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Abstract
Advancements in molecular and phylogenetic analysis have revealed the need for greater taxonomic reso-
lution since Rangifer (Reindeer and caribou: Cervidae) was last revised in 1961. Recent literature shows 
that many of the subspecies and several species synonymised out of existence are, in fact, valid, some 
names have been misapplied, and new subspecies-level clades are in need of description. This paper re-
views available names for recently defined ecotypes of reindeer and caribou in compliance with ICZN 
rules for zoological nomenclature.
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Introduction

Eighteen Rangifer species or subspecies have been named in North America; 31 in 
Europe and Asia (Fig. 1; see Suppl. material 1: Synonymy). The Mammal Diversity 
Database, a digital, publicly accessible, and regularly updated list of all mammalian 
species (Burgin et al. 2018), lists 51 synonyms of Rangifer tarandus L., 1758. Although 
many were unjustified by evolving standards and definitions of species (e.g., Mayr 
1963; Masters and Spencer 1989; Nixon and Wheeler 1990), the DNA revolution 
has revealed diversity at the species and subspecies levels that is not reflected in 
current classifications.
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Rangifer species and subspecies are called reindeer in Eurasia and caribou in North 
America. As species concepts evolved, Ellerman and Morrison-Scott (1951) lumped all 
of the Eurasian species into one and implied the same for North America by giving the 
distribution of Rangifer tarandus as “Arctic regions of Old and New Worlds … Arctic 
regions of North America, Greenland included.” Banfield (1961) accepted this for the 
species and further lumped subspecies, leaving just four in Canada or six, counting 
the extinct Dawson caribou of Haida Gwai and the introduced Eurasian reindeer. 
Banfield reduced the caribou of Alaska and Yukon, which formerly had six species or 
subspecies (Fig. 2), to one subspecies, R. t. granti. Now even granti is gone, subsumed 
into groenlandicus.

McTaggert Cowan (1962) objected immediately, finding that Banfield (1961), 
having lumped valid subspecies into one another but still needing to distinguish obvi-
ously different kinds of caribou, created a sub-subspecific category, “demes”, a concept 
not applicable in this context; had used inappropriate statistical methods to summarise 
and compare morphological data to define subspecies and “demes”; did not provide 
quantitative characteristics differentiating between adjoining subspecies or demes; 
failed to show how the “graphs and tables … support …the conclusions drawn”; and 
even “exceeded his quota” on spelling and grammar mistakes.

Many ungulate taxonomists (e.g., Corbet 1978; Gauthier and Farnell 1986; Groves 
and Grubb 1987, 2011; Geist 1998, 2007; Mallory and Hillis 1998; Couturier et al. 
2010) agreed that Banfield’s (1961) scheme did not reflect subspecies diversity based 
on morphological measurements.

Despite clear morphological distinctions and profound ecological and behavioural 
differences, Canadian biologists have felt taxonomically bound by Banfield’s (1961) 

Figure 1. All Rangifer type localities overlaid on WWF terrestrial biomes (Olson et al. 2001).
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inadequate and obsolete classification, perhaps in part because he entrenched it 
further in ‘Mammals of Canada’ (Banfield 1974). Needing, for management and 
conservation, to continue distinguishing these different caribou, Canadian biologists 
began referring to distinctive populations as “ecotypes” (e.g., Nagorsen 1990). 
Since ecotypes are not phylogenetically based, however, they cannot substitute 
for taxonomy.

Not so elsewhere: in their seminal works, ‘Mammalian Species of the World’, 
Wilson and Reeder (2005) followed by Wilson and Mittermeier (2011), revised the 
subspecies under the circumpolar Rangifer tarandus, citing Markov et al. (1994) and 
Geist (2007), to validate three subspecies in North America and eight in Eurasia that 
Banfield (1961) had synonymised.

Molecular analyses are showing how discrete, diagnosable caribou populations dif-
fer from Banfield’s (1961) taxonomy. COSEWIC (2011), noting that Banfield (1961) 
“is out-of-date with respect to current science and does not capture the variability of 
caribou across their range in Canada,” defined 12 “designatable units” (DU: Fig. 2) for 
conservation and management. This designation, an adaptation of “evolutionary sig-
nificant units” (cf. Waples 1995), makes each a “wildlife species” within the meaning 
of the Species at Risk Act, which provides for recognition of intraspecific populations 
(cf. Harding 2020). DUs were based on biological, morphological, ecological and, 
importantly, genetic data; their ranges largely paralleled those of currently accepted or 
previously named subspecies (or species), without naming them as such, and with new 
English names.

The purpose of this paper is to review available Latin and English names for dis-
tinct reindeer and caribou populations identified by molecular data.

Figure 2. COSEWIC designated units of caribou overlain with Rangifer type localities in North America.
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Materials and methods

This review is based on both historic and recent literature. Maps were made using 
ArcMAP GIS layers (ESRI 2004) including the World Wildlife Fund terrestrial biomes 
(Olson et al. 2001). There was no research on live animals.

Results

Caribou evolution

Rangifer originated in the early Pleistocene, a 2+ million-year period of multiple 
glacier advances and retreats. Several named Rangifer fossils in Eurasia and North 
America predate the evolution of Rangifer tarandus sensu lato (Croitor 2018). Rangifer 
constantini Flerov, 1934, for example, was described from late Pleistocene deposits 
throughout central Eurasia. Despite its adaptations for open-landscape grazing, it was 
not adapted to very cold Arctic conditions. Archaeologists distinguish modern tundra 
reindeer from their ancestors, in part, on the basis of the shape of their nasal bones:

“Unlike modern reindeer, the volume of nasal cavity of R. tarandus constantini is 
rather small indicating that the Paleolithic reindeer did not evolve yet adaptations to cold 
air breathing (Flerov 1952). The function of increased nasal cavity is air warming and 
moistening before its entrance to the trachea and lungs. Nasal cavity is correlated with muz-
zle breadth and the maximal volume of nasal cavity is recorded in modern arctic reindeer 
(Croitor 2018).”

The oldest North American Rangifer fossil is from Yukon, 1.6 million years before 
present (BP) (Harington 2011). A fossil skull fragment from Süßenborn, Germany, 
R. arcticus stadelmanni Kahlke, 1963, with “rather thin and cylinder-shaped” (Kahlke 
1963) antlers (this refers to a fundamental difference between “arcticus-type” and wood-
land caribou antlers, which are flattened in cross-section), dated to the middle Pleisto-
cene (Günz) period, 680,000 to 620,000 BP (Croitor 2010). Rangifer fossils become 
increasingly frequent in circumpolar deposits beginning with the Riss glaciations (Ban-
field 1961), the second youngest of the Pleistocene epoch, roughly 300,000–130,000 
BP. By the 4-Würm period (110,000–70,000 to 12,000–10,000 BP) its European range 
was extensive (Kurtén 1968), supplying a major food source for prehistoric Europeans.

Geist (1998) notes that European prehistoric cave paintings represent both tundra 
and forest forms, the latter either R. t. fennicus or R. t. angustirostris, an eastern Sibe-
rian forest form (Fig. 3). DNA analysis showed that people independently domesti-
cated reindeer at least twice, both from tundra forms after the last glacial maximum 
(LGM), in Fennoscandia and western Russia, and possibly also eastern Russia (Røed et 
al. 2008; Weldenegodguad et al. 2020).
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North American fossils outside of Beringia that predate the LGM are of Ran-
cholabrean age (240,000–11,000 years BP) and occur along the fringes of the Rocky 
Mountain and Laurentide ice sheets as far south as northern Alabama; and in Sanga-
monian deposits (~ 100,000 years BP) from western Canada (Geist 1998 and refer-
ences therein).

Subspecies and ecotypes

Rangifer tarandus subspecies accepted by the American Society of Mammologists and 
referenced to Wilson and Mittermeier (2011) are: Eurasia (Fig. 3): tarandus, buskensis, 
fennicus, pearsoni, phylarchus, platyrhynchus and sibiricus; and North America (Fig. 2): 
caboti, caribou, dawsoni, groenlandicus, osborni, pearyi, and terraenovae. Authorities of 
all taxa cited in the text are given in Suppl. material 1: Synonymy.

Europe

Russian scholars (e.g., Kharzinova et al. 2018; Mizin et al. 2018; Rozhkov et al. 
2020; Vasilchenko et al. 2020) recognise 4–8 subspecies within Russia (Fig. 3): those 
mentioned above plus angustirostris. Of these, fennicus, valentinae, angustrostris, and 
phylarchus are forest reindeer and are larger, longer-legged, and darker and have shorter, 
heavier, and more branched antlers than tundra reindeer (Baskin 1986; Rozhkov et 
al. 2020). Although Wilson and Reeder (2005), followed by Wilson and Mittermeier 
(2011), chose R. t. buskensis Millais, 1915, as a senior synonym for R. t. valentinae, 
Millais (1915a) is not a valid taxonomic authority (see Discussion).

Eurasian Tundra reindeer

Because of Banfield’s (1961) lumping, Western scholars have often not distinguished 
between true R. t. tarandus of the western European mountains, and the far more wide-
spread R. t. sibiricus. For this reason, papers on genetic diversity must be read carefully 
to determine the provenance of the specimens.

Although Eurasian tundra reindeer and North American barren-ground caribou 
are distinguishable by different allele frequencies at several loci, they have low genetic 
differentiation (Cronin et al. 2005). They have diagnostically different pelage patterns 
and other morphological differences (see Geist 1998 for descriptions).

The “mountain reindeer” of Norway (and formerly Sweden and Finland) are tun-
dra reindeer (R. t. tarandus) that have adapted to high-elevation alpine tundra with 
snow characteristics similar to Arctic tundra: hard-packed, shallow snow that they can 
paw through to reach terrestrial lichens. The haplotype composition of reindeer from 
southern Norway is similar to, but “substantially genetically different from” that of 
the tundra reindeer from western Russia, R. t. sibiricus (von Schreber, 1784) (Barano-
va et al. 2012).
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Rangifer t. sibiricus includes 19 herds, named for their calving grounds, from Arkhan-
gelsk in European Russia to Chukotka, Siberia (Mizin 2018; Rozhkov et al. 2020). 
Although domestic reindeer descended from tundra types, there is a “clear genetic dif-
ferentiation between domestic and wild reindeer populations” with ~ 6% introgression 
by wild reindeer into domestic clades and none the other way (Kharzinova et al. 2018; 
Rozhkov et al. 2020). There is little genetic difference among wild tundra populations 
of R. t. sibiricus in Taymyr, northern Yakutia, and Chukotka (Kharzinova et al. 2018).

Based on mtDNA, wild reindeer in Genhe, north of the Greater Khingan Moun-
tains in Heiliongjiang, China (Temperate Coniferous Forest zone, Fig. 3), are of Berin-
gian-Eurasian lineage semi-domesticated by the Ewenki people that lost their migrato-
ry habits, not forest reindeer as previously supposed (Wang et al. 2019; Ju et al. 2020).

Svalbard reindeer

Despite Lydekker’s (1915) attempt to bring it under R. tarandus, Sokolov (1937, 1963) 
insisted that its skull shape, especially the rostrum, and the dentition, were different 
enough to maintain R. platyrhynchus Lönnberg, 1909 as a species. Svalbard (and the 
extinct east Greenland and Peary’s) caribou derived from ancient Beringian-Eurasian 
pre-glacial populations, based on shared mtDNA haplotypes, but evolved in separate 
refugia during the LGM (Flagstad and Røed 2003; Kvie et al. 2016). Svalbard reindeer 
(with West Greenland caribou; see below) are the most genetically distinct of all Rangifer 
subspecies (average genetic differentiation [Fixation Index, FST] 41% to all other reindeer 
and caribou); they are not, however, closely related to each other, with a 69% genetic 
differentiation between them (Yannic et al. 2013). The large genetic differentiation 
qualifies Svalbard reindeer as R. platyrhynchus Lönnberg, 1909 (Miller  1912a).

Figure 3. Rangifer type localities in Eurasia overlaid on WWF terrestrial biomes (Olson et al. 2001).
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Russian Arctic archipelago

Based on mtDNA control region sequences, reindeer of the High Arctic archipelagos 
of Franz Josef Land and Novaya Zemlya, R. t. pearsoni Lydekker, 1902, descended 
from wild tundra reindeer from the Eurasian mainland after the LGM, but before 
humans could have brought domesticated reindeer (Kvie et al. 2016). Reindeer occu-
pied Franz Josef Land briefly, having migrated there after the Holocene climatic opti-
mum (~ 6,000–4,500 years ago) when the climate again became colder and the sea‐ice 
more persistent, and became extinct historically (Mizin et al. 2018). Novaya Zemlya 
reindeer occupied the island only 7,000–5,000 years ago and were described by their 
distinctive phenotypical appearance (Lydekker 1902); however, today’s population is 
mostly feral domestic reindeer, the endemic R. t. pearsoni having either not survived 
or the few remaining individuals mixed with domestic reindeer (Mizin et al. 2018 and 
references therein).

