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LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT FROM THE
HOONAH INDIAN ASSOCIATION

Hoonah Indian Association

PO. Box 602
Hoounah, AK 99829-0602
Phone (907) 945-3545  Fax (907) 945-3703

Dear Reader:

As spring approaches in 2003 it is only fitting that the publication “ A Study of
Traditional Use of Birds’ Eggs by the Huna Tlingit” is being released. This is the Huna
Tlingits’ season of celebrating new beginnings and to once again begin our traditional
food gathering cycle. In a short couple of months it will once again be time to harvest the
glaucous-winged gull eggs that have long been a spiritual food of the Huna Tlingit. With
work such as this publication being accomplished, we now believe that someday in the
near future we will again harvest the seagull eggs of our traditional homeland, Glacier
Bay National Park.

We, the Huna Tlingit are truly grateful to all those who have fought the good fight. To
our Elders, we thank you for your vision, your commitment, your willingness to share
your knowledge and to tell your stories repeatedly until we finally understood, and most
of all we thank you for your undying love for our homeland, Glacier Bay. In memory of
those who are no longer with us, you have taught us that nothing is impossible and that
small steps are important, as long as you are moving forward.

To our friends at the National Park Service in Glacier Bay, thank you! Thank you for
embracing “Wooshge’een”. As we proceed through this three-part process we have
focused on the common goal, one of cooperation and understanding. Thank you for
recognizing the importance of the Huna Tlingit presence in our homeland, Glacier Bay.
The Huna Tlingit cultural and spiritual values run parallel to the values of the National
Park Service in the protection and use of this wonderful piace we call the Traditional
Homeland.

Thank you to the University of Washington for all the work that they so painstakingly
applied to this project. We are proud to have this work reflect the knowledge of our
Elders and many in our community who choose to partake in this study. We hope that
this publication will be used as 1t was intended, as an educational tool and a recognition
of the vital part that the Huna Tlingit are to Glacier Bay.

Frank Wright Jr.
President
Hoonah Indian Association
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LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT OF
GLACIER BAY NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE

United States Department of the

o i . NATIONAL
Interior "
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE :
Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve
P.O. Box 140

Gustavus, AK 99826-0140

Tel: 907-697-2230
Fax: 907-697-2654

1 March 14, 2003

Dear Reader:

Among the many rich resources of Glacier Bay National Park, the large, brown-speckled eggs of the
glaucous-winged gulls are a prized food and a vital part of the traditional culture of the Huna Tlingit
people. These eggs, once joyously harvested by family groups during their first spring outings, are now
also a touchstone for a strengthening relationship between the National Park Service (NPS) — charged with
managing all the resources and values of Glacier Bay — and the Huna Tlingit people for whom Glacier Bay
1s homeland.

I am very pleased to introduce “A Study of Traditional Use of Birds’ Eggs by the Huna Tlingit,” a
publication that documents the cultural significance and historic use pattern of bird eggs by the Tlingit
community of Hoonah within the Glacier Bay National Park and environs. This document coalesces the
efforts of many including the University of Washington, the Huna Tlingit, and the NPS. I especially wish
to thank the people of Hoonah, who openly and willingly shared their traditional knowledge and patiently
worked with project and NPS staff to ensure that the study accurately and fully reflects the Tlingit practice
of egg harvest. I also very much appreciate the professionalism, expertise, and insights of the authors and
other University of Washington staff who spent many months gathering, sifting through, and synthesizing
ethnographic and biological information related to this practice. The resulting report is the sole published
documentation of Native gull egg harvest in Southeast Alaska and contributes greatly to the growing body
of knowledge regarding Huna Tlingit culture.

The National Park Service initially became interested in the traditional practice of gull egg harvest when an
NPS-sponsored 1997 workshop involving tribal officials and a council of elders identified legal access to
gull eggs as the highest-priority desire of the Huna Tlingit. At that workshop, NPS pledged to work with
the federally recognized tribal government of the local Tlingit Natives, the Hoonah Indian Association, to
explore ways in which this tradition might legally resume. The resulting working group, called Woosh’
ge’een (Tlingit for “Working Together”) outlined a step-by-step process for moving toward this goal
including the completion of: 1) an ethnography to document Tlingit traditional knowledge regarding egg
collecting in Glacier Bay, 2) a biological study designed to model the potential effects of egg harvest on
glaucous-winged gull colonies at South Marble Island, the principle collection site for the Huna Tlingit,
and 3) a framework for resolving legal and/or regulatory aspects of the issue.

X1v
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This publication amply fulfills the first step in the process. A biological study contracted for by NPS has
also been completed; publication is pending, but preliminary results indicate that some level of egg harvest
can be sustained at South Marble Island. While we now understand that the collection and consumption of
gull eggs is an integral part of the Tlingit people’s heritage and have scientific evidence that limited harvest
can occur without affecting park gull populations, we also recognize that legal and regulatory hurdles must
still be resolved. The NPS will complete an Environmental Assessment analyzing the potential effects of
egg harvest on all park purposes and values and will continue to work with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, the Department of Interior, and the Alaska delegation to pursue any necessary legal and regulatory

processes.

[ am confident that the process we embarked upon in 1997 — the process of “working together” as
scientists, anthropologists, managers, native people’s, and members of the public to combine both
traditional and scientific knowledge in park management — will bring sound solutions to this and other
critical park issues. I believe that this effort signals a new era of cooperation and understanding between
all involved and look forward to future collaborative efforts aimed at fostering and strengthening the Huna
Tlingit ties to their ancestral homelands in Glacier Bay — a tie that is, in itself, one of many rich resources

of Glacier Bay.
We hope that you enjoy — and learn from — “A Study of Traditional Use of Birds’ Eggs by the Huna

Tlingit.”

Sincerely,

Tomie Patrick Lee

Superintendent
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the Huna Tlingit’s traditional use of birds’ eggs, focusing on
Glaucous-winged Gulls (Larus glaucescens). It discusses-the cultural and nutritional
significance of these harvests; compares traditional ecological knowledge pertaining to
Glaucous-winged Gulls of the Huna Tlihgit with existing biological literature; and maps
locations of sites used by the Huna Tlingit to gather birds’ eggs. The data reported were
collected as part of a larger study: The Huna Tlingit Egg and Ethno-ornithology Study
(HTEES). Special emphasis in this report is placed upon harvests of gull eggs within the
boundaries of what is now Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve (GBNPP). (See Maps
1 and 2.) The ethnographic information reported herein was collected in an extensive
series of interviews conducted in the village of Hoonah, Alaska, throughout the months
of May, June, October, and November of 1998. The research findings are intended to be
relevant to GBNPP mahagers and to the people of Hoonah in ongoing discussions
regarding the traditional and contemporary use of natural resources within GBNPP by the
Huna Tlingit. It should also serve National Park Service interpreters in their efforts to

educate park visitors about the cultural relevance of Glacier Bay to the Huna Tlingit.

Administrative Background of the Project

In September of 1997, Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve conducted a two-
day facilitated workshop at Bartlett Cove titled "Traditional Ecological Knowledge." In
attendance were twenty representatives from Hoonah (including leaders from all of the

Huna clans and board members of the Hoonah Indian Associations), a representative



MAP 1: Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve in Regional Perspective
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from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), six National Park Service
(NPS) employees, and professional anthropologists who have worked in Hoonah.
Although the original intent of the workshop was to discuss ways in which traditional
ecological knowledge could be gathered and used in park management, from the outset
the meeting became a forum for a much-needed dialogue between the NPS and the Huna
Tlingit. Over the course of two days, the Huna Tlingit expressed various concerns about
their lack of access to important -traditional resources in GBNPP. Some resources they
identified, such as beﬁies, seaweed, fish, and shellfish, may be cqllected under current
regulations. Many Huna were uncertain about what is allowed and what 1s prohibited
under current regulations, and so the grbup discussed ways to make pertinent information
available in Hoonah.

Ultimately, the Huna representatives were unwilling to provide traditional
ecological knowledge to GBNPP until there was movement on several resource access
issues, including gull egg harvesting. At the end of the two-day meeting, the Huna
Tlingits and NPS generated a prioritized list of those critical resources. Gull eggs were at
the top of that list. A seven-person committee was chosen from the workshop
participants to explore the issue of gathering gull eggs, an important Huna Tlingit cultural
activity. This committee was comprised of four Hoonah representatives, two clan elders
and two tribal government officials, and three NPS employees. The committee, which
chose to call itself “Woosh'ge'een” (Tlingit for ';Working Togefher"), identified the first

step in this process: ethnography of Huna Tlingit bird egg gathering.
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MAP 2: Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve with Historical Monument Boundaries
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Project funding

Funding for the HTEES was provided by the NPS Cultural Resource Preservation
Program through Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve. Monies were transferred to
the researchers through a cooperative agreement between the NPS, Cascadia Support
Office, and the University of Washington. The research itself was performed through the
United States Geological Survey, Biological Research Division, Forest Range Ecosystem
Science Center (USGS/BRD/FRESC) Cascadia Field Station at the College of Forest

Resources, University of Washington in Seattle.

