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CHAPTER 9

UNDERSTANRING RESOURCE USES IN ALASKAN
SOCIOECONOMIC SYSTEMS

By Robert J. Wolfe, Ph.,D,

The case studies of sixteen‘communities clearly show that many Alaskan
communities are economically and socially dependent on the harvest of wild
and renewable resources for local uses. 1In this chapter, our current
understanding of the role of fishing and hunting in rural socioeconomic
systems 1s presented, drawing upon the information from the previousveight
chapters. It will be shown that fishing and hunting activities and resource
uses in certain communities are components of complex social and economio
systems with particular charaéteristics;"The socloeconomic systéms 11lus-
trated by the case communities display considerable diversity across regions,
and are not easily represented by simple generalizafions. Névertheléss,
some comﬁon threads run through'thé.apparent'diversity; discussed below in

the comparisons and contrasts of cases.

SOCIOECONOMIC SYSTEMS OF COMMUNITIES AND REGIONS
Patterns of use of wild and renewable resources can be understood only
in relation to the "socioeconomic systems" of the communities within which
they oécur.. It is important to define what is meant by a socioeconomic
system at onset, before comparing and contrasting examﬁies of these systems
. from fhe case studies, In general, a "system” 1is a set of intéfacting,
interrelated,kor‘interdependeqt elements‘fofmingva cblleétiﬁé‘eﬁtity. A
socioecdn;mic‘system is that functiéhaily:félated set of elements which

provides material and social support for a community or regional population.
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The socioécqnomic system comprises the basic structural relationships
underlying the matégi#l and social wallbeihg‘bf_a group; A breakdown in
thé system can legg to social disrUptioﬁs"community_disintegration, and
economic Hérdships.‘;51gﬁs of.aﬁ improﬁerly’functioning sociceconomic
system‘can‘be demographic (such ﬁs éommunity population decline, outmigra-—
tion, low birth ﬁr survival fates), economic (such és low standards of
living, high real unemployment , and high inflation rateé), and social,
(such as family instability, crite, and substance abuse).

A socioecondmic system is composed of several interfelated elements.

The fifst is a set of socially-constituted groups, such as family units,
economic firms, and,cdrporate organizations. These groups are organized
to perforn essential activities for a cqmmunit&, such as food and material
production, exchanges of goods and services, education and rearing of
children, énd so forth. A division of labor is frequently provided in
learned social roles,'SUéh as occupations and job tasks. The social groups
and social roles drganize human interaction in the sﬁstem. |

Two other elements in a socioeconomic system are the mode of produc:
tion and the economic rescurce base. The mode of production consists of-
the technoloéical‘means for prpducing, distr;buting, and consumlng goods--
within the system. A The production technology is used to extract and con-
ver; material from the base of natural resources. A ¢ommunity's resource
base (its lands, waters, and their physical and living assets) are devel~
oped to provide a livelihood for the community. ‘

Economic theory categorizes these three system parts as labor; capital,
and land. Social science theory calls them social organization, technolggy,

and environment. FEither way, the socloeconomic system comprises an arrange-

ment of these factors in a functioning whole which provides for the material
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support and continuation of a community.

A socioeconomic system organizes a community or region, and exists at
a higher level of complexity than the indiv*ﬂnﬂfm Individuals operate
within the socioeconomic system of a community, becoming part of it by
birth or immigration. They learn to -enact the social roles within the
system, and through their enactment perserve and modify the system.  How-
ever, the socioeconomic system of a community has an existance apart from
any individual member. The system has a history that predates and a future
that outlasts particular members. Thus, the system is not reducible to
individual characteristics of its members (such as age, health, personality,
income, or ethnic status), although these characteristics under certain
qualified circumstances might be used as identifying marks of a particylar
socioeconomic system.

As will be discussed below, the case studies show that in many commu-
nities, fishing and hunting for local uses are parts of a socloeconomic .
~ system at the community and regional level. The fishing and hunting patgérn
is not an attribute of an individual, but of an entire community or“regiénal
group.k The patterns of resource use have a relatively long and continudps
time depth within the community, passed on from one generatioﬁ to the next
through instruction. and learning. A person may adopt the fishing and hunt-
ing:patterns by becoming socialized into‘thé community. ~However,' the
. behaviors of any individual are not a complete or sufficient representation

of the socioeconomic system.

_ TYPES OF SOCIOECONOMIC SYSTEMS AND RESOURCE USES
Aléska‘is;uhiqﬂe because of ‘the cultural diversity and historic depth

of her rural communities. Our understanding of the socioeconomic systems
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~of these commuﬁipies is just;beginning.‘ How ‘the éustomary and traditional
use of.fish andrwildlifé contributes to the~ﬁateria1 and soclal wellbeing
of_communities is a complex mattér.’ The case studies of coﬁmuhitieé pré—
| vide some insights. |

It is~u$efu1 tqytry tbyclassify socioecononic s}stems acéordingvto
charactefistics of their social and economlc base. Small, dispersed settle-

~ ments worldwide tend to be characterized by fhe production of food and raw
material, such as by plant cultivation, animal hushandry, forestry, and
fishing (Larson 1968:581). The economic base of such COmmunities are

. "food extractive™ in nature, This contrastsbwith urban areas worldwide
kwhich display other economic bases, such as manufacturing, trade, govern-
mental serviceg; finance, and defense; | |

Many dispe;sed settlemenﬁs of vafying sizes.in Alaska seem to have
food extraétive economies. It may be useful to view a "subsistence-hased™
socioecononic syétem a;,one type of system based on the extraction of_fopd
and raw materlials. 1In a.suhsistence~based socloeconomice system, communi:t

Lties are dependent on the customary and traditional procurement and use gf
fish and wildlife. The community 1s socially and materially dependeﬁt 6p
fisﬁ and gamé. Without the continued aécess to the fish and wildlife ™=
base, there might oncﬁr egtreme'diéruptioné in a community's social and
economic wellbeing.

