Y / { { A

LIBRARIES

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

Kamchadal culture and its relationships in
the Old and New Worlds. No. 15 1961

Chard, Chester S.
[Madison, Wisconsin]: Society for American Archaeology and the
University of Wisconsin Press, 1961

https://digital.library.wisc.edu/1711.dI/MCPQLN7IMKZM582

http://rightsstatements.org/vocab/InC/1.0/

For information on re-use see:
http://digital.library.wisc.edu/1711.dl/Copyright

The libraries provide public access to a wide range of material, including online exhibits, digitized
collections, archival finding aids, our catalog, online articles, and a growing range of materials in many
media.

When possible, we provide rights information in catalog records, finding aids, and other metadata that
accompanies collections or items. However, it is always the user's obligation to evaluate copyright and
rights issues in light of their own use.

728 State Street | Madison, Wisconsin 53706 | library.wisc.edu



KAMCHADAL CULTURE AND ITS RELATIONSHIPS

IN THE OLD AND NEW WORLDS

Chester S. Chard

BEditors of the Series:

David A. Baerreis, Chairman
Stephen F. De Borhegyi
John B. Rinaldo

Raymond H. Thompson
Thompson Webb, Jr.

1961

University of Wisconsin
Milwaukee Public Museum
Chicago Natural History Museum
University of Arizona
University of Wisconsin Press



m..;.l....I....'.I....‘I.......-..C..-l.‘......... lllllllll LA l‘

I.

Ii. 2

I11.
v,

I s i s ek s i RN NS e wisesss 3
I i s i e o S RS RSB SN B s AR E s s s s tness B
The Kamchadal: a Synthetic Sketch........ i e O
Analysis of Kamchadal Ethnography...........c..cuveeevenencnnnnns sis BB

B TR . oo coiccnconssases ............. 51

Piu ---------- LR I I R A R L A I Y ---ul‘l

w ooooo LR A I I O I O Ssssessesssssessssnnse .nl“
mq ------ L R I A I A A S8 s s s st sass s .ll“

stm ---------- L I I I I A ) LR N I 1‘.



£

h---...--o.-..ll..olc.n.oolo.ltt.oct---.’o...l.tl----.lm

m;loltltttovtluoiluct IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 157
DOl DR, - - < s cicavucssnssnnasssinsss ——

'“Qoounoonoolo.o.ooooot --------------------------------- 159

mm-------.cllcco.--pon-c-uoa.t ------------------------- 1‘67
mi‘inocn-oonoo.-c-c...oo-.-oo ------------------ LRI AR 169
SMi- ------- LRI I I I R I I A I B O I I I I ) 113

llllllllll ---...-o-..-...o...oooo.---..-.....-.'..-...-...-182

S R RS S R e A R RS



In its original form, this study was submitted in January, 1953 to the
Graduate Division of the University of California as a dissertation in
partial satisfaction of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philos-
ophy in Anthropology. At that stage it had benefitted greatly from the help-
ﬁ eriticisms of Drs. T. D. McCown and R. F. Heizer, to whom the author is
indebted for their interest and assistance.

The subsequent (1954) revision of the original for publication owes much
to Dr. Frederica de Laguna, for whose encouragement and critical reading of
the manuseript, as well as unpublished data, I am deeply grateful.

To the Director of the Peabody Museum at Harvard, Dr. J. 0. Brew, and
its Librarian, Miss Margaret Currier, I should like to record my appreciation
for their peremnial hospitality. Translation of certain Japanese publications
was made possible by a grant from the Wenner-Gren an«htion for Anthropological
Research, Inc., whose assistance is gratefully acknowledged. Professor John
A. Harrison of the University of Florida, Director of the Institute for East
Asiatic Studies, Inc., very kindly Ild; available his excellent and then
unpublished translation of Mamiya Rinso's "Description of Northern Yezo".

chyur Three, in a slightly amended form, appeared previously in the
Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers Nos. 8 and 9.

[Note: The manuscript stands as completed in November, 1954. It was
docidod'that subsequent developments do not sufficiently affect the picture
‘presented to warrant further revision/.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTTION

The Kamchadal are a much-neglected people, anthropologically speaking.
Heavily Russianized before the birth of anthropological science, they have
been passed over by field workers interested only in "unspoiled” primitive
peoples. Nor has their aboriginal culture ever been pi;eod together as has
been the fortune of many other vanished peoples. "ﬂn existing lonm materials
are at least as adequate as for many of the latter, but they are not too
readily available or readable for the average English-speaking anthropologist.
As much as anything, however, the Kamchadal have probably seemed a rather
unimportant, out-of-the-way group, lying outside the corridors of important
culture-historical movements, and hence hardly worth the time and trouble.
All these factors have added up to make the Kamchatka Peninsula somewhat of
a blank spot on the map as far as the science of man is concerned. But in
recent years attention has begun to be foeuud on the Aleutian-Kurile bridge
as a channel of at least cultural currents, if not of lignticm., between the
0ld and New Worlds, and a glmeé at the map will show that the Kamchadal
are the keystone of this bridge. A knowledge of their culture has thus be-
come desirable for anyone interested in the culture history of the North
Pacific area or in the problem of New World cultural origins in general.
Such a knowledge can be expected to contribute to the elucidation of these
subjects. At least, as long as the lacuna remains, we can never be fully
sure of the ground on which our hypotheses are based. These considerations
led to the present endeavor to cast some light en this shadowy people.

1 .
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The purpose of this study is an attempt to analyze aboriginal Kamchadal
culture in order to ascertain, insofar as possible, its origins, relation-
ships and role in the culture history of the North Pacific. It does not
SR 5 4 & capiets Sy, Sl 5% el atove o5 & A
ductory one. It was felt that ixutaud of merely lining up raw materials for
others to work on, it would be of more immediate value and use to culture
historians to analyze them, uloéting the significant features and present-
ing_th deductions which can be drawn therefrom, with special attention to
| their wider implications. The present work, therefore, may thus be regarded rather
as a ce‘ntributioa. to the culture history of the North Pacific area than as
a study of the Kamchadal per se.

An undertaking of this sort involves problems even when dealing with a
well-documented people; when applied to a case like the Kamchadal, it en-
counters severe limitations. Any comparative or amalytical study is only
as good as the materials on which it is based. Given the character of our
sources, and the impossibility of ever supplementing them except archaeologically,
it may be admitted at the outset that only very modest results can reasonably
be expected. Still, whatever can be salvaged is certain to prove of value.

Our knowledge of the aboriginal Kamchadal is derived almost entirely
from the accounts of two naturalists, Steller and Krasheninnikov, whose mission
was to describe the peninsula of Kamchatka, its geography, natural history,
resources, hiltofy and inhabitants. It is fortunate that they devoted as
much attention to the latter as they did, and left us what are for the 1740's
remarkably good accounts. Still, the picture they give us is incomplete,
often vague and even conflicting. Moreover, they are describing a people
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whose culture had already received a shattering blow and was on the verge
of utter disintegration, although older individuals could still recall
the days before the conquest. Nevertheless, as observers of the contemporary
scene rather than as ethnographers trying to ferret out memories of an earlier

day, the two writers did not take much advantage of such informants. Other
7 drawbacks will be discussed in detail in the chapter on sources. There are
no reliable illustrations of Kﬂehuhl cultural items except the dog sled,
nor museum specimens this side of the Iron Curtain. An analysis of nltirial
culture without either of these cam only be very superficial.

Under the circumstances, a balanced, rounded analysis of the culture is
impossible, since we can take for study only those traits on which sufficient
data are available regardless of their interest or diagnostic value. The
result is bound to be unrepresentative, with undue. emphasis on some sectors
and the complete omission of others. 'For those who believe that to be valid,
analysis of a culture must be total, the conclusions will naturally be sus-
pect. The writer can only suggest that under certain conditions half a loaf
is not only better than none, but may even be welcome.

A successful comparative study allo presupposes equally adequate data
for all neighboring peoples. While in our case the information is at least
as good for groups to the north, east and south, our knowledge of the pop-
ulation immediately to the west is so scant as to be almost non-existent,
and distributional data for Siberia as a whole are inadequate to say the
least. The validity of our conclusions is bound to be lessened accordingly.
But having determined to exploit these materials for what they may be worth,
in lpita- of the limitations involved, we must next consider the methodology
% 3o epleped for sttatuieg the gesle ws heve oet.



“"The only universally applicable approach to...historical recom-
struction,” writes Linton (1936: 367), "is that of the study of trait
distributions and the subsequent analysis of these distributions.”

Our procedure will therefore be to reconstruct Kamchadal culture, then
to analyze this omalinuntes Sute GufSnittve traits, and to trace the dis-
tribution of these among adjacent peoples in all directions, as far as possi-
ble. The significance of these distributions will then be explained, and
conclusions based thereon will be presented which may or may not elucidate
our basic problem, that is, to ascertain the origins, relationships and

sule of Be durtghed Sustalel sultise.)

1. Our general approach has been initially inspired by the work of
De Laguna, whose method "is one we owe to our Danish colleagues, and they to
Hommld.”to‘ take the culture as a whole...and to discover of what types
and variants of t;yos it is composed. Then take each type with all its
variants and itudy their history and distribution in other culfuros .where-
ever they can be found. In this way we may learn that the Dorset culture,
for example, is made up of such and such types, each at a particular stage
of its own development, and each linked by a complex series of relationships
with variant foﬁ in other cultures. The types, now reassembled in the
Dorset, fall into groups: some, ancient and found only in ancient horizons;
others, ancient but shared by many later Eskimo cultures, some restricted to
certain horizons and certain areas, through which they have traveled in cer-
tain directions; others, finally, are local and peculiar to Dorset culture
alone. Thus we see our culture as a kind of onion-like growth, built up by
the accretion of many layers which we ;:m peel off again to exhibit the his- -
tory of its development." (De Laguna, 1946: 110). '
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In view of this goal, we shall endeavor to reconstruct the pre-Russian
culture, rigorously excluding anything suspected of being introduced or
modified, and mindful that our sources mirror a situation of rapid accultur-
ation. Archaeological data from Kamchatka will be utilized whereever perti-
nent, since it seems of recent date and attributable to the historic peoples.
Inasmuch as the ethnic and eultm.l identity of the so-called Kurile popu-
lation of extreme southern Kamchatka is open to question, any data known to
refer to this area are excluded for purposes of this study. That these people |
differed fm*thc "true" Kamchadal in many ways cannot be denied; but whether
it was a subculture reflecting local conditions, a Kamchadal population cul-
turally influenced by the Ainu, a mixed Ainu-Kamchadal group, or an actual
occupation of Kamchatkan soil by the Ainu from the Kurile Islands, cannot
be conclusively determined in the present state of our knowledge, although
the writer inclines toward the latter view, so it has seemed in the interests
of .leeuraey and caution to treat them as a separate entity.
 We shall briefly present the results of this reconstruction in the form
of a synthetic sketch of aboriginal Kamchadal culture as a living, functiohing
entity in its setting, to create a background against which to set our sub- '
sequent analytical studies, and which will, we believe, render the latter
both more valuable and more valid.

This ensuing analysis will be based on 'the tot\al body of information :
at the writer's disposal regarding this culture. The information reéreunts
the results of an exhaustive search of all likely sources; it seems improbable .
that it could be significantly augumented, except by the results of extensive
archaeological work in the area, should that ever be undertaken. As many
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traits will be isolated as the nature of the comparative data renders feasi-
ble; no selection or emphasis will be exercised other than that imposed by
the sources. The analysis yill thus be as objective and total as possible
under the circumstances. Since negative traits can be as important diag-
nostically as positive omes, absences of expectable traits will be included
wherever possible, but only where the absence is beyond doubt, and not merely
due to faulty informatién. It is not pretended that the resulting traits
constitute quantitatively comparable units. Inasmuch as no statistical treat-
ment will be attempted, this disability should not affect the validity of
the results.

"In defense of the study of abstracted elements of culture it need only
be said that culture traits differ in distribution, and hence must be studied
separately if distributions are to be studied at all" (Burrows, 1938: 6).

When following these traits into neighboring cultures, every effort will
be made to insure that the trait is actually comparable qualitatively, that
it was present in the other culture at the same relative period of time, and
is aboriginal. The abuses and misuses of the comparative method are only
too obvious, and we do not intend to view Kamchadal culture of 1740 and
Chukchi culture of 1900 as if they were contemporaneous; the latter, like
any culture, has undoubtedly suffered change in the interim. Nor do we
suppose that Ainu culture of 1900 necessarily reflects what Ainu culture may
have been at the time when it could have influenced that of the Kamchadal.
Such pitfalls we shall attempt to avoid to the best of our ability by preserv-
ing a critical attitude, and in cases where doubt exists in our mind, it
will be clearly indicated. Lastly, our studies of trait distributions will

-
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be primarily limited to the geographically contiguous area surrounding
Kamchatka, within which similarity in an element of culture, unless ex-
plicable otherwise, may fairly be regarded as evidence of historical relation-
ship. Where wider distribution data are readily available, however, they
will be cited to throw additional light on the historical significance of
the trait in question.

After drawing our deductions from these distributions, we shall also con-
sider the evidence of linguistics and physical anthropology. Only then will
we venture to formulate answers to the questions toward which this study was
directed. nwumt pretend to offer solutions, especially in view
of the inadequacies of our data, we can at least hope to point up the most
rewarding problems and leads for future work in the culture history of this



CHAPTER 11

Since a study such as this ﬁulyuaduth-hrmnuhieh it
is based, it seems advisable to include some discussion of the existing
maﬁnm These begin with the first explorer of Kamchatka
(1697), the illiterate cossack Atlasov, who, many years .fur the event,
dmm_oryhoverybrufrqortamthm]nd Aside from
this unsatisfactory background, they contain little of value for us, the
only item of interest being the llntian.ef pottery as still in use.

It is to Bering's Second Expedition (1733-1747) that we are indebted
for the great bulk of our information on the native culture of the Kamchadal.
Two members of the scientific staff--G. W. Steller, Adjunct of the Academy
of Sciences, and S. P. Bunstentundiher (then a student)--have left us illumi-
asting desevigtions of the lend and poeple. Seedler,? o brilliast young
naturalist highly regarded by such c@tqomiu as the great Linnaeus, was
one of a number of German scientists in the Russian service at that the
The accuracy and reliability of his observations and ;.'cports thereon are
attested by his zoological treatises. He was tireless in his investigationms.
Had he been able to devote more time to the Kamchadal, we could have expected
a truly monumental ethnographic work. As it was, his chief interest lay in

1. These were published in Ogloblin, 1891.
2. For an exhaustive biography, tondi.l\( almost to eulogy, but richly
documented, see Stejneger, 1936.
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mh( Bering on-the latter's voyage to America, and, secondarily,
in the natural history of Kamchatka. However, he had a deep and genuine
. solicitude for the plight of the natives, and expended much energy in
attempting to ameliorate their condition. The sections of his work dealing
oith S Stuld e admirably objective, especially for the era in which
he wrote.

Remarkable though it is in .-_ny ways, Steller's work must nevertheless
be read with caution. Since he did not travel widely in Kamchatka previous
to writing it, and was busy with other things, he made free use of the
m and observations of his subordinate, thc student Krasheninnikov,
ﬁhohﬂbmmehlmprinthponinsuhmdhaduenfulonof it. How-
ever, he did not deign to credit the latter, and it is not always pouiﬁle
to identify with certainty the source of the information, even for one
thoroughly acquainted with the works of both men. There are instances where
Steller cites as a broad general fact a statement by Krasheninnikov which
referred narrowly to some specific locale and, it is only fair to add, the
reverse is also true. Nor is it always clear whether Steller is referring
to a striectly abori(i.nﬁ usage, to current practices under Russian influence,
or to the customs of the cossacks settled in Kamchatka. There is also fre-
quent uncertainty whether the trait described refers to the Kamchadal specif-
- ically or to Kamchatka in general, in which case it could as well relate to
the Korayak or the Kuriles. All in all, it should be obvious that this is
no source to be consulted at random on some topic or other--which has been
precisely the use made of it in anthropological circles. The value of
sporadic citations from it u evidence in topical studies is open to question.
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But there is more to come. Steller wrote abominable German. He had
received an excellent classical Mm, but was practically illiterate
hlﬂoutintm. There are passages whose meaning is not clear even
to a well-educated native speaker. The finished l-i-eript.m despatched
to St. hanbuu in 1743 before he undertook his most extensive journey,
his only visit to the Kamchatka River Valley, heart of the Kamchadal terri-
tory, and the eastern coast. This manuscript was subsequently utilized
extensively by Krasheninnikov in compiling his own work, but thereafter
vanished. Steller died in 1746 on his return jourmey to Russia; the papers
still in his possession passed into the hands of his colleague and compatriot,
Fischer. We do not know of what these consisted, but it is inferred that
the original notes for Steller's report were included, since it is mrully

conceded that Scherer, who published Steller's Beschreibung von dem Lande
Kamtschatka in Frankfurt and Leipsig nearly 30 years later, obtained the
manuscript from Fischer. Stejneger (1936: 392) speaks of this as "hastily
and carelessly written notes, many of which no doubt were hard to decipher
even for Steller." It seems obvious that they must have roquin;l considerable
editing, and one wonders how well the published book reflects what Steller
really meant to say. Scherer apparently left much to be desired as an
editor and publisher: Stejneger (1936: 494, 532) refers to his "dubious
literary activities” which had made him a frequent target of the criticl;
and again to his "odious rop;utieu". Scherer himself in the preface begs
e sesler’s tnbiigemse for Gs sany Wwessevted csves t» the tant.
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M—-hh,' who, as we have said, was a student assistant on the
scientific staff of the Second Bering Expedition, was one of Russia's very
first native-born scientists; as such his star afterwards rose rapidly
during the anti-foreign reaction (1746), and he soon became a professor of
the Academy of Sciences and Rector of the University. He was charged with
preparing a complete report on Kamchatka in 1745, and drew heavily on
Steller's official reports which the latter had forwarded to the Academy
from the field, including the "Description of Kamchatka”. He had, h_ouover,
copious material of his own, gathered in the course of nearly four years'
stay in the peninsula, during which time he traveled widely. Krasheninnikov
strikes one as a very keen observer and a meticulous recorder of detail.
Our only knowledge of Kamchadal ceremonies comes from his eye-witness
accounts.

Krasheninnikov's Opisanie Zemli Kamchatki was published in St. Petersburg

in 1755, the year of his death. There have been three subsequent Russian
editions and a number of tr:ms].atifms.‘lr The best of the latter formed part
of Chappe d'Auteroche's Voyage en Siberie (Paris, 1768)--although the illus-
trations should be viewed with reserve--and was reprinted with minor omissions

in Amsterdam (1770). There is a German re-translation of the latter (Leipzig,

3. A lengthy eulogy of Krasheninnikov (containing, however, the limited
biographical information available) appears as the introduction to the latest
olitten of M weeh (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 13-84).

4. Dlta on these from Andreev, i939, plus critical examination of the

editions available to the writer.
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1771). The English translation (London, 1764) is greatly abridged, the
principal ethnographic section being omitted entirely. It is not recommended .
Two French editions were based on this English one (Lyons, 1767; n. p., 1768),
and are wﬂy to be avoided. There is also a similar Dutch translation
(Harlem and Amsterdam, 1770) and a German one (Lemgo, 1766). Even the best
translation, however, camnnot be relied upon in matters of detail or for
points of doubtful interpretation.

The present ;rritcr has made use of the new (1949) fourth Russian edition.
This is no mere reprint but a monumental work of painstaking scholarship,
based on the original manuscript and exhaustively annotated by a group of
distinguished scientists, chief among them being the werld-famed geographer
and historian of the Bering Expeditions, L. S. Berg. ‘hl material crossed
out in the original manuscript is faithfully reproduced in footnotes wherever
it occurs. This is of particular value, since the most frequently deleted
phrase is "according to Steller", or words to that effect. Thus for the
first time we are on solid ground with regard to the sources of Krasheninnikov's
information. Previously, when he and Steller agreed on some point, it was
rcurdod as double proof; now we know that in most such cases he is simply
P T P O — Siieg oF the Sast olee Suls-
cates this on occasion. In addition to a long introductory study of
Krasheninnikov and his work, there is a sizeable appendix containing his
hitherto unpublished papers, notes and correspondence relating to Kamchatka
preserved in the archives of the Academy of Sciences. The book has every
appearance of a careful, thorough and competent job, and may be used with
confidence. It renders obsolete and unreliable every previous edition or

translation.
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However, many of the dangers inherent in Steller's book apply here
also. One cannot always be certain whether Krasheninnikov is referring to
the Kamchadal or to another Kamchatka: people, to an aboriginal usage or to
nemtprﬁcti«mhr!uuim influence, or to the ways of the local
cossacks. He is also apt to intredwo_uithwt warning material from any
part of Siberia, and this is not always clearly differentiated. Steller was
also guilty of this, it should be noted.

In view of the above, plus the unsatisfactory trmsllt_im‘ivhich Western
anthropologists have relied on previously, it can be seen that use of
Krasheninnikov's description as autho;'ity in the form of random citations
should be viewed with reserve. Our task would p@ly have been far simpler
in many ways if only one of these works had turviv‘d, for in many places they
do not agree, and where they do it is more often than not due to pirating.
One cannot help but reflect on how many cultures we know from but a single
source, and wonder what effect the reports of another observer would have on
the clear, .“1.. picture we enjoy in these cases. '

| "After Steller and Krasheninnikov there is nothing comparable. De Lesseps
(1787), Dobell (1812), Kittlitz (1826) made only more or less fleeting trips
-thmuth a part of the country. Erman (1829) went from Tigil across to the
Kamchatka River Valley and ascended it to Petropavlovsk; his journey con-
tributed unquestionably the most to scientific knowledge Lﬁp to 18597 .
Oﬂl‘!\lil; Kamchatka has been visited for the most part only by navigators
[Cook, La Perouse, Krusenstern, etc./ at some coastal point or other. Scien-
tific attention was directed to other parts of the Russian Empire, and
Kamchatka was all but forgotten" (Ditmar, 1890-1900: vi).
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et S staslsh galet to Shas withis theee Gasaiie afver Whe vasite of
Steller and Krasheninnikov, the Kamchadal were almost extinct and their cul-
ture with them. Thus the subsequent accounts are of little use primarily
because there was nothing left to describe except a mongrel population lead-
ing a Russianized life. Erman® was a keen and sympathetic observer; his
information would be very valuable if if were of much use to us. Ditmar,
author of the above gquotation, spent the years 1851-1855 in Kamchatka making
a geological survey and also carried out the first haphazard archaeological
dming,é but he was a hundred years too late. Hopelessly later still were
Tiushov (1896-1897) and Komarov (1908-1909), who also give admirable pictures
of life in Kamchatka in their day, as does Bergman for his (1920-1922).8

All these sources have been brought to bear on our task, but their total
contribution is depressingly little. We have further endeavored insofar as
possible to examine the published work of every person known to have visited
Kamchatka prior to the Revolution, as well as the Russian archival materials
o the segien for the firet half of the 10th eentury. These tedicus manths
of investigation are scarcely reflected in the present study, but at least
they may render it unnecessary for anyone else to waste the time and effort
on a similar search.

5. Erman, 1848.

6. Ditmar, 1890-1900.

7. Tiushov, 1906; Komarov, 1912.

8. Bergman, 1926.

9. These latter have been published in Pamiatniki Sibirskoi Istorii

(1882-1885), and Al'kor and Drezen, 1935.
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Archaeological work on Kamchatka, publishefi and unpublished, is well
summarized in two recent papers (Rudenko, 1948; Antropova, 1949¢c), although
all the original published sources have been examined in addition.

For our comparative studies on neighboring cultures we have in each
mmm-mynmwmuwmm@f
du-doqul-nun mmumuutomaMaew-
wnwymibhmmg-w, but make no pretense
to its being exhaustive. For wider distributions, especially in the New
" World, we have relied heavily on the studies of Birket-Smith and of De

L : 10

10. Birket-Smith, 1929; Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938; De Laguna,
1934, 1947.



CHAPTER III

THE KAMCHADAL: A SYNTHETIC SKETCH'

The first Russians to explore Kamchatka (1697) found the peninsula
mnpiﬁbythmuthal the northern half by the Koryak, the southern
extremity by the Kuriles, and the territory in between, the bulk of the
southern half, by a people calling themselves I'btl—n., but referred to by
the Russians as Kamchadal, apparently a corruption of the name applied to
them by the Koryak.

‘!'lnn is every reason to believe that the Kamchadal had occupied this
torrit?ory'for a considerable length of time. Their culture was very well
adapted to its environment. Moreover, archaeological remains all point to
a prehistoric culture not appreciably different from that found by the
Russians. Outside of their neighbors to the north and south, with whom a
limited trade was evidently carried on, and possibly occasional Japanese
castaways, the tribe had no knowledge of or contact with the world outside
of Kamchatka prior to the date cited above. Their culture contained a num-
ber of unique or peculiar features, had no obvious outside affinities as a
whole, and its origin or origins are obceure.z

i @ofom to sources, wherve practicable, will be given at the end
of paragraphs. Much, however, is based on the genmeral impressions conveyed
by the descriptiau of Steller and Krasheninnikov.

2. Rudenko, 1948.

16
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Neither the people nor their culture survived the impact of conquest
by more than a few decades. A series of unsuccessful revolts in the early
yoars was put down with such wholesale bloodshed that a substantial portion
of the nation was exterminated. The conditions of life resulting from
Russian rule, with its dislocations and burdens, brought on an impoverishment
of the shattered natives and a consequent rapid decline, climaxed about 1768
by a smallpox epidemic thtwipdloutthmfoutluefthemviviu popu-
lation. The remnants boe-n almost completely Russianized, and Kamchadal
eﬁtm, except in some of its economic aspects, ceased to .‘xut.3

When we compare this brief history with that of other Siberian peoples
who also lay in the path of Russian expansion, the culture seems completely
lacking in vitality. On the other hand, it must be admitted that probably
no other tribe suffered such a rapid succession of shattering blows.

The ensuing sketch endeavors to picture Kamchadal culture as it existed
at the time of the first Russian contact.

The southern half of the Kamchatka Peninsula is a land of magnificent
volcanic scenery and wretched climate, heavy pncipiution. the year around,
rigorous gale-swept winters, and brief foggy summers when vegetation shoots
up with tropical rankness, seemingly overmight. The numerous rivers are
rapid and shallow, the only major waterway being the Kamchatka which flows
through the heart of the Kamchadal territory. The eastern coast of the
’-mumﬂm,mmluudh“ndbylhltof
tundra. mmtion,nb]niotthltwiniuerin‘mim,

8. Okun', 1935: 102-104.
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is abundant and, except for trees, varied. Thick forests of birch and
poplar grow in the upper parts of the river valleys, with larch and fir as
well in the central part of our area. Scrub forest, numerous stretches of
swamp and tundra, and the barren volcanic peaks make up the rest of the
country. The rivers in season are literally overflowing with salmon and
similar fish; the oceans abound with sea mammals, at least on the Pacific
side; u\dthemnnd swamps teem with wildfowl. mm fauna is also
' abundant: bear, wild sheep, wild reindeer m"ee-nn, as well as many val-
uable fur-bearers. All in all, it is a land richly endowed by nature despite
the difficult terrain, the unpleasant climate, and the undependable weather.*

It is virtually impossible to recomstruct the physical type of the orig-
inal Kamchadal, owing to the absence of any cramnial material, the near-
extinction of tln native stock, and the heavy interbreeding of the survivors
with the Russians long before the days of modern scientific investigation.
However, early writers clearly differentiate them from the Ainu-like Kuriles,
and the available information suggests a general resemblance to the type of
the Reindeer Chukchi and Koryak: a type whose affinities appear to be with
the Eskimo rather than with the Indians or Siberiams.’

4. Extensive descriptions of the emvironment are given by many writers.
Among the best are those by Erman, 1848; Ditmar, 1890-1900; Komarov, 1912;
and Bergman, 1926. For a succinct survey of the vegetation, see Komarov,
1927-1930, I: 328-336.

5. Debets, 1951: 116-118.
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The Kamchadal language is customarily grouped with Chukchi and Koryak
into a single closely-related u-.um':g stock, formerly believed to exhibit
structural similarities with the Indian languages ef"’i_in Northwest Coast of
America. The inclusion of Kamchadal in t;i_i grpup has apparently never been
conclusively demonstrated, .althe'uih mtodly lllortcd by such authorities
as Bogoras and Jochelson. However, the likelihood is strong that the
relationship is a valid one, and seems to be accepted by modern students
of Siberisn linguistics such as Jakobson.®

Excluding the mixed-Ainu- tongue spoken by the Kuriles of extreme southern
Kamchatka, there appear to have been three main dialects of the Kamchadal
language: one on the west coast, one on the east (1nc1udingr the valley of
the Kamchatka River), and one in the Tigil River area to the north. The
ettur contoltind aany Semyek words. ' '

In southern Kamchatka, as on the h&Mlt Coast of America and in the
Amur-Sakhalin area, a seasonally prodigal environment enabled a provident
people to lead a sedentary life of comparative luxury and leisure during half
of the year. The busy a;or and fall were devoted to exploiting the tremen-
dous salmon run and the ample resources of the local flora. The products
of both were prepared and stored in quantities deemed sufficient for the
requirements of the long winter. This done, the people were free to devote
themselves to a season of social and ceremonial activity, of visiting and

general merry-making until the appearance of the first fish and plant growth

6. Jochelson, 1930; Jakobson, 1942; but see also Debets, 1949: 17.
7. Jochelson, 1928a: 16.
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in late spring, plus the emptiness of their larders, prompted the resumption
of subsistence activities.

Fish was the staff of life for the Kamchadal, and it was around fishing,
consequently, that their life revolved. Their activities of necessity were
geared to the habits of the leeallm-pem, and motivated by the need
of exploiting them successively to the fullest extent during the relatively
brief period in which they were available to each community. At these times
everyone able to bear a hand worked frantically from dawn till dusk--the men
bringing in the fish, the women cleaning them and hanging them up to dry.
The greatest quantities were oecumd by means of weirs fitted with basket
traps, but nets of several types made of nettle fibre also played a major
role. In addition, fish were speared on occasions unsuited to these mass-
production methods. With all types of fishing the dugout canoe was an
important factor. The species which bulked largest in the Kamchadal economy
were Oncorhynchus keta, 0. nerka, and 0. kisutch. Such an abundance of
riches made the people choosy, and a number of other available and edible

fish were utilized primarily or solely for dog food.®

Except for the tiny fraction which could be consumed fresh, this huge
catch was do.timd for winter provisions, and was prepared in one of two
ways: split and hung up to air-dry, becoming yukola, the staple of the
country; or buried in pits to sour and decompose into a foul-smelling gruel
beloved of man and dog. Owing to the damp climate of Kamchatka, air-drying
was always more or less of a (-51.; much of the catch inevitably rotted
before it was properly cured, and not infrequently the entire winter's supply

8. Steller, 1774: 154-166; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 298-310.
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Mhmmhmﬁfnlm-mh‘ﬁﬁ. When cured, the
‘ yukola was stored h&“(p&m)a&”n«th-
ment, safe from animals and relatively dry. (Wherever necessary, the entire
pqnhti--nd nmtomﬂvmfhl\h( std:im)

An important p.t-ecnqnnt economic activity was rendering fish fat by
stone boiling in dugout cances filled with water and cut-up fish--the fat
being scooped off the surface. However, Steller asserts that this was never
done in aboriginal times, only oil from sea mammals being used.l’

. Next in importance to fishing in the Kamchadal economy was the gathering
a-mwhm. This was the exclusive business of the women.
Group gathering expeditions were apparently in some cases an occasion for a
sort of ceremonial license, male trespassers, for example, being roughly
handled. !

The Kamchadal exploited the possibilities of the local flora to the
fullest extent. Steller, a botanist among other things, remarked in amaze-
ment that there was not one plant whose properties--good or bad--they did
not know. Everything edible was sought out and utilized, and much of the
rest was put to household or medicinal use. This included sea plants cast

upenshon.n

The nettle (Urtica platyphylla) was the principal utility plant, being
the sole source of fibres for cordage and thread, and hence the essential

9. Steller, 1774: 168-170.
10. Steller, 1774: 174-175.
11. De Lesseps, 1790: 87-88.

12. Steller, 1774: 78-79, 95; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 226-237.
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raw material for the manufacture of fish nets. It was gathered in late
summer, left to dry, and processed at leisure during the winter. The grass
Wm(mmﬂmmmﬁanﬁwdwy
uses (e.g. diapers, boot linings or stockings, many ceremonial functions).

A tall grass (Elymus mollis) was woven into mats, raincoats, baskets, and
containers of all sorts. "Sweet Herb" (Heracleum dulce) took the place of
sweetening, and was also important ceremonially. The cossacks discovered
in short order that vodka could be made from it also. The stalks of kiprei
(Epilobium angustifolium) contain a pith extensively used for food.'®

But the chief vegetable food of the Kamchadal, and their substitute for
flour or cereals, was called sarana. These were the bulbs of certain members
of the lily family (especially Fritillaria kamtschatcencis and Lilium

m),“ which were put to a variety of culinary uses. The women dug

up as many of these as possible, but the greatest source of supply was from
the nests of field mice (Microtus kamtschaticus), each of which contained

a winter nton of about two-thirds of a bushel of sardna and other edible
roots, all cleaned, dried and sorted out by kinds. Since this mouse is subject
to periodic migrations and population fluctuations reminiscent of the lemming,
it could not be depended on every year as a regular source of supply; but a
yurwhmthhmmdnmdthu a good sarana year in consequence, and

13-. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 230-233, 237-238; Steller, 1774: 80-88.

14. Illustrations of these two plants appear in Komarov, 1927-1930,
I: plates iv, xi.
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cause for great rejoicing. In plundering these mouse hordes the Kamchadal
women took great pains never to remove all the contents, believing that the
mice would commit suicide in despair, and their services thus be lut.ls

: Among other important vegetable foods should be mentioned the anti-
scorbutic wild garlic (Allium ursinum), whose leaves are the first edible
greens in spring, lby which time many Kamchadals had suffered a touch of
scurvy from the winter diet. The bulbs of these were also stored. There

is also a wide variety of &niu——@iﬁg_, Rubus, Prunus, and Vaccinium
' ' 16

species for the most part--which were extensively gathered.

Mention should also be made of the alder (Alnus incana), whose bark
was widely used to dye leather red; and the birch, whose bark, as in all
boreal regions, served a variety of purposes, except that it was never used
to construct bo.tl.:”

The Kamchadal pharmacopoeia was impressive in its size and range, thouﬁh
in many cases of dubious efficacy (e.g. infusion of rhododendron for venereal
disease). But this people was well aware of the deadly properties of aconite
(Aconitum Fischeri is the commonest local species),l® and employed it effec-

tively as an arrow poilen.lg

16. Steller, 1774: 77-78, 88-89; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 227-233.

17. Steller, 1774: 75; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 224-225; Erman, 1848:
286.

18. Komarov, 1927-1930, II: plate xii, illustrates this plant.

19. Steller, 1774: 93-96, 236, 362-366; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 239-241.
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delﬂ-mﬁwﬂyaﬂdlnkh&nninm
ﬂ&“““mmnxyu&knﬂiu‘, in con-
trast to the thorough exploitation of plants and fish. The average Kamchadal
does not seem to have been interested in hunting until pressed by necessity,
which is understandable in view of the relative ease with which the bulk of
his livelihood was obtained.

!uzc yielded a great variety of useful products, were abundant, and
brought great honor to the hunter. Still, only a small number seem to have
been slain. They were either shot with arrows or killed in their den by
blocking it up with logs until the bear no longer had room to move, then
despatching it with a spear through a hole made in the roof. Mountain sheep
were esteemed for their flesh and skins, and their horns made into cups and
spoons. They were hunted on occasion with the help of dogs. Though wild
reindeer were available, it was appamtlly less effort to obtain reindeer
skins from the Koryak by trade. The abundant furbearers--even those whose
poltl-\nre prized--seem to have been little hunted in pre-Russian times.
Although sable hunting is described by all writers as a major industry of
Kamchatka, the methods described are identical with those of Sibqri; and
were evidently introduced by the Russians. There does not seem to have been
much interest in sables in aboriginal times--certainly not sufficient to
justify such laborious techniques of hunting as those do.cribcd.zo

Fowling, by wholesale methods, was more to the Kamchadal taste. Quan-
tities of waterfowl were clubbed from boats or rounded up by dogs while
moulting. Flocks of ducks were caught in autumn by cutting artificial flyways

20. Steller, 1774: 113-128; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 243-250.
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through the woods linking bodies of water, and rigging nets in these that
could be raised in an instant when the quarry was within reach. Visits
vere also made to offshore seabird rockeries, both for eggs, which were
gathered in great numbers, and to secure the birds themselves by means of
nets or nooses.>! :

while it is customary to assign to sea mammals a very unimportant place
in Kamchadal economy, and to hold up the Kamchadal, in scornful contrast to
their seafaring neighbors, as landlubbers without the sense or ability té
utilize the 1.-ieh marine fauna available to them, it is possible that this
picture has been overdrawn and deserves re-examination. There is no evi-
dence, it must be admitted, that the Kamchadal proper ever hunted whales:
stranded specimens were eagerly and fully utilized, but were not numerous
enough to fill all the needs. Most of the latter had to be met by hunting
the smaller sea mammals, primarily seals, which supplied essential illumin-
ating oil, skins for many important uses, and the prized blubber which may
have been a dietary necessity. Such hunting was a major seasonal activity.
and in my opinion played a more important part in the Kamchadal economy than
the other forms of hunting--at least for that part of the population that
lived within reach of the coasts. And there are even indications that inland
dwellers made amnual trips to the sea for this purpose. The elaborateness
of the ceremony to insure an abundant future catch of seals, described by
Krasheninnikov, is a clear indication of the importance of this hunt in the

21. Steller, 1774: 100-183, 187, 190-191; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 315-

316, 321-322; Erman, 1848: 325, 330.
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Kamchadal mind. The preferred methods of taking seals were to club them when
asleep on shore or on islets, and to close off river mouths with mets when
u-ﬁorofth.h-uhﬂmm. They were then driven back into the
nets, entangled, and killed from boats. But they were also stalked in seal-
skin disguises and harpooned--possibly on the ice. Sea lions were hunted to
some extent as wﬁll--alum on land--by parties using several harpoons and
arrows. On the east coast, there is evidence that fur seals were hunted at
sea in baidars and harpooned. Sea otters were being taken on the ice floes
soon after the conquest, but this may have been in response to Russian demand,
though it utilized undubitably native techniques.2>

Kamchadal cookery--the end result of all these varied food-gathering
activities--was apparently a highly-developed art, and comprised a large
variety of dishes including some very complicated mixtures of pounded roots,
berries and fat. Ordinary meals, however, usually consisted of fish--fresh,
dried, or rotted--stone-boiled in a wooden trough, or meat similarly prepared
when available, sometimes with roots or herbs. They disliked roasted food
and nothing was eaten warm; cooked food had to get cold before it was regarded
as fit to serve.’’

