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PREFACE

ARKADIUSZ MARCINIAK AND JOHN COLES

Grahame Clark was a major figure in European ptefitsarchaeology of
the 20th century but there has been to date iittldepth assessment of his
influence on the practice of archaeology acros®peirThe lack of such a
multi—-dimensional assessment has left a major léuninderstanding the
archaeology of the 20th century. This is partidylastriking when
compared with V. Gordon Childe, whose works andrtimapact upon
world prehistory has been discussed on a numbecazfsions.

Grahame Clark is remembered for his pioneering vinrgrehistoric
economies, in the ecological approach, in the sbafdyrganic artefacts, in
his initiation of science—based archaeology, invaisous excavations and
investigative projects, and in his world view ofepistory. In these
respects comparison with the contributions of Gardthilde, with his
cultural synthetic approaches, are unnecessary iemetevant, each
pursuing his own trajectories and each in his ovay &chieving pivotal
status in prehistoric studies.

Grahame Clark’s rich legacy has been addressedorine searlier
publications. The first attempt to evaluate the actpof Clark’s approach
to world prehistory was published four years aftisrdeath in the volume
World Prehistory. Studies in memory of Grahame KléColes et al.
1999). It is a collection of essays by a distingat group of scholars and
can certainly be regarded as a solid point of egfee for further works on
Clark’s heritage. One has also to mention hereck Byahame Clark: An
Intellectual Life of an Archaeologistritten by Brian Fagan in 2001 as
well as various publications by Pamela Jane Sraitfy. (1997) addressing
some major themes of Clark’s research agenda.

Grahame Clark’'s achievements are numerous and iaceisded in
some detail by all contributors to this volume. KBeone of those few
eminent archaeological figures of the"™@entury thanks to whom
prehistoric archaeology became a fully professiod&cipline with
explicitly stated goals, a coherent set of methadd procedures and
strong institutional foundations. Clark is known a@s pioneer of
ecologically—oriented functional archaeology anthieiésshed foundations
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for its further dynamic developments, one exampd the Higgsian
paleoeconomy school. In more general terms, hdeargarded as one of
the founders of “the new archaeology” as some ef dbnstituting
principles were present in Clark’'s writings decadge. He was certainly
responsible for setting up an agenda of archaezdbginterests in
economic and social issues. Thanks to a numbercoessful field projects,
he set up modern methodological procedures invglvstudies of
paleobotanical and faunal remains as integral amdtgd elements of
archaeological investigations. Clark is universdihked with Star Carr
and prehistoric hunter—gatherer studies but herésts were much wider
and broader. He has never been linked with anabfsimly one category
of archaeological material or one aspect of thé. padsreover, despite his
label as an economic prehistorian, his interestthéhuman spirit and
non—material aspects of prehistory are now becomioge recognized;
several of his late books were devoted to suchemsatt

This book is based on a well-received internatiogymposium
dedicated to Grahame Clark on the centennial arsawe of his birth and
50th anniversary of the Polish editionRriehistoric Europe. The Economic
Basis It was organized by the Committee of Pre—and dPistorical
Sciences, the Polish Academy of Sciences and tblea&plogical Museum
at Biskupin, Poland. Some of the papers preserttédeasymposium are
published in this volume in much elaborated anerded versions. Some
authors have been invited to join the endeavoariater stage of the volume
preparation. The meeting had the honour and pleasuvelcome Grahame
Clark’s wife Mollie (Lady Clark) and their son Fbil who attended the
lectures and other events in Biskupin.

The book is divided into two major parts. Its fiiart is focused on
Grahame Clark’s intellectual history and his re@laships with his great
contemporaries such as V. Gordon Childe, Stuagd®igand Christopher
Hawkes. Clark’s intellectual history is presenteatehby people who had
the experience and privilege of working with himmhd Coles presents an
account of Clark’s academic life and intellectudyssey in the context of
the dynamically changing external conditions of tipeactice of
archaeology in these early days. He explores inesdetail Grahame
Clark's own life as student, teacher and his enmexgeo a pre—eminent
position in British archaeology. He also sketchbe tontext of his
innovative research, European contacts and retatisrwell as his alliance
with the scientific establishment in Britain. JoMulvaney makes an
important assessment of Clark’s influence upon dteselopment of
Antipodean prehistoric research. This is largelyeasonal experience as
Mulvaney was the first academically trained archagist on the staff of
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any Australian university and Clark’s personal ueihce upon the author
was a crucial factor in his archaeological develepinRoger Mercer in
his paper discusses the relations of Grahame Otk his great
contemporaries Stuart Piggott and Christopher Hawkéo comprised
the “New Guard” or “Young Turks” of British archdegy. All of their
personalities and academic interests differed demnably but all
significantly contributed to the development ofteeology in Britain in
the second half of the 2@entury.