Project personnel

Darryll R. Johnson, Research Sociologist, Social Sciences Program at the
USGS/BRD/FRESC/Cascadia Field Station, was Project Leader. Johnson has
administered social-science projects associated with the National Park Service for over
twenty years. He has also conducted several research projects associated with the
interaction between national parks and rural communities in Alaska. In January of 2002,
Johnson resigned his position with USGS and accepted the position of Research
Coordinator with the NPS Pacific Northwest Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit (PNW
CESU). He has continued his involvement in the project since accepting the PNW CESU
position. Eugene S. Hunn, Professor, University of Washington Anthropology
Department, is the Principal Investigator for this project. Hunn has achieved
international recognition for scholarly contributions in the areas of ethnobotany and

ethnozoology. Thomas F. Thornton, at the time this research was initiated, was



Associate Professor, Department of Anthropology, University of Alaska, Southeast. He
is currently Associate Professor, Department of Global Studies, St. Lawrence University.
He has published an extensive body of research pertaining to the Huna Tlingit and has
considerable field experience in Hoonah. Priscilla N. Russell, an independent scholar
from Homer, Alaska, has extensive experience working with Native American
communities in Alaska. Russell also has substantial research experience in the areas of
ethnobofany and ethno-ornithology. Kathy Falk was a graduate student in anthropology

at the University of Washington at the time of the research.

Research Objectives and Questions

The research objectives and work elements reported in this document are
identified in Cooperative Agreement No. 1443 CA-9000-95-019, Subagreement No. 1,
Modification No. 3, between the University of Washington and the National Park
Service. Wayne Howell, Mary Beth Moss, and Don Callaway of NPS proposed the
project and drafted the original research questions. After negotiation with the research
team, the research questions were finalized and formalized in the aforementioned
subagreement modification.

HTEES objectives focus narrowly on Huna harvests of birds’ eggs as set out in
the cooperative agreement. The study was not funded to, nor do the authors generally
attempt to, discuss these harvests in relevant broader academic contexts, such as, the
traditional ecological knowledge, ethno-ecology and common property literatures,
Migratory Bird Treaty discussions and reports, or the wealth of empirical community

resource data available through Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of

[..........l..l.......l......................l



Subsistence.! The authors will publish future articles from this study in the peer-
reviewed literature that discuss the relevance of this research from broader academic
perspectives (Hunn et al. n.d.).

The portions of the above Subagreement Modification pertinent to the research
findings reported herein are attached as Appendix 1. This report does not sequentially
discuss the research questions in the order they are listed in Subagreement 1,
Modification 3. To aid readers in locating parts of the report that discuss the stated work

elements, the authors have listed within footnotes the pertinent tasks and research

questions discussed in every major section of the report.

! Several studies conducted by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game document Native participation in bird egg harvesting and
provide estimates of total numbers of eggs taken by several Alaska communities. For example, see Wolfe, et al. 1990; Fall et al
1998; and Paige, et al. 1996. Wolfe, et al. 1990 observe that the “largest subsistence harvest of bird eggs occurred in communities of
the Aleutian Peninsula.” Where types of eggs harvested were reported, the great majority were gull or other sea bird eggs.
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II. RESEARCH METHODS

Two research methods were used to accomplish the study objectives. These are:
semi-structured qualitative interviewing (including the use of primary informants) and
library research. An interview schedule with standardized questions was seen as
inappropriate for most of the HTEES objectives for several reasons.

First, few details were known about Huna Tlingit egg gathering and processing,
either historically or currently. Most of the HTEES field research questions focused on
recording detailed information about these activities. For example, actual egg-harvesting
practices needed to be identified so that an appropriate strategy for posing questions on

an iterative basis could be developed. The purpose of this approach was to avoid

~ prematurely narrowing the focus of the research questions.

Second, the HTEES research objectives requiring field data are descriptive. The
goal was to record this information in the words of Huna consultants and from their own
perspectives. To avoid imposing external ideas and concepts on the study data by the
way specific questions were asked, images and descriptions of Huna Tlingit life and
culture were solicited directly from the Huna themselves.

Third, the study’s core research objectives have to do with memories of life
experienced more than 35 years ago. It was anticipated that people would not be able to
recall this information with sufficient spontaneity and detail to complete a lengthy
structured questionnaire. Rather, the approach chosen was to start interviewees thinking
about egg harvests and the use of wild birds' eggs. Next, they were encouraged to talk

about these subjects in a conversational manner, which was aided by occasional prompts

11




or questions from the interviewer. In some cases, long interviews were required with
return trips to verify information or to ask additional questions that might have arisen
through interviews with other Huna.

Fourth, the prohibitions on harvesting certain foods in Glacier Bay National Park
and Preserve generates considerable resentment among the Huna Tlingit people, many of
whom believe a grave injustice has been done to them. Part of the study’s objectives
(Task 1, Nos. 15 and 16) involve solicitation of reactions to these prohibitions. In order
to obtain this information, Huna people wanted opportunities to talk about their feelings
on this subj ect in their own way and, within reason, in their own time.

Fifth, the goals of the project did not require mathematical generalization to the
entire community of Hoonah. In fact, because many of the objectives relate to
reconstruction of the cultural context surrounding behaviors that have not occurred on
any regular basis since the early 1960s, not everyone in the community was a potential
subject for interviewing. The circumstances required reliance on people who were old

enough to have experienced gathering, consuming, and preserving gull eggs. This type

of situation is not only ideal for ethnographic methods but in most respects requires them.

The methods employed are discussed below in more detail under the heading "Selection

of Consultants."

Researchers' Interaction with GBNPP Staff and the Hoonah Community

On May 26, 1998, Johnson, Thornton, and Russell traveled to Glacier Bay
National Park and Preserve to review the project objectives and research quéstions with

Moss and Howell, employees of GBNPP. This trip also involved a field visit to the

12
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Marble Islands via boat. Hunn, who was unable to be there, met with park personnel on
June 8 after spending a week in Hoonah.

Before the field research started, a meeting involving Howell, Hunn, Thornton,
and Russell and interested members of the Hoonah community was held on May 31,
1998 at the Hoonah Indian Association (HIA) offices in Hoonah. The meeting was
chaired by Mary Rudolph, president of the HIA. Representing the Huna Tlingit on the
“Working Together” committee were Richard Dalton, Sr., Wilbur "Jumbo" James, and
Pat Mills. Frank Wright, Jr., was unable to attend. Also present were Edith Bean,
George Obert, Beatriz Brbwn, Ken Brown, Wanda Culp (HIA Natural Resources
Director), Maureen Obert (HIA Cultural Resource Director), Winnie Smith, and Lily
White. Wayne Howell represented Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve. Eugene
Hunn, Priscilla Russell, and Thomas Thornton of the research team attended. (Darryll
Johnson had to return to Seattle before the meeting.)

Howell began by describing the background and goals of the study, noting in
particular the role of the "Working Together” committee of Huna and GBNPP park staff
formed the previous year. Next, Hunn introduced the research team, emphasizing its
independence as university-based researchers. He promised that all materials and results
produced by the proj ect would be made available equally to the Hoonah community and
to the National Park Service for review and comment. Hunn briefly outlined the research
methods and invited those present to offer suggestions or to ask questions. Thomas
Thomton and Priscilla Russell then introduced themselves, describing their experience

working with Alaskan Native communities and subsistence issues.
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The following Hoonah community leaders then spoke in response: Richard
Dalton, Sr., George Obert, Jumbo James, Edith Bean, Wanda Culp, and Winnie Smith. A
central concern expressed was that the report not “gather dust on a shelf at the Park

office,” but rather have some real impact.

Selection of Consultants

A list of potential consultants was suggested initially by Thornton. (Thornton has
extensive experience within the Hoonah community researching traditional aspects of
Huna Tlingit culture, including natural resource harvests.) This list was reviewed by Ms.
Maureen Oleert of the Hoonah Indian Association and Mr. Albert Dick, Mayor of
Hoonah, both of whom suggested additional individuals who had specific knowledge
relevant to the project. Finally, during the interviews, consultants were asked to identify
any persons in the community not on the list that they believed should be interviewed,
given the study objectives. There were two instances in which people contacted Russell
asking to be interviewed. In total, 45 people served as consultants to the egg-gathering
portion of the HTEES (see Appendix 3). All consultants participated in the project on a

voluntary basis and were paid.

