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ABSTRACT

Caribou have a longstanding cultural and envirortalenle, and have interacted with human
groups across time. This thesis is a considerafidhese interactions, exploring prehistoric and
historic patterns of caribou usage by Cree peapi®rthern Manitoba. Through
zooarchaeological analysis, an ethnohistoricalergyand community workshops and interviews
with York Factory First Nation, the relationshiptlveen caribou populations and Cree use is
illustrated, providing insight into abundance, maests, and the socio-cultural value of caribou
over time. In doing so, context is provided for gresent-day situation: connections between
historical and modern herds are drawn, populatr@hraigration changes are highlighted, and
the impact of hunting pressures, climatic variatizabitat changes, and food availability on
caribou populations are contemplated. Caribou t@wg been central to the seasonal economy
in northern Manitoba, and the use of these aninedliscts their abundance and value.
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GLOSSARY

General terms

Chief Factor. The highest ranking commissioned officer at atfade fort.

Ethnohistory. The study of a culture through the use of histbacal archaeological records, as
well as oral history and similar sources; histapni the perspective of a particular group.

Green meat.A term used to refer to fresh meat.

Hedge.A technique used for hunting caribou. A fence rvedconstructed from logs and
branches with gaps at various distances througbhathie caribou could move. Snares were
placed in these gaps in order to catch the caribou.

Historical ecology.An interdisciplinary research approach that focusethe relationship
between humans and the environment across time.

Pemmican.Ruhiggan mixed with fat and berries.

Ruhiggan. Dried meat pounded into a powder.

Terms in archaeology and faunal analysis

Artiodactyla / Artiodactyl. An order of mammals that are hoofed and even-tnetlyding pigs,
cows, and deer.

BP. ‘Before present’, used in identifying dates.

Canidae/ Canid. A family of dog-like carnivores, including domestiogs, wolves, and foxes.
Cervidae/ Cervid. The deer family of mammals, including caribou, elkgd moose.
Diaphysis. The shaft of a long bone.

Distal. “The end of the bone furthest away from the pofrattachment of the limb to the
[midline of the] skeleton” (Hillson 1996:4).

Epiphysis. The end of a long bone.

MNE. Minimum number of elements; the number of elemaetessary to account for the
diagnostic bone fragments present.

MNI. Minimum number of individuals; the number of indivial animals that could be
represented by the identified elements.

Mustelidae / Mustelid. A family of weasel-like carnivores that vary gigan size, including
wolverines, otters, minks, and martens.

NISP. Number of identified specimens; a count of the idiedl (i.e., a taxonomic designation,
whether of basic class or more specific) bone fregspresent.



NSP.Number of specimens; a raw count of the bone fragsneresent.

Proximal. “The end of the bone closest to the point of attaaht of the limb to the [midline of
the] skeleton” (Hillson 1996:4).

Stratigraphy. The geological layers of an archaeological sitethedstudy of these layers.

Taphonomy.“The study of the changes that influence [an aroluagcal] deposit” (Reitz and
Wing 2008:117). E.qg., initial deposit after deatlanimal, decomposition, geological processes,
cultural activities, etc.

Zooarchaeology.The study of animal remains from archaeologica&ssit

Bones

Cranium. The head of an animal. Together with the mandixeiposes the skull.
Carpal. A wrist bone.

Femur. The thigh bone.

Innominate. Pelvic bone.

Humerus. The bone in the upper forelimb that articulatediite shoulder.

Lateral Malleolus. Generally the distal portion of a fibula (calf bdnka cervid species,
however, this exists as a separate leg/ankle bonksto a tarsal.

Mandible. The jaw bone. Together with the cranium, compolseskull.

Metacarpus. Bones in the forelimb. In humans, these are thelfidn cervid species, these are
the lower forelimb, with the animals walking on ithies.

Metapodium. Generic term for metacarpus or metatarsus.

Metatarsus. Bones in the hindlimb. In humans, these are the fa cervid species, these are the
lower hindlimb, with the animals walking on thedes.

Phalanx. A toe bone.

Radius and ulna.Two bones in the forelimb, between the humerusthadnetacarpal bones.
Scapula.A flat bone, connecting the forelimb to the baitie shoulder blade.

Sesamoid Small compact bone such as the patella (kneecap).

Tarsal. An ankle bone.

Tibia. A long bone in the hindlimb between the femur dnelrhetatarsal bones.

Vertebrae. The bones that comprise the spine.
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION

Caribou Rangifer tarandushave long played important cultural, economia an
ecological roles in northern Canada. The relatignbbtween humans and caribou in the north
has been one of mutual influence: humans have bédpositive and negative impacts on
caribou populations, while caribou and the norttreemironment have influenced the activities
and beliefs of various human groups. It is usefudxplore this relationship when attempting to
understand the current situation of caribou in @angiven the extensive knowledge base held
by First Nations and Inuit groups as well as thlience caribou and humans may have upon
each other.

In ecological studies, temporal depth has oftem lmeglected or overlooked. History
cannot be ignored, however, and the exploratice sfecies’ previous migration patterns,
ranges, and population trends can help us to hatrstand their current situation. Through the
exploration of historical data, we can expand tagtl of our knowledge and determine long-
term population and migration patterns, previougdots or responses to change, and sustainable
patterns of use. In addition, when making managéwherisions, the socio-cultural value of a
species must be taken into account, and this valoken steeped in a historical relationship.
This is certainly the case for caribou. Evidenceast use and historical descriptions of caribou
can provide insight into population fluctuationsgnation patterns, and the socio-cultural value
of caribou. Valuable information regarding caribaay lie in the archaeological record,
ethnohistorical documents, and historical memory.

The current study aims to explore past patterrcmobou use and abundance, particularly

in the context of the experience of Cree peopleoithern Manitoba. The understanding of



caribou that will be gained through this researdhemsure that the historical behaviours and
roles of caribou in the province are not forgoitemodern conservation and management

decisions.

1.1 Background

In Manitoba, barren-ground, boreal woodland, aa&tern migratory caribou are present
(COSEWIC 2011). The barren-ground animals are rtogyawith a large range through a
number of provinces and territories. The Qamanijoard of barren-ground caribou winters in
northern Manitoba. Boreal woodland caribou are tbtimough central and north-central
Manitoba, and are more sedentary in nature (COSEXUI1). These caribou are listed as
threatened federally and provincially (Canada 2008 coastal herds are classified as eastern
migratory, and are composed of migratory woodlaaibou that move across a larger range
than boreal woodland caribou (COSEWIC 2011). OVesdhrge number of caribou are found in
the province, and these animals have long playedhpartant role in the lives of many First
Nations people. Caribou have been used for meshiot, shelter, and tools, as well as having
an immaterial importance in terms of spiritualitydasocial cohesion.

The human presence in Manitoba began with theaktf the ice sheets, and the
expansion of human groups continued as glacial lfgjaessiz drained (Buchner et al. 1983). It is
likely that people occupying the southern regiothef province would have focused on bison
hunting, while those who migrated northwards toftrests and beyond would have adapted to
the prey available there: caribou and small ganmaas (Buchner et al. 1983). The adaptation
of people to the northern boreal environment is @lestrated through their tool kit (Buchner et

al. 1983). Prehistory in northern Manitoba is réeédhrough archaeological material culture,



particularly stone tools and pottery, and throutjimegraphic or ethnohistoric comparisons and
analogies. Ethnographic analogy relies on inforamafrom current groups, while ethnohistoric
analogy draws from oral history or written recortiBese sources have been used by researchers
in the interpretation of archaeological remainghia province. Archaeological evidence reveals
different cultures present in the region, discudseither in Chapter Il, and it seems that caribou
generally played a large role in the hunting prastiof many of these groups (Buchner et al.
1983; Malasiuk 1999).

In historical times, with the arrival of Europeaarsd the advent of the fur trade, caribou
-- referred to as ‘deer’ in many historical accautremained an important resource. Although
Henry Hudson and his crew arrived in Hudson BayGO0, it was not until the latter half of the
17" century that Europeans returned to the area artdafile posts were established (Lytwyn
1993). Of particular, but not singular, importame@orthern Manitoba was York Factory. York
Factory was first known as York Fort, and then Botirbon when it was under French control
(Lytwyn 1993; Simpson 1972). While both inland awéstal Cree people participated in the fur
trade, it was the Homeguard Cree -- those who edgpgrmanently along the coast -- who were
involved in provisioning for European traders atrk &actory (Lytwyn 1993, 2002). To allow
for more trade, the Hudson’s Bay Company (HBC)l@sthed inland trading posts in the late
1700s, once the French had withdrawn from the refligtwyn 1993, 2002; Payne 1984;
Simpson 1972). Because of the provisioning traplecies of waterfowl and caribou took on
commercial value during this time (Lytwyn 1993, 2Dy the 1800s, however, it seems that
caribou populations were declining, potentiallyuehced by a variety of factors including
hunting pressures, habitat changes, and populegicies. Eventually this decline, as well as the

drop in beaver populations, limited Cree involvetrarthe fur trade (Lytwyn 1993).



Much of our understanding about the past has baered through archaeological
endeavours, in addition to written accounts afterdrrival of European explorers and traders.
These records hold information about the historgastbou in the province as well, and
exploring them in detail will provide context fdre species in the present day. In conservation
and management, it is important to recognize tistegies or an ecosystem are not static
entities, but are constantly in flux (Alagona et2112; Lauwerier and Plug 2002; Lyman and
Cannon 2004). In order to understand this, we gafoee the history of that species or
ecosystem through various means, including zooaatbgy, palaeoecology, historical
documents, and geology, among other things (Crud®®¢; Hayashida 2005). Attempting to
explore the human-environment relationship acnoss is known as historical ecology, and it is

through this approach that the current study iua#ten.

1.2 Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the this research is to explorkigt@ic and historic patterns of caribou
usage in northern Manitoba, which will provide gt#i into population changes, herd dynamics
and migration patterns, and the social value osfiexies across time. The Cree people in the
region, rather than European fur traders, are gatugpon to the extent made possible by the
available data. The temporal focus ranges frontateepre-contact period until the end of the fur
trade era, during the early2@entury.

Overall, a historical ecological account of catibo northern Manitoba has been created,
with a focus on the relationship between caribadi @ree people. This research is guided by the

following objectives:



1) Document the role of caribou in pre-contact subsice;
2) Document the role of caribou during the fur trgolticularly in relation to Cree use; and

3) Determine the relationship between caribou usecantbou populations over time.

1.3 Study Area

This project focuses on northern Manitoba, spapfriom the York Factory region on the
Hudson Bay coast to Southern Indian Lake in the withe province (Figure 1.1). This range
includes both barren-ground and woodland caribdssecies, and has long been home to
various human groups.

Southern Indian Lake is located in the Boreal Bhigpecifically the Churchill River
Uplands (Smith et al. 1998). Characterized by mstaahds of black spruce and jack pine as well
as peatlands throughout, the Boreal Shield ecomomeme to moose, barren-ground and
woodland caribou, black bears, and various furlyediellhouse 1971; Smith et al. 1998).
Geese and other birds also use the area (Smithl&98). During the 1960s and 1970s, many
archaeological investigations took place in thetBewn Indian Lake area in order to recover any
artifacts and relevant data prior to the ChurdRiller Diversion project. Both pre-contact and
historic sites were uncovered, and these sitesggovuch information on the occupation of the
area. It is clear that the Southern Indian Lakéorefgas been occupied for centuries, with a
‘significant population’ being attained during thate Woodland period (1300-350 years ago;
see Table 2.1) (Wright 1971). Importantly, the asblogy of this area provides insights into the
ancestors of Cree people that occupied the regoon &t least 900 BP (before present) (Wright
1971). It should be noted, however, that the araa at different times occupied by the Cree and

the Dene (Chipewyan) people (Bellhouse 1971). Thwebaries between these groups were in



flux, likely during the pre-contact period as wedl the historic period (Bellhouse 1971). Cree
activity in the area continued through the histpeciod (Bellhouse 1971; Wright 1971). Several
sites from Southern Indian Lake were considerdtigistudy, as were journals from a post

located there in the early 1800s, as detailed iap@ III.
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Figure 1.1 Map of general study area



The York Factory region is also considered in tesearch, specifically the
archaeological site of York Factory. York Factassituated in the Hudson Bay coastal
lowlands, characterized by tidal mudflats and wettg with stands of spruce further inland
(Smith et al. 1998). Polar bear, black bear, moasd,woodland caribou are found in this area,
as well as furbearers like marten, fisher, andafok (Smith et al. 1998). The Hudson Bay
coast is also host to significant numbers of gelesmg their migrations, as well as other birds
like ptarmigan (Smith et al. 1998). This region hdeng history of human use and occupation.
The Hudson Bay coast was long thought to have biséed seasonally by Aboriginal people;
more recent research supports a more permanematcmu of the Hudson Bay lowlands
(Lytwyn 1993, 2002; Pilon 1987, 2006). With theaddishment of the York Factory, Fort
Severn, and Fort Albany posts, however, activiied use of resources in the area -- including
caribou -- intensified. The post that eventuallyneao be known as York Factory was first built
in 1684; later iterations of the fort from the 13G{hd 1800s have been excavated, and it is the

faunal remains from these later occupations tletansidered in this thesis.

1.4 General Methods
This thesis was carried out with historical ecglagmind, grounded in an understanding
of the importance of traditional and experientiabwledge and the value of decolonized
research. Decolonizing methodologies recognizestigees and biases that may be associated
with historical and anthropological research, aind @ give the relevant communities a voice in
the research. This theoretical background is e&bdrupon in Chapter Ill. Three distinct,
complementary methods were used: zooarchaeolaiedysis, a review of archival and

ethnohistorical literature, and a participatory goment with York Factory First Nation (YFFN).



These three methods ensured that the above-nojectiobs were met. Much of the research
was qualitative in nature. Certain features of stigly, specifically aspects of the
zooarchaeological research, involved quantitatie¢ghds. Therefore, this thesis relies on mixed

methods.

1.4.1 Archaeological analysis

Zooarchaeology is the study of animal remains faareh archaeological context
(O’Connor 2004; Reitz and Wing 2008). Studying aeblogical faunal remains can provide
insight into how humans have used animals in tls¢, precluding types of animals, amounts of
each species, seasonality, among other informé&d@onnor 2004; Reitz and Wing 2008). For
my research, | studied faunal remains from sew@tesd in northern Manitoba, namely York
Factory and seven sites in the Southern Indian ba&a. Through the identification of caribou
remains, | determined how caribou were used, #imindance, and how this varied across time
and the region. These remains also provide infaomain the seasons in which the sites were
occupied, based on the seasonal availability é¢diht animals. In general, the faunal remains
from each site show what types of fauna were usddrawhat ways caribou contributed to
subsistence and other activities. Through archgezdbanalysis, | have met the first two

objectives, and contribute to the third.

1.4.2 Ethnohistorical review
Through the review of ethnohistorical sources Muanitoba Archives, | was able to
supplement and complement the information gathiced the archaeological record. Using fur

trade post journals, account books, and exploréit@der accounts and observations, | collected



data about when and where caribou were observedthey were used, and how much was
traded. This was accomplished through key wordchesrand reading through relevant
documents available in the Manitoba Archives. Exlidégrature (e.g., Lytwyn 1993, 2002)
assisted in guiding and focusing this archival aesle. For obvious reasons, this ethnohistorical
research was limited to the fur trade era, thusesihg the second objective and contributing to

the third.

1.4.3 Community workshops and interviews

Community workshops and interviews with YFFN mensharYork Landing, Manitoba,
allowed for an open flow of knowledge. Researchnitd, methods, and findings were presented
to community members in order to gain their inssglntd perspectives, and to ensure that they
were made aware of research and materials relatiit cultural heritage. Through interviews
and workshops, community knowledge about caribouen@nts, subspecies, and current and
past uses were shared, thus better informing refsegestions and conclusions. This project was
also beneficial to the community, through the gatien of information that may be used to
inform caribou and land use management, providasekor further research, and offer insight
into the community’s history and related materiaistotal, three meetings and workshops were
held, and six interviews with Elders and curresbrgce users were conducted over the course

of this thesis.

1.5 Contribution to Knowledge
This thesis has resulted in the formulation ofsadrical ecology of caribou in northern

Manitoba. The detailed examination of how caribothie region have been used in the past has



demonstrated some migration patterns, abundanegebaand the overall social value of these
animals over time. While the faunal analysis istéu due to the nature of preservation and the
compression of stratigraphy in the region, it néwaess provides insight into the use of caribou
across time. Similarly, the ethnohistorical revieas illuminated the historical patterns of
caribou use, movements, and abundance, and brtugliistorical information into the caribou
management context. Finally, the inclusion of comityinsights has enriched the interpretation
of the information gained through other methods laasl given me a deeper understanding of
caribou in a Cree context. Overall, the explorabbthe significance of this animal to Cree
people, the continuity of this value, and the miigraand population patterns of caribou in
northern Manitoba illuminates the complexity ofsthiuman-environment relationship. These
insights can help with the understanding of caritmalay, and this project further demonstrates
the value of archaeological and historical reseéoclenvironmental management and
conservation.

This thesis serves as the basis for further researarchaeology and in caribou genetics.
Importantly, the archaeological analysis contrisutethe body of literature focused on the
occupation of northern Manitoba. The archaeologiealains studied in this project may also
further work being conducted on caribou diversgyy. Micheline Manseau, Dr. Paul Wilson,
and their respective labs. These remains may bplsdrfor DNA to explore caribou subspecies.
In the context of their research, my project briagsstorical and cultural perspective and
provides an understanding of how humans and carboarthern Manitoba have interacted and

how caribou diversity has changed and been pemdéydumans in the region.
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1.6 Thesis Organization

This thesis contains seven chapters. This inttodychapter serves as an overview of
the research, including an explanation of objestaed methods. The second chapter contains
both technical and theoretical background infororgtincluding an archaeological and historical
overview, an explanation of relevant theories, amscription of caribou in Manitoba. The
third chapter outlines in detail the three methoiddata collection and analysis used for this
thesis. The fourth and fifth chapters illustrate timdings from each method, with the
ethnohistorical data and information from YFFN ddesed together. The sixth chapter
synthesizes these findings and discusses the wsgibbu and patterns over time. The final
chapter provides a summary, an explanation ofrtipications for caribou conservation and

management, and general concluding remarks.
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CHAPTER II:
RESEARCH CONTEXT AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In order to investigate past patterns of caribaindManitoba, it is first necessary to
understand the modern situation of caribou andhisterical and archaeological record of the
province. In addition, the theoretical groundinf$has project -- namely historical ecology and
community archaeology -- need to be explained.@gdtioraging theory and its place in
zooarchaeological analysis is also briefly outlingaviding context for later interpretations.
Through the process of summarizing the historjhefregion and exploring the theoretical
background, this research is contextualized andveeall value in conservation and

management is made clear.

2.1 Caribou

Caribou are an important part of both the envirental and cultural landscape of the
circumpolar north. Caribou and reindeer, the Euaopsquivalent, are found throughout the
north, and in Canada have been an important panedfves of Aboriginal peoples. These
animals vary in behaviour and appearance, withraégeabspecies found in Canada. These
include barren-ground, Peary, and several typ&gotiland caribou.

Unfortunately, as large game animals requiringesive habitats, caribou are
particularly vulnerable to human expansion and ibgment projects as well as climatic
variation. The ecological and cultural significarudghese animals is clear, and this, in addition

to their current standing in Manitoba, must be geiped in order to conduct further research.
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2.1.1 Caribou in Manitoba

In Manitoba, there are three officially recognizgpes of caribou: barren-ground, boreal
woodland, and eastern migratory (COSEWIC 2011)rd8aground caribouRangifer tarandus
groenlandicu} occur in northern Manitoba (COSEWIC 2011). They migratory caribou, part
of the Qamanirjuaq herd (Figure 2.1). These carmue from Nunavut in the autumn and
winter in northern Manitoba (Keeyask 2012). The@asmigratory caribouRangifer tarandus
caribou) are a type of migratory woodland caribou, andude the Pen Island herd and the Cape
Churchill herd (Abraham and Thompson 1996; COSEROCT1). These caribou are also
migratory, moving inland in the Nelson River andyeg River region for the winter (Keeyask
2012). Boreal woodland cariboR#&ngifer tarandus caribguccur in a broad range in central
Manitoba, and are relatively sedentary, not migeato the same extent as the barren-ground or

eastern migratory caribou (COSEWIC 2011).

2.1.2 Conservation Statusin Manitoba

Many reindeer and caribou herds are experienaopgilation declines (Bastille-Rouseau
et al. 2013; Gunn et al. 2009; Vors and Boyce 200B8¢re have been fluctuations throughout
history, but current variations appear to be rel&eclimate change and anthropogenic effects
(Gunn et al. 2011; Vors and Boyce 2009). The statusfferent caribou populations varies
across Canada, with a number of herds in declideotivers remaining stable or increasing
(Gunn et al. 2011). In Canada, some types of cardve listed federally as threatened or
endangered. Of the subspecies in Manitoba, itadtreal woodland caribou that are currently
listed as threatened under the federal SpeciesktARt and the provincial Endangered Species

and Ecosystems Act (Canada 2002; Manitoba 2006).
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Figure 2.1 Caribou herds in Manitoba
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A key concern in Manitoba at present is defirtimg caribou found in the northeastern
part of the province near the Hudson Bay coaghitarea, barren-ground and migratory
woodland caribou are found, but an additional typéerred to as ‘summer resident caribou’ in
the recent Keeyask Environmental Assessment, hasiaed as well (Keeyask 2012). Summer
resident caribou do not migrate with the migratgodland caribou, but instead remain in the
general vicinity for most of the year (Keeyask 2DThis has raised questions as to whether

these animals are in fact boreal woodland caribou.

2.1.3 Socio-cultural Significanceto First Nations People

Throughout the world, caribou and reindeer halmng-standing cultural importance
(Burch 1972; Gordon 2003). This is demonstratetiagologically and through oral history.
Continued modern importance is evinced through camty interviews and observations. In
North America, caribou are particularly importamtiorthern Aboriginal cultures. Caribou
provide meat, skins for clothing and shelter, aodebfor tools and ornamentation (Hummel and
Ray 2008). Beyond this, the animals also haverdsgliand cultural value (Hummel and Ray
2008). While the level of importance today may viroyn historical memory and tradition,
caribou continue to play a role in the present @aymmel and Ray 2008). Although the focus of
this thesis is Cree people, examples from othet Nations groups are included below to
demonstrate the importance of caribou. For the ehkeevity, however, the Inuit relationship
with caribou is not elaborated upon.

The Dene people are one of many groups that hasier# ties to caribou herds. Modern
Dene people rely on caribou as did their ances@uosdon (2005) outlines millennia of use of

the Beverly herd in northern Canada by variousuce#t represented archaeologically by lithic
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tools and pottery. Site distribution, tool typesddaunal remains demonstrate this relationship
(Gordon 2005). Today, caribou represent econontéests, tradition, and social cohesion for
various communities, including the Dene people skl K’e in the Northwest Territories
(Hummel and Ray 2008). As Griffith notes, the Lutsie Dene use caribou for meat and
materials, and hunting, butchering, and preparidgshare social activities (see Hummel and
Ray 2008).

The Anishinaabe people in Pikangikum, Ontarioitraally used caribou for meat,
clothing, tools, and items such as rattles (WFMG&)0AIthough they no longer hunt caribou
very often, the traditional importance of the animanot forgotten (WFMC 2006). Beyond
material goods, caribou can represent clans arth®for the Anishinaabeg (WFMC 2006). The
Innu people of Labrador maintain a similar conracto caribou in their modern lives. Although
they no longer follow the caribou herds, Innesestahat the Innu still have a connection with the
animals and the places they travel (see HummeRayd2008). Innu people continue to travel to
crossing sites and similar locations in order & faore connected to their traditions and culture
(Hummel and Ray 2008).

Caribou also have significance for Cree commusithes demonstrated in the historical
summary below, caribou were both a subsistenceires@nd a trade commodity for Cree
people in the past. Today, caribou are still hurated valued as a traditional resource. Thus it is
clear that for many communities, caribou have &ucal significance. These animals continue to

play a role in modern cultures, and the traditicarad historical value of caribou is not forgotten.
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2.1.4 Drivers of changein caribou

Various factors impact or have impacted caribmad-availability, fires, snow cover,
hunting pressures, and natural cycles have allenited caribou movements and abundance at
various points in time. In addition, human expansaod development projects have greatly
impacted the habitat of caribou.

Studies of past caribou populations indicate tlmdigwing the settlement of North
America, caribou populations generally declinedrf@eud 1974). Various factors have been
suggested, including destruction of food sources, (ichen), increased hunting pressures, and
movements to other habitats (Bergerud 1974). Mecently, studies of caribou population
cycles have indicated that natural cycles playl@irocaribou abundance and scarcity (Gunn
2003; Gunn et al. 2009). Climate changes may inftee¢hese cycles as well as impact food
sources and increase insect harassment (Gunn2€08l; Zalatan 2006). Industrial development
and human expansion are also significant conceritis varied impacts including habitat
destruction, range disruption, and increased htatesough new access, demand for meat, and
improved hunting methods (Gunn et al. 2009). Titeseers of change in caribou abundance and

movements are considered in relation to the datsegad for this thesis.

2.2 History and Archaeology in Northern Manitoba
As the current study aims to explore caribou en¢bntext of Manitoba history and
prehistory, it is important to consider what resbdras been done in the area. This includes both

archaeological and historical investigations.
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2.2.1 Archaeological Investigationsin Northern Manitoba

Archaeological research in northern Manitoba hexsegally been carried out as part of
hydroelectric developments and Parks Canada mandsiehaeology in the area has various
limitations, including preservation issues dueht® nature of the northern boreal forest,
subarctic, or riverbank/shoreline sites in gen@al., Holly 2002). Nevertheless, an array of
sites ranging from pre-contact to late historigalkt periods has been uncovered.

Archaeology in the region began with the discowargre-contact pottery sherds in 1878
(Kroker 1990; Lytwyn 1993; Malasiuk 1999; Pilon )0 While there were further
investigations in the early 2@entury in the boreal forest and the north, pakidy in the
1950s, providing evidence for early human occupadiothe region, more extensive
investigations did not occur until the 1960s (Malksl999; Pilon 2006; see also Kroker 1990).
These activities included surveys of the ChurdRiller and Southern Indian Lake by J. V.
Wright, as well as an unsuccessful attempt by Kaw$dn to find evidence of pre-contact
occupation along the Hayes and Albany Rivers (Maka$999; Pilon 2006). Wright identified
36 sites in the Southern Indian Lake region, armblhesized that the archaeological materials
represented the prehistoric ancestors of the Greple from 1000 years previous (Kroker 1990;
Malasiuk 1999; Wright 1971). In the Ontario portioithe Hudson Bay Lowlands, several pre-
contact sites were discovered by John Pollock ailliavd Noble in the 1970s, providing
evidence for pre-contact occupation of the areadaghern cultures (as opposed to
Palaeoeskimo groups) (Lytwyn 1993; Pilon 2006).

Archaeological research by Parks Canada in northemitoba has generally focused on
major fur trade posts. This includes sites suckia& Factory and Prince of Wales Fort along

the Hudson Bay coast (Adams 1985b; Lunn 1985; Raskeda 2009). These places have

18



provided substantial amounts of cultural matennal aformation about European and First
Nations activities during the fur trade. The fuade is not the sole focus, however. Sites like
Seahorse Gully (see Anderson and Hodgetts 2007géitsd2007; Meyer 1970; Nash 1972)
have also provided important insights into pre-aohactivities in the region, and other
archaeological finds provide information on Firsttidn and Inuit ways of life during the
historic period (see Adams 1985a).

In terms of inland archaeology, we can look atGherchill River Diversion
Archaeological Project (CDAP). It was due to hydectic development that CDAP, “the
largest archaeological project in north-central Naba” (Malasiuk 1999:11), was carried out.
Begun in 1969, CDAP was meant to account for amlogéal sites that may have been
impacted by Manitoba Hydro’s proposal to diverttpdrthe Churchill River (Kroker 1990;
Malasiuk 1999). The studied sites were limitedhtose of high priority along shorelines,
ignoring potential inland sites beyond the antitgdanundation (Kroker 1990; Malasiuk 1999).
Overall, 315 sites were assessed through thisqir@yalasiuk 1999). Aside from this large
investigation, smaller assessments and surveysaaered out throughout the 1970s and 1980s.
These were done along South Indian Lake and theoNdRiver, and near Thompson (Kroker
1990; Malasiuk 1999).

In the 1990s, sites surveyed during the initialXBPDwere revisited through a new CDAP
initiated by the Historic Resources Branch of Mab#, and new sites were also investigated.
This ensured that archaeological materials andalsucbuld be uncovered and rescued from
erosion along shorelines (Malasiuk 1999). In tdta, new project discovered 54 burial sites and
413 archaeological sites, a significant contributio the archaeological understanding of the

region (Malasiuk 1999).
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Through these archaeological investigations, stiheen shown that northern Manitoba
has a significant history of human use and occapatind that archaeological cultures in the
area are “far more complex than previously realifdthlasiuk 1999:17). A variety of tool types
and pottery styles have been recovered, and ib&asme clear that pre-contact occupation of
the area was more substantial than first hypotbedg(ielalasiuk 1999). It is also clear that
Aboriginal culture was not abandoned with the alrf Europeans, with lifeways and material
culture remaining relatively consistent: “the Creere no more reliant on European trade at this
time (direct or indirect) than they had been ontthditional Aboriginal trade which had
provided them with higher quality stone materiald arestige items from far away” (Malasiuk

1999:19; see also Lytwyn 1993).

2.2.2 Northern Manitoba, Pre-Contact

Table 2.1 Manitoba, Pre-contact (adapted from Malka$999, 2001; Buchner et al. 1983)

Period Subdivisions Date Range Culture Complexes /
(approximate) Tool and Pottery Types
Early Pre-contact | - 12,000 — 8000 years agp Pdladian, Clovis,
Lindenmeier
Middle Pre-contact Early 8000 — 5500 years ago Plano, Palaeo-Indian
(Intensive Late 5500 — 2000 years ago Shield Archaic, Pre-
Diversification) Dorset, Talthelei
Late Pre-contact Middle Woodland@000 — 1300 years ago Laurel, Pre-Dorset,
Talthelei
Late Woodland 1300 — 350 years ago Blackduck, 8elki
(Kame Hills, Clearwater
Lake, Pehonan), Dorset
Talthelei

Our understanding of prehistory in northern Margtabbased on ethnographic or

ethnohistoric analogies and archaeological invagtgs (Holly 2002; Malasiuk 1999). Humans
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have been present in Manitoba since the ice shegen to retreat approximately 12,000 years
ago (Buchner et al. 1983; Hlady et al. 1970; Mallk&001). These people slowly made their
way north.

