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Table 7.1 Fish Species used in the Different Studies

Study Study Study Study
Common Name Scientific Name 1 2 3 4
American eel Anguilla rostrata
(lawyer) X X
Black (hog) Hypentelium nigri-
sucker cans X X X X
Black bullhead Ameiurus melas X X
Black crappie Pomoxis nigromacu-

latus X X X X
Blacktail (horny- Nocomis biguttatus
head) chub X X
Bluegill Lepomis macro-

chirus X X X
Bluntnose Pimephales notatus
minnow X X
Brook trout Salvelinus fontinalis X X X X
Brown trout Salmo trutta X X X
Carp Cyprinus carpio X X X X
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus X X
Dace Phoxinus spp. or

Rhinochthys spp. X X
Darter Etheostoma spp. X X
Dogfish (bowfin) Amia calva X X X X
Emerald shiner Notropis atheri-

noides X X
Fathead minnow Pimephales pro-

melas X X X
Flathead (Missis- Pylodictis olivaris
sippi) catfish X
Gar (billfish) Lepisosteus spp. X X X
Golden shiner Notemigonus cryso-

leucas X X X
Green sunfish Lepomis cyanellus X X
Lamprey eel Ichthyomyzon spp. X
Largemouth bass Micropterus notius X X X X
Mudminnow Umbra limi X X
Musky Esox masquinongy X X
Northern pike Esox lucius X X X X
Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus X X
Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus

mykiss X X
Redhorse Moxostoma spp. X X X X
Redtail chub Nocomis effusus X X X
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Table 7.1 Continued

Study Study Study Study
Common Name Scientific Name 1 2 3 4
River (blackback) Notropis blennius
shiner X X X

Rock bass Ambloplites rupes-
tris X X X X

Sauger Stizostedion cana-
dense X

Sheephead Aplodinotus grun-
(drum) niens X X
Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolo-

mieu X X X X
Smelt Osmerus mordax X
Spottail shiner Notropis hudsonius X X
Stickleback Culaea inconstans X X
Sturgeon Acipenser fulvescens X X X
Walleye Stizostedion vitreum X X X X
White (brown) Catostomus insignis
sucker X X
White bass Morone chrysops X X
White crappie Pomoxis annularis X X
Yellow bullhead Ameiurus natalis X X X X
Yellow perch Perca flavescens X X X X

Source: Medin et al. (2006).

twenty pounds; the state record is close to fifty pounds. Many majority-
culture fishermen practice catch-and-release with northern pikes. Others
pickle smaller northerns, called “hammer handles,” and fillet larger
northerns.

Musky Muskies (Esox masquinongy) are the largest freshwater fish
that anglers in this part of Wisconsin are allowed to catch. They are like
the big brothers of northerns in shape and habit but they are much less
common. Muskies are known as “the fish of ten thousand casts,” and a
successful outing might involve simply seeing a musky rise toward one’s
lure. Actually the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
estimated a few years ago that anglers needed about three thousand
casts to land a musky). The state record for size is sixty-nine pounds,
eleven ounces for a fish caught in 1949.
Majority-culture fishermen almost always release muskies they catch
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Table 8.1 Most Prominent Reciprocal Relations Elicited in Study 3
(Percentage of Members of Each Group Agreeing on a
Reciprocal Relation Between a Pair of Species)

Majority Menominee Species A Species B
0.13 0.67 Walleye Smallmouth bass
.07 .60 Northern pike Walleye
.07 .53 Yellow perch Black crappie
.07 .50 Carp Black (hog) sucker
.21 .50 Northern pike Dogfish (bowfin)
.00 .47 Brown trout Black (hog) sucker
.00 .47 Walleye Black (hog) sucker
.33 .47 Brown trout Brook trout
.20 .47 Walleye Largemouth bass
.20 .47 Black crappie Rock bass
.13 .47 Smallmouth bass Rock bass
.20 .47 Largemouth bass Smallmouth bass

Source: Medin et al. (2006).

