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Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to discuss the value of Anthropological knowledge in today’s rapidly changing world.
The question being is what contributions does Anthropological research and study bring to the understanding of human activities?
Using themes from previous GDAT debates, this paper will endeavour to provide some of the answers.


Discussions
‘Social Anthropology is a generalising science, or it is nothing’
The opening argument is with the definition of what Anthropology is and the debate suggesting that ‘Social Anthropology is a generalising science, or it is nothing’. This is an important debate as to whether social anthropology is a science or a field of humanist study that would determine the value of its contributions and to where can be applied. Scientists will construct a theory, develop a model and then test its validity based on proven facts. Anthropologists is academia develop theories that may be difficult to model and therefore not test whereas ethnographers collect data in the field, describe their findings and carry comparisons with other culture/ societies to detect similarities (or not) to understand human activity. The result being to understand the human psyche and the ability to construct societies.
It may be argued that a major contribution that Anthropologists can make is working in unison with other sciences and disciplines such as archaeology, geography, biology, and history to complete models of the human component of a sacred space where the natural world and human beings adapt to each other.
The theories developed here could be used in contemporary society to measures people’s ability to adapt to changes in society and cultural activities, the individual’s impact on a culture and how space and  people evolve.
This information would be of extreme value to government and Industry planners when discussing future habitations and ensuring a harmonious environment. 
One argument in this GDAT debate suggests that the barriers between disciplines be discarded Ingold (2005) suggesting a combined operation to prove the theories.

From a standalone perspective Ingold (2005) determines that Anthropology is concerned with meaningful behaviour patterns by understanding facts rather just the data itself; observation of the subject matter with additional consideration of human emotion and energy supplies a more wholesome picture.
An example of the use of Anthropologists when use as social scientists is made by Suchman (2013) concerning research by Xerox PARC  where there was an appreciation that work is carried out in offices, but little knowledge of ‘how’ it gets done; informal procedures, social relations or changes in routines. Suchman (2013) discusses the study that determined that new office equipment disrupted routines and social relations. Therefore, Anthropological techniques are responsible in adding a social / culture component to advancing a company’s productivity.
This paper will suggest  that Anthropology is not a generalising science, but a contributor, of value, to contemporary knowledge as the interaction of humans to, for instance modern technology, to supply the human element with raw data.

‘Language is the essence of culture’

Another debate in the GDAT series considered the Anthropologist’s view on language and its relationship to culture. Ingold (2005) came to a conclusion that there was no agreement by the contributors and further study was required.
A separate discussion is relevant however when discussing the valuable contribution that Anthropology can make to social relations when dealing with a variety of societies and cultures in today’s globalised communications.
There is a sub-group called Linguistic Anthropology that supplies such a contribution.
Gumperz (1974) maintains communication can suffer due to cultural differences and differences between standard language and that of the professional; being due to less tight social boundaries and an increase in professional  specialisation. Gumperz (1974) determines that Linguistic Anthropology with its communication study could predict social issues from such differences.
Gumperz (1974) determines that in this post-industrial age, interpersonal relationships gave subjected to disruptive changes caused by the mobility of people, war, revolution or natural disasters; new technology, social media has altered the dynamics of communication.
Globalised trade, pan government interaction and cross-cultural, according to Gumperz (1974) have caused a review of etiquette, politeness and acceptable behaviour.
Another field of expertise that Linguistic Anthropologists have been found useful concerns education.  Agha (2006 cited by Wortham, 2008) determines that language shapes social relationships within a cultural context and the developed theories and models have been appropriated by educational research. 
Wortham (2008) makes the point that all education is measured by the use of language as when teachers and students speak or write they show their social groupings. Given that these social affiliations may shape a student’s growth, Wortham (2008) suggests that how the learning process works for them and linguistic Anthropology provides models of understanding this.
At an international level this study  Heller; Blommaert (1999, cited by Wortham, 2008)  detail how state  and institutional language methods can affect multi-cultural, diverse populations within one nation. Wortham (2008) suggests an example of this would be Singapore, that has four distinct national languages; Singapore English, Mandarin, Malay and Tamil (Singapore Government, 2019) with separate cultures.
Street (2005, cited by Wortham, 2008) describes how both Government and educational facilities show preference for what is considered normal speech patterns that disadvantage the less literate or the non-normal; such as regional.
Linguistic Anthropologists have associated, according to Wortham (2008) types of speech patterns with social levels across a variety of events that have allowed exploration of social structures and ideologies.
Wortham (2008) observes that  the value of Linguistic Anthropologists in this field of study allows for educational processes and institutions to understand the issues.
This paper understands that communications across societies/cultures has created a need for Linguistic Anthropologists to study the differences in cultures, via the medium of language and mitigate potential misunderstandings in business, diplomacy and military.

