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I. INTRODUCTION 

The North Slope Subsistence Study, sponsored by the Minerals Management Service 

(W), was a three year study of Barrow and Wainwright residents* subsistence 

harvests. The major focus of the study was to collect harvest and location 

data for species used in these communities. This report is the second of two 

annual reports on the findings of the Wainwright research. The first year of 

Wainwright data collection began on April 1, 1988 and continued through March 

31, 1989. Throughout this report, this time period is referred to  as "Year 

One." The second and f ina l  year, Year Two, continued from April 1, 1989 

through March 31, 1990. In addition to presenting the Year Two data for  the 

first  time, this report contains the Year One data. The current presentation 

of Year One data contains some revisions to the data published in the previous 

report (S.R. Braund & Associates [SRB&A] and Institute of Social and Economic 

Research [ISER] 1989b) based on new or corrected information gathered in the 

course of Year Two data collection. 

PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT 

As conceived by the MMS, this study had two objectives. "First, to collect, 

analyze, and report harvest data by species for the North Slope communities of 

Barrow and Wainwright. A second objective is to provide comprehensive and 

accurate mapped subsistence ranges fo r  these communities" during the study 

period (three years in Barrow and two years in Wainwright). The MMS*s data 

collection goal was to gather "a reliable and accurate measure of yearly and 

seasonal subsistence harvests  f o r  each community by species and location." 

And, finally, the MMS envisioned "general use area" maps for each community. 

Thus, the MMS conceived of  the mapping portion of this project as having 

"mapped subs i s t ence  ranges," subs is tence  h a r v e s t  "locations," a n d  mapped 

"general use areas." 

Both of the terms "general use areas" and "subsistence ranges," used in their 

broader  sense, could include the entire  area hunted both successfully and 

unsuccessful ly  whereas  subs is tence  ha rves t  " locat ion"  r e f e r s  t o  the  more 

specific area of a successful harvest. Although the most comprehensive mapping 



of Barrow and Wainwright subsistence would include general use areas/subsis- 

tence ranges (entire hunting/gathering area) and harvest locations, the study 

team did not have the resources to collect, digitize, and analyze both kinds of 

harvest data and had to focus on the geographic component that best f i t  into 

the overall study objectives (see Methodolony in Appendix C for a more detailed 

discussion). 

Thus, the  study team, in concert with the MMS, chose "successful harvest 

locations" as the geographic unit of measurement for this study. As hunting 

and fishing activities that did not result in a harvest were not recorded, this 

study did not record "subsistence ranges" used in a broader sense to include 

the  en t i r e  area  hunted e i ther  successfully or  unsuccessfully. This report 

presents the findings of the Wainwright study covering the two year period from 

April 1, 1988 through March 31, 1990. 

OVERVIEW OF WAINWRIGHT REPORT 

Rather than summarize the study findings, the purpose of this overview is to 

explain briefly the key topics that are addressed in this report and clarify 

what this report does not address. Many of these points are discussed more 

fully in  appropriate sections of the report. The study did not attempt to 

measure hunting effort; only information on successful harvests was recorded. 

In this report, the term "harvest" refers to a successful harvest. 

This study: (1) collected, analyzed and reported harvest data by species for  

Barrow and Wainwright; and (2) provided mapped subsistence harvest sites for  

Barrow and Wainwright. This report presents the findings of the Wainwright 

study covering the two year period from April 1, 1988 through March 3 1, 1990. 

The community of Wainwright was small enough that the study team decided to at- 

tempt to include all households in the study, i.e., conducting a census rather I 

than a sample. Of the 124 households in the study in Year One and 119 house- 

holds in Year Two, 100 households were present in the community for the full 

two study years. Throughout the report, these 100 households were referred to 

as the core study households. Data on total community harvests included the I 

harvests of all 124 Year One and 119 Year Two households whereas data on house- 



hold and per capita means and percentage of households harvesting were based on 

only the 100 core study households. To include households present for only 

part of the year in the household and per capita means would have skewed the 

data, and therefore the part-year households were excluded from these analyses. 

Data were collected on subsistence harvests, including the species harvested, 

quantity harvested, location and date of harvest. (Additional information was 

collected about each harvest if available, such' as the sex of the animal and 

the number of household members and non-household members participating in the 

harvest.) Harvest data were statistically processed to produce numeric output 

on several aspects of subsistence such as average household and per capita 

harvests per year and monthly harvests by species. These data are presented in 

tables and charts. 

The mapped data were digitized and processed through the North Slope Borough's 

Geographic Information Systems (GIs) to produce harvest maps. These mapped 

data represent successful harvest sites only, not the total area hunted. 

The study presents data for two years only. Within the two year period, the 

s tudy  examines average harvests for  the  two years as  well as  variabil i ty 

between the two years. Although the study provides thorough and representative 

da ta  on harvests for  those two years, longer term trends a re  not captured. 

Environmental and/or economic factors can be major influences on the level of 

subsistence harvests in any given year. Harvest quantities and mapped harvests 

for  these two years reflect environmental constraints on hunting that occurred 

during this period and thus may underrepresent some species with respect to 

their importance to Wainwright residents in a broader time perspective. For 

example, had this study been conducted during a different two year period when 

sea ice  condit ions were more (or, alternatively, less) favorable f o r  marine 

mammal hunting, the findings may have been quite different. Fluctuations in 

the  populat ions of certain species, var ia t ions  in their seasonal migrations, 

ice and storm conditions at sea, summer rainfall and winter snow cover on land 

a re  just a few examples of the kinds of environmental conditions that can 

influence significantly animal population levels, hunters* access to them, and 

consequently, the subsistence harvest levels of various species. 



Constraints of employment and unemployment on hunters also can influence 

subsistence harvest levels. Modern Wainwright subsistence hunters require some 

cash f o r  subsistence equipment as well as  t ime f o r  pursuing subsistence 

act iv i t ies .  Thus,  employment  f unemployment is a var iable  i n  households' 

subsistence strategies and in their harvest levels. However, this study did 

not analyze the nature of the relationship between economics and subsistence. 

Similarly, there a r e  many sociocultural aspects of subsistence, such as  the 

role of kinship in subsistence and the sharing of subsistence foods, that are 

culturally very important to the people of Wainwright. However, the study's 

focus was on quantifiable harvest data and did not address the sociocultural 

aspects of subsistence in depth. 

Although the data on number of animals harvested is presented, the study team 

also converted the harvests to pounds for the purpose of having a common unit 

of measurement by which harvest levels of multiple species can be compared and 

combined. The pounds data represent "usable" weight (rather than the "round" 

weight of the entire animal) and are based on standardized estimates of usable 

weight developed for each species by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

(ADF&G). The ADF&G Community Profile Database Catalog (1991:xxii) refers to . 

this variable as "edible pounds" and defines it as follows: 

Edible Pounds is a measure of the portion of the kill brought into a 
household's kitchen for use, representing the usable pounds of the 
wild resources harvested (sometimes referred to as "usable weight" or 
"dressed weight"). In general, "edible pounds" is about 70-75 percent 
of round weight for fish, 60-65 percent of round weight for game, and 
20-60 percent of round weight for marine mammals, and it includes 
bones fo r  par t icular  species. I t  is equivalent to the weights of 
domestic meat, fish, and poultry when purchased in a store. 

The study team chose to use the same conversion weights as ADF&G where possible 

to achieve a high level of consistency between the large body of ADF&G research 

on community subsistence harvests (based on pounds of edible weight harvested) 

and this study. This study was not designed as a study of consumption, i.e., 

household reports of how much subsistence food they ate. However, in some 

cases a discrepancy exists between the amount of an animal that is edible and 

that which is actually eaten by the typical Wainwright household. For example, 

the estimates of edible weight for bowhead whale and walrus include all the 



meat, tongue, maktak (skin plus the attached one to two inches of blubber), 

all the blubber and some of the organs from these animals. Although the 

blubber is used in a variety of ways, it may not all be eaten by Wainwright 

r es iden t s .  Some of t h e  b l u b b e r  migh t  be t r immed a w a y  on  t h e  ice. 

Additionally, in  a successful whaling season, large quantities of blubber are 

sent by successful whaling captains and their crew members to Anaktuvuk Pass, 

Atqasuk, and other whaling communities on the North Slope that may not have had 

a successful whaling season. Also, Wainwright residents share large amounts of 

blubber, meat and maktak by sending i t  to f r iends  and relatives in many 

different communities, including Fairbanks and Anchorage. 

Hence, although our harvest data estimate the total amount of animal product 

p o t e n t i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  to  ea t ,  i n  f a c t  not  a l l  t h e  p roduc t  i s  e a t e n  by 

Wainwright residents. In the case of these large animals that are widely 

shared beyond the community, the inclusion of all potentially usable weight has 

i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  the  re la t ive  p ropor t ions  they  represen t  i n  the  overa l l  

harvest,  par t icular ly  when compared to the proportion that  smaller species 

represent (e.g., fish and caribou) fo r  which the usable weight more directly 

represents the amount actually eaten by Wainwright residents (according to 

f i e l d  d i scuss ions  a n d  observations) .  H a d  t h i s  s t u d y  h a d  as  i t s  focus  

Wainwright consumption of subsistence foods, marine mammals (particularly 

bowhead and walrus) would represent a relatively smaller proportion of the 

total than is now the case, and terrestrial mammals, birds and fish would 

represent larger proportions of the total. Therefore, the reader must bear in 

mind that the harvest quantities presented in this report as usable pounds may 

not represent the quantities actually consumed by Wainwright residents (mainly 

in the case of bowhead whale and walrus). This project collected harvest data, 

not consumption data. 

SETTING 

The community of Wainwright is situated on the Chukchi Sea coast approximately 

100 miles southwest of Point Barrow, the most northerly point in the United 

States, and 300 miles north of the Arctic Circle (Map 1). The community of 

Barrow, about 90 miles to the northeast, is both the economic and transporta- 

tion hub for  most North Slope villages, including Wainwright. Wainwright is 
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one of eight communities within the North Slope Borough. A North Slope Borough 

census conducted in Wainwright in 1988 enumerated a population of 502 people 

living in 127 households (NSB Department of Planning & Community Services 

1989). 

Wainwright is located a t  the base of a small peninsula between the Chukchi Sea 

and the mouth of the Kuk River lagoon system. The Kuk River extends 50 miles 

inland from Wainwright and, along with its tributaries, provides a travel corri- 

dor for Wainwright residents into inland hunting areas. During the summer and 

fall, the rivers permit boat travel deep into the interior for fishing and hunt- 

ing the migrating caribou; in the winter and spring months, the frozen rivers 

provide a trail network and important navigational landmarks for travel by snow- 

machine in pursuit of furbearing animals, caribou, ptarmigan, and spring geese. 

Being situated on the coast allows Wainwright hunters to  also exploit the 

marine environment. Residents hunt marine mammals in the open leads (sections 

of open water  i n  t h e  o therwise  f rozen ocean) t h a t  fo rm of f shore  f rom 

Wainwright, particularly in the spring when the bowhead whales migrate along 

the lead system. They also hunt the returning ducks and geese along the leads 

and the thawing coastline in the spring. When the ocean ice breaks up, hunters 

drive their boats to the drifting ice floes where the walrus and bearded seals 

can  be found.  Thus, Wainwright's location provides local residents with 

coastal and marine harvest opportunities on the Chukchi Sea, provides access to 

the unique lagoon habitat adjacent to the townsite, and access to the riparian 

habitat of the Kuk River and its tributaries as well as the inland tundra, 

tundra lakes, and mountain foothills for the mammals, birds, and fish that 

inhabit or migrate through those areas. 

STUDY APPROACH 

A full-time, on-site f i e ld  coordinator  organized the  collection of compre- 

hensive subsistence data through repeated contacts with study households over 

t h e  s t u d y  per iod.  Essen t i a l  to  t h e  s t u d y  a p p r o a c h  were  a t  leas t  two 

consecutive years of data collection. The variability inherent in subsistence 

harvest patterns, both seasonally and annually, underscores the importance of 

this long-term approach. The areas used by Inupiat hunters vary seasonally 



accord ing  t o  resource  d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e r n s  a n d  h u n t e r  access. Harvest  

patterns vary from year to year due to environmental conditions, the population 

s t a tus  of the  targeted resources, as  well as  social, economic, and cultural 

influences. Two years of data collection represent a minimum length for  this 

type of study. In two years, one can get a sense of some general patterns and 

year to year variations. However, two years is too short a period to capture 

the longer cycles associated with some animal populations and environmental 

conditions that can and do profoundly affect  subsistence harvests. A longer 

study period would be more desirable in order to capture the variation over 

time that is inherent in subsistence. 

A second essential  element of the  study approach i n  Wainwright was the  

inclusion of all  households willing to participate i n  the study, in contrast 

with the stratified sampling approach implemented in Barrow (SRB&A and ISER 

1993 - Appendix D). In Barrow, the study team foresaw the impossibility of 

contacting 937 households periodically throughout each study year and therefore 

a p p l i e d  s t r a t i f i e d  sampl ing  t echn iques  t o  o b t a i n  a sample  of over  100 

households to represent the community as a whole. On the other hand, the study 

team considered Wainwright's estimated 120 to 130 households to be a manageable 

number to include in the study. The implications of including all Wainwright 

households in the study, i-e., conducting a census rather than a sample, a re  

discussed in detail in the Methodoloav (see Appendix C). 

During the first year of data collection, the North Slope Borough provided both 

technical (e.g., Geographic Information Systems mapping) and f inancia l  (e.g., 

local research assistants [RAs] hired through the NSB Mayor's Job Program) 

support for  this project. During Year Two, the NSB continued this support 

(except for the Mayor's Job Program which was phased out) and also provided 

supplemental funding for data collection and analysis. This additional funding 

made possible the continuous field presence in both Wainwright and Barrow, 

added to the scope of work SRB&A personnel were able to accomplish, and 

facilitated the data collection and analysis. 



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ANNUAL PROJECT REPORTS 

The Wainwright Year One report (SRB&A and ISER 1989b) presented interim results 

of the first year of data collection in the form of tables, figures, maps and 

accompanying discussions. The report also described the methods used in this 

study to collect and process the data. As the final product in this two year 

study of Wainwright, this report does not focus only on presenting the Year Two 

d a t a  a s  a sequel to the  Year One report, but  rather  presents Wainwright 

subsistence in broader terms by emphasizing two year average annual harvests 

and variability in harvests between the two study years. Extensive use is made 

of maps, tables and graphics to supplement the discussion of the data. Since 

publication of the Year One interim report (SRB&A & ISER 1989b), the Year One 

data have been updated and revised. The correct data are presented in this 

report, and the data presented in the Year One interim report are no longer 

valid. The Year One (revised) and Year Two data are appended separately to 

this report in the form of tables, graphs and maps. Also included in each 

year's appendix  i s  a narra t ive  report (the Seasonal Round) describing the 

sequence  o f  h a r v e s t  ac t iv i t i e s  a n d  re la ted  env i ronmenta l ,  c u l t u r a l ,  a n d  

economic events for that year. A third appendix presents the methodology used 

to conduct this study. Thus, the body of the report concentrates on Wainwright 

subsistence from a two year perspective, while data on the individual years and 

methodological documentation are presented in the appendices. 

FORMAT OF THIS REPORT 

Following this  introduction, the second section of the report (Overview of 

Wainwright Subsistence) describes the study area and summarizes demographic 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  communi ty ,  t h e  genera l  a n n u a l  cycle  of ha rves t  

activities, a geographic overview of subsistence, a s  well as  community and 

household harvest levels for  the major resource categories. The third section 

( Y a i n w r i ~ h t  Subsistence Harvests) presents average annual harvest data as well 

as an examination of year to year variability based on the Year One and Two 

harvest data. These discussions are organized by major resource group and are 

species-specif ic .  I n  t h e  f o u r t h  sect ion (Household Var ia t ion  i n  Harvest  

L e v e l s ) ,  h a r v e s t  l e v e l s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  s o c i o e c o n o m i c  

character is t ics  of households. Next, Barrow a n d  Wainwright harvests are  



briefly compared. In the last chapter of the report, Dr. Sam Stoker presents 

an  analysis of the study's harvest levels with regard to the sustainable yield 

of the  major subsistence species populations. Finally, a s  stated previously, 

Appendix A contains Year One data, Appendix B contains Year Two data, and 

Appendix C contains the methodology. 



11. QVERVIEW OF WAINWRIGHT SUBSISTENCE 

The study findings for Wainwright (April 1, 1988 through March 31, 1990) are 

summarized in this section. The basis for the harvest estimates and Wainwright 

demographic information are discussed below, followed by a listing of species 

harvested i n  the Wainwright area and a general description of the seasonal 

harvest patterns (Seasonal Round). The areal extent of Wainwright hunting and 

fishing activities is presented, including a discussion of the use of cabins 

and traditional camps. Finally, summary harvest data are presented fo r  the 

major subsistence resource groups (in tabular, figure and map form). 

BASIS OF HARVEST ESTIMATES 

As stated previously, the goal of this study was to obtain subsistence harvest 

information for  harvest events that occurred over the two year study period 

through regular contacts with all Wainwright households. Data were collected 

on species harvested, harvest date, amount harvested, mapped location of the 

harvest ,  a n d  other information (e-g., number of household participants) f o r  

each harvest event. Throughout Year One, harvest discussions were conducted 

with 124 households. By the end of Year One, a full year's harvest data had 

been collected from 107 of the 124 households. Data for the remaining 17 

households  d i d  no t  cover  t h e  f u l l  yea r  f o r  v a r i o u s  reasons (e.g., some 

households moved into the community mid-year, some moved away, some one-person 

households passed away, and some households refused). (See Methodoloav for 

detailed information on household contacts). During Year Two, 119 households 

were included in the study, including nine households that were present only 

part of the year. Thus, a full  year's harvest data were collected fo r  110 

households in Year Two. 

Because the Wainwright study attempts to report on the harvest activities of 

the entire community (rather than on a representative sample), all harvest data 

collected have been included in the estimates of total community harvest for 

each year (and for the two years averaged), including the harvests of the house- 

holds that participated for only part of the year. Calculations of average har- 

vest amounts per household and per capita for  Year One (revised) and Year Two 



and the percentage of households harvesting each resource, however, are based 

only on data provided by the 100 households that were present in the community 

and participated for  the full  two years of da ta  collection. Throughout this 

report, these 100 households are referred to as the "core study households;" 

The harvest estimates presented in this report may vary from actual harvest 

amounts due to errors in reporting, errors in recording, and errors introduced 

with the use of average weights in the conversion of the number harvested to 

the amount of usable pounds harvested. Errors in  reporting were minimized 

through repeated contacts with respondents over the course of the two years 

(see Kev in Appendix C for further detail on the method 

used to  conduct and determine frequency of household contacts). Errors in 

recording were minimized with the application of rules and definitions by those 

persons collecting the  data  ( e  the on-site f ield coordinator primarily, as  

well as trained research assistants in Year One) and through a review of each 
2 

report by the field coordinator. Additionally, data provided by one household 

were cross-checked with data provided by other households that participated in 

t h e  s a m e  h a r v e s t  e v e n t .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  c o n v e r s i o n  weights  a p p l i e d  a r e  

predominantly those produced by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADFLG) 

Division of Subsistence from data collected in Nuiqsut and Kaktovik, both North 

Slope villages (ADF&G n-d.). These weights were used to aid in comparisons 

between the data presented in this report and other ADF&G research. The 

weights are useful for comparing the relative amount of food contributed to the 

t o t a l  c o m m u n i t y  h a r v e s t  by t h e  d i f f e r e n t  resources.  These  a n d  o t h e r  

methodological issues a re  discussed i n  detai l  i n  me tho do lo^;^ (Appendix C). 

Despite these caveats, the data collected in Wainwright are a comprehensive and 

nearly complete two-year record of harvest events for this North Slope village. 

WAINWRIGHT DEMOGRAPHY AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

The next few paragraphs provide a very brief overview of present day Wainwright 

people's background .  T h i s  overv iew i s  not  i n t e n d e d  t o  be a d e t a i l e d  

ethnohistory. For more complete ethnohistoric and ethnographic information on 

Wainwright the reader is referred to Milan (1964), Nelson (1969, 1981) and 

Luton (1985). 



The Wainwright area was occupied traditionally by two main groups of Inupiat 

people, the Kuugrniut (people of the Kuk River) and the Utuqqaqmiut (people of 

the Utuqqaq River - presently spelled "Utukok") (Milan 1964, Ivie and Schneider 

1979). As elsewhere on the North Slope, these early residents of the area 

traveled considerably on a seasonal basis to obtain the resources available 

f rom season to  season. According to  Iv ie  and  Schneider (1979), caribou 

migration patterns, which vary from year to year, were the major influence over 

where the Utuqqaqmiut spent the winter. In the spring, bowhead whaling brought 

many Utuqqaqmiut to Icy Cape. Walrus hunting kept them on the coast through 

the summer until the time came to travel up the Utukok River for fall fishing. 

The year was punctuated by several festivals that brought people together from 

their scattered camps to visit and trade. 

The Kuugmiut followed a similar cycle prior to the turn of the century, accor- 

ding to Ivie and Schneider (1979), with the principal difference being that the 

Kuugmiut generally did not travel far  from the coast. They hunted whales a t  

Ataniq (at the base of Point Franklin, Map 1) and other sites, and hunted 
- 

waterfowl in the late spring and early fall throughout coastal areas. Walrus 

were hunted in the summer. Summer and fall fishing increased in importance in 

poor caribou years. Families moved to fall fish camps along the Kuk River 

before freeze-up. One location in particular, Kangitch (the confluence of the 

Kuk and Avalik rivers, Map I), was an important gathering and trading place for 

Kuugmiut and Utuqqaqmiut (Spencer 1959 referenced in Ivie and Schneider 1979). 

In 1904, a school was built at the present location of Wainwright and reindeer 

herding was introduced a t  the inlet (Jackson 1905). These two occurrences 

encouraged settlement a t  Wainwright of the various inland and more coastal 

Native peoples (among, eventually, other Inupiat and non-Inupiat peoples as 

well) (Milan 1964), and thus the community of Wainwright was established. 

Prior to contact with non-Natives, the Inupiat of the North Slope survived 

entirely on a subsistence hunting and fishing economy. Trading -wi th  other 

Native groups to the south introduced foreign trade goods (e.g., tobacco and 

Russian kettles), but actual contact with non-Natives did not occur i n  the 

Wainwright  area unt i l  1826 when heavy summer ice s t randed the H.M.S. 

Blossom, whose crew was searching for the Northwest Passage (Milan 1964). 



In the second half of the 1800s, the bowhead rich waters of the Bering and 

Chukchi seas brought many Europeans and Americans to the Arctic coast. The 

commercial whalers enlisted Natives in commercial shore-based whaling efforts 

and paid them in goods or cash for their labor. This industry collapsed in 

1909 (Bockstoce 1986). Commercial whalers had over-exploited the bowhead whale 

and walrus populations during their decades along the Arctic coast, leaving the 

subsistence resources of the Native populations diminished. Wainwright elder 

Waldo Bodfish, referring to the commercial walrus harvest, wrote: 

Finding no whales, we started to hunt walrus, a regular feature of 
this kind of voyage when whales were scarce. Hundreds of walrus would 
haul out on an ice floe, and many smaller groups. It was custom to 
row or paddle up to the flow with a whaleboat, and the officer in 
charge, or some good shot, would start shooting those nearest the ice 
edge. A Sharps 45-70, the regular buffalo gun, was used as a weapon. 
Each boat carried two when walrus hunting. When one got too hot to 
handle i t  was dropped overboard on a lanyard to cool. I believe that 
Captain Owen killed 250 walrus on the first cake of ice. An average 
walrus made only about three-quarters of a barrel of oil. We took 600 
that season. (Bodfish 1936:2 1) 

A caribou shortage also existed in the late 1800s and early 1900s (Andrews 

1939). Sonnenfeld (1956) attributed the shortage to commercial over harvesting 

related to the  commercial whaling activity. Bockstoce (1986), on the other 

hand, at t r ibuted t h e  caribou decline to  a natura l  (though severe) biological 

cycle. Regardless of the cause, this caribou decline had severe impacts on the 

Inupiat (Sonnenfeld 1956, Bockstoce 1986), with many inland peoples moving to 

the coast where food sources were more abundant. 

According to  Milan (1964), the shift  from a subsistence economy to a mixed 

economy in the Wainwright area proceeded as follows. The Bureau of Education 

assumed responsibility for  the welfare of the Native people in Alaska, estab- 

lishing the school and reindeer project in Wainwright in 1904. The reindeer 

project was intended to provide a means of livelihood fo r  the Natives, and 

evidently lasted only into the late 1930s or early 1940s. Meanwhile, Natives 

also began to sell furs as a means of obtaining cash. In 1918, several resi- 

dents  pooled their earnings f rom the  f u r  trade to establish the Wainwright 

Native Store so that a variety of supplies could be available locally. Wage 

employment became established in Wainwright with the need for a school janitor 

(the teachers were brought in from outside the community), a postal worker, 

store employees, t h e  Presbyterian minister, and occasional temporary construc- 



tion work, both in the community and in Barrow. Government subsidies such as 

Old Age Pensions were introduced to the community in 1935 and residents began 

to receive Aid for Dependent Children around 1940. The wage sector increased 

significantly in the 1970s when the North Slope Borough was formed, resulting 

in capital projects in the village that generated seasonal and permanent jobs 

(Alaska Consultants, Inc. [ACI] et al. 1984). In brief, contact with non-Nat- 

ives introduced the Inupiat to guns and other supplies that they incorporated 

. into their daily lives, and the various other endeavors mentioned above (e.g., 

the reindeer project, selling furs)  fur ther  encouraged the transition from a 

strictly subsistence economy to a mixed subsistence and cash economy. 

The population of Wainwright was estimated to be comprised of 84 Inupiat resi- 

dents in 1910 (Braund et al. 1988), increasing steadily to 327 Inupiat and non- 

Inupiat residents in 1939 (U.S. Department of Commerce 1921, 1932, 1942). 'A 

school that had been built at Icy Cape in the 1920s was moved to Point Lay in 

1930, thus accelerating settlement of the Kuugmiut and Utuqqaqmiut into these 

two villages, Point Lay and Wainwright (Ivie and Schneider 1979). The popula- 

tion decreased gradually to 227 (Inupiat and non-Inupiat) in 1950 and then be- 

gan climbing again (U.S. Department of Commerce 1952, 1961, 1972). The rever- 

sal of population growth in the 1940s may be related to a decline in reindeer 

herding (Ivie and Schneider 1979) during that decade. By 1960 the total popula- 

tion was up to 253 and by 1970 the U.S. Census counted a total Wainwright popu- 

lation of 315 people (including eight non-Inupiat). The population grew to 405 

in 1980, including 33 non-Natives (U.S. Department of Commerce 1981), and the 

most recent NSB census taken in 1988 showed a population of 514, including 47 

non-Inupiat residents (NSB Department of Planning and Community Services 1989). 

Much of the growth in the last two decades can be attributed to the formation 

of the North Slope Borough in 1972, a local governing body with the ability to 

tax, and to North Slope oil development, a significant tax base. Revenues 

accrued to the borough were applied to developing capital projects in the vil- 

lages, such as modern housing, schools, clinics and utilities, and created new 

seasonal as well as permanent jobs. These improvements supported growth. 

Tables 1 and 2 present summary f indings  f rom the 1988 NSB census of 

Wainwright. This census enumerated 131 households averaging 3.9 people per 

household. The community population was 89 percent Inupiat. 



TABLE 1: WAINWRIGHT POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS, 1988 

L U G  
Under 4 
4-8 
9-15 
16-17 
18-25 
26-39 
40-59 
60-65 
66 and up 
Total 

Inuviat Other Total 3 

Male Female &I& - Male Female Both - 

Number of Missing Observations: 

Total Population: 

Source: NSB Department of Planning & Community Services 1989 

Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1993 

TABLE 2: WAINWRIGHT HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 
BY ETHNICITY, 1988 

Mean Number Mean Number 
Mean of Months of of Months of 

Number of Household Employment Unemployment 
Households Size - Per Individual Per Individual 

Inupiat 121 3.9 5.3 6.6 

Non-Inupia t 10 4.1 9.0 2.3 

Overall 131 3.9 5.4 6.5 

1. One of the eight non-Inupiat households included 10 construction workers and 
another included seven construction workers, 'causing the average household 
size for non-Inupiat households to be higher than might be expected. For 
example, Worl & Smythe's (1986) analysis of the 1985 NSB census of Barrow 
found the average non-Native household size to be 2.4 persons per household. 

Source: NSB Department of Planning & Community Services, 1989 

Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1993 



As mentioned previously, this study collected complete Year One subsistence 

da ta  for  107 households and complete Year Two data  for  110 households. 

Demographic data were obtained for  105 of the 107 Year One households, 

indicating a population of 433 in  those 105 households, an average of 4.1 

persons per household. Ninety-eight percent of these households were Inupiat, 

defined by the study team as any household in which the head of household or 

spouse was Inupiat Eskimo. (This definition of an Inupiat household is used 

throughout this report. The NSB also used this definition in its analysis of 

1988 census d a t a  - NSB Department of Planning and Community Services 

1989:112.) The 110 Year Two households consisted of 435 people in 1990, an 

average of 4.0 people per household. Of the 110 households, 108 (98 percent) 

were Inupiat. The 100 core study households (i.., those present throughout 

both years) averaged 4.1 people per household for a total of 411 individuals; 

99 percent of these households were Inupiat. 

The reason this study reported fewer households than the number identified in 

t h e  NSB c e n s u s  i s  t h a t  t h e  census  l ike ly  i n c l u d e d  those  househo lds  

(approximately six) that refused participation in  this study; additionally, the 

census definitely included non-Native schoolteachers and construction workers 

who were not included in the present study. 

In 1990, Wainwright operated as a second class city with an elected city coun- 

cil and a mayor. Under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), Wain- 

wright residents had formed a village corporation, Olgoonik Corporation. In ad- 

dition to local institutions, Wainwright residents are represented in  a number 

of regional institutions such as the NSB assembly, the Arctic Slope Regional 

Corporation, borough, state and federal fish and wildlife advisory committees, 

and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, among others. Wainwright is served 

by Presbyterian, Assembly of God and Baptist churches. The community has a 

high school and an elementary school, a clinic, emergency services (e.g., fire 

department, search and rescue group and public safety officers), a laundromat/ 

water plant, hotel and restaurant, a community center and three stores. A Dis- 

tant Early Warning (DEW) Line site was built outside of town in the 1950s and 

employed some local residents until 1989 when the operation was closed down. 



SPECIES HARVESTED IN THE WAINWRIGHT AREA 

People lived in this area long before commercial whaling or any other cash 

economy came to  the region. Harvesting the local resources was the sole 

economy a t  one time. The establishment of a school and other subsequent 

institutions encouraged people to settle into a community, although seasonal 

migration to whaling camps, waterfowl hunting camps, and fish camps persisted, 

as did other subsistence pursuits. In the two years of this study, from 1988 

to 1990, Wainwright residents harvested a t  least 46 species of fish, birds, and 

marine and terrestrial mammals, as well as berries, coal and ice. While the . 

people of Wainwright were largely integrated into a cash economy by this time, 

the Wainwright area offers an abundant diversity of resources and traditional 

subsistence activity remained a key component of the local economy and the 

local Inupiat culture. 

All the species harvested and recofded by this study in Years One and Two are 

displayed i n  Table 3. I t  is possible tha t  Wainwright residents harvested 
I 

additional resources during Years One and/or Two that were not reported during 

harvest discussions. The study team has found in both Wainwright and Barrow 

that,  particularly with "small" or incidental resources such as plants or bird 

eggs, or 'occasionally ducks, ptarmigan, or fish, respondents may have forgotten 

to report these harvests unless the interviewer asked about them specifically. 

A complete list of resources known t o  have been harvested historically by 

Wainwright residents is found in Table C-1 (Appendix C). 

In some instances, the researchers were not able to record each successful 

subsistence harvest by individual species. This problem occurred most commonly 

for those species harvested in mixed groups (e.g., various species of birds or 

f i s h ) .  Thus ,  c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  d a t a  t a b l e s  f o r  t h e s e  

non-specified reports, e.g., "non-specified duckn  and "non-specified salmon." 

The recording of marine and terrestrial mammals, on the other hand, likely was 

more accurate. The harvest of these larger animals was more memorable for most 

people, and respondents had no problem distinguishing one from the other. 

F u r t h e r  discussion of repor t ing  and  recording methods i s  found  in  the  

Methodoloav, Appendix C. 



TABLE 3: SPECIES HARVESTED BY WAINWRIGHT RESIDENTS 
APRIL. 1988 - MARCH 1990 

&ecies I n u ~ i a a  Name Scientific Name 

Marine Mammals 
Bearded seal 
Ringed seal 
Spotted seal 
Bowhead whale 
Beluga whale 
Polar bear 
Walrus 

Terrestrial Mammals 
Caribou 
Moose 
Brown bear 
Arctic fox (Blue) 
Red fox (Cross, Silver) 
Ground squirrel 
Wolf . 
Wolverine 
Ermine 
River otter 

Fish 
Salmon (non-specified) 

Chum salmon 
Pink (humpback) salmon 
Silver (coho) salmon 
King (chinook) salmon 

Whitefish (non-specif ied) 
Round whitefish 
Least cisco 
Arctic cisco 

Arctic grayling 
Arctic cod 
Burbot (Ling cod) 
Tomcod (Saffron cod) 
Arctic flounder 
Fourhorn sculpin 
Rainbow smelt 
Lake trout 

Ugruk . 

Natchiq 
Qasigiaq 
Agviq 
Qilalugaq 
Nanuq 
Aiviq 

Tuttu 
Tuttuvak 
Aklaq 
Tigiganniaq 
Kayuqt uq 
Siksrik 
A rnaguk 
Qavvik 
Itigiaq 

Iqalugruaq 
Amaqtuuq 
Iqalugruaq 

Aanaakliq 
Iqalusaaq 
Qaaktaq 
Suluk paugaq 
Iqalugaq 
Tittaaliq 
u w a 9  
Nataagnaq 
Kanayuq 
Ilhuagniq 
Iqaluakpak 

Erignathus barbatus 
Phoca hispida 
Phoca largha 
Balaena mysticetus 
Delphinapterus leucas 
Ursus maritimus 
Odobenus rosmarus 

Rangifer tarandus 
Alces alces 
Ursus arctos 
Alopex lagopus 
Vulpes fulva 
Spermophilus parryii 
Canis lupus 
Gulo gulo 
Mustela erminea 

Oncorhynchus keta 
Oncorhynchus gorbuscha 
Oncorhynchus kisutch 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Coregoninae spp. 
Prosopium cylindraceum 
Coregonus sardinella 
Coregonus autumnalis 
Thymallus arcticus 
Boreogadus saida 
Lota lota 
Eleginus gracilis 
Liopsetta glacialis 
Myoxocephalus quadricornis 
Osmerus mordax 
Salvelinus namaycush 



TABLE 3 (cont.): SPECIES HARVESTED BY WAINWRIGHT RESIDENTS, 
APRIL 1987 - MARCH 1988 

S~ecies  I n u ~ i a a  Name Scientific Name 

Birds 
Eider (non-specif ied) . 

Common eider 
King eider 
Spectacled eider 
Stellar's eider 

Other Ducks (non-specif ied) 
Oldsquaw 
Pintail 
Mallard 

Goose (non-specif ied) 
Brant 
White-fronted goose 
Lesser snow goose 
Canada goose 

Arctic loon 
Ptarmigan (non-specified) 

Rock ptarmigan 
Willow ptarmigan 

Other Resources 

Plants 
Cloudberry 
Crowberry 
Salmonberry 

Minerals 
Coal 

Water 
Fresh water 
Fresh water ice 
Sea ice 

A rnauligrauq 
Qinalik 
Tuutalluk 
Igniqauqtuq 
Qaugak 
Aahaaliq 
Kurugaq 
Kurugaktak 
Nigliq 
Niglingaq 
Nigliviuk 
Kanuq 
Iqsragutilik 
Malgi 
Aqargiq 
Niksaaktuniq 
Nasaullik 

Aqpik 
Paungaq 
Aqpik 

Aluaq 

Imiq 
Sikutaq 
Siku 

Somateria mollissima 
Somateria spectabilis 
Somateria f ischeri 
Polysticta stelleri 

Clangula hyemalis 
Anas acuta 
Anas platyrhynchos 

Branta bernicla n. 
Anser albifrons 
Chen caerulescens 
Branta canadensis 
Gavia arctica 
Lagopus sp. . 
Lagopus mutus 
Lagopus lagopus 

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1993 



AREAL EXTENT OF SUBSISTENCE LAND USE 

This  section presents a brief introduction to the areal extent of Wainwright 

subsistence. An overview of the methods used to map subsistence harvests and 

p roduce  t h e  maps  i s  p re sen ted  h e r e  ( a n d  a lso ,  i n  more  d e t a i l ,  i n  the  

Methodolony) so that the reader may better understand the maps included in the 

report. This overview of mapping methods is followed by a description of the 

general harvest area and a discussion of the community's use of cabins and 

camps in pursuit of wild resources. 

Review of M ~ D  Collection and ~ roduc t ion  Procedures 

During harvest discussions wi th  s tudy households, the hunter  marked on  a 

1:250,000 scale map the location where each harvest occurred. Later, the NSB 

dig i t ized  ( e  p lo t ted)  t h e  mapped da ta  points in to  the NSB's Geographic 

Information System (GIs), a computerized mapping system. The NSB GIs  linked 

descriptive data to the mapped harvest points, allowing the NSB GIs  to select 

a n d  m a p  a subse t  of digi t ized points based on the  descript ive variable(s) 

selected. For example, by selecting only the species walrus and polar bear, 

and assigning a different symbol to represent each of those two species, a map 

showing (and differentiating) all walrus and polar bear harvest locations could 

be produced. This brief description greatly understates the amount of detailed 

work performed by NSB G I s  staff in producing the many individual maps included 

in this report. 

Map 2 illustrates Wainwright harvest locations fo r  the harvest of all species 

( u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d )  d u r i n g  both Years One and Two combined. Wainwright 

residents used a number of fixed camps for their harvest activities and visited 

scores of other areas in pursuit of mobile resources. The data presented on 

the maps are limited to the locations of successful harvests during Years One 

and Two; the data are also limited to the households who participated in  the 

study (including those tha t  participated in  the study for only part of either 

year). Thus, the maps do not illustrate the total area hunted. However, the 

study team's field experience indicates that the mapped harvests likely give a 

reasonable representation of the main harvest areas used in Years One and Two. 
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Seo l t ,  b o r l t o d  r h o l e .  
b t l u p t  i l o l t ,  p o l o r  
b to r ,  r t l r u a ,  cer ibou,  
mootr, b r o r n  beer. 

Mop Pr tduc l i on :  N t r l h  S lop t  B o r t u p l  CIS 

Omlo: i p r i l  05, I881 



On most of the maps, individual harvest locations are depicted by a shaded 

circle. Each circle represents an actual harvest site surrounded by a two mile 

buffer. Overlapping circles form larger shaded areas. The two mile buffer 

serves three purposes. , First, the depiction of harvest sites with a two mile 

buf fe r  reflects an intent to include a t  least the immediate hunting area. 

Second, the use of a buffer also accounts for possible errors in reporting the 

exact location of harvest sites. Respondents reported the location of fish 

sites, for example, with certainty because those sites were identified easily 

by the geographic features of the lake or river. Other harvest sites with 

distinct geographic features were reported with a high degree of accuracy as 

well, evidenced by the respondent's ease and confidence in mapping the loca- 

tion. On the other hand, harvests of marine mammals or birds from boats off- 

shore, for example, or of caribou out in the open tundra, were reported typical- 

ly as an approximate location but recorded as one point on the map representing 

the respondent's best estimate of the exact harvest site. The lack of geo- 

graphic landmarks reduced the precision with which the hunter could locate some 

harvest sites on the map. h i d  the buffer is used to enhance the visual 

effectiveness of the data presented on the maps, particularly where distinct 

categories of data must be differentiated. Symbols as well as smaller buffers 

were tested as alternatives, but did not represent the data clearly, especially 

where harvests of multiple species overlapped (e.g., Map 4 on page 51). 

Geographic features are not named on Maps 2 through 19 due to the need to 

present harvest data  as clearly as possible. Geographic features can be 

identified by consulting Map 1 in combination with the harvest data maps. 

The maps indicate where one or more harvest events occurred. A harvest site 

may represent one harvest event during which one animal was harvested, or i t  

could represent any number and variety of animals harvested on different dates 

and by different households, all in the same location. Hence, the sites as 

presented do not exhibit the number of harvest events or the number or pounds 

of usable resource product harvested at each site. However, different species 

or species groups harvested in the same location would be indicated by one 

symbol (representing one species or species group) superimposed over another. 

(An example of a species group is eiders, which includes four individual 

species of eiders.) 



In combination with the harvest locations, many of the maps show a lifetime 

communi ty  l and  use per imeter  l ine  (Map 2). Th is  l i ne  represents  t he  

aggregation (along the outer limits reported) of map biographies collected from 

14 Wainwright individuals for the University of Alaska Fairbanks Cooperative 

Park Studies Unit and the NSB (Pedersen 1979). Pedersen noted that because the 

data are from a sample of hunters, the data understate land use for Wainwright 

as a whole. However, he sought individuals who had been hunting a long time 

( e . ,  older hunters) and who were known to range widely in their subsistence 

e f fo r t s  to minimize the degree of understatement in the documentation of 

lifetime use areas. Although a nomadic way of life preceded the settlement of 

Inupiat families into villages, these maps represent village-centered use areas 

only; Pedersen excluded periods of nomadism from this database. These lifetime 

use data are included to demonstrate how the areas hunted over several decades 

(up to 1978) may differ from the area of successful harvests in a two year 

period in the late 1980s. 

Overview of Current Subsistence Land Use by Wainwri~ht Residents 

As described in  the  Introduction, Wainwright has a very unique geographic 

setting which offers tremendous opportunities for local hunters. The following 

section discusses current geographic aspects of subsistence hunting and fishing 

in the Wainwright area generalized from data collection and field observations 

during Years One and Two of this study. This description explains areas used, 

the time of year when they are used, and species hunted by the people of 

Wainwright. The reader is referred t o  Maps 1 and 2 (pages 6 and 22 

respectively) in conjunction with this section. 