Semi-structured Interviews

Subsequent to reviewing the available literature pertinent to the research
objectives and after the Hoonah community meeting, a semi-structured interview form
was designed on-site (see Appendix 2). This form served as a guide to ensure that
consultants were asked about similar topics and that all relevant topics were eventually

covered. When uncertainties arose during the interviews, more detailed questions were
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posed until the interviewer judged that responses to the various question items had been
exhausted. With the permission of consuitants, all interviews were recorded and
completed interview tapes were duplicated for use at the USGS University of
Washington Field Station office (now Cascadia Field Station). HIA also requested

copies of the interviews leading to additional written permissions from the interviewees.

Interviews and Transcriptions

Two fieldwork periods

There were two fieldwork periods in Hoonah. The first was scheduled from May
30 to June 12, 1998, and was intended to introduce the study to Hoonah residents, refine
the interview protocol, and to complete as many interviews as possible. These interviews
focused primarily on gull egg gathering and secondarily on ethno-ornithology. Hunn
accompanied Russell and Thornton on several interviews and performed one interview
himself. Satisfied that the interviewing was going well, he departed from Hoonah on
June 3, 1998. Thornton returned to Juneau on the same date and continued to interview
Huna Tlingit consultants living in Juneau who had at one time gathered eggs or had
special knowledge of bird egg gathering. Russell remained in Hoonah interviewing
consultants there and departed on June 13, 1998.

The second fieldwork period was from October 20 to November 6, 1998. This
effort was intended as a follow-up to the first period. This allowed more information to
be gathered for subject areas where it was deemed lacking and, importantly, enabled the
delivery of transcribed interviews to consultants for their review. Any available time

after the aforementioned tasks were completed was to be spent working on the ethno-
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ornithological tasks in a separate research report. Russell was the only interviewer

during the second field work period.

Interview transcriptions

Falk transcribed interviews, creating electronic files. Those parts of the
interviews Falk had difficulty understanding were marked so that the interviewees could
clarify the intended meaning. Issues dealing with the Huna language were resolved in

coordination with Thornton or marked for review by consultants.

Consultants' review of transcriptions

Respondents in Hoonah were given several days to review the interviews during
the second fieldwork period. They then met with Russell to discuss their concerns and
suggestions. At this time, she asked about any items that were unclear and in many cases
conducted additional interviews, either gathering more data about egg harvesting or the
ethno-ornithological objectives reported in a separate research report. The corrected and
edited interview documents were then forwarded to the Cascadia Field Station for

modification. These modified interviews constitute the database from the fieldwork.

Analysis of the Data

Each of the researchers read all the interviews. In preparing the report, each
person was assigned specific responsibilities in creating the initial drafts. Subsequent
drafts were reviewed by each member of the research team, then modified and reviewed
again until the Principal Investigator and second author were satisfied that consensus had
been reached on the substance of the report. Several draft reports were submitted to

Hoonah residents for review during the summer of 2001.
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Consultants with extensive experience gathering eggs were shown USGS
topographic maps (scale 1:250,000) of Hoonah traditional lands and waters. They were
then asked to identify sites where they had harvested eggs while living in Hoonah. The
methodology produced an exhaustive list of sites known to the living Huna Tlingit,
within the limits of their ability to recall areas where eggs were gathered. Sites were
identified by their English and Tlingit names where possible. (Information on Thngit
place names was also gathered from previous research conducted by Thornton in
conjunction with the National Park Service, Hoonah Indian Association, and the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game.) Interviewers recorded species of birds' eggs gathered at
each site and inquired about other activities that took place at the time of harvesting at or
around the harvesting areas. Other special features of the site were also recorded,
including comments about the site's accessibility, productivity for egg gathering, recent

ecological changes, etc.

After reviewing and coding the interview data, sites were numbered and plotted
on USGS 1: 250,000-scale maps. In total, 42 sites were identified within traditional
Hoonah territory. Numbers coded with circles designating gull egg-harvesting sites and
squares designating sites where eggs from species other than gulls were harvested. Table
7 summarizes the mapping data. Appendix 4 contains a complete listing of all sites
identified, along with detailed information about the sites. The 42 egg-harvesting sites

are plotted on Map 3.

Because a comprehensive sampling strategy for documenting egg-harvesting sites
was employed, the researchers were able to enumerate additional egg-harvesting sites not

identified in earlier studies with fewer samples. At the same time, because not all egg
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harvesters who have resided in Hoonah were interviewed, it 1s possible that there are
additional egg-harvesting sites that were used historically which are not documented.

However, the authors believe that there are very few unidentified sites, and that they were

not widely used in the 20™ century.

Limitations of the Interview Data

As noted above, the HTEES fieldwork used an ethnographic approach relying on
semi-structured interviews with paid, voluntary Huna Tlingit consultants who were
knowledgeable on subjects related to the research objectives. The research findings are
subject to any and all limitations inherently associated with this research method. Four
methodological issues that should be kept in mind while reading this report are briefly
noted below.

First, no attempt was made to proportionately sample the residents of Hoonah or
to create a database that would allow mathematical generalization to the community at
large. As such, the HTEES findings are most reliable in describing cﬁltufal phenomena .
such as the ideal cultural context of bird egg gathering during the times when such
gathering was relatively free of legal enforcement and allow the formation of conclusions
about the range of individual behaviors associated with such gathering. The HTEES
database cannot be used to make statistical inferences to the universe of Huna egg
gatherers neither now nor in the past, for any purpose, including estimates of the
distribution of individual behaviors or attitudes associated with bird egg gathering.
However, reasoned intuitive conclusions are possible.

Second, interviewer bias is a potential limitation in any qualitative research. The

interviewer sets the tone for the interview, asks the questions, and follows up with more
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latitude than when only structured questions are asked. In the case of the HTEES, this
issue was managed by extensive review and discussion of the project objectives and
research questions prior to the fieldwork among the research team. The principal
investigator also accompanied the interviewers on several interviews to ensure that
questions were being asked objectively and that all questions were understood. In
addition, the project interviewers both have extensive experience working in Alaska
Native villages. Finally, the HTEES research design included more than one interviewer.
Having more than one interviewer helps in assessing interviewer bias in that results from
the two interviewers can be compared.

Third, issues concerning validity are difficult to manage in qualitative research
designs like those used in the HTEES. In the most general sense, concerns over validity
can be expressed by the question: Do the research operations measure the concepts that
are intended to be measured? In the HTEES, an intended purpose of the design was to
allow consultants to freely describe their practices with minimal constraints from
question or response formats. In such qualitative research, the possibilities that different
consultants will use the same terms in different ways, or that researchers may
misinterpret the consultants’ responses, make it difficult to demonstrate validity.”
Validity issues were addressed in the HTEES by the following elements of the research
design.

1. Efforts were made to ensure the interviewers understood the research

questions. Prior to entering the field, the questions were discussed and
key research articles were shared among the research team.

? Quantitative and structured approaches to social-research methods allow more precise definition of the terms and issues related to a
particular research question, and are thus less subject to some concerns about validity than is qualitative research. However,
quantitative approaches are of little use in studies such as the HTEES, where not enough is known about the phenomena of concern to
Jormulate appropriate questions.
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2. The community meeting gave researchers and the residents of Hoonah an
opportunity to discuss the research questions and assess congruent
understanding of the key questions.

3. The semi-structured protocol helped to ensure that key concepts and
language were used consistently.

4. All interviews, as noted above, were read by four people and the
transcriber. In cases where questions arose about what individuals were
saying about substantive issues, the researchers were able to re-read the
appropriate sections and discuss interpretation of the data.

5. Interviews were transcribed and read, then sent back to the consultants for
review. This process not only allowed consultants an opportunity to
examine their comments but also gave the researchers an opportunity to
clarify points that were vague and to re-examine issues that might have
been misunderstood.

Fourth, anthropological research that utilizes key actors (i.e., key informants) and
qualitative interviewing may rely heavily on one or two knowledgeable people. As a
result, there can be aﬁ over-reliance on incomplete, of even biased, information. Such
studies may yield overly simplistic descriptions of complex social phenomena, and
results can sometimes be intentionally biased by informants. The HTEES research
design purposely attempted to overcome this limitation by interviewing a large number of
consultants - eésentially attempting to exhaust the number of eligible respondents 1n
Hoonah who were able or willing to contribute to the project at the times designated for
data collection. This approach (i.e., using chain referral or snowball sampling and
saturating the amount of information gathered on the research questions by interviewing
several people) was also thought to be essential to minimize inherent memory problems
associated with research that seeks to describe behaviors and other aspects of social life
that occurred in the distant past.

The large number of consultants represented in the HTEES database should allow

construction of a more accurate picture of the range of egg-gathering behaviors and of
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individual interpretations of the cultural context of these behaviors, than if the
researchers had relied on a very small number of consultants. The comparatively large
number of consultants also helps to resolve issues of validity in instances where one or
two key people might be approaching a subject differently than other people in the
community.

