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What is in a Name?
The Predicament of Ethnonyms in the
Sugpiaq-Alutiiq Region of Alaska

Medeia Csoba DeHass

Abstract. “Aleut,” “Alutiiq,” “Sugpiaq,” “Russian,” “Pacific Eskimo,” “Unegkuhmiut,” and
“Chugach Eskimo” are all different names that have been used to identify the group of Native
people living on the Lower Kenai Peninsula of Alaska. While most of these ethnonyms are par-
tially based on particular characteristics, they also carry specific social-political agendas that are
embedded in the names themselves. Names are a powerful medium in communicating meaning
about historical context and the actors who move within specific historical events. In this paper
I draw on historical and ethnographic information to shed light on the different nomenclature
used in the past, as well as currently in this region. By organizing names into a schema through
an historical overview, I highlight the significance of the relationship between historical legacies
and contemporary articulations of ethnonyms. Furthermore, after exploring the origins of ethno-
nyms and analyzing the different implications that are closely associated with them, the paper
concludes with a better approach for understanding agency in the politics of ethnic identity

construction.

Introduction

In Alaskan anthropology and Alaska Native® stud-
ies there has been an ongoing, yet unexplored, am-
biguity about the appropriate name used in con-
junction with the Native people occupying the
central Gulf of Alaska (Fig. 1.). In the past fifteen
years both popular and erudite usage have tended
to favor the term “Alutiiq” (Alaska Federation of
Natives website; Alutiig Museum website; Black
2004; Clifford 2004:7; Crowell, Steffian, and Pullar
2001; Leer 2003; Luehrmann 2008; Mason 1995;
Mulcahy 2001; Partnow 2001; Pullar 1994; Pul-

lar and Knecht 2004; etc.). The collective ethn-
onym “Alutiiq [pl. Alutiit]” is often applied to the
people of this cultural area, but many Native peo-

ple prefer to use the ethnonym “Sugpiaq [pl. Sug-
piat],” a term that has also been gaining popularity
in scholarly discourse during the past few years
(Haakanson and Steffian 2009; Pullar 2005:117,
2007:109, 2010:149; Znamenski 2003).

The corresponding Native language? is most
often called “Alutiiq” (as in “the Alutiiq language”)
in the Kodiak region, but cited as “Sugt’stun” on
the Lower Kenai Peninsula and Prince William
Sound. In the past, other names were also created
and used in academia, such as “Pacific Eskimo”
(Birket-Smith 1953; Clark 1984, 1988; Crowell
and Fitzhugh 1988; Davis 1970, 1984; Townsend
1980, etc,), making the situation even more convo-
luted. Reflecting an older usage, Sugpiaq-Alutiiq
regions are occasionally combined with that of the
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Figure 1. Map of the Sugpiaq-Alutiiq region.

Unangax of the Aleutian Chain, sometimes un-
der the general label of “Aleut” (e.g., Alaska Na-
tive Heritage Center and Alaska Native Knowledge
Network).

While the term “Pacific Eskimo” is an ex-
onym imposed upon the people through an aca-
demic taxonomy, both the words “Sugpiaq” and
“Alutiiq” can be regarded as autonyms. The for-
mer is most often acknowledged by Native people
as their original autonym meaning “a real per-
son,” and the latter is a newly adopted autonym
with exonymic origins in the Russian colonial
era. In Sugt’stun, the language of the Sugpiaqg-
Alutiiq, nouns often end with a suffix, in this sin-
gular case “iq,” thus the pronunciation of “Aleut”
in Sugt’stun became “Alutiiq” (Leer 2001:31).
During the colonial time, when people declared
their “Aleutness” in their own language, they
used the word “Alutiiq.”

Change over time in the usage of ethnonyms
has been discussed in several studies (e.g., God-
dard 1984; Larson 1996; Mailhot 1986; Proschan
1997; Tapper 2008; Willis 1992, etc.). Yet, in this
particular case it is not the question whether an
exonym can become an autonym; rather what is
the significance of the relationship between differ-
ent autonyms used within a cultural group? After
all, Tapper’s (2008:101) remark on ethnic identity

also applies to the use of ethnonyms: “if there is

a reality to identity, ethnic or otherwise, then the
first say in what it is must be that of the subjects
themselves.” Currently, the preference amongst
the Native people of the Sugpiag-Alutiiq cultural
area is varied based on differing cultural, histori-
cal, political, geographical, and local factors, de-
spite the fact that many aspects of their living cul-
tural traditions are shared and connected.

The Sugpiat-Alutiit live in the south-central
region of Alaska occupying the coasts of Prince
William Sound, the southern tip of the Kenai
Peninsula, a part of the Alaska Peninsula, and
the Kodiak Archipelago. They are predominantly
maritime people, traditionally residing in small
communities that are often accessible only by
boat or by small aircraft. Scholars view the vil-
lages of these four distinct regions as one cul-
tural area, based on historical, ethnic, and lin-
guistic attributes (de Laguna 1975:218). During
my long-term ethnographic work with one partic-
ular community, Nanwalek, one of two Sugpiaq
villages located on the Kenai Peninsula, it be-
came apparent there are clear divisions amongst
communities in terms of preference for the names
“Alutiiq” and “Sugpiaq” (Csoba DeHass 2009).
While the Native people of Kodiak Island often-
times refer to themselves as “Alutiiq,” the people
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of Nanwalek almost exclusively use the name
“Sugpiaq” as an autonym and decisively decline
identification with the term “Alutiiq.”

Ethnonyms, grounded in the concept of eth-
nic identity, are flexible and situational “as single-
word signifiers of complex and heterogeneous
significations [that] mask both the multidimen-
sionality and the very nature of the identities they
denote” (Larson 1996:545). Yet ethnonyms are also
multivocal, because many voices play into their
creation and continuation in usage, thereby creat-
ing an opportunity for expressing multiple view-
points. Ethnonyms can—and often do—change
over time, precisely due to their multidimensional
and multivocal nature. Not only can the group
of people denoted by an ethnonym change, but
also the name itself often changes as well. Some-
times, and mostly in case of exonyms, this is due
to shifting political views in unequal power rela-
tions, such as (post-) colonialism, as well as long
standing legacies that often live on in administra-
tion and academia (Tapper 2008:102). Such long-
standing legacies can create considerable harm to
Native peoples and cultures over time. Through
the authority associated with administration and
academia, exonyms can become popularized to
the point of permanency, creating non-negotiable
discrepancies between people’s own understand-
ing of their identity and the identity “created for
them” through misguided exonymic principles.

