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“A passionate connoisseur of flints”:
an intellectual biography of the young
Grahame Clark based on his pre-war
publications
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During the 1920s and 30s, Grahame Clark changed his definitions, goals, themes, methods,
subject studied, and questions asked. In 1927, Clark defined archaeology as “the study of past
distribution of culture-traits in time and space, and of the factors governing their distribution”.
By 1939, he had redefined archaeology as “the study of how men lived in the past”. Clark began
as an archaeologist interested in the use, manufacture, and distribution of implements but quickly
became interested in the activities that the use, manufacture, and distribution of implements
imply. His goals changed from the creation of lithic typologies to the economic and social
reconstruction of prehistoric life. By 1939, Clark was becoming a functionalist, his definitions and

methods were increasingly contemporary, and his search tor Star Carr had begun. His childhood
passion for collecting flints had led to “a life’s work ot absorbing interest”.
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During the 19205 and 1930s, Grahame Clark changed his definitions, goals,
themes, methods, subject studied, and questions asked. In 1927, he detined archaeology
as “the study of past distribution of culture-traits in time and space, and ot the factors
governing their distribution” (Clark 1933a:232). By 1939, he had redetined archaeology
as “the study of how men lived in the past” (Clark 1930a:1). As a twenty-year-old 1n
1927, Clark (Fig. 1) wondered how one artefact related morphologically to another yet
ended the next decade by investigating how material culture related to environment.
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began as an archaeologist interested in the use, manufacture, and distribution of
implements but quickly became an archaeologist interested in the activities that the
use, manufacture, and distribution of implements imply.

The foundations of English prehistoric archaeology during the 1960s and 1970s
were laid by the academic shifts exemplified by Clark’s work 1n the 1930s. Clark
reflects the development of English prehistoric archaeology during this period and
provides an interesting case-study. He was a founding member of the interdisciplinary
Fenland Research Committee in 1932 (Smith 1994), guided the transtormation of the
Prehistoric Society of East Anglia to the Prehistoric Society in 1935 (Chapman 198s;
Clark 1985; Phillips 1987; Piggott 1063; Smith 1993, 1994), and was intimately involved
in the professionalisation and institutionalisation of prehistoric archaeology as an
academic discipline at Cambridge University (Smith 1994). In 1930, Clark was the first
candidate to register for research in Archaeology in the Faculty ot Archaeology and
Anthropology and with the completion of his Ph.D. began his long and distinguished
academic career at Cambridge with the tenure of a Bye-Fellowship at Peterhouse.
Following this, he became Faculty Assistant Lecturer 1935-46, University Lecturer 1946-
52, Disney Professor of Archaeology 1952-74, and Head of the Department ot
Archaeology and Anthropology in 1956-61 and 1968-71.

Trigger (1089:269) suggests that by the 1940s and 1950s, Clark was pioneering an
ecologically oriented, functionalist approach to prehistory, the first scholar to apply
the botanist A.G. Tansley’s concept of an ecosystem “with its notion of a self-
correcting mechanism or homeostat” to archaeological evidence. Willey (1990:371)
agrees that Clark developed the ecosystem concept, introducing to English
archaeology a systemic view of culture which attempted “to say something about the
interrelationship of environment, technology, social forms, and idea systems”.
Trigger (1989:270) states that Clark’s interdisciplinary work eventually led to the
development of the subdisciplines of palaeo-economy, bioarchaeology, zooarchaeology,
and palaeo-ethnobotany, yet he also remarks (Trigger 1989:424) on the absence of
any detailed evaluation ot his contributions.

Little is known about Clark’s intellectual beginnings and few students read his
earliest publications. The following study of his early work opens a window to wider

understanding, providing a perspective on Clark’s later choice of sites, technique of
excavation, and 1nterpretations.