The earliest cultural materials in Manitoba ar@gxtile points associated with the Clovis
Culture, from approximately 10,000 to 9000 BCE (&@e the Common Era’, equivalent to
B.C.) (Buchner et al. 1983). However, these toasrare in the province, given the position of
the ice sheet and the extent of glacial Lake Aga&ichner et al. 1983). From 9000 to 8000
BCE, Folsom points are found, associated with tineénmeier Culture and the replacement of
mammoths with bison as the primary prey (Buchnei.et983). Like the Clovis culture, this
culture is relatively rare in Manitoba due to tmieonmental conditions at the time (Buchner et
al. 1983). By 8000 BCE, as the ice sheet retreateld_ake Agassiz drained, we find evidence of
the Plano peoples (Buchner et al. 1983; Malasilg919001). Based on evidence from Canada
and the United States, these people were alsoddaus hunting bison (Buchner et al. 1983;
Malasiuk 1999). There is evidence of ‘Northern Blgreoples as well, groups who “left the
plains for the fringe of coniferous forest to thath” (Malasiuk 1999:86). Here, they most likely
focused upon migratory caribou and other foresiugses (Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk 1999).
There are signs of adaptation to the new enviromnieaugh their tool kit, which includes items
such as picks and adzes (Buchner et al. 1983).

By 5000 BCE, the cultures of Manitoba would hagaeed, in part based upon the region
in which they were located. The focus here shallfpen part of the central and the northern
sections of the province. The Shield Archaic Comjpéegroup of cultures found in north-central
Manitoba, appears to have emerged from the Plaople¢ewho adapted to the boreal forest

(Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk 1999, 2001; see Kiaker 1990). These people would have had
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a generalized economy, focusing on both large aralgjame, as well as plant collecting
(Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk 1999). They mostlijkwwould have used the rivers and
waterways for travel, with birch bark canoes ad aglsnowshoes and toboggans, as such
adaptations would be necessary for year-round @tmmp(Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk 1999).

Further north, along the coast, are a number e$ sépresenting the Pre-Dorset Culture.
These include Thyazzi, the Twin Lakes Site, anch8ese Gully (Buchner et al. 1983; see also
Kroker 1990). Based on stone tool types, site lonat and limited faunal remains, it appears
that Pre-Dorset peoples moved seasonally fromdhstdo the interior, relying on marine
mammals -- particularly ringed seals -- as weliists, birds, and caribou (Anderson and
Hodgetts 2007; Meyer 1970). The characteristicestonls of this culture have been found near
Thompson, Southern Indian Lake, and Shamattawegdaétween 1500 and 500 BCE (Buchner
et al. 1983; Malasiuk 2001). Later, the Dorset altappears to “[represent] a continued
adaptation of the Pre-Dorset peoples to the Ar¢Beichner et al. 1983:93). They too relied on
marine mammals such as seals, walruses, and whalesll as fishing and caribou hunting
(Buchner et al. 1983; Nash 1972). Evidence of thesBt Culture is found at Seahorse Gully, not
far from the Pre-Dorset occupation of the sameléo@Buchner et al. 1983; Nash 1972).

Later cultures are recognizable primarily throulgirt pottery types. The Laurel
Complex marks the beginning of the Late Prehist®Badod (Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk
2001). This culture is distributed through the cainportion of the province, as well as parts of
the south and into the northern boreal forest (Beclet al. 1983). The Clearwater Lake
Complex, from 1300 to 1700 CE (‘Common Era’, eqlenato A.D.), extends through north-
central Manitoba (Buchner et al. 1983). The Kamiéskiomplex, from 850 to 1750 CE, is

found around Southern Indian Lake (Buchner et@283]1 Malasiuk 1999). The latter two
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complexes appear to be the ancestors of the Wabdlege (Buchner et al. 1983; Malasiuk
1999, 2001). Finally, in the north, we find the thallei Tradition (Buchner et al. 1983). This
culture, the predecessors of the Dene people, slatsvely stable (Malasiuk 1999). It appears
that fishing and caribou hunting were the basitheir economy (Malasiuk 1999).

Overall, prehistory in Manitoba involved the expansof southern peoples to the north,
and northern peoples southwards. In the north mtitiei northern boreal forest, it seems likely
that caribou were a main part of the subsistenegesfies, along with marine resources and other
forest game. Archaeologically we find evidence istidct groups, including the ancestral Cree

people of the region.

2.2.3 Northern Manitoba, Post-Contact

In northern Manitoba, European exploration begéh tWenry Hudson’s expedition into
Hudson Bay in 1610. This mission ended with a nyytut an account by Abacuck Pricket
indicates an encounter with a First Nations pefsgtwyn 1993). In 1612, Thomas Button and
two ships were sent to search for Henry Hudsonwigit1993; Simpson 1972). They wintered
at the mouth of the Nelson River, surviving on gamd fish, but the accounts of this journey do
not provide information about any encounters wnitiggenous people (Lytwyn 1993). Luke Fox,
in 1631, saw evidence of recent camps, as did Thaaames (Lytwyn 1993).

Further exploration and First Nation-Europeanrext&ons occurred elsewhere in
Canada, to the south of James Bay. In 1668, Enfylistnaders returned to Hudson Bay (Lytwyn
1993; see also Payne 1996). In 1670, the HudsaaysSd®mpany received a royal charter and
exclusive trading rights for the region (Fast 199@wyn 1993; Simpson 1972). A number of

posts along James Bay were established arountinteéqLytwyn 1993). The fort that would
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eventually become York Factory was built later1&82 near the Hayes River (Fast 1996;
Lytwyn 1993). Other forts in Manitoba, such as Peiof Wales Fort and Oxford House, were
established as well.

In northern Manitoba, Cree involvement in thetfade was based around York Factory.
In 1682, a French fort and two English forts wendttat the mouths of the Hayes and the
Nelson Rivers (Lytwyn 1993). Contact with the LomdeCree occurred, and some trading was
carried out (Lytwyn 1993). Two French traders spbatwinter with the Cree in 1682-83, and it
was clear that these Cree had previous contactButbpeans at James Bay (Lytwyn 1993).
There was tension with one group of Lowland Creenfthe Severn River due to the inconsistent
valuation of goods, as HBC traders offered a bettiee, while the Hayes River Lowland Cree
offered support to the French (Lytwyn 1993). Tensisuch as these continued over the years
amongst the Cree, the French, and the English,ceipetition between the French and the
English encouraging competition amongst groupsreeLytwyn 1993; see also Ray 1974).
York Fort changed hands to the French, and wasmwedd-ort Bourbon in 1694 (Payne 1996;
Simpson 1972). York Factory was reclaimed by thglish and HBC under the Treaty of
Utrecht in 1713, and the French withdrew from thgion (Payne 1996; Ray 1974; Simpson
1972).

Between 1713 and 1782, the number of inland (@fabid’) Natives coming to the bay to
trade furs was decreasing (Lytwyn 1993; Simpsor2LHBC began establishing inland fur
trade posts to ensure that trade could occur witlemgthy journeys for those involved, which
began to change the role of York Factory to mora dépot (Lytwyn 1993; Simpson 1972; see
also Payne 1996). The Lowland Cree, however, dicertitan providing furs: they acted as

provisioners for the European traders (Lytwyn 1995t 1996). These hunters, generally
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Homeguard Cree (permanent coastal Lowland Creappassed to the seasonal Lowland Cree),
provided waterfowl as well as game such as car{hgtwyn 1993; Fast 1996). This role
developed over time: in the earlier years, onlgwa Cree people were employed as hunters for
the HBC forts, but towards the end of thd' t&ntury, the numbers increased (Lytwyn 1993).
The HBC provided the Homeguard Cree hunters witergency food supplies, feasts, and gifts,
as well as with guns, gunpowder, and shots (Lythga3).

From this, a commercial trade in waterfowl andbzawr developed. Caribou were
generally hunted using hedges -- fences of woarltiit which caribou were directed into snares
-- during the spring migration and at river crogsimluring the fall migration (Lytwyn 1993,
2002). Caribou trade involved tongues, dried miaatand skins, but it began with the tongues
because it was easier to bring numerous tonguggtst than an entire caribou (Lytwyn 1993,
2002). This started in the 1740s, increasing thndoghe end of the 8century (Lytwyn 1993).
The HBC, in the 1760s, specifically aimed to preccaribou meat from the Cree, and made
several attempts at trade (Lytwyn 1993). Accordmgytwyn (1993), they were eventually
successful, and caribou trade grew at York Factamynually, upwards of 300 whole caribou,
1300 tongues, and quantities of other products aachdes, briskets, rumps, heads, hearts,
ruhiggan, and pemmican were purchased by the Coyfiflaytwyn 1993:339). At Albany Fort,
the European traders also struggled to developilaotatrade (Lytwyn 1993). However, they
were not as successful, and “the caribou tradealidhecome a major enterprise for the Albany
Fort traders” (Lytwyn 1993:342). Lytwyn’s (1993)search also indicated that the trade of
caribou skin increased towards the end of tHecktury, primarily at York Factory. Other

animals, including fish and whales, were also tdadetwyn 1993).
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Due to a significant smallpox epidemic in 1782 483, trade in furs declined (Lytwyn
1993). Nevertheless, the inland trading posts exganand so few Upland Natives went to York
Factory or other coastal posts after 1782 (Lytw983). At this time, however, increased
competition in the area between the HBC and theéMNwest Company (NWC) meant that Cree
traders ran into problems: groups heading to teadéork Factory were intercepted and traded
with NWC men instead, and would arrive at York Bagtwith little to offer (Lytwyn 1993).

This led to more intensive hunting, encourageddty the HBC and the NWC, and stress on
fur-bearing animals such as beavers and martenayhy1993; Ray 1975). Paired with climatic
variation, beavers became scarcer (Lytwyn 1993)bGa herds suffered similarly; provisioning
increased, but with increased hunting the populadiecreased and movements became less
predictable (Lytwyn 1993). By 1815, Native hunteegyan having difficulties providing for
themselves, much less for the European tradersviloyii 993; see also Ray 1975). After 1829,
the caribou hunts were less successful, and thigocapopulation in the region had dropped
significantly (Lytwyn 1993). Thus, in the 1800sgge became even more important (Lytwyn
1993).

In 1821, the HBC and NWC merged (Lytwyn 1993; SSoypw 1972). The Company also
implemented conservation measures for the beaymrigiions around Hudson Bay (Ray 1975).
The trade of geese continued to rise, both in medtfeathers (Lytwyn 1993). Aside from geese,
however, Cree participation in the fur trade wasted once beaver and caribou populations
declined (Lytwyn 1993). The Cree were able to iuthout European goods, and they had
limited time for trade, as “the decline in traditadly important resources...meant that more effort
needed to be spent on subsistence activities” (yt¥993:439). Through the late 1800s, the

limited trade opportunities, changing trapping dyias and employment opportunities, and the
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depletion of traditional resources eventually ledte migration of the some Lowland Cree away

from York Factory and the surrounding area (Lytvt@93, 2002).

2.3 Historical Ecology

Historical ecology is an interdisciplinary resdaapproach that considers the
interrelationship and interactions between humaastiae environment across time (Balée 1998;
Crumley 1994; Rick and Lockwood 2013). Using difings such as ecology, archaeology,
ethnohistory, and palaeoecology, this approachvalfor the exploration of the human-
environment relationship and the consequencesirtterrelationship on both cultural
development and the environmental landscape. Eness historical ecology is an approach that
recognizes the impacts, both positive and negattinag humans have had on the environment, as

well the influence the environment has had on siesie

2.3.1 Premises and Postulates

As proposed by William Balée, historical ecoldws four central postulates. These
postulates are implicit in many historical ecol@jistudies, and so understanding them is vital.
Firstly, Balée (1998:14) challenges the pristinghmymuch, if not all, of the nonhuman
biosphere has been affected by human activity.higalights some of the direct impacts
modern Western society has had on the environraeak, as deforestation, but also mentions
broader, wide-ranging but indirect effects, suclhzmne depletion and global warming (Balée
1998). The impacts of prehistoric groups are chsawell, generally via anthropogenic fire and
agriculture (Balée 1998). Thus, environments arahredvorld have been directly and indirectly

affected by human actions.
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The second postulate of historical ecology notasttiese human effects are not
necessarily positive or negative: “Human activibed not necessarily lead to degradation of the
nonhuman biosphere and the extinction of specmsjoes it necessarily create a more habitable
biosphere for humans and other life forms and esedhe abundance and speciosity of these”
(Balée 1998:19). It is through this postulate thiatorical ecology challenges the stereotypical
notion ofHomo devastanghe destructive human nature ordinarily highlgghby environmental
activists (Balée 1998). It is possible for humdiees on the environment to be ‘good’, ‘bad’, or
‘neutral’. For instance, anthropogenic fires usgdnaligenous peoples in the grasslands
encouraged the growth of new plants to attract gsmeeies and increase their abundance (Balée
1998). Thus, anthropogenic fires are not simplyrdesve actions, but allow for the creation of
a new habitat and may decrease the number of vekd{Balée 1998).

The third postulate states that different socsetiave different impacts on the
environment and on subsequent societies (Balée)18S8entially, Balée is highlighting the
importance of cultural relativism as well as arguagainst environmental determinism. While in
general state level societies, both past and prds&ve had negative impacts on the biosphere
and nonhuman life forms, the effects of a particateiety type (e.g., hunter-gatherers) cannot
be generalized: there are groups that have causiedt®ns without being state level (Balée
1998). Nevertheless, he argues that different tgpescieties have quantitatively different
impacts on the environment (Balée 1998). Thusstw#o-political context must be understood.

Finally, the fourth postulate of historical ecologfgtes that culture and the environment
must be looked at as a totality (Balée 1998). Cealaannot be separated from the environment,
and the environment cannot be fully divorced frartwre, and so the two should be considered

a single phenomenon (Balée 1998). In this wayplitdl ecology is not fully anthropocentric,
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acknowledging that while “humans have conditiortezlliiosphere through their activities in
regions and on landscapes, these same activitvesdosstrained other potential developments”
(Balée 1998). To an extent, cultural developmeniflsenced and limited by the (human-
altered) environment surrounding it.

In addition to these postulates, there are a nuwoftfeatures central to historical
ecology. Firstly, the time scale at which historieeology operates is key. Rather than
considering the environment or culture as staapany other approaches inevitably do,
historical ecology examines cultures and envirortsigna diachronic sense (Balée 2006).
Indeed, the emphasis of historical ecology is ugxploring the relationship between humans
and the environment oveang periods of timéo understand how these interactions “contribute
to...the heterogeneity of landscapes across wegdibns” (Balée and Erickson 2006:6).
Secondly, the mechanisms for change within hisédbecology are human actions and reactions.
Balée (1998:13) states that historical ecologyaseol upon the idea that “historical, not
evolutionary, events are responsible for the ppalcthanges in relationships between human
societies and their immediate environment.” Thirdiyhistorical ecology the landscape is
generally the unit of analysis. A landscape isrifias “the material manifestation of the
relation between humans and the environment” (Ceyrib94:6). Essentially, this is the
manifestation of the ongoing dialogue between hua@and nature -- the level at which human-
environment interactions take place, “with a tenapdimension that is as historical and cultural
as it is evolutionary” (Balée 2006:77). Howeveru@iey (1994:9) points out that, “as
abstractions whose components vary between indalsdand among groups, landscapes cannot
be studied in their totalities.” This means thafleshesearchers need to consider both humans

and nature holistically, the landscape itself ndedse examined at a particular scale. In this
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way, we can examine different effects and factodiféerent temporal and spatial scales, in

specific environmental and cultural contexts (Creyrl994).

2.3.2 Historical ecology and archaeology

A number of different techniques and types of makevidence can be used for
historical ecology. Humans have left marks on #m@lscape in various ways through their
exploitation of plant, animal, and mineral resogrdévidence of these impacts can be accessed
through a number of sources: “environmental arcloggo paleoecology, history, geography,
geology, and cultural anthropology” (Hayashida 2@6% Sources of data include botanical
remains, faunal remains, geological and sedimemadence, and site distribution, as well as
current vegetation patterns and written/oral resdkhyashida 2005; O’Brien 2005; Swetnam et
al. 1999).

Historical ecology has been used in archaeologg fwide array of projects. For
instance, studies of Amazonian dark earth depbaite demonstrated that even the Amazon
rainforest has been altered by human use (Hayagbias). Amazonian dark earth deposits, rich
in charcoal, are associated with archaeologice$ sgenerally between 500 and 2500 years old
(Hayashida 2005). This dark earth is particulaghtife, much more so than the natural upland
(terra firme) soils (Hayashida 2005). Amazonian dark eart!f tsvo varietiesterra pretaand
terra mulata(Hayashida 2005). The former is darker and filleth artifacts and other debris,
while the latter is lighter, more widespread, antpgy of artifacts, but nevertheless fertile
(Hayashida 2005)lerra pretais associated with settlements, whéera mulatais most likely

due to agriculture (Hayashida 2005).
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Another project, the Cannon Reservoir Human EcoRgyect, used a historical
ecological approach to study the ways in whichgedobus peoples in the Salt River valley of
northeastern Missouri responded to changes in émsironment during the Holocene (O’Brien
2005). The researchers looked at the distributicsites on the landscape, which indicated that
resource availability affected the location ofte sand downstream locations were more
desirable (O’Brien 2005). In order to evaluate eliim variability and how this might have
affected site location without regard for the twemgraphic dimensions, soil data and floral
communities were examined (O’Brien 2005). During thttle Ice Age’ (1550-1850 CE),
forests expanded into the prairies; these data ussd as a baseline for analysing these sites
(O’Brien 2005). Interestingly, 73 per cent of thies were bottomland, but only after the Early
Archaic Period (O’Brien 2005). In addition, by thate Archaic Period, there were 6 different
contexts in which sites occurred, compared tothéPalaeoindian Period (O’Brien 2005). Land
use patterns appeared to change as populationylemtseased (O’Brien 2005). While there
were continuities across the time periods, theneewgnificant differences as well: for instance,
there was a reduction in the number of upland sitegg the Middle Archaic Period (O’Brien
2005). This focus on lowland sites indicates shifteesource distribution or resource focus
(O’Brien 2005). The results from the Late ArchaeriBd contrasted the modern distribution of
forest, indicating that forests had reclaimed softhe prairie areas (O'Brien 2005).

As a final example, | will use the research by &allson et al. (2008), which explored
10,000 years of human use of shellfish on San Miglend in California in order to discuss
issues surrounding fisheries and aquatic ecosys®amMiguel Island has a long occupation
history, and given its limited terrestrial floracafauna, marine ecosystems were heavily

exploited (Erlandson et al. 2008). By the time @ans arrived in the area, the native Island
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Chumash had a high population density living inesgdry villages, were heavily exploiting the
aquatic resources, and engaged in trade with contiesion the mainland (Erlandson et al.
2008). After contact, the population rapidly deetinand by 1820 CE the Spanish had relocated
the remaining Chumash mainland communities (Erlandg al. 2008). After this, sea otters,
pinnipeds, whales, and abalones were heavily ebgpldiy various non-native regimes and
inhabitants, drastically altering the marine ectays(Erlandson et al. 2008). Mussels and
abalones are common in the area, and are geneudttigrable to human exploitation (Erlandson
et al. 2008). Importantly, sea otters also preynugpese shellfish (Erlandson et al. 2008). The
researchers found that mussels are ubiquitoussatims, though there were some middens —
particularly the historic Chinese occupation — imei black abalones were more abundant
(Erlandson et al. 2008). In terms of size, thers waecrease in shell size over time (Erlandson
et al. 2008). Interestingly, during the historicipd, abalones increased in size, indicating that
after the Chumash moved and the sea otters wetedyuhe abalones were able to rebound
(Erlandson et al. 2008). Over time, the human petr in the area grew and resource
exploitation was done more intensely, and the gmalkes in shellfish reflect this (Erlandson et
al. 2008). Despite the fact that the Native explen patterns did have a clear impact on the
shellfish, they were nevertheless sustainableigodatly in comparison to the rapid decline of

the last few centuries (Erlandson et al. 2008).

2.3.3 Applications for environmental management and conservation
The above case studies provide examples of hoaughr historical ecology, archaeology
can contribute to environmental management, plaprand conservation. We can gain insight

into the history of a species, and observe humaaats on the environment. These case studies
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indicate the ways in which human actions can resuhe long-term alteration of the landscape
and its composition. Tropical forests, for instarit@ve been significantly altered due to human
use. Studies such as these can provide managérsfitmation vital to the creation of
predictive models and insight into what practices/roe sustainable in the long-term. The
10,000-year study on shellfish exploitation proddéemilar information, relevant to sustainable
fisheries and marine exploitation practices. Findlhe Cannon Reservoir Human Ecology
Project demonstrated the ways in which humans msgond to climatic variation and
environmental change. Studies such as this arearly useful, as they indicate how humans,
plants, and animals are affected by climatic changhkis can have applications in responses to
climatic and environmental variation and stressothe present.

It is through historical ecology that archaeologable to contribute to our understanding
of environmental issues. Studies such as thesproarde information on a wide variety of
environmental questions. Using this approach, &aclogists can provide a better understanding
of current processes and states of nature, thowialy for more informed policy and

management decisions.

2.4 Decolonizing Methodologies and Community Archadogy
Community-based research helps to ensure thaefisarcher is engaged and reflexive,
and that community members can share their thoughtsviedge, and concerns. This style of
research allows for a more nuanced understandiagspécific community, sensitive to their
history and culture. Community-based researchps@ally important for issues relating to
natural resource and environmental management.enteamisions about development and

legislation need to be made. In Canada, First Natgeople are often affected by or concerned
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with mining, hydroelectric development, road counstion, and wildlife protection legislation.
Thus research related to these areas, whethethmfootential effects or into the cultural values
of certain resources, should involve the affectmimunities.

Research by an outsider into the heritage of Nestons communities inevitably raises
guestions surrounding the ownership of history,tivoitality, and colonial biases. Given the
nature of my research, which in part explores Fii@ions heritage and practices, these issues
must be considered. Thus, a decolonizing methogadmng with a community archaeology-

style approach to heritage guided my research desig

2.4.1 The problem of colonization in research

Although not often explicitly acknowledged, in aeada ‘Western’ knowledge is
generally seen as ‘truth’. This bias has its raotsolonialism (Kovach 2009; Tuhiwai Smith
1999). The imperialistic ideals of various Europeanntries led to the colonization of the ‘New
World’ and other areas. The perceived superiofityestern ways of knowing -- with their
universal science, objectivity, and categorizatiois the implicit philosophy of many academic
disciplines (Tuhiwai Smith 1999:65). Thus, othermldgiews conflict with much of academic
discourse.

The issue of colonization is particularly relevemainthropology, as “of all the
disciplines, anthropology is the one most closseloaiated with the study of the Other and with
the defining of primitivism.” (Tuhiwai Smith 19996 see also Atalay 2006). Anthropologists
and archaeologists began by studying ‘primitivdtunes; the discipline has a strong colonial
history (Atalay 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and fesan 2008). This colonial archaeology

separated indigenous people from their culturererdage and weakened traditional land claims
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(Colwell-Chanthaphon and Ferguson 2008:4). Alsblematic was the concept of cultural
evolution -- a natural progression from savagergitdization -- which influenced research done
by Europeans (Atalay 2006:285). The idea of Eurnpegellectual, biological, and cultural
superiority, although no longer thought to be thes nonetheless permeated academia, and has

significantly impacted our epistemological apprazto research.

2.4.2 Community archaeology

The goals of decolonization can be achieved thr@amgapproach known as community
archaeology. There is some debate surroundingeth@rtology, but simply put, community
archaeology is an approach that involves local j@sognd/or groups with cultural or historical
ties to the archaeological site throughout theardeprocess (Marshall 2002; Tully 2007). Itis
a methodology that values reflexivity, democracg aguality in decision-making, and
subjectivity and multivocality in interpretationo@vell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2008:11)
describe collaborative work as falling somewher@aaollaboration continuum, ranging from
resistance to participation to full collaboratidnseems that community archaeology projects
can range between patrticipation and collaboragog. (Tully 2007), and this indicates how
flexible this approach may be.

As a strategy of inquiry, community archaeologinisnany ways similar to participatory
action research (see Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Berg2008; Creswell 2009). Emerging from
the postprocessualist (interpretivist) traditioomenunity archaeology has many benefits,
particularly when indigenous interests are congdePerhaps most importantly, community
archaeology can ensure that voices are heard andedo research design, execution, and

dissemination, and that local understandings ateipretations are seen as valid (Atalay 2006;
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Chirikure and Pwiti 2008; Gadsby and Chidester 2duly 2007). There are also some benefits
in terms of economic empowerment (e.g., throughensontrol over tourism to a site) and
education (for both the community and outsiders$)ii@ure and Pwiti 2008; Nicholas et al.
2011). Because of this, community archaeology celent for fostering cross-cultural respect
and understanding, as well as connecting a grotipeiopast (Chirikure and Pwiti 2008; Tully
2007).

There are some potential drawbacks to this strategyever. Firstly, there may be issues
in determining what constitutes a ‘community’ ankiethh groups should be involved (Chirikure
and Pwiti 2008; Hodder 2002). Pleasing each stddehonay also be problematic (Chirikure
and Pwiti 2008; Hodder 2002). Unfortunately, thevpodynamics are not completely removed,
and “a top-down approach of some kind is unavoeldor there must be a regulating body or
authority” (Chirikure and Pwiti 2008:475). In addit, there can be resistance from
archaeologists, reluctant to give power to locAlalgy 2006; Chirikure and Pwiti 2008).
Arguably the most complex part of community archagy is balancing community desires with
the discipline’s obligation to the material recandhat should be done when community views
are in conflict with what the archaeology revealse( Atalay 2006; Chirikure and Pwiti 2008)?

Nevertheless, despite these potential difficulttesnmunity archaeology is a valuable
approach to archaeological research. It recognimsarchaeologists are not the arbiters of the
past, and their interpretations are not the soletavainderstand the material culture of past
groups. Community archaeology ensures that allggdundigenous or otherwise) have a right to

and an active role in the interpretation and stdealap of their heritage.
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2.4 A Comment on Zooarchaeology and Optimal Foragip Theory

Optimal Foraging Theory (OFT) is one approach usedrchaeologists in the study of
faunal remains. Originally conceptualized in eviaoéry ecology, OFT was applied to
anthropological studies in the 1960s. In anthroggldhe goal of OFT is to create generalized
economic models that account for specific behagi@mong hunter-gatherers and foraging
societies (Smith 1983). It assumes that foragirib®urs can be explained through biological
terms, focusing on natural selection, fitness, @pdoductive success. OFT has been used with
varying degrees of success in archaeological ctmtexexplain prey choice, particularly in
prehistoric studies (e.g., Bird et al. 2009). Tdgproach assumes that humans make rational
hunting decisions to maximize their efficiency vehrhinimizing costs in time and energy (Smith
1983).

Environmental determinism and the implication oltaral evolution are obvious
concerns in the application of OFT. However, sonf®krs acknowledge these problems and
apply OFT regardless. For instance, Winterhald®7111) utilized a more *heuristic’
interpretation of foraging models, recognizing tthamans must adapt to the same aspects of
environment as other organisms, but [making] nompgions about the mechanisms by which
behaviours arise and are spread (evolve) in a ptpal” In this case, foraging models were
used to create a framework for analysis. SimiléBiypith (1983) argued that the value of OFT
and foraging models is being able to frame hyp@temd generate broad insights into
behaviours. Nevertheless, the over-simplificatibhuuman choices and behaviours is
problematic and heavily critiqued by some schol@raith 1983). Certainly, OFT should not be
used as a sole interpretative method, but rathimidem with other understandings of hunting

choices. In particular, these hunting choices rbastonsidered in the broader cultural context.
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The creation of mathematic models to interprebh&uwemains has its uses. While the
variation in and the complexities of human behawvend culture must not be forgotten, OFT
models can provide some insight into why foraggdone in particular ways. However, in this
particular study, quantitative modelling is notdisRather, the theoretical concepts behind OFT
as well as its critiques are contemplated in therpretation of faunal remains. While studying
the faunal remains from each site, factors in pi&ice such as seasonal availability, population
abundance, and quality of meat and skins were derel. In this way, tenets from OFT --
specifically the concepts of efficiency and enetggts -- become involved. In general, however,
it is assumed that choices can be explained bypwsifactors, including availability, efficiency,

and cultural values.

2.5 Summary

In order to explore the historical ecology of catiin Manitoba, it is necessary to
understand the archaeology and history of the poevas well as several theoretical concepts.
This chapter reviewed these topics and demonstthgdalue of history in environmental and
social research. Historical ecology is a reseapghaach that allows for a deeper understanding
of the environment, including wildlife, and ensutleat the human-environment relationship is
explored and explained. Caribou, as animals witing-standing relationship with human
groups, can be better understood through theioficstt and cultural role.

The theoretical background reviewed above providedgext for the methods outlined in
the next chapter. Historical ecology allows for thiegration of the chosen data sources --
archaeological data, ethnohistorical commentargt, GEammunity knowledge -- in order to

generate a more complete understanding of caribthei past and address the objectives of this
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thesis. The concepts considered in decolonizatiompte an awareness of potential issues in the
interpretations of historical and archaeologicahdas well as the value of community-based

approaches. The relevant methods are describedaptér 1.
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CHAPTER IlI:
METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

The overall goal of this project is to outline atbry of caribou use in northern Manitoba,
particularly as it relates to Cree people, andughodoing so, developing an understanding of
caribou movements and populations in the past.rGive aim of focusing upon interactions with
a First Nations group, my research needed to b&tsento indigenous concerns, in addition to
considering the potential problems with archae@algnterpretation and biases in historical
documentation. My research approach, strategycpfifg, and data collection methods ensured

an awareness of potential issues while conduchisghistorical study of caribou.

3.1 Worldview and Strategy of Inquiry

All research is influenced by the philosophicakldeiew of the researcher (Creswell
2009). As such, it is important to be aware of aadsparent with one’s approach. | subscribe to
a pragmatist worldview, in that | feel that diffatenethods and philosophies are appropriate in
different situations (Creswell 2009). Researchbmikl be flexible, and aware of the various
contexts in which the research is being condudtedt social, historical, political, or other
(Creswell 2009). However, | am also influenced bgial constructivism, particularly in the
context of this research. Social constructivisesaware of the interpretive quality of social
research, and the importance of cultural and hestbperspectives and individual experience
(Creswell 2009).

For my research, | have deemed qualitative mettmds appropriate. Qualitative
research, which allows for an interpretive andipgdtory approach, ensured | could explore the

historical relationship between caribou and Firatibhs people with sensitivity, flexibility, and
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awareness of community understandings. My strabégyquiry was thus two-fold: | have drawn
upon a historical ecology framework and was guiogd decolonizing methodology in my
thought process. As outlined in the previous chaptistorical ecology approach focuses upon
the interrelationship between humans and the emviemt over time. This concept provides the
framework for my project. A decolonizing methodojagcknowledges the complications
involved in an outsider researching First Natioasthge. Questions surrounding the ownership
of history, multivocality, and colonial biases amevitable. Decolonized research requires that |
consider what it means to be an outsider of Eunopescent studying indigenous heritage, and
so | have chosen a community archaeology-style odedh conducting my research, outlined

below.

3.2 Research Methods: Collection and Analysis
The methods used to conduct this study correspathidmy research approach and
strategy of inquiry. Information was gathered andlgsed through zooarchaeological research,

an ethnohistorical review, and a participatory congnt entailing workshops and interviews.

3.2.1 Archaeological Analysis

Archaeological data can provide new insights irgetgnvironments, including
information about wildlife and their relationshiptivhumans. Through the examination of
archaeological faunal remains and the interpretaifdhe related data, past uses of caribou have
been explored. This method provides both pre-comtad historical data, and is necessary for all

three objectives.
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3.2.1.1 Selection of sites

For this study, sites (Table 3.1; Figure 3.1) wasilected through a review of

archaeological site reports from northern Manitd¥actors in site selection included:

1) Faunal remains: Sites needed to have associatedlfemains, particularly

caribou bones;

2) Location: Within northern Manitoba, both in the sta region and the northern

boreal forest; and

3) Accessibility: Faunal collections needed to be asit#e for analysis.