It is difficult to break this cycle due to the incon-
sistency embedded in unequal power relations
between a group’s ethnic identity and the inter-
pretation of that identity in bureaucratic taxono-
mies. Moreover, the popularization of an exonym
through authoritative venues tends to rapidly
spread to other spheres of society, for instance
policy making, resulting in the questioning, or
even negation, of the legitimacy of autonyms over
exonyms.

To avoid creating labels based on biased tax-
onomies, it is imperative to examine the root of
ongoing discrepancies between the names Na-
tive peoples of the Sugpiag-Alutiiq region use and
those present in scholarly and popular literature.
Furthermore, it is also important to examine the
differences in preference within Sugpiag-Alutiiq
communities. Tapper (2008:102) points out that
“it has become PC—both post-colonial and politi-
cally correct—to adopt . . . autonyms” as an ame-
liorative action offering restitution for past dam-
ages. Alas, this approach often makes the situation
even more complex. When an autonym is substi-
tuted for an exonym and popularized as the au-
thentic and legitimate ethnonym for a particular
group of people, the authority that achieves these
changes often justifies the newly emerged ethno-
nym by evoking views of the autonym as devoid
of diachronic change. Denying the flexibility of

autonyms also denies the human agency within
the ethnic group in terms of identity and ethno-
nym creation. Furthermore, without recognizing
the significance of diachronic change, it would be
impossible to understand the multivocality of eth-
nonyms, which is the case with the names “Sug-
piaq” and “Alutiiq.”

In this particular situation, the question con-
cerns not only the existence of multiple identities
within one ethnonym (Campbell 2001:539), but
also multiple ethnonyms within a group of peo-
ple, who are—rightly or not—generally consid-
ered as an ethnic group. The conundrum lies in
the fact that members of an ethnic group, as they
are viewed from an etic point of view, have been
consistently using two separate autonyms within
their own ethnic space. Moreover, the emic per-
spective perceives a clear difference between these
two terms, because people consciously, and often
consistently, choose one over the other. This prac-
tice suggests that in emic meaning “Sugpiaq” dif-
fers from “Alutiiq” as each of these terms carry in
themselves historical and cultural legacies that are
interpreted in the present.

For these reasons, while it is customary in
contemporary academic and popular literature
alike, to refer to this cultural region as Alutiiq, in
this article I chose to diverge from this practice
and use the term “Sugpiaq-Alutiiq” when describ-
ing the villages and the people of the cultural area
as a whole, including all four, previously listed, re-
gions. This alternate usage is justified by people’s
preferences on the Lower Kenai Peninsula, and
formulated with the intention of using a name that
acknowledges the self-designation of all Native
peoples of this particular region of Alaska. While
it is tempting, and might be considered legitimate,
to only use the autonymic ethnonym “Sugpiaq” in
describing the Native population of the region, it
would be just as incomplete as the currently wide-
spread usage of “Alutiiq.” In the villages of the Ko-
diak Archipelago and the Alaska Peninsula people
do ascribe to the self-designation “Alutiiq.” The
official representation through a variety of Native
governed bodies, such as the AlutiiQ Museum, Ko-
niag Inc., Native Village of Afognak, Ouzinkie Na-
tive Corporation, Old Harbor Native Corporation,
etc. also consistently adheres to this practice. Ac-
cording to the guidelines adopted by the Board of
Directors of the Alutiiq Museum the institution
decided to use the term “Alutiiq” in its name, “as
it is a popular self-designator among Kodiak’s Na-
tive people” (Alutiig Museum Interpretive Plan
Section 1E p. 2.). The document explains that El-
ders from the Kodiak Archipelago prefer the name
“Alutiiq,” while the younger generation often uses
the name “Sugpiaq.” At the same time, even some
Native people of Kodiak acknowledge the term
“Sugpiaq” on occasions. The following excerpt by

This content downloaded from 137.229.184.15 on Thu, 04 Oct 2018 19:26:19 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



the late Kodiak Sugpiaq-Alutiiq artist Helen Si-
meonoff is quoted on the “Coming Home: The Re-
turn of the Alutiiq Masks” website:

When the Russians came, they called everybody in
Alaska ‘Aleuts,” and that’s a name for indigenous
people in Siberia. And so, since we looked like
the people in Siberia, dark skin, dark hair, most
everybody here in Alaska ended up with the name
Aleut. And from that word came the word Alutiiqg,
and the elders decided we were going to stay

with the name Aleut, and so there was a division
of what we should call ourselves, so they settled
on Alutiiq. But our real name is Sugpiaq, and it
means the real people. (Simeonoff 2008)

Additionally, the flexibility of ethnonyms and
changes over time in their usage are also repre-
sented by Gordon Pullar, an Alaska Native of Ko-
diak, the current president of the Woody Island
Tribal Council, a member of the Steering Com-
mittee at the Arctic Studies Center of the Smith-
sonian Institution, a member of the board of di-
rectors of the Alutiig Museum, and an assistant
professor and director of the Department of Alaska
Native Studies and Rural Development at the Uni-
versity of Alaska Fairbanks. In his discussion

of the term Aleut in the Encyclopedia of North
American Indians he quotes Nina Olsen from the
Native village of Afognak in the Kodiak region:

When I was growing up in Afognak, I don't re-
member that we used the terms Aleut or Alutiig to
describe ourselves. We said Sugpiaq. Sugpiaq—
‘a real person.’ I think we should go back to call-
ing ourselves Sugpiaq. It has so much more mean-
ing. (Olsen in Pullar 1996, emphasis in the origi-
nal text)

To complicate matters further, the Prince Wil-
liam Sound area and the communities located on
the Alaska Peninsula also have their own prefer-
ences. On the Alaska Peninsula people seem to al-
ternate between Sugpiaq and Alutiiq (Morseth
2003:xi, Partnow 2001:69), while the people liv-
ing in the Prince William Sound region often use
“Chugach Alutiiq” (or Chugach people) (Johnson
1999) in collective representations.* Such practice
does not prevent Native people in various com-
munities to also use the term “Sugpiaq” as an eth-
nonym, as they often seem to alternate between
these terms as equally meaningful.

