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Recently an aborigina guide was showing a group of tourists around Alberta's renowned
Head- Smashed-In Buffdo-Jump, a UNESCO World Heritage Site Saffed by First Nations
personnd. The guide graphically described how in ancient times the Jill Sullivan
buffalo would be driven over the edge of afifteen meter precipice, to land in agory heep at the
base of the dliff. A diorama showed men and women clambering over the bodies to club and
spear those il living. When one tourist expressed shock at the bloody nature of the enter- prise,
the guide responded smply but with conviction, "We were hunterd" connecting her own
generation with those of the past. She then amended her statement with equa conviction, adding,
"Humans were hunterd” thus expanding complicity in the act of carnage to the whole of
humanity, not excluding her interlocutor.

Thisincident summarizes negtly the historical conjuncture that brings The Cambridge
Encyclopedia of Hunters and Gatherers to fruition. The world's hunting and gathering
peoples -the Arctic Inuit, Aborigind Audrdians, Kdahari San, and smilar groups -represent the
oldest and perhaps most successful human adaptation. Until 12,000 years ago virtudly dl
humanity lived as hunters and gatherers. In recent centuries hunters have retreated precipitoudy
in the face of the seamroller of modernity. However, fascination with hunting peoples and their
ways of life remains strong, a fascination tinged with ambivalence. The reason for public and
academic interest is not hard to find. Hunters and gatherers stland &t the opposite pole from the
dense urban life experienced by most of humanity. Y et these same hunters may hold the key to
some of the centrd questions about the human condition -about socid life, politics, and gender,
about diet and nutrition and living in nature: how people can live and have lived without the
gate how to live without accumulated technology; the possibility of living in Nature without
destroying it. This book offers no smple answers to these questions. Hunter- gatherersare a
diverse group of peoplesliving in awide range of conditions. One of the themes of the book is
the exploration of that divergity. Y et within the range of variation, certain common moatifs can be
identified. Hunter- gatherers are generdly peoples who have lived until recently without the
overarching discipline imposed by the gate. They have lived in rdaively smadl groups, without
centralized authority, standing armies, or bureaucratic systems. Y et the evidence indicates that
they have lived together surprisingly well, solving their problems among themselves largely
without recourse to authority figures and without a particular propensity for violence. It was not
the Stuation that Thomas Hobbes, the grest seventeenth-century philosopher, described in a
famous phrase as "the war of dl againg dl:' By dl accounts life was not "nasty, brutish and
short:" With rdaively smple technology - wood, bone, stone, fibers -they were able to meet thelr
materid needs without a great expenditure of energy, leading the American anthropologist and
socid critic Marshdl Sahlinsto cdl them, in another famous phrase, "the origina affluent
society:' Mogt griking, the hunter- gatherers have demondrated the remarkable ability to survive
and thrive for long periods -in some cases thou- sands of years -without destroying their
environmen.

The contemporary industrid world livesin highly structured societies & immensely
higher dengties and enjoys luxuries of technology that foragers could hardly imagine. Yet dl



these same societies are sharply divided into haves and have-nots, and after only afew millennia
of sewardship by agriculturd and industrid civilizations, the environments of large parts of the
planet liein ruins. Therefore the hunter-gatherers may well be able to teach us something, not
only about past ways of life but dso aout long-term human futures. If technologica humanity is
to survive it may have to learn the keys to longevity from fellow humans whose way of life has
been around alot longer than indudtrid commercia "civilization:" As Burnum Burnum, the late
Audtradian Aborigind writer and lecturer, put it, "Modern ecology can learn agreat ded from a
people who managed and maintained their world so well for 50,000 years:

Hunter-gatherersin recent history have been surprisngly persstent. Asrecently asAD
1500 hunters occupied fully one third of the globe, including dl of Austradiaand most of North
America, aswdl aslarge tracts of South America, Africa, and Northeast Asa The twentieth
century has seen particularly dramétic changesin their life circumstances. The century began
with dozens of hunting and gethering peoples Hill pursuing ancient (though not isolated)
lifewaysin smdl communities, as foragers with systems of local meaning centered on kin,
plants, animas, and the spirit world. Asthe century proceeded, awave of sdlf-appointed
civilizers washed over the world's foragers, bringing schools, clinics, and adminigrative
dructures, and, not incidentally, taking their land and resources.

The year 2000 will have seen the vast mgjority of former foragers settled and
encapsulated in the adminigrative structures of one state or another. And given their tragic
history of forced acculturation one would imagine that the millenniumwill bringto aclosea
long chapter in human higtory. But will it? We believe not. Hunter- gathererslive on, not only in
the pages of anthropologica and historical texts, but aso, in forty countries, in the presence of
hundreds of thousands of descendants a generation or two removed from aforaging way of life,
and these peoples and their supporters are cregting a strong international voice for indigenous
peoples and their human rights.

Among the public-at-large, images of hunters and gatherers have swung between two
poles. For centuries they were regarded as "savages,” varioudy ignorant or cunning, beyond the
pde of "cvilization." This distorted image was usualy associated with settler societies who
coveted the foragers land; the negative stereotypes justified digpossession.

In recent years a different view has dominated, with hunter-1ess gatherers as the repository of
virtues seemingly lacking in the materialism and marked inequdities of contemporary urban life.
How to baance these two views? For many current observers the contrast between savage
inequities of modernity and the relative egditarianism of the so-cdled "primitives’ givesthe

latter more weight on the scales of natura justice. Jack Weatherford's € oquently argued book,
Savages and civilization: who will survive? (1994), draws on along intellectud tradition dating
from Rousseau which, contemplating the horrors of the modern world, raises the question of who
arethetruly dvilized: the "savage' with his occasond blood- feud, or the "civilized" who gave

the world the Inquisition, the Atlantic dave trade, the Gatling gun, ngpam, Hiroshima, and the
Holocaust? (For an opposing view see Robert Edgerton's Sick societies[1992].)

The present work thus grows out of the intersection between three discourses:
anthropologica knowledge, public fascination, and indigenous peoples own world- views. The
Encyclopedia spesks to scholars, to generd readers, and particularly to the members of the



cultures themsdves. The book offers an up-to-date and encyclo- pedic inventory of hunters and
gatherers, written in accessible language by recognized authorities, some of whom are
representatives of the cultures they write about.

Foraging defined

Foraging refers to subsstence based on hunting of wild animals, gathering of wild plant
foods, and fishing, with
no domestication of plants, and no domesticated animals except the dog. In contemporary theory
thisminima definition is only the garting point in defining hunter- gatherers. Recent research
has brought a more nuanced understanding of the issue of who the hunters are and why they have
perssted. While it istrue that hunting and gathering represent the origina condition of
humankind and 90 percent of human history, the contemporary
people called hunter-gatherers arrived at their present condition by avariety of pathways.

At one end of a continuum are the areas of the world where modern hunter-gatherers
have perssted in amore or less direct tradition of descent from ancient hunter- gatherer
populations. Thiswould characterize the aborigind peoples of Austrdia, northwestern North
America, the southern cone of South America, and pocketsin other world areas. The Austrdian
Pintupi, Arrernte, and Warlpiri, the North American Eskimo, Shoshone, and Cree, the South
American Yamana, and the African Ju'hoans are examples of thisfirgt grouping, represented in
case sudiesin thisvolume. In pre-colonid Audtrdiaand parts of North Americawe come
closest to Marshdl Sahlins rubric of "huntersin aworld of hunters' (Lee and DeVore 1968). But
even here the histories offer examples of complex interrdations
between foragers and others (see chapters by Peterson, M. Smith, Feit, and Cannon).

Along the middle of the continuum are hunting and gethering peoples who have lived in
degrees of contact ~d integration with non-hunting societies, and these include a number whose
own higoriesinclude life as
farmers and/or herdersin the past. South and Southeast Asan hunter-gatherers are linked to
settled villagers and
their markets, trading forest products: furs, honey, medicina plants, and rattan, for rice, metds,
and consumer goods. Some of these arrangements have persisted for millennia (see chepters by
Bird- David, Morrison, Endicott, and Bellwood). Similar arrangements are seen in centra Africa
where pygmies have lived for centuries in patron-dient relaions with settled villagers while ill
maintaining a period of the year when they lived more autonomoudly in the forest (see chapters
by Bahuchet and Ichikawa). And in East Africathe foraging Okiek traditionally supplied honey
and other forest products to neighboring Maasai and Kipsgis (see chapter by Cory Kratz).

South American hunter- gatherers present an even more interesting case, since
archaeologicd evidence indi- cates that in Amazonia farming replaced foraging severd millennia
ago. In the view of Anna Roosevdt, much of the foraging observed in tropical South America
represents a secondary readaptation. After the European conquests of the Sixteenth to eighteenth
centuries many groups found that mobile hunting and gathering made them less vulnerable to
colonid exploitation (see chapters by Rival and Roosevdt). Other groups had been operating this
way far longer, back into the pre-colonia period. And dmost al tropical South American



foragerstoday plant gardens as one part of their annua trek. There are pardlels here with
Siberia, where mogt of the "smal peoples’ classified as hunter-gatherers dso herded reindeer, a
practice which greatly expanded during the Soviet period.

Findly, a the other end of the continuum are peoples who once were hunters but who
changed their subsis- tence in the more distant past. And that includesthe rest of us: the 5 hillion
strong remainder of humanity.

Social life

In defining foragers we must recognize that contemporary foragers practice amixed
subsistence: gardening in tropica South America, reindeer herding in northern Asia, trading in
South/Southeast Asaand parts of Africa. Given this diversity, what condtitutes the category
"hunter-gatherer"? The answer is that subsistence is one part of a multi-faceted definition of
hunter-gatherers. socid organization forms a second mgor area of convergence, and cosmology
and world-view athird. All three sets of criteria have to be taken into account in understanding
hunting and gathering peoples today.

The basic unit of socia organization of most (but not al) hunting and gathering peoples
isthe band, asmadl- scale nomadic group of fifteen to fifty people related by kinship. Band
societies are found throughout the Old and New Worlds and share a number of featuresin
common. Most observers would agree that the socid and economic life of small-scale hunter-
gatherers shares the following festures.

Fird they arerdatively egalitarian. Leadership isless formal and more subject to
congraints of popular opinion than in village societies governed by headmen and chiefs.
Leadership in band societies tends to be by example, not by fiat. The leader can persuade but not
command. Thisimportant aspect of their way of life alowed for a degree of freedom unheard of
in more hierarchica societies but it has put them at a digtinct disadvantage in thelr encounters
with centraly organized colonid authorities.

Mobility is another characteritic of band societies. People tend to move their settlements
frequently, severa times ayear or more, in search of food, and this mohility is an important
dement of their politics. People in band societies tend to "vote with their feet;” moving awvay
rather than submitting to the will of an unpopular
leader. Mohility isaso ameans of resolving conflicts that would be more difficult for settled

peoples.

A third characteridtic is the remarkable fact that al band-organized peoples exhibit a
pattern of concentration and dispersion. Rather than living in uniformly Szed groupings
throughout the year, band societies tend to spend part of the year dispersed into small foraging
units and another part of the year aggregated into much larger units. The Innu (Naskapi)
discussed by Mailhot would spend the winter dispersed in small foraging groups of ten to thirty,
while in the summer they would aggregete in groups of up to 200-300 at lake or river fishing
gtes. It seems clear that the concentration/disperson patterns of hunter-gatherers represent a
didectica interplay of socid and ecologicad factors



A fourth characteristic common to dmost al band societies (and hundreds of village-
basad societies aswell) is aland tenure system based on acommon property regime (CPR).
These regimes were, until recently, far more common world-wide than regimes based on private
property. In traditional CPRS, while movable property is held by individuds, land is held bya
kinship- based collective. Rules of reciprocal access make it possible for each individua to draw
on the resources of severd territories. Rarer is the Situation where the whole society has
unrestricted accessto dl the land controlled by the group.

Ethos and world-view

Another broad area of commondities liesin the domains of the quality of interpersona
relations and forms of consciousness.

Sharing isthe centrd rule of socid interaction among hunters and gatherers. There are
gtrong injunctions on the importance of reciprocity. Generaized reciprocity, the giving of
something without an immediate expecta: tion of return, is the dominant form within face-to-face
groups. Its presence in hunting and gathering societies isdmost universa (Sahlins 1965). This,
combined with an absence of private ownership of land, has led many observers from Lewis
Henry Morgan forward to attribute to hunter-gatherers away of life based on "primitive
communism” (Morgan 1881, Testart 1985, Lee 1988; see Ingold, this volume).

Found among many but not al hunter-gatherers is the notion of the giving environment,
the idea that the land around them is their spiritual home and the source of al good things (Bird-
David 1990, Turnbull1965). This view isthe direct antithess of the Western Judeo- Chrigtian
perspective on the natural environment as a «wilderness;' a hostile space to be subdued and
brought to hed by the force of will. This latter view is seen by many ecologicad humanigs asthe
source of both the environmentd crisis and the spiritua maaise aflicting contemporary
humanity (Shiva 1988,1997, Suzuki 1989,1992,1997).

Hunter-gatherers are peoples who live with nature. When we examine the cosmol ogy of
hunting and gathering peoples, one gtriking commondity isthe view of nature as animated with
mora and mystica force, in Robert Bellah's phrase "the hovering closeness of the world of myth
to the actua world" (1965:91). As discussed by Mathias Guenther (this volume), the world of
hunter-gatherersis a multi-layered world, composed of two or more planes. an above/beyond
zone and an underworld in addition to the present world inhabited by humans. There are
invariably two tempora orders of existence, with an Early mythica or "dreamtime" preceding
the present. In the former, nature and culture are not yet fully separated. Out of this Ur-existence,
averitable cauldron of cultura possihilities, crystalizes the distinction between humans and
animals, the origin of fire, cooking, incest taboos, even mortdity itsdlf and virtudly everything
of culturd sgnificance.

The world of the Past and the above-and-beow world of myth are in intimate contact
with the norma plane of exigence. The Austrdian Aborigines present the most fully redlized
ingtance of this process of world-enchantment. The famous "songlines' of the Dreamtime criss-
cross the landscape and saturate it with significance.



Every rock and feature has symbolic meaning and these are bound up in the reproduction of life
itsdlf. It is these totemic dements that are the sources of the spirit children that enter women's
wombs and trigger conception. Paralels are found in many other hunter-gatherer groups.

The Trickster isacentrd figure in the myth worlds of many hunting and gathering
societies. A divinefigure,
but deeply flawed and very human, the Trickgter is found in myth cycles from the Americas,
Africa, Augrdia, and
Sheria. Smilar figures grace the pantheons of most village farming and herding peoples as well.
The Trickster symbolizes the frailty and human qudities of the gods and their closenessto
humans. These stand in pointed contrast to the omnipotent, al-knowing but distant deities that
are centrd to the pantheons of gtate religions and their powerful ecclesasticd hierarchies (Radin
1956, Diamond 1974, Wallace 1966).

Shamanism is another mgor practice common to the great mgority of hunting and
gathering peoples. The word originates in eastern Siberia, from the Evenki/Tungus word saman
meaning "one who is excited or raised.” Throughout the hunter-gatherer world community-based
ritud specidigs (usudly part-time) hed the sck and provide spiritud protection. They mediate
between the socid/human world and the dangerous and unpredictable world of the supernaturdl.
Shamaniam is performative, mixing theatre and indrumenta actsin order to gpproach the plane
of the sacred. Performances vary widely. Among the Juw'hoans the "owners of medicine’ after a
long and difficult training period, enter an dtered state of consciousness called !kia, to hed the
sck through alaying on of hands (Marshal 1968, Katz 1982). The northern Ojibwa practiced the
famous shaking tent ceremony or midewiwin, while other shamans used dreams, psychoactive
drugs, or intense menta concentration to reach the sacred plane. The brilliant use of language
and metgphor in the form of powerful and moving verba imagesisacentrd part of the shaman's
craft (Rothenberg 1968). So powerful are these techniques that they have been widdy and
success- fully adapted to the visualization therapies in the treetment of cancer and other
conditionsin Western medicine.

Ethos and socia organization are both essentiad components of hunter-gatherer lifeways.
LauraRivd
(this volume) makes the point, that two South American tropical forest peoples may well have a
rather smilar subsistence mix, but different orientations. analyzing them on the basis of their
socid organization and mohility patterns, as well as mythology, rituas and inter- personal
relations, the researcher finds that one has a clearly agriculturd orientation, the other aforaging
one.

Wheat is remarkableis that, despite marked differencesin historical circumstances,
foragers seem to arrive a sSmilar organizationa and idegtiona solutions to the problems of
living in groups, a convergence that Tim Ingold, the foremost authority on hunter-gatherer socia
life, has labded "adiginct mode of socidity” (this volume).

Divergences



Despite these commonadlities, there are a number of significant divergences among hunters and
gatherers. And consideration of these must temper any attempt to present an idedlized picture of
foraging peoples. First the foragers as agroup are not particularly peaceful. Inter personal
violence is documented for most and warfare is recorded for anumber of hunting and gathering
peoples. Although peaceful peoples such as the Maaysan Semang are celebrated in the literature
(Dentan 1968), for many others (Inupiat, Warlpiri, Blackfoot, Ache, Agta) raids and blood-feuds
are

common occurrences, particularly before the pacification campaigns of the colonid authorities
(seefor example Bamforth 1994, Ember 1992, Moss 1992). But mention of the colonial context
raises another important issue. Did high levels of "primitive" warfare represent a primordia
condition, or were these exacerbated by the pressure of colonid conquest~ The question remains
an ongoing subject of debate (Divale and Harris 1976, Ferguson 1984).

Gender isanother dimension in which hunting and gethering societies show consderable
variation. As Karen Endicott argues ( this volume), the women of hunter- gatherer societies do
have higher status than women in most of the world's societies, including industria and post-
indugtria modernity. This datusis expressed in greater freedom of movement and involvement
in decison-making and alower incidence of domestic violence againgt them when compared to
women in farming, herding, and agrarian societies (Leacock 1978,1982, Lee 1982). Nevertheless
vaidion exigds wife-beating and rape are recorded for societies as disparate as those of Alaska
(Eskimo) and northern Augtrdian Aborigines (Friedl 1975,Abler 1992) and are not unknown
else- where; nowhere can it be said that women and men live in agtate of perfect equality.

A third area of divergenceis found in the important distinction between simple vs.
complex hunter-gatherers. Price and Brown ( 1985) argued that not dl hunting and gathering
peoples -prehistoric and contemporary -lived in smal mobile bands. Some, like the Indians of
the Northwest Coast (Donald 1984,1997, Mitchell and Donad 1985) and the Calusa of Forida
(Marquardt 1988), aswdl as many prehistoric peoples, lived in large semi-sedentary settlements
with chiefs, commoners, and daves, yet were entirely dependent on wild foods. In socia
organization and ethos these societies showed sgnificant divergence from the patterns outlined
above, yet in other ways a basic foraging pattern is discernible. For example the Northwest Coast
peoples still maintained a concentration-dispersion pattern, breaking
down their large permanent plank houses in the summer and incorporating them into temporary
structures at seasond fishing sites (Boas 1966, Daly, this volume). A relaed concept is James
Woodburn's notion of immediate-return vs. delayed-return societies ( 1982 ). Although both
were subsumed under the heading of "band society;’ in immediate- return societies food was
consumed on the spot or soon after, while in delayed-
return societies food and other resources might be stored for months or years, with marked
effects on socid organ- ization and culturd notions of property (Woodburn 1982).

In asuperb synthesis Robert L. Kdly has documented these divergences on many fronts
in hisbook The
foraging spectrum: diversity in hunter-gatherer lifeways (1995). Recently Susan Kent (1996b)
has attempted a similar exercise for the diversity and variation in the
hunting and gathering societies of a Sngle continent,



Africa. The point istha hunter-gatherers encompass awide range of variability and analysts
seeking to make sense of them ignore this divergity at their peril!
Theimportance of history

Any adequate representation of hunting and gathering peoplesin the twenty-first century
has to address the complex historica circumstances in which they are found. Foragers have
persisted to the present for avariety of reasons but al have developed historical links with non
foraging peoples, some extending over centuries or millennia. And al have experienced the
transformétive effects of colonial conquest and incorporation into states. Situating the foraging
peoplesin higtory isthus essentid to any deeper understanding of them, a point that was often
lost on earlier observers who preferred to treat foragers as unmediated visions of the past.

One recent school of thought has questioned the vdidity of the very concept "hunter-
gatherer” Starting from the fact that some hunter-gatherers have been dominated by more
powerful outsidersfor centuries, proponents of this school see contemporary foraging peoples
more as victims of colonidism or subaterns at the bottom of a class structure than as exemplars
of the hunting and gathering way of life (Wilmsen 1989, Wilmsen and Denbow 1990, Schrire
1984). This"revidonist”" view seesthe foragers ample technology, nomadism, and sharing of
food as part of a culture of poverty generated by the larger politica economy and not as
indtitutions generated by the demands of foraging life. (Thereisalarge and growing literature on
both sides of thisissue known in recent years as "the Kaahari Debate:' Readersinterested in
pursuing this issue should begin with Barnard [19924)).

While recognizing that many foraging peoples have suffered at the hands of more
powerful neighbors and colonizers, The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Hunters and Gatherers
chalenges the view that recent hunter- gatherers are Smply victims of colonia forces. Autonomy
and dependency are a continuum, not an ether/or proposition, and as John Bodley documents
(this volume), despite the damage brought by colonidism, foragers persst and show a surprisng
resilience. Foragers may persist for avariety of reasons. Asillugtrated by the example of the
Kaahari San of southern Africa, where much of the debate has focused, some San did become
early subordinates of Bantu-spesking overlords, but many others maintained viable and
independent hunter- gatherer lifeways into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Solway and
Lee 1990, Guenther 1993, 1997, Kent 1996a; Robertshaw, this volume). Archaeological
evidence reviewed by Sadr (1997) strongly supports the position that a number of San peoples
maintained aclassic Later Stone Agetool kit and a hunting and gathering lifeway into the late
nineteenth century. When Ju/'hoan San people themselves are asked to reflect on their own
history they insst that, prior to the arrival of the Europeans in the latter part of the nineteenth
century, they lived as hunters on their own, without cattle, while maintaining links of trade to the
wider world (Smith and Lee 1997).

The generd point to be made is that outside links do not automaticaly make hunter-
gatherers subordinate to the will of their trading partners. Exchange is auniversal aspect of
human culture; dl peoples at dl times have traded. In the case of recent foragers, trading
relations may in fact have dlowed foraging peoples to maintain a degree of autonomy and
continue to practice away of life that they valued (Peterson 1991, 1993).



Another case in point is exemplified by the Toba of the western Argentinean Gran
Chaco. Gastén Gordillo (this volume) notes how the foraging Toba have maintained
their base in the Pilcomayo marshes as a partial haven against direct exploitation. As
the Toba say, "At least we have the bush;' seeing their Pilcomayo territory as a
refuge to come home to after their annua trips to the plantations to earn necessary cash. The
view of the

"bush" as arefuge seems to be a common theme among many hunter-gatherers. What it brings
homeisthat foragers beieve in their way of life: foraging for them is a postive choice, not just a
result of excluson by the wider society.

To the contrary, the authors of this book, led by Lakota anthropologist Beatrice Medicinein the
Foreword, question whether victimhood at the hands of more powerful peoplesisthe only or
even the main issue of interest

about hunters and gatherers. The authors start from the position that the first priority isto
represent the life- worlds of contemporary hunter-gatherers faithfully. This invariably indudes
documenting the peoples sense of themsealves as having a collective higtory as hunter-gatherers.
Whether this foraging represents a primary or secondary adaptation, it often continues because
that way of life has meaning for its practitioners. It seems unwisg, if not patronizing, to assume
that dl foragers are primarily so because they were forced into it by poverty or oppression.

It is more illuminating to understand hunter-gatherer history and culture as the product of
acomplex triple dynamic: part of their culture needs to be understood in terms of the dynamic of
theforaging way of lifeitsdf, part from the dynamic of thair interaction with (often more
powerful) non-foraging neighbors, and part from the dynamic of their interaction with the
dominant state adminigtrative structures (cf. Leacock and Lee 1982).

A brief history of hunter-gatherer studies

If asngle long-term trend can be discerned in hunter- gatherer dudiesit isthis studies
began with a vast gulf between observers and observed. Eighteenth- and nine-teenth-century
treatises on the subject objectified the hunters and treasted them as external objects of scrutiny.
With the development of field anthropology, observers began to know the foragers as people and
the boundaries between observers and observed began to break down. Findly in the most recent
period, the production of knowledge has become a two-way process, the role of observer has
begun to merge with the role of advocate and the field of hunter-gatherer studies has come to be
increeangly influenced by agendas set by the hunter- gatherers themsdves (Lee 1992).

The more formal history of hunter-gatherer studies parallels the history of the
discipline of anthropology. The peoples who much later were to become known as
"hunters and gatherers" have been an important element in central debates of
European social and political thought from the sixteenth century forward (Meek 1976,
Barnes 1937, 1938). As described in the chapter by Alan Barnard (this volume, Part Il),
philosophers from Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau onward have drawn upon
contemporary accounts of "savages" as a starting point for speculations about life in the
state of nature and what constitutes the good society.



These congtructions became more detailed as more information accumulated from
travelers accounts, resulting in eaborate schemes for human socid evolution in the works of the
e ghteenth-century Scottish Enlightenment-Smith, Millar, and Ferguson -aswell as
on the continent - Diderot, Vico, and Voltaire (Barnes 1937, Harris 1968).