One of the editors had close personal contacts @lank, and with his
contemporaries Piggott and Hawkes, in the yeans fi@55 to the early
1990s. One aspect of their lives and careers hatyrfigured in their
memoirs and personal histories (as outlined in Pneceedings of the
British Academyvol. 84, 94, 97), and this is the character analityuof
their own working libraries. These years saw theblipation by
themselves and by their many contemporaries of dtitode of
monographs and papers on a vast variety of subjéethnological,
typological, historical, philosophical and all thest. Each of them had
access to this volume of literature and all devatedth time and effort in
assessing, evaluating and interpreting what wasrexdfto the discipline.
Offprints, so rarely encountered today, were widdlgtributed and the
three collections of books and papers in the libsaof Clark, Piggott and
Hawkes were a vital and fundamental store of seunegerials and
stimulation for evaluation and research, and bptir@ation and criticism.
These three collections have now been unevenlyepred, parts housed
in national archives, parts disseminated to thet ngeneration of
archaeologists, and some segments now lost to view.

As an aside, Clark, Piggott and Hawkes each hadepn his own
library, and their individually—designed bookplatstuck onto the inside
front covers of books, or bookmarks, identified enship and source, a
logical attitude when loaning out materials to @sgi students and
colleagues. But the approach to such designs gifferd are identifiable
and characteristic. Piggott’s bookplate is shesrp8city, direct initials
only, unassuming and straight to the point, ratiher much of his own
work and presentation (Fig. 1). Hawkes’ bookmarkated when part of
his library was distributed, is as in his typicabfhote—based writings,
more elaborate and exploratory, with LUX IN TENEBR$et below an
embellished wise old owl (Fig. 2). Clark too preést to expand a bit
beyond the bare necessities for his bookplate, thithword FORTITUDO
at base of a shield overlain by a flowery desigd ath surmounted by a
fierce—looking animal head with an expression natike that of an irate
professor faced with a badly—written essay (Fig. 3)
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The first part of this book concludes with a shpdper by Peter
Rowley—Conwy in which he examines one aspect ofh@re Clark’s
interpretation of Star Carr. In his interpretatiohthis site, now world—
renowned, Clark built upon and developed new coaiscdpm the
traditions of the study of waterlogged depositg] arterpreted the Star
Carr platform as the primary habitation area; tibe and its identity has
been frequently discussed over the years sincek’€lavork, and is
currently under investigation as is its preservafmr future enquiries.

Clark’s works have been highly influential on thevdlopment of
prehistoric archaeology in Europe far beyond BmitaHis analyses of
environment and subsistence played a vital rotéénformulation of some
of the basic tenets of the ecological school irhaeology. The in—depth
evaluation of Clark’s legacy is presented in cdmitions from key
individuals from European regions in which Clarkierks had the most
profound impact such as Scandinavia, Germany, SpRoland and
Russia. The second part of the book aims to exathisaich legacy and
the impact of Clark’s works upon the developmenauthaeology across
Europe. Clark’s contribution to studies of the Mébh@ can hardly be
overestimated. At the outset of his academic cardser Mesolithic in
Miles Burkitt's word was defined as “a sort of dusih into which any
awkward industry which does not seem to belongnip fzeriod could be
cast’. Clark’'s intense field research, elaboratedthmdologies and
profound syntheses, created a coherent field ofiammogy with well
established objectives and traditions. Lars Larsisohis lively article
guides the reader through the meanders of Clark®viles which
contributed to the emergence of modern Mesolithidies. This overview
is enriched by Bo Graslund, who examines Clark’paot upon the
development of Scandinavian archaeology, in pddicstudies of the
Stone Age. He made a profound contribution to fieisl and at the same
time Scandinavian archaeological data continuoindgired and enriched
his scholarly work.