Despite the limitations mentioned above, the researchers are confident that the

HTEES interviews represent the most detailed and accurate record of Huna Tlingit bird

egg‘ gathering available.
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III. A SKETCH OF HUNA TLINGIT SETTLEMENT PATTERNS
AND SUBSISTANCE PRACTICES PRIOR TO THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF GLACIER BAY NATIONAL PARK’

Who are the Huna Tlingit?

The Huna are one of thirteen kwaan or “tribes” (contemporary Huna prefer
Kaawu, as in Huna Kaawu, as their self-designation) of the Alaskan Tlingit language
group or nation. The Huna of today include members of four major clans with original
ties to Glacier Bay as well as members of a few additional clans. The village of Hoonah
across Icy Strait from Glacier Bay is now and has been since earliest recorded history
their primary permanent settlement. Before the 20" century, however, the Huna
occupied additional winter village sites, but these have been abandoned in favor of
residence at Hoonah.

The historical process of residential consolidation at the present site of Hoonah is
poorly understood and beyond the scope of the present research. However, it 1s relevant
to a proper understanding of how Huna Tlingit strategies for harvesting gull eggs may
have changed since the pre-European contact period, and to the question of the effect the
establishment of GBNPP had on prior gull egg-harvesting practices. In the 19 century
Huna Tlingit people apparently occupied perhaps as many as a dozen "villages,"
"settlements” and "forts" distributed throughout their recognized territory (de Laguna
1990; Goldsc:hmidt and Haas 1998). Sites identified in these two sources as

"settlements," "villages," or "forts" are listed in Table 1.

’ This section of the report addresses Task I, Research Questions 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, and 14, in part. See Appendix 1.
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These village sites were staging areas for subsistence harvest activities within the
Huna Tlingit tribal territory. Abandonment of villages was in part a response to
depopulation due to introduced disease epidemics, to the founding of commercial stores
in Hoonah, to involvement in the commercial fishing industry and to pressure from
Protestant missionaries (Laﬁgdon, 2001:106, 112, 121, 195-196). However, several
villages and camps were abandoned as a direct result of forced exclusion by whites; in
particular, fox farmers are reported to have preempted Huna village lahds and forcibly
excluded residents of those villages (e.g., Inian Islands and Drake Island). A former
fishing camp and possible village site at Bartlett Cove appear to have been preempted by
the GBNPP administration but the sites were not in use at the time the Glacier Bay
National Park administrative center was built (Langdon, 2001:104-121). Statements by
many Huna Tlingit people indicate that they associate their exclusion from traditional
settlements within Glacier Bay with the establishment of Glacier Bay National

Monument.
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Table 1. Some Huna Tlingit "Settlements,” "Villages" and "Forts," Past and Present

English TLINGIT

name NAME

Hoonah Gaaw T’ak
Aan

Taylor Bay Asgutu.aan

Inian Island

Dundas Bay  L’istee

Lemesurier

Island

Pt. Carolus

Drake Island

Clan territory

all clans

T’akdeintaan

Chookaneidi

T’akdeintaan

T’akdeintaan

Chookaneidi

T’akdeintaan

Type of
site

village

village

village

village
& fort

village
& fort

village

Fort

Current
status

present

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

Comments

“There were no houses except smokehouses there during our time.... Nobody
lives there now....” (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:56)

“There were many houses at a village on the island. The Chookaneidi had four
houses and the T’akdeintaan had two. ... The village was located at the site of
the present buildings of the fox ranch. The Native people left this place when
the fox farm was created and the whites would not let people go to the island,
even to pick berries.” “... [inhabited] until a fox farm was established about
40 years ago [ca. 1906]....” (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:58)

“There were three big houses at L’istee, and these are now rotted away.... We
continued to go there in recent years, but recently a white man named Wright
has chased us away. Fred Lawrence [a native of Hoonah] was chased out with
a gun, and he came back and warned the people not to go there.”
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:55). Western Fisheries Co. built a cannery in
Dundas Bay [in 1900].

“[This was] a winter village with permanent houses.... Now white people
have a fox farm there.... For a time, we were not allowed to land, but now we
can again pick wild currants in the fall” (Goldschmidt and Haas 199856)

three dwellings and a large smokehouse (or two); “now... reduced to two”;
“Point Carolus was a permanent settlement for hunting and fishing”
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:55). “Mrs. Oscar Williams and family had a
garden at Watdakhéen [Carolus River] in Glacier Bay and used it until it was
closed by the Department of the Interior.” (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998: 134)

“[F]ox farmers forced them out, tore down the fort and palisade.... The two

old people who lived there were run off and their houses torn down”
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:55).
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Table 1. Continued

English
Name

Berg Bay

Pt. Adolphus
/Mud Bay

Bartlett
Cove

Village Point

"Grouse
Fort"

Couverden
Island

Tlingit
Name

Chookanhe
enl

Ghatheent

Lulxagu

Kax’noowu

Clan territory

Chookaneidi

Chookaneidi

all clans

Wooshkeetaan

Kaagwantaan

Type of
site

Fort

village

village

village

village

trading
post

Current
status

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

abandoned

Comments

“...smokehouse with caved-in roof there [1946]” (Goldschmmdt and Haas
1998:55); “We used to have houses right below the stream that enters Berg
Bay,... We have all been in those houses ourselves.” (Goldschmidt and Haas

1998:132)

“There used to be a house west of Pt. Adolphus, but we don’t go there
anymore.... There were houses at Mud Bay.... There were about four houses.
The posts still remain” (Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:58)

“The most important area in Glacier Bay was Bartlett Cove.... Here there had
once been a village, and up to the time the National Monument was created,
there were smoke houses... and gardens and a summer camping place there"
(Goldschmidt and Haas 1998:55)

abandoned 1911 (de Laguna 1990:204); “I lived at a place called Village Point
with my uncles and other relatives during the winter.... I had a cabin at
Village Point, but stopped living there when the old people died, about fifty
years ago [ca. 1896]” (Albert Jackson as quoted by Goldschmidt and Hass

1998:134);

"settled by people from Glacier Bay, abandoned about 1830" (de Laguna
1990:204); according to Huna legend, their ancestors were forced from
Glacier Bay by the advance of a glacier, and subsequently settled at Excursion
Inlet, Grouse Fort (Kaagwaantaan), and Spasski Bay (Chookaneidi) (as told
by Amy Marvin in Dauenhauer and Dauenhauer 1987:260-291)
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Photograph 1. Village of Khart Heenee |Ghatheeni], Bartlett Cove c. 1888.

A summer village of the Hoonah Kow [Kaawu] on Lester Island at the entrance to Glacier Bay. c. 1888, “Khart Heenee™ [Ghatheeni] [Sockeye]
salmon water (also the Tlingit name for the Salmon River). Photograph by G.T. Emmons. Used courtesy of the American Museum of Natural
History, New York, N.Y.
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Photograph 2. Village of Hoonah c. Early 20" Century.

Photo used courtesy of the Alaska State Library. The Case and Draper photograph collection, 1898-1920, PCA 39-405.
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Huna Tlingit traditional tribal territory includes virtually all of Glacier Bay
National Park as well as adjacent areas. This territory was identified by Goldschmidt and
Haas in the mid-1940s during their investigation pursuant to the Indian Claims
Commission Act (1998:xv). Their description is quoted below:

Taking into consideration the evidence from Krause, Niblack, and

Swanton, and in the light of the statements made by witnesses, the

following territory may be assumed to have been recognized as that of the

Hoonah people: The mainland coast from approximately Point Howard on

Chatham Strait westward around Cape Spencer and northward on the

Pacific coast approximately to Cape Fairweather; on Chichagof Island

from Point Augusta westward to Point Urey on the Pacific coast including

the head of Tenakee Inlet reached by portage; all the islands in Icy Straits
and Cross Sound. There is some doubt as to whether all of Yakobi Island

and the west coast of Chichagof Island was Hoonah or Sitka territory in
1884 and earlier... (Goldschmidt and Hass 1998:53)

GBNPP falls within the traditional territories of two Tlingit groups: the Huna
Tlingit and the Dry Bay Tlingit. The Huna Tlingit are now largely centered in the village
of Hoonah, while Dry Bay people are now largely consolidated at Yakutat. Collectively,
the traditional territories of the Huna clans are referred to as Huna Kaawu, which 1s
perhaps best translated as “Huna Peoples’ Country.” The boundaries of this territory are
outlined in Appendix 7 (from Goldschmidt and Hass 1998). Appendix 7 also delineates
traditional territorial boundaries of the major clans (save for the Kaagwaantaan) that stem
from Glacier Bay as Huna informants believed them to exist at the time of the
Goldschmidt and Hass study. As noted above, clan possessory rights over a territory
generally did not preclude other Huna residents of Huna Kawoo from harvesting. As
consultant Pat Mills put 1t, “...People from other places had to get permission, but if you

were from Huna and knew the place you could just go.” Relatives and friends from other
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communities, such as Angoon, Tenakee, and even Metlakatla, were welcome, as long as
there were enough eggs and they went with a local family.

