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If at first the idea is not absurd, then there is no hope for it…
Albert Einstein

Introduction
By Graham Hancock

When Fingerprints of the Gods was first published in the Spring of 1995, I did not in my wildest dreams imagine that I would see it go on to sell more than three million copies or be translated into 20 languages, or that less than six years later BBC TV’s flagship science documentary series, Horizon, would be warning the public about the dangers that the book posed to established history. Previewing the December 2000 broadcast of their one-hour programme ‘testing’ my work, the Horizon team wrote:

Graham Hancock, best-selling author and television presenter, has a highly controversial view of history. His theory about a mysterious lost civilisation that brought knowledge to other people around the world has attracted such a wide audience that it stands to replace conventional views of the past.1

Horizon proceeded to screen a re-cut version of a documentary that they had first shown in November 1999. Then it had been called ‘Atlantis Reborn’. Now it was called ‘Atlantis Reborn Again’ and incorporated a number of changes following the partial upholding by the Broadcasting Standards Commission of complaints of unfairness made by Robert Bauval and myself.2 The most important change was that the BBC reinstated testimony from both of us, edited out of the November 1999 version, in which we rebutted allegations – effectively of dishonest presentation of material – that the US astronomer Edwin Krupp had made about Bauval’s Orion correlation theory. Previously Krupp’s input had been presented as uncontested fact; now it came across more accurately as the idiosyncratic opinion of a single astronomer – an opinion which is so counter-intuitive that it could only be explained by means of an added graphic.

Other changes which helped to make ‘Atlantis Reborn’ fairer included the removal of an incorrect statement accusing me of claiming that the Khymers of Cambodia had seen the constellation of Draco as a dragon (I had not made that claim). More significantly, where viewers in November 1999 had been wrongly informed that I ‘ignore’ carbon-dating in my analysis of ancient megalithic sites, the revised documentary admitted that I do not ignore it and instead reported my position – which is that I do not accept carbon-dating as the sole arbiter for the antiquity of stone monuments because it cannot directly date such monuments (only organic materials found ‘in association’ with the monuments can be dated by C-14).

Finally the BBC lifted a veto it had sought to impose on the publication of the full, uncut, unedited transcripts of the on-camera interviews that I had given to the Horizon team. Previously John Lynch, Creative Director of Science at the BBC, had written to me to state that the Corporation would not grant me permission to publish the transcripts – as this was against ‘usual policy’.3 I was able to use my website to draw attention to this act of censorship and the BBC was bombarded with complaints from members of the public.4 Soon afterwards I received a second letter. ‘Contrary to what you appear to believe,’ wrote Valerie Nazareth, a solicitor in the BBC’s Programme Legal Advice Department, ‘the Corporation does not wish to censor you. Accordingly, we propose that in this instance we will waive our usual policy and grant you permission to use the full unedited transcripts.’5

The result of this change of heart – wherever it came from within the BBC I am grateful for it – is that I am now able to reproduce the transcripts as Appendix I to this edition of Fingerprints. As well as setting the record straight about what was really said and what was not in the interviews I gave to Horizon, I hope that these exchanges – with a hostile questioner representing the voice of orthodox science – will provide a useful service to my readers. The questions are amongst those that are most frequently asked about my work and the answers were given under sustained pressure with the eye of the camera on me at all times. To that extent, therefore, the uncut, unedited Horizon interviews do represent a real ‘test’ of my work and my ideas in a way that the edited Horizon documentaries never could.

Changing ideas

I don’t believe in revising or ‘updating’ books. For this reason, I haven’t changed a word of the original text of Fingerprints of the Gods. All of it is reproduced here exactly as it was in the first, 1995, edition.

But my ideas are in a constant state of flux, and are always changing as I learn new things. That’s half the fun of my job! Also, in studying and writing about the possibility of a forgotten episode in human history I rely to a great extent on the research of others – so as new breakthroughs are made or come to my attention I try to take account of them.

I see my role primarily as that of a reporter and I start to feel uncomfortable if I think the grass is growing under my feet. Geographically my interests have expanded since 1995 to include Japan, South East Asia, the Pacific, India, the Persian Gulf and the Mediterranean – areas not extensively covered in Fingerprints (which looks mainly at the Americas and at ancient Egypt). Intellectually my focus on the last Ice Age has shifted from the mystery of why it ended so suddenly to a direct investigation of the 10 million square kilometres of continental shelves that were flooded then. Because they are under water, these lost lands – larger in their combined area than the United States of America – have only been minimally studied by archaeologists. And, perhaps because notions of a Biblical-style ‘Deluge’ (William Ryan and Walter Pitman excepted6) are almost as unfashionable amongst scientists as notions of ‘Atlantis’, no attempt has ever before been made to correlate the inundation of such a vast expanse of previously habitable coastal plains with the mystery of the rise of historical civilisations.

The proper place for all this new material to come out, in my view, is in new books, not in updates to old ones. So even as I write this introduction to the 2001 edition of Fingerprints of the Gods I am happy to report that I have also completed the first three chapters of Underworld – which is scheduled for publication in 2002.

Writing new books, rather than going back to tamper with books already written, is also the way I prefer to respond to criticisms of my work. Where I accept and respect particular criticisms I should not fail to take account of them in future books, and where I feel sure I have made a mistake I should learn from that mistake and not repeat it.

Still standing

What about Fingerprints of the Gods? Does it contain mistakes? Or worse still, was it a mistake?

The answer to the first question is yes – of course Fingerprints contains mistakes. That’s because it’s not a bank ledger or a balance sheet. It’s a book of big ideas written by a fallible human being.

The answer to the second question is no! I’m proud of this book and continue to stand by it despite the unremitting hostility and criticisms of academics. When I was writing it in the early 1990s I set out deliberately to take intellectual risks about history and prehistory, to explore uncharted territory, to question a priori assumptions and to draw attention to areas of darkness and mystery in our understanding of the past. I wanted to stir up thinking and reinvigorate debate about a subject that seemed to have gone cold in the public imagination – the possibility of a lost civilisation – and I realised that the only way to do this was not to write a safe book. Instead I opted for a frontal assault on mainstream thinking combined with passionate advocacy of an alternative view of history. I made a lot of enemies along the way but I think the record shows that this strategy of confrontation worked. Following the second broadcast of Horizon the book stands like a gladiator in the Coliseum. Although it is scarred and battered from many assaults it is, I note, still standing – the essential pre-requisite of survival in any ring.

Carbon-dating Tiahuanaco

(N.B. This section should be read in conjunction with Appendices II and III of this edition.)

My academic critics frequently accuse me of dishonestly ignoring carbon-dating results when it suits me to argue that a site may be older than the scholars say it is. For example Garrett Fagan, Assistant Professor of Classics and History at Penn State University in the USA, has attacked me many times both privately and publicly over exactly this issue.7 He is particularly incensed because my treatment of Tiahuanaco in Fingerprints of the Gods and Heaven’s Mirror fails to mention the ‘extensive’ series of carbon dates (actually 29 dates in total, see Appendix III) that are now available which show the ruined Andean city to have been uninhabited virgin soil before about 3500 years ago and undeveloped on a monumental scale until about 2000 years ago or later.8 He believes that this series of carbon dates rules out and renders ludicrous any possibility that Tiahuanaco could be as much as 17,000 years old as I speculate in Fingerprints of the Gods.