The separation of Sugpiag-Alutiiq communi-
ties and their residents into four distinct regional
corporations—Koniag Inc. Chugah Alaska Corpo-
ration, Cook Inlet Region Inc, and Bristol Bay Na-
tive Corporation, respectively—in 1971 through
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA)
is often cited as one of the reasons for the divided-
ness amongst the Native people of the region (Clif-
ford 2004:7; Pullar 2005:113). Yet the multitude
and inconsistent use of ethnonyms (both exonyms

Arctic Anthropology 49:1

and autonyms) prior to ANCSA suggest that it is
advisable to go further back in history, while in-
fusing the discussion with current ethnographic
information in order to explore the perplexities of
the present situation.

Most of the historical information avail-
able on the Sugpiag-Alutiiq region pertains to the
Alutiit of Kodiak, as the archipelago played a ma-
jor role in the colonial government of Russian
America. The first permanent Russian settlement
was established on Kodiak in 1784 and the is-
land continued to be the center of Russia’s Amer-
ican colony until 1799 (Black 2004:107, 155). Due
to close proximity and everyday interaction, the
Native culture was more accessible than the other
three Sugpiagq-Alutiiq regions to Europeans; hence
it was also better documented. In contrast, the eth-
nographic information used in this paper predom-
inantly pertains to the community of Nanwalek,
with which I have been collaborating on various
cultural projects in the past seven years. Addition-
ally, as an understanding of the predicament posed
by ethnonyms developed from my work with Nan-
walek, I draw on this particular community’s sit-
uation and perspective to highlight and analyze
questions of ethnonym creation, usage, and main-
tenance as they correspond with peoples’ experi-
ences of ethnic identity.

For these reasons, I chose to arrange infor-
mation about Sugpiag-Alutiiq past not in a strict
chronological order, but rather based on a schema
of nomenclature. Looking at Sugpiaq history in
general, and the cultural past of the people living
in and around the Lower Kenai villages in partic-
ular, through the various names that were used to
identify them, a certain pattern emerges. This pat-
tern or schema (Ortner 1990:90-91) makes it possi-
ble to grasp the Sugpiag-Alutiiq agency within the
historical account. It also provides some insight
into the lived cultural experience and the signif-
icance of ethnonyms as multivocal mediums ex-
pressing strategies of cultural adaptation to social
change.

Unegkuhmiut

Prior to Russian colonization, Sugpiag-Alutiiq
people had local names for themselves to differ-
entiate villages and settlements from one another.
Today these names are used on rare occasions,
mostly between various Sugpiag-Alutiiq groups in
specific cultural contexts (Pullar 1992:184-185).
Scholars generally distinguish three major groups
of Sugpiat-Alutiit: the Chugachmiut on the

Prince William Sound, the Unegkuhmiut [also
spelled as Unegkurmiut and Unikhkurmiut] on
the Lower-Kenai Peninsula, and the Qikertar-

miut on Kodiak Island (Birket-Smith 1953:99; Pul-
lar 1994:30). For the Prince William Sound region,
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eight local names and corresponding geographical
territories are recorded (Birket-Smith 1953:20-21;
de Laguna 1956:11). The names of these villages
often referred to a main settlement or pointed out
some distinct characteristics of the location. In
other cases however, certain groups might have
been called by a particular name by their neigh-
bors, thus names often reflect geographical loca-
tion or direction not strictly from a local point of
view. Although it is probably the least known and
used, “Unegkuhmiut” is a name that refers to the
specific location of the Lower-Kenai Peninsula vil-
lages, meaning “people out that way,” and it is a
description given from a point of view of someone
who is standing on the shores of Prince William
Sound (Davis 1984:199; de Laguna 1956:34).

The Native people of Prince William Sound
are largely considered to be the closest relations
of the Kenai area Sugpiat based on a linguistic re-
lation that assigns both languages as sub-dialects
of Chugach Sugt’stun. Additionally, archeologi-
cal evidence shows frequent exchanges and high
mobility between the two areas that were, prior to
Russian colonization, connected by a string of vil-
lages along the outer coast of the Kenai Peninsula.
These villages are now uninhabited, but in the
past they varied in size and population.®

It is believed that Kachemak Bay could have
been occupied about 10,000 years ago, and the
Ocean Bay II tradition (approximately 2500 B.C.)
clearly exhibits signs of a fully maritime cul-
ture (Steffian 2001:106-110). The middle era of
Sugpiag-Alutiiq pre-history, named after Kache-
mak Bay, where sites of this time period were first
described (De Laguna 1975), appears to have sup-
ported an enlarged population with an increase in
the size and numbers of settlements compared to
the earlier period.

The most interesting transformation of the
cultures occupying the Sugpiag-Alutiiq region
transpired in the late Pre-contact era, roughly be-
tween A.D. 1100 and 1760 (Steffian 2001:120),
when a large Yup’ik-speaking population appeared
in the Sugpiag-Alutiiq region (Clark 1988; Du-
mond 1987; Knecht 1995). The era directly pre-
ceding the time of Russian contact is characterized
by wars between villages, by the accumulation
of wealth, and by a hierarchically ranked society
with specialized social roles and occupations (Sal-
tonstall and Steffian 2005; Steffian 2001). While
the population growth continued in most parts
of the Sugpiaqg-Alutiiq region, the Kachemak tra-
dition was overtaken by the influx of a Dena’ina
population, who migrated south along the in-
ner coasts of the Kenai Peninsula. As a result,
Sugpiaqg-Alutiiq settlements disappeared from the
inner Kenai coast down to the area of modern day
Seldovia (de Laguna 1956:35; Workman 1998:152;
Workman and Workman 2010). The reasons for

this population movement are not clear, although
there seem to be no signs of a violent clash be-
tween the Sugpiat and the Dena’ina (de Laguna
1956), which suggests that the latter overtook the
villages after the former had abandoned them.
Nonetheless, Sugpiaq presence did not completely
disappear from the Kenai Coast; rather, it dimin-
ished in size and numbers.

Altogether, the population currently referred
to as Sugpiaqg-Alutiiq has been influenced by many
Native cultures of Alaska, due to population move-
ment, intermarriage, war, and trade. These interac-
tions are partially due to the geographical location
of the region; the Gulf of Alaska being not only a
central, but also a high traffic area, where migra-
tion routes repeatedly crossed and joined during
the past 10,000 years. Concurrently, the Sugpiag-
Alutiig population “seems to have been a product
of its own independent development in the Gulf of
Alaska,” (Crowell and Lithrmann 2001: 29) there-
fore some Sugpiat Alutiit are quite opposed to the
classification of their culture as purely “Eskimo.”
To understand the underlying reasons for this op-
position, it is necessary to further examine the no-
menclature used in connection with this specific
cultural group.

