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Abstract

This paper is a comparative review on the recent historical studies on the indigenous trading of
the North. The purpose is to reconsider the significance of 18th and 19th century economic activi-
ties of the indigenous peoples of Hokkaido and Sakhalin within a regional framework of Maritime
Northeast Asia, which refers to the Sea of Japan, the Sea of Okhotsk, and the Bering Sea. I trans-
late the historical descriptions of three indigenous trading systems, each of which have been con-
structed within the contexts of disciplines of history and anthropology. The development and the
decline of the trading systems are focused by taking into account the international relations of the
time. In the nineteenth century, modern states in the North Pacific Rim were finally attempting to
territorialize unclaimed land and to establish national borders. Relations between Japan and Russia
during that period should be considered in the above context. The framework of Maritime
Northeast Asia is indispensable and effective for finding comparable contexts of the social-
economic changes of indigenous peoples in the "frontier territories" of both Japanese and Russian

states, and for analyzing the motivations of their economic and strategic resources in that area.

E B

LGRS Sz B 2 dr4E O SCHk S R O ANREM R I > W TEBET 5, FFiTis-
1ot IT B 1 2 ALl S CRER e ERE R ORBBIEH O Sk %, HARME - A v — v 7ifF« <=
) Y THBICO AN BIETHIK S N A HILT ¥ 7S & W S BIEHAA ICB W THET L &0
HiTdh 5, fEK. IS LIC B 3 2 5E B OBBEIE AAL, 74—« HEREER
REEB L N— ) v 7B g N &0 e HMEEICRDN T E ., ThoDE
SRR A, R EEEK & ORRME S WO BT O TEIER =508 « ERRET L. 512y
RO EFRFGRE S I IcVWn S T & T EFERREOHE L HROFFHMEFRESHVICT 5, 19
LRI R It B W TR, ERERIC L 2 [fEH L] BRENRE DB ZMA 255, Y4

* Center for Northeast Asian Studies, Tohoku University

— 115 —



The Ainu and Indigenous Trading in Maritime Northeast Asia

KD HEERIGR 13T 5 LcXRicd 50 T HKMO [HAR ] filsicE s e ERo 2z
DXRZWEN T 5 L[EIIFIC, fHTH LD ERICH 2 MEH O « BIRERZ 04 5 ET.
BALT ¥ 7l & O S HIBBES OREN AR TH 5 Z LB Shicsn b,

Introduction: Historiography of Ainu and the North

Recently, historians and anthropologists have arduously developed the historical studies on in-
digenous trade in the Northern Frontier of Japan that includes present-day Hokkaido, Sakhalin,
Chishima, and Kamchatka(1). The purpose of this paper is to reconsider the significance of 18"
and 19" century economic activities of the indigenous peoples of Hokkaido and Sakhalin and to
place this history within a framework of a broader Maritime Northeast Asia, which refers to the
human societal spaces neighboring the Sea of Japan, the Sea of Okhotsk, and the Bering Sea.

Whenever historians discuss the island north of Hokkaido known either as Karafuto or
Sakhalin(2), attention has been concentrated primarily on Japan-Russia political processes such as
bilateral exchanges and national border negotiations. Beginning in the late 1980s, however, the
concept of "indigenous peoples" opened up new research perspectives for historians and anthro-
pologists and allowed researchers to relativize a state-centric history. While this new indigenous
viewpoint emerged in the context of research developments, it would not necessarily be incorrect
to say that it was influenced by the end of the Cold War between East and West.

The history of Sakhalin, or the Russian Far East (southern areas) used to be interpreted under
a shroud of extreme Soviet-Russian state ideology. After the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Russian historians and anthropologists have tried to describe the factual history of Sakhalin in
terms of local points of view and indigenous issues [Vishnevski 1994, Vysokov 2000, Larin 2002,
Roon 2005]. Across the Bering Strait, American anthropologists have extended the Southern part
of the Russian Far East, Sakhalin, and even Hokkaido into the research framework of Northeastern
Siberian studies. Although the founder of American anthropology, Franz Boas, had introduced
comparative studies of the indigenous peoples of the North Pacific Rim at the beginning of the
20" century, this kind of research was almost disappeared during the Cold War. As it again be-
came possible to conduct Siberian anthropological field studies, the significance of these compara-
tive indigenous studies was met with renewed interest in the U.S. [Fitzhugh, et al., 1988, Fitzhugh,
et al., 1999].

Japanese researchers in the fields of history and anthropology sought to recognize the historical
space occupied by the indigenous people of Hokkaido, Sakhalin, and the Chishima (Kuril) Islands
prior to the mid-19" century, and concentrated their efforts on constructing a historical description
centered on trading activities. They firmly negated the established, timeless image of the Ainu
and Nivkh as hunter-gather or fishing societies based on their findings that, rather than closed sys-
tems, indigenous people formed socio-economic networks among themselves that were wholly un-
related to present-day national borders.  Specifically, these trade networks connected Ezo
(historical term for Hokkaido and some Northern frontier of Japan) to Karafuto and the continent,
and Chishima to Kamchatka [T Kikuti 1994, Kikuti 1994]. Coupled with archeological evidence
confirming the existence of these networks for millennia, it was clear that the indigenous peoples
had occupied a space quite different from existing historical representations, and the history of the
northern Japanese islands was reopened for examination.

The demise of these trade networks, that is, the division of these indigenous historical spaces
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by national borders, has been explained mainly only through the lens of political confrontation and
industrialization. The first independent trading activities of the Ainu grew weaker as the degree
of Japanese control and subordination increased; the final blow came with Japan's direct rule of
the Ezo region as Hokkaido in the face of Russia's southward movement.

In 18" and 19" century studies, most historians have focused on the economic exploitation of
Ainu society rather than Ainu trading activities. At the same time, however, an ethnohistorical ap-
proach to the Santan trade (indigenous trading between the Amur basin and Sakhalin) has indi-
cated that indigenous trading activity actually peaked between the 18" and early 19" centuries,
when Ezo Ainu trade had been presumably discontinued. It has been suggested that this indige-
nous trade network, based between Sakhalin and the Amur River basin, grew by taking advantage
of the tributary system with the Qing dynasty and the Tokugawa shogunate, and was grounded
with the emergence of the contemporary states of Meiji Japan and the Russian Empire [Sasaki
1996].

After the 18" century then, trade was no longer a key concept to indigenous history in the Ezo
region, but it was still extremely important in Sakhalin. This idea corresponds with frontier theory
in the history of Northern Frontier of Japan, that is, the view that northern borders were not
drawn by political lines, but by the northward economic development and immigration of each era
[Kikuti 2001]. Ainu trading in the Ezo region was shut down with the development of fisheries
under the shogunate system, which in turn drew the further northern areas of Sakhalin and
Chishima into range for trading. The demise of indigenous trading in these areas was not so
much due to the development of fisheries, but to political relations with Russia after the 19" cen-
tury.