In a subsiétence-based socioecoﬁonié system, the meane of production,
soclal proups, the education of children, distribution and exchange net-
works, and other‘socioeconomic insﬁitutions are intricately connected with
the customary and traditional uses of resources. The following comparisons

and contrasts provide a picture of the role of fishing and hunting in the

organization and functioning of these socloeconomic systems. The discussion
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focuses on several characteristics of subsistence-based systems: "mixed
economy"” characteristics; a "domestic mode of production™; a seasonal
round of economic activity;‘networks of distribution and exchange; tradi~
tional systems of land use and occupancy; ;nd systems of heliefs and-ideo—

logies.

"MIXED" SUBSISTENCE-CASH SYSTEMS

One common misconception of “"subsistence" is that subsistence uses
occur within "cashless™ economies.- Another misconception is that subsis-
tence fishing and hunting do not use "modern™ technoldgies purchased with
cash, such as gill nets, plywood skiffs, snowmachines, rifles, or steel
traps. On the contrary, the socioeconomic systems of all Alaska's‘%pmmuni—
ties utilize currency and current technologies. It is not the presence
per se of éash or technology that distinguish subsistence-based socioecono-
mic systems, but how cash and technology are integrated into the communipy's
economic and social activities. 1In many subsistence-hased socioeconomicu
gystems, cash and technologies.are integrated with fishing, hunting, trap-
ping, and gathering for subsistence uses so as to be mutually supportivé,
In nonsubsiséence—based systems, the market sector is central to the commu-
nity's social and economic organization so as to overshadow and obviagé
the hunting and fishing sector. These relationships are explored in the
following sections with data from the case studies of Chapters 2-8,

The term "mixed economy™ has been used to describe the suhsistence~
based ecdnomies of the commnities of the Yukon River Delta and Nondaltgn
| in the Bristol Bay region‘(ChapterS'B and 4; cf., Wolfe 1979, 1981; Behnke _
1982), bTﬁe term, "mixed”, recognizes that there exists a "subsistence

sector” to the community's economy and social lifé, and a "market sector,”
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and that the socioeconomic system is viable because the sectors aré comple-
mentary and mutually supportive,

Ih Yukon delta communities and Nondalton, fishing, hunting, and gather—
ing provide major means of economic security'fof the communi;y.' The produc-
tion of food and materials for local use by fishing and hunting is a2 major
economic base. {As discussed in the cases, Yukon delta commnities ﬁ;o-
duced an average annual harvest of 4,597 pounds dressed weight per ho;sg*
hold of subsistence foods; Nondalton produced between 4,141 to 4,959 ﬁounds
per household. These are sizable economic outputs.) The “market” sector
of these communities consisted of salmon fishing for commercial export
sale, local wage employmentk(such as fish processing, high school mainte~
‘nance, énd~construction), commerclal fur trapping, and cottage craft indus-
. tries. . Typically, wage employment activities are of short duration (shoft—
tefm projeéts, part~time jobs), seasonal, and low paying. As a consequence,
average monetary 1ncomes'are low, although on particular yeérs for certain
households cash incomes may be higher.

The market sector is integrated at the family level in a strategic
manner. Extended family clusters invest cash incomes in fishing and huﬁ;f
- ing equipmené, such as skiffs, motors, nets, snowmachines, fuel, and émmh~
nition, which are used in local fishing and hunting efforts. Combinéd
with labor from kinship-based production groups, the cash produces a greater
output in wild fish and game than the equivalent spent on imported foods.
Thus, there are two sectors to the ‘socioeconomic system ——‘a subsistence
and market sector. Production occurs in each, and each supports the other.
Hence the term, “mixed economy."”

On tﬁe Yukon River delta, fishing and hunting for local uses is not

"welfare méchanism* shoring up a weak market economy. Instead, the mixed
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economy i1s an adaptive, efficient system in 1ts own right, on an equal
stature with other resource extractive systems (minerals production, agri-
culture, and manufacturing). An analysis of kinship-based production
units by Wolfe (1979, 1981) showed no inverse relationship between monetary
income and wild food outputs. The most successful households in>the socio-
economic systems are those which can produce both a steady monetary income
through'remunerative employment and an income of local fish and game prod-
ucts. A major source of income in Yukon River delta communities 1s commer-
clal salwmon fishing during summer, én occupation particularly compatible
with suhsistence salmon fishing in this reglon, using similar equipment,
labor requireménts, knowiedge, and value orientations. Tt is a form of
cash generation easily integrated into local patterns of fishing and hunting.
%

The integration of commercial salmon fishing with subsistence fishing
and huntipé 1s somewhat different at lNondalton. MNondalton's participation
in commercial fishing is-more peripheral, due in.part to Nondalton's dis%
tance from the coast, the high capital expenses of éompeting in the Bfistsl
Bay commercial fisheries system, and the less reliable sédkeye runs. In
comparison with the Yukon River delta éommunities, Nondalton's integfatipn
of wage actiQities with fishing and hunting is more difficult and less
reliable from year to year,. |

The integration of fishing and hunting with the wage sector of the

community's economy at Dot Lake and Tyonek (see Chapters S'and'7, pt. 5)
resemble those of Nondalton and the Yukon River delta communities in several
respects. The market sector of each community offers few'and sporadiec job .-
”opportunitieé and- low monetary incomes. These>two areas differ from the
Yukon deléa andvﬁondalton'in that job markets are more accessible by trané-

portatibh netwqfké (Dot Lékévis”lﬁo road miles from Fairbanks, Tyonek is
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43 airvmilés from Anchorége). However, the'éése étudies sugpest that road
connectedness 'and proximity do not mean an automatic *spill ovef" of EEOﬁgm.
kic bénefits from urban areés. Tyonek rgsidents were not‘foundkté he regu-
larly a part of the Anchorage employment mérket, largély‘because of lack

-of skilis'and education. They eafned income from lecal jobs and 1n’the
commercial fishefy of Upper Cook inlet., The limited monetary incomes from
lécal sources are invested into local fishing and hunting opportunities to
support the community. Periodic trips are made to Anchorage Ey certain{
family members to purchase food staples and materials aé a cost saviﬁg
measure.