Wil before the 1859 publication of Darwin's The origin of species the question of the
antiquity of humanity became a centra preoccupation of scholars, initiated in part by John
Frerés famous 1800 essay which made the then heretical suggestion that teardrop-shaped,
worked-stone objects found buried in river gravels a Hoxne, Suffolk, UK in association with
extinct mammals indeed not have been Zeus thunderbalts, but instead implements made by
humans that could be traced "to a very digant period, far more remote in time than the modern
world" (quoted in Boule and Vdlois 1957:11).

With the rise of European imperialism and the conquest of new lands came the
beginnings of anthropology as aformd discipline. In the academic divison of labor, while
sociologists adopted as their mandate under- standing urban society of the Western metropole,
anthropologigts took on the rest of the world: classifying diverse humanity and theorizing about
its origins and present condition. The nineteenth-century classcd evolutionists erected elaborate
schemes correlating socid forms, kinship, and marriage with menta development and levels of
technology. The world's hunters were usually relegated to the bottom levels. In Lewis Henry
Morgan's tripartite scheme, of "Savagery, Barbariam, and Civilization;” hunters were either
Lower or Middle Savages, depending on the absence or presence of the bow and arrow (Morgan
1877).

William Sollas was one of the firgt to define hunting and gathering as a specific lifeway,
andin Ancient hunters and their modern representatives (1911) he linked ethnographies of
recent hunters with their putative archaeologica analogues. Modern Eskimo resembled
Magdaenians, African Bushmen stood in for Aurignacians, and so on.

Essentid to the development of modern anthropology was the decisive repudiation of the
classicd evolutionary schemes and their implicit (and often explicit) raciam. Franz Boas
watershed sudy Race, language and culture ( 1911) demonstrated that the three core factors
varied independently. A"simple" technology could be associated with a complex cosmology,
members of one "race" could show awide range of culturd achievements, and dl languages
possessed the capacity for conveying abstract thought. 1t was only on the twin foundations of
Boasan culturd reativism and the emphasis on fied- work that modern socia and culturd
anthropology could develop.

It is striking thet mogt of the founders of the discipline both in North Americaand in
Europe carried out land- mark studies of hunters and gatherers. Boas himsdlf went to the
Canadian Arctic in 1886 as a physical geographer (his doctord dissertation was on the color of
seawater), but his ethnographic study of the Central Eskimo (1888) became one of the semind
works in American anthropology. He went on to carry out decades of research with the
KwaKwaKawakw (Kwakiutl) on the Northwest Coast of British Columbia, a classc example of
a complex hunter-gatherer group (Boas 1966). Boas close associates A. L. Kroeber and Robert
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Lowie aso established their reputations through mgjor research on hunting and gathering
peoples, Caifornian and Crow Indians respectively (Kroeber 1925, Lowie 1935).

Founders of British anthropology shared a similar early focus, beginning with A. R.
Raddiffe- Brown's sudy of the Andaman Idandersin 1906-8 (1922, see Pandya this volume).
The great Bronidaw Madinowski, before going to the Trobriand Idands, wrote his doctora
dissertation on the family among the Audrdian Aborigines (1913). In France, while neither did
hunter-gatherer fiddwork, both Emile Durkheim and Marcel Mauss carried out intensive library
research on foraging peoples, with the former writing about Austrdian aborigind religion il
Elementary forms of the religious life (Durkheim 1912) and the latter writing his semind essay
on the seasond life of the Eskimo (Mauss 1906). Two decades later Claude L evi- Strauss began
his distinguished career with a 1930s fidd study of the hunting and gathering Nambicuarain the
Brazilian Mato Grosso, before returning to Paris to write his influentid works on the origins of
kinship and mythology (1949, 19623, 1962b,1987).

Mention should also be made of the 1898 British expedition, led by A. C. Haddon, to the
Torres Strait Idanders with their affinities to the Audtraian Aborigines (see Beckett, this
volume), of the American Museum of Naturd History's Jesup North Pacific Expedition to
Sheriain 1897 (see Grant 1995), and of the brilliant series of expeditions by Danish
anthropologists to Greenland and the Canadian Arctic led by Mattiessen and Rasmussen (see
Burch and Csonka, this volume). Important research traditions can aso be discerned in Audtrdia
and Russia ( see Peterson and Shnirdman, this volume).

Modern studies of hunting and gathering peoples can be traced arguably to two landmark
studies of the 1930s. First is the 1936 essay by Julian Steward who, in afes schrift for his
mentor, A. L. Kroeber, wrote on "The social and economic basis of primitive bands’ (1936).
After four decades of scholarly emphasis on careful description without theory building, Steward
sought to revive an interest in placing hunter-gatherer studies in abroader theoretica framework.
Steward argued that resource exploitation determined to a significant extent the shape and
dynamics of band organization and this ecological gpproach became one of the two foundations
of hunter- gatherer sudies for the next thirty years.

The second base was the classic essay by Raddliffe- Brown on Audrdian Aborigind
socid organization (1930-1). The peripatetic R-B had begun his career in South Africaand from
there moved to Sydney, S8o Paulo, and Chicago before taking up the chair in socia
anthropology at Oxford. During his Audtralian tenure he wrote a series of influentid overviews
of Aborigina socid organization. But unlike Steward, for whom ecological factors were
paramount, R-B saw structurd factors of kinship as primary. Audtrdian Aborigind societies
were usudly divided into moieties, and these dud divisons
were often subdivided into four sections or eight subsections. These divisions had profound
effects on marriage Jatterns, producing an intricate and € egant algebra of prescriptive dliances
between intermarrying groups. Raddliffe-Brown was far less interested than Steward in what the
Aborigines did for aliving. While the clan and section membership ruled the kinship universe
and nomindly held the land, it wasthe moreinformd horde, | band-like entity, whose members
lived together on a daily basis and shouldered the tasks of subsistence.
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In the 1940s Raddliffe-Brown's kinship models were taken up by Levi- Strauss, who
placed Audrdian Aborignd moieties at the center of his monumenta work Les structures
elementaires de la parente ( 1949). It isworthy of note that theories of band organization have
continued o be dominated by these two aternative paradigms. an ecologica or adaptationist
approach which relies on materid factors to account for forager socid life, and a structura
approach which sees kinship, marriage, and other such socid factors as the primary
determinants. The two agpproaches are by no means incompatible, and athough the two
tendencies are il discernible in hunter-gatherer studies, many andysts have posited a
didectic of socid and ecologicd forcesin the dynamics )f forager life (see Ingold, this volume;
also Leacock 1982, Sahlins 1972, Lee 1979, Peterson 1991,1993, and others).

The Man the Hunter conference

In 1965, Sol Tax announced the convening of a conference on "Man the Hunter” at the
Univerdty of Chicago; he conference, organized by Irven DeVore and Richard Lee, took place
April 6-8, 1966 and proved to be the starting point of anew eraof systematic research on
hunting and gathering peoples. One commentator called he Man the Hunter conference "the
century's watershed 'or knowledge about hunter-gatherers' (Kely 1995:14).

Present at the conference were representatives of many of he mgor congtituencies in the field of
hunter- gatherer studies (though no hunter-gatherers themselves), including proponents of the
ecological and structural schools. There were critics of the late Radcliffe- Brown's theories as
well as supporters, there were archaeol ogists, demographers, and physicd anthropologists,
reflecting he revivd of interest in evolutionary approaches then current in American
anthropology. Among the key findings of the Man the Hunter conference were the papers
focusing on the relative ease of foraging subsistence, epitomized in Marshal Sahlins famous
"Notes on the origind affluent society” ( 1968). Gender and the importance of women's work
was a second key theme of the conference. The name "Man the Hunter” was a misnomer since
among tropicd foragers plant foods, produced largely by "omen, were the dominant source of
subsistence.

After Man theHunter

A burst of research activity followed the convening of Man the Hunter and the
publication of the book of the sametitle (Lee and DeVore 1968). Scholars present &t the
conference brought out their own monographs and edited volumes (Bdikci 1970, Bicchieri 1972,
Binford 1978, Damas 1969, Helm 1981, Laughlin 1980, Lee 1979, Marshdl 1976, Sahlins 1972,
Suttles 1990, Watanabe 1973).

Thefidd of hunter-gatherer studies has aways been a fractious one and consensus is
rarely achieved. After 1968 new work critiqued key theses from Man the Hunter. The irony of
the migtitle was not lost on feminist anthropol ogists who produced a series of articles and books
with the counter theme of "Woman the Gatherer” (Slocum 1975, Dahlberg 1981, Hiatt 1978).
The feminigt critics were certainly taking issue with the concept of Man the Hunter, and not
necessarily with the book’s content since the latter had gone along way toward reestablishing the
importance of women's work and women's roles in hunter-gatherer society. Thislast point was
taken up in detail by Adrienne Zihlman and Nancy Tanner in an important article which drew
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upon the evidence assembled in Man the Hunter to place "woman the gatherer” at the center of
human evolution (Tanner and Zihiman 1976).

At the same time a counter- counter- discourse devel oped among scholars who questioned
whether women's subs stence contribution had been overestimated, and severa cross-culturd
studies were produced to argue this view, summarized in Kely ( 1995:261-92). A related
development was the discovery that women in hunter-gatherer societies do hunt, the most
famous case being that of the Agta of the Philippines (Griffin and Griffin, this volume).

Origind "affluence’ camein for much discussion and critique, with along series of
debates over the definition of affluence and whether it gpplied to dl hunters and gatherers at all
times or even to dl the Kung (Altman 1984, 1987, Bird- David 1992, Hill et al. 1985, Hawkes
and O'Connel11981, 1985, Kelly 1995:15-23, Koyamaand Thomas 1981). Seeking to rehabilitate
the concept, Binford (1978) and Cohen (1977) addressed some of these issues, while James
Woodburn's introduction of the digtinction between immediate- and delayed-return soci-
etieg(1982) helped to account for some of the variability in the level of work effort among
hunter-gatherers.

A mgor development in hunter-gatherer research was stimulated by this debate. Struck
by the often imprecise data on which arguments about affluence (or its absence) had been based,
agroup of younger scholars resolved to do better, They adopted from biology models about
optimal foraging (Charnov 1976) and attempted to apply
these rigoroudy to the actua foraging behaviors observed among the shrinking number of
foraging peoples where it was gill possible to observe actud hunting and gathering subsistence.
Important work in this area was carried out by a close-knit group of scholars, often collaborating,
and varioudy influenced by sociobiology and other neo- Darwinian approaches:.

Bailey (1991), Blurton Jones (1983), Hawkes (Hawkes, Hill, and O'Connel 11982, Hawkes,
O'Conndl, and Blurton Jones 1989), Hewlett (1991), Hill and Hurtado (1995 and this volume),
Hurtado (Hurtado and Hill 1990), Kaplan (Kaplan and Hill 1985), O'Conndll (O'Conndll and
Hawkes 1981), Eric Smith (1983,1991), and Winterhader (1983,1986). Reviews and summaries
of Optima Foraging Theory are found in Winterhader and Smith 1981, Smith and Winterhader
1992, Bettinger 1991, and Kdly 1995. For critiques see Ingold ( 1992) and Martin (1983).

More classicdly oriented research on hunter-gatherers attempted to bring together much
of the rich historical and ethnographic materid that had accumulated since the 1940s. The
Handbook of North American Indians, under the generd editorship of William Sturtevant,
chronicled the 500 Nations of the continent in a series of landmark regiond volumes. Six of
these ded largdly if not exdusively with hunting and gethering peoples: Northwest coast, edited
by Wayne Suttles ( 1990) ; Subarctic, edited by June Helm ( 1981) ; The Great Basin, edited by
Warren D' Azevedo (1986 ); California, edited by Robert Heizer (1978 ); Arctic, edited by
David Damas (1984); and Northeast, edited by Bruce Trigger (1978) (see dso Trigger and
Washburn eds. 1996). On other continents Barnard (1992b) and Edwards (1987) produced
overview volumes on the Khoisan peoples and Aborigind Australians respectively.

A new generation of research
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While the optimal foraging researchers based their work on models from biology and the
natura sciences, alarger cohort of hunter-gatherer specidists were moving in quite different
directions. Drawing on symbolic, interpretive, and higtorica frameworks this group of scholars
grounded their studies in the lived experience of foragers and post-foragers seen as encapsulated
minorities within nation-states, who till strongly adhered to traditiona cosmologies and
lifeways. Examplesinclude Diane Bdl's Daughters of the dreaming (1983), Hugh Brody's Maps
and dreams ( 1981), dulie Cruikshank's Life lived like a story (1990), Fred Myers Pintupi
country, Pintupi self (1986), Elizabeth Povindlli's Labor's ot (1993), and Marjorie Shostak's
Nisa: Thelife and words of a ! Kung woman (1981).

The Conferences on Hunting and Gathering Societies (CHAGYS)

Oneway of tracking broader trends in hunter-gatherer research is to follow the CHAGS
series of conferences through the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. In 1978 Maurice Goddlier convened
a Conference on Hunting and Gathering Societiesin Paris to observe the tenth anniversary of the
publication of Man the hunter. The conference brought together scholars from a dozen countries
including the Dean of the Faulty of the University of Yakutia, himsdf an indigenous Siberian
(Leacock and Lee 1982). The conference proved such a success that Lava Univeraty offered to
hogt afollow-up conference in Quebec in 1980. Organized by Bernard Sdadin d' Anglure and
Bernard Arcand, the conference continued the tradition begun in Paris, wherein anyone who
wanted to participate could do s0 as long as they were self-financing. Inuit broadcasters were
among the severd members of hunter-gatherer societies present.

By now it was becoming clear that a need existed for continuing the series, and Professor
. Eibl- Eibesfeldt of the Max Planck Indtitute in the Federd Republic of Germany took on the
task of organizing CHAGS l11. The Munich CHAGS in 1983 was a smdler, by-invitaion afair,
and the book that resulted reflected one particular school (revisionist) of hunter-gatherer studies
(Schrire 1984). CHAGS 1V, held at the London School of Economics in September 1986,
returned to the more open policy with awide range of congtituencies represented. The active
British organizing committee led by James Woodburn and Tim Ingold dong with Alan Barnard,
Barbara Bender, Brian Morris, and David Riches produced two strong thematically organized
volumes of papers from the conference (Ingold et al. 1988a,1988b).

CHAGS then moved to Audrdia. Hosted by Les Hiatt of Sydney University, CHAGSV
convened in Darwin, capita of the Northern Territory, in August 1988. CHAGS V proved to be
amarvelous world showcase for the active community of anthropologists, Aborigina people,
and activists working on indigenous issues in Audrdia

Fairbanks, Alaskawas the location of CHAGS VI (1990), the first of the CHAGS series
to be held in the United States since the origind 1966 Chicago conference. Convened by the late
Linda Ellanna, the Fairbanks conference was memorable for being the firsde CHAGS a which a
large delegation of Russian anthropologists was present, flying in from Provedinya just across
the Bering Straits in Chukotka. Indigenous Alaskans played a prominent role in Fairbanks as
well (Burch and Ellanna 1994). CHAGS VI, in Moscow in August 1993, convened by Vderiy
Tischkov and organized by Victor Shnirdlman at the Russan Academy of Sciences, is discussed
below. The internationa hunter-gatherer community convened for CHAGS VI, at the Nationa

14



Museum of Ethnology in Osaka, Japan, in October, 1998, with future meetings projected in the
new millennium for Scotland, India and southern Africa

This ongoing series of CRAGS gatherings held on four continents has provided an
excdllent monitor on the state of hunter-gatherer research in recent decades, and aunique
perspective on its increasingly international and cosmopolitan outl ook.

While the theoretical debates of the Man the Hunter conference of 1966 had revolved
around issues of the evolution of human behavior, the recent series has moved reatively far from
evolutionary and ecologica preoccupations. In their stead hunter-gatherer specidists have
developed severd mgor foci of inquiry.

At the Moscow CHAGS in August 1993 and at Osaka, 1998, alarge and active scholarly
contingent focused on foragersin relation to the state; papers on land rights, court bettles,
bureaucratic domination, and media representations documented the struggles of foragers and
former foragersfor viability and culturd identity in the era of Late Capitdism. Many of the
research problematics grew out of close consultation with members of the societies in question,
Increasingly it is they who are setting research agendas, and in some cases -Aleuts a Fairbanks,
Evenkis at Moscow and Ainu at Osaka - presenting the actual papers. This branch of hunter-
gatherer sudiesis dosdy digned with the emerging world- wide movement for recognition of
the Sgnificance of "indigenous peoples’ and their rights (see chapters by Trigger and Hitchcock,
thisvolume).

The humanigtic wing of hunter-gatherer studies has been represented by a mgjor focus at
the recent CRAGS on symbolic and spiritua aspects of hunter-gatherer life. Here were found
richly textured accounts of forms of consciousness, cosmology, and ritua, while other papers
dedlt with the changing world-views of foragers under the impact of ideologies of state and
marketplace. To show- case the offering of the Moscow CRAGS thereis an excd- lent volume
of papers edited by Biesdleet al. ( 1999), with an equdly rich set of publications planned for
Osaka.

One theme unifying these diverse scholars from many countries was that dl were ableto
see in hunter-gatherer society some component of historical autonomy and distinctiveness. The
notion of "priging’ hunter-gatherer was nowhere in sight, but neither did anyone argue thet the
cultura practices or cosmologica beliefs observed were smply refractions of dominant
outsders, Soviet or Western. Refreshingly, the "other's’ reality was not considered to be so dien
that the ethnographer was incapable of representing it with some coherence.

Another unifying theme was the recognition that change was accderdting, and that the
magnitude of the problems faced by these indigenous peoples was enormous, especidly thosein
the Russian North, for whom ecologically destructive socidist industridization has been
followed directly by the advent of get-rich-quick capitaliam. Smilar conditions were replicated
in most of the world's regions where foragers persst.

Hunter-gatherer studiestoday
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As humankind gpproaches the millennium, what are some of the main currentsin
research about hunter- gatherers, present, past, and future? Four principa tendencies can be
discerned. These are set out below with two provisos: firgt, none of these gpproaches has a
monopoly on “the truth™; each has something to offer and each has its shortcomings. Second,
none in practice is air-tight, and many scholars may participate in two or more.

1. Classic. Theinternd dynamics of hunter-gatherer society and ecology continue to interest
many scholars. Kinship, socid organization, land use, trade, materid culture, and cosmology
provide an ongoing source of ideas, models, and analogies for archaeologists and

others recongtructing the past. When due account is taken of the historical circumstances,
ethnographic anaogies can be avauable tool. Archaeologists are now arguably the largest
"consumers' ( and producers) of research on hunting and gathering peoples, even though the
opportunities for basic ethnographic research are shrinking rapidly. Robert Kelly's book The
foraging spectrum (1995) is an excdlent example of work in the classic tradition (with aminor
in behaviord ecology). Tim Ingold has authored severd works which sought to integrate the
socia and the ecological through an gpplication of neo-Marxist theory (1986), and Ernest Burch
Jr. continues to produce meticul ous ethnographies on arctic Alaska and Canadain the classic
tradition ( e.g. Burch 1998). Theorists beyond anthropology continue to turn to the hunter-
gatherer evidence in constructing their own models about economics or gender roles or
cosmology or many other subjects where a basic human subgtrate is sought. The results are
highly varigble.

2. Adaptationist. Discussed above, the second "tendency” isthe area of behaviord ecology and
Optima Foraging Theory, with astrong presence in the US, particularly at the Universities of
Utah and New Mexico. The adaptationists are the prime advocates of adrictly "scientific”
paradigm within hunter-gatherer studies and this places them, to adegree, at odds with othersin
the field for whom humanistic and political economic gpproaches are primary (cf. Lee 1992).
While some behaviora ecologists approach issues of demography and subsistence from a
historicaly contextuaized pogition, a significant number continue to march under the banner

of neo-Darwinian sociobiology. And while some acknowledge the impact of outside forces -such
as dam congtruction, logging, mining, rainforest destruction, bureaucracies, missonaries, and

land dienation -on the people they study, others focus narrowly on quantitative models of
foraging behaviors asif these existed in isolaion. In addition to criticizing their science, critics

of this school have argued that by treating foragers primarily as raw materid for modd building,
the behaviord ecologigtsfail to acknowledge foragers humanity and agency, as conscious actors
living through tough times and facing the same chdlenges as the rest of the planet's beleaguered
inhabitants. Having fought to maintain their scientific rigor as anthropology-at-large movesin a
more humanigtic direction, the chalenge for the behaviora ecologists now isto make their work
aso rdevant and useful to thelr subjectsin their fight for cultura, economic, and ecologica
surviva.

Within the field of behaviord ecology of hunter-gatherers, and in relation to the terms of

thisfied, Kristen Hawkes has been the most articulate spokesperson, while Hill and Hurtado
(1995) and Smith and Winterhader (1992) offer some of the best recent work.
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3. Revisionist. This school of thought argues that the peoples known as "hunter-getherers' are
something quite different: primarily ragged remnants of past ways of life largdy transformed by
subordination to stronger peoples and the steamr—roller of modernity. Two of the principd authors
of thisview are Schrire (1984) and Wilmsen (1989).Although the evidence presented in

this volume chdlenges this thess a a fundamentd leve, the "revisonists' do raise serious
questions. For too long students of hunter-gatherers and other pre-state societies tended to treat
in isolation the peoples they researched, regarding them as unmediated visons of the past. Today
higtory looms much larger in these sudies. Hunter-gatherers arrive at their present condition by a
variety of pathways. By acknowledging this fact and being senstive to the impact of the wider
political economy, the authors of this volume are responding to the chalenges made by the
revisionists. Beside the archaeologica and historica evidence contrathe revisionist position, the
most e ogquent testimony in the revisonist debate is the voices of the people (found in

sdebars throughout the book) setting out their ongoing sense of themsdves as historically rooted
peoples with atradition and identity as hunters and gatherers. Their doquence, resilience, and
srength demondrate that even in this hardbitten age of "globaization” other ways of being are

possible.

4. Indigenist. This fourth perspective brings the people studied, their goals and aspirations,
firmly into the center of the scholarly equation. For many of the authors in this book the
indigenist perspective represents the outcome of along search for an anthropology of
engagement that is aso scientifically responsible. The long revolution in the ethics of
anthropology has come to the present conjuncture in which the gtill-legitimate gods of careful
scholarship must be stuated in tandem with ethical responsibilities to the subjects of inquiry.
Thisinvolves a the very least attempting to account for the forces impacting on peoples livesin
ways tha vaorize their choices and give them useful tools to work with.

For example, in the volume Cash, commoditization, and changing foragers (1991), co-
edited with Toshio Matsuyama, Nicolas Peterson offers a coherent frame- work for
understanding the complex impacts of the market economy on the interna dynamics of foraging
peoples. Thisissue hes tended to polarize the fidd of hunter-gatherer studies into two camps: the
revisionists who see capitalism as having long ago destroyed the foraging economy, and the
"priginigs’ who deny or minimize these effects. Peterson's subtle and ingghtful analyss
succeeds in bridging these two entrenched positions and showing areas of common ground. The
market and the welfare Sate, in Peterson's view, have dtered but not destroyed foraging
economies; in many cases the impacts have been absorbed and put to use in reproducing forager
communities and identity within the wider society. A Smilarly lucid and origind andlyss
underlies Peterson's re-andlyss of the subject of sharing and gift-giving (1993). He focuses on
the ways in which sharing reproduces core vaues within foraging communities, enabling them to
maintain independent identity in spite of the vastly greater power and reach of the enveloping
market- based society.

Researchersin theindigenist perspective mugt perform a difficult balancing act: how to

combine advocacy and good rigorous scholarship, without subsuming ethical obligations of the
scholar to political expediency (or vice versq).
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In addition to a number of authorsin thisvolume, the "indigenist” perspective on hunter-
gatherersis evident in the work of such scholars as Eugene Hunn (1990), Joe Jorgensen (1990),
Basil Sansom (1980), Janet Siskind (1980), and Polly Wiessner (1982).

Given the growing politica vishility of modern foragers within their respective nation
states and the world-wide movement for indigenous rights (see chapters by Trigger and
Hitchcock), recent research has been based increasingly on agendas arising from within the
communities themsdves. Land clams, socid digntegration, substance abuse, and the
concomitant movements to recondtitute "traditiond” culture and revitaize inditutions have
become central concerns.

About thisbook

Part | isarranged into seven sections, based on the world's principal geographica regions. Each
isintroduced by an overview of the region's foraging peoples by the regiond editor, followed by
an essay on the ared's prehistory. The heart of the Encyclopediaistheindividua case studies of
the history, ethnography, and current status of over fifty of the world's best - documented hunter-
gatherer groups. The god here isto present a balanced account that includes both the traditional
culture and socid forms, and the contemporary circumstances and organization for resistance.
Authors were chosen not only for their expertise as authorities but dso for the contributions they
have made as advocates for the well-being of the people they write about. Each chapter aso
contains a sdebar in which members of the society speak to the reader in direct quotations.