Pacific Eskimo

When some Sugpiag-Alutiig people refuse to con-
form to the term “E&(imo,” they do not necessarily
deny an otherwise linguistically and anthropolog-
ically established connection to other Eskimo-
speaking peoples. Rather, they express their indig-
nance toward a term created by academics, mainly
for taxonomical use, with no regard to local senti-
ments.® “Pacific Eskimo” was created and used as
a consequence of a scientific idea of classification,
most likely emerging from a linguistic approach.”
In the first half of the twentieth century, the
Sugpiaq people of the Lower Kenai Peninsula
were not well known. A letter written by Frede-
ricka Martin, editor of an Aleut dictionary, in 1947
to Kenneth Cohen, schoolmaster for the Sugpiaq
village of Port Graham on the Kenai Peninsula,
provides a glimpse as to the paucity of informa-
tion and the general lack of awareness regarding
Sugpiat and their language. Martin contacted Co-
hen to ask assistance in collecting local linguis-
tic samples. Based on their correspondence Martin
concluded that the Native language of Port Gra-
ham “. .. is not related with Kodiak—which prob-
ably means it is not Eskimoid [sic] but Indian in
derivation” (Kenneth S. Cohen Collection, Box 9,
Folder 174). The same letter also contains Martin’s
erroneous conclusions: the Port Graham “non-
Aleuts” do not belong to the Russian Orthodox
Church based on Cohen'’s reference to people by
their “native” name versus their “church name.”®
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In the first half of the twentieth century in
the study of Alaska Native languages a rigid tax-
onomical system was brought to life which clas-
sified people based on linguistic characteristics.
Using linguistics as the only legitimate scientific
way to separate all Native people into neat groups
with clear-cut boundaries was an approach that di-
rectly contributed to today’s predicaments. It is ex-
actly this practice that some Sugpiaqg-Alutiiq op-
pose when rejecting the nomenclature “Pacific
Eskimo.” True, the Alutiiq region is located in the
Pacific Gulf, and true, Sugt'stun does belong to the
Eskimo language family. These two features are ar-
bitrarily chosen, however, based on an etic scien-
tific approach and they do not reflect all the other
important elements that Sugpiag-Alutiiq people
would choose in describing their own identity.
Quite a few Sugpiag-Alutiiq people contemplate
the question: “If Yup'ik people can use the ethn-
onym Yup’ik, meaning a ‘real person,’ and Ifiupiaq
people can do the same (Alaska Native Language
Center website), why should not the Sugpiag-
Alutiiq be allowed to do likewise?” Considering
that external naming (Jenkins 1997:219) is always
created on the basis of a specific viewpoint, often
with the involvement of unequal power relations,
it inherently encapsulates a complete history
of the interactions between the naming and the
named. The Sugpiag-Alutiiq resent the name “Pa-
cific Eskimo” because of their desire to be viewed
and acknowledged as a legitimately independent
Alaskan Native cultural group and not as a subdi-
vision of other indigenous cultural groups.

In the early 1850s Heinrich Johan Holm-
berg, Finnish mining specialist, provided his
own classificatory system of the “known tribes of
Alaska.” In this collection he listed all Yup’ik peo-
ple and even some Ifiupiat, as “Koniags,” mean-
ing the Alutiiq people of Kodiak Island (Holmberg
1985:6—7), which reflected the high level of sub-
jectivity involved in any kind of taxonomical en-
deavor. Naturally, this example not only shows
the extent of Holmberg's travel, which indeed was
mostly conducted on Kodiak Island and the Kenai
Peninsula, but also the serious problems created
by the adoption of ethnonyms into scholarly us-
age without applying close scrutiny to the various
implications and perspectives associated with the
particular term.

Incidentally, Holmberg was also the first to
report that the Native people of Kodiak Island es-
pecially “. . . the younger generation have started
to call themselves Aleuts (in their dialect, Alui-
tik) [and] only the aged still report that in their
days of freedom and independence [from the Rus-
sians] they called themselves Koniags” (Holm-
berg 1985:35). Although Alutiiq is one of the most
accepted and preferred terms in some parts of
the Sugpiaq-Alutiiq region, its origin, and conse-

Arctic Anthropology 49:1

quently its connotations, are deeply embedded in
the Russian colonial history of Alaska.

Aleut, Russian, Creole

When the Russians arrived in Alaska in 1741, they
first met Unangan people living on the islands of
the Aleutian Chain and called them “Aleut” (Black
and Liapunova 1988:52). After reaching Kodiak
Island in the second half of the eighteenth cen-
tury they met Koniag people living on the coast
and also called them Aleut, a term derived from
an indigenous Siberian language meaning “coastal
dweller” (Haakanson and Steffian 2009:205). The
logic behind the Russians extension of an already
used name to these newly encountered people was
probably influenced by the perceived resemblance
in the two groups’ cultural practices and physi-
cal appearance (Crowell 2004:18). As the Russians
met more and more of the Native population in the
region, they referred to many of them as “Aleut,”
regardless of the fact that they were well aware

of the linguistic difference between these various
groups of peoples. In contrast to the academic ap-
proach, the constant Russian struggle to find ad-
equate and multiple interpreters in order to com-
municate with all these different kinds of “Aleuts”
shows that their main concern did not lie in tax-
onomical identification. Rather, the Russian co-
lonial practice of calling many of the Native peo-
ples Aleut was due to a combination of social and
economic factors, thus creating a social and not an
ethnic class.

Eventually, the 1844 charter of the Russian
American Company (RAC) divided Native peo-
ple of the colony into three categories, wherein
Aleuts encompassed the tribes dependent upon
the Russian colonial administration “professing
the Christian belief” (Sec. 248). Other Native peo-
ple residing within the boundaries of the Russian
colony were described as “not wholly dependent”
(Sec. 280), while the colonial administration’s
major concern with “independent” tribes lay in
the “exchange [of goods for fur] by mutual con-
sent” (Sec. 285) (Gsovski 1950).

