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Abstract 

Until the mid-nineteenth century, First Nations peoples in British Columbia valued 

dogs as hunting aides, draught animals, sources of fibre and food, protectors, and 

companions. Unfortunately, the details of these past human-dog relationships are not 

well known. To understand the importance of these dogs in general, and particularly the 

dogs once kept by Tla’amin people, this study integrates ancient DNA analyses with 

local knowledge. Interviews with Tla’amin community members and the presence of  

archaeological dog burials clearly show that dogs were an important part of ancestral 

Tla’amin society. Additionally, local knowledge and ethnographic evidence indicates that 

breeding and training practices served to both reinforce the bond between dogs and 

humans, and to improve the hunting ability of dogs. Ancient DNA analysis of 17 skeletal 

dog remains (3500-430 ya) from six archaeological sites in Tla’amin traditional territory 

has revealed a minor mtDNA haplogroup that was only found in Tla’amin dogs, however, 

the majority of mtDNA haplotypes are shared with many other archaeological dogs in 

BC. These results are consistent with local knowledge and ethnographic evidence 

regarding native North American dogs, and are reflective of trade networks and kin 

relations in BC, which may have facilitated the distribution of these dog haplotypes. This 

study highlights the importance of integrating archaeological data with local knowledge 

and cultural context to achieve a more complete understanding of the relationship 

between humans and their biological worlds.   

 

Keywords:  Dog; Tla’amin; Northern Coast Salish; Ancient DNA; Local Knowledge; 
Zooarchaeology; Northwest Coast  
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Glossary 

Ancient DNA Highly degraded DNA found in ancient remains. 

Canid Any member of the family Canidae. 

Canis Genus containing dogs, coyotes, wolves, jackals, and dingoes. 

Contamination In ancient DNA research, ‘contaminant DNA’ is a term used to 
refer to “DNA that is identical or similar to the target ancient 
DNA which could be indiscriminately amplified by PCR”  (Yang 
and Watt 2005). 

D-loop Section of mitochondrial genome, also called the control region. 
1,269bp sequence in dogs. 

Haplogroup A group of closely related haplotypes. 

Haplotype A set of alleles of a group of closely linked genes. 

HVI Highly variable section of the D-loop, 672bp sequence in dogs. 

Inhibition PCR inhibition is caused by a factor that prevents the 
amplification of DNA. Some factors include alcohols, salts, 
detergents, and collagen. 

mtDNA Circular DNA molecule found in mitochondria, inherited only 
through the female line. Mutates faster than nuclear DNA 

Native North 
American Dogs 

Native North American dogs refers to those dogs that first 
populated the Americas and their descendents. This is in 
contrast to European dogs, which were brought to the New 
World at the time of European contact. 

PCR A molecular technique to amplify template strands of DNA 
exponentially. 

Phylogenetic Analysis Phylogenetics, the study of evolutionary relationships among 
organisms. In this study, obtained through molecular 
sequencing data. 

Primer Short, synthetic strands of DNA used to target and amplify a 
template DNA strand. 

 

 



 

1 

1. Introduction 

Since their domestication approximately 15,000 years ago (Savolainen et al. 

2002; Pang et al. 2009;Thalmann et al. 2013) people have been shaping dogs’ (Canis 

lupus familiaris) physical and behavioural characteristics through breeding and training 

practices. Dogs’ characteristics are so highly malleable that they are able to fulfill a wide 

variety of roles ranging from cherished companions to sources of food. Therefore, the 

relationship that people and dogs share also takes many forms, depending on the role(s) 

that dogs have been chosen to play. Dogs are thoroughly enmeshed in the culture that 

forms them.  Thus, the role(s) that dogs play, and the nature of human-dog relationships, 

often shift through time as cultural and ecological contexts change.  

Many explorers, naturalists, and ethnographers visiting British Columbia (BC) in 

the nineteenth and early twentieth century remarked on the ubiquity, variety, and 

distinctiveness of the native North American dogs they encountered.  These dogs were 

bred and trained for a multitude of purposes including, hunting aides (Barnett, 1939:231-

232; Drucker, 1955:65; Elmendorf 1960:95; Lamb 1960:188; MacNeish and Teit 

1956:88; McIlwraith 1948(I):714; Suttles 1974:104; Teit 1900:244-246,249; Teit 

1906:226; Teit 1909:524,782), protectors (Lord 1866:215-216,220-225), draught animals 

(Crellin 1994:60; Crellin and Heffner 2000; Teit 1909:532,783), and sources of food (Cail 

2011; Crellin 1994:29; Lamb 1960:129;Teit 1906:223; Teit 1909:517), and fibre (Barsh, 

Jones, and Suttles 2002; Crockford 1997; Gunther 1927:225-230; Olsen 2010). 

Unfortunately, the details of the relationship that people shared with their dogs is not well 

known. Since the arrival of European goods and lifeways the use and prevalence of 

native North American dogs in BC has reduced dramatically. Most, if not all, of these 

dogs are now thought to be extinct (Crockford 1997:3; Elmendorf 1960:97; MacNeish 

and Teit 1956:89; Teit:1900:246).  This study focuses on Tla’amin (Sliammon) territory 

as one example of a place where dogs have longevity and where people trained dogs to 

hunt.  
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In an effort to protect and perpetuate Tla’amin cultural heritage, Simon Fraser 

University (SFU) Department of Archaeology and the Tla’amin community have been 

working as research partners since 2007. This research project on Tla’amin hunting 

dogs has emerged from the larger SFU-Tla’amin partnership, due to an interest on the 

part of the Tla’amin community to document the dogs kept by their ancestors. The 

Tla’amin know that they once bred and trained dogs to hunt (Siemthlut Michelle 

Washingtion, personal communication 2011). Today, however, these dogs have 

disappeared both from the landscape and from the memory of many of the younger 

generation. The objectives of this study are to understand:      

 (1) the details of the human-hunting dog relationship at Sliammon, and the 

 interplay between this relationship and breeding/training practices   

 (2) the genetic relationship between Tla’amin archaeological dogs and other 

 archaeological and modern dogs in BC.  

In order to accomplish these goals, this study combines local knowledge and 

ancient DNA (aDNA) analyses. Firstly, I conducted interviews with Tla’amin community 

members and researched ethnographic documents, both from Tla’amin and other 

regions in BC. Secondly, to understand the ancestry of Tla’amin archaeological dogs, I 

conducted an aDNA analysis using archaeological canid samples unearthed during 

previous excavations in Tla’amin territory. By combining these two approaches, this 

study aims to respectfully integrate Indigenous knowledge systems into archaeological 

investigation (Atalay 2008:29), and to gain an informed understanding of the genetic 

data observed. This methodology, of combining local knowledge and biological research, 

is commonly used in the field of ethnobiology (Saslis-Lagoudakis and Clarke 2013:67), 

and has the potential to be beneficial to both descendent communities and 

archaeologists. This study highlights Tla’amin knowledge of the human-dog relationship 

and demonstrates that local knowledge is an invaluable component of understanding 

archaeological phenomena.   
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2. Background 

2.1. Tla’amin  

The Tla’amin (ɬaʔaʔmɛn, Sliammon), Klahoose (Tl’uhus, Tlo’hos), and Homalco 

(Xwemalkwu, Homalko, Hamalthco) are Northern Coast Salish peoples, living near the 

Gulf of Georgia on the Northwest Coast (NWC) of British Columbia, Canada. They are 

the speakers of the Ahayajuthem (Mainland Comox) dialect of the Comox language 

(Welch et al. 2011:86). The Tla’amin are the southernmost Ahayajuthem speakers, 

whose traditional territory (Figure 1) lies to the north of the neighbouring Sechelt 

peoples. The Tla’amin people know that they have always lived in this area (Kennedy 

and Bouchard 1983:17), and archaeological sites document Tla’amin presence in their 

traditional territory for at least 7,000 years (Johnson 2010:51).   
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Figure 1. Tla’amin First Nation traditional territory (dark green). Orange line 
indicates focus area of Tla’amin-SFU archaeological investigations 
(Springer et al. 2014:20). 

For millennia, the Tla’amin have interacted with and relied on the rich and diverse 

land and sea resources of their territory.  They gathered and tended a variety of plants 

and shellfish, fished for herring, salmon and other species, and hunted both marine and 

terrestrial animals (Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:25-41). Terrestrial mammal hunting 

focused on black-tailed deer, mountain goat, and black bears. The hunting of deer and 

mountain goats was aided by highly trained dogs who assisted by chasing prey back to 

hunters (Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:37; Barnett 1939:232).  

2.2. A Global History of the Human-Dog Relationship 

There has been considerable research dedicated to understanding the origins 

and processes of dog domestication (e.g. Coppinger and Coppinger 2001; Crockford 

2006; Koop et al. 2000; Leonard et al. 2002; Pang et al. 2009; Thalmann et al. 2013; Vila 

et al. 1997). Significantly, dogs appear in the archaeological record before settled 

agriculture and before the domestication of other animals (Larson et al. 2012:8878), 

reflecting their close and long-term association with humans. In Canada, dogs were the 



 

5 

only domesticated animal in precontact times (Crellin and Heffner 2000:151). Recent 

analyses of modern canid mtDNA (Vilà et al. 1997) and genome analysis (Lindblad-Toh 

et al. 2005) demonstrate that domestic dogs (Canis lupus familiaris) are the descendants 

of gray wolves (Canis lupus). While determining the wild ancestry of domestic dogs is a 

significant advancement in our understanding of human-dog relationships, there is little 

that is definitively known about how, why, when, and where dogs were domesticated.  

2.2.1. How and Why Dogs Were Domesticated 

There are several, sometimes conflicting, hypotheses about the transformation 

from wolf to dog. Olsen (1985:18) suggests that dog domestication may have been 

motivated by a recognition that tamed wolves made valuable hunting partners—a 

hypothesis which is supported from an optimal foraging perspective (Koster 2008). 

Based on this idea, some researchers propose that the mechanism by which people first 

domesticated dogs was by: (1) taking wolf pups from their mothers’ den, (2) raising them 

and training them to hunt, and (3) selectively breeding those that were tame (Coppinger 

and Coppinger 2001:41;Lorenz 1964:12-13).  

Others believe that some wolves had genetically determined traits that allowed 

them to successfully colonize anthropogenic environments. This process, termed 

“protodomestication”, could have occurred independently multiple times throughout 

human history (Crockford 2000; Crockford 2006). According to this hypothesis, these 

wolves were better able to tolerate human habitats because of a genetically regulated 

variation in thyroid hormone production (Crockford 2006) that made them less 

aggressive towards people. This variation allowed certain wolves to successfully exploit 

the refuse niche created by increasingly sedentary peoples. Over time, these wolves 

would have been incorporated into human settlements, eventually becoming domestic 

dogs (Coppinger and Coppinger 2001).  

A similar hypothesis, recently proposed by Braude and Gladman (2013), 

suggests that the less aggressive wolves in a pack of ‘hunting wolves’ would be low-

ranking and therefore forced to scavenge to survive. These ‘scavenging wolves’ may 

have been geographically isolated from hunting wolves because they were able to follow 

humans into areas that were not suitable for the hunting wolves. Again, over time, the 
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less aggressive scavenging wolves would be incorporated into human society, although 

Braude and Gladman (2013) propose that people may have raised the pups as a food 

source at first. This scenario requires that certain environmental conditions be met in 

order to allow for the geographic isolation of hunting wolves and scavenging wolves. The 

environmental conditions of the Last Glacial Maximum (c. 26,500-19,000 ya) may have 

provided the isolation needed for the two types of wolves to diverge (Braude and 

Gladman 2013:3). This hypothesis may offer one explanation as to why recognizable 

domestic dogs do not appear in the archaeological record until after the Last Glacial 

Maximum. All of the above models, which attempt to explain the social aspects of dog 

domestication, are gaining support from archaeological findings about when and where 

dogs were first domesticated.  

2.2.2. When Were Dogs Domesticated? 

Molecular analyses and archaeological evidence have both been employed to 

estimate the date that dogs were first domesticated. Early molecular estimates placed 

the divergence of domestic dogs and gray wolves at anywhere from 40,000-15,000 ya 

(Savolainen et al. 2002) to 76,000-135,000 ya (Vilà et al. 1997). However, a study by Ho 

et al. (2005) indicates that both of these time ranges are likely overestimates due to the 

relatively recent divergence of dogs and wolves (<1-2 mya). Recent molecular studies 

propose relatively later dates for the onset on dog domestication, ranging from 16,300-

5,400 ya (Pang et al. 2009) to 32,100-18,800 ya (Thalmann et al. 2013).  

Currently, the earliest archaeological evidence of dog domestication is the 

presence of incipient dogs in Siberia at 33,000 ya (Ovodov et al. 2013) and in Belgium at 

31,700 ya (Germonpré et al. 2009). These canids are doglike based on morphological 

analyses, but their mtDNA haplotypes are not similar enough to reference dog or wolf 

sequences for a definitive species designation (Thalmann et al. 2013:872). There are 

two possible explanations here: firstly, that these canids were not incipient dogs, but 

were a regionally distinct group of wolves (Pionnier-Capitan 2011), or secondly, that they 

represent an early failed attempt at domesticating wolves (Ovodov et al. 

2013:6;Thalmann et al. 2013:874). Additional early doglike canids were also recently 

discovered in the Czech Republic, dating slightly more recently, c. 26,000-27,000 ya 

(Germonpré, Lázničková-Galetová and Sablin 2012). Dogs are not found again in the 
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archaeological record until after the Last Glacial Maximum (Ovodov et al. 2013). After 

this hiatus, the earliest recognizable domestic dog remains are found in Russia 

(Eliseevichi 1), and are dated to c. 16,000 ya (Sablin and Khlopachev 2002). At this 

point, dogs seem to appear in multiple areas, roughly contemporaneously.  

2.2.3. Where Were Dogs First Domesticated? 

 The location and the possible number of independent domestication events is 

also debated. Currently, the archaeological record favours the hypothesis that there 

were multiple independent domestication events because morphologically recognizable 

domestic dogs appear roughly contemporaneously in multiple regions, including France 

at 15,500–13,500 cal BP (Pionnier-capitan 2011), Germany at 14,708-13,874 cal BP 

(Pionnier-capitan 2011:2124), Switzerland c. 14,000 cal BP (Napierala and Uerpmann 

2012), and the Levant by c. 12,000 ya (Davis and Valla 1978). Alternatively, Olsen and 

Olsen (1977) argue that the shared morphological characteristics between dogs and the 

Chinese wolf (Canis lupus chanco) indicate a Chinese origin of dog domestication 

(Olsen and Olsen 1977). This hypothesis, which requires a single primary center of dog 

domestication, is generally supported by DNA analyses (Pang et al. 2009; Savloleined et 

al. 2002; Thalmann et al. 2013; Vila et al. 1997); however, the locus of the initial 

domestication event is uncertain. Some mtDNA and Y-chromosome studies have 

indicated a Southeast Asian center of dog domestication (Brown et al. 2011, Pang et al. 

2009, Savoleinen et al. 2002), while others have pointed to Europe  (Thalmann et al. 

2013, Verginelli et al. 2005), or the Middle East (Gray 2010; vonHoldt et al. 2010). 

Further archaeological discoveries and molecular research incorporating more samples 

and studying different areas of the canine genome will hopefully allow for more precise 

answers to the questions of when and where dogs were first domesticated. 

Understanding the location and timing of dog domestication is crucial to 

understanding why and how dogs were first domesticated. Given the current evidence, it 

seems that the distinct and spatially separated ecological niches created by the LGM 

may have provided the isolation necessary to allow for populations of scavenging (i.e., 

tame) and hunting (i.e., aggressive) wolves to begin to develop (Braude and Gladman 

2013). When and where humans and scavenging wolves coexisted, the process of wolf 

integration into human culture was likely gradual, with (artificial) selective pressure for 
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“tameness” and associated characteristics1 increasing as Upper Paleolithic hunter-

gatherers incorporated these proto-dogs into their lives as protectors, hunting 

companions, food sources, and companions. 

2.2.4. Native North American Dogs 

Mitochondrial DNA has been instrumental in illuminating the origins of indigenous 

New World dogs. Multiple mtDNA studies have now confirmed that Eurasian domestic 

dogs were brought to the New World when the first peoples began colonizing the 

Americas, roughly 14,000 years ago (Barta 2006; Leonard et al. 2002; Tito et al. 2011; 

van Asch et al. 2013). Although an early mtDNA study of archaeological and modern 

dogs from British Columbia (Koop et al. 2000) did argue for independent domestication 

of dogs in the New World, recent evidence indicates that the unique haplogroup 

observed in this study, was more likely due to backcrossing with local wolf populations 

(Leonard 2002:1615).  

The earliest archaeological dog remains found in the New World date to c. 9,000-

10,000 ya. (Morey and Wiant 1992).  At Hinds Cave, Texas, domestic dog remains 

dated to approximately 9,200 years ago were recovered from an intact human paleofecal 

sample (Tito et al. 2011). From this study it is apparent that dogs were not only useful as 

beasts of burden, hunting assistants, companions, and protectors, but also as food.  

There has been considerable recent interest in the fate of native New World dog 

lineages (Brown, Darwent, and Sacks 2013; Castroviejo-Fisher et al. 2011; van Asch et 

al. 2013). Did they survive the influx of European dog lineages since European contact 

in the Americas, or did European dogs subsume native dog populations? In all of these 

studies (Brown, Darwent, and Sacks 2013; Castroviejo-Fisher et al. 2011; van Asch et 

al. 2013), mitochondrial DNA haplotypes were used to indicate the extent to which native 

dog lineages have persisted or been replaced in the New World. One study (Castroviejo-

Fisher et al. 2011) found that native New World dog lineages contribute little (<10%) to 

non-breed dogs in the Americas, indicating that they were essentially replaced by the 
 
1For morphological characteristics that develop when tame canids are bred selectively, see 

Dmitry Belyaev’s experimental work with silver foxes (Belyaev 1979; Trut et al. 2004). 



 

9 

relatively recent influx of European dog lineages. Two other studies, however, have 

indicated that the degree of replacement is geographically and breed specific. Brown, 

Darwent and Sacks (2013) found that there was continuity in the haplotypes carried by 

ancient arctic dogs and modern Inuit Sled Dogs. Another study (van Asch et al. 2013), 

found that pre-Columbian maternal lineages do persist in some breeds of suspected 

New World origin, including: Inuit Sled Dogs (Inuit, Eskimo, and Greenland dogs), 

Chihuahua, xoloitzcuintle, and perro sin pelo del Peru. Importantly, all of these studies 

compare modern dog mitochondrial haplotypes to a relatively limited set of ancient New 

World dog mitochondrial haplotypes [from: Barta 2006 (n=57), Brown et al. 2013 (n=23), 

Koop et al. 2000 (n=3), and Leonard et al. 2002 (n=24)]. This current study contributes 

an additional set of ancient North American dog mtDNA haplotypes from an area that 

has not yet been studied (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2. Location of archaeological dog samples analyzed by Barta (2006), 
Koop et al. (2000), and this project (red star). Base map credit: 
http://atlas.gc.ca. 
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3. A History of Dogs in British Columbia  

In Canada, the oldest archaeological example of a domestic dog comes from the 

Crowsnest Pass, Alberta, and dates to approximately 6,400 ya. (Driver 1976, in Bryan 

2005:95). Dogs are found on the Central Coast of British Columbia shortly after this at 

the archaeological site of Namu, dating to 6,295-6,040 cal. BP (Cannon et al. 1999). By 

the time Europeans were visiting western Canada in the 18th and 19th centuries, they 

remarked on the ubiquity, variety, and distinctiveness of native North American dogs, 

noting that dogs were used for a multitude of purposes (e.g. Fraser in Lamb 

1960:99,188,225; Harmon in Lamb 1957:147,212,261; Lord 1866:215-225; Richardson 

1829:80-81). Since the arrival of European goods, lifeways, and dog breeds, the use and 

prevalence of native North American dog breeds has reduced dramatically.  

