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Abstract

This research focused on three primary objectives: 1) identify barriers and facilitators to
subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation in collaborative management of fish and
wildlife in Western Alaska, 2) define subsistence harvesters’ perceptions of a meaningful role in
management, and 3) understand why subsistence harvesters’ participation at collaborative
management meetings has declined as indicated by a decline in applications to serve on regional
advisory councils. | conducted semi-structured interviews with seventeen subsistence
harvesters and three agency managers in Western Alaska. | also analyzed two public record
transcripts of the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council. Results indicate that
subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska defined their meaningful role as the ability to work
together and participate equally in management planning and regulatory decision making on
management of fish and wildlife. Challenges to communication between subsistence harvesters
and agency managers include language differences, use of technical jargon by managers at
meetings, lack of flow of information between stakeholders, and the value stakeholders assign
to one and others’ knowledge. Interaction between stakeholders remains infrequent
contributing to the lack of cultural awareness and understanding between stakeholders.
Furthermore, factors which influence the timing of stakeholder engagement and where and how
collaborative management occurs have affected subsistence harvesters’ meaningful
participation.

Subsistence harvesters’ participation and applications for membership on the Yukon
Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council are declining at least in part due to subsistence
harvesters’ perceptions that their participation is meaningless and their role does not allow for
their equal participation in decision making on fish and wildlife management related issues.
Secondly, the lack of informal and formal meetings between stakeholders in Western Alaskan
communities has resulted in subsistence harvesters’ lack of exposure to the Federal Subsistence
Management Program. To better understand subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation, |
recommend that managers focus on how and why the differences between stakeholders'
cultures, worldviews on land and animals, approaches to management, and perceptions of a
meaningful role are interrelated to and influence the observable outcomes of collaborative

management in Western Alaska.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Justification

Since the passage of the Alaska National Interests Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA),
Congress has expressly guaranteed that rural residents of Alaska will have a meaningful role in
the management of fish and wildlife. Section 801 (5) of the ANILCA reads:

Congress found and declared that the national interest in the proper regulation,

protection and conservation of fish and wildlife on the public lands in Alaska and the

continuation of the opportunity for a subsistence way of life by residents of rural Alaska
require that an administrative structure be established for the purpose of enabling rural

residents who have personal knowledge of local conditions and requirements to have a

meaningful role in the management of fish and wildlife and of subsistence uses on the

public lands in Alaska (U.S.C. 1980, emphasis added).
Several questions remain in regard to this particular passage of ANILCA that largely led to my
research objectives. First, what is meant by the word requirements as used in Section 801(5)?
Second, since meaningful role was never defined by Congress in the ANILCA, what has been the
United States Government’s vision for the role of Alaska’s rural residents in the management of
fish and wildlife during the past 34 years? Third, if Section 801(5) expressed that rural residents
would have a meaningful role in the management of fish and wildlife and of subsistence uses,
then why are the regional advisory councils to the Federal Subsistence Board often referred to
as subsistence regional advisory councils by the Office of Subsistence Management? Referring
to the regional advisory councils in such a way may be interpreted by some as limiting discussion
and planning conducted at regional advisory council meetings to only subsistence related issues
at the exclusion of other important matters related to fish and wildlife management.

Although the U.S. Congress has expressed its commitment to implementing Title VIII of
the ANILCA and involving rural residents of Alaska in the management of fish and wildlife,
several scholars including Gallagher (1988), Case (1989), and Jacobs and Brooks (2011) have
demonstrated that numerous concerns remain regarding the meaningful role of rural residents
of Alaska in state and federal management of fish and wildlife. Gallagher (1988) found that

Alaska Native peoples were heavily burdened by the overload of work involved in their



participation in the planning and management processes used by the state and federal
governments. Gallagher (1988) observed communication challenges between Alaska Native
peoples and land managers. It has also been observed that Alaska Native worldviews do not
intertwine with agency managers’ conceptions of natural resource management and
conservation planning (Easton 2008; Gallagher 1988; Kawagley 1995). The public meeting
process used by the state and federal agencies was inadequate and inappropriate for optimal
participation by Alaska Native peoples in conservation planning and land management
(Gallagher 1988).

David Case (1989) later examined the ability of both the Marine Mammal Protection Act
and the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission to recognize Alaska Natives’ subsistence needs
while also providing opportunities for co-management. While the Marine Mammal Protection
Act granted Alaska Natives exclusive rights to hunt sea mammals, opportunities for co-
management were not provided for in the original legislation. Referring to the 1975 Indian Self
Determination Act, which declares that Native Americans have the right to an “effective voice”,
Case recognized that of the two marine mammal management plans, only the Alaska Eskimo
Whaling Commission represented a framework indicative of a participatory approach (Case
1989). Since Case’s study in 1989, an amendment to the Marine Mammal Protection Act in
1994 made some key changes. Most importantly, the 1994 amendment provided the National
Marine Fisheries Service and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service with the authority to directly
enter into cooperative agreements with Alaska Native organizations (Buck 1994). Since Case’s
initial work, questions remain as to what in fact constitutes co-management, whether or not
specific management frameworks represent co-produced and/or co-managed institutions, and
what changes in current management structures would represent positive steps towards the
creation of more effective co-managed systems for natural resource management.

More recently, Jacobs and Brooks (2011) identified factors affecting the meaningful role
of Alaska Native peoples in agency conservation programs and projects. They interviewed
subsistence managers from the National Parks Service, United States Fish and Wildlife Service,
and scholars from the University of Alaska Fairbanks. Some of the factors Jacobs and Brooks
(2011) identified as detrimental to meaningful participation included: 1) The reliance upon

formal public meetings by regulatory agencies to identify Alaska Native concerns (which may



actually reduce participation due to its overly formal nature); 2) A continual lack of trust among
Alaska Natives with regulatory agents due to their historical mistreatment further complicated
by communication issues; and 3) The failure of agencies to reform employment policies which
currently make it extremely difficult for placing Alaska Natives in professional positions. These

are examples of barriers to meaningful participation for Alaska Native peoples. The findings

SE sC KA BB YK wi SP NW El NS TOTAL

1995 104
1996 13 18 11 10 f19\ 11 20 1 10 5 128
1997 18 11 11 7 8 7 7 4 1 4 88
Average 14.88 1998 13 10 15 8 | 18 |11 9 9 7 8 108
1999 17 15 7 12 16 |7 7 5 7 6 99
Average 104.22 2000 17 13 13 9 15 9 8 3 20 8 114
2000 20 11 9 5| 16 |14 3 4 1 5 98
2002 19 16 8 g8 | 13 |38 7 5 14 9 107
2003 17 17 4 10 {13 ] 9 5 7 7 5 96
2004 14 16 10 7 \16/ 8 7 8 6 8 00
2005 7 7 5 3 7\ 4 9 5 6 5 58
Average 10.63 2006 10 8 1 5 9 3 5 9 7 3 60
2007 17 16 8 9 17 6 5 2 12 3 95
2008 9 8 5 8 12 |7 7 4 3 4 67
2009 12 12 4 3 1 |5 2 6 7 2 64*
Average 70.88 2010 15 14 6 7 6 6 2 8 8 3 75*
2011 15 9 7 7 12 | 6 8 4 7 5 81
2012 11 10 7 7 11/ s 4 5 4 3 67

Figure 1. Number of Regional Advisory Council Applications Received Between 1995 and 2012

(adopted from the Office of Subsistence Management 2014:60). *Too few applications were

received in the initial application period so a second call for applications was published. This
number is the total of both application periods open that cycle.



of Gallagher (1988), Jacobs and Brooks (2011), and others indicate a need for further
investigation of how state and federal agencies may promote greater quality participation
among rural residents and improve collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Alaska.

The number of applications submitted by rural residents in Alaska for membership on
federal regional advisory councils has been declining since 2005. Figure 1 contains information
on the number of regional advisory council applications received between 1995 and 2012.
Between 1996 and 2004, an average of 14.88 people applied annually for membership on the
Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council (Council). Between 2005 and 2012, the
average number of applications submitted annually declined to 10.63. What is more concerning
is the fact that the number of applications submitted during these same two periods declined
statewide in all ten Federal management regions of Alaska. For the period between 1996 and
2004, 104.22 applications, on average, were received annually by the Office of Subsistence
Management. That average declined to 70.88 applications submitted annually from all ten
management regions of Alaska between 2005 and 2012 (Figure 1).

On September 19, 2013, a Congressional hearing was held to examine wildlife
management authority within the State of Alaska under the ANILCA and the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). During this Congressional hearing, Senator Lisa Murkowski of
Alaska questioned the outcomes of the meaningful role of rural residents in fish and wildlife
management in the past 33 years as provided for under the ANILCA. Murkowski stated:

Currently, the regional advisory councils provide recommendations and

information to the Federal Subsistence Board, but beyond that there is not that

much authority if you will. 1 don’t think our regional advisory councils have any

power or authority beyond ... providing recommendations or information, and it

may or may not be regarded or taken into account. What can we do to

empower the regional advisory councils to be more than just somebody that

presents some ideas? How do you actually make sure that it’s the local people

who are providing not only more than just information, but helping to advance

some of the decisions based on that local input? The system is pretty top heavy.

I’'m fearful that often times what we get is we are able to check the box with a

level of consultation ... because we have in place these entities that if you look



at the name and the home town you say, okay we’ve got Native participation

and representation. And, it really ends up being very little at the end of the day.

How do you make the regional advisory councils more meaningful (Public

Record, U.S.C. 2013)?

As the Senator alluded, rural residents of Alaska who participate in the federal regional
advisory councils seem to possess very little decision-making authority in the management of
fish and wildlife. Social science research that explores rural residents’ involvement in
collaborative management is vital to understanding what factors are affecting their
participation, how they define a meaningful role, and why their participation has been declining.
My overall goal is to shed much needed light on these important issues related to collaborative

management of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska.

Objectives

Building upon the investigations of Gallagher (1988) and Jacobs and Brooks (2011), this
research seeks to expand our knowledge and understanding of the challenges and opportunities
that are currently affecting meaningful participation of rural residents in collaborative
management in Western Alaska. My research objectives were: 1) identify what barriers and
facilitators affect rural residents’ meaningful participation in collaborative management of fish
and wildlife, 2) define a meaningful role as it is perceived by both rural residents and state and
federal natural resource managers, and 3) identify factors that are contributing to an observed
decline in participation by rural residents in the management of fish and wildlife.

In addition, | empirically examined a proposition adapted from Hall (1976): Unseen
cultural and epistemological drivers of human behavior substantially affect the outcomes of
real-time negotiations between rural residents and agency managers during collaboration and
other formal interactions between the two groups. | propose that incompatible worldviews on
land and animals and approaches to fish and wildlife management exist between rural residents
and agency managers. These differences oftentimes are not perceivable or are unconsciously
overlooked during the course of collaborative management engagements. In this thesis, |
attempt to understand how cultural differences impact meaningful participation in collaborative

management in Western Alaska.



Subsistence Management in Western Alaska
Critical elements of subsistence management in Alaska are discussed to provide a
historical context. |focus on subsistence, identifying who is a rural subsistence harvester, and
what the outcomes of fish and wildlife management mean to those who have a subsistence way
of life in Western Alaska. Then, | describe five collaborative management groups currently

working in Western Alaska.

Subsistence, What Does That Mean?

Because the ability and the right of the Yup’ik people to continue practicing their way of
life in the best way they see fit for their children and future generations of Yup’ik people is at
the heart of the Yup’ik peoples’ concerns, | believe it only fitting to begin by discussing the
ambiguous definition of subsistence itself. In Alaska, a subsistence priority is given to all rural
residents on Federal public lands. The term “subsistence” has been used to define a great many
different groups of peoples’ ways of life, and primarily by persons who are unfamiliar at best
with the ways of life which they seek to define and thus describe by applying the word
subsistence. The word subsistence held no meaning to the Yup’ik people or to any other Alaska
Native peoples prior to the arrival of Federal and State land managers and their conservation
policies. Agency managers often use the word subsistence to describe the hunting and fishing
practices and activities of Alaska Native cultures and peoples. Consequently, Alaska Native
peoples have been labeled subsistence users. What the term subsistence attempts to define as
interpreted by Alaska Native peoples is entirely something different.

The Merriam-Webster (2012) Dictionary defines subsistence as “The condition of
remaining in existence”. Such a definition seems to suggest that subsistence is the practice of
obtaining the minimal requirements for survival. For Alaska Native peoples, the use of the Euro-
American derived definition of the act of subsistence to define their way of life is deplorable and
serves only to marginalize and belittle their cultures and identities. Chase Hensel and Phyllis
Morrow (1992:42) suggested that for the Yupiit people, subsistence represents “a way of life; a
complex set of practices and beliefs”. Understood as “a way of life”, subsistence goes beyond

the act of surviving and moves towards describing behavior and thought in a holistic sense



emphasizing an entirety of existence. In reference to what subsistence means, John Active
explained:

It is our tradition. It is a part of what makes me ‘genuine Yup’ik. | thank my

grandmother who taught me these things, who taught me to appreciate our

subsistence lifestyle, to not waste, but share; to not steal, but provide for

myself; to remember my elders, those living and dead and share with them; to

be watchful at all times that | do not offend the spirits of the fish and animals; to

give the beaver or seal that | caught a drink of water so its spirit would not be

thirsty; to take from the land only what | can use; and to give to the needy if |

have enough to share. Today, Yup’ik elders shake their heads and say we Yupiit

are losing our culture. Our subsistence lifestyle is our culture. Without

subsistence we will not survive as a people. If our culture, our subsistence

lifestyle should disappear, we will be no more (Active 1998:4).
Tommy Griffon of Kwethluk explained:

| guess basically, the word ‘subsistence’... to me that’s just a word describing

what we’ve already been doing, living off the land, practicing our culture, doing

what our ancestors have done for thousands of years. It’s kind of a hard thing

to describe for me personally, and | may do it all the time, but it’s not something

that | really think about. It’s my life (Appendix H:7).
The words, “it’s my life” drive the point home that subsistence for Yup’ik peoples is their life,
culture, and being. Throughout the thesis, | identify people who have a subsistence way of life
in Western Alaska as subsistence harvesters. In my opinion, using the phrase subsistence user
mistakenly implies a commodity relationship between rural Alaskans and the land and is devoid
of culture and identity. | use the term subsistence harvester to demonstrate that subsistence
practitioners of Western Alaska are living breathing peoples who belong to unique cultures and
possess cultural values that guide their daily behaviors. Their values and identities can be

understood by examining their relationships to each other, the land, and all its beings.



How the Yup’ik Perceive Living a Quality Life

Alan Boraas and Catherine Knott studied the meaning of wealth among both the Yup’ik
and Denaina people in communities throughout the Bristol Bay region. They explained:

When asked their perception of wealth, only 3 of 53 interviewees, all from the

same village, indicated that they measure at least part of their wealth in terms

of money, material items, and potentially high-paying jobs. The remaining

interviewees who commented responded that wealth is measured in terms of

one, or more, of three themes: food in the freezer, family, and/or freedom

(Boraas and Knott 2012:133).

Food, family, and freedom are important for understanding the true significance of a
subsistence way of life for rural residents of Western Alaska. During field work, | noticed that
freedom was perceived as being strongly connected to the nunapik, or the real land, and
peoples’ perceptions of home. For example, pointing to a map of the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta,
John and Tommy Griffon told me, “Home is not a single place; it’s freedom; it’s the land, the
whole land” (September 26, 2012 field notes). | observed for some that the concept of freedom
is directly linked to their perceptions of home, which may be perceived as the entirety of the
Yukon Kuskokwim Delta:

Well, it’s kind of like, almost a freedom, to be able to go out and get what we

want and need. Like as in, we want real food, not store-bought or all that

factory shit, that chicken, hormones and steroids; that stuff’s no good. And

when you’re out there, it’s like [our] home ... (Appendix L:4).

A subsistence way of life is a quality way of life for many rural residents and/or Yup'ik
peoples in Western Alaska. It is linked to both the freedom and capacity to engage with the land
and maintain strong familial and communal bonds. | presume that understanding how the
Yup’ik people and other rural residents perceive their ways of life and how their lives are valued
will aid us in better understanding how cultural differences affect communication and
relationship building as these pertain to collaborative management of fish and wildlife in

Western Alaska.



Understanding Subsistence Management in Alaska

The passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) ushered forth broad
and impactful changes for Alaska Native peoples. In 1971, the ANCSA was passed to settle the
land dispute held by the indigenous Alaska Native populations for over a century since the U.S.
purchased Alaska from Russia in 1867. The four major outcomes directly resulting from the
passage of the ANCSA included: 1) 44 million acres of land were granted to Alaska Native
peoples of which land titles were to be issued after the conclusion of a selection process; 2)
962.5 million dollars was to be distributed to newly created Alaska Native Regional Corporations
of which 400 million dollars would be distributed over an 11-year period, while the remaining
562.5 million would be distributed after the completion of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, beginning
in 1977; 3) 13 regional corporations and 203 village corporations were created; 4) aboriginal
land claims were abolished; and 5) aboriginal hunting and fishing rights were extinguished
(U.S.C. 1971). For a more in-depth understanding of the implications and ramifications of this
congressional act, it is worth further examining ANCSA in its entirety (U.S.C. 1971). Following
this momentous congressional act, the foreign process of subsistence management began its
march into the backyards of Alaska Native peoples; many of whom were living in remote areas
of Alaska and until then, largely remained unscathed by U.S. regulatory processes and
scientifically-oriented natural resources management. For many Alaskans affected by the
results of ANCSA, this act marked the presence of new and unfamiliar bureaucratic processes
directed at managing the natural resources on lands that many considered their homes since
time immemorial.

Following the passage of the ANCSA, the State of Alaska was charged with the duty of
protecting the subsistence needs of Alaska Native peoples. However, for nearly a decade, the
vague promise of the United States Government in the ANCSA to protect the subsistence needs
of Alaska Native peoples was not fully realized. In 1980, the U.S. Congress enacted the Alaska
National Interests Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). To avoid the creation of an ethnically
discriminatory policy, the U.S. Congress ultimately decided to protect and provide for a
subsistence priority based upon one’s rural residency. “This federal subsistence law gave
allocation priority to subsistence uses of wild resources over other consumptive resources uses,

such as recreational hunting and commercial fishing, in times of shortage ... The law made no



attempt to define subsistence itself but only subsistence uses” (Thornton 2001:85). The U.S.
Congress’s decision to provide the subsistence priority to rural residents of the state rather than
to Alaska Native peoples led to ongoing challenges and disagreements over how rural residency
should be defined. Moreover, many scholars interpreted the passage of ANILCA as
compounding the problem of subsistence for rural and indigenous claimants.

While some would consider the legal recognition of subsistence values a victory

for subsistence users, there will be greater pressure on individuals to work with

managers in justifying their claims. At best, we are entering a paperwork maze

of permits and tight control of subsistence options (Schneider 1982:176).

Following several contentious legislative battles during the 1980’s (e.g., Madison vs. Alaska
in 1985, McDowell vs. Alaska in 1989, the landmark Katie John vs. the United States), federal
managers assumed control over subsistence hunting on federal public lands in 1990 and
fisheries on all waters in and adjacent to federal public lands in 1999. For a more
comprehensive understanding of these legislative issues, see Holen (2004). Initially, the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game identified traditional and customary use by the following eight
criteria: “1) length of use, 2) seasonality of use, 3) means and methods of harvest, 4) geography
of harvest, 5) means of handling, preparing, preserving, and storing, 6) intergenerational
transmission of knowledge, 7) distribution, exchange, barter and trade, and 8) diversity and
reliance” (Wolfe 1989:1). When the United States Government assumed control over
subsistence hunting practices in 1990 they adopted with few changes the language of customary
and traditional use developed by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, known locally by

Western Alaskans as Fish and Game.

Dual Management in Alaska
Since 1990, a tug of war for authority and control over fish and wildlife management
between the State of Alaska and the U.S. Government has remained ongoing with little sign of
resolution. In 1995, “the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, in ruling on State of Alaska v. Babbitt
and Katie John v. U.S., reversed and remanded the March 30, 1994 Federal District Court
decision. The Ninth Circuit Court ruled that federal public lands included navigable waters in

which the U.S. has an interest by virtue of the reserved water rights doctrine” (United

10



Fishermen of Alaska 2007:2). Ultimately, the ruling in the Katie John case in 1994 opened the
door for the Federal management of fisheries on Federal public lands in Alaska. The State of
Alaska was granted a moratorium on the implementation of the Katie John decision until 1998
(State of Alaska 1998). Then, a one-year extension to the moratorium was negotiated by
Senator Ted Stevens in 1998 (United Fishermen of Alaska 2007). During this four- year
moratorium, tensions between the State of Alaska and the U.S. Government were especially
heightened as it became clear that the State of Alaska was in jeopardy of losing its authority to
manage subsistence hunting and fishing on federal public lands and waters in Alaska. The State
of Alaska was clearly concerned about the implications of the 1994 Katie John decision and what
it perceived as an unwanted shift in management control:

A Congressional moratorium on implementation of the Katie John decision has

delayed the federal takeover. The current moratorium will expire on December

1, 1998 and, absent positive action by Alaska to solve the subsistence impasse,

the federal government will assume subsistence management on federal lands

and reserved navigable water. The first step in the federal takeover of

subsistence fisheries management will be for the Department of the Interior to

publish regulations that define which waters in the state are reserved navigable

waters. Under the terms of the latest moratorium, draft regulations for federal

management of subsistence fisheries were published in mid-December of 1997.

Federal agencies are now expected to schedule public hearings around the

state. However, prior to December 1, 1998, no funds from the Department of

the Interior can be expended to issue or implement final regulations, rules, or

policies. The impact of federal management of subsistence fisheries on other

types of fishing is uncertain and unpredictable, but potentially dramatic. It is

not known what methods the federal government will use to manage the

fisheries ...It is unclear whether the federal government will use ADF&G [Fish

and Game] management regimes or whether it will gather its own data and

apply its own knowledge in different ways. What is known is that if the federal

government takes over management of these fisheries, it will be increasingly

hard to regain state management ... Federal managers will develop an
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established management system, and some will have a vested interest in seeing

it continue. Dual management will be expensive and confusing, and will cause

litigation among different users (State of Alaska 1998:3).

Tensions between the United States Government and the State of Alaska continue. My
observations of dozens of regulatory meetings, interagency staff meetings, and regional
advisory council meetings between 2012 and 2014 made it clear to me that tensions between
the United States Government and the State of Alaska exacerbate the many challenges

surrounding the dual system of subsistence management in all parts of Alaska.

Understanding Collaboration between Managers and Subsistence Harvesters

| discuss five public collaborative management bodies currently working in Western
Alaska: 1) The Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council (Council), 2) The Kuskokwim
River Salmon Management Working Group (working group), 3) The Yukon River Drainage
Fisheries Association, 4) The Alaska Migratory Bird Co-management Council, and 5) the State of
Alaska Local Advisory Committees. The people interviewed in this research primarily
participated in one or more of these collaborative groups.

Before describing the collaborative bodies, | provide some context and a brief overview
of the Federal Subsistence Board and its duties. When the ANILCA passed in 1980, it directed
the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to establish and empower a Federal Subsistence
Board in Alaska to manage subsistence harvest on federal public lands. The Federal Subsistence
Board is the decision-making authority for the Federal Subsistence Management Program in
Alaska. Initially, the Federal Subsistence Board was made up of the regional directors of the
National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Fish and Wildlife), U.S. Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and a chairperson appointed by the
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture. | use the abbreviation, Fish and Wildlife in place of
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service because this is how residents of the Delta refer to this federal
agency. Although it was not made explicit in the ANILCA, the Federal Subsistence Board
chairperson was to be a rural resident of the state. Recently in 2010, a review of the Federal
Subsistence Management Program led to the appointment of two additional rural residents to

increase public representation on the Federal Subsistence Board.
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The Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council

Section 805 (a) (3) of the ANILCA directed the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture
in consultation with the State of Alaska to establish regional advisory councils in each of the
subsistence regions (OSM 2007:62). Ten federal subsistence management regions were
identified, one of which was the region of the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta. These regional advisory
councils, often called RACs, are authorized to perform several duties, including 1) hold public
meetings, 2) elect officers, 3) review and make recommendations to the Federal Subsistence
Board on regulatory proposals, and 4) make recommendations on the determination of rural
status and customary and traditional uses (OSM 2007:78). Instead of using the acronym, RAC, |
use regional advisory councils or the Council when writing about the specific regional advisory
council that serves the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta. Currently, the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional
Advisory Council (Council) meets twice annually. As of 2013, there are 13 members from
throughout Western Alaska volunteering their service on the Council. Due to the large number
of villages in Western Alaska and the limited number of seats on the Council, many villages do
not have a representative. While the selection committee in charge of determining membership
on the Council attempts to select members to best represent the demography of the region, the
tundra villages of Nunapitchuk, Atmauthluak, and Kasigluk, and the coastal villages of
Chefornak, Kipnuk, Kongiganek, Kwigillingok, Nightmute, and Newtok in Western Alaska have
had little representation on the Council now or in the past.

Regional advisory council members, according to 50 CFR 100.11, must be
knowledgeable about the region and subsistence uses of the federal public lands in the region to
which he or she is appointed (OSM 2007:77). There is no similar requirement for the five
regional directors of the federal agencies who serve as voting members on the Federal
Subsistence Board. This is not to say that the five regional directors that comprise the Federal
Subsistence Board are not professional managers. However, this may lead some subsistence
harvesters to question the knowledge of the Federal Subsistence Board regarding traditional,
customary, and cultural harvesting practices conducted by Alaska’s Native peoples and other

rural residents who reside in remote places in Alaska far from urban centers.
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The Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working Group

During the 1980’s Chinook salmon returns began plummeting on the Kuskokwim River
(ADF&G 1988a cited in Albrecht 1990:33). In response, the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (Fish and Game) began to increase restrictions on commercial fishing for Chinook salmon
in an effort to avert a population disaster. Residents of the Delta refer to this state agency as
Fish and Game. In 1984, the Alaska Board of Fish at the request of the Fish and Game decreased
the commercial harvest limit of Chinook salmon to 17,000 down from 32,000 fish the year
before (ADF&G 1988b:7 cited in Albrecht 1990:33). Relations between subsistence harvesters
and agency managers continued to deteriorate until 1987 when the conflict reached a
crescendo requiring an alternative action. In 1987, the cap on the Chinook salmon commercial
fishery was decreased further to 14,000 fish by the Fish and Game (Albrecht 1990:36). Later
that year there was a joint agreement reached between the Fish and Game and the residents of
the Yukon Kuskokwim drainage, who were represented by a smaller group of subsistence
harvesters. This group of subsistence harvesters and Fish and Game managers negotiated in
hotel rooms in Anchorage while attending a Board of Fish meeting in 1987 to create a joint
agreement and the Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working Group. One member
recalled: “All these years that we fought with [Fish and Game] ... but [we had] to determine
what would make sense ... in favor of the resource: it would have to be a working relationship
... that was the mission” (Albrecht 1990:42). The working group was born out of a desire from
subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska to have a “working relationship” with agency resource
managers and an officially funded collaborative management effort. Some expected a
cooperative management arrangement in addition to healthier working relationships.

The working group has one seat for commercial fishermen, one for sport fishing, one for
a fish processor, one member at large, and the remaining six seats are held by subsistence
harvesters living in the Kuskokwim River drainage. Fish and Game is also a member of the
working group, but they do not vote on the recommendations made by the working group. The
process for conducting meetings is guided by Roberts Rules of Order; a process for
communication implemented by the British Parliament. During the summer months, meetings
in Bethel are held on teleconference throughout Western Alaska. Anyone may call in and listen

and participate at the meetings. The primary purpose of the working group is to provide
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recommendations to Fish and Game to assist in the development of sound management plans
for salmon on the Kuskokwim River. Although the focus of the working group was initially
centered upon Chinook salmon, the working group has recently begun to focus its efforts more
broadly on assessing and discussing management plans and strategies for sustainable yield of all

salmon species in the Kuskokwim River drainage.

The Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association

By 1990, concerns over declining Yukon Chinook salmon returns led to the creation of
the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association. For a more in-depth statistical and quantitative
understanding of Chinook salmon monitoring on the Yukon River see ADF&G (2012). The Yukon
River Drainage Fisheries Association board of directors has 16 voting members and 14
alternates. Teleconferences are held each week during the summer months to discuss summer
and fall management of salmon resources on the Yukon River. These teleconferences are
orchestrated remotely from an Anchorage office by the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries
Association staff in contrast to how the teleconferences are conducted at a more local level for

the working group.

The Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council

The Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Goose Management Plan was developed in 1985 in
consultation with many communities in the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta region; especially those
coastal Western Alaska communities most affected due to their increased reliance upon
migratory bird species (Zavaleta 1999). Managers and stakeholders developed the plan in
response to a continued decline of all four protected species of geese between the 1960s and
the mid-1980s (Chandler 1985 in Zavaleta 1999) and extreme challenges to enforcement of the
1916 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council
was created in 2000. The Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council includes
representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, State of Alaska, and subsistence harvesters
living in affected communities along the coast of Western Alaska. Essentially, each of the

stakeholder groups has one vote towards decision making on regulatory policies concerning
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migratory birds in Western Alaska. Whether or not the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management
Council is an example of co-management as its name implies has been questioned, and will be

discussed further in Chapter Three.

State of Alaska Local Advisory Committees

The Alaska Boards of Fish (BOF) and Game (BOG) are state operated boards that are in
charge of regulatory decision making for take of fish and game in the state. According to the
Fish and Game website, the BOF’s primary role is to conserve and develop the fishery resources
of the state. This involves setting seasons, bag limits, and methods and means for the state’s
subsistence, commercial, sport, guided sport, and personal use fisheries. The BOF also sets
policy and direction for the management of the state’s fishery resources. The BOF is charged
with allocation of fishery resources, and the Fish and Game is responsible for management of
those resources based on the BOF’s allocations (ADF&G 2013a). The BOG’s primary roles and
duties in respect to wildlife mirror the BOF’s duties. At present, there is one Alaska Native
subsistence harvester represented on each of these two State regulatory Boards. Each of the
members of these two boards are appointed by the Governor of Alaska, and they are
“appointed on the basis of interest in public affairs, good judgment, knowledge, and ability in
the field of action of the board, with a view to providing diversity of interest and points of view
in the membership” (ADF&G 2013a:1).

Eighty-two advisory committees were established by the Alaska Joint Board of Fisheries
and Game pursuant with Alaska Statute 16.05.260 (ADF&G 2013b). According to the Fish and
Game’s website, these advisory committees were established “for the purpose of providing a
local forum for the collection and expression of opinions and recommendations on matters

related to the management of fish and wildlife resources”(ADF&G 2013b:1).

Understanding Public Participation
Federal and state agencies, private sector employers, and other organizations use
participatory processes for different reasons. The federal agencies in Alaska and elsewhere in

this country are directed by laws and policies to conduct public participation when taking

16



actions that will affect or could potentially impact people, communities, and the environment.
Federal actions that require a public participatory process include management plans and
making regulations through the federal rule-making process and many others. In general,
participatory processes that involve public planning and involvement are examples of “social,
ethical, and political practices” in which individuals or groups of citizens take part and engage in
planning and decision-making cycles directed by agencies or other authorities; the expectation is
that the participatory process will “bring forth outcomes that may be congruent with the needs
and interests of the participants” (Horelli 2002:611).

Public participatory processes and the outcomes of such are not equally designed or
realized but instead lie along continuums of formalness, meaningfulness, and power.
Sometimes committees are formed to gather information from the public concerning any
number of goals or actions (e.g., determining where to erect a public memorial, managing
cultural and natural resources). In some cases, binding agreements may be forged between the
public and federal, state, and/or private industries. In such cases, the public may be afforded
some ability to be part of the decision-making process. To what degree the public is afforded a
meaningful role in the processes used by agencies can vary quite dramatically from case to case.

Researchers and agencies frequently employ certain terms and definitions in the
language they use to describe and discuss public participatory processes. First, who is the
public? Dewey (1927) broadly defined the public as all people who “would be interested or
affected by a decision” (Dewey 1927 cited in Dietz and Stern 2008:15). Since then, scholars of
several disciplines, including natural resource management, environmental management,
human ecology, political ecology, and other disciplines devoted to studying the nexus of humans
and ecology have sought to break apart the “who” in “public” to achieve a clearer
understanding of the differences between public participants. Some distinctions include:
stakeholders are organized groups that are or will be affected by or that have a strong interest
in the outcomes of a decision (Dietz and Stern 2008). Some individuals and non-organized
groups are directly affected by the outcomes of management decisions in positive or negative
ways; these are labeled by Dietz and Stern (2008) as the directly affected public. The observing
public includes the media, cultural elites, and opinion leaders who may comment on the issue or

influence public opinion; and the general public is all individuals who are not directly affected by
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the issue, but may be part of public opinion on it (Dietz and Stern 2008; Renn and Walker 2008;
USEPA 2001).

In this research, | use the term stakeholder and focus on interactions between
subsistence harvesters and agency managers, both federal and state, engaged in collaborative
management of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska. While federal and state managers could
certainly be treated as separate stakeholder groups, | have treated them as one group in this
study because the two share relatively similar goals and interests in fish and wildlife
management (e.g., conservation, subsistence opportunities, and other public uses). | define
stakeholder group as “a collection of people sharing a common interest, activity, way of life, or
relationship relative to the outcome of an issue or management decision” (Champ et al. 2012;
Findley et al. 2001). This definition goes beyond interpreting stakeholder groups as “organized
groups” (Ren and Walker 2008) and demonstrates that such groups are defined by their shared
meanings, interests, and goals pertaining to desired outcomes of collaborative management
(Champ et al. 2012).

Secondly, what does participation mean? This has been a topic of much debate.
Creighton (2005:8) has suggested,

Some people use participation as if it were synonymous with public information

programs—getting the word out to the public. Itis frequently used to describe

public hearings at which the public comments on what an agency proposes to

do. It has also been used to imply that an agreement is reached with the public

that will be affected by it. Participation is best understood as a continuum.

Since it is a continuum, there are really an infinite number of points along the

scale.

Where a public participatory process falls along the continuum varies considerably case by case.
Figure 2 is a continuum of participation developed by Arnstein (1969) that demonstrates her
understanding of the different types of participatory processes and the levels of meaningful
participation each process is capable of providing citizens. Arnstein suggested that types of
public participatory processes can range from “manipulation” to “citizen control”, representing

examples that reflect “non-participation” to “degrees of citizen power” (Arnstein 1969:217).
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Figure 2. A Ladder of Participation (adapted from Arnstein 1969:217).

Natural resource managers have discussed participatory processes at great length.
Natural resources may be managed either through a “centralized government, exchanged using
a system of private property, and/or managed through collaborative action” (Ostrom 1990 cited

in Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004:63). Approaches characterized by command and control and a
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centralized government have been commonly applied by many federal and state agencies for
managing natural resources. Some researchers have explored how command and control
strategies for managing natural resources have impacted the way agencies perceive
management. For example, “adoption of command and control [managerial processes] has
resulted in a pathology that permeates much of natural resource management and precludes
long-term sustainability” (Holling and Meffe 1996:329). According to Plummer and Fitzgibbon
(2004), recognition for the management of natural resources through collaborative processes
has been increasing (e.g., Pinkerton 1989; Selin and Chavez 1995; Daniels and Walker 1996;
Berkes 1997; Mitchell 1997; Stankey et al. 1999; Ingles and Hoffman 1999; Pretty and Ward,
2001; Champ et al. 2012). Federal and state agencies increasingly adopt and apply collaborative
strategies for natural resources management. Many scholars of natural resource management
have studied collaborative management processes between public stakeholders and agency
managers in an effort to better understand how collaborative management is working to meet
the needs of stakeholder groups (Armitage et al. 2011; Zurba et al. 2012; Davis 2010; Metcalf
and Robards 2008; Nadasdy 1999; 2003a; 2005; Goldman 2011).

In The Public Participation Handbook, Creighton, having assessed many public
participatory processes, argued that public participation includes the following core elements:
Public participation applies to administrative decisions—that is, those typically

made by agencies (and sometimes by private organizations), not elected officials

or judges. Public participation is not just providing information to the public.

There is interaction between the organization making the decision and people

who want to participate. There is an organized process for involving the public.

It is not something that happens accidentally or coincidentally. The participants

have some level of impact or influence on the decisions being made (Creighton

2005:7).
Some of the terminology that has been used to describe participatory management includes
partnerships, collaboration, and co-management. What is meant by each of these terms can
vary greatly. For example, partnership has been defined as:

A dynamic relationship among diverse actors, based on mutually agreed

objectives, pursued through a shared understanding of the most rational
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division of [labor] based on the respective comparative advantages of each

partner. Partnership encompasses mutual influence, with a careful balance

between synergy and respective autonomy, which incorporates mutual respect,

equal participation in decision making, mutual accountability and transparency

(Brinkerhoff 2002:21).

Often the specific terms used in legislation and management plans to define the participation
and engagement of the public in various collaborative management efforts are vague,
ambiguous, and lack clear definition. Moreover, many people engaged in some version of public
participation question what in fact their participation means. This is especially the case
pertaining to stakeholders’ decision-making authority and ability to influence the outcomes of
management. This is explicitly apparent in the failure of the Congress to define the phrase
“meaningful role” in section 801 (5) of the ANILCA since its inception over 34 years ago (U.S.C.
1980).

The term collaboration, while “strongly linked to and frequently used interchangeably
with partnership” (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004:65), defines “the process of interaction”
among stakeholders (Hall 1999 cited in Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004:65). How, when, and
where collaboration occurs is important and includes “issues of inclusion, power, and decision
making” (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2004:65). Paul Nadasdy’s book, Hunters and Bureaucrats
(2003a) examines how knowledge and power intersect in the discourse of natural resources
management between the Kluane peoples of Canada and Canadian government officials
engaged in the Ruby Range Sheep Steering Committee.

Creighton (2005:10-11) identified four types of public participation commonly used by
federal and state agencies. These include: 1) public information programs, 2) procedural or
checklist participation, 3) collaborative-based participation, and 4) the agreement approach.
The first three in this list focus on information. Public information programs focus on informing
the public about specific matters using one-way communication techniques. Procedural or
checklist public participation provides the public with a forum to make comments on proposals.
Procedural public participation seeks to increase access to information for the public. A
collaborative-based approach to participation seeks to gain a consensus from the public.

