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Caribou and reindeer (Rangifer tarandus) played a central role in the economies of many past circumpolar
peoples, and were hunted with a wide range of weapons and tactics. However, the factors leading to
variability in these hunting methods are often unclear. This paper describes several large caribou drive
systems on Victoria Island in the central Canadian Arctic, whose construction and use span at least
a millennium. While the drives vary markedly, they tend to break down into two main types e one
composed of more diffuse lines of stone cairns leading to wide gaps with shallow hunting blinds; the other
composed of more robust stone walls leading to narrow gaps and substantial hunting blinds. Chronological
information indicates that the ﬁrst type is associated with Inuit occupations (ca. 1350 AD to the present),
while the second type was used by people of the unrelated Dorset tradition (ca. 100 BC e 1350 AD in this
region). Differences between the drive types are interpreted as resulting from constraints imposed by very
different weapon types used by the two prehistoric peoples, with Inuit using bows and arrows for terrestrial game hunting, and Dorset using lances. Use of these different weapons led to divergent methods of
exploiting caribou behavior, which in turn required construction of the contrasting drive systems.
Ó 2012 Elsevier Ltd and INQUA. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
The worldwide ethnographic record documents a bewildering
array of hunting methods, and it is reasonable to assume that
prehistory saw an even greater variety. However, the combinations
of factors which led ancient hunters to make speciﬁc decisions
regarding which methods to use are complex, and difﬁcult to
determine with certainty. These factors include, but are not limited
to, the biology and behavior of the prey species (e.g., body size,
speed of locomotion, group size, predictability of migrations), the
environments and landscapes in which hunting occurred (e.g.,
presence of water or other barriers to movement, presence of
landforms or materials which can serve as hunting blinds, wind and
weather conditions), the nature of the social group (e.g., hunting
group size, division of labor), and the culture and knowledge of the
society doing the hunting (e.g., accumulated knowledge about
potential hunting methods, weaponry available for hunting).
In this paper, I will compare stone drive systems built by two
groups in the Canadian Arctic, Dorset Palaeoeskimos (ca.100 cal BCe
1350 cal AD in the study region) and Inuit (ca. 1350 cal AD to the
present), for whom most of these variables can be held constant. In
both cases, caribou (Rangifer tarandus) was the target species, the
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drives and hunting events occurred in the same region and probably
in the same season(s), and group sizes were likely similar. However,
the drive systems, consisting of stone-built cairns, walls, and
blinds, are very different for the two groups. Below, I will make the
case that these differences result from different tactics used in
driving and killing caribou, which in turn are based on the different
capabilities of the major hunting weapons used by Dorset and Inuit.
2. Background
Caribou and reindeer (hereafter caribou), two closely related
subspecies of R. tarandus, play an important role in the global history of human hunting (e.g., Sturdy, 1975; Spiess, 1979; Grønnow,
1986; Gordon, 1990; Stenton, 1991; Jackson and Thacker, 1997;
Enloe, 2007; Kuntz and Costamagno, 2011). They have been a critical resource around the circumpolar North for tens of thousands of
years, and have also been hunted farther south in Eurasia and North
America during glacial periods. Their bones are plentiful in many
archaeological sites, and it is clear that they were often a focal
resource, not simply an occasional dietary supplement.
This important economic role for caribou extends to the present
in many regions, and the ethnographic record of the past few
hundred years contains a wealth of information relating to hunting
methods. This record has been well covered in a number of synthesizing works (e.g., Burch, 1972; Spiess, 1979; Grønnow et al.,
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1983; Blehr, 1990; Brink, 2005), and thus only a brief overview will
be presented here as context for what follows. Caribou are a critical
resource for so many human societies for several reasons. They are
relatively large bodied, with barren ground caribou (R. t. groenlandicus) averaging 110 kg for males and 81 kg for females (Banﬁeld,
1974), and in many seasons have a thick layer of calorie-rich body
fat. Most populations are migratory and follow predictable routes,
allowing efﬁcient planning and scheduling for hunters. Herd and
band sizes vary, but in many regions hundreds, thousands, or tens
of thousands pass through migration corridors annually. In terms of
behavior, caribou are considered highly predictable and often
appear to lack caution, allowing knowledgeable hunters a high
probability of success once caribou are encountered (Burch, 1972).
Finally, caribou provide not only food, in the form of meat, fat,
and marrow, but also a suite of raw materials important to the
technological repertoire of many northern peoples. These include
bone for hard organic artifacts, and sinew for thread and binding;
however two materials stand out as critical. First, caribou skins are
generally considered by far the best materials for manufacture of
clothing, due to their light weight, excellent insulating properties,
and strength (Stefansson, 1955; Oakes et al., 1995). Skins reach their
peak condition in the fall (Stefansson, 1913:332e333), which also
coincides with peak fat content of caribou, and with southward
migrations. The second critical material is antler. Caribou antler is
an ideal material for many artifact classes due to its combination of
strength and ﬂexibility; it will bend slightly without breaking, and
thus is highly resilient (cf., Currey et al., 2009). In Arctic regions
with abundant caribou antler, it seems to have been the preferred
material for a majority of tool classes requiring hard organic raw
material.
Pre-ﬁrearm ethnographic accounts reveal a huge range of
methods used to acquire caribou. These include snares, pit traps,
and various forms of solitary stalking with bows and arrows. For
present purposes, however, emphasis will be placed on methods

