‘Ritual anthropophagy; contextualising and evaluating archaeological evidence, with the study of materiality and assemblages at Goyet’s Cavern and Gough’s Cave’ 
Ritual anthropophagy or anthropogenic cannibalism, (Cole, 2016, pp. 2) has been regarded with a variety of understandings and interpretations in the archaeological record, often fluctuating depending on the who, where, and when it was (re)-discovered. This leads to a plethora of contexts created to try explaining the historical purpose and application for ritual cannibalism in pre-history making it a ‘contentious issue’ (Cole, 2016, pp. 4). These contexts will be supplemented and critiqued with additional research into the materiality and analysis of taphonomy in ssemblages found in both; Goyet Cavern (Mozet, Belgium) and Gough’s Cave (Somerset, UK). Furthermore, this essay aims to provide an alternative interpretation, in which ritual cannibalism provided not just nutritional benefits but also social and cultural, and even a ‘religious agency’ (Norgon, 2013, pp. 4) and communal consolidation. The modification of bone assemblages at both sites, in addition to others could be indicative of a ‘bodily resocialization’ (Traphagan, 2008, pp.1), in which the body of kin is consumed and altered to then be reintroduced to the living community. Mortuary evidence is particularly valuable as Goring notes it represents the ‘direct and purposeful culmination of conscious behaviour rather than its incidental residue’ (Goring, 1989, pp. 95). 
Goyet Cavern (Rougier et al, 2017) and Gough’s Cave (Bello et al, 2014) display a rich material culture of processed assemblages. Gough’s Cave specifically displays a unique use of ‘products carved out of the contextually situated materials and resources’ (Patnaik, 1995, pp. 59). The evidence and manufacturer of this materiality (bone) can be applied in part to suggest the social morphology (Agarwal, 2016, pp. 131) these communities may have lived in. In Gough’s cave, we see a recurring motif of LUP (Late Upper Palaeolithic) Magdalenian human bone fragmentation mixed with occupational detritus. The bone assemblages of Gough’s cave; have been subject to taphonomy speculation in which cranial and post cranial remains display anthropogenic modification (Lucas, 2018 pp. 5534); ranging from: disarticulation, de-fleshing, tooth indentations, percussion blows, cutting, and longitudinal splitting to extract marrow (Bello et al. 2015, pp. 171). 
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Fig. 1 (Above) – (Bello et al, 2011, pp. 2) Depicting the locale of Gough’s Cave in addition to the variability in Magdalenian sites in the processing of human remains and cannibalism. Suggesting a cultural and perhaps shared interpretation of cannibalism as way of ritual, supplemented nutrition, and cultural (re)-incorporation of the deceased.
The processing of bone marrow extraction displays the utilization of bodily resources and which parts were being consumed, which independently may have suggested endo-cannibalism; internal to the kin group (Harvey, 2002, pp. 255) for survival. However, the discovery of ‘Skull-cups’ which share similarities to additional Magdalenian sites in central and western Europe’ (Bello et al, 2015, pp. 170), suggesting a customary cannibalism, in which the human body, and its bone assemblages could have been involved in a ritual mortuary practice in unison with rigorous processing and consumption of bodies, allowing bodily re-socializing individuals after death, back into the kin group.
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Fig. 2 (Above) – (Yustos & Yravedra, 2015, pp. 35) Displaying Goyet Cave location (7), in addition to other Neanderthal sites with evidence of cannibalism: (1) El Sidron; (2) Boquete de Zaffaraya; (3) Mouala-Guerey; (4) Combe-Grenal; (5) Les Pradelles; (6) Krapina;
Goyet’s Cavern archaeological narrative differs to that of Gough’s cave, notably so for its variation in archaeological assemblages through sedimentary levels displaying Middle Palaeolithic, Aurignacian, Gravettian, and Magdalenian (Toussiant, 2004, pp. 133). Additionally, the elusive contexts of Neandertal funerary practices, in situ endo-cannibalism was practiced (Rougier et al, 2016, pp.6) with signs of butchery, cut marks, teeth indentations and extracted marrow (Rougier et al, 2016, pp.1). Goyet Cavern yields evidence displaying unambiguously; Neanderthal cannibalism in Northern-Europe. Discovered in the cavern was the use of four bone assemblages to modify and retouch stone tools, perhaps suggesting a requirement and utility to their cannibalism, with ritual being harder to identify due to substantial diversity in ‘mortuary behaviour among the regions late Neanderthal population’ (Rougier et al, 2016, pp. 2). Furthermore, while H. neanderthalensis are of the same genus as H. sapiens (Genus; Homo), their behaviour cannot always be compared, due to lack of context on how neanderthal society and culture functioned (Stinger, 2014). 
