
Anthropology, standardization and
measurement: Rudolf Martin and
anthropometric photography

AMOS MORRIS-REICH*

Abstract. Recent scholarship on the history of German anthropology has tended to describe its
trajectory between 1900 and the Nazi period as characterized by a paradigmatic shift from
the liberal to the anti-humanistic. This article reconstructs key moments in the history of
anthropometric photography between 1900 and 1925, paying particular attention to the role
of the influential liberal anthropologist Rudolf Martin (1864–1925) in the standardization of
anthropological method and technique. It is shown that Rudolf Martin’s primary significance
was social and institutional. The article reconstructs key stages in Martin’s writing on and uses
of photography and analyses the peculiar form of scientific debate surrounding the
development of anthropometric photography, which centred on local and practical questions.
Against the political backdrop of German colonialism in Africa and studies of prisoners of war
during the First World War, two key tensions in this history surface: between anthropological
method and its politicization, and between the international scientific ethos and nationalist
impulses. By adopting a practical–epistemic perspective, the article also destabilizes the
conventional differentiation between the German liberal and anti-humanist anthropological
traditions. Finally, the article suggests that there is a certain historical irony in the fact that the
liberal Martin was central in the process that endowed physical anthropology with prestige
precisely in the period when major parts of German society increasingly came to view ‘race’ as
offering powerful, scientific answers to social and political questions.

Rudolf Martin’s scientific career demonstrates that in the history of science the
standardization of method or the implementation of technique can be more important
than development of an original theory. Perhaps because of the practical orientation of
his work, in addition to the fact that his influential anthropological textbooks were not
translated into English, Martin has not been the focus of much scholarly interest. In the
field of scientific photography this is particularly noticeable in comparison to his earlier
counterparts, Francis Galton and Alphonse Bertillon, two other founders of scientific
photography. Some of the standard accounts of racial photography fail even to mention
him.1 Yet Martin’s anthropometric photography achieved great prominence,
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particularly in German-speaking countries. Furthermore, focusing on the history of
anthropological method or technique more than on the history of ideas, larger tensions
come to the surface in the history of German anthropology in the first decades of the
twentieth century, such as between an international scientific ethos and nationalist
impulses, or between anthropological method and national politics. An exploration of
the central role of the liberal Martin in the standardization of anthropological method
and technique, therefore, destabilizes the now well-entrenched description of a
paradigmatic shift in German anthropology from liberalism to racism.2

Born in Zürich and educated in Leipzig and Freiburg im Breisgau, Martin turned
to anthropology under the influence of the prominent biologist August Weismann.
Studying in some of the most important anthropological institutes in Europe, including
the Ecole d’anthropologie in Paris, Martin completed his Habilitation in Zürich in
physical anthropology in 1891, where he was appointed full professor in 1905. In 1911
he retired to Versailles, but left France with the outbreak of the First WorldWar. In 1917
he succeeded anthropologist Johannes Ranke at the University of Munich.3 Following

1992, pp. 343–389. Elizabeth Edwards (ed.), Anthropology and Photography, 1860–1920, New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1994. For a recent work on the topic see Anne Maxwell, Picture Imperfect: Photography and
Eugenics, 1879–1940, Brighton: Sussex University Press, 2008.
2 The argument concerning the paradigmatic shift was made by Robert Proctor, Benoit Massin and most

recently Andrew Evans. See Robert Proctor, ‘From Anthropologie to Rassenkunde’, in George W. Stocking Jr
(ed.), Bones, Bodies, Behavior: Essays on Biological Anthropology, Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1988, pp. 154–179. Benoit Massin, ‘From Virchow to Fischer: physical anthropology and “modern race
theories” in Wilhelmine Germany’, in George W. Stocking Jr (ed.), Volksgeist as Method and Ethic: Essays on
Boasian Ethnography and the German Anthropological Tradition, Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1998, pp. 79–154. Andrew D. Evans,Anthropology at War: WorldWar I and the Science of Race in Germany,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010. While his account is focused primarily on Adolf Bastian and Felix
von Luschan, and does not discuss Martin, my account is in certain respects close to Andrew Zimmerman’s
historical interpretation. See Andrew Zimmerman, Anthropology and Antihumanism in Imperial Germany,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001. German-speaking physical anthropologists followed Martin’s
method as long as living persons were anthropometrically measured. See, in German: Otto Aichel, ‘Zur
anthropologisch-photographischen Technik’, Anatomischer Anzeiger (1924–1925) 59, pp. 328–335. M.
Hersch, ‘Fortschritt der anthropologischen Typenphotographie seit Rudolf Pöch’, Photographische
Korrespondenz (1926) 63, pp. 174–176. Albert Harrasser, ‘Eine neue Methode der anthropologischen
Photographie ganzer Körper’, Anthropologischer Anzeiger (1935) 12, pp. 306–313; idem, ‘Die Leica als
Reisekamera für anthropologische Kopfaufnahmen’, Anthropologischer Anzeiger (1937) 14, pp. 162–166. In
English: J.A. Gavan, L. Washburn and P.H. Lewis, ‘Photography: an anthropometric tool’, American Journal
of Physical Anthropology (1932) 10(new series 3), pp. 331–351. Basil Geoghagen, ‘The determination of body
measurements, surface area and body volume by photography’, American Journal of Physical Anthropology
(1953) 11, pp. 97–118. In Italian: Giuseppe Genna, Nuove Prospettive Della Fotografia Anthropometrica,
Roma: Presso La Sede Della Societa, 1935. B. Jacobshagen, ‘Fotographie’, in Rainer Knußman (ed.),
Anthropologie: Handbuch der vergleichenden Biologie des Menschen zugleich 4. Auflage des Lehrbuchs der
Anthropologie begründet von Rudolf Martin, Band I Wesen und Methoden der Anthropologie 1. Teil
Wissenschaftstheorie, Geschichte, morphologische Methoden, Stuttgart: Gustav Fischer, 1988, pp. 631–641.
This discourse extends out of international attempts at standardization of anthropometrics (Frankfurt
agreement in 1882; Monaco in 1905 and Geneva in 1912) more than out of any interest in photography per se.
See the general statements on the standardization of anthropometry by G.M.Morant and others inMan (1932)
193, pp. 155–158 (Martin is discussed on p. 157) and Man (1934) 109, pp. 83–86 (signed by, among others,
Martin’s students Theodor Mollison and Otto Schlaghinaufen).
3 I. Fischer (ed.), Biographisches Lexikon der hervorragenden Ärzte der letzten fünfzig Jahre, Munich:

Urban & Schwarzenberg, 1962, p. 998.
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the intellectual lead of Rudolf Virchow and Johannes Ranke, Martin believed in the
malleability of ‘races’ and the inevitability of procreation among groups, which rendered
the definition of races difficult, if not impossible. Similarly to Franz Boas, the German
Jewish founder of American cultural anthropology and also a student of Virchow,
Martin believed that races were affected by the environment, physical conditions and
cultural history.4 He played an important role in the biologization and scientific
institutionalization of anthropology, particularly in the development, dissemination and
standardization of the anthropological method and technique. Martin’s professional
trajectory, analysed below primarily through the history of anthropometric photog-
raphy, not only sheds light on his own scientific career but also discloses some of the
fundamental tensions in the history of anthropology between the turn of the twentieth
century and the Weimar period.

Before I contextualize Martin and anthropometric photography, a short note about
nomenclature is necessary. The field in which Martin operated is called Anthropologie,
the closest English term for which is ‘physical anthropology’. Anthropologie once
covered a wide territory and precisely during the period of Martin’s professional activity
broke down into several separate subdisciplines. In evaluating Martin’s work in the field
of photography, the distinction between the different photographic conventions at the
end of the nineteenth century in German physical anthropology (Anthropologie), on the
one hand, and ethnography (Ethnographie) or ethnology (Ethnologie or Völkerkunde),
on the other, is essential.5 In Ethnologie or Völkerkunde, which studied non-European
cultures, photography was used for the visualization and illustration of racial types or
aspects of material culture.6 In Anthropologie, which dealt with the natural–physical
aspects of the human body and circumscribed the species of Man (Homo sapiens) in its
temporal and spatial extension, photography was used principally as a measuring device
and as a means of reproduction of reality.7 In practice, genres were sometimes mixed.
Accordingly, current historians write of photographs carried out in ‘anthropometric
style’, thus denoting that although they may look as though they belong to that genre, in

4 Andreas Lüddecke, Der ‘Fall Saller’ und Rassenhygiene: Eine Göttinger Fallstudie zu den Widersprüchen
sozialbiologistischer Ideologiebildung, Berlin: Tectum, 1995, p. 57. Gretchen E. Schafft, From Racism to
Genocide: Anthropology in the Third Reich, Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2004, pp. 227–228.
5 For definitions of Anthropologie, Völkerkunde, Ethnologie and Volkskunde see Andre Gingrich, ‘From

the nationalist birth of Volkskunde to the establishment of academic diffusionism: branching off from the
international mainstream’, in Fredrik Barth, Robert Parkin, Andre Gingrich and Sydel Silverman (eds.), One
Discipline, Four Ways: British, German, French and American Anthropology, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2005, pp. 86, 90. See also H. Glenn Penny, ‘Traditions in the German language’, in Henrika Kuklick
(ed.), A New History of Anthropology, Oxford: Blackwell, 2008, p. 80. This differentiation is reflected in
anthropological manuals. See G. Fritsch, ‘Die Reisephotographie’, in G. von Neumayer (ed.), Anleitung zu
wissenschaftlichen Beobachtungen auf Reisen, 2 vols., Hannover: M. Jänecke, 1906, pp. 761–814,
anthropological photography p. 764 and ethnological p. 777. On the insitutional side of the history of
physical anthropology see Evans, op. cit. (2), pp. 17 and 31–55.
6 Hildegard Hugentobler-Schwager, ‘Der Anthropologe Rudolf Martin (1864–1925)’, Inaugural-

