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The Nalve Scienc2:-- Hothirng illuutz tes better than erchaeology the fmzdequacy
of human Lnonleane at any givean time. It is not that archaeology is less velisble
than other disciplines, but simply that its unrelizbility is more demonstrable.
Meteorology (to show whst we mean) is quite as “eclentific" 2s geology and fex moreso
thaan archesenlogy--actually it maokes more vse of scientific instruments, computers,
and higher mathematies thon those disciplices nsed to. Yet we laugh at the westher
man every other day; we aze not overawed by his impressive paraphernalie, because we
can check up oo him any time we feal like it: he makes his learned pronovnceménts--
and then it vatons or it doesn’t rain. If we could check up on the geologist or
archeeologist as easily when he tells us with perfect confidence what has happened
and what will happea in the remotest apges, what wvould the réesult be? Actually in the
one field in which the visdem of geology caa be coaglolled the fionding of oil, it s
calculated that the erperts are proven right only cbout 10% of the time, 1 Now if a
maa is wrong ninety per-cent of the time whea he 1s glorying in the ccmplete mastexy
of his speclalty, how far should we trust the same mon when he tokes to pontificsting
ca tha Hysterics? 1MNo sclexctific conclugcion is to be trusted without testing--to the

exzent Lo which exzet scilcnces ave exact they are also experimentsl scleaces; it is
in the 1zboratory that the oracle wust be consulted, Dut the archacologist is denied
access to the oracle, for him there is no ecat eand dofinitive demcnstration, he is
doomed to pled aleag, everlastingly protesting and fumblimg, through a lzborious,
often rzucorous zunniang debate that never euds.

To make a significont discovery im physies or mathaematics or philology one must
fivst kaow a good deal zbeut the subject; but the greatest archocolegicel discoveries
of receat yezrs were made by fgaovant peasants and illiterate shepherd boys. From
thet it follows, as the haadbooks on ercharology never tire of pointing out, that the
proper business of the axchaeclogist is not 3o much the finding cf stuff ae being able
to reccgnize wvhat he has fouad. Yet cven there the spociallst enjoys no monopoly.
Dr. Jozeph S=ad, vho divected the excavsiions at Khirbet Quuren, tells of many Justances
in which the local Argbs were zble to cuplain findinge which completely baffled the
experts from the West, to the rage sed chegrla of the latter., Hence Sir MNortirer Whesler
warns the archeeologist: "Do not ignorve the opinion of the unimstructed., ‘CEveryone
koows &8 rwch as the savant. . .' Ererson said so aad he was right,"2

With everybady getting Ianto the act, it 13 cot surprising thst the history of
archseology is largely the story of bitter jealcusies and frightful feuds. Archaeology
percilessly scceatustes certzin qualities characteristic of all resesrch but often
glossed over in the exact sciences The elements of uncertainty, surprise acd disap-
pointment, and the pervasive role cf cpeculation and imogiostion with all the unconsclous
conditioning and prejudice that implies, are not merely regretable defects in archaszology
--they are the very stuff of which the pilcturesque discipline is compcsed. 'What in
fact is Archaeology?" asks Sir Mortimer, and saswers, "I do not myself reslly kncw. . .

1 do not even kaow whe th°" Aechaedlogy is to be desewibed as an axt or a science." Evea
on the purely techoical side, he points out, “there is no right way of diggiang, but
there are maay wrong ways.'

Duel 4n the Dork:--The idca of archacclogy &3 the bey to 2 men's origin 2nd destiny
was introducad as o wecpon of aati-slerical pelexic in the revolutlionsry movements of
the 18th znd 19th centurfes. Reiwar's "hete-filled pamphlet” oa history aad the New
Testamant launched the Ysclentific" oattack en the Bible,é 2ad when RBoucher de Perthes,

a child of the French Revolutior, found stone "hand-zxes" zmong the flinte of Abbeville
he publi hed them ian five stetely veluzes catitled, with poatifical 7inality, "On the
Creatisa®.d These cbjects, whose use and origin is etill disputed, were to bo mothing
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less than the key to the creation! Such foantestic leaps of the mind revesl the fierce
determination of the first mecdera archacologists to "get something" on the Bible. It
was inevitable that Biblical archaeology should beccme little more them "an offshoot
of Darwinism."® The great Lzmarck, before he ever came up with his explznaticn of the
creation was animated “by a severe...philosophical hostility, asmounting to hatred, for
tha trsdition of the Deluge and the Biblical crsation story, indeed for cverything
which recalled the Christian theory of nature."’/ And Darwin writes of himself in his
twenties:

I had gradually come, by this time, to see that the 0ld Testament from its
nanifestly false nistory of the world end from its atiributing to God the
feelings of a revengeful tyroat, was no more to be trusted thaa the sacred
books of the Uindoos, or the beliefs of any barberian...By further reflecting
...that the more we know of the fixed laws of nature the more inecredible do
miraclas becoma--that the mea at that time were ignorant aud credulous to a
degrece almost incomprchensible to us...This disbelief crept over ine at a very
slow rate, but was at last complete, The rate was so slow that I felt no
distress, aag have never since doubted for a sirgle second that my coanclusion
was coriect,

This i{s a very revealiog statement, a vich compound of e¢liches, a testament of Victorian
smugness: "...manifestly false...reveageful tyrant,...any barbarisn...fixed lzws of
nature...never decubted for a3 single seccad." Those are the wozds of a man who knows
all the answers and is proud yather thon ashamed of his unflinching loyaity to his ‘

adolesceat prejudices. Just how much would a young English theology student im the
1820's know ebout the real histeiy of the world, bocks of the Hindoos, or "the beliefs
of any barbarian”? Next to nothing is putting it mildly, but it was cnough to put

the stamp of "complete disbelief" on Darwin's thinking forever after. Studeats commonly
essume that it wos the gradual cmossiang of evidence that in time cozstrained such mea
to pzrt cowpany with the Bible. Exactly the opposite is the cose: long before they
had the evidence they breught to their researches such an unshakzble determinztion to
discredit the Book of Gonesis that the discovery of the evidence was a foregone con-
clusion. It was Darwin's besom friend and spokesman who blurted out the real issue
with charscteristic bluntness: '"Darwin himself avoided attacking the Bible, but for
Huxley, his doughty chompica zgainst all comers," wrxites J. C Greezae, 'the battle
sgainst the doctrine of inspiration, whether pleniary or otherwise, was the crucisl
engagenent in the fight for evoluticn and for freadom of scientific enquiry."? the
battle was agoinst reveletion, and evelution was the weezpon forged for the conflict,

We must not be misled by that f{nevitable tag shout "freedcm of scilentific eanquiry."
When a Tcooescee high-school teacher vas fired for teaching evolution ian 1925 the whole
civilized vorld was shockad and vevolted at such barbaric restriction on freedem of
thought; yet st the cawe time there was not an important college or evean high-scheol

in the country that would hire 8 msun who dared to presch zgainst evolution. Frezdom
~of thought, indced' :

The great debate between "scieuce” and "religion" has been a cduel in the dark.
How do things stend betwcen the picture vhich "archacology" gives us of the past and
the picture that the Seriptures pive us? Tcke the Biblical image first: the best efforts
of the best artists back thiough the years to represent a clear plcture of things des-
cribed in the Bible lock to us simply comical. Even the conscientious Flemish artists
using the best Oriental knowledge of their time paiant Solczmon or Holofernes as a boozy
Landgraffs at a feoncy dress ball, while the masters of the Italian Rcraissance show
their prophets znd cpostles cffecting the prescribed dress and stock geztures of
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" travelling Sophists of the Antique woxld. We ave no better today, with our handsome
"Bible Lands" books, based on diligent research, showing Jesus or Elijih in the garb

of modexn Bedouins or Romallgh pezsants moving through the erroded terrain of =odern
Palestine or discoursing beceath arches snd gates of Nermea and Turkish desiga. The
moral of this is that no matter where we get our informatioa our picture of the Bible
is boucd to be out of focus; for it will slwvays be based on imzdequate deta end 1t
will always be cur otin constriction. And at no time did the Christian world have a
more distorted picture of the Bible than in the 19th century. To the Victorians,
creaking with culture snd refinement, it was easy and pleszsant to assign &1l other
crestures their proper place and station in the world--for that is what evolution does;
their outspoken objection to Mormouism was that it was utterly barbaric, sn intolerable
affront to zn enlightened and scientific age; Huxley declared with true scilentifiec
humility that the differvence between a cultiveted man of his own day znd 8 native of
the forest was a2s great as that between the native and a blade of grass. What possible
understanding could these people have of the real Pible world? Taken at face value

the Bible was a disgustingly primitive piece of goods--""poor stuff' Joha Stewart Mill
pronounced it; the work of people "ignorant sad credulcus to a3 degree almost frcompre-
hensible to us," as Darwia said, for this, of ccurse, was the Didle that I'zrwin rejected:
in it he was attacking an imzge which was the product of his owd culiure and ncthing
else. ‘