If possible, some form of association with Creepgtee- whether through pre-contact

connections or fur trade activity -- was desired.

Table 3.1 Archaeological site details

Site Name Borden Location Time Period
Number
Isthmus HiLp-3 Northwest shore of Southern Ind|aPre-contact
Lake
Rusty River HdLw-7 Leaf Rapids, Southern Indian &ak Pre-contact (Woodland
period: 2000 BP — 250 BP
Kame Hills HiLp-1 Muskwesi River, northwest shorel Pre-contact
of Southern Indian Lake
Poplar Point HelLu-2 Western locality, Southern &mdi | Early fur trade (early
Lake 1800s)
Late Historic | HdLx-1 Island River, Leaf Rapids locality,| Late fur trade (1890s-
Cabin Southern Indian Lake 1900s)
Can of Birds HfLp-6 Sandhill Bay, Southern Indiaakle | Fur trade, recent (1950s)
Flicker HelLw-20 | MacBride River, Southern Indian| Pre-contact, fur trade,

Lake

recent

York Factory

Hayes River, Hudson Bay coast

Fade (1684-1900s)
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York Factory, a key fur trade post in northern Maba, was immediately confirmed as a
study site. Sharon Thomson (Parks Canada) madediéstion available to me. Seven more
sites were chosen for review with assistance framitK Brownlee (Manitoba Museum) and
Brian Smith (Historic Resources Branch). These s&ites are located in the Southern Indian

Lake region, and were initially investigated thrbuge Churchill River Diversion project. These

collections were stored at the Manitoba Museum.
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3.2.1.2 ldentification and quantification of faumaimains

These pre-existing faunal collections were restsior analysis. Only bones previously
identified asArtiodactyla(hoofed, even-toed mammals, including deer speuiese examined
for this thesis, in order to confirm the initiakidtification and to gather descriptive data.
However, given the level of unidentified specimé&asn the York Factory site, several
previously unidentified groups of bones were aredy® addition to artiodactyl species.

Elements and species were determined through thefusmparative texts and
specimens. Comparative specimens were availabie hhe Manitoba Museum. Various
manuals (France 2009; Hillson 1992) were also us#te identification process. Particularly
valuable, however, were two digital collections: 8@mparative animal skeletons from the Max
Planck Institute (Max Planck 2014) and the refeeetmllection available through the Virtual
Zooarchaeology of the Arctic Project (VZAP 2014).

Previous identifications were relied upon for rastiodactyl specimens. Some were
previously identified to the species level, but ménagments were only identifiable to class (i.e.,
mammal, bird, fish). At times, the latter bones evielentified as a particular size of animal by
past researchers. For mammals, these generalbdetismall (e.g., mouse, rabbit),
small/medium (e.g., muskrat, beaver), medium (egpyer, dog), medium/large (e.g., deer,
wolf), and large (e.g., caribou, moose, bear).btats, these categories included small (e.qg.,
songbird), medium (e.g., duck), and large (e.gnada goose).

In faunal analysis, bone fragments can be quadtifi various ways, each with their own
advantages and disadvantages. Depending on trerckeg the terms and abbreviations are
used in different ways, so they will be clarifieadedefined here. For the overall assemblages,

the analysis is limited to NSP (Number of Specimemsl NISP (Number of Identified
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Specimens). NSP refers to the total number of feags) it is a raw count of the fragments
collected, whether identified or unidentified. NI&Rhe number aflentifiedspecimens; in this
casejdentifiedindicates that some level of taxonomic designatvas assigned. These counts
do not account for fragmentation, taphonomy, diedéntial preservation, which must be kept in
mind. Different types of animals may be used ifiedédnt ways and thus some may be more
fragmented than others (Lyman 2008). Similarlyfestént types of animals may have more
fragile remains or may be discarded differentlyjciimay affect fragment counts (Lyman
2008). Nevertheless, NSP and NISP give a genataation of the abundance of each taxa.

For theartiodactylabones, it was possible to determine the MNE (MummNumber of
Elements). In the following study, MNE is only kst forcervidaespecies, as this is most
relevant. MNE refers to the number of elements waild be needed to account for the various
articular ends and shaft specimens (Lyman 2008)s;Tiis unit accounts for fragmentation. In
this study, | took into account fragment refitsydanarks (e.g., articular ends, distinctive muscle
attachments, etc.), and size of the fragment (&.gearly complete diaphysis/shaft was counted
separately from a distal epiphysis with half ohaft). Side, animal size, and age were also
considered in the determination of MNE. MNE campbablematic depending upon the accuracy
and precision of the researcher. Consistency islkegddition, different species can have
different numbers of each element (Lyman 2008); da@w, this is not an issue in this study as
MNE was only considered for cervid species.

In addition, through the MNE it was possible téedmine the MNI (Minimum Number
of Individuals). This is the number of individuadlsat could be represented by the elements
present. While this was determined for each sitéhis case MNI is limited in what it can add to

this analysis, and thus is not included in the pryranalysis.
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In some faunal analyses, researchers determirt@dhess and the ‘meat weight’ of an
animal in order to account for different sizes amate accurately quantify what a species
contributed to diet (Lyman 2008; Reitz and Wing 200ndeed, when comparing the fragment,
element, and species frequencies and interprdtengamposition of the assemblage, it is
important to remember the relative weights andssofeeach species. For instance, while beaver
fragments may account for a higher percentageeobtlerall assemblage than caribou fragments,
caribou are larger animals and would still conti@a greater quantity of meat to the diet than a
small mammal like a beaver. This can be accourdethfough meat weight. Meat weight is
determined through establishing the MNI, multiptyioy the average light weight, and
determining the percentage of the meat that woelddble (Lyman 2008). While useful, this
conversion was determined to be unnecessary aiedinwith the available data. Thus, the
following analysis proceeds with the simple ackredgement that even if small mammal, avian,
and fish bones account for a larger number of feagsithan those of caribou, moose, or other
large mammals, this does not indicate that thelsspaties were of higher importance or
contributed more to diet. The size of the spedesrelevant consideration when determining
overall use and value in the context of the faasakmblage, and is kept in mind throughout this

analysis.

3.2.1.3 Ageing remains

Whenever possible, age at death was determinezhfdyou and moose remains. Age
estimation was done through the examination ofouerifeatures, including long bone fusion,

cranial sutures, and tooth wear. Level of fusios wsed to estimate general categories, based on
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Hufthammer (1995). This source looked at reindeédaorway, and generated the following

ageing table:

Table 3.2 Age determination through fusion (adajtech Hufthammer 1995)

Element Age at fusion (months)
Scapula 2106
Radius (proximal) 41t010
Humerus (distal) 6 to 15
First and second phalanges 6t0 18
Tibia (distal) 18 to 30
Metacarpus (distal) 18 to 30
Metatarsus (distal) 18 to 30
Calcaneus 18 to 42
Radius (distal) 36 to 48
Femur (proximal) 36 to 48
Femur (distal) 36 to 48
Tibia (proximal) 36 to 48
Ulna (proximal) 42 to 48
Humerus (proximal) 42 to 54

Spiess (1979) suggests that fusion timdlangiferspecies an@docoileugdeer) are
similar, indicating that data from white-tailed deeuld be used also (see also Reitz and Wing
2008). Detailed information for moose fusion timess not available, and thus generalized
mammal age patterns were used. In addition to tapkt the fusion of long bones, crania sutures
were considered. In general, the appearance ofatiartures on a mammal’s skull can indicate
the maturity of the animal, as the cranial boneg finrough adulthood (Lyman 2008; Reitz and
Wing 2008).

Age was also estimated based on tooth eruptiomaad patterns. Tooth eruption is

useful for young animals (Miller 1974; Spiess 19F3)r examining tooth wear, Miller (1974)
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was relied upon, as his work provided photograpikEmples of varying levels of tooth wear at
each age. A consideration of tooth wear can plaganimals within an age range (Spiess 1979).

For the purposes of this research, any age essmadee placed within a general age
class, based on the level of certainty of the erand to account for variation in different
caribou and reindeer populations. These classes f@etal, juvenile, juvenile/subadult,

subadult/adult, or adult.

3.2.1.4 Sexing remains

Similarly, when possible, sex was determined. l&¢ariare sexually dimorphic -- that is,
males are generally larger than females. Howelier jg difficult to assess archaeologically,
given the possible presence of both woodland angaround caribou, and the presence of
juvenile, subadult, and adult animals. In this gfuegxing was attempted when looking at
innominate (pelvic) bones and, for caribou, congtatnearly complete mandibles.

Innominate bones (consisting of the ilium, ischjand pubis) are the most reliable and
commonly used element for estimating the sex airamal. For this research, methods
suggested in Greenfield (2006) were used. Theskadstare used for sexing fragmentary
innominates of ungulate species, and therefore wsd for both caribou and moose remains in
this study. The innominate in general does notigamwell archaeologically, but the acetabulum
(the cavity of the hip joint) and the surroundirgtons are fairly common as it is a compact
bone (Greenfield 2006). Several features of thesice can be associated with sex. Specifically,
the height of the acetabular wall and the sharpokt® ilio-pubic ridge are considered
(Greenfield 2006). However, there is overlap betwie sexes of cervid species, and so this

identification method is tentative (Greenfield 2D06
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For caribou, mandibles were also considered. itiqodar, length of the diastema (the
section between the incisors and premolars) candieative of sex (Miller 1974; Morrison and
Whitridge 1997; Spiess 1979). Other statisticaligful measurements include the maximum
height and the distance from the third molar torttental foramen (Morrison and Whitridge
1997). However, because the mandible is not oftesgoved in whole, these measurements are

often unavailable.

3.2.1.5 Modifications and breakage

In addition to identifying and quantifying bonéss important to consider how the bones
were modified. Butchery marks, signs of burning] amidence of carnivore or rodent gnawing
can indicate use and disposal patterns. Fractarndgoreakage can also suggest use and
disposal.

Bones were examined for signs of butchery. Thebmrmand location of cuts, chops, and
scrapes, as well as any signs of sawing, were notezse marks were described as well, noting
the general depth and any overlap. Cuts and othétsiwan indicate skinning, disarticulation
and dismemberment, removal of meat, and subdivisioneat into smaller sections (Reitz and
Wing 2008). It should also be recognized that ;aatlvities do not always leave behind marks.

Burning and gnawing were also noted and describlee.degree of burning was
classified as charred, blackened, or calcined. Whis simplified to a general ‘yes or no’ for
analysis purposes, but the degree of burning wasidered in the overall interpretation.
Gnawing was similarly simplified to ‘yes or no’,ahgh heavily gnawed specimens are noted.

Finally, fracturing and breakage was consideremlvéler, a detailed analysis of fracture

patterns was beyond the scope of this analysiseitfesless, breakage in general was considered
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in the analysis. In particular, broken phalangetlang bones can indicate usage patterns.
Marrow extraction may be represented by brokerptit ghalanges and long bones (Jin and
Mills 2011), and tool manufacturing is suggestedhsyparticular pieces of long bones that
remain. For instance, the presence of distal g indicate the manufacture of tools like

fleshers. However, breakage can simply be duestadil or soil conditions. Fracturing was

described where possible, and the present portitredoone was analysed to note any patterns.

3.2.1.6 Summary

An analysis of faunal remains can provide insighd the use of caribou in the past.
Through this method, it was possible to compar#oarwith other species present on the site in
order to determine the subsistence pattern. Anghissinto age and sex can indicate hunting
preferences and seasonality. Modifications, incigdutchery marks and burning, show how the
animals were used and discarded. Overall, archgealaemains assist in the understanding of

caribou use.

3.2.2 Ethnohistorical Review
Studying ethnohistorical documents allows for detiinsight into trade use, subsistence
use, migration patterns, and hunting practicess Wethod provides information on caribou

during the fur trade, ensuring a detailed resptmslee second objective.

3.2.2.1 Selection of documents

The ethnohistorical review was conducted usingudwmnts from the Manitoba Archives

as well as published first-hand accounts of lifeérythe fur trade.
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At the Manitoba HBC Archives, | looked at journalsd account books from York

Factory and Indian Lake post. For the York Facjowynals, | generally looked at years in 10-20

year intervals, depending on what was availablepaadtical, to get a broad sense of caribou

across time in the area. Years chosen were alsiedtoy the initial literature review (e.g.,

Lytwyn 1993, 2002; Pilon 1987, 1990, 2006; Ray 19l/@ugh 2011). For the post at Indian

Lake, such a broad time span was not covered. disunwere available between 1805 and 1823,

and so it was decided to look at examples fromirtitial years (1805-1806), middle years

(1809-1811), and later years (1819-1820) of ocacapat

Several first-person accounts were selected as(Wagtile 3.4). These were published

documents, written by explorers and traders betwieetate 18 and the early Z0centuries.

Table 3.3 Archival records considered

Location Year Type of record Bibliographic
Reference
York Factory 1690 Account book HBCA B.239/d/2-3

1719-1720 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/5-6
Account book HBCA B.239/d/10-11

1750 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/33-34
Account book HBCA B.239/d/40-41

1770 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/62-65
Account book HBCA B.239/d/60

1785 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/84-86
Account book HBCA B/239/d/75-77

1800 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/104-105
Account book HBCA B.239/d/122

1815 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/121-124

1824-1826 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/133-134

1834-1835 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/148-149
Account book HBCA B.239/d/491

1849-1850 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/173, 1776

1880 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/183

1889-1890 Post journal HBCA B.239/a/184

Indian Lake 1805-1806 Post journal HBCA B.91/a/1
1809-1810 Post journal HBCA B.91/a/3-4
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Table 3.3 Archival records considered (continued)

Location Year Type of record Bibliographic
Reference

Indian Lake 1819-1820 Post journal HBCA B.91/a/5-6
1820-1823 Account book HBCA B.91/d/1-4, 7

York Factory District | 1815 District report HBCA E39/e/1
1873-1874 Post report HBCA B.239/e/7-8
1889-1890 Post report HBCA B.239/e/13

Indian Lake District 1820-1821 District report HB@A\91/e/1-2

Table 3.4 Explorer/trader accounts considered

Name Role Time Period| Primary Location(s)| Bibliograhic
Reference
George Simpson Chief Trader at 1870-1905 York Factory; Fort | McTavish
McTavish York Factory Churchill 1963
James Isham Chief Factor at | 1743-1749 York Factory Isham 1949
York Factory and
writer for HBC
Andrew Graham| Naturalistand | 1767-1791 York Factory; Prince| Graham 1969
writer for HBC of Wales Fort
Samuel Hearne Explorer and fur| 1769-1772 Churchill; Prince of | Hearne 1795
trader for HBC Wales Fort; Hudson
Bay coast; Northwest
Territories/Nunavut
Nicolas Jérémie | Clerk, interpreter,1694-1714 York Factory (Fort | Jérémie 1926
and Governor of Bourbon)
Fort Bourbon
Joseph Burr Geologist, 1912 Hudson Bay coast, | Tyrrell 1913
Tyrrell cartographer, Nelson River
explorer
John Richardson Naturalistand | 1825-1826 Northern parts of Richardson
explorer Canada, including 1829
northern Manitoba
David Thompsor Fur trader for 1784-1812 York Factory; Fort | Thompson
HBC, Churchill; 1916
cartographer, and Cumberland House
explorer
Edward Preble Biologist 1890s/1900s Hudson Bayoregi | Preble 1902
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3.2.2.2 Review of documents and organization od dat

All of these documents were read, and specifickesds were noted. Key words
included caribou, deer, reindeer/rein deer, moasd,Cree/Indian. References to or descriptions
of hunting, trade, migrations, and general use \atse noted from each source. These quotes
and references were then organized into topicgusuivo software. This was purely for
organizational purposes; no quantitative analysa®wone. Topics included hunting (locations,
times, practices), types of caribou (descriptiongyrations (times, locations, descriptions),
numbers/population (descriptions, mentions of sggraises (food, bone, hides, preferences),
and trade and provisioning. Mentions of other atsmepecifically moose, were also noted and
organized.

Quantitative trade data were collected from actboonks and considered, but a fuller
picture was gained from data previously collectgd ytwyn (1993). These data provided
information on more years, and were generally ncoraplete. Quantitative trade data was
organized and graphed in Excel.

In addition, recent literature related to the topas reviewed. This included research
related to traditional knowledge, ecological stsdend caribou management and policy
documents. Exploring this literature meant thatiife@ader context of this thesis was understood,

ensuring relevant interpretations and application.

3.2.2.3 Summary
Archival and ethnohistorical research provides glementary information with which to
interpret archaeological remains. It also proviggdrmation not available through the

archaeological analysis in this thesis, such asijatipn data and caribou movements. For this
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project, a review of how and when caribou appeardtistorical documents provided insight
into fur trade uses and perceptions of the anin@laddition, commentary on caribou

movements was useful and trade records illumingiedvailability of caribou in the study area.

3.2.3 Community Workshops and I nterviews
A patrticipatory component ensured that | coulddratnderstand caribou in the context

of a Cree community. This method was also impotfi@aninformation sharing.

2013 | Meeting with Chief and Council
Community workshop

2014 | Community workshop
| nterviews

Figure 3.2 Timeline of community work

3.2.3.1 York Factory First Nation: Ethics and Carise

York Factory First Nation (YFFN) is one of sevetammunities with historical and
cultural ties to York Factory. While their traditial territory is the coastal region around York
Factory, YFFN relocated inland to York Landing @5%. This community was chosen for this
project given its connections to York Factory, ah¢he key archaeological sites for this
research.

I initially met with YFFN Chief and Council in Ma®013 to discuss the project. With

their approval, | travelled to York Landing in JW913 to present the project to community

54



members. At this initial meeting, | presented mgjgct idea and discussed how YFFEN would be
involved.

Ethics approval for this project was receivedanuhry 2014 (Appendix A). For the
presentation and the first workshop, no informati@s gathered. The first workshop presented
the initial insights the archaeological and archreaearch, and any questions were answered.
Comments were used to inform future interviews thredfinal workshop. The final workshop
involved oral consent, with an explanation that anggestions or comments may be used to

inform this research. Interviews used written coh$erms.

3.2.3.2 Workshops

A community workshop is an interactive participgtprocess, which provides a medium
for sharing opinions, experiences, and knowledge,aaforum for raising issues and questions.
There are many reasons for carrying out communaskshops -- to verify and evaluate
researcher interpretations, to share informatmmaise community awareness and concerns, to
incite discussion and create action plans, andib.fAs such, they are flexible, providing a
method for planning, data collection, analysis, disgdemination, should the researcher choose.

For this project, workshops were used to sharerfgelduring the research process and at
its conclusion. The workshops were also a venuedifmussion and helped in the planning of

interviews. The goals of these workshops were sie:

1) To learn about community members’ knowledge ofrthestorical relationship with

caribou and relate this to data | gather, strengtigeand adding depth to my research;
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2) To share information with the community about theaterial heritage and history, and
where this data is housed, be it archaeologicatdrival; and

3) To facilitate communication between York FactorgsENation and the Natural
Resources Institute, University of Manitoba, inaels to caribou, material culture and

social history, and potential future academic redea

After the initial meeting in July 2013, two workgieowere held. A translator was present
at each workshop to ensure everyone present codlerstand and participate. In May 2014, |
travelled to York Landing to present my initialdings and interpretations of the archaeological
data. Some archival information was included at piwént as well. In October 2014, the
concluding workshop was held, in which more dethfladings and project conclusions were
shared. Each workshop involved the presentationfofmation and the use of visual aids (e.g.,
maps, photos). Replicas of bone tools were alsodiioto the May workshop. These aids were

used to stimulate discussion.

3.2.3.3 Interviews

A total of six interviews were conducted in Jul®d 2, after the May workshop. With
assistance from staff at York Factory Future Depelent, three Elders and three resource users
were contacted, and they agreed to participatanenview guide based on relevant findings
was created and used (Appendix B). Topics sucluasriy methods and locations, current uses
of caribou, life at York Factory, and the overatiportance of caribou were discussed. Two
interviews had a translator present, and informmagicared by one of the translators was also

included in this study with his consent.
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After the interviews were completed, audio filesrevtranscribed. The transcriptions
were individually analysed, and quotes and statésneare organized and categorized. As with
the ethnohistorical information, this was done tiylo the use of NVivo software. Categories
included hunting, migrations, social value/impodancaribou types, food uses, bone uses, and
hide uses. Comments were primarily modern, buthastpric commentary was noted as well.
Quotes included in this thesis are in English. Atatements originally in Cree were translated
during the interview, and those translations aaterd as direct quotes where applicable, with the

permission of the participants.

3.2.3.4 Summary

One critical reason for choosing to conduct wodgshand interviews was to adequately
account for the issue of colonization in Westeseegch. A decolonizing methodology
influenced this research. Paired with the first twethods, archaeological and historical
research, it is perhaps most accurate to sayhlsaptoject was ‘community archaeologpylée
in its approach. As the archaeological collectioastral to this project have already been
excavated and curated, the community could nobhb@ved retroactively in this process.
However, through the workshops, | was able to concemmunity members with this
information. Through the interviews, | was abld#iter understand the role of caribou in the
lives of YFFN members, currently and in the pasisicommunity work assisted in meeting the
aims of community archaeology and decolonized rebeaoices were heard, questions were
answered, and learning occurred on both sides., Theiee was mutual benefit in the community

component of this project.
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3.3. Methods Summary

Table 3.5 Methods Summary

Objective

Method

Example of relevant data

1. Determine the
role of caribou
in pre-contact
subsistence.

Archaeological analysis

- Taxonomic abundances show
which species were prioritized at «
given site.

Examination of caribou bones for
signs of butchery, tool use, etc.
demonstrate how the animals wer
being used.

2. Document the
role of caribou
during the fur
trade.

Archaeological analysis

Taxonomic abundances show
which species were prioritized at
given site.

Examination of caribou bones for
signs of butchery, tool use, etc.
demonstrate how the animals wer
being used.

Ethnohistorical review

- Post journals indicate hunting

locations and times, as well as tra
patterns.

Explorer/trader accounts describe
uses and migrations.

3. Determine the
relationship
between caribol

I

Archaeological analysis

Taxonomic abundances
demonstrate which species were
focused on.

e

}S%

de

use by Cree
people and
caribou
populations
over time.

Ethnohistorical review

Trade patterns show changes in
amount of caribou being use.
Journals and trader accounts
highlight changes in the number @
caribou available.

Community

workshops/interviews

YFFEN members explain the
traditional importance of caribou

and how caribou are used today.

3.4 Limitations and Data Reliability

Each method has its limitations, which must bet kepnind in order to properly analyze

the available data. In the archaeological anal¥isésjnfluence of fragmentation and preservation

on the findings cannot be disregarded, as notedealbfmagmentation and preservation limits the
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accuracy of the data in representing the true sp@cdf faunal resource exploitation. In
addition, limited certainty in dating the remainsans that broader time periods are considered,
particularly in the pre-contact context. Lack oésfhicity in dating necessitates greater
generalization. These limitations are acknowledgetie analysis and interpretation of the
faunal remains, and generalized conclusions arenwadnsure findings are not overstated.

In the ethnohistorical data, it must be remembénatia limited perspective is recorded.
The accounts are subjective, and are limited to ofiéturopean ancestry. The issue of racism, of
course, must be considered. This limited perspedsiacknowledged throughout the
interpretations, particularly through the theora@ticonsideration of decolonization. Nevertheless,
the historical sources have value and provide dasight into past practices and patterns.

Finally, it must be acknowledged that this projalty involved working with one Cree
community. Several other Cree communities in tlggore have ties to York Factory, and others
are representative of the region as a whole. Aalthliy, only six community members were
interviewed. However, | was not attempting to depeh comprehensive overview of Cree
values in the north, but rather develop a generdérstanding of the role of caribou. The other
purpose of the community work was to ensure thermétion found was shared in a more direct

manner with a Cree community, and in this resgbd,has been accomplished.

3.5 Dissemination
A central tenet of this thesis is the concept aodienization and the value of community
research. Thus, appropriate dissemination andrirdtion sharing is one of the goals. Through
the community workshop process, my research wagghath York Factory First Nation. A

summary booklet for distribution to the communitgmbers is planned to ensure the
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information from this thesis remains available omhation is also disseminated through this

thesis and any future presentations or publications
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CHAPTER IV:
ZOOARCHAEOLOGICAL FINDINGS

The following chapter contains the results from thunal analyses. Each archaeological
site is discussed individually, with geographic &mhporal comparisons to follow in Chapter
VI. Data on taxonomic abundances, detailed findmggaribou remains, and commentaries on
seasonality and usage practices represented liguhal remains are included below for each
site. Overall, this archaeological information po®s insights into the use of caribou in the
context of the broader subsistence patterns dhm@re-contact and post-contact periods. For

examples of the faunal remains examined in thidystsee Appendix C.

4.1 Isthmus (HiLp-3)

The Isthmus site is located on the northwest shb&buth Indian Lake near the
Muskwesi River, 1.5 kilometres southeast of the Kdtills site (HiLp-1, see below) (Dickson
1983). It was surveyed and excavated during thedDiilRiver Diversion Archaeological
Project. While some historic remains were collectkd site primarily consisted of pre-contact

artifacts, including 113 lithic tools, 9 hearthedamany ceramic sherds (Dickson 1983).

4.1.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.1.1.1 Taxon Abundances

In total, 2214 fragments of animal bones were ctdlé. Based on association with
ceramics, all have been considered as representdtev pre-contact time period. Mammals
make up the majority of the remains, followed Ishf(Table 4.1). Bird bones are fairly

uncommon in this assemblage.
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Table 4.1 Classes in HiLp-3 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 7 0.32%
Mammal 1856 83.83%
Fish 348 15.72%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 2 0.09%
Unidentifiable 1 0.05%
Total 2214 100.01%

Table 4.2 Identified Fragments in HiLp-3 Assemblage

(Due to rounding, percentages may not total precE@0%)

Identification

NISP

Percentage of Assemblage

Bird (unknown) 3 0.14%
Medium/large bird 1 0.05%
Medium bird 1 0.05%
Sharp-tailed grouse 1 0.05%
Thrush 1 0.05%
Mammal (unknown) 1551 70.09%
Large mammal 2 0.09%
Medium/large mammal 254 11.48%
Medium mammal 1 0.05%
Cervid species (unknown) 5 0.23%
Moose 6 0.27%
Caribou 29 1.31%
Hare/Rabbit 3 0.14%
Beaver 2 0.09%
Black bear 3 0.14%
Fish (unknown) 324 14.65%
Jackfish 2 0.09%
Sucker 22 0.99%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 2 0.09%
Total 2213 100.05%

Of the bones that could be identified beyond classze or to species, medium/large

mammal specimens are the most common (Table 4a2jbh@l bones are prominent amongst

62



identified species. A few small mammal (i.e., hareabbit) bones could be identified, but

otherwise bones identified to species or size \paraarily from larger mammal species.

4.1.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

One bone tool was recovered from at HiLp-3: a #eshade from a caribou tibia. The
age of this tool is unclear; it was collected algsof the limits of pre-contact ceramic finds,

indicating that this tool is possibly from a latene period (Dickson 1983).

4.1.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.1.2.1 Frequencies

A total of 40 fragments or 31 elements were idedifas caribou, moose, or unknown
cervid (Table 4.3). Unknown cervid remains arelijlagtributable to caribou, given the size of
the bones and the lack of white-tailed deer inrfggon during the time. However, this cannot be
said with complete certainty, and so they are tfladsascervidae Caribou bones make up the
majority of all cervid remains. Moose is present ot very common. Of the identified caribou
elements, phalanges are most abundant (TableThi)is possibly suggestive of butchery
patterns, but it should be noted that phalangedbeaverrepresented due to the number of these

elements in a single skeleton. This may account$@revalence in the assemblage.

Table 4.3 Identified Cervid Remains at HiLp-3

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 5 12.50% 4 12.90%
Moose 6 15.00% 5 16.13%
Caribou 29 72.50% 22 70.97%
Total 40 100.00% 31 100.00%
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Table 4.4 Identified Cervid Elements at HiLp-3

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(unknown)
MNE % MNE % MNE %
Vertebra 1 4.55% - - - -
Scapula 2 9.09% - - 1 25.00%
Humerus 1 4.55% 1 20.00% - -
Radius 2 9.09% - - 1 25.00%
Ulna 1 4.55% - - 1 25.00%
Tibia 1 4.55% 1 20.00% - -
Metacarpus| 2 9.09% - - - -
Metatarsus | 1 4.55% - - - -
Metapodium| 1 4.55% 1 20.00% - -
Phalanx 10 45.45% - - 1 25.00%
Sesamoid | - - - 2 40.00% - -
Total 22 100.02% 5 100.00% 4 100.00%

4.1.2.2 Modifications

Several types of modification were noted, and mgnvas particularly prominent:
67.74% of all cervid species elements were burrgréfater percentage of moose elements
exhibited signs of burning (80.00%) while 59.09%cafibou elements were burnt (Table 4.5).
Given the high frequency of burning, it was anmti@nal activity. Bones could have been burnt
for disposal purposes (i.e., site cleaning, saaitaetc.) or as a fuel source (Reitz and Wing
2008; see also Costamagno et al. 2002; Théry-R2@Q02; Théry-Parisot et al. 2005). Another
possibility is using the smoke to drive away insdetg., see McAvoy 2014).

Carnivore gnawing was minimal. Two caribou elememd two moose elements had
evidence of carnivore gnawing, perhaps suggesficarmivore scavenging. Rodent gnawing on
a single caribou element suggests some site distaeb

No butchery marks were present on caribou remaws. cutmarks were noted on moose
remains: 1 on the distal end of the metapodiumlaod the distal end of the tibia. No particular
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insights into butchery practices can be statedrdtian these marks being general evidence of

butchery, possibly of initial disarticulation orisking.

Fragmentation and breakage should also be notgxrtitular, 60% of caribou

phalanges were broken. This is likely indicativer@rrow extraction practices, and highlights to

importance of bone marrow.

Table 4.5 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at H&Lp-

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 13 59.09% 4 80.00%
Gnawing (carnivore) 2 9.09% 2 40.00%
Gnawing (rodent) 1 4.55% - -
Cutmarks - - 2 40.00%

4.1.2.3 Age and sex

Sex could not be determined among specimens iratisismblage. Similarly, no

meaningful age classes could be determined beydratsit/adult.

4.1.3 Summary

The overall faunal assemblage indicates a mixedistence and highlights the

importance of caribou. While fragmentation shoutdklept in mind, the number of fish remains

is suggestive of a relative importance of fish &ll.vBird use is comparatively rare or

underrepresented. Likely the focus at HiLp-3 wasarbou and fish, supplemented by other

game.
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As for the season of occupation, nothing conckisian be said. Fish are available year-
round, as are moose, hare/rabbit, and beaverolidgibe noted that moose meat was best in the
late summer and fall period, and moose were haoderach in the winter (Malasiuk 1999).
Furbearers were often taken in the winter monthalé@sluk 1999). The few black bear bones
may suggest a spring/summer/fall time period. @arMvere likely hunted during the spring and
winter migrations, so the site would have been pexliduring these times. It is clear that the
site was occupied at least during the fall and evin all likelihood, this site was utilized
throughout the year, with different species soughtduring the optimal seasons.