Dissertation zur Erlangung der Doktorwürde der Medizinischen Fakultät der Universität Zürich, Zürich,
1990, p. 51.
7 Rudolf Martin, Anthropologie als Wissenschaft und Lehrfach: Eine akademische Antrittsrede, Jena:

Gustav Fischer, 1901, pp. 6–11.
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fact these photographs were carried out without sufficient control and no numerical
information could be derived from them.8 The relevance of these distinctions will
become apparent in the following.
The structure of the article is as follows. The first section of the article attempts to

contextualize Martin historically and to bring to the fore the more general tensions that
are involved in the study of his contributions to anthropometric photography. I do this
by, first of all, attempting to situate Martin with regard to the form of objectivity
associated with his photographic method and technique. I then discuss the issue of
Martin’s method and its potential politicization, a tension that underlies this chapter of
the history of science. Third, I address the peculiar form of Martin’s significance in the
history of science arising from his creation of a network of students and his work in the
standardization of method and technique. Finally, I present three chronologically
ordered sections, each of which focuses upon key moments in Martin’s photographic
career. The first of these sections in fact precedes anthropometric photography because,
as we shall see, Martin’s motivation to standardize anthropometric photography grew
not out of any special interest in photography as such, but from a more general concern
to standardize anthropological measurements.

Photography and the two forms of objectivity

An examination of Martin’s contributions to anthropometric photography connects the
history of scientific photography with the history of physical anthropology. In this
context it is possible to differentiate between attempts to develop photography as a form
of science (in the production of data unavailable to the human eye) and photography as
an auxiliary scientific instrument (for the sake of reproduction of reality).9 In physical
anthropology, photography is understood as an auxiliary instrument. Its scientific status
can be further situated with regard to two notions elaborated in Lorraine Daston and
Peter Galison’s book Objectivity: ‘mechanical objectivity’ and ‘trained judgment’.
However, while both are helpful in situating Martin historically and epistemologically,
neither captures the status of anthropological photography in its entirety.
‘Mechanical objectivity’, according to Daston and Galison, designates the ambition to

produce an objective representation with the aid of mechanical instruments (such as the
camera), free from human interference and independently of any human observer.
Mechanical objectivity is characterized by the insistent drive to repress the wilful
interventions of the artist–author, and to put in their stead a set of procedures that
would, as it were, move nature to the page through a strict protocol. Daston and Galison

8 SeeMaxwell’s chapter on ‘Racial-type photographs in the colonial period’, in idem, op. cit. (1), pp. 21–47.
9 I draw on the history of photography in science by Kelley Wilder, Photography and Science, London:

Reaktion Books, 2009. For examples of attempts to develop photography as science see also Peter Geimer,
‘Fotografie als Wissenschaft’, Berichte zur Wissenschaftsgeschichte (2005) 28, pp. 114–122; and idem,
‘Picturing the black box: on blanks in nineteenth century paintings and photographs’, Science in Context
(2004) 17, pp. 467–501.
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emphasize that behind this form of objectivity stands a determination to remove the
personal tastes, commitments and ambitions of the human observer.

Martin’s anthropometric photography involves the use of machines to record data in
a more reliable way than by biased human observers. As will become apparent, the
qualities of mechanical objectivity capture central aspects of Martin’s photographic
method.

Yet Martin never claimed that photographs speak for themselves without interpret-
ation. Indeed, in certain senses he seems to approach what Daston and Galison refer to
as ‘trained vision’ – a form of objectivity that in the 1920s and 1930s increasingly
supplemented and succeeded mechanical objectivity. In this period, scientists increas-
ingly acknowledged the need to employ trained judgement in making and using images;
that is, seeing scientifically through an interpretative eye. Martin, I will show, recognized
that photography by necessity distorts its reproduced object. In this sense he indeed
departed from a naive form of mechanical objectivity. But he attempted to resolve this
distortion by way of a formula rather than by any form of trained vision.
Anthropologists in their sampling methods, however, employed trained judgement in
this period. In any case, these two notions situate Martin’s photography as a form of
mechanical objectivity that also involves elements of trained vision.10

The historical picture, however, is more complicated than this. On the one hand,
Martin’s anthropometric photography did not focus on visualization. In fact, in
developing anthropometric photography the expressed aim of Martin and his colleagues
was not so much to generate a corpus of racial ‘type’ photographs as to use the camera as
a measuring device. Indeed, in this sense, production of photographs was not even
viewed as an end in itself but as a means towards the generation of numerical data,
which, in turn, would be used for the generation of statistical tables for the study of
human and racial variation. What complicates the historical picture is the fact that in
addition to these expressed aims, or side by side with them, the historian cannot but
acknowledge the simultaneous existence of photographic practices that partook in and
in turn generated certain visual patterns that not only are incongruent with Martin’s
liberal self-perception but also stand in opposition to his written account. From our
contemporary perspective these practices appear astonishingly crude. The analysis of
Martin from the perspective of his photographic method and practice, therefore, reveals
a multifaceted, tension-riddled historical picture.

Martin’s importance for the history of science

As one of the earliest holders of a full professorship in anthropology in a German
university, Martin played a key role in the institutionalization of anthropology as an
academic discipline in Swiss, German and Austrian universities. One of the central aims

10 Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison,Objectivity, Brooklyn: Zone, 2007; as well as their earlier ‘The image
of objectivity’, Representations (1992) 40, pp. 81–128. Following Snyder’s line of thought, Josh Ellenbogen
has argued that Etienne-Jules Marey in fact attempted to visualize otherwise imperceptible events, unavailable
to the eye. Josh Ellenbogen, ‘Camera and mind’, Representations (2008) 101, pp. 86–115.
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of this article is to demonstrate that Martin gained his centrality not through theoretical
innovations, but rather socially and institutionally: through his building up of a network
of students and through his contribution to the standardization of anthropological
method and technique. Both activities occurred precisely during the years in which
physical anthropology developed into a recognized academic field.
By way of the network of students who employed his methods and who then became

prominent anthropologists, Martin was central to the development of the discipline in
the German context. He was a devoted teacher, and many of his doctoral students later
occupied professorships in German, Swiss and Austrian universities. Martin’s students
in Zürich included Bruno Oetteking, Theodor Mollison, Otto Schlaginhaufen, Jan
Czekonowski and Adolph H. Schultz; in Munich they included Walter Scheidt, Wilhelm
Gieseler and Karl Saller – a stable network, according to Uwe Hoßfeld, that held at least
up to 1978.11

But Martin also gained his centrality and scientific authority through standardizing
key elements of anthropological method and measuring techniques.12 This he ac-
complished through the introduction of standardized methods; the invention, improve-
ment and dissemination of anthropological instruments; and the publication of the single
most important German anthropological manual in the twentieth century: the Lehrbuch
der Anthropologie in systematischer Darstellung (Textbook of Physical Anthropology in
Systematic Presentation), the preparation of which lasted almost a decade. This book
first appeared in 1914, and in revised form in 1928, in 1957–1966 and in 1988, edited
byMartin, byMartin’s second wife Stephanie Oppenheim, by his student Karl Saller and
by Rainer Knußman respectively.13

Martin’s practical orientation was evident in his development of instruments and his
minute discussions of their uses, in his emphasis on scientific control, and in his many
references to specific instrument-makers.14 Examples include his improvement of the
standard Haartafel (hair-table) and Hauttafel (skin-table), which had been employed by
Eugen Fischer, Felix von Luschan and other prominent anthropologists. Martin claimed
that his eye-table was an improvement over Broca’s, which was insufficiently accurate,
and also over Bertillon’s, which he found to be too complicated. His anthropological
innovations were in use long after his death in 1925. In 1942, for instance, the eye

11 Uwe Hoßfeld, Geschichte der biologischen Anthropologie in Deutschland: Von den Anfängen bis in die
Nachkriegszeit, Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2005, p. 184.
12 See Hugentobler-Schwager, op. cit. (6), pp. 11, 53. Rudolf Martin, ‘Über einige neuere Instrumente und

Hilfsmittel für den anthropologischen Unterricht’, Correspondenz-Blatt der Deutschen Anthropologischen
Gesellschaft (1903) 34, pp. 127–132.
13 On the various editions see Hoßfeld, op. cit. (11), p. 182. Martin’s second wife was Jewish and survived

the concentration camp of Theresienstadt. On her see Schafft, op. cit. (4), p. 227. See also Gerfried
Ziegelmayer, ‘100 Jahre Anthropologie in München’, Würzburger medizinhistorische Mitteilungen (1987) 5,
p. 255. The 1957 revised edition appears as Karl Saller, Lehrbuch der Anthropologie. In systematischer
Darstellung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der anthropologischen Methoden. Begründet von Rudolf
Martin, 4 vols., Stuttgart: Gustav Fischer, 1957. The original appeared as Rudolf Martin, Lehrbuch der
Anthropologie. In systematischer Darstellung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der anthropologischen
Methoden. Für Studierende, Ärzte und Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer, 1914.
14 See also Martin, op. cit. (12), p. 131.
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colours of Jews from the Ghetto of Tarnow were noted according to Martin’s
Augentafel.15 Anthropologists still employ his measuring techniques today, albeit no
longer for living humans.