involving communal drives. Among Inuit societies, these can be
grouped into two main categories. First, are drives into water.
Because Inuit kayaks can be paddled faster than caribou can swim,
caribou are at a particular disadvantage in water. They can be tired
out and then killed, virtually always with lances (thrusting spears).
Kayak hunting can occasionally be “passive”, in which kayakers
simply wait for the caribou to enter the water, but more commonly
drivers (often women and children) would move the caribou towards and into the water. With either method, inuksuit (plural of
inuksuk, the Inuktitut term for stone cairns) were often strategically placed in lines to direct caribou toward particular entry points.
Inuksuit ranged from small and simple to very large, and were often
enhanced with sod, feathers, or other materials to add color,
movement in the wind, and noise. The second major communal
drive hunting method employed by Inuit occurred on land, not on
water, and was designed to get caribou close to waiting hunters
with bows and arrows. Waiting hunters often occupied talu (plural
taluit, or hunting blinds consisting of shallow depressions, often
with a lip of stone facing the direction from which caribou were to
come), and again lines of inuksuit were used, and drivers would
frighten, or simply unsettle, caribou to make them move toward the
waiting hunters.
3. Caribou drive systems in southern Victoria Island
3.1. The southern Victoria Island region
This paper is centered on the description and interpretation of
several caribou drive systems on southern Victoria Island in the
central Canadian Arctic (Fig. 1). This area is near the modern
community of Cambridge Bay, Nunavut, and is within the historic
territory of the Copper Inuit, about whom several superb ethnographic accounts have been written (Stefansson, 1913, 1919;
Jenness, 1922; Rasmussen, 1932; and for the closely related Netsilik