SURFACE LITHIC FINDS, TYPOLOGIES, DISTRIBUTIONS,
AND RELATIVE DATES

Clark (1927:274) published his first article, a short study of the use, morphology;
distribution, and evolution of “horned hollow-scrapers”, while still a Cambridge
undergraduate (Fig. 1). In 1927, he was primarily concerned with tracing the
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evolution of morphological changes in lithic forms that he had collected as surtace
remains. “The phase which marks the evolution of the [horned] type from the
common hollow scraper is the reduction ot supertluous tlint trom the sides ot the
protrusions”, Clark (1927:276) reasoned. In his second publication, Discoidal
polished tint knives: their typology and distribution, Clark (1928) again arranged the
dittering lithic torms into an evolutionary sequence, demonstrating gradual
morphological change. He then studied the distribution ot the various torms. When
mapped within Britain, the artetacts tell into marked geographical areas and their
distribution remarkably coincided with that ot beakers produced by the early Bronze
Age Beaker civilisation. “There does seem to be some ground tor attributing the
diftfusion [of this type ot knite] which we have described, to the Beaker tolk
themselves”, Clark (1928:53) concluded.

Clark was then 20 and has remarked, “As an undergraduate I had already been
a passionate connoisseur [of thints] for more than a decade”, a result ot having spent
hours tield walking chalk downs, rich in lithic remains, while attending boarding
schools in Sussex and Wiltshire (Clark 1974:35). By the time he became a Cambridge
research student in 1930, Clark was a lithic expert. Throughout the 1930s, he was
often asked to add lithics’ sections to archaeological reports or to examine 1solated
tinds.

Clark’s methodological exactness in creating typologies based on intuitive
judgments of changes in lithic torms was especially clear in Part 1 of his Ph.D thesis,
The Mesolithic Age in Britain. Here Clark presented a caretul, detailed, distributional
study ot British Mesolithic assemblages. He personally studied and analysed all
existing lithic evidence, material which had not been collected in one source betore.
Clark’s goal was “the recognition and detinition ot artetactual assemblages distinct
from those ascribed either to the previously detined Palaeolithic or Neolithic Stone
Ages” (Clark 1972:1). In his 1933 review, Childe (1933:18) stated “for its exhaustive
exposition and sound interpretation ot the mesolithic industries ot Britain... the
book 1s indispensable and admirably tills a real gap”. _

In The Mesolithic Age in Britain, Clark argued tor the presentation of a wide
range ot eviderice when attempting to classity and date Mesolithic lithic assemblages.
[t was important, he stated, to consider the total “character ot the industry” being
studied rather than “certain selected types” (Clark 1932:111). The lithic industry should
be considered as a whole and all lithic categories ot an assemblage must be studied.
The presence or absence ot a “type tool” could be recorded but Clark did not
advocate basing conclusions on the presence of one characteristic type of tool alone.

Clark used several lines ot evidence to support his typological conclusions. He
studied the presence or absence ot tool types, state ot preservation of artetacts,
percentage ot different artetact types present, material and technique used in the
manufacture of the tools, associated tinds, and archaeological remains trom the
vicinity, betore stating his results. From these varied sources ot data, Clark hoped to
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obtain independent information upon which he could hypothesize a date tor his
surface finds. When these separate lines of inference converged, he telt that his
argument was greatly strengthened.

Clark’s typological analyses were based on two assumptions. In addition to
assuming that artefacts could be arranged in evolutionary sequences, he also assumed
that an assemblage automatically indicated a culture and that a culture was the same
as a people. For example, two types of microlithic industry, a broad blade, non-
geometric and a narrow blade, geometric, had been discovered in the Marsden area:

“Thus, whereas the non-geometric folk almost invariably utilized rather a poor whitish to

pale grey flint, the geometric folk employed, to a very large extent, a smooth semi-translucent
brownish tlint” (Clark 1932:26).

Here Clark assumed that assemblage, culture, and people were isomorphically
related.

These assumptions allowed Clark skilfully to draw analogies between assemblages
from the British Isles and Continental and/or Scandinavian tinds in order to suggest
relative dates for British assemblages. He was able to hypothesize genetic connections
between Continental and British assemblages which exhibited convincingly broad
similarities. These comparisons were helptul to Clark because most ot the Continental
evidence had been dated stratigraphically. There were very tew British Mesolithic sites
which produced stratigraphic evidence. When this evidence was available, Clark used
it. For example, at a flint-chipping site in Pembrokeshire, several tlakes, including
a microlith, were found in a soil drift of pre-submerged torest date which “appears to
give a pre-Neolithic date to the industry” (Clark 1932:49). Clark was aware that he
must use every possible line of evidence to establish proper typologies because the
industries he was studying were primarily surtace tinds “only on the rarest occasions
tound in any kind of stratigraphical context” (Clark 1932:19).

