 to August 13, 1981. 

. 

Previous to the field research component, the native regional 

COcpOX%tiOns of Nunam KLtlutsisti and the Association of Village 

COUnCll Presidents were contacted and consulted concerning the nature 

and intent of the study. Information concerning the project was diuse- 

minated to the IRA Councils and Corporation3 of each of the Yukon delta 

communities. Prior to initiation of data collecting within each 

community, representatives of the IRA Councils and Corporations were 

contacted and consulted. In addition, the researcher and the project 

were introduced to community representatives at public meetings Fn 

Emmonak, Hay 31; Lotlik, June 1; and St: Mary”s, June 2. 
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. 

Th8 field design called for visits to each delta community and to 

summer fishcamps during the summer of 1981 to gather pertinent informa- 

tion. Stebblns and Mountain Village were visited by plane because of 

distances, but travel between the communities of Kotlik, Emmonak, 

Alakanuk, and Sheldon Point was conducted primarily by boat. The 

researcher generally established a base camp at the winter community, 

traveling to surrounding areas with a research assistant familiar with 

the p8ople and fishcamps located within the vicinity. 

Data were gathered through a combination of participant observation 

teohniques, and in-depth, systematio conversations with residents. 

Participant Obs8rvatiOn entailed participating in culturally signifi- 

cant activities, such as salmon fishing, waterfowl hunting, gathering 

plants, preparing meals, and' processing food. Qualitative observations 

were made from these activities. In-depth, systematic conversations 

entailed discussions with hOWhdg8abl8 residents concernlAng th3 commu- 

nities' economy and culture, and issues related to offshore petroleum 

development in Norton Sound. 

The study attempted to generate quantitative and graphic data on 

fishing, hunting, and marketing activities as well. This component of 

the study was conducted In the following manner. Systematic information 

was desired from a 20 percent sampling of household in the region. A 

household was defined a3 a group of people residing in a separate 

dwelling at the winter community. A list of households use developed 

from a tiOWl8dg8abl8 resident for the winter community, identified by 
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the name of the household9 head. The researcher indicated that he was 

interested in learning about fishing, hunting, and Other aspects of the 

economy; to do so, which household heads should he speak with? 

Knowledgeable assistants indicated which household heads were believed 

would be fruitful to contact. Apparently, many persons so indicated 

we= actively involved in fishing and hunting; others were not presently 

fzWOlVed, but were thought to be knowledgeable about them (such as 

sl!hrly persons). The researcher attempted to contact and speak with 

8aCh of the households indicated. Additional households visited were , 

not selected by any deliberate systematia criteria, thereby comprising a 

sample of convenience. Following this strategy, 88 households were 

contacted-for systematic discuSsion, comprising a 20.7 percent sample of 

the region's identified households (see Chapter 4). 

The procedure for selecting the sample of households cautions about 

making generalizations from the systematic, quantitative information. 

If a sample bias was injected by the sampling procedure, probably it was 

toward selecting Older, more kaowledgeable, and/or more economically 

SUCC8SSfUl household heads in a communiky in comparison with those not 

seleot8d. For certain ethnographic purposes this bias is beneficial. 

TO document the breadth or extent of land and resource us8 in the 

region, a research design would want to draw Information from more 

knowledgeable persons over less knowledgeable persons, and from more 

actively involved persons over less actively involved. Possibly, an 

older, mor8 knowledgeable, and more active sample facilitates this 

rssearch goal. However, th8 pOssibl8 selection bias does not produce 

21 



information r8pr838ntiZ@ (1) SOm8 "m8an" Or' "aVbrq8" household US8 

pattern or harvest 18V81, for the 8ntir8 rtgi.On, or (2) some 'total" or 

'SUmIlW~ u98 pattern Or harvest 18V81 iOr the 8ntiZ'8 region. Th8 

SYStamatic, quantitative data of this report should not be used to --- m--- 

PWW838nt average or summary harvest Patt8XTIS iOr th8 SIX coEnUnltle3 --- 

or Yukon delta rcglon. -v- To achieve waveragem or “total’ data, a com- 

plete CaKlVaSS of hous8holds could b8 done, preferably over several 

yeara to control for the effect21 of normal and abnormal yearly vari- 

ations in a household's production levels. A Complete SWV8y Of house- 

holds is feasible only during winter months when houeholds tend to 

oluster at winter communitlss. 

men int8rpr8ting qWMtitatiV8 data b Chapter 4, m8a.n household bar- 

vests within a community shoulci he taken to r8prasent mean household 

harvests for the sample, which may have th8 biases mentioned above. It 

is noteworthy that of the 88.households, 71.6 percent had at least one 

household member working for some part of the year at a wage paying job 

other than commercial salmon fishing or commercial fur trapping. This 

probably is an overestimats of the percentage of households in the 

Yukon delta area with members working at remunerative employment, 

XWSlllting in an OV8r8StiLEat8 Of tL ..a yearly monetary income par hour?- 

hold for the area. That is, this sampia of household necbsrz may h.ave 

hean more inVOlV8d in wags paying employment than non-sampled household 

memb8rs in the region. At the same time, the harvests of r8aources for 

psrsona1 consumption and local trade hy sampled households also may be 

greater than non-sampled households. Without data for other . 
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households, however, the extent of these possible dffferences cannot be 

8stimated. Until such data is forthcoming, generalizations from the 

sample must be tentative and qualified. 

Households wcr8 visited with the local research assistant. Preferably, 

dimusslons occurr8d with both the household head and spouse present, if 

thers was a spouse. In the course 

COnCerni~ the type3 and qUZititi83 

previous year. Fishing and hunting 
. 

of discussion, they wer8 questioned 

Of food X'8SOuTC83 harvested the 

location3 Of the38 activities were 

noted on lt63,OOO USGS topographical maps. Compiled, these data became -- 

the basis for the maps in Chapter 3, and the quantitative estimates of 

food production in Chapter 4. For additional information on this 

methodolo~, COllSU.Lt wolf8 (1979). 

Th8 maps of flshcamp lOCatiOn were compiled differently. Several 

knowl8dg8abl8 informants wem asked to indicate on the 1:63,000 USGS 

topographical maps the current locations of the summer fishcamps of the 

list of household heads. From the answers of several persons, a 

COM8MU.S WaS generally reached. Many of these locations were confirneti 

from field visits to these camps by the researcher. The EijOrity, 

however, have not been confirmed by field visits. Consequently, these 

locations should b8 considered approximate only, useful for depictirg 

general tendencies in summer demographic patterns. 

Fishcamp visits and discussiom with families returned from fishcamps 

included the gathering of information on the genealogical composition of 
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the fishcamp group. This became a basis for discussion concerning 

principles of social organization. 

ginShiP terminologies wer8 elicit8d from key informants within 8aCh 

connmanity. The methodology is described in Leaf (1972). 

Ixl addition to participant observation of, and in-depth conversations 

about, economic and sociocultural systems , residents wire asked their 

opinions about petroleum development in Norton Basin. These 

unstructured discussions compris8d the basis for the fd8ntifiCatiOn of 

issues pertaining to land, sea, and r8source allocation, use, and 

disruptioris. 

Organization of the Report 

The laport is organized into nine chapters. The first chapter describes 

the g8neral characteristics of the study area, and provides a brief 

history of the region's population. Chapter 2 describes the settlement 

Patterns in 1980-1981 within the region, depicting the locations and 

compositions of winter communities, summer fishcamps, and fall, winter 

and spring camps. Chapter 3 provides an overall description of the 

reglonal economy in g8n8X'al terms. This includes the annual round of 

sconomic activities, commerical marketing and wage employment, and 

geogr8phic patterning of r8sourc8 UtilLzation. Chapter 4 provides 

quantitative estimate? of the types and quantity of r8sources produced 

by a sample of households from each community during June 1980 to May 
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1981. &me sociocultural aSp8CtS of the economy are presented in the 

next four chapters. Chapters 5 and 6 describe the region's kinship 

system and the organization of summer fishcamps. Chapter 7 discuss8s 

the sharing and exchange of food r8so~rces. Chapter 8 provid88 a 

tentative discussion of cultural concepts rsgardlng r8sour-28 

UtiliZatiOrL The flnal Chapter 9 identifies Issues in th8 Yukon delta 

region associated with p8troleUm development in Norton Basin. 
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CHAPTER 1 

TXiE PEOPLE OF THE YUKON DELTA REGION 

The Yukon Delta Study Area 

The communities of this research effort we= identified primarily 

because Of their geographic prodmity to the prOjeCted petroleum devel- 

opmeniz in Norton Basin. The communities studied included Alakanuk, 

Emmonak, Kotlik, Mountain Village, Sheldon Point, Stebbins, and the 

seasonally occupied communities of Hamilton and Bill Moors Slough. As 

is evident in Figure 1, all these settlam8nts except Hountain Village 

were on or near the coast of Bering Sea or Norton Sound. Mountain 

Village lay about 87 miles inland along the Yukon River. It was 

Included with the coastal communities primarily b8CaUs8 its economic 

base was suspected to be similar to those Of the coastal settlements, 

tid because of its socioeconomic relationships with the coast. These 

Six winter communities, and the area between, defined the Yukon delta 

study area, aS'Wed herein. Other thau these criteria above, the 

boundary of the study area was somewhat arbitrary, reflecting time md 

funding criteria. In reality, other communities along the Yukon River 

and the coast south of the study area were part of a regional pattern, 

or economic and cultural continuum, and could haV8 been included ia the 

study area b8CaUS8 of .their economic and cultural similarities. 

- I 
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this chapter outlines some of the environmental and cultural 

Charact8ristics Of this grouping of six COllllWDiti8S. It will b8 shown 

that the people Of the Yukon deli% study area shared more than geo- 

graphic propinquity. The people of the lower Yukon delta were inte- 

grated by a common ecology and cultural tradition. Currently, the 

populations of these communities w8r8 about 91 percent Uaska Native. 

Tb8 Alaska Nativ8s Of all th8 COlE~uniti8S except Stebbins belonged to a 

larger culturally deiined regional group, th8 Kulkpagmlut. Stebbins 

was linked to this regional group soonomlcally and socially. To under- 

stand the current economy and culture of the people of the region, one -- 
muat know something of the p8ople@s ecology and cultural history. 

Rlvlronm8ntal settinq 

Th8 study area predominantly comprises a low and flat alluvial deposit 

of the Yukon River mouth, bordered to the north and east by a volcanic 

lE0UXitd.B FaXlg8. Th8 Yukon River divides into three main passe3 before 

lll88tiZlg the ocean: the south Kuikluak Pass, the middle Kwikpak Pass, 

and the north Apoon Pass. The land between the south and north passes 

rlsw only a few feet above s- level. South of Kwikluak Pass, the 

land elevates to about 30 to 70 feet, and ia punctuated by a few 

volcanic hills and mountains. The delta is a wide expanse of mean- 

dering waterways and innumerable lakes, the interstitial land comprise 

of tundra, scrub, grass, low uillous, and alders. Hills front the 

north bank of the Yukon River at Mountain Village. The low Nils are 

carpeted with tundra and stands of spruce, birch, aspen, alders, and 

28 



willows. The hills increase to ekUfations of 2,500 feet, becoming the 

Andreaisky Range separating the Yukon River from Norton Sound. One 

Spur Of the38 mOUItaiI&! enters the wate& of Norton Sound at St. 

Michael and Stuart Island, the location of Stebbins. Unlike the delta, 

this sector is characterized by volcanic hills, steep cliffs, and rocky 

beaches, cut by rivers draining into Norton Sound, and covered by 

tundra, graS983, and willow3. 

Th8 Eskimoan biotic province encompas3es most of the region, except fax- 

the eastern edge, which enten the Hudsonian. From May through Septem- 

ber, m8an Fahrenheit temperatures range in the 409 and 50'3, with 

highs in the 709 and lows in the nrid-20% Aft& September, tempera- 

tures fall rapidly, so that from D8C8mb8r through March mean tempera- 

tures range from about 20 to minus 5 degrees, with lows in the meus 

20% and 30%. Ice covers the Yukon River and the coastal waters from 

about late October to middle Hay. During fall, winter, and spring the 

region becomes a frozen flatland traveled by snowmachine and sled. In 

summer, the rivers become the major arteries for travel by boat. 

The region is rich in fish and game resources. Except for caribou 

since the middle 1800% and beaver for a discrete period during the 

historic fur trade, the area apparently has suffered no significant 

declines in resource populz.tion levels. The same local resources that 

sustained the people historically still sustained the people today (sea 

Wolfe, 1979). 
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The major fish species include king, chum, silver, red, and pink sal- 

mon; humpback, round, and broadnosed whitefish; sheefish (inconnu); 

burbot; blackfish; saffron cod; Hering cisco; northern pike; grayling; 

lamprey; and varieties of smelt and stickleback. At Stebbins, Pacific 

herring, starry flounder, and sculpin are common species. The imme- 

diate coast is visited by bearded, ringed, and spotted seals; b&&has; 

and a few walrus and sea lions. Moose inhabit upriver sloughs and 

grasslands, and small caribou herds v the Andreafsky Mountains. 

Hink, arctic and red fox, muskrat, tundra and snowshoe hares, an4 land 

otter inhabit lowlying areas. Ther8 are b8aver, arctic ground aquir- 

r81, wolvsr&q grey wolf, lynx, black bear, porcupine, weasel, and 

marmot in wooded regions. Migratory waterfowl include Canada white- 

fronted, emperor, and snow geese; black brant; and a variety of duck 

species, such as mallard, American widgeon, pintail, green-winged com- 

mon teal, greater scamp, and old squaw. Ptarmigan and willow grouse 

are permanent residents. 

Cultural Groups in the Study Area 

The people of the lower Yukon River during 1980-1981 called themselves 

Kwlkpagmiut-wpeople of the big river.' This was an explicit statemant 

concerning the major unifying aspect of their society, the riverine 

environment that shaped large portions of their lives. The Kwikpagmiut 

represented a Western Yu'plk Eskimo society. Kuikpagmiut was a 

- Wglonal designation, o sometlmes referred to as a "tribe" in the 
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.enthropological literature (Oswalt, 1967: Ray, 1964). Historically, 

and during 1980-1981, the Eskimos who called themselves Kwikpagmiut 

lived along the Yukon River from Paimiut to the Bgring Sea (Figure 2). 

The Kwikpagmiut wer8 living in the region at historic contact, circa AD 

1833 @agoskin, 1833). Archeological rtsearch traces the continuity, of 

the Western Alaskan people for several thousand years. 

Historically, the people of Stebbins called thems8lvea Tapraqmiut, and 

W8re not part Of the Kwlkpagmiut cultural group. It is not clear what 

regional designation the Tapraqmiut had at historic contact. The 

majority Of its present population, however, traced their ancestry to 

the p8ople of Nelson Island, south of the Kwikpagmiut region. Near the 

turn of the present century, Nelson Island people frequently traveled 

to St.-Michael for trade and other economic opportunities. Many of 

th8s8 people established residence with the Tapraqmiut. Thus, although 

residing along Southern Norton Sound, the people's cultural 

affiliations lay to the south. 

Historic Demography 

The Kwikpagmiut historically comprised a large society relative to 

other Eskimo groups. Their population at historic contact has been 

estimated at about 1,780 persons (Wolfe, 1979). Since contact, the 

regionta population has been struck by several severe epidemics, 

smallpox 1838 and 1839, measles and influenza 1900, influenza 1919, and 

- tUb8rcUlosis circa 1940. Despite high mortalities, the population 
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endured and grew, currently eXC88ding its estimated aboriginal levels. 

In 1980 the Kwikpagmiut pOpUlatiOn was estimated to number 2,972 per- 

sons (3,288 including Stebbins). The total population 0r the region 

was 3,206 (3,537 including Stebbins). The sustained population levels 

despite biological pressures is evidence of th8 cultural group's his- 

toric vitality and adaptability. 

Hlatoric population trends are complicated by changes in settlement 

patterM within th8 region. Shoe the turn of the present century, the 

Kwfkpagmiut have absorbed part of another regional group to the south, 

called the Magagmiut, 93opl8 of the tundra flats." Magagmiut communi- 

tie8 dotted-the low region b8twwn Kwilcluak Pass on the north, and th8 

Hukunoaliwik and Kashunuk Rivers on the south. The Magagmiut histori- 

cally~resided in dozens of small winter settlements rarely larger than 

three or four households. The spatially dispersed Magagmiut consoli- 

dated about schools established at places like Akulurak and Nunaqaq 

(NW Knock Hock) after about 1895. Eventually, part of the Magagmiut 

population merged with th8 Kwikpagmiut at Alakanuk, Hmmonak, Mountain 

Village, and other contemporary aettlem8~ts. Despite these movements, 

th8 lands and waters of the Magagmiut a&l1 W8l.8 being fished and 

hunted in th8 1980's by the residents of Klwkpagmiut winter villages. 

Thus, in terms of geography, the Kwikpagmiut region covered the area 

b8tw8e!I the Mukunoaliwik and Kashunuk Rivers on the south, the Pastolik 

River on the north, and upriver to Paimiut Slough, including the aur- 

rounding mountains and tundra. 

33 



Historic Economy and Culture 

The Gflkpagmiut economy and culture have demonstrated a perduring 

stability throughout the historic period, dating about AD 1833. His- 

torically aa today, the economy comprised a flexible pattern of 

fishing, hunting, and marketing activltlea. h8 Kwlkpagmiut'3 primary 

food resources, king and chum salmon, locally supplemented with seal, 

belt&ha, waterfowl, Eering ciaco, shoefish, broad whitefish, and other 

fish 3peci83, historically we= harYaat8d for local consumption and 

market Sa18. Bafore and after historic contact, the Kwikpagmiut parti- 

cipated in the Western Alaskan trade network for fura, caribou skins, 

fish, and &her products, which llnksd market3 in Siberia and Alaska 

(traditional marketing activities am referred to as qarter" by aome 

hlatoriarw). Traditionally, local markets also existed. Profitable 

export market3 for salmon, and at times for firs, have d8V8lOped out- 

aide the region, stimulating an ctxpanaion of fishing and hunting for 

market sale for these product3 sines historic contact. In this region, 

commercial salmon fishing and fur trapping have not replaced fishing, 

hunting, or trapping for personal consumption and local trade, but have 

become Integrated within the regional economic system. A3 is shown in 

subsequent chapters, the wcommercialw and %ubsistence~ sectors of the 

eoonomy are, in general, complementary and mutually supportive (388 

w0ir8, 1979). 

Largely because of the rich and Stab18 flab and game resource base, the 
. 

I(wikpagmiut haV8 maintained th8m3elY83 a3 a culturally strong and 
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>3elf-3UffiCi8nt group. Moat Kwikpagmiut household3 during lg80-1g81, 

a3 in the past, subsisted from a mixed pattern of economic activities. 

Households haFv83t8d substantial quantities of local fish and game 

reaourcea. A portian was prOceased and retained for personal consum- 

ption and local exchange; the remainder was sold on external mark8ts 

for monetary income. Cash income allowed for the purchase of imported 

fishing and hunting technology,- such a3 flsh nets, boat motora, and 

anowmachin83, as well as other material product3 which supported eco- 

nomic production and the region9 way of life. HIstorically, the 

Kwikpagmlut haV8 3ucc8s3fulllp adapted their mixed subsistence and mar- 

ket economy to the economic and social conditions of the modern era 

Wolfe, 1979). 

The cultural continuities and economic viability of th8 historic 

Kwlkpagmiut culture is somewhat remarkable in comparison with the 

experiences of other Native American groups. In the face of aubstan- 

tial aoclal and economic Chang83, the Kwikpagmiut have created an 

enduring and growing society and culture. Subsequent chapters descibe 

aspects of the region's economy and culture as It existed in 1980-1981. 
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CHAPTER 2 

S-NT PATTERNS IN 1980-1981 

Th8 demographic patterning of the Yukon delta population in tg80-1981 

could be described aa a dynamio movement within seasonal configura- 

tiona. Families of the Yukon delta study area generally consolidated 

into six main communities (l&ally termed VillageaH) dur'm winter. 

These communities served a3 bases for winter activities that frequently 

ranged many miles from the home settlements. During summer famlllea 

frequently dispersed and reorganized into a number of smaller aettle- 

menta~(caUed %ummer camps ,(I or V13hcampsn) stretched along the banks 

of the region’s rivers, slough3, and dlatributariea. At times during 

fall, winter, and spring, families or hunting groupa In addition might 

reside days or weeks at camps generally established inland, away from 

the. main river. Ths 3iZ8, Composition, and location Of living Site3 

showed seasonal, and at times dally variation, with winter villages 

showing the mo3t stable conformation and fall and spring camps the 

18aSt stable. Many individuala were highly mobile between alternative 

dw8lUng placea, especially during summer montha. Consequently, the 

demographic patterning of the regional population beat viewed a3 a 

dynamic flux of persons between places, rather than a3 a relatively 

static structure. This chapter presenta 3ome general characteristica 

of these regional settlement pattern3 and describe3 summer fishcamps in 
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. aome detail. A d83CriptiOn of 3Ub3i3t8nC8 activities OOCUrriIIg at 

38aSOI'lal S8ttl8m8nt3 i3 presented in subsequent Chapt8rS. 

Winter Communities 

In 1980 there were six main communities withln the Yukon delta study 

area, occupied by some individuals t&e 8ntire year, and by others 

during fall, winter, and spring. The populatlone of the38 communities, 

according to the 1980 ceLwu9, is presented 1x1 Table 1. The greatest 

concentration of winter population was along or near the Kwikluak Pass. 

Three Wint8r communiti83 were located in this area of the delta- 

Emmonak along Kuiguk Pass, Alakanuk along Alakanuk Pass, and Sheldon 

Point along Kwemeluk Pass. COll.eCtiVUly they comprise 49.7 percent of 

the population of the six study vIllagas. The bigi2 concentration of 

persons In this sector of the delta probably resulted from two factors. 

First, on normal years the bulk of the Yukon River salmon run3 entered 

through the south mouth. Individuala living near the south mouth were 

afforded first opportunity to harvest the salmon runs. Second, since 

the turn of the century commercial fishing buyers and processors 

typically have located in this area, attracting participants in the 

commercial salmon fisheries. 

BY COntraat, the middle and north pa3ses currently supported a single 

winter community, Kotlik, near the north Apoon Pass, with a population 

of 293. Two other incorporated areaa, Hamilton and Bill Moore Slough, 

al30 lay in this sector of the delta. Th8 pOpUl.atiOn Of these tW0 
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,settlement3 flUCtUat8d 3833Ontily, mO3t families ChOOSing t0 reside at 

Kotlik during winter to be near educational and retail facilities. 

Approximately 37 miles separated Kotlik from th8 nearest south pass 

community, Emmonak, a two-hour trip by boat or snowmachine. 

The winter community of Stebbins lay about 50 miles northeast of Kotlik 

ax the coast of St. Michael Island along southern Norton Sound. Sup- 

porting a 1980 population of 331, Stebbins participated In summer 

fishing activities on or near the north mouth of the Yukon River, and 

maintained trade and ceremonial relations with the community of Kotlik, 

Upriver from the south mouth, about 48 miles, the three passes of the 

YUkOn delta diverged Frau a 31-8 IDain cha~~i8l. Along the Yukon River 

channel, between 87 and 213 miles from th8 coast, were six winter 

communities within the Kwlkpagmiut cultural region--Mountain Village, 

Pitkas Point, St. Mary%+Andreafaky, Pilot Station, Marshall (Fortuna 

Ledge), and Russian Miaaion. Of these, Mountain Village was included 

a3 part of this present study. Mountain Village was a relatively large 

community; supporting a 1980 population of 583 individuals. 

The winter communities served a3 centers for certain political, eco- 

nomic, educational, and ceremonial activities for the region's popula- 

tion. All six winter communltles were lncorporatcd aa second class 

cities with municipal governments. Paralleling city governmental 

StrUcturea, moat commUniti8s contained Ala&a Native corporations, 

created since the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act bWCSA) of 1971, 
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. 

and councils established by the Indian Reorganization Act. Authority 

over local concerna such aa land ownership, public services, housing 

development, and business were allocated among the governmental bodies, 

the pattern of allocation differing among communities. The Native 

corporations pursuant to ANCSA were entitled to become holders and 

managers of selected tracts of federal land surrounding the winter 

communities. As of the mmmer of 1981, all six communities were still 

involved in the conveyance Trocess. 

The winter communities contained lwually one or two retail stores, the 

main source of Imported food and material products to the region's 

population; Even when families dispersed for seasonal hunting and 

fishing activities, they frequently returned to the winter community to 

purchase supplfes. Host seasonal remunerative employment other than 

salmon fishing also was centered at winter communities. Participation 

in wage employment frequently influenced a household's seasonal move- 

ments, generally requiring the household to maintain frequent contacts 

with the winter community. 

Host of the winter communities possessed public educational facilities - 

offering education or traiking from preschool through high school. 

Mandatory public education was the primary reason for the historic 

consolidation of families into large settlements. Currently, families 

maintained residence at the winter village from September through May 

ao that children could attend school. During this time most rdllgiouj 

and ceremonial activity also cccurred in the community. Religlolw 
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services and traditional dances and potlatches frequently stimulated 

intervillage visiting and exchanges durQg winter. 

The winter communities served as bases for a number of fishing and 

hunting activities. As will be discussed in subsequent chapters, 

households frequently maintained nets and traps close to the community 

for non-salmon fish species during fall, winter, and spring. Hunting 

forays by snowmachine for fur bearers, other land mammals, and birds 

regularly were conducted from the winter community. About half of the 

households in the region used the winter village as a base for summer 

salmon fishing activities during 1980-1981. In these cases, the houae- 

hold malnt%Lned cutting areas, drying racks, and smokehouses In the 

village, usually located close to the river's edge. Drifting and 

setting nets for salmon might take place some distance from the vil- 

lage, and the fish brought back for processing after each open flvhing 

period. 

Summer Fishcamps 

Following the breakup of Yukon River ice, usually near the end of May 

or during early June, the settlement patterning of the Yukon delta 

population changed. Many individuals and families disengaged from the 

winter community, traveled to other areas of the delta, and reorganized 

at locations called wfishoamps,v or simply, "camps." The process 

resulted in a more dispersed znd fluid demographic configuration on the 

delta, generally persisting from June thrcugh August. Yhe extent of 
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dispersion can be aeen in Figure 3, which depicts approximate locations 

for households during the summer of 1981. (Chapter 1 provides a discus- 

sion of the methodology used In map construction). As Illustrated in 

Figure 3, the aress surrounding most main passes and distributaries of 

the delta became populated by individuals, families, or clusters of 

f amilles. The delta changed from a region seemingly devoid of habita- 

tions to one filled with small settlements. As is discussed in aubse- 

quent chapter=, the major purpose of this movement was to lncrzase an 

individual's or family's effectiveness in harvesting salmon. 

Figure 3 depicts locations where persons or families resided for some 

period of time during summer, 1981. As movement by persons between 

camps and winter villages was substantial, the fixed, static appearance 

of the map is somewhat deceiving. Typically, a visit to a fishcamp on 

any particular day would tind certain individuals present and in resi- 

dence, other individuals present but considered to be only visiting, 

and other persons missing, considered in residence, but temporarily out 

checking nets, gathering firewood, visiting, and ao forth. At tines, 

especially during the weekly closed fishing periods, a fishcalnp would 

empty--becoming a cluster of tents, racks, and smokehouses without 

people--while the residents would visit the winter village to obtain 

supplies and socialize until the next open period. Additionally, soa@ 

people occupied fishcamps for only part of the summer, while others 

established fishcamps at two or more sites during the summer. Thus, 

the geographic arrangement of fIshcamps in Figure 3 is not a static 
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-Figure 3. Approximate locations of sullpner fishcamps of househtilds 
from Alakanuk, Emmonak, Kotlik, Mountain Village, Sheldon 
Point, and Stebbins during 1931 



structure, but represents a configuration within which people 

frequently engaged in mobile forms of activity. 

SOme geogtaphlc trends can be noted in Figure 3 in the choice of 

fishcamp locations by persons. The fishcamp locations of Mountain 

Village people stretched from about Pilot Station downriver to the head 

of the three major Yukon passes. Alakanuk residents tended to locate 

fishcamps near the atOUt& Of gtikhmk Pass, e~pelally on Ha~&ng Island 

and Flat Island. Kotlilc residents located fishcamps along Apoon Pass 

and Kwikpak Pass, with a large cluster at the middle mouth on Kasavlk 

Island. Emmonak residents chose flshcamp sites fntermediary between 

Alakanuk and Kotlik fishcamps, especially along the Kwiguk Pass and the 

southern shorn of Kawanak Pass. Seven households from Stebbins (those 

,with commercial salmon permits) located fishcamps near the north pass, 

while most of the remainder were placed along the southern shore of 

Norton Sound, especially near the Plkmlktalik River. Sheldon Point 

people by and large fished from the winter village. People from several 

villages located fishcamps together at a few places, such as at the head 

of passes, and at Acres Camp.near Aproka Pass. 

The Significance of these areas occupied b+ persons from particular 

winter villages is discussed in Chapter 8. It can be mentioned here 

that these geographic areas probably do not represent village fishing 

Wwritories.* Kwilcpagmfut fishermen ordinarily did not utilize con- 

cepts like ownership, control, and defense of land or iater in the 

selection and maintenance of fishcamp% The fishing areas seemingly 
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associated with particular villages are more properly understood to be 

"use areas," the shape developing over time from the operation of 

several factors, such a3 distance from winter villages, location of fish 

buyers,. kinship affiliation, and conscientious regard for the rightful 

priorities of pre-existing users of a resource area. 

It may be noted in this context that the fiahcamp locations of seasonal 

msidents and families from other comm-ucities are not depicted in Figure 

3. kr particular, a number of famj.lim from St. Mary's and Pilot 

Station had fishcamps along the main Yukon River, frequently inter- 

mingled with fishcamps of Mountain Village residents. Several f amilias 

from Unalakleet and St. Michael resided on the Yukon delta during the 

summer of 1981, especially at middle mouth. Reportedly, Scammon Bay 

families mgularly moved north to flsh salmon around the mouth of the 

Black River. In 1981 3ome Scammon Bay people fished along the south 

pass, apparently with fishcamps established on Manning Island. In 

addition, a number of fishermen with residences outside of the Yukon 

delta region established camps to iish and sell salmon. None of these 

locations i3 depicted in Figure 3. 

The social composition of fishcamps along the Yukon delta is discussed 

in Chapter 6. In brief, fishcamp sites frequently wem occupied by one 

or several families related to one another by bilaterally extended 

kinship Upkj. It waa not uncommon, however, to find persona or fami- 

lie3 flahing together who did not demonstrate clo3e kinship 

45 



affiliations. They fished together from the same camp simply as 

"friends" or "buddies." 

Flshcamp locations, according to most respondents queried, wbelongedw to 

no one particular family. The designation of %o-and-so's fishcamp" did 

not imply ownership. Instead, fishcamp sites were "place9 occupied by 

persons. Most fishcamps had names, generally referring to some promi- 

nent physical feature, such as a river or a vegetation type. For 

instance, one ftihcamp north of Emmonak was called Klpchuq, "the big 

twist ,w referring to a sharp incised meander of Rawanak Pass at that 

location. The people residing at that location were termed Kipchugoiut, 

the "people of the big twisty." Thus, people frequently were named 

after the.fLshcamp, rather than fishcamps after people. The people 

inhabiting a flshcamp might change over time, but the identity of the 

place endured. This represent3 an interesting contrast to Western place 

designations which commonly are named after people, and suggests that 

percieved relationships between people and land within the Kwikpagniut 

CUltural group may be different ln some respects from people-land 

relationships in certain Western cultures. 

Some flshcamp sites were known to have been occupied for generationu. 

The camp of Nilaraq, located near the south mouth, fished In 1981 by an 

Zmmonak resident, had been utilized as far back as anyone could 

remember. However, other flshcamp locations changed over time, 

prinarlly due to the continual erosion of river banks, and the changing 

course of the Yukon. Frequent and apparently enjoyable toplcj of 
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conversation by Kwikpagmiut while boating concerned former campsites now 

fallen into the river. 

Most fishcamps were strategically located to take advantage of a parti- 

cular set of fishing conditions. For in3tanc8, an eddy Wh8r8 the 

current of the river slacks and reverses near the bank comonly due to aa 

inCOming slough or a promitory, 6a.s considered a prime site for placing 

a s8t net. In eddies, a net hangs looa8ly and vertically in the water 

so that the webbing retains an optimal Shape for catching fish. In 

addition, r8pOrt8dly salmon swim along eddies meeting less resistance 

from the current. Other strategic sites were located near a narrowing 

Of stream -CharmelS, wher8 fish were forced t0 iunn8l; near submerged 

sand bars, which also directed fish movements; or near a coastal mouth 

where fish were exp8Ct8d to school befOr entering the river system. 

Uhen.a fishcamp lost it3 strategic advantage, it frequently wa3 aban- 

doned. COKISeqUently, one may exp8Ot that the patterning Of fishcamps 

existing in 1981 would show substantial variation3 from those to be 

mapped other years. A ten-year-old map of campsites made by the Emmonak 

Corporation durin land claim pZWCe8ding3 located many camps of Emmonak 

resident3 at the mouth of the Bugomowik Slough, the next major waterway 

north of Kwiguk Pass. In 1981, the38 camps apparently were unoccupied. 

Reportedly, the slough's mouth had silted up, making the area less 

productlv8 for fishing. 
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Although sites changed, some families occupied camps for long periods. 

Thl3 occurr8d in part b8CaU38 fishcamps frequently became a favorite 

rWhbmC8 for families, enjoyed sometimes more than the winter commu- 

nity. To illustrate this continuity, of eight Kotlik familie3 inter- 

viewed in 1976, all occupied the same fiahcamps when interviewed five 

years later in 1981 (Wolfe, 1979). On8 family had bean at its site for 

over ?O years. k another Sxample of flshcamp tenure, one fi3h8rmaU 

from UakanUk rUc,orted he maiatained a iishcamp on Manning Island from 

1949 t0 1967, Placing nets in Casey's Channel. He mOV8d to Tin Can 

Point where his fishcamp was from 1968 to 1979. Since then h8 had 

fished from Alakanuk, placing his nets along sand bars in Kwikluak Pass. 