Part 11 contains thematic essays covering a broad array of topics: from mythology, religion,
nutrition, gender, and socid life, to experience at the hands of colonid forces and datusin
contemporary states and human rights. Other essays address the traditional and contemporary
music of hunter-gatherers on the "Worldbesat" scene, and their current position in world art
markets where works by aborigina artists may fetch four and five figures. These essays thus
Stuate the hunting and gathering peoples not only in their own world but dso in the wider
world's political economy and the emerging globd culture,

Theregions
1 North America (regional editor: Harvey A. Feit; archaeological background: Aubrey Cannon)

Prior to colonization about two-thirds of North America was occupied by hunters and gatherers,
including most of what is now Canada and much of the United States west of the Mississppi.
Some of the best-known recent foragers reported in the Encyclopedia include the James Bay
Cree (Feit) and Labrador Innu (Mailhot), the Subarctic Dene in western Canada and Alaska
(Asch and Smith), and the Inuit (Eskimo) of Arctic Canada (Burch and Csonka) and Alaska
(Worl). The foragers of the Great Basin are represented by the Timbisha Shoshone of Nevada
(Fowler). The mounted hunters of the Plains and intermontane West represent a successful
secondary adaptation to big-game hunting by former farmers and foragers after the arrival of the
horse in the seventeenth century (Kehoe). Complex foraging societies, with

davery and rank digtinctions, occupied dl of the west coast of North Americafrom Cdiforniato
the Alaskan panhandle (Daly).
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2 South America (regional editor: Laura M. Rival; archaeological background: Anna C.
Roosevelt)

The southern cone of the South American continent was occupied by foragersincluding, at the
extreme south, the

Blackfoot and other hunterson theNorth American Plains

Alice B .Kehoe Marquette University

I ntroduction

Thanks to Hollywood and the visud recongtructions of aborigind life by photographer Edward
Curtis, the image of the Plainswarrior adorned with bow and arrows, war paint, and feathered
headdress, and mounted on a spotted pony, has come to represent North America's hunter-
gatherers to the world. "Indian spiritudity” has been defined through the popularity of John
Neihardt's poetic Black Elk Speaks, averson of Lakota beliefs transcribed from a cosmopolitan
Ogldaman. "Sacred pipes' and swest lodges are purveyed by "plastic medicine men" to a
gullible public. Such digtortions affront members of the First Nations.

The popular image is mideading. The economic, cultura, and historical components
producing nine-teenth century Plains hunting life were complex. This chapter seeksto unrave a
number of these factors and present a brief case study of the Blackfoot people of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries.

PlainsHistory

The Plainsin the nineteenth century, aready well populated, became a refugium for midwestern
Indigenous Nations forced out of their homelands by advancing invasions of Anglo/Euro-
Americans. Add to this the refugees from Spanish invasionsinto the American

Southwest, and Numa migrations out of the Grest Basin. Now pepper the mix with European
epidemics, entrepreneurs trafficking in horses, guns, daves, ornaments, amulets, and foodstuffs;
toss in gamblers and adventuring youths, and the task of disentangling ethnic higtoriesis
formidable. Wisder'slist of Plainstribes (1941 [1912]:19) presents the Stuation only as it stood
in the mid- nineteenth century; this shows how arbitrary the "ethnographic present” can be.
Wisder's "typicd" Plains Nationsinclude only those who were nomadic, dependent upon bison
hunting, lived in tipis, used horses, policed camps with men recruited into soldier soddlities, and
celebrated the Sun Dance (Wisder 1941 [1912]:18). His "typica” list included the Blackfoot,
Gros Ventre, Arapaho, and Cheyenne (Algonquian speakers), the Assiniboin, Crow and Teton
Dakotal/lakota (Siouan speakers), the Comanche (Numic speakers), and Kiowa (Kiowa Tanoan
phylum). He listed as "marginds’ the Sars (Dene speskers ), Kiowa Apache (Plains Apache)
(Apachean speskers), and the Plains Cree and Plains Ojibwa (Saulteaux or Bungee) (Algonquian
speakers).

There were, in addition, those who were not primarily hunters, the "village tribes' (living
in earth lodges and farming the bottomlands of the Missouri and its tributaries). They traveled
long distances twice ayear to hunt bison (Mandan, Hidatsa[ Siouan speakers] , and Arikaraand
Pawnee [ Caddoan speskers]). Wisder adds the farming prairie Souans: the lowa, Kansa,
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Missouri, Omaha, Osage, Oto, Ponca and (eastern) Dakota, and the Caddoan Wichita. He takes
cognizance of the nations west of the Cordillerawho traveled east to hunt on the Plains: the
Bannock, Wind River, and Northern Shoshone (Numic speskers), the Ute (Uto-Aztecan
speakers), and the Nez Perce (Sahaptin speakers). He could have added the Kutenai (language
isolate, possbly Sdishan) and Y akima (Sahaptin), and the Salisht speaking Flatheads, Kdispd,
and Pend dOrelilles.

Population

155,000 in the USA (1980 US Census): Blackfoot (22,000), Gros Ventre (2200),
Arapaho (4500), Cheyenne (10,000) Assiniboin (4000, excluding those in Canada),
Crow (7000), Teton Dakota/Lakota (78,000), Comanche (9000), Kiowa (7400), Kiowa-
Apache (Plains Apache) (260), Plains Cree (7000 in the USA; about 20,000 in Canada).

Location

From Mexico-US border, into Canada, from steppe grasslands behind the Rockies to the
Mississippi valey in the east, about 30" and 50° N, and from 98° W in the eadt, to the northwest-
trending rocky Mountainsin the west.

| present this extendve, varied list to emphasize that it holds barely true for the middle of
the nineteenth
into soldier soddities, and celebrated the Sun Dance
(Wisder 1941 [1912]:18). His "typicd"” lig included the Blackfoot, Gros Ventre, Arapaho, and
Cheyenne
(Algonquian speakers), the Assniboin, Crow and Teton Dakotal/l akota (Siouan speskers), the
Comanche
(Numic speskers), and Kiowa (Kiowa Tanoan phylum). He liged as"marginds’ the Sars (Dene
speakers),
Kiowa Apache (Plains Apache) (Apachean speskers), and the Plains Cree and Plains Ojibwa
(Saulteaux or Bungee) (Algonquian speskers).
There were, in addition, those who were not primarily hunters, the "village tribes' (living in earth
lodges and
farming the bottomlands of the Missouri and its tribu-
taries). They traveled long distances twice ayear to hunt bison (Mandan, Hidatsa[Siouan
speakers|, and Arikara and Pawnee [ Caddoan speakers] ) .Wisder adds the farming prairie
Souans. the lowa, Kansa, Missouri,
Omaha, Osage, Oto, Ponca and (eastern) Dakota, and the Caddoan Wichita. He takes cognizance
of the nations
west of the Cordillerawho traveled east to hunt on the Plains: the Bannock, Wind River, and
Northern
Shoshone (Numic speakers), the Ute (Uto-Aztecan
speakers), and the Nez Perce (Sahaptin speakers). He
could have added the Kutenai (language isolate, possibly Salishan) and Y akima (Sahaptin), and
~e Sdish gpeaking Flatheads, Kdispel, and Pend dOrellles.
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1 present this extensive, varied list to emphasize that it holds barely true for the middle of the
nineteenth century when the northern Plains Nations had possessed horses for only one hundred
years. Around 1750, the Kutenai and Shoshone held the western Montana Plains, the Cheyenne
occupied the eastern prairie, and the Hidatsa probably ranged the Missouri- Saskatchewan
watershed.

Two smallpox epidemics devastated the Plains, in 1780-1 and 1837-8 (before any of the
Pains people subsequently interviewed by ethnographers had reached adulthood} . When
professond ethnography began, al informants (by then, reservation dwellers} had spent their
entire lives in communities suffering endemic warfare promoted by government and private
interests bent on an ethnic cleansing to ready the Plains for Euro- American settlement.
The post-contact Plains Nations adapted to radica depopulation, politics centered on armed
defense/offense, destruction of pastures by wagon trains, the subgtitution of imported metal for
indigenous raw materids (stone}, and, just prior to conquest and forced settlement, an increased
demand for women's labor to process bison hides. Historica contingencies powerfully affected
the nations found living on the Plains.

The prehigtoric Plains had been inhabited since the terminal Pleistocene ( 14,000 years
ago) by nomadic bands hunting principaly bison. They used the impoundment method of
hunting for at least 2000 years. From Hopewel | times (beginning of the first millemium AD),
surpluses (probably pemmican) were produced and traded downriver into the Midwest region,
and overland to the Southwest. It islikely that loosdly structured bands moved through seasonal
rounds in recognized territories, athough distances moved and 1oads conveyed were probably
more modest before horse trangport. Farming towns appeared in the Missouri trench, westward
to western North Dakota at the beginning of the second millennium AD.

Following the American Civil War, the campaign to "pacify” Native Nations, aready
decimated by epidemics and the strain of endemic war, had succeeded by the 1880s. The final
blow was the extermination of the wild bison herds, from overhunting (by nétive and non-native
dike) , the destruction of grazing patterns and pasture lands, and drought.

The Indian Nations were then confined to reservations; these were subsequently reduced
in size, and reduced again. Reservations were dlotted in severalty, contrary to locd socia
gructure, destroying Native socia systems. Children were removed from families and incar-
cerated in boarding schools. Schools forbade children their languages and rdligions. Pupils were
taught manua and menid trades thought useful for those a the bottom of the |abor force.
Reservation men were indructed in farming methods, but inept government agents often
undermined successful farming or ranching ventures, sdling stock, leasing land to immigrant
seitlers, and refusing credit.

The Collier New Dedl (1930s) restored some land, reversed policies outlawing netive
languages and rdigions, but imposed the United States "democratic’ government modd of
elected didtrict representatives in council. The ethos of consensus by persuasion ( or dissenters
separating) was replaced by mgjority rule.
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After apost -World War 11 policy of moving families into urban aress, the Nixon
adminigration promulgated a policy of "sdf-determination” thet, through many efforts and
endless sruggles, isdowly achieving some redlity.

Ecological conditions

Thevast Great Plains region is marked by the paucity of water. The western portion liesin the
rainshadow of the Rocky Mountains. Rivers drain east to the Great Lakes, or southeast to the
Missssppi basin which provides a conduit for moisture from the Gulf of Mexico. Some rivers
disappear into underground aquifers. Agriculture is precarious except in larger river floodplains.
Grazing animds are forced congantly to move, and formerly with them, dependent human
societies like the Blackfoot. Herding remains ecologically feasible today, with bison herds now
supplanted by cattle.

Mg or subsistence speciesincluded bison, cervids (dso for clothing), and wild or partidly
cultivated plant foods. Population density was necessarily low. Kroeber (1939:78) argued that
possihilities for a Plains culture did not exist before the horse, that the region was economicaly
marginal. Archaeology contradicts this inference, except for reduced habitation during the
Altithermal period ( c. 3000-2000 BC) ( Schlesier 1994) .Archaeologica work since the 1950s
demondtrates the centra importance of the bison drive in the long-term Plains economy.
Impounding herds was the core of subsistence until conquest (Verbicky-Todd 1984).

The Blackfoot Nation

Let us now examine one of Wisder's "typicd" mid-nine- teenth-century Plains tribes, the
Nitsitapii or Blackfoot, who occupied the northwestern Plains (present-day Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Montana) from at least the four-teenth century.

Subsistence

The Blackfoot dwelt in tipis secured againgt the wind by rocks, which left innumerable "tipi
rings." Blackfoot moved in relaion to the wild herds, transporting their shelters with dog-pulled
travois (Bozel11988). They relied upon the bison pound, a corra toward which aherd was
enticed by ayoung man singing aspiritualy potent song in the mode of a bleating calf;
meanwhile, in camp, spiritualy adept adults prayed over an iniskim, usudly afosslized
ammonite possibly resembling a deeping bison. Close to the pound, V-shaped lines of rock or
brush piles hid the main hunting team. As the herd entered this funnd the whole band jumped
up, waving robes and shouting, to ssampede the herd either over abluff or up a closed ravine to
the corrd where men waited to kill the milling animaswith clubs and bows and arrows. From a
few dozen to two hundred bison would be killed. There was no way to let the surplus escape.

All able-bodied adults worked to process the kill. One source reported Six-person teams
working on each carcass. Stomach contents and organs were eaten fresh. Most flesh was dried in
thin strips, bones were cracked for marrow, chopped and boiled to extract fat. Pemmican ( dried
meset and rendered fat combined, often with dried berries) was packed into hide bags for storage.
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Pemmican, or smple dried meat, may have been a prehigtoric trade item, downriver to farming
towns (Brink 1990, Kehoe 1973). The historic fu! trade brigades depended on tons of pemmican
traded by Plains hunters.

Blackfoot women harvested plant foods (berries, camas bulbs, and prairie turnips) which
they cultivated knowledgegbly. (Among the eastern farming nations such as the Cheyenne,
women cultivated maize, surpluses going for trade.) Not glamorous, nor often described by
explorers, the care and harvesting of carbohydrates were tasks essentia to the Plains diet.

Huntersor pastoralists?

Blackfoot bands, like other Plains Nations, burned large stretches of grasdand to improve forage
for the wild herds. In the less arid eastern prairies, burning aso prevented reversion to forest.
(Seasond grass burning has been associated with the name "Blackfoot;' from moccasin soles
blackened by waking over burned land. One of the confederated Nitstapii groupsisthe Skska
[Blackfoot].)

In the sense that the Blackfoot and other Plains Nations managed pasture and corraed
herdsin order to daughter them, they could be considered pastoralists, although no one,
including modern "buffalo ranchers;” has succeeded in domesticating bison. The strategy of
maximizing forage, moving with the herds annua round, and seducing the leed cows to
daughter with a bleating calf song was highly efficient for exploiting this unique, rich, renewable
resource.

When horses were adopted in the seventeenth (southern Plains) and eighteenth (northern
Plains) centuries (Ewers 1955:3-10) families could carry more possessions further, but the horse
elaborated, rather than supplanted, the basic impounding method of hunting (Morgan 1991:154-
8). Palitically, horses enabled rapid attacks and retreets, idedly far from home camps, during the
years of endemic warfare of the eghteenth and nine-teenth centuries.

Social relations and residential patterns

The band/residentia group was the unit task force for obtaining bison. With ten to twenty tipis
(80-160 persons), its nucleus was twenty to forty able-bodied men and an equa number of able-
bodied women. The band followed its prey onto the grasdands in spring, rendezvoused with
other bandsin early summer, and returned to sheltered stream valleys in autumn (Epp 1988).
Bands had a core of close kin, though one was free to move, even to join aband of another
Nation (Sharrock 1974).

Certain families considered themsdlves of higher Satus, training their children to exercise
leadership; well dressed, they were absolved from daily drudgery. Such families maintained their
rel ative economic advantage by lending horses to others, receiving in return a share of the
hunted, raided, or harvested produce. I'nssirnaa, daughter of one such family, recaled she
accompanied cousins to the hunt because " Father would never get a chance to go because he had
two fast buffalo horses and some one [ sic] would ask to borrow them and they would bring him
meat" (Kehoe 1996:392).
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Mobility and political organization

In summer, both bison and Blackfoot aggregated. Bands met at alocation well supplied with
horse pasture, water, and wood. They engaged in trade/barter, performed spiritual ceremonies
(indluding the Sun Dance, to bring health and prosperity), danced, gambled, adjudicated
disputes, and discussed common concerns and policies toward outsders. These rendezvous of
severd thousand people, Blackfoot and others, the mgority sharing genera language and beliefs,
functioned in Arigtotle's sense as a polis (Kehoe 1981:506-7), dthough the low- dengty
migratory habits of the principal game put seasona condraints on political organization.

Herds could not be owned, nor individuals bound to one leader or band. Families voted
with their feet when leaders proved undiplomatic or stingy. Persona autonomy was highly
prized. Even opinions of children were respected. Persona autonomy was linked to the gift of
spiritua power. Hedth and prosperity sgnaled spiritud blessing; eders were the living proof of
blessedness. Respect for the elderly reflected respect for spiritua powers.

It is saturated with holy power, this sweetgrass, take some of it.

| useit [asincensg] for aholy purpose.

There he comes, Man of the Dawn of Time. Heiswalking thisway. Heis coming in.
Come in with safety.

Now then, that which is Above, He knows me.

It is saturated with holy power. This here, that which is below, He knows me.
Woman of the Dawn of Time, she has come in with hgppiness.

Man of the Dawn of Time, he has come in with happiness.

Morning Star, he has come in with Happiness. It is saturated with holy power.
Prayer Songs, Beaver Bundle Ritud, D. C. Duvdl, rec. and trans., 1911, from Tom Kyaiyo,
Heart Butte, Blackfeet Reservation, Montana.

Gender rdations

Women were innately blessed with power to reproduce, both children and the whole society's
materidity. Men were believed impulsive, poor at crafts, prone to disaster unless pitied by a
manifestation of the Almighty (sought by vision ques,, in the Lakaota phrase "going crying for
power" [Kehoe 1995]). Women created the camp, and fed, clothed, and sheltered everyone. Men
dedlt with outsders, though it was not uncommon for Blackfoot women to go to war dongside
their husbands. Blackfoot women were/are ritua intermediaries between spiritua power and

men; they alone have power to unwrap and rewrap medicine bundles (tokens with which power
was invoked with song and dance), and they lead the Sun Dance. No other Plains Nation gave
women this role in the Sun Dance, though others had women's soddities with ritua

responshilities.

Current stuation
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Much of the current "Plains renaissance’ is fueled by a new, college-educated generation of
Plains people. On the Blackfeet Reservation in Montana, a Harvard graduate has opened
Blackfoot language immersion schools, while his colleague, directing the Head Start Program,
introduces the Blackfoot language into her classrooms. Contemporary Plains leaders are
frustrated by the margind locations of reservations, risng populations too large to be
accommodated by ranching, theinertiaof federa programs that foster dependency, and lack of
capita. Bison herds are being rebuilt op reservations, but aweter of wheat farms serioudy
congirains any return to the pre-conquest economy.
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The Caribou Inuit
Ernest S. Burch, Jr. Research Associate, Smithsonian Indtitution and
Yvon Csonka University of Neuchétel, Switzerland

I ntroduction

"Caribou Inuit" isalabe assgned by ethnographers to a population of Inuit-spesking Eskimo
living on and near the west coast of Hudson Bay. They first came to scientific attention as having
the lowest population dengity in the entire ethnographic record. Thiswas an higorica

accident: the census was taken in 1922, late in a tenryear famine when their numbers declined
dramaticaly. More sgnificantly (thanks to unique ethnohistoric sources), scholars have traced, at
least in broad outline, Caribou Inuit history for the past three centuries.

The culturaly conservative Caribou Inuit remained autonomous long after contact and,
quite unique for foragers, increased numerically and expanded territoridly for nearly two
centuries after European contact. During this time, they experienced socid fissoning, a process
through which a sngle founder society (see Domestic organization below) increased to five,
while the subs stence base shifted from generdized foraging ( abroad array of resources) to
specidized hunting, overwhelmingly focused on caribou; hence the name, "Caribou Inuit.”

History

The first recorded EuropeanCaribou Inuit contact occurred in 1718, with a Hudson's Bay
Company (HBC) trading vessel based a Churchill in 1718. The HBC was the mgor agent of
contact for the next 200 years, other encounters festured American whaers and occasiona
explorers.

Permanent nation sate outposts were not established in Caribou Inuit territory until the
early twentieth century, when the Roya Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) set up bases, the
Roman Catholic and Anglican Churches opened missions, and the HBC and various
independents erected trading posts. These developments initiated the " contact-traditiond” era
(Damas 1988), which lasted until the late 1950s. Since then, the population has clustered in four
modern hamlets, each of which possesses permanent houses, schools, government offices,
medicd facilities, and other contemporary amenities.
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Birket- Smith (1929) and Rasmussen (1930) were the first ethnographers to vist the
Caribou Inuit, in 1922. Their monographs condtitute the "classc” early ethnographies. More
recent studies (Burch 1978,1988, Csonka 1995) supplement their findings and place them in
historical perspective.

Setting

Caribou Inuit country is atredess, heavily glaciated, low- evation plain, with tundra vegetation
and podiglacid landforms. Water covers much of the land surface. The climate is cold both
winter and summer, with frost occurring more than 260 days a year. Precipitation is light, the
wind incessant. Important anima species include caribou, various fur-bearers and grizzly bears (
on land), and sedl's, belugawhales, and polar bears in Hudson Bay itsalf. Musk oxen, warus, and
bowhead wha es were numerous until overhunted. Arctic char, lake trout, and whitefish Occur in
the lakes and streams. Waterfowl abound in summer.

Demogr aphy

L ocation.

Western shore of Hudson Bay, and adjacent interior, Digtrict of Keewatin, Northwest Territories,
Canada. On April 1, 1999, they will become residents of the newly created territory of Nunavut,
They livein the hamlets of Arviag, Kangigling, Qamanittuag, and TlkJrarjuag.

Population

Since 1718 the population 1718 the population fluctuated between 300 and the present figure of
About 5000.

In the eighteenth century, the few hundred members of a"founder society” occupied the centra
portion of the coast and the adjacent interior. By 1915, the population had expanded to 1500
people distributed over a huge area, including part of the trandtiond forest/tundra zone south of
their traditional homeland. Each of the five societies of the period was socidly and territorialy
digtinct. A prolonged famine subsequently destroyed the demographic foundations of these
societies, and reduced the total population to about 500 by 1922 (today, 5000).

Economy

The Caribou Inuit were primarily hunters. Their eighteenth century mixed economy was based

on appropriaing terrestria and marine mammals, fish, and migratory waterfowl (using

harpoons, lances, and bows and arrows, augmented by snares and pitfdls). Fish were caught with
weirs, spears, and hook and line. Gathering was limited to berries, and dwarf willow for fud.
Wood for tent poles, weapons, deds, and boat frames and soap- stone for pots were acquired in
neighboring territories. Dwellings consisted of winter snow houses and summer tents.
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During the nineteenth century the economy logt its diversity, becoming progressively
more focused on terrestrid resources, particularly caribou, supplemented by musk oxen. Muzzle-
loading guns were adopted but had little effect on hunting practices.

The Caribou Inuit became heavily involved in the fur trade in the 1920s because the price
of white fox pelts had escalated, trading posts had been built nearby, and the caribou population
had crashed. This last development necessitated the use of modern rifles for hunting the
increasingly scarce prey. People trapped fursin order to purchase rifles and ammunition.
Dependence on the fur trade continued until the late 1950s.

The Caribou Inuit till harvest country foods, particularly caribou and fish, dthough
households vary widely in their degree of dependence on such resources. Trapping has declined,
but polar bear and wolf hunting have increased. Wage employment and welfare have become the
principa sources of cash.

Settlement pattern

The Caribou Inuit did not recognize territorid boundaries or the exclusive use and ownership of
red property. Their land occupancy took the form of focused ranges, each with awell-
established core area and vaguely defined outer limits.

People were highly mobile, moving from place to place according to expectation of the
most productive harvest of fish and game. In the eighteenth century, this brought people to the
coast for the spring and summer, and took them inland for the fall and winter. In winter, they
traveled on foot with the aid of dogdeds; in summer, they used kayaks. This pattern persisted
until well into the twentieth century, except that, in the 1840s, members of some societies (see
below) began to spend the entire year inland. Many made annud visits to the HBC posts at
Churchill (after 1792) and Brochet (after 1868), and seasond vidits to more northerly posts after
1910.

The population became concentrated in four settlements during the 1960s. Since then,
they have shifted from camp life with occasond viststo trading centers, to living in trading
centers from whence they make expeditions to hunt and fish. Motor- powered boats and
snowmobiles have greetly facilitated this process. People make frequent trips between
communitiesto vigt, for culturd or porting events, or on business.

Each family now has a house, and each person has alegd domicile in ahamlet. The land
on which the houses stand is leased from the government ( this may soon change). Many spend
part of the year in family hunting or fishing camps.

Domestic organization
Each Caribou Inuit society was comprised of anumber of bilaterdly extended families, with

condderable variaion in unit composition. These families were linked to one another in the
larger socid system through kinship ties, co-marriages (Spouse exchanges), namesake relation:
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ships, and joking ( dancing) partnerships. The members of each society collectively held
dominion over aterritory with awell-defined core but vaguely defined border.

Spousesin firsg marriages were arranged through parentally organized child betrothd.
The often elusve idedl was a brother-sster exchange among first cousns. Monogamy was the
norm, but polygyny aso occurred. Divorce was common.

L abor was generdly divided dong gender lines. However, some cross-gender
socidization in childhood and pragmetic congderations could bend this rule. Men and women
repectively exercised subgtantial authority over different spheres of life, dl of which were
necessary for surviva. Both men and women could be shamans, but only men were extended
family heads.

Traditiond socid organization is changing dowly in the modern hamlets. The cash
economy and the condruction of sngle-family dwellings have weekened traditiona extended
family bonds, but only dightly. Cousin and polygynous marriages have been reduced or hated.
However, many traditiond dements remain, including extended family networks of mutud
assstance, namesake relationships, joking partnerships, and occasiona co-marriages. Spousa
assault is a problem; consequently, divorce is not uncommon.

Political organization

Each extended family was hierarchical, based on differences in generation, rdative age, and
gender. Parents had authority over children, older sblings and cousins had authority over
younger ones, and, in certain spheres, men had authority over women. The family head, or
ihumataq, was aman who wielded authority by virtue of his superior position in a number of
hier-archica kin rdationships, and by demonsirated competence. Shamans aso were able to
wield authority over many activities. There were no councils or other governing bodies.
Relations between families and between different societies were handled on an ad hoc basis.

The RCMP began to establish outpostsin, and to conduct patrols across, Caribou Inuit
country early in the twentieth century. The authority of the police was imposed gradudly-
initidly only in extreme Stuations. Later, missionaries and traders exercised ahigh levd of
influence over Inuit affairs. Nevertheless, most families retained considerable autonomy until
moving into hamlets in the 1950s and 1960s.