Readers seeking further information about the 29 Tiahuanaco dates, how they were derived and how they have been assessed should read Appendix III. It will surprise nobody, however, if Dr Fagan turns out to be correct about this. He is, after all, merely repeating and reaffirming what most orthodox historians and archaeologists already say about Tiahuanaco – and I am prepared to accept that there is not a single carbon date from the site earlier than 1500 BC. Indeed I preface my discussion of Tiahuanaco in Fingerprints by warning readers that the orthodox date for the city’s florescence could be as late as 500 AD and make it clear that I am about to explore an ‘alternative chronology… not accepted by the majority of scholars.’9

Surely it is my right to do that? At Tiahuanaco we have, on the one hand, a fairly unanimous academic opinion, based on a total of 29 C-14 samples, pottery and other ‘contextual’ indicators, that the site is ‘old, but not that old’ – certainly less than 2000 years old as a monumental megalithic city. On the other hand we have the maverick opinion of Arthur Posnansky of the University of La Paz, Bolivia. He carried out extensive excavations at Tiahuanaco between 1900 and 1940 – before the introduction of carbon-dating and before modern restorations. He also made a careful study of the principal alignments of the site and, after applying the accepted astronomical formula for calculating regular slow changes in the earth’s obliquity, he concluded that the very large megalithic corner-stones of the Kalasasaya enclosure were originally set up to mark the points of sunrise and sunset on the winter and summer solstices as far back as 17,000 years ago.

Dr Fagan obviously believes that Posnansky’s conclusions about Tiahuanaco are wrong and he is entitled to his view. By the same token, however, nothing on earth obliges me to agree with Fagan’s own position – and, for the record, I do not! His 29 much touted C-14 samples do not, in my opinion, conclusively rule out the possibility of an earlier Tiahuanaco beneath apparently ‘virgin soil’. More digging needs to be done before this can be settled. Meanwhile I see no reason to discount my gut feeling that Posnansky’s hands-on experiences and painstakingly-acquired knowledge of the site over a period of 40 years are worth a lot. I therefore made a clear decision as an author to base Chapters 11 and 12 of Fingerprints of the Gods on Posnansky’s hard to find, obscure and massive research study – Tiahuanaco: the Cradle of American Man.10

I assert again my right to do that, to present whose work I want – having acknowledged the orthodox view as I most certainly did – without fear of harassment or smear campaigns or accusations of dishonesty about carbon-dating.

This extract from the Horizon transcripts clarifies the principal issues:

Q:

What convinces you that the date of the Tiahuanaco site is much, much older than conventional archaeology, as they call it, would accept? What do you think is the convergence of evidence about the Tiahuanaco date?

HANCOCK:

I need to answer your question more broadly at first. I think that in the case of many ancient sites around the world the picture of the history of the site is confused by the fact that the site is constantly built on and rebuilt and rebuilt again over long periods of time. The ancient Egyptians had a habit of building temples on the sites of earlier temples. And I think the same thing happened in the Andes as well. A place that had a name or a reputation as a sacred place might be the site for a succession of monuments built by different cultures over long periods of time.

In the case of Tiahuanaco, I think that orthodox archaeology has concentrated more than it perhaps should have on the latest layers of occupation and construction at Tiahuanaco and has not considered the possibility that the origins of the site may be much older than that …

Now the odd thing is that I was quite recently in Bolivia and held a lengthy on-the-record interview with Dr Oswaldo Rivera who was the former Head of Bolivian Archaeology. And what Rivera told me is that his own team’s calculations at Tiahuanaco, to his surprise, do tend to support Posnansky’s argument – that this site was originally surveyed and set out thousands of years before the date that we thought it was built. And Rivera, unusually amongst academics, is prepared to consider the idea of a much earlier level of civilisation at Tiahuanaco, going back 12,000 years or more, and he points out that we’ve only excavated about two per cent of that site at present, and we really can’t draw firm and final conclusions about Tiahuanaco on the basis of a two per cent excavation.

Q:

One thing that’s struck me, in fact from what you just said and from reading the book, is that the site has been damaged. Does that cause the alignments you’re talking about to be problematic in any way?

HANCOCK:

It might do. It might do. What I’m advocating where Tiahuanco is concerned is a much more wide-ranging and open-minded investigation of the origins of that site. I’m not saying that I am absolutely right in claiming that Tiahuanaco may have been founded more than 12,000 years ago. I could be completely wrong. And the fact that the site itself has been used as a quarry for at least the last 150 years by the builders of La Paz and other areas in Bolivia has certainly damaged and devastated that site. But I don’t think that should stop us from considering the many mysteries and problems connected with Tiahuanaco.

Q:

When you look at a site like Tiahuanaco and evidence about its dating, what significance would a 12,000 year-old-date have for your argument? The confusion I’ve had from people looking at some of the material is, ‘does he think this is Atlantis?’, ‘does he think this is the lost civilisation, or is it the product of people from the lost civilisation?’ How do you use dates of that period in your argument?

HANCOCK:

I’m interested in the possibility that the date of particular ancient sites around the world may have been misconceived by orthodox academics. Giza is a classic example. That there may have been masses of activity at that site in 2500 BC but that it’s possible that elements of the site go back long before that, into a prehistoric period. And it was that same possibility at Tiahuanaco that intrigued me. It is a plain fact not much more than two per cent of the entire area of Tiahuanaco has been excavated so far. And for archaeologists to make a firm and absolute dating of the site on the basis of that two per cent seems to me a bit irresponsible – when there are indications of the site being older than that.

I think what’s important to stress about Tiahuanaco is that this is a mysterious site about which very little is known. Minimal archaeology has been done over the years. There’s a broad range of opinion about the antiquity of Tiahuanaco within orthodox circles. And certainly, within orthodox circles, I have talked to some archaeologists who do admit the possibility of the site being much older. What I’ve tried to do is to show people who read my books that the case on Tiahuanaco is not cut and dried, that there is an alternative view, that it’s possible that mainstream archaeology has got this wrong, and that perhaps much more work with a much more open mind needs to be done on the site before we settle our minds absolutely as to the antiquity of the site.

Q:

Are you aware of the amount of carbon-14 dating that has been carried out at Tiahuanaco in recent years?

HANCOCK:

There’s been a lot of carbon-14 dating carried out at Tiahuanaco. And carbon-14 dating, for me, says that this site was used and occupied at the date that that carbon-14 material comes from. It doesn’t mean that the site was necessarily built at that time, or was originally laid out and planned at that time. This could have happened earlier.

Q:

Why do you not make that argument in the book? Why do you not refer to carbon-14 in the book?

HANCOCK:

I do make the argument in the book [Fingerprints of the Gods]. I do specifically talk about the problem I have with carbon-14 dating, which is that it dates the organic artefact which has been found; it does not conclusively date the site that surrounds that artefact. I do actually make that point quite explicitly in the book. [for reference see pages 54-55 and 134-135, UK paperback edition, 1996.]

Q:

In the case of a site like Tiahuanaco, what evidence is there of an earlier series of structures in that location?