Reception of Clark's works in the German-speakinthaeological
milieu of Central Europe was quite different andedi references to his
ideas were often conspicuously absent. In theirepapim Kerig and
Andreas Zimmermann try to reconstruct the histdryCentral European
scholarly reception of Clark’s writings as a meahsvercoming a simple
distinction between scientific and humanistic ttiatis, believed to be the
two major currents in European archaeology. Theathpf universalistic
ideas as advocated by Clark arguably also contribtd dilute nationalistic
traditions of European archaeologies and to byildatstrong and distinct
European archaeology. Adrianna Szczerba in het sbotribution provides
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an outline of the history of perception of GrahaBiark’'s works in Soviet
archaeology and sketches the political and sooialext of this reception.
Clark was portrayed in the Soviet Union as a baaigyscholar, and the
major impact of his works in the milieu of Sovietclaeology was in
terms of providing formal analogies used for thdeipretation of
archaeological evidence from the territory of whaed to be the USSR.
Other papers discuss in some detail the receptfo@lark’s works in
Polish archaeology. Jacek Lech presents an acafuthe impact ofThe
Mesolithic Settlement of northern Europe (1936) on Polish research of the
Mesolithic and Neolithic. Particular attention i®ctised upon the
significance of Clark’s major boolrehistoric Europe. The economic
basis, translated into Polish only five years after it wpablished.
Arkadiusz Marciniak attempts to reconstruct Claillisa of bioarchaeology
and its reception in Polish archaeology. He examimdong process of
linking cultural and environmental factors intoiagée system as well as
methodological issues in studying these relatibtesfurther discusses the
reception of this sophisticated model and advocatethodologies in the
Polish archaeology milieu, trying to explain whyns® elements of the
program were adopted more successfully than thergtfhis second part
of the book is concluded by Margarita Diaz—Andneuan exploration of
the reception of Grahame Clark's archaeology inirSpghis account is
based on his correspondence with three major figuné Spanish
archaeology, Julio Martinez Santa—Olalla, Luis &&rGarcia, and Martin
Almagro Basch. The author examines the politicghificance of these
links, the character and dynamism of relations wlise figures, as well
as their impact upon some Spanish issues, in phatithe emergence of
an interest in economic and social archaeologypang&h archaeology.
The book is concluded by a complete bibliographyGsthame Clark
prepared by Peter Rowley—Conwy, containing over BOOks, articles,
notes, reviews and obituaries, and is a fine caatipit derived from a
wide variety of sources.

One final point might be made here. Clark’s widespr contacts, so
early established through his own travels, wereamy to his personal
benefit in his publications and assessments. He amet made many
friends over the years, influencing many and adggidata and ideas from
a wide variety of people. Two of Sweden’s foremasthaeologists have
recently commented upon their own travels and tnelbpment of their
own careers, and each remark that they met Grat@ark in the late
1940s, and both gained encouragement from suc eamtacts (Hardlet
al 2007). Marta Strémberg writes of her travels id8:9‘One of my last
days in Zurich | was invited to a meeting—and adyomeal-with (Emil
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Vogt) and Grahame Clark from Cambridge”. And B&tgrnquist was in
England in 1947: “The time at Cambridge was veryeworthy with
excavations at one of Grahame Clark’s projectsfarofrom the town [...]
Our friendship for life was formed at that time”.
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PART I:

GRAHAME CLARK AND HIS WORLD






GRAHAME CLARK—
A PERSONALPERSPECTIVE

JOHN COLES

Abstract

The place of Grahame Clark in the history of thevedepment of
prehistoric archaeology has been assured and acledyed for several
decades. His archaeological books have often bessessed and their
influence on past and current projects recognisekdss explored is
Grahame Clark's own life as student, teacher arsdelmergence to a pre-
eminent position in British archaeology, in a careésome 60 years. His
particular attitudes and responses to the challenged potential of
prehistoric sites and landscapes were deeply infted by his
contemporaries and by those few archaeologists pveoeded him during
the emergence of the discipline itself, with itsrfidable opportunities for
innovative research. In this development, GraharskXPlayed a major
role through his own determination, his Europeamtacts and relations,
and his alliance with the scientific establishmeatt Cambridge in
particular. In this way he came to dominate pretist studies not only
in the U.K, but, through his students and assesiain many other parts
of the Old World and the New.

The author of this introductory paper had the eigmee, and privilege, of
working with Grahame Clark at Cambridge in the ge&B55-57 and
1960-74, the first period as a student and thergkes a lecturer in his
Department. Following his retirement from the Dign&hair of

Archaeology in 1974 he and | continued to debathagological issues
and | had the honour to become the literary execotchis books and
papers after his death in 1995. In this last tadlad the privilege of
working with Lady Clark and from her gained new igids into Sir

Grahame’s thoughts and experiences in what washifor the abiding

passion of his life, “the spell of a subject whigeks to discover how we
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became human beings endowed with minds and sofdsebee began to
write” (Clark, unpublished memoir (Coles 1997, 357)

Grahame Clark has claim to be recognised as ortbeofounders of
European and world—wide prehistoric studies, aratetrare many now
who would assert his primacy in these fields oVeother prehistorians of
the 20" century. His career spanned a full and productieyears, from
his schoolboy flint—collecting days ¢1922-1926 i®Kknighthood in 1992,
and during these decades he helped shape the whnaddcprehistoric
archaeology, from the mere collecting of artefatis economic and
ecological studies, and in his last years he mdeadrds the pursuit of
“man the spiritual primate”, the theme of his lasfinished text.

