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Abstract
“The main issue with the anthropological data in this example is that it is all word of mouth, there is no scientific evidence that backs up the claims of people who were there. Comparing this to the archaeological data set, which is based on scientific evidence rather than stories, then the archaeological data set could be classed as more reliable.”













Chapter 1: Introduction
What is a cannibal? In this paper a cannibal is described as someone who eats human remains. This paper will be looking primarily at societies where it is acceptable to do this. 
[bookmark: _Hlk505102342]The original word for cannibal was anthropophagy (Arens 1979). It was Columbus who came up with the term cannibal, when he came across a tribe during his adventures, who ate people and were called canibi (Lestringant 1997: 15). However, many accounts of Cannibalism can be disregarded since it is a very politically charged topic, being used as a racist stereotype and a smear tactic (Conklin 2011: 4). 
[bookmark: _Hlk505103998]There are two main types of cannibalism these are: Exo-cannibalism, eating someone not a part of your tribe or group, so an enemy or slave; endo-cannibalism, which is eating someone that is a part of your group (Sanday 1986). From these two groups there are a series of sub groups being, nutritional, gastronomic or pleasurable, self-cannibalism, survival, warfare and mortuary (Bello et al 2015). One of the case studies for this paper is the Wari’ tribe, who partake in both endo and exo-cannibalism (Conklin 2011).   
We may not realise it, but we have heard stories of cannibalism since we were children. There are multiple fairy tales written by the Grimm brothers that have aspects of cannibalism (Reid 2014). One example is ‘Hansel and Gretel’ where the evil witch wants to cook the children, another example is the ‘Robber’s Bridegroom’, where an apparently wealthy suiter desires the hand of a poor miller’s daughter, but when she goes to meet him he has a gang of thieves eat her (Reid 2014). This shows that although Cannibalism is not accepted in all societies it is still acknowledged and we still place the thoughts as being bad and evil. 
This paper will look at two types of evidence for cannibalism. One is anthropology and the research done surrounding the Wari’ tribe in the Amazonian rainforest. The other is Archaeology and the extensive analysis of human remains found at a site called Gough’s cave in Somerset England. 








Chapter 2: Anthropology
The Wari’ tribe used to partake in ritual cannibalism (Conklin 2011: 13). The Evidence for the Wari’ doing this act comes from ethnographers, linguist, and missionaries, who all state that they saw them eating people (Conklin 2011: 13). It also comes from the Wari’ themselves who told the anthropologists what they done in the past before contact (Conklin 2011: 13). Most of the information was gathered during fieldwork between 1985-1987 using multiple research strategies, intensive, semi structured survey interviews, the anthropologists own experience and observations of Wari’ life (Conklin 2011: 15).
Wari’ used to shoot enemies when they entered their land to scare them off, they liken killing enemies to hunting game (Conklin 2011: 31). Part of the ritual for both types of cannibalism involves the firebrand, which is made from slow burning palm petioles called muruhut, tied together with liana being used to roast the corpse (Conklin 2011: 31). After shooting the enemy the warrior would take the enemies body back to the camp, depending how far away shooting occurred can affect how much of the body they take back (Conklin 2011: 32). If it was far then they would only take the head and limbs as the main body was too heavy (Conklin 2011: 32). The flesh would have been roasted before being taken back to make it last longer, it was then eaten by the people at home (Conklin 2011: 32). No one who shot the enemy or who witnessed the killing could eat it (Conklin 2011: 32). 
[image: ]When the kill took place nearer to the camp they would have taken the whole body back raw (Conklin 2011: 33). Part of the ritual involves the warriors being bathed and rubbed with oil (Conklin 2011: 33). While the men go through this process the enemies body is shot with arrows, abused, beaten, and then cooked and served to those who carried it home (Conklin 2011: 33). In the Dois Irmazos area, where the main bases of the study took place, the enemies bodies were only eaten by men, especially older men (Conklin 2011: 32). Those eating the flesh savoured the act as a way of celebrating their triumph over the enemy (Conklin 2011: 33). They handled the enemies body in a way that showed disdain, they done this by grunting, making jokes, by handling large chunks and eating off the bone (Conklin 2011: 33). They also marked the body as non-persons, but they never treated animals with such disrespect it was only the enemies body (Conklin 2011: 33). [bookmark: _Hlk505113907]Figure 1, In Wem Quirio’s drawing of scenes from a pre-contact funeral, (Conklin 2011)

