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 by defining such groups by subsistence patterns?
When looking at human evolution we use three different data sets to understand what we ate, what our social behaviours might have been, and how we got our food; this is especially important when looking at the hunter verses scavenger debate. These data sets are archaeology, primatology and anthropology. Each data set has its own issues.
[bookmark: _Hlk510025873][bookmark: _Hlk510025977][image: Taung Child]The first data set that will be looked is the archaeological record. The Taung child, is 3-4 years old, and the fossil itself is two point five million years old (Holden 1995). The skull was found in a cave at Buxton lime works near Taung, in south Africa in 1924 (Berger and Clark 1995). The site is often over looked because it was blown away, that’s how the skull was discovered (Berger and Clark 1995). It was found with thousands of other animal skulls (Holden 1995). The first person to document it was Raymond Dart (Holden 1995). He came to the conclusion that it was a hominid cave, due to the completeness of the animal remains and the openings at the base of the skull that looked as if they were made by tools, and that early hominins were mean killers (Holden 1995). Image 1, Damage done by the Eagle on the skull of the Taung Child, by Lee Berger.       (Marcro Evolution N.D)

Further research conveyed that this initial idea was flawed and that the accumulation of both the animal remains that the one hominin skull was more likely created by an eagle (Berger and Clark 1995). To confirm this hypothesis, they studied the hunting patterns of modern birds of prey in Africa and found many similarities in the skulls found at this site and those found at modern nesting sites (Berger and Clark 1995). We know that it was birds of prey due to the depression fractures and the way the skull was crushed, also the V-shaped nicks on the skulls (Berger and Clark 1995). The fact that this child was found as a victim of being hunted, suggests that our early ancestors did not hunt as extensively if at all as is first assumed. If early hominins hunted, then surely, they would have been able to hunt and protect this child from these creatures. The initial idea about it being a hominin cave, shows how people only see what they want to see, and in most cases what they want to see is man the hunter.
Further evidence that we were the hunted is given by C.K. Brain (Sussman 1991). He found that the bones he looked at, that are associated with ‘man apes’ were mostly fragments that were left behind by leopards and hyenas (Sussman 1991). The trauma left on the skulls, holes and dents, match those made by leopards and spotted hyenas (Binford 1983: 37). This raises the same questions why these creatures would hunt us if we had the tools to hunt them. 
[image: ]Other evidence that can help determine what our subsistence patterns were can be found in the types of animals that were around at the time. One of the more dominant predators at the time was a sabre-toothed cat, which is also known as homotheriun, who has been found in Asia and Africa, from Pliocene through to the middle of the Pleistocene (Anton et al 2005). There is evidence that they co-existed with australopithecines through to homo erectus and home Heidelberg (Anton et al 2005). Homotheriun like modern large cats, leave large amount of food that can be scavenged (Anton et al 2005). Researchers such as Martin Dirk believed that sabre-tooth’s were ambush hunters, where as another type of cat was scimitar toothed these are believed to be more sprint runners (Anton et al 2005). The lions that were around at the time would also have been much larger than modern lions (Anton et al 2005). Image 2, Scimitar Drawing, (Anton et al 2005).

Many of these predators do not consume the bone marrow and leave some meat on the limbs (Anton et al 2005). The stuff left behind would have been good sources of nutrition for early hominins, giving more emphasis that our subsistence pattern is more scavenger than hunter. Also, these are strong predators and for early hominins to go out and hunt them they would have needed more tools than the archaeological record suggests. The problem with this is that we refer to groups by their mode of subsistence and people do not like the idea of being called scavenger gatherer as they prefer hunter gatherer, this shows the issues with referring to groups by their mode of subsistence, because by doing this we are ignoring what the evidence tells us.