Religion

The Caribou Inuit have practiced an animidtic religion, believing that everything hasa

soul/energy source and a disposition/persondity. Some spirits had souls and dispositions but no
physica manifetation. One of the latter, Hila, congtituted the supreme force to which dl others
were subordinate. Hila determined which acts were good and which were bad. However, it was a
companion spirit, Pinga, who actuadly monitored human behavior and interfered from time to

time in humen affars

Hila promulgated rules, or taboos, to which humans had to conform in order to avoid
cdamitieslike famine, sickness, or death. The existence and nature of specific taboos were
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discovered by shamans (anakkut), each of whom was associated with afamiliar spirit. When
prolonged bad wesather or an accident occurred, the shaman performed a ceremony during which
the familiar spirit was asked to discover the source of the by communicating with other, more
knowledgeable spirits. The answer dways was that a taboo, often one previoudy unknown, had
been broken. Once it was added to the general stock of prohibitions. Over the generations, this
led to the accumulation of an enormous body of rules affecting practicaly every thing a person
did.

Christian missions were established in Caribou Inuit country gpproximately between
1910 and 1930. Missionaries attacked the animigtic beliefs of the Inuit and challenged
shamanigtic authority. The Inuit are now Chrigtian, but a strong undercurrent of traditiona belief
remains. Recently, people have been attracted to those Protestant denominations whose rituas
involve visons and "spesking in tongues.' and which therefore resemble traditiona shamanistic
performances.

Current gtuation

“Inuit and Qallunaat (whites) should not try to be the boss over animalsthat they have not
made themsealves (wildlife). Animalswere given to all the peoplein theworld —likea
welfare check —to help them. We haveto treat the land and the animals the way we were
told totreat them. That isthereal inuit way. (The Inuit) want cooper ation between the
white people and the I nuit concerning the land and its animals.

The Caribou Inuit are now full citizens of the Northwest Territories, and indeed of Canada.
Laws are promulgated by various levels of government, including localy dected hamlet councils
chaired by mayors. Control of illegd behavior, under Canadian law, is an RCMP respor+
ghility. Thereisadso a Native "by-law officer™ in each

hamlet; sentences for minor infractions are handed out by Native justices following Inuit rather
than Canadian customary law.

Formal educetion is controlled by the territoria government and conducted in Inuktitut
(the InuitlEskimo language) for pupils firgt three years, thereafter in English with Inuktitut asa
second language. Ingruction has little traditiona content, but recently this has changed
somewhat. Inuit are encouraged to study, in the hope of replacing non-1nuit teachers and school

principas.

The main employers are public (governmenta) services, followed by private businesses
owned by non+ Inuit, aswell as Inuit-owned firms. Art, dothing, and craft production at the
individua and family levels provide additiond income, as does fur hunting and the sale of
country foods. Unemployment varies seasondly, but usualy ranges between 20 percent and 30
percent. Welfare payments are widespread. Under the Nunavut Agreement (see below), itis
intended that the public service should be the main employer by 1999, providing 30 percent of
employment. It is hoped that at least 80 percent of the jobs will befilled by Inuit.
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Modern medica hedlth care provided by government is supplemented by elements of
shamanidtic heding. Public hedth programs are emphasized, but require mgor lifestyle changes.
Individuas needing major or extended hospital care are sent to southern Canada.

Caribou Inuit communities are afflicted by an array of socid problems semming from
rapid socid change. Among these are domestic violence, sexud abuse, substance abuse, suicide,
parental neglect, lack of motivation, and generd anomie.

The primary threat to the culturd surviva of the Caribou Inuit is language loss. Inuktitut
isdill the first language, but is rapidly losing the subtlety and elegance of former times. Most
young people nowadays magter neither English nor Inuktitut.

Organization for resistance

Inuits never signed treaties with or ceded land to the Canadian government. Canada merely
asserted its sovereignty over Inuit country. When the present hamlets were founded in the late
1950s and 1960s, government administrators took control of many aspects of Inuit

daly life. As government hegemony increased, a movement developed across the Canadian
north to resst thistrend. At issue were land ownership and sdf-government.

The Caribou Inuit joined with other Canadian Inuit to pursue their collective interests.
Over many years, representatives from Canada's eastern and central Arctic successfully
negotiated solutions with the federad government. These are now being implemented.
On Aprill, 1999, anew territory, Nunavut, will be carved out of what is now the centrd and
eastern Northwest Territories. Inuit (including Caribou people), comprising more than 80 percent
of the new territory's population, will in effect bein control of the new government. (They
currently have a substantid measure of sdf- government at the hamlet levd.) Inuit living in
various parts of the future Nunavut have received fee smple title to some 350,000 km2, and, in
Nunavut, will have variable rights to use, manage, and receive income from amuch larger area.

The Hadza of Tanzania
Bwire Kaarelndtitute of Finance Management, Dar es Sdlaam and
James Woodburn London School of Economics

Introduction

The Hadza area hunter-gatherer people in northern Tanzania who, throughout their known
history, have sought to maintain a degree of autonomy and isolation in relation to the many
neighboring ethnic groups appropriating their lands. They are dso known as Tindiga (Swahili)
and Kindiga (Isanzu) but. didike these terms for their derogatory and discriminatory connote-
tions. They spesk adlick language, an isolate with no proven linkages with other languages.
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Many researchers, Tanzanian and foreign, have worked among the Hadza during the past forty
years. It sometimes becomes difficult for so smal acommunity to cope with the constant
questioning associated with much of this research.

History

The Hadza proudly assert that their ancestors have been hunter- gatherers since the dawn of time.
They are confident of the merits of their way of life, srongly rgecting views of neighboring
agricultura and pastord peoples that hunting and gathering is a backward way of life.

Hadza view history as a struggle to maintain their life in the face of great pressuresto
change. European colonid powers came late to this part of East Africa. In the process of
assarting colonid control, the Germans fought with the Isanzu, Bantu-spesking neighbors of the
Hadza Some |sanzu subsequently became refugees among the Hadza. Thisisthe only knownin
migration among the Hadza, and there has been no significant out-migration.

Through the periods of German and British adminigtration, the Hadza were largdly
ignored by the authorities. The first prolonged contact did not Occur until 1911, when German
geographer Erich Obst walked through their country. The Hadza remained untaxed and without
chiefs or courts. They, and afew. other smadl groups, were given some exemptions from the
game laws by the British authorities, athough they were not permitted to live free of outside
interference.

Population
Approximately 1000. Precise numbers are difficult to determine owing tothe flexible
ethnicity of peripheral persons.

L ocation
The hillsand valleys east and southeast of L ake Eyasi, due south of Ngorongoro Crater,
northern Tanzania.

The British adminigration twice (in 1927 and 1939) made short-lived atempts to force
groups of Hadza to settle down as agriculturaists. Both attempts led to disease and severd
desths in the community. They confirmed the view of Hadza people that contact with outsiders
was dangerous, and reinforced their policy of minimizing such contact. After independence from
Britain, pressure to adopt agriculture increased. Since 1964, the Tanzanian government has
adopted a systematic policy of sedentarization. Hadza continue to object to settlement,
especidly when it involves living near non- Hadza people.

Ecological setting
Hadza country isin the dry savannah of East Africa, part grasdand, part thorn bush. Rocky hills

are interspersed with plains aress. Apart from Lake Eyas (asalt lake) and Y aida swamp, surface
water is scarce, especialy in the dry season. The landscape is dominated by the fan acacias
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and baobab trees which are so familiar to viewers of tdevison wildlife documentaries. Tsatse
flies are abundant almogt everywhere, but very few cases of human degping sckness have been
recorded.

A wide range of game animaslive in the areaand are i1r;4ill hunted by some Hadza with bows
and poisoned arrows. Game Populations which were never a risk from outside Hadza

country, who have killed off the rhinoceros population and most of the eephants. The Hadza
have al so been threatened by the encroachment of pastora and agricul- turd peoples who fence
water sources and block game migration routes.

The evidence suggests that many of the open areas were in the past kept open by the
feeding and trampling of ephants and rhinoceroses. The recent dramatic declinein their
population is expected to lead to an increase in dense stands of thorn trees and adeclinein
grazing game anima populations, and in the wild food plants on which the Hadza depend.

Economy

The Hadza obtain their food requirements from wild roots, fruits, the honey of wild bees, and the
flesh of game animals, currently supplemented by the fruits of their smal plots of maize and

sweet potato. They aso occasiondly persuade government and aid agencies to donate lorry loads
of maize. Impda, zebra, buffdo, dand, wildebeest, and many animas large and smal are felled
with bow and arrow, or scavenged from lion kills. Hadza are denied access to guns and they use
no traps, pits, or snares. Roots, berries, and baobab fruit are generaly gathered by groups of
Women. Few Hadzawork for outsiders or are engaged in trade.

In areas where Hadza have retained their land, food is obtained relatively eesily. Here,
nutritiona statusis high by East African standards. Like adl human populations, the Hadza do not
egt dl potentid foods in ther region. They rgect dmost dl insects, reptiles, fish, and fresh
water molluscs. However, they attach particular value to meat and honey. Meat must be shared
by everyone in the camp. It cannot be reserved for the hunter and his family. Accumulation,
whether of food or of more enduring materia objects, is seen asimmord and unacceptable.
Successful hunters or traders are obliged to share the yield of their labor and their skill. Poisoned
arrows, knives, stone pipes, and other objects circulate in the lukucuko gambling game.
Exchange or barter with other Hadza is usudly deprecated. Hadza strongly believe that people
should share and not expect recompense.

Settlement, mobility, and land tenure

Until the early 1960s, dmogt al Hadza lived in smdl nomadic camps (averaging eighteen adults)
and moved every two or three weeks. These camps moved for al sorts of reasons, not only to
improve access to food, water, and materia needs, but aso to abandon areas where persons had
fdlenill or died. They moved to where the gambling game was in session, to vist friends, or to
avoid persons with whom they were in dispute. Camp composition was flexible. Individuas and
families congtantly moved in and out, for al sorts of persona reasons.
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More recently they have been under pressure from the Tanzanian authorities to settle and
grow crops. Some have done so, but many still lead a nomeadic life for much of the year. Ther
movements are now more restricted as aresult of the very serious loss of land in recent years.
Every Hadza can live, hunt, and gather wherever he/she chooses, within Hadza country. People
are asociated with territories they and their close kin mainly use, but they never seek to exclude
other Hadza from these regions.

Kinship, marriage, gender, and domestic or ganization

Hadzatreat al other Hadza as kin and address them by kinship terms. They stress the importance
of informa mutudity and sharing between kin and reject the notion that kin are bound to each
other by ties of authority and dependency, or formaly differentiated obligations. Individua

choice and persona autonomy are highly respected. Women, like men, usudly make their own
decisons about who they will marry (with minimal intervention from parents and other kin).
Husband and wife each have the right of immediate divorce. Post- maritd resdenceisusudly
with the wifés mother and sgters, femae solidarity isimportant for awife in her dedlings with a
domineering husband. Households of husband, wife, and smal children merge into the camp
community in mogt dally activities, including childcare and much of the cooking and esting.

Political organization

Hadzaideology strongly stresses the importance of equdity of power, wedth, and status among
men. The Hadza differ from their pastoraist neighborsin so far as age differentiation is
unimportant to them, and principles of equality apply even between close mae kin, including
father and son. Leveing mechaniams, the most important being to share and not to accumulate,
prevent men from exercising authority or making others dependent on them; There are no chiefs
or forma leaders.

Religion

Hadza men and women are differentiated in religious contexts. Men are initiated into an
egditarian community of men which has privileged rights over certain portions of the best mesat
or most game animals. Initiated men meet on their own and have secrets from women and
children. Men are liable to respond violently to perceived encroachment on their secret activities.
Women too have secrets from men. Female circumcision, in which the men have little interes, is
organized by the women aone, and is seen as a matter entirely for women. After the operation,
the newly circumcised young women chase after and violently attack the men, especidly their
potential husbands, with specialy deco- rated staves. There are a present some indications that
Hadza women may, on their own initiative, soon decide to give up circumcision.

The most important Hadza ritua, the Epeme Dance, is a solemn affair carried out in tota
darkness on moonless nights. The men become sacred beings and dance, one by one,
communicating with the women, who sing sacred accompaniment in aspecid whistling

language reserved for this context. The men are secretive about what is going on and Sit apart
from the women and children. Despite this, the ritual emphasizes the shared interests of men and
women, especiadly as parents of children. Thisritud is consdered indispensable for
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Hadza wdll-being. It may be interpreted as a recurring ceremonia reconciliation of men and
women, and indeed dl Hadza. Attendance is obligatory for dl the camp's dwdllers.

Current dtuation and organization for resstance

The independent post-colonid governments of Tanzania have, for more than thirty years,
pursued an assmilaionist policy designed to create an integrated, unified country in which
ethnic digtinctions are reduced. In practice, the focus for this integration has been a sedentary
agriculturd way of life, which the major population follows. Nomadic pastordists and
particularly nomadic hunter-gatherers have been treated as backward. Efforts are constantly
made to persuade them to settle and adopt agriculture.

Either openly or covertly, most Hadza consistently reject this policy. They wish to retain
their way of life and modernize according to their own needs. Asthey condtitute a politica threat
to no one, they do not see why they should be pressed to give up their way of life. Despite
government and NGOs, most Hadza are reluctant to remain in government settlements for long.
The few Hadza who have completed secondary education are entrapped. The only paid work
normdly available to them in ther region is as government employees, responsible for gpplying
government policiesin Hadza country. At times, Hadza have been subjected to strong measures
directed by their educated brothers seeking to enforce government policy.

The Hadza currently face three mgjor threats. The firgt island loss. Throughout the
colonia and post -colonid eras, governments have trested Hadza hunting lands as unoccupied,
and have encouraged agricultural and pastora peoples to settle on them. The Hadza have lost
most of their territory. In 1994, after efforts by Hadza and volunteers working with CUSO, a
Canadian NGO committed to land rights issues, some traditiona territory was registered as
Hadza land, the area around a village settlement in which Hadza condtitute the mgjority.
However, they are entitled to, and deserve, an areaten times that which is presently registered.
To acquire more government registered land the Hadza face amuch more difficult struggle.

The second threet is at least as serious. Most Hadza children of primary school age, as
young as Sx, have been taken from their families and placed in a boarding school on the edge
ofHadza country. On the whole, people want education for their children, for the new
opportunities that this may afford, and to develop literate advocates to defend againgt further
Hadza losses. Rather than resdential schooling, the Hadza want primary day schoolslocdly, in
their own settled and nomadic | communities. At present, young children away from home most
of the year cannot learn properly their subsstence skills, language, or culture.

The third threet liesin the hunting leases and licenses granted by the government to
commercia hunting companies on Hadza land. These congtitute an overt breach of Hadza land
rights and endanger the Hadza's continuing land use, as the Hadza know so well. Hadza have
attended indigenous rights meetings organized by the United Nations in Geneva. However, they
have not found it easy to organize themselves and present their common viewpoint. What, then,
do they want?
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They want what other citizens of Tanzania are entitled to. They want to be gppreciated as
vaued citizens, and their way of life consdered vauable and worthy, rather than as a curiosity, a
primitive relic to be abolished. They want the same primary day schools as other Tanzanians.
They want the recognition of their land rights, the right to hunt, and the right to exclude
commercid hunters from their territories.

The danger isthat they may become a stigmetized, dispossessed, impoverished, landless
group of laborers, as has happened, only afew hundred miles away, to the Batwa of Rwanda and
Burundi.
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The Ju/’hons of Botswana and Namibia
Meghan Biesele Rice University, University of Nebraska and
K xao Royal-/0/00 Grootfontein, Namibia

I ntroduction

Ju'hoang, a!Kung-speaking group divided between Botswana and Namibia, are well known
ethnographicaly | to the generd public. Famousfor their sharing, logicaly adaptive foraging

way of life, the Ju'hoans e been romanticized in films such as The Gods must crazy, and more
redidticaly portrayed in ethnographic IS like John Marshal's N!ai: the story of a 'Kung woman.
Most Ju''hoans have lived in close association h blacks and whites since a least 1900. However,
in Dobe area of Botswana and the Nyae Nyae area of Namibia a sgnificant number chose to
maintain their aging way of life into the 1950s and 1960s.

History

Divided between nations, Jul'hoan colonia history isastudy of contrasts. British influences
predominate in the Bechuandand Protectorate and Afrikaner culture in the South African
controlled South West Africa{ Namibia). Differences in the post-independence nationd
governments { Botswana since 1966 and Namibia since 1990) have continued to divide the
Jul'hoang, even though the :-colonia experiences of Ju!'hoan people and their

~egtorswere quite milar over the whole region. Prior colonid timesthey lived rdatively
isolated livesin tal groups, trading wild produce and mest with distant farmer-herders, or, in
some cases, performing services for the pastoraigts.

Ju/'hoan historicd links to the wider African world ye been the subject of debate. Were
Nyae Nyae and Dobe areas foraging strongholds prehigtoricdly, or did they have mixed
subs stence dominated by pastordism? Historica/archaeologica research supports the foraging
stronghold view: there is no evidence for non-Ju/'hoans occupying the Nyae Nyae-Dobe area
prior to the twentieth century, athough the Ju"hoans have maintained trading relations with Iron
Age neighbors on their periphery for at least 1000 years (Smith and Lee 1997).

The 1870s arrival of European hunters and traders initiated a brief era of prosperity for
the Jul'hoang, followed by gradua economic decline as game animas were decimated. Since
1920, when black pastoraists began digging wells for cattle, the Jul'hoans and their resources
have come under increasing pressure. While even in the 1950s there were fewer than one
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hundred non- Ju'hoans in the Nyae Nyae-Dobe area, Ju''hoan higtory in the twentieth century,
like that of virtudly al Bushman peoples, has been dominated by land dispossesson and
margingization.

Ecological setting

Blessed by anumber of permanent waters in limestone outcrops, pans, seasona river courses and
springs, the Nyae Nyae and Dobe aress lie in semi-arid savannah about 1100 m above sealevd.
The region istraversed by pardle sandy dunes running esst to west and supporting distinctive
edible vegetation. The internationa border bisects the Aha Hills which provide another economi-
cdly important micro-environment. Annud rainfal is about 400 mm, mainly in summer
(November-March). Winter (May-August) can produce freezing temperatures by night and bitter
south winds by day.

Economy

In the past, and to some extent today, Ju/'hoan people have depended on wild plants and animals
to feed themsdves. The sandy savannah is home to over one hundred edible plant species,
dominated by afew highly nutritious staples, like the mongongo or mangetti nut. Mongongo
trees (Ricinodendron rautanenii Schinz) grow in abundant groves dong dunes, producing a
delicious nut which is roasted after the purplish fruit is boiled off into edible porridge. Other

mgor foods include the tsin or morama bean, baobab fruit, the marula nut, and eight species of
grewia berries.

In the 1960s, detailed studies of the Dobe camp documented the dynamics of hunting and
gathering subsistence (Lee and DeVore 1976, Lee 1979). Two-thirds of the diet was vegetable
foods gathered by women, confirming women's economic and decision-making power. Meat was
of secondary importance, dthough much desired and the result of great skill, strength, and
knowledge. Men hunted up to fifty-five anmal species, often asssted in tracking by their wives.

In the 1990s, Ju il eat bush foods, gathering at weekends and hunting as dlowed by game
conservation departments.

The Ju'hoans (1960s) had a favorable demographic profile. Although infant mortality
was high, those who survived childhood had a reasonable life expectancy (Howell 1979).
Overdl, the qudity of Jul'noan life as hunter-gatherers was relatively good. Their diet and leve
of exercise have been characterized as among the world's hedlthiest (see Baton and Baton, this
volume). They had few of the "civilized" world's diseases like cancer, heart disease, arthritis, or
high blood pressure. They suffered mainly from introduced infectious illnesses like tubercu-
loss

Thus, Ju'hnoans contradict the popular belief that hunting and gathering isarisky or
unreliable form of exisence. Though strenuous a times, the way of life involves plenty of
leisure time. For example, Ju!'hoan adults could provide the group's food by working two or
three days aweek. Thisled Sahlins ( 1968) to call Ju!'hoans and other hunter-gatherers "the
origind affluent society:’ They were afluent, however, only when they controlled their
environment and way of life.
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Settlement patterns

Today asin past times, Ju!'hoan loca groups do not have exclusive rights to resources. Insteed,
groups share access using agreed rules. The frequent visting and sharing among the different
groups smooths out local disparities. Groups related by marriage cooperate, coming together in a
given areawhen there is sufficient food and water, living apart when sources of food and water
are scarce and dusive.

Today, despite changes wrought by economic and governmental pressures toward
permanent settlement, much of the reliable sharing system remains. When food is brought into
camp, itisdigtributed widdly. Many hxar o gifts of tools and clothing are given and received
among group members, so that an individua can gtill rely on the community's resources.

Domestic organization

Settlements were small (about 15-50 persons), arranged in acircle of grass dwellings around a
centrd plaza. During winter, people aggregated at larger camps close to permanent water. In
summer, they dispersed in smaller groups to occupy seasond water points. Land was indien
able and was owned collectively by agroup of male and femae kin. Core composition of locdl
groups tended to be severa siblings of both sexes, with their in-marrying spouses. Marriage was
important, with most living monogamoudy. Girls were betrothed young and married in their
mid-teens. Divorce, not infrequent, was usudly initiated by women. The large mgority of Ju
settled into permanent unions by their mid-twenties. They are known for their gender
egditarianism. Women's status was based partly on their economic contribution (gathering). Men
often joined the wife's family group upon marriage.

Ju kinship is of the Eskimo type (Smilar to Euro- Americans), where parents are
terminologicaly digtinguished from aunts and uncles, and sblings from first cousns. Reldtives
are divided roughly by generation into joking and avoidance relations. Elaborate rules of
etiquette apply to each category. One joked with one's own generation and that of grandparents
and grandchildren. One avoided on€e's parents and children's generations. But the genius stroke
of Ju kinship revolves around their well-documented "name relationship” (Marshdl 1957). There
isalimited repertoire of persond names, abouit fifty for maes, and fifty for femaes. These are
transmitted between generations by dtrict rules. There were no surnames until recently. All Ju
were named after relatives: firgt children after grandparents, subsequent children for aunts,
uncles, and other kin.

A specid rdationship obtained between name-takers and namesakes. Regardless of
actua relationship, they cdled one another "Old Name' and "Y oung Name:' Despite their age
differences they enjoyed the warmth of the joking relationship. The name relationship was
widdy gpplied in socd life. Owing to the limited number of persond names and rules of
inheritance, the same names were used over and over in different families. A man cdled ;j:oma
might, for example, meet up to thirty other :j:omasin histravels around the Dobe-Nyae Nyae
area. For each of these the name relation rules gpplied. Thisingitution remains of vital
importance today.
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Political organization

Juhoan politica ethos abhorred wedth and status differences. No one should stand out from the
rest of the group. If someone returned from a successful hunt showing excessive pride, he was
put firmly in place, even if the kill was large. Emphasis on sharing and lack of satus roles
produced a high degree of egditarianism. These rules, based on living in smal groups of kin,
worked successfully. Anger and resentment were low as each person's opinion was respected.
Conflicts could be terminated by a disputant leaving to join another group.

JW'hoan bands used the resources of their own nlores. named, collectively owned
territories which provided sufficient annua food and weter. Visiting arrangements gave band
members access to resources of other n!ores, especialy useful when rains were spotty and food
Species appeared unevenly. Hosts expected to pay return visits when other nlores were able to
reciprocate. Agreements regarding access to various territories were based on well-known
kinship rules.

Equality and sharing remain important. Socia techniques like "leveing” hunters help
maintain harmony. N!ore ownership remains non-exclusve: each has core shlings with the right
to share its resources, and the duty to share produce with others. Such stewards ensure aregion is
not overexploited. However, today Ju say they follow their black neighbors, with "chiefs' and
datus differences emerging. In response to government demands, !ore ownership ismore
circumscribed.

Rédigion and spirituality

Ju'hoans have a great god, known as ! Xu, Old GUkao, or Kaoha, who crested the earth and dll
that isin it, including death and evil. This creation includes a super- natura world (parale to

that of the living) populated by spirits of deceased kin. This god has awife, Koba; detiesinclude
alesser god, G//aoan, who livesin the western sky, sending misfortune to the living, viatheir
ancestors. The dead follow the doings of the living; they are considered sources of sickness and
misfortune.

To counter these forces, Ju hedlers have access to supernatural power such as n/om,
magica energy/ potency with which Ju'hoans can counter maevolent ghosts, hed the sick, and
resolve conflicts. When one sings specia songs, Ju say, n/om comes out. Ju/'hoan ceremonies
feature intense, exhilarating, dl-night healing dances, where the power of n/om hedls, protects,
and giveswell-being. Despite the use of medicina herbs and some access to antibiotics,
Ju'hoang treet virtudly every illness with the hedling dance. Dances d'so mark generd
celebration because, asthe Ju say, "with food in the camp our hearts are sweet.”

Current dtuation
The pace of change in Juhoan life has acceerated rgpidly since the 1950s. Boreholes, tractors,

and vehicle trangport have impacted both the society and the fragile ecosystem. The growth of
inequality, domination by neighbors, and land loss have made life less and less secure. Jul'hoans
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are less confident of their future. Nation-states and other outside forces increasingly control their
lives.

Following Botswanas independence in 1966, a store, schools, aclinic, and an airstrip
soon gppeared in the Dobe area. By the mid-1980s many Ju lived in semi- permanent villages
with livestock. Y et Tswana and Herero with large herds dominated the water sources, grazing,
and government services. Government drought relief led to further dependency in the 1980s.
Under the South West African adminigration's "Odendad” plan for gpartheid "homdands'more
than 900 Jui'hoans were induced to leave their nlores (on Nyae Nyae land), in the 1960s and
settle in the adminigtrative center, Tjum!kui. Here aschoal, clinic, church, jail, and store were
built. There was some construction wage labor for men, but the loca gatherable resources were
soon depleted and the population became government dependents, with crowded conditions,
hunger, enforced idleness, public hedlth problems, drinking, and family violence.

