NOTESON THE ECONOMIC SYSTEMS OF FORAGERS
Thisfileof “additional notes’ has four sections:
A. Determinants of Economic Systems
B. Defining other Economic Systems
C. My Coding of Variables Used in this Essay
D. The Codings of Others Used in this Essay
An EXCEL fileof the codingsused in my essay on foraging economic sysemsisfound in the next filelised
on this webpage.
A. Deter minants of Economic Systems
Itiscertainly possibleto explorethe determinants of the ten individua dimensions of economic
systems. For instance, we might hypothesize that market or barter exchange should have been more likely
to occur in societiesin which the products of the seaconstituted alarge percentage of the diet. If they had
boats, the membersof the society were more mobile and not only could comemore easily into contact with
other peoplesbut also carry goodsto and from such transactions. M oreover, the more that fish and sea
mammal s constituted their foraged foodstuffs, the greater the dietary variety they might have obtained
through trade or barter. Another hypothesisis that trade or barter was more likely to occur where
substantial amountsof foodstuffs were stored, since this would have provided an important surplus for

exchange. These two hypotheses receive support from asimple least squares regression analysis.®.

Similarly, wemight arguethat the presence of taxation or tribute to the head of theloca group was

! Theregression is (with standard errors beneath the coefficients and an asterisk designating
statistical significance at the 0.05 level):
PME = 1.587* + 0.223* IF + 0.461* FS R? = .4050

(0.374) (0.058) (0.216) Size of sample=44
where:

PME = presence of market or barter exchange (AT1-6)

|F = importance of fishing in the diet (AT2-9)

FS =food storage (AT1-9)



afunction of thefixity of thelocal community, becausein amobile, society members might have had more
opportunity to join other local groupsto escape such exactions. Further, it seemslikely that taxation or
tribute would have occurred only in large groups and those dependent on hunting, since the products of
fishing and gathering would have been more easily hidden from oversight by others. But, infact, only the
notion that fixity of residence is related to taxation/tribute receives support, the other variables do not.?

Such statistical exercises have, of course, some dangers. Given the phenomenon of cultural
diffusion, many of the societies might not exhibit sufficient independence for sandard methodsto be used -
Galton’ s problem. Although we can adapt amodified regression analysisto circumvent such difficulties
(e.g., Pryor 1973), we must do so with care. Further, many of the explanatory variables that might be used
arerdated to each other, which rai ses problems of multicollinearity and interpretation of theresults. | could
considerably lengthen this list of statistical difficulties.

Itisalsocrucial toredizethat although standard statistical techniques might isolate the causa
determinants of particular dimensions of the economic system, it isof equa importance, and much more
difficult, to isolate the determinants of the entire system, that is, to demonstrate why any particular
configuration of systemic dimensions occurs. Such atask lies beyond the scope of thisessay, in particular
becausethetraditiona ethnographic case sudy appearsto bethe most suitable gpproach for obtaining an
answer. Why, for instance, do some societies feature a considerable inequality of tangible wealth, but

relatively low levelsof political centralization or emphasisvalue of intangibles. Case studies, rather than

2 Just looking at the fixity of residence variable, the regressionis:

T =-0.145+ 0.120* FR R2= 1612
(0.110) (0.042) Size of sample =44
where

T = presence of taxation/tribute (AT1-7)
FR = fixity of residence (AT1-18)



cross-culturd Setistical andlyss, would be morelikely to provide the requisiteinsghts. Further, up to now

only asmall number of ethnographic reports focus much attention on why particul ar features of other
foraging societiesdo not occur inthe onethey are analyzing. Without such ethnological raw materials,
however, the isolation of the causal determinants of particular economic systems cannot be carried out.
B. Defining Other Economic Systems.

Using ten dimensions of property relations and distribution mechanisms, | have isolated five
economic sysems. Although the minimum distance andysssuggeststhat fiveisthe optima number for such
acluster analysis, it is certainly possible to calculate three or eight clusters. For three clusters my
experiments along these lines suggest that they are generally composed of one or two of my five clusters
and, asareault, bunch rather heterogeneous societies together. For eight clusters experiments showed thet,
by and large, these conssted of severd of my five clusters split into parts, creating distinctions of secondary
importance; and, because | have datafor only 44 societies, three of the derived clusters are made up of
only two or three societies. .