Clark spent his early schooling in the heart ohm®ric Wessex, with
Avebury and Silbury Hill within easy reach of anttamsiastic youth, and
Stonehenge not far distant. A family move to Susséfered new
opportunities for field walking and the collectiand study of flint tools,
and he published four short papers in the schdtdtural History Society
reports. At the school he was soon nicknamed “Staral Bones”. He
was encouraged by his teachers to apply to Cantmgtudy prehistory,
a subject not available in any other English Ursitgr He arrived there in
1926, and studied History at first then moved itite newly—created
Faculty of Archaeology and Anthropology. Here he ama was taught by
Miles Burkitt, a specialist in the Old Stone Ageldrom whom he learned
much of flint tool typology and stratigraphic sussmns in a rigidity of
approach that he soon came to dispute and challenge

It was here in Cambridge in these early years@hatk came to know
Dorothy Garrod, and to hear of her field studieshie Middle East and in
Gibraltar (1925-1928); he greatly admired her oagiand science—based
approach to archaeological data. Louis Leakey wa€ambridge from
time to time, with news of his East African work9¢6-1929). And
Gordon Childe’®awn of European Civilizatiofil925) was now available
for study and astonishment at the scale and scbite @uthor’s research;
Clark and Childe later came to a mutually satigyilationship that
lasted for many years. The jourrfahtiquity, edited by O.G.S. Crawford,
was another stimulation for Clark’s eager mind. fEheere many other
academic opportunities at Cambridge, of course,aandng them was the
landscape archaeology already published by Cyml, Beographical and
economic history, and the visual stimulus of thieotions in the Museum
of Archaeology and Ethnology. The Botany School &nel Sedgwick
Museum of Geology lay across the courtyard fromriC$abase and he
profited from cross—disciplinary relationships wiitholars in these
institutions.
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The instruction given to Clark within the archaegtal department
was very restricted, and fieldwork was not a pérthe discipline. In the
year of his graduation, he joined an excavatiomteaSussex and learned
something of the practical aspects of evidencevexgp as well as meeting
two men who came to influence and encourage himutitrout his life.
Charles Phillips introduced Clark to the realitiddandscapes, recognition
of the signs of human presence within landscapes tiee frailty of such
traces as well as their occasional prominence.tWbePhillips and Clark,
explored the archaeologically—rich countryside oihdolnshire, and
through their work Grahame Clark met Mollie Whitkey married in
1936 and she aided his career enormously for @teofehis long life. The
other Sussex contact was Stuart Piggott, and batwdark and Piggott
there grew a deep respect and friendship, altheagh had his own
perception of the values of contact and each wite dpappy to express
admiration as well as criticism of one another te during my long
association with both of them.

In trying to view the development of Grahame Clavker his long and
active academic life, |1 think we can see a fourfadolutionary
emergence, and the Table sets out in abbreviatedtfee four phases that
seem to be identifiable; perhaps the four Agesmih@me Clark is a more
appropriate title. This introductory paper is diegttowards Clark as an
individual and is not a full bibliographic and caredominated account;
three of the latter have now appeared (Coles 188Wley—Conwy 1999;
Fagan 2001).

l. 1928-1938

The period 1928-1938 was a crucial decade for teeldpment of
archaeology as a whole in Britain. The entrenchevy of the older
generation, with fixed ideas on evolution, ordgpalogical and cultural
compartments, had to be respected by the youngeisss such as Clark
and Piggott, but they were quick to seize on ewgnyortunity to advance
the discipline with new ideas and approaches. Claaking successfully
obtained his Undergraduate degree, began work liagteer degree, on the
Mesolithic industries of Britain, adopting a tradital approach. He was
not yet prepared to mount a campaign against hagleanic supervisors;
but he soon embarked on expansionist principlasetiing to Scandinavia
to see and experience other cultures, non-lithidezxe, rock art, and
landscapes; the contacts made remained fruitfuCfark throughout his
life.
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The Four Ages of Grahame Clark 1907-1995.

1907
1926 Cambridge undergraduate, lithics

L. 1928-1938
1928 Research, Mesolithic Britain
1930 Fenland landscapes European
1932 The Mesolithic Age in Britain Mesolithic
1932-1940 Fenland Research Committee
1935 University Assistant Lecturer, Shippea Hill excavations
Prehistoric Society, editor
1936 The Mesolithic Settlement of Northern Europe
Marriage to Mollie White

I1. 1939-1960
1939  Archaeology and Society, biome

1942-1948 Economies, plants and animals Economy
1946 University Lecturer and
1951 Fellow of the British Academy Society

1952 Disney Professor

Wenner-Gren Foundation

Prehistoric Europe: the Economic Basis
1954  Excavations at Star Carr
1959  President, Prehistoric Society

IIL. 1961-1974
1961 World Prehistory (and 1969 and 1977 editions)
1963-1965 Radiocarbon dating
1964-1969 America, Australasia, Japan
1966 Early History of Agriculture
1966 Invasion hypothesis World
1970 Aspects of Prehistory Prehistory
1972 Bioarchaeology
1973 Elected Master of Peterhouse
1974 Retirement from Disney Chair
1974 Science-based Archaeology