3.1. Types of Dogs 

The dogs maintained by the First Nations of the NWC and adjacent culture areas 

(Plateau and Sub-Arctic) can be categorized as sled dogs, hunting/village (HV), and 

wool dogs. Sled dogs, including the Esquimaux dog documented by Richardson 

(1829:75) and Inuit sled dogs today, were common in the Arctic and Sub-arctic, however 

they were not documented on the NWC. Hunting/village dogs, on the other hand, were 

commonly seen on the NWC and in the interior of BC and were often described as 

‘coyote-like’ in terms of both appearance and behaviour (Lord 1840:218; Teit 1900:244). 

Although HV dogs were used for a multitude of purposes (Cail 2011; Crellin 1994:29,60; 

Crellin and Heffner 2000; De Leguna 1990:208; Lamb 1960:129; Lord 1866:215-216, 

220-225; Teit1900:217; Teit 1906:223, 212, 217-220; Teit 1909:507, 517, 520, 532, 

783), dogs that were trained to hunt were especially valuable to the Coast and Interior 

Salish peoples and their use was relatively well documented (Barnett 1955:96).  Coast 

Salish peoples are well-known for breeding wool dogs and incorporating their fur into 

woven textiles (Solazzo et al 2011). Crockford (1997) has classified Coast Salish 
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archaeological dogs into two categories: type 1 (small dogs), and type 2  (large dogs). 

Crockford (1997:102-103) believes that the type 1 remains may be from wool dogs, and 

the type 2 remains from HV dogs.  

3.1.1. Hunting/Village Dogs 

Many explorers, ethnographers, and naturalists have described their encounters 

with the Indigenous HV dogs of British Columbia (see: Lamb 1960:127; Lord 1866:217-

225; MacNeish and Teit 1956:88-91; Muir 1909; Richardson 1829:75-82;Teit 1900:244-

246,249; Teit 1906:226; Teit 1909:520,524,782,783). A summary of these early 

descriptions provides context for determining the type(s) of HV dogs that might have 

been present in Tla’amin territory. Following Crockford (1997), large and small varieties 

of hunting/village dogs are discussed separately, below.  

Large Hunting/Village Dogs 

One variety of HV dog which may have present in Tla’amin territory is the  Plains 

Indian Dog (Allen 1920:449), also called the dog of the North American Indians by Smith 

and Jardine (1840:159) (Figure 3). This variety is what Crockford (1997:4) refers to as 

the NWC Village Dog. The archaeological specimens that Crockford (1997:90) attributes 

to this type stand an average of 52cm (20.5”) at the shoulder, making them similar in 

size to a dalmatian. The Plains Indian dog was found from British Columbia south to 

Mexico and through the Great Plains (Allen 1920:449). In his ethnography of the 

Nlaka'pamux (Thompson) Interior Salish peoples, Teit (1900:244) makes note of dogs 

that “resembled in appearance the coyote”, which were used for hunting deer.  John 

Keast Lord (1866:217-225) also encountered dogs of this type while in British Columbia 

and he described them in great detail. Their resemblance to coyotes (prairie-wolf, Canis 

latrans) was so prominent that Lord (1866:218-220) claimed them to be “nothing more 

than a tamed coyote” (1866:218). even exhibiting the same cry as the coyote. Even at 

this early period in time, Lord recognized that the ancestry of these dogs is complex: 

Even now it would be puzzling to a naturalist, if visiting the interior of 
British Columbia, to trace the origin of the indigenous dog. As an instance 
of what I mean, my own dogs consisted of a Russian setter, obtained at 
Fort Rupert, originally from Sitka; a thorough-bred pointer, and a spaniel 
[…] To my certain knowledge these dogs interbred in numerous instances 
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with native dogs. In many localities where this interbreeding took place, 
no record will remain of a pointer, setter, and spanel having ever been 
there […] To what conclusion could any one arrive, with these facts 
hidden? Such is the present condition of all the Indian dogs along the 
entire extent of the northwest coast; one may find types representing 
every known variety [Lord 1866: 220-221]. 

Coues (1873 in Allen 1920) also documents an encounter with dogs of this type, which 

he says are the product of “picketing female dogs over night at proper times, thus 

allowing them to cross with coyotes” (Allen 1920:450).  

 

Figure 3. Plains Indian Dog (also known as the Dog of the North American 
Indians, Smith and Jardine 1840: Plate 8) 

 The North American dog (Canis familiaris canadensis) (Richardson 1829:79-80), 

also called the Larger or Common Indian Dog by Allen (1920:457), was similar to the 

Plains Indian Dog, but more wolf-like by all accounts. Richardson (1829:80) notes that 

the North American Indian Dog was “the kind of dog which is most generally cultivated 

by the native tribes of Canada”. According to Allen (1920), the distribution of these dogs 

ranged from Alaska south to Florida and west to the “edge of the plains in the east 

central States” (1920:450). The North American Indian dog served various purposes, 

depending on the area and time of year, including, hunting assistant, draught animal, 
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protector, and food source (Richardson 1829:81). Apparently, the Canadian voyageurs 

were particularly fond of the flesh from this type of dog, but they also kept them as 

draught animals (Richardson 1829:81). Richardson (1829:80) describes the physical 

appearance of the North American Indian dog as “the offspring of a cross between the 

prairie and gray wolves”. According to Richardson (1829:81), these dogs had a “thick, 

woolly coat”, and were coloured “black and grey, mixed with white” or completely black. 

They were intermediate in size between the Inuit Sled Dog and Hare Indian Dog.  

It is difficult to know if the Plains Indian dog and the North American dog were 

actually morphologically distinguishable as different types of dogs. The differences in 

description may have been a result of inter-observer variability. Alternatively, the more 

coyote-like Plains Indian dog may have been common in areas where coyotes were 

readily available for crossbreeding with dogs, or where cross breeding between coyotes 

and dogs was culturally encouraged. The North American Indian dog, described as a 

cross between coyotes and wolves (Richardson 1829:80), may have been common in 

areas where both wolves and coyotes were available for cross breeding with dogs, or 

where crossbreeding between wolves, coyotes, and dogs was encouraged culturally.  

Small Hunting/Village Dogs 

The Hare Indian dog (Figure 4) was a type of small hunting dog maintained by 

the Sahtu (Hare) peoples of the Northwest Territories and the neighbouring peoples in 

the vicinity of the Great Bear Lake and the Mackenzie River (Allen 1920:491). It was 

described first by Richardson (1829:79-80), and later by Smith and Jardine (1840:131), 

Audubon and Bachman (1854:153), and Allen (1920:491). Richardson (1829:79-80), 

who bought a Hare Indian dog, gives a detailed account of the physical and behavioural 

characteristics of the breed as well as an illustration (Figure 4). He described the dog as 

bearing strong resemblance to the coyote, even in it’s voice, although smaller in size 

(slightly larger  than a fox) and affectionate in terms of it’s disposition. Richardson 

(1829:79-80) noted that “the lightness of its body and the breadth of its paws” (1829:79), 

made the dog ideally suited to chasing prey in snow, and that his dog exhibited 

considerable stamina, once running beside his sled for 900 miles without tiring. Once a 

formidable hunting accessory, Richardson supposes that the introduction of firearms to 
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the area contributed to a decline in the use of these dogs for that purpose (1829:79). 

Hare Indian dogs no longer exist as a distinct breed.  

 

Figure 4. Hare Indian Dog (Richardson 1829:Plate V) 

The Tahltan bear dog was similar in size, temperament, and function to the Hare 

Indian dog (see Crisp 1956 for photographs). Their appearance was so similar, that 

Allen (in Crisp 1956:41) concluded that the Hare and Tahltan dogs were most likely of 

the same breed.  Future DNA analyses may be useful in determining the degree to 

which the Hare Indian and Tahltan bear dogs had shared ancestry. The Tahltan bear 

dog was a very small, swift, and nimble dog used for hunting black bear, maintained by 

the Tahltan people of northwest BC (Muir 1909; Crisp 1956; MacNeish and Teit 1956:89-

91). These dogs weighed between 10-15 pounds, and were black and white, all black, or 

dark grey in colour (MacNeish and Teit 1956:89; Crisp 1956:39). Their distinguishing 

feature was their “straight, short bushy tail, five to ten inches long” (Crisp 1956:39). In 

the early twentieth century, the wild ancestry of the Tahltan dog was thought to be 

unclear, “Nobody could hope to unravel the lines of his ancestry” (Muir 1909:5). Much 

later, Koop et al.’s (2000) ancient mtDNA analysis revealed that these dogs were unique 

genetically when compared to modern dogs, a finding which is thought to reflect 

backcrossing of dogs with local wolves (Leonard et al. 2002:1615). Like the Hare Indian 

Dog, the Tahltan bear dog is no longer present as a distinct breed. In 1956, Crisp 
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(1956:41) noted that “… the Bear Dog has now become mongrelized to the extent that it 

is unrecognizable as a distinct type”. Today, someone is trying to revive the breed with a 

few remaining Bear Dogs, as well as indigenous dog breeding practices2.  

The Carrier Indian Dog is a final variety of HV dog that was documented in BC in 

the early nineteenth century (Richardson 1829:82; Smith and Jardine 1840:156). This 

dog was also known as the short-legged Indian Dog (Allen 1920:464) (Figure 5). This 

type of dog was mostly found in BC and in the Northwestern United States. However, 

based on the fact that numerous documents mention dogs fitting the same description 

as the Carrier Indian dog, Allen (1920:465) proposes that these dogs may have been 

distributed as far east as New York. The dogs were described as having a long body, 

relatively short, straight legs, a proportionally large head with erect ears, and a short, 

sleek coat (Richardson 1820:82, Allen 1920:464). In Richardson’s observation, the dogs 

were used primarily for hunting (1829:82). Richardson had been given one of these dogs 

and lamented its loss, noting that it “… fell a sacrifice to the desire which a party of 

Canadian voyagers had to partake of a meal of dog's flesh” (1829: 82) before he could 

make a more detailed illustration. 

 
2 Song Dog Kennels®: http://www.indiandogs.com 
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Figure 5. Carrier Dog of the Indians (Smith and Jardine 1840:Plate 4).  

3.1.2. Wool Dogs 

The Salish wool dog3 was described by Captain George Vancouver (1801:266) 

as “resembl[ing] those of Pomerania4, though in general somewhat larger”. Very few 

images of wool dogs exist, however, one wool dog is thought to be depicted in Paul 

Kane’s painting, “A Woman Weaving a Blanket” (Figure 6). The extent of their 

distribution is unclear. Gunther (1927:225) believes that wool dogs were kept by “the 

tribes on the coast who did not hunt the mountain goat”, and Allen (1920:469) claims 

that wool dogs were only known to have been kept by the peoples living in the areas of 

Puget Sound and Vancouver Island. However, while in the interior of BC, in St'at'imc 

(Lillooet) territory, Teit (1906: 211) also documents the presence of “dogs with long white 

hair” that were raised for their fibre, but had been extinct for some time. The 

archaeological small dog type, which Crockford (1997:90) believes to be representative 

of wool dogs, stands an average of 44cm (17.5”) at the shoulder, making them 
 
3 Also called the Clallam-Indian Dog (Allen 1920:469), and the Nootka Dog (Smith and Jardine 

1840:134). 
4 Gunther (1972:259) notes that these were actually medium-sized dogs, not the small breed of 

Pomeranian that is common today.  
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comparable in height to modern Keeshound and Finnish Spitz breeds. The pelt of a 

suspected wool dog (‘Mutton’) is kept at the Smithsonian National Museum of Natural 

History and is described by Barsh, Jones, and Suttles (2002:7) as “pure white, very 

dense coat, with unusually long guard hairs and an exceptionally fine, dense undercoat 

of woolly or cotton-like appearance”.  

 

Figure 6.  "A Woman Weaving a Blanket” (Songhees/Saanich) by Paul Kane, 
Courtesy of the Royal Ontario Museum, © ROM.  

Historical descriptions of these wool-bearing dogs are not consistent in terms of 

size or color. While Kane (1859:210) and Anderson (1951 in Crisp 1956:39) both recall 

seeing small wool dogs near Victoria, Smith’s (Smith and Jardine 1840:134) source told 

him of a large-sized wool dog from the village of Nootka on the west coast of Vancouver 

Island (Allen 1920:470).  Furthermore, while there are some ethnohistoric documents 

that indicate the that wool dogs were pure white only (Anderson 1951 in Crisp 1956:39; 

Kendrick 1985:114; Lord 1866:215; Teit 1906:221), there is also mention in other 

documents of black, brownish-black, brown, and white wool dogs (Barnett 1955:120; 

Kane 1859:210; Smith and Jardine 1840:134). The variability in wool dog appearance 

may be accounted for by the prioritization of function over form. Brash, Jones, and 

Suttles (2002:9) contend that the quality of the coat was more important than the size 
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and/or build of a dog in a weaving context. The coat quality then, is likely what 

differentiated a wool dog from a HV dog, not the size of the dog.  

Salish wool dogs were treated specially to maintain their coat quality. For 

example, the breeding of wool dogs is thought to have been tightly regulated because 

the attribute of long, thick hair is not inherited by the first generation of offspring when 

long- and short-haired dogs interbreed (Crockford 1997:102). There are some accounts 

that wool dogs were prevented from interbreeding with HV dogs by isolating them on 

islands (Barsh, Jones and Suttles 2002:1; Lord 1866:216; Schwartz 1997:56). 

Additionally, wool dogs were sometimes fed a different diet than HV dogs. Twana 

people, for example, fed their wool dogs a diet consisting of salmon and elk (Elmendorf 

1960:97), which may have improved overall quality of the fibre that they produced 

(Barsh, Jones, and Suttles 2002:9). Similarly, Olsen (2010:53) proposes that fish and elk 

tallow were fed to wool dogs to keep their coats shiny.   

Wool dogs were sheared, much like sheep, and their fur was woven into clothing 

and blankets. Paul Kane (1859:210) documented the process during a visit to Fort 

Victoria:  

The hair is cut off with a knife and mixed with goosedown and a little 
white earth, with a view of curing the feathers. This is then beaten 
together with sticks, and twisted into threads by rubbing it down the thigh 
with the palm of the hand, in the same way that a showmaker forms his 
waxend, after which it undergoes a second twistin on a distaff to increase 
it’s firmness. The cedar bark is frayed and twisted into threads in a similar 
manner. These threads are woven into blankets by a very simple loom of 
their own contrivance [Kane 1859: 210].  

Haeberlin and Gunther (1930:30) noted that, among the Snohomish of Washington, “the 

dogs' fore legs were tied together [for shearing] and the wool was cut with a stone knife. 

The wool was sometimes dyed pink with hemlock or alder bark”. Recently, Solazzo et al. 

(2011) confirmed the presence of dog fur in a Coast Salish woven blanket by performing 

a protein analysis on the fibers. 
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3.2. Archaeological Evidence of the Human-Dog 
Relationship in BC Prehistory 

Archaeological remains of indigenous dogs have been found at many sites in BC 

(see Crockford 1997:11 and Barta 2006:26). Some particularly interesting dog burials 

will be discussed here, as they provide insights into the nature of the human-dog 

relationship in BC prehistory. In support of the ethnographic evidence indicating that 

dogs were sometimes sacrificed at their owner’s death (Crellin 1994:34; Lamb 1960:85; 

Teit 1900:294,328; Teit 1909:593), are archaeological instances of human/dog co-

burials. Excavations at the northern NWC Nisga’a village of Greenville (Laxgalts'ap, 

GgTj 6) revealed many human burials, one of which was of an adolescent male cradling 

the head of a medium-sized domestic dog in his right arm (Cybulski 1992:63). Cybulski 

(1992:64-65) also notes that dogs were included in a total of eight human burials at the 

Prince Rupert Harbour sites. Archaeologists have also found dogs included in human 

burials in the Interior of BC (Crellin and Heffner 2000:162), including a new-born infant, 

which was buried with a dog during the proto-historic period (1750-1850 AD) in 

Nlaka'pamux (Thompson) traditional territory (Millennia Research 1999:26). While on 

Lopez Island, in Coast Salish Territory, Harlan Smith (1907:384) also excavated the 

remains of a woman and a dog that been buried together. From his estimation, the burial 

was from “a very remote period” (Smith 1907:384), due to the lack of cranial 

deformation. Again in Coast Salish territory, this time at the Tsawwassen site (DgRs 2), 

dogs were included as grave goods in three burials (D-19, D-23, D-5Ia). One adult male 

(burial D-19) was buried with a fragmentary dog skeleton in a burial pit lined with 

cobbles, possibly in a burial box. One adult female (burial D-23) was buried with 2 dog 

skulls in a burial pit, and one adult male (burial D-51a) was buried with one dog skull and 

a pecten shell gorget in a burial pit that was lined and capped with cobbles (Arcas 

Consulting Archaeologists 1999:54). At the Pender Canal site DeRt 2 one dog cranium 

was found in association with a burial  (Weeks 1985:109). 