culture experts were likely to mention that brown trout and walleyes eat
black suckers but not report that black suckers eat the spawn of brown
trout and walleyes. (See table 8.1 for the most prominent pairs of recipro-
cal relations and a summary of the group differences.)
This difference in reciprocal relations suggests that majority-culture

fish experts tended to answer in terms of adult fish, rather than taking
into account the whole life cycle of each species. As another test of this
idea we looked at relationships involving eating spawn. The median
number of reports of one fish eating the spawn of another was one for
majority-culture informants and twelve for the Menominee.
The results indicate that experts of both cultural groups share a sub-

stantial amount of knowledge concerning interactions among freshwater
fish.4 This should not come as a surprise; much expert knowledge stems
from actual observation while looking for fish, fishing, and even from
cleaning the catch, for stomach contents usually tell what a fish has been
eating recently. Despite this common knowledge we also find reliable
group differences. Menominee experts see many more positive fish-fish
interactions, such as one fish helping another as well as more reciprocal
relations, such as two species affecting each other, than their majority-
culture counterparts.
What is the origin of the differences between these results for major-

ity-culture and Menominee fishermen? Our speculation is that cultural



Values, Attitudes, and Practices 103

Table 9.1 Average Species Rankings by Menominee
and Majority-Culture Fish Experts (Lower Numbers
Indicate Higher Value)

Species Menominee Majority Culture
Sturgeon 9.1 8.6
Black sucker 12.0 12.1
Yellow bullhead 11.1 10.0
Bluegill 5.4 4.8
Brook trout 2.2 6.8
Brown trout 2.6 7.9
Gar 14.5 13.7
Bluntnose minnow 13.0 12.0
Musky 8.7 5.4
Largemouth bass 4.4 6.4
Smallmouth bass 7.3 6.5
Northern pike 6.5 5.5
River shiner 11.9 11.0
Walleye 4.6 2.9
Perch 5.9 5.9

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).

of the two groups individually. This important finding indicates the di-
versity of goals among members of both groups.
Despite the lack of consensus, we were nonetheless able to detect

group differences when it came to specific goals. As we anticipated, Me-
nominee experts give significantly higher importance to “fishing for

Table 9.2 Rankings of Goals of Fishing Broken Down by Group
(Lower Numbers Indicate Higher Priority)

Majority
Goal Culture Menominee
Being close to nature 2.4 3.0
For the challenge of finding fish 3.4 4.4
As a source of food 4.6 2.7
To catch a “trophy fish” 4.6 5.0
As a way to relax 2.6 2.4
As an activity to pass on to future generations 2.9 3.2

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).
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group differences when it came to specific goals. As we anticipated, Me-
nominee experts give significantly higher importance to “fishing for

Table 9.2 Rankings of Goals of Fishing Broken Down by Group
(Lower Numbers Indicate Higher Priority)

Majority
Goal Culture Menominee
Being close to nature 2.4 3.0
For the challenge of finding fish 3.4 4.4
As a source of food 4.6 2.7
To catch a “trophy fish” 4.6 5.0
As a way to relax 2.6 2.4
As an activity to pass on to future generations 2.9 3.2

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).
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Table 9.3 Ratings of Fishing Practices by Each Group
(1 = Strong Disapproval; 7 = Strong Approval)

Majority
Culture Menominee

1. Doing catch-and-release only 4.5 4.7
2. Spearfishing suckers or carp 5.9 5.1
3. Spearfishing walleyes or northern 1.0 4.0
4. Having a trophy fish mounted by a taxidermist 4.4 4.9
5. Fishing for bluegill or sunfish for food 6.0 6.9
6. Fishing for northern or musky for food 2.9 6.1
7. Fishing for largemouth or smallmouth bass for

food 3.4 6.5
8. Using setpoles to catch trout 2.5 3.3
9. Selling a fish 2.0 1.3
10. Keeping undersized fish 1.6 2.3
11. Participating in fishing contests 4.9 4.3
12. Fishing on spawning beds 3.0 2.8
13. Pretending to fish for suckers hoping to get a

sturgeon on the line 3.6 2.1
14. Culling out smaller fish to get the largest

possible limit 2.9 1.9
15. Using fish finders 5.9 3.6
16. Taking more than one’s limit in order to feed

one’s family 2.9 5.2
17. Giving away all of the fish one has caught 3.9 4.8

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).

food,”5 while majority-culture experts tend to place higher value on
“fishing as a challenge to outsmart the fish.”6 These data are in line with
the observation that majority-culture fishermen tend to see fishing as a
contest or sport.