The Ocean Environment 

Situated on the Chukchi Sea, Wainwright has many of the benefits that this rich 

marine environment offers to subsistence hunters. Whales, walrus, seals, polar 

bears, and ducks are plentiful and are harvested principally during the spring, 

summer  a n d  fa l l ,  a l t hough  polar  bears  a n d  r inged seals  a r e  harves ted 

occasionally in the winter as well. In the spring (April and May), hunters 

make snowmachine trails across the ocean ice to the open lead to set up whaling 

camps. Having towed their whaling boats and gear by snowmachine to whaling 



camp, they await  the migrating bowhead whales. Whaling crews concentrate 

intensively on watching fo r  whales; however, during a lull in the bowhead 

migration, or if the ice closes up, the  hunters  also pursue eiders, ringed 

seals, and the occasional bearded seal. 

The majority of the walrus and seals migrate past the Wainwright area in the 

early part of the summer during the breakup of the ocean ice. In the first 

part of breakup, usually in late June or early July, the ocean ice parts a t  the 

Kuk River Inlet. This outlet allows the hunters a corridor for boat travel to 

the open lead and to the prime hunting grounds of the open water/drifting ice 

environment. This is the first opportunity that individuals have to take their 

own boats out, rather than hunting in the context of the whaling crew from 

whaling camp. On these early walrus and bearded seal hunting excursions, 

hunters sometimes stay out over 24 hours in their boats, letting the animals 

and the ice conditions dictate their travel. 

Later ,  when t h e  shorefas t  ice i s  gone (typically July through September), 

Wainwright people travel in their small boats reportedly as far  as f i f ty miles 

out from shore. Out there, walruses rest on the drifting ice floes and bearded 

seals swim about. If the ice carrying the animals is closer to town, hunters 

do not have to travel so far. However, the hunters will travel great distances , 

if necessary to hunt walrus and bearded seals. The journey out to the drifting 

ice in July and August in a small boat can be long and dangerous; thus, hunters 

more typically stay within 20 miles of shore. During the two study years, ice 

conditions were favorable and allowed Wainwright residents to harvest marine 

mammals close to home between Kilimantavi and Point Franklin within 20 miles of 

shore. Once the walrus and bearded seals were no longer available, or people 

believed they had acquired sufficient harvest of marine mammals, hunting on the 

open ocean typically came to an end. 

In the fall and winter, use of the marine environment tapers off. However, 

Wainwright hunters occasionally take polar bears along the coast in front of 

Wainwright, mainly in the late fall, and hunt ringed seals in the open leads 

that form periodically in the winter sea ice. 



The Coastal Environment 

Considerable travel also occurs both north and south of Wainwright. Although 

hunters  t ravel  great distances out over the ocean in pursuit of walrus and 

bearded seals, they prefer to travel up and down the coast when the shoreline 

is f ree  of ice rather than traveling straight out from shore. As mentioned 

above, the shorefast ice generally breaks away in late June or July and the 

coast remains fairly ice-free through September. 

Wainwright hunters go north, along the shoreline or across the tundra, to Point 

Franklin and sometimes as f a r  as the Peard Bay area by boat, snowmachine and 

all terrain vehicle (ATV). ' In Year Two of the study, hunters traveled by boat 

and snowmachine as f a r  north as Barrow. They travel north along the coastline 

in search of caribou that have migrated to the coast to where the cool winds 

provide some relief from the insects. People also travel the coastline looking 

for  walrus that may have washed up on shore. Some people fish the lower sec- 

tions of rivers that intersect the coast, and some people hunt ducks and geese. 

To the south, Wainwright hunters often travel to Icy Cape to hunt caribou and 

birds, occasionally encountering moose and brown bears there. Icy Cape is a 

traditional area for  autumn brant hunting, and a local population of spotted 

seals resides in the area all summer. The coast between Wainwright and Icy 

Cape has several well-used brant hunting sites. This section of coast is also 

where people watch for and hunt beluga whales as they migrate north in the 

early summer. In the winter, hunters looking for furbearers may travel past 

Icy Cape and Point Lay to Cape Sabine, where they seek wolverines coming down 

from the mountains to prey upon seal pups on the ice. Wainwright hunters often 

travel down the coast to the Kukpowruk and Utukok rivers during the winter in 

search of game. Occasionally, people go south of Icy Cape in the summer as 

well, taking their boats through the Utukok River delta and up the river. 

Finally, Wainwright's location on the coast affords residents access to coastal 

habitat  without having to travel f a r  a t  all. In addition to setting salmon 

' nets o f f  the  beach, hunting eiders tha t  migrate along the coast, harvesting 

polar bears and caribou that wander near town, and catching thousands of smelt 

in the lagoon, residents harvest various other species that appear near town. 



The Inland Environment 

Wainwright's location near the mouth of the Kuk River lagoon is unique and 

advantageous. This large lagoon behind Wainwright dominates the physical 

setting and provides easy access not only to the ocean but also to the riparian 

habitat  of the interior.  Residents use this waterway both in the summer, 

traveling by boat, and in the winter when traveling by snowmachine. Here, 

ca r ibou ,  f i sh ,  wolves, wolverines,  moose, brown bears, geese, foxes, a n d  

berries can all be found and harvested. This geographic feature is fed by five 

major river systems (Kungok, Ivisaruk, Kaolak, Ketik, and Avalik) which serve 

as an extensive network for  travel into the interior. 

In the summer months of July through October, Wainwright residents navigate by . 
boat along all of these rivers plus numerous other smaller tributaries, provid- 

ing hunters a rich and productive area that is easily negotiated in pursuit of 

animals. Individuals ,  hunting partners, and entire families travel upriver, 

usually in late summer and early fall, to fish, hunt caribou, and pick ber- 

ries. Depending on the tides and summer rainfall, the extent of upriver travel 

varies. In Year Two of this study, heavy rains in late summer raised the river 

levels, allowing people to navigate their boats farther upriver than usual. 

In the winter, the range of land that can be accessed increases greatly. All 

the rivers turn into frozen highways, giving hunters many options for  accessing 

various species and providing recognizable features for winter navigation. The 

small t r ibutary rivers, which are too shallow in the summer, become highly 

utilized during the winter as hunters search for  elusive inland furbearers. 

Snowmachine travel starts in October and runs until June. ,During the dead of 

winter, from November through March, hunters follow the Kaolak and Ketik rivers 

to reach the foothills of the Brooks Range. Hunters travel deep into the 

Brooks Range, past the ~ o l v i l l e  River. They sometimes travel over 1,500 to 

2,000 miles in just a few days for the sole purpose of hunting the prized 

wolves and wolverines that inhabit the mountains. 

, In the springtime, when weather and ice conditions prohibit whaling, people go 

inland by snowmachine to hunt the returning geese along interior flyways known 

to Wainwright hunters. In June, breakup jeopardizes snowmachine travel and 



sometimes causes flooding in the upper river, forcing geese hunters a t  their 

camps to return home to Wainwright. 

In summary, hunters begin their pursuit of marine species with spring whaling, 

traveling by snowmachine over the ocean ice to open leads where they camp and 

wait for whales. In late June, the inlet breaks up allowing boat travel to the 

broadening leads of open water for hunting walrus and bearded seals. Later, 

when the shore ice goes out, hunters can travel with the ice pack looking for 

marine mammals, and along the coast in pursuit of caribou. The coastal habitat 

can also be accessed by ATV in the summer and fall, and by snowmachine in the 

winter and spring. Wainwright hunters tend to concentrate most of their inland 

hunting along the river systems both during the summer and winter months, pursu- 

ing terrestrial mammals, birds and fish up the Kuk, Kungok, Ivisaruk, Kaolak, 

Ketik, Avalik, and Avaliktok rivers. caribou hunting takes place over the broad 

area from Peard Bay to Point Lay to the Brooks Range. However, the activity 

that takes hunters the farthest from home is wolf and wolverine hunting. From 

deep in the Brooks Range, as far  south as Cape Sabine and east to Atqasuk, 

furbearer hunters search the winter landscape for these elusive animals. 

Fixed Cabins and C a m ~ s  

The locations of most of the cabins owned by Wainwright residents are shown on 

Map 3: Cabin and Fixed Camp Locations. Since traditional times Wainwright 

residents have traveled throughout the tundra, along the coastal shoreline, on 

the ice, and up in the mountains, moving constantly to keep pace with the 

migratory animals they depended upon. Animal movement as well as environmental 

conditions dictated where and when the people went. Shallow depressions in the 

tundra are records of past human occupation where Inupiat families once lived 

and hunted. These signs of old dwellings can be seen far  upriver and along the 

coast, where the parents and grandparents of present-day Wainwright residents 

waited for caribou, bowhead whales, and other important resources. 

Despite changes over the years, many subsistence patterns have remained the 

same. Dur ing this  s tudy,  hunters  in Wainwright still  traveled across the 

tundra, ocean, and mountains in search of animals. Subsistence was still a way 

of life for them as it was for their parents, and consequently the same hunting 
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areas were still utilized. Where people once camped with tents and sod houses, 

now a more modern plywood cabin may stand, sometimes directly on top of the old 

dwelling. Most of these newer structures were built in the last 25 years by 

the older generation of Wainwright who traveled out to this land as children 

and later as adults driving dogsleds. As Nelson (1981:112) observed, 

Activi t ies  associated with resource harvest ing a r e  also subject  to 
change over time. Especially notable is summer and fall camping along 
the coast and rivers, which had diminished to a low point 20 years ago 
and has increased considerably since. Families now occupy traditional 
camp sites regularly throughout the warmer months, for periods ranging 
from a few days a t  a time up to a month or more. 

During the study period, more new cabins were being constructed by a younger 

generation. The cabins were used by immediate families and  occasionally 

extended families. Local residents understood that anyone could use the cabins 

in times of emergency. 

The cabins typically were small plywood structures situated singly at a partic- 

ular site. Some locations, however, like the traditional site of Oyagaruk on 

the Avalik River, had over six cabins and on many occasions numerous wall 

tents. Cabins located along the rivers were used heavily during the summer 

months when families f i l led their boats with supplies and traveled upriver. 

Coastal camps were used mostly during the months of May through August when mar- 

ine animals and waterfowl were a t  their peak. Mountain camps could be reached 

when the snow fell and the rivers froze, allowing inland travel by snowmachine. 

The people of Wainwright had many cabins from Peard Bay to Icy Cape to the foot- 

hills of the Brooks Range. Harvest activities in the two study years tended to 

be clustered around these cabins, especially terrestrial animal harvests, most 

notably caribou. The majority of the cabins utilized during the two study 

years were located on the Ivisaruk, Kaolak, Ketik, Kuk, Oyagaruk, Avalik, and 

Avalitkok rivers, as well as a coastal cabin at Kilimantavi and cabins in the 

foothills. Wainwright families owned approximately 32 cabins, most of which 

were used regularly. Additionally, NSB Search and Rescue built cabins for  

emergency shelter, one located on the Kuk River and the other on the Kungok. 

The three different geographic settings in which Wainwright cabins were located 

- along the inland rivers, along the coast, and in the mountains - offered 



access to a unique variety of animals. Of the three, the most heavily utilized 

habitat was that along the rivers. A wide array of resources was available 

here including caribou, moose, brown bear, furbearers,  ptarmigan, waterfowl, 

fish, and berries. In contrast to the constant use of the river cabins, the 

. cabins  along the  coast l ine current ly  were rarely used. During the study 

period, most marine mammal harvest activities began and ended in Wainwright. - 

With faster boats and motors, people were able to d o  most of their marine 

mammal hunting in day trips from Wainwright, and hence did not need the coastal 

cabins as much as in past years. Cabins in the mountains were utilized only in 

the winter and only for  hunting furbearing animals. 

Inland River Cabins and C a m ~ s  

T h e  in land  r ive r  cabins were si tuated a t  various locations. These cabins 

offered excellent hunting grounds for the fall caribou migration, prime fishing 

throughout the summer and fall, vast rich acres of berries, flyways of geese in 

the spring, and good wolf and wolverine hunting in the winter. Some families 

spent many months a t  their camp hunting caribou, fishing and picking berries. 

To many, their cabin represented a second home. Those who were busy with em- 

ployment in town would visit their camp on the weekends. During the summer 

months it  served as a vacation area and a place to teach the children about 

subsistence. Residents indicated that time a t  camp was not only enjoyable but 

also important f o r  i t  brought the children out of Wainwright and into the 

tundra to learn traditional subsistence skills and values from their parents. 

Coastal Cabins and C a r n ~ ~  

Both north and south of Wainwright on the coastline lay scattered coastal 

cabins. For the most part coastal cabins were infrequently used during the 

study period due to the high mobility of boats and snowmachines that allowed 

residents to base hunting operations out of Wainwright. 

During this study, the most productive and active cabin on the coast was the 

cabin a t  Kilimantavi. Like most of the other camps, this cabin was situated 

near the remains of old dwellings and prehistoric sites, again emphasizing the 

traditional productivity of this area. The Kilimantavi camp was active in the 



spring as it  is located in the middle of a migratory waterfowl flight path. It 

was also used during breakup for walrus and bearded seal hunting. The family 

also hunted caribou and ducks while based at this cabin. The Kilimantavi cabin 

was used year-round but predominantly in the summer, June through August. 

Other coastal camps a t  Atanik and Icy Cape were once very important camps where 

Wainwright whalers lived 80 years ago. Although some cabins still stood a t  

these ancient sites, they were rarely used. The Icy Cape region is rich in his- 

tory as remnants of scattered cabins and houses dot the tundra. Evidence of 

settlements was not surprising considering the region was full of game. Each 

spring and fall  during this study, brants visited the area in great numbers, 

especially in the fall. Icy Cape also supported a spotted seal population and 

various terrestrial animals. However, during the study period, this camp was 

utilized l i t t le  even though the cabins were in relatively good shape. The 

cabin belongs to an older hunter who does not travel as much anymore. The fall 

brants ,  abundant  a t  Icy Cape, a r e  less desirable when other resources are  

abundant, and spotted seals (the other resource that is unique to the Icy Cape 

area) are no longer needed for dogfood. 

Mountain Cabins and C a m ~ s  

In  addition to the coastal and r iver  cabins, during this  s tudy Wainwright 

residents maintained cabins in one other environment that they utilized, namely 

the foothills and mountains of the Brooks Range. Unlike the other cabins which 

support a wide range of resource utilization, cabins in this area were used 

specifically for  hunting wolves and wolverines in the winter. Other animals 

such as fox, caribou and geese may be harvested opportunistically; however a 

hunter's goal when using these cabins was to harvest wolves and wolverines. 

Unlike the other cabins which can be reached either by boat or snowmachine, 

these mountain cabins can be reached only by snowmachine during the winter. 

In  summary, cabins were an important element of the subsistence lifestyle for 

Wainwright residents during this study. Cabins provided a base for better 

access to resources. Additionally, the act of leaving town and staying out on 

the land for several days or weeks allowed for uninterrupted concentration on 

subsistence harvests only. The use of cabins in productive habitats was a 



s t r o n g  t r a d i t i o n  stemming f rom . the  predominant  l i f es ty le  p r io r  t o  the  

establishment of the town of Wainwright, and continued to provide an important 

opportunity for children to learn and begin using subsistence skills. 

THE SEASONAL ROUND 

The following section presents a month by month description of a typical year's 

subsistence activities in Wainwright, based on field observations during Years 

One and Two of this study. Descriptions of the Year One and Year Two seasonal 

rounds can be found in the respective appendices and include detail on the 

various conditions that affected hunting and fishing throughout that particular 

year. The general description that  follows serves simply to  introduce the 

contemporary Wainwright subsistence cycle; detail on harvest amounts by month . 

is  presented in subsequent discussions of major resource groups and of 

individual resources. 

APRIL 

April on the North Slope is when Wainwright and other whaling communities are 

involved in serious preparations for the upcoming bowhead whaling season. Whal- 

ing crews are organized, ice cellars are cleaned out, and old gear is pulled 

out of storage and repaired. Whaling crews venture out onto the ocean ice to 

begin cutting a snowmachine trail to the open lead of water. With trails in 

place, supplies are hauled out to the whaling camps, Usually all crews move 

out to their camps sometime in April. There, weather permitting, crews watch 

for migrating bowhead whales and pursue them when possible. While waiting, 

crew members usually harvest seals, waterfowl, and an occasional polar bear. 

Back in town, rainbow smelt fishing on the Wainwright Inlet continues, although 

usually by April smelt fishing is diminishing. A few ptarmigan and a few 

caribou are likely to be harvested in April. 

MAY 

With all the preparations out of the way, the entire month of May is devoted to 

whaling, as weather allows. Of the six whales harvested by Wainwright crews .in 



Years One and Two combined, two were harvested in April and four in May. In 

1987 (prior to this study), three bowheads were landed in May and one in June. 

May appears to be the most productive whaling month. Polar bears and seals 

continue to be hunted by whalers during this month. 

The spring migration of eiders and geese increases in May, and consequently the 

harvests of these birds also increase. May is typically the highest month for 

b i rd  harvests.  Two kinds  of bird harves ts  occur i n  the  spr ing  months 

(generally April through June). Harvests of eiders and brants take place on 

the coast, usually associated with whaling activity. Meanwhile, many of the 

.hunters not  involved i n  whaling, or  taking advantage of lulls in  whaling 

activity due to bad ice and weather conditions on the coast, travel inland to 

camps and cabins to harvest geese (mainly white-fronted geese). Ptarmigan 

harvests are usually higher in May than any other month, largely because they 

are incidental to the inland geese hunting trips. 

JUNE 

The last remaining whaling crews usually pack up their camps and return to town 

sometime in the first two weeks of June. Not only does the bowhead migration 

wane, but the  ice conditions become less stable on the ocean and virtually 

impassable for snowmachines on land. The end of whaling is celebrated with a 

community feast  called Kakruuk which translates as "when the whaling boat 

reaches the land." Later in June, the community celebrates its whale harvests 

wi th  Nalukataq, the  b lanket  toss fes t iva l .  T h e  en t i r e  community gathers 

fo r  Nalukataq dur ing which large quanti t ies  of the  whale(s)' are distributed 

to each household (including visitors from out of town) while feasting together 

on soup, whale, bread, fruit, and pies prepared by the whaling crews and their 

families. 

Hunters travel south along the coast to hunt brants and eiders, while geese 

hun t ing  cont inues  in land.  However, ice a n d  snow conditions a r e  rapidly 

deteriorating. For a period of time, the snow and ice are  too rotten fo r  

snowmachine travel and/or the ground is still too muddy and soft for travel by 

all  terrain vehicle (ATV). At  some point in June, the transition is made 

between the two modes of travel, and boats become usable as the lagoon and 



r iver ice break up. Despite t h e  shif t ing conditions, June is the second 

highest month for bird harvests. 

The warmer days bring ringed seals and a few bearded seals out onto the ice to 

sun themselves. If hunters can get to them, a few of these animals are 

harvested near town before the ice goes out. 

JULY 

One of the most important and anticipated environmental events of the year 

usually occurs in early July, and that is the breakup of the ocean ice. This 

event signals the beginning of the brief but intense summer walrus and bearded 

seal hunt. Hunters finally can launch their boats from the lagoon and travel 

through open water to the floating pack ice where walrus and bearded seal are 

found. The walrus and bearded seal season is very unpredictable. Some years 

the floating pack ice is too far  off shore to be accessed safely; other years 

the ice is in close and teeming with walrus and seals. Additionally, ocean 

travel conditions can be calm and smooth or choppy and dangerous. The ice may 

be accessible for several weeks or only for a few days. Given these many 

unknowns, hunters tend to hunt intensively as soon as conditions allow, and 

travel to wherever the animals are. This marine mammal hunt is usually the 

main subsistence effort in July. 

Another marine mammal sought in July is the beluga whale. These small whales 

generally migrate by Wainwright in the first half of the month. However, the 

opportunity to harvest them is very brief, and a single bad weather system (or 

other factors) can preclude harvests completely. 

If marine mammal hunting tapers off in July, hunters turn their attention to 

caribou. At this time of year, caribou are still on the coast and usually are 

ragged and thin from constantly moving in an effort to escape the summer 

insects. As the caribou head inland late in the month, hunters tend to follow. 

Some waterfowl hunting occurs in July but only to a limited degree. July is 

usually the lull in waterfowl hunting between the higher spring (May and June) 

and fall (August and September) harvests. . 



Salmon may begin to appear along the shore in front of Wainwright in July, and 

a few households put nets out to catch the beginning of the year's salmon run. 

AUGUST 

Marine mammal hunting may continue into August, depending on ice conditions. I 

If so, hunters continue to hunt walrus and bearded seal until they have the 

desired quant i ty .  When mar ine  mammal hunting ends ( e ,  ice conditions I 
change), hunters turn upriver in pursuit of caribou and fish. In the last few 

weeks before school starts, families spend as much time as possible upriver a t  I 

their cabins or camps hunting caribou, fishing, and picking berries. Fishing I 

yields mainly arctic grayling and least cisco. Brown bears may be encountered 

i n l a n d ,  f a t t e n i n g  u p  o n  be r r i e s ,  c a r i b o u ,  g r o u n d  s q u i r r e l s ,  a n d  f i s h .  I 
Wainwright residents do not actively hunt brown bears but may take them if 

encountered. I 
On the coast, the brant  hunting. continues while eider hunting tapers to a 

close, and the majority of the year's salmon are caught. 
I 

SEPTEMBER I 
The intensive fall  caribou, fish, and berry harvesting continues upriver, with I 
an occasional ptarmigan taken incidentally. By now, the insects have died down 

and the caribou can graze inland, fattening up for  the winter. September is a I 
prime caribou hunting month and the most important month for fishing. Families 

with children in school or  with formal employment may come upriver on 

weekends. Labor Day weekend is a particularly busy weekend, with many families 
I 

camped together  a t  t r ad i t iona l ly  favored locations, and  the  town near ly  

deserted. Upriver activity continues until freeze-up begins, when all but a 

few families head back to Wainwright until the rivers are completely frozen and 

I 
the transition to snowmachine travel is complete. A few families stay at camp 

throughout the change of seasons. 

Brant harvesting comes to a close in the first half of September. 



OCTOBER 

October is  the last chance f o r  Wainwright hunters to get f a t  bull caribou 

before the r u t  begins mid-month. Once in rut,  caribou meat  acquires an 

unpleasant flavor; consequently, hunters try to avoid harvesting caribou that 

are in rut. A few people set nets under the ice upriver or jig through the ice 

to catch grayling, least cisco and  arct ic  cisco. The winter rainbow smelt 

fishing season may begin on the lagoon in October, if the lagoon ice is a safe 

thickness. With freeze-up underway, snowmachine travel usually begins in  

October. 

wainwright is not generally a fall whaling community because usually they have 

used their  allotted strikes successfully in the spring hunt. Nevertheless, if 

Wainwright whalers still have any strikes remaining, they a r e  likely to  a t  

least go out to check for whales. This activity occurs mainly on weekends. 

October is an  important month for  collecting ice for winter drinking water. 

Although water is delivered to all the houses in town, people prefer fresh 

water ice cut from one of the "ice ponds" near town for tea and coffee. Ice is 

best cut early in the fall freeze-up before the ice gets too thick. People cut 

large blocks and stack them along shore to be picked up later in the winter, as 

needed. 

Fall storms tend to break coal loose from the exposed seams along the river and 

lagoon, depositing i t  along .the high water mark. Consequently, October is 

usually a good month to collect coal for use at home or a t  cabins. 

NOVEMBER 

Subsistence act ivi ty tends to decline in November. Days grow colder and 

shorter, and storms are prevalent. Shorefast ice begins to form, but may be 

blown loose by high winds. Boat travel comes to an end, and the main means of 

travel at this point is snowmachine. However, cold temperatures and high winds 

often render outings dangerous. November tends to be a time to rest up from 

the big summer and fall push to harvest the majority of the year's supply of 

caribou, fish, and marine mammals. Generally only about one percent of the 



year's total harvests is obtained in November, and this one percent consists of 

a f e w  ca r ibou ,  r inged  seals,  w h i t e f i s h ,  grayl ing ,  smelt ,  a n d  p ta rmigan .  

Furbearer hunting begins around November, depending on conditions such as snow 

cover and weather. 

November is also a time to get ready for the big Thanksgiving feast. As with 

N a l u k a t a q ,  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  w h a l i n g  c r e w s  a r e  t h e  m a i n  p r o v i d e r s  a t  

Thanksgiving, preparing dishes made from whale, caribou, waterfowl and fish for 

the entire community. 

DECEMBER 

Subsistence activities in December are scant. A few people hunt caribou for 

fresh meat, and some smelt fishing usually takes place but has not yet gotten 

fully underway. Furbearer hunters are the only people taking any major hunting 

trips, and are likely to harvest fox, wolverine, and possibly wolf. If the ice 

gets blown offshore, a s  happened in December of Year Two, residents may 

encounter polar bears near town and shoot them. Otherwise, December is a cold, 

dark month that is spent mostly indoors focused on the holiday celebrations. 

JANUARY 

T h e  NSB hosted a Kivgiq or  "Messenger Feast" in Barrow in early January 

1989 in  a n  e f fo r t  t o  revitalize this t radi t ional  winter gathering of people 

from across the region. Consequently, in the last two years many Wainwright 

residents have gone to  Barrow fo r  a week or  more to  participate in  the 

Kivgiq and  visit with friends and relatives. The last two years have also 

seen a f lu  bug sweep through Wainwright. Between the celebrations and the 

illnesses, in addit ion to  the general lack of available subsistence resources, 

very little harvesting occurred. 

The sun does not rise at all in Wainwright until January 20, and then the days 

are very brief. Smelt fishing, some caribou hunting, and furbearer hunting are 

the  main subsistence activities that regularly occur i n  January. Throughout 

the winter, hunters are watchful for leads to open in the ocean ice near town; 



usually this happens at least once per winter. When open water is found, a few 

people hunt and harvest the ringed seals that surface in the open water. 

FEBRUARY 

As the days grow longer, subsistence activities tend to increase. People spend 

more time at the lagoon fishing for smelt. January, February, and March tend 

to be the months in which the majority of the smelt are harvested for the 

year. Caribou are taken near town when ice cellar supplies get low or a family 

simply wants fresh meat. Furbearer hunting continues in the foothills and 

mountains of the Brooks Range. 

MARCH 

March is the month in which residents begin to prepare for whaling. Crew 

members work on their boats, harpoons and darting guns, sleds, snowmachines, 

ice cellars, and camp supplies, and also begin the difficult task of cutting 

t r a i l s  through the winter  storm ice. Trai l-breaking ac t iv i ty  occasionally 

results in seal and/or polar bear harvests. 

Meanwhile, the longer, warmer days are utilized by furbearer hunters to take 

their longest trips into the mountains in search of wolves and  wolverines. 

Caribou harvests and smelt fishing continue, with smelt fishing being the main 

subsistence activity. March is the last of the winter months characterized by 

very low subsistence act ivi ty;  in April,  whales are just the f i rs t  of the 

migratory species to begin their return to the Wainwright area for  the summer 

season, signalling a major shift from the quiet winter months into high levels 

of subsistence activity. 

In  summary,  with employment a f ac to r  f o r  many households, subsistence 

activities were of ten coordinated to coincide with weekends, annual leave and 

h o l i d a y s .  O t h e r  l o c a l  c e l e b r a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  Nalukataq,  a l s o  a f f e c t e d  

subsistence activities. Successful whaling crews were especially active after  

spring whaling, expending extra effort hunting caribou, eiders, and geese to 

serve at the feast. By the week prior to Nalukataq, however, the crews and 

their families were no longer hunting but were occupied preparing food and 



dividing the whale for distribution at the celebration. Barrow families would 

also adjus t  the i r  harves t  pat terns (e-g., return from their camps or  delay 

depar tu re )  so tha t  they might  part icipate in events a n d  holidays such as 

Nalukataq, Fourth of July games, and ~ h a n k s ~ i v i n ~ .  

In Wainwright,  envi ronmenta l  condi t ions  a r e  probably the  most significant 

i n f l u e n c e  o n  subsistence ac t iv i ty .  Ice  condit ions can  grea t ly  a f f e c t  t h e  

success of marine mammal hunting, as can fog and bad weather. In turn, the 

length of the marine mammal hunting season can influence when people turn 

inland to begin their late summer caribou hunting and fishing. Fall freeze-up 

influences access to the inland fall hunting and fishing areas, and the timing 

of fall ice fishing. Snow cover and weather influence the success of furbearer 

hunting in the winter, and breakup conditions affect  access to spring geese 

hunting locations inland. A multitude of environmental variables can affect 

the subsistence harvest both negatively and positively. 

HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORIES 

This f inal  component of the subsistence overview presents harvest estimates for 

the major resource categories and for all species combined. The major resource 

categories are marine mammals, terrestrial mammals, fish and birds. Discussion 

of these summary level data f i rs t  addresses the harvest averages for the two 

years followed by a comparison of the two years' harvests. The purpose of this 

section is  to present data a t  the major resource category level as such data 

offers  a useful "snapshot" overview. However, little explanatory discussion of 

trends accompanies this overview of the major resource categories; such trends 

usually are linked to one or two individual species and therefore are discussed 

more meaningfully in the subsequent sections that address individual species or 

species subgroups: Marine Mammals. Terrestrial Mammals, Fish and Birds. 

The data  are  presented in various analytical categories, e-g., total harvests, 

household means and harvests by month, to name a few, appearing mainly in 

tables and figures. Each of these data categories represents some level of 

synthesis of the raw data. To familiarize the reader with the data categories 

used repea ted ly  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  r e p o r t ,  each ca tegory  i s  in t roduced and  

explained as necessary in this section. 



Averape Harvests bv Maior Resource Category 

As Figure  1 indicates,  between 1988 and 1990, Wainwright residents drew 

approximately 70 percent (by usable weight) of their subsistence foods from the 

sea in the form of marine mammals. The second most important resource group 

was terrestrial mammals, accounting for 24 percent of the total usable pounds 

harvested in Wainwright over two years. Fish and birds constituted relatively 

small proportions of the  total harvest a t  f ive  and two percent respectively. 

The predominance of marine mammals stems primarily from the successful bowhead 

whale and walrus harvests in the  two study years, and the large volume of 

usable product available from each of these animals. As discussed previously 

(Overview of Wainwright R e ~ o r t ) ,  "usable" refers to those parts of the animal 

that are usable for  food without reference to how much of the animal was 

actually consumed. (This study collected data on harvests, not consumption.) 

T a b l e  4 presents  a v e r a g e  subs is tence  resource  h a r v e s t  es t imates  f o r  the  

communi ty  of  Wainwright .  Neither  the  "conversion fac tor"  nor  "number 

harvested" apply in Table 4 as each resource category includes more than one 

dissimilar species (e.g., marine mammals includes bowhead and beluga whales, 

walrus, various seals, and polar bear). 

The first category of data presented is the estimated total usable pounds of 

each major resource category harvested by Wainwright residents. These esti- 

mates are calculated by multiplying the number of animals harvested by the 

usable weight conversion for  each individual species and adding the resulting 

total pounds per species together to get the total pounds per major resource 

category. All data reported by both part-year and full-year households were 

included in this calculation (i.:., 124 Year One and 119 Year Two households). 

Wainwright residents harvested approximately 304,047 pounds of wild foods each 

year. 

The average household harvest was derived by adding together the harvests from 

the 100 core study households and dividing the total by 100. (This average for 

the 100 core households was not derived from the total shown in the "Usable 

Pounds Harvested" column. The total in that column was based on all data 

reported by all households present any time in the study [i.e., 124 Year One 



Figure 1: Harvest Percentages, by 
Major Resource Category 

Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 
(Usable Pounds Harvested) 

FISH 
5% 

B r r r d  on 124 b a r  Onr and 119 b a r  Two hourrholdr ,  lnoludlng p r r t l r l  y r r r  hour rho ld r .  
Two y r r r r  of r tudy: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 8 / 8 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1993 



TABLE 4: HARVEST ESTIMATES BY MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - YAINYRIGHT, YEARS ONE & TUO AVERAGED (1) 

RESOURCE 

CONVERSION 
FACTOR (2) 

(Urable 
Uelght 

Per 
Rerource 

I n  lk)' 

Marine M r n n r l r  (5) 
Terrestrial Mmnals 
Flrh 
Blrda 
Total 

COWUNITY TOTALS (3) 
.......................... 

NUMBER 
HARVESTED , 

USABLE 
POUNDS 

HARVESTED 
--.------ 

211,588 
72,043 
13,735 
6,682 

306,047 

AVERAGE POUNDS 
HARVESTED (4) ................... ..... 

PER 
HOUSEHOLD - - - - - - - - -  

1,795 
648 
121 
61 

2,624 

PER 
CAP I TA 
-.--.-- 

437 
158 
29 
15 

638 

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 
USABLE 
POUNDS 

HARVESTED (3) 
- - - - - - - - - - * -  

70% 
24% 
5% 
2% 

100% 

PERCENT 
OF 

YAINURIGHT 
HOUSEHOLDS 
HARVESTING 

RESOURCE (4) -----.----- 
82% 
62% 
66% 
56% 
88% 

A 
w (1) Two mar8 of study: Apr l l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
I 

(2) See Table C-3 for  sourcu of converslon factorr. 

(3)  Conmnlty to ta ls  and percent of to ta l  usable.pounds harvested are b r e d  on harvest mount8 reported by a l l  124 Year Om 
houreholda and 119 Year Two household8 for a l l  spocler except bowhead (roe note 5). 

(4) Per hourehold and per caplta mana and percent of houreholdr harvertlng a rerource are k r e d  only on the 100 core hourohold8 i n  
th'e study for the f u l l  two years for  a l l  spocler except bowhead (8- note 5). 

(5) Urable pounds harvested for  bowhead uhale were derlved from a pounds-per-foot-length ratlo, uhlch lmluder a l l  usable por t lam 
of the uhale (see Appendlx C). Average pounds per hourohold and per caplta were derlved f ran the to ta l  urable uhale amount 
(divlded by 100 core houreholdr and 411 perronr rerpectlvely) rather than from the nurkr of rharer howeholdr reported 
rwelvlng. 

n/a mans not applicable 

Source: Stephen R. BraVd L Assoclater, 1993 



and 119 Year Two households], whereas the household mean is based only on the 

100 core study households present for the entire two study years. The use of 

different base populations for  different calculations was explained in Basis of 

Harvest Estimates.) The average household harvested about 2,624 usable pounds 

of subs is tence  resources.  The  next  column presents the  average  pounds 

harvested per capita for the entire community; this figure is also based on the 

total  harvest  of the  411 people living in the 100 core study households. 

Annual harvests averaged approximately 638 pounds per person, including 437 

pounds of marine mammals, 158 pounds of terrestrial mammals, 29 pounds of fish 

and 15 pounds of birds. 

T h e  r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  each majo r  ha rves t  ca tegory  to  t h e  t o t a l  

Wainwright harvest of subsistence resources is shown in the next column' and is 

based on the total usable pounds harvested. (These data are  the basis for  

Figure 1, summarized previously.) Next, the percentage of Wainwright core 

study households that  harvested each major resource category is shown. For 

example, an average of 82 percent of the 100 core study households participated 

in the harvest of marine mammals during the two study years. Eighty-eight 

percent participated in  the  harvest of a t  least one resource. (The percent 

participation presented on the two year tables represents the total for the two 

years rather than an annual average. For example, a household participated in 

the activity sometime in the two years of study.) 

Figure 2 is a bar chart showing the two year average usable pounds of resource 

product harvested per Wainwright household for  each of the major resource 

categories. (The data in Figure 2 are based on the 100 core households in the 

study for the full  two years). Marine mammals accounted for 1,795 pounds of 

the  2,624 usable pounds of subsistence resources harvested per household. 

(Quantities may vary slightly from one table or figure to the next due to 

software rounding.) Terrestrial mammals were the second largest category of 

subsistence foods (648 usable pounds per household) followed by fish and birds 

(121 and 61 pounds per household respectively). 

While the above estimates represent the mean annual harvest by Wainwright 

households, four  cautions a r e  noteworthy. First, the actual harvest in any 

given household varied depending on the level of harvest activity of household 



Figure 2: Harvest Amounts by Major 
Resource Category - Wainwright, 

Years One & Two Averaged 
(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 

Lba. 

Total Marine Terrestrial Fish Birds 
Mammals Mammals 

Baaed on 100 core  houaeholds In  t h e  atudy lor  both  years. 

Two year8 of study: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund CL Assoc., 1993 



members, their hunting success, and their species preferences. Few households 

may actually harvest the amount exactly equal to the community mean, or harvest 

a particular resource a t  all. 

Second,  F i g u r e  2 p resen t s  the  r e l a t i v e  impor tance  of the  major species 

categories in terms of usable pounds harvested per household. This figure (and 

the data presented in other tables and figures) do not necessarily indicate the 

relative cultural and nutritional importance of the resource categories, nor do 

they indicate what proportion of the amount shown is actually consumed or what 

proportion is given to other households or to people in other communities. 

Third,  household means fo r  bowhead whale were calculated from the entire 

estimated usable weight of the whales harvested, rather than from the weight of 

t h e  shares  the  households reported receiving. Thus, household means for  

bowhead (and marine mammals as an aggregate category including bowhead whale) 

subsume all  usable portions of the whale, including: portions distributed a t  

the community level a t  feasts and celebrations; the amount shared with other 

communities; and all the blubber. 

Finally, these data pertain to just two years of harvest activity. While the 

relative importance of the  resource categories may not change, the absolute 

harvest levels may vary more widely from year to year over a period of several 

years than these two years of data reflect, due to biological trends within . the  

harves t  species, environmental  shif ts  .(e.g., weather and ice conditions) and 

socioeconomic and cultural shifts in Wainwright. 

Average Monthlv Harvests bv Maior Resource Catenorv 

In the Wainwright seasonal cycle over the two study years, 92 percent of the 

harvesting occurred in the seven month period from April through October (Table 

5). Only eight percent of the total harvest was taken from November through 

March. Table 5 shows average monthly harvests by major resource group in 

usable pounds and the monthly percentage of the total yearly harvest for  that 

resource category. May was the average high month in terms of usable pounds 

harvested, when 32 percent of the annual total was obtained (an average of 

97,780 pounds). July was the second highest month on average, yielding 24 



TABLE 5:  WTHLY HARVESTS BY CUJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY - UAINURIGHT, .YEARS ONE & TUO AVERAGED ( 1 , 2 )  
(Pounds of  Usable Resource Product) 

TOTALS 
****** 

MAJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apr i l  May June July August Sept. October Nov. Doc. Jan. Feb. March ...----.-....---------- --- - - - -  - - - - - - -  ...---- ---...- .----.- -----.- -- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - m e  - - - - - * -  - - - - - - -  e m - . - - -  

Marine Marmnals 13,944 94,006 23,420 64,701 11,608 579 1,289 210 496 319 0 1,013 
Terrestr ial Mamnals 518 41 1 176 8,546 16,567 17,772 11,232 2,633 1,697 2,298 5,398 4,797 
Fish 170 0 0 280 1,428 4,952 2,137 299 48 2,272 1,460 690 
Bi rds 69 3,363 1,761 329 707 410 5 1 2 6 2 9 

Total 14,700 97,780 25,377 73,855 30,310 23,713 14,662 3,143 2,242 4,894 6,860 6,509 

PERCENTS 
******** 

CUJOR RESOURCE CATEGORY Apr i l  May June July August Sept. October Nw. Dec. Jan. Fob. March 
-..--.--------*----*-.- -.-**-. .-*-.-. ..---.. --...-- ------. .------ ----.-- *.-***- a * - * - - -  -----.- --- - - - -  .------ 
Marine Mamals 7% 44% 11% 31% 5% 0% 1 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% = 100% 
Terrestr ia l  Mamnals 1% 1 % 0% 12% 23% 25% 16% 4% 2% 3% 7% 7% = 100% 
Fish 1% 0% 0% 2% 10% 36% 16% 2% 0% 17% 11% 5% = 100% 
Birds 1% 50% 27% 5% 11% 6% 0% OX OX OX 0% 0% = 100% 

A l  l Resources Canbined 5% 32% 8% 24% 1 0% 8% 5% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% = 100% 

( 1 )  Two year8 of study: Apr i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
( 2 )  ' ~ w d  on 124 Year OM and 119 Year Two howoholds, including pa r t i a l  year households. 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  & Associates, 1993 



percent of the annual harvest (73,855 pounds). Thus, 56 percent of the total 

harvest typically was taken in May and July combined. These two months were 

high because they were the months in which the majority (75 percent) of the 

average year's marine mammals were taken, principally bowhead whale (May) and 

walrus (July). Figure 3 is  a line graph showing monthly harvests for  each 

major resource group, with the May and July marine mammal harvests standing out 

as  the most significant harvest peaks of the year. Although this figure is 

somewhat d i f f i c u l t  t o  in te rp re t  f o r  detai l ,  i ts  purpose a n d  value  l ie  i n  

illustrating general trends in  seasonal harvests, and the relative contribution 

of different resource groups at different times of the year, 

Marine mammal harvests occurred almost exclusively in the five month period 

from April through August. Most of the marine mammal species are highly 

migratory and therefore are  available only during the more temperate months. 

Terrestrial mammals, on the other hand, were harvested steadily throughout the 

year, gradually peaking in August and September when nearly half (48 percent) 

of the average year's harvests occurred. Terrestrial mammals had a slight 

second peak in February and March. The terrestrial mammal harvests consist 

predominantly of caribou, which, during the two study years, were available to 

Wainwright residents throughout the year. Fish harvests were similar, peaking 

in  September with 62 percent of the  average year's harvests occurring in 

August, September and October combined. The autumn period of heavy fish and 

terrestrial mammal harvests corresponds with the time when people traditionally 

went upriver to fish camp to hunt caribou and fish, as described previously in 

the  Seasonal Round. January and February showed another  surge, though 

sl ighter ,  i n  f i s h  harvests.  Th i s  surge represents smelt f i sh ing  season, a 

s igni f icant  winter  harvest fo r  Wainwright residents. Finally, bird harvests 

occurred primarily in the spring, with 50 percent of the average year's total 

taken in just one month: May. June was also a heavy month; May and June 

combined yielded 77 percent of the year's total bird harvest. The significant 

bird species harvested by Wainwright residents are highly migratory waterfowl. 

Consequently, this  seasonal peak corresponds to bird migration patterns and 

residents' ability to intercept the migration either from whaling camps on the 1 

ice or from inland and coastal camps. 



Figure 3: Monthly Hawest by 
Major Resource Category 

Wainwright, Years One 8 Two Averaged 

Lb8 o l  Uaable flea. 
Prod. ( In Thouaanda) 

80 

Resource Category 
60 - Marine Mammals 

Terrestrial Mammals 

40 . - . .%. Fish 

--=-. Birds 

20 

0 
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar 

Baaed on 124 Year One and 119 M a r  Two h 0 ~ 8 ~ h O l d , l n 0 l u d l n g  p a r t l a l  year hou8ehold8. 

