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1. Introduction 
Let’s be clear about something from the very beginning. This thesis, although it is written from 

the perspective of science, is not for or against anything. It is not written in favor of scientific-

anthropological figures like James Lett, Leslie White, Robert Carneiro, Marvin Harris, Brian 

Ferguson, Frank Elwell, Stephen Reyna et cetera, or against humanistic-anthropological 

persons like Franz Boas, Margaret Mead, Ruth Benedict, Clifford Geertz, Renato Rosaldo 

Stephen Tylor et cetera. It is not written on behalf of approaches like cultural materialism or 

against approaches like postmodernism. This thesis is not written in favor of and against 

anything precisely because it is a scientific paper. Being for or against something always 

implies taking certain attitudes, beliefs, convictions, opinions, et cetera, of which one is 

convinced, to be right. And science, scientists in contrast to humanism, to humanists are not for 

or against this or that, by taking this or that belief, opinion et cetera. Science is about facts, 

about reasonable, value-free consideration and explanations of the (socio-cultural) world 

around us.   

What has been said so far, however, does not signify that science, that scientists may not 

criticize humanistic approaches, humanists regarding for example how they try to explain 

(socio-cultural) phenomena, regarding how they look at the world around us, regarding the 

inconsistencies in their approach(es). And the present scientific thesis takes a critical 

perspective towards (the) humanistic approach(es), towards humanists, first and foremost in the 

discipline of anthropology. This, of course, does not mean that science, that scientists will 

utterly be excluded from critique in this thesis. Nor that this thesis will not highlight the 

significance of the humanistic approach(es), either.  

 

Described in a nutshell, we may say that this master thesis especially treats the following central 

aspects, respectively questions. (1) The thesis seeks to explain what exactly is meant when one 

talks about the approaches of science and humanism in especially the discipline of 

anthropology. (2) The thesis aspires to find out to what extent the two approaches of science 

and humanism are able to give solid explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-

cultural world around us. (3) The thesis strives after an explanation why the two approaches of 

science and humanism have received different popularity in anthropology (and beyond).  

 

Consequently, to answer the question what exactly is meant when one talks about science and 

humanism (especially in anthropology), we will define science, respectively humanism, we will 
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deal with the history of the two approaches, and we will in detail consider what constitutes the 

scientific and humanistic approach in chapter two.  

 

In chapter three then we will discuss the approaches science, respectively humanism by 

considering major points of critique anthropological humanism has raised against scientific 

anthropology and listen to the response anthropological science has given to the criticism. And 

we will see in chapter three that the anthropological-humanistic critique on science is hardly 

tenable, that it sometimes even stands on very dubious grounds.  

  

In chapter four we will consider three anthropological case examples regarding the classical 

anthropological theme of war. Namely, with Margaret Mead and her notion that war is just an 

idea or an invention, with Marvin Harris’ classical cultural materialist approach and the 

question why there had been intense warfare among Yanomami and with Brian Ferguson’s 

advanced cultural materialist approach and also the question why there had been intensive 

warfare among Yanomami. In chapter four we will meet and answer the question of how the 

two approaches of anthropological science and humanism may provide us with solid 

explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-cultural world around us. And we will 

see during the chapter that science can give solid explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of 

the socio-cultural world around us, while the humanistic approach is not able to achieve that.  

 
Chapter five then deals with the question of why humanistic anthropology has gained a 

popularity that scientific anthropology has not, albeit humanistic anthropology is not able to 

give accurate explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-cultural world around us. 

And we will see in chapter five that humanistic anthropology, albeit it has not much to offer 

regarding the explanation of socio-cultural phenomena, the socio-cultural world around us, the 

approach has a significant societal task, which is the reason why it has reached high popularity.  

 
In the concluding sixth chapter we will highlight the key findings and explanations of this thesis 

and come to a final assessment.  

 
Regarding the further purpose of this thesis and the reason why I have chosen to write this 

thesis.  

Regarding the latter. This thesis has been written and has become what it is much due to my 

studies at the department of social- and cultural anthropology in Vienna; thus, a more or less 

personal reason. During my master studies, I have heard about and witnessed quite a few 
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discussions and disputes that had to do with the question of whether anthropology 

could/should/has to be a science or a humanity. While many anthropologists at my department 

apparently have a strong opinion regarding what anthropology is or should, could, has to be - 

most say it is a humanity - most of them do not know much about the approaches of science 

and humanism. They just do not like science, albeit they do not know much about it. They do 

not give you a serious explanation why they refuse science, but only give to you mundane, 

unmeaning responses like: We do not do that anymore, anthropology just is, cannot be et cetera 

a science (argument: ‘it’s just like that), there is some reason why we do not do science. 

Unsatisfied with the situation at my department, I therefore have chosen to go search for a 

serious, scientific explanation on my own regarding what the approaches of science and 

humanism exactly are, regarding why science gets refused by many anthropologists, et cetera. 

And I believe I have found answers and explanations to these and many more questions with 

this master thesis.  

 

Regarding the further purpose of this thesis. I believe to have found with this master thesis a 

solid scientific explanation of anthropologies societal role and therewith also an explanation 

why anthropology has the guise it has today as largely a humanity, as a representative of 

humanism and not a science, which until today has not be given, at least as far as I am aware of 

the literature. 

Therefore, finally, cogitating about the further purpose of this work, I see this scientific master 

thesis as nothing more and nothing less than a tiny piece that is contributing to the very growing 

body of scientific knowledge.  

 
 
2. Science & Humanism: A Consideration 

Our detailed consideration(s) of science and humanism will be approached in the same order. 

Firstly, science, respectively humanism will be defined. Secondly, well will have a look at the 

history of science and humanism. After that then follows a detailed description, examination 

and analysis of what science, respectively humanism is about.  
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2.1 Science Considered 

Let us start our journey of understanding what science is about then by briefly listening to some 

statements regarding the scientific undertaking, so that we get a first impression.  

To Stephen Reyna (1994:1), science has - among more - two very important goals. They read: 

"[(1)] to understand how and why reality is constituted as it is and [(2)] to understand how well 

it is known how and why reality is constituted." Furthermore, science to him, at its very heart is 

about explanation and validation of explanation regarding reality (Reyna 1994: 1f). To the well-

known representative of science, Leslie White, science is particular a way to deal with 

experience. The particular goal of science to White is to "render experience intelligible" (so 

that human beings may adapt to their environment and therefore be able to live) (White 1949: 

3). Marvin Harris (1994:64) explains that science is based on particular principals and that 

scientific knowledge is gained through operations that are public and replicable.  

We will meet all these authors and their thoughts about science again in this section and thesis, 

generally. To define science now however, we turn to James Lett, who will also accompany us 

for large parts in this thesis.  

Science Defined 

According to James Lett (1997:44), science may be defined as "an objective, logical and 

systematic technique for acquiring synthetic propositional knowledge". What may we learn 

from this definition about science? Mainly three things. Firstly, science is about acquiring 

knowledge. Secondly, not just some kind of knowledge, but the goal of science is to strive after 

a very specific one – synthetic propositional knowledge. And thirdly that the way (or technique) 

to achieve that aim has three major components – namely Objectivity, Logic, and Systematics.   

Hence, to get to a sound understanding of what science is (about), firstly, it is fundamental to 

outline what is meant when we speak of synthetic propositional knowledge. Then, secondly, 

the necessary components to get to synthetic propositional knowledge – Objectivity, Logic and 

Systematics - and whence they are formed of, should be examined. And that’s exactly what 

shall be done in our detailed consideration what science is about below.  

But first, before we start with Lett our detailed description, examination and analysis of what 

science is, some broader elucidations and clarifications about what science is (about) and how 
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the approach historical has developed shall be made. Furthermore, also some clarifying and 

illustrating words regarding the notions of principal, paradigm and theory with shall be made, 

since they often get mistaken and because particular a clarification what principals are is 

significant to this thesis.  

Leslie White & The Way (!) Science 

White’s definition of science may be best recited in the following quotation of him: “Science 

is one of two basic ways of dealing with experience. The other is art. (…) The purpose of science 

and art in one: to render experience intelligible (…) But although working toward the same 

goal, science and art approach it from opposite directions. Science deals with particulars in 

terms of universals (…) Art deals with universals in terms of particulars.” (White 1949: 3).  

To stay with the fact that White says that science is a way to deal with experience (White 1949: 

3). He really intends to express the crucial point for him that science is a way (!) (to deal with 

experience) and that science is not just a collection of facts or formulas (the way science is 

based on particular assumptions and techniques) (White 1949:3). Therefore, he also strongly 

suggests that it is more appropriate to use the verb-form of the word science – namely to science 

or sciencing – to accurately express what science is (about) (White 1949: 3). The importance 

of that point is also evident in the fact that he even named the chapter, where he describes this: 

"Science is Sciencing" (White 1949:3). To use the word science as a noun could be problematic 

and potentially would obscure the nature of science as a way to interpret the world around us. 

This is related to the circumstance that using science as a noun could lead to considering science 

as a wide terrain that would be divided into a number of different fields (or disciplines). For 

example, astronomy, biology, sociology or anthropology. Of course, these different disciplines 

exist, and the distinction is not generally useless. But and this is White's crucial point in this 

respect, to use the word science as a noun may raise the impression that science is something 

split and not a way (or technique) that can equally be used in all these disciplines (as mentioned 

above, for example) (White 1949: 3ff). And from there, it would be not a big step to make 

further distinctions between the disciplines and regarding their scientific nature, which 

eventually could lead to considering disciplines as anthropology or sociology non-scientific or 

as fields where science could not be done (White 1949: 5f). This thesis, in accordance with 

White's perception, also considers science a way or technique that can be done across various 

disciplines like astronomy, biology or anthropology, which only on the surface, but not at heart, 
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must appear fundamentally different. The reader of this thesis should keep this in mind 

throughout the whole thesis.  

Science and Determinism 

Determinism, so Robert Carneiro is clearly a scientific concept (Carneiro 2000: 49). Regarding 

social science Carneiro explains that determinism - which’s absolute opponent is the notion of 

free will - is the basis for everything that aspires to be a social science (Carneiro 2000: 47ff). 

Determinism, which is often mistaken and mixed up with fatalism, expressed very rudimentary, 

says: ”that Event A [for example] will occur because of the presence of a certain set of 

antecedent conditions” (…) “Event A will invariably occur if and only if those antecedent 

conditions are present” (Carneiro 2000: 49). Fatalism, to the contrary, says something very 

different: “It [fatalism] holds that Event A will occur regardless of antecedent conditions! It is 

simply ‘preordained’ or fated to happen” (Carneiro 2000: 49).  

Principals, Paradigms & Theories  

Marvin Harris (1994: 63) explains that principles basically can be divided into two groups. On 

the one hand, principals for acquiring, testing, and validating knowledge (epistemological 

principles). On the other hand, principals for generating and evaluating theories (theoretical 

principals). Principals, furthermore, have a lot to do with paradigms - but are not the same and 

therefore should be kept apart - since in paradigms, the principals – e.g., scientific or humanistic 

ones – are set that govern the execution of research. To give an example of the two notions. 

Creationism or natural selection are principals, cultural materialism is a (scientific) paradigm. 

And in addition, it is important to say here that neither principals - epistemological or theoretical 

ones – nor paradigms have the status of scientific theories. (Harris 1994: 63f). 

In this thesis, we will deal first and foremost with epistemological principals, and we will 

particularly get to know the epistemological principles of science and humanism.   

Epistemological Principals to Study Socio-Cultural Systems 

Since this thesis is written in a subject of the social sciences – I like to call it scientific 

anthropology - it is significant to also have a look at epistemological principles that are specific 

to the study of social-cultural systems. Namely, on the one hand, a distinction between “mental 

events (thoughts)” and “behavior (actions of body parts and their environmental effects)” 

(Harris 1994:66). On the other hand, “the separation of emic from etic views of thoughts and 

behavior” (Harris 1994:66). From these distinctions, we receive four different types of 
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knowledge (that are specific to the study of socio-cultural systems): Emics of thought, etics of 

thought, emics of behavior, etics of behavior (Harris 1994: 66f). To make these distinctions is 

very important as we may receive, by applying them, very different kinds of information 

regarding a socio-cultural phenomenon. And therefore, they are also important when one tries 

to solidly explain socio-cultural phenomena or when one wants to judge the persuasive power 

of different explanatory approaches regarding this or that socio-cultural phenomenon.  

The importance to be aware and to make the distinctions from above may be highlighted 

through the following example of Marvin Harris.  

Harris highlights that there can be significant differences between what people say and actually 

do regarding a socio-cultural phenomenon. Considering the example of indirect infanticide in 

northeast Brazil (Harris’ own research), Harris cites that some woman would condemn and 

abhor infanticide and furthermore say that they would behave in a way to sustain the lives of 

their infants (emics of thoughts & emics of behavior) on the one hand. On the other hand, 

observers, however, could note that some of these mothers withhold food and drink from some 

of the children (etic of behavior). And based on that observation, one could say that these 

women have thoughts that run contrary to their emics of thought and behavior, which illustrates 

etics of thoughts (Harris 1994: 67). It should now already be clear why Harris distinction(s) are 

so crucial. Without them, one runs a great risk to just to see only one half of a phenomenon, 

forgetting an overall important part.  

History of Science - Before the 19th Century 

The philosophy of science has a diverse, millennia-old history and one could easily write a 

whole master or even doctoral thesis just about science and its historical development. We, 

however, will only give a rough account of the history of science here, where just some major 

figures and developments may be highlighted. Since this thesis is written in the field of 

anthropology, we will also have a particular look at the career of science within the discipline.  

Stephen Reyna (1994: 7) traces the origins of modern science over many steps back to 

Aristoteles. And many scientists indeed agree that the philosophy of science begins with the 

ancient Greeks, particular with the contrast between Plato and Aristotle over deduction-

induction (Aristotle, in contrast to Plato, was more convinced of the significance of inductive 

reasoning) (URL 2). Although Aristotle and Plato were to no doubt major figures of their time, 

we shall also say that many more philosophers of science could be named, that played a role in 



14                                                              
 

bringing science into existence (URL 2). And I wish to add at this point that however ‘big’ a 

name might sound, Aristotle, Plato, and all the other major figures of science that will follow 

below have been all just representatives of their times. Therefore, their achievements shall not 

be considered as achievements of single men alone but rather as achievements or developments 

of their times.  

The Islamic scientists of the 10th and 11th century A.D. may be considered responsible for major 

developments in the philosophy of science since ancient Greek days. We may name here Ibn-

Sina for example who indeed followed Aristotle in many ways but was also one of the first, 

who introduced the metaphysical issue of God into the scientific discussion (for a long time, 

there should be no real distinction between science and the supernaturalistic) (URL 2). Another 

figure of that period, Ibn al-Haytham, is known in the history of science as the one who first 

defined the modern scientific method, by introducing the significant steps of the scientific 

process. Furthermore, Ibn al-Haytham highlighted that scientists should not consider 

themselves as infallible and be open to criticism, something that has a large significance in 

science until today.  

After the Islamic scientists, Francis Bacon is to be named as a major figure in the history of the 

philosophy of science. One of his major achievements regarding science is his critique of the 

ancient Greek emphasis of deductive explanations of the universe (also Aristotle, who, in 

comparison to Bacon times had a rather deductive perspective, too). Bacon believed that the 

universe was too complex to be explained through deduction alone and therefore redesigned 

the scientific method largely towards an inductive one; without saying that inductive 

explanation alone is enough, too (URL 2). Furthermore, Bacon also developed the idea of 

experimental science (basis of induction). From Bacon we have the idea that research could be 

utilized to test the validity of observation of the real world (URL 2). Besides, Bacon was a 

proponent of the possibility to achieve objective knowledge and argued about the idea with 

Cambridge Platonists (Reyna 1994:7). A discussion that is still today very current and often 

fierily performed.  

Galileo Galilei picked up and put Bacon’s work on another level by highlighting strongly 

particular the need for empiricism and rationalist thinking (URL 2).  

In the 18th century the philosophy of science started to develop towards a specific scientific 

method that, in further consequence, would differentiate it from non-sciences. In that time, the 

notion that science cannot give definite answers but may only say that something is to a certain 
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probability correct came up through Isaac Newton, for example (before Newton rudiments of 

the idea already appeared with Christian Huygens in the 17th century) (URL 2).  

History of Science from/after the 19th Century 

The 19th century was the century when science almost completely has detached from super- 

naturalistic explanation models and when it took on a form that has been already similar to 

modern science. The idea has established that science needed to be mostly empirical - though 

deductive aspects would still be needed to bring up new ideas and theories. Furthermore, 

William Whewell developed and highlighted the significance that scientists have should also 

take historical views. Thus, that they should also look at what other scientists already have done 

before them, then just developing (new) ideas (URL 2). A notion that should become crucial is 

science and stay so until today. 

Whewell furthermore believed that science could eventually produce absolute, unbreakable 

truths, something that modern science does not share with him (only probabilities can be 

achieved). An early critique of Whewell in this respect was John Stuart Mill (URL 2).  

Considering the history of science in the 20th-century one cannot avoid the name Karl Popper. 

Popper tried to accomplish a clear separation between science and non-science. He developed 

and defended the idea of falsification – where a hypothesis (statement or theory, too) must be 

refutable in principle to be considered a scientific one. The main critique of Popper tells that he 

did not have a good grasp of what scientists were actually doing and that the scientific process 

was actually much more about proof than rejection (URL 2).  

Carl Gustav Hempel was another influential scientist of the 20th-century. Standing on the 

shoulders of David Hume, he proposed that every scientific inductive finding could only say 

that an answer is just to a certain probability correct (URL 2).  

Another name that cannot be avoided considering the history of 20th-century science is Thomas 

Kuhn. Kuhn’s major work – “The Structure of Scientific Revolutions” (2014 [1962]) – is often 

considered a revolution in the philosophy of science (URL 2). Kuhn’s most significant 

contribution to science therein was his notion of paradigms and paradigm shift, by which he 

refused to subscribe to the (common) Aristotelian notion of science as an accumulative process 

(URL 2).  
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Finally, considering the history of science in the 20th-century I wish to highlight that science in 

the 20th-century stripped off the 19th-century idea of science as something that formulates 

absolute laws and produces certainties - 20th century science ‘only’ yields probabilities and 

generalizations (Harris 1994: 65).  

God in Science 

As said above, science and supernaturalistic notions have been connected for a long time. And 

we shall spend a few more words on that relationship here.  

In the 17th century, due to works and findings of Newton, Galileo and Kepler - radical new 

explanations of terrestrial and celestial motion that pointed to a universe that is ruled by fixed 

laws rather than a God – God lost significance in science. It was then realized that there were 

forces in the world that work on their own. God in the 17th century indeed stayed a prime mover 

but was continuously less seen as a direct intercessor (Carneiro 2000: 99f).  

In the age of the Enlightenment (especially last third of the 18th century), God then has 

disappeared ‘completely’ as an influencer of worldly affairs. God might have created the laws 

of nature but would be bound to them now himself, so the notion. Notions of direct interventions 

of God, like the occurrence of a miracle on a battlefield, for example, disappeared (Carneiro 

2000: 101f).  

The disappearance of God in science proceeded in the 19th century. As one may anticipate, that 

had something to do with Charles Darwin’s ‘The Origin of Species’ (1859). Darwin’s (and 

other’s) work did not only influence the field of biology and God’s role within it however 

(origins of life forms et cetera) but had further impacts. As God disappeared from explanations 

of the origins and developments of biological organisms, the question came up whether God 

could still be seen responsible for the course of human events, too (Carneiro 2000: 103).  

Humans – The new Gods  

When God was ‘gone’ the great men took over and occupied his place; the great men replaced 

God’s role in explanations of the human world. The idea of the great men ‘theory’ assumes that 

great men (or women) – persons with particular intellect (geniuses) or some other special ability 

- guide the course of human history, are responsible for major societal shifts, are responsible 

for great inventions et cetera (Carneiro 2000: 109ff).  
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The great men ‘theory’ found an echo in servals fields like history or anthropology, for instance. 

Franz Boas, for example, was an anthropologist that was arguing in terms of the idea of great 

men. From Robert Lowie we also have a ‘great-man-argument’ handed down since Lowie once 

assumed that agriculture in pre-Columbian times has developed due to the work of a genius 

(Carneiro 2000: 113).   

Opponents to the idea of the great men ‘theory’ and proponents of the scientific method in 

anthropology in the 20th century were, for example, Leslie White (1949), Marvin Harris (1979), 

or Robert Carneiro (2000). White, Harris and Carneiro, with a large number of illustrative 

explanations and case examples, highlighted the insufficiencies of the great men ‘theory’. They 

argued over and over again that to explain the course of history, major societal shifts et cetera 

requires more than simplistic notions of single, especially gifted, great men (or woman). Instead 

of the great men (or women) and their achievements at particular times, their workings 

emphasized the role of the cultural process in general. ‘Great achievements’ like the ‘invention’ 

of agriculture, the development of the state or inventions like the calculus, for example, would 

not accurately be explainable when one only considers the achievements of single men (or 

women) like Newton in the case of the calculus, for instance. Such developments and invention 

would be the result of often millennia-old developments, where countless people in countless 

ways have participated. A person like Newton – which to no doubt was a very intelligent and 

gifted man – in terms of an age-old cultural process was ‘just’ someone who contributed his 

share like countless others. Newton with his intellect might have been a person that contributed 

a little more than others, but according to the notion of a broader cultural process going on, 

Newton could not have done what he has done without thousands of others nor was Newton the 

only one who was capable of making the invention of the calculus in his time (as the almost 

similar invention of the calculus by Leibnitz particular highlights). The time has been ready for 

the invention of the calculus by Newton (and others) and not the other way around (see here for 

Carneiro 2000: 177- 198).  

Leslie White – Development of the Philosophy of Science in Different Fields 

To say a few more words about the (historical) development of the scientific method - in a very 

broad way - and about its career in anthropology. The above already named scientific 

anthropologist Leslie White provides us with an enriching and quite broad insight into the 

development of the scientific method in different academic fields. Particularly, in the chapter 

“The Expansion of the Scope of Science” of his book “The Science of Culture” (1949: pp.55-
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115), White argues that considering the history of science, one could note that the approach of 

science has differently rapidly advanced in distinct fields. Broadly, one could recognize that the 

physical sciences (e.g., Physics or Astronomy) would be older, more matured and thus further 

developed than the biological sciences (e.g., Anatomy, physiology, biology psychology). In 

turn, the biological sciences would be older and further developed than the social sciences (e.g., 

sociology or cultural anthropology) (White 1949: 55f, 65ff).  To express it in other words. The 

scientific approach has established itself quicker in disciplines like physics or astronomy than 

in biology, in biology faster than in psychology, in psychology more rapidly than in disciplines 

like sociology or cultural anthropology. The reason for that? White explains this order of his 

the following way, as a law: “Science emerges first and matures fastest in fields where the 

determinants of human behavior are weakest and most remote; conversely, science appears 

latest and matures slowest in those portions of our experience where the most intimate and 

powerful determinants or our behavior are found” (White 1949: 69). Thus, what White here 

says is that the scientific approach encounters the largest obstacles to its spreading in those 

disciplines that affect the most human behavior. And that pretty much applies to the subjects of 

anthropology and sociology until today, of course.  

White, however, assumes that the scientific method eventually will establish itself also in such 

fields as anthropology or sociology. And White proposes that will ultimately happen in the face 

of a science of culture (also known under the name culturology) (White 1949: 110). The first 

significant attempts to develop a science of culture would have been achieved by Edward Tylor, 

particular in his book “Primitive Culture” (1913 [1871]), by Emile Durkheim and his “The 

Rules of Sociological Method” (1938 [1895]), or by Alfred Kroeber in several works (White 

1949: 87ff).  And we may continue this story here. Figures like Leslie White himself with “The 

Science of Culture” (1949), the early Marshall Sahlins, Elman Service, Thomas Harding in 

through with “Evolution and Culture” (1982 [1959]) through Marvin Harris’ “Cultural 

Materialism - The Struggle for a Science of Culture” (2001 [1979]) or Robert Carneiro through 

“The Muse of History and the Science of Culture” (2000) carry on the developments towards a 

science of culture, towards the establishment of the scientific method in the field of 

anthropology. And there are more. Also, figures like James Lett, Stephen Renya, Brian 

Ferguson might be mentioned as persons that carry on the idea of the scientific method in the 

field of anthropology.  

We will deal with White’s assumption (particular it’s probability) about the implementation of 

the scientific method in fields like anthropology still further below. 
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Science in Detail Considered 

The Goal of Science: To get to Synthetic Propositional Knowledge 

In order to explain what synthetic propositional knowledge is, let us begin with the word 

‘knowledge' or rather with its verb form ‘to know'. When we use the word, we may do it in 

different ways. We might use it in a way to express that we know how to do something or that 

we know someone. Furthermore, we can also use the verb to express that we know ‘what is' 

(Lett 1997: 22). For example, "Berlin is the most populous city in Germany". The point here is 

that when we use the word in the sense of ‘to know what is', we are dealing with factual 

knowledge (Lett 1997: 23). And this is a very basic insight into science. Science deals with 

"what-is" (factual) kind of knowledge.  