IV. 1975-1992
1975-1992  Master of Peterhouse

1978 Wheeler Memorial Lecturer, India Man the
1983-1986  The Identity of Man, Symbols of Excellence Spiritual
1989  Prehistory at Cambridge and Beyond Primate

1990 Erasmus Prize
1992  Knighthood
1995

Table. 1 The Four Ages of Grahame Clark 1907-1995.
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He obtained his Ph.D in 1933; in the previous yeahad published his
first book on the same subject, a daring thingd@dso we would think it
today. Too late for incorporation in the main t@ftthe book was the
discovery of a barbed antler point from deep inNlogth Sea in 1931, just
the stimulus needed for a research project to baeded upon the East
Anglian Fenland and, by logical extension, upon théstence of the
ancient drowned landscape that once linked Britaimainland Europe.
The close relationship between Clark and the padbgist Harry Godwin
in the adjacent Botany School was fundamental farthsa project. In
1932, Clark assembled together a wide range ofialfsts in geology,
botany, geography, biology, history and prehisttoryform the Fenland
Research Committee. This may well have been ths fiuly multi—
disciplinary group to engage in research on anclantdscapes and
societies anywhere in the world. It is quite likehat Arthur Bulleid’s
work at the Glastonbury Lake Village in south-wéstgland was a
stimulus and encouragement to Clark when estahtishihe more
structured approach to the Fenland project.

Field studies, excavations and analyses were coedluic the Fenland
and promptly published, with Clark as the projeetder and driving force.
It was the beginning of ecology as an essentiahefd in considerations
of archaeological evidence. One problem became,dleat much of the
archaeological community thought that the Fenlands wa freakish
landscape, perhaps deserving such a wide approaith $tudy, but the
multi—disciplines employed here were unnecessady iempracticable in
other conditions. This view was unsupportable, taedprompt publication
of the early work at Shippea Hill, with its formidsg deep trench and
satisfyingly—stratified deposits, should have puaidpto criticism; the
photographs today still evoke astonishment andetetfpat such Fenland
deposits were allowed, by wartime and other pressuo fade and lose
their precision for later generations of archaeisisg

In 1935 Clark joined the Department of ArchaeolegyCambridge as
an Assistant Lecturer, and he at once recognisedilédmma. He had to
somehow compromise between the traditional teactéagirements and
his own beliefs in the importance of new concepts:

“l had to attack and overturn the kind of archaggl@romoted by [...]
people who spent all their time looking at flinbte, pottery, and never
trying to think what theyneant”

Archaeologists, he thought, were “long on factorston thoughts,
narrow in perspective”. We may well suspect that egeryone in the
discipline approved of his opinions, even if exgegk more politely, and
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his early election to the Society of Antiquaried.ohdon was instituted by
Burkitt, “before too many enemies were made”.

There were very few prehistorians at work in Britai the 1930s and
it now seems inconceivable that three men—Grahaland,CStuart Piggott
and Christopher Hawkes—should have between thessebivided
prehistory into three chunks, each one taking #spansibility, and the
opportunity, to dominate research in his own alledasphere, Clark for
Mesolithic and early Neolithic, Piggott for lateedlithic and most of the
Bronze Age, and Hawkes for latest Bronze Age aod Kge.

By the onset of the war in 1939 Clark had begumédke his mark on
the development of prehistoric archaeology botBritain, by his lectures
and publications and editing work, and in Europg, His travels and
contacts and output of papers that looked away fregionalism and
towards universal concepts. All of these beginniagd accomplishments
were achieved by his ¥birthday, and he had already recognised that the
course of his career in archaeology, just as otlersther scientific
disciplines, had to be marked out and would begddgy published work;
Clark’s decade from 1930 to 1940 was immenselyffruin his books and
papers. His excursions into the deeper landscapdseaonomies of
Scandinavia, Holland and Germany allowed academitacts to be made
with T. Mathiassen, J. Troels—Smith and G. Hatt] &e gained much
from these and other scientists. His botke Mesolithic Settlement of
Northern Europe(1936) was a pioneering approach to the concept of
ecosystems, the widest possible view of societiestd, and coping with,
environmental change, economic variability, the Idiog of social
networks and addressing the concerns of everydajvaliand prosperity.
Clark saw that, in order to gain access to theengd that would allow
such studies to emerge, he had to expand his ocetmital abilities and
extend his search for sites where the evidencedoh variety would be
recoverable. These opportunities were soon to daisevay, and he had
laid the foundations for what | identify as perhdps most prolific and
influential period, and one by the end of whichHal become the pre—
eminent prehistorian in Britain.

