
Looking at the paleoanthropological evidence one could be excused for thinking there is a meat fixation, both in terms of looking at diet and mode of acquisition. Critically explore the problems associated with the paleoanthropological record and by defining such groups by subsistence patterns.
The paleoanthropological record has long been under scrutiny by paleoanthropologists and archaeologists whose interests lie in our diets and subsistence patterns. This essay will examine the paleoanthropological record, from modern-day species of monkey and ape to hunter-gatherer societies, to archaeological evidence uncovered, to try and explore the problems associated with this. 
The most well-known problem when looking into subsistence strategies is the man the hunter versus man the scavenger debate; did we hunt for our food or scrape together leftovers from skilled predators (Stanford, 1999, 16)? This sexist view of man the hunter relies on evidence of modern-day tribes hunting large animals for food as well as our observations of primates hunting. Modern-day humans share a common ancestor, the Australopithecine, with several primates including chimpanzees and gorillas; they lived between 5 to 8 million years ago (Smithsonian, n. d, 1).
In the early 1970s, Shirley Strum studied hunting and meat eating by baboons in Kenya. She became aware that Gilgil Baboons ate meat at least once a day, which was far more frequently than any other non-human primate known at the time (Stanford, 1999, 28). As well as this, through studying their behaviour over time she became aware that meat eating was learned by members of the group, suggesting that it could be “exterminated or initiated depending on the composition of the group” (Stanford, 1999, 29). 
Not only this, but she discovered that members of the group would not scavenge a carcass unless they had either seen another group member eating from it or if they had come into contact with the carcass before (Stanford, 1999, 29). This could suggest that, if we are looking at these primates as part of the paleoanthropological record, humans may have exhibited the same behavioural patterns in the past. It was also discovered that while one population of Baboon may scavenge, another may not; this may be because of their learning opportunities and what they have been exposed to (Stanford, 1999, 29). For example, if they had come into contact with tribes that hunt or anthropologists that teach them, then they would be more likely to hunt than a group that live in relative solitude. Evidence that backs this up comes from Evolution of the Human Diet (Ungar, 2007, 214) in which it is noted that chimpanzees could be taught to make stone tools and use them, but it appeared that they did not make them naturally in the wild.
This can be further proved by evidence that many primates use their teeth, mainly their incisors, to strip leaves to eat (Ungar, 2007, 32). Something else that has been looked at by paleoanthropologists is the use of cooking in the past. It has been suggested that cooking came about as our brains started evolving and we became aware that cooking meat made the texture of food easier to chew and eat (Ungar, 2007, 33). Meanwhile, evidence shows that Australopithecine skeletons were found to have had relatively large postcanine teeth; this has been used as evidence that we could not have cooked meat, as these teeth would have made it easier to chew raw meat (Ungar, 2007, 36). This primate evidence of using big teeth to strip leaves, however, suggests that such body parts that are associated with violence and meat eating are actually used for vegetation gathering and eating (Ungar, 2007, 36).
Hunting and meat eating in non-human primates have been looked at due to the belief that, as we began to eat meat and use tools, our brain size began to grow (Stanford, 1999, 30). An article published by the Smithsonian Museum stated that the large and more complex brains we know today only started developing in the past 100,000 years, alongside “complex symbolic expression, art, and elaborate cultural diversity” (Smithsonian, n. d, 1).
In looking at primates it becomes clear that using tools and eating meat coincide with relatively large brain sizes in two “distinctly related primate groups” – the New World Monkeys, and Apes (Stanford, 1999, 30). This evidence could be used to suggest that there is a direct correlation between hunting (using tools and eating meat) and our brains becoming bigger. This idea was claimed by Washburn and Lancaster who stated that all of our traits, including our intelligence, emotions and interests, and our social abilities, all came about due to our success of hunting throughout history (Stanford, 1999, 38). This proposal that hunting and eating meat had a positive effect on human evolution both physically and mentally is called the hunting hypothesis (Smithsonian, n. d, 28). 