His son9 who also had a fishing license, still fished near the Tin Can 

Point site. 

Th8 x%lativs age of a fishcamp frsqusntly was evident from its physical 

features. At times a fishcamp began a3 a floorlesa white tent without 

,amenities other than a Coleman stove, inhabited by one or two young 

mdl83. Typically, the men Op8Fated from the camp during open commercial 

fishing periods, eating and resting at the tent between checking set 

net& drifting, or making ftah deliveries. During closed periods soll- 

tary males frequently returned to their parents' house in the main 

vi&ige, or if married, to their own families. Fish taken at camp might 

be Carried to the winter village to be cut, air dried, and smoked by kin 

relatioas. The transport of a wife and children to camp usually was 

accompanied by the construction of a plywood floor and partial aide 

walls for the tent, fish drying racks, and eventually a smokehouse of 
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wood or corrugated sheet metal. During the building stage salmon might 

be air dried at camp, and smoked at the winter village. Tents housing 

families commonly were furnished with a cast iron stove, or a stove made 

from gasoline drums; tables and stools fashioned from driftwood; 

slesplng bags or bedding; and storage shelves for clothing, food, and 

eating and cooking utensils. F'urthar additions to a fishcamp included 

fish-cutting tables by the river bank, a toilet pit in the nearby wil- 

lows, and a CE radio antenna. By this stags, usually several families 

haV8 located together at the Sits. Fishcamps most commonly grew by 

attracting other famiues. When families attached th8m38lV83 to prs- 

edsting camps, frequently rack and smokehouse facilities were shared 

temporar11y. At this point in the evolution of a camp, families usually 

stayed longer periods, drying and smoking fish at camp for the winter 

food supply. The final additions to a Nature' camp might include 

wooden houses and a sweat bath, traditionally a symbolic focus of a 

comlaunity. 

The fishcamps on the delta rapresented different stages of this evolu- 

tion, and the u9e of fishcamps varied accordingly. Some camps were 

utilized only during open fishing periods by young men, to be emptied 

during closed periods. At some camps, whole families moved back and 

forth between fishcamps and winter village3 during the summer. If 

family n;embem held jobs at the winter village, frequently only partial 

famlliea were present at camp. Some families stayed at camp early in 

the season, putting up fish befOr the commercial season began and 

during the first few weeks, returning to the winter village at Some 
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point. Other families fished for commercial sale from th8 winter 

village, and moved to camp at the later stages of the season to put up 

subsistence fall chums and silvers. A substantial number of households 

stayed th8 entire summer at camp, not r8turning to the winter village 

until the onset of iraezeup. The camp night serve as a base for berry 

picking and seal hunting during the late summer and early fall months. 

Some of the variation in settlement patterning can be illust-ated by the 

folbWing -8s. 

&S8 1. This Kotlik family illustrates long tenure at fishcamp. During 

1980, th8lamily arrived at fIshcamp on May 19, soon after ice breakup, 

befox- 8v8n the smelt r?l~~ ptscsding the Summer salmon runa. At camp 

w8r8 the household head, his wife, four children, and his wife's 

sister's daughter. The eldest son remained at Kotlik for seasonal 

employment. The family stayed at flshcamp throughout the entire commer- 

cial sea3011 until the last week of August. Both the father and aon had 

commercial salmon permits, and fijhsd from the camp with set nets or 

drift nets. During the seaaoa, the family put up three 500pound barrels 

of kings, four 6-gallon buckets of king strips, one 50.pound barrel of 

chuma, and five 6.gallon buckets of dried chum and coho salmon. The 

family made infrequent visits to the winter villaga. 

Case 2. This case illustratss fishcamp residence without a family. Two 

Alakanuk brothers, one married with his own household, and the other 

single and living with his parents , set nets from a fishcamp on Harming 
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Island, where they fished without their families during commercial 

periods during 1980. Fish from the commercial catch wer8 transported 

home to the parent3 hosuehold to be processed by th8 mother and father, 

who because of a partial disability could not currently fish. Last year 

about 70 kings and 100 chum3 and cohos were put up for the extended 

family, cut and dried at Alakanuk. Some of the fish wer8 put up before 

the commercial season began, and some cohos were dried after the commer- 

cial season ended. Both households shared 

food. The commercial earning belonged to 

an automatic part of the partnt's income. 

from the wnmon cache of 

each of the boys, and was not 

However, beCau38 of the poor 

runs last year, the boys “came out in the hole" for the season. 

-8 3. The head of this household at Stebbins had full-time employment 

at the Winter village, from which he engaged in most fishing and huntiq 

aotivities in 1980. In anticipation of the salmon season, he took off 

the entire month of June without pay to fish with his extended family 

along the Plkmiktalik Rivar. At camp in 1980 wem hi3 wife and three 

children plus his eldest son and hi3 children. None possessed comner- 

cial salmon permits. With a 2%fathom net he caught enough salmon to 

fill one 50,pound barrel of Jalted kinga, -one l&pound barrel of dried 

kings, one SO-pound barrel of dried chums, and four 6.gallon buckets of 

chums and a few cohos. He ah0 &rfe kings from his net t0 another 
.F' I 

hcu3ehold camping at Pikmiktalik who salted two barrels of kings. He 

rsturned with his family to Stebbins in July to resume work. Normally 
I' 

ther:family would have remained at camp longer. Because of the short 
I 
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stay in 1980, there uaa no time to put up king salmon strips, as would 

have been done most years. 

Case 4. The r0110wing case may exemplify a family in transition 

between fishcamps. This 55year-old man from Alakanuk formerly had a 

fishcamp on a slough near the mouth of the Kwikluak Pass. However, the 

channel was becoming shallow, the eddies ~8x9 changing, and there were 

"too many nets" located near his. own. So during 1980 he decided to 

drift for commercial salmon 25 miles upriver below Fish Village staying 

at a fishcamp nearby of a vdistant r81ative,w his buddy." He would 

leave his wife and young childr8n Monday mornings, boat upriver to fish 

Monday 6100 P.M. to Tuesday 6:00 P.M., and return to Alakanuk Tuesday 

OV8Elbl& He repeated the trip agala to fish th8 open period Thursday 

6t00 P.M. to Friday 6:OO P.M. Hl3 two oldest sons, unmarried, in their 

2Os, and with permits, accompanied him. A3 there was no smokehouse yet 

at the “new” camp, he sav8ti a few unsold fish to be cut, air dried, and 

smoked by hi3 wife at Alakanuk. After the commerical season closed, 

his nets W8r8 placed at Alakanuk Pass. The catch of cohos was proces- 

sed for personal us8 at Alakanuk. Last year, in thia manner, the 

family processed 35 kings and 132 small salmon, cut into strips or 

salted in barrels. This year he chose to follow the same pattern, but 

fishing with his second son only. The eldest (28 years old) decided to 

locate at another upriver camp with a %uddyo from St. Mary’s. Con- 

C8iVably, if the father's fishcamp site seem3 advantageous, a rack and 

smokehouse may be constructed, and the entire family trarwported to 

fishcamp. The eldest son, in turn, may choose to attach himself to his 
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famflp”s camp, to another fishcamp, or establish his own camp alone or 

with friends. 

Fall, Winixtc, and Sprins Camps 

B addition to summer fishcamps, many families or individuals main- 

tained camps at intervals during the fall, winter, and spring. These 

camps tended to be located on inland tundra or mountain ax&s away from 

the Yukon River. Many of these camp locations were temporary sites 

established for a few days only as a base camp for harvesting a food 

resource distant from the winter community. Because of their temporary 

naturu, and because their locations might change from year to year, the 

camps were less Likely to be nam& like fiahcamp sites. Certain camps 

for winter hunting or trapping, however, were used on a more permanent, 

or regular basis, and were likely to have names. Abandoned village 

locations frequently were sites for camps, utilized by persons born 

there, or by persons related to such persons9 and who consequently were 

familiar with the resources in the region. Because of the great number 

and variability of campsites and the short duration of this study, 

there was no attempt made to map fa&l, winter, and spring camp loca- 

tions. Such an endeavor would bs valuable to illustrate the full 

extent of land and rcsourc8 1x38 patterns in the Kwikpagmiut region. 

Fall Camps wer8 frequently established during August ad September by 

fZUIilie3 for the purpose of gathering berries. Whole families 

.+squently boated up Yukon tributaries to upland areas to camp for 
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Ssveral days to a week, during which time the members would engage in 

concentrated berry picking. T8nk might be set at a new location each 

day as the family unit moved to find new berry areaa. Families 

frequently traveled long distances in the procurement of berries. For 

iIl&aIlC8, in 1981 family groups from Emmonak w8r8 noted to pick berries 

in areas near the Pastolik River, the hills above Fish Village, and the 

tundra areas around Black River and Kusilvak Mountains. It was evident 

that, given such wide searoh patterns by families for berries, probably 

the whole Kwikpagmiut region became utilized during fall berry harvest 

ov8r a series of years. 

During fall, winter, and spring, certain individuals regularly 

established oamps for the purposes of hunting mooae, caribou, seala, 

waterfowl, fur bear8rq and muhts. Like b8rry camps, these camps 

collectively covered the entire Kwikpagmiut region, as illustrated by 

the following examples. A fall camp utilizad by Kotlik residents for 

hunting seal, b8lUkha, and waterfowl was located near the extreme lip 

of the flat delta at Okshokwewhik Pass mouth. From the evident number 

of belukha bones from former kills, the site apparently received 

r8gula.r use. Two winter camps utilized by Emmonak and Alakanuk hunter3 

were located in the Andreafsky Mountains along th8 Andrsafsky River 

(the Macherevik River), north of St. Harps, over 75 miles by anow- 

machine from the winter villags, A fall and winter camp for taking fur 

bearers by Mountain Village hunters waa located about 40 miles from the 

winter village, south of Rusilvak Hountains along the Kashunuk River. 

Some Sheldon Point, Alakanuk, and Emmonak residents utilized fall and 
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winter camps as far south aa the Hukunoaliwik River, over 50 miles from 

the winter village. Some Stebbins families established berry camps on 

Stuart Island during fall. Winter hunting at times was conducted from 

camps located in the Andreafsky Mountains to the south of the village, 

including the Golsovia RiVBr, East Fork of the Axldreafsky, west to the 

headwaters of the Pikmiktalik RiV8r. 

Unlike fall berry picking camps, frequsntly the hunting camps 

_ established in fall, winter, and spring were occupied solely by male 

hunters. Uomen and young children normally remained at the winter 

village while husbands and aingle young adult males mad8 short huntins 

forays for land mammal& Historically whole familes traveled to fall, 

winter, and spring camps. However, mandatory public education forced 

women and chidren to remain at winter villages n8ar schools. 

Fall, winter, 2nd spring camps were typically bases for harvesting 

several food reaourc8s simultaneously. While hunting seals or f’ur 

bearers, or while harvesting berries, typically a hunter would set a 

net to harvest whitefish, or a trap to harvest blackfish. A person wa= 

considered to have missed an opportunity if nets or traps for other 

food sources like fish were not placed while huntigg. Even If no gac?e 

were taken, a person frequently brought back firewood to compensate for 

the costs of making a hunting trip. 

55 



To summariz8, the demographic patt8rning of the Yukon d8lt.a population 

in 1980-81 was characterized by substantial seasonal movement between 

settlement9, covering th8 entire Yukon delta region. Haps of the Yukon 

delta commonly depict only winter communltles, portraying a misleading 

View of the delta population as confined to a few locations with Vast 

tracts of empty land bstween. Acmally, effective hunting and fishing 

required substantial movement over relatively large areas. A map of 

- summer settlements (fishcamps) rWfeal8d that the entire length of the 

main Yukon River from Mountain Village to the coast was inhabited 

during the summer months. About one-half of th8 households of winter 

communities mOV8d to fishcamps during summer to harvest salmon. The 

locations 0r camps fell within general village W98 areas." Duration 

of occupancy and social composition of these fishcamps were shown to 

vary greatly b8tW8en fanili8s. 

In addition to summer fishcamps, camps regularly were established be 

families and individuals at times during fall, winter, and spring. A 

cataloging of these camp sites baa not attempted, but case examples 

illustrated their geographic dispersal. Like the Yukon River during 

summer, the entire land area comprising the Kwikpagmiut r@giOn, 

stretching from th8 Kasunuk and Black Rivers to the south and including 

the Andreafsky Mountains to the north contained camp sites from which 

individuals hunted, fished, and gathered at times during the seasonal 

round of aot;tvities. As a general rule, during winter the population 
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was most sedentary, during summer most mobile. However, at all times 

during the year fishermen and hunters moved across the landscape 

between living and working ar8as. 
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CRAPTER 3 

TRE REGIONAL ECONOMYIN 1980-81 

The Rwikpagmfut have persisted aa a strong and growing cultural group 

beoauae of thelr success Ln utilizing local resources of the land and 

the sea. The Kwlkpagmiut over tine have developed and refined a viable 

economic system particularly suited to the opportunltiea and challenges 

of the Yukon delta region. In 1980-81 the economic system waa com- 

priaed of techniques and atrategiea for‘production and exchange matched 

to ecological and social realltiea. In terms of production, the 

Ewikpagmiut were invested highly in the yearly harvest of fish, garae, 

and plant r03ourcea. A substantial portion of these yearly harvests 

were retained for home consumption, or exchanged within local trade 

networka. The remainder waa sold for cash Income which, in addition to 

providing basic sustenance, became the investment capital to ensure the 

capacity for flahing, hunting, and gathering in the future. The 

Kwlkpagmiut recognized that a strong economic system had been main- 

tained by achieving some optimal mix of fcod Income produced directly 

from the land, rivers, and sea, and monetary income derfved from the 

sale of hame3t8d fish on external markets. Recauae of the region's 

high current dependency on local fiah and game resources, disruptions 

. to the flab and game resources or flahlng and hunting practices, 

entaIling reduced acceaa to or availability of the region's resourcea, 
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would be expected to have direct and potentially negative effect3 on 

the economy of the Yukon delta population. 

This chapter begins the description of the production and exchange 

systems that comprise the economy of the Yukon delta region. It seeks 

to establish a "baseline" description of the economy a3 it appeared 

during 1 g80-1981. Scientific standards for ethnographic description 

require that this section be written in the vast tense," evek though 

it depicts "current" realities, for descriptions are made of events 

occurring about a year ago. Readera should be mindful that these are 

not decriptions of a remnant of the past. This description is of 

current condition3 in the Yukon delta area. Unless otherwise stated, 

past tense lmplles the period 1980-1981. 

In the Kwikpagmlut society during 1980-1981, moat production occurred 

within family units, the heads of which typically were males, self- 

employed in several roles, aa flahermen, huntera, trappers, and 

seasonal wage earnera. Further, many local exchanges of food between 

individuals flowed along line3 of kinship affiliation. As z:oaC, 

socially significant economic activity occurred within kinship-based 

groups, the economic system ia described by and large at the level of 

the producing, consuming, and ezcL+,Ag household. It is qc!acwledged 

that other approaches can be taken; indeed, a more complete under- 

standing of the cultural group's economic system requires other theore- 

tical perspectives. The following depiction, therefore, represents 

59 



primarily a description of Kwikpagmiut production and exchange 

activities from the level of the household unit. 

The annual seasonal round of eoonomlc activities in the region is 

presented flrat. This is prinrary because the regional economy was 

indiaaolubly linked with the annual cycles of flab and game popula- 

tiona. xii production, the Kwikpagmiut judiciously adjusted their labo> 

and capital investments to the exterior requirementa of ecological 

systema. Following this, the geographic patterna of resource utiliza- 

tion are depicted. Harvest efforts of a sample of households from six 

communities within the study arwa are mapped to suggest the spatial 

patterning of economic activity. The mapa show that most major food 

and commerical resources in the region originated from the ocean or 

littoral fringe. General characterlatica of the economy are then 

discussed. The Kwlkpagmiut economy la characterized as being a diver- 

sified system, organized by the principles of kinship and secondary 

associations, manifesting adaptabiuty to short term fluctuations in 

resource levels. The major apecles utilized, and Kwikpagmiut harvest 

techniques are discussed throughout. Finally, the integration of the 

"cash" and "aubsiatence" seotors of the economy is discussed. 

Aa can be noted, this chapter preaenta the Kwikpagmiut economy in terms 

of general patterna. Further chapters seek to quantify food output in 

the study area for a single year* and e0 depict certain social and 

3ymboU.c aspects of the economic system. 

60 



The Annual Round of Economic Activities 

The economy of the Yukon delta regLon during 1980-1981 waa baaed 

Primarily upon the utilization of local land, river, and sea resources 

including fish, sea mammala, land mammals, waterfowl, and plants. Moat 

families were supported by the harvest efforts of membera, who were 

self-employed aa fishermen, huntera, and trappers. The harvested 

producta were processed for personal uae by the family, exchanged 

looally, or aold on export markets. In addition to the harvest of 

local land, river, and sea resources, the economy offared lizfted, 

generally seasonal, employment in wags-paying occupations. Conae- 

quently, a- family also waa supported by the monetary income derived 

from the temporary remunerative employment of houaehold members. 

Because of the low levels of cash incomes for the region in general, 

and correspondingly increased cash requlaites, many families received 

some income in the form of federal or state income assistance. 

Aa previously stated, the regional economy waa closely tied to the 

annual cycles of flah and wildlife populations. The local environment 

during delimited periods of the year 'provided Yukon delta residents 

with a set of economic opportunitias. .A fisherman or hunter held 

certain options concerning whether to harvest a food resoux-ce when it 

became locally available. Similarly, income opportunities aroae as 

seasonal employment became available, such as construction projecta 

during fall, commercial fish processing during summer, or local achool- 

related jobs during fall, winter, and spring. The types of food 
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resourcea, employment opportunities, and their timing differed among 

communities in particular aspects. Nevertheless, most Kwikpagmiut 

communities close to the delta shared a general annual seasonal round 

of economic pur3uita. Yhla general cycle is presented below. The 

annual seasonal round of the people of Stebbins ia presented separately 

from that of the Yukon delta people, because it exhibited notable 

differences. 

The KwiknaWliut Seasonal Round 

The gene=1 seasonal round of fiahlng and hunting activities for the 

Kwlkpasmiut region ia depicted in Figure 4. 'f'he figure illustrates the 

time3 of year when selected food msources typically were harvested by 

residenta of the Yukon delta region. Figure 4 doea not portray fluc- 

tuations in the seasonal availability or abundance of fish and wildlife 

msources. A resource may be available on the delta the year around, 

yet may be harvested predominantly during particular seasonal periods. 

The incidental harvest of these species la not depicted In the figure. 

For instance, sheefiah were oocaaionally taken in gill nets set for 

salmon during summer. These incidental catches am not shown in the' 

seasonal round as a major economic activity. Nets for aheefiah were 

placed primarily after freezeup and maintained by certain individuals 

throughout the winter and spring. It la this activity that is 

depicted. 
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The figIll- a30 does not r8fl8Ct variation3 in the timing or level of 

harvest effort. IIl Certain y831V9 the harvest Of r83OuFC83 may occur 

r8latiV8ly 83rly Or late, depending upon 8nVironmental conditions. For 

in3tanC8, 38aliIlg from th8 8dg8 Of the land-fast iC8 pack could take 

place anywhere from about January to May. HOat y8aI'S it occurred from 

the end of February to April. Thus, the timing of harvest efforts 

V=i8d from y83r to year. A 3econd major variant is level of harvest 

effort. The numb8r of individa harvesting a resource at axw point 

in time varied coruidarably during a year, and from year to year. For 

iXIStaIHZ8, the gr8at83t number Of n8t3 for sheefish typically were main- 

tained during the first few w88k3 following the freezeup of the Yukon 

River. 03&lly certain indlviduaJ.3 removed their net3 a3 their house- 

hold's n88d for 3h88fi3h diminiahsd and ice fishing beCam more diffi- 

CUlt; other3 maintained Ilet3 thrOughOUt the- 8ntir8 year. Th8 figure 

does KlOt rtpr838rIt the38 variable p&tern3 Of tim8 Or harvest effort, 

variation3 which could be documented adequately only with longitudinal 

data. 

For the Yukon delta region as a whole, the breakup of ice on the Yukon 

River signaled the beginning of the period of intensive summer salmon 

fishing activities From the comparative quiescence of midwinter and 

spring, summer burgeoned with activity. Wooden aklffs were recaulked, 
: i 

sanded, and painted;: outboard motors overhauled; and gill nets pur- 

chased, rehung, or mended. Initial supplies of food, fuel, and other 

materiala cdmmonly were purchased on credit from community stores or 

from commercial fish buyers who arrived during the first week3 of 
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summer. In pr8paratiOn for the 3almOn season, a family frequently 

inourred substantial debt to be paid off with commercial salmon 

earnings. Th8r8 W8r8 no bank3 in the six Yukon delta communities at 

the time of the study, 30 local atores and commercial fish buyers were 

fOrC8d into a33UIlliIlg lending ZWl83. 

Other harvest effort3 occurred concurrently with salmon fishing prepar- 

ations. Certain familias, especially containing elderly member3, har- 

vested a late spring and early summer run of aheefish at th8 delta 

mouth, The aheefish wer8 said t0 run in the main river just before and 

after breakup. At this time the flesh was considered to be of high 

quality, 83pecially in comparison with summer aheefish. Sheeflsh taken 

in spring was cut, hung, and air dried on fish racks. At this time 

3mall quantities of eggs of fEigz%tOrp waterfowl might be collected, . 

along with the gathering of certain early summer plants, usually by 

wom8n, children, or the elderly. An early summer run of smelt on the 

main Yukon River lasting no more than a few days was harvested with dip 

nets by members of a few families in Kotlik, Alakanuk, Emmonak, and 

Sheldon Point, commonly by adolescent and young adult'members. The 

smelt usually beCam distributed Widely among'families in the region, 

and surplus was strung and dried for later consumption. 

The flrat run of king salmon normally occurred during the early part of 

June. However, in recent years the king run had formed earlier, begln- 

ning the latter part of May. Some families placed nets to harvest 

these early runs, with the Intent of putting up a substantial portion 
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of the winter supply of dried salmon even before the commerical fishing 

aetaaon opened. Late May and early June, families mOV8d to summer 

fishcamps, described in Chapter 2. During 1981, approximately half of 

the households from the six delta communities resided at a fishcamp for 

some period during summer. At times during early summer, winter 

COmmuniti83 appeared Virtwlly bereft Of p8Opl8. 

~cc833iv8 run3 of king, chum, pink, and coho 32lmon were harvested 

during awnmere %bOn w8r8 taken by tW0 main t8ChniqU83: by placing 

set gill neta in eddies, along river banks, along coastal Chann813, and 

In mid-river along submerg8d sand bars; or by drifting nets fram small 

skiffs alang r8latiYely straight, Snag-fr88 stretches of river. Nets 

generally were managed by men, although man-wonan teams were COQPOC, 

and oCCa3iona~y solitary women handled set nets. Fishing efforts 

OCCUrFZd during 2bhour open period3 twice a W88k a3 eatabllshed by 

state rtgulations. Between open periqda nets had to be removed from 

the river. Harvested fish was sold to commercial buyers (If a person 

had a comm8rcial salmon parrnit), and retained and processed for per- 

301131 use and local 8XChang8. Some individuals had no commercial 

fishing permits. Comequently, all fish from their nets had to be 

prOCessed for per3OMl U38. Proc833ing of salmon for home consumption 

was generally a woman~a occupation. The most common preservation 

technique was to partially air dry the flesh for several days on fish 

racka, and then slowly smoke the salmon within a smokehouse for up to 

several wetks. 
. 
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For moat households, salmon represented the largest single source of 

food and monetary income. of au reaourcea, it might be considered the 

staple food and primary market product of the region. Depending upon 

ita size, a family put up a sizable stock of dried salmon during summer 

for storage in a cache at the winter village. A family normally put up 

supplies of 3almOn to last at least 9 month3 following the end of 

summer, until the next Summer salmon season. Income from the sale of 

atimon was the only source of monetary ir,come for many families that 

was dependable each year. Whereas moat other remunerative work repre- 

sented irregular short term employment opportunities, a household could 

COU!Xt upon th8 3dmOn run3 each year t0 prOVid8 income. When the 

salmon ruzrwas not atrcng, households frequently ran out of cash, and 

Went into debt for the year to local stores. The economic solvency of 

Kwikpagmlut households usually pivoted upon the a+cess of salmon 

fishing. 

During summer Kwikpagmiut hunters also captured an occasional belukha, 

3pOtted seal, or adolescent bearded seal near the Yukon mouth or on the 

YUkOn RiV8r itself. For coastal Rwikpagmiut, these usually represented 

fortuitous events, rather than planned hunting efforts. Moat summer 

economic activities were related to salmon fishing, not se& mammal 

hunting. Belukhaa at times wer8 abundant around the mouth of the Yukon 

during early summer when they were feeding upon migrating salmon, 

whereaa seals wer8 leas frequent visitors. A substantial portion of 

the few belukhas and seals taken during summer were caught in salmon 

neta, whereas the remainder were harpooned and shot from boats. Seals 
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occasionally V8ntUr8d a3 far up the Yukon River a3 Russian Mission. 

Main river ICwfkpagmiut, unlike their coastal relatives, maintained a 

watchtul eye for riverine seals during summer, and attempted to capture 

them with rifles and harpoons Wh8n8V8r possible. Seala taken upriver 

during summer might leasen a hous8hold*a need to procure seal oil and 

meat from the coast during fall. 

Salmon fishing normally continued through August, and frequently into 

September. Some years, as in 1981, fi3hing effort diminished earlier, 
. _ 

aometim8s by late July, because of large early harvests. 

During August many households began to harVest other food reaourcea. 

Salmonberries, blueberries, blackberries, and lowbush cranberries 

became ripe from early August through aptember. Whole families 

fr8quently made 8xcursiorw to upland tundra areas to harvest berries. 

Max&y families aatablished fall camps on the tundra a3 bases from which 

t0 hat-v83t. Households attempted to procure several 6-gallon buckets 

of berries, which w8r8 frozen or stored in cool caches for we the 

rsmainder of the year. Berries were an essential ingredient of a 

traditional food dish, agutak, made of boiled fish (especially white- 

fish and pike), fats (such as seal oil, vegetable oil, lard, ,or 

tallow), and fruit. 

Hunting waterfowl also began during August and continued into October 

for certain species. Hunting waterfowl was prtdomlnantly a men'3 

activity. Either singly. or la hunting groups of two or three, men 
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yould boat or wad8 among slougha and eatuarles known to b8 frequented 

by ducks, geese, cranes, and swans, ahooting flying or swimming birds 

with shotguns. Camps were aometimea established from which the hunting 

of birds, seals, and/or moo38 occurred. Generally, men harvested . 

enough birds to last his family and perhaps an elderly neighbor or 

relative a f8W month3 a3 an occasional meal or base stock for soup. A3 

indicated in later chapters , an ethic prevailed among moat Kwikpagniut 

concerning most reaourcea, and waterfowl in particular, against taking 

more than was ne8d8d by a family. Although hunting clearly was a 

phasurable activity for men, hunting primarily for sport and enjoyneat 

was not considered proper or right. Moat households maintained strict 

limits on waterfowl harvest level3 for the38 ethical reaaon3. In 

addition, waterfowl hunting was a relatively expen3ive aubsiatence 

PWSuit, rsquiring substantial costs in boat fuel and ah8113 for a 

relatively modest food r8tu.x-n. The costs of hunting placed practical 

limits on waterfowl takes for moat people. Some households indicated 

that they took only enough waterfowl to be eaten on special occasions. 

Birds taken during fall wex-8 gutted and slightly aaltad by women and 

hung In caches. 

While at fall camps, men occasionally set short nets with about binch 

stretch mesh to harvest broad whitefish, and neta with 3-inch mesh to 

harvest Bering cisco and round whitefish duriw A~guur;. The xjor 

harvest of whitefish generally occurred later, juvt befo.3 2nd after 

fr8828Up about late October or early November. 
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Throughout early spring, summer, and fall, women and children 

frequently harvested local plants. COll8Cting ethnobotanical infor- 

mation was not a feasible obj8ctivs of this study, plant id8ntificatian 

r8prasenting a Sp8CitiiZed maeach task. NeVarthel833, from general 

indications, a wide variety of plants w8r8 being utilized by families 

on the Yukon delta. Planta utilized included the Pallus buttercup, 

marestail, dwarf fir8weed, sourdock, cow3lip, wild rhubarb, wild 

C8lem, Willow 18aV8S , tall cottongrass, Ubrador tea, berries li3ted 

previously, and a number of other unidentified greens, bulbs, and 

fiOW8M. Many of the38 planta w8r8 collected on low lying tmdra along 

the Bering Sea coast and coa3ta.l i3lands. 

The period of intensive sealing activities along the coast occurred 

from Iat8 August until fr88Zin& During fall, aeala and belukhas were 

hunted from boats, usually with a ccdw of two, one to operate the 

motor, the Other to harpoon and ahoot. In the hunting area3 of south 

pa33 villages, the species taken moat commonly during fall' were spotted 

38313, which at times migrated in large group3 along the coast, and 

adolescent bearded aeala. In the hunting area3 of Kotlik and Stebbins, 

ringed seals al30 were frequently captured during fall. Seals and 

belukhaa occasionally wer8 hunted by large groups of boats. When this 

occurred the fat and meat of bearded aeala and belukhas genarally were 

divided among participating hunter3 mom or lesa according to tradi- 

tional cultural rules (the division termed ninyig), described in 

Chapter 7. Small seal specie3 normally were not subject to nlnyiq 

conventiona. Ribbon seal3 wer8 rarely taken along the delta. 

70 



Occasionally sea lions and walruses were killed. Moat seal meat was 

colwumed soon after capture by a family; some portion might be air 

dried for later ~38~ Seal fat, and occasionally belukha fat, were 

rendered into oil. Seal oil wa3 considered an indispensable food itcx! 

by Kwikpagmiut. Dried fish wa3 dipped into seal oil while being eaten; 

and seal oil wa3 a common component of soups and other prepared dishes. 

%a& belukhas, and seal oil were major food items exchanged among 

friend3 and relatives from the coastal district to main river communi- - 

ties, discussed further in Chapter 7. Bearded seal hides provided 

material for the 30183 of summer and winter boots, while the akina of 

spotted and ringed seals were utilized for the upper portions of boota, 

parkaa, and other handcrafted prcducta. 

During September small parties of men commonly traveled to the rives> 

and valleys surrounding Pilot Station, Ru33ian Mission, and Paimiut to 

hunt moose. For men from coastal villages, the38 trips might last over 

a week and require substantial quantities of fuel (up to two %-gallon 

drums). Other families might receive mooae meat from relatives and 

friends uprlver, 3ometime3 In exchange for seal oil. Occasionally, 

moo38 were taken on the flata of the delta as well. 

Just before and immediately following the freezeup of the main Yukon 

RiV8r, usually in late October and early Xovemb~, a second period of 

inten3ive fishing OCCUrred within moat communities At this ti=z VT:-rc 

. were substantial 111113 of broad whitefish, Bering ciaco, aheefish, and 

saffron cod in the small rivers, sloughs, and estuarine channels of the 
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delta. The role of these non-salmon fish species in the Kwikpagmfut 

economy generally has been unrecognized in the literature. During 

1980-1981 whitefish and cod represented a significant portion of the 

annual food production of most families. Their importance has gone 

unnoticed probably for several reasons: they were harvested at a 

season when most seasonal residents have left the delta; they were fish 

species previously with no commerical market value; and their seasonal 

habits were relatively undocumented within the scientiilc community. - 

Coastal fishermen set short nets with about a 3-inch stretch mesh along 

narrow estuarine sloughs for small whitefish. fn a few days or weeks, 

hundreds of pounds of Bering cisco aad small sheeflsh frequently were 

takeq, Upriver at Mountain Village, small whitefish nets set ln Yukon 

tributaries caught Bering cisco, small pike, and small broad whitefish. 

Some individuals reset their small whitefish nets after freezeup near 

the village, where they caught fresh fish for the family throughout the 

winter. Small whitefish commonly were stored in caches in cardboard 

boxes; more occasionally they were air dried. 

Larger mesh nets (about 4 inches) frequently were set for broad whlte- 

fish just before and after freezeup in freshwater streams and lakes. 

During September, large broad whitefish could be taken migrating from 

lakes, but smaller specimens could be obtained year around in aids 

sloughs, lakes, and along the coastal passes. Upriver, broad whitefish 

catches generally continued strong through December, slacking off 

during January and February, and building again during March and April 
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’ just before breakup. Many individuals along the main river maintained 

set nets under the ice from October until May. Whitefish were eaten 

fresh, dried, or “aged” several weeks in a cache. 

Sheefish were harvested in gill nets wit& about a 6-inch mesh, set 

beneath the river ice after freezeup. Large catches of sheefish were 

taken during November within coastal Kwikpagmiut communities. Upriver 

fishermn from Mountain Village reported that, while sheeflsh were 

taken in salmon nets during summer and broad whitefish nets most other 

seasons, their number built to a heavy run during January and February. 

Many fishermen maintained sheefish nets from October through May 

beneeth ths mein river ice, taUng sheefish and an occasional burbot. 

The nets were occasionally reset after ice breakup in coastal commu- 

nitiee to harvest a strong aheefish run just before and after ice 

breakup. 

In addition to these varieties of whitefish, saffron cod (locally 

called egathluk and 'torn cods") along the coast, and lampreys (called 

'88ls," and ngumuqiuq) at Mountain Village, were harvsted before or 

soon after freezeup. Saffron cod were taken with large hooped dip nets 

utilized as seines by fishermen from Emmonak, Alakanuk, and Sheldon 

Point. While one person placed the net within the mouth of a small 

evlxary at high tide, another peraon would beat the water's surface 

with paddles upriver, driving fish into the net. In this manner aome- 

times several hundred pounds of fish were taken within a few hours. 

More commonly, saffron cod were taken >'vj- kooking through ice holes 
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using lures or baited hooks. Cod were frozen and strung for drying. 

