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Provo, Ulah
September 16, 1965

Dear Brother,

Some months ago I was asked to wrile an article
for the Imstrusicr on nprchaeology and Our Religlon®.
I ¢id what I thought was & congeientious plece, bub it has ;
vecn returncd to wme with an unejuivossd rejection and & lebter
of furicus éenunciation. T his lends an interest 1o the 1'beam
which it herdly deserveso T wag wrritten befare any of tac
other articies in tne 1 Belisve semes had appeared, aud it
geems to me today thav 14 would have supplied a mpchmeedeé
elezﬁant of baiance in that series, which has turnesd oudb o
be liopelessly one-sided in ite point of viego {ou ean
judge fer yourself wuether what has beszn said in owr little
article, which has 8o dseply offsnded the aditors, deservas

4o bo read or guppressed.

Yours very truly,

| LLN)'{\ %U‘ML\ |

Hugh Nibley




Septembar 15, 1965

Dear Ml‘o WQ

So you didn®t like my articie even a 1ittle bit. You would be justified
in rejecting it on the basis of my renomed incompetcuce had you guggeshed any
other title for the thing than %I BELIEVE®, That happens tc bte the one theme
on vhich, right or wreng, I am beyond all doubt the world's foremcst awihority.
1 em sorry if I macde tie fatal mistake of not belleving what you thought I be-
Jieved or think I ghould believe=-but you shouvld have kncwn. Ths letioxs I send
to the cAitors of journzls all have the nome of Epighom Young and tha designa-
tion "College of Religious Instruciion® in thzir heading. With that kird of in-
troduccion it would be futile for me tcptiempt to disguise my real belicis, And
yet I have had articles published on Te igious subjecis by Preuestant, Cztholice,
and Jewish editors. This, in fact, is the firsi article I have ever had rejected,
vhich mekes it most in'berestingmsp?eciauy'since tha rejestion is by an L.Do.S.
publication which remested it in the first plece! The spesial vitle asslzned wes
"Archacology and Qur Religion®. TYou don's fanoy me ns an arehaeologist and neither
do I, but to accuse me of hating archaeology &8s you do is to give voursell sweay.
What could be of greater mportance in discussing Archoeology and Cur Roligion then
the indisputebls fact that archaeclogy has been used and is being used as & tool
against Our Religion? Or ths equally indizsputable fast that archaeology is by
no means the precision tool that some psople thimk it i8? Yeu should ke grateful
to me and not wrathful. :

Your viclenzt rejection of what I Believe pzkes me wender in what scnse your
invitaticn to make a free and fronik sish ement of%i‘aith is to be interpretsd. My
article was wricten before the others appeored, and so i% uss nob direetcd against
any of them. And during the monihs t.at the paper has been in your hends I bave
besn reading a copy of it Ho many audiencas=sstudy groups on the East Benth, stu-
dent gatherings on the Coast, genoral convacations of YEducation Week®, ele., and
it hes alvays been received with enthusissm, many people eagsrly asking where they
could get 2 copy. If it is es wildly irresponsible as you say it is, it would ab
teast seen to fill a long-felt want, and that is why I am circulating it now.

Actually it is very mild-~I have had much stronger things published both in-
side and cutside the Church, Contrary? What slgs do you weat in an atmosphere of
fres disszussion? This week I have written rsplics to two long atteszks on the Book
of M. mon, the one sddressed to me by a Viecnnase scholar who lmowes quids o bit, and
the othsr by a well-lmewn aathority on the Dead Sea Scrolls in ths castera US.

It is a pleasurs to discuss things with these men, though we disagree completely;
by sddressing their challenges to me they not only justify me in meking any rebute-
tal I might choose, but put themselves vnder obligation to hear my side cf the
story. You on the other hand writs me a seathing lettor and along with it dsles
speeinl steps (I will not menticn them teare ) to insure that I will not eor cannot
reply. And that is what you call "1ife’s Greet Adwenturs, the Pursuit of Truth®?
Adventurs by all means-~but spars us the unpleasant surprisss! 1 have always been
ta .ght that the Pursuit of Truth entails searching out and expesing any flaws and
errors &n oxisting Xmowledgs, no matter whose feslirgs are hurt. It is cortainly
not irrolevant in articles cn science ond rel.gien to point ocut thit Iamarck ;ad
Darwin diligontly searched out what they fell were weaknssges in the Bibla and
attacked them unsperingly. And why shouldnft they? And why shouldn't we at the
prasent timo note that thair atiacke were largely unjustified on purely fastual
grounds? :

In cherging me with taking a negative positicn you are apparently vnawere cf
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 isgues vhich I would gladly forges bui am not alloucd to. when graduaie students
confide to my reluctant ears that they really believe .o Geapel but eenaot af-

ford to admit it opanly for fear of offending tholr major profeasors and jeopardie
sing their chonces for a degree, I anm forced to admiu that the saiping from bzhind
dsparmental rocks and bushes has nob abated s.nce ry studend days, thouzh ine snipers
are rarely honsst enough to coue out in the opsn as yow have donc. I epplaud you for
thet oad would not for the world suppress a syllable of any of the other arbiclege-
they ars good and should bte r»ead. But whet can be the gdvantape of having a series
of articles by people in different fields if not to give tho reeder different points
of view? Vhy are you 8O des erately determined to allow cnty OHE polnt of view to