In 1957, one of the first contacts with the Wari’ tribe happened, the visitors were a group of missionaries, who arrived during a funeral of a respected middle-aged Wari’ man (Conklin 2011: 50). One of these missionaries described what they saw to the author (Conklin 2011: 50). He described the Wari’ crowding around the corpse and keening for days (Conklin 2011: 50). The body was dismembered, and cooked, close family did not eat the corpses and those that did, ate slowly in small bits (Conklin 2011: 50). When all the flesh was gone the bones were then roasted, ground and eaten (Conklin 2011: 50). They had some ideas about whether they should eat a body, they described that if a person’s lungs were filled with pus then they did not eat the corpse, as they feared it would spread disease and cause more death, in these cases they cremated the remains (Conklin 2011: 56). 
Part of their funerary practice meant the corpse could not be left alone, the deceased persons kin cradled them in their arms and pressed the corpse against their bodies (Conklin 2011: 79). It was the persons close kin that made decisions about the funeral arrangements, the division of funeral arrangements revolved around two groups, ‘iri nari, which means true kin the deceased close consanguine and spouse, and the nari paxi, which means those who are like kin but not truly related (Conklin 2011: 71). The nari paxi were the ones who had the duty of eating the corpse (Conklin 2011: 71). Unless it is an infant funeral, a specially decorated firewood bundle was made, this firewood and the wood on the roasting rack was made of wooden house beams (Conklin 2011: 76). The deceased persons daughter-in-law and sister-in-law grinded corn to make corn bread called Kapam, as this bread was believed to be the best food to eat with any meat including humans (Conklin 2011: 76). 
When the cutting of the corpse began the eternal organs were taken out, the heart and liver were wrapped in leaves, so they could be roasted (Conklin 2011: 79). The rest of the eternal organs including genitals and intestines were burned in the fire (Conklin 2011: 79). They then cut off the head and severed the limbs at the joint to be roasted (Conklin 2011: 79). The main difference between how they butcher game and humans is that instead of a lateral cut across the stomach they use a vertical abdominal incision (Conklin 2011: 79). When the funeral was for a young child their body parts were wrapped in leaves before roasting, just like they would with other soft food, such as small fish and animal organs (Conklin 2011: 80). The roasting began in the afternoon, the eating itself took place from dusk till dawn (Conklin 2011: 80).
After the parts were well roasted the male affines would remove them from the roasting rack and place them on clean mats in front of close family (Conklin 2011: 81). The more senior members have the job of separating flesh from bone and dividing up the portions (Conklin 2011: 81). After the Bread was placed with bits of flesh the family would ask the affines to eat the body (Conklin 2011:  82). The affines would have been reluctant to start eating and would have hung back until they were begged to start eating (Conklin 2011: 82). 
This idea of reluctance would not have just been out of respect (Conklin 2011: 82). For the adults and adolescents they would have to wait at least three days before they start the process in which time the corpse would start to rot (Conklin 2011: 82). The elders in the village now explain that sometimes it took great effort to swallow the corpse and they had to leave to be sick before they returned and continued eating (Conklin 2011: 82).
The elders in the Wari’ tribe who were around when this type of funeral happened described the bodies of babies and toddlers as full of tender fat, that dripped from their body parts as they roasted (Conklin 2011: 81). The family of the child would catch the fat in clay pots and then smear it over their heads, hair and bodies as a sign of respect (Conklin 2011: 81). During funerary cannibalism they handled the body with respect, bits of flesh were held delicately on wooden picks and eaten slowly with care (Conklin 2011: 83).
It was believed the fluid coming off a corpse was polluting to save them from this, the men who cut the corpse painted their hands and forearms with black genipap and smeared their bodies with a strong-smelling annatto (Conklin 2011: 78). The people eating the body also covered their faces and hands with the same substance to keep the polluting essence out of them (Conklin 2011: 78). 
The idea was that all the flesh would be consumed by morning, but this was not always the case (Conklin 2011: 83). This depended on how much the corpse had decayed before the process was started, the delay would have been longer for respected elders (Conklin 2011: 83). The body was not allowed to be disposed of until the deceased’s close kin had a chance to say good bye, which could take days to get everyone (Conklin 2011: 83). 
When they ate the bones, they prepared them in a specific way (Conklin 2011: 84). They started the preparation by roasting the bones and then grinding them (Conklin 2011: 84). Then they mixed the ground bone with wild honey, this mixture was then drunk by the same people who ate the body (Conklin 2011: 84). When the bone was not consumed, and they had left over flesh they would have cremated them (Conklin 2011: 84). 
The Wari’ think of mortuary cannibalism as a sign of respect and compassion for the dead by saving their body from being abandoned to the earth (Conklin 2011: 81). A recent case emphasises this need to consume the dead out of respect, it was shared with the public via various news forums that a woman feels the urge to consume her mother’s ashes by putting it on her dinner (Mirror 2017). She said she does this, so her mum can live on inside her and always be with her and her family to respect her memory (Mirror 2017). 
After the contact Wari’ stopped the cannibalism because they were told it was a bad thing to do and they should bury the dead instead (Conklin 2011: 56). This was a difficult transition because they believed touching the ground was bad thing, as it was dirty and polluting (Conklin 2011: 56). 

