Ratings of Fishing Practices We expected to observe a number of dif-
ferences in ratings of practices related to both specific goals and histori-
cal practices. For example, for centuries the Menominee have speared
fish in the spring when they are spawning as an efficient means of food
gathering. Consequently, it would have been surprising if there were no
group differences in rating practices like spearfishing for walleyes.
The full set of ratings is given in table 9.3. We found modest, margin-

ally significant overall consensus and statistically reliable group differ-
ences.7 Menominee experts gave higher ratings than the majority-culture
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Table 10.1 Predicted Fish-Value Rankings Own- and Other-Group

Raters Menominee Majority Culture

Majority Majority
Rated Menominee Culture Menominee Culture
Sturgeon 9.6 8.7 5.4 10.9
Black sucker 11.9 11.7 11.5 11.9
Bullhead 10.9 10.3 10.6 10.0
Bluegill 4.7 6.7 6.1 4.0
Brook trout 1.6 5.5 2.4 5.1
Brown trout 2.3 5.6 3.1 7.1
Gar 14.4 13.9 13.9 14.1
Bluntnose minnow 13.4 13.4 12.2 13.2
Largemouth bass 4.2 2.8 6.8 4.3
Smallmouth bass 7.5 7.3 7.5 7.2
Northern 6.0 5.5 6.2 5.4
River shiner 12.4 12.9 12.6 12.5
Walleye 4.3 1.4 4.8 2.1
Perch 7.5 7.8 6.2 6.2
Musky 8.6 4.6 7.9 5.9

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).

rating tasks as before. The only difference was that each participant was
asked to answer each of the probes twice. The first time they were to an-
swer the questions the way they thought a typical and equally expert
fisherman from their community would answer them. We explained that
in many cases the answers would probably be the same as they them-
selves would give, but that sometimes people recognize that their prefer-
ences and values might not agree with a typical expert’s answers. Then
informants were asked to repeat the task, this time giving answers re-
flecting the views of an equally expert fisherman from the other commu-
nity. After these tasks were completed we showed participants the actual
mean ratings for each group from the study described in the last chapter.

Intra- and Intergroup Perceptions of Relative Importance
of Fish
First let’s look at the results from the condition where we asked infor-
mants to rank-order the importance of fifteen species of fish for members
of their own group and members of the other group. The predictions
were remarkably accurate.
The main data appear in table 10.1. Each number represents the aver-
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Table 10.2 Own- and Other-Group Predicted Goal Rankingsd

Majority Culture Menominee

Other Other
Selfa Groupb Groupc Selfa Groupb Groupc

Being close to nature 2.4 3.2 4.6 3.0 3.0 3.2
For the challenge
of finding fish 3.4 3.7 3.3 4.4 4.6 3.7
As a source of food 4.6 3.9 3.7 2.7 1.7 2.5
To catch a “trophy fish” 4.6 3.9 1.9 5.0 5.4 4.5
As a way to relax 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.4 3.1 3.5
As an activity to pass
on to future generations 2.9 2.9 4.2 3.2 3.3 3.5

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).
aThe average of the individual ratings broken down by group.
bPredictions for one’s own group.
cPredictions by the other group in study 2.
dLower numbers indicate higher importance.

age ranking, so smaller numbers correspond to more highly valued fish.
Both Menominee and majority-culture informants correctly thought that
trout were more important for Menominee than for majority-culture fish-
ermen. Informants in both groups also predicted that majority-culture
fishermen would rank walleye and musky very highly—more highly
than the Menominees—and that also was the case. So our predictions
were accurate.
Overall, each group very accurately anticipated the rankings that

members of the other group would give. The two groups generally
agreed on their rankings (the cross-group correlation was +.87), but accu-
racy in predicting the other group’s rankings extended well beyond gen-
eral agreement. Menominee estimates of majority values correlated +.95
with actual majority values and majority-culture estimates of Menomi-
nee values correlated +.93 with Menominee values.