The structure of Russian society in the
eighteenth and nineteenth century was feudal-
hierarchical despite the influx of ideas from Euro-
pean Enlightenment in the eighteenth century. The
various social classes were still evidently discern-
able, but there was a possibility for social move-
ment between them (Riasanovsky 1969:387). The
bourgeoisie still constituted only a slim percentage
of the population compared to the enormous num-
ber of serfs, yet the emerging idea of entrepreneur-
ship propelled the various trading companies to-
ward Russian America with the aim of acquiring
fur from the Natives and selling them on the Chi-
nese fur market at Kiakhta.
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During the same time period, the Russian Or-
thodox Church experienced a renewal of mission-
ary work. Translation of the liturgical books to dif-
ferent languages of the Russian Empire, training
of missionaries, and later, the training of Native
clergy were all part of the missionary movement
that played a key role in the conversion of the Na-
tive people of Russian America to the Orthodox
faith. The most well known saints of Alaska, St. In-
nocent (loann Veniaminov), St. lakov of Alaska,
St. Herman, and St. Peter the Aleut, were all part
of this missionary revival, although each of them
had very different mentalities, and emphasized
different aspects of the Orthodox faith through
their lives and legacies. As key figures in the his-
tory of Russian America, they carried out the
Church’s agenda towards the “Americans,” as the
Russians referred to the Natives of Russian Amer-
ica. On the one hand they helped facilitate Rus-
sia’s colonial expansion, while on the other; they
provided some protection to Native Alaskans from
the Russian American Company’s abuse of power.

It is safe to say that colonies not only take on
unmistakable characteristics of their colonizers,
but they also internalize foreign elements to some
extent, to the point where such elements no longer
carry the exact same meanings in the new context
as they did in the cultural framework in which
they originated. To some extent, this was the case
in Alaska as well. Due to the internal stratifica-
tion of nineteenth century Russia, it was not pos-
sible to export a large number of willing settlers to
the new colony, as this would have caused short-
ages in serf labor with consequent economic losses
in the Motherland (Okun 1951:172). Therefore,
RAC workers were initially allowed to sign on for
a seven year contract only, although the Company
often failed to transport them back to the Russia
after their term was over. As a result, a lot of ex-
RAC men settled in Alaska, took a local wife, and
raised their new families with the implicit con-
sent of the Company (Arndt 1993). Even with the
permanent influx of these Russian promyshlen-
niki (fur traders) the Russian presence in the col-
ony did not rise above 900 people at a time (Lydia
Black, personal communication 2001; Fedorova
1975:8). Therefore, it soon became clear for the
Russians that keeping and maintaining the Amer-
ican colony would largely depend on the nature
of their relationships with local people. Conse-
quently, the fur traders living on the colony “by
default,” became an important factor in the life of
the RAC by actively participating in the creation of
a new social class, the Creoles.

The term “Creole” is often used to describe
a population with Native and non-Native par-
entage. In the case of Alaska, this situation is fre-
quently assumed to be a Russian father and a Na-
tive mother, with the children automatically being

categorized into a new ethnic class. While this in-
terpretation was probably correct at the beginning
of the Russian colonial period, soon the term “Cre-
ole” took on a different meaning, and was no lon-
ger regarded as an ethnic, but rather as a social
marker (Black 1980). Children born to mixed Rus-
sian and Native marriages were brought up to be
members of the Russian Orthodox Church and in
the spirit of loyalty towards the Russian crown
and the RAC (Pullar 2010:159). They were also ed-
ucated in a school run by the RAC, in addition

to receiving education about their mothers' Na-
tive culture while speaking both Russian and a Na-
tive language. Some of these children were sent

to the Motherland, at the expense of their godpar-
ents, parents, or the RAC, to receive higher edu-
cation as navigators, map makers, military per-
sonnel, and priests. Upon their return to Alaska,
sometimes with their Russian brides, they auto-
matically became employees of the Russian Amer-
ican Company.

By the mid-1800s, the term Creole did not
necessarily, and could not, refer to the children of
mixed marriages; rather, it described a person who
spoke Russian and an Alaska Native language, was
Russian Orthodox, had a Russian last name, had
received elementary and/or advanced education,
and was an employee of the Company (Oleksa
1992:150). The shift in the social status and class
categories also meant increased social mobility
and permeability. Creoles came to hold important
key positions in the Russian American Company
with the possibility of advancement to the lower
noble classes (Black 1980:xxv).? After finishing ac-
tive service, Creoles had the option to become co-
lonial citizens, which meant that they were al-
lowed to legally settle down in the colony for the
rest of their lives (Black 2004:217).

For these reasons, the interaction between
Russians and Native People did not result in a re-
placement of one culture with another and it was
not simply cultural blending either. Rather, it was
a process of internalization of Russian cultural ele-
ments by Alaska Native people through their own
way of life and worldviews. The RAC had clear
expectations towards Creoles: they should speak
Russian and a Native language, be Russian Or-
thodox, and work for the Company. Beyond these
stipulations, however, other aspects of life were
negotiated on a day-to-day basis. The rules gov-
erning social behavior in Alaska Native communi-
ties during the Russian colonial era undoubtedly
changed to some extent as a result of the pro-
longed cross-cultural interaction; yet it was not an
automatic change. It was a change initiated and re-
alized by people living through the particular his-
torical period, as well as being based on people’s
perceptions of Russians and their colonial institu-
tions. The transformation of Creoles from an eth-
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nic to a social class simultaneously highlights the
hierarchical nature of the colonial system and the
flexibility of a system that placed social advance-
ment within the reach of Native people.

Within this colonial social order some of the
Native people realized, exercised, and used the
power they gained through their social status to
their advantage. While Aleuts and Creoles were
paid servants conscripted to work for the Com-
pany for a set period of time, they were also ma-
jor beneficiaries of the imperial government that
regulated RAC social policies, providing educa-
tion, medical service, pensions, and other forms
of social care, often through the Russian Ortho-
dox Church. In addition, attachment to the colo-
nial system was also emotional. People accepted
the designation “Aleut” not on a conditional, but
on a permanent basis. Natives of various ethnic or-
igins all took on the name “Aleut” and assumed
the consequent identification with the term be-
cause it carried a specific meaning for them, a
meaning embedded in the Russian colonial sys-
tem.!° Concurrently, being an Aleut also invested
people with special rights and offered further pos-
sibilities for advancement through the social struc-
ture of the colony. Undeniably, the peak of the so-
cial system was occupied by Russians, but not out
of reach of the ordinary people. After all, many
Alaska Native people had Russian fathers, moth-
ers, husbands, wives, godparents or, in the later
generation, grandparents. It is important to keep
in mind that the number of Russians in the colony
was extremely low; therefore individual person-
alities, characteristics, and behavior became very
decisive in the nature of the contact various Na-
tive groups and communities experienced. Not ev-
ery single Russian was kind and pleasant, in fact
the available archival material discloses many of
the social problems caused by company employ-
ees (Khlebnikov 1994; Pierce 1984; Tikhmenev
1979); moreover, not all the priests and mission-
aries were exceptional and good-natured. None-
theless, the ones who were extraordinary, both in
clergy and in bureaucracy, influenced many lives
as they were directly involved with local people
for a lengthy period of time.