Despite this apparent incomparability, Pettitt’s (2000) archaeological analysis of Neanderthal remains emphasises ‘considerable and habitual stresses placed upon extremely muscular (Neanderthal) bodies from a young age, which extent towards the physical use of the body as a power tool’ (Pettitt, 2000, pp. 352). Cannibalism from this perspective may have constituted as a valuable (or desperate) resource and function to the relatively short, violent, and energy expensive lives of Neanderthal (Pettitt, 2000, pp. 359) at Goyet Cavern. Perhaps the Neanderthal of Goyet cave viewed the physicality and materiality of the body as more of a tool to be processed and used. Comparatively differing to the ritualistic anthropogenic processing of cranial bones (Rapport & Overing, 2000 pp. 14) and ritual carvings (Bello et al, 2015, pp. 174) at Gough’s Cave and other Magdalenian sites. However, due to the circumstantial presence and context of assemblages this does not mean ritual did not take place at Goyet cave. 
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Fig. 3 (above) - (Bello et al, 2015, pp. 172) Displays the variety and patterns found amongst human bones at Gough’s Cave. Notably the heavy anthropogenic modification, especially to cranial bones, bearing 39 cut marks on 41 identified specimens, with the skull bearing abnormal amount of percussion blows. These cutmarks had formally been interpretated in earlier excavations (Cook, 1986 pp. 183) as natural environmental damage, produced by trampling. This however is a limited interpretation which as Andrews & Fernadez-Javlo (2003) developed that cut-marks are significant in evidencing cannibalism, but still fail to expand on recognising ritual cannibalism as taking place and suggest it was motivated by nutritional cannibalism, due to the similarity of ‘butchery techniques on human and non-human bones’ (Andrews & Fernadez-Jalvo, 2003, pp.81). The bones do show signs of nutritional cannibalism evidenced through processing and teeth indentations upon every post-cranial bone identified. However, the modifications to the cranial bones are suggestive of ritual, due to the inherent lower calorific value of the brain possessing (in combination with spinal cord and nerve trunks) ‘2706.00’ (Cole, 2016, pp. 3) nutritional calories, which when compared to other parts of the body we see a huge calorific variety with the thighs possessing ‘13354.88’ (Cole, 2016, pp.3) calories. The low nutritional nature of the brain and cranial bones in addition to deliberate cutting, suggests skulls were processed to produce ritual skull cups. 
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Fig 4. (Above) – (Cole, 2016, pp. 4), Displaying nutritional information on the human body, including the calorific intake of different parts of the body. Despite the heavily processed skulls, the brain does not possess a large calorific content unlike thighs, upper arms or even calves. It should be noted that while this applies to Homo sapiens nutritional content, neanderthal due to their more robust (Galway-Witham, 2019) frames may have had greater calorific quantities of fat and protein and thus different nutritional requirements. 
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Fig. 5 (Above) – (Bello et al, 2011, pp. 4), (A) Displays the cut-marked frontal bone; (B) Cut marks upon the parietal; (C) Cut-marked and percussion impact on temporal bone; (D) Demonstrating additional cut marks and percussion impact on the occipital bone. 

Gough’s Cave demonstrates anatomically skilled and purposeful post-mortem modification of human remains. The frequent distribution of cut-marks and percussion impacts suggest the cranial bones and skull were methodically cleaned of soft tissues perimortem, altered to remove the facial region, possibly to create more uniform shape to the edges of the cranial bones in producing skull-cups (Bello et al, 2011, pp. 2). These skull-cup’s using Ullrich model of manipulation in Palaeolithic bodies (Ullrich, 2005, pp. 3); could represent a part of a multi-stage burial (Bello et al, 2017) ritual which initiated with ritual de-fleshing of the body noted by high frequency of cut marks, to extract flesh and making the body easier to dismember for disarticulation, followed by percussion impacts to extract marrow. The processing and cleaning of bone can then begin which would identify specific pieces for scraping. In the case of Gough’s Cave skull cups, we see ritualistic cleaning of the cranial remains possessing 15 and 3 scrape-marks on the skull and mandible, respectively. Which displays processing beyond just nutritional consumption. The processing of the cranial bones and brain could be suggestive of a transitional mortuary process for the dead and living, and the reintroduction of the dead through skull cups into the world of the living (Hillard, 1990, pp. 1086).  Perhaps it could be suggested that a form of ancestor worship took place, in which ritual would ‘emphasize the idea of continuity’ (Whitley, 2001, pp. 122), reinforcing cultural and social ties internal to the collective group. Furthermore, the inclusion of both men, women and children in skull-cups could support an embodied ritual (Stutz 2003) that focused on the ‘handling, modelling and care of skulls’ (Bonogofsky, 2004, pp. 119). 