However, if consensus is not obtained, the stakeholder group holding the largest amount of
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power or authority (i.e., agency) retains the right to make the final decision (Champ et al. 2012).
Arnstein (1969) refers to such stakeholders as powerholders. Finally, an agreement approach
seeks unanimous agreement, or at least overwhelming agreement from signatory parties
(Creighton 2005). For example, the federal and state governments have signed a memorandum
of understanding in which they have agreed to and defined mutual roles and responsibilities for
the management of fish and wildlife in Alaska. Although desired, no such agreement exists

between subsistence harvesters and federal and/or state agencies in Alaska (Appendix S:3).
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Chapter Two: Methodology

This chapter begins with a description of my observations of meetings and those noted
during participant observation before and during interviewing rural residents in Western Alaska.
The study area and population are described. Then, | describe the specific methods used to
sample key respondents and collect data. | end the chapter with a detailed description of the

interpretive analysis.

Participant Observation

Participant observation is a key tool utilized by cultural anthropologists to collect
information (Bernard 1994). In my journal notes, | recorded over 200 pages either by hand or
digitally. All notes from participant observation were transcribed and saved as digital copies.
These notes added an additional source of information that has enriched the thesis by providing
illustrative examples of key features of Yup'ik culture and collaborative resource management.

Prior to visiting communities and interviewing residents in Western Alaska, | observed
meetings of the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council (Council), Kuskokwim River
Salmon Management Working Group (working group), and Yukon River Drainages Fisheries
Association during summer and fall 2012. | also observed the Council meetings held in Bethel
February 2013 and March 2014. During fieldwork January through March 2013, | engaged in
many different activities with residents of Western Alaska. Due to my exploratory spirit,
eagerness to learn, and anthropological training and background, | desired to do more than just
collect interviews. | observed many activities by invitation, including attending and participating
in meetings between subsistence harvesters and agency managers, hunting, trapping, collecting
wood, steaming in the magivik, and visiting schools. | spent a large amount of time travelling by
snow machine on the land and by airplane over the land. If asked to accurately and concisely
explain my time in Western Alaska, | would use the title of James Barker’s book, Always Getting
Ready (Barker 1993). In the Yup’ik world, one is certainly always preparing for some activity in
which he or she is either moving or preparing to move.

| became aware of several cultural, political, and procedural factors that can

substantially affect the outcomes of public participation in collaborative management while
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listening with others via teleconference to the meeting of the working group on June 20, 2012.
After observing that meeting with managers, scientists, and law enforcement personnel and
listening to Yup’ik people and other residents call in from around the Delta 500 miles away, |
had many questions and a firm conviction that | would propose a Master’s thesis project that
would attempt to formulate solutions to what | perceived as an inadequate process for
meaningfully involving subsistence harvesters in fish and wildlife management. From the
moment that meeting began, there was an air of frustration. One man from Akiak stated:

We are missing the tribal government. Desperation is here. Greed sets in and it

hits the fishing hard ... Its time to give some of those closures a lift immediately!

We are trying very hard to live with the four inch mesh ... People are frustrated

(Field Journal Notes, June 20, 2012).

Although some tempers flared during the first two hours, a plea for cooperation and
compromise was continuously repeated by subsistence harvesters living in various communities
along the Kuskokwim River. A woman from Bethel stated:

My heart bleeds. People don’t say a lot, but they feel a lot. People are saying

they need fish. Pollock is impacting the Kuskokwim. [I] hope there is some

management plan for the people (Field Journal Notes, June 20, 2012).

But nothing was as shocking during those first two hours as hearing the command, “Okay, time
to wrap it up” spoken by a biologist in the room in response to what he perceived to be a long-
winded tirade from a Yup’ik man in Western Alaska.

Over the course of the next three months while attending meetings of the Council,
working group, and Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association, | observed a number of factors
affecting these three public participatory processes. | observed substantial challenges to
meaningful participation related to communication styles, language differences, levels of
comprehension, and flow of information between stakeholders. | noticed that how stakeholder
groups talked about issues related to fish and wildlife were different. | observed problems with
the process related to how information was shared; when, where, and how often meetings were
held; and the timing of stakeholder involvement. For example, a man from Aniak on the Upper

Kuskokwim River remarked,
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People have stopped fishing. The process is the problem. The information is

not getting to us. | get the feeling that this is being jammed down our throats

(Field Journal Notes, September 27, 2012).

Confounded with communication problems, | also observed larger political and
economic factors affecting the meaningful participation of subsistence harvesters. For example,
on the Yukon River where Chinook salmon escapement has been of particular concern,
subsistence harvesters have become increasingly distraught with the ways in which Chinook
salmon are being managed. | observed a large number of comments made during the summer
of 2012 at the meetings of the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association that reflected
peoples’ perception that the commercial Pollock fishery is having detrimental effects on Chinook
salmon runs bound for the watersheds of Western Alaska. One man from the Lower Yukon
River said:

There is no one wasting fish on the river. All the waste is happening out on the

sea. No matter what you do on the river the fish are not gonna come back. You

can restrict everybody on the river and ... get no results until you put your foot

down on those trawlers [high seas Pollock fishing vessels] (Field Journal Notes,

August 14, 2012).

In response, the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association coordinator asked for the discussion
to remain focused on in-river management issues only. In reply, the man from Numanaq stated:
That’s a problem during this meeting. We are always cut off. We don’t matter.

Out there [on the high seas] there’s no control. Maybe you can wait till they go

extinct till you do something (Field Journal Notes, August 14, 2012).

The last thing that fisheries managers and scientists want to happen is the extinction of such an
important and iconic species. However, subsistence harvesters cannot understand agency
managers’ reluctance to talk about off-shore commercial fisheries. For subsistence harvesters,
Chinook salmon recognize no boundaries such as those ascribed and placed on Chinook salmon
by agency managers and scientists. In the eyes of subsistence harvesters, caring for the Chinook
salmon would most likely include discussing and acting on issues that affect Chinook salmon

while they are in the ocean as well as the rivers.
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During these meetings, | observe many people express the importance of being able to
practice their way of life and continue to engage in doing what they had been taught to do by
their elders. Being able to continue one’s way of life requires that there be opportunities to
practice elements of one’s culture and spirituality. Chinook salmon declines in recent years
have called into question whether or not those opportunities will continue to exist. In Eagle,
Alaska near the Canadian border, a woman argued:

We want to fish in the future, not forget how to fish. We rely on Chum. We can

see commercial fishing heading in that direction. We want to keep our lifestyle

for the future. We have strong reason why we will decline Kwikpak fish (Field

Journal Notes from July 10, 2012).

This statement references a commercial fishery on the Yukon River that has offered to fly
bycatch Chinook salmon to villages along the Yukon River to provide relief to those unable to
fish for Chinook salmon due to restrictions. For some if not most subsistence harvesters in
Western Alaska, and elsewhere in the state, what is at stake is the ability to continue to teach
their children to hunt and fish, and to do so, opportunities for practicing their way of life must
continue to exist. This is the purpose of ANILCA Title VIII and should be the focus of public
participation and collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska. These
observations ultimately influenced the creation of the first interview guide and my decision to

use a purposive sampling strategy.

Study Area

This research was conducted in Western Alaska within the region of the Yukon
Kuskokwim Delta. People who call this area home often refer to it as “the Delta.” More
specifically, | travelled to and interviewed respondents in Hooper Bay, Marshall, Russian
Mission, Tuntutuliak, Bethel, Kwethluk, and Tuluksak. Respondents living in Aniak and
Napaimute were interviewed in Bethel.

Bethel, the regional hub of Western Alaska, lies roughly 400 miles west of Anchorage,
the largest city in Alaska. There are no roads connecting Bethel to any of the 56 villages in
Western Alaska or beyond. For this reason, communities in Western Alaska are accessible only

by boat, airplane, or snow machine, and are usually travelled to by plane unless one possesses
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or has hired someone who is knowledgeable of the many braided waterways throughout the
Delta. The Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers are the two major rivers within the Delta. These two
rivers are habitats for five species of Pacific salmon including Chinook, Coho, Sockeye, Pink, and
Chum salmon. Moose are scattered throughout the Delta, but are most heavily populated in the
lower Yukon River and north of Aniak and Russian Mission along the Kuskokwim and Yukon
rivers. Also, the Mulchatna and Killbuck caribou herds migrate throughout Western Alaska
during the fall and winter months. In addition, a number of fur bearing animals including
beaver, muskrat, land otters, wolverine, marten, lynx, wolves, and foxes rely upon the habitats
or ecosystems of these two major rivers. Timber is not abundant in the lower sections of the
Yukon and Kuskokwim rivers or near the coast of Western Alaska, and so people living in these
areas must collect wood from the rivers as it floats down from the upper reaches during the ice
breakup period. Along the coast of Western Alaska, a number of migratory bird species return
each year to breed. Sea mammals including beluga whales, seals, sea lions, and walruses travel
along the coast of Western Alaska providing coastal communities with a variety of nutritional
foods both high in fats and proteins. Seal oil is often rendered and used for dipping various
foods as a condiment. Interestingly, seal oil is also ingested by hunters to keep warm on long
hunting or fishing trips during the winter months.

Although the Delta is home to a large number and variety of fish (e.g., salmon, pike,
blackfish, tomcod, eels, and white fish), land and sea mammals, and birds, these are not equally
dispersed throughout the Delta, thus it requires a great deal of knowledge and experience to
locate the desired fish, animals, or birds at the proper times. Because areas of the Delta often
have access to some fish and wildlife in abundance while lacking access to other important
resources, sharing and trading foods between communities and families is a longstanding
practice among Yup'ik peoples and other residents of the Delta. When my Yup’ik friends travel,
they almost always bring Yup'ik foods with them to share with others.

Weather patterns can be extremely variable in the various regions of the Delta.
Temperatures fluctuate substantially. Spring begins in May, and it is marked by the migration of
ptarmigan into the Delta. Shortly after, the ice breaks up in the rivers and is followed by high
water and flooding. Some coastal communities experience floods that maroon community

residents, and houses often appear to be floating along the coast during the spring breakup
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period. Migratory birds are hunted in spring, and wood is collected from the rivers. Summer
temperatures can be hot, but usually average between 65 and 75 degrees Fahrenheit. Some
summers in Western Alaska can include large amounts of rain, which can thwart peoples’ efforts
to dry fish; especially if closures on subsistence salmon fishing are extended as was the case
during the summer of 2012. Fall, usually brings substantial amounts of wind and rain to the
Delta. Moose hunting and berry picking are two activities many Yup’ik peoples and other rural
residents engage in during fall. Winters can be extremely cold with temperatures occasionally
plummeting to below minus 40 degrees Fahrenheit. On average, temperatures usually stay
below zero throughout the winter months except when warm air masses move up from the
Pacific Ocean, which can cause substantial overflow on the rivers (i.e., several feet of water from
melted ice). These warm air events can make travel by snow machine extremely treacherous.
The winter is a time of celebration and sharing with family and friends. Carnivals and dancing
are held in many communities. Also, dog mushing races are held in many places throughout the

Delta.

Study Population

The study population is rural residents of Western Alaska of which there are an
estimated 24,467 people according to the 2010 U.S. Census information (State of Alaska 2010).
Of these, an estimated 21,194 people are of Alaska Native or American Indian descent (State of
Alaska 2010). Table 1 in Appendix AK shows total population, number of Alaska Native peoples
living in target communities, and local government organizations in each community.

Figure 3 shows where each of the target communities is located and illustrates the vast
area that is Western Alaska. The yellow arrows indicate villages that | visited while interviewing.
According to Krauss (2011) there are approximately 10,400 Yup'ik peoples who speak Central
Yup’ik. While English may be the primary language spoken in Western Alaska, it is apparent
upon visiting communities that Yup’ik is widely spoken by people in Western Alaska although
more so among the elder generations over age 65.

One of the largest employers in Western Alaska is the Alaska Native Health Consortium.

In 2010, it employed between 1,500 and 1,749 employees on average per month (State of
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Figure 3. Map of Western Alaskan communities.

Alaska 2010). Commercial fishing in years past has been one of the primary occupations of
males in Western Alaska (Langdon 1987) although these opportunities have substantially waned
in recent years due to declining numbers of Chinook salmon (ADF&G 2012) and increased fishing
restrictions due to conservation concerns. Other major sources of employment include the
Lower Kuskokwim and Lower Yukon school districts, federal and state governments, Native
regional and tribal corporations, and the Coastal Villages Region Fund (i.e. community
development quota organization established by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act in 1976).

While only 1.1 percent of fish and game resources are harvested by subsistence
harvesters in Alaska (ADF&G 2010:2), the annual subsistence harvest of food for each person in

Western Alaska is 490 pounds of subsistence caught wild foods (ADF&G 2010:3). In these
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communities, there is minimal reliance on store bought foods. Aside from the high cost of store
bought food throughout Western Alaska, subsistence harvesters primarily favor their traditional
foods for taste, health, and affirmation of their cultural identities. At the February 2013 meeting
of the Council, a resident of Akiak stated:

Our older elders need, critically need to eat dry fish that's from king salmon ...

It's not only our elders, but our very young grandchildren need the dried king

salmon, because it's more filling than pizza, and it goes a little longer in our

stomach (Public Record, OSM 2013:27).

Sampling Technique and Goals

A nonprobability purposive sample was used to target participants who were either
knowledgeable leaders or elders in Western Alaska communities and/or subsistence harvesters
who are actively engaged in collaborative management of fish and wildlife. | targeted members
of the regional advisory council, rural residents who had participated in agency meetings via
telephone, residents who had participated in the working group, members of local advisory
committees, knowledgeable community leaders and elders, and natural resource managers and
fisheries scientists. Additionally, | interviewed two young subsistence harvesters to capture any
observable differences between generational age groups regarding the reasons why subsistence
harvesters were participating less in fish and wildlife management. A purposive and targeted
sampling strategy is appropriate because the goal is to understand and improve
communications, collaboration, and public participation for fish and wildlife management in the
Delta. A probability sample would be necessary in research that sought to predict generalized

behaviors across the State of Alaska, but this was not part of my research objectives.

Key Respondents
Two main groups of respondents were identified according to their relation to public
participatory processes in Western Alaska. Figure 4 provides a breakdown of the representative
cohorts within the groups. Respondents were identified by pseudonyms to protect their

identity. Age was considered when selecting key respondents. In Yup’ik culture, elders are held
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in high respect, and their knowledge and experience are highly valued. Elders are often looked
to for advice, direction, and guidance. The leadership role of elders is based on achieved status
that is derived from accomplishments and experience, not a result of an ascribed or inherited
status. For these reasons, it was necessary to choose key respondents based upon their age,

experience, and knowledge.

Western Alaska Subsistence
Harvesters

Agency Managers

Natural Resources
Managers
1) Bobby Sterling

Youth
1) John Griffon

Advisory Board Members

1) Rick Strickland  6) Clark Turner Fisheries Scientists Upper Level Manager

1) Bill Cartwright

2) Andy Rollins  7) Nick Larson 2) Josh Owens 2) Tommy Griffon

3) George Sanders 8) Matt Conley 3) Rick Strickland
4) Mike Wallace

5) Susan Carter
Elders Not on an

Advisory Board
1) Mark Page
2) Sherry Page
3) Eugenia Hayes
4) Adam Cooper
5) Lucretia Took

Federal Scientist State Scientist
1) Ron Gables 1) Bob Riley

Figure 4. Study groups.

Gender was an important factor in selecting key respondents. In Yup’ik culture, men
generally are the primary decision makers in political matters that could benefit or adversely
affect the family, communal group, and subsistence way of life. There are exceptions where
females play a more direct role in political decision-making, and many Yup’ik women influence
the men in their lives after hours and behind political decision-making scenes on a day-to-day-
basis. Yup’ik women do make critical decisions in the context of determining when to fish and
how wild caught foods should be processed, stored, and distributed. Women in Western Alaska
also conduct important social and ceremonial events and play key roles in daily family and
community life. However, because Yup’ik women are generally not involved in making overt
political or other decisions regarding agency-sponsored collaborative management, | primarily
selected male Yup’ik elders for the interviews. Although male elders represent the dominant

portion of the sample, four women and two young males were interviewed to account for
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exceptions to traditional gender roles and represent the voice of the youth in the region,
respectively (Figure 4).

Study groups were also identified and defined according to political roles and
professional affiliations. For example, | split state (Fish and Game) and federal (Fish and
Wildlife) fisheries scientists into sub groups (Figure 4). This decision was made after observing
that the information contained in the interviews for federal and state fisheries scientists often
represented differing perceptions on similar issues. This | believe was due in part to the
differing political affiliations between the fisheries scientists | interviewed, and likely the result
of culturally learned attitudes from years serving as professionals in government agencies that
often have different missions and goals. A second study group was created for one of the
federal managers because he was an upper-level agency manager. His role and relation to
subsistence management was distinct from the role and responsibilities of the other fisheries
scientists in the sample. Similarly, subsistence harvesters who were employed as natural
resource managers represented a distinct group due to their agency affiliations and/or roles as
natural resource managers (Figure 4). In addition, elders who were leaders in their
communities, but who were not on advisory groups were defined as a separate subgroup from
the elders who were advisory group members (Figure 4). | assumed that perceptions of the
public participatory processes varied between those who were directly involved and those who
were indirectly involved in collaborative management. Finally, | purposely traveled in several
areas throughout the Delta to gather views and concerns of subsistence harvesters,
representing multiple places. My intent was to capture a range of perceptions of peoples’
engagements in public participatory processes used in management of fish and wildlife in

Western Alaska.

Semi-structured Interviews and Public Transcripts
Between January and March of 2013, | conducted a total of 19 interviews with a total of
20 people, identified by pseudonyms. Prior to conducting each interview, respondents signed a
consent form (Appendix T) and were offered a small incentive. The total audio runtime
collected was 31 hours and 14 minutes and 24 seconds. Interview runtimes ranged from 19

minutes and 20 seconds to 3 hours and 37 minutes and 27 seconds in length. Average interview
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runtime was roughly one hour and 39 minutes in length. Interview transcripts were constructed
from the audio files with the help of two professional transcribers. The total number of pages of
transcripts was 636. Interviews were transcribed verbatim. Many Yup’ik elders have the ability
to speak in both English and Yup’ik. However, when complex or technical issues are being
discussed in English, some Yup’ik elders admit to having a difficult time speaking about these
using English terminology even though they may possess a great deal of knowledge regarding
the subject being discussed. For funding reasons, | was only able to acquire the assistance of a
translator when it was absolutely critical to do so because of substantial language barriers. A
Yup’ik translator was employed to assist in conducting three interviews. Because 16 of the 19
interviews were conducted without the services of a translator, we were unable to transcribe
some text in which Yup’ik was spoken by interviewees when they did not know how to express
the English equivalent. After reviewing the transcripts multiple times, | am confident there are
few if any instances where substantial information was lost due to language barriers.

Several interview guides were created throughout data collection (Appendix A). Initially,
| created an interview guide which attempted to capture information about what affects
subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation in collaborative management. Initial questions
and probes were based on observations form participant observation during the working group,
Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association, and Council meetings | attended. As | began
learning more about peoples’ perceptions of their involvement in the management process, |
often asked different questions to capture new meanings that arose. Rather than restricting
interviews to a standard list of questions, it was critical that conversations be allowed to evolve
freely to better understand the many meanings and issues surrounding collaborative
management in Western Alaska. After a dozen or more interviews, | rarely consulted the
interview guides. It became my experience that often the interviews that provided the most
and concise information concerning peoples’ participation in collaborative management
processes came when | asked very few questions and sat silently, and listened carefully. In
contrast, during two interviews where | asked several complex questions and talked too much, |
received less information than those two respondents might have shared. In addition, public
record transcripts of the October 2012 and February 2013 Council meetings were analyzed as

primary documents (OSM 2012; 2013). Because Council transcripts are public records,
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respondents’ real names are associated with their comments provided in Chapter 3. These texts
provided two recorded events which documented collaboration and interactions between
stakeholders involved in the collaborative management process used for the Council. The public
record transcripts provided substantial information about highly visible participatory outcomes
that occurred during actual collaborations and negotiations between stakeholders and were

used to triangulate observations.

Analysis

Paradigmatic Principles and Assumptions

For this analysis, | used productive hermeneutics adapted from Gadamer (1975),
Patterson and Williams (2002), and Brooks (2003). Productive hermeneutics is a qualitative
interpretive approach used to understand meaning. In Appendix Al, | present a detailed

explanation of the approach to analysis and my research assumptions.

Analytical Guide: The Iceberg Model of Culture

Following extensive reading and observations of collaborative management meetings, |
adapted an a priori model to guide this analysis. The model is commonly referred to as the
iceberg model of culture (Hall 1976). Brooks (2003:40) defined an a priori model as a
“predetermined model” used to represent, in part, one’s pre-understandings of a phenomenon
or an issue prior to beginning research. While a priori models are often utilized in the natural
sciences to discover “cause and effect relationships,” these can also be used to guide qualitative
interpretive research focused on developing a deep understanding of the complex meanings
that surround human phenomena (Brooks 2003:40).

Hall (1976) demonstrated that only a small portion of culture is visible to others who are
outside of that particular culture and who may be interested in learning more about it. To
understand another culture, Hall (1976) argues that we must actively participate in or engage
with that culture. | assumed that to understand why subsistence harvesters’ participation was

declining, | would need to first identify most of the parts (i.e., individual units of meaning) of
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collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska. Then, | would need to learn if
and how these parts are connected to each other and to collaborative management as a whole.
Figure 5 is a visualization (based on the iceberg model of culture) of my pre-
understandings of collaborative management in Western Alaska. Specifically, what | knew about
collaborative management of fish and wildlife before analyzing the data was heavily influenced
by my experiences observing fisheries management meetings for the Yukon and Kuskokwim
rivers drainages during the summer of 2012. This understanding was also influenced by my
formal training in anthropology and political ecology. Hall’s (1976) model of culture in
conjunction with my pre-understandings of collaborative management led to a proposition:
Often unseen features of Yup’ik culture in Western Alaska are located below the cultural
waterline of visibility (Figure 5). These unseen features are closely related to a people’s system
of values and beliefs and their collective worldviews and epistemologies. The unseen features in
Figure 5 are quite fluid and connected to one and other, and these are linked to and affect the

visible outcomes of collaborative management. In other words, unseen cultural features

Behaviors

Participatory Outcomes

Perceptions of
Collaborative
Outcomes

Sharing
Information

Waterlige of Visibility

Cultural Features

Figure 5. Iceberg Model of Culture (adapted from Hall 1976).
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below the waterline essentially drive the more visible outcomes at the tip of the iceberg. My
goal for the analysis was to better understand collaborative management in Western Alaska as a
foundation on which to base recommendations for how agency managers may improve the

situation for all stakeholders.

Phase One: Within Transcript Analysis

As transcriptions were returned to me by the transcribers, | began the analysis by
reading through each of the interviews multiple times. In doing so, | identified within each
interview what Patterson and Williams (2002:103) have referred to as meaning units:

In hermeneutic analysis, this refers to the smallest units of an interview

narrative that are comprehensible on their own (Tesch 1990:17). The

suggestion that portions of text are comprehensible on their own is not meant

to imply that they can be fully understood independent of the context in which

they are embedded. Rather, what is implied is a concept similar to Altman and

Rogoff’s (1987:37) term, “aspects” which they defined as referring to features of

a system that may be focused on separately but that require consideration of

other features of a system for their definition and for understanding of their

functioning. Meaning units are typically not words or phrases, but groups of

sentences (emphasis added).

| adapted this approach by first identifying meaningful groups of sentences, which
encapsulated only what was said inside a specific passage within the transcript. The purpose of
each summarized meaning unit was to provide the researcher with a shortened, concise, and
descriptive statement that indicated what had transpired inside the larger passage of text within
the transcript. As | identified these distinct meaning units within the text of each interview and
the two public record transcripts from the fall 2012 and spring 2013 Council meetings, | did two
things that played a key role for later stages of analysis. First, | recorded meaning units as
comments in track changes in Microsoft Word. Secondly, | separated theoretical notes and
memos pertaining to groups of meaning units inside the comments of track changes using

brackets.
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After all meaning units had been identified, | copied them into 21 separate files, one for
each transcript. The purpose of this step was to create an understanding of what was contained
in each of the interviews. Each of the 19 interview transcripts represents co-produced meaning
in that the key respondent and the interviewer were engaged collaboratively in making meaning
during the interview conversations. The same is also true of the two Council transcripts. Rather
than simply trying to understand what each speaker said, the purpose was to gain an
understanding of the co-produced meaning contained within each of these meeting transcripts,
containing multiple speakers.

Using several iterations, | created synopses for each interview transcript. For the initial
synopses, | wrote a list of meaning units in sequence of occurrence. Once the initial compiling
of meaning units in each of the first iterations of the synopses had occurred, | began reading
each of the synopses iterations in sequence. Because my understandings of the meaning units
contained within each of the transcript synopses had begun to influence how | reorganized the
meaning units during subsequent iterations, | made a critical shift at the start of the second

iteration from a within transcript analysis to an across transcript analysis.

Phase Two: Across Transcript Analysis

Synopses iterations

Each of the six synopses iterations following the first synopses iteration represented a
singular hermeneutic cycling of the meaning units into emerging themes. | define a hermeneutic
cycle as a single reading of all meaning units within each transcript resulting in the
reorganization or transformation of the meaning units into emergent themes. | define emergent
theme as a compilation of interrelated meaning units within a singular transcript which
represent a part of the transcript. During the second iteration of synopsis writing | organized
meaning units according to emergent themes related to the three research objectives:
identifying barriers and facilitators to participation, defining a meaningful role, and factors

contributing to declining participation in collaborative management.
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While | instantly understood some of the meaning units to be relevant to the objectives
of this research, it was not yet clear to me how other meaning units related to these aspects of
collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska. The meaning units that did
not clearly relate to the research objectives were later re-organized in subsequent synopses
iterations into emergent themes as it became clear to me that these meaning units were
evidence of some of the unseen cultural features below the waterline (Figure 5). When | began
to better understand the unseen cultural features below the waterline, | started to get a better
picture of public participatory management in Western Alaska. Moreover, | began to
understand that the three research objectives | identified in chapter one could be understood as
indicators of more visible outcomes and behaviors located above the waterline in Figure 5.

During the next three hermeneutic cycles that resulted in a new iteration of each
synopsis, | observed additional emergent themes and began placing these themes under
sectional titles related to both the research objectives and the unseen cultural features. After
the fourth revision of the interview synopses (Appendices B and C), | began to observe that
three of the emergent themes were dominant focal points of many of the interviews, including
dimensions of Yup’ik culture, worldviews on land and animals, and approach to management. |
began to understand these three themes to be unseen cultural drivers linked to barriers and
facilitators of meaningful participation and affecting observed outcomes of public participatory
processes in Western Alaska (Figure 6). Figure 6 represents the early organizing system for the
analysis at the point of the fourth synopses iterations and the observation of the three common

emergent themes across interviews.
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Figure 6. Early Organizing System.

Understanding interrelationships between emergent themes

To better capture patterns in the data and interrelationships (i.e., linkages) between
meaning units and themes, | developed a coding framework with the help of a qualitative
software program called Atlas Ti. Seventy-two thematic codes were created in Atlas Ti, using
the labels of each emergent theme contained in the seventh iteration of each synopsis
(Appendix D). | systematically located and applied thematic codes in Atlas Ti to each of the
1776 total meaning units | had identified in the transcripts. Once the 21 transcripts were coded,
| created various output files of data, one of which included a co-occurrence chart. The co-
occurrence chart identified all co-occurrences between individual codes, citing a reference
number for each of the quotations that contained co-occurrences. The co-occurrence chart
represented an empirical tool to verify the existence of particular relationships between
emergent themes. It became an important tool for identifying and illustrating the interrelations
between features of the final organizing system.

Using the list of 72 thematic codes represented by emergent themes and the co-

occurrence chart, | began to draw a schematic model to illustrate the parts of the collaborative
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management processes | observed in Western Alaska. At this point, | understood that some
thematic codes represented often unseen cultural features linked to collaborative management
of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska and placed them below the waterline of the iceberg
model. | located other thematic codes above the waterline. After comparing my first attempt
to illustrate the iceberg model with the co-occurrence chart, | removed some thematic codes
and combined others into what became the features of the final organizing system. | define
features as key parts of collaborative management in Western Alaska. Features were created by
lumping similarly related emergent themes identified after the completion of the across
transcript analysis. Ininstances of substantial complexity, | created dimensions to illustrate the
various subcomponents of larger features. | define dimensions as sub parts of features
(Appendix Al).

Figure 7 illustrates the relationship between meaning units, thematic codes, and
features (with their dimensions where necessary). Figure 7 also illustrates the analytical process
used in phase two. While working on the synopses iterations, | conducted six hermeneutic
cycles in total for each of the transcripts resulting in seven synopses iterations. The seventh
iteration marked the final re-organization of meaning units into emergent themes within each
transcript. The list of 72 emergent themes that resulted from the six hermeneutic cycles was
then used to create 72 thematic codes in Atlas Ti, corresponding with the labels used for each

emergent theme.

Synopses Iterations Analysis of Thematic Codes Using Final Organizing
Atlas Ti Qualitative Software System
J’F Emergent
| Themes >
\ \
\ \Vg
VL 4 oup e
Output

Hermeneutic Cycle(s) Hermeneutic Cycle(s)

Figure 7. A Process for Understanding.
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Once the coding process was complete, | used Atlas Ti to generate output files that contained all
meaning units from all transcripts associated with each thematic code. This allowed me to
quickly understand the totalities of each emergent theme. The totality of an emergent theme
could be understood as its limits specified by the meaning units observed in the data. A second
output file, the co-occurrence chart, allowed me to compare what | had learned through
participant observation and the synopses iterations with a printout of all linkages, or
interrelationships, between thematic codes. Together, these tools led to the final organizing

system that | developed to illustrate the results of the interpretive analysis across transcripts.

Understanding interrelationships between features

To effectively understand collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Western
Alaska, managers are required to consider how multiple features of collaborative management
affect each other. | observed a number of important interrelationships, or linkages, between
features and dimensions of features. The dashed blue lines in Figure 8 show these linkages. |
found special meaning units in the data that indicate and illustrate these important
interrelationships. | coded and labelled these meaning units penetrators. These codes
penetrate through multiple levels of visibility, linking unseen features at lower levels to more
visible participatory outcomes observed near the tip of the iceberg. | reference these codes in

chapter three while explaining key linkages between features.
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Chapter Three: Discussion of Findings

In this chapter, | use the words of the Yup’ik people and agency managers to present the
results. | present numerous excerpts from the data to illustrate findings as they are discussed. |
also cite appendices to provide the reader with more empirical evidence from the interviews
and public record transcripts. First, | introduce the final organizing system (Figure 8). Then, |
organize the presentation of results around Figure 8, beginning with the features and
interrelationships that | observed under the cultural waterline of visibility. | start with Level One

and work up level by level, ending with Level Seven at the tip of the iceberg.

Final Organizing System

Figure 8 illustrates the final organizing system represented as an iceberg model. The
final organizing system is the result of phase two of the analysis (Tesch 1990; Patterson and
Williams 2002). The final organizing system provides a visual aid to help the reader understand
the findings of the study. | explain Figure 8 in chapter three with a detailed discussion of
empirical results (Patterson and Williams 2002). Figure 8 shows several features and
interrelations between them that help us to understand collaborative management in Western
Alaska. When reading chapter three, | recommend having the final organizing system at hand to

better understand the relationships between features.
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Below the Waterline

Level One: Unseen Cultural Drivers
In level one of the iceberg, | discuss seven dimensions of the feature Yup’ik Culture,
including 1) Becoming a Knowledgeable Person, 2) Sharing, 3) Caring, and Respect, 4) How we

Talk, 5) Respect for Elders, 6) Familial and Communal Bonds, and 7) Who is a Real Person.

Becoming a Knowledgeable Person

For many if not most Yup’ik peoples, how one becomes a knowledgeable person is
linked to the importance of listening, observing, and doing. | observed that Yup’ik peoples rarely
claim expertise on anything. | learned that “if you want to know something about that ask my
elder. He or she would know more than | about that.” This confused me in the beginning
because the person telling me this was often times a person whom | had perceived to be an
elder (i.e., over the age of 65). | cannot recall a time when an older Yup’ik person referred to
themselves as an elder. Later, | learned that titles such as elder and nukalpiag, or great hunter,
are more frequently bestowed upon a person rather than used to describe self. Rather than
claiming to be an expert or an elder, many Yup’ik peoples, even older Yup’ik peoples over the
age of 65 seemed to freely accept that they were still and always learning. For example, Andy
Rollins of Tuluksak stated:

| am now over 65, and | am still learning. Every day you don't consider yourself

ah, | know everything, or | know enough now I'm not going to learn it. Those

two are the worst ... not good for you. They're not helping you out. Listen to it,

even if it's the same subject, and somebody is talking to you, even from the

different person using the same subject, listen. The old men used to tell me,

Watch the lips. Once you turn your eye away from that lip, you're going to miss

a word, and that word you miss might have been the core of that conversation

(Appendix E:1).
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More than simply understanding oneself to be constantly learning, there seems to be a keen
awareness among the Yup’ik people for the importance of observing that Andy’s words above
illustrate when he talks about the importance of focusing the eyes upon the lips.

Yup’ik elders spent hours telling me about the “way it was in those years”, and then
referring to the present with the words “nowadays”. During these moments of listening, | often
tried imagining that | was in the “way it was” to understand the differences between then and
now. One theme that continued to surface about those years was how quiet it used to be. Clark
Turner of Tuntutuliak, Alaska stated:

And when | was a kid, coming in from, after we come back from fall camp, we

stay short time again in the village, and then go to spring camp, like | told you.

So, we move around here mostly by dog teams when we travel in the winter

time because there were no snow machines those days. No four-wheelers,

nothing. Things were pretty quiet. You can hear that refrigerator now, but

things were very quiet those years, no electrical, or nothing (Appendix E:2).

In these quiet moments, stories were often told by the elders. These presented opportunities
for learning. Not simply through listening, but also through doing. Matt Conley of Napaimute
stated:

I've spent countless hours just sitting like this listening to elders tell stories in my

life ... People used to talk. There was nothing else distracting them. And |

learned not just the stories, a lot of stuff, some skills that nobody probably

knows how to do anymore ... like making rawhide or splitting spruce shoots for

tying ... stuff like that (Appendix E:5).

The Yup'ik peoples abilities to observe are sharpened in comparison to many urban
peoples due to their close connection with the lands of which they are a part. Based upon my
own observations and engaging in hunting, wood collecting, trapping and other Yup’ik
subsistence activities with Yup’ik men, | believe that this keen sense of not only observation, but
also awareness for one’s surroundings is highly developed among most Yup'ik peoples due to
their close connection with the land and being comfortable with long periods of silence and

watching or observing the land and animals. Because of their close connection to and even
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reliance upon the nunapik or the real land, Yup’ik peoples spend a large amount of time
travelling and/or preparing to travel. In Always Getting Ready, Barker stated:

| am told that being ever prepared, upterrlainarluta, is a common caution from

Yup'ik elders to young people, whether they are preparing for fishing or a trip

into the city. Implicit is the understanding that one must be wise in knowing

what to prepare for and equally wise in being prepared for the unknowable

(Barker 1993:13).
Never was this keen and heightened sense of awareness among the Yup’ik more apparent to me
than when | was out travelling on the land with my Yup’ik friends. When the snow machine is
turned off things grow eerily quiet. The land stretches for miles almost like an open prairie. For
myself, as a kassaqg or white man, initially this silence and open landscape brought forth a
feeling of fear and a sense of being lost with no directions for it often appears to the foreigner
that there are no visible landmarks anywhere in sight. However, to the Yup’ik hunter, there are
utterly thousands of features on the land and in the sky as well as a great many signs that are
shared with them by animals that are constantly guiding their every step home. Nick Larson of
Kwethluk, Alaska recalled:

Up in the hills, that's what my dad used to teach me a lot. Just by observing the

surroundings, the sky, the water, how the animals are behaving. He said if you

are watchful, if you can watch what's going on in your environment, you got a

pretty ... good idea of how the weather will be for the day or even up to a few

days. He said even the animals will tell you (Appendix E:7).
To understand the people of the Delta, one must understand the Yup’ik people’s connection to
the land and how this relationship between the two shapes the way Yup’ik peoples perceive the
transmission of knowledge. The words of Matt Conley drove this point home to me one late
night in March. “You want to know the people, know the land, you know. Know the land, you
can't separate them you know” (Appendix E:6).

Becoming a Knowledgeable Person in the Yup'ik worldview is understood to occur with
the collecting of many different sources of information much like scientists build their
understanding through observation and reading various sources of information. However,

rather than reading through tomes of literature written by others one has likely never met, the
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Yup'ik give deference to one’s ability to be a qualified source of information on a subject when
one has displayed that they have listened to what many other knowledgeable people have had
to say upon a subject, and when they can demonstrate that they have been engaged in
experiential activities concerning a particular subject matter. Mark Page of Marshall, Alaska
explained to me that when someone is trying to understand something they will not understand
right away, but after they go around and talk to many other people they will begin to
understand the meaning of something (Appendix E:3; 4). Listening, observing, and doing are
closely linked with and related to the dimension, Becoming a Knowledgeable Person within the
feature Yup’ik Culture in Level One. Listening, observing, and doing are also linked to the
feature Yup’ik Approach to Management in Level Three (Figure 8). In the Yup’ik context, the
concept of management translates to care of their world. The dimensions Becoming a
Knowledgeable Person and Who is a Real Person (discussed below) are also closely linked

(Figure 8).

Caring and Respect

The importance of caring and respect in the Yup'ik culture was constantly emphasized
and explained to me by Yup’ik key respondents across the Delta from the coast of Western
Alaska in Hooper Bay to Russian Mission along the Lower Yukon River to Tuntutuliak near the
mouth of the Kuskokwim Bay. Two weeks into my research in Western Alaska, | arrived in
Marshall after dinner one night, and sitting with a gentlemen in his 50’s | listened to him talk
about the importance of caring. He stated:

Here in Marshall we have no Village Police Safety Officer. We are trying to

teach our young kids caring, an old Yupik tradition (Field Journal Notes, January

15, 2013).
Initially, | understood the importance of caring to be limited to showing care and affection to
other human beings. Later, | realized that caring and respect were linked together, and they
were not limited to interactions between human beings, but included Yup’ik people’s
interactions with animals and the nunapik, translated the real land. Furthermore, | began to

realize that there was likely no word in the Yup’ik language that came close to the western
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understanding of managing or management. It is my understanding that managing for the
Yup’ik most closely resembles the words caring for and respecting the land, animals, and human
beings.