While no butchery marks were noted on caribou bptie burning and breakage is
evidence of food use. In particular, the brokenlgoinges indicate marrow extraction. The
purposeful breaking of phalanges is at times imétgol as resource depletion, as minimal
marrow is available from phalanges in comparisooth@r bones. Indeed, the extraction of
marrow here could suggest an occupation duringaageseason of hardship. However, it has
recently been shown that the extraction of marnmmfphalanges can simply be due to the
guality of marrow it provides, rather than despera{Jin and Mills 2011). The same can apply

below, to other sites with signs of marrow extractirom phalanges.

4.2 Rusty River (HdLw-7)

HdLw-7 is one of the archaeological sites locatedhe Rusty River. It has been tested
and excavated several times, yielding both preamrand historic remains (Smith 1995, 1997b).
The 1997 excavation was focused on the pre-coptatibn of the site. Thus, while it is clear
that the site has been occupied across time, bethesnajority of remains considered here are

from the 1997 excavation, the bones are considemedontact. The condition of the bones
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suggests the bones are from the later Woodlandggvossibly early historic (Smith 1997b). A
small percentage of bones in the collection wetanauded in this analysis due to a possible

association with later periods.

4.2.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.2.1.1 Taxon Abundances

In the pre-contact faunal assemblage, a total 823Eagments were collected. The
majority of these fragments were identifiable te thass level (i.e., bird, mammal, fish), but
10.31% remained unidentified (Table 4.6). Mammaldsomake up the majority of the
assemblage, followed by bird and a small numbdisbf Fish remains are fragile and thus not
always preserved. The NISP should not be takernpascase count of how many fish were used.
However, it is interesting that fewer fish thandoiemains are present, particularly in

comparison with the other sites in the region.

Table 4.6 Classes in HdLw-7 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 203 5.75%
Mammal 2878 81.48%
Fish 87 2.46%
Unidentifiable 364 10.31%
Total 3532 100.00%

Identified mammal species are a mix of large mamraath as moose and caribou and
small or medium mammals such as beaver and mudkahte 4.7). While the majority of bird

species are unidentified, those that were idedtdies primarily waterfowl. Like mammal and
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bird, fish bones remained generally unidentifiegidrel class, but some could be attributed to

jackfish and walleye.

Table 4.7 Identified Fragments in HdLw-7 Assemblage

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird (unknown) 184 5.81%
Canada Goose 11 0.35%
Mallard 2 0.06%
Duck species (unknown) 3 0.09%
Spruce Grouse 1 0.03%
Loon 2 0.06%
Mammal (unknown) 2483 78.37%
Large mammal 19 0.60%
Medium/large mammal 43 1.36%
Medium mammal 19 0.60%
Small/medium mammal 15 0.47%
Small mammal 7 0.22%
Cervid species (unknown) 27 0.85%
Moose 25 0.79%
Caribou 31 0.98%
Canid species (unknown) 2 0.06%
Bear species (unknown) 1 0.03%
Black bear 4 0.13%
Beaver 163 5.15%
Muskrat 23 0.73%
Hare/rabbit 16 0.50%
Fish (unknown) 52 1.64%
Jackfish 33 1.04%
Walleye 2 0.06%
Total 3168 99.98%

4.2.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

No tools were specifically made of caribou or otbenvid bone. Included in this

assemblage is 1 awl made from an unidentified bbrfileker made from a mammal bone, and 1
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whistle made from a bird bone. In addition, anoftaker made from a mammal bone was

uncovered, and classified as post-contact.

4.2.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.2.2.1 Frequencies

As previously mentioned, the categorycefvidae (unknownis retained and considered
separately due to a lack of certainty for bone tifieation, but most of these bones are likely
caribou. Caribou bones are more common than mpestcularly once fragmentation is
accounted for through the MNE count (Table 4.8 Tost common element for caribou and
for unknown cervid is phalanx (Table 4.9). As wiltle assemblage at HiLp-3, this prevalence
could be related to the overrepresentation of piggla. The most common moose element is a

carpal, which may be due to similar reasons.

Table 4.8 Identified Cervid Remains at HdLw-7

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 27 32.53% 21 38.89%
Moose 25 30.12% 12 22.22%
Caribou 31 37.35% 21 38.89%
Total 83 100.00% 54 100.00%
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Table 4.9 Identified Cervid Elements at HdLw-7

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species (uknown)
MNE % MNE % MNE %

Vertebra 3 14.29% - - - -
Radius - - 1 8.33% - -
Ulna - - - - 1 4.76%
Metacarpus | - - 1 8.33% - -
Carpal - - 4 33.33% - -
Tarsal 2 9.52% 1 8.33% - -
Sesamoid 3 14.29% - - 1 4.76%
Phalanx 13 61.90% - - 17 80.95%
Rib - - 2 16.67% 1 4.76%
Teeth - - 3 25.00% 1 4.76%
Total 21| 100.00% 12 99.99% 21 99.99%

4.2.2.2 Modifications

Both caribou and moose bones showed evidence oirfgu¢Table 4.10). All caribou

bones were burnt to some degree, while half of mbomes were burnt. Some of these bones

were likely minimally charred during the cookingopess, but the amount of burning suggests

some intentional burning as well. This again whksli for disposal and/or fuel.

Evidence of gnawing and butchery was rare. Onesmbone, a rib, has a deep puncture

mark from a carnivore canine tooth. This is suggesif some scavenging. Butchery marks are

found on two caribou elements, a phalanx and &beat These are likely signs of secondary

butchery, as opposed to disarticulation of theetkal. Marks on phalanges can be evidence of

skinning (Reitz and Wing 2008). Another modificatitm be noted is that the majority of the

caribou phalanges were broken in such a way tliagesis marrow extraction.
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Table 4.10 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at HeélLw

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 21 100.00% 6 50.00%
Gnawing (carnivore) - - 1 8.33%
Cutmarks 2 9.52% - -

4.2.2.3 Age and sex

The remains could not be attributed a specific Saxilarly, the majority of remains
could only be categorized as subadult/adult ortatlaked on fusion patterns. Qeezvidae
element was tentatively classified as infant/julesrbut this identification was uncertain due to

the general degradation of the bone.

4.2.3 Summary

Overall, this faunal assemblage represents a bevage of species. Mammalian species
make up the majority of the remains, with a mixspécies and sizes. Beaver bone is common,
and muskrat and hare/rabbit are present as wellust be noted that though there are fewer
caribou bones, caribou would contribute a greatecgntage of food through size and numbers.
Nevertheless, beaver and similar species would baga used for food and for furs. Caribou
and moose would have contributed meat and skimgefswith caribou being particularly
important during migration times. Fish and bird /both used, and are represented in smaller
numbers by the faunal remains.

HdLw-7 could have been occupied year-round asygs#e or general habitation area.
Moose, hare/rabbit, and fish could have been tékemughout the year. As noted previously, fall

was the best season for moose. The waterfowl fikshiivould have been available from spring
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through to fall. Caribou would be available in thimter and spring, when the animals were
moving through and around the area.

Evidence of specific caribou use comes from themgarison of species abundances and
through the consideration of bone modifications.tblas were made from caribou bones here,

but cutmarks and breakage are indicative of buyclskinning, and possibly marrow extraction.

4.3 Kame Hills (HiLp-1)

Excavated in the 1970s, the Kame Hills site isted on the northwestern shore of
Southern Indian Lake. It consists of a sand beativden two kames, or hills formed by glacial
deposits, with two terraces and a hill extendeandlbeyond the beach (Dickson 1975, 1983).
The site represents many pre-contact cultures, nutably the Kame Hills complex of pottery.
The remains from this site are intermixed and thesbones cannot be accurately dated to
particular pre-contact time periods. A sample ahbbone was dated to 975 BP +/- 140, but this
cannot be applied to all bones on the site (DickKs®rb). Samples of charcoal yielded dates of
approximately 2000 or 3000 years ago (Dickson 19VBlis, the precise dates are uncertain, but

the site has a long history of occupation.

4.3.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.3.1.1 Taxon Abundances

Approximately 44,843 bone fragments were categdragepre-contact. A small number
of fragments are not considered below, due to dd@ssociation with human activity and/or
unclear context. Overall, most of the fragmentsmaaenmal remains (Table 4.11). Fish are

present with several hundred remains, while binddscare scarce.
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Of the identified birds, the majority are waterfawvlshorebirds (Table 4.12). Jackfish are
the most common identified amongst the fish clabe. mammalian class has a range of species
and sizes, with beaver bones being the most condemtified species, followed by caribou.

Based on size, large and medium/large mammals daenihe assemblage.

Table 4.11 Classes in HiLp-1 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 68 0.15%
Mammal 43798 97.67%
Fish 932 2.08%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 7 0.02%
Unidentifiable 38 0.08%
Total 44843 100.00%

Table 4.12 Identified Fragments in HiLp-1 Assemklag

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage

Bird (unknown) 18 0.14%
Large bird 7 0.02%
Medium/large bird 1 0.00%
Medium bird 27 0.06%
Duck/goose species (unknown 6 0.01%
Canada Goose 1 0.00%
Mallard 1 0.00%
Mute Swan 1 0.00%
Scoter 1 0.00%
Northern Shoveler 2 0.00%
Crow 1 0.00%
Hawk/Kite/Harrier (unknown) 2 0.00%
Mammal (unknown) 39622 88.43%
Large mammal 854 1.91%
Medium/large mammal 993 2.22%
Medium mammal 247 0.55%
Small/medium mammal 766 1.71%
Small mammal 61 0.14%
Artiodactyl species (unknown)| 39 0.09%
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Table 4.12 Identified Fragments in HiLp-1 Assemblégontinued)

Cervid species (unknown) 196 0.44%
Moose 43 0.10%
Caribou 288 0.64%
Bison 15 0.03%
Carnivore species (unknown) 12 0.03%
Canid species (unknown) 19 0.04%
Marten 5 0.01%
Wolverine 1 0.00%
Mustelid species (unknown) 1 0.00%
Bear species (unknown) 7 0.02%
Black bear 34 0.08%
Rodent species (unknown) 8 0.02%
Beaver 471 1.05%
Muskrat 93 0.21%
Porcupine 14 0.03%
Red squirrel 3 0.01%
Mouse species (unknown) 1 0.00%
Snowshoe hare 5 0.01%
Fish (unknown) 787 1.76%
Jackfish 109 0.24%
Sucker 25 0.06%
Whitefish 6 0.01%
Walleye 5 0.01%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 7 0.02%
Total 44805 100.1%

4.3.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

Two tools are associated with Kame Hills. One isahmade from an unidentified

mammal bone. The other is a fragmentary antler fmasibly a wedge for splitting wood (pers.

comm. K. Brownlee 2014). The antler could not kentified beyondervidag it could be from

a large caribou or from a moose.
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4.3.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.3.2.1 Frequencies

Caribou are undeniably the most common cervid, wittose accounting for little of the

identified cervid remains (Table 4.13). This isedplly true if we consider the unknown

cervidaeto be caribou. Phalanges, tarsal bones, and setsaare the most common elements

for both caribou and unknowaervidae presumably because of the prevalence of thesesbon

within the skeleton and their durability (Table4).1L.ong bones in this assemblage are

fragmentary and thus not necessarily identifialsla @articular species.

Table 4.13 Identified Cervid Remains at HiLp-1

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 196 37.19% 102 31.00%
Moose 43 8.16% 17 5.17%
Caribou 288 54.65% 210 63.83%
Total 527 100.00% 329 100.00%
Table 4.14 Identified Cervid Elements at HiLp-1
Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Cranium 2 0.95% - - 1 0.98%
Mandible 2 0.95% 2 11.76% 1 0.98%
Tooth 2 0.95% - - 3 2.94%
Antler 1 0.48% 1 5.88% 3 2.94%
Vertebra 4 1.90% - - 3 2.94%
Rib - - - - 5 4.90%
Sternum - - - - 1 0.98%
Innominate | 2 0.95% - - - -
Scapula 7 3.33% - - 1 0.98%
Humerus 5 2.38% 2 11.76% 1 0.98%
Radius 7 3.33% - - 2 1.96%
Ulna 3 1.43% - - - -
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Femur - - - - 1 0.98%
Tibia 11 5.24% 1 5.88% 4 3.92%
Metacarpus| 6 2.86% 1 5.88% 1 0.98%
Metatarsus 15 7.14% - - 5 4.90%
Metapodium| 3 1.43% - - 4 3.92%
Lateral 6 2.86% 1 5.88% 1 0.98%
malleolus

Carpal 10 4.76% 5 29.41% 2 1.96%
Tarsal 43 20.48% 2 11.76% 8 7.84%
Sesamoid 18 8.57% - - 10 9.80%
Phalanx 63 30.00% 2 11.76% 45 44.12%
Total 210 99.99% 17 99.97% 102 99.98%

4.3.2.2 Modifications

More moose bones exhibit signs of burning tharboarbones (Table 4.15). As with
sites discussed above, this is likely related twkowg and, for the more heavily burnt bones,
disposal and other utilitarian causes. There s lbesning of the cervid remains here than at the
other pre-contact sites.

Very little gnawing and few butchery marks weréeab Light carnivore gnawing is
present on 4 caribou elements and 1 moose eleagait) indicative of scavenging or presence
of canid species. As for cutmarks, several thiragsleze said. For caribou, one metatarsus was cut
and split, while several other elements have cutmypical of general butchery. Two caribou
antler tines and an antler base are scored and gadicating removing of antlers and likely the
alteration of antlers into tools or other items. #aknown cervid antler also demonstrates
alteration: it is cut in half. In addition, othegreid elements, namely a calcaneus and a vertebra,
have several small cut marks, possibly signs afrskg or butchering. Finally, a moose humerus

has shallow cuts on the shatft, likely from meataeat.
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Finally, fragmentation and breakage must be ndisdnentioned above, a metatarsus
was split for marrow extraction or tool productidnis likely that many of the fragmentary long
bones are in that condition due to marrow extracéi® well, but may be in part related to
preservation factors such as trampling and stegtigic compression. Similar to previously
discussed sites, the phalanges at HiLp-1 are mhmolgen in a transverse pattern suggestive of
marrow extraction. Tibias are primarily represergdlistal ends, which can be a possible
indicator of tool manufacturing (pers. comm. K. ®rdee 2014). Part of the procedure of
making fleshers and other tools is the removabgfteyses (e.g., Bird 2011; Brownlee 2005),

and so a predominance of discarded epiphyses magsent this practice.

Table 4.15 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at HiLp

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 56 26.67% 7 41.18%
Gnawing (carnivore) 4 1.90% 1 5.88%
Gnawing (rodent) - - 1 5.88%
Cutmarks 7 3.33% 1 5.88%

4.3.2.3 Age and sex

With three exceptions, sex could not be determfoedny cervid remains. Two antler
specimens, one from a moose and one from an unkoewrd were identified as male, based on
size and thickness for the latter. One caribouiagrarfragment is possibly male, again based on
size and robustness, but this is uncertain. Nothiegningful can be said regarding sex.

Ageing was based on level of fusion and tooth #wapwvear. One unknoweervidae

distal tibia was identified as a possible juvesildadult. One proximal humerus from a moose
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was identified as juvenile, as it was partiallygdsAs for caribou, one unfused proximal
humerus epiphysis was identified as juvenile, waiannominate, distal radius, and proximal
phalanx were determined to be juvenile/subaduletas level of fusion. A caribou cranial
fragment was labelled young adult based on thaalrantures, and teeth were tentatively aged
as 3 to 4 years. Otherwise, the remaindereovidaeelements were subadult/adult or

indeterminate. Several fragments from un-eruptéddactyl teeth were also found.

4.3.3 Summary

The faunal assemblage at Kame Hills representsadlexploitation pattern of available
species, with a mixture of smaller mammals sudbeaver and larger mammals like caribou.
Though fish remains are not present in great nuspleis is likely in part due to lack of
preservation; given the location, fish were likalyimportant part of subsistence. The bison
remains, though minimal, are highly unusual andcatiive of some form of trade with or travel
to the south of the province. Overall, many spewiese used at HiLp-1, with caribou and
various furbearers playing a key role in subsistenc

The site was occupied across time, and very btlebe separated into individual time
frames. Likely the area was occupied in most osedisons. Moose and fish were available year-
round, as were most furbearers such as beavefrfalllvgould have been the optimal season for
moose, and the winter months for furbearers. Cankould be prevalent during the winter and
early spring months, and waterfowl were preseninduhe spring through to the fall. The
presence of young caribou also suggests a timeanf yuveniles were present during the winter
migration. However, as the ages are uncertainflamdnimals may be subadult, they could also

be present in the spring migration.
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While moose are present, it is clear that a langenber of caribou were used. In this
assemblage, the cutmarks demonstrate skinning #ctdry, and broken phalanges and other
bones suggest possible marrow extraction. Impdytathiere are also signs of tool

manufacturing, with scored and cut antlers angtiegalence of distal tibias.

4.4 Poplar Point (HeLu-2)

The Poplar Point site, HeLu-2, consists of thigeifade buildings dating to the early
1800s (Smith 1997a). It was first recorded ancetest 1969 and again in 1974. It was revisited
in 1994, during which time two fur trade establigns were excavated. The faunal remains
considered here come from the 1994 excavationkoAgh initially thought to be a North West
Company post from the mid-1800s, later excavatimied two separate fur trade posts with
artifacts possibly from the late 1700s to early@s8(Bmith 1997a). It is likely that one post was
HBC and the other was NWC, set up in competitiotihveach other (Smith 1997a). Smith
(1997a) postulates that the HBC building at Helw&? occupied during two winter seasons in
1806 and 1807, with the NWC building being occupgledng this time as well. Due to
limitations in available data, the following anag/sonsiders the two sections of HeLu-2 as a

whole.

4.4.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.4.1.1 Taxon Abundances

The faunal remains at HelLu-2 are a fairly equitddakance of fish and mammal (Table
4.16). A small percentage (2.06%) is composedrof fbagments. A total of 4124 fragments

were recovered.
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Of the mammal remains, small and medium speciebeserepresented: beaver,

muskrat, and hare/rabbit bones are common (Tabl®.4Caribou and moose are comparatively

uncommon here, though there are several large mabonas that could potentially be from

these species. Fish are a large proportion ofskerablage, with pike and walleye being the

most common fish species. The few identified biodds are a mix of waterfowl and birds like

ptarmigan and grouse.

Table 4.16 Classes in HeLu-2 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 85 2.06%
Mammal 2096 50.82%
Fish 1918 46.51%
Unidentifiable 25 0.61%
Total 4124 100.00%

Table 4.17 Identified Fragments in HeLu-2 Assemélag

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage

Bird (unknown) 25 0.61%
Large bird 13 0.32%
Medium bird 29 0.71%
Wood duck 3 0.07%
Loon 6 0.15%
Swan 1 0.02%
Pelican 1 0.02%
Raven 4 0.10%
Willow ptarmigan 2 0.05%
Spruce grouse 1 0.02%
Mammal (unknown) 1865 45.50%
Large mammal 10 0.24%
Medium/large mammal 9 0.22%
Medium mammal 12 0.29%
Small mammal 4 0.10%
Artiodactyl species (unknown) 2 0.05%
Moose 8 0.20%
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Table 4.17 Identified Fragments in HeLu-2 Assemélémpntinued)

Caribou 5 0.12%
Marten 2 0.05%
Beaver 66 1.61%
Muskrat 53 1.29%
Hare/rabbit 59 1.44%
Canid species (unknown) 1 0.02%
Fish (unknown) 1852 45.18%
Pike 42 1.02%
Sucker 2 0.05%
Whitefish 4 0.10%
Walleye 18 0.44%
Total 4099 99.99%

4.4.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

No bone tools are present in this assemblage.

4.4.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.4.2.1 Frequencies

While looking at the total number of fragments, m®bdones appear to be more common
(Table 4.18). When fragmentation is accountedhosugh MNE, however, caribou elements are
slightly more common. Overall, though, it is a lvale of moose and caribou, and it cannot be
said for certain that one is more prevalent thanotier. It should be noted that it seems that the
most durable elements (i.e., phalanges, teetlgltaomes) are accounted for here, rather than

more fragile elements (Table 4.19).

Table 4.18 Identified Cervid Remains at HeLu-2

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Caribou 5 38.46% 5 55.56%
Moose 8 61.54% 4 44.44%
Total 13 100.00% 9 100.00%
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Table 4.19 Identified Cervid Elements at HeLu-2

Element Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE

Vertebra 1 20.00% - -
Tooth 1 20.00% - -
Rib - - 1 25.00%
Tarsal 3 60.00% - -
Sesamoid - 1 25.00%
Phalanx - - 2 50.00%
Total 100.00% 4 100.00%

4.4.2.2 Modifications

Most of the caribou elements are burnt, though rudriee moose bones are (Table 4.20).

The burning is light, perhaps indicating cookingiamtentional exposure to flame.

Several cutmarks are present on the caribou taoseds. Light cuts on these elements
may be suggestive of skinning. There are also datgpon the moose rib, indicating removal of

meat. Light carnivore gnawing is present on the seqahalanx, but on no other elements.

Table 4.20 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at H2Lu

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 4 80% - -
Gnawing (carnivore) - - 1 25%
Cutmarks 2 40% 1 25%

4.4.2.3 Age and sex

No cervid remains could be identified as male ondke. Similarly, no meaningful age

classes could be distinguished beyond subadult/adul
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4.4.3 Summary

The faunal assemblage at HelLu-2 clearly demomstiitg function as a fur trade post,
with many bones from furbearer species. The precal®f fish bones suggests that fish were a
key resource for the traders occupying these pGsiisbou and moose were present, but perhaps
not as central to subsistence during the two saeabenarea was apparently occupied.

The season of occupation is thought to be primarnihter, based on research done by
Smith (1997). The remains themselves do not defetit demonstrate this, but lend support.
Most of the identified species are available yeamnd, but caribou and furbearers would have
been sought out in the winter months, as duringtthme caribou were available and animals like
beaver had good quality fur and were in a predietidzation (Malasiuk 1999). The lack of
waterfowl may support the idea of a primarily wnéecupation as well.

Caribou and moose were clearly hunted, but aréheotost abundant species in this
assemblage, based on fragments. This may simpéctéfir trade practices and perhaps season

or overall availability, rather than any particupaeferences.

4.5 Late Historic Cabin (HdLx-1)
HdLx-1 is a historic cabin located on the ChuidRilver near Island River (Smith 2001).
It was first recorded in 1969 as a prehistoric csitepthese pre-contact remains were excavated
as part of the first archaeological investigatitorshe CRD (Smith 1994, 2001). Identified in
1994 as a high priority for further mitigation aretovery, the historic part of the site was
excavated in 2000. The remains found during they lexcavation are considered here. Artifacts
at HdLx-1 date the site to the late 1800s or eB®l§0s, and it was likely inhabited for several

decades (Smith 2001).
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4.5.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.5.1.1 Taxon Abundances

A total of 3588 post-contact faunal fragments wenkected. Several other fragments
were catalogued as pre-contact or undeterminedadilreir context and associated artifacts, and
these are not included here. The overwhelming ngjof fragments are identified as mammal,

with minimal bird and fish remains (Table 4.21).

Table 4.21 Classes in HdLx-1 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 4 0.11%
Mammal 3557 99.14%
Fish 21 0.59%
Mollusc 2 0.06%
Unidentifiable 4 0.11%
Total 3588 100.01%

Table 4.22 Identified Fragments in HdLx-1 Assemblag

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird (unknown) 4 0.11%
Mammal 402 11.22%
Large mammal 885 24.69%
Medium/large mammal 1970 54.97%
Medium mammal 66 1.84%
Small/medium mammal 27 0.75%
Small mammal 11 0.31%
Artiodactyl species (unknown) 5 0.14%
Cervid species (unknown) 2 0.06%
Moose 74 2.06%
Caribou 72 2.01%
Beaver 14 0.39%
Snowshoe hare 29 0.81%
Fish (unknown) 21 0.59%
Mollusc (unknown) 2 0.06%
Total 3584 100.01%
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The majority of the mammal remains are from mediargé and large animals (Table
4.22). However, some smaller mammal species, ssibleaver and hare, were identified.
Caribou and moose bones are prevalent, and kalylthat the undetermined medium/large and
large mammals are alservidae A lack of fish and bird should be noted; this meffect

subsistence practices or season, but it is likisly @elated to preservation and collection.

4.5.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

Several bone tools were identified: 2 needles fumdentified animals and 1 moose
flesher. The flesher is shattered but reconstryated is the handle of the tool. Two mollusc
buttons were also noted. In addition, amongst Ussible pre-contact remains was 1 broken

unidentified tool. Its use was unclear, but it wasdified in some way.

4.5.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.5.2.1 Frequencies

Prior to accounting for fragmentation, moose antboa remains are essentially equal
(Table 4.23). However, using MNE, it is clear tbatibou bones are more abundant. As with
most of the other sites discussed in this chapterlanges are the most common element (Table

4.24).

Table 4.23 Identified Cervid Remains at HdLx-1

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 2 1.35% 2 3.77%
Moose 74 50.00% 12 22.64%
Caribou 72 48.65% 39 73.58%
Total 148 100.00% 53 99.99%
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Table 4.24 Identified Cervid Elements at HdLx-1

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE MNE %MNE

Mandible 2 5.13% - - - -

Vertebra - - 2 16.67% 1 50.00%

Sacrum - - - - 1 50.00%

Rib 2 5.13% 5 41.67% - -

Scapula 1 2.56% - - - -

Long bone* | - - 1 8.33% - -

Radius 3 7.69% - - - -

Ulna 2 5.13% - - - -

Femur - - 1 8.33% - -

Tibia 1 2.56% - - - -

Metatarsus | 1 2.56% 1 8.33% - -

Metapodium| 1 2.56% - - - -

Carpal 1 2.56% - - - -

Tarsal 2 5.13% 1 8.33% - -

Lateral 1 2.56% 1 8.33% - -

malleolus

Sesamoid 2 5.13% - - - -

Phalanx 20 51.28% - - - -

Total 39 99.98% 12 99.99% 100.00%

4.5.2.2 Modifications

Half of the moose bones and a little over halfhaf taribou bones exhibit signs of
burning (Table 4.25). Most of these burnt boneschegred or blackened. While not fully
calcined, the bones are still fairly burnt, sugpgsintentional burning.

Two moose ribs have cuts on the shaft, and osavis. These marks suggest butchery
and disarticulation. Several light cuts are notedh® moose femur shaft as well, perhaps related
to skinning or to general butchery. Many caribcenetnts have cuts and chops, demonstrative of
butchering. Of particular interest are the cutmankghe posterior section of the mandible,

which may suggest skinning or the removal of the @ne caribou and two moose bones have
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light carnivore gnawing. As with previous sitegamsideration of fragmentation and breakage

suggests marrow extraction.

Table 4.25 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at HdLx

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 24 61.54% 6 50.00%
Gnawing (carnivore) 1 2.56% 1 8.33%
Cutmarks 13 25.00% 3 33.33%

4.5.2.3 Age and sex

No elements indicated sex. The majority of mooskaaribou bones could not be aged
beyond subadult/adult. There is one possible jueaa@ribou phalanx, but this identification is

uncertain.

4.5.3 Summary

This late 1800s cabin provides insight into thiessstence patterns of its occupants. The
majority of remains come from larger animals, likearibou and moose, which suggests a focus
on large game hunting here. Smaller mammals subleaser and hare were also identified,
though to a lesser extent. It is neverthelessylik&t trapping was a relatively important activity
for the inhabitants.

While moose would have been available year-ronadbou would be more prevalent
during the winter months in this area. Given theklaf bird remains, it may be that this cabin
was occupied primarily during the winter. In gengttae lack of variety in species and sizes may

indicate brief winter occupations with limited assdo certain species.
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Overall, caribou appear to have been a key spatidss site, along with other large

mammals like moose. There is much evidence of leuycand marrow extraction from caribou.

4.6 Can of Birds (HfLp-6)
HfLp-6, named ‘Can of Birds’ by the field crew, svaxcavated in 1974 and 1975 (Kelly
1982; Kroker 1990). Due to the distance to Yorktéag fur trade posts were established in this
area in the 1700s to accommodate Cree people fremegion (Kroker 1990). There are two
components to this site considered here: a hish@aeth with minimal pre-contact material

intermixed and an accumulation of debris from aemercent (1950s) occupation (Kelly 1982).

4.6.1 Overall HfLp-6 Fur Trade faunal assemblage

4.6.1.1 Taxon Abundances

In the hearth, a mixture of mammal and fish bonas feund (Table 4.26). Mammal
bones are the most common, though it must be remedhhat fish remains are more fragile
and thus less likely to be recovered.

Amongst the mammal remains, no small mammals wergified (Table 4.27). The only

species identified was caribou. Most fish bonesewandentified, save for one pike bone.

Table 4.26 Classes in HfLp-6 Fur Trade Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Mammal 65 82.28%
Fish 14 17.72%
Total 79 100.00%
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Table 4.27 Identified Fragments in HfLp-6 Fur Traksemblage

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Mammal (unknown) 42 53.16%
Large mammal 12 15.19%
Medium/large mammal 2 2.53%
Medium mammal 1 1.27%
Cervid species (unknown) 1 1.27%
Caribou 7 8.86%
Fish (unknown) 13 16.46%
Pike 1 1.27%
Total 79 100.01%

4.6.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

No bone tools or otherwise altered bones were fautidthis hearth.

4.6.2 HfLp-6 Fur Trade caribou and other cervidae remains

4.6.2.1 Frequencies

As only caribou remains could be identified, thisraot much to be said regarding the

frequency of this species (Tables 4.28, 4.29).

Table 4.28 Identified Cervid Remains at HfLp-6 (Huade)

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 1 12.50% 1 14.29%
Caribou 7 87.50% 6 85.71%
Total 8 100.00% 7 100.00%
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Table 4.29 Identified Cervid Elements at HfLp-6 (Huade)

Element Caribou Cervid species
(uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE

Rib 1 16.67% - -
Ulna 1 16.67% - -
Tibia - - 1 100.00%
Tarsal 3 50.00% - -
Phalanx 1 16.67% - -
Total 6 100.01% 1 100.00%

4.6.2.2 Modifications

Interestingly, no burning was noted on these resalaspite their location (Table 4.30).

The bones were in poor condition, presumably dwsoiioconditions and weathering.

One caribou element, an ulna, was gnawed by avoaen Another, a tarsal, had light

carnivore and rodent gnawing. Butchery marks suggjearticulation; two elements appear to

have been cut or sawn. One rib also has a cutrpaskably indicating the removal of meat or

organs. As for fragmentation, it is likely that sleebones were broken for marrow, or broken

through disposal.

Table 4.30 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at HoL{-ur Trade)

Modification type Caribou
MNE %MNE
Gnawing (carnivore) 1 16.67%
Gnawing (carnivore and 1 16.67%
rodent)
Cutmarks 3 50%
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4.6.2.3Age and sex

Age and sex could not be determined based on tees&ns.

4.6.3 HfLp-6 Fur Trade Summary

Because there was a lack of identified speciesadmdited context, few conclusions can

be made. Both mammal and fish were used. No snathmmal or bird remains were present,

which may suggest a choice based on need or searspossibly a short occupation of the

campsite. However, this may be a preservation jggméicularly given that the remains were

found in a hearth. More fragile bones may not heweived, or may be scattered elsewhere.