be ex-ressed? Vhat can bs sillier then to propess a frank discvussion of controversial
Ssues with the stipulation thab thare shall b2 no disagreonent encng tie spoakers?
This is exactly what you hawe dene, justifying your position with the vell-inown
argument that since your viewpoint is scientific all who disagree must be unqualified
es unscieatific, unthinkdng, and {rragvonsible. Whers is the danger of lebiing me
spesk my plece? Why the hysterice? If my reasoning is fecble end my evidoncs poor,
what batter refutation than to bring them out into the open? We have had just ona
point of view presented with monotcnous consistency in the series; vhy not sllow ab
least a ncdding recognition of some arguments or facts from enother directicn, if
only to demonsirate how unassalibble your position is end how ebsurd the contrary?
Actually there is an enourmous accumulation of factual information refuting the
claims of tho evolutionists, or at least casting serious dcubts upon them. Maybe the
stuff is no good, bub we will never find cut by forbiddingall msntion of it. We

may put the sge-old controversy (by no means the child of cur Modern Scientific Ags,
as most psople ars led to believe) in the form of a dialogve:

A, Why do you undernine the faith of theee yowng psople? -

B, To make them think! To get them oub of the grooves!

A. But there are millions of things to think about. Why do you aluaye smpha-
gize the same half-dozen shop-worn commonplaces?

B, Beczuse they are tiue! Truth at eny price! All things must yield to the facis!

A. Bully for you! I could not agree more. And here zre some faciSto waieh I
would like tc call your attention. Iet us tell them 40 the students, and then they
will think hardsr than ever.

B, No, no! You can't do that! Thet will merely make trouble.

A, But you said truth at any pricg—thet jancludes the price of much trouvble.

B. T sec no point to undermining sclontific reputations; these things &¥e agroed
on by many importent seientists~-it wo dd be foclish to guestion thea.

A, But isn't thaet sxactiy how science has made progress in the pest? Lho is
in & groove now?

And so on. Spoeaking of grooves, Lowell and Schieparelli w eve groat and devoted
scientists in their day, easily the top experts in the warld on ths planet Hers. As ;
a boy I thought they were wondarful. And yet vodoy their jife's work has bean effee- :
tively wiped out vy a fet photographs. Well, whabls the loss? Scienes moves ou, &nd
I &a not too badly broken up aboub my heross. But what if I had foldwed thom to the
point of rejecting ths Gonpsl-=the point of no rotura? I used to spend long hours
listening to old Dr. Lovrkin talking about the wondsrs of astronomy cnd the sbhourdities
of "arcient Jewlsh nythology®. Teday bis astropomy sounds pathetically cld-Tashicneda=«
he vas wrong on slmost everything--and ancient Jowish "mythology" has receivad & new
Jease on life., ¥hat if I had beccme his disciple to the goint of rejecting religion, &8
as ha often urged me to? THERE ARE HOUSANDS OF PEOPIE OUTSIDE O THE CHURGH TODAY -
BECAUSE OF SCIENTIFIC TEACHINGS WiICH HAVE NOW BEEN EXPLODED, ARE NOW sSEWNG EXPLODED,
AND ARZ Y£T TO EE EXPLODED, while the Cospel remains unscathed.

e T 1

With the Cpristian world in general tho scientists have always had thelr wey
(not the othor way around, &3 We have been taught}, the whole history of doctrine veings
ak Whitehead points out, one "leng undignified roirsat” as year by year the churchmen
since tho third century heve diligently accemudgted thoir teachings to b.e science of
the day. It was not the Bible but tho besd seience of his tims that was breaght to
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. basr tp silcace Galileos while his learned opponants ergued from Aristotle that

the earth co:ld not move, Galileo argued fro. the Bibls that it did. Your letler
makes it clear that the prescnt series of articles is not meant to be a discussion but
the cool ~ontifical proncuncement of unassailable authority. Yho iden thet there ere
men of s.ch vast knowledge thet even to have them admib 4o nembership in the Church
is a sourco of consolation end pride to the prest of us is smusingly Victorien bub
also rather offesnsive with its assumptisa of Olyupian superioritys the tone of the
series is definitely patronizing. Brigham Young had tho proper words for these in-
tellectual Mormons vho generously offered te place their greab minds at the dispesal
of the Church &nd make the Gospol intallectually rospecicblos "0 puss, what a leng
tail you have goitl"

During the Darwin Centennial Year a great outpouring of articlss took stock of
166 years of Evolutian. I have a whole shoa-box full of notes taken from tham. The
dominant thome in thase is that what Darwin really gave the world was not 80 much
a parvicular explanation of how things camz about a8 itz fundamental awerencss that
however &rr#% it happened it was entively through natural end material meanS.j
whethor this or that process preduced the world arourd ue is pot the important thing,
we are told over and over agein, the important thing being o recognize that whatever
the process it was a purely mechanical ona, the working of natural forces alons ard
unaided, Ths corollary of this, expressed with great hest and passion by sclientists
today as well as a hundred yoars ego, is that it is both unnecessary and pernisicus
to clutier up the picture with tsuperneturalisa®. GoGo Sjmpson, the patron saint of
our local geologists, never csases to harp on this theme: he equates God to Santa
Cleus in his dialecbic, end then berates those immature souls who still belizve in
Santa. I is no 2ccident that Mark waated 1o dedicate his monumenc of dialzsiical
ma erialisa to Darwine=the key %o both systeas is their uncompromising materialism.
B“t it wos hardly en original discoveryt whero is the thowic better expressed than
in the Book of Mormon? Koriher not only taught thet “every men fared in this life
according to the management of the cre: ture,” but urged the people to giw up their
absurd belief in Simpson's Santa Claus, “the effect of a fronzied aind.* Again it
is Brigham Young whe states the iassue with choracteristic clarity and brevity: "In-
stead of considering that there is pothing known and understood, only as w imow and

unders .and things .aturally, I take tho other side of tho guesbtion, and bsliove positive:

1y that there is nothing known except by the revelation of the lowrd Jesves L-pist,
whether in theology, scicnce, or art.? You cannob reconcile these two vieus because
they look in opposiic &irections. Indeed, your furious reaction to my centribution
proves &8 pleinly as anything could that our viewpoints cannot bs reconcilsd. Bub
they should BOTH ba heard, and that is where wo disagroe.kess.