HANCOCK:

The huge megalithic blocks that are sitting around, at Tiahuanaco, seem to me so out of character with later architecture from that area that it suggests to me it belongs to a much earlier era. I think the astronomical indications on the site are intriguing but not conclusive and I think, above all else for me personally, it’s as much intuition as anything else – the site feels wrong for the date range that is ascribed to it by orthodox archaeologists. It just feels older. It’s very difficult to prove anything like this, and I’m not trying to prove it. What I’m trying to do is to raise questions and to say ‘here is an intriguing and strange place, which we really know very, very little about: we don’t really know what language was spoken there; we don’t know what religious ideas were practised there; we don’t really know what the people looked like who lived there.’ It just comes down to us out of the blue without its past properly written. And I think what’s needed with a place like that, rather than a fixed and determined view to deprive it of all mystery and render it as boring and predictable as possible, I think it would be nice if orthodox scholars approached it with a slightly more generous and a more open attitude, and at least a willingness to be amazed, rather than writing that off at the outset. So I’ve tried to restore the balance by offering alternative information on Tiahuanaco and reporting the work of others who have suggested that Tiahuanaco may be older. We may be wrong, but I think it’s worth investigating this.

Q:

But when you look at a technique like carbon-dating it is precisely the blocks, the various structures at Tiahuanaco that are dated using the radiocarbon dating technique.

HANCOCK:

Well, it beats me how a block can be dated using radiocarbon. If we look underneath the block and find organic material under the block then we can say that that block was placed on top of that organic material at a particular date – which does not preclude the possibility that the block has been moved around several times and that the temple we have at Tiahuanaco has been constructed and reconstructed again and again over thousands of years. This is perfectly possible and cannot be ruled out by the carbon-dating at all.

Indeed Posnansky’s fieldwork at Tiahuanaco uncovered evidence of extensive prehistoric floods that had devastated the plain above Lake Titicaca on which the city stands. As I report in Chapter 12 of Fingerprints of the Gods he speaks of a catastrophe at the end of the last Ice Age:

caused by seismic movements which resulted in an overflow of waters of Lake Titicaca and in volcanic eruptions … It is also possible that the temporary increase in the level of the lake may have been caused in part by the breaking of bulwarks on some of the lakes further to the north and situated at a greater altitude … thus releasing the waters which descended toward Lake Titicaca in onrushing and unrestrainable torrents.11

Cataclysmic breakdown of ice masses that had formed over the Andes before the last glacial maximum 17,000 years ago makes it extremely plausible that gigantic meltwater floods would have devastated in the vicinity of Tiahuanaco not just once but several times between 17,000 and 7000 years ago.12 If there had been any civilisation there during that period, the chances are that very little of it would have remained for archaeologists to pick over today – although big megalithic structures would have been more likely to survive than ordinary buildings and habitations.

With such a scenario in mind, and remembering that the site has also been repeatedly plundered and rearranged by human beings as well as by nature, I certainly am not prepared to give up its megaliths without a fight to the relatively recent dates within which archaeologists wish to enclose them. They may indeed all have been quarried and transported here less than 2000 years ago, as the archaeologists say, but it is also possible that they could belong to the older layer of civilisation in the Andes that is hinted at in so many of the region’s ancient myths – myths that the scholars have never satisfactorily explained and that flatly contradict the C-14 picture.

Besides, as I informed Horizon, at least one modern archaeologist with intimate knowledge of Tiahuanaco and years of direct field experience as an excavator there, is prepared to contemplate an age of more than 12,000 years for the original foundation of the site (in strata beneath the layer of ‘virgin soil’ deposited 3500 years ago). This is Oswaldo Rivera, the former Director of Bolivian Archaeology and an acknowledged expert on Tiahuanaco. In 1997, two years after Fingerprints was first published, he told me:

We are thinking that Tiahuanaco is so much earlier than has been realised before. After 21 years of making excavations and studies in Tiahuanaco I can tell you we are all the days with our mouths open, because Tiahuanaco is incredible, including for the archaeologists working in Tiahuanaco. We are all the days discovering different things … and I am sure we are going to discover the inner part of Tiahuanaco … a sunken Tiahuanaco, underneath the existing one … I think 12 or 21 metres down we have another Tiahuanaco, and it’s the sacred Tiahuanaco, the original. I can’t tell how old it is. It’s a new chapter in the study of Tiahuanaco. We are going to open a new book…13

Mysterious strangers

Despite the radio-carbon results from tiny parts of the excavated two per cent of the site, I predict that the idea of an older Tiahuanaco explored in Fingerprints of the Gods is not going to go away. Until the 1990s such an idea had to overcome not only the objections from C-14 but also the adamant conviction of palaeo-anthropologists that the Americas remained uninhabited until about 12,000 years ago and were then populated exclusively from Siberia by stone-age migrants of Mongoloid ethnic stock crossing the Bering land-bridge into North America. If that were the case then it would indeed be difficult to imagine how Tiahuanaco, so far away from the point of entry, could have been populated or have evolved any form of urban civilisation by 12,000 years ago. Since the first publication of Fingerprints in 1995, however, it has become ever more apparent that the old, entrenched academic theory about the peopling of the Americas is just plain wrong. Human beings are now definitely known to have been present and well established across large swathes of South America by 12,000 years ago – with indications of much older habitation layers going back as far as 25,000 or 30,000 years.14 These early settlers appear to have been racially diverse, including individuals with pronouncedly African or Polynesian features and I am tempted to suggest that this may explain the mystery of surviving sculptures of such individuals that sometimes turn up in the oldest archaeological strata – for example the eerie and massive ‘Olmec Heads’ of the Gulf of Mexico that I discuss in Chapters 16-18 of Fingerprints.

I think readers will agree that in those chapters, and throughout Parts Two and Three of the book, I go to some lengths to highlight the repeated references in myths to ancient racial diversity in the Americas and make a case that as well as classic American ‘Indians’, the palaeo-population of this region must have included broadly ‘Caucasian’ and ‘African’ ethnic groups as well. I notice that not a single scholar amongst the many who issue blanket dismissals of my work has ever had anything to say on this point. There has been no refutation of my position on the Olmec Heads. Nor has there been any refutation of the significance that I attach to the prehistoric New World myths of the pale-skinned, bearded deities Viracocha and Quetzalcoatl – with all that these myths imply.

For information:

Washington Post, Final Edition, Tuesday 15 April 1997. ‘Skeletons unearthed in several western states and as far east as Minnesota are challenging traditional views that the earliest Americans all resembled today’s Asians. The skeletons’ skulls bear features similar to those of Europeans, suggesting that Caucasoid people were among the earliest humans to migrate into the New World more than 9000 years ago. Anthropologists have known of such bones for years, but did not fully appreciate their significance until re-appraising them over the last few months. The new analyses were prompted by the discovery last summer of the newest addition to the body of evidence – the unusually complete skeleton of an apparently Caucasoid man who died about 9300 years ago near what is now Kennewick, Washington … The man’s head and shoulders were mummified, preserving much of the skin in that area … Those who examined [him at first thought the bones] were the remains of a European settler [until radiocarbon revealed their great age]. ‘It’s an exciting time, and I think we’re going to see some real changes in the story about the peopling of North America,’ said Dennis Stanford, an authority at the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of Natural History.

Not all scholars agree that Kennewick Man was a Caucasoid. But at the very least the discovery has raised significant doubts about the established model of the peopling of the Americas. Other discoveries have raised further doubts.

In Fingerprints of the Gods I describe one of the colossal Olmec Heads of La Venta:

It was the head of an old man with a broad flat nose and thick lips. The lips were slightly parted, exposing strong, square teeth. The expression on the face suggested an ancient, patient wisdom, and the eyes seemed to gaze unafraid into eternity … It would be impossible, I thought, for a sculptor to invent all the different combined characteristics of an authentic racial type. The portrayal of an authentic combination of racial characteristics therefore implied strongly that a human model had been used.