Itis, of course, quite possible to use other dimensions than those | have selected to define the
economic system, in which case the end results might be somewhat different. An anaogue can be found in
the study of the economic systems of advanced industrial societies. If state ownership of the means of
production is the criterion, two groups can be clearly distinguished (“capitalist” and “communist”), If
governmental regulation and interference in the economy arethecriteria, two groupsagain can aso be
distinguished (“free market” and “planned”), but the countries composing the two clusters would not be
exactly the same asin thefirgt case. Smilarly, in another study of foraging societies, the dimensons| have
used to define the economic system might not be relevant for the problem under investigation, and new

typologies of economic systems would have to be defined.



C. My Coding of Variables Used in the Essay

The codingsin Table AT1 were made usudly from primary ethnographic sources. In some cases
the author would make some factud statement or evauation which | found difficult to understand or interpret
and, asaresult, | am not completely sure about my codings. For each characteristic of the society | provide
two pieces of information: the rating and my (subjective) confidencein how closaly my coding corresponds
with what the ethnographer recorded, with A = quite confident; B = somewhat confident; C =not at all
confident (my ratingsmay represent only an educated guess or interpolation). For somevariables, such as
sharing, | am not very confident in the accuracy of the original sources and, asindicated in the notes about
them. The number of each paragraph of explanation designates the corresponding data column in thetable.

1. Name of society. From Murdock and White (1969).

2. Number of society in the Standard Cross-Cultural Sample. From Murdock and White
(1969).

3. Economic system. Theseevauationsarederived fromthecluster analyss. 1 =classicforagers;
2 = trangtion foragers; 3 = unequa-politically foragers; 4 = unequal-socioeconomically foragers; 5 =
unegual-intangibles foragers. A ‘B’ in column 3b indicates that in the course of six runs of the cluster
program, that particular society ended up in severd different clusters. Asindicated inthetext, in these cases
| placed the society inthat cluster whereit wasmost often found. A * C' in column 3b likewiseindicates that
the six runsof the program did not always assign the society to the same cluster, but that | placed it in that
cluster where, on the basis of other information, | felt that it most belonged.

4. Digtribution of wealth: 1 = general equdity; 2 = somedifferencesin wedlth; 3 = consderable
differencesin wealth. These codings are quite subjective on my part since ethnologists have different

standards as to what constitutes a significant difference in wealth.



5. Food sharing/redigtribution: Thisvariable runsfrom O through 4 and isacompositeincluding
both food shared on-the-spot where foraged and food shared-in-camp. These two components receive
weights of one-third and two-thirds respectively. On-the-spot food sharing wasestimated by determining
the cusomary rulesfor sharing foraged foodstuffs foraged through gathering, hunting, and fishing respectively
and then weighting the results by the percentage of food coming from each source (AT2-7 through 9). The
food shared-in-camp was arough estimate, asit was difficult to quantify the vague adjectives used by the
ethnographer to describethe situation. The confidence ratingsin column 5b reflect how well | believethat
| captured what the ethnographer meant; because of different standards used by the ethnographers, | do not
have agreat deal of confidencein the overall ratings. In some societies (but not in the sample), food is
redistributed through the chief. This represents a type of food sharing-in-camp.

6. Market exchangeor barter. Market exchange gppeared to form aGuttman scae: littleinterna
market exchange occurred in the absence of considerable external market exchange, whilethereversedid
not hold. 1 = little or no market exchange; 2 = market exchange but primarily with few externd traders; 3
= market exchange with many externd agents (a= sgnificant amount of food obtained through exchange);
4 = externa market exchange plus some internal market exchange aswell; 5 = consderable internal and
external market exchange.

7. Taxation or tribute. 0 = political leader had no special rightsto part of foraging produce of
others; 1 = political leader had special rightsto part of foraging produce of others, which can either be
redistributed or kept for personal use.

8. Possession of land. A composite variable running from O through 4. Calcul ated by recoding
column AT1-14 (recoded so that O = no territoriality; 1 = territory claimed by tribal; 2 = territory claimed

by subtriba group, such asband; 3 = territory claimed by smdl or large family group) and column AT1-15



(recoded so that O = private ownership by nuclear families or individuals of land non-existent, unimportant,
or not critica; 0.5 = private ownership of largeareas or formd land clams; 1 =dl or important partsof land
privately owned). These two recoded variables are then summed.

9. Food storage. 1 = no storage or short-term storage (for severa days) or storage only of [uxury
foods, 2 =food Soragein one season to last over other seasons for nourishment purposes, 3 = food storage
covering more than a year’s nourishment needs (surplus could be used for other purposes such as
ceremonial use).