Now, if we consider the just mentioned example again: "Berlin is the most populous city in 

Germany", we not only have a statement, which tells us something about ‘what is'. Furthermore, 

the statement can be true or false. It might be true or false that Berlin is the most populous city 

in Germany. And a statement that is either true or false is called a factual or a propositional 

statement (Lett 1997 23). Hence, also when we speak of factual or propositional knowledge, 

we talk about a kind of knowledge that generally, either might be true or false. 

What is still missing to explain what synthetic propositional knowledge is, is an explanation of 

synthetic. Synthetic might be best explained together with its counterpart analytic. Propositional 

statements might be synthetic or analytic (Lett 1997:23). Firstly, an analytic propositional 

statement is a statement that is either true or false, of course. However, whether it is true or 

false is based on the terms of the statement alone and is clear from the beginning (analytic 

statement). For example, "all unmarried men are bachelors" (Lett 1997: 23), is per definition 

of the meaning of the used words true (which is called a tautology). The opposite would be 

called a contradiction, a statement which is false according to definition. For example, "all 

married women are single" (Lett 1997: 23). Secondly, in contrast, whether a synthetic 

propositional statement is true or false is not clear from the words used in the statement, it is 

not clear from the beginning. Whether it is true or false is shown by evidence (synthetic 

statement) (Lett 1997: 23). Let's take our example from above once again: "Berlin is Germany's 

most populous city". We don't know whether the statement is true or false from the beginning, 

only by the meaning of the words in the sentence. However, clearly, it must be either true or 

false, and evidence can tell us the one or other. One could do a census of Berlin, for example, 

and compare it to censuses of other major cities in Germany to find out whether it is true or 
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false. The critical point here is particular that we need evidence to say whether synthetic 

propositional statements are true or false. 

We may now say what synthetic propositional knowledge is and therefore already partly say 

what science is about. Synthetic propositional knowledge is ‘what is' (factual) kind of 

knowledge, which can be either true or false. Whether it turns out to be true or false is not clear 

from the start but is dependent on evidence. The aim of science is to get to such kind of 

knowledge, as said above.  

Thus, what is now still missing to explain what science is (as we approach it), is an examination 

of the first part of Lett's definition: "an objective, logical and systematic technique for acquiring 

synthetic propositional knowledge" (Lett 1997: 44). Thus, what is meant by the three major 

components to get to synthetic propositional knowledge - Objectivity, Logic, and Systematics. 

Before that task is tackled, however, to get to solid understanding what science is, a few more 

thoughts, distinctions and clarifications are necessary, first. 

Science: A tentative and provable ‘Business’ 

For example, it should already be said at this point that synthetic propositional knowledge is 

only tentatively true (or false). New evidence may change true synthetic propositional 

knowledge into false one at any time, as Lett, for example, says (Lett 1997: 24f). To listen to 

another voice regarding this point. Stephen Reyna (1994: 2f) expresses very well what is meant 

here when he says:" (…) science is not concerned with the production of what is universally 

true, but with the construction of what is approximately true – explanations that last only until 

the imagination and creativity of scientists construct truer explanations". This view of science 

harmonious with a modern, post-positivists - Harris (1994:64) calls it neo-positivism - 

understanding of science, something some academics have trouble to understand and 

distinguish (Reyna 1994:2f; 7, 11).  

Another important additional point to the discussion above is that synthetic propositional 

statements must only be true or false in principle to be such statements. The evidence or the 

techniques, which show whether the statement is true or false, must not already exist for the 

statement to be a synthetic propositional one (Lett 1997: 24). For example, the statement: ‘In 

one of the numerous solar systems of our galaxy outside of our own solar system exists life as 

we know it’ is a synthetic propositional statement. Nevertheless, we don't have the evidence 

yet, and it might take a while until we have the technique to find out, the statement in principle 
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can be true or false and the answer is not clear from the beginning. The important point here is. 

When a statement can be true or false in principle, it is provable in principle.  

Emotive Statements: A Challenge to Science 

Next to these pointers and clarifications, it is also crucial to turn to another kind of statements 

(and therefore also knowledge) that exist next to synthetic and analytic propositional statements 

- namely emotive statements, respectively knowledge (Lett 1997:25).  

Emotive statements can be considered as pretty much the opposite of propositional statements. 

They are statements that convey ‘only’ feelings. There is no factual (propositional) knowledge 

transmitted, thus, knowledge that might turn out to be true or false (Lett 1997: 25). Therefore, 

emotive statements cannot be proven to be true or false, neither actually nor in principle. From 

the emotive statement ‘I love Berlin’, for example, one only gets the information (or 

knowledge) that somebody has a preference to the city Berlin. The most frequent kind of 

emotive statements that exist are value statements. One may recognize them according to their 

judgmental message, what should or should not be done, and according to the use of words like 

‘good' or ‘bad', ‘right' or ‘wrong', moral or ‘immoral' (Lett 1997: 25). For example: ‘It is good, 

bad, right or wrong to love Berlin’ would be a value statement. As science is about to get to 

propositional (factual) knowledge and emotive or value statements don't transport any factual 

knowledge, they are to be refused by any scientific endeavor. As Robert Carneiro (1995: 2) 

succinctly says: "(…) value judgment is ruled out of science by decree. Dispassionate 

assessment is the goal we [science] strive for". 

What is problematic about emotive-value statements (especially for science/scientists) is the 

fact that they are not always so clearly recognizable as in the example above. To consider 

another example, a more anthropological one. The statements for example that "anthropology 

has one strength: ethnography" (Stoller cited in Lett 1997:27) and that ethnography is “our 

[anthropologist’s] core contribution" (Stoller cited in Lett 1997:27) are actually value 

statements (Lett 1997:27, 34). However, it has some synthetic-propositional touch. And that is 

tricky about it. It could be true or false that ethnography is the most valuable part of 

anthropology indeed, and one could show the one or other through evidence. But to do that, one 

would have to exactly define and explain why ethnography is the most valuable part of 

anthropology and not another (what Stoller does not do clearly) (Lett 1997: 26ff). Without 

doing that, it must be considered a value statement. And from them, one learns ‘only’ what 

somebody feels, as seen above.  
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To science, the circumstance that emotive-value statements might be camouflaged as 

propositional statements is very problematic, as science's goal is to get to (synthetic) 

propositional knowledge and what it takes, therefore, are simply (synthetic) propositional 

statements (Lett 1997: 33f). Therefore, in science (and to understand it), it is crucial to have a 

possibility to distinguish between emotive-value and (synthetic) propositional statements. The 

possibility to accomplish that is known in science as the test of falsifiability and must be seen 

as a cornerstone of science. Science starts with using the rule of falsifiability to be able to 

distinguish between emotive and propositional claims (Lett 1997:41). 

The Test of Falsifiability: Science’s Dealing with Emotive Statements 

Falsifiability fundamentally refers to the notion that a statement (or a theory) can be found to 

be false (Dallier 2010: 487).  

Whether a statement is falsifiable or non-falsifiable, is decided on the basis, whether it is 

imaginable that evidence exists, which would prove the statement to be false (falsifiable 

statement) or whether it is not thinkable of evidence to exist which would verify the statement 

false (non-falsifiable statement). If the former applies to a statement, it may be considered as 

propositional meaningful - that means it is true or false and evidence will show which one 

pertains. Thus, it is a propositional statement. And propositional statements are always 

falsifiable. Furthermore, all falsifiable statements are factual as well as checkable. In contrast, 

if the latter applies, one looks at an emotive statement, a propositionally meaningless statement. 

That means it is neither true or false, and verification of evidence is not relevant. All emotive 

statements are non-falsifiable; non-falsifiable statements are emotive or propositional 

meaningless (Lett 1997: 37).  

For example, the statement ‘I love Berlin’ is non-falsifiable. Of course, somebody may change 

his opinion towards Berlin and say: ‘I hate Berlin’, but the statement itself cannot be proven 

true or false by evidence, neither actually, nor is it imaginable that evidence could be found to 

prove that. In contrast, the statement ‘Berlin is the most populous city in Germany’ is not only 

imageable to be proven true or false, but we can actually prove it to be true or false.  

The Significance of Synthetic Propositional (Factual) Knowledge highlighted 

The importance of synthetic propositional knowledge and of a mean to distinguish between 

emotive and propositional statements might be represented in the following 

gedankenexperiment: How would a world be, in which things would be neither true or false? A 
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world in that something could not be proven true or false (or could be in principle)? A world in 

which evidence is irrelevant? What a world would that be? How would it work? Just think of 

grocery-shopping at a supermarket. For example, we all have learned from our parents – or 

somebody else – that it is better to put the heavier groceries first into our shopping bags and 

then the lighter ones. Why? Because there is some truth in this world that the weight of the 

heavier groceries will have a negative effect on the lighter ones. Everybody, who has put a 

heavy can on a plastic pot of yogurt by accident will know what is talked about (and know why 

it is important to know whether things are true or false). It is not the yogurt pot that squashes 

the heavy can. Mostly we do not think about such things much. We simply do it by intuition. 

But what stands behind that intuition is our gathered experience regarding grocery shopping. 

Through that experience, we have gathered evidence, which shows us what is true and false, in 

this case, that heavier groceries are harmful to lighter ones and not the other way around. 

Something should become very clear through this gedankenexperiment. A world where things 

are neither true or false would hardly be possible to live in, and therefore hardly desirable. 

Hence, the critiques, who claim that it cannot be said, whether something is true or false, that 

everything is relative, must face the fact that they would have serious troubles with grocery 

shopping.  

Finally - Four different Kinds of Statements  

In addition to the above-discussed types of statements, it should also be said that propositional, 

as well as emotive statements, might be expressed in a subjective or objective way. Being 

subjective in a matter, we see ourselves as the center of the universe, so to say. Important is 

what we personally think or feel about something. In contrast, being objective, we try to handle 

a matter, without prejudice, illusion, or distortion (Lett 1997: 29). What we personally think is 

completely insignificant from an objective point of view and exactly the other way around from 

a subjective point of view (Lett 1997: 29).  

With this further distinction, we may altogether distinguish four different kinds of statements. 

Subjective-propositional, objective-propositional, subjective-emotive and objective-emotive 

statements (Lett 1997: 31). For example, a subjective-propositional statement could read: "I 

believe that agriculture has developed independently from each other in the Middle East and 

South America", an objective-propositional statement: "Agriculture has developed 

independently from each other in the Middle East and South America". In the former statement, 

it is emphasized what I believe about the matter. In the latter, the statement itself is in the center 
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of concern. Yet, a subjective-emotive statement would read: "I think we should like agriculture" 

and an objective-emotive statement: "Agriculture is good, and all the people on the earth should 

commit oneself to it, leaving hunting and gathering or other ways of living behind". In both 

kinds of emotive statements, we only learn about somebodies' preferences (Lett 1997: 31).  

We may illustrate this finding with the following figure (figure one).  

 Objective Statement Subjective Statement 

Propositional Statement Agriculture has developed 

independently in… 

I believe that agriculture has 

developed independently 

in…. 

Emotive Statement Agriculture is good and all 

the people should…. 

I think we should like 

agriculture… 

             (fig. 1 is based on Lett 1997: 31) 
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And our key findings regarding science so far may be summarized and illustrated the following 

way, in figure two. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                     (fig. 2) 

The thesis now turns to the still unexplained rest of Lett’s definition and therewith to the 

remaining part of our explanation what science constitutes. Namely, an explanation of what 

objectivity, logic, and systematics mean – the three components of the technique science which 

brings it to its goal of synthetic propositional knowledge. We will start with objectivity, then 

proceed with logic and come to an end with systematics.  
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Objectivity, Logic, Systematics – The Way to Science 

Objectivity 

As said above, science starts through applying the rule of falsifiability to keep apart emotive 

and propositional claims (Lett 1997: 41). To recall. This is so crucial as science is about to get 

to propositional (factual) knowledge and emotive (or emotive-value) statements, which might 

be camouflaged as propositional statements, do not transport any factual knowledge; they 

transport ‘only’ preferences, feelings.  

Having performed the distinction between emotive and propositional claims through the 

application of the rule of falsifiability, science proceeds to distinguish subjective from objective 

perspectives by employing the rule of public verifiability (Lett 1997:41).  

Misconceptions and Truths about Science and Objectivity 

Before we consider what the rule of public verifiability constitutes and how it creates 

objectivity, some points regarding science, its understanding of objectivity and what is 

attributed to science in this matter from the outside shall be made very clear. Science does not 

assert to be an absolute approach, which cannot be prone to subjective bias or error or also 

fraud. It does therefore not claim, to be 100% objective, nor that absolute objectivity is possible 

to achieve. Likewise, science does not assert definite certainty (Lett 1997:29f, 41). Harris (for 

example) highlights in this respect, as already seen above that the understanding of 19th-century 

social sciences of science (that science is about to formulate absolute laws and produce 

certainties) has for long been replaced by the insight that science ‘only' yield probabilities and 

generalizations (Harris 1994: 65). In regard of this, Harris (1994:64) speaks of neo-positivism 

since there has been some fundamental critique of Popper, Kuhn, Lakatos on positivism.  

What science does contend is to be better able to discern and revise subjective bias, or error, or 

fraud than other approaches. It claims that pursuing objectivity is not a problematic endeavor. 

Furthermore, science has the claim that an (!) objective reality – separated from individual 

human beings - exist and that this reality, at least to a certain degree, is understandable to human 

beings beyond their own minds (Harris 1994: 65; Lett 1997: 29f, 41). Next, to James Lett and 

Marvin Harris, Robert Carneiro makes the importance of that aspect of the scientific endeavor 

clear when he says that "the cornerstone of science has always been the premise that there is a 

real world out there, independent of our individual existences" (Carneiro 1995:7).  
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If one doubts about the existence of an objective reality and the value of the scientific approach, 

one should look at the vast achievements of the scientific inquiry has made in domains like 

transportation, communication, and medicine (Lett 1997: 42). For example, without the belief 

in one objective reality, how should we be able to say, if a certain new antibiotic is working or 

not? If there is no truth about that it is either working or not? When one would say that it is 

working and not working at the same time? Of course, that would be absurd or simply not 

possible. The absurdity of such a point of view on the world also becomes clear when we 

consider a statement of Marvin Harris. In his well-known article "Cultural Materialism Is Alive 

and Well and Won't Go Away Until Something Better Comes Along" (1994), Harris (1994:64) 

invites those anthropologists that doubt the existing of an objective reality, of the possibility of 

an objective science to "get up and tell an audience of the sick that there is no objectively valid 

treatment for AIDS or leukemia and that there never will be one". Thus, it must be detected 

here that living in a world without an objective reality would hardly be desirable or simply not 

possible (also not for those critiques in academics that deny something like an objective reality 

would exist).  

Enabling Scientific Objectivity and Objective Assessments: The Rule of Public 

Verifiability 

What is challenging regarding the objective reality is that to human beings, the objective reality 

is not easily recognizable, as to us humans, the objective reality appears in a filtered form. And 

the filter are we ourselves. To us human beings, the objective reality is filtered through our 

personal history or our cultural context, for example (Lett 1997: 44). However, just because 

human beings are – in different degrees – not especially good in perceiving the objective reality, 

it does not mean that she is not there (Lett 1997: 45). But how can we get to see the objective 

reality? How can we then judge matters in an objective way? How can we say which claim of 

two different regarding a state objectively applies (or not)? As will be now seen, “the scientific 

ideal of objectivity” achieves that (Lett 1997: 45). 

A very basic critique of an objective science reads that it is simply not possible. As science is 

something done by human beings, and as human beings are always subjectively biased, how 

can the scientific endeavor be objective then? (Lett 1997: 45). Thus, also that objectivity 

inherently is not possible to achieve. This criticism would probably withstand in most cases if 

science were something done by single individuals alone. However, scientific objectivity is an 

on-going, self-correcting, cooperative procedure to ensure that the ideal - thus again no absolute 
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– objectivity is met as accurate as feasible (Lett 1997: 46, Frankel 1955: 138f). Objective 

science requires research results of individuals to be submitted to the test of public observation 

and that others than the individual who achieved certain results can test them (Frankel 1955: 

138f). As Frankel (1955: 138) puts it, science at heart is a social (thus cooperative) 

phenomenon. By demanding that observations must be publicly verifiable (rule of public 

verifiability), science tries, as far as possible, to get rid of subjective and achieve objective 

perceptions. Thus, as many other observers, not only a single individual, are able to look into a 

matter, the probability of subjective misperception drops, and objective perception is much 

more probable (Lett 1997: 46f).  

Making Public Verifiability Possible: Operationalism and Replicability 

The rule of public verifiability, in turn, itself, requires certain conditions to be fulfilled to be 

able to accomplish its purpose. According to James Lett, for example, "the rule of public 

verifiability demands that scientific concepts be defined precisely and unambiguously in both a 

conceptual and an operational sense" (Lett 1997:47). As Russel Bernhard says, conceptual 

definitions are: "abstractions, articulated in words, that facilitate understanding. They are the 

sort of definitions we see in dictionaries" (Bernhard 1995: 26), while it can be said about 

operational definitions that they "consist of a set of instructions on how to measure a variable 

that has been conceptual defined" (Bernhard 1995: 26). Following Pelto, the significance of 

operationalism can be seen in the fact that it supplies scientists with a mutual way of 

communication, a way that tells which way (or procedure) exactly must be followed to verify 

observations (Lett 1997: 47; Pelto and Pelto 1978: 38ff). And that therewith operationalism 

makes public verifiability possible. To explain that a little further. If there exists a certain 

procedure, and scientists have agreed on to follow that certain procedure to check on 

observations, then all scientists can check on each other's work.  

Next to operationalism, significant to the rule of public verifiability is also the rule of 

replicability. It says that observations must be repeatable by impartial researchers, which are 

utilizing the same operationalized way of proceeding - as for example, the researcher did, who 

made the observation first. Only if observations are repeatable, they may be checked on by 

other researchers than the one who makes the first claim for an observation and therefore be 

open to public verifiability (Lett 1997: 47). Thus, one can say that operationalism and the rule 

of replicability are the tools, the significant components that enable the rule of public 
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verifiability to work, which in turn ensures a very high degree of objectivity for science (Lett 

1997:47).  

The Need of the Rule of Falsifiability to an Objective Science 

The rule of public verifiability alone is yet not enough to make science objective. What also is 

needed is the rule of falsifiability, as that rule - in addition to what has been said about it above 

- also demands that scientists themselves provide the information about the publicly verifiable 

criteria that would falsify their claims (Lett 1997: 48). This secures that other scientists may 

actually check assertions against something based on objective evidence (testability) (Lett 

1997: 48). Thus, ‘I say that this or that must be done to prove me wrong’, so to say. If it is done, 

my claims have been falsified. If not, they are still tentatively true. In that way, it is possible to 

say something to be objectively true (tentatively, of course) beyond my personal subjective 

thoughts, feelings, perception, or whatever towards a certain topic. 

In conclusion, it can be declared that the two fundamental components to an objective science, 

to objective perceptions, are the rules of public verifiability and falsifiability. By employing 

them, and all therefore necessary components, claims that someone raises, gain a very high 

degree of objectivity. The rule of public verifiability and falsifiability are designed to do as 

much as possible that the natural-existing subjectivity of people is not reflected in scientific 

assessments. The rules may be broken or poorly executed, of course, and therefore subjective 

errors, fraud et cetera may be created. However, this does neither mean that the rules, as such, 

are not able to ensure a very high degree of objectivity, nor that objectivity as such would be 

something not achievable.  

The whole discussion about the possibility of an objective science, about the inner mechanism 

of science to achieve that goal and about a supposed inevitable subjectivity of scientists, who 

are human beings, after all, is, in his unique, vivid and conclusive way of writing, succinctly 

expressed by Robert Carneiro (1995:2), he writes: "To be sure, as private citizens, as 

participants in our own culture, we all have our values and pass judgments on the basis of them 

all the time. But as soon as we don our science suits, we forego that privilege."  

Objectivity is only the first procedure that constitutes science. The others are logic and the 

systematic nature of science. Now the second, logic will be considered.  
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Logic 

Logic can be said to be the way to evaluate the validity of arguments (Wilholt 2014 (2007): 1). 

An argument - basically a group of statements with a or more premise(s) and a conclusion - 

may be considered as valid when it is not possible that the premise(s) of an argument are true 

and the conclusion false. If that does not apply, one speaks of an invalid argument (URL 3, 4). 

To make this clear, let’s have a look at the following examples.  

‘Vienna is a city in Austria. 

The train I’m sitting in is going from Munich to Vienna.  

Therefore, I’m going to Austria.’ 

The premises in this example are ‘Vienna is a city in Austria’ and ‘The train I’m sitting in is 

going from Munich to Vienna’. The conclusion is ‘Therefore, I’m going to Austria.’ And the 

example clearly illustrates a valid argument. It is not possible that the premises are true and the 

conclusion false.  

To consider the opposite, an invalid argument, see the following example.  

‘Vienna is a city in Austria.  

The train I’m sitting in is going to Munich, Germany.  

Therefore, I am going to Austria.’  

One automatically recognizes that something is wrong with the argument. In everyday 

language, one would probably (rightfully) call it illogical (dt. unlogisch). This is the case since 

it is possible here that the premises are true but the conclusion false (invalid argument).  

Validity and Soundness 

To say that an argument is valid might be elusively, however. This is the case since the validity 

of an argument might be found, without that the premise(s) and, therefore, also the conclusion 

are actually true (Wilholt 2014 (2007): 3). To achieve that, one also needs the soundness of an 

argument, too, since a sound argument is a valid argument, where the premises (and therefore 

also the conclusion) are actually true (URL 4). 
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The following examples will make this clear.  

‘Rome is a city in Austria.  

This train I’m sitting in is going from Munich to Rome.  

Therefore, I’m going to Austria.’  

The problem should be evident hereby. The argument is valid but the premise and therefore the 

conclusion, too, is not true. Consequently, it is unsound.  

A valid and sound argument is the first one from above: 

‘Vienna is a city in Austria. 

The train I’m sitting in is going from Munich to Vienna.  

Therefore, I’m going to Austria.’ 

The argument is not only valid, but the premise, and therefore, the conclusion is actually true.  

Consequently, it is sound. Vienna is really a city in Austria. 

We should highlight and explain at this point that logic primarily deals with the validity of 

arguments (their structure), and that to say, whether the premise(s) and therefore the conclusion 

of an argument are actually true, we need subject-specific knowledge, too (Wilholt 2014 (2007): 

5). Thus, to come to sound arguments, logic alone is not sufficient, but we need empirical data, 

too, that shows whether something is actually true or false.  

Since the examples of valid and invalid, sound and unsound arguments here are quite distinct, 

one might now think that illogical arguments would be easy to detect. As well will see now in 

practice, that’s not the case, but there are a lot of logical fallacies.  

Logical Fallacies – Some Examples 

There are a large number of logical fallacies: For example, Circular reasoning, the fallacy of 

equivocation, the fallacy of composition, the fallacy of division, the genetic fallacy, the fallacy 

of the false dilemma, the straw man fallacy, the fallacy of ad hominem, the fallacy of the appeal 

to ignorance, the fallacy of the appeal to authority and many, many more (URL 5). We will 

now take a closer look at those logical fallacies that are relevant to this thesis. Let it be still said 

beforehand that it is common to all logical fallacies that they are “non sequitur”, what means 
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that the conclusion does not follow from the premise(s); all fallacies are errors in reasoning, 

therefore. Furthermore, that doing science requires to detect and reject all kinds of logical 

fallacies (URL 5; Lett 1997: 63).  

1. Circular Reasoning  

This fallacy is committed when one starts with what one is trying to end up with (URL 5). For 

example, to say that cultural materialism cannot be used to explain human behavior, simply 

claiming human behavior is not amenable through cultural materialism would be circular 

reasoning.  

2. False Dilemma 

The fallacy of the false dilemma applies when one unfairly presents two choices and then 

implies that a decision must be made between these choices (URL 5). Thus, further possibilities 

are excluded from consideration. For example, when an anthropologist would assume that 

anthropology can be only a humanity or nor academic field at all, he or she would exclude other 

possibilities. Why should anthropology not be a science?  

3. The Straw Man Fallacy / The Straw Argument1 

One is guilty of committing the fallacy of the straw argument if one intentionally distorts the 

opinion of one’s opponent to be able to assail it more easily. One attacks the self-created version 

of one's opposite position, so to say and asserts then, that, that would be the actual position of 

one's opponent (Lett 1997:65f) For example, consider the following example by James Lett 

(Lett 1997:66): 

“Anthropologists cannot hope to understand or explain India's sacred-cow complex if they 

ignore the role that religion plays in influencing Indian farmers treatment of their cattle. 