Fig. 1. Map of southeastern Victoria Island and environs, showing locations of three caribou drives.
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Inuit, Rasmussen, 1931; Balikci, 1970). Modern elders and younger
people continue to hunt caribou and pass on histories of how earlier Inuit hunted caribou in the region (Bennett and Rowley, 2004).
Before the advent of ﬁrearms, Inuit in this region hunted caribou
using both drive techniques described above, as well as many other
variants.
Southern Victoria Island is home to the Dolphin and Union herd
of barren ground caribou (Nagy et al., 2011). This herd spends the
winter on the northern North American mainland, with most individuals crossing the still-frozen sea ice onto Victoria Island in the
spring (late April to June), spending the summer on the Island, and
returning to the mainland across the newly formed sea ice in the
fall (October or early November) (Poole et al., 2010). Prior to the
introduction of ﬁrearms to the region in the 1920s, up to 100,000
caribou may have summered on Victoria Island annually (Manning,
1960). While caribou were hunted when available throughout the
warm season, throughout prehistory the fall migration would have
seen the most important hunt, for two main reasons. First, fall
caribou movements were concentrated in known areas. In particular, during the southward fall migration, caribou were channeled
through several constricted areas on Victoria Island, and were also
concentrated in “staging areas” on the south coast of Victoria Island
while they waited for the sea ice to form. Second, fall is a time when
caribou are fat, and their skins are in ideal condition for production
of clothing.
In much of the North American Arctic, evidence of past human
activity is highly visible; a result of the fact that stone was often the
most common building material, and most areas see little to no
vegetation and soil development. Thus, even short-term occupations and low-intensity activities often leave unmistakable traces.
This is particularly true of caribou drive systems; in some cases,
a drive consisting of dozens of inuksuit, combined with several
taluit, might be built by several Inuit in under an hour (Stefansson,
1919:58), yet still be highly visible today. However, despite their
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ubiquity on the Arctic landscape, only a few stone drives have been
mapped, described, and interpreted, at very different levels of
detail (e.g., Binford, 1978; Fitzhugh, 1981; Grønnow et al., 1983;
Brink, 2005; see also Morrison, 1981 for a Subarctic example).
In a series of ﬁeld seasons from 2000 to 2010, members of the
Iqaluktuuq Project, with the guidance of Inuit elders from Cambridge Bay, visited and examined several large caribou drive systems in two adjacent locations within this region. First is the region
known as Iqaluktuuq (place of many ﬁsh), which refers to the land
surrounding a short stretch of the Ekalluk River between Ferguson
Lake and Wellington Bay on the Arctic Ocean. Ferguson Lake is
a very long body of water, stretching for an eastewest span of over
70 km and forming an effective barrier to caribou movements
during the summer and early fall. During their southward migration, caribou would have thus been funneled between Wellington
Bay and Ferguson Lake into an area only approximately 2.5 km
wide. In this zone, and areas adjacent to it, many caribou drive
systems are seen, several of which have been described previously
(Taylor, 1972; Brink, 2005). The second region where drive systems
were encountered is in the area around Oxford Bay on the southern
coast of Victoria Island. This is a region which would have been
a “staging area” for caribou waiting for sea ice to form in the fall.
3.2. The Iqaluktuuq drive
The Iqaluktuuq drive, originally reported by William Taylor
(1972), is one of the largest and most complex ever recorded in
the North American Arctic. It extends for over 3 km, incorporating
over 1500 inuksuit and 70 taluit (Fig. 2). The drive as a whole is
clearly a palimpsest resulting from many episodes of building,
rebuilding and use; and some parts of the system are difﬁcult to
interpret. These building episodes occurred over a considerable
length of time, based on variable lichen cover on different sections.
However, precise dating of these features is extremely difﬁcult, and

Fig. 2. The Iqaluktuuq drive.
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attempts to use lichen growth rates to estimate dates did not
produce useful results; the issue of dating the drives is expanded
upon below.
This drive is well known to Inuit elders of the Kitikmeot Heritage
Society in Cambridge Bay. They visited it on several occasions to
collect Traditional Knowledge, involving discussion of hunting
methods and demonstrations of how the taluit were used before
the widespread use of ﬁrearms (these drives have not been used in
recent times, because modern riﬂes allow caribou to be shot from
a greater distance, usually without the construction of shooting pits
or inuksuit). The present archaeological ﬁeldwork was a direct
result of their desire for the drive to be studied further.
The Iqaluktuuq drive system was mapped with high resolution
methods. For almost the entire drive, a total station was used to
map each inuksuk, and ﬁve points were recorded for each talu. The
resulting georeferenced spatial data were then overlain on a GeoEye satellite image with sub-meter vertical and horizontal accuracy.
The satellite image delivered high enough resolution that small
errors in the georeferencing of the total station data could be corrected by actually observing larger features, such as talu, on the
satellite image, and shifting relevant sets of total station-derived
points to directly match them. The central and western portions
of the drive were mapped using this method, however mapping
crews ran out of time at the end of the ﬁeld season, and thus the
lower-density region to the east, extending to Ferguson Lake, is
mapped at lower resolution, as indicated on Fig. 2. This does not
impact the interpretation of the main part of the drive.
The Iqaluktuuq drive consists mainly of lines of inuksuit, most of
which are located directly on barren cobble beach ridges. Individual
inuksuit are highly variable, ranging from large upright boulders
and slabs of up to 120 cm in height, to piles of cobbles so small that
if they were not situated in rows, they might not be considered
human constructions. In fact, most are quite small, and many may
represent aulakut, a special form of inuksuk which functioned as