When people in villages still identify them-
selves as “Aleut” or “Russian,” they are probably
reflecting the historical implications of these terms
as they have been passed down to them through
several generations. In Sugpiag-Alutiiq regions,
it is mostly the older generation who cite Aleut
and Russian as their ethnic identity. For them, the
connection is not only based on descent, but also
on the meaning these terms held for their ances-
tors. An Elder of Nanwalek once told me that she
was “part Russian, part Aleut, and part Spanish,”
with the latter referring to her ancestors living in
the most southern Russian settlement, Fort Ross,
in California. Her self-identification as such was

Arctic Anthropology 49:1

not only factually correct, but also expressed ideas
that were major influences throughout the history
and ethnohistory of the Lower Kenai Sugpiaqg.

Sugpiaq and Alutiiq

The embededness of the term “Aleut” in colonial
Russian America provides insight into the usage
of the newly emerged name and identity marker:
Alutiiq. As previously mentioned, the name
Alutiiq was in use during the colonial period
(Holmberg 1985), although the meaning of the
term at that specific time was very different from
current meaning and usage. The Native people
of the Kodiak Archipelago, as many other Native
people of the Russian American colony, adopted
the name Aleut into their vocabulary and iden-
tity when they started to use the word in their
own language as “Alutiiq.”

When these changes transpired at the end of
the nineteenth century, “Alutiiq” still could not
be fully considered an ethnonym, as it denoted
groups of Native people who were aware of cul-
tural practices and traditions that distinguished
them from those of their “Aleut” neighbors. Yet,
the fact that people acknowledged the experience
of “being an Aleut” as an intrinsic part of their
identity paved the way for the current interpre-
tation of Alutiiq, which, in this sense, became an
autonym.

The current usage of “Alutiiq” greatly dif-
fers from the nineteenth century one. In the pop-
ular, and to a certain extent, in the academic lit-
erature as well, it came to describe a specific
cultural group, and the term “Alutiiq” came to re-
place most of the previously used ethnonyms and
dated nomenclature. Today, when the term Alutiiq
is used in scholarly literature, it refers to the Na-
tive inhabitants of the Kodiak Archipelago, Alaska
Peninsula, Prince William Sound, and Lower Ke-
nai Peninsula. In contrast, the Native usage is very
different; it is predominantly the inhabitants or
descendants of the Native people of the Kodiak re-
gion and the Alaska Peninsula which actually use
the word Alutiiq to describe their own identity,
while the Lower-Kenai and Prince William Sound
people usually use the ethnonym Sugpiaq."

The term “Sugpiaq” was probably used as a
general ethnonym meaning a “real person” or in
plural Sugpiat “the real people,” while the lan-
guage was called Sugt’stun meaning “speaking like
a person” (Clark 1984:196; Leer 2001:31). As pre-
viously discussed, people living in the various
villages or regions had specific names based on
their geographical origin that they used with other
groups within the same cultural area.’? Therefore,
it is possible that the self-defining term Sugpiaq
was actually a term used in relation to outsiders
(Native and non-Native alike), as it probably was a
general self-identification.
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The dualism of the nomenclature shows indi-
vidual preference of identification as various ideas
are articulated by these names. Although it is pos-
sible to develop a sense of belonging to two dif-
ferent discrete groups or to alternate between var-
ious aspects of one’s heritage when emphasizing
questions of identity depending on momentary cir-
cumstances (Barth 1969), in this case the situa-
tion is quite different. It is essentially one group of
people that the name Alutiiq refers to, including
those within the cultural group who do not share
the preference for this specific name. For people
in Nanwalek using Sugpiaq was a clear-cut deci-
sion, while for the people of Kodiak the preference
between “Alutiiq” and “Sugpiaq” changed over
time. In general, it is safe to assume that the closer
certain terms seem to be to each other in mean-
ing and implications for the outside viewer, the
more unanimous people on the inside are going to
be about incongruity between the terms. Further-
more, people within a group often passionately in-
sist that the actual diversities are so significant—
which they are from their vantage point—that they
must be acknowledged. Naturally, the same dif-
ferences, viewed from the emic perspective as un-
bridgeable, are very likely unperceivable for those
on the etic outside (Cohen 1985:44). Consequently,
in order to understand the importance of these two
distinct terms it is necessary to follow their formu-
lation from an historical perspective.

The term “Aleut” lost its previous collec-
tive meaning during the early American period
of Alaska, due to the term’s unavoidable rupture
from the Russian colonial context. For the follow-
ing decades, Alaska Native people’s responses
when citing and claiming the acknowledgment
of their Aleut identity has been repeatedly ques-
tioned or negated by various government bureau-
cracies. Additionally, scholars claimed to “know
better” and assumed authority over the inter-
pretation of Sugpiat-Alutiit heritage (Haakanson
2010:117). Therefore, it is understandable that the
name Aleut slowly faded out of use as an identi-
fier for the Sugpiat-Alutiit, and various other terms
started to gain popularity. Although there is no
certain reference and proof in this matter, the close
association between the term “Alutiiq” and Ko-
diak region was probably influenced by the Ko-
diak’s central role in the Russian colony. Three
Saints Bay and Pavlovskaia Harbor were centers of
the colony for decades, and Spruce Island, known
for being the home of St. Herman, maintained its
religious importance until today. Therefore it is
not a surprise that Native people in the area held
on to their “Aleutness” for a longer period of time
than others. The re-interpretation of this idea
through the new term “Alutiiq” (Clifford 2004:16)
has been quite ingenious, and took place in a se-
quence of historical events.