Chapter 3: Archaeology
[bookmark: _Hlk505104045]One of the key sites in the debate on cannibalism within the archaeological record is Gough’s cave (Current Archaeology 2017). The site is so important because they found a variety of human remains; there were 6 individuals altogether including 3 adults, a child and an older child (Currant et al 1989). This is the largest group of human remains that can be associated with the Magdalenian culture, who lived 17,000-12,000 years ago (Currant Archaeology 2017). Radio carbon dating of the artefacts found at the site shows that the cave was occupied by the Magdalenian people for two to three generations (Bello et al 2015).
The cave was first discovered in the 1880s where it was developed for tourism (Bello et al 2015). It was not entirely excavated at this time and between 1927 to 1931 it was re excavated and recorded in more detail (Bello et al 2015). The most recent excavations were led by Silvia Bello between 1986 to 1993 (Bello et al 2015). 
[bookmark: _Hlk505108310]A team from the Natural History Museum, in London, led by Silvia Bello have done recent examinations on the bones found at Gough’s cave (Bello et al 2015). In the future, Bello and her team plan on doing more microscopic studies on human bones found at other European sites (Bower 2015). Bello also plans on doing DNA analysis of the bones found at the cave to find out if they were connected as this can tell us what type of cannibalism it is and more about the rituals surrounding it (Osborne 2017).
[image: ]The human remains that were found were recorded in a table (see figure 2) (Bello et al 2015). They were identified according to skeletal elements and portions (Bello et al 2015). The bone assemblage at Gough’s has 105 identified specimens, this includes 41 cranial pieces, 32 skulls, 4 mandible fragments and 164 post cranial fragments (Bello et al 2015). Surface modification was initially analysed using a hand lens and binocular microscope to identify the multiple alteration types (Bello et al 2015). A sample was then subjected to a higher magnification examination (Bello et al 2015). This was done by using a focus variation microscope (FVM), and a scanning electron microscope (SEM) (Bello et al 2015). [bookmark: _Hlk505114031]Figure 2, Summary of human remains at Goughs cave, and the number of modified bones (Bello et al 2015)