bases supporting sticks to which were attached objects which
ﬂapped in the wind (Analok, 1998). Based on widespread ethnographic accounts, most of the inuksuit would likely have been
enhanced with turf, bird wings, or other materials when in use.
Most inuksuk lines in the central portion of the drive are constructed along the edges of ridges surrounding a basin, and are
intended to be visible against the horizon from lower elevations to
the south. In fact, it is quite unusual that these lines are designed to
be approached from the south, despite the fact that the drive as
a whole was intended to be used primarily during the fall caribou
migration which moves from north to south rather than south to
north. This pattern is almost certainly due to the speciﬁc nature of
the local topography; the basin to the south of the drive was ideally
situated for concentrating and directing caribou movements,
probably accomplished by drivers waiting farther south near the
banks of the Ekalluk River.
The central portion of the drive takes the form of a large arc
approximately 500 m across (Fig. 3). Near its ends, the arc consists
of single lines of inuksuit, however near its centre it splits into
several complete and partial rows. Along the arc are four distinct
gaps in the inuksuk rows (designated AeD in Fig. 3). Talu are spread
throughout the system, but are distinctly clustered around these
gaps. The western three gaps (AeC) are very similar to one another,
and will be referred to here as Type 1 drives (Figs. 4e6). These all
appear fairly recent, based on a low density of lichen cover. These
Type 1 drives consist of lines of generally small inuksuit leading to
fairly wide gaps associated with multiple talu. The inuksuk lines on
either side of the gaps form obtuse angles, often approaching 180 ,
and the gaps are very consistent in width at 30, 28, and 32 m, for an
average of 30 m. Each gap is associated with from four to seven
taluit, which are located behind, within, or to the sides of the gap.
Taluit associated with these three gaps are of a scooped, bowl shape
with a thin raised lip of stone at their leading edges. They average
approximately 2.5 m in outer diameter, and depths vary from 20 to

Fig. 3. The central portion of the Iqaluktuuq drive.
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Fig. 4. Detail of gaps A and B in the Iqaluktuuq drive.

70 cm. Most were likely intended for a single hunter, however some
of the deeper taluit could conceivably have held two.
In addition to many drive sections which ﬁt this Type 1 pattern
(including others not located in the central portion of the overall
drive complex), the central portion of the Iqaluktuuq complex also
contains the remnants of a very different drive type which I will
refer to as Type 2 (“D” on Fig. 3). In this fourth gap, there are not
only many individual inuksuit, but also the remains of three continuous lines or walls, leading to a gap with several taluit, one of
which is composed of relatively robust boulders on the surface,

rather than being excavated into the beach ridge (Fig. 7). The two
main wall sections are very deeply buried in the soil and vegetation,
so much so that one of them is difﬁcult to follow, and they have
more lichen cover than most inuksuit in other portions of the drive,
suggesting a signiﬁcantly greater age than the remainder of the
drive system. The wall sections converge in an acute-angled “V”,
however the vertex of the V near the taluit is heavily disturbed by
more recent rebuilding episodes, and therefore its original form is
unclear. This gap is interpreted as one that was dismantled and
partially re-built into a Type 1 drive. Thus, while this is both

Fig. 5. Gap A in the Iqaluktuuq drive, viewed from the north. Taluit are indicated by a “T”, and both lines of inuksuit are indicated by white lines.
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Fig. 6. A talu associated with Gap A in the Iqaluktuuq drive.

different from and older than the other parts of the drive, not much
can be said about how it was originally used.
3.3. The POD site drive
Approximately 4 km northeast of Iqaluktuuq is the POD site,
a caribou drive system recorded in 1988 by Jack Brink (2005).
Brink’s detailed description reveals a particularly clear and undisturbed example of a Type 2 drive system, and is summarized here
(Fig. 8). The main drive consists of a “V” of approximately 90 ,
composed of two lines which are designed to funnel caribou

moving from northwest to southeast as they travel beside a prominent hill. Each of the two lines begins as a row of inuksuit at its
outer end, but at the inner end, near the vertex, they change to solid
walls. The north line is 250 m in total length, with the ﬁnal continuous wall section extending 17 m to the gap opening, while the
west line is 200 m long, with the wall section extending 42 m. The
gap at the narrow end of the funnel is only 4.5 m in width, and is
framed by two very robust taluit of 2.5e3 m in diameter and
consisting of several courses of stone approximately 45 cm in
height. These taluit are actually attached to, and extensions of,
the wall, rather than being separate constructions. A similarly

Fig. 7. Detail of gap D in the Iqaluktuuq drive. In the center is a talu constructed of larger boulders; extending from its right to the top center is one of the deeply buried walls.
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Fig. 8. Aerial view of the POD site drive. Photo by Jack Brink.

