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ABSTRACT

The ethnographic and ethnohistorical data clearly indicate that in late
protohistoric and early postcontact times four Native American tribes claimed
and made regular seasonal use of segments of the mountainous country now
within the boundaries of the North Cascades National Park, the Ross Lake
National Recreation Area, and the Lake Chelan National Recreation Area.
These were the Upper Skagit of the middle Skagit drainage, including the Ross
Lake sector; the Chilliwack of the Chilliwack drainage, astride today's
international boundary; the Lower Thompson of the Fraser River canyon and the
mountains south into the Skagit River country of Washington; and the Chelan
of a short reach of the Columbia River and of Lake Chelan and the Stehekin
drainage.

A brief foreword lays the foundation for the report. It makes explicit
the more important goals of the study, identifies the native groups involved,
and briefly characterizes the four tribes in broad linguistic and cultural
terms.

The principal section of the report summarizes in considerable detail
the total-culture configuration of each tribe. Each of these four chapters
is introduced by a brief, evaluative survey of the main ethnographic and
ethnohistorical sources of information, a summary of the names variously used
for the tribe, a definition of its territorial borders, a description of its
linguistic and cultural affiliations, and a review of the early population
estimates for the group. The principal body of each chapter describes in
some depth the traditional culture of each tribe: its subsistence quest,
material culture and technology, settlement characteristics, travel and trade
patterns, social and political structure, life cycle, religion, diversions,
and what may be termed its cognitive culture. Special attention is paid to
data relating directly or indirectly to the group's utilization of the varied
resources of the mountainous regions of its homeland and describing the
social, religious, and other segments of its life mode in its high elevation
country. This information is most complete for the Thompson, though even
here far from rich, comprehensive, and detailed, and is most wanting for the
Chilliwack and particularly the Chelan. Each chapter closes with a section
drawing together and discussing the implications of these scattered mountain
data.

A brief epilogue presents the conclusion that the data collected in this
present study is insufficient in scope and detail to allow a meaningful
comparison of the highland adaptations of the four tribes. They are likewise
inadequate to support an assessment of the vrelative importance of
biogeoclimatological factors as against factors of cultural background and
orientation in setting the pattern of a group's adaptation to its mountain
terrain. A tentative design for further research is suggested.
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FOREWORD

The _chapters that follow represent a first attempt to achieve three
principal, related goals. In brief, these are:

(a) To determine the American Indian groups--"tribes" in a loose technical
sense--that claimed, occupied, and made use of those land areas that
today fall within the boundaries of the North Cascades National Park and
the Ross Lake and Lake Chelan National Recreation Areas, and to
establish their tribal Timits within and in the vicinity of this Park
Complex as of the early contact period.

(b) To assemble from the ethnographic and ethnohistorical 1literature and
from such other sources as may be located data descriptive of the
lifeways of these native groups in Tlate protohistoric and early
postcontact days, the "traditional" period as this term is employed in
this study, and to present this information in an organized, scholarly,
but non-technical fashion.

(c) To ascertain to the degree possible from the data at hand the specific
ways in which these tribal entities made use of the natural resources of
their high country, in particular those of the Park Complex, and, more
broadly, to describe their life patterns when in these elevated valleys
and on these lofty mountain slopes.

As the following chapters indicate, it has been found that four
different tribes aboriginally claimed territory within the present Park
Complex: the Upper Skagit in the Skagit Valley and surrounding mountains
from the southwestern corner of the Complex upstream through today's Ross
Lake region to the vicinity of the international boundary; the Chilliwack in
the upper Chilliwack Valley and the mountainous terrain in its vicinity,
including the northwesternmost segment of the Park; the Lower Thompson in the
upper Skagit Valley and neighboring high country south to the Canadian line
and down through the Ross Lake area almost as far as Big Beaver Creek; and
the Chelan east of the Cascade crest in the upper Lake Chelan and Stehekin
River sector of the Complex.

The claim of the Chelan to its territory is uncontested and that of the
Chilliwack essentially so, though Lower Thompson parties and hunters from
other neighboring groups sometimes entered the mountains within the tribal
boundaries of the Chilliwack. As intimated above, that segment of the Skagit
Valley now under the waters of Ross Lake and the flanking mountain masses,
however, represented at Teast in traditional times disputed hunting and
gathering grounds, frequented by parties of both Upper Skagit, coming up the
river from Newhalem and below, and Lower Thompson descending the valley from
their tribal lands north of today's international border. These overlapping
tribal claims in this Skagit region, protected on occasion by hostile action
on the part of both groups, call for no adjudication by the ethnographer in
terms of time priority, extent and manner of utilization, or any other
standard or basis, for the claims of the two groups appear on the surface
equally valid, though the Upper Skagit had an appreciably shorter trek to the
area than did the Lower Thompson. As noted below, this overlapping multiple



land use is simply reported as an ethnographic reality of the traditional
time period.

Accordingly, there are four chapters in this report, one devoted to the
Upper Skagit, Chilliwack, Lower Thompson, and Chelan respectively, ordered
thus rather arbitrarily in a geographically clockwise fashion. To the degree
that information is available, each chapter provides the same subject
coverage and follows the same data organization and presentation. This
comprises a brief "data base" appraisal; a short introductory, background
section; a substantially more extended summary of what is known of the life
patterns of the tribe with particular attention to its diverse associations
with its higher country; and a final, unfortunately necessarily rather brief
and general section collecting, integrating, and interpreting such
information as is known or can be reasonably inferred regarding the tribal
utilization of its mountainous regions and of its homeland inside the
boundaries of the Park and Recreation Complex.

It is important to the theoretical interests of this report to note
that, though their territories joined or, in the case of the Chilliwack and
Chelan, were almost contiguous, these four tribal entities differed in
important Tinguistic and cultural respects. Although all four spoke dialects
of the Salishan language family, their dialects were mutually unintelligible.
Further the speech of the Upper Skagit and Chilliwack belonged to the Coast
Salish division, while the Lower Thompson and Chelan were members of the
Interior Salish group. Culturally, the Upper Skagit were an inland Puget
Sound people as the Chilliwack were a hinterland Fraser River folk, both with
obvious though rather dilute Northwest Coast cultural affiliations. The
Lower Thompson of the Fraser Canyon country followed a basic Plateau life
pattern, but with a considerable tilt in certain cultural domains toward a
weak and modified coastal 1life style. The Chelan, in contrast, were an
out-and-out Plateau group, but somewhat atypical in their unusual Tlake and
towering mountain environment and in their 1ife mode in adaptation to this
special ecological configuration. Yet 1in spite of these substantial
differences, all utilized extensively their part of the highlands of the Park
Complex and the nearby mountains and forests. Obviously there are here
opportunities for an intensive comparative ethnographic inquiry of some
considerable interest.

It is hoped that the data of this report will be useful to the
interpretive corps in the Park and Recreation Areas in their continuing
efforts to share with the public information concerning the aboriginal 1ife
patterns of those Indian groups that identified themselves with geographical
segments of the Park Complex, and particularly the ways in which these tribes
were intimately bonded in their subsistence quest and many other life domains
to the valleys and mountains, streams and lakes, and forests and alpine
meadows of the Complex.



CHAPTER I

UPPER SKAGIT

Data Base

The ethnographic information compiled in this chapter has been drawn
primarily from June McCormick Collins' (1974a) field study of the Upper
Skagit carried out in the 1940s. These data are especially full in the areas
of religious and social 1ife, less complete in describing the traditional
subsistence base and material culture of the tribe, doubtless because these
latter segments of the old ways were both less sharp in the minds of her
informants and of a lesser interest to Collins herself.

These data are supplemented by information fragments culled from
published ethnographic and ethnohistorical sources. This is particularly the
case for those subject areas not dealt with by Collins or considered only
cursorily by her.

In this chapter a number of tribes of northwestern Washington and the
adjacent British Columbia coast are mentioned. The maps that follow (Figure
1-1 and 1-2) are reproduced here to assist the reader unfamiliar with the
local ethnography in placing most of these groups.

Introduction

In this section four matters of a general background nature are briefly
considered: the "native" terms by which the Skagit were known, the
geographical boundaries of the group's homeland, the cultural and Tinguistic
relationships of the tribe, and such early population data as are available
for the group.

Ethnonymy

It is customary to think of the Skagit as comprised of two major
population units: (a) the Skagit proper who occupied the area about the
mouth of the Skagit River and the offshore islands, and (b) the Upper Skagit
whose territory began a short distance inland from the salt water and
extended eastward up the Skagit drainage into the high mountains that formed
the western flank of the Cascades.

The Upper Skagit are sometimes considered to have had two component
segments: the Upper Skagit proper on the upper Skagit River whose
subsistence country reached well into the Park Complex, and the Suiattle-Sauk
who ranged the Suiattle and Sauk river region to the south of the territory
of the Upper Skagit proper. This latter group, however, 1is at times
considered as a third major division of the Skagit or even as a separate
tribal entity comparable to the Skagit.



Figure 1-1.

Fragment of a tribal distribution man of lashinaton
by Spier (1936:42-43), slightly modified. The two
Skagit divisions are shown, but not differentiated
by name (see arrows). This and Figure 1-2 locate
most of the tribes referred to in this chapter.
Approximate boundaries of the North Cascades Park
Comnlex are marked bv a dot-dash Tine and the area
is designated by hatching.




Figure 1-2.

Nanaimo
Chemainus
Cowichan
Saanich
Songish (Lkungen)
Sooke
Klallam
Chemakum
(non-Salish)
Lower Skagit
Upper Skagit
Swinomish
Samish
Nuwhaha
(Upper Samish)

Lummi
Nooksack
Semiahmoo
Musqueam
Kwantlen
Katzie
Sumas
Nicomen
Scowlits
Chehalis
Chilliwack
Pilalt
Tait

One of two complementary tribal
distribution maps by Suttles (1957:158,

159).

This map covers the lower Fraser

and Strait of Georgia areas, showing
the location of the Lower and Upper
Skagit (#19, 20) and their western and
northern neighbors.
by the missing numbers appear on the

comnanion man.

Tribes designated



In this study the Upper Skagit and Suiattle Sauk are, for the sake of
simplicity, regarded as a single population group. However, because the
territory of the latter lay some distance from the Park boundaries, lesser
attention is given to it where the data differentiate between it and the
Upper Skagit proper.

Whether these three Skagit population components were thought to be
individually cohesive units and distinct from one another by the Skagit
Indians themselves and possessed their own distinctive names I do not know.
Certainly the term "Skagit" has been used in several different ways by Whites
as a population unit designator: for example, to refer to (a) the Skagit
proper (or Lower Skagit), (b) the Upper Skagit alone, (c) the Lower and Upper
Skagit together, and (d) the Lower Skagit and a few of the Upper Skagit
villages (Indian Claims Commission 1974:315).

According to Hodge (1910:585) and to Swanton (1952:441) quoting Hodge,
the Skagit name for themselves was Hum-a-luh, "the people," information
third-hand by the time it reached Hodge. It 1is wunclear whether this
designation applied to the Lower Skagit, Upper Skagit, and Suiattle-Sauk or
only to some part of this larger unit. A1l other terms for the Skagit listed
by Hodge are obvious variants of "Skagit": e.g., Sachet, Scad-jat, Skagats,
etc.

Tribal Territory

There seems to be only a single study based on field research that
attempts to define in detail the traditional tribal boundaries of the Upper
Skagit. This is a map (Collins 1974c:facing 760) printed as an annex to
Collins' (1974b) report of 1946 concerned with the nineteenth century shift
of the Skagit from their aboriginal religion to Shakerism (Figure 1-3). It
shows the territorial limits, settlement locations, and major subsistence use
areas of the Upper Skagit as defined in this study, as well as these data for
two neighboring tribes. The authorship and date of this cartographic
document are not identified with the map, but in the 1960 Indian Claims
Commission (1974:317) findings of fact concerning the Upper Skagit 1land
claims litigation, the map is attributed to Collins. As printed, this map is
unfortunately a small-scale, reduced, and therefore cluttered cartographic
effort. Nevertheless, it must be used as the primary source from which to
define the aboriginal homeland 1imits of the Upper Skagit.

The Upper Skagit, according to this map, were divided into the Upper
Skagit proper and the Suiattle-Sauk. The eastern limits of the country of
the Upper Skagit proper, following the line between Whatcom-Skagit counties
on the west and Okanogan-Chelan counties on the east, coincided with the
sinuous crest of the Cascades southward from the Canadian border to the
vicinity of Lizard Mountain (USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955). In this
distance the boundary was broken by a number of roughly east-west passes,
among them Castle, Woody (just west of Barron), Harts, McBee, Methow, and
Cascade, to mention only those marked on the USGS Concrete quadrangle (1955).
Just below Cascade Pass the Upper Skagit border Teft the North Cascades
National Park and moved on south to the Lizard Mountain region.
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Figure 1-3.

Tribal boundaries, settlements, and subsistence areas of the two
Upper Skagit divisions (Upper Skagit proper and Suiattle-Sauk)
and of the Skykomish and Snoqualmie, comprising a second major
grouping. This map, printed anonymously with Collins' (1974c)
Upper Skagit religion research, is apparently extracted from

her still unpublished study submitted in connection with Unper
Skagit early land claims litigation.



From the Lizard Mountain area the territory of the Suiattle-Sauk
division continued down the Cascades watershed over Ross Pass, now following
the Snohomish-Chelan county boundary, and Suiattle Pass, soon bending to the
southwest to run just south of Glacier Peak to White Pass, where it veered
sharply to the south again until it reached a point about due east of Monte
Cristo. There it turned abruptly to the west immediately south of the 48th
parallel. Now at last well south of the Park Complex, we need not trace its
limits beyond this point.

The northern border of Upper Skagit country, as defined by this map,
proceeded along the international boundary to the watershed between the upper
Skagit River (now Ross Lake) and the Chilliwack drainage. Obviously to some
uncertain degree this following of the Canadian border is painting with a
broad brush, for the straight 1ine political separation along the 49th
parallel bears no appreciable relationship to the topographic realities that
were major considerations in determining the 1limits of tribal use areas.
Leaving the Canadian boundary it proceeded to the southwest along the
water-directing crests to circle the headwaters of Baker River, to climb over
Mount Shuksan, and then to move southwesterly above the western source
streams of Baker River and to pass just east of Mount Baker. Here we are
significantly west of the Park limits, making further plotting of the Upper
Skagit northwestern boundary, as indicated in this map, irrelevant for this
study.

Similarly, the dividing line between the Upper Skagit and Skagit tribes
lay well down the Skagit River to the west and so well beyond our Park
concerns.

The border between the traditional territory of the Upper Skagit proper
and the Suiattle-Sauk ran roughly west and slightly northwest from the
general Lizard Mountain environs to reach the Skagit River just east of the
mouth of the Sauk River. This means, as already indicated, that the entire
country of this small Suiattle-Sauk group lay some distance outside the
southwestern perimeter of the North Cascades Complex and that it and the
people themselves are of lesser interest to this report.

Especially notable is the fact that there is a considerable territorial
overlap between the northeastern country claimed by the Upper Skagit as
plotted here and the traditional country of the Lower Thompson as described
by Teit (1900:166) (Figure 3-1). As remarked in greater detail below, this
overlap region was to some degree subsistence resource terrain of both the
Upper Skagit and the Lower Thompson. Yet it 1is surely not without
significance that on Collins' map (Figure 1-3) no Upper Skagit game and fish
resources are specifically marked for the region southwest, east, and west of
Ross Lake, a portion of which Teit claims for the Lower Thompson. From these
map data it is likewise clear that the Upper Skagit maintained no settlements
on the Skagit River above Newhalem, some 11 miles downstream from Ross Dam
(see Residential and Task Sites section below).