4.6.4 Overall HfLp-6 Recent faunal assemblage

4.6.4.1 Taxon Abundances

A total of 2907 fragments were collected from theemt occupation areas of the site,

which allows for a more detailed interpretationeTlemains are primarily mammal, with some

fish and minimal bird bones (Table 4.31).

Table 4.31 Classes in HfLp-6 Recent Assemblage

Class

NSP

Percentage of Assemblage

Bird 28 0.96%

Mammal 2700 92.88%

Fish 176 6.05%

Mollusc 3 0.10%

Total 2907 99.99%
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Larger mammal species, including caribou, are thetroommon, but smaller mammal
species, including beaver, were also found (Tald2)4 Fish bones were collected as well, and it

is clear that they were also an important resouBue.bones were comparatively rare.

Table 4.32 Identified Fragments in HfLp-6 Recensémblage

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird (unknown) 6 0.21%
Large bird 9 0.31%
Medium/large bird 1 0.03%
Medium bird 12 0.41%
Mammal (unknown) 2049 70.49%
Large mammal 273 9.39%
Medium/large mammal 132 4.54%
Medium mammal 20 0.69%
Cervid species (unknown) 9 0.31%
Caribou 159 5.47%
Canid species (unknown) 6 0.20%
Mustelid species (unknown) 1 0.03%
Beaver 43 1.48%
Muskrat 8 0.28%
Fish (unknown) 169 5.81%
Pike 5 0.17%
Sucker 2 0.07%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 1 0.03%
Snail 2 0.07%
Total 2907 99.99%

4.6.4.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

No bone tools or otherwise modified bones wereved.
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4.6.5 HfLp-6 Recent caribou and other cervidae remains

4.6.5.1 Frequencies

With no moose identified, caribou were the primiange mammal (Table 4.33).

Phalanges were the most common element, in pattioddoserrepresentation, but also suggestive

of butchery and use (Table 4.34). Tibiae, scapalad,vertebrae were also common recoveries.

Table 4.33 Identified Cervid Remains at HfLp-6 (Be®)

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 9 5.36% 3 2.91%
Caribou 159 94.64% 100 97.09%
Total 168 100.00% 103 100.00%

Table 4.34 Identified Cervid Elements at HfLp-6 ¢Bet)

Element Caribou Cervid species (uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE

Cranium 2 2.00% - -
Mandible 5 5.00% - -
Tooth 2 2.00% - -
Vertebra 9 9.00% - -
Innominate 2 2.00% - -
Scapula 10 10.00% 1 33.33%
Humerus 2 2.00% 1 33.33%
Radius 7 7.00% - -
Ulna 6 6.00% - -
Femur 4 4.00% 1 33.33%
Tibia 10 10.00% - -
Metacarpus 1 1.00% - -
Metatarsus 8 8.00% - -
Metapodium 5 5.00% - -
Carpal 1 1.00% - -
Tarsal 6 6.00% - -
Lateral malleolus| 1 1.00% - -
Phalanx 19 19.00% - -
Total 100 100.00% 3 99.99%
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4.6.5.2 Modifications

Over a third of caribou bones are burnt to someeae(lable 4.35). These are mainly
blackened and calcined, suggesting intentionalibgriCarnivore gnawing on several elements
may indicate scavenging or the presence of dodgsthé occupants of the site. Butchery marks
in this assemblage indicate several practicesnsign disarticulation, and the intentional
splitting of bones to access marrow.

Phalanges are more complete in comparison to tdeséfied at other sites, which may
indicate marrow extraction from these bones mayhawe been as important an activity.
Interestingly, all tibiae are represented by distals. The prevalence of distal ends may suggest

tool-making; perhaps fleshers were being madedogss furs.

Table 4.35 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at HiL{Recent)

Modification type Caribou
MNE %MNE
Burning 38 38.00%
Gnawing (carnivore) 11 11.00%
Gnawing (rodent) 1 1.00%
Cutmarks 12 12.00%

4.6.5.3 Age and sex

In general sex could not be determined, thoughpoasible female and two possible
male caribou were identified based on pelvic bareson mandible size/length. This tells us

little of the sex structure, however.
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As for age, the majority were identified as subgiddult or adult. Several were
indeterminate. Three bones were identified as jilwemd one as juvenile/subadult based on

degree of fusion of long bones and vertebrae.

4.6.6 HfLp-6 Recent Summary
This recent debris comes from hunting cabins,rapdesents the activities of the
occupants. They hunted caribou during the wintae fiemains show that furbearers were also
used. Trappers occupied these cabins during theewifish were an additional food source.
Male and female caribou were both hunted, andamtcolar preference is suggested by

these bones. Caribou served as a food source eandl@d materials for clothing and for tools.

4.7 Flicker (HeLw-20)

HelLw-20, the Flicker site, is located on the ledhk of the MacBride River (Hanna
1975). It was found and excavated in 1973. Thelsitebeen continuously occupied to some
degree over time, and these cultural componentsarstratified (Hanna 1975). Thus, the faunal
remains cannot be accurately separated into timedse With this in mind, HeLw-20 is

considered as a whole, more representative ofreethan of any individual time period.

4.7.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.7.1.1 Taxon Abundances

A total of 1131 bone fragments are consideredvibelthe majority of the remains could
be identified as mammal (Table 4.36). Fish is algpominent class. More mollusc fragments

were found than bird.

95



Table 4.36 Classes in HeLw-20 Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird 30 2.65%
Mammal 880 77.81%
Fish 165 14.59%
Mollusc 56 4.95%
Total 1131 100.00%

Table 4.37 Identified Fragments in HeLw-20 Asseméla

Identification

NISP

Percentage of Assemblage

Bird (unknown) 9 0.80%
Large bird 7 0.62%
Medium/large bird 5 0.44%
Medium bird 5 0.44%
Canada Goose 3 0.27%
Hawk/Eagle/Kite (unknown) | 1 0.09%
Mammal 546 48.28%
Large mammal 115 10.17%
Medium/large mammal 2 0.18%
Medium mammal 35 3.09%
Small/medium mammal 5 0.44%
Cervid species (unknown) 2 0.18%
Moose 14 1.24%
Caribou 75 6.63%
Carnivore species (unknown 1 0.09%
Fox (arctic or red) 10 0.89%
Weasel species (unknown) 1 0.09%
Beaver 31 2.74%
Muskrat 39 3.45%
Red squirrel 1 0.09%
Hare/rabbit 3 0.27%
Fish (unknown) 128 11.32%
Jackfish 37 3.27%
Mollusc (unknown) 3 0.27%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 36 3.18%
Mollusc (Snail) 17 1.50%

Total

1131

100.03%
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Of the mammal remains identified to size or spedagge mammal bones are the most
abundant (Table 4.37). Bones specifically iderdifes caribou account for 6.65% of the
assemblage. A wide variety of species were ideatjfincluding a number of furbearers. Of
these, muskrat and beaver are particularly numekéarsous bivalves and snails are also

included here.

4.7.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

Recovered bone tools include 1 broken harpoon freatla mammal bone and 1 awl
made from a caribou metatarsal. The latter is & §tagment that appears utilized and was
likely an expedient tool -- a fragment that wasduge a make-shift tool immediately and

possibly abandoned soon afterward.

4.7.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.7.2.1 Frequencies

Caribou remains account for the majority of idaatfcervid remains and are more
numerous than moose (Table 4.38). The most commdimow elements are tarsal bones (Table
4.39), most likely due to the durability and numbethese within an individual skeleton.
Metatarsal bones were also relatively common. Theses may indicate discard practices, with

lower limb bones being discarded in a differenbatren more central bones.
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Table 4.38 Identified Cervid Remains at HeLw-20

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 2 2.20% 2 3.13%
Moose 14 15.38% 9 14.06%
Caribou 75 82.42% 53 82.81%
Total 91 100.00% 64 100.00%
Table 4.39 Identified Cervid Elements at HeLw-20

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE MNE %MNE

Antler 1 1.89% - - - -
Vertebra - - 2 22.22% - -
Rib - - 3 33.33% - -
Scapula 2 3.77% - - - -
Radius 1 1.89% - - - -
Ulna 2 3.77% - - - -
Femur - - 1 11.11% - -
Tibia 1 1.89% - - - -
Metacarpus| 2 3.77% - - - -
Metatarsus | 9 16.98% 1 11.11% - -
Metapodium| - - - - 1 50.00%
Carpal 5 9.43% - - - -
Tarsal 22 41.51% - - - -
Phalanx 8 15.09% 2 22.22% 1 50.00%
Total 53 99.99% 9 99.9(% 100.00%

4.7.2.2 Modifications

Over a quarter of caribou bones are burnt, alorly &vmoose bone (Table 4.40). The

majority are lightly charred or affected by fireiggesting perhaps unintentional burning through

cooking or other activities. Several are calciremyever, possibly for disposal or fuel use.

Carnivore gnawing is minimal and light. Rodent gy is only present on one element:

a moose vertebra. Signs of butchery are a mipgbt kcutmarks, deep gouges, and light chop
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marks. Important, caribou antler fragments areestand appear to be the remnants of tool

production. Other cutmarks are signs of disartibotteand removal of meat. In addition, a

moose metatarsal appears to have been cut andikplit for marrow extraction. Marrow

extraction is also suggested by the fractures gbdavn many phalanges and the fragmentary

long bones only identifiable as large mammal.

Table 4.40 Modified Caribou and Moose Bone at H&Qv-

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 15 28.30% 1 11.11%
Gnawing (carnivore) 2 3.77% 3 33.33%
Gnawing (rodent) - - 1 11.11%
Cutmarks 9 16.98% 1 11.11%

4.7.2.3 Age and sex

No cervidaebones could be sexed at HeLw-20. Moose bones cmilde aged beyond
subadult/adult. The majority of caribou bones atgaslult/adult or of indeterminate age.

However, one caribou element, an unfused distahtaietal epiphysis, is from a juvenile animal.

4.7.3 Summary

The overall faunal assemblage from HeLw-20 indisat broad exploitation pattern,
presumably maintained across time. It consists ipainmammal, with fish also being a key
class. Large mammal and caribou are more abunkdantdathers, but beaver and muskrat are

prominent as well.
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Other than the migratory species identified, nggaribou and Canada Goose, most of
the animals in this assemblage are available ymard: It is likely that HeLw-20 was occupied
throughout the year at various points during its. us

Caribou were more prevalent than moose, indicahagthis animal was used more,
either due to abundance or preference. Modificatiorthe bones demonstrate that caribou were

used for food, skins, and tool manufacture.

4.8 York Factory

York Factory was a key centre of the fur trad€anada. It was first built in 1684,
changed hands multiple times between 1685 and Brirebuilt several times after that
slightly upriver (Lytwyn 1993; Payne 1996; Simpsk8v?2). After it was returned to the British
in 1714, “York Factory quickly became the singlestionportant trading post in the Hudson’s
Bay Company’s territories” (Payne 1996:15). Oneglitig posts were established inland, trade
at York Factory began to decline. Neverthelesgntained an important location for the HBC
until the 2" century. As its function became more of a warebarsl administration location
over the years, new buildings were constructed.JldeOctagon was the main building at York
Factory initially, but it was replaced by the Depailding in the 1830s (Payne 1996). Due to
construction and other disturbances over the ydafaunal assemblage is highly disturbed and
difficult to differentiate. As described below, ansideration of individual strata, buildings, and
areas was attempted, but found to offer few adufiicnsights at this time due to this high level
of disturbance. Therefore, the following analysigids at the fauna from York Factory and

vicinity as a whole.
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4.8.1 Overall faunal assemblage

4.8.1.1 Taxon Abundances

A total of 82137 faunal fragments have been cai@étom York Factory and related
sites. A large proportion of these remain unidéesdi{Table 4.41). Of the identified classes,
mammal remains are the most abundant, closelyellioby bird bones. Fish bones, though

much less numerous, are still a prominent class.

Table 4.41 Classes in York Factory Assemblage

Class NSP Percentage of Assemblage

Bird 12543 15.27%

Mammal 15615 19.01%

Fish 4606 5.61%

Mollusc 355 0.43%

Reptile 5 0.01%

Unidentified 49013 59.67%

Total 82137 100.00%

A wide variety of species were exploited at Yodctory (Table 4.42). Many different
types of waterfowl and birds were used. In particujjeese were important. The mammal bones
represent both wild and domestic species, andfoothsources and furbearing animals. Cow
and pig, for instance, were raised at York Facforyconsumption. Domestic dogs were used for
sled teams and hunting, and the remains of thaésebmnare numerous. Caribou and general
large mammal bones are abundant as well, indicthiaigthey were a key species amongst
others. Beaver, hare, and other small and mediummads are noted, though are interestingly
not as common as one might expect. This is likelyaise furbearers would be trapped and

processed elsewhere, with only furs brought tothet itself. Whales and other marine mammals
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were also used, though again not as prominentn&s otammals. No specific fish species were

identified, but fish in general appear to have baeother key resource.

Table 4.42 Identified Fragments in York Factory é&sblage

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Bird (unknown) 10899 32.90%
Large bird 132 0.40%
Medium/large bird 209 0.63%
Medium bird 187 0.56%
Small/medium bird 364 1.10%
Small bird 128 0.39%
Duck/goose species (unknown) 13 0.04%
Duck species (unknown) 25 0.08%
Goose species (unknown) 70 0.21%
Canada Goose 95 0.29%
Snow Goose 19 0.06%
Mallard 9 0.03%
Swan 7 0.02%
Grey Partridge 2 0.01%
Ptarmigan 9 0.03%
Grouse 1 0.00%
Wren 6 0.02%
Crow/raven (unknown) 1 0.00%
Killdeer 367 1.11%
Mammal (unknown) 12725 38.42%
Large mammal 610 1.84%
Medium/large mammal 697 2.10%
Medium mammal 214 0.65%
Small/medium mammal 162 0.49%
Small mammal 86 0.26%
Artiodactyl species (unknown) 4 0.01%
Cervidae 108 0.32%
Moose 23 0.07%
Caribou 424 1.28%
Sheep/goat (unknown) 1 0.00%
Cow 3 0.01%
Pronghorn 1 0.00%
Pig 7 0.02%
Canid species (unknown) 10 0.03%
Wolf/dog (unknown) 209 0.63%




Table 4.42 Identified Fragments in York Factory émblage (continued)

Identification NISP Percentage of Assemblage
Fox 32 0.09%
Domestic dog 87 0.26%
Wolf 2 0.01%
Mustelid species (unknown) 1 0.00%
Black bear/polar bear 15 0.04%
Rodent species (unknown) 50 0.15%
Shrew 12 0.04%
Beaver 22 0.07%
Ground squirrel 1 0.00%
Porcupine 1 0.00%
Hare/rabbit 42 0.12%
Marten 1 0.00%
Wolverine 1 0.00%
Whale 19 0.06%
Beluga whale/narwhal (unknown) 11 0.03%
Beluga 27 0.08%
Seal (Common/Spotted/Bearded) 7 0.03%
Fish (unknown) 4606 13.91%
Mollusc (unknown) 282 0.85%
Mollusc (Bivalve) 57 0.17%
Snalil 16 0.05%
Reptile (unknown) 4 0.01%
Turtle 1 0.00%
Total 33124 99.98%

4.8.1.2 Bone Tools and Other Alterations

Many tools and altered bones were collected fromkYactory. Bone and shell buttons
are the most common of these, with over 100 buthmisbutton blanks recovered. Two caribou
scapulae with holes from producing button were atdtected. Other pieces include combs
made from shell, tortoise, and unidentified boi@spne awls; several gaming pieces; and a
bone pipe. Harpoons, knives, and several toolamsit handles made from unidentified mammal
bones were also recovered. Importantly, four sagpnd fleshing tools were identified, two

made from caribou and two made from moose.
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4.8.2 Caribou and other cervidae remains

4.8.2.1 Frequencies

Caribou bones are much more abundant than moobée(#a3). This suggests that
moose were not widely available in this area. Tinalmer of caribou bones also indicates that
caribou were an important species at York Factorgeneral. Phalanges were by far the most
common caribou element (Table 4.44). Tarsal bondsvartebra were also numerous. There are
a variety of long bones that were identified aslwiéie variety of elements may indicate that

this site had more of each stage of butchery theviqus sites.

Table 4.43 Identified Cervid Remains at York Fagtor

Species NISP %NISP MNE %MNE
Cervid species (unknown) 108 19.46% 84 17.91%
Moose 23 4.14% 19 4.05%
Caribou 424 76.40% 366 78.04%
Total 555 100.00% 469 100.00%

Table 4.44 Identified Cervid Elements at York Fagto

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(uknown)

MNE %MNE MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Antler - - - - 1 1.19%
Cranium 3 0.82% 1 5.26% 3 3.57%
Mandible 15 4.10% 1 5.26% 4 4.76%
Tooth 8 2.19% 2 10.53% 12 14.28%
Vertebra 33 9.02% 1 5.26% 8 9.52%
Rib 17 4.64% 4 21.05% 13 15.48%
Sacrum 2 0.55% - - - -
Innominate 11 3.01% 1 5.26% 2 2.38%
Scapula 9 2.46% 1 5.26% 1 1.19%
Long Bone - - - - 1 1.19%
Humerus 19 5.19% - - - -
Radius 26 7.10% 1 5.26% 3 3.57%
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Table 4.44 Identified Cervid Elements at York Fagt@ontinued)

Element Caribou Moose Cervid species
(uknown)
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Ulna 11 3.01% - - 2 2.38%
Femur 13 3.55% 3 15.79% 5 5.95%
Tibia 21 5.74% 1 5.26% 3 3.57%
Metacarpus 10 2.73% 1 5.26% - -
Metatarsus 16 4.37% - - 8 9.52%
Metapodium 8 2.19% - - 2 2.38%
Carpal 10 2.73% - - 2 2.38%
Tarsal 24 6.56% - - 4 4.76%
Carpal/tarsal - - - - 1 1.19%
(unknown)
Lateral Malleolus| 12 3.28% - - - -
Sesamoid 6 1.64% - - 3 3.57%
Phalanx 92 25.14% 2 10.53% 6 7.14%
Total 366| 100.02% 19 99.98% 84 99.97%

4.8.2.2 Modifications

A relatively small number of caribou and moose Isoare burnt (Table 4.45). Burning

was likely accidental in many cases, given the ttarrdof the bones and the small degree of

burning and heat exposure. Bones that were buaviliyevere likely for fuel or disposal.

Carnivore gnawing is simple to explain at York téag:. bones were given to the dogs

onsite, and this is why nearly a quarter of caribones and over a third of moose bones show

signs of gnawing. Many of the bones are gnawecdweavily.

Butchery marks are relatively common on these ®o8everal bones have chop marks,

suggesting disarticulation and dismemberment. TaAeynscrapes and cuts on long bone shafts

indicate the removal of meat, either before orrafteking. Cutmarks on the ends of bones

represent disarticulation or the removal of meats@lso were noted on several vertebrae, also
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indicative of the removal of meat. Some of theds auay be from skinning of the animals as
well.

Breakage and fragmentation should also be notelaRges are a mixture of whole,
broken proximal ends, and broken distal ends.lik&ly that these elements were broken for
marrow extraction, though fracture types are undigasome. Many long bone fragments are
possibly from the extraction of marrow as well, s cannot be said for certain as this analysis
did not include a detailed consideration of fraettypes. In addition, many of the recovered
mandibles were broken in a location that allowsther extraction of marrow. Metapodia are not
fragmented in a particular pattern: there is a anexof shaft fragments, proximal ends, and distal
ends. This is not suggestive of a particular us&lly, tibia remains are also a mixture proximal

and distal ends. This may still be evidence of tnahufacture, but it is uncertain.

Table 4.45 Modified Caribou and Moose Bones at Yeaktory

Modification type Caribou Moose
MNE %MNE MNE %MNE
Burning 56 15.30% 2 10.53%
Gnawing (carnivore) 85 23.22% 7 36.84%
Gnawing (rodent) 7 1.91% - -
Gnawing (carnivore and rodent) 4 1.09% - -
Cutmarks 126 34.43% 5 26.32%

4.8.2.3 Age and sex

The sex of the majority of theervidaeremains could not be determined. Six caribou

elements were identified as female, two were tamtidentified as female, and six were

tentatively identified as male. These identificaawere based on features of innominate bones




and lengths/sizes of mandibles. However, this do¢sndicate anything in particular regarding
the sex structure of the assemblage.

Most of the moose remains were adult or subadhilfabut one was identified as a
juvenile. Similarly, most of the unknowaervidaeremains were adult or subadult/adult, but 13
elements (or 15.66%) were identified as juvenilee Taribou remains are 9.02% juvenile, or 33
elements. In addition, 3 caribou elements weretifieth as juvenile/subadult. These
identifications are based on degree of fusion, gigrpand size. When teeth were examined,
tooth wear and eruption was used to determine &g presence of juveniles suggests a summer

or fall hunt.

4.8.3 Regarding Areas and Time Periods of York Factory

As part of the analysis, attempts were made adidiy the faunal assemblage based on
location on the site and time period. In generalsignificant differences emerged that can be
commented on accurately. It appears that the dvess¢mblage is generally representative of
the faunal exploitation patterns at York Factorgotime. It is also important to recognize that
due to the environment and to the activities om @ie., continual construction and additions of
buildings during the life of the fort), many of themains are intermixed and cannot be
accurately assigned to a particular time period.tRese reasons, analyses based on these
divisions are not included here.

However, one interesting pattern emerged whenihgoit the remains from the
excavation of the Native encampment at York Factitng area exhibited a similar mixture of
species to several of the sites at Southern Inda&e. It was also lacking in domestic species

such as pig and cow, save for one cow bone. Howewnéke the sites at Southern Indian Lake,
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bird bones were more prevalent. This area prowsdese insight into Cree subsistence patterns

in the coastal area.

4.8.4 Summary

The overall assemblage at York Factory represebt®ad use of faunal resources.
Domestic and wild species are used, and both feed and fur uses of animals are implicit in
the data. Mammals and birds were key resourcédssasite, supplemented by fish. Preservation
issues must be kept in mind, however, and it slyikhat fish were more numerous than
represented archaeologically.

We know that York Factory was occupied year-rowand this is also represented by the
faunal remains. The variety of species in ands#lftindicates hunting and resource use in each
season. Caribou would have been primarily availdbheng the late fall and spring migrations.
Waterfowl would be most common in spring and flaith would be available year-round, but
likely stocked through the summer and fall for #iater months. Ptarmigan and partridges
would be important over the winter as well.

Caribou were an important resource amongst otiteYerk Factory. Archaeologically, it
is clear that these animals made up a large priopast the resource base, but that bird species
and fish also played an important role. Caribouenesed for meat, skins, and tools,
demonstrated by butchery patterns and the presdrmme tools. Importantly, moose were not

common at this site during the fur trade.
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4.9 Summary

This zooarchaeological analysis has demonstratedelative importance of caribou in
northern Manitoba, both during the pre-contactqueand during the fur trade. Similar uses are
represented at each site: caribou were used for, maarow, skins, and tools. A consideration of
the optimal seasons of use for caribou and othexiep aids in understanding usage patterns and
interpreting the archaeological remains.

Differences in exploitation of animal resources geaerally unrelated to caribou. For
instance, fish use appears more common at mostasibeind Southern Indian Lake than bird
use, whereas bird use appears more common at Yatkiy, though fish also account for a
significant portion of the assemblage (Figure 4Thjs variation is likely explained by the
differential availability of these species and gsues with archaeological preservation. Marine
mammals were also available in the coastal re@od,thus are found in the York Factory
assemblage. In addition, some sites have a hidgherdance of beaver, muskrat, and other
smaller mammals, at times more so than caribois iEHikely tied to site function and length of
occupation for each individual site. Another impaittdifference is the use of moose, which is
much more common at Southern Indian Lake. The refsahis is again related to the
availability of the animal: moose were not commorhie York Factory region historically. In
general, it appears that a similar variety of speevere exploited prehistorically and historically.
Only the domesticated mammals from York Factoryesent a significant change in the use of
fauna. For instance, Kame Hills offered a varidtgmecies that appears similar to the variety at

some of the more recent sites, implying little ap@am the breadth of subsistence patterns.
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Overall, the archaeological remains show a trentbatinued use of caribou over time
and across the study region. There are no sigpemilation declines, but populations cannot be
commented on using this data, due to the broachttiches unclear time periods covered by
each site. The archaeological collections alsoigeogxamples of the different ways in which
caribou may be used, such as food and tool manuwéawith the use of skins implied.

This chapter has focused on the findings of treamthaeological analysis. Next, |
explore the findings from the archival research gredwork with YFFN. These sources provide

insight into caribou use, value, and migration ahdndance patterns.
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CHAPTER V:
FINDINGS FROM ETHNOHISTORICAL REVIEW
AND COMMUNITY INSIGHTS

This chapter presents the findings from the etlstiohical research as well as the insights
from interviews and workshops with YFFN. The ethistdrical information includes trade data,
hunting and migration descriptions, and evidenceanibou use from York Factory records,
Indian Lake records, and first-person historicalcamts. This is followed by commentary on the
community workshops and a discussion of what wak through the interviews. Together,

these methods provide a detailed understandingeaiise and value of caribou in the region.

5.1 Ethnohistorical Review
5.1.1 York Factory Records
The post journals, district reports, and accouwikisassociated with York Factory

provided insight into caribou hunting practicesgrations, trade patterns, and general usage.

5.1.1.1 Migrations and hunting

At York Factory, several methods were used for imgntaribou. The two main practices
were the use of caribou hedges and snares, anthdpuising guns in the open areas. Hedges
were used each year, with men staying at or pa&adigtibeing sent to the hedges during the
hunting seasons. Both ‘the hedge’ and ‘the uppdgé'eare referred to (e.g., HBCA B.239/a/5).
Caribou were dragged back to the fort by dog stedamsferred by canoe or boat. As the trade
become more established, Cree hunters were emphyydee HBC and sent on hunting

excursions, which is made evident by various enindghe 1800s.
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Several hunting locations are mentioned, indicadivehere caribou were moving during
their migrations. The caribou hedges near thedia@tthe focus. There is a hedge at Ten Shilling
Creek referred to. Hedges are described in otls¢orcal sources (e.g., HBCA B.91/a/5) as
being made of branches, with entryways at variatexvals lined with snares made of hide to
catch the caribou. Men were often sent ‘in seafateer’ in other locations, including crossings
at French Creek, Heal River, Steel River, Penngotdy River, and the Nelson River, as well as
when caribou were near Port Nelson or in ‘the glaim addition, the 1815 York Factory
District Report states that caribou crossed GulieLtihrough “a convenient narrow” in the lake,
as well as at Split Lake, where they would crosaugust, November, and April (HBCA
B.239/e/1).

These crossings are mentioned outside of the cootémnting as well, and at times the
writers of these journals comment on the migratioprovide details. Caribou are often
described crossing rivers. For instance, on Augif8t 1720, 32 caribou (referred to as ‘deer’)
were seen crossing the river, presumably the HEyBEA B.239/a/5). At other times, ‘large
numbers’ are seen crossing or calving (e.g., Map18.239/a/121). Crossings and migrations
are generally mentioned in April or May and Septemblunting and trade occurs throughout
the year, but were most commonly mentioned in Majume and September, October, or
November. In earlier years (i.e., 1720-1800), hanis trade were mostly mentioned in the late

spring, summer, and early fall. This appears tfi alre to spring and winter months after 1815.

5.1.1.2 Scarcity

Hunting success varies, and at various times Haibtwith hunters returning empty-

handed. This happens in many years, and does peaajp indicate any particular pattern. At
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various points in time, it is commented that “thera@o Deer to be seen” (e.g., September 6,
1750, HBCA B239/a/62). However, in some years, tgsearcity and starvation is commented
upon, and this suggests a decline in caribou ptipngor availability. In 1800, many entries
indicate that game animals were particularly scarcéhe coast. For instance, it is said that game
are becoming more and more scarce:

It is truly pitiful to hear the complaints of Indisa that visit the Factory
from whatsomever quarter they come from. No Dearirlelges, Rabbits
or Fish to be got nor anything for them to makermyssubsistence on,
but what they chiefly receive from the Factoryahoot help remarking
that every species of Game proves scarcer andesarery Season.
February 12, 1800
[HBCA B.239/a/104]

This is said to be true in all regions, not soklgund the fort. Some Native families claimed that
they had subsisted on fish for most of the yearinganot seen caribou since the previous fall
(HBCA B.239/a/104). Indeed, in this year, severakts they said “Pray God send either Deer or
Geese about soon or else both English and Natiilesave occasion to remember the year
1800” (April 26, 1800; HBCA B.239/a/104).

Caribou were said to make a late appearance i, 182w numbers. Scarcity appears to
continue or recur in the 1830s. Families from thstgpresumably around Fort Severn,
“report[ed] favorably of the Partridge Hunt, buhgolain[ed] of the entire disappearance of the
Rein Deer” (November 3, 1835; HBCA B.239/a/149)ntkr experiences were shared by other
families during this time as well. For example, dfetive man told traders at York Factory that
many people around ‘North River’ (Nelson River) weatruggling, “in consequence of the want
of deer. He himself has not killed one this Seaaod, many of those in that quarter have been
alike unfortunate.” (February 24, 1835; HBCA B.28948). Similar comments occur again in

1850, with Natives stating no deer are to be fooimthe coast or in the east (e.g., January 27,
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1850; HBCA B.239/a/173). There were occasionaliyeents referring to difficulties reaching
the caribou, saying they were “unable to approasr,dhrough want of snow” (January 12,
1850; HBCA B.239/a/173) or “the snow is too shallamd crusted to admit of their approaching
the Deer” (April 19, 1850; HBCA B.239/a/173). Tlasggests that one issue is lack of access,
not solely low numbers.

The 1889-1890 Post Report for York Factory commentscarcity, explaining that “the
continued scarcity of food and Fur animals has keptReturns much lower than they used to be
some years ago” and that the lack of food has naagossible for Natives to hunt (HBCA
B.239/e/13). However, in the journals during timsd, both successful and unsuccessful hunts
are mentioned, and in April 1890 caribou are saide around the fort in great numbers (HBCA
B.239/a/184). No specific number is mentioned, taglmay be relative to a general scarcity, or

it may suggest a recovery in numbers.

5.1.1.3 Uses and Trade

Caribou are noted as used by both York Factodetsaand by Cree people. In particular,
the instances of apparent starvation of Cree pepeother Native groups are noted in the
journals, indicating the reliance on caribou agwfood source. In general, however, caribou
use is primarily referred to in the context of gad

Caribou were brought to the fort in various forifinesh meat, dried meat, ‘green’ meat,
pemmican, bladders of fat, skins, tongues, heamdbssa on. At York Factory, the meat was
salted and stored in casks (e.g., 1785, HBCA B&88). Meat was also stored in the Ice House,
and counted based on the cut of meat (rump, shoute) (e.g., 1835, HBCA B.239/a/148).

This meat was supplied by Cree hunters workindglferHBC, as well as by Cree people who
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came to the fort to trade. The Chief Factors péralty sent men on hunts and to the deer
hedges to check and see what could be broughtfbaskorage. Skins were also traded and
collected for use. Skins were said to be usedrfowshoes and snares, but otherwise these
accounts are fairly vague.