robust talu was located approximately 25 m downslope and
southeast of the end of the funnel, apparently intended to
conceal hunters waiting to kill caribou who escaped hunters in
the two previously mentioned talu. Many other taluit of a less
robust form are situated around the funnel and along the inuksuk
lines, implying additional complexities to the driving and hunting
process.
3.4. The Oxford Bay drive
The Oxford Bay drive, on the south coast of Victoria Island, was
encountered during a helicopter survey, and was visited only
brieﬂy due to time constraints (Fig. 9). As a result, measurements
are approximate in the following description. It is located on the tip
of the largest peninsula extending south from the Victoria Island
coast in this region, immediately west of Oxford Bay; this location is
an ideal “staging area” for caribou waiting to migrate south in the
fall. The drive is made up of two continuous walls forming an

approximately 90 “V” shape, and from the air crew members could
see additional sections of wall further inland, which probably
served to direct herd movements toward the main drive. Nearer
their outer ends, the drive lines are composed of individual inuksuit
(as opposed to solid walls), and the more northern wall is built to
take advantage of a low cliff, which acts as an additional barrier to
animal movements. This northern wall contains a bend which may
represent a second, smaller funnel. The vertex is a confused mass of
boulders and cobbles, and is difﬁcult to interpret. It may be a highly
disturbed simple “V” of the type seen at the POD site, in this case
with a gap of approximately 4e5 m. Alternatively, it could be that
caribou were driven into this boulder ﬁeld in order to hinder
their movements, allowing them to be killed more easily. In the
vicinity of the vertex, there are a minimum of six taluit of various
sizes, one of which is built directly against a wall. The largest
taluit are approximately 3 m in diameter, and over 50 cm deep,
with walls built of multiple courses of stone (Fig. 10). Several of
these taluit are situated beyond the vertex to allow access to

Fig. 9. The Oxford Bay drive. Vertex is in center of photo, with several taluit clearly visible.
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Fig. 10. One of the largest Oxford Bay taluit.

caribou that have escaped through the gap. Many additional taluit
are associated with this drive at greater distances from its vertex
and along both lines.
4. Discussion
4.1. Comparison of Type 1 and Type 2 drives
The three drives described above were examined and mapped at
very different levels of resolution. The Iqaluktuuq drive was mapped with modern instrumentation over a period of six days, the
POD site drive was carefully mapped on the basis of a walking
survey, and the Oxford Bay drive was photographed from the air
and visited for less than 30 min. However, the patterns that emerge
from these different data sets, when combined with ethnographic
data and published descriptions of other drive systems, are robust.
Before proceeding, it is important to note that all of these constructions are clearly intended to function as hunting drives; none
include enclosures that would make them analogous to corrals
associated with reindeer herding (e.g., Helskog, 2011).
As should be clear, these drives fall into two distinct categories.
The main part of the Iqaluktuuq drive is Type 1. An idealized version
of Type 1 consists of rows of individual and often quite small
inuksuit, which converge in a shallow, obtuse angle on a gap of
about 30 m in width. These drives are associated with basin-shaped
and often shallow taluit, which are spread behind or within the gap.
Idealized Type 2 drives consist of lines which usually begin at their
outer ends as inuksuit, but become continuous low walls near their
vertices. These are associated with robust, deep taluit with straight
sides. The angles formed by the walls are smaller, and are usually
about 90 or less, converging on narrower gaps less than 10 m in
width. Some of the taluit are built directly against the walls rather
than at some distance behind them. Though not described further
here, additional drives in this region also appear to ﬁt these patterns. For example, a second drive described by Brink (2005) at the
Eggington site, resembles a Type 1 drive. Additionally, the present
author observed another V-shaped drive of Type 2 from the air, just
east of the POD site.
Before proceeding to a discussion of the factors that led to the
differences between the two types, it is important to address the