In both these aspects, the institutional centrality and the professionalization of method
and technique, there is some similarity between Martin and Franz Boas, Martin’s
contemporary and the founder of American cultural anthropology. Boas revolutionized
American anthropology by importing Virchow’s liberal German anthropological
tradition. As with Martin in Germany, virtually all of the most prominent American
anthropologists of the first half of the twentieth century (including Alfred Kroeber,
Robert Lowie, Ruth Benedict, Ruth Bunzel, Edward Sapir, Margaret Mead and Melville
Herskovits) had studied with Boas. Furthermore, Boas also played a major role in the
professionalization of anthropology, making mastery of language of the respective
studied groups and minimal linguistic education mandatory, as well as knowledge of
statistical methods.16 But while these similarities aid us in pinpointing the peculiar
nature of Martin’s historical significance, the differences between them are equally
important: Martin never turned to culture in the way that Boas did, nor did he explicitly
commit himself to an anti-racist and anti-anti-Semitic agenda. And while Boas and
Martin shared a similar international scientific ethos, Martin –with one important
exception that occurred during the First World War (and which we shall discuss
below) –was far more hesitant to counter nationalistic impulses by crossing over from
scientific discourse to the public domain.

I will demonstrate Martin’s significance for the standardization of anthropological
method and technique through his role in the standardization of anthropometric
photography. I will show that Martin demonstrated little interest in developing an
original form of anthropometric photography (as opposed to, for example, Galton).
Rather, he invested his energy, and was seminal, in transporting anthropometric
methods that to a great extent already existed in a different context (criminology) and for
quite different purposes (individual identification), adjusting and standardizing them for
anthropological purposes. His concrete aim, in this respect, was to produce a minute
protocol that could be followed by practising anthropologists and that guaranteed, he
believed, the generation of scientifically valid data.

The larger context of Martin’s endeavour to standardize method and technique is that
of the narrative of scientific progress, of rationality, and of internationality.
Standardization of technique was intended to create a unified international scientific
language, which would allow anthropologists of all nations to communicate with each

15 Schafft, op. cit. (4), p. 20. According to Schafft, head shots and naked body photographs were taken. She
does not indicate if these followed Martin’s anthropometric method.
16 See George W. Stocking Jr, ‘Franz Boas and the founding of the American Anthropological Association’,

American Anthropologist (1960) 62, pp. 1–17; idem, Race, Culture, and Evolution: Essays in the History of
Anthropology, New York: Free Press, 1967. Regna Darnell, And along Came Boas: Continuity and Revolution
in Americanist Anthropology, Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1998. See also Douglas Cole, Franz Boas: The
Early Years, 1858–1906, Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1999, particularly pp. 261–275. Elazar
Barkan, The Retreat of Scientific Racism: Changing Concepts of Race in Britain and the United States between
the World Wars, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.
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other based on agreed scientific conventions and procedures.17 The tension between the
internationalist and the nationalist impulses is integral to this chapter of the history of
science.
It is also an essential feature of Martin’s career and scientific ethos that he did

not develop his anthropometric method in isolation. Rather, and as I will show, he
improved his method in close collaboration with several of his students or former
students. Being at the forefront of the standardization of anthropological technique,
Martin was decisive in the process that professionalized the discipline, a process that
garnered scientific prestige for the field. In fact, one of the ironies of this history is that
Martin probably contributed to the scientific prestige of physical anthropology far more
than any non-academic advocate of white, Aryan, or Nordic superiority could ever hope
to have done.

Method and politics

Martin conceived of himself as an impartial scientist and adhered to the German liberal
anthropological tradition. According to later accounts, he was deeply committed to
humanist values and held a liberal outlook on life.18 But some of these later accounts
are themselves problematic, documents of a post-1945 pre-critical history of science.19

A major thread in the following account, therefore, pertains to the relationship between
Martin’s anthropology and its potential politicization. It is possible, in this respect, to
frame the following account through three alternative interpretations.
At one end of the spectrum we might find Uwe Hoßfeld. Hoßfeld belongs to a

younger and critical generation of historians of German anthropology and biology,
but nonetheless reiterated in 2005 the view, characteristic of earlier German scholarship,
that the fate of Martin’s method in Nazi Germany exemplifies the way a relatively
neutral method was ideologically abused.20 Somewhere within the spectrum we find
the interpretation, developed in a different context by American Austrian historian
of science Mitchell Ash, which argues that the relationship between science and
politics is essentially contingent, as science and politics serve as mutual resources for

17 Martin H. Geyer, ‘One language for the world: the metric system, international coinage, gold standard,
and the rise of internationalism, 1850–1900’, in Martin H. Geyer and Johannes Paulmann (eds.), The
Mechanics of Internationalism: Culture, Society, and Politics from the 1840s to the First World War, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2001, pp. 57–69. On standardization of time in the English context (at more or less
the same time asMartin’s attempt to standardize anthropological technique) see David Rooney and James Nye,
‘“Greenwich Observatory time for the public benefit”: standard time and Victorian networks of regulation’,
BJHS (2009) 42, pp. 5–30 (notes 2 and 3 on p. 6 discuss literature on the history of the standardization of time
as well as additional aspects of standardization).
18 See Ziegelmayer, op. cit. (13), p. 256. Martin’s motto was, ‘tolerance is the first step to inner freedom’.

See his son’s description: Kurt Martin, ‘Rudolf Martin und die Kunst’, Anthropologischer Anzeiger (1965) 27
(2), 3–4, pp. 246–251 (quotation on p. 251). Hugentobler-Schwager, op. cit. (6), pp. 49, 82.
19 Benoit Massin, ‘Anthropologie und Humangenetik im Nationalsozialismus oder: Wie schreiben deutsche

Wissenschaftler ihre eigene Wissenschaftsgeschichte?’, in Heidrun Kaupen-Haas and Christian Saller (eds.),
Wissenschaftlicher Rassismus. Analysen einer Kontinuität in den Human-Naturwissenschaften, Frankfurt am
Main: Campus, 1999, p. 12.
20 Hoßfeld, op. cit. (11), p. 307.
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each other.21 A third interpretation, at the other end of the spectrum, developed in a
historical context closer to that of Martin’s contributions to anthropology than Ash’s to
the history of science, is that of French statistician and historian of statistics Alain
Desrosières. Desrosières argues with regard to Francis Galton and Karl Pearson, the
founders of eugenics who made major contributions to modern statistics, that their
method (biometrics) cannot be separated from their political model (eugenics). That is,
the relationship between the two is necessary.22

Martin affords a particularly interesting and complex case in this context. Unlike
Galton or Pearson in England, and unlike the generation of anthropologists and
geneticists that succeeded him, including Eugen Fischer, Egon von Eickstedt, and Otto
Reche in Germany, Martin was distant from nationalist, racist and anti-Semitic views.
Hoßfeld’s interpretation, neatly separating a ‘neutral’ method from its ‘ideological
abuse’, simplifies the relationship between the anthropological method and the social
and political grounds on which it was developed and implemented, grounds that
underwent deep transformations in the first decades of the twentieth century. Martin did
not conceive of scientific photography in the same way as did Hans F.K. Günther, the
most prominent writer on race in the Weimar and Nazi periods. But nothing in Martin’s
method prevented Günther in the 1930s from using Martin’s materials or adopting
Martin’s method to further his own goals.23 Martin died before the Nazis rose to power,
but after Günther’s influential publications had already appeared in print. Their times
and careers, therefore, do overlap.

Desrosières’s interpretation, too, is of only partial help. Unlike Galton and Pearson,
whose science and politics Desrosières likens to two closely connected pillars standing at
the foundation of one project, Martin had no equivalent political agenda and it is not
clear how he viewed science to be related to politics or vice versa. While he probably had
no desire that his method be politicized, he nevertheless made no attempt to restrain its
political use through the introduction of checks or qualifications.

Ash’s interpretation, according to which science and politics stand in a mutual,
dynamic and contingent relationship, leaves unresolved the question whether there is an
inherent relationship between Martin’s anthropological method and its politicization or
whether it was merely coopted by a younger, more politically motivated, generation of
anthropologists. Nonetheless, for the complex historical relationship between Martin’s
physical anthropology and the uses to which it was put it seems that Ash affords the most
differentiated analytical framework.