The Kwikpagmiut of main river villages from Mountain Village to Russian 

Mission frequently harvested a brief run of lampreys soon after freeze- 

UP- When the run appeared, holes wer8 chopped in the ice in front of 

the tillage, and lampreys scooped from the water. At Mountain Village, 

people USed a wooden device about 4 feet long, 4 inches wide, and 1 

inch thick, its edges rimmed with half-sunk penny nails with their 

heads Snipped Off. Lampreys wem snagged on the nails az the device 

was swung laterally, first to one Side and then the other, through ice 

trenches. Other individuals utilized dip nets. Lampreys were commonly 

e&en baked, and were 8xchanged widely throughout the mglOn. 

'fh8 RWikpagmlUt, especially of the south passes and main river, placed 

basket traps for blackfish beneath the ice of lakes and narrow tundra 

Creek3 just before and soon after freezeup. Tha trap3 were mada of 

small wire mesh stretched around wooden or plastic hoop francs, with a 

WiZ.0 mesh fUllXl81 Set into on8 end. Some individuals still utilized 

basket traps made of thin pine strips. Traps might be reset in dil- 

ferent locations throughout the fall, winter, and spring months. TIE 

abundant blackfish were widely shared throughout a winter community, ao 

that the traps of a few Individuals could procure food for several 

families. Blackfish al30 was used to feed family dogs. 

A few individuala, placed baited hooks under the ice for burbot 

following freezeup. A line was stretched b8tW88n tW0 pOle3, along 

which hooks were secured and baited with live blackfish or whitefish. 
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Burbot also were taken in gill nets set for aheefish and broad white- 

fish throughout fall, winter, and spring. At St. Mary9 fish traps 

were maintained under the ice to harvest burbot. 

After about early December, aCtiViti8a directed toward food procurenent 

generally diminished in intensity, remaining at a relatively low level 

until about March. Fish nets, traps, and hooks beneath the ice might 

b8 Checked on alternative days, generally taking enough to provide 

fresh fish for the family to supplement dried salmon. During winter 

people Commonly jigged for whitefish, 3h88fi3h9 cod, and pike througti 

holes in the river Ice near the winter village. Longer trips might be 

taken t0 jigging aXWas noted to b8 productive. The38 eXCUrsi.Onv 

acquired the air of a recreational outing, entaiu, jigging and 

picticking On the iC8. 

Winter marked the beginning of hunting and trapping for fur bearers. 

Th8 most common practice was for male hunters to make one-day hunting 

trips by snowmachine over the flat tundra regions surrounding the 

winter village, looking for fox and checking baited spring traps, min!c 

basket traps, otter trapa, and beaver snarea. The timing and method of 

iur harvest activities are aummariz8d in Table 2, Some indivldualv 

maintained trapping camps sever31 miles iron ths winter village. Thf?ae 

persons wers likely to maintain traplines which would be checked on 

regular rounds. Small land mammala provided a source of fresh meat for 

the table, iur for parka puffs, mittens, dress parkas, and other hand- . 

Crafted itema, and monetary income When sold to fur buyers. The meat 
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of tundra and snowshoe hare3, beaver, and land otter was eaten regu- 

larly When taken. By contra3t, the meat 0r muskrats occa3ionally wa3 

eaten, mink rarely and fox never. When not personally consumed, the 

meat Or f-ur bearers provided food for family dogs. 

During January and February, households sometimes subsisted on diets 

predominantly compo38d of dried fish and cereal products from th8 local 

stores. The fresh meat of hares znd an occasional ptarmigan added 

W8iCOm8 Variety t0 th8 UnifO~ fWU. To procure fresh meat f'or the 

- Village during these months, one or two small hunting parties each 

winter might enter th8 Andreafaky Mountains on the northern boUndarIes 

Of th8 KWikpagmiUt region in 383rCh Or PO038 and caribou. Hunting 

trip3 Usually were ~amied Out in 3Ub-z8z% temperature3 with th8 threat 

Of sudden ArCtiC snowstorms trapping th8 party in tent3 many miles from 

home. Such hardships were conaldered Justified by the prospect of 

fresh meat during a lean time of the year. A ~ucc8ssfil hunt might 

yield one or tW0 moo38 or Caribou per group. 7218 harvest typically iidv 

divided among hunt8r3 , each of whom fmqU8XItly distributed the meat 

among relatives and friend3 at the winter village. Thereby many 

families fn the community usually received a share 0r th8 kill. 

BegInning in March and April (at times as early as January and 

February), amall partiea of men from coastal Kwikpagmiut cormunities 

made trip3 to the edge of the land-ra3t iC8 of the delta to hunt seals. 

Ringed seal3 and bearded seala irequented lead areas throughout the fate 

fall, winter, and spring. However, aeve- weather and ice conditions 
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usually precluded hunting trips until lat.8 winter or spring. Men gener- 

ally traveled by snowmachines directly out from the winter village until 

the lead area was encountered. Hunting frequently occurred 20 to 30 

miles from 3hOr8, and aometimea farther. Seal3 were shot with high 
. 

caliber rifle3 a3 they appeared awlmming or basking on ice floes, th8 

floating carcaaa retrieved with a boat dragged on a work sled. Some 

hunters motored about ice rloea in boat3 searching ror seals. The oil 

of spring heals commonly wiij distributed among relative3 and frienda 

within the winter village. During spring sealing trips, persons also 

frequently hooked for sariron cod through tidal crack3 in the ice. 

During Ma&h and April, many msid8nts of south pass and mafn river 

villages made one or two trips by snowmachine to the base of the 

Kuailvak Mountain3 to place neta and hook for pike in th8 Kipneak 

(Black) River. Several hundred pound3 of plk8 commonly w-81-8 taken by 

one person from a single day's activities. Families from Chevak, Hooper 

Bay, and Scammon Bay also fished this area, which at time3 took on the 

appearance of a teat city on the ice. 

During late spring, subsistence activities continued to increase in 

number and intelwity from the midwinter lull. Broad whitefish, shee- 

fi3h, and saffron cod catches from Jet nets and hoo!clng sit83 increased 

in volume due to spring runs. Hunters, especially young males, 

searched for muskrats in low wet area3 surrounding the Village- some 

eatabliahed Vat camps" on inland tundra areaa to hunt muskrats for 

several days to a week. About middle April, migratory waterfowl began 
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their return to the delta, a welcome sign to villagers, signaling fresh 

meat once again and the beginning of a new summer. Food stores in 

family caches and local retail stores were at their lowest yearly 

levels at this time. It waa not uncommon for village stores to be 

depleted of' moat staple items, showing bare shelves which would not be 

filled until the first barge arrived after spring breakup. Villages 

frequently ran out of gasoline as well, d8Spit8 it being rationed 

during winter. Ind!viduals sometimes made trips to n8ighbOring 

communities to buy one or two drum3 of fuel and stove oil. 

At this time of general scarcity, hunters commonly made one or two 

hunting trips to procure waterfowl for their families. Using shotguns, 

hUXIt8ra killed Waterfowl a3 they fl8~ over tundra beginning to thaw 

mm it3 cover 0r snow. Most hunters restricted their harvests to 

limited numbers of birds, just enough to provide the family with aoms 

fresh meat until the salmon run3 arrived. 

Nets and traps set throughout winter were removed when the ice became 

rotten, honeycombed with air pockets. Trash accumulated during the year 

frequently was stacked on river ice, to be carried 0rr with breakup 

sometime middle May to early June. After ice breakup, with the 

lengthening of days, families made preparations to begin anew the annual 

cycle 0r economic activi~i83. 
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. The Tapraqmiut Seasonal Round 

The annual round Of economic activities of the Tapraqmiut at Stebbins 

during 1980-81 differed in several respects from that of the 

Kwikpagmiut (Figure 5). Their location along the southern Coast Of 

Norton Sound at St. Michael Island enhanced th8 Importance of small sea 

mammals, walrus, and herring in the local economy. At this location, 

land-fast isa tended to break into lead areas closer to ahor than on 

the lWlatiV8ly f8aturel833 Coast Of th8 delta. The38 lead areas aUp= 
- ported population3 of seal during th8 winter, and seal, walrus and 

belukha during spring. 

Hunting for seals might occur throughout the winter at Stebbins, but 

38aling activities became intensive usually during March, April, and 

May. At this time, hunters traveled by snowmachine to the lead areaa 

surrounding Stuart island, and extending east to about Egg Island, to 

shoot seala from the Ice edge with high caliber rirl83. Some hunters 

MVigat8d akiii8 between ic8 flO83, searching for seals basking on tha 

iC8. During spring, both adolescent and adult bearded seals, ringed 

38al.3, and spotted seals could be taken, while ribbon seals were rare. 

Beginning before the breakup of a88 ice about May and continuing 

through June, walrus were hunted among the drlrting sea ice pack. 

Groups of boats with between two and five hunters each searched for 

walrus in the waters to the north of Stuart &land and ea3twax-d to 

about Egg Island. Walrus were sighted by binoculars from vantage 

80 



‘F
ig

ur
e 

5.
 

B
ea

rd
ed

 
S

ea
 1

 
A

du
lt 

A
do

le
aC

8n
t 

R
in

ge
d 

S
ea

l 
S

po
t 

te
d 

S
ea

l 
B

el
uk

ha
 

H
al

ru
s 

W
at

er
fo

w
l 

W
P

 
H

er
rin

g 
H

er
rin

g 
R

oe
 

on
 

K
el

p 
K

ln
g 

S
al

m
on

 
C

hu
m

 S
al

m
on

 
P

in
k 

S
al

m
on

 
C

oh
o 

‘S
al

m
on

 
S

ta
rr

y 
Fl

ou
nd

er
 

S
cu

lp
in

 
B

er
in

g 
C

ls
co

 
S

af
fro

n 
C

od
 

B
ro

ad
 

U
hi

te
ffs

h 
S

he
ef

 i
sh

 
C

la
m

s 
R

ei
nd

ee
r 

M
oo

se
 

Ila
re

s 
P

 ta
rm

lg
an

 
R

ou
nd

 
W

hi
te

fis
h 

B
la

ck
fis

h 
B

ea
ve

r 
Fo

x 
O

tte
r 

M
ln

k 
M

us
kr

at
 

tle
ed

le
f’i

sh
 

B
ur

bc
t 

cm
c.

1 
t- 

H
ar

 

S
E

A
S

O
N

A
L 

R
O

U
N

D
 O

F 
FI

S
H

IN
G

, 
H

U
N

TI
N

G
, 

A
N

D
 T

R
A

P
P

IN
G

 A
C

TI
V

IT
IE

S
 

FO
R

 S
E

LE
C

TE
D

 S
P

E
C

IE
S

, 
S

TE
B

B
IN

S
, 

D
U

R
IN

G
 1

98
0-

19
81

 
( 

U
S

U
A

L 
P

E
R

IO
D

 O
F 

H
A

R
V

E
S

T 
E

FF
O

R
T;

 -
 

- 
- 

- 
O

C
C

A
S

IO
N

A
L 

P
E

R
IO

D
 O

F 
H

A
R

V
E

S
T 

E
FF

O
R

T)
 

~ 
. 

I 

%
 

%
 

W
ay

 t
i 

Ju
n 

Ju
l 

A
u6

 
S

’3
P

 
oa

t 
$N

ov
 

D
e0

 
Ja

n 
Fe

b 
3 

3 
k 

k 

7.
. 

/“/
 

I/-
- 

- 
- 

// 
---

w
---

w
 

!!-
--

- 

--
B

-.-
f--

- 
--

- 
--

- 
- 

- 
e-

m
 

- 
m

--
e 

u-
--

--
--

O
- 

- 
--

 

rF
--

--
 

--
- 

- 
.I/

 
I/.

 
-r

3;
 

/I 
. 

// // // // // // // // /I // 

b 

--a
-- 

---
- 

-./
/ 

/I-
-- 

---
 

- 
- 

// b/
 

// ,,-
‘--

--‘
‘--

---
-- 

// 

---
-- 

// 

.,.
s.

 

--.
 

-- 
-_

 
--1

 

.-1
 

- 
“.)

. 
/P

 

.-,
_.

_-
_ 

---
.w

,..
 

81
 



points on Stuart Island, and quietly approached from downwind by boats, 

to be shot with high caliber rifles. Reportedly, during early summer, 

Walrus occasionally hauled out of the water on the northern beaches of 

Stuart Island. 

As on the Yukon delta, during May hunters harvested waterfowl for their 

famiUe3, generally in the low-lying coastal area3 south of Stebbins, 

such a3 the Kuiak River, Point Romanof, and on Stuart Island. One or 

two buckets of egg3 from waterfowl and sea birds, such as pintafl 

ducks, seagulls, murrea, and puffirw, might be gathered within nestir% 

areaa along the coast of Stuart I3land, and the cliffs to the north zmd 

south of Stebbins. Some households 83tabllshed spring camps for one cr 

two day3 for conducting the38 activities. 

JOY the sea ice became more broken, belukhas were taken in open waters 

between Stabbins and Stuart Bland south to Point Romanof. In recent 

year& several belukhaa have been taken by residents or the vlllzge as 

early a3 May. A sighting tower built near the Plkmiktalik River was 

sometimes used for spotting belukhaj. Belukhas were pursued by boats, 

harpooned, and then shot while they pulled the hunter9 boat. The neat 

and fat of belukha and walrus were likely to be distributed widely 

among kinship relations and frienda of the hunters- 

A mador fish resource of the Tapraqmiut not found on the Yukon River 

- delta was herring. Large runa of herring spawned along the rocky 

beachea surrounding Stebbins just after southern Norton Sound coastline 
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became ice free. In recent years, the runs had begun the second week 

of May, cintinuing into middle June. Other year3 , the herring runs 

occurred later into summer. The Tapraqmiut harvested herring with 

small mesh set nets placed perpendicular to rocky beach83 a few yards 

from shore. 

Herring were shaken from the nets into an open skiff primarily by men 

and delivered at the volcanic mnd bewh of the village for processing 

by women. Herring were gutted and woven by the women into long strings 

of braided grasses, gathered and dried the previous fall, and hung to 

air dry on fishracks. A household attempted to put up enough strings 

of dried herring to last the family the entire year as a major food 

source. Most commonly, dried herring wag eaten dipped in seal oil. 

Herring rc8 sacks frequently were removed and either frozen in plastic 

bags, dried, or preserved in brine. Stringa of dried herring produced 

at Stebbins and Scammon Bay became distributed widely amcng Kwikpagniut 

communlti83 of the delta, usually as gifts along kinship networks, but 

also commonly as trade items on local markets, or exchange items at 

potlatches. 

In 1980, a commercial fishery was opened for the sale of herring roe 

along southern Norton Sound. As Stebbina has been a "cash poor" con- 
.; I 

munity, the development of a herring fishery was viewed with high hopes 

by the Stebbins people. In 1981 about a dozen families purchased or. 

credit 7.3 meter, open herring boats powered by 150 to 200 horsepower 

engines from the Tapraqmiut Corporation, in order to more efficiently 
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harvest herring for commercial sale. During the 1981 season there were 

three 240hour open periods for commercial herring. 

Generally during May and June 

covered with herring roe from 

kelpn was eaten fresh, dipped 

plaatlc baga. 

hou3eholds gathered several bags of kelp 

the beaches of Stuart Island. "Roe on 

in beal oil. Surplus was frozen in 

Before the initiation of the limited entry permit system for commercial 

salmon fishing on the Yukon River, about one-half of the Stebbina 

households established fishcamps on the Yukon delta for the purpose of 

harvesting-subsistence and commsrcial salmon. Stebbins fishcamps fre- 

quently were located along the middle passes, and their commercial fish 

aold at Acres' Camp. However, for a variety of reasons, moat Stebbins 

households were unable to obtain commercial salmon fishing permits, and 

thus were "frozen out" of the commercial salmon industry. Currently, 

only seven households owned commercial permitx. During 1980 and 1981, 

these households established summer fishcamps for ha&eat- salmon, 

generally from June through August at Apoon and Okuega Passes. By 

locating' along north pasa , the Stebbins flahermen took advantage of the _ 

unusually strong salmon runs through the north mouths In recent years- 

Many Stebbina families without commercial salmon permit3 established 

flahcamps for, the harvest of subsistence salmon nearer to Stebbins or 

fished for salmon from the winter village. Generally, families set 

net3 for salmon after the diminution of the herring runs in June and 
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typically harvested fish from June through August. A large number of 

fishcamps were located near the traditional village site of Plkmiktalik 

along the Plkmiktalik River. Other fishcamp sites were located at 

Point Romanof, the mouths of the Nunavolnuk and Kuiak RiVBrS, Sourdough 

Point, and Stuart Island. Neta for kings and chums generally were 

placed perpendicular to the coastline near the mouths of rivers, inter- 

cepting salmon migrating along the coast. Nets for chum, pinks, and 

cohoa at times were relocated along &he rivers south of Stebbins to 

harvest runs traveling upriver, As on the delta, most of the salmon 

were cut, hung, air dried, and smoked. 

During lafe spring and summer, small starry flounders and sculpina were 

caught in netj set for herring and salmon. Both fish species fre- 

quented the Stebbins coastal vicinity throughout the year. A few 

famiUes dried sculpln and flounder, but most families retained only 

enough for a few meals of fresh fish and did not keep the remainder. 

Both varieties of fish were considered too small and bony to compensate 

for preservation labor requirements. 

Along the rivers south of.Stebbins during summer, several fish species 

could be taken in moderate numbers -sheefish, broad whitefish, round 

whitefish, lush, trout, and gray-. Families with fishcamps along 

these waters typically utilized small quantities of each type of fish. 

During August many families gathered berries on Stuart Island and in 

the tundra south of th8 village to Point Romanof, some households 
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establishing berry camps for a few days. As on the delta, varieties 

included salmonberries, blackberries, blueberries, and lowbush cranber- 

ri83. At this time, famili83 frequently set nets to harvest a large 

late summer or early fall run of Bering cisco in small sloughs and 

coastal rivers. A net set for a few hours sometimes would take hun- 

dreds of fish. One or two families used cheesecloth seines to harvest 

"ne8d18fishn (stickleback) abundant during August. 

From mid August until the freezeup of sea ice marked a second period of 

- intensive 388 mammal hunting. Adolescent bearded seals, ringed seals, 

and spotted seals were hunted from boati in open water surrounding 

Stuart Isl-ad, and south along the coast to the Pastolik River mouth. 

98al3 were shot and harpooned from skiffs generally holding a two-man 

creti. Concurrently, belukhas could be captured in the same areas. 

Fall seal meat frequently was dried; the fat was rendered into oil for 

winter use. Following freezeup, bearded and ringed seals still were 

occasionally taken from ice pack breathing holes. Spotted seals were 

rare during late fall and winter months. As on the delta, adult 

bearded seal hide was used for the soles of boots and for thoag strips 

wed as binding for sleds and snowshoes. The skins of ringed, spot&d, 

and young bearded seals were used as material for boots, pzr!:~~, rugs, 

and other handcrafted itema. 

Fall al80 marked a 88COnd period of waterfowl hunting from Stuart 

Island, south along the coastal tundra to Point Romanof. During this 

time, large runs of saffron cod were harvested from coastal rivers and 
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slough3 with short gill nets of about j-inch stretch mesh. A few fami- 

lies set basket traps for round whitefish. Saffron cod were harvested 

throughout late fall and into winter. After freezeup, large quantitie:, 

W8XWtak8n by hooking through the ice. Smelt al30 could be taken at 

this tine, but were utilized primarily aa bait for saffron cod. Before 

freezeup, about a bucket of blue clams and mussels might be dug at Pow 

tide from the beaches near Stebbim by families, enough to "provide 

variety 'co the diet." 

Winter and spring marked relatively slack periods for fishing and 

hunting activities, a3 on the Yukon delta. Some hunter3 harvested fur 

bearers such as fox, beaver, otter, and an occasional mink in the areas 

south and west of the village, especially alca the Plkmiktallk River. 

Harvest techniques were similar to those of Kwikpagmiut communities. 

Unlik8 delta communitlea, Stebbins people did not maintain nets or 

traps under the ice for fish during winter, except for a few blzckfish 

traps on the tundra near the village. 

From about January through March, small groups of hunters periodically 

might make hunting trips by snowmachines south into the Andreafsky 

Mountaina in search of moose- Eased from hunting camps, these excur- 

sions might take from several days to a week, and cover the area from 

the Gosolvla River south to the headwaters of the Pikmiktalik. Hunters 

from Pilot Station and St. Mary’s occasionally were encountered hunti;lg 

in the same region. As on the delta, the one or two moo38 taken by the 
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group typically were divided and distributed widely within the winter 

village. 

Stebbins Corporation maintained herds of domestic reindeer, one which 

grazed on Stuart Island, the others in the AndreaQzky Mountains. By 

and large in 19804981, these herds were left'unattended. Reindeer 

were not supposed to be killed without corporation permission, and 

;?eportedly were oocasionally allowed to be taken for specia', events or 

sale at the local store. Reportedly, in reoent years the herd on 

Stuart Island was being utilized at very low levels. The Andreafsky 

Mountain herds were in a semi-wild state, and according to certain 

Stsbbins residents, were mistaken for caribou by hunters rrom other 

communities. 

During winter, Stebbins families primarily utilized food products put 

up during spring, summer, and fall, supplemented by staples purchased 

at the two village stores and a few hares and ptarmigans. With the 

approach of March, and the start of seal hunting for fresh meat and 

oil, the annual round of fishing and hunting activities began an,ew its 

yearly cycle. 

Marketing and Wage Employment 

The second major sector of the regional economy during 1980-1981 which 

complemented fishing and hunting for local consumption, was the "mar- 

ket" sector, or "commercialw sector. Engaging in wage and market 
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activities was not a historically new component in the Rwikpagmiut 

economy, but existed even in the earliest historic accounts of the 

Yukon delta (Wolfe, 1979). An expansion of fishing for salmon and 

trapping and hunting for fur bearers for market sale has occurred since 

historic contact. This expansion is attributable to two factors: the 

emergence of export markets for salmon and furs outside the region, and 

increased local demands for imported goods. Increasing reliance on 

imported fishing and hunting equipment, especially Zish nets, boat 

motors, and snowmachines, has elevated the importance of the market 

- sector of the Kwikpagmiut economy, 

The %ubsi3tenceR component of the economy (fishing, hunting, and 

trapping for local consumption and exchange) and the %ommercialN 

component (production for sale on external markets) were well inte- 

grated by the Kwikpagmiut during 1980-1981. Tubsistence" and Yomner- 

Cial" pursuits were frequently not discrete or separate activities. 

The production of salmon for export sale or local consumption required 

the same equipment and could be done simultaneously. The hunting and 

trapping of fur bearen often was engaged in while checking traps and 

nets for fish species. F'urthermore, the 9ubaiatence" and wcommercialw 

activities were rarely antagonistic or contradictory. In fact, they 

commonly supported one another. Fishing and hunting for local consump- 

tion and trade required a flow of cash capital; fishing for market 

sale, and wage work, commonly provided the source of this capital. Tha 

most successful producer in the economic system was oni who brought in 

a steady monetary income and reinvested a portion of 1; into fishing 
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and hunting for local consumption. In this manner, the two sectors 

became mutually supportive (see Wolfe, 1979). 

The major sources of monetary income on the Yukon delta were commercial 

salmon fishing, seasonal wage employment, iur sales, and income assiu- 

tame. At Stabbins, where only seven households held commercial salmon 

permits, an emerging source of monetary income was commercial herring 

r ishing. Each fishery is describad ia general terms below, while 

harvest statistics are presented in Chapter 4. 

The largest and most consistent source of monetary income to the study 

area was the sale of commercial salon.' During 1980 there we= twelve 

commercial processors of salmon operating on the lower Yukon River. 

Most of the salmon was processed as a fresh or frozen product; smaller 

quantities were canned or hard salted. Two of the commercial proces- 

sors we= owned by local native corporations-the Yukon Delta Fish 

Marketing Co-op, Inc., at Emmonak, and th8 Azachorak Corporation's 

Village Cannery at Mountain Village. These two corporations, and the 

others to a lesser extent, provided seasonal wage employment to resi- 

dents of the region, in addition to income from salmon sales. Each 

corporation-owned processor estimated it employed from 60 to 80 persons 

at peak production during the summer. About 80 percent of the 

employees were local residents at the Emmonak facility; about 20 per- 

cent at the Mountain Village processor. Other employees were drawn 

. from other local communities, such as Hooper Bay, Chevak, and Kuskokwim 

River villages. Processor employees in general were young adults. 
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The larger buyers of salmon operated as lending institutions for com- 

mercial salmon fishermen. Most loaned out money, fuel, or equipment 

(such as nets, motors, or parts) at the beginning of the season as 

operating capital for a fisherman. It was estimated that on the 

average, a fisherman might take between $1,000 to $2,000 in loaned 

equipment and supplies before the salmon season began. Fishermen paid 

off these loans with salmon earnings. 

There were 403 commercial salmon gill net permits owned by members of 

the six study communities of the lower Yukon delta (Districts 334-10, 

334-20, 334-301, out of a total of 686 registered in the three dis- 

tricts (ADkG Annual Management Reoort, Yukon Area, 1980). As indicated 

earlier, most fishermen used set or drift gill nets, from skiffs 

between 17 and 25 feet in length, powered by outboard motors (35 to 55 

horsepower), without gill net rollers or power reels. 

On the average in 1980 in the lower Yukon district, king salmon sold 

for $23.41 per fish, chums $1.66 per fish, and cohos $2.32 per fish. 

The 1980 commercial catch on the lower Yukon River was 143,%3 kir~a, 

950,355 chums, and 7,488 cohos, sold for an estimated valua ~+n 

$4,962,559 or an average of $7,234 per permit holder. TRlv co&prSscd 

about 75 percent of the total 1980 Yukon River fishery output. For the 

entire Yukon River, gross value of salmon sales to fishermen ~33 

$6,703,100; wage income from salmon processing was $1,475,000; for a 

total of $8,178,100. The wholesale value of the salmon was 
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$16,757,700. (Figures were derived from the ADFG Annual Management 

Report, Yukon Area, 1980.) 

For most households, commercial salmon income represented the largest 

and most consistent source of money. Aa shown in Chapter 4, for a 

sample of 88 households, commercial salmon earnings comprised 45.8 

percent of their annual monetary income, or $8,026 per houehold, 

during the period June 1980 to May 1981. 

The commercial herring fishery at Stebbins was relatively new in 1981, 

being in its first few years of operation. Herring was sold for its roe 

to floating processors which moved north along the western Alaska coast 

with spring herring migrations, buying fish within various fishlrg 

districts. During 1981, processors sometimes brought fishermen with 

them to harvest herring. These nonlocal fishermen were perceived by 

some resident fishermen as unfair competition for a local resource. 

Some residents expressed a desire that the district have limited entry 

restrictions to protect the earnings of local fishermen. 

It was reported that average earnings for local fishermen who fish:sd 

commercial herring at Stebbins during 1980 was betueen $2,000 and 

$3,000. Of the twelve sampled Stebbins fishermen discussed in Chapter 

4, average earnings for the four who sold commercial barring uas 

$1,318. During 1981 the average earnings for fishermen probably 

increased. Fishermen were adjusting to the system of open periods and 

several had purchased on credit 7.3 meter open boats from the Stebbinv 

Native Corporation which allow+ larger production capacity. One 
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fisherman reported that he earned $7,800 during the three 12.hour open 

periods in 1981, $5,000 which would go toward his new $15,000 boat. 

Fishermen by and large expressed satisfaction with the development of 

the commercial herring fishery. Stebbins has b88n a "cash-poor" commu- 

nity in recent years, especially because many families had been denied 

commercial salmon limited entry permits within the Yukon delta district 

and no longer could fish commerci-ally d&ring summer. Herring sales at 

Stebbins held the promise of becoming a relatively consistent source 0; 

income for the community. 

Seasonal employment was a second source of income for many families in 

the Yukon delta region. Job opportunities on the Yukon delta were 

generally of a seasonal nature. T&e most common sources of employment 

were in Commercial SatiOn prOC8SSing mentioned above, or in COKMXVC- 

tion work, such as ASHA and BIA-HUD housing, Alaska village development 

projects, and regional high school construction. Other sources of 

employment were in city council government, city government, retail 

stores, regional schools, and the BIA educational system. 

Paid employment frequently was integrated with commercial fishing and 

food production for local consumption, although at times this entailed 

scheduling conflicts. If a person's employment hours were relatively 

inflexible, then other economic activities had to be conducted around 

them,. Some forms of employment, such as city government, allowed more 

flexibility. Such positions might be filled during closed commercial 

salmon periods, and vacated during open fishing periods. Some 
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households avoided scheduling conflicts by having one household member 

work, while others fished and hunted. 

The eighty-eight sampled households described in Chapter 4 averaged 

$7,878 in paid employment during the period June 1980 to May 1981. The 

wage fncome comprised 40.7 percent of their annual earned monetary 

Income. The ayeage wage income for the sample probably ls higher than 

the delta as a whole, as ia dlscusaed in Chapter 4, because households 

with wage employment probably were disproportionately represented in 

the sample. . 

The other aourcea of income were fur sales and Federal and State inccme 

assistance. Fur salea provided on average about $1,000 to a household, 

although some trappers earned considerably more. Red fox and mink were 

the region's primary marketable pelts. The moat common fora of income 

assistance was food stamps. Families frequently qualified for food 

stamps during winter months , when aourcea of monetary income disap- 

peared. The other common form of income assistan$e was aid to d&pen- 

dent children. Of the eighty-eight sampled households discussed in 

Chapter 4, fur sales comprised 5.7 percent of their annual monetary 

income, while income assistance comprised 9.5 percent during the period 

June 1980 to May 1981. 
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The Cost of Living on the Yukon Delta 

Haintaining a consistent source of monetary income was essential 

because of the high cost of living on the Yukon delta. Major costs 

included technological items used in food production, oil and gas for 

fuel, and food. The high coats can be illustrated with a few case 

examples. r 

During 1981 fuel for boats was selling for $208 to $2.50 per gallon 

unmixed ($3.00 per gallon mixed at Alakanuk in late July 1981). During 

a fishing season, a commercial drift netter might expend about ten 5% 

gallon drums of fuel, or about $1,155 if purchased at $2-10 per gallon. 

Heating oil cost $98 or $102 per 5%gallon drum. One Alakanuk family 

estimated the following coats for heating and electricity during a 

year: stove oil, sixteen drums at $102 per drum; propane, four drums 

at $99 per drum; electricity, 9 wintar months at $75 per month, and 3 

summer months at $52 per month; totalling $2,859 per year. 

Maintaining a full complement of fishing and hunting equipmsnt incurred 

substantial payments. In 1976 it was estimated that owning and main- 

taining a wooden boat, 35,horsepower motor, snowmachine, neta fop 

kings, chuma, sheefish, and small whitefish, .22 rifle, .222 rifle, and 

shotgun would coat $2,133 per year (Wolfe, 1979). This ~23 figured by 

'depreciating the equipment's currt~t mar!cet valcz by its life expec- 

. tancy, plus annual maintenance coats. Recalculated with 1981 pricey, 
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the coat to own and maintain a full complement of fishing and hunting 

equipment totalled about $3,648 per year. 

The high food prices at stores in the bush of Alaska are well known. 

Table 3 illustrates price3 for typical food items at a store in Emmonak 

in 1981. Meat products averaged about $4.62 per pound. (See Chapter 

4.1 

Because of high coats of imported foods, moat families were forced to 
- 

fish and hunt for food. The limited monetary incomes of a household 

werpd not sufficient to enable a famI.ly to live solely on items pur- 

chased from local atoms. The moat efiicient use of limited cash 

income wa3 to invest a portion into equipment and operating costs for 

fishing and hunting. This money, coupled with a person's labor, pro- 

\ duced a higher food return than was poasible if an equivalent amount 

were spent on imported fooda (Wolfe, 1979). For moat families on the 

Yukon delta, this was the only viable strategy for survival. 

Effects of the Commercial Fishery 

The commercial export fishery for salmon has developed gradually in the 

Yukon delta region. As documented by Pennoyer, et al. (19651, commer- 

cial fishing for salmon was introduced during 1918 when a floating 

cannery was operated at Andreafaky (St. Mary’s). A below-normal 

upriver salmon catch during 1919 was attributed to unregulated commer- 

cial fishing and led to a curtailment of salmon fishing for export sale 
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Table 3 

FOOD PRICES AT EMi'lONAK, JUNE 1981 

FRESH FROZEN MEAT PRICE/LB. CEREAL PRODUCTS PRICE/LB. 

Chicken legs 
Sliced bacon 
Beef hearts 
Pork spare ribs 
Bologna 
Beef tongue 
Salami 
Chuck roast 

Stew beef 
Pork chops 
Beef top round 

-T-Bone steak 
New York steak 

$2.91 
4.09 
4.15 
4.69 
4.70 
5.09 
5.30 
5.55 
5.65 
5.75 
6.55 
9.65 

ii .a9 

Flour 
Rice 
Pasta 
Pilot bread 
Corn flakes 
Quaker oats 
Sandwich bread 

*lo:; 
1:21 
1.55 
2.81 
1.47 
1.33 

CANNED 'ZXTABLES 

CANNED MEAT 

Beef stew - 1.70 
Corned beef hash 1.97 
Meat balls 2.23 
Vienna sausage 3.04 
Light tuna 3.82 
sP= 3.95 
Sardines 6.36 

Pork and beans .a0 
Peas 1.01 
Corn .99 
Green beans .98 
Tomatoes 1.07 
Carrots .a9 
Chil i with beans 1.70 

CANNED FRUITS 

OTHER PROTEIN 

Applesause 1.19 
Peaches 1.17 
Pineapple 1.14 
Grapefruit 1.25 
Pears 1.30 

Cheese 
Instant dried milk 
Canned evap. milk 
Eggs, dozen 
Peanut butter 

z 
:95 

1 .a5 
3.25 

BEVERAGES 

Coffee , ground 4.52 
Tea 8.70 
Tang 2.22 

OTHER PRODUCTS FRESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 

Sugar 
Margarine 
Wco shortening 

.91 . 
1.59 
1.63 

.42 

Oranges 
Apples 
Potatoes 
Tomatoes 
Lettuce 
Carrots 
Bananas 

1.39 
1.59 

.82 
3.09 
1459 
1.29 
1.59 
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between 1925 and 1931. After 1932, commercial sales of salmon to 

outside buyers was reintroduced and gradually expanded under a moni- 

tored program. The largest commercial catches and sales of salmon have 

occurred during recent years (AWG Annual Management Report, Yukon 

1980). Area, 

The development of commercial salmon fishery has occurred In associa-= 

tlon with other changes in the economy and culture of the region. Some 

of these associated changes are outlined below-changes in demography 

and the mixed subsistence-market economy. Without firmer historical 

data, one cannot with confidence document the magnitude of these 

changes, nor attribute them solely to the development of commercial 

fishiilg. Nevertheless, it is probable that these changes In the econ- 

omy and culture were influenced by the presence of commercial fishing. 