Two year8 o l  atudy: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 9 / 9 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund a Assoc., 1993 



Almost all harvests mapped during the two study years are presented on Maps 2 

and 4. (A few very remote sites are not represented within the bounds of these 

maps.) Map 4 shows the same harvest sites as Map 2 with the sites differen- 

tiated by major resource group. Generally, harvests over the two study years 

extended from Barrow to Cape Sabine along the coast with offshore harvests of 

birds and marine mammals concentrated between Point Franklin and Icy Cape. 

Inland harvests occurred along the entire Kuk River system as well as the 

Kukpowruk ,  Utukok,  Colville and  Meade rivers, wi th  sca t tered  t e r res t r i a l  

mammal, fish and bird harvests throughout the inland region. 

As Map 2 illustrates, Wainwright harvest sites during this two year study 

coincide well with the lifetime community land use area documented by Pedersen 

(1979). , Although most harvests in the present study were concentrated close to 

town or. along the river systems, some harvest sites reached the outer limits of 

Pedersen's l i fe t ime area  (e.g., terrestr ial  mammals to  the  south) and some 

harvest sites extended beyond the l i fet ime.  area (e-g., marine mammals to the 

north). As residents indicated to the field coordinator, hunters will harvest 

close to town when the animals are available; if the desired species, whether 

walrus or  furbearer ,  is not available in the local area, hunters will travel 

considerable d is tance  to  obta in  the  resource. Map 2 shows tha t  hunters  

traveled well beyond the lifetime use area line to harvest marine mammals amid 

the pack ice during the study period. (The lifetime use area line is explained 

in Areal Extent of Subsistence Land Use on page 24 and also in the text on the 

map.) In other years, if the caribou, birds, furbearers or marine mammals are 

scarce in the Wainwright area, people may travel even farther than this map 

indicates. 

As can be seen in comparing Table A-1 with Table B-1 (in the Year One and Year 

T w o  appendices, respectively)  total  Wainwright harvests increased f rom a n  

estimated 256,500 usable pounds in Year One to 351,584 pounds in Year Two, a 37 

percent increase. A comparison of the two years by major resource group 
I 

reveals that the increase from Year One to Year Two was consistent across all 
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resource groups. This consistency is reinforced by comparing the percentage of 

t o t a l  usable  pounds  harvested;  the  propor t ion  represented by each group 

remained constant (within one percent) over the two years. Figure 4 compares 

the household means by major resource group fo r  each year, also showing a 

consistent increase in Year Two. The reasons for the higher productivity in 

Year Two a re  varied. For example, walrus harvests, representing a large 

proportion of the total usable pounds harvested, increased due  to excellent 

hunting conditions in Year Two. Similarly, caribou remained near Wainwright 

all year long, enabling more people to harvest more animals. The bowhead 

whaling season was much worse in Year Two than Year One; however, the two 

whales landed in Year Two were large and weighed nearly as much as the four 

smaller whales harvested in  Year One. These and other  reasons f o r  the  

increased harvests in Year Two will be addressed in subsequent sections. 

Less consistent was the percentage of households harvesting each major resource 

category. Despite the large increase in pounds of marine mammals harvested 

from Year One to Year Two, the percentage of households participating in marine 

mammal harvests  actual ly decreased in  Year Two ( f rom 85 percent to 78 

percent). Similarly, the harvested pounds of fish increased while the number 

of households catching fish decreased (from 69 percent to 62 percent). As will 

be seen in the discussion of individual species, the decrease in marine mammal 

participation is a reflection mainly of a decrease in bowhead whaling effort 

caused l a rge ly  by poor wha l ing  condi t ions .  T h e  dec l ine  i n  households 

harvesting fish in Year Two is not as easily explained, but will be explored in 

discussions of the  individual  species o r  species groups. Par t ic ipa t ion  in  

terrestrial mammals increased from 58 percent in Year One to 66 percent in Year 

Two due mainly to the relatively easy hunting access to caribou throughout Year 

Two. The percentage of households harvesting birds increased only slightly 

from 55 percent in Year One to 57 percent in Year Two. 

Two years of data offer some idea of how harvests can shift from year to year; 

however, longer term trends cannot be captured in just two years. Where 

p o s s i b l e ,  d a t a  f r o m  e a r l i e r  s t u d i e s  a r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  s u b s e q u e n t  

species-level discussions in an effort to provide a broader time perspective on 

Wainwright subsistence harvests. 



Figure 4: Harvest Amounts By 
Major Resource Category 
Wainwright, Years One & Two 
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Seasonal Variabilitv from Year to Year amon? Maior Resource Categories 

Seasonal harvest patterns overall were quite consistent from Year One to Year 

Two, as Figure 5 shows. The two peak months in both years were May and July; 

after July, harvests tapered off gradually to the slow five month period from 

November through March. Figures 6 through 9 compare the harvests by month for 

each of t h e  four  major resource categories. The overall  impression these 

graphs give is one of consistency in the seasonal harvest patterns from Year 

One to Year Two, despite some differences. 

As can be seen in Figure 6, marine mammal harvests varied somewhat between the 

two years although the overall pattern of peak harvests in May and July was 

similar in both years. The harvest of two bowhead whales in April of Year One 

contrasted with ice conditions preventing the harvest of any marine mammal har- 

vests in April of Year Two. August harvests in Year One also were much higher 

than in Year Two because the ice where walrus and bearded seals are hunted 

stayed in the Wainwright waters longer than in Year Two. Moreover, marine mam- 

mal harvests were so good in July of Year Two that people obtained the desired 

amounts in  July, turning their attention inland in August. The subsequent 

months' harvests, September through November, were also higher in Year One. How- 

ever, in Year Two, marine mammals were harvested from open leads that appeared 

near Wainwright in December and January, which did not occur in Year One. 

As in Year One, terrestrial mammal harvests occurred in every month of the 

year, being the only resource group consistently harvested year-round. Figure 

7 shows tha t  terrestrial mammal harvests began to increase about a month 

earlier in  Year Two than in  .Year One. This pattern is related to the ice 

conditions mentioned above. The ice stayed in the Wainwright area longer in 

Year One and people kept hunting marine mammals throughout August before 

tu rn ing  in land  for  f a l l  caribou hunting. In  contrast,  good access to the 

drifting ice for walrus and bearded seal in July allowed people to finish their 

marine harvests that month and go inland for caribou in August. The most 

notable d i f ference  between Years One and Two terrestrial mammal harvests, 

however, is in the much higher late winter harvests that occurred in Year Two. 

January, February and March combined yielded 27 percent of the Year Two 

harvest, compared to only three percent for the same months in Year One. This 



Figure 5: Comparison of Total Monthly 
Harvests for all Resource Categories 

Wainwright, Years One and Two 
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difference was due primarily to the continuous presence of caribou near town 

throughout the winter of Year Two, which was not the case in Year One. 

As with terrestrial mammals, Year Two summer fish harvests began to increase a 

month earlier than in Year One, beginning in July compared to an August onset 

in Year One (Figure 8). This earlier start in Year Two is linked to ice 

conditions and successful marine harvests allowing people to go inland earlier, 

as described in the previous paragraph. Although the major harvest of Year Two 

fish began a month earlier than the main fishing season in Year One, Year Two's 

harvests were spread across three months, tapering off in November; Year One's 

major harvests began a month later but lasted only two months, also ending in 

November. Mid-winter fish harvests, almost exclusively rainbow smelt caught in 

the inlet, were much higher in Year Two than in Year One. In Year One, the 

winter f ishing occurred mainly in January through April, peaking in March. 

Most of Year Two's winter fishing took place from January through March, 

peaking in January. Both the summer and winter fish harvests were higher in 

Year Two than in Year One. Reasons for these differences are addressed in more 

detail in Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Fish Harvests bv Season. 

Figure 9 indicates that May and June were the main months in which birds were 

harvested in both years, and the levels of the spring bird harvest in the two 

years were comparable. The harvests from July and August were considerably 

higher in Year Two than in Year One, due mainly to the efforts of one or two 

individuals in town who were highly successful during those months. 

Variabilitv from Year to Year in Harvest Sites of Maior Resource Catenories 

Environmenta l  and social factors, i n  addition to biological factors,  play a 

major role in dictating what areas and what animals were hunted in any given 

year and can d i f fer  greatly over a two year period. Ice conditions on the 

rivers and ocean, snow conditions on the tundra, day to day weather, community 

events, and employment all influence where people go to hunt. During the two 

study years, small factors influenced geographic use, and consequently hunting 

locations varied even over a two year period. 



Comparing Map A-2 with Map B-2 reveals that the concentrated area of Year Two 

marine mammal harvests was much larger and extended farther offshore than in 

Year One. This major difference between the two years can be summed up in one 

word: ice. In Year One, ice stayed within sight of the community and marine 

mammal hunting took place near town. Year Two ice conditions were such that 

marine hunters had to travel considerable distance to reach the ice where 

walrus and seals could be found. The weather, although very rainy and wet, 

proved t o  be calm and  st i l l  f o r  many days, making travel  f a r  offshore 

possible. In both years the majority of the marine mammals were harvested 

between Point Belcher and Kilimantavi. 

Terrestrial mammal harvests appear quite similar in Years One and Two, with a 

few exceptions. The majority of the terrestrial mammal harvests took place 

along the Kuk River and its tributaries in both years. In Year Two, however, 

the map shows that harvests extended higher up each of the tributaries than in 

Year One. This difference is attributable to  the heavy rains in  July and 

August of Year Two, raising the river levels and enabling caribou hunters to 

travel much farther upriver in Year Two than they were capable of doing in Year 

One. In contrast, Year One terrestrial mammal harvests extended into the 

southwest area of the map around Cape Sabine and the Kukpowruk River, where no 

Year Two harvests are shown. Hunters traveled to this area in search of 

furbearers (wolves and wolverines). Year Two was a poor year for  furbearer 

hunting due to inadequate snow cover both for tracking and snowmachine travel; 

consequently, no harvests a re  shown where hunters  had been successful the 

previous year. 

F i sh ing  s i t e s  remained f a i r l y  consistent throughout  the  two years, being 

concentrated in the inlet and up the Kuk River and its tributaries. The main 

difference between the two years is that the higher water levels in Year Two 

allowed people to travel farther upriver. 

Year Two bird harvests extended farther out on the ocean than in Year One. 

This shift is related to the marine mammal harvest and ice conditions, as many 

of the bird harvests occur during marine mammal hunting. As mentioned above, 

ice conditions in Year Two allowed marine mammal hunters to travel farther out 



in the ocean than in Year One; while waiting for walrus and bearded seals, the 

hunters opportunistically harvested ducks. 

In conclusion, certain environmental conditions contributed to increasing the 

area  of successful harvests f rom Year One to Year Two. Favorable ice 

conditions and good weather combined to allow hunters to range farther than in 

Year One in their pursuit of marine mammals and, consequently, of waterfowl. 

Heavy summer rains raised the river levels, allowing more extensive boat travel 

for fishing and hunting caribou in Year Two than in Year One. Poor snow 

conditions in Year Two resulted i n  less success a t  harvesting furbearers in 

areas where hunters had been successful in  Year One. These are the main 

differences that contributed to a generally broader harvest area in Year Two 

compared to Year One. Additional differences in harvest areas are discussed in 

subsequent sections addressing the harvests of individual species and species 

groups. Overall, the main hunting areas (near town, along the coast, and 

upr iver  around t radi t ional  camps and  cabins), remained the focus of the 

majority of successful harvests. 

SUMMARY 

T h i s  subsis tence  overv iew has  addressed,  i n  genera l  terms,  demographic  . 

characterist ics  of Wainwright, the hunt ing area,  and the typical cycle of 

seasonal subsistence activities. Additionally, summary level data have been 

presented for Years One and Two, showing that the average annual harvest for 

the two years was approximately 304,047 pounds of usable subsistence resources, 

or 2,624 pounds per household, 638 pounds per capita. However, this average 

blends two years during which harvests increased by 37 percent, due a t  least in 

pa r t  t o  more favorable  environmental  condit ions in  the  second year  and 

generally better harvesting success. The distribution of the harvest across 

the four  major resource categories was consistent from year to year, with 

marine mammals contributing 69 to 70 percent of the total harvest. Terrestrial 

mammals were the second largest share, representing 24 percent, followed by 

fish (four to five percent) and birds (two percent). On average, 88 percent of 

Wainwright households participated in the harvest of at least one resource. 



111. WAINWRIGHT SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS BY SPECIES 

Following a similar  sequence as the previous section, this portion of the 

report examines average harvests over the two study years and variability from 

year to year at  the level of individual species or species groups (e.g, four 

species of eiders comprise a species group). Total harvests, average household 

and  per c ap i t a  harvests ,  percentage of t he  to ta l  harves t ,  pa r t i c ipa t ion ,  

seasonal trends, and harvest locations are discussed first in terms of averages 

for the two years and then in terms of differences between the two years. The 

data are presented in tables, figures and maps comparable to those introduced 

in the previous section but with more detail a t  the species level. Because 

these sections of the report are organized to examine the two year averages 

followed by a comparison of the two years, material on any given resource 

(e.g., bowhead whale)  i s  f ound  in  several  d i f f e r e n t  sections: Marine 

Mammals: Two Year Averages; Seasonal Harvest Patterns: Two Year Averages; 

Marine Mammal Harvest Locations Over Two Years; and in Marine Mammals; 

Variation from Year to Year. 

MARINE MAMMALS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

As a coastal community, Wainwright gets much of its livelihood in the form of 

subsistence foods from the marine environment. The people of Wainwright 

consider the ocean their "refrigerator," a place to go for food. As one older 

man stated to Nelson (1981:109), "That ocean out there is a good cold storage 

for our way of life. Whenever the time comes for getting something, you can 

always get them fresh." This notion is supported by the finding that in both 

study years the total pounds of marine mammals harvested was greater than all 

the other major resource categories combined (Figure lo), providing an average 

of 70 percent of the total harvest by weight each year. The expertise required 

to extract marine mammals from the harsh Chukchi Sea environment has been 

passed from generation to generation of Wainwright hunters; over the two study 

years, an average of 82 percent of the households participated successfully in 

marine hunting (Table 6). (Most of this participation was in whaling which 

involved 75 percent of Wainwright households.) Marine mammals harvested by 
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TABLE 6: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR MARINE WMALS - WAINWRIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1) 

RESOURCE 
----.----------..----- 
Total Marine MmmLs 
Bowhead (5) 
Ual rue 
Bearded Seal 
Polar Bear 
Total R ingd 8 Spo t td  Seal 

R ingd  Seal 
S p o t t d  Seal 

Beluga whale 

CONVERSION 
FACTOR (2) 

Usable 
Weight Per 
Resource 
i n  pounds 

---*--.--- 

n/a 
35,091 

772 
1 76 
4% 
42 
42 
42 

1,400 

COrrmNlTY TOTALS (3) 
mmmmmmmmmmmmLmmmmm.m==mm 

USABLE 
NUClBER POUNDS 

HARVESTED HARVESTED 
--------a - - - - - - - - -  

n/a 21 1,588 
3 105,274 

106 81,708 
85 15,008 
10 4,712 
83 3,486 
75 3,129 
9 357 
1 1,400 

AVERAGE POUNDS 
HARVESTED (4) 

.m.mm.mmmmmmmmmmmmm=mmm= 

PER 
HOUSEHOLD - - - - - - - - - 

1,794.8 
866.3 
712.2 
127.6 
44.6 
30.0 
26.7 
3.4 

14.0 

PER 
CAP I TA ------. 
436.7 
210.8 
173.3 
31.1 
10.9 
7.3 
6.5 
0.8 
3.4 

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 
USABLE 
POUNDS 

HARVESTED (3) 
-----..----- 

69.6% 
34.6% 
26.9% 
4.9% 
1.5% 
1.1% 
1 .OX 
0.1% 
0.5% 

PERCENT 
OF 

WAlNURlGHT 
HOUSEHOLDS 
HARVEST I NG 

RESOURCE (4) - - - - - - - - - - -  
82% 
75% 
28% 
35% 

7% 
26% 
25% 
6% 
1 x 

.---*-------. 
I 

QI 
h) 

(1) Two years of study: Ap r i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
I 

(2) see Table C-3 for  sources of conversion factors. 

(3) Camurity totals and percent of t o ta l  wable p o d s  harvested are baed  on harvest ~ w n n t s  repo r t4  b y - a l l  124 Year One 

households and 119 Year Two households for  a l l  species except bowhead (see note 5). 

(4) Per household and per capita mans and percent of howeholde harvesting a resource are baed  only on the 100 core households i n  
the study for  the f u l l  two years for  a l l  species except bowhead (see note 5). .I 

(5) Usable pounds h a r w s t d  for  bowhead whale w r e  d e r i v d  from a pods-per- foot- length ratio, which includes a l l  usable portions 
of the whale (see Appendix C). Average pounds per household and per capita w r e  d e r i v d  f ran the to ta l  usable whale murt 
(divided by 100 core householh and 411 persons respectively) rather than from the mmbr of shares householde r e p o r t d  
receiving. 

** represents less than 1 p r c o n t  
n/a meam not crpplicable 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  8 Associates, 1993 



Wainwright residents in the two study years included bowhead whale, walrus, 

bearded seal, polar bear, ringed seal, spotted seal, and beluga whale. 

The majority of the marine mammal harvest derived from two major resources: 

bowhead whale, averaging 105,274 pounds per year; and walrus, 81,708 pounds per 

year (Table 6). These two species combined made up an average of 89 percent of 

the marine mammal harvests each year (Figure 10). It is important to explain 

tha t  the estimate of usable weight used in this report refers to potentially 

usable product. Usable weight includes those parts of the animal that are 

usable and does not include such parts as bones. This measurement contrasts 

with "round" weight, which is the weight of the animal with all its parts 

(i . . ,  before butchering or processing in  any way). This report deals only 

with usable weights, most of which were developed by ADF&G (ADFBG ad.); other 

usable weights were developed by the study team or other sources. A complete 

list of usable weights used for  the species harvested during the study period 

can be found in Table C-3 in ADDendix C. 

In the case of bowhead whale, the estimated usable portion includes the muscle 

or meat, tongue, the maktak, all  the blubber and some of the organs. As 

discussed i n  the  Overview of Wainwright R e ~ o r t ,  although the  blubber is 

included in  the estimates of usable pounds, half or less of the blubber was 

consumed in Wainwright. Some of the blubber was trimmed away a t  the ice, some 

was  made  i n t o  mikigaq,  a n d  a cons ide rab le  q u a n t i t y  was s h a r e d  w i t h  

residents from other communities. A large portion of the whale was divided up 

a t  the  whaling feast, Nalukataq, held in  June following the spring whaling 

season and attended by families and individuals from all over Alaska. During 

the celebration, portions of meat and maktak were given away. Everybody 

present, whether from Wainwright or elsewhere, received a share of the meat and 

other parts of the whale that the successful whaling captains had set aside for 

distribution a t  Nalukataq. In addition, much of the blubber (and also meat 

a n d  maktak) was sen t  by'  successful  cap ta ins ,  c rew members  a n d  o the r  

Wainwright residents to friends and relatives in other North Slope communities 

and beyond the North Slope, including Fairbanks and Anchorage. The field 

coordinator observed one visitor from Anchorage, a former North Slope resident, 

leaving Wainwright with over 150 pounds of whale. 



This caveat is important to note in conjunction with the household and per 

capita means (Table 6, Figure l l ) ,  which include all usable weight regardless 

of whether it  was trimmed a t  the ice, made into byproducts, or eaten, and 

regardless of how much was consumed outside the community. The average 

Wainwright household received an estimated 866 pounds of bowhead per year, or 

211 pounds per person per year for the two study years. The inclusion of all 

po ten t i a l ly  usable  we igh t  f o r  bowhead has  implicat ions f o r  the  re la t ive  

proportions i t  represents in the overall harvest, particularly when compared to 

the  proport ion that  smaller species represent, such as  fish, for  which the 

usable weight  i s  more closely equivalent to the amount actually eaten in  

Wainwright (field observations). 

Bowhead Whale 

Alaska coastal Eskimos have been hunting the bowhead whale for centuries, and 

bowhead whaling continues to be an integral part of the subsistence cycle and 

community l i fe  in  Wainwright today. Alaska Eskimo bowhead whale harvests 

currently are regulated by the International Whaling Commission (IWC) which .has 

determined an  annual  quota of strikes and landed whales that the whaling 

communities cannot exceed. The Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC), an 

association of the nine officially recognized Alaska Eskimo whaling communities 

(plus Little Diomede, which was accepted into the AEWC in 1988 but has not yet 

been recognized by the IWC as a whaling community), divides the quota of 

strikes among the nine whaling communities each year. (For a concise history 

of Alaska Eskimo bowhead whaling, the reader is referred to ACI & SRB&A 

198423-31 and Braund et al. 1988:3-9.) 

Much of Wainwright's cultural identity derives from the residents' ability to 

harvest the bowhead whale. Nelson (1 98 1:95) observed, 

Although they have entered an era of profound change, the Wainwright 
Inupiat still focus their lives around the land and the hunt. And 
among all  hunting pursuits, whaling is paramount. It  dominates the 
ethos and  or ienta t ion  of these people a s  no  other  single act ivi ty 
does. I t  is a prime source of s tatus and prestige, a matrix for  
social and economic networks within the village and the region as a 
whole, and a measure of Inupiat identity. 



Figure 11: Harvest of Marine Mammals, 
Wainwright,, Years One & Two Averaged 

(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 
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In addition to untold cultural benefits, the bowhead whale provides Wainwright 

and other residents on the North Slope valuable supplies of food essential, in 

their view, for their well-being. The average of three bowhead whales per year 

(four in Year One and two in Year Two) was the result of considerable time, 

effort,  risk and cost on the part of many people, and ultimately yielded the 

major proport ion of the community's subsistence foods in terms of edible 

weight. Community residents value the bowhead whale in a manner distinct from 

other subsistence species. Harvesting the  whale is a community effort to a 

degree surpassing any other harvest activity, and its harvest generates several 

community celebrations. Distribution of the whale is highly formalized and 

widespread. 

Bowhead whale was culturally the most important species harvested by Wainwright 

residents (Nelson 1981, ACI and SRB&A 1984, Luton 1985). A 1984 whaling survey 

found that a majority of Wainwright residents (67 percent) preferred bowhead 

over all other subsistence foods (ACI and SRB&A 1984). Harvest data collected 

fo r  this study found that Wainwright residents' average of three whales per 

year  amounted t o  approximately 105,274 pounds of edible product f o r  the  

community, or 866 pounds per household (Table 6, Figure 11). However, the 1984 

whaling survey found that 79 percent of Wainwright residents reported eating 

caribou most often of all subsistence foods, in contrast to 18 percent who ate 

bowhead most often (ranking second as the most frequently eaten subsistence 

food). 

Records of bowhead whales landed by Wainwright crews between 1910 and 1987 show 

an average of 2.2 whales per year (based on 68 years of landed bowhead data 

from Braund et al. 1988, appendices 1 and 2). The range of landed whales 

during this 78 year period was from 0 to five bowheads landed per year in 

Wainwright. Thus, the harvests of two and four whales in the study years 

appear to be consistent with historic harvest levels. During the study period, 

bowhead represented just over one third (35 percent) of the total community 

harvest (Table 6) and about half of the Wainwright marine mammal harvest 

(Figure 10). 

An average of 75 percent of Wainwright households participated in the bowhead 

whale harvests each year, the highest level of participation in any harvest by 

- 66 - 



a considerable margin. (Participation in caribou harvests was second highest 

a t  62 percent - Table 9 on page 105.) While this high participation in bowhead 

harvesting was a t  least partially a function of the large numbers of people 

requi red  to h u n t  a n d  land th is  huge animal,  the  high part icipat ion also 

reflects the tremendous importance of whaling to the community. 

Walrus 

Walrus hunting was once a more important activity for North Slope Inupiat than 

is now the case. When dog sleds were the primary means of transportation, 

walrus were used primarily as food for the dog teams. According to Nelson 

(1981), until the late 1960s, walrus provided the main source of dogfood (as 

wel l  a s  supplementing the  human d ie t )  and  the re fo re  were a s ign i f i can t  

subsistence pursuit. Walrus are immense animals weighing up to 4,000 pounds 

and providing over 700 pounds of edible weight. During the two study years, 

Wainwright had no dogteams and a portion of the potential usable food available 

from the walrus was not eaten (mainly some of the blubber). However, if the 

whaling or caribou seasons were bad, walrus could provide a sizeable source of 

needed food. Thus, though not a preferred food like caribou or bowhead whale, 

walrus continued to provide an important source of food. 

Wainwright hunters harvested an average of 106 walfus each year, equalling an 

estimated 81,708 edible pounds (Table 6). The harvest averaged 712 pounds per 

household and 173 pounds per person. Of all species in all resource groups, 

walrus was second (following bowhead) in terms of its contribution to the total 

harvest, representing 27 percent of the total edible pounds (Table 6) and 39 

percent of the  marine mammal harvest (Figure 10). About 29 percent of 

Wainwright  households participated i n  successful walrus harvests each year, 

significantly lower participation than in bowhead whaling (75 percent). Stoker 

(1984 in ACI & SRB&A 1984) reported that walrus harvests in Wainwright between 

the years 1963 and 1979 averaged 91 per year. Given a range from 20 to 257 for 

that same period, the average harvest of 106 walrus per year during this study 

was well within the historic range, though a b i t  higher than the average 

harvest of 91 animals. Wainwright residents took 58 walrus in Year One and 153 

walrus in Year Two (Tables A-3 and B-3 in appendices A and B). 



Because the season fo r  hunting walrus is potentially very brief, hunting was 

conducted opportunistically. In the summer, walrus migrate north on the moving 

ice and usually pass through the Wainwright area for a few weeks during July 

and sometimes into August. By early October, the animals typically begin to 

move back to their winter habitat in the Bering Sea. Walrus are found mainly 

along the southerly portions of the pack ice where the ice is broken up; there 

the  animals can rest on the floes and feed in  the surrounding waters (S. 

Stoker, personal communication). Any number of factors may inhibit hunters' 

ability to reach the walrus, however. Ice and weather conditions can and often 

do prevent hunters f rom seeking walrus; additionally, the ice on which the 

walrus  a r e  f o u n d  must be wi th in  a reasonable boating range from land. 

Residents reported tha t  in  some years, conditions have conspired to prevent 

hunters from achieving desired harvest levels. Therefore, when conditions were 

favorable,  hunters  devoted considerable e f f o r t  to locat ing and  intensively 

harvesting walrus, realizing tha t  the ice and/or weather could change in a 

matter of hours and conceivably close down the hunt for the rest of the season 

(i.e., until the next year). 

The act ivi ty of walrus hunting (as with bowhead and, to a lesser extent, 

bearded seals) is inherently dangerous. Traveling across open water in open 

boats, working amid the  ice floes, and deal ing with large, powerful, and 

potentially dangerous animals requires a great amount of skill and knowledge 

and involves considerable risk. Consequently, walrus hunting generally was a 

cooperat ive e f f o r t  under taken i n  groups of a t  least two people per boat; 

occasionally, two or more crews in separate boats worked together. Because 

walruses will sink when shot in the water, hunters try to harvest walrus while 

the animals are resting on the ice. Animals on the ice but near the edge are 

avoided because they may slide off the ice once shot. In this manner, local 

hunters limit their loss. The ice also provides the hunters with an excellent 

butchering area. Nelson (1969) noted in the 1960s that many walrus hunters 

prefer to hunt walrus south of Wainwright because during the butchering process 

t h e  n o r t h w a r d  c u r r e n t  car r ies  the  hun te r s  back toward the  village; t h i s  

strategy was practiced still  dur ing  this study. Nelson (1969) also observed 

that when hunters did not find walrus south of town, they would travel up  

toward Point Franklin to hunt, which was also the case during the present 

study. Walrus are seen swimming south . in the fall past Wainwright, but these 
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f a l l  migrants are  rarely harvested because the animals will sink when shot. 

Only when hunters see walrus resting on the shoreline do they harvest them at 

this time of year. 

Bearded Seal 

T h e  ave rage  a n n u a l  bearded seal  harvest  of 15,008 pounds (85 animals)  

represents five percent of Wainwright's total subsistence harvest (Table 6) and 

seven percent of the total marine mammal harvest (Figure 10). An average 35 

percent of Wainwright households successfully harvested bearded seal each year, 

the four th  highest participation rate following whaling, caribou hunting, and 

smelt fishing. Bearded seal furnished approximately 128 edible pounds per 

household or 31 pounds per person each year. 

Past estimates of Wainwright bearded seal harvests range from 250 animals taken 

annually (Burns 1967) to 50 per year (Patterson 1974). The present study's 

average of 85 animals per year over two years falls between the two earlier 

estimates by Burns and Patterson, and corresponds more closely with the later 

estimate by Patterson. As with walrus, bearded seals a re  hunted intensively 

when available since their availability occurs during a brief season that can 

be terminated a t  any time by environmental conditions. Thus, widely varying 

annual harvests are possible, and the earlier estimates by Burns and Patterson 

may reflect a series of high years on the one hand and a series of lower years 

on the other hand. The suggested decline in average harvests may also be a 

reflection of a shift in emphasis. Hunters traditionally used skin boats made 

from bearded seal skins. When Wainwright hunters replaced skin boats with 

aluminum boats, they no longer needed to harvest as many bearded seals. 

Bearded seal was one of the primary marine mammals sought by Wainwright mari- 

time hunters. Like bowhead whales and walrus, bearded seals were specifically 

pursued rather than being harvested incidentally. Most of the bearded seal pop- 

ulation is migratory, coming north to the Chukchi Sea in the summer as the ice 

retreats and wintering in the central Bering Sea (Stoker in ACI & SRBBA 1984). 

Some bearded seals were seen in the Wainwright area by whaling crews (May) but 

the main hunting season was June and July when the ice left the Wainwright 

shore, allowing hunters to launch their boats from town. At that point, hun- 



ters typically pursued walrus first, with bearded seal hunting occurring later. 

Like other marine animals, harvesting bearded seal depended on ice conditions. 

Bearded seal, like walrus, inhabit  the environment around the  d r i f t ing  ice 

pack. As long as ice floes remained in Wainwright waters, chances of getting 

bearded seals were good. Thus, the timing and success of the bearded seal 

harvest in any given year was directly related to the ice conditions that year; 

a bad year of ice also meant a poor year for bearded seal harvests. 

As the above paragraph implies, the main method of hunting bearded seals was 

from one's boat during the summer. Wainwright hunters traveled by boat to the 

drifting ice in June, July and August where concentrated numbers of the animals 

were found. Hunters shot the seals either from their boats or by landing on 

the ice and shooting the animal from the ice. Hunting bearded seals by boat 

was the main method in use during Nelson's fieldwork in the 1960s, and also in 

the early 1980s (Luton 1985, Nelson 1981, Braund & Burnham 1984). A second and 

less common method of hunting bearded seals was from the ice edge in the 

winter. As Stoker (in ACI and SRB&A 1984) indicated, not all bearded seals 

migrate in the winter; some overwinter in the Chukchi Sea. Ice edge hunting 

involves traveling to an open lead during the winter months and shooting seals 

that surface in the open water. Only a few Wainwright hunters hunted seals in 

the winter a t  open leads during this study, and only a few bearded seals were 

harvested in this manner. 

Bearded seals were one of the favorite foods during the two study years. In 

add i t ion  t o  consuming the  meat, Wainwright residents  rendered t h e .  large 

quantity of blubber into oil and used it throughout the year as a condiment 

with other foods. The bearded seal hide was always stretched out and used for 

clothing, sold o r  given t o  relatives o r  friends. The current popularity of 

bearded seal a s  a subsistence food contrasts with preferences in the 1960s. 

Nelson (1969:350) wrote, "The meat i s  seldom eaten except for that which is 

dried ... The skin, which is used for boat covers and lines, is by fa r  the most 

valuable part." In addition, Nelson quoted Degerbol and Freuchen, visitors to 

Wainwright in the 1920s, as  saying that bearded seal was likely the "poorest' 

food in the Arctic, and that some Eskimos would not eat i t  unless i t  was 

"putrefied and frozen" (Nelson 1969:350). At Wainwright, bearded seal skins 

are no longer used for boat covers, now that the traditional skin boat has been 



replaced by modern skiffs, and the meat is not needed for feeding dogteams. 

Nevertheless, during the study period, bearded seals were hunted avidly fo r  

their food value and widely enjoyed by Wainwright residents. 

Polar Bear 

Wainwright residents harvested an average of 10 polar bears each year during 

the  study period, yielding an estimated 4,712 edible pounds of meat, or 45 

pounds per household (Table 6). This harvest represented about two percent of 

the total subsistence harvest (Table 6) and the same proportion of the marine 

mammal harvest (Figure 10). An average of seven households harvested polar 

bears each year. 

In general, Wainwright hunters did very little polar bear hunting. Although a 

few people did hunt specifically for polar bears, most of these animals were 

h a r v e s t e d  more  o r  less spontaneously  when a h u n t e r  encoun te red  them 

incidentally (or heard of one's presence and pursued it). Polar bears were 

t aken  f o r  the i r  r ich  meat which was usually divided up and  distributed 

throughout the community. The successful hunters announced over the citizen 

band (CB) radio that they had fresh polar bear meat a t  their homes. People 

came over with bags and containers for the fresh meat. Polar bear represented 

a secondary food source along with ringed seals and ptarmigan, for example. 

While use of these species may be sporadic and a t  a lesser volume than other 

resources, they remain of considerable value as a subsistence food. For some 

Inupiat individuals and households, some of these less common foods were valued 

a n d  special  treats. Elders in  particular considered polar bear a delicacy. 

Polar bear meat was widely distributed when harvested (field observations). 

Since passage of the Marine Mammal Protection Act in 1972, the sale of polar 

bear hides (once a popular commodity) has been prohibited. Consequently, 

people no longer had an economic motivation for hunting this animal. However, 

the  hides can still be used in traditional means such as fo r  clothing and 

handicrafts. Polar bear hides were used occasionally for  clothing and some 

hides were also used to sleep on at whaling camp. 



Rinned and S ~ o t t e d  Seals 

An average of 25 percent of Wainwright households harvested 75 ringed seals 

successfully during the study period, yielding a total of 3,129 edible pounds 

each year or 27 pounds per household (Table 6). These small seals contributed 

one percent of the total community harvest. Spotted seals were harvested in 

f a r  fewer numbers. Over the two study years, residents reported an average of 

nine spotted seals taken per year, equaling 357 pounds or about three pounds of 

meat per household and contributing well under one percent of the year's total 

harvest. Combined, ringed and spotted seals represented approximately two 

percent of the total marine mammal harvest (Figure 10). 

Rinned Seal 

Though not one of the most preferred species overall (according to fieldwork 

f o r  this study), ringed seals were hunted to supplement and provide variety 

from the staple meats, bowhead and caribou. Ringed seals are only somewhat 

migratory, and therefore many of these animals reside near the Wainwright 

shorefast ice through the winter (Stoker in ACI and SRB&A 1984), making them 

one of the few resources available to Wainwright hunters during the winter. 

Consequently, ringed seals provided a source of fresh meat in the winter diet. 

Fresh seal in the winter and spring was considered a treat and a large family 

might consume a ringed seal entirely in a day. For the most part these animals 

were harvested inc identa l ly  r a the r  than  being sought out  specially, except 

dur ing  the  winter .  Ringed seal was valued as a secondary resource fo r  

Wainwright. Used mainly as a food for dogteams in the past, harvests of ringed 

seals have declined to  the current use levels which reflect this animal's role 

as a secondary food for the human residents of Wainwright (Nelson 1969, 1981). 

Ringed seals were hunted near Wainwright throughout the year in accordance with 

open water conditions. During the two study years, winter ice edge sealing was 

very poor due to the lack of open water in the Wainwright vicinity. When ocean 

leads did open, hunters quickly went out. The lead would freeze back over in a 

matter of days. Since the open lead in  the winter rarely came close to 

Wainwright, hunters generally harvested most ringed seals when the ocean ice 

began to break open (usually in late April or early May during whaling season) 



and continuing through July. Ringed seals were also harvested on the ice when 

people went duck hunting along the coast in early June. 

Nelson (1969) reported that in the 1960s some elder hunters still hunted ringed 

seals (and occasionally bearded seals) a t  breathing holes. Breathing hole 

hunting is a solitary, tradit ional means of harvesting seals that involves 

locating a breathing hole in the winter sea ice and waiting motionlessly . and 

silently by i t  for several hours. When the seal appeared at the hole, the 

hunter would shoot it  and quickly act to retrieve the harvest before i t  

disappeared under the ice. Nelson also commented that young men could not be 

convinced to adopt this method, which requires great skill and patience. In 

the ' recent two years of study, no Wainwright residents hunted a t  breathing 

holes and residents indicated that .no one had hunted in that manner for many 

years. The field coordinator noted several reasons for this change. First, 

seals were not as important a resource as they had been when people depended on 

dogteams and needed large quantities of seals to feed their dogs. Second, 

people have better boats and outboard motors and are more efficient at hunting 

seals during the boating season, lessening the need to hunt seals in the 

winter. Third, people are very busy. Winter employment levels were high in 

the village during the two study years, and people needed to work to earn money 

fo r  whaling and for  subsistence equipment such as snowmachines and boats. 

Finally, quite a few of the young men hunted ringed seals in the winter but 

using the alternative method of hunting from the open leads rather than the 

breathing holes. Thus, given time constraints and better success obtaining 

ringed seals during summer boating and winter open lead hunting, young men had 

neither the time nor the need to hunt seals at breathing holes. 

S~ot ted Seal 

Spotted seals made up a very small portion of the marine mammal harvest. Over 

a two year period an average of nine spotted seals were harvested by six 

percent of the households. An annual average of 357 pounds of edible meat was 

provided by this harvest activity over the two study years (Table 6). 

Spotted seal harvests during the study period were low for a few reasons.' 

Residents indicated the main reason as being that most people did not particu- 



larly care to eat  spotted seals. Second, unlike the other arctic seals, the 

spotted seal was rarely found along the sea ice (Nelson 1969) and was present 

in the Wainwright area only in the summer. Moreover, the animals concentrated 

in two areas located some distance from Wainwright: in Avak Inlet (just east 

and inland from Icy Cape) and in Kugrua Bay (off Peard Bay). These two bays 

are a t  either extreme of the main coastal area used by Wainwright hunters, and 

hence, the  species was not readily available to Wainwright hunters. Most 

harvests occurred incidentally to other pursuits such as fall brant hunting a t  

Icy Cape. More often, however, hunters who encountered spotted seals left them 

alone. 

Once a major resource, the spotted seal populations in Avak Inlet and Kugrua 

Bay provided residents a predictable source of food for local dog teams. One 

hunter recalled getting 80 seals in Avak with a friend when they needed food 

for their dogs. After he no longer had a dog team, he stopped hunting spotted 

seals. Beside being used historical ly a s  dog food and  occasionally as a 

supplemental subsistence food for human consumption in both the past and the 

present, the spotted seal skin continued to be valued for use in clothing. 

Beluga Whale 

During the two years of study, one Wainwright household harvested two beluga 

whales in Year One, averaging one per year and yielding about 1,400 edible 

pounds each. Beluga contributed one-half of one percent of the total community 

harvest when this harvest was averaged over the two study years (Table 6). 

Of all the marine species that Wainwright residents hunt, beluga whales are the 

most unpredictable in terms of harvest success. Belugas, like bowheads, a re  

migratory and follow the same lead systems as the bowheads in their northerly 

spring migration (Stoker in ACI and SREf&A 1984). Belugas generally migrate in 

large groups, arriving in the Wainwright area ahead of the larger whales, as 

early as March (Nelson 1969); groups of belugas are often seen after bowhead 

whaling season, also. Although whalers would watch the beluga migration from 

whaling camps, they rarely pursued them while waiting for bowheads. Since IWC 

imposed the bowhead quota, Wainwright hunters (and hunters in other whaling 

communities) have abstained from hunting belugas during bowhead whaling so not 



to jeopardize bowhead hunting. The practice of hunting bowheads requires a 

minimum of noise or disturbance in the hunting area. Wainwright hunters typi- 

cally waited until af ter  the spring breakup of shore ice to harvest belugas 

using boats to herd the animals into shallow waters where the whales can be 

shot; Herding whales is a difficult process requiring good communication be- 

tween the boats and a bit of luck to keep the whales from eluding the hunters. 

In the year preceding this study, Wainwright hunters landed over 30 belugas in 

the shallow water of the Kuk Lagoon. During the study period, residents of 

Point Lay (for whom the beluga is an important subsistence species) alerted 

Wainwright residents when the animals had migrated past Point Lay and were 

headed for  Wainwright waters. However, Wainwright residents were usually 

whaling at this time or were unable to reach open water due to ice conditions. 

At one point, boats did attempt to herd a group of belugas until heavy fog 

rolled in and the whales got away. The one successful hunt during the study 

period occurred in Year One when a hunter landed two belugas from his duck 

hunting camp south of Wainwright. Generally, however, Wainwright people have 

expressed concern about the decreasing appearance of belugas in the Wainwright 

area. Nelson (1981) recorded the same concerns. In conversations with the 

field coordinator, residents said they thought the lack of belugas was due to 

excessive offshore  d is turbance  f r o m  boats and  a i r  t r a f f i c .  Compared to  

Wainwright, they remarked that Point Lay has less activity and better success 

hunting belugas. 

SEASONAL HARVEST PATTERNS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

With the ocean frozen much of the year, and the highly migratory nature of most 

marine mammals, Wainwright hunters obtained 98 percent of their marine mammal 

harvest in the f ive month period between April and August (Table 7). As 

mentioned throughout this section, 'marine mammals are strongly associated with 

the breakup of the ocean ice and the subsequent drifting pack ice. An average 

of 86 percent of the marine mammal harvest occurred during the three months 

(May through July) characterized by open leads and broken ice. 

Table 7 shows harvest amounts for each marine mammal species by month, with the 

equivalent monthly percentage of the year's harvest for  each species shown 



SPECIES 
------..-*--- 

Bowhead Uhala 
Ua 1 rue 
Bearded Saal 
Polar Baar 
Total Ring. & Spot. Seal 

Ringed Swl 
Spotted Saal 

Beluga Uhala 

A[ l Marina Memnalr 

SPECIES 
-------.-...- 
Bowhead Uhala 
Ualrw 
Baardd Swl 
Polar Baar 
Total Ring. & Spot. Saal 

R inged Saal 
Spotted Saal 

Baluga Ha le  

TABLE 7: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND WNTH -' UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE & TYO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( P d r  of Urabla Reoourca Product) 

TOTALS 
+++++. 