21 Mitchell G. Ash, ‘Wissenschaft und Politik als Ressourcen für einander’, in Rüdiger vom Bruch and
Brigitte Kaderas (eds.),Wissenschaften undWissenschaftspolitik. Bestandsaufnahme zu Formationen, Brüchen
und Kontinuitäten im Deutschland des 20. Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2002, pp. 32–51. In a later
article Ash complicates his argument, questioning the very possibility of differentiating between ‘science’ and
‘politics’ as separate and autonomous domains. See Mitchell G. Ash, ‘Wissenschaftswandlungen und politische
Umbrüche im 20. Jahrhundert –was hatten sie miteinander zu tun?’, in Rüdiger vom Bruch, Uta Gerhardt and
Aleksandra Pawliczek (eds.), Kontinuitäten und Diskontinuitäten in der Wissenschaftsgeschichte des 20.
Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2006, pp. 19–37.
22 Alain Desrosières, The Politics of Large Numbers: A History of Statistical Reasoning (tr. Camille Naish),

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998.
23 Hoßfeld, op. cit. (11), p. 228.
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The use of his method by his students exacerbates the inherent tension between
Martin’s method and its politicization. His students include Theodor Mollison, Josef
Mengele’s supervisor in Munich in the mid-1930s – the same Mengele who later
conducted murderous experiments in Auschwitz-Birkenau. In 1904 Mollison conducted
measurements on Herero prisoners during what is now recognized as the first genocide
of the twentieth century.24 Mollison took a keen interest in photography and played a
key role in the development of Martin’s photographic method. Rudolf Pöch, another
student of Martin and one who enjoyed close cooperation with him, entered the debate
on anthropometric photography following studies he conducted on prisoners of war
during the First World War. When viewed from the perspective of anthropological
praxis, therefore, the distinction between the ‘liberal’ and the ‘anti-humanist’,
entrenched in recent scholarship, is somewhat destabilized.
Nevertheless, employing the perspective of praxis, in this article I argue that the core

development of anthropometric photography comprises a specific form of inner-
scientific progression that was to a great extent independent of politics. The progress of
anthropometric photography is not a history of major differences of opinion, contrasting
value systems, or conflicting versions of science. Rather, it was tied to technical
considerations and questions of scientific control, and particularly to the question of
how to produce scientifically valid photographs. In using the term ‘progression’, I refer
to scientific progression as viewed by the scientists involved at the time. I will employ
Marcelo Dascal’s typology of polemic exchanges to characterize the specific form of
exchange between Martin and his contemporaries. Dascal differentiates between
‘discussion’, which is a polemical exchange whose object is a well-circumscribed topic
or object; a ‘controversy’, which begins with a specific problem but spreads to additional
problems and disagreements, such as questions of methodology; and finally a ‘dispute’,
which is a disagreement that may appear to revolve around a well-defined object but in
fact turns upon differences of attitude, feelings, or preferences.25 I will show that the
polemical exchange between Martin and his colleagues was local and specified and did
not involve major epistemological, methodological or ontological differences of value.
The notion of politics that underlies my analysis is not that of left and right but a

more comprehensive and subtle one. Every science that studies nature may have
political implications if its respective categories of classification and explanation have
an (implicit or explicit) effect on society. In this sense, any science that deals directly
with humans possesses perforce (implicitly or explicitly) a political aspect. Physical
anthropology, the discipline of which anthropometric photography formed a part,
was based on the assumption that in order to study the natural history of the human
species it was necessary to study its different manifestations, subdivided into ‘races’.

24 Michael Berenbaum and Abraham J. Peck (eds.), The Holocaust and History: The Known, the
Unknown, the Disputed, and the Reexamined, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998, p. 121; Allan D.
Cooper, The Geography of Genocide, Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2009, p. 153. See also
Annette Hoffmann (ed.), What We See: Reconsidering the Anthropometrical Collection from Southern Africa:
Images, Voices, and Versioning, Basel: Basler Afrika Bibliographien, 2009, pp. 7, 56.
25 Marcelo Dascal, ‘Types of polemics and types of polemical moves’, in Harjeet Singh Gill and Giovanni

Manetti (eds.), Signs and Signification, vol. 2, New Delhi: Bahri, 2000, pp. 127–150.
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This natural-scientific version of anthropology was established as a recognized
academic field only after the differentiation – in Germany associated with the work of
Wilhelm Dilthey, Georg Simmel and particularly Wilhelm Windelband and Heinrich
Rickert – between the methods employed in the study of culture (idiographic) and the
study of nature (nomothetic).26

The history of anthropometric photography cannot be separated, at least not in
any non-reductive way, from the social and the political sphere. German physical
anthropology viewed itself as a descriptive science (as opposed to a hypothetical one).
‘Race’, however, was a signifier that was already widespread in the nineteenth century,
the meanings of which until at least the end of the nineteenth century were rather diverse.
Race joined other biological terms of art in use within anthropology in functioning as
a metaphorical link joining science and society in a shared discourse. Biologists
and cultural anthropologists drew upon this category in an effort to make their work
more scientific, that is to say more precisely descriptive. By doing so their work
legitimated racial distinctions by underlining their allegedly real existence in ‘nature’.
The anthropological discourse of race exemplifies, in this sense, the ‘looping effect’ of
science; that is, the fact that scientific categories of classification may have a constitutive
social effect.27 The knowledge that this science produced was deeply infused with the
language of race as a biological category, its categories and its signifiers. As a result, it
reorganized the social field of inquiry, racializing individuals, groups and social and
political questions.

It is clear, therefore, that Martin’s ideas on race are indispensable for the analysis of
this particular chapter in the history of anthropological photography. Martin’s ideas on
race underwent no significant change throughout his career. In an 1899 article, he
argued that spiritual and moral capabilities were no less inherited than physical ones and
that each race exhibited a specific degree of intelligence, abilities and tendencies. Despite

26 On the wider context of the emergence of the nomothetic/idiographic distinction see Klaus Christian
Köhnke, The Rise of Neo-Kantianism: German Academic Philosophy between Idealism and Positivism,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991. The most important publications here includeWilhelm Dilthey,
Introduction to the Human Sciences: An Attempt to Lay a Foundation for the Study of Society and History,
Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1988; Georg Simmel, Essays on Interpretation in Social Science,
Manchester: Rowman and Littlefield, 1979; Wilhelm Windelband, Geschichte und Naturwissenschaft, 3rd
edn, Strassburg: Heitz, 1904; Heinrich Rickert, The Limits of Concept Formation in Natural Science: A Logical
Introduction to the Historical Sciences (Abridged Edition), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986. In
this context Zimmerman’s statement that ‘the very idea, common to anthropologists and their humanist critics
alike, that non-Europeans were objects of natural science rather than of history was an artifact of nineteenth-
century imperialism’ is only partially correct. The difference was located on a higher plane, viz. in the
controversy between proponents of the view that the study of culture necessitated methods distinct from those
of the natural sciences and proponents of the view that humans are part of nature and should be studied with
natural-scientific methods. At least in principle, Martin and his colleagues employed the same natural-scientific
methods for the study of their own compatriots. Quotation from Zimmerman, op. cit. (2), p. 240.
27 Ian Hacking, ‘The looping effects of human kinds’, in Dan Sperber, David Premack and Ann Premack

(eds.), Causal Cognition: A Multidisciplinary Debate, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996, pp. 351–383.
Specifically with regard to race and eugenics see Simon Szreter, Fertility, Class and Gender in Britain 1860–
1940, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976. For the German context see Paul Weindling, Health,
Race and German Politics between National Unification and Nazism, 1870–1947, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989.
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actual mixture between peoples, Martin insisted, these tendencies remained within the
genotype – giving the Jews as an example.28 The anthropological task was urgent,
Martin believed, because human types were on the verge of extinction.29 And it could
not be performed without recognition of the racial substratum.30

Race, therefore, was integral to anthropology as a discipline in the natural sciences,
but not as its organizing principle.31 In the first part of his Lehrbuch, Martin defined
elementary anthropological concepts and terms such as ‘kind’, ‘variety’, ‘type’, and
‘feature complex’ (Merkmalkomplex), and classified human races based on the schemes
of Ernst Haeckel and Joseph Deniker. While he insisted that racial differences were
prevalent already at birth, when compared with apes human proportions were
nonetheless entirely specific.
Finally, the relationship between anthropology and politics can be further

specified within the changing German context. Already by 1918, following a defeat
in the war which left German society with unfulfilled ambitions of domination in
Europe and in competition with the colonial powers, and until Germany’s ultimate
defeat in 1945, ‘race’ (along with increasingly deterministic notions of ‘race’) was
reconfigured into a solution to social and political questions. Hence the scientific study
of ‘race’ in this period interlocked with German political and military aspirations. In
Ash’s terms, sciences of race increasingly served as a political resource and a growing
number of scientists viewed their scientific vocation as inseparable from their political
outlook.

Martin and the standardization of anthropological method

Martin made use of photography throughout his entire career. Two different forms of
photography and at least three stages in Martin’s development of anthropometric
photography can be discerned. Martin utilized photography for a number of purposes,
but his discussion of photography centred on its standardization as a measuring device.
In the following pages I reconstruct his major uses of photography, but my analysis
centres on the anthropometric method. I will show that Martin’s contributions to
anthropometric photography did not derive from a particular interest in photography as
such, but from a more general conclusion, which he arrived at during his early fieldwork,
that anthropological measurement was scientifically worthless and was in dire need of
standardization. Martin’s scientific goals did not change, but, following objections
levelled against his method by other anthropologists, he was forced to modify and
sharpen his method and practice.