Since the latter half of the 1990s, research trends both in the history and anthropology of
Northern Frontier of Japan and the Ainu have been fueled by a reconsideration of the previous
historical descriptions of the demise of these indigenous networks. These most recent historical
studies have suggested that trading activities played an important role in Ainu livelihoods from the
18th to mid-19th centuries. This is a criticism for the argument that the Ezo Ainu were controlled
under the shogunate system as fishing laborers. In the field of anthropology, a growing number
of comparative historical analyses have been concerned with 18" to early 20" century indigenous
trading in the areas further north of Sakhalin and Chishima, such as northeast Siberia and the arc-
tic region of North America, which included not only indigenous trading, but also fur trades with
China and the Euro-America merchants.

This paper aims to incorporate new knowledge mainly in Japanese academia into a reconsidera-
tion of the historical description of the Ezo-Karafuto indigenous trade, and examine the signifi-
cance of the demise of indigenous trade networks while illuminating the historical conditions that
existed behind Russian and Japanese territorial disputes in the 19" century. In particular, this
paper is concerned with the relationship between the Santan trade and Ainu trade in Ezo, and the
economic networks of indigenous peoples. By comparing the experience of the Ezo Ainu with
their indigenous neighbors in Sakhalin and even further north into the Arctic Circle in the 18" and
19" century, I would like to rethink the significance of the dissolution of indigenous trade in this
region, a subject that is inevitably linked to an alternative vision of Maritime Northeast Asia as
an integrated region in terms of indigenous peoples.

In a recent study by Kimura (2004: 213) on the fur trade that spanned the North American
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continent and northern Eurasia in the 17" through the 19" centuries, fur is called the "forgotten
global commodity." Unlike the historically significant spices, silver, sugar and other tropical and
subtropical goods that formed the basis for a Modern World System, fur was specialized and lim-
ited; it was not a product that could be mass-produced simply through an increase in capital or
labor. Still, one reason that Kimura focuses on the fur trade as a topic of study is because the
demand for furs highlighted the need for topographies and ethnographies of the previously un-
known far north and sub-far north regions of the northern hemisphere. Based on this topographic
and ethnographic information, the Western powers moved to arbitrarily territorialize these spaces
and succeeded in a final divvying up of the northern hemisphere. Thus, we should recognize that
the territorial disputes over Sakhalin, Chishima, and even Hokkaido must be understood not simply
as a problem between the two countries of Japan and Russia, but as an issue that stretches across
much wider contexts. This paper attempts to concretely describe such a frame of reference while

reevaluating the historical placement of Ezo-Karafuto indigenous trading.

Ainu subsistence economy in the 17"-19" centuries and its historical understanding
Historical description and methodology

Japanese history of the North takes the position that, in the development of the fishing industry
in the Ezo region, the Ainu were caught up in "unjust" contract labor. This view has been the
cornerstone of positive analysis in studies thus far (3). Specifically, as stated earlier, Zyouka
koueki ¥§ F25}, in which the Ainu had participated, comparatively freely, in autonomous trading
at castle posts, was transformed into Akinaiba tigyousei P35 H1fTHl, or a mastery system of trad-
ing posts, and then later into Basyo ukeoisei ¥5FTati £, with control and management in the
hands of the Japanese merchants. However, supporting evidence for this claim and its accompa-
nying view of history have become the subject of controversy in recent years. This is an issue
of how to interpret and depict the reality of Ainu subsistence economy in the early modern era.
Iwasaki [2003] asserts that existing Ainu historical studies immobilize the Ainu as "exploited vic-

tims" and have an inadequate understanding of the meaning of the contemporary past:

The historical reality of the Ainu has undergone a shifting from subjects preserving their
way of life in modern Ezo, to backward natives in contemporary Hokkaido, to an ethnic
minority in Japan. In historical descriptions, the Ainu have been objectified as absolute
subjects supporting Japan from behind, or they are equated to a negative print, unilater-
ally absorbing the continuing development and expansion of Japan. Parallel to incorpo-
rating the Ainu into the Japanese state, contemporary Japan has robbed the Ainu of their
history— in both reality and historical description [p. 230, trans. by the author].

In her definition of "reality," Iwasaki is referring to institutions such as Basyo ukeoisei or the
contract fisheries system (early 19" -1869), and Hokkaido Kyuu dozin hogo hou Jti#iE|IH T AF
#1%, or the act of preservation of Ainu (1899-1997) . Despite the different meanings these regu-
lations had for Ainu society, they are perceived as continuing exploitation - according to Iwasaki,
these understandings are also "exploitation" in terms of the historical description of the Ainu. To
borrow her words, even though there was a "disconnect dividing early-modern and modern [p.
195]," positivism in history was unable to shed light on the gap. Furthermore, Iwasaki asserts that
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historical description is not a transparent, scientific activity, but a way to reconstruct the past
based on a particular historical view [p.194]. Rather than investigating the validity of positive
proof in existing studies, she is critical of how this historical supporting evidence is selected. She
poses the question: should we reconsider how evidence is amassed under a particular historical
viewpoint, that is, under the premise of gradual and systematic exploitation of the Ainu? This
opinion is based on an epistemology that has come to be shared between the humanities and so-
cial sciences since the development of postcolonial critique; it seeks to understand historical texts
from an external standpoint while identifying the politics implied in the conduct of research. This
is an important contention especially for Japanese history, which has a strong tendency not to
make a distinction between positivism and empiricism, because it demands a framework hitherto
foreign to research and invites analytical reassessment.

Yet, while Iwasaki proposes a reconsideration of the historical reality of the Ainu in the early-
modern and modern eras, the brunt of her criticism falls on Japanese history itself. This seems
somewhat questionable for me, however, if we consider that Ainu history (early-modern to mod-
ern) cannot be reduced from Japanese history methodologies alone. It is true that the vast major-
ity of the Ainu individuals today are holders of Japanese citizenship, and their historical outlook
is centered on history post-Meiji restoration (late 19" century). However, the same cannot be said
for the "early-modern" era that is Iwasaki's area of concentration. This is because a great many
historical documents from Russia and Euro-America exist from before (and after) the Northern
Frontier of Japan was demarcated by national borders. The quality of these historical materials,
including their multi-lingual nature, should be carefully considered in methodology [Sasaki 2004,
Tanimoto 2004], but most Japanese historians fail to take this kind cautious approach in their stud-
ies of Ainu history.