The FVM, in this case was used to generate 3D digital models of cut marks, percussion marks, and tooth marks. Images were manipulated to acquire measurements of the depth and cross-sectional features of the cut marks (Bello et al 2015). SEM was used in a variable pressure mode, which enables back scattered electron (BSE) images to be obtained without the application of a conducting layer on the specimen (Bello et al 2015). Modifications that were human induced were defined as slicing cuts, scrapes, chop marks and percussion damage (Bello et al 2015). 
Discovery of human tooth marks was based on morphological features and their location on the bone (Bello et al 2015). Features of chewing include, furrowing, scooping out, saw toothed edges, longitudinal cracks, crushing, peeling, bent ends, pits and scores (Bello et al 2015), all of which are present on the bones found at Goughs (Bello et al 2015). 
The human remains show solid signs of butchery (Bello et al 2015). 58% of the post cranial bone samples show cut marks, and 1/3 of the bones show percussion damage due to marrow processing (Bello et al 2015). The Interpretation that these are butchery marks is helped by the good condition of the bone surface (Bello et al 2015). The cortical surfaces are solid with only the occasional traces of weathering and post-depositional cracking, very little trampling marks and dry bone cracks (Bello et al 2015). 
[bookmark: _Hlk505109851]Many cut marks preserve microscopic features, for example internal micro striations also known as the shoulder effect, and Hertzian cones which is an indication of cutting using stone tools (Bello et al 2015). Based on the location of the marks they can be associated with many processing tasks, including scalping, skinning, filleting and disarticulation (Bello et al 2015). 
There is evidence of marrow extraction on the conchoidal scars seen on twenty-three fragments, and fourteen percent of them are inner conchoidal scars (Bello et al 2015). Microscopic features that are linked with the conchoidal scars and flakes are due to percussion related abrasion, for example pits with striae suggests that they were broken using a stone hammer (Bello et al 2015). 
[bookmark: _Hlk505110142][bookmark: _Hlk505110195][image: ]One team that found skull cups at Gough’s cave knows they are cups due to the process of making them and the shape (Bello et al 2015). Percussion marks on the calvarias and skull fragments is linked to controlled percussion on the skull to shape it (Bello et al 2015). Bello identified clear signs of chewing (Bello et al 2015). She found 87 postcranial fragments with human tooth marks, that’s 53% of the post cranial assemblages (Bello et al 2015). Marks that are caused by human chewing include, longitudinal cracks found on 35% of the fragments, scores found on 32%, scooping out found on thirty two percent, crushing found on 28%, pits on 26%, peeling on 24%, furrowing on 19% percent, and saw-toothed edges on 18% (Bello et al 2015). They have run controlled experimental trails of humans feeding and compared it to that observed in cannibalised prehistoric human assemblages and found chewing marks are like those found at Gough’s (Bello et al 2015). There is only one bone that shows damage consistent with non-human carnivore chewing (Bello et al 2015).[bookmark: _Hlk505114204]Figure 3, by Sarah Marshall, Natural history museum, a skull cup from Goughs cave.

[bookmark: _Hlk505110487]There are cut marks on the vertebrae that show evidence of disarticulation of the head (Bello et al 2015). A lot of the marks on the vertebrae are consistent with cutting the dorsal rami of the cervical nerves and removing the back muscles (Bello et al 2015). The ribs show the largest amount of human chewing modification (Bello et al 2015).  
One bone holds a lot of proof of cannibalism at Gough’s cave and has been getting a lot of attention is a radius bone that has an unusual zig zag pattern on it (Bello et al 2017). It offers a unique example of a more complex cannibalistic funerary behaviour that has not been seen before within the Palaeolithic context (Bello et al 2017). The incisions made from engraving are like the cut [image: ]marks seen on other bones, but due to the intentionality of production distinctive micro-morphometric characteristics result (Bello et al 2017). To prove this fact the team analysing the engraving marks compared the microscopic morphological characteristics to 322 filleting marks on human and non-human remains, and to 119 engraving marks found on artefacts of an engraved horse rib and a hare tibia from the site (Bello et al 2017). The zig-zag marks are on an area without muscle attachments so are not due to filleting (Bello et al 2017). The pattern was there before the bone was broken to gain access to the marrow, which suggests it was part of the ritual; it also means they stopped after the flesh was removed to put the pattern on the bone which can be significant in understanding the ritual (Current Archaeology 2017). [bookmark: _Hlk505114290]Figure 4, the Zig zag pattern on the radius (Bello et al 2015)

