I walked around the great head a couple of times. It was 22 feet in circumference, weighed 19.8 tons, stood almost 8 feet high, had been carved out of solid basalt, and displayed clearly an authentic combination of racial characteristics. Indeed, like other pieces I had seen, it unmistakably and unambiguously showed a Negro … My own view is that the Olmec Heads present us with physiologically accurate images of real individuals of Negroid stock…

I returned to this mystery in my 1998 book Heaven’s Mirror:

Orthodox historians do not accept the presence of any Africans in the New World prior to the time of Columbus and have tried to sidestep the implications of the obviously African features of the 3000-year-old Olmec heads – 16 of which have so far been found. It may at least be taken as a sign that there is no racism in archaeology that there are also supposed to have been no Caucasians in the New World before Columbus! Scholars have therefore predictably raised quibbles about the Quetzalcoatl myth of the tall bearded white man and have sought to dismiss any suggestions that it might be reflected in the numerous reliefs of Caucasian faces that have been excavated in some of the oldest archaeological sites of Mexico. In the Olmec area several were found in the same strata as the African heads and sometimes side by side with them, but images of Caucasians have also been excavated as far afield as Monte Alban in the south-west, a site dated to between 1000 and 600 BC.

In 1996 and 1997 the discovery of Caucasian bones more than 9000 years old in the Americas seems, quite suddenly, to have validated the Quetzalcoatl myth. It is therefore now legitimate to ask how long it may be before another lucky turn of the archaeologist’s spade will uncover the bones of individuals who could have served as prototypes for the great Olmec heads.

That ‘lucky turn of the archaeologist’s spade’ was not long in coming. On 22 August 1999, the London Sunday Times (and a few days later a BBC2 television documentary) reported the discovery in Brazil and Columbia of more than 50 skeletons and skulls of a Negroid people who had lived in South America about 12,000 years ago – some 3000 years before the first known penetration of Mongoloid peoples into this region.

One particularly well preserved example, the remains of a young girl whom scientists have nicknamed ‘Luzia’ has been described as ‘the oldest human skeleton yet found on the American landmass’. It has been studied by Walter Neves, Professor of Biological Anthropology at the University of Sao Paolo, who states:

When we started seeing the results, it was amazing because we realised the statistics were not showing these people to be Mongoloid; they were showing that they were anything except Mongoloid … They are similar to modern-day Aborigines or Africans and show no similarities at all with Mongoloids from east Asia and modern-day Indians.

The Sunday Times also quotes Richard Neave, a forensic artist with the University of Manchester who has made a reconstruction of Luzia’s face. ‘That,’ he comments, ‘is a Negroid face. The proportions of the face do not say anything about it being Mongoloid.’

Up till now, as far as I know, no scholar has pointed out that the discoveries in Brazil and Columbia could offer an explanation for the Negroid features of the Olmec Heads. It’s true that the Olmec sculptures were found in strata between 3000 and 4000 years old – whereas the Brazilian and Columbian skeletons are much older than that. But this does not rule out a possible connection. At the very least it is surely an intriguing coincidence (a) that pieces of monumental sculpture depicting Negroid individuals have come down to us from the prehistoric antiquity of the Americas and (b) that a Negroid people, previously unidentified and unsuspected by historians, now appear to have been present in the Americas around 12,000 years ago. Perhaps the ‘Olmec’ Heads were not made by the ‘Olmecs’ at all but were inherited by them as heirlooms, handed down from an earlier time?

A link with China?

A footnote to this story, and a sign of the galloping collapse of consensus amongst orthodox scholars concerning the peopling of the Americas, is a row that began to simmer in academic circles in the late 1990s concerning possible cultural links between ancient Chinese and ancient American cultures – specifically the Olmec and the Shang. The main proponents of this view are Professor Mike Xu, who teaches in the foreign languages department at the University of Central Oklahoma, USA, and Chen Hanping of China’s Historical Research Institute.

According to an article published in US News and World Report, and to Internet postings, Xu believes ‘the first complex culture in Mesoamerica may have come into existence with the help of a group of Chinese who fled across the seas as refugees at the end of the Shang dynasty. The Olmec civilisation arose around 1200 BC, which coincides with the time when King Wu of Zhou attacked and defeated King Zhou, the last Shang ruler, bringing his dynasty to a close.’

Xu is also reported to have ‘explosive’ evidence in the form of archaic writings:

Over the past three years he has found some 150 glyphs on photographs of real specimens of Olmec pottery, jade artefacts and sculptures. As well as himself leafing through dictionaries of ancient Chinese, he has also taken his drawings of these markings to be examined by mainland Chinese experts in ancient writing, and most have agreed that they closely resemble the characters used in Chinese oracle bone writings and bronze inscriptions. ‘At first these experts all tried to send me away, saying they could not give an opinion of foreign artefacts,’ Mike Xu recalls. But after his repeated entreaties, they reluctantly took a look. The moment they saw his drawings, each of them asked him: ‘Where in China were these inscriptions found?’ When they heard they came from America they were all dumbstruck. ‘If these inscriptions had been found in excavations in China’, says Chen Hanping, a research associate at the mainland’s Historical Research Institute, ‘they would certainly be regarded as symbols of the pre-Quin-dynasty period’.

Reaction from other scholars has been almost universally hostile. This posting, from C. Cook, Associate Professor of Chinese at Lehigh University, sums up several key objections:

Some asked me to post my observations re the script on the Olmec celts identified by Chen Hanping as Chinese in US News and World Report Nov 4, pp 46-8. I have finally seen the article with the reproduction of the Olmec graphs and the section that Chen believed was similar to the oracle bone script of the Shang.

1. the graphs isolated by Chen are not Chinese. They bear some graphic similarity to some archaic Chinese graphs or parts of graphs but as single graphs equal nothing and do not have the equivalents he assigned to them. It is bogus.

2. obviously, the graphs/glyphs pulled out by Chen should be considered within the context of the entire ‘inscription’. This is impossible as the rest of the marks bear none but a few isolated similarities. In fact the Olmec ‘script’ may not represent language at all, but like the Naxi and other ur-scripts, be more a code for storytelling than an actual transcription of language. The Shang oracle bone script, on the other hand, is very advanced and unquestionably qualifies as belonging to a writing system.

3. Finally, the ‘inscription’ must be considered within the context of the sculptures. There is very little beyond the occasional face of human representation in Shang period art (some carved jade figures, but these are kneeling, often incised, and covered with animal décor, tattoos, clothes, etc.). One famous bronze has a shaman-like figure in the mouth of an animal, but there is no similarity to the Olmec representations.

4. A point of correction: the US News and WR article claims that Chen is the foremost authority of only about 12 scholars worldwide who are trained in ancient script. First, Chen is a very minor scholar. Second, there are more than 12 scholars in the US alone who can read Shang script, many many more in China and elsewhere.

I haven’t the faintest idea whether Professor Cook and the other critics are right or whether Xu and Chen are onto something with their Shang-Olmec connection. Further open-minded research is required to settle the issue but in the meantime I would like to draw attention to a small piece of evidence that I first became aware of when I visited the Mysteries of Ancient China Exhibition at the British Museum in early January 1997 and, more recently, when I visited Beijing’s History Museum in March 1999. I was intrigued by artefacts from the sacrificial pits at Sanxingdui in Sichuan province. Including bronzes in the shape of human heads, fragments of gold, many jades and a large number of elephant tusks, these artefacts were discovered in 1986 and are the work of a previously unidentified high civilisation that flourished in Sichuan from around 1200 to 1000 BC.