The Huna Tlingit may have numbered some 1,500 before the arrival of European
explorers and settlers, who brought disease in their wake (see Table 2). The Huna
aboriginal population and its decline are documented in the “Northwest Coast™ volume of

the Handbook of North American Indians.

Table 2. Huna Population Estimates 1740-1938, from de Laguna (1990.:205), Boyd
(1990) and Catton (1995).

Year 1740 | 1839 | 1840 | 1861 | 1880 | 1885 1890 | 1910 | 1938%

Pop. Est. | 15967 | 782# | 450* 1332* 908 600-800# | 592 625 734

TEstimated by multiplyir:é 782 by 6.?9,.the ratio of Boyd’s Tlingit totals estimated for 1839 and pre-
contact.

$U.S. Census (Catton 1995:105)
#These totals include only Hoonah village.
*These totals include figures for Lituya Bay.
More recent U.S. Census population estimates for Hoonah show the 1980 Huna
population as 680 and the 1990 village population as 915, of which 622 (68%) were

Tlingit. It is important to bear these figures in mind in assessing the past and future

impacts of Huna Tlingit gull egg harvests.

A Sketch of Huna Tlingit History

To place the Huna egg-harvesting tradition into historical context, the following
timeline chart (Table 3), incorporates relevant key events in Huna Tlingit and Glacier

Bay histories.
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Table 3. Huna Tlingit/Glacier Bay Historical Timeline.

8230+800 | Ground Hog Bay site #2 NE of Hoonah across Icy Strait (Carlson 1990:67, |
B.C. Ackerman et al. 1979:98-201); earliest documented human occupation;
characterized by microblade technology.

[ 4000 Date of basket fragments excavated on Prince of Wales Island at the Silver
B.C. Hole site identified as “statistically Tlingit in style” (Croes, 2001:145, 148).
1020+70 | Archaeological materials indicating Northwest Coast Tradition, including
AD Tlingit.

Ca. 1100 | “Little Ice Age” begins, Huna expulsion from Glacier Bay by ice follows

AD (Thornton 1999).

Early- Oral histories of sighting of ships of Europeans (so-called “People from the

mid Clouds”) in Lituya Bay.

1700s

1741 First Old World contacts with Russians (brief but hostile). Chirikov r
expedition lost two longboats of men in Cross Sound region (Gunther 1972;
De Laguna 1990:223). Tlingit oral history suggests they sought asylum and
were adopted.

1775 Spanish ships of Bruno de Heceta bring smallpox (de Laguna 1990:223).
Estimated 30% mortality reduces Tlingit population from an estimated pre-
contact value of 14,820 to an estimated 9,980 (Boyd 1990:137).

1794 Vancouver sails into Icy Strait; glaciers block entrance to what is now
Glacier Bay (Thornton 1999).

1799 Russian fort at Sitka est. by Aleksandr Baranov (De Laguna 1990:223).

1825 Sea otter nearly extinct in southeastern Alaska (De Laguna 1990 210).

1836 Second smallpox epidemic causes estimated 27% mortality among Tlingit,
reducing the total Tlingit population to about 7,255 (Boyd 1990:140-41).

1845 Glaciers retreat past the Marble Islands.

1867 U.S. purchase of Alaska from Russia.

1877 C.E.S. Wood enters Glacier Bay with Tlingit guides; encounters several seal-
and goat-hunting parties.

1878 Salmon salteries/canneries first established at Klawock and Sitka.

1879 Glacier Bay visited by John Muir, guided by Tlingit.

1880s Tourism begins in Glacier Bay with arrival of steamships.

1834 Organic Act guaranteed that the Natives would “not be disturbed in the
possession of any lands actually in their use or occupation or now claimed by
them,” but acquisition of title subject to future congressional action.
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Table 3. Continued

1890-91 | Bartlett Bay Packing Company, hand packing 4,300 cases of salmon, is built
in 1890 but does not operate in 1891 because of ice (Kurtz 1995). H

1898-99 | Gold rush through Chilkat-Chilkoot territory (de Laguna 1990:224).

1899 Harriman Alaska Expedition brings prominent scientists to Glacier Bay,

i where several shared a meal of "gulls’ eggs, boiled marmot, and seal"
(Goetzmann and Sloan 1982).

1900 Western Fisheries Co. builds a cannery in Dundas Bay; American Saltery
established in Icy Strait at Bartlett Cove “in the late 1800’s or early 1900°s”.

1902 Tongass National Forest established.

1906 Alaska Native Allotment Act

1912 Alaska Native Brotherhood established (Alaska Native Sisterhood in 1923).

1924 Alaska Natives enfranchised by federal law (de Laguna 1990:225).

1925 Glacier Bay National Monument established (see Map 2).

1939 Boundaries of Glacier Bay National Monument expanded to include |
important egging areas (Bosworth 1987, 1988).

1939 Hoonah Indian Association incorporated under Indian Reorganization Act.

1944 Village of Hoonah burns to the ground.

1946 Hoonah incorporated as First Class city. Goldschmidt and Haas report notes |
Huna dissatisfaction with Glacier Bay National Monument regulations.

Huna subsistence use of Glacier Bay 1s documented in BIA report that
mentions seal, goat, marmot hunting, gull egg collecting, trapping and
catching salmon.

1947 Lowell Sumner report argues for closure of upper portions of Glacier Bay to
Native seal hunting and prohibition of gull egg harvests.

1949 Canadian Pacific steamer S. S. Kathleen inaugurates schedule of eight cruises
into the bay each summer.

1966 Glacier Bay Lodge is constructed at Bartlett Cove.

1968 Tlingit and Haida Land Claims Settlement Act compensating Tlingit and
Haida Indians for Tongass National Forest and Glacier Bay National
Monument.

1969 The cruise ship Mariposa enters Glacier Bay beginning a modern trend
leading to the extensive use of the area by such vessels. 6,300 recreational
visits to Glacier Bay National Monument.

1971 Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
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Table 3. Continued

1972 Marine Mammal Protection passed by U.S. Congress; provides for some
subsistence uses by Native people.

1974 Sealaska Regional Corporation and Huna Totem corporation formed.

1974 Huna aboriginal hunting privileges dating from an agreement in 1939
rescinded (Catton 1993). Limited entry commercial fishery decreed. Inian |
Islands closed by State of Alaska to seine fishing. 47,800 recreational visits
to Glacier Bay National Monument.

1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) passed by U.S.
Congress; Glacier Bay National Monument becomes National Park

1982 Huna Totem Corp. signs timber contract with Timber Pacific.

1988 Hoonah Traditional Tribal Council established.

1995 Memorandum of Understanding signed with GBNPP.

1997 TEK workshop held at Bartlett Cove; work on gull egg issue begins.
Proposed regulations phase out commercial fishing from the bay over a 15-
year period. Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve has 336,226
recreational visits; 306,216 of these are people aboard cruise ships.

1999 U.S. and Canada announce formal agreement to a protocol amending the

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This agreement allows both countries to
comparatively manage subsistence uses of migratory birds and their eggs,
including harvests in spring and summer.

Huna Tlingit Subsistence in Glacier Bay: An Historical Perspective

The first mention of Glacier Bay in the historic records comes from the

Vancouver expedition of 1792 (Vancouver 1801). Although Vancouver’s shore party

described Glacier Bay as a massive wall of ice fronting the turbulent berg-choked waters

of Icy Strait, they nonetheless encountered a Native group camped near the mouth of the

bay (likely at Point Carolus) and seemingly at home in the inhospitable environment

(Menzies 1993:148-151).

Almost 85 years passed before the next mention of Glacier Bay in the historic

record. In 1877, U.S. Army officer Charles Wood explored the region with the help of
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Tlingit guides and reported his adventures in the then popular Century Magazine (Wood
1882). Interestingly, Wood describes an encounter with a seal hunting party equipped
only with stone tools and lacking metal, an indicator of the relative 1solation of Glacier
Bay at that time. A year later naturalist John Muir ventured into the bay, also with
Tlingit hunters as guides, on his quest to understand glacial dynamics (Muir 1915).
Glacier Bay captured Muir’s imagination, and his effusive writings and public
presentations prompted others to follow. Within several years of Muir’s first visit,
Glacier Bay became a regular stopover for steamshipé”carrying an assortment of
scientists, explorers and adventuresome tourists. All accounts by these early visitors
mention the presence of Huna Tlingits actively involved in traditional activities
throughout 'Glalcier Bay. Camps were reported in the middle and lower reaches of the
bay, and the Native village and cannery in Bartlett Cove was a regular stopover for
steamships (Scidmore 1893).
Muir’s early interest was followed by a long period of scientific inquiry at Glacier

Bay, with several expeditions launched to study the bay’s glaciers, geology, and plant
and animal life (Kurtz 1995). In 1899, the last great American scientific expedition of
the 19™ century, sponsored by railroad magnate Edward Harriman, passed through
Glacier Bay with an assortment of eminent scientists, artists and photographers,
confirming Glacier Bay as a natural laboratory of unsurpassed importance (Goetzmann
and Sloan 1982). One party from the expedition encountered a group of Huna Tlingits in

Berg Bay where they were invited to share a meal of “gulls eggs, boiled marmot and

seal” (Ibid.).
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Through the diligence of William S. Cooper, a student of the emerging field of
ecology, an effort to protect the natural laboratory of Glacier Bay was cast in the national
spbtlight. Following a lobbying effort by the Ecological Society of America and an
intense political battle pitting preservz;ltionists and scientists against business interests and
settlers, Glacier Bay was designated a national monument by presidential proclamation
on February 26, 1925.