As in his 1927 study of hollow scrapers, Clark used distributional mapping in his
1932 thesis to suggest relative dates for assemblages. The two types of microlithic
industry, the broad blade or non-geometric and narrow blade or geometric type
discovered in the Marsden area were dramatically ditferent typologically, exploited
different types of flint supply, but occupied the same region. Clark concluded the
industries could be arranged chronologically, with the less evolved, broad blade
industries preceding the more sophisticated, narrow blades. The technique of
concurrent mapping of artefacts, which Clark used here was pioneered by Fox (1923)
and discussed by Childe in his 1935 Presidential address to the Prehistoric Society:

“The technique of archaeological mapping which has been so splendidly developed in this
country thanks to Crawford, Curwen, Chitty, Clark, Fox, Phillips and others 1s very helptul both
in deciding to what culture a type belongs”

and, Childe (1935a:6) continued:
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“in determining the chronological relation between several cultures. For instance,
contemporary cultures tend to exhibit mutually exclusive distribution, while successive cultures
may and successive phases ot the same culture should partly occupy the same area™.

Clark consistently used distributional maps to indicate the spatal and
chronological relations between assemblages.

At this stage of his career, environmental impact on cultures was discussed in
broad, deterministic terms. Although Clark attributed changes in artefact assemblages
to 1nvasion or migration, changes in environment caused the development of both the
Mesolithic and Neolithic cultures. “The drastic environmental changes playing upon
human cultures ot a relatively simple character, were conducive to developments of
tar-reaching importance”, Clark (1932:6) wrote. Humans reacted to the stress of post-
Pleistocene climatic change by migrating, by moditying their existing cultural
equipment to become Mesolithic peoples, or by altering the character of their
exploitation ot natural resources trom tood-gathering to tood-producing (Clark
1032:6). In 1932, Clark was aware of environmental vanables. However, he did not
attempt to document or clarity climatic and environmental ettects upon prehistoric
culture until he had access to the Fenland Commuittee’s expertise.

Clark’s dissertation and early typological studies were pioneer works. His focus
on the total character ot a lithic assemblage rather than on selected tool types,
anticipated Frangois Bordes’ tamous classitication system developed during the
1950s. The lithic typologies which he developed are still used and his early
publications are cited by current Mesolithic scholars such as Mellars (1974) and
Bonsall (1985). Forty-three years later, Palmer (1975:15), in her survey of British
Mesolithic cultures, could write, “Protessor Clark’s definition and classification of
British microlithic types... still torm a basis tor the assessment ot lithic industries™.

THE FENLAND RESEARCH COMMITTEE AND INTERDISCIPLINARY
ARCHAEOLOGY

The renowned Cambridge botanist, Sir Harry Godwin, (1978) suggested that it
was during the early 1930s that Clark decided to study stratigraphic evidence and to
search tor appropriate Fenland sites to excavate rather than study just surface lithic
finds. According to Godwin (1978:7), amateur and protessional archaeologists were
“becoming acutely aware ot the great advantages that could tollow trom integration
with the nature sciences”. He continued:

“the stimulus to tresh advance came... in the expansion ot ecological ideas, particularly of
dynamic succession, in the adoption ot [Scandinavian] techniques ot pollen analysis and finally
in the whole concept ot Quaternary research” (Godwin 1978:45).
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Godwin and his wite, M.E. Godwin, were students ot the eminent Cambridge
and Oxtord ecologist, Sir A.G. Tansley, who introduced the concept ot an ecosystem
as an organization ot interrelated components existing in dynamic equilibrium 1n his
1935 article, The use and abuse of vegetational concepts and terms. In 1931, Tansley
had suggested to M.E. Godwin she begin research in pollen analysis. According to
H. Godwin (1978:21), this technique had been “brought to notice by papers written
in English by the Swede, G.E. Erdtman, who reported some preliminary studies ot
peat deposits in the British Isles”. This expansion ot new ideas and techniques
persuaded Clark, “it was time that British archaeology developed from the stage of
surface collection ot tinds... to a stratigraphic approach”, stated Godwin (1978:45).