Of particular interest was an exhibit described as ‘Mask with ornamented forehead and protruding pupils’. It is one of three large masks that were found in pit 2 at Sanxingdui. According to the British Museum’s commentary:

the most startling features are the pupils of the eyes, which project on stalks… A further remarkable feature is the long upstanding projection rising from the nose of the mask. This projection is scroll-shaped, with an upright section coiled at the top and with a double loop at the bottom … The combination of the large ears, the protruding eyes and the tall quill makes this face completely fantastic.15

Is it a coincidence that almost exactly the same ‘fantastic’ and ‘startling’ features – bulging eyes and a long, curling projection to the nose – are found upon the Chac masks of the ancient Maya of Central America, the successors to the Olmecs? Chac masks were sometimes also incorporated as architectural features into Maya temples.

Perhaps such similarities are just coincidences – although personally I rather doubt it. Setting aside all other issues and anomalies, however, I contend that the ancient Caucasoid and Negroid skeletons that have been found in the New World mean that there can no longer be any room for preconceived notions. The true history of the peopling of the Americas is likely to turn out to be extraordinarily complex and attenuated, involving many different ethnic groups and cultures in many different epochs. It does not surprise me at all that the Chinese might have been here 3000 years ago, or the Phoenicians at about the same time – as others have suggested – or the remarkable Jomon culture of Japan, or the Egyptians, or – much later – the Vikings. I believe it to be very likely, indeed little short of a certainty, that all these peoples and several others as well must have independently ‘discovered’ the Americas, in isolated individual cases, over and over again, from the very earliest times.

But how early?

If we keep on pushing this inquiry back into the past – back beyond the earliest-known historical civilisations – then what, ultimately, do we come to?

The possible Shang influence on Olmec writing and art (or Olmec influence on the Shang?) takes us back 3000 years, well within the bounds of recorded history. But Kennewick Man and Luzia take us back respectively 9300 and 12,000 years, the latter date being some 7000 years earlier than Sumer and Egypt – the earliest known historical civilisations – and smack in the middle of the end of the last Ice Age when the Earth passed through a gigantic cataclysm and floods from the melting ice sheets scoured the globe.

Some scholars have expressed the view that Luzia’s people could have come to South America from the Pacific and been related to Australian Aborigines. Certainly there is evidence that in ancient times the Aborigines possessed sophisticated sailing and navigational skills. So far, however, there is no historical theory that can explain the presence in the New World at such early dates not only of Negroid Aborigines but also of Caucasoids – let alone the fact that memories of these conspicuous strangers appear to have been preserved in myths and in sculptures as far afield as Bolivia and Mexico.

As well as being an intriguing human and archaeological mystery, therefore, what we now know about the first Americans represents a radical and robust challenge to orthodox scholarship.

I suspect that this story will run and run.

How old are the Pyramids?

An area of my work that has been the subject of sustained attack concerns my views on the antiquity of the Pyramids and the Great Sphinx of Giza in Egypt. Many critics believe that my position in Fingerprints is that these monuments are 12,500 years old and I do not deny that I was, at least, open to this option in the early 1990s when I wrote the book – although I was also very much open to other options too. Since then my views have hardened and I personally can no longer contemplate the possibility that the three pyramids of Giza were built at such an early date. I remain certain that they were designed along the principles of sky-ground dualism to commemorate that date. Likewise, in the absence of any satisfactory refutation from scholars, I remain convinced that the Sphinx may date back to the eleventh millennium BC and retract none of the arguments that I present in Fingerprints for its possible vast antiquity.

Here is a document that I posted on the Internet discussion group EGYPTNEWS in 1998 which may help to clarify these matters:

A Position Statement From Graham Hancock On The Antiquity And Meaning Of The Giza Monuments 22 July 1998

I am the author of ‘Fingerprints of the Gods’ and the co-author (with Robert Bauval) of ‘Keeper of Genesis’ (entitled ‘The Message of the Sphinx’ in the United States).

Before continuing I advise all who are interested in this position statement to read first the critique of my work posted by Martin Stower on his website. Please also refer to John Anthony West’s open letter to Martin Stower posted on Egyptnews.

1. Re the ‘quarry mark’ hieroglyphs in the relieving chambers above the King’s Chamber in the Great Pyramid, I have rightly been taken to task for uncritically supporting Zecharia Sitchin’s forgery theory. I reported this theory in Fingerprints (published 1995) and in Keeper/Message (published 1996).

2. As an author and researcher I hope that my work will always be ‘in progress’ and never finished or set in stone. When I come across new evidence that casts doubt on theories that I previously endorsed I am ready to change my views and admit to past mistakes.

3. As John West kindly reported in his open letter to Stower I have changed my views on the validity of the forgery theory. The relieving chambers are strictly off limits to the public and are extremely difficult to gain access to. I had been unable to obtain permission to visit them prior to the publication of Keeper/Message in 1996. However, in December 1997, Dr Zahi Hawass [then Chief Inspector of Antiquities at Giza] allowed me to spend an entire day exploring these chambers. There were no restrictions on where I looked and I had ample time to examine the hieroglyphs closely, under powerful lights. Cracks in some of the joints reveal hieroglyphs set far back into the masonry. No ‘forger’ could possibly have reached in there after the blocks had been set in place – blocks, I should add, that weigh tens of tons each and that are immovably interlinked with one another. The only reasonable conclusion is the one which orthodox Egyptologists have already long held – namely that the hieroglyphs are genuine Old Kingdom graffiti and that they were daubed on the blocks before construction began.

4. I have stated my view on this matter several times in public lectures during and indeed before 1998. In my September 1998 book ‘Heaven’s Mirror’ (with photographer Santha Faiia), and in the accompanying television series ‘Quest for the Lost Civilization’, I likewise make absolutely clear my full acceptance that the Great Pyramid (or at any rate most of it) was built during the Fourth Dynasty.

5. This is not a sudden conversion. Although I was still open to the erroneous forgery theory while Keeper/Message was being written, I was also very much open to the orthodox theory that the Giza pyramids were Fourth Dynasty work – irrespective of the provenance of the quarry marks. The central thesis of Keeper/Message – that the Giza monuments were built to commemorate the sky of 10,500 BC – does not require us to conclude that all the monuments were necessarily built in that epoch. On the contrary I wrote in Keeper/Message that ‘the Great Pyramid must have some extremely strong connection with the epoch of 2500 BC – the approximate date at which all orthodox Egyptologists and archaeologists in fact believe it to have been built.’ Earlier, in ‘Fingerprints of the Gods’, I suggested that the ground-plan of the Giza monuments might have been devised in 10,500 BC but that the monuments themselves could have been built over an 8000-year period (from 10,500 BC down to 2500 BC). I pointed out that the Great Pyramid’s famous star shafts unequivocally link the monument to the epoch of 2500 BC and that the construction levels through which the shafts run might be explained as ‘the later work of the same long-lived cult that laid out the Giza ground-plan in 10,450 BC.’