It is quite proper for you to cbzerve that 1 am no archaselogist and thorefore
unqualified to speak as ors. I wes careful, however, to let the experis speak for
themselves and to quoto the best ones in the proper conmtext. Bub to say that I hate
archeeology i® an imporiinsnce. It was sart of the strategy of Progressive Sducation,
and one of tha secrets of its beneful success, to aszuse all who would not accept
the specific philcsophy of Dewey end his school of being cpposed to Educatica itself,
and to donouncs &l) who hesitated to confrem to their teachinpgs as sworn encenlies of
Science s d Civilization, “devipive"™ and rosctlonary. Escouse ay interpoeiation of
the archaeological record dooe not agree with your owm you are free to charg> me with
error, but not to describs ms in impassioned teras as the Zpomy of Aprchasolozy. When
in your thrilling Pursuit of Lfruth you have tsken as much pains as I have to fomiliar-
ise yoursolf with that record, you mzy begin to see that I havs & cese,.

A common pitfall in reconstructions of the past iz ths illusion that if one had
explained by a propsr scientific method how & thing COULD bave heppensd one has ex-
plained how iL actually DID happen. The bast sciontists are guilty of this very un-
solentific thinldng. We zre aollowsd to say “This is how it MAY hsve happensd,” bub
never 'This 15 how it DID heppen." There are alweys uniomn factors. ®Fifiy-ceven
years ago,"” wrote Whitehead, ",..I was a yong men in the University of Cambridge. 1
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. was ta ght science and mathematics by brillisnt men and I did welﬁ}n themy since

the turn of ths csntury I have lived to s20 evory cne of tho basic assumpticns of

both set esice,..And yet, in the face of that, the dizcoversra of the now hypotleses
in sciencs cro declaring, ‘Now abt last, we have certituds'-~when soue of the assump-
tions which we have seen upset hod endur:d for more thon twenty centuries." It is
easy and pleacent to show off by talking about the subjz:st ons is presently werking on,
but to pub it in the category of eternal truth is incn-usable. Wl.S. lMcCulloch reminds
us that "cach hypothosis predicts the cutecoms of numberlicss experiments. Hanze, though
NO HYPOTHESIS CAN BE PROVED, it may ultimnisly be disproved. A good cne is 2o sps=
eific that it cen be disproved easily." The evoluticnary hypothesis from ths begine
ning had this gerity its proponents boldly set forth certain propositiens, tonfident~
ly predicting the outcome of certain experdmcnts. Mony of these experisents were
carried out, with results diametrically oppossd to thoze predicted. Whalt cid the
ex-erts do? Did they apolegi,e for tholr prosumticn? Iid they admit that there
might be a flwr in the hypsthesis? Not a bit of it! With the grsatest of o:zse they
contrived new interpretations of the data that proved that the outcom2 of ths ex-~
pe:iments, though it was the reverse of what wes predicted, proved the validiy of

the original hypcthesis instead of refuting it. Such men can't lose. Lhe sams thing
hpppened in archasology, which falled to coasider “ihe cssential discomtinulity of
historical phenomena® in its zeal for estavlishing easy evoluticnary pattesns: "Only
by utilizing the vesc histerical resowrces of archasology, Opiental ccience, and an-
thropology can this narrowness of outlook be corrected,” Albright ooserves, It is
interesting that the old evoluiionary view should notybz described as a nerroy out-
look, of all things.

The question of my impudence in speaking up at 21l brings us to the problem of
MODEIS. The archseologist Piggotd has a good deal to sa,; on this head. "Fhen ecien-
tists are concerned with a lergs general problem (he writss)...they constTuct a
general framevork within which further cbservaticns fall into a significant pattern.
This thoy wovld call & MODEL. The model is valid in so far es it makes sence of the
obsarvsd phenomena, snd the inferonces made from these. More than one model can
exist 2t @ tizme, cach 'true'® in its ovm way." In archasclogy, he seys, ®infsrences
cen only be mrde withim the terms of 2 model of the past, & method of locking at it,
a way of describing what is seen." Zhe mods) is NOT e fast, it is merely an inter-
oretation of & fact. A common scientific error is to assums thev if one's conclusiems
are based on facts then what ona concludes must alsc be a fast. That it can never bs.
The fossil or plant or gpsctrum phobto that I hold in my hand may bs calldd a facte«it
is an imnediato concrete experiencs. But my interpretation of it is NOT a fact and
never can be. A model is 1007 the product of imagination, smd it is quite incorrect
to call such a medel &8s Evolution e faczt.