- - - - - - -. 
Apr i l 
-----.- 
13,671 

0 
0 
0 

2 n  
2 n  

0 
0 

.---..---------.-.- 
Hay June - - - - - - -  ------. 

91,603 0 
0 19,532 

352 2,552 
1,736 496 

315 840 
315 840 

0 0 
0 0 

------..*-.--.-..-----...-- 
July Augurt Sep t .  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ---.--- 

0 0 0 
51,172 10,615 386 
10,806 682 88 

0 248 0 
1,323 63 105 
1,113 21 21 

21 0 42 84 
1400 0 0 

October Nov. Doc. Jan. Fob. 

---.---- 
March 
.------ 

0 
0 
0 

992 
21 
21 
0 
0 

PERCENTS 
++++++.. 

Apri l  Hay June July Augurt Sapt. October Nov. Doc. Jan. Fob. March 

A l l  Marina Mama18 . 7 %  46% 11% 31% 5% OX 1% OX OX OX OX OX = 10OX 

(1) Two yew8 of rtudy: Apri l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) Ba rd  on 124 Yaar Om and 119 Yaar Two hwreholdr, including part ia l  year hwreholdr. 

Source: Strphm R. Braund & Arrociatar, 1993 



below. Table 8 presents the number of animals harvested each month by 

species. Figure 12 graphs the pounds presented in Table 7 for each species by 

month. The purpose of this figure is not to convey data so much as to convey 

t h e  general t rends  in seasonal harvests and  the  re la t ive  contributions of 

different species throughout the year. 

As Table 7 indicates, May was the month in which the highest marine mammal 

harvests occurred (44 percent of the year's marine mammals) and this peak is 

due to the bowhead whale harvest. During the two years of the study, bowhead 

whales were harvested only i n  April and May, with the majority in May. 

~ l t h o u g h  on average two whales were harvested in May to only one in April, the 

disparity in weight is much greater than two to one because the May whales were 

much l a rge r  t h a n  those t aken  i n  April.  Residents  described and f i e ld  

observations corroborated a pattern of the larger whales migrating generally 

later than the smaller whales. 

The other large peak in marine mammal harvests occurred in July, the peak month 

for  walrus, bearded seal, ringed seal, spotted seal and beluga whale harvests. 

Walrus harvests began in June when 24 percent of the year's walrus were taken. 

Sixty-three percent of the walrus were harvested in July, falling off to 13 

per-cent in  August and less than one percent in September. Bearded seal 

harvests followed a similar trend but were spread out over a longer period, 

starting slowly in May and tapering off in October, with the vast majority (72 

percent) of the year's harvest taken in July. In an exception to this curve, 

one of the few non-migratory bearded seals was harvested in January of one of 

the study years. In the case of walrus in particular and bearded seal as well, 

harvests drop sharply as soon as the dr i f t ing  summer pack ice leaves the 

general Wainwright marine hunting area, typically in August. 

Hunters took ringed seals in every month but December and February; however, 

over half (63 percent) were harvested in June and July. The main spotted seal 

harvest period was July through September, with 59 percent taken in July, 12 

percent in August, and 24. percent in September for a total of 95 percent in 

those three months. The only beluga whale harvest in the two study years 

occurred in July of Year One when one household harvested two belugas. 



SPECIES 

Bowhead Uhale 
Ua l rus 
Bearded Seal 
Polar Bear 
Total Ring. S Spot. Seal 

Ringed Seal 
Spotted Seal 

Beluga Uhale 

TABLE 8: MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAlNURIGHT, YEARS ONE S TWO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( N h r  Harvertd) 

Apr i l  Hay June July Augmt Sept. October Nov. D .  Jan. Feb. March 

(1) Two year8 of study: Apr i l  1, 1980 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) B a r d  on 124 Year OM and 119 Year Two houreholdr, including per t ia l  year houreholdr. 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  S Asroclater, 1993 



Figure 12: Monthly Harvest of 
Marine Mammals 

Wainwright Years, One & Two Averaged 

Lb8.  of U 8 a b l e  Re,. - 

Prod. ( In  T h o u ~ a n d r )  
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Two y r r r e  of 8tudyr 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1993 



Polar bear harvests did not follow any obvious trend; rather, they occurred 

i n t e r m i t t e n t l y  th roughou t  t h e  year ,  which  i s  consistent  with the  ea r l i e r  

description of the harvests as largely incidental. May was the highest month 

f o r  polar bear harvests (37 percent). This peak likely correlates with the 

peak of whaling activity. With higher numbers of people traveling across the 

ice to the  open lead, the chances of encounters with polar bears increased. 

Furthermore, the presence of whale carcasses may have attracted polar bears to 

these same areas where people were concentrated for whaling. Although very few 

people go h u n t i n g  specif ical ly f o r  polar bears, those people who d o  go 

indicated that they do so in October and November, mainly. Before the Marine 

Mammal Protection Act prohibited the sale of polar bear skins, people hunted 

polar bears in the late fall and winter months because the animal's fu r  was the 

whitest a t  tha t  time. The coat turns yellower in the spring and summer, 

reportedly because of all the whale blubber the  polar bears consume (field 

interviews). 

In summary, Wainwright marine mammal hunters concentrated much effort on 

whaling in April and May, with the best results in May, and on harvesting 

walrus and seals in the summer, with the highest returns occurring in July. On 

average, 75 percent of the marine mammals (by weight) were harvested in these 

two months. Because most of these species are migratory and also due to ice 

conditions, marine mammal harvests were negligible from September through 

March, accounting for only one percent of total marine mammal harvest. Figure 

12 clearly illustrates the highly seasonal nature of marine mammal hunting. 

MARINE MAMMAL HARVEST LOCATIONS OVER TWO YEARS 

Map 5 depicts the locations of all successful marine mammal harvests in the two 

study years. As described earlier (in Harvest Locations Over Two Years in Over- 

view of Wainwright Subsistence), marine mammal harvests ranged from Barrow to 

Icy Cape and well offshore. Compared to the lifetime use line; representing 

the areas used by 14 hunters over their lifetimes up to 1979 (Pederson 1979), 

harvests during the two study years have extended nearly twice as far  offshore 

than occurred prior to 1979. One likely reason for  the difference is that hun- 

ters now use more powerful motors that allow them to travel farther in pursuit 

of marine mammals (Braund and Burnham 1984). Technological improvements in 
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boating equipment have progressively extended the range of area that hunters 

can utilize in their  pursuit of marine mammals. Motorized launches were 

introduced in Wainwright in the 1930s (Luton 1985). In the 1940s, residents 

began using outboard motors on their skin boats or umiak (Luton 1985, Milan 

1964). During the study period, no one used skin boats; rather, the majority 

of marine hunters used aluminum boats with powerful outboard motors. Although 

hunters currently may travel farther to sea in pursuit of marine mammals, this 

more remote travel is simply an  outward extension of the traditional hunting 

area, the offshore region between Icy Cape and Point Franklin. 

Map 6 shows the harvest locations of walrus, bearded seals, and ringed and 

spotted seals. This map suggests that generally most of the near-shore har- 

vests were of bearded, ringed and spotted seals, while most of the walrus har- 

vests took place farther offshore. Walrus harvests occurred almost exclusively 

amid the floating pack ice, which tends to remain offshore; in contrast, seal 

harvests may occur not only amid the pack ice but also in the waters closer to 

shore. In the spring during breakup, bearded seals with ringed seals tended to 

feed around the entrance of the Kuk River lagoon. Also a t  this time many of 

these seals could be found sunning themselves on the shorefast ice. The area 

used during the  study years to hunt walrus, bearded seal and ringed seals 

appears to be the same as Nelson (1981) described, offshore between Point Frank- 

lin and Icy Cape. Spotted seals can be found quite predictably in Avak Inlet 

(within Kasegaluk Lagoon, east side of Icy Cape) where they haul out on the 

sand bars  t o  sun themselves. Most spotted seals harvested by Wainwright 

residents were taken here. Occasionally, spotted seals also have been seen in 

the Kuk Inlet and River, though not as commonly as in years past, according to 

some hunters. A local population of spotted seals can also be found in Kugrua 

Bay (within Peard Bay) but few Wainwright hunters use that area. 

During the two study years, bowhead whale harvests all occurred a few miles 

offshore (where the spring leads opened up each year), from just north of 

Wainwright to Point Franklin (Map 7). The community of Wainwright itself is 

not advantageously situated for whaling as the leads do not open up near town; 

whalers would have to travel about 10 to 15 miles perpendicular from shore over 

rough ocean ice to reach the lead from Wainwright. Cutting a trail through 

miles of massive, jumbled sea ice is a major undertaking and therefore whalers 
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prefer not to go straight offshore from Wainwright for that reason. Instead, 

whalers generally travel overland north o r  south to locations where the open 

leads are nearer to the shore (typically one to five miles from shore). Tradi- 

tionally, whaling crews traveled overland about 20 miles north of Wainwright to 

the area between Point Belcher and Ataniq, then headed out onto the ice to set 

up their camps a t  the lead edge, about five miles or less from shore. This 

area has been an important bowhead whaling location for decades (Ivie & Schnei- 

der 1979) and continues to be the main base for spring whaling (field observa- 

tion). If a lead opens up closer to Wainwright as  the season progresses, crews 

may move their camps down the lead in that direction. In the event that a lead 

does not open up near Ataniq, whalers indicated they occasionally would go to 

Icy Cape. However, this area is much farther from Wainwright and more diffi- 

cul t  t o  travel in the springtime, and therefore is rarely used. From their 

camps in the Ataniq area, whaling crews hunt for bowheads in the leads from 

Wainwright to Point Franklin, the main area used. Ideally, whalers prefer to 

harvest whales near camp so that they do not have to tow the whale very fa r  

before landing it. A long tow can result in spoiled meat. When whales are 

scarce, however, hunters travel the leads from Peard Bay to Icy Cape in search 

of bowheads. The only beluga whales harvested during the study were taken 

south of town near Kilimantavi. 

Polar bears were harvested in roughly the same area, though not quite as f a r  

north (Map 7). Before the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, when more 

people specifically hunted the polar bear, hunters used to search the entire 

coastal area from Icy Cape to Point Franklin (Nelson 1981). During the two 

study years, the main hunting area was between Point Belcher and Point Franklin 

where walrus and whale carcasses tend to wash ashore in the fall, attracting 

polar bears, but some people said they also would search for polar bears south 

of Wainwright towards Kilimantavi. Hunters successfully obtained polar bears 

all along the coast from Ataniq to Kilimantavi, with most harvests occurring 

between Ataniq and Wainwright. Residents always were concerned about human 

safety if a polar bear was known to be near town; thus, some of the harvests 

near Wainwright were a t  least in part a matter of public safety. 

Map 8 shows the marine mammal harvest sites by the two "seasonsD that affect 

the method of hunting. From June through October, people can usually launch 
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their boats from Wainwright and travel to open water (although in June they are 

mostly traveling through openings in the ice), allowing them to hunt over a 

broad area. November through May is the time when all hunting occurs on the 

ice, mainly at open leads. Because the leads typically form parallel to shore 

and offshore just a few miles, most harvests resulting from ice edge hunting 

took place closer to shore than the boat-based harvests. 

MARINE MAMMALS: VARIATION FROM YEAR TO YEAR 

As the previous sections addressed average harvests for the two study years in 

an  e f for t  to present the  most generalizable marine mammal findings, this 

section examines how the two harvest years varied. According to hunters, Year 

One was an average year in terms of hunting conditions and success. The spring 

leads allowed whalers to land four whales, and the ocean ice broke up in such a 

way as to provide good walrus and seal hunting. In Year Two, whaling 

conditions were worse than average, and fewer whales were landed than usual. 

However, later in the summer, the drifting pack ice passed .Wainwright closer 

than usual, providing ideal walrus and seal hunting. Overall, these two years 

were productive but, according to residents, did not represent unusually high 

or low marine mammal harvest years. Therefore, the data from this study do not 

represent the possible range of fluctu.ation in harvest levels but should give 

some idea of how harvests can vary between relatively "normal" years. Figure 

13 is a bar chart that compares each year's harvest by species. 

The previous review of two year averages was organized into three main sec- 

tions: total harvests, seasonal patterns, and harvest locations, with discus- 

sions of each species within each section. In this section, where Year One and 

Year Two data are compared, discussions are organized by species within which 

totals, seasonal patterns, and harvest locations for each year are compared. 

Bowhead Whale 

Year One (April 1, 1988 to March 31, 1989) was a successful year f o r  the 

Wainwright whaling crews. In the first year of the study, Wainwright landed 
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four bowhead whales compared to the two whales landed in Year Two (April 1, 

1989 to March 31, 1990). However, although four whales were harvested in Year 

One, the number of total' usable pounds (108,416 pounds - Table A-3) was only 

about 6,000 pounds more than the total of the two whales harvested in Year Two 

(102,132 pounds - Table B-3). The four whales harvested during Year One were 

smaller, ranging f rom 26 to 49 feet in  length and averaging 27,104 usable 

pounds per whale, compared to the two large whales harvested in Year Two which 

measured over 50 feet long and averaged 51,066 pounds of potentially usable 

weight each. 

Given ideal conditions, Wainwright whalers indicated that  they preferred to 

harvest smaller whales. Not only are smaller whales more tender and flavorful, 

they are also much easier to tow and land than a large whale. A 26 foot whale 

was landed, in f ive  minutes in Year One in contrast to a 52 foot whale that took 

18 hours to land in Year Two. In Year One, the ice conditions permitted 

Wainwright whaling crews a chance to harvest small whales in the early part of 

migration. In Year Two, however, the ice conditions were such that the crews 

were kept from whaling until the end of the migration, a t  which point the 

smaller whales had migrated already and only large whales were seen. 

This preference fo r  smaller whales has existed in Wainwright for  many years. 

Waldo Bodfish Sr. (1991:41) wrote, "Whales came up  every day while we were 

waiting down there on the edge of the lead. Big ones (bowheads) came up  but 

they never bothered to shoot them. The only one they were looking for  was a 

small whale." H e  also mentioned tha t  the main reasons for  selecting young, 

small whales were for  ease of landing the animal (before whalers used blocks 

and  tackles) and  because the small whales had the most tender ,  maktak and 

meat and made better mikigak (a dish made from fermented meat and blood). 

Bodfish (1991) mentioned that these smaller whales were the first  to migrate in  

the spring and if the whalers were late setting up camps .on the ice, they could 

miss the smaller whales entirely. 

The number one priority, however, was having enough food fo r  the winter and for 

community feasts. When environmental  conditions were unfavorable f o r  the 

whaling crews in Year Two, they did not have the luxury of picking and choosing 

the  size whale they preferred. Rather, the whalers had to try t o  harvest 



whales that could feed the community all year - i.e, large whales. Most of the 

smaller whales had migrated already, the migration of the larger whales was 

beginning to  taper off,  and ice conditions were deteriorating as temperatures 

warmed. Thus, the two large whales harvested in Year Two were selected mainly 

because of availability but also because they offered the maximum food value. 

In the 1990 whaling season (immediately following the end of this study), the 

field coordinator witnessed ideal ice conditions - during which the Wainwright 

w h a l e r s  h a r v e s t e d  f i v e  "small"  w h a l e s  - dec ided ly  the  loca l  res idents '  

preference when possible. 

The percentage of households participating in whaling in Years One and Two is 

interesting. to compare (Tables A-3 and B-3). In Year One, 84 percent of 

Wainwright households were involved in harvesting the four whales, while in 

Year Two only 66 percent participated. The 84 percent participation in Year 

One is the highest household participation rate in the two study years for any 

species harvested. ' Various factors caused the Year Two decline in households 

participating in whaling. Two of the whaling crews that participated in Year 

One were unable to go out in Year Two due to employment conflicts and lack of 

funds. Each whaling season, whaling captains reportedly spent an estimated 

$10,000 o r  more in  supplies, maintenance and repairs to go whaling (field 

interviews). In Year Two, the whaling season was so poor due to environmental 

conditions that many people decided to stay home or go goose hunting rather 

than spend the time out on the ice. In contrast, Year One conditions were 

ideal and the whaling camps were filled with people. One of the Year One 

whales was harvested in a lead that opened up near the community. The 

closeness t o  town provided the opportunity for  anyone to participate in  the 

butchering and hauling of the whale. 

Table B-3 and Figure B-4 illustrate that bowhead whale contributed the second 

largest amount of food out of all marine mammals in Year Two, with walrus 

contributing the most. Normally, bowhead would exceed walrus in terms of 

usable pounds harvested, as was the case in Year One (Table A-3, Figure A-4). 

The reasons behind this reversal are the poor whaling season in Year Two 

combined with an unusually productive walrus season. Only two bowheads were 

harvested this season compared to 153 walrus. Despite the lower yield in 

pounds for  Year Two bowhead compared to walrus, more people participated in the 



bowhead harvest (66 percent) than that of walrus (37 percent) or any other 

marine species in Year Two (Table B-3). 

Com~arison of Seasonalitv of Year One and Year Two Bowhead Harvests 

Bowhead whaling in Wainwright' occurs during a very limited season in the 

spring. With good ice and weather conditions, the bowhead whaling season can 

begin in April and last into June, as occurred in year  One. On the other hand, 

poor conditions can greatly reduce the opportunities to hunt, which was the 

case in Year Two. As Tables A-4 and A-5 indicate, and Figure A-6 illustrates, 

bowhead whales were landed in both April and May in Year One. Two small whales 

were landed in April, their combined weight totaling 27,342 usable pounds, and 

two larger whales were landed in May, totalling about 81,000 usable pounds. In 

contrast, Year Two's entire harvest of two bowheads occurred in May (Tables 

B-4, B-5 and Figure B-6). As discussed previously, favorable ice conditions in 

Year One allowed whalers to hunt successfully over a longer period, in contrast 

to Year Two when ice conditions kept crews from whaling until late in the 

migration, resulting in generally poor hunting. 

Comoarison of Year One and Year Two Bowhead Harvest Locations 

The leads that form offshore from Wainwright each spring, providing the bowhead 

hunting grounds for Wainwright whaling crews, reoccur in the same general area 

each year between Point Franklin and Icy Cape. As mentioned previously, whal- 

ing crews usually set up their camps in the Ataniq/Point Belcher area (between 

Wainwright and Point Franklin - Map 1) where the leads form within one to five 

miles from shore. However, as the season progressed, crews would move their 

camps closer to Wainwright if productive leads opened in that direction. Whal- 

ers tended to hunt in the area between Wainwright and Point Franklin, but would 

look much farther (i.e., from Peard Bay to Icy Cape) when whales were scarce. 

In both Years One and Two, whaling crews began the season camped in the Ataniq/ 

Point Belcher area about 20 miles north of Wainwright. In Year One, the first 

whale was harvested by Point Belcher; each of the next three whales was 

harvested successively closer to . Wainwright. The third whale was towed 10 to 

12 miles and landed just offshore from Wainwright. In Year Two, poor ice 



condit ions limited whaling to the late part  of the migration a n d  hunters 

traveled longer distances than normal up and down the leads in search of small 

whales. When the whaling captains determined that no more small whales were 

available, they decided to harvest larger whales. The crews resumed hunting 

closer  to  the  camps and  harvested two large whales,  one just nor th  of 

Wainwright and  the  other by Point Franklin. The whale harvested near 

Wainwright was struck very near to camp (which had been moved south from Ataniq 

as the leads had opened). However, the crews could not land the whale there 

because the ice was too rough and steeply ridged; instead, they towed the whale 

toward Point Belcher to land and butcher it. Thus, the four Year One whales 

were harvested in a relatively concentrated area from a few miles north of 

Wainwright to just south of Ataniq, while the two Year Two whales were taken at 

either end of the main whaling area, Wainwright to Point Franklin. 

Walrus 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Walrus Harvest8 

As discussed previously, the summer walrus hunting season generally is brief 

and subject to environmental conditions that  can eclipse the season a t  any 

point. Consequently, walrus harvests can vary a great deal from year to year. 

Stoker (1983 - appendix in ACI & SRB&A 1984) reported that Wainwright walrus 

harvests ranged from 20 to 257 animals per year from 1963 to 1979. During the 

present study, Wainwright residents obtained 58 walrus in Year One (Table A-3) 

and 153 in Year Two (Table B-3). These wide ranges demonstrate the extreme 

v a r i a b i l i t y  i n  ha rves t s  f r o m  y e a r  to  year ,  m o t i v a t i n g  h u n t e r s  to  h u n t  

intensively when conditions allow. 

In Year One, the drifting ice that the walrus inhabit in the summer lingered in 

the Wainwright boating area into August, providing hunters a relatively long 

and moderately successful season. The 58 walruses harvested provided 45,038 

pounds of usable product for  Wainwright, the equivalent of 302 pounds per 

family or 74 pounds per person. Walrus accounted for over 18 percent of the 

total Year One subsistence harvest. 



Nevertheless, Year One harvests fell well below the Year Two walrus harvest. 

One factor contributing to lower harvests was that a major harvesting household 

was involved in a n  in ternat ional  e f fo r t  t o  place radio collars on walrus. 

Thus, a family that usually would harvest many walruses had only enough time to 

harvest a few. Just 20 percent of the households in Wainwright successfully 

harvested walrus in Year One, compared to 37 percent in Year Two. 

Additionally, hunters agreed that some ingredient was missing in Year One that 

existed in Year Two. Residents suggested that the key factor was that the wal- 

rus pack drifted closer to the community in Year Two. Greater proximity to town 

allowed more harvesters to participate in Year Two, pushing walrus harvests to 

a higher level in Year Two. Also, a successful trip took less time, allowing 

for  more trips per week despite a shorter season overall than in Year One. 

The optimal conditions for hunting walrus came about in Year Two when a group 

of over a thousand walrus drifted by Wainwright in late June and early July. 

When the ocean ice broke up, Wainwright hunters launched their boats and 

encountered this large herd of walrus drifting with the ice. For the next 

th ree  weeks, the walrus remained accessible and plentiful.  Walrus usually 

remain in the Wainwright area as long as pack ice is around, which was the case 

f o r  these three weeks. Moreover, weather cooperated to  allow safe boating. 

Thirty-seven percent' of the households in  Wainwright successfully harvested 

walrus  i n  Year Two, the  second highest participation level of all  marine 

species after whaling. The fact that the ocean ice broke up just as the walrus 

were d r i f t ing  by, and  tha t  the walrus remained accessible for  three weeks, 

o f f e r e d  m a n y  f a m i l i e s  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a success fu l  harves t .  F ie ld  

observations suggest that some of these harvests may have been incidental to 

bearded seal hunting. Some people who were hunting specifically for bearded 

seal may have harvested walrus when encountering them on the ice. 

Over the three months in which Wainwright hunters were able to harvest walrus 

in Year Two, 153 were taken, yielding 118,371 total pounds of potentially 

usable product (Table B-3). This  harvest amounted t o  approximately 1,122 

pounds per household, over three times the amount harvested in Year One (302 

pounds per household - Figure 13). Year Two walrus harvests exceeded the 

bowhead harvest in terms of usable weight. 



Comoarison of Year One and Year Two Walrus Harvests bv Month 

Figure 14 illustrates that the walrus harvest in Year One began later than in 

Year Two. This difference was a function of the different times that the ice 

broke up each year to allow boat travel. When the ice broke up in early July 

of Year One, hunters rushed to harvest the first  accessible pack of walrus. 

The weather deteriorated in the second half of the month, and then improved 

again in August. The ice was still in the area at that point, and Wainwright 

hunters resumed walrus hunting. As Table A-4 states, Wainwright residents took 

48 percent of the year's walrus in July and 45 percent in August. 

In Year Two, Wainwright hunters first observed walrus in May while pursuing 

bowhead whales. Nearly every spring, whalers see early-arriving walrus in the 

leads, and may or may not hunt them depending on ice conditions. In Year Two, 

ice conditions were too severe for hunters to pursue the early walrus. The 

main herd usually arrives in the Wainwright area in late June or early July, 

remaining for as long as the pack ice is around. In Year Two, the pack ice 

lasted only three weeks. The ice broke open in the last days of June and, by 

mid-July, most of the ice had drifted over the horizon. For those three weeks, 

the ice remained close to town and hunting conditions were excellent. 

Table B-4 reflects that 99 percent of the walrus were taken during this prime 

three week period. When the ice drifted off in July, the walrus herd went with 

i t  toward Barrow. In two months, walrus provided 117,599 pounds of usable 

product. In the first two to three days of walrus hunting (in late June), 31 

percent of the animals were taken, equal to 37,056 pounds of usable product. 

Walrus hunting was conducted a t  an intense pace, with everyone enjoying the 

fresh taste of the meat. Another major portion of the walrus harvest occurred 

when a very large herd of walrus drifted near Wainwright on the morning of July 

8th. That morning, a strange bellowing and moaning could be heard through the 

heavy fog. Ice had floated in and with it came an overpowering fish odor from 

the huge herd of walrus drifting with the ice. July was the most productive 

month with 68 percent of all walrus taken, while in August the last one percent 

was harvested. The entire Year Two harvest took place in these three months. 

Figure 14 shows the months of break up (June and July) as the peak walrus 

hunting months. When the ice left in August, the numbers dropped sharply. 
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Cornoarison of Year One and Year Two Walrus Harvest Locations 

In comparing the mapped walrus harvests for Years One and Two (Maps A-4 and 

B-4), the main d i f fe rence  appears  to  be in the  density of harvest sites, 

reflecting the lower harvest in Year One and the higher harvest in Year Two. 

The main use area was essentially the same each year, i.e., the waters directly 

offshore from the coast between Icy Cape and Point Franklin and offshore to 

about 40 miles. Although the use area was generally the same each year, the 

most remote harvests in Year One extended farther than the most remote harvests 

in Year Two. The reason the Year One harvests were more sparse and spread out 

than Year Two is that in Year Two a very large herd came conveniently close to 

Wainwright and large numbers of walrus were taken in a concentrated area (and 

time period) relatively close to Wainwright, whereas hunters had to search more 

extensively to find the animals in Year One. The drifting ice floes on which 

the  walrus a r e  f o u n d  were much more dispersed both geographically and  

chronologically in Year One than in Year Two. Hence, hunters traveled farther 

throughout July, August and even into September in Year One, whereas in Year 

Two the ice came by Wainwright densely packed with walrus, and within three 

weeks the ice was gone. Hunters had obtained enough walrus in those three 

weeks that they did not need to continue hunting far  and wide for additional 

animals after the ice left the Wainwright area. 

Bearded Seal 

Cornoarison of Year One and Year Two Bearded Seal Harvests 

The total number of bearded seals harvested in  Year One was 97 animals, 

decreasing to 74 animals in Year Two (Tables A-3 and B-3). The main reason 

more bearded seals were harvested in Year One was that the ice pack remained 

near Wainwright for a longer time than in Year Two. Once people had completed 

their  walrus harvests, they turned their attention toward bearded seals. In 

Year One, the 16,991 pounds of bearded seal harvested constituted nine percent 

of all marine hunting (Figure A-4) and almost seven percent of the total Year 

One subsistence harvest. Bearded seal averaged 135 pounds of usable meat per 

household (Table A-3) or 33 pounds per capita. 
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Some hunters attributed the decline in Year Two to the large numbers of walrus 

present and the possibility that the walrus scared the bearded seal out of the 

area (field interviews). Bearded seal hunting amid the summer pack ice occurs 

simultaneously with walrus hunting. When hunters went out in the summer, they 

usually were looking f o r  either bearded seal or  walrus and would harvest 

whichever species they encountered. In Year Two, hunters encountered a large 

group of walrus in the pack ice that drifted close to town. The walrus hunting 

was so good and so accessible that hunters concentrated mainly on walrus and 

were doing so still three weeks later when the ice left the area, taking with 

i t  the walrus herd and any bearded seals that were inhabiting the ice pack. 

Once the ice left, the bearded seals became less available. 

Even with the limited opportunity to hunt bearded seals in Year Two, 74 bearded 

seals were harvested with 34 percent of the households participating. In Year 

Two, over 13,024 pounds of bearded seal meat were harvested, averaging out to 

121 pounds per household (Table B-3) or 29 pounds per individual. Bearded seal 

contributed almost four percent of all species harvested and about five percent 

of marine mammals (Figure B-4). 

Comoarison of Year One and Year Two Bearded Seal Harvests bv Month 

The main bearded seal harvest time is during the summer boating season. In 

both years, July was the peak month for bearded seal harvests. In Year One, 

harvests jumped from 10 percent in June to 80 percent in July and back down to 

eight percent in August (Table A-4). Year Two harvests increased steadily over 

May, June and July, peaking in July with 62 percent of the total bearded seal 

harvest and dropping to zero in August (Table B-4). 

Harvest timing directly reflected ice conditions in  the Wainwright area. In 

June of Year One, the ice began to break up slowly, encouraging bearded seals 

to sun themselves on the shorefast ice and allowing some Wainwright hunters to 

harvest them. Then in July the ice broke open and many people went hunting. 

The ice remained accessible but had moved farther offshore in August, yielding 

much lower harvests than in July. In September, the ice moved out and bearded 

seal harvests were infrequent a t  best, as in October when the ice began to 

close back in. This correlation between ice conditions and harvest levels by 



month occurred also in Year Two, with high harvests in June and July when the 

broken ice was nearby, and no harvests in August when the ice departed. Year 

One harvests were higher and sustained over a longer period than in Year Two 

due to the presence of the ice for several weeks instead of just three weeks. 

A few bearded seals were harvested outside the main summer season each year. 

As with walrus, bearded seals usually were first seen in the open lead when 

whalers were out searching fo r  bowheads. During whaling season, several 

bearded seals were harvested to feed crew members at  whaling camp in Year Two, 

but not in Year One, as illustrated by May harvest totals in Figure 16 and in 

comparing Tables A-4 and B-4. This difference is due to the poor whaling 

conditions in Year Two. Being unable to hunt whales much of the time, hunters 

could instead pursue bearded seals (as well as other species such as birds). 

In contrast, the Year One whaling season went well and therefore did not 

provide much "down time" from whaling to allow hunters to harvest bearded seals 

and other species. Additionally, a few bearded seals were harvested in the 

fall of Years One and Two and in the winter of Year Two when open leads 

appeared near Wainwright. 

Comvarison of Year One and Year Two Bearded Seal Harvest Locations 

Although people harvested more bearded seals in Year One than in Year Two, 

comparing Maps A-4 and B-4 shows that the bearded seal harvests in Year One 

were concentrated in a smaller area closer to shore than in Year Two. Visually 

there appear to be less harvests on the Year One map although in fact more 

animals were taken. The map gives this impression because many of the Year One 

mapped sites represent the harvest of several bearded seals in the same place, 

whereas the Year Two sites represent fewer animals per site. In Year One, the 

pack ice lingered off Wainwright throughout the whole month of July and for 

part of August. Due to this good access, bearded seal harvesting took place 

almost entirely in the ocean current of the Kuk River. Harvesters did not go 

as fa r  south in Year One as in Year Two due to the availability of bearded 

seals near town; however, the Year One harvest area extended farther north 

along the coast, to Point Franklin and Peard Bay, than the Year Two area. 



In Year Two, bearded seals were harvested from offshore of Ataniq all the way 

to Icy Cape. Most of the bearded seals that were harvested in Year Two 

occurred while hunters were out looking for walrus. Many of these harvests 

occurred just offshore between Kilimantavi and Wainwright. 

Polar Bears 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Polar Bear Harvests 

The total number of polar bears harvested in Year One was seven, providing 

3,472 pounds of usable meat or a little over one percent of the total harvest. 

About five percent of . all Wainwright households harvested polar bears during 

Year One (Table A-3). Polar bear harvests increased in Year Two, and the 

percentage of households harvesting them rose to eight percent. Twelve polar 

bears were taken, contributing an estimated 5,952 pounds (almost two percent of 

the community harvest - Table B-3). These twelve polar bears provided an 

average of 55 pounds of usable meat per household. This increase from Year One 

to Year Two is due in part to the slow whaling season in Year Two. At that 

time, whalers were spending more time on the ice, increasing their encounters 

with polar bears or their tracks, and the lack of whaling opportunity allowed 

hunters to pursue polar bears. 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Polar Bear Harvests bv Month 

F i g u r e  15 r e i t e r a t e s  t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  polar  b e a r  ha rves t s  were  l a rge ly  

inc identa l  in  Wainwright.  No one hunting season exists fo r  polar bears; 

rather, people tended to harvest these bears when they found them. In May of 

Year Two, Wainwright hunters harvested six polar bears, and the next highest 

harvest by month was in October of Year One when three were taken. Other 

months show harvests of one and two polar bears, and the months of July, 

September, November, January and February show no harvests in either study 

year. Although polar bear harvests were rather sporadic, those people who do 

actually go hunting specifically for polar bears tended to do so in the late 

fall/early winter months (e.g., October to December). 



As mentioned in  the previous discussion of polar bears and seasonality, the 

high harvest of six polar bears .in May of Year Two likely was related to 

whaling activity. At that time, whalers were building and traveling on trails 

across the ocean ice to whaling camps situated near open leads. Polar bears 

also hunt a t  open leads. The higher numbers of people concentrated on the ice 

increased the chances that hunters would encounter polar bears. However, this 

same phenomenon did not occur during Year One whaling, perhaps because people 

were too busy, or  environmental conditions brought fewer polar bears to the 

area, or because the study was new and reporting was incomplete. 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Polar Bear Harvests bv Location 

As can be seen on Map A-5, all Year One polar bear harvests occurred between 

Wainwright and Point Franklin and most appear to have been along the shore. 

Year Two harvests were in essentially the same area. One difference is that 

one (or more) harvests occurred south of Wainwright by Kilimantavi. Another 

difference is that many of the Year Two harvests were offshore. The six polar 

bears taken in May during whaling (when both whalers and polar bears were 

hunting the open leads) account for  the offshore harvests. In contrast, only 

one polar bear was taken during Year One whaling; three were taken in August 

and October (combined), which is when these animals are found onshore. 

Rinaed seals 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Ringed Seal Harvests 

Only 63 ringed seals were harvested in Year One compared to 86 in Year Two. 

One reason for the lower number m Year One may have been related to the 

relat ive abundance  of bearded seals; thus, hunters  focused on the  larger  

bearded seal for food instead of the smaller ringed seal. Twenty-two percent 

of Wainwright households harvested ringed seals in Year One, six percent fewer 

than Year Two (Tables A-3 and B-3). Ringed seals for the most part were 

harvested inc identa l ly  r a the r  than  being specially sought  out; d u r i n g  t h e  

winter, however, when a lead opened in the ice, ringed seals were actively 

pursued as a source of fresh meat. 



Comvarison of Year One and Year Two Ringed Seal Harvests bv Month 

Ringed seals are hunted almost year-round. As with the other seals and walrus, 

however, the  prime seasons f o r  harvesting ringed seals occurred during the 

breakup months of June and July (Figure 17). In contrast with Year Two, when 

75 percent of the year's ringed seals were harvested in two months (June and 

July), the Year One harvests were spread more evenly across the months of April 

through November (Tables A-4, B-4). As mentioned before, the summer drifting 

ice lingered around Wainwright much longer in Year One than in Year Two. 

Although Year One ringed seal harvests were less than Year Two overall, 13 

ringed seals were taken in April of Year One (Table A-5) in contrast with none 

in  April of Year Two (Table B-5). This difference was due to the better 

conditions during the Year One whaling season. The ocean lead was open and 

hunters  harvested seals fo r  food while waiting f o r  the whale migration to 

arrive a t  whaling camps. From April all the way through November, ringed seals 

were harvested, also a d i rec t  consequence of the favorable ice conditions 

throughout Year One. Once the ocean froze solid in late November, no seals 

were harvested. Table A-4 shows the breakdown of percents harvested for  each 

month. June had the highest total of 27 percent, but both April (21 percent) 

and July (19 percent) were also high. November was the real surprise in Year 

One with 14 percent of the year's harvest. Ten seals were taken in November 

when a southwest storm broke open a lead in the ice. Hunters enjoyed the 

chance to go out and get some fresh seal meat in early winter. 

In Year Two, the first ringed seal harvest occurred in May during the whaling 

season when hunters reached the open lead of water, but the majority of the 

ringed seals were harvested during the ocean ice breakup. By the end of July, 

71 of t h e  86  seals had been harvested (Table B-5). Ju ly  was the most 

productive month with 41 seals (48 percent) harvested while in June, 23 ringed 

seals  were harvested. Harvests steadily increased f rom May through July, 

occurring sporadically thereafter '  with three taken in October, 11 in January 

when a lead opened up, and one in  arch. 



Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Ringed Seal Harvests bv Location 

The location of ringed seal harvests in Years One and Two followed patterns 

very similar to the Year One and Two bearded seal harvests discussed above and 

were determined mainly by ice conditions. Generally, Year One ringed seal 

harvests (Map A-4) were concentrated in a smaller area close to shore between 

Icy Cape and Ataniq because the summer ice was in that area in Year One. These 

harvest locations also reflect the spring leads' where ringed seals were hunted 

during whaling season. In contrast, Year Two ringed seal harvests (Map B-4) 

were spread across a broad area along the same section of coastline, but much 

far ther  out to sea than in Year One. This geographic distribution again 

reflects the Year Two summer ice conditions; many of the ringed seal harvests 

occurred while hunters were hunting for walrus and bearded seals amid the pack 

ice. (Although the maps do not distinguish between ringed and spotted seals, 

it is useful to know that spotted seals were harvested mainly in Avak Inlet by 

Icy Cape.) 

S~ot ted  Seals 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two S~o t t ed  Seal Harvests 

Spotted seal harvests increased from Year One to Year Two, from five to 12 

animals harvested, while the percentage of Wainwright households harvesting 

this pinniped remained constant at six percent (Tables A-3 and B-3). 

As mentioned earlier, Wainwright residents rarely consumed spotted seals; these 

seals were not a popular food source. Consequently, harvest levels were 

generally low, and the increase between study years was not significant enough 

to be attributable to any particular cause. Seasonal harvest patterns were 

similar in both years, with all harvests occurring between July and November in 

Year One and between July and September in Year Two. A local population of 

spotted seal resides around the sandbars in the lagoons inside Icy Cape and in 

Avak Inlet. This is where most harvests occurred in both years, usually in the 

fall when hunters head south to Icy Cape for the fall brant migration. 



Belutza Whale 

The only two beluga whales harvested during the two study years were taken in 

Year One. The explanation for the lack of harvest in Year Two, mentioned in 

the previous section on beluga whales, was that ice and weather conditions in 

Year Two precluded any harvest of belugas as they migrated past Wainwright. 

TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

Wainwright's location a t  the mouth of the Kuk River has been,  a key variable in 

the community's adaptability as  the  location offers residents good access to 

both the terrestrial and marine environments. The previous section documented 

the great importance of the marine environment in the Wainwright subsistence 

way of life. This section on terrestrial mammal harvests, in combination with 

t h e  next  three  sections on f ish,  birds a n d  o ther  resources, will  describe 

residents' use of the terrestrial environment. While the vast majority of the 

total harvests derive from marine environs, the  season f o r  harvesting most 

marine resources is brief, and ice and weather conditions can severely impede 

hunters '  success. The  terrestr ial  environment, in contrast, yielded less in 

terms of usable pounds, but offered a steady source of sustenance (namely 

caribou) throughout the year. In addition to caribou, other animals harvested 

f rom the terrestrial environment during this study were brown bear, moose, 

g round  squirrel ,  and  t h e  furbearers ,  which inc luded a r c t i c  a n d  red fox,  

wolverine, wolf, ermine, and in Year .Two, a river otter. In Years One and Two, 

Wainwright residents' harvest of terrestrial mammals for subsistence purposes 

averaged 648 pounds of usable meat per household, 99 percent of which came from 

caribou (Figure 18). Sixty-two percent of the Wainwright population partook in 

successful  te r res t r ia l  mammal harvests, providing 24  percent  of t h e  to ta l  

community subsistence harvest each year (Table 9). 

Caribou 

The majority of the birds, fish and mammals in the Wainwright area are migra- 

tory species that  .arrive in the spring and leave in the fall. Whales swim 

north in the spring, feeding on the rich ocean environment and leaving when the 
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TABLE 9: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR TERRESTRIAL M L S  - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1) 

RESOURCE 

Total Terrert r ia l  Mcmmrlr 
Carl bou 
Moore 
Brom Baar 
G r d  Squirrel 
Arct ic  Fox (Blue)' 
Red Fox (Crorr, Si lver) 

I Uolverlne 
u 
0 
wl Uol f 

I Ermine 
River o t te r  .........-*.. 

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNDS PERCENT 
FACTOR (2) C4mUNITY TOTALS (3) HARVESTED (4) PERCENT OF 

Usable ===================II==I ........................ OF TOTAL UAINURIGHT 
Weight Per USABLE USABLE HOUSEHOLDS 
Rerource NWlBER POUNDS PER PER POUNDS HARVEST ING 
i n  potmdr HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA HARVESTED (3) RESOURCE (4) 

(1) Two p a r a  of at*: Apr i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1WO. 
(2) Sea Table C-3 for  rourcer of converaion factors. 
(3) Comnunity total8 a d  percent of to ta l  urable poundr harvertrd are b a r d  on harvert mount8 raportad by a l l  124 Year One 

howeholdr a d  119 Year Two howoholdr fo r  a l l  rpocin.  
(4) Per howohold a d  por capita mean8 a d  porcmt of houreholdr harvesting a rerource are bared only on the 100 core hwreholdr i n  

the at* fo r  tho f u l l  two years. 

reproamtr lees than .1 pound 

** reprermtr  tear than .l porcmt 
n/a mema not applicable 

Source: Stephen R. Bratmd 8 Arrociater, lW3 



winter weather arrives and ice begins to form on the ocean. Ducks and geese 

f i l l  the summer air with their calls and flight. They nest in the tundra 

wetlands, then head south for winter. The pinnipeds, for the most part, arrive 

around breakup and disappear during the winter, except for the occasional seal 

harvested when a lead opens in the winter ice. Fish are harvested mainly in 

the summer and fall; smelt fishing provides a source of fresh fish for a few 

months each winter. However, only caribou offer residents of Wainwright a 

relatively accessible year-round resource. Though subject to fluctuations in 

herd size, car ibou represented Wainwright's main "bread and butter' of 

subsistence resources. If whaling was important for cultural needs, caribou 

was key for providing fresh meat throughout the year. 