10. Saveholding. 1 = no davesat focusdate (an ‘a indicates davery in the past); 2 = presence
of daves, but usualy held only by dite; 3 = presence of davesand dl could hold. If maewar captiveswere
treated well (for instance, among the Abipone) so that they would not flee, or if femalewar captivesgiven
to men in the society but were not treated differently than other wives, | codethese casesas 1.5 . In some
cases, such asthe Y ukaghir, it proved difficult to determine the extent of davery and how far back in the
past it wasgiven up. For theanalysisinthetext, | counted those foraging societiesthat practiced davery in
the past as“dave-holding” because of theway in property rightswere structured, even if aparticular type
of property was no longer recognized. It turned out that this decision had no impact on the results.

11. Property in intangibles, especially curing techniques. 1 = knowledge widely shared; 2=
knowledge specidized but economicaly unimportant to owner; 3 = knowledge speciadized and congtituted
an important source of income. In somecases it was reported that curerswere paid or given a present, but
the amount of the payment was unclear. Inthiscase, | had to make aguess about the extent from the context
of the activity.

12. Extent of bridewealth. 1 =none, smal gifts, mutua exchange of gifts, or asubstitute form of

compensation such as bride service; 2 = some, but not significant wealth involved; 3= sgnificant wealth



involved.

13. Inheritanceof movableproperty. 1 =very little; most movable property destroyed or buried
with corpse; 2 = some property inherited, some destroyed or buried; 3 = significant share of movable
property inherited.

14. Territoriality and predominant unit of land holding. 0 = no significant territoriality; 1=
territory claimed by tribe asawhole; 2 = territory claimed by subgroups of tribe larger than the band; 3=
territory claimed by band or local group; 4 = territory claimed by extended family, gens, or clan; 5 =territory
claimed by small families or individuals.

15. Importanceof privateland holding by individualsor families. 1 = private |land either non-
existent, unimportant, or casual; 2 = particular (non-critical) areas or Stesheld private, such asindividua
trees;, 3=largeareasheld privately, but aso somelarge community land; 4 = most land divided privately
(individuals or families).

16. Palitical centralization. A composite variable running from O through 4 equaly weighting the
political leader’ srelative wedlth; the power of the political |eader (leader was weak and operated though
influence, weak and worked with acouncil, strong but worked with acouncil, strong and ruled alone); the
formal nature of political leadership (leadership wasinformal, leader selected in semi-formal or formal
process, or leadership inherited); and extent of power (strictly loca, over severd loca groups, or over tribe).

17. Social differentiation of freeindividuals(i. e, excluding daves). 1 = generd egditarianiam;
2=individuasor familiesranked; 3 = at |east two distinct classeswith considerableinheritance of status.
There were no societies with castes.

18. Fixity of resdence/nomadism. Thebasic distinction isbetween societieswith and without

permanent homes. Among the former, some societies roamed the entire year (= 1), while others had a



“dationary encampment” for some months and then roamed the remainder of theyear (= 2). Among groups
withthisfisson-fusion pattern, it is often possibl e to distinguish those soci eties where the whol e group
roamed and came together (= 24), those where the stationary encampment was larger than the roaming
group (= 2b), and those where the stationary encampment was smaller than the roaming group (= 2¢). In
some cases no information wasavailable on this matter (= 2d). Among societies having a permanent home,
it isoften possible to distinguish between those who were nomadic during part of the year (= 3), those who
moved between 2 or more permanent homes (= 4), and thosewith asingle permanent homefrom which they
seldom moved away.(= 5aif community periodically moved; = 5bif remained in samelocation for many
years).

19. Averagesizeof most significant local group. The population codesare: 1 =<50; 2=50-
99; 3=100- 149; 4 =150 - 199; 5 =200 - 249; 6 = over 250. Unfortunately, for certain societies, the
estimatesby othersof “szeof community” for certain societiesvary enormoudy with each other (an extreme
exampleisthe Tehuelche, see Cooper 1946: 144 ff). It ssemslikely that for nomadic societies exhibiting an
annua fisson-fusion pattern of residence, the community population datamay refer to the society during
different phasesof thisprocess. Becauseanthropol ogistsdiffer intheir definitionsof “tribe,” “band,” “camp,”
and“loca group,” itisnecessary to specify my concepts more concretely. | definetheloca group” asthe
agglomeration of people whose members spend the most time together; “band” as the grouping which
combine the loca groupsfor at least severa months of the year (the band and the local group may be
coterminous); and “tribe” asagroup of bandswith asenseof socid identity. My “community Sze” varidble
refersonly to thelocal group. For those nomadic societies exhibiting afisson-fusion pattern (coded 2 in
column 18), | append an‘a to designate that thelarger assemblagewastheloca groupanda‘l’ whenthe

smaller assemblage was the “local group.” For other cases, this ambiguity does not arise.