v The model is often compered with a jigsaw-puzzls. Ipagine that the family on
Home lvening 18 working on an enormous jigsaw-puzzle that covers the whole livingroom
floor. They heve just begun to asscyble the pleces. Charias looks over at Packyy
diligently assembiing what locks like part of 2 red wheel, and screams, "You dummy!
That isn®t tho way 1t goes! It's supposed to be biue!" %It is not," Becky xetorts,
"t looks like part of a wegon and it fits togethor perfoctly.® "So does nins fit
together purfectly, end ii'g all blue! Look, yocurs wonfs even £ib inte mine at allit
If this goss on Charlss in his righteous conviction mey rise up and stert kicking
Backy's projzct to pleces. Sc Daddy intervenes with the Wisdom of the Ages: "Hait
& minuts, you litile baboons! He donly evon kaow what the piciure is suppcged to be
yet, If you can fi% any pleces together go ahead and it them, and later on we shill
see how they 2ll join up. There is still room uf for a thousand pisves betwaosn Becky's
whesl and your pisce of blue sky, Charles, so don't go jumping at conclusionu.¥

Every discipline in the university has 1ts own modsl of things, and evory model
re-resents at lesst g century of hard work #nd huga accuaulations of data. Ve sre

NOT free to brush an%modol aside simply because 1t does not cenform with certain




B o

aspechs of our ovm model. It is perhaps to be expected that the people lzast sure
of their oun models are the most impatient of other psoplety and that those who

have tha most rickeby models of all (they never can agree on such thinzs 23 mountain-
building and rock production) are the touchiest of all, rajecting cut~cf-haond all
mocels that do not conform to their own fer more clescly thed thelr om zonform to
ezch other. In the place of solid evidence those harcsoed souls inbroduic & vigor-
our polemic with a great deal of cmphasis on status end proshiga--they nsed a amoke-
screen,

I am not & ssientist ab all, but spend what time I can sieal working on models i
which balcnz as much to the world-picture and go just as far to f£illing out that
pizture as do the models set up by wmy beltsrs in the scisnces, I begrvdze no men
his model or tha corner ¢f the floor hs is ploring on. Eub vwhen anyons insists that
he knows from his model elone exactly hos tha entire Jigsaw ceosmes will 212k when
it 48 complsted it is tima to protest. That can be knoun only bs revelation. The <
Lord hzs given us tha Big Picture, bub no amount aof Juggling %+he picses in any one
or eny dozen dissiplines can begln to give us the remctezt inkling of what the whele
picture is %ike, The baest w can hope for Iram that dirsction are nen’s cim hypo-
thetical tentative comstructions, and to present them as part of the Gyapel is ;
entirsly cut of ordsr. You should kmow thatb. :

Sincerely (no, I am not just being smart),

Hugh Nibley

ke
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3 % ~~ Hothing illustrates better thaam avchaeoloyy the incdoquaey
of human kuouladg any givea time. It 4s not that archseolegy is less veilzcble
than othor dicciplines, bul gimnly that 1ts unvelichilizy is moce deromstraole.

b
Moteorolopy (£ shaw whet we wmoca) 15 quite as “oclentifiic” 2s geolegy and for meveso
than archacelosy-~-gotueily i akcs more use of scicntific instruments, computers,
and higier mothonctles than theoce disciplires nced to. ¥ab we lough at the weather
man every oiher day; we are not overawed by his impressive paropnercalie, becsuse we
can check vp on him any time we fcal like it: he mokes his learned prencuuacezentge-
and then 3t rains or it deesa’t rain., If we could checlk up on the geologist or
azcheeologist as easily when he tells us with pezrfect confidence what has happered
and what will hagpea in the renotest ages, what would the résult be? Actually ie the
one field in which the wisdom of geology cam ba contreolled, the fiedinog of oil, it is
calculatcd that the ezperis ave proven right ocaly about 10% of the time.l Now if a
man is wrong ninety pex~cent of the time whea he ls glorying in the complele mastery
of his speelalty, hor far should we trust the same mean when he tokes to pontificating
on the HMysteries? No scizatific conclusion is ¢o be tzusted without testing--to the
extent to which exact sclences ave exact they are also expevimental scileaces; it is
in the laboratoxy that the oracle must be comsulted. But the archacologist is denied
access to the orzcle, for him there is no neat and deofinitive demonostrstion, he is
doomed to plod along, evarlastingly preotesting and fumbling, through a lzboriocus,
often rsucorous runniung debate that never ends.

To make a sigrificant discovery in physics or mathematics or philology one must
fivst koow a geod deal zbout the subject; but the greatest archacologlezl discoveries
of recent yezrs vere made by ignovant peasants and iilitersts shepherd boys. From
that it follows, as the handbuoks on archacology never tire of pocinting out, that the
proper business of the archaeclogist -is not 20 much the finding of stuff as being able
. to recognize what he has found. Yet even there the specialist enjeoys no msnopoly.

Dr. Joseph Saad, who divected the cucavstions st Khirbet Qumran, telis of many lastances
in which the loczl Arabs were able to explain findings which completely baffled the
experts £rom the West, to the rage and chagrian of the latter. Hense Sir Hortimey Wheelex
warns the archacologist: ''Do not ignore the opinion of the uninstructed. ‘Everyone
koows @8 much as the savant., . .' Emerson said so and he was right,"2

With everybody getiing iante the act, it is mot surprising that the history of
archaeology is largely the story of bitter jealousies and frightful feuds. Archaeology
mercilessly accentuates certgin qualities cheracteristic of all research but often

“glossed over in the exact sciences, The elements of uncertainty, surprise and disap-
pointment, and the pervasive role of speculstion and imagination with all the unconscious
conditioning and prejudice that implies, are not merely regretable dafects fn archaeology
~-they are the very stuff of which the picturesque discipline is compesed. ‘''What in
foet is Archacology?" asks 8Sir Mortimer, and saswers, "I do not mysclf really koow, . .

1 do vot even know whethar Awvchacdlogy is to be des¢xibed as an art or a science." Even
on the purely technical side, he points out, "there 13 no right way of diggiang, but
there are many wrong ways."