Tlingit society underwent profound changes during this period. Following the
purchase of Alaska in 1867, missionaries arrived and established churches and schools,
influencing Tlingits toward a more centralized and settled way of hife. Prospectors,
trappers, homesteaders and fox farmers competed with Tlingits for land and resources.
The burgeoning commercial salmon industry brought about sweeping changes beginning
in the late 1870s. In a few short years, salmon, the foundation of the Tlingit economy,
was transformed into common property, and Tlingits were reduced from proud owners of
streams and fish resources to wage labor fishers and cannery workers (Langdon 1989).
Within several decades the combination of these forces moved the Tlingit away from
dispersed settlements and seasonal harvest rounds to increased aggregation, sedentariness
and reliance on the cash economy. A vague federal land policy initially acknowledged
Native ownership but failed to convey title, with the exception of the Native Allotment
Act of 1906, which allowed individuals to apply for 160 acre “homesteads.” Natives
found themselveé increasingly isolated within their principal villages, cutoff from many
traditional subsistence sites that were being settled by non-Natives or included in federal
land management units, including the Tongass National Forest and Glacier Bay National

Monument. In the face of powerful pressure to assimilate, many Tlingits were able to
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integrate these societal changes with their traditional subsistence way of life. For
example, the summer’s commercial fishing activities were dovetailed with subsistence
fishing, hunting and gathering outings, and the transition to gas-powered boats meant that
many of the traditional locations for these acﬁvities could be swiftly accessed and
continued to be important.

Following establishment of Glacier Bay National Monument in 1925, the
National Park Service had very little direct involvement in managing the monument until
the late 1930s. When NPS representatives began to arrive on annual summer visits
beginning in 1939 (the year the monument was expanded to include lower Glacier Bay),
they encountered a host of non-Native homesteaders, miners, trappers, commercial
fishers and fox farmers. They also describe a Native culture in a state of transition,
although still very much connected to the Glacier Bay landscape. The Huna were clearly
involved in cash-oriented activities such as trapping, seal hunting for hides and bounty,
commercial fishing, and prospecting. Officials also noted smokehouses at the mouths of
productive fish streams, and parties actively involved in excursions to gather berries and
gull eggs (see Traeger 1939 and Been 1940).

As NPS officials began to implement laws and regulations governing parks and
monuments, the nature of the mixed Huna economy (described in detail in Catton 1995,
1997) presented a management dilemma. On the one hand, officials moved to eliminate
certain uses among all users, Native and non-Native alike, such as trapping and hunting
of land animals. Gathering of birds’ eggs, which was technically illegal in accordance
with provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and federal regulations, was eliminated

in the Monument during the early 1960s. This action strained relations between Huna
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Tlingits and the NPS since the only place where the prohibition was enforced regionally
was in Glacier Bay National Monument, effectively cutting Huna Tlingits off from their
most favored and productive gathering sites. However, other activities were allowed by
the NPS to continue. Seal hunting for bounty was allowed to continue because of its
important role in the Hoonah economy until it too was legally terminated in 1974.
Commercial fishing also continued to be allowed within the Monument, although the
Huna seine fishery occurred primarily in outside waters. Subsistence activities often
continued at favored locations following the commercial fishing season, such as Dundas
River where the seine fleet would anchor so people could pursue berry picking and
subsistence fishing at traditional sites (Richard Dalton pers. comm. 1999).

As time went on, even authorized uses began to decrease because of tension
between Huna people and the NPS. However, recent research and several law
enforcement episodes indicate that Huna Tlingit use has nonetheless continued at some
minimal level. For example, Schroeder (1995) shows that Huna Tlingit use, although
diminished in intensity, continued throughout all areas of the park well into the 1980s,
even though technically 1llegal. Davis (1999) demonstrates that seal hunting continued at
least through 1994 in most areas of the park, albeit at fairly low levels. In addition, NPS
law enforcement actions resulting from Huna Natives collecting gull eggs in the park in
1999 indicates that this favored activity has continued as well.

In summary, the historical records indicate that Huna Tlingits have utilized
Glacier Bay for subsistence activities throughout the historic period despite legal
sanctions, which technically preclude many of these activities in recent decades. Huna

Tlingits thus maintained their connection to Glacier Bay with varying degrees of success
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by continuing to participate in permitted activities, such as fishing and berry picking,
while at the same time conducting other activities out of sight of park officials. At the
root of this perseverance is the deep spiritual connection of the Huna Tlingits to their
homeland, their recognition that the most effective and meaningful way to maintain this
integral connection is through subsistence activifies, and their ability to adapt subsistence

strategies and technologies within an ever changing social and legal framework.

Huna Tlingit Subsistence Patterns

Tlingit subsistence, and Huna Tlingit patterns in particular, are described in the
following sources: Catton (1995, 1997), de Laguna (1960, 1972, 1990), Emmons (1991),
Goldschmidt and Haas (1998), Jacobs and Jacdbs (1982), Krause (1956 [1885], edited by
E. Gunther), Moss (1993), Newton and Moss (1984), Oberg (for Klukwan, Sitka, and
Wrangell 1973), Schroeder (1995), Schroeder and Kookesh (1990), Swanton (1908),
Trager (1939), and Thornton (1995a, 1997a, 1998, 1999). Latin and Tlingit names for all
species mentioned are listed in Appendix 5.

It 1s essential to note that for the Huna people, subsistence was far more than an
economic activity; it was also a “moral and religious occupation” (de Laguna 1990:209).
For example, “The hunter had to purify himself [before hunting] by bathing, fasting, and
continence, [and] to refrain from announcing what he hoped to kill ...” (de Laguna
1990:210). “No animal ... should be slain needlessly, nor mocked, nor should the body
be wasted” (de Laguna 1990:209). “Fish had to be treated with respect and the offal
returned to streams or burned to insure their reincarnation” (de Laguna 1990:210).
Berries were believed to have an “inner form” or spirit (yeik), which must be treated with

respect (Thornton 1999:36).
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Traditional practice included explicit conservation provisions. For example,
“Kake people hunted sheep at three places but were careful not to visit the same place for
two years, to conserve the game” (de Laguné 1990:210). “Patchy” resources of critical
importance, such as salmon spawning areas, halibut-fishing grounds, and berry patches
were owned by families who monitored such resources and controlled access to them. A
number of key resources were cultivated by weeding (strawberries), fertilizing (berries),
and transplanting '(soapberries, salmon, deer). (Thornton 1999:4; Herman Kitka pers.
comm. June 5, 1998; Pat Mills pers. comm. Nov 6, 1998). In all these activities, sharing
was of the essence: “Each woman marked her fish with distinctive cuts and kept her
bundles separate in the cache, taking pleasure in sharing them with housemates or
visitors” (de Laguna 1990:210).

Fish were the primary resource category of traditional Huna Tlingit subsistence.
According to Murdock’s Ethnographic Atlas (1967:106), fishing (including shell fishing
and marine-mammal hunting) accounted for between 56% and 65% of Tlingit subsistence
dependence; hunting of large land animals (trapping and fowling) accounted for between
26% and 35%; while gathering of plants and small land animals (possibly including
birds’ eggs) accounted for the remaining 6% to 15%. These Ethnographic Atlas
estimates reflect the relative emphasis placed on each resource category in the

ethnographic records of the Tlingit, “with special reference to the Chilkat” (Murdock
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67:33).* However, the proportions are probably systematically biased to emphasize male
harvest activities (Hunn 1981; Moss 1993), exaggerating somewhat the importance of
hunting at the expense of gatheﬁng. Thornton (1999) has shown that the quantitative
contribution of a resource to Tlingit subsistence does not necessarily reflect the cultural
significance of that resource for local people. For example, berries have profound
spiritual and social significance for Huna Tlingit people despite their low ranking in
Murdock’s scale. Nevertheless, the quantitative predominance of fish in the Huna Tlingit
diet is undeniable.