Cultural materialists who attempt to explain the origins and functions of India's sacred-cow 

complex ignore the role religion plays in Indian farmers treatment of their cattle.  

Therefore, cultural materialists cannot hope to understand or explain India's sacred-cow 

complex.” 

 
1 Traditionally the fallacy is called the straw man fallacy. Lett suggests leaving ‘man’ out, as de facto its use is not 

restricted to only one sex (Lett 1997: 65). And this thesis follows Lett in this respect. 
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Everyone who actually has dealt with cultural materialism (and has understood it) will 

automatically know what is wrong with that argument. Cultural materialists don’t discount the 

significance religion has in this regard for India's farmers. Quite the opposite, they want to 

explain how religion affects Indian farmers and their behavior. The misinterpretation of cultural 

materialism is brought from the outside (Lett 1997: 66). What cultural materialists actually do 

not do is to limit their explanation-approach regarding the sacred-cow-complex to religious 

aspects alone. They see the role that religion plays, but also note that considering this alone will 

not be enough to explain the case. Therefore, they also take environmental or climatic 

circumstances (for example) into consideration. In his article “The Cultural Ecology of India’s 

Sacred Cattle”, Marvin Harris (1992 [1966]), for example, explains the sacred-cow complex 

very clearly in such a broad way.  

To conclude logic. Considering all this, it should have already become clear why logic is 

demanded by science. Without logic that evaluates whether an argument is valid or invalid, 

sound or unsound (empirical data is necessary to check) and refuses all kinds of logical fallacies, 

it is very doubtful that one could avoid coming to misleading knowledge all the time. 

The thesis now turns to the last untreated major component that constitutes science next to logic 

and objectivity, namely the systematic nature of science.  

Systematics 

The scientific endeavor has a very systematic character. And the systematic character is 

indispensable for science as it resolves practical challenges that are inherent in its undertaking 

(Lett 1997: 80f).  

Practical Challenges and the Role of Systematic Procedures in Science  

One practical challenge to the scientific endeavor has to do with the fact that objectivity and 

logic are not so easy to be gained as every human being, to at least some extent, is impaired by 

ignorance and bias (Lett 1997:80f). We met this challenge already further above. And we not 

only have met it but have presented the solution to the issue, already too. Science is capable of 

solving this serious challenge by applying the rules of public verifiability and falsifiability (Lett 

1997: 81). Science transcends the personal and biased level of individuals by being obliged to 

produce testable (falsifiable) data or knowledge that is accessible to the public (Lett 1997:81). 

In connection with this, James Lett (1997:81) emphasis that a particular need for science is 

criticism. And here now comes systematics into play, since it is the case that a large part of the 
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current applied systematic practices in science – an example will follow in a moment blow - 

have the purpose “to facilitate the continual public critique of scientific claims” (Lett 1997:81).  

Another practical challenge that science faces refers to the large amount of scientific knowledge 

that, especially during the last century, has developed. Because of that, a single scholar is not 

capable of managing all the knowledge that exists in one's field, anymore (Lett 1997: 81). 

Besides, all the great achievements of science that we have witnessed in the last two or three 

centuries were only possible through scientists who worked together, as no single scientist alone 

could have all the inventive insight that were necessary for them. Because of this, as Lett 

(1997:81) emphasis, one can say that science to function has a deep need for cooperation, too. 

And therefore, as Lett says: “Many of the systematic procedures that characterize 

contemporary scientific activity were developed to foster cooperation among scientists” (Lett 

1997: 81).  

In regard of this we may already note here that systematics, that systematic procedures in 

science are a walking aid for the scientific endeavor.  

Six Systematic Procedures in Science  

In total, James Lett names six ideal systematic procedures that should be followed in science: 

“1. Define the Problem” 

“2. Review the Literature” 

“3. Formulate the Hypotheses” 

“4. Collect the Data” 

“5. Draw the Conclusion” 

“6. Publish the results.” 

               (Lett 1997: 82ff) 

To exemplarily show their significance. For example, to ‘review the literature', after one has 

‘defined the problem' (set the focus of his or her research interest), helps to deal with the issue 

of a vast amount of knowledge that has developed in every scientific discipline (a quantity of 

knowledge that is too large for a single scholar to incorporate) (Lett 1997: 83). It is helpful, as 
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‘reviewing the literature' has the benefit of familiarizing a scientist with the actual knowledge 

status regarding a (his or her) research issue. Furthermore, it gives scientists the possibility to 

learn from colleagues' nonsuccesses and accomplishments (Lett 1997: 83). And because of 

these features, ‘reviewing the literature' provides a scientist also with important information to 

build a hypothesis (Lett 1997: 83). Thus, looking at a particular topic, by utilizing the systematic 

procedure of ‘reviewing the literature', a scientist is capable of docking on the latest state of 

knowledge, knows what mistakes were made and what successes were achieved. Therefore, a 

scientist has a good shot to further proceed in the accumulation of knowledge regarding a 

particular research, topic, field, et cetera.  

To give another example of systematic procedures. The systematic procedure ‘to publish the 

results' is a crucial procedure that the requirement of science of public scrutiny of research 

results is possible and fulfilled (Lett 1997: 86). To briefly still add and point out an issue that 

exists today in the communication among scientists and, therefore, also in the public scrutiny 

of research results. Today, even in a rather small discipline like anthropology, there are way too 

many scientists, that a scientific communication - and hence public scrutiny of research results 

– would be possible on a personal level. Therefore, like in other disciplines, the communication-

tool of peer-review journals has developed in anthropology (Lett 1997: 86).  

We may summarize and illustrate our key findings regarding the three major components of the 

technique science - objectivity, logic and systematics (the way to science) - through the 

following figure (three).                                                                                                     (fig. 3) 
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To come to a conclusion about what science is. We have learned a lot about science hitherto. 

We have examined and explained what the goal of science is (to acquire synthetic propositional 

knowledge). Furthermore, we have considered the three major components – objectivity, logic, 

and systematics - that constitute the technique of science and enable science to get to its goal. 

Now, what has already been touched but has not yet been precisely brought to the point, is the 

actual meaning of the whole. Why is synthetic propositional knowledge actually considered the 

goal of science? What is so special about it? Why is so much effort spent getting there? Why 

do scientists consider the whole scientific undertaking as particularly important? And what do 

scientists actually get from science? 

I believe the answer to all these questions can be found considering the two ultimately crucial 

questions that surround the whole discussion of science by James Lett. On the one hand, the 

question: How can we achieve reliable knowledge? (Lett 1997: 22). And on the other hand: 

"What is reason"? (Lett 1997:89). Lett comes to the conclusion that "Reason is the exercise of 

critical judgment in the pursuit of reliable knowledge" (Lett 1997: 89).  

Reason demands and applies the procedures, distinctions, rules, et cetera that we have got to 

known in the course of this chapter when we looked at what science is. Reason requires, for 

example, that a distinction is made between propositional and emotive statements and, 

therefore, also knowledge. Reason, furthermore, to get to propositional knowledge - what it 

pursues - utilizes a number of self-correcting practices. Public verifiability and falsifiability, 

which in turn depend on the rules of operationalism, replicability, for example. We have talked 

about that in the section ‘objectivity'. Reason also demands that the rules of logic are followed 

– for example, that all kinds of logical fallacies are detected and refused. In addition, reason 

appreciates (because of their supportive nature) and utilizes the six systematic procedures of 

the scientific method, that we have got to known above. And Reason also acknowledges the 

fact that all claims to synthetic propositional knowledge are tentative, which means that new 

evidence or a better analysis may refute a previous synthetic propositional aspiration to 

knowledge (Lett 1997: 89f).  

Thus, reason demands all that, what we have come to know as fundamental to science, what 

science requires. As we have seen, the goal of science is to strive after synthetic propositional 

knowledge. And reason, as becomes clear in the quotation above, pursues reliable knowledge 

through the "exercise of critical judgment" (Lett 1997:89) (what we can say is the exercise of 

all the rules, procedures and distinction that are inherent in the concepts of objectivity, logic 
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and systematic). Therefore, when we take all this together, we may conclude here that science 

by heart is the appreciation of reason and that science actually ‘simply' is about getting to 

reliable knowledge. That's what actually all the fuss is about. ‘Simply' reliable knowledge. One 

‘simply' wants to see, understand, and explain the world that surrounds one as accurate as 

possible. When we consider social science, it is the urge to understand and explain socio-

cultural phenomena as accurately as possible. To emphasize the quest of science here once 

again, Robert Carneiro's considerations about science, its purpose, and the work of scientists 

are very suitable to be invoked. Because Carneiro expresses it quite succinctly "our job as 

scientists is not to celebrate [ourselves, or anything else], but to explain, to account for" 

(Carneiro 1995: 2)  We may list the key findings of the whole section, towards what science is 

through the following figure, figure four.              (fig. 4)   

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Science =  
• Science is based and deals with synthetic propositional  

(factual) statements & knowledge  
-> Synthetic propositional statements & knowledge are 
     either true or false (evidence decides what applies)  
 

• Science is a tentative, not an absolute undertaking; scientific knowledge is 
provable 

 
• Science rejects all kinds of emotive (not factual) statements and knowledge 

 
• Science distinguish emotive and propositional  

statements & knowledge through the Test of Falsifiability 
______________________________________________________________ 

• Science builds on Objectivity 
o Which is never absolute, but an ideal; however objective 

assessments through science are possible 
o Which is enabled through The Rule of Public Verifiability 
o Which is enabled through The Rule of Falsifiability 

 
• Science builds on Logic 

o Which evaluates the legitimacy of arguments 
o Which therefore distinguish between Valid/Invalid; Sound/ 

Unsound arguments 
o Which rejects all kinds of logical fallacies 

 
•  Science builds on Systematics 

o Which solves practical issues of Science 
o Which constitutes of six steps/ procedures that  

are ideally followed in science 
 

•   Science appreciates reason & ultimately seeks ‘simply’ for reliable knowledge; 
  seeks to explain (social-cultural) phenomena as accurate as possible 

 
 
 
 
 



38                                                              
 

2.2 Humanism considered 

Humanism defined 

To define and explain what is meant when one talks about humanism in academics - particular 

anthropology in this thesis - let's first deal a little bit with the basics, namely with the word 

humanism, respectively with its adjective form humanistic. The word humanistic can be the 

adjective to two different substantives – humanism and the humanities. When we talk of the 

humanities, we speak of particular disciplines like literature, art, or philosophy that deal 

(analyze, preserve, et cetera) with the intellectual achievements of humankind. Yet, when we 

talk about humanism, we refer to certain philosophical convictions that deal with different kinds 

of questions. On the one hand, questions of morality (ethics), on the other hand, questions of 

beauty (aesthetics) and furthermore questions of knowledge (epistemology) (Lett 1997: 2). So, 

when the word ‘humanistic' is used, it might be confusing what is meant, “the content and 

methods of the humanities” or “the values and principles of humanism” (Lett 1997: 3). Yet, 

however, talking about humanism and the humanities, we consider two different terms that 

share a potentially confusing adjective, there is actually also much overlapping between them, 

too. This is the case as the subjects that build the humanities in most cases are very close to the 

ethical, aesthetic, and epistemological principles of humanism (Lett 1997:2). And regarding the 

adjective ‘humanistic', Lett also concludes that the word mostly is captured in either a “moral-

aesthetic” or an “epistemological sense” (Lett 1997: 3). This also holds true for this thesis 

Another scholar that may convey us a notion of what is meant when one talks about humanism 

(and its difference to science) is Leslie White with a quotation that we already have seen above. 

About science and humanism - White also uses the word art when he talks about humanism – 

he wrote: “Science is one of two basic ways of dealing with experience. The other is art. (…) 

The purpose of science and art in one: to render experience intelligible, i.e. to assist man to 

adjust himself to his environment in order that he may live. But although working toward the 

same goal, science and art approach it from opposite directions. Science deals with particulars 

in terms of universals (…) Art deals with universals in terms of particulars.” (White 1949: 3).  

Humanism defined: The two Faces of Humanism 

Humanism cannot be considered a coherent construct but has different faces (here particular in 

the field of anthropology is meant). Robert Carneiro (1995), for example, divides the humanistic 

field in anthropology into, on the one hand, an older form of humanism, which is represented 
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by those anthropologists who refer to themselves as humanists. On the other hand, secondly, 

into a newer type of humanism, namely postmodernism. We will refer to the older form of 

humanism in the following also as the ‘classical humanism’; to the newer type as the ‘advanced 

humanism’.  

Carneiro stresses that both forms have much in common in their aversion against any scientific 

undertaking (Carneiro 1995: 1). Differences however, between the two forms of humanism may 

be detected, too, particular in the fact that the older type ‘only' disdains science, while the newer 

type has declared the death of science (Carneiro 1995: 4). Thus, therefore we may note here 

already that classical humanism has a less radical attitude towards science than the advanced 

humanism has.  

History of Humanism – Before the 19th Century 

The philosophy of humanism has a millennia-old, ramified history about which one could write 

many pages, by concentrating on the particular manifestations and developments of humanism 

during time or by dealing with their connections to contemporary times and modern humanism 

alone, for example. We here, however – as in the case of the history of science already – may 

only give a brief account, a rough overview, of the history of humanism, where just some major 

periods, figures and developments may be emphasized. What will not be missing, of course, is 

a view on the career of humanism in the discipline of anthropology.  

Humanism, in general in most cases, probably is connected and attributed to the 14th - 16th 

century period and to the north of Italy; thus, to the Renaissance, to the Renaissance humanism. 

Humanism, however, has earlier origins. Humanistic notions may already be perceived in 

ancient Greek and Roman times (URL 6). 

Corliss Lamont (1997: 34), for example, tells us that the Greek teacher and philosopher 

Protagoras (5th century B.C.) can be seen as one of the earliest humanists, at least from which 

one has reliable record. Humanistic characteristics with Protagoras could be found in the fact 

that he put human beings in the center of his focus, ‘man is the measure of all things’ (cited in 

Lamont 1997:34). Moreover, Protagoras’ humanism could be recognized in his agnosticism: 

‘As to the gods, I have no means of knowing either that they exist or do not exist. For many are 

the obstacles that impede knowledge, both the obscurity of the question and the shortness of 

human life’ (cited in Lamont 1997: 34). And according to Lamont, Protagoras has not been the 

only ancient Greek that showed humanistic notions, but some other Greek philosophers of the 
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5th century have done so since many of them would have focused on analysis of humankind 

rather than analysis of physical Nature (Lamont 1997: 34). One of them would have been 

Socrates. His humanistic notions would be clearly visible in the fact that, despite he himself 

believed in a God, he tried to develop an ethical system that did not rely on religious doctrine 

(Lamont 1997: 35). In ancient Roman times, one may detect origins of particular the 

Renaissance humanism with Markus Tullius Cicero (1st century B.C.) and his political and 

educational ideal of ‘Humanitas’ (URL 6).  

After the ancient Roman and particular Greek humanism, the next considerable period of 

humanism is the already mentioned Renaissance humanism (Lamont 1997: 69). Renaissance 

humanism was based on and began through the rediscovery of Roman and Greek forgotten 

works by numerous European scholars (Lamont 1997: 21f). As prominent figures of the period, 

we may name, for example, Erasmus of Rotterdam, Thomas More, Michael de Montaigne, 

Francois Rabelais or Pietro Pomponazzi (Lamont 1997: 21f).  

In ancient tradition - and very typical for humanism in general - Renaissance humanism in its 

scholarly focus concentrated on humankind and generally emphasized the role of human beings 

(e.g., human dignity, potentials, value and importance of the individual, the place of humankind 

in nature) (URL 7).  

Renaissance humanism is to be seen as a response, a turn away from medieval Christianity. For 

example, in Renaissance humanism, one may see the shift to a strong highlighting of life of 

human beings in the here and now (and the joy of life generally), away from notions of personal 

immortality, for example.  Renaissance humanism besides rebelled against the Catholic church 

and thereby against the religious limitations on knowledge (Lamont 1997: 21). 

We may undergird and highlight our so far findings about Renaissance humanism also with the 

following illustrative quote of Corliss Lamont (1997: 69f): “Renaissance humanists insisted, in 

contradiction to the prevailing Christian tradition, that human beings possess intrinsic ethical 

and intellectual worth instead of being morally depraved and mentally impotent; and that 

individual persons, not matter what may be in store for them beyond the grave, should look 

upon this earthly enjoyment as natural and wholesome part of the good life”. 

Despite the strong emphasis of the importance of (individual) human beings, Renaissance 

humanism, however, may not be considered a fundamental rejection of God. It was rather 

directed against the Catholic church than Religion or God in general; and due to these features, 
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Renaissance humanism can be seen as a strong guide for the Protestant Reformation (URL 7). 

God should only disappear to a great extent in another period of humanism - namely 

Enlightenment humanism.  

The period of the French Enlightenment in the 18th century may be considered the next notable, 

commonly less well-known, period of humanism after the Renaissance. As major figures of that 

time, we can name Voltaire or Diderot, for example (Lamont 1997: xviii; 71). The humanism 

of the enlightenment fundamentally differed to the one of the Renaissance in its far more secular 

nature. As seen above the Renaissance humanism did not fundamentally reject God; the 

humanism of the Enlightenment did that in a more radical way, there was a stronger separation 

from religion. In the enlightenment, generally, there only remained some universal religious 

principals and believes (URL 7).  

History of Humanism from/after the 19th Century 

As one should have already noticed, a profound characteristic of humanism through time is its 

hostile stance towards the supernaturalistic, god, religion and so on (more or less in different 

periods). Therefore, it is not very surprising that Lamont, for example, finds traces of humanism 

in the 19th century, in the revival of naturalism, which particular took place in the second half 

of the century and may be credited in large measure to Charles Darwin’s ‘The Origin of Species’ 

(1859) (Lamont 1997: 39ff, Carneiro 2000: 103). We shall not forget at this point however that 

Herbert Spencer had developed a general theory of evolution years before Darwin (Lamont 

1997: 49, Carneiro 2000: 103) and that Alfred Russel Wallace independently, at the same time 

as Darwin had developed a theory of the evolution of the species.   

Darwin’s work (plus many others’) showed that humankind and the rest of nature are not 

fundamental two different things and thereby undermined some of the strongest religious-

supernaturalistic arguments and therewith connected philosophies of the time (Lamont 1997: 

39).  

Further traces of humanism in the 19th century, earlier in the century, according to Lamont, 

could be found in literature and music. For example, with Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, whose 

works lasted long into the 19th century. As Lamont tells us, Goethe’s Faust, for instance, has 

been considered ‘The Divine Comedy of modern Humanism’ (Lamont 1997: 75). Or with 

Ludwig van Beethoven and some of his major symphonies; for instance, the third (Eorica), 

which celebrates the memory of a great man or the fifth that portrays the succession of 
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humankind over fate (Lamont 1997: 75). More traces of humanism in 19th-century literature 

may be found with the English writers George Elliot (pen name of Marian Evans), Edward 

Fitzgerald or William Morris, for example. As American writers of the 19th century with 

humanistic approaches, we may name here Henry David Thoreau, Walt Whitman and Mark 

Twain (Lamont 1997: 81f). And with Mark Twain, we are approaching the 20th century.  

Corliss Lamont describes the 20th -century humanism in the following way: “It [humanism] is 

a philosophy of joyous service for the greater good of all humanity in this natural world (…) 

“It [humanism] does not try to appeal to intellectuals by laying claim to great originality, or to 

the multitude by promising the easy fulfillment of human desires either upon this earth or in 

some supernatural dream world” (Lamont 1997: 13).  

In this quotation, we find some of the central characteristics of humanism of earlier periods and 

learn that these apparently have lived on into the 20th century. We may name in this respect 

particular the rejection of supernaturalism and the emphasis of the significance of humankind 

and human beings generally (e.g., human dignity, the value and significance of the individual 

as seen above). Furthermore, we may read out of this quotation that 20th -century humanism has 

a particular task, nothing less than being a philosophy for the greater good of all humanity. As 

major figures of the philosophy of humanism in the 20th century, we may name John Dewey or 

Bertrand Russel, for example (Lamont 1997: 40).  

Traces of 20th century humanism may also be found in literature, with H.G. Wells and John 

Galsworthy, for instance. The following quotation from the latter writer clearly shows his 

humanism: “humanism is the creed of those who believe in the circle of enwrapping mystery, 

men’s fates are in their own hands – a faith that for modern man is becoming the only possible 

faith” (cited in Lamont 1997: 78). We may furthermore consider the American writer Jack 

London, Theodore Dreiser or Sinclair Lewis as representatives of 20th-century humanism, for 

example (Lamont 1997: 83).  

Humanism and Anthropology (20th Century) 

As already learned above humanism in anthropology cannot be considered a coherent construct 

but has different faces (that to different degrees reject science). With Carneiro, we have 

differentiated humanism in anthropology into an older, less radical form and a newer, more 

extreme one (postmodernism), which we also call in this thesis ‘classical humanism’ (older 

type) and advanced humanism (more recent humanism, postmodernism) (Carneiro 1995).  
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The historical dividing line between the two forms of humanism in anthropology may be drawn 

with the rise of postmodernism – Stephen Reyna calls it literary anthropology - within the 

discipline in the 1970s and 1980s (Reyna 1994: 1). And from Carneiro, we learn that 

anthropology in the 1980s not alone, but together with other disciplines like history, for 

example, turned strongly towards post-modernism; in sociology, such trends would already 

been recognizable in the 1960s (Carneiro 2000: 81).  

As representatives of the classical humanism in anthropology, we may name Edward Sapir, 

Ruth Benedict, David Bidney, Robert Redfield, E.E. Evans-Pritchard, for example (Carneiro 

1995: 2). Furthermore, we should name Franz Boas here - who among scientists sometimes 

even is known as a reactionary anti-scientist (see for example White 1982 [1959]: V) – and 

Boa’s students Alexander Goldweiser, Frank Speck, Margaret Mead or Ruth Benedict, to name 

just a few (Harris 1968: 251). And from Carneiro, we learn in addition that even Alfred Kroeber, 

who also has been assigned to scientific anthropology, in his late years admitted that at heart, 

he would be a humanist (cited in Carneiro 1995: 2).  

We have learned throughout our brief foray through different historical periods of humanism 

from above that one significant characteristic of humanism through time is it embracement of 

the significance and value of humankind and of individual human beings.  

And humanism in anthropological classical humanism can also be recognized with a strong 

emphasis on the role and significance of individual human beings. With Franz Boas and some 

of his students – e.g., Margaret Mead or Ruth Benedict – one may detect how the role of 

individuals moves into the focus of anthropological analysis, particularly the role of individuals 

in analyses of cultural change (Harris 1968 281, 299). Boas himself declared that he started to 

focus on ‘the interaction between society and individual’, and shifted away from historical 

reconstruction, from 1910 on (cited in Harris 1968: 299). And Harris tells us that that change 

had led to the development of the culture and personality studies in the 1920s; that anthropology 

between the two World Wars increasingly drove into mentalism and the study of the individual 

(Harris 1968 299, 393).  

A good example of a work of the culture and personality period is Ruth Benedict’s (classical) 

humanistic book ‘Patterns of Culture’ (1959) [1934] (Harris 1968: 398). Regarding the culture 

and personality studies in general, Harris notes that the culture and personality phase exemplify 

illustrates the entry of mentalistic and individualistic themes into American anthropology 



44                                                              
 

(Harris 1968: 422). And furthermore, that the culture and personality studies are: 

“representatives of the most broadly humanistic methods of anthropology” (Harris 1968: 449).  

With Carneiro, we may note some other features of the classical humanistic period in 

anthropology. Characteristic for the old humanism in anthropology would be the notion and 

believe in a free will (a typical feature of humanists in general) (Carneiro 1995: 3; 2000: 49). 

Besides, Carneiro emphasizes that a significant feature of humanism is anthropology in general, 

is there drive for value judgments (Carneiro 1995: 2). Moreover, that humanistic 

anthropologists like Franz Boas, for instance, argue in terms of the great men theory (Carneiro 

2000: 113).  

Considering the second form of anthropological humanism that appeared in the 1970s and 

1980s (postmodernism), we may name the following figures as major representatives: Pauline 

Rosenau, Stephen Tyler, Vincent Crapanzano, Renato Roaldo, Paul Rabinow, George Marcus 

James Clifford, and Clifford Geertz (Carneiro 1995 4ff; Reyna 1994: 1). According to Reyna 

many of these figures were particularly influenced by Clifford Geertz and his books ‘The 

interpretations of cultures’ (2008 [1973]) and ‘Local Knowledge’ (2008 [1983]), which may be 

considered as the starting point of postmodernism in anthropology (Reyna 1994: 1).  