Whale and seal blubber was greatly esteemed. The cooked blubber would
be served in strips, which were crammed into the mouth until it would hold
no more, then cut off at the lips and swallowed whole. To store blubber for
future use, it was prepared by baking in an earth oven to remove excess oil,

22. Steller, 1774: 98-112; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 271-284.
23. Steller, 1774: 322-323.
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after which, we are told, it would keep for a year without spoiling.2?

For more casual snacks, yukola (dried salmon) was eaten plain. Another
common standby was dried fish roe, usually eaten with the inner bark of birch
or willew.?25 ‘

Except at a feast, ﬁemmrmteﬂthrathﬁaium,
but individuals ate whenever they had time and inclination. Cooking was
done usually once a day, in the afternoon.2®

The Kamchadal knew no al_eeholic beverages before the conquest, though
liquor rapidly became their favorite vice as soon as they had made its
mht-‘eo.ﬂ

Information on the use of the narcotic fly agaric mushroom (Amanita
muscaria) as an intoxicant is very vague and conflicting. _We know that the
Koryak are, and have always been, enthusiastic addicts. They obtained it
by trade from the northern Kamchadal, who gathered it for this purpose; but
whether the latter also used it, to what extent, and whether the habit existed
over the whole Kamchadal territory or was localized and the result of Koryak
influence, is very difficult to establish on the existing evidence. There
- are definite reports of its use by the northerimost Kamchadal, and inferences
that it was employed by the nation as a whole. It seems likely that it was
never used on the scale observed among the Koryak.Z2®

24. Steller, 1774: 99-100, 112; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 395.

25. Steller, 1774: 322.

26. Ibid.

27. 1Ibid: 325.

28. Ibid: 92; mmm, 1949: 428-429; Erman, 1848: 223, 304-
306, 312, 324.
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Like many neighboring peoples, the Kamchadal lived during the winter
in large semi-subterranean dwellings capable of holding several families.
The roof--of poles covered with turf--was supported on posts, and formed a
low mound above the surface of the ground. Entrance was via a notched log
ladder through the smoke hole. There was also a ventilation passage running
from behind the hearth to the surface at one side which women and children
used as an uiitimlqntrm. A wide lw‘platfonmiz«ndﬂ-inmior
on which the inmates slept, lounged or sat. The walls were often covered
with straw mats. mumtimmnuppliod by stone lamps burning sea
-1011.29

In the spring, when these dwellings got full of water, the Kamchadal
moved into pile structures called balagans by the Russians. Several balagans
belonged to every winter house, each being occupied by a single family. Those
not needed for residence served as storehouses for winter provisions. The
m“mudltmmdplqmdmmmalq’mtm
which was supported by posts and raised about fifteen feet above the ground.
Munwtlywbqpumdom,a*hhatthpo&,ﬂa
hearth. Access to the platform was by a notched log ladder. Fish and plants
were hung to dry in the space between the piles, sheltered from rain by the
platform, and out of reach of dogs and other animals. ﬂnm-c_nflr
enough above the damp ground to be relatively dry, cool and airy, and probably

29. Steller, 1774: 212-215; De Lesseps, 1790: 224-228; Krasheninnikov,
1949: 374-376.
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Kamchatka. As storehouses they were, in addition, safe from predrtors.3’

Balagans were also constructed at permanent summer fishing stations.
M“ww.qmi‘tm“tmnm,ﬂnm
erected huts of grass and thatch directly on the ground, which the Russians
called barabaras.’'

m.wh‘ in size, consisting of one or several (rarely more)
winter dwellings with their attendant balagans, though the earliest reports
suggest that larger settlements existed in the past. Buildings were placed
very close together, and the entire settlement was surrounded in many cases
with a palisade or earth rampart. Settlements were always located on rivers
or--among the eastern groups--on the shore. -li-. is every indication that
the Kamchadal territory was relatively thickly populated in pre-Russian
tilll." ;

Technologically, the Kamchadal were still in the stone age. Such bits
or objects of metal as had reached them were prized curios. Stone was chipped
Mbm,m.muj-—-pm;pﬂmmﬂ-m;
polished into adzes and axes. A peculiarity of the culture, however, was the

absence of polished slate implements, so typical of the gemeral area. Equal

30. Steller, 1774: 216-217; De Lesseps, 1790: 26-29; Krasheninnikov,
1949: 377. '
31. Steller, 1774: 217-218; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 377; Dobell, 1830,

-

I: 37.
32. MAntropova, 1949.
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or greater use was made of bone, for everything from needles, spoons, and
combs to sickles and harpoons. Whale vertebrae were made into mortars.
Woodworking occupied a leading place in the technology; wooden troughs were
the most important household utensils. This fact, plus the extensive use
of birchbark and animal-gut containers, and of stone boiling and earth
ovens for cookery, may explain the apparent absence of pottery in Kamchadal
culture. Although known from prehistoric archaeological sites, it is
relatively scarce and seems limited to border areas subject to outside in-
fluences. All the pottery found has obvious alien affinities. If pottery
was in use as reported by Atlasov, the first Russian explorer, then even the
memory of it had died out forty years later--a circumstance which strains
the credulity. Hides from sea and land animals were another major ru'

. material, supplying all clothing and footgear, thongs, straps, etc. Skins
were dressed with fish roe, which was then allowed to ferment, in addition
to the usual scrapings and rubbings. Tanning was offo'etod by smoking, plus
- the foregoing m Much leather was dyed .mdk with a decoction of
alder bark. Fish skin was usedto make certain types of shoes, and yielded
glue as well. Woven products of dried grasses and co from nettle have
already been mentioned.>’ ‘

Fire was apparently produced with a simple hand drill, although the
bow drill is almest universal in neighboring regions.>?

33. Rudenko, 1948; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 378-381, 386; Steller, 1774:
71-72, 81, 104, 127-128, 249, 304, 308, 318-319, 321.

34. mmw, 1949: 380.
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The Kamchadal costume, in Steller's opinion, was very well adapted to -
the local climate and activities. Men's and women's dress was essentially
the same, though distinguished by minor details. Children had a flap at the
rear for sanitary purposes. The under garments consisted of a long shirt
and trousers--leather in summer, fur in winter. Men wore only a breech clout
when engaged in household tasks, and in summer, frequently outdoors as well.
The outer garment, when needed, was the kuklianka, a long loose fur "night
shirt"” with a hood. For greater warmth additional kuklianka could be donned,
the inner one with fur side in, the outer with fur out. Reindeer and seal
skins were the commonest materials, with dog skins reserved for gala attire.
Garments were embellished with borders of other furs, strips of red seal
leather, bunches of red-tinted seal hair or long dog hairs, etc. The fur-less
side was generally dyed with alder bark.3®

Boots for summer were of seal skin. In winter, several types of footgear
were in use. One was made of dried fish skin; another, of the hide from
reindeer legs, was soled with seal skin or bear paws, which provided secure
footing on ice. Women constantly wore ’finccrlm gloves when working:; men
had regular gloves. Women went bare-headed, while men had caps of various
sorts--including a band from which dangled flaps to protect ears, neck, etc.--
for winter wear, and for summer use wooden or quill "lampshade" hats 1ike
those of the Aleut. A sort of birchbark net was worn over the eyes to protect
them from the spring ghr-e,‘ though this may have been irtroduced from Siberia
with the Russians. Women during this season covered their faces with bear's

35. Ibid: 387-393; Steller, 1774: 304-309, 313.
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' guts to safeguard their complexions. To look their best, women customarily
reddened their faces with various substances, but no tattooing or other
bodily adornment was mhd.“

Women of fashion sought to braid their hair into an elaborate mass,
supplemented by other hair to make it even more "thick aud stately”. Fish
_f'at or seal oil was applied to make it shine. Men apparently wore the
hair in two braids.®’

The l-eh-hl‘won a dog-breeding people par excellence, although dog-
driving actually played little if any role in their economic life, merely
facilitating their social activitiu. and, probably, their warfare. Sled dogs
could have been subtracted from their culture in all likelihood without
impairing their chances of survival. The Kamchadal could afford this virtual
luxury by reason of the abundant winter food supply. One gets the impression
that dogs probably constituted about the only form of wealth among them.

The Kamchadal dog sled with its laddle—lilﬁ superstructure was a unique
product with no ebvieuo parallels elsewhere and appropriately reflects the
superfluous utm of tlnir dog traction. This sled was about as utilitarian
as a racing sulky. It could carry the driver, riding sidesaddle in a sport-
ingly precarious position, but no load of any lort.”

Driving this odd conveyance--a feat requiring considerable skill to
avoid tipping over--was done with the aid of a pointed bent staff (oshtol),

1949: 390.
37. Steller, 1774: 311-312.

38. Antropova, 1949%a.
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which served both as a brake and as an instrument for urging on the dogs, '
mostly by the sound of the jangling objects affixed to it. Directing was
by veice, and a good leader was an absolute necessity. The average team
apparently consisted of a lesder and four dogs in pairs on a central trace,
although the evidence is conflicting, and there are grounds for suspecting
that originally the dogs may have buen hitched fan-wise. The harness was
of cervico-scapular type, with the collar around the neck and one foreleg.
Under spring snow conditions, traction was improved by fastening on extra
runners of whale bun.” e

There is no evidence to indicate the existence of another type of sled
for freight transport. The Russians lost no time in introducing the standard
east Siberian nmart to fill this lacuna, and it became an integral part of
post-conquest Kamchadal culture in short order.?’

Dogs were turnod loose to fend for themselves in summer, and in winter
were kept tied up and fed an exclusively fish diet, dried or rotten, usually
cooked into a sort of soup. A curious method of training sled dogs involved
keeping them in pits out of human sight (except, presumably, for their
trainer) until broken to harness. Male sled dogs were always castrated.
Dogs not suitable for harness were trained for hunting. Long-haired dogs

39. 1Ibid.; Levin, 1946: 94-96; Langsdorff, 1814, II: 283-286;
Krasheninnikov, 1949: 398; Steller, 1774: 374.

40. Antropova, 1949%a.
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were valued for their fur. l,furmpn!.rrddmallothn, and the
fanciest clothing was made from it.“1 :
. Reflecting their riverine life, the typical Kamchadal boat was a poplar
dugout about 12 to 14 feet long, handled by two men who stood in bow and
stern, respectively, paddling downstream and poling up close to shore. Two
slightly different types existed: one in which the bow was made slightly
higher than the gunwales, which were spread apart, presumably by cross-
pieces; the other in which bow and stern were of the same height as the
gunwales or even slightly lower, and the gunwales were not spread apart but
curved inward following the natural shape of the log. The use of the latter
was apparently restricted to the Kamchatka River, the former being employed
everywhere else--even on sheltered bays and on the sea itself close to shore
in calm weather. These round-bottomed craft had low stability and a very
limited cargo capacity. For tramsporting bulky but lightweight loads, two
dugouts would be joined by a log platform to form a sort of raft; this was
feasible only on the calmer rivers and was usually confined to downstream
travel. .On portions of the east coast, the inhabitants seem to have had
more nautical mitiu, and were led to create a more seaworthy craft
by sewing planks on to the gunwales of the dugout with baleen. Steadied
apparently by,roci: ballast, they were thus emboldened to pursue sea mammals
on the open ocean like their neighbors to the north and south. This boat
was the only Kamchadal craft to earn the designation baidar from the Russians,

42
the term applied to sea-going plank boats or to the umiak.

41. Steller, 1774: 183-134, 137-139; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 253-254, 39%6.

42. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 382-383, 710; Erman, 1848: 167-168, 318-319.
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O land, summer travel was on foot and transport on the human back--
mostly with a forehead tump line. For foot travel in winter, and also for
bresking tiwil for dog temms, the Kamchadal had both skis and netted snow-
shoes. The former mof common Siberian type and equipped with fur under-
neath to facilitate up-hill progress. The latter, like the similar snowshoes
of the Chukchi and Koryak, were obviously a diffusion from the other side of
Bering Stnit.”

The Kamchadal, like most primitives, were a completely self-sufficient
.pceplo, and trade was not noceuuy for their survival or the proper func-
tioning of their economy. It was apparently a convenience to hpért reindeer
skins or clothing made therefrom from the Koryak in return for agaric and
furs, but much of this commerce may well be a post-conquest development.
Luxury items of Japanese origin diffused northward from the Kuriles. Steller
mentions the export of nettle cordage to the Kurile territory, where the
plant does n;at grow, in exchange for sea otter furs, but this commerce also
liy have grown up after the conquest. By and large, trade seems to have been
casual and of little consequence?

Very little is known about the social organization of the Kamchadal.

In general, the inhabitants of each of the smaller river systems seem to have
regarded themselves as descended from a single mgutor, and as owning the

43. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 368, 400, 710; Steller, 1774: 369: Antropova,
1949a: 69.
44. Steller, 1774: 83-84, 375; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 167, 171, 369,

514.
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territory in common as far as hunting and fishing rights were concerned.
There would seem to have been one major settlement in each such area, any
others being offshoots resulting from overcrowding. Families thus break-
mwhuuﬂdmrmmldmlymam:tmd«
the same stream, always remaining within the ancestral domain. Settlements
seem to have been composed of members of one extended family. This is
further substantiated by the solidarity displayed by each settlement in case
of trouble with outside groups. Marriage apparently was extra-local; it
may have been matrilocal, but here the evidence is conflicting. Property
inheritance was to the eldest son. But women seem to have enjoyed a high
position in Kamchadal society, and participated freely in religious cere-
monies. 45

Slavery of uu'. captives existed, and the capture of slaves was apparently
a major motive for war. Such slaves had to do the unpleasant and menial work,
but might be released after a few years. It is hard to tell how important
a factor slavery was in the culture.“’ ‘

Political structure was non-existent. War parties, however, were appar-
ently organized by a leader of proven ability and the participants accepted
his orders for the duration of the expedition. Each settlement had some
leading man or men who were feared or respected, and who exercised influence
in proportion to this. But they had no authority to enforce their decisions
or compel agreement. Law and order was on a purely personal basis--with

45. Steller, 1774: 354; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 366, 368, 378, 435.

46. Steller, 1774: 235,
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whatever support one's relatives might be willing to give. Homicide was
avenged by killing the murderer in the same fashion as the victim had died--
. if the relatives could lay hands on him. Thieves were beaten by the victim;
a“kﬁﬂ“thhumw;-hh(hhpa—-tlyu
mnjymawm. Thieves were, in addition, universally
despised and treated as outcasts by the entire group.?’

Warfare between settlements was apparently all too frequent in the old
days--motivated by desire for women, slaves and dogs (the only valuable
booty), to avenge wrongs and insults, or in cases of refusal to surrender
a wrong-doer. The accumulated internecine hostility greatly facilitated the
Russian conquest, the invaders receiving enthusiastic mutmo, or at least
qual h—yiutmna-mofuttun‘oldmﬁpo

hwhw,mMWw01Mwmtmdmﬁm
treachery, ruses or smeak attacks, especially on a sleeping enemy. The design
of the winter houses made it a simple matter to render large numbers of able-
bodied men helpless by guarding the exits. They were capable of fighting
bravely in a defensive position, however, as was illustrated frequently in
the early revolts against the Russians, when the Kamchadal, meeting opposition,
customarily withdrew to natural strongholds. Wives and children were often
killed to prevent their falling to the victor, while the men threw themselves
from cliffs or rushed into the midst of the attackers to sell their lives
d.u’ly.”

47.
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48. 234, 236, 356. *
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49, 236, 238; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 402-403.



Prisoners, especially the most valiant, were tortured. Harmless
MivaMym, and captured women became wives or
concubines . 50

The weapons employed were bows with aconite-poisoned arrows, spears and
clubs. The bow was small, apparently simple in type, of larch wood covered
with birchbark; arrows had bone or stone points, and were fletched with eagle
feathers. Armor made of matting, or seal hide supplemented by m,qu
also w.u

In their more peaceful moments, hospitality was a point of honor among
the Kamchadal. Visitors were extravagantly entertained over long periods,
and presented with valuable gifts at departure--regardless of the extent of
the host's resources. ténfmamtnythiuheniﬂntduinmldbe
a great di.nnu.“

. A curious practice was connected with entering into a formal ized con-
tractual fri-ﬂl, relationship with another man. The prospective "friend"
ws Sovited % & qpevtal "erdeal feast” set by his host, who prepared his
choicest dishes (in quantity sufficient for ten men) and heated the under-
ground dwelling to a stifling temperature. While the guest did his best to
consume the spread, the host plied him with more, and at intervals poured
WGM—MMhﬂ.ﬁnWMh. The host could
go outdoors at any time for a breath of fresh air, and ate mothing himself,

50. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 402.

§1. 1Ibid: 404.
52. Ibid: 433; Erman, 1848: 215; Dobell, 1830, I: 83.
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Mﬁ”mﬂutﬁummh‘mm&“wim*ﬂtm
defeat. When he finally gave up, he had to purchase his liberty by surren-
dering to the host the most valuable possessions he had with him (dogs,
clothing, etc.). Later on the host must be similarly entertained, or the
guest might return and expect to receive presents of comparable nlut.”

The aesthetic side of Kamchadal life seems to have been little developed
despite the abundant leisure. Decorative art was at best confined to some
painted ornament on wooden or bark utensils, to which might be added the
adornment applied to elvthinc.“

5 0mb St oF sulier capttvs CpiINtss v Buts eebs eustusl
instrument; even drums seem to have been absent. Singing, though a popular
diversion, appears to have been confined to the female sex. Songs were
improvised with alacrity on almost any topic.

The dance was probably the best developed field. All the principal
dances indigenous beyond doubt to the Kamchadal seem to have been pantomimic
representations of the actions and habits of various familiar animals and
bixic, and, sometimes, of hunters in relation to these--all very cleverly
and faithfully portrayed. | The favorite dance depicted realistically the
courtship of a pair of bears. 'mou.pcrfor-teu seem to have been executed
by men, wiile the caleshers seng sn incessantly-vepsated refrain. More |

53. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 432-433.
54. Kittlitz, 1958, II: 317, 338; Guillemard, 1889: 75.
55. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 430-431; Steller, 1774: 333-337.
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ordinary sorts of group dances in which all participated are described,
but with the mmmumcmmmmmmnu

Mimicry of others was a Kamchadal talent and a favorite diversion along
with story-telling. Chtno,"'whou buffoonery is extremely obscene", played
s gave & Smatvest.”

Their folklore consisted primarily of a body of satirical and "indecent"
tales about the misadventures of their creator, Kutka, and as such shows
great resemblance to Koryak folklore and its Raven cycle. Some of the
examples known to us have emid‘r&bh literary -rit.“

!miunutothlifceychofthcw,mﬁndﬂutwmwho
wished to enhance their fecundity, insure a successful pregnancy, and facil-
itate delivery, ate spiders during this period. Many others with the
opposite objective resorted to alleged herbal contraceptive concoctions and
to various types of abortion, including crushing the foetus within the
womb (often with fatal consequences to the mother), an art at which certain
old women were regarded as especially pm:fic:iom:.s9

Childbirth took place with no effort at seclusion and without any
attendant fuss, ritual or restriction. Mothers generally assisted their
daughters. The afterbirth was thrown to the dogs. Women resumed their usual

57. Steller, 1774: 341-342; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 432.

58. Jochelson, 1905-1908: 341; Kittlitz, 1858, I: 326-327; some of
the tales are given by suller, (1774: 255ffF).

59. Steller, 1774: 198, 294, 349.



41
duties within a few days. The neighbors all came to see and rejoice over
the newborn, but no occasion was made of it. Unwanted children might,
apparently, be killed at birth, as was generally the case with one of a
pair of twins or with children born during a storm. It was believed that
the latter would subsequently cause bad weather, although there were ritual
means of removing this di..bi.l:lty.éo

Giiiiom wose nansd oftes dossased selatives by the futher vhen they
were a month or two old; no ceremony was involved, and the name was retained
throughout life, unless the child's restlessness at night indicated that it
had probably received the wrong name and was being disturbed by some offended
relative. In such cases the shaman was consulted and the name changed. Most
names were Common Mr.‘l

- Infants were generally carried about on mothers' backs inside the :
kuklianka, supported by a strap, being transferred at night to the breast.
Children were suckled for three or four years, or until the birth of the next
ehild.“

We are told that parents indulged their children, and that the latter
were disobedient, disrvespectful, indifferent to affection, and in gemeral
-did as they pleased. Their attiu-iu did not improve with age, and elderly

mmm-mw

60. Ibid: 350-352; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 437-438.
61. Steller, 1774: 353; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 438.
62. Steller, 1774: 352. '

63. 1Ibid: 353-354.
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The Kamchadal usually selected wives from another settlement. A _
suitor went to live with his prospective parents-in-law and worked for them.
- When he felt that he had sufficiently ingratiated himself and proved his
worth, he would ask their permission to attempt to "touch" the girl, i.e.,
insert his finger in her vagina. If the parents and the girl were satisfied
with him, they told him to try his luck; if not, they sent him packing with
nothing to show for his pains. The girl, regardless of her acquiescence,
had to put up a great show of resistance, mwhiehlhwu.wndahttod
by all the women of the settlement. In addition to being securely bundled
up in many layers of clothing, she was never left alone. Any attempt by
the suitor brought a crowd of women to her assistance, at whose hands he
could 'uq.ct rough treatment. Sometimes a year or more would elapse before
the objective was attained at a cost of many scars. However, the moment he
succeeded the girl surrendered immediately and made no further resistance.
They were now regarded as man and wife without more ado. Steller says the
couple lived in the wife's settlement, while according to Krasheninnikov they
went to the husband's, although returning later for a marriage feast with
the bride's family.%*

Virginity was apparently neither expected nor particularly esteemed,
although we have no specific data on pre-marital sexual uctivitiol.65

Polygyny was general, though there were rarely more than three wives.
The husband had to follow the same procedure in the case of each subsequent

“- M
65. Steller, 1774: 345-346.

343-346; snllnnimikw, 1949: 434-436.
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 wife. If the wives did not get along well they were housed separately, and
the husband lived with each in turn. When a wife died, her parents would
often supply another daughter without requiring servitude. Widows were free
to -.I-n'ry, but first had to "purify" themselves by intercourse with some
other man, an act fraught with magical danger and hence not too easy to
arrange until the arrival of the cossacks, who gladly assumed this burden.
The levirate was also practiced.’’

Women seem to have "worn Kpnnts" in the mw family. llmhmdc
are pictured as devoted and willing slaves in all matters. Women were very
jealous of rivals as well as of their husbands, but also rather promiscuous.
Men are described as mot particularly jealous, although the paramour of a
beloved wife was apt to suffer injury, and as indulging in numerous extra-
marital amours. Wife exchange between friends is reported also. Divorce
constoted sevely in separetion, both parties usually remsrrying.®’

Wity was widespread. Confirmed male homosexuals had to dress,
act, and live as women. They were commonly kept as concubines by 'nnr'ried
men in addition to their wives, and this arrangement seems to have bun an
established and accepted ixm:itutivzm.68

The Kamchadal division of labor seems equitable. Men constructed the
houses, although women thatched and furnished them; supplied the firewood;
did all hunting, fishing, and skinning; prepared the rotten fish in pits;

66. 1Ibid: 346-347.
67. Ibid: 287-288, 345, 347; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 436.

68. Steller, 1774: 289, 350-351.
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manufactured all household utensils, sleds, boats, fishing and hunting equip-
ment; prepared all food, fed the dogs; and entertaiued guests.’

Women--in addition to bringing up the children--prepared the entire fish
supply (except the rotten portion), which then remained in their charge; o
lected about 100 different kinds of roots, herbs, berries, etc. for medicine
and food, as well as grasses for weaving and other uses, and nettles for
cordage, and prepared all of these for use as necessary; manufactured all
cordage and woven products; did all skin dressing; made all clothing and y
' footgear of every sort; and were the sole repositories of medical and sur-
gical kmowledge. =

Although sickness was considered due to the actions of offended spirits,
or to the consequences of transgressing some tabu, and a shaman m.cmsultod
to determine the specific cause and to cmﬁmt it by magical means, this
did not prevent the Kamchadal from dev.l@ing a very extensive practical
medical repertoire, even if it was largely of imaginary efficacy. The women
practitioners had at their disposal a pharmacopoeia impressive in size and
variety if not in quality. How much of this was motivated by magical con-
siderations, and how much based on a knowledge of actual beneficial results,
is impossible to determine. The latter might have been an accidental adjunct
of the former, or it might represent a body of practical lore mixed together

with the. magical. -

69. Ibid: 316.'317 .
70. 1Ibid: 317-321.
71. Ibid: 276, 362-366; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 412, 440-442.
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However, when Kamchadals became seriously ill it was the usual practice

" te sbendon thes in the woeds, or (according to Steller) to throw their living
bodies to the dogs--either with or without the patient's acquiescence. In-
deed, suicide was part of the cultural pattern. Whenever anyone decided life
was no longer attractive, or felt themselves old, decrepit and useless, they
would go off into the forest and starve th-noilv.l to écuth. This urge was
possibly reinforced by the hope of sooner attaining the underworld, where
the sorrows of this life did not exist. -

If a Kamchadal fell into the water accidentally (they apparently did
not know how to swim), no one would try to save him, and bystanders might
even forcibly insure his drowning, reasoning that since the man was obviously
supposed to drown it would be wrong for him not to. Should he iurvive any-
way, he was considered dead and treated as such. No one would speak to him
or allow him to come into the hmme.-is

When a person died in a house the corpse was immediately hauled outside
by a strap around the neck, and left nearby for the dogs to devour. All
clothing of the deceased was thrown out also, lest it contaminate someone.
Everyone involved immediately underwent a purification ceremony, invélving
crawling through hoops of branches which were then cast into the woods. The
man who pulled the corpse had, in addition, to cateh two birds, burning one,
and, joined by his entire family, eating the other. The house was abandoned
and a new one erected at some distance. No doubt the eagerness to abandon
the dying out in the woods was motivated to a great extent by this consider-

74
ation. Corpses of young children, we are told, were placed in hollow trees.

72. Steller, 1774: 294, 354; Bering in Golder, 1922, I: 18.
73. Steller, 1774:.‘295; Golovnin, 1861: 108.
74. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 443-444.
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their bodies to be revived in the underworld, where they would engage in all

the usual activities and carry on as in this life, except that want and
suffering would be unknown and life would be always perfect, as it used to
be in Kamchatka back in the days of Kutka, the Creator. The poor on earth
will be well off in the underworld and vice versa, we are told. The Kamchadal
knew all this because the lord of the underworld, a son of Kutka, and the .
first man ever to die, returned to earth to enlighten his descendants on
this nd.kinjdud matters; which knowledge had been handed down ever since.’®

It is, however, particularly difficult to obtain a coherent pietm of
Kamchadal supernaturalism from the type of source material available to us.
One gets the impression that the Kamchadal were not too clear about such
matters in their own minds. They had a Creator--Kutka, the ancestor and
culture-bringer of their nation--but they regarded him with derision for his
follies and with resentment for not having created a better world. For such
a thoontic;lly powerful and central figure they felt neither respect nor
fear. Various sons of Kutka seem to be deities controlling natural phenomena
such as rain, wind, thunder, and earthquakes. But again, they are regarded
primarily as causal explanations, and not as objects of fear or rcvcr.nce.76

On the other hand, the Kamchadal believed that spirits inhabited all o
parts of the landscape, and it was these that they really feared and respected--

especially those dnllin( in dangerous places such as volcanoes, hot springs,

75. Steller, 1774: 269-273.

76. 1Ibid: 253-255, 265-269.
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and high mountains, which were nﬁlru being particularly malignant.
They were the main objects of the Kamchadals' efforts at treating with the
supernatural, since they were th ones who actually affected men's lives.’’

aawa&&fmoflmmoﬂuhpmmm'byw
inhabited by dangerous spirits; making offerings to the hearth fire; adorn-
ing the household "god" (probably a tutelary spirit, represented by a wooden
stake) with sacred herbs and "feeding” (smearing) it with blood and fat so
that it would secure them luck on the hunt; ascertaining whether a spirit
has been offended when sickness occurs, and so forth. Nothing useful or
desirable was ever offercd to the -pirits--mrglly the inedible portions
of fish and such likc

Much of their dealings appear to have been purely magical in nature,
however. There were a mumber of prohibitions handed down from the ancestors
which if violated would automatically cause misfortune, illness, or unsuccess-
ful hunting. One who believed himself in trouble of this sort consulted a
shaman to ascertain the precise cause, then expiated the transgression by
carving a little man of wood and placing it in the forest. Spirits do not
seem to‘hlve been involved, although it is difficult to judge the .matter on
the basis of the sources. Or again, "purification” was achieved in several
ceremonies by passing through a hoop of branches which was then burned or
thrown away in the woodc.79 '

77. 1Ibid: 47, 265-266; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 369.
78. Steller, 1774: 265-266, 276-277.

79. 1Ibid: 274-276.
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In marked contrast to the surrounding Siberian tribes, shamanism was
very little developed among the Kamchadal. There were no professional
shamans, no special costume, no drum. Anyone of either sex could try their
hand at it, but women, especially older ones, and homosexuals were regarded
as most successful, though no particular prestige was attached to the role.
Shamans seem to have been resorted to largely for divination: to locate
stolen goods, interpret a difficult dream inexplicable by the standard rules,
ascertain what "tabu" had been violated to cause misfortune or what was the
cause of an illness, to predict the future, and so forth. One principal
technique employed Sy shamans was lifting the foot by means of a nettle
thread; if it fcl:huvy it was a bad omen or negative sign. But they could
also summon spirits into their presence from whom to inquire the answer.
There is no evidence that they exerted any control over supernatural beings
beyond this fact-finding function. They played no major role in the important
eomk},__ nor were they endowed with any supernatural powers or abilities.
Since spirit possession does not seem to have been a cause of illness, there
was no opportunity to fulfill the familiar function of spirit expulsion. Nor
was'sorcery apparently practiced by the Kamchadal. Shamans did deal in magic
to the extent of supplying persons with amulets to be worn around the nock.so

The Kamchadal had only one fixed annual ceremony, a very elaborate and
important affair lasting many days, which was held in November after the
' winter supplies were all in and the festive season ready to begin. The
details varied in different. parts of the country, but the central idea seemed

80. Ibid: 182, 276, 278-279, 312; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 412.

————e
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to be one of "purification". Krasheninnikov witnessed several of these
affairs, and has left us detailed descriptions. Everyone took part, of
both sexes and all ages. mwmu-mm:utm-
podge, which seems to consist partly in offerings to spirits to gain their
good will, and partly in purely magical procedures for one purpose or
another. One gets the impression that the ceremony was a sort of catch-all
to take care of the year's needs in relation to the supernatural, and that
many birds, so to speak, were thus killed with one stone. Among items that
stand out from the general confusion: a tug-of-war between the sexes over
a birch tree brought in from the forest; purification by passing through
hoops; installation of a new household "idol"; making of many wooden effigies
which are fed and adorned, then burned; effigies of whale and wolf (made of
food stuffs), subsequently eaten; a human figure of woven grass about a
foot high with a 14-foot priapus, which was burned.®! :

While animal ceremonialism was apparently a well-developed feature of
Kamchadal culture, it should be regarded rather as "hunting magic" than
cult or ritual. There was nothing at all comparable to the "bo.lr festival”
of the Ainu or Gﬂy;k._ Although bears were held in esteem, they were not
markedly singled out for special treatment. Indeed, the ceremonialism
observed seems more proportional to the economic importance of the particular
animal, and was aimed solely at insuring a good bag of them in the future.

In general they apparently asked forgiveness before killing any major _
land or sea l—ll lest it take offense, md subsequently endeavored to make

81. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 413-427.
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it believe it was an honored guest by offering sacred herbs and various
" delicacies to the meat, skull or fur, so that others of the species might
-otbu-n‘lhyd'pqh. Amohnvﬁohnlndnpemw
of the skull after the animal had been devoured: adorning it with sacred
herbs, and making speeches to it pointing out how well it had been treated
and urging it to inform its relatives so that they also may enjoy similar
* hospitality. (A more elaborate ceremony, although developing the same
theme, was described by Krasheninnikov in connection with seals). The
skulls do not appear to have been preserved after the completion of these
observances, except those of bears, whiéhuutohwebunhm‘upmor
near the dwelling.®”
The wolf and bear in particular were believed to understand human speech,
and circumlocutions were always employed in their prucmw.83
In connection with these supernatural attitﬁdu towards animals should

be mentioned the ptehib:lt;ion on cooking meat of land and sea animals--or
meat and fish--together in -the same pot. Also the belief that the only
proper 'pocitian for sexual intercourse was on the side, since fish were said
to do it in this fashion. "

 Such, in brief and in part, was the culture into whose origins and

relationships we now propose to i.nquin

82. Ibid: 249, 272-273; Steller, 1774: 82, 85, 112, 117, 280, 330-331.
83. Steller, 1774: 276. :
84. Tbid: 274-275.



1. Material Culture

Dog Traction

The aboriginal Kamchadal dog sled’ was, as we have previously stated,
of unique appearance. The saddle-like superstructure has no parallel. How-
ever, when the method of constructing the frame is analyzed in detail, com-
parisons become possible. This construction is characterized by bawflhnpod
cross-ribs (knees), a feature found also in the Chukchi-Koryak reindeer
sledge (Bogoras 1904-1909: 90). According to Bogoras (Ibid: 99), the
latter is similar to the ancient Chukchi dog sled. Sl@ incorporating the
same structural features are illustrated in Mason, 1896, from Point Barrow
and western Alaska--figs. 244-246. Levin, in his important study of dog
traction (Levin, 1946), groups such sleds together as Type 3 ‘in his classi-
fication (Ibid: 92). |

Evidence is conflicting and inconclusive as to how the Kamchadal orig-
inally hitched their dogs, as well as to the type of harness employed.
Specific descriptions all date from later pcrioqla2 when the so-called "East
Siberian type", introduced by the Russians, had become firmly established.
Earlier evidence is vague. One of the sleds preserved in museum collections,

1. For a detailed technical description, see Antropova, 1949%a.
2. e.g. Kittlitz, 1858, II: frontispiece; De Lesseps, 1790: 116;
Ditmar, 1890-1900: 178; Golovnin, 1861: .17._
51
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however, indicated a four-dog team hitched fan-wise (Antropova, 1949a: 74).
This was apparently the ancient method among the Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909:
99). Information is lacking for the Koryak. Levin (1946: 94) concludes
from this that the ancient Kamchadal team was very likely fan-shaped. This
is, of course, the standard Eskimo method; it was also one of the ways em-
ployed in western Siberia (Ibid: 96).

On the basis of the data available, Levin (1946: 95) identifies the
indigenous harness as being single-bight of cervico-scapular type (over the
neck and one foreleg). Jochelson (1905-1908: 507) similarly interprets
Krasheninnikov's cryptic remarks on the subject. While the ancient dog
harness of the Chukchi and Koryak is unknown, their reindeer harnmess is of
this same cervico-scapular variety, which gives some basis for supposing that
the Kamchadal tyéc may have been common to all three tribes in former times.

Using as cﬂtoria sled form, method of hitching, and harness type, Levin
has classified Siberian dog traction into various types. On the basis of
the above data, he (roups Kamchadal, Koryak and Chukchi into a "Northeastern
Type" (1946: 94-95). Another of his classificatory groups, the "Eskimo-
American”, he regards as probably related (Ibid: 95-96). The latter is
characterized by several sled types (including some with bow-shaped ribs),
fan-wise team, and a harness that seems to be a modification of the Kamchadal
type. Jochelson (1905-1908: 508) also sees the Eskimo harness as an improved
form developed from a single-bight harness similar to the Kamchadal. The
"Gilyak-Amur" type of dog traction differs in every respect from these (Levin,
1946: 94).