Intra- and Intergroup Rankings of Fishermen’s Goals
The predicted rankings for the two groups are summarized in table 10.2.2
Each group was fairly accurate at anticipating the goals of members of
their own group. Menominee experts thought that majority-culture ex-
perts would be much more focused on catching a trophy-size fish than
they actually are. Menomonee fishermen also underestimated the impor-
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Table 10.3 Reported and Predicted Ratings of Fishing Practicesd

Majority Culture Menominee

Other Other
Selfa Groupb Groupc Selfa Groupb Groupc

Doing catch-and-release
only 4.5 3.1 4.3 4.7 3.3 3.1

Spearfishing suckers or
carp 5.9 5.9 3.4 5.1 5.0 6.2

Spearfishing walleyes or
northerns 1.0 1.1 1.2 4.0 5.4 5.9

Having a trophy fish
mounted 4.4 4.8 6.7 4.9 3.9 4.6

Fishing for bluegill or
sunfish for food 6.0 6.4 6.2 6.9 7.0 6.5

Fishing for northerns or
muskies for food 2.9 3.2 5.6 6.1 6.8 5.7

Fishing for largemouth
or smallmouth bass
for food 3.4 3.8 5.5 6.5 6.8 5.7

Using setpoles to catch
trout 2.5 2.6 1.1 3.3 3.3 6.1

Selling fish 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.5 4.4
Keeping undersized fish 1.6 2.6 2.2 2.3 2.4 4.8
Participating in fishing
contests 4.9 4.9 6.7 4.3 5.0 4.4

Fishing spawning beds 3.0 4.2 4.0 2.8 4.3 5.9
Pretending to fish for
suckers to get a stur-
geon 3.6 3.8 3.0 2.1 2.9 5.7

Culling for biggest limit 2.9 3.2 3.4 1.9 3.5 4.9
Using fish finders 5.9 5.9 6.5 3.6 4.8 6.1
Exceeding limit to feed
family 2.9 4.1 2.8 5.2 5.3 6.0

Giving all fish away 3.9 3.3 3.2 4.8 5.1 4.8

Source: Medin et al. (forthcoming).
aThe average individual rating in the earlier study.
bOwn-group predictions for rating of fishing practices.
cOther-group predictions for rating of fishing practices.
dHigher numbers indicate greater approval; 4 = neutral.
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Table 13.1 The List of Plants and Animals Used for the Forest
Ecology Studies

Common Name Scientific Name
Animals
Bear (black) Ursus americanus
Beaver Castor canadensis
Blue jay Cyanocitta cristata
Bobcat Lynx rufus
Chipmunk Tamias striatus
Coyote Canis latrans
Deer Ococoileus virginianus
Eagle (bald) Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Finch (house) Carpodacus purpureus
Fox (red) Vulpes fulva
Grouse (ruffed) Bonasa umbellus
Hawk (red-tailed) Buteo jamaicensis
Junco (dark-eyed) Junco hyemalis
Moose Alces alces
Otter Lutra canadensis
Owl (great horned) Bubo virginianus
Partridge (gray) Perdix perdix
Porcupine Erethizon dorsatum
Possum (Virginia) Didelphis marsupialis
Rabbit Sylvilagus spp.
Raccoon Procyon lotor
Robin (American) Turdus migratorius
Skunk (striped) Mephitis mephitis
Squirrel (red; pine; chikaree) Sciurus carolinensis
Turkey Meleagris gallopavo
Turtle (painted) Chrysemys picta
Wolf (gray, timber) Canis lupus
Wood duck Aix sponsa
Woodpecker (downy) Picoides spp.

Plants
Alder (red) Alnus rubra
Basswood Tilia americana
Bitterroot Lewisia rediviva
Black spruce Picea mariana
Blackberry Rubus spp.
Bloodroot Sanguinaria canadensis
Blueberry Vaccinium spp.
Butternut Juglans cineraria
Cattail Typha spp.
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Table 13.1 Continued