Another pattetn of integrating jobs with fishing and hunting’activi“
‘ties oécuts at Dot Lake. At times, certaip family memhbers secure temporary
wage employnent outside the community, comﬁbnly ag laborers on road con-
struction ﬁrojects. Money from seasonal, nonlocal work is brought back te
8uppoft family members rémaining in the community, some of whom fish and
hunt during the wage earner's absence.

When the economic base of a commnity derives primarily from market
- industries owned by nonufamily'firms, the relationship hetween cash émplpy~
ment and fishing and hunting in the community seems to display a’differéﬁ;
Acharacter. The Kenal Peninsula cases may illusﬁrate this type of socibecé—'
nowmic system.  Petrcleun development and the southward expansion from
-Anchorage of maanacturing, service,v;inancé, and trade businesses has lead
to the superimposition of an industrial-based economy‘on the prevexisting
eéondmy of the Kenal Peninsula. A number of complex develoﬁments occurred
simultaneously. Jobs of longer durations, more regular schedules, and
with highér wage scales became more numerous. Instead of galf-employment,

more persons could derive Income from the sale of their labor. As the
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nunber of occupations diversified, spetialization of employment became
more common, As land and resources bhecame converted into fee simple title
fof private development, the potential increases for changes in habitat
and wildlife. With these changes, large volumes of in-migrants populated
the peninsula as new empléyees, persons who had never bean socialized into
a socioéconomic system in which fishing and hunting were major components.
Under these interreiated circumstances, fishing and hunting develop
particular relationships with the market sector. For many households in
Kenai, Homer, and Ninilchik, fishing and hunting appear as subordinaﬁe
econbmic anﬁ social activities to the market sphere of production. As
illustrated in the case studies, in many households fishing and hunting
were foregone, restricted, or scheduled around other activities. Wage
oCcupations were more central to the household's rangekof activities, and
fishing and hunting were more peripheral, in ﬁart due t6 the time con~
straints of w0rking under . schedules set by one's émployer or the industrial—-
based system.“For many households, fishing and hunting took on the charac-
ter of a "recreational® pursuit, scheduled as a ﬁréak fromkwork activi:ies.
However, other household; in the same communitiés seemed to intégréte
At fishing and hunting differently. For these households, harvesting a few
target specles was a.highiy valﬁed activity. Efforts were made to procure
resources such as salmon, halibut, and clams fbf the use of their families.
The Homer, Sitka,yand Hinilchik cases seemed to suggest that fishing
»and hunting for a family's use may regularly ocecur in assoéiation with a
comnunity economy including a commercial fishing industry. Many commercial
fishing communities commonly experience uncontrollable fluctuations in
 wage earnings due to cyclic fish runsrand market pfices. Schroeder'é

Sitka case described hoﬁSeholds for which fishing and hunting far local
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. use provided a form of insurance against household‘failure during years of
low,comﬁerciai“fisﬁing earnings. In'thesé cases, fishing‘andahunting rep~-
V reseﬁted a means of long term food security for households against ecdnomic
boom~bust cycles. Thé technology and knowledge utilized in commercial .
fishing fishing may be used for fishing for personal family use.. Also,

the seasonal nature of commercial fishing may allow free time for other

- resource harvests.

The case by Caulfield on the users of the Tanana River salmon fishery
1llustrates a system where fishing and hunting are not central economilc
activities for the cammunity (Fairbanks), or for most households who parti-
cipatekin the fishery. The profile of the méjority of users indicated a
substantial involvement in the Fairbanks wage economy (66.8 percent held
full-time wage occupations). Salmon fiéhing anr bther resource uses (gar—’
dening, moose and caribou hunting, and trout fishing) Qere scheduled around
wage jobs and engaged in'for the value of "being outdcors” and "recreation
yielding a food return."” However, a small number of the sampled fishermen
fished for salmon for more economlc reasons, for food for families and
dogteams, as part of a self-sufficient, "interior way of life.” Overall,
the socioeconomlc system of the Fairbanks area clearly cannot be termed a

"mixed” subsistence-based economy.

DOMESTiC MODE 0F~?RODUCTION

Just as there are differences between communitiés in terms of the
integration and relative contribution of the "market” and "subsistence"
sectors to the community's economic base, there are differences in the
goclal mo&e of’production. Production 1in a’socioeconomic system are

activities of social groups. The socloeconomic systems of communities in
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Alaska can be compared according to the types of social units engaged in
production. |

In the case communities of Nondalton: Nnt Lake, Tyonek, and the Yukon
River delta, the primary economic activities of the community occur within
social groups typically composed of family mewbers, with a division of
labor allocated by the age, sex, skill, and kinship relatioms of group
menbers. This organizatibnal form, where production occurs within kinship-
based units which own the production capital, has been termed a “domestic
mode of production™ (Sahlins 1962). A domestic mode of production con-
trasts with the predominate social organizational form of industrial—bésed
ecoﬁomies, where economic production occurs in non—family, institutional
firms based on formal contract. In the domestic mode, the productinn and
consumption of goods are activities of the same group, a network of family
members. in the industrial mode, production and consumption are separate,
as economic firms and families are typically separate. Frequently there
are rules forbidding the intrusion of kinship principles into the workplace
(for instance, the State of Alaska waintains nepotism rules).