6. Robert Bauval and I have jointly evolved a tentative ‘theory of Giza’ over the past five years of our work together. Briefly this theory – which we offer as a serious alternative to the orthodox ‘tombs and tombs only’ hypothesis – is that the three great pyramids of Giza, and the Great Sphinx, form a symbolic architectural model of some of the principal stars of the Duat sky-region (through which the Pharaohs believed that their souls would travel after death) as that sky-region appeared at dawn on the spring equinox in the epoch of 10,500 BC. Citing the geological findings of John Anthony West and Robert Schoch, we have argued, and continue to maintain, that the Great Sphinx and its associated megalithic structures may actually have been built in that distant epoch. We have also argued, and continue to maintain, that the three great pyramids in general are likely to be much younger than the Sphinx and that they should probably be assigned to the Fourth Dynasty (rather than to any other period) because of the alignments of the star shafts.

7. Ultimately, however, our hypothesis does not stand or fall on the precise dates at which individual monuments were built. A symbolic architectural model of the Duat sky-region as it last appeared in 10,500 BC could theoretically have been designed in any epoch (I repeat, in any epoch) by any culture possessing a knowledge of the astronomical cycle of precession and of how it alters stellar positions over long periods of time.

8. In short, we are more interested in why such a model was built than when it was built.

9. For the record I believe that Khufu did build the Great Pyramid – or anyway most of it (perhaps the subterranean chamber and some other rock-hewn parts of the structure may be earlier).

10. For the record I do not believe that Khufu built the Pyramid as his tomb. The very fact that his name only appears within the monument in the form of quarry marks accidentally left behind in inaccessible chambers goes to prove that he was not such an ego-maniac. I think that he built it for another purpose altogether – a far loftier and much more mysterious purpose. Further details are provided in my forthcoming book ‘Heaven’s Mirror’ (UK and US publication, late September 1998) and in the accompanying TV series ‘Quest For The Lost Civilization’ (The Learning Channel, US, August, 1998; Channel 4, UK, September/October 1998).

Graham Hancock

Devon, England, 22 July 1998

Antarctica and earth-crust displacement

I am often asked whether my current positions on the important inter-related issues of Antarctica and earth-crust displacement (ECD) are the same as those I advocated when I wrote Fingerprints in the early 1990s. The answer, as I have made clear on many occasions, is that I personally am not at present pursuing research into Antarctica or ECD but that I continue to regard these issues as very much alive, valid and worthy of further inquiry.

Again, extracts from the Horizon transcripts provide clarification:

Q:

How did you originally use the idea of earth-crust displacement in relation to the idea about Antarctica being a possible location for the lost civilisation?

HANCOCK:

I came across earth-crust displacement theory in, mainly, two different works. One of them is the work of Professor Charles Hapgood – a very extensive and detailed covering of earth-crust displacement – and the other is the work of Rand and Rose Flem-Ath who take Hapgood’s work and argue that the site of the lost continent itself, if one is looking for a lost continent on which a lost civilisation lived, that that site might have been Antarctica and that Antarctica could have been swivelled 30 degrees of latitude further south, out of warm climate and into cold climate, and that it therefore became glaciated relatively recently. And this would then explain why we have ancient maps copied from earlier source maps now lost which seem to show Antarctica in a deglaciated position and show Antarctica at a time when our civilisation hadn’t discovered it. So, in a way, all of these arguments are mutually reinforcing, which doesn’t take away the responsibility of considering earth-crust displacement very carefully as a theory, and I honestly can’t tell you whether earth-crust displacement is the answer to the mystery of the end of the Ice Age or not. I think it’s an interesting theory and I think like other radical geological theories such as the theory of continental drift, it may be a theory which initially is not accepted and later gains approval. So just because its not popular with academics now doesn’t mean we should close our minds to it entirely.

Q:

So from your point of view the idea retains its significance even if you’re not so committed to the issues about Antarctica. Could you explain that?

HANCOCK:

What interests me, more than anything else, is the fact of a cataclysm at the end of the Ice Age. I’m actually less interested in why that cataclysm happened. I feel, in a way, that that’s somebody else’s problem to work out – and a lot of people are working on that problem at the moment … What my problem is is to recognise the effects on the earth of that sudden ending of the Ice Age, and those effects, and it’s very important to make this clear, are a rapid rise in sea levels on a very large scale – 400 feet altogether – which obliterated from the historical record huge areas of land that had previously been above water …

These days I am more inclined to look at the issue of comet impact which could equally well explain the sudden meltdown of the ice sheets and doesn’t raise the enormous geological complications that earth-crust displacement raises. But I do think that earth-crust-displacement is an interesting theory and I do think it’s a theory that’s worthy of further study … It annoys me that an interesting theory like [this] which has been well thought-out going back to the time of Charles Hapgood, which received support from Albert Einstein at the time, that a theory like this is just ridiculed and rubbished.

Q:

Could I ask, I mean if you don’t mind, if I could just go back over that as a question in itself, if we’ve moved on as it were conceptually from Antarctica, the invisibility in a sense of the lost civilisation at the moment, what kind of global event do you think would explain that?

HANCOCK:

The global event that explains the loss of a whole civilisation, a big forgotten episode in human history, in my view, is the end of the last Ice Age. That’s all we need to explain it. The established, known facts about the end of the last Ice Age, the meltdown of the ice sheets, the rise in sea levels that took place, and in the process of those sea levels rising, large areas of land that may have been the sites of habitations were covered and, until very recently, had therefore been outside the ability of archaeologists to investigate them. They just have not entered into the picture. It’s only since the invention of scuba equipment in the late 1940s and deeper diving techniques, that it’s become possible to conduct systematic diving expeditions off the coastlines, and I think that this is an area that may reveal a great deal of new evidence in the future.

The maps

What about the maps in Part I of Fingerprints? Do those still look good to me?

The short answer to this question is yes – even better than before – although I now know that the whole map ‘problem’ is a great deal more complex and confusing than I had realised when I first investigated it. The contention that the Piri Reis map portrays Antarctica has come under heavy fire in a book published during 2000 by Gregory McIntosh (The Piri Reis Map of 1513) which I highly recommend to readers seeking a counterview to the arguments I offer on the Piri Reis/Antarctica mystery.16 For my part, I remain convinced from my own continuing research that the Piri Reis and other maps are of great interest and that they do contain the ‘fossils’ of earlier maps drawn up by an unknown seafaring people during the last Ice Age.

I will offer new evidence in support of this contention in Underworld in 2002. The evidence, confirmed by recent oceanographic data, includes maps portraying continents and islands far away from Antarctica very much as they would have looked during the Ice Age. Again, I suppose it is possible that all these resemblances are just coincidences …

Readers will have to make up their own minds.

Lord Pacal

Happily I can only think of one argument that I presented in Fingerprints which actually makes me cringe with embarrassment today. It is a speculative soliloquy in Chapter 20 when I enter the Pyramid of the Inscriptions in Palenque and am first confronted by the famous sarcophagus lid of the Mayan ruler Lord Pacal. In this passage I entertain the possibility, as many have done before me, that the carvings on the lid may show a man operating some kind of machine:

The Maya weren’t supposed to have had machines. They weren’t even supposed to have discovered the wheel. Yet with its side panels, rivets, tubes and other gadgets, the structure Pacal reclined in represented a technological device much more strongly than it did ‘the transition of one man’s living soul to the realms of the dead’, as one authority claimed, or the king ‘falling back into the fleshless jaws of the earth monster’ as another argued.