When Odendadl had taken 70 percent of their land (late 1970s), Ju!'hoans began to move
back to save their remaining territory. Three groups returned in 1981, and by 1997, thirty- five
Emulaing the "Outdation Movement” of Audtrdian Aborigines, the Jul'hoan communities
sought to combine foraging with pastoralism, wage labor and ecotourism. 1n 1985, John
Marshd| and Claire Ritchie began a foundation which became the Nyae Nyae Devel opment
Foundation of Namibia (NNDFN), with international funding for Juhoan boreholes and cattle
herds, and generdly assists Jul'hoans to counter the disintegration, poverty, and illness which
had ravaged their former self-sufficiency.

Ironically, the cattle program had strict limits and some pressures the Jul'hoans now face
arise from their good environmentd stewardship. Cattle-owners ook covetoudy at the unspoiled
grasdands of San areas and try to invade with their herds. Despite encroachment, the Nyae Nyae
Ju'noans have held part of their land, and itl the process have had to reinvent themselves as
paliti- clans, nationdly and internationdly.

Organization for resistance

In the 1970s South Africarecruited Jul'hoan trackers for the war againgt the South West African
Peoples Organization (SWAPO ), which eventudly liberated Namibia from South African rule.
Soldiers pay and acohal led to further inequities, drunkenness, and violence among Ju"hoans.
In 1986 the community started the Julwa (Ju!'hoan) Farmers Union (JFU), signding their
intention to be consdered active planners of their own future. Their traditiona form of

leadership being unknown to outsiders, they used JFU (later NNFC: Nyae Nyae Farmers
Cooperative) to develop leadership and management skills for the new politica context.
Formalized in 1988, NNFC had two representatives from each community to act on land
dlocetion, cattle, infra- structure, and new nfore gpplications. With Namibian independence,
NNFC accomplished an effective public awareness program in their settlements, about UN
Resolution 435, SWAPO's war of liberation, and apartheid South Africas anti-liberation
propaganda. The Nationa Conference on Land Reform (1991) promised specia protection to Ju
commund land rights and recognized the nfore system as the basis for future land dlocation in
Nyae Nyae (dthough yet to be written into law).
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As Nyae Nyae people drill boreholes, build stronger krads against lions and € ephants,
and expand dryland t£ farming, irrigation, and craftwork, the once-egditarian communities face
the frictions of ceding decison- making to dected representatives, who in turn must find "iv
ways to maintain community roots. In 1991, at NNFC's request, a professiona orthography and
grammar of Jul'hoand made possible a growing, community-based indigenous education
program, enhancing the prognosis

TheTiwi of Mdvilleand
Bathur« Idands, north Australia

Jane C. Goodde Bryn Mawr College
Introduction

The Aborigind peoples of Mdville and Bathurst Idands, North Audtrdia, were referred to as
Tiwi in 1930, by Hart, using their word tiwi: people ( tini: man; tinga: woman). They continue to
attract ethnographers and irewdl known in print, art galeries, and film. Permanent European
settlement began in the early 1900s, yet, sSince 1976, the Tiwi have regained control of al their
idand lands. They continue to forage and exploit the marine resources with weekly (sometimes
daily) regularity while maintaining resdence in one of three modern townships: Nguiu (the

former mission), Pularumpi (aformer school for part-Aborigind children), and Milikapi (the
former government settlement).

Tiwi socid organization is based on matrilined clan and patri-based local group
organization; both types of relaionship remain strong forces today. Although the extreme
polygyny of the past has given way to serid monogamy, clan and local group marriage exchange
remains an important congderation. The Tiwi are distinct from mainland Aborigina groups
(Arnhem Land) in lacking moiety divisons and named sections. Their concept of the Dreaming
isdso digtinct. Their language is distantly related to other Aborigina languages. Since regaining
control of the land, Tiwi have revived their culture primarily by focusing on mortuary rituas and
associated art.

History

In 1995, the Tiwi and the Netherlands commemorated the first recorded European contact in
1705 by placing, with due ceremony, alarge stone monument on the beach at Kardake, Médville
Idand. The Portuguese and English soon followed the Dutch arrival. The British established Fort
Dundas in 1824 near the present-day Pularumpi Township, and abandoned it in 1829, leaving
behind alegacy of buffado and horses. Seventy-five years later, the buffalo and timber resources
lured afew entrepreneursto the idands. In 1911, Father Gsdll, MSC, established a Catholic
mission (Sacred Heart) on Bathurst Idand (now Nguiu Township ). The Audtrdian government
established a settlement at Garden Point (now Pularumpi Township ) in 1939; this became a
misson-directed boarding school for part-Aborigina children (from the idands and other
Northern Territory Catholic missions). In 1945 the government settlement moved to Snake Bay
(Milikapiti Township) on the north coast of Méville Idand. The mission and government
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managed the idands as reserves until the passing of the Aborigind Land Rights (Northern
Territory) Act 1976 when reserves were automaticaly returned to their original owners -in this
case, to the Tiwi. In the early 1980s, dl three townships became incorporated, with elected loca
councils, non-township affairs on the idand are decided by the Tiwi Land Council.

Major ethnographic studies were made by Spencer in 1912; Hart in 1929-30; Rilling,
Mountford and Goodale, al working in 1953-4; and Venbruxin 1988.

Ecological setting

Theidands are rdativdy flat, with acentrd ridge (about 100 m) running east-west on Mélville.
Nine rivers flow north from thisridge to tidd mangrove estuaries. On Bathurst thereisless
elevation and rivers are smal and tidal. Mixed eucalyptus and cypress pine forests characterize
much of the uplands; there are, aswell, patches of true tropical rainforest. The climateis
onsoond; heavy rainsfall from December to March; the dry season is June to September.

Economy

This setting provided food riches for the Tiwi in the past, and does so largely today. Both men
and women hunt small species (possums, goannas, honey bees, shdllfish, turtle eggs, and
wallabies) usng stone (later stedl) axes and probing/digging sticks. Women collect tubers, and
cycad nuts (elaborately prepared to remove the poison). Traveling by dugout canoe (now
outboard fiberglass boats), men hunt and fish the seas/estuaries for turtle, dugong, and fish, using
wooden (later iron) pronged spears, and kill fruit bats and migrating magpie geese with throwing
gicks (now with shotguns). All three communities have tried vegetable gardening and anima
husbandry on numerous occasions, with limited success. On Mélville Idand, a cypress pine
plantation of many hectares was started in the 1950s. This was changedl;0 Caribbean pinein the
1970s. The Tiwi now own the plantations (which have yet to produce marketable

lumber). Each township has one or more workshops producing Tiwi-designed items for sale to
tourists and

art deders Slk-screened fabrics and clothes; cards, carvings, and paintings. Carved mortuary
poles are the artwork most widely known. They arefound in

museums and gdleries throughout Ausiralia and abroad.

Settlement patterns, mobility, and land tenure

Theidands are & any given time divided into geographicaly distinct “countries’

(murukupupuni) to which groups of Tiwi are differentidly afiliated. Until the latter haf of the
twentieth century, affiliation was with the murukupupuni in which the person's father was buried.
More recently, the affiliation has become basicaly patrilined. Fusion and fission of these groups
and territories remain responsve to population fluctuations. The boundaries apparently have
aways been flexible. There are a present eight countries, each represented by delegates to the
Tiwi Land Coundil. Previoudy, within the larger aress, people lived in taputa (camps), the
location of which changed frequently in response to food availability. The minima group

resding in these campsin pre-mission days consisted of a married man, or related married men,
wives, married daughters with sons-in-law, unmarried sons, and grandchildren. An unmarried

43



mean affiliated with camps of his father. When he acquired a mother-in- law he moved to her
camp. In the contemporary town- ships, murukupupuni afiliation is il an important resdentia
factor. People of one country tend to live in townships geographicaly closeto, and in houses
oriented toward, the district with which they are affiliated. In the past, residence outside one's
country was not unusua. When aman was buried in another country, this alowed his children to
affiliste there. Countries were preferentidly endogamous, athough important men frequently
obtained wives from different countries. Today, residence in one township or another isfairly
dable, dthough people are free to move to any township; atendency has developed whereby
people leave townships and return to the quieter life near the ancestors of the murukupupuni.

Kinship and marriage

The Tiwi congder dl humansin their universe to be related to each other in some way. Spirit-
child centers art affiliated with matrilined clans and locaized within that geographica

mur ukupupuni such that conception means the transfer of a spirit -child (by the father through
dreams) to amother of the same clan for nurturing and growth. Thisis reflected in the skewed
digtribution of clan members in the townships. The clans are grouped into exogamous phratries
(today, four). The preferred clan exchange isto marry into one's father's matrilined clan (called
"my dreaming") and this may reflect the * underlying dua organization ideology. Unnamed
endogamous generation moieties exigt, as seen in terminology for "1ong-way" kin, but not
between "close kin" (those "having in common either a mother's mother or afather's ~;father, or
both). Iroquois cousin terminology distinguishes cross- from pardld-cousins, and mariage is
preferred between second cross-cousins. Métrilatera kin are distinguished from patrilined.

In the past, the most prestigious marriage for aman was arranged by mother-in-law
bestowd: the universal form for al women'sfirst marriages. A woman was given a sorvin-law
by her father at the time of her puberty rituas (muringaleta). A man might expect to receive as
wives dl his mother-in-law's daughters. As aresult, husbands were at least twenty years senior to
their bestowed wives. With the coming of the Catholic misson, the age a first marriage became
more equal. However, bestowas of mothers-in-law are dtill carried out. They reflect the
continuing politica importance of women exchanges between clans. While there has been a
gradud increase in marriage to mainland Aboriginas, and other ethnic groups including
Europeans, most Tiwi prefer to have their daughters marry Tiwi men, thereby granting their
grandchildren affiliation with the land of the Idands.

Political organization

Formerly, men gained power and prestige through intensive negotiations for wives. In any given
generation afew were able to collect «one hundred wives:" as Tiwi recal. Some wives were
inherited; others were obtained through negotiation with previous husbands. The most
prestigious wives were the daughters, born and unborn, of women acquired as mothers-in-law.
For "big men" such negotiations extended outsde one's country. A woman who was the eldest
wife gained prestige and power by managing a large extended camp, providing good hedlth and
welfare to the entire resdentia group. Respected and obeyed, senior men and women were
fluent and skilled in ritud snging and dancing, and in the production of carved and painted
mortuary poles, painted bark baskets, and other ritual symbols. Since the Aboriginal Land Rights
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(Northern Territory) Act 1976 was passed, a number of Tiwi men have gained politica power as
elected members of the Northern Territory Assembly and, together with women, as members of
government advisory boards. Loca township councils are arenas for politics and influence for
both men and women. To date, only men have been selected to serve on the Tiwi Land Council.

Rdligion and spirituality

Ancestral beings who created land, anima's, and people were femae, but the mgor creator, who
established the Tiwi concept of desth, isthe mde figure, Purukupdi. After his son died,
fallowing hiswifées affair with Moon, Purukupai declared that al men should die and never
return. Tiwi mortuary rituals occur months after the death and burid. They involve preparing a
dozen or more daborately carved/painted poles, and numerous preliminary dances. Thefind
ritua may involve an over- night dance a the gravesite by painted participants. Poles, dance, and
song dlow for individua cregtive variation, and resultant praise and prestige. Men, women, and
children participate, dthough there are some specificaly gendered roles. Changes in the ritud

are gpparent over the recorded history. The number and variety of original songs and dances
have been notice- ably reduced. The mgor dance focus has become the one that symbolizesthe
dancer's relationship to the deceased.

The Kulama ritud, a complex annud event a the end of the rainy season, involves the
preparation of atoxic yam, kulama, and the sSinging of origind songs for three days. Kulama
song leaders require sophisticated language skills. In the past, both men and women were
initiated into Kulama, though some aspects were gender- specific. With the current declinein
language fluency, only afew men atempt the public performance of their song compositiors.
Tiwi Dreaming partidly involves a concept of unborn spirit children located in sacred places,
from whence they are gathered by their predestined father, and sent to awife. Men are solely
responsble not only for conception, but aso for al physica trandformationsin the lifecycde:
menarche, bestowa of a"mother-in-law;' Kulama initiation, and the passage to the world of the
dead. Women are conceptualy responsible for the hedlth and well- being of dl living
individuas, beginning with their development in the womb.

Many Tiwi are adherents to a Catholicism that, since the 1980s, has accepted and
integrated much Tiwi ritud.

Current Stuation

Tiwi in dl three communities, and in Darwin, earn wages, and receive Audraian pensons and
dlotments. In addition, craft/art sales bring money into the communities. Locd gambling for
money is an important pastime, and redistributes wage and pension monies. Township councils
and Northern Territory education and health departments are mgjor employers. A number of
enterprises, such astourigt ventures (fishing, touring, camping), buffao trading, fish and
shdllfish cultivation and digtribution, and the Tiwi Forest Plantation, are locad ventures
sanctioned by the Land Council.

Tiwi townships have their share of socid problems (violence, physical abuse, and
acohoal), athough narcotics have not been a problem to date. Tiwi attribute socia problemsto
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overcrowding and lack of adequate housing. They are fortunate thet, in owning the idands, they
can foresee the establishment of addi- tional settlements as suburbs and/or townships as soon as
financia support (for which they are in competition with other Audiralians) can be found. Some
have dready made this move. The Catholic administered school at Nguiu hes an extensve
bilingud Tiwi/English program.

Archaeology and evolution of huntersand gatherers
Andrew B. Smith Universty of Cape Town

The history of modem hunters and gatherersis aslong as the history of any human group or way
of life. The following account describes alegacy common to dl of humanity and not just to the
subjects of this Encyclopedia.

Much of what we think of as "human" properties exist among chimpanzees today. The
idea of hunting and foraging was probably dready embedded in the socid life of our non-human
primate ancestors before they walked on two legs. Plant foods predominate in the diet of the
great apes. As one moves away from the equatoria regions, access to above-ground plant foods
may be seasond, but in the tropics there are usualy above-ground plant foods available most of
the year; moreover, as Vincent (1985) has demongtrated, the high productivity of underground
plants, such as tubers in the savannah areas of East Africa, could have sustained a
foraging population through most of the year. Chimps today have a"menta” map of where plant
foods are to be found. Such "mapping” may have been more developed in early humans, giving
them the ability to locate and keep track of the availability of underground plants, as well as of
sources of scavengesble meat in the form of large ungulate carcasses. Modem chimps will also
edt meet, by saizing young animas or otherwise hunting. Their main prey are Colobus monkeys,
which are hunted in a commundly organized campaign that often involves both maes and
femdes, dthough maes usudly do the actud killing. One author suggests that male chimps use
the meet to solidify political bonds and obtain access to sexually receptive femaes ( Stanford
1995 ). Meat-edting is a consgstent and widespread activity, observed in such diverse locdes as
the Tal Forest of Ivory Coast and the Gombe Reserve in Tanzania, and would indicate that
hunting of smaler animas by chimps may have considerable antiquity (Boesch and Boesch
1989). It is obvious, however, that accessto meat is somewhat irregular, and it ought not to be
consdered amajor part of the diet (Foley 1987:143).

Our hominid ancestors, prior to 2.5 million years ago, probably had physical and menta
restrictions smilar to those of chimps today: they would have been smdl in Sze and rdatively
dow moving, and needed places of refuge from larger predators. Beginning fromthe period 2.5
million years ago, we sart to find sone tools associated with the bones of larger animads. This
roughly coincides with the gppearance of the genus Homo, and it isthefirgt evidence of human
culturd activity. However, this does not mean that the larger animals were hunted;
it is probable that meet was obtained by scavenging from the kills of large predators.
Taphonomic studies of lion killsin the Serengeti suggest that riparian woodland
areas would have dlowed sufficient protection and sanc- tuary for hominids who could escape
up trees. It isin these areas that there is most evidence of carcasses. There would have been less
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competition here from the hyenas that dominate the scavenging niche of the open plains. Itis
possible that scavenging for meat was an important dry-season activity when fewer above-
ground plant foods were available { Blumenschine and Cavalo 1992).

Important at this stage of human devel opment was the fact that the exploitation of the
larger and deeper tubers would have required some form of digging implement. Stone tools took
the place of powerful jaws and alowed hominids to rip open a carcass, aswedl asto crush theleg
bones to extract marrow, or the skull to extract the brain. Hence, early humans should be
conddered in relation to the other carnivoresin the environment, as part of what Milo { 1994)
cdls carnivore "guilds' which formed alarger predatory system, with each member having a
considerable adaptive overlap with the others.

The archaeological record reveds a Sgnificant shift in the ability of early humansby 1.5
million years ago. Homo er ectus made the first recognizable bone digging tools, found at
Swartkrans in South Africa. These tools are striated, which suggests they were used to extract
underground plant foods. Homo erectus aso devel oped a more sophisticated stone tool kit, called
the Acheulean. In thisindustry, we find the repested fabrication of handaxes and cleavers, afact
that indicates an important abstract threshold had been crossed. The handaxe maker would have
had in mind a template which alowed him to envision the tool before he began to remove flakes
from the core. This same menta ability presumably went dong with important communication
skillsthat are embedded in complex socid organization. Beginning 1 million years ago, Homo
erectus spread from Africato Europe (where handaxes have aso been found) and to eastern Asia
and Southeast Asia (where the handaxe culture is missing, and where stone tools are found in
the form of chopping implements). The line separating the two stone tool industries
geographically isreferred to as the Movius Line, roughly in the vicinity of modern Bangladesh.
Occupation of more northerly latitudes, however, may have had less to do with increased ability
of Middle Plestocene humans and more to do with changes within the large carnivore guilds.
According to Turner (1992), there were considerable changesin the large carnivore species,
particularly hyenas, during the Middle Pleistocene of Europe. This may have reduced scavenging
opportunities of early humans until the guild changed and resembled that of East Africatoday.

The large anima bones from Acheulean Stes show many more meet-bearing body parts,
indicating that H. erectus was amore efficient scavenger (Shipman 1983). Evidence from late
Acheulean sites, such as Schonipgen in Germany, where wooden spears associated with
thousands of horse bones have been dated to 400,000 BP, indicates that hunting of large game
may well have taken place (Dennell1997). At Torralbaand Ambronain Spain, evidence dated to
around 300,000 BP, suggests that these early people dismembered the carcasses of elephants
which were bogged down in swampy terrain (Shipman and Rose 1983). Larger amounts of meat
suggest a surplus that would have been socidly distributed. Glynn Isaac (1978) has offered a
theory about an important feedback mechanism which could have taken place in human
development. This revolved around a centrd- place sharing locus where commund activities
would have taken place. This successful mest-acquiring and distribution strategy probably
developed over amillion years with the possibility that the early hominids were able to
outcompete eve)} the prime predator, sabre-toothed cats, leading to the latter's extinction in
Europe by 500,000 BP. If thiswas indeed the casg, it would have been further impetus for
hominids to develop the technology to bring down the big game themselves.

The earliest compound balistic tools are probably the spear points which gppear in the
Middle Stone Age of Africaor the Middle Paaeolithic of Eurasia about 150,000-200,000 years
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ago. This came about through another change in technology: the development of the Levallois or
prepared core technique that started to appear in the later Acheulean industries. Once again the
envisoned end-product must already have existed as a menta template, as a conceptualization,
but now mapping was paired with the flint-knapping skills that prepared the core before
knocking off the desired flake: a Mousterian point, which could be hafted to a wooden shaft and
used as a stabbing or throwing weapon.

The producers of thisindustry were an archaic form of Homo sapiens, found a such sites
as Klases River Mouth (KRM), South Africa. There is consderable disagreement among fauna
specidigts as to whether humans were actualy hunting or scavenging at thistime. Binford
(1984) is convinced that the body part representation of large bovids from KRM, mainly head
and foot bones, indicates scavenging. Klein ( 1986) disagrees. He looked at the age- profile of the
eland from the Site and suggested that it contains roughly the same proportion of primeage adults
that one would find in a stable live population. By contragt, prime-age adult bones are missing
from the buffdo remains, and since the very young and the old animas would have been the
most common carcasses in the landscape, the accumulation of buffalo bones could have been the
result of scavenging, as opposed to the intentiond hunting of dand. Klein suggests the latter
could have been killed by driving whole herds over dliffs, a process that Shipman (1983) cdlsa

drategy of targeting asingle species.

An example of such targeting can be seen in the Mougterian hunting tradition of the
Russan steppes where, over 40,000 years ago, people were moving into colder latitudes and
hunting woolly mammoths. The archaeologica evidence for this comes from the shelters of these
hunters. In this tredess environment, shelters were made from the bones of the mammoths,
carefully arranged, then covered with skins to keep out the bitter Siberian winds (Klein 1974).

Occupation of Audrdiawas rdatively late. The earliest undisputed evidence for humans
on the continent is dated to only 33,000 years ago, but there isagenerd belief that people lived
there much earlier (many sites would have been inundated by risng sealevels) .By 70,000 years
ago the technology of smple bamboo rafts could have been used by people crossing the 130 km
of open water between Indonesia and the pal aeocontinent of Sahul (existing when Audtrdiaand
New Guinea were joined, and, from trapping ocean waters in the polar ice caps, caused adrop in
sealeve of over 100 m). The human population of Audtraiawas never very grest, possibly
because vast expanses supported only alow animal and plant biomass. Although there were
changes in the stone tool technology through time (White and O'Connell 1982) it never seemsto
have reached the sophitication found € sewhere in the world. Instead, other aspects of
hunting technology were developed, such as the boomerang and atlatl (spear-thrower), but these
were never ubiquitous, and there never was an Audtrdian bow and arrow. In spite of the low
population dengity, Aborigind colonization of Austrdia was quite successful, asindicated by the
depletion, attributed to human agency, of the Pleistocene megafauna of the continent.

Hunting large game is a dangerous business a the best of times, but without power
wegpons it would have been successful only through commund effort, either by driving the
animas, or digging pitfals and killing those wounded. The ability of the individua hunter to
sdect and gak, and then immobilize, prey bigger than himsalf would have been possible only
with ballistic wegpons. Even hunting with a spear is very dangerous, snce the hunter must

48



gpproach within throwing distance. It is only with the gppearance of Homo sapiens sapiens that
other techniques were developed that alowed the successful small-group or solitary hunting of
large ungulates. Such techniquesincluded the bow and arrow and the spear-thrower. Here we
come up againg the archaeologica problem of when the bow and arrow were first invented.
Some people see the development of the microlithic stone tools of Europe and Africaasthe
technology which enabled the making of arrow points. If this was the case, we could push back
the stone- tipped arrow to close to the limits of radiocarbon dating (i.e., 45,000 years

ago) a Umhlatuzana Rock Shelter in Nata, South Africa (Kaplan 1989), consderably earlier
than the suggested evidence for bows in the late Solutrean of Spain, dated to 17,000 BP, or the
Ahrensburgian of Germany, dated to c. 10,500 BP (Clark 1963).

An dternative view suggests that the introduction of the bow and arrow was alate
phenomenon, especialy asthe earliest direct evidence of abow isfrom Holmegaard in Denmark,
€.8000 BP. The antiquity of the use of poisons on arrows is o uncertain, athough it would
appear that they are associated with the three-piece compound arrow-bone point, link shaft, and
reed main shaft (Deacon 1984) -which probably dates back about 8000 years (see Noli 1992 for
discusson). This does not exclude the possibility that more powerful fully recurved bows were
used earlier, asindicated in the rock art of southern Africa(Manhire et al., 1985).

There can be little doubt that the Late Stone Age hunters of southern Africawere much
more efficient than their Middle Stone Age counterparts. The large fauna assemblages of
Klasies River Mouth (MSA) and Nelson Bay Cave (LSA) (Klein 1989) have demonstrated
the shift from eand and buffalo hunting to buffalo and bushpig hunting. Klein atributes this
charge to the surmounting of the greater difficulty and danger of bushpig hunting by superior
hunting technology. Klein assumes this technology was the bow and arrow (1989:322).

After the glacia maximum of 18,000 BP, conditionsin Europe began to change radicaly
as the ice sheets covering much of the continent receded. Lake and river environments were
created, which offered new ecologica niches for Mesolithic humans. As the habitats changed,
deer hunting emerged in western Europe and gazelle or Barbary sheep hunting in the Near East
and North Africa, asthese anima's began to replace the cold- adapted L ate Pleistocene
megafauna. Thiswas the beginning of the creative period of the Upper Paaeolithic when Homo
sapiens sapiensin Europe ( Cro-Magnon) depicted art and religion on the rock walls of cavesin
southern France and northern Spain. There was a move toward the exploitation of smaller
"packages’ for example aquatic mamma& and fish, shdlfish (and marine life generdly), and
grass seeds, with people using

waterways as communication routes. At Star Carr in Yorkshire, England, dated to c.
9000 BP, a paddle has been found. The site was located on the edge of a swampy area
across which a jetty had been built for access to the deeper water, presumably for
canoe use. By 12,00(; BP, humans had occupied all the world's landmasses. Despite a
great deal of controversy, there is little evidence that humans were in the Americas until
after the last glacial maximum. When the sea level dropped a land bridge was formed in
the Bering Strait between Siberia and Alaska and a corridor was opened between the
Laurentide and Cordilleran glaciers.
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Hunting people moved across, presumably following the megafauna, such as woolly
mammoth, rhino, and giant ek, which they hunted to such an extent thet they may well have
been partly responsible for the extinction of these speciesin North America (Martin and Klein
1984; Owen-Smith 1987). With the retreat of the glaciers a the end of the Pleistocene, the open
grasdand plains of North America were exploited by hunters focusng on the large herds of
buffao. These animas were driven over diffsin large numbers, and butchered in situ. One such
site, Olsen-Chubbock in Colorado, dated to c¢. 8000 BP, contained the bones of 200 animals of dl
ages (Frison 1992).