Northeastern Siberia and arctic America constitute a definite culture
area in Levin's opinion (Ibid: 101-102), characterized by a specific form
_ of dog traction (the mmm and Eskimo-American types) which
arose and developed there independently--as well as by a whole series of
other common cultural elements (unspecified). The Amur-Sakhalin region, on
the other hand, is a separate culture area which developed independently of
this. Levin also believes in the relative recency of specialized dog
traction (Ibid: 108), although we cannot take the space here to examine his
arguments . °

A word should be said about the oshtol, or staff used in driving, and
especially for braking, which is in universal use in northeastern Siberia

in modern times. Bogoras declared (1904-1909: 100) that the word oshtol

3. In this comnnection it is of interest to note, however, that dog
traction in western Alulia seems relatively late. No traces are reported
from Old Bering Sea, Punuk or Birmirk sites (Birket-Smith and De Laguna,
1938: 428). Collins believes it was unknown on St. Lawrence Island until
about the eighteenth contury (1937a: 338). See Giddings (1952: 62-63) for
the most recent discussion of this problem. Birket-Smith (1929, II: 169)
believed dog tmtion to be old in Eurasia, and Zolotarev (1938a) considers
it a diagnostic feature of his most ancient level of culture in northern
Asia. Levin refutes this whole approach, and while his demonstration is

not conclusive by any means, the former view can no longer be taken for

granted.
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was of Kamchadal origin, which would lead to the conclusion that it was a

local invention which subsequently spread over a wider area. Levin (1946:
98) flatly denies the accuracy of this derivation, and holds that both the
term and the method of braking were borrowed by the Kamchadal along with the
rest of the paraphernalia of "East Siberian" dog driving after the Russian
conquest.

-Let us proceed to some other details related to dogs.

The practice of walking ahead of the dog team, as the Kamchadal did
under certain cmdifiml, is unknown on the Chukchi Peninsula, but is
"generally employed by Eskimo drivers" (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 100).. It is also
typical of the Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 351). Shoeing the sled runners with
whale bone in spring is noted for the Chukchi (Bogoras, op. cit: 91) and
Alaskan Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 207). The common Eskimo practice of coating
the runners with ice, found among the tribes west of Bering Sea and on the
Kolyma River (Bogoras, op. cit: 106), was not much used in Kamchatka (Ibid.),
possibly, however, due to climatic conditions. The older sources do not mention
it, although one modern observer does (Bergman, 1926: 136). The custom of
turning the dogs loose in summer to fend for themselves is probably too ob-
vious and widespread in the circumpolar zone to have amy significance. The
placing of small leather boots on foot-sore dugs is described by Langsdorff
(1814, II: 287); while this might not be an aboriginal Kamchadal practice,
Bogoras observed it on occasions among the Chukchi (1904-1909: 110). It is
not reported from the Koryak, but Birket-Smith (1929, II: 170) cites & fow
references to "dog socks" from noﬁhm Canadian Indian tribes, and Weyer
states that they are common among Eskimos (1932: 88), so it may be associated
with the general type of dog traction in our area. Cropping the tails of sled
dogs in the belief that it will increase their speed Bogoras implies (1904-
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1909: 103) is restricted to the Koryak and Kamchadal; it is not mentioned

in the early accounts, although this does not necessarily militate against
its presence, given the nature of our sources. The castration of driving
dogs is of interest chiefly for the method employed. The Chukchi and Koryak--
only some fifty years ago, it is true--used a knife; but there is no mtipa
of any other method (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 103; Jochelson, 1905-1908: 519).
Krasheninnikov (1949: 396) simply says that Kamchadal driving dogs were
ea‘trmd, without giving any details; but De Lesseps (1790: 115) declares
specifically that the method was not cutting, but crushing with the teeth.
Other reports neither confirm nor deny his assertion. If true, this fact is
of considerable interest, since this method is used on reihdnr all the way
from the Lapps to the Chukchi (including the Tungus), whereas castration of
reindeer by cutting (after the fashion of horse-breeders) is limited in the
north to tribes of southern origin such as the Yakut and Samoyed (Vasilevich
and Levin, 1951: 75). The possibility arises that this bloodless castration
may reflect former practices in comnection with dogs, as do so many traits
connected with reindeer breeding, and that the Kamchadal instance may be the
lone survival of an ancient custom once widespread in arctic Eurasia.

I have been able to find no parallels to the method of training sled dogs
by confining them in a pit as described by Steller (1774: 138-139). Langsdorff
(1814, 11: 276) gives this as the mode md "in the old days", but his account
is obviously lifted from Steller. Jochelson (1905-1908: 515-516) reprints
Steller's statement on the subject without comment. We may conclude that he
accepts it, but knows of no parallels either.

The Kamchadal practice of feeding dogs on warm fish soup in wooden troughs
(Steller, 1774: 133-134; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 254; Erman, 1848: 187) was
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shared with the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 513). u-qutthﬂm
feed dogs indoors (Ibid: 514). |

The Kamchadal seem never to have utilized their dogs for towing boats
as did the Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 129), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
538), Bering Strait and Point Barrow Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 211; Murdoch,
1892: 338), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 377), Sakhalin Ainu (Mamiya, 1855:
vol. 1I, illus.; Harrison translation, p. 24), Sakhalin Gilyak, Ket, and
northern Yakut (Levin, 1946: 80).

In using dogs for hunting, the Kamchadal shared in "an old and wide-
spread culture element in the North" (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938:
@9),% uptes) for nevtiumoter Berth Ansrice ond nevthoastom Asis. Ameng
‘o‘ of the neighboring tribes (Kuriles, Hokkaido Ainu, and reindeer-breeding
divisions of the Tungus group) the dog was used solely for hunting (Bird,
1888: 280; Hawes, 1904: 208; sehmck; 1881-1895: 499; Bogoras, 1904-1909:
71, 100; Polonskii, 1871: 383).

The part played by the dog in ritual life is also not without interest.
The idea that dogs guard the entrance to the underworld is, according to
Jochelson (1905-1908: 514), shared by the Yukagir, Chukchi, Koryak and
Kamchadal, while such concepts are not alien to the Gilyak, Aleut® and Eskimo.

4. Clark, in a recent discussion of the subject (1952: 122), believes
that the use of dogs for hunting came comparatively late in the history of
their domestication. |

5. The reference to the Aleut is apparently an error. Hrdlicka tells
us that there were "no dogs at any time in the Aloutim Islands." (1945:
484-485). |
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The Yakut, on the other hand, display a totally different attitude, and
cons ider the dog as unclean (Ibid.). Among the Chukchi, dogs play a more
important role in religious beliefs and rites than do reindeer, despite the
predominant role of the latter in daily life (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 13). A
list of the northeast Asiatic tribes who sacrifice dogs is virtually a roster
.fn.q-aiva.pqm.fa-m.‘ ‘But leaving aside the Ainu of
Sebhalin, whese dog tractien is cbvieusly borvewnd vholessls frem their
Gilyak um, the Kamchadal stand out as a glaring exception to this
general rule. The ritual diubinty.ef the dog is further emphasized when
we read Krasheninnikov's description (1949: 416) of their major religious
event--the great autumn ceremony. One of the preliminaries to this was the
removal from the scene of all sleds, dog harness, traces, trappings, etc.,
on the grounds that these accoutrements are disagreeable to the spirits.

In this connection, attitudes toward eating dog flesh should be noted.
The Koryak dislike the idea, their myths echoing the same attitude, but it
is apparently not unknown in time of famine (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 519),
as with Eskimo in general (Weyer, 1932: 101). The Maritime Chukehi and
Asiatic Eskimo, on the other hand, not only fall back on dog meat in famines
but indulge in it occasionally as a gustatory treat, with the implication
that they formerly did so more frequently (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 101). This

6. Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 101), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
519), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 215), Okhotsk Foot Tungus (Zolotarev,
1938b: 73), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 765-766), Gold (Vasil'ev, 1940:
166), Orochi (Shternberg, 1896: 439).
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is interesting because evidence indicates that the Old Bering Sea people of
St. Lawrence Island ate dogs of a small variety (Collins, 1940: 551). And
in the 16th century the Frobisher Bay Eskimo--possibly a mixed Dorset-Thule
group--are reported to have kept a special breed of small dog for eating in
addition to their larger sled dogs (Jenness, 1940: m)f The Okhotsk Foot
Tungus ate dog on ritual occasions (Zolotarev, 1938b: 71), whereas the
Gilyak regarded it as a delicacy (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 434), as do the
Koreans (Osgood, 1951: 77-78). Probably from the Gilyak it spread to the
menus of the Ul'chi (Stremina, 1949: 47) and Ainu of Sakhalin (Bickmore,
1868b: 364; Howard, 1893: 106). Again, the Kamchadal stand out in contrast;
although "everything that can possibly serve as food is eaten by these people”
(Steller, 1774: 324), "mice, lizards and dogs are excluded from their fare"
(Ibid: 323). Anyone can be driven to extremities, however, and Kamchadals
who are trapped on the trail by one of the interminable local blizzards have
been known, says Erman (1848: 230-231), even to butcher a part of their
team--but nmot, it seems, until they have devoured as much of their own skin
clothing as they can safely do. There can be no question, therefore, as to
the basic Kamchadal feeling toward dog flcoh.1

We might sum up this discussion by concluding that in these various
attitudes the Kamchadal seem to stand closer to the Ainu of Hokkaido than 4
to their Palaeo-Asiatic kinsmen.

7. Dogs are not eaten on the Northwest Coast either (Drucker, 1950:
175).
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Carrying

The data on burden-carrying are conflicting. Krasheninnikov remarks
eryptically (1949: 368) that women carry loads by the forehead, and men on
" the shoulders; possibly he means by shoulder straps,® but Jochelson (1905-
1908: 606) interprets this to mean a chest yoke. Steller (1774: 369) clearly
describes a wooden carrying yoke, but placed on the forehead, and upliu its
use thus by either sex. Kittlitz (1858, II: 325) mentions no yoke, only a
carrying strap over the forehead, mostly used by women but sometimes by
men as well. Koryak men use a chest yoke like the Eskimo,” women the fore-
h.ad. strap (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 606).

The Ainu use the forehead strap--apparently exclusively (H. von Siebold,
1881: 22; MacRitchie, 1892: 18)--as do the Kuriles for carrying children,
and probably also in gemeral (Torii, 1919: 172-173). The Yukagir and Kolyma
population use both forehead and chest tump lines (Birket-Smith, 1929, II:
338--based on a letter from Bogoras). Both types oécur in northwestern North

8. Pack frames with shoulder straps similar in principle to our own
hikers' equipment are known from the Kuriles of southern Kamchatka (Steller,
I774: 369), Korea and northern Japan (Mason, 1896: 442-443). I have noted
no other references to this method in northeastern Asia or northwestern North
America, except for the possibly related method in use over much of the North-
west Coast whereby large bundles were carried by shoulder straps tied together
across the chest so that the latter took most of the weight (Drucker, 1950:
197, 266-267).

9. Jochelson must be referring to the Bering Strait Eskimo; it is not
typical of most Eskimo. Cf. Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 260. |



America (Ibid: 387). It seems impossible to deduce anything from the
distribution.

The wooden M yoke, in addition to the Koryak and Bering Strait
Eskimo noted above, is definitely reported only from the Tanaina and Chumh
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 386). It may be more widely used; data
on such matters are meagre and unsatisfactory. | '

About all one can say is that the Kamchadal seem to have employed every
method known in the general region--with one important exception. They never
adopted the peculiar and diltmctiw device used by the Kuriles living on
the southern tip of Kamchatka. This consisted of a pack frame with a shelf
at the bottom projecting at right angles--reminiscent of that employed by
glass carriers in Cermany, according to Steller (1774: 369-370). The device
is also known from Korea, and from the Ainu of Japan (Mason, 1896: 440).

In every case, shoulder straps are used.
Snowshoes

Davidson's classic monograph on snowshoes (1937) completely ignores the
Kamchadal. Not being a hunting people, snowshoes were not vital to their
survival and do not loom large in the cultural assemblage; still, they were
a convenience, and we will find the Kamchadal as well equipped in this respect
as any triln. in the general area.

The Kamchadal ski is known from a museum specimen (Antropova, 1949%a:

69) as well as from the descriptions of Krasheninnikov (1949: 710--a
previously unpublished account), De Lesseps (1790: 123) and Langsdorff
(1814, II: 290-292). The information, for once, is all in agreement. This
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ski was wide, fairly short, pointed at both ends, and shod with fur. It
is a good example of Davidson's “"Arctic Type”, which he believes to be the
oldest form; the type is traced back to the Scandinavian Neolithic, where
it is dated at 2000 B.C. (Davidson, 1937: 142, 148).1° The ancestral fom
may mt have been fur-shod; this feature is usual but not invariable today,
being occasionally absent in peripheral groups (Ibid: 155). "Arctic Type"
skis are in common use among Siberian peoples from the Samoyed and Ostyak
to the Chukchi and Ainu (Ibid: 139);!! they are the standard means of
forest travel in northeastern Asia (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 261).

10. The most recent discussion of the history of skis will be found
in Clark (1952: 297-301).

11. More specifically, I have noted fur-shod skis fro- the following
(the list does not pretend to be exhaustive): Kamchadal, Koryak (not
manufactured; purchased from Tungus) (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 605), Tungus
(Bush, 1871: 166), Lamut (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 261), Chukchi (not manu-
factured; purchased from Lamut) (Ibid.), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 385),
Sakhalin Ainu (Batchelor, 1901: 150-151), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895:
plate xxxv), Gold (Li;pltniu, 1940: 252), Orochi (Vasil'ev, .1940: 165),
Ostyak (Manninen, 1932: 355), Lapp (reported by Olaus Magnus, in Collinder,
1949: 215). Yakut skis, according to Bogoras (1904-1909: 261), are
narrower and lack the fur. Skis seem to be absent in our area only for the
Ainu of Hokkaido. The Kuriles apparently used them (Polonskii, 1871: 383),
but details are lacking.
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Netted snowshees, on the sther hand, are employed on uneven ground
where skis would be useless, but apparently not in the forest (Ibid: 262).
No specimens of the Kamchadal snowshoe have survived, but from the meagre
descriptions (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 400, 710; Langsdorff, 1814, I1: 292)
it appears to have consisted of a two-piece frame with poiﬁm ends (t.h'
front slightly upecurved) and two cross-pieces--the whole interlaced with
thongs. This would correspond to the basic form of Davidson's "Athabascan
Type" (Davidson, 1937: 123). Chukchi-Koryak snowshoes seem very similar
(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 262). Together with those of the Bering Strait
Eskimo, Davidson classifies them as "Athabascan" (Davidson, 1937: 75).
He also includes here the Kurile pair illustrated by Torii (1919: 176),
although these differ in having six crossbars. This latter feature seems,
however, to be merely an elaboration of the basic type: an elaboration
which Davidson full sure was originated by the Athabascans themselves in
North America (Davidson, 1937: 71, 159).

There m few other references to netted snowshoes in northeastern Asia.
We do not know what the Yukagir form looked like, but since they were called
"raven's feet" (Jochelson, 1926: 387), just as were the Chukchi snowshoes,
it seems probable that. they were similar. There is a tantalizing reference
to snowshoes "like a temnis racket" among the Sakhalin Ainu (Howard, 1893:
103). On Hokkaido, the local Ainu employed crude "bear paws", some of hour-
glass shape, others oval (Montandon, 1937: plate 31; Torii, 1919: 177).

Thus it would seem as though the Kamchadal, Koryak, Chukchi, and
possibly Yukagir, share with the Bering Strait Eskimo a primitive and probably
old snowshoe type of American origin. "We may feel certain,” writes Davidson,
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ut&m'd!ﬁpw—tﬂtmiwi”f“mm-
. eastern Asia is due to a diffusion from America” (193°: 7). Their neigh-
bors to the south, the Kuriles, possessed an elaborated form of the same,
but owing to the great distance and complete isolation from any similar develop-
ments in the Athabascan homeland, Davidson prefers to label it an "anomalous”
phenomenon (Ibid: 116).

An interesting development is the addition of spikes on the underside
of the snowshoe to facilitate climbing. Krasheninnikov mentions this (1949:
146), and apparently all the snowshoes seen by Langsdorff in his time were
8o equipped; in fact, he implies that netted snowshoes were used solely for
steep hills (1814, II: 292). De Lesseps (1790: 123) describes a similar
article from northern Kamchatka, but this may refer to the Koryak. Davidson
ulucm a "probably Koryak" snowshoe so equipp;d (19375 77, fig. 3e).
A very crude combination snowshoe and ice creeper from the Ainu of northern
Japan is pictured in Mason (1896: 411). A very few instances of thi.c' device
- have turned up in northwestern North America. It is described by Emmons for
the Tahltan (1911: 61); and De Laguna reports a reference to something possibly
of this nature in Tlingit folklore (personal ca-micatim).n

Ice creepers consisting of iron spikes affixed to the shoes are used
by the Russians, Chinese and Mongols (Mason, 1896: 410). Those described
by Langsdorff (1814, II: 292) for the Kamchadal may thus be introduced

12. In this connection should be cited the statement of a Kutchin
informant that war parties attacking an enemy camp attached sharp bone points
to their snowshoes "to detect people hiding under the snow.” (Osgood, 1936:

89).
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(there is no earlier reference). On the other hand, devices of this nature
are aboriginal in the Bering Sea area. The Chukchi and Koryak use ivery
creepers on smooth ice which are identical with those of the American -
Eskimo (Bogoras, 1903-1909: 263)--though the Koryak also have iron ones of
obviously recent pattern (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 605). Langsdorff's speci-
mens may have been of this type, since he speaks of them as fastened to the
foot rather than affixed to the boot. In both cases we may be dealing with
a modern nﬁian of a native idta.whieh seems old and widespread: creepers
are known from Finland and Scandinavia (Collins, 1937a: 322) in addition
to the distribution already noted, and go back to Punuk and Old Bering Sea
times locally (Ibid.). '

The standard ski pole with the small wheel-like contrivance a few inches
from the butt end, which shows such mm similarity over the whole vast
expanse from Lapland to northwestern North America (Davidson, 1937: 108),
is not reported from the Koryak or Kamchadal. The former use any convenient
stick (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 605), and perhaps the latter did also. The
Orochi simple bow doubled as a ski pole (Vasil'ev, 1940: 164). But in this
connection we should note Bogoras' reference to a specialized mountain-climbing
‘staff with two large, slightly-curved spikes at the end for catching held on
rocks. He may be referring to the Kamchadal of his own time, and since he
mentions that the Lamut and Kolyma Chukchi use a similar form, it is possibly
a recent borrowing (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 263). There is no older reference.
That this might have been the Kamchadal ski pole, however, is suggested by
the unique device used by the Yukagir, which from the description (Jochelson,
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1926: 387) combines the specialized attributes of both the standard ski
pole and the climbing staff. Perhaps this also is an outgrowth of recent

Lamut influence, hmr.u

Boats

When considering the boats used by the Kamchadal, we are immediately
struck by the curious absence of the two most expectable forms:  the birch-
bark canoce, so typical of the circumpolar boreal zone; and the skin boat of
either kayak or umiak type, both the latter being manufactured by their
closest neighbors, the Koryak. The explamation is not environmental, as is
so often the case, since Kamchatka abounds in materials suitable for either
form. "The shores of Kamchatka are probably even richer in sea mammals than
those of the Chukechi Peninsula," writes Bogoras (1504-190_9: 126), "and thus
afford every convenience for constructing skin boats. The Kamchadal never-
theless remain a fishing tribe with clumsy wooden canoces; and they have never
shown much skill in maritime pursuits, although they crave blubber and hides
as much as do their northern neighbors." Gjessing (1944: 53) brands the
Kamchadal as "the only arctic people in a maritime region to lack the skin
boat." As a "vestige of an earlier inland life they have merely the dug-out
boat, whereas their northerly neighbors the Koryak have excellent skin boats.
It has not occurred to the Kamchadal to copy them." (Ibid.)

13. The Bering Strait Eskimo use the standard ski pole by itself inde-
pﬁtdu-u——n—,-.knmmnummm
and facilitate passage over boggy ground (Nelson, 1899: 214-215). The Point
Barrow Eskimo do not have the ski pole (Murdoch, 1892: 352).
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As for bischbark, the sest typiesl Kaschethen flews is thet in which
Betula Emani plays the chief role (Komarov, 1927-1930, I: 329). It is
the "commonest tree everywhere" (Langsdorff, 1814, II: 268), "the general
utility tree of the area" (Guillemard, 1889: 75), "its bark is much used"
(Krasheninnikov, 1949: 224). Even the Samoyed of the treeless tundra at
th-lthofﬂie!-heiewtrivotomﬁctmew using bark from
driftwood (Brindley, 1919-1920: 67), yet in the midst of such plenty the
Kamchadal either ignore the possibility, or else the idea never occurred
to them--or never reached them. A similar situation exists, it is true, in
northern Scandinavia, where birchbark admirably adapted for making boats
was plentiful, while there is no indication that it was so used either in
ancient or modern times (Clark, 1952: 284). However, Kamchatka is almost
in the midst of the area of distribution of birchbark canoces, while Scandinavia
is far away from it; so the problem is not quite the same.

smmluehuthmmdbyﬂmcmwweawrywide
distribution in northern Eurasia, and date back to the Neolithic and even
Mesolithic (Clark, 1952: 284-286). In many areas, particularly on the Amur
and among the Tungus peoples, they exist alongside of plank and bark boats.
The dugout of northwestern North America, on the other hand, is a somewhat
specialized form (see Olson, 1927) which is obviously not immediately related.
Manninen (1927) discerns two definite types among the Eurasiatic dugouts:
a simple, crude, trough-shaped form; and a more highly-developed, thin-walled,
pod-shaped variety whose sides are spread with the aid of fire and water.
Both the form and tle techmiques of manufacture show close similarity over
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a wide area. wﬂw&rﬂlmm, although in
northern Europe they are replaced by ribs--probably a later development

‘in imitation of plank boats. :

The simple trough-shaped variety is described by Jochelson (1905-1908:
541) for the Koryak, and he states that it is also used by the Kamchadal,
but not the Yukagir. It is exclusively a river boat. Presumably Jochelson
is speaking of the modern Kamchadal. The meagre descriptions of boats in
the early accounts do not enable us to state positively whether this type
was present aboriginally. Batchelor (1901: 535) pictures one from the
Ainu, however.

The fancier pod-shaped dugout is more commonly encountered in north-
eastern Asia. Jochelson describes it from the Yukagir (1926: 375) and
Koryak (1905-1908: 541), and also attributes it to the Kamchadal (Ibid.)--
presumably modern. It is used on both rivers and bays. In the Amur area
the omorochka of the Udehe and Gold, for example, is of this type (Brailovskii,
1901: 200-201; Lopatin, 1922: 123-124), although larger dugouts seem more
like imitations of the local plank boat. Krasheninnikov's remarks (1949:

382, 710) could apply to a dugout of this type, and, even more, those of -
Erman (1848: 167-168)--although much later in time. The construction tech-
nique of shaping with water and hot stones is noted by Erman (Ibid.) and also
$liunin (1900: 509).

However, let us proceed from the other end and examine the original
sources on the Kamchadal. Steller, strange to say, is no help in the matter.
Krasheninnikov's brief remarks have hitherto been highly confusing. Now, with



oo
the publication of his additional notes and manuscript materials, we can make
more sense out of them. mnmwﬁ-u(lm: 382, 710) that the
boats are of two types, with different names: takhtu and koiakhtakhtym.
Both are poplar dugouts, but in the latter the sides are spread apart, while
in the former they curve inward, following the natural shape of the log.
The takhtu, consequently, is usable only on calm water; when there are any
waves, the water pours in. When he went on to say (1949: 382) that the takhtu
w.lnudan'bethemtl, mdthEMonlyenthemmliwr,
this made no sense whatever--particularly when he remarked that side boards
were sometimes added to the takhtu to make a real sea-going craft, which would
be hard to visualize. However, the previously unpublished material (1949:
710) clearly indicates that we have been struggling for almest two hundred
years with typographical errors: the terms in one case and the locales in '
the other had simply gotten reversed. This new manuscript makes perfect
sense: the unstable incurving takhtu is used only on the Kamchatka River,
the koiakhtakhtym everywhere else, including salt water ("on bays, and in
calm weather even on the sea near shore"). On one section of the east coast,
side boards are added to the latter to form a sea-going baidar. These two
basic types were still in existence in Exrman's day (1848: 167-168).
muofthmapcdwm-m(thnm, as is clearly
shown in Montandon (1937: plate 32). I have not found them elsewhere.

On linguistic grounds, Steiner (1939: 182, footnote 18) argues that
.w"o."thkq&-h.t, that is, the Russian boat.” He makes
much of Krasheninnikov's remark (in the original text) that this type resem-
bled Russian fishing boats, but this statement does not appear in the manuseript,
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which 1 regard as the more accurate account. There, Krasheninnikov merely
says that the gunwales are spread as in a lodka--the standard Russian word
for any small boat. Therefore, according to Steiner, the takhtu is the only
native Kamchadal craft, and the koiakhtakhtym is of Russian origin and intro-
duction. In my opinion, such sweeping philological edicts are at best
" debatable unless substantiated by other evidence. It seems inconceivable
that any boat type could have become so widespread and firmly established
in the course of a mere forty years since the first Russian visit--a period
of almost continuous hostility and intermittent revolt; so established that
mnmikw, no casual observer, would be unaware of its alien origin--
as he obviously was. Moreover, Russians arriving by boat in the early days
from the Koryak country probably utilized the leather baidars typical of
that region. If any boat had been introduced by the Russians, it would have
been the umiak. All in all, I find Steiner's viewpoint unconvincing.

In view of the widespread distribution of the pod-shaped dugout in this
region and its truly. aboriginal status, as shown by its occurrence, e.g.,
among the Udehe, where Russian introduction is out of the question, it would
seem highly probable that the koiakhtakhtym of the Kamchadal should be in-
cluded in this classification. Nothing specifically contradicts it.

This brings us to the problem of the double boat: two dugouts joined
together by a sort of bridge, for transporting bulky loads in relatively calm
water (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 383). The Kamchadal were using it widely in
Krasheninnikov's time, and he obviously regards it as a local invention. It
does not remind him of anything back home. Jochelson (1905-1908: 541)
observed it among the Koryak in modern times, and Russian traders were



70
nnm-mWMeﬂtbm’uuwhﬂno—nmm
(Jochelson, 1933a: 187). The Alaskan Eskimo, according to Nelson (1899:

221) frequently lash two kayaks together with cross poles, and carry small
loads on a platform of sticks, which is placed, however, on the deck rather
than on the cross poles. A similar arrangement was photographed by Giddings
on the Kobuk River (1952: fig. 34). In Coronation Gulf, Stefansson (1914:
81) saw kayaks lashed with cross sticks to form a sort of raft capable of
carrying a heavy load. And the Ingalik lash their bark hunting canoces side
by side to bring in game--although their larger cargo canoces are never used
in this way (Osgood, 1940: 371, 373). Some of these arrangements could well
have originated spentmeduly, of course, for the idea seems obvious. Further
south on the Northwest Coast we find rafts consisting of house planks laid
over two large dugouts, forming a deck for transporting a substantial cargo
and passengers. These are reported from the akiutl (Curtis, 1915: 183),
Nootka (Drucker, 1951: 88), Lummi (Stern, 1C: 41), and Puyallup-Nisqually
(Smith, 1940: 290). Though such craft are more reminiscent of the Kamchadal
double boat, they are still quite possibly a local development by people
desirous of transporting their hard-earned houle planks when shifting settle-
mtl.ls.‘
I have not noted anything of this type elsewhere in Siberia or northwestern
North America. Steiner (1939: 178) declares the double boat in Kamchatka to

be also of Russian origin. "Double boats are used as ferries and general

13a. Ray reports double boats from the Lower Carrier, Lillooet, Kutenai
and Lower Chinook (1942: 155), but gives no details.
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ularly in Russia.}®

In both places in northeastern Asia the double-boat
resembles the Russian type and the term employed is Russian. There are no
native terms for double-boats to be found in the vocabularies of these
tribes.” This argument would be greatly strengthened, it seems to me, if
such craft were in common use on the great rivers of western and central
Siberia, but judging from Brindley's survey (1919-1920) this does not seem
to be the case. Otherwise the gap in distribution lLetween Russia and north-
eastern Asia seems excessive, particularly in view of the possibly related
instances in North America. The date and nature of Krasheninnikov's report
is also a stumbling block. I cannot prove Steiner wrong, as I felt I could
in the previous case, but neither do I feel that his assertion can be
accepted without additional evidence.

So much for the river craft of the Kamchadal. We must now take up the
even more complex problem of sea-going boats: craft which would earn from
the Russians the designation of baidar. In Steller (1774: 7, 338) we read
that the Kuriles of southermmost Kamchatka went to sea in baidars, as did
the coast population between Cape Lop.tka and Avacha Bay, who were probably
Kurile or largely so--but there are no details. Krasheninnikov at one point
(1949: 405) declares flatly that "the Kamchadals do not have sea-going craft.”
This statement is either an error, or does not mean what it appears to. It

14. Clark describes the use of paired dugouts in eastern Europe as ferries
' for horses, etec., but no mention is made of a platform. The dugouts are simply
fastened together and the animal stands with its forelegs in one, hind legs
in the other (1952: 288).
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could imply that people having such boats were not true Kamchadal; or simply
that in Krasheninnikov's eyes the boats were not fit to be called sea-going,
even though the natives were willing to risk their necks in them. At any |
rate it is contradicted by a quite detailed description elsewhere in his
account (1949: 282-283, 710) of the baidars used on the p—
Kamchatka between Cape Kronotskii and Cape Shipunskii--an area thoroughly
within Kamchadal un'itory.ls This is not to ﬁy that the coastal population
might not have been under strong Kurile influence, as it very likely was.
These baidars (Krasheninnikov uses the term) were koiakhtakhtym with several

planks sewn on top of the sides with baleen--in other words, a raised plank

| dugout. Stone hallﬂt was required to keep them from clplilin‘.16 These
‘eraft could sail far out to sea aid would even remain out overnight on
occasion. Most interesting detail of all is the statement that the dugout
hull was purposely split on the bottom, then sewed up again with baleen and
caulked with moss or nettle fiber. Hulls so treated were believed to be much
stronger and less likely to split open under the buffeting of the waves.

The search for parallels to this craft leads us south. Although it seems
to be the common view that the Ainu are not a maritime people and have only
the plank boat introdué.d by the Japanese (see for instamce Montandon, 1937:
131-132), an examination of the accounts of some of the older visitors to

the Ainu reveals a different picture. According to Scheube (1882: 230),

15. Steller (1774: 7) also alludes to the common use of baidars by the
m—i.th(lm-fwmu.
16. Stone ballast was also used by the Aleut (Jochelsen, 1933b: 55).



their boats "consist of hollowed-out tree trunks whose walls are heightened
by tied-on planks.” Similar craft are also mentioned by St. John (1873:
251), Holland (1874: 241), and Bird (1888: 310). "Boats intended for
rough water are often built with dugout logs for the bottem and a free-board
of suntieeriie Solght auls o shutis Sewd o oiih b Natings. ey o
the large fishing boats are made in this manner--they measure perhaps fifty
feet in length.” (Hitchcock, 1891: 472). Two and a half centuries urli.or
is the account of !lla;tin Vries, who describes a boat cut out of a thick tree,
strengthened on each side with four planks one foot high. "With these boats
they go to fish for seals and other animals"” (P. von Siebold, 1859: 118).
The Ainu here referred to may be those of Sakhalin. Quite obviously the
raised-plank dugout is an old and well-established Ainu trait. It is also
possibly highly localized. Stermberg (1929: 767) says the Ainu are the only
people in the area using raised sideboards. Other tribes employ dugouts
solely on rivers, never on the ocean. In this connection it is interesting
to note that the Ul'chi transform their plank river boat into a mli.ng boat
for salt water by attaching extra side boards to raise the height of the
gunwales all around (Strenina, 1949: 43). It is true that there are sporadic
occurrences of the raised-plank duaut elsewhere in Siberia: among the Ket
(Nansen, 1914: 200), Zyrians (Manninen, 1927: 14), and in the northern
parts of the Yakut region (Borisov, 1927: 485). But the close kinship of
the east coast Kamchadal baidar and the Ainu craft is still further strengthened
by their sharing the split-hull technique of construction, as seems evident
from Bird's deseription (1888: 317) of a 25-foot sea-going canoce of the
Hokkaido Ainu, the hull of which "consisted of two halves, laced together
with very strong bark fiber for their whele length, and with high side= also
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laced on. They consider that they are stronger for rough sea and surf work

when made in two parts."l’
SMMAMBMMMW&WM&I‘-

dium of the Kuriles, some consideration of the boats of the lattgr people

is in order. According to Krashenimnikov (1949: 383), the Kuriles both of

the islands and of southern Kamchatka made their baidars of driftwood, with

a keel, and planks sewn on with baleen and caulked with moss. We have already

quoted Steller's reference to the sea-going baidars of the Kuriles. Polemkii'sls

Crm

17. What sounds like somewhat the same type of construction, but applied

to an ordinary small dugout for river use, is reported from the Manchu: the
trunk of a hollowed tree cut in two pieces, fastened with wooden pegs and
secured from leaking with pitch (Lansdell, 1882: 555).

18. The use of Polonskii as a source presents difficulties. His work
is a mmduy'cmpﬂutim from all the available accounts and materials, much
of it documentary or archival, but he gives no references. The absence of
the latter does not inspire confidence in his work, and makes it unsatisfactory
for citing as an authority. Still, his information camnnot be disregarded.
Polonskii, like Sgibnev, made extensive use of archival materials in Irkutsk,
Yakutsk, and Kamchatka that were subsequently destroyed by fire (va,
1948: 9). Some of his data may therefore be unique. And it should be noted
that in those cases where his statements can be checked against other sources
available to us, they are fully substantiated (Ibid: 27). Furthermore, Berg
(1946), who seems to have an intimate knowledge of the sources and writers
.of this period, and of their relative reliability, draws heavily and unques-
tioningly on Polonskii. His complete acceptance constitutes a powerful

endorsement. }
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account is probably based on Kozyrevskii, which would date it even earlier:
"They carried on communication between the islands in baidars constructed
of driftwood (fir and larch). The baidars were large and small. The latter
were of leather, and the former composite--i.e. of planks sewn together with
baleen, the cracks caulked with moss, and covered with a special batten."
They had from eighteen to twenty-two eui, plus a leng steering oar, and a
sustenguliar ondl woven of geaes.” "Winee big dadiamn have besn chandencéd
owing to the changed conditions of life,"” and only small ones of four to
eight oars are still built (Polonskii, 1871: 383). In the latter half of
the nineteenth century the boat of the northern Kuriles was a frame and
plank affair, sewn with whale sinew P —— was 30 feet long,
and was rowed (Snow, 1897: 21). This was undoubtedly a heavily Russianized
craft, but the construction by sewing with baleen may preserve an aboriginal
feature. The prehistoric boat excavated in Echigo Province, Japan, and differ-
ing from any modern type,‘ was of planks fastened together with baleen
(Kishinouye, 1911: 363). The presence of sewn-plank boats aboriginally
among the Kuriles cannot be ruled out, though their isolated use in between
two areas of raised-plank dugouts is puzzling. Polonskii's description could
pass for a boat of the latter type, it is true--but there is Krasheninnikov's
specific reference to a keel, and his general implication that the Kurile
boat was something different from the Kamchadal baidar. Possibly Russian
methods of construction had already replaced the indigenous technique by his

19. It is interesting to note that the Bering Strait Eskimo and Koniag
also used grass matting sails (Nelson, 1899: 202; Davydov in Hrdlicka, 1944:
60).
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th;mmm is the only material, a plank construction is probably
easier. Or again, his information may have been hearsay and open to mis-
interpretation, since he only touched the frinp\of the Kurile territory in
his travels.

Polonskii's mention of a leather boat is of great interest, since they
are not supposed to exist south of Koryak territory, and were definitely
absent from Kamchadal culture. Steller also remarks from his personal obser-
vation in 1743 that the Kuriles hunted sea otters in leather boats carrying
six oarsmen, a helmsman, and a hunter (in Golder, 1922, II: 222). A possi-
ble explanation suggests itself when we read (Berg, 1946: 146) that the
first cossacks crossed from Cape Lopatka to the islands in leather baidars.
As noted previously, early Russian visitors to Kamchatka by water undoubtedly
arrived in umiaks requisitioned from the Koryak. The islanders may have Y
realized that these craft would be ideal for their own conditions of life,
and have imitated them. Or again, it is not impossible that skin boats were
present in the Kuriles in pre-Russian times. The islands do not lie that
far from the Aleutians, where the umiak was in common use; and both peoples
nin daring seamen. There are even mhuologicﬂ hints of such contacts,

which will be noted later.