The leading historian on this topic, Kikuti Isao, has commented on the definition of the history

of Northern Frontier of Japan:

The history of Northern Frontier of Japan is just a convenient term for the history of the
inhabitants of the islands and territories to the north of Japan. So long as we call it the
Northern Frontier of Japan, we of course have an issue that cannot escape Japan's inter-
est. I would like to refer to the history of Northern Frontier of Japan with this under-
standing, but it seems that there is a large overlapping between the history of Northern
Frontier of Japan and Japanese history itself, if not a complete swallowing of the former
into Japanese history. If we go back in time, however, the overlap between the two de-
creases, and we see how the history of the Northern Frontier of Japan is in fact, very
distinct [Kikuti 2003:10, trans. by the author]

What Kikuti means by a "distinct" history of Northern Frontier of Japan, is a description based
on archeological evidence and an analysis of Chinese historical documents in a context that differs
from that of Japanese history. Since the late 1980s, a large amount of reference material has been
accumulated across various fields on the history of the Northern Frontier of Japan from ancient
to medieval times [Emori 2001, 2003]. However, probably because they represent Japan's "fron-
tier," northern regions are increasingly woven into Japanese history as the history becomes more

modern. Why doesn't early-modern-to-modern history of Northern Frontier of Japan employ the
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same multidisciplinary, hybrid methods used in prehistoric or medieval history?

For example, completely new research tasks and viewpoints can be gained through a review of
multi-lingual historical documents and an examination of their quality, taking account into Japan-
Russia relations after the 19" century and its background of international relations in the North
Pacific Rim. In fact, Morris-Suzuki [2000] has done exactly this in her theory on Ainu moderni-
zation. The widespread response to Morris-Suzuki's theory was due to her success in re-depicting,
from an indigenous perspective, the development and end of the historical spaces of northern in-
digenous peoples that had existed until the 19" century [See also Takakura 2002]. Morris-Suzuki
used Japan studies and postcolonial critique as methodological cornerstones, and referenced both
Japanese and Russian historical materials for a comparative analysis of Soviet minority policies
and Ainu assimilation policies.

While still conforming to current Japanese history methodologies, one study expanded traditional
boundaries with the use of Ainu oral traditions. It is very interesting that the introduction and ex-
amination of this new type of reference material brought about a criticism of existing historical
perspectives. Sakata [2004] used Ainu oral tradition, previously categorized as part of the arts,
to undertake the task of relativizing the terminology of Japanese history. Specifically, the meaning
of "kaihou 438 or care," which tends to be used synonymously with early-modern Ainu assimi-
lation policy, was compared with the Ainu translation of "wreshipa" found in oral tradition and
other historical references of the same period. Differences between the two connotations — the
former implies looking after or protecting, while the latter suggests nurturing and mutually assist-
ing, led Sakata to reevaluate how the Ainu were described historically. Sakata concluded that
"care," which from the Japanese standpoint denoted aid and the provision of various resources,
was not understood in the same way by the Ainu or by the Japanese doing trade with the Ainu,
at least before 1807 (the beginning of the first Tokugawa shogunate's direct control policy on Ezo
during 1807-1821). In fact, the Ainu saw their relationship with the Japanese as mutually bene-
ficial, believing that trade with the Japanese was important to strengthening relations with their
god, kamui. Sakata suggests that this understanding began to change only in the 19" century.

The overall relations of the Ezo Ainu to the Tokugawa shogunate in the 18" century consisted
of the uimamu or greeting ritual in tribute, which required presenting gifts and holding audiences
with the Matsumae Lord (daimyo), and omusya, or greeting rituals, which occurred at each trading
post (later, basyo or fisheries spots). However, interpretation of these rituals differed between the
Ainu and the Japanese; the Ainu did not view themselves as dependents of the Japanese [see also
Howell 1999:98]. The political implications of the greeting rituals grew heavier in the 19" century
even though the trade relationship continued unchanged.

The place of trade in Ainu livelihoods

The main argument in Sakata's study is that the Ainu remained economically and culturally
autonomous even while they came to be politically dominated by the Japanese following the de-
velopment of Akinaiba tigyousei or the mastery system of trading posts after the 17" century.
Along with Iwasaki and other historians [Tanimoto 1998, 2003; Tazima 1995], Sakata expresses
a view that has come to be shared in the studies of Ainu social history and the contract fisheries
system.

Using the historical term of zibun kasegi Fl53F4, or self earning as a cue, Tanimoto [2003] has
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proposed that aitai koueki ¥IX25), or mutual trade, was very much alive in Ainu society in
18" to mid-19" century Ezo, despite the fact that exchange was limited to merchants at designated
fisheries spots. Ainu production activities during this period can be classified as employed labor
under the contract fisheries system, preparation of products for trade (specialty fishing for salmon
and sea cucumbers, hunting for furs, handicrafts such as A#fusi robe), self-sustaining fishing, hunt-
ing, and other labor activities called hanryou kasegi 8%, or food-earning. The degree of com-
bination of these activities varied across different regions, and Tanimoto states that while it is
important to note the addition of employed labor to self-sustaining household production and con-
sumption activities, the preparation of goods for trade is also extremely significant. Furthermore,
Tanimoto points out that Ainu migrant fishing or dekasegi ryou Hi%5iffi, which has traditionally
been viewed as a form of forced-labor at the hands of the contract fisheries system, included a
kind of zibun tori dekasegi Fl57HXHiIF% or self-earning in migrant fishing.

Fish taken from river basins, noted as "basyo [place]" in Japanese historical documents, was the
business of both production activities for trade and employed-labor fishing. What happened when
different kinds of operations shared the same production space? Iwasaki [2003:195-217] offers an
explanation where Japanese merchants relied on Ainu fishing rights to manage and maintain fish-
ing grounds for themselves. Iwasaki focuses on how Ainu salmon fishing rights in the early-
modern era were composed of two parts: hanryu tori BFEHIX, mainly for the purpose of household
consumption, and sanbutu tori FEWIHY, for the supplementary purpose of trade with the Japanese.
Through an analysis of an actual conflict over fishing rights to the Nishibetsu and Yoichi rivers
that occurred in the mid-19" century, Iwasaki demonstrates how Japanese merchants even in this
period were effectively "parasites" of Ainu fishing rights. River fishing rights unmistakably be-
longed to the Ainu, and the fishing grounds of Japanese traders were determined within the
sanbutu tori FEYIHN category of Ainu fishing rights. If disputes arose between Japanese traders
and Ainu fishermen, Iwasaki reveals how an Ainu method of conflict resolution called tyaranke
was used. In fact, throughout the early-modern era, the shogunate central government did not in-
tervene in affairs concerning Ainu fishing rights.

It was not until the introduction of colonization policies by the Meiji government that the sub-
sistence activities of the Ainu saw any dramatic change. Beginning with a ban on poisoned hunt-
ing arrows, Ainu land tenure and property rights were denied. With the development of Japanese
fishing industries, Ainu fishing rights were likewise taken away. Iwasaki states that there was a
deep gap between the Ezo that restricted the Japanese in an effort to preserve an Ainu order cen-
tered on subsistence fishing, and the Hokkaido that began with settling what had been calculated
as the consequent loss [2003:216]. Her conclusion is one shared by Humoto [2002], a scholar of
modern Hokkaido history, as well as by Tezuka [2005], an anthropologist specializing in the his-
torical subsistence culture of the Ainu.