Contextually it is hard to draw any definite assumptions on the exact use of Skull cups, however; Brück notes the fragmentation and in this case disarticulation of the body ‘at the end of their lifecycles was a way of drawing attention to the social impact of death’ (Brück, 2006, pp. 297). Supporting the notion that ritual-processing was part of a social, (spiritual), and cultural event. Deliberate breakage was not just symbolic but acted to facilitate transformation of one state to another, or from the individual to the collective. Assuming these skull-cups saw practical or even ceremonial use, could infer a ‘reflection of social values’ (Steel, 2016, pp.81), in which Magdalenian’s at Gough’s cave viewed the human body as a resource (reflecting the notion of the body as a ‘power tool’ at Goyet Cavern), but also to be venerated and remembered through communal ritual, aforementioned by consistent modification and intentional scraping and softening of the cranial region.  
Gough’s cave has a profusion of assemblages, ranging from cut marked ribs, percussion marked femur, and focally; an engraved human radius, displaying hallmark signs of cannibalism (cut, percussion, tooth; marks) while also displaying an unusual zig-zagging incision on the lateral part of the diaphysis where there is a lack of both meat and muscular material (Bello et al, 2017). Bello et al affirms these anthropogenic modifications are the result of deliberate engraving, fitting within the Magdalenian manufacturing patterns. Contrary to what Andrews and Fernadez-Javlo (2003) suggested was filleting marks creating during butchery. This essay will further explore Bello et al’s interpretation following micro/macro-morphometric analysis which can be likened to the materiality and physicality of additional Magdalenian assemblages. 
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Fig. 6 (Above) – (Bello et al, 2017, pp. 6) Detailing the alterations of the engraved human radius M54074. It bears fractures and partial longitudinal break, with evidence of scraping suggesting the removing of flesh in preparation for the carving to be done. The entire engraving is composed of 87 incisions of which: 33 single-stroke, 32 ‘to-and-fro’ sawing, 13 large singular incisions, 19 multiple internal sub-incisions, and 22 scrape mark incisions (Bello et al, 2017, pp. 7). The unusual ‘zig-zag’ while not unique for this period, could be suggestive of cultural or ritual involving geometrical forms, representing rare evidence of socio-cultural and ritual expression in the upper palaeolithic (Bello et al, 2020, pp. 1). 
The chronology of manipulations as Bello et al, also suggests were part of a ‘multi-stage cannibalistic ritual’. The marks and carvings must have held symbolic meaning, perhaps as a way of remembering events, reconciling the loss of the dead, or perhaps as written memory, that interacted and possessed greater meaning to complex social groups, allowing them to dispose and utilize the resources of the body. In addition, to further consolidate bonds by imbibing then processing the flesh and bones perhaps acting as a ‘symbolic glue’ for kin (Bello et al, 2017, pp. 13). McCrea counters this interpretation; suggesting, it is more than just an inter-social ritual between humans. Instead, the inhabitants of Gough’s cave saw their personhood (Fowler, 2004, pp. 5) as part of the natural world and by extension a strong relationship between hunters and prey (McCrea 2018). Furthermore, engraved bones may represent more than just anthropophagy, but suggest ‘Palaeolithic humanity’s awareness of the non-human society they inhabited’ (McCrea, 2018) and the ability to display cognizance through ritual art. Additionally, the presence of many engraved animal bones (see fig. 6) and the singular human radius may imply a context in which the animal world was transforming slowly towards a human-centric world. Moreover, Hill identifies that a more inclusive interpretation of pre-historic human-animal relations ‘recognizes the contingent nature of our engagement with animals’ and would allow for greater interpretive ability of human and animal personhood (Hill, 2013, pp, 127). Proposing the possibility these cannibalistic rituals may have taken place, in replication of animal butchery, to honour the dead (Conklin, 1995, pp. 75) and (re) join them to more than just the group collective but as a collective of the natural world. 