20. Sewn-plank boats do occur also on the Kolyma River, in two types:
o easll, 10 Mnting sones, end o Masge Vent (S0devidy, 1906 G1-68, 67;
Wrangell, 1044: 154, 165; Jecheleon, 1926: 376). The large type is cbviously
a Russian introduction, but the antecedents of the canoe are obscure. The
Lapps also have sewn I — (Collinder, 1949: 198).
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The mention of a sail on the Kurile plank baidar reminds us that the .
Kamchadal, who as far as we know never utilized sails, are surrounded by
sail-using people: Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909:. 129); Koryak--with a tripod
" mast (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 537-538); Ainu--very probably of Japanese origin
(Landor, 1893: 38; Balogh v. Baratos, 1914: 180); Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-
1895: 504); Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 60-quoting Davydov); Eskimo (Birket-
-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 382). The distribution of the Eskimo sail
corresponds to that of the umiak, except that we have no reference from the
'Aleut, and is very likely derived directly from the sail of northeastern Asia

Ibid.). There is some question as to the aboriginal status of sails on the

Northwest Coast, despite widespread recent use (Drucker, 1950: 255).

Another absence, far more peculiar, is the double-bladed paddle. Al-
though uo tend to associate this with the kayak, it is in reality widespread
in Siberia, being commonly used with small dugouts and bark cances. The
waters of Kamchatka do not differ essentially from those of the surrounding
regions, yet the Kamchadal prefer to handle their boats standing upright,
using poles for the most part, and single-bladed paddles (Krasheninnikov,
1949: 383). In this they resembled the Ainu, who in part at least used the
same method (Batchelor, 1901: 535), and among whom the double-bladed paddle
has not been reported either, so far as I can ascertain. It has otherwise

a universal distribution in northeastern Mia.n A curious variant is the use

21. Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 135), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
540), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 375), Gilyak (Deniker, 1883: 300), Gold
(Lopatin, 1922: 185), Orochi (Margaritov, 1888: 15), Manchu (Lansdell, 1882:
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(footnote continued)
555), Ket (Shimkin, 1939: 151), Dolgan and Samoyed of Yenisei estuary
(Brindley, 1919-1920: 67), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 127), Eskimo (Birket-
$mith, 1929, 1I: 262). Further distribution will be found in the latter
(s9. 300-342), which indicates that the double peddle is rather rare in
North America outside of the Eskimo area, but is widespread in northern
Eurasia. Finds in Denmark may date it back to the Stome Age (Ibid: 174-175).
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of two small paddles, one in each hand, which occurs along with the double-
bladed paddle among the Koryak, Gold and Orochi.>>

Houses

Subterranean and semi-subterranean houses are widely distributed in
space and time, as the recent brief survey of Deifuku (1952) mply demon-
strates. This type of dwelling in itself can have no diagnostic value.

It has, however, to some extent been allowed to become a rubric covering

a number of very different types of structure having no necessary relation-
ship to one another. The differences tend to be obscured, and a spurious
entity is created which lacks historical reality--a danger inherent in any
‘rubrie.

The Kamchadal hm,” leaving aside its semi-subterranean nature, is
a specialized dwelling with some definite characteristics, and the latter
are valid diagnostic traits for comparative purposes. We shall consider
them individually.

Entrance thron(h the smoke hole is recorded ethnographically elsewhere
in Asia for the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 455), northern Kuriles (Steller,

22. See pertinent references in note 21.

23. Descriptions will be found in Steller (1774: 212-215), Krasheninnikov
(1949: 374-376), and De Lesseps (1790: 224-228).
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1774: 215; Polonskii, 1871: 379), Okhotsk Foot Tungus® ("entrance on top™:
Zolotarev, 1938b: 71), and, apparently, some group of Samoyed (Olearius,
quoted in Larsen and Rainey, 1938: 54). Ritual and terminological sur-
vivals indicate its very probable former presence among the Gilyak
(Shternberg, 1903: 17). Chinese annals suggest it as well for the ancient
I-lou and Wu-chi peoples of Manchuria, who are described as living in holes.
"Die Offnung ist oben" (Eberhard, 1942: 31-32).°° Also for the Ma-han
people of southwest Korea in Han times (Ibid: 20). Whether the smoke-hole
m had a wider distribution in the past would be difficult to establish

24. The sedentary "Foot Tungus", who in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries occupied the northwest coast of the Okhotsk Sea in the vicinity
of the settlement of Okhotsk, are virtually unknown to ethnography, Their
way of life had much in common with that of the "Palaeo-Asiatics", and they
may partially fill the gap between the Gilyak and the Koryak. The plans of
the Second Bering Expedition included a study of these Okhotsk 'l'lm‘ni as
well as of the Kamchadal, the former being assigned to Yakov Lindenau, an
assistant of Fischer's. Unfortunately, Lindenau's manuscript was never
published or even utilized, and remained forgotten until resurrected by
Zolotarev, who has given us an all-too-brief description of it (Zolotarev,
1938b).

25. Zolotarev is presumably referring to the same sources when he
mentions the ancient use of the smoke-hole entrance in this area (1937:

28).
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conclusively from archaeological remains. Traces of pit Mﬂlm with no
ummdummnmman, however--such as the
majority of the oldest house pits of the northern Kurile Islands (Baba, 1939:
5-21), and possibly also the large circular pits (2 to 2% meters deep) on
the lower m (Zolotarev, 1937: 27), or the smaller ones on the ‘ryl-'livolr
in northern Sakhalin (Zolotarev, 1936: 273). There is no mention of an
entrance passage in the last two cases, but we cannot be sure about this
from the scanty description. No finds elsewhere in Siberia to my knowledge
suggest a smoke-hole entrance. In the New World, however, this manner of
entrance ;ll far more common, "being found in the Pueblo rogioti of the South-
west, from California to southern British Columbia, and then again in the
Aleutian Islands.” (Collins, 1937a: 280). The Aleut occurrence is of
particular interest, owing to their proximity to the Kamchadal. Hrdlicka
(1945: 43-47) quotes the descriptions in various early accounts, all men-
tioning the feature. The relative distribution in Asia and Mrica led
Collins to suggest (1937a: 280) that this trait diffused into Kamchatka
from the New World via the Aleutians. This theory seemed quite convinecing
at the time, when the Old World distribution appeared limited to the Koryak
and Kamchadal. Now, it must be regarded as an open question.

Access to the Kamchadal house through this entrance was effected by means
of a notched log ladder, as with the Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 45), whereas the

Koryak use a split log with pierced holes for steps (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 457).26

26. What looks like an identical type of ladder is pictured by Holmberg

(1927: plate xv) from the Cheremiss, a Finnish nation on the Central Volga.
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The latter was placed vertically, whereas any notched log must of necessity
be slanting. The notched log ladder is "widely known on both sides of
Bering Sea, both inmtilauiﬂl the semi-subterranean earth lodge and
the plank house...it is also known elsewhere in both hemispheres.” (Birket-
Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 371). All neighbors of the Kamchadal who have
any need for a ladder (the Koryak excepted) apparently make use of the
notched log. It seems a very widespread and Mly ancient device.

while the Kamchadal house lacked the full-fledged entrance passage found
among the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 456, 458), Gilyak (Schrenck, 13:1-.
1895: 322), and in typieal Alaskan houses other than the Aleut?’ (Collins,
1937a: 27%), this difference tends to be exaggerated (e.g. by Collins, Ibid.).
Actually, there is very little fundamental difference between the Kamchadal
draught passage (zhupan) and the Koryak entrance passage. The latter func-
tioned as such only in the summer, when the Kamchadal did not live under-
ground; so we cannot tell how they might have used their zhupan at that season.
In winter the Koryak passage served as a draught for the fire, a cold storage
place, and an optional entrance for women, children, and transvestites (never
for men)--precisely as did the zhupan among the Kamchadal. Rudenko suggests
(1948: 156-157) that originally the Kamchadal house had only an entrance

27. Cook's description speaks vaguely of "another entrance below" in
some cases (in Hrdlicka, 1945: 45), but none of the other accounts suggest
any access other than the roof entrance, although there may be more than one
of these. i
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p-l;', and that the smoke-hole entrance was a later development. (ALl
archaeological house remains have a feature resembling a passage). However,
it seems to me that the shupan would leave traces indistinguishable from an
entrance passage, and that his argument umm.

A rectangular house form the Kamchadal share with the nerth&m Kuriles
(Polonskii, 1871: 379; Torii, 1919: 237), the Sakhalin Ainu (Torii, 1919:
243), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 321), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 43-47),
and peoples of western and southwest Alaska (Collins, 1937a: 274-275). The
rectangular pit houses of western Siberia are of a totally different type
and construction, ;a.g. those of the Ket (Dolgikh, 1952: 159-160) and Ob
Ugrians (Sirelius, 1906-1911, VII: 106-108). The attempt of Larsen and
himy (1938: 54-55) to equate them with the Ipiutak house is not convincing.
Metmlu pit houses of more pmbable affinity are known archaeologically
from the northern Kuriles, where thcy are relatively late (Baba, 1939: 62-
75, 111-125); and from southern Sakhalin (very late) (Baba,.1940b: 69-78).
Remains of square houses were found on- the Tym River in northern 'Sakhn'l_in
(Zolotarev, 1936: 273), but they do not seem to have been pit dwellings.
Houses of this shape are common in prehistoriec Japanese sites (Goto, 1940:
passim), but their chronological status is unclear and many other shapes were
also in use. .

The Kéry.k houses were octagonal (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 453)--which
would account for the roughly circular house pits reported from .probable
Koryak sites (Jochelson, 1928a: 48, 65). The only other specifically
octagonal structures in the general area are the kashims of Alaska between
the mouth of the Kuskokwim and Bristol Bay (Collins, 1937a: 272-273). The



house of the neighboring Okhotsk Foot Tungus, described as "circular”
(Zolotarev, 1938b: 71), might have been of this type.>"
Four centrally-placed roof supports characterize the conmstruction of

the Kamchadal dwelling, as with the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 453-454),
Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 322), Yakut (Jochelson, 1933a: 139), Ipiutak
(Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 147), and in -mhwut Alaska (couiafﬁc, 1937a:
277). This four-post roof construction is widespread in North America.

De Laguna (1947: 109) suggests its spread to Asia via the Aleutians--yet
it is not used by the Aleut themselves. Furthermore, the circular pit houses
on the Yamal Peninsula may have had this type of roof support (Chernetsov,
1935: 118), which would indicate 'thit the trait might be -ueli established
in the 0ld World as well. :

28. Round pit dwellings are known archaeologically frai the lower Amur
(Zolotarev, 1937: 27), northern Sakhalin (Zolotarev, 1936: 273), and
prehistoric Japan (Goto, 1940: passim). Also from the Yamal Peninsula
(Chernetsov, 1935: 118). We do not know the ;hapc of the mdcrgrouﬂ house
formerly used by the Ul'chi (Ivamov, 1951: 71-72), the Yukagir (Jochelson,
'1926: 348), or the ancient Wu-chi of Manchuria (Eberhard, 1942: 31-32).
Other Manchurian tribes are also reported to have lived in "Erdwohnung"
or "Hohle" in olden times (Ibid: 29-34). It is uncertain from the meagre
data whether the Orochi (Zolotarev, 1934: 81) or the Negidal (Shternberg,
© 1933: 531) built true subterranean dwellings of northern type, or imitations
of Chinese winter houses as the Gold ;id (Ivanov, 1951: 71). In any case
we know nothing about their shape.
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The sleeping platform extending around three sides of the house is
shared with Ipiutak (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 147), western and south-
western Alaska (Collins, 1937a: 274-275), the Yakut (Jochelson, 1933a:

135), Sakhalin Aine (mu, 1919: 243), and Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895:
322). The northern Kuriles in the last century had benches on two sides
(Torii, 1919: 237); Mimikw mentions mat-covered "shelves" in his
time, but gives no details (1949: 468). The Koryak have only one platform
at the end opposite the door, for the use of guests. (In the Kamchadal
house the place of honor was similarly located opposite the zhupan). The
regular occupants sleep on the ground along the sides (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
460). Neo pl;tfom of ﬁy kind are reported for the Aleut, and their absence
is specifically noted by Cook (Hrdlicka, 1945: 45). Like the Koryak, the
Aleut made their beds directly on the floor.

On the whole, the Kamchadal winter dwelling seems to have had its
closest counterpart in the contemporary house of the northern Kuriles. _
Krasheninnikov says (1949: 468) that the latter's yurts were the same as
the Kamchadal, only kept cleaner. However, we know that he had no opportunity -
to inspect them personally, except in border areas, and he offers no further

29

information.” Steller (1774: 215) does not say in so many words that the

Kurile winter dwelling was the same as the Kamchadal; he says that it was

29. Antropova (1949b: 416) calls attention to the fact that Krasheninnikov
discusses the Kurile settlements in a very different manner from those of the
Kamchadal, and feels that this indicates some essential difference. This
i-u&, however, lie rather in the settlement pattern than in the construction
of the winter dwelling itself, but the point is worth bearing in mind.
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better constructed, and not so smoky; "very high", and capable of holding
fifty sleepers comfortably. There is the implication that it was larger than
the typical Kamchadal house, which would put us in mind of the huge Aleut
dwellings. However, the rectangular pit dwellings with a passage of some
sort excavated by Baba in the area, which apparently date from just this
period, are of very moderate size (Baba, 1939: 62-75), and do not seem to
differ much from house remains further north in Kamchatka.

The Koryak house displays some specializations, such as the funnel-like
roof superstructure, which may tend to obscure what is probably a basic
relationship with the Kamchadal. The huge Aleut communal houses, on the
other hand, are structurally quite different--though sharing certain features.
Their resemblance to the Kamchadal is more superficial. However, if smaller
pit dwellings were characteristic of the pre-Aleut population, they might
show greater kinship. As it is, Collins (1937b: 381) somewhat exaggerates
the similarity of the Aleut and Kamchadal houses, and conveys an impression
of closer relationship than the facts justify.

There is a tendency to see in the balagan. or pile summer dwelling of
the K.ehadll,w either a unique feature or a clear link with southern regions
where pile dwellings are widespread. The undoubted presence of southern '
elements in the formation of early Japanese culture supplies a link and lends
plausibility to the latter viewpoint. Pile dwellings are otherwise rare in
northeastern Asia and vicinity. The Gilyak, like the Kamchadal, move into

30. Described by Steller (1774: 216-217), Krasheninnikov (1949: 877),
and De Lesseps (1790: 26-29).

-
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a summer house on piles (vid. Schrenck, 1881-1895: 355-356), and for about
the same reasons: mMmmma-mr, they want to
locate temporarily at favorable fishing sites, and to keep off of the damp
ground. But there is little actual resemblance between the structures of
the two peoples, while in each case the summer dwelling is almost identical
with the local m’-’l—u much so that one is obviously an outgrowth of
the other. But was the parent structure dwelling or storehouse? De Laguna
believes (1947: 113, 278) that Asiatic pile houses and storehouses were
hriv;i from southeast Asia, and traveled thence up the Pacific coast. ' This
type of structure, she thinks, was first a dwelling, later a summer house,
and finally a storehouse. In its final form it was carried over into the
New World by the "Circum-Pacific Culture Drift". The occasional instances
of pile dwellings on the Northwest Coast, and those of the King Island
Eskimo, De Laguna (1947: 113) regards as accidental reversions to a former
function, or as independent local inventions stimulated by the pile cache.
1 believe she is entirely correct in the latter view; but I also feel that
tlu'l-cladal and Gilyak summer houses can most reasonably be explained in
precisely the same wuy as independent developments, in each case, from the
local storehouse, rather than as nu,-king the northernmost and nortiuuﬁenmt
limits of a direct cultural intmi/nn from southeast Asia, as seems to be the
prevalent view. The Kamchadal balagan, in other words, need mnot be regarded

either as a unique incomprehensible feature or as a southern element.

31. The Gilyak summer house and storehouses on piles are also found
among the neighboring Ul'chi (Strenina, 1949: 53), who obviously borrowed
them as they did so many other items of Gilyak culture. ‘
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In support of this position I would point out the isolation of the
Kamchadal and Cilysk pile dwellings, both frem each other and from any area
Muﬁhm-‘hm;aﬂnuh&domitytomhm, but
strong resemblance to their respective storehouses; and the almost universal
distribution of pile storehouses in northern Bwuingbeth peoples being
surrounded by them. They are obviously a very old feature in this region,
and it is hard to see in them the final stage of a long evolution, in which

32. Two references do exist to pile dwellings in the southernmost
Kuriles-- strategically located to serve as connecting links with the south.
Tatarinov (1790: 98-99), reporting the voyages of Antipin in this area
(1775-1782), states that the inhabitants live in grass-covered balagans on

pilu. There is, however, no confirmation from the numerous other early
l observers of such a practice--which could ha;'dly have elcaped' ﬁotice. The
thatched pile storehouse, to be sure, is a common feature of Ainu villages;
and anyone fresh from Kamchatka with its balagan-dwelling population could
easily jump to erroneous conclusions on superficial acquaintance. In the
other case, Balogh v. Baratos (1914: 174) reproduces what is obviously an
early illustration of a Kamchadal settlement with the caption "Shiketan
Ajnu Wohnung"--a clear error of attribution in some museum file.

33. Kuriles (Torii, 1919: 240), Hokkaido Ainu (Holland, 1874: 241;
Bird, 1888: 223; H. von Siebold, 1881: 19), Sakhalin Ainu (Howard, 1893:
39), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 358), Orochi Mﬂtw, 1888: 5),
Ul'chi (Strenina, 1949: 53), Gold (Lopatin, 1922: plate 9), "all -
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(footnote continued) _ .
Tungus" (Shirokogorov, 1926: 137), Udehe (Shirokogorov, 1933: 298), Koryak
(Jochelson, 1905-1908: 467), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: plate xviii), Asiatic
and Bering Strait Eskimo (Birket-Smith -i De Laguna, 1938: 378), Ket and
Sel'kup (Prokofjew, 1933: 132), Ostyak (Schultz, 1923: plate 5), Zyrian
(Belitser, 1952: 64), Karelian (Manninen, 1932: 57), Lapp (Collinder, 1949:
75-76). (Tripods replace piles in supporting the Koryak and the large-type
Lapp storehouse). Birket-Smith and De Laguna (1938: 378) say the storehouse
is common in "this region"--apparently meaning northwestern North America.
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ancestral stage. It would seem far more reasonable to regard the process
as just the reverse: an ancient trait, widely shared over a vast area, giving
rise therein in two sporadic instances to a specialized development which still
adhered closely to the form of the prototype. It would not, after all, seem
too difficult a step for a people whose winter dwellings were rendered unin-
habitable by water to hit upon this dual utilization of an already existing
structure. Furthermore, if the KM balagan were of southern origin,
its superstructure might be expected to refleet this fact. But instead of
a dwelling with any southern parallels whatever, we find atop the pile plat-
~ form the most typical boreal house type imaginable--the conical tipi. Nothing
could point more conclusively to the northern origin of the Kamchadal balagan.
I would even venture to suggest that it may represent the sole survival of
the most ancient type of storehouse in arctic Furasia. Most of the ethno-
graphic examples of the pile storehouse seem to have as the superstructure
an interlocking log cabin or some modification thereof. This is obviously
not aboriginal but a result of Russian influence, and must have supplanted
some earlier form, whose shape we do not know. Might not the latter have
reflected the most widespread house-type in the area--the conical tipi? Just
such a replacement of an ancient conical pile structure by a gable-roofed
interlocking log cabin has taken place in modern times among the Kamchadal.
Perhaps this phenomenon reflects a general pattern of cultural change that
occurred elsewhere in Siberia at an earlier periéd. The superstructure of
the Gilyak pile dwellings, like most house-types of the Amur region, is
inspired by Chinese architecture. This further strengthems the probability
that it is an independent local development.
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The Kamchadal also on occasion built temporary huts of grass directly
on the ground (Steller, 1774: 217-218; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 377; Dobell,
1830, I: 37), but we know nothing of their shape or construction.
~ Palisaded villages were built by the Kamchadal (sulhz; 1774: 218-219),
as well as by the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 563). The Ainu in the
seventeenth century had palisaded forts on mountains (P. von Siebold, 1859:
lls-ilé), while the Kuriles constructed earthen forts (Torii, 1919: 228-229).
The Aleut built no fortifications (Hrdlicka, 1945: 146). On the Northwest
Coast, Birket-Smith and De Laguna (1938: 375-376) believe they were an
integral part of aboriginal culture.
The subject of sweat baths is a complicated one owing to its introduction
b'y the Russians in many places at an early date. The Kamchadal did not employ
it as such, but had a curious custom of steaming up the house as a high mark
of hospitality (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 432-433).%% rorii reports (1919: 1"39)
the Kuriles as heating their houses by pouring water on hot stones. The
typical sweat bath of the North Pacific coast of America is a d;'y heat bath
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 369-370); with the probable exception
of Kodiak Island (Hrdlicka, 1944: 30, 133, 394) and Prince William Sound
(Birket-Smith, 1953: 68), steam baths in this area are apparently not
aboriginal . %° :

34. The Russians erected bath houses in Kamchatka whereever they settled.
The Kamchadal rarely enter them, but when they do, "they steam themselves so
hotly that no Russian can endure it." (Golovnin, 1861: 48).

35. Drucker (1950: 192) reports steam bathing (water over hot stones)
for all the northern Northwest Coast tribes, starting with the Bella Bella. But

there is no data on the antiquity of the practice in this area.



Clothing

A careful scrutiny of the remarks of Steller (1774: 304-310) and
Krasheninnikov (1949: 387-393) on the subject of the Kamchadal costume has
led me to the conclusion that major changes were taking place in this
department during the time of their sojourn in Kamchatka. The dress described
l;y Krasheninnikov (and later writers) is identical with that of the Kozy&,%
and this has mculud in their being lumped together and treated as one for
this purpeu down to the present day. The materials for this clothing--
overwhelmingly reindeer skins--were being obtained from the Koryak’ and often
the finished garments themselves (Kl;nhenimikav, 1949: 369). But
Krasheninnikov states flatly that these reindeer-skin garments were a new
thing for the Kamchadal, who formerly manufactured their clothes from a
‘emfsidorﬁle variety of furs. Steller also speaks of the former use of quite
different materials--furs and also birdskins--and implies that this had to
be abandoned because nearly all the available furs were so efficiently :
confiscated by the Russians. Furthermore, his description of the Kamchadal
costume differs in certain important respects from Krasheninnikov's: women
wore a shirt and trousers like the men, instead of the famed 'fcadaimtion

suit"3? of the Koryak, Chukchi and Eskimo: the same applied to children.

36. The Koryak costume is deseribed by Jochelson (1905-1908: 587-603),
and the very similar Chukchi one by Bogoras (1903-1909: 234-253). The
ancient Yukagir costume was of Chukchi style; subsequently they adopted the
dress of the Tungus (Jochelson, 1926: 388).

37. "Hatt is undoubtedly justified in regarding the combination suit as



(footnote continued)

being very old" (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 184). It seems restricted to the
mm-.,m.m.mmm.mm
o Sutips ey Susand fen Shtm), Sunbaiel (fom Ge Segh, o
we are in the midst of demonstrating), southern Lapps, Kolyma population
(undoubtedly from the Chukchi), m‘ﬂm(lwiqthmy
of the identification in the case of the latter two; the garment would be
alien to the highly distinctive Tungus manner of dress). (Above distribution
from Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 184; comments by the present writer.)
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I interpret the situation as follows: the aboriginal Kamchadal costume
is the type described by Steller; it differed somewhat frow the Koryak one,
and was made of dog, fox, sable, marmot, sea otter, mountain sheep and bird
skins, rather than reindeer skin like the nortlnn tribes. After the Russian
conquest, dressing in furs became impracticable if not almost impossible.

As a substitute, the Kamchadal turned to reindeer skins which could be
cbtund in quantity from their northern neighbors--especially since the
cessation of intertribal conflict under Russian rule. As a result of this
trade, certain elements of the Koryak costume were adopted, with the result
that the two modes of dress became indistinguishable. It is this "new"
costume which Krasbeninnikov describes.

Let us examine the affinities of what seems to be the aboriginal
Kamchadal costume.

The man's shirt is of the type which belongs ultimately (according to
Hatt) to the earliest determinable layer of Arctic culture; it is derived
from the simple poncho. This form (which is characteristic for all Eskimo)
occurs in the Old World among the Samoyed and Finno-Ugrians, and the north-
eastern Palaeo-Asiatics. The gap between these groups is due, he says, to
an intrusion of a new type, the caftan, which is open at the front md must
be a derivative of the cloak (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 175).

The practice of putting together this shirt out of small skins--of birds
and smaller animals--seems to have a more southerly distribution. Birket-
Smith and De Laguna (1938: 388) say it probably represents a common type
on both sides of the North Pacific, and cite it from the Pacific and Kuskokwim
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Eskimo, Eyak, Tanaina, and Atna. Waterfowl skins were sometimes used for
mtﬂm-n.mmﬂ-ﬂﬂ-m,-ﬂhm
western Alaska the parka was quite commonly made of small animal or bird
skins (Nelson, 1899: 31-32). One gets the impression that in western Alaska
mmmhmwwwnurmnmam.
The Koryak told Jochelson that they formerly used bird skins, and such gar-
ments were typical for the Kuriles (Steller, 1774: 23, 304),%® and also the
Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 69-70, 74) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 37-40). :

The Kamchadal trousers, like the Koryak and Chukchi, belong to Hatt's
"legging h-beh-" type, which is unknown in North America outside the Eskimo
area. This type has been supplanted in the rest of Asia by a later form--
trousers derived from the breech-cloth--which seems to have penetrated over
onto the Northwest Coast. In the 0ld World, legging breeches survive outside
w“%mﬂy-ﬂmmm-dmmmmdvﬂ_i-
zation, where they go back to antiquity (Birket-$mith, 1929, II: 182-183).
s-dmm-,mmmm,mmmuﬂ-&m
trousers like those of the Kamchadal (in Golder, 1922, II: 97). Apparently
thymuo‘ulﬂyfatfﬂhg,.imnotmnatdltim (Mrff,
quoted in Hrdlicka, 1945: 74). There is no indication of trousers among
the Kuriles, but cur information is too meagre to be decisive.

These shirts and trousers were the fundamental costume for both sexes
at all seasons. ﬂitimleld&ﬂ&“m&rmigﬂublyin'
mum:m*nmmmm;mmﬂynm

38. mnm'mmqmwdq_‘*fﬁtmua
coat--which is typical’ for the Ainu. Cf. Krasheninnikov, 1949: 468.




and materials. Mo-l!eutium&-qmm1ﬁ“m,
and presumably the ancient Yukagir, tbeul,ydifformhh‘thuuof
theﬂhutinnltuundwmtbyw—u,uwiththsﬂh 1
find no reference to the latter for the Aleut, however, whose women wore a
parka cut like the men's but differing in material (Hrdlicka, 1945: 70),
and apparently without trousers. '

The presence of the fundoshi or men's breech clout of Japanese type
among the Kamchadal is of interest. Steller's desecription of it (1774: 313)
is sufficiently detailed to leave no question as to its nature. -This fundosh.,
according to Torii, is typical forbothummth!uﬂumdﬂnmido
Ainu, and can be seen on prehistoric figurinu from an- (Torii, 1919: 188-
159; Kindaichi, 1925: plm 3, shows an Ainu man dm“d in one). It is,
of course, ae-nn-hmeemthpthinMoflndonnia
~ The brief loin breeches of the Maritime Chukchi and _Aliat:lc Eskimo pictured
by Bogoras (1904-1909: 253) do not seem to be to be related. There is men-
tion by Shelekhov of the Koniag covering the genital region with "amy sort
of piece of skin, flowers or m (Hrdlicka, 1944: 37) which might or might
not resemble the M lmut-sntth and De Laguna (1938: 390-391) state
that breech cloths were never worn by the Eskimo, Yukon Athapaskans, or
Northwest Coast tribes (except a single reference for .tho Tsimshian). Their
occurrence among the Eyak is remarkably isolated and possibly recent. However,
they believe the fork gusset in some Eskimo trousers to be a survival of the
breech cloth, and on these grounds call it an apparently old circumpolar type.
Possibly so, but the Kamchadal fundoshi is obviously a later intrusion from

the south--or reappearance, if you will.
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Since we are verging on nudity, M-__djut-i'tnnuh-ﬁ-d
at this point. In the earliest report on the Kamchadal, Atlasov remarked
that some went to battle naked in summer (Ogloblin, 1891: 15)--a custom he
obviously considered unusual, and hence probably not encountered elsewhere
in Siberia. (We may presume that "naked" meant clad only in the fundoshi).
Krasheninnikov informs us (1949: 390) that men in summer wore only this
garment when engaged in hunting and fishing. They -did the same at all times
when indoors (Steller, 1774: 313). Such habits are characteristic of the
um'a. Ainu ("only garment in summer", Bickmore, 1868: 359; "men in summer
wear little or nothing", Landor, 1893: 277), and point toward lminr climes,
it would seem. The .mt occurrence in North America is among the Koniag,
where men are reported to have been naked in their boats in summer, and also
at hﬂ (presumably with a genital covering) (Hrdlicka, 1944: 22, 37). In
this respect the Koniag are doubtless an outlyer of the Northwest Coast,
where such practices are not uncommon and presumably autochthonous.3® Nudity
or varying degrees thereof within the winter house is, of course, very typical
for all branches of the Eskimo and for the Chukchi. The Koryak are more

39. Northern Northwest Coast: men almost naked in summer (Niblack,
1890: 242); Kwakiutl: men often stark naked (Curtis, 1915: 5); Nootka:
naked in good weather (Drucker, 1951:“ 99); Gulf of Georgia Salish: not
uncommon fof men, especially older ones (Barnett, 1938: 125); Quinault:
men often entirely naked in summer (Olson, 1936: 55). The custom may have
been more general than is presently admitted in this area (Drucker, 1950:
260) .
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prudish. There is no mention of the Kamchadal women being anything but
properly garbed at all times, so the male penchant for nudity is probably
more ki to the Ainu than to the mass dishabille of the Eskino.

Mhutmmth“ldth_'ow,whhhlm-
Smith and De Laguna (1938: 391) regard as a circum-Pacific trait, and which
is found on the Northwest Coast, among the Pacific Eskimo and Eyak (Ibid.),
and also among the Ainu (Montandon, 1937: 86).

hhnllﬂﬁhmtothemmmtmm&a(cuﬂlﬂm,
1889: 74) as well as for the Kuriles (Torii, 1919: 161). We must assume
that the latter is traceable to the Aleut sea otter hunters formerly operating
in the islands in Russian employ, and a comparable history for the former is
to be expected. Such garments are not mentioned in the older lccmt: for
either region. The Koryak, it is true, told Jochelson (1905-1908: 599)
that they formerly used seal gut for clothing, as do the Chukchi. It was the
most characteristic garment of the Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 70-75) and Koniag
(Hrdlicka, 1944: 37-38); Birket-Smith and De Laguna (1938: 387) call it
"peripheral Eskimo"”, and probably an element of the Thule culture.

As among the Chukchi, there is a clear sexual distinetion in footgear,
women's being knee-length and men's short. Koryak men have both high and
low boots; the funerary use of the latter suggests that they may be the ancient
type. Summer boots were made of seal skin--as with the Maritime Chukchi, to
some extent among the Koryak, and the Aleut.® Winter travel boots were of
reindeer legskin, with soles of seal skin, or of the bits of skin between

40. We are told that the Aleut did not often use boots or any footgear
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(Hrdlicka, 1945: 76). The men's summer boots which Steller saw "seemed to
be made after the fashion of the Kamchadal, out of seal leather, and dyed
brownish-red with alder bark." (Golder, 1922, II: 97). The Koniag
uﬂm"hm(.hﬂiﬂ, 1944: 41), but commonly went barefoot
even in the coldest weather (Ibid: 24).
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reindeer's hooves, or again of bear's paws (very non-skid). Such boots were
shared with the Chukchi and Koryak. Another type of winter boot, however,
was made of fishskin, and this points mainly in the opposite direction. Fish-
skin knee boots are reported by Smow (1897: 13) from the southern Kuriles,
and fishskin shoes from the Ainu of Hokkaido (St. John, 1873: 251), while
~ the lower Amur is an area where the use of fishskin as a clothing material
is highly developed.%4l

The Kamchadal practice of wrapping the feet in soft grass as a stocking
ssems to have besn folloved by the Chukchi and Korysk also, and is probably
widespread in the area, since we find it mentioned for the Yakut (Jochelson,
1933a: 154), Ainu (Batchelor, 1927: 57; Balogh v. Baratos, 1914: 183),
and Gilyak (Deniker, 1883: 298). A comparable practice was followed by the
Alaskan Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 43), Ingalik (Osgood, 1940: 270) and Tanaina
(Osgood, 1937: 48).

A preference for dog skin over all other materials for clothing (Steller,
1774:  187-138) the Kamchadal share with the Cilyak (Lansdell, 1882: 597),
and Gold (Ibid.). The Koryak use it to some extent, but don't seem to have
the same attitude toward it (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 598-599).

4l1. In northwestern North America the use of fish skin seems confined
to two isolated localities: 1) the lower Yukon, where the Ingalik make
outer rain garments and over-boots of it (Osgood, 1940: 258, 268), and the
very poor among the local Eskimo use it for parkas (Nelson, 1899: 31, plate
_xix). 2) interior British Columbia, where poorer people among the Lillooet

and Shuswap make moccasins or shoes of this material (Teit, 1906: 219;
+1909: 507).
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For purposes of adornment, wolverine fur is most highly prized by the
Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 118), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 557),
Chukehi and Bering Straits Eskimo (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 236).

Dyeing the hairless side of skin garments red with alder bark is noted
for the Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 304), and Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
629). The Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 219) and Yukagir (;lochclm, 1926:
430) do this as an integral and necessary part of the curing process for all
skins. Batchelor (1927: 56) says that the Ainu sometimes dyed clothing with
a decoction of oak or alder. An infusion of alder bark is the standard dye
of the Alaskan Eskimo for fur or leather (Nelson, 1899: 117), while the
Aleut dyed the skin side of clothing red, but alder is not mentioned (there
is one reference to "red earth") (Hrdlicka, 1945: 70). The nature of the
local vegetation in the Aleutians would explain this departure. Alder dye
on skins is also reported from the Ingalik (Osgood, 1940: 382). Chileotin
(Teit, 1909: 764), Shuswap (Ibid: 476), Thompson (in tanning; Steedman,
1930: 501). The Kwakiutl (Curtis, 1915: 46), Nootka (Drucker, 1951: 97)
and Makah (Swan, 1870: 45) use it for cedar bark. It is also made by the
Quinault (Olson, 1936: 81).

The use of red-tinted seal hair as a decoration on clothing was a
favorite device of the Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 304-307), and is alse
reported from the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 681), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945:
70), and Bering Straits area (Nelson, 1899: 30, 41).

Bills ‘of ducks and seabirds similarly used are not mentioned for the
Kamchadal, although they were worn around the neck as an amulet (Krasheninnikov,
1949: 311). Such dm is, however, typical for the Kuriles (Golowmin,
1818: . 32; Snow, 1897: 20), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 70, 74), Koniag (Hrdlicka,
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1944: 38), and St. Lawrence Island (Nelson, 1899: 30). Mk bills ll
ornaments on children's girdles are also known from the Udehe (Braidovskii,
1901: 205). >

‘The use of sinew as thread is general in the North Pacific -d..‘llctie,
from the Kuriles to the Northwest Coast, where the lack of tailoring renders
it unimportant (see Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 424).

The Kamchadal women wore finger-less gloves at all times when working,
and Steller says they were similar to the Tungus ones (1774: 312-313).
Veniaminov also mentions "finger-less skin gloves" stuffed with ‘-(rus as used
by older people among the Aleut (in Hrdlicka, 1945: 78), although this might
of course refer to mittens. Batchelor (1901: 150) speaks of gloves worn
"on the back of their hands" in winter by Ainu men and wm—'-uhluvér that
may mean. Other gloves in the area are regarded as ﬁtm.d,_hg_t there
is no further reference to gloves without fingers. I.

The women wut bare-headed (Steller, 1774: 310), as did the :leu-t women
(Hrdlicka, 1945: 78). Among the Koryak, women rarely wore caps, though both
sexes of Chukchi did so.

A men's cap consisting of a head band with ear and other flaps hanging
from it is described by Steller (1774: 310). Atlasov also noted that ear
tabs were made from sable tails (Ogloblin, 1891: 10). Something similar
is mentioned from the Gold by Ravenstein (1861: 369), and a brow band with
ear tabs from the Tungus, Dolgan (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 185--citing
Middendorff) and Yukon-Kuskokwim Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 37).

The presence on Kamchatka of the highly distinctive men's "sunshade"
hat of the Aleut is a matter of great interest. This type of hat was in
geucral use, with more or less modification, on all the islands from Kodiak
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westward (Hrdlicka, 1945: 80) .. Similar u:ndon hats are used by the Yukon-
‘Mh Eskimo; north of the Yukon they degenerate into a wooden visor alone
(Nelson, 1899: 167, plate lxiv). The latter is also found among the Maritime
Chukehi and Asiatic Eskimo (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 261). Their origin seems
to derive from the io.arphic mli.n of the Northwest Coast (Ivanov, 1930: ;
29). " s s0slier P100e cassuineond ess Mite 1 the Alewtiams. he weete
in his journal that "the Kamchadals and Koryaks are in the habit of wear ing
exactly similar hats, several kinds of which have been purchased for the Art
and Natural History Cabinet" (in Golder, 1922, Il:. 103). In the deseription
of the Kamchadal men's costume in his work on Kamchatka (1774: 310), we
read: "In the summer they wore wooden hats, or hats made of feather quills
like lampshades, of the kind we have found in America.”