At the center of Yup’ik identity and culture is the importance of sharing, not only one’s
resources but also one’s information. Closely tied to the importance of sharing is the
importance of caring for and respecting others, and this includes all the beings of this world that
walk, crawl, swim, and fly. By respecting others, the world around us, and all of its beings, one
demonstrates that he or she is deserving of receiving gifts. To demonstrate this point, John
Active (1998:1-2) has shared an important lesson with many young Yup’ik people:

Once there was a little blackfish swimming up a stream. Every so often he

would swim up to the surface and look around. The first time he surfaced he

saw a camp where people were living. The people were very careless. Their

camp was unkempt and their belongings were strewn around. He noticed that

when the people ate, they ate very carelessly. Bits of whatever they were

eating would drop from their hands or out of their mouths onto the ground as

they talked. The little blackfish heard much wailing and crying at this camp.

Those cries were the weeping and wailing of the bits of food that had fallen to

the ground. The dogs were given the leftover scraps of food and these dogs

would also leave uneaten bone and bits of food around the ground. These bits

of food and bones were also crying. The little blackfish said to himself, I'll not

swim into this man’s fish trap. He’s too careless with his food. | don’t want my

bones stepped on underfoot. The blackfish swam on. By and by little blackfish

came to another camp and there he also saw people eating. These people also

were very unkempt, and just as at the first camp, people were dropping bits of

food onto the ground and throwing their bones to the dogs ... Little blackfish

also noticed that the children were playing with their food, throwing bones at

one another as in a game. He thought to himself, I'll not swim into this man’s

fish trap. They are also too careless with their food. ... | am not game to be

played with. Blackfish swam on and soon he came to another camp. The next

camp seemed to be deserted. There were no dogs about or people. But again

49



little blackfish heard much wailing and weeping. These cries were coming from
the stores of many fish rotting in the first cache. ... Little blackfish said, I’ll not
swim into this man’s trap. He must be greedy for all those poor fish are crying
and not being eaten. | don’t want to be wasted. I'd rather be shared with
others in need. Soon blackfish came to another camp. He listened and there
were no cries to be heard. A man, his wife, and two children lived there. Their
father also had many dogs which were tied around the camp. Blackfish noticed
there were no bones or bits of food lying about and the family ate, they ate very
quietly being careful not to drop bits of food on the ground. He also saw that
they set the edible bones aside for the dogs and those bones which they knew
the dogs wouldn’t eat went into a separate pile. ... father took the leftovers for
the dogs to them and placed them in their bowl. The other un-edibles were
taken aside where people never walked and were buried. There was no
carelessness ... Little blackfish said to himself, At last, a family which
appreciates their food. ... there is no crying and wailing at this camp. Blackfish
was overjoyed. He swam about immediately looking for the man’s fish trap and
upon finding it, swam into it because he knew he would be eaten very carefully
and his bones would not be strewn about on the ground (Active 1998:1-2).

People often spoke about how animals and food should be treated with respect. In

Marshall, | was told the importance of never leaving food crumbs on the floor. My translator

stated:

She said she try to take care of this ... her residence, try to keep it clean, and
especially not letting crumbs ... and food particles that are on the floor, remain
on the floor and be trampled on because that's against the Yup'ik rule. We've
been told ... not to do that. Make sure that you don't trample on your food
that's on the floor. She says that nowadays people are getting careless ...
People are getting so careless that you would see food particles or fish laying
on the ground out there, and everyone would be stepping on it. And the ...
Yup'ik unwritten rule was that ... if you do that, the fishery, especially fishery

resources will lead to decline (Appendix F:3).
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Disrespect of food and animals can cause them to not return to be taken again. For many Yup’ik
peoples, it is believed that being disrespectful to birds will cause them to not return in the
future (Fienup-Riordan 1999). Being disrespectful to any and all animals is understood by the
Yup’ik to negatively impact the return of animals. After learning that food is not to be trampled
underfoot, | began to notice in the following weeks that whenever | entered a Yup’ik elders’
home the floor was always spotless. While talking with an elder in Tuntutuliak, | noticed that he
arose from his chair at least a half dozen times during our four hour conversation to mop what |
perceived was a spotless floor (Field Journal Notes, February 12, 2013).

Demonstrating care and respect for animals begins while travelling out on the land and
interacting with the animals and, it is carried forward to the dinner plate. Two young men from
Kwethluk demonstrated the importance of showing care and respect to animals at the dinner
table. It was explained to me by these young men that it is always important to pukuk or clean
the bone when eating because this demonstrates care and respect for the gifts of neqga’ (i.e.,
food) that animals provide. Yup’ik peoples are experts at pukuking the bones from years of
practice. No matter where | ate, whether it was on the coast of Western Alaska, the Yukon, or
Kuskokwim Rivers, | observed the Yup’ik people pukuk their food seemingly unconsciously as
they ate.

Yup’ik peoples do not manage their world from a perspective that they are somehow in
control of or able to manipulate their world. This is because their perceived relationship to the
world is one that is on equal standing with the other beings within and a part of the world.
Rather than understanding their roles as possessing the authority to manage or manipulate the
land and other beings of the world, most Yup’ik people perceive their roles as caretakers of the
land and its beings. For the Yup’ik, their relationships with the land and its beings are
maintained through reciprocal acts of respect (Appendix L:5). The assumption that one has the
ability to control the land and the animals is interpreted by Yup’ik peoples as an act of
disrespect (Appendix L:5).

This demonstrates an interrelationship, or linkage, between often unseen dimensions of
culture and our worldviews on land and animals, which are connected to and ultimately
influence how we all approach the management and care of our worlds (Figure 8). Specifically,

deeply engrained cultural beliefs about sharing, caring, respect, and the importance of listening,

51



observing, and doing to become knowledgeable are interrelated to and directly impact how the
Yup’ik understand their world and ultimately guides their approach to caring for the world
(Figure 8). This is an example of how culture shapes how we perceive our worlds and our
relationships to the other beings in our worlds. Worldviews about land and animals and other
components of the environment are rooted in and formed by culture and instruct us about how
to engage the natural world, including caring for or managing fish and wildlife. This applies not

only to Yup’ik subsistence harvesters but also agency managers and other peoples.

Sharing

When animals’ gifts are refused by someone, it may result in those gifts not being
offered again by animals or other peoples in the future because of the disrespect that is shown
when that person refuses. Refusal of a gift is seen by the giver as the person or being saying
your gifts are not good enough or unappreciated. Agnes Johnson, a Kluane Athabascan woman,
explained to Nadasdy (2003a:87-88):

It’s like at a potlatch. If someone gives you a gift at a potlatch, you must not

refuse it, nor do you give it back, complain about it, or find fault with it in any

way. ltis disrespectful to imply or even think that there is some reason that the

giver should not have given it to you. You just accept the gift and be thankful.

To do otherwise—even in your thoughts—shows a lack of respect for the giver.

It is the same with animals. They come to you as a gift. You must give thanks

for that gift ... To think about the animals suffering is to find fault with that gift.

To do so is to run the risk of giving offense and never receiving such a gift again.
Clark Turner of Tuntutuliak provided evidence that the act of sharing is reciprocal, both between
humans and between humans and animals (Appendix G:3).

Working together ... helps, even resource like ... fish. When you're sharing

something ... you get it back to you ... That's our old rule that we used to use

years ago. Sharing something, that ... you get it back to you. If you use the

resource, it's good feeling, you have the good feeling, and the person you give

[to] is good to you too, and do good stuff to you ... The wish helps too. If you do
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something good to the person, they wish you get more later on. It's a rule that

people used to use ... years ago.
In reference to fish, Clark states that “when you share something you get it back.” | believe that
Clark was referencing not only the gifts received from others in reward for sharing their own
gifts, but also the gifts animals provide by returning to respectful people as demonstrated
earlier in the story of the little blackfish (Active 1998:1-2). Clark also demonstrates that sharing
with others is linked to positive feelings. Even unspoken intentions or “the wish” can have
positive impacts on one’s relationship with either the giver or the receiver in future reciprocal
transactions. Unspoken intentions can also have negative impacts on future transactions
between beings (Appendix F:3; Nadasdy 2003a:87-88).

| was shocked by the level of sharing | saw and became part of in Western Alaska. To a
high degree, people regularly share their resources and information in Western Alaskan
communities (Appendix G). Sharing is strongly linked to one of the ways that trust is built
between people. | acknowledged in a conversation with Nick Larson of Kwethluk that sharing
with two men with whom | frequently hunted and interacted had resulted in reciprocal trust
(Appendix G:9). Mr. Turner also acknowledged how sharing information enhances trust and
improves relations between people.

Sharing is the best thing. Like a piece of candy, you would like it. And, if | didn't

share it with you, you wouldn’t like it. And, if | don’t share it with you, you

wouldn't be happy with me. That's the way it is with the information, if you

share it to people, and make people understand, like | told you, ah, protection

people have their own work, Fish and Game have their own work, Fish and

Wildlife have their own work. But, if they ... share it with other people and let

people understand, that's the best thing, and there would be nothing against

you and |, or those other people too. Interviewer: Sharing of information? Clark

Turner: Uh-huh, sharing information. Interviewer: I'm thinking ... when you

share, you increase the trust between two people. Clark Turner: Uh-huh, yep,

that's true. You trust me, and | trust you (Appendix G:5).

| learned that knowledge was meant to be shared with everyone and kept from no one.

Eugenia Hayes’ daughter, Sally, told me that the elders use to say that it was the same as being a
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“thief” to not share one’s knowledge with others. Sally stated, “We must share our knowledge”
(Field Journal Notes, January 14, 2013). Because resources and information are meant to be
shared, profiting from information that was given to you is frowned upon by many Yup’ik
peoples (Appendix G:5; 6; 9). Although | offered people a $50 stipend to talk with me for their
time spent away from their own duties and families, more than a few Yup’ik people told me that
they would not accept the money because knowledge is not for sale (Appendix G:7).

Sharing is a dimension of Yupi’k Culture and is linked to the dimension, Flow of
Information, which is part of the feature, Communication. Sharing is also linked to the
dimension, Working Together at Meetings, which is part of the feature, Interaction. These
observed interrelationships demonstrate that sharing is a facilitator of meaningful participation,
while lack of sharing is a barrier. For the Yup’ik people and others who participate in
collaborative management efforts, sharing information is more than a common professional

courtesy; it is an obligation mandated by culture.

How We Talk

During fieldwork, | began to learn many different phrases | had heard Yup’ik peoples
speak. One of the most common phrases | heard was “That’s the way it is.” “That’s the way it
is” is an example of the use of a definitive and certain style of speaking used to talk about
something one knows about (Appendix G:5; H:4; L:5). One afternoon, | learned that the use of
statements that express uncertainty on the part of the speaker often lead Yup'ik peoples to
guestion whether that speaker truly understands the subject at hand. They would also question
whether he or she had any ability to act in ways that would produce positive outcomes related
to the issue at hand. For example, | told Andy Rollins of Tuluksak that | always try my best to
comprehend and acknowledge what others are telling me. He quickly stopped me and said,

There are two in you, your good part, your bad part. You probably heard about

two angles, so I'd rather you don't say, I'm going to try to do the best | can.

You're not positive. Be positive to you and people listening. Maybe you can use

the beginning terms as, our, ah, with my ... research, because they'll know right

away you're speaking about something. Or, with the facts | learned, you know

you're going to speak about the facts you learned. From your starting point is
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going to be listened to by everybody, and your starting point can hit everybody’s

ear drum and have them decide on what they gonna do. If you hear it positive,

you're going to listen. If they hear the negative, during the presence of your

speech, they're going to start walking around, going coffee, this and that, and

there's some people ... in the audience that won't even listen. They'll do that

too (Appendix H:2).
Some Yup'ik peoples spoke about the two sides in every person. According to the beliefs of at
least some Yup'ik peoples, every person is said to have an evil side and a good side, and there
are things that you can do to call on the evil side within you. The critical point here is that

”n u

speaking with uncertainty by using words such as “try,” “maybe,” or “might” is the same as
being negative and not positive. Andy provides a recommendation on how managers could
speak differently at meetings to gain the attention and respect of Yup’ik peoples. This provides
evidence of the interrelation between the dimension, How We Talk and the feature, Yup’ik
Approach to Management in Level Three (Figure 8). Expressing uncertainty by using “guess
words” to talk about something is not well received by many Yup’ik people because it may be
perceived as incorrect and possibly untruthful.

The words that come out of the person is who he is, what he believes. And you

don't catch a person by other factor ... Every time | think like this, | remember an

old man who used to tell me, if | some reason, somehow, if | speak in a situation

like | am now, Don't lie, don't give any information that's not true ... The truth

reveals, the truth brings out the facts ... That's what truth is ... It's going to

reveal. It's going to bring out the fact, and it's going to make you able to find

avenue in which to work on a task. The truth works out itself. If you give out

the wrong information ... you're going to hit something and not be able to finish

it, or not be able to put the finishing touch into it ... The facts normally come out

strong at the end. If you or someone talks to you, and keep saying, | don't

know, maybe ... Those are guessing words; | think ... maybe. This is how they do

it over there [Federal and State agencies]. That's guessing, not giving you the

right information (Appendix H:1; 3).
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This provides evidence of the interrelation between the dimension, How We Talk and the
dimension, Flow of Information within the feature Communication in Level Five (Figure 8).

Words are powerful; they define who a person is inside. Because words are powerful
they can have negative impacts. Even negative thoughts are said to be dangerous.
Communication in this sense is not simply limited to speaking, but it also incorporates one’s
thoughts and the power behind those thoughts. One cold day in early March, Tommy Griffon
and | set out to do some caribou hunting. As with everything we did together whether it was
hunting, trapping, chopping wood, or traveling, getting ready was a huge step. The importance
of upterrlainarluta or being prepared or getting ready is not limited simply to gathering supplies
or resources for a task. Upterrlainarluta is also about the importance of preparing oneself
mentally and spiritually for a task. On this particular day, | was upset about something and my
friend Tommy cautioned:

| need you to focus on what we are doing. Even though we are friends, things

can get really hard out there today if you are not with me [he pointed at my

eyes meaning your mind needs to be aware] (Field Journal Notes, March 2,

2013).
After about six hours of searching between the Akulikutak and Kwethluk Rivers on a vast plane
of tundra, | began to take notice of just how far out on the nunapik (i.e., the real land) we really
were. Finally, | made a comment to Tommy, “this place could be the plu if you didn’t know that
those two tree lines (about 50 miles apart) were the Akulikutak and Kwethluk Rivers”. The plu
was explained to me to be a place or space where one could find him or herself walking circles.
It resembles a realm of existence where one is lost and may never return. Once you are in the
plu, escaping the plu is not easy. Tommy responded, “Don’t mention that while we are out here
hunting; bad things can happen” (Field Journal Notes, March 2, 2013). About a week after our
hunting trip for caribou, Tommy stated:

It's like that time we went caribou hunting, when you bring negative thoughts

out into the tundra, out into the nunapik, the real land, if you're not prepared,

you're asking for trouble. You're going to walk right into something ... You're

going to say, Shit, | should have been ready for this. And then later on, you're
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going to think, If | wasn't thinking like this, nothing would have happened

(Appendix H:7).

The absence of certain words in a binding document or regulation can lead to
disagreements. Mark Page of Marshall talked about the importance of reaching agreements by
incorporating the right words into documents (Appendix H:5; 6). When something is resolved in
the Yup'ik culture, it is often said to be “blown away”, and one will not hear it spoken of
anymore (Appendix H:6). For many Yup’ik peoples, words are powerful, and words have the
ability to cause outcomes. Words are carefully chosen, and when speaking, the speaker is most
likely to speak about something using definitive statements, or not at all, for to guess is seen by
many Yup’ik peoples as a negative action, even possibly a part of one’s evil side, and best left
unsaid. When the speaker does not know the answer, it is considered the correct course of
action among the Yup’ik peoples to defer to a more knowledgeable person rather than to guess.

Commonly used phrases like “that’s the way it is” (Appendix G:5; H:4; L:5); the common

|II

appearance in the Yup’ik language of the word “real” used to describe Yup’ik words such as

nunapik (i.e., the real land); the word Yup’ik itself meaning “the real people;” and the use of the

|II

words “real” and “true” to describe the meaningful involvement and roles of others in their
communities (Appendix K:1;4; 1:3) provide evidence of the Yup’ik people’s belief in the existence
of truths. This means that there are many phenomena in Yup’ik life that can be defined, they
are absolutes, they are “the way it is” (Appendix G:5; H:4; L:5). Yup'ik people’s cultural beliefs
and their worldviews mutually influence how they talk about their world, providing evidence
that the dimension, How We Talk in Level One is linked to the feature, Yup’ik Worldviews on
Land and Animals in Level Two (Figure 8).

Biologists and other scientists adhering to positivistic paradigms generally believe that
truth exists as well, but it is not completely discoverable or obtainable through use of the
scientific method. Because error, bias, data gaps, and other uncertainties commonly exist in
scientific knowledge and data sets, scientists and managers often use “guess words” to express
uncertainties and gaps in knowledge when talking about research results, population estimates,
predictions, forecasts, and other trends or statistics. This may often be interpreted by their

Yup'ik partners in a collaborative management setting as a problem because it appears as

though scientists and managers do not know what they are talking about. This difference in
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communication style and the misconceptions that arise from it among stakeholders leads to
confusion and decreased satisfaction with the participatory process. The problem is rooted in
two different worldviews on the phenomena being discussed at collaborative management
meetings and in documents.

This provides evidence of two important interrelationships. First, the dimension, How
We Talk is interrelated with the dimension, Flow of Information within the feature,
Communication in Level Five. Secondly, both How We Talk and the feature, Yup’ik Worldviews
on Land and Animals in Level Two are interrelated with Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of

their Participation in Level Six (Figure 8).

Respect for Elders

What it means to be a real person is also closely linked to what it means to be an elder.
The dimensions, Who is a Real Person and Respect for Elders in Level One are interrelated
(Figure 8). Yup’ik elders are selfless givers of their time, knowledge, and resources. These men
and women can often be seen in their communities working hard both physically and as
mentors of the younger generations. When | landed in Tuntutuliak to meet Mr. Turner, it was
early morning, and | thought that | would just meander over to the school, have breakfast, and
give him some time to wake up before calling his residence. As | stepped out of the plane, there
was Mr. Turner hopping off the village snow plow to greet me with a smile on his face. In his
late 70’s, he is a tireless worker for his community. Mr. Turner doesn’t just plow runways at five
in the morning on cold days in February. He attends dozens of meetings of the Lower
Kuskokwim State Advisory Committee, the Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working
Group (working group), and the Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council (Council).
People respect his hard work ethic, his friendly demeanor, and his service to his people. These
elders, these respected men and women, earn the respect that they are given from their many
years of listening, observing, doing, and sharing of their knowledge, time, and resources with
others. Because of the respect they have earned, they are listened to by others. Nick Larson
acknowledges that many young hunters look to his advice on where to go to find animals
(Appendix 1:2). Eugenia Hayes of Marshall stated, “The advice and warnings that the

grandparents passed on to them are true” (Appendix I:1).
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Engaging in collaborative management with people in a land that is 22.1 million acres
and hundreds of miles from the city of Anchorage is easier said than done. Campaigns to limit
or stop the harvest of specific fish and wildlife in times of population declines are successful due
to the influence elders have on younger hunters in the Delta. George Sanders of Aniak
explained, “True change come from within” (Appendix K:5). George explained that if managers
wanted to see people go along with the regulations, then they would need to have the support
of community members; especially the elders (Appendix K:5). During the February 2013
meeting of the Yukon Kuskokwim RAC, the highly respected elder and longtime volunteer
member Mr. Harry Wilde of Mountain Village stated:

You know, talking about a lot of moose in the Yukon area. They are. When | was

mayor in Mountain Village, we put out and helping our grandchildren and our

childrens to expand and let them work. Try to be -- work with us and try to

expand the moose hunting season. We give them five years. After five years, if

the ... moose are increased, they're going to go out and hunt with them. That's

why they expand still today, because of their elders in school helping them in

the villages. As long as they keep away the moose and let them expand for five

years or six years, you will go out hunting. Now today there are a lot of moose

down in west side, east side. We give our opportunity our children to go out

and hunt. We hunt with them, and make sure that they follow the law and

hunting license and all that. So, they're doing today, still there are a lot of

moose down there. Last year, right on my fish camp down there, we saw seven

young moose. Expand. The children listen to us and today now we're even

talking about we should invite the Bethel elders so they could come over and

hunt ... There are a lot of moose down there, and people down there, they like

to see the people have something to eat (Public Record; Appendix |:4).

Young Yup’ik peoples listen and defer to elders on important matters. The successful
increase of moose along the Lower Yukon River provides evidence that Yup'ik elders’ directions
are not only listened too, but they are followed, especially by the youth. The dimension,
Respect for Elders’ in Level One is interrelated with the feature, How Subsistence Harvesters

Define a Meaningful Role in level four (Figure 8). Yup’ik elders are seen by the majority of Yup’ik
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peoples to be the persons most qualified to speak on behalf of their communities about fish and

wildlife issues and how to best collaborate with agency managers.

Familial and Communal Bonds

The importance of strong bonds, both in the family and community, and working
together are dimensions of Yup’ik culture. This was observed during participant observation
and across interview transcripts (Appendix J; Field Journal Notes, September 25, 2012; January
14, 2013; January 16, 2013). Many Yup’ik peoples do not live their lives as individuals. Instead,
they demonstrate that Yup’ik peoples are very reliant upon each other, and these bonds
between people are strengthened throughout their lives while engaging the land together
(Appendix J:1). John and Tommy Griffon explained:

John Griffon: A lot of times ... there's certain ways you do things around here,

because that's the way you have to do it. Tommy Griffon: It's the right way.

That's how we were taught. We cut up a caribou, that's the way you got to do

it. You see somebody else do it, then that's the way you got to do it. Same

thing with fish, ... summer time, the women, they cut the fish one way. There's

no, Oh, I'll do it this way, or Maybe | should do it this way. There is only one

way to do it, and it's been handed down from generation to generation. The

way to tie down a sled, you know, that's the best way it's going to hold down ...

People with the um, our ancestors, those old ikamrag's, you know, those old

sleds ... They've been tying, they need to tie their stuff down with something,

and they've learned that that's the best way to tie it down. And we still do that

today with modern ropes, modern sleds. We may know a few Western knots,

but that's about it. | think | only know two knots, but | go just fine, or three |

guess. Square knot, shoelace knot, and bowline. | use those all the time. They

work just fine. | don't think this guy learned a bowline yet. John Griffon: You

were always there to tie it. | don't need to learn it, you were there to tie it. But,

| do need to learn it sometime. Tommy Griffon: One thing | kind of want to say

is, we are young, and there's lots of older people out there, Yup'ik people, who

know lot's more than us ... We're young, and we're supposed to learn some
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more. We're supposed to learn, but they have to teach us ... We may know how

to do things ... We probably have a basic good understanding of how to do

everything, almost everything in this region, and we're open minded too ... | was

getting water the way | get water with one tab ... There is three of them. I'd get

cold water every time. | saw one person come here, she put two of her fingers

on the thing so it can fill up faster, and that's the way I've been doing it ever

since ... We're open-minded. If we see somebody do something that works

good, then we're going to do that. Only have to see it once. Yep, we're still

learning (Appendix J:1).
| spent a good deal of time with both of these young men, and observed that | never saw them
perform tasks alone. They depended on each other a great deal, especially while on the land.

Both men asserted that there are many tasks performed in Yup'ik life that are
completed one specific way, again providing evidence that for many things in Yup'ik life; “that’s
the way it is” (Appendix G:5; H:4; L:5). The knowledge to perform such tasks is handed down
from generation to generation. Examples of these tasks include, tying down a sled, how to
make a fish trap, how to cut fish and animals, and how to sew a malaggai or a beaver skin
winter hat. Tommy Griffon explained that he is aware that he and his brother are young and
still learning. The perception that one is still learning is not limited to the youth (Appendix E:1;
J:1). | have heard men over the age of 65 also say that they are young men and still learning
(Appendix E:1).

Matt Conley of Napaimute talked about the interconnectedness of Yup’ik peoples. Matt
stated:

Remote, | hear that all the time. We're only remote from the outside world.

We're not remote from ourselves ... Our people are the most social, mobile

people you'll ever see ... Always travelling back and forth at the drop of a hat for

funerals and whatever ... | always tell new ... people, You want to learn about

our age. Listen to birthday line and listen to Yuk-to-Yuk’ even if you don't

understand Yupik. If you listen real carefully, birthday line will usually show you

how inter-connected people are up and down the river. Yuk-to-Yuk will show

you how respectful they are. The Friday talk line ... The difference between
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English communication and Yupik communication. When a person on Yuk-to-

Yuk calls in, they let 'em talk. They don't interrupt 'em, you know. They let them

talk (Appendix J:2).

Matt asserts that although Yup’ik peoples may be remote from the world outside of Western
Alaska, within their world, they are highly connected to each other. For the outsider, it may
seem odd when listening to a conversation between two or more Yup’ik peoples upon their
meeting. The beginning of each such conversation always begins with identifying all of their
family members, where they live, and where they are from. Family lines and relatives are vitally
important for Yup’ik peoples because they can serve as a form of currency in Yup’ik life. When
travelling, one depends upon their distant relatives and even friends for lodging, food, and
support. Keeping track of and knowing one’s relatives and friends across the Delta is important,
and thus conversations begin by understanding each other’s’ familial connections.

In Yup’ik culture, activities are rarely conducted alone. In fact, | cannot recall a single
activity outside of using the restroom where Yup’ik peoples engaged frequently in a task alone.
Even washing or taking steam is something that is done together separately among men and
women. | will never forget my first experience in a magqivik or steam house (Appendix P).
Taking magqi or steam is more than simply bathing. It is an opportunity to clear one’s mind and
soul. Itis medicine, and it is even slightly competitive between old friends in an entertaining
way (Field Journal Notes, January 16, 2013). Again, taking steam represents just one of the
many activities that are done in Yup’ik life together with friends and family. Hunting, trapping,
fishing, cutting fish, plucking feathers, setting fish traps, berry picking, collecting wood,
manuking or jig fishing through the ice, and travelling are just a few of the activities that are
conducted together by Yup’ik peoples. Because Yup'ik peoples are significantly reliant upon and
highly connected with one and other this affects how they perceive a meaningful role. For
Yup’ik peoples, a meaningful role is largely defined by working together. The dimension,
Familial and Communal Bonds is interrelated with the feature, How Subsistence Harvesters

Define a Meaningful Role in Level Four (Figure 8).
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Who is a Real Person

| have been both perplexed and intrigued by the meaning of the word “Yup’ik”. The
word Yup’ik or Yupiaq translates literally to “real people” in English. George Sanders of Aniak
told me about his prescription for success in rural Alaska given to him by a priest in Fairbanks
just before he departed to teach in Western Alaska in 1967. George stated:

We started this conversation out by me telling you what old [priest] said to us as

educators. That we need to go to funerals, we need to go to weddings ... if you

want parents to listen to you about their children’s needs. You don’t want them

to view you as some politician way down the road over here that they only see.

They want to see you at their village functions, and they want to see you as a

part of that community. Then they’re gonna listen to you (Appendix K:5).
The priest from Fairbanks gave George information that he believed would increase his
effectiveness as a teacher and as a valued member of the rural community where George would
be serving in Western Alaska. Another key respondent, Mr. Turner, drew a distinction between
teachers that taught him, and those school teachers they have nowadays in Tuntutuliak
(Appendix 8:37). For Clark, the key difference between the teachers in “those days” and
“nowadays” is the level of involvement from the teachers in the community. Clark stated:

Nowadays, teachers are totally different than our teachers when we were

young, when we were kids ... They [teachers nowadays] only teach and [are] not

involved in the village. But, they want us to listen to them ... If they are involved

... in the village that would help too. The kids would work with them better ... if

they know that ... the teacher's involved in the village ... They want our

participation to be working both ways, because they want us to come to their

meetings, and they wouldn't come to our meetings ... | mentioned that because

my teachers were real teachers ... But the involvement like that helps (Appendix

K:1).

Clark further elaborates on his teachers in the past providing evidence of how Yup’ik
peoples define a meaningful person.

Let me tell you about teachers we used to have at the old BIA school. They

were everything. They were village council. They were nurses. They were
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teachers ... They communicate with the doctor at night, or not have to worry

about the fee, the money. They don't get anything for that, but they report sick

people to the doctor at night ... until eleven o'clock, or something like that ...

They come to our meetings, to our community meetings. They were village

council, they were anything you call them ... My teacher was the Sunday school

teacher at the school, and her husband was the lead pastor at the church

(Appendix K:2).
Mr. Turner verifies the prescription for success that the priest shared with George Sanders over
45 years ago. What is even more interesting is the use of the word real to modify teachers by
Mr. Turner (Appendix K:1). Quite a few times he talks about the teachers nowadays in
Tuntutuliak, but never does he refer to them as real teachers like he does with the teachers of
the past. This provides a glimpse through a cultural window into Yup’ik people’s perceptions of
the important characteristics which define a meaningful or real person. For Yup’ik peoples, a
meaningful or real person is a person who is constantly engaged in serving his or her
community. Similar to the personal characteristics of an elder, a meaningful person shares
one’s resources, time, knowledge, and efforts with others. This provides evidence that the role
of an elder is closely related to what it means to be a meaningful or real person (Figure 8). Both
becoming an elder and a real person is something that most Yup’ik peoples strive towards and
to be referred to as either confers a title of great respect upon a person.

Matt Conley of Napaimute stated:

People in our region are really good at observing, at least the older people.

Hours and hours just watching things ... watching the river, watching the

weather ... watching other people ... | always figured them ... older people,

they'd watch you, they'd never talk to you much. They watch you and then

they'd figure out what kind of person you were ... Then, if they figured out you

were a real person, they'd start talking to you (Appendix K:4).
Matt was referring to recollections of when people from outside his community would come in.
He recalled that elders would not simply begin talking to just anybody. First, it was important
for elders to discover whether or not the newcomer was a meaningful person; a real person.

Often, | heard from Yup'ik peoples that elders could see right through a person. Sally Hayes of
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Marshall told me that it used to be said that elders could listen to an outsider and know within
seconds by their body language and their words what kind of person they really were (Field
Journal Notes, January 15, 2013). Through the words of George Sanders, Clark Turner, Matt
Conley, and Sally Hayes | began to understand that real people are those people who are seen
as positively engaged in their communities. These real people are selfless givers, they are
involved, and they are remembered. They command respect among the other members of their
communities based upon their actions and their tireless and selfless efforts aimed at helping
others in need.

Being perceived as a real or meaningful person has the power to greatly influence the
value others grant to one’s knowledge. Also, the level of trust bestowed upon a real person is
much greater. George Sanders of Aniak explained:

Now hear [upper level state manager] is trying to make, want us to look at this

thing entirely different, and change the way we [are] looking at the

escapements for individual rivers, wanting to reduce the escapement goals.

Here all along they’ve been telling us we need to keep our escapement goals up

high to guarantee we have enough fish coming back. Now, all of a sudden, we

need to drop em down ... They’re [Fish and Game] wanting this drastic change in

our thinking, and they’re gonna do it in one, in not even a year, just six months,

since March [2012]. You know they’re gonna want us [to accept Fish and

Game’s changes for managing Chinook on the Kuskokwim River], and people are

just not going to buy into that stuff, and | understand that. But again, going

back to, what your stating right at the beginning of this thing. If you have

somebody who spent face time in those communities, spent times in their

steam baths with the men, drunk tea, and ... played the games out there, when

you make a recommendation to em next summer they’re gonna remember that

you were in that village and ... that you were eating with them, or whatever you

were doing with em ... | think that’s so important if you want to change. The

direction for change, you know as an anthropologist does, usually comes from

the outside. But, true change comes from the inside (Appendix K:5).
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An agency manager who has spent quality face time with subsistence harvesters in Western
Alaska is afforded a large amount of respect, trust, and legitimacy regarding their
recommendations presented at fish and wildlife management meetings. Scientists, managers,
and other agency staff who have spent time in communities eating, drinking tea, and talking
with community members are perceived by Western Alaskan people to be engaged in the
community; they are meaningful or real people. This finding corroborates findings and
recommendations presented in Jacobs and Brooks (2011) and Dorantes and Brooks (2012).

It is important to discuss the outcomes of participating as a real person in collaborative
management with other stakeholders. The following quote provided by Clark Turner is an
example of a penetrator. Meaning units and quotes were coded as penetrators if they
illustrated several interrelated features in Figure 8. Clark stated:

That's why | mentioned involvement helps, both for the [teachers and]

managers. If they involve and ... not doing their own stuff all the time ... they

may have time to go to a village and have meeting, public meeting, and let them

know ... why they are there to manage ... fish and game, why they have to carry

the law. Those law enforcement [officers] are the people who ... do their work,

and he's doing these other work that, if people ... understand that, they would

feel better, | think. Like you mentioned about that person ... involved in village

... and you learn from them, like learning Yup'ik. That's ... always the start,

learning Yup'ik, and learning how ... we function, or how we operate ... How we

do the work, or how we hunt and fish, how we live in the village. Same thing ...

If they ... learn ... that would help. How we learn, how we trap, and how we do

the work, travel, camp, hunt, fish ... Like us, we travel by dog teams years ago,

and took the gayaq down to open water, and paddle from there on, and bring

enough food for the dogs too ... The dogs would have food from the seals, or the

dry fish we carry in the sled. Same way with, if the managers ... want to learn

that's the way to be, involvement. Like this teacher, one time | had to help ...

build a steam house by the school, and he took magqi in there. And he and |

went seal hunting together. And he and | went to moose hunting together, up

there at Aniak ... If the people were like that, we would feel better for that
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person, or be friends with them ... The person would be friends with me. Same

way as those teachers that—who were teachers that used to do, and people in

the village know him. Now, | don't know the names of these people, or a lot of

teachers that teach in this school, even | go up there almost every day

(Appendix K:1).
Going to villages and interacting more with the people will provide managers with opportunities
to explain why they are there and what they are doing. For Clark, if Yup’ik people understand
who you are and what you are doing, they will feel better; implying that they are more likely to
trust individuals who share with others who they are and their intentions (Appendix K:1). When
people openly share and show engagement in community life, others feel better about them.
Real people are granted increased amounts of trust, respect, and legitimacy. Sharing and being
engaged promotes two way learning (Appendix K:2). Rather than simply coming to discuss
problems, engaged or real people come to learn and work with people (Appendix K:2). For
Clark, being meaningfully involved is defined as engaging in learning from and working with
communities rather than only coming to discuss problems (Appendix K:2).

| identified five important interrelationships between the dimension, Who is a Real
Person and other dimensions and features in Figure 8 (Appendix K:1;2). First, real people are
people who are engaged with, or frequently interact with the community. This illustrates the
important linkage between Who is a Real Person and Working Together in Communities,
connecting levels One and Five. Secondly, what it means to be a real person has implications for
and thus is interrelated with the dimension, Working Together at Meetings. Working Together
at Meetings is part of the feature, Interaction in Level Five. Thirdly, Who is a Real Person is
interrelated with the dimension, Flow of Information, which is part of the feature,
Communication in Level Five. Fourthly, Who is a Real Person is interrelated with the feature,
How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in Level Four. Finally, it was implied by
key respondents that if a person is not perceived to be meaningful, or real, and not engaged in
the community, Yup’ik peoples will most likely not interact with that person or engage in the
collaborative meetings sponsored by the agencies. This illustrates the critical linkage between
Who is a Real Person and the feature, Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating at

the tip of the iceberg (Figure 8).
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Level 2: Worldviews

Yup’ik Worldviews on Land and Animals

To understand how one approaches the care of their world it becomes critical for us to
understand their relationship to the world in which they live and more importantly, what that
relationship means to them. For many Yup’ik peoples, they understand themselves as one of
the beings of the world they live in and share with other living beings, whether they are humans
or animals; all are equal and must be shown respect. Information about how Yup’ik peoples
perceive land and animals is sometimes not shared with outsiders because sometimes they are
ridiculed for sharing these beliefs (Appendix L:9).

| spent many months interacting and sharing resources and information with John and
Tommy Griffon. A great deal of trust developed between us, allowing me the opportunity to
learn much about Yup’ik culture, worldviews, and beliefs. The knowledge shared with me
during both our experiences and conversations contributed a great deal towards helping me
better understand the interrelations between dimensions of their Yup’ik culture, their
worldviews on land and animals, and the more visible barriers to their meaningful participation
above the waterline in Level Five (Figure 8). During an interview, | recorded this exchange
between John and Tommy about the relationship between animals and humans:

John Griffon: It's a big relationship. Tommy Griffon: One that cannot be broken.