Elsewhere in the world the intengfication of use of resources a the end of the
Pleistocene, ¢. 12,000 BP, heralded new experimentsin the food quest. In the Near East, hunters
intercepted the migration routes of gazelles, trapping them in large numbersin desert "kites'
(wdled enclosures into which the animas were driven). In thisway, large amounts of seasond
mesat could be obtained. At the site of Abu Hureyrain Syria, for example, the period 11,000-
8500 BP showed afaunal component of 80 percent gazelles as againgt 10 percent sheep and
goats. By 8000 BP this frequency had been reversed to 80 percent ovicaprids and less than 20
percent gazelles. Legge and Rowley-Conwy ( 1987) suggest the shift was due to overexploitation
of the gazelles, and replacement by early domesticated animals.

During this same period, the Natufian fisher-gatherers of the coastd plain of the Levant
adopted increasing sedentism, with the result that the wild grass seeds (wheat and barley) which
they were harvesting became the basis of controlled genetic experiments to produce higher
yields. This manipulation can be caled domegtication (Hillman etal.1990,Henry 1989).

Smilarly, in Meso-America c. 7000 BP, a ggnificant shift in resource management
resulted in economic changes; deer hunting and the collection of awide range of seasond plants
gave way to amuch more restricted economy based on maize cultivation. It has been suggested,
following astudy of modern Zgpotec farmers, that maize cultivation had the effect of removing
large tracts of the mesquite which provided sanctuary for deer (Flannery 1986). This diminished
habitat, with increasing human populations in the Oaxaca valey, led to exploitation of deer
beyond sustainable reproduction, with the result that people had to rely on rabbits and ultimately
amall dogs for animal protein, or on beansfor plant protein.

The important question to ask at thispoint is, if hunting and gathering was so successful
for so long, why domesticate? There is no smple answer to this. From the available evidence, we
can surmise that the intengfication of use of resources adlowed the environment to support larger
populationsin various parts of the world, and that, with larger numbers of peoplein denser
concentrations, new methods of food procurement became necessary to maintain energy levels.
ether changes in technology or changes in the relationship between humans and plantsanimals.

In large areas of the Near East (including North Africa), Meso- America, and southern
ChinalThailand, food-producing societies developed independently of hunting-foraging people,
who il continued their old way of life. This meant that there was the potentia for hunters and
food producersto live side by sde. In fact we know this to have been the case, with each society
offering the benefits of its production for exchange with the other, for example hunters provided
game meet and hon~y in exchange for domestic grains, This Situation has been recorded
higtoricaly in South and Southeast Asa and esewhere. There may well have been more than just
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purely economic exchange. There are historic examples of the San in the foothills of the Lesotho
mountains serving an important rain-making function for their Bantu- speeking agricultura
neighbors (Jolly 1996). At the same time, where game was il fredy available, farming people
would continue to hunt, athough the larger game would quickly become depleted around settled
communities.

For the last 2000 yearsright up to the beginning of the colonia period, the archaeologica
record in the south western Cape, South Africa shows that hunters and herders occupied
different types of Stes, dthough at the coast they both exploited marine resources. The herding
people occupied large opentair Sites and targeted sedl's as a source both of food and of fat used as
abody coating (Patrick et al. 1985), while the hunters used smal rock shelters or overhangs
where available (Smith et al. 1991). Thismay be an indicator of differencesin group sze.
Higtoric information on the interaction between the two economic groups indicates that, on the
one hand, stock theft by hunters often strained relations, but on the other, cooperation between
the groups was common, as can be seen in this quotation from a Dutch journd entry for
September 16,1685: "these Sonquas are just the same as the poor in Europe, each tribe of
Hottentots having some of them and employing them to bring news of the approach of a strange
tribe. They sted nothing from the krads of their employers, but regularly from other krads
..p0ssessing nothing. ..except what they acquire by theft" (Waterhouse 1932:122). Here we see
an example of asocid hierarchy between hunters (Sonqua/San) and herders
Hottentot/K hoekhoen).

By AD 1500, on the eve of European expanson, hunter-gatherers till occupied dmost
one-third of the world's landmass, including dl of Audraia, the northr western half of North
America, and the southern part of South America, aswell as smdler parts of sub-Saharan Africa
and south, southeast, and northeast Asia. Food producing societies continued to expand into the
more productive areas of the world, where the best soils could be farmed or could support herds
of domestic animdss, or where there was easy access to water ( dependable rain- fdl or
permanent rivers). The result was that the remaining hunters were often margindized -living on
the edges of farming societies, and seen as " Other." One reason for this would have been the
potentia for greater politica complexity and military power among farmers and herders, making
it difficult for the hunters to compete. Increasingly, hunters were only able to survive
independently in those areas of less value to food producers, such as aress of low or
unpredictable rainfal, dense tropicd forest, or frozen Arctic wastes. It is obvioudy possible for
hunters to become food producers and to start to take on responsibility for plants or animals, but
the difficulties of overcoming culturd tradition should not be underestimated, particularly if the
hunters become locked into hierarchies which make it difficult to compete for status and to cross
culturd divides.

Nineteenth- and twentieth- century information on the relationship of huntersto herders
shows just how extreme this margindization had become. The Solubba hunters of Arabiawere
congdered amost subhuman by their Bedouin neighbors, dthough they were feared for their
mydica abilitiesin coping with the desert (Doughty 1927). On the southern edges of the Sahara
the Nemadi hunters gtill eked out an existence until the 1950s, very much on the edge of the
more dominant herding societies of the former French Sudan ( Gabus 1952).
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On the other hand, eighteenth-century accounts by early voyagers to the Pecific
Northwest Coast described complex socia conditions among powerful and independent hunter-
gatherers who were able to store surplus food and use it to gain status during ceremonia Occa
sons (Suttles 1968). In southern Africa, hunter-foragers were able for severa decadesto fend off
trekboer attempts to take over their land and waterholes (Giliomee 1979:340), until ultimately
they were won over with gifts of livestock, to kegp them from raiding farms.

In anumber of areas, such as southern Africa, Austrdia, and the southwestern part of the
United States, there is an unbroken record of occupation by hunter- gatherers down to the
present. In these areas the tradi- tion of rock art continued, if not to the present asin
Audtrdia, a leadt to the nineteenth century, asthe last of the greet parietal art traditions which
existed in Europe as tar back as 30,000 years ago (athough the mgority, such as the paintings at
Lascaux in southern France, are Magdalenian, dating to between 17,000 and 10,000 BP). Recent
interpretations of rock art, where there is an ethnographic record to back them up, indicate that
the art was part of the ritud and beliefs that revolved around shamanism (Lewis-Williams 1981).

The hunting way of life was universd in the past, but most hunters became food-
producers, and this required a gnificant shift in both socid organization and the meaning of
product and property. Some groups, like the Efe of Zaire, remained as hunters on the periphery
of farming society, while others adapted, for example raisng goats as a cash crop in the centra
Kaahari or herding reindeer in the Eurasian Arctic. What appears to define these groups as
foragersis not purdly their means of primary subsistence, but how they are organized socialy,
and their beliefsin how a product should be distributed.
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On the social relations of the hunter-gatherer band
TIM INGOLD  Universty of Manchester

Do hunters and gatherers live in societies? If so, do these societies possess any common
characterigtics? In the history of anthropology, answers to these questions have turned upon the
nature of a peculiar collectivity known as the band. In this chapter | review anthropologica
thinking about bands and band-living in two stages.

Firg, I show how dternative characterizations of the band mirrored three different senses
of society current in the discourse of Western modernity. Each of these characterizations has
purported to provide the corresponding notion of society with anaturd, essentid, or "primitive’
foundation. Second, by focusing on the themes of immediacy, persond autonomy, and sharing, |
shdl argue that the forms of hunter-gatherer life cannot be understood as instances of any
essentia type of society. The digtinctiveness of hunter-gatherer socidity liesin its subverson of
the very foundations upon which the concept of society, taken in any of its modern senses, has
been built. Hunter-gatherers show us how it is possble to live socidly, (that is, to conduct one's
life within an unfolding matrix of relationships with others, human and non- human) without
having to "live in societies’ at dl.

Society in the state of nature
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Hunter-gatherers occupy a specid place in the sructure of modern thought so specid, that had
they not existed they would certainly have had to have been invented (which, to alarge extent,
they have been; see Kuper 1988). From the eighteenth century to the present, the problem facing
modern thinkers has been to reconcile the thess that the human is but one species of many
(differing from the others by degree rather than kind), with the conviction that, done among
animals, human beings have progressively raised themsdlves above the purdly returd leve of
exigence, and, in so doing, built themsdves ahistory of civilization. The solution has

been to distinguish two axes of development and change: the biological and the culturd. Along
the firgt axis are placed those changes that, ever since Darwin, have alegedly linked our gpe-like
ancestors, through various hominid grades, to human beings of an anatomicdly "modern™ form.
Along the second axis are placed those changes that led from the earliest fully human ways of
life to modern science, technology, and civilization, gpparently without entailing any sgnificant
further change in the biologica form of the species.

Theintersection of these two axes condtitutes a point of origin, from which hisory rises
upon the basdline of an evolved human nature. It was to characterize the condition of humanity
a the junction of evolutionary and higtoricd change, that modern thought posited "the hunter-
gatherer." Higtory, by the same token, came to be viewed as a process where human beings,
through their intellect and their |abor, gradualy assumed control both over the nature around
them ( conveyed by the notion of domestication) and of their own inner nature ( conveyed by the
nation of civilization). Just as the hunter-gatherer , was positioned at the fulcrum between
evolution and history, so the band was located on the fulcrum between nature and society. For an
anthropology bent on discovering the "dementary” foundations of human socidity, stripped to
its barest essentidss, there seemed to be no better way than through the ethnographic study of the
modes of association of contemporary hunters and gatherers. "The conditions of life contingent
on hunting and gathering:' as Peter Wilson has put it, "indicate aminima sociology, suggesting
what is absolutdy necessary and sufficient for the surviva and wdl-being of ahuman society”
(1988:23).

The notion of society, however, has no fixed, unitary meaning; it has been pulled this
way and that within a discourse in which it has been varioudy contrasted to such terms as
individua, community, and state. To cut along story short, the recent history of ideas has
bequesthed to us three different and apparently quite contradictory notions of what a society is.
All three are Stuated within along and continuing controversy among Western philosophers,
gtatesmen, and reformers about the proper exercise of human rights and responghbilities. In one
sense, dso the oldest, society stands for the positive qualities of warmth, intimacy, familiarity,
and trugt in interpersond rdations which are dso summed up in the concept of community. But
while in certain contexts particularly those of emergent nationaism -society and community
have come to mean much the same thing, namely a group of people bound by shared history,
language, and sentiment, in others, society stands opposed to community, connoting the mode of
associdion of rationa beings bound by contracts of mutuad self-interest, as epitomized by the
market, rather than by particularistic relations like those of kinship, friendship or companionship.
In yet other contexts, transactions based on self-interest are concelved asthe very antithesis of
the socid. Here, society connotes a domain of externa regulation -identified either with the Sate
or, in palities lacking centralized adminigtration, with comparable reguldive inditutions -which
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curbs the spontaneous expression of private interests on behdf of public ideds of collective
justice and harmony.

To each of these three senses of "society” there corresponds a particular discourse on the
hunter-gatherer band. In each case, the burden of this discourseis to establish the "naturaness'
of society in the senseimplied by it. In the following sections | shdl congder the sgnificance of
the band, as, firg, an dementary form of community; second, an outcome of drategic
interaction; and third, an egditarian socia sructure.

Communism, familism, and reciprocity

Taken in the firgt sense, the essence of band society issaid to lie in the intimacy, convividity,
and familiarity

inherent in what anthropologicd literature has conventiondly caled "face-to-face rdationships:'
Lewis Henry Morgan, describing the domestic arrangements of certain native North American
peoples (whose mode of subsistence, in fact, combined hunting and gathering with cultivation),
had spoken of a"communism in living" (1881:63-78). By this he meant the pooling of effort and
sharing of produce that were the naturd concomitants of living under one roof. Morgan'sidea
ingpired Marx and Engels to characterize the origina state of human society as one of "primitive
communism.” Many subsequent commentators have followed this lead (see Lee 1988 for a
review). Y et the notion of communism, removed from the context of domegticity and harnessed
to support aproject of socid engineering for large-scae, indudtriaized states with populations of
millions, eventualy came to mean something quite different from what Morgan had intended:
namely, aprinciple of reditribution that would override dl ties of a persond or familid nature,
and cancel out tharr effects.

As Elman Service (1966) pointed out, the communism of hunter-gatherer societies, if we
can cdl it that, is embedded in rdaions of immediate kinship. Essentidly "familidic! it hasits
counterpart even in modern states with industrid capitaist economies, as seen in the socidity
and redigtributive practices of family and close friends. For Service, family and society in band
societies are effectively coterminous, whereas in gates, "society” isidentified, if anything, with
the framework of public ingtitutions that partition and envelop the innumerable little domains of
"private’ family life. As, in the course of socid evolution, societiesincrease their scale and level
of integration, so families grow smdler, and family relaions become increasingly removed from
socid rations. “1f we compare comparables.” Service observes, (‘we find the primitive band of
thirty to Sixty persons larger, to be sure, than the family in urban America, but it is ill afamily
and it isdill avery amdl-scaled society, as societies go" (1966:24 [origind emphasig]).

That Service's concept of familism failed to take root in anthropologica discussions of
band society was due in part to an attractive dternative formulation offered by Marshal Sahlins.
Sahlins viewed the sharing of effort and resources in the hunter-gatherer band as a prototypical
ingance of what he caled generalized reciprocity (Sahlins 1972:193-4, 231ff.): akind of give
and take characterized by diffuse obligations to help others who may be in need, regardless of
the specific balance of account, of how much has been given or received, by whom, in the past.
Sahlins contrasted this with balanced reciprocity, in which every gift anticipates an equivaent
return, and negative reciprocity, characterized by persistent and underhand attempts to get

56



something for nothing. Sahlins am, in setting up this continuum of reciprocities from

generdized to negative, with balanced at the midpoint, was to establish a systematic correlation
between the quality of reciprocity obtaining in a given rdaionship and the socid distance
between the parties. This distance was reckoned in terms of amoded of society envisioned from
the vantage point of a particular individua as a series of ever-widening socid sectorsin which he
or sheis perceived to belong: household, lineage, village, tribe, etc. (1972:199, see dso Sahlins
1968:16,85).

Although & first glance, Service's familism and Sahlins generalized reciprocity seem much the
same (both echoing Morgan's (‘communism in living"), thereis, in fact, an important difference.
While Sahlins draws his examples fredy from socigties of hunter-gatherers, agriculturaists, and
pastordists, his generd theory of reciprocity gppedsto asegmentary or "tribd™ modd of
society, dtributed in the main to agricultura and pastord peoples. According to this model, the
elementary units of society are autonomous and discrete households, each centered on the
relations between husband and wife, and between parents and children. As arddivey sef-
sufficient unit of production and consumption, every household enjoysimmediate accessto its
own means of subsstence. Thus, the agricultura household has its cultivated fields, and the
pastoral household its flocks and herds, idands of "domesticated” resources over whose yield it
has the prior clam. Acts of reciprocity are then concelved to inherein didiributive relations
between these household units, in more or lessinclusive sectors of the wider society.

On the other hand, for Service the essence of the hunter-gatherer band liesin the
extengon of familid relaionswhich, in other societies, are internd to the house- hold, across the
entire community. Such asociety is not interndly differentiated by boundaries of segmentary
excluson into relatively close and rdaively digant sectors, nor is access to the resource base
divided between its congtituent units. The band is conceived as one big household, whose
members enjoy unrestricted use of the resources of its country and who labor in common to draw
asubsgtence from them. Thus, contra Sahlins, sharing in a hunter-gatherer band is not
generdized reciprocity at dl. For far from overriding the limits of domestic salf-aufficency, itis
underwritten by a principle of collective access. On these grounds, Price (1975) has argued that
sharing and reciprocity should be clearly digtinguished: the former is the "dominant mode of
economic alocation” in band societies, whereas the latter is the dominant modein tribal
societies. The band, in short, is no mere collection of domestic units, each of which placesits
own interests before those of the collectivity; rather, it is an "intimate socid group. ..smdl in
scde and persond in quality” (Price 1975:4). Theinternd cleavages of the band (most apparent
intimes of crigs, whether caused by food shortages or interpersonal conflict) are not, then,
between families, but between men and women, and between generations (Ingold 1986:231).

Behind these debates lurks the issue of the status of the nuclear family as a fundamenta
building block of human society. One view, going back to Engels (Sacks 1974), holds that the
minima domestic unit in the origina band society, comprising a couple and their children, had
not precipitated out, as a separate proprietoria interest, from the larger, band-wide household;
thus, rather than being primarily husbands and wives, parents and children, people were brothers
and sgters, of both older and younger generations. It was supposed that within this band-
household, men and women played complementary roles men sharing the hunting; women
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collectively bringing in the gathered produce, preparing the food, and carrying out other aspects
of housawork.

The dternative argument maintains that the nuclear family, integrated by a divison of
[abor between husband and wife, isthe basic unit of production and consumption in every human
society, and that the band is an aggregate of such units bound together by ties of reciprocity.
"There can,” dams Fried, "be no disputing the sgnificance of the nuclear family asthe main
component of the band” (1967:67). Thisisthe assumption behind Sahlins (1972) assertion that
every primitive economy, hunting and gathering included, is underwritten by what he cdisa
"domestic mode of production:’ Thereis, however, athird dternative, which isto suggest that the
band is neither asingle unit of householding, nor an aggregete of such units, but is rather formed
of two relatively autonomous domains of production and consumption, respectively mae and
femae What we might recognize as "families’ are then condtituted at the multiple points of
contact between these domains, through relations of exchange involving food and sex. In many
societies, for example, ahusband's first obligation is to provide mest for his wife's mother, who
will shareit with her daughter. The latter, in turn, will provide her hushand both with a share of
gathered produce and with sexud favors. Asfor children, they share in what their mothers have
collected, and take meet from anyone who hasit (Hamilton 1980).

Cooperation and residential Organization

The studies reviewed above dl trace the essence of human socidity to the familiarity and mutud
concern generated through prolonged living a close quarters. For other writers, however, band
organization is the result of srategic decisons made by individuds or familiesin the interests of
survival and reproduction under particular environmental conditions. These writers consider
socid organization to be a component of ecologica adaptation, on the assumption that people
will associate, and engage in various forms of cooperation and sharing, if, by doing so, they
enhance the security of their food supply.

Thelocus classicus for this view isthe early work of Julian Steward. In an article dating
from 1936 on "The economic and socid basis of primitive bands' Steward digtinguished
between two types of band organization: "patrilined” and "compogite’ (Steward 1955:122-50).
The patrilined band isardatively smdl group (about fifty persons), comprisng anudeus of
agndicdly rdaed men with ther in-marrying wives and children. Steward reasoned such a
group would be well adapted to hunting rdatively sedentary, dispersed fauna within restricted
territories, usng atechnology of individualy wielded weapons (bows, spears, clubs) caling for
only limited cooperation. The composite band islarger, numbering some hundreds of persons,
and conggts of "many unrelated nuclear or biologicd families' afiliated on the bass of
"congtant association and co-operation rather than actud or aleged kinship* (1955:143). Since
the families of the band are not aready bound by relations of kinship, they may fredy
intermarry. This kind of band, according to Steward, arises as an adaptive response to the
exploitation of large herds of nomadic, migratory fauna, by means of techniques ( such as game
drives) involving large-scale cooperation.

Steward's typology has been much criticized. One prominent critic was Service (1962).
He was convinced that the original human society, regardiess of loca environmenta conditions,
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took the form of groups of related men (exogamous "patriloca bands') establishing the basis for
pesceful coexistence through the exchange of women in marriage. Following Levi- Strauss
(1949), Service reckoned that the establishment of intergroup dliance was the critical feature
digtinguishing human marriage from the mating systems of nor human primates, thereby laying
the foundation for human society. Service thus explained the patrilocal band on structurd rather
than ecologica grounds. Although Service's patriloca band did not differ in compaosition from
Steward's patrilinea band, Service chose the term "patrilocal” to emphasi ze the significance of
place rather than genedogica descent in the recruitment of band members. Both Steward and
Service agreed that men stayed together while women moved on marriage to join their husbands
groups, yet they disputed the reasons for this: Steward (1955:135) emphasized the importance of
local knowledge for successin hunting, which would place a premium on mae hunters emaining
in the country where they grew up; Service pointed out (correctly) that, in many societies,
women's gathering is amore sgnificant source of subsistence than men's hunting, and that
hunters knowledge of the terrain generdly extends far beyond the locality of their particular
band. The red reason why male agnates stay together? Service surmised, is because, having
grown up together, they know and trust one another. Such knowledge and trugt, he suggested, is
essentid not only for cooperative hunting but dso in the event of potentidly hostile encounters
with other bands (1962:33-5).

The mgjor disagreement between Steward and Service, however, concerned the nature of
the composite band. Having posited the patriloca band as the universd, originad form of human
society, Service saw the composite band as an aberration of history, namely "a product of the
near-desiruction of aboriginal bands after their contact with civilization” ( 1962:97) .The
remnants of the origina patriloca bands which had been broken up and scattered, their
populations decimated by genocide and disease, were supposed to have codesced to form the
composite bands recorded by ethnographers. Though the destructive impact of the West'sinitid
encounter with indigenous hunter-gatherers is undeniable, there islittle evidence to support
Sarvicesinterpretation, largely because the modd of the composite band that both he and
Steward worked with is an ethnographic fiction.

The organization of those peoples reputed to live in composite bands differs from the
mode in three respects. Firgt, the congtituent families are not unrdated: the affiliation of any
family with the band depends on at least one kinship link of the first degree, through one or the
other spouse, to an dready established member. The resulting genedogical structure typicaly
conggts of asenior shling group, with in-marrying spouses and children, together with a
sdection of the shlings of these spouses and their spouses and children. Second, band
membership is not permanent but fluctuates as people fredly shift their affiliations from one
group to another in response to environmenta conditions and the rise and fdl of persond
reputations. Third, the large aggregates of people that attract Steward's attention are only
seasond, the high point of an annua cycle of concentration and dispersd. For most of every
year, people live in small, loca bands (Helm 1965). Though similar in scdeto Steward's
petrilined bands, loca bands recruit bilaterdly, not patrilinedly. Kinship is cognatic, and
resdence ambilocal (a woman may move to her hushand's place on marriage, or vice versa, or
the family may switch between these dternatives on any number of different occasions).
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Somewhat paradoxicaly, recent research in cultural ecology hasidentified the band with
aform of organization that, for Steward, represented the exception rather than therule. Thisis
what he cdled the "family leve of socid integration.” Societies at thislevel gppeared to lack any
enduring socid, corporate aggregates beyond the nuclear family. Individua families would come
together and split gpart, in an annua cycle of aggregation and dispersd, in different ombinations
and under different leadership from one year to the next.

Steward had dways ingsted, following Murdock (1949), that for any socid aggregate to
count as aband, it must have "first, afarly wide-ranging nomadism. ..and second, permanent
membership” (1969:187). Since the multi-family associations found in societies a the family
leve of integration lacked permanent membership, they did not count, in Steward's terms, as
bands at dl. Ethnographic research has shown, however, that such flux in the compostion of co-
residential groups, far from being exceptiond, is awidespread and gtriking festure of hunter-
gatherer socid arrangements (Turnbull 1968). It aso emphasizes the importance of
disinguishing andyticaly between resdentia flux and the physica impermanence of
settlement: between changing company and changing places (Ingold 1986: 176-7). The concept
of nomadism, drictly speaking, refers specificaly to the latter. In this strict sense, the nomadism
of most hunter- ¢ gatherersis of afarly restricted kind, very often tied to . ~'c Stesthat are more
or less continually occupied, even ~" though the list of inhabitants of each may change dmost :
from day to day.

Following thisline of thinking, we arrive & aview of the band as aloose and unbounded
associdion of individuas or families, each related to one or more others through immediate
kinship, occupying a particular locale and its environs. It is the outcome of a series of choices
about where to go, and with whom to afiliate, in order to make the best of environmenta
resources which are never quite the same, in abundance or distribution, from one season or year
to the next. Recent proponents thisview (e.g., Winterhadder and Smith 1992) set out to anayze
the incidence of sharing and cooperation in co-resident groups explicitly in terms of the costs and
benefits of participants. Hunters and gatherers, It is assumed, seek "to maximize the net rate of
energy gain,” ~icmuch as entrepreneurs in a modern market-oriented
society seek to maximize financid profit (Bettinger 1991:84). However, whereas entrepreneurs
caculate their own strategies, it is supposed that hunters and gatherers, like non-human foragers,
are programmed to execute strategies worked out for them a priori, through a quas-Dawinian
process of variation under selection, operating not on genes, but on the dements of a cultura
tradition that is "passed dong" in pardle with genetic inheritance, from one generation to the
next. Their adaptive strategies and resulting patterns of association are thus attributed to natural
selection, not to rationa choice. Here we have one more example, from contemporary theory, of
the "naturdization” of band society.