Kamchatka reindeer

The Okhotsk or Kamchatka reindeer, R. t. phylarchus Hollister, 1912, has pelage 
patterns and antler formation more like Canadian barren-ground caribou than 
other Eurasian subspecies, prompting Geist (1998) to conclude that, “This is no 
reindeer, but a caribou.” It probably dispersed from Beringia in the late Pleistocene 
in a “second radiation into Siberia”, after Canadian and Eurasian forms had evolved 
distinctive patterns and adaptations (Geist 1998). Rozhkov et al. (2020) showed 
that wild reindeer from Kamchatka cluster separately from those living west of the 
Sea of Okhotsk, which are indistinguishable genetically from the Jano-Indigirka, 
East-Siberian taiga, and Chukotka populations of R. t. sibiricus (von Schreber, 
1784). The range of Kamchatka reindeer therefore should be restricted to the 
Kamchatka Peninsula.

Forest reindeer

Finnish or European forest reindeer, R. t. fennicus Lönnberg, 1909, was described 
from Finnish Lapland (Fig. 3). Ellerman and Morrison-Scott (1951) synonymised it 
with the Kerelian forest reindeer R. t. silvicola Hilzheimer, 1936 and Siberian forest 
forms R. t. transuralensis Hilzheimer, 1936, R. t. dichotomus Hilzheimer 1936, and 
R. t. angustirostris Flerov, 1932 as junior synonyms. That it is considerably larger than 
R. t. tarandus “can hardly be due to nutritional factors alone”; it also has:

“significantly longer legs...[that] are an important adaptation to taiga conditions, where 
the snow cover is usually deep and soft. The mountain types [R. t. tarandus in Norway] 
have evolved in areas with hard-packed tundra snow, and consequently the semi-domestic 
reindeer have difficulty surviving in coniferous forests, especially in winters with deep, soft 
snow (Nieminen and Helle 1980).”
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Rangifer t. fennicus has statistically significant cranial differences from tundra rein-
deer, particularly its arched nasal bones (flattened in tundra reindeer: Banfield 1961). 
Its antlers are “…reminiscent of barren-ground antlers, but with oval beams and a bez 
tine set well above the brow tine…shaped like tundra-type antlers but more massive 
and show some palmation” (Geist 1998). Its pelage pattern is similar (see Geist 1998 
for descriptions).

Rangifer t. fennicus evolved in isolation from the tundra type in a separate western 
European refugium and adapted to forest environments; it shares no mtDNA haplo-
types with any North American caribou (Flagstad and Røed 2003; Røed 2005).

Between wild tundra and taiga reindeer (subspecies not stated; presumably 
R. t. fennicus sensu lato) pairwise FST values, using a “genome-wide bovine SNP geno-
typing array”, averaged 3.8%–9.4%, “consistent with their morphological and eco-
logical differences” (Kharzinova et al. 2018). Weldenegodguad et al. (2020), based 
on microsatellites, also found that Finnish reindeer clustered separately from all other 
ecotypes (Eurasia tundra, Alaska, and Svalbard). Genetic distances (see Suppl. material 
2: Genetic distance) and differences in morphology and ecology between fennicus and 
tarandus suggest that the former should be returned to full species status, with subspe-
cies R. fennicus fennicus, R. f. valentinae, and possibly R. f. angustirostris.

Rangifer t. angustirostris, the East Siberian forest reindeer, currently numbers ~ 
1,000 animals, distributed east of Lake Baikal (Mizin 2018). Its status, whether more 
allied to fennicus than to sibiricus, is best “left in doubt until data on its genetics be-
come available” (Rozhkov et al. 2020).

Croitor (2010) hypothesised that R. t. fennicus evolved from Cervus geuttardi Des-
marest, 1822, a reindeer that adapted to forest habitats in western Europe as forests 
expanded during an interglacial period before the LGM (the Würmian or Weichsel 
glaciation); geuttardi was later replaced by R. constantini, a more evolved tundra form 
(cf. Baranova et al. 2016), in a second immigration 19,000–20,000 years ago when 
the LGM turned its forest habitats into tundra, while fennicus survived in isolation 
in south-western Europe. If correct, fennicus does not share a common ancestor with 
R. tarandus and cannot be conspecific. Its name would be Rangifer fennicus Lönnberg 
(Miller 1912a).

Wild reindeer from Murmansk/Kola Peninsula are forest reindeer, R. t. fennicus, 
sharing a clade with those from Karelia and Arkhangelsk; these share two haplotypes 
with domestic reindeer from the same regions, but show only a low incidence of hy-
bridisation, indicating ancient introgression (Baranova et al. 2016; Korolev et al. 2017; 
Vasilchenko et al. 2020).

The Altai-Sayan forest reindeer (Rangifer tarandus valentinae Flerov, 1933) is a 
montane form whose ecology parallels that of British Columbia’s mountain caribou (see 
below). It migrates altitudinally in dense coniferous forests at elevations of 400–1,500 
m, where snow cover is 130–250 cm, and forages arboreal lichens in winter (Baskin 
1986). Its mating system also is similar to that of British Columbia mountain cari-
bou: males guard 3–5 females during rutting season and calving is dispersed in alpine 
habitats (Shaposhnikov 1955, cited by Sobansky 1976). It has a unique mitochondrial 
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genome and shows no signs of introgression of domestic reindeer mtDNA (Vasilchen-
ko et al. 2020). Its genetic differentiation (using a genome-wide genotyping array to 
compare single nucleotide polymorphism, SNP, markers) from three populations of 
putative R. t. sibiricus is FST = 3.1%–3.5% (Kharzinova et al. 2018). See Geist (1998) 
for descriptions of pelage patterns.

Interestingly, the two forest forms, fennicus and valentinae, cluster together as sister 
clades, based on mtDNA haplotypes, even though separated by 3,800 km and with 
the East European Taiga population of sibiricus between them; and these two form a 
sister clade with a Siberian taiga population of sibiricus to the exclusion of tarandus, 
pearsoni, and phylarchus (Rozhkov et al. 2020). This qualifies them as R. fennicus 
valentinae. Davydov et al. (2007) also united valentinae with fennicus as closely-related 
subspecies that clustered apart from tundra and Arctic island forms in Eurasia and 
North America.

North America

Early genetic analyses showed two major lineages of caribou in North America: migra-
tory barren-ground caribou, whose ancestors survived the LGM in Beringia, that calve 
on the tundra and migrate in winter to boreal forest; and a non-migratory, exclusively 
forest clade whose ancestors persisted south of the ice-sheets that covered northern 
North America and the western cordillera (Courtois et al. 2003; Flagstad and Røed 
2003; Zittlau 2004; Cronin et al. 2005). COSEWIC (2011) and others refer to these 
as the BEL (Beringian-Eurasian) and NAL (North American) lineages, respectively.

Currently recognised Canadian BEL barren-ground caribou subspecies are 
R.  t.  groenlandicus sensu lato of the mainland tundra, R. t. caboti of Labrador, 
R. t. osborni of the northern cordillera, R. t. pearyi of the High Arctic, and the extinct 
insular R. t. dawsoni (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011). However, Banfield (1961) erred, 
both in failing to recognise the species-level separation of R. tarandus from R. arcticus, 
and in assigning the subspecies name groenlandicus to mainland barren-ground caribou, 
as discussed below. Its proper name is R. arcticus Richardson, 1829 (Allen 1942).

Western montane ecotypes

All three western montane ecotypes (Osborn’s caribou, Rocky Mountain caribou and 
Selkirk caribou: Fig. 2) are of BEL ancestry, but are deeply divergent genetically and 
ecologically, having split from barren-ground caribou some 60,550 years ago in the 
Illinois-Wisconsin interglacial; each is a different combination of separate BEL lineages 
(Klütsch et al. 2012; Polfus et al. 2017; Taylor et al. 2021).

The “southern group of the Southern Mountain population of Woodland caribou”, 
R. tarandus caribou (cf. COSEWIC 2014) was originally described as the Mountain 
or Selkirk caribou, R. montanus Seton-Thompson, 1899; the Central Mountain popu-
lation was Rocky Mountain caribou, R. fortidens Hollister, 1912; and the Northern 
Mountain population was Osborn’s caribou, R. osborni Allen, 1902. These scientists 
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distinguished the three mountain types based on quantitative differences in dentition, 
skeletal and antler measurements, pelage colour and size, as well as ecology.

Anderson (1946) concurred with Jacobi (1931) in retaining the subspecies desig-
nations of all three western montane ecotypes under Arctic caribou: R. arcticus osborni, 
R. arcticus montanus, and R. arcticus fortidens.

When Ellerman and Morrison-Scott (1951) revised Rangifer into a single species, 
the Eurasian name, R. tarandus taking priority, Selkirk caribou became R. t. montanus, 
and Osborn’s caribou, R. t. osborni (McTaggart Cowan and Guiguet 1956). Significant-
ly, although Banfield (1961) acknowledged that his measurements showed Osborn’s 
and Selkirk caribou as morphologically separate from each other and from barren-
ground caribou and woodland caribou, he still lumped them with R. t. caribou Gmelin, 
1788. Nagorsen (1990), then Curator of Mammals at the Royal British Columbia 
Museum, objected: “...these two morphs [Mountain and Osborn’s] exhibit some dif-
ferences in size, antler morphology and pelage colour… a modern study of geographic 
variation … is needed to resolve the systematics of woodland-mountain caribou”.

Geist (1991) maintained the separation of montanus from osborni on the basis of 
size, pelage patters and colour, montanus being smaller and darker. Osborn’s caribou, 
currently recognised as R. t. osborni (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011), therefore reverts 
to R. a. osborni Jacobi (1931).

Serrouya et al. (2012), Harding et al. (2020) and others called the Selkirk caribou 
“deep-snow mountain caribou”, because, uniquely, they winter high on the mountains 
where they walk on top of a 2–5 m deep snowpack to forage arboreal lichens. The 
name, Rangifer arcticus montanus Seton-Thompson, 1899 (Jacobi 1931) is available; or 
Rangifer montanus Seton-Thompson, 1899, as Murie (1935) insisted and as its genetic 
distance from others (see above and Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance) suggests.

Rocky Mountain caribou, or the Central Mountain population DU8 per COSE-
WIC (2011), occupy the east slope of the Rocky Mountains (Fig. 2) where the continen-
tal climate results in light, shallow snow in which they forage terrestrial lichens in winter. 
They average 55 km horizontal migration to forested winter ranges, a little less than 
Osborn’s caribou and far more than “sedentary” boreal woodland caribou (Theoret et al. 
2022). They are mountain caribou that have hybridised in ancient times with woodland 
caribou, with which they share haplotypes (McDevitt et al. 2009; Taylor et al. 2021). 
The name R. a. fortidens Hollister, 1912 (Jacobi 1931) is available and appropriate.

Haida Gwai

A caribou antler from Haida Gwaii, British Columbia was dated to ~ 43,200 years BP in 
the mid-Wisconsin Olympia Interglacial (Mathewes et al. 2019). More recent (4,000–
6,000 BP) bones of the extinct, insular Dawson caribou, originally R. dawsoni Seton-
Thompson, 1900, were similar to barren-ground caribou but smaller, evidence of island 
dwarfism (Byun et al. 2002 and references therein). Evidently, they evolved in a coastal 
refugium after the LGM when rising sea levels isolated them. Byun et al. (2002), using 
molecular and ancient DNA techniques, were able to sequence a short fragment of the 
mtDNA from remains of Dawson caribou. Their results allied them phylogenetically 
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with the caribou on the adjacent mainland (which at the time were thought to be R. 
t. caribou, but which are now known to be BEL lineage R. a. osborni) and a little less 
closely to Alaska barren-ground caribou (see Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance).

Alaska-Yukon

In Alaska, of 13–32 caribou herds that have been recognised, including four that over-
lap with Yukon (Hemming 1971; Valkenburg 1998), four (Porcupine, Central Arctic, 
Teshekpuk, and Western Arctic) are small, phenotypically barren-ground caribou with 
long migrations and aggregated, tundra calving grounds (Prichard et al. 2020), while 
a fifth (Steese-Fortymile) is intermediate in form and behaviour (Hemming 1971; 
Gauthier and Farnell 1986; Valkenburg 1998; Mager et al. 2014).

Allen (1902) described Grant’s caribou, R. granti Allen, 1902, of the Alaska Pen-
insula and archipelago (Fig. 2), noting that it was “not closely related to R. stonei of 
the Kenai Peninsula, from which it differs not only in its very much smaller size, but 
in important cranial characters and in [pale] coloration.” It remained a species or sub-
species (see Suppl. material 1: Synonymy) until Banfield (1961) erroneously brought 
all other Alaska caribou under it as junior synonyms, thus expanding its range to the 
whole state and northern Yukon. Youngman (1975) began a trend to replace granti 
with R. t. groenlandicus sensu lato. Because Geist (1998) could find no morphological 
features to distinguish Alaskan from Canadian barren-ground caribou, granti was not 
accepted by Wilson and Reeder (2005) and Wilson and Mittermeier (2011). Caribou 
geneticists agree that they are barely distinguishable (e.g., Cronin et al. 2005; Yannic et 
al. 2018). As originally described, however, granti survives (see below).

Murie (1935) brought Rangifer excelsifrons Hollister, 1912, Rangifer mcguirei Fig-
gins, 1919, and Rangifer ogilviensis Millais, 1915, under R. stonei Allen, 1901 (Fig. 2). 
Stone’s caribou was said to range from the Kenai and Alaska Peninsulas to western 
Yukon “and more sparingly to the eastward” (Murie 1935): a large, dark caribou with 
a well-developed white fringe on the throat and “antlers large and rangy, of the arcticus 
type, but heavier”. The former R. ogilviensis (Millais, 1915b) is the Porcupine Herd 
(named for a river that flows from Yukon into Alaska) of barren-ground caribou that 
winters mainly in the Ogilvie Mountains, Yukon, and calves on the Alaska-Yukon 
coastal plain. Their migratory, rutting and calving-aggregation behaviours and small 
size (consistently smaller than mountain caribou to the south and west: Gauthier and 
Farnell 1986) reveal their barren-ground identity.