The Micd's Bye:--Archzeslogy today "iam our uaiversities aand schools,’ according
to Wheeler, "forms inunocuous pools of somewhat colorless kuowledge--mostly a refined
Darvinism--in which cur kindcrpartens asre encouraged to paddle.” 0 Agsin, everybody y
gets into the cct. My own children, loag before they could read, write, or ccuat,
could tell you exactly hou thiags vere upon the earth millions snd =miliions of years
ago. But did the little scholars zealily kaow? "What 13 our kecwledge of the past
sad hos do we obtain 3it?" asks the eminent archaeologist Steward Piggott, acd
answers: ''The past no loager exists for us, cven the past of yesterday...This mcans
that we caa never have direct kaowlcdge of the past. We hzave caly iaformaticn or
evidence from which we caa construct a picture."ll The fessil cr petshezd or photo-
graph that I hold in my hand may be called a fact, it 1is direct evidence, an izmediate
expericnce; but my iaterpretation of it is NOT a fect, it is entizraly 2 pilcture of my
own censtructioa. I canoot experience 10,000 or 40 million years--I cea caly lragline,
and the Zact that ary picture is based on facts does act mske IT a fact, even vhen 1
think the evidence is so clear and vnequivocal as to allow of no other iaterpretation.
Archacology brings home this lesscn every day, &6 Sir Flinders Petrie pointed out for
in no other field does interpretsticn count for so zuch.12 "The excavator," writes
Sir Leonzrd Woolley, "is constantly subject to impressions too subjective and too
intengible to be communicated, and out of these, by no exact logical process, there
arise theories which he can state, czn perhaps support, but cawnot prove...they have
their value s summing up experiences which no student of his objects and notes can
ever shzre."13 Yet what makes scientific knowledge scientific is that it CAN be
shared. "There are fires," writes a leeding student of Americanm archzeology," which
‘mén may, or may not, have lit--animals he may, or may not, have killed--and crudely
flaked stone cbjects, which those most qualified to judge thiak he did not mzke. By
weight of numbers these fingz have been built into an impressioec of prohgbllity, but
the idol has feet of clay." This is the wormal state of things wvhen we are desling
with the past: "If one certzinty doecs emerge from this accumulstion of uncertziaties,"
writes an eminent geologist, "it is the deep impression of the vastness of geologic
time."13 An "accumulation of uncertzinties' leaves the student (“'by weight of numbers")
with an "impressioa" which he thereupon labels a "certainty".

Yet with examples gzross as earth to exhort him the srchaeologist 1s constantly
slipping into the normal occupational hazard of letting the theory rather thoa the
facts czll the tune. For years crchaeologists always assumed *hat pileces could be
chipped from the gurface of stores merely by exposure to the durning sum--they never
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bothered to put their_ theory to the test, though no one ever was present vhea the

sun did its chipping.1 From Breasted's Ancient Tires millions of high school students
have learned how primitive mzn wolke one morning ia his camp in the Simal Peninsula to
find that bright copper beads had igsued from the gresnish rocks with which he banked
his fire that night. It wes oot until 1939 that a scientist at Canbridge actually .
went to the trouble to see if coppfs could be cmelted from 2a open five, and discovered
that it was sbsolutely impossible. Nobody had bothered to check up oa these simple
thiags--1like the Aristotelians who opposed the experimenting of Calileo, ths wen of
sclence felt no need to question the obvious. If man had beea on the earth for, say,
100,000 years, scattered evervywhere in tiny groups subsisting on a near-animal level,
could we possibly find the cultural and linguistic patteras we do in the world today?
After 50,000 years of local isolation is it conceiveble that languages at opposite