Many scientists agree that the characteristic of postmodernism and its difference to the older 

humanistic approach in anthropology is its radical view on the impossibility of objective 

knowledge, it’s highlighting of the subjective, relativistic nature of all knowledge (see for 

example Carneiro 1995, 2000; Harris 1994; Reyna 1994). Carneiro even says that post- 

modernism brought an orgy of subjectivism into anthropology (Carneiro 2000: 81).  

But so far, so our brief journey into the history of humanism and its career in anthropology. We 

will deal now in more detail with humanism (classical & advanced) in anthropology.  

Humanism in Detail Considered 

The Essence of Classical Humanism and Its Differences to Science 

In strong contrast to science, the epistemological principles of classical humanism suppose that 

knowledge is always subjective and relative. And in that humanistic world to gain knowledge 

is best accomplished through intuitive insight and empathic imagination (Lett 1997: 3). As 

already seen above, the epistemological principles of science suppose that to strive for objective 

and (tentatively) absolute knowledge is quite possible, as well as that this is best gained through 
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logical analysis and empirical investigation (Lett 1997: 3). Also, in massive contradiction to 

science, the classical humanistic approach claims that the relative value of two (or more) 

opposing accounts is based on their ‘inherent persuasiveness' (Lett 1997: 3). This relative 

persuasiveness of different assertations is assessed in the classical humanistic world through 

logical consistency, moral authority, rhetorical style, or emotional satisfaction, for example. In 

the scientific world, as seen above, the relative value of two (or more) opposing accounts is 

evaluated through evidence. To assess the value or steadfastness of evidence, science is 

following the rules or guidelines that have been described in great detail above, for example, 

intersubjectivity (objectivity) or testability (falsifiability) (Lett 1997: 3).  

The goal of humanism – according to James Lett – is to "to produce contextual interpretations 

that are illuminating" (Lett 1997: 3). Science's goal, as seen above, is to produce synthetic 

propositional (factual) knowledge, thus to come to reliable knowledge and assessments about 

the world.  

Emotive Statements & Knowledge: A further Fundament of Classical Humanism  

Classical humanism is based on and strives after emotive knowledge and therefore makes 

emotive- (value) statements and judgements (Lett 1997: 117f, Carneiro 1995: 2). This, as 

already seen above, is fundamentally different in science. Science pursues synthetic 

propositional (factual) knowledge and therefore makes synthetic propositional (factual) 

statements. And because of that, science rejects all kinds of emotive statements, judgments, or 

knowledge (Carneiro 1995: 2).  

As we have learned above, too, emotive statements and knowledge differ strongly from 

synthetic propositional (factual) statements and knowledge. From emotive statements or 

knowledge, we learn what someone prefers, likes, feels, et cetera regarding phenomena. 

Emotive statements or knowledge are not testable (falsifiable). In contrast, from synthetic 

propositional statements or knowledge, we learn what is, facts about phenomena. What 

someone prefers, likes or feels is irrelevant. Synthetic propositional (factual) statements or 

knowledge is testable (falsifiable).  

Thus, we may note here that through classical humanism, we get to know people’s preferences, 

feelings, and what they like regarding the world around us. Through science, we learn what is. 

And reflecting on this one may realize, too, how different the two approaches of (classical) 
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humanism and science actually are, how different kinds of knowledge they transport and 

therewith how different things we may learn from the approaches.  

A Free Will & The Great Men – Further Characteristics of Classical Humanism 

We have already noticed with Carneiro above that the notions of free will and great men are 

characteristics of the classical humanistic approach (the topic of great men has already been 

introduced earlier in the section ‘history of science – humans, the new gods’). And since the 

notions of free will and great men (or women) have apparently some weight in anthropological 

classical humanism (and beyond), we shall dedicate some more space to them here, as thereby 

we will also gain more inside into what humanism in anthropology is about.  

Free Will & Humanism in Anthropology 

The Encyclopedia Britannica defines free will the following way: “Free will, in humans, the 

power or capacity to choose among alternatives or to act in certain situations independently of 

natural, social, or divine restraints.” (URL 8). Thus, expressed in other words, the notion of 

free will implies that human beings have a freedom of choice and are at least to a certain extent, 

the determinators of their actions. A statement from the Russian historian Aaron Gurevich may 

exemplify the idea of free will further and shows how the notion occurs in the field of history. 

Talking about historical change and the origin of it, he proposes: “Historical change is the 

result of human choice (…) The cultivation of wild grass or the domestication of animals, the 

invention of working tools, sculpting of statues, devising of magic spells, composition of prayers 

and songs, calls to revolt (…) all are the products of free will, of the activity of an individual or 

a social group” (cited in Carneiro 2000: 55). In classical anthropological humanism, we met 

the notion of a free will with Ruth Benedict and the following quote, for instance: “Man is a 

creature with such freedom of action and of imagination that he can, for instance, by not 

accepting a trait, prevent the occurrence of diffusion” (cited in Carneiro 1995: 3). And from 

Leslie White, we learn that the concept of free will and the notion that people would be in 

control of their civilization not only occurs in the field of anthropology but is generally deeply 

rooted (White 1949: 330ff).  

Thus, free will is a feature of (classical) humanism. And as already seen above too, determinism 

is a significant characteristic of (social) science and represents the absolute opposite to the 

notion of free will (Carneiro 2000: 47ff). To quickly remind us here what the notion of 

determinism says. Determinism assumes: “that [an] Event A [for example] will occur because 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/alternatives
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of the presence of a certain set of antecedent conditions (…) “Event A will invariably occur if 

and only if those antecedent conditions are present” (Carneiro 2000: 49). Thus, things happen 

for a particular reason in science.  

And now, what may we learn from these findings regarding free will about classical humanism 

in anthropology exactly? On the one hand, we may especially ‘simply’ learn that classical 

anthropological humanism is not an approach that deals or sees much significance in 

deterministic causation. Classical anthropological humanism does not pay much importance to 

the particular antecedent circumstance and conditions that have led to the occurrence of a 

certain phenomenon. Things ‘just’ happen, so the idea in classical anthropological humanism, 

because people, who’s wills are free, have decided to achieve something. To give an example 

that is related to the one above. Classical anthropological humanism would, for example, rather 

not pay much attention to the antecedent circumstances and conditions that have led to the 

development of agriculture. For instance, climate and vegetation change that together with 

overhunting by humans probably led to the extinction of paleolithic megafauna in certain parts 

of the world, to certain times, which in turn created pressure for an alternative food resource, 

which was found in the form of wild grass and the domestication of it (for more see Harris 1991 

(1977) for example). What classical anthropological humanism would rather do, is to attribute 

‘everything’ to (individual) human beings (or some working together) and their free will. As 

seen in the example above, the domestication of wild grass or wild animals took not place to a 

certain time and place, because particular antecedent circumstance and conditions have led 

thereto, but because human beings have a free will and apparently at some time and place have 

decided to achieve that. And that’s it. End of story. In classical humanism, things happen for 

and foremost because people have decided them to happen. The human being just generally 

stands in the center of the universe, so to say. We will discuss that further below in more detail.  

On the other hand, we may learn here again how different classical anthropological humanism 

is to science. How different the two approaches try to explain the occurrence of phenomena.  

The Great Men ‘Theory’, Humanism in Anthropology and the Cultural Process 

As already learned above, the great men ‘theory’ has developed out of the demise of notions 

that god would have a significant role in explanation regarding the working of the human world. 

People became the new gods, so to say. To remind us and further deal here with what the notion 

of the great men ‘theory’ implies. The idea of the great men ‘theory’ assumes that great men 

(or women) – persons with particular intellect (geniuses) or some other special ability - guide 
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the course of human history, are responsible for major societal shifts, are responsible for great 

inventions et cetera (Carneiro 2000: 109ff). In classical anthropological humanism, we find 

record of the great men ‘theory’ with Franz Boas, for example, or with Robert Lowie, who once 

assumed that agriculture in pre-Columbian times has developed because some genius would 

had been at work (Carneiro 2000: 113).  

As opponents to the idea of the great men ‘theory’ in the field of anthropology as already done 

above we, may name again, for example, Leslie White or Robert Carneiro. Instead of the great 

men (or women) and their achievements at particular times, White’s and Carneiro’s works 

emphasize the role of the cultural process in general. As Carneiro puts it, the very characteristic 

of the notion of the cultural process is: “that it sets individuals aside and focuses on culture.” 

(Carneiro 2000: 179). ‘Great achievements’ like the ‘invention’ of agriculture, the development 

of the state or inventions like the calculus, for example, would not accurately be explainable 

when one only considers the achievements of single men (or women) like Newton (invention 

of the calculus) in this example, for instance. One would have to look at the cultural process in 

general (see, for example, Carneiro 2000: 177ff). To define here also (broadly) what is meant 

when we speak of the cultural process, we may cite Robert Carneiro directly: “Considered in 

its broadest terms, the culture process compromises all interactions among cultural elements 

that have ever occurred throughout the course of history. Looked at in this way, the flow of 

culture appears as a great unitary stream, embracing every cultural tradition in all places in 

all times” (Carneiro 2000: 179). Carneiro’s idea of the cultural process largely goes back to 

Leslie White and his notion of the idea (see, for example, White 1949: 166). And expressed in 

other words it may be said that the cultural process contains everything, is everything cultural 

that happened since culture came into being millions of years ago.  

Now, what may we learn from this about classical anthropological humanism? We may learn 

on the one hand again – like with the consideration of free will from above - how much focus 

the classical humanistic approach apparently puts on (individual) human beings. Major societal 

or cultural shifts, invention et cetera, in general, almost everything is ascribed and subordinated 

to the role and the significance of single men (or women) and their actions. And therefore, on 

the other hand, we may detect here (partly again) that classical anthropological humanism 

apparently does not assign much relevance to larger processes, broader circumstances and 

conditions. The answer to everything always reads ‘the individual’. The individual, and not 

particular conditions and circumstances, is always responsible, why this or that phenomenon 
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has occurred (or not). We will discuss this and the persuasiveness of the idea of great men (or 

women) in comparison to the idea of the cultural process in more detail in our discussion below.  

Our key findings of the classical humanism and its differences to the scientific approach may 

be summarized and illustrated in the following figure, figure five. 
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We will now turn to the second form of humanism, advanced humanism. What we here call 

advanced humanism has - particularly in anthropology– been differently labeled. Some have 

called it interpretative anthropology, others post-modernism, still others literary anthropology. 

And we will encounter all these labels further below, as we will follow the different dictions 

that different authors have chosen to use. Thus, when we speak of interpretative anthropology, 

post-modernism or literary anthropology in the following, we always refer to the advanced 

humanism in anthropology.  
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The Essence of Interpretative Anthropology and Its Differences to Science 

One of the major claims of interpretative anthropology is that anthropology's (new) goal should 

be the “evocation and ‘interpretation of cultural variability” (Lett 1997:12). This is very 

contrary to the goal of scientific anthropology, which assumes anthropology should strive for 

“descriptions and explanations of cultural variability” (Lett 1997: 12). The explanation for this 

first major claim of interpretative anthropology can be found in a second major claim that 

interpretative anthropology raises, namely that "scientific knowledge of human affairs, which 

entail the description and explanation of objective facts" (Lett 1997:14), would not be 

achievable, what means that objective knowledge and therefore science would not be attainable 

in general (Lett 1997: 14; Carneiro 1995: 4,). Thus, interpretative anthropology argues that 

since description and explanation (of objective facts) are unrealistic goals, the only goals that 

anthropology can hope to achieve is evocation and interpretation. We may gain further insight 

regarding interpretative anthropology when we consider the justifications raised for the second 

big claim of interpretative anthropology. On the one hand, in interpretative anthropology, it is 

assumed that all that science stands for is just an outcome of a particular cultural tradition - our 

own devise hegemonic concept - and therefore, it could not claim authority over other 

explanation approaches from other cultural traditions. On the other hand, interpretative 

anthropology argues that science's endeavor for objective knowledge is anyway destined to fail, 

as particularly all knowledge is subjective by its nature (as already heard above when we 

considered classical humanism) (Lett 1997: 14; Carneiro 1995: 8). Interpretative 

anthropologists also even deny the existence of an objective reality at all (see, for example, 

Stephen Tyler (1986: 135). When it comes to the theme of the rejection of the notion of an 

objective reality, we should highlight that the thought is a particular feature of advanced 

humanism. Although already humanists of more previous times were proponents of the thought 

that knowledge would be subjective, as seen above, in postmodernism one finds proponents of 

a very radical subjectivism (Blaikie 2004: 818). Such an understanding of interpretative 

anthropology and its difference to earlier forms of humanism also fits well with Robert 

Carneiro’s view on postmodernism. To Carneiro, postmodernism, in principle would be ‘just’ 

another manifestation of the old (classical) humanist point of view and distrustfulness against 

science - e.g., regarding science’s notion of objective knowledge – however, a more radical one 

(Carneiro 1995: 1, 4).  
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Critique of Ethnography, Multiple Realities & Truths 

Another characteristic of postmodernism, in addition to the already treated ones above, is the 

notion of multiple realities that would generally exist. This notion came up with 

postmodernism’s critique of ethnography (in the field of anthropology). Postmodernism 

particularly criticized that ethnography in anthropology as done so far would have had not spent 

enough attention to the complexity that one would actually find during fieldwork. ‘Old' 

ethnographers, in monographs, would have just presented the statements of single and 

authoritative informants, thereby forgot the many more voices that exist and therewith 

mispresented the actual existing complexity of a society, (a) belief, (a) custom et cetera 

(Carneiro 1995: 5). Carneiro, regarding this point of critique, gives credit to interpretative 

anthropology since this critique of the old ethnography would not have been unjustified 

(Carneiro 1995: 5). Postmodernism however, did not simply raise this critique on the ‘old' 

ethnography, but out of that criticism and line of thought, the assumption in postmodernism 

developed that in general multiple realities and therefore also not one, but multiple truths would 

exist, that truth would be a relative affair in general (Carneiro 1995: 5, Harris 1994: 71).  

To hear the voice of a postmodernist regarding this aspect. Clifford Geertz, the founding father 

of interpretative anthropology, speaking about the request of interpretative anthropology and 

the significance of appreciating multiple voices once wrote: “The essential vocation of 

interpretive anthropology is not to answer our deepest questions, but to make available to us 

answers that others, guarding other sheep in other valleys, have given, and thus to include them 

in the consultable record of what man has said” (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 29). What should be 

highlighted regarding this statement, too, is the fact that with postmodernism, any aspiration to 

explain things really falls. To give an example. With classical humanism as found above, 

although the explanation approach differs tremendously to the scientific one, we still see an 

aspiration to explain phenomena. For instance, the origin of agriculture is explained in terms of 

free will and or great men (or women). With postmodernism, we do not find anything like that. 

Interpretative anthropology absolutely turns away from explanations, to the recording of other’s 

voices, as much as possible different voices, one should add.  

To briefly note another characteristic of postmodernism here, that also stands in relation to how 

anthropologists do fieldwork. In postmodernism, the situatedness of a researcher in the field 

has become overall significant. Research results are not discovered anymore but are created by 

the researcher in the form of a narrative. This, of course, emphasizes the importance of 
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subjectivism and diminishes the relevance of scientific objectivity. Objectivity and all the 

criteria it stands for gets replaced by a close reflection of a researchers’ subjectivity, in a 

research context, in postmodernist notion. The researchers’ subjectivity is not aspired to be 

excluded as in science but is included and emphasized in the research analysis (Ringhofer 2016: 

13f).  

Interpretative Anthropology, Culture & Cultural Analysis 

The stance interpretative anthropology takes towards culture and the analysis of it may reveal 

to us further insight about the approach. Our already acquainted founding father of 

interpretative anthropology, Clifford Geertz, defines what culture basically means to him the 

following way: “Believing, with Max Weber, that man is an animal suspended in webs of 

significance he himself has spun, I take culture to be those webs” (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 5). 

Regarding the analysis of culture, Geertz says that it cannot be accomplished with the scientific 

approach, but that the analysis of culture must be “an interpretative one in the search of 

meaning” (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 5). To immerse here a little deeper into the thought. I believe 

to explain what Geertz means when he is speaking of searching for meaning may be exemplified 

best with the following example that Geertz has borrowed from Gilbert Ryle (Geertz 2008 

[1973]: 6). In the case-example, one shall imagine at first two boys who are rapidly contracting 

their eyelids of the right eye. The one boy would involuntary twitch, the other would wink, 

performing a conspiratorial signal to a friend (for example). Geertz elucidates that both the 

actions as movements would be identical and one would not be able to say from mere 

observation which one of the two boys would be twitching and which one winking. The 

difference between the two actions would be immense, however. The story then continues in a 

way that there could appear a third boy, for example, who would either be winking nor 

twitching, but who would parodying the boy who has winked. That wouldn’t be winking or 

twitching but parodying someone else. The story still further continues in a way that the boy 

who winked actually did not wink at all but would have performed ‘fake-blinking’ to mislead 

someone else that a conspiracy would be in progress (cited in Geertz 2008 [1973]: 6f). The 

example is even longer, and Geertz also brings another one. I think the crucial point, however, 

is that Geertz wants to say that behind actions that on the surface may seem identical there may 

lie more (meanings), like for example that someone who winks wants to send a particular 

message or does it according to a particular socially established code (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 6). 

Furthermore, the point here also is that without considering these different meanings that lie 

behind apparently similar actions, one would not be able to understand accurately what these 
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boys were doing. And assigned to culture, one may conclude here that the point is that without 

finding the meanings of cultural actions, so to say, that lie behind perhaps on the surface similar 

seeming actions, one could not understand culture accurately. To also briefly have a look at 

what interpretation means to Geertz. Speaking of cultural analysis, he says that it would be 

“sorting out the structures of signification”, which finally means, for example, to sort out why 

in a particular place and time in a certain conflict of particular groups (et cetera) a particular 

misunderstanding has arisen (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 9).  

Regarding cultural analysis, a further inside into interpretative anthropology is the fact that at 

least with Geertz, a major figure of the movement assumes that cultural analysis could never be 

complete. Since when someone would immerse into a certain topic, there would always be 

something else (significant) to look at (Geertz 2008 [1973]: 29).  

What may we now gain from all that regarding our striven for understanding of interpretative 

anthropology? I wish to emphasize two things. On the one hand that interpretative anthropology 

is an approach to knowledge that is very biased with small things, with details, so to say. And, 

on the other hand, that the dealing with little things apparently is so intensive with interpretative 

anthropology that answering bigger questions why things are how they are more and more fall 

off the wagon. In fact, one does not find explanations with interpretative anthropology anymore, 

at all.  

The Purpose of Interpretative Anthropology – No Consensus 

What still might be noteworthy about especially the first major claim of interpretative 

anthropology from above is that although interpretative anthropologists have an understanding 

that anthropology's goal is the ‘evocation' and ‘interpretation' of cultural variability, they do not 

all approve on the purpose of that, and therewith also not on the purpose of interpretative 

anthropology itself (Lett 1997: 13). For example, and this might be surprising, Clifford Geertz 

argues that interpretative anthropology is quite capable of being a science (he does not claim 

that he would have successfully achieved that, however) (Lett 1997: 8f, 13). Many of Geertz 

interpretative anthropologist colleagues, however, do not make any such claims but do reject 

the possibility at all (Lett 1997: 9).  

To sum up on humanism, the classical and the advanced one. As we have seen above, humanism 

cannot be considered a coherent construct, but has different faces in anthropology, so to say. 

The older face of humanism (classical humanism) according, to Robert Carneiro, is represented 
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by those anthropologists that have considered themselves ‘humanists' (Carneiro 1995:1). The 

newer face of humanism (advanced humanism) in anthropology is that branch of the discipline 

that has become known as e.g., interpretative anthropology, post-modernism or literary 

anthropology. Both these faces of humanism raise aversions against the scientific undertaking. 

Yet, the classical humanism in a less radical way than the advanced humanism. To highlight 

here once again, some key assumptions and aspects of the humanistic approach. Humanism 

(classical and advanced) can be considered as an approach that strongly represents the 

conviction that knowledge is always relative and subjective. When we turn particular to the 

advanced humanism, interpretative anthropology, we may emphasize the aspect of evocation 

and interpretation (of cultural variability) as an important point. Furthermore, the aspect, which 

can be deduced from the postmodernist critique of the ‘old' ethnography, should be highlighted. 

Because, from this critique, as we have seen, post-modernism started a campaign against any 

idea of the possibility of an (objective) reality and knowledge, and therewith against science. 

Although the critique of the possibility to achieve objective knowledge, to come to objective 

assessments of the world, has been raised by humanism in general, post-modernism did it in a 

particularly radical way.  

We may summarize and illustrate our key findings regarding now both forms of humanism - 

thus, the whole section ‘humanism considered’ - and their differences to science in the 

following figure (fig. 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55                                                              
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

                    (fig.6) 

    

Science 
 
 
- Based on & pursues synthetic     
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   Falsifiability, Rule of Public 
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  cultural verifiability 
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3. Discussing Science and Humanism 

We will discuss science and humanism (classical & advanced) in this section, on the one hand, 

by considering major points of critique that humanism (both forms) has raised against the 

scientific undertaking. On the other hand, through considering the response that science gave 

to the critique of classical as well as advanced humanism.  

Absolute Certainty, Truth & Objectivity: Assumptions by Interpretative Anthropology 

& Science’s actual Understanding 

One major assumption and point of critique of interpretative anthropology (advanced 

humanism) against science, as seen above, is the presumption that the scientific undertaking 

would be an impossible undertaking, since absolute certainty, truth, or objectivity, would never 

be achievable. To give the response of science to that assumption and critique now. The 

fundamental rejection of the possibility of the scientific undertaking by interpretative 

anthropology, to James Lett, is the biggest mistake the paradigm has committed (Lett 1997: 

95). To Lett, that is the case since this critique raised by interpretative anthropology on science 

is neither coherent nor compelling. The exact problem with this critique of interpretative 

anthropology of science would be that it is built upon a straw argument (Lett 1997: 95). To 

recall. As described above, one is committing the logical fallacy of the straw argument when 

one distorts an opposite opinion (or position) to be able to attack it more easily. One attacks the 

self-created version of one's opposite position, so to say and asserts then, that, that would be the 

actual position of one's opponent. And this actually applies here to interpretative anthropology’s 

critique and rejection of science. Because, the assumption and critique of interpretative 

anthropology that science would claim absolute certainty or be free of subjective bias, error, 

and fraud, has never been the position of science (see therefore also, for example, Harris 1994: 

64). Interpretative anthropology here mistakes science with scientism (Lett 1997: 95f). 

Furthermore, also the assumption of absolute truth does absolutely not fit the working of the 

scientific approach (Lett 1997: 96). That should have become already very clear in the detailed 

examination of science from above. Science, at its very heart, is a tentative business. 

And that the so far described critique from interpretative anthropology is hardly tenable – 

because it is simply not correct – has been recognized by a number of representatives of science, 

as James Lett cites (Lett 1997: 96f). Among them are, for example, Paul Roscoe (1995: 500) or 

Marvin Harris (1994: 65).  
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A Closer Look on Objectivity: Interpretative Anthropology’s vague Critique and 

Science’s actual Position  

There is more to interpretative anthropology’s critique of objectivity and science than said 

above. A scientific anthropologist that closely dealt with the critique of interpretative 

anthropology on science and objectivity is Stephen P. Reyna. In his article “Literary 

Anthropology and the Case Against Science" (Reyna 1994: 4), he especially deals with the post-

modern anthropologist Renato Rosaldo and his concerns regarding scientific objectivity.2  

Regarding Rosaldo and his critique, it is already a telling point that he, in the book, in which he 

raises his critique on science and objectivity (“Culture and Truth” 1989”), does not define 

objectivity (!)3(Reyna 1994: 4). Therefore, at this point, one should actually already stop and 

think: 'Ok, there is a person who wants to criticize something, but apparently he not even 

considers it important to define the subject of his critique. So, let us wait – for another book or 

article – where he makes up for his omission and then seriously consider his concern'.4 But we 

wish to gain here and now further insight into interpretative anthropology’s position on 

objectivity, and Stephen Reyna may help us to achieve that.  

Since Rosaldo does not bother to define objectivity, Reyna tries to filter out what he means 

when talking about it. And Reyna comes to the conclusion that when Rosaldo talks about 

objectivity, he appears to largely refer to: "thoughts and sentiments of impartiality or neutrality 

that can be provoked in people by certain social positions or styles" (Reyna 1994:5). This 

conclusion of Reyna is particularly evident in Rosaldo's expression that: "Such terms as 

 
2 The position that Rosaldo takes may represent the post-modern stance on the subject (Reyna 
1994:3f). 
 
3 My emphasis. 

4 Such kind of critique is not unique to Rosaldo. Reyna, in this respect shares with us revealing 
information on Clifford Geertz, too. Trying to criticize science, Geertz once has raised the 
assumption for example that there would be “growing recognition” that science was “not 
producing” (thus that science is not achieving what science claims) (Reyna 1994: 3f; Geertz  
(2008 [1983]) :3). If someone raises such allegations, one would assume that he or she has 
strong evidence to prove it. However, Reyna tells us that Geertz does not present something 
like that, thus that he simply criticizes science without grounds (Reyna 1994: 3f).  
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objectivity, neutrality, and impartiality refer to subject positions once endowed with great 

institutional authority" (Rosaldo 1993 [1989]: 21).  