In accordance with ethnographic evidence indicating that dogs were often buried 

at death (Barnett 1955:97; Elmendorf 1960:99; Suttles 1974:105), separate dog burials 

have also been recorded at numerous BC archaeological sites. Again on the northern 

NWC, Cybulski (1992:65) recorded the presence of “intentional separate interments” of 

some dogs at the Prince Rupert Harbour site of Boardwalk. Nearby, at the Phillips Point 
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site, Coupland et al. (2006:33) also excavated a fully articulated dog skeleton from the 

shell refuse midden outside of a house. At the Central NWC site of Namu, Conover 

(1978:84-85) also reports the excavation of three fully articulated dog skeletons, 

indicating that they were intentionally buried. In Coast Salish territory, at Tsawwassen 

(DgRs2), as many as three separate dog burials were also identified, in one case, “[t]he 

skeleton appeared to have been articulated when first deposited, with the body in a 

bundle” (Arcas Consulting Archaeologists 1994:75, 91). Additional dog burials have also 

been documented throughout Coast Salish territory (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Archaeological dog burials in Coast Salish territory (Compiled with 
the aid of Darcy Mathews, University of Victoria) 

Site Source (notes) 

Beach Grove Site (Delta, BC) Ball 1979 

Crescent Beach Site (White Rock, 
BC)  

Arcas Consulting Archaeologists 1994:7-8 

Long Harbour (Salt Spring Island, 
BC) 

Johnstone 1989:7 

Willow Beach site (Victoria,BC)  Big Pine Heritage Consulting and Research 2003:5 

DdRu 81 (Saanich, BC)  Bowie et al. 2010:37 

DcRu 92 (Victoria, BC) Millenia Research 1997:46 (Postcontact) 

DhSb 15 (Parksville, BC)  Kristensen et al. 2009:20-23 (Type 1 (small dog) burial 
dated to approximately 1000 ya) 

 

Some archaeological contexts also indicate that dogs were important elements of 

ceremonial customs in prehistoric BC. Again at the Tsawwassen site, archaeologists 

uncovered dog skulls that they believe were deposited as part of a ceremony.  Here, 

archaeologists excavated a total of 10 domestic dog skulls, which they propose “were 

ritually placed at the base of a shell platform before it was laid down” (Arcas Consulting 

Archaeologists 1999:30). These dog skulls may have been placed in base of the shell 

platform as part of a pre-construction ceremony related to the “important role of dogs 

(and dog skins) in the first ancestor legends of the Tsawwassen” (Arcas Consulting 

Archaeologists 1994:38). In the Interior of BC, in St'at'imc traditional territory, dog 

remains have also been documented in ceremonial contexts at the sites of Keatley 

Creek (Crellin 1994; Crellin and Heffner 2000) and Bridge River (Cail 2011; Prentiss, 

Cail, and Smith 2014). At Keatley Creek, Crellin (1994:268) proposes that some of the 

dog remains excavated from housepit floors may be indicative of a custom involving the 

ritual sacrifice of dogs upon abandonment of a dwelling. Cail’s (2011), osteological 

analyses of Bridge River canid remains found in housepit caches indicates that dogs 

were a feast food and a managed food source.  
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Canine dog tooth pendants found in archaeological contexts in BC may also be 

an indicator of the dog’s cultural significance. A total of five canine dog tooth pendants 

have been recovered from archaeological excavations near Prince Rupert: three from 

Boardwalk site, one from the Tremayne Bay site, and one from the Phillips Point site 

(Coupland et al. 2006:13, 21,23,31). Further south, in Musqueam traditional territory, 

Harlan Smith (1903:178) also documented a canine dog tooth pendant while excavating 

at the Marpole Midden site (c&̓snaʔ&m).  Additionally, a couple of dog tooth pendants 

were recovered during excavations at the Tsawwassen site (Arcas Consulting 

Archaeologists 1999:167). Canine dog tooth pendants are generally thought to have 

been a form of personal adornment. They are commonly found with a hole drilled 

through the root, indicating that the tooth would be suspended upside-down. Brown et al. 

(2013:1284) sequenced DNA from a canine tooth pedant found in Alaska, and found that 

it most likely belonged to a wolf, not a dog.   
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4. Materials and Methods 

4.1. Interview and Qualitative Data  

The qualitative data for this study comes from interviews with Tla’amin 

community members that I conducted, transcripts of interviews that were conducted for a 

Traditional Use Study (TUS) at Sliammon, and ethnographic documents (Barnett 1935-

1936; Barnett 1939; Barnett 1955; Kennedy and Bouchard 1983). The interviews that I 

conducted took place over the course of two summers. First, during June of 2012 as part 

of the Tla’amin-SFU-University of Saskatchewan (USASK) fieldschool in ethnohistory 

and archaeology. Then, during June 2013, I conducted follow-up interviews on my own. 

This project was conducted under the approval of the Sliammon Cultural Committee and 

Simon Fraser University’s Office of Research Ethics (study 2013s0436).   

The knowledge regarding Tla’amin dogs used in this study was gathered from a 

total of twelve individuals. Five of these individuals were the participants that I 

interviewed, they are discussed in more detail below. Additionally, one individual (Benny 

Charlie) was interviewed previously by Dana Lepofksy (June 24, 2013), and six 

individuals were interviewed during the previously conducted Tla’amin Traditional Use 

Study (TUS). None of these individuals mention owning dogs themselves. Instead, they 

recall the dogs owned by their elders. 

4.1.1. Interview Participants 

Over the course of June 2012 and June 2013, a total of seven interviews were 

conducted with five members of the Tla’amin community who knew about the dogs that 

were used for hunting in the past (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Summary of Interviews Conducted 

Interview Participant Date(s) Interviewed Recording Method Preferred to Remain 
Anonymous? 

Leslie Adams June 25, 2012 Digital audio recorder No 

June 15, 2012 Field notes Vern Pielle 

June 20, 2013 Field notes 

No 

Hewkin Gary Mitchell June 15, 2012 Field notes No 

Tlex-tan Murray and 
Sulsolwet Nancy Mitchell 

June 29, 2012 Digital audio recorder No 

June 28, 2012 Field notes Anonymous  

June 18, 2013 Field notes 

Yes 

Each person who shared their knowledge with me had recollections of, or had 

heard about, hunting with dogs. Leslie Adams, a Tla’amin elder, had heard stories of 

hunting dogs from his elders when he was a boy. Les was also a hunter himself. Vern 

Pielle, Hewkin Gary Mitchell and Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell are all the grandchildren of 

Chithlethukt (Rose Mitchell) and Xwaxwe (Bill Mitchell), treasured Ahayajuthem 

knowledge keepers (Welch et al. 2011:92). Chithlethukt had hunting dogs, and her 

grandchildren remember the dogs and the stories she would tell about them. One 

anonymous participant’s grandmother also had hunting dogs. This participant grew up 

traditionally with their grandmother and they remembered these dogs and their 

grandmother hunting with them when they were young.   

4.1.2. Interview Methods 

Recruitment  

Suggestions of names for people to interview were provided by Michelle 

Washington, formerly of the Sliammon Treaty Society, who is one of the co-directors of 

the SFU-Tla’amin research project, and Sosan Blaney, a community mentor for the 2012 

Tla’amin-SFU-USASK fieldschool. Participants contacted me and we arranged informal 

meetings. This methodology was beneficial because it ensured that I was in contact with 
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the appropriate people in the community, and it allowed for people with a range of 

knowledge regarding hunting dogs to participate.  

Interview Structure 

At the beginning of each interview, participants were given consent forms to sign. 

Consent forms explained the purpose and benefits of the interview and the study as a 

whole, and informed interview participants that their participation in the project was 

voluntary and that they were free to decline to participate and withdraw from the study at 

any time without penalty. The consent form also informed participants that they may be 

quoted directly in my research. Accordingly, as per TCPS2 chapter 5, it was clearly 

indicated that directly identifying information may be made public. Participants who 

declined to have directly identifying information released, had the option of anonymizing 

their information (TCPS2, chapter 5). One participant chose to remain anonymous, as 

such, they will be referred to only as ‘anonymous’. Additionally, if a participant chose to 

remain anonymous, the interview was not recorded using any type of audio or video 

recording, or photography. The consent form also gave participants the option of 

reserving the right to review and approve interview responses before they were used in 

the study, and allowed participants to decide what type of digital media(s), if any, may be 

used to record the interview. Finally, the consent form included my contact information 

and the contact information for the Director of the Research Ethics Board (Dr. Dina 

Shafey). Participants were directed to contact the Director of the Research Ethics Board 

with any complaints.  

Interviews were qualitative, semi-structured, and guided by an interview protocol 

composed of themes relating to dogs.  Themes included in the interview protocol were: 

(A) Subsistence Practices; (B) Spiritual Beliefs; (C) Husbandry Practices; (D) 

Companionship; (E) Trade (F) Protection and (G) Social Organization. The interview 

protocol served as a conversational guide (Yin 2011:139), which helped to keep the 

interviews focused and to prompt further discussion of any given topic. Interviews were 

conversational in nature, and any questions I asked were open-ended, allowing 

participants to share their knowledge in their own words, with the hopes of 

understanding Tla’amin dogs from the participant’s perspective (Yin 2011:135). This 

methodology was beneficial because it allowed interviews to be conducted in a 
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respectful manner, while still ensuring that the data obtained is useful in the context of 

the study. Some interviews were conducted in tandem with other student researchers as 

part of the 2012 Tla’amin-SFU-USASK fieldschool, but the methodology employed by all 

interviewers was consistent.  

Interviews were recorded using either field notes or digital audio recorders (Table 

1). Those interviews that were recorded using a digital audio recorder were conducted in 

tandem with other researchers from the 2012 Tla’amin-SFU-USASK fieldschool. 

Immediately following these interviews, interview logs were made indicating the 

approximate time that certain topics were discussed. I subsequently transcribed all 

sections of these interviews relating to dogs using Express Scribe 

(http://www.nch.com.au/scribe/). Some participants preferred not to be recorded and 

some interviews were impromptu, therefore, I could not record every interview with a 

digital audio recorder. In this case, field notes were used to document the interview. 

Field notes were typed up immediately following the interview. I found field notes to be 

preferable to digital audio recorders because recording interviews with field notes 

encouraged me to “member check” (Stringer 2007:72) as the interview proceeded and 

allowed for natural conversation. Interview recordings and typed field notes were given 

to participants to allow them to check for accuracy and to allow them to inform me if they 

wished to have any statements removed. Follow-up interviews were conducted with 

Vern Pielle and one anonymous participant during June of 2013 to member-check the 

conclusions and interpretations that I had arrived at during the previous year. Although I 

had hoped to follow-up with more individuals, busy schedules and the limited amount of 

time that I had at Sliammon, prevented me from doing so.  

4.1.3. Qualitative Data Analysis  

The interviews, transcriptions of TUS interviews, and ethnographic documents 

from Sliammon and elsewhere in BC were uploaded and analyzed using NVivo 10 

(http://www.qsrinternational.com/products_nvivo.aspx), a qualitative data analysis 

software. I first read through the data until I could discern “emergent patterns” (Saldana 

2008:10), or shared concepts, that could be grouped together on the basis of conceptual 

similarity. I then began to disassemble the dataset (Yin 2011:178), by coding sections of 

text. For example, some of the codes that I created included “false hellebore treatment” 
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and “places for hunting with dogs”. When these activities were mentioned, I selected text 

and coded them, often refining the initial codes to more accurately reflect the sentiments 

being shared. This initial stage of content analysis is referred to as “open-coding” (Yin 

2011:187). The process is largely inductive because codes were generated on the basis 

of what was said in the text (Berg 1998:230).  

Once the initial codes were established for all the data, I began to reassemble 

the data (Yin 2011:190) by subsuming multiple initial codes under higher-level codes, or 

“categories” (Saldana 2008:9). Developing categories is often considered the first step in 

data interpretation (Yin 2011:191), and as such, categories were developed on more of a 

deductive basis, allowing me to employ my background knowledge of dogs on the NWC. 

To follow-up on the previous example, the code “false hellebore treatment” was 

subsumed under the category of “training practices”. As I continued to reassemble the 

data, I found that categories could often be collapsed into common themes, for example, 

“training practices” were grouped under the theme of “hunting with dogs”. These themes 

and categories are discussed in more detail in section 5.1 (Interview Results). This 

process of disassembling (coding and re-coding) and reassembling (categorizing and 

developing themes) data is a common approach in qualitative data analysis (see Berg 

1998; Schutt 2012: 320-357; Yin 2011:176-199).   

 No significant quantitative analysis of the interview data was done. This was 

primarily due to the relatively small number of individuals (five) that I was able to 

interview, and the small number of individuals (seven) who recalled Tla’amin dogs during 

previous interviews. This relatively small sample size made it difficult to analyze the 

interview data in a statistical manner. Additionally, qualitative, rather than quantitative, 

data analysis was also an appropriate methodology for the research objective of this 

project (Yin 2011: 287), which was primarily to document of the nature of the human-dog 

relationship at Sliammon in the past.  

4.2. Ancient DNA  

Archaeological canid samples used in this study were collected during 

excavations that took place as a part of the SFU-Tla’amin partnership. Further samples 
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were obtained from previous excavations in Tla’amin traditional territory, with the 

permission of the SFU Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology.  

4.2.1. Archaeological Dog Samples  

A total of forty-five faunal samples were processed using ancient DNA (aDNA) 

analyses. All samples used in this study were collected from sites in Tla’amin traditional 

territory. One set of samples (n=28) is from excavations that took place as a part of the 

SFU-Tla’amin partnership. Additional samples (n=17) were obtained from previous 

excavations in Tla’amin traditional territory, from a collection that is stored at the SFU 

Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology. Due to the highly fragmented nature of many of 

the samples, species-level identification was often difficult to establish based on 

morphological analysis alone. As such, any faunal remain deemed ‘possible canid’ was 

analyzed in an effort to maximize sample size. 

Archaeological Context of Dog Remains 

Genus-level (Canis) identifications were obtained for the possible canid samples 

using universal primers. Twenty-one samples from six archaeological sites (Figure 7) 

were confirmed as Canis, their archaeological context is detailed in Table 3.  
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Figure 7. Location and Number of Archaeological Canis samples used in this  
  study. 

 

Table 3.  Archaeological context of Canis samples. 

Site Sample 
Lab 

Code 

Unit/Level/ 
Layer 

Date Notes Photograph  

Kleh Kwa 
Num 

CFA 16 EU4/2/II 312-499 cal. 
years BP 

Rib shaft fragment. 
Concentration of 
partially articulated 
dog remains 

 
Kleh Kwa 
Num 

CFA 4 EU4/2/II Associated with 
CFA 16  

Cranial fragment. 
Concentration of 
partially articulated 
dog remains 
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Site Sample 
Lab 

Code 

Unit/Level/ 
Layer 

Date Notes Photograph  

Kleh Kwa 
Num 

CFA 5 EU4/2/II Associated with 
CFA 16  

Right Upper Canine. 
Concentration of 
partially articulated 
dog remains 

 
Rasmussen 
Bay 

CFA 2 EU4/3/I None Right metatarsal III 
or IV 

 
Rasmussen 
Bay 

CFA 3 EU4/3/I None Right metatarsal V. 
Measures 56mm, 
type 1 (small dog) 
category as per 
Crockford 
(1997:54,55) 

 
Rasmussen 
Bay 

CFA 18 EU4/3/I None Distal right tibia 
shaft.  

 
Rasmussen 
Bay 

CFA 19 EU4/3/I None Right metatarsal II. 
Measures 55.5mm, 
type 1 (small dog) 
category as per 
Crockford 
(1997:54,55) 

 

Grace 
Harbour 

CFA 1 CS1/2/I None Deciduous right 
incisor 
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Site Sample 
Lab 

Code 

Unit/Level/ 
Layer 

Date Notes Photograph  

EaSe 18 CFA6 WF2/Slump None Juvenile proximal 
end of right femur. 
SD measurement 
puts sample on 
verge of type 2 (large 
dog) category   

EaSe 18 CFA 7 WF2/Slump None Partial right 
innominate 

 
Bliss 
Landing 

CFA 38 TP3/20-
30cm 

None Juvenile vertebra 
fragment 

 
Bliss 
Landing 

CFA 42 TP3/30-
40cm 

None Juvenile metapodial 
fragment 

 
Bliss 
Landing 

CFA 41 TP3/40-
50cm 

None Juvenile right 
scapula, lateral end 

 
Bliss 
Landing 

CFA 32 TP3/20-
30cm 

None Juvenile vertebral 
fragment 

 
Bliss 
Landing 

CFA 33 TP3/130-
140cm 

2918-3214 cal. 
years BP 

Juvenile left rib 
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Site Sample 
Lab 

Code 

Unit/Level/ 
Layer 

Date Notes Photograph  

Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 10 EU17/4/III Human burial in 
same 
level/layer of 
adjacent unit 
dated to ~1900 
cal. years BP 

Left mandible from 
double dog burial. 
Measurements place 
dog in type 1 (small 
dog) category. 

 
Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 11 EU17/4/III  Burial in same 
level/layer of 
adjacent unit 
dated at ~1900 
cal. years BP 

Canine from double 
dog burial 

 
Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 13 EU17/3/II None Incisor from level 
above double dog 
burial 

 
Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 45 EU17/3/II None Canine from level 
above double dog 
burial 

 
Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 15 EU2/14 None First lower molar 
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Site Sample 
Lab 

Code 

Unit/Level/ 
Layer 

Date Notes Photograph  

Cochrane 
Bay 

CFA 20 EU14/Wall 
spill 

None Mandible fragment 
with molar 

 

The samples come from a mix of intentional dog burials and possible midden 

contexts. Three of the samples used in this study were found in an intentional burial 

context. These samples (CFA 10, 11, and 13) were uncovered from a burial at the site of 

Cochrane Bay (Figure 8) containing the remains of two dogs. Two dogs were placed in 

an excavated pit and covered with fire-altered rock. They were found in association with 

the burial of an approximately 35-45 year-old woman, whose remains were dated to 

approximately 1900 years ago (Chalmer 2014: 308). Three additional dog samples used 

in this study (CFA 16, 4, and 5) come from a concentration of articulated, though 

incomplete, dog remains from the site of Kleh Kwa Num (Scuttle Bay) (Jackley 

2014:517). Since these remains are incomplete and not placed in an excavated pit 

(Jackley 2014:517-520), they do not appear to have been intentionally buried.  
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Figure 8. Plan view of the canid burial at Cochrane Bay (Chalmer 2014:311). 
Associated human burial located along north edge of unit.  

Two samples were radiocarbon dated. One sample from the concentration of dog 

remains at Kleh Kwa Num (CFA 16) was sent to the W.M. Keck Carbon Cycle AMS 

laboratory for dating. This sample was dated to 380-486 calibrated years BP (1 sigma). 

Another dog sample (CFA 33) was excavated from Bliss Landing at 140-150cm below 

surface. This sample, also sent in for AMS dating, was dated to 3486-3561 calibrated 

years BP (1 sigma). Stable Isotope analysis was also conducted on the AMS dated dog 

bones by the W.M. Keck Carbon Cycle AMS Laboratory. For the approximately 3500 

year-old canid remains at Bliss landing (CFA 33), stable isotope values were δ13C: -

12.6, δ15N: 16.0. For the roughly 400 year old canid remains from Kleh Kwa Num (CFA 

16) the stable isotope values were δ13C -12.9, δ15N: 16.6 (Table 4).  

Table 4. Calibrated AMS dates and stable isotope values for CFA 16 and CFA 
33 (W.M. Keck Carbon Cycle AMS Laboratory).  

Sample  Site Uncalibrated   
14C age (BP) 

Calibrated Years 
BP* (1 sigma) 

Calendar Age δ15N δ13C  
 

CFA 16 Kleh Kwa Num 1125 +/- 15 380-486 1570-1464 AD 16.6 -12.9 

CFA 33 Bliss Landing 3595 +/- 20 3486-3561  1536-1611 BC 16.0 -12.6 

*Assuming 90% marine carbon, Delta R 422 +/- 50 [Marine/INTCAL13 calibration curve (Calib) 
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4.2.2.  Methods 

Due to the prevalence of contamination issues in aDNA analyses (e.g., Reese et 

al. 1996; Woodward, Weyand and Bunnell 1994) and to the need to continually improve 

aDNA techniques, it is important to describe laboratory protocols in some detail.  All of 

the ancient samples for this study were processed in Dongya Yang’s dedicated ancient 

DNA laboratory facility at Simon Fraser University (SFU) using the protocols detailed 

below. With sophisticated infrastructure and stringent contamination control protocols, 

this lab is one of the few labs in Canada specifically designed for the purpose of 

recovering and analyzing highly degraded DNA.  