Outstanding fish species were the five salmon species (each with its own Tlingit
name) and halibut, with Pacific gray cod, red snapper, herring and eulachon also
noteworthy. Herring provided eggs in spring and an early salmon run in July was
followed by a series of runs by several species from September through November.
During these months, Huna families camped at their respective sockeye streams (Newton
and Moss 1984:4). They caught returning salmon in weirs and by gaffing. Later-
spawning fish were preferred for smoke drying (Newton and Moss 1984:5-6), and a large
supply of dried fish provided insurance against winter shortages and supplies for winter
potlatches. Herring were also abundant in the fall and were rendered for their oil. By

contrast, halibut, and cod were targeted in late winter and early spring, and hooked in

! Regarding harvest proportions and biases, one could also cite the differences between island and mainland groups (the former being
typically more dependent on bottomfish and sea mammals than the mainland groups, such as the Chilkat; Yakutat being an exception
with regard 1o sea mammals) and also note that contemporary ADF&G harvest estimates _for Southeast Alaska rural (both Native and
non-Native) communities show similar proportions in harvests (but also similar biases towards fish and game). A cursory check of
the ADF&G Community Profile Database (now online) shows the following harvest proportions for 1996 in Hoonah, their most recent
and “most representative” year, estimates are rounded 1o the nearest tenth, with the most significant items under each category in
parenthesis: Salmon, 30.4% (6 to 8% for each of the five species, with pinks commanding just over 1%);: Non-Salmon Fish, 18%
(halibut 7.7%); Land Mammals, 21.7% (deer 20%); Vegetation, 8% (berries 6.6%, seaweed 196); Marine Invertebrates, 15.7% (crabs
5.5%, clams 4.3%, cockles 4.3%); Birds and eggs, 0.2% (with eggs 0.02%). ADF&G-CPDB. 2000. Community Profile Database.
Juneau.: Division of Subsistence, Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
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deep water. Because food supplies could be scarce during this season, halibut and cod
were critical seasonal resources but uncertain, as poor weather might sharply reduce the
harvests. Herring spawn in April and Hunas collected their eggs on hemlock branches
placed in shallow water (de Laguna 1990:211).

Fish, often in abundance, were prepared in a variety of ways. If carefully smoke-
dried (over fires of dry hemlock and green alder [Newton and Moss 1984:5}), the supply
would last through the winter without spoiling. Dried salmon was a valuable trade item
exchanged with inland groups for eulachon grease or mountain goat meat. Virtually all
parts of the fish were eaten, including the heads, which could be “pickled” by burying
them in the tidal zone sand for several weeks (Newton and Moss 1984:8-9).

Hunting was mostly a late fall activity, though bears were preferred in late winter
or early spring, when their hides were in prime condition (de Laguna 1990:209), and
seals in mid-summer. Sitka black-tailed deer were hunted in the mountains south of
Hoonah from September through November. Deer were in prime condition at this time,
fat and with thick coats (Newton and Moss 1984:13). Toward the end of the season, deer
were leaner and thus could be more readily dried for winter. At the same time,
“Mountain goats... were hunted for their fat... their horns, and the goat wool for
blankets” (de Laguna 1990:210).

Harbor seals were targeted in summer. Huna people were considered “expert
sealers, exporting skin and oil to other Tlingit” (de Laguna 1990:210). Glacier Bay was
one of the best sealing grounds in southeastern Alaska (de Laguna 1990:210). Seals
provided meat, hides and oil. Two hundred harbor seals were said to have been

harvested annually by Huna hunters (cf. Wolfe et al. 1993). Fur seals, sea lions, sea
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otters and porpoise might also have been hunted, though by 1825 sea otters were locally
extirpated (de Laguna 1990:210). Huna Tlingit also trapped mink on the Inian islands,
and both mink and river otter on Yakobi and Chicagof islands. Hoary marmots
(“mountain whistlers”) and porcupines were hunted at Bartlett Cove; marmot, marten,
wolQerine, and wolf were hunted in Beartrack Cove. Birds were also hunted, e.g., ducks
and geese at Mud Bay. Contemporary resources for Huna Tlingit families include
commercial and subsistence fishing and the harvest of shrimp and crab, including
Dungeness, Tanner, and King.

As noted, fall was a time of abundance, providing skilled and provident families
ample dried fish, oil, and meat for winter. In contrast, late winter and spring was a period
of relative scarcity (Newton and Moss 1984:1). However, in addition to halibut and cod,
shellfish and a variety of roots and greens were widely available. Cockles, butter clams,
horse clams, littleneck clams, mussels, abalone, chitons (“gumboots”), limpets (“Chinese
slippers”), sea urchins, and several seaweed species could be harvested along sheltered
interior shores from winter through the ‘h‘grouse month,” that is, roughly April, when the
calls of grouse signaled the onset of dangerous “red tides” making consumption of certain
harvested shellfish questionable. Small clams were eaten raw in winter to “clean out the
system.” Wild sweet potatoes, wood fern rhizomes, nettles, Indian celery (Heracleum
lanatun), Indian riceroot (Fritillaria camschatcensis) Indian rhubarb (Polygonum
alaskanum), and the sweet inner bark of the hemlock were harvested in quantity in
spring. These contributed scarce carbohydrates, sugars, and vitamins A and C to the diet

(Newton and Moss 1984: Table 1I; 25, 41). Following European contact, potatoes,

carrots, and rutabagas planted in spring gardens supplemented these wild vegetable
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foods. Huna people harvested a great variety (nineteen species) and abundance of berries
in summer and fall, many of which were dried for later consumption. Berries eaten with
fish or seal oil were a delicacy at winter feasts, with soapberry or “Indian ice cream”
most highly prized (Thomton 1999:29-30).

Gull eggs had their place among this abundance of traditional riches. Though gull
eggs were not notable in terms of their quantitativé contribution to the diet, nor were they
of outstanding ritual significance, they were highly appreciated and are now fondly
remembered with respect both for how they marked a turning point in the subsistence
year and for the way they brought families together.

For many hunting-gathering peoples, food species symbolically représent the
particular places where they are harvested (Hunn 1996; Thornton 1997b; Thornton 1999).
This is especially true among the Huna Tlingit, who harvest each resource with and for
family, house, clan, and tribe, and for whom harvest places are elements of a sacred
landscape. Huna people today view gull egg harvests as exceptionally important, not just
for food values, but for their power to define who the Huna are as a people and to sustain

their ties to their ancestral lands and waters in and around Glacier Bay.

Seasonal Harvest Patterns

Hunting-gathering subsistence economies are characterized by a “seasonal round”
in which families move across their traditional terrain in response to the maturation and
movements of plant and animal resource species. Catton summarized the traditional
seasonal round for the Huna Tlingit as follows:

When stores ran low in early spring, a Tlingit family group would pack

the canoe and venture out of the village, beginning with a seal hunting
expedition of several weeks’ duration. By April, the group could be
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gathering green plants and edible roots or the potatoes they had planted on
some sunny hillside the previous year. In May they might go on a trading
expedition, followed in June by berry picking,’ and gathering birds’ eggs.
In late June and July, during the first salmon run, the men fished and
hunted seal while the women dried the meat and sealskins and rendered
the seal oil. August was devoted to more food storage and in September
they followed the second salmon run. Late fall was the time for hunting
and trapping. Finally, as winter approached, they returned to the village
for a season of potlatches, trading expeditions, crafts, and repairing of
fishing gear. (1995:18)

Tlingit people themselves describe these seasonal patterns in Newton and Moss

(1984). Henry Katasse of Petersburg notes:

There are seasons for vegetables, greens, seasons for fat, seasons for
shellfish, and seasons for many things when it’s time for us to eat and
enjoy them.... We never bothered anything out of season.... (Newton and
Moss 1984:1)

George Jim of Angoon elaborates:

In September, October, and November, it is the time of contentment and
happiness among the Tlingit people, for it is harvest time. Deer, goat,

sheep, bear, king salmon, herrings, every species of salmon is fat, ready to
be harvested, and plentiful.... (Newton and Moss 1984)

Walter Williams of Kake adds:

Times could be rough for my people in the early spring. If you are
inclined to be lazy you go hungry.... Your winter supply of dried fish is
gone, the weather is bad, and your entire food supply is pretty low....
(Newton and Moss 1984)

Thus, the first spring harvests of gull eggs, herring eggs, and seaweed were very

welcome and defined the transition from a season of confinement and scarcity to a season

of movement and abundance.