At Olduvai Gorge, Tanzania, at a site called FLK 22 Zinjanthropus (FLK 22), they found large amounts of fauna (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). The site itself is 1.75 million years old, and is interpreted by scholars such as Lewis Binford, as a hominin base, and is also the bases of the obligate marginal scavenger model (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). Some use this site to support the view that early hominids were passive scavengers who preyed on the kills of other carnivores (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). Others claim that they selected certain areas that they would transport gathered foods and scavenged carcasses, to where they produced stone tools (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). Due to the controversy this site has caused there is two distinct categories that hominins are put into, the first is proficiency in hunting and confrontational scavenging, the second is passive scavenging (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). 
White, Perkins and Daly used the term Schlepp effect, to describe the movement of parts of a carcass from an acquisition site to sites of accumulation (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). Signs of a transported assemblage include large parts of limb bones (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). The pattern on the faunal assemblage at FLK 22, indicates three stages of predation, the first large predators killed the animal, the second is hominids defleshed what was left and ate the marrow, and finally; hyenas extracted the nutrients from cancellous bone (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003). The percentage of tooth marks and cut marks on the lower limbs compared to the mid shaft supports this view (Dominguez-Rodrigo and Pickering 2003).  This links back to what was said earlier on, we ignore the evidence so that we can call them by a more desired name.
Some of the issues with the archaeological record is the small sample sizes and that they are often poorly preserved, and we don’t know how much of the natural damage that was done to fossils covered up key elements that might tell us more about the subsistence patterns of early hominids (Unger P 2007: 26). As mentioned earlier one site was blown up, that would have caused a lot of damage to the fossils it also meant that the site itself was no longer in situ so certain interpretations that can be made at other in situ sites will not be seen or able to be made here. Also, natural weathering process from lakes could affect the location of some skeletal remains, especially for the smaller bones which could lead to false interpretations.  
Due to this apparent meat fixation that researchers have a lot of the evidence for a more plant-based diet has not been studied as extensively (Stanford 1999: 103). Some of the evidence for a plant-based diet is microscopic wear on the surfaces of the teeth, this wear is created by rough seeds and other fibrous foods (Stanford 1999: 104). They did an Isotopic analysis of a fossil of an Australopithecus Africanus from lime works (Lee-Thorpe and Sponheimer 1999). This analysis showed evidence that their diet contained fruits, leaves, and large quantities of carbon 13, which implies large amounts of grasses and seeds or animals that ate it (Lee-Thorpe and Sponheimer 1999). Though we do not know exactly what plants they ate, as most of them are not around today and are not in our records, we do know they ate plants (Stanford 1999: 104). 
The consumption of plants does not require many tools, but the tool it can require is digging sticks which have not survived in the archaeological record (Stanford 1999: 104). There is little in the way of evidence of specialised tasks for stone tools in the archaeological record (Unger P 2007: 219). We do know from cut marks left on bone that they used stone tools to deflesh and break open bones but there is nothing that suggests that this is all they were used for (Unger P 2007: 170). From primate studies we know that chimpanzees use stone tools to crack nuts with, so why, despite this evidence of other uses are we so fixated on them being a sign that we hunted (Jolly 2009). When looking at the micro wear and residue left on stone tools there is evidence that suggests multiple uses, not just for meat (Unger P 2007: 217).  
Primatology is the study of primates in order to understand our ancestors. Research that has been done on Great Apes revealed that they are not violent creatures instead they are gentle and unaggressive (Sussman 1991). Despite this observation scholars such as Wrangham and Peterson claimed that it is not just humans that have killer instincts but chimpanzees as well (Sussman 1991). This idea of a killer instinct would come under traits that modern chimpanzees share with humans making it likely that it is a trait that is long rooted in our human evolution (Sussman 1991). Other traits include nut smashing, root eating and use of ant wands (Sussman 1991). If these traits are deeply rooted in our evolution then the above point can be raised again, why have we ignored this evidence in favour of claiming that we are more hunter gatherers than gatherer hunters, this is linked to issues with labelling communities based on their subsistence. 