Puel in the Dark:-~The idca of archaeology 39 the key to a msn's origin and destiny
was introducoed as g wecpon of aati-slerical pelemic in the revolutionaory movements of
the 18th and 19th centuries. Reimax's "hate-filled pamphlet" oan history aad the New
Testacent launched the "scientific! attack on the Bible,“ and when Bouchexr de Perthes,

a child of the Freach Reveolutiom, found gtone “hand-axes" emong the flints of Abbdevilloe
he published them ia five stately volumes catitled, with pontifical Jinality, "On the
Creation".” These cbjects, whose use and origin is still disputed, were to bo nothing
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Tess thea the key to the crestlon! Such fontastic leaps of the mind rovesl the fiewce
detevmination of the first mcdern arvchaeologists to "eot something' ou ile Bivle. It
was inevitable that Biblical archzeology should beccxmz 1itele more theon Yan oiichoot
of Darwicion."0 dhe great Lumarchk, before he ever came wp with his cuylensilen of the
creation was anlmcted “by a severe...philocophical hostiliecy, amouatl hacy
tha trzdition of the Doluge aad the Diblical c:gazicn grory, iandecd o
which racalled the Christian theony of matuve.”
twventies:

And Dorwin writes of Lims

T hzé gradually come, by this time, to sce that the 01& Testaucat fven itEs
mani.festly Fzlse nistory of the world end Ircm its attributieg to Scd the
feelings of & vevengeful tyroat, was no move to he txusted thaoa the sacred
books of the lindoos, or ¢he beliefs of acy barbsrian...By further weflecting
...rhat ~he more we know cf the fixed laws of nature the more incradivle do
miracles becozz--that the mea at that tire were ignoraat and credulcus o a
degree almost incomprehensible to us...This disbelief crept over me st & very
slew rate, but was at last complete. The rate was 8o slow that I felt no
distress, aug have never since doubted for a single second that my cenclusion
was coriect.

This is a very revealiecg statement, a rich compound of eliches, a testomzat of Vietorian
smugness: "...manifestly £alse...revengeful tyrant,..any barbarian...fixed lzus of
nature...never doubted for a single second." Those are the words of & maa wio knows
all the answers and is proud rather then ashamed of his unflinching loyaity to his
adolescent prejudices. Just how much would a young English theology studeunt in the
1820's know sbout the real histoiy of the world, books of the Hindoos, or "the beliefs
of any barbarian™? Next to nothing is putting it mildly, but it was enough to put

the stamp of "complete disbelief" on Daxwin's thinking forever after. Studeats commoaly
essume that it wes the gradual emassing of evidence that in time constrained such men
to part company with the Bible. Exactly the opposite is the caese: long bzfore they
had the evidence they brought to their researches such an unshakeble determination to
discredit the Book of Genesis that the discovery of the evidence was a foregone con-
clusion. It was Darwin's bosom friend and spokesman who blurted out the resl issue
with cheracteristic bluntness: "Darwin himself avoided attacking the Bible, but for
Huxley, his doughty champion against all comers," wxites J. C GCreesae, "the battle
sgainst the doctripe of iunspiration, whether pleniary or otherwise, was the cxucisl
engagement in the fight for evolution and for fresdom of scientific enquiry."9 The
battle was against revelstion, and evolution was the weapon forged for the conflict.

We must not be misled by that inevitable tag about "freedom of scientific enquiry."
When a Tconessee high-school teacher was fired for teaching evolurion in 1925 the whole
civilized world was shocked and vevolied at such barbaric restriction on freedem of
thought; yet at the same time there was not an important college or even high-school
in the country that would hire & man who dared to presch against evolution. Freedom
of thought, indeed'

fThe great debate between "science" and "religion" has been a duel in the dark.
How do things stand between the picture which "ayrchaeology" gives us of the past and
the picture that the Scriptures give us? Tcke the Biblical image first: the best efforts
of the best artists back through the years to represent a clear plcture of things des-
eribed in the Bible look to us simply comical. Even the conscientious Flemish artists
using the best Oriental knowledge of their time paint Solomon or Holofernes as a boozy
Landgraffs at a feacy dress ball, while the masters of the Italiaa Renaissance show
their prophets snd apostles sffecting the prescribed dress and stock pestures of
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" graveliing Sophicts of the Antique world. We ave oo betzer teday, with ous Lizudsore

“pible Lands" books, based on diligent research, showicg Jesus or Elijoh ia the garb

of modexn Dedoulns or Ramallsh pecsaats moving thraugh zhe erraded torialn of wodarn
Paiestine or discoursing bereath orches snd gates of Nermaa and Turkish desiga. The
moral of this 7s that no wiiter where we get our information ouz picture of the Bible
is boucd to b2 out of focus; for it will alvays be based on inzdequuce dzta ond Lt

wiil always be cur ¢yn construction. And at no tize dld the Christian gorid have a
more distorted picture of the Bible then in the 19th ceatury. To the Victariaus,
creaking with culture and refinement, it was easy and plesgsant to assign 21l othey
creatures their proper place and station in the world--forx that is whatl evolution does;
their outspalien objection to Movmonlsm was that it was utferly baxbavic, zn intolerzble
affront te sn enlightened and scientific age; Fuxley declared with ¢rue ccientific
humility that the difference betwesn a cultiveted man of his own doy zud ¢ native of
the forest wvas zs great as that between the native and a blade of grass. What possible
understanding could theee people have of the real Blble world? Taken at face value