Grass mat raincoats (Ibid: 80) suggest southern affinities; I have
noted them from the Sakhalin Ainu (Howard, 1893: 70), and they are probably
related to the well-known straw raincoat of Japan. Whether they have any
relationship to the conical rain capes of twined cedar bark used on parts
of the Northwest Coast (Drucker, 1950: 189) is problematical.

Steller states flatly that the Kamchadal snow goggles were borrowed from
the Buryat, Tungus and Yakut (177‘:7 69). Although they might seem like a
universal and basic necessity for the successful survival of any arctic

people, such is evidently not the case. As Birket-Smith (1929, II: 188)

42. Birket-Smith (1953: 211) views them as identical with the woven
conical hat of Asia and the Northwest Coast. Perhaps we must accept an
ultimate relationship, but lunljv so distinctive a trait is entitled to

separate status.
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;g'itn, "ﬂuhﬂlh&n“m,mhntﬁdhmﬁn
Gilyak or Ainu...It is thus very probable that they are not a part of the
earliest Polar culture."

Intimately connected with the subject of clothing is that of skin
dressing. We have fairly good accounts of this process among the Kamchadal
(Steller, 1774: 318-319; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 386), and can thus speak
of it with some certainty. Particularly interesting is the fact that urine
was apparently never used. It was employed by the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-
1908: 629), Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 219), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926:
430), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 106), Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 51) and
Chugach (Birket-Smith, 1953: 75). Birket-Smith and De Laguna (1938: 423)
associate it with the Thule culture. Instead, the Kamchadal employed fish
roe, which is somewhat unique in Siberia, although le‘orn states vaguely
(1904-1909: 219) that it is one of the methods used by "other tribes" than
the Chukchi. The use of fish roe is less uncommon on the American side of
the Pacific, although here it is usually employed in conjunction--or at
least side by side--with urine. The standard procedure of the Alaskan Eskimo
for ‘tnin reindeer skins, according to Nelson (1899: 117),. utilized first
urine and then boiled finh roe. This is confirmed for Nunivak Island by
Curtis (1930: 44). The Ingalik used fish roe mixed with urine for rabbit
skins and roe alone on squirrel skins--although large skins were treated
solely with urine (Osgood, 1940: 163, 170). There is a single reference

~ to the use of putrefied fish roe on bird skins by the Koniag (Petrov in
Hrdlicka, 1944: 39). mmmrmmtcmtmofmmmu
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reported from the Bella Coola, the Wikeno group of Kwakiutl, and the Haisla
(Drucker, 1950: 196). The Lillooet also employed salmon roe (Teit, 1906:

The instrument used in mm dian- the two-handed scraper nithr
stone blade. This was also used by the Chukehi, Koryak and Yukagir (Bogoras,
1904-1909: 217). It is known from some North American Indians, and was
ousbtused by Hatt a characteristic trait of the "Inland Culture", -!haee :
unknown to the Eskimo. However, it was found at Ipiutak (Larsen and Rainey,
fm: 89-90) Elsewhere in Eurasia it is noted for all Tungus groups, Yakut,
Ket, 'nui, Ugrians and Lapps (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 358--based mostly
on specimens in Russian museums).

Turning to personal adornment, let us first consider tattooing. Its
absence among the Kamchadal is striking, since it was practiced by the Kurile
(Krasheninnikov, 1949: 468), Ainu (Montandon, 1937: 145; apparently it dates
back to the Neolithic in Japan), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 604), Chukchi
(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 254), Asiatic Eskimo, Tungus, Yakut, Vogul (Rudenko,
1949), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 81-83), Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 44-45), all
American Eskimo groups (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 269-270), Besthusst Guast
(Ibid: 344), Gold, Samoyed (Ibid: 347), and Ostyak (Manninen, 1932: 333)
The Gilyak, like the Kamchadal, do not tattoo (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 422).

The Kamchadal also apparently lacked earrings or ear ornaments of any
sort. Strings of beads dangling from holes in the ears were typical of
Chukehi, Lamut (Bogoras, 1904-1909: iss), Koryak, Tungus, Gilyak (Jochelson,
1905-1908: 624), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 88-89), Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944:
42), and many s-kh. (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 268) The Kuriles wore big
silver rings in their ears (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 468), as did the Ainu.
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There is no record of the wearing of labrets by the Kamchadal. Such
visitors were always quick to comment upon it elsewhere. Therefore I feel
that we can be gilite emphatic about its gheemce from Kamchadal culture.
Jochelson, however, during his excavations (or, rather, his digging) on the
south shore of Avacha Bay found in a pit house "a polished marble object
iu-uin a labret" (1928a: 43). Unfortunately, he does not illustrate
it. There are only two logical possibilities: either it is ndt a labret--
and Jochelson is certainly not positive, although well acquainted with
labrets elsewhere; or it was brought from a region where labrets are in
common use--the nearest such being the Aleutian Islands. If such an occur-
rence ever took place, this seashore site would seem a natural location for
it. Collins (1987a: 376) accepts this "labret” at face value, and even
criticizes Jochelson's hesitation in the matter, on somewhat specious grounds.
Three definite labrets have, however, been found on the northernmest Kurile
Islands (Baba, 1939: 48-51). Unfortunately, none of them were scientifically
excavated, so we know nothing of their context. Again there is the possibility
' of the Aleut sea otter hunters’Sor of prehistoric visitors. '

-~ 43. As a probable example of the introduction of extrameous cultural
elements into the Okhotsk Sea region by Aleut hunters in the first half of
the last century, we might cite the kayak and atlatl observed c. 1855 by
Tronson at Ayan on the Siberian coast above the mouth of the Amur River. This
was at that period the seaport for the Russian-American Co. (Tronson, 1859:
125-126)
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The labret is a distinctively southwest Alaskan trait, present in the
earliest known period there (De Laguna, 1947: 10). The first settlers of
the Aleutians had it (Laughlin and Marsh, 1951: 82) It was also found at
 Ipiutak (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 114)--upsetting the theory that it only
spread into northern Alaska in recent times. Strangely enough, none were
St t G 0000 @ 00. Amusense Sedand, slthough the medeon Seving Stuste
Eskimo wore them (Ibid: 115-116), and they are found archaeologically at
East Cape, Siberia (De Laguna, 1934: 205). They possibly reached their
highest development among the historic Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 85-86) and
Koniag (Mrdlicka, 1944: a),m—-nm.ammc-t
as well (Birket-Smith, 1953: 219).

Weapons
The precise identification of the Kamchadal bow is difficult if not
impossible. Steller tells us (1774: 235) only that they were "very small”,
but implies that they were similar to the Kurile bow; Krasheninnikov says
(1949: 404) they were of larch wood pasted over with birchbark. The

--ti--hh&t&n-hd-iﬂd-"i "4 but a
glued-on bark wrapping should make us pause. Ainu bows were made of a

44. Birket-Smith, however, calls the Kamchadal bow composite (1929,
II: 316), citing these same references--a questionable deduction. He also
lists the composite bow for the Ainu, citing Adler (1902) I find no basis
for this whatever in the latter work.



108
single piece of wood, but were usually wrapped with thin strips of wild
cherry bark to increase elasticity; a sufficiently elastic piece of wood
was left plain (Goodrich, 1888: 507). Montandon (1937: 92-93) speaks of
them as simple bows reinforced with a strip of bark wrapped spirally; and
Torii (1919: 224) implies that the bows of the Hokkaido Ainu, like the
ancient Japanese, were bark-wrapped. Hitchcock, however, states (1891:
492) that only one of the three bows collected by him was so constructed,
and Adler (1902: 19) does not regard the bark reinforcement as extensive
enough or common enough to disqualify the Ainu bow for the "simple” status,
or to classify it as a true reinforced bow. So possibly the Kamchadal
weapon, although reinforced to some extent, can still be called a simple bow.

It is customary to regard northern Asia as the domain of the composite
bow, and to view such occurrences of the simple type as isolated amachronisms--
or as introductions by migrants from southern climes. However, simple bows
are not as rare in northeastern Asia as might be supposed. They exist side
by side with more elaborate types among the Ul'chi (Stremnina, 1949: 41),
Gold (Lipskaia, 1940: 252), Sakhalin Gilyak (Adler, 1902: 18), Chukchi
 (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 154) and Alaskan Eskimo. (Nelson, 1899: 156); and
.mummmmviqundm(lomm,
op. cit.). The simple bow was the only type used by the Orochi (Vasil'ev,
1940: 164) and Kuriles (Torii, 1919: 224)--in addition to the Ainu and
Kamchadal. Further investigation would probably reveal a similar situation
elsewhere.

The significant question is, therefore, not the presence of the simple
bow among the Kamchadal, but the absence of the more complex types which are
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in common use on every side except for the immediate south. The reinforced
(sinew-backed) bow, so typical for all Eskimo (including Asiatic and Pacific,
and the Aleut), is used also by the Chukchi and Koryak (Birket-Smith, 1929,
IT: 244-245), Sakhalin Ainu (Howard, 1893: 82) and Gilyak (Bogoras, 1904-
1909: 158); while the composite "doublewood bow" is also widespread in the
area: e.g. Koryak, Chukehi, Yukagir, Lamut, Yakut (Ibid.). Even the simple
bows of the Northwest Coast reveal in their shape and construction a clear
connection with the composite bow (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 148). The
Kamchadal bow seems clearly to be neither of these devices. As to why they
were never adopted, one can only conjecture that the Kamchadal, 1like the
Ainu, did not need a powerful bow: perhaps because the real work was done
by arrow poison. There is an interesting correlation in this region, it
seems to me, between sole reliance on the simple bow and use of poisoned
arrows.

"Aconite...grows on all of Kamchatka, and its potency is well known to
the mhumt:. .and to the Koryak, Yukagir and Chukchi. They dig this in
'rolls', hang them up in the air to dry by means of cords, pound them into
a powder, and coat their arrows with it.” (Steller, 1774: 94-95: Krashenin-
nikov's identical statement is obviously copied: 1949: 240-241). This plant--
the zgate of the Kamchadal and the liutik of the Russians--is identified by
Berg as Aconitum Fischerii Rehnb.#S Two other species of aconite occur, but

not commonly (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 240, footnote 2).

45. Lewin (1923: 174-175) identifies zgate as Anemone ranunculoides.
Berg's identifications, based on the most authoritative materials, seem
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.(MM
A p— The two monumental modern works on the flora of the region
'(m'.ﬂn—-'-)umh-mwn-m“. Lewin also
suggests that the Kamchadal added Cicuta virosa to the zgate to increase its
potency. M’mn-mmmauwmﬁnm~
Anemone, however, apparently lacks sufficient toxic power by itself. Accord-
ing to Krasheninnikov (1949: 443), Cicuta virosa was used to poison enemies,
but apparently not by means of arrows. '
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Although Bogoras (1904-1909: 157) found no trace of arrow poison in
 his time among any tribe of northeastern Asia, there seems to be confimmation
of its presence among the Chukehi and Asistic Eskimo in documents of the mid-
eighteenth century (Antropova in Krasheninnikov, 1949: 240-241, footnote 3).
anm. but we may assume it was aconite. Heizer (1943: 444)
points out that plants of sufficient toxic content probably do not grow this
far north, so it is likely that the poison was secured by trade from Kamchatka.
h'ﬁu“-ﬂmumlummwuuﬂmddu
maeng the tntervening Seryeh.%® Its epsesd to the Tukagir weuld net seen
unreasonable under the circumstances. Rudenko (1948: 161) apparently accepts
this distribution. He states that no other Siberian tribes poison their
arrows.

The Kuriles also made use of liutik on their arrows (Steller, 1774:
235-236), and on the southern islands "a poisonous plant with a large saffron-
yellow bulblike root like rhubarb"” was similarly employed and traded to the
north' (Ibid: 27-28). Use of poisoned arrows against the Russians on Iturup
(1771) and Kunashir (1777) is cited by Berg (1946: 155).

The Ainu made extensive use of aconite arrow poison. Heizer (1943: 445)
gives a bibliography on the subject, to which should be added H. von Siebold
(1881: 20) and the very important account of Howard (1893: 111-113, 133-136)
for the Sakhalin Ainu. It is of interest in this connection that poison arrow
points of bird bone are reported from the Moyoro midden at Abashiri, Hokkaido,
type site of the protohistoric Okhotsk Culture (Oba, 1950).

46. Lewin (1928: 175) says that the use of aconite arrow poison by the
Koryak is "wholly unproven and more than improbable,” but he does not seem to
have any better idea to offer.
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Schrenck states flatly that the Gilyak did not poison their arrows
(1881-1895:  560).%" However, there is an interesting account of the ancient
I-lou people of eastern Manchuria, dating from about 220-265 A.D., in which
it speaks of poisoned arrows for war and hunting that meant instant death.
The poison was prepared annually during a two months' period (Tkeuchi, 1930:
97-98). The latter statement in particular is reminiscent of the sort of
circumstances often surrounding the preparation of aconite. There is a
similar account for a neighboring group, the Wu-chi (Malgal) north of the
Yalu River (Eberhard, 1942: 31).

Among the Aleut, a poison "known to but a few" was used at times for
dart and spear points, also for arrows (Veniaminov, quoted in Hﬂliciu,
1945: 106). Erman, in mentioning (1848: 162) the former wide use of lintik
as an arrow poison in Kamchatka, says that it still is so used among the
Aleut.

Use of aconite poison on arrows by the Koniag is specifically stated
by Sauer (quoted in Hrdlicka, 1944: 58). Heizer has demonstrated (1943:
448) that the use of aconite must have been introduced into the Aleutian-
Kodiak area from the west in conjunction with whaling and inseparable from
it. The knowledge was limited to a very few persons. Use of plant alkaloid
poisons centers in louthoutcm. Asia. 'l'hom is a continuous distribution of
aconite arrow poison from India through China to Hokkaido, the Kuriles, and
Kamchatka (Ibid: 443, 445).

47. A poison made of putrefied fat is used on the arrows of set-bow
traps by the Managir (Ravenstein, 1861: 351). '
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It is of interest that the Thompson Indians of British Columbia
poisoned arrow points with "a species of Ranunculus” (Steedman, 1930: 511).
They therefore employed a plant that was at least closely related to aconite.
Use of a vegetable arrow poison for war is also reported (no details) for
the Lower Carrier, Flathead and Klickitat (Ray, 1942: 151).

The set-bow, or self-acting bow, is not aboriginal in North America (Birket-
Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 429), and though in recent times very typical of
northern Asia, its ntatu there is open to question. In northeastern Asia,
Bogoras (1904-1909: 141) feels that it was probably copied from the
Russians. It is most commonly used in this area by the Yakut and Lamut, al-
though known to the other tribes. Steller implies(1774: 124-125) that it
was a recent innovation on Kamchatka, and was apparently confined to the
Kurile territory in the south. We do not know, however, whether the Russians
were responsible, or whether it spread north from the Ainu. ‘At any rate it
is apparently not a part of aboriginal Kamchadal culture. There is a heavy
concentration of set-bow use in the Amur-Ainu ml,“ and since Russian
influence in this region was very late or absent altogether, and the area
furthermore borders on the ancient habitat of the crossbow, we can reasonably
believe the set-bow here to be aboriginal (in the sense of relatively ancient).
The question of the relation between the crossbow and the nthou, it is true,
is a knotty one, and such kinship camnot, of course, be assumed. Wilbur, in

48. Gilyak--small animals only (Schremck, 1881-1895: 554-556)--although
its use for bear by the Sakhalin Gilyak is reported by Hawes (1904: 296-297);
Sakhalin Ainu--commonest trap (with poisoned arrow) (Howard, 1893: 138);
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(footnote continued) _ : ‘
Orochi (Ravenstein, 1861: 382); Managir (Ibid: 351); Okhotsk coast--large
game (Bush, 1871: 276-277); Gold, Orok, Tungus (Specimens in National
Museum, Copenhagen: Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 429); Kuriles (Torii,
1919: 223); Ainu of Hokkaido (Bird, 1888: 270; H. von Siebold, 1881: 20;
Sutebeler, 1901: 461-005-with diageane of déiffesent types for variews ‘
animals from bears to rats); Tungus of northem Pribaikal (Levin, 1936: ‘
75--"aricestral” means of catching sable). This list does not pretend to
- be exhaustive. '
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his study of the crossbow (1937: m),wnﬁuﬁm-tﬂum
umnh*hﬁmmh‘h“ Mhphﬂqt,h
hlouwm&-thtcn_ub- (hmd’apﬂhﬂdﬂh,'”
 distribution is not taken into mmm,---ﬂ--w on closer examin-
ltiqmor'hnhdu.huuf-t) h-ma,m M&p
uumltv“-eoofnchuewlutul Iuﬂu;if:ltl&‘tldthﬂ
h-jwtthm lhembﬁha&h.uimutiu dating from
.th-tththudoumylc which has subsequently spread all over the
world. hrinttoﬂntenturyl.c and the first few centuries A.D. it
M&Mdfminpmjntﬂemefﬂnchmfmmm
‘lh.hthrpointhhimylmiﬂcnttoly-hd sineothda-uthat
many primitive pooplu over a wide zone had an epport\nity to become acquainted
with this weapon at a fairly early date. In particular, archaeological finds
mxum'inmmmvn.c. The crossbow is known to have
spread from China to Korea and thence to Japan, but neither of the lattei
MemmmmitMlympnhmtoth&w In
vu.:efﬂm,1tumnmhm&tms1hrmmmdidmmpt
itupm,ﬂnirfaﬂmtodoaeuuotclmproofthattlnydidmt
m&emity,umldmhmwthepﬂmiphform
purpose without adopting the weapon. Wilbar shows an Ainu trap which is,
he says, a variety of the true crossbow. - Possibly this is where we must look
fuﬁ.orumofﬂumm-b-,ﬁm-yhmwmmmuy
of Kamchatka (data in above discussion from Wilbur, 1937: 427-430, 437;
interpretation by the present writer). :
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It seems tome that we have three possibilities to explain the prevalence
of the set-bow in the Amur-Ainu area: (1) it is very old and aboriginal in
Siberia, in which case it is hard to explain how it failed to penetrate into
the New World--or why -it seems to be so recent in northeastern Asia; (2) it
mww'm-ﬂmsM"umrmmm,u
w.o;”ﬂiy‘thtitn-llndyfinlyutﬁluhdwthmﬁ-
Mmeﬂu‘rmmﬂh-«hiﬁmuhmymahiuwihm
w&mm-mwf’m;(s)um»—mﬂau
ﬂa&nmoeuuamueg&;bunmuchntoﬂnm-dm
Japan at the beginning of our era, and spread out from here, although there
was not time enough for it to reach northeastern Asia in the pre-Russian
!“‘“‘-“ I do not regard the latter altermative as demonstrated by any
“,Mlbfulthltitmufmrmulobjoctim.

The Kamchadal used eagle feathers on their arrows like the Japanese
(Golovnin, 1818: 41), Ainu (MacRitchie, 1892: 18; H. von Siebold, 188l:
19), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 565), Orochi (Ravenstein, 1861: 378),

#. In this aves T have references to the set-bew in vecent yeais caly
from the Finns (Manninen, 1932: 26), Ostyak (Ibid: 341), and Samoyed
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 429--museum specimen), although I have
not pursued the subject. Nor do I know amything of the history and antiquity
of these occurrences, which may well be similar to the situation in north-
eastern Asia.

50. The predeliction of the Yakut (much of whose culture was brought
from south to north in relatively recent times) for the set-bow, previously
noted, suggests that they may have been responsible for some of the northward
spread of this device.
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and Koniag (Mrdlicka, 1944: 92). The latter three, at least, kept eagles
in captivity for the purpose, as did the Kuriles (Steller, 1774: 194).
The Japanese trade with the Kuriles for eagle feathers, which has a con-
siderable antiquity, is discussed by Leroi-Gourhan(1946: 101-102).

Our information on defensive armor is, as usual, unsatisfactory. In
a passage that seems to refer to the Kamchadal, Krasheninnikov (1949: 404)
describes the use of a coat-of-mail or cuirass made of mats or chirel (mean-
ing?), or of thongs (bands?) of seal or walrus hide joined together. The
latter sounds like Bogoras' description of Chukchi hide armor (1904-1909:
162), especially since it is described as fastening on one side, and having
a board projecting up in back to protect the head--details typical for Chukchi
armor in general (see the illustrations im Bogoras, op. cit.: 163). However,
there are no walrus in the Kamchadal area, so perhaps we are dealing with
the Koryak--although such armor or the materials therefor could have been
traded south into Kamchadal territory. Steller (1774: 236) speaks of the
use of clubs made from the penis bone of walrus, which could only have been
acquired by trade from the Koryak. Mat armor evidently has a southern origin,
since there is no indication of its existence among other peoples of north-
eastern Siberia (Antropova in Krasheninnikov, 1949: 404, footnote 2).
In a previously unpublished manuscript of Krasheninnikov (1949: 705) there
is a reference to "bone or sealskin ammor". Ivory plate armor was known to
the Chukchi and Bering Strait Eskimo (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 162), and armor
of bone plates or walrus hide to the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 563;
Krasheninnikov, 1949: 382). In the Vladivostok Museum there is a specimen
of alleged Kamchadal armor consisting of wooden plates covered with leather
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intended to surround the upper part of the body, to which was attached a
skirt of eight thick leather hoops; a helmet of horn plates completed the
outfit (Gluzdovskii, 1907: 30). This helmet fits into the gemeral pattern
of northeast Siberian armor discussed above--a pattern apparently shared by
the Cilyak, Koryak, Chukchi and Bering Strait Eskimo (described by Bogoras,
1904-1909: 161-168), and which first appeared in the Punuk period (Collins,
1937a: 331). This type of armor got no further into the New World: the
slat armor of the Northwest Coast is very different and probably unrelated
(Ibid: 330,332).°" Aleut armor was of the latter type (Hrdlicka, 1945:
132, 137). As to the origin of the northeast Siberian plate armor, Laufer
argues vehemently against the easy conclusion that it is an imitation in bone
of Japanese or Chinese metal armor. Such bone ammor, be.uuru, is at
 least as old as, or even older in northeastern Asia than iron plate armor in
China or Korea (which in turn long antedates any Japanese armor). He doubts
that it was a direct imitation of anything, but if there was an outside
stimilus, it came from the interior of Siberia, where bone ammor was ancient
among the Scythians. Laufer points out that the cut, style, and manner of
wearing of this northeast Asiatic amor is unique; that it could be an
indigenous invention, and that even if outside stimulus was inveolved, a
subsequent independent development in situ must be granted (Laufer, 1914:
266-274). The question is a highly complicated one which would lead us too

51. For the New World distribution of armor of this type, see Birket-
Smith, 1953: 215-216.
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far afield. Suffice it to say that this armor complex seems to have had a
respectable antiquity in northeastern Asia, and was shared in by the Kamchadal,
having obviously reached them from the Koryak.

M,Mnﬂkﬁmd“mmhmm,
which may be unrelated to the preceding, or at least only distantly and
anciently. The Ainu, according to a source of 1622, had coats of small
~ planks (P. von Siebold, 1859: 99); and on Kunashir in the Kuriles wooden
slat armor is erm (Berg, 1946: 155). Birket-Smith has recently
(1953: 216) cited indications of such ammor in Japan and China. If this
wooden armor continued to spread northward, meeting and mingling in Kamchatka
with the northeast Siberian type, something like the specimen in the
Vladivostok museum might have resulted. Possibly this Ainu-Kurile armor links
up with the rod and slat armor of the Aleut and Northwest Coast, which as
we have noted previously is totally unrelated to the northeast Siberiam com-
plex and could not possibly have been derived from it. This is just a sug-
gestion; a thorough investigation of Ainu ammor--if there exists amything to
base it on--would be required in order to establish any convincing relation-
ship or to approach the problem of relative age, origin, and dirvection of
movement . -

Wooden clubs were used by the Kamchadal for close combat (Steller, 1774:
236). 1 can find no reference to clubs for the Chukchi or Koryak, but among
the Ainu the club was an important weapon in older times (H. von Siebold,
1881: 21), and it is noted also from the Kuriles (Steller, 1774: 348;
Kozyrevskii in Berg, 1946: 149). The Aleut used wood and bone clubs (Hrdlicka,
1945: 133), and stone clubs are common on the Northwest Coast (De Laguna,
1934: 175). ’
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The lance is too universal a weapon throughout the entire areéa to have
any significance. :

The sling is not mentioned for the Kamchadal except by Atlasov (Ogloblin,
1891: 16); it is more likely that this refers to the Koryak. The sling in
Eurasia has a limited and extremely northern distribution; in the New World
it is lacking among the Aleut and Pacific Eskimo, and most of the Northwest
Coast tribes (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 243, 313-314).

The atlatl was definitely absent from Kamchadal culture. It is typical
‘fer the Eskimo, including Asiatic, Pacific, and Aleut (Ibid: 249), but in
Asia was restricted to the extreme northeast cormer: the Chukchi, Koryak,
and population of the Anadyr and Kolyma Rivers (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 145).52
The bird dart, with a similar distribution (imnt-s-mn, 1929, II: 248-249),
was also lacking.

Steller and Krashenimmikov have left us no information on the nature
of the weapon used for taking sea mammals, except the single reference to
a thong attached to the one employed for sea lions (Krasheninnikov, 1949:
215).“ hquywwhhthpnmofamrofmmrt,
‘Sut Rane o Sende far & cunpEsuttve toustumnt of vhut io chomdnwe e priw

52. There is an erroneous record of its occurrence among the Gilyak
(F. Krause, 1902: 132).

53. Bone harpoons with inserted metal blades are described amnd pictured
by Tiushov (1906: 414£f), but it is risky to infer that they necessarily
'm&o“wnpd’urmaﬂym”nn.
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diagnostic trait throughout the North Pacific--a most regrettable lacuna. A
Bor dese aivhasclegy oems %o wir seedstance. In Rudeshe's werds (1948:
muv),*ﬁmm:Mmmw-mymm
artifacts are numbered in tens and stone artifacts by hundreds. Moreover,
all these come from the Kurile area in the south or the Koryak border on
the north--and are mere fragments or portions. Schnell (1932: plate XVII-7)
pictures a barbed point from Tar'ia Bay, but this is clearly the prong of
a fish spear. | '

The distribution of harpoon types in the North Pacific has been discussed
nhllydinofhn“thdtitw«ddhpoinﬂu.tonp.tithn.

Land Hunting

Hallowell (1926: 42) says there are three general methods of bear hunt-
Aing in northern Eurasia and North America: forcing the animal out of its
den and then killing it; hand-to-hand combat, usually with a spear; or trapping
by various devices. The Kamchadal originally used none of these methods,
apparently, although by the time of De Lesseps' visit numbers one and three
had been adopted (1790: 104-10;0). Steller (1774: 114, 116) mentions only
shooting with arrows (presumably from ambush, or after stalking)--a method
still noted by De Lesseps, with the substitution of firearmss--and a very
specialized manner of killing within the den. In this, branches and logs

54, See e.g. Leroi-Gourhan, 1946: 325-412; Collins, 1937-: 306-321;
De Laguna, 1934: 186-189; Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 155-156, 250-251, 323-
325; De Lagumna, 1947: 194-201.
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are shoved into the mouth of the demn, which the annoyed occupant pulls inside
until he is finally cramped for space and unable to move. A hole is then
made in the roof of the den, and the bear is killed with a spear. What seems
to be this same method was used on occasion, but not invariably, by the Ainu
of Hokkaido (Holland, 1874: 241) and the Reindeer Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-
1909: 142); customarily, in winter, by the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
555), and in the Mackenzie River area in North America (Hearne, quoted by
Hallowell, 1926: 36). Something of this nature was also practiced by the
Ket (Shimkin, 1939: 154). Jochelson (op. cit.: 555). describes this as "the
manner common throughout Siberia", but he may be referring simply to hunting
the animal in its lair. I have not noted the specialized technique so far'
elsewhere. Hallowell (1926: 36) states that it was used by the Lapps, citing
Turi. But I find that Turi's account describes something entirely different
(Turi, 1931: 121). ' :

Krasheninnikov, according to Jochelson (1905-1908: 555), declares that
all traps in Kamchatka were introduced by the Russians. This may well be
the case, but what Krasheninnikov actually said (1949: 243) was merely that
all the methods of catching foxes which he was describing had been introduced
by the cossacks. It is true that there is no mention of an unquestionably
aboriginal trap in Kamchadal territory; but neither is there any clear state-
ment tlut_tlny were totally unknown.®® The Koryak even today use very few

55. Birket-Smith (1953: 207) attributes the springpole snare to the
Kamchadal, citing Steller. The latter, however, is describing methods of
bear hunting in Siberia. in this passage--not Kamchatka. It is a typical
example of the ease with which Steller may bo‘ misquoted.
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traps, and Jochelson (1905-1908: 555) believes that they were innocent of
such devices in pre-Russian times. It seems certain that the Aleut had no
traps (Hrdlicka, 1945: 137). '

Pitfalls for geese are reported by Steller (1774: 190) for the Kamchadal -
on the Kamchatka River. Pitfalls have a rather erratic distribution, being
known for only the most northerly groups of Eskimo (Birket-Smith, 1929,

II: 253), very sparingly elsewhere in northern North America (Ibid: 326-327),
and in northeast Asia on the Kolyma and among the Ainu, Gold, Tungus and
Manchu (Ibid.). About all one could deduce is that it is a very archaic
method which has fallen into disuse in most places.

The pole snare has a very widespread but scattered distribution in both
hemispheres, and "must be a very old culture element” (Ibid: 159). Steller
(1774: 180) describes its use for catching nesting seabirds.

The ingenious system of rigging nets for ducks across artificially-
constructed flyways (Steller, 1774: 190; Exrman, 1848: 325) is also reported
from the Ob-Irtysh area of western Siberia (Pallas, 1788-1793, II: 463-465;

IV: 124; Finsch, 1879: 603-604).%6

56. The use of perpendicular flight nets in general for catching
waterfowl is very widespread. They are found in most parts of Europe, in
India, Australia, China, Japan, and on the Pacific coast of North America.
They are common in Siberia. Often such nets are rigged across natural
flyways such as streams or gorges (Macpherson, 1897: xxxix, x1, 219, 280-
281, 286-287).



Sea Hunting

There is no clear evidence that the Kamchadal proper ever hunted whales,
although they utilized stranded ones to the fullest, as did a number of non-
whaling Northwest Coast groups (Drucker, 1950: 173), and the modern Sakhalin
Ainu (Pilsudskii, 1907: 108). Collins believes that a similar situation
prevailed in the Old Bering Sea culture (1940: 549). On the other hand,
the Kuriles of the southernmost tip of Kamchatka and the adjacent islands
sought out sleeping whales at sea in their baidars and attacked them with
poisoned arrows (Steller, lﬁt 98).57 The capture of a whale resulted in
ceremonial observances and festivities (Ibid: 103-104) rather reminiscent
«mmmmmnmm(ugz 98-99). There are indi-
cations that the Ainu formerly engaged in whaling, but the methods employed
are uncertain (the subject is discussed in Heizer, 1943: 422).%® Poisoned
lance whaling was present in the Aleutians, on Kodisk, and probably (Birket-
Smith, 1953: 34) among the Chugach of Prince William Sound as well. Heizer
(1943) has convincingly demonstrated its Old World provenience. Koryak
whaling was of very different type (Jochelsom, 1905-1908: 550-552).

57. For a more detailed account of this, see Muller, 1757: 471-472.
This paper, although anonymous, is attributed to Muller by Mezhov (1891-
1892).

58. There are, however, references to poisoned harpoons in Scheube
(1882: 229) and Natori (1940: 138-139), the latter based on Ainu legends.
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The Kamchadal did hunt seals extemsively, but there is no evidence of
the use of poisoned weapons for this. Three methods were followed: clubbing
while asléep on land; stalking in disguise and harpooning; and closing river
mouths with nets after a number of seals had entered (Steller, 1774: 109-
110; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 271; Tiushov, 1906: 347-350).5% The Kuriles,
on the other hand, hunted them from boats with harpoons (Steller, 1774: 110),
as did the Amur Gilyak (Kreinovich, 1934: 79-83), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-
1908: 548), Orochi (Margaritov, 1888: 13-14). llottia( sea mammals is quite
characteristic of the northeast Asiatic coast: Eskimo of Bering Strait
(Asiatic origin--Steemsby, 1917: 153), Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 124-
126), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 543-544), Elutori Koryak (whales--Steller,
1774: 98-99), central Kurile Islands (sea otters--Golovnin, 1818: 42), Amur
Gilyak (sea lions--Kreinovich, 1934: 83), Japan (whales--Heizer, 1943: 424-
425). cwh netting of seals on the Northwest Coast was limited to
possible occurrence among the Kwakiutl (Drucker, 1950: 172).
Stalking the ice in disguise is far more common, being a widespread
Eskimo method (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 434-435) as well as Old

59. Birket-Smith (1929, II: 225) erroneously ascribes the breathing-
mmamm, bmdwapulmhsullu (1774: 109)
" which is lifted out of context from Krasheninnikov (1949: 271), who was
heribmﬁaetieuuwuﬁal. This is a classic example of the dangers
inherent in random, uncritical citations from these authors.
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World: Chukehi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 119), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
548), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 544), Ul'chi (Strenina, 1949: 45), Ayan
Tungus (Pekarskii and Tsvetkov, 1913: 50), Tungus of northern Pribaikal
(Levin, 1936: 76), Sakhalin Ainu (MacRitchie, 1892: 39).

Fishing

Despite the primary role of weirs and traps in the all-important Kamchadal
fishery, we know almost nothing about them. Steller merely amttens then
(1774: 156, 158 ); Krasheninnikov speaks only of "a sort of coffer-dam or
fence of stakes" on several occasions (1949: 303-308). Later writers describe
them in more detail, but still not to our uti.-fuctian;‘.o moreover, we have
no way of knowing what modifications might not have taken place in the inter-
vening years. I have not been able to recognize any of these precise typu
of weirs and traps in the classic and exhaustive monograph of Sirelius (1906)

-

dealing with the weir fishery of the Fimmo-Ugrian peoples. And our compara-
tive materials for the rest of the circumpolar zone are not sufficiently
detailed. The mere use of fish weirs as a device by any given people is

60. De Lesseps (1790: 112), Evman (1848: 214, 254-255, 462-463, 476),
Kittlitz (1858, II: 273), Ditmar (1890-1900: 396), Guillemard (1889: 135),
Bergman (1926: 96, 99-100), Demidoff (1904: 161-163).
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about as diagnostic as the presence of pit dwellings, for as Birket-Smith
says, they ave spread over the whole of North America except for the South-
west and (to some extent) the Plains, and are gemerally diffused in northern
Eurasia (1929, II: 161).

With fish nets, our data are somewhat fuller. Mmmvarw,
both in type of net and size of mesh for different purposes. It is possible
ﬁltuﬁumnotmdforfmmm&oriﬁultm. De Lesseps
(1790: 112) says, even in his time, that seines (made of thongs) were used
ulyf&mh,betntamitﬁhférthicpurpouuthwehmlm(in
use. Steller (1774: 142), after remarking that bag nets would be torn to
MBy.mhhuamoffm,omMﬂnMMﬂwdﬂatmtl
like those for birds. If he has in mind the elevated flight nets, something
in the nature of a seine may be represented. la_gmt-were,homwr,-ploﬁd
in ice fishing for herring (Ibid: 167). Krasheninnikov refers to casting
nets (1949: 303) and scoop nets (Ibid: 299). By the nineteenth century,
however, seining had apparently become a common practice, judging by the
remarks of e.g. Erman (1848: 307-308), and Ditmar (1890-1900: 376).

This is the gemeral picture we find for the Koryak. Even in Jochelson's
time they were still unfamiliar with seine nets, although Russians in the
area had long used them, and with seines they could have secured their whole
year's fish supply in a few days. Instead, they relied on casting,%l hand,

.