The Upper Skagit boundaries as described by Collins (1974a:5) very
sketchily and in a slightly muddled fashion down in the Sauk country do not
differ materially from the above delineation. She reports only that the
eastern border followed the Cascade divide, that the northern line abutted
the territory of the Thompson, who hunted in the upper Skagit River country



in Canada, and followed the ridges between the Skagit and Nooksack basins,
and that the southern boundary fell along the ridges separating the waters of
the Skagit from those of the Stillaguamish.

The boundary of old Upper Skagit territory is also specified in the
tribe's 1958 claims petition against the federal government. That portion
relating to the back country in and near the Park borders reads as follows:

[from] the crest of Mount Baker and along the divide
separating the waters of Chilliwack River and Skagit River, to the
International Boundary line . . . ; thence eastward on said . . .
Line to the crest of the Cascades Mountains; thence southward along
the crest of said mountains to the most eastern point of the divide
separating the waters of Sauk River from the headwaters of
Skykomish River; thence westward, northward, and again, westward
along said divide, said area including the watershed of the Sauk
River and the Skagit River, to a point on said divide approximately
due south of the present town of Ehrlich, Washington; . . . (Indian
Claims Commission 1974:318-319)

This 1ine, when plotted, follows exactly or as nearly as I can determine the

boundary as defined by Collins' (1974c) map (Figure 1-3). This is not
surprising since the map was a petitioner's exhibit in this litigation.

Cultural and Linguistic Affiliation

Culturally the Upper Skagit were at root a Northwest Coast group.
Still, much of their territory, extending eastward to the very crest of the
Cascades, was excessively mountainous. Accordingly, they also possessed
traits that were in keeping with the biophysical properties of such interior
terrain. Collins (1974a:4, 6-7) summarizes this Janus-like situation as
follows.

Like coastal peoples, the Upper Skagit relied on salmon as a staple;
used red cedar in making their large winter dwellings, canoes, containers,
and other objects; resided in permanent winter villages and in summer camps
with smaller movable shelters; carved and painted the inner posts of their
houses to symbolize guardian spirits and placed some carved wooden figures in
and near their villages; were structured into upper, middle, and slave
classes; possessed 1ittle political organization; practiced the potlatch;
divided the year into a winter season of religious ceremonies and a summer
period when the food quest was the paramount concern; and possessed the Raven
and Mink as important mythological figures.

Like the people of the nearby Plateau, the Upper Skagit made extensive
use of deer, elk, and other land mammals as food and of baskets as
containers, and they told myths with Coyote as a principal figure. As with
typical Plateau groups, they possessed no secret societies and held few
slaves. Especially the people of the villages farthest upriver made coiled
watertight baskets, wore skin clothing including moccasins, used snowshoes,
and relied strongly on individual guardian spirits though these were
inherited within the family.
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This special combination of cultural traits, some facing west and some
representing high, backcountry adaptations and practices, was recognized as
early as the mid-1800s. 1In 1854 George Gibbs (1855a:432) wrote:

. besides the tribes, or bands, inhabiting the shores and the
lower part of the rivers, there are on the headwaters of the
latter, along the whole course of the Cascades mountains, another
range of tribes, generally independent of the former, who rarely
descend from their recesses, but are intermediate in their habits
between the coast and mountain tribes; except the Taitinapam [who
were Sahaptian speakers related linguistically to the Plateau
tribes east of the Cascades], however, they all belong to the
general [Salishan linguistic] family upon whose borders they live.
Those in the neighborhood of the passes own a few horses, which
subsist in the small prairies skirting the base of the mountains.

These cultural differences, comprehended at a general level by Gibbs and
specifically for the Upper and Lower Skagit by Collins as already noted,
formed the base upon which Smith (1941:205-206) formulated a cultural
subarea--the Foothill Culture--distinct from the subareas on the salt-water
shores. This proposed subarea consisted of a tier of small tribes against
and on the western face of the Cascade Mountains, of the Upper Skagit and
their inland neighbors to the north and south. It also had its counterpart
among the Plateau Indians on the eastern flank of the Cascades. This
formulation is discussed more fully in the later Chilliwack chapter of this
North Cascades study. It is sufficient to note here that the Upper Skagit
shared with the other foothill people a negligible use of clams, seals, and
other salt water products, a hunting pattern almost equal in importance to
fishing, cross-country travel by land as well as movement by canoe, social
gatherings without the potlatch exaggeration, a prestige pattern based on
behavior and achievement rather than on inherited class, and individualized
guardian spirit power (Smith 1941:206).

The important point is that the Upper Skagit had, in a way, two lines of
cultural affiliation. One was down the Skagit River to the Lower Skagit and
other nearby salt-water groups, with whom they shared one block of cultural
traits. The second, running north and south, was with other tribes
possessing this backcountry "foothill" culture. This foothill proposition
has been criticized by Suttles (1957) as poorly documented, as it surely was,
and even illusory, as it definitely was as a tightly structured cultural
subarea. But certainly these high-area tribes on the western slopes of the
mountains shared some special environmental adaptations that brought them
into a common cultural fold, and, as a group, lacked some particular maritime
adaptations of their western neighbors.

According to Collins (1974a:8), both traditions and linguistic evidence
in the form of place names suggest that Interior Salishan speakers once
occupied the Skagit Valley. Other traditions tell of recent migrations into
the Skagit Valley from the Washington Coast and Vancouver Island as well as
from the Plateau. However, linguistic evidence and especially traditions of
these kinds should not necessarily be accepted as proof of an historical
fact.
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Upper Skagit speech was a dialect of Looshootseed (Puget Sound Salish),
a language that included the dialects of the Snohomish, Snoqualmie, and other
neighboring groups. Looshootseed, in turn, belonged to the Tlarge Coast
Division of the Salishan language family, one with member languages from
southern Vancouver Island south to the Oregon coast. Upper Skagit was
mutually unintelligible with Nooksack and with Chilliwack, and substantially
more different from the Interior Salishan speech of the Lower Thompson and
Chelan (Suttles 1957:163, 1985; Thompson 1979:693). Bilingualism, however,
was common in the area (Indian Claims Commission 1974:323).

Slight dialectic differences occurred from one Skagit extended village
to another (Indian Claims Commission 1974:323).

Demography

Population estimates for the Upper Skagit made in precensus times must
be considered only rough approximations. As George Gibbs (1877:181-182) so
perceptively points out for the area tribes in general:

I am well satisfied that none . . . [of the estimates made to my
time] can be taken as . . . accurate calculations . . . . In
arriving at any [demographic] conclusion, it is necessary to regard
not merely the actual facts of increase or mortality known to us,
but the capacity of the country to furnish subsistence, the modes
of obtaining it followed by the Indians, their general character
and habits, their fecundity, their wars, and various circumstances
directly or indirectly bearing upon life.

With these cautions in mind, Gibbs (1877:433) in 1854 estimated the
Skagit (evidently wholly or principally the Lower Skagit) at "about three
hundred all told; and there are other bands upon the headwaters of their
river [plainly wholly or in large part the Upper Skagit], amounting probably
to as many more" (cf. also Gibbs 1855a:436). Wilkes' (1841; in Stevens
1855:435) earlier 1841 estimate for the Scatchae (Skagit) tribe was 650.
Whether this includes both the Lower and Upper Skagit or only the former is
in question, conceivably exclusively the former with the difference between
650 persons and Gibbs' 300 (assuming that both figures were reasonably
accurate) being the consequence of population decimation in the 13 year
period. At any rate, the figure of about 300 persons has generally been
taken as close to the population of the Upper Skagit in the mid-nineteenth
century.

Other population estimates for about 1780 and later have been made in
which the Skagit--Upper and Lower divisions together--are submerged in still
larger tribal groupings, e.g., by Mooney (Swanton 1952:442) in the early
1900s and by Taylor (1963:161-162, 163). There 1is, however, no way to
extricate from these approximations the figures for the Skagit specifically,
let alone the Upper Skagit.

The effects of Western epidemic and other diseases--smallpox,
respiratory ailments, etc.--upon the Upper Skagit in the late 1700s and early
1800s must have been great. The tribe, incidentally, termed smallpox
"Nooksack sickness," because it spread to them from that group (Smith
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1950a:332). In 1961 Taylor (1963:162) calculated "that the population of the
Puget Sound area declined about 50 per cent in the period from 1780 to 1840."
In his careful study of the influence of these diseases in the late
1700-early 1800 time span, Carroll Riley arrived at a population reduction
estimate for the Puget Sound tribes of between 70 and 90 percent. Based on
Gibbs' Upper Skagit approximation of 1854 and Riley's depopulation figure,
the Indian Claims Commission (1974:326-327) concluded that the "Upper Skagits
may have numbered 880 members at the beginning of the nineteenth century."

Consistent with the focus of this study on the aboriginal and early
postcontact Upper Skagit, population estimates and census figures for the
period after 1860 are not considered here.

Subsistence

The Upper Skagit food quest involved an extensive exploitation of the
fish, game, and plant resources of their territory (cf. Figure 1-3). The
data, however, are unfortunately very thin. Especially regrettable is the
fact that virtually nothing is said except obliquely about the subsistence
use of the higher terrain and nothing at all specifically concerning the
streams and mountains within the Park boundaries. I have yet to ascertain
how far up the Skagit River anadromous fish were able to negotiate in
aboriginal and early postcontact times. We may be certain that they reached
at least the Newhalem area since the uppermost Upper Skagit village was sited
there. But whether they ascended farther into the present Ross Lake region I
do not know. Chapman and Turner (1956) designate the Skagit as a salmon
river only up to about the Nehalem sector, but I am unsure whether this is a
pre-or post-dam plotting.

On evidence of the purportedly factual tradition referred to elsewhere
in this study, salmon ascended to the headwaters of the Cascade River
(Collins 1974a:14).

The subsistence-quest strategy of the Upper Skagit was patterned in a
very special way--quite differently, for example, from that of the
Chilliwack--that had its effect upon the group social structure. As Smith
(1941:201) explains the situation:

[The] houses of the local units [of the "extended village"] were
erected on suitable sites near important salmon fisheries; the
buildings were at the same time homes and smoke houses; and if the
population cared to live only on its food staple it needed never
leave its headquarters. When the units dispersed, families went in
opposite directions and at . . . berry and root fields often joined
families from units which belonged to other extended villages.
Socially, these people who met during the summer were as closely
knit as were those of the contiguous winter quarters of the
extended village.

These data seem to underscore the political insignificance of the extended
village and also of its component individual villages.
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Apparently food was not invariably available in necessary amounts to the
Upper Skagit, as it said to have always been to the Lower division.
According to John Fornsby (in Collins 1949:302), an Upper Skagit born in
1855, the Upper Skagit "used to have hard times." He recounted one
supposedly specific instance in his grandmother's day when the downriver
region was visited by a number of upriver Skagit who were so weak from hunger
that they could hardly paddle their canoe. They had come down for clams,
because "they had nothing to eat" back home. Fornsby then added:

[Slome of those [Upper Skagit] people never did much hunting, and
they couldn't get any fish. There weren't many fish up-river.
They couldn't catch them . . . . They got berries 1in the
mountains. They generally got meat: they made a trap and caught
beaver, bear, deer meat . . . Just the up-river Indians were
poor. They had a hard time to get blankets up there before the
White people came. It was pretty hard to catch goats. You had to
have a good gun. (Fornsby in Collins 1949:302-303)

Though Upper Skagit born, Fornsby had spent his 1ife among the Lower Skagit.
It is hard to know the extent to which he exaggerates the difficulties and
country-cousin status of the upstream people. But there is little doubt that
their food supply was less secure than that of the downriver Lower Skagit.

Fishing

Of the three principal food sources, fish contributed most to the Upper
Skagit diet. This is evidenced, Collins (1974a:45) reports, by the location
of most villages "where . . . the maximum amount of fish [could be secured]
during a run." Certain difficulties in understanding this statement are
discussed at a later point (see Residential and Task Sites section).

Three fishing areas are plotted by Collins on her subsistence-marked map
(Figure 1-3): one on the Tower length of Baker River, one on the upper
Skagit River in the Marblemount sector, and the third--for "sockeye and other
salmon"--in the mountains between these two which I fail to comprehend.

The only fish mentioned ethnographically as having been important to the
Upper Skagit are anadromous types: specifically, five kinds of salmon
(chinook, pink, sockeye, chum, and coho) and steelhead trout, each with its
distinct native name. Of these, the chinook and coho were preferred. Salmon
ran from May or June to into the fall; steelhead trout ran as late as
November. Trout were also caught, but seem to have been comparatively
insignificant in the native diet.

Salmon were netted, taken in weirs and with hook and line, and were
speared, all techniques used when the fish were swimming upriver. Three
kinds of nets are described.

(a) A seine, with ends attached to poles and long enough to reach nearly
across a stream, was stretched vertically by men from two poled or
paddled canoes in the light of torches. This was regarded as the most
productive fishing method.
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(b) A net with a closed end was set for some hours in shallow water near a
river bank.

(c) A woven willow-bark or grass (Indian hemp?) dip net was "used to scoop
fish from a canoe, a platform, stones in the river, or from the bank."
The bag net was suspended from a vine maple hoop attached at right
angles to two long pole handles that were tied together at their upper
ends. Between these poles immediately above the bag net was stretched a
net baffle to prevent fish from swimming between the handles.

Apparently several weir types were in use. One variety, employed in
July and August, was constructed by as many as 20 men, under the supervision
of an expert, across a tributary stream where it was narrow and shallow and
the riverbed rocks were small. The frame consisted of a row of single fir
poles firmly set vertically into the stream bottom and tied together by two
or three rows of horizontal cedar poles. The top one, above the water level,
served also as a walkway to the weir platform. Between these vertical poles,
tripods were placed at intervals, two legs of which were placed so as to
assist the vertical poles in supporting the fence. This fence was fashioned
on land, and was rolled out against and tied to the vertical poles and
tripods. Above an opening in this fence a platform was constructed; on this
the fishermen stood with their dip nets. All men who, as volunteers, had
helped build the weir were allowed to fish from it. According to Collins
(1974a:50), the fishing continued all night, but whether it was exclusively a
night activity is not specified. At the close of the season the fence was
removed to be used the following year when the weir, carried away in the late
spring floods, was rebuilt.

At riffles a watersoaked log was placed diagonally across part of a
stream. Salmon, leaping this barrier, fell on an upstream stranding platform
from which they could be easily taken.

Other fishing methods involved spearing salmon with a Tleister,
consisting of an ironwood pole and three prongs of ironwood, deer antler, or
mountain goat horn, and angling for them with a line twisted of women's hair
and baited with salmon eggs.

Although fish were eaten fresh, most were smoke-dried for winter. To be
prepared for eating, salmon (a) were covered with wet moss and steam-baked
whole in an ash pit; (b) were cut into pieces and stone-boiled in a box or
basket; (c) were split, spread with small splints, skewered onto sticks, and
roasted in a slanting row around a fire; and (d) prepared in small slices,
were grilled over a fire. Salmon eggs were wrapped in alder bark and either
roasted in hot ashes or hung over a small fire to dry for Tater consumption.

Shellfish--clams, oysters, mussels, barnacles, and crabs--were secured
on the coast when the Upper Skagit traveled there to visit relatives or by
exchanging dried venison for them smoked.