Nelson observed in the 1960s that, "Caribou meat is the staple food here" 

(1969:153), and "The Wainwright people shoot a great number of caribou, the 

volume of which considerably exceeds that of seals. They often say: 'You 

never get tired of caribou, even though you easily tire of all other kinds of 

meat*" (1969:302). With regard to the sustenance provided by caribou in cold 

temperatures, Nelson wrote, 

According to the Eskimos, food, especially certain types, will help to 
maintain bodily warmth during camping, hunting, and traveling, or 
under emergency conditions. They say that only Eskimo food, called 
nekep iak  (neke = meat ,  p iak = genu ine ) ,  a r e  r e a l l y  h e l p f u l  
for  this purpose, and certain types are the best. Most preferred by 
the Wainwright people is kwak or frozen meat, especially caribou, 
eaten with seal oil (Nelson 1969:179). 

In 1981, Nelson 'revisited Wainwright and confirmed the continued significance 

of caribou: "The importance of caribou in Wainwright's economy is enhanced by 

the people's high regard for its meat. This is one of the foods that they 

could least imagine going without" (Nelson 1981:50). A few years later, other 

researchers surveyed residents about the subsistence foods they hunted most and 

ate most often. That study found that 62 percent of the respondents said they 

hunted caribou most often; 55 percent said that caribou was the largest source 

of wild meat for them. When asked what subsistence meat they ate most often, 

79 percent of the respondents indicated caribou (ACI and SRB&A 1984). Field 

observations from this study confirmed that, as in the' past, caribou remained 

one of the most important sources of everyday food in Wainwright. 



Data collected for  this  study found that  Wainwright residents harvested a n  

average of 608 caribou per year, equivalent to 71,141 usable pounds (Table 9). 

This  number compares to  Milan's observation in the  1950s tha t  Wainwright 

residents harvested between 600 (1964:14) and 800 (1964:32) caribou per year. 

In 1988 and 1989, caribou harvests averaged about 639 pounds per household 

(Figure 19) or 155 pounds per person. This species contributed just over 23 

percent of the community's total harvest (by weight). Sixty-two percent of the 

households successfully harvested caribou,  the  second highest  par t ic ipa t ion  

rate in the harvest of an individual species following participation in bowhead 

whaling. 

Unlike some of the other specialized hunts (whales, walrus and wolves), people 

of both sexes and all ages participated in the caribou hunt. Often, entire 

families took the boat upriver, searching the banks for caribou. Hunters hoped 

to find caribou close to the river to facilitate moving the dead animal to the 

boat. If the kill had to be carried any distance, the hunters gutted and split 

the animal with one person carrying the front half and another carrying the 

rear. During the winter, the animal was usually completely butchered on the 

spot and the quarters were wrapped in the skin and transported home on the 

snowmachine sled. Caribou hides served a variety of purposes. Typically, the 

hide was dried and used later as a mat for the sleds, a mattress a t  camp, or 

for clothing. 

Other Terrestrial Mammals 

As caribou represents  99 percent  of the te r res t r ia l  mammal harvests, t he  

remaining ter res t r ia l  species contr ibuted very lit t le to the total terrestrial 

mammal harvest, and even less to the overall community harvest. Moose and 

brown bear are the other two large land mammals occasionally harvested by 

Wainwright hunters. However, these animals generally were not hunted but 

rather were taken incidentally when encountered. Brown bears and moose were 

rare ly  seen a n d  never act ively sought. The i r  meat  was not particularly 

desired, according to several people in town. Wainwright harvested an average 

of 1.5 moose and 1.5 brown bears each year during the study period, yielding 

750 and 150 usable pounds respectively (Table 9). 
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Figure 19: Terrestrial Mammal Harvests 
Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 

(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 
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Only five ground squirrels were reported harvested each year on average. These 

animals used to be collected for use in parkas. That type of parka is rarely 

made anymore; most ground squirrels were shot by young people learning how to 

hunt. These animals contributed only a negligible amount to the subsistence 

harvest. Porcupines and Dall sheep are other terrestrial species occasionally 

taken by Wainwright residents; however, neither of these animals was known to 

be harvested during the study period. 

Wainwright residents devoted more effort, and consequently had more success, in 

the harvests of furbearing land mammals such as wolves, wolverines, fox, and 

ermine. Because these animals were harvested only for their furs and were not 

used f o r  food, none of the data  tables or  figures provide calculations of 

usable weight for these species. The number of animals harvested in Year Two 

is shown on Table 9 but comparison between species cannot be shown (e-g., bar. 

char ts ,  graphs, or  percentages of to ta l  harvest)  because such comparisons 

require that all species be converted to a common unit of measurement, such as 

pounds. Over the two years, residents harvested an average of 35 arctic fox, 

24 red fox, 14 wolverines, six wolves, six ermine, and less than one river 

otter. (In fact, the one river otter harvested in Year Two was the only one . 
anyone could remember getting in Wainwright in recent memory; it was such an 

unusual harvest that identification was difficult and remains tentative.) 

Only a f ew households harvested furbearers  each year; participation rates 

ranged from seven percent for red fox, down to five percent for arctic fox, 

four percent for wolverines, three percent for wolf and ermine. Each year the 

same core group of hunters went to the mountains to hunt wolverines and wolves, 

and these same hunters accounted f o r  most of the animals harvested (field 

observation). A number of hunters searched for  furbearers during the two 

winters of the study period. However, these animals can be .very difficult to 

locate a n d  consequently several hunters were unsuccessful. Furbearers a re  

mostly solitary animals and the hunter needs conditions that allow finding and 

fol lowing the  animal's tracks. This  ac t iv i ty  general ly required traveling 

considerable distances by snowmachine in the middle of winter, when darkness 

and bitter cold prevailed and dangerous blizzards and/or snowmachine failure 

could  beset t h e  traveler .  Consequently, few households engaged i n  th is  

activity, and fewer were successful. 
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All the  wolves and wolverines harvested during the study period were shot; 

people did not set traps for these animals. Hunters would, however, leave part 

of a caribou carcass as bait in the hope that the animal would be drawn to the 

carcass and leave tracks for the hunter to follow. A few hunters set traplines 

f o r  foxes in Year One of the study, both near town and f a r  up in  the 

foothills. More often, however, people harvested foxes with a gun. 

Though of no value as  a food source, wolverine and  wolf harvests held 

particular esteem for community members. Of all the furbearing animals, the 

wolf and wolverine were the most prized for their fur. Hunters would spend 

hundreds of dollars on fuel, food, and snowmachine parts in the chance of a 

successful harvest. People traveled greater distances from Wainwright looking 

for these species than for any other resource. 

TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL SEASONAL HARVEST PATTERNS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

Table 10 presents the pounds of each resource harvested each month and the 

equivalent  percentage that  month's total represents of the yearly total  fo r  

tha t  species. Furbearers  a re  not shown on this table since they were not 

represented in pounds, but are found along with the other terrestrial mammals 

on Table 11, showing the average number of animals harvested by species by 

month. Figure 20 graphs the pounds data for caribou, brown bear and moose. 

Caribou was the only species harvested every month of the year (when averaged 

over two years), not just among terrestrial mammals but also among all species 

harvested by Wainwright residents during the study period. Spring harvests 

(April, May, June) were the lowest of the year (primarily because people were 

whaling), averaging less than 500 pounds per month. Caribou harvests began to 

increase steadily from July (8,546 pounds), when the ice broke up, to the peak 

month of September (17,472 pounds), when people were upriver and concentrating 

on caribou hunting. Harvests then dropped off sharply from October (11,232 

pounds) to November (2,633 pounds) because caribou went into rut, which taints 

the flavor of the meat; consequently, caribou in rut were avoided. The winter 

months from December through March were between one and five thousand pounds 

per month, approximately. August and September combined yielded 48 percent of 

the year's harvest. 
I 
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SPECIES 

TABLE 10: TERRESTRIAL ClAlWlUL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MOllTH - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( P d o  of Urable Rerource Product) 

TOTALS 
****** 

.-----------.-----------------------------------.-------------------------------------------------*.------ 
Apri l  May Jute July August Sept. October Nov. Doc. Jan. Fob. March 

- - -1--- - - -1--- - - - - - - - - . - - -  --I---- -I----- ----.-* - - - - I - -  ----I-. -----.I .-----I -----.I - - - - - - -  .I----- - - - - - - -  .-*---- 

Caribou 468 410 176 8,546 16,516 17,472 11,232 2,633 1,697 2,048 5,148 4,797 
noore 0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 0 250 250 0 
Brown Bear 50 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
G r d  Squirrel 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

A l l  Terrestr ia l  M m l o  518 41 1 176 8,546 16,567 17,772 11,232 2,633 1,697 2,298 5,398 4,797 
(excluding furbearerr) 

PERCENTS 
******** 

SPEC1 ES Apr i l  May Jute July Augurt Scpt. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March 
--.----------.-----__----- -----.- --  1.11- - - - - - - -  ..-.--. .--.11. .....-1 .-11--. 1.----- .--.--I ...a- 1- ......- .1.1.-- 
Carl bou 1 X 1 % 0% 12% 23% 25% 16% 4% 2% 3% 7% 7% = 100% 
Moore 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 0% 0% 0% 33% 33% 0% = 100% 
Brown Bear 33% 0% 0% 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% = 100% 
G r d  Squirrel 0% 60% 0% 0% 40% 0% 0% OX 0% 0% 0% 0% = 100% 

A l l  Terrer t r ia l  M m l s  1% 1 % 0% 12% 23% 25% 16% 4% 2% 3% 7% 7% = 100% 
(excluding furbearerr) 

(1) Two year8 of rtudy: Apri 1 1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) B a r d  on 124 Year Om end 119 Year Two householdr, including pa r t i e l  year householeb. 

Source: Stqhen R. B r a d  8 Arrociater, 1993 



SPECIES 

Carl bou 
Moore 
Brown Bear 
Ground Squirrel 
Arctic Fox (Blue) 
Red Fox (Crora, Silver) 
Uolverlne 
Wolf 
Ermine 
River otter 

TABLE 11: TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAINWRIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( N u n k r  Harverted) 

TOTALS 
****** 

Apri l  May June July Augurt Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March 

(1) T w o  yearr of study: Aprl 1 1, 1988 - Harch 31, 1990. 
(2) Bared on 124 Year One and 119 Year Two houreholdr, including part ia l  year houreholdr. 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  8 Arrociater, 1993 



Figure 20: Monthly Harvest of 
Terrestrial Mammals 

Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 

L b r  of U r r b l e  R e @ .  
Prod. ( In  T h o u r r n d r )  

20 

Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  

B r r o d  on 124  Yorr On0 and 119 h r r  Two h o u r e h o l d r ,  lnoludlng p r r t l r l  year h o u r e h o l d r .  
Two y o r r r  of r t u d y :  4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Assoc., 1993 



While caribou generally were available year-round, Wainwright residents made a 

concentrated effort to get much of their year's supply after the summer marine 

mammal hunting season ended. When marine mammal hunting ended early (as in 

Year Two), people traveled up and down the coast by boat hunting caribou. (The 

intense insects of the summer tundra drive caribou to the coast for the relief 

provided by the coastal breezes.) As the temperatures began to cool, the bugs 

died down and the caribou moved inland to fatten up for the winter on tundra 

vegetation. In August, families went upriver to cabins and camps to fish, pick 

berries and hunt caribou. This time of year provides opportune circumstances 

for caribou hunting: marine mammal hunting has ended; caribou have begun to 

return inland from the coast; the caribou generally have fattened up for the 

winter so that their fu r  and their meat are at their prime, but they have not 

yet gone into rut, which spoils the flavor of the meat; and the rivers are 

still open for travel by boat. Moreover, the timing of this hunt corresponds 

with the brief berry season and good fishing, both of which also take place 

upriver. 

One moose was harvested in September, January and February, and one brown bear 

was taken in April, August and September. Ground squirrels were harvested in 

May and August. Table 11 shows that, other than one ermine in June and one in 

September, furbearer harvests were confined to the period from October through 

May (except ermine which were harvested in June, September, October, February 

and March). Furbearers are hunted in the winter because the animal's f u r  is 

thickest i n  the depth of winter. Coincidentally, hunting f o r  furbearers is 

only feasible in the winter when hunters can travel by snowmachine into the 

mountains where the furbearers reside in the winter. More hunting takes place 

in February and March than in December or January in part because of the amount 

of daylight available in March for traveling and tracking. Furbearer hunting 

declines in April when people begin to get ready for whaling. Arctic fox were 

taken every month f rom December through May, and red fox were harvested 

November through March. Wolverine harvests were recorded October through April 

(excluding November) and wolves were taken November through May, (excluding 

February and April). Ermines were trapped intermittently throughout the year, 

and the river otter was taken in October. 



TERRESTRIAL MAMMAL HARVEST LOCATIONS OVER TWO YEARS 

Map 9 shows all terrestrial mammal harvest sites for the two study years along 

with t h e  l i fe t ime community use line. Most te r res t r ia l  mammal harvests 

occurred within the lifetime use line with a few exceptions (mainly distant 

furbearer  harvests). Transportation and the animals' habitat and seasonality 

influenced where and how people hunted terrestrially. Hunting for  wolves and 

wolverines was easily the most travel-intensive subsistence activity undertaken 

by Wainwright hunters. During late fall, winter, and spring, hunters traveled 

by snowmachine from Wainwright all over a large inland area, well into the 

Brooks Range,  i n  pursui t  of furbearers  (Map 10). Travelers  used rivers, 

cabins, hills and other features as landmarks while navigating cross-country by 

snowmachine. The Kuk River and its tributaries served as their primary travel 

routes to inland cabins. Hunting for wolves and wolverines was conducted along 

the upper reaches of the Ketik, Utukok, Kaolak, Avalik, Kokolik, and Kukpowruk 

rivers. By snowmachine hunters followed these rivers to their headwaters near 

the  f o o t h i l l s  of t h e  Brooks Range. Cabins i n  the  foothi l l s  were bui l t  

specifically as base camps for  the purpose of hunting wolverines and wolves. 

From these cabins or camps in the mountains, hunters made extensive forays. 

One hunter  reported traveling to  within sight of the Noatak River; other 

hunters traveled f a r  to the southwest, reportedly within sight of Point Hope 

and then east nearly to Atqasuk. 

Winter was the only feasible season for Wainwright hunters to pursue furbearers 

since cross country travel (i.., by snowmachine) was necessary to reach their 

hab i t a t  a n d  because f i n d i n g  and following their  tracks in  the  snow was 

instrumental to  successful hunting. Coincidentally, winter was also the best 

season to harvest furbearers in terms of the quality of their fur. Hunters 

also used their snowmachines to obtain occasional caribou in the winter; unlike 

furbearers, however, caribou usually could be found within just a few miles of 

town in the winter. 

As Map 11 shows, the caribou harvest during the two study years was strongly 

associated with the navigable waterways. During open water season, people can 

travel extensively by boat up and down the coast, hunting along the way or 

traveling to and up other '  river systems. During summer, caribou were usually 
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NORTH S L O P E  S U B S  l S T E N C E  S T U D Y  - WA l NWR l GHT 
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YEARS ONE AND TWO 
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I 1 MAP 11 I I 
NORTH SLOPE S U B S I S T E N C E  STUDY - WA 

CAR I BOU HARVEST S l T E S  BY SEASON 
YEARS ONE AND TWO 

l NWR l GHT 
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found along the coast. However, most terrestrial mammal hunting took place up 

the Kuk River and its tributaries in late summer and fall, and was focused 

mainly on caribou (Map 11). The key to the most successful caribou harvests 

was the inland river network which brought the hunters into the heart of the 

migrating fall  caribou. People traveled to their cabins or camps and based 

their caribou hunting activity from there, attemp'ting to lay in the majority of 

their annual supply of caribou during these trips (Map 12). The late summer 

and fa l l  are the time when caribou are  most preferable ( e . ,  fattest); this 

also is the time when the animals tend to be inland and hunters are able to 

intercept them along the waterways. Nelson (1981:50) observed, "Herds move 

regularly along the  r iver  drainages, estuaries, a n d  coastal beaches. And 

people who hunt  them depend on the waters  f o r  locating, catching, and 

transporting this highly valued animal." 

Comparison of Maps 10 and 11 shows that caribou harvests (Map 11) were strongly 

concentrated in the Kuk River system in the summer and fall, and in the area 

around Wainwright i n  the  winter. In contrast ,  o ther  ter res t r ia l  mammal 

h a r v e s t s  (Map  10)  - p r i n c i p a l l y  f u r b e a r e r s  h u n t e d  whi le  t r a v e l i n g  by 

snowmachine - were spread across a much broader area, particularly to the south 

and west. 

TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS: VARIATION FROM YEAR TO YEAR 

As the previous section addressed average harvests for the two study years in 

an  ef for t  to  present the most generalizable terrestrial mammal findings, this 

section examines how the two harvest years varied. 

Caribou 

7 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Overall Harvests 

Wainwright residents harvested 505 caribou in Year One compared to 711 in Year 

Two, an increase of about 41 percent (Tables A-6 and B-6). A nine percent 

increase in the number of households harvesting caribou (from 57 to 66 percent) 

likely explains a t  least pa r t  of the increase in harvests. The increased 

caribou harvests resulted i n  761 usable pounds per household i n  Year Two 
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compared to 517 pounds per household in Year One (Figure 21). Interestingly, 

t h e  p ropor t ion  of  t h e  to ta l  communi ty  ha rves t  t h a t  car ibou represented 

(approximately 23 to 24 percent) remained constant each year despite the large 

increase in absolute numbers. 

The main reason for  the increase in the number harvested over the two years was 

that the caribou herd stayed closer to Wainwright over the winter of Year Two 

than was the case in Year One. Hence, caribou could be harvested easily from 

the village in a matter of 'an hour in Year Two; hunters headed out to get fresh 

caribou whenever supplies ran low. Whereas hunters obtained about 8,073 usable 

pounds of caribou during the six month period from November through April of 

Year One, in Year Two they harvested 25,506 usable pounds in that same time 

period, a 215 percent increase (Tables A-7 and B-7). Comparing only the three 

month period from January through March shows an 825 percent increase, from 

2,340 pounds in Year One to 21,645 pounds in Year Two. 

Year Two summer ice conditions also played a role in the higher caribou 

harvests that year. As mentioned in the marine mammals section, in Year One, 

the ocean pack ice (and hence marine mammals) remained near Wainwright through 

August. In contrast, the ice in Year Two was gone by mid-July. Thus, hunters 

who spent late July, August, and early September hunting marine' animals in Year 

One decided instead in Year Two to travel up or down the coast, or go inland 

along the rivers to hunt caribou. This shift in focus gave Year Two hunters an  

earlier s tar t  on the main caribou hunting season. However, examining that 

season as a whole (July through October - Tables A-7 and B-7) indicates that 

Year One harvests started later (due to continued marine mammal hunting) but 

sustained high levels into October, whereas Year Two's harvests dropped off in 

October, by which time hunters had obtained ample supplies of caribou; also, 

the caribou left the fall hunting area earlier than in Year One. The net 

effect was that hunters in Year Two harvested about 7,000 pounds more than the 

same period in Year One, an increase of 14 percent. 

Comvarison of Year One and Year Two Caribou Harvests bv Month 

The preceding discussion about the influence of summer ice conditions on cari- 

bou hunting substantiates the study team's field observation that  Wainwright 



Figure 21: Harvest of Terrestrial 
Mammals - Wainwright, Years One & Two 

(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 
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residents took complete advantage of the maritime environment for as long as it 

was productive. When no longer productive ( e  the ice moved out), hunters 

turned their attention inland to caribou. Marine mammals took precedence over 

caribou hunting because the marine mammal season was short and unpredictable; 

caribou, in contrast, generally could be harvested throughout the year. 

Tables A-7 and B-7 illustrate that Wainwright hunters got the majority of their 

caribou from August through October in Year One, and from July through 

September in Year Two. The earlier start in Year Two was due to the early end 

of marine mammal hunting that year, in contrast to Year One when marine mammals 

could be hunted into early September. The earlier end in Year Two fall caribou 

harvests was brought about by weather fluctuations in September that made both 

boating and overland travel difficult a t  best. Moreover, the usual effort to 

harvest caribou in the first half of October, before the rut began, was much 

lower in Year Two than Year One because most people stopped hunting to 

participate in a full-scale search and rescue effort  for  a missing Wainwright 

individual. 

As discussed previously, hunters took more caribou in the winter months of Year 

Two than during the same time in Year One. This second high harvest period, 

il lustrated in Figure 22, and contrasted with y e a r  One's monthly harvests, 

occurred because the caribou wintered much closer to Wainwright than the year 

before, and were very easily harvested. 

Comvarison of Year One and Year Two Caribou Harvest Locations 

As discussed above, the general pattern for  hunting caribou during the two 

study years was to hunt along the coast in early summer, along the inland river 

system in late summer and fall, and around the Wainwright area in the winter. 

As Map A-9 (Year One) and Map B-9 (Year Two) show, this pattern was more or 

less consistent in each of the individual study years but with some variation 

from year to year. The overall impression from looking a t  these two maps is 

that  more harvest sites were mapped in Year Two than in Year One. This 

d i f ference  is consistent with the harvest numbers, which were considerably 

higher in Year Two. Summer coastal harvests in Year One occurred around Ataniq 

but not Point Franklin, whereas the opposite occurred in Year Two. Year One 



Figure 22: Comparison of Monthly 
Caribou Harvests 

Wainwright, Years One and Two 
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summer harvests  also occurred down the coast in various places between 

Wainwright and Icy Cape, and at the mouth of the Utukok River. In contrast, 

Year Two shows fewer summer coastal sites except in the Icy Cape area where 

numerous harvests were concentrated in Avak Inlet. 

The majority of the summer harvests in both Years One and Two were concentrated 

along the Kuk Lagoon and the network of rivers that feed into it. However, a 

noticeable difference can be seen in comparing how fa r  upriver the summer 

harvests extended each year. In Year Two, above average rainfall for  the 

summer raised r iver  levels, thus extending the  navigability of the rivers 

considerably and allowing hunters to travel much farther in pursuit of caribou 

migrating through this area than was the case in Year One. Additionally, a new 

technology arrived in Wainwright between Years One and Two: an airboat. One 

family used their new airboat to travel farther upriver in Year Two than Year 

One. These boats are  able to navigate much shallower waters than boats 

propelled by outboard motors, and therefore can travel farther up rivers than 

other boats. 

In  the winter months, caribou harvest locations also varied between Years One 

and Two. In Year One, the fall migration took most of the caribou away from 

the Wainwright area in November and December; this also occurred in Year Two. 

In Year One, a few caribou remained scattered sparsely throughout the broader 

Wainwright hunting area through the rest of the winter, and were harvested 

occasionally by hunters traveling overland on snowmachine. In Year Two, 

however, a significant aggregation of caribou moved back into the area behind 

Wainwright and the DEW line station and remained there from January through 

March. Whenever families desired fresh meat, they would simply go out behind 

the village or the DEW line and harvest a caribou or two. Often, this winter 

harvest would take less than an hour. The concentration of winter harvest 

sites is evident on the Year Two map (Map B-9), especially compared with winter 

.sites on Map A-9 which were not particularly concentrated. The Year One map 

also shows one winter caribou harvested near Point Lay. This harvest was 

incidental to wolf and wolverine hunting which generally takes people much 

farther distances than one would go just to hunt caribou. 



Finally, harvest sites fo r  the months April  through June barely appear on 

either the Year One or Year Two maps. Few harvests occurred during these 

months largely because people were concentrating on whaling and on hunting 

geese and ducks. Those caribou that were harvested during this time generally 

were near town, or were associated with geese and duck hunting trips. 

These maps confirm the importance of the Kuk River system in providing access 

for Wainwright hunters. Virtually every river was utilized in the process of 

hunting caribou in Years One and Two. 

Other Terrestrial Mammals: Com~arison of Years One and Two 

With respect  t o  moose harvests, Years One and Two di f fered  significantly 

insofar as residents harvested three moose in Year One and none in Year Two. 

Not a very plentiful animal in this area in the first place, Wainwright hunters 

saw no signs of moose in Year Two and consequently none were harvested. The 

lack of moose did not bother the people of Wainwright who did not eat moose 

very often due to their scarcity in the area. Hunters never specifically went 

moose hunting; rather, harvests occurred while the hunter was pursuing other 

game and encountered a moose incidentally. Even when encountered, hunters 

usually did not harvest moose. People preferred caribou which is easier to 

butcher, makes better quaq (raw frozen meat, usually eaten with seal oil), 

and has been abundant in recent years. 

. In Year One, one brown bear was taken in April on the Ketik River (Map A-8). 

In September of Year Two, a brown bear was taken near that same location; a 

second Year Two brown bear was taken in August in the Icy Cape region by 

hunters searching for caribou (Map B-8). No particular seasonal or geographic 

pa t t e rn  emerges f rom such low harves t  levels. Rather ,  harvests occurred 

randomly, when people encountered these animals incidentally. 

Only three ground squirrels were reported harvested in Year One compared with 

seven in Year Two. Three were harvested in May of each year, and the 

additional four Year Two ground squirrels were taken in August. The Year Two 

ground squirrels all were taken right near Wainwright; the location of the Year 

One harvests was undetermined. 
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Furbearer harvests declined considerably from Year One to Year Two (Tables A-6 

and B-6). Year Two was a bad year for hunting furbearing mammals. Hunters 

traveled many miles, sometimes over 300 miles in a weekend, looking for tracks 

of  these  animals .  However ,  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  l imited successful 

harvests. The lack of snow made traveling difficult and tracking next to 

impossible, resulting in low numbers on all of the furbearing animals. 

An estimated 61 arctic fox were hunted and trapped near the Wainwright area in 

Year One (Table A-6), dropping sharply to just eight in Year Two (Table B-6). 

Only half the number of households harvested these animals in Year Two as in 

Year One (from six percent to three percent of households). The two main 

harvesters from Year One did not attempt to harvest any fox in Year Two because 

one  of t h e  t r a p p e r s  l e f t  town whi le  t h e  o ther  t r apper  found  fu l l - t ime 

employment. Many arctic fox wandered into the village during Year One and were 

shot due to the risk of rabies. In Year Two, the number of such incidents was 

much lower. Arctic fox harvests occurred in Year One from December through 

May, averaging about 10 harvests per month during that time (Table A-8). In 

contrast, Year Two's eight arctic fox were taken in March when snow conditions 

improved (Table B-8). Arctic fox tend to be more coastal and are also found 

out on the ocean ice during the winter, and red fox tend to be found farther 

inland. Although not differentiated on the maps, Maps A-8 and B-8 show fox 

harvests clustered near Wainwright, which were predominantly arctic fox, and 

fox harvests far ther  inland, which were mainly red fox usually taken during 

winter wolf and wolverine hunting. 

Red fox harvests declined only slightly, from 26 to 22, with a correspondingly 

minor sh i f t  from seven percent to six percent of households harvesting this 

species (Tables A-6 and B-6). In Year One, harvests took place from November 

through February; Year Two harvests occurred December through March, a month 

later than Year One in terms of the overall season (Tables A-8 and B-8). 

Wolverine harvests 'dropped from 20 in Year One to seven in Year Two, and the 

number of households successfully harvesting wolverine dropped from six percent 

to two percent. (The same households hunted wolverines both years but fewer 

were successful in Year Two.) The Year One harvest period was longer than in 

Year Two, extending from October through April in contrast to December through 



March in Year Two. Similarly, wolf harvests dropped from 10 in Year One to two 

in Year Two, and the percentage of households harvesting wolves halved, from 

four to two percent. The 10 wolves in Year One were harvested during four 

months in the period from November through January and May, while the two Year 

Two wolves were taken in March. Pursuit of these two species, wolf and 

wolverine, generally entails long trips toward and into the Brooks Range in the . 

middle of winter when the animals' coats were thickest. Snow conditions for 

inland travel were poor in Year Two, mainly because of a lack of snow for  

snowmachine travel and for being able to track the animals. The only Year Two 

wolves were taken in March, when a snowstorm left improved conditions for 

traveling and tracking. Residents harvested the most wolverines that month in 

Year  Two also. In  terms of successful hunting areas, Year One hunters  

successfully harvested wolverines past Point Lay in the Cape Sabine area (Map 

A-8), but were unsuccessful when they returned to that area in t h e ,  winter of 

Year Two (Map B-8). Wolverines were taken on the Ivisaruk River both years; 

those sites were the closest to Wainwright. The remaining wolverine harvest 

sites generally were farther up the Ketik River, high on the Utukok River (Year 

One only), and in the foothills of the Brooks Range. In both Years One and 

Two, wolves were harvested in the general area where the Utukok and Ketik 

Rivers are close to one another. Traveling over 100 miles a day from the 

cabins  o r  f rom Wainwright was not unusual in the search fo r  furbearers,  

particularly wolf and wolverine. 

Of all the furbearer harvests, ermine and river otter were the only ones to 

increase from Year One to Year Two. The river otter harvest, as explained 

ea r l i e r ,  w a s  so unusua l  a s  t o  be  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  Wainwright  residents  t o  

identify. Ermine increased from two to nine animals taken. One percent of 

Wainwright households caught the two ermine in Year One, and four percent were 

responsible for  Year Two's nine ermine harvested. Seasonally, no pattern to 

these harvests was apparent; Year One's two ermine were trapped in September 

and October, and Year Two harvests occurred in June, February and March. 



FISH: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

Fish were an important  secondary resource fo r  the Wainwright community. 

Although people valued and enjoyed f ish as a subsistence food, they gave 

priority to harvesting marine mammals and caribou. Fish of one type or 

another, however, are available most months out of the year, including winter 

months when few other types of fresh food are available. This year-round 

availability, combined with availability near the village and participation by 

males and females of all age groups, makes fish an  important subsistence 

resource in Wainwright. Researchers familiar with Wainwright suggest that fish 

probably have been an important back-up resource in years when other harvests 

were lean (Milan 1964, Nelson 198 1, Luton 1985). 

While marine and terrestrial mammals combined provided 94 percent of the total 

harvest of usable foods, fish provided just five percent of Wainwright's subsis- 

tence foods, a distant third among the four major resource categories in terms 

of total usable pounds averaged over the two study years (Figure 23). Even so, 

f i s h  s t i l l  con t r ibu ted  over 13,735 pounds to the  total  usable pounds of 

subsistence food harvested by the community of Wainwright (Table 12), averaging 

121 pounds per household. The reader must bear in mind that in shifting from 

consideration of marine and terrestrial mammals, ranging in usable weight per 
- 

harvested unit from 42 to several hundred usable pounds (ar many thousands of 

pounds in the case of bowhead), the main fish species harvested in Wainwright 

yielded just one pound or less per harvested unit. While these weight figures 

suggest t h a t  f i sh  harvests  were relatively insignificant in Wainwright, the 

participation levels suggest otherwise: an average of approximately 66 percent 

of all Wainwright households caught fish each year over the two study years. 

second to marine mammal participation (82 percent) and slightly higher than 

terrestrial mammal participation (62 percent). 

Fish harvests may have contributed less proportionally to the overall subsis- 

tence harvest during the study period than in preceding decades. According to 

'Luton (1985), shortages of walrus and bowhead whale (both of which occurred 

early in this century due to commercial overharvests by non-Natives) caused 

Inupiat  residents to depend more upon f ish  and seals fo r  their subsistence 

needs. Luton also stated that "The older people in Wainwright grew to young 



Figure 23: Harvest Percentages 
of Fish 

Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 
(Usable Pounds Harvested) 

Bl RDS 

Whl te f lsh  44% 

Freshwater 
F l sh  18% 

Other Coastal  
F i sh  3 4 %  
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B r 8 a d  on 124 n r r  On@ and 118 n r r  Two hou8ahold8,  lnoludlng p r r t l r l  y a r r  hou8ahold8.  
Two yarr8  of 8tudy: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 8 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund & Asso-c., 1993 



TABLE 12: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR FISH - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE & TWO AVERAGED (1) 

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNDS PERCENT 
FACTOR (2) COmUNlTY TOTALS (3) HARVESTED (4) PERCENT OF 

Usable ........................ 111111111111111111111111 OF TOTAL UAINURIGHT 
Uelght Per USABLE USABLE HOUSEHOLDS 
Resource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER POUNDS HARVESTING 

RESOURCE f n  povldt HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA HARVESTED (3) RESOURCE (4) 
-.....-.-.....*--.---- -----.--*- ..-...-.. ...--.--- ---..--.. ----.-- ----------.- -- - - - - - - - - -  
Total Fish n/a n/a 13,?35 120.63 29.4 4.5% 66% 
Total Uhftef fsh 6,070 6,070 58.54 14.2 2.0% 23% 

Uhitef fsh (m-spec f f  fed) 1 .O 2 2 0.04 + ++ 1 X 
Round Uhfteffsh 1 .O 200 200 2.00 0.5 0.1% 2% 
Least cfsco 1 .O 5,649 5,649 56.3 1 13.7 1 .OX 21% 
Berlng, Arctfc cfsco 1 .O 219 219 0.19 + 0.1% 2% 

Total Other Freshwater Ffsh 2,979 2,476 24.27 5.9 0.8% 27% 
Arctlc graylfng 0.8 2,950 2,360 23.33 5.7 0.8% 25% 
Burbot (Lfng cod) 4.0 29 114 0.92 0.2 ++ 7% 
Lake t rout  4.0 1 2 0.02 + ++ 1 X 

Total Salmon 96 547 5.31 1.3 0.2% 5% 
Salmon (non-specff fed) 6.1 1 6 0.06 + ++ 1 X 
Sflver salmon 6.0 26 153 1.53 0.4 0.1% 3% 
Kfng salmon 18.0 5 81 0.81 0.2 ++ 2% 
Chun (Dog) salmon 6.1 36 21 7 2.17 0.5 0.1% 3% 
Pfnk (H-ck) salmon 3.1 29 90 0.74 0.2 ++ 3% 

Total Other Coastal Fish 37,328 4,643 32.51 7.9 1.5% 54% 
Ralnbow wit 0.1 37,139 4,457 30.92 7.5 1.5% 54% 
Tancod (Saffron Cod) 1 .O 182 182 1.55 0.4 0.1% 2% 
Arctfc flounder 0.5 2 1 0.01 + ++ 2% 
Sculpln 0.6 6 3 0.03 * ++ 2% -..-.--.----- 

(1) Two years of study: Aprf l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) See Table C-3 for  sources of conwrsfon factors. 
(3) Conmunity to ta ls  a d  percent of t o ta l  usable povlds harvested are based on harvest mounts reported by a l l  124 Year One 

households a d  119 Year Two household8 for  a l l  specles. 
(4) Per household a d  per capfta morns a d  percent o f  howeholds harvestlng a resource are based only on the 100 core households I n  

the study for  the f u l l  two years. 
represents less than .1 povd 

*+ represents less than .1 percent 
n/a meam not applfcable 

Source: Stqhen R. B r a d  & Associates, 1993 



adul thood dur ing  a n  e r a  of great  caribou scarcity .... During this  period of 

scarcity, people also relied more on fish, both for human consumption and dog 

food; several elders commented on how they got tired of fish in the old days' 

(Luton 1985:202-3). 

F i g u r e  23  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  re la t ive  impor tance  of t h e  f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  f i sh  

harvest categories. Whitefish represented the largest fish harvest by weight 

(44 percent of the total fish harvest), followed by other coastal f i sh  (34 

percent), other freshwater fish (18 percent) and salmon (four percent). The 

whitefish harvest consisted almost exclusively of least cisco, with some arctic 

(Bering) cisco and round whitefish harvested a s  well. These species of 

whitefish combined produced an average usable yield of 6,070 pounds per year, 

or  approximately 59 pounds per household (Table 12, Figure 24). About 23 

percent of Wainwright households harvested one or more species of whitefish. 

The majority of these people either had a cabin upriver or had access to a 

cabin where they fished with gill nets (field observation). 

O t h e r  f r e s h w a t e r  f i s h  ( e . ,  o the r  t h a n  whi tef i sh)  caught  by Wainwright 

r e s iden t s  inc luded  a r c t i c  g ray l ing ,  b u r b o t  a n d  l a k e  t r o u t  and  averaged,  

collectively, 2,476 pounds per year, o r  24 pounds per household. Although 

these fish represented a smaller proportion of the total fish harvest than the 

whitefish discussed above, more households (27 percent) harvested these other 

freshwater  f ish species. Arctic grayling was the main species harvested in 

t h i s  s u b g r o u p  of f i s h ,  by a wide margin. One reason f o r  t h e  higher 

participation was that many people went upriver in the summer of Year Two, due 

to the early end to inarine mammal hunting. Late summer is the prime time for 

fishing for grayling by rod and reel, yet the whitefish have not yet begun to 

run. Thus, more people fished for grayling but used a low-yield method (rod 

and reel), compared to later in the fall  when fewer people fished but used nets 

to harvest large quantities of whitefish. 

With the departure of the ice in the summer, many families and hunters headed 

upriver to their cabins where they caught whitefish and other freshwater fish. 

Generally, the entire family participated in fishing with the younger children 

spending whole evenings out playing and fishing. Fishing was an activity that 

typically happened during a stretch of spare time such as after dinner, in the 



Figure 24: Harvest of Fish 
Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 

(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 

Total Whitefish Other Other Salmon 
Fish Coastal Fresh water 

Fish Fish 

Based on 100  core households in the  study for bo th  years. 
Two years of  study: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund 8 Assoc., 1993 



early morning before everyone had awakened, while looking for caribou, or on 

rainy days. 

The majority of the summer freshwater fish harvests were by rod and reel. 

Later  in the fa l l  when the f ish became fat,  fishing became a much more 

specialized and focused activity. Fisherman set their nets in  the early fall 

(e.g., September) near  their  cabins with the in tent  of catching the  winter 

supply of grayling and whitefish when the fish were f a t  and ful l  of eggs. 

Harvesting in  this manner usually occurred a t  fish camps and involved an  

extended stay, boat travel, and nets. 

Wainwright fishermen caught four species of salmon - silver, king, chum and 

pink - in the two study years. Salmon harvests averaged 547 pounds of usable 

product per year, about five pounds per household (Table 12). The main species 

harvested was chum salmon, followed by pink and silver salmon. Salmon fishing 

was especially fruitful in the months of July and August when fishermen set 

their nets along the shoreline in front of Wainwright and in the inlet between 

the ocean and the lagoon and tended them entirely from Wainwright. Fishermen 

checked their nets in the evening, and usually one or two salmon were caught on 

each daily (or twice daily) net check. A few other people set nets upriver by 

t h e i r  c a b i n s  also.  S i n c e  on ly  a h a n d f u l  of people h a d  sa lmon nets ,  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  was low; only  f i v e  percent  of households 

reported catching salmon. 

Other coastal fish ( e  other than salmon) provided 34 percent of the fish 

harvest and 4,643 pounds of usable food, including rainbow smelt, tomcod, 

arctic flounder, and sculpin (Table 12). By far ,  the predominant species in 

t h i s  s u b g r o u p  w a s  r a i n b o w  smel t  w i t h  4,457 usable  pounds  ha rves ted ,  

constituting over 95 percent of the  other  coastal f ish harvest. The  high 

part icipat ion in  f i sh  a s  a major resource category, second only to  marine 

mammal participation, was attributable mainly to rainbow smelt. As Table I2  

shows, participation in rainbow smelt fishing averaged 54 percent per year, and 

the next highest participation rate among fish species was 25 percent (arctic 

grayling). The  h igh household par t ic ipa t ion  i n  smelt f ishing stems f rom 

several reasons. First, people loved to eat them; in fact, Wainwright's smelt 

w e r e  r e n o w n  a c r o s s  t h e  N o r t h  Slope a s  a de lec tab le  subs is tence  food.  



Wainwright families sent smelt to relatives and friends in other North Slope 

communities. Second, Wainwright's lagoon is a rich rainbow smelt habitat in 

the winter months, mainly from January through March. At this time of year, 

when few other resources besides caribou and the occasional seal or ptarmigan 

can be harvested f o r  fresh meat, smelt were eagerly sought. Third, the 

lagoon's proximity to town made access easy. Fourth, the activity of smelt 

fishing is technologically simple enough to be undertaken by virtually anyone 

with a few hours to spare. Finally, while smelt fishing could be a completely 

solitary activity, i t  often was the vehicle fo r  social activity. One could 

take one's entire family, go with friends, or go alone and visit with the other 

people who came out to fish. 

Since the f ishing area f o r  smelt was located a t  the edge of town, people 

commonly went to the lagoon during their lunch break to try to catch some smelt 

when the fish were "really biting." Weekends were also a popular time for 

smelt fishing. Some unemployed people would spend about five hours a day smelt 

fishing. People of all ages participated in this harvest; school classes even 

took outings to the lagoon to fish for smelt. (Children usually did not go 

without a n  adult,  however, due  to the possibility of encountering a polar 

bear.) Of smelt fishing, Nelson observed in the mid-1960s that "This remains 

an important  activity today, especially for  women and old men" (1969:148). 

Smelt f i sh ing  remained an  important activity f o r  women and old men in  

Wainwright in the late 1980s as well; however, field experience indicated that 

smelt f ishing also drew considerable participation from the principal hunters 

in the community. 

Smelt swim in large schools directly below the ice of the lagoon, their move- 

ments fluctuating with the changing tides and shifting currents. Consequently, 

one location might yield nothing while another location could produce hundreds 

of fish in  a few hours; thus, people tried different locations if their initial 

e f for ts  were unsuccessful. Often many holes were chipped through the ice 

before smelt were found. Some people used manual augurs to make their holes in 

the ice, but most people chipped a new hole or reopened an old hole. When 

f i s h i n g  i n  t h e  long m i d - w i n t e r  d a r k n e s s ,  peop le  somet imes  l e f t  t h e i r  

snowmachines running with the headlight directed toward their fishing holes. 



Tomcod were caught frequently while fishing for smelt; however, these harvests 

often were overlooked in reporting. 

SEASONAL FISH HARVEST PATTERNS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

As illustrated by the monthly harvest data presented in Tables 13 and 14 and in 

Figure 25, the prime month for fishing was September when an average 36 percent 

of the fish harvests (by weight) took place. The fall months of August through 

October yielded a combined total of 62 percent of the yearly fish harvests. 

Wainwright fishermen caught nine d i f ferent  species of f ish in July, 10 in 

August and eight in September. The second highest fishing season was January 

through March when 33 percent of the year's fish were harvested. The winter 

harvest consisted predominantly of smelt but also included burbot and tomcod. 

Residents caught fish throughout the two study years except in the months of 

May and June when whaling and duck hunting were the focus of activity. 