28 Hugentobler-Schwager, op. cit. (6), p. 87.
29 Martin, op. cit. (7), p. 19.
30 Martin, op. cit. (7), p. 17. Martin criticizes as ‘dilettante’ and unscientific (unwissenschaftlich) certain

studies of skulls, denying that nationality can ever be deduced from skull shape.
31 OnMartin’s earlier work concerning race see Hugentobler-Schwager, op. cit. (6), pp. 3, 10, 11. It should

also be noted that Martin never cited exponents of Aryan or Nordic superiority such as Arthur de Gobineau or
Houston Stewart Chamberlain even in the ‘historical overview’ of his 1914 Lehrbuch, op. cit. (13).
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Pre-anthropometric photography

Martin’s concern with measuring techniques originated from his experience of
fieldwork. In his 1893 study in the ‘Feuerland’ (Tierra del Fuego, a group of islands at
the southernmost tip of South America), which was based on measurements of several
individuals, and his 1896 study of the skulls of old Patagonians, Martin noted
deficiencies and inaccuracies in the then-current measuring techniques. Subsequently,
from 1899 to 1904 he laboured to improve measuring devices and methods for
fieldworkers and their professionalized application, thereby transforming contemporary
anthropology.32

In his 1905 inaugural address as full professor at Zürich University, in which he
outlined his anthropological credo, Martin explained the logic behind his usage of
measuring devices, such as cameras, for anthropological work. He noted that in many
publications statistical generalizations were made on the basis of very few cases. Worse
still, measurements were based on imprecise methods so that even the small sample was
itself inaccurate. Martin claimed that the human eye often failed in precisely those cases
in which differences were minute or difficult to discern. Thus the introduction of precise
instruments to replace the eye was necessary: ‘where the eye and language can no longer
grasp, there measurement is of technical help’.33 In line with Daston and Galison’s
notion of ‘mechanical objectivity’, this conception of the advantage of the instrument
over the eye was at the core of Martin’s efforts to invent, produce and disseminate a
number of measuring instruments. Instruments could also contribute to ‘training the
senses through subtle observation of details’.34 The logic underlying Martin’s con-
ception of photography was that devices are the means by which observation gained
control.35 Martin believed that anthropometric photography was not a means of
visualization of racial differences, but rather a tool by which to generate visual data,
which could then be transformed into valid statistics.

Instruments, Martin repeatedly stated, should be not only precise but also inexpensive,
and sufficiently simple to operate to facilitate their widespread usage. These con-
siderations were, inMartin’s view, closely related to scientific control. As he asked, ‘what
is the use of the measurement of thousands of skulls if each researcher chooses different
points [Messpunkte] and uses different instruments?’36 Only standardization of method
and technique would allow anthropologists throughout the world to share their findings
as an international community of scientists, and thereby transform anthropology into a
creditable science. Indeed, Martin’s Lehrbuch attempted to achieve precisely this form of
standardization, being far more a manual than a research monograph. For Martin
originality appears to have been unimportant in comparison to the more pressing task of
creating a community of scientists employing the same methods and techniques.

32 Karl Saller, ‘Rudolf Martin’, Münchener medizinische Wochenschrift, 7 August 1925, p. 1343.
33 Martin, op. cit. (7), pp. 14–15. See also idem, op. cit. (12), pp. 127–132.
34 Martin, op. cit. (7), p. 24.
35 Martin, op. cit. (7), p. 24.
36 Martin, op. cit. (7), p. 15. For a fascinating account of the methodological and ideological controversy

over the measurement of the skull in the German context see Zimmerman, op. cit. (2), pp. 86–107.
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In a strict sense, therefore, Martin’s use of photography in publications prior to his
1914 Lehrbuch was not anthropometric. In a comprehensive book on the inhabitants of
the Malaysian islands published in 1905, Martin employed photography extensively and
systematically. His uses of photography in this book were varied. To begin with,
photographs were used in order to reproduce cultural objects such as costumes,
embroidery, or cultural artefacts produced by members of the studied groups. Most
artefacts were photographed laid on the ground or another flat and neutral surface,
thereby removed from their cultural context (see Figure 1). Scientific control played no
role in this use of photography.37 But in this book Martin also included ‘racial type’
photographs (photographs of racial specimens for the illustration of specific racial types)
of young women, teenage females or males, naked from the waist up, depicted facing the
camera either frontally or in full profile.38 In an ethnographic rather than anthro-
pological vein, individuals were also photographed in their ethnic dress against a neutral
background. After this early publication, however, Martin showed no interest in
photography for the study of culture and limited his discussion to anthropometric
photography designed to generate statistical information.

Figure 1. This image shows how photography was employed for the reproduction of material
culture. Rudolf Martin, Die Inlandstämme der Malayischen Halbinsel: wissenschaftliche
Ergebnisse einer Reise durch die Vereinigten malayischen Staaten, Jena: Gustav Fischer, 1905,
p. 683.

37 Rudolf Martin, ‘Körperbedeckung und Schmuck’, in idem, Die Inlandstämme der Malayischen
Halbinsel: wissenschaftliche Ergebnisse einer Reise durch die Vereinigten malayischen Staaten, Jena: Gustav
Fischer, 1905, pp. 680–720.
38 Martin, op. cit. (37).
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Anthropometric photography, 1905–1914

The second stage in the development of Martin’s photographic method also marks
the advent of his use of anthropometric photography. This stage began in his 1905
inaugural address at Zürich University and culminated in the section on photography in
his 1914 Lehrbuch. The core of the discussion on anthropometric photography
consisted of minute technical protocol. Following the demise of physical anthropology
as a science of contemporary human diversity, such protocol might today seem
somewhat tedious; nevertheless, the particulars are indispensable for its interpretation.

In 1910, as Martin was already working on the Lehrbuch, his student Theodor
Mollison systematized the use of photography for the measurement of human
proportions.39 Mollison stressed that photographs could serve as anthropometric
measurement only if executed with strict control.40 At the same time, Mollison argued
that photography afforded no parallel projection: by definition it distorted the
reproduced object. Mollison described different forms of distortion (Fehler) caused by
angle, distance, and size of object – points later repeated almost verbatim by Martin. He
emphasized that this distortion is greater than had been previously estimated (Figure 2).
His discussion did not disqualify photography from scientific usage, but rather indicated
the flaws that need to be corrected in order to ensure its scientific validity.

In his text, Mollison provided a detailed account of attempts to study human
proportions throughout the history of art.41 He linked this history to debates over the
geometric approach versus the use of perspective in anatomical drawings. According to
its proponents, perspective supplemented metric data, providing invaluable morpho-
logical insights. According to geometricians, however, perspective precluded the
comparison of measurements.42 Mollison attempted to bring together the geometric
and the perspectivist approaches. Conceptually, such an attempt was destined to fail, but
it contributed to the solidification of a certain visual code, exemplified in the concept of
the ‘proportionate model’ (Proportionsfigur). Proportionate figures were three-dimen-
sional dummies that were produced from photographs in order to produce measure-
ments that would generate statistical data. Mollison used a picture previously published
in Martin’s 1905 book as an example of the proportionate model (Figure 3). Mollison
warned that although such proportionate models were necessary for deriving ‘types’,
measurements made from models were imprecise.43 Nonetheless, despite distortions,
photographs had the advantage over living material: measurements could be executed
under strict control.44

Martin incorporated Mollison’s discussion of the distortion involved in anthropo-
metric photography into his Lehrbuch – a manual intended, as indicated by the subtitle

39 Theodor Mollison, ‘Die Verwendung der Photographie für die Messung der Körperproportionen des
Menschen’, Archiv für Anthropologie (1910) 37, pp. 305–321.
40 Mollison, op. cit. (39), p. 305.
41 Mollison, op. cit. (39), p. 314.
42 Frank Spencer, ‘Some notes on the attempt to apply photography to anthropometry during the second

half of the nineteenth century’, in Edwards, op. cit. (1), p. 103. See also Maxwell, op. cit. (1), pp. 29–35.
43 Mollison, op. cit. (39), pp. 317–318.
44 Mollison, op. cit. (39), p. 321.
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of the book, for students, physicians, and travelling scholars. In this practically oriented
book, Martin presents photography as a form of anthropological reproduction,
alongside drawing (Zeichnung), measurement and description, and statistics. Reproduc-
tion could be pictorial (bildlich) or plastic and, accordingly, the representation was either
two-dimensional or corporal (körperlich).45 Only few drawings, according to Martin,
could compete with photographic reproduction.46 In this book Martin employs
photography also for the demonstration of measurement (Figure 4) accompanied by
diagrams with exact measurement points (Figure 5).
From 1914 Martin’s discussions of photography were limited to anthropometrics.

Racial type photographs and photographs of cultural artefacts, however, did not

Figure 2. Mollison’s discussion emphasized the forms of photographic distortion which, based on
meticulous control, had to be corrected. Theodor Mollison, ‘Die Verwendung der Photographie
für die Messung der Körperproportionen des Menschen’, Archiv für Anthropologie (1910) 37,
p. 307.

45 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 34.
46 Saller, op. cit. (13), vol. 1, p. 150. Saller’s 1957 edition of the Lehrbuch opens the discussion of

photography with the statement that for anthropology, photography has become an indispensable tool
(unentbehrliches Hilfsmittel). Saller claims that the photographic method was improved by Martin, Mollison
and Pöch. The illustrations of anthropometric photographs are now drawn from Martin’s 1925
Anthropometrie (pp. 158, 161). The section on photography is longer and, in addition to racial
classification, now includes discussion of the use of photography for paternity tests as well as photographs of
the eyes, inner-oral photographs, and close photography of the skin (pp. 164 –167).
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disappear from his book (Figure 6). Martin’s highly specialized discussion was not
intended for the general reader. His method is designed to ensure the least possible
distortion in photographs, by addressing the angle fromwhich the photograph is taken.47

Figure 3. Through the development of proportionate figures, three-dimensional dummies that
were produced from photographs, measurements could be made and statistical data could be
generated. Theodor Mollison, ‘Die Verwendung der Photographie für die Messung der
Körperproportionen des Menschen’, Archiv für Anthropologie (1910) 37, p. 315.