The organization of the domestic mode of production can he complex
(Wolfe 1931,'Foster 1982). The size and composition of domesfic production
units can differ depending uwpon the type of productipn activity. ¥For in-
stance, in Tyonek and Yukoﬁ delta communities, salmon is harvested and
processed within cooperative work groups composed of an alliance of several
" households, usually along Bilaterally traced kinship lines. These groups
may'establish temporary seasonal settlements, share in the use of common
capitai property (cutting tables, fishracks, smokehouSes), and fish from
fraditionélly held use areas, Labor is alloc;ted‘along traditional lives,

men harvesting, women and cﬁildten,processing and storing, older members

~258-



assuming folés of~1eédérship-andV;ésponsiyility.; The proceeds of the
cooperati#e effortmisrdivided ampng and:e;nsuﬁed by:the Seasonally?ailied”
houéeholds. At differént seasoné fdr ﬁarvesting other speéies, work éroup51
will be diffe;ently constituted. . For instance, at Tyonek, oné or several

- boat crews will be organized by a "clarming ieader",for the harvesting of

' 1nter;ida1 resources ;nd sea mammals. Thus, over ﬁhe course of a year,

the organization of the comminity's econoﬁic production is comprised of a
nunber of»these networks of cooperative domestic groups, recruited fér the

~ purposes of taking partiéular types of resourcés, utilizing capital owned
by group ﬁembers, and exploiting traditional use areas.

Within a domestic mode of'production,ka cémmunity's economy 1s inte-
grated by the kinship-based production networks}formed to harvest wild
resources. If there were disruptions'in’fishing and hunting by theée
production.groups, there would occur disruptions in community integration
and stability. The enacfment of‘the complementary social roles involved‘
in fishing and hunting by gfoup members provides order within’the exténd;ﬁ
family networks and the community.

" The gocioecpnomic systems of Fairbanks, Sitka, Kenail, and Homeeroﬁf
trast with pfoduction organized at the domestic level. 'In these communi-
ties, economie production occurs primarily in non*kinship'basedkgroups.'
Capitalizatioh of production primarily is owned by non~family firms, and
not by family networks. The soclal organization of economic production
utilizes a different soclal configuration from the organization of fishing
and hunting activities., Hence, decreases in fiéhing and hunting for local
use do notkhave_the the same community-wide sccioeconomic ramifications as .

they do under the domestie mode.
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The(socialiorganization of fishing and hunting aCtivities within
these comrmunities are yet to be descyibed fully. 1In the case studies of
Kenai Peninsula communities, some.ho;seholﬂ“ *ﬂ%orted that fishing and
hunting activities were parformed as "family éctivities“. Compared with a
domestic mode of production, the breadth of socially,sigﬁificant activities
performed by these family groups are narrower. The case examples suggest
that the family groups do not take the structure of complex, extended
family units connecting multiple households, as occurs in the case of
Nondalton, Yukon Delta, Dot Lake, and Tyonek. The fishing and hunting
groups more frequently méy be composed of simple nuclear househélds.

In the hetérogeneousVcommunities'of Fairbanks and Kenail, fishing and
hunting for local uses are engaged in by a subset of the popxilation.1 Fish~
ing and hunting behavior may be transmitted andflearned‘within the context
of smallér; more speclalized groups, such as particular families (where a
father passes on an individual family tradition), huntingAélﬁbs {secondary
non~kin associations established to transmit a bodj of knowledge); and hunt-
ing partheréhips (sometimes resembling an apprenticeship system). Knowledge
about fishing and hunting 1s to a lesser degree the shared tradition’of:g
‘whole community as it 1s the possession of a small body within the'cdmmuhi~
ty. This contrasts with the domestic mode of'prbﬂuction, vhere most commu-
: hiﬁy‘ﬁeﬁberseare'socializéd'into fishing, hunting, and processing fdlés, a
“ifelativély common body of knowledge;'1deaé,’and,sentihéﬂtshpaBSEd on ﬁitgin
‘Ehe,community,‘fréquénti}*f;om older to younger within Ehé‘Context‘of 

‘domestic production groups.
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THE SEASONAL ROUND GFv?RUDﬁCTION ACTIVITY

- Among mizxed, subéistence~basedisocioéconomic‘Systems the,types‘and
'scheduling of‘production activities,withinwthe community are typically tied
tq‘the seésonal arrival and fluctuagions of fiéh and game resources, ilt is
possible ta identify é»single seasonal cycle of activities to characterize
certaln community cases, a relatively regular pattern of community activi-
ties. Seasonal roundé have;been depicted for the communities of the Yukon
Rivef'delta,‘andélton,’Tyonek, Dot Lake, and Nome in the case studies,
Variaﬁions occur from year to year in timing, species selection, and har-
vest success, but these are recognizabhle permutations in an overall pattern.

| Some comparisons between cases reveal interesting similarities and
differences in the nature of the seasonal round of activities. First, tﬁe
number of species harvested varies among cases. Some case communities ap~
pear to hafvest a compara?ively restricted range of species. For instance,
in Kenai Peninsula cases‘(Homer, Ninilchik, and Kenai), harvest effort
within the community seemed targeted on a few méin resources —— salmon;
halibut, ciams, and to a 1essér degree, moose. Similarly, the majority of
participants of the Tanana River salmon fishery described by Caulfleld mix
salmon fishiﬁg with a few other hatvest pursuits - moose hunting, trout-
fishing, and gardgning.