[image: A picture containing wooden, tableware, grate

Description automatically generated]

Fig. 7 (Above) – (Bello et al, 2017, pp. 5) Representing animal assemblages found alongside human remains bearing anthropogenic modification and display macro resemblance to the engravings on the human radius. (A) Displaying: engraved equine rib. (B) engraved Lepus timidus (Hare) tibia. (C&D) ‘Baton perce’ made from reindeer antler. The similarity is remarkable, but there is also a disparity between the human radius and the animal bones, with scraping marks never being observed on other engraved Magdalenian assemblages (Bello et al, 2011). Implying this was designed with a specific and intended purpose, most likely for a complex mortuary ritual, that held culturall and social significance.
Ritual cannibalism in Goyet Cavern amongst Neanderthal is much harder to suggest compared to the comparatively rich assemblages of Gough’s Cave. Gough’s cave has already demonstrated the limited range of labels such as ‘ritual’ and ‘nutritional’ cannibalism (Cole, 2016, pp. 3), in which both can be argued to have taken place, but authors still contrast as to which was motivated first. Understandably then, Goyet’s cave represents equal if not greater difficulty in contextualising their motivation for cannibalism. There is growing evidence that Neanderthal may have been ‘socially complex’ (Peeters & Zwart, 2020) and varied on exo- and inter-group levels as with archaic homo sapiens. Applying this interpretation could suggest what variables were important to social lives of Neanderthal, and thus may have been mirrored in ritual, mortuary customs and resulting cannibalism. However, it is hard to substantiate and expand upon with the current archaeological record. Pettitt (2000) advocates two factors in Neanderthal social organisation as ‘maturation’ (or lifecycle) and ‘transformation’ (or trauma, injury, and stress) – (Pettitt, 2000, pp. 360). This concept of a lifecycle and transformation of the body in the organisation of Neanderthal, may inflect the violent and often short lives they lived (Hendry, 2020, pp. 4). Making the need for food and resources essential, and thus cannibalism practical; nutritionally rewarding with a low energy expenditure. 
Supporting this proposal of a ‘practicality’ to cannibalism is Rougier et al’s (2016) investigation (see fig. 8) into the taphonomy of the bones discovered at Goyet’s cavern. In which endo-cannibalism most likely took place, we see the highly processed areas being those of the high nutritional availability. Approximately the: thigh; with 13354.88 calories and calves with; 4486.30 calories (Cole, 2016, pp.4), with additional evidence of marrow extraction through percussion marks and retoucher traces. Pettitt’s and Rougier’s interpretation would suggest a wholly practical functionality to Neanderthal cannibalism over a ritualistic context, however this is still uncertain due to incomplete remains found at Goyet.
Fig. 8 (Below) – (Rougier et al, 2016, pp. 5). Summary of the anthropogenic modifications distinguished on Neanderthal remains at Goyet Cavern. Displaying a variety of cutmarks, percussion blows and pits, as well rare sight of multiple retoucher traces.
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The scholarly dichotomy remains in Goyet Cavern and Gough’s Cave, in both ritual anthropophagy took place to varying degrees. Gough’s Cave displays a multi-faceted ritual in which bodies were ritually excarnated, for nutritional consumption, but also to produce bone assemblages such as skull-cups and the engraved radius which would aid and function in a mortuary ritual. These assemblages held connotations and imbedded contexts for the wider Magdalenian world, in addition to kin specific consolidation and exchange of agency from the living to dead, then to reincorporation into a social practice. Furthermore, the possibility of personhood being influenced by the butchery of animals around them suggests perhaps more could be learn about ritual cannibalism from the (ritual) butchery of animals. Anthropogenic modification and processing of cranial bones could infer a mortuary ritual due to the careful scraping and cut marks, in unison with deliberate percussion blows. Goyet Cavern displays a different narrative; in which the violent and stressful lives of Neanderthal required the utilization of available resources. Which was the body of other Neanderthal, de-fleshed and perhaps eaten from nutritionally rich areas. Goyet is harder to define as ritual due to the requirement for more evidence and greater analysis of current evidence (as would help with Gough’s cave too). However, from Pettitt’s suggestion of social principles based on interactions with the world around them, we can conclude these Neanderthal would have been no strangers to cannibalism, but the insufficient evidence requires hesitance in claiming they did or not practice ritual cannibalism. 
Despite, these engagements with academic debate, only with greater future analysis and discoveries will we develop an archaeological framework to understand and provide greater contextual understanding to ritual anthropophagy in Goyet cave and Gough’s Cavern. 
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