the Bible was g disgustingly primitive plece of goods--'"'poor gtuff" John Stewart Mill
pronounced it; the work of people “"ignorant aad credulcus to a degree almost incompre-
hensible to us," as Dsrwian said, for this, of course, was the Bible that L'arwin rejected:
in it he was attackiang an image which was the product of his own culiure and uncthing

else,

The Mied's Rye:--Archaeology today "im our eniversities and schools," accoxding
to Wheeler, 'forms inunocuous pools of somewhat colorless knuwled%e--mostly a refined
Darwinism--in which cur kindergartens gre encouraged to paddle.” 0 Again, everybody
gets into the act. Iy own children, loag before they could read, write, or couat,
could tell you exactly how things were upon the earth millions and miliions of years
ago. But did the little geholsrs really know? ''What is ocur knowledge of the past
sud hos do we obtain 1t?" ask3 the eminent archzeologist Steward Piggott, and
ansvers: "The past no longer exists for us, evenm the past of yesterday...fhis means
that we can never have direct kaowledge of the psst. We have oaly imformaticn or
evidence from which we cam construct & picture."ll The feossil or petsherd or photo-
graph that I hold in my hand may be called a fact, it is direct evidence, an immediate
experience; but ny interpretation of it is NOT a fect, 1t is eatirely a picture of my
own constructicn. I caapot experieace 10,000 or 40 million years--I cen only imagine,
and the faci that my picture is based on facts does aot make IT a foct, even vhen I
think the evidence is so clear and vnequivoeal as to allow of nmo other iaterpretstion..
Archasology brings home this lesson every day, &s Sir Flinders Petrie pointed out for
{n no other field does interpretation couat for so much.12 "The excavator," writes
Sir Leonard Woolley, "is constantly subject to impressions too subjective and too
intangible to be communicated, and out of these, by no exact logical process, there
arise theories which he can state, can perhaps support, but cennot prove,. ..they have
their value as summing up experiences which no student of his objects and notes can
ever share."13 Yet what makes sclentific knowledge scientific is that it CAN be
shared. "There are fires," writes a leeding student of American archaeology," which
msn may, or may not, have 1it--animals he may, or may not, have killed--and crudely
flasked stone objects, which those most qualified to judge thiak he did not make. By
weight of numbers these fingz have been built into san impression of probabllity, but
the idol has feet of clay." This is the normal state of thiags when we are desling
with the past: "If one certsinty does emerge from this sccumulation of uncertaiaties,"
writes an eminent geologist, "it is the deep impression of the vastness of geologic
time."1? An "accumulation of uncertainties" leaves the student (''by weight of numbers")
with an "impression’ which he thereupon labels a "certaioty".

—gans
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Yet with exemples gross as earth to exhort him the srchaeologist is conmstantly
slipping into the normal occupational hazard of letting the theory rather than the
facts call the tune. TFor years archaeologists always assumed shat pleces could be
chipped from the surface of stones merely by exposure to th¢ burning sun~~they never
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bothered to put their theory to the test, though no one cver was proscent hen the

sun did its chipping.'b wvom Breasted's Ancient Timos nillions of high school students
have learned how primitive man woke onc morning in his camp in thie Sinai Peninsuila to
find thot byight eopper bezads had issued from the gresrish rocks with which he bauked
his fire that nicht. It wes not vaiil 1939 that & scientist at Cawsyrid
went to the trsuble to sez if coppc; could be cmelted from an open LnE
that it was sbsoluizly impossible.l Mobedy bhad bethered to checiz up
thiags--like the Avistotelians who opposed the experimenting of Gelileo

b] ol
science felt no need to question the obwious. If man had becn on tho eert fov, say,
100,000 yeors, scatiered cverywhere in tiny groups subsisting on a nzar-~apinmcl level,
could we possibly find the celtural and linguistic patteras we do in the world today?

After 50,000 years of loca sgolarion i it conceiveble that languazes at npposite

ends of the earth should be recoznizably related? Cnly in our day re such elemeatary
questicns bLeginning Lo be asked--cften with suvprisiog and disturbiang resulis. But
however vast the eccumulstion of facts may bacome, our picture of the post gnd the future
will always be, not partiy but wholly the child of our owa grained and conditioned
fmaginations. ''The world will always be differxent from any statemeni that science can
give of it," 3 philcsopher of science writes, and he explains: “that is, we are looking
for an oppoctunity to resiate any statement wYéch we can give of the world...ve are

always restating our staotemeal of the world." Scholarship is also an agz-old open-
ended discussion in which the important thing is not to be right at a given moment but
te be able to eater seriously irto the discussion. Yhat 1 caanot

do if I must depend on the opinion of others, standing helplessly by until someone else
pronounces a verdict, 2ad then cheering loudly to show that 1 too am a scholax. '

Because interpretation plays an all-important zole in it, archaeology has been
carried on against a background of ceaseless and acrimonicus controversy, with theory
and suthority usualily leadimg fact around by the nose. If the great gir Arthur Evans
decided eighty years 2go that the Minoauns acd Mycenaesns were not Greeks, then evidence
disecovered today must be discounted {f it shows they were Greeks; if it was concluded
long ago that the Jews did not write in Hebrew at the time of Christ, then Hebrew
documents from that time if they are discovered today must be forgeries. "Boes our
time scale, them, partake of natural 12u?" a geologist wonders, "No...I wonder how
many of us realize that the time scale was frozea in essentially its preseat form by
1840...7 The followexrs of the founding fathers went forth across the earth and in
Procrustean fashion made it £it the sections they found even im places where the
actual evidence liteislly proclaized deaial. So flexible and accomodating are the
ifacts' of geology." “geisnce," said Whitehead, 'is our modern-day dogmatism.”
There is something cozy and old-fashioned, almost nostalgic, in the archacology of
40 years sgo with its invigcible meliorism and romaatic faith in man's slov, steady,
ipevitable onward and upward march. But archaeology is the science of surprises, and
the most desperate efforts of accomodation have not been able to discredit sensational
changes of our day.