John Griffon: It's not a little small relationship, it's a big part. ... to me, it's a way

of life. Tommy Griffon: Let's say you are at fish camp, you have seagulls, bears,

and ravens going after your fish on the fish rack drying. And when they do that,

you want to protect your food, protect what you need to live, and any animal ...

any person will do the same thing. And out there [on the nunapik, the real land]

they're [animals] teaching you ... they're showing you ... John Griffon: They're

taking opportunities too. Interviewer: ... Animals teach you things ... Tommy

Griffon: A lot of people don't like to think of it like that ... having a god and

having a ... John Griffon: a civilized life. Tommy Griffon: We're not animals,

we're human beings, people say that and stuff. John Griffon: We're at the top of

the food chain ... Tommy Griffon: No we're not. John Griffon: Yep, not in Alaska.
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And in Las Vegas, maybe, there's nothing. Tommy Griffon: But here ... if you
don't do stuff the right way, you're basically at the bottom of the food chain.
John Griffon: Like that falls into the relationship thing, you're not at the top of
the food chain, you're. Interviewer: Part of it? John Griffon: Yep, just like a fish
and an eagle ... It's all the same ... | don't know how to say it. Tommy Griffon:
Watch, look ... if we're not animals, then what are we? If mosquitos can suck
blood from us, if other animals can kill us, and if we're [not] human beings ...
what are we? We are part of this place, we are all in the same ecosystem.
People, not people, but things have to live on other things, eat other things to
stay alive, and that's what we do out here, it's the same thing as all those other
animals out there. Fish, birds, caribou, flies, mosquitos, worms, whatever, we're
all the same, we all got spirits ... John Griffon: This is our home. This is their
home too, but they were here first, and we got to respect them. Out there on
the nunapik [the real land] ... on the tundra, that's their home. Tommy Griffon:
We're going onto their home, their homeland. We go out there. We do
whatever we want. If we’re not slight with it, we’re not gonna make it back.
We go when we want, and if we’re not lucky, we don’t make it back, given that
there’s storms, or if it’s really cold out, or if you’re not dressed right. John
Griffon: That's where they live, is in those storms ... We got a house. Tommy
Griffon: Running water. Interviewer: ... It's part of your world too, but you're on
their home now, and in order to be successful you have to be aware and listen.
John Griffon: And the 'R' word, that big 'R' word, respect it. Interviewer: And
respect it. If I'm understanding this right, that goes all the way to your
intentions too, when you go out there. ... you have to be respectful. Tommy
Griffon: Let's say you have somebody coming ... a person coming into your
house that wants to do something, right? They come in ... but they have
something on their mind, so they're ... being really negative. You don't want
them in your house, right? Let's say ... a plumber comes in to fix your pipes or
something, and they're all cussing and everything ... You don't want them in

your house ... They're being rude ... They're being disrespectful to you in your
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house. You want them out, same thing. John Griffon: It's their home, you've got
to respect them. Interviewer: ... you're not going to get that opportunity,
because they're not going to present themselves to you. Tommy Griffon: Even |
go out there a lot of times, | see trash that people left. Even if it's not mine, |
pick it up and put it into my pocket, put it in the sled ... You've got to clean up
after other people sometimes. John Griffon: Just make sure it goes where it
needs to go, where it's supposed to go. Interviewer: And the animals in the land
are going to remember that too, that you respected them. John Griffon: And
what you do is after ... when you're done, let's say with bird feathers and bird
guts and stuff, like stuff that you can't use ... After taking everything that you
could, when you put it back in its home, you bring it back to it. You drive up on
side of the river, walk up the bank a little ways find an area near a tree or
something. Tommy Griffon: Or where there [are] grasses and you get a bunch
of grass, a bunch of leaves, and you dump the feathers and the guts. Asyou're
laying down the grass and ... leaves ... this is what you're supposed to say
[speaks in Yup'ik] ... John Griffon: May you come back plentiful. Tommy Griffon:
The same thing with bones and any kind of stuff ... mammals, water-dwelling
mammals, beavers, muskrats, seals. John Griffon: You put it back in the water.
Tommy Griffon: You put it back ... in the middle of the river and say the same
thing [Speaks in Yup'ik]. John Griffon: That's what we were taught. 1'm going to
remember it for the rest of my life. Tommy Griffon: That’s the way it is
(Appendix L:5).

For John and Tommy, the relationship between the land, animals, and humans is a “big

relationship” that “cannot be broken.” Yup’ik peoples view themselves and the animals as part

of the land which they both share. Tommy shares that all living things have spirits. It was often

expressed to me that when you are out on the nunapik (i.e., the real land), you are in the

animals’ home and because the animals were there first you must respect them and their home

(Appendix L:5). Although the nunapik is considered to be the animals’ home, Yup’ik peoples also

associate the land with their home and connect it to feelings of “freedom” (Field Journal Notes,

September 26, 2012).
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Respecting the land and the animals cements the reciprocal relationship between
humans, animals, and the land. When care and respect are practiced by Yup’ik peoples, it
ensures the success of their endeavors, including hunting, traveling, or any other action they
take on the land. Demonstrating care and respect for both the land and the nonhuman beings
on the land is interpreted by many Yup’ik peoples as a duty and an obligation (Appendix L:5).
The equality and reciprocal relationship between animals and humans represents a deep rooted
and unconsciously accepted truth in the Yup’ik worldview. This is often unseen by outsiders
when they arrive in the Delta. There is further evidence that Yup’ik peoples often speak in
definitive terms. As Tommy and John explained, demonstrating care and respect to the land
and animals is “the way it is” in Yup’ik culture. This provides evidence of the interrelation
between the dimension, Caring and Respect in Level One and the feature, Yup’ik Worldviews on
Land and Animals (Figure 8).

If the animals are not respected they may not return (Appendix L:5; Active 1998:1-2;
Fienup-Riordan 1999). It isa common belief among Yup’ik peoples that one’s actions and even
their thoughts can have serious consequences when out on the land if they are not being aware
and respectful. Animals and the land are often understood by many Yup’ik people to possess
the ability to make their home unwelcome to disrespectful people. It was expressed that the
land is alive, must be respected, and arguably even has the ability to punish those who do not
respect it.

Tommy Griffon: The land is, that's the law. You either follow it, follow what

you're supposed to do, or you're going to get in trouble. Life and death trouble.

John Griffon: There's no badge ... Tommy Griffon: The land don't need a badge.

John Griffon: Nope. Interviewer: And even said in those terms, the land itself is

alive. Tommy Griffon: Oh yeah. John Griffon: 1t'll live longer than ... anybody

else here. Tommy Griffon: These biologists that ... have worked here, up at

Salmonid Rivers Observatory Network (SARON), and up at the Kwethluk River,

they want to go home, do what they do and go home. Count this fish, Oh it's a

chum, ohit's ared, oh it's a king, and we count one, two, three, four hundred,

and then we go home, go down to lower forty-eight ... What they’re doing is

interacting with things ... What they call them in their mind is things, and those
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things have names like, Oh this fish is a red salmon, brown bear, moose ... white

crowned sparrow, whatever you name. Those to them are things. Everything

and everybody, just like we do, just like us Yup'ik people ... we have intentions

too. We intend to do things. John Griffon: So do they. Tommy Griffon: Hence

the name, fieldwork (Appendix L:6).

This conversation illustrates two differing and even contradictory ways of perceiving the land
between the Yup’ik people and visiting biologists and managers. While working with biologists
during the summers, John noticed that they often referred to the land as the field. Understood
in this way, the land appears to be perceived as a place of duty. This is starkly different from the
way in which many Yup’ik peoples perceive or understand their relationship to the land. For
many Yup’ik peoples, the land is understood or interpreted as their home; whereas the field
denotes a place of duty, home denotes a sacred place (Appendix L:4; 6). While Euro-Americans
who conduct their work in a field setting (e.g., soldiers, scientists, surveyors) may in fact
demonstrate care by leaving the land as they found it, this is substantially different than the
level of care and respect that is shown to the land by a person who perceives it to be their home
rather than the field. This provides some evidence that stakeholders worldviews on land and
animals are interrelated with their approaches to management or problem solving (Figure 8).
These differences between stakeholders influence how stakeholders perceive their participation
and whether or not they choose to participate in collaborative management activities.

For many Yup’ik people, animals are believed to have both feelings and intentions.
Because animals are understood to be intelligent and have intentions, animals are understood
to be very sensitive. For example, bears are said to be able to hear you. Although it is okay to
hunt bears, one is not supposed to talk about hunting bears. After setting some snares because
of trouble he was having with brown bears in his fish camp one year, Matt Conley explained:

| caught a brown bear and it looked like a bomb went off ... It died and | felt

really bad you know. That's one of the most powerful animals. It is the most

powerful animal in our country. | told my family, this is ... bunk, this is like we're

at war with the bears. We gotta do something to make peace. | remember the

old time tradition, when you catch a bear you cut the head off, bury the head

pointing east so | did that. | let my son do it so he could learn. Rest of the
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season, no bear trouble. They were still there. They would still pass by.

Whenever they reach a snare, they'd push it off the way, pass, never bothered

anything, gave me goose bumps ... There's a story. It's a long story, sometime

another setting I'll tell you why you're not supposed to talk about bears if you're

gonna hunt them. It's okay to hunt bears, bears don't mind, but don't talk

about it. It's a really good story. Bears are the most intelligent animal | think

that we have. They're smart (Appendix L:7).

Similarly, fish are said to be very sensitive to foreign substances in the water. Eugenia Hayes
recalled that ever since the sewer and water plant was put in Marshall, fish had been declining.
She questioned whether or not chemicals and waste from the sewer and water plant were
running off into the Yukon River and affecting the fish (Appendix L:3).

One of the major environmental topics of discussion today in the Kuskokwim River
drainage is the proposed Donlin mining project. To be fair, | spoke with subsistence harvesters
who were both for and against the permitting of the Donlin mine. On one hand, the Donlin
mine could provide much needed jobs to peoples living along the Kuskokwim River (Appendix
L:10). On the other hand, the proposed Donlin mine is expected to increase the barge traffic up
and down the Kuskokwim River. There are many Yup’ik peoples who are not in favor of the
mine, and believe that heavy barge traffic affects fish. Clark Turner stated:

When the fish sees something moving on the ground, they don't stay in the

spot, they go hide someplace, or they go travel. Because | learned that, because

| have a camp over there, way over there in the mountains. ... that's where

there's fish ... that made me think, if there’s too many boats traveling on the

same river, or there's barges, those fish are not going to go to their spawning

areas. Ah, because they're scared, and they're not going to their destination ...

That made me think about those barges. We have a lot more barge travel on

the upriver [Upper Kuskokwim River] then there used to be. There was not that

many traffic before, so that scare the fish away. And those managers should ...

be aware of that too, and not, | mean, when people talk about that, they should

think about it ... That's the way managers supposed to be, ah, think of other

things. If | was a manager ... at the store, | would tell those people to stock what
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is gonna sell and not stock what is not gonna sell because we want to earn

money ... The fish are same way ... We want to help the fish to go to their

spawning grounds ... (Appendix L:2).

These examples illustrate that many Yup’ik peoples understand animals to be sensitive,
smart, and capable of having intentions (Appendix F; L). Many if not most Kluane Athabascan
peoples believe that animals have intentions (Nadasdy 2003). One man explained to Nadasdy:

| watch these fishermen on T.V. They catch a big lake trout and lift him up out

of the water. Then they measure him and take a picture and horse around with

him. They take the hook out and let him go. Then they catch him again. How

do you think that fish feels (Nadasdy 2003a:82)?

The belief that playing with animals is disrespectful is not limited to the Kluane peoples.
Arguably, most Alaska Native peoples find playing with animals to be extremely offensive and
disrespectful. In Playing with Fish and Other Lessons from the North, Robert Wolfe talks about
how catch and release fishing is perceived as playing with fish by some if not most Yup’ik
peoples (Wolfe 2006).

Yup’ik peoples perceive their relationship to both the land and the animals as one of
equal footing and shared respect. How Yup’ik and Euro-American peoples perceive land and
animals is connected to how they approach the care or management of land and animals. Both
Yup’ik peoples’ and Euro-American managers’ worldviews on land and animals are interrelated
with their approaches to management or problem solving concerning the land and animals in

Level Three (Figure 8).

Managers’ Worldviews on Land and Animals

In my conversations with biologists and managers working for Fish and Wildlife and Fish
and Game, some of the discussions centered on their understandings of nature, wildlife, and
their perceptions of the differing perspectives on nature and wildlife held by different
stakeholder groups. During my first conversation with a manager from Fish and Wildlife, |
observed a difference between how agency managers and subsistence harvesters talk about
animals. Bill Cartwright used words like things, creatures, and mega-fauna to refer to animals

(Appendix M:1). For Yup'ik subsistence harvesters, fish and animals have names and spirits
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(Appendix L:1; 5; 6). Some subsistence harvesters believe that their views of fish and animals
are poorly understood by scientists and agency managers (Appendix L:6; AB:2). Scientists and
managers tend not to think of animals as non-human beings with spirits and having reciprocal
relationships with people.

Biologists and resource managers tend to see animals as essentially distinct

from humans: largely lacking in consciousness, intelligence, and social/and or

spiritual relations with one and other and with humans. Nearly everything that

biologists wish to know about animals can be expressed numerically or

graphically (Nadasdy 2003a:109).

When one considers their relationship to the world separate from the animals and the land,
they can potentially manage and control that world for they see themselves as removed and
even above the non-human living things in the world. Animals and the land are not seen as
manageable by most Yup'ik peoples. This is evidenced by the absence of a Yup'ik word that
closely resembles the definition of management in the English language. In order to see oneself
as a manager of the land, a person must first consider him or herself as separate from animals
and nature. If one interprets their relationship to animals and the land as a shared existence, as
many Yup’ik people do, one does not have the authority to manage those animals or the land.
That role does not exist in one’s mind.

Managers often expressed that they looked at the world of the Delta and the
surrounding ocean in terms of a holistic ecosystem rather than focusing on single elements.
This broad, systems perspective of some fish and wildlife managers is evident in this comment
from Bill Cartwright:

It's not all about the charismatic mega-fauna. It takes sometimes ... politically

and socially ... For the masses ... there's these big things [animals] out there, but

again the drivers of our ecosystems, many times it's governed on water quality

and water chemistry and the physical nature of things and on the small creature

that ... inhabit those biomes. ... So, if we don't take a hard look at how the

system functions, it's kind of like ... putting a roof on the house before you finish

the basement. You've got ... to understand the base ... build the basement first

and then put the walls on and then the roof on and then it's going to be ...
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you're going to understand ... that you're gonna have a whole house ... I'm not

sure whether sometimes that we don't get carried away on what's easy to

study. It's easy to study big stuff, wolves and bears and ... deer ... and moose,

but ... what's really driving the ecosystem? It may be ... something very small

(Appendix M:1).

Managers were concerned about the effects of human induced impacts on the
ecosystems of the Delta. Bill Cartwright stated:

These resources obviously are not resources that are ... what | would say would

be in a primeval condition just because of the extraneous threats from a global

environment are so vast because of this huge human population on this land ...

It presents a lot of challenges, and also it presents, as you know for this part of

the world and for people that aren't used to change, that change is happening,

whether we like it or not (Appendix M:5).

Similarly, Ron Gables, a manager with Fish and Wildlife, characterized the causal factors
affecting Chinook salmon in Western Alaska as multivariate or containing multiple factors that
affect fish and wildlife. Ron stated:

It's a classic death of a thousand cuts ... Everything contributes to the ... long-

term sustainability and health of these stocks of fish. Whether it's high seas

interception, ocean acidification, just normal ... climatic patterns, normal cycles

of abundance ... habitat degradation, over fishing pressure, over fishing

pressure, over fishing pressure (Appendix M:7).

While Ron Gables asserts that there are multiple factors affecting Chinook salmon in Western
Alaska, he also emphasizes over fishing. He may perceive the decline of Chinook salmon as most
affected by overfishing. Ron defended the Pollock bycatch as only a very small factor affecting
Western Alaska Chinook salmon, while mentioning many times that he believed that the in-river
subsistence harvest was a significant factor affecting Chinook salmon escapement (Appendix
M:7; N:6).

The ways in which we perceive our world can affect our perceptions and even our
acceptance of worldviews on land and animals foreign to us. There is a strong link between

stakeholders’ worldviews on land and animals and the value they assign to the knowledge of
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other stakeholders who do not share similar worldviews. This provides evidence that Managers’
Worldviews on Land and Animals influence and thus are linked to the value they assign to

subsistence harvesters’ knowledge in Level Five (Figure 8).

Level 3: Approach to Managing Fish and Wildlife

Managers’ Approach to Management

Agency managers’ approaches to fish and wildlife management are based in their
agency’s culture and their worldview on land and animals. In North America, agency culture and
tradition for most land management agencies has been substantially influenced by the North
American Model of Wildlife Conservation. In this framework, agency managers tend to adhere
to two basic tenets: 1) “harvest of wildlife is reserved for the noncommercial use of individual
hunters” and 2) harvest “is to be managed in such a way that wildlife populations will be
sustained at optimal levels forever” (Mahoney et al. 2008:9).

Sustained harvest depends on many factors, including various impacts to fish and
wildlife populations. Some managers talked about multivariate causal factors impacting fish and
wildlife. One common theme expressed by Federal managers was the belief that because the
factors impacting fish and wildlife are usually multivariate, managers have to focus on variables
they believe they can affect; control the harvest (Appendix N:2; 6). Bill Cartwright stated:

Where we can say this was a harvest issue or this was ... an ocean issue. It's ...

synergy and that it's always these combined factors that usually come into play

with any animal population. And so, that's totally natural and some of it's

definitely human caused. And ... if we can address what we can control, at least

we can control that. | mean to control ... ocean productivity is a pretty tall

order. To control harvest is something that we can do (Appendix N:2).

Ron Gables expressed that it frustrated him to hear subsistence harvesters say, “We take what
we need” (Appendix N:7). It is important to note that many subsistence harvesters do share
with managers that they believe that there are things occurring in the ocean that are affecting

the fish they harvest. Subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska have increasingly questioned
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the impact that commercial trawlers in the Bering Sea have had on Western Alaska’s salmon.
For some managers, those factors affecting fish in the ocean have to do with climate change,
(Appendix N:7) and other biological factors like “ocean acidification, habitat degradation, or
over fishing pressure” (Appendix M:7). In contrast, many subsistence harvesters believe the
high seas Pollock industry is the single greatest threat to Western Alaska’s salmon (Appendix
S:4; AC:8; AD:11). In Yup'ik culture, if one is disrespectful to animals, animals may not return.
For many Yup’ik peoples the bycatch of the Pollock fishery is interpreted as wasteful (Appendix
AC:8; AD:4; 11). Waste is perceived by many subsistence harvesters as disrespectful to the
spirits of the animals and the gifts animals provide (Appendix F:5; L:8).

Another theme expressed by agency managers was the assertion that fish and wildlife
management is guided by laws, policy, and regulation, particularly the Alaska National Interests
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Memorandum of Understanding between the Federal
and Alaska State governments (Appendix N:6; Field Journal Notes, January 30, 2013).
Democratic rule of law is an important guiding principle for agency managers (Mahoney et al.
2008:9). Agencies are to allocate fish and wildlife for harvest and other uses through laws and
regulations, and all citizens can participate in developing systems for using and conserving fish
and wildlife. Bill Cartwright stated, “It’s simple; the law (i.e., ANILCA) says, we must protect the
resource and provide opportunities for subsistence uses” (Field Journal Notes, January 30,
2013). If ANILCA and the Memorandum of Understanding are in fact guiding the management
of fish and wildlife, and managing those resources is just that “simple,” why has the federal
government seemingly followed some portions of the law to a fine point while seemingly
ignoring other portions of the ANILCA like section 801 (5) which mandates that rural residents
be given a meaningful role in the management of fish and wildlife (U.S.C 1980)?

There are substantial differences between stakeholders’ perceptions of the meaning of
the term meaningful role. There is a lack of a definition for the phrase, meaningful role in the
ANILCA. These facts have in part placed stakeholders at a stalemate regarding their mutual goal
of developing an effective collaborative management process for fish and wildlife in Western
Alaska. Some agency managers interpret their approach as appropriately and correctly
following the laws, policies, and regulations, whereas the approach taken towards management

of fish and wildlife by subsistence harvesters more closely resembles the practice of caring for
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the land and animals, an approach that is deeply intertwined to their cultural beliefs and
worldview on land and animals. Inthe Yup’ik worldview, animals cannot be controlled or
managed because humans and animals are on equal footing with one and other, sharing their
existence with the land. Hence, the Yup’ik approach to management demonstrates the
existence and importance of the reciprocal bond between humans and animals evident in their
worldviews.

Although both federal managers asserted that fish and wildlife management plans are
dominantly guided by laws and policy (Appendix N:6; Field Journal Notes, January 30, 2013),
they did not agree that managing fish and wildlife by regulation was necessarily so simple. Ron
Gables stated:

We don't have a crystal ball. We don't know what the outcome is actually going

to be ... We take our best shot at what we think it's gonna be, and I'll tell [you] ...

usually in those situations where we disagreed with the working group or the

working group disagreed with us, the decision that we made was the correct

one in the end when you look at the numbers of fish (Appendix N:6).

Ron’s assertion that agency managers made the correct decision when the working group and
subsistence harvesters disagreed with them is an example of how the feature, Managers’
Worldviews on Land and Animals are linked to and affect how they value subsistence harvesters’
knowledge of and roles in collaborative management (Figure 8). As Ron points out above,
biologists are often focused on numbers to understand populations of fish and wildlife, and they
talk about fish and wildlife in terms of numbers and statistics as opposed to sentient beings that
interact with people. This presents challenges to Yup’ik peoples who do not understand and
think about animals in terms of numbers. To communicate with managers, Yup’ik partners have
to modify their worldview and approach to fish and wildlife. Nadasdy (2003a:6) has made
similar observations:

In order to play a meaningful role in the co-management of local wildlife, First Nations

peoples not only have to learn to talk the language of wildlife biology, but they also

have to become proficient at (and comfortable with) thinking and talking about animals

as numbers.
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Visually depicted by a red line in Figure 8, Ron’s and Nadasdy’s words have theoretical
implications for communication. Divergent worldviews on land and animals between
stakeholder groups in Level Two affect communication outcomes in Level Five. The divergence
between worldviews, which is rooted in cultural differences, is a driving force in the more visible
communication failures. Moreover, these different cultural views of animals and stakeholders’
lack of understanding of each other’s cultural views most likely influence documented declines
in applications to serve on the Council (Figure 8; Appendix N:6; Nadasdy 2003a:6).

One particularly bothersome practice for subsistence harvesters is managers’ habit of
holding closed door meetings. | have witnessed this several times while observing dozens of fish
and wildlife management meetings between subsistence harvesters and agency managers.
Towards the end of the working group meeting on June 20, 2012, advisory group members were
asked to make a recommendation to the Fish and Game. A request was made to immediately
open fishing on the river. This request was denied by the Fish and Game stating, “We are not in
a position to do this” (Field Journal Notes, June 20, 2012). Disheartened by this response after
already enduring a seven-day closure on the Kuskokwim, one man who did not give his location
on the teleconference replied, “I feel our emotions and way of life are being damaged as we go.
With this treatment [from managers], it’s unreal” (Field Journal Notes, June 20, 2012). The air
was electric, and the meeting ended. Six days later and after 13 days of fishing closures on the
Kuskokwim River, the working group met again. The meeting proceeded in much the same way
as the week before. Frustration was expressed several times by subsistence harvesters for the
extended closures. Over the microphone a whispered voice from one State of Alaska manager
speaking to another said, “Do you have anything that you need to tell me in private?” The chair
of the working group replied:

| asked that any discussion be open and not behind closed doors. | do not wish that you

go behind closed doors. What are the working group members thoughts? If we have to

change our way of life, so can federal managers. In reply, another KRSWG member
stated, What comes to the working group should be discussed with all of us. | have
frustration. No matter what we tell you ... what you are going to do is what you are
going to do. It would be educational to me to hear how you come to these decisions

(Field Journal Notes, June 26, 2012).
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This demonstrated that harvesters did not particularly like when plans and decisions were being
discussed by managers without their involvement. As mentioned earlier, for many Yup’ik
peoples, information is meant to be freely shared, and when information is kept from others,
the one withholding is considered a thief (Appendix G:5).

While some managers have acknowledged that meeting amongst themselves behind
closed doors does affect the trust between subsistence harvesters and managers, the practice of
communicating in private between one and other is understood to be the professional way to
approach management discussions for some managers (Appendix N:3). In response to why
discussions occur at meetings behind closed doors, Bob Riley, a state manager working with
Fish and Game, stated, “The reason that happens is because no one wants to see a free
association of decision making between the managers going on in front of them” (Appendix
N:3). This may be the perception of some managers, but it is not the perception of most
subsistence harvesters involved in participatory planning and management. For managers,
withholding some information is interpreted as being professional or acting according to agency
protocol (Appendix N:3). In contrast, Yup’ik peoples believe that all information is to be shared
(Appendix G:5). Managers’ habit of holding closed door meetings demonstrates important
connections between Managers’ Approach to Management, Flow of Information in Level Five,
Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of Their Participation in Level Six, and Why Some
Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8). Differences in culture,
worldviews, and approaches to management between stakeholders and the lack of cultural
awareness and understanding of these differences further complicated by infrequent
interactions between these groups are most likely contributing to an observable decline in
participation on the Council (Figures 1; 8).

Bill Cartwright understood one of the primary missions of Fish and Wildlife as catering to
bird watchers and people who just wanted to enjoy the wilderness and scenery (Appendix M:4).
In contrast, natural resource manager, Rick Strickland from a Native Tribal Corporation in Bethel,
expressed that the goal of management is to allow for human uses of resources:

They're [federal agency representatives on the Federal Subsistence Board] more

subservient to the ... environmentalists’ concerns than they are for the actual

harvest unit. They call it managing for the natural diversity, but it was
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specifically stated in the conference committee leading up to ANILCA that

natural diversity did not preclude managing your populations to provide for ...

human use. That's ... one that | continually beat 'em up about. We've had three

times now, the federal managers have ... through lack of action, have essentially

said people are just going to have to find something else to eat. We're not

gonna do it. | asked a guy down at ... one of the assistant's secretaries ...

assistant directors ... in Washington DC last spring ... in the Senate of Indian

Affairs Committee Meeting. And, | asked him at that meeting, Is that the Fish

and Wildlife's new policy for implementing ANILCA? People are just gonna have

to find something else to eat? That's what he wrote. And that guy just got so

insulted. He came up to me afterwards and said, No, no, no, and started

apologizing all over the place. And stop ah, your former national directors are

now on the ... board of directors for Defenders of Wildlife and the Sierra Club,

and they have the inside track. Interviewer: Why do you think that this upper

level management in Washington DC ... is so ... Rick Strickland: lgnorant. It's

been institutionalized. It's a Farley Mowat syndrome. It’s institutionalized. It's

something that's ... become institutionalized with the agencies (Appendix M:6).
Farley Mowat was a conservationist who wrote several books about nature, animals, and some
indigenous peoples. People of the Deer was published in 1952, and it received a great deal of
criticism from some who believed that he misrepresented peoples from the Ennadai Lake region
in Nunavut, Canada (Querengesser 2009). Since then, the credibility of his knowledge and works
has been questioned. Rick believes that decisions made by upper level federal managers are
being driven by their conservationist beliefs and associations with wildlife clubs whose goals are
much more in line with preservation then managing for the use of fish and wildlife resources.
Tribal natural resource managers like Rick Strickland are concerned not only with protecting the
resources, but also managing those resources for human uses. Differing approaches to and
goals for the management of fish and wildlife do exist between federal, state, and tribal natural
resource managers. To what degree political institutions like the Sierra Club and Defenders of
Wildlife impact how and for what purposes fish and wildlife are managed is beyond the scope of

this study.
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Yup’ik Approach to Management

One subsistence harvester expressed that managers are smart people, but she
guestioned whether or not managers approach the management of fish and wildlife with the
same levels of social and cultural intelligence and reverence as many subsistence harvesters do
(Appendix O:1). Susan Carter of Bethel explained:

| think all the people of the river, the stakeholders, and I'm not talking about the

people just moving here and thinking it's their God-given right, but people that

been using this river for generations and generations ... | think all we want is for

our fish to be returning in healthy numbers. Do what we can to make it happen

and to be a part of the decision making process. It's a win-win situation when

the feds and the state are working—truly working with the people. There's a lot

of people there [at the working group meetings] like [working group member]

and [working group member], a lot of us we go there—it truly is a volunteer ...

situation. Some people [natural resource managers on business] are paid too.

It's a natural part of their job to be a part of the working group. But, | think it's

just really important to be a part of it and even when I've been at my most

frustrated—because | really like these guys ... | think they're smart ... They might

be book smart, but they're ... not culturally smart ... There's no emotion in their

research ... | don't know of any biologists that have been here for a long, long

time that retired here. They do their time, and they're out. There's no emotion.

They love the opportunities they have here ... I've seen them all up on the

Kisaralik and Kwethluk Rivers ... having fun and enjoying our life, but ... we

approach it [management of fish and wildlife] in our needs, our emotions, and

our culture ... our being. Our whole being depends on the ability to live here

and use the resource here and there's a lot of emotion involved (Appendix O:1).
Although some agency managers live in Western Alaska year round, many of them who have an
impact on people’s lives in this rural part of the state do not live there. Some subsistence
harvesters believe that managers who do not live in Western Alaska have less ability to manage

fish and wildlife resources and develop policies and regulations effectively because of their lack
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of knowledge for the area and its people (Appendix S:1; AB:4; 5; AD:4). George Sanders of Aniak
emphasized:

We need some goddamn local managers [stressed]. Somebody who lives out

there, who's gotta vested interest ... Do you think that, | mean, | was the

principal at the school in Aniak for 18 years ... | worked two years up there. |

worked at the university. | worked all over out there in education. But, do you

think when | raised my kids in Aniak that | was not a much better educator and
principal because | raised my kids there, and | had something to lose. You follow
me ... | had a vested interest. | still own my home out there. If | had a place that

| would ... never want to leave if | knew | was gonna die that’s where Id kinda

like to die is right there, you know. | mean that’s where my heart is. Well I'd

love to have a manager out there, that’s where their heart was. Their heart

wasn’t here in Anchorage, or somewhere else (Appendix AB:4).

Tribal natural resources manager Bobby Sterling asserted that many of the Federal
Subsistence Board members have never lived in a village community (Appendix S:1). Bobby
Sterling stated:

They've never participated culturally, traditionally, or spiritually in a hunt or

fishing ... But, when you have a Federal Subsistence Board with board members

who grew up and that have done that then they can really begin to understand

(Appendix S:1).

For Bobby, the Federal Subsistence Board should be a citizen appointed board (Appendix S:1).
To clarify why, Bobby stated:

Because all of those people that sit on the Federal Subsistence Board, they all

answer to somebody, and they all answer to people in DC. Whatever DC wants

will be ... through that majority ... And, if you have a citizen appointed board,

they will make a decision whether a person in DC likes it or not. And, it'd be

more based on Alaska ... [which] is totally different than the rest of America ... |

don't know what's the big fear about having a whole bunch of rural people

making up—making their own decisions versus decisions being made from DC

handed down to these management heads. Now, | think that’s a dangerous
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system for me. | mean with the stroke of a pen they'd easily wipe out my

cultural, my traditional, my spiritual ties to the resource (Appendix S:1).

Many Yup'ik peoples like Bobby believe that subsistence harvesters who possess knowledge and
understanding of their cultural values and ways of life are better managers of their world than
managers who have not lived their way of life (Appendix U:6; S:1). For Bobby, foreign managers
who do not understand his way of life making decisions that could affect his culture is a
“dangerous [management] system” (Appendix S:1). For subsistence harvesters, being a
qualified manager is linked to a person’s possession of knowledge based on experience derived
from interaction with both the land and its people (Appendix AB:6).

Fish and wildlife managers largely follow the tenets of positivist science and statistical
analysis of data to create knowledge (Appendix O:5). Yup'ik peoples also have a framework for
analyzing their observations and creating knowledge. Andy Rollins of Tuluksak described this
approach in terms of how most Euro-American’s refer to the practice of science. Andy
explained:

To me, there's four words. Let me reiterate. Observe. When you observe, you

come to know what it is. Comprehend. And then when you comprehend, Oh,

this is what it is. Acknowledge ... that it is existing and affecting. Execute after

you know what it becomes. You're not going to have a proper way to deal with

it unless you know the object, unless you know what it is, unless you know what

[its] affects are, both pros and cons. You must learn the pros and cons of that

product, or whatever it is. Once you have gotten those three, the fourth one is

usually something that you are going to take act upon, or something that you

know is going to be productive. If you've got questions about it, you really have

to run the whole thing, until you're sure [he is referring to exhausting all

questions you have about a subject or thing]. And that's how you become

productive (Appendix 0:2).

For the Yup'ik, observe, comprehend, acknowledge, and execute provide a framework for
processing and acting upon observations and knowledge. Mark Page of Marshall explained that
when someone is trying to understand the meaning of something they must go and talk to many

other knowledgeable people and continue observing (Appendix E:3; 4). Some agency managers
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and subsistence harvesters agree that to comprehend something one must thoroughly exhaust
all avenues of examination by listening and observing (Appendix E:3; 4; O:3). These statements
provide evidence that the feature, Yup’ik Approach to Management is interrelated with the
cultural importance Yup’ik peoples place on listening, observing, and doing, which are key
elements of the dimension, Becoming a Knowledgeable Person in Level One (Figure 8).

For many Yup’ik peoples, managing the land and the animals is understood as caring for
the land and animals. The meaning associated with caring for the land embodies not only
making practical decisions to ensure the sustainability of future animal populations but also the
importance of demonstrating care and respect towards the other beings of the land to remain in
proper spiritual balance with other living beings in their world (Appendix F; Kawagley 1995:15;
Bielawsky 2003). Yup’ik understandings of caring for and respecting the fish and wildlife of the
Delta are similar to a nomadic hunting and gathering or herding strategy whereby one practices
self-regulation by moving often to ensure that one region does not receive too much pressure
from hunting or herding (Appendix 0:6; 10; 13; 14). Andy Rollins illustrates the important
linkage between Yup’ik Approach to Management and the dimension, How We Talk in Level One
(Figure 8). Without using “guess words”, Yup’ik peoples approach problem solving by sharing
only what they know to be true through listening; observing; and most importantly, doing

(Appendix H:2; 3).

Level 4: Defining a Meaningful Role

A meaningful role has not been formally defined by either Alaska’s subsistence
harvesters or the United States Government. During conversations with subsistence harvesters
and agency managers, | rarely observed direct statements that defined meaningful role as used
in Section 801 (5) of the ANILCA. Subsistence harvesters did not express how they perceived the
role of managers in collaborative management of fish and wildlife. Stakeholders’ perceptions of
their roles in the management of fish and wildlife are partially visible and located just below the
waterline in Level Four (Figure 8).

In the research objectives, | proposed to define how subsistence harvesters in Western
Alaska perceive a meaningful role. | also looked for insights for understanding how managers

perceive their role, and how they understand and define the role of subsistence harvesters. |
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discuss the perceptions of agency managers first. Then, | discuss how subsistence harvesters
define meaningful role in the context of managing fish and wildlife. | also discuss why certain
stakeholders such as younger subsistence harvesters may not be participating in the

collaborative management process used in Western Alaska.

How Managers Perceive their Role

Agency managers indicated that there were some commonalities in how they perceived
their roles in collaborative management of fish and wildlife. Both federal and state managers
perceived their primary objective as managing for the long term sustainability of fish and wildlife
resources (Appendix R:2; 4). For fisheries management, Ron Gables, a manager working with
Fish and Wildlife, stated:

You have to constantly keep letting folks know that our primary responsibility is

to the long term health and sustainability of these Chinook runs, any salmon,

any fish stock for that matter (Appendix R:4).
However, a key difference between the roles and responsibilities of agency managers is the
state’s responsibility and role of managing for all interest groups (i.e., subsistence harvesters,
private individuals, and commercial operators). Bob Riley from Fish and Game stated:

The Department [Fish and Game] has a responsibility to manage for all uses.

The first most important use, | mean you'll hear the most important thing that

happens with those fish is escapement. The most important use is subsistence.

Once that's satisfied, if there still seem to be a lot of fish in the river then the

Department has to make some of those fish available to commercial users

(Appendix R:2).

Ron Gables discussed involvement of the United States Government in fisheries
management on federal public lands and waters in Alaska. Ron stated:

If we for whatever reason don't agree with what the state is proposing to do

and we feel that it's not in the best conservation interests of the resource or it's

not providing subsistence opportunity that could be provided, then we can

exert federal jurisdiction over the fishery and wild—or whatever and implement

our own regulation ... A lot of people don't understand it, and ... it causes a lot of
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confusion ... Authority actually lies with the refuge manager [the refuge

manager of the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge]. He's the individual who

is designated as the in-season manager (Appendix R:3).

Ron explained that the United States Government co-manages Alaskan fisheries with
the State of Alaska. Ron did not include subsistence harvesters as a co-manager of Alaska’s
fisheries. Secondly, Ron explained that because of the Katie John decision, the federal
management agencies ultimately have veto authority on decisions over the State of Alaska. To
clarify, in-season management refers to all management decisions which are made during the
regulatory fishing season. This is different from out-of-season management decisions, which are
defined as management decision made outside the regulatory season. Ron goes on to say:

But where the rubber meets the road is when they [the State of Alaska]

implement that [management policies or plans]. So, if there is ... something in

the plan that is a tripwire, right, and they implement it in season, and we

disagree with it, that's when we exert federal jurisdiction (Appendix R:3).

Ron’s assertion is that the United States Government holds a larger amount of authority than
the state in the management of fish and wildlife on federal public lands and waters in Alaska.
How the struggles for authority between federal and state managers actually play out is not so
clear. Subsistence harvesters questioned whether or not federal managers are in control of the
Kuskokwim fisheries (Appendix S:2; 3). Tribal natural resource manager Josh Owens stated:

So, | raised that up as an issue at the last Federal Subsistence Board meeting in

Anchorage a couple of weeks ago, and said, You know if you have a MOA or

MOU [memorandum of agreement or understanding] with the State of Alaska

for them to be managers of our resources and you are pretty much not fulfilling

your responsibility, you should also consider having an MOA or MOU with

Alaska Native lands, which is about forty-four million acres within the State of

Alaska. So ... meaningful is ... pretty-much defined by people in D.C. or

elsewhere ... | know that the local refuge office would like to have a meaningful

working relationship with the people who live in the villages within the national

wildlife refuge, but they get directives from Washington, D.C. and they say, You

kiss ass to the State of Alaska, don't piss them off (Appendix S:3).
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Josh provides evidence that external forces affect subsistence harvesters’ perceptions of their
participation. External forces which affect subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation may
be contributing to why some subsistence harvesters are not participating in collaborative efforts
such as the Council (Figure 8). Rather than a feature within the iceberg model, external forces
can be interpreted as an ocean current moving and shifting the iceberg. These forces affect
stakeholders’ perceptions of their participation in Level Six (Figure 8).