Small game hunting and the indigenous peoples of Northeast Asia

According to the analysis of the Souya basyo (fishery) by Tanimoto, small game hunting came
under the category of zibun kasegi 153714 in autonomous Ainu activities. On the other hand,
after a thorough analysis of historical materials on Nemoro basyo (fishery), Nagasawa [2002] con-
cludes that while some aspects of this hunting could be called zibun kasegi or self-earning, it was

not completely unrestricted. Nagasawa calls attention to the fact that hunting activities were
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orchestrated by the Japanese merchant, and cautions that a distinction must be made between "the
original meaning of hunting in Ainu society versus its meaning under basyo ukeoisei, or the con-
tract fisheries system."

According to the Nagasawa's work, there were two types of hunting, one for household con-
sumption, and one for the fur trade. As was the case for fishing, hunting in the form of zibun
kasegi, or self-earning, was restricted in terms of trading partners. Taking this into consideration,
one might say that there can be no free and "original" hunting, as assumed by Nagasawa, so long
as it encompasses the action of trade. What is significant in these studies is the demand from
the Matsumae daimyo and the shogunate for small game hunting, and the sale of these goods at
the price it was bought from the Ainu.

Tezuka [2005, 1998], an anthropologist, has incorporated recent revisionist theories on the basyo
ukeoisei, or the contract fisheries system, and described Ainu lifestyles in the mid-19" century
with the key concept of "diversity." Departing from the stereotypical image of the Ainu as
hunter-gathers, Tezuka examines Ainu political and economic systems, working patterns, liveli-
hoods and food culture, and annual festivals and rituals to present overall Ainu culture in its vari-
ous modes across different regions and time periods. He stipulates that a specialized hunting and
fishing culture began to develop among the Ainu for the purpose of trade with the Japanese under
the contract fisheries system. Although big game hunting was mainly for household consumption,
there was also some hunting of marine animals and bears for the purpose of trade. In small game
hunting, Tezuka suggests that in addition to demand from the Matsumae daimyo and the shogunate
in Japan, it was possible that the Ainu were influenced by "external demand for fur" from the
Qing and Russia, citing how fur taxes were imposed on the indigenous inhabitants of northeast
Asia by Imperial Russia. A similar view and opinion can be found in Deriha's [2002] study of
19" century Ainu fur hunting activities. Through an empirical examination of material culture and
everyday folk goods, Deriha decisively describes the Ainu fur trade as "compulsory hunting."
Concentrating on how traps were made and used, he proposes that similarities throughout northeast
Asia imply shared historical conditions.

Reflecting on the discussion thus far, we can say that a more accurate historical description of
the Ainu, which is more than a question of subjugation under the basyo ukeoisei or the contract
fisheries system, may be possible based on a concrete review of both fishing and hunting activi-
ties. We should remember that trade was fed not only by fishing, which was in high demand in
the marketplace of early modern Japan, but also by hunting. For convenience, we can summarize
the various trading activities centered on the Ezo Ainu as the "Ezo trade." While fishing was di-
vided into three purposes, Ainu self-earning or zibun kasegi, Ainu food-earning or hanryou kasegi,
and Japanese commercial fishing, the fur and animal trade was divided into two purposes: Ainu
self-earning or zibun kasegi and Ainu food earning or hanmryou kasegi. Based on research on
small game hunting, we can surmise that the trade relationship between the Japanese and Ainu
should be considered not solely within Japanese history, but within the context of northeast
Siberia. Keeping this in mind, let us further consider trade among the indigenous inhabitants, in-
cluding the Ainu, of Sakhalin, north of Ezo.

The Santan trade and other trade networks of the indigenous peoples of Amur-Sakhalin

Peripheral policies of East Asian states and indigenous trades
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Post World War II research on the history of Sakhalin indigenous peoples was conducted within
the domain of Soviet Ethnography as a historical science, not as a part of Japanese history or
Japanese anthropology. In a unique methodology, Soviet ethnographers deduced and analyzed the
traditional elements of culture through field surveys and literature reviews and placed them within
a fixed timeline. In many cases they were able to succeed in reconstructing traditional cultures
from the latter half of the 19" century to the beginning of the 20" century. Rediscovered indige-
nous peoples, such as the Nivkh, Uilta, and Sakhalin Ainu, were believed to have led self-
sufficient lifestyles as hunter-gathers or reindeer herders. The same was also believed to be true
for the indigenous peoples inhabiting the lower basins of the Amur River, opposite Sakhalin.
While the influx of material culture from China and Japan was recognized, it was not doubted that
these were folk culture-centered, closed socioeconomic systems.

Towards the end of the 1980s, studies on the 18" and 19" century indigenous peoples of
Sakhalin and the Amur River region began to appear in Japan as part of Siberian ethnographic re-
search and the history of the Qing dynasty's peripheral governance institutions. This was because
the related documents were finally published, making it possible to study Qing political control in
Sakhalin and the Amur River areas [Matuura 2006:ix]. In the field of anthropology, Sasaki [1990]
showed how the Qing presence in these areas had a strong influence on the ethnicity of the in-
digenous peoples, contrary to Soviet ethnographic theory. In later studies, 18" and 19" century
trade activities among the indigenous peoples of Sakhalin and the Amur River basin were recon-
structed based on Qing and Japanese historical documents and ethnographic resources. (4) In
Japanese history, one part of these trade activities is known at the Santan trade network, stretching
from the Amur River basin to Sakhalin and Ezo, sandwiched between the Qing and the Tokugawa
shogunate. Trade was effectively divided into two types: trade between indigenous peoples, and
trade between indigenous people and traditional states, including greeting rituals in tribute. We
will next look more specifically at these two kinds of trade while referring to the studies of
Sasaki [1998, 2003].

The first indigenous trading operation of note was the Sakhalin Ainu - Santan trade. After the
end of the 16" century, independent trading of furs and Ezo nisiki textiles #5585 (5) took place
between the Sakhalin Ainu and the Santan people (ethnic name taken from Japanese historical ref-
erences to the ancestors of present-day Ul'ichi people) living downstream of the Amur River.
While some groups of Sakhalin Ainu brought furs as tribute when a Qing outpost was first estab-
lished in the downstream area of the Amur in the 18" century, the tributary relationship died out
by the end of the century, and the Ainu ceased to cross over to the continent. Instead, the Santan
began to travel to Sakhalin to trade, and the Sakhalin Ainu began to accumulate debt with the
Santan traders. The growing problem was relieved at the beginning of the 19" century through
the intervention of Japanese official explorer and inspector, Matsuda Denzyurou FAFf=1EE, ef-
fectively terminating the trade relationship between the Santan and Ainu.