Chapter 4: Discussion

[bookmark: _Hlk505111028]One issue with the anthropological data is that the anthropologists fieldwork happened after cannibalism stopped (Conklin 2011: 14). The reports that is the bases for evidence of cannibalism is said to be reliable because it was not only the missionaries but the Wari’ themselves who admit to doing this (Conklin 2011: 22). Arens states that the institutionalisation of cannibalism has never existed because those who are alleged to partake in cannibalism almost always deny it (Conklin 2011: 22). However because the Wari’ actually admit to it, going into detail about the process and the taste this argument does not apply to them. Although, due to outsider prejudice if they don’t trust a person they will deflect questions about cannibalism (Conklin 2011: 22). 
A photographer named Fernando da Craz went to observe the Wari’ people (Conklin 2011: 52). He photographed what was apparently the dismemberment and roasting of a Wari’ girl, who died of a disease (Conklin 2011: 52).  When he went to sell the pictures to a magazine they refused to print it as the images were likely fake, there was only two people shown and at a funeral there would have been more people to ensure most of the corpse was eaten (Conklin 2011: 52). The series of pictures also ends at the roasting and there is image of the eating, this is another argument as to why the images were fake (Conklin 2011: 52). The images being fake does not mean that cannibalism happened it could just be way that the outside world tried to manipulate the tribe making them seem like savages. 
The Aztecs from central Mexico during the fifteenth century, practised Exo-cannibalism with the use of human sacrifice (Sanday 1986: 7). Aztec priests ritually slaughtered many war captives and then offered their hearts to the gods, portions of the victim’s flesh was then eaten by the priests, nobles, and the warrior who caught the prisoner (Sanday 1986: 7). One anthropologist Michael Harner, suggested that the eating of human flesh might have helped in a nutritional way as there would have been famines and food shortages at the time, so it would have been useful as more than just a ritualistic way (Sanday 1986: 7). 
Some see the argument of cannibalism not as a question of if we are cannibals but why we have done it (Conklin 2011: 90). In this paper we are just looking at if we were cannibals but it is interesting to note the reason behind nutritional cannibalism, in the case of the Wari’ it is likely mortuary for a ritual than nutritional (Conklin 2011: 90). The corpse would provide little more than one hundred grams of protein per kilogram of body weight (Conklin 2011: 90). The Wari would gain slightly more protein as they eat the corpse with corn bread (Conklin 2011: 90). Different parts of the body would offer different nutritional value, the liver and heart are rich in iron, and the bone meal is good for calcium (Conklin 2011: 90). However, the Wari’ did not eat all the body in fact in most cases they would have left large amounts especially when it was an enemy, also only certain people would have benefitted from it (Conklin 2011: 90). It might have even been bad for the Wari’ because sometimes they had forced themselves to eat and throw up multiple times and after a funeral many describe still having food hunger (Conklin 2011: 91). Therefore it is unlikely that they done this for any reason relating to the nutritional value.
One of the most common ideas about cannibalism is that it is an act of aggression (Conklin 2011: 95). This thought is because Freud believed that when you put something in your mouth it is out of aggression (Conklin 2011: 95). The Wari’ admit that when they consumed enemy bodies it was aggressive but when it was their own it was out of respect and there was no aggression behind it (Conklin 2011: 95).  Wari’ rejected the idea that people wanted to eat the corpse, and to treat it like this would be reducing the person to an animal which is an insult (Conklin 2011: 82).
The arguments about the evidence found at Gough’s went from rejection of the cannibalism theory, to the idea of mortuary de-fleshing, to nutritional cannibalism, and finally to what has been identified today as ritual cannibalism (Bello et al 2015). With evidence from Gough’s it can be said that ritual cannibalism was a culturally accepted practice in that area (Bello et al 2015). There was some evidence at other sites of cannibalism during the same period it is all controversial because there is so little evidence (Current Archaeology 2017). However due to lack of evidence at other Magdalenian sites it cannot be said if cannibalism was accepted everywhere during the Magdalenian culture or just at Gough’s (Bello et al 2015). Due to evidence of the zig zag bone and skull cups just like the anthropological case study it is likely that the cannibalism at Gough’s is ritual (Bello et al 2015). 
[bookmark: _Hlk505113374]The main issue with the anthropological data in this example is that it is all word of mouth there is no scientific evidence that backs up the claims of people who were there. Comparing this to the archaeological data set, which is based on scientific evidence rather than stories, then the archaeological data set could be classed as more reliable. Although the facts are rather solid in the archaeological data the article that are used throughout have mentioned future research. Therefore, this paper is incomplete as far as research goes and this is the only example with such clear evidence. Another issue with the anthropology example is that none of the books used for this paper are modern most are from the 1900’s this means there could potentially be more modern examples based on other tribes that can be studied.  