The hunting hypothesis is regularly linked to the idea that tool making and competition with other meat-eaters (including big cats) also helped with the evolution of our intelligence and our social behaviour, this is briefly covered later in this essay when looking at the !Kung people of Southern Africa. Not only this, but Washburn and Lancaster said that they believed hunting to be “the soul of the human experience” (Stanford, 1999, 38). 
However, the previously mentioned New World Monkeys and Apes are only two out of the estimated two hundred species of primate that exist today, so it could be said that there was actually no link between hunting and brain growth that led to “the rise of the human species” (Stanford, 1999, 31). It is apparent that most primates do not, in fact, hunt, but rather they eat small vertebrates such as bats, birds and lizards as well as insects (Stanford, 1999, 31). Although it could be claimed that the killing and eating of these types of vertebrates counts as hunting, in modern-day tribes tasks like these are usually undertaken by the women, and are referred to as gathering (Stanford, 1999, 40). Does this suggest these other species of primates are gatherers, or could it call into question the sexist view that men hunt while women gather?
To study this we must look at evidence gathered by Nancy Turner and Adrienne Zihlmann who became aware that in many hunter-gatherer societies that exist today, the thing they flaunt the most is the hunting that is done by the men. Meanwhile, they discovered that up to 85% of the animal protein that these people were eating, came in fact from the women who ‘gathered’ small animals along with tubers and nuts (Stanford, 1999, 49). Of course, because most original anthropological observation was undertaken largely by men in the 1900s, it could be said that these labels of hunting (for men) and gathering (for women) were actually coined by the very people studying these tribes as they wished to see their own sexist viewpoints backed up by evidence. 
Raymond Dart was of the belief that Australopithecines were “brutal killers” who not only hunted prey to eat, but also killed each other (Stanford, 1999, 107). However, in 1981 C. K. Brain was able to show that the damage on Australopithecines skeletons that was originally believed to have been caused by other early hominids, was actually caused by big predators such as leopards who would have fed on our ancestors (Stanford, 1999, 108). He was able to do this as it became known that big cats killed their prey by closing their mouths over the mouths of their prey, and staying in that position until their prey died of suffocation (Sussman, 1999). This method of killing leaves “a systematic pattern of skull punctures” that can be matched with the teeth of a leopard (Binford, 1983, 46). These same skull fractures were found by Brain on the skeletons of early hominids found at both Swartkrans and Makapansgat [image: Image result for leopard punctures in early human skulls](Binford, 1983, 47). 







Figure 1: A hominid skull cap and Leopard mandible, found in South Africa. (DNEWS, 2013).


Other evidence that supports this theory is the fact that we have, as of yet, been unable to find any early hominid skeletons that reveal adaptations for “being predatory or carnivorous” (Stanford, 1999, 108). As well as this, it had long been believed that accumulations of animal bones in the same areas as human remains were the product of hunters and their prey. However, it has since been revealed that they may have ended up in the same places due to streams, rivers, and other geological forces (Stanford, 1999, 108). Not only this, but the cut marks that had been found on bones that were made by early hominids were discovered to actually lie over teeth marks of leopards and other big predators, suggesting that the kills were hunted and eaten by these predators first, and early hominids took the leftovers (Stanford, 1999, 110). 
Scientists discovered further evidence to back this up. They found out that “antelopes and other animals often die in the dry season” which could suggest that, if early hominids were aware of time passage and seasons, they had a regular opportunity to go and find meat that may not have been eaten by a big predator first (Smithsonian, n. d, 28). Not only this, but it would have meant that they had a way of accessing meat that had less risk than usual, and also meant they could continue eating meat in the dry season (Smithsonian, n. d, 28). 
In relation to bones being accumulated due to geological forces such as rivers, Robert Blumenschine discovered that it would have been quite common for early hominids to have “found the carcasses of large animals killed by lions and leopards regularly” particularly in areas such as woodlands that were near water courses (Stanford, 1999, 111). To further prove this theory, Blumenschine and Nicholas Toth proved that the tools made and used by Homo Habilis would have been suitable for cutting and stripping the left-over pieces of flesh from the bones left by big predators (Stanford, 1999, 113-114). They were also able to prove that due to the lower expenditure of energy required for scavenging instead of hunting, there would have been sufficient nutrients lingering in the carcass that would have supported the early hominid diet (Stanford, 19999, 111-112). In fact, Blumenschine said that early humans were “primarily passive scavengers”, who went out of their way to avoid conflict (Dominguez-Rodrigo & Pickering, 2003, 276).