Whitefish harvests occurred from July through November, with 72 percent of all 

whitefish taken in September. Although round whitefish and arctic cisco peaked 

in October, least cisco peaked in September. Consequently, because least cisco 

constituted the majority of the whitefish harvest, September was the peak month 

for whitefish harvests overall. Grayling harvests peaked in October, and hence 

the category of other freshwater fish reflects that peak even though 72 percent 

of the burbot were caught in January and February, and all the lake trout were 

caught in September. These latter two fish species were minor, however, in 

contrast with the amount of grayling taken. 

Fifty-seven percent of the average year's salmon harvest was caught in August, 

and 95 percent of . the total salmon harvest occurred in July and August com- 

bined. The remaining five percent of the salmon were caught in September. The I 

other coastal fish were taken predominantly in January (48 percent), February I 
(30 percent) and March (15 percent). Thus, these three months yielded 93 per- I 

I 

cent  of al l  the other  coastal f ish harvests. As discussed previously, smelt 

constituted the  majority of the other coastal fish, and these winter months 
I 
I 

were the time to  catch them. Residents reported additional minor smelt har- 

vests in August, October through December, and April, as well. Tomcod were 

also caught in the winter months of November through March, with the peak month 



TABLE 13: F ISH  HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 6 TWO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( P d r  of Urrble Rerource Product) 

SPECIES .--------------------- 
Total Uhitef i r h  

Uhitef i r h  (non-specif id) 
R d  Uhitef i r h  
Leart c i w o  
Bering, Arctic circo 

Total Other Frerhwater Firh 
Arctic grayling 
Burbot (Ling cod) 
Lake t rout  

Total Salmon 
Salmon (m-spec i f  id) 
Silver ralmon 

King ralmon 
Chun (Dog) ralmon 
Pink (Hmpbeck) ralmon 

Total Other Coartal Firh 
 binb bow rmlt 
Torncod (Saffron Cod) 
Arctic flounckr 

Sculpin 

TOTALS 
****** 

--------------...---.-.-------..-..-----------.-----..----------------------------------------..-..------- 
Apr i l  May June July Augurt S l p t .  October Nov. Doc. Jan. Fob. March - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - *  ------. ---.-1. ..----. *---.-- -.I---- ---I--- ----I-- - - - - - - -  ------. 

0 0 0 22 854 4,359 734 101 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 38 113 50 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 16 847 4,317 420 50 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 7 7 5 201 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 49 246 566 1,381 144 9 36 46 0 
0 0 0 49 246 562 1,351 144 9 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 2 30 0 0 36 46 0 
0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 207 313 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 57 84 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 18 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 101 101 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 31 59 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

170 0 0 2 16 0 22 54 39 2,236 1,414 690 
170 0 0 0 16 0 ' 21 53 14 2,146 1,350 687 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 90 64 4 
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 .  0 0 0 0 

A l l  F i rh Spocier 1 70 0 0 280 1,428 4,952 2,137 299 48 2,272 1,460 690 

(Continued on next page) 



SPECIES .-.......------.-.---- 
Total Uhitefish 

Uhitef ish (non-specif id) 
Round Uhltef ish 
Least c isco 
Bering, Arctic cisco 

Total Other Freshwater Fish 
Arct ic  grayl lng 
Burbot (Ling cod) 
Lake trout 

Total Salmon 
Salmon (non-specif id) 
Silver salmon 
King salmon 
Chw (Dog) salmon 
Pink ( H q h c k )  salrnon 

Total Other Coastal Fish 
Rainbw m o l t  
Tomcod (Saffron Cod) 
Arctic f lomder 
Sculpin 

TABLE 13, CONTINUED: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND W T H  - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 6 TWO AVERAGED (1 ,2)  
(Poudr of Usable Resource Product) 

PERCENTS 
******** 

---------*--.--------.--------------.---.-..-----------.--------------------.------.----------.----.------ 
April May June July August Sept .  O c t h r  Nov. Dec. Jan. Fob. March 
.-1---- ------. ---.-.. ------. --I---- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------. -- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

OX OX OX OX 14% nx 12% 2% OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX OX OX OX OX 50% 50% OX OX 0% OX = 100% 
OX OX OX OX OX 19% 56% 25% OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX OX OX 15% 76% 7% 1 X OX OX OX OX = 100% 
0% OX OX 3% 3% 2% 92% OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX OX 2% 1 OX 23% 56% 6% OX 1% 2% OX = 100% 
OX OX OX 2% 1 OX 24% 57% 6% OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX QX OX OX 2% 26% OX OX 32% 40% OX = 100% 
OX OX OX OX OX 100% OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
0% OX OX 38% 57% 5% OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
0% OX OX OX 100% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX OX 37% 55% 8% OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX 0% 0% 22% 78% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX 0% 46% 46% 7% OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX 0% OX 34% 66% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
4% OX OX OX OX OX OX 1 X 1% 48% 30% 15% = 100% 
4% OX OX OX OX OX OX 1 X OX 48% 30% 15% = 100% 
OX OX OX OX 0% OX OX OX 14% 49% 35% 2% = 100% 
OX OX OX 50% 50% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 
OX OX OX 55% 9% OX 27% 9% OX OX OX OX = 100% 

ALL Fish Species 1% OX OX 2% 1 OX 36% 16% 2% OX 17% 11% 5% = 100% 

( 1 )  Two years of study: Apri 1 1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
( 2 )  B a r d  on 124 Year Om and 119 Year Two households, lncludlng ps r t l a l  year households. 

Source: Strphrn R. B r a d  & Assoclates, 1993 



SPECIES 
----.---..-----.------ 
Total Uhitef i r h  

Uhitef i r h  ( n o n - r p c i f i d )  
Round Uhitef i r h  
L I I I t  C ~ S C O  

Bering, Arctic c i rco 
Total Other Fre luater  Fish 

Arct ic  grayling 
Burbot (Ling cod) 
Lake trout 

Salmon 
Salmon (non-rpeclf id) 
Si lver salmon 
King ralmon 
Chrn (Dog) ralmon 
Pink (Hu#mck) ralmon 

Total Other Coartal Fi rh 
Rainbow 8mLt 

Tancod (Saffron Cod) 
Arctic flowdrr 
Sculpin 

TABLE 14: FISH HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TWO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( N b r  Harvertd) 

*----..--.--...-~~~~...-...--....---.--.-----.--*-..*--.----.-----..--------.--.------~--*---------------- 
Apr i l  May June July Augurt Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March 
.----.- -.---.- ------I .-.I.-- -.----. ..----- -.111.. 11.11.. - - - - - - -  ..--... .-..--. -..ll.. 

0 0 0 22 854 4,359 734 101 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 38 113 50 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 16 847 4,317 420 50 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 7 7 5 201 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 62 307 703 1,696 180 11 9 12 0 
0 0 0 62 307 702 1,688 180 11 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 9 12 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 37 54 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
o o o i o 14 2 o o o o o o 
0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 17 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 10 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1,415 0 0 4 132 0 180 442 138 17,976 11,315 5,?28 
1,415 0 0 0 130 0 179 44 1 113 17,086 11,252 5,?25 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 90 64 4 
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 

(1 T m ,  year8 of rtudy: Apr i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) B a r d  on 124 Year OM d 119 Year Tuo houreholdr, including par t ia l  year howeholdr. 

Source: Strphrn R. B r a d  8 A880~iate8, lW3  



Figure 25: Monthly Harvest of 
of Fish 

Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 
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Baaed on 124 Year One and 119 H a r  Two hou8ehold8, Inoludlng p a r t i a l  year hou8ehold8.  
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Source: Stephen R. Braund &,  Assoc., 1993 



being January. The two arctic flounder were caught in July and August in sal- 

mon nets, and the sculpin were caught in July, August, October, and November. 
- 

Field researchers found that fish harvest estimates generally were recalled 

less accurately than the estimates for  larger species such as caribou, seals, 

or even geese and ducks. Large numbers of fish were harvested in a short 

period (e.g., a two week fall fishing trip) and mixed species generally were 

thrown together into a sack and frozen without having been counted. Hence, a 

harvester's estimate of his catch was often a best guess. 

FISH HARVEST LOCATIONS OVER TWO YEARS 

Map 13 illustrates that  Wainwright residents harvested fish mainly from the 

waters adjacent to and extending from town, namely the beach in front of town, 

the lagoon, and the Kuk River and its tributaries. A few harvests are shown 

occurring up the Utukok River and a t  Icy Cape to the south of town, and a t  

Peard Bay to the north. However, the vast majority of the community's fishing 

activity took place with little or no need to travel on the open ocean. Nearly 

all the  harvest sites were located within the lifetime community use areas, 

with the exception of those harvests occurring in the highest reaches of the 

Kuk River tributaries. Certain areas used historically (as indicated by the 

lifetime community use lines) were not successful harvest sites during Years 

One or Two. Residents may have attempted to fish in these locations during the 

study period but were unsuccessful, or were successful and forgot to report 

their harvests; or perhaps these areas simply were not used during the study. 

Map 14 differentiates the Year One and Two harvests by subgroup of fish. As 

would be expected, the coastal fish (salmon and other coastal species) were 

caught in the Wainwright Lagoon and the beach in front of town as well as a t  

Peard  Bay. A few species classified as "coastal" occasionally are  found 

upriver. During Year One, some fourhorn sculpin were caught up the Kuk River. 

According to Morrow (1980:207), "This sculpin ascends rivers for considerable 

distances. It has been found in the Meade River, Alaska as much as 144 km 

upstream, and 192 km up the Mackenzie River in Canada." The freshwater species 

were caught up the Kuk and the Utukok rivers, and also in a couple of bays. A 

few families traditionally travel to the Utukok to fish each year. They stated 
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that the grayling from the Utukok taste far  better than those of the Kuk River 

because the Utukok runs clear whereas the Kuk water is brown. The tastier fish 

is the main reason these families make a special trip to the Utukok most years 

to fish. Map 15 shows the fish harvest locations in conjunction with cabin and 

fixed camp sites. 

VARIATION IN FISH HARVESTS FROM YEAR TO YEAR 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Overall Fish Harvests 

From approximately 10,000 pounds in Year One, fish harvests increased to over 

17,000 pounds in Year Two (Tables A-1 and B-1). On a per household basis, this 

increase was from 96 pounds to 145 pounds per household. Despite this 70 

percent increase in absolute harvest numbers, the relative importance of fish 

in  terms of the total subsistence harvest only increased by one percent (from 

f o u r  t o  f i v e  percent  of the  to ta l  harvest) because marine and  terrestrial 

mammal  harvests  also increased markedly.  Unexpectedly, the  number  of 

households responsible for  harvesting fish decreased from 69 percent in Year 

One to 62 percent in Year Two. Fewer households fished in Year Two, but those 

who did were much more successful than in Year One. 

Examination of the fish subgroups indicates that the increase occurred in all 

four of the subgroups. Whitefish harvests increased from 5,037 pounds to 7,102 

pounds, a 41 percent increase. At the household level, t he  mean harvest 

increased from 50 to 67 pounds of whitefish per household (Figure 26). At 

least three species of whitefish were harvested in Year One: round whitefish, 
1 

least cisco, and arct ic  cisco, plus a few non-specified whitefish. Although 

the number of species reported in Year Two decreased to two (least and arctic 

cisco), their numbers increased enough to result in the 41 percent increase in 

total whitefish harvests. Despite the increase i n  harvest amount, whitefish 

continued to represent two percent of the total subsistence harvest in Year Two 

as  in Year One, and the percentage of households catching whitefish remained 

essentially the same: 22 percent in Year One and 23 percent in Year Two. 

Other  freshwater  f i sh  harvests ( e ,  grayling, burbot, lake trout) rose only 

about 11 percent, from 2,343 to 2,609 pounds. As with whitefish, the number of 
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Figure 26: Harvest of Fish 
Wainwright, Years One & Two 
(Mean Usable Pounds Per Household) 

Lbr .  

Total Whitefish Other Other Salmon 
Fish Freshwater Coastal 

Fish Fish 

Year One Year Two 

B a r e d  on oore 100 houreholdr  In  the  
r t u d y  tho f u l l  two y r r r r .  

Source: Stephen R. Braund a Assoc., 1993 



species harvested actually decreased; residents reported catching grayling and 

burbot in both years, but they caught lake trout (one fish) only in Year One. 

Burbot harvests increased eightfold, while grayling harvests increased by about 

four percent. The big increase for other freshwater fish, however, was in the 

participation. Twenty-two percent of households caught other freshwater fish 

in Year One compared to 32 percent in Year Two. Grayling harvesters increased 

f rom 21 to  28 percent  and  burbot harvesters increased f rom three to 10 

percent. In Year Two, more grayling were harvested by rod and reel than in 

Year One. With the high water levels in the rivers, people traveled high 

upstream and fished for grayling while waiting for caribou. This increase in 

rod and reel fishing may be related to the increase in household participation. 

I t  is interesting to note that while virtually the same number of households 

caught considerably more whitefish from Year One to Year Two, a higher number 

of households catching other freshwater fish in Year Two resulted in about the 

same harvest amount as in Year One. In other words, whitefish harvesters 

became much more successful in their efforts from Year One to Year Two, while 

those households catching other freshwater fish caught fewer in Year Two than 

in Year One. 

Wainwright residents showed markedly higher participation in salmon fishing and 

in resulting harvests in Year Two compared to Year One, with an increase from 

49 pounds to 1,044 pounds harvested. At the household level, the mean harvest 

increased from half a pound to 10 pounds per household. The percentage of 

households catching salmon rose from two to seven percent. The earlier end of 

the marine mammal season in Year Two may have affected both the participation 

and the harvests of salmon in Year Two. ' Once finished with marine mammal 

hunt ing ,  more people were able  to  concentra te  on salmon fishing. Also, 

residents speculated that the absence of marine mammals near town reduced 

predation on the salmon run, allowing for higher harvests. 

Wainwright caught about 4,000 pounds more other coastal fish ( e . ,  principally 

rainbow smelt) in Year Two than in Year One, from 2,656 to 6,630 pounds. The 

average household got 43 pounds of other coastal fish in Year Two compared to 

22 pounds in Year One. The number of households catching this subgroup of fish 

actually decreased from 55 to 53 percent of community households, however. 



Tomcod harvests decreased from Year One to Year Two. A few arctic flounder 

were harvested in salmon nets in Year Two, much to the surprise of people in 

town who had never seen such a fish and did not know what to do with i t  until 

a n  elder came over and quickly took it home. The great majority of the 

increase in other coastal fish, however, occurred in the rainbow smelt harvest, 

which went from 2,423 to 6,490 pounds, nearly tripling. In terms of actual 

fish, the harvest increased f rom 20,194 t o  54,083 smelt which represents a 

s igni f icant  increase in  e f f o r t  considering tha t  these f ish are  caught  indi- 

vidually rather than in a net. The  percentage of households participating 

decreased by one percent, from 54 to 53 percent. The cause of this increased 

smelt harvest stemmed from various factors. The most common explanation 

offered by Wainwright residents was tha t  "the f ish were really biting this 

year." People located good areas to dig through the ice to find the schooling 

fish, with some people catching hundreds of fish in just a few hours. Cur- 

rents, tides, the schooling of the fish and placement of fishing holes were all 

reasons given by Wainwright residents for the much higher productivity of Year 

Two smelt fishing. 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Fish Harvests bv Month 

A comparison of Tables A-10 and B-10 shows that the overall fish harvest was 

concentrated more heavily in the summer and fall months in Year One, when 71 

percent of the year's fish were caught between August and October, than in Year 

Two, when only 56 percent of the year's fish were caught during that same peak 

period. The difference lies in the high Year Two smelt harvest. That harvest 

shifted a large proportion of the Year Two total harvest to the winter months. 

In Year One, 21 percent of the year's fish were caught between January and 

March compared to 38 percent for that same time in Year Two. Figures A-12 and 

B-12 i l lus t ra te  th i s  proportional difference in the distr ibution of the  f ish 

harvests across the seasons. 

In terms of absolute numbers, however, the higher July harvests in Year Two 

compared with July of Year One may be due in part to the earlier termination of 

marine mammal hunting in Year Two. Once marine mammal hunting ended, people 

shifted their focus, as they do every year, to laying in their winter supplies 

of fish and caribou. Some people headed upriver earlier than usual, and others 



in town set nets along the beach for salmon, in contrast to the year before 

when they may have been hunting marine mammals at that time. 

Figure 27, a line graph, compares whitefish harvests by month for Years One and 

Two. This graph shows, first, that the Year Two harvest occurred generally a 

month earlier than Year One's harvest. Second, the graph indicates that while 

the peak months yielded virtually identical harvest levels, the  months just 

before and after the peak were much higher in Year Two than Year One; thug, the 

months just before and after  the peak harvest of whitefish were the pivotal 

months when the large difference in harvests between the two years occurred. 

Whitefish harvests in August of Year Two likely were higher because of the 

earlier end to marine mammal hunting which allowed people to go upriver sooner 

to begin fishing. 

Other freshwater fish harvests are depicted similarly in Figure 28. Having 

established earlier that the harvests remained nearly the same from one year to 

the next, this graph shows that the timing of the harvests differed quite a 

bit. Year One's harvest of other freshwater fish was concentrated mainly in 

the month of October. In contrast, year  Two's harvests exhibit a less intense 

peak, rising more gradually and peaking across two months, September and 

October. January and February harvests occurred in Year Two in contrast to 

none a t  that time in Year One. 

Figure 29 mainly shows the dramatic rise in salmon harvests from Year One to 

Year Two. The peak harvest month was August in both years. Although no salmon 

were caught in July of Year One, quite a few were caught in July of Year Two. 

Th i s  d i f f e rence  might  have  been due  to the environmental and biological 

obstacles mentioned previously. Residents. suggested that perhaps the earlier 

departure of the ocean ice in Year Two resulted in less seal predation, which 

in turn yielded higher harvest numbers. Concomitantly, the departure of the 

ocean ice ended marine mammal hunting and allowed people to concentrate more on 

setting and tending nets. 

Other coastal fish harvests, as graphed in Figure 30, reflect the difference in 

both magnitude and timing of the two years' harvests. Year One harvests were 

much lower than Year Two harvests, occurred over a broader time span (October 
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through April), and peaked in March. Year Two's harvests were concentrated 

into the three month period f rom January through March, .peaking sharply in  

January and tapering off steadily thereafter. 

Com~ar ison  of Year One and Year Two Fish Harvest Locations 
' 

Maps A-10 and  B-10 illustrate fish harvest locations for  Years One and Two, 

respectively. Maps A-11 'and B-11 show the same locations, but differentiated 

by the type of fish (i.e., f ish subgroup) caught at  each site. Comparing Year 

One and  Year Two fish maps' illustrates clearly that fishermen in Year Two 

caught fish several miles farther up the Kuk River and its tributaries than in  

Year One. Rainfall in late summer raised the river levels higher than normal, 

allowing boat travel farther up the rivers than usual and likely explaining the 

broader harvest area in Year Two. 

Along the Utukok River, several harvest sites were mapped in Year One in  

contrast t o  only one in Year Two. Three of the families that traditionally 

have fished each year on the Utukok River did not make i t  there in  Year Two, 

for  various reasons. Another difference between Years One and Two is seen in  

the Icy Cape area where a freshwater fish harvest is shown occurring in  Year 

Two compared to  no harvests there in Year One. 

Summary 

F i sh ing  was  a secondary  subsis tence a c t i v i t y  t h a t  provided the  people of 

Wainwright w i th  a highly valued food source wi th  impor tan t  subst i tut ional  

potential. Fish totals appear minor compared to the sheer mass of bowhead 

w h a l e ,  w a l r u s  a n d  c a r i b o u  h a r v e s t s ,  b u t  t h e  l eve l  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is 

ind ica t ive  of the  importance of f i sh  a s  a subsistence food in  Wainwright: 

Fishing occurred throughout nearly the entire year with whitefish and rainbow 

smelt being the prime species' harvested. T h e  timing of the harvests varied 

s l igh t ly  f r o m  y e a r  t o  y e a r  within general ly  consistent seasonal boundaries.  

Environmental factors influenced the timing, the harvest levels, and the areas 

fished. For example, in Year Two high water expanded the extent of fishing 

harvests, while the early end to marine mammal hunting allowed people to go 

upriver earlier, spend more time fishing, and hence catch more fish. Fishing 



is strongly associated with summer and fall trips upriver to cabins and camps, 

a valued time for  families to spend together in subsistence pursuits. Nelson 

(1981) noted that the use of upriver fish camps had waned but was re-emerging 

in the early 1980s as an important activity due to easier travel and a resur- 

gent cultural  value on families pursuing subsistence activities on the  land 

togkther. Fishing was more of a family activity than any other subsistence 

pursuit .  People of al l  ages and skill levels participated in fishing, both 

upriver in the summer and fall, and on the inlet during winter smelt fishing. 

BIRDS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

Harvesting birds was a major activity for residents of Wainwright, particularly 

in the spring. Waterfowl are among the first of the migratory subsistence 

species to return each year. As such, these birds were eagerly anticipated as 

harbingers of the many migratory subsistence species soon returning, providing 

the first taste of the spring and summer harvests. 

As Figure 31 indicates, Wainwright bird harvests represented an average of two 

percent of the total community harvest each year, or 6,682 usable pounds (Table 

IS). Since the birds harvested yielded less than five usable pounds each, 

their actual significance in the overall subsistence picture is overshadowed, 

like fish, by the high volume of usable meat from the much larger marine and 

terrestrial mammals. As Nelson (1969:153) stated, "During the spring and fall 

a considerable e f fo r t  i s  put into waterfowl hunting .... I n  spite of intensive 

waterfowl hunting, the actual volume of meat is miniscule compared to that of 

caribou or sea mammals". The importance of harvesting birds may be reflected 

more accurately in the  fac t  that, despite low overall harvest amounts, a n  

average  of 56 pe rcen t  of the  households par t ic ipated  i n  successful b i rd  

harvests each year (Table IS). Additionally, stews made from geese and ducks 

are a fundamental part of any community feast, along with bowhead whale. In 

contrast, some species that were harvested in a higher volume of usable pounds 

than birds, such as walrus and bearded seal, were not essential elements of the 

celebratory feasts (field observation). 
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TABLE 15: HARVEST ESTIMATES FOR BIRDS - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 6 TWO AVERAGED (1) 

CONVERSION AVERAGE POUNDS PERCENT 
FACTOR (2) COIIIIIINI TY TOTALS (3) HARVESTED (4) PERCENT OF 

Urrble ........=...===.... ...== ...................=.... OF TOTAL UAINURIGHT 
Ueight Per USABLE USABLE HOUSEHOLDS 
Rerource NUMBER POUNDS PER PER POUNDS HARVESTING 

RESOURCE f n  ~ounda HARVESTED HARVESTED HOUSEHOLD CAPITA HARVESTED (3) RESOURCE (4) 
------.-.-.----------- .---*---.- --..----- -- - - - - - - -  -------.- - - m e - - -  .----------- -*- - - - - - - - .  

Total Bird8 n/a n/@ 6,682 60.83 14.8 2.2% 56% 
Totel Gww 1,388 5,296 48.97 11.9 1 .7% 45% 

Goore (non-rpci f ied) 4.5 65 290 2.77 0.7 0.1% 6% 
Uhi te-fronted goose 4.5 669 3,008 27. W 6.8 1 .OX 25% 
Brant 3.0 634 1,901 17.37 4.2 0.6% 32% 
Lerrer 8MW g008@ 4.5 18 81 0.68 0.2 +* 6% 
Canrda goore 4.5 4 16 0.16 * C+ 1% 

Total Eider8 828 1,242 10.66 2.6 0.4% 40% 
Eider (non-rpsci f id)  1.5 1 70 255 1.68 0.4 0.1% 10% 
C a n o n  eider 1.5 43 65 0.35 0.1 ** 6% 

I King eider 1.5 458 687 6.58 1.6 0.2% 24% 
I 

VI Spectacled eider 1.5 155 233 2.03 0.5 0.1% 17% 
P Stel Larlr eider 1.5 3 4 0.02 ++ 2% 
t 

Ptarmigan 0.7 166 116 0.92 0.2 +t 14% 
Total other bird8 17 26 0.26 0.1 ** 4% 

Duck tnon-rpecified) 1.5 6 9 0.10 * *+ 2% 
P in ta i l  duck 1.5 9 14 0.11 *t 3% 
Mallard duck 1.5 1 1 0.01 ** 1% 
Oldrquaw 1.5 1 2 0.02 *C 1 X 
Arctic loon 3.0 1 2 0.02 ** 1 X .----.*-----. 

(1) Two yearr of rtudy: Apr i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) See Table C-3 f o r  8OUrCO8 o f  cornerrion factorr. 
(3) Comnnity totals a d  porcent of to ta l  edible pound8 harvestd are based on harvest amounts reported by a l l  124 Year One 

householdr a d  119 Year Two householdr for a l l  rp.der. 
(4) Per household a d  por capita murr end porcent of households harvesting a resource are b a r d  only on the 100 core households i n  

the rtudy for  the f u l l  two yearr. 
r rp re rmt r  1088 than .1 pound 

** r rp re rmt r  leaa than .1 p r c m t  
n/a MOM not rpglicable 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  6 Arrociater, 1993 



In a brief and busy season, Wainwrighters avail themselves of the migrating 

waterfowl. White-fronted geese, brants, and eiders (all species) provided the 

bulk of the waterfowl harvest. Each of these species has a specific migration 

route and schedule which hunters must know for a successful harvest. Hunters 

took a good deal of time to learn these locations, and some hunters traveled a 

great distance to intercept the migrating flocks. The degree of knowledge, 

time and effort spent on harvesting waterfowl further implied that this harvest 

was an important subsistence activity, more important than the harvest numbers 

suggest. Indeed, as described above, waterfowl played a significant part in 

the Wainwright subsistence pattern. Ducks and geese provided fresh food a t  a 

time. when preferred foods were lacking, duck and goose soup were served on 

special occasions, and birds stored in the ice cellar provided a change of diet 

d u r i n g  t h e  w i n t e r .  Nelson (1981:33), o v e r  a d e c a d e  a f t e r  h i s  f i r s t  

observation, pointed out that "waterfowl hunting is a key element in Wainwright 

subsistence routine. Like fishing it provides a much smaller volume of meat 

than hunting for  large game, but the resource is accorded a high value in 

cultural and social terms." 

Migrating along the open leads, king and common eiders were the first waterfowl 

to  arrive (late April) but usually were not harvested until ~ a y  when hunters 

were able to get out on the ice. The returning eiders fly in such concentra- 

tions that a t  times they appear to be large black clouds drifting across the 

horizon; this migration continues into July. Other ducks and sea birds arrive 

in early spring as well, such as ~ ~ d s q u a w s ,  surf scoters, murres and guille- 

mots. These birds are  rarely harvested, however (if a t  all). The white- 

f ron ted  geese and brants arr ive next along with occasional spectacled and 

Steller's eiders, snow geese, Canada geese, and sandhill cranes. White-fronted 

geese migrate over land, feeding and resting in marshy areas and tundra ponds. 

Brants, like eiders, follow the open water or, lacking open water, follow the 

f l a t  ice just offshore in  their f l ight  north. Other bird species sometimes 

harvested o r  available in the Wainwright area during the two study years 

i n c l u d e d  v a r i o u s  s p e c i e s  o f  loons ,  t u n d r a  s w a n s ,  p i n t a i l s ,  m a l l a r d s ,  

mergansers, scaups, and rock and willow ptarmigan. 

The bird harvest is presented in four categories or subgroups of birds: geese; 

eiders; ptarmigan; and other birds (Figure 32). Geese (which include white- 



Figure 32: Harvest of Birds 
Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 

(Mean Usable Pounds Per Households) 

Lbr .  

Total Geese Eider Ptarmigan Other 
Birds Birds 

Based on 1 0 0  core householdr In the  study for both  years. 
Two years of study: 4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund 8 Assoc., 1993 



fronted geese, snow geese, Canada geese and brant) accounted for the majority 

of the birds harvested by weight, representing 80 percent of the total bird 

harvest. The two major species of geese were white-fronted geese and brant. 

White-fronted geese and brant generally were hunted in different habitats and 

a t  different times, although some overlap did occur. White-fronted geese were 

usually harvested upriver in mid-May just before the rivers broke up. People 

who did not participate in whaling went inland to hunt geese, while many of the 

whalers would hurry inland to hunt geese immediately after whaling if breakup 

had not already ensued. Sometimes, as in Year Two when ice conditions halted 

whaling for a few days or more, whalers would make brief trips inland to hunt 

geese. Inland geese hunting was dependent upon the ice and river conditions, 

but generally lasted from one to three weeks and usually provided families with 

their total white-fronted geese harvest for  the year. When the rivers broke 

up, hunters headed home to ~ a i n k r i ~ h t .  An average of 669 white-fronted geese 

were harvested per year, o r  3,008 usable pounds with 25 percent of the 

households successfully harvesting this bird (Table 15). Incidental to the 

inland white-fronted geese harvest, people also obtained a few snow geese and 

an occasional Canada goose. 

The brant harvest, on the other hand, occurred in May through mid-July (during 

their northward migration) and in August and September when the brants returned 

south. After whaling, hunters traveled by snowmachine, by ATV, or by foot down 

the coast from Wainwright to favored spots between Wainwright and MitIiktavik 

(about five miles south of Kilimantavi) to hunt brants (and eiders). After the 

lagoon broke up, people would load their snowmachines or  three- or four- 

wheelers into their boats, ferry them across the lagoon, and continue south on 

land by snowmachine or ATV. Next, when the ice along the coast broke up, 

people could then travel down the coast by boat to brant hunting locations. 

Brant hunting during the fal l  migration took place a t  Thomas Point (at the 

mouth of the Kuk Lagoon) and around the mouth of the Sinararuk River (the small 

inlet shown on Map 1 between Wainwright and Ataniq). The prime fall brant 

hunting area, however was by the mouth of the Avak River (near Icy Cape) where 

brants could be found feeding in large flocks in the Kasegaluk Lagoon. People 

who traveled there in the fal l  to hunt brants usually were very successful. 

However, several residents explained that once the brants had been feeding on 



t h e  m a r i n e  v e g e t a t i o n  f o r  s e v e r a l  d a y s ,  t h e i r  f l e s h  t a s t e d  "st inky." 

Therefore, some people limited their lagoon harvesting to within the first few 

days after the birds arrived a t  the lagoon. Wainwright hunters got an average 

of 634 brants annually fo r  a total of 1,901 pounds each year (Table 15). 

Despite lower harvest  totals  f o r  brant than fo r  white-fronted geese, more 

households participated in successful brant harvests: 32 percent on average. 

Higher par t ic ipat ion in successful b ran t  harvests is related to access; the 

brants migrate right in front of Wainwright, whereas hunters usually have to 

t r a v e l  i n l a n d  t o  i n t e r c e p t  whi te - f ron ted  geese. T h e  average  household  

h a r v e s t e d  49  p o u n d s  o f  geese e a c h  y e a r ,  cons i s t ing  of  28 pounds  o f  

white-fronted geese and 17 pounds of brant, and another four pounds of snow 

geese, Canada geese and non-specified geese combined. 

Eiders were the  second largest subgroup of birds harvested, constituting 19 

percent of the average annual bird harvest (Figure 31). All of the eider 

species - king, spectacled, common, and Steller's eiders - were harvested .in 

Wainwright, in this order of relative importance. Approximately 40 percent of 

households successfully hunted eiders each year, for an average community total 

of 828 eiders or 1,242 usable pounds (Table 15). The average household harvest 

was about 11 pounds. King eiders made up just over half the eider harvest. 

Wainwright whalers hunted eiders while at whaling camp for these birds migrate 

along the lead system and constituted a source of fresh meat for  whalers. 

Eiders usually were available even when the lead was closed, a time when other 

resources were not available. People hunted eiders a f t e r  whaling, making 

special trips down the coast to hunt both eiders and brants. Hunters continued 

to get eiders well into the summer boating season but hunting birds at this 

time was secondary to marine mammal hunting (walrus and bearded seals). 

Wainwright residents harvested an average of 166 ptarmigan each year, yielding 

116 pounds of usable meat. This harvest was the third highest among the bird 

ca tegor ies ,  ye t  c o n s t i t u t e d  just  two percen t  of t h e  to ta l  b i r d  harves t .  I 

Averaged across community households, ptarmigan provided about one pound per 

household. Ptarmigan were harvested maillly when the opportunity arose, such as I 

while a person was upriver a t  camp or out hunting other animals. One could 

usually f ind  ptarmigan just behind town during the winter. People typically I 
hunted these birds when fresh meat was desired. Also, children frequently 



hunted ptarmigan. About 15 percent of the Wainwright households reported 

getting ptarmigan each year. However, this species was easily forgotten during 

harvest discussions if the field coordinator did not specifically ask about 

ptarmigan. 

Other birds that  Wainwright residents harvested in Year One or Year Two 

included several duck species (pintail, mallard, oldsquaw, and non-specified) 

and an arct ic loon. These birds were harvested incidentally and the total 

harvest of other birds averaged 26 usable pounds per year, less than one 

percent of the total bird harvest. 

SEASONAL BIRD HARVEST PATTERNS: TWO YEAR AVERAGES 

Tables 16 and 17 show bird harvest data by species and by month, and Figure 33 

graphs the pounds per month for each category of birds. As these tables and 

the graph show, bird harvests took place in a concentrated period from April 

through September, with occasional ptarmigan harvests occurring through the 

winter months. On average, 50 percent of the bird harvests occurred in just 

one month: May. May and June harvests combined constituted 77 percent of the 

total annual bird harvest. The reason this harvest was concentrated into such 

a brief period is due mainly to migration and nesting patterns. The spring 

northward migration tends to follow specific routes each year and the birds 

concentrate along these flyways. Access for hunters is most opportune during 

spring migratiod. Once the birds nest, hunters do  not pursue the birds. 

Finally, on the southward fall migration, hunters may attempt to hunt birds but 

the flight generally is less concentrated and therefore is not as productive as 

in the spring. 

As described previously, the  migratory waterfowl begin to re tu rn  to  the 

Wainwright area in April on their way to their summer nesting grounds. Geese 

harvests, shown in Figure 31 as  constituting 80 percent of the total bird 

harvest, were harvested predominantly in May. This high peak was due mainly to 

white-fronted geese, 77 percent of which were harvested in May. White-fronted 

geese harvests dropped off  rapidly to 18 percent taken in  June, and the  

remaining two and three percent taken in July and August respectively. This 

harvest was so concentrated into one month because of the traditional method of 



SPECIES 
.---.----- 
Total Geese 

Uhlte-f r o n t d  goose 
Brant 
Goose tnon-spci f  id) 
Lesser snow goose 
Canada goose 

Total Efdrrs 

Eider (non-spci f  id) 
Cannon eider 
King eider 
Spectacld eider 
Stel lar 's efder 

Ptarmfgan 

Total Other Bfrds 
Pfn ta i l  
Duck (non-spci f id) 
Mallard 
Oldsquau 
Arctfc loon 

A L l  8 f rd  Spcfes 

TABLE 16: BIRD HARVEST BY SPEClES AND W T H  - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 6 TUO AVERAGED (1,2) 
(Pounds of Usable Resource Product) 

TOTALS 
****** 

---------------.---------------------------------.--.-----..--------------------.------------------------- 
Apri l  Hay June July August Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Fob.  March - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -----.- - - - - - - -  --.---- -- - - - - -  --...-. ----.-- 

59 2,933 1,056 147 699 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2,324 529 63 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 363 467 62 606 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 

59 225 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 20 38 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 349 708 180 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 26 228 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 11 53 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 302 227 152 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 11 1 97 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 TO 3 0 8 1 5 1 2 6 2 9 
0 12 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 8 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0  0 0 

(contfwed on next page) 



SPECIES 

Total Geese 
Uhi to - f  r o n t d  goose 
Brant 
Goose (non-spclf ied) 
Lwser snow goose 
Camde goose 

Total Elders 
Eider (non-spci f  lad) 
Conrnon elder 
King elder 
Spect rc ld  eider 
s te l l a r t s  eider 

Ptarmigan 
Total Other Blrds 

Pintal 1 
Duck (non-spci f  id) 
Ma1 lard 
Oldsquaw 
Arctlc Loon 

TABLE 16, CONTINUED: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAINURIGHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1 ,2)  
(Pounds of Usable Resource Product) 

PERCENTS 
*******I 

-----.----.---------------..-------.------------....------------...----------------------.--------.-..-*-. 
Apr l l  May J m  July August Sept. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March 
-.---.. -..---- .--.--- -- - - - - -  *-.---- ------. ---.--- --..--- -- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -...--. 

1% 55% 20% 3% 13% 8% OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX TIX 18% 2% 3% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX 19% 25% 3% 32% 21% OX OX OX OX OX OX 

20% 78% 2% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX 25% 47% 28% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
ox OX 10OX OX ox ox OX OX ox OX OX OX 
OX 28% 57% 14% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX 10% 89% 1 X OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 1 

OX 16% 83% 1 X OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX 44% 33% 22% ox 1% ox OX OX OX OX ox 
OX 5% 85% 11% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX OX 80% 20% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
9% 60% 2% OX 7% 1% 4% 1% 2% 5% a 8% 
OX 46% 49% 6% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
OX 61% 39% OX OX OX OX OX OX 0% OX OX ' 
OX 35% 67% OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
ox 100% OX OX ox OX OX OX OX OX OX OX 
0% OX OX 100% OX ox OX OX OX OX OX OX 
ox OX 100% ox OX ox ox OX OX OX ox ox 

A l l  B i rd  Speclee 1 X 50% 27% 5% 11% 6% OX OX OX OX OX OX = 100% 

( 1 )  Two years of study: Apri 1 1,  1988 - March 31, 1990. 
( 2 )  Basd on 124 Year Cm and 119 Year Two households, lncludlng pa r t i a l  year households. 

Source: Stephrn R. B r a d  8 Associates, 1093 



SPECIES - - - - - - - - - -  
Total Geese 

Uh i te - f ron td  goose 
Brant 
Goose (w -spec i f i ed )  
Lesser snow goose 
Canada goose 

Total Eiders 
Eider ( w - s p e c i f i d )  
Comnon eider 
King eider 
spectacled eider 
Stel lar 's eider 

Ptarmigan 
Totat Other Birds 

P in ta i l  
Duck (non-specif id) 
Hal la rd  
Oldsqww 
Arctic loon 

TABLE 17: BIRD HARVEST BY SPECIES AND MONTH - UAINURICHT, YEARS ONE 8 TUO AVERAGED (1,2) 
( N h r  Harvested) 

---.-----*..--------.-.--------.-..-...---------.-~..----------..--------...~~~~--------*--------~-~-~~~~~ 
Apr i l  May June July August Sapt. October Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  --.---- 1----1. - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -----I- .--.--- ------. ----I-- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

13 692 287 40 223 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 517 118 14 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 121 156 2 1 202 135 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 50 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 5 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 233 472 120 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 17 152 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 7 36 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 202 152 102 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 7 132 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15 100 4 0 12 2 7 2 3 8 3 13 
0 8 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2 4 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 .  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(1) Two years of  study: Apr i l  1, 1988 - March 31, 1990. 
(2) Basd on 124 Year Qn and 119 Year Tuo households, including pa r t i a l  year households. 

Source: Stephen R. Braund 8 Associates, 1993 



Figure 33: Monthly Harvest 
of Birds 

Wainwright, Years One & Two Averaged 

L b r  of U r r b l r  R r r .  
Prod. ( In T h o u r r n d r )  
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B a r e d  On 124  Year O n r  and 119 h r r  Two h o u r r h o l d r ,  Inoludlng p r r t l r l  y r r r  h o u r r h o l d r .  
Two y r r r r  o f  r t u d y :  4 / 1 / 8 8  - 3 / 3 1 / 9 0  

Source: Stephen R. Braund b Assoc., 1993 



hunting white-fronted geese. Since these birds migrate over land, Wainwright 

hunters have fo r  generations made a special spring t r ip  inland to traditional 

geese hunting camps or cabins for one to three weeks (depending on snow and 

river ice conditions) of intensive hunting. Hunters went inland by snowmachine 

a n d  returned t o  Wainwright before spring breakup made snowmachine travel 

impossible. Some whalers made their geese hunting t r ip  during a time when the 

ice conditions temporarily stopped whaling activity. Findings from the two 

study years indicate that this single e f for t  resulted in a substantial majority 

of al l  t he  year's b i rd  harvests, and virtually the entire white-fronted geese 

harvests f o r  the year. This hunt  is represented in Figure 33 by the large 

spike in the graphed geese harvest. 

The timing of the brant harvest followed a different pattern. Brant harvests 

began in late May, when an average of 19 percent of the year's brant were 

taken, increased slightly in June to 25 percent, and dropped off to just three 

percent in  July. The peak month for brants in terms of numbers harvested was 

August, when 32 percent of t he  year's supply were taken. (This peak is 

misleading in that only a few people hunted brants i n  August and were extremely 

successful, while more people hunted  brants  i n  June  wi th  less success per 

capi ta . )  Sep tember  harves ts  b rough t  i n  21 percent  of  t h e  yea r ly  total.  

Comparing the harvest levels for other birds in August and September (Table 16) 

shows t h a t  b r a n t  hun t ing  was v i r t u a l l y  t h e  on ly  s ign i f i can t  b i rd  harvest 

extending beyond July. The  second spike in the  geese harvests depicted in 

Figure 33 is caused mainly by this fall brant harvest which typically is more 

concentrated along the coast than the fall migration of other species of birds. 

Eider harvests were concentrated into a shorter period than the geese harvests; 

Wainwright hunters began hunting eiders in May and finished in July. The peak 

month was June when 57 percent of all eiders typically were taken. The predomi- 

nant  species in  the early stages of eider migration was the King eider, with 

the  common and spectacled eiders arriving later; Steller's eiders occurred in- 

frequently. The percentages in Table 16 indicate that the harvest season for  

king eiders was distributed more evenly across the three months than the other 

eider species, whose .harvests were concentrated more heavily into one particu- 

lar  month. King eider harvests peaked in May (during whaling), with strong 

harvests shown also for  June and  July. In contrast, all of the other eider 



species peaked in June when 80 percent or more of the year's harvest of each 

species was taken. 

Wainwright residents harvested ptarmigan year-round. This tundra bird is not a 

migratory species, and therefore is found around Wainwright and farther inland 

all year. July, when the birds nest, was the only month in which ptarmigan 

were not harvested in either year. Residents harvested an average of 15 or 

less ptarmigan every month except May, when the harvest for the community was 

100 birds. One reason fo r  the large increase in May was that flocks of 

ptarmigan were close to the community and people went to harvest them near the 

snow fences. Another reason for much higher harvests in May was that the 

act ivi ty occurred in  association with the spring white-fronted geese harvests, 

described above, that took place inland from Wainwright. While people were a t  

their cabins or camps waiting for geese, they hunted ptarmigan. Ptarmigan were 

also harvested upriver around cabins during the fa l l  and winter. Residents 

stated that they usually hunted ptarmigan when they desired a change in diet. 