[I. 1939-1960

For Clark, the war of 1939-45 made a decisive breétkthe traditions of

research he had inherited, due to the suspensionuoh archaeological
work and the period of time during which he cowadd had to, stand back
and contemplate the meaning, rather than the slofplee materials upon
which archaeologists based their work. He becamehnmoore interested
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in activities rather than artefacts, and, as s@heawas able, he began to
assemble the material and begin to write his fanmpapers on economic
pursuits, acknowledging his favourable exposure dihnology at
Cambridge. He was also particularly influenced Wwg publications that
appeared at crucial times in the development obtis ideas on economic
approaches to environmental opportunities: the 48drk by J. lversen on
the impact of farming activities upon vegetationddvelopment in
Denmark, and A. Rust's 1943 report on the huntdhagar occupation at
Stellmoor.

In the years 1942 to 1948 Clark managed to conchsgarch, write
and publish a series of papers on aspects of edomehistory, based on
seasonalities and organic survivals; these pamperdyees, water, seals,
whales, forests, sheep, fishing and fowling wereelaions to most
archaeologists and are still quoted today as sounegerial and as
reminders of the potential that awaits in well-prgsd environments.
And he could not resist making a remark that diyectiticized many of
his contemporaries: “which is more important, tlee$ or the bronzes”.
He could have substituted fish or flints, or sheephrines, in expressing a
call for new approaches and interests to be arouStatk’'s Reckitt
Lecture to the British Academy in 1953 made annaptteto summarize his
strong belief in the importance of such mattersofexnic progress [...]
marks stages in the liberation of the human spirit”

As early as 1935 Clark had been able to promotddaning of the
discipline, and acquire and develop new ideas, iByelditorship of the
Proceedings of the Prehistoric Socidfy935-1970). He felt particularly
pleased to publish a paper by Donald Thomson ors¢lasonal activities
of the people of Cape York in Australia; the pagmoved to be
fundamental to Clark’'s own development of his ecbiwoapproach, and
its appearance in the 1939 issue of Breceedingscoincided with the
publication of one of Clark’'s most important boolks,chaeology and
Society.In this small volume, he packed a wide range efrtbs and
introduced his own thoughts on the role that sudIseipline could play in
modern society, small though it might seem to béh@mimmediate years
from 1939. He believed that efforts should be madastill a sense of the
past in society, and that its achievements andatoas might prove to be
a guide and help for a world soon to be in turmibile book itself is better
known now for its presentation of the concept ofiotbe”, in an
interfingering of disciplines and ideas. The diagiarought together all of
the economic and some of the social elements itifthef pre—industrial
societies. Clark tried to show how all these aspeare related to one
another, and developed as a result of the reldtipasHe later expanded
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and extended the diagram, bringing in more aspewdsconnections, and,
in retrospect, claimed that with such a diagranguale him, he “could
write anything and everything” that the past cotficbw his way, and he
could not help but be made aware of his and our defitiencies in the
retrieval of the kinds of evidence and relationshipat his universal
diagram advanced. It is instructive to see thereghbetween the diagram
of 1939 and the hugely more complex version creatdbe 1957 edition
of this book. This later diagram was in effect sbaécology, and it
introduced the themes of religion and spirituala@@ns and respect in the
past for ancestral figures and memories; he sugdetitat the basic
concerns of modern pre—industrial peoples servefliradamental guides
for a better understanding of the prehistoric et the earliest humans.
Some of these concepts were never, | think, exgltoehe logical depths
that Clark reached in other spheres of his interé$t was forced towards
such themes later on by his own students but ndghr entirely
comfortable with the, quite logical, absence ofgtale evidence for the
more complex processes that had clearly lain bethi@delevant structural
and other artifactual remains. At the end of his e was encouraging
himself to address some of the issues, but timewan

By the late 1940s, Clark was still seeking a site dandscape to try
out his ideas in detail, on humans and their imtéyas with broad
environmental conditions and seasonal alteratiémis;such research to
prosper, he needed something more than the diy siteoften found and
relentlessly explored by prehistorians. The Fenlaingastern England had
in a way failed him, in part due to its historieald continuing exploitation
by drainage and demanding cultivation practices,digo | think in part
because Clark and his colleagues had not beemaosiéion, collectively
(through political events, funding and uniformlyadleble academic time),
to mount the major projects necessary to addressuth potential of a
number of sites and areas where suitable conditmnsurvival and
preservation did exist. In 1948 Clark was told afiscovery in Yorkshire,
at Seamer Carr, where Mesolithic flints lay in alamd context. He, and
Godwin, soon recognised the potential of one oflitiéc sites, at Star
Carr, and Clark mounted a determined campaign cdetion and limited
field survey. Within two or three years, his exdawas were completed
and a major publication prepared.