Common Name Scientific Name
Cedar (yellow) Thuja spp.
Cherry tree Prunus serotina
Chokecherry Prunus virginiana
Cowslip Caltha palustris
Cranberry Vaccinium macrocarpum
Dogwood Cornus spp.
Elderberry Sambucus canadensis
Elm (American) Ulmus americana
Fern Filicineae family
Ginseng Panax quincefolium
Gooseberry (American) Ribes spp.
Hemlock (western) Tsuga heterophylla
Hickory shagbark, true Carya ovata
Prickly ash Xanthoxylum americanum
Red maple Acer rubrum
Red oak Quercus rubra
Silver maple Acer saccharinum
Silver poplar Populus alba
Skunk cabbage Symplocarpus foetidus
Solomon’s seal Polygonatum biflorum
Sumac (staghorn) Rhus typhina
Thornapple Datura stramonium
Trillium Trillium spp.
White ash Fraxinus americana
White birch Betula papyrifera
White oak Quercus alba
White Pine (whitebark) Pinus strobus
Wild columbine Aquilegia canadensis
Wild ginger Asarum canadense
Witch hazel (American) Hamamelis virginiana

Source: Authors’ compilation.

The two communities were Menominees and majority-culture hunters from
the Shawano-area.
Thus, the goals and practices part of the study was exactly analogous

to the assessments we did with expert fishermen. Although our expecta-
tions were somewhat chastened by the (to us) surprising results with
fishermen, we expected that the main outcome would be that majority-cul-
ture hunters would be surprised to find out that Menominees have
mixed reactions to the practice of shining deer and to hear that the tribe
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Table 13.2 Ratings of the Importance of Plants to the Forest

Menominee Majority Culture
White oak 6.5 6.1
Cedar 6.3 5.5
White pine 6.3 4.6
Fern 5.3 4.4
Hemlock 5.8 4.2
Cherry tree 5.7 4.3
Witch hazela 4.7 4.0
Ginseng 5.8 3.3
Thornapple 5.4 4.6
Chokecherry 6.0 4.7
Elm 5.6 3.3
White birch 5.7 3.8
Popple or Poplar 5.6 4.8
Gooseberrya 4.1 3.9
Blackberry 6.3 5.0
Bitterroota 5.8 1.0
Skunk cabbagea 4.8 2.4
Solomon’s seala 4.7 1.5
Blueberry 5.3 4.7
Cranberry 5.6 4.3
Alder 4.8 4.3
Hickory 5.6 4.2
Butternut 5.7 4.5
Sumac 4.5 2.8
Wild gingera 5.5 1.7
White ash 6.0 3.9
Black sprucea 5.1 4.3
Dogwooda 5.0 2.6
Red maple 5.6 4.2
Elderberrya 5.6 3.9
Basswood 5.6 3.6
Cowslip 4.4 2.5
Bloodroota 5.4 2.0
Trillium 4.9 4.1
Prickly asha 4.9 3.6
Wild columbinea 3.0 2.8
Cattail 5.6 4.4
Silver maple 5.3 4.1
Red oak 6.1 6.0

Source: Authors’ compilation.
aFewer than 75 percent of hunters knew these plants.
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Table 13.3 Ratings of the Importance of Plants to Self

Menominee Majority Culture
White oak 6.0 6.0
Cedar 6.2 4.9
White pine 6.6 5.1
Fern 4.6 3.6
Hemlock 5.4 3.9
Cherry tree 5.5 4.3
Witch hazela 4.8 3.8
Ginseng 5.8 4.4
Thornapple 4.4 2.9
Chokecherry 5.0 3.2
Elm 5.4 3.1
White birch 5.8 4.2
Popple or Poplar 5.5 4.4
Gooseberrya 4.0 2.9
Blackberry 6.4 5.2
Bitterroota 6.1 2.7
Skunk cabbagea 3.7 2.7
Solomon’s seala 4.7 1.5
Blueberry 5.4 4.7
Cranberry 5.3 5.3
Alder 4.0 2.6
Hickory 5.6 4.7
Butternut 5.6 4.6
Sumac 4.3 2.1
Wild gingera 4.6 2.2
White ash 5.6 4.4
Black sprucea 4.6 3.6
Dogwooda 2.9 2.1
Red maple 6.0 4.6
Elderberrya 3.9 3.8
Basswood 4.9 3.3
Cowslip 3.7 2.8
Bloodroota 4.8 2.0
Trillium 4.5 4.0
Prickly asha 4.1 2.0
Wild columbinea 2.7 2.5
Cattail 3.7 3.4
Silver maple 4.6 4.2
Red oak 5.7 5.5