_61. Rostlund (1952: 82), on the basis of Jochelson's description, says
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(footnote continued)
“'w'&mﬁt'.mmmamnm-udﬂm.ﬁ
It must, however, have differed markedly from the Russian seine used in the
ﬂ,mu-wmlfu-nﬂhi-tﬁh
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and dip nets, made of nettle (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 527-528). The Aleut
may have had no real nets at all, or at best they were uncommon and local
(Hrdlicka, 1945: 140) References to nets for the Koniag are very vague
(Hrdlicka, 1944: 53, 59-60). The Eskimo seem originally to have used no
tiﬂmdqm;&mmefmanMu;J
relatively recent introduction (Rostlund, 1952: 85, 92, 97). On the North-
west Coast, netting was definitely a secondary fishing method; seine and
gill nets may not be aboriginal, and in any case seem not to have been the
general rule (Ibid: 86, 291)'. Indeed, it has been suggested that only the
small dip net was used in America in pre-Columbian times--the seine being intro-
duced by the whites (De Laguna, 1934: 170--based on an unpublished study by
Hallowell).®? The Chukchi had sinew nets (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 146), but
the ancient Yukagir had none of amy kind, unless a pivoting fence of woven
willow could be so described (Jochelson, 1926: 373). The Lamut also seem
to have lacked nets, although the tipi cover was sometimes used in emergencies
as a sort of net (Bogoras, 1900: 69). The Amur was apparently a center of
net-using (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 518-519, 528, 531-534, 540), and hen, as on

62. Rostlund's more exhaustive and recent study leads him to question
this hypothesis. Although some tribes doubtless acquired the seine from
Europeans, the weight of evidence indicates that it was present in pre-Columbian
America. "I think it can be concluded that not only various small hand nets
but also large seines, gill nets, and towed nets were known to the Indians
in aboriginal times; however, some forms were not used everywhere but had
a restricted distribution.” (1952: 84).
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Kamchatka (and to some extent the Northwest Coast), mettle was the material
used in manufacturing. Evidence suggests, however, that use of nets dimin-
ished with distance from the main river. The Udehe, for instance, use them
very little, preferring to spear their fish (Brailovskii, 1901: 199); some
groups of Orochi have none at all (Zolotarev, 1934: 81); and certain Gold
clans, originally forest-dwelling, have traditions that they learned the use
of suts iy o oving eut Sate the Suer velley, S9es S shver geagle
(Lipskaia, 1940: 253).

rmh.d-n-tommwrymﬂim » Samshathe, abtbuugh
hooks of wood or seabird bone are mentioned (Krasheminnikov, 1949: 299).
They have a wide use in the general area, however, being reported from all
the Eskimo, including Pacific, Asiatic, and Aleut (Birket-Smith, 1929, II:
251-252), as well as Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 150-151), Koryak (Jochelson,
1905-1908: 532-534), central Kurile Islands (Colovnin, 1818: 44), Sakhalin
Ainu (Pilsudskii, 1907: 92), Gilyak (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 521; Hawes, 1904:
257), Udehe (Brailovskii, 1901: 199-200), Orochi (Margaritov, 1888: 19).

Spearing fi.h'-y be‘n older method than either hook or mt.“ it
was still important among the Kamchadal, and seems to be practiced everywhere:
in our area, although it had died out among the Chukchi and Koryak by the
turn of the century. (For, distribution of fish spears, see Birket-Smith,
1929, II: 250, 323).

63. lut in North America, at least, the evidence does not seem to support
this hypothesis. See Rostlund, 1952: 120.
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Fishing through the ice also seems to be pretty universal in the regionm,
though the Kamchadal practiced it only to a limited extent. A specialized
variety, the so-called "peep-fishing", was employed for herring--with a
bag net, however (Steller, 1774: 167-168; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 309-310).
The technique is known in North America only for certain Eskimo and Indian
groups (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 256, 335; Rostlund, 1952: 180); and in
Asia for Ainu, Tungus, Vogul, Samoyed (Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 335), Orochi,
Udehe, and Baikal Tungus (Zolotarev, 1938a: 21-22). In these cases it
appears to be used as an aid to spearing.

The use of elevated platforms as "watch towers" for spotting fish, as
the K-ehﬂal did with the Chavycha (Oncorhynchus tschavytscha (Krasheninnikov,

: 1m=‘ 303; Erman, 1848: 416-418; Kittlitz, 1858, II: 284-285), crops up

in a few places elsewhere; the occurrences may or may not have some relation-
ship: Hokkaido Ainu (Montandon, 1937: plate 16); Sakhalin Ainu (MacRitchie,
1892

41); Manchu (Lansdell, 1882: 555).
Ethnobotany

- As Gunda has shown (1949: passim), wild vegetable products are an impor-
tant item in the diet of peoples throughout northern Eurasia. But their
importance varies from group tc; group; the Kamchadal seem to have utilized
WMtomwm,whﬂcmﬂnxory&,Mplwa
lesser role, but greater than among the Chukchi (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 577).
On the other hand, the Point Barrow Eskimo are said to eat no vegetable food
atm(wh, 1892: 62), and Eskimo in gemeral do not always make full
use of ulnt is available; those of western Alaska and Labrador probably eat
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proportionally more vegetable food than other groups (Weyer, 1932: 53).
The Northern Tungus use very few plants compared with the "Palaeo-Asiatics"
(Shirokogorov, 1924: 124), although their more sedentary relatives on the
hrl_ialrm, Gold and Ul'chi make wide use of them (_g‘_;i: 123;
Lipskais, 1940; 252; Strenina, 1949: 47). The Ainu also seem to have made
considerable use of the local flora; Batchelor and Miyabe (1893) describe
93 edible and 44 medicinal species regularly employed, and Torii (1919:
220-221) lists ;:hirty herbs used as food by the Kuriles. A variety of roots
and berries were commonly used by the Northwest Ceoast tribes (Drucker, 1950:
176). Steller noted that ihnrclmdulee was prepared and used in the same

manner in America (i.e. the Aleut-Pacific Eskimo region) as on Kamchatka
(1774: 87). :

We do not know enough about the digging instrument employed by the
Kamchadal in this connection to compare it.

A specialized type of gathering is the utilization of the winter stores
collected by mice in their nests, a favorite practice of the Kamchadal. The
Chukehi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 198), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 577), Kolyma
population (Wrangell, 1844: 67), and Bering Strait Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 268)
do likewise. It is not reported from other Eskimo groups, but occurs sporad-
ically elsewhere in northwestern North htr:!ea Yakutat Tlingit (De Laguna:
personal communication), Ingalik (Osgood, 1940: 177), Thompson (Teit, 1900:
231). With the Chukchi and Koryak, at least, the customs and beliefs connected
with it are identical with those of the Kamchadal. Instances of similar
plundering of animal hordes in eastern Europe and western Siberia are cited
by Gunda (1949: 371). _ :
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The medicinal use of plants may properly be included in this section.
We have noted that the Kamchadal had a vast pharmacopoeia as an adjunct of
their amazing botanical knowledge. And although the role of environment
enters into such matters to some degree, the determining factor seems to be
more cultural than dependent on natural resources. For instance, the Koryuk
do not employ herbal remedies at all, relying solely on shamanism, charms
and incantations (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 420). The situation is identical
with the Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 43-44). Granted that their respective
habitats are more barren than that of the Kamchadal, they are still not
completely devoid of plant life--especially since these same tribes manage
to locate and eat many of the vegetable foods utilized by the Kamchadal. The
Yukagir, in the same ecological zone, make a very limited use of herbal
remedies, and then only if found nearby at the moment when needed (Jochelson,
1926: 29). The Eskimo in general rarely use them (Weyer, 1932: 329). In
contrast, the Ainu seem to have had a large herbal pharmacopoeia (Batchelor
and Miyabe, 1893). The Aleut also made considerable use of herbal remedies
(Hrdlicka, 1945: 175-178), and a recent note (American Antiquity, vel. 17,
389) says that current ethnobotanical field work is revealing the old Aleut

plant lore to be more extensive and important to the culture than previously
supposed. A similar picture is found among the Tlingit (De Laguna: personal
communication). The references to Koniag herbalism are limited (Hrdlicka,
1944: 84-86), but this may reflect the inadequacy of the sources. Further
south we find tribes like the Thompson, who used 160 species of plants
medicinally (Steedman, 1930: 455); the Shuswap, who employed "a large number
of herbs", and only called in a shamen if they failed to cure (Teit, 1909:
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618); the Kutenai, whose pharmacopoeia includes the entire local flora in
one way or another (Tumey-High, 1941: 101); the Puyallup-Nisqually, who
have a "considerable body of herbal knowledge" (Smith, 1940: 92); the
Quinault, who used herbs "extensively" in curing (Olson, 1936: 179); and
the Makah, among whom there was scarcely a herb in the vicinity not consid-
;Ma-dhh-bya-n (Swan, 1870: 81). Clearly, the affinities of
the Kamchadal in this respect lie to the south and east rather than with
their northern kinsmen. .

The practice of burning the birch bracket-fungus (Polyporus sp.) on a
spot afflicted with rheumatic pains is, according to Krasheninnikov (1949:
443), a remedy known all over Siberia. Moxa cautery in general, utilizing
a variety of materials, is found from Lapland to China and Japan (Qvigstad,
1932: 133). It seems to be an ancient, wid.opn.dpmtimiﬁthﬂld
World, and is noted also from a number of American Indian tribes. In the
northwest, the latter include the Makah (Swan, 1870: 79, 99), Nootka (Drucker,
1951: 146), Kwakiutl (Curtis, 1915: 97), Klallam (Gunther, 1927: 304),
Quinault (Olson, 1936: 180), and Thompson (Teit, 1900: 370).

Food

The use of ground immer bark for food in case of famine is a widespread
expedient; the Kamchadal, however, seem to have used it as a regular article
of diet, as did the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 579), Chukchi (Bogoras,
1904-1909: 197), Yakut (Wrangell, 1844: 23), Lapps (Collinder, 1949: 83),
Chugach Eskimo (Birket-Smith, 1953: 42), and all Northwest Coast tribes
except the Nootka (Drucker, 1950: 176).
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Geophagy is reported for the Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 324-325) and
also for the Koryak and Okhotsk Tungus (Ibid.), Reindeer Chukchi and Lamut
(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 200), Hokkaido Ainu (Bird, 1888: 268), and Aleut
(Hrdlicka, 1945: 94).

WWMhmeﬂ;mdmeﬂdhm‘nim
it, or it —— plain very readily (Golovmnin, 1861: 108-109). This
might be regarded as an environmentally-determined dietary necessity, since
it seems to be the rule among many northern maritime peoples. On the other
hand, one wonders how the forest peoples mamage to get along without such
liberal amounts of it. A few examples: "Every Lapp likes to have a quart
of train oil to drink at every meal" (Sea Lapps of Finmmark, 1613; in Collinder,
1949: 219); "the desire for fat seems to be M" (Chukechi; Bogoras, 1904- |
1909: 39); Sakhalin Ainu: sea animal oil consumed in great amounts; poured
on food before eating like soy sauce in Japan (Mamiya, 1855: Harrison trans-
lation, pp. 18-19); Aleut: principal food consists of fat of amy kind
(Hrdlicka, 1945: 93); Koniag: "nofoodtuﬁngoodtotbnifmumd
in oil; and the latter...will even be drunk alone" (Holmberg in Hrdlicka,
1944: 47); Tlingit: scarcely eat a meal without it; used like butter; bread,
biscuit, dried fish dipped in it (Jomes, 1914: 105); Nootka: "there was a
tremendous *u on fats--oils and greases--in the dietary pattemrm.
M&fm-ﬂcqforthvirmlhekofm-ﬂm‘fmof
carbohydrates” (Drucker, 1951: 62). But: the Point Barrow Eskimo were not
obseived to eat any more fat than "civilized people”, and rarely by itself
(Murdoch, 1892: 62).
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Puddings of various roots and berries mixed with fat and oil were
great favorites of the Kamchadal. "The idea of mixing vegetable and fatty
substances is...an old and widespread culture element slightly adapted to -
local conditions.” (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 446).

Steller's claim (1774: 174-175) that in pre-Russian days fish fat was
never rendered (sea-mammal oil alone being uud; is disputed by Findeisen
(1928: | 11), who believes it is an old, indigenous culture trait, as with
the Gilyak and Ainu. The Kamchadal method of stone-boiling oil from fish
in dugouts was observed by Krause m the Tlingit (1885: 177-178, plate
3), and is also reported from the Okhotsk Foot Tungus (Zolotarev, 1938b: 72).
Stone-boiling to render olachon oil was standard practice on the Northwest
Coast (Drucker, 1950: 171), and whale blubber was rendered in canoes among
the Nootka (Ibid: 173).

Stone boiling itself has a wide distribution in North America, being
in general use in the Northwest Coast, Plateau, and Mackenzie regions; the :
Eskimo did not employ it, however, except apparently the Aleut and Chugach
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 441). It is nét known from the Chukehi,
though it was formerly used by the Koryak (Jochelson 1905-1908: 568) and
Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 415-416). As noted above, it was practiced by
the Okhotsk Foot Tungus. Also the Kuriles (Torii, 1919: 194).

The pit oven occurs all over the world. In northnitom North America
it centers on the Northwest Coast and Plateau, and does not extend north of
the Aleut, Tanaina, Kutchin, Chugach and Eyak (Birket-Smith and De Laguna,
1938: 442). I have not mad' any references in northeastern Asia except
the Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 99-100, 180).
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As with the Lapps (Collinder, 1949: 77), mw—hm
the cooking. Their passion for eating all their food cold (Steller, 1774:
1 822) is shared with the Chukchi (Wrangell, 1844: 362). The Nootka also
allow all food to cool before eating (Drucker, 1951: 62).

The data on cooking methods are somewhat contradictory. Steller (1774:
323) says the Kamchadal don't like roasted food, being similar to the Koryak
in this respect, and differing from the Tungus, Yakut and Kuriles. It is
true that boiling was the common procedure. M‘Kory*, however, although
their meat is principally boiled, spit-roasted fish in Jochelson's time
(1905-1908: 572). And later accounts of the Kamchadal (e.g. Dobell, 1830,
I: 37), describe this also. Moreover, according to Wrangell (1844: 23),
the Yakut never roast or bake meat, but only boil it. The Gilyak tabu roasted
meat (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 431); the Chukechi scarcely know how to roast it
properly and mostly boil it (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 194); while the Yukagir
are experts at spit-roasting (Ibid.). Spit roasting is common on the North-
west Coast, Plateau, and in the Mackenzie area, but unknown to the Eskimo in
general (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 442-443).

Preserving birds' eggs in oil (Steller, 1774: 191; Sauer, 1802: 299,
313) is also noted for the Tikeramiut (Larsen and Rainey, 1948: 30); some
preservation method was employed by the Aleut and Koniag, although the details
are unknown (Hrdlicka, 1945: 108). The Diomede Islanders, it is interesting
to note, store eggs without benmefit of oil, and have in fact resisted missionary
efforts to persuade them to adopt this obviously preferable preservative method

(Weyer, 1932: 115).
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Preservation of fish by sun-drying was practiced almost without excep-
tion by the Kamchadal, who smoked only the bellies of certain fish as special
treats for guests (Steller, 1774: 174). The CGilyak (Hawes, 1904: w:),'
Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 572), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 90) and Eskimo
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 443-444) sun-dry,%% while the Tungus
(Steller, 1774: 174) and the kindred Orok (Hawes, 1904: 207) smoke. Both
methods are used by the Ainu (Batchelor, 1927: 89), Yukagir (Jochelson,
1926: 416), and Northwest Coast, Plateau and Mackenzie tribes (Birket-Smith
and De Laguna, 1938: 443-444).

Kamchadal women have complete charge of the storehouses in which fish
supplies are kept. 'lh-l-e system appears to prevail among the Hokkaido
Ainu (Bird, 1888: 248; Landor, 1893: 213).

The Kamchadal practice of placing fish in pits to rot was, according
to Steller (1774: 169), also followed by the Samoyed,®® Tungus (with modi-
fications), and Yakut (slightly different method). It is allo reported for
the Okhotsk Tungus (Sarychev, 1802: 45) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 26--
quoting Davydov). Since the Koryak are reported to like the taste of putrid
fish (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 415), we may assume the practice for them also;
the same applies to the Kolyma population (Shklovsky, 1916: 18) and the

64. Some western Eskimo smoke their fish, according to wcyei- (1932:
115). This is doubtless ascribable to Indian influence.

65. Montefiore reports that the Samoyed prefer fish in a highly
odoriferous condition, which would seem to confirm Steller (Montefiore, 1895:
204).
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tapps (Collinder, 1949: 82). The Yukagir, on the other hand, do not eat
 putrid fish (Jochelson, 1926: 417). Similar rotting of fish in pits is
practiced by a number of Alaskan and northwestern tribes; it is M’n.lﬂnly
" that the method originally came from Asia across Bering Strait (Birket-Smith
and De Laguna, 1938: 445-446; Rostlund, 1952: 143, 199-200).

Narcotics

Fly agaric (Amanita muscaria) is the only intoxicant known in north-
eastern Asia according to Bogoras (1904-1909: 205); its habitat is
restricted to the forest zone, so few Chukchi get hold of it. The Koryak
are the most passionate addicts (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 582). Yukagir —1
tions indicate its former use (Jochelson, 1926: 419). Lewin (1931: 124)
lists it also for the Yakut, Tungus, Samoyed and Ostyak--but gives no
references; I am inclined to view this claim with reserve until more definite
evidence is adduced. Although fly agaric was apparently employed in Russia
in Krasheninnikov's time as an insecticide (1949: 427), I have not found
any convincing evidence of its use elsewhere as a narcotic. Heizer, in his
study of the ue'of narcotic mushrooms by primitive peoples (1944), reports
no instances from northern North America.®® Since Amanita muscaria occurs
commonly over much of the northern portion of both hemispheres, it is inter-
esting that its narcotic properties may have been known (or utilized) only
in such a restricted ma This limited use--if correct--suggests it might

have been a relatively recent development.

66. The following description of a debauch observed among the Indians
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(footnote cont inued) i
of Cape Flattery is strikingly reminiscent of the agaric orgies of the Koryak,
although the exact agent involved is nit certain: m-ﬁuui—mn,.
from potatoes and other ingredients, a vile liquor, Gttt @ irritating
ol eumtting offest wes e Kihuhe and Slatier. Bash @ vhe has pertche
dﬁhdﬂmymﬂmﬁthuhumtnw,
who drinks. The effect is as above, and likewise a temporary insanity or

ﬂhh,‘*&ﬁmmmd-ﬂmmém“u. !hel't_
.*m‘ﬁ-pm,dnﬂnﬁmmmdﬂnu-nm,

is so completely overcome that he falls in a dead stupor.” (Bourke, 1891: 65).

-

¥



14
The Kamchadal lacked alcoholic beverages, although the Kuriles on

Cape Lopatka brewed a fermented drink from berries with which to make their
guots ouh (Sesller, 177 35). e pee-Ruseien Seniag slse wasd the
fermented juice of berries, and at times drank to excess (Davydov, in Hrdlicka,
1944: 48).%7 With this exception, intoxicants seem to have been unknown to
e DA B Gilgvh Mok ey Sousigs gostsed S glante by fustes
or other methods, according to Schrenck (1881-1895: 463), and this may be
interpreted to include fermentation.

Fire

Krasheninnikov's description of the Kamchadal fire drill (1949: 380)
- has been generally assumed to represent a l!qh-typc' drill, but it seems
to me that this identification is largely on negative grounds, and that it
ilrilkytehueuittoolnwﬂy.“ Not that the presemece of the simple

67. According to Curtis (1915: 40) the Kwakiutl seemed able to achieve

a state of intoxication on fresh elderberry juice, which could contain little
if any al.eehel Local white men experienced no effects fm the beverage.

- 68. He merely mt- that they twirl a stick without saying specifically
how this is done. It is true that the plat_e reproduced on page 379 depicts
-a hand drill-in operation, but I am highly suspicious of the reliability of
the plates in the early editions of Krasheninnikov. Some contain obvious errors
of faét, and in gemeral they seem to have been drawn by artists on the basis of
impressions gained from reading the text--which itself often-does not give the
u.‘&tooelmnpie‘hm. Krasheninnikov died in the same year that his book
appeared, and thus may not have supervised the final stages.
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drill is impossible. The Ainu of Hokkaido used it (Torii, 1919: 208);

and it also survives ritually in Japanese shintoism (Hough, 1928: 26).

- The simple fire drill is very nearly universal among the North American
Indians, where bow and cord drills are apparently rather late, and introduced
from Asia (in the north and west) or by the whites (in the east) (Birket-Smith
and De Laguna, 1938: 413).

The bow drill, however, is typical of the Eskimo and northeastern Asia.
M,lmtmaimutdmmmmmaf«msm
in rare instances, so that his extemsive data on the subject are useless in |
this instance (1929; II: 273-274, 350-352). Fire drills do not seem to have
been used much by the Aleut, pyrites being preferred; there are only two early
~ references to the drill as a secondary method, both too vague for identification
as to type (Cook and Coxe, quoted in Hrdlicka, 1945: 111-112). Jochelson,
however, spesks confidently of the use of the bow drill--spparently based on
native informants (1925: 74); and he excavated objects which he identifies
as bone and stone drill heads (Ibid: 110). The Kuriles used the bow drill
(Torii, 1919: 202-203), as did the Kéryak and Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909:
231) and Sakhalin Ainu (Howard, 1893: 883). .

Thus the Kamchadal, if their drill was of the simple type, would have
occupied a somewhat isolated position, although if the Kurile bow drill could
be proved recent, they would link up with an obviously ancient center of
‘simple drills in the Japanese islands.
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Lamps

We know from the early accounts (Steller, 1774: 82; Krasheninnikov,
1949: 222; De Lesseps, 1790: 163) that the Kamchadal used stone lamps,
'mmmmmdpm-fmnnmmgm. Kamchatkan
lamps, like Aleutian ones, differ from the Eskimo lamp in having no bridges
or special grooves for wicks (Jochelson, 1928a: 68). Although Jochelson
classified those found in his m&ti@byohqcucimﬂn, elliptical,
egglike and sadiron, Schnell (1932: 61) correctly points out that the first
three types "can only theoretically be distinguished from one another", and
lumps them into a Type A, calling the triangular sadiron lamps Type B, and
a special variety of the latter with a handle on the end, Type C. Quimby
(1946: 202-203) regards the sadiron lamp as a distinctive type and a definite
cultural trait (he evidently includes both B and C types in this classification);
he feels that "the evidence of a genetic relationship among the sadiron lamps
of Kamchatka and the Aleutians seems unmistakable", and accepts "Collins'
hypothesis that this form diffused from the Aleutians to Kamchatka." Lamps
wi&ahhfermuaotfor'ﬁemm&altiek-tt-dmum
the New World only in the Aleutians (De Laguna, 1984: 180), and in Kamchatka
(Type C) and the Kuriles (De Laguna, 1940: 59). This feature seems to have
no corvelation with shaps, however, vhich probsbly explains vhy Quimby seems
to disregard it. De Laguna (1940: 59) includes these types of lamps in a
larger category of "pointed oval lamps”, which she feels reached the Eskimo
from the Asiatic coast of the North Pacific, being probably derived from
southeastern Asia. Quimby (1946: 203) criticizes this lamp complex as too

-
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inclusive and abstract, and as including types which may have had different
histories. Conceivably, therefore, specific types of Kamchatkan lamps
could have stemmed from several sources, including southwestern Alaska and
southeastern Asia. . '

It should be pointed out that neme of the specimens of sadiron or
’_mwmnmfmlm&tmfmuﬁuﬂnw
territory; both types occur in probably Kurile and Koryak sites, as Schnell's
distribution table shows (1932: 62).

Lamps, as such, ave believed by Birket-Smith (1929, II: 191-192) to
be a very ancient circumpolar trait, once spread over all boreal Eurasia
and North America, dating back to the Upper Palaeolithic in Europe, and
..lh(wtofuumrmtofﬂnirfmrr"win‘toﬂumt
rise of nomadic hunting and reindeer-breeding cultures. Hence they survive
only among relatively sedentary peoples on the fringes of this area. I
must confess that I do not find this hypothesis too convincing. The concen-
tration of lamps on the North Pacific coast of Asia, and their rarity else-
where in the general area except for the Eskimo would seem to point to a more
immediate and recent inur-mhtic‘-lhip--probably' stemming, for the oval
typath-t,fmmﬁmumuh,ahmlnw. The latter
has gone into the whole subject so thoroughly in a recent publication (1947:
249-258) that any further discussion seems unwarranted unless or until new
evidence is produced.
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Pottery

Not the slightest suggestion of the use of pottery by the Kamchadal
appears in either Steller's or Krasheninnikov's work. And their descriptions
of household arrangements are sufficiently full to render mere oversight in
this matter inconceivable. There is frequent reference to wooden containers,
for instance. Pottery is, Mr,-ﬁtimdbym,uhemmte
relate that they mixed sable tails in the clay (Ogloblin, 1891: 10). Lest
 such a statement be dismissed off hand as in the realm of pure fantasy--which
would probably be the initial reaction--we should point out that an admixture
of animal hair /probably of some fur-bearer) is gemerally typical for the
ancient pottery of the Lena Valley (Okladnikov, 1945-1946, Part 2: 81); it
is found at "Neolithic" sites of all stages, and also in some Bronze Age
sites. It is not typical for the Baikal region. Native informants on the :
Yukon often mentioned the use of hair or feathers as tempering (De Laguna,
1947: 141-142, ﬁ?). There are similar accounts from Hooper Bay to the
southwest (Oswalt, 1952: 18), the Kobuk River (Giddings, 1952: 93) and
Point Barrow (Murdoch, 1892: 91). Still, owing to the circumstances of
Atlasov's report, we cannot place too much reliance on any individual state-
ment, and I think itultliholythatﬂnpottn_'y-mtimd referred to some
other people on the Kamchatka Peninsula, probably the Koryak. After all,
it is highly unlikely that this art could vanish without a trace in the
scant forty years between Atlasov and the Bering Expedition, especially
since it is definitely not a case of replacement with metal or other imported
utensils.
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Again, we must turn to archaeological materials to elucidate the
question. Pottery does occur in sites on Kamchatka, but in insignificant
ﬂiﬁn,hn“ﬂt'hﬁoviﬁmd‘,ﬁm,a«nh#lﬂh
wooden troughs, and bark containers (Rudenko, 1948: 174). m (im)
thMeMifﬁtMﬁomw'wuﬁ.ﬁlw
descriptions of the pottery finds, but in the long run these can be boiled
duhtkthmtmw;ndhy&ehﬂl(l’n: 60): (1) a coarse,
undecorated ware with ears inside; (2) similar, but lacking the ears, and
having stripes around the rim; and (3) a fine ware decorated with dots and
lines, and sometimes with mat and cord impressions. The latter is confined
to northwestern Kamchatka, on the Koryak border, and seems clearly to be of
Koryak attribution. The type is widely distributed in extreme northeastern
Asia up to Bering Strait (Rudenko, 1948: 175). The first two types occur
in southern and southeaste : Kamchatka--in Kurile territory, and on the
coastal strip to the northeast which was probably open to strong Kurile
influence. Davis (1940: 15-16) rightly points out that types 1 and 2 could
only be told apart from rim sherds, a typological weakness which leads him
to lump the two together as a southern coarse ware. Vessels with inside
ears for suspension (the so-called Naiii pottery) are of obviously Ainu
provenience, being found in the Kuriles, Sakhalin and Japan. They seem
chronologically to be a late form. This type of pottery was made the subject
of an exhaustive study by Baba (1940a), who concludes (100-104) that it was
made in imitation of Japanese metal pots having similar features. Schnell
(1932: 64) could find no positive analogies for the striped Type 2 pottery.
A few striped potsherds are known from the Koryak area, but they are clearly
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Mﬂdmﬂth,-mmmhﬂnm&-
in a separate type (1947: 176). De Laguna (1947: 237) says these grooves
-drm-nqua-mmtemdmm;m-huahdne-—
pares the latter with the Koryak striped pottery noted above, the resemblance
is obviously of a general nature. All in all, the restriction of this Type 2
muﬁnmm#m-ﬂihmnllahﬂuitytoﬁe
eared ware suggests a parallel southern origin. De Laguna (1947: 236-247)
lumps the Kurile-Kamchatka pottery as a whole into a broad ceramic tradition
stemming from the Japanese islands, which she believes also gave rise to
the later types of southern Alaskan pottery.

But how to explain the discrepancy between the ethnographic and archaeo-
logical data? It will be noted that we have nowhere spoken of Kamchadal
pottery; and this is because I do not believe there was any. There were
probably some Kamchadal who used clay pots, but they lived in border areas
under strong outside influences, and the pots were either acquired outright
from their neighbors or made in close imitation of them. The fact is that
the bulk of archaeological ceramic finds come either from the Kurile territory
in the south or the Koryak frontier on the north. No pottery has been found
at sites in the Kamchadal heartland, such as Ust Kamchatsk or Nakayama's
wut coast sites (Nakayama, 1933, 1934). There was none at Tar'ia either,
which Rudenko believes to be the oldest Kamchadal site. In the whole
Avacha Bay area only two potsherds were found by Jochelson (1928a: 43-44);
none at all by Bergman (Schnell, 1932: 61) or Lev (1935).%° These could

69. Quimby's "Avacha complex", one of the eight local culture complexes
which he formulates in Kamchatka, includes pottery of his "Kuril Lake Plain"
type--on what basis, is not clear.
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have been stray intrusions at this coastal spot, like the labret previously
mentioned. Pottery, it is true, was relatively abundant in the Nalacheva
area, on the coast north of Avacha. Most of it, however, is of the eared
variety which is of obvious Ainu origin. This leads me to believe that the
Nalacheva area may have been colonized by Kuriles coming by sea. Being a
truly maritime people who moved about over an immense expanse of ocean as
hunting conditions dictated, the distribution of their settlements along the
coast need not have been continuous. mmamlhldatleutl
strongly Kurile-influenced culture if not an actual Kurile population.

Stone

The lithic industry of Kamchatka shows a remarkable uniformity over
the entire peninsula (Schnell, 1932: 62), which reduces its value for
diagnostic purposes. Quimby (1947: 178) calls this industry "very similar"
as a whole to that of the Aleutian Islands. The assortment of arrow points
has udn-in common with those of eastern Siberia (as far west as the Baikal
area) and also with those found on the Kurile and Japanese islands. The
mphummttypiedofmmmmuuorforﬂu
Eskimo culture (Rudenko, 1948: 164-165). The adze types (very common) are
too widely distributed to be significant. The Koryak apparently did not
use polished stone axes, employing bone wedges and bone adzes instead;
only one such axe was observed among the Yukagir (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 610) .
Of course the archaeological picture might be quite different. Type 4 in
Rudenko's classification of stone knives (weakly convex back, sharply convex
blade, neck on tang) is well known in Japan and the Aleutians (Rudenko, 1948:
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169). thhthlealmhim-m
' is surprising. The woman's ulo does not occur at all, and only two men's
slate knives--one from the Koryak border, the other from Avacha Bay (where,
like the labret, it could have been intrusive). In view of the fact that
Kamchatka is surrounded on all sides by polished slate knives--Aleutiams,
Japan,™ the mainland Okhotsk coast, and especially typical for late stages
of Eskimo culture--this absence is particularly striking (Rudenko, -1948:
169-170). Ground slate knives are a recent introduction archaeologically
in the Aleutians (Laughlin and Marsh, 1951: 82). On St. Lawrence Island,
however, they seem to go back to the 0ld Bering Sea stage (Collins, 1937a:
7380). We do not know their relative age in the other adjacent regions,
and under these circumstances it would be impossible to work out their local
history.”! Pestles, of frequent occurrence on Kamchatka, are not found
north or west of Prince William Sound in North America, though common on
the Northwest Coast (De Laguna, 1934: 174). Natural cobbles seem to have

72

served the purpose in Japan (Munro, 1911: 137). Stone mortars ° are common

70. The ulo is, however, lacking in the Ainu region (the northemn
Japanese islands), and seems to be restricted to the prehistoric Ja‘pﬂu
proper (De Laguna, 1947: 185). |

71. It may be of some significance that slate spear points are consid-
ered late on the Amur (Okladnikov, 1936: 277). ‘ .

72. A small, shallow grinding slab is ‘pictund.bx Jochelson (1928a: 54)
from the Korﬁ frontier; Steller, (1774: 72) mentions stone mortars for
grinding M—pmn-bly of similar size and type :

-
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around the rim of the North Pacific from Japan to the Northwest Coast
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 412). According to Steller, the
Kanchadal made their large mortars of whale vertebrae, as the modemn Ainu
make them of wood. Stone "sinkers” with either a drilled hole or a cir-
cular groove are quite common in central and southern Kamchatka (Rudenko,

1948: 160). De Laguna (1934: 170-172) has questioned the correctness of

this identification for artifacts of this type, pointing out that modern
peoples commonly use unworked stones for weighting .Mtl, and that such
"sinkers" are often found away from any suitable water. Their use as weights
on fishing lines hu_ been suggested, but their distribution does not cor.rupmd‘
with that of fish hooks. In fact, these "sinkers" may have had nothing to do

with fishing at all--at least in many cases.

The battered appearance of
some suggests violent use. Others may have served as bolas. There are, after
all, _l-y‘emivable uses for which it would be necessary to attach a cord
to a stone--which is, in the last amalysis, what these objects were designed
for. Grooved stones are generally lacking in the Eskimo area except for
southwest; Alaska and the Aleutians, but are widespread in North America and
RO R — ptihiltoric Japan. L RDP— limited to the
North Paeific rim from Japan to the Northwest Coadt (Ibid: 168-169).

Tiny chipyod ru-t or obsidian neffigies” were found st thio points on

Avacha Bay, (Lev, 1935; Seh.ll, 1932: plate xvii). cj..nn (1944:. 64)

73. T"Nevertheless, mdﬁhkﬂm“ufiﬁm The
mﬂmﬁuwm-upmumu.
dth‘tl-l-gﬁqm'--toﬂ-lu-mﬁha&
--ita-_&u.ix'da-uh.' (Rostlund, 1952: 87).

%

»
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says that such small flint sculptures were widespread in America in old
Indian and Eskimo cultures. They are also reminiscent of the whale amulets
pictured by Murdoch (1892: 425) from Point Barrow. Though so far known from
only two other points in the interior of Siberia, miniature flint "sculptures”
‘are widely distributed in European Russia (Zamiatnin, 1948).

Bone

The oval whalebone shovel is a type common among the peoples of extreme
_ northeastern Asia and in the Bering Strait area (Rudenko, 1948: 157-158).
ItuMMhMMcdmnndmmticm,mdilmtly
an old widespread type (De Laguna, 1934: 200-201).

whale vertebra mortars were found in small numbers in the shell heaps
of Prince William Sound (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 412). Jochelson
pictures a "bone lamp" from the Aleutians (1925: plate 20), and Hrdlicka
states (1945: 57) that he found similar specimens in the Aleutians and on

Kodiak. De Laguna (1934: 174) thinks these are mortars. -

Hrdlicka (1944:
33-34) refers to them as vessels or containers, and says that all the natives
of southwestern Alaska utilized vertebrae for pots. He also saw one in a
Leningrad museun from the Chukchi. In view of the fact that Steller (1774:
104) speaks specifically of vertebra mortars, it is possible that some at

least of these problematical "pots" were so used.’®

74. However, Jochelson (1905-1908: 567) did see one example of a whale
vertebra lamp in use among the Koryak, so either identification could be correct.

75. In post-conquest times, Steller speaks of the Kamchadal keeping
accoholic beverages "in large containers made of fish bone" (1774: 326). Per-
bhwﬁhm;butitmldwynunhrtomm.
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Baleen pails are mentioned by Steller (1774: 103). These are "evi-
dently an old element in Eskimo culture" (Collins, 1937a: 350), but this
mw”'uwmﬂnmmm“mm,umw
by bark and wooden vessels in both the Old and New Worlds. Though possibly
a substitute for bark among the Eskimo this could hardly have been the case
um,mumwyumm. hrhélthhlnl
once a more widespread culture element than Collins supposed.

Tubular bone needle cases (Steller, 1774: 183) are very old and wide-
apresd in Burasia, and are the smcestral Eskimo type (Collins, 1987a: 354).

Heizer has suggested (1951) that the sickles of the Kamchadal and Koniag,
otherwise isolated, may possibly be related.

Bark-Wood-Basketry

Folded birchbark containers are common in the boreal woodlands from
Lapland to Labrador. The extensive use of bark is regarded as a trait closely
connected with the "snow-shoe complex" (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938:
414, 416). There are indications of bark containers in "Late Neolithic"
sites on the lower Lena (Okladnikov, 1945-1946, part 2: 143). The Kamchadal
made square containers and cups of birchbark, but bark seems to have played
only a subordinate role in their culture, since equal or greater use was
made of wood, basketry, woven bags, gut, baleen, etc. Wooden containers and
utensils are very old and widespread in both hemispheres (Birket-Smith and
De Laguna, 1938: 419-420). We do not have a sufficiently detailed picture
of the Kamchadal ones to compare specific types. The prominent role of wooden
vessels in their culture is, however, also the case with the Aleut (Hrdlicka,
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' 1945: 58-59), Ainu (Hitchcock, 1891: 436; Landor, 1893: 215), Chukchi
(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 188), and Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 570). The
1evter tue do 5ot comn %o hove used bak ot all, vhile weed and bask shaved
equal honors in the Gilyak and Yukagir households (Schremck, 1881-1895:
477; Jochelson, 1926: 411, 413).

Montandon (1937: 107-109) found no references to basketry anywhere in
Siberia’® except for a strip along the North Pacific coast from the Ainu
th  wugh the Maritime Koryak. Twined basketry, he states, is typical of the
North Pacific rim from the Ainu to California (Ibid: 109-110). The North-
west Coast tribes were particularly expert in this technique, which, accord-
ing to Birket-Smith and De Laguna, centers in western North America (1938:
| 416). Koryak basketry was both coiled and twined (Jochelson, 1905-1908:
631), as was Kurile (Torii, 1919: 183-186) and that of the Bering Strait
T T SRR PO e e G e epp————
and coiling is very rare (Montandon, 1937: 103-104); that of the Aleut seems
to have been purely twined (Hrdlicka, 1945: 59-62). We do not know the
technique employed by the ancient Kamchadal, although an obviously modern
specimen pictured by Jochelson (1905-1908: 713) is coiled. Birket-Smith
and De Laguna (1938: 417-418) feel that coiling may have been the older
technique, which has been entirely supplanted by twining on the Northwest
Coast and partially displaced in the neighboring areas. They regard Wissler's

* 76. On the southeastern border of this area, the Gold and Manchu are
skilled basket makers, though all the Northern Tungus lack the art
(Shirokogorov, 1926: 129). ‘ '
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opposite conclusion as lacking foundation. There can be no doubt that the
coiled basketry of the Kuriles, Koryak, Eskimo and Tena is closely related
(De Laguna, 1947: 219).