Now, as seen above, when science is talking about objectivity, it is referring to something very 

different. Therefore, we must not analyze Rosaldo's thoughts further to say, as Reyna does, that 

Rosaldo actually is not talking about objectivity, anyway (Reyna 1994: 5). At least not how 

science views objectivity. And if Rosaldo criticizes science, using his own version of objectivity 

- that he does not even define - ignoring what objectivity is for science, he is committing the 

logical fallacy of the straw argument. Therefore, such a critique of interpretative anthropology 

towards science and its objective undertaking must be rejected (again) as not tenable; we find 

here little to no argumentation against science and objectivity.  

Reasonable Critique gets out of Hand: Post-modernism, Ethnography, Multiple Realities 

and Relative Truths 

Another major assumption and point of critique that postmodernism has raised against science, 

as seen above, is the presumption that not one (objective) reality would exist, but that there 

would exist multiple realities; furthermore, also that there would not be one truth – that things 

would not be either true or false – but that there would be relative truths. These assumptions 

have developed out of postmodernisms’ (partly) reasonable critique on ethnography, as 

Carneiro (1995: 5) tells us.  

Carneiro indeed agrees with some concerns of postmodernism regarding ethnography as done 

for a long time, but also deeply criticizes the further conclusions postmodernism has drawn 

from its critique, particularly the assumption that there would not only be one reality but 

multiple. For Carneiro, this is problematic since, through the existence of more and more 

realities, facts would matter eventually less and less. And because of that reality would 

increasingly be diluted. From there, it would only need a small step to assume that reality does 

not exist at all. And if something like that is said, according to Carneiro, "the wheels come of 

the wagon" (Carneiro 1995: 5). I wish to highlight here again that this thesis already several 

times detected the absurdity of the assumption that not one (objective) reality would exist, as 

living in such a fictional world would hardly be desirable or even possible (also not for those 

who reject the thought).  

Close connected to the assumption of multiple realities is the post-modern notion of relative 

truths, that anyone's “truth” is just as valid as anyone else's (Carneiro 1995: 9). To Carneiro, 
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this thought is outlandish, too, as this would have serious consequences in fieldwork since, if 

one thinks it through, this would imply that ethnographers should or could be satisfied with 

whatever response he or she gets to a question. To highlight the significance of this point. 

Napoleon Chagnon, for example, found out after months of fieldwork among the Yanomami 

that they have initially lied to him about genealogies (Carneiro 1995: 9). I believe not much 

must be added here. The assumption and thought of postmodernism of relative truths in practice 

leads directly to arbitrariness, chance, and absurdity. One could only still add here that post-

modernism is anyway sloppy or at least unprecise about its assumptions of ‘truth(s)', since, how 

Carneiro (1995: 9) tells us, sometimes postmodernists say that there would be thousands of 

truths and then again that there would be not such a thing.  

Relativism and its sparsely considered Flipsides 

The assumption that multiple realities would exist, and the notion of relative truths imply that 

knowledge is relative by nature, of course. This, further assumption and critique (there is no 

(tentatively) absolute knowledge) of classical and advanced humanism against science, as seen 

above, shows additional inconsistencies of particular interpretative anthropology, especially 

when we consider the answer of science to that assumptions and critique, too.  

Harris, for example, invokes that it appears that post-modernists, especially, are not aware of 

the flip side of ‘their' relativism and their anti-science position. It seems that post-modernists 

are not – on purpose or not – aware of what persons and worldviews benefit from their vehement 

denunciation of scientific knowledge and, therefore, reason (Harris 1994: 74). This is 

particularly evident when Harris quotes Benito Mussolini:  

"Fascism is a super-relativistic movement because it has never attempted to clothe its 

complicated and powerful mental attitude with a definite program but has succeeded by 

following its ever changing individual intuition. Everything I have said and done in these last 

years is relativism by intuition (…) If relativism signifies contempt for fixed categories and men 

who claim to be bearers of an external objective truth (…) then there is nothing more relativistic 

than Fascist attitudes and activity (…). From the fact that all ideologies are mere fictions, the 

modern relativist deduces that everybody is free to create for himself his own ideology and to 

attempt to carry it out with possible energy". (cited in Harris 1994: 74).  

I certainly here do not wish to raise the assumption that post-modernists would have been 

supporters of fascism. However, I like to raise serious concerns over the questions, whether 
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post-modernists are actually aware of what they are doing. This is also evident when we turn to 

a more previous example.   

Georg Cavallar, in a just recently published article for the Austrian newspaper ‘Der Standard' 

(March 2019), points out a 21st-century flip side of post-modern relativism, so to say. In his 

article, he argues that postmodern views and especially relativism that increasingly could be 

found among intellectuals, liberals and particular also among academics of certain fields like 

cultural anthropology and gender studies would facilitate the appearance of radical right-

winged currents. This would have to do with the fact that postmodernism generally attacks 

scientific concepts such as objectivity, for example. And when the endeavor for objectivity or 

reasonable explanations or truth once has been abandoned, they would be replaced by 

subjectivism, placative avowals, and sensitives, where references to reality are increasingly lost. 

What generally would be co-created by post-modern thoughts on the issue is an attitude that 

increasingly views relativistic positions about knowledge and facts as not disturbing (URL 9). 

And that would play into the hands of radical right-winged movements and persons like for 

example the French right-winged extremist Alain de Benoit, who uses (postmodern related) 

relativistic thoughts for his purposes, for justifications of his world view. For example, that 

human rights are just an invention of Christianity and the European enlightenment, which one 

has to overcome (URL 9).  

To discuss this and the issue a little further. In post-modernism, it is often vaguely talked about 

values (URL 9). And most postmodernists probably consider values important that strongly 

differ to the ones described above. But, and that's the major point here, radical right-winged 

movements like that around Alain de Benoit or the Austrian new-age radical right-winged 

organizations, the ‘Identitäre’, or the jihadists of the ISIS also have (their) values (URL8). 

Therefore, if we now would follow postmodernists assumption that everything is relative, we 

would have to say in last consequence that all the world views described above count the same, 

that one could not say that one position is “truer” than the other. And which representative of 

post-modernism would say something like that in regard of the world views in question? I 

hardly doubt that anyone would. The reason for that? For post-modernists, not everything is 

actually relative. Knowledge, values, attitudes, et cetera are then relative when post-modernists 

want them to be relative when relativism on this or that is benefiting to them. One could now 

conclude that post-modernists either use (their) relativistic attitude regarding certain subjects 

on purpose, too, for example, gain an advantage in a discussion, et cetera. Or that post-

modernists, regarding their questionable relativism, are not actually aware of what they are 
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doing. No matter what actually applies - I personally believe it's a mix of both – one may say 

that at the moment when post-modernists opened their Pandora's box of relativism, they 

automatically lost control of the further impacts.  

We could now still point out and, in detail, consider examples of the flip side of post-modern 

relativism for a long time. For example, Donald Trumps' expressions and thoughts on 

“alternative facts” or “fake news” clearly feed on relativism. And this is also true for the flat-

earther or the anti-vaxxer movement (for example, in Germany or Austria)5.  

But we will now turn in brief to a few more assumptions and critique of interpretative 

anthropology against science as well as to the response of science to it and then close the 

discussion of science and humanism.  

Science, a degraded game? 

In interpretative anthropology’s circles exist the assumption and critique that representatives of 

science would take science as a ‘game', that has turned out to be unsuccessful, but would 

nevertheless be continued to be played in a “degraded state” (Reyna 1994: 6, Tyler cited in 

Reyna 1994:6). It is again a telling point about post-modernism that anthropologist Stephen 

Tyler, who made that claim, apparently does not think it's necessary to unambiguously and 

explicitly explain to us what would be degraded in science, how much it would be degraded or 

what the evidence for these assumptions, anyway, would be (Reyna 1994: 6). Scientist Stephen 

Reyna, therefore, rightly concludes that Tyler finally just says that: ‘science is degraded because 

 

5 The flat-earther movement assumes that the earth would be rather a disc than a sphere. The 
assumption that our planet would rather be a disc, among more, builds on the argument that 
there would be no evidence or that all evidence for the opposite could be faked (see. for that 
and for more information on the flat-earther phenomenon, for example, URL 10, URL 11, URL 
12). Such a position can only be taken seriously in a deeply relativistic world.  

The so-called anti-vaxxers for different reasons doubt the meaningfulness of vaccinations 
against diseases like measles or chickenpox. For example, arguments of the anti-vaxxers are 
that there would be no evidence that vaccinations actually work or that the existence of diseases 
like measles or chickenpox would actually not been verified, anyway (for that and more see for 
example URL 13, URL 14). Just imagine the relativistic world in which such thoughts count 
the same as scientific findings of diseases like measles or chickenpox. Would you like to live 
in it? 
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it is’. And therewith, as Reyna (1994: 6) also recognizes, Tyler is committing one of the logical 

fallacies that we have come to know above – circular reasoning. Thus, once again, we must 

refuse the critique of interpretative anthropology on science as not tenable and furthermore also 

question whether interpretative anthropology is a serious business, anyway.  

Human Behavior – Too complex for Science?  

Another assumption and point of critique of classical humanism on science circles around the 

argument that human behavior in practice would just be too complex to be dealt with in terms 

of science, that there could be no science of human behavior (Carneiro 1995: 3). Regarding this 

argument Carneiro (1995: 3f) points out that the theme of complexity is not something unique 

to anthropology, but that other fields such as physics, for example, deal with a great extent of 

complexity and have found ways to explain very complex processes scientifically. Therefore, 

Carneiro doubts the soundness of this assumption of interpretative anthropology and raises the 

suspicion that interpretative anthropologists have declared the scientific undertaking towards 

complexity to have failed, as they themselves with their approach could not come to an 

explanation of the complexity of human behavior (Carneiro 1995: 3f).  

The Free Will & The Great Man 

At last, in this discussion, we shall spend some final words on the concepts of free will and the 

great men that we have met several times above, particularly when dealing with classical 

anthropological humanism.  

Regarding free will, one has to say that any reasonable person must come to the conclusion that 

the notion fundamentally lacks persuasiveness and that explanations based on the idea of free 

will are to be considered as something in between very vague and unmeaningly. The notion of 

free will largely just offers pseudo explanations. Free will is an illusion (White 1949: 157). The 

following lines, which particular deal with Robert Carneiro’s (2000) and Leslie White’s (1949) 

treatment of free will make this clear.  

The immature character of the idea of free will may be recognized when we turn to Leo Tolstoy 

and an understanding of the notion he once had; namely that if the will were really free the 

whole human history would be just a series of disconnected accidents (cited in Carneiro 2000: 

50). What reasonable person would possibly accept that? And furthermore, Carneiro tells us 

that, in fact, quite the opposite is the case, that human behavior in large is characterized by order 

and regularity although, human beings tend to be attracted by the idiosyncratic. Already the 
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existence of words like custom, tradition or habit would prove that (Carneiro 2000: 50). People 

do not just do things without reason, so to say. And therewith we are already at the next 

adequacy of the notion free will. 

If the will would be really free, anyone could act how he or she pleases to at any time (Carneiro 

2000: 50). And that simply does not hold true. We cannot act just how we please to. Leslie 

White has collected a few illuminating examples in this respect. White invokes that even 

relatively small cultural or societal changes like the following could not simply be chosen to be 

achieved by people. For example, attempts to come to a more rational spelling in the English 

language – e.g., to get rid of silent letters like the b in the word lamb would have failed for a 

long time. Also, to get to a more rational, less awkward and inefficient system of weights and 

measures (yards, pounds, et cetera) than that which is still used until today in the United States, 

for example, would not have been possible so far (White 1949: 332) Why not, if the will is free? 

If free will would really exist, if people are really the decisive factor in the change of things, if 

people are free in their acts, why can’t they even change such little things as mentioned above, 

as White asks (1949: 322). Why do they just not change it? Maybe, and just maybe because 

there is no free will and people cannot just act how they please to? Maybe because people do 

things for a reason and cultural changes happen for a reason that stands above the illusion of 

free will? To give a further little example here. People may be ‘free’ to do things like raising 

their arm for example. But they do not just simply raise their arm out of free will without reason. 

And therefore, if we like to see that example as one that shows an action of ‘free will’, we must 

also come to the conclusion that free will is framed in determinism. To raise your arm always 

has a reason (see therefore Carneiro 2000: 52).  

Another, last and maybe the most convincing aspect that deeply questions the notion of free 

will can be seen in the fact that the idea of free will in the best case very vaguely, in the worst 

case, nothing at all may offer to us explanations of phenomena. And, at least to scientists, the 

question of why things are, how they are, or why something has occurred, how it has at a 

particular time and place, is of overall significance. To take the example from above again. 

What does it help to say that people, because they have a free will and may act freely, 

domesticated animals and wild grasses? By saying that, we may not understand to single tiny 

bit better why the domestication of wild animals and wild grasses has taken place, generally 

and to a certain time and place. Saying that people (and their free will) did it, is just to note the 

obvious. Of course, people have done it, but why in god’s name have they done it to a certain 

time and place? (Not the example but the basic thought of this paragraph is taken from Leslie 
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White writings about the role of individuals in a society or culture and the questions of him why 

people would do what they do) (see, for example (White 1949: 163ff, 171f).  

It seems in so in final analysis that our (classical) humanistic proponents of free will are 

captured in a dead circle of self-affirmation. People invented agriculture because they have a 

free will and have chosen to do it. Why? Because people have a free will and have chosen to 

do it? Do you see the shortcoming?  

Regarding the idea of the great men ‘theory’, we must come to a similar conclusion as in the 

case of the apparently free will. The notion is neither convincing, helpful, nor enriching. The 

idea of great men (or women) in the best case is to be called very vague, in the worst case 

unmeaningly or even obscuring to reality.  

To make something clear from the very beginning of this discussion of the great men ‘theory’. 

Proponents of the notion of the significance of the cultural process – as seen the very contrary 

to the idea of great men (or women) - do not assume that people would achieve nothing. Of 

course, people have something to do with the development of agriculture or the state, for 

example. No people, no agriculture or state, so to say. If you like to hear that. Yes, it was some 

man or woman that first had the idea and started the process of domesticating wild grass and 

animals, and countless humans after them have contributed to the realization of it. But what do 

we get from saying that? To say that the development of agriculture or the state would not have 

occurred without people is just to state the absolute obvious. To focus on people, on individuals 

alone yet is simply not enough to explain why something like the development of agriculture 

or the state has happened. How shall one explain, for example, why the state has first occurred 

in some places and times and not in some other place and time by saying that human beings 

have done it? (Carneiro 2000: 177f). And to repeat myself, at least to (social) scientists, that is 

the overall important question. Why did something happen as it happened to a particular time 

and place? 

So, one should have realized by now that there is something very insufficient to the great men 

‘theory’; and to (classical) humanistic anthropology that stands in accordance with the notion, 

too. We simply do not get any answer from the approach. It seems (again) as a dead circle of 

self-affirmation.  

When we turn to the idea of the cultural process, that scientists like Robert Carneiro or Leslie 

White advocate, the picture, however, shifts tremendously. The notion of the cultural process 
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may actually help us to understand why things happen as they happen (to a particular time and 

place). I believe the following example from Robert Carneiro is best suitable to exemplify the 

notion of the cultural process and how it actually gives answers to us.  

Considering Issacs Newton and the invention of the calculus, Carneiro says that not the person 

Isaac Newton in first place can be seen responsible for the invention of the calculus, but rather 

that the cultural process – that growing stream of culture -  was ready that the invention of the 

calculus could have been made by some person in the time when Isaac Newton lived. Carneiro 

explains and underpins that notion of his through the insight that if Isaac Newton would have 

been born 200 years earlier, for example, no matter how intelligent or gifted he had been, he 

would not have been able to achieve the invention. Simply due to the fact that mathematical 

knowledge would not have been proceeded far enough, that the ever-growing stream of the 

cultural process would not have been that far, that the invention could be achieved. And if Isaac 

Newton would have been born 200 years later, than he has, he wouldn’t have made the invention 

either because the time would have already been ready to make the invention of the calculus 

for a long time. This assumption can be underpinned to a great extent because of the fact that 

the calculus has been invented by a number of people independently, almost similar (Leibnitz, 

for example). (Carneiro 2000: 179ff).  

The thought must strike every rational man or woman as sound. People, let it be also great men 

or women, greatly gifted individuals, although of course, they are part of societal, cultural shifts 

or an invention cannot be seen as responsible for them in last consequence, not as the 

determining factors. The cultural process has proceeded so far that they could make an 

invention, and then they did it. If it had not been Newton or Leibnitz, some other person would 

have made the invention of the calculus in a similar time. Let’s make something up and say 

Thomas Miller, for example. Then, Thomas Miller would be called a genius and not Isaac 

Newton. You see now why the thought of great men is a shortcoming? 

To have a final thought regarding the great men ‘theory’ and classical anthropological 

humanism. When we dealt with the history of science above, we already have noticed that the 

notion of the great men (or women) has developed in response to a demise of notions that god, 

the supernaturalistic, could be used for explanations of the human world. The great men or 

women replaced god, so to say. When we now consider our findings regarding the great men 

‘theory’ and the cultural process there is no avoiding the fact that the human world with the 

upcoming of the idea of great men (and free will) stripped of an illusion (the supernaturalistic 
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illusion) and fall right into the next one. The illusion that (individual) human beings are 

responsible for changes in the human world and that they are not part of a broader cultural 

process at work. Therefore, also classical anthropological humanism and humanism, in general 

may be ‘merely’ seen as a change in ideology. It is not god we believe in anymore, it is human 

beings now (stress on believe). People of earlier times whose world views were filled with the 

absolute belief in (some) god, therefore, should not be seen that different to people in current 

times and their absolute belief in the (individual) human beings. And blinded by the working 

of ideology humanists in anthropology and beyond would as hard as their god-believing 

relatives of earlier times argue that this is not true. The facts, the scientific approach however, 

has disproven that illusion for a long time and will go on to do so. Until maybe that day will 

come that White has forecasted when such disciplines of anthropology also have matured 

enough to finally lose this (these) illusion(s).  

To conclude. Through discussing science, classical and advanced humanism, it became 

particularly clear that the humanistic, especially the advanced humanistic critique on science is 

hardly tenable, that the critique sometimes even stands on very dubious, at least questionable 

grounds.  

We may summarize and illustrate our findings of this section in the following figure, figure 7. 

It lists the major assumption and critique of classical and advanced humanism against science 

on the left side. On the right side, one sees the response of science to the assumption and critique 

of classical and advanced humanism.  
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Assumptions & Critique of 
classical and advanced 

Humanism towards Science 
 

- Science is an impossible under- 
  taking, because absolute Certainty, 
  Truth or Objectivity are impossible       
  to achieve  
 
- Objectivity refers to particular    
  feelings and thoughts that stand  
  in close connection to institutional 
  authority 
 
 
- There are multiple realities and not 
  one (objective) reality; truth is  
  relative not absolute 
 
 
 
- Knowledge is relative by nature 
 
 
- Science has failed but is continually 
  be played in a degraded state 
 
 
 
- Human behavior is to complex; no 
  science of human behavior is  
  possible 
     
 
 
- There is an free will and the idea  
  of great men (or women) holds true 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Science’s respond to the 
  humanistic (both types)          
Assumptions and Critique  
 
- This assumption/ critique is  
  simply incorrect; is built upon a 
  straw argument. Science does not 
  assume to produce absolute  
  certainty, truth or objectivity  
- This assumption/ critique is not  
  correct and builds upon a straw 
  argument, either. Objectivity in  
  science relies largely on the rules  
  of Public Verifiability and Falsifia- 
  bility 
- Interpretative anthropology over- 
  states the case with its critique of 
  ethnography. Assumptions of  
  multiple realities & relative truths 
  lead to arbitrary, absurdity and  
  chance 
- Knowledge can be (tentatively)  
  absolute. The relativism of  
  humanism has an absurd touch 
  and many flipsides 
- This assumption misses any  
  evidence what would be degraded 
  or how much, et cetera. Critique is 
  build on the logical fallacy of  
  circular reasoning 
- Other academic fields have dealt  
  with very complex matters, too 
  and have found scientific answers. 
  Unlikely that human behavior is to  
  complex to be explained with  
  Science 
 
- Free will & great men ‘theory’ is 
  vague and unmeaningly 
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4. Science & Humanism - Case Example(s) War 

“Everything that we human beings experience or do is real. But everything we experience or 

do is not equally effective for explaining why we experience and do what we do” 

(Harris 1976:331) 

 

In this section, we will deal now with three anthropological case examples regarding the 

classical anthropological theme of war. Firstly, with Margaret Mead and her notion that war is 

just an idea or an invention. Secondly, with Marvin Harris’ classical cultural materialist 

approach and the question of why there had been intensive warfare among Yanomami. Thirdly, 

with Brian Ferguson’s advanced cultural materialist approach and also the question of why 

there had been intensive warfare among Yanomami. The three approaches will firstly be be 

outlined; afterwards they will be discussed.  

In the discussion of Mead’s, Harris’ and Ferguson’s approaches, we will further deal and 

discuss the scientific and humanistic – particular classical humanism – approach. What will be 

new now is particularly the question of how the humanistic and scientific approach may provide 

us with a solid explanation of social-cultural phenomena.  

Since, in this section, it will be crucial to know cultural materialism (and cultural materialist 

thoughts on how a socio-cultural system is working), we will start with a brief consideration of 

it. As Marvin Harris’ and Brian Ferguson’s cultural materialist approaches distinguish partly, 

we will also call Harris’ approach, as already done above, the classical cultural materialism 

(since it is the older one) and Ferguson’s the advanced cultural materialism.   

Cultural Materialism & Socio-Cultural Systems 

A fundamental assumption of cultural materialism is that the different parts of a socio-cultural 

system are connected with each other and that the change on one part of the system affects other 

parts of it. Furthermore, that the whole socio-cultural system builds on the way: “a society 

[socio-cultural system] exploits its environment to meet the biopsychological needs of its 

population” (Elwell 1991: 5). As biopsychological needs might be mentioned, the necessity of 

food consumption, the preference towards food with a high number of calories, sexual 

intercourse, love and affection (Elwell 1991: 5; Harris 2001 [1979]: 63). This shall not imply 

however, that mankind is determined through biological instincts, drives or predispositions. To 
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the contrary cultural materialism rather assumes that most human behavior is learned. There 

are just a few biopsychological constants or universal needs (Elwell 1991: 5). And according 

to the cultural materialist approach, each human socio-cultural system (society) must exploit 

energy from its environment to meet (these) biopsychical needs, its population shows. Thereby 

socio-cultural systems of human beings are not completely free, but they exist within certain 

limited environmental states (like natural resources, raw materials and amount of pollution). 

Despite socio-cultural systems may try to alter the environmental limitations described, they 

are not able to elude them (Elwell 1991: 6).   

The Structure of Socio-Cultural Systems 

Now, the classical cultural materialist model regarding the composition of a socio-cultural 

system is the following.  

1. The infrastructure: The infrastructure may be said to be the point of intersection between a 

socio-cultural system and its (natural) environment and is composed of two parts. On the one 

hand, the mode of production and, on the other hand, the mode of reproduction. The first mode 

may be said to be the way a socio-cultural system deals with its environmental surrounding 

(e.g., technology of subsistence, techno-environmental relationship) to achieve the energy 

needed (e.g., food and other forms of energy). The second mode may be said to be the method 

a socio-cultural system regulates the size of its population; through, for example, medical 

control of demographic patterns, mating patterns and so on).  

2. The structure (or social organization): The structure achieves the necessary task of adjusting 

the relationships between human beings in a society (socio-cultural system) concerning 

potential problems of disarray regarding allocation of labor and distribution of goods and 

services within a socio-cultural system. The structure may be subdivided into two groups: (A) 

primary groups (groups of small number as the family) and (B) secondary organizations 

(impersonal organizations like industry, government).  

3. The superstructure: The superstructure has two faces, so to say. On the one hand, the 

behavioral superstructure (for example, art, music, dances, literature, sports, rituals). On the 

other hand, the mental superstructure (for example, values, emotions, traditions) (Elwell 1991: 

7ff; Harris 2001[1979] 51ff).  
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Determinants of a Socio-Cultural System 

The probably most important assumption of the classical cultural materialist approach (Harris’) 

says that the infrastructure of a socio-cultural system, thus the modes of production and 

reproduction, defines the structure of a socio-cultural system, which in turn determines its 

superstructure. To cultural materialist, this principle is known as the principal of infrastructural 

determinism.  (Elwell 1991: 10). This, however, does not mean that structure and superstructure 

are totally insignificant for a socio-cultural system; they affect it too. To cultural materialist 

structure and superstructure do affect the speed and character of change within a socio-cultural. 