ends of the carth should be recogaizaobly related? Oaly in our day are such elementary
questions beginning to be asked--often with surprisiog and disturbing results. But
however vast the accunmulstion of facts may taecome, our picture of the past apod the future
will always be, aot partly but wholly the child of our own trained and conditioned
imaginaticas. "The world will always be different from any statemeat that sciemce can
give of it," a3 philescpher of science writes, and he explains: 'that is, we are looking
for an opportunity to recstate any statemeat w?éch ve can give of the world...vwe are
always restating our statemeat of the worid." Scholarship is also an sge-old opea-
ended discussion in which the importent thing is not to be right at a given moment but
to be gble to enter seriously into the discussion. that I caonot
do if I must depend on the opinfon of cthers, standing helplessly by until scmeone else
pronounces a verdict, a2ad then cheering loudly to show that I too am a scholar. ’ .

Beccuse imterpretation plays an all-important zole in it, archacology has been
carried on zgainst a background of ccaseless and z2crimonious coatroversy, with theory
and suthority uvsually lecdimg fact around by the nose, -'Lf the great Sir Arthur Evans
decided eighty years zgo that the lMicocaus and Mycenaecns were not Greews, thea evidence
discovered tolay must be discounted if it shows they were Greeks; if it was coacluded
long ago that the Jews did not urite in Hebrew at the time of Christ, thea Hebrew
decuments from that time if they are discovered tedzy nmust be forgeries. ''"Does our
time scale, then, partzke of natural 1zu?" a geologist worders, "No...I wonder how
meny of us realize that the time sccle vas frozea in essentlally its preseat form by
1340...7 The followers of the fouunding faothers went forth across the esrthand in
Procrustean fashion made it £it the scctions they found even in places where the
actual evidecce liteislly proclaimed denial, So flexible and accemodating are the
'facts' of geology." "Science," said Whltchezd, "ie our modern-day dogmatism."
Thexe is something cozy aad old-£fzshioned, almost nostalgic, in the archaecology of
40 years ego with its iunvincible meliorism and romzatic faith in man's slow, steady,
inevitable ouward and upward march. But archaeology is the 3cience of surprises, and
the most Jdesperate efforts of accomedetioa have not been egble to discredit seasational
chznges of our day.

"One of the most cxciting resulis of the vsdio-carboen deting," writes Piggot,
"_ . .has been to ciphasize how rapldly aad scverely cavironment was modified;"ZU
Extrene and ropid chonges of enviroament have leng been ouathesa to science. 'Datwin's
gsecret, learncd from Lyell,"21 according to W. P, Ozborn, was (!m Lyell's own words)
that "211 theories are zejected which involve the assumption of sudden aud violent
catastrOphes...”zz In a world of nuclcar explosions this seems dounright fuuny, but
it "was a perfect expression,” as Egon Friedell has vrittea, "of the English texperezent
and coxfortable middle-class view of the world that refused to believe ia cudden and
violent metzmorphoses, world uprisiag, zud world calemities..."23 One of the mcst mili-
tant evolutionists of cur day says that "...it remailes true, as every pelecntologist
knows, that mcst cew spccles, genera, and famflies, and nearly all categories zbeve the
level of fonmilies, appear in the vecord suddenly, &nd are not led up to by known, gradual,
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cempletely continuous transiticnal sequences."24  One wonders why if MCST spccies appear

on the scene suddenly without millions of yesrs of evolutionary preparation leading .

up to them, the human race cannot have done the same. '"Because if didn't" we are told. e
For a huedred years thousavds of scientisia have devoted their lives to proving that not .3
"it dida't; yet all they have to offer us as proof to date is a large z2nd cluttered
science-fair of bizarre and cormpeting medels, interesting but mutually daxaging.

The New Uniformity:--Through the years the writer, who is no archaeologist, has
hsd to keep pretty well abreast of the journals snd consult occasionally with archaeol-
ogists in order to cerry on his own varied projects. Anyone who has any contact at
all with what is going on is gware that the siganificant trend since the war has beea
the steady drauing together of far-flung peoples and cultures of aatigquity into a
singly surprisingly close-kait febzrie. Early ia the preseat century aan "Egyptologist"
could make fun of the "amusing iguorance" of the Pearl of Great Price in which "Chaldezans
and Egyptians are hcpelessly mixed together, a2lthough as dissimilar and remote in -
language, religion, 2nd locality as arve today American Indlans snd Chinese."23 Today
& tea-year-old wculd be reprimanded for such a statement, since nrow we know that Chal-
deans cod Cgyptizns were "hopelessly mixed together" from the very beginning of history.
fven as late as the 1930's so enmineat a scholar as T. E. Peat had to exercise extreme
ceution--suggesting that there . might be any resemblence between the litevatures of
Rabylonia, Palestine, Egypt, and Gresce.26 Today we know better, as every mcath
establishes rore widely aud wore fiimly the common ties that kmit all the civilizations
of the zaclent world together. '