First, it is probable that centers of population and locations of 

commercial salmon processors have exerted reciprocal influences. T?IC 

largest historic zummer population densities occurred along the south 

pass of the Yukon due to large salmon runs in that area. It waz 

logical that many early commercial firms tended to locate canneries, 

salteries, tenders, and floating freezer ships there also. AZ CoPPer- 

cial firms offered markets for flzh and opportunities for seasonal wage 

employment, they represented a firther attraction to the vicinity for 

fishermen and seasonal workers. This may have led to larger summer 

populations due to immigration to the vicinity, and perhaps a greater 

consolidation of the area’s winter population. Current firms were 
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located nearby large winter communities- Yukon Delta Fish Marketing at 

Emmonak, Bering Sea Fisheries and Schenk Seafood Sales, Inc., near 

Emmoaak, Whitney Fidelgo Seafoods near Alakanuk, Azachorak Corporation 

Village Gannery at Mountain Village, and Boreal Fisheries near St. 

Mary's. Reportedly, the winter population of the north pass (Kotlik 

and historic Chaniliak and Pastolik) over time have established zummifr 

fishcamps closer toward c~mmerlcal flrms to enable fishermen to sell 

fish. Similarly, several fishermen from Stebbins and Scammon Bay 

travel to the Yukon delta area to commercial fish. This Is not to say 

that commercial fish processors were the primary causes of the cocso11- 

dation trends of the summer and winter,populations. Other institutions 

such as public schools, churches, retail stores also attracted peopk 

and perhaps were of greater importance. 

The commercial fishery also caused a certain degree of summer immigra- 

tion from outside the region, although not nearly to the extent of the 

fishery at Bristol bay. The Yukon delta fishery manpower predo&z;nZly 

were of local origin during 1980-1981. Three of the largest firms 

(Bering Sea fisheries, Inc., Whitney Fidelgo Seafoods, and SchenL 

Seafood Sales, Inc.> imported a major portion of their work forces. 

Some workers in the other processors, a3 mentioned previously, cade 

from outside the region for summer employment. Other summer immigrants 

were Fish and Game biologists monitoring and managing the fishery, and 

Fish and Wildlife Protection officers. 
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A second category of effects of the development of the commerical 

salmon fishery are economic changes. As mentioned previously, the 

commerical fishery has become a constant source of monetary income to 

the area. For most households, the money was used for both investment 

capital into subsistence fishing and hunting, and as money for pur- 

chasing basic supplies such as imported food, clothing, heating oil, 

&d other household goods. The large output of subsistence foods in 

the region today (documented in Cbapter 4) was supported by the devel- 

opment of income from commercial fishing. 

The commercial fishery offered linitetd seasonal wage employment oppor- 

tunities. -Processing jobs such as hauling, cutting, icing, or canning 

salmon primarily attracted young adults in the late teens and early 

twenties, especially females. Assembly line processing jobs were not 

considered to hold as high prestige as fishing nor did they pay as 

much. The Village Cannery at Mountain Village reportedly had to hire 

nonlocal workers because summer fishing attracted most of the local 

labor force. Adult men tended to hold the managerial and supervisory 

positions in the firms. Collector boats generally were piloted by' 

young adult men. As most jobs related to the commercial buying and 

processing of fish did not offer as much potential Income as fishing, 

most were held by persons who could not commerlcal fish, especially 

persons without commercial limited entry permits. It can be predicted 

that these limited job opportunities will be more in demand in the 

future as the region's large population of children reaches adulthood 
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without opportunities for many to obtain commercial limited entry 

permits. 

One potential limitation with summer wage employment was that a person 

was tied to the winter village during summer. These workers were not 

as free to move to summer fishcamps as persons without such employment. 

A worker% time also was taken up by remunerative work, restricting a 

person's ability to catch and process salmon for subsistence uses. In 

general, if workers were unmarried young adults, these restrictions on 

mobilfty and time did not reduce a household9 capacity to subsistence 

fish during summer. As illustrated in the cases in Chapter 2, zome 

household; at fishcamp left children at the main village working at 

commercial firms.. .Another strategy wa3 for men to fish at a fishcamp, 

while the remainder of the household remained at the winter village. 

Thus, while a household could maintain its subsistence output, there 

was some cost in the form of temporary separation of household nembers. 

When an adult married and/or assumed a major role in the harvesting and 

processing of salmon for the household unit, the ability to coordirate 

the work demands of summer wage employment with those of sUbsist8nC8 

fishing becomes Increasingly difficult. It seems likely that older 

married adults tended to quit processing jobs because of this competl- 

tion with the subsistence needs of the family. 

Host income from the commercial Xzhery entared the regional economy 

through the fishermen with commercial fishing permits who caught xlzcn 

for sale to proceszors. As indicated earlier, commercial salmon 

101 . 



fishing had become well integrated with the historic pattern of fishing 

and hunting for local consumption. Fishing was a traditional summer 

economic activity and fishing for commerical sale did not reprssent an 

occupation competing with or recilre&lng the summer economic focus cf 

producers. 

A major influence of the commercial salmon export industry on the 

subsistence fishery has been in terms of increased regulations of 

salmon fizhing. A complex system of regulation3 to limit commercial 

harvests has supplanted the traditional autonomy of the Yukon delta 

fisherman. Previously, the times fished and quantities taken were 

self-regulated by a production unit, usually colwisting of an lndepen- 

dent nuclear or extended kinship group. Under present regulations, the 

prevfously independent Kwikpagmlut fisherman was drawn into a larger 

system whose components, still the producing kinship groups, were 

interrelated. The harvest level of the entire system was monitored and 

regulated by state fizh and game personnel. The 

could affect one’s own by influencing short term 

and times of open fishing periods. 

harvests of a neighbor 

quotas and the lengths 

Since the 19303, the Kwikpagmiut salmon fishing activities have been 

constrained by legal regulations. Fishing regulations have placed 

limits on the size of commercial catches and lengths of open fishing 

periods. Before 1961, fixed quotas were eztabllshed to set a ceiling 

on the seasonal take of commercial salmon for export. Quotas Were 

eliminated in 1961 for a more flexible system of scheduled weekly 
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fishing periods. During 1980 to 1981, fIshermen were cognizant that 

open fishing periods had shrunk over time. During 1981, fishing waa 

restricted to only two 24.hour open periods per week for most of the 

season. Whereas in the past subsistence fishing could occur at any 

time, now it was restricted to 48 hours a week. 

The schedule of periods has tended to mold f’lshing activity into rela- 

tively short bursts of concentrated effort rather than moderate effort 

extended over a longer time frame. As it currently operated, the short 

time periods seemed to give advantage to fishermen capable of rapid 

mobility and short term, high level labor expenditures. Rapid mobility 

allowed fishermen to relocate from unproductive to more productive 

se&on of the river during an open period. Drifting was the preferred 

harvest method for a highly mobile fisherman if river conditions 

permitted. Set net locations fostered sedentisn (see Chapter 8). One 

negative aspect of high mobility and drifting as a technique was 

increased monetary coats in gasoline and equipment wear in con~arison 

with set netting. Thus, potentially higher harvests were offset to 

some extent by increased expenses. 

The shorter open periods clearly have influenced summer residence 

patterns of some households, a3 Illustrated in Chapter 2. ;;.it5in 

certain households, only male fishermen established residence at 

fishcamps during open periods, returning to the wfcter community during 

closed periods. In other households, consldorable movement occurred 
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between summer fishcamps and winter communities during extended closed 

fishing periods. 

Other regulatory constraints in addition to fishing periods included 

restrictions on gill net mesh size, net lengths, and net locations. By 

and large, these regulations seemed to be understood and followed by 

most fishermen. Nevertheless, increased regulation has led to explicit 

comparisons of local fishermen's perceived interests with outside 

interests. Poor fishing seasons commonly were attributed by fishermen 

to fishing regulations, especially to closed periods which allowed what 

were perceived to be substantial runs of fish to escape upriver. 

Geographic Patterns of Resource Utilization 

Utilization of local resources of the land, rivers, and the aea was the 

foundation of the economy of the Yukon delta region. This section 

presents information illustrating some of the geographic locations of 

harvest efforts by a sample of Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqniut households 

during the period June 1980 to Hay 1981. The purpose of this section 

is to describe in general term; some of the geographic domains utilized 

by the people of the Yukon delta region in economic production. 

Information concerning the geographic locations of fishing, hunting, 

tapping, and food gathering activities was gathered during systematic 

discussions with a sample of Yukon delta households (see Chapter 4 for 

sample characteristics and selection procedures). JLJ part of extended 
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discussions about fishing, hunting, trapping, and food gathering activ- 

ities, household heads were asked to indicate on United States' Geologi- 

Cal Survey topographical maps areas In which they fished or hunted for 

particular food resources during the previous year. This information 

has been compiled and summarized in the following maps to illustrate 

areas utilized by particular individuals in certain economic activities 

during the previous year. The information should not be considered a 

compiete, or exhaustive depiction of land, river, and sea use patterns 

by people in the region. Instead, the maps only illustrate some of the 

fishing and hunting locations of a sample of household heads, and their 

families, during a one-year period. According to the reports of resi- 

dents, certain fishing, hunting, and trapping locations commonly change 

from year to year. Consequently, generalizations made from this 

Umited data base must be considered tentative and merely suggestive of 

land, river, and sea use patterns in the study area. Mapping of 

resource uses stretching farther back than one year might reveal aub- 

stantially wider land use patterns, as might mapping of future resource 

use patterns longitudinally. 

Salmon Fishing Locations 

The general areaa within which salmon was harvested by fishermen from 

Alakanuk, Kmmonak, Kotlik, Mountain Village, Sheldon Point, and 

Stebbins during the summer of 1980 are depicted in Figure 6. The figure 

illustrates that the entire length of the Yukon River within the study 

area, from the coast upriver about 100 miles, was fished to some extent 
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NORTON SOUiID 

SALMON FISHING AREAS 

Figure 6. 
. 

Approximate areas for salmon fishing during 1980 by residents 
of Alakanuk, Emmonak, Kotlik, Mountain Village, Sheldon Point, 
and Stebbins 



for salmon. As discussed in Chapter 2, the region*a population dis- 

persed during summer months along the banks of the main rivers, 

sloughs, and distributaries of the delta to harvest migrating salmon. 

Fishing effort typically occurred near a fisherman's fishcamp; thus the 

locations of fishcamps are good indicators of the areas fished. Nets 

were set at the mouths of the delta's three major passes, the KwikluA, 

Kwikpak, and Apoon, and smaller passes, Kwemeluk, Alakanuk, Kwigu!~, 

Kawanak, and Okwega. In past years, 

fished. Drifting gill nets was more 

the coast, especially along the main 

three main Yukon delta passes. 

the Bugumowik Pass was also 

frequently done upriver away from 

river upriver from the head of tht? 

Fishermen from Stebbins placed nets along the coastline of southern 

Norton Sound, from about Point Romanof north to Stuart Island. Nets 

were placed along the coastline of Stuart Island as well. Rivers h&r- 

vested for salmon in this region included the Pikmlktalik, Munevulnti, 

Kogok (Nunakok), and Kuiak. 

It should be mentioned that salmon fishing near the mouth of Blat!: River 

(Klpneak) by Scammon Bay fishermen, and fishing upriver from the study 

area, are not depicted in Figure 6. 

Seal Hunting and Belukha Huntlnq 

Two major geographic patterns existed for seal and belukha hunting in 

the region, a "fall" pattern and a "spring' pattern, depicted in Figures 
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7 and 8, respectively. During late summer and fall, before the freezeup 

of the Yukon or coastal waters, hunters searched for seals and belukhaa 

by boat along the coasts surrounding their winter communities. The 

general areaa covered during wfalln are shown in Figure 7. . In general9 

Stebbina hunters covered the area from about Egg Island southwest to the 

Paatolik River mouth, including the area surrounding Stuart Island. 

Kotlik hunters typically hunted from about Coffee Point west to the 

middle mouth; Emmonak hunters covered the area from north of middle 

mouth south to Flat island. Some Emmonak hunters traveled aa far as 

Black River to hunt. Alakanuk hunters searched for sea mammals from 

just north of Alakanuk Pass aouth to the mouth of the Mukunoaliwik 

River. Sheldon Point hunten covered the area from about Flat Island 

south to the Mukunoaliwik River. Searching for sea mammals frequently 

took hunters 10 to 15 miles from ahore, beyond the sight of land. 

In addition to these coastal watera, aeala were harvcated in the Yukon 

River. Mountain Village huntera watched for seals swimming in the 

lcivera, and during fall, frequently traveled to the coast to hunt seals. 

Of sixteen households que&loned, nine captured seals during 1980--tuo 

on the main.Yukon River, three at middle mouth, two at Kotlik, one at 

Scammon Ray, and one at Hooper Bay (see Chapter 7). 

During late winter and spring, hunters for seals usually traveled 

directly out from their winter villages onto the shore-fast ice pack to 

open lead areas. Seals were harvested along the edge of the Ice pack, 

as depicted in Figure 8. The edge of the fast Ice area varied, but 
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hunters stated that distances were not uncommonly 30 to 40 miles from 

the Yukon delta coastline. Stebbina hunters usually did not have to 

travel as far to encounter open water. During spring, hunter= from 

Emmonak, Alakanuk, and Sheldon Point sometimes searched for seals off 

the mouth of Black River. 

Non-salmon Fish Species 

Figures 9 to 17 depict the fishing locations for certain non-salmon fish 

species for the period June 1980 to May 1981, of a sample of houaeholdz 

from each winter community. The map notes general locations where a 

net, trap,-seine, or other fishing gear was Utilized at some point 

during the previous year by a household. Host fishing effort for non- 

salmon fish species occurred near the winter villages. Exceptions 

included pike fishing near Kusilvak Mountains (Figure l6), and uhitefisir 

fishing along the Black River (Figure 14 and 17). In general, nets for 

aheeflsh, smelt, lamprey, and burbot were used in the main Yukon River 

paasea; nets for broad whitefish wer8 placed on rivers or sloqhs 

draining into the main Yukon (except at Mountain Village where they were 

placed on the main river); nets for small whitefish were placed on or 

near small rivers draining into the ocean (except again at Mountain 

Village); and blackfish trapa were set in tundra lakes and streams. 
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r-r BROAD WHITEFISH NET 

w SHEEFISH NET 

W S&tAU. WHITEFISH NET 

- HERRING NET 

A SAFFRON COD SEINE 

0 BLACKFISH TRAP 

u SMELT DIP NET 

x PIKE NET OR HOOKING SITE 

-c OTHER HOOKING SITE 

Figure 10. Fishing locations for non-salmon fist species, Jun.e 138041ay 1981, 
of a sample of households from Stebblns (n=l2) 
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l-l BROAO WHITEFISH NET 

SHEEFISH NET 

SHALL WHITEFISH NET 

HERRING NET 

SAFFRON COD SEINE 

BLACKFX SH TRAP 

SMELT DIP NET 

PIKE NET OR HOOKING SITE 

OTHER HOOKING SITE 

Figure 12. Fishing locations for non-salmon fish species, June 19804ay 1981, 
of a sample of households from Emnonak (n=18) 
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Figure 13. Fishing locations for non-salmon fish species, June 1980-May 1981, 
Of a samp'le of households from Alakanuk (n=21) 
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Figure 14. Fishing locations for non-salmon fish species, June 1980-Nay 1981, 
of a sample of households from Sheldon Point (n=7) 
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CI BROAD WHITEFISH NET 
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Figure 17. Fishing locations for non-salmon fish species, June 19804ay 1981, 
not depicted in Figures 10-16. 



Waterfowl, Land Mammals, and J%r Bearer3 

The hunting areas for waterfowl, land mammala, and f'ur bearers could not 

be depicted adequately on maps iron ths methodology utilized in this 

study. During 1980 to 1981, Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqmiut hunters typi- 

cally hunted these resources over large and variable areas within the 
.?. 

region. Precise boundaries of these economic activities were not easily 

identifiable on topographic maps , so it was considered inappropriate to 

atte‘mpt to map them. In general, watecf owl, land mammals, and Au. 

bearers were hunted by Kwikpagmiut throughout the lowlyin~ areas of the 

Yukon delta region. This encompassed an area bounded by the Black and 

Kaaunok RiYers to the South, Paimiut Slough to the east, and the 

Andreafsky Mountains to the north. Hunting for land mammals at tines 

brought Yukon River residents into the Andreafsky Mountains. Waterfowl, 

land mammala, and fur bearers were harvested by the Tapraqmiut Of 

Stebbina on Stuart Island, the lowlying coastal tundra from Stebbins 

south to about Point Romanof, and the Andreafaky Mountains to the south, 

including the Gosolvla River drainage, east fork of the Andrcafaky 

River, and the upper reaches of the Plkmiktalik. 

Geographic Characteristics of Resource Utilization 

Despite the limitations of th8 geographic data in terms of sample size 

and time depth, some tentative generalizationa cad be advanced 

conC8rning the geographic patterns of resource use In the Yukon delta 

area. 
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1. Collectively, the fishing and hunting activities of the six 

villages in the study area covered the entire Yukon delta region. From 

the areas utilized by the sample of households during June 1980 to May 

1981, apparently moat or all. of the land3 and waters of the Yukon delta 

XWgiOn were utilized for the harvest of economic resources at one time or 

another during the year. 

2. Several important economic resources within the region were 

harvested directly from or near to ocean waters. These reaourcea 

included king, chum, and coho salmon; herring; bearded, ringed, and 

spotted seals; belukha whales; and saffron cod. 

3. Other important economic resourcea were harvested from land 

areaa or waterwaya within the coastal fringe of the Yukon delta. These 

resources included aheefish, Bering ciaco, burbot, broad whitefish, 

blackfish, migratory waterfowl, sea birds, mink, muskrat, and land 

otter. 

4. Seal hunting activities, especially during spring, were 

conducted frequently 30 miles out into the ocean. This suggests that 

conceptualizing the economic region a3 being bounded by the caastal 

shoreline is incorrect. The actively utilized economic region incluties 

land-fast ice and lead areaa extending out from the shoreline 30 to 43 

miles. 
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5. Because of their geographic ranges, most major economic 

activities in the region were influenced directly by conditions within 

the region's oceanic, riverine, and coastal tundra environments. 

Changes occurring within these environments could be expected to have 

direct and immediate effects upon the major economic activities of the 

region. 

123 



CHAPTER 4 

SUBSISTENCE AND COMMERCIAL HARVESTS IN THE 

YUKON DELTA REGION, JUNE 1980 - MAX 1981 

As described in Chapter 3, the Kwikpagmiut economy was a diversified and 

flexible pattern of fishing, hunting, and marketing activities. The 

-- Kwikpagmiut's primary food resources, king and chum salmon, locally 

supplemented with seal, belt&ha, waterfowl, whitefish, and other fish 

species, were harvested for both local .consumption and market sale. The 

Tapraqmiut'a economy in addition included the harvesting of herring, 

littoral sea products such as seabird eggs, clams, and roe on kelp, and 

walrus. In the contemporary economy, the hunting, fishing, and marketing 

sectors were interdependent: success in one sector facilitated success 

in the other for producing households. 

This chapter provides quantitative data that illustrate the high depen- 

dence of the Kwikpagmiut on the fishing, hunting, and marketing of local 

resources from the land, rivers, and sea. The chapter presents harvests 

by a sample of households for local consumption and exchange and for 

export sale during a year's period, from June 1980 to May 1981. These 

data should complement the general descriptive infornation on the 
I 

Kwikpagmiut economy within the praivlous chapter. Whereas Chapter 3 

described the general seasonal round of economic activities, this . . 
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chapter estimates actual levels of economic output for a single year's 

time by a sample of households. 

A cautionary note must be sounded before the quantitative information 13 

presented. The seasonal round of economic activities within the 

Kwikpagmiut region was neither a certain nor invariable pattern. From 
, 

one year to the next, the relative abundance of important migratory 

species such as salmon, seal, and whltefish cannot be predicted with any 

assurance. Nor can the vagaries of weather which may curtail or disrupt 

harvesting and storage activities be predicted. Consequently, the types 

and quantities of resources taken by a household typically vary yearly. 

When one &source fails, others have to. be taken in larger quantities to 

make up deficiencies. A producer, by necessity, had to remain somewhat 

flexible and opportunistic in his economic pursuits. 

The period June 1980 to May 1981 was an atypical year for the Yukon 

delta study area in one central respect. The locations and strengths of 

the 1980 salmon runs were unusual. As is discussed later in this chap- 

ter, abnormally large runs of salmon entered the Yukon River through the 

middle and north passes, while correspondingly smaller runs entered 

through the south passes. Consequently, for certain cornunities like 

Kotlik and Mountain Village, salmon harvests reportedly uere unusually 

high, while at other communities like Alakanuk and Emmonak, salmon . 

harvests reportedly were poor. The relative success of commercial and 

subsistence salmon A.shing during aummer undoubtedly influences a house- 

hold's subsistence fishing and hunting choiucti the remaind,: of %z 
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year. Because of the unusual salmon harvests for certain families 

during the summer of 1980, one might expect uncommon patterns of utili- 

zation for certain other resources. There currently does not exist 

enough data to depict how harvest levels of salmon influence harvest 

levels of other kinds of resources, or of other economic decisions of 

producers in the Yukon delta region. A variety of theoretical hypoth- 

eses can be advanced, but assertions about causal interactions would be 

mere apeculation until more complete data have been collected or the 

economic systems in the region. 

Thus, the harvest figures for the sampled households during June 1980 to 

May 1981 should not be taken ta represent a fixed index or measure of 

food and monetary output for the Kwikpagmiut region. The quantities of 

food harvested may be typical of food harvests some years, but not 

typical for harvests other years. Only longitudinal information can 

demonstrate the degree of variation in production output from year to 

year in the region. The substantial degree of variation between colrmu- 

nities on the delta for the study year provides ample support for 

assuming a cautionary stance in interpreting economic data representins 

only a single year's activity, 

Hethodoloxy 

The goal of this portion of the study was to generate some systematic 

information concerning subsistence harvests by households from each Oi' 

the six study communities. Some quantitative estimate of the azcur,ts of 
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food produced by families within the region was a desired end. Given 

the time restraints of the study, a retrospective design based upon 

verbal reports of household heads was chosen a3 a feasible data gather- 

ing approach. A sample of households was selected for systematic, in- 

depth questioning concerning food output during the past year. The 

sample was selected in this m&nner. A complete list of households 

within each community was developed from one or several residents who 

were knowledgeable about their community and its N&in& hunting, and 

marketing economy. The local experts were directed to indicate which 

households they felt should be spoken with concerning fishing and hunt- 

ing in this community. The waaoa presented was for gathering accurate 

and compltite information on fishing and hunting in the area. 

The researcher attempted to contact and speak with each of the houce- 

holds indicated. From all appearances, some of the households repre- 

sented persons currently involved in fishing and hunting to a aignifi- 

cant degree, while others represented persons considered knowledgeable 

about iiahing and hunting, although perhaps not currently involved in 

it, such as elderly men and women* In addition to contacting these 

households, other households were consulted, selected to represent as 

broad an age and income range as possible within the community. This 

latter group comprised a sample of convenience. Using this selection 

approach, the researcher set a 20 percent sample of households within 

each community a3 a projected goal. 
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Table 4 shows the number and percent of households identified and con- 

tacted within each community. Bs can be seen, out of about 425 

identified households, 88 received in-depth questioning about fishing 

and hunting the past year representing a 20.7 percent sample. Community 

samples ranged from as low as 16.7 percent at Mountain Village, to a 

high of 30.4 percent at Sheldon Point. Table 5 depicts the mean3 and 

standard deviations for household size and age of household head for the 

sampled households. Mean ages tended to be in the mid to late 40'3; 

mean household sizes-were about six persons per household. 

As was discussed in Chapter 1, the non-random selection of the sample of 

householda- cautiolw against generalizing harvest and income data to 

typify all other households in the Yukon delta area, or generalizing 

data to represent an estimate of total harvests in the region. The 

selection technique probably injected certain biases into the sample 

composition and distortions in the harvest data. First, the average age 

of sampled households heads is probably higher than the average age of 

household heads for the region. Production outputs of particular food 

species are affected by age, as h discussed in this chapter, 30 the 

relatively older sample of households heads will influence the average 

output levels for particular species. Second, relativaly succcs~ful 

households in the economic system are probably overrepresented in thz 

sample. Successful households are those which produce conparatively 

higher subsistence and monetary incomes than others in the community 

through a combination of factors such as skill, hard work, job oppor- 

tunities, good health, and good fortune. By being OVerrejIreSented In 
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the sample, this may distort the average output levels of certain 

resourcea. The extent of these distortions may not be clearly 

understood until a more complete sample of less auccessfil households 13 

systematically surveyed. However, one distortion probably is ;?n over- 

estimate in the average household income from wage employment, as is 

discussed further in the chapter. The sampled households probably 

contained a disproportionately larger number of wage earning members in 

comparison with other households in the community. Because of this 

bias, ranges and standard deviations are provided for the monetary 

income data. These potential biases and distortions must be recognized 

when interpreting the data (refer to Chapter 1 discussion). 

Houaehold Harvests of Fish and Gans 

Resources, June 1980 - I&Y 1981 

The mean household harvests of fish and game resources of 88 sampled 

households from June 1980 to May 1981 are presented in Table 6. House- 

hold harvests are expressed as pounds dressed weight, repreaenti~ 

pounds of edible food product. Mean harvests are summarized by cof;lmu- 

nity. The percentage of households harvesting particular fish &d ~ZXIC 

resource3 are presented in Table 7. 

Table 6 illustrates that households wem highly dependent upon local 

food reaourcea harvested from the land and sea during 1980-1981. 

Average food output per household for local consumption and exchange 

purposes were as follows: Alakanuk, 4,821 pounds; Emmonak, 2,759 
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pounds; Kotlik, 3,429 pounds; Mountain Village, 4,419 pounds; Sheldon 

Point, 9,784 pounds; and Stebbins, 6,375 pounds. That is, at Alakanuk, 

the sampled households produced an average of 4,821 pounds of edible 

food during the period June 1980 to May 1981. As household sizes varied 

among families and villages, the following figures represent average 

food output per person: Alakanuk, 733 pounds; Emmonak, 6 12 pounds; 

Kotlik, 510 pounds; Mountain Village, 822 pounds; Sheldon Point, 1,397 

pounds; and Stebbins, 1,006 pounds. 'That lsT at Alakanuk, the sampled 

households produced 733 pounds of edible food for each household member 

during the period June 1980 to Hay 1981 (see Table 81, 

CoPleotively, for the six study villages in the Yukon delta region, 

average food output per household for local consumption and exchange 

purposes was 4,597 pounds dressed weight during June 1980 to Hay 1981. 

Average food output per household member was 783 pounds dressed weight0 

In addition to harvests for local use, the sampled households sold 

substantial quantities of salmon and herring on export markets. The 

average harvest of commercial salmon per household during the summer of 

1980 was Alakanuk, 7,244 pounds; Emmonak, 7,784 pounds; Kotlik, 22,537 

pounds; Mountain Village, 15,757 pounds; and Sheldon Point, 9,673 

pounds. Collectively, this averaged 10,447 pounds of salmon per house- 

hold for the five villages, sold at an average market value of $7,966. 

The average harvest of commercial herring sale of the sampled Stebbina 

household in 1980 was 2,196 pounds, sold at $439 on export markets. 
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These commercial fish harvests r8pr8sented about 4.5 percent of a 

household3 total earned monetary income. 

Hean monetary incomes per sampled household for the period June 1980 to 

Hay 1981 are presented as Table 9 and Table 10. As can be seen, of the 

total monetary income, go.5 p8X'C8nt WaS earned, whereas 9.5 persent Chide 

from food stamps and other forms of Income assistance. Of the earned 

monetary Income, 41.5 percent was from commercial fishing, 5.7 percent 

from commercial sale of furs, 40.7 percent from wage employment, and 2.6 

percent from retirement and Social Security b8n8fitY. 

There was ;ubstantlal variation in monetary income levels between ho-&+ 

holds and between communities. As is shown in Tables 9 and 10, there 

w8r8 extreme ranges in monetary incomes. For instance, at Alakanuk aear, 

monetary income from commercial iishlng was $5,269, yet incone ranGad 

from SO-to $16,065 with a standard deviation of $5,092, showing great 

dispersion about the mean. Thus, m8an incomes should only be lnter- 

preted in conjunction with sample ranges and standard deviations. Mean 

incomes should not be taken to represent incomes from a "typicalR houue- 

hold. This would lead to spurious conclusions, such as that a "typical" 

household received $1,087 in income assistance and $746 in food stamps 

while earning $17,512 in commercial sales of fish and furs, wage employ- 

menu, ad retirement (Table 10). Actually, only a certain number of 

households received income assistance and food stamps and this incone 

has been averaged acroa3 all households. In a like manner, the rela- 

tively higher monetary income level3 of a few households tend to raise 
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the mean incomes of the sample as a whole. The wide variability within 

income levels and sources of income pOint23 out that it would be concep- 

tually difficult to depict a wtypicalw household on the Yukon delta 

which allegedly rspresented some majority of households. 

It must be noted that the salmon earnings of the sampled households at 

Kotlik is abnormally high for this community, or for any community on 

the Yukon delta. The 1980 salmon season was atypical, as is discussed 

later in this chapter, so the 1980-1981 monetary income of the Kotlik 

Sample clearly presents a distorted picture of most years. Dividing tka 

income of $19,716 by a factor of thme would mom closely approximate 

usual av8Age salmon earnings for this community. 

Placing a monetary value to food harvests for personal u38 pose3 thorny = 

theoretical problems. As the products do not legally circulate on local 

markets, their market values am not determinable. Using the values of 

these products elSeWh8r8 al80 is MsatiSfaCt0X-y. HOw8V8r, one assump- 

tion can be made that if th8 food products were not harvested by the 

family, then food "substitutes" would have to be purchased from lccal 

atoms at looal market prices. A second assumption can be made that 

imported canned and frozen meat, fish, and poultry were the nearest 

%ubstitutes' to the meat, fish, oil, and waterfowl obtained locally. 

(Hcst local IY!Sid8nt8 insisted that meats like beef and harp. were not 

equivalent to products like seal meat and Canada goose.) 
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Imported canned and frozen meat, fish, and poultry sold at the Alaskt; 

Commercial-Company store at Emmonak for about $4.62 per pound (ace Table 

11). This comprises an average of 17 Items. The two most and leaat 

expansive items were not included In the mean-beef stew at $1.70, 

corned beef hash, $1.97, T-bone steaks, $9.65, and New York ateaku, 

$11.89. These prices are for products which, at times, included boz 

weights. 

If these assumptions are accepted, then the 4,597 pound3 dressed welzht 

of food reaource3 taken locally would cost a household $21,238 if thk 

household had to purchase “substitutes” at a local store. This ir moj:e 

than the mean annual earned monetary income per household in ths Yukon 

delta region, which was estimated at $17,512 for the sampled households. 

It Is clear from these figures that most househobds subsisted on faad 

and monetary income from several aourcea. A household typically sxqht 

to diversify its production efforts to achieve some combination af 

fishing and hunting for local consumption and distribution, fishing ad 

tapping for commercial sale, and wage employment. A household rzrel;’ 

if ever subsisted on food or monetary income from one source only. X.6 

income which usually could be made from one sector of the economy, suck 

a3 wage employment or fishing for local consumption, usually was imuf- 

iiclent to support a household. A failure of income from any sector of 

the economy typically created substantial hardships for a family, as 

will be seen in the following community comparlsons- 
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Table ll 

MEAT, FISH, AND POULTRY PRICES, 
AUSKACOMMEHCIALCOMPANY STORE, 

EMMONA& JUNE 16,.1981 

Price Per Pound 

Beef Stew 
Corned Beef Hash 
MeatBalls 
Chicken Legs and 
Vienna Sausage 
Light Tuna 
Spa= 
Sliced Bacon 
Beef Hearts 
Pork Spare-Ribs 
Bologna 
Beef Tongue 
SSLDlli' 
Chuck Roast 
Stew Beef 
Pork Chops 
Sardines 
Beef Top Round 
T-Bone Steak 
New York Steak 

Thighs 

$1.70 
$1.97 
$2.23 
$2.91 
$3.04 
$3.82 
$3.95 
$4.09 
$4.l5 
$4.69 
$4.70 
$5.09 
$5.30 
$5.55 
$5.65 
$5.75 
$6.36 
$6.55 
$9.65 

$11.89 

Mean price per pound, excluding two 
least and most expensive items $4.62 
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Community Comparison3 

The harvest levels summarized above demonstrate the regional popula- 

tions' high degree of reliance on fishing and hunting for local use and 

commercial sale. The figures also illustrate differences between corn--. 

munlties during the study year in fishing and hunting outputs, both in 

terms of total harvesta, and the relative size of harvests for particu- 

lar speciea. A3 stressed in Chapter 3, the economic pattern3 for each 

community within the Yukon delta area were somewhat unique. A food 

resource might play an important role in the local economy of d yet 

occupy a relatively less important position in the economy of another 

village. such differences make it difficult to generalize about the 

economy of the region a3 a whole, or to generalize about the effects of 

potential changes in the re30urcu biwe or general economic climate on a 

communlty23 economic situation. The following discussion points out 

Some of the difference3 in harvest outputs between communities evident 

within the quantitative estimates of food production. 