Bone Decontamination 

All samples were thoroughly decontaminated using a previously established, 

multi-step approach (Yang et al. 2004; Yang et al. 2008). First, samples were 

submerged in a 100% commercial bleach solution (minimum 5% sodium hypochlorite) 

for approximately 5 minutes, and then rinsed with distilled water. Second, the samples 

were submerged in 1N HCL for 0.5 minutes. Immediately following this, the samples 

were submerged in 1N NaOH for 0.5 minutes. The samples are then rinsed twice with 

distilled water, and left to soak for 5-10 minutes before a second rinse was completed. 

Next, the samples were irradiated with UV in a Crosslinker for a total of 60 minutes (30 

minutes each side) (Figure 9). Once the samples were completely dry, they were ground 

into a coarse powder using a hammer, or into a fine powder using a liquid nitrogen 

grinding mill.  
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Figure 9. Faunal samples after decontamination is complete. 

 

DNA Extraction 

Ancient DNA Extractions 

DNA was extracted from bone powder using a modified silica-spin column 

protocol (Yang et al. 1998). To release DNA from the bone, 5 mL of lysis solution (0.5M 

EDTA; pH 8.0, 0.25% SDS, and 0.5 mg/mL proteinase K) was added to a 15 mL test 

tube containing the sample. Test tubes containing the bone/lysis solution were then 

placed in a rotating hybridization oven (Model 6243, Thermo Scientific, Nepean, Ontario, 

Canada) to incubate at 50°C overnight.   

Following centrifugation (approximately 25 minutes at 4,400 rpm), 2.0-4.0 mL of 

supernatant was transferred to a Millipore Amicon Ultra-4 (30,000 NMWL) centrifugal 

filter device (Billerica, MA, USA). The Amicon tube was centrifuged at 4,400 rpm for 

approximately 90 minutes, or until the sample was concentrated to below 100 µL (Figure 

10).  
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Figure 10. Samples in 30,000 NWML Amicon devices, concentrated to below 
100 µL.  

The sample was then purified by adding 500 µL of Buffer PB5 (QIAGEN, Hilden, 

Germany) to the concentrated supernatant in the Amicon membrane. This Buffer 

PB/supernatant solution was transferred to a QIAquick spin-column (QIAGEN, Hilden, 

Germany) and centrifuged at 6,000 rpm for one minute, binding the DNA to the spin-

column membrane. The spin-column was placed in a new 2 mL collection tube, washed 

with 400 µL of Buffer PE (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany), centrifuged for one minute at 

6,000 rpm, and placed in a new 2 mL collection tube. This step was then repeated once 

more, centrifuging the spin-column for three minutes instead of one. DNA was released 

from the spin-column membrane by adding 100 µL of Buffer EB (QIAGEN, Hilden, 

Germany) to the spin-column, incubating it in a heat block at 70°C until drips formed 

from the membrane (approximately 5 minutes), then centrifuging the sample at 13,000 

rpm for one minute. This produced 100 µL of DNA, which was stored in a 0.5 mL tube 

and kept at -20°C for future use.   

 
5 Technical Note: Buffer PNI (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany) was used for initial extractions. After 

considerable difficulties with inhibition, Buffer PNI  was replaced with Buffer PB (Qiagen, 
Hilden, Germany). The success rate of DNA amplification drastically improved with Buffer PB.   
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Modern DNA Extractions 

DNA was also extracted from the shed hairs of five modern dogs for reference 

purposes (Table 5). Modern dog samples were processed in a lab that is physically 

separated from the ancient DNA lab.  DNA was extracted from the shed hairs using 

QIAGEN’s DNeasy Blood and Tissue kit (Hilden, Germany). One hair from each dog 

was placed in a 2 mL tube, to which 180 µL of Buffer ATL (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany)  

and 20 µL of proteinase K was added. Tubes were vortexed to mix the solution, and left 

to incubate on a heat block at 56°C  for 2 hours.  To purify the DNA after incubation, 200 

µL of Buffer AL (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany) was added to the sample and vortexed.  

200 µL of ethanol was then added to the tubes and the samples were vortexed again. 

The resulting 600 µL solution was then transferred from the 2 mL tubes into QIAGEN 

QIAquick spin-columns (Hilden, Germany), and the spin-columns were centrifuged at 

8,000 rpm for one minute and placed in new collection tubes. The DNA samples were 

then washed with 500 µL Buffer AW1 (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany), centrifuged at 8,000 

rpm for one minute, and placed in new collection tubes. This step was repeated once 

more, this time washing the samples with  Buffer AW2 (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany) and 

increasing centrifugation to 14,000 rpm for 3 minutes. To elute the  DNA, 200 µL of 

Buffer AE (QIAGEN, Hilden, Germany) was added and the spin columns were incubated 

at room temperature for about one minute, then centrifuged for one minute at 8,000 rpm. 

This flow-through was transferred to a 2 mL collection tube and stored at -20°C for future 

use. This step was repeated once more and the second elution was stored in a new 2 

mL collection tube at -20°C.   

Table 5. Modern Dog Samples  

Sample Breed Sex Haplotype 

CFM1 Chihuahua Mix Male A24 

CFM2 Soft Coated Wheaten Terrier  Female A11 

CFM3 Soft Coated Wheaten Terrier Male A11 

CFM4 Shetland Sheepdog Female B1 

CFM5 Unknown Mix* Female A18 

* Modern hunting dog from Vancouver Island, thought to have wolf and German shepherd ancestry. Dog is 
trained to drive deer. Sample courtesy of Erik Blaney.  
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PCR Amplification and Sequencing 

Initial species identifications of the ancient samples were based on morphological 

analysis of fragmentary remains and were potentially not always reliable. Therefore, 

ancient DNA samples were amplified using a two-step approach. First, to identify the 

taxa of origin, DNA was amplified using previously published universal mammalian 

primers H1346 and L1269 (Rollo et al. 2002). Following this, any samples identified as 

canids were amplified using three overlapping, canid-specific primer pairs, adapted from 

Leonard et al. (2002) (Table 6). Modern dog samples were amplified using the same 

primers. Together, these three primer pairs (ThrL/Dl5, Dl1gx/Dl2, Dl4/Dlcanx) target a 

425bp fragment of the mitochondrial D-loop (HVI) . 

Table 6. Primers used in PCR amplifications  

Primer 
Name 

Sequence (5’- 3’) Amplicon Target 
Region 

Species Source 

H1346 CCAGTATGCTTACCTTGTTAC 

L1269 CATGAAGCACGCACACACCG 

117bp 12S 
rDNA 

Universal 
Mammal 

Rollo et al. 
2002 

ThrL  GAATTCCCCGGTCTTGTAAACC  

Dl5 CATTAATGCACGACGTACATAGG 

220bp D-loop 
HV1 

Dl1gx* ACTGTGCTATGTCAGTATCTCCAG 

Dl2 GCAAGGGTTGATGGTTTCTCG 

235bp D-loop 
HV1 

Dl4 GCATATCACTTAGTCCAATAAGGG 

Dlcanx* CCTGAGGTAAGAACCAGATGCC 

150bp D-loop 
HV1 

Canid Leonard et al. 
2002 
(*modified) 

 30 µL reaction volumes were prepared containing 25mM MgCl2, 10 mM dNTP, 

1.5 mg/mL Bovine Serum Albumen (BSA), 0.3µM of each primer (H1346/L1269, or 

ThrL/Dl5, or Dl1g/Dl2, or Dl4/DlHcan), 3 µL DNA and 1.5-2.25U AmpliTaq Gold 

enzymeTM (Applied Biosystems). PCR amplifications were performed using an 

Eppendorf Mastercycler Gradient (Hamburg, Germany). The PCR was run for 60 cycles 

at 95°C for 30 s (denaturing), 55°C for 30 s (annealing), and 70°C for 40 s (extension). 

In order to confirm presence or absence of DNA amplification, 5uL of PCR product was 

visualized via SYBR Green staining. The PCR product and SYBR mixture was then 

loaded onto a 2% agarose gel and captured by a dark reader (Figure 11). 



 

40 

 

Figure 11. Negative image of SYBR Green stained 2% agarose gel. DNA 
amplified using primer pair ThrL/Dl5, expected band size is 220 bp. 
The first lane shows a 100bp ladder (Invitrogen), lane DG 4 is a 
positive amplification control. The extraction blank (Blank) and PCR 
negative control (Negative) show no amplification, indicating no 
systematic contamination.   

Eurofins MWG Operon (http://www.eurofinsdna.com) processed the sequencing 

for the successfully amplified sequences. Sequencing was completed for both the 

forward and reverse primers to obtain sequences from both directions. The resultant 

sequences were edited using ChromasPro (http://www.technelysium.com.au). Primers 

were removed from the sequences before the sequences were analyzed.  

Sequence Analysis 

Once sequences were edited they were analyzed using a combination of NCBI’s 

Basic Local Alignment Search Tool6 (BLAST) searches and phylogenetic analyses. For 

sequences obtained using universal primers, only NCBI BLAST searches were 

performed. This was sufficient to obtain taxonomic identifications at the level of class or 

family. For the canid-specific 425bp D-loop fragment, sequences were aligned with 

reference wolf, dog, coyote, and jackal sequences from GenBank and Barta (2006) 

using the ClutalW multiple alignment feature in BioEdit 
 
6 http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/BLAST/Blast.cgi 
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(http://www.mbio.ncsu.edu/bioedit/bioedit.html). All sequences were then trimmed to  

198bp to allow for comparison with Barta’s (2006) NWC indigenous dog sequences. The 

sequences in the resulting alignment were then collapsed into non-redundant haplotypes 

using the FaBox DNAcollapser function (http://users-

birc.au.dk/biopv/php/fabox/dnacollapser.php). An alignment was also created containing 

the non-redundant NWC archaeological dog haplotypes. Both alignments containing 

non-redundant haplotypes were then put into Maximum Likelihood and Neighbour 

Joining phylogenetic trees using Mega 6.06 mac (Tamura et al. 2013). Both Maximum 

Likelihood trees, of all reference sequences and of NWC archaeological dog sequences, 

were calculated using a TN92 + G nucleotide substitution model7 and were done using 

1000 bootstrap replications. Neighbour Joining trees were also done using 2000 

bootstrap replications and a Kimura 2-parameter substitution model, and produced 

similar results to the maximum likelihood trees. The BEAST suite of software 

(http://beast.bio.ed.ac.uk) was also used to create phylogenetic trees using Bayesian 

inference, and to reconstruct the population history of prehistoric dogs in BC using a 

Bayesian Skyline plot. The parameters used in Beauti were: 60,000,000 iterations, HKY 

nucleotide substitution model8, uniform prior distribution, and 7.1E-8 clock rate 

(Savolainen et al. 2002:1612). All resulting phyolgenetic trees were visualized and edited 

using FigTree (http://tree.bio.ed.ac.uk/software/figtree/). Median-joining trees were also 

constructed to illustrate the relationships between NWC archaeological dog haplotypes 

(Bandelt et al. 1999) using Network 4.612 (http://www.fluxus-

engineering.com/sharenet.htm). Genetic diversity was calculated as per Speller et al. 

(2012). Haplotype diversity and nucleotide diversity values were calculated using DNAsp 

v5 (http://www.ub.edu/dnasp/).  

Contamination Controls 

Contamination from modern DNA is always a concern for ancient DNA research. 

This is because authentic ancient DNA templates are present in relatively low copy 

numbers compared to contaminant DNA. If even a few templates of this modern DNA 

contaminate the ancient sample prior to PCR, the ancient DNA can easily become 

outcompeted during the PCR process, leading to false results (Handt et al. 1994:526). 
 
7 chosen using MEGA’s ‘best DNA/protein model’ function. 
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This is especially true when processing ancient human DNA, because the ancient 

sample can be contaminated by the researcher’s DNA very easily. Human DNA 

contamination was not a concern for this project, however, because the target species 

was Canis lupus familiaris. Contamination from modern canid DNA was a potential 

concern. The primary potential source for contaminant canid DNA was my dog, as I am 

the only member of the SFU ancient DNA lab team with a pet dog. To ensure the 

authenticity of the ancient DNA results, my dog’s DNA (sample: CFM 1) was extracted in 

a separate lab and amplified using the same canid primers that were used to amplify the 

ancient DNA samples (Leonard et al. 2002).       

For this study, every step of preparation, decontamination, extraction, and 

amplification was conducted in adherence with contamination controls commonly used in 

ancient DNA research (see Cooper and Poinar 2000; Kemp and Smith 2010; Römpler et 

al. 2006).  As per these protocols, pre- and post-PCR laboratory facilities at SFU are 

physically separated and there is strict adherence to a unidirectional workflow. Samples 

were cut into approximately 1cm3  sections in a general laboratory, which is in a separate 

building from the post-PCR facility. After each sample was cut, hacksaw blades and 

paper towels were changed. After the samples were cut, they were taken to a dedicated 

ancient DNA laboratory with separate rooms for decontamination, extraction, and PCR 

preparation. The lab is regularly bleached and UV’d. While in the ancient DNA lab, only 

shoes and clothing dedicated to the lab are worn. Protective gear is also worn, including: 

full body TyvexTM suits, masks, and a double layer of gloves (Figure 12). Gloves are 

changed frequently. Additionally, blank controls were used to check for contamination 

during extraction, and negative controls were used to test for contamination during PCR 

preparation. As an additional check for contamination, some samples were amplified 

multiple times using either the same DNA sample, DNA from a  repeat extraction, or 

both. 
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Figure 12. Contamination controls in the aDNA laboratory at SFU. Full-body 
protective gear (including gloves, masks, and TyvexTM coveralls) is 
worn to  prevent contamination. 
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5. Results 

This chapter is divided into two sections discussing: (1) the local knowledge 

regarding Tla’amin dogs that was shared with me during interviews and that I obtained 

from TUS transcripts and ethnographic sources and (2) the results of the ancient DNA 

analysis of Tla’amin archaeological dogs. 

5.1. Local Knowledge of Tla’amin dogs 

The knowledge regarding Tla’amin dogs that is synthesized in this section is from 

interviews that I conducted, TUS interview transcripts, and previous ethnographic 

research conducted with the Tla’amin (Barnett 1935-1936; Barnett 1939; Barnett 1955; 

Kennedy and Bouchard 1983). Ethnographic documentation of native North American 

dogs from elsewhere in BC is also incorporated in order to situate Tla’amin knowledge 

within a regional context. I categorized knowledge regarding Tla’amin dogs and other 

native North American dogs in BC into five broad themes: (1) the social importance of 

dogs (2) types of dogs (3) hunting with dogs (4) breeding, training, and treatment of dogs  

and (5) the decline of hunting of hunting dogs. 

5.1.1. The Social Importance of Dogs 

Dogs figure prominently in indigenous oral traditions and ceremonies throughout 

BC (e.g., Drucker 1940; Gunther 1927:184; Haeberlin and Gunther 1930:72; McIlwraith 

1948(II):115-116; McIlwraith 1948(I):642; Sapir and Swadesh 1939:54-63). For example, 

the story of the Dog Children, the similar story of the Dog Husband, and variations 

thereof, are widely dispersed throughout the NWC and the Interior of BC (Gunther 

1927:184). For the Tla’amin and the people of the Klallam village at Washington Harbor, 

the story of the Dog Children is an origin story (Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:12; 

Gunther 1927:184). Minimally, this is a testament to the pervasive cultural importance of 
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dogs, and to the deep-rooted connection that people and dogs share in areas where 

ancestors were born as puppies. The Dog Eating Ceremony, and variations thereof, 

were also common throughout much of BC, and were known to have been performed by 

the  Kwakwaka’wakw, Nuu-chah-nulth, Tsimshian,  Dakelh (Carrier), Tsilhqot'in 

(Chilcotin), and Coast and Interior Salish peoples of BC (Amoss 1984:298; Crellin 

1994:40-41; Drucker 1940; Gunther 1927:287-288; Haeberlin and Gunther 1930:72; 

Suttles 1987:263; Teit 1909:579-581). The consumption of dog meat was considered 

repulsive by NWC peoples and, as such, the Dog Eating Ceremony was “proof of the 

power of the [wolf] spirit that could drive the possessed dancer to so preternatural a 

deed” (Amoss 1984:298).   

In many NWC cultures, dogs occupy a nebulous space because they are 

categorized as animal and/or as human, depending on the context (Amoss 1984:292).  

Speaking broadly of the relationship between people and their hunting dogs west of the 

Rocky Mountains, Harmon (in Lamb 1957:212) states that people “appear to have the 

same affection for [hunting dogs], that they have for their children […] call[ing] them their 

sons or daughters; and when describing an Indian, […] speak[ing] of him as father of a 

particular dog”.  McIlwraith (1948(I):174-175) also documented that, among the Nuxalk, 

ancestral names and titles could be transmitted to dogs: “the childless last survivors of 

an ancestral family, had transmitted some of their ancestral names to their dog, and had 

distributed presents to validate the bestowal. Consequently, the animal is a chief and 

can do as he likes. When it dies it will be mourned as a chief”. Barnett (1955:97) and 

Suttles (1974:104) also both observed that Coast Salish dogs were given names. 

According to McIlwraith, Nuxalk origin stories also applied to dogs:  

The first ancestral group had dogs, and these animals had names, or 
were given them by their powerful masters. Ever since that time their 
descendants can apply these designations to their own dogs. It is 
unnecessary to validate such names, but no two canines can be given the 
same one at the same time, according to the rule which governs the 
bestowal of human names [1948(I):130].  

The trained hunting dogs kept by Tla’amin people were also given ancestral 

names and were buried at death. Kennedy and Bouchard (1983:37) noted that “A 

family’s hunting dog even had a special ancestral name, a name reserved normally only 
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for dogs”. According to Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell,  “Because [hunting dogs] were so 

specialized in what they could do, they were actually a part of the people. The village, or 

the family. They got names, and like you saw, they had burials the same as people 

would have”  

5.1.2. Types of Dogs 

Dogs served numerous roles among First Nations in British Columbia. Dogs were  

used as a food source (Cail 2011; Crellin 1994:29; Lamb 1960:129;Teit 1906:223; Teit 

1909:517), for their skin in the manufacture of clothing (Teit 1900:217; Teit 1906:212, 

217-220; Teit 1909:507,520), as draught animals (Crellin 1994:60; Crellin and Heffner 

2000; Teit 1909:532,783), and as protectors (Lord 1866:215-216,220-225). These roles 

are not always mutually exclusive. For example, in BC, Lord (1866:223-224) noted that 

the dogs that were used to drive game were also used for protection. In Coast Salish 

cultures more specifically, dogs were primarily used as hunting companions and as 

sources of fibre for wool (Barnett 1955:96).  