Clark’s inability, perhaps also an unwillingness, undertake a new
Fenland Project after the War, and yet to enthtisaly initiate the new
work at Star Carr, may deserve a comment here. Fngnunderstanding
of the situation in the immediate post—war yea@46-48), Clark did not
have the necessary multi—disciplinary contactsg/ftél-established that he
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felt to be essential for a project such as the drehbffered, with its wide
chronological scope (Mesolithic to modern), geobreq scale (Cambridge
to the Wash and to the river Witham) and discipliretudies (environment,
ancient and local history, drainage, peat and aljuial work etc).
Perhaps if he had had a decade to consider thembat might have
undertaken the work. But in 1948 the site of Starr@resented him with
many of the studies he craved, and all in a monepeat setting.

In the bookExcavations at Star Carfl954) he was able to present a
diagram based on his earlier concepts of human emdronmental
relationships, but now specifically directed at thi#e and its great
abundance of evidence of animal, vegetable and ralin@igins; the
diagram has appeared in numerous publications asd&en fundamental
in the teaching of archaeology across many parthefvorld as well as
informing research into the hunter—gatherer ecomentdf Europe and
beyond. Clark’s excavation career was not of colirsged to this one
site and he carried out other major programmekeérfdllowing years, but
nowhere else did he encounter the preservationitimmsl for organic
materials, and he ceased excavations by the |1&@s19

He did, however, continue to visit the excavati@mfisothers and on
such site visits Clark would sit in his small cpkéble chair beside the
trench and silently observe the work being dones #as unnerving to
many a student digger, and the excavation direatould be politely
appraised of his views on progress. On his owrs sieehad been equally
orderly and constructive. Photography was not for much of a priority
and the story is told that at one of his last eatians, he decided that a
high—level view was required. A contraption of e¢haand ladders and
planks was created but after an unsuccessful attengimb the thing, he
abandoned the effort with the words “No, the lassdience would be too
great”. Whether this potential loss was to siteaozhaeologist was not
made clear.

In publishing the results of his work at Star Caor soon after the
excavations, Clark was always aware of the neechéw analyses and
new thoughts on such a site, and he was quite peéga see, over the
succeeding years, various re—appraisals of his woiticisms about his
excavation methods, and debates over seasonaditytotiality, social
units and, increasingly even today, the presermatd the Star Carr
landscape. In 1972 he himself set out new thoughtshe environment
and several of the above theme#i€ase Study in Bioarchaeology.

In the late 1940s Grahame and Mollie Clark had madeimber of
tours of European landscapes to experience ditfenevironments and to
see how people in the present and by inferencédnptst had adapted
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their lives and had responded to the opportunitiésred by coastal or
inland waters, hills and valleys and plains. Theggensive journeys as
well as Clark’s many academic contacts helped bebgut his most—
prized book, in his eyes as well as those of mahyssPrehistoric
Europe: the Economic Bas{4952). The book was built partly upon his
earlier papers on bees, seals and the like, aidita broader sweep and its
depths of thought, based essentially on pragmatiiples but viewing
economic practices within their active social unitere a revelation to
British archaeologists and doubtless also to Elanmelleagues.

The appearance of this book coincided with an ingmrdevelopment
for Clark. He was appointed at the age of 45 to Ghigney Chair of
Archaeology at Cambridge and assumed control ofdéaelopment of
prehistoric studies for the next 20 years or sorh#ss even more
importantly, he broke away from his European comsemd attended the
first meeting of the Wenner—Gren Foundation forhiateric Research, in
New York. The contacts made there, and the expasiutiee variety and
scale of work going on in other parts of the woxigls a huge stimulus for
Clark and he almost at once began to look outwaodke wide world, for
the evidence he sought in his pursuit of human Ideweents over the vast
timescales of prehistory; his major work in thisldi came in the 1960s.

There can be no doubt that the years 1948-1954 @iand’'s most
exciting, productive and satisfying, or so he cdater on to admit to me
and to others. His succession to the Disney Cltataambridge opened
many doors for funds, contacts, opportunities, aielEconomic Basis
book (always abbreviated to this by its many residenould be sufficient
for most people, but he had the immense excitewiewbrk at Star Carr,
both in the field and in the preparation of the lband its appearance in
1954. As a new student in the Department at Caméritarrived just as
the first reviews ofStar Carr were appearing, and just as Clark was
moving into a more experienced and assured positithin the University
and in the wider archaeological community.

Those students who have written of their time inrmBedge with
Clark’s tutelage in archaeology generally agree¢ bwaas a lecturer was
inconsistent. There was never any doubt about ¢aslemic standing, or
his immense knowledge, or his commanding presantigei lecture room,
but there was always a frisson of anticipation wherappeared before us
students because we never knew what would come Bexhetimes he
would deliver the wrong lecture to the studentsgedailed final-year
debate to a first—year group for example, and Ivkitleat such a group
would listen in some awe at the erudition, withoamprehending where
or when such things had occurred in the distant gawl he would often
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stray from the theme and end up in a place or faneemoved from his

subject. The same distraction, rewarding at tinaesjld intrude with his

own research students, who might submit a chaptdradt paper to Clark
and be at once told of Clark’'s decisive opiniortta topic (or perhaps a
different topic altogether) with no real examinatiof the student’s work,
if indeed it was even looked at.