Ecological Adaptations 

In general, harvest levels of particular food products reflected a 

community's geographic location. Thfj ia illustrated by Table 12, 

which depicts mean harvests within general reaourt‘ti categories per 

holwehold, by community. Communities along the seacoast with greater 

acceaa to the aea harvested larger numbers of sea mammals than the one 

inland community of Mountain Village. Stebbina, the coastal Norton 
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Sound community, harvested the most, 2,028 pounds of sea mammals per 

household, representing 23.7 percent of their total output. The 

coastal Yukon River communities (Alakanuk, Emmonako Kotlik, Sheldon 

Point) harvested between 425 and 1,465 pounds of sea mammals per house= 

hold, representing between 2.7 and 7.5 percent of their total output. 

Mountain Village, an inland Yukon River community with less access to 

the sea, harvested 123 pounds of sea mammals per household, or 0.6 

percent of their output. This la not to suggest that sea mammals verd 

unimportant to Mountain Village residents. Indeed, Table 7 shows that 

56.3 percent of the sampled households at Mountain Village had s&e 

member who hunted sea mammals. The other households received seal 011 

and meat as gifts or trade items from relatives and friends along the 

coast, as is discussed in Chapter 7. Seal oil was considered an 

essential food product by most surveyed households at Mountain Village. 

Conversely, harvests of land mammals were highest at the inland commu- 

nity of Mountain Village, where they totalled 701 pounds per household, 

3.5 percent of their total output. Coastal Yukon River commuzitias 

were intermediary, harvesting between 257 and 477 pounds of land nam- 

mals (1.8 to 3.9 percent of thalr total output), while Stebbins had the 

lowest output with 109 pounds (l-3 percent). 

Salmon was the principal resource harvested by Yukon River communitia~, 

from 8,548 to 23,605 pounds per household, representing 70.8 to 90.5 

percent of their output. These figures represent total salmon output 

for local use and market sale. Stebblas' salmon output was less at 
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2,466 pounds per household, or 28.8 percent of their output. By con- 

trast, Stebblns harvested herring aj another principal resource--3,309 

pound3 per household or 38.6 percent of their output. 

An unheralded, but significant component of the economic output of 

Yukon River communitlea was non-salmon fish species, including &ring 

cI?Ico, aheefish, broad whitefish, blackfish, and saffron cod. All five 

Yukon River village3 harvested between one and three thousnd pounds 

dre33ed weight per household of non-salmon fish. Currently, none of 

these fish were sold on commercial market3 by the sampled households (a 

small market for broad whiteftih and sheefiah was developing in 

Anchorage, but In 1981 was providing small income3 for only a few 

fishermen on the main Yukon River). Consequently, these non-salmon 

fish catches comprised a substantial portion of a household's food 

3UPPlY. 

All six communities harvested moderate quantities of waterfowl, varying 

from about 100 to 350 pound3 per household and comprising from about 

0.5 to 3.7 percent of family(3 total output. Although comparatively 

small within the total output, the waterfowl were a highly valued 

combonent of a family's yearly food supply. Aa shown in Table 7, over 

80 percent of the sampled hotweholds attempted to procure some quantity 

of waterfowl for the year. 

From these statistics, the economy of the Kwikpagmiut near the Yukon 

delta cau be classified aa a nPukon River Salmon Fishing and Small Sea 
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‘ 
Mammal Hunting Adaptation." This means that the central base of the 

regional economy was the harvesting of salmon (primarily king, chum, 

and coho), and small sea mammals (primarily ringed, bearded, and 

spotted seals, and belukha). The economies of the communities of 

Uakanuk, Kotlik, Emmonak, and Sheldon Point represented coastal 

variant3 of this general ecologic adaptation, whereas the economy of 

Mountain Village, represented an inland variant. 

The economy of the Tapraqmiut at Stebbina can b8 classified as a 

"Coastal Norton Sound Herring Fishing, Salmon Fishing, and Small Sea 

Mammal Hunting Adaptation." This mean3 that herring was an essential 
I 

part of their looal economy in addition to salmon reaourcea and small 

sea mammal resources. Also, sea mammal harvests played a comparatively 

larger role in the community’s economy than within the economies of the 

rlverine Eskimos. 

These designations do not imply that other food reaourcea were less 

important. In fact, non-salmon fish species, migratory waterfowl, land 

mammal& and wage employment represented substantial and, to the 

Kwikpagmiut and Tapmqmiut, essential components of a household'= 

yearly income. Salmon, sea mammals, and herring were central to the 

regional economy in that the extent and nature of other economic pur- 

suits frequently pivoted on the relative eucceaa of the salmon, sea 

mammal, and herring harvests. 
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Economic Insecurity 

Comparisons of community resource harvests for a single year graphi- 

cally portray the economic iIWXWiti8s inherent within a mixed economy 

of fishing, hunting, and marketing activities. he residents of the 

south pass communities of Alakanuk and Emmonak considered 1980 to have 

been a poor year in terms of salmon production whereas residents of 

Kotllk and Mountain Village cozmldered 1986 to have been excellent. 

Alakanuk~s and Emmonak's outputs of 8,548 and 8,802 pounds of salmon 

per household were one-half of Mountain Village's output and almost 

one-third of Kotlikq3 output for the same year. In general, salmon 

fishermen-along the south pass reported that after expenses they made 

little monetary income from commercial salmon sales in 1980; many 

reportedly went into debt for the season. Commercial salmon sales at 

Alakanuk and Emmonak were $5,269 and $5,521, compared with Kotlik's 

$19,716 and Mountain Village's $11,103 per household. 

Environmental factors played a primary role In the poor year along the 

south pass and good year along the north pass. For the last few yearzY 

and for some aa yet unaccountable reaaona, large numbers of salmon have 

entered the Yukon River through the middle and north passes. Correzz- 

pondingly smaller salmon runs have entered through the south pasues. 

Consequently, south pass fishermen have experienced significant reduc- 

tions in salmon output in recent seasons; north pass fishermen have 

experienced an unexpected prosperity, 
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These fluctuations in salmon output are illustrated by Figure 18 and 

19, which portray commerical king and chum salmon catches at the three 

mouths of the Yukon delta--south mouth, middle mouth, and north mouth- 

based on commercial fisherlea harvest sales tickets (data free ADSG 

Annual Management Report, Yukon Area, 1980. Appendix Tables 5, 7, and -- 

12). South mouth harvests were made primarily by fishermen from 

Alakanuk and Sheldon Point, whereas harvests at middle mouth and north 

mouth were made primarily by fiaherzzen from Kotlik and Stebbins (with a 

few fishermen from Emmonak). Figures 18 and 19 demonstrate substantial 

fluctuations from year to year in catches in these subdistricts, pri- 

marily due to variations in run strength and timing of runa and open 

perlods, and not due to variations ia harve3t effort by fishermen. For 

instance, certain years, such a3 1969, all three passes yielded above 

average king Catches. Other year3* such as 1973, south mouth flshzrnen 

made king catches markedly above average while middle and north mouth 

fishermen made catches markedly below average. The overall pattern 

during the past 15 years of harvest statistics is that average catches 

at south mouth have greatly exceeded average catches at middle and 

north mouths. Compared with this overall pattern, 19BO was XI akmrr,al 

Y-0 Middle and south mou’iii :iin& and chum catches were at or near 

all-time highs, while south mouth catches were near the lowest points 

of the past 15 years. 

The unusually high middle and north pass harvest can be illustrated 

further by comparing harvest3 by Kotlik fishermen during 1976 and 1980. 

Eight fishermen surveyed at Kotlik in 1976 sold a total of 44,940 
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pounds of kings, chums, and coho salmon (Wolfe, 1979). In 1980, the 

same eight fishermen sold 188,716 pounds of salmon, representing an 

Increase in commercial salmon output of 320 percent. Clearly, the 1980 

salmon harvests at Kotlik and correspondingly high monetary incomes . 
from commercial salmon sales (Tables 6, 8 and 9) must be considered 

atypical for this community. 

Other sources of insecurity besides ecological fluctuations in the size 

of salmon runs also affect the regional economy. As previously men- 

tioned, seasonal and annual variations in resource levels of other food 

species place constraints on food production by a household. For 

example, seal harvests during the study period (June 19800May 1981) 

.were considered to be relatively average; however, some years seals are 

relatively less abundant and harvest levels are depressed. The berry 

season of the study year was considered extremely poor in most areas of 

the delta. By contrast, salmon berry harvests were considered high 

during the late summer of 1981. Pcor weather, water, and ice condi- 

tions during harvest periods also can reduce harvest levels. Spring 

and fall sealing are activities particularly vulnerable to variaticns 

in weather, water and icd. . 

External market and price conditions outside the control of local resl- 

dents commonly affect the region% economy. Recent inflationary rises 

-in the costs of gasoline have tended to restrict the mobility of fish- 

ermen and hunters with limited cash reserves, which in turn restricts 
. 

certain types of subsistence pursuits. Increased equipment costs fore- 



stall the purchase and repair of equipment by certain producers. 

Fishing and hunting is constrained by equipment failures of boat motors 

and snowmachines. Low market demand for aalaon can depress the value 

of commercial salmon to local fishermen, as occurred for chum salmon 

sales during 1980. Prices for chum averaged between $.20 and $.28 psr 

pound during 1980. Low external market demand for salmon severely 

affects the Yukon delta economy dependent on a single export resourci~ 

Seasonal fluctuations in the availability of goods from retail stores 

affects most communities of the delta. The "bare-shelf syndrome" is a 

common experience within retail stores, especially during winter and 

spring. Communities report running low on, or completely cut of prod- 

ucts like gasoline, spare snowmachine parts, and certain types of 

ammunition required for hunting. Goods may be rationed at these times 

to households. Food products like flour9 canned milk, and other 

staples at times are unavailable, so stores cannot always be relied 

upon to have food on the shelves. 

The flow of income frcm government-supported projects and programs also 

cannot be relied upon as a consistent economic source. Comnuni ty 

development projects providing seasonal employment in construction, 

such as in housing, schools, and public water facilitica, are generally 

periodic and short-termed. Federal programs like CETA and food atan:, 

3331 StZiCZ t;Tically expand acd contract with changing governnent 

adnini~trations 2nd philosophica. .'!ccessibility to income azbtznce 

by needy families reportedly Is affected by the skills and case loads 



of local social workers. All these factors influence the economic 

solvenoy of particular households from year to year. 

Diversificaton in the economic production of Kwikpagmiut households has 

been a traditional strategy for deam with periodic shortages within 

ooe or several resources. Households rarely specialize in one econonic 

pursuit, but instead plan to invest labor and capital into several fcrua 

of production. If decreases in output occur in one source of aubsis- 

tence or monetary income, then an intensifititicn of effort in another 

area of production may yield increased output to help offset the 

decrease. Longitudinal data were not generated from this research to 

demonstrate these compensatory production strategies over a series of 

seasons. However, it is likely that Alakanuk households had to increase 

food output for certain local iish and game species during the June 1980 

to May 1981 season to offset the poor commercial salmon earnings and 

Curtail ouput of other capital-intensive hunting efforts. For instance, 

one household head reported no waterfowl harvests during fall of 1980. 

When queried, he replied he chose to spend his small salmon earnings to 

purchase heating oil rather than expend them in harvesting birds. Simi- . 

larly, it is likely that the wwind-fall" salmon profits of certain 

Kotlik households during the summer of I 980 affected their subaequant 

pattern of production outputs. Suspected interrelationships must await 

empirica?. support. It seems probable that a flexibility between eco- 

nomic options traditionally has enabled the Kwikpagmiut to be auccessfuL 

in the face of short-term environmental and economic instabilities. 
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Over the long term, sustained reductions in particular local fish and 

game resources might entail significant economic and social costs. 

Reduced commercial salmon earnings over the long term might result in 

increases Ln state and federal welfare subsidies to the Yukon delta 

region. Of course, not all programs of income assistance are influ- 

enced by household income levels, but some, like the food stamp grogran 

and aid tc families with dependent children, do consider income cri- 

teria. As shown in Table , the Alakanu!c sample with a $1,893 per 

capita earned income In 1980 received $2,426 in per capita income 

assistance from state, federal, and private sources; the Kctlik aample 

with its $4,431 per capita income (primarily due to buccessful salmon 

harvestsCreceived only $947 in per capita income assistance. These 

may suggest a potential relationship between long-term reduction in 

local resource levels and increased welfare dependency. 

The human costs of increased welfare dependence in terms of reductions 

in psychological and social well-being, of course, cannot be calculated 

in monetary terms. The next few chapters describe how fishing and 

hunting activities were integrated into the social order of the family 

and community during 1980-1981 within the Yukon delta study area. They 

suggest that long-term reductions in particular reacurcea might lead LU 

changes in the social order with possible attendant psychological 

costs. 
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.cHAPTER 5 

KINSHIP SYSTMS AND THE ORGANIZATIO:~ OF GBOUPS 

AND NETWORKS FOR FOOD PRODUCTION AND EXCHANGE 

Production and exchange of goods in the Kwikpagmiut economic systes 

during 1980-1981, to a large ertent, OCCurti8d within groups and net- 

.works of people recruited and organized thrbugh principles of kinship. 

The main functional units of food production on the delta, the print-y 

economic JYirms," weru groups of pdrsons putatively based on familial 

relationships. Most hunting, fishing, and gathering activities 

OCCUmed within groups of people closely interrelated by the principles 

of kinship. In addition to production, the exchange and distributic? 

of many economic goods also took place between networks of relatives. 

Therefore, to understand th8 organization of economic groups on the 

Yukon delta, one must understand how the Kwlkpagmiut figure kinship 

relations. 

This chapter presents a preliminary description and analysis of the 

Kwikpagmiut kinship systems as they appeared in 1981. This dascriptlorx 

is preliminary to a discussion of the actual organization of particular 

production groups and exchange networks in Chapter-3 6 and 7. The 

analysis of kinship here should be regarded as tentative, to serve a;-4 s 

basis for further research Into the socially significant aspzctz of the 

Kwikpagmiut economic system. Social befiz:ior can be organized and 



understood at multiple levels, some openly public, others subtle and 

cryptic. This analysis only begins to tap the most public aspects of 

Kwikpagmiut kinship, and how it was used to structure certain forms of 

human activity. 

D8finitiOn of Soecial Terms 

R8s8axVh on kinship in anthropology has produced a specialized theore- 

tical vocabulary. As some of these terms may be relatively unfanilizr 

to persons outside the field, definitions of certain terms are provided 

prior to th8 discussion to assiat the reader. 

1. 

z 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

AffLnal relationship: A reiationship by marriage. 

Bilat8!%1 descent: Descent relationship recognized by persons OP 

a social group as deriving from both the male parent and female 

parent equally (as opposed to Wnilinealw or Wnilatcralw descent 

which is descent recognized from one parent and not the other). 

Consanguineal 

from a common 

Cross cousin: 

relationship: A relationship by birth or descent 

ancestor. 

A person relatad to ego as father's siatervs child 

or mother's brother's child. 

Descent: The principle of being Gzrived ~XYLY (c:ninz do:;n 41-0~) IL 

person or line of persons considered ancestors. 

Ego: A hypothetical person chosen as A point of refsr%cz fc- 

alscussing a Wnahip torE!lnolo~ic?1 ?y3tem. 

Nepotlc kin: Person related to ego as slbliw's chikdran 
I 

(wn8phews" and "nieces"). 
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8. Parallel cousin: A person related to ego as father's brother's 

child or mother~s sisterfs child. 

9. T8rminological SySt8m: A system of ideas whose elements are named 

categories which are interrelated by a set of principles. 

kinship t8rminological system is a conceptual system whose 

A 

elements are named categories of persons (such as "aunt," W.eca*) 
. 

which are linked by a set of principles (such as "descent" and 

Ki=hip as a Conceptual System 

fn thti chapter, a kinship system is regarded aa a logical conceptual 

system relating named categories of persons. A kinship system is a set 

of ideas about how types of people are interrelated. The system of 

linguistic symbols and abstract ideas exists more or less as public 

knowledge within a society. As with most realms of cultural kno~zladgo, 

it is expected that some individuals know the kinship system well, 

while others know only portions of the system. 

Kinship systems are utilized by persons to structure social realities. 

PeOp18 are placed within the limited number of known socisl categories 

Of the kinship system. Once categorized in this manner, the distance 

and degree of signif'lcance of persons In relation to others can be 

estimated. The quality of conduct between two individuals may b8 

anticipated depending upon the types of behavioral expectations 

associated with the social categories. 
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Th8 methodology for eliciting kinship systems utilized in this study 

Wa3 derived 

definitions 

"kin-types" 

from Leaf (19721, 

conveying social 

transcribed from 

which approaches kinship aa a system of 

. 

information rather than a system of basic 

a set of genealogical relationships. The 

product of this methodology is a WLn&ip map," a basic pattern of 

definitions of a terminological system, representing a more or less . 
complete set of categories ior any p8rson*s relations. 

A "Wnship map" is a pictorial representation of a kinship terminologi- 

Cal system. The picture depicts how the named categories of persons 

(the “Mnn terms) are related to one another by principles of descent 

and aff lx&y. It is like a “road map" which is used to trace a route 

from one geographic location to another. With the kinship map, a 

person can trace a route from a hypothetical person ("ego") taken as a 

point Of Origin ti all other kin terms in th8 System. That IS, the nap 

can be used to trace the interconnectedness of one kinship category 

with any other in the terminological system. A correctly drawn kinship 

map Confer8 some degree of competence in using kinship terms. By 

placing a real person in the position of ego, one can discover what 

that person should call another in a social group by tracing a route'on 

the map from one person to the other through intermediary kinship 

links. 

Kinship Systems of the Yukon Delta 

At least two sys;ems of Pups kinship terminology were being utilized 

by the Kwikpagmiut in 1981. These were In addition to the wide use of 
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American kinship terms in address. The terminological system elicited 

from key respondents at Alakanuk, Emmonak, Sheldon Point, and Mountain 

Village is depicted in Figure 20, while the system elicited at Kotlik 

and Stebbins appears in Figure 21. 

Dlff8renCes and similarities in these two kinship maps are readily 

apparent. Why these two system should appear on the delta are matters 

for further research. For COnV8aienC8 Of diSCUsSiOn, the kir~hip 

system at Alakanuk, Eznmonak, ShdldOn Point, and Mountain Village will 

be Called the nsouthern system n in reference to its representatives' 

predominant location, while the system of Kotlik and Stebbins will be 

Both southern and northern systems were similar in their treatment of 

ego's direct lineal kin relationships. Lineals were divided according 

to the principles of generation and gender. In the ascending line, 

line&3 were distinguished by sex for three generations. In the 

descending line, they were distinguished by sex for only the first 

generation. 

It is notable that both systems did not distinguish paternal line of 

relations (ataka) from the maternal line (a%&a). The relations of 

either "side" were considered equivalent. In traditional kinship 

theory, the kinship systems thereby incorporated nbilateralw descent 

reckoning; that is, descent was traced equally through either the 

wmaternaln or "paternal" side. 
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The southern and northern systems differed in the way collaterals were 

named and traced. All the terms of the northern system were incorpor- 

ated within the southern system, but the latter identified a larger 

number of kinship ca$egories frequently based upon the gender of the 

addressee, or the gender of intermediary linking relations. The 

northern system either did not acknowledge these additional terms as 

categories of kin relations, or recognized the terms but defined them 

in some other way. Consequently, the northern system was the less 

complex of the two, and also the closer to the American English 

terminological system. 

The northern system distinguished five sibling terma, based on gender 

and relative age: anlnzaq (older male sibling), uyurao- (younger male 

sibling), althqaq (older female sibling), and niyaqaq (younger r’enzle 

sibling). The term king%goqliq referred to younger siblings, either 

male or female, although most frequently it was used in reference to 

younger male siblings. Siblings were reckoned as offspring of ego's 

parents. 

The northern system designated two terms for collaterals of parent's 

generation: aWnz. ("uncle"), and anan'naq (nauntw). As with 

lineals, collaterals of maternal and paternal sides were viewed as 

equivalent. Children of parent's siblings were designated by a single 

term, eluraq (%ousin"). 

Collaterals one generation below ego were consolidated in this manner. 

'Children of siblings were called uzeraq if ego were male, and nurhauq 



if ego were female. Some respondents did not recognize the term 

Children of elurafl. uzeraq, but only acknowledged the term nurhauq 

(wcousinsN) were termed tutraq. At the second descending generation, 

children of collaterals were merged into ego% descent line, becoming 

tugara'urluq (wgrandchildrenH), this term also designating children of 

ego's children. The term elupagarhuluq three generations down repre- 

sented a terminus of the kinship map (wgreat-grandchildren,w translated 

literally as "underwear, A because, it was explained with a smile, by 

the time one has elupagarhuluq, a lot of underwear has been gotten 

into). The upper terminus of the kinship map actually was at amausuq 

at the fourth ascending generation (Qreat-grandparent"). 'The tern 

above that, chuliaq, translated as "forerunners," or %ncestors," and 

was not properly a kinship term. 

The northern terminological system seemed to fit within the classical 

"Eskimo type" kinship terminology described by Murdock (1949). The 

formal features of the "Eskimo type" terminology were bilateral kinship 

reckoning, differentiation of %iblings" from "cousins," and diffaren- 

tiation of "uncles" and wauntsR from parents. In these respects, the 
. 

northern system resembled the American English terainological system, 

which is also of the wEskimo type." 

The southern system differed from the northern system primarily in its 

treatment of collaterals. As can be seen in Firers 20, parents' sib- 

lings were divided into four classifications, those of the same sex aa . 

either parent conceptually closer than those of a different sex as 

either parent. This is illustrated by the interesting characteristic 
- * 



that children of father's brother and mother's sister were regarded as 

equivalent to children of parents (ego's siblings). Children of 

father's sister and mother's brother were regarded a3 separate from 

parent's children. That is, according to traditional anthropological 

kintTnes, "parallel cousins" were terminological siblings, whereas 

wcross cousinsn were terminological cousins. 

Children of ang'ngaq (mother's brother) and ac9aqa (father's sister) 

we= distinguished from each other by gender, and received different 

designations depending upon ego's gender. Thus, four terns for wcross 

cou3inn existed Four nepotic terms (terms for siblingls children) 

also were-used, distinguished according to the sex of ego's sibliIr,cs. 

Some respondents only acknowledged two nepotic terms, useraq and 

nurhauq, claiming the other two terms (ganquiaraq and anqiacrz) were 

Kuskokwim designations. 

Th8 consolidation of collaterals into direct lineal3 al30 occurred 

somewhat differently from the northern system. Children of cross 

cousins were conceptually equivalent with children of siblings (one 

generation below ego). Children of nepotic kin were conceptually 

equivalent with children of children (grandchildren, two generations 

below ego). 

A3 is apparent, the southern termlnological system used by the 

Kwikpagmiut did not correspond with Murdock's classical "Eskimo type." 

It resembled more closely the classical *Iroquois type," whereby cross 

Cousins were differentiated from parallel cousins, the latter 
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frequently classified with sisters. In several respects, the southern 

system resembled the terminological system of the Nunivak Islanders as 

described by Lantis (19461, in which parallel cousins were classified 

as siblings, cross cousins distinguished from siblings, older siblings 

distinguished from younger siblings, with four separate terms for 

parents' siblings, four nepotic terms, and two terms each for grand- 

.parents and grandchildren. It diverged f ram the Nunivak system in 

seveal respects, especially the four terms for cross cousins and the 

five terms for siblings. 

Affinal r8lationships are depicted in Figure 20 as a set of rules. As 

can be seen, the term for Yn4awsm marrying into ego's family was 

chagin, referring to persons marrying ego's siblings or ego's children. 

If the in-law were male, marrying ego's sister or ego's daughter, one 

called that person nun@r@auq. If the in-law were female, marrying 

ego's brother or ego9 aon, the term used was okohaq. Ego's in-laws 

through his spouse% aide were called chakiaq, referring to ego's 

spouse% parents and siblings. 

Some additional aspects to the southern system were these. Although 

eluraq referred to a man's male first cross cousin, it also was used in 

rtference to any "distant" male relative of ego's generation, and hence 

connoted the meaning of "friend.' Literally, eluraq translated "friend 

like a brother." Similarly, nuleachungaq referred to a male's close 

female first cross cousin, or to any "distant" female relative of ego'8 

generation. It translated, "dear little wife." Its reciprocal address 

term, wechungaq, translated “dear little husband." It was notable 
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that, as a general rule, cro33 cou3ln marriages were considered a union 

too close to ego, and so were prohibited. Sibling3 of grandparents 

could be called by the terms for.grandparents. One technique used was 

adding the surname to distinguish between persona, such a3 napauhuluka 

Smith." Because of this lateral inclusion, conceivably children of 

"grand uncles" could be reckoned a3 typea of kin relations. 

In the northern sy:tem, the term atataq referred to "step father," not 

father's brother. In the southern system , it could refer to either. 
* 

In the northern system, elungaq referred to a female "friend," hot a 

kln3woman. Men married to two sisters addressed one another as aqche+ 

Kinship Principles 

How a kilwhip system relates to other social phenomena, such as mar- 

riage rules, residence rules, composition of residential groups, allo- 

cation of labor, distribution of power, and so forth, are matters for 

empirical research. Anthropological research has shown no one-to-one 

correspondence between the structural principles of a termlnological 

system, and the organization of social groups and human behavior. Ah 

indepth analysis of kinship principles used in guiding human action and 

organizing social groups was beyond the scope of this study. Neverthn- 

less, some tentative Sypotheses can be advanced concerning the 

Kwikpagmiut kinship systems from the theoretical and empirical evidence 

gathered within other societies. 
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In general, the principle of bilateral descent creates a kinship system 

which is ego-centered. That is, the set of persons recognized as kin 

by one individual is usually different from the set recognized as 

relatives by another individual. Only for young siblings is the sphere 

of relations identical. Within other descent systems (such as matri- 

lineal and patrilineal descent), frequently a set of recognized kin is 

identical for a number of individuals. Thus the kin set is relatively 

stable while individuals move in and out of membership. Within the 

ego-centered system the individual becomes the point of reference 

around which the set is constructed. Thus, the individual and not the 

kin set is primary. 

The ego-centered set of kin has been referred to as a "kindred" in the 

theoretical Uterature, a term which ia wed in two senses. In 0x13 

sense a "kindred" has been used to refer to the entire set of persons 

one recognizes as relatives @alicki, 1970). Accordingly, kindred 

refers to a relatively extensive conceptual entity and not a tangible 

grouping.of persons. Rarely does an individual ally with all one's 

recognized kin to create f'unctioning groups. The kindred represents 

all the potential relatives one might-ally with, of which many may 

never be utiUzed. In a second sense, "kindred* has been used to refer 

to a smaller set of kin regarded as particularly "close" to ego, such 

as parents, siblings, aunta and uncles &husky, 1972). Accordingly, 

,kindred refers to the set of relatives an individual at times does ally 

with to form groups which perform particular functions and tasks. 

Bilateral descent systema have been found to be assoclatvd cl21.1 iUnc- 

tional kindred groups which are relatively small, transitory, XI(! 
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variable in composition compared with non-ego-centered social groupings 

baaed on unilateral kinship principles or groups based upon nonkinship 

principles such aa by contract. In the absence of other structural 

principles, a society may entrust considerable responsibilities to 

kindred groups , such as child rearing, food production, and political 

leadership, As a functional entity, a kindred may be manifested as a 

small household cluster composed of nuclear or extended kin relations. 

It Las been suggested that bilateral descent and small f'unctional 

kinship groups are particularly adaptive for hunting and gathering 

- economies which frequently place a premium on high capacity for 

geographic mobility and low population densities. 

A bilateral descent system also has the characteristics of flexibility 

in relating persons by descent. Theoretically, twice as many people 

are available as relatives under a bilateral descent system than under 

unilineal descent, as persona from both the paternal and maternal sides 

are considered equivalent relations. The potential for flexibility in 

group formation is thereby increased. Theoretically, more people are 

available from which to draw work associates. Again, this may be 

adaptive to environments requiring flexibility in relatively rapid, 

short-termed linking of persons for meeting certain socially 

significant tasks. 

A kinship system which makes fine differentiation among cl&e relatives 

at the same generation suggests some importance placed upon these 

relationships. The differentiation of siblings in the Kwikpagmiut 

system 1,s by sex and birth order. This suggests that perhaps 
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functional roles within the kindred are allocated by age and sex 

criteria. The group of female and male siblings may be central to the 

organization of the social system. 

The southern system for cla33ifyirg parallel cousins as siblings poten- 

tially increases the number of persons considered wclose" by ego. This 

may increase the capacity for individuals to create alliances among 

close, allegedly wtrustworth~ persons for types of activity. It also 

suggests that two or more brothers or groups of sistera may create 

long-term alliances, whereby their children come to recognize them- 

selves as closely related. It has been found that Iroquois cousin 

terminology is often associated with matrilineal systems of social 

organization, especially where the ownership of land is entrusted to a 

matriline. However, the southern spatem of the Kwikpagmiut in 1980-81 

did not equate father's brother and mother9 sister with the parental 

atatuaea, and 30 did not represent a bifurcate merging system like the 

Iroquois terminological system. 

All these suggestions are purely speculative until more information has 

been collected concerning the use of kin relationships in Kwikpagmiut 

society. Historically, Kwikpagmiut communitie's were organized aro~~ci 

the kaseaq, the fire-bath community house occupied by men, and aepa- 

rated from individual domestio units occupied by a woman and her 

children. How the traditional kaseaq organization was related to the 

kinship terminological ayatem is still unexplained. 
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Generational Differences 

It is important to note that the kinship system depicted above repre- 

sented the terminological system known by members of the current oldest 

generation (generation one). Middle aged and young adult respondents 

(generations two and three) by and large did not describe their Yu'pik 

kinship terminology in the 3ame manner a3 the oldest generation. As a 

rule, the younger the respondent, the more coniused the person was 

about the meaning of kinship terms at the Wedges" of the terminological 

map. In particular, there was confusion concerning the proper desigr.a- 

tion of cross couaina, niecea and nephews, and lineal kinship above and 

below two-generations. What this meant was that the terms for the 

wclose3tw relatives (parents, siblings, and children) were relatively 

clear and unambiguous; term3 for more distant relative3 were wfuzzy~R 

Quite often a younger respondent would recognize a term (like eluraq) 

but not know its social referent. He might even use the term in 

addressing individuala without knowing precisely the genealogical link-= 

ages to the person justifying the designation. 

The generational differences in ths knowledge of Yu'pik kinship terns 

may reflect acculturative influences or simply age-related phenomena. 

Some older Kwikpagmiut ascribed to the acculturative explanation and 

expressed dismay that younger people were not learning to speak Yu'pik 

properly, but instead were using English terminologies. Aa one elder 

put it, "young people get their father9 sister and mother9 sister 

mixed up nowadays." At Emmonak, the Yu'pik kinship system was being 

introduced as high zchool curriculum to counteract this perceived 
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trend. If the acculturation explanation is true, it becomes an inter- 

eating question about the ways th8 traditional Yu'pik terminology is 

becoming changed by Anglo-American influences. 

HowevIr, gen8ratiOMl differ8nc83 may reflect only expected age-related 

differtncts. It may be that 8Xp8rti38 in kinship kZlOWl8dg8 tradition- 

ally was the pUrVi8W Of th8 eldest g8n8X%tiOn. One acquired more 

knowledge and experience with kinahip terminology with agt, so that 

during One's later y8a.r3, the wfullW system becam known. If this were 

30, it is interesting to questlea th8 role of distant kin relations in 

Kwikpagmiut culture for the middle gensrationa, when these individuals 

hav8 not fully mastered th8 techniquea for integrating persons using 

distant kin terminology. 

A3 a final Rote, the northern system may represent an aCCUltUratiVe 

stage of change in kinship terminology. The north pass people have 

raceived more intensive social contact, being closer to the historical 

r8giOXld trade center of St. Michael, than were the south pass 

Rwikpagmiut. If so, perhaps the north pass Kwikpagmiut at one time 

held the southern system, which had changed to resemble the more 

Cla3sic "Eskimo type" congruent with American English terminolo,rry. In 

support of this hypothesis is the apparent fact that Stebbins people, 

who originated from the Nelson Island area which also utilized a 

variant of the 3OUth8rn system, currently were using the northern 

t8rminology. Such a shift may r8fleot acculturative changes. 
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An alternative explanation is that the northern terminological system 

was historically old, and represented the kinship system of the 

Pastoligmiut, the immediate ancestors of the people of Kotlik. If so, 

the Pastoligmiut may have b88n organized by a different kinship system 

then the south pass and main river Kwikpagmiut, posing an interestin; 

question concerning social adaptation. If the kinship system to the 

north of Pastolik al30 represented th8 classical Eskino type (as a=- 

gested by Purch, 1975), then Kotlik lay at the division between tradi- 

tional kinship systems, In support of this View, elderly Xwikpagniut 

respondents stated clearly that difference3 existed in Yulpi!c kin ter=ls 

On th8 Yukon delta. Older respondents frequently stated that, Yhis is 

how we do it h8r8, but at so-and-so they do it differently; you must 

aslk them to find out how it is don8 over there." These statements 

suggest that, lik8 the dialectic difference3 that existed on the delta, 

differences between kinship terminology had developed within the r4giG-i 

ov8r a long time period. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF SALMON FISHING 

The production of Salmon, th8 r8gion’a primary food resource and mar- 

ketable product, usually occurr8d within groups whose members were 

related by kinship. In th8 social system3 of the Yukon delta, there 

-was no radical separation of ramun8rative work activities and family 

life a3 frequently occur3 in urban industrial sociaties. Rather, the 

economic pattern of fishing and hunting activities was organized around 

and within kinship groups. Th8 primary economic wfirmw during 1980-81 

was a group of persons related through the principles of kinship pre- 

sented in Chapter 5. The harvesting and processing of salmon was 

conducted within this set of rslationships. The division of labor 

frtquently occurmd along lines of age and sex within this group. The 

procetds from the cooperativ8 production activities were shared within 

the 8conomic family unit. 

This chapter provides case examples of groups organized for the purpose 

of harvesting and processing salmon. The cases illustrats production 

organized along lines of kinship, as opposed to a set of secondary 

relationships based on contract. The cases were chosen to reprssxt a 

wide ange of variation in the composition of the salmon production 

groups. As will be shown, the social systems on the Yukon delta 
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allowed for flexibility in the recruitment of members to economic 

groups. 