Source: Authors’ compilation.
aFewer than 75 percent of hunters knew these plants.
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Table 13.4 Ratings of the Importance of Animals to the Self

Menominee Majority Culture
Coyote 4.8 3.2
Fox 4.5 3.5
Deer 6.6 6.6
Bobcat 4.9 3.5
Wolf 5.0 3.3
Bear 6.3 5.1
Raccoon 3.9 2.4
Opossum 2.6 1.3
Mouse 3.0 1.8
Partridge 5.6 5.5
Rabbit 4.9 4.3
Squirrel 4.3 3.8
Grouse 5.6 5.3
Beaver 4.9 2.9
Eagle 6.4 5.7
Hawk 5.3 4.3
Turkey 5.0 5.8
Chipmunk 3.6 2.9
Otter 5.1 3.7
Porcupine 4.0 1.8
Woodpecker 4.6 3.4
Owl 4.6 3.9
Turtle 4.9 2.6
Bluejay 4.2 3.2
Robin 4.1 4.6
Skunk 2.8 1.8
Wood duck 4.6 5.3
Finch 4.4 3.8
Junco 4.7 3.1

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Menominee hunters gave reliably higher ratings than majority-culture
hunters for coyote, wolf, bear, raccoon, opossum, beaver, otter, porcu-
pine, and turtle. These differences appear to derive from a pattern of not
strongly discounting any species—again, everything has a role to play—
and using broad concepts of significance and utility. The only two kinds
that got ratings from the Menominee lower than 3.0 were skunk and
opossum, the latter being a nonnative species that many consider to be a
nuisance. Some elders say that the meat of skunks is tasty and that at one
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Table 13.5 Ratings of the Importance of Animals to the Forest

Menominee Majority Culture
Coyote 5.6 4.3
Fox 5.1 4.4
Deer 6.1 4.8
Bobcat 5.7 3.8
Wolf 5.6 4.2
Bear 5.8 4.6
Raccoon 4.8 3.3
Opossum 3.1 1.8
Mouse 4.6 3.5
Partridge 5.5 4.6
Rabbit 5.5 4.1
Squirrel 5.4 4.6
Grouse 5.5 4.6
Beaver 4.7 3.7
Eagle 6.1 5.0
Hawk 5.6 4.6
Turkey 4.4 4.2
Chipmunk 4.2 3.4
Otter 5.2 3.1
Porcupine 4.1 2.2
Woodpecker 5.4 4.0
Owl 5.1 4.6
Turtle 4.4 2.8
Bluejay 4.5 2.7
Robin 4.6 3.2
Skunk 3.8 2.6
Wood duck 4.5 4.0
Finch 4.4 3.5
Juncoa 5.25 2.9

Source: Authors’ compilation.
aFewer than 75 percent of hunters recognized these animals.

time oil from the skunk was used to treat earaches in babies. This aspect
of Menominee tradition appears to have been lost.
Majority-culture hunters gave low ratings for skunk and opossum and

also for raccoon, beaver, porcupine, turtle, woodpecker, chipmunk, and
mouse. The higher Menominee ratings also appear to have been influ-
enced by utility and cultural significance. Wolf and bear are Menominee
clans and turtle is a major subclan. Porcupines’ quills are still used for or-
namental quillwork and parts of otter and beaver are used in making
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Table 14.1 Average of Individual Goal Rankings of Menominee (M)
and Majority-Culture (MC) Hunters (Lower Numbers
Indicate Greater Importance)

M MC
Close to nature 4.3 3.0
Outsmart game 4.1 4.0
Source of food 3.4 5.6
Trophy 4.9 4.8
Get away from it all 4.8 3.1
Pass on to future 4.1 3.2
Doing as ancestors did 4.4 4.3

Source: Authors’ compilation.

had banned the practice. Of course, with the fishing-attitude results in
hand, we were prepared to see additional stereotyping. We did. First,
however, let’s look at some overall numbers.