What they do not do is to determine it from the bottom (Elwell 1991: 10f). A cultural materialist 

that challenged (to some extent, not completely) the principal of infrastructural determinism 

has been Brian Ferguson. How exactly Ferguson did that and what his point of ‘critique’ is will 

become clear in the course of the case examples.  

We may illustrate our findings regarding cultural materialism and the working of socio-cultural 

systems in the following figure, figure 8. The infrastructure of a socio-cultural system that deals 

with the environment (energy absorption et cetera) determines the structure and superstructure. 

Structure and superstructure, in turn – through feedback-lops - affect the speed and character of 

changes in the socio-cultural system.  
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Margaret Mead – The Idea of War 

Margaret Mead (1990 [1940]: 1) assumes that war would be ‘just’ an idea or an invention (a 

bad one) that exists among people. Mead therewith tries to object other approaches to explain 

why there is war, such as biological or sociological ones (Mead 1990 [1940]: 1)6.  

Regarding her notion of war as an idea or an invention, Mead tells us that there would exist 

peoples in this world that have the idea of war as well as peoples that do not carry the idea of 

war. Additionally, by further differentiating, that there would be people that only have the idea 

of defense war, while others would carry a more offensive, aggressive idea of war (Mead 1990 

[1940]: 1f). For example, the ‘Eskimo’ or the Lepchas of Sikkim would not possess the idea of 

war, not even defense war. Therefore, they also would not carry out war. Peoples like the Pueblo 

‘Indians’, that Mead describes as mild and unaggressive, would just carry out defense war. And 

they would have the idea, in more accordance with Mead, would be forced to have the idea of 

war only anyway, because other peoples around them would possess the idea of war in a more 

aggressive, offensive way. Therefore, people like the Pueblo ‘Indians’ would also actually not 

think of warfare as desirable. War and therewith the idea of war would rather have been brought 

to them and they must deal with it now, so to say (Mead 1990 [1940]: 1f). Finally, there would 

also be peoples like the Sioux or the Maori, which would have a (more) aggressive and offensive 

idea of war. Therefore, these people would think of war as desirable and carry out war (Mead 

1990 [1940]: 2).  

Next to such a fairly general approach, Mead, at one point in her article7 presents a more 

concrete reason and example why there would be war. War, in a lot of places in the world, 

would be a game where humans could gain prestige (1990 [1940]: 3). Thus, warfare would be 

‘just' a framework for prestige-seeking actions, like in other societies, for example, a tennis 

match would be (1990 [1940]: 3). Mead then does not elaborate this thought of hers further but 

 
6 Mead explains that biological approaches to explain war assume that war is a biological 
necessity because people would be equipped with combative instincts and therefore some kind 
of aggressive behavior of man would be indispensable (Mead 1990 [1940]: 1). Sociological 
approaches to explain war would assume that “warfare is the inevitable concomitant of the 
development of the state, the struggle for land and natural resources of class societies 
springing” (1990 [1940]: 1), thus, “not from the nature of man, but from the nature of history” 
(1990 [1940]: 1).  
 
7 The article I am referring to here (all the time) is called "Warfare is Only an Invention – Not 
a Biological Necessity" (Mead (1990 [1940]). 
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starts to tell us what one could do about war. For example, war could be replaced, by some 

other frame, another invention, where people could struggle for prestige but would not have to 

kill other people to gain it. The difficulty thereby, according to Mead, would be that once in a 

society an invention - like war - would have been made that proves to be congruent with a 

society's needs, the invention would tend to persist. People would not easily relinquish an 

invention, once it is known and accepted. And the idea of war would be well known and 

accepted in our (western) society (1990 [1940]: 3).  

In connection with this thought, Mead then asks the questions, whether we anyway could hope 

that nations that are so pervaded with the idea of war (like our western) would ever abandon 

war. Mead's answer to that question is that we can hope for it. History would show that poor 

inventions (like war) would usually eventually be substituted by better inventions (1990 

[1940]:3f) (I assume some form of peace is meant here). To achieve that, people, howsoever, 

would also have to do something, too. They would have to "recognize the defects of the old 

invention, and someone must make a new" (1990 [1940]: 4). Furthermore, propaganda against 

war and documentation of its costs would be necessary that people realize that warfare is "a 

defective social institution" (1990 [1940]: 4). In general, to achieve the goal of no war, we 

would have to believe that it is possible that a new invention which eventually will replace war 

would be possible (1990 [1940]: 4).  

To conclude. Finally, we can capture here that Mead’s approach to explain why there is war is 

largely based on the notion that war is ‘just’ an idea or invention of people, which eventually 

can be replaced by some other idea or invention by people. We may also note, therefore, that 

Mead assumes that war is a form of human behavior that is only determined by thoughts, 

attitudes, actions, et cetera of human beings. Expressed in cultural materialist terms. The level 

of superstructure alone determines human behavior. The levels of structure and infrastructure 

do not occur with Mead at all. People, their thoughts and actions are the determining factor 

when it comes to explain the reason for the human behavior of war; thoughts, actions et cetera 

of human beings (superstructure) are not seen as the compelling outcome of conditions of 

underlying-determining levels (structure & infrastructure).  

We may illustrate Mead’s approach in cultural materialist terms in the following figure, figure 

9.  
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(fig. 9) 

Marvin Harris – Warfare among Yanomami & Classical Cultural Materialism 

To Marvin Harris, warfare among Yanomami – like in band and village war generally – had 

played a significant part in regulating the population size of their society. It had the task to 

prevent that the population density among Yanomami gets so high that adults would become 

malnourished and sick (Harris 1991 [1977]: 75, 78). But why, and that will be our first point of 

consideration now, had Yanomami population pressure, anyway? 

Harris explains that Yanomami got in possession of western steel tools such as steel axes or 

machetes about 100 years (today about 140 years) ago. At the same time, the population of 

Yanomami suddenly started to increase (Harris 1991 [1977]: 72f). That, of course, would not 

have been a coincidence. By utilizing the new steel tools Yanomami would have been enabled 

to produce more bananas and plantains with less effort; they could produce more calories with 

less extortion, so to say. And that led to an increase of Yanomami population (Harris 1991 

[1977]: 73). Harris also assumes that bananas and plantains probably had been a new means of 

production to Yanomami anyway, since most Amazonian indigenous groups traditionally have 

relied on manioc (Harris 1991 [1977]: 73).  

One should add here that increased production of bananas and plantains by Yanomami - and 

therefore their population increase - had also been fostered by the fact that the more populous 

and better organized Arawak and Carib groups (neighbors of Yanomami) had been pacified or 

extinct through European presence (e.g., through Malaria and other diseases that have been 

introduced by Europeans). Yanomami’s new banana and plantains gardens, therefore, had been 

relatively safe from out-group threads (Harris 1991 [1977]: 73).  
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Increased Population and Depletion of the Environment 

Harris generally assumes that newly introduced means of production to a society lead to 

increasing population of that society and to a depletion of the environment, which in turn again 

creates pressure for resources. In our example, as just seen, that new means of production 

among Yanomami, that had led to their population increase, are the western steels tools and 

bananas and plantains (Harris 1991 [1977]: 74). The actual problem regarding depleting 

resources and environment in Yanomami world, however, as one probably would assume now, 

had not been forests or soils, but wild game. This is the case since wild game is the most 

vulnerable resource for people that live in a tropical forest environment, like the Yanomami. 

Even without human hunting, tropical forests are not able to support a large amount of animal 

life. Therefore, large villages in the Amazonian area could also only exist along majors’ rivers 

that supported people with fish, aquatic mammals and turtles (Harris 1991 [1977]: 74). Thus, 

for Yanomami, which were not in possession of technology to exploit fish or other aquatic life 

beings and which had been under reproductive pressure, sustenance with (animal) proteins had 

been an issue; and in a tropical forest area, even generally to sustain people with the minimum 

of protein intake is a challenge (Harris 1991 [1977]: 75f).  

Increasing Population, Depletion of the Environment & Warfare among Yanomami 

Warfare, as already said above, had played an important role in regulating the population size 

of Yanomami society. Its task had been to prevent that their population’s density gets so high 

that the adults get malnourished and sick (Harris 1991 [1977]: 75, 78). And the greatest risk for 

the increasing number of Yanomami to suffer malnutrition and therefore sickness, as just seen, 

had to do with their ability to sustain themselves with (animal) proteins.  

The crucial, still unanswered question to us now is. What exactly had been the functioning of 

warfare among Yanomami that had a slowing down effect on population growth of Yanomami, 

hence had prevented depletion of the environment and therefore had prevented potential threads 

of malnutrition and sickness.  

One would probably at first assume that the deaths in war, in combat would lower the population 

size of a society so much that problems regarding depletion of the environment and threads of 

malnutrition would be drastically reduced or even disappear, at least for a while. However, as 

Harris tells us, deaths in war of band and village societies (like Yanomami) do not critically 

lessen their population growth and, therefore, depletion of the environment, et cetera (Harris 
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1991 (1977): 56f). Why? Almost all deaths in pre-state warfare are male. And many men, 

frankly said, are simply reproductively not important, especially when a society is polygynous, 

like almost all war-making band and village societies are (Harris 1991 (1977): 56f). Therefore, 

death of males in warfare may only reduce population growth and pressure relatively briefly, 

not enduring and crucial (Harris 1991 (1977): 57).  

But war among band and village societies also affects the number of women tremendously - 

which are reproductively decisive - although in a less direct way than deaths in combat. This is 

the case since “warfare in band and village societies” has the effect that “the practice of 

infanticide” becomes “sex-specific”, thus that female infanticide increases (Harris 1991 

[1977]: 58f). To quote Harris here directly again: “It [warfare] encouraged the rearing of sons, 

whose masculinity was glorified in preparation for combat, and the devaluation of daughters, 

who did not fight. This in turn led to the limitation of female children by neglect, abuse, and 

outright killing.” (Harris 1991 [1977]: 59). To not misunderstand Harris here. Harris, as he 

himself writes, does neither say “that war caused female infanticide or that the practice of 

female infanticide caused war.“ (Harris 1991 [1977]: 60). What Harris is saying is that 

reproductive pressure has led to the spread of female infanticide and war in band and village 

societies and that the interaction of both has a strong regulating effect on the population growth 

of a society (Harris 1991 [1977]: 60). Thus, a ‘war-female-infanticide- complex’ in band and 

village societies can be seen as responsible for the regulation of their population size, therefore 

also for the prevention of depletion of their environment and in turn, for prevention of threads 

as malnutrition and sickness. 

And that all holds true for Yanomami, too. Warfare and female infanticide, in interaction, so to 

say, among Yanomami increased to respond to the reproductive pressure that resulted from the 

introduction of a new means of production (steel tools, bananas and plantains). The ultimate 

(necessary) goal? Regulation of Yanomami population size that the environment will not 

deplete and that therefore malnutrition and sickness of Yanomami adults does not occur. (Harris 

1991 [1977]: 70, 74ff). Thus, to prevent that the group is threatened.  

Classical Cultural Materialism & Warfare among the Yanomami 

To express Harris’ findings regarding the reason for Yanomami warfare in other words, in his 

(classical) cultural materialist terms. The infrastructure of Yanomami socio-cultural system had 

undergone changes. Through the introduction of a new means of production, steel tools, 

bananas and plantains, ‘suddenly’ more people could be nourished in Yanomami society. That 
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created a reproductive pressure, the population increased, which brought the thread of a 

depletion of the environment and malnutrition and sickness into existence. The answer of 

Yanomami socio-cultural system, as seen above, had been the ‘war-female-infanticide-

complex’.  

Thus, we may see here, on the one hand, quite vividly the interaction of production and 

reproduction, which, according to Harris, as seen above, occurs on the decisive level of 

infrastructure of a socio-cultural system. On the other hand, we can also see how infrastructural 

changes or conditions, how the interaction of means of production and reproduction impact 

other parts of a socio-cultural system. Warfare and warfare supporting thoughts and attitudes 

like the glorification of masculinity, for example, had emerged and had become a necessity 

among Yanomami because the underlying (infrastructural) conditions or changes made it 

necessary. Thus, structure and superstructure had undergone changes because of changing 

conditions of the infrastructure of Yanomami socio-cultural system.  

We may illustrate Marvin Harris’ notion of the working of a socio-cultural system in the 

following figure, figure 10. The level of infrastructure is decisive and determines the overlying 

levels of structure and superstructure. The human behavior of war (among Yanomami and 

beyond) is based on conditions (or changes) that spring from the level of infrastructure.  

 

 

 

                                        (fig. 10) 

Brian Ferguson –Warfare among Yanomami & Advanced Cultural Materialism  

Brian Ferguson argues that warfare (among certain groups) of Yanomami can largely be 

understood by considering and recognizing the impacts of the presence of westerners in the 

settlement zones of Yanomami. One major impact and, therefore, reason that lead to times of 

more frequent warfare among Yanomami would have been the introduction of steel tools by 

westerners into Yanomami society (Ferguson 2001: 100ff).  

Introduced steel tools, such as machetes or axes, for example, had a big effect on subsistence 

activities among Yanomami as they, in short time, had developed to be crucial Yanomami's 
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production activities (Ferguson 2001: 100). This has specially to do with the fact that steel axes 

or machetes are significantly more effective than their stone-tool counterparts (Ferguson 1992: 

206). One may say that there existed some demand for steel (tools) among Yanomami after 

westerners had introduced them (Ferguson 2001: 103). But it was not only the presence and 

need for steel tools that lead to more violent conflicts among certain Yanomami groups. What 

played an overall significant role had been the uneven distribution of steel tools among 

Yanomami groups. That, in turn, is closely related to unequal military power (for example, 

possession of firearms) and unequal possibilities to monopolize the trade with western steel 

tools for Yanomami groups. And both these aspects – military power and a possibility to 

monopolize the trade - can be seen as very related to the place of settlement of Yanomami 

groups. The closer a Yanomami group lived to western settlements, the larger had been the 

chance to get in possession of firearms and to monopolize the steel trade with westerners, so to 

say (Ferguson 2001: 100ff).  

Impacts of the unequal Distribution & Warfare among Yanomami 

Ferguson illustrates that those groups of Yanomami that had been in worse trading positions 

for western steel tools relinquished women for marriage to gain better trading connections, to 

for example, well-placed intermediaries (Ferguson 2001: 103). What therewith followed was a 

certain ‘movement’ of women towards settlements close to western outposts and therefore 

greater differences in the sex ratio between places nearby western settlements and those which 

had been further away. Furthermore, because of the uneven trading possibilities regarding 

western steel goods, bride services between Yanomami groups became unsettled. Members of 

groups with good trading possibilities had the opportunity to pay off bride services with steel 

tools more easily. And members of the groups with worse trading possibilities more often had 

to achieve time-consuming and troublesome bride services (Ferguson 2001: 103).  

Ferguson says that because to these (new) conditions regarding access to important western 

steel tools, trading possibilities of them, changes of sex ratio, an unequal situation regarding 

bride services, new political alliances had been established among Yanomami and more violent 

conflicts had been occurring between them (Ferguson 2001: 103).  

Further Reasons for Warfare among Yanomami 

According to Ferguson, times of more frequent warfare among certain Yanomami groups would 

have also been fostered because of the fact that the groups who controlled the trade with western 
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steel goods could not just simply change their location of settlement to abandon or avoid 

conflicts since this would have resulted in the loss of their trading position (Ferguson 

2001:103). Furthermore, the western presence had brought not only steel tools but diseases to 

Yanomami, too. These had cost many Yanomami lives and had effected family arrangements, 

which had taken a long time to be built. That also increased the pressure and tensions, and 

therefore the potential for conflict between Yanomami groups (Ferguson 2001: 103). In 

addition to these aspects, what also had been an impact of western presence was that wild game 

numbers decreased as wild game had been overharvested to a large extent. Because of that, 

social, reconciling habits, like the reciprocal sharing of meat was advancingly dissolving, which 

also can be seen as a conflict-causing cause (Ferguson 2001: 103).  

Advanced Cultural Materialism & Warfare among Yanomami 

To express Ferguson’s findings regarding the causes of warfare among Yanomami in cultural 

materialist terms. It can be said that the western presence in Yanomami settlement zones had 

led to changes in the structure of previous Yanomami socio-cultural system (Ferguson 2001: 

103). Social (reconciling) habits and formations among more became increasingly under 

pressure, new political alliances resulted thereof, and more intense conflicts occurred because 

of that. Changes in the structure then determined shifts in the superstructure of the former 

Yanomami socio-cultural system. Ferguson illustrates that vividly, when he explains that 

among Yanomami groups that had undergone structure changes and therefore became more 

warlike, the mythology changed, too. That they would had started to: "tell of the blood of a 

wounded moon falling to earth and making men fierce" (Ferguson 2001: 103). Therefore, we 

can note here already that the human behavior of war with Ferguson is not determined by 

thoughts, attitudes or actions (superstructure) of human beings. They play an important role, 

but they are not the determining factor. What is determining according to Ferguson are certain 

shifts on the structural level of Yanomami social-cultural system.  

We may illustrate the findings of Ferguson’s explanation approach regarding warfare among 

Yanomami in the following figure, figure 11. The figure highlights particular that human 

warfare behavior (case of Yanomami) is determined by changes in the structure (occurred 

because of western presence in Yanomami settlement zones), that then had led to changes in 

the superstructure of previous Yanomami social-cultural system.    
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             (fig. 11) 

4.1 Discussing the Case Example(s) – Mead, Harris and Ferguson 

Mead – Missing an Explanation of War 

The overall significant point that we must raise concerning Mead’s explanation approach of 

why there is war is that it is actually no explanation of war, at all.  Mead indeed harshly criticizes 

other approaches to explain war, and we wish to agree strongly with her in her critique of 

biological approaches to explain war. But, to explain war by saying that war is just an invention 

or an idea that apparently some people have and others not, it simply not an explanation of why 

there is war.  

Why, for example, do some people(s) have the idea of war and others not? Or why do some 

people(s) just have a defensive idea regarding war? To say that they are forced to have it since 

other people(s) around them have the idea of war and ‘bring' it to them is not really helping, 

either. One could just go on and ask, why do the people(s) that ‘bring' the idea of war to others 

have the idea themselves, anyway? Where has it come from? Mead is not delivering answers to 

these fundamental questions, and she is not giving us an explanation of war at all. What she is 

doing is begging the question. War exists because war exists!  

Margaret Mead is also not actually giving us an explanation of war when she is saying that war 

in many parts of the world would be a framework for people to gain prestige. Because Mead 

only takes in that point to say that war is an invention that can be replaced, not to explain war. 

And furthermore, Mead does not explain at all why some groups or societies ‘use' war as a 

framework to gain prestige, and others not. Thus again, we must detect that Mead's position 

apparently is: ‘some just do that because they do, and others do not do that, because they do 

not. And that's not an explanation, that's circular reasoning. One can add here that Mead is also 

committing the logical fallacy of the false dilemma with the title she has chosen - Warfare is 

Only an Invention – Not a Biological Necessity (Mead 1990 [1940]: 1). To recall, the fallacy of 

the false dilemma applies, if an argument (only) provides two alternatives, and ignores other 

logical possibilities. By only presenting these two opportunities what war could be (about), 
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what reason war could have, Mead, ignores other logical possibilities. For example, war could 

be caused because of certain structural or infrastructural changes in a social-cultural system, as 

seen above. Mead, indeed, later in her article deals very briefly with sociological reasons for 

why there is war. But, in the title, we miss some references to that. Therefore, the false dilemma 

stays in her title.  

Beyond all that, with Mead, we also do not find a distinction between etic and emic, thoughts 

and behavior. War is ‘just’ an idea or invention by people, and people, their thoughts, attitudes 

regarding war are decisive. Thus, we learn only about what people think or say regarding war 

and an explanation of it. We do not learn at all that there might be behavior of people that runs 

contrary to what people say what they think about war.  

The actual Purpose of Mead’s Article 

If Mead’s article does not deliver an explanation of war, what could have been its purpose then? 

I am quite convinced that the main purpose of Mead's article has ever been to be a lampoon 

against war, and just that, not an explanation of why there is war. Because what Mead is truly 

doing through her whole article is to tell us about her personal anti-war attitude. Rather than 

presenting facts that could explain why there is war, she is telling us that war is bad. She is 

telling us to abandon the idea of war and what we can and should do to achieve that. In sum, 

Mead is not telling us ‘what-is' (facts), but what should be done, she is presenting (her) value 

judgments to us (which are camouflaged in pseudo-explanations of war). Why is Mead doing 

that? Because, and that should not be a surprise, Mead is a (classical) humanist, not a scientist. 

And as we have learned above, the (classical) humanistic approach to knowledge is based on 

emotive-value statements (therefore emotive-value knowledge) and not as science on 

(synthetic) propositional (factual) statements (therefore (synthetic) propositional (factual) 

knowledge. Hence, from (classical) humanistic approaches like this one and from (classical) 

humanists like Mead we only will (ever) receive judgmental messages and assessments 

regarding a socio-cultural phenomenon (war is bad, and we shall abandon it), never why there 

actually is war, an explanation for war). And therefore, we may also see here vividly why the 

(classical) humanistic approach is fundamentally not able to accurately give explanations of 

socio-cultural phenomena. In the heart of the (classical) humanistic approach to knowledge lies 

the compulsion to make value judgments, not to explain. What here appears surprising again is 

that an approach that apparently is not able to explain the world around us has been receiving 

high popularity for a long time (in anthropology and beyond). Howsoever, more to that soon.     
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To take the liberty of a personal note here. I also think that war is a bad thing. I am the 

grandchild of people who have been persecuted by the Nazi regime, and my family has been 

discussing the Nazi time and the Second World War deeply over three generations, now. So, I 

have some insight - I wish not to compare it to my grandparent's insight for one second – into 

that war is not a particularly nice thing. However, I can be a scientist, too. I may personally 

think of war as something bad. But as a scientist, if I wish to explain why there is war, I have 

to set aside my personal feelings regarding war, to be able to consider all that what is necessary 

to explain war. Thus, scientists as private persons, although they do not position themselves 

massively in their scientific articles against war - because it is harmful to an actual explanation 

of war – can, of course, have anti-war attitudes. And surely scientists do not have pro-war 

attitudes, just because they do not condemn war in their scientific articles. Most probably, to 

Harris or Ferguson (and many more), it has not been apathetic when people must suffer under 

the conditions of war, under ‘things’ that come with it like female infanticide. But Harris, 

Ferguson and others as scientists want to explain phenomena and therefore relinquish personal 

attitudes in their scientific writings. They do that since they know that they cannot explain a 

phenomenon like war when they let their personal opinions interfere. Thus, most scientists on 

a personal level are probably actually quite close to their humanists’ colleagues and their anti-

war attitudes. But they have something that their humanists’ colleagues are missing - 

explanations of phenomena, like war and many more.  

Harris – A Scientific, Classic Cultural Materialistic Explanation of Warfare 

The explanation of warfare that Harris presents to us fulfills the requirements of science and 

can be considered an actual explanation of why there is war (warfare among Yanomami and in 

band and village societies). That we deal with science with Harris’ approach is, for example, 

evident in the fact that Harris is not telling us what should or could be done regarding warfare 

among Yanomami. He is telling us ‘what-is’. Thus, Harris deals with facts, with synthetic 

factual (propositional) statements and, therefore also synthetic factual (propositional) 

knowledge. To provide an example. Harris tells us that the introduction of a new means of 

production (steel tool, bananas, plantains) had led to a population increase, which threatened 

Yanomami society regarding depletion of their environment and, therefore, malnutrition and 

sickness. Furthermore, that the ‘war-female-infanticide-complex’ can be seen as the attempt of 

Yanomami socio-cultural system to deal with these changes and issues. Harris is not telling us 

that ‘bad’ westerners, which brought steel tools, bananas, plantains and also diseases to 

Yanomami are actually fundamentally responsible for an increase of war and female infanticide 
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among Yanomami, and that westerners because of that should now try to bring peace back to 

Yanomami as some form of redemption. Statements like that would tell us what should or could 

be done, not what is. Thus, we would face emotive-value statements and, therefore, also 

emotive-value knowledge; we would face (classical) humanism, not science.  

Furthermore, Harris meats with the rules of falsifiability and public verifiability. One can 

imagine evidence that would show Harris’ claims to be false, and other scientists are actually 

able to check on the assumptions that Harris raises. For example, one can imagine that evidence 

exists that would show that Yanomami warfare behavior must not be ascribed to certain 

infrastructural conditions or changes of Yanomami socio-cultural system. And evidence for that 

is not just imaginable, but as seen, has been actually provided through Brian Ferguson and his 

(advanced) cultural materialist approach that highlights more the role of the level of structure 

in Yanomami social-cultural system regarding the cause of warfare among them.  