Clark and the Godwins tounded the Fenland Research Committee in the Upper
Parlour at Peterhouse, Cambridge on June 7, 1932. In his announcement ot the
tormation of the Committee, another ot the tounding members, Miles Burkitt

(1932:453) wrote:

“for some time past several people at Cambridge have felt that a research committee ot
experts 1n ‘the various branches of science required should be tormed to undertake
a comprehensive study... tor a proper study ot the tens, many difterent lines ot investigation are
required”.

At peak membership, the Committee was a loose association ot torty-two
specialists, combining the resources of archaeological, biological, geographical, and
seological learning. This working group ot diverse experts enthusiastically addressed
themselves “to unravelling the complex story ot the Fenland” (Godwin 1978:7).
From 1933 to 1940, Clark published eight site reports and articles in cooperation with
The Fenland Research Committee and worked with members ot the Committee on
several other reports trom outside the Fenland area.

The purpose of the first Committee excavation ot a site buried under peat at
Plantation Farm, Shippea Hill, was to study “post-glacial changes ot environment in
relation to man” (Clark 1933b:266). To paraphrase Charles Phillips, who was also
a tounding member, (1951:263-5), this and a second excavation at Peacock’s Farm,
Shippea Hill, published in 1935 (Clark et al 1935) became the Committee’s most
important work. The results of these excavations established the vertical
relationships ot prehistoric occupations in the English Fens.

The report on the Plantation Farm excavation was compiled by Clark, who
directed the project. Jackson, a geologist and faunal expert trom the Manchester
Museum, presented an analysis ot the recovered animal bones which indicated
a Bronze Age lite-style. Mactadyen, a geologist with the Sedgwick Museum,
reported on the species of marine organisms that lived in the clay and silt, concluding
that there had been a transition from semi-marine to treshwater conditions. Kennard
provided a study of the non-marine mollusca, Maby analysed the charcoal trom the

hearths, and Clark identitied the lithics and pottery as Early Bronze Age. The
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Godwins provided pollen analysis results that suggested that a subsistence and re-
elevation ot land had occurred and that by the Bronze Age, the site had been located
on a hillock, surrounded by a swamp.

Kennard’s and Mactadyen’s results corroborated the Godwins’ conclusions.
The results trom the taunal analysis supported the pollen and artetact reports. Clark
used the convergence of several independent lines of investigation to reconstruct
a history ot the human occupation ot the site and ot the geological, geographical,
climatic, and botanical changes ot the area where the site was located.

By 1931, both the Godwins and Clark were aware ot the relative climatological
time-scale that had been established for Scandinavian archaeology. This scale correlated
geological, botanical, climatic, and archaeological events, roughly matching the Boreal
with Mesolithic sites, the Atlantic with the Late Mesolithic and Early Neolithic, and the
Sub-Boreal with the Early Bronze Age. De Geer’s varve chronology had tentatively
assigned years to these correlations. When the Godwins tound, through pollen analysis,
that the upper peat layer at Plantation Farm had been tormed during the Sub-Boreal
climatic phase, their research roughly supported the results of Clark’s typological
analysis which classitied the tlints as Early Bronze Age. As Godwin (1978:24) later
wrote, “In the period betore absolute physical means of dating were available, the
importance ot such a background means of correlation and reference was immense”.