Grass mats were the most important item of Kamchadal household furniture,
as with the Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 116-117) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 31).
They are widely used, in fact, all around the North Pacific rim from the Ainu
through the Northwest Coast (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 418) although
only the southernmost branch of the Koryak made them, at least in recent
times (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 636).77

Art

Of Kamchadal art we unfortunately know next to nothing. Outside of
decorating clothing, as previously mentioned, it seems to have been confined
to painting wooden objects (Kittlitz, 1858, Ii: 317, 338) and possibly
stamping designs on birchbark (Guillemard, 1889: 75). The latter is perhaps
not aboriginal, although decoration by stamping on liin was practiced by the
Koryak in Jochelson's time (1905-1908: 683). Had Kamchadal art been highly
developed, it seems likely that it would have attracted more attention than
it apparently did. The low artistic achievement of a people with such
abundant leisure is particularly striking when we see that they are almost
surrounded by peoples noted in this field. Aleut decorative art is umsur-
passed in America (Hrdlicka, 1945: 81). Miniature sculpture is strongly

77. The Chukchi have only very crude mats of willow twigs (Bogoras,
1904-1909: 171), but the Bering Strait Eskimo are skilled weavers of mats,
bags and baskets (Nelson, 1899: 202-203).
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developed among the Koryak, Chukchi and Eskimo (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 648).
The Ainu have a rich decorative art (Utsurikawa, 1928; Baba, 1951; inter alia),
not to mention that of the Amur tribes (Laufer, 1902; Lavrov, 1949). Perhaps
the artistic affinities of the Kamchadal lie with the Northern Tungus, whose
carving, at least, "lacks all artistic merit" (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 649). |

Painting of implements is a trait whose principal center is on the North-
mcm,mxtummmhmmmudjm
peoples. xtum-uummm(nuht-s-wu-dum
1938: 410-411). Except for the Aleut, the Eskimo have no aptitude for
‘pult:h( (Ivanov, 1930: 479). There is no trace of it among the Chukehi,
either (Birket-Smith and De Laguna's rofu-ee to this is erroneous. 1938: .
| 410-411), and painted decoration of objects among the Koryak is of the most
rudimentary nature (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 629).

Music--Dance

<

&eofthmtmﬁm‘"mntintrdtl"inm“ltun;sthe
drum--universally present otherwise in the circumpolar zone from Lappland
to Greenland (distributions in Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 287, 363-365; Ainu
specimen cited from Leningrad museum obviously borrowed from Tungus or Gilyak).
The only parallel in this respect is with the Kurile and Ainu, where it also
seems to be completely absent except as a frontier borrowing. The only
mummmamﬁmuﬂofmﬂum&
Filipendula kamtschatica (Steller, 1774: 333-334). Wind instruments are
very scarce in northeastern Asia, and known elsewhere, again, only for the
Ainu, who have a reed flute of sorts (MacRitchie, 1892: 35). In the New
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World they are lacking aboriginally among the Eskimo, but are more common
_in the boreal woodlands and Plateau, and especially on the Northwest Coast
‘ (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 477-478).

Tuming to the related topic of the dance, the pantomimic aiimal dances,
or (more accurately) dramatic presentations, uwied&-w’
seem to be universal in northeastern Siberia at least: mnm
(Shirokogorov, 1933: 325), Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 129), Chukchi
(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 268-269), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 782), Ainu
(Hitehcock, 1891: 482). On the American side they occur among Eskimo,

Eyak and Tlingit (De Laguna: puilal communication), Kutchin (Osgood, 1936:
104), Thompson (Teit, 1900: 385), Shuswap (Ibid.).

2. Soeial Culture

Governmment

The Kamchadal political system seems typical of the entire area. Some
examples:

Koryak: the founder of a settlement remained the elder so long as no
stronger rival appeared, and his family would continue to dominate afur
his death. The term for elder means "the strong one" (Jocheélson, 1505-190!:
763) .

Aleut: characterized by the leadership of "strong men" or "owners"
who dominated their villages by physical ow and wisdom (Laughlin,
1952: B81; Iﬂ.u_ch, 1945: 25-26 gives a generally similar picture).
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Gilyak: no chiefs; the oldest and richest are listened to (Deniker,
1884: 309).

Ainu: the men of greatest authority are mostly oldsters remarkable for
experience and social virtues (P. von Siebold, 1859: 107). (The present
highly-developed system of chiefs among the Ainu is probably a relatively
recent development).

Birket-Smith (1953: 215) attributes the institution of the sub-chief
or assistant chief to the Kamchadal, and largely on this basis classifies
it as a "circumpacific" culture element. I find no evidence for such an
institution in aboriginal times, although it was typical of the adminis-
trative set-up under Russian rule.

Property

As to property concepts, community ownership of a certain tenifbry
for hunting and fishing purposes prevailed among the Kamchadal. This seems
intermediate between hnting grounds owned by the tribe as a whole ("an old
feature in the social organization of the circumpolar region". Birket-Smith
and De Laguna, 1938: 462)--and the family hunting territories of boreal
North America. The identical system seems to have prevailed among the Ainu:
villages owned definite hunting and fishing territories, and _the river on
which a village was located was theirs to fish (Batchelor, 1927: 41). Some-
thing similar is indicated for the Aleut: "no stranger is allowed to hunt
or fish near a village, or to take away mythin‘ fit for food" (Solov'ev
in Hrdlicka, 1945: 91). There is no trace of the special private ownership
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found e.g. among the Sakhalin Gilyak, where the right to set snares for
sable on a specific stream is individually owned and inherited, although
there are no other limits on hunting (Hawes, 1904: 300); or among the
Orochi, where the identical situation prevails (Margaritov, 1885: 5).

Social Organization

According to Garfield (1953: 58), "the Koryak, Kamchadal and Chukechi
are sibless, forming a continuous bilateral area with the Aleut and Eskimo
on both sides of Bering Sea."

The high position of and regard for women among the Kamchadal seems to
find its nearest parallel among the Ainu of former times, as pictured by P.
von Siebgld (1859: 112), H. von Siebold (1881: 30), Batchelor (1927: 14-15),
and Czaplicka (1914: 276--quoting Sternberg and Pilsudskii). Batchelor
(1927: 15) even suggests survivals of a matrilineal system, stating that
in the old days family ties were stronger on the women's side, and the
mother's brother was regarded as the real family head. Among the Aleut the
maternal uncle was esteemed above the father and played the major role in
the children's education (Veniaminov in Hrdlicka, 1945: 170-171). Our data
on the Kamchadal are insufficient to tell whether any such system prevailed
there.

The levirate (observed by the Kamchadal) seems to have been almost
uiv.lrl;l in the area: Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 607), Koryak (Jochelson,
1905-1908: 748-752), Ainu (Batchelor, 1927: 160), Gold and Northern Tungus
(Shirokogorov, 1926: 144), Eskimo, Yukagir, Samoyed and Ostyak (Birket-Smith
and De Laguna, 1938: m%T)mmmmm it is a custom
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of very considerable age, being widely distributed, especially in areas
with old-fashioned cultures (Ibid.) L

llmm.myumhmmmhaa—dm-
eastern Asia, and is evidently an old custom in both areas, though probably
more developed among the semi-sedentary fisher populations than among the
Eskimo and inland hunters. The warlike dispositions of these tribes had a
lot to do with it. Its actual economic importance was not very great (Ibid:
451-452). The whole complex may have come to the Northwest Coast from Asia
via the Aleutians (De Laguna, 1947: 92, 278).

War

In connection with warfare, we find torture of captives described also
for the Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 146) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 64, 74).
The Koryak generally killed their captives (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 766),
but it is uncertain whether torture was a regular ct;tm as with the above
and the Kamchadal. The Bering Strait Eskimo also killed all male enemies
(Nelson, 1899: 327).' Self-destruction in defeat was typical of the Koryak
(Jochelson, op. cit.: 422) and is mentioned for the Atka Aleut (Veniaminov
in Hrdlicka, 1945: 209). I can find no positive evidence of the use of
refuge islands by the Kamchadal in aboriginal times, although they sub-
sequently fled from the Russians to such locations. Refuge islands are noted
for the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 563), Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 146-148),
Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 82-83), Chugach (Birket-Smith, 1953: 102), Nootka
(Drucker, 1951: 67), Kwakiutl (Curtis, 1915: 9), and Makah (Swan, 1870:
51).



Marriage

huﬁdm“&hkmum ht:hmiu Chukchi

(Bogoras, 1904-1909: 579, 585--"identical with m"), Koryak (Jochelson,

1905-1908: 739; sometimes a matchmaker is involved); Yukagir (Joehlul, 1926:
| 87); Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 167--purchase possible, but sorviee preferred);
Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 77-78); Sakhalin Ainu (Pilsudskii, quoted by Czaplicka,
1914: 102; Bickmore, 1868b: 363). For the Hokkaido Ainu, Batchelor (1901:
230) speaks vaguely of service by either sex. Among the Northern Tungus and
Orochi, the kalym is sometimes paid in labor (Shirokogorov, 1933: 219; Fraser
1891-1892: 32). Bride service is also noted for the Lapp (Collinder, 1949:
132)--usually after the marriage takes place--and-for the lower Yukon, Tanaina
and Tlingit (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 454).

The marriage rite among the Kamchadal consisted solely in the forcible
insertion of the- suitor's finger into the vagina of the prospective bride;
success in this attempt automatically made the woman his wii;e. No other‘ niﬁol
or futivitﬂc were involved. Jochelson describes an absolutely identical
situation for the Koryak (1905-190:: 741-742). We have no positive data
for the Kuriles, though Krasheninnikov states (1949: 469) that their marriage
customs are the same as the Kamchadal. It is dangerous to extend such vague
generalizations to establish the presence of specific details, however. Accord-
ing to Czaplicka (1914: 87), nothing comparable exists elsewhere in Siberia;
but there is a possible parallel in northwestern North America. Teit, in
his account of the Thompson Indians (1900: 323-324) writes as follows:

"Another form of marriage was that contracted by a man touching a girl's
: m...l-lwhotmhdthn“muorhoclofluidwtr-ufomd
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her at once intohis wife, and there was no retraction for either party,
so that henceforth they lived together as man and wife...The man who cut
um-mdﬁtmmﬂMMl-ﬂn'lM, cut her
breech cloth, or lay down beside her, had to marry her; and she at once
~ became his recognized wife without further ceremony."

_..-uﬂ-mm, also, "marriages by touch were customary. If a man
touched a maiden's breasts or heels twice at different times, he was expected
to marry her." (Teit, 1906: 268). :

Why touching the heel should suggest a parallel with the Kamchadal
custom becomes more apparent when we read Boas' commentary (1894: 458):
"ﬂa.-ﬂinofﬂu action iluidtolnfmdodonthefactthattluh.-ol
of the woman is near her private parts when she squats, as Indian women are
in the h;iit of doing."

Polygyny in itself is too widespread to have any significance. But the
separate housing of wives on occasion by the Kamchadal is noted also for the
Ainu (Batchelor, 1901: 231) and Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 166), whereas the
Koryak never do this (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 754).

Temporary wife exchange may perhaps be an old c_iretqolar trait; our
information on the distribution of this custom is probably far from complete,
but it seems definitely foreign to peoples with a clan or moiety division
(Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 458). Like all Eskimo, the Aleut practiced
it (Hrdlicka, 1945: 166, 168), But Jochelson flatly denies it for the
touchily jealous Koryak (1905-1908: 756), and thinks Krasheninnikov's earlier
reference is due to misunderstanding or confusion with the Chukchi, whose



, .

"group marriage" umpﬁﬂ!-mﬁlﬂu%m It

The problem of hospitality prostitution is difficult to deal with. That
it was greatly fostered by the white man everywhere is beyond doubt, and there
is a question as to whether it was even aboriginal in many cases. The Kamchadal
are an instance of this. Our sole reference is the experience of Exman (1848:
425), but after a hundred years of cossack indoctrination one would hesitate
to argue that this necessarily reflected ancient usage. As for the Koryak
and Chukchi, the remarks in the preceding section apply to this matter as
well. It seems to have been a regular institution among the Yukagir (Jochelson,
1926: 62)--though here again one questions what the situation may anciently
have been--and Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 168). It is on an informal basis among
, the Eskimo (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 459). There are a few isolated
references to it in very early sources on the Lapps (Collinder, 1949: 131).

The regions on both sides of Bering Sea formed a well-defined area of
transvestitism and homosexual behavior, extending from the Kamchadal through
the Northwest Coast (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 453). In contrast,
the Northern Tungus show little or no homosexualism (Shirokogorov, 1933;
263, 323), and there is no trace of it among the Gilyak (Schremck, 1881-1895:
649), or Yukagir (Jochelson, 1926: 112). I have seen no reference from
the Ainu. &

: The Kamchadal custom of married men keeping male homosexuals as concubines
occurred also among the Koryak (Jod-iun, 1905-1908: 753), Aleut (Hrdlicka,
1945: 168) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 78.79). Chukehi transvestites
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(transformed by command of spirits, however) ultimately married (Bogoras,
1904-1909: 450-451), but this seems to involve a somewhat different
attitude than the perversion for perversion's sake implied by the practice
of concubinage. :

Mmityd"ﬁuyﬁ("'lwhybymuwiﬁam:
'mmum«mwnmmhmsu«u,m
judge from the_tmefmuu'qi;-uh (1905-1908: 752), and I have
seen no references to itolnqhu-im;ourmnlmn.

Children

Practices surrounding childbirth among the Kamchadal offer little for
ce.pu_‘ativc purposes; there is no isolation in a separate .w, no
special restrictions or attitudes. The aversion to twins probably reflects
an attitude that may be widespread in the gemeral area, although data are
scanty. The Northern Tungus, for instance, 'rqu'd twins as an abnormality
and a bad sign (Shirokogorov, 1933: 275); the Manchu believe twins will
bring misfortune, and 'that if one should die the other is sure to
(Shirokogorov, 1924: 114). The Hokkaido Ainu have an aversion to double
fruits or vegetables (Batchelor, 1927: 95) which probably reflects ancient
attitude toward twins; the latter camnot be reared in the same house or ome
is sure to die (H. von Siebold, 1881: 32). The Kuriles are said to have
always killed one twin (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 470). Among the Eskimo, one
twin at least is generally either killed or taken by another family (Weyer,
1932: 132), and on the Northwest Coast there is some evidence of killing
one twin in a few places (Drucker, 1950: 208). Jomes (1914: 121) states
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that the Tlingit killed twins. The Klallam regarded multiple births as
animal-like, and sometimes disposed of the offspring immediately, while
others died of neglect (Gunther, 1927: 237). The general view in north-
western North America, however, was that twins were endowed with tremendous
supernatural power, most often with respect to the weather or the salmon;
ﬁnﬂ#hiuciwuuutuaw,Mhnymm
apt to entail severe restrictions on the parents during their infancy. There
is probably an ultimate relationship between this attitude and that of the
Kamchadal.

" Naming a child after a dead relative (Steller, 1774: 353) is found
throughout the Eskimo area, with several cases on the Northwest Coast and
Plateau; also Chukehi, Koryd.nld Yukagir--but the Gilyak do not, and the
Ainu tabu it (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 468-469).

lfndmp.nualqm-nymdmmforﬁ.tomlnk
of filial respect and obedience depicted for the Kamchadal children. The
picture everywhere seems te be the very opposite.

The Kamchadal predeliction for infamnticide and abortion seems also an
isolated phenomenon, for unlike the Eskimo, economic and environmental

pressures were hardly When.
Death

Abandonment of the dead seems to be an ancient custom, not environmentally
conditioned, whichu'pmd-tmtribuofth'lmt order. In the
exceptional cases where it occurs ameng more highly-developed cultures, it
is only the bodies of the lower classes that are treated so carelessly
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(Birket-Smith, 1929, II: 206). Bogoras (1904-1909: 523) believes that
abandonment must be considered as the fundamental Chukchi method. Distri-
bution elsewhere is summarized by Birket-Smith (op. cit.: 293-294, 379-380).

Placing children's corpses in hollow trees is noted also for the Ket
. (Shimkin, 1989: 158). This is done with adults (not shamans) by the

. Uriankhai (Czaplicka, 1914: 162), while the burned remains of shamans are
sometimes placed in a hole in a tree trunk by the Buriat (Ibid: 156-15-)).
Holmberg .(1!!1:, 481) implies that the custom is fairly widespread among
northern peoples, but cites no data.

Offerings to the souls of the dead in the form of bits of food thrown
in the fire is, according to Birket-Smith and De Laguna (1938: 506), a
Northwest Coast and Athapaskan custom. I believe it is probably widespread
insﬂnrhahm The Kamchadal threw into the fire as an offering to the
dead the gills or fins of the first fish caught after the corpse had been
disposed of (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 444). The,Okhotsk R
Yukagir put lfood into special fires by the grave (Zolatmv,‘lnlb: 78;
Jochelson, 1926: 222); also the Uriankhai (Czaplicka, 1914: 162). Doubt-
less a search would reveal many more instances of this custom.

The Kamchadal do not seem to have been afflicted with quite such an
abject fear of the dead and anything belonging thereto as were the Kurile
(Krasheninnikov, 1949: 443), Ainu (P. von Siebold, 1859: 54) and Yakut
(Jochelson, 1926: 233); still, a general attitude of fear is probably
typical of the area as a whole, as it is for most Eskimo. The Aleut and
. Yukagir are glaring exceptions (Laughlin, 1952: 79; Jochelson, 1926: 225).
However, the Kamchadal do seem to have abandoned the dwelling in which a

/
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death occurred, when they were not lucky enough to have removed the dying
person in time (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 443). According to Davydov, the
Koniag would tear down the dwelling in such circumstances (in Hrdlicka,

1944: 27), and various Eskimo groups endeavor to remove the dying to avoid
the problem (Weyer, 1932: 254-256). Among the Hokkaido Ainu in the old
days it was the practice to burn the house of the dead. On Sakhalin this
was dome only if the desth hed been sn wmstursl ome (Msmiys, 1855: Harrison
translation, p. 33).

Although killing of the aged is very common among the Chukechi (Bogoras,
1904-1909: 560-568) and Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 759), this is only
done on request, and is more properly regarded as a form of suicide. Similar
attitudes prevail among the Kutchin (Osgood, 1936: 144). The Northern
Tungus, however, are known to abandon old men to die without their consent
(Shirokogorov, 1933: 258). This is probably influenced by economic pressures
and environmental conditions, as among the Eskimo. The Kamchadal freely
dispose of the sick in such fashion, with or without the patient's cuncurmce,n
but otheswise leave departure from the vorld up to the individual's own hand.
Suicide, we have noted, was a very common phenomenon, as it was among the
Thompson (Teit, 1900: 392), Lillooet (Teit, 1906: 202) and Shuswap (Teit,
1909: 470). | 5

The Kamchadal refusal to n‘em-__a, drowning person might be included here.
A precisely similar situation is Smitiet S B Gilyak (Lansdell, 1882:
605). It is reported from the Koniag that no one will go to save a man

78. The Orochi (Margaritov, 1888: 29) and Koniag (Hrdlicka, 1944: 88)
also abandon the seriously ill to die.
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drowning (Hrdlicka, 1944: 87), but this may only refer to ome who has
announced that he wants to die. Possibly related is the Maritime Chukchi
custom whereby a person believed lost at sea and subsequently returning
must undergo a purifying ceremony (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 536). There is a
possible correlation here with inability to swim, although our dataare far
too meagre. Like the Kamchadal, neither the Gilyak nor Koniag could swim
(Lansdell, 1882: 595; Hrdlicka, 1944: 90). The Unalaska Aleut couldn't
either, according to Sarychev (quoted in Hrdlicka, 1945: 165), and few
Eskimo can (Weyer, 1932: 69), but all Ingalik and Tamaina can swim (Osgood,
1937: 70; 1940: 371), and the Ainu sea hunters could swim like fish
(Batchelor, 1927: 403).

3. Intellectual Culture

Calc_ndar

Krasheninnikov found no evidence of the calendar described by Steller
(1774: 359-361), in which the solar year was divided into two years of six
months each. All the surrounding peoples seem to have a year of twelve
lunar months, with the sole exception of the Sakhalin Gilyak, where the six-
month year is also reported by Hawes (1904: 211).

Curing

Some aspects of curing (such as pharmacopoeia and euthanasia) have
already been dealt with, but a few remaining matters should be touched on
here. Krasheninnikov witnmessed a case where dying patients were tied up



with thongs: to prevent their going to the other world, he surmised

(1949: 295). Possibly comparable is holding the patient tightly to pre-
n-touqe of the soul, which il.mdfnﬁum (Batchelor, 1927: 335).
wmﬂﬁmaueammmmﬁmnmuwﬂum
and left there (Krashenimnikov, 1949: 412; Steller, 1774: 276) finds a
parallel among the Tungus of northern Baikal (Levin, 1986: 77). The Amur
peoples also make images of deities under a shaman's direction for curing
purposes (Laufer, 1902: 5), but the precise manner in which they were used
is not mentioned.

Surgery among the Kamchadal seems limited to setting broken limbs and
letting blood at the site of an ailment (Steller, 1774: 365-366; Krashen in-
nikov, 1949: 442). The latter may actually refer to acupuncture, which was
unmistakably employed by the Bering Strait Eskimo (Nelson, 1899: 309),7°
Aleut (Hrdlicka, 1945: 175-178), xoni.( (Hrdlicka, 1944: 84-85), Tlingit
(Jones, 1914: 226), Carrier (Morice, 1893: 82), Tahltan (Emmons, 1911:

55, 114), Thompson (Teit, 1900: 370), Nootka (Drucker, 1951: 146), and
is a traditional Japanese medical procedure. The Aleut and Koniag also
displayed an amazing surgical knowledge and skill.

Steller (1774: 365) clearly states that enemas were administered only
by the inhabitants of Cape Lopatka and Shumushu Island, i.e. by Kuriles,
not by the Kamchadal themselves, and that this knowledge had come to them
from the southern Kuriles. Krasheninnikov is obviously quoting Steller

79. Also apparently by Point Barrow, Mackenzie and Coronation Gulf
Eskimo (Murdoch, 1892: 423; Weyer, 1932: 324).
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(1949: 442) in his remarks on the subject. Heizer (1939) has shown that
this element seems to be lacking in northern Eurasia and among the Eskimo,
although it is fairly widespread, and probably old, in the New World. The
possibility is suggested that it may have reached the Kuriles from America.

Religion

It is in the gemeral realm of religion that the Kamchadal and Koryak
show their closest affinities. The Koryak Big Raven is a culture hero whose
activities closely parallel those of the Kamchadal's Kutka. (The Eskimo of
Alaska also have him as creator and culture hero. Weyer, 1932: 446) Sim-
ilar "traces" of his presence are pointed out; he is the subject of the bulk
of the mythology of both peoples--frivolous tales usually displaying him to dis-
advantage. In each case he is regarded as the tribal ancestor (Jochelson,
1905-1908: 17-23). There is a god of hunting common to both (as well as
to the Chukchi), who is master of the wild reindeer and other wild animals
(Ibid: 118). The Koryak whale festival is very reminiscent of the Kamchadal
seal ceremony. The full participation of women in the religious life of all
these northern tribes sets them strikingly apart from the Ainu, where religion -
is strictly a man's pnmtin?o Sacred poles as votive places are reported

80. This long-established view has recently been challenged by Kubodera
(1951), who brands the idea that Ainu women are not qualified to participate
in religious activities a misconception. Women take a definite part in
ancestral worship ceremonies, worshipping the souls of female ancestors.
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for the Maritime Chukehi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 412), Maritime Koryak
(Jochelson, 1905-1908: 37-38) and Kamchadal (Steller, 1774: 265).

Certain features, however, set the Kamchadal off from their neighbors
to the north--sometimes from the region in gemeral. For instamnce pyro-
scapul imancy, so typical of the boreal zome in the New World and much of
Northern Asia, including the Chukchi and Koryak (Cooper, 1936: 32, 35),
is unknown to the Kamchadal. Animal sacrifices, universal in northeastern
Asia from the Orechi to the Chukehi (excapt for the Ainu) ase completely
lacking--in which respect the Kamchadal are more akin to the tribes of
northwestern North America where only bloodless offerings are the rule
(J&eh.lm, 1905-1908: 90). Comparable wooden masks representing evil
spirits were employed by the Kuriles (Torii, 1919: 204-205) and koryak
(Jochelson, 1905-1908: 80-86). The latter resembled the masks of the Point
Barrow Eskimo, while practices connected with them are reminiscent of the
Aleut (Ibid.). The Kamchadal, like the Chukchi, had none. Masks are rare
and sporadic in northern Asia but quite common in llorth'hnriea, especially
on the Northwest Coast (Birket-Smith, 1929, I1: 288, 365-367).

The concept of spirits with pointed heads--and figures representing the
same--are old and widespread in Siberia, occurring in the Neolithic of the
Baikal region (Okladnikov, 1950a: 44). On the coasts of the Pacific they
are noted from the Kamchadal and Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 39), Gilyak
(Hawes, 1904: 194; Schrenck, 1881-1895: plate liv), Ul'chi (Strenina, 1949:
44), Gold (Holmberg, 1927: 509), Chugach (Birket-Smith, 1953: 209), and
at Cook Inlet (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 504). The Kamchadal also
D D e ————— ypar —
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fire and offerings to it (Steller, 1774: 276) find parallels among the
' @ilyak (Hawes, 1904: 260), Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 98, 565) and
Chukehi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 348, 350). Also in the very importamt role
of the fire goddess among the Ainu, and its attendant attitudes and practices
regarding the hearth (Batchelor, 1901: 5“)..1 Ritual use of plant materials
is widespread on the Northwest Coast but absent among the Eskimo and woodland
Indians (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: m): Specifically, punﬁeaﬁoa
‘ypulh‘ through rings of branches in Kamchadal. fashion occurs on the
Northwest Coast i.n' connection with girl.s' puberty rites (three groups) and
funerals (M groups--one duplicating the fdmr), and may have been nan
widespread than the record shows (Drucker, 1950: 211, 219, 276). De Laguna
reports a similar practice to remove evil charms amcrg the Chugach and Eyak
(personal communication). The willow-bark wreaths worn by the Kuriles dur-
ing all ceremonies (Torii, 1919: 211) remind one of the Kamchadal wreaths
of sacred herbs. "Sacrificial grass" was also used ceremonially by the
Maritime Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 97-98). Fir branches have a ritual

81. According to Holmberg, the Mongols and Turkic peoples (including
tile Yakut) worshipped the hearth fire. There is also a considerable "fire
cult" among the Finno-Ugrian and Samoyed peoples of northwestern Siberia
ﬁd northeastern Russia. Holmberg feels that all these menifestations are
probably of Iranian origin, and are not originally indigenous. Ile also .
notes that the Tungus lack any fire ritual, though having a certain regard
for their fire (1927: 237, 452-456).
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role among the Ul'chi (Stremina, 1949: 44) and Orochi (vasil'ev, 1940:
166). Plant materials are also used by the Gilyak (Czaplicka, 1914: 272).

The amulets of the beaks of Ipatka (Eratercula comiculata) worn by
the Kamchadal and Kurile (Krasheninnikov, 1949: 311) have a possible con-
neti-_wiﬁtb«-mmdhuph(thﬁnuhdd-
albatross or similar bird for magical purposes (Batchelor, 1901: 297).
Steller relates (1774: 276) that the Kamchadal offered noses of sables,
foxes and the like to the fire. This suggests that the nose (like the beak)
embodied the essence of the creature, and reminds us of the Orochi, who
preserve the noses of sable and bear (Vasil'ev, 1940: | 170), and the
Alaskan Eskimo, who kept noses of fur-bearers as amulets (Nelson, 1899: 437).

The human effigy of straw which figured in the Kamchadal's big autumn
ceremony may also find parallels among the Ainu. Holland (1874: 240) men-
tions a straw figure like a scarecrow, which represented the god who presides
over household treasures; and MacRitchie (1892: 33, plate xvi) notes a
straw puppet in human form.

"Feeding" spirit images by smearing the mouth is probably a basic Siberian
practice, since we find it also among the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 98),
Gilyak (Lansdell, 1882: 606), Tungus and Yakut (Holmberg, 1927: 467), Ostyak
and Vogul (Ibid: 142), Samoyed (Nordenskiold, 1881, I: 94), and implied
for Chukchi (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 364).

Certain elements point in the direction of the Eskimo. For instanmce,
the Chukchi have few tabus, while the whole life of the Eskimo is closely
bound up with them (Bogoras, 1904-1909: 491). This is reminiscent of the

Kamchadal. As an example, both observe a general tabu against cooking land
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and sea animals in the same pot (Weyer, 1932: 367; Steller, 1774: 274).
hmm“mmﬁm-ﬁauﬂuumn
confessing tabu transgressions (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 65). Divination by
lifting a part of the body to test its weight is typical of the Eskimo and
Chukehi (Weyer, 1932: 230; Bogoras, 1904-1909: 485). The Kamchadal employ
the identical method but 1ift the foot instead of the head (Krasheninnikov,
1949: 412; Steller, 1774: 278).%% Lantis (1938: 449) has pointed out
that the mock whale hunt practiced ritually by the Eskimo of Little Diomede
Island and Cape Prince of Wales is reminiscent of one episode in the Kamchadal
autumn festival.

Shamanism

Krasheninnikov and Steller were both struck by the contrast between the
Kamchadal and other Siberian peoples in the realm of shamanism. There were
nmmm.wmeuleutﬁ,ud,mtmmdm,n
drum (Steller, 1774: 277; Krasheninnikov, 1949: 412). Bogoras (1904-1909:
413-414) believed that the "family shamanism" still flourishing among the
Chukchi, whereby everyone may try his or her hand at shamanizing as far as
skill and inclination permit, represented the original state of affairs in
northeastern Asia, and that vocational, specialized shamanism grew up out
of it and has largely displaced it. Kamchadal shamanism may have represented

82. Basically similar methods of divination are employed in particular
situations by the Ostyak (lifting coffin containing corpse) and Lapp (lift-
ing stone seide "idols") (Holmberg, 1927: 28, 101).
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this simple stage, although the absence even of a drum links it more with
the "wizards" of the Ainu mentioned by.n:u-a-c (1901: 308-309, 324).
Thalbitzer has advocated the view that modern shamanism was a secondary
historical phenomenon for the Eskimo, being superimposed from Asia on an
mm-—-putmmtmh.my-—i-mmmm
and magic (1941: 581-582). Such a view is critically discussed by Weyer
(1932: 444-447). :

Schrenck seemed to feel that shamanism was intrusive among the Gilyak,
and centered iﬂ-‘mthomupQIudmm(lul-ll”: 752-
753). I wonder if something similar was not also the case in northeastern
Siberia, and whether diffusion eastward from the Northern Tungus would not
better explain the state of affairs there than the hypothesis of an evolution
in situ out of undifferentiated "family shamanism". Zolotarev points to the
limited role of the shaman among the Okhotsk Foot Tungus, the lack of special
costume, etc. as evidence that highly-developed professional shamanism had
not yet reached them. It seems to me that the Kamchadal situation could
be another instamnce of this. The lack of any special shaman costume among
the Koryak (Jochelson, 1905-1908: 48) suggests that the complex had not
quite become fully established there. The Kamchadal and Ainu would occupy
the most marginal positions geographically if such a diffusion from the Tungus
had taken place, and it seems hardly mere coincidence that it is precisely
these two among whom shamanism is the least developed in all northeastern .
Asia.
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Animal Ceremonialism

Considering the absolute dependence on salmon for their very existence,
the absence of any salmon ceremonialism among the Kamchadal and other fish-
mm-hm-mﬁm‘mmuuuammm.
Afmumhm-&wcmt,wmﬁe
Tlingit and Haida (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938: 448-490). Findeisen
(1928: 47)u-mw¢-h1mummnﬁﬂnm,munn
practically no trace of fish or fishing either in the religious concepts or
the mythology, despite the fact that fish are the basis of economic life.
Whatever the explanation, it seems to represent a pattern among the primitive
tribes of Siberia. The only suggestions of any observance by the Kamchadal
in connection with the first salmon are Krasheninnikov's note that it is
mMnMcrhmmmﬂnfthofﬂnmw
(1949: 308), and Ditmar's mention of great rejoicing over the first salmon
caught in the spring, with praise and congratulations for the lucky fisherman
(1890-1900: 111). Perhaps we have here a dim echo of practices on the
opposite shore of the Pacific. .

The bear ceremonialism which Hallowell has described (1926) across the
northern hemisphere from Lapland to Labrador appears very weakly among the
Kamchadal, yet it reaches its most highly developed form among their southern
neighbors, the Ainu. On the whole we may say that the Kamchadal participated
habrodmdwm“mmmm,pmbdly
widespread in the area. A few specific ideas about bears apparently filtered
in and, added to this base, produce an appearance of mild "bear ceremonialism".
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It can hardly, however, be regarded as a distinct, integrated complex in
ﬂdm,wu-—hmm.

In fact, the most highly developed animal ceremonialism recorded for
the Kamchadal is connected with seals. These practices are paralleled
elsewhere in this area. Among the Amur Gilyak, slain seals are "fed"
immediately, and their heads subsequently returned to the sea after appropriate
preparations and ceremony (Kreinovich, 1934: 86-95); the same holds for the
Ul'chi (Strenina, 1949: 47). The Sakhalin Gilyak return the bones of the
first seal killed to the sea after ceremonially eating it (Hawes, 1904:
253-254). The whale cult of the Koryak and Kurile is probably closely
 related, also the Aleut practice of throwing back into the sea skulls of
$lain aquatic animals (Hrdlicka, 1945: 155). At Point Barrow, bomes of
n.hmaho:wudtobcntumdu;hm(wmr,nuz 340, quoting
Ray) as arve heads of belugas at Kotzebue (Curtis, 1930: 163). In the latter
cases, at least, reincarnation seems to be the basis for the practice.

But it seems as though this general attitude prevailed towards any
game animal, land or sea, taking the form of asking the animal's pardon
and "entertaining" it with food, the object being to persuade it mot to
arouse the fears of others of the species. Steller clearly indicates this
more than once (1774: 82, 85, 280), and gives the definite impression that
bears were not singled out for any different treatment (Ibid: 330-331).
mmmaum,mr,ﬂmmmuadthmmwm
were hung up, a treatment apparently not accorded to other amnimals (1949:
249).



177

u.wmwumam“mm,_
who must offer inao to the spirits of any animal killed, even small fur-
bearers (Batchelor, 1927: 101). "When a living thing is killed by men,
its skull is decorated with flowers and the skull is called Riwak-Kamui,
'mh( god'. After killing a creature, they make an offering to its spirit
~ and say 'Go thou home to thy fatherland with the souvenir'. This is called
'sending off'..." (Kindaichi, 1949: 348). The Eskimo, too, "feels it
~always incumbent upon him to ingratiate himself with the souls of the
aninale and to aveid their retalistion. Teward this end he smust govem
himself by a formalized system of observances lest the dreaded punishment
of food shortage follow upon his noncompliance" (Weyer, 1932: 334). "Their
cult pertaining to slain animals has the aim of encouraging other animals
to be caught in the future.” (Ibid: 339). The Nootka have a series of
rihnlp&fm”ahdathaeﬂundplmiuthspeiuofuiul
caught, so that its reincarmated spirit would again let its body be captured.
These customs were based on a belief in the immortality of amnimal spirits,
most explicitly described for the salmon, whose spirits returned to their
home beneath the sea to report how the humans had treated them. Ill treat-
ment was punished by refusal of the fish to run in that river again."
(Drucker, 1951: 166).

.Mmmuﬁimmummmrmlummm
as well. They are typical for most North American hunting tribes, according
to Underhill (1953: 63).

Preservation of bones of game (limited to bear among the Kamchadal),
wqoeidtnﬂhntdmm;.,iuwﬂynq.eiutnd
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widespread. Birket-Smith and De Laguna cite numerous examples from northern
and northwestern North America pertaining to various animals or fish (1938:
486-488). In Asia, in addition to the instances already mentioned, preser-
vation is reported from the following peoples and doubtless many others:
Gilyak--beluga skulls (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 548); Sakhalin Gilyak--bear
and dolphin skulls (latter may mean beluga) (Hawes, 1904: 202); Hokkaido
Ainu--bear and deer skulls (H. von Siebold, 1881: 18); Orochi--noses of
sable and bear (Vasil'ev, 1940:%. 170); Chukehi--animal skulls (Nordenskiold,
1881: 435); various Tungus and Yakut groups--big game bones (&hhile,
1950b: 286-287); Ostyak--beluga skulls (Schrenck, 1881-1895: 548);

Lapp and Samoyed--bones of land and sea animals, each in its proper medium
(Holmberg, 1927: 98-99).