As  s t a t e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  t h e  " O t h e r  Birds"  ca tegory  consis ted  e n t i r e l y  of 

waterfowl. Being migratory, the season in which these few incidental birds 

were harvested was the three month period from May through July. 

BIRD HARVEST LOCATIONS OVER TWO YEARS 

Map 16 shows all the bird harvest locations mapped in the course of the two 

study years, along with the lifetime community use l ine indicating historic 
1 

bird hunting areas for a sample of Wainwright hunters. This map shows harvests 

concentrated heavily along the coast from Point Franklin in the north to south 

of Icy Cape, just above the mouth of the Utukok River. The offshore harvests 

extended thirty miles or more from land, well beyond the lifetime use area. 

Inland harvests were concentrated mainly along the Kuk River system, with 

isolated locations east of the Kuk and south in the foothills. A few locations 

also appear high on the Utukok River, and at least one harvest occurred while a 

Wainwright resident was in Barrow. 

On Map 17, the category of bird harvested at each site is depicted. The great 

majority of the  offshore sites were eider harvests, taken while people were 



I I MAP 16  I I 
NORTH S L O P E  SUBS l S T E N C E  STUDY - WA l NWR l GHT 

B I R D  HARVEST S I T E S  - A L L  S P E C I E S ,  
YEARS ONE AND TWO 

I h i s  mop d e p i c t s  opprox imote  s v b s i s l e n c e  h o r v e r t  s i t e s  l o r  
I h r  lime p e r i o d  A p r ~ l  1 1988 l o  Yorch J1, 1990: Yeor8 One 
ond I r o  o! the ~ o ~ n r r i p k l  N o r t h  S lope  S " b r i 8 l e n c e  S tudy .  
H o r v o l  (118s shorn  were used by o p p r o r ~ m o t e l y  124 l o ~ n r r i q h l  
househo lds .  A l l  h o r v e s l  t i l e s  o r e  d e p i c t e d  r ! t h  o  2  m i l e  
b u f f e r .  A d d i t i o n o l  o reos  r e r e  used by l o ~ n r r ~ p h l  r e s ~ d e n l s  
no1 i n c l u d o 4  i n  the  s t u d y .  L i l e t i n n - c o m n u n i t y  h o r v e a t  o r r o s ,  

o l l e c l r d  I n  the l o r m  o f  mo b ~ o p r o p h i e s  f r o m  14 houaeho ld r  
i ~ e d e r s e n  1919). o r e  o l s o  i ! l ua t ro led .  
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camped a t  the ice edge for whaling in the spring, or taken while marine mammal 

hunting amid the floating ice in the summer. In contrast, almost all the sites 

shown inland were geese (predominantly white-fronted geese) and ptarmigan. As 

Map 18 indicates, most of these inland harvests were associated with cabins. 

The geese harvests shown along the coastline and the bays a t  Icy Cape were 

predominantly brant (according to field experience). 

Bird harvesting areas have remained consistent through time, and hunters knew 

when to go to these areas to harvest specific waterfowl. During both study 

years hunters headed inland along the Kaolak, Ketik, Avak, and Omalik rivers to 

hunt the northward migration of white-fronted geese. Some hunters have special 

locations that they used when weather, ice, employment, and travel conditions 

p e r m i t t e d .  When c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t r a v e l i n g  i n l a n d  w e r e  poor ,  h u n t e r s  

concentrated their bird harvest on the Kasegaluk Lagoon extending north from 

the mouth of the Avak River. Here migrating brants, eiders and geese followed 

the open water (or meltwater on ice) of this lagoon while hunters sat and 

waited behind blinds. This hunt could be either a day adventure or a two week 

camping journey depending on the hunter's in-town commitments and the number of 

birds. If t h e  b i rds  were "not flying," hunters  would usually r e t u r n  t o  

Wainwright. Another factor that influenced where people went to hunt birds was 

the entrance of the Kuk River lagoon where strong currents break up the ocean 

ice long before the shorefast ice has begun to break up. Hunters sometimes had 

to  travel f a r  out on the solid ice, around the broken ice of the inlet, to 

reach Wainwright. This inlet claimed a few snowmachines each year as hunters 

tried to push the window of time for hunting birds south of Wainwright. By 

late June, the inlet was thawed and could be crossed only by boat. Hunters 

would load their ATVs on the boat and ferry them to the other side to continue 

the last part of this northern run of geese. 

VARIATION IN BIRD HARVESTS FROM YEAR TO YEAR 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Overall Bird Harvests 

The total bird harvest increased from 6,146 usable pounds in Year One to 7,214 

pounds in Year Two, a 17 percent increase (Tables A-12 and B-12). At the 

household level, this increase was from 53 to 69 pounds per household (Figure 
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34). Of all the major resource groups, birds increased the least. Because the 

other resource groups increased by a larger margin, the percentage of the total 

harvest represented by birds decreased from 2.4 percent in Year One to 2.1 

percent in Year Two. The percentage of households harvesting birds increased 

slightly from 55 to 57 percent. 

Geese harvests increased by only f ive percent overall, from 5,166 pounds to 

5,426 pounds. White-fronted geese increased by 20 percent and brant by 23 

percent; however, the sharp decline in non-specified geese, snow geese and 

C a n a d a  geese  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  low overa l l  inc rease  in geese 

harvests. Participation in  white-fronted geese and brant harvests increased by 

eight percent each. 

In both Years One and Two, residents observed that breakup on the Kuk River sys- 

tem occurred so soon after whaling as to disrupt many people from their usual 

sequence of traveling inland to hunt geese after whaling - or, if they did go 

inland, their trip was shortened by early breakup. Additionally, in Year One 

the weather was so bad during inland geese hunting that successful harvests 

were limited; according to residents, i t  was not uncommon for people to spend 

two weeks inland but only have two or three days when they could hunt during 

the entire time. In Year Two, ice and weather conditions prevented whaling to 

such a degree that some people headed inland between attempts a t  whaling (or 

gave up on whaling entirely) and thus harvested their geese in that manner, 

resulting in increased participation and harvests in Year Two compared to Year 

One. 

The brant harvest rose from Year One's 1,701 pounds (567 brants) to Year Two's 

2,100 pounds (700 brants). This increase was mainly due to a very successful 

harvest in August south of Wainwright in the Icy Cape region. Also in Year 

Two, more people participated in successful harvests. In Year One, 28 percent 

of the households successfully harvested brants, while in Year Two, 36 percent 

were successful. 

The biggest year-to-year difference in bird harvests can be seen in  eiders. 

Wainwright residents nearly doubled their eider harvest from Year One to Year 

Two, from 560 to 1,097 birds. The average household harvest increased from 

- 170 - 



five to 16 pounds per household (Figure 34). Most of this increase was in the 

harvests of king and spectacled eiders. This change was due mainly to the poor 

whaling conditions in Year Two. In normal years, whalers indicated that they 

concentrate more on whaling and hunt eiders occasionally when the conditions 

limit whaling. Bad whaling conditions prevailed throughout much of the Year 

Two whaling season; consequently, hunters kept active by harvesting eiders, 

which during that time were predominantly king eiders. In May of Year Two, at 

whaling camp, hunters made many large harvests, sometimes getting more than 100 

birds in a day. While waiting for whales, eiders would be harvested to feed 

the whaling crews, to feed family back home and to serve at Nalukataq. In 

Year Two, 816 out of the 1,097 eiders harvested were kings. In Year One, the 

number of king eiders harvested was 100 out of a total of 560. Spectacled 

eider harvests increased from 64 in Year One to 246 in Year Two. Corresponding 

to the sizable increase in eider harvests, and probably a causal factor, was 

the increase in household participation in eider harvests from 31 percent to 48 

percent. of Wainwright households. Many people had taken a large amount of time 

off work to go whaling. However, whaling conditions were such that people did 

not use as much leave time as anticipated and therefore had more time to spend 

hunting birds. Another reason for the increased eider harvest was a reporting 

factor. In Year One when the project was new, people indicated they were 

hesitant to report out-of-season bird harvests. In Year Two they were more 

comfortable reporting these harvests. Finally, Year Two was simply a good year 

for eiders, according to hunters. 

Ptarmigan harvests increased by about 45 percent, from 135 taken in year One to 

196 in Year Two. However, participation increased only one percent, from 14 to 

15 percent of Wainwright households. 

The incidence of successful harvests of other birds decreased from 31 other 

birds in Year One to only three recorded in Year Two. 

As a comparison of Figures A-15 and B-15 shows, the majority of the Wainwright 

bird harvests (by weight) occurred each year in the period between April and 

September. Within that time frame, slight variations in the monthly pattern of 
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the harvests differentiated Years One and Two. Tables A-13 and B-13 present 

pounds harvested per month per species, and the percentage breakdown by month 

of the year's harvest of each species. As the bottom line of those tables 

indicates, May was the peak month for all bird harvests in both years; however, 

that peak was higher in Year One with 57 percent of all bird harvests compared 

to Year Two, when 44 percent of the bird harvests occurred in May. The main 

difference in overall bird harvests between the two years was that in Year One 

the harvests were concentrated more intensively into fewer months (May and 

June) compared to Year Two. 

Of the two main geese species, white-fronted and brant, the white-fronted geese 

harvests followed similar timing in both study years while the brant harvests 

showed some variation from year to year. May yielded 79 percent and 76 percent 

of the white-fronted geese harvests in Years One and Two respectively, and 19 

and 17 percent in  June. Year One brant harvests peaked id late May (39 

percent) and declined to 14 percent in June, two percent in July, and then 

increased to 17 percent in August and a second peak month of 28 percent in 

September. In contrast, the Year Two brant harvests peaked in August. May 

yielded only three percent, followed by 33 percent of the year's harvest in 

June, four  percent in July, 44 percent in August, and 16 percent in September. 

Thus, the Year Two brant  harvest got o f f  t o  a slower s tar t ,  tapered off 

earlier, and peaked much later than in Year One. The later peak (August) in 

Year Two was due to a small number of very successful hunters, as discussed 

previously. Thus, the main hunt (in terms of participation) was in June even 

though the most birds were harvested in August (field observation). People 

perceived that  brants, over the long term, have been decreasing in abundance. 

Although Year Two harvests were reported higher than Year One, several people 

commented that Year Two was a bad year for  brants and that there were 'hardly 

any." Likely these people were ones who hunted in June, rather than the few 

who were very successful in August. Figure 35 compares the Year One geese 

harvests by month to the same data for  Year Two. The spring harvests were very 

similar. However, Year Two's high harvests in August and September were 

unique; virtually no geese harvests occurred during those months in Year One. 

This high Year Two fall harvest was due to a few hunters who harvested brants 

intensively and successfully at Kasegaluk Lagoon. 
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Eider harvests in Year One were concentrated heavily in the month of June, with 

84 percent of all eiders harvested that month. Another 14 percent were taken 

in May. These two months constituted virtually the entire eider season in Year 

One (Figure 36). In contrast, the Year Two season for eiders was distributed 

more evenly across a three month period, with 35 percent taken in May, 43 

percent in June, and 22 percent in July. The majority of the Year Two July 

eider harvest occurred in  the f i r s t  two weeks in  July in  association with 

intensive walrus hunting. When the ice le f t  a n d  marine mammal hunting 

virtually ceased, eider hunting also came to a halt. 

As mentioned previously, ptarmigan are the only non-migratory subsistence bird 

species in the Wainwright area and are thus available virtually all year long. 

Ptarmigan were harvested in eight months of the year in Year One and in nine 

months in Year Two. The peak month was May in both years (Figure 37) due to 

the fact that most of the harvests occurred, as mentioned before, when people 

went in land to hun t  geese. While wai t ing  f o r  geese, they often hunted 

ptarmigan. Another similarity between the two years of ptarmigan harvests was 

that none were reported harvested in July of either year. July was a low month 

for all bird harvests because this is the month when the birds nest and raise 

their young, and hunters tended to leave them alone at that time. 

Com~arison of Year One and Year Two Bird Harvest Locations 

Although the main bird harvest areas remained generally the same in Years One 

and Two, the geographic extent of bird harvests was broader in Year Two (Maps 

A-12 and B-12). Year Two harvests ranged much farther offshore and were 

concentrated more heavily in the area just east of Icy Cape compared to Year 

One sites. To the south (inland), Year Two bird harvests also extended farther 

than in Year One. 

Eider harvests occurred much farther from shore in Year Two than they did in 

Year One (Maps A-13 and B-13). One reason for this difference was that the 

ocean lead during whaling was farther offshore in Year Two compared to Year 

One. Additionally, hunters went farther offshore to harvest walrus, and during 

these trips they also harvested eiders. 



T h e  i n l a n d  geese ha rves t  a r e a  (p redominan t ly  w h i t e - f r o n t e d  geese) was 

remarkably similar for the two years. Such similarity was expected since this 

a c t i v i t y  w a s  a t r a d i t i o n a l  s p r i n g  e v e n t  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  f a m i l i e s  a n d  

individuals did year af ter  year and which was based typically around cabins and 

traditional campsites. The main strip of coastline from Wainwright down south 

t o  M i t l i k t a v i k  ( j u s t  s o u t h  of  K i l i m a n t a v i )  w a s  used  c o n s i s t e n t l y  a n d  

successfully during the two study years and was the location of one of the 

prime harvesting events of the year. The bird migrations along this southern 

coastline were so consistent tha t  Wainwright residents returned to this area 

each year where they could count on harvesting eiders, brants and other geese. 

This activity was comparable to whaling in that  hunters returned to set up 

camps in the same locations each year along an unchanging migratory path. 

Summary 

In summary, Wainwright residents harvested an average of 6,682 usable pounds of 

birds dur ing  the  two study years, accounting for  two percent of the total 

Wainwright subsistence harvest. Yet these relatively low harvest numbers fail  

to  convey the high cultural value placed on birds as an important subsistence 

food. White-fronted geese was the species harvested in  greatest quanti ty,  

followed by brants, the various eider species (combined), ptarmigan, and other 

birds. From Year One to Year Two, bird harvests increased by 17 percent, the 

smallest year-to-year increase of all  the major resource groups. Of the bird 

species, eiders increased the  most, nearly doubling due  t o  a poor whaling 

season in Year Two that allowed hunters to concentrate more heavily on eiders 

than usual. Similarly, poor whaling also provided substantial breaks during 

which some hunters traveled inland to hunt white-fronted geese or down the 

coast to hunt brants and eiders. 

Bird harvests generally began in late April or May with the eiders' return. 

During May and June, eiders were harvested both a t  whaling camps and in front 

of the village. Meanwhile, some families went inland to hunt white-fronted 

geese from their cabins and camps. Whalers also went inland when weather kept 

them off  the  ice and/or  immediately following whaling, i f  snow conditions 

permitted travel inland. In early June, hunters began to travel down the coast 

fo r  brants, eiders a n d  geese. They were joined later when whaling crews 



returned, some of whom traveled south along the coast to hunt birds. They were 

also joined by white-fronted geese harvesters who were forced out of the 

interior by flooding. Camps were located every few miles along the coast south 

of Wainwright, usually on the points of land projecting into the lagoons. July 

was a more opportunistic month for harvesting birds, with occasional eiders and 

brants harvested by boaters out hunting for walrus and seals. In August and 

September, brants passed by Wainwright as they migrated south and many were 

harvested, especially in the Icy Cape region where they concentrated to feed on 

the windrows of seaweed accumulated on the shores. Finally, ptarmigan were 

hunted all year long, with the h.eaviest harvests occurring during spring geese 

hunting inland. 

OTHER RESOURCES 

Other  resources t h a t  residents reported harvesting included berries, coal and 

water in its various forms (e.g., water, ice and snow). These resources were 

least likely to be recalled of all harvests because the majority of Wainwright 

subsistence activity revolved around the harvest of various animal species, and 

consequently respondents and the field coordinator focused mainly on the animal 

harvests. Hence, i t  is likely tha t  the harvest amounts for  coal, water and 

berries were underreported during this study, and the complete absence of other 

resources (such as bird eggs) may be a function of underreporting as well. 

Berries 

No berries were reported harvested in Year One; residents indicated that 1988 

was a very bad season for berries. In Year Two, in contrast, many Wainwright 

residents were pleasantly surprised by the abundant salmonberry season. Rain 

fell all  summer in the Wainwright area. In August, the tundra behind the 

in land cabins turned orange f rom the  large salmonberries reaching ripeness. 

People of all ages spent many hours on the wet tundra with bags and buckets 

collecting gallons of these prized berries. Berries were collected and stored, 

or eaten a t  once when arriving home from caribou hunting. Other berries were 

harvested as  well, such as  crowberries, blueberries, and  cranberries. These 

berries were rarely reported, however, even though every hunter, a t  one time or 



another, harvested a handful  while hunting or  butchering caribou. Mainly 

salmonberries were reported because people preferred them and therefore focused 

more heavily on them both while harvesting and reporting. In Year Two, a total 

of 484 quarts of berries were reported harvested, averaging just over a gallon 

per household. Over two years, berry harvests averaged 242 quarts per year for  

the  community, or  two quar t s  per household. Twenty-six percent of the 

households reported gathering berries in Year Two. As Map 19 shows, berry 

harvests occurred up the Kuk River system, where most late summer subsistence 

activity took place. Two harvest sites are also shown to the north by Ataniq 

and along the Kugrua River. 

Vegetation such as sourdock, wild teas and grasses were harvested but never 

reported due  t o  the f ield coordinator forgetting to ask about them specifi- 

cally. However, the harvest of such greens generally was very minor and 

infrequent. 

Coal - 

Three inactive coal mines are situated within 15 miles of Wainwright up the Kuk 

River (Map 19). River access to  the sites enabled residents to get coal by 

boat during the summer as well as by snowmachine in the winter. People also 

collected coal along the shores of the Kuk River where i t  washed up after rough 

waters battered the exposed coal seams. In Year One, five percent of the house- 

holds reported getting a total of 172 sacks of coal. Collection of coal in 

Year Two dropped significantly since the Point Lay coal project delivered a 

large supply of coal for the community to use, free of charge. Residents re- 

ported collecting only 20 sacks of coal in Year Two. Some people still collec- 

ted coal a t  the old mines and along the shores; however, most of the coal col- 

lected in Year Two was taken to upriver cabins to be burned there. Due to the 

large quantity of Point Lay coal available right in town, the field coordinator 

was not as thorough in Year Two as in Year One in asking about coal harvests. 

Water 

Fresh water was collected by almost all households. Based on field observa- 

tion, the majority of the households collected fresh water in the form of lake 
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ice for drinking water. When lake ice was not available, snow was collected, 

or  in the summer, fresh water. However, only 36 percent of households (on 

ave rage)  r e p o r t e d  col lec t ing  water  or  ice dur ing  the  s tudy period. As 

mentioned above, data for this resource likely was underreported because it was 

not an  animal harvest and not a food product. Residents reported getting 

16,831 gallons of water, ice and snow in Year One and 11,650 gallons in Year 

Two, for an average of 14,241 gallons per year, or 136 gallons per household. 

In Year One and part of Year Two, a large supply of glacier ice (aged sea ice 

from which the salt has leached out) was located near the village and many 

families took the opportunity to harvest this resource (Map 19). In the winter 

months of Year Two, however, very little "glacier ice" was available and all of 

the ice harvests came from the lakes. 

Residents indicated tha t  the  best time to cut  ice was in the fall  months 

(October) when the ice was not too thick. At this time the lake was frozen 

about a foot deep and was easily cut into six foot long blocks or "cakes" which 

were then stacked along the lake shore and retrieved all winter long. Later in 

the winter, the lake ice was much thicker and impossible to saw into blocks; 

therefore, if people needed ice, they would bring a pick axe and chop chunks 

f rom the  lake  ice which they would transport back to town by sled o r  

snowmachine. A "sled load" was commonly the reporting unit for ice harvests. 

The  f ie ld  coordinator determined tha t  one sled load consisted of about six 

cakes of ice, or the equivalent of about 100 gallons of water. 



IV. HARVEST LEVEL ANALYSIS 

Thus far,  this report has presented the Wainwright Year One and Year Two 

harvest data (averaged) in terms of community totals (by month and for the 

entire year) and household and per capita means. Preceding data tables have 

also shown the percentage of Wainwright households participating in the harvest 

of each species. This section of the report expands upon that statistic as 

well as the household means in order to look more closely at the distribution 

of harvest activity across households and to look a t  selected characteristics 

of households grouped according to their level of annual harvest. 

Based on statistical analysis (rather than field observations), the study team 

divided' the 100 core study households into four categories according to the 

average total pounds each household harvested in Years One and Two. Using a 

listing of the amount of pounds harvested by each household, the categories or 

harvester levels were defined by placing 25 percent of the households in each 

category. Thus, the  f i r s t  quar te r  of the  households (Harvester Level 1) 

harvested between zero and 424 pounds. The next quarter harvested 425 to 1,060 

pounds, followed by those households that harvested 1,061 to 2,499 pounds and 

the highest group of households (Harvester Level 4) harvesting 2,500 pounds or 

more per year. The actual range in total pounds harvested was from zero pounds 

to one household that harvested over 17,000 pounds. The total pounds per 

household upon which these breakdowns were based included only usable products 

and thus excluded furbearers, coal, and water. 

The harvest data by harvester level are presented in  two tables. Table 18 

shows what percentage of the total community harvest of a species was obtained 

by each harvester level. Table 19 presents the average amount of each species 

harvested per household within each harvester level. The far  right column of 

Table 19 shows mean harvests per household for the entire community. For most 

entr ies,  th is  s ta t i s t ic  corresponds to the  column ent i t led  "Average Pounds 

Harvested Per Household" in Tables 3, 6, 9, 12 and 15. These figures do not 

match for bowhead whale, and consequently for the total marine mammals and 

total mean household harvest. The calculations for bowhead in Tables 18 and 19 

are different than those used in other tables in this report because the former 
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TABLE 18: PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL WUA)S WARVESTED BY SPECIES AND BY 

HARVESTER LEVEL, YAIWYRIGHT YEARS OWE & TW AVERAGED / 1  

SPECIES HARVESTED 
-----------------  
A l l  Species 

Total Marine Mamnals 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Bowhead 

Ua l rus 

Bearded Seal 

Polar Bear 

Total Ringed & Spotted Seal 

Ringed Seal 

Spotted Seal 

Beluga Wale  

Total Terrestr ia l  Mamnals /2 
------------------------- 
Car i bw 
Moose 

Brow, Bear 

G r o u d  Squirrel 

Total Fish 
---------- 
Total m i t e f  i sh  

m i t e f i s h  (non-specified) 

R o u d  m i t e f i s h  

Least cisco 

Bering, Arc t ic  cisco 

Total Other Freshwater Fish 

Arc t ic  grayl ing 

Burbot (Ling cod) 

Lake trwt 

Total Salmon 

Salaon (non-specif ied) 

Olm (Dog) s a l m  

Pink (Hurpback) salaon 

S i lver  (Coho) salmon 

King (Chinook) salaon 

Total Other Coastal Fish 

Rainbow smelt 

Toslcod (Saffron Cod) 

Sculpin 

Arc t ic  flouder 

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER 

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 
0-424 LBS 425-1059 LBS 1060-2499 LBS 

---------- ----------- ------------- 
2.2% 9.0% 19.6% 

HARVESTER 

LEVEL 4 
t5ooH LBS 
---------- 

69.2% 

TOTAL 
----- 
loox 

(Continued next page) 



SPECIES HARVESTED 
----------------- 

Total Birds 

TABLE 18 (continued): PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POUlOS HARVESTED BY SPECIES AM) 

BY HARVESTER LEVEL, UAINURIGHT YEARS WE 6 TW AVERAGED 

Total Geese 

Uhi t e - f  ronted goose 

Brant 

Goose (non-specified) 

Lesser snow goose 

Canada goose 

Total Eiders 

Eider (non-specif ied) 

Cannon eider 
King eider 

Spectacled eider 
Stel lar 's  eider 

Ptarmigan 

Other b i rds  

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER 

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 
0-424 LBS 425-1059 LBS 1060-2499 LBS 250- LBS TOTAL 

----------  ----------- ------------- - ---------  ----- 

= Less than -1 percent. 

1.  The percentages f o r  bowhead i n  t h i s  table are based upon the ndxr o f  crew m r  or  v i l l age  shares 

each household reported receiving, rather than on the ent i re  usable whale weight divided by the nrrmber 

o f  Wainwright households, as was done elsewhere i n  t h i s  report. 
2. Furbearers were not included i n  the calculat ion o f  harvester levels or  m t s  harvested per harvester 

Level. They are not harvested f o r  food and therefore are not measured i n  povds, the rnit upon which 

t h i s  analysis i s  based. 

Source: Stephen R. B r d  6 Associates, 1993 



SPECIES HARVESTED 
-----------------  
A l l  Species 

Total Marine Marmsls 
-------------------- 
Bowhead 

U a l n s  

Bearded Seal 

Polar Bear 

Total Ringed 6 Spotted Seal 

Ringed Seal 

Spotted Seal 

Beluga *ale 

TABLE 19: MEAN USABLE POUNDS HARVESTED PER WOUSEHOI.0 BY 

HARVESTER LEVEL, UAIWRIGHT YEARS CUE 6 TWO AVERAGED /1  

Total Terrestr ia l  lbmMLs / 2  
------------------------- 
Caribou 

Woost 

Brew Bear 

G r o u d  W i r r e l  

Total Fish 

Total lhi t e f  i sh  

a i t e f i s h  (m-spec i f i ed )  

R o u d  a iwf  ish  

Least cisco 

Bering, Arct ic  cisco 

Total Other Freshwater Fish 

Arc t ic  grayl ing 

Burbot (Ling cod) 

Lake t rou t  

Total Salmon 

Salmon ( m - s p e c i f  ied) 

Chum (Oog) salmon 

Pink (Huqhck)  salaon 

S i lver  (Coho) salmon 

King ( C h i d )  salRoh 

Total Other Coastal Fish 

Rainbow smelt 

Tancod (Saffron Cod) 

Sculpin 

Arct ic  f l d r  

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER 

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 L M L  3 
0-424 LBS 425-1059 LBS 1MO-2499 LBS 

(LBS.) (LBS.) (LBS.) 
- - - - - - - - - -  ----------- ------------- 

182.7 737.9 1,611.0 

HARVESTER 

L M L  4 
2500++ LBS 

(LBS.) 
- - - - - - - - - -  

5,682.3 

WAY LBS. 

PER HOWE- 

m o  FOR 

ENTIRE 

COCIVWITY 

( C a t i d  next page) 



SPECIES HARVESTED 
----------------- 

Total B i d  
----------- 
Total Geese 

mi te- f ronted goose 

B r a t  

Goose (m-spec i f ied)  
Lesser snow goose 

canada 9-e 
Total Eiders 

Eider (non-specified) 

C m  eider 

King eider 

Spectacled eider 

Stel lar 's  eider 

Ptamigan 

Other b i d  

TABLE 19, continued: WEAN USABLE POUNDS HARVESTED PER HOUSEHOLD BY 

HARVESTER LEVEL, UAIMIGHT YEARS ONE & TUD AVERAGED 

UEM LBS. 

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER -PER M E -  

L M L  1 LEVEL 2 L M L  3 LEVEL 4 l#LD FOR 

0-424 LBS 425-1059 LBS 1060-2499 LBS 2500++ LBS ENTIRE 

(LBS. (LBS.) (LBS.) (LBS.) cmnuwirr 
---------- ----------- ------------- ----------  ---------- 

= Less than -1 pouds. 

1. The averages for  barhead i n  t h i s  table are based qmn the h r  of crew h r  or v i l lage shares 

each household reported receiving, rather than on the ent i re  usable *ale weight divided by the nrrmber 

of Wainwright households, as was done elsewhere i n  t h i s  report. 

2. Furbearers wen not included in the calculation of harvester l w e l s  or crunnts harvested per harvester 

level. They are not harvested f o r  food and therefore are not measured in povds, the mit rpon *ich 
t h i s  analysis i s  based. 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  & Associates, 1993 



ref lec t  the  number of crew member or  village shares households reported 

receiving, multiplied by the estimated weight of such shares. In contrast, 

other tables in this report derive household means for bowhead from the total 

estimated usable weight from each whale, including all the blubber and shares 

set aside for  community feasts, not just shares received and reported to this 

project by study households. 

Table 18 shows that, in terms of all species combined, Level 4 harvested an 

average of 69 percent of the total annual community harvest. In other words, 

one fourth of the households harvested over two thirds of the total pounds 

harvested. Level 3 harvested about one-fifth of the total amount harvested. 

Level 2 harvested nine percent and Level 1 harvested less than two percent of 

the total usable pounds. 

When looking a t  major resource groups, these proportions remain roughly the 

same. For example, Level 4 harvested between 65 and 71 percent of the total 

marine mammals, terrestrial mammals, fish and birds. Level 3 harvested 17 to 

27 percent of those four resource categories, while Level 2 harvested five to 

10 percent and Level 1 harvested between less than one and over two percent of 

the major resource groups. 

In addition to allowing comparisons of harvest level means to the overall mean, 

Table 19 is also useful fo r  scanning intra-level relationships. By looking 

down t h e  Harves te r  Level 1 column, one observes tha t  mar ine  mammals 

(speci f ica l ly ,  bowhead whale)  represent  the largest share  of the i r  en t i r e  

yearly harvest, followed by terrestrial mammals (caribou), fish (salmon), and 

birds. While the f irst  two major resource categories are represented by only 

one species, Level 1 households harvested a few fish species (mainly grayling 

and rainbow smelt) and a variety of geese and eider species. A similar 

examination of the columns for each of the other levels reveals an increasing 

v a r i e t y  of species  harves ted  t h e  h igher  the  ha rves te r  level. Table 20 

summarizes the number of species harvested by harvester level. 

In Year Two of this project, the study team collected data from households on 

f o u r  desc r ip t ive  socioe'conomic character is t ics :  household size, ethnici ty,  

income, and the number of person-months worked per year. Ninety-nine percent 



TABLE 20: NUMBER OF SPECIES HARVESTED BY HARVESTER LEVEL, 

WAINWRIGHT YEARS ONE & TWO AVERAGED~ 

HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER HARVESTER 
LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4 

0-424 LBS. 425- 1059 LBS. 1060-2499 LBS. 2500+ LBS. 

Marine Mammals 1 5 6 7 

Terrestrial Mammals 1 1 2 3 

Fish 3 5 13 14 

Whitefish 1 2 4 3 

Other Freshwater 
Fish 1 

Salmon 0 0 4 - 4 

Other Coastal 
Fish I 

Birds 5 9 9 12 

Geese 

Eiders 

Ptarmigan 1 1 1 1 

Other Birds 0 1 2 3 

TOTAL: 10 20 30 36 

1. Harves ts  recorded as  "non-specified" whitefish, salmon, geese, eiders, o r  
ducks were not included in this table. 

Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1993 



of the core study households were Inupiat (wherein "Inupiat" means the head of 

household o r  spouse was Inupiat). Because of the lack of diversity, the  

following discussion does not examine harvester levels with regard to ethnicity 

but rather  focuses instead on household size, income and person-months of 

employment per year. Tables 21 and 22 present cross-tabulations of these three 

variables with harvester levels and reflect the two different ways one might 

want to examine the data. Table 21 presents the data in such a way as to 

describe the characteristics of each harvester level. For example, this table 

shows the relative distribution of different household sizes across Level 1, in 

which eight percent of the Level 1 households are single person households, 44 

percent are two to three person households, another 44 percent are four to five 

person households, and four percent of the Level 1 households consist of six or 

more persons. In contrast, Table 22 presents the  distribution of harvester 

l eve l s  a c r o s s  househo ld  s izes .  F o r  example ,  of  a l l  t h e  s ingle  person 

households in Wainwright, 20 percent were in Level 1, 40 percent were in Level 

2, 30 percent were in Level 3, and 10 percent were in Level 4. Both tables 

present means for each harvester level and for the entire community. 

Continuing with household size, Table 22 indicates that the highest proportion 

of large households in Wainwright (six people or more), 41 percent, were those 

households of Level 3, harvesting between 1,060 and 2,499 pounds per year. The 

majority of four to five person households (33 percent) harvested 2,500 pounds 

or more per year. Both Level 3 and Level 4 averaged 4.7 persons per household 

compared to 3.1 and 3.8 in Levels 1 and 2 respectively, and to a community mean 

household size of 4.1 persons per household. In  general, as household size 

increased, so also did the amount of subsistence foods harvested annually. 

T h e  in fo rmat ion  on person-months of employment was collected by asking , ~ 
households how many people in their household were employed each month over the f 

two study years. The totals for each year were averaged and cross-tabulated I 
wi th harvester levels. In every harvester level, the majority of households 1 
worked one to 12 person months per year (Table 21). None of the Level 1 

households (low harvesters) worked 25 person months or more. As Table 22 1 
shows, over half of the unemployed households were also the low harvesters 

(Level 1). In contrast,. two-thirds of the heavily employed households (25 

person-months or  more) were also the heavy harvesters (Level 4), harvesting 
I 
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TABLE 21: DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF HARVESTER LMLS, 

UAINURIGHT YEARS ONE 6 ND AVERAGED ( 1 )  

Harvester Lev 

1 
Household Size Under 425 lbs 
-------------- ------------- 

1 8 X 

2,3 44 
4,s 44 
6+ 4 

Harvester Level 

2 
425-1,059 lbs. 

--------------- 
16 X 
32 
28 
24 

-- - 
100 X 

Harvester Level 

3 
1,060-2,499 lbs --------------- 

12 X 
16 
36 
36 - - - 

100 X 

Harvester L w e l  

4 
2,500 lbs. 6 rp 
--------------- 

4 X 
20 

52 
24 

---  
100 X 

Ent i re  

Coarrnity ----------- 
10 X 
28 
40 
22 - - - 

100 X 

Mean household s ize 3.2 

Total Months Uorked 

By Household N&rs 

0 28 X 
1-12 40 
13-24 32 
ZF 0 

--- 
loo X 

Mean Person-Nos. Uorked 
.per Household: 10.3 

Approxiuate Year 
Two Household Incane 
.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Under s4,999 31 
S5,000-19,999 9 
JZ0,ooo-U9,999 44 
s40.000 plus 17 

Approximate Wean Incaw 
(Scale: 1 t o  10)' 4.6 

Incomes w r e  reported as a code representing the ranges belw; the mean incanes above represent an average 

of the responses (codes) reported. Based on ranges, the codes c m t  be accurately c m r t e d  t o  dollars. 
+INCOME SCALE: 1 Under $4,999 5 S20.000-24,999 8 $40,000-49.999 

2 S.000-9,999 6 S25.000-29,999 9 S50,000-59,999 
3 $10.000-14.999 7 $30.000-39.999 10 $60,000 or m r e  

4 $15,000-19,999 
( 1 )  Based on 100 core study households. 

Source: Stephen R. B r W  6 Associates 1993 



TABLE 22: SOCIOEWOWIC CHARACTERISTICS BROKEN OOW BY HARVESTER LEVEL, 

UAl WRIGHT YEARS WE & lW AVERAGED (1) 

Harvester Lev 

1 
Household Size Under 425 lbs 
-------------- ------------- 

1 20 X 
2,3 39 
4,5 28 
ti+ 5 

Wan household size 3.2 

Total Months Worked 

By Household W r s  
.................... 

0 54 X 
1-12 20 
13-24 30 
25+ 0 

Wan Person-nos. Worked 

per Household: 10.3 

Approximate Year 
Two Hwsehold l n c e  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Under %,999 47 X 
S5;000-19,999 10 
920,000-U9,999 24 
$40,000 plus 21 

Approximate Wan Incaw 

(Scale: 1 t o  lo)* 4.6 

Harvester Level 

2 
425-1,059 lbs. 

--------------- 
40 X 
29 
18 
27 

Harvester Level 

3 
1,060-2,499 lbs 
--------------- 

30 X 
14 
23 
41 

Harvester Level 

4 
2,500 lbs. 0 tp 
-------------,- . 

10 X 
18 
33 
27 

Entire 

C m i  t y  
.---------- 

100 X 
100 
100 
100 

Inc-s were reported as a code representing the ranges below; the wan incanes above represent an average 

of the responses (codes) reported. Based on ranges, the codes c-t be accurately converted t o  dollars. I 

*INCOME SCALE: 1 Under $4,999 5 $20,000-24,999 8 $40,000-49,999 ( 

2 $5,000-9,999 6 $25,000-29,999 9 $50,000-59,999 
3 $10,000-14,999 7 $30,000-39,999 10 t60,000 or more 

4 $15,000-19,999 
(1) Based on 100 core study households. 

Source: Stephen R. B r a d  6 Associates 1993 



2,500 pounds per year or more. Person-months of employment increased with the 

harvest levels, from an average of 10.3 person-months of work per year in Level 

1 to 14.1 person months in Level 4, compared to a community mean of 12.1 

person-months of employment per household per year. 

Income, reported as a range rather than a specific amount, also increased with 

the harvest level, generally. Level 3 households showed the highest income, 

although Level 4 households were nearly as high. Table 21 indicates that in 

every harvest level (as in the community overall), the largest proportion of 

households fel l  i n  the  $20,000 to  $39,999 range. Table 22 shows that 47 

percent of the  lowest income households (earning less than $4,999 per year) 

were also the low harvesters, Level 1. In contrast, 32 percent of the higher 

income households were high harvesters (Level 4) and another 32 percent were in 

Level 3. 

The selection of harvester levels imposes an artificial structure on the range 

of to ta l  harves ts  f o r  Wainwright households, but  is  useful as  a tool fo r  

examining certain dynamics. Also interesting is a distribution of individual 

harvest levels; however, such a table of disaggregated data cannot be presented 

due to the  need to  preserve confidentiality. The distribution of individual 

househo lds '  t o t a l  h a r v e s t  a m o u n t s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  only  f i v e  pe rcen t  of 

Wainwright households did not harvest subsistence resources at all in either 

study year. Thus, 95 percent of Wainwright households harvested something a t  

some point in the two years of study. (This statistic differs from the average 

percentage of households participating, shown on Table 4 to be 82 percent. The 

l a t t e r  f i g u r e  i s  a n  average of the  participation levels of the  two years, 

whereas 95 percent represents the two years cumulatively.) The disaggregated 

distribution also indicates tha t  the highest average annual household harvest 

was estimated to  be 17,367 pounds. Ninety-seven percent of the households 

harvested less than 10,000 pounds, whereas three percent harvested between 

10,000 and 18,000 pounds. 

The households that did not report any harvests over the two study years are 

not easily characterized. One household contained a single mother and her 

children; another  contained a single older person. In two households, the 

middle-aged Inup ia t  male heads  of household l ikely d id  some subsistence 



ac t iv i t i e s  on a ve ry  l imi ted  basis bu t  d id  not report  them. No readi ly 

apparent reasons explain their non-participation in subsistence. 

T h e  heavy harves ters  also .cannot be easily character ized.  Some of these 

households were headed by men who were very successful a t  juggling subsistence 

and employment and had several offspring who also contributed significantly to 

t h e i r  households'  harvests .  These f ami l i e s  s tored  cons iderable  subs is tence  

food in their ice cellars which they shared with the households of kin and of 

members of their whaling crews. 

In summary, an  examination of harvest amounts by harvester level indicates that 

. one fou r th  of the  households harvested over two-thirds of the total pounds 

harvested per year. The data also show that the variety of species harvested 

increases with each harvester level, as does the average household size, person 

months of employment, and income for each harvester level. 



V. COMPARISON OF BARROW AND WAINWRIGHT SUBSISTENCE HARVESTS 

As mentioned in the Introduction, the collection of Wainwright harvest data was 

part of a larger project that also included three years of data collection in 

the  larger  community of Barrow, located approximately 100 milis to the 

northeast of Barrow. Subsistence harvest data were collected in Wainwright for 

the two year period from April 1, 1988 through March 31, 1990 and comparable 

data were collected in Barrow for three years, from April 1, 1987 through March 

31, 1990. Thus, Years Two and Three of the Barrow effort were concurrent with 

Years One and Two of the Wainwright data collection effort. Conducting the 

same research in two different communities during the same time period provides 

a unique  opportunity to compare the f indings  f o r  each community. This 

comparison, not originally part of the study design, presents data i n  tables 

and briefly addresses salient points. A thorough presentation of the Barrow 

study results is found in the MMS Technical Report No. 149 entitled North S l o ~ e  

Subsistence Studv - Barrow. 1987. 1988 and 1989 (SRB&A and ISER 1993). 

Barrow and Wainwright are different in many ways. While Barrow is a community 

of over 3,000 people, the regional hub for most of the North Slope, Wainwright 

is a smaller community of around 500 residents. Barrow's population is about 

half Inupiat while Wainwright's population is almost entirely Inupiat. During 

this study, employment and income levels in Barrow were much higher than in 

Wainwright. Table 23 presents some background data on Barrow and Wainwright 

for comparison. The NSB conducted community censuses in Barrow and Wainwright 

in  1988. Most of the community characteristics reported in the 1988 census 

differ from those used or found by this study. For example, the Barrow sample 

was based on the 1985 NSB census which reported a population of 3,016 residents 

in  937 households. These figures were the basis for weighting the findings, 

even though the more recent census (1988) was performed during this study. 

Thus, demographic characteristics differ  in part because of the difference in 

timing between the two censuses. In Wainwright, the NSB 1988 census counted 

everyone, including temporary construction workers, whereas this study counted 

only households present f o r  the  entire  two years (thus excluding temporary 

construction workers and also seasonally resident schoolteachers). Data from 

the NSB 1988 census as well as from this study are both presented in Table 23. 



Basis for SRB&A harvest study estimates 
Study population 
.Ethnicity (Percent Inupiat) 
Number of households 
Average household size 
Average person-months employment per 

household per year 
Average ousehold income (on a scale from 5 1 to 10 ) 

NSB Census Data (19881~ 
Population 
Ethnicity (Percent Inupiat) 
Number of households 
Average household size 
Average months employed per individual 
Average months unemployed per individual 

Barrow study period: 4/ 1 /87 through 3/3 1 /90; 
Wainwright study period: 4/1/88 through 3/3 1 /90. 

Barrow 

The NSB 1985 Barrow Census, Housing and Employment Survey was the source of 
these population and household figures for Barrow. These data were the 
basis for the original sampling design. 