In Alaska, some two dozen herds are genetically, morphologically (larger and dark-
er than barren-ground caribou: Gauthier and Farnell 1986) and ecologically similar to 
the western Canada montane forms (Mager et al. 2014 sampled 20 of the 26 currently 
recognised herds). Nevertheless, they clustered clearly into two groups at K = 2, one 
of which encloses the Alaska Peninsula type locality of R. granti (Fig. 2). Colson et al. 
(2014) found a lack of dispersal or introgression from adjacent ecotypes, suggesting 
reproductive isolation of the Alaska Peninsula/archipelago cluster. Yannic et al. (2018) 
confirmed the genetic distinctiveness of this ecotype, which had been previously found 
to differ morphologically as well (cf. Murie 1935; see Suppl. material 1: Synonymy). 
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Thus, R. a. granti is rediscovered, its range restricted (as originally: Allen 1902) to the 
Alaska Peninsula and archipelago.

At K = 4, six “mainland” (i.e., not peninsula/island) herds, all geographically small, 
isolated mountain herds, “appeared relatively discrete with > 0.50 population assign-
ment to one cluster, rather than several [and] had high pairwise differentiation” (Mager 
et al. 2014). One of these, the Chisana herd, which spans the Alaska-Yukon border, 
contains the type locality (Fig. 2) of Rangifer mcguirei Figgins, 1919. Figgins (1919) 
found differences, which he thought sufficient to name a new species, in the pelage, 
cranial and dental features, and antler formation of six specimens of Chisana caribou, 
compared to the same morphological characters in osborni and stonei. Murie (1935), 
followed by Anderson (1946), synonymised mcguirei with stonei because “No part of 
the original description would distinguish the type specimen from R. arcticus stonei. 
Furthermore, the type locality lies squarely in the path of migration of the large herd 
of stonei, the principal herd of Alaska-Yukon caribou, at a point where hundreds of 
thousands pass through each year during the rutting season.”

This reasoning is flawed because none of these mountain herds migrate long dis-
tances: rather, each migrates altitudinally if at all (most winter in alpine tundra where 
wind clears snow from the terrestrial lichens) and maintains separate alpine rutting 
and calving areas. Murie (1935) no doubt had observed the Steese-Fortymile herd on 
migration. Nevertheless, Osgood (1909) and Murie (1935) were prescient in bringing 
all of these under R. arcticus.

Likewise, 16 southern Yukon and northern British Columbia herds, 15 of them 
currently identified as R. t. osborni, clustered into four groups based on microsatellite 
DNA analysis and three based on mtDNA (Kuhn et al. 2010). Haplotypes of the mi-
gratory Steese-Fortymile herd (the others are sedentary), were spread throughout the 
others, suggesting it as ancestral to all with perhaps occasional introgression.

The clustering pattern described above (Kuhn et al. 2010; Mager et al. 2014) argues 
for restoring the subspecies name, R. a. stonei Allen 1901 (Murie 1935), to Chisana 
and all other interior Alaska mountain caribou that cluster together and apart from 
osborni, granti sensu stricto, and Alaskan barren-ground caribou, including Steese-For-
tymile, as subspecies of R. arcticus. This is another case of the pre-Banfield taxonomy 
being confirmed by genetic data.

Introductions of R. t. tarandus sensu lato and R. t. sibiricus into Alaska and thence 
to Nunavut were detailed by Anderson (1946). Some interbreeding between reindeer 
and wild caribou in Alaska has been documented, but with very little introgression in 
either direction, probably because of low fitness of hybrid animals in the wild; relative-
ly little crossbreeding has been observed when the two have been in captivity together 
(Cronin et al. 2006).

Barren-ground Caribou

Banfield (1961) unjustifiably renamed R. arcticus as R. t. groenlandicus (see below). 
It has seven recognised herds on mainland Canada, defined by calving grounds, and 
extends into Alaska. Barren-ground caribou are smaller and paler than woodland 
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caribou, but have longer, thinner antlers that, in males, sweep back, up and forward, 
main beams reaching > 135 cm with multiple tines at the top, often palmated (see 
Geist 1998 for diagnostic features). Its beams are round in cross-section vs. flattened 
in woodland caribou.

Anderson (1913) described the migration of the Dolphin and Union herd, DU2 
(Fig. 2), across Dolphin and Union Straits from Victoria Island to the mainland and 
back. He also briefly described its diagnostic pelage pattern and cranial morphology 
(e.g., “...The heads of these Caribou appeared to be much shorter than those of the 
Great Bear Lake Caribou, with a noticeable fullness or convexity between forehead and 
nose”). He intended to name a new form of caribou and to select a type specimen 
from among the 84 he collected in 1911 and sent to the American Museum of Natural 
History; any of mature males AMNH 34431, 34432, and 34435 would be a suitable 
holotype. He also sent 24 to what is now the Canadian Museum of Nature, but never 
completed a formal report of his second (1913–1916) expedition (Anderson 1917). 
Thomas and Everson (1982) later confirmed its unique skeletal features quantitatively. It 
was long thought to be either a race of Peary caribou or a hybrid between Peary and bar-
ren-ground caribou (e.g., Manning 1960) until genetic and other data showed it to be 
a distinct race of barren-ground caribou (Zittlau 2003; COSEWIC 2004, 2017). Since 
it was never formally described, there is no available subspecies name for this ecotype.

The High Arctic

Peary’s caribou, R. t. pearyi, of the Arctic Archipelago except for Baffin Island 
(Fig. 2), is “clearly most genetically similar to the Canadian barren-ground caribou 
(R.  t.  groenlandicus) from North West Territories … suggesting common origin of 
the ancestors of these populations” (Røed 2005). Peary caribou diverged from barren-
ground caribou 96,000–185,000 BP and evolved in isolation through two glacial 
cycles (Klütsch et al. 2017). COSEWIC (2004) restricted its distribution to the High 
Arctic islands and the Boothia Peninsula, except for most of Victoria Island, based on 
Harding (2003) and Zittlau (2003). A BEL lineage, it is DU1 (COSEWIC 2011).

Baffin Island

Baffin Island caribou comprise insular populations that are geographically and geneti-
cally disjunct from both mainland barren-ground and Peary caribou (Fig. 2). It differs 
from the mainland barren-ground caribou in lacking large-scale migrations and with 
calving being dispersed rather than aggregated (Jenkins et al. 2012). Its genetic dif-
ferentiation (pairwise FST based on 16 microsatellite loci) “is evidence of evolutionary 
significance and points to Baffin Island caribou as a candidate for consideration as a 
DU” (Jenkins et al. 2018).The most common allele in Baffin Island caribou is absent 
or occurs in very low frequencies in other barren-ground caribou populations includ-
ing the nearby Beverly herd on the adjacent mainland; likewise, the Beverly herd has 
eight alleles that are absent from the Baffin Island samples, indicating “a large genetic 
distance” between them (gel electrophoresis: Røed et al. 1991). Baffin Island caribou 
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share one haplotype (C10) with those in Labrador and two each with Dolphin and 
Union and Bluenose herds of barren-ground caribou (Cronin et al. 2005). The genetic 
distances (see Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance) and other data suggest at least a 
subspecies. There is no available name for a Baffin subspecies.

Greenland

Small, pearyi-sized caribou occupied the ice-free parts of Greenland in the Illinoian-
Wisconsin interglacial and through the LGM and early Holocene (Meldgaard 1986). 
Degerbøl (1957) described R. t. eogroenlandicus, which became extinct ~ 1900, from a 
relict enclave in north-eastern Greenland (Fig. 2). However, Bennike (1988), compar-
ing bones and noting that Peary caribou have been documented crossing Nares Strait 
to Greenland, doubted that pearyi and eogroenlandicus were subspecifically distinct. 
That Peary caribou shared certain mtDNA haplotypes and morphological similarities 
with it (Kvie et al. 2016) casts further doubt on the validity of R. t. eogroenlandicus.

The larger West Greenland caribou is problematic. It is darker than typical arcticus 
and much darker than pearyi, resembling woodland caribou in its dark-brown body, 
with neck and ventral area much lighter (Allen 1908). Allen (1908) gives Greenland 
caribou average condylobasal length and upper maxillary tooth row metrics, both 
greater than in mainland arcticus and considerably more than in the “little pearyi”. He 
also notes that antlers of Greenland caribou adult males, although within the range 
of arcticus in total length, are “slenderer, less palmated, and more recurved”. Historic 
and archaeological records show that barren-ground-sized caribou immigrated to West 
Greenland, possibly from Baffin Island via the Davis Strait, in the middle Holocene 
(Meldgaard 1986). However, a reconstruction of glacial retreat and caribou advance 
(Yannic et al. 2013) shows colonisation by NAL lineage caribou more likely.

Greenland caribou, with Svalbard caribou, are the most geographically and geneti-
cally isolated ecotypes among all extant caribou (average fixation index 41%: Yannic 
et al. 2013) based on 16 microsatellite loci. They share low relatedness values with all 
Canadian caribou (Solmundson et al. in press).

The (West) Greenland caribou is neither of the BEL lineage, from which descend 
all Eurasian and Canadian tundra reindeer and caribou, nor the NAL lineage of wood-
land caribou: it clusters outside of the BEL cluster, as do Svalbard reindeer (Yannic et 
al. 2013). Yannic et al. (2018) were unable to include it in their hierarchical analysis 
“because of their high genetic differentiation”. It is best left as Linnaeus (1767) origi-
nally classified it: Rangifer groenlandicus L., 1767 (Miller 1924).

Mackenzie River Valley

Polfus et al. (2017), using nuclear and mtDNA, discovered another distinct “wood-
land” clade in the Northwest Territories between the Mackenzie River and Great Bear 
Lake that descends, not from the NAL lineage as other woodland caribou, but from the 
BEL lineage. They quoted Geist (2007), who, using pelage and antler characteristics 
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and taxonomic inferences, suggested that the mountain and boreal “woodland” caribou 
north of 60° latitude were more likely “splinter populations of barren ground caribou, 
which have adapted to a more sessile life-style, increased in body size, and assumed some 
‘woodland mannerisms’”. Since the best-supported model of Polfus et al. (2017) shows 
descent from R. a. osborni, it should be considered an ecotype of Osborn’s caribou.

Woodland caribou

Gmelin (1788), editing the 13th edition of Linnaeus’ ‘Systema Naturæ’, carried for-
ward Brisson’s (1756) “Le Karibou” as a subspecies, Cervus tarandus γ caribou. Gmelin 
(1788) did not name a type locality. Miller (1912b) and Lydekker (1915) both gave it 
as “Eastern Canada” without attribution. Banfield (1963) later designated a neotype 
and neotype locality at Quebec (City), Province of Quebec, Canada. In Fig. 2, I placed 
the type locality symbol in the middle of the Province of Quebec.

Historically, most Rangifer taxonomists (e.g., Baird 1859; Ross 1861; Allen 1896; 
Lydekker 1898; Miller 1912b) thought the differences from barren-ground caribou 
warranted species status, R. caribou, based on the larger size, darker colour, different 
antlers, and sedentary habits (see Suppl. material 1: Synonymy). Lydekker (1915) de-
scribed woodland caribou antlers as “...stout, flattened, much palmated, and not of ex-
cessive length, one of the brow-tines being much expanded, while the other is simple; 
the bez-tine is also more palmated than in the Scandinavian reindeer.”

Genetic and morphological analyses (e.g., Klütsch et al. 2012; Horn et al. 2018; 
Yannic et al. 2018) have confirmed the woodland caribou’s distinctiveness and diver-
gence from other ecotypes ~ 357,000 BP (Horn et al. 2018). These differences and its 
genetic distance from other ecotypes (see Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance) warrant 
restoration of Rangifer caribou Gmelin, 1788 (Baird 1859).

Three haplogroups of woodland caribou are evidence of isolation in three refugia 
(in the Rocky Mountains, east of the Mississippi, and the Appalachian Mountains) 
during the LGM, giving rise to two clades of boreal woodland caribou east and west 
of a “suture zone” in Manitoba (Klütsch et al. 2012). A fourth, coastal refuge was later 
identified (Wilkerson et al. 2018). Mid-continent clades have a few barren-ground 
haplotypes, arising after the LGM when the latter rutted far enough south to encoun-
ter the former; however, barren-ground caribou do not have woodland caribou haplo-
types (McQuade Smith 2009; Yannic et al. 2018).

COSEWIC (2011), based mainly on molecular data, divided Banfield’s (1961) 
woodland caribou, R. t. caribou, into five Designated Units (Fig. 2): Eastern Migra-
tory DU4, Newfoundland DU5, Boreal DU6, Torngat DU10, and Atlantic-Gaspésie 
DU11, in addition to the three western montane ecotypes discussed above.