There 1is no ethnographic information reporting Upper Skagit fishing
sites within the Park Complex boundaries. Mentioned incidentally by Collins,
however, are dip net sites on the Cascade River and on the Skagit near the
town of Concrete, a chinook salmon fence-weir locality on the Sauk River, and
a pink salmon spearing site on the Skagit above Marblemount.
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Special guardian spirit power played an important role in fishing
activities. Power was required, for example, in making effective dip nets,
and in supervising and carrying out specialized tasks in weir construction.
(Collins 1974a:45-52, 76)

Hunting
Collins (1974a:52) states:

Second in importance in the diet were land animals. The Upper
Skagit hunted deer, elk, mountain goat, black bear . . , grizzly
bear, beaver, snowshoe rabbit, fisher, raccoon, and land otter.
Deer and elk were the most h1gn1y sought . . . PAmong the Indians
of their area, the Upper Skagit ma1nta1n that they tended to
specialize in hunting.

For what it is worth, on Collins' subsistence map (Figure 3-1) eight
hunting areas are shown. The four deer areas are on the lower Skagit River
in the Burlington sector, in the stream valley above Big Lake, on the upper
Cascade River, and on the middle Suiattle River. The two elk sectors are the
mountains southeast of Newhalem and the middle Suiattle. The four mountain
goat regions are all in the high mountains: one northwest and one northeast
of Baker Lake, one southeast of Newhalem, and one on the upper Cascade River.
The areas where bear were killed are shown to have been in the country above
Big Lake, in the upper Cascade sector, and once again on the middle Suiattle
vicinity. Ducks were taken in the Big Lake district. It will be noted
(Figure 3-1) that in four cases more than one animal is shown to have been
killed; hence the total number of only eight separate hunting localities.

Game was taken with bow and arrow, though the detailed techniques
followed are not reported. Bows were of yew or alder, had recurved ends, and
were sometimes sinew backed; they varied in length up to about five feet
depending on the size of the game for which they were to be used. Bow
strings were of sinew. Arrows had an ironwood shaft, fitted with a
two-shouldered point of white stone "obtained from a rock slide at . . . [a]
place on the main Skagit" (Collins 1974a:52-53).

Deer and bear were caught in log deadfalls, set in their trails to
water. Animals were also taken in baited spring traps. Deer were driven
over cliffs or into ravines, both by single hunters and by hunting parties.

Meat was cooked by being cut into pieces and then stone-boiled in coiled
baskets made watertight by an overnight soaking; sometimes roots (e.g., wild
onions) were boiled with the meat. Meat was also roasted and broiled. Deer
and other meat was dried for winter use, an important cold season food.

Many birds--especially waterfowl including geese and ducks--were hunted.
Ducks were snot with bow and arrow and caught at dusk in nets stretched
between two vertical posts. Duck grease, particularly valued, was caught in
a clamshell as it dripped from a bird cooking on a spit over a fire.
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Upriver Upper Skagit rarely if ever hunted sea mammals. But downriver
villagers, when visiting relatives near the Skagit mouth, hunted seal and
porpoise (but not wha]esg with harpoons with their shore-dwelling kinsmen.

Mammals and birds were hunted not only as food but also for some of

their parts--like deer skins and bird bones--that served other purposes.
These will be mentioned in later sections. (Collins 1974a:52-55)

Plant Collecting

Many plant varieties were gathered for food as well as for other
purposes. As dietary constituents these were important, providing the starch
and sugar otherwise lacking in their high protein foods. Still, vegetable
eatables were not available in sufficient quantities for them to be consumed
even once daily through the year.

Two root plants--the tiger 1ily and sweet wild carrot--were to judge
from Collins' (1974a:55) data, the most significant food plants. They were
semicultivated on the prairie at bakdlb village on the Sauk River as well as
on two meadows in the lower Skagit River area; on Collins' subsistence map
(Figure 1-3) tiger 1ily root grounds are shown on the middle Suiattle River
but none on the Sauk. The land was divided into marked plots--each three or
four acres in size at bakdlb--that were owned by women and passed down to
their daughters irrespective of where the latter might later live. During
"the late summer, women with . . . [harvest] rights came from widely distant
villages to the plot of their mother" (Collins 1974a:55). With a three-foot
vine maple digging stick sharpened and fire-hardened at both ends, women dug
the roots in August when the blossoms died, replanted the stems, and weeded
the plots.

Camas also grew in the tiger 1ily and carrot plots and were collected,
but whether these plants were also semicultivated is uncertain.

Roots of several kinds of ferns were also eaten. These plants grew near
Birdsview in the Skagit Valley, as well as in lower Skagit River country.
Collins' food resource map (Figure 1-3) places a fern root area on the middle
Suiattle River. For these plants, however, no individual plots were
recognized: any woman with kin at the Birdsview village, for example, was
allowed to dig these roots during her summer visit.

Wild onions were dug for food, for they are mentioned by Collins
(1974a:53) in relation to their being cooked with meat. They are, however,
not otherwise referred to. The wapato root (Sagittaria spp., arrowroot
[Hitchcock and Cronquist 1981:559]) grew in only one Upper Skagit locality,
this near the mouth of the Skagit. Evidently it made essentially no
contribution to the Upper Skagit diet. Roots "could be found in certain
mountain meadows; [but? women preferred not to dig them there if they had a
choice" (Collins 1974a:56). This is a revealing observation in terms of the
special interests of this report, but would be far more meaningful if we were
told the basis for this statement.

Roots were baked in a deep pit or in ashes of the hearth or were stone
boiled with meat in a water-filled basket. "Roots were stored for winter use
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in a special type of basket which women buried in the ground in September"
(Collins 1974a:56).

Tree lichen was gathered and prepared by being placed under ashes all
night.

Berries wused as food included the blackberry, wild strawberry,
salmonberry, blackcaps, thimbleberry, serviceberry, huckleberry, blue
elderberry, red elderberry, gooseberry, trailing currant, mountain blueberry,
and salal, the 1list given by Collins (1974a:56-57). Wild crabapples and
plums added fruit to the diet. Forest areas were carefully burned to make
berries grow more prolifically. Guardian spirit assistance was also sought
to encourage berry growth and to control forest burns to improve berry
yields. (Collins 1974a:55-57) The only berry ground plotted on Collins'
food source map (Figure 1-3) lies on the north side of the Skagit River in
the Birdsview district.

Concerning the preparation of berries and fruits for eating we are told
very little. A1l berries were eaten fresh. Elderberries and blackberries
were also boiled until they were nearly dry. They were kept by being wrapped
in maple leaves and placed in a hole dug in wet sand. Sun drying was
regarded as the best method of berry preservation.

The green sprouts of some berries were enjoyed as spring greens.

The cultivation of the white potato among the Puget Sound Indians began
early in the 1800s, the seed potatoes having been secured by salt-water
groups from trading vessels. As Suttles (1951) has demonstrated, they spread
very rapidly among these coastal tribes. Interestingly, the earliest mention
of potato cultivation on the part of these groups appears to be a report of
Father Blanchet, the first priest among the Skagit, of having stumbled "onto
a Skagit potato patch" in 1840. The following year Wilkes found the Skagit
growing these tubers. In the 1850s potatoes were again reported for the
Skagit. (Gibbs 1855a:433; Suttles 1951:274, 276, 283) The speed with which
this root, together with 1its simple cultivation techniques, diffused has
suggested to some--like Smith (in Rivera 1949)--that the wild root gathering
experience of these native groups, the importance of roots in their diet, and
their traditional pattern of planting, tending, and harvesting a few native
roots, on a small scale, made them especially sensitive to the food potential
of the cultivated potato. Moreover, with their traditional concept of family
ownership of certain especially valuable wild root grounds, the cultural base
existed for ownership of potato patches (Suttles 1951:281).

Food Preparation

Some fragments of information relating to food preparation are reported
in the preceding sections. As a supplement to them, the following general
data are of interest: fish (salmon and steelhead), game (deer, elk, bear,
and other animals), roots (wild carrot, tiger 1ily, and other forms of the
root class), and many different kinds of berries were all dried for winter
use (Collins 1977:2).
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Technology

The manufacture of canoes and building of the large cedar dwelling are
described elsewhere in this chapter. Hunting weapons and devices as well as
fishing and plant collecting implements are reported in those sections. In
this unit we are concerned with lesser technological processes and the
associated items of material culture.

Rigid Containers

Although much less common than baskets used for similar purposes, wooden
boxes were fashioned by steaming and bending a flat cedar piece to form four
sides; tying the corner joint together with thongs through bored holes;
fitting a separate bottom piece in place with corner pegs; and soaking the
box until it swelled and the thongs tightened. Water buckets were made by
hollowing out a section of a cedar trunk. Rectangular wooden dishes with
sloping ends, made of hard wood, were used in serving meals. A canoe
answered the purpose of a giant cooking vessel in preparing for feasts.
Wooden or cedar bark items were made for religious ceremonial purposes.

Spoons were of hard wood or horn. The horn was softened by soaking in
heated water and molded into shape. The handle was sometimes carved into
human or animal form. Horn dishes with "carvings and carved lines traced on
them, some of which represent faces," were probably made by the Skagit, "who
roamed in the Cascade mountains," Eells (1985:231) notes, writing in the late
1800s.

Basketry, Matting, and Weaving

Baskets were very important to the Upper Skagit. Though they were
coiled, twilled, twined, and woven in a checkerboard design, coiled cooking,
burden, and storage basketry was a speciality of Upper Skagit women. Of
particular importance, it appears, and distinctive to the tribe in some ways
were the coiled, watertight baskets of cedar or spruce roots that were used
in stone-boiling and storage. These roots were not dug but were commonly
collected from eroded river banks, sometimes by men who chanced to discern
them when in their canoes. The inner root part served as the horizontal
element and the outer part as the stitching element. The latter was passed
through openings made in the coil below with deer or elk antler awls. The
bottoms of these baskets were always round; cooking baskets were round in
cross section.

Basket ornamentation was by imbrication: i.e., by doubling a separate
colored element under each sewing stitch on the basket exterior (cf.
Underhill 1944:104) (Figure 2-4). Used for this purpose was a cream-colored
grass not native to Upper Skagit territory but purchased from the Upper
Snoqualmie or people living east of the Cascades: it grew abundantly around
Snoqualmie Pass and near a lake east of the divide. Also used was the black
top of horsetail root and brown bark of the wild sour cherry. Favorite
designs were barbecued salmon back fins, fish gills, fish nets, frogs,
butterflies, and a little fly. In this 1listing by Collins the prominence of
water-related motifs seems revealing.
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An open-work, stiff, twined basket was used in clam digging on visits to
the coast, the water draining through the interstices.

Carrying baskets were provided with holes below the top border to
receive small buckskin loops to which were attached the braided wool or
buckskin carrying band. This band could be arranged to allow the container
to hang from the forehead as a back basket or from the side of the waist as
in berrying. Soft cedar bark bags, twilled or made in checkerwork pattern,
were made and used (e.g., as a baby bag inside the cradleboard) though they
were less common in the Skagit Valley than on the coast.

The Sauk River people were reported not to have manufactured baskets
until comparatively recently, but to have used deer and mountain goat
stomachs, turned inside out, as water containers. (Collins 1974a:67-69)
This remark smacks of a folk tradition of doubtful authenticity.

Cedar bark and cattail mats were fabricated by some women but the skill
was regarded as a specialty of saltwater people.  These mats served as camp
shelter walls, as inner wall hangings in permanent dwellings, as occasional
partitions in dwellings, and as bedding, canoe kneeling pads, rain capes, and
caps.

For cattail mats the reeds were pulled in September, dried, trimmed of
their ends, and sewed together side by side. This sewing was accomplished
with a bone or wooden needle drawing a nettle string through the reeds
individually. While the needle was still in place, the reeds were pressed
down crosswise above the needle with a special wooden creaser (cf. Underhill
1944:107-108). (Collins 1974a:69-70)

Even though weaving was considered a "principal craft" of the Upper
Skagit, not all women practiced the skill. The basic material was mountain
goat wool obtained from skins brought home by hunters. Since goats occurred
only in the upriver country, weaving was essentially limited to women of the
interior villages. The hair of a special variety of dog, bred for their hair
and sometimes kept on river islands to maintain breeding isolation, or goose
down or even bear fur in the case of blankets was sometimes mixed with the
goat wool in fabricating the yarn. The wool was carded with a wooden comb,
spun with a spindle consisting of a cedar disk and stick, and twisted into
yarn on the woman's thigh as it came from the spindle. If down was used, it
was placed loose in a basket and the yarn was drawn "through two holes in the
basket so that it passed through the down. When the yarn emerged from the
basket it was covered with down which then became part of the completed
fabric."

The loom for making large pieces consisted of two wooden uprights and
two horizontal bars. The warps ran around these bars and the wefts were
woven in place horizontally to create a tubular fabric that was cut to make
the flat cloak or blanket (cf. Underhill 1944:110-113). These blankets,
which were not plentiful, were valuable as gifts.

A small belt loom--one end suspended from a tree and the other attached
to the weaver's waist--was used in weaving narrow belts and shoulder pads
from which baskets were hung. (Collins 1974a:70-71)
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Clothing and Body Ornamentation

In dressing skins, a woman's task, the hide was soaked for a week in a
solution of cooked and mashed deer brains, twisted until pliable, and hung to
dry. It was then stretched beside a fire by being pulled this way and that.
Finally it was hung over a stick frame and smoked to a golden brown over a
small fire of bark from rotten logs.

In the clothing fashioning process, likewise a woman's activity, holes
were punched with an awl of a deer ulna split and sharpened on a stone. The
sewing was accomplished with an eyed bone needle and thread of deer sinew
that had been dried, pounded, and stripped.

Two types of clothing were worn, one a coastal style of cedar bark,
furs, or wool and the other a tailored skin style like that of the Plateau.
The temporal relationships between these two modes and the extent and
specific form of the early post-White influence on them are not wholly clear.

When men wore clothing--they frequently went naked--their garments
consisted as appropriate of a sleeveless "vest," a cloak of bearskin or woven
goat or dog wool fastened over one shoulder with a bone or wooden pin, and a
cattail matting rain cape. Women wore a thick, ankle-length skirt of cedar
bark strips, hanging from a woven cedar bark girdle. In summer women
preferred a "kind of black apron, presumably woven of bark." Like the men,
they protected themselves from rain with the matting cape. Woven cedar bark
nats were sometimes worn, but whether by one or both sexes is not reported by
Collins. Basketry hats were not made but were occasionally received from
kinsmen in the Plateau.

Both sexes also wore skin clothing--buckskin in winter and doeskin in
summer--when the weather was cold in the mountains or on trips into the
forest. Both sexes wore breechclouts and shirts, the latter {;ometime of
bearskin) open down the front and sewed up the sides with the sleeves left
unsewed, sometimes trimmed with mink and marten. In winter the hair side was
against the body. Both sexes wore mink hats; men also affected peaked caps
with the animal tail hanging behind. In upriver villages both men and women
wore gloves. Moccasins, one-piece and extending up nearly to the knee, were
worn only in the woods or mountains. Clothing of some sort was likewise made
of fox fur, for men were reported to have captured these animals and kept
them for their peltries. (Collins 1974a:71-73)

Upper-class persons had their heads flattened so they "rose from the
forehead to a peak at the back." This deformation was achieved by placing a
cedar bark pad on the infant's forehead and binding it to the cradleboard.
(Collins 1974a:73-74)

Both men and women wore their hair parted in the center, men with theirs
tied in the back with a beaver skin thong and women with theirs braided on
each side and bound with a thong. Combs were of wood or fish backbone.
(Collins 1974a:73)

Body ornamentation was fairly extensive. Red earth mixed with grease
and "cooked" served as a facial paint, both for decoration and as protection
from the cold. White paint was applied by women to their faces and to their
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infants. During guardian spirit dances red paint was put by women in their
hair. Black paint was used only by men on raids. While labrets, ornaments
worn in the lower lip, were not the custom, a bone was worn through the nasal
septum. Women had small tattooed designs pricked into their faces, arms just
above the wrist, legs, and ankles. The patterns were made with a bone needle
and black scrapings from coal. To their person women applied perfumes of
fern and other ingredients secured from groups east of the Cascades.
(Collins 1974a:73-74)

The Settlement

As used in this study, the "settlement" consists of four principal
elements: (a) the physical units--dwellings and ancillary structures--that
comprise the settlement; (b) the grouping of these into villages or
communities (winter or summer, fishing or otherwise, and so on), the location
of these communities, and the clustering of them into larger "extended
villages"; (c) the placement and relationships of the component physical
units within the boundaries of the single settlement; and (d) the domestic
and tamed animals held within or near the village as 1living but nonhuman
components of the settlement. These matters are reviewed in the pages that
follow.