Ethnographer Homer Barnett spent some time at Sliammon from 1935-1936, and 

he documented Tla’amin use of dogs during this time period. Barnett (1935-

1936,1939:242) indicates that Tla’amin dogs were trained to help in the hunt, were used 

to tree bears, and were used for their fibre. Although Barnett (1939:242) states that 

Northern Coast Salish peoples used dog wool in their weavings and that the “dogs 

[were] kept”, his Tla’amin, Klahoose and Homalco sources indicated that hunting dogs 

were not a “[b]reed other than woolly” (Barnett 1939:232). This implies that the Northern 

Coast Salish dogs that were being used for fibre were not maintained as a distinct breed 

from the dogs that were used for hunting, as was the practice on Vancouver Island 

(Barnett 1939:232, Olsen 2010:61) and further south on the Coast (Allen 1920:469, 

Gunther 1927:225).  

Wool Dogs 

Although Tla’amin, Klahoose, and Homalco people all kept dogs whose fibre was 

incorporated into weavings (Barnett 1939:242), they did not consider the fibre-producing 

dogs to be a separate breed from the trained hunting dogs (Barnett 1939:232). It is 

possible that there was no reason for the Northern Coast Salish peoples to keep their 
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fibre-producing dogs as a breed separate from their hunting dogs because they had an 

abundance of highly valued mountain goat fibre available to them (Barnett 1939:285; 

Barnett 1955:120). According to Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell, his grandmother (Rose 

Mitchell): 

[H]ad heard about the wool dogs as well and she said that they were 
always white. They were about the same size [as hunting dogs], but they 
were broader dimensions across the base. So they're more stocky and 
bigger legs, but they were short legs and they just ruled the roost sort of 
thing in the house. […] They were more of a lap dog that provided what 
they needed just by combing him [interview with Kasia Zimmerman June 
29, 2012].  

Barnett (1955:120) indicated that fibre from brown dogs was also used in Northern Coast 

Salish blankets, “[…] a narrow brown band bordered the blanket. The hair of brown dogs 

was used for such decoration and it sometimes provided material for the whole blanket”.  

Tla’amin Use of Dog Wool 

In the past, Tla’amin people made blankets using both goat wool and dog wool 

(Barnett 1939:242). According to Barnett (1939:242), the Tla’amin would not mix any 

type of down, or fireweed/cat-tail pappus in with the dog and goat wool. Barnett 

(1939:285) proposed that plant-based fibres and down might only be mixed with into the 

wool when there was a scarcity of goat or dog fibre. Barnett (1955:119) stated that this 

“was not resorted to in the north”, indicating that Northern Coast Salish peoples likely 

had a good supply of goat and/or dog fibre. Sylvia Olsen (2010:61) indicates that 

Tla’amin people obtained dog hair through trade with other Salish peoples who kept the 

wool dogs as a distinct breed. Olsen’s source, Ed Brown, recalls: 

At certain times canoes would arrive at Nanaimo for Sliammon Indians 
from Squirrel Cove, Cortez Island. They brought bales of mountain goat 
hair in trade from the mainland (possibly by barter). The mountain goat is 
not native to Vancouver Island. In the business of exchange, the bales of 
hair would be laid side by side, the hair patted down by hand, adding 
more of this kind of hair or that kind of hair, until all were satisfied the 
bales were even. Then agreement was reached [Brown 2010:61] 

Although dog wool was used in blankets, it seems that goat wool blankets were more 

highly valued. Barnett (1955:120) states that, among the Northern Coast Salish, “[p]lain 
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white blankets were prized; the best of them were made from the hair of white dogs or, 

better still, from goat wool.”  

Hunting Dogs 

Today, knowledge about the trained Tla’amin hunting dogs that Barnett 

(1939:232) documented is limited to a few families. In particular, Chithlethukt Rose 

Mitchell (1904–1988) has passed her knowledge about hunting dogs on to her 

grandchildren: Siemthlut Michelle Washington, Hewkin Gary Mitchell, Tlex-tan Murray 

Mitchell, and Vern Pielle. Chithlethukt and her husband, Xwaxwe Bill Mitchell (1903–

1985), were esteemed Klahoose knowledge holders who “dedicated their lives to 

inspiring and ensuring the documentation and perpetuation of their cultural inheritance” 

(Welch et al. 2011:92). Chithlethukt and Xwaxwe’s commitment to perpetuating their 

cultural heritage is manifest in Sliammon Life, Sliammon Lands, a book written by 

anthropologists Randy Bouchard and Dorothy Kennedy that documents much of 

Chithlethukt and Xwaxwe’s knowledge, as well as knowledge from other Klahoose, 

Homalco, and Comox band members.  Vern Pielle told me that the perpetuation of 

Ahayajuthem cultural heritage was vital to his grandfather, Xwaxwe Bill Mitchell, 

because “when you forget who you are, you are no more” [interview with Kasia 

Zimmerman June 20, 2013].  

Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell’s grandchildren (Siemthlut Michelle Washington, 

Hewkin Gary Mitchell, Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell and Vern Pielle) all recall that she 

described hunting dogs as medium-sized and lean with short fur. Siemthlut Michelle 

Washington (personal communication 2011) and Hewkin Gary Mitchell both told me that 

their grandmother described the old hunting dogs as similar in appearance to dingoes. 

Hewkin Gary Mitchell also added that the dogs had pointy ears. Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell 

further detailed Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell’s description of hunting dogs:  

From her description they were pretty lean and they were probably about 
18 inches tall by probably about two feet long and kind of a whippy tail. 
Just all different colours. They weren't a single breed with the same 
pattern all the time. They were spotted, they were black, they were white 
or brown, but not really mixed colours like black, white and brown. They 
were either brown, white, or black, or spotted […] White with black spots. 
And they were very lean and tight fur, not really long but long enough that 
it lays down [interview with Kasia Zimmerman June 29, 2012]. 
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This is similar to the description of the Twana Coast Salish hunting dogs documented by 

Elmendorf (1960:97),  “small and thin, in coat and general build like a wire-haired terrier, 

with a ruff around the neck”. 

Although the dogs recalled by Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell’s grandchildren were 

generally medium-sized, hunting dogs could be a range of sizes. For example, Margaret 

Wilson (TUS 55:11) described Sandy Timothy’s hunting dogs as “big”, but Ernie Harry 

(MIS 8B 1995) describes Joe Bassett’s mother’s hunting dog as “little” and “really cute”. 

Vern Pielle also noted that hunting dogs could be small and that small dogs could still 

make good hunting dogs. Leslie Adams, for example, had a small dog with a nose for 

deer that he would take along on hunting trips, although he didn’t train it to hunt or use it 

chase out deer: 

One day, I never taught him anything, but he'd smell the deer when I 
bring it home. Then I'm cleaning it and throwing scraps away and he'd be 
eating it. One day I went hunting, and he's sitting on the beach, the usual, 
"why not, why shouldn't I take him?" so I called him, come running and 
boy, jumped in. Took him hunting. Oh my God, like I said I never taught 
him nothing but I found out I had to tie it up, before it wandered all over 
the place. And when he'd smell a deer he would sit down and look, 
wouldn't move. At first, "must be something" and I guess the deer could 
smell him too. Because you'd be standing there and all of a sudden a 
deer would pop in looking [interview with Kasia Zimmerman June 25, 
2012].  

Hunting dogs are no longer present at Sliammon today, but there are indications 

that they were common in the past. According to Vern Pielle, Homalco, Tla’amin, and 

Klahoose all used to have hunting dogs, as did people on Vancouver Island, from 

Comox to past Campbell River. Vern Pielle also said that, in the past, everyone always 

had a hunting dog. Part of the reason for this may have been because hunting dogs 

were used for more than just hunting. Vern Pielle said that hunting dogs were 

multipurpose because they were used as guard dogs too, to scare off bears and other 

things. According to Anonymous, all dogs were hunting dogs in the past. Not all dogs 

could hunt but all dogs were hunting dogs; there were no ‘village dogs’.   
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5.1.3. Hunting With Dogs 

In the past, dogs in BC were used to hunt many animals, including bear, beaver, 

mountain goat, caribou, elk, and perhaps most famously, deer (Barnett 1939:231; 

Drucker, 1955:65; Lamb 1960:188; Teit 1900:244-246,249; Teit 1906:226; Teit 

1909:524,782). Traveling through BC in the early 1800s, Simon Fraser remarked that 

hunting deer with the aid of dogs was a common custom (Lamb 1960:127).  All of the 

TUS interviewees and the people that I interviewed said that Tla’amin dogs were trained 

to hunt deer. Barnett (1939:231-232) also mentions that they were used to hunt 

mountain goat.  

There were many places where Tla’amin people would take their dogs to hunt 

deer. The anonymous interviewee remembered going deer hunting with their 

grandmother and her dogs at Grace Harbor. Annie and Dave Dominic (MIS 62B 

1998:21) discuss hunting deer with dogs on Harwood Island, Texada Island, Hernando 

Island, and Marina Island. Ernie Harry (MIS 8B 1995) remembers hunting deer with a 

small dog at Millers Point. Joe Mitchell also discusses where people would go to hunt 

deer with their dogs:  

They know where the deer, just like Agnes McGee said, just a short little 
while and they already got one. They know where the deer bed down. We 
used to do that in Squirrel Cove, I even caught on to that. My uncle Tom, 
Tommy Domnick, he had a bum leg but he knew where to go to get the 
deer over there in Hernando. We just went a little ways, and we looked in 
the open field, there’s six of them standing there […] They would go in the 
water, all around Toby, all around there, the little islands, Kinghorn, Martin 
Island, Mink Island, they used to let their dog off there [MIS 48B 1998:20-
21]. 

The most commonly described method that Tla’amin people employed to hunt 

deer with dogs involved letting the dogs loose off of a boat, and waiting for the dogs to 

chase the deer back to the water where the hunter was waiting (see Appendix A, quotes 

1-8). Basically, when the hunter arrived at their desired location, which was often a small 

island, they would send one to three dogs off of the boat. Then, like the wolf8, the dogs 

would drive deer down to water, or off of a bluff into water, where the hunter was waiting. 
 
8 See Suttles (1974:97), and Benny Charlie below.  
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Hunters would then kill a deer with a club, bow and arrow, knife, or with a gun after 

firearms were introduced. Vern Pielle said that, after killing a deer, people would bring it 

up to shore, where they would make a skid out of 2 logs fastened together to slide the 

deer up to boat. If the dogs chased the deer for more than five minutes, people would let 

the deer go because the meat would go mushy (Joe Mitchell, MIS 48B 1998:20-21; 

Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:37). Vern remembered that people would stay until the 

dog(s) brought something back. The dogs would run for a long time and they seldom 

came back with nothing. If the dogs couldn’t bring anything back, people would whistle to 

make their dog(s) return to them. 

 Dogs could also be used to herd deer toward a net stretched between two trees 

(Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:87), or to drive deer off of a cliff. Tlex-tan Murray Mitchell 

remembers a place where dogs drove deer off of a cliff: 

[T]hey were trained almost like, I guess, like a sheep dog. Because when 
they were trained they were trained that could smell it out and help the 
hunters go and get around them. The object was not to catch them, but 
just to out-flank them and be able to keep them within a boundary where 
you could run, you know, just guide them toward this place. And the 
reason for that place was, there was water there and it was a short little 
run of creek there. So the people could wait there with their canoes. It 
was rocky on the bottom, so when they come off of there it was sure that 
they would get killed, and if not you're in your canoe, you can take them 
out yourself. But they were trained to just be able to help you out-flank, 
and then told when to start barking and frighten them. The men would 
also be using just a staff, not a spear or anything, but making noise in the 
bush and hollering as well. They had to be in almost as good a shape as 
the dog they owned because they had to keep up with them [interview 
with Kasia Zimmerman June 29, 2012].  

In the Interior, Nlaka'pamux people also had dogs that chased deer to water for  

hunters. According to Teit (1900:244-246):  

The hunter started out before day- break with his dog or dogs in hand. 
The animals were held by a halter with a toggle, which prevented the 
noose from closing tightly, […] Having reached a place which the deer 
frequented, the hunter singled out the tracks of some large buck, let the 
dogs loose, and then followed himself as fast as he could. The dogs 
generally ran the deer to water, very often' driving him-to the larger rivers; 
and the deer, if possible, made for some favorite crossing-place. At these 
places, especially in the fall of the year, Indians were always on the 
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watch. As soon as the deer took to the water to swim across, two or three 
pursued him in a canoe. When overtaken, he was caught by the antlers 
by means of- a long stick with a crook at the end. His head was pulled 
under water, and kept there until he was drowned. The deer was then 
pulled ashore, skinned, and cut up. Often the dog brought the deer to bay 
in some creek, keeping him there until the Indian came up and 
despatched him. A dog that could do this was most valuable [Teit 
1900:244-246]. 

5.1.4. Breeding Dogs to Hunt 

Many native North American hunting/village dogs were thought to resemble 

wolves and/or coyotes. This may be because female dogs would often be bred with 

wolves and/or coyote, depending on the species that inhabited the area (Coues in Allen 

1920:450). This practice was also observed in BC. For example, Secwepemc hunting 

dogs “were known at times to breed with both the timber wolf and the coyote” (Teit 

1909:520), and in Northern BC, “[t]he Kaskas […] often bred dogs with male wolves and 

do so yet to improve the strain” (MacNeish and Teit 1956:88). Further north, Darwin also 

noted that the (1868:22), “[Esquimaux dogs’] affinity is so close with wolves that they 

frequently cross with them and the Indians take the whelps of wolves to improve the 

breed of their dogs”.  

Tla’amin hunting dogs may have also been bred with wolves. When speaking 

with an Anonymous interviewee, they remembered that their grandmother had two 

hunting dogs that were half-wolf and half-dog, and Leslie Adams also had a dog that 

was half-wolf (Appendix A, quote 9), although he did not use it for hunting. Tla’amin dogs 

may have been bred with wolves because it improved their hunting ability. The 

anonymous interviewee told me that most hunting dogs would have had to have been 

part wolf to make them good hunters. Wolf parentage increased a dog’s hunting ability 

because, in Coast Salish belief, “the wolf was the hunter par excellence of all land 

mammals” (Barnett 1955:93).  

 Not only did an association with wolves increase a dog’s hunting prowess, but it 

also reified the bond between the hunter and dog. According to the Tla’amin belief, 

“[w]olves were people. They should never be killed […] sea hunters became killer 

whales at death, while land hunters were reincarnated as wolves" (Barnett 1955:93). 
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Tla’amin elder Benny Charlie further expressed this connection between humans and 

wolves: 

The killer whales, they're man eh? Like when the guy dies here in 
sliammon they come as a killer whale. You can talk to 'em, they'll listen to 
you.  You can talk to a Timber wolf, they'll listen too. Timber wolf is the 
same as the killer whale. When there's no fish [black fish will?] hit the 
beach like like a Timber Wolf running up in the bush, howling away, go 
and find some deer. Three or four hours after come back hittin' the water. 
My Grandfather's there watchin', and he goes "shwoo, shwoo" like that. 
Maybe 12, 20? […] I don't think we can talk to wolf now, eh? They say 
they can talk to 'em about, oh, a hundred years ago. But now, I don't think 
they understand [interview with Dana Lepofsky June 24, 2013]. 

In this belief, human hunters, wolves, and dogs share an inextricable bond, which 

is strengthened through the breeding of dogs and wolves, who are in turn re-incarnated 

land mammal hunters. The relationship between dogs and human hunters is also 

alluded to in the Story of the Dog Children, in which a woman gives birth to pups who 

later shed their dog-skins and become specialized hunters. Sometimes, the dog-children 

are said to be the ancestors of the Northern Coast Salish people (Kennedy and 

Bouchard 1983:12).  

 Careful attention was paid to the breeding of hunting dogs in BC. On the Coast, 

The Twana peoples, for example, kept few female dogs “except for breeding, unless 

they had a double upper claw9; such were or bred good hunters” (Elmendorf 1960:95). 

This practice of keeping few females is also visible archaeologically. Crockford 

(1997:102) notes a higher number of males than females in the Coast Salish 

archaeological large dog population, indicating that reproductively mature female large 

dogs were being culturally suppressed. While in Northern BC, at Dease Lake, Teit 

(MacNeish and Teit 1956:88) noted that some Kaska people:  

[P]aid attention to the breeding of dogs for certain hunting qualities. For 
instance two dogs known to be specially good for hunting beaver would 
be mated; thus certain families would or strains of dogs possessed more 
pronounced qualities than others for the hunting of certain kinds of game.  
This was hereditary in them and no doubt developed through breeding. … 

 
9 Possibly referring to dogs with double dewclaws. Dewclaws may help some dogs gain traction 

when they run. 
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Dogs were also sometimes bred for size and color but this was more to 
suit individual tastes or fancies of men, women, and children. Some 
women and children liked small dogs and dogs of particular or 
pronounced colors [MacNeish and Teit 1956:88]. 

According to Vern Pielle, Tla’amin people also paid attention to the lineage of 

good hunting dogs. For example, people would make note if a hunting dog was good, 

and if it was, its offspring would be good hunting dogs too. Vern Pielle’s grandmother, 

Chithlethukt (Rose Mitchell), told him that people would pay attention to the lineage of 

hunting dogs, like any other breeder. Hunting ability was therefore considered to be 

hereditary and, as such, puppies of good hunting dogs were valued.  

In Tla’amin traditionally territory, there is a place named čɛ̓n10  (pronounced 

Chen, also known as Hinder Creek).  The legend associated with this place is  that “[a] 

long time ago the people that used to stay here had many dogs” (2002:47). It is not 

known what exactly this is in reference to. One possibility is that the people that lived at 

this place bred dogs.  

5.1.5. Tranining Dogs to hunt 

The training that a Tla’amin dog received was instrumental in developing an 

efficient hunting dog and in strengthening the bond between the hunter and their dog. In 

fact, the anonymous interviewee told me that dogs would have been taught to hunt 

specifically for their master. Benny Charlie thought that it was the training that made 

Tla’amin hunting dogs special, not their breed (interview with Dana Lepofsky June 24, 

2013). In an interview with Vern Pielle, he mentioned to me that hunting dogs were 

chosen for their ability to run. What made a good hunting dog was speed, and good sight 

and smell. To train a new dog, he said, you would send it out with another hunting dog 

that was already trained. This was also a Twana training method, “old dogs were often 

used in training young ones. You hunt with them together, and the young one learns 

from the old one” (Frank Allen in Elmendorf 1960:97).   

 
10 The word for dog in Ahayajuthem is very similar, čɛ̓no10.  
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To be effective hunting partners for their human counterparts, dogs had to be 

trained from the time they were very young. As was done elsewhere in Salish territory 

(Elmendorf 1960:97; Suttles 1974:104; Teit 1909:520), young Tla’amin hunting dogs 

would be trained to know the scent of their prey. Tla’amin people do this by attaching a 

deer hoof to the nose of the dog while it was young (Barnett 1935-1936), or by cutting 

the dogs’ noses and rubbing in a “concoction” (Barnett 1939:232). Kennedy and 

Bouchard (1983:37) also document this process, “[a]s soon as it started to walk, the 

puppy was placed inside a bloody deer’s stomach and swung around in the air, while the 

hunter spoke to it, telling it to run quickly after the deer and always to bring him back 

bucks that were fat”.  