Richardson (1829), without specifying a type locality, had described the “western 
woodland caribou”, R. t. sylvestris (Richardson, 1829). He gave its range as west of 
Hudson’s Bay and James Bay in rocky (Precambrian Shield) habitat, west to Lake Su-
perior and Lake Athabasca. In Fig. 2, I placed the type locality symbol approximately 
in the middle of the range given by Richardson (1829). He said:



Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)132

“Contrary to the practice of the Barren-Ground Caribou, the Woodland variety travels 
to the southward in the spring. They cross the Nelson and Severn Rivers [in Manitoba and 
Ontario, respectively] in immense herds in the month of May, pass the summer on the low, 
marshy shores of James’ Bay, and return to the northward, and … retire more inland in the 
month of September.”

Richardson (1829), although one of the greatest Arctic explorers of his era, had 
little experience with caribou south of the Barrenlands. He did not mention having ex-
amined museum specimens back in London, did not figure the animal or give metrics 
supporting its being “much larger than the Barren-Ground Caribou [and] has smaller 
horns” and most of his account of R. t. sylvestris is hearsay. His description of “immense 
herds” in migration precludes its application to woodland caribou.

Serrouya et al. (2012), using microsatellite markers, confirmed earlier conclusions 
(McLoughlin et al. 2004) that the caribou of the woodland ecotype DU6, sampled in 
Alberta north and south of the Peace River, clustered separately and were genetically 
distant from each other (average FST = 5.9% between pairs). Could those north of the 
Peace River be the newly discovered BEL clade of boreal “woodland” caribou in the 
Mackenzie Valley (cf. Polfus et al. 2017)?

Atlantic-Gaspésie caribou

The Atlantic-Gaspésie caribou (Fig. 2), DU11 (COSEWIC 2011), is an isolated mon-
tane ecotype (Pelletier et al. 2019). It is significantly differentiated from Labrador and 
boreal woodland caribou in Québec, FST 10.3%–17.2%, based on microsatellite loci 
(Courtois et al. 2003). Yannic et al. (2018), also based on microsatellite loci, gave its 
average FST from all other Canadian populations as 19%. This and its unique ecology 
(Pelletier et al. 2019; Frenette et al. 2020), warrant at least subspecific distinction. It 
remains unnamed.

Labrador or Ungava caribou

Allen (1914) described the “Barren-ground Caribou of Labrador” from the Ungava 
Peninsula (Fig. 2) as Rangifer arcticus caboti Allen, 1914. Jacobi (1931) and Anderson 
(1946) thought it morphologically distinct enough for species status, R. caboti. Geist 
(1998) considered it a diagnostically “distinct form of barren-ground caribou” with 
antlers of “classical barren-ground form, but with short tines; brow and bez tines very 
close together; antlers usually widely spread”. Loughrey and Kelsall (1970) called it a 
migratory form of woodland caribou, R. c. caboti, and Cronin et al. (2005) confirmed 
that Labrador caribou share mtDNA haplotypes and have similar microsatellite allele 
frequencies to woodland caribou with ancient admixture from barren-ground caribou. 
There has been little recent introgression (Boulet et al. 2007; Klütsch et al. 2016; Tay-
lor et al. 2021). It shares only one haplotype with barren-ground caribou and that is 
from the Baffin Island population (Cronin et al. 2005), itself unique as noted above.
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Even though it is a currently accepted subspecies (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011), 
COSEWIC (2011) renamed it the Eastern Migratory ecotype, DU4 (Fig. 2). COSE-
WIC (2011) also extended its range to the west of Hudson’s Bay and James Bay, based 
on small migratory/aggregated calving populations at the south end of James Bay in 
Ontario and Quebec (Abraham and Thompson 1998; Brown et al. 2003) and west 
into Manitoba (Pond et al. 2016). Genetic evidence supports this extension (Klütsch 
et al. 2016).

COSEWIC (2011) further designated a montane ecotype in the Torngat Moun-
tains as DU12, based on ecological differences from the migratory ecotype (Bergerud 
2000; Boulet et al. 2007; Couturier et al. 2010). Using satellite tracking and micros-
atellite markers, Boulet et al. (2007) found no significant genetic differentiation (pair-
wise FST all ≤ 0.5%) between migratory and montane herds, whereas woodland caribou 
of southern Quebec were significantly differentiated (FST = 1.8%–4.8%). Yannic et 
al. (2016) confirmed the lack of genetic distinction between Torngat and migratory 
Labrador caribou. Labrador caribou are also smaller than Quebec woodland caribou 
(Couturier et al. 2010). Since the Torngat Mountain montane ecotype DU12 is not 
genetically distinct at the subspecies level from other Labrador caribou, it needs no for-
mal description as a subspecies and Allen’s type specimen designation from the Torngat 
Mountains (Fig. 2) remains valid for Labrador caribou, R. c. caboti Allen, 1914.

Newfoundland caribou

By contrast, the “totally different” (Geist 2007) Newfoundland caribou, R. t. terraenovae 
Allen, 1896, currently a valid subspecies (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011; Wilkerson 
et al. 2018), has distinctive pelage and antlers of the “classical ‘woodland form’ but 
of large dimensions and spreading” (Geist 1991). Analysis of mtDNA haplotypes 
confirmed that they are NAL woodland caribou that likely diverged during the LGM 
in a coastal refugium (Cronin et al. 2005; Wilkerson et al. 2018; Yannic et al. 2018). 
The name R. caribou terraenovae Allen, 1896 (Jacobi 1931; Anderson 1946) is available 
and appropriate, given its genetic proximity and phylogenetic descent from other 
woodland caribou.

Discussion

Invalid taxonomies

Some of the writers credited for caribou ecotypes’ first descriptions and names should not 
have been. Although Millais (1915b; 1915a), writing about trophy big game hunting in 
‘The Gun at Home and Abroad’, produced a great travelogue for hunters, it is of little use 
to the taxonomist. He collected no type specimens, designated no type localities, and gave 
little or no description of anything except the horns and antlers. Outram Bangs, a member 
of a Boston nature club, named a couple dozen mammal species in club newsletters and 
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pamphlets, including a two-page leaflet purporting to describe R. terrænovæ (Bangs 1896); 
he did not designate a type locality and his leaflet does not qualify as “published”. John J. 
Audubon was a great artist and an icon of American natural history, but he never saw a cari-
bou, painted wildlife named by others, designated no type localities, and sent no specimens 
to any museum. His and John Bachman’s ‘The Quadrupeds of North America’ (Audubon 
and Bachman 1849), while a wonderful resource for artists and natural historians, does 
not quality as a taxonomic reference. I omit these from the synonymy (Suppl. material 1: 
Synonymy). Because Jacobi (1931) gave the same names to wild and domesticated reindeer 
from the same places, his descriptions of Eurasian Rangifer taxa are unreliable.

What is a subspecies?

Traditional taxonomy, based on measurable morphological differences, usually in den-
tal, cranial and skeletal characters, advanced greatly with the advent of phylogeny, or 
evolutionary history, with its emphasis on derived characters, especially those with 
functional significance. This is still the default paradigm for classifying fossils, except 
in rare cases where ancient DNA can be extracted. Geist (2007) said that Banfield’s 
(1961) principal error was using only skeletal (mainly cranial) metrics that, although 
seemingly objective, vary by age, gender, and condition of the specimens; he advocated 
using “nuptial” characteristics such as pelage colour patterns and antler shape, which 
are sexually selected and vary with mating systems, to diagnose subspecies: “These 
characteristics vary with the age of the males, are minimally affected by environment 
and are best expressed in old males at breeding time… selection for nuptial character-
istics is done through female sexual selection” (Geist 2007).

The visual stimuli of pelage markings that differ by named subspecies (Geist 1998, 
2007) are the “mate recognition system,” a central component of the “recognition con-
cept” of the biological species definition (Patterson 1980). The pelage features that Geist 
(1998) asserts are sexually selected, highly conserved and variable among (but not within) 
subspecies are (1) the patterns of white and dark in the mane, (2) a light neck field that in 
some ecotypes extends onto the withers, (3) white socks or black hooves set off by a white 
band, (4) a light or dark rostrum, (5) a dark and/or a light lateral stripe, (6) a white belly 
that in some forms extents up the flanks and sides, (7) a secondary white rump patch, (8) 
white inside of the hind legs (and in some forms, the front legs) contrasting with brown 
or black frontal leg markings and (9) presence or absence of a light eye-ring.

Mating systems include, besides mate choice, male “fighting behaviour arising from 
a fundamental difference in mate-holding strategies”, female calving strategies, and 
anti-predator strategies (Geist 1991). They contrast markedly among the sedentary, 
dispersed forest types that use harem-holding or harem defence (cf. Hirotani 1989) 
and hide their calves in bogs, to the montane types with vertical migrations that also 
use harem-herding but disperse to calve on mountain ridges; and the tundra types that 
form tending bonds within large mating herds, synchronise calving, and form calf ag-
gregations to minimise wolf predation (e.g., Bergerud 1974; Bergerud and Page 1987; 
Barrette and Vandal 1990; Mallory and Hillis 1998; Brown et al. 2003; Wittmer et al. 
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2006; Holand et al. 2007; Heatta 2009; Hegel et al. 2012; Flasko 2014; MacNearney 
et al. 2016; Weladji et al. 2017).

Butler (1986) showed that the social requirements of caribou females during the rut 
determines the mating strategies of males and, consequently, the form of male antlers.

Although sexually selected features are highly conserved, environment also drives both 
antlers (smaller to avoid entanglement in trees; shape and position of brow tines, “ice 
tines” in European parlance, to facilitate cratering in snow) and pelage (cryptic coloura-
tion: darker in forest, lighter on tundra). Forest reindeer and woodland caribou tend to 
have darker pelage, although the Altai reindeer (see above; Fig. 3), is sand- to red-coloured 
and not as dark as woodland caribou (Geist 1998). Woodland caribou are uniformly dark-
er than barren-ground caribou, besides being up to twice their size. Geist (1991, 1998) 
illustrated the pelage patterns and antler types of mature males of most recognised subspe-
cies: woodland, Newfoundland, Peary, barren-ground, Osborn’s, Labrador caribou, Euro-
pean tundra, and Svalbard reindeer; and he described diagnostic nuptial pelage and antler 
shapes of those that he did not illustrate: European forest, Novaya Zemlya, Siberian tun-
dra, Altai, and Kamchatka reindeer. In considering how genetic data confirms or rejects 
traditional taxonomy, we should not overlook morphological features that have always 
guided diagnosis and that, in any case, remain essential for fossil forms (cf. Croitor 2018).

Genetic distances

There are no generally accepted thresholds of genetic distance to distinguish species 
within a genus or subspecies within a species. Genetic distances comparing mtDNA 
sequences among cervid genera are generally 12%–18% (see Suppl. material 2: Genetic 
distance). Within cervid genera (i.e., between species), genetic distances in mtDNA se-
quences are generally around 3%–6% (e.g., Cronin 2003; Cai et al. 2016; Gutiérrez et al. 
2017) and between subspecies around 1%–3% (e.g., Avise et al. 1998; Cai et al. 2016).

Nuclear microsatellite data give higher genetic distances, e.g., 16%–20% between 
pairs of white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) subspecies (Rosa-Reyna et al. 2012). 
For comparison, genetic distance (Cavalli-Sforza and Edwards 1967) of microsatellite al-
lele frequencies between pairs of Eurasian and North American tundra reindeer and cari-
bou (that is, excluding Svalbard and Fennoscandian reindeer and Greenland and wood-
land caribou) ranged from 27.6% to 32.1% (see Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance).

Genetic differentiation, FST, measures the variance in allele frequency among 
populations and describes the degree of genetic similarity among individuals within 
populations. FST and genetic distance measures are often highly correlated for a set of 
population or species pairs, the former usually being a little higher.

Genetic distances and FST data mentioned herein, and other data given in Suppl. 
material 2: Genetic distance, show that (1) within Rangifer exist populations currently 
identified as subspecies or below (e.g., ecotypes, populations) that are at least as dis-
tinct as species in other taxa, and (2) many previously named subspecies and some 
previously unidentified ecotypes are distinct enough to be recognised as subspecies, or 
even as full species.
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Taxonomic conclusions

The following names are available and should be used for ecotypes and phylogenetic 
clades of Rangifer:

Rangifer groenlandicus

At a microsatellite genetic difference of FST = 44% from all other caribou (Yannic et al. 
2013), the original name, Rangifer groenlandicus Gmelin, 1788 (Baird 1859) as Green-
land caribou, type locality “Greenland”, distribution Greenland, is the appropriate name.

Rangifer platyrhynchus

The Svalbard Reindeer, as different from other Eurasian reindeer as Greenland caribou 
are from other North American caribou, should retain its original name, Rangifer 
platyrhynchus Vrolik, 1829 (Sokolov 1932, 1963).

Rangifer caribou

The genetic difference estimates between woodland caribou and barren-ground cari-
bou, based on mtDNA, range from FST = 33% to > 50% (see Suppl. material 2: Genet-
ic distance); this and lack of shared haplotypes except for minor, ancient introgression 
in some populations, is easily enough to separate them at the species level. Divergence 
time estimates of the split between forest (NAL) and barren-ground (BEL) clades range 
from 135,600 years ago during the penultimate (Illinoian) interstadial (Taylor et al. 
2021) to a pre-Illinoian glacial period 300,000 years ago (Yannic et al. 2013). Moreo-
ver, woodland caribou may descend from extinct species of Rangifer in southern North 
America that never had contact with barren-ground caribou. This would not show 
up in genetic data except that they have unique haplotypes. In addition, they have a 
fundamentally different morphology (body size, antler size and formation including 
flattened vs. round tines, pelage, differences in dentition and in rostral structure), ecol-
ogy, and behaviour. This clearly supports that the woodland caribou should be restored 
to species level, Rangifer caribou Gmelin, 1788 (Baird 1859).