Skeletal evidence that goes against this theory, however, is the fact that over the past 30,000 years human skeletons have undergone a prominent change, in that our bones have gradually become smaller and thinner (Smithsonian, n. d, 25). The article that states this suggests it is due to cultural evolution; that we have made our lives easier, and less physically exhausting, in as much as we no longer need to ‘hunt’ to survive (Smithsonian, n. d, 25). Of course, this is merely speculation, and many people alive today would probably disagree with this statement; just because we no longer live like many hunter-gatherer groups do (if indeed we ever did), it does not necessarily mean our lives are any easier or less taxing – only that the conditions surrounding us may have changed.
Previously it was mentioned that leopards may have been responsible for killing and eating early hominids, and in 1957 this was once again suggested.  This time it was proposed that they were not only eaten by leopards, but also by hyenas, specifically the African spotted hyena (Binford, 1983, 37). It was also discovered that hyenas accumulated bones depending on whether or not they were competing with other predators; this could be another suggestion as to why hominid skeletons have been found near animal skeletons (Binford, 1983, 37).  Not only this, but it is unlikely that early hominids hunted alongside such creatures that existed at the time as the competition would have been fierce and it seems improbable that an Australopithecine would have won against a lion-sized sabre tooth cat, which was the common dominant predator at that time (Anton et al, 2005, 1293).
The paleoanthropological record is not just confined to looking at archaeology and modern-day primates, it is also concerned with modern hunter-gatherer groups. Today’s hunter-gatherer groups face “constant ecological pressure” just as they may have in the past; however, in more modern times, they have also had to compete with other groups of peoples who may not have been around at that time (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 6). It seems apparent that ancient hunter-gatherer groups would have had a more substantial food supply than modern day ones, due to both climatic issues within the environment and human-made problems, especially since we know that a common feature among today’s hunter-gatherer groups is that they share a routine in which their food sources seem reliable (DeVore & Lee, 1983, 6).
[image: Image result for !kung people hunting]Similarly to the earlier mentioned primates, many modern hunter-gatherers actually depend on their other subsistence methods for the majority of their food, such as finding vegetable foods and catching (or ‘gathering’) fish and shellfish (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 7). For example, the !Kung people “eat as much vegetable food as they need, and as much meat as they can” meaning that when meat is available, it is the preferred food (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 41). In fact, it appears that hunting only provides around 20-40% of most hunter-gatherer groups’ diets; this, plus the fact that many modern hunter-gatherer groups have quite an eclectic diet, means that it is possible there is little we could find out about past diets and subsistence methods by observing these groups (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 7).





Figure 2: !Kung men teaching a !Kung boy to hunt          (Roble, 2012).


The !Kung people were briefly mentioned earlier, and anthropologists who have spent time with them claim that they as a people could live entirely on vegetable foods, without hunting for large game; however, the !Kung people claim that without the “excitement of meat feasts” and hunting, life would be boring (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 41). This can be linked to the modern day activity of hunting for sport – the idea that hunting itself is a fun social activity rather than a necessity to eat. Although the !Kung people do eat the meat they hunt, they also think of it as a fun and exciting activity (Shostak, 1990, 83).
Of course, this calls into question whether we should even look at modern-day hunter-gatherer groups in comparison to early humans. This is due to the fact that they exist now, so why do we believe it is possible they could explain the past? Perhaps they did different activities millions of years ago just as we did, so where does this separation come from?  If this is the case then is it possible that modern-day hunter-gatherer societies hunt rather than scavenge due to the fact that they have access to better tools that can be used for this purpose? This may mean that in the past, it was entirely possible that they were scavengers too. 