A second indigenous operation was the Sumerenkuru trade. Like Santan, Sumerekuru is an eth-
nic name taken from Japanese historical documents, with origins in the Ainu language. The
Sumerenkuru include the ancestors of the present Nivkh people in the downstream Amur area and
the northern west coast of Sakhalin; they maintained trade relationships with various indigenous
groups in Sakhalin (east coast Sakhalin Nivkh and Ainu, Uilta). In 19" century Russian ethno-

graphic documents, the Amur Nivkh (could be categorized as Smerenkuru), and identified as
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private middleman traders. They exchanged products bought from China, Japan, and Russia with
furs from other indigenous groups and went door-to-door to trade. On the other hand, in the site
of Nayoro, on the west coast, it is believed that special trading posts were constructed for indige-
nous trade that continued until the end of the 19" century.

In indigenous trade with states, the Qing played a prominent role. First, they set up a fur trib-
ute coordinating office at Ninguda #15#& in the middle stream basin of the Mudan river 4]}
{L, and then followed Sanshin —#f at the junction of the Mudan river and Sungari ¥AfE{L river
after 1780. Further, they established outposts near Lake Kiji downstream of the Amur to receive
those coming from afar to pay tribute. Although the Sumerenkuru, Santan, and also the Sakhalin
Ainu during the 18" century visited these places, they are thought to have recognized their deal-
ings with the Qing not as normal transactions, but as "tributes." After the 1750s, inspection tours
of Sakhalin by Qing officials ceased, and the influence of Qing rule on Sakhalin was lost before
the start of the 19" century. Still, tributes at the Sanshin —## continued into the mid-19" century
until the Amur River basin was turned over to Russia in the Treaty of Peking in 1860.

What was the indigenous relationship with the Tokugawa shogunate? At first, just as in trading
between the Sakhalin Ainu and the Santan, the Sakhalin Ainu acquired Ezo nisiki textiles from the
Santan, and then brought these goods to the Souya basyo (fishery) to trade. After the Siranusi
kaisyo 1122Fh trading post was established in southern Sakhalin in 1790, exchanges, including
greeting rituals, were held every summer. After the first Ezo direct control policy (in which the
policymakers of the shogunate intended Ezo to mean not only Ezo island but also Sakhalin) was
put into effect in 1807, the shogunate began to trade directly with the Santan and Sumarenkru
rather than through the Ainu. Again, trading commenced was after greeting ritual. In 1868, how-
ever, the Siranusi kaisyo trading post was closed down by the Hakodate magistrate's office.

To review, we now know that in the 18" and 19" centuries, trading was actively conducted be-
tween indigenous peoples and non-indigenous external merchants and representatives of the tradi-
tional state governments of the Qing and Tokugawa shogunate in the areas covered by present-day
northeastern China, the far east coastal areas of Russia, Sakhalin, and Hokkaido. We can summa-
rize it as the Mamiya Strait trade (6) because most exchanges were centered in Sakhalin and
Lower Amur Region. What is especially interesting about this trade is that indigenous traders
worked independently between the Qing at one end and the shogunate at the other. Local prod-
ucts were collected not only for direct trade, but also for exchange with third parties. These kinds
of trading relationships were the basis of small-scale regional trading and countless trade networks.
Broadly, we can divide the trade networks into Sakhalin Ainu-Santan trading and Sumerenkuru
trading. While the Sakhalin Ainu were involved in exchange of commodities between Ezo and
Japan in the 18" century, they were gradually replaced by the Santan. The Sumerenkuru people
also began trading to Tokugawa shogunate in the 19" century, but their main partners were other
indigenous groups rather than state representatives or merchants. For this reason, indigenous rela-
tions with both the Qing and Tokugawa shogunate began to decline, however, Sumerenkuru's trad-
ing activities continued strong into the middle of the 1800s and did not die out until the begining
of the next century.

Contrast in trading activities between Sakhalin Ainu and Nivkh

The question of just how active Sakhalin Ainu trading activities were in the 18" century is also
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a question of reassessing the previously mentioned basyo wukeoisei or the contract fisheries system
in the early modern history of Northern Frontier of Japan. Before the establishment of the
Siranusi kaisyo trading post in southern Sakhalin in 1790, we can confirm from Japanese historical
documents that Souya Ainu, who lived in the northernmost areas of Hokkaido lying only fifty
kilometers from the southernmost coasts of Sakhalin, were acting as intermediaries in trade with
Sakhalin Ainu [Tanimoto 1998]. Souya Ainu maintained long-distance trading relations and inde-
pendently set up indigenous networks for trade with the Sakhalin Ainu. They were quite unique
compared to other places in Ezo in the same period, where trading was in the form of zibun
kasegi or self-earning under the contract fisheries system, thus limiting partners to the contract
merchants at each trading place. However, by the 19" century, the Sakhalin Ainu entered into the
same situation as the Ezo indigenous peoples, and, as we have already discussed, the Santan took
over the role of exporting goods from the continent. After the Siranusi kaisyo trading post was
established in Sakhalin, the Souya Ainu were entered into organized labor arrangements under the
contract fisheries system. Likewise, the Sakhalin Ainu, especially those in the western coastal
areas, were driven into the Japanese fishing industries.

In contrast to the Ainu, we know that the Nivkh enjoyed very active trading in the 18" and 19"
centuries, as indicated in the ethnographic accounts taken by a mid-19" century Russian ethnolo-
gist, L. von Shrenk [1899:276-284]. In particular, the Amur Nivkh in the mid 19" century were
engaged in tribute to Qing dynasty along with the neighboring Nanai people. There are reports
of Chinese traders going north to the Sungari river basins, but the Amur Nivkh had control of the
downstream Amur River area. They also continuously traded with the indigenous Nivkh, Ainu,
and Uilta in eastern coastal Sakhalin. They traded liquor and iron products such as pots and
armor that were obtained not only from China and Japan, but also from the Nikoraevsk trading
post after it was established by Russia in the mid-1800s along the Amur river.

Russia and the Northern fur trade
Trade in the Bering Strait

As discussed at the beginning on this paper, American anthropologists began studying the
Northern Pacific Rim, including Siberia, beginning in the late 1980s. This research included the
topic of indigenous trades in the region. The ethnohistorical studies on the American Arctic and
sub-arctic indigenous peoples traditionally looked at trade relationships among various indigenous
groups and considered how indigenous people were influenced by Westerners in the fur trade. Of
course, this framework extended across the Bering Strait to the indigenous people of Siberia.
Trading in the Bering Strait was mainly between the peoples of northwestern Alaska and the
Chukotka peninsula, just across the sea. Eventually it was subsumed under imperial Russian colo-
nization and the European fur trade.