"Oge of the most exciting resulis of the radlo-carbon dating," writes Piﬁoot,
" _has been to emphasize how rapidly aad severely eavironment was modified.".U

Extreme and rapid changes of environment have leong been snathema to science. 'Darwin's
secret, learned fyom Lyell,"21 according to W. F. Osborn, was {in Lycll's owm words)

that "all theories are rejected which involve the assumption of sudden and violeat
catastrophes..."z In a world of nuclear explosions this seems dowaright funny, but

it "was a perfect expression,' as Egon Friedell has written, "of the English tempersment
end comfortable middle-class view of tne world that refused to believe ia sudden and
violent metamorphoses, world uprisiag, and world calemities..."23 One of the mcst mili-
tant evolutionists of ouxr day says that "...it remains true, 86 every paleontologist
knows, that most new speccies, genera, snd fomtlies, and pearly all categories above the
level of families, appeax in the recoxd suddenly, and are not led up to by known, gradual,
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w24 One wonders why 1f MCST apucics appear
on the scene suddesaly without millions of years of evolutionary pxepaxation leading i
up €0 thenm, ths huzsn race caunot have done the same. "Because if dida't" we are told. -f?

-

D
For a huedred years thouscods of scientisia have devoted theix lives to proving that mtiyr

it dida't; yet all they have to offer us 2s proof to date is a large and cluttered

science-fair of bizaxre and coopeting medels, intervesting but mutuvally dozaging.

The lew Uniformity:--Through the years the writer, who is no crchceolozist, hag
had to keep pretty well abreest of the journals and consult occesionally with archaeol-
ogists in order to ccrey on his own varied projects. Anyone who has sny contect at
all with what is going on 1ls aware that the significant trend since the war has been
the steady draving together of favr-flunz peoples and cultures of antiguity into a
singly surprisingly close-knit febric. Early in the present ceatury an "Egyptologist"
could make fun of the "amusing iguozance" of the Pearl of Great Price in wivich "Chaldeans
and Egyptians are hopelessly mived together, although as dissimilar and remote in
language, religion, and locality as arve today American Indians and Chinese."?3 Today
2 tean-yeer~-old wculd be reprimanded for such a statement, since now we know that Chal-
deans eand Lgyptizns were “hopelessly mixzed together" from the very beginning of history.
Even a8 late as the 1930's so eminent 3 scholar as T. E. Peet had to exercise extreme
caution--suggasting that there might be any regemblence betwsen the litevatures of
Babylonia, Palestine, Egypt, and Gregce 26 Today we know better, as every meoath
establishes more widely aud more fix mly the common ties that knit g1l the civilizations
of the aacient world together.

.A hundred years ago investigators of prehistory already sensed "the essentisl
unity of the earlier Stone Age cultures throughout the 0ld World." From the very
beginning of the race "at a given period in the Pleistocene," writes Piggott, "one
can take, almest without selection, tools from Scuth India, Africa and South BEagland
vhich show identicsl techniques of manufacture and form....What happened at one end
of the ares seems to be happening wmore or less simultancously at the other."27 %
have never scen any attespt to account for this astounding world-wide ccordiratien
in the industries of primitive beings who could only communicate to their nearest
neighbors by squeals aad grunts. In the mid-Nineteecnth century the folklorists
were beginning to notiece that the same myths and legends turnad up everywhere in the
0ld gzod the New Vorlds, snd philologists were discovering the same thing chout
languages; today Hocketi and Asher ave bepmused by the "seriking lachk of diversity
in certain features of langusge," 2nd make the astounding announcemeant that “"Fhono-
logical systerms(of all the langusges of the world) show much less ygriaty than could
gasily be iovented by any linguist working with pencil and paper." The same authori-
ties note that '"man shows ap emazingly small emoung of racial diversity," snd pardon~
sbly wonder 'why human racial diversity is so slight, and....why the languages and
cultures of all comwunities, RS watter how diverse, ere elaborations of & single in-
herited ‘common dcnoninator'" With a million years of savagery and hostility,
igunorance, isolaticn and bestial guspicion to keep them divided it seems that mea should
have had plenty of time ¢o develop a vast number of separate "denominators™ cf language,
legend, race, and culture. But that is not the picture we get st all. 0 1n religion
it is the same. It was not until 1930 that a group of researchers at Cambyxidge cautiocusly
presented evidence for the prevalence through the ancieat world of a single pattera
of kingship, an elgborste religious-economic-political structure that could not possibly
have been invented independently in waay places., We do NOT find, ss we have evexy right
to expect, an infinite variety of exotic religicus rites and concepts, instead we find
a single overall pattern, but one so peculisr and elaborate that it cannot have been
the sportaneous production of primitive minds operating in isclation from cach other.Jl

ey
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‘. When hlciory begins, “let us say ¢. 5000 B.C.," to follow J. Mellgert, "we find
throughout the greater part of the Near East...villages, market tcvns...end the castles
of local rulcrs," widely ia touch with each other as “goeds apd row msierials vere
traded cver great distonces.'32 It is essentially the same plcture we find vight
down to the present; ard we find it everyvhere--1if we go to distcut Chinn "the life

of the Shang {the oldest hnown) population can have diffeved little in_ecsenitisls

from that of the pcpulous city-states of the Broacze Lge Hﬁuopotamia,“33 or from

that of the pcasants of the Danube o: of "the esrliest English farming culture, 34