He had inherited a very small Department, with &fsif only three
teachers who were assigned fulltime to the inswacof undergraduates.
By 1960, when | joined the Department, there ware 6f us (Clark, who
taught the Mesolithic and into the Neolithic), Cdear McBurney
(Palaeolithic), Glyn Daniel (Megaliths and histasfy archaeology), Eric
Higgs (faunal analysis) and John Coles (Bronze /Agel first—year
Palaeolithic). John Alexander came along latettieriron Age, and was a
very welcome colleague to have in the DepartmentH&ad, Clark made
it quite clear to us all, or almost all, that Resbawas all important, and
next on the list was the supervision of Researchleits; last on the list
came Undergraduate teaching, and Clark’s advicthisnwas “it doesn't
matter what you teach them as long as you keemjtls”.

And yet it is unfair to exaggerate Clark’s negle€tstudents without
defining the latter. For Undergraduates, he was noagisterial, too
profound, for most of us, and there was little ona of the friendly but
irrelevant chat that might have loosened the foitsnaf meetings. Yet he
and his wife were hospitable to all, and those ©fano displayed a real
interest and enthusiasm for prehistory would soimecaver that Clark’s
involvement in studies of the past included thenestr encouragement of
even the youngest of students. For Research Swd€tark had ample
time to discuss serious matters, contacts and appes, new ideas and
new regions of the world where work might prosp€or established
figures, former students who had gained promotarsinitiated projects,
and were driving the Cambridge school forward indely—spaced
territories of the world, there was enthusiastidcame from Clark when
they came back to the Department. Clark’s book @891Prehistory at
Cambridge and Beyorgkts out many of their achievements.

Clark’s relationship with Glyn Daniel was not arsgane and the two
of them rarely met apart from official Faculty busss meetings. Daniel
made reference to certain disagreements in hivmg@aphySome Small
Harvest. The Memoirsf Glyn Daniel (1986) but he devotes remarkably
little time or space in the book to his one—timademic colleague, who
became his Departmental Professor, and whom hesded in the Disney
Chair. Clark’s opinion on Daniel’'s research wasailyucritical; his view
of such things as Megaliths, and perhaps bronzegeliswas that these
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things came along much later and were far lessestieg than the real
and lasting inventions and achievements of earigdns.

Such academic differences were perhaps to be ekcasenormal
variations of opinion among colleagues. But Clarkl @aniel differed
more than this, and | believe it was a questiopesonalities and envy, in
both men. Clark had, and could be seen to be dewglpa world—wide
audience of prehistorians who greatly respectedaproaches and his
discipline, whereas Daniel received far less apgtioh for his seemingly
insatiable appetite for archaeological miscellarze® more seriously and
more debatable, his lack of observational deptheséarch even into his
own speciality, the megaliths of western Europé. téehe public at large,
Daniel was a well-known and respected figure, wherfew had heard of
Clark, and this must have bothered Clark and presokis critical
comments on Daniel's undoubted achievements in ethfields of
archaeological enquiry, and his editorshipdotiquity, that were of no real
interest to Clark; however, he did not hesitategeAntiquity for some of
his own contributions, and thereby necessarily Iveohimself with
Daniel’s editorial work. | doubt there were manyregtions or amendments
suggested by the editor to this particular contohu

To my mind, it was unfortunate, perhaps tragict tbiark and Daniel
did not develop a real friendship. They were ofetént temperaments,
approaches to life, interests in the past, anddlyssaw them engaged in
any serious debate. That said, there were perhatherrfew occasion
when archaeological matters could be formally dised; Clark as Head
never called a meeting of the Department of Arclapoto debate any
issues whether political (University or Faculty)amademic (Departmental
teaching or research). We all just got on with oesearch and our
teaching as our own consciences suggested, althdogbtless some
magisterial overview must have been present in scaske extreme
reluctance to act responsibly. And yet, with aistBeeming aloofness,
Clark was basically a sympathetic and kind marerofielping people out
of various predicaments and often offering someaiofwelcome advice,
assistance and companionship in meetings and isitis ®wnd dinners in
colleges.

Through Clark’s involvement with and devotion tce tiPrehistoric
Society, he had close contact with all of the lagdigures in prehistoric
archaeology in Britain and north—western Europed anch contacts
extended back to his first encounters with V. Gar@hilde, a man whose
work he greatly admired even if he could not agséth Childe’s leftist
political leanings. Their views on politics, econriog; life in general it
seemed, diverged widely yet both Childe and Clagpected one another,