This contrasts with the large varlety of species utilized by house-~
holds in other cases. For instance, according to Fall, Tycnek households
regularly u;ilize five salmon species, moose, Dolly varden, rainbow trout,
eulachon, razor clams, butter clams, seal, belukha, black bear, ducks,
geese ptarmigan, spruce grouse, porcupine, berries, and wood. Although
not all households have members procuring these resources, extensive distri-

bution networks supply these products to most households. Ellanna found
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that about 65 percent of households in Nome harvested six or more catego-
ries of resources, including salmon, berries, trout and grayling, moose,
ptarmigan, crab, tomcod, waterfowl, char, gre=ers and rodts, hare, whitefish,
capelin, burbot, herring, eggs, caribou, bear, walrus, seal, and beluka,
Similarly, according to Wolfe, Yukon delta households regularly use a wide
range of resourées, investing in a diversified fisﬁing‘and hunting pattern
as a strategy against insecurities in the economic system.

The diversity of resource uses also differs between communities, al-
though the cases do not systematically explore this factor. The Kenail
Peninsula and Tanana River cases primarily show harvests for consumption
by humans and dogs (21 percent of the Tanana River sample gave salmon to
dogs). The products utilized are narrow in comparison with other cases,
where wild resources are used for food, materials for sheiter, handicraft,
barter, tr;nsportation, and other uses, Dot Lake households use the head,
entrails, hooveé,'and boﬁes of moose for different purposes. Nondalton
households dry salmon eggs, backs, fins, and heads in addition to the
fiesh.

The volume of output differs markedly among case communities, aithough
égaiﬁ the information gatheredvdoes not yet allow complete, systématic
compariéons. The highest outputs‘appear tolbe in Yukon Delta communities;
producihg an eétimated 783 pounds per household member in 1980, and Nondai—
ton, prbducing 738 pounds per household member in- 1981. Thié compares

with outputs at‘Kenai of 36 pounds per household membe?,'aﬁ‘Ninilchik of
63 pounds, and ét Homer of 77 pounds., Caﬁlfiel& found that the”majofity
‘of the Tanana Rive; fishery participants from Fairbénké wefe’contéﬁt wifh
vrelaﬁivelf restricted salmon harvest limits. 'High cufputs make greater‘

contributions to a community's economy, as discussed previously.
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The stability-and regularity of the seasonal round of fishing and
hunting activities vaéiés between case communlities. There are problems
characterizing other communties with a single seasonal round. As shown in
the Kenai, Homer, Sitka, and Ninilchik cases, tremendonAvariations appear
between the activities of one household in comparison with others, and
even in the activitieé of a single household from yéar to vear. One house~
hold's activities are usually substantially different from anothers. In
fact, Georgette and Reed found that households in Kenai and Homer commonl&
did not know the economic activities of their nelghbors, a situation not
characteristic of smaller communities. This reflects the relative hetero-
geniety of these comnunities,

In Kenai Peninsula case communities, an interesting mixture of procure-
ment methods were discovered for taking resources. Halibut and salmon at
various tiﬁes,were purchased from commercial fishermen, gleaned from a
friend's commercial ﬁét, taken by trolling or rod an@ reei river fishing,
dealt for in exchange for services like the use of a smoker Sr access’tol
land, dipped at Seldovia, and other creative techniques. Some househong
appeared unsure from one year to the next how salmon would be obtained.:
This 1s cleafly a sign of an irregular seascnal round of activities., It~
contrasts with the :égular seasonal found of activities in communities |
like those on the Yukon River delta where salmon is obtained the same way
each year, with set and drift gill nets. Part of the irregularity of
procurement methods on the Kenail Peninsula may bhe due to rapidly changing
hunting and fishing regulations,’affecting meang, methods, open seasons,

bapg limits, and open areas. These changes are associated with expanding

populations and user groups creating more competition for peninsula re-

SOUrces,
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NETWORKS OF DISTRIBUTION AND EXCHANGE

A socloeconomic system provides for a mechanism for the transfer of
goods and services among segments of the community. In industrial-based
socioeconomic systems, the econoﬁic market‘provides this mechanism., One
characteristic of subsistence-based socioeconomic systems 1s the presence
6f substantial‘non—commercial transfers of food and materials, especially
fish and game resources. The Tyonek, Nondalton, Yukon Delta, and Nome
cases illustratthhese non~-commercial distribution and exchange networks,

Non-monetary sharing, distribution, and exchange of food products are
frequent, occur between a wide range of people, and include a large number
of prqﬂucts.,

Wolfe (1981) described a number of social contexts within which ﬁood
and material transfers occur -— several varietigs of outfight gifts with
no obligatioﬁ for return compensation; division of subsistence producﬁs
between cooperating membérs of a hunting party or work group; barter trans-
actions where one product 1is exchanged for anoéher; limited mérket ﬁransa;—
tions where currency 19 involved; and exchanges and gifts during ceréﬁoniai

occasions where the products symbolize systems of beliefs and sentiments.
The complex flowlof goods along kinship networks has been documenteﬂ bylv
Foster {1982a, 1982b) for salmon and moose at fyonek.