Dwellings and Associated Structures

Of the components of the typical permanent village only the dwellings
are reasonably well described in the ethnographic literature. Nothing is
said, for example, concerning such common settlement components as food
drying racks, food and article caches if these existed apart from the storage
areas within the dwellings, canoe beaching areas, and food processing and
artifact manufacturing areas. Of the seasonal settlement components only the
winter dwelling and winter ceremonial house, and the small, temporary
dwelling for visiting kinfolk in summer, and the warm season, temporary
lean-to are so much as mentioned. Of the units occasionally found in village
association only the sweat house is described even in a fragmentary way. And
of the special ancillary structures used under particular and relatively
unusual conditions only the girl's puberty shelter is referred to. In short,
we have a very imperfect picture of what a traditional Upper Skagit winter
village and warm season fishing settlement Tooked 1ike and no notion whatever
of the appearance of a typical temporary hunting and plant collecting camp.

Upper Skagit structures were of three types in terms of the materials
from which they were fashioned: wooden houses, mat shelters, and brush sweat
houses. Subterranean and semisubterranean houses were not made, though known
among other tribes both on the Coast and in the Plateau.

The structures of wood included "permanent" winter and summer dwellings,
small temporary summer shelters for vrelatives visiting to fish, and
structures used exclusively for winter dance ceremonials.

Dwellings of wood--at least the largest of them--were built, under the
supervision of a hired specialist, by the men whose related families were to
reside in them and own them, sometimes assisted by hired workers. Huge cedar
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trees near a river were felled, trimmed, and floated down to the site.
Selected trees were squared for the six posts and their tops grooved to
support the roof beams. The two tallest were slipped into holes in the
ground about 18 feet apart and fitted with the ridgepole. Two shorter posts
were placed about 10 feet in front of the main pair and the two rear posts
were slid into their holes about 40 feet behind the main two. These six
posts created a rectangular ground plan and a double-pitched roof, a short
section in front and a Tong one sloping from the ridgepole toward the back
posts. Although not mentioned by Collins, a cross beam must have joined the
two front posts and another the two back posts. Stringers connecting the
three post pairs are not mentioned and I gather were not used.

The walls were of wide cedar planks lashed either horizontally or
vertically, overlapping, both to one another and to the house frame. Cracks
were stuffed with moss. Vertical side planks were kept in place by heavy
stones set against the base of each plank. The roof was of similar
overlapping planks, 1laid on the ridgepole and cross beams. Near the
ridgepole was a smoke opening that could be closed by a board moveable with a
pole from inside the house. A small, round entrance was cut in a plank at
one end of the structure, generally facing a river or lake. It was raised
slightly above the ground and sometimes closed by a small plank.

The interior of the house was normally without partitions. Fires were
on the hard-packed earthen floor and were differently arranged depending on
the number of occupant families: e.g., down a center 1ine or one toward each
corner if there were four families. A sleeping platform, covered with skin
robes, mountain goat wool blankets, and matting, was built against the wall
around the open center. Above this platform was a continuous storage shelf
and still higher up pegs for hanging clothing. On and hanging from the beams
were dried meat and other articles.

House posts were carved and painted with the sacred guardian spirit
designs of the dwelling owners. These posts were sometimes inherited as a
special honor, the transfer formalized by a potlatch. Occasionally the house
front around the entrance was painted to represent an owner's guardian
spirit. Outside, self-standing totem poles were not a feature of Upper
Skagit culture.

Larger dwellings of this type, as much as 120 feet in length, were
provided with more than six supporting posts. Some were built in 40 foot
sections with three ridgepoles.

Houses of the above kind were "permanent," the wall planks being
moved--by canoe--only to a new "permanent" location. (Collins 1974a:59-63,
83, Figure 3)

Similar but much smaller shelters of this variety but no more than 15 or
20 feet Tong were erected in two or three days at the best fisheries along
the Skagit and its tributaries. Relatives "who came to visit and fish at the
height of fish runs were partly accommodated in such houses (Collins
1974a:64). 1 gather that this is the small, detached plank house that was,
according to Smith (1947:258; cf. Duff 1952:49), the only dwelling "type used
on the Sauk River and the upper reaches of the Skagit River . . . . [0]ne of
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these occasionally held four families, many of them were built for two
families, and others were so small as to house but one family."

A second kind of post, beam, and plank house is described by Collins
(1974a:63) as "built of separate wooden sections joined together." It is not
otherwise detailed and in any event appears to have been rarely in use among
upriver villagers. Presumably this was the dwelling, described for the
middle Fraser, consisting essentially of small, independent houses erected
side by side and against each other.

Lean-tos covered with cattail mats were used as temporary shelters in
summer. When traveling to places where they planned to stay for a time, as
when going to the salt water to clam, people took folded mats with them.
(Collins 1974a:64)

Sweat houses were far less important and common than in the Plateau.
Some Upper Skagit, however, made and used for this purpose small, circular
structures consisting of a pole framework covered with brush. (Collins
1974a:64)

Special, small, well-built shelters were constructed for a girl to
occupy during a six-week period at the time of her first menses and the three
to follow. Typically they were constructed near water where she could dive
morning and night. (Collins 1974a:225-226)

Residentijal and Task Sites

The Upper Skagit occupied a number of permanent villages, most on the
Skagit River near the confluence of tributaries. A few, however, were
located on the larger lateral streams (e.g., the Sauk River) and a very few
were on lakes draining into the Skagit. Villages changed their location only
as a river shifted its course. (Collins 1974a:3, 15-16)

Villages were grouped by the Upper Skagit into named "village clusters"
(Collins' "extended villages") occupying a stretch of the Skagit River
several miles long and in some cases also areas along tributary streams. The
section of the drainage system made use of by the people of such a village
was ordinarily upriver from the village site (Smith 1941:206). According to
Collins, ten of these clusters were recognized by the Upper Skagit.
Typically a cluster consisted of one or more winter villages of varying sizes
and, in the case of four of the ten clusters, also of one or more summer
villages. These summer settlements--more strictly, I presume, warmer weather
villages--evidently served as bases for exploiting seasonal subsistence
resources in their vicinity. (Collins 1974a:3, 15-20)

Three maps are known to me which plot the settlements of the Upper
Skagit, each compiled by Collins: one (1974a:17 map 2) in her Upper Skagit
ethnography (Figure 1-4); a second (1974b:622) accompanying her Shakerism
paper written in 1946 (Figure 1-7); and the third (1974c:facing 760)
evidently prepared as a petitioner's exhibit in the Upper Skagit land claims
case of the 1950 period (Figure 1-3). Of these three maps, that reproduced
here as Figure 1-3 can safely be assumed to be the most accurate. It
evidently incorporates research conducted subsequent to her Shaker study and
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is the most informative as a cartographic product. On the other hand, the
geographically more casual (and even inaccurate) map of Figure 1-4 is
accompanied by settlement descriptions, rough demographic data, and seasonal
use details. These materials form the basis of the village discussion that
follows. A1l three maps, however, are on so small a scale, at least in their
published form, that it would be 1impossible to 1locate the individual
occupation sites except in the most general manner were it not for Collins'
(1974a) textual data.

A total of 47 villages, grouped into the 10 clusters, is enumerated and
located by Collins (1974:16-20). An additional village is shown on her map
(Figure 1-4) for the Sauk River Valley but not mentioned in her text and so
is not dincluded in the considerations that follow. Of these 47, 35 were
winter villages; nine were summer villages; and three were settlements for
which the season of occupancy is not indicated. Two of the summer
communities are reported to have occupied the sites of winter villages,
reducing the total number of occupation localities to 45. These winter and
summer data raise an interesting problem. Inasmuch as there were so many
more winter than summer villages and since at least 25 of the winter
settlements were large or very large, as classified by Collins or deduced by
me from her descriptive data, and only one of the summer settlements was
certainly large--five at most for there are four summer communities the size
of which is not noted--one may ask where many of the Upper Skagit were
following the seasonal withdrawal from the winter quarters?  Further
attention will be directed to this question at a Tater point.

Each village--winter or summer--consisted of one or more wooden
dwellings. In fact, 26 of the 35 winter settlements and five of the nine
summer villages were made up of only a single structure. Thus 31 of the 44
villages for which season of use is reported were one-dwelling communities,
as, indeed, were all three of the settlements for which season of occupancy
information is lacking. In sum, 34 of the 47 known Upper Skagit communities
were single house villages. Of the winter villages, five consisted of two
structures, two of three dwellings, one of four, and one of five. Of the
summer settlements, one is reported to have contained three houses, one four
dwellings, and two five houses. Obviously the typical Upper Skagit village
was one of a very Timited number of 1iving structures. From these data it is
apparent that villages size as discussed in the preceding paragraph relates
to population numbers, not to number of constituent residential units.
Collins (1974a:19) mentions specifically two dwellings that measured 120 feet
in Tength and 40 feet in width, one of which housed on occasion as many as 20
families, plainly in each case a very considerable number of people.

With these basic settlement data before us, we may now turn to those
village clusters and individual communities that were Tocated in and near the
North Cascades Complex.

According to Collins (1974a:17 map 2, 19), the easternmost Upper Skagit
village cluster--that termed Kwabacdb¥--lay "deep in the Cascade Mountains"
(Figure 1-4). This settlement complex, her data indicate, was wholly within
the perimeters of the Park Complex, specifically in the southwestern end of
the Ross Lake Recreation Area. It consisted of three villages, all on the
north side of the Skagit. In downstream order:
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(1) A large winter house at Newhalem.

(2) A "small winter house with three families to the east of Thornton
Creek."

(3) A large winter dwelling "at Portage, west of Damnation Creek."

On the basis of these brief data, the locations of the three settlements are
plotted as closely as possible in Figure 1-5; to this point I have been
unable to Tlocate Portage. A river distance of approximately five miles
separated villages (1) and (3) above. No summer settlements are noted as
parts of this village cluster. This fact--assuming that there were in fact
none such--returns us to the question posed above: where were the occupants
of these three winter communities during the spring to fall period? At least
part of the time scattered in temporary shelters in small fishing camps, too
insignificant and mobile to qualify in the Upper Skagit view as villages,
along the Skagit and perhaps lower reaches of tributaries? And at times in
the mountains pressing their hunting and gathering activities? If so, they
must surely have passed some of these months exploiting the subsistence
resources of the nearby North Cascades Complex. We return to this
interesting question following a review of other village clusters farther
downriver.

The next village cluster on the Skagit downrlyer from Kwabacab$ was that
of sk3wix" (Collins 1974a:17 map 2) or basg1x ix" as Collins (1974a:14,
transcribes the term in her text. Again in downriver order, three separate
villages were positioned on the Skagit:

(4) "A large winter house holding ten families . . . on the south side of
the Skagit across from the mouth of Bacon Creek."

(5) Two small winter houses with two families each, "a mile below Diobsud
Creek on the west side of the Skagit."

(6) A winter village of several families near Marblemount.

On Cascade River, which empties into the Skagit in the vicinity of
Marblemount, four villages were remembered by Collins' informants:

(7) A winter house at basé{xwixw on the north side of the Cascade River
about one mile west of Marblemount; surely Collins' means "east"--not
her only apparent east-west mixup. This structure was 120 feet long and
40 feet wide and housed 20 families at one time.

(8) A summer structure on the south side of Cascade River opposite village

(7).

(9) A summer dwelling on "the south side of the Cascade River at Boulder
Creek."

(10) A large summer house "on the north side of the Cascade River to the west
side of Monogram Creek."
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Figure 1-5.

Approximate Tocations of easternmost Uoper Skagit villages
according to Collins (1947a:17 man 2). Villages #1-3 comprised
the kwabacdb¥ cluster; #4-10 formed the skdwixW cluster; #16 was
a member of the sdkYbix¥ cluster; and #19 was the northernmost
of the large s.bdTiug¥” cluster. Line A-A marks the southwestern
1imit of the Ross Lake National Recreation Area. (Base map:
USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955).
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The preceding seven villages are located in Figure 1-5 as accurately as the
above data and the markers on Collins' map (Figure 1-4) will allow. Monogram
Creek drains Monogram Lake (Green Trails, Marblemount n.d.), a stream shown
but unnamed on USGS North Cascades National Park (1974).

It is notable that this sRo/wix" cluster included three summer
communities, all on the Cascade River, and that all four of its winter
villages were either on the Skagit or not more than a mile distant from it.
A11 seven villages of this complex were outside the Cascade Park boundary;
however, the northeasternmost winter settlement (4) was less than a mile
beyond the point where the southwestern line of the Ross Lake area crosses
the Skagit. Whatever may have been the case with the more downriver Upper
Skagit village complexes, the people of this skawix" cluster surely must have
made some use of the resources within the North Cascades Complex.

, Below the skawix" cluster was the village grouping known as the
skaxaxucid with three winter villages (Collins 1974a:18-19) (Figure 1-4):

(11) A winter village (Qﬂkwa1icu) near the mouth of Rocky Creek. (Whether to
the east or west of this side stream remains unstated.)

(12) A winter settlement (saxipap) on the south bank of the Skagit opposite
Rocky Creek.

(13) A winter house (sé{xwucid) at the river bend on the north side of the
Skagit "west" of Rockport. (Her village plotting [Figure 1-4] makes it
appear that she means "east" of Rockport.) This structure was the
largest in Upper Skagit country, 120 feet long and 40 feet wide.

These approximate locations are indicated in Figure 1-5.

Immediately downriver from the village cluster termed sﬁaxaxﬁcid was the
two village complex known as s?{layucid, differing from most in that the
first village consisted of a split site (Collins 1974a:18) (Figure 1-4):

(14) Two large winter houses, one east of the town of Rockport and the other
west of the town.

(15) A small winter dwelling "at the town of Sauk west of Rockport."
These sites are marked in Figure 1-5.

At this point, roughly 15 miles downriver from the southwestern corner
of the Ross Lake Recreation Area, we are sufficiently distant from the Park
Complex to make irrelevant an accounting of the numerous Upper Skagit
traditional settlements farther downstream. Further, this is a convenient
geographical break because we are here at the junction of the Sauk River with
the Skagit. The Sauk, with its principal tributary the Suiattle, and the
upper Skagit itself served, it appears, as the two main routes from Upper
Skagit country eastward over the Cascades.

The southeastern corner of Upper Skagit country includes the drainage
basin of the Sauk River and its major tributary, the Suiattle. In ;h% Sawk
Valley, Collins (1974a:19, 55) reports, was a village cluster--sak bix ,
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'people of digging roots"--with houses in three villages (or four according
to her map [Figure 1-4]) along the Sauk banks:

(16) A large winter village located "at the mouth of the Sauk on the south
bank of the Skagit," very close to a major concentration of villages of
other clusters that ran along the Skagit Valley from the mouth of
I11abot Creek downstream for miles (Figures 1-4, 1-5, and 1-6).

(17) Four winter houses forming a single village (bakdlb) situated on Sauk
Prairie, where the Upper Skagit folk "semicultivated wild roots," on the
Sauk above the entrance of the Suiattle (Figure 1-6). Sauk Prairie lies
between the Sauk and the North Fork of the Stillaguamish River.