Let us paint a picture based on the studies of Birch [1988], Kuroda [1992], and Kisigami [2001,
2002]. Trading in the Bering Strait was firmly established by around the 15" century; the
Chukchi people brought reindeer hides from Siberia, and the Yupik people traded lumber and
badger hides from Alaska. Things changed, however, when Russian colonialism crossed through
Siberia and into the Chukotka peninsula in the latter half of the 17" century. The Chukchi ag-
gressively protested this infiltration, and managed to remain outside of Russian control until the
end of the 19" century. A peace treaty between the Chukchi and Russia was signed in 1789, and
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the Anui trading post was established at a branch of the Kolyma river, which flows from north-
castern Siberia into the Arctic ocean. The agreement to trade represented a move from antagonis-
tic to peaceful relations, and a special trading fair was held each year at Anui. Russian
government officials representing the tsar gave tea, tobacco, pots, and medals to Chukchi leaders
and received red fox furs in return. Following this ceremonial exchange, regular trading activities
commenced among the people.

Because of this annual Anui fair, the Chukchi dependence on European goods increased stead-
ily. Unable to keep up with their consequent need for more furs, Chukchi traders set a supply
system by reviving old indigenous trading networks not only in northeastern Siberia, but also in
Alaska (under Russian domain at the time). In trading that peaked in the first half of the 19" cen-
tury, Alaskans provided beaver hides and the Chukchi supplied tobacco, beads, and metal goods,
acting as middleman between Alaskan natives and the Russians.

After the 1830s, this intersection between indigenous trading networks and the fur market be-
came less and less frequent. This was because the Russian-American company and the Hudson's
Bay Company, figured out how to get furs without depending on the indigenous population.
However, this did not mean the end of indigenous trading. After 1848, U.S. whaling ships sailed
north from the Hawaiian Islands to trade in both Alaska and Chukotka. In addition to tobacco
and metal goods, with which the indigenous traders were already familiar, the Americans intro-
duced guns and whisky. In a shift from the previous pattern, Western products poured in through
Alaska while furs were supplied from the Chukotka peninsula after the 1900s. We should note
that, unlike the fur traders, American whaling ship traders were not interested in exporting indige-
nous goods to other markets. They were involved in indigenous trading only to meet the indige-
nous demand for Western goods. Indigenous trading across the Bering Strait began to dwindle
when the commercial whaling industry declined in the 1910s, but it continued on a small scale
until the waters were completely closed in the 1940s with the start of the Cold War (7).

According to lkeya [2002], a trading fair was held every spring at the Anui trading post, and
it was attended by Chukchi, Even people, as well as Russians. Chukchi people could be divided
in the marine hunting and fishing-dependent coastal dwellers and the "reindeer Chukchi," who
lived off of reindeer husbandry. While both groups were involved in trading, the coastal Chukchi
produced more trading middlemen. Increased earnings from fur trading are thought to have led
to an expansion in the living area of reindeer Chukchi.

The appearance of American whaling ships is very interesting. It suggests that the hegemony
over the early 19" century North Pacific Rim changed from the Russian-American Company to
these whalers who crisscrossed sea and land as if they belonged to no one. As we will discuss
further later, fur resources had dried up and markets had shrunk by the latter half of the 19" cen-
tury. When the whaling ships appeared, whales came to be recognized as a source of wealth, and
the strategic value of northern "Russian Far East" suddenly came to light when the British and
French militaries attacked Kamchatka during the Crimean War in the mid-19" century [Kaminaga
2001].

Development of the Siberian frontier and Russia's move southward

What was behind the Russian fur trade that so stimulated the flowering of trade in the Bering

Strait? Let us now consider the historical and geographical background of the Bering Strait trade,
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as it may be related to the question of why Russia approached Sakhalin and south Chishima after
the 19" century, leading to military tensions with Japan.

It is well known that "soft gold" in the form of furs was the motivating force behind Russia's
development of the eastern and northeast frontiers and the colonization of Siberia. As Russia
moved eastward, furs, especially sables, contributed significantly to national income. In 1589,
revenue from fur made up 3.8% of Russia's national income; in 1644, it had risen to 10% [Wolf
1982:159]. In the latter half of the 17" century, the Russians searched for routes to the Pacific
Ocean from the Amur River, but the Qing checked this effort after the Treaty of Nerchinsk (1689)
was completed. It was at this point that the Russians next turned their eyes towards Kamchatka
and Chukotka. At the frontline of development was the town of Yakutsk, near the middle area
of the Lena river.

The 18" century was a turning point in the Russian fur trade. This was because the market
focus shifted from sables, hunted in the interior, to sea otters, which inhabited the coastal areas.
At the same time, the markets themselves shifted from Europe to China. The Qing imperial fam-
ily wore sea otter skins while the general population used squirrel or fox. Russia began to export
furs in full force to the Qing in the latter half of the 17" century. At its zenith in the 18" cen-
tury, furs took up anywhere from 58 to 100 percent of all exports. This led to gross over-
hunting; by 1750 in Kamchatka and by the 1780s in the Aleutian Islands as well as Chishima, sea
otters had been annihilated [Gibson 1969:26-33, Wolf 1982:184, Kawakami 2003:262]. At the end
of the 18" century then, furs began to be sought from Alaska, prompting establishment of the
Russian-American Company.

It is well known that the tsarist colonization in Siberia required the local population to pay the
fur tax (yasak) under its reign. Most indigenous Siberians, as suppliers of the fur, were thus
placed at the tail end of the state system, although the indigenous Sakha people of the Lena river
basin were also part of the distribution network. The distribution routes for sea otter skins ac-
quired in Kamchatka and northeastern Siberia went from Okhotsk to Yakutsk to Irkutsk, to
Kyakhta, to Peking. The Sakha were the main handlers between Okhotsk and Yakutsk, and they
used horses and carriages, as well as dog sleds in the winter, to transport the furs. At the end
of the 17" century, Sakha people used horses they had bred to go along the notoriously rough
highway that ran between Okhotsk and Yakutsk. The Sakha are the only Turkic ethnic group in
northern Siberia; in the 10" through 13" centuries, they had migrated north from the southern
steppes to the banks of the Lena river. Depending mainly on cattle and horse farming for their
livelihood, they gradually took on the role of transporting furs to Yakutsk from the stocks (trading
areas) dotting Okhotsk and Kolymsk. That is, Sakha traders appeared as a sort of byproduct of
development in northeastern Siberia and Russian America. After that, Irkutsk traders moved the
furs along the Lena by boat to Irkutsk and then to Kyakhta, where they were taken by camel
caravan to Beijing. Furs were not the only valuable goods being transported along the Okhotsk
to Yakutsk route; grains, an essential food source in the poor farming lands of eastern Siberia,
were brought back on the return trip. Especially after the establishment of the Russian-American
Company and the development of Russian America at the end of the 18" century, it was apparent
that it would be important to secure emergency food provisions [Wolf 1942:184, Gibson 1969:73-
101, Vasil'ev 2004:49].