As discussed elsewhere (Smith 1994), Clark’s association with the Fenland
Committee had a protound ettect upon his thinking. During this time, Clark
(1933b:232) continued, 1n some ways, to consider archaeology to be “the study of past
distribution of culture-traits in time and space, and of the factors governing their
distribution”. This 1s especially evident in his 1936 study of Mildenhall pottery types
when he used a distributional map to demonstrate the extent of Deverel-Rimbury
pottery and again in 1940 when he compared complementary distributions of Bronze
Age artetacts. In this research, Clark used typological analyses similar to those used
in his earliest studies. In both the Fenland papers and his 1932 dissertation, he
classitied artetacts according to morphological differences, mapped the differing
classes to establish their distribution, and assumed that complementary distributions
implied contemporary cultures. As in earlier work, Clark equated an assemblage with
a culture and a “tolk”, seemed to assume that lithic and pottery forms evolved from
simple general ancestors to more complex descendants, and continued to arrange
torms in an evolutionary sequence by comparing morphological changes.

However, in practice, Clark was redetining archaeology. Archaeology became
excavation. It was no longer the study ot surface tinds. In striking contrast to his
earlier work, his major Fenland investigations involved intensive digging. “The crux
ot archaeology is excavation, since it is from the soil that archaeologists have to
obtain the bulk ot their documents” (Clark 1989:66). Archaeology was not just

typological analysis. It was now also based on a stratigraphic-geological approach
that was “the hallmark ot the Fenland Research Committee” (Godwin 1978:88). This
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was most evident in the Plantation and Peacock’s Farm excavations, where despite
severe difticulties with tlooding, deep successive trenches were cut to establish
stratigraphic relationships. When Clark wrote The Mesolithic Age in Britain,
distributional mapping ot surtace tinds was one ot the tew methods he could use to
establish relative dates. In all the Fenland reports, Clark was able to correlate his
typological and mapping results with botanical and climatic evidence.

Clark’s choice of subject also dramatically shitted. He became well acquainted
with natural events and their relevance to dating archaeological sites. During his
association with the Committee, Clark (1936a:xii) had “many talks” with Godwin
about post-glacial alterations in climate and environment. In The Mesolithic Age in
Britain, Clark had used environmental tactors to explain shitts from Upper
Palaeolithic to Mesolithic cultures. By 1936, when he published The Mesolithic
settlement of Northern Europe, environmental change explained variations between
assemblages as well as between prehistoric periods. Environment had become the
important independent variable instead ot invasion or migration.

Although it 1s not completely clear why Clark’s thinking changed so dramatically
between 1932 and 1936, 1t 1s possible that his experiences with the Fenland Research
Committee predisposed him to consider environmental tactors rather than dittusion
and invasion as causes for assemblage change.

PREHISTORIC NORTHERN EUROPE

Shortly atter his appointment as Faculty Assistant Lecturer in the Cambridge
Faculty ot Archaeology and Anthropology in 1935, Clark published his synthesis of
northern European prehistory. Partially paid tor by Phillips and Burkitt, this book
was well received in Britain and Scandinavia. In his autobiographical sketch, the
Danish archaeologist, C.J. Becker (1989:118) writes, “two scholars were specially
important for us in the 1930s. One was V. Gordon Childe... The other was Grahame
Clark, whose book The Mesolithic settlement ot Northern Europe (1936) was given
an enthusiastic reception”, because large-scale research on the Mesolithic had just
begun in Denmark. In his review, A.L. Armstrong suggested the book was valuable
to British audiences because it presented cultural sequences within their
environmental context. He observed Clark’s conclusions were:

“immensely strengthened by the synchronization ot independent researches by geologists,
biologists, archaeologists, and botanists. The book is a striking example of what can be achieved
by co-operation of this nature” (Armstrong 1937:68-9).

T'he Mesolithic settlement of Northern Europe began with a detailed description
ot the natural history of the Baltic area. Clark, outlining the principles of
geochronology, caretully pointed out how these natural events were relevant to
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dating archaeological sites. Using information on postglacial alterations in forest
history, he produced a tripartite division of the Mesolithic that provided a general,
relative chronology for northern European assemblages. Clark had opportunity to
re-examine many of these collections during visits to Scandinavia and provided an
exhaustive survey of the remains.