Earlier it was mentioned that cut marks found on bone were made over teeth marks caused by other predators, suggesting the carcasses were scavenged. To clarify, stone tools can be used for many activities including “dismemberment, skinning, de-fleshing, and extraction of within bone nutrients (Ungar, 2007, 169). However, like all archaeology, these bones would have been subjected to chemical, physical, and microbial outside influences including weathering and fossilisation (Ungar, 2007, 169). This might damage the evidence or make the marks harder to interpret, but it appears that marks made by stone tools are “morphologically distinct” from marks made by teeth (2007, 170). Not only this, but both cut marks and teeth marks are different from other surface marks that include “rodent gnawing, root etching, insects, and trampling” (Ungar, 2007, 170).
Another factor that suggests we scavenged in the past rather than hunted is the fact that early hominids retrieved and ate the marrow from inside bones as well as meat surrounding the bones (Dominguez-Rodrigo & Pickering, 2003). This could indicate that by the time they got to the dead animals, most of the outer flesh had already been eaten, so they had to look for alternative sources of nutrition (Ungar, 2007, 182). It is also suggested that this may have been because marrow from the brain and long bones would have been the most common food available to scavengers, as well as scraps of flesh left on the bones (Ungar, 2007, 183). This was because big cats and other predators did not have the correct teeth to break into the bone to get to the marrow (Anton et al, 2004, 1299). As well is this, studies showed that there was “no relationship between the number of cut marks on a bone and either the amount of flesh removed or the number of slicing strokes employed” (Ungar, 2007, 179). 
Previously in this essay, ease and exhaustion throughout time were briefly discussed, with the proposition that over time our lives have become less stressful. However, Ungar states that if we did indeed scavenge, then the scraps of meat, marrow, and brain that were left behind by big cat kills would have provided substantial protein (Ungar, 2007, 183). Not only this, but to scavenge these would have required little time and effort for early hominids as well as there being a very low risk of injury, or even being predated on themselves if the big cat had moved on.  Conversely, the early hominids could have taken the carcass back to a home base to avoid such predators (Ungar, 2007, 183).
The question this essay aims to answer mentions a meat fixation in relation to the evolution of humanity.  However, in 1999 Wrangham and co stated that due to the evidence found of butchery around 2.6 million years ago, meat can not have been influential in our evolution because Homo Erectus did not start to evolve abruptly at that date (Ungar, 2007, 205). Following this, Sussman comments on the fact that chimpanzees using stones to crack nuts could be related to how early hominids used stone tools to cut meat (Sussman, 1999). However, it could be argued that by doing this activity, chimpanzees are actually gathering rather than hunting, and so even if early hominids did do this, it bears [image: Image result for primates using stone tools]no relation to the possible hunting of meat that may have taken place. 







Figure 3: A Bearded Capuchin Monkey using a stone to crack a cashew nut (Barras, 2016).


When stone tools are used they accumulate traces of wear and residue on their surfaces and edges; micro-wear found on African early Palaeolithic stone tools show that they were probably used for more than one activity (Ungar, 2007, 217-219). Not only this but there is little in the way of evidence that suggests they had specialist tools for specialist jobs, meaning that we cannot estimate usage via design variation or be able to acknowledge if certain tools were used for meat, and others for vegetation (Ungar, 2007, 219). In fact it may have been that tools were originally used for vegetation, like the chimpanzees cracking nuts, but as populations of early hominids moved out of tropical areas into places where there were fewer plant sources (Layton et al, 2001), they may have adapted their way of thinking and used those same tools for different purposes, in this case, stripping meat off bones (DeVore & Lee, 1968, 7).
Finally, it is worth stating that for the average Westerner, rather than hunter-gatherer tribes that are observed, over 70% of the foods that give us energy were not actually available before and during the Palaeolithic era (Hublin & Richards, 2010, 44).
To conclude, if we are assuming that early hominids ate small vertebrates such as birds as well as fish and other small animals, then using the sexist terminology of the 1900s we could say that our ancestors were gatherers similarly to tribes that exist today such as the !Kung people. Not only this, but it is clear from the paleoanthropological evidence that early hominids were also scavengers, especially considering the competition they would have had at that time. Therefore, it would appear that there was a meat fixation throughout history, but it seems apparent that we did not need meat to survive or evolve. 
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