This Wainwright population reflects only those residents who were present 
in Wainwright for the full two study years. Thus, this figure does not 
include seasonally resident schoolteachers, temporary construction workers, 
or anyone else who was present only part of the two study years. 

Income scale: 1 Under $4,999 6 $25,000 - $29,999 
2 $5,000 - $9,000 7 $30,000 - $39,999 
3 $10,000 - $14,999 8 $40,000 - $49,999 
4 $1 5,000 - $19,999 9 $50,000 - $59,999 
5 $20,000 - $24,999 10 $60,000 and above 

Source: NSB Department of Planning and Community Services, 1989, unless 
otherwise noted. 

This figure included anyone living in Wainwright at the time the census was 
conducted (e-g., temporary construction workers,-schoolteachers, etc.) 

I 7. Source: NSB Department of Planning and Community Services, personal 
communication, 1989. 

I 
Stephen R. Braund & Associates, 1993 1 



Comparative harvest data are presented in subsequent tables. Table 24 shows 

mean household harvest levels for Barrow and Wainwright by species or species 

group, averaged f o r  the study period. (The Barrow household means are 

subdivided into household means f o r  Inupiat households and fo r  all Barrow 

households.) T h e  re la t ive  proport ion that  each species or  species group 

represented in the overall subsistence harvest, averaged over the study period, 

is also presented in this table for each community. Finally, the percentage of 

households successfully participating in  harvests of each species is presented 

for each community, with Barrow's participation rate shown both for the Inupiat 

households and for the entire Barrow community. In terms of total subsistence 

harvests, Wainwright households harvested an average of 2,624 usable pounds in 

contrast to Barrow Inupiat household harvests of 1,171 pounds and all Barrow 

households' harvests of 750 pounds. (These amounts work out to 638 pounds per 

capita for Wainwright, and 245 pounds per capita for Barrow Inupiat and 233 

pounds per capita for all of Barrow.) In other words, the average Wainwright 

household harvested over twice the amount as Barrow Inupiat households, and 3.5 

times as much as all Barrow households. Despite the large difference between 

Barrow and Wainwright in terms of total pounds harvested per household, the 

overal l  part icipat ion ra te  among Wainwright s tudy households (98 percent 

Inupiat) and Barrow Inupiat households was nearly identical, 88 and 87 percent 

respectively. Participation among all Barrow households was 68 percent. 

Comparison of the major resource categories in terms of the percentage of total 

harvest that each category contributed indicates that the order of importance' 

was the same in each community; i.e., in both Barrow and Wainwright, marine 

mammals contributed the most to the total harvest, followed by terrestrial 

mammals, fish and birds. The relative proportions varied, however. Whereas 

marine mammals represented over half (55 percent) the total harvest in Barrow, 

this category represented over two-thirds (70 percent) of the total Wainwright 

harvest. Terrestrial mammals represented 30 percent in Barrow compared to 24 

percent in  Wainwright, f ish represented 11 and 4.5 percent in Barrow and 

Wainwright respectively. Finally, birds were 3.5 percent of the total harvest 

in Barrow compared to two percent in  Wainwright. In short, Wainwright's 

subsistence harvest was dominated by marine mammals; marine and terrestrial 

mammals combined constituted 94 percent of the total harvest. Marine mammals 

also dominated Barrow's subsistence harvest, but the harvest was more evenly 



TABLE 24: AVERAGE ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD MEANS, PERCENTAGES AND PARTICIPATIOW 

BASED OW USABLE POUIiDS HARVESTED, BAllRW AND UAINURIGHT (1) 

BARRW (EIGHTED) UAINURIGHT 
---------------------- 

INUPIAT ALL BRU X OF % PARTICIPATIOW: HH % OF % PARTI- 

HH MEANS HH MEANS TOTAL I W I A T  ALL BRU W S  TOTAL CIPATION 
--------  - - - - - - - -  ----- ------- ------- -----  -----  -------- 

A l l  species 1,171 750 100.0% 87% 68% 2,624 100.0% 88% 

Marine mammals 670 412 55.82: 76% 48% 1,795 69.6% 82% 
Bowhead 476 283 38.3% 75% 46% (166 34.6% 75% 
Ual rus 104 68 9.1% 29% 27% 712 26.a 29% 

Bearded seal 48 33 4.4% 46% 29% 128 5.0% 35% 
Ring.& spot. 

seal ' 29 18 2.4% 27% 1QX 30 1.1% 26% 
Polar bear 13 11 1.5% 7% 6% 45 1.5% 7% 

Land mamnals 320 226 30.1% ?7% 54% 648 23.7% 62% 

Caribou 304 199 26.6% ?7% 54% 639 23.4% 62% 

Moose 16 26 3.4% 7% 7% 8 0.2% 2% 
Dal l  sheep 1 1 3% 3% 0 0.0% 0% 

Fish 142 85 11.3% 60% 41% 121 4.5% 66% 
Yhitef i sh  110 65 8.7% 54% 34% 59 2.0% 23% 
Other fresh- 

water f i s h  20 12 1.6% 33% 23% 24 0.8% 27% 
Salnm 8 5 0.7% 16% 12% 5 0.2% 5% 
Other coastal 

f i s h  4 2.2 0.3% 23% 14% n 1.5% 54% 

Birds 39 26 3.5% 65% 53% 61 2.2% 56% 
Geese 24 16 2.1% 40% 29% 49 1.7% 45% 
Eiders 13 10 1.3% 52% 43% 11 0.4% 40% 
Ptarmigan 1 1 0.1% 26% Xk 0.9 15% 
Other birds 1 X 0.3 4% 

(1) Barrow study period: 4/1/87 through 3/31/90 
Uaimr igh t  study period: 4/1/88 through 3/31/90 

Less than .1 or .l% 

Source: Stephen R. B raud  & Associates, 1993 



distributed across the four major resource categories than occurred in Wain- 

wright. The main reason for this difference was the high harvest of walrus in 

Wainwright during the study years. When comparing the percentage of total 

harvest  t h a t  each of  the  major species represented (e.g., bowhead whale, 

walrus, bearded seal, other seals, caribou), the proportion of total  harvest 

was similar  ( i . . ,  between Barrow and  Wainwright) with the exception of 

walrus. Walrus provides a very large amount of potentially usable meat, yet 

residents  typica l ly  d id  not ea t  al l  of the usable portions. Consequently, 

these animals appear to  constitute a larger proportion of both Barrow and 

W a i n w r i g h t  r e s iden t s '  d i e t  t h a n  was a c t u a l l y  t h e  case ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  

Wainwright where the harvest was much higher). Consequently, the relative 

importance of caribou or fish, for example, (for which the usable weight more 

closely ma tches  t h e  amount  ac tua l ly  ea ten)  a p p e a r s  underrepresented  by 

comparison as a year round resource and everyday food. 

The percentage of households participating in marine mammal harvests was very 

similar between Barrow Inupiat households and Wainwright households. Parti- 

cipation rates were identical in the case of bowhead whale, walrus and polar 

bear, and differed only by one percent between communities in their partici- 

pation in ringed and spotted seal harvests. The main difference in partici- 

pation occurred in bearded seal harvests, in which Barrow Inupiat participated 

a t  a rate of 46 percent compared to 35 percent in Wainwright. The higher 

involvement in this activity in Barrow likely was a reflection of the use of 

bearded seal skin boats in Barrow and resultant need for  skins, which were not 

used for boats in Wainwright. 

Barrow Inupiat participation was higher in terrestrial mammals and birds than 

Wainwright's level of participation. More Wainwright households harvested fish 

(66 percent), however, than did Barrow Inupiat households (60 percent). The 

high participation in Wainwright fish harvests was due mainly to the unique 

activity of rainbow smelt fishing. Wainwright residents fished smelt through 

the inlet ice in the winter months. Participation was high because smelt 

f i sh ing  was easily undertaken by a variety of age groups within a short  

distance from town, because the season did not conflict with other harvests, 

and because people considered smelt a delicacy. Although rainbow smelt fishing 

in Wainwright garnered an equal level of participation as whitefish harvests in 



Barrow, an additional 12 percent of Wainwright households harvested other kinds 

of fish, whereas in Barrow only another six percent harvested other fish. 

Barrow household means were higher than in Wainwright in the harvests of only 

two species groups: Whitefish and ptarmigan. In the case of salmon, Barrow 

and Wainwright household means were identical. In all other species or species 

groups, Wainwright household means were higher than in Barrow. 

Table 25 contains the number of animals harvested each study year by species 

f o r  each communi ty ,  as  well as  average annua l  harves t  levels f o r  each 

communi ty .  T h e  level  of d e t a i l  i n  th i s  table  does not  lend itself to 

discussion but serves as a source of data on absolute numbers harvested by 

species, by year and by community. 

As in Wainwright, the study team analyzed harvester levels in Barrow. Tables 

s h o w i n g  ha rves te r  levels  cross- tabula ted  by socioeconomic  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

follow. Table 26 describes Barrow harvester levels (and is taken from the 

Barrow report [SRB&A and ISER 19931) while T a b l e  27 restates Wainwright data 

presented in Table 21 in the previous section of this report. Although the 

h a r v e s t e r  l eve l s  w e r e  d e f i n e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  f o r  each communi ty ,  c e r t a i n  

generalizations can be drawn from these tables. While 25 percent of Wainwright 

households harvested 2,500 pounds or more per year, only six percent of Barrow 

households harvested as much. Another 25 percent of Wainwright households 

harvested 1,060 to 2,499 pounds compared to 11 percent of Barrow households 

tha t  harvested 1,000 to  2,499 pounds. In Wainwright, 50 percent of the 

households harvested 1,059 pounds or less whereas in Barrow 83 percent of the 

households harvested under 1,000 pounds per year. Thirty-two percent of Barrow 

households did not harvest anything during the study period compared to only 

f ive  percent of Wainwright households who were non-harvesters. (The latter 

statistic for Wainwright is not shown on Table 27.) 

Of the households harvesting 2,500 pounds or more (Harvester Level 4 in both 

communities), household size was slightly larger in Wainwright (4.7 persons per 

household compared to 4.3 in Barrow) and employment months were slightly higher 

than in Barrow (14.1 person months of employment compared to 13.8). However, 

income i n  this  harvester level was lower in Wainwright than Barrow (5.6 



TABLE 25: MMBER OF ANIeULS HARVESTED, BARROU (1987-90) 6 UAINURIGHT (1988-90) 
BARROU (weighted) I UAIMIGHT 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 3-yr-avg I Year 1 Year 2 
-------- - - - - - - - -  - - ------  -------- I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Bouhead whale 7 11 10 9 1 4 2 
Walrus 84 61 101 8 l  I 58 153 
Bearded seal U6 179 109 174 1 97 74 

Ringed seal 466 388 328 394 1 63 86 
spotted seal 2 4 4 3 1 5 12 
Polar bear 12 11 39 21 1 7 12 
Beluga whale 

Caribou 
lloose 
D e l l  sheep 
B r m  bear 
Porclpine 
G r d  Squirrel 

Uolverine 
Arc t ic  fox 
Red fox 
Uol f 
Ermine 

m i t e f  ish 
Nan-specified 
R d  

Broad-riv.6lake 

Hurrpback 
Least cisco 
A rc t i c  cisco 

Grayling 
Arc t ic  char 
Burbot 
Lake t rou t  
Northern pike 

Selrwn 
Nan-specif ied  
Chur 
Pink 
Si  lwr 
K i m  

Capelin 
R a i h  smelt 
A rc t i c  cod 
A rc t i c  f lwder 
Toc~cod 
Sculpin 

Geese 
Nan-specif i ed  
Brant 
Uhite-fronted 
Snow 

Canada 

Eiders 
Ptarmigan 

Other b i rds 

Sarrce: Stephen R. Braund 6 Associates, 1993 



TABLE 26: HGUSEmKD CHARACTERISTICS BY HARVESTER LEVEL, 

BARRW YEARS OllE, TUO 8 THREE AVERAGED ( 1 )  

Harvester Level 

1 
0 lb6. 

Hasehold Size (32% of HHs) 
--------------  - --------------  

1 40 X 

2,3 19 X 
4,s 34 X 
6+ 7 X 

---  
100 X 

Harvester Level 

2 
1-999 lb6. 

(51% of HHs) 
---------------  

1 X 

25 X 
40 X 

34 X 

Harvester Level 

3 
1,000-2,499 lb6 

(11% of HHs) 
---------------  

4 X 
16 X 
39 i 
41 X - - - 

Harvester Level 

4 
2,500 lbs. 8 rp 

(6% of HHs) 
--------------- 

21 X 
15 X 

35 X 
29 X --- 

Entire 

Casrnni ty 

(100% of HHs) 
------------- 

15 X 
21 X 

38 X 
26 X 

--- 

Wean household size: 2.9 4.6 4.8 4.3 4.1 

Total Months Worked 

By Household M*rs 

--- --- --- --- - - - 
100 X 100 X 100 X 100 X 100 X 

Mean Person-Ms. Worked 

per Household: 15.9 20.6 21.1 13.8 18.8 

Wean Household I n c m  

Lkder %,W 1 X 
55.000-19,999 12 X 
KO,000-s39,999 9 X 
S40,000 plus 78 X 

--- 
100 X 

Approximte Mean Incame 

(scale: 1 t o  lo)* 8.5 

*Incaws were reported as a code representing the ranges below; the lean incomes above represent an average 

of the responses (codes) reported. Based on ranges, the codes camot be accurately converted t o  dollars. 

*INCOm SCALE: 1 Under %,W 4 515,000-19,999 7 W,000-39,999 10 $60,000 or a r e  

2 55,000-9,999 5 S20,ooO-24,999 8 %0,000-49,999 
3 510,000-14,999 6 S25,ooO-29,999 9 550,000-59,999 

( 1 )  Years One through Three = 4/1/87 through 3/31/90. 

Swrce: Stephen R. Bramd 8 Associates, 1993 



TABLE 27: CHARACTERISTICS OF HARVESTER LEVELS, 
UAIWYRIGHT YEARS OWE 6 TYD AVERAGED (1.2) 

Harvester Level 
1 

0-424 lbs. 

Household Size (25% of  HHs) 
- -------------  - --------------  

1 8 X 

2.3 44 x 
4.5 44 X 
6, 4 X 

Harvester Level 
2 

425-1.059 lbs. 
(25% of  HHs) 

Harvester Level 
3 

1,w-2,499 lbs 
(25% of  HHs) 

--------------- 
12 X 
16 X 
36 X 
36 X 

--- 
100 X 

Harvester Level 
4 

2,500 lbs. 6 
(25% of  HHs) 

--------------- 
4 X 

20 X 
52 X 
24 X 

--- 
100 X 

Ent i re  
Cormuni ty 

(100% of  HHs) 

Wean household size: 3.2 3.8 4.7 4.7 4.1 

Total llonths Worked 
By Household Henhers 
-------------------- 

0 28 X 13 X 
1-12 40 X 71 X 
13-24 32 X 13 X 
25+ 0 X 4 X - - - - - - 

100 X 100 X 
k a n  Person-nos. Worked 
per Household: 10.3 10.9 

Year TK) Household Incane 
------------------------- 
Uder %,999 
s5.000-19,999 
$20.000-$39.999 
%0,000 plus 

Approximate Mean Income 
(scale: 1 t o  lo)* 

9 X 
48 X 
39 X 
4 X 

--- 
loo X 

*Incanes were reported as a code representing the ranges below; the l e a n  incolnes a h  represent an average 
o f  the responses (codes) reported. Based on ranges, the codes c m t  be accurately converted t o  dollars. 

*INCOCIE SCALE: 1 Under S.999 4 $15.000-19.999 7 $30,000-39,999 10 $60,000 or  .ore 

2 $5,000-9.999 5 $20,000-24,999 8 %0,000-49,999 
3 $10,000-14,999 6 $25,000-29,999 9 S50.000-59,999 - 

(1) Based on 100 core study households. 
(2) Years One and Two = 4/1/88 through 3/31/90 

Source: Stephen R. B r a u d  6 Associates, 1993 



compared to 6.5 on a scale from one to 10). In the next highest group of 

households, Harvester Level 3, household size was nearly identical in the two 

communities but person-months worked and income were much higher in Barrow than 

i n  Wainwright .  Harves te r  Level  3 households  in  Barrow averaged 21.1 

person-months of employment and an income level of 8.6, in contrast to 13.3 

person-months and an income level of 5.8 in Wainwright. Finally, among the 

households harvesting approximately 1,000 pounds or less (Harvester Levels 1 

and 2), one can see that Wainwright households had significantly lower income 

and employment levels than Barrow households. 

In summary, Barrow and Wainwright differed not only demographically but also in 

subsistence harvest  levels. Wainwright subsistence harvests averaged 2,624 

pounds per household (688 pounds per capita) compared to 750 pounds per 

household in Barrow (233 pounds per capita). Barrow Inupiat household harvests 

were  c loser  t o  Wainwright  household harvest  levels a t  1,171 pounds  per  

household ,  a n d  par t ic ipa t ion  of Barrow Inupia t  households i n  subsistence 

harvests (87 percent) was nearly identical to  Wainwright participation levels 

(88 percent) .  In  each community, mar ine  mammals provided t h e  largest  

p ropor t ion  of t h e  subs is tence  h a r v e s t  each year ,  fo l lowed by ter res t r ia l  

mammals, fish and birds. In Wainwright, 25 percent of the households harvested 

2,500 pounds or more per year, whereas in Barrow only six percent of the 

households conducted subsistence a t  that level. At the low end of the harvest 

scale, Barrow conta ined a higher propor t ion  of non-harves t ing  households. 

Thirty-two percent of Barrow households harvested nothing during the study 

p e r i o d  c o m p a r e d  t o  f i v e  p e r c e n t  of  W a i n w r i g h t  h o u s e h o l d  t h a t  w e r e  

non-harvesting. Barrow households, on average, showed higher levels of income 

a n d  employment a n d  lower levels of subsistence harvests than Wainwright 

households. 



VI. STATUS OF MAJOR FAUNAL RESOURCES 

by Sam Stoker, PhD. 

Beringia 

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n  d iscusse3 r e c e n t  p o p u l a t i o n  h i s t o r i e s  f o r  m a j o r  

subsistence species harvested a t  Barrow and Wainwright, and presents estimates 

of c u r r e n t  popu la t ion  s i ze  and t rends ,  a r e a l  a n d  t empora l  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  

recruitment rates, sustainable yield levels, and impact of subsistence harvests 

on these populations. 

When reviewing this information, it  must be kept in mind that the numbers 

presented  a r e  best es t imates  only. In the case of mar ine  mammals i n  

par t icular ,  census work is  costly and d i f f icul t  and the  results a r e  always 

imprecise  an'd sub jec t  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  S imi la r  imprec i s ion  applies  t o  

r e c r u i t m e n t  r a t e s  and sus ta inab le  y ie ld  e s t ima tes  f o r  both  m a r i n e  a n d  

terrestrial resources. These figures are  based primarily on the productivity 

(birth rate) of the population, age composition of the population, and natural 

mortality rates, all of which are poorly understood and documented for most 

species in  question and a r e  of ten  subject  to unpredic table  envi ronmenta l  

factors such as weather and ice conditions. 

Reservations also pertain to estimates of subsistence harvest impacts on these 

populations. As noted above, population and sustainable yield levels for the 

resources themselves a r e  subject to uncertainty, which makes it  difficult to 

a c c u r a t e l y  assess e f f e c t s  on such popu la t ions  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  subsistence 

harvests or  other sources of impact. In addition, harvest figures themselves 

are in most cases incomplete and inadequate. For instance, good harvest data 

may exist for  certain communities for  specific years, but the application of 

such data  to regional and usually migratory populations is of limited value 

without comparable information on a broader areal and temporal scale. For most 

species i n  question, such regional harvest information consists of estimates 

only, often extrapolated from a few locations during specific years. Such 

estimates are  not without value, but a t  the same time must be viewed and 

applied w i t h  caution.  As has been noted in other s tudies (Stoker 1984) 



subsistence harvests tend to  be extremely variable from location to location 

and from year to year in both magnitude and species composition. 

Subsistence strategies are by nature flexible and opportunistic, with emphasis 

shifting from resource to resource depending not only on need but also on local 

abundance, weather, ice conditions, and timing of migrations. To extrapolate 

results from any one location or for any given year to the population as a 

whole is risky a t  best. 

The following pages will discuss, in as much detail as is possible, population 

s t a tus ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  sus ta inab le  y ie ld  and  subsistence harves t  impact ,  by 

species o r  general taxa, fo r  resources of major importance to  Barrow and 

Wainwright. Current  information suggests that  such species or resources are 

(not necessarily in order of importance): bowhead whale, walrus, bearded seal, 

ringed seal, caribou, fish, and waterfowl. 

BOWHEAD WHALE (Balaena mvsticetus) 

Populat ion estimates f o r  the  western bowhead stock have increased rather  

dramatically over the past 10 years. In 1978 the population estimate, derived 

from shore counts near Barrow during the spring migration, was 1,783 to 2,864 

animals, with 95 percent confidence limits. In subsequent years this estimate 

was increased conservatively to a 1988 mean of 7,800, with a 95 percent 

confidence range from about 5,400 to 10,200 (IWC 1988). Though the population 

itself is thought t o  be on the  road to. recovery af ter  severe depletion by 

commercial interests during the latter 19th and early 20th centuries, the rapid 

increase indicated by these figures is almost certainly due more to improved 

census techniques than to population increase per se over that period of time. 

Est imates of product iv i ty ,  na tura l  mortality, net recruitment and maximum 

sustainable yield ra tes  f o r  the western bowhead populat ion a r e  somewhat 

uncertain a t  present. For purposes of simulation models, the IWC currently 

employs a conservative annual natural mortality rate of five percent and an 

annual net recruitment range of 1.9 to 2.9 percent. Employing the currently 

accepted population mean of 7,800, this  calculates to  an  annual  population 

increase of from 148 to 226 animals, well in excess of the 41 landed or 54 



struck annual quota approved by the IWC in 1991 for  the nine communities 

currently participating in bowhead whaling. 

The western bowhead stock is distinctly migratory, moving annually from winter 

grounds in the southern and central Bering Sea to summer feeding areas in the 

eastern Beaufort  Sea. The  population begins i ts  northward migration about 

March, depending on weather and ice conditions, normally passes through Bering 

St ra i t  in  la te  March o r  ear ly  Apri l  and  from there follows nearshore lead 

systems up the Chukchi coast, usually arriving in the vicinity of Barrow during 

May. From Barrow the whales continue their migration to the east, following 

offshore leads to  the vicinity of Banks Island where they spend the summer 

months. The fall migration usually begins in September or  early October with a 

hearshore movement f rom the eastern Beaufort to  Point Barrow, then largely 

offshore f rom Barrow south through the Chukchi  and  northern Bering seas. 

Whaling i s  conducted pr imari ly  du r ing  the spring migration by residents of 

Bering Strait and the Chukchi coast, and during the fal l  by residents of the 

Beaufort. Barrow, and to some extent communities of the Bering Strait region, 

a r e  ab le  to  take  advantage  of both spring and fa l l  migrations, though the  

spring hunt is generally more productive. 

Bowheads are  baleen filter-feeders, obtaining their food from the water column 

in the form of zooplankton (krill) such as  copopods, mysids, and  euphausids. 

WALRUS lodobenus rosmarus divergens1 

L i k e  t h e  bowhead whale,  t h e  w a l r u s  was  subjec ted  t o  ma jo r  commerc ia l  

exploitation in the last half of the nineteenth and first  half of the twentieth 

centuries and  suffered a consequently severe population decline. The  initial, 

p r e -commerc ia l  h a r v e s t  popula t ion ,  es t imated  to  be  a t  l eas t  200,000, was  

reduced to dangerously low levels by the mid-twentieth century. Over the past . 
few decades, however, the Bering/Chukchi walrus stock has been under joint 

US-USSR m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  p ro t ec t ion ,  a n d  popu la t ions  h a v e  recovered  t o  

pre-exploitation levels. The most recent estimates, derived from joint US-USSR 

a e r i a l  surveys,  place the  population a t  about  233,000 (Gilbert  1989), down 

slightly from the 1980 estimate of 246,000. 



The bulk of the walrus population, particularly the females, calves and young 

males, a r e  distinctly migratory in  nature. Most winter in the central and 

northwestern Bering Sea, then move northward into the Chukchi Sea in spring and 

summer (Fay 1982). Exceptions to this pattern are groups of adult males that 

summer a t  specific locations in Bristol Bay, Anadyr Gulf and Bering Strait. 

These groups move northward to mingle with the southward migrating females in 

the autumn, before the population settles on their wintering grounds (F.H. Fay 

a n d  J.J. Burns, personal communication). Depending on weather a n d  ice 

conditions, the bulk of the migratory population passes through Bering Strait 

in May and June and arrives in the vicinity of Barrow and Wrangel Island in 

July. By late September they are moving back southward, passing through Bering 

Strait again in October and November. 

Walrus are limited fo r  feeding purposes to continental shelf areas with water 

depths of 100 meters or less. Though they prey on a wide variety of benthic 

invertebrates,  inc luding clams, snails,  crabs, shrimp, worms, tunicates, and  

other taxa, the majority of their diet seems to consist of a few genera of 

bivalve mollusks (Fay 1982, Fay and Stoker 1982). In addition to invertebrates 

they ingest small demersal fish on occasion, and are known to prey to some 

extent on seals. 

+ 
There are indications that the walrus population may have been a t  or in excess 

of t h e  c a r r y i n g  capac i ty  of i t s  envi ronment  (probably de f ined  by food 

resources) by about 1980, and may have begun to decline since then. These 

indications include: greater diversity and smaller size of prey species found 

in  stomachs, increasing average age of the population, reduced birth rate and 

calf survival, and decreased fa t  reserves observed from harvested animals (Fay 

a n d  Stoker 1982, Fay e t  al. 1989). Recent calculations indicate tha t  the  

current annual recruitment rate may be as low as one percent (Fay et al. 1989). 

Concurrently, subsistence harvests have increased significantly in recent years 

on both the Alaskan and Soviet sides. Total retrieved Alaskan harvests have 

increased from about 1,500 to 2,000 per year in the 1960s and early 1970s to 

harvests exceeding 5,000 per year in the 1980s, while Soviet harvests have 

increased from about 1,000 to 4,000 per year. Factoring in a killed but lost 

ratio, current mortality from hunting may be 10,000 to 15,000 per year (Fay et 



al. 1989), or four to six percent of the population. If the annual recruitment 

estimate of one percent is accurate, this current harvest level is probably in 

excess of sus ta inab le  yield, and will  l ikely resul t  i n  f u r t h e r  populat ion 

decl ine  over  the  coming years. In addi t ion  to increased overall  harvest 

levels, the  percentages of adult  females in  this harvest have increased in  

recent years, compounding the effect. 

Historically, the bulk (plus or minus 80 percent) of the Alaskan harvest takes 

place in the north Bering Sea and Bering Strait region in spring and summer. 

An additional seven to eight percent are taken between Point Hope and Barrow 

during summer, and the remaining 10 to 12 percent in the Bering Strait and 

north Bering Sea during fall and winter. 

BEARDED SEAL (Er i~nathus  barbatus) 

Bearded seals  a r e  d is t r ibuted  over v i r tua l ly  al l  of the  con t inen ta l  shelf 

wa te r s  of t h e  n o r t h e r n  Bering, Chukchi  and Beaufor t  seas, wi th  largest 

concentrat ions observed dur ing  late  winter (January through April) in  the 

northern Bering Sea (Burns 1981, Braham et al. 1984). The general population 

is somewhat migratory, shifting northward from the Bering and southern Chukchi 

toward the northern Chukchi and Beaufort in summer and back southward during 

winter months. The bulk of the northward movement usually begins in April, 

passes through Bering Strait sometime from early May to mid-June, and by June 

or July is in the vicinity of Barrow. This is a trend, however, as opposed to 

a distinct and predictable migration, with some animals remaining in the Bering 

Sea throughout the summer and others wintering in the Beaufort Sea. As for 

most marine mammals of the region, the fall movement, occurring from September 

through December, i s  even less concentrated a n d  predictable t h a n  i s  the  

movement northward in the spring. 

As a general rule bearded seals stay within the seasonal ice but avoid zones of 

unbroken shorefast ice or dense pack ice, preferring broken ice and areas with 

leads and polynas (Burns 1981). Bearded seal is the most widely distributed 

pinniped occurring in the drifting seasonal ice of the Bering and Chukchi seas 

(Burns and Frost 1979). 



Bearded seals are opportunistic bottom feeders, utilizing a wide variety of 

prey including crabs, shrimp, mollusks and demersal fish (Lowry et al. 1982). 

They appear to be limited to continental shelf areas with feeding depths of 150 

to  200 meters (Kelly 1988a, Burns et al. 1981), and as might be expected 

concentrate in relatively shallow waters with high benthic biomass such as 

occur in the northern Bering and southern and central Chukchi seas. 

Populat ion estimates fo r  bearded seals are  imprecise, deriving largely from 

fixed-wing aerial surveys of seals resting on the ice in spring and summer 

(Kelly 1988a). Available estimates f o r  the Bering/Chukchi population range 

from 250,000 to 300,000 animals (U.S. Interagency Task Group Report 1976, Burns 

1981, Popov 1976, Kelly 1988a). 

Informat ion  regarding productivity, natural  mortality, recruitment rates and 

sustainable yield levels f o r  bearded seals is limited and incomplete. Gross 

annual  productivity was estimated a t  about 24 percent for  the Bering and 

Chukchi  populat ion dur ing  the  1960s a n d  1970s (Kelly 1988a). Rel iable  

estimates of natural mortality and net recruitment to the population, however, 

are not presently available. Total recommended harvest levels for Alaska range 

f rom 3,000 retr ieved seals per year  (U.S. Federal Register 1979) to 9,000 

retrieved per year (u.s. Interagency Task Group Report 1976). 

Data pertaining to total annual subsistence harvests of bearded seals in Alaska 

are  also incomplete, particularly i n  recent years, and consist f o r  the  most 

par t  of general estimates based on harvest returns from a few locations in 

certain years. The total annual retrieved harvest for Alaska is estimated a t  

1,784 per year (with a standard deviation of 941) between 1966 and 1977 (Burns 

1981, Kelly 1988a). There is some indication, however, that this number may be 

on the low side. During 1977 a retrieved harvest of 4,750 was recorded for 

Alaska, probably due to increased monitoring effort that year rather than to 

unusually high harvest levels (Lloyd Lowry, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 

personal communication). An earlier report (Burns 1967) estimates the total 

kill of bearded seals in Alaska to be about 7,000 to 9,000 per year. If a 

killed but lost ratio of 50 percent is assumed, this would equate to an annual 

retrieved harvest of 3,500 to 4,500, more in accord with the 1977 return. 



On the Soviet side, retrieved harvests in the Bering and Chukchi seas are 

estimated to range between 1,986 and 7,009 per year (mean 4,467 with standard 

deviation 1,974) for the period 1966 through 1970, declining to 1,150 to 2,053 

per year (mean 1,448 with standard deviation 249) for 1971 through 1983 (Kelly 

1988a). 

Total US/USSR harvests, applying the conservative estimates of 1,784 and 1,448, 

calculate to  3,232 per year retrieved or  approximately 6,500 killed using a 

killed but lost ratio of 50 percent. This would equate to two to three percent 

of the total population per year, presumably well within the range of maximum 

sustainable yield. This assumption is awkward, however, since the harvest 

e s t i m a t e s  a r e  f o r  s o m e w h a t  d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  of  y e a r s  a n d  a r e  p robab ly  

conservative. Also, precise estimates are  not available for  recruitment and 

sustainable yield for  this population on either a numbers or percentage basis, 

and population data are out of date and imprecise. Alaskan harvests do appear, 

however, to remain within levels recommended by federal agencies as described 

above. 

RINGED SEAL (Phoca h i s ~ i d a l  

The  ringed seal  is  the most common and widely d is t r ibuted  a rc t i c  seal, 

occurring throughout the region. As with bearded seals, population estimates 

are based on aerial observations in the summer, when at least some seals are on 

the ice, and are imprecise and subject to variable interpretation. For Alaskan 

waters, the best guess seems to be one to 1.5 million (Kelly 1988b, Littlefield 

1977), with annual sustainable yield estimated at eight to 11 percent (McLaren 

1958). Again, however, i t  must be pointed out that these figures are based on 

incomplete information and are estimates only. 

In Alaskan waters,  ringed seals seem to  be strongly rel iant  on ice a s  a 

substrate f o r  haul ing  out, f o r  molting, and f o r  pupping, which occurs in 

subnivien dens in shorefast ice or within stable pack ice. And though they' 

inhabit  to  some extent the  ice-covered reaches of the Bering, Chukchi and 

Beaufort seas during all seasons, they are somewhat migratory. The bulk of the 

population shifts from north to south in the fall and winter and back during 

spring in response to ice conditions. In recent years the greatest numbers are 



taken in the Bering Strait vicinity from late April through June, arriving in 

the Barrow vicinity in late June (Alaska Department of Fish and Game 1976). 

The population distribution at any one time or during any given year seems to 

vary depending on ice and weather conditions. It  is estimated, for example, 

that from 1970 through 1977 the density of ringed seals declined by 50 percent 

in the Beaufort Sea and by 35 percent in the northern Chukchi Sea, presumably 

i n  response to  severe ice conditions. At the same time a corresponding 

increase in population was observed in the southern Chukchi and northern Bering 

seas (U.S. Department of Commerce 1978). During mid-winter, ringed seals tend 

to concentrate inshore, replacing the larger bearded seals which move offshore 

to areas of flawed and moving ice (Burns 1967). 

Ringed seals are opportunistic feeders, including items such as fish (primarily 

arctic and saffron cod), shrimp, mysids, and euphausids in their diet. 

The subsistence harvest of ringed seals has declined significantly in Alaska in 

recent years, although the population of ' seals has not. From estimates of 

10,000 to 20,000 ringed seals taken per year in the 1950s and 1960s, the the 

harvest has fallen to levels of 4,000 to 5,000 or lower in recent years (US. 

Department of Commerce 1978, Frost 1985, personal communication with John 

Burns). The recommended sustainable yield for  Alaska is estimated a t  20,000 

per  year,  including killed but  lost, significantly above the present harvest 

level (U.S. Federal Register 1979, U.S. Interagency Task Group Report 1976). 

CARIBOU ( R a n ~ i f e r  tarandus grantil 

The Western Arctic caribou herd (WAH), the largest in the state and the one 

f rom which most of the  Barrow and  Wainwright harvest  is  taken, seems 

particularly prone to drast ic  population fluctuations. Though no numerical 

data are available, historical records indicate that  caribou were "abundant" in 

the WAH region in the early 1800s and "scarce" by the late 1800s and early 

1900s. By 1950, when the first aerial survey was undertaken, the population 

had recovered to an estimated 238,000. By the mid-1960s population estimates 

had increased to around 300,000 animals, but  declined again to 242,000 in 



1970. By 1975 this decline had accelerated (102,000 estimated), and by 1976 

the WAH had reached a low of 77,000 to 82,000 (Davis et al. 1980). At that 

time major harvest restrictions were imposed by the state. Since 1976 the herd 

has increased steadily to estimated levels of 113,000 in 1979, 165,000 in 1981, 

239,000 in 1986, 311,000 as of 1988 (Davis and Valkenburg 1978, Jim Davis, 

personal communication), and 400,000 by the summer of 1990 (Pat Valkenburg, 

personal communication). 

The other caribou herd from which harvests are taken by residents of Barrow is 

the Teshekpuk herd. Though figures for this herd are less available than for 

the Western Arctic herd, the Teshekpuk population also seems to be on the 

increase a t  present,  w i th  recent estimates a t  11,000 animals in 1983 (Jim 

Davis, personal communication) and 16,500 in 1990 (Pat Valkenburg, personal 

communication). 

For both herds, the annual recruitment rate is estimated at 11 to 14 percent. 

This calculates to an annual recruitment to the Western Arctic herd of about 

44,000 to 56,000 animals, and 1,800 to 2,300 to the Teshekpuk herd. As of 

1983, a* conservative sustained yield estimate of f ive  percent per year was 

derived for the Western Arctic herd (Jim Davis, personal communication), which 

would equate to about 20,000 per year for this herd and about 825 per year for  

the Teshekpuk herd at present population levels. 

FISH (all s~ec ies l  

Various species of whitefish constitute the bulk of fish harvests a t  Barrow, 

followed by grayling, capelin, cod and salmon. The primary species taken a t  

Wainwright is smelt (by number harvested, not by pounds harvested), followed by 

whitefish and grayling. 

For the region as a whole, total annual fish harvests are estimated a t  about 

210,000 pounds for  the villages of Barrow, Wainwright, Point Lay, Atqasuk, 

Nuiqsut and Kaktovik (Craig 1989), consisting primarily of various species of 

whitefish, arct ic  char, Pacific herring, grayling, lake trout,  burbot, rainbow 

smelt, arct ic  and saf f ron cod, arctic flounder, fourhorn sculpin, capelin and 

several species of salmon. 



L i t t l e  informat ion is  available concerning populat ion or sus ta inable  yield 

levels for  any of these species in this region, so it is impossible to assess 

the impact of present harvest levels other than to say that such harvest levels 

seem to be relatively stable over years for which data are available. The only 

population data  available a re  f o r  the Colville River  a rc t i c  cisco f ishery 

(Gallaway e t  al. 1989). This population seems to be somewhat variable from 

year  t o  year,  though i t  is thought tha t  such var iabi l i ty  is not due  to  

fisheries impacts. 

WATERFOWL 

The most recent and most comprehensive estimates of waterfowl populations 

available to Barrow and Wainwright hunters are derived from aerial surveys of 

the Arctic coastal plain nesting grounds and the Teshekpuk Lake area. Results 

of these surveys calculate to a f ive year average (1986 to 1990) of about 

824,000 nesting ducks on the Arctic  coastal plain,  wi th  annua l  estimates 

ranging f r o m  about  622,000 in 1986 to 1,010,000 in 1989. Major species 

included in  this estimate are oldsquaw (441,000), pintail (290,000) and scaup 

(46,000), followed by several o ther  species of lesser numerical 'importance. 

Estimates of nesting white-fronted geese on the coastal plain averaged about 

106,000 over the same five year period, ranging from 86,000 in 1990 to 145,000 

in 1989, while brant estimates averaged roughly 9,000, with a range of from 

3,500 in 1990 to 18,300 in 1989 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] survey 

data ,  1991). Survey estimates indicate rather large population fluctuations 

from year to year, probably the result, for the most part, of displacement of 

b i r d s  f r o m  more sou thern  nesting grounds due to varying environmental  

conditions rather than to actual population changes in the region itself (King 

and Cain 1987). There are also some indications that goose and, particularly, 

brant populations may have been adversely affected in recent years by poor I 

nesting conditions in the Yukon delta region (King 1987). 

In addition to the average estimates presented above, an  average of 3,500 
I 
I non-breeding white-fronted geese were counted in the Teshekpuk Lake region , 

during the same five year period, and about 14,600 brant, bringing total five 

year estimates to 109,500 white-fronted geese and 23,600 brant (USFWS survey 

data, 1991). In addition, another 15,000 to 20,000 brant migrate past Barrow 
1 



and Wainwright from the Herschel Island nesting grounds each year, raising the 

average available brant  population to the neighborhood of 39,000 to 44,000 

(Rodney King, personal communication). 

Eiders, one of the major species taken by both Barrow and Wainwright, were 

poorly sampled dur ing the surveys. quoted above due to somewhat different  

distributions (Rodney King, personal communication). Earlier surveys, however, 

estimated the fall  migration of eiders past Point Barrow at about 800,000 to 

1,000,000 (Johnson 197 1, Barry 1968, Watson and Divoky 1974). 

LOCAL IMPACT 

F o r  most species o r  resources discussed, the impact  of local harvests on 

regional populations is minimal. This is certainly true regarding the impact 

of Barrow and Wainwright on walrus, and probably holds true for bearded seals, 

ringed seals and most other species. 

Combined bowhead landing by Barrow and Wainwright averaged 13 whales per year 

f rom 1987 through 1989. By all estimates, this number is well below the 

estimated rate of increase of the bowhead population, which range from about 

148 to 226 animals per year with current harvest (quota) levels taken into 

account. 

T h e  combined retr ieved harvest of walrus by Barrow and Wainwright for  

r e s p e c t i v e  s u r v e y  p e r i o d s  a v e r a g e d  187 a n i m a l s  p e r  y e a r ,  c o n s t i t u t i n g  

approximately three to  four  percent of the average total subsistence harvest 

for Alaska. Present levels of subsistence harvest may pose some threat to the 

stabi l i ty of the walrus population, but the major focus of that harvest is 

Bering Strait and the north Bering Sea, not the northeast Chukchi coast. 

The combined average retrieved bearded seal harvest by Barrow and Wainwright 

for the same period was approximately 260 animals per year, about eight percent 

of the total combined US-Soviet take. So far  as is known, the present harvest 

of bearded seals is well within sustainable limits, and there appears to be no 

immediate threat to this population. 



Harvests of ringed seals by residents of Barrow and Wainwright during the 

survey averaged 469 retrieved seals per year, about 10 to 13 percent of the 

total for  all  Alaska. Ringed seal harvests have declined overall in recent 

years due to changing subsistence patterns, and are thought to be well below 

sustainable yield revels. 

As discussed above, the Western Arctic caribou herd and the Teshekpuk herd seem 

to be healthy and are increasing a t  present. It is difficult to say how the 

harvest is divided between these two herds. It seems unlikely, however, that 

local harvests a r e  su f f i c i en t  t o  adversely a f fec t  ei ther  population a t  this 

time. A combined average of 2,203 caribou per year were taken by Barrow and 

Wainwright during the study period, amounting to about 0.5. percent of the 

current population estimate, or about 10 percent of the estimated sustainable 

yield. 

As stated above, i t  is impossible to evaluate the effect of fish harvests on 

t h e  various populat ions a t  th is  time. Harvests d o  seem to be relatively 

stable, however, which probably indicates tha t  they a re  within sustainable 

yields and that populations are being maintained. 

The combined average waterfowl harvest taken by residents of Barrow and 

Wainwright over the study period included 3,464 white-fronted geese, 1,074 

brant, 209 non-specified geese, and 6,915 eiders per year. Applying five year 

average estimates derived from USFWS survey data, as discussed above, this 

harvest amounts to  about three percent of the available white-fronted goose 

population, two to three percent of the available brant population, and less 

than one percent of the eider population. So fa r  as is known, all of these 

harvests are well within sustainable yield limits for  these populations. 
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