Elsewhere on the Coast, people had similar ways of training their dogs. 

According to Henry Allen, Twana people would teach their dogs the scent of their prey 

by:  

[…] shooting a deer in the belly. The excrement would come out and 
make a strong scent, and the dog learned the scent. The wounded deer 
would lie down, awful sick, and I would ‘sic’ the dog on the deer then. 
Cruel, but good training. I trained him to take after deer, no matter how it 
was shot [in Elmendorf 1960:97].  

Suttles (1974:104) also made note of the Coast Salish practice of training dogs to hunt 

deer by “cutting the scent gland from a deer’s foot, squeezing it into water, and pouring 

the mixture into the pup’s nose”. The Nuxalk also had specific practices for training 

Hunting Dogs: 

This medicine can be applied only by a successful hunter, who expects 
compensation for his assistance. It is employed when a puppy is about 
one month old. Early in the morning the hunter seats himself on a box 
within the house of the dog's master, his legs stretched out before him. 
He seizes the puppy firmly and passes it, sunwise, around and under his 
legs four times, frequently spitting on its nose and kneading it with his 
hands to make that organ slender. This causes the animal to grow up with 
good tracking ability, while the passing makes it faithful to its master. Next 
the hunter seizes the dog by the hind legs and swings it four times, 
sunwise, over and through the smoke of the fire. This prevents it from 
being dizzy and afraid of precipitous mountains, but if it yelps as it travels 
through the air, it will be a poor dog. Finally, the hunter carries it to the 
river and throws it in. He seizes as it swims ashore and throws it back 
once more. This is repeated four times and causes the animal to have no 
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fear of water. In former times, great attention was paid to the training of 
young dogs [McIlwraith 1948(I):714].  

False hellebore root was an important, powerful medicine to the Tla’amin people 

that was used by humans and on hunting dogs. According to Vern Pielle, the effect of 

false hellebore was the same on dogs and humans: it would increase speed and 

stamina, making it so that they could run all day long. Soccer players at Sliammon used 

hellebore root for this reason until the 1970s. For dogs, hellebore would also improve 

smell, sight, and hearing.  Hellebore could be administered to dogs in a variety of ways. 

According to Kennedy and Bouchard: 

When the puppy was a little older, a solution made of water and a bit of 
Indian hellebore root, followed by warm water, was poured down it’s 
throat. This induced vomiting and could be done only in a warm place or 
the dog would die. A young dog that survived this training would be able 
to smell deer from a great distance and would never run out of breath 
during the chase. In addition a tiny amount of Indian Hellebore was 
placed in the dog’s eyes11 so that it would be able to see for great 
distances. Only those oldtimers who knew precisely what they were doing 
could use this method of training a hunting dog, for Indian hellebore is a 
deadly poisonous plant capable of killing both dogs and humans if used 
incorrectly [1983:37].  

Similar to Kennedy and Bouchard, Peter Leonard Harry (TUS 8 1996:6) said, “[…] they 

trained the dogs, that’s where the false hellebore come in, put it in the dogs eyes”. 

According to Vern Pielle, people would also file off hellebore root and mix it in with the 

dog’s food, or they would make small cuts in the dog’s legs and rub it in12. Joe Mitchell 

also remembers:  

[M]om [Rose Mitchell] used to use it [false hellebore] on her dog. She cuts 
it really small, thin as a paper she said and she would stuff it up his nose, 
and the dog would get really sick. When the deer starts to leave him, the 
dog would be right behind him, it would run and the dog was just behind 

 
11 Barnett (1955:97) notes that Tla’amin people trained their dogs by rubbing wild onion into the 

eyes 
12 This method was also used on people and is recalled by Joe McGee (MIS 49A 1998:26): “And 

[my uncle Tom] would cut his knee, you could hear it as he cut himself, breaking through the 
skin, then he would rub the False Hellebore in. He used to say, change your blood, especially 
if you get a bruise, he would cut it open”. 
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it, if she put a really small sliver in his eyes, the dog was almost nipping 
on the deer’s tail, that is how fast he got to be. It must be very strong 
once you catch on how to use it [MIS 49A 1998 :27]. 

Medicinal plant treatments were given to dogs throughout BC to help them 

develop their hunting abilities. In the Interior, Secwepemc “hunting-dogs were sweat-

bathed, and frequently [given] luke-warm drinks prepared from Hudson Bay plant […] 

The decoction was also run through their nostrils to cleanse them. For this reason the 

plant is called ‘dog-plant’”(Teit 1909:520). Before a hunt, some Nlaka'pamux people  

would also “purge [their dogs] with medicine, and sweat-bathe them” (Teit 1900:244-

246). Teit (1906:226) also noted that St'at'imc men purged their hunting dogs with 

medicine. On the Coast, McIlwraith (1948(I): 712-714) also details the medicinal 

treatments that Nuxalk people performed on young dogs to develop their hunting abilities 

for specific animals, to “cause disregard of musket shots”, and to develop a keen sense 

of smell.  

5.1.6. Treatment in Life 

Well-trained hunting dogs were highly valued by Interior and Coast Salish 

peoples and, as such, they were treated well. To St’at’imc people, “One good hunting-

dog was counted equal to one large dressed elk-skin” (Teit 1906:233). Among the 

Nlaka'pamux, Teit (1900: 245) observed that “The best [dogs] for deer-hunting were 

valued highly, and were taken great care of”. Some St'at'imc (Lillooet) “men washed 

[hunting dogs] regularly […] and even wiped and cleansed their noses” (Teit 1906:226). 

On the Coast, Twana people said that, “[a] good hunting dog was scarce, a trained one 

valuable” (Elmendorf 1960:97). Barnett (1939:232) notes that this sentiment was also 

echoed by most of his Coast Salish sources in the Gulf of Georgia region, including the 

Tla’amin, Klahoose, and Homalco people that he spoke with.  When I spoke with Vern 

Pielle, he also said that hunting dogs were highly prized and well taken care of. Hewkin 

Gary Mitchell added that dogs were not to be yelled at, hit, or killed, because they are 

believed to have a spirit.  
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Shelter 

Because Tla’amin hunting dogs were so highly valued, they were generally kept 

kennelled and/or tied up outside (Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:37). Barnett’s (1939:232) 

Tla’amin and Klahoose sources both said that trained dogs did not live in the house. 

Barnett (1939:232) states that the Tla’amin kept their trained dogs kennelled, but his 

sources were unsure if they were kennelled in a hole in a bank, as was the practice 

elsewhere on the Coast13  (Suttles1974:103; Barnett 1955:96). According to Kennedy 

and Bouchard (1983:37), “owners kept them [hunting dogs] tied up and built doghouses 

for them to live in”. Vern Pielle also said that hunting dogs did not generally live in the 

house. He said that hunting dogs lived outside in a shelter with a deer hide lined floor, 

and they were not allowed to run around freely. Joe Mitchell (MIS 48 side B 1998:20) 

also remembers his mother’s hunting dog, Piy ola, “[s]he used to have it tied up, every 

other day she put new cedar out there”. However, dogs may have been allowed to live in 

the house sometimes because Hewkin Gary Mitchell remembered that his grandmother 

(Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell) kept her hunting dog in the house, in a spot next to the 

stove.  

Diet 

Hunting/village dogs in BC were generally fed salmon waste (Haeberlin and 

Gunther 1930:22; Lord 1866:225). Lord (1866:225)  and Elmendorf (1960:95) both note 

that imported dogs would die of  “salmon sickness” if they consumed salmon in the same 

quantity as local dogs. Twana people would specifically feed deer to hunting dogs as a 

manner of training them to recognize their prey, and would also give good hunting dogs 

deer bones and venison “on principle” (Elmendorf 1960:97). Hewkin Gary Mitchell said 

that his grandmother (Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell) would chew food and feed it to her 

dog, Siemthlut Michelle Washington, said that Chithlethukt would do this to ensure an 

easy delivery when the dog was pregnant. According to Vern, dogs were fed deer, seal, 

and fish leftovers. Basically, people shared what they ate with their dogs.   

The highly salmon dependent diet of prehistoric BC dogs has also been 

supported by stable isotope analysis of archaeological dog remains from Bridge River 
 
13 Barnett (1955:96) believed that this was restricted to the winter months. 
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(Prentiss, Cail, and Smith 2014:42) and Namu (Cannon, Schwarcz, and Knyf 1999). 

Stable isotope values for Tla’amin archaeological dogs (Table 2) also indicates that 

Tla’amin prehistoric dogs consumed diets that were heavily dependent on marine protein 

(see Chilsom and Nelson 1983). Interestingly, the 3500 year-old canid sample from Bliss 

Landing had a δ13C value identical to an adult male buried at the same site, at 

approximately the same time (5350-3050 ya) (Chilsom 1977:141). This is further 

evidence that dogs at Tla’amin were being fed the same food that people were eating.   

Care and Ownership 

In BC, dogs were the responsibility of either men or women, depending on the 

region and the type of dog in question. The Coast Salish Klallam people, for example, 

did not allow girls to play with dogs, a belief thought to be related to the Dog Husband 

story, in which a girl who loved a dog gave birth to pups (Gunther 1927:238). Similarly, in 

the Interior, Nlaka'pamux people considered the care of hunting dogs to be a man’s duty 

(Teit 1900:295). However, the dogs that St'at'imc and Athapaskan peoples used for 

packing goods in the Interior were generally cared for by women (Crellin 1994:60). 

Salish wool dogs were also generally thought to be cared for by women, and the number 

of wool dogs a woman kept may have been indicative of her wealth (Schwartz 1997:56).  

At Sliammon, most people remember hunting dogs being owned by women, 

however, they were also sometimes owned by men. From the interviews that I 

conducted and the TUS transcripts that I researched, I found that people remembered a 

total of five individuals who owned hunting dogs. Four of these owners were female 

(Chithlethukt Rose Mitchell, Auntie Mahta, Joe Basset’s mother Sosan, and Theresa 

Harry), and one was male (Sandy Timothy). Elsewhere on the coast, among the Straits 

Salish, Suttles (1974:103) noted that dogs were owned by men.  

The anonymous Tla’amin interviewee told me that there was one owner of each 

Tla’amin hunting dog and this was the person who cared for, trained, and hunted with 

the dog(s). Because of this, owners treated their hunting dogs like a member of the 

family, and hunters and their dogs shared a very close bond. This interviewee also told 

me that they could not go near their grandmother’s dogs because they belonged to her 

only. Because their Grandmother was the one who trained them, the dogs would only 

listen to her. One of their grandmother’s hunting dogs would not even eat without her 
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telling him to. Vern Pielle also remembered that his grandmother’s (Chithlethukt) dogs 

were very much her dogs. She would take care of them and make sure they were clean 

and fed. When she talked, Vern said, the dogs would listen to her. 

5.1.7. Treatment in Death 

For many BC First Nations, the value of hunting dogs in life was mirrored in the 

treatment of the dog at death.  For instance, Harmon (in Lamb 1957:212) observed that, 

west of the Rocky Mountains, “it is not unusual to see [hunting dogs’] masters or 

mistresses place them on a pile of wood, and burn them in the same manner as they do 

the dead bodies of their relations; and they appear to lament their deaths, by crying and 

howling, fully as much as if they were their kindred”. Crellin (1994:19) believes that this 

was likely in reference to the Carrier and Sekani custom of cremating the deceased. On 

the coast, Elmendorf (1960:99) noted that Twana people would wrap a valued hunting 

dog in a blanket and bury it in the ground after it died. Barnett (1955:97) also documents 

an instance where a Cowichan man “made a coffin for his dead dog, wrapped it in wool, 

put a watch in with it, and buried it”. According to Suttles (1974:105), it was Straits Salish 

custom to bury a deceased dog “out of the way, away from the house”.   

 In the interior of BC, there are indications that it was common for dogs to be 

sacrificed upon the death of their owner. For example, as Teit (1906:269-270)  noted of 

Upper Lillooet burial customs, “Some of [the deceased’s] dogs were killed and their 

bodies suspended from the grave-poles or from a branch of the nearest tree” (See also 

Lamb 1960:85;Teit 1900:294,328; Teit 1909:593). Crellin (1994:34) believes that, for the 

Upper Thompson Nlaka'pamux people, the inclusion of the deceased owner’s dog as a 

grave offering may have been a symbol of the deceased’s status. It appears that dogs 

may not have been sacrificed in the same way by Coast Salish peoples. Elmendorf’s 

(1960:99) Twana sources “denied that dogs were ever killed at or because of their 

owner’s death”. According Suttles (1974:105), Straits Salish dogs were also generally 

not killed when their masters died;instead they were given to the owner’s heirs.   

There is archaeological evidence that the dogs of the ancestral Tla’amin were 

also buried. Some of the samples used in this study were uncovered from an intentional 

burial containing two dogs at the site of Cochrane bay (Figure 10). This dog burial was 
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located in association with burial of an approximately 35-45 year-old woman (~1900 ya) 

(Chalmer 2014:308). However, since neither of the burials were fully excavated and the 

dog bones were not dated, it is not clear if the dogs were buried alongside the woman or 

if they were buried separately (Chalmer 2014:309). Whether buried on their own or with 

the woman, the intentional burial of these two dogs indicates that they were significant to 

the ancestral Tla’amin people, since they received ritual treatment at death . When I told 

an anonymous interviewee about this dog burial, they thought that it was probably a 

hereditary (high-ranking) person and their dogs. They said that only a higher up person 

would have been buried with dogs; a high-ranking person would be buried with many 

things. Vern Pielle also thought that it may have been hunting dogs that were buried.  

5.1.8. Decline of Hunting and Hunting Dogs 

The prevalence of hunting dogs in BC was in decline by the early twentieth 

century. In 1900, Teit (1900:246) noted that the Nlaka'pamux “old breed of dogs ha[d] 

become extinct”. In 1960, Elmendorf also observed that Twana hunting dog had “been 

bred out of existence” (1960:97). Tla’amin hunting dogs were also trained and used for 

hunting until roughly the 1960s, although the number of people who were still using 

hunting dogs this late is unclear. Only one anonymous participant remembers their 

grandmother using hunting dogs this recently. According to Vern Pielle, Rose Mitchell 

and her grandmother used hunting dogs in the 1920s and 1930s. Vern Pielle said that 

there was a general move away from traditional subsistence strategies beginning in the 

1930s, when people became successful in the fishery and logging industries that 

developed around Sliammon. Because of this change in lifeways, the need to train dogs 

specifically for hunting purposes declined.  

In the early 1900s, BC provincial laws banning the practice of hunting deer, elk, 

moose, mountain sheep, mountain goat and caribou with unleashed dogs were enacted. 

Teit (1900:246) noted that hunting with dogs off-leash was against the law by the time he 

was visiting Nlaka'pamux territory in 1900. Section 78 of the BC Wildlife Act states that 

“A person commits an offence if the person causes or allows a dog to hunt or pursue (a) 

wildlife or an endangered species or threatened species, or (b) game, except in 

accordance with the regulations”. Furthermore, “[a]n officer may kill a dog that is (a) at 

large in a wildlife management area, or (b) at large and harassing wildlife.” (Wildlife Act, 
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Section 79). Evidently, these laws were enforced at Sliammon. According to Agnes 

McGee (MIS 48B 1998:20), “later on it [hunting with dogs] wasn’t allowed, you go to jail if 

they catch you doing that”. Additionally, Elsie Paul (2014:133) remembers officers 

coming to Sliammon to shoot dogs when she was young.  

Although deer is not considered to be an important food resource at Sliammon in 

recent times, there are indications that it was more important in the past. According to 

Annie Dominic (MIS 62A 1998:1), “we ate a lot of [deer meat], my grandfather was 

cooking it all the time […] Yeah, what is the other one called? El’qay. (Roast deer 

meat)”. Annie Dominic (MIS 62A 1998:2) also said that deer and bear fur would be used 

for mattresses, and that “long ago they used a deer bone, I forgot what part of the deer 

they used like a hook” (MIS 62A 1998:5). Archaeologically, deer bone and antler 

artifacts, such as wedges and awls (Chalmer 2014:324-325, Springer et al. 2014:180), 

are also found in Tla’amin territory, indicating that deer bone has long been an important 

resource.  

Limits placed on deer hunting may have also contributed to a decline in the 

importance of deer as resource, and therefore to a decline in keeping and training dogs 

to hunt deer. In 1915, at the McKenna-Mcbride Agency Testimonies meeting at 

Sliammon, the Tla’amin Chief, Chief Tom, also expressed the importance of deer: “We 

live on fish and God put that fish in the water for us to eat, and we live on deer and 

game” (1915:294). The next day, at the McKenna-Mcbride Agency Testimonies meeting 

at Squirrel Cove, Klahoose Chief, Chief Julian expressed concern with the limits being 

placed on the number of deer an individual could hunt: “In regards to hunting deer out of 

season we are not satisfied. If we do not kill deer out of season we have nothing to eat 

only bread and tea. We would like to be allowed to kill deer out of season. But not to sell” 

(1915:2). .  

5.2.    DNA Results 

Twenty-seven out of 45 archaeological samples, initially identified as possible 

canid, amplified successfully using the previously described universal primers (60% 

success rate). Twenty-one of these twenty-seven samples were positively identified as 
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canid using BLAST searches. A 425bp fragment of the mtDNA D-loop (HV1) was 

successfully extracted from seventeen of the twenty-one canid samples, using three 

overlapping canid primers adapted from Leonard et al. (2002) (Table 6). One additional 

sample (CFA 45) successfully amplified with two of three overlapping primers, but I was 

unable to amplify a small section of the sequence that is required for comparison with 

reference haplotypes.  

When the 425bp sequences were collapsed into non-redundant haplotypes14, the 

17 archaeological Tla’amin canid samples displayed a total of 10 different haplotypes 

(see Appendix B for full sequences). The 425bp sequences were cut down to 198bp to 

allow for comparison with reference dog sequences. When these 198bp sequences 

were collapsed into non-redundant haplotypes, a total of eight different haplotypes were 

displayed by the 17 archaeological Tla’amin canid samples (Figure 13). By counting the 

number of different 425bp haplotypes that occurred at each archaeological site, I 

determined that the 17 archaeological samples represent a minimum of 12 individual 

canids (Figure 14). All of the modern dog sequences obtained, including one from a 

modern hunting dog (Modern A18), were found to be identical to haplotypes that are 

commonly reported in modern dogs (GenBank). None of the modern dog sequences 

were identical to any of the ancient dog sequences obtained in this study (Figure 13).  

 
14 DNA Collapser: http://users-birc.au.dk/biopv/php/fabox/dnacollapser.php 
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Figure 13. Substitutions observed in 425bp fragment of mtDNA from Tla’amin 
canids (Hap1-Hap10 ). Equivalent 198bp haplotype shown in 
brackets. Subsititutions observed in modern canids are also shown 
(Modern __).  *Reference Canis lupus familiaris mtDNA sequence 
(Kim et al. 1998), beginning at position 15361 
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Figure 14. Number of 425bp canid haplotypes recovered from each 
archaeological site.  