Folk-lore

"All that we know of the Kamchadal mythology...leads to the conclusion
that the Koryak and the Kamchadal had one and the same folk-lore," (Jochelson,
1905-1908: 341). And again: "Kamchadal mythology corresponds closely to
that of the Koryak, and forms a clearly-defined cycle, consisting exclusively
of raven myths. It may therefore be stated without hesitation that whatever
is true of Koryak folk-lore is just as true of that of the Kamchadal" (Ibid.).

"All the /Koryak/ tales about Big-Raven belong to the cycle of raven
myths which are popular on the American as well as on the Asiatic shores of
the North Pacific” (Ibid: 18). There can be no doubt that this raven cycle
constitutes a typical circum-Pacific trait (Birket-Smith and De Laguna, 1938:

511).
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Jochelson (1905-1908: 358) h‘mum-:.eaumm in
Koryak tales are shared with the Northwest Coast Indians, 24 per cent with
the Eskimo and only 20 per cent with the 01d World.®® “Neither the present
isolation of the Koryak from the Indians, nor the influence of Asiatic cul-
ture on their customs and social life, has been able to efface from their

myths the characteristic spirit and style of the traditions of the American

83. Hatt (1949: 5) justly points out .thlt Jochelson doxih.nuly
excluded Alaskan Eskimo folk-lore from his study, on the assumption that
these Eskimo were recent intruders into the area and hence did not figure
. in the level at which he was operating, and would only confuse the issue if
included. The folk-lore of this group exhibits strong Indian similarities
(they were assumed to be borrowings), and its inclusion would have increased
the number of elements common to Indian and Eskimo mythology, and made the
conformity m_ Koryak and Indian somewhat less conspicuous--though it
does not invalidate the reality of this. It may, however, have a real effect
the interpretation of this conformity. In Jochelson's time it was
assumed that the "Eskimo wedge" had interrupted the former contact between
Koryak and Indian. We now know that the Alaskan Eskimo culture is ancient
in its present habitat. This discovery in turmn gave strong support to the
substitute proposal of contact via the Aleutians to explain this split
distribution. !lau. the possibility arises that the distribution may not be
eplit at all, or st least not to a sericus degree, and that the Alasken
Eskimo may be the intermediary which their geographical position would lead
one to expect. A comparative study of Koryak and Alaskan Eskimo folk-lore
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(footnote cont inued)
would be crucial in mﬂu&u important point, and it is therefore with
great interest that I have recently learned of the existence of an unpublished
master's thesis on the raven tales by Ann Chowning, University of Pennsylvania.
She feels that the Alaskan Eskimo tales form a perfect link between those of
 the Northwest Coast and Athabaskans on the one hand, and the Siberian tales
on the other. She further suggests the Athabaskans as the center of origin,
or of elaboration, of the earlier forms of the tales. (I am indebted to Dr.
Frederica de Laguna for this information).

Bogoras, in his comparative study of the folk-lore of northeastern Asia
and northwestern North America, similarly excludes from consideration the
raven tales of the Alaskan Eskimo "as they are probably borrowed from the
Indians” (1902: 681). Inasmuch as it is pmini; in the raven cycle that
the Koryak-Indian similarities chiefly lie, this arbitrary treatment has
putt_huhohminafdnluht,ndaffbehdﬂuvqlidityofcultun-
historical hypotheses which have subsequently been based on his findings.

Elsewhere (1902: 669) he writes: "The Raven legend, the most important of
' all these myths, extends in one continuous line along the Asiatic and American
shores; but close to Bering Strait this line seems almost broken by the
Eskimo. The Raven stories of the Alaskan Eskimo were probably borrowed from
the Indians, or, at least, conceived under Indian influence." In other
words, there is no actual interruption at all in the distribution of the
Raven cycle from Kamchatka to the Northwest Coast--though the opposite
impression is still prevalent.
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Pacific coast” (Ibid: 359). "I regard the identity of the Koryak folk-
lore with that of North America as established” (Ibid: 362).%% (7o a
greater extent, he implies, than his comparative study is able to show.)

And this same conclusion must, as shown above, be applied to the
Kamchadal as well. '

84. Bogoras comes to similar conclusions (1902: 579-580, 669-671, 683).
"Gne may almest aseuss that, from s ethnograghical point of view, the line
dividing Asia and America lies far southwestward of Bering Strait, extending
from the lower part of the Kolyma River to Gishiga Bay. In the whole country
east of this line, American ideas, or, more properly speaking, ideas character-
istic of the North Pacific coast of America, prevail.” (Ibid: 579).



‘Having thus analyzed Kamchadal culture into its component traits,
insofar as the nature of our sources permit, and having studied those
traits individually where eq';mtivo material, positive or negative, was
available, we shall now try to ascertain whether they fall into any distri-
butional groupings which might enable us to formulate conclusions or
hypotheses as to the origins and relationships of Kamchadal culture. Ques-
tion marks indicate there is doubt regarding the group classification of
the item. :

(1) The following traits seem to be widespread in northern Eurasia
and to be probably of considerable age: ice fishing, "peep fishing", fish
weirs, fish traps, dip net, fish hook, fish spear, hunting dog, carrying
strap, carrying yoke (?), fur-shod ski of "Arctic" type, pod-shaped dugout,
shaping of latter by water and hot lfou_u, semi-subterranean house with
entrance passage, conical tipi, pile storehouse, tailored skin costume of
parka and trousers, grass boot lining, head band with ear tabs, sinew thread,
two-handed scraper with stone blade, simple bleu, lance, pitfall, planing
adze, socketed haft for same, and probably the elbow handle, bone wedge,
tubular bone needle case, bone needle, birchbark containers, wooden bowls
and utensils, bone shovel, rudimentary art, notched log ladder, pole snare,
catching seabirds with hook and line, bird drives, waterfowl caught with

182
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ﬂl‘tﬂ.,M‘Mdnﬂdwm,mh
bark as food, puddings of fat and vegetable products, geophagy, burying
fish to rot, moxa cautery, simple fire drill, stome boiling, flint o!ﬂciu,_
certain types of stone points, levirate, wife exchange (?), naming after
dead person (?), spirits with pointed heads, '-hi-, preserving bones of
game, certain limited attitudes and beliefs concerning bears, attitude toward
twins, pantomimic dances. The type of social orgamnization and political
system--or lack of them--displayed by the m possibly should belong
here also.

Many if not most of these elements are not by any means peculiar to
northern Eurasia, but represent a basic substratum of human culture originating
outside the area. We cannot, of course, be sure that all of these were
present in ancient Kamchadal culture. Some may have been acquired in the
course of time from adjacent groups equally primitive.

(2) Next are traits whose basic distribution seems to lie around the
rim of the North Pacific, or seems likely to have once done so. They may
be in addition more widespread continentally, on one side or the other. These
distributions seem too old to be attributable to recent interchange across
the Aleutian Islands, or lie too far to the north of this route:

Oval lamp, mortar of stone or whale bone, pestle (?), clubs, absence
of pottery (or its very subordinate role compared to wood), highly-developed
basketry, coiled technique of basketry, highly-developed wood-working,
Mmdm-m,m*efm,minmdﬂ-u,
rendering fish oil by stone boiling in dugouts (?), addiction to fat as food,
pit oven (?), bride service (?), hunting sea mammals in open water, clubbing
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seals on land, raven cycle mythology, Big Raven as creator and culture hero,
ritual use of plant materials, transvestitism, marriage by "touching” (?),
grooved and pierced stones, rectangular house, smoke-hole entrance (?),
roof supported by four central posts (?), sleeping platform around three
sides (?), shirt made of small wtmie od Mot (?), acupuncture, destroying
or abandoning dwelling after death (?), fish-roe tanning, double boat (?),
mouse nest plundering, elaborate herbal lore, dyeing skins with alder bark,
generalized animal ceremonialism. ‘

In a number of cases, the distribution would rather suggest spread
across the Aleutians, but the elements seem to have a greater antiquity than
we could reasonably expect for this route. This is a view that could easily
be altered, of course, as our knowledge of Aleutian chronology increases.

(3) Certain traits are distributed up the Asiatic side of the North
Pacific; many of them spread over into the Eskimo area, but do not seem to
have continued on down the American side. Some or all of these may be
elements that actually belong in group two above, but failed to take hold
in the New World, or have been supplanted there:

”Uuq"oulh(,utth(lul‘—nll,hummiyw&,hu-
ing meat, aversion to roasting or scant use of it, preserving birds' eggs
in oil (?), preservation by sun-drying rather than smoking, specialized
seal ceremonialism, very rudimentary shamanism (probably really belongs in
group one), attitude toward drowning, informality of birth customs. The
loose social and political system included in group ome is very typical of
this same zone. Aconite arrow poison probably belongs here as well as in
group four below. ;
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@ mﬁmn-”madm
suggest possible movement in either direction across the Aleutian Islands:

Twined basketry, painting of implements, aconite poison, preparation
of Heracleum dulce, "sunshade" hats, red-tinted seal hairs as clothing
decoration, fingerless gloves (?), lamp with hole, sadiron lamp, elements
dm‘m,-pwmm,qmmmaum,
rod and slat amor (?), palisaded fortifications, slavery of war captives,
“d.‘lﬂ--ﬁﬂﬂ.ﬂ%hﬂd“hpﬂy
related.

We should perhaps note here some traits which seem to belong to this
~culture drift, but which apparently passed by the Kamchadal without being
introduced or taking hold: man's apron, clothing ornaments of bird beaks,
fermented drinks of berries, masks, bulbed emema syringe, mummification,
poison lance whaling, refuge island, labwet (?).

(5) Elements possibly of immediate Eskimo origin, or received from
the Bering Strait area. Some are doubtless ancient traits, but may have
been acquired locally from the Eskimo:

"Athabascan” type smowshoe, ice creeper (?), baleen pail, elaborate
system of tabus, confession of tabu-breaking, tabu on cooking land and sea
animals in the same pot, divination by weight-lifting, whale cult details.

(6) A certain body of culture is characteristic for the Chukchi,
Koryak and Kamchadal as a group; much of it spread to the adjacent Eskimo.
Here we include plate armor, many types of boots (and probably numerous
other details of costume about which we have insufficient data), wolverine
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as the mest prised fur, naseotic use of fly agaric, mmny aspects of religion
and ceremonial including deities, sacred poles; and, above all, dog traction
of "northeastern” type with its whole attendant complex: construction of
M,mmm,mw,um,mmmumm_
‘bone, icing rumners, walking ahead of dogs.
thltil}hrpr‘odyof.l&tlmtoﬂn“i.‘
mmma—tmwman The marginal position of the
Kamchadal suggests that in some cases these were recent diffusions into the
region which did not reach them. The majority are widespread in northeastern
Asia, and it is interesting to note that about half are also lacking in Ainu
culture, which is likewise geographically marginal to this gemeral area:
Ule, polished slate tools in gemeral, pottery (which was impinging on
the Kamchadal from both north and south: they were caught between the spread
of two unvelated complexes, but do not seem to have really adopted either),
complex bows, atlatl, sling, bird dart, set-bow, traps and deadfalls, seines
for fish (?), whaling, skin boats, sail, double-bladed paddle, towing boats
with dogs, eating dogs, ritual role of dog, amnimal sacrifices, developed bear
ceremonialism, Mh.ey, professional shamanism, drum, en-ntio'ﬁ,
developed art, tattooing, ear ornaments, gut coat, women's eﬂiution suit,
urine tamning, bow drill, standard ski pole, reindeer breeding. The Koryak
also lack a few of these traits, but the gemeral distributional picture is
not affected.
h“ﬂabonﬂthabmfrml.ehﬁlmltmofmmiﬁ
common in the taiga region of northeastern Asia, most of them extending over
into the boreal zome of the New World as well: bark cances, elevated or
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sbove-ground burisl, snd cradles. The very subordinate role of birchbark
containers among the Kamchadal should be included here as well.

(7) The following elements are shared primarily with the Ainu, and
in a few cases with the Amur region as well:

Dugout with incurved sides, raised plank dugout, split-hull method of
construction, boats poled standing, fundoshi or breech clout, nudity (?),
fishskin boots, grass-mat raincoat, bark-wrapped bow, mat ammor (?), fish-
ﬂnﬂlmn,_mudein&l,ﬂm,mmm
of women, high position of women, bird-beak amulets, anthropomorphic
aﬂim.dm,bldiuudmtomt.wofm.

(8) Peculiar to the Kamchadal are the saddle-like sled superstructure,
pit training of dogs, ritual disability of dogs, conical summer pile dwelling,
purification of widows by intercourse with a stranger, lack of filial respect,
prevalence of abortion and infanticide.

The general type of winter house is shared with the Koryak and northern
Kuriles. The latter also steam up the house to heat it. The former share
in having the place of honor opposité the emtramnce (or draught passage).
Koryak and Kamchadal crop dogs' tails and feed the warm fish soup in troughs.

A few traits of uncertain status, or for which we have insufficient data,
have been omitted from these listings: e.g. the oshtol or driving staff,
climbing staff, snow goggles, hospitality prostitution, stone ballast, year
of six months' duration, killing of sick, village hunting territories,
eagle-feathered arrows, fish nets (other than seine or dip nets).

MM@&&M..W&..!‘HM#MN
ings?
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The widespread, primitive nature of the elements in group one suggest
that they represent the sub-stratum of basic culture in northern Eurasia
&ummiammwwuaumm. But what
is the general nature of this stratum? '

-7 tolotarev (1938a) conceived of this as a culture of "winter fishers”.
lacking the snowshoe, but having the semi-subterranean house, pottery, and
dog traction. This formulation was an outgrowth of Birket-Smith's "ice-
lnnth(" culture, which in turn emanated from Hatt's earlier concept of a
pre-snowshoe "coastal" culture. In all these hypotheses the snowshoe was
conceived of as a unitary and very late invention, which then spread rapidly
through the boreal zone of both hemispheres, accompanied by a small body of
companion elements (conical tipi, wide use of birehhrﬁ, etec.). Cooper
(1946: 284-285) was apparently the first western scholar to question this
viewpoint, which had Incc-. virtual dogma in culture-historical circles.
He pointed out that the evidence for unitary origin for the snowshoe was
weak, and that there was, in his cautious words, "an appreciably greater
probability in favor &—ﬂltiph ori(in".df the basic foims, and a good
hlnthtﬁ.utobnftothmlhsthuoecupmyofﬂuﬁldﬂoﬂd
taiga. This demolishes the whole structure of an ancient pre-snowshoe
"jce-hunt ing" culture overlain throughout the t_vor'ul zones by a later
intrusive ;'-‘-0 culture”--the former (ivi.n( rise to Eskimo culture,
and a blend of the two to the modern specialized taiga hunting economy
of both hemispheres typified by the Tungus and Athabascams, which is

wqamw“tm. !hin"tdaoqw"Caapr
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regards as an integrated complex, whose origin dates back at least two to
four millenia (Ibid: 208-290)."

At about the same time, Russian scientists were also re-examing their
concepts of the culture history of northern Eurasia. Levin (1946) had
attacked the assumption of antiquity for dog traction, and made out a
plausible case for its independent development in a number of areas out of
the hand hunting sledge, to which a dog is often hitched to assist the
hunter. He felt that the available facts were better explained by his
hypothesis and accompanying historical reconstruction, and adduced consid-
erable data not previously taken into consideration. Okladnikov (reported
in Kratkie Soobshcheniia IIMK, 9: 130) believed that the most amcient
"Neolithic" stages revealed by his extensive archaeological work in Siberia
represent a hunting culture of the taiga presuppesing the snowshoe. The
latter, he believes, appeared simultaneously with the bow and stone axe.
His dating closely approximates Cooper's estimate above. The new point of
view was synthesized by Levin (1947: 86):

"We will regard as the most ancient economic-cultural type of North
Asia the unspecialized hunting-fishing complex which is to-a considerable
degree the culture of the Neolithic population of northern Asia. With this

1. Birket-Smith has recently (1953: 229) assailed Cooper's critique,
ﬁm‘;udthnryumdthfm'l entire theoretical structure.
Although certain of Cooper's specific arguments may be contested, his basic
approach nevertheless remains far more convincing than that of Hatt and
Birket-Smith.
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Sup o eesesteted e hunting dog, hand hanting cledgs, end emsshes.
mm&m-uxua&wwm“mwmxm
cultures of the sedentary fishers and arctic hunters with their dog
traction, and also to the culture of the contemporary taiga hunters and
fishers which to the greatest extent preserves the features of this ancient
stage."

I an of the opinion that this gemeral point of view interprets the
Mumnmfa‘mmmﬂy&ndidﬂn"m-hmﬂu"
versus "snowshoe" approach of the Hatt-Birket-Smith-Zolotarev school, and
that it offers a more rewarding hypothesis for testing by future investi-
~ gations in this field. _

This basic uop.ehlind hunting-fishing complex of the forests, inland
waters and tundra, having the snowshoe but lacking dog traction, is, I think,
reflected in our first group of traits.

For the n.ia(iy ancient traits distributed around the rim of the
Pacific via Bering Strait I shall borrow from De Laguna (1947: 12) the temm
"North Pacific Cultural Continuum", since I regard them in much the same
-l:llht-thdu-, althq'hlemtcmidorthuualowthorlymof
"jce-hunting" traits, ‘- attitude which she maintains only with difficulty.
I have included elements which she would view as belonging to more recent
m_uuﬁﬁnmm,mlhlm&ntohmnmm
in the area, or more likely to be linked at Bering Strait than she considered
possible. This North Pacific rim was a belt of maritime cultures sharing
a very similar enviromment and having much in common from very early
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times.? Individual elements may have diffused in either direction. Aleut-
Kamchadal similarities at this level do not have to be ascribed to direct
contact, since Aleut culture stems from southwestern Alaska, where it would
have shared in this continuum. There is the difficulty, however, that so
many such traits are absent at Bering Strait. What this actually means
usually is that they have not turned up archaeologically in the 0ld Bering
Sea culture. Many would not show up archaeologically anyway. And the
iqutdhlohﬂmnﬁtmmhr;acsmitzﬁm-ﬁcm
from the latter's culture hardly conclusive either. It seems to me that
the old concept of the "Eskimo wedge" ttmmdot;;duiuhourthiﬂing
even after its ghost has supposedly been laid.? We assume that traits could
not pass through this culturally "hostile" intermediary. [P eapr—

I believe that this intermediary--the ancient ﬁrm Sea cultures--was part
and parcel of this North Pacific Continuum, though the local spectacular
efflorescence of culture at this point has tended to obscure what must have
been a basic kinship. ruru;mn; the 01d Bering Sea Culture does not
extend backward indefinitely into time. Much could have tramspired in the

2. "The fmul features of the material culture of the fishing
tribes of the coast of northeastern Asia, of northwestern America, and of
the arctic coast of America, are so much alike that the assumption of an
old unity of this culture seems justifiable, particularly since the beliefs
and customs of this large continuous area show many similarities." (Boas,
1910: 534).

3. See the discussion on lythology,' supra, in this connection.
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mMWMyﬁRMMIt. When people speak of the
absence of a trait at Bering Strait as if it conclusively proved or dis-
proved some point, I think of the passage through that region of all the
mm.ma.lqmu,-dm&.mum._umymu
with them. What does the content of the Old Bering Sea Culture tell of this?

Our third group of traits (Northeast Asiatic Coast and Eskimo), if it
has objective reality and does not merely reflect incomplete distributions,
u&humththeli‘tdue-tMMVimuthorunefthe
Bering Sea Eskimo cultures. Rudenko, after his recent field work on the
Chukchi Peninsula, has some radically different and highly stimulating ideas
on this matter (1947: 111-113). Instead of looking westward along the
arctic coast of Siberia for the homeland of the mythical ancestral Eskimo--
trdifiml procedure for American archaeologists, but a barren quest, as
Rudenko demonstrates--he looks for the source of those elements that made
the rise of the Bering Sea cultures possible: maritime propquiti,u-;l
ﬁiotmhup-. Lacking these, he convincingly argues, what could have
persuaded any people (much less a group of inland caribou hunters, as Larsen
and Rainey, 1948: 183, would have us believe) to settle on the islands in
Bering Strait? And it is south along the Asiatic coast that his search
leads him, seeking sea hunters who might have been attracted to the far
north by the incomparably rich marine fauna, and there developed the spec-
tacular cultural outburst which archaeology has revealed, with its artistic
links to southern realms. Okladnikov holds the slightly different view that
the ancient Bering Sea cultures represent simply the final link in a chain
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of sedentary cultures along the North Pacific coast of Asia whose chief
occupation was fishing in conjunction with sea mammal hunting (Levin, 1949:
230). In either case, the existence of a northeast Asiatic maritime culture
mmu-u,-ummsmuuuam,-&agn.nnm
group three might have some connection with, although this particular list
is certainly far from impressive. '

Group four represents De Laguna's "Circum-Pacific Culture Drift" ofl
recent times, a tramsportation of cultural it.-hoiﬁ direction supposedly
through the medium of the sea-faring Aleut. I have confined my list to ele-

ments of definite recency, and it is consequently somewhat more limited than
the roster given by other writers (see Collins, 1940: 578-583; De Laguna,
1947: 270). | '

The presence of a number of distinctively Eskimo traits (group five),
mtofth-ntupoﬂdfermtheinhrmhgtrﬁu,nimthoquuﬂm
of a former closer contact between Eskimo and Kamchadal. The possibility
wunlfthttthouﬁtmhnnhmmuﬁoldeou
&nmmdluhcm--ntmny&oclﬁonufomdhkho
culture flourishing in the Straits area, which were, after all, a strictly
lnd-dpmlmofﬂm,ht"mtrymhc",ntoopd. This
is in conflict with the prevalent attitude that the few Eskimo found in
Sihrummm“dmhafwmfuﬂd.dcum
extreme tip. But there are indications that the picture in former times was
quite different. mmmamuﬂumm
muumum-muuhmmmwmm-tm
coast of the Chukchi Peninsula, and that modern Chukchi culture arose on this
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Wu&mltdﬁm-hﬂthmmnfmmm;
the ancient Eskimo population being absorbed by the newcomers, except for
the extreme marginal settlements. The modern Asiatic Eskimo are descendants
of this ancient population, which has also entered into the composition of
the present-day Chukchi tribe (Levin, 1950: 61). A comparable view is also
held by some American scholars, e.g. Collins (1940: 538): "In northeast
Siberia the Chukchi seem clearly to have displaced or caused a marked con-
traction of a once rather widespread Eskimo population."” And not only the
neighboring Chukchi but the more distant Koryak show evidences of past
Eskimo contact. "The Eskimo elements in the religious rites, and...in the
material culture of the Koryak point, I believe, to direct intercourse of
the Koryak with the Eskimo at some period"; too much is involved to be )
explained merely by diffusion via the Chukchi (Jochelson, 1’05-190:: 359).
Collins (1940: 541) also considers the mode of life of the Maritime Koryak,
like the Chukchi, to be "so close to that of the Eskimo that it must be
considered in large part as an actual extension thereof.” The cultural
resemblances between both these tribes and the Eskimo, he goes on to say
(Ibid.), are not only greater than with any Indian group, but seem too
fundamental and deep-seated to have been acquired through recemt contacts
(emphasis mine); these facts have hitherto been ignored or inadequately
explained by proponents of the theory that the Eskimo only crossed over to
Siberia very recently. Imt-m&mmfm,mant"for
MMitMuﬂMmapduuyMnumhkho
. influence from the Chukchi in the north to the Gilyak in the south.” (1951:
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150). In gemeral, it seems that again our thinking has been colored by the
"Eskimo wedge" viewpoint: we have assumed the basic kinship of the Chukchi
and Koryak with the Indians for so long that we have tended to overlook
their far closer links to the Eskimo. All this suggests to me a former
extension of Eskimo occupation south along the west coast of Bering Sea.
We shall adduce further data in support of this when we take up the topiec
of physical anthropology.

n-miuhm-nmumaun;nmmtmltmuim
of the Chukchi-Koryak-Kamchadal as a unit. Outstanding here is, of course,
the "northeastern" dog traction eql&, which from its distribution seems
to have developed in situ in this region and given rise to the related
Eskimo dog complex.

Traits shared with the Ainu (group seven) clearly indicate a spreading
north from the latter (via the Kuriles) and borrowing by the Kamchadal--
probably directly from the Kurile population in southernmost Kamchatka. Such
elements must be very recent in Kamchadal culture, since they are associated
with the so-called Naiji pottery, a very late type in the northern Kuriles
(Baba, 1939: 104-107). Furthemmore, the occupation of these islands by
the Kurilian Ainu (the people we have referred to as Kuriles) is a late
phenomenon, the preceding population (of no great antiquity) being apparently
of non-Ainu racial type and differing culture: the so-called Okhotsk Pottery
people (Ibid: 44-60).% Jochelson's attempt to date some Naiji pottery

4. Skeletal remains showing resemblances to the Aleut type are reported
to have been found with this culture (Baba, 1939: 47-48), but these may, of

course, be a later intrusion. De Laguna (note in Oka, 1939: 301) remarked



(footnote continued)
.*mmeui-M-‘*—**"-*m
m“mm— but it is not clear whether these were
“wmmmmm
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sites in the Kurile area of south Kamchatka to the eleventh century by means
of Japanese found therein (Jochelson, 1928a: 37) must be rejected
completely. states that the coins (which are not illustrated) were
identified by Professor Koganei. hw,m,hiumhvhc’
seen them or having even considered the matter (Baba, 1939: 96). Baba
found a coin of the Kan-ei era (1624-1643) in a culturally-similar site in
the northern Kurile Islands, and it is quite probable that Jochelson's coins
were of this type (Ibid: 97-98). ‘ ‘

m:upmuu&m(mom)mumuw-
inventions of this people. The fact that the most elaborate and specialized
feueflhdhthoMnﬂ-mhnn‘tm&tth
mmﬁ-mdﬁMlh‘,-‘b’cwﬂuﬂ,
of the accompanying dog traction complex. But their prejudices toward dogs
(e.g. ritually) indicate the very opposite.

It is now time to comsider what light the data of linguistics and physical
anthropology might throw on our problem.

The Chukchi, Koryak and Kamchadal languages, according to Jakobson
(the most modern authority on the Palaeo-asiatic languages) "form a closely
connected family" (1942: 602). Older writers believed that this group "has
ﬂho—umhmﬂﬁw-fﬁ-mh—t-
Indians" (Jochelson, 1930: 454), but such views are not taken seriously
today. Irstead, some similarities are found between this "Chukchean" stock
and the Eskimo on one hand, and the Samoyed on the other. But they may be
old borrowings rather than traces of comson inheritance (Jakobson, 1942:
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603). ua—pduhm-uofm, since Vasilevich (1949: 48-50)°
'umuummtﬁmmmmhma
and the Lena, north of the Stony Tunguska--based on other linguistic evidence,
place names, and hints in the folklore of the present tribes of that area.
All this would suggest a migration into northeastern Siberia at not too
remote a date.® The Eskimo similarities are further evidence of the close
association of our tribes with this people. Thalbitzer, comparing Eskimo
and Koryak, concludes that "certain elements in the language testify to an
earlier fairly intimate contact™ (1941: '57.6). Later, discussing the Kerek,
a branch of the Maritime Koryak, he finds an apparent hybridism in the lang-
uage of this group--a mixture of Eskimo and Koryak (1952: 52). In thie
connection, Boas (1933: 369) points out that Aleut-Eskimo-Chukchi-Koryak-
Kamchadal share a common psychological structure. Despite the fundamental
differences in structure, vocabulary and phonetics, there is a similarity
in the mode of amalyzing experience, especially striking since it is not
found elsewhere. No great antiquity would be required, however, for the
development of this phenomenon. This is further support for our North
Pacific Cultural Continuum, as well as suggesting association with a basic

Eskimo population.

5. See Jettmar (1952: 501—502) for a critical discussion of this
thesis. : . .

6. Cf. Harrington (1940: 504): "I feel sure that a map of 20,000
years ago would have shown the Chukchean stock largely where it is today."
("
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tinct Reindeer and Maritime dialects. The Maritime Koryak are further sub-
divided into a mmber of marked dislects (Jakobson, 1942: 605). The impor-
tance of this clear Maritime-Reindeer distinction will become apparent in
Boas (1910: 534) was inclined to regard the Palaeo-Asiatics as "an
offshoot of the American race". Jochelson flatly labeled them "Americanoids"

(1928b: 44). This classification, which was closely tied up with the
"Eskimo wedge" theory, became virtual dogma, and has continued to stand
unquestioned even after the demise of that theory. However, on the basis
of Debets' m1wput-uiuﬁmf-triefhldmmm
Siberia,’” the"Americanoids" seem slated to share the fate of the "Eskimo

wedge".

Briefly, the only type in the area displaying "Americanoid" features
was found to be the Eskimo type. The presence of such features among the
Palaeo-Asiatics (who in gemeral occupied an intermediate position between
the Eskimo and the Siberian mongoloids) was the result of mixture with popu-
Mi-dfdhntm.

There proved to be a distinct contrast between the coastal and reindeer-
breeding inland groups. This demarcation, Debets feels, is ancient, long
antedating the introduction of reindeer breeding into this area. The inland
'm(wiudm)mﬁohh-ﬂymmwmm"

7. Summarized in Chard, 1951.
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physical type (whose precise affinities are unknown); the coast population
(Chukchi, Koryak and Kamchadal) is a mixture between this and the Eskimo
t;p(uhu,lm).' ' .

The picture seems to indicate an ancient sedentary coastal population
of Eskimo from Kamchatka to Bering Strait and thence on around to the North-
west Coast in an unbroken arc--a physical basis for our North Pacific Cultural
me;ﬁnwmmmwmwn,u-umm_
inland and ultimately adopted reindeer-breeding, probably from the Tungus,
and the rest of whom settled on the coast, mixed with the Eskimo, and took
mmﬁeftbhthr'scultun.

And now, having set up the various layers of which historic Kamchadal
culture seems to have been composed, and having added the data of linguistics
and physical anthropology, it remains to uyafhuin this body of materials
and see what sort of picture emerges of the building of Kamchadal culture.
Our groupings of traits give us only a gemeral idea of_ the relative strength
of the various influences involved in this process. Any deductions based
on comparing the size of these groups against one another are ruled out,
since the traits are hardly of equivalent value. The task is one of inter-
pretation, which unfortumately (in the present state of our knowledge of the
area) must be largely subjective. This being the case, we can terminate our
study at this point, and announce, justifiably, that the data do not permit

8. In his final report (Debets; 1951) which has become available since
the above was written, Debets, viewing the Siberian racial picture as a
whole, sees an "Arctic group” whose affinities seem to lie with eastern Asia
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and which is clearly set off from all the other Siberian Mongoloids. This
may represent a Pacific Mongoloid race as contrasted to a continental one,
and tends to substantiate Cheboksarov's hypothesis of an initial differentiation
dﬁmmwupuhm--heﬂumﬂmm.
(Cheboksarov also believes that northeastern Siberia was settled by the
Pacific coast route). Debets' "Arctic group” is composed of five local
types: eastern Eskimo, Bering Sea Eskimo (including coastal Chukehi), Aleut,
Kemchatkan (Reindeer Chukchi and Reindeer Koryak), and Itel'men (Kamchadal
~ and Kainchatkan Koryak). The Yukagir are placed with the Siberian "Baikal
group”. Insofar as their original physical type can safely be inferred from
early accounts, the Kamchadal in Debets' opinion leaned more toward the
"Kamchatkan type" of the Reindeer Chukchi and Koryak than toward the related
Bering Sea. This suggests that the Eskimo element was at a minimum in Kamchatka
and the interior strain predominant. It is only to be expected that as the
distance from Bering Strait increased the Eskimo component would decrease
proportionately and be least evident at the southern limit--in Kamchatka.
:hl whole cultural picture reflects this.



202
of final, sound, demonstrable conclusions. Or we can venture onward and .
sketch the outlines of the picture which the data seem to us to reflect,
ﬁlmlmhfu’fmm bhﬂ“udm
h&li‘tdmtmcmhmi- The second alternative
would seem to be the most constructive. Mmhpn,n“yahit,
but our facts have been set clearly apart from our fancies, and the former
need not suffer for the sins of the latter. De Laguna (1949: 647) has
ri&tfﬂlypoh@duttbat“whﬂewhrcmtimmthvdmd, let us
nﬂiu&gtwmwui&hﬁohm?sofﬂnmlypm&h, always
to cling to the safety of the indisputable, never to run the risk of error,
is to remounce the hope of gaining that insight which may perhaps be won
only through the hazards of imaginative speculation.” And so, having hoisted
a red flag, as it were, to clearly indicate that we are handling explosive
materials, and that the reader proceeds at his own risk, let us sketch the
picture which seems to emerge.

I conceive of the Chukchi—lory_&-.w as anciently forming a group,
sharing a common lm and physical type, and possibly located in north-
central Siberia. Culturally, they participated in the old basic unspecialized
hunting-fishing economy of northern Eurasia--the type of culture reflected
archaeologically in what the Russians call the "Siberian Neolithic"--but
which we would perhaps more accurately describe as "sub-Mesolithic". This
was of course not absolutely uniform over this vast expamse, but consisted,
as Okladnikov (1941) has shown, of local variations on a common theme. From
this cultural base, various peoples subsequently developed more specialized
economies. Our group had perhaps taken some steps in the direction of a
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culture oriented toward the tundra--like that of the ancient Yukagir, for
instance--and this led them, in search of new territory, to the probably
ﬁmm#mmﬁﬂtm. This move probably
took place before the development of the highly-specialized taiga hunting
economy represented by the modern Tungus--a development largely inspired,
Imm,wﬁormdﬂofwnﬁ;fwam,m“ugﬁm
in the first centuries A.D. ' '

At this same period, I believe that the North Pacific arc from Kamchatka
to the Northwest Coast was occupied by a sedentary coastal population related
racially and linguistically to the Eskimo, sharing a common cultural tradition,
and leading a roughly similar type of life based on fishing and unspecialized
sea mammal hunting. Conceivably, this basic, undifferentiated "Eskimoid"
culture, lacking what we would call "typical Eskimo” features, was something
nﬁtﬂiﬁrefm_hyl,whiehhmb‘lmtohthoud.rlym
stratum on the northem Northwest Coast, as I believe it was on Kamchatka
also. The local manifestations of culture Uithin-.ﬂlil arc were naturally
strongly influenced by the particular ecology: abundant cyclical fish
resources and richer flora on the southemn ends of the arc; walrus and arctic
m:u-na.m:,n«-(m-hemefiumm. In addition, I
think that the western half of this arc lifked up with an ancient Northeast
- Asiatic maritime culture, from which came the inspiration that gave birth
to the brilliant cultural efflorescence at Bering Strait (in conjunction
with the unparalleled natural wealth of that area). From this latter
cultural hearth, influences spread out both ways along the are, but so
specialized was the culture in relation to its peculiar ecological base that
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they had little strength beyond the limits of that restricted region. Hence
we see little trace of the effects of these ancient Bering Sea cultures at
either extremity of the arc--Cook Inlet or Kamchatka.

Our Chukchi-Koryak-Kamchadal group moved in on the Siberian half of
this arc; -—iﬁh_ﬂhﬁ-m;ﬂMz&mw,
others settled on the coast, mixed with the preceding population, and took
over their culture, including most of their mythology and religion. The
latter, particularly, spread to their kinsmen in the interior, who otherwise
retained most of the ancestral culture, law and racial type--all this
being later modified by their adoption of reindeer breeding with its attendant
complex. Those segments which became the Maritime Chukchi and Koryak received
mt influences from the Eskimo culture hearth at Bering Strait; these
influences, as noted above, did not reach Kamchatka, where the ancestral
Kamchadal had mixed with the preceding "Eskimoid" population and similarly
adopted much of their culture--a culture oriented, in that enviromnnt;
primarily toward fishing. This ecologital orientation of the local culture,
plus the absence of later Eskimo influences, explains why Kamchadal culture
did not mirror that of the modern Eskimo to the extent visible among the
Maritime branches of the Koryak and Chukchi.

Thus, the elements shared by the Kamchadal and the Northwest Coast
tribes were taken by both from the ancestral culture of this North Pacific
arc which they had overrun and absorbed. Maritime features which do not
show up on the American side can be attributed to the influence of the North-
east Asiatic Maritime cultural tradition, which centered in the southern half
of the Okhotsk Sea (Amur-Sakhalin-Hokkaido-Kuriles), but made itself felt
farther north. I suspect that when we come to know more about the mysterious
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"Okhotsk Pottery People”, this concept may begin to take on more shape
and substance. At present it is a somewhat nebulous formulation, reminiscent
dﬁ.mi.dun-gmm.

h“kﬂv”th,ﬁ“dﬁn“ﬂuhﬁh
amalgam, enriched by further borrowings and local specializations, came
under streng Ainu influsnce through direct contact with the Kuriles who
settled in southern Kamchatka. The Circum-Pacific Culture Drift, which most
probably antedates this process, possibly by many centuries, seems to have
largely by-passed the Kamchadal. It is possible that contact may have taken
place directly between the Aleutian and Kurile Islands.
‘ mmmhdawrymmlpaiuﬂn,bmmmpctto
MWMMMSMH,MMCGMW‘&Q island
~ chain from the south. This is well typified by the meeting in Kamchatka of
two very different ceramic traditions whose roots lie thousands of miles
apart. This marginal position probably explains some of the absences from
Kamchadal culture of elements common in the area. In other cases, special
local conditions or attitudes inhibited borrowing.

The culture sketched in Chapter Three was the net result of all these

processes, influences and movements.
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