Production for Personal Use and Sale 

In 1981 there existed two types of production units in the salmon 

fisheries of the Yukon delta--the klnship-basedfishing and processing 

unit and the non-kinship-based fish buying, processing, and marketing 

unit. The kinship-based unit, to be described In this chapter, was the 

most common. It comprised a group of persona, usually related by kin- 

ship ties, who combined labor and material resources In the harvesting, 

processin& and selling of salmon. The non-kinship-based firm com- 

prised a group of persons organized as a business, not a family, to 

buy, process, transport, and sell s&non to external markets outside 

the region. 

This chapter will not describe the organization of the commercial fish 

buyers and processors on the Yukon delta, except to note their rela- 

tionship with the kinship-based production units. In the lower Yukon 

River districts, there were thirteen main commercial operators in 1980, 

located primarily near Emmonak on the south pass, and near Mountain 

Village on the main river. As described in Chapter 3, two of t,4e fir33 

were owned and operated by local native corporations from Emmonak aEd 

Mountain Village; the others were based from outside the region. The 

firma engaged In buying salmon from independent fishermen, and 

processed it for sale, either as a frozen, fresh, canned, or salted 
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product. The processed salmon and roe were transported from the region 

by airplane or barge. Employees of the commercial firms worked for 

wages. The firms employed persons to buy, transport, and process fish, 

but not to harvest salmon. The firms bought salmon caught by indeper- 

dent fishermen who usually operated from one of the kinship-based 

production units. Fishermen were independent from the commercial firas 

in that they were, theoretically, free to sell salmon to any of the 

commerlcal buyers operating in the vicinity. A significant proportion 

of persons employed by the commerical firms were local residents. 

Theoretically, these firms were composed of a collectivity of persons 

working for the firm and receiving individual reimbursement for per- 

sonal effort, distinct from fellow employees. Income received in 

connection with the commercial fishery in fact tended to be viewed this 

way, that is, as the sole asset of the individual. Wages earned by a 

person cutting or transporting fish typically were described as "his 

own" income, not the automatic possession of a kinship-based unit. 

Similarly, salmon caught and sold to a commercial buyer was frequently 

viewed as an individual transaction separate from the kinship-bauzd 

production unit. Income from the sale of commercial salmon was per- 

sonal income. Members of a household typically did not know the com- 

mercial salmon earnings of other household members. Also, as will be 

illustrated in the following cases, persons fishing together usually 

divided profits frocl commerlcal salmon sales among themselves, even if 

closely related within the kinship-based group. Thus, the harvest and 

processing of salmon for external commercial markets were organized 
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along different principles than salmon production for personal use 

within family-based firms. 

The Kinship-based Production Unit 

A kinship-based salmon production unit could operate from a winter 

village, a fishcamp, or a combination of each, as described in Chapter 

2. The size of the production unit varied, from a single individual up 

to a group of several dozen persons. A complete production unit, 

however, had at least one or two persons to harvest salmon, and another 

one or two persons to cut, dry, and smoke the fish. Harvesting and 

processing comprised complementary roles. A discussion of these roles 

follows later in the chapter. It was exceedingly rare for the parson 

who harvested salmon to be the person required to process the salmon 

also. 

The members of most salmon production groups were recruited throah 

kinship principles. The group cooperating in harvesting and procesuin, 

usually was a cluster of persons related through the kinship system. 

Not only were members recruited by kinship principles, but the group 

was perceived td be a kinship group. The response to the question, 

What is the Yu'pik term for the people who live and work together at 

flshcamp?w usually was elakitraet, which means "family" or wrelatlT:~s.w 

A group perceived as representing wfamfly members" therefore consti- 

tuted a central economic unit within the Kwlkpagmiut and Tapraqmiut 

cultures. The people termed elakltraet who lived and worked together 
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at fishcamp will be called a nkinship group" for the remainder of this 

chapter. 

The elakitraet living and working together at a fiahcamp (the kimhip 

group) frequently comprised one or more household units linked by birth 

or marriage. A household was defined as a group of persons who resided 

In a separate dwelling at the winter community. Variations existed in 

how households were related, but usually tha kinship group at fiShCamp 

comprised a pivotal household of a father, mother, and children, plus 

one or more households of married sons or daughters. Another common 

organization was two or more households of siblings. 

It is Important to note that flshcamps frequently contained more than 

one kinship group. That is, several kinship groups frequently shared a 

fishcamp location. At times these groups could trace some kinship 

connections, but frequently no kinship ties were demonstrable. While 

sharing a single fishcamp, separate kinship groups frequently func- 

tioned as separate production units. That is, they possessed separate 

facilities for processing fish (racks, smokehouses), and harvested and 

processed fish for separate caches at the winter communitr. Neyerthc- 

less, cooperative pooling of iish harvests and labor commonly took 

place among all residents of a fishcamp. Members of different kinship 

groups frequently assisted one another as gestures of friendship, 

especiaily for companionship and assistance during period3 of heavy 

workloads. 
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Accordingly, the social organization of salmon production units 

evidenced a high degree of flexibility. Salmon fishing was not locked 

into invariant structures. Rather, persons joined together for coopcr- 

ative effort when such alliances appeared advantageous, building the 

associations with the flexible principles of bilateral descent and 

affiliation, or if no close kinship relationships were traceable, 

through concepts of friendship. A cooperating group most frequently 

comprised a shifting cluster of persona tracing bilateral descent ties 

and their spouses and children. Certain clusters apparently persisted 

over several years as fishing units. Others were relatively transitory 

groups, changing In composition from year to year, sometimes week to 

week. _ 

The variation in the composition of salmon production kinship groups is 

ilhlsbated in the following case examples. The cases have been 

selected to show some of the range of organizational possibilities 

inherent within the structural principles of the Kwikpagmiut and 

Tapraqmiut culture. 

Case 1. This case illustrates a summer flshcamp composed of a single 

nuclear winter household. At camp were the 44.year-old head of the 

household, his wife, four of his six children, and his wiie's sistsr's 

daughter, who was visiting. This camp had been at the same location 

for exactly 20 years. Originally, when the household head establisksd 

residence, the camp was occupied by his wife9 uncle and three house- 

holds from St. Mary% With the appearance of commercial buyers around 
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Mountain Village, these four households now fished from camps nearer 

St. Mary's. Now his household fished from the camp alone. BQth he and 

his son, who also had a commercial permit, harvested salmon for commer- 

Citi Sale and subsistance U38. The money earned by the son belonged to 

him, and did not become part of the father's earnings. Similarly, 

another son worked at the winter village that summer, earning money 

alSO for himself. The head of the household and his son brought fish 

to camp to be cut by his wifs, with help of the children. The ;roces- 

sed fish became part of the hous8hold's food cache, which was shared by 

everyone in the household including ths sons (see Figure 22). 

Case 2. This case represents a flshcamp composed of three winter 

households, all related, from two different villages. The focal house- 

hold at this fishcamp was composed of a 51.year-old male, his wife, and 

three children (on8 adopted) living at home. Previously, his camp was 

located about 15 minutes away, near his wife's brother's fishcamp, but 

he moved to its present location 12 years ago. The two other house- 

holds at the camp included his married son, daughter-in-law, and grand= 

daughter, who maintained a 38paX%t8 rtSid8nC8 at the Winter community; 

and his married daughter and her husband, who lived at another winter 

village (see Figure 23). 

The 2%year-old married son was just establishing himself at his 

.father@s fishcamp. That summer he was building a tent frame and furni- 

ture next to his father's tent. At the time, his wife and child Were 
. at the winter village, preparing to move to camp when he finished. T3e 
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married daughter and her husband had not yet built separate tent 

facilities. 

The 510year-old father fished for salmon wit& his married son, and an 

unmarried son who still lived at home. Together in 1980, they caught 

about 1,200 kings and 2,000 chums and silvers for sale. Income from the 

sale of the salmon was split three ways between them. By contrast, 

salmon put up for home use by the women at camp (37 kings and 270 chums) 

were not split three ways, but were kept in a common cache at the hone 

of the father and mother. The married 3011, although malntainiw a 

aeparaate household, drew salmoa from the cache when needed. He stated 

that no one in the family needed to ask for permission to utilize food 

from the cache. The other household at camp caught and dried fish for 

use of their own household. It was stored at a cache in the other 

winter village. 

Although pooling labor for salmon Nahing, the father and married son 

primarily fished and hunted as separate units the remainder of the year. 

The father hunted seals in spring and fall with a partner "related to 

his wife." The aon hunted seal3 in fall and spring with two separate 

partnera, "friends" his own age. The father set a net for small 

whitefish and set hooks for burbot. The son set hia father's net for 

small whitefish at another tine. Both hunted fur bearers separatsl;', 

although the aon gave the father his nu34zat3 for sale. Father and son 

did hunt waterfowl in spring and fall together. 
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Case 3. This case illustrates a fishcamp containing three kinship 

groups each with its own tents, fishracks, and smokehouses (see Fig~m 

24). The focal family group was not present when the camp was visited, 

his tent foundations bare and his racks and smokehouse empty. The 47- 

year-old household head of this family group was fishing upriver, 

planning to bring his household to tishcamp after the close of the 

commercial season to put up fish. At camp was the focal household5 

“paternal nephew” (his brother9 3on) and the nephew's wife and child. 

Previously, the 300year-old nephew had been sharing the racks and 

smokehouse of his uncle, but he had recently constructed his own. Ths 

third kinship group was not closely related to the .othsrs. Tho 35- 

year-old head had fished from camps In that area for 19 yearu, maldns 

three movea during that time. He hoped this last location would be 

more permanent. Staying with him this Summer were his wife, four 

children, his wife's sister's son, and his younger brother. He was 

grateful for his brother’s presence , as he had sprained his back pul- 

ling fish. The brother was setting and picking the set nets 23 a 

registered helper in the meantime. Hiz wife had been working at the 

winter village until the previous open period. Because of a heavy chlnz? 

run which swamped the commercial buyers, he had been unable to sell 

several hundred chums h8 had caught. Rather than wasting the fish, he 

called hia wife to camp to cut and ban, - then for the fanily's persor.3.l 

use. She Complied, and consequently put her seasonal job with a loccll 

construction firm in jeopardy. At the time visits!, the wife. was 

cutting fish along the bank wit& her husband (she used the ulupaq, he a 

straight knife). The husband's brother was out checking nets, and 
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delivering commercial fish to a tender moored nearby (this was at times 

a 3 to 4 hour wait). Two younger children were out gathering g'quqs, a 

type of root bulb gathered from the tundra, cleaned, and eaten "like 

potatoes." The fish they processed would belong to their own kinship 

group, as would the fish put up by their two neighbors at the camp. 

Case 4. In this case, six households occupied a single camp location, 

with five tents, and three smokehouses (see Figure 25). The oldest 

household at this location, headed by a 370year-aid male, had been 

there about 12 years. $haring the camp with him were his two youqer 

brothers and their nuclear households. Therefore, the core of the camp 

structure -was three brothers. The latest arrivals to the camp were two 

related households comprising 16 persons, all living within a single 

tent. This kinship group was not related to the three brothers in any 

close or direct manner. One household had fished the previous year at 

a flshcamp downriver, the Other household had not been to camp in 

recent years. The sixth household at the camp was the second oldest 

brother's wife% parent's household, who were from another winter 

Village than th8 other households. The households which shared smoke- 

houses included the eldest brother's houaehold with the newly arrived, 

unrelated extended family; and the second eldest brother's household 

with his wife's parent's household. The youngest brother's household 

w8d one smokehouse alone. From this camp, salmon was produced for 

five food caches, corresponding to each of the tents. Two of t!le aon3 

of the newly arrfved kinship group werre helping the eldest brother 

commercial fish as licemsed helpers. 

188 



--- 

r 
D 

--- 

1>- 
0 

-c 0 e---w 

G 
I- o- B 

.--- 

-II 

D 

0 

. 



case 5. This camp was across the river from Case 3 (see Figure 26). 

Th8 fishcamp was occupied by four households, all related to one cen- 

tral household. Two households were composed of a daughter, her 

husband and children, the other was composed of a son, his wif;? and 

children. Thus, the cluster represents both matrifocal and patrifocal 

organization. 

Case 6. This case illustrates the pooling of resourcea and the divi- 

sion of labor in salmon production within two households at the winter 

village. At the winter village, the two households resided in neigh- 

boring houses connected by pathways which ran to the riverbank and a 

common fish cleaning area. The tuo howeholds shared in common fish 

drying racks, smokehouse, cache, and racks for snowmachlnes. A t&hird 

house in the cluster was vacant; a sauna lay behind one of the houses 

(see Figure 27). 

The focal houshold A of this kinship group was composed of a 61-year- 

old man, his wife, two unmarried daughters, and two unmarried aons (the 

eldest In this household being 25 years old). The second household wzs 

composed of household A's married daughter, her 30.year-old huubacd, 

and two sons and a daughter. Thus, the male head of household B was 

attached to the household of his wife%i parents. 

For health reasons, the 610year-old head of household A did not fish 

for salmon during 1980. In 1981 he had regained his health suffi- 1 
clently to begin fishing the period of July 2, which was a month into 
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the season. Last year his 2%year-old, unmarried son, who had a commer- 

cial license, brought the household salmon , as did his 30.year-old son- 

in-law next door. The son fished at a camp near the coast, occupied 

with “a buddy." The commerical income from the sale of 300 kings and 

300 chums and cohos "belonged" to the son; however, he helped out with 

the family9 expenses throughout the year. The son-in-law fished from 

a newly established camp elsewhere near the coast, which had drying 

racks, but no smokehouse as yet. Ha sold 234 Wnga and about 2,000 

chums and cohos to provide income for his own household. His wife and 

three children accompanied him to camp before the commercial season 

opened and subsequently during open fishing periods. 

Household B began drying kings for personal use before the commerical 

season opened. The fish caught in set nets at several locations 

(Casey's Channel, Blind Slough, and Tin Can Point) were cut and hung to 

dry at fishcamp by his wife. The air-dried fish were brought back to 

the winter village to be smoked at the smokehouse of the kinship group. 

At times, the head of household B sometimes brought fresh, uncut salnor, 

directly to the winter village, to be cut and dried both by his wife 

and wife's mother, dried on the father-in-law9 racks, and smoked- 

Thus, both the son and son-in-law of the head of household contributed 

to subsistence fish stores. The same arrangements existed in 1981. 

When I visited on July 2, 1981, 4:00 p.m., I observed the following 

division of labor. The mother (household A) and married daughter 

(household B) were cutting chum salmon with uluraq at the cutting area 
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on the river bank. The salmon had been brought by the son-in-law 

(household B). As they worked, the head of household A arrived in his 

boat, filled with another boxload of chums he had cau3ht. He left them 

in the boat and retired to the house. The two unmarried sons of 

household A were called from the house to haul the chums from the boat 

to the cutting area. The fish were first hung by the’ married dau3hter 

alone; then by the mother (household A) alone. Driftwood stacked alozlg 

the beach was gathered by the father and sons of household A. Keeping 

the fire in the smokehouse going was the job of at least the mother and 

probably her children. The dried fish was held in common in the cachz 

by the two cooperating households. 

In this cooperating production group, neither young fishermen yet 

possessed a "complete" fishcamp. The unmarried son fished for his 

elderly parents, perhaps nearing a time of detachment from the houzehs:lci 

in the next 5 years or so. Currently, although keeping his own 

commerical earninga, he relied upon the labor and facilities of his 

parents and sisters to process subsistence fish, as well as to provide 

shelter, cooking, and other amenities. 

The son-in-law was in the stage of dcvelopirq his own flshcamp arid 

independent production unit, but still relied on the facilities of tke 

father-in-law aa well as on pooled labor. Perhaps in tine he will wean 

himself from this attachment, using his own rack and aao!lzhouse -..Y;.:, 

and relying on the labor of his wife alone in fish processing. How- 
. 

ever, centri;c tal forces keeping him involved with his father-in-law's 
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household included the obvious close personal relationship between 

mother and daughter, the close proximity of the houses (common yard and 

boat landing), and the poor health of the father-in-law. 

It was not clear why this particular mother-daughter dyad worked as a 

production unit. There were other married daughters at the winter 

village, one living across the river. The mother mentioned with a sigh 

that she wished her children could live next door to her, in the third 

vacant house. The house apparently was to be occupied by her sister 

and sister's daughter instead. Probably the preferential arrangement 

would have been attaching another married child% household to the 

kinship group. 

These cases should illustrate the variety of organizational grouping3 

that existed in the harvesting and processing of salmon for person21 ~3% 

and commercial sale. The bilateral reckoning of kimhip relations 

allowed for some of the flexibility in social group composition. 

Bilateral descent enabled offspring to be linked with relationships of 

either the paternal or maternal side. In addition to this, thers 

appeared to be no preferential residence rules operating in relation to 

fishcamp location. At times, a household attached to ths husbclzti'~ 

parent's camps, at times the wife8s parent's camps, and still of!?? 

times, the household established its own fishcamp separately. 

Within the social production unit, labor allocation and shzring of 

material reaourcea also assumed a variety of forms. In general, labcr 
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was frequently pooled in the production of salmon. However, food caches 

generally were held In common only by a parent's household and parent's 

children's household. It was unusual to see the sharing of a cache by 

two households of the same generation without the existence of the 

intermediary parental link. That is, while the households of siblinga 

commonly pooled labor in salmon production, it was unusual for them to 

pool the product in a single cache. The households of siblings 

generally produced separate food caches. More distant relations also 

commonly pooled labor and resources, but Farely shared common food 

- caches. 

In conclusion, of particular significance is the fact that the economic 

and family systems were closely intertwined during 1980-1981. That ia, 

the form of the kinship-based unit during summer frequently was adapted 

to the requirements of the major economic activity, fishing and proccs 

sing salmon. Conversely, fishing and processing salmon was perceived 

to represent activities by family members and was organized following 

kinship principles. Economic activity, therefore, served to structure 

familial activities, and vice versa. This point la an impartant one7 

for modifications In th8 economic pattern of fishing and hunting would l 

change the functional patterns of the basic kinship groups. 

Disruptions in the regional economy would represent disruptions si" the 

region's central social groups. 
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The Functional Integration of Roles by Age and Sex 

As is illustrated by the case examples of salmon fishcamps, the division 

Of labor in subsistence activities commonly was allOCat8d along sex and 

age lines. Whereas kinship criteria often were used In the recruitment 

of a group of people for cooperative work in food production, sex and 

age Criteria frequently were COnSid8rtd in the allocation t?f sp8CifiC 

OCCUpatiOnal tasks or roles. L&or wa8 partitioned into conplemertary 

functional roles enacted by persorw of different ages and sex. The 

integration of functional roles was apparent in subsistence pUrSuit3 in 

addition to salmon fishing activities. 

Sex-related Roles 

Most fishing and hunting was performed by men, while women supplied 

essential support services in food processing for storage and 

consumption. By and large, male occupations included fishing with nets 

for salmon and non-salmon ffsh species; hunting for sea mammals, birds, 

and moose; and trapping. Females produced foods in the occu~ztions of 

plant gathering, egg gathering, and jigging for fish. Female s5;y;;-t 

occupations included cutting, hanging, and smoking fish; cutting small 

SetiS; preparing seal skins; plucldng birds; meal preparation; and 

baking bread. M8n commonly cut up large sea and land mammals for 

transport, and skinned and stretched pelts. Other male aubsistence- 

related activities included boat construction, boat motor repair, net 

mending, and manufacture of harpoons, spears, and fi2 ^,=1;1:. :JOYlt?Xl 
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made parkas, winter and summer boots, and Other clothing items from 

imported material. The craft industry, items for sale on outside 

markets such as baskets, earrings, throwing boards, wooden bowls and 

ladles, was small on the Yukon delta in comparison with other Eykino 

communities to the south. In general, men operated boats and anow- 

machines when household members tZW018d. Women frequently were 

provided transportation by males when gathering plants or eggs. 

None of these divisions of labor by sex was rigid. Almost all activ- 

ities listed above were performed by men and women alike at tines. 

Women and men commonly showed considerable skill in activities allegedly 

ascribed to the opposite sex. In the absence of adult males, adult 

females commonly ran a household and performed many of ths activities 

related to fishlag and hunting, such as setting nets and shooUng birds. 

Similarly, a man at times substituted for a woman if she were absent, 

sick, tired, or pregnant. Both men and women assisted on8 another if 

workloada were large, or simply for the company each gave the other. 

Men and women teams in catching fish and hunting sea mammals were not 

uncommon. 

Some residents claimed that the sexual division of labor was more Axict 

ti the past. However, others felt that even traditionally men aud WOLXI? 

'performed each other's tasks as situations might diCtat8. Reciprocal 

roles among men and women thus appeared to be a convention which allowed 

/ considerable freedom in practice. Marriage in part was understood to b? 

‘r 
a method for a man and woman to form a complementary work unit. 
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Unmarried men commonly brought food to mothers or sisters for processi- 

and preparation. 

Aue-related Activities 

In addition to activities related to sex roles, perfomance of certain 

occupational tasks tended to be iniluencod by the age of the worker. 

Age commonly reflected a person's level of physicai strength; skill in 

hunting, fishing, and food preparation; knowledge of game and terrtin; 

the nature of social responsibilities; and the ownership of equipnat 

and operating capital. Persons of different ages with different skills 

and resources tended to support one another in production and exchange 

activities within kinship groups~ Large food producers tended to con- 

tribute food to persons whose food output was relatively smaller, as is 

discussed in the next chapter. Scllled and capable fishermen and bun- 

ters tended to contribute labor in lieu of persons with reduced czpa- 

cities within kinship groups. Knowledgeable persons contributed coun- 

sel and guidance to those less knowledgeable. And kinsmen with equfp- 

ment and operating capital frequently utilized it for the benefits of 

those without. 

Production responsibilities within a household wcrz allccstzd z:-cn.,o 

members in part!.cular ways. Members of the youngest generatio> (birt.?, 

to early teens) produced the least food directly. Children frequently 

accompanied parents and aibllngs in fishing anu nunting activities, bu’i 

mainly as interested onlookers ~3 l..z.mera and secondarily as workers. 
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The role of children in direct subsistence ouptut was in the capacities 

Of support services, such as carrying water for cleaning fish, scrub- 

bing boats, assisting parent in catching, cleaning, and hanging fish, 

and meal preparation. By the early teens, persons have had direct 

experience with most subsistence-related activities. Adolescents and 

young adults increasingly participate in subsistence pursuits with age. 

Activities especially performed by adolescents and young adults 

included snaring rabbits, shoot&g ptarmigazz, jigging fish, shooting 

muskrats and waterfowl, dipping smelt, assisting in catching and pro- 

cessing salmon , and working at seasonal wage employment. Full partici- 

pation in a wide range of production activity generally occurred at 

about 30 yean of age, this decade marking the most productive years of 

a male fisherman and hunter. 

. 

The shift in subsistence roles is suggested in Figures 28 and 30. 

Figure 28 depicts subsistence outputs during June 1980 to May 1981 of 

males, by age, averaged within lo-year age ranges, for members of the 

sample households at Alakanuk. It shows the beginning of appreciable 

subsistence ouptuts to be about the age of 15, increasing substantially 

during the 20% Production output 

markedly at about 30 years of age. 

male hunters were between the years 30 to 59. After about 60 yearo, 

subsistence output dropped considerably. Nevertheless, significant 

food output continued Into the last decades of a person's life. 

of a fisherman and hunter jumped 

The most productive decades for 

Figure 30 depicts the output per household for the same Alakanuk sample 

by the age of the household head, averaged within lo-year age ranges. 
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Figure 28. Subsistence output by age of hunter, Alakanuk. 
(June 1980-May 1981, averaged within lo-year 
age ranges.) 



It shows that households with heads between 60 and 69 produced an average 

of 3,000 pounds dressed weight of subsistence foods. Comparing Figure 

28 with Figure 30, approximately 500 pounds of this output was produced 

by the head of the household. Moat food produced within these house- 

holds was by unmarried males in the family who had assumed productive 

roles. 

Within the prime middle adulthood decades (30-59 years), subsistence 

activities also were affected , 
meat was done by men in their 

(Figure 29). Seal hunting was 

by age. Most production of seal oil and 

30% at Alakanuk during 1980 to 1981 

a relatively strenuous activity which 

offered challenges to a pecson~s skill and strength, conditions which 

appealed to this age range. By contrast, most production of non-salmon 

fish species was done by men in their 50'3 at Alakanuk during 1930 to 

1981 (Figure 29). Non-salmon fish species, by and large, were taken by 

set nets and fish traps during fall and winter, activities requiring 

moderate labor expenditures of which an older perscn would 

Waterfowl harvests showed relatively stable harvest levels 

middle decades, representing a third age-specific pattern. 

be capable. 

across tha 

T%lS A , men 

of particular age ranges tended to specialize in the productlori of 

certain food resources and shared their harvests within the houstihold 

group* Chapter 7 describes how substantial quantities of food aivo 

flowed between households groups as well. 

Elderly persons in a community become less involved in direct subsis- 

tence production with advancing age, aa shown in Figure 28. As Is 
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Figure 29. Subsistence harvests of non-salmon fish species 
seals, 

and waterfowl, by age of hunter, Alakanuk. (Juni 1980- 
May 1987, averaged within lo-year- age ranges.) 
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described in Chapter 7, children regularly supported parents with food 

produced within their own households. Nevertheless, elderly persons 

often continued to set nets and traps and jig for fish during fall and 

winter, snare hares during winter, and gather plants and berries during 

summer, despite substantial disabilities in physical function. Elderly 

men commonly provided support activities, such as mending nets for 

younger sons and crafting spears, harpoons, and traps. Frequently 

grandchildren accompanied the elderly in their subsistence pursuits, 

assisting in transportation, picking nets, hauling fish, and other 

support activities. The elders in a community were held in high 

respect for their past experiences and greater knowledge by younger 

persons, and were frequently consulted concerning fishing and hunting 

techniques, strategies, and locations. Thus, they participated 

indirectly in the production of food in the community. 

ft Was hypothesized at the beginning of the research that the increased 

participation In wage employment by children might lead to an increasoci 

isolatlcn cf the elderly generation. Cash earnings did not seem to 

flow as readily within and between households as subsistence food 

income. Further, the elderly might be-less able to contribute to the 

success of wage employment through wisdom and ancillary services in 

comparison with contributions to subsistence activities. HoLrcver, 

general observations during 1981 did not seem to yupaort thiv 

hypothesis. By and large, most elderly persons; houses were freqc:cntc2 

by relatives and the elderly and their children seemed to participate 

in each. other's affairs. Uorklng at a wage occupation by children did 
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not seem to make any difference in this pattern. As of this time, data 

do not support the possible influence of Increased participation in the 

market economy on the functional roles of the elderly. 

. 
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CEAPTER 7 

SHARING AND EXCRANGE OF FOOD RESOURCES 

In addition to food production by fishing, hunting, and gathering 

actisities, food resources wer‘b acquired by Yukon delta residents 

through systems of distribution and exchange. A significant portion of 

the food resources produced by a person or family flowed out to other 

individuals as items shared, given,. exchanged, and sold. This flow of 

food products occurred extraneous to retail market channels. Food 

resources passed between individuals, families, and communities t:hrau~h 

traditional distribution and exchanga activltias. 

Giving and receiving food were basic to social relationships within the 

culture of the Yukon delta in 1981. Food products flowed so frequently 

between,indlviduals as a part of normal social interaction that it 

seemed doubtfIal that any significant social relationships existsd 

without associated food transfers. Most sustained interaction between 

persons included the mutual exchange of food resources. The givi-rlg and 

receiving of food typically communicated a set of iaaas and 3e;,",tix2;3fits 

between the giver and receiver. That Is, the biologically related act 

of food sharing expressed a complex of symbolic meanings concerning tkz 

structure, strength, and quality of social relationships. 
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This chapter describes in general terms distribution and exchange 

activities within the Yukon delta study area in 1981. The information 

should be taken as suggestive of the types, magnitudes, and symbolic 

meanings of these activities within the cultures of the Kwikpagmiut and 

Tapraqmiut. More extensive research Is required to validate the gen- 

eral statements made here. The study's short duration, and design 

calling for substantial movement between communities, mitigated against 

th3 systematic collection of information on systems of distribution an< 

exchange. The types of information presented here represent unsys- 

tematic, qualitative observations on the giving and reception of food 

during the short field stay, interpreted with general verbal accounts 

by residents concerning the activities as they perceived them. 

The design precluded quantitative data collection on exchange relatians 

(cf., Johnson, 19'78). Information on distribution and exchange baaad 

on an informant’s retrospective recall was inadequate for constructing 

exchange patterns. Most individuals could not, and did not, keep track 

of food transfers, as the giving and receiving of food was so common a 

component of every&y relationships on the Yukon delta, and occurred 30 

frequently in a variety of contexts. (Aa an analogy, it would be 

similar to asking an urban American to recollect the number of phone 

calls made and received, and with whom, over the past year, without 

referring to a phone bill.) Furthermore, keeping accounts of qudat;l- 

ties of food given and received frequently was contrary to the spirit 

of the act, akin to evaluating the worth of birthday, Christmas, or 

wedding gifts in urban American culture. The types and flow of food 
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were not properly subjected to a rational calculus; a person demonstra- 

ting such knowledge revealed something concerning his understanding of 

the meaning of givix and receiving. A more fruitful methodology for 

describing this aspect of Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqmiut cultures would 

entail long term observations within a single social setting. Then it 

might be possible to trace the disposition of food products within a 

community-where foods went, who consumed them, and within which con- 

text. An understanding of the symbolic meanings of giving and 

receiving food would require a deeper understanding of the culture and 

psychology of the residents of the Yukon delta. 

However, describing the distribution and exchange of food resources 

even in general terms is instructive. It informs that residents of the 

Ytion delta were interconnected within a network of relationships along 

which food resources flowed. Food rarely stayed solely within the 

social unit that produced it, but typically flowed out to others. 

Through the pattern of food transfers, all the comnunities of the delta 

were linked. Thus, the delta9 economy must be understood from a 

larger regional perspective when considering the final disposition of 

economic goods. The alteration of food production in one sector of the 

delta might hold ramifications for other parts of the regional 

distribution network. 
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Examples of Food Sharing 

Consuming food not produced by oneself was a common experience on the 

Yukon delta. The pervasiveness of food exchange is suggested in the 

following three case observations made during the summer of 1981. 

Case 1. 

the late 

fish and 

produced 

The researcher ate his first meal in the Yukon delta area in 

spring of 1981 with a family at Stebbins: dried broad whitc- 

pike dipped in salt and, peppered seal oil. The food was not 

at Stebbins, but had arrived by plane in a cardboard box, set% 

by the wife's parents from St. Mary’a. The next night the Stebbins 

household-enjoyed a meal of herring roe on kelp dipped in seal oil, 

received as a gift in a paper sack from a friend in the village who had 

picked it that day from the rocky coast of Stuart Island. The day 

following, munduq (raw belukha epidermis) dipped in seal oil was the 

main dish, given to the household by a successfil hunter in the vil- 

lage. Thus, the first three consecutiro evening meals for the 

researcher contained food products given the host household as gifts. 

Case 2. An August hunt with two men from Kotlik and Stebbins yielded 

several ducks and one goose. The next evening the researcher noted 
. that the birda were gone from the house. Upon inquiring, it turned out 

that half had been sent up the coast t3 the Pikmiktalik River to be 

-given to the Stebbins hunter'3 parents and to his father's brother's 

wife's sister. Of the other birds, three were cooked and served to the 

Kotlik hunter's family (wife and four children), the remainder given to 
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his parents (who lived in Emmonak), and his wife's sister (Figure 31). 

In all, the waterfowl had been distributed among six separate house- 

holds in three different winter villages. The hunter saw nothing 

noteworthy about the birds' dispositions, and wondered at the 

researcher% attempts to trace them. 

Case 3. During an interview with the head of an Alakanuk household, it 

was mentioned in passing that the household had received the following 

foods: smelt from his mother's brother; dried chum from his nother; 

waterfowl from his wife's father; moose from his brother; ringed seal 

from his sister's husand; and bearded seal as pieces shared during a 

hunt. He in turn had provided blackfish, saffron cod, and arctic hare 

to each of the households. When I produced a flow chart of these 

transactions, the household head was unimpressed (Figure 32). From hiu 

assessment, the chart nowhere approached a complete depiction of tha 

food he received or gave the past year; he had shared a greater ra,-;! 

of food types with a wider sphere of persons. 

-Although anecdotal, these incidcnta suggest the frequency and complex- 

ity of 'food exchange and illustrate the variety of foods involved. The 

cases seemed typical of the kinds of food transfer3 that occurred daily 

among residents of the delta. 

Food i-zaourcea were given and received in a number of culturally 

defined contexts. Three primary categories of sharing ax briefly 

discussed and illustrated below: food given aa unsolicited gifts 
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(chigie, blyoqtuq, tufqaq); food exchanged or sold as economic goods 

(navolhotuq, tungyiaq); and food shared among members of one% close 

family. Finer distinctions among these cultural forms of food 

distribution,and exchange must be left for future research. 

The Givlmq of Food (Chigiq) 

Giving food resources as an unsolicited bestowment or gift, termed 

chiglq, was a major social category of food sharing activities. Chigiq 

means "to give" in a broad, generic sense. A number of food tranzfera 

between individuals were understood as representing this form of 

sharing. Probably all the food distributions mentioned in the caaea 

above were examples of chlgiq. 

It was aaid that to chigiq+ food was common practice. Sharing food 

items this way reflected aome cooperative spirit held betueen corjmunikg 

members toward one another. Decreases in this form of sharing were 

perceived by some residents as an indicator of negative change within 

communities of the delta. The statement, "people don't share as much 

as they used to," was meant to characterize perceived deterioration in 

the quality of social relationships within communities. The validity 

of this statement of course could not be determined. It was clear, 

however, that food was shared frequently, and sometimes in large 

quantities during 1981. 

214 



Apparently any type of food product, unprocessed or processed, could be 

shared. ChigiQ meant that the food was unsolicited by the receiver and 

purportedly incurred no obligation by the receiver to reciprocate. 