One manager talked about his agency’s role as educator engaged in providing other
stakeholders with an understanding of fisheries science and management. Bob Riley, a fishery
scientist and manager working with Fish and Game, stated:

Last year we feel like we embarked on a pretty extensive ... effort ... to bring the

stakeholders up to speed on what we were doing. To really be as open as we

could, to actually go to—some effort to, like almost have ... classes to teach

fisheries management science to ... lay people that didn't have background in it.

| mean, yes, you [subsistence harvesters] have a background in fisheries as a

lifestyle and so some of these concepts are going to make sense to you, but a lot

of it isn't... [State fisheries scientist] specifically had to go to an awful lot of

effort ... to put this stuff in terms that somebody off the street could understand

it (Appendix R:1).

Participatory programs that seek to “educate or cure” lay people of their misunderstanding of
the subject are examples of non-participation (Arnstein 1969:217). When Bob refers to the
knowledge of subsistence harvesters as knowledge they possess because of their “lifestyle”, he
suggests that subsistence harvesters are knowledgeable about fishing, but they are not fisheries
experts. This illustrates that there is an interrelationship between the dimension, Value of
Subsistence Harvesters’ Knowledge (i.e., as assigned by agency managers) in Level Five and the
feature, Managers’ Perceptions of Subsistence Harvesters’ Role in Level Four (Figure 8). There is
evidence that agency managers and subsistence harvesters hold divergent meanings of the
word lifestyle as used to describe subsistence harvesters’ way of life. Bob Aloysius commented
at the Council meeting in October 2012:

We don't have a lifestyle that we do every day ... We have a way of life dictated

to us by the seasons. There's a hunting season. There's a fishing season.
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There's a gathering season, and a season to prepare. And that's our way of life.
And it's dictated to us by nature. We have no control over nature. Nature
controls what we do. And this is something that has to be understood by the
Federal Subsistence Board and the people who make that board (Public Record,

Appendix AH:9).

Managers’ Perceptions of Subsistence Harvesters’ Role

Bob Riley asserted that subsistence harvesters have multiple and differing perceptions
of their roles in the management of fish and wildlife. Specifically, he mentioned that
subsistence harvesters’ perceptions regarding their roles likely differ between advisory group
members, other subsistence harvesters, and the State of Alaska (Appendix Q:1). Natural
resource manager and subsistence harvester, Rick Strickland, recalled during the early years of
the working group, many members and participants thought they would have “more power and
authority than they really did” (Appendix Q:3).

During many months of observing meetings of the working group, | noticed that some
members asked to hear the state’s recommendations first before providing their own
recommendations. | began wondering whether or not members of the working group were
asking to hear the state’s recommendations because they wanted to know whether or not their
input would have any impact upon the decisions made by agency managers for in-season
management decisions and regulations for Kuskokwim fisheries. Bob Riley told me that he
thought that some subsistence harvesters were asking to hear the state’s recommendations first
because they might think:

We're not the professionals, we're not the biologists. You [managers] guys are

... You guys are giving us all this information and you have interpreted it for us

and based on that information what would you [managers] do? ... Then, we'll

[working group members] tell you whether or not we think that that's

reasonable or whether or not we think you should open the fisheries sooner

(Appendix Q:2).

Bob Riley’s perception of the role of subsistence harvesters in managing fish and wildlife

indicates an advisory role and may resemble a public forum in which subsistence harvesters
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participate to let off steam; much like at a counseling or therapy session. Arnstein (1969)
described public forums designed for stakeholders to vent their concerns as low on a continuum
of public participation (Figure 2). Furthermore, she argued that public sounding boards that
resemble therapy sessions represent examples of non-participation (Arnstein 1969:217).
These two rungs describe levels of non-participation that have been contrived
by some to substitute for genuine participation. Their real objective is not to
enable people to participate in planning or conducting programs, but to enable
powerholders to educate or cure the participants (Arnstein 1969:217).
Ron Gables from Fish and Wildlife thinks the role of subsistence harvesters in
collaborative management of fish and wildlife is to “advise, sway, and convince” managers.
The real hang up is here ... what people don't fully understand is that ... they—
the working group is an advisory body, right? They have no true authority ...
They're just advisory, just like the Council is an advisory group, regional advisory
council for subsistence ... They don't have any authority, they're advisory ... Fish
and Game [state] advisory groups. They're advisory, right? So, they don't have
authority and that's because you can't give a group of citizens, legally, you can't
give them authority over a common property resource, right? You understand?
It has to lie with the governmental agency ... It often times gets characterized as
... because they [working group members] don't have the authority to make the
decision, they're ineffectual ... Why are they there if they can't make—well
they're there to advise, sway, and convince us that this is what we ... would like
to see, and we take that into consideration. We do all the time. We do every
time. So ... it's a worthwhile endeavor for them [to be] participating and
continue participating, and | really wish more people understood (Appendix
Q:4).
To what degree subsistence harvesters are able to “sway” agency decisions is still open to
debate and warrants additional inquiries. Ron Gables explained:
| can't emphasize this enough ... It's not just the state's responsibility. It's not
just the federal government's responsibility. It's the citizen's responsibility. So

there isn't this ... sense out here [in Western Alaska] of ownership in these
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decisions that are made. And part of that is because | really believe that there's
... been this attitude that has been very strong out of this part of the world, that
if we [subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska] participate, then we're ...
validating their [agency managers] authority. So, if we don't participate, then
we can stand back—and this is classic, then we can stand back and we can
throw darts and talk about how bad all the decisions are and how much better it
would be if it was us [subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska] making the
decision. So some of it is this whole ... idea of sovereign rule over these
resources in these lands ... Because again, they will own it if they participate in
the decision. Then, they will be a part of that decision. Interviewer: Do you
think it's because they [subsistence harvesters] don't feel like ... it is their
decision? In order to own a decision ... you gotta be part of the decision, right?
Ron Gables: Exactly. You have to be part. Interviewer: You have to be part of
the decision, but so if you're not part of the vote ... how can you own it? Ron
Gables: Right. Even ... deeper than that ... my experience is, there isn't ... a full
understanding of the fact that I'm a civil servant, right? | work for them. I'm a
civil servant. They're [subsistence harvesters] a citizen of this country. | work
for them. The state works for them. They're a civil servant also. So they
[subsistence harvesters] should be ... engaging with us, participating in this
process, instead ... of this it's us and them kind of attitude ... Interviewer: What |
meant to say was that if you don't have a meaningful vote in the decision being
made then how can you own it? Ron Gables: Yeah... but ... you have a ... you
don't have a vote, okay, in a lot of these processes but what you do have is an
opinion or idea or position that you can share with the people that do have the
votes, the authority ... to make that decision. And, does that sway those
individuals? | can't say in all cases every time that is the case everywhere. |
don't know, it really depends on how open and transparent the process is ... In
our situation, we try to make it as open and transparent as possible, and | think
that's the best we could do without the—you cannot manage the. Let me make

this really clear. You are aware of the tragedy of the commons paradigm, right?
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And it's a classic example. You can't manage a natural resource through

consensus, ever. There always has to be a decisional authority somewhere,

whether it is the king ... or whether it's the state or the federal government.

Somebody always has to have overriding authority to make the decision

because managing natural resource through consensus has been shown over

and over and over again ... [to be] the downfall of that resource, okay? Because

you have too many competing interests and what happens is you compromise ...

to the extent that the resource becomes compromised, right? Because you

can't always—when you're talking about fish or moose or ... whatever, you can't

make everybody happy all the time which is what consensus strives for. Your

first and foremost—that puts the peoples' needs before anything else ... and

that's why the Fish and Wildlife doesn't do that. Our first obligation is to the

resource and the long-term health of that resource, not to provide for people,

and that's by design ... intentional. Because that's what has been shown over

and over again (Appendix Q:5).
Ron asserts that it is the duty of all citizens to participate in fish and wildlife management with
the federal and state governments. Secondly, Ron believes that there is a strong cultural
movement in Western Alaska for sovereign rights. For many indigenous peoples of the United
States, this movement started with the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act (IRA), which granted
registered Alaskan tribes the right to negotiate with the United States Government as a
sovereign nation in 1936. Thirdly, Ron admitted that subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska
do not have a formal vote in the decision making for fish and wildlife management. According to
Ron, subsistence harvesters do however have an “opinion” or an “idea” that they can share with
those who do have the authority (Appendix Q:5). Fourthly, Ron expresses that natural resources
should never be managed through a process which seeks to gain a consensus of the people
affected because then peoples’ concerns will be placed before the resources, leading to the
demise of those resources. Ron explained that Fish and Wildlife has intentionally designed their
management to provide for the “long term health of the resources and not to provide for

people” (Appendix Q:5).
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Ron says that managers do not have the authority to grant subsistence harvesters the
role of decision maker in fish and wildlife management. He explained that it is up to Congress to
make the decisions that would allow Alaska’s subsistence harvesters the right and authority to
make these decisions (Appendix Q:6). Ron stated:

What it is ... people are hung up [on] out here in Western Alaska, and | don't

know what other parts of the State you've been in, but ... there's a very strong ...

cultural ... movement out here for sovereign rights, okay ... So a lot of times, a

lot of this stuff all comes back to that, right? And the whole idea of ... Indian

country and sovereign rights ... and all that and so people hear a lot of that and

they think that, oh it's just a matter of us ... making the decision, you need to

just give us the authority to make the decision. Well it's not something | can

grant. It's not something Fish and Wildlife can grant. It's not something that the

state can grant. It's something that has to go all the way back to Washington

D.C. and Congress has to act on it. When Congress acts on it and makes a

decision and passes law, | would be more than happy to have a ... another

person sitting at the table that could make the decisions, help us make the

decisions. It would still be a co-management ... kind of scenario, but ... you

would have another person ... that had authority to actually make decisions. |

think that we would make the decision, and it would hopefully be more ...

accepted (Appendix Q:6).

According to Ron, if Congress passed a law and allowed additional subsistence harvesters to be
voting members in the management of Alaska’s fish and wildlife, people may better accept
those decisions due to their increased representation in decision making. Ron argues this would
still be co-management, indicating that the current system for managing fish and wildlife is an
example of co-management. Ron’s comments point to a continually growing problem with the
use of the word co-management to define collaborative management, which was discussed
earlier in chapter three. Far too often, the word co-management is used loosely to describe
models of public participation. This is likely due to a lack of understanding from stakeholders
concerning various types of public participatory processes. If co-management is understood as

stakeholders possessing an equal decision making authority in the management of fish and
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wildlife, the current system for managing fish and wildlife in Alaska should not be described as
co-management.

Bob Riley from Fish and Game stated:

But in the end, yes this [working group] although they have ... an influence ...

they can't compel the decision, and they're aware of that and it's very, very

bothersome to them ... It's a problem, but | don't really see a way out of it

because the agency that is responsible is considering legal aspects, and those

things that are laid down to them by statute and when ... the working group

comes and says, you have to do this because we say you have to do this, and we

look back at what our edicts are, and we see what we have to do under those

same circumstances, they don't necessarily line up. They [working group

members] can move the needle one way or the other. It's just not sufficient to

making everyone feel good (Appendix Q:7).
Bob said that working group members have the ability to influence the decision making process
even though they cannot compel the decision. If Bob’s use of the word compel is meant to
imply the ability to drive the decision by having a meaningful vote, then it would seem that Bob
perceives that the ability of subsistence harvesters to influence the decision making without
voting, is a meaningful role for subsistence harvesters engaged in the collaborative management
of fish and wildlife in Western Alaska. Bob has observed that being unable to compel, drive, or
guide the decision is problematic for working group members (Appendix Q:7). Bob believes that
the working group has the ability to “move the needle one way or the other” (Appendix Q:7).
This needle Bob refers to could be understood as a needle of influence which indicates the level
of influence held by stakeholders in the decision making process. Currently, subsistence
harvesters participating on the working group are not on equal footing with agency managers.
Instead, subsistence harvesters possess only a small amount of influence on management
decisions.

Agency manager Ron Gables described the working group as a successful example of co-
management of a fishery.

And in this ... basin here on the Kuskokwim and the working group and the

State—to their credit ... as sad as it is to say, this [working group] is probably the
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most cooperative, functional group you will ever see anywhere in the state.

This is actually being held up as a model for co-management of a fishery, world-

wide actually, because it is ... even though people tend to think it's not ... That's

... really an unfair characterization in my opinion because those are people who

don't—haven't been to other places and seen how other fisheries decisions are

made, obviously. Because if they had, they would not make that statement

(Appendix Q:8).
Ron views the working group as an internationally effective model for co-management. This
provides evidence that some managers believe that collaborative management bodies like the
working group are examples of true co-management. However, he admits that many
subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska do not believe the working group is an example of co-

management.

How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role

For subsistence harvesters, having a meaningful role in collaborative management is
related to features located deep below the water line of visibility. How Yup'ik subsistence
harvesters define a meaningful role is generally rooted in their understanding of Who is a Real
Person in Level One (Figure 8). One’s role in collaborative management is meaningful if it allows
that person to move towards becoming a real person in Yup’ik society. The feature, How
Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role is also linked to the dimension, Familial and
Communal Bonds in Level One. In Yup'ik culture, these bonds are partly developed by closely
working together, which provides a meaningful role in the family and the community. The same
is generally true for how they perceive a meaningful role in collaborative management.

When | specifically asked subsistence harvesters how they define their meaningful role
in the management of fish and wildlife, responses ranged from working together with agency
managers as equal stakeholders (Appendix U:1; 3; 4) to having the final say in fish and wildlife
management decisions (Appendix U:5). None of the responses from subsistence harvesters
matched managers’ perceptions of meaningful role, which was described by Ron Gables as the
ability to “advise, sway, and convince” management (Appendix Q:4). The feature, How

Subsistence Harvesters Perceive their Participation in Level Six is substantially influenced by and

96



thus interrelated with the feature, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role (Figure
8). Subsistence harvesters’ perceptions of their participation are linked to and provide evidence
for why Council applications are declining and some subsistence harvesters are not participating
in collaborative management (Figure 1; 8).

Susan Carter expressed that a meaningful role should resemble equal participation in
decision making (Appendix U:1). Furthermore, Susan asserts that working group members do
not want to serve in an advisory role (Appendix U:1). Similarly, natural resource manager and
Yup’ik subsistence harvester, Josh Owens defines his meaningful role to include equal
involvement in decision making (Appendix U:4). Josh explained:

Meaningful role—I'd like to see our own people do the research and come up

with information that we can provide, or work with, and ... be able to sit across

the table from the state or the fed's and tell them, Hey, we don't agree with

this, and we don't agree with this because of these. What are you going to do

to fix ... the issue to make us agree with you? ... We're willing to work with you,

or we're willing to disagree for the benefit of our people. We just don't want to

agree with you because you guys have the, you say that you have the role and

responsibility to try and protect the overall welfare of the rest of the nation,

because this is our country, and we grow up on these resources, and we want to

be able to have them around in perpetuity to help provide food for many people

that are going to become in the future, as well as the present day. So, and our

land, like one of the Elders said, out in village of Hooper Bay, our land is our

plate of food. And we need to protect that for our benefit, soon. The best

managers who have really watched the resources and watched them grow in

terms of numbers are our own Native people (Appendix U:4).

Yup'ik peoples involved in the management of fish and wildlife do not desire to be forced to
agree and comply with the directions of agency managers. Instead, Yup’ik subsistence
harvesters desire the opportunity to work equally with managers on the management of fish
and wildlife.

Concerning consultation between federally-recognized tribes and the federal and state

governments, Josh explained:
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[Today] They use the process of the regional advisory councils and Federal
Subsistence Board, but we didn't have those when we sat down together ... in
dealing with the migratory birds as well as moose issues. We worked with the
villages directly. We didn't have to go to the Council or the Board of Fish, or
Board of Game. Our people worked together with the agencies. Interviewer:
Was that in nineteen eighty-four? Josh Owens: Nineteen eighty-four for the
migratory birds; nineteen nineties or eighties for the caribou here in the
Kuskokwim area, as well as on the Yukon in the nineteen nineties for the moose.
Interviewer: When did the regional advisory councils actually start up? ... Josh
Owens: It took maybe ten years after passes of ANILCA for it [to] really go into
play. There was some limitations that were placed, | think by the Secretary of
Interior, as well as Secretaries of Agriculture saying that, This is inherently
federal ... What is inherently federal? What is inherently the sovereign rights of
the State of Alaska? Those are questions, and what is meaningful? ... The
meaningful thing is ... when | talk to one of the State Commissioners of Health
and Human Services, he said, You know when we deal with children, we're not
talking about sovereignty of the state, or sovereignty of a village, we're talking
about the welfare of the children. Why can't the state and organizations like
the Association of Village Council Presidents work together for the benefit of
those children? ... The ones that they remove to put in homes, or take out of the
village to get them away from some domestic concern or issue ... not necessarily
working with the local tribal governments to have those people in the villages
be the ones to help deal with those issues when issues arise. But, the state
comes and just takes the kids away and place them somewhere else without
necessarily involving the local peoples, saying, Oh, we have jurisdiction over the
kids, therefore we're sovereign and you have no rights to deal with these people
because they belong to the state (Appendix U:3).

Josh’s comments draw attention to the importance of the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act for

many Yup’ik peoples and other Native Americans. For many Yup’ik subsistence harvesters like

Josh, the desire for consultation to occur between the federally-recognized tribes and the
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United States Government as prescribed in the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act is strong. During
the Council meeting in February of 2013, Mr. Ivan stated:

My Yup'ik name is (In Yup'ik), Chief of Akiak Native Community, just upriver

from you. | agree wholeheartedly with the statements of Jackson Williams,

who's also an Akiak Native Community member. And my comments to you, we

look to your group, RAC [regional advisory council] | guess they call you that, I'm

just learning, to protect our subsistence fishing rights for king salmon. As a

federal agency, you're carrying the trust responsibility that Secretary of Interior

incorporated us in 1931, and deal with us on government-to-government basis

... Thank you for your tribal consultation. We look forward to working with you

... Thank you for allowing us to comment to your community ... Please protect

our rights. | can't speak for Fish and Game. I'm sorry, | don't trust them

anymore. But, | do trust you people that will represent us and | will try to

answer any questions that you may have. (Public Record, Appendix L:11).
The 1934 Indian Reorganization Act granted all federally-recognized tribes the right to
government-to-government consultations with the United States Government. Josh recalled
that during the development of the amendment to the Migratory Bird Treaty during the early
1980s negotiations occurred directly between federal managers and tribes (Appendix U:3).

The development of the Federal Subsistence Board and the regional advisory councils
marked a historical changing point in the process for how consultation would occur on matters
concerning fish and wildlife management. Since the development of the regional advisory
councils, some subsistence harvesters have recognized an increasing trend away from the direct
consultation with village tribal governments and towards a process whereby subsistence
harvesters must travel great distances to Bethel and Anchorage in order to participate in the
management of fish and wildlife. During the February 2013 Council meeting, Tim Andrew
stated:

The Council meetings that used to occur in the villages were extremely valuable

to people as we travelled to various communities. And it encouraged citizen

involvement, not only from people from Bethel or from close proximity villages,

but also a broad cross section of people in the outlying areas. | remember
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meeting out there in Hooper Bay where we had local testimony provided by

local subsistence users. We had a meeting in Alaknuk, in Emmonak, in Aniak

and various other villages. Unfortunately, this level of bureaucracy that came in

upon us to where we have to meet here in Bethel or in other approved

communities, | think it's working against the Federal Subsistence Management

[Program] system. | think it discourages a lot of people in our villages from

applying for these regional advisory council positions, because they're not

involved any more. The only opportunity that they have to be involved is to

travel to Bethel, and traveling to Bethel, as you know, is extremely important.

But ... hopefully at some point this level of bureaucracy that is upon us will be

removed, and allow us to once again meet in the villages. | think to bring the

management to the villages is more important than bringing the villages to the

management process (Public Record, Appendix AG:11).
For Yup'ik peoples, their ability to meaningfully participate increases substantially when
managers interact more with subsistence harvesters in remote communities of Western Alaska.
Furthermore, the lack of exposure subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska have to the Federal
Subsistence Management Program “discourages” them from applying to the Council (Appendix
AG:11). Mr. Andrew’s comments draw attention to several interrelationships in the iceberg
model (Figure 8). First, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in Level Four is
interrelated with barriers to and facilitators of Working Together in Communities, which is part
of the feature, Interaction in Level Five. Secondly, barriers to Working Together in Communities
are interrelated with both Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council in Level Six and
Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating in Level Seven.

Some subsistence harvesters mentioned that they would like to manage their own
resources (Appendix U:6) or have the final say in decisions (Appendix U:5). Mike Wallace and
Matt Conley both perceived local peoples to be the best managers of local resources because
local peoples know the land and its people better than agency managers. Mike stated:

I'd rather represent myself, you know and that | could represent the area and in

order for me to represent the area, I've gotta be living in that area. That's about

that. The best way to represent that area is to live it (Appendix U:6).
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The most common theme was the importance of working together and being an equal
stakeholder in the decision making process (Appendix U:1; 3; 4). Yup'ik Approach to
Management in Level Three is interrelated with How Subsistence Harvesters Define a
Meaningful Role in Level Four (Figure 8). Elder Andy Rollins of Tuluksak on the Upper
Kuskokwim River compared a meaningful role to paddling in the same boat together and
cooking soup. Andy explained:

Right now, since | became a Council member three years ago, we have advanced

because we were working together, because we are trying to be in the same

boat, everybody working together. In the Council itself, | would like to use the

chairman as the person who drives the boat. It's essential he be there to drive

us ... Everybody in that boat have a paddle, and they must paddle, and paddle

swift in order to get ahead ... We're not where we were three or four years ago.

We have come about from there ... Nevertheless, there's people in the boat, us

together, we need to work together. When we cook a meal, we boil it; we add

rice and macaroni to it. And when it's boiled, we eat it. | was referring the rice

and the macaroni as the people and organizations that help support us, too, to

get ahead. And that's our life today ... (Appendix U:2).
For Yup'ik peoples, the importance of working together as a defining characteristic of how they
perceive a meaningful role originates in their cultural practice of forming and maintaining strong
bonds between people in families and communities.

Regarding recommendations for changes that could be implemented to enhance the
meaningful role of subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska, Andy stated:

Right now, what the Board of Fish needs to do is hear from us. Last year, the

chairman was here, and he heard us. If he were to go to all ... thirteen councils

in the area—each of them represent the area that they serve and each of them

have different approach to it, but they have it built up through these traditional

values that they have used. What I'm hoping to see about now to get to where

we want to be at, the next level, is that this Council, this advisory Council put a

report into where the .... [Federal Subsistence Board] ... can hear, we have put it

in—I1'm sure every advisory council has put in some thought, some idea where
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the .... [Federal Subsistence Board] ... will report to the Secretary of Interior and

to the Secretary of Agriculture, so that they can put in some international

protective clause in there where management is renewed, right now. We've

gone through a certain process, and we need to utilize these recommendations

from these advisory council to amend that process, to get that legislation into

effect, right now (Appendix U:2, emphasis added).
Andy believes that the regional advisory councils have done their best jobs of participating in
the current and available participatory process, but collaborative management of fish and
wildlife is not being effectively realized because the Federal Subsistence Board has not
consistently implemented their recommendations. He would like to see “management
renewed” through “legislation” (Appendix U:2). Andy suggests that there are some long time
Council members who believe that the current process is not a good example of working
together and having equal decision-making authority. He recommends that the Federal
Subsistence Board defer to the regional advisory councils’ recommendations and make changes
“right now.”

During a recent Congressional hearing on wildlife management authority in the State of
Alaska under the ANILCA and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), Dr. Rosita Worl
was asked what could be done to improve subsistence harvesters’ meaningful role in the
management of Alaska’s fish and wildlife barring any legislative changes. Dr. Worl replied:

ANILCA does mandate the federal government to provide for rural residents

meaningful role in management. That’s what it says ... But, if we were able to

implement that mandate in ANILCA to provide for a meaningful role in the

management of subsistence, | think that could bring us to the table. That’s one

recommendation. The second recommendation that | already made was make

that Federal Subsistence Board a real management board of subsistence users

(U.S.C. September 2013, emphasis added).
Dr. Worl draws attention to the meaningful role clause in ANILCA 801 (5) (U.S.C. 1980) that |
have used as a primary justification for this research. After 33 years, Dr. Worl points out that
there is one thing above all things that we could be doing to improve the meaningful role of

subsistence harvesters in the management of Alaska’s fish and wildlife. Her recommendation is
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to implement the mandate in ANILCA 801 (5), which guaranteed the meaningful role of rural
residents in the management of Alaska’s fish and wildlife (U.S.C. 1980). One of the primary
reasons why we have not been successful in implementing ANILCA 801 (5) remains Congress’s
failure to define a meaningful role. This provides further evidence that external forces, often
political in nature, have the potential to affect the feature, Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions
of their Participation in Level Six (Figure 8).

The two young male subsistence harvesters | interviewed talked about how they
perceived their meaningful role in the management of fish and wildlife. Many young Yup’ik
peoples do not see themselves as qualified to make decisions that could potentially affect many
Western Alaskans. Instead, many young Yup’ik peoples understand and accept that their role is
to listen to their elders and practice various subsistence activities so that they can become more
proficient. When asked if people from their community want to be involved in the management
of fish and wildlife, John and Tommy Griffon of Kwethluk explained:

John Griffon: Personally me, | don't. Not at this age. But, | think it would be ...

awesome if elders in each community meet at that school and share their

thoughts and at any other community ... They don't get paid to go to Anchorage

... They might as well come there. They don't get paid anyways ... Tommy

Griffon: It's all about money these days for those [managers and biologists]

people, all about money. John Griffon: And they [Yup’ik elders] know. They

know the land, everything, they know a lot more than we do. | don't think I'm

qualified to make decisions like that. Interviewer: When you say "they", who do

you mean? John Griffon: Elders. I'm not even close to being qualified to share

my thoughts with elders. Tommy Griffon: Or the decision making. John Griffon:

Yeah, but I'd be more than happy to sit there. To me, that would be involved,

going there, sitting at the school listening. Not, coming to Bethel is, | don't have

a whole lot of time, going to school, going out hunting, eating food. Tommy

Griffon: There's people out there that want ... something done, but they don't

agree with these regulations or these ... rolling closures and all that kind of stuff,

open you know, when the seasons closed. There's hundreds of people,

probably thousands of people out here in the Delta who don't agree with them

103



[managers]. They want something changed, but they don't know how to do it ...
Walking in a conference room, sitting in the middle of the room, talking to a
mic—that's intimidating. It's not what we do around here every day. To those

people living in Anchorage, Oh we've got a meeting at three o'clock ... Tuesday

we've got a meeting at such-and-such time. John Griffon: That's their job.

Tommy Griffon: We don't ever do that. Like this interview, we're not used to

this. | was a little intimidated because these mics are right in front of us. Same

thing with those people out here, they're intimidated. They don't know what to

do. They're not used to it ... They want change. They want to help, but they

don't know how to do it (Appendix U:7).

Many features of the iceberg model are discussed here, providing further evidence that cultural
differences and divergent worldviews between stakeholders are driving the more visible
participatory outcomes above the waterline in levels five, six, and seven (Figure 8). First, John
and Tommy agree that they do not participate in the management of fish and wildlife because
they are too young and not qualified to share either their thoughts or make decisions on
subjects concerning fish and wildlife (Appendix U:7). Second, John comments that he
understands his ideal role in the management of fish and wildlife as a listener and observer.
Furthermore, John would like to see Yup’ik elders in each community speaking in the schools so
that he and others can listen to what they know about fish and wildlife. Both young men agree
that elders are much more qualified to share their thoughts and make decisions on issues
related to fish and wildlife management.

How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in Level Four is interrelated with
barriers to and facilitators of meaningful participation for subsistence harvester. These specific
barriers and facilitators are related to the dimension, Where and How Collaboration Occurs,
which is part of the feature, Process in Level Five (Figure 8). As Tommy points out, many Yup’ik
subsistence harvesters are uncomfortable with the formality of testifying at meetings in front of
microphones. This is a barrier to both communication between stakeholders and subsistence
harvesters’ meaningful participation. The formality of the meetings does not enable young men
to participate because they ideally desire to be in a comfortable setting listening to their elders

speak. The often practiced, uncomfortable, and unfamiliar process of discussing information
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with agency managers in front of microphones at meetings is incompatible with the Yup’ik
Approach to Management. The current process is a barrier to meaningful participation and is

most likely linked to the decline in applications to serve on the Council that we are seeing today.

Level 5: Barriers to and Facilitators of Meaningful Participation

Communication

| observed four dimensions of the feature, Communication that affect the achievement
of a meaningful role in collaborative management for subsistence harvesters, including 1)
Language Differences (Appendix V), 2) Technical Jargon (Appendix W), 3), Flow of Information
(Appendix X), and 4) Value of Subsistence Harvesters Knowledge (Appendix Y). These
dimensions of communication are visible during real-time negotiations and collaborations
between stakeholders at meetings, and they are interrelated with features below and above the

waterline of visibility (Figure 8).

Language differences

Language differences between stakeholder groups present a barrier to meaningful
participation in collaborative management for subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska. It also
presents a challenge to be overcome by agency managers. Council members Clark Turner
(Appendix V:1), Nick Larson (Appendix V:3), and Noah Andrew (Appendix V:4) stated that Yup’ik
is their primary language. Of the five Council members | interviewed, two members did not
directly state that Yup’ik was their first language. However, one of these individuals, Mike
Wallace stated:

My problem is | don't have the ... knack to acquire verbiage the time | need—at

the time that at | need it. It makes it a little bit more difficult not being able to

speak the way you wanted to speak, be able to get meaning across exactly the

way that you want it understood. And that's the time | feel a little bit ...

uncomfortable. Yeah, not only that, I'm not used to speak—never, never have

spoken in public so much, so | am not a very good public speaker. So, | have a
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tendency to [be silent] if something is ... going right at the time that we're

discussing something ... then | won't have any comments (Appendix V:2).
It is likely that Mike Wallace’s first language is Yup’ik because as he expressed, communicating
at meetings is sometimes difficult when he is not able to speak the way he would like to speak,
especially in a hurried manner and in front of microphones (Appendix V:2). Noah Andrew
stated:

| put some | guess two cents worth of comment would probably not cover what

| try to speak here. My first language is Yup'ik. My second language is English.

Sometimes if | try to speak, | lost an alphabet in the word. And on that purpose

| follow my colleague [Council member’s] concern. | don't know how to put this

in a common, most understandable, most excessive, successful words (Appendix

V:4).
Language differences between stakeholder groups place subsistence harvesters at a
disadvantage when participating at meetings where they are often required to speak English
when translators are not present. Elders who do not speak English fluently are especially limited
in their ability to meaningfully participate. The dimension, Language Differences is interrelated
with the feature, Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating in Level Seven (Figure
8). Also, language differences between stakeholder groups place Yup’ik subsistence harvesters
at a disadvantage when negotiating with agency managers because the process of how
collaboration takes place between stakeholder groups is defined by the agencies. This
demonstrates an important interrelationship between dimensions in Level Five. For example,
Language Differences is linked to Where and How Collaboration Occurs, which is part of the

feature, Process (Figure 8).

Technical jargon

Some subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska have limited comprehension of the
technical and scientific jargon often used by agency managers and biologists in collaborative
management meetings. This is a barrier to effective communication between stakeholder
groups (Appendix W). The use of jargon at meetings reduces subsistence harvesters’ ability to

effectively negotiate with managers. Aside from possessing a limited comprehension of
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technical jargon, most Yup’ik subsistence harvesters find it difficult to discuss complex science-
related issues using English terminology. While Yup’ik peoples possess words for discussing
such complex issues, choosing English words to accurately depict the meaning of complex Yup’ik
words is difficult for most, especially in Western Alaska where stakeholders possess divergent
worldviews on land and animals. Depicted by a red line in Figure 8, culturally different
worldviews between stakeholders in Level Two, which oftentimes go unrecognized, drive
outcomes in communication seen in Level Five such as confusion and lack of understanding
related to the use of technical and scientific jargon at meetings. This situation is a barrier to
meaningful participation in collaborative management for many rural subsistence harvesters.

Federal manager Ron Gable describes some of the challenges subsistence harvesters
face in Western Alaska. When asked if he had any suggestions for how the United States
Government could improve relationships, trust, and information sharing between stakeholders,
Ron Gables stated:

| think the number one, in my experience, key to gaining trust and cooperation,

ah, in any kind of management decision or whatever scenario that you're

involved with is participation and ownership of that decision, okay. So people

need to get involved ... People need to show up at these meetings. People need

to walk into this office and talk to me. People need to request that the fisheries

biologist come to their village and explain ... some of these decisions to them,

answer questions ... People need to do their homework ... and understand some

of the concepts that we're talking about. Unfortunately, the language that we

use a lot of times ... that doesn't translate that well into ... Yup’ik languages or

just into village folks so ... sometimes we talk about concepts that are kind of

difficult to grasp, to understand. Interviewer: Do the refuge information

technicians translate for you when you go to villages? Does that happen very

often? Ron Gables: Yeah sometimes, yeah. | usually try to go or I'll take Aaron

with me or whatever ... Interviewer: Do you think that it makes a big difference?

Do you think it helps? Ron Gables: Oh God yeah. Oh yeah. Sure, yeah it helps to

show up with ... | mean, you know for me to just show up and start talking like |

do you know, yeah. [Laughter] It does ... first they [rural residents] give me the
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look like, you stupid kussagq [i.e., outsider] what are you doing, you know? And

then they go, “what did you say” you know, slow down you know (Appendix

W:2).

Ron asserts that subsistence harvesters need to get educated or “do their homework”, so that
they will understand what managers and biologists are talking about. The perception that
subsistence harvesters need to “do their homework” is comparable to an approach to public
participation mentioned earlier whereby agency managers seek to “educate or cure” lay persons
of their misunderstandings (Appendix W:2) (Arnstein 1969:217). Public participatory
approaches that seek to “educate or cure” participants are examples of types of manipulation
and therapy, which represent the bottom rungs on the “ladder of citizen participation” (Figure
2; Arnstein 1969:217). Education is important, but it is only one small part of public
participation.

One facilitator or helpful practice mentioned by Ron was the use of a refuge information
technician from Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge to translate for him and other biologists
and managers (Appendix W:2). Refuge information technicians are local people hired by the
refuges in Alaska who serve as cultural counterparts and liaisons for agency managers. They
perform an outreach and communication function for Fish and Wildlife and provide important
links to rural communities for refuge staff and others. As Ron pointed out, to “show up [alone in
Western Alaskan communities] and start talking like | do” often leads to confusion among the

community members he is speaking with (Appendix W:2).

Flow of information

The speed and process related to how information is delivered and shared between
stakeholders can be a barrier to effective communication. Clark Turner, Susan Carter, Harry
Wilde, and Lucretia Took demonstrate that information from managers about regulatory
closures and management planning often is not received by subsistence harvesters, especially
those living in remote communities away from the regional hub Bethel (Appendix X:1; 3; 4; 6;
Z:16). Clark Turner in Tuntutuliak did not receive information from agency managers about in-

season regulatory closures on the Kuskokwim River in 2012. This nearly resulted in his receiving
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a ticket for fishing illegally. Clark was not aware of the closure, and if it had not been for his
marine radio informing him about the closure, he could have faced large fines (Appendix X:3).

Although subsistence harvesters living along the Lower Kuskokwim and Yukon Rivers
provided evidence that important information related to fish and wildlife management and
regulations often fails to reach their communities, some evidence was provided which suggests
that residents of the Lower Yukon River may be experiencing even greater difficulties concerning
this lack of information sharing. According to information provided on the Yukon River Drainage
Fisheries Association’s website,

Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association was created in 1990 to conserve

these salmon runs by giving a voice to the people who have managed the

resource for thousands of years. Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association has

become an essential part of the communications between fishers and fishery

managers in this region. Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association represents

village fishers at important state, federal, and international decision-making

tables, works to document and utilize Traditional Ecological Knowledge in

fisheries management, and strengthens the long-term economic viability and

sustainability of Yukon River communities through preserving subsistence

fisheries and enhancing commercial fisheries. Yukon River Drainage Fisheries

Association also serves as a leading research organization aimed at conserving

Yukon River wild salmon throughout their lifecycles (Yukon River Drainage

Fisheries Association 2014, emphasis added).
During a phone conversation on October 31, 2012, one Yukon River Drainage Fisheries
Association staff member explained:

| honestly don’t know what else we can do. We put out preseason info, and go

to all the regional advisory councils. We talk about strategies. From that comes

the management plan. Private teleconferences are held ... We conduct

outreach and participation. I’'m at a loss for what we can do outside of go to

every village with the managers. Time and money is the problem with this. The

Kusko [working group] is an exemplary model normally, but when roads turned

bad we [the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association] went into emergency
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mode. We started adding new layers—river wide meetings. We did not have

protest fisheries. Some people say they should just let us fish, but that’s not

realistic. What are the suggestions that we can actually do. | like to listen to

suggestions on what is realistic. People say that they either have a right to the

resource, or they need the resource. King salmon wasn’t used much in the past.

Birch bark nets make them hard to catch. They are not going to starve, but they

may not get what they want (Field Journal Notes, October 31, 2012).

It is questionable whether the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association is fulfilling its
purposes and roles. Respondents indicated that the Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association
is not effectively communicating with or connecting local peoples to decision makers and
fisheries managers during the regulatory process. Some people living in the Yukon River
drainage are either unfamiliar with or have very little understanding of how the escapement
goals for the Yukon River Chinook salmon are agreed to and by whom. Harry Wilde explained:

I’'m looking at last year, 2011 Yukon River subsistence fishing schedule. This

green paper ... I'd like to know that U.S./Canada negotiation ... It look like they

agree, make agreement, there’s a lot of fish, a lot of king salmon ... | don’t know

who they are. They make agreement. | suppose Fish and Game, if they didn’t

know, they wouldn’t put it on the paper by the numbers. Not only that, it’s just

that agree to the one year, so many thousands of king salmon, so many

thousands of chums, so many thousands of other fish. But | was looking at this

one year, this one-year agreement, that’s what they say ... | don’t know who

they are. Now then | look at this one. This is the summer from Fish and Game,

what | get. And they had it here again, U.S./Canada ... agree ... [to] a lot of fish.