The reasons Wrangham and Peterson use chimpanzees is because they are closely related to us and chimpanzees make a good model for our earliest ancestors (Sussman 1991). We share a common ancestor with not only chimpanzees but also Gorillas that lived five to eight million years ago (Smithsonian n.d: 1). The issues with this is that chimpanzees have also been evolving for as long as we have, they just evolved in a different way, so there is no reason to believe that the modern chimpanzee or gorilla and bonobo is the same as they were back then or even the same as our ancestors were back then (Sussman 1991). 
Other issues with using primates to get an idea of the behaviour of early hominids include cross cultural differences (Sussman 1991). Chimpanzees, Gorillas and bonobos all have different traits and behaviours, and these are all under the same category so why are they assuming that traits in chimpanzees would be the same as early hominids if they are so different amongst primates (Sussman 1991). Different groups of chimpanzees also have different cultural norms so how can we say that one group of chimpanzees tells us more about our ancestors than another (Sussman 1991). In all likelihood it was probable that there were populations of early hominids where hunter gatherers lived a few hundred miles away from another group who were scavenger gatherers or gatherer hunters (Stanford 1999: 25). This emphasises the issues with just referring to a population by one mode of subsistence as there was probably multiple modes that go unrecognised (Stanford 1999: 25). Also, if different chimpanzees have different cultural norms is it not possible that different hominid groups also had different cultural norms based on location and availability of food.
Primatologists make statements about how hunting behaviour in chimps is learned through watching and this is likely the same for early hominids (Stanford 1999: 29). However, to make this statement suggests that this type of behaviour is confined to chimpanzees and hominids, and yet you can see this behaviour repeated in many animals. For example, parrots learn to copy what we say by observing and then doing. Cats learn where to get their food and how to groom by watching other cats, some can learn human tricks like knocking on the door. Proving that this statement can apply to other animals, it also proves that if an animal spends enough time around humans they will pick up human traits. Therefore, many of the primates of today are probably more human like than they naturally would be due to constant interaction and studies undertaken by primatologists.  Another issue with primatology is that there is a large difference between the early hominids and early primates (Sussman 1991). For one there has been no evidence through primate studies that shows primates know how to make stone tools on their own (Sussman 1991).
Anthropology is used to help understand past hominid behaviours, it does this by comparing multiple modern-day hunter gatherer groups with past hunter gatherer groups (Layton et al 2001: 99). The idea of doing this is to get a baseline of what was likely in the past (Layton et al 2001: 99). Anthropologists look at the variations of economies, technologies, and social arrangements; it is assumed that if they see similar variations in the archaeological record then it is likely that, that behaviour is something that has been around since then (Layton et al 2001: 99). 
In modern hunter gatherer societies, they face large amounts of ecological pressures, this is also likely to be the case for past hunter gatherers (DeVore and Lee 1968: 6). The locations and activities of modern hunter gatherers are reliant on routines and food resources (DeVore and Lee 1968: 6).  In modern hunter gather societies they have been pushed into smaller areas by agriculturalists this has caused limits in their supplies, because of this it is assumed that past societies would have had a larger abundance of land and resources (DeVore and Lee 1968: 6). The key word there is assumed, there is no evidence on how vast their resources were, although they did not have agriculture, they did have many predators which as mentioned earlier did hunt them. 
This meat fixation that many scholars have, has led to an over exaggeration on meat consumption amongst hunter gatherer groups (Stanford 1999: 37).  The idea is that men hunt, and woman gather, this idea is problematic because people call these groups hunter gatherers which places more importance on the hunting and therefore the men. This view also assumes that men have the job of obtaining the highest quality of nutrients and calories that a household use (Stanford 1999: 38). Anthropologists Adrienne Zihlmann and Nancy Tanner stated that in traditional modern gather hunter societies about eighty five percent of animal protein was actually collected by women, gathering foods such as, nuts, tubers, and small animals (Stanford 1999: 40), in some societies hunting only covers twenty to forty percent of their diet (DeVore and Lee 1968: 7). When women hunt small animals, it is not classed as hunting but gathering (Hublin J and Richards, M 2010: 9). The reference of man the hunter ignores the important role that women play in getting subsistence for their families and the wider community.