_A hundred vears ago investigators of prehistoxy already sensed "the essential
unity of the earlier Stone Age cultures throughout the 0ld World." From the very
beginaing of the race "at a given period im the Pleistocene,” writes Piggott, "one
can take, almost without selection, tcols from Scuth India, Africa sud South England
vhich ghow identical techniques of manufacture cnd fovm....What hsppened &t one end
of the zrea secms to be happening wore or less sizultaneously at the other."27 1
have never scen any attespt to account for this astounding world-wide ccordiration
in the industrics of primitive beinzs vho could only comrmunicate to their nearest
neighbors by squeals ead grunts. In the mid-Nineteenth century the folklorists
were beginning to nctice that the same myths and legends turnad up everywhere in the
01d and the MNew Vorlds, and philolegists uere discovering the same thing chbout
languages; today lockett and Asher are bemuged by the "striking lack of diversity
in certain features of languege," znd mcke the astounding ennouncercnt that "Phono-
logical systecs(of all the langusges of the world) shew much less yariety than could
easily be invented by any lingulst working with pencil znd paper." The scme authori-
ties note that "man shows an eamazingly small smouag of racial diversity," and perdon-
sbly wonder "why humon racial diversity is so slight, and....why the languages and
cultures of all communities, nggmstter how diverse, are elaboraticms of a sirgle ia-
herited 'coxmen deacwmioator'”, With a m$llion years of savagery and hostility,
ignorance, isclaticn znd bestial suspicion to keep them divided it scems that mea should
‘have had plenty of time to develop a vast nunber of separate 'denominators” of lsnguage,
legend, race, and culture. But thst is not the picture we get at al1,3% 1n religicao
it 1g the scme. It was rot until 1930 that a group of researchers at Cormdridge cauticusly
presented cvidence for tlie prevalence through the zucizat world of a single pattera
of kingship, an elsbozate religidus-econczic-political structure that could not possibly
have been invented icdependently in mony places. We do NOT find, &3 we have every right
to expect, an infinite variety of exotic religious rites znd concepis, instead we find
a single overall pattern, but one SO peculiar znd elsboreste that it cannot hcwve been
the spontaneous produciion of primitive minds operating im i{sclation frem each ot:her.‘51
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When hisiory begins, "let us say c¢. 5000 B.C.," to follow J. Mecllzert, "we fiad
throughout the greater part of the Near East...villages, market towns...end the czatles
of local rulers,” widely #n touch with each other as 'goods and rzw miterials vere
traded cver great distances."32 It ig esseantially the same plcture we find right
down to the present; and we find it everyvhere--if we go to distant China "the life

of the Shang (the oldest Lnown) population can have differed little in essentisls
from that of the populous city-states of the Broaze Age Mesopotamis, "33 or from
that of the peasants of the Danube o of "the earliest English farming culture,"34
This 1s what has come out since World War II. Before that archseology had mzds us

progressively aware of the oneness of our world with the successive discoveries of

Anarna, Ugarit, Boghazkeui, Nuzi, etc., each one tying ell tha great Near Eastera
civilizations closer and claser 'together while revealing the heretofore unsuspected
presence of great aztions and Empires as active and intimate participants in a single
drama. And the Bible is right inm the center of it: the Patristchs who had been re-
duced to solar myths by the higher critiecs, suddenly turned out to be flesh-and-blocd
people; 0dd woxds, concepts and expressions zad institutions of the Bible started turaning
up in recorxds of great cntiquity; the Hittites, believed to be a myth by Bible scholars
until 1926, suddenly emerged a2s cne of the greatest civilizaticns the worlid has ever
geen. Since then a2 dozen alrost equally great zmpires hsve been discovered, and the
preliminary studies of cach of thenm have showa In every case that they had more or less
intimate ties with the great Clussical and lMiddle Esstern Civilizations.33 The plcture
of sncient civilizstion 2s a whole hze become stezdily broader znd at the sexe time
moxe uniform, so that the grovlng impression is one of monotony boréering on drebuness.
Seton Lloyd is depressed by “the drab imperconality of the 'archceologicsl ages'', 36,
Archaoology gives ug, as M. P. Rilsson puts it, "a picture-book without a texut,. n37 or,
in the wo‘gg of Sir licrtimer, 'the urchaﬂologist a2y find the tub but ﬂlLooether miss
Diogenes.' The eazer visiuor to a hundred 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, formed, fished, had children, died,
and ware buried. Wherzcver we go it is just more of the soue--all of which ve could
have assumed in the first place. The romonce of Archocology has always resided cot inm
the known but ia the uvakacwn, and cnough is known today to suggest the terrifying
verdict that a greet Cerbridge scientist preonounced or tha pH)aical sciences a genera-
tiorn ago: "The end is in sighe!"