Advocacy is a personal commitment for anthropologists, not an institutional imperative for anthropology 
The value of Anthropological knowledge concerning advocacy, this paper will maintain, is a contentious issue concerning the status of an Anthropologist that is involved in a research project. The issues being that should a researcher be an impassionate observer unwilling to affect the social aspects of the study, even overcoming personal angst to collect pure data, or should the caring human response to an unjust or inhumane action be mitigated; is the researcher an observer or someone who wants improve the world.
This dilemma may be argued, it is suggested, by either case and therefore determine the value of the Anthropologist’s contribution to the accumulation of knowledge for society or for academia.
Should an outsider affect the natural evolutionary ways of the world. Similar to a time traveller causing effect to an historic occurrence thereby affecting the future?
Who defined the status of an Anthropologist as being just an observer? This paper suggests the role of an Anthropologist is not only  what it is, but also why it is; that is an understanding of human activities.
This paper maintains the primary role of the Anthropologist is indeed that of an observer, to identify a particular situation and to draw conclusions from that.
A secondary role is also possible (and perhaps required) to consider the moral and  ethical implications in a humane role to aid assist and perhaps advocate to resolve an issue.
A converse argument by  Ingold (1996)  in his GDAT debates, concerning the validity of advocacy, that the academic qualifications/ background of an Anthropologist might have a negative effect in the ability to act as an advocate. Ingold (1996) also suggests that the socio-economic background of the researcher / Anthropologist would not be conducive to a complete appreciation of all the issues involved to offer a valued service of advocacy.
To ascertain the value that Anthropologists bring to the argument, this paper maintains, there must be a discussion regarding the rules of engagement when they are asked to contribute in cases of dispute.
Huculiak (2000) observes that other disciplines have a varying degrees of ethics guidelines and perhaps moral or even legal obligations that determine their activities;  Anthropology has no such ethical code where information may be divulged without breaking any moral obligations.
There are situations, Huculiak (2000) where Anthropologists are asked for opinions, as professionals, concerning particular events or societal practices; offering evidence for one side or the other that would result in a resolution by the authorities.
Huculiak (2000) makes the point that given issues concerning relationships between individuals, cultures and perhaps nations can be complex and can play apart in who and how the Anthropologist should advocate for can be problematical.
Given this argument Hastrup and Elasass (1990), suggest that Anthropology and advocacy are incompatible. Hastrup and Elasass (1990) declare that for an anthropologist to be an advocate they must ‘step outside’ their primary profession as there is no cause that can legitimised within the Anthropological sphere; collected data may be useful to a cause, but an advocacy cannot be ethnographic. Henriksen (1985, cited by Hastrup and Elasass, 1990) states than when an anthropologist uses knowledge to assist in a cause, they are perpetuating a colonial mindset by inflicting their views on others. This paper maintains this to be an argument of no value.
Hastrup and Elasass (1990) emphasis their rationale by using a statement by 
Baer (1986, cited by Hastrup and Elasass, 1990) that understanding the world overcomes a commitment to improving it.
This paper would respond to this statement is that their anthropological studies perhaps satisfy their academic interests, devoid of any morality or humanity, which then becomes a dead end.
Giving a different perspective to the role of the Anthropologist, Huculiak (2000) discusses a point of view where the discipline, perhaps owes a degree of interaction with their study subjects, when they have been welcomed into their societies; aid or assistance does not imply an attempt to diminish or denigrate traditional culture with a contemporary capitalist view of development.
This paper asserts that the notion of ‘applied anthropology’ with light hands can create a valuable bank of knowledge that can be used to the betterment of those who are being studied. 
The primary aim of an Anthropologist is to study and understand human activity and as such are witnesses to interesting insights, but also, as pointed out by Huculiak (2000) terrible abuses; shining a light on such issues can create an awareness to the world at large. This paper asserts this to have value.