I don’t know who these people are, U.S./Canada negotiation people. | suppose

Fish and Game know ... and it would be good, and we ourselves in the Yukon, we

were kind of sorry for Kuskokwim, but we turn around looking at ourselves. All

that fish goes, again a lot of fish, a lot of king salmon. And it used to be with

negotiating in Yukon and Kuskokwim ... | wish that we could be able to learn

these things, who are the people ... A lot of us, we don’t know (Public Record,

Appendix X:6).
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Many subsistence harvesters living in the southwestern part of the Yukon River drainage
do not know who is responsible for making the decisions that affect their lives. Harry also
pointed out that agreements between the United States and Canada regarding Chinook
escapements for the Yukon River were negotiated between the peoples of the Yukon River and
the United States Government in the past (Appendix X:6). Elders like Harry Wilde, who has
voluntarily engaged in collaborative management efforts for several decades, recall when
negotiations used to occur much more frequently between agency managers and subsistence
harvesters in Western Alaska. This was particularly the case during the collaborative effort
between federal managers and subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska which led to the
Amendment of the Migratory Bird Treaty (Appendix U:3; X:10; AA:2; AC:7). Subsistence
harvester, George Sanders explained:

Like the feds when we had a real shortage of geese here about 20 years ago.

Over 20 years ago now. The geese numbers just absolutely plummeted. | mean

we were really concerned. So what the Feds did because they manage the

Refuge out there, is they just mounted this massive educational effort. They

took all the elders. | mean they had the money. They took all the elders from

out there in the Delta. They took em all the way down the west coast. They

showed em the refuges. They showed em what efforts they were making right

there trying to protect those geese. They showed the efforts that the farmers

were making trying to protect those geese. In other words, they showed the

folks up here in Alaska. The feds were asking the people up here in Alaska not

to harvest as many geese, and not to get their eggs out of the nests and all that

kind of stuff. And, uh, they wanted them to understand that you’re not the only

people we're asking to sacrifice. Interviewer: Wow, so they flew em.

George Sanders: They flew em all the way down there and they spent the

money, and they had meetings in every one of those villages out there. And

they did, uh, mounted a great educational effort ... So, that was a kind of a

parallel educational effort on their part, and they pretty much succeeded in

doing that. There’s still some abuse out there, but it’s absolutely nothing like it

used to be. So anyhow they, you have got to educate people. You gotta figure
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out how to educate people, and it’s gotta be done in the appropriate context

(Appendix X:10).
It is important to clarify that George Sanders was an educator in Western Alaska for nearly 40
years. | believe that George is using the words “educational effort” to refer to increased
information sharing and interaction between stakeholder groups, and this strategy of sharing
information was successful at limiting the harvest of particular bird species (Appendix X:10).

Interaction and sharing information between subsistence harvesters and agency
managers is vital towards achieving effective collaborative management in Western Alaska.
However, more recently, both the interaction and flow of information between subsistence
harvesters and agency managers has been inadequate from the point of view of both
subsistence harvesters and managers (Appendix X:1; 3; 4; 6; Z:1; 7; 9; 10; 12; 14; 16).

During the same meeting of the Council, Harry Wilde explained:

There was one time that | know they're having commercial fishing at Mountain

Village. Four hours, you can get nothing. Something. We need people that we

call to Emmonak Fish and Game, sometime they don't answer. We would like to

have some kind of help. Fishing boat all over come up from down Lower Yukon,

sometime ... they go up there for nothing, just burning gas, and gas is expensive.

Like me, | try to obey best as | can what the law and regulation giving us like this

year. But we would like to have maybe sometime that Fish and Game could

come up to us in Mountain Village and St. Mary's and when we have a meeting

together and talk with us what is the problem. There's some people that's ...

only one time people having to catch a lot of chums ... they're having a hard

time and problem is there. | think when | was the one, | was negotiate with

U.S./Canada negotiation, and we do our best, but when you cannot catch no

king salmon, even in the chum fishing time, there must be something wrong in

the Yukon. It's really bother us and some elders. They say, why don't you tell

the Fish and Game once more. Well, we do. We do our best. Fish and Game

have to do, they're then responsible with the whole Yukon, too, but there's

some time | don't think they're on the right time and when you have only four
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hours commercial | don't think that's the right time to open it peacefully when

it's like four hours in fishing time. Quyana (Public Record, Appendix Z:16).

As Harry points out, subsistence harvesters are asking for help, but they are unable to
reach managers by telephone or get them to come to their communities to talk with them.
Some evidence was provided that managers may be contacting and talking with the younger
fishermen in some Western Alaska communities, but failing to meet or talk with community
elders. My translator, Lucretia Took of Russian Mission said:

Yes, the managers do contact local people, but ... they choose to meet with the

fishermen, not with the rest of the Elders. They only meet with the fishermen,

the commercial fishermen and ... let 'em know what they're going to be doing.

She don't know why the other residents ... are not ... made aware of ... the

intentions of the fishery managers. But, she said that there's just no meetings.

It's just that there's no meetings in the community regarding that. And I'm

assuming it's done by announcements ... contact the local Tribal office or City

office to announce fishery window schedules or restrictions (Appendix X:4).

Yup’ik elders are held in high respect by other members of their communities and are
considered to be the people that are the most qualified to discuss and make decisions on issues
that affect the whole community due to their years of knowledge and experience. Failing to
communicate with community elders in the planning and decision-making processes used to
address issues that could have potentially large impacts on their communities is a
communication barrier to meaningful participation. In addition, infrequent interaction between
stakeholder groups in Western Alaska communities has hindered progress on expanding the
cultural awareness between stakeholder groups. This demonstrates the interrelationship
between the dimensions, Working Together in Communities and Cultural Awareness that are
part of the feature, Interaction (Figure 8).

During the October 2012 Council meeting, Greg Roczicka pointed out that when
information packets are received the night before the meeting it limits his ability to
meaningfully participate in discussions with managers; Nick Larson also said: (Appendix AG:8).

| was going to save it later for Council members, but just at the outset of the

meeting here, | will mention, for myself, | really feel at a disadvantage at this
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time. | was certainly looking to have this packet sometime ahead. | know it was

on line, but I don't know how things operate in the federal office, but | would

presume that it's the same in many other areas, that you don't do outside work

in your formal work place, and | do not have Internet access at home, and I'm

sure many other people are in the same situation. | was finally able to get a

copy of it last night and just look it over briefly, but | haven't had the time to

give it any kind of homework, and it's really frustrating for me (Public Record,

Appendix X:5).

If information is not shared in a timely manner with subsistence harvesters engaged in
collaborative management, how then will subsistence harvesters be able to “do their
homework” and meaningfully participate in negotiations with agency managers as Ron Gables
has suggested (Appendix W:2)? It seems that barriers to communication due to a delayed flow
of information exist.

Working group member, George Sanders and Council member, Greg Roczicka (Appendix
X:7; 8) mentioned that there have been audio difficulties with the teleconferencing system used
at the Council and working group meetings, resulting in the inability of stakeholders to hear one
and other:

It’s so damn hard when I’'m sittin up in Aniak with my telephone. To try, and,

just the mechanical part of the meeting. Just make that a little bit better ...

People don’t tune in to those meetings because it’s so damn hard to hear and

stuff (Appendix X:8).

During participant observation, | have experienced difficulties hearing teleconference meetings.
George asserted that audio difficulties have led some subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska
to not participate at working group meetings (Appendix X:8).

Managers are often times concerned with achieving a high rate of legitimacy for the
regulations they implement. However, as the examples of Clark Turner (Appendix X:3) and
Harry Wilde (Appendix X:6; Z:16) suggest, if information related to policy and regulation does
not reach those people who are expected to follow those regulations, no amount of hoping and
wishing will result in progress on that front. What is certain is that there is a lack of regulatory

information provided by managers to subsistence harvesters in remote communities of Western
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Alaska. The evidence presented in this section illustrates the important linkage between the
dimension, Flow of Information and the dimension, Working Together in Communities, which is
part of the feature, Interaction (Figure 8). The dimension, Flow of Information is interrelated
with the feature, Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating at the tip of the
iceberg (Figure 8; Appendix X:1; 3; 4; 5; 6; 8; Z:16; AG:8). “Sharing results and reports from
projects helps to establish a two-way flow of information—something that is, by many accounts,
currently lacking” (Jacobs and Brooks 2011:99). When two-way communication falters between
stakeholders, there are substantial consequences that impede meaningful participation in

collaborative management of fish and wildlife for subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska.

The value of subsistence harvesters’ knowledge

There is substantial evidence that many subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska often
feel that agency managers disregard and challenge the value of their knowledge. Council
members Andy Rollins (Appendix Y:1), Nick Larson (Appendix Y:7; 8; 9), John Andrew (Appendix
Y:11); working group member George Sanders (Appendix Y:5); natural resource manager Josh
Owens (Appendix Y:6); and Tommy and John Griffon (Appendix Y:4) have each observed that
their information has been either disregarded by managers or treated as less than credible or
anecdotal. During a conversation in Kwethluk, Nick Larson talked about the difficulties he has
experienced while trying to convey to managers that Western Alaska subsistence harvesters’
knowledge is meaningful:

The other one is ... traditional and environmental knowledge. Too many times

they always wave that one off. They can listen to you, but they cannot hear

you. They can hear you, but won't listen ... Too often they disregard it ... but if it

comes from their own biologists or scientists, they said, Here's good valuable

data. But, if you give them what you have, they'll call it folklore, or something

else ... It's been our experience in the past when we testify before the board.

And too often, or when you come in from the village, you don't have a

computer, you don't have the data ... you don't have it in black and white, or a

PowerPoint presentation, or they'll say it's hearsay because we don't say it in
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black and white, or we don't project it on the wall, they say, You have no

information to backup up you’re proposal (Appendix Y:9).

Because managers are employed by and hence highly connected to the dominant powerholders,
in this case the federal and state governments, their knowledge and information is often
thought to be legitimate and valuable because it is produced by and connected to the dominant
paradigm guiding the management process. The dominant paradigm implemented by managers
is western positivist science. Powerholders are those stakeholders who hold the most power
and authority to influence decisions in a collaborative process, and their influence is asserted
through discourse, control of communications, and production of knowledge (Arnstein 1969;
Champ et al. 2012). “Some ways of speaking are suppressed while others are legitimized as
‘official’, or ‘formal’ solely by virtue of their relations to the institutions of state power”
(Bourdieu 1991; Nadasdy 2003a:5). At the October 2012 Council meeting, John Andrew
commented:

It's always scary to do presentations, especially if you come from the villages

and present your traditional environmental knowledge to the Board and staff.

Too often a dismissal says our testimony being folklore or rhetoric. It's a

frustration, because we're the people that live all our lives over here. We know

our own conditions out there. And people that come in from the outside to

manage it, too often they say, you don't have no college degree. You don't

have no science background. Yet, we live with it, know naturally, it's all our

lives. | mean ... we know the area well, and our fish and game, too. That's the

message I'd like for you to deliver to your counterparts over there (Public

Record, Appendix Y:11).

Since the rise of the words “traditional ecological knowledge”, there has been no end to
the debate over what it means, whether or not it influences decision making, and if so, how.
During the October 2012 Council meeting, Bob Aloysius of Kalskag pointed out that he does not
like the fact that traditional ecological knowledge reported on by managers often ignores the
place where the information originated (Appendix Y:12).

One of the most common complaints | heard at meetings and teleconferences

on TEK and co-management was traditional knowledge is never used as the sole
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basis for decision making; instead, it is used only to confirm the knowledge

produced by wildlife biologists and legitimate the decisions made by

bureaucratic managers (Nadasdy 2005:224).

Natural resource manager, Rick Strickland, supported these observations:

I think that, actually what people [biologists] get of the local knowledge ... is

really borne out by the science. One of the observations that I've seen over the

years is that ... quite often when we get these different projects and studies and

so forth ... it takes a five year study project to ... essentially prove scientifically

what someone in our Village will tell you in five minutes (Appendix Y:10).

This highlights the value of subsistence harvesters’ knowledge for managing subsistence
resources in Western Alaska. The observed lack of value managers assign to subsistence
harvesters’ knowledge demonstrates the interrelationship between the feature, Managers’
Worldviews on Land and Animals in Level Two and the dimension, Value of Subsistence
Harvesters’ Knowledge in Level Five (Figure 8).

Elders are often best able to represent the people of their communities in Western
Alaska because of the vast amounts of knowledge they have collected from many years of
listening, observing, and doing. Also, elders most often speak Yup'ik as their primary language.
This presents difficulties in communication and knowledge sharing during cross-cultural
negotiations between subsistence harvesters and agency managers. The elders are not fully
utilized when the dialog completely occurs in English. This demonstrates a linkage between the
dimension, Language Differences and the feature, Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not
Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8).

In addition, because federal and state agencies define how collaborative management
will occur, discussions that do not support their conceptualizations of what is an acceptable
approach to fish and wildlife management are essentially disregarded or treated as folklore.
This provides evidence of an interrelationship in Level Five between the dimension, Where and
How Collaboration Occurs, which is part of the feature, Process, and Value of Subsistence

Harvesters’ Knowledge (Figure 8).
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Interaction

| observed three dimensions of the feature, Interaction that affect the achievement of a
meaningful role in collaborative management for subsistence harvesters, including 1) Working
Together in Communities (Appendix Z), 2) Working Together at Meetings (Appendix AA), and 3),
Cultural Awareness (Appendix AB). These observable dimensions of Interaction are interrelated
to features below and above the waterline of visibility (Figure 8). Infrequent interactions and
lack of involvement between stakeholder groups is a barrier to subsistence harvesters’

meaningful participation.

Working together in communities

In January of 2013, | began travelling to several remote communities throughout
Western Alaska. During my first trip, | travelled to Hooper Bay, which is about 150 miles west of
Bethel on the western coast of Alaska. After leaving Hooper Bay, | reflected on what | had
observed and questioned how often managers came to visit and talk with people in these
remote communities. | began asking subsistence harvesters how often they saw managers from
Fish and Game or Fish and Wildlife in their communities. Responses to this question were “I
have never seen them”; “they rarely come”; or “when they do come, bad things happen”
(Appendix Z:1; 7; 9; 10; 12; 14). Clark Turner of Tuntutuliak stated:

We have survey people come by once in a while. | don't know how often,

maybe once a year from ... Fish and Game. And there are surveyors from Fish

and Wildlife that come by ... I've heard of other people come by only when

there is a problem in the village like illegal fishing last summer (Appendix Z:7).
| asked Clark if managers ever came by to talk when there was not a problem, and his
answer was no (Appendix Z:7). | began to understand that some people found it difficult
to trust managers, and so | inquired about some of the reasons why. John and Tommy
explained:

John Griffon: We don't know them. We never see them, don't know them.

Tommy Griffon: | don't know who the managers are. John Griffon: | have no

idea. | never saw a face, never heard a voice. Tommy Griffon: Never heard a

name. John Griffon: To me it's the Fish and Game or Fish and Wildlife, that's all |
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know. Tommy Griffon: When you know somebody ... John Griffon: There's trust.

Tommy Griffon: When you know them, there is trust. When you don't know

them, simple as that, you don't know them (Appendix Z:9).

As John and Tommy pointed out, the lack of interaction between them and managers is
compromising managers’ abilities to create working relationships and trust with at least some if
not most people in Western Alaska. For Yup’ik subsistence harvesters and arguably many other
peoples of the world, trust is earned, and it begins with sharing, not only information, but the
sharing of one’s resources, knowledge, time, and effort. If as John has said “we never see them
[managers], don’t know them” (Appendix Z:9), building trust between stakeholder groups will
have to wait until new opportunities for interaction between stakeholders arise.

One federal manager approximated that Fish and Wildlife gets to all of the communities
twice a year with the exception of a few communities (Appendix Z:3). Later in our conversation,
he stated, “Regardless of the travel cap [federal limit on how much money can be spent by
refuge employees to travel in the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge], we need to have more
personalized contact [with villages], and we need to have more work for RIT’s [Refuge
Information Technicians] ... so we have higher retention” (Appendix Z:2). Bob Riley from Fish
and Game stated:

| think that our outreach ... probably isn't as strong as it could be, and ... | think

that. No, | take that back. I'm not sure that our outreach could be a ton

stronger than it is, but | think that there's some desire for it to be stronger.

Time, money ... but mostly time [are the limiting factors for why managers are

not getting to communities as often]. We have a volume of work, and it sounds

like excuses, but it's true ... A volume of work that is crushing. We don't have

enough time to do anything. | have worked every weekend for the past month

and a half. [A manager with Fish and Game] makes a very good effort in the

summertime to try to get to some of the communities and ... talk with them and

share information with them and tell them what's coming and tell them why

and get their perspective on it ... get their ideas about it. But, he probably won't

be having time to go to more than—to go to the same community more than

once and he probably won't have time to go to more than a handful of
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communities. | have a feeling that | may be travelling more often this year to

promote our post-season subsistence survey program in order to ... not lose

that. But, | have a budget, | have ... tasks | have to complete and it isn't really

necessary for me to be in the villages. | used to be in the villages a lot with my

work when | was out there ... (Appendix Z:6).

Bob asserts that there is a desire for the state’s outreach program to be stronger, but he is not
really sure how that could happen. Lack of time and money are preventing managers from
getting to Western Alaska communities. While Bill Cartwright from Fish and Wildlife stated that
somebody gets out to Western Alaskan communities twice a year, Bob Riley with Fish and Game
believes that one of the state managers he knows gets out to a handful of villages in Western
Alaska during the summer. Because subsistence harvesters expressed that managers rarely or
never visit their communities, | assume that the number of Western Alaskan communities
visited by federal or state managers is much closer to “a handful of communities” as mentioned
by Bob Riley and not every community twice a year as mentioned by Bill Cartwright (Appendix
Z:1; 3;6;7;9;10; 12; 14; AC:3).

Many subsistence harvesters | interviewed outside of Bethel expressed a desire for
meetings to be held with managers in their communities (Appendix Z:4; 11; 13; 15; 16). This
may be a positive indicator that a bridge still remains intact should managers choose to begin
working on rebuilding and, arguably in some cases, creating working relationships for the first
time with more communities in Western Alaska. Positive outcomes result from interactions
between managers and subsistence harvesters. In 2009, in Marshall following the issuing of
fishing citations to protest fishermen, a high level manager from Fish and Wildlife came to
Marshall to speak with the community and listen to their concerns (Appendix Z:4). Bobby
Sterling stated:

To gain a better understanding of why people went out and did that, how—I

mean on the local response to these restrictions ... regional director came out to

Marshall ... and had a meeting with the local people, and all of us ended up—I

think we stayed overnight there. He heard a lot, there was a lot of animosity,

not necessarily towards him but toward the regulation, the inability to harvest

what you need, and the concern for the lack of food over winter, for quality
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food during winter ... So what [he] did on the federal side, coming out and

meeting with people just for that one village, | mean it spoke a thousand words.

| mean ... we have this head of the ... biggest federal agency ... in the region

come out and pay the local people a visit to talk to them to gain a better

understanding. | think ... it ... gave him a better understanding. Now, if the

other federal managers that sit on the Federal Subsistence Board were gonna

actually go out and do that to some of these more remote areas ... where there

are no Hiltons, there are no places to stay and see and live and, you know, just

for that brief moment, why people do what they need to do out there ...

perhaps they'll get a better understanding of why we advocate for this

(Appendix Z:4).
Although the people of Marshall were upset with the fishing regulations and outcomes during
2009, the manager’s visit “spoke a thousand words” to the people of Marshall (Appendix Z:4).

In earlier years, Council meetings were held in some remote villages of Western Alaska.
More recently, Council meetings continue to be held in the regional hub, Bethel. There is some
evidence that the cost of holding Council meetings in remote communities is a primary factor
contributing to why meetings are held in Bethel and not in remote Western Alaskan
communities. During the spring 2013 Council meeting, Council members expressed their
concern for the need to meet in remote communities.

Mr. Aloysius: |s there any resolution on—we selected Quinhagak several times.

Has there been any resolution on the possibility of a meeting there?

Council Coordinator: Mr. Chair. Mr. Aloysius. You can select any village like

Quinhagak again, but then what will happen is between now and in the fall |

would have to do what’s called cost analysis to compare the cost differences

between Quinhagak meeting and Bethel meeting ... Mr. N. Andrew: Mr.

Chairman ... | ... think that the cost shouldn’t be varying our interest here. Some

of the things that we look into, consider as part of our responsibility is pretty

near close to life and death situations (Public Record, OSM 2013:94).
Time and time again Council members have voiced their wishes to have Council meetings in

villages to give subsistence harvesters in remote communities an opportunity to participate.
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However, there seems to be some difficulties with the ability of the Office of Subsistence
Management to authorize and/or coordinate Council meetings in remote villages outside of
Bethel. While all the reasons for only meeting in the hub city may not be apparent, the
evidence provided demonstrates the interrelationship between the dimension, Working
Together in Communities in Level Five and Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not
Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8). For subsistence harvesters like Noah Andrew, the
implications of what is discussed at the Council meetings are a matter of life or death for
subsistence harvesters in communities outside Bethel, not a matter of shortfalls in federal
funding. Infrequent or no interaction between these rural residents and agency managers is
preventing meaningful participation in collaborative management of fish and wildlife.

Many people are simply unaware of how collaborative management processes work due
to the lack of exposure they receive to agency managers and policies (Appendix Z:4). Bobby’s
observation that very few people come in from the villages to the Council meetings, and his
belief that this is connected to the low exposure many rural residents have with the
management process demonstrates that a lack of interaction and involvement between
subsistence harvesters and managers is a contributing factor to the observed decline in their
participation (Figure 1; 8). This dovetails with what John and Tommy Griffon mentioned earlier
in this section. When one sees no face or hears no voice, how will he know you; how will he
trust you (Appendix Z:9)? Frequent interaction between subsistence harvesters and managers
presents opportunities for building trust and relationships and sharing cultural knowledge, thus
increasing cultural understanding. Inclusion of subsistence harvesters in the management plans
for fish and wildlife has led to a number of successful outcomes (Appendix Z:5). However, many
of these successful management programs, which have had high levels of local participation,
have begun to disappear (Appendix Z:5).

While visiting Clark Turner of Tuntutuliak, | asked him if he thought that visits from
managers in communities might lead to subsistence harvesters feeling more comfortable when
working together with managers. Clark stated:

Yeah, that would be ... the step there. And, let me tell you what ... happened to

me. | was Refuge Information Technician member for a few years, maybe five,

six years ... wearing uniform, going to the village ... Some people, some villages
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were really good to me ... They want to learn more about Fish and Wildlife. ...

And one time, | travel to this one village, and a woman saw me wearing that Fish

and Wildlife uniform and [laughter] she asked me, when did you become ... fish

commissioner. All: [Laughter] ... And hated me for wearing that. She didn't

want me to wear those kind of clothes, because | supposed to, I'm Clark Turner.

They've heard about me. They know that, they knew that | was growing up

being a good person, or trying to help the people. There, | was trying to help

them too, to bring the information to those people. But, thinking about ... the

law enforcement people | told you about. They made that person think about

that right away. And ah, she didn't know the name, or term ... That's why ... a

lot of these ... people's problems is they don't know the difference. If they knew

the difference, | think that would help because law enforcement is working to

protect the game, the fish and game, to protect the law, or to keep the law

alive, and these people, like yourself, you're working for ... Fish and Wildlife and

Fish and Game. You shouldn't be ... because people think you are the law

[laughter]. But not me, | understand because | been with the advisory

committee for long time, and ... Council for long time, and | learned nobody’s ...

trying to make us bad people. Even eating fish like this, it's not gonna hurt you.

It's not gonna hurt me. It's gonna help ... make us not be hungry, or something

like that. So people think ... Fish and Wildlife or Fish and Game are all bad

people because of ... the protection, law enforcement people. ... They don't

know the difference, that's what they gotta learn (Appendix Z:8).

During the interview, Clark was sharing fish with me. Clark was explaining that sharing
food and information helps us to know and trust one and other. Clark provides a prescription
for how he believes that relationships could be created or restored between subsistence
harvesters and agency managers. Sharing of information at informal meetings in Western
Alaskan communities between stakeholder groups facilitates increased cultural awareness and
trust between stakeholders. This provides evidence of the interrelationship between the
dimension, Working Together in Communities in Level Five and the often unseen dimension,

Sharing within the feature Yup’ik Culture in Level One (Figure 8). In other words, for Yup'ik
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peoples, trust is directly linked to and influenced by increased interaction and sharing. Second,
Clark’s words reaffirm that infrequent or no interaction between managers or biologists and
subsistence harvesters has led to much confusion among subsistence harvesters over who in
fact are the people responsible for fish and wildlife management. Rather than viewing agency
managers as “protection people”, many subsistence harvesters see them as “law enforcement
people”.

Third, Clark provides some evidence on what may be affecting the retention rate of
refuge information technicians. Some of the other Yup'ik refuge information technicians like
Clark who serve in these positions are thought by many in Western Alaska to be helping law
enforcement, assisting them in the discovery and ticketing of rural residents who have violated
hunting and fishing regulations. | met some refuge information technicians while travelling to
these communities during winter 2013. | met one who told me he was very uncomfortable
wearing the Fish and Wildlife uniform in communities, especially when he had to share bad
news. He told me that he began questioning whether or not he wanted to remain employed in
the position. He recalled that he was asked during the fishing restrictions to go out with the
troopers who were looking for people fishing during closures, and he said he wouldn’t do it
(Field Journal Notes, February 23, 2013). Finally, Clark Turner mentions that he understands
that agency managers are here to help communities rather than enforce laws because of his
involvement in meetings and collaborations with managers in the past. This provides evidence
that frequent interactions and more community involvement can strengthen working

relationships, trust, and collaboration between stakeholders.

Working together at meetings

Subsistence harvesters often repeated that agency managers need to work together
with subsistence harvesters, especially during collaborative management meetings (Appendix
AA:1; 2; 6). Working group member Susan Carter talked about the frustration she felt when
agency managers entered into closed-door discussions about fishing closures on the Kuskokwim
River during working group meetings held in summer 2012. This marked a low point in the

working relations between agency managers and subsistence harvesters. Susan Carter stated:
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Yeah ... a lot of our working group was really frustrated with ... the unwillingness
to work together to include the stakeholders and put everything out on the
table instead of the back room ... and ... their [agency managers] unwillingness
to compromise. Interviewer: Could you clarify what you mean by the
backroom? Susan Carter: Okay. When they leave ... our conference room to ...
come up with their decision as to their recommendations they go back to the
back office of Fish and Game. It's always been Fish and Wildlife and Fish and
Game ... going to the back office and nobody, none of the stakeholders [working
group members] are involved in that. And, because we've had these big
differences of opinion both the feds the state and the stakeholders ... even
though | was frustrated and of course sometimes | express my frustration, and |
get sometimes emotional about it ah, it's really important that we learn to work
together, we learn to make compromise, we learn decision making by
consensus ... for the good of the resource. And, when | see grown men ... with
the kind of knowledge that they have ... They get paid. They might not think
they get paid good money, but they get paid pretty good money ... to come ...
research here, do all sorts of studies on our fisheries here and then they make
recommendations and not include the stakeholders in part of that decision
making process. That's where | think the changes are going to happen. Some
people want tribal management, and | say we could so easily have it within this
working group if they'd only make us equal, all those working group members ...
Instead of them leaving the room, this will be one of my suggestions this coming
season ... ask anybody who is not a part of the working group to sign off or leave
the room until we are done with the discussion—whatever we need to discuss.
Now, to me that makes good sense you know, we're just sitting informally
across the table from each other talking about recommendations ... | thought a
lot about it. Because, if that had happened instead of them going to the
backroom saying we're going to come back and say okay its closed for so many
more days ... The state took the brunt of the blame for that, but it really was the

feds pushing it. We all agreed to hundred and twenty-seven thousand ...
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escapement goal for kings, it wasn't happening. All of a sudden we wanted a

window of opportunity. The feds are pushing the state, and there's a lot you

and | and other people will never understand what goes on behind closed doors

between the big bosses and their research biologists ... as they discuss over the

winter everything that happened. But, if it's going to work out here, and we're

going to continue to have a good working relationship ... that they include the

stakeholders. And the stakeholders on the working group are their voices

(Appendix AA:1).

For Susan (Appendix AA:1) and other working group members (Field Journal Notes, June 20,
2012), backroom discussions are both frustrating and perceived as examples of managers’
unwillingness to work together with subsistence harvesters and their representatives in
Western Alaska. Susan expects to be part of an equal decision-making process that operates by
consensus (Appendix AA:1). This is not the current situation for fisheries management in the
Kuskokwim River drainage. Working group members see their roles in fisheries management as
more than advisory. They desire to be decision makers in the collaborative management
process (Appendix Q:3; AA:1). If this does not happen, there may continue to be poor working
relations and declining participation from subsistence harvesters.

Some subsistence harvesters mentioned the importance of working together to form a
united voice and position on key issues related to the management of fish and wildlife in
Western Alaska. For example, rural residents in different parts of the Delta may benefit by
developing a united position on salmon bycatch from high seas trawlers in the Pollock industry.
Currently there is disagreement about the impacts of this commercial fishery on salmon stocks
in the region. David Bill, who serves on the Council, stated:

(In Yup'ik) There's some Native's there that talk Native, and | don't have very

good English. (In Yup'ik) There's two kinds of trawlers. One is the mid water

trawler, and the other one's a bottom trawler. We started talking about

trawlers, bycatch back in 2009 (In Yup'ik). But we as a Native people never talk

with one language. (In Yup'ik) We talk different languages. You know why the --

I'm going to say it, but | have to say it. You know why the industry and some

citizen groups won that year? (In Yup'ik) They talk one language. One word.
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One number. We were talking three languages. Yukon was talking a different

language, a different number. Kuskokwim was talking a different language, and

we as a coastal people didn't talk the same language. That's why we lost ... (In

Yup'ik) What | said was, if we talk the same language and go to the Council the

people from Yukon, people from Kuskokwim, people from the coastal area, go

to the Council and sit before them and talk one language, | think we will stand

neck-and-neck with them. We have to learn how to talk one language if we

want something. Nowadays, we're talking about salmon, king salmon ... One of

the elders a long time ago ... said ... when there used to be a lot of reindeer in

this area, even Hooper Bay and Nelson Island there were a lot of reindeer, but

people started fighting over them ... Because they were fighting over the

reindeer, the Maker up there just had to say, oh, you kill a thing to do with

them, and they're gone. There ain't no more reindeer now in the area. He said,

the same thing with fish. If you talk different languages about the fish, it will get

fewer and fewer’. It's up to us Native people to stand up before the officials and

talk one language to them (Public Record, Appendix AA:6).

When David Bill says that people on the Yukon, the Kuskokwim, and the coast were
talking a different language, he is not literally referring to differences in the spoken language
used by people in these three regions of Western Alaska. Rather Mr. Bill believes that Western
Alaskan people lost in their negotiations with the Pollock industry because they were not united
in their position on the issue. They did not agree on a number of salmon to be taken as
allowable bycatch each year by the trawlers (Appendix AA:6). Mr. Bill presents evidence that
the dimension, How We Talk in Level One is interrelated with Yup’ik worldviews on land and
animals in Level Two and ultimately linked to the feature, Yup’ik Approaches to Management in
Level Three (Figure 8). Talking negatively about or fighting over animals shows disrespect and
can have negative repercussions, resulting in the disappearance of those animals (Appendix
AA:6). Similarly, many Yup'ik peoples believe that when people fight over or disturb bird nesting
grounds, those birds will not return (Fienup-Riordan 1999).

Several subsistence harvesters recalled meetings where they felt that managers were

not working together with subsistence harvesters (Appendix AA:2; 3; 4; 5). Josh Owens recalled:
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On the migratory bird issue, the villages were willing to work with the Fish and
Wildlife as long as people in the lower forty-eight would be willing to work with
them ... to try and find ways to reduce the hunts down in Washington,
California, and Oregon. Because it was a joint agreement with all those people
working together to try and increase the numbers along the whole migratory
route. On the fishery issues, it's very difficult to work with the state or the feds
because ... locally here, as well as in the state program, they're only looking at
the number of escapement to the spawning grounds. They don't look at any
other thing. Even though they may get subsistence harvest ... the ultimate
objective is to get numbers to go up to the spawning grounds, so that they can
reproduce. And they say, Well, our priority is to get them resource up to the
spawning ground. That's the same priority that our people have. However, one
of the things that we ask for, at that time that | met with the Governor s ... our
people can work together with both the state and the feds if you guys allowed
them to have an alternative food source like chums or red or sockeye salmon,
and not target the kings like they have in the past. But, they weren’t willing to

compromise (Appendix AA:2).

First, Josh recognized working together with Fish and Wildlife during the early 1980’s led

to a joint agreement. This provides some evidence that when subsistence harvesters

feel like they are working together with managers, there will be more agreements

between stakeholders. Secondly, Josh believes that the state and federal governments

have been unwilling to compromise on issues related to fish management. These

barriers to working together inhibit meaningful participation in collaborative

management for subsistence harvesters. The dimension, Working Together at Meetings

is interrelated with the features, How Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceive their

Participation in Level Six and Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in

Level Seven (Figure 8).
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Cultural awareness

Subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska desire that meetings be held in villages, not in
hub cities, which has become routine. In addition to providing much needed exposure to the
collaborative process, more routine visits by agency managers to remote communities would
provide managers with some knowledge and understanding of both the land and the cultural
ways of life of its people (Appendix AB:1; 6; 8). Conversely, those subsistence harvesters who
are not able to travel to Bethel and Anchorage to attend meetings are limited in their ability to
meaningfully participate in management of fish and wildlife. These subsistence harvesters are
not engaged in the process and miss opportunities to learn from and share with other
stakeholders and influence management decisions. Their voices are left unheard because they
cannot afford to travel to hub cities. Unengaged stakeholders do not have a chance to learn
about the ways of agency managers.

Subsistence harvesters who participated in this study felt that agency managers do not
know the land (Appendix AB:2; 4), especially those who do not live in Western Alaska (Appendix
AB:4; AB:5). In Yup'ik culture, people often evaluate the meaningfulness of another person by
their level of engagement with the land, how they practice a subsistence way of life, and what
positive contributions they make in their communities (Appendix K). Andy explained:

Let me give you something that I've fought over. If they were to exercise

meaningful involvement, let's take Obama for an example. If he were to take

meaningful involvement, he would leave everything he owned behind. Type-

writer is one of the most important resources the United States has. Without it,

we wouldn't get anywhere. Leave those behind, come here, live in the tent in

the spring. Live in a mud house in the fall ... He's not used to all of this. Live in

the plywood shed in the winter [laughter], maybe with insulation. Of course,

without the monitor or woodstove. That is what | call meaningful involvement.

Living off of what we live off of. And the time it's spring. The time is spring. He

would have some knowledge. Although it's not one hundred percent, it showed

to him. But, he would have some knowledge. He would then probably have

walked the same mile | walk. Instead of saying, don't criticize, don't try to get

yourself involved, until you have walked a mile with him, or two. [Laughter]
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Interviewer: Do you think that if those managers who are decision-makers were

asked to go to a fish camp, ah, to go and participate in what is involved in

subsistence, just even for a short window of a week or something. Would that

help to give those people an understanding? Do you think that would help?

Andy Rollins: | will answer you in the most positive [way]. It would give them

the knowledge. It would not give them the certificate like every place you go ...

you have to [be] certified, and it would give them the knowledge. What they

eat would also be sufficient, eat some raw fish, down to stink head, and they

would probably understand (Appendix AB:1).
When Andy says, “l will answer you in the most positive [way]”, this is an example of Yup’ik
culture influencing speech patterns (Appendix AB:1). Negative communication or thoughts can
have negative consequences. Possessing a cultural awareness requires sharing and interaction
to occur between stakeholders, and it requires stakeholders to experience each other’s way of
life. For Andy, a meaningful person, a real person, is someone who takes the time to learn
about the land and its people. When one has “walked the same mile | walk” (Appendix AB:1),
they are qualified to be involved, but not until then, for as we have learned when discussing
dimensions of Yup’ik culture, knowledgeable people are those who have spent a great deal of
time listening, observing, and doing (i.e., engaging with the land and its people). Andy provides
evidence of an interrelationship between the dimension, Who is a Real Person in Level One and
the feature, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in Level Four (Figure 8). In
addition, the dimension, Cultural Awareness, which is part of Interaction, is interrelated with
How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role and Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions
of Their Participation in Level Six (Figure 8). To better understand how subsistence harvesters
define a meaningful role, one must first understand how meaningful is defined, and this requires
an understanding of who is a meaningful, or real, person. This demonstrates how often unseen
dimensions of culture in Level One influence stakeholders’ perceptions of other features in
levels Two through Seven (Figure 8).

When managers come to visit and take some time to learn about the peoples’ way of
life in Western Alaska, they substantially benefit by increasing their cultural awareness and

understanding (Appendix AB:1). Similarly, Nick Larson stated:
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Yeah, it [managers visiting and learning about peoples’ way of life] would be

very helpful because one time | had one young guy out of ... he was Fish and

Wildlife biologist staff over from Anchorage. He wanted to know, find out how

we lived at a fish camp. | let him stay at my fish camp for almost a week, three,

four days. |let him go out fishing with me, get slimy and bloody, and let him

sleep on the beach. | asked him to bring your own pop tent, and you eat what

we eat, and he agreed with that. He said he learned something that college

never taught him (Appendix AB:8).

Like so many things that we learn in life, experience often supersedes that which we only read
about from the comfort of an office or our homes.

The words “they don’t know how we live” were placed in the title of the thesis because
they were the most repeated words | heard from Yup’ik peoples in reference to agency
managers’ knowledge of the nunapik, or the real land, and the people of Western Alaska. Nick
Larson commented:

We always tell them [state managers] it's [Chinook escapement] too

low, but they always say they are experts ... Their experts don't live

here, they're elsewhere, and if you look at Board of Fish their chair is

out of Anchorage. | don't think he ever set a foot anywhere on the

Kuskokwim River, or to fish camp, or to a village. They don't know how

we live (Appendix 0:14).

It is important to reflect upon the impact that agency managers have on other parts of Yup’ik
people’s lives (Appendix AA:7). Poor relations between agency managers and subsistence
harvesters extend beyond fish and wildlife management and likely exacerbate other problems in
which there is lack of trust between rural residents and outsiders. Working group member Matt
Conley stated:

This is the first time that I've gone to this inter-agency meeting, sitting in there

watching, thinking you know, all of those people, all of those managers in there

they don't live our life ... They come during the fish season and manage the fish,

and then they go back to their nice comfortable life here [in Anchorage]. | don't

think any of them winter over in Bethel do they? Any of those guys in there. Oh
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except for, oh maybe like [federal manager], Fish and Wildlife guys. | mean it's

an old story. You just mentioned the troopers and made me think ... I'm a team

leader for Bethel Search and Rescue ... We work with the Troopers a lot, and it's

another bunch of people that come and go ... they don't live there [the Delta].