When classitying this material, Clark’s assumptions and methods were similar
to those used in his earliest typological studies. He still assumed that lithics evolved
and this evolution could be traced to ascertain the origin of a culture. He was also
still concerned with whether or not an assemblage contained a predictable set of
lithics and could be considered homogeneous. Recurrent assemblages or sometimes
even one layer of an excavation, for example the Early Tardenoisian lower strata of
the Zonhoven site, were equated with a culture and a people. When describing
Magelmose material culture, he began with a general functional class and divided
this class into subclases by intuitively judging morphological variations. His
typological methods and his goal of establishing relative dates for assemblages
remained the same

When we review Clark’s work from 1927 to the publication of this book, two
major themes emerge. The first is the interaction of cultures represented by
typologically distinguishable assemblages. This theme was foremost in his 1932
dissertation and still present in his description of northern European cultures. Yet in
sharp contrast to his Ph.D. work, Clark discussed the possibility of an ethnic
movement only once when analysing the Ertebelle sites, concluding that this culture
did not result tfrom 1nvasion but was the product of indigenous development.

By 1936, the interaction of cultures and environment as expressed in material
culture was a strongly emerging second theme. Although present in his earlier work,
as when he used environmental factors to explain the shift from Upper Palaeolithic
to Mesolithic cultures 1n his Ph.D. thesis, by 1936, environmental change explained
variations between assemblages as well as between prehistoric periods. The appearance
ot wood-working equipment in assemblages during Period I, was a reaction to the
spreading: forests and decreasing tundra. The Maglemose was a forest adaptation
culture. The forést was retlected “by the extensive use of wood for handles, hafts of
composite implements, sleeves, clubs, javelins, paddle-rudders and dug-out canoes”
(Clark 1936a:124) and by the axes, adzes, clubs, and maces. The homogeneity of

. Maglemose assemblages over northern Europe “can only be explained on the basis
of the geographical changes” (Clark 1936a:124) of spreading fenland between Britain
and Scandinavia. The unity of plain implied unity of culture. When sea transgression
occurred during Period III, the unity of land was destroyed and more divergent
assemblages resulted. Tardenoisian assemblages, found almost exclusively on sandy
soils, were an example of geological determination of human settlement.

Further evidence ot this theme can be seen in Clark’s reconstruction of
Maglemose subsistence and “social outlook”. This was the first time that he
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abstracted this information from other sections ot a report and discussed 1t under
separate headings:

“Having described the material culture of Maglemose man in detail, we are now in
a position to appreciate how it reflects... the modes ot subsistence ot the people and the natural
environment 1n which this subsistence was won” (Clark 1936a:124).

Clark then described how people lived in small social groups by tishing,
gathering, and hunting seasonally, usually camping temporarily near lakesides.

Clark reported on the Scandinavian faunal evidence of seasonality. The
occurrence of young crane bones in 1918 at the Svaerdborg, Zealand, site indicated
a summer occupation. The predominance of tully developed roe deer also
suggested a summer habitation. At the Zealand kitchen-middens, the presence ot
red deer, roe deer, and wild pig bones implied to Scandinavians a year-round
settlement. Clark (1936a:49) observed the faunal remains attorded “intormation ot
predominantly cultural interest”, certainly a portentous statement which suggests
that Clark was becoming interested in the social implications ot natural science
information.

In The Mesolithic settlement of Northern Europe, Clark devoted an entire
chapter to an analysis of Maglemose art. Although he did use an economic activity
(net-making) to explain the art motif which resembled nets, he did not use art motifs
to infer economic activities. Clark apparently thought subsistence pursuits could
determine the subject matter for art, but art could not determine subsistence. This
might imply that Clark was using a wedding cake model ot society where subsistence
and economic activities were characterized as occupying the bottom layer and
ideology or religious beliets were viewed as being situated in a smaller section near
the top of the cake. Clark appeared to claim interence could move up this cake but
not down. It would seem he considered economic activities to be more basic to the
survival of a society than artistic endeavours. This 1s the tirst time in his published
work that Clark discussed this theoretical position. His economic approach to
prehistory became more evident in his later 1930s research.

