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ABSTRACT: Paradigm is the concept to synthesize academic research types. The contemporary

Western archaeology can be summarized into eight coexisting paradigms, which are culture-historical ar

chaeology, processual archaeology, ecological archaeology, historical archaeology and art history, Marx

ist archaeology, agency archaeology, Darwinian archaeologies and postprocessual archaeology, as well as

the relevant academic schools. Compared to them, the main problems of the contemporary Chinese ar

chaeology are disjointing ( of the traditional and modern theories) and alienation, insularity and strong

taste of eisegesis.
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