(18) "One summer house . . . at Bedal near the joining of the North and South
Forks of the Sauk River"” (Figure 1-6). Bedal fails to appear on
contemporary maps (e.g., USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955), though Bedal
Peak and Bedal Creek are marked. This village in the vicinity of Bedal
was on the order of 37 airmiles southwest of the lower limits of Lake
Chelan Recreation Area and is presumed to be too distant to be of much
interest here.

According to Collins (1974a:19), no winter villages were maintained by
the Upper Skagit on the Suiattle River before the 1890 period, although
summer camps were made along the stream. However, to how great an extent the
region was utilized by hunting, fishing, and foraging expeditions is unclear,
except that it is designated a tiger 1ily and fern root area and a hunting
district for deer, bear, and elk on Collins' food resource map (Figure 1-3).
In any event, this country, like the Sauk Valley farther toward the coast,
was substantially west of the North Cascades Complex border.

Both Suiattle and Sauk were fed from headwater streams on the western
slopes of the Cascades crest. At the source of the Suiattle were, for
example, Ross and Suiattle passes leading over to the feeders of Lake Chelan,
and Buck Creek Pass and High Pass giving access to the upper Wenatchee
country (USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955). The North Fork of the Sauk, in
turn, has 1its origin in the White Pass sector, which Tlikewise points
soutnheastward to the Wenatchee basin. Native traders and travelers surely
passed through some of these cols, if not all of them, in moving east and
west between the Plateau and Upper Skagit territory.

With the eastern and southeastern sectors of aborigina1 Skagit territory
considered, we may now turn to the northeastern region. According to
Collins' (1974a 17 map 2, 18) (Figure 1-4) data the village cluster known as

bé11u9 occupied the Skag1t Valley both upstream and downriver from the
conf]uence of Baker River, settlements of no essential moment to this study.
But one winter village (19) comprised of a single small dwelling "was located
at Baker Lake connected by a tributary to Baker River." On its face this is
a perplexing statement if taken literally, since Baker River flowed through
Baker Lake. But Collins' village distribution map makes clear what is
intended (Figure 1-4). The village in question was, in fact, situated
slightly northwest of Baker Lake on the west side of Swift Creek, which in
earlier years flowed into Baker River immediately downstream from Baker Lake
(USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955; for the contemporary post-dam construction
topograpny see USGS North Cascades National Park 1974). This village was
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only about four miles west of south from the southwestern corner of the Park
jog around Mount Shuksan; it was approximately 5.5 miles east of the
north-south 1ine of the Park east of Baker Lake. More to the point, the
people of this rather isolated winter settlement had only to ascend Baker
River Valley to reach the Park or, alternatively, to follow the Swift Creek
and then Shuksan Creek courses to reach the Mount Shuksan vicinity of the
Park from a southerly direction. It would be curious indeed if the occupants
of this winter community failed to visit the Shuksan region of the Park
Complex.

What were the factors governing the division of the individual winter
and summer villages into village clusters, Collins' "extended villages"? A
glance at the situation for the second cluster--the sKSwix --suggests an
answer. This village complex extended along the Skagit for some four miles
and up the Cascade River for approximately 6.5 miles. Its uprivermost Skagit
River village, that opposite Bacon Creek (4), was about four miles below the
southwesternmost village of the Kwabacdb¥ cluster, that near Damnatjon Creek
(3), and roughly 2.5 miles upstream from its nearest fellow sk3wix" village
below Diobsud Creek (5). Phrased differently, the river distance between
villages (3) and (4) was somewhat greater than the river mileage between any
neighboring pair of villages within the Kwabacéb$ cluster and also between
similar pairs within the ska/wix complex. _Similarly, the uprivgfmost
settlement of the next village cluster--the sKaxaxdcid--below sR3wix" was
about four stream miles below the latter's Marblemount village (6), a river
gap raRper greater than any separating the individual communities of the
skdwix" cluster and, as inspection of Figure 1-4 will reveal, than any
dividing the settlements of the skaxaxdcid. A1l of this suggests the
possibility that a proximity factor may have played a role in determining the
boundaries of the village complex. Except for the village clusters from the
skaxaxucid down to the Birdsview area, a river stretch in which villages
formed an all but continuous chain of communities, this hypothesis seems to
be generally supported by the spatial separation of the individual downriver
complexes.

To what extent do the other two village distribution maps support or
offer data differing from the village location information of Collins
summarized above? First, Collins' (1974b:622) map (Figure 1-7), printed with
her 1946 Skagit religious change paper, is patently a rough effort. It is
difficult to read, at least in its published form, mixes unclearly drainage,
village cluster (her "extended village"), and individual settlement terms,
and is without accompanying text discussion. To some degree, however, it is
possible to match village locations with those in her later map (Figure 1-4)
and her terms with the village cluster and individual settlement designations
provided in her Upper Skagit ethnography (Collins 1974a:17-20).

In this 1946 sketch map no villages of the Kwabacabg cluster are shown.
Indeed, the easternmost Skagit River village 1s/markq9 at Marblemount. This
settlement is said to have been termed basqeqwiuq” (Figure 1-7, village
[13]), which, 1in this ear1{ and less skillful transcription, 1is surely
equivalent to her later basq xWixW (Figure 7, village [7]), which was on the
Cascade River about one mile "west" (Collins means east) of Marblemount.
Even she plotted it on the west bank of the Skagit northeast of the present

town. This is the only settlement reported on this 1946 map for the skawix
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village cluster of Figure 6, doubtless called to Collins' early attention
because of its size (see above).

The .next village (Figure 1-7, village [12]) downstream is shown to be on
the east side of the Sauk River just above its mouth. It appears from
Collins' map key to be given the name tcégwa]g. No village with a
designation approximating this transcription is found in Collins' (1974a)
settlement roster in this general area. Nonetheless, it is p1ace in about
the same location as village (16) (Figure 1-5) of the sak"bix" cluster.
Another settlement (Figure 1-7, village €147) is located on the east side of
the Sauk perhaps 2.5 miles north of Darrington (USGS Concrete quadrangle
1955); its name is given as abk1ug The later Collins' (1974a) study fails
to report the native designation of the individual Sauk Valley communities,
butw this term 1looks suspiciously like a somerft mangled cluster term
sak'bix" (see above) with a transposition of the -k"- and -b- sound sequence.
I suggest that it is to be equated with v111age (17) of Figure 1-6, un]ess
the settlement placed by Collins 1974b G%F (Figure 1-7, village [15]) o
the Tower Suiattle and called suyét] biug” is intended to be this v111age
(17). At any rate, one community (F1gure 1-7, village [14]) appears to be
located on the upper Sauk--but not nearly as far upstream as village (18) in
Figure 1-6--and one (Figure 1-7, village [15]) on the lower Sujattle River.
No traditional village is shown on the Skagit between the mouth of the Sauk
and the present town of Concrete, where we are clearly beyond our
geographical area of interest. And no settlement is marked in the Baker Lake
region.

We now turn to the Collins' (1974c:facing 760) map that was printed as
an adjunct to the 1960 report of the Indian Claims Commission (1974).
Although the map (Figure 1-8) identifies no authorship, Commission comment
credits Collins. In addition, circumstantial evidence points strongly to a
Collins source. This is essentially proved by the data that follow, the
perfect matching of the villages of this map, at least in the geographical
region of concern here, with those reported by Collins (1974a) in her Upper
Skagit ethnography.

ATthough this map is unaccompanied by descriptive material, it plainly
identifies 44 "villages and house sites", to follow the phrasing of the
Commission's (1974:317) findings of fact, in Upper Skagit territory together
with several other sites that remain for some reason unnumbered. Of these,
41 (settlements 1-41) were in the country of the Upper Skagit proper and
three (42-44) were located in the Suiattle-Sauk drainage (Figure 1-8).

As in the case of the second Collins' (1974b) map, we find of interest
here only those villages in the eastern segment of the Skagit River region
(those numbered 28-41), in the Suiattle-Sauk area (42-44), and in the Baker
Lake country (23), three portions of the aboriginal Upper Skagit territory
nearest the borders of the North Cascades National Park Complex. The
simplest way of examining the details of this map, none too clear in its
reproduced and doubtless reduced form, is to compare its village locations
with those marked on Collins' 1974a map and to tabulate the correspondences
(Table 1-1). The two sets prove to be in a simple one-to-one relationship.

To the vresults of this matching exercise, only three particular
observations seem called for:
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Table 1-1. Upper Skagit Village Locations Reported in Collins (1974c)
(Figure 1-3) Compared with those Indicated in Collins'
(1974a:16-20, 17 map 2) Upper Skagit Ethnographic Study
(Figures 1-5 and 1-6).

Village Clusters Villages per Villages per
per Collins (1974a) Collins (1974c) Collins (1974a)*

Kwabacéb¥ 41 1
40 2

39 3

skdwix" 38 4
37 5

32 7

36 10

35 9

34 8

33 6

skaxaxdcid 32 12
31 11

30 13

s?ilayucid 29 14
29 14

28 15

sék"bix" 42 16
43 17

44 18

s.baliug" 23 19

*Numbered as in my text.
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(a) the locational dot for village site (41) appears on the south side of
the Skagit, not on the north bank as with the identical settlement
described by Collins (1974a:19) in her general ethnography and shown on
her_1974a map (Figure 1-4, village [1] in my text). In addition, it is
placed slightly upstream from the town of Newhalem not "at Newhelem"
(Collins 1974a:19). How meaningful these minor discrepancies are is
uncertain.

(b) Village (30) is sited more precisely than in Collins' 1974a description
of village (13) as numbered in my text. Here it is placed at or close
to the mouth of Barr Creek, while in 1974a Collins wrote simply of its
being "at the bend in the river on the north side of the Skagit west of
Rockport." The position of this settlement marker confirms my earlier
supposition that Collins' "west" should be read "east."

(c) Village site (23) appears to be placed on Baker River just below the
pre-dam lake, not on the small northern affluent of Baker River as shown
for site (19) in Figure 1-4 (village [19] in my text) and as described
in Collins' (1974a:18) Upper Skagit ethnography.

On the basis of her Upper Skagit village roster, Collins (1974a:20)
states that:

. part of the pattern of the seasonal round of activities can
be identified. Other than the winter houses at Sauk, the permanent
winter houses were nearly all situated at fishing sites near the
mouth of tributaries of the Skagit with a few on the main branches
of the river and a few on lakes linked by rivers or creeks to the
Skagit. Small wooden houses were built at sites where the fishing
was particularly good, to house the visiting relatives who came
when the.fish were running.

In her village roster, however, Collins makes a point of explicitly locating
at or very near creek entrances only 13 of the 49 villages. Perhaps she
considered her generalization sufficient on the point to make specific
geographic information largely unnecessary. More odd1y, she calls attention
in her village listing to only one w1nter village (wadcal?21) at a fishing
site and two summer communities (s usut1xa and scacuks} at fisheries, all
three in the downrivermost village cluster in the Mount Vernon-Sedro Woolley
neighborhood. This 1is difficult to explain unless again, having made her
statement regarding village Tocations and fisheries, she thought it redundant
to report such 1nformat1%n for most spec1f1c villages. Further, only one
winter village (gq'a of the 37 total is specifically reported to have
been occupied as weil dur1ng the summer months, the f1sn1ng season; and only
one summer village location (kaba1ah) of the nine total is said to have been
lived in during the winter. This apparent noncorrespondence between winter
and summer village sites requires some further examination.

Attention has already been called to the absence of summer settlements
in Collins' record for the easternmost Upper Skagit village complex
(kwabacdbg) and likewise to their relatively small numbers in comparison to
winter villages farther downstream. The question has been raised as to the
possible significance of this fact for a comprenension of the warm season
subsistence and population distributional patterns of the Upper Skagit. In
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this light, it is of interest to review Collins' (1974a:15-20) "house" data
more fully and to attempt some rough population estimates for the entire
Upper Skagit group.

Table 1-2 presents a compilation of dwelling data extracted from
Collins' descriptive text. For the purpose of this ?resent a?alysis, the
five village clusters down the Skagit through the s?ilayucid (Figure 1-4;
Table 1-2, #4) and the sék("]'big's3 cluster on the Sauk River (Figure 1-4; Table
1-2; #5) may be rather arbitrarily regardeqvas the upriver Upper Skagit. The
five clusters beginning with the s.bé]iug cluster (Figure 1-4; Table 1-2,
#6), located from Faber Ferry (USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955) westward down
the Skagit, may be considered to comprise the downstream division of the
Upper tribe. This arrangement not only divides the village clusters into two
groups of five each, but also places the division 1ine near the geographical
midpoint in the cluster distribution along the Skagit.

From the data of Table 1-2, it is apparent that, assuming the essential
accuracy and completeness of Collins' information, there were 19 winter
dwellings--large, small, and of unspecified size--in the upriver area and 33
in the Tlower. Likewise that there were relatively more Tlarge winter
dwellings than small--in a 2:1 ratio--in the eastern region than in the
downriver sector (virtually a 1:1 ratio). The situation in regard to the
summer dwellings was different: only one summer "house," a large one, in the
entire upriver area (plus three of undefined size) as against 17 small and no
large summer dwellings in the downriver division (plus one of undescribed
dimensions).

In summary, this dwelling catalog tells us that there were only about
one-fifth as many upriver summer dwellings as winter. And approximately
one-half as many summer houses as winter among the western segment of the
Upper Skagit, but practically all of these summer structures were small,
whereas only half of the winter dwellings were of small size. Probably some
upriver people moved downstream to take advantage of summer fisheries in the
lower river sector. At least according to Collins (1974a:20) as noted above,
some Upper Skagit visited their tribal kinfolk "where the fishing was
particularly good" and "small wooden houses were built at [thesel sites . . .
to house the visiting relatives who came when the fish were running." I
would suppose that the downriver fisheries were, on the average, more
productive than those upstream, causing in summer a predominately downriver
population movement, though I have no hard evidence that this was the case.
If this fisheries supposition is correct, it would also mean that any upriver
flow of people from the lower Upper Skagit villages would probably have gone
back into the high country and so not show up to a significant extent in the
summer settlements in the eastern Upper Skagit territory. At any rate it is
obvious that there were not nearly enough summer villages and dwellings to
take care of the entire upper Skagit winter population in the lower segment
of the tribal homeland. This would surely seem to be so even considering the
temporary housing constructed to accommodate the visiting kinfolk mentioned
above. Certainly there is nothing to argue for any considerable downstream
summer flow of the Upper Skagit population.

It is also probable that some Upper Skagit from the eastern villages
left their tribal territory during at least part of the warmer months for the
country of other nearby tribes. For example, Upper Skagit with wives from



Table 1-2. Number of Dwellings by Season and Size Based on Information Provided by Collins (1974a:15-20).

Village Winter Summer Season Unspecified
Clusters* Small  Large Size Small Large Size Small  Large Size Totals
Unstated Unstated Unstated
1 Kkwabachb¥ 1 2 3
**2  sREwix" 2 2 1 2 8
skaxaxtcid 1 2 3
s?f1axucid 1 2 3
sak"bix" . 1 4 L 1 6
Totals 4 8 7 1 3 23
6 s.bdliug” 12 5 7 2 1 i -

7 basla?dlux 1 1
8  Cuba?db¥ 2 2
9 skik"ig"ilc 3 4 7
10 daq"s ¥abs 1 5 10 1 _ _ 17
Totals 16 17 17 1 2 1 54
Subtotals: 20 25 7 17 1 4 2 1 _
Totals: 52 22 3 77

* Because the interest in this study is principally on the upriver settlements, Collins' sea-to-headwaters order
is reversed. Dwe111ngs on the Sauk River tributary appear as #5.