The evolution of egalitarian society

Much of the confusion in anthropologica discussons of band organization arises from
confounding two quite distinct theoretica concerns: the firgt (reviewed in the previous

section} with principles of loca group organization; the second, with socid evolution. If one
takes "band" to refer to alocal group of aparticular kind, then thereisno a priori reason why
such groups should be exclusive to hunters and gatherers. One could just as well find "bands’
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among nomadic pastoraists or swidden cultivators, in cases where the principles of organization
are found to be precisdy the same (as they often are). In the context of a concert} with socid
evolution, however, the band is conceived asthefirgt in aseries of socia forms, of incressing
scae, integration, and complexity, running through tribes and chiefdoms to sates. This seriesis
generdly held to correspond, dbet imprecisely, to apardld series of trangtionsin modes of
subsistence, of which the mogt criticd is that from hunting and gathering to agriculture and
pastoradism. Accordingly, the band is taken to be the socid form corresponding to hunting and
gathering, and the tribe the socid form corresponding to agriculture and pastordism.

Because of the way in which narratives of socid evolution are generally constructed, as the step-
by-step development of the whole panoply of ingtitutions associated with complex, state-leve
societies, the earliest stagesin the sequence tend to be characterized negatively, in terms of the
absence of inditutiona formsthat have yet to emerge. Thisis certainly the case with the band,
which, as Eleanor Leacock has observed ( 1969:3) , is more easily described by what it lacks:
specidization of labor beyond that based on sex, class divisons, aforma priesthood,
hierarchica politica organization, and -mogt criticaly - private ownership of basic sources of
livelihood. For those who would identify the concept of society with the third of the senses
adduced above, as aframework of regulative inditutions, the problem is whether the band -
characterized by the gpparent lack of such ingditutions - can be regarded as a society at dl. Can
there be societies with no, or hardly any, structure (Bloch 1977)?

This question can be framed in both political and economic terms, and | begin with the
former. One of the key debates of Western political philosophy has surrounded the possibility of
atruly egditarian society. It has been argued, for example by Raph Dahrendorf (1968), that
society cannot be without rules for regulating conduct; that such rules would be meaningless
without sanctions to back them up; and that the existence of sanctions requires that there be
persons in positions to impose them, to exercise power over those who are sanctioned. In any
society, therefore, "there has to be inequality of rank among men” (1968:172). The notion of an
origind band society from which al digtinctions of rank are absent, Dahrendorf clams, isa
figment of theimagination. Y et this notion has long been centra to anthropological
classfications of socid forms, whether or not conceived in an evolutionary mould. In ther
celebrated comparative survey of African political systems, Meyer Fortes and E. E. Evans-
Pritchard distinguished between societies with centrdized authority, adminidrative machinery,
and judicid inditutions (primitive states) and societies without (statel ess societies), but added a
third type "very smal socidies.. .. in which even the largest palitica unit embraces a group of
people dl of whom are united to one another by ties of kinship, so that politica reations are
coterminous with kinship relations and the political structure and kinship organization are
completdy fused” (Fortes and Evans- Pritchard 1940:6-7). Evidently, in the ddinegtion of this
third type, they had the hunter-gatherer band in mind.

Morton Fried (1967) draws on hunter-gatherer ethnography to exemplify what he cdls
"sample egditarian societies,” as opposed to "rank societies;' "Sratified societies;” and "prigtine
dates;" and identifies the band as the principa form of associating in these societies. An
egditarian society, according to Fried, is one that contains as many valued statuses as there are
peopleto fill them, so that power can be exercised by any or al with the capability to do so
(1967:33).

61



More recently, James Woodburn (1982) has drawn attention to the ways that certain
hunter-gatherer societies, namey those who produce for "immediate return” (see below),
"gysemdicaly diminate diginctions of wedlth, power and status.’ Far from depicting the
egditarianism of these societies negatively, as the aosence of hierarchy, Woodburn argues that
their equdity is pogtively asserted in the conduct of everyday life (1982:431). To iminate
distinctions of power, however, is not the same as diminating power itself. Despite their
egditarianiam, hunter-gatherers generally attribute great importance to power and its effects. For
them, power is not power over, nor areits effects coercive in nature. Rather, power takes the
form of the physica srength, skill, or wisdom that draws people into relations clustered around
individuas renowned for one or more of these qualities. Ethnographers have often resorted to the
notion of prestige to describe the appea of such individuas. In one sense, this nation is highly
mideading, for it suggests a competitiveness and ostentation which are whally foreign to the
tenor of hunter-gatherer life. It does, however, serve to bring out the point that power works by
attraction rather than coercion. Bands do have leaders, but the relationship between leader and
follower is based not on domination but on trust. | return to this distinction below.

Turning from polity to economy, the question of whether there isa didtinctive
socid form of the band hinges on whether it is possible to specify a st of positive rules or
principles that govern the activities of production and distribution among hunters and getherers.
In the terms of Marxian theory, if hunting and gathering is not just an assemblage of subsistence
techniques -if it isamode of production -then it must entall certain rules for the division of labor,
access to productive means, and distribution of produce which together make up the socid
relations ( as opposed to the technica forces) of hunter-gatherer production (Godelier 1978).
Leacock and Lee (1 1982:7-9) have isolated Sx "core features' of these rdations: (i) collective
ownership of the means of production by aband, "horde," or camp; (ii) reciproca rightsto the
resources of other bands through the formdity of asking "permission;' which cannot be with-
held; (iii) lack of concern with the accumulation of persona wedth, with storage only asa
technique for tiding over seasond shortfals; (iv) "tota sharing” of produce within the co-
residentia group, encompassing both hosts and visitors, (v) access of dl to the "forces of
production;" including skills (which may however be gender- speific), and (vi) individua
"ownership” of tools, which are nevertheess fredly lent and borrowed. These features, Leacock
and Lee argue, underwrite the qudity of what they cdl "band-living.”

Within this Marxian framework, however, the patterns of cooperation and residentia
affiliation described by Steward and his followers would not fdl within the category of socid
relations of production. Arising as they do from specific technical and environmental conditions,
they are aspects of the organization of work, and as such belong with the forces rather than the
relations of production. We might find that the resdentid composition of the camp among
nomeadic pagtoraissis indistinguishable from that of the local band among hunter-gatherers
(Ingold 1980:265), but the socid relations of production in the two cases would be quite
different, snce pastordism is characterized by a principle of divided access to the means of
production (living animas), astrong concern with the accumulation of wedth, and limited
sharing of produce.

In most so-caled "triba" societies, of course, the divison of labor, access to means of
production, and the distribution of produce are specified in terms of relations of kinship: thusin
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these societies, relations of production are kinship relations. Claude Meillassoux (1981) has crit-
icized the tendency in anthropology to assume that kinship-based models of socid structure,
developed in the andysis of agricultural and pastora societies, are equaly gpplicable to the
andyds of hunter-gatherer bands. Kinship places people from birth in determinate reaionswith
fixed, lifdong obligations, whereas "in the band an individud's position depends on voluntary,
Ungtable and reversble reationships in which he isinvolved for the limited period during which
he actively participates fully in common activities' (1981 18) .Such relaions, Meillassoux
argues, should be regarded as of "adheson” rather than kinship. In the next section | shall
consder the appropriateness of the notion of adhesion and whether (or in what sense) the
relations entailed in "band-living" are kinship rdaions.

The social relations of immediacy

Let usreturn to my origina question: do hunters and gethererslive in societies? To answer it, |
shdl congder the sgnificance of three terms which gppear together in the ethnography with such
regularity and consstency as to suggest adigtinctive form of socidity. These are immediacy,
autonomy, and sharing.

The"immediae" qudity of hunter-gatherer socid relations may be understood in two
ways in terms ether of their lack of tempora depth, or of the direct, unmediated involvement of
sdf and other. To begin with the tempora aspect, immediacy impliesthat socia relaions are of
minima duration, lived, asit were, for the here and now rather than establishing promises for the
future through the fulfillment of obligations carried over from the past. One observer after
another has reported a "lack of foresight” among hunters and gatherers, particularly in relation to
the husbandry of food. They are inclined to share out whatever isto hand, eating prodigioudy in
times of plenty only to go hungry in lean periods, insteed of rationing supplies to make them last.
In this, as Sahlins notes (1972:30), it seemsthat they are "oriented forever in the present.”
According to Meillassoux (1973), immediacy is a definitive property of hunting and gethering as
productive enterprises. yield follows directly from labor invested, whereas much of the work of
farmers and herdsmen (in preparing or planting fields, or pasturing livestock) is done with the
expectation of future yidd. There may, however, be sgnificant time-lags between the
condruction of equipment or facilities (particularly for hunting and trapping) and their use, a
point which led Meillassoux (1981:14-15) to qudify hisorigind distinction. Labor returnsin an
economy of hunting and gathering, he now suggests, are not necessarily immediate,
but they are neverthdess instantaneous. By this he means that nothing holds band members
together save their involvement in the current round of activity, beginning when they team up to
search for food, and ending with the sharing out, and consumption, of the resulting
produce. The band is thus "defined in terms of its present membership” rather than in terms of
relations of filiation or descent linking past and future generations (Meillassoux 1981:17,
origind emphasis).

The digtinction between systems of production ill which the returns on labor are
immediate, and those in which they are delayed, has been further refined by Woodburn (1982).
Like Meillassoux, Woodburn admits that many hunter-gatherer systems (and of course dl
agricultura and pagtord systems) are of the delayed- return type. The time-lags may be of three
kinds: between the manufacture and use of facilities, between harvesting and consumption
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(where food is stored for any length of time), or -in the cases of farming and herding -between
the investment of labor in establishing the conditions for the growth and reproduction of plants
and animas, and their eventua harvesting. Woodburn predicts that wherever such time-lags are
found, people will be tied to one another for the duration, by "binding commitments and
dependencies’ Only in systems of the immediate-return type do we find aform of socidity -
more or |ess corresponding to what Melllassoux has in mind with his notion of instantaneity -
characterized by flexible socid groupings, resdentid flux, absence of forma commitments
between persons in specific, jurdly defined positions, and a stress on generdized mutudity and
sharing (Woodburn 1982:433-4), My own view (Ingold 1986:213-J 7) isthat thisform of
socidity is not incompatible with time-lags of the firgt two kinds, and therefore that it exists
more generdly among hunters and gatherers than Woodburn alows. Only the third kind of time-
lag- in which theinitid invesment of |abor entails amovement of appropriation -establishes
dependencies of the sort that Woodburn associates with delayed-return systems.

The question remains, however, as to whether the absence of long-term, binding commitments
impliesthat socid relaionships areimmediate (or even ingdantaneous) in the tempord sense,
within the fully enveloped concerns of the present. The answer depends on our understanding of
what it means "to rdate. In characterizing the condtitutive relationships of the band as adhesive,
Melllassoux implies that each person islike an aom, individud and discrete, unchanging

through time. In thelr pragmeatic associaions, atomic individuas are assumed to "adhere” to one
another, now in one combination, now in another, through an externd contact that leaves their
inner being unaffected. Recently, however, Bird-David (1994) has suggested a quite different
image. The person in a hunter-gatherer band, she writes, islike adrop of ail floating on the
surface of apool of water. When these drops come together, they coalesce into alarger drop. But
drops can aso split up into smaler ones that may then coadesce with others. Likewise persons,
"throughout their lives. perpetually codesce with, and depart from, each other” (1994:597). The
distinction between adhesion and codescence, as principles of reationship, effectively
corresponds to that (following Schutz and Luckmann 1973) between anonymity and immediacy,
that is between "they rdationships’ in which the parties, as experiencing subjects, remain closed
to one another, and "we relationships' in which each entersinto the experience of the other and
makes that experience hisor her own aswell. The forms of human socidity, Bird-David argues,
can be ranged dong a continuum from immediacy to anonymity: the band may, then, be
characterized as "asocid environment which specificaly eaborates about the range of
immediacy” (1994:599).

This, of course, isto conceptualize immediacy in the second of the two senses adduced
above, namely as the direct, intersubjective involvement of salf and other. As such, it depends
upon the deep mutual knowledge that people can only gain through spending time together: on
the intertwining or even merging of their respective life histories. Unlike relations of adhesion,
which are frozen in the present instant, the coaescence and splitting apart of persons, according
to this"oi1-in-water" sociology, has to be understood as a process in red time. The socidity of
the band, therefore, cannot be immediate in the temporal sense.

How, then, are we to contrast immediate relationships with those based on binding
commitments, if not in terms of their respective duration? The conventiona notion that
rel ationships among hunter-gatherers are conducted “face-to-face” istoo crude to be of andytic
vaue, comhining asit does the connotations of mutualism and role-play. Everything depends on
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the connection between person and face, which remains unspecified. Price's ( 1975 ) notion of
"intimacy" is more promising, athough Bird- David rgectsitsimplications of exclugvity, which
she finds out of placein the virtualy boundary-1ess context of the hunter-gatherer band
(1994:591).

Gibson (1985) suggests that relations based on the experience of living and doing things
together, on "shared activity initsaf," can best be described as ones of companionship. He
opposes companionship to kinship: "a relationship based on kinship is involuntary, non
terminable and implies the dependency of one of the parties on the other. By contrast, a
rel ationship based on companionship is voluntary, fredly terminable and involvesthe
preservation of the persOnal autonomy of both parties’ (1985:392). The ideathat shared activity
(residing together in a place and cooperating in everyday tasks) congtitutes people as related
resonates throughout hunter-gatherer ethnographies (e.g., Myers 1986:92, Bird-David 1994.594).
These sources are equdly ingstent, however, that the resulting relationships are predominantly
of kinship. In light of this, Gibson's opposition between companionship and kinship seems over-
drawn. More accurately, kinship reationsin the band context are of a different order from those
to which we are accustomed from studies of "tribal" societies (Bird- David 1994:593). They are
congtituted more by the sharing of food, residence, company, and memory, than by specific
commitments and obligations incumbent on the occupants of postionswithin aformally
ingtituted structure of socid rules and regulations.

Autonomy trust, and sharing

In our comparison of relations of adhesion and coalescence, we have aready foreshadowed the
particular kind of autonomy thet, judging by the ethnography, is agenera feature of hunter-
gatherer socid life. The basic principleisthat a person's persona autonomy should never be
reduced or compromised by his or her relationships with others. Or, more positively, it is through
their relationships that persons are condtituted as autonomous agents. That this might appear
strange to the Western reader owes somethil 1g to hidden assumptions about the nature of
personhood. To expose these assumptions, we may consider another fundamenta vauewhich
ethnography consstently attributes to hunters and gatherers. Thisisthe vaue of individuadiam.
This same vaue is frequently adduced as one of the diagnostic features of a specificaly
"Western" senghility, whereit islinked to politicd idedls of liberty and equdity. How, then,

does the individuaism of hunters and gatherers differ from that of the modern West?

The Western individud is a self-contained, rationa subject, locked within the privacy of
abody, standing againgt the rest of society congisting of an aggregate of other such individuas,
and competing with them in the public arena for the rewards of success. Relationshipsin this
arena are characterized by their anonymity- that is, by the absence of direct, intersubjective
involvement. They are brittle, contingent, and trandent affairs. By the same token, the autonomy
of theindividud is given from the Sart, prior to hisor her entry into any socid relation shipsat
al. For hunters and gatherers, by contrast, the dichotomy between private and public domains,
repectively of self and society, has no meaning. Every individual comesinto being as a center of
agency and awareness within an unbounded socid environment which provides sustenance, care,
company, and support. The people around him, the places he knows, the things he makes and
uses, dl are drawn into a person's subjective identity (Ingold 1986:239). Selves, in other words,
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are "grown" within afidd of nurture; astheir capacities for action and perception develop, so
they expand to incorporate the very relationships that nourish them. Persond autonomy arises as
the enfoldment of these relationships, and unfolds in purposive action. A person acts with others,
not againg them; the intentiondity driving that action both originates from, and seeks fulfillment
through, the community of nurture to which they al belong.

Evidently these are just two ways of managing what Myers (1988:55) cdls "the didectic of
autonomy. ..and relatedness’. Inthefirgt, epitomized by the modern Western ided of civil
society, reationships are drictly confined to externa contacts in the public domain, and do not
violate the integrity of the private, subjective sdf. In the second, exemplified by the hunter-
gatherer band, selves expand to fill the entire fild of relaionships that congtitute them.
Inthislight, Meillassoux's mistake, in characterizing band relations as adhesive was to have
imported into the context of hunter-gatherer socid life, amodel of association of modern
Western provenance. Y €, granted that the hunter-gatherer's autonomy is congtituted by
involvement with others, how can this be reconciled with the fact that such involvement entails
cons derable dependency? People who draw ther livelihood from hunting and gathering do
depend materialy and otherwise upon one another. Does not dependency inevitably compromise
autonomy? | would argue that it does not. Rather, the combination of autonomy and dependency
cdlsinto being reationships that are founded on the principle of trust.

To trust someoneisto act with that person in mind, in the hope and expectation that they will do
likewise, by responding in ways favorable to you. On no account, however, should you attempt
to force aresponse by placing the other person under obligation or compulsion. To do so
would represent a betrayal of the trust you have placed in them, and would be
tantamount to a renunciation of the relationship. Trust is founded upon a . respect for
the autonomy of the other on whO1T1 one depends (Ingold 1993:13). By recognizing
that relation- ships are based on trust, we can make better sense of the dynamics of
power and leadership in the hunter-gatherer band. Leaders depend upon followers to
uphold their reputations. But followers join the band of a leading individual, such as a
renowned hunter, because they trust him. Here, trust is conditional upon leaders
respecting followers' autonomy. Should the former, at any stage, seek to dominate the
latter, whether by threat or

command, the latter, feding their trust to have been betrayed, will take their loydties esawhere.

A follower, as Henriksen (1973:42) observes, can dways move to join another band if he fedls
that his autonomy is unduly curtailed. Thus, the good hunter should never make his superiority
obvious, and should dways refrain from telling others what to do -an injunction that tends to
impede effective decison-making (Henriksen 1973:40-54). In the context of band-living, aswe
have seen, power works by attraction, not coercion, and the dightest tip in the balance from trust
to domination will causeit to sef-destruct.

Finally, we come to the phenomenon of sharing. This has been regarded, in the literature,
gther as an innate human digpostion (with possible but disputed homologues in northuman
primates), or asarule or convention fundamental to society as an indituted order. Representetive
of thefirgt view is Glynn Isaac's (1978 ) celebrated recondiruction of the adaptive complex of the
earliest human hunter-gatherers, in which sharing was linked to bipedal locomotion, tool-
meaking, language, the sexud divison of labor, and dally return to ahome- base. Thisisto treat
sharing as an evolved behaviord trait, as much apart of human nature as walking on two feet.
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The second view is exemplified by Morton Fried's (1967:106) declaration that sharing was "the
paramount invention that led to human society,” and by Peter Wilson's (1975:12) clam thet, in
hunter- gatherer societies, "sharing has the status of arule;’ carrying al the force of amoral
obligation. Meyer Fortes (1983), for whom there could be no society without rules, regarded
sharing among hunters and gatherers as an indance of "prescriptive dtruism;' by which he meant
acts of sdlf-denid that are obligatory and rule-governed -quite unlike the dlegedly dtruidtic, but

in fact geneticaly programmed, behavior of certain non-human animals (1983:26).

My postion differs from both dter Latives. While there is certainly more to sharing than the
output of abehaviora program, sharing is not arule-governed, obligatory act. The more that
actions are is atributed to the determination of rules, the more the respongbility for those actions
is removed from persons and attributed to the imaginary agency of society. In the limiting case,
the complete prescriptive atruist- entirely beholden to society in everything he does -ceases to be
accountable for hisactions a al. He has no persond autonomy left. Y et, by sharing, persons
surrender nothing of themsdlves to society. The scope of their autonomy, far from being
diminished, is enlarged. We should not, of course, confine our understianding of sharing to
exchange of food. In addition to materiad goods, people share tasks, dwelling spaces, company,
stories, and memories. In aword, they share "each other™ (Ingold 1986:117, origind emphasis).
Thus food-sharing isjust one aspect of the total process by which persons are "grown™ In a
context of immediate socidity, through incorporating the substance, knowledge, and experience
of otherswithin afidd of nurturance.

The practice of sharing makes it possble for people to depend on one another, ina
generd way, without losing autonomy. It is thus based on the same principle as the relation of
trust. In sharing, asin trust, one avoids any form of pressure or coercion. One cannot reasonably
press for more than what others manifestly have to offer (Bird-David 1992:30). Conversdly,
sharing rardly if ever takes the form of unsolicited giving. No one put under pressure to receive
what they have not asked for. Sharing dmost invariably takes place in response to requests,
directed from those who lack something, toward those whom they perceive to be in possession of
it. Myers ( 1988:57) describes this as "mutua taking;' while Peterson (1993) has dlevated it to a
generd principle of "demand sharing.” Since it conflicts with the Western ided of generosity
willingness to give without being asked, demand sharing has tended to be construed rather
negatively, as evidence for a certain singiness that perssts beneeth the surface of hunter-
gatherer life. But as Peterson points out, if commitments to others are "construed not in terms of
giving fredy, but in terms of responding positively to their demands, the mordity of demand
sharing is as positive as that of generosity” (Peterson 1993:870).

Concluson

Together, the principles of immediacy, autonomy, and sharing add up to aform of socidity
utterly incompetible with the concept of society, whether by society is meant the interlocking
interests of civil society;' the imagined community of the ethnic group or nation, or the
regulative structures of the sate. Firg, the hunter-gatherer's claim to persord autonomy isthe
very opposite of the individualism implicated in the Western discourse on civil society. While

the latter posits the individud as a salf-contained, rationa agent, congtituted independently

and in advance of hisor her entry into the arena of socid interaction, the autonomy of the hunter-
gatherer isrelational; aperson's capacity to act on hisher own initiative emerges through a

67



history of continuing involvement with others in contexts of joint, practica activity. Second, ina
world where sociahility is not confined by boundaries of exclusion, people do not define
themsdves as"us' rather than "them:’ or as members of this group rather than that, nor do they
have aword to describe themsalves as a collectivity gpart from the generic word for persons.
Thisiswhy outsders -explorers, traders, missionaries, anthropol ogists - seeking names to
designate what they have perceived as societies of hunter- gatherers, have often ended up by
borrowing exogenous labels applied as terms of abuse by neighboring peoples toward hunter-
gatherersin thar vicinity. Findly, the principle of trust that lies at the heart of hunter-gatherer
socidity will not accommodate relations of domination of any kind. Y e, such rdations are
necessarily entailed in any system of regulative inditutions which legitimate and empower
certain persons, in the name of society, to control the actions of others. It is not enough to
observe, in anow rather dated anthropologica idiom, that hunter-gathererslive in "sadess
societies.” as though their socid lives were somehow lacking or unfinished, waiting to be
completed by the evolutionary development of a state gpparatus. Rather, the principle of their
socidity, as Pierre Clastres (1974) has put It, isfundamentaly against the state.

In the extengve discussions which have surrounded the question of whether hunter-
gatherer "societies’ have ditinctive features in common, few have stopped to consider the
applicability of the concept of society itsdlf. Taken in any of its modem senses, however, this
concept is rooted in the discourse of domination. One might even say, with Levine and Levine
(1975:177), that society is domination. The concept of society carves the world of human beings
into mutudly excdusve blocks in much the same way that the concept of territory carves up the
country they inhabit into domains of paliticd jurisdiction. If the latter implies ardation of
control over theland, the former implies arelaion of control over people. In thislight, hunter-
gaherersexist in "societies' for those seeking to exert control over them, but not for the hunter-
gatherers themsdlves. Ther world is not socialy segmented; it is condtituted by relations of
incorporation rather than exclusion, by virtue of which others are "drawn in" insteed of parcelled
out" (Ingold 1990). As Peter Wilson observes, hunter-gatherer socidity is guided by focus rather
than boundary: people "organize their socid lives through focusing atention rather than referring
it to arigid structure" (1988:50):

In the conduct of their mutud relations, hunters and gatherers demondtrate the possibility
of aperceptual orientation toward the socid environment that is direct, rather than mediated by
structures of control. Perhaps we could go further, to suggest thet this perceptua orientation is
not confined to relations among human beings. It dso extends to non-human components of the
environment: to animals and plants, even to features of the landscape that we might regard as
inanimate. Hunters maintain reaions of trust with their anima prey, as they do with human
persons, assuming that animals present themsalves with hunters in mind, dlowing themselvesto
be taken so long as hunters treat them with respect and do nothing to curb their autonomy of
action (Ingold 1993). The powerful hunter attracts animals as he atracts followers. For gatherers,
the forest nurtures humansin the way adults do children -comprising together what Bird-David
(1990) cdls "the giving environment:' Generdly, human relations with the non- human
environment are modeled on the same principle of sharing that applies within the human
community (Bird-David 1992). In short therigid divison that Western thought and science
draws between the worlds of society and nature, of persons and things, does not exist for hunters
and gatherers. For them there are not two worlds but one, embracing dl the manifold beings that
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dwedll therein (Ingold 1996:128). Far from seeking control over nature, their aim isto maintain
proper relationships with these beings (Ridington 1982:471). There are, of course, as many kinds
of relationships as there are kinds of beings, but the differences are relative, not absolute. And if
no absolute boundary separates relationships that are socid from those that are not, then what
need have we for a concept of the socid at dl?
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Facets of Hunter-Gatherer Lifein Cross-Cultural per spective
Gender reationsin hunter-gatherer societiesi
KAREN L. ENDICOTT Dartmouth College

"For years many feminist anthropologists and hunter- gatherer specidists have been at oddsin
their interpretations of gender relaions in foraging societies. This chapter presents overviews of
gender relations in various hunter-gatherer societies, explores interpretative differences, and
examines some common misconceptions about hunter-gatherer gender relations.