Among R. caribou ecotypes and clades, the pattern of high differentiation of mi-
crosatellite allele frequencies and mtDNA haplotypes (relative to the barren-ground 
clade) results from isolation in at least four glacial refugia south of the ice sheets (Flag-
stad and Røed 2003; Cronin et al. 2005; Wilkerson et al. 2018). This justifies several 
subspecies. The following NAL lineage ecotypes, designated as distinct evolutionary 
units (DU—COSEWIC 2011) have available names:

•	 R. c. caribou Gmelin, 1788. Boreal woodland caribou DU6. Range restricted 
to mostly south of Labrador caribou with some overlap. Currently recognised (Wilson 
and Mittermeier 2011).
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•	 R. c. caboti Allen, 1914 (Loughrey and Kelsall 1970), Labrador or Ungava caribou, 
Eastern Migratory caribou DU4, is currently recognised (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011).

	º The Torngat Mountains montane caribou clade remains a valid ecotype.
•	 R. c. terraenovae Allen, 1896 (Jacobi 1931), Newfoundland caribou DU5. 

Currently recognised (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011).

The Atlantic-Gaspésie ecotype, DU11, is significantly differentiated genetically 
from other populations in Québec and throughout Canada. There is no available name.

Other woodland caribou clades across the boreal forest have considerable genetic 
distinction and may warrant subspecific designation but need more investigation.

Rangifer arcticus

Mainland barren-ground caribou, currently recognised as R. t. groenlandicus (Wilson 
and Mittermeier 2011) is genetically and morphologically distinct from European 
tundra caribou and from woodland caribou. It clusters separately from Eurasian tun-
dra reindeer and has pairwise genetic distances (microsatellite variation: Nei) of 20% 
to wild R. t. tarandus from Norway, but only 5% to Alaskan barren-ground caribou 
(Røed 2005). Cronin et al. (2006), using the Cavalli-Sforza and Edwards formula with 
microsatellite allele frequencies, put the genetic distance between Russian tundra rein-
deer and Canadian barren-ground caribou at 0.310. A microsatellite genetic distance 
of 20% to > 30% suggests specific differences between Eurasian tundra reindeer and 
North American barren-ground caribou.

However, groenlandicus cannot be applied to Canadian barren-ground caribou as a 
species name, as discussed above. Rangifer arcticus Richardson 1829, the first name ap-
plied to North American mainland barren-ground caribou (Ross 1861; Murray 1866) 
is the appropriate name.

Currently-accepted subspecies of Rangifer arcticus:

•	 R. a. arcticus Richardson, 1829, barren-ground caribou, DU3. Currently rec-
ognised as R. t. groenlandicus (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011) but restricted to tundra 
(summer) and boreal forests (winter) of mainland Canada and Alaska.

•	 R. a. pearyi Allen, 1908, Peary caribou, DU1. Currently recognised (Wilson 
and Mittermeier 2011).

•	 † R. a. dawsoni Seton-Thompson, 1899 (Jacobi 1931), the Queen Charlotte Is-
lands caribou, DU12, currently recognised (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011), an arcticus 
subspecies of BEL lineage, as noted above (and see Suppl. material 2: Genetic distance).*

•	 R. a. osborni Allen, 1902 (Murie 1935), Osborn’s caribou, DU7. Currently 
recognised (Wilson and Mittermeier 2011).

	º The unnamed “woodland ecotype” of BEL lineage in the Mackenzie Valley 
(Polfus et al. 2017) warrants recognition as a unique ecotype of R. a. osborni.

*	 † Extinct
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Formerly recognised subspecies of R. arcticus that should be reinstated:

•	 R. a. granti Allen, 1902, Grant’s caribou. Restricted to Alaska Peninsula and 
archipelago, Alaska (Colson et al. 2014; Mager et al. 2014).

•	 R. a. stonei Allen, 1901 (Osgood 1909), Stone’s caribou, is available for interior 
Alaskan mountain caribou as a group that is coherently separable at the subspecies level 
from granti, osborni, and arcticus.

	º R. a. mcguirei Figgins, 1919, Chisana mountain caribou. Original range 
provisionally designated as “the vicinity of the Alaska-Yukon boundary from the base 
of Mt. St. Elias northward” (Figgins 1919), restricted to that mapped by Mager et al. 
(2014). However, Murie (1935) gave good reasons for relegating mcguirei to a junior 
synonym of R. a. stonei.

•	 R. a. fortidens Hollister, 1912 (Jacobi 1931), DU8, Rocky Mountains caribou.
•	 R. a. montanus Seton-Thompson, 1899 (Jacobi 1931), Selkirk or mountain 

caribou, DU9, was formerly assigned to R. arcticus (Jacobi 1931; Anderson 1946), 
which its BEL lineage (see above) shows to have been correct.

Molecular analyses (see above) have revealed distinct subspecific clades of R. arcticus 
that have yet to be described:

•	 Dolphin and Union barren-ground caribou, DU2. Anderson’s (1913) brief, 
informal description of pelage and cranial differences from other barren-ground 
caribou, in view of later quantitative confirmation (e.g., Thomas and Everson 
1982), would seem to warrant the new name of R. arcticus andersoni 1913. AMNH 
M-34433 would be a suitable neotype specimen, type locality “south side of Corona-
tion Gulf ”.

•	 Unnamed Baffin subspecies. Manseau et al. (2019) found it subspecifically distinct 
and Jenkins et al. (2018) recommended a DU designation. There is no available name.

Eurasian Tundra reindeer

Eurasian reindeer diversity is clouded in the English literature because many geneti-
cists labelled their samples as “Rangifer tarandus” whether they were from domestic 
or wild types, or R. t. tarandus, R. t. sibiricus or R. t. fennicus (Western scholars 
seem not to have included R. t. phylarchus, R. t. angustirostris, and R. t. valentinae in 
their samples).

Domestic reindeer, a large, multi-faceted industry throughout Russia and Siberia, 
show little genetic exchange with wild reindeer and their population identities are mu-
tually exclusive (e.g., Røed et al. 2008; Korolev et al. 2017).

•	 R. t. tarandus Trouessart, 1898, mountain reindeer, is restricted to Norway, 
Sweden, Finland and Russia (Murmansk).
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•	 R. t. sibiricus von Schreber, 1784. Siberian reindeer, ranges from Arkhangel-
sk eastwards.

	º If the Taymyr reindeer were to be separated from other Siberian reindeer 
on the basis of its migratory behaviour (Krivoshapkin 2016), as some have recom-
mended (e.g., Michurin 1965; Pavlov et al. 1989), its name would be R. t. taimyrensis 
Michurin, 1965. However, its genetic separation (single-nucleotide polymorphisms, 
SNP) from the Yakutsk population of R. t. sibiricus, > 1,000 km to the east, is only 
FST = 0.5% (Kharzinova et al. 2020).

Forest reindeer

Within Eurasian reindeer (Fig. 3), the most different in size and ecology from R. t. tarandus 
is the Finnish forest reindeer R. t. fennicus. Forest reindeer were probably isolated the 
longest of other forms and their apparent descent from the fossil reindeer Cervus guettardi 
Desmarest, 1820, precludes assignment to R. tarandus. Morphological, ecological, and 
genetic differences suggest R. fennicus Lönnberg, 1909 (Miller 1912a) as the appropriate 
name, with junior synonyms silvicola, transuralensis, and dichotomus (Fig. 3).

Subspecies are:

•	 the Finnish or western European forest reindeer R. fennicus fennicus Lönnberg, 
1909. Range: forested parts of Finland and Murmansk/Kola Peninsula, Karelia, and 
Arkhangelsk in Russia.

•	 the Altai Mountains forest reindeer R. f. valentinae Flerov, 1933 (Sokolov 
1937), its range restricted to the Altai Mountains.

•	 R. t. (f?) angustirostris awaits genetic sampling and phylogenetic analysis.

Acknowledgements

David Huckaby (American Society of Mammologists) provided the stimulus and 
helped frame the scope of this paper. Valerius Geist provided some difficult-to-find 
papers and useful comments as the ideas for this paper developed. Elisa Herrmann 
(Museum für Naturkunde, Berlin) helped with translation of some archaic German 
texts. Spartaco Gippoliti, Karen Mager, Micheline Manseau, Ivan Mizin, Sergey 
Poluektov, Julien Prunier, Viatcheslav Rozhnov, Alexey Shipunov, Kirsten Solmundson, 
Jeff Stephenson, and Rebecca Taylor sent difficult-to-find manuscripts or information. 
Chantal Dussault combed the archives of the Canadian Museum of Nature for me. 
Meredith Hamilton helped with the synonymy. I thank the Canadian Wildlife Service 
for providing COSEWIC Designatable Units shapefiles for ArcMap. The Biodiversity 
Heritage Library (www.biodiversitylibrary.org/) and the Internet Archive (https://
archive.org/) were, as usual, treasure troves of historical books and manuscripts. I 
thank two anonymous reviewers for useful comments.

https://archive.org/
https://archive.org/


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)140

References

Abraham KF, Thompson JE (1998) Defining the Pen Islands caribou herd of southern Hudson 
Bay. Rangifer 10(Special Issue): 33–40. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1439

Allen JA (1896) Description of new North American mammals. Bulletin of the American Mu-
seum of Natural History 8: 233–240. [pls X, XI.]

Allen JA (1902) A new caribou from the Alaska Peninsula. Bulletin of the American Museum 
of Natural History 16: 119–127. http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1666

Allen JA (1908) The Peary caribou (Rangifer pearyi Allen). Bulletin of the American Museum 
of Natural History 24: 487–504. http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1958

Allen GM (1914) The barren-ground caribou of Labrador. Proceedings of the New England 
Zoölogical Club 4: 103–107.

Allen GM (1942) Extinct and vanishing mammals of the Western Hemisphere with the marine 
species of all the oceans. American Committee for International Wildlife Protection Spe-
cial Publication No. 11: 297–322. https://doi.org/10.2307/1374841

Anderson RM (1913) Report on natural history collections of the [Stéfansson-Anderson] expedi-
tion. In: Stefansson V (Ed.) My life with the Eskimo. MacMillan, New York, N.Y., 436–527.

Anderson RM (1917) Recent explorations on the Canadian Arctic coast. Geographical Review 
4(4): 241–266. https://doi.org/10.2307/207437

Anderson RM (1946) Catalogue of Canadian Recent mammals. National Museum of Canada 
Bulletin No. 102, Biological Series 31, Ottawa, Ontario, 238 pp.

Audubon JJ, Bachman J (1849) The Quadrupeds of North America. Vol. 3, George Lockwood, 
New York, N.Y., 348 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.60667

Avise JC, Walker D, Johns GC (1998) Speciation durations and Pleistocene effects on verte-
brate phylogeography. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B, Biological 
Sciences 265(1407): 1707–1712. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0492

Baird SF (1859) Mammals of North America: the description of species based chiefly on the 
collections in the museum of the Smithsonian Institution. J. B. Lippincott, Washington 
D.C., 764 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.69744

Banfield AWF (1961) A revision of the reindeer and caribou, genus Rangifer. National Museum 
of Canada Bulletin 177, Biological Series No. 66, Ottawa, Ontario, 137 pp.

Banfield AWF (1963) A selection of neotypes for subspecies of Rangifer tarandus (Linné) 
(Mammalia-Cervidae). Contributions to Zoology 185: 60–71.

Banfield AWF (1974) Mammals of Canada. University of Toronto Press, Toronto, Ontario, 
438 pp.

Bangs O (1896) Preliminary description of the Newfoundland Caribou. Manuscript, Boston, 
Mass., 2 pp.

Baranova [Бapaнoвa] AI, Kholodova MV, Davydov AV, Rozhkov II (2012) Polymorphism of 
the mtDNA control region in wild reindeer Rangifer tarandus (Mammalia: Artiodactyla) 
from the European part of Russia. Russian Journal of Genetics 48: 939–944. https://doi.
org/10.1134/S1022795412090025

Baranova [Бapaнoвa] AI, Panchenko DV, Kholodova MV, Tirronen KF, Danilov PI (2016) 
Genetic diversity of wild reindeer Rangifer tarandus L. from the eastern part of the Kola 

https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1439
http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1666
http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1958
https://doi.org/10.2307/1374841
https://doi.org/10.2307/207437
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.60667
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0492
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.69744
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1022795412090025
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1022795412090025


Available names for Rangifer 141

Peninsula: Polymorphism of the mtDNA control region. Biology Bulletin 43: 567–572. 
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1062359016060029

Barrette C, Vandal D (1990) Sparring, relative antler size, and assessment in male caribou. 
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology 26(6): 383–387. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF00170894

Baskin [Бacкин] LM (1986) Differences in the ecology and behaviour of reindeer populations 
in the USSR. Rangifer 6: 333–340. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.6.2.667

Bennike O (1988) The Greenland caribou-zoogeography, taxonomy and population dynamics, 
by Morten Meldgaard. Arctic 41(2): 146–147. https://doi.org/10.14430/arctic1984

Bergerud AT (1974) Rutting behaviour of Newfoundland caribou. In: Geist V, Walther F (Eds) 
The behaviour of ungulates and its relation to management. IUCN Publications new series 
No. 24, Calgary, Alberta, 395–435.