**In some cases Collins' term transcr1pt1ons differ between her v111age map, &F1gure 1-4) and her text, and even
in different places in her text (e.g., sk3wix" [map] vs. basqix"ix Ybasgix"i rtext])
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the Lower Skagit and from the Nooksack, Swinomish, Upper Samish,
Stillaguamish, and other coastal tribes both to the north and the south and
those who were partly from these tribes in descent, visited their relatives
in those.groups in the summer. Others went to these nearby tribes to trade,
especially for marine foods, but also in some cases to dig roots (Curtis
1974a:9-11, 32). Presumably people from the upriver Upper Skagit villages
were at times involved in these journeys. But the downstream attraction of
better fishing localities and visits to neighboring tribes could hardly have
drawn away from the eastern Upper Skagit winter villages a large enough
segment of the population to account for their small number of summer
settlements. And as already observed, even the lower reaches of the Skagit
River had too few summer settlements to account for its winter population.

One of the most obvious explanations for the facts revealed by Table 1-2
is that among both divisions people spent a considerable part of the summer
season away from the river and that this was notably more so for the eastern
group. This seems consistent with what might be supposed to have been a
relatively rich supply of anadromous fish downriver and the relative
abundance of game upriver. The people simply were not congregating during
the fishing period at a few especially favorable fishing sites.

This conclusion is made still more obvious by converting the dwelling
data to population approximations (Table 1-3). Unfortunately, Collins
describes houses only as "small" or "large" and provides no average or range
numbers for families or persons occupying these two classes of dwellings.
Nor does she give average person/family data. The best we can do is to
examine the following specific family/dwelling information, some of which is
used to illustrate social organizational patterns (Collins 1974a:83-84) and
so must be matched with her separate village roster information (Collins
1974a:16-20).

"Large" winter dwellings by Collins' definition:

(1) q"4d"q"5d": four families. (Collins 1974a:18, 83-84)

(2) b 5s3ix"ix":  house 120 x 40 ft; once 20 families. (Collins
1974a:19)

(3) basqix"ix¥: to judge from the location given by Collins
(1974a:84), she R; again referring to village (2) above, though she
here terms it k“abac4db¥, which was considerably farther up the
Skagit. Five families, which I take to be the occupants in more
recent years (Collins 1974a:84).

(4) sé{xwucid: house 120 x 40 ft; therefore presumably about 20
families as in (2) above. (Collins 1874a:19)

ative name 7. pposite mouth o acon reek; amilies.
(5) Nati ? 0 i i f B C k 10 famili
(Collins 1974a:19)

"Small" winter dwellings by Collins' definition:

(6) Native name ?. Near Diobsud Creek; two houses with two families
each. (Collins 1974a:19) ’



Table 1-3. Population Estimates for Large and Small Dwelling Aggregates and Aggregates of Dwellings of
Indeterminate Size by Season, Divided into Upriver and Downriver Groups.*

Village WINTER SUMMER
Clusters Dwellings Population Estimate** Dwellings Population Estimate**
Size Number Formula Formula Size Number Formula Formula
A B A B

Upriver Group

0¥

1-5 Small 4 60 100 Small 0 0 0
Large 8 560 1,000 Large 1 70 125

Unstated 7 294 525 Unstated 3 126 225

Totals 19 914 1,625 4 196 350

Downriver Group

6-10 Small 16 240 400 Small 17 255 425
Large 17 1,190 2,125 Large 0 0 0

Unstated 0 0 0 Unstated i _4z 75

Totals 33 1,430 2,525 18 297 500

* Three dwellings of unknown season are excluded.
**Formula A: small dwelling = 15 persons; large dwelling

70 persons; dwelling of unstated size = 42 persons.
Formula B: small dwelling = 25 persons; large dwelling

125 persons; dwelling of unstated size = 75 persons.
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(7) Native name ?. East of Thornton Creek; three families. (Collins
1974a:19)

(8) . Apparently wiwalah: three dwellings sheltering one family, three
families, and four families respectively. (Collins 1974a:16, 84)

No comparable data are given for "large" and "small" summer dwellings.

From these sparse and not entirely unambiguous data we conclude that
"large" dwellings housed from about five to 20 families and "small" dwellings
from one to four families. These data translate into approximately 30 to 120
(average 70) people and five to 25 (average 15) persons respectively.
Probably these figures are smaller than they were in earlier times before
population reduction occurred. But if both estimates are too 1low, the
results of the rough computations that follow and their implications would
not be appreciably altered by adjusting them proportionately upward. Where
the dwelling size is not reported by Collins, an intermediate population
average of 42 people is estimated. Lacking any evidence in the matter,
summer large and small dwellings and those of wundescribed size are
tentatively assumed to have housed populations about equal to those of winter
villages. The three dwellings of undesignated seasonal occupation are
omitted in this compilation; since at least two of them were small, their
exclusion from the data base can hardly affect the results significantly. It
turns out that, using this relative size formula (Table 1-3, formula A),
approximately 21.4 percent of the winter population (196 divided by 914
persons) among the eastern Upper Skagit is accounted for during the summer
months and about 20.8 percent of the winter population (297 divided by 1,430
persons) among the downriver Upper Skagit.

But perhaps the population difference between the small and Tlarge
dwellings was somewhat greater than in the above approximation. If the
estimate for the small house occupant number is increased to 25, that of the
large dwelling to 125 persons, and that of those few houses of unreported
size to 75 people (Table 1-3, formula B), then the summer/winter ratio for
the eastern Skagit segment becomes approximately 21.5 percent (350 divided by
1,625 persons) and that for the downriver segment drops to about 19.8 percent
(500 divided by 2,525). From these rough computations it is plain that only
about 20 percent of the people of the winter dwellings are accounted for in
the warmer seasons.

There is certainly nothing in these data at either formula level to
argue for a meaningful movement of upstream people to summer Tlocations
downriver. It 1is Tlikewise apparent that, assuming Collins' findings are
substantially accurate, the Upper Skagit did not occupy as many fishing camps
along the Skagit as might be expected in view of the reported abundant salmon
supply in the river and the importance of anadromous fish as a food resource
(Collins 1974a:45-52).

The answer to this problem is not entirely obvious. Having reported
that winter villages were generally at fishing sites (Collins 1974a:20), did
Collins think it unnecessary to mention the summer settlements at these same
localities? But if so, why distinguish between winter and summer communities
in her village listing and why call specific attention to one winter village
site that also supported summer dwellings and one case of the opposite sort?
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Indeed, why were nearly all cold season communities at fisheries as she
avers, when the fishing season was during the summer months?

And. still more questions are raised by the winter/summer population
problem just discussed. Were many Upper Skagit scattered too widely along
the Skagit during the fishing season and in too small groups to be considered
as comprising "villages"? Did many of the people occupy structures too
insubstantial and impermanent to be classified as "houses" by Collins--and
presumably also by the Upper Skagit themselves--while at summer fishing
centers? Evidently it was not that their fishing season was too brief, in
view of both the Fraser River salmon data presented in the following chapter
and Collins' own information to be reviewed presently, for settlements of
some permanence to form. But perhaps the people were typically drifters in
the warmer months, moving back and forth between river fishing localities and
food quest grounds up in the hills and mountains back from the Skagit River.
At a later point these questions, bearing directly or at least peripherally
on the Upper Skagit utilization of the Park Complex area, will be addressed
more fully.

In addition to these maps with their village plots, several village
cluster or "extended village" Tlists exist. Collins herself has produced
three different versions. Two appear on maps reproduced here as Figures 1-4
and 1-7 and have been already discussed; the third is a text roster. The
listing on Figure 1-7 is a mixture of extended villages, individual villages,
and geographical designations and is, in addition, too indistinct in its
published form for me to read with confidence. Consequently, these data are
not considered further here. The third appears in the Indian Claims
Commission (1974:316-317) case document. This catalog is a particularly
informative contribution because the Skagit terms are reduced to their more
popular equivalents. These terms, as well as the ten-item 1list in Figure
1-4, are given in Table 1-4.

Another recent catalog of Skagit extended villages is that of Smith
(1941:209-210). No differentiation is made between Lower and Upper Skagit
village complexes, but the separation between the two divisions is clear from
Collins' data. In some respects Smith's 1ist differs from that of Collins on
Figure 1-4, as shown in Table 1-4. Specifically, it includes two extended
villages not reported by Collins: 4i.e., basxddsadsiug , on the south bank of
the Skagit from Hamilton to Birdsview, and suyét]’biuqu, in the Suiattle
River region. On the other hand it omits two in ColTins' series (see Figure
1-4). Since we are concerned only with the uprivermost extended villages of
the Upper Skagit, the complete data from Smith's settlement catalog are not
reproduced here. Her four upstream communities are as follows, lettered as
in her roster: (I) basélelotsed on the Skagit River from Van Horn to roughly
three miles above Rockport and on the Sauk River almost to the mouth of
Suiattle Raver, with the village of tcagwalg at the mouth of Sauk River; (J)
basgegwiug” on the Skagit River above Rockport with a settlement Bf the same
name at Marblemount at the mouth of the Cascade River; (K) sébkiug , the Sauk
River above the confluence of the Suiattle, with a village of the same name
on Sauk Prairie below Darrington; and (L) suy5t1’b1uqu, Suiattle River with a
village of the same name not far above the Suiattle River mouth (Smith
1941:210). Of special interest is the fact that the differences between the
Collins and Smith rosters are almost entirely concentrated in the Upper
Skagit back country.




Table 1-4. Upper Skagit Extended Villages, Ordered East to West.

Collins 1974a:16-19, Collins in ICC Smith (1941:210) Gibbs y Eels
17 Map 2 1974:316-317 1877:180 1985:19

Skagit River Groups

1. Kwabacdb? Kwa-bats-absh
2. skdwix" Shay-wih basqéqwiug” (J)
3.  skaxaxfcid Shay-ay-ot-sid
4. s?ilayucid Say-lay-ot-sid basélelotsed (1)
5. S bé]iugw Sabaliuhk sbé'leugu Smali-hu sab-1i-hu
, ’ sba-le-hu
basxadsadsiuq
6. basla?alux Baosloh-a-1oh bas10” 'xalo’ x
7.  Cuba?éb¥ Cho-bah-ah-bish tcubaabec
8. skik"ig"ilc Seek-weeg-gweelts sikwigwilts Miseekwigweelis
Mee-see-qua-quilch
9. dagwééab7s Nook-wa-cha-mish dvkacab¢s do-kwa-tcabsh
Nookachamps da'gwatcabs

Dook-wa-shabs

Sujattle-Sauk Groups , q
10. sak bix" Sah-ku-mehu sabkiu (Kz Sakumehu sak-wi-be-hu
suydt1’biuq . (L)

Note: One Collins listing, that on her map reproduced here as Figure 1-7, is too difficult to read with
confidence. It is omitted in this table.

@ A number of Gibbs' groups cannot be matched with Collins' extended villages.

1%
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Two nineteenth century attempts to itemize the Skagit village groups are
known to me. The earliest is that of Gibbs (1877:180) who states, surely
based on his 1854 field findings, that the "Skagits" include the "Kikiallu,"
Nﬁkwatsamish, Tow-ah-ha, Smali-hu, Sakumehu, Miskaiwhu, Miseekwigweelis,
Swinamish, and Skwonamish" (cf. Gibbs 1877:241). The Samish were a separate
non-Skagit people. Several of the remaining Gibbs' groups may be identified
more or Tless certainly. The Kikiallu were on one of the northern Skagit
River mouths and so are too far from the Park to be of interest in this study
(Spier 1936:36). Perhaps the Nikwatsamish were a subunit of the Samish and
the Tow-ah-ha may be equated with the Huwhaha (Upper Samish); if so, these
groups likewise ﬁa11 Reyond our concerns. The Smali-hu, however, appear to
be Collins' s.baliug” around the mouth of Baker River, ququﬁr Skagit
"extended village." The Sakumehu are surely Collins' sak'bix" village
cluster of the Sauk River country (Spier 1936:36). Gibbs (1855b:472) terms
the Sauk ,Riuprw the Sah-kee-me-hu. The Miseekwigweelis are undoubtedly
Collins' skik“ig ilc. The remaining groups itemized by Gibbs defeat me. The
population units identified appear in Table 1-4.

Eells (1985:19), who was aware of the Gibbs 1isting, learned of four
Skagit "bands," excluding the Swinomish as with Gibbs above: the
do-kwa-tcabsh at the Fraser mouth; the sba-li-hu on the middle Skagit River;
the sba-le-hu whose country was on the Baker River; and the sak-wi-be-hu on
the southern branch of the Skagit. The first must be Collins' dagq s Cab?s
close to the river mouth; the second and third Collins' s.bdliu on the
Fraser River in the Baker River area and up that stream (Spier [1936:36]
sgggesta that these two groups must be the same); and the fourth, Collins'
sak ' bix", the Sauk River people. These equivalences appear in synoptic form
in Table 1-4.

Village and Camp Arrangement

O0f the components of the typical permanent village only the dwellings
are reasonably well described in the ethnographic literature. Nothing is
said, for example, concerning such common settlement components as food
drying racks, food and article caches if these existed apart from the storage
areas within the dwellings, canoe beaching areas, and food processing and
artifact manufacturing areas. Of the seasonal settlement components only the
winter dwelling and winter ceremonial house and the small, temporary dwelling
for visiting kinfolk in summer are so much as mentioned. Of the units
occasionally found in village association only the sweat house is described
even in a fragmentary way. And of the special ancillary structures used
under particular and relatively unusual conditions only the girl's puberty
shelter is referred to. In short, we have a very imperfect picture of what a
traditional Upper Skagit winter village and warm season fishing settlement
looked 1ike and no notion whatever of the appearance of a typical temporary
hunting, plant collecting, or other task-focused camp.

Domestic and Tamed Animals

In the traditional period, the Upper Skagit possessed only two domestic
animals: the horse and the dog.
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A few horses were held by groups with sufficient pasturage (Gibbs
1855a:432; Smith 1941:199). They were of particular value as pack animals on
cross-Cascades trading trips to the Plateau.

Dogs of two varieties were kept in far greater numbers. Hunting dogs
were of great importance in the constant search and killing of game. The
wool-bearing dog was in its way as important, for it yielded, through being
periodically shorn, a wool-like hair that was widely employed in weaving
blankets and clothing. These dogs, it is reported, were sometimes kept on
river islands so they could not interbreed with hunting and camp dogs.

Foxes were captured by Upper Skagit men and kept until killed to convert
their pelts into clothing (Collins 1974a:73). Wnhether other wild animals
were likewise held captive in this fashion or were tended, at least for a
time, in tamed status is not reported.

Travel and Transportation

The Upper Skagit lived predominately along rivers and to a lesser degree
on lakes. They were therefore preeminently a canoe people, carrying out as
much of their travel and transportation by watercraft as possible.

Three types of cedar dugouts were manufactured. 0f these the
shovel-nosed, river form "was by far the most important." Typically it was
about four feet wide, two feet deep, and sometimes long enough to provide
transportation for ten people. A tree was cut, trimmed, and floated to the
maker's home. There, on uprights, it was hollowed out by careful adzing,
burning, and steaming. The two ends were identical, both blunt. It was
fitted with thwarts to insure that the sides maintained their shape. The
second type was a small, one-man canoe with bow and stern sharply cut away.
This was used exclusively on swamps in duck hunting. The third canoe was a
three-piece saltwater craft, made by some Upper Skagit for sale to shore
people. It was not employed on the Skagit River and is therefore of little
interest to this study.

Paddles of vine maple with a T-shaped handle were used less frequently
than poles in moving canoes. The latter were always employed in propelling
canoes upstream. Paddlers knelt on the canoe bottom, sometimes padded with
mats. Young people sang, keeping time with their paddle strokes (Fornsby in
Collins 1949:310; cf. Mayne 1962:61 for the middle Fraser Indians).