20. Contact with theWest. Thiscoding refersonly to the pinpointed year, Since contact with the
West varied greetly over time. 1 =relatively little contact with white traders, missionaries, or officials2=
sufficient contact with white traders, missonaries, or officialsto have an important impact on the economy.

21. Presence of gambling. 0 = none or little; 2 = some; 3 = considerable. In many cases the
ethnographiesdid not mention gambling. Sometimes, however, gamesin general weredescribed in detall
and if gambling was not mentioned, so we can befairly sure (= B) that it did not occur. Sometimes, gambling
was not mentioned, and it also did not seem consistent with the rest of the daily life described in the
ethnographies, in which case | guessed that gambling did not occur and gave thiscoding arating of C. In
some cases (coded 1.5), gambling occurred among some groups of the society but not others; in other cases
(coded 2.5), gambling occurred but its importance is difficult to judge.

22. Presence of potlatch. “Potlatch” coversthose ceremoniesin which large quantities of property
are given away or destroyed by the owner to demonstrate the owners wealth and thus prestige. 1 = not
present; 2 = present but property given away and not destroyed; 3 = property either given away or
destroyed. Many of the sample societies held feasts, dances, or other ceremoniesin which giftswere given;
coding problems arise in deciding how extensive and institutionalized such gift giving was.

23. Rightsin women. 1 =women have soleright to choose own husband; 2 = family has dominant
rightsin selecting awoman’ shusband; 3 = men inthefamily usetheir rightsin determining awoman’s
husband to obtain aspouse for themselves. Overal | am uncertain about these codings, becauseit not clear
in the origina sources whether, and to what degree, awomen could refuse to enter into the marriage
arranged for her.

24. Transportation of stored food. 1 = no storage or stored food carried on back; 1a=no

storage, although transportation was available; 2 = use of horses, deds, or boatsto transport stored foods;



2a = food storage occurred but transportation was not necessary since the group was settled in asingle
location or the distance between permanent homes was not very gresat.

25. Demand-sharing. 1 =yes, if an articlewas requested in someway, it was usually handed ever.
Thiscould occur intheform ether of direct asking, cons derable scrounging, or tolerated theft. 2 = demand-
sharing occurred only for certain goods, for instance, food; 3 = demand reciprocity - if an article was
requested, the recipient gave a gift before asking; 4 = only the chief or leader required to honor requests;
5 = no demand-sharing. Thisvariable wasdifficult to code, in mgor part because most ethnologistsdid not
directly record such information and it was necessary to read between the lines,

D. Coding by Othersof Variables Used in this Essay

Many of the codingsin Table AT2 are taken from World Cultures - Special CD (2001). Inthe

explanation below, | usetheletter *V’ to desgnate the number of thevariable onthisdisk. | dsoincludethe
origina sourceof the coding. Thenumber starting each paragraph of explanation designatesthe columnin
table AT-2 to which the paragraph refers. A blank space indicates that no coding was made.

1. Name of society. From Murdock and White (1969).

2. Number of society in the Standard Cross-Cultural Sample. From Murdock and White
(1969).

3. Pinpointed date. V838, originally from Murdock and White (1969).

4. Region. From Murdock and White (1975). 1 = Africa; 2 = Asia; 3 = Oceaniag/Austraia; 4 =
North America; 5 = South America.

5. Latitude. From Murdock and White (1975). A negative number designates the Southern
Hemisphere.

6. Cultural complexity. This variable was calculated from estimates of societal scale (or



complexity) by Robert Carneiro (1970 and unpublished data), who takes into account many hundreds of
cultural traits, and the less compl ete cal culations by Murdock and Provost (1973), who take into account
tentraits. Thesarting point was the unpublished sixth edition of Carneiro’ s cdculations, which he generoudy
supplied me. Inthisligt | interpolated results from Carneiro’ s published fourth edition (1970) and fifth edition
(reported asvariable 22 in Pryor 1977: 337). Altogether, the combined Carneiro samplesinclude 72 of the
186 societiesinthe SCCS. Fortunately, the Carneiro and Murdock-Provost scalesare highly correl ated:
when both are transformed into logarithms (which reduces problems of curvature of the scales), the
correlation coefficient is 0.93. The Murdock-Provost values, therefore, could be interpolated into the
Carneiro scale.

7. Per centage of gathered foodsin subsistence. V203 (converted to apercentage), originaly
from Murdock, publishedin variousinstallmentsin Ethnology. M urdock apparently made these estimates
on the basis of the bulk of the food, rather than nutritional content.