Chapter 5: Conclusion
In conclusion based on both the anthropological and archaeological evidence represented in this paper we have been cannibals. The evidence from Goughs cave is reliable as there is little weathering done to the bone and they have done experimental archaeology to get the teeth marks to compare. The evidence based on the Wari’ tribe although word of mouth is considered reliable because the Wari’ would not admit to this knowing that they would get penalised for it unless it truly was part of their tradition. 
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Figure 6. (A and B) Atypical ‘zig-zag’ incisions on refitting shaft ragments of radius M54074. Scale bar . 10 man. (B) Detail of the incisions ater cleaning. Scale bar 5 man. (C and
D) FVM images of two clusters of incisions before cleaning, Scale bar - 500 ym.
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entrance chamber. Only part of this was examined by archaeologists,
but better recorded excavations were made between 1927 and 1931
by R. E. Parry, then agent for the Marquess of Bath. Parry retrieved
what is still the richest artefact collection from any British cave used
in the Late Glacial, and an extensive fauna that includes important
human fossils (Stringer, 2000). Further human and animal bones and
Magdalenian artefacts were found during excavations in the 1940s
and 1950s, when the floor level was lowered and remaining banks of
sediment were removed from the edge of the cave.

The most recent excavations at Gough's Cave, headed by a team
from the Natural History Museum between 1986 and 1992, inves-
tigated a small remnant of what turned out to be undisturbed
sediment protected by a large fallen block near the entrance to the
cave (Currant et al., 1989). The results highlighted the exceptional
richness of the deposits, with notable finds including a ‘baton percé’
made from a reindeer antler, a bevel-based rod of mammoth ivory,
amber pebbles, minute fragments of ivory with groups of incisions
(interpreted as ‘tallies’ or calculators), a dense cluster of refitting
flint debitage, and butchered bones.

The extensive vertebrate fauna and pollen provide the most
useful material for establishing the environmental context of the
Upper Palaeolithic occupation (Currant, 1986). The vegetation in
the vicinity of the cave probably consisted of steppe-type vegeta-
tion growing on the Mendip uplands, with the more sheltered
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Table 1
Summary of human remains from Gough's Cave (UK) and number of modified
bones.”

Element NISP R-F ARF C S PD. P HTM. MNI
Skull 37 13 1 3% 0 15 0 0 5
Mandible 4 1 1 40 3 0 0 3
Total cranial bones 4 14 2 39 018 0 0 5
Vertebrae 11 2 50 0 2 8 2
Ribs 54 9 3 30 2 323 36 3
Scapula 6 1 1?7 50 1 0 3 3
Clavicle 3 0 0 31 0 1 1 3
Humerus 6 1 0 62 6 0 2 3
Ulna 16 4 0 501 4 9 3
Radius 16 2 0 40 6 2 8 2
Hand bones 3 0 0 20 0 0 2 2
Ossa coxae 4 0 0 20 0 2 2 2
Femur 21 3 1?7 18115 1 5 3
Tibia 1 2 0 70 4 1 3 2
Fibula 6 1 0 20 5 0 1 2
Foot bones 7 0 22 60 2 0 7 3
Total post-cranial bones 164 24 5+4? 95 6 53 36 87 5

Totals 205 38 7+4? 134 6 71 36 87 6

3 NISP = Number of Identified Specimens (Lyman, 1994); R-F = refit; A. R-
F = anatomical refit; C = slicing cut-mark; S = scrape-mark; P.D. = percussion
damage; P — peeling; HTM — human tooth mark; MNI = Minimum Number of
Individuals.
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