47 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 34.
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Martin was not the first to develop such a method. Already in the late 1860s, British
biologist Thomas Henry Huxley and anthropologist J.H. Lamprey developed a system of
performing scientific measurements directly on the photographs, but these endeavours
ultimately failed.48Martin was not a naive realist with regard to photography. He did not
believe that the camera reproduced an exact ‘parallel projection’ of reality, realizing that
objects farther away from the negative appeared smaller. In response to Mollison’s
discussion of photography’s distortion, Martin stressed that the bigger the distance
between the object and the negative, the smaller the distortion; the bigger the distance,
however, the smaller the image. To be useful for scientific research, the image must
maintain aminimal size,Martin stressed, enabled by using a negative of amaximal size.49

Martin stressed that few current photographs in the anthropological literature were
scientifically useful.50 To secure control, anthropologists must provide the exact distance
between the object and the negative. He provided a table with object size, distance from

Figure 4. In his anthropological manual Martin employed photographs for the demonstration of
properly executed measurement. Rudolf Martin, Lehrbuch der Anthropologie. In systematischer
Darstellung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der anthropologischen Methoden. Für Studierende,
Ärzte und Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer, 1914, p. 135.

48 Spencer, op. cit. (42), pp. 99–106.
49 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 34.
50 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 35.
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camera, angle and negative plate size, and then specified appropriate kinds and
manufacturers of camera, sizes of plate, kinds of lens, aperture, and light conditions,
referring the reader to a 1909 publication by Bertillon and Chevrin for particulars
(although he insisted on modifying some of Bertillon’s specifications).51

The best anthropological photographs, Martin stressed, were of living persons, naked
when possible. Photographs should be taken from front and sides, and preferably from
the back as well.52 He offered specific instructions for execution, including angles, height
and the form of gaze of the individual being photographed. His aim was to transport the

Figure 5. Martin employed diagrams to standardize head measurement technique. Rudolf Martin,
Lehrbuch der Anthropologie. In systematischer Darstellung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der
anthropologischen Methoden. Für Studierende, Ärzte und Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer,
1914, p. 126.

51 Martin, op. cit. (13), pp. 35–37.
52 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 34.
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accuracy of the scientific laboratory to the field, and to this end he developed a
transportable ‘kit’ of instruments.
Martin’s anthropometric method was designed for the study of distinct human groups

or races. Bertillon, by contrast, had developed his method for the identification of
individual recidivist offenders. But Bertillon’s method provided the instruments,
practices and epistemic underpinning for Martin’s work. While the ends differed,
interlocked with different statistical methods, Martin’s practices can be seen as an
extension of Bertillon’s.
Martin provided minute instructions on various practical aspects of photography.

He described, for example, how to avoid confusion between plates, how to study the
asymmetries of anthropological objects, how to create neutral photographic back-
ground, and how to avoid reflection on the glass.53 He also provided detailed instruction
on how to photograph objects, such as cubes, that have volume. All these instructions
were aimed at avoiding direct errors (direkte Fehler) that might lead anthropologists to
misinterpret photographs. Martin provided particularly detailed instructions on how to
photograph skulls. In no way, he stressed, were photographs to be retouched.54

Martin spent far more time on practical descriptions of his method and technique,
including the direction of the gaze of the photographed subject and the avoidance of
blinding by strong lighting, than on an epistemic attempt to justify them in comparison
with others. He discussed Röntgen’s and Galton’s competing methods only briefly,

Figure 6. Although Martin developed photography primarily for anthropometric purposes, ‘type’
photographs and photographic reproduction of material objects did not disapear from his
publications. Rudolf Martin, Lehrbuch der Anthropologie. In systematischer Darstellung mit
besonderer Berücksichtigung der anthropologischen Methoden. Für Studierende, Ärzte und
Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer, 1914, p. 740.

53 Martin, op. cit. (13), pp. 38–39.
54 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 39.
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towards the end of the photographic section, ostensibly in order to undermine their
scientific validity. His discussion of Röntgen’s work emphasized its distortions in terms
of size, absence of characters, and disproportions.55 Similarly, Martin rejected Galton’s
composite method, first of all because of the sheer amount of control it required
and, second, because he questioned whether the composite equals a middle-image
(Mittelbild), as even the smallest differences in lighting might cause a deviation in the
complete composite (Gesamteindruck).

The standardization of anthropometric photography, 1915–1925

Photography played a key role in the anthropological studies carried out on prisoners of
war in German and Austrian camps during the First World War. The use of
photography in these studies was based to a large extent on Martin’s method and, in
turn, also brought about certain modifications in anthropometric method.56 The goals
of such photography were already articulated in the Lehrbuch, but in the period between
the book’s publication in 1914 and up until his final publication in the field in 1925,
Martin revised his method in light of discussions with other anthropologists.

One large anthropological study of prisoners of war was undertaken by Austrian
anthropologist Rudolf Pöch, Wilhelm Doegen (an associate of Berlin psychologist
Carl Stumpf) and prominent ethnologist and anthropologist Felix von Luschan.
American historian Andrew Evans has studied this project within the framework of
the postcolonial history of photography, and has emphasized the repressive power
and the inherent forms of social control it entailed. Evans examined the racialization of
the enemy in the war context – the concretization of the concept of ‘race’ as part of the
construction of the wartime identity of the Central Powers.57 He showed how the
racialization of non-European soldiers was followed by the racialization of the European
enemies of the Central Powers. He further analysed the political implications of these
studies of various peoples, and the complex situation of Jews therein.58 Jews, along with

55 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 41.
56 Andrew D. Evans, ‘Capturing race: anthropology in German and Austrian prisoner-of-war camps during

World War I’, in Eleanor M. Hight and Gary D. Sampson (eds.), Colonialist Photography: Imag(in)ing Race
and Place, London: Routledge, 2002. Margit Berner, ‘From prisoner of war studies to proof of paternity: racial
anthropology and the measuring of “Others” in Austria’, in Marius Turda and Paul Julian Weindling (eds.),
Blood and Homeland: Eugenics and Racial Nationalism in Central and Southeast Europe, 1900–1940,
Budapest: Central European University Press, 2006, pp. 41–54. The POW studies were later lauded as the first
comprehensive application of the Lehrbuch. Throughout his work Pöch refined the system used for descriptive
observations such as the shape of the eyes, nose and lips. Based on photographs, morphological traits were
grouped into series and types and hierarchically classified. See Margit Berner, ‘Race and physical anthropology
in interwar Austria’, forthcoming.
57 Evans, op. cit. (56), pp. 226, 229, 336. The format of profile and frontal views forced the body of the

prisoner into a prearranged position, its agency taken away, based on methods from criminal photography.
Doegen included photographs in his Unter fremden Völkern. Eine neue Völkerkunde, Berlin: Verlag für Politik
und Wirtschaft, 1925.
58 Evans, op. cit. (56), p. 250. The racialization of Jews occurred primarily through classification, by

viewing Jews as a separate category. See Rudolf Pöch, ‘Bericht über die von der Wiener Anthropologischen
Gesellschaft in den K.u.K. Kriegsgefangenenlagern veranlaßten Studien’, Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen
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Russians and non-whites (but not English or French), were objects in this project. In
the context of the history of scientific photography, it is interesting to note that
anthropologists using anthropometric methods cooperated with artists in this project.
Artist Hermann Struck, later famous for his drawings of Eastern European Jewish types,
worked together with Luschan in the observation of prisoners of war.59 Struck was an
orthodox German Jew who was also committed to Zionism as well as to German
nationalism. Racialization was not only or always externally imposed.
The inner-scientific dialectic involved in the development of scientific photography can

be seen again in the specific form of scientific debate fired by the anthropological POW
project. The debate involved several writers and branched out in several directions.60

The fiercest discussion, which took place between Martin’s Zürich student Otto
Schlaginhaufen and R. Neuhauß, touched on questions of authorship and the limitations
of the photographic method. Schlaginhaufen emphasized that photography was merely a
tool for reproduction of reality and eschewed expectations that he believed photography
could not possibly fulfil. He was willing to grant that in certain specific situations the
observation of a photograph was preferable to that of a living being, but he found almost
mystical the belief that photographic observation could replace living observation. He
was opposed to the comparison of types derived from photographs, which he viewed as
subjective.
Evans interprets as subjective and far from empirical the process of selection of

individuals as ‘typical’ specimens to be photographed. But in light of the definitions of
the two forms of objectivity presented above, ‘mechanical objectivity’ and ‘trained
vision’, anthropologists and artists could certainly be interpreted as practising a form of
the latter. Evans is correct, however, in stressing that the selection process in effect
created the categories of respective racial ‘types’.61

Another branch of the POW debate over anthropometric photography stemmed from
Rudolf Pöch’s suggestions for the modification of the standard method. Pöch, a devout

Gesellschaft Wien (1918) 48(1), pp. 146, 148, 149, 150: Bergjuden, Karaite, a Jew from Petrowkow, a Jew
from Kiev – the similarity between Jews and Gypsies. In the second section of the article, Pöch deals with
Martin’s photographic method directly, particularly with the issue of control.
59 Evans, op. cit. (56), pp. 235, 247. Evans shows that the exchange between Luschan and Struck

negotiated the representation of typicality in drawings as compared to photographs. Struck published with
Arnold Zweig the study of eastern Jewish portraits asDas ostjüdische Antlitz, Berlin: Welt, 1920. This book is
now available in English as Arnold Zweig, The Face of East European Jewry (ed. and tr. Noah Isenberg),
Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004. His etchings of prisoners of war were published as Hermann
Struck, Kriegsgefangene: Hundert Steinzeichnungen von Hermann Struck mit Begleitworten von F. von
Luschan; ein Beitrag zur Völkerkunde im Weltkriege, mit Genehmigung des Königlichen Kriegsministeriums,
Berlin: Deimer, 1916.
60 See Otto Schlaginhaufen, ‘Die Stellung der Photographie in der anthropologischen Methodik und die