I do completely repudiate this interpretation now. Following much greater exposure to the insightful work of scholars like Linda Schele and Joy Parker I accept that it is indeed an afterlife journey that is represented on the lid of Pacal. This evolution in my ideas about Mayan sacred art is expressed in Heaven’s Mirror published in 1998 (see in particular Chapter Two, pages 36-37). There, although I do not speak of the lid, I do speak of Lord Pacal and of another design in which he features at Palenque – this time in the Temple of the Foliated Cross; my emphasis is exclusively on the spiritual meaning of the scene.

In general the transition in my thinking about the lid of Pacal applies to the whole ‘mechanistic’ view of the past. Although I have no doubt that the ancients had developed special means for manipulating the physical world – means that our own technological society is sometimes unable to match – I think it is obvious that their main project was a profound spiritual quest and the dilation of the mind through the pursuit of esoteric knowledge.

It is in this area, I believe, that we have the most to learn from our ancestors, where their great minds were put to work for thousands of years to penetrate the riddles of existence.

Strongholds of the Gods

Fingerprints of the Gods could not have survived the years since 1995, and would not have gone on causing controversy and provoking scientific outrage, if it did not have certain strengths. No doubt I made mistakes in places, was incautious in others, naïve or over-fanciful in others. No doubt many of my arguments and lines of inquiry are open to criticism and attack. But the strongholds of Fingerprints of the Gods lie in its analysis of mythology, in its exposure of a great worldwide spiritual system – older than history – encompassing astronomical, architectural, mathematical and geodetic information, in opening up to wider view the extraordinary nature of ancient Egyptian civilisation and the ancient Egyptian monuments, in the case it makes for an inherited legacy of high knowledge from earlier times, in its investigation of the post-glacial cataclysms that shook the world between 17,000 and 7000 years ago, and in the correlation of these with myths of universal catastrophe …

In none of these strongholds has the book ever been attacked, let alone proved wrong, and it is on these strongholds, ultimately, that I rest my case.

Graham Hancock

Devon, England, January 2001

Website: http://www.grahamhancock.com
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Part I

Introduction

The Mystery of the Maps


Chapter 1

A Map of Hidden Places

8 RECONNAISSANCE TECHNICAL SQUADRON (SAC)
UNITED STATES AIRFORCE
Westover Airforce Base
Massachusetts

6 July 1960

SUBJECT: Admiral Piri Reis World Map

To: Professor Charles H. Hapgood,

Keene College,

Keene, New Hampshire.

Dear Professor Hapgood,

Your request for evaluation of certain unusual features of the Piri Reis World Map of 1513 by this organization has been reviewed.

The claim that the lower part of the map portrays the Princess Martha Coast of Queen Maud Land Antarctica, and the Palmer Peninsula, is reasonable. We find this is the most logical and in all probability the correct interpretation of the map.

The geographical detail shown in the lower part of the map agrees very remarkably with the results of the seismic profile made across the top of the ice-cap by the Swedish-British Antarctic Expedition of 1949.

This indicates the coastline had been mapped before it was covered by the ice-cap.

The ice-cap in this region is now about a mile thick.

We have no idea how the data on this map can be reconciled with the supposed state of geographical knowledge in 1513.

HAROLD Z. OHLMEYER

Lt Colonel, USAF

Commander

Despite the deadpan language, Ohlmeyer’s letter1 is a bombshell. If Queen Maud Land was mapped before it was covered by ice, the original cartography must have been done an extraordinarily long time ago.

How long ago exactly?

Conventional wisdom has it that the Antarctic ice-cap, in its present extent and form, is millions of years old. On closer examination, this notion turns out to be seriously flawed – so seriously that we need not assume the map drawn by Admiral Piri Reis depicts Queen Maud Land as it looked millions of years in the past. The best recent evidence suggests that Queen Maud Land, and the neighbouring regions shown on the map, passed through a long ice-free period which may not have come completely to an end until about six thousand years ago.2 This evidence, which we shall touch upon again in the next chapter, liberates us from the burdensome task of explaining who (or what) had the technology to undertake an accurate geographical survey of Antarctica in, say, two million BC, long before our own species came into existence. By the same token, since map-making is a complex and civilized activity, it compels us to explain how such a task could have been accomplished even six thousand years ago, well before the development of the first true civilizations recognized by historians.

Ancient sources

In attempting that explanation it is worth reminding ourselves of the basic historical and geological facts:

1 The Piri Reis Map, which is a genuine document, not a hoax of any kind, was made at Constantinople in AD 1513.3

2 It focuses on the western coast of Africa, the eastern coast of South America and the northern coast of Antarctica.

3 Piri Reis could not have acquired his information on this latter region from contemporary explorers because Antarctica remained undiscovered until AD 1818,4 more than 300 years after he drew the map.

4 The ice-free coast of Queen Maud Land shown in the map is a colossal puzzle because the geological evidence confirms that the latest date it could have been surveyed and charted in an ice-free condition is 4000 BC.5

5 It is not possible to pinpoint the earliest date that such a task could have been accomplished, but it seems that the Queen Maud Land littoral may have remained in a stable, unglaciated condition for at least 9000 years before the spreading ice-cap swallowed it entirely.6

6 There is no civilization known to history that had the capacity or need to survey that coastline in the relevant period: between 13000 BC and 4000 BC7.

In other words, the true enigma of this 1513 map is not so much its inclusion of a continent not discovered until 1818 but its portrayal of part of the coastline of that continent under ice-free conditions which came to an end 6000 years ago and have not since recurred.

How can this be explained? Piri Reis obligingly gives us the answer in a series of notes written in his own hand on the map itself. He tells us that he was not responsible for the original surveying and cartography. On the contrary, he admits that his role was merely that of compiler and copyist and that the map was derived from a large number of source maps.8 Some of these had been drawn by contemporary or near-contemporary explorers (including Christopher Columbus), who had by then reached South America and the Caribbean, but others were documents dating back to the fourth century BC or earlier.9

Piri Reis did not venture any suggestion as to the identity of the cartographers who had produced the earlier maps. In 1963, however, Professor Hapgood proposed a novel and thought-provoking solution to the problem. He argued that some of the source maps the admiral had made use of, in particular those said to date back to the fourth century BC, had themselves been based on even older sources, which in turn had been based on sources originating in the furthest antiquity. There was, he asserted, irrefutable evidence that the earth had been comprehensively mapped before 4000 BC by a hitherto unknown and undiscovered civilization which had achieved a high level of technological advancement:10

[image: image]

Piri Reis map (original).

[image: image]

Redrawing to show detail.

[image: image]

The US Airforce map shows the probable projection that governed the layout of the ancient Piri Reis map.

It appears [he concluded] that accurate information has been passed down from people to people. It appears that the charts must have originated with a people unknown and they were passed on, perhaps by the Minoans and the Phoenicians, who were, for a thousand years and more, the greatest sailors of the ancient world. We have evidence that they were collected and studied in the great library of Alexandria [Egypt] and that compilations of them were made by the geographers who worked there.11

From Alexandria, according to Hapgood’s reconstruction, copies of these compilations and of some of the original source maps were transferred to other centres of learning – notably Constantinople. Finally, when Constantinople was seized by the Venetians during the Fourth Crusade in 1204, the maps began to find their way into the hands of European sailors and adventurers:

Most of these maps were of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea. But maps of other areas survived. These included maps of the Americas and maps of the Arctic and Antarctic Oceans. It becomes clear that the ancient voyagers travelled from pole to pole. Unbelievable as it may appear, the evidence nevertheless indicates that some ancient people explored Antarctica when its coasts were free of ice. It is clear, too, that they had an instrument of navigation for accurately determining longitudes that was far superior to anything possessed by the peoples of ancient, medieval or modern times until the second half of the eighteenth century.