Further, a giver normally did not keep account of the things shared 

this way. To some, however, receiving such food items did imply an 

obligation: one middle-aged woman stated that, when someone %higiqedR 

her something, she always wanted to pay it back. Supporting this 

position, apparently indigent households disrupted the spirit of the 

pEEtiC Of chigiq. On8 might stop wchigiqingW with persons- who never. 

worked although able and who, as nonproductive members of a community, 

lived off th8 proceeds of others. This suggests that between certain 

able-bodied individuals, some balance waa expected in the exchange of 

food products over time. 

When asked to discuss principles underlying chiqia., a range of general 

statements were elicited, suggesting a framework to the pattern of 

giving. Aa general rules, th8S8 could be summarized into t!z? following 

guidelines: 1. One shared with parents extensively. 2. One shared 

with elderly neighbors, ensuring that they "had the things you had.* 

3. One shared with relatives. 4. One shared with neighbors one was 

ap8r30nalY close to, and got along well with. 5. One shared with 

neighbors one did not get along well with (to kxp relationships from 

deteriorating further). 6. Ona shared If one had "a lot of somet5i.x 

that other people did not have a lot 02.' 7. One shared the yezr's 

first catch of a species. 8. One k?red if there was a possibility 

that a food might be wavted if it were not shared. T!Ieae statenznts 
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indicate that sharing at times was understood to symbolize a type and 

quaU.ty of social relationship between persona. Kinship relations 

defined appropriate networks along which food flowed. Close friend- 

ships were associated with food transfers. And food symbolized respect 

for the Social position of the elderly. The statements al30 indicate 

that sharing was motivated by a desire to meet perceived needs of 

individuals who might not have access to certain types of food, such 

as th8 elderly who could not hunt or fish for th8IUSelVe3. While 

meeting needs, sharing also assuaged possible resentments among commu- 

nity member3 over dispariti83 fn personal possessions or good fOrtUIe- 

Additional examples of food transfers observed during th8 summer of 

1981 illustrate the38 general principles beyond the cases already 

presented. During early July, the chum runs peaked along the south 

pass of the Yukon River. Commercial fish processors were inundated 

with fish, fishermen waiting up to 3 hours to sell catches. Capacities 

were eventually reached, and buyer3 turned fishermen away who had fish 

to sell. Reportedly, this situation usually occurred at least once 

during a commercial season. Rather than waste the fish taken that 

period, many fishermen brought the unsold catches to the winter vil- 

lages, and gave them away to individuals. While cutting salnon for 

drying, one family reported that the fish Lx! come from a "cousin.* 

Over 200 chum had been given, which were too many for the household to 

prOCes8, so they in turn gave salmon to a sister9 family. A second 

houSehold reported that salmon they were cutting had come from 
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nfriends.w This represented chigi~ th8 giving of surplus to those 

with fewer resources, so as to avoid waste. 

Th8 sharing of large mammals, such aa belukha, bearded seal, and moose, 

WaS similar. Because of their hrge size, the meat and oil might not 

one hunter from Sh~ldo:: 

bringing the whales to 

everything was used, the 

be utilized by a single family. For instance, 

Point killed two belukhas during early summer, 

the winter village for distribution. When not 

remaining meat and fat was taken to relatives and friends in Alakanuk 

and Emmonak, although this required expenditures of time and mone'y, so 

that the b8lukha would not b8 w&ted. In a like manner, a middle-agad 

man killed a belukha during the spring near Stebbins, bringing it to 

the beach. Anybody coming down to the beach to help cut, or simply to 

watch, received some, the hunter deciding which portions. Afterwarda, 

the man took portions he had retained around the village to the 

"elderly folk who were not fortunate enough to be able to hunLR 

The P,xchan,ne of Food as an Economic Good 

Traditionally within the cultures of the Yukon delta, food resourc~c! 

were exchanged as economic goods. Fiistorical sources document la.?Se 

exchange networks for the trade of belulcha oil, seal oil, caribou and 

reindeer skins, seal skins, voodsare, dried salmon, whitefish, and flu 

between Yukon River communiti8a during the nineteenth century (Wolfe, 

1979). By and large, the volume of food products exchanged as economi:: 

goods has decreased within the region since about the 19205. The last 

217 



major local trade involved dried fish for dogteams. Nevertheless, a 

small volume of food resources still were exchanged and sold as economic 

goods within the Yukon delta region during 1980-1981. 

The terms for this type of food 8XChang8 were navolhotuQ and tuna3izo~ 

Navolhotuq referred to the exchange of one economic good for another, 

or what has been termed qart8rF As explained by residents, if 

another paraon has an item one needs, one may offer to exchange some- 

thing for it. If the goods are viewed as equivalent in value, the 

- "swap" is transacted. Tungyiaq referred to the trade of good3 

involving some form of currency. If an item is sold for money, then 

this was tumiaq. 

Both forms of exchange occurrsd on the Yukon delta with local food 

resources. It is important to distinguish these traditional types of 

trade from the regulated wcommercialw trade of food resourcz% "COG 

mercial" trade of salmon and furs occurred between a licensed buyer and 

a resident fisherman 

markets. Navolhotuq, 

The major difference 

or huker for the purpose of export to outside 

and tunrTslaq involved trade within local markets. 

then was the location and size of the market and 

I' in moat, but not all cases, the nonlocal origin of the buyer. External 

\ market demand for products such as commercial salmon and f'urz ;;3;;lti- 

ally was larger than the region’s capacities for sustained supply. 

-&Sause demand potentially exceeds supply, the volume of comnerical 

sales has been subject to regulation from sources external to the delta 

region to ensure that overproduction in the short term did not deplete 
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the resource base in the future. By contrast, demand for food products 

on internal, local markets historically has never been large enough to 

outstrip local supply. The relatively small population and ubiquitous 

range of most food resources have limited local market demand for food 

and material products. The internal market was essentially self- 

regulating. It would be extremely unlikely that an internal market 

demand would develop for a local r8aourc8 which would lead to short 

term over-production for local trade which threatened the resource 

base. Consequently, traditional barter and trade on local markets has 

not required outside regulation, as has the wcomcerciall sale of salno?* 

and furs. 

As with ohip;iq, potentially any food resource could be exchanged 

through navolhotuq and tungyiag. In practlco, commonly only a few 

products actually were exchar@ed on local markets in 1931. Seal oil 

Was a major resource exchanged between coastal residents and main river 

residents. Seal oil was perceived by many main river Kwi!qagniut to b2 

an essential component of their diet. Most exchange occurred after 

fall seal hunting. As one hunter doscribsd it, seal oil and mundtla was 

"aw;lpped" for "upriver things," such as wolf skins, wolverine akinu, 

moo38 meat, and even groceries. If currency were involved, the ~1~1: 

of seal oil increased with distance from the coast, prices rangin;; fror: 

$30 to $70 for 5 gallons of seal oil or the quantity derived from one 

whole carcass of a spotted or ringed seal. Moo3e meat was a major iten 

that was traded downrlver for seal oil. 
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The other major item exchanged was dried salmon, especially Wng salmon 

strips, or barrels of dried chum. Commonly, a small number of families 

during summer put up one or two extra barrels of dried salmon for 

exchange later on during the winter. For one reason or another, such 

as paid employment, illness, or indigency, certain p8rsons found them- 

salvea without adequate salmon supplles during winter. These individ- 

uals might buy these small surpluses, offer8d on the local market for 

about $9 per pound in 1980. The substantial cost of prOC8sS8d salmon 

during winter compared with the costs to a person to process one's own 

supply during summer restricted this trade to a relatively low volume, 

nothing comparable to the sale of salmon aa dog food in the 1920'3 ad 

1930'3. - 

PeriOdiCally other food items were Offered for 8XChang8 as economic 

goods. Sheefish taken on the delta at Kotlik or Emmonak sometimes 

Were exchanged at Stebbins during winter, bringing $4 to $5 apiece in 

1980. Broad whitefish also were exchanged in limited quantities this 

way. Sometime3 attempt3 to Cr8at8 a local market proved un3uccessx~l. 

During the spring of 1981 it was reported that an entrapreneur from 

Stebbins brought a boatioad of herring to Kotlik for sale. No one 

would purchase them as economic goods, so he ended up giving them auay 

(chieiq). Apparently, enough herring was received at Kotlik 5lr0~2: 

traditional channels of sharing to defuse th8 development of a lOCal 

herring market. 
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Regional Patterns of Distribution 

Certain food resources were only produced within certain sector3 of the 

Yukon delta region. Through chigiq, navolhotuq, and tungyiaq they 

flowed to other sectors, creating distribution patterns linking commu- 

nities within the region. Herring was one such resource* Herring was 

not harvested within communities of the Yukon delta, but within two 

communities adjoining the delta-Stebbins and Scammon Ray. Strip of 

dried herring commonly were distributed along exchange networks 

throughout the communities of the Yukon delta region. When queried 

about dried herring hanging in their caches, households commonly 

replied that it had been sent to them by relatives or friends from 

Soammon Bay or Stebbins. 

Smelt and lamprey were two other resources with restricted harvest 

ranges. Smelt primarily were harvested by households along the south 

pass of the Yukon for a few days in early summer* Lampreys were 

harvested along the main river from Mouataln Village sometime after 

fall freezeup. Roth resources flowed from their points of harvest to. 

other sectors of the region. People on the lower Yukon stated they 

always knew when Mountain Villagers were catching lampreys, as lanprefs 

began appearing in the households of coastal communities through 

exchange networks. Both smelt and lamprey were considered erceptlon- 

ally rich in oil, such that a family could not consume large quan- 

tities. It made sense to give them away so many families possessed 

small quantities. 
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It has been mentioned previously that sheefish and broad whitefish 

caught on the main Yukon River commonly flowed along exchange networka 

to Stebblns, where these fish species were less abundant. Other food 

resources that frequently were traded within delta communities included 

blackfish, saffron cod, spring setal, moose, a.nd.when caught, caribou. 

A relatively smaller percentage of households made an effort to harvest 

these species. Thus, the catches of the few households often were 

distributed to others in the community. For these species, the food 

resources of a village at times were supplied by a few Individuals. 

As indicated earlier, probably the most widely distributed product with 

the large& volume was the oil of seals , moving from downriver to 

upriver communitle9. To document the source9 of seal oil for one 

upriver community, the fifteen households Interviewed at Mountain Vfl- 

lage were asked where they received seal oil the previous year. This 

Information is summarized in Table 13. As can be seen, all fifteen 

households procured seal oil in some manner. Nine households (60 

percent) had members who 9ucce99fully hunted seals, two along the naln 

river, three at middle mouth, two at north mouth, one at Scammon Ely, 

and one at Hooper Hay. Nine households received seal oil procured by 

someone else, four from persons in Mountain Village, one from Enmonzk, 

one from KotUk, two from Scammon Hay, one from Chevak, and one frcs 

Hooper Hay. Seven transactions wez-8 described as wgifts,w four others 

described as "trade." The giver or trader was d*scrib?d as either 

W%latlve,* "friend," or %eighbor.n 
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g& 

1 

2 Hooper Bay 

3 Kotlik 

Main R$ver 
Middle Mouth 

Scammon Bay 
Kotlik 

10 
11 
12 

Middle Mouth 

I3 
14 

15 

Place Hunted 

- 

Place 
Received From 

Emmonak 
Emmonak 

Hooper Bay Not determined Trade 

Scammon Bay 

Mt. Village Friends 

- 

Cbevak 
Chevak 

Mt. Village 
Kotlik 

- Mt. .VASl.age 

- 

Middle Mouth 
Mt. Village 

Scammm Bay Not determined 
Main River 

Table I3 

SOURCES OF SEAL OIL FOR 

FIFTEENMOUNTAINVITJACZHOUSEHOLDS 
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Relationship 

Wife's Sister's Son 
Wife's Mother's Brother's 

Daughter's Son 

Wife's Parallel Female 
Cousin 

Friends 
Friends 

'@People in townm 
Eluk, "second or third 

cousins" 
Wife's Adopted Sister's 

Son 
"Neighbors" 

- 

Gift or 
Tradcz 

Gift 
Trade 

- 

Gift 

- 

TZ%Z?=? 

-- 

Gift 
Trade 

-- 
G* '+ --- - 
Gift 

Gift 

Gift 
-- 

s.- 



. 

The table illustrates the variety of channel3 through which seal oil 

was obtained at Mountain Village, reflecting the flexible options 

within local systems of distribution and exchange. Apparently aome 

coastal residents served as regular suppliers of seal oil to relatives 

and friends upriver. One Sheldon Point man said he regularly brought 

seal oil upriver during fall to wdistant relatives" at St. Mary’s, 

Pilot Station, and Russian Mission. Last year he distributed four 

spotted seals and several jars of seal oil among them as gifts brought 

to their homes (biyoktuq). Another Alakanuk man mported he always 

brought seal oil upriver while moo3e hunting in fall, which he gave to 

the persons he bought boat fuel from at St. Mary*s. Regular patterns 

of distribution apparently were not conceived as representing lnstitu- 

tlonalized "exchange partnerships, o as occurred in other parts of 

AlaSk& The transfers of food occurred as one type of interaction 

among many between individuals or groups allied on the basis of kinship 

and friendship principles. 

Shari- Within tha Close Family 

Probably the moat common form of food giving on the delta was one for 

which no Yuvpik term could be elicited-- the sharing of food among me=- 

ber3 of one's close family. In some sense, this did not seem to be a 

flow of goods at all. Close kinsmen frequently were perceived aa 

holding in ccmmon food resourcea frequently contained within a fanLJy7 

food cache. Consequently, the food was not conceived as circulating 
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between separate units, but a3 being consumed within a single social 

unit. 

As mentioned in Chapter 6, several closely related households might 

share a common cache. The kinship group frequently resembled a 

constellation of households composed of parents with married sons and 

daughters. The cache usually remained in the household of the parents. 

Members of such a network could take food from the cache when needed. 

Respondents indicated that this was done without the need for obtaining 

permission. In practice, sometime3 notice3 of intent or requast3 were 

made, such as sending a young boy to the father's parent's houue with 

the instruction, - “go tell grandma we need some strips." The young boy 

might visit "grandma" and receive instruction or assistance in pro- 

curing the food from the family~s cache. All varieties of locally 

produced foods were shared in this manner. 

In general, each household linked in this manner contributed fcod to 

the common cache. A3 was discussed in Chapter 3, the contributlcns 

frequently differed by age of the contributing member. As a general 

rule, son3 contributed more seal and belukha to the family cache than 

elderly parents. Harvesting sea mammals required greater expenditures 

of strenuous labor and money than other food products. Elderly parents 

contributed more non-salmon fish specie3 such a3 Bering cisco, shee- 

fish, herring, saffron cod, blackfish, and broad whitefish. Non-salmon 

flab species required low level labor expenditures stretched over a 

long time frame and were leas capital intensive. They were pursuits at 
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which an older household head could be succeaaful. Women contributed 

labor in the preparation of food products for storage and consumption, 

a3 well as in gathering plants, eggs, and fish from jigging. saluion 

and herring were products utilizing a combination of efforts. 

Sharing Meals 

Visits by a person to another's home on the Yukon delta typically were 

accompanied with the sharing of food. It was a common practice to 

offer a visitor tea or coffee in the first few minutes of a visit. if 

visitors stayed longer than an hour, or if the visit coi~dded with 

customary-eating times, then they were commonly invited to share in a 

meal. Dried fish, seal oil, pilot crackers, and hosenade bred rczld 

be produced and eaten. If other3 were eating or drinking in the bon% 

visited, it was seen as polite to join, and somewhat awkward to refuse. 

For instance, on one occasion a household head who was drinking tea 

remarked to a visitor, "Won't you have some tea; I feel unconfortablz 

being the only one having tea here." Sharing food aeened to facilitate 

social interaction, representing a form of mutuality among partakzrs. 

Visiting another's house at the winter village for fiahcamp way a 

favorite and frequent pasttime of the people of the dslta. Conue- 

quently, as most visits entailed sharing food, the amount of food 

distributed during visits wa3 substantial. Large numbers of people 

might be fed on occasion. At times, an entire family from a flskcanp 
. 

mist be passing through a winter village, and stop at the home of a 
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relative or friend. If the travelers had been on the river for a 

while, then the hosts commonly prepared hot drinks and a full meal for 

the guests. In one home near the end of the commercial season, fam- 

ilies traveling from two fishcamps coincidentally stopped at the same 

house to visit. The house was fllled with adults, children, and 

infants, many sitting on the floor. Although visitors numbered more 

than twenty, food was provided to all. 

When the number of people visiting was more than could fit in the 

kitchen area, people were accommodated by eating in shifts. One colnlnon 

practice was for the older men to eat first, followed in turn by the 

older worn-en, and finally the young adults and children. If visitors 

arrived and no food was readily available, then individuals might be 

. hurriedly sent to a cache, or to a local store, to procure food. Snc:? 

trips to the store might result In substantial expenditures of money. 

Visitors passing through on businsss frequently were fed and housed by 

relatives and friends. This especially happened if a meeting or cere- 

many (like a potlatch) was being held at the winter village, drartlr,- 

people from the region. Sometimes lodging was provided for several 

days or wee!:z. A person might stay with a family while working at a 

Seasonal construction project or at a fish processing facility in thz 

village. If a visit were protracted, it was considered proper for 

arrangements to be made for the person to contribute food or lncoee to 

the family to help lessen the cost of upkeep. Otherwise, the food 

given by a host to a visitor was viewed as a gift. Implicit in the 
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giving, however, was the knowledge that such hospitality would be 

reciprocated by the guest at his own households, should the hosts 

visit. In all probability, over tine the gifts of food and lodging 

between visiting persons balanced out. If so, the gifts may be viewed 

as a type of balanced reciprocity over time. 

Other Forms of Sharing 

Other Cultural categories of food sharing also existed on the delta. 

The precise referent to these types of giving and receiving must await 

further research, however. Some of these forms are briefly mentioned 

below. - 

Biyoqtuq was a form of giving like chlgiq. Blyoqtua. referred to the 

bringing of food over to another person% house to be given. Like 

chiglq, It was done at the giver% initiative. Usually the giver 

brought the food himself. One generally did not biyoqtug with close 

relatives, but with persons outside the sphere of relatives. It was 

said that no obligation was incurred about returning or reciprocating 

the sift. Aa an example, if a person caught a belukha, and brought it 

over to another's house as a gift, this was biyoqtua+. 

Tufqaq was similar to biyoqtuq, except it referred to the process of 

inviting someone over to one’s house to share food. Tufqq implied the 

thought of wanting to have someone over C,D give: "1 was thinking of 
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you when I made this meal." Chegellq was said to refer to the actual 

sharing of the food at the person's house, acting upon the invitation. 

Ninyiq referred to the division of bearded seal and belukha among 

several cooperating hunters following the kill. Ninviq more or less 

occurred according to a set of cultural rules, which varied somewhat by 

community. The hunters of some communities reportedly did not follow 

ninyiq conventions, unless perhaps an older, traditional hunter were 

present. If no rules were followed, then the person who killed the 

bearded seal or belukha took the portions he desired, leaving the 

remainder to be claimed informally among others present. To illustrate 

th ninyiq rules, e traditional guidelines for dividing the meat of a 

bearded seal at Alakanuk was reported as the following: bedaq (first 

harpoon), back and rib section, the head, side flippers, the skin, and 

portions of the fat; gelutuq (second harpoon), intestines and chest 

section; Uutuq (third and fourth harpoons), one leg with first rib to 

each hunter; kuiyuqtuq (oldest person), the tail bone and pelvis, or it 

may go to the third and fourth harpoonist. For dividing the blubber, 

the fat was laid out and a transverse cut made at the shoulder blades, 

and a second cut made laterally on the dorsal side, trisecting the fzt. 

Tk left aide piece was cut into strips, the width depending upon thr 

number of people present. Tha first three strips went to th.2 second, 

third, and fourth harpoonlst; the remainder was given out by the first 

harpoonlst to others present, perhaps by age. The first harpoonist 

received the rest. The heart, liver, and kidneys commonly were roasted 

and eaten on tne beach. Cultural rules for dividing belukha were zome- 
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wha: different. These conventions, when followed, ensured that certain 

participants In a seal or whale hunt received shares in the kill. 

Small seals were not subject to nlnyiq rules. 

Food was given out in a number of ceremonial and religious contexts as 

well. During winter potlatch ceremonies food and'other items were 

commonly distributed among visitors. There existed several typos of 

gift giving, such as gifts presented by one family to others attending 

the potlatch in commemoration of a son or daughter dancing in public 

for the first time; gifts commemorating the killing of a particular 

animal or the gathering of certain food products by a aon or daughter 

(the first- kill of a young person of each species was distributed to 

community members, the hunter receiving none of it); and gifts col- 

lected by members of one village and distributed from a pile by older 

ceremonial leaders to visitors from other villages. Potlztchea occur- 

red in reciprocal pairs between communities. During the study period, 

Stebbins and Kotlik engaged in regular potlatches, as did Emmonalc and 

Alakaunk. People from other villages attended these potlatches as 

well. Gifts of food and other items commonly were given at other 

holiday festivities also, such as Easter and Christmas. One tradi- 

tional Christmas custom was for close relatives to give gifts on a 

plate or bowl accompanied by agutuq, a food prepared in fish , oils, 

and berries. A messenger was sent to tell a family to come get the 

bowl; the receiver returned the plate to the giver with more armtuq aid 

reciprocal gifts. 
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The Meaning of Food Shariq 

The above discussion should Illustrate the complexities involved in 

describing the movement of food products among individuals and familisti 

on the Yukon delta. Food was given and received within a number of 

culturally defined contexts. Same of these exchanges clearly appaazzd 

to be part of local economic activitfes of the region (navolhotcoW, 

tungyiaac). Other exchanges more properly occurred as examples of “not- 

economics activities. Certain categories of sharing symbolized the 

form and quality of social relationships. Food transfers commonly 

expressed close relationships between kinsmen and friends. Othsr gifts 

symbolized cultural values, such as respect for the elderly, hospital- 

ity toward travelers , and proscriptions against wastage of food. Yet 

other food exchanges were part of a set of ceremonial and religiou3 

systems embued with complex cultural and personal meanings. 

Clearly, in certain contexts food resources no longer were "just foodzH 

or "just given and received." Food became a media for communication. 

Transfers of food between persons conveyed a number of synbollc ;3~- 

sages, messages concerning personal sentiments, structural relation- 

ships in the social order , and cultural complexes entailing beliefs ax: 

values. : Such findings should not be surprising. Food procurcaent, 

central to the biological survival of a social group, commonly becones 

infused with deep symbolic associations by humankind. 
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By implications , changes in the pattern of food resources probably 

affects more than economic systems of production and market exchange. 

Within the cultures of the Yukon delta, changes in resource procurement 

would be felt in social relationships as well. Seemingly, no enduring 

social ties or interaction existed without the giving and reception of 

food. One might predict that disruptions in the flow of local food I 

resources might produce changes in the expression of social relation- 

ships, between young and old, parent and child, neighbors and 

communities. l'he flow of food between individuals was a primary symbol 

of close personal sentiments and social order within the community. 

Decreases in the giving and receiving of food might symbolize the 

antithesis. 
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CULTURAL CONCEPTS OF RESOURCE UTILIZATION 

I 

The patterns of resource utilization within the Yukon'delta region " 

during the early 1980’s had been shaped by distinctive cultural rules 

concerning an individual~s right to fish, hunt, trap, and collect 

within particular geographic areas. These cultural concepts pertsiced 

to a person's right of access to particular resource areas, the right 

to harvest and use the resources of that area, and the right to exer- 

cise control over the area and its products. It is important to reco:;- 

nize that at the time of the study there existed at least two.bodiez of 

rules pertaining to use rights-those rules constituted by legislative, 

judicial, administrative, and other governmental agencies, and those 

rules developed by the residents of the Yukon delta themselves. The 

first set of rules, frequently created through formal public procadurzs 

for the most part external to the delta region, were recognized as 

valid legal regulations by representatives of the Western cultural 

institutions from which the rules derived. The second set of rule!> 

were developed by the fishermen and hunters within the Yukon dzltci 

P@.O:? X2i;;ugn a less formal, consensual process, probably over a 

relatively longer period of time. By and large they were recognized a3 

valid cultural proscriptions and prescriptions by the region's 
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residents, although not formally recognized as such by formal legal 

authorities. 

This chapter describes some of the endogenous cultural ideas concerning 

use rights over land and sea resources within the Yukon delta region. 

These cultural rules guided an individual% conduct in fishing, 

hunting, trapping, and collecting activities. In several significant 

ways the rules differed from the exogenous cultural ideas codified 

within traditional Western jurisprudence. Specifically, it is argued 

in this chapter that access to, use of, and control over resources of 

the land and sea traditionally were not conceptualized by the 

Kwikpagmlut in terms of real property and exclusive ownership. Ths 

notion that an individual or corporate group could own a resource area 

(ownership in the sense of holding exclusive rights to possess, enjoy, 

and dispose of it as real property) was not a traditional cultural 

concept within the region, and still was not a common one in the early 

1980's. By contrast, Kwikpagmiut cultural concepts generally allocated 

partial use rights within an area to particular social categories of 

persons. The use rights were allocated along several criteria, 

Including prior use, kinship, and regional affiliation. The cultural 

rules differed among resources, such that access to salmon fishins 

areas followed principles different from those guidirg acc833 to moose 

hunting areas- Similarly, the cultural rules diff'ezd by locale, so 

that use of resources close to an occupied settlement differed from u3e 

of resources distant from a population center. 
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The discussion that follows should not be considered an explication of 

Eskimo jurisprudence concerning land and sea resource use in the 

Rwikpagmiut region. Such a treatise would require substantially more 

research and Information. Instead, It is only a partial description of 

patterns of resource use observed in the 1980% in the Yukon delta 

PCgiOKl. From these observed use patterns, and through discussions with 

residents, certain general cultural rules or principles were extrapo- 

lated. These cultural rules should be regarded as tentative, and form_ 

a basis for subsequent inquiry. Further research should provide a more 

complete description of actual use patterns, an elicitation of Yu'pik 

terminology reflecting the abstract cultural principles, and a cor~:.z 

- of actual cases whereby conflicts in resource use were dealt with by 

the social groups utilizing the principles of ethnojurlsprudence. I%?-- 

ther research also might examine the interface of indigenol- and 

exogenous legal systems concerning resource use. 

Spatial Arrangements of Harvest Efforts 

All societies must deal with the issue of potential conflict among 

alternative user3 of a finite natural re3ource. As resource are23 are 

not unliurited within geographic apace, the rights concernix5 acceyz to 

these resource areas must be defined so that resources ar+ alloc=itcd ir: 

some manner among members of the social group. A set of consensual 

conventions specifiying rights of access have been developed withfl? the 

Yukon delta region oy r;hr? Xwikpagmibt. Titans Au123 psrtalned to zn 
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individual's right to fish, hunt, trap, and collect within particular 

areas. 

As with most cultural rules guiding human action, these conventions 

were not codified within an explicit set of written law. Nor were they 

frequently verbalized by fishermen and hunters. Nevertheless, at a 

tacit, implicit level, the cultural rules were more or leas understood 

by the residents of the Yukon delta. They regularly guided Individual 

conduct in fishing, hunting, and other daily activities by the force of 

custom and a variety of social sanctions. When followed, the rules 

helped to reduce social conflict which might arise from competition 

among group members. They also served an ecologically adaptive func- 

tion by regulating unlimited access to harvest areas that might 

irreparably delete a renewable resource. 

Before the rules are discussed, the spatial arrangements of harvest 

efforts, the resultant product of these rules, are described below. 

The mapping of fishing and hunting activities of residents of the Yukon 

delta region during the period June 1980 through May 1981 (Chapter 3) 

revealed district clustering of harvest efforts for certain species= 

In practice, people tended to locate summer fishcamps in areas close to 

others from their winter village, and distinct from areas occupied by 

persons from other villages (see discussion in Chapter 3). Overlap of 

fLshcamps occurred at the boundaries of these areas, especially at the 

head of the passes and Aproka Pass. As fishermen tended to drift or 
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place set nets close to fishcamps, fishing effort in general occurred 

within "village use areas." 

Similarly, hunting for seals and belukha tended in practice to occur' 

within coastal areas extending out from winter villages. These sealing 

areas utilized by members of a particular village overlapped consider- 

ably at their boundaries, especially at south mouth where three winter 

villages are found in close proximity. Indeed, the area utilized Sy 

Sheldon Point resident9 seemed to fall within the boundaries of the 

area hunted by Alakanuk. In addition, Mountain Village residents 

frequently traveled downriver in the late fall to hunt SCALY within ali 

coastal areas. 

Net placement sites for non-salmon species, generally harvested from 

winter through spring, tended to cluster closely around the winter 

village. An exception was set netting and hooking sites for whitefish 

and pike on tundra streams south of Kwikluak Pass, especially along the 

Kipniak and Akulurak Rivers. These areas were shared by rezidcnts of 

9everal villages, including people from Scammon Pay, Hooper Pay, and 

Chevak. Set net placement sibs for non-salmon fish species in general 

were not identified with a particular u&r. However, they occzaionzlly 

were when a person had used a stream or lake location for long periods 

of time. This especially might happen with regards to blackfizh trap 

locations. 
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As briefly discussed in Chapter 3, salmon set net placement sites, and 

salmon drifting area next to a fishcamp tended to be used primarily by 

the members of the nearby fishcamp. Some salmon fishirg sites not ne;r.r 

a fishcamp, especially sites within eddies, also were identified with 

particular users. It was considered improper for a fisherman to act a 

net in, or drift close by, an eddy or stretch of river known to be 
, 

regularly used by another individual. Use of the aria properly ocdur- 

red upon invitation or granted request by the individuals vurrently 

using the eddy or drifting site. Unoccupied salmon harvest sites 

tended to be open for common use on a "first-come" basis, at the 

beginning of each fishing period. These areas frequently were 

stretches-of river far from winter settlements, such a3 the middle 

passes and heads of passes, and along the coastal channels. 

Hunters frequently traveled long distances to hunt and trap land 

mammals. Hunters from coastal villages regularly traveled upriver in 

September to hunt moose and caribou in the sloughs and mountainous 

regions near Pilot Station and Russian Mission. Similarly, hunters 

frequently fanned out from their villages in winter by anownachine, 

covering large domains in search of fox, mink, otter and beaver. 

Detailed information on trapping locations was not gatkred in thir; 

study. However, from general information it appeared 23 if trapping 

areas resembled sealing areas with hunters from a particular village 

using certain preferential areas, overlap occurring at the boundaries 

of the regions. Within these areas some trappers, especially older 

residents, ran traplines year after year. Such traplines in general 
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were known and respected by other trappers, although complaints about 

tampering were heard occasionally. Apparently most hunters and trap- 

pers of fur bearers did not establish regular traplines, preferring to 

utilize a larger, more variable area for fur bearers. 

Waterfowl and berries were two other reaourcea harvested over larzz 

areas. During fall, families frequently traveled long distances in 

procurement of salmonberries, blueberries, blackberries and raspber- 

ries, which during some years grew in limited areas in the region. Thb 

fall and spring hunting of waterfowl similarly might take hunters ion,- 

distances. 

These spatial regularities reveal a complex patterning to resource 

harvest efforts in the Kwikpagmiut region. For certain reaourcea, "ux 

areaa" seem to have developed associated with particular villages 

(fishcamp regions, sealing and belukha hunting areas, areaa for taking 

non-salmon fish species, and perhaps fur harvest areas). For other 

resources, there appears to have developed a region-wide use pattern 

(moose, waterfowl, berries, and certain fish species like pike and 

broad whitefish). Within the use areas aasociat;d with a village, 

specific sites might be associated with particular famfliev for 

harvesting certain species (especially salmon set net sites and drift 

net sites, trapping linea, and perhaps blackfish trap areas). However, 

for other species, there appeared to occur no individually identified 

use sites (non-salmon fish species, seals, birds, plants). Areas 

distant from a winter village frequently were used by hunters from a 



variety of winter villages (especially the Black River and Kwikluak 

Mountain area). 

Principles Regulating Land Use Patterns 

At first glance, clustered activities might be interpreted a3 repre- 

senting the TerritoryH of a village or a family, or perhaps the land 

"owned" as “property” by a village or family. This would be a mistaken . 

interpretation. Both territorial and property concepts were inappro- 

priate for understanding geographic regularities in resource use* Most 

Kwikpagmiut themselves were insistent about this. When queried 

directly, Kwikpagmiut by and large denied that winter villages or other 

groups of people possessed territories , in the sense that they held 

sovereignty or jurisdiction over particular fishing or hunting are!aaY 

granting or denying acceaa to the resources of that region. They also 

denied that villages or g‘roups of people "owned" fishing or hunting 

areas as property. That is to say, in general the Kwikpagmiut would 

not endorse the notion that individuals or groups held exclusive rights 

to possess, enjoy, and dispose of an extent of land or water within the 

Kwikpagmiut region, in exclusion of other Kwikpagmiut. 

It was significant that the concepta of nterritoryn and "property" were 

utilized by Kwikpagmiut in certain contexts. Moat commonly, these 

concepts were utilized when discussing the conveyance of land to the 

regional and village corporation3 following the specifications of the 

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. The concepts also emerged 
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when discussing native land allotments under Bureau of Indian Affairs 

regulations, the limited entry permits for commercial salmon fishing of 

the State Limited Entry Commission, and the rights to oil development 

on delta lands and the offshore continental shelf. In these contexts, 

the land, water, and resources were discussed as if they might be 

divided into estates, the right of use, control, and disposition 

belonging to a specified group. And as can be expected, delta resi- 

dents demonstrated different degrees of sophistication in their hand- 

ling of these legal issues. Thus, in contexts where the Kwikpagmiut 

interfaced with Western legal institutions, the ideas of "territory" 

and "property" were utilized for conceptualizing land and sea 

resources l - 

Nevertheless, when discuaaing the day-to-day fishing and hunting 

activities of Kwikpagmiut individuals and groups, terms like "prop- 

erty," "territory," "ownership," and wjurisdictionw were rarely con- 

veyed, and frequently expressly reiuted. Apparently in the ordering of 

fishing and hunting activities among themselves, another set of prin- 

ciples or rules was utilized. As stated earlier, thess concepts were 

not codified in any manifest form. If they were reified aa abstract 

rules, the concepts.might coalesce into five general principles: the 

prlnciplza of participatory use rw "geographic affiliation,w wdeference 

to flrst-users,w "kinship affiliation," and woptimization.w 
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The Principle of Participatory Use 

wParticipatory we" of an area for fishing, hunting, trapping, or 

collecting refers to two ideas. First, areas and their resource3 can 

be "used" by individuals or groups, but not owned. "Uaufruct" 

approximates this idea, the right to use or enjoy the products of an 

estate not belonging to oneself. However, from the Kwikpagmiut 

standpoint no one else owns en area either. --- According to this 

traditional perspective, there are rightful occupants and uaera of a 

region of land and water, but no rightful owners. 