Data collected for this project from the journatglaccount books were compiled and
examined. However, the information put togethet pyvyn (1993) offers a more complete
pattern. Lytwyn (1993) compiled data on the trafle/loole caribou, tongues, and skins, as well
as their use as provisions. These data demonstate trends in caribou trade at York Factory,

and are visualized in the graphs below.
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Figure 5.1 Trade of Caribou at York Factory 17482 {adapted from Lytwyn 1993)
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This trade data (Figure 5.1) demonstrates the tgrawth of caribou trade, and various
low points and possible declines. The trade of wialribou (Figure 5.2) and the trade of
tongues (Figure 5.3) in particular appear to sugtpesbeginnings of decline. However, it is
likely related to the smallpox epidemic experienagethis time (see Lytwyn 1993). From 1747,
trade generally increased, but with variation frggar to year. It should be noted that for most,
except perhaps the trade in fat (Figure 5.4), treeaedecrease in the final year of this available
data. However, this is not definitively indicatigéoverall decline in availability of caribou.
Rather, this data demonstrates the fluctuatiotiage. In the years after this, between 1787 and

1809, data from the caribou provisioning trade shoygeneral decline (Figure 5.5).
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The caribou skin trade (Figure 5.6), represented data from 1739 to 1812, suggests a
gradual growth and sudden decrease in skin traueselchanges in trade may indicate a change

in caribou abundance and availability at this time.

5.1.1.4 A note on moose

Moose is occasionally mentioned, and is noted énattcount books. However, these
comments are vague and infrequent, and mainlyrrefeto skins or meat received from Native
traders, rather than specific mentions of huntirpse. They are more common earlier on in the
journals, in the early to mid-1700s. Moose are atemtioned in journals documenting the
journey inland from York Factory. These records edlclear, then, that caribou were the

primary commodity.

5.1.2 Indian Lake Records

The Indian Lake post is located on Southern Indi&ke. It was operated for several
years, inconsistently from 1805 to 1824. The fewrfpals associated with this post provide some
insight into the activities and trade in the a@anstruction of the post is described, as are
activities such as fishing, partridge hunting, &adth Dene and Cree people, and moose and

caribou hunting.

5.1.2.1 Mentions of caribou

Movements of caribou are only briefly and occaalgnmentioned. Several times,
caribou are seen crossing the lake or passingdhroaarby areas. Caribou are seen passing to

the south in the late winter and early spring,(February and March). In 1820, they are also

120



described as passing in August and again in Decemlgeeat numbers. It appears that caribou
came by this post during the winter months, buéeotimes are unclear. The exact paths and
timing of migrations of caribou through the regr@main unclear, however, as there is little
commentary on this.

When these movements are mentioned, hunting alsor® The use of snares and hedges
is described:

For several Days past there has been small hefds@fof 4 & 5 &
sometimes more passing to the South, but seldora than once a day,
and as | could make nothing out of them with thex&u sett a parcel of
Snares on the 1o try what fortune would attend them, for thisppse
we selected a deep Bay, where they generally walkedat the Bottom
of the Bay we made an inclosure with Sticks...

March 18 to 19, 1820

[HBCA B.91/a/5]

The entry continues and describes this as the H¢amntindian’, or Dene, way of hunting.

Once caught, caribou were used as provisions dbthen addition to the fish, rabbits,
partridges, and moose. One entry mentions caribeat ireing pounded into pemmican for use
during the summer. The skins were used as clothmugas a trade good, and were mentioned as

being sent to York Factory.

5.1.2.2 Prevalence of moose

Moose are often mentioned in these entries, botérms of trade and hunting,
particularly in the earlier years of operation. iNafpeople in the area often bring moose meat
and skin for trade. Moose noses, dried meat, ams skere brought to Indian House. It seems
that moose were primarily hunted using guns. Howewge entry in April of 1806 says that “the

Snow is so deep that the Indians kill the Moosé wheir Knives” (HBCA B.91/a/1).
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5.1.3 Additional Historical Accounts

In addition to the official records of the furdeaposts, several men recorded their
experiences and observations at York Factory amétbader region. These accounts range from
the late 18 century to the early fbcentury. They are more descriptive in nature and

complement the post records.

5.1.3.1 Types of caribou and their migrations

In general, caribou are described as having goat,rheing strong swimmers, and
incautious when in herds (Hearne 1795; Thompsol®Y19lvo types of caribou, the barren-
ground and the woodland, are described in thesendects. While often simply referred to as
‘caribou’, it should be noted that the caribou thate to York Factory were labelled barren-
ground by some and woodland by others. This appgedrs due to confusion from their
migration habits. For instance, Tyrrell (1913)}as$athat barren-ground caribou move from the
coast near Goose River (Ontario) inland to Splkd_and back again in the spring. Others,
including those cited below, considered these alsitoabe woodland caribou. Below, for
clarity, the York Factory caribou are referred sonsigratory woodland.

The range of the barren-ground caribou is saicetbrbited by the Churchill River
(Hearne 1795; Preble 1902; Richardson 1829). Theyraquently referred to as the ‘northern’
deer (Hearne 1795). The meat of the barren-gragisdid to be better (Hearne 1795). The
woodland caribou is generally described as largkliamted to forested regions (Hearne 1795;
McTavish 1963; Thompson 1916). James Isham, feamee, describes three types of deer:

...the smallest deer, are of the size of our foilPe®r, in England, But
not so finely for shape and make, another sort theiomething Larger,
Both these are very Numerious, in most parts ofdbentry, and Very
fatt at Seasons of the year’s, being in augustsaptl four inches fatt on
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the Rump part of the best,--their is another sbReer, which is Large
as a horse of 8 or 9 hands high, they are not soexious, as the
aforemention’d Deer...

[Isham 1949:151]

He is referring to barren-ground caribou, woodlaadbou, and moose. David Thompson
(1916:102) describes a type of caribou, presumablydland, as ‘the ugly moose’, calling it “a
link between the moose and the rein deer” duestsdtitary habits and middling size. Samuel
Hearne (1795:224) describes these animals as tmnguch larger than those which frequent
the barren grounds to the North of Churchill Rivbat a small doe is equal in size to a Northern
buck.”

The migration patterns are also commented on (Ei§w). Migratory woodland caribou
are said to move along the coast near York Facsmyth in the spring and north in the fall.
Andrew Graham (1969) notes this as occurring imtleaths of May and September, with
mosquitoes and flies driving the animals to thestagathe summer. In 1744, Dobbs indicated
that caribou passed York Factory to the south indil@and April and to the north in July and
August (Harper 1955). April and May, and July anahAst, were the months indicated by
Jérémie (1926) as the migration times for caribmwiiad York Factory. Later in time, Preble
(1902) states that caribou cross the Hayes 40 rfindes York Factory, sometimes closer, during
October and November, and again in the spring. Misha(1963) and Jérémie (1926) mentioned
caribou being found between Cape Churchill and Yea&tory, particularly in the summer,
driven out of the bush by mosquitoes and horseflies

On the other hand, barren-ground caribou appgremiled east to west and west to east,
with the bucks moving west in October and the fematmaining on the barren grounds
(Hearne 1795). When the males returned east in Mayfemales moved west to meet them

(Hearne 1795). Richardson (1829) indicated thamlggation of woodland caribou was contrary
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to that of the barren-ground caribou, suggestiag blarren-ground caribou moved north in the
spring and south in the fall.

Thompson (1916) described a migration he witnegs&thy of 1792 twenty miles
upriver of York Factory, giving a sense of the inmsi¢y:

...we heard a noise as of distant thunder...Abartly fyards below us, a
vast herd of Rein Deer, of about one hundred yafdi®nt, rushing
through the woods, headlong descended the steé&pabdmswam across
the river; in the same manner ascended the oppusmite, and continued
full speed through the woods...in this manner trel ltontinued to pass
the whole day to near sunset, when a cessationpiack. ... The next
day, a while after sun rise, the same sound arldnmysoise was heard,
and a deer herd of the same front, with the saradlbeg haste came
down the bank and cross the river, and continuedtwt two in the
afternoon, attended by small herds on either siffer which small herds
passed, but not with the same speed, and by stinaiét ceased.
[Thompson 1916:101-102]

5.1.3.2 Hunting practices

Caribou were hunted in various manners. One premiimethod at York Factory was the
use of deer hedges (Graham 1969; Isham 1949; Thami$l6). Thompson (1916) described
these being used during the early spring when titenvopened:

...commencing about four miles above the Factdrgng hedges of
small pine trees, clear of their branches, are maeker to, and running
parallel with, the bank of the River, at intervafsabout fifteen yards
door ways are made in which is placed a snareafgtine, in which,
the Deer attempting to pass, entangles itself...

[Thompson 1916:98-99]

The caribou caught in the snares either strangimsielves or are found by the hunters and killed
with spears. Hearne (1795) also described the fusedges, but specifically referred to
‘Northern Indians’ using these. He observed thigmwhe travelled northward, and commented

that “this method of hunting, if it deserves thenea is sometimes so successful, that many
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families subsist by it without having occasion tova their tents above once or twice during the
course of the whole winter” (Hearne 1795:80).

During the spring months, Hearne said the ‘Northadians’ would hunt caribou on the
barrens. They would pay attention to the direcabthe wind, conceal themselves, and have
women and children go around to the other sidb@hierd (Hearne 1795). It seems Cree people
would hunt in this manner as well, and Hearne (1 8plimented their skill with the bow and
arrow. Graham also mentions the Natives at Yorkdtgdunting on the plains. On the plains,
the flat lands between the coast and forests, @amere killed with guns (Graham 1969). At
river crossings, they were hunted in the waterh@mna (1969) explains that women and children
were involved in ensuring the caribou did not tback, while men hunted from the canoes using

spears, bayonets, and arrows.

5.1.3.3 Uses

These documents also contain descriptions of faau were used by both Native
people and Europeans. First and foremost, cariboued as a food supply. In butchering
caribou, Native people would separate the joiritgy the meat, and dry and smoke it (Graham
1969;Thompson 1916). Meat could be dried by thesby fire (Hearne 1795). Isham (1949)
describes this process:

If only one Indian is by himself when Kill'd a Quigty of Deer, he first
Strips the skin of then cut Each Joint of heaviathing away. Even the
pouch they Eat, turning the Extrements out anshlit with fatt and
blood and Reckon itt good food; they also taketalbones out of the
side and Rump’s and Cutt the meat thin,-- they thka some poles, on
which they hang the meat, making a good fire unahich is Kept
turning, tell itt's thoroughly Dryd. which will babout 4 Day’s they then
tie itt in Bundles and will Keep for years...

[Isham 1949:55]
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Heads, tongues, and feet were also dried in thys(isaam 1949). Meat from legs would also be
dried, and sometimes pounded in ruhiggan or pemm{isham 1949). Dried meat was an
important provision for hunting and travelling (Mavish 1963). Fat was collected and stored in
bladders for use and trade (Graham 1969). Natiged naribou for broth and stew as well, with
fat, blood, and scraps of meat (Hearne 1795; Mcshatb63; Richardson 1829). All parts were
used: hearts, stomachs, tongues, kidneys, hauraiéspo forth. Meat and organs were boiled,
roasted, smoked, dried, or prepared in a myriatiftédrent ways. At York Factory, and
presumably other locations, meat was also keph fiogsrost for several months of the year
(Isham 1949). Other food uses included the extraaif marrow and grease from bones and
eating the stomach contents (Isham 1949; McTaw&3;1Richardson 1829; Thompson 1916).

Bone was also used for tools, as were antlerhidRilson (1829), while describing
caribou use by Dene and other groups, explainddtitiers were made into fish-spears and
hooks, chisels, and other items, while the ‘shinddavas split to make a knife for hide-
preparation. The use of bones was not mentionexth®r authors.

Graham (1969) explains that skins are an articteade, and are used for clothing by
both Europeans and Indians. Jackets, britcheshaoid were made (Graham 1969; Isham
1949). Cree people are said to wear shoes madeadaror caribou skins (Thompson 1916).
Hearne (1795:196) stated that eight to ten deesskere needed for “a complete suit of warm
clothing for a grown person during the Winter.” Tdlens were best in the late summer months,
as the hair was the proper length and during timewit was too thin and full of holes from
insect bites (Hearne 1795; Isham 1949; Jérémie)1@2@ddition to clothing, caribou skins
were made into snares and tents (Graham 1969; e1&38b). McTavish (1963) states that

caribou skin or moose skin was used for making sHip commentary on overseas uses, Isham
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(1949) notes that caribou skins did not sell wak do lack of quality, while Graham (1969:16)
mentions that “the skins sell in London for sevhitliags each.” Clearly some skins were sold

in Britain.

5.1.3.4 Changes in abundance

Descriptions of caribou herds paint a picture @vmumerous these animals were
perceived to be. The migration described by Thom§$616) quoted above, is an example of
this. Similarly, Jérémie (1926:22, 38) states thahe summer when the caribou moved to the
coast, “bands containing over ten thousand mayber,sand this continually for forty or fifty
leagues” and “the roads they make in the snoweasphss form a closer network than the
streets of Paris.” Richardson (1829) claims thia¢@ could take several hours to cross the river
at York Factory. It is, however, important to keepnind that abundance and scarcity can be
exaggerated. Thompson (1916:126-127) commentsigrstying that “if the country contained
but half the Deer and other animals some writeeskpf, the Natives would not suffer as they
do.”

Times of scarcity are also spoken about by thegers. In particular, overhunting is
named as an influencing factor. Graham (1969)instance, speaks of Natives hunting caribou
for provisions and trade with York Factory to themni when European traders turn away the
meat:

| have seen at York Fort eighty carcasses in ogeatal in some seasons
they have crossed the river in such numbers thaymave been refused
by us, having salted a sufficient stock of thatkat provisions. The
natives even then keep slaying, only to get thiessta barter with us for
necessaries.

[Graham 1969:15-16]
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He states that they took only skins for trade, @ih@r choice parts such as tongues, heads,
hearts, and feet, otherwise “letting the carcagsesdrift in the river” (Graham 1969:154). Such
claims are relatively common in the historical doents (e.g., Isham 1949; Richardson 1829).
According to these writers, Native people wouldifysuch massive hunts with the cultural
belief that “the more they destroy the more plentiiey grow” (Graham 1969:154). Similarly,
Hearne (1795:118) claimed that he was told by Dlders that “killing plenty of deer and other
game in one part of the country, could never mhkentscarcer in another.” Indeed, they
explained that:

the deer are as plentiful now as they have evar;ls® though they are
remarkably scarce some years near Churchill rixedrit is said , and
with great probability of truth, that they are mgtentiful in other parts
of the country than they were formerly.

[Hearne 1795:196]

Overhunting was not the only explanation for clemigy numbers, however. Other
comments in these documents hint at some senseatfieal cycle in numbers. McTavish
(1963), for example, poetically referred to equilim:

After years of plenty, Nature adjusted her balamgcédisease, starvation,
migration (just as recorded in the Bible of anciunttuations of
plagues), famine and wars to retain her equilibrium

[McTavish 1963:215]

Comments such as this demonstrate the fluctuatidrtgnes, caribou simply were not available
in the same numbers, and this led to uncertainty.

It's a Very uncertain place for the English menegiihg in these parts, we
Living sometimes Like princes, and other times Llileggars, not a
morcel of fresh provisions to put in our mouth’svilyich itt may be sayd
itt’s Either a feast or a famine, -- for | have Kwite so much Deer’s
flesh for a fortnight or 3 week’s, that we cou’d i@t itt while good, but
has spoild upon our hands...& in a month afterwalasl not Gett a Deer
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for Love or money...
[Isham 1949:116]

In addition, some suggest that the availabilitgafibou was influenced by changes in
movements rather than numbers. Hearne (1795:186)ts the abundance of caribou in
particular places was determined by the wind, tfar deer are supposed by the natives to walk
always in the direction from which the wind blowinterestingly, after Thompson (1916:102)
provided the above-quoted description of a herchoibou passing, he was told by the Natives
he asked at York Factory that “large herds do sinast pass in the spring, they [had] often seen
their roads, but seldom the herds.” This suggésiisdaribou, in changing their paths, were
oftentimes missed. Perhaps some of the times nfaditan and decline could be explained by
this.

...in some years, hundreds of deer may easilylslkvithin a mile of
York Fort; and in others, there is not one to kenseithin twenty or
thirty miles. ... In fact, after twenty years ofi@ence in this country, |
am persuaded that whoever relies much on the peooluihie different
seasons, will be frequently deceived, and occallyoespose himself
and men to great want.”

[Hearne 1795:396]

In the end, it is clear that caribou were not algvayailable in great numbers, and that
this was relatively unpredictable. Great scarctgwred, and may have been influenced by

migration changes or overhunting.

5.1.4 Ethnohistorical Summary
Each of these historical sources provides insigbtthe past uses, movements, and
populations of caribou. York Factory records detad trade in caribou meat and skins,

providing both quantitative data and commentargwaalability and usage. The information
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from York Factory suggests a gradual increaselibaea trade and provisioning followed by a
relatively sudden decline in the early 1800s. Staappears to become a problem around this
time. However, it should be kept in mind that urtassful hunts and searches are mentioned
through the years, and other factors such as weatitechanges in migration routes may be
relevant. Migrations are also mentioned, and theserds provide the names and general times
of caribou crossings.

Indian Lake records focus more upon moose, indigatie importance and abundance of
moose in this region. However, caribou are stdédiand referred to. A migration path through
Southern Indian Lake is mentioned as well. In camspa to York Factory, little specific
documentation refers to this area. In generahntlee said that barren-ground caribou moved
through this region yearly but in less predictgidéterns and numbers. With the prevalence of
moose, this was not a great concern.

The primary accounts from explorers and tradersigeodetailed information on types of
caribou, migrations, and usage. These descripaongvaluable to understanding the
movements and numbers of caribou during the faletrémportantly, caribou use by Cree people
and other Native groups is detailed as well, pnmgdnsight into use of caribou outside of the
fur trade context.

Overall, these records explain that caribou weesldsr food, clothing, tools, and trade.
Caribou became scarce in the early 1800s, anépipisars to have continued to be an issue
throughout this century. Explorer and trader act®unply hunting pressures as well as
changing migration routes and possibly naturaleyels the causes. Trade records simply state
that caribou were scarce and the consequence arastan. Migration timing and routes were

also described, explaining the movements of carfbmm Fort Severn, along the coast to York
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Factory, and inland in the spring, and moving b@aekards Ontario in the fall. Caribou around
Southern Indian Lake were moving through the amdhe late winter and summer months. With
these documents, it is possible to understandgaeabundance, and movements of caribou

during this time.

5.2 Community Workshops and Interviews
In order to gain some insight into modern-daylwauwiuse, the value of caribou to Cree
people, and the use of caribou at York Factorpoke with members of YFFN. Through
interviews, | was able to get a sense of the rb@nbou in the lives of Cree people,
traditionally and at present. This information adt#sity to the ethnohistorical data and aided in

the overall interpretation process.

5.2.1 Community Workshops

An introductory meeting was held in July 2013 rder to introduce the project to
community members. The next workshop was in Mayl20his event consisted of a
presentation followed by a question-and-answemopeiarticipants included community Elders
and YFFD staff. Results of initial analyses werarsd. Photos of archaeological artifacts and
ethnohistorical items such as moccasins and p&f@sendix D) were included in the
presentation to stimulate discussion and providaergtes of the items being studied. In addition,
replicas of bone and antler artifacts from varimestions in northern Manitoba were passed
around, also to provide examples and encouragessism. Informal commentary and questions

during this workshop helped in the planning of imtews and in overall interpretations.
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The final workshop was held in October 2014. Ritopenclusions were shared at this
time. Participants asked questions on the mataradsshared their own thoughts regarding

certain aspects of the project. In particular,fdll®wing points were made:

1) Caribou were and are an important part of the sedsycle.

2) People should show respect to caribou and onlywdiet they need. Participants had
not heard of any belief such as that indicatedfewahistorical documents, the idea
that ‘the more they Kill, the more they flourisfihis historical claim does not fit with
what YFFN members believe today.

3) Food, fire, and other similar factors impact whemebou go.

4) Hedges and snares were not used when the curdgrsHived at York Factory (i.e.,

in the 1940s/1950s).

These insights provide a perspective that complérsame ethnohistorical accounts and
conflict with others, namely, the claim of a cudilibelief behind overhunting. In general,
though, participants agreed with historical deswis of how caribou were used.

Overall, these workshops provided a forum for digsation and discussion, and the
insights from participants deepened my understanaircaribou in a Cree context. The
workshops were important for general communicasind dissemination, as well as ensuring

interviews could be conducted.
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5.2.2 Community I nterviews

While workshops were primarily focused on sharimglihgs and receiving informal
feedback, interviews with community members — lgltkers and resource users — provided
more detailed accounts of caribou in the preseptadaund York Landing and historically

around York Factory. Several key points were com@annoss these interviews, namely:

1) Caribou are an expected and vital part of the sedsxycle. They are one of several
important species, including moose, fish, and geese

2) Caribou are still used today, primarily for fooddels are used for various purposes,
though not often made into clothing. Long bonesséittmade into scraping tools.

3) All parts of the caribou are and were used. Ovethgrand wastage are of concern.

5.2.2.1 Historical Commentary

Commentary on the historical use caribou at Yorétéig came primarily from Elders,
who confirmed the use of caribou for food, clothiagd tools. Various uses were described.
Meat, obviously, was a primary use of caribou. Blexas used for flavouring soup and other
foods. Marrow would be eaten as well. Tongues aatlb were delicacies. Both Flora Beardy
and Isaac Beardy mentioned that the stomach wailgsbd as a container. Bones would be
made into scrapers and fleshers, as well as aibéx like needles. Caribou hides were used for
clothing, boots, and blankets.

The Elders | spoke to explained that caribou wetehnnted directly at York Factory
when they lived there (i.e., in the early to midd@8), but rather inland and north. For example,

Obediah Wastesicoot described how his father wgaltunt caribou across from Port Nelson,
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north of York Factory. The men would stay out hngtfor several days, and Obediah’s father
would bring home a maximum of five caribou, whichuwd be shared.

Caribou migrations in the region were sometimdsethibout as well. Isaac Beardy said
that he had heard of caribou crossing the NelsearRwhich are locations also mentioned in the
historical record. He specifically named Jackfislamd and Deer Island as places where caribou
crossed, and noted that caribou could be foundesedtin small numbers near Deer Island year-
round. Importantly, the caribou were not entirelggictable in their movements:

Sometimes they [the elders] said the caribou wdughow up at York
Factory where they used to, but they would showarpewhere else.
Because the caribou have to move, like if theyogorte place all the
time, then they eat up all their food.

[Flora Beardy, June 25, 2014]

5.2.2.2 Current Uses and Practices

Participants described specific uses of caribowels and these explanations help with
the understanding of past uses and complemenigtwib accounts. As stated above, at York
Factory in the past people used caribou for fotmthing, and tools. Seeing photos of
archaeological examples and of clothing examplas fthe museum, most of the interview
participants agreed that these things were madies@metimes still are. Indeed, in many ways
these practices continue today in York Landing. tdtgishare their meat with family, friends,
Elders, and people unable to hunt.

Most participants explained to me how caribouhaneted and butchered. YFFN
community members have hunted caribou in variooations: around York Landing, at Ilford,
near Churchill, and along the railway. Today, humteten hunt caribou while out trapping: if

they come across caribou, they harvest them. Iergémeople hunt whatever is available.
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However, both Albert Saunders and Flora Beardwdtttat hunters generally avoid calves or

pregnant females.

As far as | can remember from the stories | was, tpbu just take the
biggest one and you leave the smallest ones alone.
[Flora Beardy, June 25, 2014]

Once killed, some hunters butcher them right awadnyle others let the caribou sit for a
day or two. Blaine Beardy explained that if thelwau is left to sit, it affects the taste. Scott

Saunders also mentioned this:

Just take the guts out first and then just flip;raver, drain the blood
out of their gut, and do the same thing. And thasually let mine sit for
a couple days. ... Let them sit, and they’ll beeraad tender in a couple
days, and butcher them. But some just butcher tingimhaway when
they kill them.

[Scott Saunders, June 23, 2014]

Flora Beardy described the general butchering gpoaad the removal of bones:

When the hide is taken off, you do your meat. Youitall up and then
you debone it, everything, if you're going to debpand package your
meat the way you want to package it, and then dme$, you boil the
bones. And then they used to skim all the greafsieé afid then you
would use that fat for bannock.

[Flora Beardy, June 25, 2014]

Today, people still try to use all parts of theilsan. Meat is shared with friends and
family. People sometimes still use marrow and blfwsdood. While clothing is not commonly
made from the caribou skins anymore, it is stithetimes done, and the skins can also be used
as blankets, kneeling pads, and other utilitatiems. The process of preparing caribou hides is
still known, though some people discard the hides.

They used to, but | think they've lost the knowledd how to smoke and
prepare the hides. | could probably do it. I'versdeem do it, like I've

watched the elders do it before. It's a lot of wdtkakes a while. You
gotta scrape all the hair off, and soak it, and theu wring it out. That's
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the hard part, the twisting it, get all the watat.&nd then stretching it
and smoking.
[Albert Saunders, June 24, 2014]

Flora Beardy indicated that many skills, includbepdwork and hide tanning, are being taught

again today.

5.2.2.3 Current Migrations and Populations

When YFFN first relocated to York Landing, therere not many caribou in the area.
Today, there are many caribou that come through.FPén Island herd moves through
Shamattawa first and then comes to York LandingyTldome to the area in late winter, and then
go back in the other direction.

We never really get them, hardly get them good afir the new year.
Say late November, December, they're further ddstn — January,
February come around, they’re more in our neckefwoods.

[Blaine Beardy, June 24, 2014]

Then when they've finished all of the stuff thagytre doing, like
feeding and all that, time to head back to wheeg tame from. The
herds seem to get bigger as they move, as thdurgjeer to where their
home range is.

[Albert Saunders, June 24, 2014]

Albert Saunders also mentioned that “every yedifisrent” and the caribou go to different
areas each year. This is similar to what Flora @eand Jimmy Beardy told me, that caribou
change their paths and follow the food.

Caribou are also found on the coast today, buimibte great numbers described in the
ethnohistorical documents. They are found arounthjRauttaway and other tributaries in the

region.
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Around Pennycuttaway, they maybe calve. Furthertiné bush you can
see where they’'ve — a bunch of beddings and allstinéf. If you go
further into the bush there, you'll start findirtgetm.

[Scott Saunders, June 23, 2014]

Obediah Wastesicoot described riding in a helicogtel seeing caribou cross at Pennycuttaway:

A mile and a half wide. That's how wide those cailare, crossing that
river.
[Obediah Wastesicoot, June 25,
2014]

He also noted that although thousands of caribowecirough York Landing and the
surrounding area, they are not clustered into argelherd. Rather, there are smaller groups of

the caribou all traveling in the same direction.

5.2.2.6 Types of Caribou

Both barren-ground and woodland caribou were dsed briefly. Albert Saunders said
that, to him “a caribou is a caribou” and that loesinot specifically hunt for one type or
another. Scott Saunders mentioned that barren-drocaiibou taste better, while woodland
caribou have tougher meat. When asked about tferetitt types, Isaac Beardy explained that
growing up he knew of two types, not the middlesdizaribou seen today. Jimmy Beardy
elaborated on this, explaining that he has seediffezent types of caribou intermix: the small
barren-ground, the larger woodland, and the middled Cape Churchill animals (also a type of
woodland caribou). This was described by Flora Bgass well, who indicated that she has seen

barren-ground and woodland caribou group togettarmal Churchill.
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5.2.2.5 Overall Importance

Caribou are important to the people | interviewsedause they are a source of food, and
their skins and bones can be used for various gegdiowever, it was explained that they are
one of several important species, and that cafilbmiing is one of several traditional seasonal
activities. To Blaine Beardy, for example, caritag important because he expects them every
year and relies on caribou and other species:

It's important to me to know that they’re goingdome back every year.
Because I'm expecting that. It's a seasonal thiiag.wintertime, we wait
for the caribou. We live off whatever, trap. Sptinge, we wait for the
waterfall, wait for the ice to go down, fish. Andose, you hunt it all

year round.
[Blaine Beardy, June 24, 2014]

Flora Beardy also indicated that caribou are valbetiso are other animals:
But you know, even a moose, all the things thatgamu eat, you know,

that provide food, they’re important. They’re atiportant.
[Flora Beardy, June 25, 2014]

Everyone that | spoke to stated that caribou aporitant to them because these
animals provide food to people.

Importantly, everyone highlighted that people dtawt waste or overkill.
Hunters should take what they need, and sharethatfe who cannot hunt. Caribou,
and other animals, are to be valued and respetieslis important for future
generations to learn.

There are other generations that are coming irtlayhave to be taught
the same way as us. They're going to be taughdédhee thing, not to
waste, not to overkill, and stuff like that.

[Scott Saunders, June 23, 2014]
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5.2.3 Community I nvolvement Summary

These workshops and interviews helped me to utadetsaribou in a broader sense, and
contextualize my interpretations in the experieraf@éFFN hunters and Elders. The community
members provided insight into caribou types andenmnts, and explained how caribou were
and are used. Importantly, they stated why theyesabribou: for food and, to a lesser extent,
clothing and materials. The comments on caribongeglatively scarce around York Factory
while they lived there in the early 2@entury could be support for the decline or absaric
caribou noted in the historical record. Howevels thay also simply represent a different
perception of the number of caribou, possibly exagted in historical accounts. Both
workshops and interviews provided a forum in whilshare information and learn about
caribou, strengthening my understanding of thectofss a whole, working with YFFN gave me

a deeper appreciation of caribou and the northcanttibuted greatly to my interpretations.

5.3 Summary

These two methods provide detailed insight ineouke, abundance, and value of
caribou. Ethnohistorical records provide quanti&atnd descriptive data for understanding how
caribou were used during the fur trade period. €lseairces show the commercial value to
caribou in addition to its traditional subsistemgke. Importantly, the records indicate that the
availability of caribou declined in the #@entury, and hint at shifting migration routes. W&o
with YFFN provided me with a better understandihgaribou in a Cree context, as well as
giving insight into continued use into the presday.

In the next chapter, these findings and the ardbgeal findings from Chapter IV will

be discussed as a whole, in order to describegmtact and fur trade use of caribou and
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determine patterns of use and abundance acrossTiogether, the three sources of information
allow for a deeper understanding of caribou inghavince and the relationship between use and

caribou populations.
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CHAPTER VI:
SYNTHESIS AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS

Each of the sources of information for this reskarovides insights into the use of
caribou and, through this, reveals patterns oflaléity and socio-cultural importance. It is now
possible to specifically address the objectives ltlage guided this thesis and in doing so
develop a historical ecological understanding oibca. In this chapter, | synthesize the findings
of this research in order to explore the role ofozau in pre-contact subsistence and in the fur
trade, and discuss the relationship between Creefusaribou and patterns of caribou
abundance. In addressing these objectives, populagnds, migration patterns, and the socio-
cultural value of caribou are discussed. Imporyanériations in caribou use and availability
across the study region and over time are highdigjht

Overall, it is clear that across time and acrostheon Manitoba, caribou have played a
key role in livelihoods. The archaeological rechesd provided broad insights into caribou
usage, and there is a trend of continued use tifazam the context of a wide exploitation
pattern. This archaeological information, thoughegalized, is complemented by historical
sources, which describe use and detail migratittes and abundance. Commentary from
YFFN community members aids in the overall undeditag of the use and value of caribou by
Cree people. Considered as a whole, these sowenasts further illuminate the history of

caribou in relation to Cree people in northern Maive.