[bookmark: _Hlk510029539]When looking at communities such as the !Kung, they eat as much plant food as they can get, as well as honey, but only eat meat when they can (DeVore and Lee 1968: 41). The !Kung look at meat eating as a chance to celebrate (Shostak 1981: 83). It is considered a special occasion because it does not happen as often as plant food, sometimes the men can be gone for up to four days and come back empty handed (Shostak 1981: 83). When scholars focus their eyes on meat as subsistence only, they miss the cultural implications of it, as well as these celebrations and the joy that these people experience. By merely calling them hunter gatherers it is lessening the important role that meat has in their lives as more than just subsistence. 
The amount of reliance a hunter gatherer group places on either meat or gathered foods depends on the environment they are in, and what is available (Layton et al 2001: 107). The same idea is placed on past groups. This can raise questions in referring to them as hunter gatherers because if they rely more on gathering then some anthropologists refer to them as gatherer hunters. This is a problem because sometimes what food is available depends on the season, so to refer to them based on this subsistence suggests that they become a different group when the seasons change.
Modern hunter gatherer groups and apes eat large amounts of insects (Stanford 1999: 119). There is no real category for this as none of the sources used in this paper put eating insects under either hunting or gathering. It is assumed that it is more of a gathering mode of subsistence, but nothing specifically states this. So, by defining groups as hunter gatherers, both of these being a mode to get subsistence, it is ignoring other methods like insect eating and scavenging.  
One of the issues with this type of comparison is that modern hunter gatherers have different worlds from the early hominids, so although the variation might be similar it does not mean that it is done in the exact same way, causing issues with interpretation (Layton et al 2001: 99). Also, not all the communities in the world today are foragers like they may have been before (Layton et al 2001: 99). Upon first contact with these societies, the hunter gatherers lived in close proximity with agriculturalists, pastoralists and merchants so the data set would be more mixed than what it actually would have been for the early hominids (Layton et al 2001: 99). With this in mind how relevant can ethnographic data really be in understanding human evolution if it is more corrupted (Layton et al 2001: 100).
It can also be argued that our first-hand knowledge of the modern world limits us and how we understand the past (Stanford 1999: 17). They try to solve this issue by looking at what variables from the modern world would influence todays hunter gatherer societies (Layton et al 2001: 6).  By taking out these variables they are more likely going to get an unbiased view of hunter gatherer societies, though it is still unlikely as they are so ingrained in the modern landscape and world that it would be hard to take that part out (Layton et al 2001: 6).   
Another issue with anthropological data is that we refer to these societies as hunter gatherers but as far as we know they do not refer to themselves as such. So why is it right for us to put this title on them based on the fact that their methods of getting subsistence is different from ours? This would make this type of reference immoral especially when we are comparing them to the original societies, as well as this, it infers that they are not as evolved as we are even though they have evolved just as much just in a different way.
It is not only the creatures living in the world that have evolved but the world itself has evolved. It was mentioned earlier that our worlds are different but the extent that we are different is immense. Not only with modern technologies, this includes the technologies in hunter gatherer societies, and pollution causing changes but also about seventy percent of the average westerner’s diet is based on foods that were not around when our early ancestors were (Hublin J and Richards, M 2010: 44). 
In conclusion there are a lot of issues with labelling a group of people based on their subsistence. Not only does it ignore the fact that we were likely scavengers, but it ignores the cultural impact of the subsistence patterns and the role of women. Even the archaeological data has problems as mentioned, people see what they want to see, if they want to see a hunter they will find evidence to support that ignoring the other evidence. To use modern primates and hunter gatherer societies is ethically wrong and can cause misinterpretations. However, it does provide a good basis of the past to help fill in some of the gaps that the archaeological record leaves out.
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