They don't understand. We just came off of a search last week that the

troopers suspended it Monday night. The next day we went back to our regular

lives, but it was bothering us, and we started talking amongst ourselves and

said, let's go back out. So we went back out Wednesday, a week ago today. We

said, we're going back out we don't need ... you guys to tell us when we can and

can't go. Well, the state isn't going to pay for it. That's okay. We have our own

money, and we went back out a week ago, and we found that guy ... He was

dead though, but we brought him home ... If we hadn't gone back out he'd

never been found. We're tired of being told what to do by people who don't

live our lives... (Appendix AA:3).

Matt Conley’s impression of agency managers participating in the interagency meeting was
“they don’t live our life” (Appendix AA:3). It is difficult for rural residents of Western Alaska to
be seriously motivated to listen to and act on the direction of outsiders. This is because they
view agency managers, state troopers, and others who pop in and out from elsewhere as lacking
any real understanding of the land and the way of life of the people on the land. Apparently,
this has been a problem for a long time; Matt said, “It’s an old story” (Appendix AA:3).

In collaborative management processes in Alaska, there exist many cross-cultural
differences and opportunities for miscommunications between stakeholders. Meaningful
participation in collaborative management depends on stakeholders possessing cultural
awareness and understanding of each other’s differences (Jacobs and Brooks 2012; Zurba et al.
2012). Common understanding is only possible for those stakeholders who actively engage in
the process, however. Bob Riley with Fish and Game commented:

... for people on the Kuskokwim ... some of them care, and some of them don't.

And so ... you can't just point to even one village, much less a group—a larger

group of people and say this is the opinion. | mean, because it's not ... it's a

mosaic, and the working group itself is evolving and as part of its evolution, it is

132



both benefitting from all the information it receives and ... it's understanding

has grown to encompass these management strategies, management

information as well as ... the local knowledge. But even though it doesn't

necessarily agree with the management agencies, it may no longer completely

agree with the other stakeholders, the other ones that have not benefitted from

... those close collaborations that increase and improve each other's

understandings. You know, us taking in their point of view, them taking in our

point of view you know, the rest of the stakeholders have different opinions and

they don't necessarily agree anymore with the working group (Appendix AH:4,

emphasis added).

Bob provides evidence that a lack of cultural awareness and understanding between
stakeholder groups of each other’s worldviews and approaches to management has led to a lack
of participation from some subsistence harvesters in collaborative management meetings
(Figure 8). Furthermore, lack of cultural awareness and understanding between stakeholder
groups has impeded achievement of a meaningful role for subsistence harvesters in
collaborative management of fish and wildlife (Figure 8; Appendix L:11; O:1; R:1; AH:3; 4; 9).
Bob provides evidence that sharing information between stakeholder groups at management
meetings has resulted in an increase in stakeholders’ cultural awareness and a better
understanding of the differences that exist between agency managers and rural subsistence
harvesters. Clark Turner mentioned that he understands that managers are not bad people
because he has spent years working together with managers; he has grown to understand their
ways (Appendix Z:8).

In Level Five of Figure 8, there are important interrelationships between the dimensions,
Flow of Information, Working Together at Meetings (and in communities), and Cultural
Awareness. Accordingly, agencies need to increase the amount and frequency of their
interactions with people in rural communities, including informal interactions outside of normal
business settings (Jacobs and Brooks 2011; Dorantes and Brooks 2012). Agencies also need to
improve how they share information with rural residents of Western Alaska before, during, and
after meetings. These are examples of how agency managers can facilitate a meaningful role for

subsistence harvesters in the collaborative management process laid out in ANILCA.
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Collaborative management meetings do represent “shared spaces” where stakeholder
groups can learn about each other’s “purposes,” “directions,” and intentions (Zurba et al.
2012:11; Ross et al. 2005). To what degree cultural understanding between stakeholders
increases due to participation in collaborative management meetings can vary between unique
public participatory processes. | suggest that informal meetings have greater potential to
enhance cultural awareness and understanding between stakeholders simply due to the fact
that most stakeholders feel more comfortable while in an informal situation than when speaking
in front of microphones at formal meetings (Appendix U:7; AC:8). However, the content of what
is discussed during these interactions may be more important than the formalness of the
setting. Agency managers and subsistence harvesters must begin to talk about the realities of
their current relationships and cultural differences. During the September 19, 2013
congressional hearing to examine wildlife management authority in Alaska, Mr. Jerry Isaac
stated:

If I could be so bold to mention some observations that | have had in terms of

my participation in the fish and game management. In my view, there’s never

been any meaningful cooperation. The meeting halls and the conference tables

have always been gathered about with an attitude of withholding. Not being ...

forthcoming ... The rural advisory councils could be composed in such a way that

it is more fairly comprised. You know dialogue. Simple things like dialogue.

Let’s sit down and talk about the differences. That has never been had, and if it

has been then the dialogue has been approached with a very biased opinion,

unyielding opinion. Now we’re gonna have to quit that if we’re going to solve

the issue of fish and game management ... on the basis of sustained yield. We

all have to give, and we all have to take. The other thing is the divisiveness.

Your very aware of it. I’'m aware of it. | mean there is such divisiveness about

the very subject matter about fish and game management in Alaska, and yet we

all claim that we are concerned about the stocks of the fish and game

populations. Now, if we are so moved about the concern, why not we go step

forward and meaningfully engage? The other thing that | see as lacking is

respect. People would rather dislike or hate each other rather than to sit down
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and try to understand each other. Like, | have never met Senator Manchin. | am

impressed with the character of the man because he stepped forward to say

that he’s interested in hearing more about this discussion here. | really respect

a man for having stepped forward to listen to the differences | may have (Public

Record, U.S.C. 2013, emphasis added).
A general lack of understanding about the challenges and divergent meanings that surround
collaborative management of fish and wildlife has remained an ongoing impediment towards
achieving a meaningful role for subsistence harvesters’ in Alaska for decades (Gallagher 1988;
Case 1989; Morrow and Hensel 1992; Jacobs and Brooks 2011). Mr. Isaac’s observations of an
“attitude of withholding” and a lack of respect between stakeholders represent serious barriers
to meaningful participation for both agencies and rural residents of the state. There has been
and remains an atmosphere of frustration between stakeholders due to their shared lack of
cultural awareness and understanding of the deep differences that exist between stakeholders.

More than twenty years ago, Morrow and Hensel (1992:38) wrote:

Ideological differences between the [Native and non-Native] systems of

knowledge rarely surface in discussions on co-management discourse because

the focus is on planning actions rather than understanding the varied

justifications behind them, and because the politically powerful participants in

the dialogue—the legislators, resource managers, and enforcement agencies—

supply the vocabulary in which the debate will be framed.
Many of the features below the waterline in Figure 8 largely go unrecognized and are essentially
invisible. Informal discussions between stakeholders to learn more about each other do not
occur often enough to allow these differences to rise to the surface and become part of open
dialog. The talk is all business. What agencies and subsistence harvesters need to realize is the
divergent features below the waterline in Figure 8 drive the business of collaborative

management of fish and wildlife in the State of Alaska.

Process
| observed two dimensions of the feature, Process: 1) Timing of stakeholder

involvement in collaborative management and 2) Where and How Collaboration Occurs. These
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observable dimensions of the feature, Process are interrelated with features both below and
above the waterline of visibility (Figure 8). Timing and Where and How Collaboration Occurs can
either limit or increase the meaningful participation of stakeholders. Process with its
dimensions describes the basic framework of collaborative management; that is, the when,
where, and how of the matter. Timing and Where and How Collaboration Occurs are
interrelated with the features, How Subsistence Harvesters Perceive Their Participation in Level
Six and Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in Level Seven at the tip of the
iceberg (Figure 8).

As | discussed in the previous section, Alaska Native peoples’ participation in agency
planning and management requires substantial levels of cultural awareness and cultural
appropriateness on the part of agency staff, especially when choosing which methods of public
involvement to apply:

Cultural appropriateness is woven throughout the planning process and directly

affects all interactions between agency employees and Alaska Native peoples.

Communications, relations, and involvement are interconnected and cyclical,

influencing each other in both directions. These elements are affected by

logistics and are related to practices used by agency employees (Jacobs and

Brooks 2011:98).

Data that | have grouped into the dimensions, Timing and Where and How Collaboration Occurs
closely resembles dimensions of the theme, logistics illustrated by Jacobs and Brooks (2011:134;
Figure 9). Within logistics, these researchers included four dimensions: 1) schedules/flexibility,
2) volume, 3) location, 4) funding. In my study, dimensions of the feature, Process are linked to
dimensions of the features, Interaction and Communication also in Level Five (Figure 8). Factors
related to Process, Interaction, and Communication each have the potential to impede or

facilitate meaningful participation for subsistence harvesters.
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|:| Cultural Appropriateness

Figure 9. A Model of Alaska Native Participation in Conservation Planning (Adapted from
Jacobs and Brooks 2011:98).

Timing

The timing of when stakeholders are involved in the collaborative management process
and the order of events are important and affect meaningful participation. Often times,
stakeholders feel rushed and under pressure to discuss decisions and/or make
recommendations before they have had enough time to digest all the pertinent information.
Table 2 provides a list of quotes | collected from stakeholders engaged in the September 27,
2012 meeting of the working group. This data demonstrates the frustration felt by many
working group members for what they perceived as a hurried public participatory process
lacking the evidence and historical data needed for their support.

Managers had previously set escapement goals for some of the tributaries of the
Kuskokwim River. During the fall of 2012, Fish and Game submitted a proposal which ultimately
led to the creation of the first escapement goal for the Kuskokwim River drainage. The proposal
was released to the working group for their input in early September just a few months before
the state Board of Fish meeting where Fish and Game’s proposal for Chinook salmon
management for the Kuskokwim drainage was ultimately passed. Some participants and

members of the working group were upset with the proposed escapement goal because they
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felt that the escapement range was too low to sustain the run, and they had not been provided

enough time and information to make an alternative recommendation (Table 2).

Table 2. Excerpt from the Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working Group Meeting (Field

Journal Notes, September 27, 2012).

Speaker

Concern

Working Group Member

I’'m concerned with the long-term allocation issue. If we don’t manage
these fish properly people upriver are going to hurt. How are we going to
manage these fish upriver?

Working Group Member

We have to take into consideration what is going to be the impacts on the
ground before these scientific studies are put into place for escapement.

Working Group Member

| don’t want to rush into set goals without stakeholder input. | think the
allocation issue is important. | don’t think we have access to all
information yet.

AVCP Fisheries Scientist

I think that it is very important to see Fish and Wildlife in person and not
relayed through.

Fish and Wildlife Scientist

We haven’t formulated a formal position. There will be a formal response
at the board. We did not come up with a formal response.

Working Group Member

I’'m disappointed that Fish and Wildlife is not at the table today.

Fish and Game Manager

| have heard that we are pushing it. People don’t want to see what
happened in 2012.

Working Group Chair

We want to work together.

Working Group Member

Last year there was a lot thrown at us pretty fast.

Working Group Member

We need some more meetings for these radical decisions.

Tribal Fisheries Scientist

I think this is a strong argument for delay. If there is not enough money
for more meetings, then | think we should delay.

Working Group Member

I need to see more, something | can understand that predicates this.

Working group member George Sanders expressed his frustration for what he perceived
as a rushed approach to Fish and Game’s newly proposed Chinook management plan for the
Kuskokwim River. George stated:

| think that part of what the state is pushing here is ... and | said this at one of

their meetings, and boy [an upper level state manager] really got pissed off

about it. It’s a matter of administrative convenience because it’s really

inconvenient administratively when you get a bunch of Native people out there

pissed off because you’re shutting the season down, and the lower they can

make that ... escapement number the less they will ever have to shut the fishery

down there to protect the resource ... It is risky ... If they could just wait two or
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three more years. If they didn’t try to just jam this damn thing down our throat

like they’re doing. If they can wait two or three more years and let their theory

play out. Then they could turn around at a meeting three years from now and

say look, We told you this back then. We thought this was the way it ... and now

we’ve established that this is the way it’s gonna be. Let’s plan from here on

based on our model there ... Everybody in that group is gonna be eating out of

their hands if they do that because you’re gonna be able to show em something

on paper. ... we're all. Particularly those of us who are educated in western

ways ... we believe evidence. The whole scientific methodology is built on

presented evidence, proven evidence ... (Appendix AC:5).

A “jam it down their throats” approach is an example of a highly unsuccessful collaborative
management technique, especially if the objectives are to enable meaningful participation and
gain the support of subsistence harvesters. The dimension, timing is interrelated with the
features, Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of Their Participation in Level Six and Why Some
Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8).

Frustration over the timing of stakeholder involvement in collaborative processes is not
limited to subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska. Other stakeholders often are asked to
participate at stages in the process that are too late for them to be able to make a meaningful
contribution and occasionally are excluded from the process entirely. For example, some
managers with Fish and Game share subsistence harvesters’ frustrations when excluded from or
brought in too late to management meetings held by Fish and Wildlife. During the fall 2012
Council meeting, Jennifer Yuhas from Fish and Game testified regarding earlier interagency
meetings held by federal managers to discuss amendments to the Memorandum of
Understanding between the State of Alaska and the United States Government:

We also have been asked how the Memorandum of Understanding is

functioning for us, and it’s very difficult for me because | have some very good

colleagues over at the Office of Subsistence Management who | don’t believe

have ever had an ill-intention or done anything maliciously, but we have had

several missteps over the course of the last eight months where the state has

been excluded from meetings, not purposefully, we’ve been forgotten on lists

139



when staff have changed positions, or people have been acting for other

people. But, it has affected our ability to participate, and we’ve had to follow

up meetings with letters saying, actually we didn’t participate in that meeting,

and we have a different opinion. That’s not really the way the [Federal

Subsistence] Board designed this to work. They designed the collaboration

between the state and federal agencies to give them one correspondence so

they could understand what happened at the meeting. And the liaison office

has had to play some catch up in those meetings, because we’ve been excluded.

And that’s not a reflection on anybody’s ill intent, but we do have to report that

that has been a hardship (Public Record, Appendix AC:10).
Timing of stakeholder’s involvement is part of the process in Level Five that is linked to the
feature, How Managers Perceive Their Participation in Level Six (Figure 8). When agencies
develop and implement collaboration, it is important to include all relevant stakeholders and
involve them early and often in the process (Schuett et al. 2001). Not doing so leads to
frustration, hardship, and ineffectiveness for stakeholders who feel disenfranchised (Davis 2010;

Appendix AC: 5; 10; Table 2).

Where and how collaboration occurs

The dimension, Where and How Collaboration Occurs is grounded in two types of
meaning units: 1) how well respondents perceived the collaborative process to work and 2) how
the process could be improved (Appendix AC:1; 2; 4; 7; 9).

Adam Cooper of Marshall and George Sanders of Aniak have observed that not
everyone’s opinion is able to be expressed during Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association
and working group meetings (Appendix AC:1; 4). Adam believes this is due to the large number
of people participating on the teleconference and the lack of time allotted for people to say
what is on their minds (Appendix AC:1). George questioned whether or not it may have
something to do with “a natural reticence on the part of those people ... to get involved in that
process ... [who may have] different levels of understanding of the process ... [and] the biology
of fish” (Appendix AC:4). For some if not most Yup’ik peoples, appearing before formal boards

to talk with agency managers can be an uncomfortable and intimidating experience (Appendix
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U:7; AC:8; 9). Recall, John and Tommy Griffon of Kwethluk saying that microphones are
intimidating and many people from Western Alaska are not used to speaking in public (Appendix
U:7). During Council meetings, | observed that speaking and testifying at a public event often
was an uncomfortable experience for Yup’ik people. At the Council meeting in February of
2013, Joe Adulocob stated, “I'm kind of nervous, because | never testify in front of groups like
this” (Public Record, Appendix AC:8).

Factors and conditions related to Where and How Collaboration Occurs are closely
linked and are best understood as a dimension of the feature, Process. Tommy said that
speaking in front of microphones is intimidating to subsistence harvesters (Appendix U:7). |
asked John and Tommy to provide me with some suggestions for how collaboration could occur
differently to make it more meaningful for subsistence harvesters.

Tommy Griffon: Just like how they used to do it back in the old days, in the gasgi

... inthe men's house. They sit around like this, and they talk. You know, some

of them are real quiet the whole time, and at the end they say something good.

John Griffon: It's not interrupting somebody, you let them finish, and everybody

gets equal time to talk. Tommy Griffon: A lot of people in these [formal

meetings], they say, Oh, the times up, we need to keep moving ... In the gasgi,

what they used to do is probably sit all night talking sometimes. | don't have no

idea how they used to do it, but if there was an issue and one person didn't

agree with it, then they'd all sit down and talk. But out here, there has to be a

certain number of people to disagree and to sit down and talk about it. ... John

Griffon: | think in the school in every community, that's when you get your best

results, that's when things are going to work. Tommy Griffon: Not come to

Bethel or Anchorage and sitting in front of a mic[rophone] in front of people you

don't know. John Griffon: Like how many managers are there? How many

elders are there? There are a lot more elders than managers here, ten to one

probably or hundred to one, who knows. And the government says that it costs

too much money to go out there [to remote villages] (Appendix AC:3).

Before the arrival of federal and state managers in Western Alaska, problems were

discussed by men in gasgi’s without agendas and perhaps for substantially long periods of time
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(Appendix AC:3). Coming to Bethel or Anchorage for one or two days and testifying in front of
official boards, councils, and strange agency officials and relatively highly educated government
employees using microphones does not provide a meaningful role for most subsistence
harvesters, especially when limits are imposed on how much time they can speak. When less
formal meetings occur in schools and/or other public places in communities, collaborative
management can begin to be meaningful, less intimidating, and more effective (Appendix AC:3).
Similarly, Jacobs and Brooks (2011:100) observed:

Public meetings do not provide a comfortable setting for most Alaska Native

peoples and will not produce satisfactory results because formality discourages

participation. Several informants mentioned that the best way to be effective

when working with Alaska Native peoples is to make the process informal and

socially engaging; providing food and door prizes was recommended.

Tommy said that Yup’ik peoples are quick to point out when they are not certain about
something, and he said, “l don’t know” twice (Appendix AC:3). For many Yup’ik people, it is
considered proper to communicate with others in a positive manner and only about what one
knows to be true (Appendix H). Where and How Collaboration Occurs is interrelated with the
often unseen dimensions, How We Talk and Familial and Communal Bonds in Level One, both of
which are linked to Working Together at Meetings in Level Five (Figure 8). When agency
managers develop and use methods of public involvement that are inconsistent with these
dimensions of Yup’ik culture, they create barriers to working together in meaningful ways. In
addition, Where and How Collaboration Occurs is interrelated with Yup’ik Approaches to
Management in Level Three, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in Level
Four, Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of Their Participation in Level Six, and Why Some
Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8).

Similar to findings by Jacobs and Brooks (2011) linking the logistics of collaboration to
communication issues, this analysis provides evidence that Where and How Collaboration
Occurs is interrelated with Flow of Information (Figure 8). Matt Conley of Napaimute stated:

Yuk-to-Yuk [Kuskokwim radio program] will show you how respectful they are.

The Friday talk line ... The difference between English communication and Yupik
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communication. When a person on Yuk-to-Yuk calls in, they let ‘em talk. They

don't interrupt 'em ... They let them talk (Appendix J:2).

In Yup’ik culture, people are allowed to talk, and they are not interrupted (Appendix J:2; AC:3).
As a Euro-American living in Western Alaska, | quickly realized that | had a tendency to interrupt
people when engaged in conversations, more so than | was aware. Yup'ik people are active
listeners. Rarely, do they interrupt one and other when talking. Interrupting others is largely
frowned upon.

Differences between Yup’ik and English speaking people pertaining to communication
between stakeholders in collaborative management are not limited to language differences.
Aside from language barriers, there exist substantial social and cultural differences between
stakeholders that guide how they talk and listen to one and other. These differences present
communication barriers and other challenges to effective collaborations between stakeholder
groups and the achievement of a meaningful role for subsistence harvesters. How We Talk is an
important dimension of Yup’ik Culture located in Level One and is linked to barriers and
facilitators of meaningful participation in Level Five (Figure 8). This part of Yup’ik Culture has
implications for both Communication and Process. When agency managers limit how much
time subsistence harvesters may speak or interrupt them during meetings, their natural flow of
speaking and passing on information is disrupted and their participation becomes meaningless
to them. Likewise, holding meetings in settings that are uncomfortable for Yup’ik people and
using microphones and telephone lines to communicate between stakeholders present barriers
to meaningful participation. In other words, cultural differences in how stakeholders
communicate act as a driving force that often exacerbates barriers to communication between
stakeholders that are observable during real time collaborations. The driving force originates
from divergent dimensions of cultural in Level One and is illustrated by a red line in Figure 8.

How one communicates in public participatory processes can affect their ability to
effectively address their concerns when speaking before government officials and agency
managers. How subsistence harvesters communicate impacts how agency managers value their
information. Ultimately, the ways in which they speak about the issues and articulate their
concerns will determine whether or not their concerns will be acted upon or considered at all.

Similar to what Nadasdy (2003) observed, subsistence harvesters participation is limited in
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Western Alaska because the agencies determine how collaboration will occur without first
obtaining meaningful input from subsistence harvesters. Agency managers need to ask their
rural constituents how they would prefer to communicate and handle the logistics of
collaborative meetings and other stakeholder interactions. In Hunters and Bureaucrats,
Nadasdy (2003a:5) explained:

First Nations peoples can of course speak to these [government] officials

anyway they want, but if they wish to be taken seriously [by provincial

managers], then their linguistic utterances must conform to the very particular

forms and formalities of the official linguistic fields of wildlife management,

Canadian property law, and so forth. Only through years of schooling or

informal training can First Nations people become fluent in the social and

linguistic conventions of these official discourses. Those who do not do so are

effectively barred from participation in these processes, condemned, as

Bourdieu (1991:138) put it, either to silence or to shocking outspokenness.

Natural resource manager and subsistence harvester, Josh Owens, shared his ideas for
developing a more optimal approach to how collaboration should occur between stakeholders.
Direct negotiations between subsistence harvesters and agency managers in remote
communities across Western Alaska would improve the current situation. A similar approach
was used by federal agencies during the planning stages that led to the amendment of the
Migratory Bird Treaty in the early 1980’s. Many subsistence harvesters thought this approach
was more favorable in regards to their perceptions of how collaboration should occur between
stakeholder groups (Appendix AC:7). Subsistence harvesters often defined their meaningful role
as the ability to work together with managers as equal partners (Appendix U). Andy illustrated:

The most helpful is when ... the Council themselves, report one by one, because

they're dealing with what we're facing right now, the current and later on, we'd

be able to do something about it, everybody trying to get something done to

that effect, working together. Like earlier [in the conversation], they were in

the same boat, paddling the same speed, and getting to that same target, hit

that target. And with all of us together, there's some things that the

Department [agency managers in general] needs to do themselves ... But we all
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need to bring in our share of thoughts, our share of solutions in our mind, and

put that together. Yup’ik Eskimo women make ice cream. They use the

shortening, and then they use the berries, cranberries, blueberries, whatever ...

and then you mix them together. It doesn't finish the job until they mix

everything and it becomes agutak. For each [regional advisory] council, each

participant, each entity, organization, the traditional [tribal] council, the

corporations, words that were said in there, at that meeting, at the end could

be put into the bowl and mixed into to finish that job together. Everything that

is said in there is put in there to make it, to produce it, to finish it. When it's

done, it's ready to eat, it's done. You're writing down all of those things that are

said together. Together, they accomplish it (Appendix AC:2).

Here we see how the often unseen cultural and epistemological features below the
waterline influence the ways in which we approach management, problem solving, and/or
collaboration with others. For many Yup’ik peoples, sharing information and working together
are paramount for solving problems. When Andy stresses the importance of “paddling the same
speed” he illustrates the importance of working together, which originates from the emphasis
Yup’ik culture places on possessing strong Familial and Communal Bonds (Appendix AC:2; Figure
8). Andy used the analogy of making akutagq (i.e., Yup'ik ice cream) by using a process of mixing
all the ingredients together. He indicated that all stakeholders’ input is of equal value and
necessary for making the final product a success. Similarly, Mark Page of Marshall explained
that in order to tackle tough problems, one must go and talk with many people to understand
the meaning of something and what to do about it (Appendix E:3;4). Andy and Mark
demonstrate the importance of inclusiveness and sharing for the feature, Yup’ik Approaches to
Management in Level Three. Similarly, Jacobs and Brooks (2011) recommended that
stakeholders’ practice sharing and listening during collaborations. Both practices are ingredients
of a recipe for a meaningful role for Alaska Native peoples in collaborative management.
Important interrelationships exist between Sharing and Familial and Communal Bonds in Level
One; Yup’ik Approaches to Management in Level Three; How Subsistence Harvesters Define a
Meaningful Role in Level Four; Flow of Information and Working Together at Meetings in Level

Five; and Where and How Collaboration Occurs (Figure 8; Appendix E:3; 4; AC:2).
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One working group member desired that a neutral non-agency employee be hired to
coordinate the meetings and the work for the working group. Currently, this position is held by
a Fish and Game employee. Working group member George Sanders explained:

There should be one person designated and paid, full time employee to work for

us. You know, I’'m a volunteer. [Working group member] is a volunteer.

[Working group member] is a volunteer. We’re all volunteers. We don’t get a

damn penny for any of this stuff ... and consequently things fall between the

cracks. If you got one person who's working there 40 hours a week who's
answerable ... to me or [working group member], or [other member], or all
three of us ... the minutes would be taken. Things would not fall between the
cracks. We would meet deadlines. You would take all of the pressure off of

[state manager]. Poor [state manager], he’s not a secretary. He’s a trained

fisheries biologist. He’s no better at being a secretary than | would be ... and I'm

not worth a damn at it. 1 know because | depended on secretaries all my life ...

every job I've had ... But, we just need one person designated to work with

[emphasized] and for [emphasized] us. [State manager] works for [state

manager] ... When you read the minutes and you read the observations from

our meetings, it's skewed [emphasized] ... You know it’s skewed. It’s not
necessarily reflective of subsistence interests or sports fish interest, or
something like that. And so, that’s the one thing that they could change right
there, which I think would put us on a much more equal footing ... If ... we had
just one person working for us, then | wouldn’t have to explain that to [ all these
state managers who call me] ... because there’s not one person there. Not one
centrally located place where all this information could be funneled into. It puts
those of us who are volunteers ... in kind of an awkward position many times,
and it makes us spend a lot of time ... You’re only actually making notes usually
on your action items. All of the opinions that everybody expresses, you don’t
want to be writing all that stuff down anyhow. But, when it comes up to an
action item ... Are you gonna write this letter, who wrote the letter, why didn’t

you write the letter, and all these kind of things which actually require some
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clear action. That would be clearly reflected ... | would hope that whoever that

person was would avoid putting opinion and stuff like that there anyhow so

they wouldn’t have to worry about pissing [upper level state manager] off or

pissing me off because maybe | was on the other side of the issue from

[someone else] ... A professional person like that who was hired, they’d be able

to deal with that anyhow ... Then, when [upper level state manager] wanted to

know what’s happened on such and such he can just ... call right to that person.

There’s the answer right there. This has been done ... then he doesn’t have to

call me, or ... tell [state manager] to call me. And then [state manager] tells me

to call [state manager] back and tell him what I've done. Well there [are] four or

five people involved there. It’s just inefficient [emphasized] ... That person then

also could make all the travel arrangements, and do all these other things ... and

we could without appearing that we don’t appreciate all that the Fish and

Wildlife or Fish and Game does for us. We could complain about the

communication problem that we’ve got with this teleconferencing you know.

We could complain without having to ... At least it’s just coming from the one

person who is designated [emphasized] to be a complainer. ... It depersonalizes

the situation (Appendix AC:6).
George said that summarizations of working group meetings provided to the public by the Fish
and Game often do not represent what was said or what happened at working group meetings.
He thinks that managers could improve the participatory process and the efficiency of the
working group by hiring a coordinator from outside the agencies. The current situation is not
optimal for working group members, and it is too heavily controlled by one stakeholder group
(i.e., Fish and Game) that essentially determines Where and How Collaboration Occurs,

including how it is documented for the public record.

Level 6: Perceptions of Participation
Interviews with agency managers tended to focus on their perceptions of the barriers
and facilitators to subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation in management of fish and

wildlife. Because of this a limited amount of information was provided by managers concerning
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how they perceived their own participation. It is likely that some interviewees in this group
were hesitant to divulge more information in fear of reprisal from supervisors. | have observed
what | called an atmosphere of fear among managers for speaking their beliefs on these
matters.

First, | discuss results concerning how subsistence harvesters’ perceive their
participation in collaborative management. Then, | discuss one state manager’s perceptions
pertaining to how he and the State of Alaska perceived their participation. Next, | discuss how
managers perceive the ways in which subsistence harvesters’ perceive their participation.
Finally, | discuss how subsistence harvesters have perceived their participation on the Council
and their suggestions for improving the Council process to provide a meaningful role for

subsistence harvesters.

How Subsistence Harvesters Perceive their Participation

Subsistence harvesters’ perceptions of their participation in collaborative management
in Western Alaska included feeling that managers do not always listen to them (Appendix AD:1);
upsetting feelings of frustration (Appendix AD:3; 4; 6; 12; 13); a sense of meaninglessness
(Appendix AD:8; 9; 11; 14); beliefs that agency managers dictate to subsistence harvesters
(Appendix AD:7); and feeling they have been told by managers that their role is to cooperate,
and the managers’ role is to manage (Appendix AD:5; 10). Susan Carter explained:

We always want to be a part of management decisions. They just don't always

take our advice. Which is to me not a good situation (Appendix AD:1).
Natural resource manager and subsistence harvester Bobby Sterling said the composition of the
various boards and councils are too heavily weighted towards commercial interests, and also
heavily represented by members from outside the area (Appendix AD:2). Referring to a meeting
in Juneau in which the Governor’s staff discussed the Pollock bycatch of Chinook salmon, Bobby
explained:

We cited our commercial fishery totally out the door, the local economy totally

out the door, but the Commissioner's office and [state manager] at that time

who was working for [state manager] told us that they had coastal economies to

consider ... But that statement of saying we have coastal economies to consider,
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you know, screw your way of life, screw your commercial fishery (Appendix

AD:3).

Many subsistence harvesters | spoke with often mentioned that they felt as if the commercial
Pollock industry was too influential and powerful. Subsistence harvesters were not pleased by
what they perceived as the waste of their Chinook salmon by the Bering Sea Pollock commercial
fisheries. Similar to Bobby Sterling, natural resource manager and subsistence harvester Josh
Owens stated that it frustrated him that decisions which affect the resources of Western Alaska
are often made by people who are unfamiliar with the land and its people.

| feel pretty bad that ... when | live out in rural Alaska, and | have to survive off

the land and the rivers and the resources throughout the year that most of the

decisions that are for the management for these resources that we live off of is

being made by grocery shoppers ... Most decisions that ... effect my livelihood of

living off the rivers and lakes and the land resources, the decisions are being

made, are being effected by decisions made by grocery shoppers. So that ...

gets me angry and frustrated. That's why we need our own people to manage

our own resource out here. And the problem, also, is that ... whenever they

have a resource issue, guess who they blame, the people that live on those

resources, on the lands, and on the resource system. But it's okay for them to

allow for wastage out in the Bering Sea by some of these other harvesters that

don't take in the resource for anything, they just throw it over (Appendix AD:4).

Some subsistence harvesters feel that their participation in agency management and
regulatory meetings is disappointing and limited because board members continue to vote
down nearly every proposal coming from Native communities (Appendix AD:12; 15). Josh
Owens, a member of the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-management Council, explained:

It gets very frustrating, and | walked out of a couple of the Migratory Bird Co-

management Council meetings because every time we raised an issue the State

of Alaska [Fish and Game] and Fish and Wildlife would say, we don't have the

authority to support this proposal, therefore we'll have to vote no (Appendix

AD:6).
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While Josh has perceived his participation in the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council
as frustrating and his role limited, Josh expressed that the collaborations between federal
agencies and subsistence harvesters that led to the amendment of the Migratory Bird Treaty
during the early 1980s were a success because federal agencies directly worked with
subsistence harvesters in Western Alaskan communities (Appendix AD:8). Collaborations with
subsistence harvesters ultimately resulted in an agreement between all parties involved
(Appendix AD:8). Council member Greg Roczicka questioned the actual meaningfulness of
Council members’ roles in the process. Greg feels that the role of a Council member should
resemble “a role that has a lot of meaning” (Appendix AD:13). However, Greg goes on to say,
“Sometimes | think we are sitting as more tokens” (Appendix AD:13). Greg provides evidence
that some subsistence harvesters engaged in collaborative management of fish and wildlife in
Western Alaska want their roles to be more meaningful. This demonstrates evidence of the
interrelationship between the feature, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in
Level Four and How Subsistence Harvesters Perceive Their Participation in Level Six (Figure 8).

Council member and elder Harry Wilde of Mountain Village made an impactful
statement during this research. Harry Wilde is a true listener and often he does not speak, but
when he speaks everyone listens.

When | was younger, (In Yup'ik), when there first became federal subsistence,

one old man told me, Harry, | think these people are going to help us. You guys

should ... young people supporting them, what they do. Because he's an elder, |

try to understand. | go up there in the area, work with them. But | tell you

today, | am 83 years old. If | know that time, | would have never touched them

or helped them. | tell you the truth. I've been doing that. Now that they're

going to give us new subsistence way to get it, seine, dip net. We never done

those before. | don't know how it's going to work. Even commercial, they want

us to use that. That time when | was younger, instead of supporting the first

people that came in, white people, down in the coast, | would have never

supported. | tell you the truth. But they're not supporting us. They're not

helping us. Go out there in Yukon ... ocean out there, people are ... white

people, fishermen, they throw away the king salmon, chum salmon, throw them
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overboard. But they [managers] come to us, we're having a problem all the

time. | hope that you understand that today we have no choice to do things.

Our ancestors' land where they fish, they're no longer there. They take over,

white people. They call them Fish and Game. So, it's very hard for the elders. |

don't know how many times elders tell me, Harry, why you do this? I'm not ... |

never done nothing. Quyana (Appendix AD:11).

Reflecting upon his decades of service collaborating with managers, Mr. Wilde’s final testimony
illustrates the breakdown in trust and working relations that have slowed the development of
effective collaborations between stakeholder groups for quite some time. In the Yup’ik culture,
what elders say matters, is respected, and is especially influential among the youth. Later,
during this same meeting, Mr. Wilde exclaimed:

So me myself, I've sit here for | don't know how many years. I've been getting

tired. When you get to 83 years old, | think before you learn something to

satisfy your people. It's not even worth it to be sitting here. Quyana (Appendix

AD:14).

It is important here to take special notice of the words: “When you get to 83 years old, | think
before you learn something to satisfy your people” (Appendix AD:14). Comments like these
from elders are examples of how, in Yup'’ik societies, one becomes a knowledgeable person. For
elders like Harry, they have learned that it is important to listen and observe for a long time
before speaking. This is critical and provides evidence that there are many Yup’ik subsistence
harvesters who sit, listen, and think about many things at meetings without voicing an opinion
because in Yup’ik culture the youth and even middle-aged people understand that their role is
to listen and observe.

Subsistence harvester and natural resource manager Josh Owens wanted to ask agency
managers “When are you guys gonna be working more closely with people in the villages, and in
what ways and what forms instead of trying to dictate to us what you think, and what we should
think, and what we should not think” (Appendix AD:7). Later in our conversation, Alaska
Migratory Bird Co-Management Council member Josh Owens explained:

In the past when | participated with the migratory issues like the

[Yukon/Kuskokwim] Delta goose management plan they [agency managers]
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stated it was a co-management structure, but in essence, according to the state

and federal government, they are to manage, and we are to cooperate. And, it

still seems to be that way (Appendix AD:5).
It would seem that at least some members do not consider their participation on the
Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council as equal and representative of true co-
management. The perception that agency managers are really saying to subsistence
harvesters “we manage and you cooperate” (Appendix AD:5) is not limited to
subsistence harvesters engaged in the Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council.
Nick Larson shared his perception of his participation in the working group:

Yeah, then at the end, they always say the Department [Fish and Game] will

make a decision, and staff will make a recommendation, and that cuts us right

there. Even though they do it real nicely, but the thing they are saying is, We

manage, you cooperate. That's the bad part of it ... It's really frustrating, you

want to fight for your people, and you've got nine other people looking down on

you. You're not in our world (Appendix AD:10).
The words “you don’t know how we live” (Appendix 0:14) or similar phrases from subsistence
harvesters were repeatedly used in reference to their perceptions of agency managers’ cultural
and ecological understanding of the people, land, and animals of Western Alaska. Nick Larson
and Josh Owens provided evidence of the interrelationship between How Subsistence
Harvesters Perceive Their Participation in Level Six and the dimension, Cultural Awareness in
Level Five (Figure 8; Appendix AD:5; 10). When stakeholder groups do not possess cultural
awareness of the other stakeholder groups involved in collaboration, some stakeholders will feel
that their participation is meaningless because those with whom they are trying to work do not
understand their ways of doing business and their relationship with fish and wildlife. Lack of
cultural awareness contributes to Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in

Level Seven (Figure 8).