critical issue of their age and cultural afﬁliation. This region of the
central North American Arctic is home to two major prehistoric
cultural traditions. The more recent Inuit tradition dates in this
region of southeastern Victoria Island from about 1350 AD to the
present. The early part of the tradition is known as “Thule”, with the
more recent referred to as “Copper Inuit”, the descendants of whom
still live in the area today. The earlier tradition is known as Palaeoeskimo, and includes an earlier, Pre-Dorset subtradition/culture
(2800e500 cal BC) and a later Dorset subtradition/culture (roughly
100 cal BCe1350 cal AD in this region). Further subdivisions exist,
but are unimportant for present purposes. In the immediate vicinity of these drives, Pre-Dorset sites are either rare and limited in
extent (in the Iqaluktuuq Region) or absent (in the Oxford Bay region), and thus only Dorset and Inuit people are realistic candidates
for the builders of these drives.
Unfortunately, none of the drives can be directly dated, since
none is associated with diagnostic artifacts or datable organic
materials. However, there are several lines of evidence which, when
considered together, lead to the conclusion that Type 1 was built
and used by Inuit, while Type 2 is earlier, and was built and used by
Dorset people. First, and most obviously, is the fact that Type 1
drives are identiﬁed by modern Inuit elders as having been built by
their own ancestors (Fig. 11). In addition, these Type 1 drives match
very closely many ethnographic descriptions of Inuit drives, though
it must be noted that ethnographically described drives incorporate
a great deal of variability beyond that seen in the Type 1 drives
described here. A particularly clear description of this type of drive
among the Copper Inuit is given by Jenness (1922:149):
In Victoria Island kayaks are rarely used. Instead, the natives
make shallow pits, tallut, across the neck of the barricades and
shoot the deer as they are driven up. These drives call for
a considerable amount of strategy and the careful utilization of
topographical features. The caribou may be grazing at the end of
a plain a quarter of a mile wide, bounded by a low ridge on one
side and a lake on the other. Then the hunters will set up their
turf-capped stones at intervals of thirty or forty yards along the
top of the ridge, and probably swing the line round across the
plain to within a hundred yards of the water’s edge. Where the
ground is low and stones would not show up with sufﬁcient
clearness walking-sticks are driven into the soil, and coats, or
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Fig. 11. Illustration of a caribou drive conducted by Copper Inuit, drawn by Ikpakhuak
and published by Jenness (1922:151). At the top is a driver, at the bottom are three
taluit with bows and arrows, and both sides are made up of rows of inuksuit, with
those farthest from the taluit incorporating sticks with attached objects.