Timing of harvests required close observations of environmental changes, as

Lydia George of Angoon notes:

According to Thomas Thornton, who has written widely on the Tlingit use of natural resources in Glacier Bay, the earliest berries
were not mature until July.
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One person was delegated to be responsible for the fish. Every day, he
watched the ocean beach for fish jumps and kept track of all movements
of the fish. No one was allowed to kill fish before they came upstream to
spawn, they believed if the fish was bothered and disturbed during their
migration upstream to spawn, they would turn back and go up another
river....” (Newton and Moss 1984:4)

Hunting was also seasonal, as Henry Katasse explains:
In the month of September, deer meat is at its prime.... [L]ater, in
November, the deer loses some of 1its fat and this was the time to smoke

and dry them for winter.... During the fall of the year, the hide 1s thicker;
you can make soles out of the hide from the neck area.... (Newton and

Moss 1984:13)
George Jim adds:

Around the first part of September men prefer to climb mountains in order
to obtain their venison. The deer feed on deer cabbage or deer lettuce and
other favorite foods ... the meat is at its best at this time. (Newton and

Moss 1984:13)

Winter harvests of some shellfish (not including cockle) were halted in early
spring to avoid shellfish poisoning. George Davis of Hoonah explains: “[W]hen the
grouse hoots, it is time to stop eating clams. In Tlingit, this 1s called Nakt, ‘grouse-
clams,” Newton and Moss (1984) note that, “[a]ccording to the southeastern Tlingit,
whenever the herring spawn, it is time to stop eating all shellfish.... Everyone just
accepts it and leaves all seafood alone [probably referring to shelifish only]. Clams are
mostly dug in the winter months” (Newton and Moss 1984:17).

Early spring is also seaweed season. Henry Katasse says: “When alder leaves are
fully grown, it is time to go after lak ‘usk [black laver, Porphrya sp.] for winter use....”
(gtd. in Newton and Moss 1984:18). Katasse likewise reports on another important

terrestrial plant food:

The dead leaves are usually laying on top of the ground when #séit
[Potentilla anserina, Pacific silverweed] are dug — usually as soon as the
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snow melts in the month of March - before the plants start growing... this
is when they are tasty and sweet. (qtd. in Newton and Moss 1984:20)

William Nelson suggests a somewhat later harvest season: “7séit is picked in the
spring while tender, in April and May” (Newton and Moss 1984:21). Even trees cut for
totem poles and canoes had their season. Henry Katasse notes:

The first of February was the time to fall [sic.] trees — red cedar and
yellow cedar were spotted during summer because during the winter there
was plenty of snow...wood for totem poles and canoes will not check this
time of year. (gtd. in Newton and Moss 1984:26)

Newton and Moss summarize for the Tlingit as a whole:
The Tlingit people were quite mobile. The principal village was where
the winter was spent, this was the time to manufacture and maintain all the
tools and household goods used throughout the year. Shellfish beds close
to the village were harvested for fresh meat as people drew upon their
cached provisions.... In late winter people might venture out on the water
for deep-sea fishing and seaweed collecting. Later, it was time to collect
herring spawn, different seaweeds, and a variety of plants. People might
take a break from food procurement in early summer, taking advantage of
the good weather to travel and visit distant relatives. By mid-summer,
salmon fishing had begun in full force. Finally, in the fall, the families

moved to their fish streams where intense harvesting and processing of
salmon, meat, and berries took place. (1984:32)

De Laguna (1990:206) cautions that “[n]o one annual cycle of activities was true
for all the different local groups, and every community offered a choice of occupations at
any given time, so that different families might follow different pursuits during the same
period."

Huna Tlingit gull egg harvests fit into the local pattern of seasonal harvests. Gull
eggs were taken during a brief window of opportunity between mid-May and mid-June,
during the initial egg-laying phase at the gull colonies. The timing of these harvests was

critical. Given the tight synchronization of egg laying in the gull colonies (described in
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more detail below), optimal harvests with maximum numbers of fresh eggs were possible
only for a very limited time. Gull egg collecting trips heralded the arrival of good travel
weather and release from the period of late winter and early spring food shortages. For
Huna people, it was a particularly exciting time, especially for children, who participated

actively in the gull egg harvests.

Bird Egg Harvests and Traditional Land and Resource Rights

There are four main matrilineal clans in the present-day Huna Tribe that stem

from Glacier Bay. Thornton notes (1999:34):

Tlingit history relates that Glacier Bay was settled originally by what are
today four distinct matrilineal clans of two reciprocating moieties: the
Chookaneidi (“People of Chookanhéeni” or “Beach Grass Creek,” a
reference to Berg River/Bay; spelled Tcukanadi on Map 1), the
Kaagwaantaan (“People of the Burned House”; not indicated on Map 1),
and the Wooshkeetaan (“People with Houses on Top of One Another”;
spelled Wuchitan on Map 1) of the Eagle/Wolf moiety; and the
T’akdeintaan (“People of the T akdein Satan [a village name]; spelled
Dakdentan on Map 1) of the Raven moiety. A fifth group, the Kuyeikeidi
(People of Kuyeik [Excursion Inlet]), also of the Raven moiety but now
extinct (or perhaps transformed into the Lukaax.ddi of Haines...),
reportedly dwelled at Excursion Inlet.

Catton (1995:14) observes disagreement among ethnographers on the number of
Huna clans: “John R. Swanton listed six clans, three of each moiety, in 1904. Frederica
de Laguna named nine clans. Theodore H. Haas and Walter R. Goldschmidt ... in 1946
... subdivided the area into just three clan territories....” (see Appendix 6). It is the
judgment of the authors that these apparent disagreements, which are no doubt partly a
reflection of the dynamic and shifting constitution of multi-local clans and the historical
exigencies of Tlingit settlement and migration patterns, are of no significance to the issue

at hand.
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Specific clan claims are asserted in part by legendary accounts. Catton

summarizes:

The Glacier Bay story of the Tcukanadi (= Chookaneidi) ... recalls a time
when the basin [of the east arm of Glacier Bay] held a glacier and
freshwater lake at one end, from which a large river flowed to the sea.
Geologists have found evidence of such a lake... while ecologists have
discerned from relic tree stumps the prior existence of a lowland spruce
and hemlock forest. The clan legend tells of an ancestral village in this
valley where the Tcukanadi, together with three other clans, enjoyed an
abundance of all kinds of salmon. Their occupation of this place came to
a swift end when a teenage girl of the village, weary of her confinement
during menstruation, whistled through some charmed fish bones to beckon
the glacier’s spirit. Once set in motion, the glacier was unstoppable....
The four clans [then] separated, and while three established villages at
points along Icy Strait, the fourth clan, the Tcukanadi, went to the present
site of Hoonah. (1995:16-17)

Niblack (1890), speaking of Haida and Tlingit, asserts “each [egg-harvest] location is
preempted by particular families, and considered hereditary property, which is handed
down from generation to generation.” However, in Glacier Bay, where the Chookaneidi
and Wooshkeetaan clans claimed territories, and all clans occupied the villages in Bartlett
Cove, this was not the case. There is no evidence that members of other clans resident at
Hoonah were ever excluded, nor that they had to obtain explicit permission from
Chookaneidi leaders to harvest eggs at sites in their territory. Elder Frank Wright
explains:

... as far as owning it, no. The only ones that claim it is Chookaneidi.

Only because of [the legendary girl] Kasteen. A lot of us came out of

there. Chookaneidi, they lived on one side of that river [when Glacier Bay

was above sea level] .... And Kaagwaantaan, some of us lived on this

other side, just up, further up. But they still claim the whole thing.... We

never asked them. They know themselves [that we are] all out from there.

So we don’t have to ask their permission.... Probably from the other

towns, like Angoon or Haines or Klukwan, any other town, they have to
ask permission.... That was in the old days. (personal interview)
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Thus, the right to harvest eggs in Glacier Bay is essentially a “tribal” (kwaan)
right, since parties from Angoon or Sitka would not presume to harvest there without
explicit permission of the Huna, or, in particular, from a Chookaneidi. It is possible that
ownership was expressed differently before the 20™ century consolidation of clans at the
Hoonah village site. By contrast, key berry patches in Glacier Bay were recognized as
the property of families (or matrilineages) who had the right to regulate access to those
sites. No such ownership is asserted for any seabird colony, with the possible exception
of Boussole Head on the outer coast where a large Black-legged Kittiwake colony
symbolized the T’ akdeintaan clan’s original settlement in the region and they claim
ownership for the place, crest and stories. (The kittiwake, a.k.a. kh’éikh’w or “sea
pigeon,” is a T akdeintaan clan crest.)

Salisbury’s statement (1962) that, “each clan [has] their own special preserve [for
‘seafow]’ egg harvests]” may be true on Forrester Island, but does not accord with local
Huna testimony regarding the Marble Islands. Under what conditions might one expect
clan-based (or individual) territoriality with respect to resource access versus "open
access" (to all members of some regional grouping, in this case)? Forrester Island is
much larger, supports a much greater total resource base, and was used by Klawock
Tlingit and Kaigani Haida groups. As far as the authors can judge, the Marble Islands
egg-gathering territory was not restricted by clan ownership (though berry patches in
Glacier Bay might have been). The authors hypothesize this did not happen because the
gull egg resource on the 1sland was not sufficiently abundant to allow territorial
p