8. Percentage hunted productsin subsistence. V204 (converted to a percentage), originally
from Murdock, publishedin variousinstallmentsin Ethnology. M urdock apparently made these estimates
on the basis of the bulk of the food, rather than nutritional content.

9. Per centage of productsfrom fishing and water mammal hunting in subsistence. V205
(converted to a percentage), originally from Murdock, published in various installmentsin Ethnology.
Murdock apparently made these estimates on the basis of the bulk of the food, rather than nutritional
content.

10. Effectivetemper atur e. Derived from aformuladiscussed by Kdly (1995, p. 66), this measure
provides:asmultaneous measure of theintensity of solar radiation aswell asitsannua distribution.” Itis

derived from data of the mean temperature of the hottest and coldest months, V187 and V188, originally



from unpublished data of John Whiting.

11. Evapotranspiration. A measure of available annua water supply, taken from datafrom the
nearest weather station and presented by Thornthwaite and Associates (1962-65).

12. Faminethreat. An unweighted average of V1265, V1267, V1683, and V1685 after all
variables have been recoded on afour point scale. The originad data come from Dirks (1993) and Ember
and Ember (1992).

13. Agricultural potential. A syntheticindicator running from4 (low potentia) to 23 (high). The
origina data come from Pryor (1986).

14. Female power. V663, originaly from unpublished data of Sanday (1981). The dataare a
Guttman scale of six measures of female power running from 1 (low) through 7 (high).

15. Maleaggression. V669, also originaly from Sanday (1981). The data are a Guttman scale
of five measures of male aggression running from 1(low) through 6 (high).

16. Compositeof maledominance. V670, aso origindly from Sanday (1981). Thisisacomposte
measure derived from data from columns 14 and 15, where 1 = sexes equal (5 or above on the female
power scale, 4 or below on the male aggression scale); 2 = “mythical male” (5 or above on the female
power scale, 5 or above onthe mae aggression scale); 3 = sexes unequd (4 or below on the femal e power
scale).

17. Femalecontribution to subsistence. V890. Thisisan average of separate estimatesby Barry

and Schlegel (1982), Whyte (1978), and the Ethnographic Atlas.

18. Descent. V70, originally coded by Murdock and Wilson (1972) but categories combined. O
= no corporate descent; 1 = corporate descent groups (matrilineal, patrilineal, ambilineal, or double

descent).



19. Household form. V67, originally coded by Murdock and Wilson (1972). 1 = large communal
gructures, 2 = multi-family dwellings, 3 =sngle-family dwelling or homestead or multi-dwelling household,
each with married pair; 4 = separate households for each wife or households where occupied only by
individuals.

20. Family form. V68, originaly coded by Murdock and Wilson (1972). 1 = basic hushand-wife
unit, either monogamous or polygynous, 2 = stem family; 3 = smdl extended family; 4 = large extended
family.

21.Marriageform. V68, originaly coded by Murdock and Wilson (1972). 1 = monogamous, no
polygyny; 2 = primarily monogamous, lessthan 20 percent of marriages polygynous, 3 = more than 20
percent of marriages polygynous.

22. Marital consideration. V208, originally coded by Murdock for the Ethnographic Atlas. 1 =

brideprice or bridewedth paid to bride sfamily; 2 = bride serviceto bride sfamily; 3 = gift exchange, token
brideprice, or exchange of female relative; 4 = dowry to bride from her family.

23. Pogt-marital residence. V69, originadly coded by Murdock and Wilson (1972). 1 = matrilocal
or uxoriloca (withwife skin); 2=ambiloca (with either wife sor husband' skin) or neolocd (separatefrom
kin); 3 =avunculoca (with husband' s mother’ sbrother’ skin); 4 = patrilocd or virilocal (with husband’s
kin).

24. Cousin marriage. V227, originaly coded by Murdock for variousinstallments of Ethnology.
1 =marriage allowed to al four cousins; 2 = marriage allowed with three of four cousins; 3 = marriage
allowed to two of four cousins, 4 = marriage alowed with one of four cousins; 5 = marriage not allowed
with first cousins but perhapswith second cousins; 6 = marriage not allowed with first or second cousins.

25. Overall frequency of warfare. V1648, originally coded by Ember and Ember (1992) but



condensed. 1 =low (Ember scale, 1 to 3); 2 = medium (Ember scale, 3 to 6, which represents warfare once
every 3to 20 years); 3=high (6 to 18 on the Ember scale, which represents warfare more often than once
every three years)..

26. Frequency of internal warfare. V1649. See above for source and codings.

27. Frequency of external warfare. V1650. See above for source and codings.