Goals
Importance ratings for seven potential goals associated with hunting
were based on responses of fourteen majority-culture and thirteen Me-
nominee hunters. These goals and the mean rankings for both groups of
hunters are shown in table 14.1 (lower numbers correspond to greater
importance). For both groups the most important goal was hunting as a
means of being close to nature. For Menominees, hunting to get a tro-
phy-sized buck was the least important goal (their ratings are close to
neutral). For majority-culture hunters the least important goal was hunt-
ing as a source of food.
Across-group differences were statistically reliable for two of the goals.

Hunting as a source of food is more important for Menominee hunters
than for majority-culture hunters, as we had anticipated.1 The other main
difference is that majority-culture hunters gave higher priority to hunt-
ing as a way to “get away from it all.”2 A common response among Me-
nominee hunters was that they don’t need to get away from it all, be-
cause they already are away from it all by virtue of living in the
Menominee forest. The difference in orientation toward trophy hunting
was in the predicted direction but it was not reliable.

Values and Attitudes Toward Hunting Practices
In this part of the study we asked the same participants for their ap-
proval or disapproval rating of the twenty-one practices associated with
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Table 14.2 Mean Approval Ratings of Menominee
and Majority-Culture Hunters for the Hunting Practices
(Larger Numbers Indicate Greater Approval)

Menominee Majority Culture
Biggest buck 3.3 4.2
“Shining” deer 2.3 1.2
Bow for deer 6.5 6.7
Bait deer for gun 3.7 3.6
Bait deer for bow 4.7 4.0
Deer for food 6.7 5.9
Bear for food 5.2 4.6
Bait bear 4.0 5.9
Dogs for bear 4.5 4.0
Dogs for deer 5.4 1.7
Shoot wolves 1.8 3.6
Turkey for food 6.4 5.8
Raccoons or squirrels for fun 1.5 3.4
Exceed limit for family 3.8 4.5
Give away game 4.3 4.1
Selling deer 1.4 1.9
Borrow tag 2.7 3.6
Leave beaver meat 4.3 4.4
Leave downed doe 1.1 1.1
Leave bear meat 1.1 1.3
Tenderloin only 1.0 1.0

Source: Authors’ compilation.

hunting and listed earlier (the results are summarized in table 14.2). Gen-
erally, if members of one group approve or disapprove of a practice so
does the other group, and mean ratings of the two groups correlate +.77,
indicating substantial agreement.
A consensus analysis revealed strong consensus3 coupled with resid-

ual group differences represented in reliable differences on the second
factor.4 In short, there is an overall consensus coupled with clear group
differences. The largest difference is that Menominees approve of using
dogs for hunting deer and majority-culture hunters disapprove of it; this
practice is illegal off the reservation. Another difference is that Menomi-
nee disapprove of shooting raccoons and squirrels for fun or shooting
wolves, an issue on which majority-culture hunters are relatively neutral.
Finally, Menominee hunters have more mixed feelings about using bait
for hunting bear than do majority-culture hunters. Several of our Me-
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Table 14.3 Goal Rankings Predicted by the Two Samples of Hunters
for One’s Own Community (Lower Numbers Correspond
to Greater Importance)

M-Ma Mie MC-Mb MC-MCc MCie M-MCd

Close to nature 3.7 2.3 3.7 3.2 3.0 4.7
Outsmart game 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.1
Source of food 1.9 3.4 3.3 4.8 5.6 3.7
Trophy 5.1 4.9 4.0 4.7 4.8 3.1
Get away from it all 5.3 4.8 4.3 2.6 3.1 3.1
Pass on to future 3.6 4.1 3.9 3.2 3.2 5.0
Doing as ancestors did 4.1 4.4 3.6 4.6 4.3 5.3

Source: Authors’ compilation.
aMenominee hunters’ predictions of own-group responses.
bMajority-culture hunters’ predictions of Menominee responses.
cMajority-culture hunters’ predictions of own-group responses.
dMenominee hunters’ predictions of majority-hunters’ responses.
eMi and MCi =mean individual rankings from table 14.2.