Second, wparticipatoryw alludes to the idea that an occupant rarely 

hunted or fished in an area alone. Generally one "participatedn with 

othen in the pattern of life activities of a region. The associates 

who mutually shared an area included other people a3 well as anirazla, 

fish, birds, plants, and for some Kwikpagmiut, certain intangible 

senscient beings and 

occupant of a region, 

forces. Each living entity might be a rightful 

with some entitlement to engags in its daily 

round of occupations. Properly, a fisherman or hunter was mindful of, 

and showed cautious respect toward, tha others With r:hon he 

participated in daily pursuits. 

The Principle of Geoqraphic Affiliation 

The determination of the persona who could claim rightful occupancy and 

uze of an area was determined by at least three other principles. The 
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first was a wprinciple of geographic affiliation.w According to this 

principle, a person held a right of access to any region with which he 

could demonstrate a perduring social identity. The geographic naming 

conventions of Eskimo social groupings embodied this 

previously mentioned in Chapter 2, the people living 

principle. As 

within a certain 

geographic region typically derived a social identitjj from that area. 

A Yu'pik root designating some natural feature of a region, such as a 

river, lake, or type of land, tias combined with the affix, -miut, 

"people of," to symbolize the social identification of a group of 
- 

people with the land of occupancy. As an example, Kwikpaggiut ref'err*%i 

to the veople of Kwlkpak, n that is, the "people of the big river." 

Hagagmiut, the traditional wtrlbnlw group directly south of the 

Kwikpagmiut, meant "people of the tundra flats." 

In some respects, regional designations wcra similar to Western politi- 

cal designations, like wAmerican" and wCanaciian.w Ry claiming to be an 

“American, n one makes claim to certain right3 and privileges held by 

other wAmericans,W but not necessarily by citizens of other political 

states. One right is a right to a wapoeciy trial." For the 

Kwikpagmiut, a central right which could be clai~!od was access to 

resources within one's region of geographic affiliation. HowevVzr, thk 

social identification with the Yukon River did not provide the right; of 

wownershipN to the Kiwkpagmiut, any more than an "American" can clais 

-to own wAmerica.w 
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Further, like the concept of Vmerican," a person acquired geographic 

affiliations at birth. By being born at a particular place, and by 

dwelling there, one became identified with it. Consequently, "gee- 

graphic affiliations~ were frequently closely associated with "kinship 

affiliations," discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. At birth, one received at 

least two social identities: one with a set of kinsmen (wfamily,w 

elakltraet), the other with a geographic region within which the kln- 

ship group usually resided. The two were not sjl?onymouq however, as 

one could be a Kwikpagmiut, yet maintain kinship affiliations with 

people from another region, such as the Hooper Bay area. 

Terms for -geographic affiliation occurred at several levels of con- 

trast. The higher order contrasts referred to 

called "tribes" in the literature. Below that, 

could be established with smaller areas within 

Kwikluagmiut, referring to persons living near 

large W3gional gr0up3,w 

social identification 

the region, such as 

Kwikluak Pass (the 

'people of the funny little rlveP), or Kipniagmiut, those living near 

the Kipnlak River. Similarly, the people of each subarea could be 

identified with yet smaller subregions, like Alakanagnlut and 

Niliraqmiut, which referred to winter villages and seasonal camp lo& 

tlons. There seemed to be no limit as to the size of the subregion or 

group which could be linked socially. During 1980-1981, the Kwiqamiut 
I 

referred to a solitary person living at the site of Kwlguk. 

The principle of geographic affiliation provided a flexible system 

which could be used to Justify access to and use or" resources within a 
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relatively wide area. At its greatest extent, the principle opened up 

for use the entire region from Russian Mission to the coast to the 

residents of all Kwikpagmiut villages. It was this principle which 

allowed for Kwikpagmiut to travel long distances within the region to 

fish and hunt. During 1980-1981, harvest patterns for moose, seal, 

waterfowl, and berries were guided in part by this principle. Hunters 

from lower Yukon river communities traveled upriver In September to 

hunt mooae around Russian Mission and Pilot Station, but not above Holy 

cross. Holy Cross lay at the boundary of the regionl indeed, at Yuit 

boundaries, as this marked the start of Dene' settlements (Athapaskan 

Indians). Reciprocally, Mountain Village hunters commonly traveled 

downriver in August to harvest seals along the coast. The hunting of 

waterfowl occasionally led persons near to distant communities, aa did 

the gathering of berries. Thers seemed to exist no overt resentment 

about the practice of residents of one village hunting, fishing, or 

collecting close to another village. Uhea queried, most people stated 

that they did not mind. A reason frequently provided was that thuve 

people needed food for their families. 

The Principle of Deference to First-Users 

As can be seen, the principle of geographic affiliation potsntfally 

opened up the resources of the entire lower Yukon region for use by all 

Kwlkpagmiut. How then were harvest practices managed so aa to avoid 

Conflicts among alternative users 03 linitad resource areas? The 

principle of "deference to r'i..~;;-~~rsn was one mechanism for 
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allocating delimited areas among users. According to this principle, a 

person or group of persons using an area first were viewed by others 8s 

holding priority over its resources~ This meant that persons using a4 

area first (in temporal sense) were deferred to by persona who cane 

subsequently to use an area. It was considered polite, or socialby 

correct, not to intrude upon an area occupied or being utilized bcfor? 

one's arrival. 

The principle of deference is most easily explained through some case 

examples illustrating the principle in use. 

Case 1. Early in the 1980 fishing season a young fisherman arrived at 

Emmonak extremely excited and pleased. He had located an ideal sits 

for hia set net, an eddy where the current played the net perfectly. 

When he described the location of this eddy in resporwa to questioning 

by other fishermen, he was informed that ths site had been used last 

season by another person living in Emmonak. The young fishernan WAS 

crestfallen. There had been no red buoys yet placed in tha eddy, or 

nets piled along the shore, so he had thought the sita was 

Wnoccup1ed.n He left greatly disappointed, In search once again far 6 

set net site. 

This case illustrates two things. First, that; giydi:C;i*l? 2 f-rrr,c:: 

deferred to another who could demonstrata prior use to a fls!-Lis2:: aiS&. 

There seemed to be no question in the young person's nind OZ his proper 

recourse. Second, a set net site could be noccup~~~-; dvan WLLCAL 

246 



tangible evidence of an occupant. Simply the knowledge held within the 

. 

community that on previous occasions a person had used a place was 

3ufriOim proof 0r OCCUP~CY and ~38~ 

Case 2. A woman from Mountain Village was picking salmon berries with 

her brother on a large hillside several miles from the winter village. 

The hill was a traditional berry picking area for the Azochoragnict 

(people of Mountain Village), as evidenced by several tracks which win.d 

along the hill's top, worn into the soft tundra from generations of 

we. Aa the woman slowly circled the hill gathering berries, ah3 C~PC 

into sight of two women of another berry group from Mountain Villazz, 

who had been circling the hill froa the opposite side. Althowh she 

had spotted ths second group, they as yet had not seen her. "Oh," she 

exclaimed softly, "we had bettar turn back. Those ladies night not 

come this way to pick if they see us here." She quic!cly moved bac!c out 

0r sight on the opposite side of the hill. 

In this case, like ths first, a potential user of a resource area 

deferred to another user who was perceived as having been at the ~IYS 

?irst. In this instance, nflrstn rhferred to being in a location at 

the moment the second user arrived. I? the berry pic!;ir,o group hzd no% 

been present, the opposite aids of the hill would have been open for 

cc-- woman13 u3e. Interestingly, the reason provided for deferAs,- to 

the first group of pickers was that they ml$t do the same. Ths result 

of this principle mutually applied is that tuo bunting or gathering 

parties attempt to avoid contact with ace another in a general resource 
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area* . . This regularly occurred with fall seal hunting groups. If a 

person hunting seals along the coast spotted another boat or cluster of 

boats hunting together in the distance, a typical recourse was to 

change direction away from the other hunting group. If a boat 

approached a cluster of boats, then another set of principles would 

have to be invoked to integrate the newcomer into the hunting partp 

(such as "kinship affiliation ,* or the principle of ninyi% the 

customary rule of dividing sea mammals taken within a hunting group). 

The conventions for claiming driftwood is a final illustration of the 

principle of deference to f'irst users. During spring breakup, drift- 

wood frequently was deposited along the banks of the rivers and sloughs 

of the delta. The driftwood was collected for iirewood and buildin; 

material by the residents of the lower river who had no easy access to 

r0=3t3. One convention held that a person who found a cluster of 

drirtwood along the river could mark It with a vertical stick, a pile 

of logs, or a short piece of rope, thereby claiming the right to return, 

at some later time to cut and transport the wood to the winter village. 

- The stick or rope announced to others that someone had already been 

there and discovered the wood. It was proper that the wood be left for 

that first person to use. The result of this practice was .somewhat 

novel. Driftwood logs for miles around a wi;ltar villa,-3 sould display 

small, seemingly non-utilitarian pieces of rope, inexplicable signs of 

human activity for someone unaware of their symbolic message. 
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The Principle of Kinship Affiliation 

Because of first use primacy, areas like trapping linea, eddiea, and 

drifting locations commonly became identified with particular userg, 

In actuality, the area was identified uith persons and their close 

kindred. It was considertd appropriate In Kwikpagmiut culture that 

Close kin r8latiOIXI ahara r8aourc83, such a3 a common food aupplp, 

dwellinga, and fishing equipment. For the closest kin relations like 

parent-child or htwband-wife, mutual sharing of reaourc3a might occur 

without the obligation of aking parniaaicn. For more distant mla- 

tions, sharing could be an accsptable practice, but only if agreed won 

by the two parties. To be corr8&, a di3tant kin relation did not 

presume upon another person for reaource3 without first gaining 

permission. Such reque3ts werd said to be usually granted. 

Kinship affiliation allowed one mechanism whereby acceaa could be 

gained to a resource area customarily used by anothsr. Exauso of tkk 

principle, persons fishing and hunting together within a pzrticulx 

area commonly were linked by some kinship tio. ho principle comnonly 

influenced upriver seal hunter3 coming down to the coast, and doernrivw 

moose hunters traveling up. Frequently an individual would choose an 

area to hunt in which he had a relative. At timea, the hunter would 

reside at that peraon'a house or camp, mak1,n.g it the base for opera- 

tiona. The kin relation might accompany the hunter in his harvest 

efforts. Some persons nvoitizd hunting in areas where he perceived no 

close relations. That is, one avoided hunt2z.g near atranwra or even 
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acquaintances. Purportedly, one could not be guaranteed a favorable 

response from such peraona. Kinship ties could establish the basis for 

that trust. 

In addition to establishing trust between mutual uaera of an area, th3 

outsider gained the expertise of the reaident to whom he attached 

himself. Hunters generally knew their home base well, and could share 

this knowledge and experience with novice hunters. There seemed to be 

a tendency for hunter3 who harvested r8sources in distant areas to 

choose to hunt in the region of their birth, or th8 areas of thuir 

parents’ birth. For example, a hunter near Hamilton, upon questioning, 

was found to have had a father from that vicinity who had t&en hi3 303 

to his home base to hunt. The use of kinship principles to -13 access 

to an area had double rewards for a hunter. It provided a aenm of 

3ecurity knowing one hunted with a %loaen and W-u3tworthyn individ- 

ual. And it offered expert assistance in the procurement of food 

resources. 

Optimiaation 

The final prinicple regulating land and resource use was simply n~pti- 

mizatiorP of one'3 effort and material investment. Other thing heir;; 

8qti, of two resource ar8a3, a hunter usually chose to harvest the 

least expensive for one'3 returns. This drive toward efficiency meant 

that hunter3 commonly chose to harvest resource area3 close to their 

home3 over resource areas farther away. Travel represented costs in 
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time, effort, and fuel. Host hUKit8rs strove to minimize these costs 

per return if possible. 

This principle probably accounts for the clustering of certain activ- 

ities near the winter villages. For fairly ubiquitous food species 

like blackfish and sheeflsh alternative resource areas exlstod. Ths 

ar8aa closer to home were chosen over those more distant when one had 

the option. It Is interesting to noto what occurred in areas far from 

occupied settlements offering uncommon resources. Pika at Kusllvak 

~OlUltains and caribou aud 1aoos8 in the Andreafsky Mountains represented 

such r8SOurC8S~ The dearth of permanent residents mitigated against 

first use tenures. Being at the margIns of a regional group diluted 

the claims of regional affiliation. Such areas were generally open to 

all users. Thus people from several conmunitles and even differeot 

regional groups could be found.hamesting resources in thcw arms. 

Th8 five principles outlined above are sufficient to explain the geo- 

graphic trends in resource use displayed by the Kulkpagmiut duricg 

1980-1981. Harvest efforts grouped about the winter vlllase, such as 

non-salmon fish harvests and fall sealing, probably rosultad fx=). a 

desire to minimize costs relative to returns. The mutual avoidanca of 

unrelated users in the same arca tended to keep those spheres of 

activities somewhat separated. Access to areas with scarcer resources 

could be justified with the concepts of regional and kinship affllia- 

tion. However, deference was given to prior users of a resource zr~a. 

Apparently, in this manner participatory use by members of a regional 
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group traditionally waa regulated without relying on the concepts of 

OWn8rShiP ad PrOPertY= 
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OIL DEVELO?MENT Ii1 llORT!X S!LSIN 

AND THE YUKON DELTA ECO)rlOHY: 

IDENTIFICATION Oir PROSPECTIVE ISSUES 

A major pUrpOS8 Of this study was to develop a baseline description Of 

the economy of six Yukon delta communities. As outlined in Chapter 1, 

this information was considered to be essantial as input to policy 

daoisions concerning the possibility of oil development in Norton Eauin. 

Offshore exploration and developnent of oil in Norton Sound is seen to 

hold the potential for impacts on the people on the Yukon delta; yet 

without even baseline information concerning the economy of the Yukon 

delta, these impacts cannot be assessed. This study was conceptualized 

to begin to fill the 9nformation vacuum" surromdi~ the Yukon delta 

residents. 

Y&is study was not conceived to be au impact analysis, but a descrlptivc2 

account of the regional economy as it existed currently. However, the 

study's design included "the identification of key Yukon delta issues 

regarding land, sea, and resource allocation, perceived and actual 

conflicts between existing resource usera and/or allocations, and 

perceived real or potential disruptions to the existing subsistence 

systems of the Yukon delta." That IS, the design included the 
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Sidentification of possible conflicts arising within the Yu!con delta 

region aa a result of petroleum exploration and davaloF=cnt. 

In response to this study objective, this Chapter idantifics aome of tBi: 

potential issues surrounding petroleum development in Horton Ezain. 

ThSS8 iSSU8S emerged a~ signifiC.aUt primarily from di3~u~ai0as with 

residents of th8 Yukon delta region during the suaner of 1931, Iti ;j;3 

found that oil developm8nt was a topic of considerable concern to the 

Yukon delta population. The followlag represents a su.x.mry of tk 

primary concerns voiced by residents of the delta. 

PerCieVed Threat3 t0 the R8q4,OnzIl ECOnc-,7 

As hazs been illustrated In previous chapters, the econony of the 

communities of the Yukon delta comprised a flexible pattern of fichlngz 

hunting, and marketing activities based upoil the utilization of local 

resources from the land and sea. The economy, and consequently the 
, society and culture of the region, has evidenced great vitality and 

historic continuity to a large extent because of the enduring stability 

Of thS I'8giOKl'3 reSOUX'C8 baS8. Bcept for caribou, historically thci*e 

have been no serious or permanent reductions in the regionn's fish and 

game resources. Further, favorable political climates and markets have 

enabled the region% population ti successtully utilize their rich 

8CO1OW. Elsewhere it has been argu8d that the mixed, diversified 

dconomy of fishing, hunting, and oarksting activities on the Yukon delta 

likely should continue, barring three pOt8ntial threats: disruptic3 of 

the base of natural resourcea, inflationary equipment costs outatrippicg 
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earned monetary incomes , and easy access to state and fsdaral incozts 

assistance (Wolfe, 1979:266-270). Petroleum development portends ths 

reality of the first two threats, through the potentialities ox' environ- 

mental degradation and disruption of species niG;r=ltic=r p~ttepns, and 

increased inflation rates. 

Environmental Deqradation 

The degradation of the region's ecology of animals and plants ever the 

short or long term could disrupt the region% base of econonic resmzce=: 

and aspects of the regional economy and culture. Of all the icsues 

raised by the Yukon delta residents, this was primary. The peopla of' 

the Yukon-delta recognized a direct causal relationship bdwesn regourco 

levels and their society and culture. Yhoy also expressed that the 

d8stXWtiOn of the fish and game ~sourc8s could mean the destructicn of 

themselves as a people. One Emmonak resident put it simply and to the 

point: "If fishing and hunting disappears, so will thzse proyle,;: 

The primary historic resources of the region derived fron the oczn aad 

waters of the coast--salmon, herring, seals, belukha, aheofish, tirir~ 

cisco, broad whitefish. Degradation of these waters might diniz.irh th,- 

quantity and quality of these essential resources. Damage to th?:! 

environment was recognized by residents in aeveral,aspects of oil 

development: increased boat traffic in coastal and rivericc waters 

cauA.ng increased noise and pollution from. diesel discharges; scarrinG 
! 

of the landscape with the construction of 'rigs and support ftcilitiez; 

water and land pollution due to drilling effluent; water and land 
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pollution due to oil seepage or spills; and barriers to migration 

routes following construction of islands or transportation corrldora. 

j4ll of these represented to residents significant threats to the 

XWgiOn's economic base. 

Th8 Kwiwkpagmiut and Tapraqmiut understood their relationship with the 

land and sea and its resources to b8 a sensitively balanced system. 

Unusual condltio= within this balanc8d system, such as atypical ice 

conditions, weather changes, or topographic modifications, were known to 

be frequently followed by reductioos in fishing and hunting outputs. Aa 

hunters and fishermen who relied oa the products of the sea and land for 

survival, any untwual alteration in the environmental balance was viewad 

with ext&me apprehension and frequently fear. It ti little wonder that 

th8 ov8rwhelming opinion among the Yukon delta people was to avoid 

disrupting the perceived sensitive balance in their relationship with 

their natural surroundings. 

It was percieved that if the region's resource base were dlsruoted, 

therw existed no other viable economic alternatives for the region13 

pSOp18. Salmon and herring were the region9 only renewable and 

marketable resource. Without the sale of salmon and herring; the main 

flow of monetary income into the region would be cut. 

The major sources of food in the region derived from local fish and game 

resources, as demonstrated in Chapters 3 and 4. It was percieved that a 

failure of th8S8 food products would change a predominantly 
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self-sufficient people into a society dependent upon state and federal 

subsidies, welfare, and food stamps. 

The fabric of social life was woven about the seasonal round of fishi-, 

hunting, and marketing activities, as illustrated in Chapters 5 and 6. 

It was expressed that if families were bereft of these self-suStaiIIi~ 

and meaningful economic pursuits, th8 organization of family and 

community might be disrupted. 

The YUkOn delta p8Opl8 p8rc?8iaV8d th8s8 XWlatiOnehipe t0 be trU8. Given 

the percieved potential risks to their entire way of life, it is little 

wonder that, of the 88 households systematically interviewed iron the 

six Yukon delta communities during May through August 1981, 86 stated 

their opposition to petroleum d8V8lOpa8nt in Norton Sound. 

Incrtaaed Ynflation Rates 

It has been argued here and elsewhere (Uolfo, 1979) that the regional 

economy on the Yukon delta was viable becawe the "subsistence" component 

(fishing, hunting, and trapping for local use) and the "commercial" 

component (production for aale on external markets) were interdependent 

and mutually supportive. The cash from product sales (salnon, herring, 

furs) and wage work pmvfdec! households with the cash capital which 

supported fishing and hunting for local consumption and exchange. 

Because of the inherent limits set on commercial earnings by the finite 

potentials of the Yukon River salmon resources and the differential 

acceaa to limited entry permits, most households could never be 
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supported solely by commercial dishing income. Consequcntlj, most 

families invested a substantial part of their cash inco~~e into equip- 

ment to enable them to fish and hunt for personal coz3=ption azd local 

exchange. 

One percieved threat to this mutually supportive "mixed" eccnozy 13 

inflationary equipment costs. If the cost3 of maiutaini~ aud c~2~2,tlz~ 

production capital (such as boats, motors , snowmach3x3, gill zt3, 

gasoline, repair costs) exceeds income from comnercial fi3h 33123 acd 

wage work, then regional production would be in serious jeopardy. 'I% 

household VirmR could no longer profitably afford to hrmJest local 

resources for sale and family use. 

up to this point, inflation rates have not outjtripped rive3 in kol~~s 

on the Yukon delta. However, it wa3 percieved by SOW r&dents thrt 

oil development might create such a damaging inflationary period. 

Petroleum firms might compete with local buyers for the goods and sex*- 

vices existing within the region. Inflationary prices have bsti?n 

predicted as following this competition (Ellanna, 1980). If store 

prices jumped substantially, residents on relatively fixed monatiry 

incomes might be unable to afford the material products to successfully 

harvest local resources. The result mfght be a drop in comnercizl and 

subsistence output within the regi'on. 
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Inadequate Knowledge and Tecbnolo,z~ 

The perceived threats to the regional economy were incr,zased by what WE 

perceived by Yukon delta residents as an inadequate la;oxledgz base and 

inadequate technology of petroleum developers, By and large, the 

Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqniut believed that outoiders do not have an 

adequate understanding of the region’s ecology to enable thzn to 

explore and develop oil resources safely. Nor was it thou&t that 

petroleum developers possessed the technical expertiez to e4x'?lore an: 

develop oil resources safely. The Kwikpagmiut exprrssed concern ~a;.+ 

ciallp about ice conditions , flooding, ocean currents, and ef2~2Avo 

m3anup. 

Ice Conditions 

The Kwikpagmiut along the coast of Bering Sea and Norton Sound repc?ted 

that frequently the sea ice pack fractured and built up into farm icz 

formations, sometimes 50 to 60 feet high. These mountains of ice 

reportedly were created and moved about by the extreme forces of tides 

and winds. The mechanisms creating these conditions were not knok=n 

precisely by the Kwikpagmiut, but the potentially destructive 

Consequences were. Grave doubts were expressed that a drillirq or 

pumping structure could withstand the force of these moving Ice 

formations. By and large, residents were unconvinced that a technolcgy' 

existed to deal with these ice conditions. Some respondents argued that 

a drilling platform should be placed inactivated within Morton Sound for 



several years to assess the potential damage to it by ic3 before actual 

drilling commenced. 

Fall Floods 

The Kwikpagmiut expressed concern about the potential destructiveness of 

an oil spill during a period of high fall flooding. Reportedly, the 

Yukon delta periodically was subjeoted to extensive flooding during 

fall due to a combination of high tides and winds. Most lowlying 

tundra areas at this time were inundated. Older residents reported 

witnessing the entire area south of Alakanuk, from the mouth of the 

Black River to Kusilvak Mountain, under water. An oil spill under these 

conditions would not remain localized, 

area of several hundred square miles. 

but potentially be 

Residents wondered 

developers had plans for dealing with cleanup over such a 

Ocean Currents 

spread over an 

if oil 

large area. 

Several residents expressed doubta that scientists understood the 

complex currents of Norton Sound in order to predict the danger of 011 

land falls. Aa an example, a group of Kotlik hunters becana adrift on 

ice sevaral years ago; from KotUk, they drifted to within sight of 

Nome, reversed, and drifted southeast, eventually making a landfall 011 

Stuart Island. This indicated to them that current3 in Norton Sound did 

not move solely in one direction. Oil caught within these complex 

currents might be transported in unpredicted directiona. 

260 



Cleanup 

The Kwikpagmiut questioned whether oil could be adequately cleaned up 

from the tundra of the delta. To their minds, oil absorbed by tundra 

would be continuously released into the riverine systems over a long 

time period, with negative impacts on vital fish species such as 

sheefish, Bering cisco, broad whitefish, and salmon smelt. Burning oil- 

impregnated tundra as a cleanup measure was considered an absurd 

solution; a mark of the ignorance and Insensitivity of the oil 

developers toward the regional ecology. 

nRlsks Without Benefits" 

To certain respondents, oil development in Norton Sound made the 

Kwikpagmiut aSsume substantial risks without the prospects of accruirg 

any benefits. These residents questioned whether any benefits would be 

derived from oil develdpment for the local people, such aa royalty 

income to local communities and employment opportunities suited to the 

skills and cultural needs of residents. Other reaidentq believed zone 

system of damage payments should be instituted to provide restitution to 

the local people in the event of environmental and re30urc3 damage. 

Neuative Acculturative tipacts 

Of concern to many interviewed residents was the prospect of 3oclall, 

negative outside influence3 entering the local communities. Increased 

alcohol and substance abuse frequently were mentioned as result3 oi 
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interaction between local residents and seasonally enployad outsidzr1, 

Others recognized the increase in alcohol and substance abuse to be 

symptomatic of more subtle, stressful changes created by the 

uncontrolled contact with outsiders. Rapid culture changes in value 

orientations, aspirations, and goals were viewed as nestive 

consequences of increased contaoL -The central issue appeared to be 

w&t measures would exist to insulate rural communities Pro;1 the 

negative influences of outside, seasonal workers. 

cultural survival 

There were some residents on the Yukon delta who placed tha issue cf oil 

development within a higher conceptual framework. To them, the central 

issue was the survival of cultural groups. 

From this perspective , the people of the Yukon delta were viewed as 

having developed over a span of several thousand years a unique and 

viable culture, a culture that had successfully adapted to severe 

challenges imposed from ita surroundings. As a culture, it hxd 

successful.ly entered the modern historic era, adqtirz tr, 4 :riA? VY!.::; 

of new external conditions. Despite periok of zevere epidcics, it h?ci 

maintained its population levely. In reuponse to new political and 

religious climates, it made internal adjustments in social org;nlzation 

and beliefs. As a group, these people had never suffered military 

defeat, but had maintained a sense of identity and personal ccztrol. 

Their relationship to the lands and aeaa upon which they have depended 

for survival had never been disrupted or dispossessed. Aa innovative 
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fishermen and hunters, they had incorporated new technologies to 

increase the efficiency of their fishing and hunting economies. Over 

the past century, they had integrated easily into an external market 

economy. In the chronicles of Matlve American culturea, the history of 

the peoples of the Yukcn dslta ua3 a sto ry of successful adaptatica, 

Currently, the way of life on the Yukon dul"a wa3 prcqoring in t?=s 

modern era. 

Could this unique way of llfe continue to coexist with others in ths 

modem era? To some residents, offshore oil development raised the 

question by potentially pitting one culture against anothar. Simply 
. 

stated, the conflict was this: The Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqniut or" i;ho 

Yukon delta based their cultural survival upon the continued use of 

local food resources of the land aEd sea. The urban, industrialized 

economies outside the Yukon delta baaed their existanco upon the use of 

petroleum products. Oil development thus symbolized a conflict betwecfi 

cultures at the level of essential resourcea. The development of oil 

which might banafit ona way of life could destroy another by dest-eying 

its essential resources. The petroleum which has helped perpetuate the 

.historical development of one culture, in the process of extraction, 

could curtail the historical development of another. 

When viewed this way, the issue of petroleum development becomes 

translatad into higher social and ethical questions. It becomes an 

fame of the riqhta of survival of two groups of people and two Trays of 

life. 
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To the Kwikpagmiut and Tapraqmiut, there was no doubt about answering 

the ethical question. From their perspective the cultures of the Yukon 

delta, their own cultures, provided a way of Ufe full of value and 

meaning. It had been, and could continue to be, a good way of life for 

the Yukon delta people. To their minds, the culture should survive. CX 

course, knowing so intimately their own way of life, their assessment 

could be no other. Accordingly, if oil development threatened the very 

basis of the culture by threatening its land and sea resources, then, to 

these groups, there should be no oil development. The Kwikpagmiut and 

Tapraqmiut would seek to preserve their culture, even at the risk of 

denying petroleum to outside cultural systema. 

During the summer of 1981, certain residents of the Yukon delta spoke 

about oil with a quiet kind of disappointment and resignation. The 

cultures of the Yukon delta speared 30 small in compariscn with all the 

cultures outside, they reasoned. It seemed inevitable that the 

interests of large groups would win out over the interests of 30 small a 

group of people. 

Thsre were others, however, who expressed a quiet hope and optimism. 

The cultursa of the Yukon delta had auccesamlly endured and proaperod 

over thousands of years. Such strong cultures could be expected to 

continue to 3urvlve in the future. Reasonably, aome equitable and juet 

solution to the oil iaaue could be found. 
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Glossary of Term3 for Selected Food Specie3 

Utilized on the Yukon Delta or Stebbins 

Enzlish 

Arctic grayling 

irctic lamprey 

Scientific 

Thymallus arcticus 

Lampetra japonica 

Coreqonus nelsoni 
Coregonus clupeaformis 

Local Terns 

chulti:box-& 
tuluqp~k 

Alaska whitefish 
Lake whitefish 

chinckriq 
nuqiya (small onss> 

nuqkiq 

Belukha (white whale) Delohinsbterus leuca3 st'oaq (OIU ieta:!<!: 
munduq--balu.!tha 

epidr?rtis 

Bering cisco 

Blackfish 

Broad whitefish 

Coreqonus laurettae 

Dallia pectoralis 

Coreqonus nasus 

Burbot 

Dolly varden 

Duck (generic) 

Least cisco 

Northern pike 

Salvelinus rnI.1~3 

Coregonus sardinolla 

Eaox lucius 

Lcta lota 

Pacific herring Clupea harermus 

imqbinruq 
small k&tefish 

i~a'ngaq 
chun'geq 

kaurtuq 
nuqiyak (mall) 
kaurkfachzlg:q (sLM:~~) 

manif$.nuk 
lush 

egathluqbiaq 

ootgaq 

etuleaq 

qusulik 
chuqfik 
k'shuliq 

ega;thlukfbiq 
egauthloauk'kuq 
kaulfuk--herrin:; ez.:.~ 

on kelp 

267 
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English 

Round whitefish 

Saffron cod 

Chum (dog) salmon 

Scientific 

Prosopium cylindraceum 

Eleuinu3~cili3 

Oncorhynchus keta 

Coho (silver) salmon Oncorhynchua kisutch 

gins (chinook) salmon Oncorhynchua tshawytscha 

Pink (humpback) 
salmon 

Oncorhynchua gorbuscha 

Salmon, salmon egg3, fermented 

Salmon, color turned 
or hook nosed 

SaJ=b -3~ drying 

Sandhill crane 

Sculpin 

Slimy sculpin 
, Coastrange sculpin 

Prickly aculpin 

Grua canadensis 

Cottus cognatus 
Cottus aleutlcus 
Cottus asper 

Local Term3 

kassiaq 
nwiyw 

egauthluk 
egauthloaug 

kanyetnuq 
kamiknuk 
nulkbiq 
oqoqliq (fall chum) 
okokliq (fall chum) 

kaukiuq 
oqokliq 
kugge I yuk 

dogiuqfug 
chiuktuk 
chaqilukfuk 

chulqbuq 
jwbw 
humpies 

imlauq 

daliyuk 

kaukezuk 

ngutraq 

kiyokobauq 
kanaufbuk 
bullhead: 
devil fish 
Irish lords 
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Enulish Scientific 

Seal 

Bearded seal Erimathus barbatua 

Ring seal 

Spotted seal 

Sheefish 

3nelt 

Pond smilt 
Rainbow smelt 

Snowshoe hare 

Starry flounder 

Suan (generic) 

Three spine 
stickleback 

Trout (generic) 

willow ptarmigan 

Pusa hispida 

Phoca vitulina 

Stenodus leucichthys 

Hmomesus olidus 
Oamerus mordax dentex 

Lupus americann-1 

Platichthya stellatus 

Gasterosteus aculeatus 

sallno sp. 

Laqopus laqopus 

Local Terms 

mukluk-generic twz 
alemeguk-adults 
oogeruk-adults 

(Stebbins) 
muklasuq--am11 nuklu!; 
ammirtaq-less tkan a 

year old 
angiyoktiq--adolescsn$ 

ezo'riq 

cheliq 
chzuq 

kozout 
chiqaulk 
kozi,oq 
chevokoliq 

makaquq 

nautakanuk 
nat'honuk 

koahulq 
needlefish 

chuluqpauq 
egauthlukbuq 

akazereaq 
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APPENDIXB 

RESOURCE CONVERSION FACTORS 

Resource Dressed Weight 

Seal, bearded 
spotted 
ringed, fall 
ringed, winter 

Belukha 
walru3 
Salmon, king 

chum 
cob0 

Sheefish, coastal communities 
Mountain Village 

Broad whitefish 
coastal conmmitie3 
Mountain Village 

Small whitefish 
Saffron cod 
Herring 
Burbot 
Pike 
DUCk3 

Geese 
Crane 
swan 
Moose 
Hare, arctic 

snowshoe 

Beaver 
Otter 
Muskrat 

Mink 
Ptarmigan 

* 140.0 
' 56.0 

46.0 
63.0 . 

700.0 
560.0 
15.9 

4.9 
4.8 
8.0 
5.5 

2.0 
4.0 

.75 

.75 

.4 
4.5 
2.3 
1.5 
5.0 

10.0 
10.0 

715.0 
5.0 
2.5 

15.0 
3.0 

.75 
2.0 
1.0 
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