And now we come to the crux of the matter. As the tub without Diogenes hab zothing
to do with philosophy, so archacology without the prophets has nothing to do with re-
1igion. ''You cscanot' eays Piggott, "from archceological evidence, inform yourself on
can's 1deas, bellefs, fears or aspirations, You cannot vnderstand vhat his works of
art or craftsraaship signified to him, .."39 The zacient patrisrchs and prophets ste
our of ordinary dishes, sat on oxdimary cheirs, wore ordinary clothes, spoke the ver-
nacular, wrote oa oxdinury paper and skins, znd weve buried ia ordinary greves, The
illusion of the pilgrims to the holy lzad, Christisn, ¥oslem snd Jewish, that this is
pot s0, l.e., that contect with ﬁuch cbjects by holy men rendered them holy, and gave
rise to Bibijcal archazology &t an-early time--the Palestine pilgrims from Crigen and
Cregory to Reobinson asad Schaff were all locking for extra-special things, for miracu-
lous or &t least wonderful objects. Moa who viewed the idea of living prophets as &

‘bese superstition turned to the dead stones of the "Holy Land" for heavenly consola-

tion, and enlisted archocology io the cause of faith.%0" But though archzaeology may
conceivably cocofirm the existence of & prophet (though it has aever yet done so), it
can never prove or disprove the vislons that make the prophet a significant figure,
Pormar atierpts to explain the Scriptures im terms of rature-myths, animism, aad
psychology had nothing to do with rcclity.kl Vhat can archaeology tell e ebout the
Ccuncil in Ilcoven? Nothing, of course--that all happened ia another world. The geme
tolds for the Creation, taking place @s it did at a time znd place and in a wcaoner
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which we cannot even imagine. Then comes the Garden of Zden--a paradise and zoothex |
world beycud cur ken. It {s only when Adam and Eve enter this world that they come
dova to our level. Strcagely cnough, the Biblical firnge is oot that of our first
psrents cntering a wenderful nev vorld, but leaving such, to find thezselves in &
decidedly dreary plsace of toil and tears. Before long the children of Adea ere
building cities and are completely leunched on the familisr and drad routines of

civilized living: "dieazy" suggests old and tired, and there is nothing fresh or
aew about the Adawmic Age. '

On the archaeologleal side we have Jericho, by genersl consensus (as of the moment)
the oldest city im the world., It emerges abruptly full-blown, with a sopnisticated
asnd stereotyped architecture that remains unchasnged for tweanty-one successive town-levels;
and from the first it displays a way of life substantially the game as that carried en
by the ichabitaats of the near-by tovns right down to the preseat day. This has coxe
8s a great surprise: it is not at all consistent with the official model of the on-
ward and vpward merch cof civilization that we all learned about at school. When the
civilization of China was re-discovered by Zuropean missionaries in the 17th century
skaeptics znd athelsts szw im it 3 crushing refutation of the Bitle--here was a great
civilization thousands nf years older znd far richer, wiser scd more s2lendid than
anything Western maen had imagined, thriving in complete unzwareness of God's plan of
salvation. It was the discovery of such other worlds, such island universes, that wvas
once the concezn of archzeology, ever seeking the strange, the marvellous and the
exotic. But now Archacology hes feund too much: the worlds sre there, but they are
not isolated; not cven China; they are all mexzbers of a single community, and by far ’
the best hand-bosk and guide 2o the nature ond identity of that comaunity remains the
Bible.
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