This is what has ccme out since World War II. Before that archacolegy hod wmude us
progressively awaze of the oneness of our world with the successive éiscoveries of
Amarna, Ugarit, Doghazleui, Nuzi, etc., each one tying eli the great Kesr Zeetera
civilizations closer and cleser together while revealing the heretofore unsuspected
presence of grest actions and Empires as active and intimote participants ie a single
drama. And the Bible fs right in the center of {t: the Patrisvchs whe hcod been re-
duced to solar myths by the higher eritics, suddenly turned out to be Zlevh-and-bleed
people; odd woxds, concepts and expressions znd imstitutions of the Bitle started turning
up in reccrds of great antiquity; the Hittites, believed to be a myth by Bible scholaxs
until 1926, suddenly emerged as cae of the greatest civilizations the world has ever
geen. Since then a dozen almost equally great empires heve beea discovered, and the
preliminary studies of cach of them have showa in every case that they had more or less
intimate ties with the great Classical and Middle Esstern Civilizations.35 The pleture
of ancient civilization as & whole has become steedily broader snd at the seme time
moxe uniform, so that the growing impression is one of monotony bordering oa drabuness.
Seton Lloyd is depressed by ''the drab impersonality of the 'archaeological ages'?.36
Archasology gives us, as M. P. Rilsson puts it, "a picture-book without a text,"37 or,
in the wcr§§ of Six Mortimer, ''the archaeclogist may fied the tub but altogether miss
Diogenes." The eager visitor to a huandred recent diggings is fated to discover that
pecple once lived in stone or brick or wooden houses, cooked their foed (for they ate
food) in pots of clay or metal over fires, hunted, farmed, £ished, had childrern, died,
and wvere buried. Wherever we go it is just more of the same--all of which we could
have assumed in the first place, The romance of Archaecology has always resided not in
the koown but in the unkaown, and enough is kaown todsy to suggest the terrifyiag
verdict that a greet Cambridge scientist pronounced or the physical sciences a genera-
tion ago: "The end is in sight!" )

And now we come to the crux of the matter. As the tub without Diogenes has nothing
to do with philosophy, so archacology without the prcphets hss nothing to do with re-
ligion. "You cannot" says Piggott, 'from archaeological evidence, inform yourself on
man's idess, beliefs, fears or aspirvationg, You cennct understand what his works of
art or craftsmanship signified to him..."™% The ancient patrisrchs and prophets ate
our of ordimary dishes, sat on oxdinary chairs, wore ordinary clothes, spcke the ver-
nacular, wrote oan ordinzry paper and skins, and weve buried in ordinsry graves. The
11lusion of the pilgrims to the holy land, Christian, Foslem snd Jewish, that this is
pot so, l.e., that contact with such cbjects by holy men rendered them holy, and gave
rige to Biblical archaecology st an-early time--the Palestiae pilgrims from Origen and
Gregory to Robinscon aand Schaff were all looking for extra-special things, for miracu-
lous or st least wonderful objects. Men who vieved the idea of living prophets as a
‘base superstition turned ¢o the dead stones of the "Holy Land" for heavealy consola-
tion, and enlisted srchaeology in the cause of faith.%0" But though archacology may
conceivably confirm the existence of & prophet (though it has never yat done so), it
can never prove or disprove the visions that make the prophet a significant figure.
Formar attempts to explain the Scriptures ia terms of nature-myths, animism, and
psychology had nothing to do with reality.“l What can archaeology tell we about the
Council in Heaven? Nothing, of course--that all happened in another world. The same
holds for the Creation, taking place as it did at a time and place and In a manner
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which we csonot even imagine. Then comes the Gardea of Eden~--a paradise and zootherx
world beyoud cur ken. It is only whea Adam and Eve enter this world that they come
down to our level. Strangely enough, the Biblical iumage is wvot that of our first
psrents entoring a wonderful new world, but leaving such, to £ind themselves in a
decidedly dicary ploce of toil and teavs. Before long the children of Adum ove
building citlcs and are completely lzunched cn the €umilisr end drab xoutives of
civilized living: '"dreaxy" suggests old and tired, and there is octhing fresh or
new about the Adanic Ape.

Oa the archaeologhcal side we have Jericho, by general couseasus {cs of the moment)

the oldest city inm the wozld. It emexges abwruptly full-blown, with a sopuistlcated
and stersotyped architecture that remains uacheaged for twealy-one suciesslive town-levels;
end from the first it displeys a way of life subszantizlly the same zs thot ceuvied ea
by the ichalitants of the necr-by towns right down to the praseat day. This has come
as a great surprise: it is not ot all consistent with the official modol of the on-
ward and uvpward merch of civilization that we all leerned about at schicel. Whea the
civilization of China wes re-discoverad by European missicnaries in the 17th centuxy
skaptics and atheists s2w im it a crushing refutation of the Bitle--here was a great
civilization thousands of yezrs older aad fay richer, wiser and more splendid than
anything Western men had imagired, thriving in complete unawareness of Ged's plan of
salvation. It was tha discovery of such other worlds, such island universes, that was
once the concezn of archacology, ever sesking the sirange, the marvellous and the
exotic. But now Archasology has found too much: the worlds are there, but they are
not isolated; ot cven China; they are all members of a single community, and by far
the best hand-bosk and guide to the nature end identity of that community remaing the
Bibla.
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