Anthropology traditionaly neglected to study women,; this led to theories that overly
emphasized men. Durkheim (1961 [1915]:53) categorized Aboriginad men as sacred and women
asrelatively profane. Raddiffe- Brown (1930) concluded that the patrilined, patrilocal
"horde" was the basic unit of Aborigina society. Service (1966) postulated that the patrilocal
band, which kept mde hunters together, was the naturd form of socid organization for hunter-
gatherer societies. However, beginning with Phyllis Kaberry (1939), who showed that East
Kimberley Aborigina women had their own sacred ceremonies and ties to the Dreamtime, afew
voices gradudly spoke up for hunter-gatherer women (see Berndt 1965, Turnbul 11965, Lee and
Devore 1968, Goodae 1971, Briggs 1970).

Fuded by feminism in the 1970s, the anthropology of women focused new attention on
hunter-gatherer women, especidly "woman the gatherer” (see Dahlberg 1981, Reiter 1975).
Underscoring that biology is not destiny, anthropol ogists dropped the term "sex roles’ and
adopted "gender” to refer more broadly to the ways societies define, elaborate and evaluate
sexud dimorphism. How, they asked, is gender used as atool for organizing socid life?
Ironically, however, some feminist anthropologists carried over anthropol ogy's emphasis on
males and developed gender theories that interfere with understanding gender complexitiesin
hunter-gatherer societies. Rosaldo and Lamphere asserted that male dominance and sexua
asymmetry are universals (1974:3). Friedl (1975,1995) argued that sexua asymmetry is
unavoidable in hunter-gatherer societies because men hunt and distribute meat beyond the
family. Collier and Rosaldo (1981) contended that women are merely objects of mae
meanipulaionsin the marriage systems of Smple sodieties, including hunter-gatherers.

Various anthropol ogists who have done fieldwork with hunter-gatherers have described gender
relationsin at least some foraging societies as symmetrica, complementary, nonhierarchica, or
egditarian. Turnbull writes of the Mbuti: "A woman isin no way the socid inferior of aman’
(1965:271). Draper notes that "the Kung society may be the least sexist of any we have
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e~erienced" (1975:77), and L ee describes the 'Kung (now known as Ju'hoans) as "fiercely
egditarian” ( 1979:244). Egtioko- Griffin and Griffin report: "Agtawomen are equa to men'
(1981:140). Batek men and women are free to decide their own movements, activities, and
relationships, and neither gender holds an economic, religious, or socia advantage over the other
(K. L. Endicott 1979, 1981, 1992, K. M. Endicott 1979); Gardner reports that Paliyans value
individual autonomy and economic sdf- sufficiency, and "seem to carry egditarianism, common
to SO many smple societies, to an extreme” (1972:405). Stressing complementarity, Sharp
observes that women are as fully involved with and responsible for generating Chipewyan
culture as are the men (1995:47). Leacock ( 1981) interprets the historical record on seventeenth
century Montagnais-Naskapi (Innu) gender relaions as egditarian, with individuas, mae and
female, making decisons about their own lives and activities. In short, differences between what
men and women do in these societies make no difference. Instead of reinforcing inequdities and
congructing hierarchies, these societies ddiberately leve differences.

Some anthropologists dismiss the term "egditarian” as aWestern political concept
ingpplicable to non- Western cultures. (The same can be said about "inequality;' yet
that concept continues to be considered a useful andytica tool.) It istrue, for example, that the
Batek do not articulate their egditarianism as akind of politica philosophy. But as Woodburn
observesin generd, "The verbd rhetoric of equdity mayor may not be elaborated but actions
speak loudly: equality is repeatedly acted out, publicly demongtrated, in opposition to possible
inequaity" (1982:432). Thereis no theoreticd judtification for anthropologists to accept that
many societies congruct gender inequalities but to deny that some construct gender equalities or
that some societies create inequalities in some aspects of life and equditiesin others.

What do men and women do in foraging societies?

The stereotype of man the hunter, woman the gatherer accurately describes only how many
forager peoples divide daly work respongihilities. In redity, many hunter-gatherer men dso
gather vegetable foods and women procure animal foods, though the latter is not dways called
hunting.

Where vegetable foods comprise the dietary staple, women commonly take
responsibility for gathering them on a regular basis. The general pattern is that women
from each household collect vegetable foods for their own household needs. Women's
gathering provided as much as 60 to 80 percent by weight of the diet of the Ju/'hoansi
(Lee 1968:33) and of Australia's Western and Central Desert Aborigines (Tonkinson
1991:43, citing Gould 1969:258 and Meggitt 1962). Foragers mayor may not define
gathering as women's work. The Batek, for example, do not, even though women take
primary responsibility for gathering. The Nyae Nyae JuJ'hoansi,
on the other hand, say that gathering "is what women are made for" (Marshal 1976:96).

Stll, Ju'noang men, like Agta, Hill Pandaram, Hadza, Austrdian Aborigind, and many
other hunter-gatherer men, gather vegetable foods when the need or opportunity arises (Marshall
1976:96-7 , Shostak 1981:14, Lee 1979:192,262, Estioko- Griffin and Griffin 1981:133, Morris
1982:100,101, Gardner 1993:117, Tonkinson 1978:35, Woodburn 1968:51). Ju!'hoans "men
account for as much as 20% of al food gathered" (Shostak 1981:244). Batek men gather when
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hunting fails, when wives are tired or sick, or when they come across large wild yams. In 1975-6,
Batek men's gathering, and their procurement of rice and other cultivated foods through trading
rattan, accounted for 42 percent of the diet by weight; women's smilar efforts accounted for 43
percent. Hadza men gather most of their own vegetable foods, while women gather most of the
vegetable food they and their children consume (Woodburn 1968:51). Men's gathering adds
flexibility to agroup's food-procurement efforts; it gives men independence from women when
necessary. The Tiwi are a notable exception: they congder it "wrong" for men to collect
vegetable foods (Goodae 1971:154). A Tiwi man may do no food-getting work if he has severd
wives providing vegetables and mest for the family (Goodale 1971:154).

In most foraging societies, a man's primary work responsibility is hunting, especidly
hunting for game that is large enough to be subject to the society's sharing rules, but often
women aso hunt. Anthropologists have tended to say that men hunt mesat but that women gather
or collect it, even when the animals are the same. Tonkinson (1974:35) reportsthat Australian
Western Desart men "hunt lizards and smdler game;' while Shostak (1981:244) writes that
Jul'hoans women "collect lizards, snekes. ..aswell as occasond small or immature animas:’ It
is often unclear whether the different terms reflect anthropologists own analyses and biases, or
the foragers indigenous digtinctions.

Linguigticaly distinguished or not, men's and hunting techniques and/or quarries often
differ. Audtraian Western Desert men use spear's, whereas "women never hunt large game with
spears, but may use their dogs to run down kangaroos, emus, etc. and then club them to death”
(Tonkinson n.d.:6). Jul'hoans women procure game but are prohibited from touching the bows
and arrows men use (Marshdl 1976:1'17). Ache women have occasiondly killed animals;
however, they have never used bows and arrows, despite there being no taboo againgt touching
men's equipment (Kim Hill and A. Magdaena Hurtado, persond communication). Batek women
are free to use blowpipes to hunt, as do men, but most Batek women concentrate on game they
can dispatch with digging sticks. The Jaha prohibit women from handling blowpipes and poison
darts because, they say, children who accompany the women "might prick themsalves with the
darts or lick the poison and di€’ (van der Suys, this volume). Andamanese women, emicaly
defined as the gender that bleeds, avoid hunting that causes animas to bleed, and instead catch
fish and crabs in nets and baskets (v: Pandya, personal communication; Pandya 1993). Inthein
nineteenth century Y ahgan/Y amana women dived for shdllfish in frigid waters while men hunted
marine mammals and birds (Steward and Faron 1959:398-9; Vidd, thisvolume). The Tiwi
define severd species of land animdls, including bandicoot and opassum, as foods that women
traditionally procured (Goodale 1971:152). "Tiwi women not only provide the mgority of the
daily food supplies, but dso the daily protein” (Goodae 1971:337).

In some societies women routingly participate in communad hunts. In Mbuti net-hunting
and begbe bow- and-arrow hunts, women act as begters to drive game within range of the armed
men (Turnbull 1965:157, 162). When Batak were hunting pigs, women would drive them
towards the men, who would shoot them (James Eder, personal communication). Netslik women
and children help men with sed hunting and everyone used to fish (Balikci 1970:34,82-83).

Inuit women participate in the hunting economy in other ways aswdl. If an Inuit family
has no sons, the father may train one or two daughters to hunt (Briggs 1970:271). (Smilarly,
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families with few daughters may teach sons sewing and other female skills, and orphanslearn
both men's and women's skills [Briggs 1970: 270-1] .) Inuit women sew the clothes that make
hunting possible, and process skins, mest, and fish. Countering ! the Stereotype that Arctic
women do no economic work, Haperin arguesthat if we expand the definition of divison of
Iabor to include such work, "we find a bascdly egditarian pattern of |abor divison for hunter-
gatherersin avariety of latitudes' (Halperin 1980:379, "', 1988:87).

The most extreme case of women hunters is probably the Agta (Estioko-Griffin and
Griffin 1981:121-51), who put most of their food- getting effortsinto trading mest for foods
cultivated by their agriculturd neighbors. Agtawomen regularly hunt, either in pairs or with
men, using machetes or bows and arrows and hunting dogs. Women forgo hunting atogether
only during late pregnancy and the first months following childbirth.

Many hunter-gatherers engage in sporadic horticulture or trade. Commonly, men clear
and help plant the fieds, and women plant, tend, and harvest them. But the exact divison of
labor derives from particular historical circumstances rather than constant biological or socia
causes. In 1990, for example, some Batek women avoided horticultura work because they feared
their children would follow them into the fidlds and die from the hest, as they said had happened
previoudy. Trade commonly is undertaken by whoever happens to produce what the market
demands. For example, when rattan isin demand, Batek men and women collect it, but when
incense wood is in demand, young men tend to do the work. Penan women make rattan baskets
and mats for trade; in the past men traded resin and wild latex (Brosius 1995). Tobawomen
make handicrafts, and men, who are more proficient in Spanish, market them (Gastén Gordillo,
persond communication).

Hunter-gatherer societies varioudy divide non-food- getting tasks. Men and women tend
to perform jobs ancillary to their food-getting work. Other tasks are more variable from society
to society. Inuit men construct igloos and women organize the interior. Batek women usudly
construct leantto shdters, though men know how and sometimes do.

Hedling and the performance of rituas may be highly specidized and gender specific or
open to whoever wants to learn the skills. Augtrdian Aborigina men keep certain rituas secret
from women and uninitiated men, and many Aborigina women perform ceremonies of their own
(Kaberry 19.73[1939], Berndt 1965, Goodale 1971, Hamilton 1981, Bell 1983, Tonkinson
1993). Among the lukagir, both men and women could become shamans (Ivanov, this volume).
Tlingit men and women could become both shamans and witches (Klein 1995:36). Tolowa
shamans were aways women or transvestites (Hal perin 1980:388). Only Batak men become
shamans, while women make the music that enables the shaman/curer to contact his spirit
familiars (James Eder, persond communication). A few Batek, usualy men, become shamans
who communicate with spirits through trance, but any Batek man or woman can experience
Spirit communication through dreams and participation in communa snging and dancing rituas.
Similarly, Shashone men and women have deve oped reationships with spirits through dreams
and visons (Fowler, this volume).

Women tend to be the primary caregivers for infants and very young children. Fathers
help to varying degrees. Akafathers play maor childcare roles (Hewlett 1992), as do Batek
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fathers (K. L. Endicott 1992). Andamanese regard men and women as equally responsible for
rasing children (Pandya 1993:263- 79). Y oung children learn the skills they see their mothers
perform, especidly gathering. As children grow up, boys accompany their fathers and other male
relatives on hunts and learn the various skills men perform, while girls degpen their knowledge

of women's kills. If ritud knowledge is gender-specific, asin Audraia, men and women
provide separate training to their sons and daughters, though Catherine Berndt (1983:21)
observes that in Australia mothers and other women provide a boy's and girl's first exposure to
religion. Some hunter-gatherers, including the Mbuti, Ju'hoand, Ongee Andamanese, Ache, and
many Australian Aborigines, perform puberty ceremonies, while others, like the Batek, do not.

A few hunter-gatherer societies recognize a third gender. Three percent of Ache men
behave like women, collecting foods and doing childcare but remaining unin- volved sexudly
with either sex (Kim Hill and A. Magdaena Hurtado, persona communication). [tenm'i
transvestite men wore women's clothing and did women's work (Shnirelman, this volume).

Does meat-sharing lead to male power ?

Arguing universal sexud asymmetry, some scholars contend that male dominance is unavoidable
in hunter- gatherer societies because male hunters share the societies most vaued commodity
(meat) beyond the household, thus gaining prestige and cresating debts that can be used to exert
power over others (Friedl 1975:12-45,1995, Coallier and Rosaldo 1981:281, Collier 1988). The
argument makes severd unwarranted or faulty assumptions: that meet is dways the most vaued
commodity, that men have a monopoly on supplying meet, that dedlings in the "public” sphere
outside the household are more prestigious or vaued than dedlings within the household
(Rosaldo 1974:23-42), and that hunters can turn prestige into power (see Friedl 1975:12-45).

Evidence from hunter-gatherers contradicts these assumptions. The Batek, for example,
do not prefer meet over dl other foods; they usudly mention fruit as the favored food of both
humans and spirit beings. Women's hunting in many hunter- gatherer societies undercuts the idea
that men have a monopoly on meet. Many hunter- gatherer societies do not recognize a public
sphere versus a domestic sphere, and there is no evidence that they vaue extrafamilid activities
more than familid activities Theill-defined notion of prestige is problematic. Is it admiration or
something more? Some anthropol ogists unjustifiably assume that activities pregtigiousin our
society (for example, leedership and politics) are prestigious in hunter-gatherer societies -or
assume that men's activities are dways the most prestigious (Mead 1935:302; cf. Sanday 1990:2
and Sacks 1979:88-93). The Batek admire industriousness, whatever the activity and whoever
the worker; so do the Gidjingai (Meehan 1982:119). Even where people admire successful
hunters, people usudly undermine any hunter's attempt to exert power over others.

Ultimately the argument that mesat -sharing gives men power misinterprets hunter-
gatherer sharing practices. Many scholars think of sharing as two separate networks. women
share vegetable foods within the family and men share meat beyond the family. Y et, vegetable
and mesat sharing are two parts of the same process of generdized reciprocity among camp
members. The differenceisthat vegetables are more reliable food sources than animals. Most
gatherers are likely to succeed in finding food each day, obviating the need to regulate sharing.
In some societies gatherers are expected to feed their families firgt; further sharing is up to the
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gatherer. Elsawhere gatherers share more routinegly. "Among the Hadza it would be out of the
question for awoman to hoard food while others are hungry" (Woodburn 1982: 442). Batek
families often send children to give vegetable food to other familiesin camp, even when
everyone has managed to gather food.

Hunters are far less likely to succeed in taking large game each day. The successrate for
JuJhoans hunting is 25 percent (Lee 1968:40), and for Batek hunting 50 percent. Smal gameis
commonly exempt from obligatory sharing. Large game must be shared. Many scholars interpret
mest- sharing as generosity, but many societies make sure that the hunter does not have a choice.
Some foragers have st rules about which cut of meet goes to which relative, while others assgn
digtribution rights to people other than the hunter. The Juw'hoansi say that the owner of the arrow
that killed the animal is the owner/distributor of the meat (Marshdl 1976:296, Lee 1979:247).
Either aman or awoman can own the arrow. "There is much giving and lending of arrows. The
society seems to want to extinguish in every way possible the concept of the meat belonging to
the hunter" (Marshdl 1976:297). By this and other leveling mechanisms - induding ridiculing
the mest and cutting cocky hunters down to size -the Jw” hoans prevent hunters from turning the
sharing network into a political power base (Lee 1979:244,246). The Ju'hoans actively
encourage hunting through rituas, admiration of hunters, and nagging, then just as actively
prevent hunters from using their successes for personal advantage.

Do hunter-gatherer men control women?

Anthropologists have argued that hunter-gatherer men control women through arranging
marriages, appropriating women's labor, excluding women from prestigious or authority-laden
activities or reims of knowledge (such as hunting, rdigion, or palitics), or through violence.
Empiricaly there iswide variation in how men and women divide authority and control.

Not dl hunter-gatherers have arranged marriages, and in those that do, generdly both parents
have a say in arangements for their sons and daughters. Defining marriage as wife-exchangeis
one way anthropologists inadvertently overlook women's influence over their own marriages and
those of their children. Like many foragers, Batek men and women choose their own spouses.
Ju'hoang parents arrange first and sometimes second marriages for their young sons and
daughters (Marshdl 1976:266). But unhappily married young daughters may move back home or
divorce (Shostak 1981:127-30 158). Adult Ju!'hoans women and men salect subsequent
marriages partners for themselves (Marshal 1976:266). The Tiwi defined women as wives, even
before ther births. Although a girl's grandfather, father, or brothers formaly arranged her
marriage, her mother's relationship with the prospective groom most influenced whether the
marriage would take place

(Goodae 1971:54-6). A prospective sor+in-law had to please his future mother-in-law by doing
al she asked of him, or she could void the contract (Gooda e 1971:56). Though anthropologists
often interpret Tiwi Society as men exchanging women, Tiwi women exercised their

own control of men through the mother-in-law relaion- ship and extramaritd affairs (Goodde
1971:130-1).

Rather than assgning dl authority in economic, politicd, or religious mattersto one

gender or the other, hunter-gatherers tend to |eave decisionmaking about men'swork and areas
of expertise to men, and about women's work and expertise to women, either as groups
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or individuas. When decisions affect an extended house- hold or group, age and gender are
factored in in various ways. Older men and women may coordinate the activities of a household,
as among Evenki (Anderson, this volume). Netslik husbands decided where families moved,
wives were autonomous in their domains and often influenced their husband's decisions (Bdlikci
1970:109). Guemple (1995:22) reports that in Inuit inter- persond "palitics' the generd ruleis
that younger answer to older and femaes answer to maes, men may "give the orders' & home
but do not interfere with women's work; moreover, Inuit men tend to defer to

their grandmothers. Observing that Chipewyan women defer to their husbandsin public but not
in private, Sharp cautions againgt assuming this means that men control women: "If public
deference, or the appearance of it, is an expression of power between the genders, it isamost
uncertain and imperfect measure of power relaions. Polite behavior can be most mideading
precisaly because of its conspicuousness' (Sharp 1995:53). Some foragers place the formalities
of decison-making in mae hands, but expect women to influence or ratify the decisons. Gitxsan
male chiefs do not support community- wide initiatives without their mothers and aunts
gpprova (Richard Day, persona communication). Andamanese men act together to make a
decision, then get women to endorse it before its implementation. Sometimes, too, women
instruct men to undertake specific tasks (V. Pandya, on the Andamanese, persona
communication). Other foragers expect both men and women to participate in group decisions.
Kim Hill and A. Magdalena Hurtado (personad communication) report that Ache men and
women traditiondly participated in band-leve decisions, through some men commanded more
respect and held more persona power than any woman." The Batek expect individua men and
women to have their say; when interests diverge, families or individuas may leave a camp group
to pursue their own plans.

In addition to consensus and discussion as the means of decison making, some foragers
have leaders, either forma or informd. The oldest Netsilik male in an extended family is
consdered the headman for that group. He coordinates hunting activities and his wife distributes
the food (Balikci 1970:118). Various Audradian Aborigines recognize ritud leaders, usudly
elders. Some societies, like the Batek, have "headmen” positions that were introduced by
outsdersto serve as liaisons. Such people mayor may not have a"following.” The Batek, like
some other foragers, dso have "naturd” or informa leaders, whose intdlligence and abilities tend
to attract people who seek their advice. Some Batek naturd leaders are women. Commonly, if
leaders - whether forma or informa try to coerce others, families and individuas move away
from them.

Indeed, many hunter-gatherers limit authority to specific Stuations like organizing rituas
or arranging marriages, and leave individuals to exercise persond autonomy in broad aress of
everyday life (Leacock 1978, Ingold 1987:223-40, Woodburn 1982, Hamilton 1981:85). People
cannot extend such Situationd authority into generalized control over others. Even when people
exercise Stuaiond authority, individuas exercisng persond autonomy may refuse to abide by
the authority. For example, children may refuse arranged marriages or may divorce shortly after
the marriage takes place, even when the parent has had the right to make the arrangement.
Persona autonomy and Stuationd authority goply to both men and women, though the
configurations may differ in each society. Nowhere do men or women control al aspects of each
other'slives.
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Some anthropol ogists argue that men have an ultimate advantage over women because
men are stronger and will tend to be the winnersin violent confrontations. In any human
interaction violence is a possibility, and women may well be the losers The red question is
whether the society indtitutionalizes violence, epecidly againgt women. Among some foragers,
like the Batek, violenceis gtrictly taboo and violators are scorned. For the Mbuti, "a certain
amount of wife-besting is consdered good, and the wife is expected to fight back™
(Turnbull 1965:287), but too much violence results in intervention by kin or in divorce. Some
Audrdian Aborigind men use threets of gang-rape to keep women away from their secret
ceremonies. Burbank argues that Aborigines accept physicd aggresson as a"legitimate form of
socid action"and limit it through rituad (1994:31, 29) .Further, women know how to ded with
physica aggression, unlike their Western counterparts (Burbank 1994:19). According to Bell
(1983:3i', 41 161), Australian men's violence toward women increased with settlement life,
largely under the influence of acohal.

Do foragers symbolically devalue women?

There are few systematic accounts of gender symbolism in specific foraging societies, but even
partid accounts suggest that foragers ideas about gender lack the kind of overt sexua
antagonisms found in the ideologies of many South American and New Guinea horticultura
societies. Often both mae and female characters are prominent in foragers myths and
cosmologies. Audrdian Aborigind "Dreamtime’ myths are replete with mae and femde creator
beings. In Arnhem Land ceremonies men repest "the actions of the creative feminine
ancestresses, the Wauwaak sisters’ (Hamilton 1981:81). The Batek alter- natively describe a
punitive thundergod as a single mae, two brothers, and a brother/sster pair; reflecting wide-
spread Asan idess, they picture the punitive under- ground deity as a huge snake or an old
woman.

Various foragers view men and women as different in some ways and the same in others,
without attaching grester value to ether gender. Corpored distinctions often focus on
endruation, but even societies that consider menstruation dangerous or polluting may limit these
qudities to mengruation itsdf rather than extending them to womanhood in generd. For
example, the Batek say that menstrud blood smells bad, but they do not consider women
themsealvesto be offensve.

Gender may métter little in beliefs about the human spirit. In the traditiona Inuit
"ontologica formulation of humanity, maeness and femaeness are only trangtory states of
being" (Guemple 1995:27). The same named persondlity that circles between the spiritua and
corpo- red world can atach to either amale or femde (Guemple 1995:27). "Since the Native
theory holds that the inheritor of a name assumes the identity of the spirit associated with it -and
becomes that person in adult- hood -there can be no fundamentd difference in the Satuses of
individual Eskimos, because gender is not an essentid attribute of being as such” (Guemple
1995:27). Netslik bdiefs about the afterlife reflect non-hierarchica yet gender-specific vaues.
"Energy, endurance, fearless- nessfor young men and the ability to endure suffering for women
are the qudities most rewarded in the after- life. Laziness, idleness, gpathy, and refusal to accept
pain are punished” (Bdikci 1970:215).
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Doesincor poration into nation-states affect gender relations?

For some societies contact with outsiders and incorporation into nation-states undermined gender
relations, especialy women's lives. Leacock (1978,1981:37) argued that the fur trade broke
down egditarian gender relations among the Montagnais-Naskapi by separating foraging groups
into Sngle household units in which women were increasingly cut off from economic activity.

She a0 argued that this made it easier for Jesuits to introduce changes that deliberately undercut
traditional Montagnais-Naskapi gender relations (Leacock 1980:38; for other andyses, see
Anderson 1985 and Van Kirk 1987). Draper (1975) documented how JuJhoans sedentization
disrupted work and sharing patterns. men found work with neighboring pastordists, and women
became dependent on men. Bell (1983) argued that Kaytgl Aboriginad women were less
autonomous in settlements than in the bush, though conversdly their ritud life increased, and
government welfare checks enabled women to live independently of men if they so chose.
Among the Batak, government and nort government organizations have created more
opportunities for men than women (James Eder, persond communication).

Elsawhere contact increased options for women. Tonkinson (1990) reports that Mardu
women in Western Audtrdia acted as liaisons between Aborigines and missons and cattle
gations. The women learned more English than the men and earned money through employ-
ment opportunities, including progtitution, which they did not view pgoratively. More recently,
government welfare checks have given women more independence than ever. Government
checks have amilarly increased Chipewyan women's economic independence and have enabled
young people to reject arranged marriages (Sharp 1995:65). Since the 1970s many Evenki
women live in Sngle-parent househol ds supported by government checks. Evenki women also
dominate in professions that require higher education (Anderson, this volume). Bruce Grant
(personal communication) reports that Sovietization of Nivkh in the 1920s brought women into
the Soviet workforce and education and states that "al women | knew felt that their position had
been greatly improved through Sovietization.” Batek economic opportunities have changed as
Malaysia haslogged the forests, but gender relations have not changed, except among Mudim
converts. So far, most Batek are responding on their own terms as much as possible, foraging in
remaining forests, trading, growing crops, and working for wages.

Gender rdations are mogt likely to change if contact with outsidersinvolves playing by
the outsider's rules (especidly if those rules favor one gender over the other or deliberately
undermine existing gender relaions). Rather than assuming that dl contact with outsders and dll
economic change entail changes in gender relations, especidly changes that favor men, we must
look at the historical specifics.
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