6.1 Pre-Contact Use of Caribou
As noted in Chapter Il, there is a long historyo€upation in northern Manitoba. By

approximately 8000 years ago, with the retreahefite sheets, groups moved into the northern
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forests and tundra, adapting to the resources.tlibese groups have been identified based on
lithic tools and pottery styles. The faunal remanhslied for this thesis assist in explaining pre-
contact subsistence patterns.

It is the archaeological analysis that providesiramgse into the use of caribou in northern
Manitoba prior to European contact. Three sitdsikp-3, HiLp-1, and HdLw-7 -- serve as
examples of pre-contact subsistence in the vicoiitgouthern Indian Lake. Because the faunal
remains could not be attributed to specific pretaoincultures, what follows is a fairly broad
description of the use of caribou prior to thetfade. While not ideal in the level of detail
available, this zooarchaeological analysis nevéisehelps to illuminate pre-contact patterns.
Paired with extrapolations from early historicdbirmation and ethnographic insights, a general
description of pre-contact caribou usage is outlifénus, this section addresses the first

objective of this thesis.

6.1.1 Seasonal cycle

Cree people have long followed the seasonal ®fdleeir environment, relying on the
species and resources made available to them dinendjfferent times of the year. This is
documented in oral history and historical writinged was emphasized by YFFN members
during the interviews. The pattern of relying oas@nal resources is in all likelihood a
continuation of pre-contact traditions. As notedvyiously, while the Dene people traditionally
had a specialized subsistence pattern intimatedyto the movements of caribou, the Cree are
known to have relied on a variety of resourceshwéribou being one of many valued animals
(Malasiuk 1999; Lytwyn 1993; Brightman 1993). Whileere is some overlap between ancestral

Dene and ancestral Cree archaeological occupatimm$aunal remains studied demonstrate a
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mixed seasonal economy and, in combination witdeswte from pottery styles and lithic tools,
may be considered a reflection of ancestral Creellations around Southern Indian Lake.
With this in mind, the general seasonal cycle candtailed. The Hudson Bay Lowlands
and the interior boreal forest region are bothsred in resources. Various species of fish,
furbearing mammals, large game, waterfowl, and glinaks can be found throughout northern
Manitoba, though the availability and quality afeen determined by season. In this way,
hunting decisions would have been partly basedfarnesncy: animals were sought out during
the ideal seasons. The association of specificasimith certain times of years is likely a
longstanding tradition and reflects the subsistgrateerns of Cree people. Historical information
from Andrew Graham (1969) shows that the Cree ndarasonths are associated with
important animals and weather changes. The assuclatween animals and months is noted

by Lytwyn (1993) and Malasiuk (1999).

Table 6.1 Historic Cree Months (adapted from Grali@60)

Month Cree Name (Graham) Meaning
January Shepowarticinum-Apeshem Cold Moon
February Shea-Apeshem Old Moon
March Mekisseu-Apeshem Eagle Moon
April Niscock-Apeshem Goose Moon
May Atheak-Apeshem Frog Moon
June Oupinnihou-Apeshem Incubation Moon
July Oupuskahou-Apeshem Moulting Moon
August Uppahau-Apeshem Flying Moon
September Wuskauhow-Apeshem Shedding Moon
October Wesack-Apeshem Rutting Moon
November Askuttatesew-Apeshem Frost Moon
December Powatchicanisish-Apeshem Short day Moon

144




Pre-contact Cree people and their ancestors lidalyed similar importance on weather changes
and animal behaviours. For instance, geese and wtterfowl were expected in the spring and
fall months, and caribou were observed in the gpaimd late fall months.

The archaeological remains studied in this thesggest subsistence practices that
followed a seasonal cycle. HiLp-3, HdLw-7, and HiL@ll show a mixed seasonal economy,
with the use of furbearers, caribou, fish, and sbim& species. Given that caribou and waterfowl
would generally be available during their yearlgrations, these animals would have been used
primarily during specific times of year, namelyddall/winter and spring for caribou and spring
and summer for waterfowl. Game birds would alsoehaeen sought out in the warmer months.
Fish would have been used year-round, but woule lh@en more productive and accessible
during the spring and summer months (Malasiuk 199@pse would have been sought out
year-round, but were particularly valuable in thensner season when caribou were elsewhere,

as well as during the fall rut (Malasiuk 1999).

6.1.2 Subsistence and material uses

It appears clear that, as expected, caribou wkey @ontributor to the seasonal economy
for the ancestral Cree people and other groupsrithern Manitoba. In the Southern Indian Lake
region, barren-ground caribou came through dutwegdte fall and early winter, and again in the
late winter and early spring months. During théses$ they could be harvested in great
numbers. Boreal woodland caribou would have bearabte in the general vicinity throughout
the year, and were likely hunted in a manner simidanoose (Malasiuk 1999).

Archaeological remains demonstrate that caribowewsed for both food and for tools.

Butchery marks were noted on bones from HdLw-7 ldihgb-1, which indicated primary and
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secondary butchering (i.e., dismemberment and rahahsmaller cuts of meat). Some scrapes
may also indicate skinning. Indeed, it can be asslithat the skins would have been used in a
similar manner to that described in historical sest such as for clothing and tents. All three
pre-contact sites also had possible signs of maesdvaction, indicating another food use of
caribou. HiLp-1 provided several examples of bome antler tools produced from caribou
remains. These included an antler wedggr\idag and a predominance of distal tibia bones,
suggestive of tool production. The heavy burningnahy bones suggests they were possibly

used for fuel as well. Clearly caribou served mamgortant purposes during this time.

6.1.3 Pre-Contact Occupation of the Hudson Bay Lowlands

The pre-contact sites in the study were all lat@tethe Southern Indian Lake region; no
pre-contact coastal sites were considered. Thagjata from this study cannot provide insight
into the pre-contact use of caribou in the Yorktbacregion. However, it is worth briefly
outlining relevant commentary on the pre-contaetafsthe area and what this may suggest
about the pre-contact use of caribou in the coastabn of Manitoba.

The nature of the pre-contact occupation of thestaddowlands has been debated. Past
researchers thought that year-round occupatioheofé¢gion would not have been possible
(Lytwyn 1993). However, research by Pilon (1987&0and Lytwyn (1993, 2002) supports the
idea of a year-round occupation by Cree people poithe development of the fur trade. Pilon
(1987, 2006) investigated archaeological sitek@Severn River region, comparing inland sites
along rivers and sites in the coastal area. Heddlat Native people made use of the resources
in the Hudson Bay Lowlands throughout the yealizutg coastal resources in the warm seasons

and inland resources in the cold season (Pilon)1@¥7hese resources, caribou were clearly
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vital to subsistence, with caribou remains foundearly all components of the sites (Pilon
1987). The time depth of this land use, howeveunrsertain. Archaeological remains studied by
Pilon (1987, 2006) suggest the occupation of tixddnds for at least 2000 years. Lytwyn (1993)
demonstrated that during the early historic pergydups of Cree people occupied the Lowlands,
including the coastal area. He distinguished betw@&eastal and Inland Cree people based on
the division within the Lowlands of coastal tundrad interior muskeg (Lytwyn 1993). This
distinction was recognized during the fur tradej e Homeguard Cree who lived near York
Factory and provided food and supplies to the msadere primarily the Coastal Cree (Lytwyn
1993). Demonstrating that traditional subsisteratéepns were maintained into the fur trade
period, this research by Lytwyn (1993) suggests@mnae people have long occupied the Hudson
Bay Lowlands, and that caribou have been a cepéndlof their subsistence throughout time.
This information suggests that seasonal or yeandaise of the York Factory region
would have been likely during the late pre-confaariod, and caribou would have been a key
resource. However, as stated, no data from theptresudy is available to explore this in detail.
The York Factory archaeological site has artifécis the fur trade occupation rather than from

any pre-contact activities.

6.2 Fur Trade Use of Caribou
Archaeological remains, ethnohistorical sourced, lenowledge from YFFEN participants
are compiled in order to address the second obgeofithis thesis, namely, documenting the
role of caribou during the fur trade. The fur tradent through different phases, with evolving
relationships and interactions between Cree peéplmpean traders, and the local resources. In

this study, the fur trade period spans from the 1800s until the early 1900s. Overall, during
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the fur trade, caribou remained a central parhefrhixed seasonal economy for Cree people, in
addition to other species including waterfowl aisth f However, with the advent of the fur trade,
a new commercial economy developed in the regibis Was primarily focused on furbearing
species such as beaver and muskrat. However, Eamdpsders required provisions, and came to
rely on the same species as the Native people., Thaddition to being used in a similar manner
to how it was during the pre-contact period, caribecame an important provisioning and trade

item. This had repercussions for the species’ afocel and socio-cultural value.

6.2.1 A new economy

As Brightman (1993:9) indicates, “acquisition afrBpean goods and involvement in the
trade as fur suppliers to Indian middlemen begaailiprobability well before the establishment
of the Hudson’s Bay Company’s coastal establisheenthe late 1600s.” Indeed, these goods
would have been available from trading with pedpden eastern Canada, where the fur trade
began earlier in the T?century. However, in Manitoba, the establishméntark Factory and
other forts in the area was an influential develeptrand spurred the direct trading of furs in the
region. As such, a new dimension was added tootted Economy. In addition to traditional
subsistence pursuits, which appear to have remdneesame (Lytwyn 1993; Pilon 1987, 1990),
Cree people began trading furs with Europeangallyitit was the people nearest York Factory
who were involved. These local Cree served as mmddh for communities who lived and
trapped further from the coastal forts. Sometinhespieople located further inland travelled to
York Factory and other forts in the area to tradealy with the European traders.

Over time, this pattern changed. By the early $80@&tive people were less likely to

travel to the forts to trade (Ray 1974). In oraeehcourage the continuation of the fur trade, the
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HBC began to establish fur trade posts furthemishjancluding the vicinity of Southern Indian
Lake. Even prior to this development, the influentéhe fur trade and the availability of
European goods were far-reaching. European productsas tea, sugar, gunpowder, and cloth
came to be necessities for Cree people (Carlost.ewss 2001; Ray 1974).

In a similar way, European traders were relianNative hunters and trappers. Around
York Factory, the local Cree provided the fort wittovisions and were eventually employed by
the fort directly. In the Southern Indian Lake regithe provision trade was also important for
the smaller posts in the area. Provisions inclugedou as well as fish and waterfowl. The
importance of caribou in traditional subsistence as a trade commodity is described in the

ethnohistorical sources studied for this project aas highlighted by YFFN members.

6.2.2 Subsistence and trade

With the establishment of York Factory and otlading posts, European goods became
available to Native groups. These goods includadgébold items such as pots and cloth and
food items such as sugar, tobacco, tea, and al¢Glaolos and Lewis 2001). Items like this
slowly became necessities, and people made art &ffprocure furs to trade for these goods.
Just how much of an impact this commercial econbatg/on hunting patterns and traditional
subsistence is arguable (see Carlos and Lewis 2002, Lytwyn 1993, 2002; Ray 1974, 1975),
but it cannot be denied that European goods weldyhsought after and that this would have
influenced trapping decisions and movements.

Although the fur trade altered the local economg turned European goods into
necessities, the traditional subsistence purseiiteained the same for many years. Research by

Lytwyn (1993, 2002) and other scholars has dematestr‘that for many decades following
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contact, the Lowland Cree continued to maintainattieerence to traditional subsistence
patterns, all while participating in the fur trad@®ilon 2006:233). Lytwyn (1993) states that the
involvement of Cree people in the fur trade intBediin the late 18 century, due to the
smallpox epidemic in the 1780s as well as the éstabent of inland trading posts. Indeed, the
continuation of traditional subsistence pattern®ikected in the ethnohistorical sources
summarized in the previous chapter. Caribou wergdulin the general vicinity of York
Factory, but people also travelled further inlamd¢htint. During interviews, Elders described
hunting as taking place away from fort and goingss the Nelson River to hunt. This would
have been in later years of York Factory's opergtand the descriptions in earlier historical
accounts indicate hunting closer to the fort ad.wel

Many of the explorers and traders who documenten éxperiences described the ways
in which caribou were used by Cree and other Najreeips, and YFFN members verified these
uses. It is clear that the animals were used amplped in a multitude of ways, with meat being
dried, smoked, or roasted or boiled for immediatescimption, organs being consumed or used
as storage containers, and fat being collectecerQites described included the drying of feet,
the extraction of marrow and grease, and the axhddf blood to broth and stew. Skins were also
utilized and made into clothing, tents, and snaviemy of these uses have continued to the
present day, as described by YFFN participants.

The archaeological remains support many of thesterd uses descriptions, with
fragmentation reflecting marrow and grease exwacttuts suggesting butchery and skinning,
and some burning showing cooking. The remains dsirate relatively consistent use of
various species, including caribou. Most of thetfade remains, however, cannot be directly

associated with Cree people. At York Factory, taehl assemblage reflects use by both Native
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people and European traders. However, the simgantoted between the Native Encampment
area of the York Factory site and the pre-contiées$ n the Southern Indian Lake region suggest
a continuation of traditional subsistence patterns.

Trade uses were added on to these traditionalstebse uses of caribou. As with the
subsistence uses, the trade of caribou is desanbtbe ethnohistorical sources. The journals and
additional descriptions make it clear that Euroge@siding at the forts and trading posts were
reliant on various animals, including caribou, meageese, ptarmigan, and fish. Cree and other
Native people would bring these provisions to tsf, including York Factory and Indian Lake,
to trade and sell. Cree people who lived direatbuad York Factory were the Homeguard Cree
and were employed as goose and caribou hunterseelBC. Interviews included references to
a continuation of trapping and hunting to sell &nade, as well as employment with the HBC,

when YFFN members were resident at York Factotpén2d century.

6.2.3 Scarcity, starvation, and declining trade

In addition to impacting the structure of the Ceeenomy, the fur trade had an influence
on local wildlife populations. With increased prnagsplaced on both furbearer and game
populations, many species experienced a declinbundance. The furs of beavers, foxes, lynx,
and muskrats, among other species, were in higladénand Cree trappers were encouraged to
trap as many as possible. With European goods kagamore important, trapping and hunting
for trade purposes increased. Likely, caribou mgniintensified in order to provide enough food
to allow for time spent trapping non-food specascaribou would have provided more meat
than other game animals for arguably less timetdpamting (Pilon 2006). In this way, it seems

the OFT concept of efficiency -- through focusingabspecies that could provide a large amount
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of food in a single hunt -- is part of the reasondver-exploitation. Caribou hunting also
intensified in order to support the provisioningde. It appears that hunting caribou year-round
was encouraged to some degree (Hummel and Ray RQO®yn 1993). The York Factory
journals and trade records suggest that huntingrbegoccur throughout the year, as caribou
meat was noted as being brought to the fort inlp@dirmonths. This may have been
accomplished through hunting caribou that remaseadtered through the region in the summer
months, and through travelling greater distancgzinsuit of the animals.

There is commentary in the historical record mafigrto these declines and to the
disappearance of caribou and other game around Famtory. There are many instances in the
York Factory journals that indicate an apparerk lafccaribou, beginning around 1800. Many
Natives are said to have come to the fort compiginif scarcity and starvation. Black-Rogers
(1986) highlights that the use of the word ‘stamwefur trade journals must be understood in
context, and that ‘starve’ may indicate a varidtgituations: literal starvation, focusing on
subsistence rather than trade, or use of the woadwmetaphorical or ambiguous sense. In
general, however, these accounts indicate someeedmwant. Trade records collected for this
thesis and by Lytwyn (1993) outlined in the prewahapter also demonstrate a decline in
caribou meat and skin trade at the beginning oflfecentury, suggesting a lack of availability.

Caribou scarcity was not commented upon in thieheal records studied relating to
Southern Indian Lake. The decline discussed inth@sis is restricted to the caribou that were
found around York Factory. However, Ray (1975) ddteat the depletion of large game was
widespread and by the 1830s it was an issue i otlgeons of the north, including Mackenzie
River and Peace River. He goes on to explain thwattie 1840s the barren ground caribou area

of the northern Churchill and eastern Great Slamtriots and the bison ranges of the grassland
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portions of the Saskatchewan and Swan River Distviere the only sections of the Northern
Department which had surplus game” (Ray 1975:68¢. decline of caribou populations
occurred in many areas during this time period g§Baxd 1974; Ray 1975), but not necessarily
around Southern Indian Lake.

Indeed, it seems that during the 1800s, many spauiéuding caribou went through
population declines. Caribou were still hunted inainy complaints of starvation and failed hunts
occurred in the decades following the initial deeliOccasionally caribou were still found in
large numbers, but this became much more unprédiéctéand undependable. One of the reasons
given for these declines is the impact of incredsating pressures and overhunting on the part
of Native groups in order to meet trade and sutrscs demands. While overhunting is the cause
implied by the historical documentation studiedtfas thesis, other factors to keep in mind
include population cycles, weather and climatidateon, and other habitat changes. These
various factors are discussed briefly below.

It should be noted that in response to these des;lie HBC implemented several
conservation measures during th& t@ntury (Ray 1975). However, the HBC’s conservatio
programs were focused on furbearers, primarily besg\and did not address the decline of large
game. These changes were implemented beginnirgpih iy George Simpson, when he noted
that Natives in the region were leaving due to latcfood and resources and those who
remained focused on food procurement rather tlegping and trading fur (Ray 1975). Focusing
on the beaver, Simpson’s conservation program decuhe restriction of trapping in
overhunted areas as well as shifting trapping ateasigh the establishment of new trade posts
and the closure of others (Ray 1975). The lattatexjy was an attempt to move Native trappers

away from depleted areas. In addition, trapper&wecouraged to target other furbearers such
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as muskrat and discouraged from trapping beavenglwarm seasons when the pelts were of
poorer quality, in order to give beaver populatiarchance to recover (Ray 1975). Finally, the
use of steel traps was also banned, as they wauglhto have contributed to the over-trapping
issue (Ray 1975). Trappers generally opposed tiessections, and success was also hindered
by the accessibility of other fur markets througtiependent traders (Ray 1975). After 1841,
stricter rules were enacted using a quota systehthentrapping of other furs was encouraged
through trade premiums (Ray 1975).

The changes in caribou availability impacted lifehie 28" century as well. The YFFN
Elders to whom | spoke indicated that caribou wereavailable directly around York Factory
when they lived there in the mid-1900s, and thatdéribou were generally not plentiful.
Hunters had to travel inland or north to find catibFor instance, Obediah Wastesicoot
mentioned that his father would hunt caribou noftPort Nelson, across the Nelson River. This
indicates that caribou hunting patterns and aviithalwere different than those in the 1700s and
early 1800s, when caribou were hunted closer t& Yaictory. While caribou hunting remained
a part of life for people at York Factory in the0D8, the population declines experienced in the
1800s appear to have had a continued impact, favealys in the region continued to be altered
in response to changes in trapping dynamics, th€ ,iiad the overall economy of northern

Manitoba.

6.3 General Trends

From examining the use of caribou in the pastetlage several trends that become

evident. These reflect the regional and temporailability of caribou and its abundance in
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comparison with other species. Patterns and vanstsuch as those addressed below

demonstrate the value of a historical ecologicaenstanding of caribou.

6.3.1 Geographic variation

Looking at both the York Factory and the SoutHadian Lake regions, it is clear that
caribou were generally used in the same fashioboth areas, caribou were used for food,
clothing, shelter, and tools, in the context of@daler seasonal subsistence pattern. It should be
remembered that different herds of caribou visitexte two regions. People around York
Factory primarily used caribou that migrated fromt&io. Caribou possibly came to the area
from Cape Churchill as well (see McTavish 1963,)e.-the movements of caribou in the York
Factory region are described in several histonosss (i.e., Graham 1969; Hearne 1795;
Jérémie 1926; McTavish 1963). The caribou at Senthelian Lake, on the other hand, mainly
would have been the barren-ground caribou movinvgndoom the north, though boreal
woodland caribou were likely scattered throughrdggon as well. The barren-ground caribou at
Southern Indian Lake appear to have been more digpaible and broad-ranging in their
movements. It should be remembered that the stanvebmments and abundance changes
described previously were from sources referrinth&York Factory area.

Other geographic variations are in relation teeogpecies, specifically fish, waterfowl,
and moose. All of these animals were used in begions. However, at most Southern Indian
Lake sites, fish account for a larger percentagbefaunal assemblage than birds, whereas at
York Factory, bird species played a larger role.ild/taphonomic processes and preservation
issues should be kept in mind, it seems clearfigtatvere a more prominent resource around

Southern Indian Lake and waterfowl were generalbyarimportant at York Factory. This is
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likely a reflective of the availability of waterfdwn the Hudson Bay coast, due to their
migration and nesting habits. This difference betvimland posts and the coastal York Factory
post is noted in the 1815 District report: “Thedgaocured at the inland posts is principally
Fish of which there is a great abundance at Godls,l@xford, & Nelson River. York is
supported by Geese, Partridges, and Venison... QAB.239/e/1).

A regional variation in the availability of moogereflected archaeologically and
ethnohistorically. While caribou elements outhnumim@ose bones at each site, it must be noted
that moose remains were more common at Southeranhéke sites. Similarly, moose are
rarely mentioned in the York Factory journals atiteo records, whereas the Indian Lake post
journals commonly note the presence and trade osmadrhis, again, is a reflection of the
historic availability and range of moose, and scdssed in more detail below.

A similar pattern of caribou use was noted in thelgbn Bay Lowlands of Ontario as
well. Pilon (1987) demonstrated seasonal explomapiatterns with caribou, beaver, and fish as
key resources. Caribou appeared to take primaegngheir prevalence in the archaeological
assemblages studied. Pilon (1987) described ams@asmonomy in the Severn River region

similar to that observed in this thesis.

6.3.2 Caribou and moose

As noted above, moose were more commonly usedwth&n Indian Lake rather than at
York Factory, likely due to differences in theinge. However, interviews indicate that
presently moose are very common in the York Faategyon. Moose were relatively widespread
in the late 1700s in northern Ontario, and declimetthe early 1800s (Fritz et al. 1993;

Winterhalder 1978). This corresponds with the aecbbserved in caribou, and adds an
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interesting dimension to the consideration of caribbundance. A scarcity of both moose and
caribou is noted in the 1815 District report inereince to the region between York Factory and
Gods Lake (HBCA B.239/e/1). The range of moose edpd northward during the 1890s,
moving up to the Hudson Bay coast (Winterhalder8)9®n the other hand, in the Southern
Indian Lake region, it is clear that moose werew kesource. Moose were available to and
highly valued by the Cree in the area (Brightma@2WMWalasiuk 1999).

Fritz et al. (1993) state that the decline of waod caribou and moose in northwestern
Ontario was due to both hunting pressures anddtatigturbance via wildfire. In Ontario, the
fur trade resulted in increased pressure on maodeaibou (Fritz et al. 1993). Fire outbreaks
prior to 1805 created habitat for moose. Howeaerlfires in the 1820s impacted moose winter
habitat and caused a population decline (FritZ. €t9®3). Caribou were subjected to increased
hunting pressures and their habitat was negativghacted by the fires (Fritz et al. 1993). Thus,
caribou and moose populations were both affecteauloying pressures and habitat alterations
from fires. Fritz et al. (1993) explain that canbeeturned as the habitat became mature, but
declined again after a further outbreak of firesamis the end of the Y&entury, and moose
returned as the bush habitat grew back. CommefraryWinterhalder (1978) supports the idea
that a reduction in habitat quality and a subsegresgrowth could have contributed to the
decline and return of moose. These studies hedppitain the differences in archaeological
faunal assemblages and provide key insights inib@a changes over time in Ontario and

Manitoba.
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6.3.3 Changesin caribou over time

Overall, the information gathered through the ¢hiredividual methods indicates that
caribou have been continuously and consistentlg aseoss time. Caribou bones have been
found at many sites in northern Manitoba, and ites £xamined in this project demonstrate that
caribou have been used in addition to other sp@siescenturies. Previous studies, such as that
by Pilon (1987, 2006), have also demonstrated dinéraued use of caribou: “Faunal data
indicate that a constant element in the diet thihougithe annual cycle was caribou. In fact, it
has been proposed that caribou was a focal resurestral to the successful exploitation of the
Hudson Bay Lowlands” (Pilon 2006:242). This commémtused on the Severn River region in
Ontario, can be expanded to include the study@fréas project. The ethnohistorical
information complements the archaeological da@ghlighting the importance of caribou to Cree
subsistence and fur trade pursuits, as well agghe of caribou to other groups in the north
(e.qg., Dene people). Through the interviews, it masle clear that caribou have remained an
important part of life for Cree people in the nadday. The traditional seasonal cycle was
highlighted by YFFN, demonstrating its persistetizeugh time.

However, changes have also occurred. In the segign, changes in abundance
occurred in the York Factory area. The additiotheffur trade to the economy in the region had
significant impacts on the pursuits of huntersentioned previously, it is likely that hunting
pressures on caribou increased, both in resportbe farovisioning trade and to compensate for
the increased trapping of non-food species. Clahdye was a significant change in abundance
or availability in the York Factory region. The fars that caused this are important to
understand. These were briefly touched upon imptbeious chapter, but shall be detailed here.

The historical research generally highlights humfmessures and overhunting as the cause of
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caribou decline at York Factory. However, othettdes -- including habitat variation, food
availability, and population cycles -- should b&ramwvledged as possible contributors to the
observed scarcity in the @entury. Indeed, the research described previamrsiyoose and
caribou in northern Ontario during this period ighty relevant, and indicates that various

factors likely played a role in the scarcity notedhe York Factory area.

6.3.3.1 Hunting pressures

Many researchers have put forth hunting presssieecause of the caribou decline in
various areas, including Manitoba (Banfield 195&rdgerud 1974; Courtois et al. 2003; Kelsall
1968; Lytwyn 1993, 2002). This conclusion is getigidaased upon the ethnohistorical accounts
describing overhunting issues, as well as the géeepnomics and demands of the fur trade.
The historical research conducted as part of kti@sis does indeed indicate that the decline
experienced at York Factory and the general regias related to hunting pressures. As noted in
the previous chapter, Graham (1969) and Isham (18$hg with other writers, documented
massive hunts by Cree people, apparently withrttemtion of trading the caribou meat, tongues,
and skins. Wastage aside, the economic demands@arttives of the provisioning trade as well
as the combined needs of European traders andeNgtwps for food would have increased
pressures on local resources. Further complic#itiisgvas the issue of additional time spent on
trapping non-food animals, meaning that large game., caribou -- would have been more
desirable as they would provide a greater amoufaaaf for time spent hunting. This too would
have increased pressure on caribou.

Interestingly, a cultural belief regarding huntimgs been described both in the

ethnohistorical record and in research done byHBmgn (2003) and other researchers (e.g.,
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Lytwyn 2002; Ray 1975). This belief states thatitin@e caribou that are killed, the more they
flourish. Brightman (2003) argued that it is unlikéhat desire for European goods alone would
cause overhunting to such a degree of scarcityerahe stated that traditional cultural beliefs
contributed to this issue. During this time, “Creesiceived the moose, caribou, and beaver as
infinitely renewable resources whose numbers coalther be reduced by overkilling nor
managed by selective hunting” (Brightman 2003:280)s belief is reflected in the explanations
provided by Graham (1969) and Hearne (1795). A epticn of game as an abundant, limitless
resource unaffected by human interference couldaddave contributed to the depletion of
caribou in the new economic context of the furéxatlis important to recognize that this belief
is not held by YFFN community members today, and n@t something of which the Elders or
others | spoke to had heard. Today overhuntingneastage is of great concern to community
members. It must also be remembered that the comanyaom wasteful behaviour was from an
outsider’s perspective. As Dean (2008) indicates,e may have been practical reasons for not
using the entire caribou during particular seasbased on the best times of year for hides and
meat. August was best for quality hides (Dean 280&asiuk 1999). Meat was best harvested at
the end of summer and during fall, as prior to timse, the meat was too lean (Malasiuk 1999).
Nevertheless, we cannot deny that the various ddsnaf the fur trade resulted in
increased pressure on caribou. As increased dereantied in larger harvests and year-round
hunting, it is understandable that hunting pressaoatributed to the decline of caribou in the
York Factory region, particularly if it was comboh&ith a worldview in which overhunting
would not significantly impact the animals. Howewether factors likely influenced the decline

as well, and these require further research.
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6.3.3.2 Climate, food, and habitat changes

Caribou populations and migration routes are gisatly influenced by food and habitat
availability, which in turn are often impacted Hinwatic variability and human activities.
Shifting ranges and variations in abundance coalehmpacted the availability of caribou to
hunters in the York Factory region. Ethnohistorgalirces indicated the unpredictability of
caribou movements and hunting success was likéllyeinced by these factors.

Snowfall influenced the accessibility of caribauunters. This was indicated in the
York Factory journals several times, with commenthcating that lack of snow made it
difficult to approach deer. When hunting caribowinter, deep snow was important as it
hindered the movement of the animals thus incrgasicessibility for hunters (Lytwyn 1993;
Rogers and Black 1976). Snow depth varied from y@gear, which meant that hunting success
varied as well (Rogers and Black 1976). Similanind has also been said to influence the
movements of caribou, both in interviews and inhistorical record. For instance, Isaac Beardy
stated that caribou do not like moving againsitirel. Hearne (1795) indicated similar
observations. Another factor was fires, which Feital. (1993) argue impacted the habitat
available to caribou in the Hudson Bay Lowlandseybpecifically refer to Ontario and the
Ojibwa people, but the discussion is relevant eo@nee of York Factory as well. Forest fire
outbreaks in Ontario prior to 1805 negatively intpdccaribou habitat in the area (Fritz et al.
1993). With reduced habitat, caribou were thencééie by increased hunting pressures (Fritz et
al. 1993). The impact of fires on caribou movemevds also mentioned during workshops with
YFFEN. Weather and habitat variation impacts foodilability as well, which will influence
where the caribou move. The significance of food Wwaghlighted in interviews with YFFN

members, who stated that the caribou will followitfiood and will not necessarily use the same
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paths every year. They highlighted the changingenwnts of caribou based on food, and
indicated that every year can be different.

Changes in weather and habitat would have infledrtiae migration paths that the
caribou could follow. These shifts would also imipthe availability of food and suitable habitat
for caribou, which would have led to reduced nurmslaerd increased vulnerability to hunting

pressures.

6.3.3.3 Population cycles

A final factor to consider is the population cyolecaribou. While not explicitly
recognized historically, several writers hintedrese natural fluctuations. Recent studies have
addressed caribou population cycles, and it isiplesthat the historical decline of caribou at
York Factory was at least in part influenced byatural cycle.

Many mammals have population cycles. Snowshoe hiamasiings, lynx, and other
animals appear to follow abundance patterns omer (Bulmer 1974; Gunn 2003; Krebs et al.
2001; Winterhalder 1980; Yan et al. 2013; Zalat@@&). Through studies of caribou herds
throughout North America, it has become clear taaibbou populations fluctuate over the course
of decades (Gunn 2003). These cycles are deterrbjnedme of the above-listed factors,
including climatic variation and food availabilityn particular, the Arctic Oscillation, which
explains many temperature variations in the Arathgacts the population dynamics of several
species including caribou (Zalatan 2006).