 

When the 198bp Tla’amin canid sequences were aligned with reference canid 

sequences from previous studies (Barta 2006; Boyko et al. 2009; Castroviejo-Fisher et 

al. 2011; Klutsch et al. 2010; Koop et al. 2000; Leonard et al. 2002; Losey et al. 2013; 

Thalmann et al. 2011; Savoleinen et al. 2002; van Asch et al. 2013; Vila et al. 1997) and 

collapsed into non-redundant haplotypes, we found that seven of the ancient Tla’amin 

canids displayed a total of three previously documented domestic dog haplotypes 

(HapB, HapD, and HapI) (Table 7). This confirms that these seven individuals were most 

likely Canis lupus familiaris and not another member of the Canid family. Each of the 
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remaining five ancient Tla’amin canids displayed different novel haplotypes (HapL, 

HapM, HapN, HapO, and HapP) (Table 7). These haplotypes differ from previously 

documented domestic dog sequences by one to two base pairs (Table 8).  

Table 7. Tla’amin archaeological canid mtDNA Haplotypes  

Site Sample 
Lab Code 

425bp 
Haplotype 

198bp 
Haplotype 

Repeat Extraction or Amplification MNI 
per 
site 

Kleh Kwa Num CFA 16 Hap1 HapI* None 

Kleh Kwa Num CFA 4 Hap1 HapI* Re-amplified with Dl4/Dlcanx 

Kleh Kwa Num CFA 5 Hap1 HapI* Extracted twice, amplified twice with each 
of Dl1g/Dl2, ThrL/Dl5, and Dl4/Dlcanx 

 
 
 
 
 
1 

Rasmussen 
Bay 

CFA 18 Hap7 HapI* Extracted twice, re-amplified with 
Dl4/Dlcanx and Dl5/ThrL 1 

Grace Harbour CFA 1 Hap1 HapI* None 1 

EaSe 18 CFA6 Hap2 HapB* Extracted 5 times. Amplified 4 times with 
Dl4/Dlcanx, 3 times with Dl5/ThrL, and 
twice with Dl1g/Dl2,  

EaSe 18 CFA 7 Hap3 HapL Extracted 6 times. Amplified 5 times with 
Dl4/Dlcanx, 3 times with DL5/ThrL, and 
twice with Dl1g/Dl2 

 
 
 
 
2 

EaSe 2 CFA 38 Hap1 HapI* None 

EaSe 2 CFA 42 Hap1 HapI* None 

EaSe 2 CFA 41 Hap1 HapI* None 

EaSe 2 CFA 32 Hap9 HapP None 

EaSe 2 CFA 33 Hap10 HapD* None 

 
 
 
 
 
3 

EaSe 76 CFA 10 Hap4 HapM Extracted 4 times. Amplified 5 times with 
Dl4/Dlcanx, and twice with Dl5/ThrL and 
Dl1g/Dl2 

EaSe 76 CFA 11 Hap5 HapN Extracted twice. Re-amplified with 
Dl4/Dlcanx 

EaSe 76 CFA 13 Hap5 HapN Extracted twice. Re-amplified with 
Dl4/Dlcanx 

EaSe 76 CFA 15 Hap6 HapO Re-amplified with Dl4/Dlcanx, Dl1gx/Dl2, 
and Dl5/ThrL 

EaSe 76 CFA 20 Hap8 HapD* Extracted twice, but not re-amplified 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

    Total MNI 12 

*Haplotype names defined by Barta (2006).  
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Table 8.  mtDNA haplotypes present in Tla’amin archaeological canids, and 
previously documented occurances of these haplotypes.  

*Haplotype observed in ancient canid **Type 2 transition, but observed in multiple extractions at loci that are 
highly polymorphic.  

5.2.1. Phylogeny of Tla’amin Archaeological Dogs 

Multiple previously conducted canid mtDNA analyses have resulted in the 

identification of four well-defined modern dog clades: A,B,C, and D (Castroviejo-Fisher 

et al. 2011; Thalmann et al. 2013; Pang et al. 2009; Savolainen et al. 2002). When 

aligned with reference sequences and analyzed in Maximum Likelihood, Neighbor 

Joining, and Bayesian inference phylogenetic trees, Tla’amin archaeological dogs were 

found to be dispersed throughout the highly diverse dog/wolf clade A. Based on a 

complete mitochondrial genome analysis, Thalmann et al. (2013:872) propose that the 

modern clade A dogs shared a most recent common ancestor (MRCA) with New World 

archaeological clade A dogs approximately 18,800 years ago, further supporting the 

hypothesis that dogs were initially domesticated in the Old World and were brought to 

the New World with migrating peoples. Therefore, the Tla’amin archaeological dogs 

analyzed in this study also seem to share a Eurasian origin with modern clade A dogs. 

The haplotype diversity (Hd) of the Tla’amin samples was calculated to be 0.779, and 

the nucleotide diversity (π) of these haplotypes was calculated to be 0.012. The Tla’amin 

Haplotype Previous Documentation 

HapB Barta 2006 (Haplotype B)*, Cail 2011 (Haplotype B) 

HapD Barta 2006 (Haplotype D)*, Pang et al. 2009 (A102), Losey et al. 2013 (JAL5669)* 

HapI Barta 2006 (Haplotype I)*, Leonard et al. 2002 (D25)*, Vila et al. 1997 (D25), van Asch et al. 
2013 (A185), Boyko et al. 2009 (VilA28), Castroviejo-Fisher et al. 2011 (JAL5269) 

HapL Novel, 1bp difference from Barta (2006) Haplotype B* (C!T** at 272bp) 

HapM Novel, 1bp difference from HapN (G!A** at 215bp), 2bp difference from Barta (2006) 
Haplotype C* (T!C at 139bp and G!A at 215bp) 

HapN Novel, 1bp difference Barta (2006) Haplotype C* (T!C at 139bp) 

HapO Novel, 1 bp difference from Barta (2006) Haplotype B* (T!C at 276bp) 

HapP Novel, 1 bp difference from Barta (2006) Haplotype I* (T!C at 265bp) 
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archaeological canid Hd value (0.779) falls within th Hd range (0.689-0.955) that has 

been documented in modern dog breed groups15 (Sundqvist et al. 2006:1126). 

When analyzed in a Maximum Likelihood phylogenetic tree (Figure 15), all novel 

haplotypes group more closely with sequences from domestic dogs than they do with 

sequences from wolves, coyotes, or jackals. This indicates that the individuals displaying 

novel haplotypes were most likely domestic dogs with mtDNA haplotypes that are 

previously undocumented in Canis lupus familiaris. Some of the novel haplotypes 

documented in this study are so similar to each other that they form haplogroups. Novel 

haplotypes O and L, for example, are both very similar to haplotype B (see Figure 13, 

15, and Table 8) and together they form haplogroup B1. Haplotype B is documented in 

one of the Tla’amin dog from this study (CFA6), and has been documented in other BC 

archaeological dogs by Barta (2006), and Cail (2011).  Together, haplotypes B, L, and O 

form a haplogroup that is unique to BC archaeological dogs. Additionally, novel 

haplotypes M and N are similar enough to form a Tla’amin-specific haplogroup (Figure 

13,15 and Table 8). Haplotypes M and N were documented in three Tla’amin samples 

representing a minimum of two dogs.  

 
15 As defined by Federation Cynologique International (http://fci.be/nomenclature.aspx?lang=en). 
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Figure 15. Maximum Likelihood tree of phylogeny of Tla’amin archaeological 
dog haplotypes (red) and previously documented dog (black) and 
wolf (blue) haplotypes. Based on 198bp sequence. Bootstrap values 
shown at nodes. Star indicates novel haplotype.  
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5.2.2. Authenticity of Results 

None of the blank extractions and negative controls yielded amplifiable DNA 

when amplified using canid-specific primers. This indicates the canid sequences 

obtained in this study are not the result of systematic contamination. Occasionally, 

extraction blanks and negative controls that were amplified using universal primers were 

positive for DNA, but when sequenced, the DNA was always found to be from a Bovid. 

Most likely, the universal primers targeted and amplified bovid DNA from the BSA, which 

is used in the PCR reaction. Nine of 17 canid samples were re-extracted and/or re-

amplified, and were found to show identical haplotypes multiple times (see Table 7). This 

also indicates that the canid haplotypes documented in this study are not from 

systematic contaminant DNA. Additionally, DNA from my pet dog (CFM1) was extracted 

and amplified in a laboratory that is physically separated from the ancient DNA facilities 

at SFU. CFM1 was found to be a different haplotype (Modern A24, see Figure 14) from 

all of the ancient samples extracted, further demonstrating that the ancient canid results 

are not due to contamination from modern canids.  

Damaged and/or fragmented DNA strands are characteristic of ancient DNA. 

Evidence of damaged DNA was observed in this study, which also indicates that the 

results of this study are not due to contamination. Specifically, Type 2 miscoding lesions, 

which are likely due to cytosine deamination, are a type of damage that is thought to be 

characteristic of ancient DNA (Gilbert et al. 2003; Gilbert et al. 2006). One instance of a 

Type 2 (C!T or G!A) miscoding lesion was found in one extraction of CFA 10. When 

amplified, this extraction had a C ! T transition at 65bp (in reference to NC002008.4 

beginning at 15361bp). Subsequent extractions did not have this transition. Furthermore, 

the relatively low success rate of extractions that yielded amplifiable DNA (60%) in this 

study also suggests that the DNA was highly degraded and that the results of this study 

are not due to systematic contamination.  
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6. Discussion 

By following two distinct lines of evidence, this thesis demonstrates the long term 

and intimate relationship that people and dogs have shared in the Northern Coast Salish 

region. In particular, the interviews and ethnographic data show that good hunting dogs 

were highly valued, and great care was taken to breed and train effective hunting dogs. 

Wool dogs, so well known among the more southerly Coast Salish, were not thought to 

be maintained as a distinct breed by Northern Coast Salish peoples (Barnett 1939:232), 

although they did have dogs whose fiber was incorporated into weavings.  These data fit 

within existing patterns, observed by others elsewhere on the NWC and in BC more 

broadly, suggesting that dogs were prevalent, often socially significant, and maintained 

to serve a specific purpose.  This study also augments our understanding, however, by 

adding specific details about the manner in which the human-dog relationship derives 

from and interacts with traditional ecological knowledge, subsistence practices, and 

belief systems. The aDNA analysis revealed eight haplotypes, three previously 

documented in BC archaeological dogs and five unique. Taken together, these two lines 

of evidence paint a fuller picture of human-dog relationships than either would alone.  In 

the following sections, I discuss in more detail  the relationship that Tla’amin hunters 

shared with their dogs, the ancestry of Tla’amin archaeological dogs, the genetic 

relationship between Tla’amin archaeological dogs and other BC archaeological dogs, 

and the fate of Tla’amin archaeological dog lineages.  

6.1. The Tla’amin Relationship with Hunting Dogs 

The importance of dogs in Tla’amin culture is deeply rooted in time. The time-

depth of the presence of dogs at Sliammon is attested to by the story of the Dog-

Children, in which the ancestors of the Northern Coast Salish peoples are said to be 

pups that shed their dog skins and became human (Kennedy and Bouchard 1983:12). 

This is long-lasting relationship is also apparent in the archaeological record, which 
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indicates that domestic dogs were present in Tla’amin traditional territory beginning at 

least 3500 years ago. Additionally, the intentional burial of two dogs at approximately 

1900 ya (Chalmer 2014:308) indicates that dogs occupied an important role in Tla’amin 

culture since at least this time. In terms of genetic implications, this long history of dogs 

at Sliammon would allow for increased genetic diversity to develop, especially in highly 

polymorphic areas of the dog genome, like the region of mtDNA (HVI) examined in this 

study.  

Interview data indicate that, at least in the more recent past, the relationship 

between Tla’amin and hunting dogs specifically was reinforced through the treatment of 

dogs, their training, and how they were bred. The close bond between hunters and their 

hunting dogs was reinforced by the human-like treatment that a dog received from the 

hunter, and through training practices in which the dog is taught to hunt specifically for 

its owner. Breeding practices informed by traditional knowledge and spiritual beliefs 

regarding wolves also reinforced the close bond between hunters and their dogs, and 

encouraged the hunting ability of dogs.  

6.2. Ancestry of Tla’amin Dogs 

One of the haplotypes found among Tla’amin archaeological dogs, haplotype D, 

provides further evidence that Tla’amin archaeological dogs, and native North American 

dogs in general, share a Eurasian origin with modern clade A dogs. This is because 

Haplotype D was also documented in modern and ancient canids outside of British 

Columbia. Specifically, Haplotype D was documented in an archaeological canid from 

South Baikal, Russia, dated to 6000-7000 years ago (Losey et al. 2013, haplotype 

JAL5669), and in a modern non-breed dog from Shanxixian, China (Pang et al. 2009, 

haplotype A102). The non-breed dog from China was “from a region (mostly rural 

villages) with small influx of foreign dogs” (Pang et al. 2009:2852). Taken together, this 

study, Barta’s (2006) analysis of BC archaeological dogs, Losey et al.’s  (2013) analysis 

of ancient Siberian Canids, and Pang et al.’s  (2009) study of modern dogs, further 

support the hypothesis that native North American dogs have an Eurasian origin, and 

were brought to the New World with migrating peoples (Barta 2006; Leonard et al. 2002; 

Tito et al. 2011; van Asch et al. 2013).  
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Not surprisingly, the mtDNA results of dogs from Tla’amin territory add only 

limited information to the larger body of data about the wolf and coyote ancestry of 

native North American dogs. This may be because the practice, as observed elsewhere 

in North America, was generally to breed male coyotes and/or wolves with tamed female 

dogs (Coues in Allen 1920:450; MacNeish and Teit 1956:88). Additionally,  the 

successful mating of a wild female with a tame male is generally thought to be 

exceedingly rare (Crockford 2006:101). Therefore, we would not expect to see evidence 

of wild ancestry in the (mtDNA) lineage of domestic dogs. Although this study did not 

find evidence of wild canid ancestry in Tla’amin archaeological dogs, several other 

mtDNA studies have uncovered traces of wild female ancestry in BC archaeological 

dogs. Barta (2006) found a coyote mtDNA signature in three NWC archaeological dogs, 

suggesting that backcrossing between female coyotes and male dogs did occur. 

Similarly, Leonard et al. (2002:1615) propose that the introgression of wolf mtDNA  into 

a domestic dog population is responsible for the genetic uniqueness of the Tahltan dogs’ 

mtDNA haplotypes, found by Koop et al. (2000).  

The extent to which native North American dogs and wolves/coyotes actually 

interbred is not clear. Although the practice of breeding dogs with wolves and coyotes is 

reported in the ethnographic literature (Coues in Allen 1920:450; Darwin 1868:22; 

MacNeish and Teit 1956:88, Teit 1909:520) and was indicated by one interviewee in this 

study, it is not clear how often interbreeding events actually occurred, and how often the 

offspring from wolf/coyote and dog crosses were kept as domestic animals. Future 

studies targeting the Y-chromosome of archaeological North American dogs may be 

able to provide more detailed insights on this issue. The Y-chromosome allows for the 

study of the male lineage, as such, the frequency of wolf/coyote Y-chromosome 

haplotypes in North American archaeological dog populations may be informative about 

how often female dogs bred with male wolves/coyotes, and how often the offspring were 

kept as dogs.   

Although a study targeting the Y-chromosome of the archaeological Tla’amin 

dogs would more definitively reveal the breeding history of the Tla’amin dogs, the extant 

data allow us to form hypotheses about Tla’amin dog ancestry. Based on the fact that 

the range of the gray wolf encompasses traditional Tla’amin territory (Hanson 1991:185), 

and the fact that Tla’amin people knew that wolves were excellent hunters, who were 
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also reincarnated human hunters (Barnett 1955:93), I hypothesize that Tla’amin hunting 

dogs were more likely to have been bred with wolves than coyotes.  However, I cannot 

rule out the possibility that the Tla’amin dogs did not interbreed with coyotes through 

indirect genetic exchange with coyote/dog mixed lineages arriving in Tla’amin territory 

through trade and gifting.  

In this study, Haplotype I was the most commonly occurring haplotype, being 

present in four of twelve Tla’amin archaeological dogs. The prevalence of this haplotype 

may indicate that this particular maternal lineage was being preferentially bred at 

Sliammon. This hypothesis is in line with Vern Pielle’s knowledge that Tla’amin people 

paid attention to the lineage of good hunting dogs. It is also consistent with the 

archaeological record (1997:102) and the ethnographic record (Elmendorf 1960:95) 

elsewhere in BC, which indicate that only a few female hunting dogs were kept for 

breeding hunting dogs.  From these observations, it would be expected that the number 

of maternal DNA lineages observed in BC archaeological dogs would be relatively 

limited compared to the number of male lineages.  

6.3. Genetic Relationship between Tla’amin Archaeological 
Dogs and other Archaeological Dogs in BC 

Native North American dogs in BC were fairly well documented in terms of their 

appearance and function, but not in terms of their social importance. With a few 

exceptions, such as the Tahltan bear dog, the Hare Indian dog, and the Salish wool dog, 

these dogs were generally described as wolf- or coyote-like animals that were used to  

fulfill a range of roles in society. By looking at the genetic relationship between BC 

archaeological dogs, this study achieves a deeper understanding of the connection 

between these dogs, and the implied connection between the peoples that kept them.  

Specifically, the distribution of dog haplotypes throughout prehistoric BC may indicate 

that dogs were being transported by people as they migrated, or through trade networks 

and kin relations. Therefore, dog haplotypes are potentially reflective of both human-dog 

interactions and human-human interactions in prehistoric BC.  
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Ethnographically, the exchange of dogs in prehistoric BC is not well known. 

While in Tahltan territory, Teit (MacNeish and Teit 1956:89) noted that “[d]ogs had no 

price, even the most valuable hunting ones, and they were not bought and sold as some 

dogs are at present day”. However, Teit (MacNeish and Teit 1956:90) also observed that 

“[m]any times, Tlingit trading parties took dogs home with them”. As such, it is not clear if 

Tahltan dogs were traded in exchange for goods or if they were gifted. Teit (1906:233) 

more explicitly implies that dogs were traded for goods by the St’at’imc people in the 

Interior, “One good hunting-dog was counted equal to one large dressed elk-skin”. The 

genetic evidence obtained in this study and others (Barta 2006, Koop 2000) indicates 

that dogs were exchanged, in one way or another, across vast distances. However, 

these insights are admittedly preliminary and future research may be able to further 

refine the patterns observed thus far.  

Tla’amin archaeological dogs display three haplotypes (B,D, and I) that were 

previously documented in BC archaeological dogs (Barta 2006). The previously 

recorded geographic distribution of these haplotypes overlaps with Tla’amin traditional 

territory (Figure 16), therefore, their occurrence in this study was not unexpected. 