Besides, we may recognize that Harris appreciates the importance of differentiating between 

emic and etic, behavior and thoughts of people regarding his case of warfare among Yanomami 

(to no surprise). Harris does not solemnly rely on what Yanomami think and say why they make 

war (Yanomami themselves, for example, see fights over women as the central cause of their 

wars (Harris 1991 [1977]: 69). But the ‘war-female-infanticide-complex’ is a good example of 

an approach that works on an etic-behavioral level, too.  

Beyond these points, with Harris, we do not find any logical fallacies like begging the question, 

for example, too. Yanomami – certain groups in particular areas and times – had not become 

more warlike just because they had. War is not something that some people mysteriously have 

or others not.  

To conclude. Through Harris, we get an actual explanation of why there is war among 

Yanomami (and in many more band and village societies), and Harris approach is based on 

science.  

Ferguson – A Scientific, Advanced Cultural Materialistic Explanation of 

Warfare 

Brian Ferguson's explanation - which is also an actual explanation - of why there is war (among 

certain Yanomami groups) fulfills the requirements of science, too. We may recognize that, for 

example, in the fact that Ferguson, like Harris, is not telling us in his article what should or 
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could be done regarding war among Yanomami, but ‘what-is'. Thus, Ferguson also deals with 

facts, with (synthetic) factual (propositional) statements and therefore also knowledge. And 

that, as we have seen above several times, is what science is about.  

To give an example. Ferguson tells us that steel tools have a much higher productivity than their 

counterparts made out of stone and that the introduction of steel tools by westerners – among 

many more circumstances and reasons around that introduction - had led to times of more 

intense warfare among some groups of Yanomami in particular times. Ferguson does not tell 

us, for example, that the bad (!) westerners and their steel tools had brought war to Yanomami. 

Or that westerners should realize what they have caused with their presence in Yanomami 

settlement zones and therefore, should leave again. Statements like these would correspond 

with the one's Mead has made about war. They would not actually explain something to us but 

tell us what should be done. Thus, like already recognized in discussing Harris, we would face 

emotive-value statements and, therefore, also emotive-value knowledge; we would face 

(classical) humanism, not science.  

Furthermore, Fergusons statements about the productivity of steel, respectively stone tools or 

his findings regarding the accordance between western presence in particular Yanomami 

settlement zones and outbreaks of warfare among certain Yanomami groups, for example, are 

falsifiable and publicly verifiable. One can imagine evidence that would show them to be false, 

and other scientists are actually able to check on the assumptions that Ferguson raises. The latter 

is particularly evident in the fact that Ferguson has taken every known report of Yanomami 

warfare and has mapped it against a reconstruction of western presence in Yanomami 

settlements zones to explain war (Ferguson 2001: 100; Ferguson 1995). By doing this (!), he 

has found out that there is a connection between western presence and outbreaks of warfare 

among Yanomami, and ‘everyone’ is free and able to show that Ferguson is wrong. Thus, one 

can see here that Ferguson meets with basic rules of science like Harris, that he is doing science, 

too.  

Besides, in connection with the point right above, we may recognize that Ferguson, like Harris, 

also appreciates the importance of differentiating between emic and etic, behavior and thoughts 

of people regarding his case of warfare among Yanomami. For example, Ferguson does 

consider a variety of factors why there had been more intense warfare among Yanomami 

(particular groups in certain areas and times). And he does not only consider what Yanomami 

think why there is war or why people had become fierce – for example, that the moon would 
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be wounded and that the blood raining down from him now would have had people made fierce 

(Ferguson 2001: 103). This could be seen as the emics-of-thought-level, as we have described 

it above by considering Harris etic-emic-though-behavior distinction. Now, Ferguson takes in 

that aspect (emic knowledge & an emic explanation-approach) but goes beyond it, what people 

think, so to say, and gives to us also an etic behavioral approach to explain warfare among 

Yanomami (Ferguson 2001: 100). For example, that he, based on many reports, recognized the 

accordance between western presence in Yanomami settlement zones and outbreaks of warfare 

among them (and the many factors and developments in Yanomami society that are connected 

to it). Thus, therewith, with the etic-behavioral level, with a distinction between etics and emics, 

thoughts and behavior of people Ferguson gains an actual convincing explanation of warfare 

among Yanomami.  

In addition to these points, with Ferguson, we also do not find any logical fallacies like begging 

the question, for example. Yanomami – certain groups in particular areas and times – had not 

become more warlike or fierce just because they had. And no one had brought the idea or the 

bad invention of war to these Yanomami groups.  

To conclude. Like with Harris, from Ferguson, we get an actual explanation of why there is war 

among Yanomami, which is based on the fundaments of science. The humanistic reader of 

Ferguson, as well as of Harris, might although say that there is missing something. But this 

would only be his or her desire for a value judgment regarding war, not an explanation of it.   

Harris’s and Ferguson’s Cultural Materialist Approaches & Explanation of Yanomami 

Warfare 

To have a few explanatory and conclusive words on Ferguson’s and Harris’ cultural 

materialisms and how they differ from each other. As seen above, Marvin Harris' cultural 

materialism particularly highlights the role of the infrastructure-level of a socio-cultural system 

(priority of infrastructure). Changes in a socio-cultural system (in the structure and 

superstructure) would particularly result from infrastructural changes (see, for example, Elwell 

1991: 10). And what Ferguson shows with his explanation of warfare among Yanomami is how 

changes - here particularly in the superstructure – may also result more directly from the 

structure-level of a socio-cultural system. This does not overall question Harris' priority of 

infrastructure, but rather just shows that changes in a socio-cultural system sometimes might 

result more directly from other parts of it. Ferguson’s approach can be rather seen as a 

modification of Harris' approach than a fundamental questioning, as Ferguson himself also sees 
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it (Ferguson 2001: 102). For Harris, the introduced steels tools and bananas and plantains – the 

new means of production – set off changes in reproduction, which eventually had made warfare 

(in interaction with female infanticide) among Yanomami necessary to prevent environmental 

depletion, malnutrition and sickness. For Ferguson, western steel tools, particularly their 

unequal distribution, had rather direct impacts on the level of structure of Yanomami socio-

cultural system, social institutions had become increasingly under pressure, new political 

alliances had been formed, which led to intensive warfare among (certain groups) of 

Yanomami.  

Another difference between Harris and Ferguson and their explanations of Yanomami warfare, 

maybe the most profound, is that Harris concentrates at heart on the natural environment to 

explain warfare among Yanomami, while Ferguson, in essence, focuses on the social 

environment. Harris mentions some influence of western presence on Yanomami but does deal 

with it much, nor does he attribute much significance to the point. To Harris, at very heart, times 

of intensive warfare among Yanomami had occurred, because the area they have lived in 

(tropical forest) has shown a shortage of animal proteins (which became a very large problem, 

when population had started to increase). With Ferguson, the western presence in Yanomami 

settlement zones, thus the social environment and not ‘only’ the natural environment, in 

essence, is the decisive factor that had led to intensive times of warfare among Yanomami. And 

Ferguson’s approach finally hits us as more convincing. Of course, the problematic of rare 

animal protein in Yanomami’s living environment cannot be dismissed, but also in Harris’ case, 

it actually became a dramatic problem due to the presence and influence of westerns in 

Yanomami settlement zones (steels tools, that led to an increasing population and so on). So, 

we may say here, too, that Harris had missed seeing the importance of the social environment 

with and in his approach.   

To conclude the case examples. We may particular highlight that science, the scientific 

approach is very well suited – at least much better than the (classical) humanistic one – to 

explain socio-cultural phenomena, thus the world around us. If we are not applying science, we 

run a great risk to come to false, weak, or even very dubious (advanced humanism) findings 

regarding socio-cultural phenomena. There might be different approaches to explain a socio-

cultural phenomenon among scientists, as seen above, but they basically work with the same 

instruments, which are able to lead one to solid explanations of phenomena. Because of that, 

we may understand warfare among Yanomami through the scientific, cultural materialist 

approaches of Harris and Ferguson. Because of all that we have found here, we cannot hope to 
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understand why there is war when we follow Mead and other humanists. We do not receive an 

explanation of war at all. We only get personal value judgments of the person Margaret Mead 

(or others); an opinion on war that most scientists most probably as private persons share 

anyway. Thus, finally, from Mead, as from other humanists we receive almost nothing 

regarding the explanation of socio-cultural phenomena.  

5. Inconsistencies, Limitations & Meaningfulness of 

Humanism  

The central question that will now accompany us in this section of the thesis reads the following: 

How can it be that humanism, classical respectively the outgrowth of postmodernism, have 

gained so much popularity in anthropology while science has been of minor importance in the 

discipline for a long time? Thus, how can it be that an approach that is much better able to 

explain socio-cultural phenomena and which does not stand on shaky grounds, be of much less 

significance than its partly even very dubious (we might wish to remember the relativistic 

position of postmodernism and its implication) counterpart? In connection to this central 

question of the section, we will also pursue the question, whether it is likely that the popularity 

of classical humanism, respectively post-modernism could give way to future high popularity 

of the scientific approach, especially in the discipline of anthropology.  

The three main assumptions of this section read the following: (1) Classical and advanced 

humanism, although they cannot explain things accurately, play an important role in the 

working of particular societies respectively, socio-cultural systems. Therefore, anthropology as 

a humanity has an important societal task, no matter it is not able to give solid explanations of 

socio-cultural phenomena, no matter it may not explain - as a science of anthropology does - 

‘things’ generally. Because of that, classical and advanced humanism have received high 

popularity. (2) One may explain the popularity of classical and advanced humanism in 

anthropology, thus anthropology as a humanity, by considering and apprehending the working 

of socio-cultural systems. (3) Because of particular (1) anthropology will most likely not 

become a science, at least not in foreseeable future.  

We will now first have a look at the popularity of classical and advanced humanism over science 

in anthropology. Afterwards some explanation-approaches why classical and advanced 

humanism have received more popularity than science in anthropology will be considered. 

Furthermore, also, whether it is likely that this will change. Finally, I will outline my own 



87                                                              
 

explanation-approach regarding the questions that are under consideration. 

Science’s, Classical & Advanced Humanism’s Popularity in Anthropology 

and Beyond 

We may recognize the popularity of classical anthropological humanism by considering the 

publicity, (some) of its leading figures, namely Franz Boas, Margaret Mead and Ruth Benedict, 

have gained. Franz Boas is both within the discipline of anthropology and beyond it, commonly 

known as one of the most well-known anthropologists. Alfred Kroeber has called him the 

world’s greatest anthropologist (Kroeber cited in White 1982[1959]: V). Marvin Harris has 

even called Boas one of the most influential figures in the history of social sciences (Harris 

1968: 250). And also, Boas’ students, the classical humanistic anthropologists Margaret Mead 

and Ruth Benedict, have received high popularity within the field of anthropology and beyond 

it. Mead is often described, for example, as an anthropologist that not only gained a little bit of 

popularity but great fame (see e.g., URL 15). Mead, with her probably most famous work 

“Coming of Age in Samoa” (2004 [1928]), had gained not only high popularity in professional 

circles but has met a wide response within a public audience (see. for example, URL 16). What 

we have said here about Mead and her popularity also applies widely for Ruth Benedict, who 

not by accident is part of the American National Women’s Hall of Fame (URL 17).  

Such a great popularity as Boas, Mead and Benedict have achieved, our scientific 

anthropologists from above have never received. For example, Leslie White and Robert 

Carneiro, although in particular scientific circles they are well known, in anthropology, they 

have been widely rejected and they are almost completely unknown to a wider public. 

Regarding Marvin Harris, we must say that he has been popular to a wider public but has been 

rejected within anthropology largely. And his popular science literature, that made him popular, 

not just once has left science and has adopted humanistic arguments and attitudes.  

Regarding the popularity of advanced humanism, postmodernism. Carneiro (1995: 1,4) 

considered postmodernism a large movement that found a strong echo and circulation. James 

Lett (1997: 102f) lets us know that interpretative anthropology was very popular among many 

anthropologists. Furthermore, he says that much of the approaches’ popularity is related to the 

person Clifford Geertz, who often has been called the father of interpretative anthropology (Lett 

1997: 6). And Geertz, because of his interpretative standpoint, has been considered a very 

influential anthropologist, by some the foremost anthropologists of the second half of the 20th- 

century, and sometimes even world-famous (URL 18, Gottowik 2007: 119). And that, being 
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called very influential or even world-famous does certainly not apply to scientific 

anthropologists like White or Carneiro. Harris might even be called world-famous, but 

howsoever, again, Harris is more widely known for books that leave scientific anthropology 

and adopt the humanistic way of argumentation.  

Some Explanation Approaches for Classical and Advanced Humanism’s 

Popularity 

Interpretative Anthropology as a Carrier Leader 

An academic that had tried to give an explanation for interpretative anthropology’s high 

popularity is Steven Sangren. He argued that interpretative anthropology has been popular since 

the approach and particularly the way of critique it raises could be very benefitting to one’s 

carrier, particularly for young academics (Sangren 1988: 422). Interpretative anthropology 

would have raised a kind of critique that could be compared to those of millennial movements. 

These would invoke the legitimacy of the new (interpretative anthropology for interpretative 

anthropologists) particular by harshly attacking the old (e.g., science for interpretative 

anthropologists), considering it for example as rife with corruption and decay or saying that the 

old order has irreversible come to an end; that the legitimacy of ‘the old’ would have been lost 

(Sangren 1988: 408). According to Sandgren, such kind of critique would just be well suited to 

undercut the authority of others, for example, older researchers. And furthermore, at the same 

time, oneself would have a position that is nearly untouchable. Because of that, interpretative 

anthropology working with this sort of critique would or could be beneficial to one’s career and 

therefore, have gained high popularity (Sangren 1988: 422). And truly, when we consider this, 

it is understandable why the approach has been very tempting to be followed by academics.  

Interpretative Anthropology – A ‘Game’ that One cannot Lose 

Another scholar that has tried to find an explanation of why interpretative anthropology has 

gained so much popularity is James Lett. According to Lett (1997:103), the approach of 

interpretative anthropology might be attractive to follow, as it would offer a comfortable 

rationalization for evading the cumbersome work one has sometimes to fulfill doing scientific 

research. Interpretative anthropology may be so appealing since one of the cornerstones of the 

approach – interpretation – connotes that one never has to admit being wrong (Lett 1997: 104). 

And as we have recognized already above, the humanistic approach (generally) is based on 

emotive-value statements and knowledge, which are not falsifiable. Thus, statements or 
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knowledge in the humanistic world are never true or false and therefore are also never judged 

in this regard. In the scientific world, this is completely different, of course. Factual statements 

or knowledge that science builds on, as seen above, are either true or false. Scientific statements 

or knowledge are always falsifiable and are also judged in this regard the whole time. Because 

of that, one may also understand why the approach of interpretative anthropology can have a 

strong appeal. The world of scientific inquiry is a competitive one, where one’s claims will be 

checked on (whether your claim is true or false). In the world of interpretative anthropology, 

where true or false does not exist, interpretations can never be fully wrong. Some interpretations 

might be less elegant or less impressive than others, but they can never be entirely wrong (Lett 

1997: 104).  

Thus, doing science one has an actual risk to fail; in interpretative anthropology, not really. Or 

as Carneiro tells us concisely: “It’s a game ‘anyone’ can play, and ‘everyone’ can win, because 

there are no rules. There is no correct interpretation, no right answer. Any answer is as good 

as any other (Carneiro 1995: 6). Certainly, Carneiro has a strong point here. However, I believe 

he is wrong, either. In the post-modern world, not every answer is as good as any other. You 

got to hit the right moral judgment. If you do not, your answer to this or that phenomena quickly 

becomes less significant than another (in the classical humanistic world also). And that actually 

shouldn’t be a surprise. In a world that is all about emotive-value statements and value 

judgments, it is absolutely plausible that one will be judged according to value or moral 

attitudes. And not any attitudes, but very specific ones.  

Science, Fascism & US-Imperialism? 

As an additional voice that tried to explain the popularity of interpretative anthropology - and 

unpopularity of the scientific approach – we may name Marvin Harris here. Harris tells us that 

an anti-scientific (advanced) humanism has become attractive in anthropology (and beyond), 

since the generation of students of the 1960s and 1970s would have been reared in a 

misconception. These students would assume that ‘positivist’ social science would be 

responsible for 20th-century events such as fascism, Stalinism, or US-imperialism, for example, 

which according to Harris, of course, does not apply (Harris 1994: 73f).  

Classical Humanism, Societal, Political and Ideological Trends 

To Leslie White, the popularity of Franz Boas – which we have found to be a representative of 

classical humanism – cannot be attributed primarily to the person Boas, but rather must be 
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assigned to broader and general trends in society and ideology (that Boas represented) (White 

1982 [1959]: VI). White here introduces an interesting line of thought. Namely, that the 

popularity of a scientist or a certain approach stands in close connection to societal and 

ideological tendencies. Or, if one develops the thought a little further, that an academic’s or an 

approaches’ popularity also depends on how far one is willing to orientate oneself and his (or 

her) approach to popular societal and ideological currents.  

White, however, does not explain what these trends in society and ideology he is speaking of, 

exactly would have been (in Boas times, which in this regard had been particular the first third 

of the 20th century in the United States). We may learn more about that from Marvin Harris. 

Harris recognized the accordance between the (popular) standpoint(s) of Franz Boas, of many 

of his students – therefore also of classical humanism they represented – and particular societal 

and ideological currents in Boas’ times (Harris 1968: 291f, 296, 297f). Namely, that the stance 

of Franz Boas’ program and the one of many of his pupils, according to Harris, would 

correspond to the ideological attitudes of left-of-center political democratized liberalism (Harris 

1968: 298). As explicit examples for such ideological attitudes, we may name: “the belief in 

multiracial democracy, relativity of custom, maximum freedom for the individual (…) the 

strength of the rational mind, and hence, the ultimately openness of society and history” 

(Harris1968:298).  

Now, what may we learn and infer from these findings about the popularity of Franz Boas, his 

students and classical humanism? We may conclude that the popularity of our classical 

humanistic representatives in anthropology, like Boas or his students (e.g., Margaret Mead or 

Ruth Benedict) – and, therefore, also of the classical humanistic approach – is grounded in the 

fact that their stance(s) either more or less by accident have met with particular societal and 

ideological currents. Or that Boas and his followers on purpose have chosen their stance(s) in 

accordance with particular (popular) societal attitudes and ideologies to become or stay 

‘famous’. Whatever it was, we may say that classical humanism in anthropology was popular 

because it met with particular societal, political and ideological currents.  

Classical and Advanced Humanism – Planes that pass in the Sky  

Robert Carneiro (1995: 10; 2004: 287) argues that postmodernism’s popularity will sooner or 

later vanish based on his work regarding natural selection8. He tells us that natural selection not 

 
8 For more details of Carneiro’s work regarding natural selection and its working in the sphere of culture see 
particular his article “The Role of Natural Selection in the Evolution of Culture” (1992).  
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only works on organisms but also on ideas. And furthermore, that in any domain, be it the one 

of ideas, organisms or some else, what finally counts is the result. Thus, that also any intellectual 

movement ultimately will be assessed according to what it produces. And if a particular 

intellectual movement does not produce anything substantial or enlightening, it will disappear. 

Because of that, Carneiro predicts that postmodernism like other unconvincing approaches like 

phrenology, for example, will eventually vanish and be replaced by some other, more 

productive way of inquiry (Carneiro 1995: 10).  

Several decades before Carneiro had this thought, before there existed postmodernism, Leslie 

White (1949) has in a quite comprehensive way attempted to explain, why the field of 

anthropology eventually will sooner or later become a science (turning away from classical 

humanism and its representatives, like Franz Boas, Ruth Benedict, Margaret Mead plus others 

in future) no matter the one or other setback would occur.  I refer here to White’s book “The 

Science of Culture” (1949) and particularly to the chapter “The Expansion of the Scope of 

Science” (1949: 55-115) - that we have already dealt with in this thesis. As seen further above 

already, White argues that considering the history of science, one could note that the approach 

of science has differently rapidly advanced in distinct fields. One could recognize that the 

physical sciences (e.g., Physics or Astronomy) would be older, more matured and thus further 

developed than the biological sciences (e.g., anatomy, physiology, biology, psychology). In 

turn, the biological sciences would be older and further developed than the social sciences (e.g., 

sociology or cultural anthropology) (White 1949: 55f).  To express this in other words. The 

scientific approach has established itself quicker in disciplines like physics or astronomy than 

in biology or psychology; in psychology or biology more rapidly than in disciplines like 

sociology or cultural anthropology. The reason for that? As seen already further above in the 

thesis, White explains this order of his as a law “Science emerges first and matures fastest in 

fields where the determinants of human behavior are weakest and most remote; conversely, 

science appears latest and matures slowest in those portions of our experience where the most 

intimate and powerful determinants or our behavior are found” (White 1949: 69). Thus, what 

White here says is that the scientific approach encounters the largest obstacles to its spreading 

in those disciplines that affect the most human behavior. But however big the obstacles in some 

fields may be White assumes that the scientific method eventually will establish itself also in 

such fields like anthropology or sociology. And White proposes that will ultimately happen in 

the face of a science of culture (also known under the name culturology) (White 1949: 110). 
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To conclude on the explanation approaches regarding the popularity of classical and advanced 

humanism and the probability that the approaches will vanish sooner or later. Considering the 

former. The points Sangren, Lett, Carneiro, Harris and White make, are certainly sound. 

However, I believe I am able to show that they either not detected or were not willing to make 

the most significant point to explain humanism’s (both forms) high popularity; that they were 

not able or did not want to see the big picture. What Sangren, Lett, Carneiro, Harris or White 

could or would not want to see, at least in full measure, is the societal significance of classical 

humanism, respectively postmodernism, is the important role the approaches play in the 

working of (particular) socio-cultural systems. White and Harris with detecting and considering 

the coherence between Boas’, his students’ (and therefore classical humanisms’) popularity and 

broader societal, ideological trends, in my point of view where on the right track but did fail or 

did not want to put the puzzle together and deal with the further implications. At least I am not 

aware of any writing of Harris or White where this is done. One could also say that the named 

critics of humanism were, at least to a certain extent, blinded by their critique. This, however, 

does not mean that Sangren, Lett, Carnerio, White, Harris et cetera were wrong in the points of 

critique they raised. Nor shall the scientific works of these authors, which have been 

groundbreaking, be undermined. I just want to say that I believe that they missed or did not 

want to consider an essential point regarding the questions under consideration.  

Regarding the latter. Although it is certainly not implausible what White and Carneiro have 

said regarding the further development of the popularity of classical humanism, postmodernism 

and science, I believe that they have missed or left out something essential here, too. Also, in 

this regard White, and here Carneiro, too, could not or did not want to see the societal 

significance, the importance of humanism (both forms) in the working of (particular) socio-

cultural systems.  

In the following, my own explanation approach, regarding the popularity of science, classical 

and advanced humanism will be demonstrated. In my approach a very essential point in order 

to answer the question in consideration is to understand how a socio-cultural system and the 

processes within it are functioning.  
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My (New) Approach  

The Workings of Socio-Cultural Systems    

To remind us how a socio-cultural system is working, let us have a look at figure 8 from above 

(now marked as figure 12) again. 
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    Feedback-Lop   Feedback-Lop 

 

       (fig. 12 [based on Elwell 1991: 25]) 

A fundamental assumption of cultural materialism is that the different parts of a socio-cultural 

system are connected with each other and that the change on one part of the system affects other 

parts of it (Elwell 1991: 5), as we may see here in figure 12. The basic and most significant 

assumption of the classical cultural materialist approach (Harris’) is that the infrastructure of a 

socio-cultural system - thus the modes of production and reproduction - that stands in 

interaction with the people’s environment, determines the structure of a socio-cultural system, 

which in turn determines its superstructure. To cultural materialists, this principle is known as 

the principal of infrastructural determinism (Elwell 1991: 10). As seen above, too, the cultural 

materialist Brian Ferguson has challenged - to a certain extent, not entirely - Harris’ notion of 

the principal of infrastructural determinism, by his idea of the (greater) significance that the 

layer of structure may have (Ferguson’s Yanomami case).  
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To us now, it shall not be primarily important, whether the layer of infrastructure or structure, 

first of all, determine the guise of a socio-cultural system, but we will put a focus on the hitherto 

not or only roughly considered parts of socio-cultural systems. Thus namely, the layer of 

superstructure and the feedback-lops than run in a socio-cultural system from the superstructure 

to the structure, from structure to infrastructure. The consideration of these parts and processes 

of a socio-cultural system is so important since through understanding them and the task they 

have within the system, we are also able to apprehend what the important societal task of 

classical and advanced humanism is, that makes the approaches popular, although they show 

serious shortcomings.  