laths of wood shaped like a bull-roarer, only broader, are fastened to their ends. The ﬂuttering of the coats in the wind deters
the caribou from breaking through the line; in the case of the
laths a child is stationed near by to hammer them with a stick.
Between the end of the barricade and the lake each hunter digs
a shallow pit, using for his adze a sharpened antler. He stabs this
into the turf, pulls the clod up with his hands, and lays it round
the edge. In a few minutes he has made a saucer-shaped
depression faced with turf and stones or snow to make it as
inconspicuous as possible. Here he lies, face downwards, with
his bow and arrows by his side, waiting for the deer to be driven
within range. The women and children, in the meantime, have
gone to windward, and the deer either catch their scent and
move off down the wind, or are set in motion by wolf-howls. If
the women are not in sight the caribou usually reach the hunters
walking or slowly trotting, at intervals one behind the other, so
that often the ﬁrst is shot before the rest are yet in sight.
Sometimes, as they dash back after the ﬁrst animal is shot, an
Eskimo will utter a sudden loud shout, when often they will stop
amazed for a moment and allow him to launch another shaft.
Generally, though, the hunter still tries to keep in concealment,
and the caribou, meeting the women as they run back, return
again. I have seen them driven backwards and forwards in this
way three or four times before the remainder of the herd broke
through the lines past the archers and galloped away. Small
herds of four or ﬁve deer are occasionally exterminated, but
usually some of them escape, while not infrequently the deer
break past the women at the very beginning and never approach
the hunters at all. Natives who have only bows and arrows,
however, much prefer this method to simple stalking, even in
the case of a single caribou, because they are much more certain
of securing a shot at close range.
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Despite obvious similarities, this drive differs in a number of
ways from the Iqaluktuuq drive. For example, the talu are placed
between the end of a drive line and the water; and inuksuit are
spaced more widely apart. These differences likely result from
differences in local topography, as well as from the fact that the
drive described by Jenness was a rapid ad hoc event. The Iqaluktuuq
drive appears to have been planned, built, rebuilt, and reused over
a considerable period, probably by a greater number of people.
As noted above, while the Iqaluktuuq drive consists primarily of
Type 1 components, it also contains the disturbed remnants of
what is likely a Type 2 drive, as seen in two converging continuous
stone walls (as opposed to rows of individual inuksuit). These walls
are clearly older than the remainder of the drive, based on both
their greater degree of lichen cover, and the fact that they are quite
deeply buried in soil and vegetation. Thus, a relative chronology can
be inferred, with Type 2 being signiﬁcantly older. However, there is
no way to directly establish absolute age, so the question becomes
whether Type 2 drives were built by earlier, Thule Inuit; or if they
were built by people of the even earlier Dorset Palaeoeskimo culture. The latter interpretation can be conﬁdently inferred on the
basis of two additional categories of information. First, the Oxford
Bay drive is located within 5 km of two very large Dorset aggregation sites (Oxford I and Oxford II) which together contain
a minimum of eleven “longhouses”. Attribution of these sites to the
Dorset period was conﬁrmed through surface collection and excavation of diagnostic artifacts, including several microblades. However, there are no large Thule or recent Inuit sites thus far observed
in the region. As a result, this Type 2 drive site is almost certainly
associated with the Dorset sites. A second, related line of evidence
is provided by a comparison with the Williams Harbour drive
system in Labrador, reported by Fitzhugh (1981). Fitzhugh made
a strong argument for this site being linked to Dorset occupations,
in part because of the presence of two diagnostic Dorset artifacts in
the drive. The Williams Harbour drive is clearly of the Type 2 variety, as seen in its tight acute-angled V-shape, the fact that the
lines near the vertex consist of walls as opposed to inuksuit, and the
relatively narrow gap of approximately 8 m in width. It should be
noted that the Williams Harbour drive differs from the Victoria
Island drives in that its vertex does not contain formal taluit, but
instead incorporates a very large boulder which would have served
to conceal Dorset hunters.
In summary, the southeastern Victoria Island region contains
two different types of caribou drive system, clearly separated in
time. The more recent type closely matches the type Inuit used as
recently as the early 20th century, and the older type is associated
with Dorset aggregation sites in one instance (Oxford Bay), and
closely resembles a completely separate drive system in Labrador
which was identiﬁed as having been built by Dorset. A ﬁnal relevant source of inference comes from Inuit oral history. Balikci
(1964:13) described a drive near the community of Taloyoak (formerly Spence Bay), Nunavut, located about 500 km east of the
present study area, as:
.a remarkable structure consisting of two slightly-curved stone
walls over 70 feet [21 m] long leading to a narrow passage only 5
or 6 feet [2 m] wide. At their opposite end the continuous walls
were prolonged by some stone cairns. A single man armed
with a heavy spear.waited at the upper ends of the walls.
Qipingajuk, an old Pelly Bay Eskimo who witnessed a hunt at
that place after the turn of the century, informed me that a large
number of beaters were necessary for this hunt, usually up to
ﬁfteen individuals, who would drive the herd. towards the
large opening of the stone walls. At the end of the taalun the
caribou were easily speared. This taalun was believed to have
been built by the Tunit (Balikci, 1964:13).
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This passage is noteworthy in the present context for two reasons. First, this may be the only instance in the ethnographic record
in which Inuit are described as regularly using lances for caribou
hunting on land. In virtually all other instances, lances are used to
hunt swimming caribou, but bows and arrows are used on land. Of
note is the fact that lance hunting is associated with driving caribou
through a very narrow opening in a stone wall (Type 2), as opposed
to through a wide gap in rows of inuksuit (Type 1). Second, oral
histories relate this drive speciﬁcally to construction by Tunit.
“Tunit” is the Inuit term for the people who came before them.
Although the identity of Tunit is not always clear, most scholars
agree that it originally referred to Dorset people (Kleivan, 1996;
Bennett and Rowley, 2004). Thus, Inuit in the vicinity of Taloyoak
have retained historical knowledge directly linking Dorset to a Type
2 drive.
4.2. Dorset and Thule drive hunting of caribou
We are thus left with two contrasting drive systems. Type 1
drives, built by Inuit, consist of lines of individual inuksuit leading
to wide gaps with shallow taluit. Type 2 drives, built by Dorset,
consist of continuous walls, a tighter “V” shape, and deeper and
larger talu at their vertices often built directly against the ends of
the walls. While there may be multiple factors which contributed to
these differences, they are interpreted here as resulting almost
entirely from differences in weapon technology. Inuit, builders of
Type 1 drives, used bows and arrows, as seen both in their ubiquity
in ethnographic accounts and in plentiful bow hunting technology
in archaeological sites dating back to the earliest Thule Inuit settlement of the eastern Arctic in the 13th century AD. There are
many ethnographic accounts of Inuit using their sinew-backed
bows to great effect, using lines of inuksuit to drive caribou toward shallow taluit. Dorset, on the other hand, are not associated
with an ethnographic record, given that they were displaced by
Inuit around the 14th century AD. However, they did not make or
use bow and arrow technology (with only one isolated account of
a unique artifact interpreted as a possible arrow (McGhee, 1971)),
and in fact there is not even any indication of the use of spearthrowers (atlatls) with darts. Instead, Dorset apparently used only
lances for terrestrial mammal hunting. Lances were primarily
thrusting weapons, though the possibility that some spears were
thrown cannot be ruled out.
Thus, a rationale exists for building different drive systems. In
particular, the much narrower gaps in the Type 2 Dorset drives
must be a direct result of the need to get caribou closer to Dorset
hunters (cf., Fitzhugh, 1981). While Inuit had the comparative
luxury of shooting caribou from a distance, with estimates of Inuit
bows’ effective range usually around 15e20 m (Benedict, 2005),
Dorset hunters would have to thrust or throw their lances from
very close proximity, or perhaps leap out from taluit to encounter
caribou directly. However, this still leaves unexplained the other
major differences between the two drive types: namely the fact
that Type 2 drives incorporated continuous low walls rather than
individual inuksuit, were constructed with more “funnel-like” arrangements with acute angles, and incorporated more robust talu
which directly abutted the walls, often with greater interior volume
than Inuit ones.
These differences can only be understood in relation to caribou
behavior, with which all prehistoric Arctic people would have been
intimately familiar. Particularly important are the ways in which
caribou react to visual, olfactory, and auditory stimuli, especially in
relation to wolves (e.g., Crisler, 1956; Pruitt, 1965; Kelsall, 1968;
LeResche and Linderman, 1975; Skogland, 1989). It is often noted
that caribou are on the one hand curious, and will often approach
unknown objects or sounds, and on the other hand will ﬂee from