However, the distribution of haplotypes Coy and E also overlap with Tla’amin traditional 

territory, but these haplotypes were not present in this study. It may be that these 

haplotypes are present in Tla’amin archaeological dogs, but were not represented in this 

study’s relatively small sample (n=12). 

 



 

76 



 

77 

                                                     

             1.Lyell Bay*     

 

 

 

                                       2. Gaadu Din Cave*   

  

 

 

 

                              3. Anutcix/ Nitlitliquotlank*                                   
                          (π: 0.004, Hd:0.250) 

 

 

 

                                                          4. Namu*                  
               (π: 0.016, Hd:0.794) 

 

 

 

 

                      5. McNaughton Island*      
               (π: 0.008, Hd:0.857) 

 

                                     6. O’Connor*
               (π: 0.000, Hd:0.000) 

 

 

  



 

78 

                                                   7. Sliammon 
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                                         13. Keatley Creek* 
                          (π: 0.011, Hd:0.833)                                                                     

 

Figure 16. Frequency and distribution of BC archaeological dog haplotypes 
(*Barta 2006, **Koop et al. 2000, ***Cail 2011). Base map credit: 
http://atlas.gc.ca 

 

Haplotype D crosses multiple language and cultural boundaries (Barta 

2006:121).  It is ubiquitous in BC archaeological dogs, being found at every 

archaeological site investigated with sample sizes greater than one. The prevalence of 

this haplotype may be explained by multiple hypotheses. Haplotype D may represent 

one of the founding dog lineages in BC, moving with people as they migrated, or it may 

have been a lineage that was highly traded, gifted and/or bred between people with 

kinship and trade networks. Haplotype D became especially prevalent in BC after 4000 

BP (Barta 2006:118, see Appendix D). One of the samples from this study exhibiting 

haplotype D (CFA 33) was dated to 3486-3561 cal. years BP, which is the earliest 

documented occurrence of this haplotype outside of the Central Coast at the site of 

Namu.  

Haplotypes B and I were more regionally restricted than Haplotype D. Haplotype 

B is documented early in Northern Wakashan territory, and then becomes widely 

distributed throughout Coast and Interior Salish territory more recently in time. 

Specifically, haplotype B appears first prior to 4000 ya, in Northern Wakashan territory at 

the site of Namu, then later (approximately 2000 ya) at Interior (Keatley Creek and 

Devil’s run) and Coast Salish (Dionisio Point) archaeological sites. However, little can be 

said about this geographic/temporal trend, because of the small number of samples 

displaying this haplotype (n=8). As such, further investigation of additional 

archaeological sites in BC is needed to accurately understand the temporal and 

geographic distribution of this haplotype.  
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In BC, Haplotype I is restricted to relatively recent archaeological sites within 

Coast Salish (Dioniso Point, Sliammon), Nuxalk (Anutcix and Nitlitliquotlank), and Nuu-

chah-nulth (T’ukw’aa) traditional territory. The earliest occurrence of this haplotype is at 

Dionisio Point (1800-1400 BP) and the most recent occurrence is documented in this 

study (380-486 cal. years BP). Haplotype I was not documented at either of the sites 

located in Northern Wakashan speaking territory (Namu (n=27) and McNaughton Island 

(n=7)), which is interesting given their close proximity and contemporaneous occupation 

with the Kwatna River sites (Anutcix and Nitlitliquotlank) (Barta 2006:167-168). Given 

that the Nuxalk is an isolate of the Salishan language, this may reflect some deep 

ancestral connection to the Salish. Alternatively, this haplotype may be indicative of 

ancient trade or kinship networks that existed between Coast Salish, Nuxalk, and  Nuu-

chah-nulth peoples, but did nor extend to Northern Wakashan speaking peoples. The 

ancient connection between the Nuu-chah-nulth and Coast Salish is also reflected in the 

trade of other kinds of material culture, including cedar-bark baskets and obsidian  

(McMillan 2000:154).   

Tla’amin archaeological dogs display five regionally specific, novel haplotypes 

(L,M,N,O, and P). These novel haplotypes may represent hunting dog lineages that were 

unique to the Tla’amin, possibly similar to other regionally specific types of hunting dogs 

such as the Hare Indian dogs and the Tahltan Bear dog. The novel Tla’amin haplotypes 

documented in this study are closely related to previously documented BC 

archaeological dog haplotypes (B,C, and I), differing by only one to two base-pairs 

(Figure 17). These haplotypes may be indicative of maternal dog lineages that were 

unique to the Tla’amin, but derived from dogs with a wider distribution. With the 

exception of this study,  archaeological dogs from sites in Ahayajuthem (Mainland 

Comox) speaking traditional territory have not been studied. Future research in this 

region may be needed to establish the full extent of the distribution of these novel 

haplotypes, and perhaps elucidate trade and kinship relationships in the Northern Coast 

Salish region.   
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Figure 17. Median joining network of BC archaeological dog haplotypes. 
Dashed lines indicate branch has been shortened. Each branch 
indicates one mutational step (small red dots are hypothetical 
mutations).  

6.3.1. Genetic Diversity of Tla’amin Dogs 

To gain insights into the relative population structures of BC archaeological dogs,  

I compared the genetic diversity of Tla’amin archaeological dogs to other archaeological 

dog populations in BC . Haplotype diversity (Hd) and nucleotide diversity (π) were 

calculated for all archaeological sites with sample sizes greater than one (Figure 18). 

The Tla’amin archaeological dog population grouped closely with archaeological dog 

populations at Namu, McNaughton Island, and Keatley Creek. This indicates that these 

four sites likely had similarly sized founding dog populations and/or degree of genetic 

exchange with other dog populations.  
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Figure 18. Genetic diversity of BC archaeological dogs, based on 198bp 
sequence of D-loop HVI.  

The haplotype diversity of archaeological dogs from Anutcix/Nitlitliquotlank 

(Kwatna River) was quite low, while the nucleotide diversity of Dionisio Point 

archaeological dogs was quite high. The nucleotide diversity of the Dionisio Point dogs 

was likely exaggerated due to the presence of two individuals with coyote mtDNA 

signatures and a relatively small sample size (n=5). The haplotype diversity of the 

Kwatna River archaeological dogs was low because seven out of eight individuals 

recovered from these sites displayed the same haplotype (haplotype D). This indicates 

that the degree of gene flow between Kwatna River dogs and other ancient BC dog 

populations was comparatively limited. This may be reflective of the linguistic isolation of 

the Nuxalk peoples (McIlwraith 1948:1), in whose traditional territory Anutcix and 

Nitlitliquotlank are both located.  
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The average haplotype diversity of BC archaeological canids was 0.842. This is 

comparable to the average haplotype diversity across all modern breed dogs, which was 

calculated22 to be 0.847 (Sundqvist et al. 2006:1126). Furthermore, a Bayesian Skyline 

plot reveals that the BC prehistoric dog population appears to have been relatively 

consistent in size from approximately 7000 to 200 BP (Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19. Bayesian Skyline plot of BC archaeological dog population (7000BP-
200BP)  

6.4. The Fate of Tla’amin Archaeological Dog Lineages 

There is considerable interest in determining the extent to which native North 

American dogs persisted after Europeans and their dogs arrived in the New World. It 

was commonly thought that native North American dogs went extinct through extensive  

interbreeding with European dogs (Crockford 1997:3; Elmendorf 1960:97; MacNeish and 

Teit 1956:89; Teit:1900:246), however, recent DNA studies have shown that some 
 
22 Based on a 261bp mtDNA sequence, homologous to the sequence used in this study.  
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maternal lineages of native North American dogs persist in modern dog populations 

(Brown, Darwent, and Sacks 2013; Castroviejo-Fisher et al. 2011; van Asch et al. 2013). 

van Asch et al. found that haplotype A185 (haplotype I in this study) was especially 

common in modern Chihuahua populations. This same haplotype was also documented 

in archaeological Mexican dogs from 1300 ya (haplotype D25) (Leonard et al. 

2002:1615), which may indicate direct ancestry of Chihuahuas from ancient North 

American dogs (van Asch et al. 2013:4). Taken together, the results from previous 

studies (Barta 2006, Leonard et al. 2002, and van Asch et al. 2013), and the results from 

this study indicate that haplotype I was widespread in dogs across North America prior 

to European contact. In fact, dogs displaying this haplotype were present at 

Teotihuacan, Mexico and Dionisio Point, British Columbia roughly contemporaneously 

(1300 BP and 1800-1400 BP, respectively). It is possible that the broad geographical 

distribution of prehistoric maternal dog lineages was made possible through extensive 

trade networks spanning much of North America. However, future studies analyzing a 

larger DNA fragment may be better able to distinguish regional variation in this 

haplotype.  

This study indicates that the perceived disappearance of Tla’amin hunting dogs 

resulted from a change in lifeways, which occurred as a result of European contact. 

These changes altered the role that dogs played in Tla’amin society, which had an 

impact on dog breeding and training practices. Although Tla’amin hunting dogs are no 

longer maintained as distinct type of dog with a specific purpose, the lineage of at least 

some these dogs persists, as does the memory of their importance. DNA data suggests 

that the most prevalent maternal lineage among Tla’amin archaeological dogs was not 

entirely replaced by European dog lineages, since it is common in the modern North 

American Chihuahua breed (van Asch et al. 2013). Additionally, the memory of hunting 

dogs and the knowledge of the practices associated with them, is maintained by a few 

people at Sliammon today. Although their role has changed, dogs continue to be a 

strongly felt presence at Sliammon today, often greeting you with  tails wagging as you 

walk through the community.  
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7. Conclusions 

This study brings together two lines of evidence, ethnographic data and aDNA 

analysis, which are not often coupled in archaeological studies.  By using these two lines 

of evidence, I have been able to reveal pieces of the complex relationship between dogs 

and humans from “time immemorial” to recent memory, and gained insights into how this 

relationship is situated within and affected by broader social processes.  By focusing on 

the oral historical knowledge and archaeological remains for one region, and situating 

these data within the larger corpus of knowledge about ancient dogs within the 

Northwest and beyond, I have added significant details to our understanding of human-

dog relationships.  I turn now to a discussion of the implications for future research that 

can be taken into consideration as a result of this study.  

From the ethnographic review of BC dogs discussed in this study, it seems that 

the dogs of the Indigenous peoples of North America were not defined on the basis of 

conformance to physical standards. Rather, they were defined on the basis of the 

functional role that they fulfilled and, to some extent, on the basis of their 

geographic/cultural affiliation. This is contradictory to the ‘breed-concept’ that governs 

the breeding practices of modern dog breeds by emphasizing conformance to strict 

breed standards of appearance and behaviour23 (Irion et al. 2002:81). Conformance to 

these standards relies on the maintenance of closed bloodlines, which encourages 

reproductive isolation of dog breeds (Parker et al. 2004). The contradictions between the 

ideologies governing native North American dog types and modern dog breeds results in 

multiple implications for future research regarding archaeological dogs. 

Firstly, since native North American dogs across BC were maintained in order to 

perform certain functions, it is expected that the ability to perform these functions is the 

prime determinant of dog type, not conformance to standards of physical appearance. In 
 
23 See Canadian Kennel Club breed standards (http://www.ckc.ca/en/Default.aspx?tabid=99) 
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particular, this study discusses various examples of small hunting-dogs (Tahltan Bear 

Dog, Hare Indian Dog) used throughout BC, and provides evidence that small, medium, 

and large-sized dogs were all used as hunting dogs by the Tla’amin people. As such, 

current archaeological dog typologies based on dog size may be able to be refined by 

incorporating osteological indicators of function, or by examining genetic indicators of 

coat type and quality. This notion, that functionality was the prime determinant of dog 

type, is also proposed by Barsh et al. (2002:9) who propose that the defining 

characteristic of the Salish wool dog was likely the quality of their coat, and not their 

size.  

Secondly, although good hunting dog lineages were carefully maintained and few 

female dogs were kept for breeding (Elmendorf 1960:95), genetic diversity was also 

encouraged, possibly by exchanging dogs through trade and kin networks and, in the 

male lineage, through backcrossing with wild male canids (Darwin 1868:22; Coues in 

Allen 1920:450; MacNeish and Teit 1956:88). Therefore, when we examine the DNA of 

native North American dogs, we would not expect to see distinct groups of closely 

related “breeds”, as we expect to see in modern dog breeds. Operating from a ‘breed 

concept’ perspective, DNA researchers might expect to see native North American dog 

types represented by samples that display closely related haplotypes. However, based 

on ethnographic and local knowledge, it is more likely that native North American dogs 

would display varied haplotypes that are shared across regions, with some lineages 

being more common in certain areas if they are being preferentially bred. A further 

hypothesis regarding native North American dogs that can be derived from ethnographic 

and local knowledge is that, if we were to look at the male lineages of these dogs, we 

would expect to see many wolf/coyote DNA sequences in individuals that are 

morphologically identifiable as domestic dogs. Additionally, we might see that genetic 

diversity was particularly encouraged in the male lineage of native North American dogs, 

which is the opposite of what has been found in modern domestic dog breeds, where 

female diversity is higher than male (Sundqvist et al. 2006).  

The perceived disappearance of native North American dog types may have 

been caused by multiple factors. Firstly, with the introduction of European goods and 

lifeways, dogs were no longer required to fulfill the functional roles for which they were 

maintained. As such, there may have been less incentive to invest resources in the 
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breeding and training of dogs for specific purposes. Secondly, the disappearance of 

distinctive native North American dog types may have been accelerated by factors that 

discouraged cross breeding between wolves/coyotes and dogs. Some factors that would 

have discouraged cross breeding between dogs and these wild canids after European 

contact include, the separation of domestic dogs and wolves/coyotes that was generally 

encouraged after Europeans arrived in the New World, and the persecution of wolves in 

BC in the early twentieth century, which caused their populations to decline around this 

time (Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations 2012:13-14).  

Combined, these factors led to the current invisibility of native North American dog 

types. However, as demonstrated by this research, their lineage and memory live on.  

Dogs are both a product of and participants in human culture (Schwartz 1997:2). 

As such, the roles that dogs play in any given culture are responsive to processes of 

cultural change. Luckily, the physical and behavioural attributes of dogs are so malleable  

that we can breed and train them to fulfill a wide range of needs. Therefore, although 

their form and function might change through time, their presence remains constant.  

The one absolutely unselfish friend a man may have in this selfish world, 
the one that never deserts him, the one that never proves ungrateful or 
treacherous, is the dog…. When all other friends desert, he remains…he 
is as constant in his love as the sun in its journey though the heavens 
[Vest 1870]. 
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Appendix A.  
 
Interview Quotes  

Supplementary Interview Quotes 

Quote 
Number 

Topic Interviewee 
(Source) 

Quote(s)/Notes 

1 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Vern Pielle -Each person would have 2 to 3 hunting dogs.          
 -Rose and her grandmother would take dogs hunting 
together. They would send the dogs off the boat to chase 
down the deer.  
-The dogs would run the deer back to the water where Rose 
and her grandmother would be waiting to finish the deer off 
with a hatchet. 

2 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Agnes McGee, 
Theetha qus 
(MIS 48 side B 
1998:20)  

“Auntie Mahta had two dogs, she asked me to come with 
her. She let the dogs, I think it was on that side, the dogs 
started barking, two deers come running down, and they got 
stuck down the beach, they were looking around like this and 
she shot one. I thought it was so funny cause the dogs 
chased the deers down” 
 

3 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Joe Mitchell 
(MIS 48 side B 
1998:20) 

“My mom had a hunting dog, her dogs name was Piy ola. 
That’s all the dog did was to hunt deer […] and when it’s time 
to take the dog, it’s just like Agnes says they just know where 
to go and let the dog off and in just a short time they would 
get one. If they chased the deer for more than five minutes 
they let it go because the meat started to go because of the 
muscles. […] [A]fter the deer hits the water it sits on the 
beach “ 
 

4 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Annie and Dave 
Dominic (MIS 62 
side B 1998:21) 

Dave Dominic: If a man goes hunting on a small island they 
brought a dog along, they had no guns. The dog would 
chase the deer into the water, that is how they got it.  
Annie Dominic: It falls in the water then they go after it, club 
it. 
Connie Wilson: Oh, that’s how they did it. 
Dave Dominic: The old timers were really good long time 
ago, they could get anything they want.  
Annie Dominic: Everything is ready in the canoe, waiting for 
the deer to hit the water, they could hear the dogs barking in 
the bush. Then they chase them. 
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Quote 
Number 

Topic Interviewee 
(Source) 

Quote(s)/Notes 

5 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Anonymous -Grandmother said: “Go get a deer with no babies”, and the 
dogs would run up Grace Harbour and chase the deer down 
to the boat where their grandmother would shoot it.  
-Dogs would chase deer back down to the water where 
someone would finish them off, or, the dogs would chase 
deer off of a bluff and they would fall into the water.  
 

6 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Ernie Harry (MIS 
8B 1995) 

“…this dog is trained, you can’t untie him. The only time you 
untie him is when you go out. […] You got to be ready, he 
was right here, I was with my mother, the deer can swim real 
fast, about 5 minutes, it’s only about this big, get that deer, 
that buck in the water” 
 

7 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Peter Leonard 
Harry (TUS 8 
1996:6) 

“[…] they trained the dogs, that’s where the false hellebore 
come in, put it in the dogs eyes, send them up, chase the 
deer down the water, club it from there, chase it” 

8 Hunting 
with Dogs 

Kennedy and 
Bouchard 
(1983:37) 

“These dogs would run deer down to the shore, where the 
hunters would be waiting with bows and arrows, clubs, or 
knives with which they slashed the deer’s throats. At certain 
places, they stretched nets between two trees and the dogs 
herded the deer toward the nets […] A good hunting dog 
knew that it had to run the deer directly to water. If the deer 
were to run too long, a layer of foam would form between the 
meat and the skin and the meat would be “mushy”. This also 
happened if a deer were killed while it was swimming” 
 

9 Breeding Leslie Adams “Yeah, half husky and half wolf. We got it for nothing […] it 
never went away, just stayed around the house. We didn't 
have to tie him up or anything” 

10 Decline of 
Hunting and 
hunting 
dogs 

Leslie Adams Remembers hearing about his elders’ hunting dogs when he 
was a boy, 
“When we were growing up, we had no television, we had no 
radio. So we used to always visit the old people, listen to 
their stories[…] They would have been 50-60 yeah. We were 
only about 8-10 year-olds.” 
-“Yeah, I remember his [Sandy Timothy’s] dogs, but he 
wasn't using them [for hunting] then. He was quite old then. 
He always had his dogs with him.” 
 

11 Care of 
Hunting 
Dogs 

Vern Pielle Dogs would go with people as they moved around 
throughout the year.  
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Appendix B.  
 
Full Sequences  
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Appendix C. 
 
Maximum Likelihood Tree of Phylogeny of BC 
Archaeological Dogs 

 
Tla’amin archaeological dog haplotypes (red) and previously documented BC archaeological 
dog haplotypes (black). Bootstrap values shown at nodes, based on 198bp sequence.  

 

 



 

108 

Appendix D. 
 
BC Archaeological Dog Haplotypes Through Time 

 
Data from Barta 2006 and this study (*7000-4000 BP samples from Namu only) 

 