Superstructure & Feedback-Lops 

Regarding the layer of superstructure, we already have found above that it may be divided into 

two parts. On the on hand, the behavioral superstructure (e.g., music, dances, literature, sports 

and rituals). On the other hand, the mental superstructure, which is composed of the (particular) 

values, rules, philosophies, beliefs that guide human behavior and may be conscious or 

unconscious to the individuals of a socio-cultural system (Elwell 1991:7ff; Harris 2001(1979) 

51ff). To us here, only the mental superstructure will be of importance and is meant when we 

in the further course speak of superstructure. And, expressed in other words, in the (mental) 

superstructure of a socio-cultural system, we find what people think, what they believe in, what 

they value as being appropriate. Rounding out, we may also say here that in the (mental) 

superstructure, we find particular (emotive) values, the particular ideology(ies) of particular 

socio-cultural systems, societies.  

Regarding the feedback-lops. Although, as seen above, in classical cultural materialism, 

changes in a socio-cultural system are rooted in shifts in the infrastructure of it, the layers of 

structure and superstructure are not merely passive bystanders, so to say. They are interactive 

parts of processes that are going on in a socio-cultural system (Elwell 1991:10). Structure and 

superstructure are responsible for determining the speed and character (positive/negative) of a 

particular change in a socio-cultural system (Elwell 1991: 11). And this is achieved through the 

feedback-lops that come off these two layers and run down the system, as we may see in figure 

12 above.  

Thus, we may say that the feedback-lops of a socio-cultural system are important information-

transformation channels that enable the layers of structure and superstructure to act on the rest 

of the system. Through the feedback-lops, information about shifts - that are grounded in 
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changes in the infrastructure of a socio-cultural system – so to say, is reported back, are 

confirmed or may be refused to be confirmed (positive/negative character) from the ‘top’ of the 

system down to the bottom. Therefore, we may say that the channels of feedback-lops, the 

layers of superstructure (and structure), are very significant parts of a socio-cultural system that 

safeguard the implementation of begun shifts or preserve the current form of socio-cultural 

system. And therewith they are eventually making the socio-cultural system, a society, a 

coherent, stable construct (Elwell 1991: 10). Finally, considering these findings, we may also 

recognize that the (particular) values, rules, beliefs, philosophies, ideologies et cetera, of a 

(particular) socio-cultural system through the feedback-lops play a crucial role in the working 

of the system. They may confirm or counteract against changes within the system. Thus, putting 

it concisely, values, philosophies, ideologies et cetera, are needed within a socio-cultural system 

so that it can work.  

We may exemplify this with the following example. Above we found that due to particular 

changes in the structure of Yanomami socio-cultural system, changes in the superstructure of 

their system occurred, too. With Ferguson, we learned that structural shifts in Yanomami 

society led to changes in mythology; that they would have started to: "tell of the blood of a 

wounded moon falling to earth and making men fierce" (Ferguson 2001: 103). So far, we know 

the case. When structure became moving other parts moved, too. But, with our findings here, 

we may continue the story. In order that the begun shift in Yanomami society did actually occur, 

the superstructure of Yanomami socio-cultural system had not only to shift, but it was also 

necessary that the change of it had been confirmed from the superstructural level down to the 

structure. Thus, only because changed attitudes, values, rules, ideologies of Yanomami socio-

cultural system acted actually back on the system the change as a whole occurred. We see 

therewith that superstructural feedback is needed in order that a socio-cultural system may 

work. And we may gather the insight here, too, that values, ideologies, beliefs, philosophies, et 

cetera may be seen as instruments of socio-cultural systems that bring and ensure that people 

act in this or that way.  

To conclude and to bridge the gap to our question in consideration regarding classical and 

advanced humanism. Thus, the layer of superstructure constitutes that part of a socio-cultural 

system, where it’s (current) values, rules, beliefs, philosophies, ideology(ies) are located and 

built (not meaning that they are determined from the superstructure-layer).  And from the layer 

of superstructure through the feedback-lops, certain confirming or disconfirming values, 

beliefs, ideologies, et cetera are feed back into the system to fulfill a particular purpose. So, let 
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us finally record here that from the superstructure of a socio-cultural system through the 

feedback-lops, certain (emotive) values et cetera are transported, which accomplish a certain 

societal task. In very practice that may be the telling of a mythology, that may be the catholic 

priest delivering the Sunday sermon. Or that may just be representatives of a certain academic 

approach advocating a particular (emotive) value-based stance. And therewith, we have 

approached the heart of our matter. As seen above, classical and advanced humanism are 

academic approaches that are fundamentally based on emotive-value statements and 

knowledge. That’s what they at heart are about, (particular) emotive values, and that’s what 

they transport, of course, too. They are not about facts as science is. They do not reject emotive-

value statements or knowledge as science does, but they embrace it. Representatives of these 

approaches consciously or unconsciously do wish that their emotive-value based points of view, 

thus their ideologies, what they think is right, spreads, is transported into society, convincing 

other people of their attitudes.  

And what does this all tell us when we include our recent findings of the superstructure-layer 

and feedback-lops of a socio-cultural system? It tells us that the approaches of classical and 

advanced humanism, in anthropology and everywhere else where they emerge, may be seen as 

parts of the superstructure of a socio-cultural system. And as being a part of the superstructure 

of a socio-cultural system, of a society, they are fulfilling a significant societal purpose. 

Namely, the reproduction of particular values, beliefs, ideologies, et cetera, so that the whole 

system, the whole society may work. And this insight delivers to us the necessaries to explain 

why classical and advanced humanism are popular, no matter they stand on shaky, partly also 

very dubious grounds (from science’s perspective). Having this significant societal task of 

conveying and transporting certain (currently important) values, beliefs, ideologies, et cetera, it 

simply does not matter that classical or advanced humanism are not able to give accurate 

explanations of the socio-cultural world around us. Nor that the approaches are unsound, 

illogical and partly also very dubious. They do not have to explain anything, in fact, they shall 

not. It is indifferent whether or whether not they are inconsistent approaches as long as they 

fulfill their societal task of (emotive) value reproduction.   

This also leaves to us the insight about the discipline of anthropology, at least large parts of it, 

that for a long time now it has been one societal place among many that reproduces particular 

values, ideologies, beliefs et cetera and therefore is important that the whole socio-cultural may 

function. Fulfilling this task anthropology is very important and one should actually not criticize 

anthropology or certain anthropologists for what they consciously or unconsciously have been 
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doing. What anthropology certainly in this state mostly is not, is a science that is able to explain 

the (socio-cultural) world around us. It is not about facts, it is about values and beliefs. 

Anthropology does not explain anything in this state, it values.  

We may illustrate classical and advanced anthropological humanism’s, in brief, humanistic 

anthropology’s role in a socio-cultural system with the following figure, figure 13. We see that 

humanistic anthropology is part of the superstructure of a socio-cultural system and in that role 

contributes to the (emotive) value (et cetera) reproduction of the system through the feedback-

lops that run from the superstructure to the structure.  
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              (fig. 13 [based on Elwell 1991: 25]) 

Finally, I do wish to emphasize (again) that Sangren, White, Harris, Lett, Carneiro, et cetera 

were not wrong in their argumentation against and critique of classical and postmodern 

anthropology. It is reasonable and sound what they say, particular about postmodernism. 

However, I say here that they did not - be it that they missed to see it or that they did not want 

to make the point – explain the popularity of classical and advanced humanism with such a 

broad thought, as I just did. At least I am not aware of any writing of them where they have 

made this. For example, Carneiro (1995: 10, 2004: 287) based on his work regarding natural 

selection, as seen already above, tells us that postmodernism would vanish sooner or later 

because it is an unconvincing approach like phrenology has been. Carneiro here just does not 

or does not want to see the big picture, the societal importance of postmodernism, which namely 
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is value reproduction. Because of that, postmodernism has been very significant and will not be 

selected out for the reason Carneiro has given in this respect. One actually may turn the tables 

here and say that postmodernism has a selective advantage towards social science since the 

approach practices value-reproduction within a societal segment that is about the reproduction 

of particular values, ideologies, et cetera. And social science does not do that.  

To connect to what I have said a few lines further above. I actually believe that Carneiro, White 

Harris, Lett did not want to see the big picture I have drawn here. It is hard to believe that 

scientists that have been so well informed about the working of socio-cultural systems did not 

make that insight. So why then did they not say it? I honestly believe it must have been too 

disheartening to them to explicitly admit that a science of culture, that anthropology probably 

would not become a science, at least not in foreseeable future. White, Carneiro, Harris et cetera 

in a way therewith would have taken their work a big part of its meaning. So, in this respect, 

Carneiro, Harris, White, Lett et cetera have left the path of science.  

However, regarding particular White’s assumption that anthropology will become a science one 

day, I do not dare to make a final judgment. From today’s perspective, it seems not very 

plausible since anthropology fulfills such an important task in societal value reproduction. But, 

beside the fact that societies will always need parts that reproduce values, ideologies, et cetera, 

who may say that in the long run, it always has to be anthropology (among many others) that 

fulfills that task. If a socio-cultural system will come into existence one day, wherein 

anthropology loses its value-reproducing purpose, then and only then it is free to become a 

science. Then and only then, anthropology in total will be able to give plausible and accurate 

explanations of the socio-cultural world around us. 

To round things out regarding our question of why classical and advanced humanism in 

anthropology have been popular, I wish to add something. And that is a demonstrative example 

by means of that one is able to see that classical and advanced anthropological humanism for a 

long time in a particular socio-cultural system have been incorporating and reproducing popular 

societal values. We may find such an example with the ongoing individualization process that 

has been taking place in western industrialized societies (and beyond) during at least the last 

century and which still increasingly intensives.  
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(Humanistic) Individualism – Anthropology’s Interweaving with Particular Big Societal 

Trends 

By considering the history of humanism, we may find that individualism has been an essential 

part of the humanistic approach for a long time. As seen further above in this thesis, already in 

the Renaissance humanism (14th-16th century AD), the value and the importance of the 

individual human being has been highlighted (URL 7, Lamont 1997: 69f). And in the 

subsequent centuries, as also seen above, an emphasis of the significance of the individual may 

be found throughout philosophy, in music and various literary (emphasis of great men, for 

example, et cetera) (Lamont 1997).   

Regarding anthropology, as recognized in this thesis, we may say that individualism – a strong 

focus and emphasis of the role of individuals – entered the discipline with Franz Boas and some 

of his students, like Margaret Mead or Ruth Benedict for example (first third of the 20th century 

in the United States of America) (Harris 1968: 281, 299). With Boas (from 1910) and such 

students of his like Benedict or Mead (particular in the 1920s/30s), individualism, the individual 

moved strongly into the focus of anthropological analysis (of cultural change), particular under 

the banner of the culture and personality school (Harris 1968: 299). Thus, in brief, with classical 

anthropological humanism, individualism, a strong focus on individuals moved vigorously into 

anthropology. The significance of the role of the individual, of individualism in classical 

humanistic anthropology may be well recognized through the fact that the ideas of free will and 

the great men (or women) have been popular within the approach. Because, as we have already 

detected further above, the concepts of free will and great men (or women) ascribe everything 

(explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, etc.) to the individual. Let it be the development of 

agriculture, the state, the invention of the calculus, some other invention or development, 

everything came into existence because some – mostly particular gifted - individual (e.g., a 

genius) have accomplished it. There is no reference to or explanations of particular 

circumstances or conditions that made these inventions or developments possible. There is no 

explanation why this or that invention or development has been accomplished by this or that 

person, nor why a particular invention or development has occurred to a particular time. Thus, 

in classical humanistic anthropology, everything eventually is explained by reference to 

individuals; explanations in classical humanistic anthropology have become very 

individualized, so to say.  
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From the 1970s and 1980s on then with postmodernism, anthropology took a turn to an (even) 

more radical individualism. As seen above, postmodern anthropology assumes that knowledge 

would always be subjective and relative (Lett 1997: 14, Carneiro 1995: 5, 8, Harris 1994: 71). 

The understanding postmodernism has of knowledge goes even so far that any aspiration to 

explain phenomena has fallen in and with the approach. In my view, the radical individualism 

that constitutes postmodern anthropology lies particularly in that subjective-relativistic stance 

on knowledge the approach has and is best recognizable when we turn to the perspective that 

postmodernism has taken on ethnography.  

As seen above with Carneiro, postmodernism criticized that the “old” ethnography would not 

have spent enough attention on the complexity that one would actually find during fieldwork. 

“Old” ethnographers, in monographs, would have just presented the statements of single and 

authoritative informants, thereby forgot the many more voices that exist and therewith 

mispresented the actual existing complexity of a society, (a) belief, (a) custom et cetera 

(Carneiro 1995: 5). Thus, said in other words, postmodernism has started to claim that the 

(many) individuals of a group, society, etc. must be heard to accurately understand the group, 

the society, and so on. Only through incorporating as many as possible individualistic voices, 

perspectives, et cetera one would be able to get a grasp on the existing complexity. And 

therefore, we may finally find that with postmodernism the role of individuals, that 

individualism moved even more radically into the discipline of anthropology. Because 

phenomena with the postmodern approach are no longer only explained solely by individuals 

(classical anthropological humanism), but phenomena, a group, a society, the (socio-cultural) 

world around us with postmodernism gets so individualized (focused on so many individuals 

and their perspectives) that explanations of this and that phenomena et cetera are assumed to be 

not possible anymore, in general. There is so much individualism, so much focus on every 

individual-little ‘thing’ with postmodern anthropology that the whole picture apparently is no 

longer visible or doubted to be even in existence.  

Now, (strong) individualism, a trend to individualistic perception, thought, attitude, et cetera in 

(humanistic) anthropology is no accident or something that is unique to the discipline. But it is 

a reflection of a big trend in western-industrialized societies (and beyond) which has taken place 

already for many decades.  

The German ‘future institute’ (dt. Zukunftsinstitut) for example considers individualization a 

societal megatrend and the central cultural concept of the western world, which increasingly 
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would spread around the globe (URL 19, URL 20). Individualism is described by the institute 

as a fundamental basis of ‘our’ (western) structure of society, which affects (‘our’ western) 

everyday culture and value system increasingly (URL 20). And according to the future institute, 

one could recognize increasing diffusion of individualism through, for example, an increasing 

trend towards the production of individual-manufactured products. Furthermore, through the 

growing societal trend of rejecting ‘normal’ biographies, standardized life’s journeys that are 

based on the idea of an ideal-lineal life cycle ‘youth-work/family-retirement’ (URL 19). 

Besides, spreading individualism would also be recognizable in the fact that (former) big -

societal-normative institutions like the church are increasingly less important to people and 

their asking for the ‘right’ modus vivendi (URL 19).    

In their article ‘Global Increases in Individualism’, Santos, Varnum and Grossmann (2017: 

1228) say that during the last 100 years in many affluent (western) societies, individualism in 

values and practices has increased. Increasing individualism in western countries could, for 

example, be recognized in the fact that in Japan or the United States, people have increasingly 

become inclined to give their children unique names (Santos, Varnum, Grossmann 2017: 1229; 

Grossmann, Varnum 2015). Furthermore, growing individualism in the United States and many 

other countries could also be detected in the more frequent use of words in books that reflect 

individual themes; for instance, words like self, unique, personal, me/mine (Santos, Varnum, 

Grossmann 2017; Grossmann, Varnum 2015; Greenfield 2013; Zeng, Greenfield 2015). 

Howsoever, the study of Santos, Varnum and Grossmann (2017: 1228, 1233, 1236) shows with 

data from 78 highly and less developed countries from the last 51 years (data 1960-2011) that 

individualism is a truly global phenomenon, and not only occurring in affluent, western 

countries. By reference to data, which has been collected based on factors as household size, 

age of individuals living in a household, divorce rates, to what an extend children are raised to 

be independent et cetera, the scientists calculated an increase in individualism of 12% 

worldwide from 1960 to 2011 (Santos, Varnum, Grossmann 2017: 1232f).  

To conclude. We may say and detect that apparently in western-industrialized societies and 

beyond, the superstructure, thus beliefs, ideologies, values, et cetera have been largely shifting 

towards individualistic ones (for some time now). And this progress has happened in 

anthropology, too. Because (!), as we have noticed above, anthropology is part of a society’s 

superstructure. Anthropology (simply) had to change towards values, beliefs, ideologies, et 

cetera that embrace individualism when such a big universal trend in superstructure (in society 

general) has occurred because (humanistic) anthropology is part of it. Anthropology must have 
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changed, or let’s rather say it has been forced to change towards individualistic perceptions, 

ideologies, beliefs, et cetera because only then the discipline could go on fulfilling its important 

societal task of value reproduction. Thus, when the signs of the times have pointed to 

individualism, to individualistic values, beliefs, ideologies, perceptions et cetera, (humanistic) 

anthropology had to follow, or simply had to go along. If the signs of the times will switch one 

day for this or that reason to radical collectivism (or any other), we can with great probability 

assume that ideological, value-based anthropology will have to shift towards that direction, too 

and will consider the new ideology the rightful one with the same passion as that they did with 

any former, they have believed in.  

Thus, the example of individualization shows that humanistic anthropology for some time now 

has been playing along in reproducing currently popular societal values, ideologies, beliefs, et 

cetera of (a) particular society(ies). So, no wonder that humanistic anthropology has received 

such popularity. By reproducing what has been popular, there was no other possibility than that 

humanistic anthropology has become popular, too. And that’s exactly what scientific 

anthropology has not been doing. Scientific anthropology, by rejecting (emotive) values, 

ideologies, beliefs et cetera, seeking for explanations, has not been playing along in the societal 

value reproduction. Therefore (!) scientific anthropology has been less popular than humanistic 

anthropology.  

To end this section and to find final words here, I do not wish to try to explain why 

individualism is on the run generally and, therefore, also in anthropology. That would be a big 

task that could fill a whole other thesis. And we have reached the end of this. Instead, I wish to 

highlight here, more or less again, that anthropology has not taken the appearance it has 

currently, had ‘yesterday’, or will have ‘tomorrow’ because that has been the destiny of 

anthropology. Or because that was the good or bad, right or wrong thing to happen, as probably 

our value-based, judgmental humanistic acquaintances would say. Anthropology (largely) is 

what is today, was what it was in the past, will be what it will be in future, because anthropology, 

like a fallen leaf caught in autumn wind, turns with societal-ideological value change to this or 

that direction, because that’s it’s societal purpose. To stay with this metaphor for one last 

thought, although most anthropologists, particular humanistic ones, probably believe that they 

are the autumn wind, they are the autumn leaf.  
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6. Conclusion 

This thesis has dealt with the approaches of science and humanism. At the very beginning of 

this work, we have recognized three central themes respectively, questions that should be dealt 

with and answered in this thesis regarding the two approaches.  

(1) The question of what the approaches of science, respectively humanism – particular in 

anthropology- exactly would be. We gave the answer to that question, especially in chapters 

two and three, when we defined science and humanism, dealt with the history of them and, in 

detail, considered the two approaches. Furthermore, when we discussed science and humanism 

(chapter 3).  Our key results in these chapters can be said to be the following. Firstly, regarding 

science. Science is a millennium old, ever-growing and changing approach that, in its most 

modern form is based on objectivity, logic and systematic. The goal of science is to achieve 

synthetic-propositional (factual) statements, respectively, knowledge. Science at heart rejects 

emotive-value and illogical statements and knowledge and is a systematic endeavor. Finally, 

science, in the end, is ‘just’ about reason, about getting to the most reasonable explanation of 

the (socio-cultural) world around us. Secondly, regarding humanism. Humanism either has 

millennium-old roots. In anthropology the approach has particular two forms, faces. We have 

called them in this thesis classical-anthropological humanism and advanced-anthropological 

humanism (postmodernism). Both forms reject science and what it stands for. Anthropological 

humanism considers knowledge always to be subjective and relative. It pursues emotive-value 

statements and knowledge. To postmodernism, objective reality does even not exist. The goal 

of anthropological humanism is to produce contextual interpretations that are illuminating. 

Our key result regarding chapter three is particularly that the (anthropological) humanistic 

critique on science is hardly tenable and sometimes even stands on very dubious grounds.  

(2) The aspiration to found out to what an extent the two approaches of science and humanism 

are able to give solid explanation of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-cultural world 

around us. We have answered that question particular in chapter four. We saw that science is 

able to achieve accurate explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-cultural world 

around us, while humanism fails to achieve something like that. We got that insight particular 

through the case examples (Mead, Harris, Ferguson) we have demonstrated and discussed.  

(3) The striving after an explanation of why the two approaches of science and humanism have 

received different popularity in anthropology (and beyond). Here the central question 
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particularly was how it is to be explained that anthropological humanism has gained high 

popularity (within the discipline) while science has not, albeit (anthropological) humanism 

cannot provide us with an accurate explanation of (socio-cultural) phenomena, the world around 

us. We gave the answer to the question in chapter five. We have answered the question 

particular by identifying the societal purpose of anthropological humanism, which is value 

reproduction. Something that science is not doing.   

Only through science, to be exact, with the scientific paradigm of cultural materialism, we have 

been able to detect and work out the significant societal role that (anthropological) humanism 

is playing. It would never been possible by applying the humanistic approach. Because 

humanism is not (truly) interested in explanations, because humanism’s task is the reproduction 

of (current) ideology(ies), values, et cetera, because anthropological humanism is ‘only’ 

descriptive and interested in small-scale analysis. And to no surprise, you simply cannot 

understand a big whole, a system or a part of a system, if you only look at a tiny part of the 

whole.  

But I wish not to go into criticism that belittles (anthropological) humanism here. To many 

(anthropological) scientists in their (rightful-scientific) critique of (anthropological) humanism, 

have not got or ignored the significant societal task (anthropological) humanism has been 

playing. No matter, (anthropological) humanists are probably themselves not aware of the 

important role they are playing (since most of them do not well know science and cultural 

materialism), some scientists should be more reserved with their disparaging of 

(anthropological) humanism. No matter, it is absolutely true that (anthropological) humanism 

is not able to explain a thing, it is absolutely wrong and misplaced to say that (anthropological) 

humanism is ridiculous, et cetera. No matter, one likes the thought or not (anthropological) 

humanism has a very important societal task, namely value-reproduction, so that (a) particular 

socio-cultural system(s) may function. (Anthropological) humanists stand therewith in a line 

with other societal representatives that have been part of value reproduction in the past and will 

be in future, like representatives of (Christian) religions, some other religion, ideological parts 

of politics, art et cetera. The only thing that separates (anthropological) humanists from 

religious persons et cetera is the kind of values, ideologies, and so on they represent and 

reproduce.  

To come to an end. (Anthropological) science and humanism are both needed in today’s world 

and ever have been; they are both needed, so that a socio-cultural system may function properly. 
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When we face the current climate change, for example. We need science that delivers facts 

about climate change to us. How will the temperature increase in the next 100 years? How will 

the sea level rise in the next 100 years, et cetera? Of course, (anthropological) humanism has 

no answer to such questions. But it has something else. It has the task of ideological value 

reproduction. Therefore, the task in (a) particular socio-cultural system(s) that new values, 

beliefs, et cetera must be established that are needed to face challenges as the current climate 

change. For example, it is bad to fly, take the train, do not eat meat, but vegetables, do not order 

to much stuff over amazon. We could go on with that for a while. (Anthropological) humanists, 

in one way or another, are involved in making such necessary ideological changes in a system 

real (remember feedback-lops, superstructure et cetera). No matter a scientist’s heart may bleed, 

a socio-cultural system needs these (anthropological) humanists, it needs people like Greta 

Thunberg that with full ideological power and no knowledge of the working of the whole socio-

cultural system, try to whip forward the necessary ideological change as much as possible.  

I finally wish to say nothing more and nothing less than that science and humanism in 

anthropology and everywhere else are two fundamentally distinct approaches that have 

absolutely different societal tasks and purposes.  
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8. Abstracts 

English Abstract 

Described in a nutshell, we may say that this master thesis especially treats the following central 

aspects, respectively questions. (1) The thesis seeks to explain what exactly is meant when one 

talks about the approaches of science and humanism in especially the discipline of 

anthropology. (2) The thesis aspires to find out to what extent the two approaches of science 

and humanism are able to give solid explanations of socio-cultural phenomena, of the socio-

cultural world around us. (3) The thesis strives after an explanation why the two approaches of 

science and humanism have received different popularity in anthropology (and beyond).  

Deutsches Abstract 

In aller Kürze kann man sagen, dass diese Masterarbeit vor allem drei zentrale Aspekte, bzw. 

Fragen behandelt. (1) Die Arbeit versucht zu erörtern, was genau gemeint ist, wenn man von 

den Ansätzen Science und Humanismus, speziell in der Disziplin Anthropologie, spricht. (2) 

Die Arbeit strebt danach herauszufinden in welchem Ausmaß die zwei Ansätze Science und 

Humanismus fähig sind solide Erklärungen von sozio-kulturellen Phänomenen, von der sozio-

kulturellen Welt um uns herum zu geben. (3) Die Arbeit strebt danach zu Erklären, warum die 

beiden Ansätze Science und Humanismus eine unterschiedliche Popularität in der 

Anthropology und darüber hinaus erfahren haben. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