perceived threats in highly predictable ways. A particularly relevant
factor is that when moving, caribou tend to travel alongside landforms or barriers, preferring not to cross them; thus rows of inuksuit act to guide caribou even when they are not in panicked ﬂight.
As a result knowledgeable hunters are able to control caribou
movement in a very precise fashion, and could decrease or increase
their speed, and fear response, by altering their driving techniques.
This ability is well illustrated in the following description of Iñupiat
hunters in North Alaska:
As the animals passed by, the drivers howled like wolves and
took off their parkas and waved them at the caribou. A high
degree of skill was required to drive effectively. Each person had
to time his whooping and shouting in such a way that the caribou were never frightened too much but were merely excited
and made to trot uneasily along the valley. As the caribou
neared the corral.the drivers suddenly increased their cries in
a last effort to frighten as many caribou as possible into the
corral (Gubser, 1965:174).
Putting these aspects of caribou behavior together with the
differences inherent in bow and arrow versus lance hunting, some
subtle differences in the driving techniques associated with the two
drive types can be inferred. The Inuit Type 1 drives probably
functioned with caribou which were kept nervously moving at
a trot, but not stampeding, likely by women and children imitating
wolves at a distance. Rows of small inuksuit were enough to keep
them from veering off away from the waiting hunters, but not
enough to cause panic or major changes in direction. Caribou
travelling along these lines eventually encountered an apparently
safe 30 m wide gap which they entered, leading them within range
of waiting hunters with their bows and arrows.
The Dorset Type 2 drives, on the other hand, were used somewhat differently. Initial phases of the hunt would be similar, with
some of the group using various methods to move caribou toward
the wide end of the V-shaped funnel. However, in order to get the
caribou close enough to the waiting hunters to allow a thrust or
thrown lance to be effective, they needed to be persuaded to go
through a very narrow gap, and thus had to be panicked. Under
these conditions, continuous low walls were constructed, likely
augmented by additional poles, lines, sod, or other highly visible
components (Fitzhugh, 1981), thus decreasing the chances that any
caribou would cross the stone lines once in full ﬂight mode. Furthermore, taluit were deeper and larger, to conceal hunters when
caribou were at a closer range, and probably also because each talu
housed more than one hunter.
5. Conclusion
The variable drive systems on Victoria Island are noteworthy
because behavioral and environmental variables can be held constant when interpreting their function. Identical caribou populations were targeted, and all drives occur within a few tens of
kilometers of each other in similar environments composed of
a mosaic of cobble and boulder beach ridges and tundra vegetation.
Furthermore, all of these drives would have been used primarily
during the fall, though some additional summer use is also possible.
Thus, the differences between the two drive types must result from
cultural or social differences between Inuit and Dorset societies.
Ultimately, the Inuit use of bows and arrows, versus the Dorset use
of lances, provides a clear rationale for much of the variability in
these drive types. Differences in the effective range of the two
weapon types required the development of somewhat different
tactics in relation to the behavior of the prey species. These tactics
in turn led to differences in the nature of the drive systems, with
highly visible archaeological consequences.
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