“CURRENT PREHISTORY” AND SETTLEMENT EXCAVATIONS

During the late 1930s, as editor, in book reviews and in the sections ot the
“Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society” — “Current Prehistory” and “Notes”, Clark
wrote more informally than in his other published work, readily expressing his
opinions. Study of these journal sections provides insights into his changing
interests and intellectual attitudes. In the 1935 edition of “Notes”, Clark printed
a report by Childe describing his recent visit to the USSR. Childe had been very

impressed with the excavations of Upper Palaeolithic dwelling sites 1n Siberia and
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European Russia. He presented a detailed review ot the results, comparing the
Kostienki I house remains with the winter earthen homes of twentieth-century
Arctic peoples. The discovery ot actual dwellings at Malta, Kostienki I, and Gargrino
had “opened a new page in Palaeolithic studies” (Childe 1935b:152).

Clark had demonstrated an interest in settlement sites 1n his dissertation and
during his excavations ot two Mesolithic sand “pit-dwellings” in Sussex in 1933. He
emphasized that the discovery ot “pit-dwellings” was important and added
“considerably to our picture ot lite as it was lived in Mesolithic Britain” (Clark
1934a:154). A year later, when reviewing an excavation of Danish Neolithic
tarmsteads by Winther tor the journal “Antiquity”, Clark (1934b) stressed both the
lithic typological evidence and the house remains, describing them as equally
important. In the first appearance ot “Current Prehistory” in Volume II, part II of
the “Proceedings”, Clark (1936b) praised the complete excavation ot a Danubian
peasant settlement site at Koln-Lindenthal by Buttler and Haberey. In this excavation
the entire area ot settlement had been uncovered and the plans of structures, which
survived only as soil discolorations, were 1dentitied by caretully shaving down the
Neolithic surtace. The actual placement ot buildings and their tloor plans had been
determined. The excavations revealed dwelling houses with store-pits, granaries built
on piles and tield barns. Clark noted that each structure had a ditferent economic
function and that the general economic organization ot the settlement had become
apparent as a result ot the thoroughness ot the excavation. He concluded that these

were model excavations which demonstrated:

“the astonishing possibilities that lie ahead ot British archaeology... the time may soon
come when we in England can progress trom cutting sections and establishing the bare bones of

chronology to opening up whole settlements and studying the tunctioning ot the early
communities of our own land” (Clark 1936b:245-6).

Clark continued his interest in German excavations ot Neolithic dwelling
places in the “Current Prehistory” sections tor 1937. He reviewed Bersu’s pioneer
work on the recovery of house plans at the Goldberg site where no organic
structural remains survived. Different periods of house construction were
recognized trom the varying discolourations ot the material filling the post-holes
and wall-slots. Houses trom period I and II showed up as brownish grey in colour,
those ot period III as grey and those ot period IV and V as black. Next, Clark
reviewed the Danish Neolithic tarmstead excavations he had commented on for
“Antiquity” in 1934. This review revealed a shift in Clark’s interest. In 1937, he did
not include the lithic dating evidence which he had mentioned as crucial in 1934,
choosing to discuss only how the excavated house plans retlected different
economic uses. He expected that tuture excavations ot Neolithic settlements would
throw more light on the “economic organization of the early communities of
Europe” (Clark 1937a:457).
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The most important statement of Clark’s concern with prehistoric dwellings
was an essay promoting the study of building sites that appeared in late 1937 in the
“Proceedings”. He asserted that there was no “class of antiquity that attords a closer
insight into the life of prehistoric societies than houses” (Clark 1937b:468).
Information on population levels, social structures, and economies could be interred
from building remains. Clark (1937b:469) noted Germans and Scandinavians were
accomplishing a great deal but that in contrast “the situation in England with regard
to houses of pre-Early Iron Age is frankly deplorable”. This should not be tolerated;
he recommended that the discovery and excavation of prehistoric buildings “should
be a prime aim of British archaeology in the immediate future” (Clark 1937b:469).

By the 1938 “Current Prehistory”, Clark was delighted to announce the
discovery of a Neolithic house in Britain. “As if in answer to our plea...
Mr E.H. Willock has come forward with his discoveries... the plan here reproduced
will prove to be the first of many” (Clark 1938:222-3). Clark then reviewed Schwantes’
and Rust’s excavations of early Mesolithic summer camp sites in northern Germany
which had been occupied by people who lived by hunting reindeer. These camps had
been found on the shores of ancient lakes and Clark pointed out that sites such as
these had not been investigated as yet in Britain. He recommended that British
archaeologists study silted-up lakes near the last major extension of the ice sheet in
order to obtain important wood, bone, and antler remains as had been done 1in
Germany.