How Managers Perceive their Participation

Bob Riley from Fish and Game explained:
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It's not just the stakeholders [subsistence harvesters] that are suffering,

wondering whether or not this process is working for them. We're [Fish and

Game] wondering whether or not it's working for us ... | mean there's two sides

to this whole story ... Right now, at the end of this interview, you've gotten to

some of my more negative impressions about it, but that's not my normal

impression. My normal impression is the positive one ... | probably was more

candid with you than necessarily my supervisors would have liked me to be

(Appendix AE:1).
Similar to subsistence harvesters, some managers feel doubts about whether or not
collaborative management is working to their benefit. Interestingly, Bob mentioned that he
“was more candid with [me] than necessarily [his] supervisors would have liked”. Statements
like this from managers may illustrate an atmosphere of fear among agency managers. |
observed two particular events that help to illustrate what | mean by the existence of an
atmosphere of fear among managers. First, while observing the first working group meeting on
June 20", 2012, I recall being shocked by some of the things managers said that day in reference
to subsistence harvesters’ reactions to fishing closures on the Kuskokwim River. These
managers and | were participating telephonically in Anchorage while subsistence harvesters
were participating telephonically from several Western Alaskan communities. Realizing that |
was a conditional new hire without a permanent position and completely disposable, it was
understood that to voice my concerns here at this meeting would have most likely resulted in
negative repercussions. | recall feeling that | had been placed in a moral conundrum unable to
say what | wanted without fear of reprisal.

In a second and similar circumstance, | had just finished delivering a presentation to the
Council in February of 2013. Before delivering this short speech of thanks and recognition for
the many elders and Western Alaska peoples that participated in my research, | was nervous to
say the least. Prior to this presentation, | had been struggling over whether or not to mention
something on the public record | had observed during this research that | knew would be a
particular hot button with many of the biologists and managers in the room. | did it anyways,
and the air was silent when | spoke. In front, the people clapped, and to my rear | could swear |

heard grumbling. Upon finishing my presentation a Fish and Game employee approached me
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and said that while | was speaking she quietly said, “Thank you. Somebody said what | can’t say”
(Field Journal notes, February 27, 2013). It remains unclear how and to what degree this
atmosphere of fear is affecting the collaborative management of fish and wildlife in Alaska.
When biologists and managers sit silently at meetings in fear that something they say might
have negative repercussions on their careers, most likely there is a limiting effect on potential
outcomes of collaborative management due to the likelihood that critical pieces of information

are left unidentified and undiscussed.

Manager’s Perception of How Subsistence Harvesters Perceive their Participation

Bob Riley with Fish and Game provided some information about how some managers
perceive the ways in which subsistence harvesters view their participation.

With respect to the Kuskokwim working group ... the biggest disconnect that |

feel that we have ... and I've heard this from a number of members ... it's not

from everyone ... The working group feels that once it's made a decision, it feels

like the state should be compelled to abide by that decision once it's [the

working group] heard all the data that we have to present and ruled on what it

thinks should be done, that that's how the fishery should be managed. And,

they think that when and if those decisions are not necessarily adopted ... It's

very daunting for the working group and it's very upsetting. They don't

understand what they're doing here. They don't understand why they're being

asked. They've been given a lot of messages about how important their

participation is, how much they have to do with the management, and they

don't necessarily see it. What they see is a different decision being made

(Appendix AF:1).
Bob has heard from a number of working group members that their experience with the
collaborative management process is less than positive. When subsistence harvesters are able
to work closely with agencies, and they feel that their input is received and incorporated into
the management plans, as was the case with the collaborative process leading to the
amendment of the Migratory Bird Treaty in the early 1980’s, subsistence harvesters satisfactions

concerning their participation appear to be more favorable and positive. In contrast,
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subsistence harvesters feel frustrated, angry (Appendix AD:4), disappointed (Appendix AD:12),
and as if their participation has been meaningless (Appendix AD:14) when all or most of their
proposals are rejected by decision makers, especially those stakeholders who feel that the
agency managers who continually trump their recommendations do not understand the people
and the land in Western Alaska (Appendix 0:14). Some agency managers are aware that
subsistence harvesters who are engaged in the process often feel disenfranchised; they are also

aware of the many barriers to meaningful participation that exist (Jacobs and Brooks 2011).

Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council

Subsistence harvesters’ perceptions of their participation serving on the Council
included: 1) there are excessive amounts of paperwork (Appendix AG:2; 4); 2) it is a highly
formal process (Appendix AG:2; 3); 3) because Council meetings are no longer held in remote
communities, subsistence harvesters lack exposure to the Federal Subsistence Management
Program (Appendix AG:6; 11); 4) when their concerns are not addressed in a meaningful way,
travelling to meetings is both expensive and frustrating (Appendix AG:6); 5) their knowledge is
not appreciated by agency managers (Appendix Y); 6) meetings are excessively long and
tiresome; especially for elders (Appendix AG:7; 10); 7) meeting information and materials are
not provided to Council members in a timely manner (Appendix X:5; AG:8); and 8) serving on the
Council was not worth their time and effort because they lacked a meaningful role in the
decision making process (Appendix AG:2; 4). Subsistence harvesters’ suggestions for how to
improve the function of the Council included the need for managers to conduct formal tribal
consultation before selecting Council members (Appendix AG:5) and the need for Council
members to be compensated for their work on the Council (Appendix AG:7; 10; 12).

One former Council member (Appendix AG:2) perceived her role as lacking the capacity
to affect regulatory decisions much in the same way Greg Roczicka earlier stated, “Sometimes |
think we are sitting as more tokens” (Appendix AD:13). Susan Carter explained:

| didn't like the process of the decision making and that we were just advisory ...

capacity ... Sorry, if you want my opinion, | want it to have some weight. If you

want me to volunteer my time ... | want it to have weight ... My time to be

meaningful ... and that whole paperwork process [of the feds] ... of the RAC
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[Council] was a little over the top. Even when you travel ... Even just to ... get on

the board [Council], it was a process, and | just didn't like it. | just didn't like the

feel of the meetings ... | just didn't feel like | was adding much ... My voice wasn't

... | just didn't feel that it was worth the time and effort. | just think the working

group concept is a good concept ... and we have [Council] members on there ... |

think the working group ... is more fulfilling to me even though | have ... great

frustration with [participating] ... than | had with the [Council] groups ... yes, felt

so formal and you had each man speaking into the microphone ... If you're going

to create these groups ... and not give the equality of the vote on decision

making process ... It's not about the compensation ... To me, that's not even as

important as. Just ... give my vote and my opinion a vote ... Give our people the

opportunity to say, yeah, we're all a part of this, this is our decision (Appendix

AG:2).

For Susan, serving in a role where she possesses a meaningful vote in the decision making
process is paramount to whether or not she perceives her participation as meaningful. Although
she explains that excessive paperwork and the formal nature of the Council process had limited
her meaningful participation, clearly her perception that Council members are not afforded a
meaningful role in the decision-making process was the greatest factor driving her decision to
stop participating on the Council (Appendix AG:2; 3; 4). Susan demonstrates the
interrelationship between the features, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role in
Level Four and Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council (Figure 8).

A second former Council member explained that it is especially difficult to attract young
people to participate because of the lack of compensation paid to Council members for their
duties. While trying to recruit young people to participate on the Council, Nick Larson recalled
young people asking him,

How much they pay you for? How much stipend do they give you for attending

meetings for a whole week? Maybe hundred something | say for a whole week

from Monday to Friday, might be about two hundred ... They say, ‘Na, that's not

enough to live for a day or two at the current rates we have to pay for services

nowadays (Appendix AG:10).
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Both Nick Larson and Bob Aloysius (Appendix AG:10; 12) said that lack of compensation for their
time spent at meetings and away from their families is deterring many subsistence harvesters
from applying to serve on the Council, especially young people. There are other reasons why
many young people are not applying for membership on the Council. Recall that young Yup'ik
people most often do not perceive their roles as decision makers for their communities.
Instead, young Yup'ik people like John and Tommy of Kwethluk perceived a meaningful role in
collaborative management of fish and wildlife as listening to and observing the directions of
their elders (Appendix U:7). This provides evidence that the feature, Why Some Subsistence
Harvesters are Not Participating in Level Seven is linked to How Subsistence Harvesters Define a
Meaningful Role in Level Four (Figure 8).

Concerning the process of Council meetings, Nick explained:

These types of meetings, they're time consuming ... They'll go there in the

morning all day long, well into eight, nine in the evening, twelve, thirteen,

fourteen hours. Because sometimes | used to see them go to nine or ten o'clock

at night ... It's just kinda frustrating ... Between three and four ... five in the

evening, people start to walk out losing interest, tired. They're brain-washed all

day ... Especially, you've seen our RAC [Council], all the elders. It's very tiresome

for them to sit all day long (Appendix AG:10).
The practice of agencies holding excessively long public meetings are not limited to the Council.
Often, meetings held by agencies are long with very few breaks. While this may be routine for
agency managers, subsistence harvesters perceive such meetings as frustrating and exhausting,
especially elders. Recalling his time spent on the working group, Nick stated:

If the working group sends you over [to Anchorage for a meeting], it'll hold you

prisoner from morning to evening. You only get one hour off for lunch, and if

not, they'll provide you with sandwich and juice or pop. They'll let you stay in

there all day long. They'll let you go out at four thirty or five, or sometimes as

late as six in the evening (Appendix AG:7).

Natural resource manager and subsistence harvester Bobby Sterling expressed concerns

with how the Council process was created.
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The RAC [Council] itself ... was developed out of the eyes and visions of probably

the regional directors, people pretty high up in these management agencies ...

and | believe they were done without consulting people in the villages, how they

would like to see a meaningful ... process and participating in...the management

of the resources (Appendix AG:5).
Furthermore, Bobby expressed his desire for the United States Government to consult directly
with federally-recognized tribes to negotiate the selection of Council members (Appendix AG:5).
It is a commonly held belief among subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska that negotiations
with federally-recognized tribes should occur directly with the United States Government as was
implied in the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act (Appendix L:11; U:3; AG:5). The failure of the
Federal Subsistence Management Program to provide tribes with the capacity to be engaged in
the selection of members for the Council and Federal Subsistence Board frustrates many if not
most subsistence harvesters in Western Alaska (Appendix AG:5). A dimension of the feature,
Process in Level 5, Where and How Collaborations Occurs is linked to the features, Subsistence
Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council and Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not
Participating in Level Seven at the tip if the iceberg (Figure 8; Appendix AG:5).

Nick Larson provided an example of a barrier to communication between stakeholder
groups engaged with the Council.

They'll [federal managers] expect you to be on top of all them materials they

send in. Half the time, better than half the time, they don't send them early

enough for us to review them (Appendix AG:8).
Recall, Greg Roczicka mentioned that the Office of Subsistence Management has regularly failed
to get meeting materials out to Council members in time for them to familiarize themselves with
the material being discussed. This is an issue that has substantially limited their meaningful
participation at meetings (Appendix X:5). This problem significantly adds to the frustration of
Council members serving as volunteers and desiring to meaningfully participate in the
regulatory decision making, which affects the lands they refer to as their homes. Greg
(Appendix X:5) and Nick (Appendix AG:8) provide evidence of the interrelationship between the
feature, Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council and Flow of Information in Level Five

(Figure 8).
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Many subsistence harvesters desired that agencies hold Council meetings in villages
outside of Bethel (Appendix Z:11; 13; 15; AG:6; 11). Failure to do so has limited subsistence
harvesters’ exposure to the Federal Subsistence Management Program (Appendix AG:6).
Natural resource manager and subsistence harvester Bobby Sterling explained:

Ever since they quit meeting in the villages, managers cannot get people to

participate or submit their names to be a regional Council member when they

are soliciting for regional advisory council members. Because they do not meet

in the villages there's no local exposure to the Council process, in that ... people

lose their interest; people lose their perception; people lose their feelings of

worth in participating in the process. Interviewer: So you think that may be

leading to fewer applications being submitted? Bobby Sterling: Yes ... and I'm

sure they [subsistence harvesters] share the same frustration as | do. Many

people submit their proposals ... through their tribal councils and a lot of time

they come to the ... RAC [Council] meetings, they go to the Federal Subsistence

Board meetings ... If they submitted through the other management body, the

state side ... they have to go to those meetings as well. It becomes very

expensive and they [subsistence harvesters] don't achieve what they want from

those meetings. They get frustrated ... They feel totally alienated ... and their

point of view ... is not appreciated. And in this day in age, with the high

transportation costs and ... high everything cost ... it's just going to be more and

more impossible for people to actually come in and participate ... in these

meetings ... Going back to the [Council’s] inability to meet in the villages, | think

it's a bureaucracy that prevents that from happening, and it's having a very

negative impact on federal management (Appendix AG:6).

For Bobby, reasons why many subsistence harvesters are not participating in the Council
include: 1) the high transportation costs incurred traveling to meetings in Bethel, 2) a lack of
exposure to and knowledge of the Federal Subsistence Management Program (exacerbated by
the lack of interaction between stakeholder groups in Western Alaskan communities), and 3)
feelings of alienation and frustration felt by subsistence harvesters who travel to meetings only

to fail to achieve what they came for (Appendix AG:6). Overcoming these challenges will require
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the Federal Subsistence Management Program to begin holding more meetings in multiple
communities outside of hub cities. The feature, Working Together in Communities in Level Five
is interrelated with the features, Subsistence Harvesters’ Perceptions of the Council and Why
Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating in Level Seven (Figure 8). The lack of
exposure that many subsistence harvesters have to the Federal Subsistence Management
Program and process is most likely linked to meetings being held outside of their communities
and has limited rural residents’ roles and participation in collaborative management. | assume
that other subsistence harvesters living in remote communities of Alaska face similar challenges
because other regional advisory council meetings tend to be held in regional hub cities or in
Anchorage. If this trend in meeting venues continues, subsistence harvesters’ participation at

Council meetings will likely remain low.

Level 7: Why Subsistence Harvesters’ Participation is Declining

Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are not Participating is the most visible feature in the
iceberg model, and it is a documented outcome (Figure 1) of how collaborative management
has occurred in Western Alaska. Many of the transcript excerpts associated with the single
feature in Level Seven have something in common. Most of these quotations are penetrators,
or meaning units that penetrate multiple levels of the ice berg. They are often lengthy but
provide comprehensive evidence of numerous interrelationships between multiple levels of
visibility. Depicted by the blue dashed lines in Figure 8, penetrators connect often unseen
features below the waterline with participatory outcomes that are observable (i.e., visible)
during real-time negotiations and collaborations between stakeholders. Although penetrators
are empirical units of meaning found in the data, they provide substantial theoretical insights
into how divergent worldviews and approaches to management between stakeholder groups
exacerbate barriers to meaningful participation and drive outcomes of collaborative
management.

The words of key respondents associated with the feature at the tip of the iceberg
clearly illustrate the interrelationships among the features and dimensions discussed in Levels
Five, Six, and Seven (Figure 8; Appendix AG; AH). However, to more completely understand why

subsistence harvesters’ participation is declining, one must look closer at the interrelationships
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between features deep below the waterline in Levels One through Four and how these affect
the barriers and facilitators located at the waterline in Level Five. In these linkages, there is
evidence of needed reforms to the collaborative process currently used to manage fish and
wildlife in Western Alaska. Much of the information presented in this section is related to
implications and recommendations for improving collaborative management between
stakeholder groups (see chapter four).

Key interrelated features and dimensions linked to the tip of the iceberg in Figure 8
include: 1) the dimension, Respect for Elders within the feature, Yup’ik Culture (Appendix AH:9);
2) Managers’ Worldviews on Land and Animals (Appendix AH:7); 3) Managers’ Approach to
Management (Appendix AH:7); 4) How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role
(Appendix AG:1); 5) Value of Subsistence Harvesters’ Knowledge (Appendix AH:5; 7; 9); 6)
Cultural Awareness (Appendix AH:4; 9; 10): 7) Working Together in Communities (Appendix
AH:2; 5; 8; 9; 10); 8) Working Together at Meetings (Appendix AH:7); 9) Flow of Information
(Appendix AG:1; AH:3); and 10) Subsistence Harvesters Perceptions of Their Participation
(Appendix AG:1; AH:1; 6; 9) (Figure 8). These examples represent where key respondents
explicitly linked particular features of the iceberg to Why Subsistence Harvesters are Not
Participating in Level Seven.

In addition to the empirical evidence shown as blue dashed lines, divergent cultures,
worldviews, and approaches to management exist between subsistence harvesters and agency
managers. These divergent meanings are based in culture and drive the outcomes of
collaboration that we see above the waterline. The influence of these cultural drivers is shown
by red lines in Figure 8. The red lines converge at the feature, Interaction and its dimension,
Cultural Awareness in Level Five. In other words, infrequent interactions slow the progress
towards developing increased awareness of these important cultural differences between
stakeholder groups. When combined in a complex management environment, these
pronounced differences, lack of cultural awareness, and infrequent interactions between
subsistence harvesters and agency managers impede meaningful participation and hinder the
development of meaningful roles for subsistence harvesters in collaborative management of fish
and wildlife in Western Alaska. These conditions ultimately lead to hopeless frustration and a

visible decline in participation (Figure 8).
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With seriousness, concern, and purpose in his voice, Council member Bob Aloysius
penetrated to the heart of the matter, commanding the attention of every person inside the
Bethel Cultural Center.

For me, there's only one thing that has come up over and over again this

summer. Where is the Council and the Federal Subsistence Board, because we

are dealing with subsistence. Where are they? ... They're here to help us, and
they're not here. | hear that everywhere | go, and a lot of times I'm ashamed to
admit that I'm on the RAC Council because we're helpless. Everybody else is
doing things to dictate to us what we can eat and when we can eat it and yet
the Federal Subsistence Board is there supposedly to protect us and help us get
the subsistence food that we need. We've been there for 30,000 years. The

Fish and Wildlife and Fish and Game are new entities. The only education they

have is based on paper. And I'll say this loud and clear, time and time again, our

people say, the people who run Fish and Game and Fish and Wildlife do not
know what the subsistence way of life is. They don't live in a village. They don't
live in a fish camp. It's very hard for people like me to stop what I've been
taught to do ever since | can remember. And it's very frustrating for elders, and
especially the young people who look up to the elders to say, what can we do?

And the elders' response is, We can't do anything. Our hands are tied—very

frustrating. So ... there has to be something done. And the other thing ... the

subsistence hunters, fishers, trappers, gatherers are always dictated [to]
without their input. They have no input. That's what they [subsistence
harvesters] say, that we have no input. How come they [agency managers]
never come and ask us what we need? How come they never ask us ... how we
can help them, because we know, we live here. This is our way of life. We
depend on the four seasons. We don't have a lifestyle that we do every day ...

We have a way of life dictated to us by the seasons. There's a hunting season ...

fishing season ... gathering season ... and a season to prepare ... That's our way

of life, and it's dictated to us by nature. We have no control over nature.

Nature controls what we do, and this is something that has to be understood by
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the Federal Subsistence Board and the people who make that Board. Our
people live on this land, and we live on this land because it offers us food to
survive. And all of our elders, our real elders, tell us, when the food is there,
you gather it, because it's only there for a very short time. Right in the peak of
whole salmon season up there in the Tuluksak, Kalskag area, we were shut
down for twelve days ... We couldn't do what we're entitled to do because of
paper, numbers on paper saying that there is not enough fish going up the river.
So again, the philosophy of the working people is the pen is mightier than the
sword, and the pen that rights on paper is mightier than the way of life of the
people that live here. There has to be some kind of a solution to make sure that
the people that depend on the fish and the game of this land have the
opportunity year after year to harvest what they need, because the window of
opportunity is only three months long at the longest ... That's our way of life and
that's the way we think. It's in our mind, our hearts and our spirits. ... we have
to be able to harvest those foods at those times of the year. It's hard for people
to understand that [who] do not live that way, and this is what | get from the
people at home, my elders. The young people who are anxious to practice what
they see the adults and the elders doing. They want to be involved, and yet we
have to stop it, no, we can't do that ... Why can't we? Well, it's on paper. The
federal government and the state government said you can't fish, and our hands
are tied. And if we go out and do that, we're breaking the law like the people in
Akiak. They went out to harvest what they needed, and they had to suffer the
consequences ... | went out [and] the water was so high all ... even this spring. |
went out. | made two efforts to fish. | caught one king in one drift in one place
and one red salmon in another, and that was the harvest | got for the whole
summer. One king and one red ... Because | have gear, | have boat, engine, nets,
| was able to let the able-bodied relatives of mine use my boat, engine, and nets
when it was open, because | wasn't going to go out there ... because gasoline up
there is $7 a gallon. Even the fish are right in the river, right across the river

from us, upriver from us. When they're not there we have to travel upriver or
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downriver in the area that's open, and it costs a lot of money to buy gas just so

you can put food on the table, or put food in the freezer, or put fish in the

smokehouse to dry for the fall, winter and spring seasons. ... that's my personal

report and take it for what it's worth. ... we, the people who live on whole

Yukon and the Kuskokwim rivers depend on the food that comes to us. We

didn't go chasing after it like our brothers and sisters in the Lower 48 where

they had to follow the migratory bison. We wait in our fish camp for the fish to

come to us, and if we don't have the opportunity to gather that, it's not good.

It's not good mentally, emotionally, and spiritually. It's not good for our young

people. And they wonder why. You taught us how to do this, now we can't do

it. Thank you (Public Record, Appendix AH:9).
The lack of cultural awareness from managers for the Yup’ik culture and way of life has impeded
subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation in collaborative management (Appendix AB;
AH:4; 9; 10). Bob and other subsistence harvesters provided evidence of the interrelationship
between the dimension, Working Together in Communities in Level Five and Why Some
Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating at the tip of the iceberg (Appendix Z; AH:2; 5; 8; 9;
10; Figure 8). Bob also explains that there is a lack of understanding between stakeholders for
each other’s worldviews on land and animals. He said that the lives of Yup’ik people are
dictated to them by the seasons, not the calendar used in the United States and other Western
European societies. Tommy and John Griffon explained:

We don't follow a calendar ... It's when they're [fish, animals, and birds] here, or

not ... when it's time, or not. It's ... when the land and weather says it's time to

go ... When it's rough out, when it's bad weather, when the ice is bum, we don't

go nowhere. When it's open [when the waterways are not frozen] you can take

your boat and go up river to spring camp, that's when it's time to go.

Interviewer: So not a calendar, but when the land tells you it's time. No, not the

calendar. I hardly ever look at the calendar. But | know when ... [it is] spring

time, it's birds, beaver, muskrat. When the weather gets warm, and the ice gets

free. You can tell when they're going to come. You can see them coming too

(Appendix L:12).
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Most Yup’ik peoples do not perceive themselves as having control over nature. Instead, the
land, animals, and nature provide directions to the Yup'’ik people concerning harvesting
activities and what needs to be done (Appendix AH:9).

The Value of Subsistence Harvesters’ Knowledge is a shared concern among subsistence
harvesters and linked to Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating (Appendix Y;
AH:5;9; Figure 8). Recall, Bob stated, “The pen that writes on paper is mightier than the way of
life of the people that live here” (Appendix AH:9). Ron Gable’s comments illustrate why some
subsistence harvesters like Nick Larson and Bob Aloysius might infer that managers may hear
them but do not take their knowledge seriously:

And this is why people interpret ... us as not listening to the working group. So,

the working group passes a resolution that does not support say, a decision that

the state is proposing. Okay, so they disagree with the state, and it’s

unanimous, nobody likes it. The state goes ahead and vetoes it and implements

whatever it’s gonna do ... That smacks ... people out here ... on two different

fronts. One ... what you hear is why they’re [subsistence harvesters] ... inept

because their vote didn’t matter. It was vetoed by the state or the feds,

regardless. And two, they’re [managers] just not listening to what the working

group is saying. And you hear that from working group members ... Ninety

percent of the time we [all] agree ... It's fine, okay we gotta do this, we gotta do

that. It’s this other ten percent. It’s probably less than that. ... we don’t agree ...

for whatever reason ... And, | heard this a lot last year from the ... chairwoman ...

is that we’re not listening. You’re not listening to us, or that we don’t agree

with them, or when they disagree with us, and that’s actually not the case ... We

listen to everybody’s point of view, took it all into consideration. However, we

don’t agree with it, and ultimately that authority lies with the state and with the

feds. So ... if there were reasons why we didn’t do ... why we didn’t agree with

the state, we tried to articulate that back to ... the working group ... but

sometimes they just ... Once we disagree and we move ahead, the blinders go

up, and you hear the, well, you didn’t listen to us. Why are we here if you're not

going to listen to us, why are we here? Well, that’s unfortunate because we do
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listen ... but sometimes they [subsistence harvesters] make the wrong decision

... based on the numbers ... based on what’s legal, based on ... what’s the best

thing for the long-term sustainability of the fishery ... We can’t ... and it’s

unfortunate when that happens because it does, it causes everyone to get very

... tense with each other and ... that’s not what ... We don’t want that, we’re not

trying to create conflict. We’re actually trying to do the opposite of that by

discussing it (Appendix AH:7, emphasis added).

Ron provides evidence that some subsistence harvester interpret agency managers’ veto of the
working group’s recommendations as an affirmation that their role in collaborative
management does not afford them the capacity to equally and meaningfully engage in decision
making (Appendix AH:7).

Subsistence harvesters defined a meaningful role as the ability to work together and
have equal decision making authority on issues related to the management of fish and wildlife
(Appendix U). When subsistence harvesters do not possess a meaningful vote in decision
making, they often ask the question “why are we here” (Appendix AH:1;7). This provides
evidence of the interrelationship between the features, How Subsistence Harvesters Define a
Meaningful Role in Level Four and Why Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating
(Figure 8). When Ron says “sometimes they [subsistence harvesters] make the wrong decision
based on the numbers” (Appendix AH:7), he demonstrates why Managers’ Worldviews on Land
and Animals in Level Two are linked to the Value of Subsistence Harvesters’ Knowledge in Level
Five (Figure 8).

When stakeholder groups possess divergent views of nature, differences in approach to
conservation, and lack of understanding of one and other’s ways of dealing with land and
animals, the value those groups assign to each other’s knowledge tends to be less than they
would normally assign to that of their peers. In other words, knowledge constructed through
processes which seem foreign to one’s own accepted epistemologies, or ways of knowing (e.g.,
science, law, and sustained yield), are often seen as lacking importance and thus not a part of
what is considered sound and effective tools for managing nature. lllustrated by a red line,

divergent worldviews and approaches to management between stakeholders exacerbate
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barriers to Communication between stakeholders in Level Five (Figure 8). The outcome is a
devaluation of subsistence harvesters’ knowledge (Figure 8).

How Subsistence Harvesters Define a Meaningful Role and subsequently How
Subsistence Harvesters Perceive their Participation are both features which are linked to Why
Some Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating (Figure 8). Susan Carter explained that some
meetings of the working group in June of 2012 left her feeling powerless to participate. Feeling
powerless to participate made her want to quit participating, especially when managers began
to privately discuss the issues without working group members or other subsistence harvesters
present to participate. Susan recalled:

| was chairing the meeting, and they [agency managers] were wanting to add

more closures and were going to the back room to talk and ... you could feel the

frustration in the room from the stakeholders, and they [agency managers]

were really clueless as to ... how difficult of a time people were having ... It just

was real frustrating ... That's when | realized that they're biologists, they're

researchers, and they don't put emotions or the cultural or there's none of that

involved in their decision making process. They're going by the books, and |

wanted them to understand that you need to bring that other piece in there,

and they didn't get it and added the additional closures ... It's just black and

white for them ... The compassion ... just couldn't be ... in their minds. They just,

the emotion ... just they were mandated by law and that was frustrating ... It had

to be that way. Yeah, | wanted to leave. | wanted to quit. | wanted to not go

on radio ... | mean to be on radio with those guys [agency managers] too is really

hard, taking calls, and then having the federal representatives look at me like |

was the bad person for disagreeing with them. It is frustrating because you

know that you're gonna ... I'm the one ... that [is] gonna have to go back from

our meetings and say I'm sorry they didn't listen to us and it's frustrating ...

Yeah, there were times | just felt like, okay, | had enough, | wanna quit, and |

can't ... | don't know why they [agency managers] feel that ... right now we're

just an advisory. It's silly (Appendix AG:1).
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For Susan Carter and Bob Aloysius, managers see and think in black and white (Appendix AG:1;
AH:9), which demonstrates why many subsistence harvesters may conclude from their
participation that the pen Euro-American managers write with is mightier than Yup'ik
knowledge and ways of life (Appendix AH:9).

Rather than understanding their relationship to their world in black and white, Yup’ik
peoples interpret their relationship to their world from a shared and holistic perspective. In the
Yup’ik worldview, all living beings hold an equal and reciprocal relationship with their world.
Recall, for Yup’ik people, the land is understood to be alive and possess the ability to punish
those who do not respect it (Appendix L:6).. Yup’ik people’s way of life is about more than
simply getting food. Among other significant elements, it is about sharing, caring, interacting
appropriately with the land and other beings and fulfilling one’s unwritten obligations to their
communities. As Susan Carter mentioned above, when collaborating with agency managers on
decisions that affect fish and wildlife, it invokes many emotions and feelings because unlike
biologists who think about animals in numerical terms, Yup’ik people’s think about and associate
with animals in terms of cultural and spiritual connections. For the Yup’ik people, fish and
wildlife are not to be counted, summed, averaged, or played with, like us they are beings, have
emotions, and desire respect.

Susan talked about the frustration she feels when having to go back to communities and
tell others she is powerless to do anything about their concerns (Appendix AG:1). Similarly, Bob
Aloysius mentioned that it is extremely difficult for elders to tell young peoples who are
concerned about what to do that they cannot do anything because their hands are tied
(Appendix AH:9). Susan and Bob (Appendix AG:1; AH:9) provide evidence of the
interrelationship between the dimension, Respect for Elders in Level One and Why Some
Subsistence Harvesters are Not Participating (Figure 8). Failure to listen to and work with elders
is a serious barrier to meaningful participation for subsistence harvesters. If agency managers
continue this practice, participation in the process and applications to serve on the Council will
most likely also continue to decline. This will require agency managers to listen to elders and
respect their knowledge as worthy of influencing management decisions. If agency managers
do this, they will increase the meaningfulness of subsistence harvesters’ participation and

enable those involved to become real people.
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Ron Gables claimed that many subsistence harvesters do not participate because they
have no desire to participate and do their homework to learn about and understand issues
pertaining to the management of fish and wildlife (Appendix AH:8):

To be honest, a lot of the villages just flat don't participate. Now is it my and

the Fish and Wildlife's responsibility to go out and make sure they participate in

... these other venues that are out there? | mean ... there's a free number. They

can call in to every working group meeting, right? How many folks ever call in

and listen and participate? They don't. | mean, that's part of it ... It's not just a

lack of resources on our part. It's a lack of will on ... some of the villages part.

They don't want to be bothered. They don't want to participate. ... don't want

to make the effort to put in the homework that has to be done to understand ...

You can lead a horse to water, but you can't make 'em drink. ... | think there's

plenty of ways that they can get involved and participate ... but there just

doesn't seem to be that desire (Appendix AH:8).

This is starkly different from subsistence harvesters’ perception of the primary factor affecting
why their participation is declining, which is the lack of interaction between stakeholders in
Western Alaska communities and the lack of exposure subsistence harvesters receive to the
Federal Subsistence Management Program (Appendix Z; AH:2; 10). Senior Council member
Harry Wilde explained:

We haven't had anybody from the village show up. | think one of the reasons

might be that we've held the last | don't know how many meetings here in

Bethel, and we haven't been able to go out to the villages where some of these

proposals affect those villages, and that is the reason why we haven't had any

village comments or anybody coming in from the villages for any of these

proposals. Prior to this, when we were able to travel to the villages, we had a

lot of input from the villages, but now that we seem to be stuck here in Bethel it

seems like all the people that are usually interested in coming to our meetings

have just decided not to come, or they're unable to at this time because this

time of the year is kind of important to the gathering of our winter supplies. So

169



that might be one of the reasons ... we're not seeing any people from the

villages (Public Record, Appendix AH:10).
Stakeholder groups disagree on whom or what is to blame in regards to the declining
participation of subsistence harvesters. Both stakeholder groups observed factors affecting
subsistence harvesters’ participation, which | have grouped in the dimension, Working Together
in Communities in Level Five (Figure 8; Appendix AH:7;10). The observed lack of cultural
understanding and interactions between stakeholder groups are the greatest impediments to
subsistence harvesters’ meaningful participation. Hensel explained:

To the extent that beliefs about the world are shared, interactions are likely to

be understandable and generally predictable; if not, interactions may easily

falter... Similarly, those moments (particularly in cross cultural interaction)

when it becomes clear that [those engaged] understand a situation in very

different terms often lead to a breaking off of communication (Hensel

2001:220).
Achieving a better understanding of the cultural and epistemological differences between
stakeholder groups will require more informal meetings between stakeholders. These
differences need to be discussed frequently and in both formal and informal settings. Official
meetings between stakeholder groups focused solely on business related issues will not have
the same positive effect towards developing cultural awareness between stakeholder groups as

informal, off-the-record interactions.
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Chapter Four: Management Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions

| focus on presenting management implications designed to improve public participation
in fish and wildlife management in Western Alaska. A management implication is, “A deductive
or inductive decision aid that provides evidence from completed research on how to achieve a
management objective in the future” (Guthery 2011: 520). Guthery (2011) suggested that the
presentation of management implications not include a re-hashing of results. However, |
provide brief references to data in various appendices to provide the reader with key evidence
to validate the prudence of the management implications and recommendations. For clarity of
presentation, | present management implications as if-then propositions (Guthery 2011). |
provide managers with some useful recommendations for enhancing public participation.
Finally, | provide research implications and conclusions. | discuss management implications in
relation to three levels of the iceberg model (Figure 8) and three primary research objectives
described in chapter one. To organize the presentation, | separated management implications
into four sections: 1) barriers and facilitators, 2) meaningful role, 3) factors contributing to

subsistence harvesters’ declining participation, and 4) additional factors affecting participation.

Level Five: Barriers and Facilitators

Communication

It was discovered that Yup’ik peoples commonly speak using definitive statements
(Appendix H:4). Yup'ik subsistence harvesters observed that biologists and managers often use
“guess words” when speaking (Appendix H:2; 3). Differences between stakeholders regarding
cultural guidelines for speaking can lead to confusion between stakeholders.

Yup’ik peoples rarely make negative comments, because they believe that words and
even thoughts are powerful (Appendix H:1; 7; Field Journal Notes, March 02, 2013). Language
differences and differences in worldviews regarding land and animals make communication

between stakeholders exceedingly difficult; especially for stakeholder groups who must
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participate in the collaborative process using a second language (Appendix L; M; V:2; 3; 4; W;
AC:4; AG:5).

Audio difficulties with the teleconferencing system used at the Yukon River Drainage
Fisheries Association, Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working Group (working group),
and Yukon Kuskokwim Delta Regional Advisory Council (Council) meetings have limited the
meaningful participation of some subsistence harvesters (Appendix X:7; 8). Furthermore, some
subsistence harvesters find it difficult to say what they would like to on teleconferences because
there are too many people speaking (Appendix AC:1).

Council members often do not receive meeting materials from the Office of Subsistence
Management in time to review them before meetings occur (Appendix X:5; AG:8).

Finally, there is some evidence that subsistence harvesters do not receive information
about regulatory closures resulting in some subsistence harvesters unknowingly breaking the

law (Appendix X:1; 3; Z:7).

Implications

1) When guess words rather than definitive statements are used by managers at meetings Yup'ik
peoples interpret this as managers’ lack of knowledge pertaining to the subject they are
speaking about.

2) If managers are unaware that Yup’ik peoples do not commonly make negative statements
they may assume that Yup’ik subsistence harvesters agree with them when they remain silent
when in fact they may have very different thoughts altogether on a particular subject.

3) If meetings are held in English and no translator is present some Yup’ik subsistence harvesters
will have great difficulties in participating, and for many participation will be limited because of
the increased difficulty most Yup'ik peoples have with comprehending and expressing highly
complex technical terms in English, especially those individuals serving on the Council who are
predominantly over age sixty-five.

4) If information pertaining to either regulatory closures or management meetings does not get
to subsistence harvesters in communities well before the meetings subsistence harvesters’

ability to participate will be limited.
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5) If audio difficulties exist with the teleconference systems used at meetings subsistence
harvesters participation will be limited; especially those subsistence harvesters who are
participating on teleconferences from remote communities.

6) If meetings are held on teleconferences subsistence harvesters in remote communities will
find it difficult to talk and meaningfully engage because there are a lot of people on the

teleconferences, and it is difficult to hear what is being said.

Recommendations

Managers should frequently remind subsistence harvesters that scientists and managers
do not intentionally use guess words but often refrain from discussing outcomes as absolutes
because they have been trained to consider the potential for error and uncertainty.

Managers should consider creating and making cultural education classes a requirement
for scientists and managers who will be working frequently with Alaska Native subsistence
harvesters and other rural residents. Although formal classroom-based instruction will remain
beneficial to scientists and managers, it is even more critical that they meet and engage with
subsistence harvesters in both community events and subsistence activities in Western Alaska.
Such engagement will provide both groups with opportunities to learn about each other’s
cultures, goals, and concerns.

Managers should consider contracting the services of a professional Yup’ik translator at
all meetings between subsistence harvesters and managers. Ignoring the importance of the
Yup’ik language for communicating in Western Alaska, especially for elders, has led to
meaningless participation for many stakeholders.

Managers should avoid presenting materials at meetings using highly complex
terminology and technical jargon.

The Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge should consider hiring two or three outreach
specialists to frequently talk with elders and other community leaders about their concerns
regarding subsistence and fish and wildlife management. Local hires should be prioritized.

While it may seem difficult to travel to communities and interact with subsistence

harvesters, there is some evidence that meetings like the working group have resulted in

173



stakeholders increased understanding of each other’s goals and practices which can produce
increased trust and cultural understanding between stakeholders (Appendix AH:4). In addition
to formal business meetings, informal meetings between stakeholders should occur more often
in Western Alaskan communities to provide stakeholders with opportunities to increase their
cultural understanding of one and other and to learn more about each other’s differences and
similarities.

To enhance the participation of stakeholders by telephone, managers should upgrade
and update the current teleconferencing system to be more functional and efficient. Also, more
time should be allotted for subsistence harvesters participating by telephone to share their
input and concerns.

When the flow of information between stakeholder groups is poor, stakeholders who do
not get information, or those who receive it late, will become frustrated, resulting in barriers to
meaningful participation. To address these concerns, managers should send meeting materials
and information related to regulatory closures as early as possible to allow subsistence
harvesters ample time to process the information. This should include contacting and sending
information to local tribal government offices. If agencies share information more frequently
and in a timely manner, they would improve communication, trust, and relationships between

stakeholders.

Interaction

Managers’ direct engagements in subsistence activities and first-hand experience with
Alaska Native cultures would enhance the meaningful participation of both stakeholder groups
in collaborative management.