Occasionally when a ceremonial guest had many gifts to distribute, two
canoes were "united with a platform of planks placed over them to hold them
together" (Collins 1974a:66). The objects were thrown from this platform to
the shore where people scrambled for them. (Collins 1974a:64-66)

According to Upper Skagit tradition, Collins (1974a:66) reports, people
who once lived in far upriver villages (e.g., on the Sauk) were unacquainted
with the making and use of canoes. When the river level was below their
heads, they crossed "by carrying a heavy stone on the shoulder. They had
trails in the Sauk River for fording in this manner." One must give such
"traditions" 1ittle credence: they seem preposterous on the surface. It is
of special interest that tales of mythical "foolish folk" were widespread in
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the nearby Plateau, where informants reported that they were commonly
believed--or half-believed--in the old days (cf. Smith 1936-1938).

The.Skagit are described by Gibbs (1877:180), drawing upon data probably
collected in 1854, as having no horses in the 1850s, as being "altogether
canoe Indians." This 1is undoubtedly wholly or essentially correct for the
Lower Skagit. However, the Upper Skagit groups, or at least those closest to
the mountains, almost surely had a few equines in the 1825-1850 period, used
primarily on over-the-mountains journeys to the Plateau. But for this view I
have not yet found historical or ethnographic evidence beyond Gibbs'
(1855a:432) general statement already noted that the peoples near the western
end of the Cascades passes owned a few horses.

Snowshoes were used by upriver Upper Skagit men and women, though not by
the downriver and saltwater villagers. Their form and use are not described
except that these headwater people wore them in winter in getting about in
the mountains and when crossing the Cascade divide. (Collins 1974a:66, 74)

Trails

In regard to the travel patterns and preferences of the Upper Skagit
Collins (1974a:6) provides a brief but very informative statement. She
writes:

[The forests of Upper Skagit country were! so dense that travel
through them was extremely difficult. Land travel was confined for
the most part to places near timberline where the vegetation was
relatively sparse. The Upper Skagit making the long trip across
the Cascade Mountains to visit relatives in the Plateau preferred
to travel on the snow itself.

In light of the above, Gibbs' (1877:169-170; also 180) observations of
the mid-1850s are especially informative. Concerning the cross-Cascades
trails in general in the Upper Skagit neighborhood and on south, he writes:

In former times, before the diminution of the tribes and the
diversion of trade to the posts, there were numerous trails across
the Cascades by which the Indians of the interior obtained access
to the western district. Of late many of these have fallen into
disuse, becoming obstructed with timber and underbrush which they
have not industry enough to clear out. In fact all their trails
through the forest, though originally well selected, have become
excessively tortuous, an Indian riding around the fallen trunks of
tree after tree sooner than clear out a road which he seldom uses.

the northern trails from the W1natshapam [Wenatchi] and
Tselann [Chelan] Lake to the Sto-luch-wha-mish [Stillaguamish] and
Skagit seem to be altogether so [abandoned].

These comments suggest at least a three time-level trail-condition sequence:
(1) narrow, prehorse, winding trails suitable for foot travel in which
obstacles--1ike fallen trees--were generally detoured around, since the labor
of clearing them away with stone tools would have been altogether too great;
(2) wider trails required by burdened horses, running over terrain suitable
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for mounted horses and cleared to some extent with metal axes; and (3) the
very difficult trails described by Gibbs, associated with population
reductions through epidemics and other adverse conditions and the diversion
of trade.to the posts.

The preceding statement by Gibbs speaks of Plateau people visiting the
Skagit. The extent of Skagit movement on visits for trade and other purposes
eastward over the Cascades is not specified. Referring evidently to the 1850
time frame, Gibbs (1877:180) remarks only that the Skagit "formerly had some
communication with the Indians beyond the mountains; but it is supposed to
have been discontinued in consequence of obstructions to their trails." 1
find this observation ambiguous as to the identity of the journeying parties.

While some Upper Skagit certainly traveled as the data of this section
clearly demonstrates, some persons, if Smith (1941:199) is correct, were
non-journeyers. For the inland tribes as a whole, she reports the "territory
visited by one individual in his life-time was normally limited and old men
and women of inland villages who have never visited the Sound are still
Tiving." In fact, this may well have been correct for many Upper Skagit.
John Fornsby, himself an Upper Skagit by birth, reported that the people of
the middle and upper Skagit River areas '"never wanted to go down to salt
water. [These folk] . . . were scared that somebody would take them for
slaves or kill them. Oh, sometimes they went down and dug clams and took
some up the river. They were just like wild fellows and stayed up there [on
the upper river] all the time." (Collins 1949:302) Still, considering the
extent to which the mountain uplands of Upper Skagit territory had to be
scoured for game and other resources, it would surely be inaccurate to view
these inland Skagit as stay-at-homes. But they evidently moved mainly about
within the Tlimits of their own country, not much as traders or subsistence
seekers into the homeland of other groups, even of the Lower Skagit.

Certain scraps of information exist in regard to specific overland
routes, though these are not always well located. They certainly provide a
far from complete listing of the total network of Upper Skagit trails to the
territories of the other groups of interest to this study.

One overland trail, Collins (1974a:11) reports, led from a village on
the upper Skagit River to a Nooksack community, thus avoiding a long descent
of the Skagit River to the salt water, moving along the shore to the Nooksack
mouth, and then moving up that stream. Unfortunately neither of these
settlements is identified nor are any of the details of the route between the
two furnished. Perhaps this trail is that described by Smith (1950a:339) as
having run from the uppermost Nooksack village on the South Fork of the
Nooksack River above the present town of Acme "over to the upper Skagit River
country." This trail is said to have been six miles long. This distance
figure, assuming its approximate accuracy, together with the "upper Skagit
River country" observation suggest that the route led up the Nooksack fork to
about its closest point to the Skagit River and then southward, perhaps to
the neighborhood of Lyman or Hamilton, though this 1is hardly more than
guesswork. At any rate it could not have proceeded south from the Acme area
to the Tlower Skagit River sector. Unquestionably there were other
cross-country Upper Skagit-Nooksack trails as well (Smith 1950a:331).
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Some Upper Skagit went to salt water by ascending the Sauk River, making
the short portage over to the Stillaguamish River, and then following it
downstream. For some Upper Skagit villages this was a shorter route then
straight_down the Skagit. Furthermore, the Skagit was blocked in the 1800s
by a log jam upriver from Mount Vernon, which required a portage at that
point (Collins 1974a:10, 11, 38). Evidently this Sauk-to-Stillaguamish trail
is the one referred to by Gibbs (1855b:472): "The Indians state that they
nave a short portage for their cances . . . from the north fork of the . . .
[Stoluckwamish (Stillaguamish)] to the Sah-kee-me-hu [Sauk] branch of the
Skagit."

A land trail evidently ran up the Skagit River to its headwaters,
although most Upper Skagit travel was by canoe. How difficult it was to
negotiate I do not know, but the upper reaches of the river plainly presented
real problems for canoe navigation. On this matter Collins (1974a:38) is
worth quoting:

. . . in 1852, . . . [an improved] trail was cut [apparently by or
partly by Whites] along the Skagit River. Where it began is not
certain but it extended to Ruby Creek [at the southeastern corner
of Ross Lake] and also beyond into British Columbia. Here at the
head of the main channel of the Skagit, the trail crossed the
Niccolum Trail. Even after the trail had been made along the
Skagit River, miners used the Nooksack River rather than the Skagit
route in order to reach the mines because of the difficulties of
navigation in the Tlatter.

Further information concerning the Niccolum trail is not available.

The Upper Skagit are known to have made occasional trips over the
Cascades into the Plateau and parties from the eastern slopes of the
mountains journeyed westward to the Upper Skagit country. A number of trails
obviously wunited these two regions. Several can be enumerated with
reasonable certainty, although hard data describing their early use, by the
Skagit or their westside neighbors heading to the Plateau or by Plateau
peoples moving westward, cannot yet be cited. Nor can the incentives that
led traveling parties to undertake this difficult cross-mountain journey be
specified beyond the obvious desire to exchange goods (see following Trade
section). (Collins 1974a:13; Suttles 1957:177)

The trip over "the passes which was made in winter on snowshoes took
about six weeks. A man or woman (and women took this route less frequently
than men) might make this trip only once in a lifetime. (Collins 1974a:13)

The following trails are certainly among those that must have been used
to some extent by both Upper Skagit and Plateau parties:

(a) People 1iving in the villages farthest up the Skagit traveled through at
least two passes into eastern Washington (Collins 1974a:13). One must
have been that which ascended the Skagit River and then Granite Creek to
cross over Rainy Pass to the Methow country. A second trail went up the
Cascade River and the North Fork of that stream and over Cascade Pass to
the Stehekin headwaters in Chelan country. The Upper Skagit are known
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to have "kept a canoe hidden on Lake Chelan for their use" when they
arrived at its shores (Collins 1974a:13).

The-second of these passes (Cascade) is the one crossed in late August
of 1882 by Lt. Pierce (1973:22-24) and his party. As he reports, he
made his way over a wide snow bank at the crest of the divide and,
heading westward, began a very rapid, winding, and precarious descent
through loose rock and a tangle of high alders. Reaching a creek, a
headwater of the Cascade River, he wound downward in and out of the
stream for "a considerable distance." He came then to giant cedars and
a "powerful waterfall." His night's camp was in a magnificent forest of
white pines, red firs, and cottonwoods. Over the next four days he
followed the Cascade River toward the southwest and then northwest along
a serpentine trail through heavy forest, by cliffs, up bluffs, and down
canyons to the Cascade River mouth where he found a salmon fishing camp
of an old Skagit Indian and his son and their families.

(b) A trail evidently went up the Suiattle River and over Ross or Suiattle
Pass or one or more other passes in the area to the headwaters of
streams that flowed northeastward to the Stehekin River or eastward to
the west side of Chelan Lake. "Harry Moses, whose father was from
Entiat . . . made the trip overland by foot three times during his 1ife"
(Collins 1974a:13). Access to the upper Wenatchee drainage from the
Suijattle may well have been via Buck Creek or High Pass or some other
mountain break in their vicinity.

(c) A trail ascended the Sauk and over White Pass to the upper Wenatchee
area. Presumably it was to this route that Collins (1974a:80) alludes
when writing of William Moses' itinerary. In 1852 Moses, "who lived at
Sauk or one of the other upriver villages, together with other men took
a load of furs to Portland, Oregon, to trade, . . . They went by canoe
up the Sauk River, crossed the Cascade divide and went down the
Wenatchee River and the Columbia River to Portland."

Similarly Plateau peoples, with different motivations, occasionally went
west to Skagit country. Some small groups, attracted by the salmon available
in the Skagit River headwaters, crossed with the idea of settling in the
area. Collins (1974a:13-14, 66) sees an early settlement of parts of Skagit
Valley by Plateau people in search of salmon as the explanation for Upper
Skagit traditions reporting that certain toponyms in their country were
Interior Salishan in origin. Unfortunately, no examples of these place names
are provided by Collins, making impossible a Tlinguistic test of this
hypothesis.

The Upper Skagit report a case of a Nespelem man, fearing a Nespelem
shaman, who came west over the Cascades in the early 1800s to Tive among the
Snohomish south of Upper Skagit territory. Some time before 1855 his son
married an Upper Skagit woman from a downriver village and settled in her
country. "Like some other Indians on the Skagit River he occasionally went
to see his relatives among the Interior Salish.” (Collins 1974a:32-33)

Sometimes Plateau parties traveled the cross-Cascades routes for brief
visits, doubtless partly to trade.
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What is known of travel by Thompson and Chelan parties over the mountain
crest to the Skagit Valley is to be found in those sections of this report
dealing with these individual Plateau tribes.

Trade

A general statement regarding cross-Cascades goods exchange is made by
Gibbs (1877:170). The trade between the western and eastern sides

. . was once considerable. The western Indians sold slaves,
ha1kwa [she]]s], kamas, dried clams, &c., and received in return
mountain-sheep's wool, procupine's quills, and embroidery, the
grass from which they manufacture thread, and even dried salmon,
the product of the Yakama fisheries being preferred to that of the
sound.

Writing of trade over the Cascades between the middle Columbia people
and their nearest coastal neighbors, Teit (1928:121) states:

A great impetus was given to trading by the introduction of the
horse. Root-cakes, dried berries, buffalo robes, and many other
neavy or bulky packs, which in former days it did not pay to carry,
were now transported across the mountains. Before the introduction
of the horse, the trading with Coast tribes was chiefly in Tight
and valuable articles. Pipes, tobacco, ornaments of certain kinds,
Indian-hemp, dressed skins, bows, and some other things, were sold
to the Coast tribes, the chief articles received in return being
shells of various kinds. Some horses were also sold to the Coast
people.

Without question, the Upper Skagit were active participants in this
trade network.

A very early report of the regular exchange of valuable coastal shells
for wild hemp is that of Alexander Ross, on information secured from the
Sinkajetk (South Okanagan) in 1814. In the years preceding his arrival,
parties from this tribe were accustomed to cross the Cascades to carry on
this trade. The shells were secured from the Skagit, or at Tleast the
journeying parties passed through the Upper Skagit country en route to the
salt water. Ross (1956:37) puts the matter this way:

The Red Fox [to whom the "Red Fox road" over the Cascades refers]

. . . was the head chief of the Oakinacken nation and had formerly
been in the habit of going to the Pacific on trading excursions,
carrying with him a species of wild hemp which the Indians along
the Pacific make fishing nets of; and in exchange, the Oakinackens
bring back any marine shells and other trinkets, articles of value
among the Indians.

The Skagit were also visited by Chelan trading parties (Walters in Spier
1938:77). Undoubtedly these, as well as visitors from other neighboring
Plateau tribes, brought to the Upper Skagit the bow string--most probably of
the Indian hemp referred to by Ross (cf. Ray 1932:89)--to which John Fornsby
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(in Collins 1949:295) alluded: the Upper Skagit "used to have good string
from east of the mountains for . . . [their bows]." They also, it may be
supposed, carried to the Upper Skagit the cream-colored grass--it grew '"near
a lake east of the divide" (Chelan Lake?)--for use in imbricating designs on
their baskets, the basket hats worn by some women, and the plant perfumes
used to enhance appearance (Collins 1974a:68, 72, 74).

In regard to downriver trade there appears to be 1ittle specific
information. It is reported, however, that the Upper Skagit took dried
salmon to the Lower Skagit country to exchange for blankets (Fornsby in
Collins 1949:297).

Intertribal Relations

We are concerned here with Upper Skagit relations at a rather general
level with other tribes, particularly those who held or at least used on a
frequent basis the territory within the Park Complex and its neighboring
areas. Relations involving intertribal marriage and hostilities are dealt
with in the following two sections.

On the north the Upper Skagit were on a particularly friendly basis with
the Nooksack and even the salt-water Swinomish. Similarly with the
Stillaguamish immediately to their south. In fact, with this Tatter group
the Upper Skagit shared their root grounds at Sauk Prairie between the Sauk
and the North Fork of the Sillaguamish Rivers. (Collins 1974a:9, 11) In the
neighborhood of Darrington the two streams, the former turning to the south
as one ascends it and the latter bending sharply to the north, are within no
more than 2.5 miles of each other. And they are separated here by a lTowland
area devoid of travel obstacles (USGS Concrete quadrangle 1955).