Research is revealing that production within subsistence-based econom-
,ié‘systems ia,not homogeneous across domestic units.  In fact, there is
'accumuiating evidence that a specialization of role tasks comﬁonly occurs
within communities. Only a‘portion of the houséholds in 2 community maj
- harvest é ﬁarticulér speciés.; F0r instance; the Q%ndélton casé showed
; that abodé ﬁalf‘the ﬁdﬂsehdids Euécéssfully'hérbéstéa moose in 1973, 1980;Af

- ‘and 198l;j}Soﬁe'hpuseholds;are‘éxtremelykproductive, others are less so
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due,to‘avhumbef'of factors, such as 1ack'owaorking megbers;'agé,lhealth -
" problens, skill; capital equipmeﬁt,‘éndxso forth. In fagé;Jéne‘character*
istic¢ of 'a domestic mode of pro&uctién is that»normai‘cycles ofkprodﬁc*
tivity occur during the lifespan of donesticﬂunité,‘iénging,from high to
low periods of productivity./°The distribution and exchange‘networks
insure that food and material products produced by‘a portion of the commu-
nity iS"disséﬁinated to support less praducpive households. The network
provides furtigss fortunate community members, such as the eldefly and
widows.

Seéond, the diétribution'and exchange networks allow for efficilency
in production. One household may have thercapital’and equipment to haryest
sea mammals, -another the equipment for trapping blackfish. The pfoceeds
from these_différent capital holdings can thereby be exchanged., Third,
there is e&iden;e that the distribution and exchange system may facilitate
the integration of the market and subsistence sectors. Some segments of
an extended family may partiéipate in wage‘empléyment, others in subsis-—
tence productioen, and their activities may support one another. The cash
produced by one mayupay for.the equipment used hf another to produce\foéd
producté.’ |

Once again, the distribution and exchange networks demonstrate that
subsistence~based socioeconomic systems operate at a community levél.
Subsistence activities are not priﬁarily individual or even household con-
~cerns. Instead, subsistence activities serve to provide-for the social
and econoéic wellbeing of an entire network of extended fémilies that
comprise a community.

Distgibution and exchange networks in other communities provide in-

teresting contrasts with the cases dlscussed above. Of the Tanana River
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salmon fishery participants interviewed by Caulfield, 83 percent used all
or most of the salmbn within tﬁeir own household, and 20 percent used none
for barter or non-commerclal trade. In Fairbsnks, most economic goods and
services ére pfovided by the commercial markets, and not non-cﬁmmercial
distriﬁution aﬁd exchange networks. kThe behavior of. the Taﬁana salmon
fishermen is consistent with this socioeéonomic organization.

In certain Kenal Peninsula communities, especially Homer, "swapping”
of proﬂucts seemed to be a common practice among households which utilized
" wild products. Outright purchase of salmon and halibut from commercial
fiéhermén, tfansactions extraneous to regular market channels, was also
| comparatively frequent.’AThése patterns suggest that distribution and |
‘exchange networks outside regular commercial markets may be more common  on

the Kehai Peninsula in comparison with Fairbénks. Accofﬁing to Schrdeder
and Nelson?é research, there appear to be well developed distribution and‘“k
exchange n;tworks in Sitka, About 47 perceﬁt ostaﬁpled households in -
Sitka reported giving meat‘tc an average of 4,5 othér households, ﬁhilé 7é
‘percent reported giving fish’to 9.2 other househoids. .This,suggestszthat
sharing and exchgﬁge of wild products in this community is substanfiél.w

In this reépect it resembles communities with mixed economies.

“TﬁADITIONAL SYSTEMS OF LAND USE AND OCCUPANCY

| One asﬁect of resSurce uses not covered in the precéding cases are the
: traditiona1 systens of 1and use and occupancy that organize‘fishiﬁg, hunt~
ing! and gathe;ing activities;krﬂebent mapping by the'Divisibﬁ of Suﬁsis~ :
#ence following\methddqlogies aeveloped;in'Canada.has shown;that complék”
éygtéms of’ﬁﬁcodified 1and:use;pights frequentlygexiétyin Subsistence~ﬁaséd

‘ SQCidgconomic syspgms. - Land ‘and resources are frequently organized into
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socially—defined geographic areas, and rights to access and use of the
resources of these units are allocéted among segmeuts of the papulation.
‘Some common aspects of these land use systems are.suggested from work

by Pedersen (1979), ﬁolfe‘(IQSI), Behnké {personal comﬁunicétibn), and
Caulfield (in press). First, frequently there:appear to be definable use
areas. for partiéﬁlar communities.- Residehts of communities typically
harvest resources within the range of ﬁhese‘”village use areas.” Use areas
of neighboring communities are largely exclusive, although boundaries
commonly overlap. Second, withiu a community § use area, nsé rights to
certain areas commonly are allocated tquarticular extended kinship groups.
For instance, eddy sites for set nets, trap lines, fish camps, and fish
trap sites may be recognized as the traditional area of a particular kinship
group. Members outside that kinship group can use the areas only after
being granﬁed permiésion from the recognized users. Tﬁird; the size and
shape of use areas vary cOﬁsiderably across‘species., The ruleé of access
to these speéies'may vary accordingly. Fourth, enforcement of the land use
system occurs at the local community level, usually outside of the formal
bureaucratic legal framework.

In certéin areas of the State, traditional systems of land use and
occupancy have changed in association with the appeérence of an industrial-
based socioeconomic system in the area. Land becomes converted under land
classifications recognized by’the politicalland jural system of the urban~
industrial centeréik Land may be éarcelled and disposed as fee simple title
to private ovmers. Undisposed land may receive a variety of public land
designations, each with a set of rules for access enforcable at the State
and Federél levels, Fishing and hunting bhecomes altered considerably

by these systems of land classifications.
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THE REGIONAL CENTER AS A SOCIOECONOMIC SYSTFM

The NMome case study by~Ellanna documents the patterns of resource use
in one of Alaska‘s "regional centers”. A resiaral center is a community
which provides service and trade functions fﬁr adjacent remote areas of
Alaska, Regionai centers are the commercial; transportation, and govern-
mental "hubs” for a network of smaller communities. The regional centers
in Alaska, including Nome (population 3,249), Bethel (3,549), Dillinghanm
(1,670), Barfow (2,539), and Kotzebue (2,250), have moderate population
levels. Fishing and hunting play important rolas in their social life and
economy, in contrast with the roies played by fishing and hunting in other
communities of comparable siée, like Kenai. The socioceconomic systems of
regional centers have relatively unique characteri#tics which refleci the
- functional reiationships between the center and its;gatellitefcommunties.