Pygmänfrage in Neuguinea’, Zeitschrift für Ethnologie (1915) 47, pp. 53–58. R. Neuhauß, ‘Die Pygmänfrage
in Neuguinea’, Zeitschrift für Ethnologie (1914) 46, pp. 753–754.
61 Evans, op. cit. (2), pp. 160–161. Margaret Olin discusses in similar terms the identification of types of

artworks as well as racial types during First World War studies of POWs by prominent art historian Rudolph
Goldschmidt. See Margaret Olin, ‘Jews among the peoples: visual archives in German prison camps during the
Great War’, in Reinhard Johler, Christian Marchetti and Monique Scheer (eds.), Doing Anthropology in
Wartime and War Zones: World War I and the Cultural Sciences in Europe, Bielefeld: Trascript, 2010,
pp. 255–278, esp. 267–271.
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social democrat, was by training a medical doctor who had completed his Habilitation
dissertation with Martin. In 1913 he had been appointed associate professor in the
University of Vienna, and in 1915 he had helped initiate the Austrian study of prisoners
of war.62 Pöch, who worked closely with anthropologist and ethnologist Luschan, had
on an earlier medical expedition to India showed a great interest in photography. He
relied on Martin’s method but, following his own field experience, appealed for
modifications, including changes to the sizes of plates and the addition of a third, semi-
profile, angle, which he believed should be obligatory.63 As previously mentioned, in
response to Mollison’s criticism Martin had insisted on the use of large plates in order to
minimize photographic distortion. Pöch, however, wished to allow the use of smaller-
format cameras because they were cheaper and easier to operate. Pöch also claimed that
a third angle, in addition to the two required by Martin’s method, should be mandatory.
Martin responded by defending his method, claiming that with smaller plates details
could not be observed. In response to the angle requirement, however, Martin developed
a turntable (Drehscheibe) that enabled the camera to move around the photographed
person in order to allow photographs to be taken from several fixed angles without
having to move the subject. Martin incorporated these modifications in later
publications.64 Thus Martin secured his method and his scientific authority by
incorporating Pöch’s criticism.65

Another debate in which Martin took part sheds light on the anthropometric debate
and consolidates his liberal political view. According to historian of science Ash, already
before the outbreak of the First World War a certain tension could be identified between
the oft-repeated statements of scientists that science is by definition universally valid, and
hence necessarily an international endeavour, and scientific competition along national
lines.66 According to the typology of polemic argument noted above, this exchange is
closer to a controversy than to a debate. It may have begun with a specific problem, but it
spread to additional problems and disagreements, concerning both values and
methodology. At the height of the war, Martin responded to claims made both in

62 On Pöch (and particularly in the context of von Luschan’s career and the establishment of the
anthropological society in Vienna) see Maria Teschler-Nicola, ‘Felix von Luschan und die Wiener
Anthropologische Gesellschaft’, in Peter Ruggendorfer (ed.), Felix von Luschan (1854–1924). Leben eines
Universalgelehrten, Vienna: Böhlau, 2009, pp. 66–74. On Pöch in the context of the history of anthropology in
Austia see also Karl Pusman, Die ‘Wissenschaften vom Menschen’ auf Wiener Boden (1870–1959), Vienna:
Lit, 2008, p. 74.
63 Evans, op. cit. (56), p. 231.
64 Rudolf Martin, ‘Anthropometrie’, in A. Gottstein, A. Schlossmann and A. Teleky (eds.), Handbuch der

Sozialen Hygiene und Gesundheitsfürsorge, Berlin: Lehmanns, 1925, pp. 256–301.
65 See also Schlaginhaufen, op. cit. (60), pp. 53–38. Rudolf Martin, ‘Anthropologische Untersuchungen an

Kriegsgefangenen’, Die Umschau 1915 (19). Pöch emphasized the advantages of the war situation and the
readily available prisoners for scientific observation. See his ‘Anthropologische Studien an Kriegsgefangenen’,
Die Umschau (1916) 20, pp. 988–991. In his response, Martin emphasized the need for control in order to
enable comparison of materials collected by distinct teams. ‘Anthropologische Studien an Kriegsgefangenen’,
Die Umschau (1916) 20, p. 1027.
66 Ash, op. cit. (21), p. 35. For a recent volume on the subject see Ralph Jessen and Jakob Vogel (eds.),

Wissenschaft und Nation in der europäischen Geschichte, Frankfurt amMain and New York: Campus Verlag,
2002.
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France and in Germany that science was either specifically French or German. A 1915
report in the journal Umschau (a high-circulation popular-publication journal written
for a broadly educated audience) claimed not only that Germans were superior to their
French enemies, but that their science, too, was superior. In a similar vein, French
publications claimed, on racial grounds, that French science was superior. Implicit in
these arguments was the claim that science was nationally or racially specific, rather than
universal. Martin viewed such claims as dangerous because they undermined science and
the role of the scientist. In line with his effort to standardize anthropological method and
technique, he stressed that science was by definition international and universal and
claimed that no science was specifically national and that one could not distinguish
between German, French or English anthropology.67 Unlike the debate over photog-
raphy, this controversy was not limited to technical or local questions but touched on the
nature of science as such.
If the article in Umschau corroborates Martin’s internationalist, humanist and anti-

nationalist image, his photographic practice reveals a more complicated historical
picture. His methodical contributions in the field of photography were focused on the
standardization of the anthropometric method. But the reader of the first edition of the
Lehrbuch cannot fail to observe that in visual terms the book expresses a crude form of
racism. I illustrate this fact with two rather crude examples that are connected to the
layout of the photographs. Martin lays on facing pages two carefully chosen
photographs of a man of the Ainu people (a group indigenous to the island of
Hokkaido, the northernmost island of Japan) and also a photograph of a chimpanzee.
Again, on another two facing pages he places a picture of a Khoikhoi child (the group
derogatorily named Hottentot native to south-west Africa) and another photograph of a
chimpanzee. By way of a certain similarity in the respective poses of the depicted
subjects, as well as the angles and compositions of the photographs, this layout creates a
similarity between two photographs that have, in reality, nothing to do with each other.
The layout suggests, although of course it does not state so explicitly, a connection
between these forms of life and, consequently, the layout thereby visually indicates the
inferiority of the pictured forms of human life as compared with a modern European one
(Figure 7). Other examples that might be cited include differences between photographs
of dressed Europeans and undressed non-Europeans, suggesting an inferior racial and
cultural level of the latter.68 This use of photographs stands in marked opposition to
Martin’s written text and to his humanist and liberal outlook. One interpretation might
be that an underlying racism overrides Martin’s liberal and humanistic views. But I
would opt for a historically messier interpretation such that the two points of view
coexist as components in one and the same multifaceted scientific compound.
Even before the extreme politicization of writing on race in the 1920s, the POW

project, grounded to a great extent on Martin’s method, could be viewed in terms of the

67 Arguing in the Boasian vein, Martin emphasized that all present peoples are racially heterogeneous. To
prove this point he entered a lengthy discussion of the racial history of European peoples. Hugentobler-
Schwager, op. cit. (6), p. 72.
68 See also a Tirolian man and Pygmaea, in Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 450. It should be noted, however, that

there are numerous photographs of non-whites in full dress.
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Figure 7. By way of careful selection of photographs Martin created similarity between human
and animal forms of life. The layout indicated visually the inferiority of the pictured forms of
human life as compared with a modern European one. Rudolf Martin, Lehrbuch der
Anthropologie. In systematischer Darstellung mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der
anthropologischen Methoden. Für Studierende, Ärzte und Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer,
1914, pp. 370–371, 374–375).
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two-directional exchange between science and society. The scientific photographs of
prisoners racialized political enemies (Evans shows how racialization closely followed
political considerations). These photographs joined images in the popular press in
which, quite often, prisoners (and, in particular, colonial subjects) were photographed in
anthropometric-style photographs. This is but one example of the reciprocal exchange
between science and society, or, in Ash’s terms, the way in which the two serve as mutual
resources for one another.
By the beginning of the twentieth century, photography had long been an instrument

of repressive social and political control. There were several levels of control involved
in the POW project, from the power anthropologists held over the virtually powerless
prisoners detained in the camps, through to the specific angles of photography
that derived from criminology and were associated with criminals. In addition, for
photographic measurement individuals were made to undress. Here the photographic
act marked racial difference and social inferiority in one and the same act.
It is difficult to place Martin within the far more politicized discourse on race of the

early 1920s.69 He was, as has been stated, liberal in his political views, and his notion of
race was not determinist, nor did it undergo any significant change; but unlike some
contemporaries (most notably Franz Boas), he made no connection between race,
prejudice and oppression. Martin declined an offer from the right-wing nationalist
publisher Julius Lehmann to write a racial study of the German population modelled on
William Ripley and Madison Grant’s earlier books.70 Lehmann then commissioned
Hans F.K. Günther, in 1918 still an anonymous high-school teacher, to write the book,
which became the most popular racial book in Weimar and Nazi Germany. In this
politicized context, Martin questioned Günther’s assumption of Nordic superiority and
the presence of Nordic blood in every cultural production.71