In general, a natural cycle of abundance was rietresl to in the ethnohistorical record.
As noted in the previous chapter, McTavish (19&%¢nred to the equilibrium of nature in

relation to caribou and other game, but otherwieei$ic factors like overhunting were
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attributed to changes in caribou. Regardless, dipelation cycle of caribou should not be
forgotten when considering the decline in caribbsasved during the ¥entury, as it was

likely a great contributor to this change.

6.3.4 In relation to modern herds

Background Data provided by:
Natural Resources Canada

Map produced by:

Natural Resources Institute
University of Manitoba
Justin Geisheimer

Projection: UTM
Datum: NAD83
Zone: 14

Figure 6.1 Present ranges of the Qamanirjuaq, Capechill, and Pen Island herds

Barren-ground and migratory woodland caribou stijrate through and reside in
Manitoba today (Figure 6.1). The caribou descriipethe historical records and represented by

the archaeological remains are most likely the stace of these herds. The Southern Indian
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Lake region is primarily occupied by the barrentgrd Qamanirjuaq herd that migrates from
Nunavut south in the winter. These are likely thalmou described in records referring to that
area and represented by the faunal bones. In theFéaxtory region, the story is murkier.
Previous scholars have associated the historicdlataat York Factory with barren-ground
animals, while others describe them as woodlana disagreement is primarily due to the
inconsistencies in the historical documents, thgelamumbers of caribou described, and the
migratory behaviours of the historical animalsalhlikelihood, however, the caribou that visited
York Factory during the fur trade and prior were gredecessors to the Pen Island and Cape
Churchill herds of migratory woodland caribou, ascribed below. Boreal woodland caribou
also played a role historically, but historical downts from the study area often focused on
migratory caribou, and so connections betweengasipresent are clearer for the barren-ground

and migratory woodland caribou herds.

6.3.4.1 Barren-ground caribou: The Qamanirjuaq Herd

In the present day, barren-ground caribou -- $igatly the Qamanirjuaq herd -- continue
to migrate into northern Manitoba in the winter riien Their winter range includes the northern
section of Southern Indian Lake, and in some y#agsaribou are further south along the lake
(Keeyask 2012). At the Manitoba-Saskatchewan botHerherd travels approximately halfway
down Reindeer Lake (Keeyask 2012). To the eastethaimals sometimes cross the Churchill
River, and occasionally reach Split Lake.

Archaeological remains suggest that this rangesivasar in the past, but perhaps
extended further south more frequently, given doations of HdLx-1, HdLw-7, HeLw-20, and

HeLu-2. While it is likely that both barren-grouadd woodland caribou were available in these
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locations, the focus of Cree harvests was doubtleske large herd of barren-ground caribou,
due to their large numbers. Ethnohistorical soumtéigate that caribou crossed Southern Indian
Lake in the late winter months. In general barremigd caribou are described as moving north
in the spring and south in the fall. Some sourtss iadicate the Churchill River as the edge of
the barren-ground range, which is generally coaststith movements today, though of course
barren-ground caribou are sometimes found to dhessver. These descriptions appear to
correspond with the modern behaviours of the Qarueag herd. Based on modern range maps
(e.g., BQCMB 2014; Keeyask 2012), the range appedrs similar to that described

historically and suggested archaeologically. fiassible that they previously ranged a short
distance further south, as Preble (1902) notedtiigabarren-ground caribou reached the

southern end of Reindeer Lake.

6.3.4.2 Migratory woodland caribou: The Pen Island Cape Churchill Herds

In the 1950s and 1960s, small herds of caribowweted inland from Hudson Bay in
the Lowland forests of Ontario during the winteb(Aham and Thompson 1996). In the 1980s,
hunters from Shamattawa noted migrating caribaneir vicinity as well (Abraham and
Thompson 1996). The YFFN members interviewed fr phhoject also indicated that caribou
did not come to the Split Lake region until morea®t years. This suggests an increasing
population or a shift in range. Indeed, the popotatose steadily during the 1980s and 1990s
(Abraham and Thompson 1996). However, changesigerand numbers were noted again in
the 2000s (Abraham et al. 2012). Today, the Pamdistaribou herd migrates from Ontario to
the Nelson River, passing Shamattawa and coming¥Yw& Landing (Keeyask 2012). They

occasionally cross the Nelson River as well (Kekydx2). The Cape Churchill herd migrates
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to the Nelson River and crosses as well (KeeyadRR T hese general movements were
described and verified during interviews with YFRi¢mbers.

While the large numbers and migratory movemente®taribou around York Factory
caused confusion regarding their classificatioappears likely that the historical caribou were
in fact the predecessors to the Pen Island hesloktial sources note a range similar to that
occupied by Pen Island caribou today, though thhc coastal migration path differs from the
modern route. During the later years of the fuddrahe caribou around York Factory declined
significantly. Groups of caribou remained in thgiom but in insignificant numbers. Indeed, as
mentioned previously, YFFN Elders | spoke to intkckthat caribou were not plentiful around
York Factory when they lived there in the early"2@ntury, and it was mentioned that when
people hunted caribou they went inland and nontbsscthe Nelson River. Without the hunting
pressures of the fur trade, it seems that the ptipak rebounded, allowing for the greater
numbers observed in subsequent decades of thee2@ury. As for the Cape Churchill animals,
their history is not as detailed. McTavish (1968)ed the presence of scattered herds of
woodland caribou in the area between Cape ChummillYork Factory, suggesting the presence
of these caribou during the late 1800s, thoughetlaes not necessarily the ancestors of the
modern Cape Churchill herd. In addition, an accdrorh Jérémie (1926) suggests the presence
of caribou in the area while he was there, in #te 17 and early 18 centuries. He stated that
in the region between “Fort Bourbon” (York Factoay)d “Danish River” (Churchill River), the
only thing of note was the herds of caribou seghénsummer months (Jérémie 1926). In
addition, as stated above, one participant noted¥RFN members resident at York Factory in
the early 1900s hunted caribou north of Port Nel3dese points suggest that predecessors to

the Cape Churchill animals may have continuousédubis region over centuries.

166



6.4 Use and Caribou Populations

The final objective of this research focuses uph@nrelationship between use and
populations over time. In general, the relationdlepveen caribou abundance and the Cree use
of caribou during prehistoric and historic timestsaightforward. Caribou were important across
time, with a central role in the seasonal substgtethis is clear through the continued reliance
on caribou in the changing economy of the nortbugh the fur trade and into the present day.
When caribou were available, they were hunted aed .un the context of traditional Cree
subsistence, caribou were generally sought ouhdwpecific times of year, that is, during their
annual migrations when they were available in largeabers. This was indicated in a variety of
sources. In particular, YFFN Elders and huntersmlesd the seasonal cycle followed by Cree
people, explaining that caribou are hunted durinagy tseasonal migration.

In their discussion of Ojibwa subsistence straedgrogers and Black (1976) outline
several principles, including the idea that spediiod resources were sought out when they
were most abundant and readily available (i.e indyparticular seasons). This concept is seen
here as well, and ties into the concepts foundkit On this way, prey choice can be explained
by the seasonal availability of different specis.caribou were most abundant and accessible
during migrations, focusing on caribou during theses would maximize hunting efficiency.

With the advent of the fur trade and the increasiwglvement of Cree people in
provisioning, hunting pressures on caribou incréagad the animals were assigned an
additional value through this economic contextafarge mammal that congregates in large
groups, caribou are an ideal subsistence resgom@eiding an opportunity to access a great
amount of food in a single hunting excursion. Idiidn, during the fur trade, year-round

hunting of caribou was also encouraged, a shiftydwan strictly following the seasonal cycle.
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The increased use of caribou correlates with afidenced their decline in the 1800s. It seems

that this use of caribou impacted their abundajuste as abundance encouraged use (Figure 6.2).

Caribou
abundance

Figure 6.2 Basic relationship between use and pdipul abundance

However, the reduction in caribou populations isa®straightforward as over-use: as discussed

above, other factors such as fires, weather pattamd habitat changes may have also played a

role in the caribou decline (Figure 6.3).

Predation

Weathe
patterns
Cycles
Natural

variation

Caribou
abundance

Figure 6.3 Complex factors involved in caribou adamce
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Hunting patterns during the fur trade -- with hagteventually being carried out year-
round, more mouths to feed due to European occupaind economic incentives for trading --
clearly indicate the influence of use on caribopylations. Caribou abundance also influenced
use; these animals were used whenever availalitejibthe traditional seasonal subsistence
pattern and in fur trade usage. We cannot denintheence of seasonal patterns on hunting
activities and caribou use. However, it is importaremember that when caribou were scarce,
their absence was sorely felt. Caribou remainengortant part of life, even when they were
not available in great numbers, and so use isi@ostle indicator of value. While caribou are
not as central to subsistence as they once werse mimals are still highly regarded and valued
by people today. The role of caribou in the tradiéil seasonal economy of Cree people remains
important, just as moose hunting, goose huntisyjriig, and trapping continue to be valued

activities.

6.5 Summary

The above discussion demonstrates the continwedfusaribou over time in northern
Manitoba, changing abundance and migration pattams$the connections of this historical
information to modern caribou herds in ManitobaatpdDuring the pre-contact period, caribou
were a key part of the Cree seasonal economy,theige animals primarily being hunted during
the migrations and other species such as mooseeheaterfowl, and fish being exploited at
various times throughout the year. This patterrtinaed into the fur trade period. However,
with an increased demand for caribou in the formkifis and provisions for European traders,
caribou experienced increased hunting pressureseltunting pressures appear to have

contributed to the decline of caribou populatianghie York Factory region, possibly in

169



conjunction with habitat alterations and weathetdes. The historic patterns of factors such as
these require further research and consideratibetter understand the causes of the caribou
decline around York Factory. Nevertheless, it app#aat increased hunting was influential in
the scarcity observed in the™L8entury.

The caribou that were exploited in the past apfeeaorrespond with modern populations
of caribou. As such, this analysis provides furithetail regarding these herds. Ranges and
migration routes have altered, more so in the Hud&gay Lowlands. These changes provide
further evidence for the influence of hunting press, as well as possible habitat alterations and
weather variations, on caribou populations. Inipaldr, this demonstrates the way in which
pressures from human activities can compound withirenmental factors to profoundly alter
caribou populations. However, in the case of thioa around York Factory, we see signs of
resilience in response to hunting pressures, asdpelation rebounded fairly quickly.

Overall, it is important to recognize the contidws®cio-cultural value of caribou over
time. These animals were vital to prehistoric arstionic Cree subsistence, and contributed to the
fur trade economy in Manitoba. Caribou have rethiheir importance for present-day
communities, both as a food source and as a valsggect of Cree tradition.

The final chapter reviews the findings of thissiseand discusses the relevance of this
information for caribou conservation and managem#&iistorical ecological understanding of
caribou is outlined, demonstrating the value oflgiing past patterns of use, movement, and

abundance.
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CHAPTER VII:
CONCLUSIONS

The overall aim of this thesis was to develop #ohisal ecological understanding of
caribou in northern Manitoba, situating the histofaribou within the context of human use.
Through exploring this history, it has been pogstbldemonstrate the long-standing relationship
between Cree people and caribou within the regmhta outline past patterns of caribou
abundance and migrations.

A considerable amount of the data used in thisarebewas pre-existing and, in the case
of much of the ethnohistorical information, hasrbeensidered by previous researchers in
various fields. Past research in history and carifiology have included commentary on the
historical patterns of caribou in the York Factoggion. This body of research includes a
consideration of caribou in the context of a broadedy of Cree subsistence patterns during the
fur trade (Lytwyn 1993), studies on the Pen Islhad] of caribou in Manitoba and Ontario (e.g.,
Abraham et al. 2012; Abraham and Thompson 1996) ganeral considerations of caribou such
as those by Kelsall (1968), Harper (1955), and B&h{1951). This thesis revisits and adds to
these past studies, spotlighting the history abcarin northern Manitoba and its relevance for
modern conservation and management. While simitaradistorical sources are relied upon,
including the York Factory journals and works byaam (1969), Isham (1949), McTavish
(1963), and Hearne (1795), this data has beenaenesi in the context of the objectives of this
research. In addition, archaeological informati@mf northern Manitoba previously unused in
caribou research -- and under-utilized in gener&l eombined with these sources, lending
further support to the findings of past consideragiof caribou use (e.g., Lytwyn 1993).

Contextualized through discussions with YFFN comityumembers, this research has
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consolidated and enriched the historical understgnof caribou in the region, and laid the

groundwork for future investigations and modernlapgions.

7.1 Summary: A Historical Ecology of Caribou

The information collected through this researcimdestrates the use of caribou across
time. During both the pre-contact period and therade period, and in both areas of northern
Manitoba considered in this thesis, caribou weezlusy Cree people for food, clothing, shelter,
and tools. They were an important part of the sealseconomy, and were primarily hunted
during the annual migrations.

In the pre-contact period, Cree people reliedeneral different species, one of which
being caribou. Different animals were availableinyidifferent times of the year: geese and
ducks were primarily hunted in the spring anddilen they migrated to nesting and wintering
grounds; caribou migrated in the spring and fathose and fish were used year-round but
especially during the warm season; and furbearers Wwunted year-round as well but
particularly during the late fall and winter montisconsideration of OFT and the relevant
concepts aids in understanding this seasonal d@elebou were a key source of food, and
played a role in the seasonal movements and aetivof people, with caribou hunting being an
important aspect of the annual cycle. The exagesamf caribou during this time are not firmly
established. However, given the site locationgjitears that caribou in the Southern Indian Lake
region travelled a similar range to that which @emanirjuag herd occupies today.

With the establishment of the fur trade, carib@odlegan to play a role in the fur trade
economy. An important provision for the tradersg€hunters began bringing caribou meat and

skins to the forts and worked as provisioners dsagdrappers. Caribou remained an important
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source of food and materials for Cree people, hadverall seasonal cycle still influenced
hunting patterns. However, as more time was spapping furbearers with little food value,
caribou were hunted more frequently to compengetéarge mammals, the time spent hunting
caribou ensured a greater amount of food tharaiftime was spent hunting smaller mammals
for food. In the early 1800s, caribou, moose, amavier populations declined, and issues with
scarcity occurred throughout the century, with Matiunters and European traders struggling to
successfully locate and harvest these animals.

The previous chapter detailed the human use dd@amver time, and the implications
for abundance and social value. Below, the relewdocccaribou conservation and management

is contemplated.

7.2 Conservation and Management Implications
This historical ecological study of caribou iswable to conservation and management
efforts in the province, as it provides a more iiedaunderstanding of the changes experienced
by caribou in the past and the connections of hesbcaribou to modern herds. It also provides
further evidence of the long-standing socio-cultvedue of caribou to Cree people, supporting
the importance of consultation and collaboratiothwirst Nations communities in caribou

management decision-making.

7.2.1 Modern connections
Both barren-ground and migratory woodland caritvewe considered in this thesis, as
the study region includes parts of the ranges tf bbthese subspecies. The ranges and

migration routes described in the historical reabechonstrate the connections between
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historical herds and modern herds. Archaeologmalains also suggest the continuity of these
herds. As indicated previously, the Qamanirjuaqlleébarren-ground caribou would have been
the caribou available around Southern Indian Lakelay, their range is much the same. As for
the caribou in the York Factory region, these appeaorrespond with the Pen Island and Cape
Churchill herds today. The migration route typigdtllowed by the Pen Island herd differs from
the path followed historically: during the fur tgdhe caribou generally moved along the coast
from around Fort Severn to York Factory, whereaayahese caribou move inland towards
Shamattawa.

These ties to present-day herds indicate the iotygef caribou in the region, and the
relative stability of the ranges over time. Thestahcaribou have experienced greater change,
and this is perhaps an important considerationadem studies. The historical records suggest
that significant human use has impacted the movenaerd numbers of these animals. The Pen
Island animals were ‘recently’ discovered in thgioa and the population and range expanded in
1980s and 1990s, which, assuming these are intleezhtibou historically hunted at York
Factory, is indicative of a rebound in population aecovery from these historical effects
(Abraham and Thompson 1996). These caribou areganm@e of the various ways in which
caribou can be negatively impacted by human a@syiand this is an important consideration in
future operations that may impact the area. Howehkeir relatively quick recovery also
suggests the resilience these caribou have iratteedf hunting pressures, in comparison to other

more long-term issues such as habitat destruction.
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7.2.2 Changes and causes

As detailed in the previous chapter, the causdiseopopulation decline experienced by
caribou in the 19 century were likely multi-faceted and complex. Betvironmental and
human factors were most likely at play, and infleesh caribou abundance and movements.
Population cycles, climatic variation, habitat edteon, and food availability all possibly
impacted the availability of caribou and resultedishift in ranges around York Factory.
Habitat and climate, as well as general seasomalticmn, could have influenced any shifts in
southward range of the barren-ground caribou ak Based on the historical information
gathered for this study, it appears that increaseding pressures due to fur trade demands for
provisions and the necessity of European tradegptayed a central role in driving down
caribou numbers in the York Factory region. Thitdrical ecological study serves as yet
another example of the various factors that infagecaribou populations, and demonstrates the
impacts these caribou experienced in the past.

In the consideration of the various factors thgtacted caribou populations in the past,
the importance of understanding issues from a Natarspective is also highlighted. The issue
of overhunting and severe wastage by Native paspkedescribed by many historical sources.
Complex factors explain this issue, including ecoimodemands of the fur trade and practical
reasons based on seasonal usability of meat andrfdryet the idea of overhunting has
nevertheless resulted in various caribou consenvatieasures and restrictions being put in place
in northern Canada which negatively impacted tesviays of Dene and other people (Dean
2008; Kulchyski and Tester 2007; Sandlos 2007).1&ubfi course hunting pressures should not
be disregarded in this context, the complexityhelse issues must be considered, historical

biases must be acknowledged, and Aboriginal petisyescand practices must be understood.
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7.2.3 Socio-cultural value

Zooarchaeological analysis suggests the contingedficaribou in a similar seasonal
pattern, likely over thousands of years rangingiftbe late pre-contact period to the fur trade.
Even more recent information from later archaedalgsites (i.e., HfLp-6) and from interviews
with YFFN participants demonstrates the continuatibcaribou use in a changing economic
context. The seasonal subsistence traditions aCtke include caribou as a key resource during
seasonal migrations. This use is demonstrated ghrethnohistorical data and through
discussions with YFFN as well. While the fur tradtenged the usage of caribou in some ways,
namely amount hunted and hunting practices, canene still central to Cree subsistence. The
YFFN members who spoke with me explained that cardre valued as a food source and as an
expected part of the seasonal cycle and of thestak. The importance of caribou lies in their
use but also in their overall presence in the emnvirent.

Overall, this thesis provides further supportdad information regarding the socio-
cultural value of caribou and the long-standin@tiehship between Cree people and caribou.
This value is important to recognize in conservagad management efforts, as it indicates an
importance beyond the ecological. Because of Biist Nations communities must be included

in caribou conservation and management decisions.

7.2.3 Historical ecology and management
Finally, this thesis serves as another exampteeof’alue and utility of historical ecology
in conservation and management studies. Histoeiwalogy, which as described considers the

interrelationships between humans and the envirabhmeer time, provides a depth of
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understanding that may otherwise be overlookedolng so, historical ecology provides
researchers and managers with a deeper undergjasfdime issues at hand.

The value of interdisciplinary studies, particlyghe combination of the
anthropological, the historical, and the ecologibak been made clear through an ever-growing
body of literature. As pointed out by many researshe.g., Balée 1998, 2006; Crumley 1994;
Fritz et al. 1993; etc.), it can be all too easgdeparate humans from environment, considering
ecological processes in isolation from human actiod influence, and vice versa. These things
do not exist in isolation, however, and so reseancimust consider these various factors and
fields.

Historical ecology brings time depth and insights patterns, impacts, responses to
change, and sustainable practices. It can alsedxto explore hypotheses formulated through
other approaches. In this case, a historical eacdbgpproach has ensured that long-term
patterns of caribou movements and numbers aredsnesi, as well as ensuring that the
complexity and influence of human needs and econademands are acknowledged. Through
the combination of historical, archaeological, @aedlogical understandings of caribou, it has
been possible to more fully consider patterns, ghanand their causes, both environmental and

anthropogenic.

7.3 Future Research
Research concerning the history of caribou has beeducted in various regions (e.g.,
Gordon 2003, 2005; Santomauro et al. 2012). Thasishfocuses specifically on caribou in
Manitoba, and could be used as the basis for vafisture projects focused on either the

relationship between caribou and people or cariiology.
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As this thesis in part demonstrates the relatipnisatween caribou and Cree people in
northern Manitoba, future research into similarjsabmatter may draw from this project.
General subsistence practices, the socio-cultaakvof caribou, and historical understandings
of caribou subspecies are a few topics that maysbéul to explore in further detail in the future.

The archaeological specimens studied as pariptbject could be used to explore the
genetic history of caribou in the region. This wibbk particularly useful in the York Factory
region, where researchers could explore the integlimg of different caribou subspecies and
better understand the genetic make-up of the Pamd$erd. Faunal remains from the Southern
Indian Lake sites may provide insights into theribsition of caribou subspecies in that region
as well, particularly if pre-contact remains aresidered.

As discussed, other factors in addition to hunpirgssures could have been at play and
should be considered in more detail in the futlitee historical information studied in this thesis
provides a limited account of these factors. Tlaugetailed history of fire outbreaks, climatic
variation, and other factors would provide a deepeterstanding of these issues. Further
research would aid in understanding long-term irtgpand responses to factors other than
overhunting.

Overall, this thesis can serve as the basis foows future explorations into caribou in

the past, and may also be drawn upon for studiesoaus archaeological and historical topics.

7.4 Reflection and Concluding Remarks
The role of caribou in the ecosystem, in econopnains in culture has a long history. The
overall status of caribou is deeply intertwinednnand reflective of the relationship of this

animal with human activities and culture. Throulis thesis, | have explored the history of
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caribou in northern Manitoba and their interactianih Cree people. In doing so, | have
developed an understanding of caribou use acnogs thanges in caribou migrations and
abundance, and the overall importance of caribo€fee communities. The continuity of this
relationship and value is impressive, and throyggaking with YFFN Elders and hunters | was
able to learn about the continued use of caribday@nd their importance in a modern context.
This understanding was incredibly valuable whersatgring the use of caribou in the past.

In exploring the prehistoric and historic use afilbou, it became clear that caribou have
long been an important species in this region. ghaat times unpredictable, these animals were
depended upon for food and materials for clothing @ols. They were one of several key
species in a mixed seasonal economy, and this degrates the broad nature of subsistence in
the study area: people adapted to the local envieoih and relied upon many different species at
different times of the year. This pattern of usaetowed into the fur trade period, but gradually
shifted to heavier exploitation of caribou and othame for provisions and furbearers for
trading. Increased hunting pressures, paired véatious environmental factors, resulted in
scarcity in several species including caribou @ 1B800s. While still available, caribou were
nowhere near as plentiful as they had been prelyioarsd people began to focus on other
species (e.g., hare, fish, geese, etc.) and inaggagame to rely on and value European
supplies.

The decline experienced by caribou in the Yorktéigcregion was, it seems, temporary,
as the Pen Island herd increased in populationramge over a century and a half later. The
range of the Qamanirjuaq herd appears to havectettalightly northward, though otherwise is
quite similar to that noted historically. Understang the development of these herds, past

changes they experienced, and their overall impoetd@o people in the region can assist in
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making better management decisions today. Thistyistemonstrates the ways in which caribou
can be influenced by human use and environmengalgds, and also enforces the importance of
caribou to Cree communities.

In this way, this thesis shows the utility of bistal ecology to conservation and
management studies as well as the importance dud ghincluding First Nations communities
in research. The archaeological and ethnohistodiat are invaluable in demonstrating past
patterns of use and abundance of caribou, whictribates to the modern understanding of
caribou. Working with YFFEN and considering the Crekationship with caribou helped me to
better understand the information | was interpggtlant focus to the project objectives, and
ensured that the research was reaching a commwiiitynodern and historical ties to the study
area and to caribou in general. Overall, this #hias resulted in a truly historical ecological
understanding of caribou in northern Manitoba, aigtlights the value and potential of
archaeological, historical, and community-basedassh in caribou conservation and

management.
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APPENDIX A:
ETHICS APPROVAL AND SAMPLE CONSENT FORM

Human Ethics
208-194 Dafoe Road
Winnipeg, MB
Canada R3T 2N2
UNIVERSITY Phone +204-474-7122

- o . X Fax +204-269-7173
oF MANITOBA | Research Ethics and Compliance
Office of the Vice-President (Research and International)

APPROVAL CERTIFICATE

January 17, 2014

TO: Laura Hebert (Advisors Davidson-Hunt/Manseau)
Principal Investigator

FROM: Susan Frohlick, Chair | |
Joint-Faculty Research Ethics'Board (JFREB)

Re: Protocol #J2013:151
“A Historical Ecological Study of Caribou in Northern Manitoba”

Please be advised that your above-referenced protocol has received human ethics approval by
the Joint-Faculty Research Ethics Board, which is organized and operates according to the
Tri-Council Policy Statement (2). This approval is valid for one year only.

Any significant changes of the protocol and/or informed consent form should be reported to the
Human Ethics Secretariat in advance of implementation of such changes.

iPlease note:

- If you have funds pending human ethics approval, please maille-mail/fax (261-0325)
a copy of this Approval (identifying the related UM Project Number) to the Research
Grants Officer in ORS in order to initiate fund setup. (How to find your UM Project
Number: http://Jumanitoba.ca/researchiors/mrt-fag. htmi#pr0)

- if you have received multi-year funding for this research, responsibility lies with
you to apply for and obtain Renewal Approval at the expiry of the initial one-year approval;
otherwise the account will be locked.

The Research Quality Management Office may request to review research documentation from
this project to demonstrate compliance with this approved protocol and the University of Manitoba
Ethics of Research Involving Humans.

The Research Ethics Board requests a final report for your study (available at:
http://umanitoba‘ca/research/orec/ethics/human_ethics_REB_forms_guidelines.html) in order to
be in compliance with Tri-Council Guidelines.

umanitoba.ca/research
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PROJECT CONSENT FORM
Your signature on this form indicates that you haveunderstood to your satisfaction the information
regarding participation in the research project andagree to participate as a subject. In no way dodkis
waive your legal rights nor release the researchersponsors, or involved institutions from their legl and
professional responsibilities. You are free to witdraw from the study at any time, and /or refrain from
answering any questions you prefer to omit, withouprejudice or consequence. Your continued participéon
should be as informed as your initial consent, scoy should feel free to ask for clarification or new
information throughout your participation.

The University of Manitoba may look at your researt records to see that the research is being done énsafe
and proper way. This research has been approved hie Joint-Faculty Research Ethics BoardIf you have
any concerns or complaints about this project you @y contact any of the above-named persons or the
Human Ethics Coordinator (HEC) at 474-7122 omMargaret.Bowman@umanitoba.ca A copy of this consent
form has been given to you to keep for your recordand reference.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact:

Laura Hebert (Researcher)aura.hebert5@gmail.coor umhebe29@myumanitoba.ca

lain Davidson-Hunt (Supervisor)lain.Davidson-Hunt@umanitoba.ca

Micheline Manseau (Supervisor)yricheline.manseau@pc.gc.ca

Please indicate whether you agree to the following:

YES [ NO
1. | am 18 years of age or older.
2. | agree to participate in this project.
3. | agree that the researcher may take notes duringhis interview.
4. | agree that the researcher may use a recording dexe during this
interview.
5. | agree that the researcher may take photographs afie for use in

publications connected to this research.

6. | agree that the researcher may cite my name and iictly quote me in
publications.

7. | agree that the research may directly quote me usg a pseudonym
rather than my name.

Participant’s Signature: Date:

Researcher’s Signature: Date:

Participant Contact Information:
Name:

Mailing Address:

Phone Number:

E-mail Address:
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APPENDIX B:
INTERVIEW GUIDE

1) About the participant
» What is your name?
» When and where were you born?
* When did you move to York Landing?
» Can you tell me about your experiences with cartbo you hunt, for instance?

2) Research Questions

| am going to ask you a few questions about whatesgarch is showing so far. This can be
based on your own experiences/knowledge, or perstapges you’'ve heard from your
parents/grandparents/Elders at the time.

a) Population/Migration

» My research has found that caribou populationsiniedlin the early 1800s, and some

authors have noted scarcity throughout this timeels
» Did anyone ever talk about caribou becoming sciartiee past?
* Have you noticed fewer caribou at any point in @me

» The historical documents talk about caribou cahahgnd migrating past Ten Shilling

Creek, Pennycutaway River, and other locationsgatba Hayes.
» Have caribou always calved there?
* Do they still go there?
* Where did people hunt caribou?

» The historical documents seem to mention the maratand hunting mainly in the
months of May and June (sometimes earlier, in Apaihd September and October
(sometimes into November).

» Is that where they pass through today?

* Is that when they migrate? Has this changed?

* Do they come through York Landing?

* Did they come here when you first moved here?
* When did people hunt caribou?

b) Hunting and Uses
» How do you hunt caribou?
* When living at York Factory, how did people huntibau? Did you ever see/hear
about using caribou fences or snares for caribou?
» The archaeological information | have found seesrshbw that both adults and
calves were hunted, but primarily adults. Is thie® Are/were there preferences
for adults or calves? Males or females?
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* When a caribou is Killed, is it butchered immedi#eAre there certain parts that

are preferred or left behind?
What do you use caribou for?

* Do you or does anyone in York Landing still tands@ Make bone tools? Make
other things out of bone or antler? Did you seea/baut anyone making these
things at York Factory?

* Most of the items that | have found were made aboal, though certainly some
bone tools were moose. Is caribou hide/bone biettese for certain things than
moose hide/bone?

What were caribou used for at York Factory? Théohisal documents say caribou were
used for food/provisioning (dried meat, tongues,)etnd skins (for clothing).

* Did you hear any stories about trading caribougBer

There are many more caribou bones than moose hoties archaeological collections,
and moose were rarely mentioned in the historioalichents at York Factory.

* Were moose found around York Factory? Were they leweted?

* Were moose important? Are moose important today?

* What other animals were hunted then?

c) Other
How do Cree people treat caribou? Can you destndenportance of caribou?
Do you have any stories about caribou you'd likethiare?

* At York Factory, in the past?

* Any traditional stories you'd like to share?
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APPENDIX C:
EXAMPLES OF FAUNAL REMAINS

Examples of tools

Caribou flesher (HiLp-3)

20.Com by archaeobsx
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Example of butchery

Calcaneus with cutmarks (HeLu-2)

“ ¥

Example of gnawing

Metatarsus, carnivore gnawing (York Factory)
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Other examples

Phalanges (HdLw-7)

Scapula, demonstrative of bone condition at Kaniks KiliLp-1)
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APPENDIX D:
EXAMPLES OF ETHNOHISTORICAL PHOTOS FOR WORKSHOPS

The following photos are examples of items madeaoibou hide from the Manitoba Museum.
These are some of the photos that were sharedresmaps with YFFN.

Dog whip: Caribou hide and yarn.

Belt: Caribou hide and plastic beads.
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Parka: Caribou skin, cotton, and sinew.
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