Ell?nna concluded that Nome has a mixed, subsistence~hased economy in
which reiatively heavy ahd diverse use of wild resources wasrintegrated
with a limited wage sector. - From a randomized survey, Ellannajfound that
43.3 percent of Home's householdé used ten or more categories of resources
annually; only 5.0 percent used no local resources. Of all 1ntervieﬁedl
householdé, éver 80 percent harvested salmon and berriés; almost 70 percent
har&ast grayling and trout, over 60 pefcent harvested moose and ptarmfgani‘
and about 50 pertent'harvésted crab, waterfowl, char, and tomcod.

. These percentages are impféssive; especially considering the hetérb-
kgeniéty of the Nome populébion.* Nome'S‘population,"éé‘that of other re-
i,gioﬁal‘éenters,fié dfawﬁ from a diVerse?numbefkdfEotheQVﬁiaces -— 20,2
- percent of the popul#tioﬁ re?étfed Nome ds tﬁéir'plhéé bf‘Ofigiﬁ; ‘A :
fthitd‘(32;7;percéﬁt)fof ﬂbﬁé'slﬁdpuiatidh has immigrated from villages in

fhotth#esfernfAlaéké;fthe'viliagéé:setVed by Nome's service functions. A
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complex in- and outTQigratioﬂ pattern coﬁmouly_gxists-betwgen regidnal
'centeté and saéeiiite’;bﬁﬁﬁaities; éshﬁegplé ﬁo?é toktown to engage in

wage employment, feceive ﬁedical cafe, attgnd school, or visit relatives
who reside more permanently at the regional center. Consequently, the
viilége and center create a functional pair between which flow a labor

. force, money, information, services, goods, and other resources. Historic-
éliy, when a winter village expanded in population, families would bud off
or communities would fracture along schismatic lines, these ségments estab~
lishing new settlements. Currently, families and individuals from rural
communities are more likely to move to the regional center or othef estab-
lished villages than establish new winter settlements,

Additionally, 29.8'percent of lome's populationrhas migrated from out-
- side of Alaska, and 17.2 percent from elsewhere in Alaska. These in~
migrants p?edoninafely comprise Home's 41,5 percent non*native,population
component. The re#ent in-migrants are likely to have cohme to Nome to,fi;l
professional positions requiring educational and work experienées not’
frequently §¢curing among Nome's long term population. These individuals
turn over in their jobs appraximately every two years. Tbe average ieng;h
of residency of Nome's Native Alaskan households is 26.5 yeafs, compared -
with 9,6 years for non;native households,

Thus, one characteristic of a regional center's populatioﬁ is hetero-
geneity in terms of cultural backgrdund, educational levels, and work -
experiences. The heterogeneous population commonly organizes itself into
_identifiable enclaves or subpopulations., Subpopulations fregquently are
defined by village of origin, ethnicity, occupatibn (especially when employ-~
ees are héused together, as frequently happens with BIA, hospital, and

military personnel), and social class criteria (income and education).
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A regional center is a collectivity of idenﬁifiable subcommunities, each
displaying somewhap characteristic patterns of activities. Ellanpna's
breakout of resource use data by place of previcus residency suggests these
differences hetween subpopulations.

Understanding the role of fishing and hunting in thé economy and
social life of regional centers must take into consideration the social
organization of the cdmmunity, as well as the interrelationships of the
fegional center with the villages of its service area. For Instance, the
King Islanders represent one subcommuhity in HMome., Members of this subcom-
nunity harvest walrus and bearded seal from skin and alluminum boats,
consistent with the seasonal round ofkactivities of thelr King Island
home. Non-native residents. cannot legally harvest sea mammals, but moose,

‘salmon, berrieé, and waterfowl are commonly taken by this group, especially
using the ﬁighway system around Nome. Thus, different subgroups iq a
regional centér may harvest a different mix of resources. However, across
this diversityrof subgroup patterns, there is a high use of~re$0urces;

Thg high levei of resource use in part can be attributed to the cul-
tural backgrounds of many of lome's popﬁlation. The socioeconomic systems
from the pop&lation's communities of origin have been partially transplant-
ed to Nome —— the seasonal round of activities, complex networks of distri-
bution and'exéhange, a domestic mode of production, and traditional con-
cepts cfyland use and occupancy. Wage opportunities have been'intégfatéd
within these patterns. ’Fdr manyANome residents; wage employment poéitions

"arershort terh,vfelatively low paying,‘ééasdmal, and part time, The cash
j procéeds from Qork‘cénnbtfbé felied upon to support the household. So the
:income is‘usgd #ériﬁveé;ment éapital infa fishiug'aﬁd'hunting'for domestic

‘use and distribution. Thus, Ellanna calls this a mized, subsistence-based
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economy resembling in many respects those or- small villages.
‘ Ellannafglsq found thatbléﬁg'ferm’?eSidénté holding::élativgly‘we11~

paying professionalAﬁosiﬁions also barticipate in the{pattern‘of suhsis?
tence activities, Commonly, péfsons become éécialiﬁad‘intb the subsisténee~
based sociceconomic system the longer their terms of‘residency; \The seéson*b
allround i5 learned. Methods and'meansvof harvest. are acquired and prac-
ticed.  The locations of use'aréas are discovered? as well as local conven-
tions for;access.» Ellanna found no singlé,‘direct‘felaticnship between
monetary income and réséurce participatién in the regional economy. Parti-
cipants in the subsistence secﬁor of the mixéd economy 6ccurred at gll
income ranges.