After the 19" century, Russia began to have contact with Japan, mainly because they sought to
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establish diplomatic relations to stabilize the supply of food provisions in the northern far east and
Russian America [Kirichenko 2001:77]. The Siberian historian, Gerhard Friedrich Miieller, pointed
out in 1741 how it would be ideal to open the Amur to free navigation in the interest of trade
with China, Japan, and India, as well as to secure provisions for Kamchatka. Because of the dif-
ficult road conditions between Yakutsk and Okhotsk, the transport of food and raw materials was
always a pressing problem. It was for this reason that a new route tying the Amur river to the
Pacific Ocean was sought after the 19" century by A. J. Krusenstern and G. I. Nevel'skoi [Akizuki
1994:62-69]. At the same time, by the latter half of the 19" century, the market for furs started
to shrink as the supply of furs was exhausted. The Bering Sea, the Okhotsk Sea, and the
Kamchatka peninsula were no longer profitable to Russia. Instead, they came to have value for
strategic reasons, as mentioned above. The Okhotsk Sea and Kamchatka became even more im-
portant militarily when Russia eyed Sakhalin as a base for exploration and development after coal
was discovered in the mid-1800s and it was confirmed that it was an island [Gibson 1969:224,
Kimura 2004:101-115].

Comparative analysis of trading activities in Ezo, the Mamiya Strait, and the
Bering Strait

In this paper, we have discussed the particular characteristics of trading in Ezo, the Mamiya
Strait, and the Bering Strait. A comparative viewpoint on indigenous trading in the Maritime
Northeast Asia region was first suggested by Shrenk [1899:298]. The Nivkh and Chukchi, whose
languages are both categorized as part of the Paleo-Asiatic language group, shared a common his-
tory of acting as middlemen in trade activities among indigenous people as well as in trading with
states in the mid-19" century. In all of the three trades discussed in this paper, we can confirm
from historical written documents that local goods were used in bartering and trading among in-
digenous peoples starting as far back as the 15" and 16" centuries.

This was also a time when surrounding states thought of the northern regions as their own fron-
tiers and contemplated political control and economic development. The three Maritime Northeast
Asia trades we have discussed consisted of trading between indigenous peoples and trading be-
tween indigenous people and non-indigenous traders (indigenous-state trading) involved in fur and
the contract fisheries, both of which were related to state military power. In fact, trading was
done across ethno-networks involving various ethnic groups in the stages of hunting, basic process-
ing, and transportation of local animals for trade [Akimiti 1995:179]. The relationship between
these two kinds of trading, indigenous and indigenous-state, differed depending on time and place.
While they were able to coexist for a certain period, the situation began to deteriorate with the
territorializing trend that took over the northern hemisphere in the 17" to 19" centuries. Ethno-
networks were absorbed by state-controlled commercial trading networks, and by the first half of
the 20" century, they had been completely severed by national borders.

Why were these three trades not taken up in the comparative framework in previous studies?
The reason is believed to be because of the difficulty of translation in historical analysis. As his-
torical terms tend to be interpreted in particular local contexts, it can be difficult to discern similar
structures across various historical settings. Many historians never imagine the possibility of com-
paring the fur tribute coordinating offices mentioned in Qing documents or the trading posts and
fairs listed in Russian documents to the contract fisheries described in Japanese historical

— 128 —



wib7 YT ige s

documents, even though all three of these external states commonly established trading places to
annex new borderlands.

Furthermore, historical terms have been interpreted as a difference in quality in the relationship
between indigenous people and the state. While the tribute system and greeting rituals were cor-
nerstones of the Qing and the Tokugawa shogunate, imperial Russia imposed a fur tax. Thus,
China and Japan have been considered traditional states while Russia may have been posed as a
modern state. But these are nothing more than relative differences. Wolf [1982:123] has pointed
out differences between the fur trading practices of the Russian-American Company and the lead-
ing trader in North America, the Hudson's Bay Company. He suggested that a distinction should
be made between the former, which engaged in commercial exchange, and the latter, which bore
a political stamp. Certainly, the Russian fur tax was different from the Chinese tribute and it
brought no direct rewards, but regarded formally, the fur tax was a declaration of protection under
the Russian Empire. While there was no material gain, it might be said that the reward was the
promulgation of Christianity and the transmission of civilization.

In this sense, the ceremonial trading that took place in the Bering Strait is quite interesting.
The Chukchi, who had continued to resist Imperial Russia, were officially exempted from paying
the fur tax in the 18" century under the reign of Ekaterina II. They continued to hold this status
even after the Siberian Administrative Reform at the beginning of the 19" century. What the
Chukchi viewed as gift-giving formalities to maintain good trade relations, Russian officials re-
corded as tribute, assuming that the Chukchi were voluntary fur tax payers [Znamenski 1999:26-
27].

This Bering Strait trade demonstrates how states used trading as the means to control the space
and people of the boundary regions that were considered to be final frontiers. The fact that both
greeting rituals and actual trading occurred in tandem is very suggestive because it indicates that,
as in the other two trades, states related to political and cultural others - neither citizens nor sub-
jects of one state or another - as if though they were one of their own. It also reminds us that
even when some kind of rituals were conducted, named, and recorded as such by a state party,
this logic was not always accepted by the supposed subject just like the case of the Ainu in the
18" century.

The most significant difference between the three trades is the way they ended. Trading in Ezo
began with the indigenous trading amongst themselves, and then later with states. Eventually, the
indigenous people were surpassed by the state, and trading died out in the latter half of the 19"
century. In the Bering Straits, indigenous and indigenous-state trading managed to coexist for
some time until the latter was stopped at the end of the 19" century while the former continued
on through the beginning of the 20" century. What we should note here is that while Ezo trading
may have been mutual trade, it was a limited ethno-network in which trading partners were
Japanese traders. Eventually, it was taken over by Japanese commercial trading networks.

In contrast, there were numerous ethno-networks including indigenous and non-indigenous trad-
ers in the Bering Strait. The crucial difference is that while at one time the Chukchi were sub-
sumed under Euro-American commercial fur-trading networks, they led and maintained their own
ethno-network centered around indigenous trade. Trading in the Mamiya Strait fell somewhere in
the middle. As we saw in the demise of the Santan trade, indigenous-state trading ended by the

mid-19" century while Sumerankru (indigenous) trading continued throughout the 19" century in
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the same way as it did in the Bering Strait. At the same time, the fishing activities of the Nivkh
in the 1860s were overtaken by the introduction of paid labor and Japanese and Russian commer-
cial fishing [Smolyak 1975:161-162]. In Sakhalin, the Ainu gradually stepped down from their
leadership role in multi-ethnic indigenous trading during the 18" century. Like the Ezo Ainu, they
began to trade only with the Japanese state. In this sense, the indigenous traders of Sakhalin op-

erated in a way that was somewhere between northeast Siberia and Ezo patterns.