Occasionally crossing the Cascades to the Plateau, the Upper Skagit
visited in a friendly fashion both interior Salishan-speaking groups (e.g.,
Okanagan, Methow, and Wenatchi) and Sahaptian-speaking groups (e.g., Kittitas
and Yakima) (Collins 1974a:9, 13). Some of the Northwest Coast cultural
influences that reached the Southern Okanagan came over the mountains from
the Skagit (Spier 1936:3). However, the extent to which the Skagit were the
travelers and carriers of these coastal objects and ideas and the degree to
which it was the Southern Okanagan--or Chelan or Wenatchi, for example--who
crossed the Cascades to Skagit territory is not stated.

To some extent Plateau tribes traveled the passes westward into the
territory claimed by the Upper Skagit. Upper Skagit made chance contact with
these peoples sometimes in Skagit homeland and at times on the cross-mountain
routes followed by these foreign groups in traveling to the Skagit area;
typically the relationship was an amicable one. To the degree that data are
available, these contacts are discussed in the Chelan chapter of this study.
Upper Skagit contacts with the Thompson, on the other hand, are described in
the following Hostilities section, to the extent that the data are derived
from Upper Skagit informants and are described from their point of view.
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Intertribal Marriage

Intermarriage not only between certain Skagit villages but also between
Skagit and certain villages of other tribes occurred in a strongly patterned
way, decade after decade. Parents preferred their children to live after
marriage in some village where they already had relatives. Sometimes the
residence-changing spouse was the man; not infrequently it was the wife. The
Skagit had such regular marriage arrangements with the Nooksack, the Musqueam
and Chilliwack and other Halkomelem peoples, the Stillaguamish, Snohomish,
Upper Snoqualmie, and occasionally even more distant Coastal Salishan groups.
Upper Skagit also entered into marriage alliances with nearby Swinomish and
Upper Samish (Nuwhaha) persons to the northwest, but whether these were under
the patterned structure or less formal in character is not known. (Collins
1974a:10, 11, 98-99) In addition, Smith (1940:11, 1950a:337) knew of one
Skagit man who, in the late prehistoric or very early postcontact period,
lived by choice in Puyallup country and married a woman of that tribe.

Some intermarriage occurred with nearby Plateau tribes on the eastern
side of the Cascades, at 1least by the mid-1800s. These included the
Okanagan, Methow, and Wenatchi as well as other nearby Salishan-speaking
groups and Sahaptian-speaking peoples like the Kittitas and Yakima. (Collins
1949:291, 1974a:13)

Hostilities

The Upper Skagit were basically peaceable, fear of retaliation keeping
hostilities at a minimum, even though "warrior" guardian spirits appear to
have been quite important. They are specifically reported to have been at
peace, for example, with the Snohomish (Haeberlin and Gunther 1930:12). And
also with members of the Upper Stalo Tait tribe of the middle Fraser Valley
just above Seabird Island. Tait hunting parties were accustomed to go back
into the mountains several days' travel east of the Fraser. There they
frequently met Skagit hunting groups without conflict (Duff 1952:21). These
encounters must have taken place in the upper Skagit drainage which suggests
that Skagit hunters may well have gone into the country some distance above
Ross Lake, surely north of the present international boundary, and that Tait
as well as Lower Thompson and Skagit made subsistence use of this mountainous
back-country on occasion. It may be assumed that the Upper Skagit also
maintained peaceful relations with the various peoples with whom they
frequently intermarried (see preceding Intertribal Marriage section).

Raids, however, were occasionally carried out by Upper Skagit parties
against other groups in response to raids by members of those tribes. They
were mounted primarily by, or at least led by, men with guardian spirits
relating to hostile activities. Such a "warrior" gathered interested men and
a few strong women (wives of the men?) to comprise his party. The role of
the women was to cook and perform other noncombatant services. No dances
were held prior to the raid. The party usually went by canoe to a point some
distance from the village to be attacked, hid during the night, and, leaving
the women to guard the canoes, attacked just before dawn with bows and
arrows, spears, and clubs. They killed all except those they wanted to
enslave. Sometimes they burned the dwellings. Heads were taken to prove the
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success of the venture; usually they were not publicly displayed for any
length of time. There was no victory dance. (Collins 1974a:115, 118)

Since raids were typically retaliatory in nature, hostilities tended to
continue, back and forth, though at a very low level. The downriver Upper
Skagit were most exposed to raids by other people, since most fighting
occurred with coastal groups. Some of these lower Skagit Valley villages
were palisaded. (Collins 1974a:114-115, 118) The Lower Skagit are described
in the 1850s as having been "long at enmity with the Clallams, who have
attempted to encroach upon their lands" (Gibbs 1855a:433). Presumably it was
against raiding parties from this tribe--perhaps among others--that these
village protections were constructed.

What 1ittle fighting was carried out by the upriver Upper Skagit was,
according to tradition, mainly against the Thompson (Collins 1974a:115,
118-119). In fact, in early days their relations with the Thompson were
apparently almost uniformly hostile. They considered the Thompson to be
"different in language . . . , physical type, and culture from other visitors
to Upper Skagit territory" (Collins 1974a:15), an appraisal which is
essentially accurate on all scores (see, e.g., Thompson 1979:693; Boas
1895:547-549; Teit 1900).

There 1is nothing in the Titerature to suggest Upper Skagit raids into
Thompson territory above the international border and no information, so far
as I am aware, to indicate frequent early Thompson raids down into that part
of the Skagit Valley where even the uppermost of the Upper Skagit settlements
were situated. Rather the nhostile encounters appear to have occurred in the
upper Skagit River region--i.e., in the Ross Lake area and the mountainous
country within the Park Timits--territory that was utilized by both Upper
Skagit and Thompson in their subsistence quest. The Thompson came into this
area, country that the Upper Skagit considered to be theirs, in winter and
sometimes remained through the spring and summer to hunt and fish. It was
during these periods that the Thompson, encountering Upper Skagit in the
forest, killed the men and women, and captured the babies for slaves.
(Collins 1974a:15)

Owing to our special interest in this group as rival claimants to the
upper Skagit Valley (see Thompson chapter) and rival hunters in that region,
the following summary by Collins (1974a:118-119) deserves quoting:

The major enemy with whom the Upper Skagit were concerned was not .

saltwater peoples, but the Thompson, . . . The northern
headwaters of the Skagit River were in British Columbia not far
from the Fraser River and its junction with the Thompson. The
Thompson came south along the river, traveling on land.

The Upper Skagit . . . feared the Thompson and regarded them
as strange in a very different way from other Plateau peoples like
the Methow, the Okanogan, or the Wenatchee. The Thompson earned
this reputation by camping in the woods in a secretive way and not
openly approaching the nearest Upper Skagit village and identifying
themselves. They captured a few Upper Skagit as slaves and killed
some others by torturing them, that is, running the 1iving person
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through with a pointed stick and then placing him upright as though
he was sitting on the ground for his relatives to find.

. The Upper Skagit tell of many warlike encounters with the
Thompson. Finally they made friends with them. There were some
intermarriages with them, and some Upper Skagit at the time of
writing [date unclear but between 1942 and 1974% are part Thompson.

Again the role of the Upper Skagit in this relationship was
that of defenders of their own villages. They retaliated when
forced to do so for their own protection. Some Upper Skagit still
fear the Thompson and feel bitterness for children captured by
them.

Among the Plateau tribes known to them, the Upper Skagit fought only
with the Thompson (Collins 1974a:13). On the other hand, up in this same
back country, Skagit hunting parties sometimes came upon Chilliwack hunting
groups of the middle Fraser country, with hostilities as a consequence (Duff
1952:21). One may assume that these chance encounters took place on the
northwestern side of the upper Skagit Valley or in the uppermost Nooksack
drainage, in either case in territory assigned by Teit (1900:166) to the
Lower Thompson (Figure 3-1).

The Upper Skagit had no memory of hostilities among their own

settlements (Collins 1974a:13). Relations within the tribe are considered in
the sociopolitical sections that follow.

Social Structure

Kinship Bonds

According to Collins (1974a:83), each large house was occupied by
related families and, I gather, comprised a single household. Whether this
was invariably true--after all some houses measured as much as 120 by 40 feet
(Collins 1974a:19)--and precisely how the families interlocked in daily
operational terms to form an integrated "household" is not made clear.

Residence following marriage was determined by the husband, who
generally chose to continue to Tlive with his father's household, thus
continuing to hunt and fish with his own kinsmen. But when he considered it
to his own advantage, he agreed, sometimes under pressure and persuasion of
his wife's family, to join her household. Residence, however, tended to be
impermanent: e.g., it changed with deaths and remarriages and sometimes with
persons visiting relatives for long periods as parents visiting children and
vice versa. (Collins 1974a:83-84)

Kinship was at the very core of the social system. Relatives, no matter
how distant and whether by birth or marriage, were basically friends while
non-kinsmen were ipso facto outside the group--suspected if not actual
enemies with whom one competed in potlatching and of whom one thought the
worst. As Collins (1974a:86) states: "The principal basic features of the
[kinship] terminological system are that it is descriptive and bilateral and
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distinguishes relatives, according to generation, sex, age, and whether the
intervening relative is dead or alive." (Collins 1974a:84-90)

In functional terms the central kin unit was that consisting of adult
siblings: it was they who formed the core of the household. It was
typically a male group of this kind that jointly erected and owned a
dwelling, built weirs and set snares, sponsored potlatches, and cooperated in
winter dances. These were joined by their sisters' husbands if resident with
them and by their own male siblings who might be Tiving in other households
or even villages. The female side cooperated in a similar fashion, as in
berry-picking, though because of predominant patrilocality sisters after
marriage were less likely to be members of the same household and so in a
position allowing the perpetuation of a close relationship. However, because
sisters often married into the same household or village, close cooperation
of married sisters was by no means unknown. Close cooperation between
brothers and sisters 1likewise continued following marriage to the extent
permitted by the situation. (Collins 1974a:90-91)

In Upper Skagit society relations between close kinsmen were fairly well
formalized.

(a) Parents were responsible for providing their children with the
essentials of 1life and for disciplining and training them in the
ordinary patterns of their society and in such special skills as they
themselves possessed. Children were expected to respect their parents,
to avoid joking with them, and to solicit and consider seriously their
advice even when they had attained adulthood and had begun families of
their own. Bonds between parents and children were very close and
affectionate, particularly between those of the same sex. (Collins
1974a:92-94)

(b) Throughout 1ife older siblings exercised authority over and assumed
certain responsibilities of care and instruction for younger siblings of
the same sex. And male siblings to some degree over female siblings.
(Collins 1974a:90-92)

(c) The brothers and sisters and the cousins of a man and his wife were
expected to take great interest in the latters' children--their
"nephews" and "nieces" according to the Upper Skagit kinship structure:
"to train them, to discipline them (although the parents might not like
this [for they were inclined to be especially strict]), and to assist
them at ceremonies of their 1ife cycle." These responsibilities
increased if a parent of the children died. Nephews and nieces visited
their uncles and aunts, were respectful to them, obeyed them, and
eschewed joking with them as children. (Collins 1974a:94-96)

(d) Grandparents and grandchildren maintained a very warm and close
relationship. The latter could speak more familiarly with them than
with their own parents, even joke with them. Should a parent die, the
children were most often brought up by the grandparents, frequently in
the same house with the remaining parent but as a member of different
family group. (Collins 1974a:96-97)
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(e) The relationship between husband and wife, unless they were tied by
earlier affinal links, was an uneasy one, at least until a union had
endured for some years. Having come from unrelated families and
generally different villages, they felt themselves as strangers and even
feared the guardian spirits of their new partner. Their primary
loyalties remained with their own individual kin groups. Often the wife
sorely missed her relatives and earlier acquaintances. One's rights and
obligations to one's natal family frequently conflicted with those to
one's spouse. It is not surprising that a married couple for a time
acted toward one another with something other than trust and real
attachment.

Husband and wife shared the burdens of maintaining the new family, but
the products of one's labors belonged to that person alone. Neither spouse
inherited from the other. (Collins 1974a:106-107)

As Collins (1974a:107) reports, "parents-in-law were regarded as
substitutes for the parents," especially in case of women, who lived with
their in-laws more frequently than did men. A woman was expected to show
them the same respect and obedience as her own parents; she sometimes invited
them to eat with her own family; she exchanged gifts with her mother-in-law.
Some friction occasionally developed between her and her mother-in-law, but
less often then with sisters-in-law. (Collins 1974a:107-108)

It was much the same for a man living with his wife in her parental
home. He gave part of his game to his in-laws, and cooperated in the food
quest with his father-in-law. The father-in-law, in turn, was expected to
have the economic interests of his daughter's husband in mind: to teach him
techniques, provide canoes and tools, even help him develop his skills as a
shaman. (Collins 1974a:108)

Siblings-in-Taw were expected to treat one another like brothers and
sisters. A man was in many ways dependent on the assistance of his wife's
brothers: he often visited their village to secure food as their special
seasonal resources became available or, if he lived in their village, relied
on them to guide him in Tocal hunting. A woman worked closely, as in
berrying, with her brothers' wives before her marriage and, because of the
usual patriolocality, with her husband's unmarried sisters after marriage.
(Collins 1974a:108-109)

Siblings-in-law of the same sex were supposed to maintain a friendly,
cooperative relationship 1in which Jjoking was allowed. Often, however,
tensions of rivalry and jealousy developed between them. As noted above,
siblings-in-law of the opposite sex were potential mates as, when the
connecting relative died, through the levirate or sororate. Theoretically
they treated one another 1ike brother and sister, but, as possible spouses,
their behavior toward one another was inclined to be more constrained.
(Collins 1974a:109)

The parents of a married couple showed respect to each other, exchanged
gifts, and worked together to help their married children. (Collins
1974a:109-110)
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Property and Inheritance

Individual ownership of land seems to have been limited to that by
certain women of the root plots at Sauk Prairie and in the lower Skagit
Valley to which reference has already been made. With this exception the
country in the vicinity of each village cluster--the fisheries, mountains,
berry-grounds, and meadows--was common property of the villagers. These
rights extended from the Skagit River up to the Skagit-Nooksack watershed on
the north, to the Skagit-Stillaguamish divide in that direction, and to the
Cascades on the east. But they became progressively weaker as these divides
were approached.

Nevertheless, Upper Skagit did not expect to find unrelated
Nooksack, Stillaguamish, Thompson, Methow, or Okanogan on their
sides of the divides. Persons who wished to hunt and fish in the
locales of neighboring villages were expected to visit their
relatives there first to announce their presence, their intentions,
and to be given tacit permission. This was never withheld. Part
of the objection to the Thompson incursions into Skagit territory
was that they did not behave in these accepted routines. (Collins
1974a:80-81)

The key to the character of the Upper Skagit subsistence round is hinted
at in the above quotation. Different parts of the tribal territory had their
special food resources or varied in the abundance of the same resources.
These were "owned" by the village clusters nearby. However localized in
their occurrence, the foods came in fact to be widely distributed through the
tribe by individuals and families visiting relatives as the latter's food
resources became seasonally available and exploiting these sources with their
kinmen owners. Under these conditions, the worth of large extended families
and of village cluster outmarriage becomes at once apparent. Reciprocity was
the key element in this arrangement.

Just as a person had the right through inheritance or by marriage to
secure his food and necessary natural resources in the territory considered
"owned" by his village, so he had the right on these same grounds to live in
a particular dwelling. This right could not be sold or given away.

Individuals and families varied in their wealth, but, save for whatever
differences in resource availability might come as the result of 1linkages
with more or fewer kinfolk and belonging to different village clusters as
mentioned above, each person and family had approximately the same
opportunities to become wealthy. Inheritance of property was of minimal
importance. Industry was highly esteemed and in general wealth was related
to hard work and, in part, to the development of specialist skills.
Abstemiousness in food consumption, care in using material objects, and
downright hoarding were all culturally encouraged, partly because these
traits led to good marriages and promoted the accumulation of property that
could be manipulated in gift exchanges to augment family pre<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>