The name Alutiiq started to re-appear and
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gain ground in a wider sense in the late 1960s

and early 1970s. After 1971 the widespread ef-
fects of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA) soon started to generate a change in
Sugpiaq-Alutiiq identity with the revitalization

of the former and the creation of the latter term.
These political events “atavistically generated”
(Cohen 1985:46) traditional forms of identifica-
tion, which local people applied to their modern
circumstances. Due to the stress caused by rapid
changes in their cultural surroundings, people
turned towards their most ancient heritage. Alutiiq
people started to re-claim not only certain rights,
but also certain aspects of their cultural heritage,
including the association with the term “Aleut,”
which was previously contested in scholarly use
(Pullar 1992:183). In this sense, people ceased to
refer themselves as Aleut, and started to say that
they were Alutiiq. It was a new concept at the time
in scholarly discourse; consequently nobody could
really contest it. With the creation of the Alutiiq
Museum and Archeological Repository in 1995 the
name became popular at a variety of forums. These
events caused a major turnaround in the predica-
ment of this previously contested group of people.
With support from the Museum and its advocates,
the idea of a new term “Alutiiq,” endorsed and se-
lected by a Native governed cultural institution,
became widely accepted in academia and popu-
lar usage—but not in all villages of the Sugpiag-
Alutiiq region.

In contrast, Nanwalek and the Lower Ke-
nai area had a smaller population and was not
a Russian colonial center, despite its early con-
tacts and involvement as Russian outpost. In this
sense, people living on the Lower Kenai coast had
more independence in terms: of colonial relations,
as well as in navigating amongst different expres-
sions of identity. Population movement and travel
has been documented throughout the region, and
local oral histories mention intermarriages, wars,
raids, and alliances between communities. It
seems, however, due to the more secluded location
of the Lower Kenai Coast compared to Kodiak, that
the local cultural milieu was more focused on the
Sugpiaq heritage than on the Aleut one. Hence, the
villages of the Kenai Coast have managed to better
preserve their language and many aspects of their
pre-contact culture in a way that is transmitted
to children today as a living cultural tradition.
Therefore, people living on the Kenai Coast prefer
to use “Sugpiaq” as their self-designation and eth-
nonym, because the term “Alutiiq” does not carry
the same meaning for them as for the Native peo-
ple of the Kodiak region.

Crowell (2004:18) remarks that “for some
people today, self-identification as ‘Aleut’ or
‘Alutiiq’ acknowledges the Russian aspect of the
region’s heritage including the acceptance of Or-
thodoxy.” While this statement describes the peo-

This content downloaded from 137.229.184.15 on Thu, 04 Oct 2018 19:26:19 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



12

ple of the Kodiak Archipelago, it does not fully
explain people’s choice in Nanwalek of using
“Sugpiaq” as an autonym and as a correspond-

ing ethnic identity. After all, Nanwalek is a single-
denominational Sugpiaq village, where all mem-
bers of the community with at least one local
parent are baptized in the Russian Orthodox faith.
Moreover, the people of Nanwalek collectively op-
pose any kind of non-Orthodox religious mission-
ary work in the village and declare Russian Ortho-
doxy as “their own" religion. People are aware and
generally proud of their Russian ancestry. Conse-
quently, the question arises: when taking the prev-
alence of Russian Orthodoxy and Russian heri-
tage into account, how is it possible to suggest that
people in Nanwalek chose Sugpiaq over Alutiiq
when expressing their own ethnic identity?

The Lower Kenai Sugpiaq communities, be-
ing more removed from the Russian colonial social
structure than people on Kodiak, due to their geo-
graphical location, most likely had less exposure to
the status and class differences associated with the
terms “Aleut” and “Creole.” Naturally, such mark-
ers did carry specific meanings for the Lower Ke-
nai Sugpiaq people as well, yet they did not have
such an overarching influence on people’s every-
day lives as they did for those who lived in close
proximity to a colonial center. While Fort Alek-
sandrovsk, the second permanent Russian settle-
ment in Russian America, was erected at the site
of modern day Nanwalek in 1786, it soon lost its
significance and was reduced to an odinochka, a
one-person post (Katherine L. Arndt, personal com-
munication 2004). Moreover, taking on Russian
Orthodoxy was not a simple act of “borrowing”
from the Russians, but a process of internalization,
which resulted in Sugpiaq Russian Orthodoxy, a
central element of contemporary Sugpiaq identity
(Csoba DeHass 2009). For these reasons, the people
in the Lower Kenai region were able to continue
many of their Sugpiaq traditions without over-
whelming social pressure to abandon their Sugpiaq
ethnic identity in order to belong to the Aleut so-
cial class. “Aleut,” as previously described, became
a social marker, rather an ethnic one in the Russian
colonial area, and as such it was not in contrast to
a Sugpiaq ethnic identity. “Alutiiq,” however, be-
came an ethnic marker, when people started to use
it as an autonym, and as such, Sugpiaq people in
Nanwalek declined to identify with it.

What is in a Name?

The current perplexities concerning ethnonyms
in the South-central region of Alaska is not
merely a relic of Sugpiag-Alutiiq peoples’ colo-
nial past. The fact that the name “Aleut” appealed
enough to people to become the inspiration be-
hind one of the most popularized autonyms, calls
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attention to the agency embedded in the articula-
tion of autonyms. The politics of naming evokes
questions of power relations, legitimacy, and iden-
tity, which are all connected to people and entities
in the creation and use of a name. To examine such
issues one needs to explore the human agency in
the naming process, which is inescapably rooted
in history. But ethnonyms, whether autonyms
or exonyms, also carry the potential of future in-
terpretations, thus creating long-lasting legacies.
Such legacies can be negative, as the case of “Pa-
cific Eskimo,” or positive, as in the example of the
term “Sugpiaq.” Exonyms have a tendency of fall-
ing out of usage because they do not carry in them-
selves an intrinsic meaning that the people they
denote recognize as part of their own identity. Due
to global sociopolitical changes, including the rise
of an indigenous agency, during the past few de-
cades the use of such exonyms has declined, giv-
ing way to autonyms that are often widely popular-
ized with the intention of establishing legitimacy.

Clifford (2004:19), in his review of a travel-
ing museum exhibition and accompanying book,
Looking Both Ways: Heritage and Identity of the
Alutiiq People, produced in collaboration with
the Alutiig Museum and the Smithsonian Institu-
tion’s Arctic Studies Center in 2001, remarks that
“one is left with the impression that the politi-
cal label ‘Alutiiq,’ although it is becoming institu-
tionally entrenched (with the help of projects like
Looking Both Ways), cannot be a definitive ‘tribal’
or ‘national’ name.” It is perhaps true that emerg-
ing autonyms often rely on “institutionally en-
trenched” popularization; however, it should not
automatically bring inta question their legitimacy
as a name. After all, “ethnonyms . . . in their so-
cially situated linguistic use, can offer insight into
indigenous conceptions of the sociocultural uni-
verse” (Proschan 1997:91), which also encapsu-
lates contemporary interpretation, past formula-
tion, and future legacies.