Conclusions

Let us consider what these differences meant in the context of the 19" century. As we can see
from it's frontier development and trading in the Bering Strait, Russia was one of the most earnest
countries engaged in exporting furs to China. The Russians were not interested in the furs of the
Santan trade because their interest had already moved elsewhere. In the southward movement of
the early 19" century, Russia's objectives were indeed to secure an alternate export route through
Russian America and to alleviate food shortages in the far-north colonies. However, in the latter
half of the 19" century, the fur trade declined and the development of the north Pacific shifted
to whaling. Unable to adjust to these market changes, Russia sold it's territory to the United
States. Russia's exports to China changed from furs to cotton textiles and other industrial goods
[Siotani 1998, Morinaga 2005]. This new venture differed greatly from 18" century acquisition
and export of animal skins, and it explains why Russia lost interest in the Lower Amur regions
and north part of Sakhalin.

Finally, I would like to reconsider the significance of trading in Ezo as well as the trading of
the Sakhalin Ainu. We should first confirm that Ezo trading and the Sakhalin Ainu can be placed
in a frame of reference that is shared with other indigenous people in the greater historical context
of Maritime Northeast Asia, rather than in the context of history of Northern Frontier of Japan or
Japan-Russia territorial issues. Indigenous people traded local goods not only amongst themselves,
but also to meet the demands of foreign markets and states. At the same time, their world was
subdued as states drew their borders. But an important factor in this process of change was the
type of good used for trade. The decline of trading in Ezo and parts of the Amur-Sakhalin sea-
board was markedly different from the other two cases.  Here, fur was forgotten as markets
shrunk in the latter 1800s, and although there was a continuously expanding demand for marine
products, in particular, in Japan, adequate procurement was difficult. This became an important
factor in changes to the subsistence and socioeconomic activities of the Ainu after the Meiji era
in the later 19" century. As early modern Japanese historians assert, the refusal of the Meiji gov-
ernment to recognize fishing rights for the Ainu had a decisive effect on their livelihoods. On
the other hand, in northern Amur-Sakhalin region, and Chukotka where the same kind of indige-
nous trading had taken place, the indigenous people began to depend on hunting and gathering ac-
tivities (also reindeer herding) after the collapse of the fur market. In the context of Russian
history, it was not until the collectivization of agriculture after the 1930-1940s that the livelihoods
of indigenous Siberians experienced any critical change. This setting contributed the Russian an-
thropologists successfully to describe the culfures of the indigenous peoples in the closed system
of subsistence economy.

Before explaining these changes simply as a matter of policy, we should recognize the factors
that come into play when indigenous societies are subsumed by external states: what are the
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products of trade, how do states attempt to reconstruct commercial trading networks, and how does
the market respond? In other words, the relationship between indigenous trade networks and capi-
talistic commercial trade networks is not one where the latter one-sidedly subsumes or subjugates
the former. Rather, we must ask how the use of commodities is placed in the context of the mar-
ket economy. This idea posits an explicit constellation of three different indigenous trades in the
history of the Maritime Northeast Asia region.

In this paper, I have translated the historical descriptions of three indigenous trading systems,
each of which have been constructed within the context of the disciplines of history and anthro-
pology with their specific historical terms. The development and the decline of the trading systems
were examined by taking into account the international relations of the time. In the nineteenth cen-
tury, modern states in the North Pacific Rim were finally attempting to territorialize unclaimed
land and to establish national borders. Relations between Japan and Russia during that period
should be considered in the above context. The regional framework of Maritime Northeast Asia
is indispensable and highly effective for finding comparable contexts of the social-economic
changes of indigenous peoples in the "frontier territories" of both Japanese and Russian states, and
for analyzing the motivations of their economic and strategic resources in that area.
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The gist of this paper was first published in Japanese under the title, "18-19 seiki no kita
taiheiyou sekai ni okeru Karafuto senzuumin koueki to ainu." as a section of a monograph called
Kinsei tiiki fouramu 1, Rettousi no minami to kita, edited by Kikuti Isao and Machara Fusaaki and
published by Tokyo Yoshikawa Koubunkan in November 2006. In making this English version,
I have expanded the research framework and added corresponding discussions of reference litera-
ture. For the transliteration of Japanese historical terms and literature into Latin alphabet, as a gen-
eral rule, I have adopted the method of the society for the Romanization of the Japanese alphabet
(http://www.roomazi.org/). This system is similar to the Kunrei system of Romanizing Japanese.
The method I adopted here is oriented for transliteration rather than phonetic transcription.
Exceptions to this system are found in some place names and proper nouns that are already
known in the Romanized alphabet of the Hepburn system of Romanization; these include proper
nouns such as Tokyo, Hokkaido, Karafuto, Meiji and so on.

Endnotes

(1) This term, "Northern Frontier of Japan" is translated from Japanese historical term "Hoppou
Jt75". 1 would like to express historically ambiguous space of the Northern territories border-
ing Japan through this term, or just northern space from the Japanese view point with a non-
political meaning.

(2) Some English and Russian researchers define Karafuto as the southern part of the island, sig-
nifying the name of the former Japanese administrative territory until 1945. However, this
Japanese term refers to the island as a whole.

(3) For example, Emori [1997:189] argues that an autonomous Ainu trade did not exist. After
akinaiba tigyousei, or the mastery system of trading posts, was established in the first half of
the 17" century, trading posts existed only nominally and in reality were used to run fishing
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operations.

(4) Ohnuki-Tierny [1984] gives an introduction to the aggressive trading activities of the Karafuto
Ainu in the 18" century.

(5) Ezo nisiki is the term used in Japanese historical documents to signify the brocaded officer
costumes of the Qing dynasty. The textile was imported to Japan from the Northern Frontier
of Japan or Ezo Area, hence its naming.

(6) Mamiya (Tatar) Strait is named for the Japanese official explorer and inspector, Mamiya
Rinzou [l #JEk. Mamiya went through Sakhalin and across to the Continent in 1808 and
in 1809. His reports on the Sakhalin and Lower Amur basins includes not only geographical
information, but also good quality ethnographical descriptions. Some parts of their reports
were translated into German by P.F. Siebold in the 19" century. German natural historian, L.
Shrenk embarked to the Lower Amur and Sakhalin in the middle of 19" century and then
critically examined the information of Mamiya's report in his monograph. I suppose that
Shrenk could not correctly estimate the differences in the historical settings of the region dur-
ing the period between Mamiya's trip and his own trip that had a time range of up to half
a century between them (See also Grant 1997).

(7) Informal trading with foreigners (including Alaskan natives) was not limited to Chukotka
Peninsula in the early Soviet era. There was much cultural contact, including trade between

locals and Japanese fishermen in Kamchatka [Watanabe 2001].
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