The éocioeconomic systems of regional cenﬁers probably’aré a special
type. Unlike in séme comrunities with similar popﬁlation sizes, there
exist in régionalrcengers ecbnomic and soclal dependencies on fishing and

_hunting for local'u$§s.with1n the community. The high levels of resourcé
use indicated by the case study suggesté that the‘regional center has é
mixed economy, where a cash sector and subsistence seétor are both impor-
tant to the community. Cash and subsistence are integrated by domestic
production uﬁits. And the proceeds are distributed and exchanged along
‘non-~market net&otks,intégratiug’households ané communities within the

regional center's service area.

CONCLUSIONS

This report has provided descriptions and analyses of the role of fish—
ing and hunting in the economy and social life of sixteen communities in
seven geographic areas. The cases were selected to examine patterns of

resource use that occur 1n places with a range of characteristics,
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representing some of the cultural, historical, and ecological diversity in
the State. The 1nfofmation was organiéed in a manner to encourage the
conmparative exploration and analysis of tentative generalizationa about
fishing and hunting in Alaska.

| The case studies of the sixteen communities demonstrate that many
‘communities in Alaska are economically and socially dependent on the har-
vest of wild and renewable resources for local uses, Fishing and hunting
activities and resource uses in certain communities are cbmponents of
’complex social and economic systems with particular characteristics.

A Qsﬁbsiétencewbased socioeconomic system™ was identified as one type:
ofysbcioeconomic system in the State. A subsisﬁence“based socioeconomic
Ysystem is “food extractive" in nature, contrasting with‘economies display-
ing other econonic bases, such as manufacturing,‘ trade.' government , finance,
and def;ns;. A subsistence~based system has several characteristics:

{1) a "mixed economy” wiﬁh mutually supportive "market” and "subsistence”

seétqrs;
' (2) a~"doﬁ£st1c mode of production” where production capital, land,“and
labor mare controlled by extended, kinship-based production dnifs;

{3) a séaﬁlé and’complex "seasonal round of ptoductien activities” w

ithin the community tied to the seasonal arfival and fluctuations
of fish and gaﬁe résources;

(4) subétaﬁtial‘non*ccmmercial networks of sharing, disttibutian, and

N exchange;bf food énd‘materials;

(5) traditional systems of land ﬁse and occupancy; and

(6) conmplex systems PE beliefs, knowiedge5 and values associated with

;feSOurce usés passed on between generaticns~as{the‘¢u1tura1 and

oraiytrgditions~and customs of a social group;
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The cases prévided several examples of these mixad,'subsistence~base3
SOCioecoﬁomic’systems, including Nondalton, Yukoﬁ River delta cammuﬁities,
Dot Lake, and Tyonek,

The‘"regional center” was identified és a sécond tjpe*of socioeconomlic
. system heavily dependent upon fishing and hunting er710cai uses, Thé
regional center was a community providing service, tradé, énd transporta~
tion functions for remote areas of Alaska. TheAéase study of Nome showed
that‘regional centers alsc may display the characteristics of a mixed,
' subsistencé~based'economy described above., Heavy and diverse use of fish
and game Were integrated with a limited=wage se¢t0r., Regional centers
tend to haveylarger, more heterogeneous populations and complex in- and
out-migration patterns. The high use of regources iqvpart reflects the
continuance of socioeconomic patterns of regional villaéea at the regional
centefs. ~ﬁage em@loyment positions for many residents are short term,
relatively low paylng, seasonal, and part time, so incomes aré used for
- fishing and hunting to support the family units. |

The cases expiored the role of fishing and bunting in other socio~-
econonic systemsrwﬁich are different from the mixed economy type. The
case'studies,of Kenai, Homer, Ninilchik, and Sitka showed interesting
.similarities and contrasts in resource uses within areas having more éivef-
sified economic bases. In Kenal City, an area of rapid economic develop-
ment due to petroleum—reiated indﬁstries, fishing and hunting are peripheral
to the central base of the community's economy -— wage employment. Ninil;
chik and Homer showed higher uses of fish and game than Kenai City, perhaps
reflecting differences in economic base and perceived “country-like" life- ..

style patterns. However, in comparison with Yukon delta communties and Non-

dalton, food output was on a different order of magnitude, being one-tenth
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the volume. Sitka, a relatively lafge southeastern community, showed
comparatively high uses of fish and game, raising interesting questions as
to the factors associated with patterns of resource use.

The fishing andkhunting patterns of Fairbank's area residents partici-
pating in the Tanana River salmon‘fishery were found. to be part of a non-
food extractive sociloeconomic system of a large city. The majority of
users showed a short history of use} high-turnover rates, short fishing
.times, low harvest levels, and were engaged in fishing for “recreational®
values. Resource harvest for local use was not a central sector of the
communiﬁy's_ecoﬁomy.

Alaska is characterized b? a diversity of socioéconomicbsystems and
patterns of resource uée.‘ Our understanding of these contemporary systems
is just beginning. Research like these éase studies contributés informé—
tion on the role of fishing and hunting in the diverse socloeconomic sys—
tems of the State.'vIt séems clear thét the ecbndmic.énd soccial stahility
of many communities depeﬁd upon access to and utilization of rénewable
fish and wildlife resources. Disruptions of the relationships between the
communit& and thé resourée base may affect the viability of these wafs’of
life. Keeping open options_iﬁ,relatiﬁn to resource use may allow for the
‘continuance of the:so¢ioecohomic systems in Aléska‘which are based upon

the use'of,fish and wildlife,