Aesthetics is a cross-cultural category 

Considering that Anthropology covers a broad spectrum of human activity Layton (2011) in order to understand how individuals, societies and cultures perform with the modus operandi of comparing them with other individuals, societies and cultures i.e. US / European it is, this paper contends, appropriate to also consider the aesthetic(s) considerations. 
This paper considers that a study of a particular cultures appreciation of what constitutes beauty adds context and depth to the research that may assist in the understanding of that culture.
The difficulty, that concerns this paper is that given the comparative nature of an Anthropological study, how is beauty defined given that each culture determines their own taste and appreciation of its Art.
Layton (2011) points this out where there have been problems of treating aesthetics as something universal, with the  added risk of using the researcher’s concept of taste; local society and their particular aesthetics would require an interpretation of what they to be something of beauty. 
Although, Thompson (1973, cited by Layton (2011) while studying the Yoruba of Nigeria noted a possible universal appreciation of sculptures that have a symmetrical form with a shining smoothness, but then also facial scarification to indicate social acceptance within the culture.
Davies (2007, cited by Layton (2011) notes that ‘some’ aspects of Balinese aesthetics can be universally accepted such as the charismatic performance of a performer or the balance between technical excellence and the elements; whereas other aspects require translation.
Morphy (1989, cited by Layton (2011) discussed the work of the Yolngu people of northern Australia where artists provide work that, for Europeans would, have aesthetic qualities, whereas they see ‘a manifestation of ancestral power that links the living with their ancestors.
Therefore, there is a distinct gap of understanding between the aspirations of the local artist with his meaningful work and appreciation of the visual aesthetics shown by western society. 
Davies (2007, cited by Layton (2011) endeavours to search for parallels with European culture to translate (understand) the Balinese aesthetics. Layton (2011) suggests that this follows in the tradition of early leaders of Anthropology which is perhaps not appropriate for contemporary studies.
The argument of the separation of aesthetic values that separate the ancient world and the contemporary West is due to the religious  Enlightenment and Western science. (Gell, 1998, cited by Layton, 2011). Whereas, the aesthetics in ancient cultures, according to Gell (1998. Cited by Layton, 2011) are an integral part of their religious beliefs.
Gell (1998. Cited by Layton, 2011) asserts that the Anthropologist should study the purposes that Art is used in societies, rather than any psychological functions; how are aesthetic principles used for social interaction. Gell (1998. Cited by Layton, 2011) maintains there is a universality of symmetrical patterns that occur in many cultures showing a decorative quality; but have, in western eyes, a lack of understanding of potential underlying complex relationships concerning the art.
Using Gell (1998) considerations as to the Anthropologists research into cultural aesthetics, they should perhaps consider the origin, purposes and the effect on the particular culture. The rationale here, this paper maintains, is that the researcher is more a student of cultures than an expert on art or artistic qualities. Aesthetics is an essential component, as shown in these writings, of cultural activities and the resultant effect(s) may identify some universality in terms of behavioural patterns. This may perhaps assist in comparative studies to understand how cultures develop their artistic skills and appreciate the aesthetic qualities of their society.

Debates
The aim of this paper was to analyse the value that Anthropological studies could add to the understanding of human activity. There were four GDAT debate themes considered for this process which are:
Social Anthropology is a generalising science, or it is nothing
Language is the essence of culture
Advocacy is a personal commitment for anthropologists, not an institutional imperative for anthropology 
Aesthetics is a cross-cultural category 


All of these categories, in the opinion of this paper, appear to be search of what is the definition of the Anthropological discipline, its values and what is its status compared to sciences/ disciplines. The argument that Anthropology must be a generalising science diminishes its value in its contribution to an overall understanding of human activity. It has a stand-alone process of analysis when collecting data about cultures and develop comparative models to develop theories. Anthropology can also act as a contributor to a body of sciences that allow a complete picture to be assembled that provides not only factual information but ‘how’ and ‘why’ is the phenomena occurs. 
The Anthropological contribution here, this paper will suggest is of extreme value.

Language is the essence of culture has been shown in this paper to be of extreme value in the globalised connected contemporary world. The basis of Anthropology is to analyse cultures and detect differences between them and those in the West.
This perhaps is a legacy from the founding fathers of Anthropology of yesterday that does intimate a degree of colonial dominance. 
However, the comparative process does have value in the modern world, where there is a need for different cultures to communicate while avoiding a cultural or social faux pas. This is relevant in diplomacy, business and military contexts; the latter having potentially explosive risks to human safety.
The world of education has benefited from linguistic sub-group of Anthropology, especially in multi-cultural nations (Street, 2005, cited by Wortham, 2008).
The contributed value that Anthropology brings to the table can be observed every day in multi-cultural communications around the globe.
The issue of Advocacy when confronting particular issues during an Anthropological process is one that tests the identity  of the researcher, their commitment to observe and not interfere with natural processes or the humanistic notion of righting a wrong.
Unlike other professions, there is no code of practice for Anthropologists and they act and this, perhaps is the problem. Anthropology is a broad spectrum that covers many areas of human endeavour that has a multitude of sub-groups that would make the development of a codified discipline and is perhaps the reason one has not been attempted; the many voices and writings concerned with Anthropological issues tend to be wide ranging and not always in agreement.
Contributory  Anthropological activism in contemporary times is increasing, one assumes, in this post-colonial era of a new generation of Anthropologists that have an increasing tendency of humanist notions; this is apparent in the published writings.

The claim that Aesthetics is a cross-cultural category leads to complex arguments due to the varied ‘tastes’ of cultures. This paper will comment that the contributed value of Anthropologists is not immediately obvious.
Given the research process of researchers is to collect data and then compare that information with Western values is probably not valid. There are universal ideas of beauty that seem to be one smoothness and symmetry, according to Thompson (1973, cited by Layton (2011), but beauty is in the eye of the beholder and different cultures have developed their own level of sensibilities. Are comparisons appropriate or relevant? This paper suggests not. Are Anthropologists trained arbiters of taste that determine what has beautiful attributes; as human beings, yes but on a scientific level?
On a positive note, this paper will suggest that how artistic qualities have been developed and to what effect do these have on the social structure could prove to be useful and of value.
Therefore, overall the value of contributions that Anthropology can make to the scientific world in academia, government and education can only be a force for good in that knowledge may be developed to gain a greater understanding of human activity and some cases harnessed for positive results.
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