Bergerud A (2000) Caribou. In: Demerais S, Krausmann P (Eds) Ecology and management of 
large mammals in North America. Prentice Hall, New Jersey, 658-–693.

Bergerud AT, Page RE (1987) Displacement and dispersion of parturient caribou at calving 
as antipredator tactics. Canadian Journal of Zoology 65(7): 1597–1606. https://doi.
org/10.1139/z87-249

Boulet M, Couturier S, Côte SD, Otto RD, Bernatchez L (2007) Integrative use of spatial, 
genetic, and demographic analyses for investigating genetic connectivity between migratory, 
montane, and sedentary caribou herds. Molecular Ecology 16(20): 4223–4240. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03476.x

Brisson MJ (1756) Le Regnum Animale divisé en IX classes ou méthode contenant la division 
générale des Animaux en IX classes, & la division particulaire des deux premières classes, 
savoir de celle des Quadrupèdes & de celle des Cétacés, en Ordres, Sections, Genres & 
Espèces. Vol. vi. Bausche, Paris/Leiden, 382 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.70840

Brown GS, Mallory FF, Rettie J (2003) Range size and seasonal movement for female wood-
land caribou in the boreal forest of northeastern Ontario. Rangifer Special Issue 23(14): 
227–233. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.23.5.1706

Burgin CJ, Colella JP, Kahn PL, Upham NS (2018) How many species of mammals are there? 
Journal of Mammalogy 99(1): 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyx147

Butler HE (1986) Mating strategies of woodland caribou: Rangifer tarandus caribou. Doctoral 
thesis, Calgary, Alberta: University of Calgary, 565 pp. 

Byun SA, Koop BF, Reimchen TE (2002) Evolution of the Dawson caribou (Rangifer tarandus 
dawsoni). Canadian Journal of Zoology 80(5): 956–960. https://doi.org/10.1139/z02-062

Cai Y, Zhang L, Wang Y, Liu Q, Shui Q, Yue B, Zhang Z, Li J (2016) Identification of deer 
species (Cervidae, Cetartiodactyla) in China using mitochondrial cytochrome c oxidase 
subunit I (mtDNA COI). Mitochondrial DNA. Part A, DNA Mapping, Sequencing, and 
Analysis 27(6): 4240–4243. https://doi.org/10.3109/19401736.2014.1003919

Cavalli-Sforza LL, Edwards AWF (1967) Phylogenetic analysis: Models and estimation proce-
dures. American Journal of Human Genetics 19: 233–257.

Colson KE, Mager KH, Hundertmark KJ (2014) Reindeer introgression and the population 
genetics of caribou in southwestern Alaska. The Journal of Heredity 105(5): 585–596. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esu030

https://doi.org/10.1134/S1062359016060029
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00170894
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00170894
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.6.2.667
https://doi.org/10.14430/arctic1984
https://doi.org/10.1139/z87-249
https://doi.org/10.1139/z87-249
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03476.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03476.x
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.70840
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.23.5.1706
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyx147
https://doi.org/10.1139/z02-062
https://doi.org/10.3109/19401736.2014.1003919
https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esu030


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)142

Corbet GB (1978) The mammals of the Palearctic Region: a taxonomic review. British Museum 
(Natural History) and Cornell University Press, London, U.K. and Ithaca, N.Y., 314 pp.

COSEWIC (2004) COSEWIC assessment and update status report on the Peary caribou 
Rangifer tarandus pearyi and the barren-ground caribou Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus 
(Dolphin and Union population) in Canada. Committee on the Status of Endangered 
Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), Ottawa, Ontario, 91 pp. https://wildlife-species.canada.
ca/species-risk-registry/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_peary_caribou_e.pdf

COSEWIC (2011) Designatable units for caribou (Rangifer tarandus) in Canada. Committee 
on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), Ottawa, Ontario, 88 pp. 
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/

COSEWIC (2014) COSEWIC assessment and status report on the caribou Rangifer tarandus, 
Northern Mountain population, Central Mountain population and Southern Mountain 
population in Canada. Committee on Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSE-
WIC), Ottawa, Ontario, 113 pp. https://wildlife-species.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/
virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_Caribou_Northern_Central_Southern_2014_e.pdf

COSEWIC (2017) COSEWIC assessment and status report on the caribou (Rangifer tarandus) 
Dolphin and Union population in Canada. Committee on the Status of Endangered Wild-
life in Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, 51 pp. http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/

Courtois R, Bernatchez L, Ouellet J-P, Breton L (2003) Significance of caribou (Rangifer 
tarandus) ecotypes from a molecular genetics viewpoint. Conservation Genetics 4(3): 393–
404. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024033500799

Couturier S, Otto RD, Côté SD, Luther G, Mahoney SP (2010) Body size variations in caribou 
ecotypes and relationships with demography. The Journal of Wildlife Management 74(3): 
395–404. https://doi.org/10.2193/2008-384

Croitor R (2010) Preliminary data on reindeer fossils from the Palaeolithic site Rascov-8 (east-
ern Moldova) with remarks on systematics and evolution of Upper Pleistocene reindeer. 
Ştiinţele Naturii 1: 323–330. [CZU: 569.734/.736:902”632/633”(478)]

Croitor R (2018) Plio-Pleistocene deer of Western Palearctic: taxonomy, systematics, phyloge-
ny. Institute of Zoology of the Academy of Sciences of Moldova, Chișinău, 142 pp. https://
hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-01737207

Cronin MA (2003) Research on deer taxonomy and its relevance to management. Ecoscience 
10(4): 432–442. https://doi.org/10.1080/11956860.2003.11682791

Cronin MA, MacNeil MD, Patton JC (2005) Variation in mitochondrial DNA and microsatel-
lite DNA in caribou (Rangifer tarandus) in North America. Journal of Mammalogy 86(3): 
495–505. https://doi.org/10.1644/1545-1542(2005)86[495:VIMDAM]2.0.CO;2

Cronin MA, MacNeil MD, Patton JC (2006) Mitochondrial DNA and microsatellite DNA 
variation in domestic reindeer (Rangifer tarandus tarandus) and relationships with wild 
caribou (Rangifer tarandus granti, Rangifer tarandus groenlandicus, and Rangifer tarandus 
caribou). The Journal of Heredity 97(5): 525–530. https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esl012

Davydov [Давыдов] AV, Kholodova MV, Meshchersky IG, Gruzdev AR, Sipko TV, Kol NV, Tsarev 
SA, Zheleznov-Chukotskii NK, Mirutenko VS, Gubar’ YP, Lin’kov AB, Rozhkov YI (2007) 
Differentiation of wild and domestic forms of reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L.) according to mtD-
NA analysis. Agricultural Biology 6: 48–53. [УДК 6 639.111.4:574.32:577.21] [In Russian]

https://wildlife-species.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_peary_caribou_e.pdf
https://wildlife-species.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_peary_caribou_e.pdf
http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/
https://wildlife-species.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_Caribou_Northern_Central_Southern_2014_e.pdf
https://wildlife-species.canada.ca/species-risk-registry/virtual_sara/files/cosewic/sr_Caribou_Northern_Central_Southern_2014_e.pdf
http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024033500799
https://doi.org/10.2193/2008-384
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-01737207
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-01737207
https://doi.org/10.1080/11956860.2003.11682791
https://doi.org/10.1644/1545-1542(2005)86%5B495:VIMDAM%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esl012


Available names for Rangifer 143

Degerbøl M (1957) The extinct reindeer of East-Greenland: Rangifer tarandus eogroenlandicus, 
subsp. nov.: compared with reindeer from other Arctic regions. Acta Arctica 10: 1–66.

Ellerman JE, Morrison-Scott TCS (1951) Checklist of Palaearctic and Indian mammals, 1758 
to 1946. British Natural History Museum, London, 810 pp.

ESRI (2004) ArcGIS Desktop: Release 9.0. Environmental Systems Research Institute, 
Redlands, California, 265 pp.

Figgins JD (1919) Description of a new species of caribou from the region of the Alaska-Yukon 
boundary. Proceedings of the Colorado Museum of Natural History (Ser 1) 3: 1–5.

Flagstad O, Røed KH (2003) Refugial origins of reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L.) in-
ferred from mitochondrial DNA sequences. Evolution 57(3): 658–670. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01557.x

Flasko A (2014) Sociogenetics: exploring fine-scale social structure of woodland caribou 
(Rangifer tarandus caribou). M.Sc. thesis, Winnipeg, Manitoba: University of Manitoba, 
122 pp. http://hdl.handle.net/1993/23552

Flerov CC (1952) Mammals: Musk deer and deer. In: Fauna of the USSR (Vol. 1, 2, pp. 
222–247). Moscow and Leningrad, USSR: Academy of Sciences.

Frenette J, Pelletier F, St-Laurent M-H (2020) Linking habitat, predators and alternative prey 
to explain recruitment variations of an endangered caribou population. Global Ecology 
and Conservation 22: e00920. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e00920

Gauthier DA, Farnell RF (1986) Comparison of caribou physical characteristics from Yukon 
and neighboring caribou herds. Rangifer 6(Special Issue No. 1): 131–135. https://doi.
org/10.7557/2.6.2.637

Geist V (1991) On an objective definition of subspecies, taxa as legal entities, and its applica-
tion to Rangifer tarandus Lin., 1758. In: Butler CE, Mahoney SP (Eds) Proceedings 4th 
North American Caribou Workshop, 1989. St. John’s, Newfoundland, 1–76.

Geist V (1998) Deer of the world: their evolution, behavior, and ecology. Stackpole Books, 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, 421 pp.

Geist V (2007) Defining subspecies, invalid taxonomic tools, and the fate of the woodland 
caribou. Rangifer 17(Special Issue): 25–28. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.27.4.315

Gmelin JF [Ed.] (1788) Systema Naturae Systema naturae per regna tria naturae: secundum 
classes, ordines, genera, species, cum characteribus, differentiis, synonymis, locis Edn. 13. 
Vol. Tomus I Emanuel Beer, Leipzig, Germany, 500 pp.

Groves CP, Grubb P [Eds] (1987) Relationships of living deer. Vol. Smithsonian Institution 
Press, Washington, DC, 21–59.

Groves C, Grubb P (2011) Ungulate taxonomy. Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 
M.D., 371 pp.

Gutiérrez EE, Helgen KM, McDonough MM, Bauer F, Hawkins M, Escobedo-Morales 
LA, Patterson BD, Maldonado JE (2017) A gene-tree test of the traditional taxonomy 
of American deer: The importance of voucher specimens, geographic data, and dense 
sampling. ZooKeys 697: 87–131. https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.697.15124

Harding LE (2003) Distribution of caribou in North America. In: Strobeck C (Ed.) Cari-
bou Genetics and Relationships Workshop, March 8–9, 2003. Edmonton, Alberta, 
6–22.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01557.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01557.x
http://hdl.handle.net/1993/23552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e00920
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.6.2.637
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.6.2.637
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.27.4.315
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.697.15124


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)144

Harding LE (2020) Which caribou? misnaming caribou population units leads to conserva-
tion errors. Journal of Ecosystems and Management 19: 1–11. https://doi.org/10.22230/
jem.2020v19n1a599

Harding LE, Bourbonnais M, Cook AT, Spribille T, Wagner V, Darimont C (2020) No statis-
tical support for wolf control and maternal penning as conservation measures for endan-
gered mountain caribou. Biodiversity and Conservation 29(9–10): 3051–3060. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10531-020-02008-3

Harington CR (2011) Pleistocene vertebrates of the Yukon Territory. Quaternary Science Re-
views 30(17–18): 2341–2354. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2011.05.020

Heatta MJ (2009) The mating strategy of female Svalbard reindeer (Rangifer tarandus 
platyrhynchus). Master’s thesis, University of Tromsø, Tromsø, Norway, 40 pp. https://hdl.
handle.net/10037/2174

Hegel TM, Verbyla D, Huettmann F, Barboza PS (2012) Spatial synchrony of recruitment 
in mountain-dwelling woodland caribou. Population Ecology 54(1): 19–30. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10144-011-0275-4

Hemming JE (1971) The distribution and movement patterns of caribou in Alaska. Depart-
ment of Fish and Game Technical Bulletin No. 1, Anchorage, 60 pp.

Hirotani A (1989) Social relationships of reindeer Rangifer tarandus during rut: Implica-
tions for female choice. Applied Animal Behaviour Science 24(3): 183–202. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0168-1591(89)90066-X

Holand Ø, Askim KR, Røed KH, Weladji RB, Gjøstein H, Nieminen M (2007) No evidence 
of inbreeding avoidance in a polygynous ungulate: The reindeer (Rangifer tarandus). Biol-
ogy Letters 3(1): 36–39. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2006.0575

Horn R, Marques AJD, Manseau M, Golding B, Klütsch CFC, Abraham K, Wilson PJ (2018) 
Parallel evolution of site-specific changes in divergent caribou lineages. Ecology and Evolu-
tion 8(12): 6053–6064. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4154

Jacobi A (1931) Das rentier: eine zoologische Monographie der Gattung Rangifer. Vol. Ergänzend 
band zu Band 96, Zoologischer Anzeiger, Leipzig, Germany, [32 figs., 36 plates] 204 pp.