Shortly before his death in 1925, Martin presented in the first volume of the
Handbook of Social Hygiene an elaborate version of his photographic method. This
version incorporated both epistemic and technical modifications.72 Here he discussed the
tasks of the social hygienist and now practically incorporated anthropometrics into
social hygiene.73 He also praised the degree of precision that the anthropometric method
had obtained, which he believed could hardly be further improved. In order to guarantee
valid results, emphasized Martin, one needed only to employ faultless instruments,
follow closely scientific provisions, and employ practised observers.74 Martin also
discussed in this book, perhaps as a result of experience gained in his study of prisoners
of war, the question of resistance of subjects to being photographed. To overcome the

69 On politicization in the American context see Jonathan P. Spiro, ‘Nordic vs. anti-Nordic: the Galton
Society and the American Anthropological Association’, Patterns of Prejudice (2002) 36, pp. 35–48. On the
German context se Veronika Lipphardt, Biologie der Juden: Jüdische Wissenschaftler über »Rasse« und
Vererbung 1900–1935, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008.
70 Evans, op. cit. (2), p. 206.
71 Hans-Jürgen Lutzhöft, Der Nordische Gedanke in Deutschland 1920–1940, Stuttgart: E. Klett, 1971,

p. 201.
72 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 297.
73 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 256.
74 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 257.
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subjects’ resistance to undress, Martin suggested that the sequence of photographs be
performed in a rushed manner (‘in rascher Folge hintereinander’).75

Although in this essayMartin repeated many details of his earlier publications, he now
presented a modified account of the epistemic status of the photographic method.
Furthermore, the method was now discussed not as a method of reproduction of
anthropological materials, but as the ‘display [Veranschaulichung] of anthropological
results’. The newly conceived aim of anthropometry, he explained, was to map the
characteristics of the human body in its totality. The procedure was inductive,
proceeding from individual forms to analytic and synthetic analyses, and advancing by
way of calculation. In order to display the results, Martin proposed three methods:
photographic reproduction of the body from three angles, construction of proportionate
figures and statistical patterns of deviation.76 Martin collapsed the photographic and the
numerical, from which a ‘numerical skeleton-picture’ emerged.77

Even though it was not Martin’s expressed intention to create specific visual patterns,
the anthropometric form of photography nevertheless generated visual patterns and
codes external to his strictly scientific aims. The relationship between anthropometric
photography and police photography is well established.78 From studying Martin’s
contributions to the development of the method, the centrality to his own work of
Bertillon’s photographic practices is unmistakable.79 Bertillon’s method was centred on
maximal control. Precisely for that reason, however, it is of note that in Germany in the
1920s and 1930s police photographs were taken according to Bertillon’s basic angles,
yet nevertheless did not obey strict control. Carried out without control, such police
photographs could be viewed as complying only with ‘anthropometric style’.

In his final publication on photographyMartin placed photographs of two individuals
next to each other. He then compared twenty-one of their physical features, arranged
in three columns, which was followed by instructions for drawing the measurements on
paper (Figure 8). Differing from Galton’s influential understanding of the relationship
between the typical and the average, Martin warned that there are ‘no general valid
norms’; that is, that the average is not ‘normal’. These ‘abstract’ figures, comprising
numbers, are ‘skeletal embodiments’.80 Individuals are stripped of their flesh and
replaced by what could be termed a ‘Röntgen image’ (Figure 9). Ultimately, these
models allowed for the convenient representation of group features in a table in order
to facilitate the study of their variability.81 This method accomplished an extraction
of photography from the ‘noise’ of visual idiosyncrasies. Analysed in terms of the
relationship between racial surface and its deep structure, Martin sided photography

75 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 261.
76 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 294.
77 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 298.
78 Sekula, op. cit. (1).
79 Bertillon defined the use of photography for criminological work in his Photography: With an Appendix

on Anthropometrical Classification and Identification, Paris: Gauthier-Villars & Son, 1890. Bertillon’s method
was adopted worldwide. On Bertillon see Henry T.F. Rhodes, Alphonse Bertillon: Father of Scientific
Detection, London: Harrap, 1956.
80 Martin, op. cit. (64), p. 300.
81 Martin, op. cit. (64), pp. 300–301.
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with the former and what could be termed numerical-graphs – that is to say, numerical
information abstracted from images –with the latter (Figures 10 and 11).
In epistemic terms, Martin was a typical nineteenth-century natural scientist. He

believed in the absolute neutrality and universality of science. Furthermore, he differed
from theoreticians of race such as Hans F.K. Günther or Ludwig Ferdinand Clauss in his
conception of science, in that he believed that normal science need not have any practical
application or even relevance.82 Anthropometric photography for Martin was not an
end in itself, but a scientific tool or medium, an instrument of reason, similar in its
epistemic status to other measurement instruments.
How does one know in the first place that an individual belongs to a certain class or

type? As a practically oriented anthropologist, Martin never explicitly discussed the
question of sampling. Rather, like many of his colleagues, he viewed that relationship as
self-evident. But Martin did not seek typical specimens, preferring instead to measure
individuals in order to elucidate the variability of racial populations.83

Martin’s Lehrbuch continued to be the principal German anthropological textbook
through to its 1957 edition, and his discussion of photography underwent no

I II I II

Figures 8 and 9. In his last publication on the subject Martin provided exact instructions on how
what could be termed ‘numerical skeletons’ could be abstracted from anthropometric
photographs. Rudolf Martin, ‘Anthropometrie’, in A. Gottstein, A. Schlossmann and A. Teleky
(eds.), Handbuch der Sozialen Hygiene und Gesundheitsfürsorge, Berlin: Lehmanns, 1925,
pp. 298 (Figure 8) and 300 (Figure 9).

82 Martin, op. cit. (13), p. 27.
83 In one place, however, while discussing photographs for ‘technical purposes of instruction’, Martin

mentioned a failed attempt he made to collaborate with Orell Füssli to create a poster of race photographs ‘to
be hung in the classroom’, for which, Martin confessed, he had taken photographs himself. To obtain the
highest degree of similarity, the black and white photographs were painted by W. von Steiner of Zurich. Here
Martin required that the specimen represent all typical traits (hair colour and form, facial shape). Martin, op.
cit. (12), p. 132. During the First World War POW study, anthropologists directly confronted the question of
typicality. They viewed typicality as an intuitive decision of the anthropologist, based on pre-existing categories
of classification. In Evan’s interpretation the photographic project created categories of types. Evans, op. cit.
(56), p. 233
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fundamental change in the intervening period. The illustrating photographs were
replaced, but followed the same model, and the discussion of instrument-makers was
updated.84 The discussion of race, however, underwent significant transformations.85

Unlike Günther or Clauss, who were better versed in humanistic scholarship,
particularly art history, Martin showed no particular visual sensitivity and was not

Figures 10 and 11. Abstracting numerical information from anthropometric photographs was
intended to facilitate the statistical representation of the variability of various group features. In
Figures 10 and 11 Martin placed such numerical information back on the photographic surfaces.
Rudolf Martin, Lehrbuch der Anthropologie. In systematischer Darstellung mit besonderer
Berücksichtigung der anthropologischen Methoden. Für Studierende, Ärzte und
Forschungsreisende, Jena: Fischer, 1914, pp. 252–253.

84 Saller, op. cit. (13), vol. 1, p. 148. In this volume, Saller added short notes on the ethical use of
photography. He included Mollison as one of the founders of the photographic method, together with Pöch
and Martin (p. 150).
85 Saller, op. cit. (13), vol. 1, pp. 110–120: ‘In fact, it is hardly possible to force races living in proximity into

a rigid scheme’ (p. 118). In this context Boas is discussed on pp. 111, 118.

Anthropology, standardization and measurement 515

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000708741200012X Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S000708741200012X


guided by a concept of visual perception. Numbers, for him, always enjoyed analytical
priority over images. But images, and particularly photographs, were interwoven into
Martin’s publications, creating visual patterns and establishing visual codes. As argued
throughout this article, however, the significance of Martin’s work was in developing,
standardizing and disseminating particular photographic techniques towards anthro-
pological ends. He was central in securing the scientific status of photography as a
scientifically blind or neutral instrument. Yet just these characteristics allowed writers
committed to racial determinism and to explicit racial and political agendas in the 1920s
and 1930s –writers who were in fact far more sensitive to visual considerations and to
their potential uses – to claim to be Martin’s successors.

Concluding remarks

In this article I have attempted to describe Martin’s role in the development of
anthropometric photography between 1905 and his death in 1925, as physical
anthropology gained its status as a distinct science. I argued that Martin’s significance
in this history of science was not due to scientific innovation but to his supervising
of students and his standardizing of technique, and I showed the importance of the
inner-scientific debate (centred on local questions of scientific control) in what
Martin believed was the process by which anthropometric photography was perfected.
Focusing on questions of method and technique, I have pointed to several tensions that
are built into the history of German anthropology between 1900 and 1925: first,
between the internationalist and rational endeavour to standardize anthropological
technique and its nationalist uses; second, between Martin’s liberal humanistic outlook
and the increasingly politically and scientifically contested category of ‘race’; and,
third, between Martin’s anthropometric method, which in fact was not centred on
visualization but intended to employ photographs for the generation of numerical
information, and the crude racism of his photographic practice. Finally, I have suggested
that there is a degree of historical irony in the fact thatMartin, the liberal anthropologist,
probably did more for the prestige of physical anthropology than any right-wing
advocate of scientific racism could ever have hoped to do, and that he achieved this
precisely in the period in which major parts of German society increasingly came to view
‘race’ as offering powerful, scientifically based answers to pressing social and political
questions.
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