This evidence of a lost technology will support and give credence to many of the other hypotheses that have been brought forward of a lost civilization in remote times. Scholars have been able to dismiss most of that evidence as mere myth, but here we have evidence that cannot be dismissed. The evidence requires that all the other evidence that has been brought forward in the past should be re-examined with an open mind.12

Despite a ringing endorsement from Albert Einstein (see below), and despite the later admission of John Wright, president of the American Geographical Society, that Hapgood had ‘posed hypotheses that cry aloud for further testing’, no further scientific research has ever been undertaken into these anomalous early maps. Moreover, far from being applauded for making a serious new contribution to the debate about the antiquity of human civilization, Hapgood until his death was cold-shouldered by the majority of his professional peers, who couched their discussion of his work in what has accurately been described as ‘thick and unwarranted sarcasm, selecting trivia and factors not subject to verification as the bases for condemnation, seeking in this way to avoid the basic issues’.13

A man ahead of his time

The late Charles Hapgood taught the history of science at Keene College, New Hampshire, USA. He wasn’t a geologist, or an ancient historian. It is possible, however, that future generations will remember him as the man whose work undermined the foundations of world history – and a large chunk of world geology as well.

Albert Einstein was among the first to realize this when he took the unprecedented step of contributing the foreword to a book Hapgood wrote in 1953, some years before he began his investigation of the Piri Reis Map:

I frequently receive communications from people who wish to consult me concerning their unpublished ideas [Einstein observed]. It goes without saying that these ideas are very seldom possessed of scientific validity. The very first communication, however, that I received from Mr Hapgood electrified me. His idea is original, of great simplicity, and – if it continues to prove itself – of great importance to everything that is related to the history of the earth’s surface.14

The ‘idea’ expressed in Hapgood’s 1953 book is a global geological theory which elegantly explains how and why large parts of Antarctica could have remained ice-free until 4000 BC, together with many other anomalies of earth science. In brief the argument is:

1 Antarctica was not always covered with ice and was at one time much warmer than it is today.

2 It was warm because it was not physically located at the South Pole in that period. Instead it was approximately 2000 miles farther north. This ‘would have put it outside the Antarctic Circle in a temperate or cold temperate climate’.15

3 The continent moved to its present position inside the Antarctic Circle as a result of a mechanism known as ‘earth-crust displacement’. This mechanism, in no sense to be confused with plate-tectonics or ‘continental drift’, is one whereby the lithosphere, the whole outer crust of the earth, ‘may be displaced at times, moving over the soft inner body, much as the skin of an orange, if it were loose, might shift over the inner part of the orange all in one piece’.16

4 During the envisaged southwards movement of Antarctica brought about by earth-crust displacement, the continent would gradually have grown colder, an ice-cap forming and remorselessly expanding over several thousands of years until it attained its present dimensions.’17

Further details of the evidence supporting these radical proposals are set out in Part VIII of this book. Orthodox geologists, however, remain reluctant to accept Hapgood’s theory (although none has succeeded in proving it incorrect). It raises many questions.

Of these by far the most important is: what conceivable mechanism would be able to exert sufficient thrust on the lithosphere to precipitate a phenomenon of such magnitude as a crustal displacement?

We have no better guide than Einstein to summarize Hapgood’s findings:

In a polar region there is continual deposition of ice, which is not symmetrically distributed about the pole. The earth’s rotation acts on these unsymmetrically deposited masses, and produces centrifugal momentum that is transmitted to the rigid crust of the earth. The constantly increasing centrifugal momentum produced in this way will, when it has reached a certain point, produce a movement of the earth’s crust over the rest of the earth’s body …’18

The Piri Reis Map seems to contain surprising collateral evidence in support of the thesis of a geologically recent glaciation of parts of Antarctica following a sudden southward displacement of the earth’s crust. Moreover since such a map could only have been drawn prior to 4000 BC, its implications for the history of human civilization are staggering. Prior to 4000 BC there are supposed to have been no civilizations at all.

At some risk of over-simplification, the academic consensus is broadly:

• Civilization first developed in the Fertile Crescent of the Middle East.

• This development began after 4000 BC, and culminated in the emergence of the earliest true civilizations (Sumer and Egypt) around 3000 BC, soon followed by the Indus Valley and China.

• About 1500 years later, civilization took off spontaneously and independently in the Americas.

• Since 3000 BC in the Old World (and about 1500 BC in the New) civilization has steadily ‘evolved’ in the direction of ever more refined, complex and productive forms.

• In consequence, and particularly by comparison with ourselves, all ancient civilizations (and all their works) are to be understood as essentially primitive (the Sumerian astronomers regarded the heavens with unscientific awe, and even the pyramids of Egypt were built by ‘technological primitives’).

The evidence of the Piri Reis Map appears to contradict all this.

Piri Reis and his sources

In his day, Piri Reis was a well-known figure; his historical identity is firmly established. An admiral in the navy of the Ottoman Turks, he was involved, often on the winning side, in numerous sea battles around the mid-sixteenth century. He was, in addition, considered an expert on the lands of the Mediterranean, and was the author of a famous sailing book, the Kitabi Bahriye, which provided a comprehensive description of the coasts, harbours, currents, shallows, landing places, bays and straits of the Aegean and Mediterranean Seas. Despite this illustrious career he fell foul of his masters and was beheaded in AD 1554 or 1555.19

The source maps Piri Reis used to draw up his 1513 map were in all probability lodged originally in the Imperial Library at Constantinople, to which the admiral is known to have enjoyed privileged access. Those sources (which may have been transferred or copied from even more ancient centres of learning) no longer exist, or, at any rate, have not been found. It was, however, in the library of the old Imperial Palace at Constantinople that the Piri Reis Map was rediscovered, painted on a gazelle skin and rolled up on a dusty shelf, as recently as 1929.20

Legacy of a lost civilization?

As the baffled Ohlmeyer admitted in his letter to Hapgood in 1960, the Piri Reis Map depicts the subglacial topography, the true profile of Queen Maud Land Antarctica beneath the ice. This profile remained completely hidden from view from 4000 BC (when the advancing ice sheet covered it) until it was revealed again as a result of the comprehensive seismic survey of Queen Maud Land carried out during 1949 by a joint British-Swedish scientific reconnaissance team.21

If Piri Reis had been the only cartographer with access to such anomalous information, it would be wrong to place any great weight on his map. At the most one might say, ‘Perhaps it is significant but, then again, perhaps it is just a coincidence.’ However, the Turkish admiral was by no means alone in the possession of seemingly impossible and inexplicable geographical knowledge. It would be futile to speculate further than Hapgood has already done as to what ‘underground stream’ could have carried and preserved such knowledge through the ages, transmitting fragments of it from culture to culture and from epoch to epoch. Whatever the mechanism, the fact is that a number of other cartographers seem to have been privy to the same curious secrets.

Is it possible that all these map-makers could have partaken, perhaps unknowingly, in the bountiful scientific legacy of a vanished civilization?
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