It is undeniable that the ethnonym “Alutiiq”
did not achieve a unanimous popularity in all
Sugpiag-Alutiiq regions. In a sense, the name
Alutiiq intended to establish legitimacy by replac-
ing all previously used ethnonyms through estab-
lishing cultural boundaries by exclusion. Use of
the term “Alutiiq” helped to clarify the differences
between Sugpiat Alutiit and “other” Aleuts with a
Russian colonial past, but its use failed to acknowl-
edge the differences the term created with the Sug-
piaq people of the Lower Kenai area, whom the
promoters of the term “Alutiiq” originally intended
to represent (Crowell 2001:4). Again, it was the
agency of the Sugpiaq people living in Nanwalek
that engendered their conscious and consistent
choice to refer of themselves as Sugpiaq. Their de-
cisions were influenced by the meaning “Sugpiaq”
holds for them; summing up their past through the
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ethnic-identity they inherited from their ancestors,
their present through their own interpretation of a

Sugpiaq community, and their future as they raise

the next generation to embrace Sugpiaq identity.

Alutiiq and Sugpiaq are ethnonyms and con-
cepts of ethnic identity that can be very different
from the vantage points of those living through a
specific time period. Moreover, they are also dif-
ferent from the viewpoint of descendents to whom
it is passed down and by whom it is constantly in-
terpreted and reinterpreted. The differences Sug-
piaq people perceive between their own ethnic
identity and that of the Alutiit are clearly pointed
out in their dedicated resolve to an ethnonym at
the local level at a time when the popularization
of the ethnonym “Alutiiq” resulted in a constant
pressure to conform.

The previously cited examples suggest that
the most current trend in the Sugpiag-Alutiiq
region might see the fading away of the term
“Alutiiq.” The rediscovery of “Sugpiaq” as an
autonym both by scholars and by the local peo-
ple in the Kodiak region might point towards
the re-evaluation of previously used ethnonyms,
as well as a re-orientation of their perception of
their past in order to express the emic interpreta-
tions of their ethnic identity in the present. Per-
haps the name “Alutiiq” will remain in use only
on the institutional level, while the changes in
Alaska Native preferences will slowly transform
bureaucratic and academic usage. And again,
perhaps it will not. The idea compelling peo-
ple in the Kodiak region, where the preference
for “Alutiiq” has been represented as ubiquitous,
to entertain the idea of using “Sugpiaq” as their
primary ethnic identification and autonym is
embedded in the history of their ancestors. They
turn towards the name “Sugpiaq” because it has
a meaning for them, which they can rely on in
shaping their contemporary ethnic identity.

Ethnonyms, both autonyms and exonyms,
change over time. They can be replaced, re-
interpreted, applied to denote various groups of
people, or changed to heighten their inclusiv-
ity or exclusivity. In the end, it is up to the peo-
ple to decide which ethnonym expresses their eth-
nic identity to the fullest degree amidst rapidly
changing sociopolitical dynamics, embodying self-
determination in the process, through their agency
that shapes collective representation.
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Endnotes

1. The widely used term “Inuit” instead of the
previously used “Eskimo” does not hold any spe-
cific meaning in Alaska, where there are Yupik,
Inupiaq, and Sugpiaq (or Alutiiqg) people who all
belong to the Eskimo language family, and some-
times are referred to as such. Referring to them as
“Inuit” is not only incorrect, but also ill received
by local people (Kaplan 1999).

2. The Alutiiq language has two main dialects,
the Koniag and the Chugach. While Koniag is
spoken on the Alaska Peninsula and the Kodiak
Archipelago, Chugach is used on Prince William
Sound and the lower Kenai Peninsula. The dia-
lect spoken on the Kenai Peninsula is considered
a sub-dialect, since the Chugach dialect has been
influenced by the Koniag to the extent that it has
formed its own version of Alutiiq (or Sugt’stun),
representing a transition between the two main
dialects (Leer 2001: 31).

3. “Sugt'stun” reflects the spelling currently used
in Nanwalek, which was preceded by “Sugtestun.”
The same word is spelled Sugcestun in the neigh-
boring community of Port Graham.

4. According to Johnson (1999), the name “Chu-
gach” comes from the word chu-ga [hurry!], which
was the word hunters used to urge one another
when they saw the mountains of Prince William
Sound emerging from the retreating ice sheet.

5. Cook and Norris (1998:27) list several of these
previously occupied settlements (“an unnamed
settlement in Aialik Bay; Yalik Village in Nuka
Bay; Nuna'tunaq in Rocky Bay; Kogiu-xtolik in
Dogfish or Koyuktolik Bay; Axu’layik at Port
Chatham; Chrome, or ‘To’qakvik’ at the entrance
of Port Chatham”) (based on conversation with Pat
Norman, Port Graham Village President in 1992).

6. The term “Chugach Eskimo” was once preva-
lent in academia without much contestation from
the Sugpiat-Alutiit of Prince William Sound and
the Kenai Peninsula. Currently, it is not a term that
people would use as a self-identification and it is
considered quite dated.

7. For instance, Anthony Woodbury classifies
Sugt’stun speakers as “Pacific Yupik” in his
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study Eskimo and Aleut Languages (Woodbury
1984:53).

8. While the people living in Port Graham now
are divided between Orthodoxy and a non-
denominational church, in 1947 Orthodoxy was
still the main religion of the community. In the
neighboring community of Nanwalek, Russian
Orthodoxy is still the only religion.

9. Creoles “. . . enjoyed exemption from taxations
and obligatory state services, including military
service, had a right to education at company ex-
penses, and opportunity for social mobility and
freedom of choice not open to Russians of lower
ranks” (Black 2004:218).

10. Today many Native people, especially the older
generation, still identify with the term “Aleut.”
However, not all of these people are Sugpiaqg-
Alutiiq, as for example many Yup'ik speaking peo-
ple in the Bristol Bay area also refer to themselves
as Aleut (Oleksa 1990:251).

11. Patricia Partnow’s systematic usage of the term
“Alutiiq” in connection with the Alaska Penin-
sula villages and people may suggest that it is the
preferred identifying term in that region (Partnow
2001:17).

12. These names are formulated with the addition
of “~miut” to the stem of the word (Koniagmiut,
Nanwalegmiut, Paluwigmiut, etc.)

13. Nanwalek is often referred to as the most tra-
ditional village, due to its success in preserving
pre-contact cultural elements and language usage
(Davis 1984).
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