14.3 (individual mean rankings are repeated for ease of comparison;
lower numbers represent greater importance). Comparing Menominee
individual ratings with Menominee predictions we find that Menominee
hunters think that being close to nature is less important for their peers
(higher rank) than it actually is (average: 3.7 versus 2.3).6 Majority-culture
hunter predictions of Menominee rankings show this same underestima-
tion.7 There is also a modest tendency for Menominees to think that food
as a goal is more important to their peers than it actually is (average: 1.9
versus 3.4).8 Note, however, that individual Menominee ratings of the
importance of hunting for food are substantially higher than individual
majority-culture ratings of hunting for food.
We also did the corresponding combined analysis of majority-culture-

hunter self-reports, majority-culture predictions for majority-culture hunt-
ers, and Menominee-hunter predictions for majority-culture hunters. In
neither the overall analysis nor for any pair of ratings do we find evi-
dence of a consensus. We then compared rankings of specific goals across
data sets. There were no significant differences between majority-culture
individual ratings and majority-culture predictions. Menominee predic-
tions departed reliably from majority-culture individual ratings in sev-
eral respects. First, Menominees predict that hunting as a way of being
close to nature is a less important (higher number) goal for majority
hunters than majority-culture hunters actually report (average: 4.7 ver-
sus 3.0).9 Second, Menominees predict that hunting for food is more im-
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Table 14.4 Approval Ratings Predicted by the Menominee (M)
and Majority-Culture (MC) Hunters for Twenty-One Hunting
Practices (Larger Numbers Indicate Greater Approval)

Hunting Practice M-Ma Mie MC-Mb MC-MCc MCie M-MCd

Biggest buck 3.2 3.3 4.7 4.6 4.2 5.9
Shining deer 2.7 2.3 5.6 1.1 1.2 1.7
Bow for deer 6.3 6.5 4.5 6.3 6.7 6.7
Bait deer for gun 4.2 3.7 5.2 3.8 3.6 5.5
Bait deer for bow 4.7 4.7 5.4 4.7 4.0 5.8
Deer for food 6.9 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.9 5.1
Bear for food 5.3 5.2 5.6 4.1 4.6 4.0
Bait bear 4.3 4.0 6.1 6.5 5.9 4.8
Dogs for bear 3.8 4.5 6.6 4.4 4.0 4.7
Dogs for deer 4.9 5.4 6.4 1.5 1.7 1.7
Shoot wolves 1.5 1.8 4.6 3.4 3.6 2.5
Turkey for food 6.3 6.4 5.5 6.0 5.8 6.0
Raccoons or squirrels for fun 2.3 1.5 4.4 3.2 3.4 4.1
Exceed limit for family 4.2 3.8 6.3 3.6 4.5 3.7
Give away game 4.1 4.3 4.2 3.8 4.1 3.5
Selling deer 1.8 1.4 4.6 1.4 1.9 2.3
Borrow tag 4.0 2.7 5.6 4.1 3.6 4.9
Leave beaver meat 2.9 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.4 5.0
Leave downed doe 1.1 1.1 3.4 1.1 1.1 3.1
Leave bear meat 1.0 1.1 2.7 1.4 1.3 2.9
Tenderloin only 1.1 1.0 2.5 1.1 1.0 2.7

Source: Authors’ compilation.
aMenominee hunters’ predictions of own-group responses.
bMajority-culture hunters’ predictions of Menominee responses.
cMajority-culture hunters’ predictions of own-group responses.
dMenominee hunters’ predictions of majority-culture hunters’ responses.
eMi and MCi =mean individual ratings from table 14.2.

yield roughly two statistically reliable differences. Hunters seem to have
a very accurate view of the values of their own group.
The same cannot be said for predictions concerning the values of

members of the other group. First consider majority-culture hunters’ pre-
dictions of Menominee values. The predictions and individual means
differ by at least one rating point for no less than fifteen of the twenty-
one items and differ by two or more rating points for ten of the probes.
Menominee predictions of majority-culture individual ratings differ by
at least one rating point for nine items and by two or more points for one
question. Although neither group is very accurate, Menominee hunters


	Fig 7.1
	Table 7.1
	Fig 8.1
	Table 8.1
	Table 9.1
	Table 9.2
	Table 9.3
	Table 10.1
	Table 10.2
	Table 10.3
	Table 13.1
	Table 13.2 and 13.3
	Table 13.4
	Table 13.5
	Table 14.1
	Table 14.2
	Table 14.3
	Table 14.4