Jenkins DA, Goorts J, Lecomte N (2012) Estimating the abundance of South Baffin caribou. 
Department of Environment, Government of Nunavut, a, Pond Inlet, Nunavut, 33 pp. 
https://www.gov.nu.ca

Jenkins DA, Yannic G, Schaefer JA, Conolly J, Lecomte N (2018) Population structure of cari-
bou in an ice-bound archipelago. Diversity & Distributions 24(8): 1092–1108. https://
doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12748

Ju Y, Liu H-m, He J-m, Wang L, Xu J-p, Liu H-t, Dong Y-m, Zhang R-n, Zhao P, Xing 
X-m (2020) Genetic diversity of Aoluguya Reindeer based on D-loop region of mtD-
NA and its conservation implications. Genes 733: 144271. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
gene.2019.144271

Kahlke HD (1963) Rangifer aus den Sanden von Mosbach. Palaontologische Zeitschrift 37(3–
4): 277–282. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02987918

Kharzinova [Xapзинoвa] VR, Dotsev A, Solovieva A, Sergeeva O, Bryzgalov G, Reyer H, 
Wimmers K, Brem G, Zinovieva N (2020) Insight into the current genetic diversity and 

https://doi.org/10.22230/jem.2020v19n1a599
https://doi.org/10.22230/jem.2020v19n1a599
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-020-02008-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-020-02008-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.quascirev.2011.05.020
https://hdl.handle.net/10037/2174
https://hdl.handle.net/10037/2174
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-011-0275-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-011-0275-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-1591(89)90066-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-1591(89)90066-X
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2006.0575
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4154
https://www.gov.nu.ca
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12748
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12748
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gene.2019.144271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gene.2019.144271
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02987918


Available names for Rangifer 145

population structure of domestic Reindeer (Rangifer tarandus) in Russia. Animals 10: 
1–18. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10081309

Kharzinova [Xapзинoвa] VR, Dotsev AV, Deniskova TE, Solovieva AD, Fedorov VI, Layshev 
KA, Romanenko TM, Okhlopkov IM, Wimmers K, Reyer H (2018) Genetic diversity and 
population structure of domestic and wild reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L. 1758): A novel ap-
proach using BovineHD BeadChip. PLoS ONE 13: e0207944. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0207944

Klütsch CF, Micheline M, Wilson PJ (2012) Phylogeographical analysis of mtDNA data indicates 
postglacial expansion from multiple glacial refugia in woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus 
caribou). PLoS ONE 7(12): e52661. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052661

Klütsch CFC, Manseau M, Trim V, Polfus J, Wilson PJ (2016) The eastern migratory caribou: 
The role of genetic introgression in ecotype evolution. Royal Society Open Science 3(2): 
1–13. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150469

Klütsch CFC, Manseau M, Anderson M, Sinkins P, Wilson PJ (2017) Evolutionary reconstruc-
tion supports the presence of a Pleistocene Arctic refugium for a large mammal species. 
Journal of Biogeography 44(12): 2729–2739. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.13090

Korolev [Kopoлeв] A, Mamontov V, Kholodova M, Baranova A, Shadrin D, Poroshin E, 
Efimov V, Kochanov S (2017) Polymorphism of the mtDNA control region in Reindeer 
(Rangifer tarandus) from the mainland of the Northeastern part of European Russia. 
Biology bulletin 44: 882–893. https://doi.org/10.1134/S1062359017080106

Krivoshapkin [Кривошапкин] AA (2016) Migration of wild reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L.) 
of the Taimyr population to the territory of northwestern Yakutia [Миграция диких 
северных оленей (Rangifer tarandus L.) таймырской популяции на территорию 
северо-западной Якутии]. SVFU Bulletin [ВЕСТНИК СВФУ] Biological Sciences 
[Биологические науки] 6: 15–20. [УДК 591.5]

Kuhn TS, McFarlane KA, Groves P, Mooers AØ, Shapiro B (2010) Modern and ancient DNA 
reveal recent partial replacement of caribou in the southwest Yukon. Molecular Ecology 
19(7): 1312–1323. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2010.04565.x

Kurtén B (1968) Pleistocene mammals in Europe. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, London, U.K., 
326 pp.

Kvie KS, Heggenes J, Anderson DG, Kholodova MV, Sipko T, Mizin I, Røed KH (2016) 
Colonizing the high arctic: Mitochondrial DNA reveals common origin of Eurasian 
archipelagic reindeer (Rangifer tarandus). PLoS ONE 11(11): e0165237. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0165237

Linnaeus C (1767) Systema naturae per regna tria naturae, secundum classes, ordines, gen-
era, species, cum characteribus, differentiis, synonymis, locis Editio 12. Vol. Tomus I 
Editio duodecima, Vindobonae, Upsala, Sweden, 1327 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.
title.156772

Loughrey AG, Kelsall JP (1970) The ecology and population dynamics of the barren-ground 
caribou in Canada. Ecology and Conservation Series Ecology of the Subarctic Regions 
Proceedings of the Helsinki Symposium. UNESCO, Paris, France, Helsinki, Finland, 
275–280.

https://doi.org/10.3390/ani10081309
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207944
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207944
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0052661
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150469
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.13090
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1062359017080106
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2010.04565.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0165237
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0165237
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.156772
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.156772


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)146

Lydekker R (1898) Deer of all lands. a history of the family Cervidæ living and extinct. Row-
land Ward, Limited, London, U.K., 329 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.77310

Lydekker R (1902) Note on a reindeer skull from Novaia Zemlia. Proceedings of the Zoological 
Society of London, 360–363.

Lydekker R (1915) Catalogue of the ungulate mammals in the British Museum (Natural His-
tory): Artiodactyla, families Cervidæ (deer), Tragulidæ (chevrotains), Camelidæ (camels 
and llamas), Suidæ (pigs and peccaries), and Hippopotamidæ (hippopotamus). Vol. 4, 
Trustees of the British Museum, London, U.K., 385 pp.

MacNearney D, Pigeon K, Stenhouse G, Nijland W, Coops NC, Finnegan L (2016) Heading 
for the hills? Evaluating spatial distribution of woodland caribou in response to a growing 
anthropogenic disturbance footprint. Ecology and Evolution 6(18): 6484–6509. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2362

Mager KH, Colson KE, Groves P, Hundertmark KJ (2014) Population structure over a broad 
spatial scale driven by nonanthropogenic factors in a wide-ranging migratory mammal, Alas-
kan caribou. Molecular Ecology 23(24): 6045–6057. https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12999

Mallory FF, Hillis TL (1998) Demographic characteristics of circumpolar caribou populations: 
Ecotypes, ecological constraints/releases, and population dynamics. Rangifer 10(Special 
Issue): 9–60. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1541

Manning TH (1960) The relationship of the Peary and barren ground caribou. Arctic Institute 
of North America Technical Paper No. 4, Montreal, Quebec, 52 pp.

Manseau M, Horn R, Taylor R, Wilson P (2019) A genomic refinement of Banfield’s 1961 revi-
sion of Rangifer for North American caribou. In: Skarin H (Ed.) 15th International Arctic 
Ungulate Conference 12–16 August 2019. Jokkmokk, Sweden, 1–20.

Markov [Марков] GG, Sablin MV, Danilkin AA (1994) Polovoi dimorfism i geograficheskaya 
izmenchivost severnogo olenya (Rangifer tarandus L., 1758) Paleaarktiki (kraniometricheskie 
harakteristiki) [Половой диморфизм и географическая изменчивость северного оленя 
(Rangifer tarandus L., 1758) Палеарктики (краниометрические характеристики] [Sexual 
dimorphism and geographical variability of reindeer (Rangifer tarandus L., 1758) of the 
Palearctic (craniometric characteristics)]. Izvestiia Akademii nauk SSSR Seriia biologicheskaia 
21: 390–390.

Masters JC, Spencer HG (1989) Why we need a new genetic species concept. Systematic Zool-
ogy 38(3): 270–279. https://doi.org/10.2307/2992287

Mathewes RW, Richards M, Reimchen TE (2019) Late Pleistocene age, size, and paleoenviron-
ment of a caribou antler from Haida Gwaii, British Columbia. Canadian Journal of Earth 
Sciences 56(6): 688–692. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjes-2018-0246

Mayr E (1963) Animal species and their evolution. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 
813 pp. https://doi.org/10.4159/harvard.9780674865327

McDevitt AD, Mariani S, Hebblewhite M, Decesare NJ, Morgantini L, Seip DR, Weckworth 
BV, Musiani M (2009) Survival in the Rockies of an endangered hybrid swarm from 
diverged caribou (Rangifer tarandus) lineages. Molecular Ecology 18(4): 665–679. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2008.04050.x

McLoughlin PD, Paetkau D, Duda M, Boutin S (2004) Genetic diversity and relatedness of 
boreal caribou populations in western Canada. Biological Conservation 118(5): 593–598. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2003.10.008

https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.77310
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2362
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2362
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.12999
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1541
https://doi.org/10.2307/2992287
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjes-2018-0246
https://doi.org/10.4159/harvard.9780674865327
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2008.04050.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2008.04050.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2003.10.008


Available names for Rangifer 147

McQuade Smith KA (2009) Investigating the genetic component to geographical variation in 
behaviour and metabolism in temperate mammals. M.Sc. thesis, Peterborough, Ontario: 
Trent University, 154 pp.

McTaggart Cowan I, Guiguet CJ (1956) The mammals of British Columbia. British Columbia 
Provincial Museum, Handbook No. 11, Victoria, B.C., 414 pp.

McTaggert Cowan I (1962) Reviews: A revision of the reindeer and caribou, genus Rangifer by 
A. W. F. Banfield 1961. Canadian Field Naturalist 76: 168–169.

Meldgaard M (1986) The Greenland caribou zoogeography, taxonomy and population dynam-
ics. Vol. 20, Kommissionen for Videnskabelige Undersagelser i Grønland, Meddelelser om 
Grøinland, Bioscience, Univ. Copenhagen, Zoologisk Museum, Denmark, 88 pp.

Michurin [Mичypин] LN (1965) Some morphological features of wild reindeer on the 
Taimyr Peninsula [Nekotory morfologicheskie osobenosti dikogo severnogo olenia na 
Taimyrskom poluostrove]. Zoological Journal [Zoologicheskii zhurnal] 44: 1396–1404. 
[In Russian]

Millais JG (1915a) The Asiatic reindeer and elk. In: Carruthers D, Millais JG, Wallace HF, 
Kennion LCRL, Barklay FG (Eds) The Gun at Home and Abroad. London & Counties 
Press Association Ltd., London, U.K., 216–223.

Millais JG (1915b) The caribou. In: Carruthers D, Millais JG, Byl PBVD, Wallace HF, Ken-
nion L-CRL, Barklay FG (Eds) The Gun at Home and Abroad. London & Counties Press 
Association Ltd., London, U.K., 255–280.

Miller Jr GS (1912a) Catalogue of the mammals of Western Europe (Europe exclusive of 
Russia) in the collection of the British Museum. British Museum (Natural History), 
London, U.K., 1019 pp.

Miller Jr GS (1912b) List of North American land mammals in the United States National 
Museum, 1911. Smithsonian Institution United States National Museum Bulletin 79, 
Washington, D.C., 455 pp. https://doi.org/10.5479/si.03629236.79.i

Miller Jr GS (1924) List of North American recent mammals 1923. Smithsonian Institution 
United States National Museum Bulletin 128, Washington, D.C., 673 pp. https://doi.
org/10.5479/si.03629236.128.i

Mizin [Mизин] IA (2018) The current state of the wild reindeer in Russia general overview 
of the situation. Barents office of WWF Russia Russian Arctic National Park for World 
Wildlife Fund, Arkhangelsk, Russia, 8 pp.

Mizin [Mизин] IA, Sipko TP, Davydov AV, Gruzdev AR (2018) The wild reindeer (Rangifer 
tarandus: Cervidae, Mammalia) on the arctic islands of Russia: a review. Nature 
Conservation Research 3: 1–14. https://doi.org/10.24189/ncr.2018.040

Murie OJ (1935) Alaska-Yukon caribou. Vol. 54, United States Department of Agriculture Bu-
reau of Biological Survey, Washington D.C., 93 pp. https://doi.org/10.3996/nafa.54.0001

Murray A (1866) The geographic distribution of mammals. Day and Son, London, U.K., 
420 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.15762

Nagorsen D (1990) The mammals of British Columbia-a taxonomic catalog. Royal British 
Columbia Museum Memoir No. 4, Victoria, B.C., 140 pp.

Nieminen M, Helle T (1980) Variations in body measurements of wild and semi-domestic 
reindeer (Rangifer tarandus) in Fennoscandia. Annales Zoologici Fennici 17: 275–283. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23734512

https://doi.org/10.5479/si.03629236.79.i
https://doi.org/10.5479/si.03629236.128.i
https://doi.org/10.5479/si.03629236.128.i
https://doi.org/10.24189/ncr.2018.040
https://doi.org/10.3996/nafa.54.0001
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.15762
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23734512


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)148

Nixon KC, Wheeler QD (1990) An amplification of the phylogenetic species concept. Cladis-
tics 6(3): 211–223. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1096-0031.1990.tb00541.x

Olson DM, Dinerstein E, Wikramanayake ED, Burgess ND, Powell GV, Underwood EC, 
D’amico JA, Itoua I, Strand HE, Morrison JC, Loucks CJ, Allnutt TF, Ricketts TH, 
Kura Y, Lamoreux JF, Wettengel WW, Hedao P, Kassem KR (2001) Terrestrial ecore-
gions of the world: A new map of life on Earth. Bioscience 51(11): 933–938. https://doi.
org/10.1641/0006-3568(2001)051[0933:TEOTWA]2.0.CO;2

Osgood WH (1909) Biological investigations in Alaska and Yukon Territory. US Depart-
ment of Agriculture Biological survey of North American fauna 1: 1–285. https://doi.
org/10.3996/nafa.30.0001

Patterson HEH (1980) A comment on “mate recognition” systems. Evolution 34: 330–331. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1980.tb04821.x

Pavlov [Пaвлoв] BM, Kolpashchikov LA, Zyrianov VA, Kuksov VA, Alabugin SV, Arsent’eva 
NF (1989) On the morphophysiological characteristics of the Taimyr population of wild 
reindeer [K morfofiziologicheskoi kharakteristike dikikh severnykh olenei taimyrskoi pop-
uliarsii]. In: Solomakha AI (Ed.) Mammals of north-central Siberia morphology, ecology 
and rational use [Mlekopitaiushchie i pititsy Severa Srednei Sibir Morfologiia, ekologiia i 
rational’noe ispol’zovanie]. Otd. Vaskhnil, Novosibirsk, Siberia, 17–26. [In Russian]

Pelletier F, Turgeon G, Bourret A, Garant D, St-Laurent M-H (2019) Genetic structure and 
effective size of an endangered population of woodland caribou. Conservation Genetics 
20(2): 203–213. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-018-1124-1

Polfus JL, Manseau M, Klütsch CFC, Simmons D, Wilson PJ (2017) Ancient diversification in 
glacial refugia leads to intraspecific diversity in a Holarctic mammal. Journal of Biogeogra-
phy 44(2): 386–396. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12918

Pond BA, Brown GS, Wilson KS, Schaefer JA (2016) Drawing lines: Spatial behaviours reveal 
two ecotypes of woodland caribou. Biological Conservation 194: 139–148. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.12.005

Prichard AK, Parrett LS, Lenart EA, Caikoski JR, Joly K, Person BT (2020) Interchange and 
overlap among four adjacent arctic caribou herds. The Journal of Wildlife Management 
84(8): 1500–1514. https://doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21934

Richardson J (1829) Fauna boreali-americana; or, the zoology of the northern parts of Brit-
ish America; containing descriptions of the objects of natural history collected on the 
late northern land expeditions, under command of Captain Sir John Franklin, R.N. Vol. 
1 Quadrupeds. John Murray, London, U.K., 300 pp. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.ti-
tle.39293

Røed KH (2005) Refugial origin and postglacial colonization of Holarctic reindeer and cari-
bou. Rangifer 25(1): 19–30. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.25.1.334

Røed KH, Feruson MD, Crête M, Bergerud AT (1991) Genetic variation in transferrin as a 
predictor for differentiation and evolution of caribou from eastern Canada. Rangifer 11(2): 
65–74. https://doi.org/10.7557/2.11.2.979

Røed KH, Flagstad O, Nieminen M, Holand O, Dwyer MJ, Rov N, Vila C (2008) Genetic 
analyses reveal independent domestication origins of Eurasian reindeer. Proceedings of the 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1096-0031.1990.tb00541.x
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2001)051%5B0933:TEOTWA%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2001)051%5B0933:TEOTWA%5D2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.3996/nafa.30.0001
https://doi.org/10.3996/nafa.30.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1980.tb04821.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-018-1124-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21934
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.39293
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.39293
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.25.1.334
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.11.2.979


Available names for Rangifer 149

Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 275(1645): 1849–1855. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2008.0332

Rosa-Reyna XFDL, Calderón-Lobato RD, Parra-Bracamonte GM, Sifuentes-Rincón AM, 
DeYoung RW, León FJG-D, Arellano-Vera W (2012) Genetic diversity and structure 
among subspecies of white-tailed deer in Mexico. Journal of Mammalogy 93(4): 1158–
1168. https://doi.org/10.1644/11-MAMM-A-212.2

Ross BR (1861) An account of the animals useful in an economic point of view to the various 
Chipewyan tribes. Canadian Naturalist & Geologist 6: 441–444.

Rozhkov [Рожkов] YuI, Davydov AV, Morgunov NA, Osipov KI, Novikov1 BV, Mayorov 
AI, Tinayev NI, Chekalova TM, Yakimov OA (2020) Genetic differentiation of the 
reindeer Rangifer tarandus L. in Eurasia and its division into species [Генетическая 
дифференциация северного оленя Rangifer tarandus L. по пространству Евразии в 
связи с особенностями его деления на подвиды]. Rabbit breeding and animal breeding 
[Кролиководство и Звероводство 2020: 23–36] 2: 23–36. [In Russian]

Serrouya R, Paetkau D, McLellan BN, Boutin S, Campbell M, Jenkins DA (2012) Population 
size and major valleys explain microsatellite variation better than taxonomic units for cari-
bou in western Canada. Molecular Ecology 21(11): 2588–2601. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1365-294X.2012.05570.x

Shaposhnikov [Шaпoшникoв] FD (1955) On the ecology and morphology of the Altai rein-
deer [In Russian]. Zoological Journal [Zoologicheskii Zhurnal] 34: 191–207.

Sobansky [Собанский] GG (1976) Altaiiskii severnii olen [АЛТАЙСКИЙ СЕВЕРНЫЙ 
ОЛЕНЬ [Altai Reindeer]]. Byuleten Rodi, otdel Biologichskii [БЮЛЛЕТЕНЬ Роды, 
отд Биологич] [Newsletter, M O-VA ISP NATURE, Biology] 81: 132–133.

Sokolov [Соколов] II (1937) Sexual, age and racial variation of the skull of wild and domestic 
reindeer; in Russian, English abstract [Половая, возрастная и расовая изменчивость 
черепа диких и домашних северных оленей]. Soviet Reindeer Industry 9: 1–102. [In 
Russian]

Sokolov [Coкoлoв] II (1963) Artiodactyla. In: Sokolov II (Ed.) The mammals of the USSR 
fauna. Publishing House of the AS USSR, Moscow-Leningrad, USSR, 1008–1012.

Solmundson K, Bowman J, Wilson PJ, Taylor RS, Horn R, Keobouasone S, Manseau M (2020) 
Genomic islands of heterozygosity maintained across caribou populations despite inbreed-
ing. bioRxiv, 1–32. https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.29.424772

Taylor RS, Manseau M, Klütsch CFC, Polfus JL, Steedman A, Hervieux D, Kelly A, Larter NC, 
Gamberg M, Schwantje H, Wilson PJ (2021) Population dynamics of caribou shaped by 
glacial cycles before the Last Glacial Maximum. Molecular Ecology 30(23): 6121–6143. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.16166

Theoret J, Cavedon M, Hegel T, Hervieux D, Schwantje H, Steenweg R, Watters M, Musiani 
M (2022) Seasonal movements in caribou ecotypes of Western Canada. Movement Ecol-
ogy 10(1): 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-022-00312-x

Thomas DC, Everson P (1982) Geographic variation in caribou on the Canadian Arctic 
Islands. Canadian Journal of Zoology 60(10): 2442–2454. https://doi.org/10.1139/
z82-312

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0332
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0332
https://doi.org/10.1644/11-MAMM-A-212.2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05570.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05570.x
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.29.424772
https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.16166
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-022-00312-x
https://doi.org/10.1139/z82-312
https://doi.org/10.1139/z82-312


Lee E. Harding  /  ZooKeys 1119: 117–151 (2022)150

Valkenburg P (1998) Herd size, distribution, harvest, management issues, and research pri-
orities relevant to caribou herds in Alaska. Rangifer 18(Special Issue No. 10): 125–129. 
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1549

Vasilchenko AA, Kholodova MV, Baranova AI, Naidenko SV, Rozhnov VV (2020) Genetic 
specificity of the Siberian forest reindeer (Rangifer tarandus valentinae Flerov, 1932) of the 
Kuznetsk Alatau. Doklady Biological Sciences 494(1): 255–259. https://doi.org/10.1134/
S0012496620050105

Wang S-N, Zhai J-C, Liu W-S, Xia Y-L, Han L, Li H-P (2019) Origins of Chinese reindeer 
(Rangifer tarandus) based on mitochondrial DNA analyses. PLoS ONE 14(11): e0225037. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225037

Waples RS (1995) Evolutionary significant units and the conservation of biological diversity 
under the Endangered Species Act. In: Nielson JL (Ed.) Evolution and the aquatic ecosys-
tem: Defining unique units in population conservation. American Fisheries Society Sym-
posium 17, Bethesda, Maryland, 8–27.

Weladji RB, Body G, Holand Ø, Meng X, Nieminen M (2017) Temporal variation in the op-
erational sex ratio and male mating behaviours in reindeer (Rangifer tarandus). Behavioural 
Processes 140: 96–103. https://10.1016/j.beproc.2017.04.011

Weldenegodguad M, Pokharel K, Ming Y, Honkatukia M, Peippo J, Reilas T, Røed KH, Kantanen 
J (2020) Genome sequence and comparative analysis of reindeer (Rangifer tarandus) in north-
ern Eurasia. Scientific Reports 10(1): 8980. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-65487-y

Wilkerson CD, Mahoney SP, Carr SM (2018) Post-glacial recolonization of insular Newfound-
land across the Strait of Belle Isle gave rise to an endemic subspecies of woodland caribou, 
Rangifer tarandus terraenovae (Bangs, 1896): Evidence from mtDNA haplotypes. Genome 
61(8): 575–585. https://doi.org/10.1139/gen-2017-0199

Wilson DE, Mittermeier RA (2011) Handbook of the mammals of the World volume 2 hoofed 
mammals. Lynx Edicions, Barcelona, Spain, 886 pp.

Wilson DE, Reeder DM (2005) Mammalian species of the world: a taxonomic and geographic 
reference (3rd Edn.). The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD, 2142 pp.

Wittmer HU, McLellan BN, Hovey FW (2006) Factors influencing variation in site fidelity of 
woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou) in southeastern British Columbia. Canadian 
Journal of Zoology 84(4): 537–545. https://doi.org/10.1139/z06-026

Yannic G, Pellissier L, Ortego J, Lecomte N, Couturier S, Cuyler C, Dussault C, Hundertmark 
KJ, Irvine RJ, Jenkins DA, Kolpashikov L, Mager K, Musiani M, Parker KL, Røed KH, 
Sipko T, Þórisson SG, Weckworth BV, Guisan A, Bernatchez L, Côté SD (2013) Genetic 
diversity in caribou linked to past and future climate change. Nature Climate Change 4(2): 
132–137. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2074

Yannic G, St-Laurent M-H, Ortego J, Taillon J, Beauchemin A, Bernatchez L, Dussault 
C, Côté SD (2016) Integrating ecological and genetic structure to define management 
units for caribou in eastern Canada. Conservation Genetics 17(2): 437–453. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10592-015-0795-0

Yannic G, Ortego J, Pellissier L, Lecomte N, Bernatchez L, Côté SD (2018) Linking genetic 
and ecological differentiation in an ungulate with a circumpolar distribution. Ecography 
41: 922–937. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02995

https://doi.org/10.7557/2.18.5.1549
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0012496620050105
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0012496620050105
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225037
https://10.1016/j.beproc.2017.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-65487-y
https://doi.org/10.1139/gen-2017-0199
https://doi.org/10.1139/z06-026
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2074
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-015-0795-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10592-015-0795-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02995


Available names for Rangifer 151

Youngman PM (1975) Mammals of the Yukon Territory. National Museum of Canada, Publi-
cations in Zoology No. 10, 192 pp.

Zittlau K (2003) Genetic diversity and relatedness among caribou populations in North 
America. In: Strobeck C (Ed.) Caribou Genetics and Relationships Workshop. University 
of Alberta, Edmonton, Alberta, 36–50.

Zittlau KA (2004) Population genetic analyses of North American caribou (Rangifer tarandus). 
Ph.D. dissertation, Edmonton, Alberta: University of Alberta, 187 pp.

Supplementary material 1

Synonymy
Authors: Lee E. Harding
Data type: docx file
Explanation note: Synonymy as it would have been before Ellerman and Morrison-

Scott (1951) for Eurasia and before Banfield (1961) for North America. 
Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License 

(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License 
(ODbL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and 
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the 
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.1119.80233.suppl1

Supplementary material 2

Genetic distance
Authors: Lee E. Harding
Data type: docx file
Explanation note: Literature review on glacial periods and genetic distance relevant to 

Rangifer.
Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License 

(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License 
(ODbL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and 
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the 
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.1119.80233.suppl2

http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.1119.80233.suppl1
http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.1119.80233.suppl2

	Available names for Rangifer (Mammalia, Artiodactyla, Cervidae) species and subspecies
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Results
	Caribou evolution
	Subspecies and ecotypes

	Discussion
	Invalid taxonomies
	What is a subspecies?
	Genetic distances

	Taxonomic conclusions
	Rangifer groenlandicus
	Rangifer platyrhynchus
	Rangifer caribou
	Rangifer arcticus
	Eurasian Tundra reindeer
	Forest reindeer

	Acknowledgements
	References