Clark discussed evidence for seasonal settlement in France during the Upper
Palaeolithic in the 1939 edition of the “Proceedings”. De Saint-Perier had conducted
research on reindeer antlers found in caves and shelters in Lespugue. The adult male
antlers were shed specimens, but the antlers from females and young carried
portions of the skull. From this, de Saint-Perier had deduced that the shelters had
been occupied from November to February. UAbbé Breuil had come to similar
conclusions in 1907, and Clark suggested that the French sites were winter
settlements and that the inhabitants spent summer on the move.

Clark’s presentations in “Current Prehistory” throughout the late 1930s
demonstrated his ecumenical knowledge of archaeology. He was clearly attuned to
his intellectual surroundings. During this period of Clark’s academic life, he was
influenced by both Thomson and Tallgren The ethnologist D.F. Thomson, trom the
University of Melbourne, had given a presentatlon on Aborigines ot Eastern
Arnhem Land to a meeting of the Prehistoric Society in November 1938, and Clark
had published Thomson’s now famous article on The seasonal factor in human
culture in the 1939 volume of the “Proceedings”. Thomson had thanked Clark tfor
suggestions and criticisms in his acknowledgements at the end ot this publication. In
this article, Thomson (1939:209) demonstrated the intluence ot seasonal changes on
the life of a nomadic hunting group, showing the close relationship between the
nomads and their environment: ‘
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“It will be apparent that an onlooker, seeing these people at ditterent seasons ot the year,
would tind them engaged in occupations so diverse... that it he were unaware ot the seasonal

intluence on tood supply [and on weapons and utensils], he would be led to conclude that they
were ditterent groups”.

The evidence presented in this publication cemented Clark’s interest in
seasonality as a factor which must be considered when interpreting site
ditterences. i

Clark acknowledged being intluenced during the late 1930s by the accomplished
Finnish scholar A.M. Tallgren. Tallgren was a specialist in Russian archaeology and
had been editor ot the journal, “Eurasia Septentrionalis Antiqua” trom 1926 to 1939.
“I responded eagerly to the pronouncement in 1935 ot a revered senior A.M. Tallgren,
who stated ‘Forms and types, that is, products, have been regarded as more real and
alive than the society which created them” (Clark 1974:47). Tallgren’s now classic
article on The method of prehistoric archaeology was published in English 1n 1937.
He began by giving a briet account ot the accomplishments ot archaeology up to
1935. Outlines ot prehistoric chronology had been successtully established by using
typological analysis. Cultures had been arranged vertically in chronological groups
and horizontally in culture-circles. Here Tallgren could have been describing any ot
Clark’s early work.

Tallgren (1937:154) criticized this “tormalist” method, stating that the brilliant
systematization it produced had not led to an “elucidation ot the organic structure
of the whole life of the period studied [or] to an understanding ot social systems”.
He examined the concept of culture, concluded that a material culture could not
often be equated with a people, and noted how ditticult it was to inter nationality
from archaeological remains. In answer to these errors, archaeology should become
an “economic-social, historical science” (Tallgren 1937:158). Use and tunction, not
form should be the starting point ot research. Economic systems are more important
than the evolution ot tools. Tools are social products. The aim ot archaeology is to
illuminate cultural, social, and economic conditions.

In résponse to Tallgren’s analysis, Clark (1939b) wrote that the time had come
for prehistorians to reconsider the fundamentals of their discipline:

“Maternial culture forms are essentially social phenomena... it archaeology 1s ever to give us
more than a superticial insight into the lives ot past societies, this can only come through
discontent with the present mechanistic interpretation ot cultural phenomena” (Clark 1939b:260).

Clark’s interest in settlement sites was applied to research in his 1939
interdisciplinary excavations ot Mesolithic “pit-dwellings” at Farnham, Surrey. In the
final section of the Farnham report, Clark summarized the evidence tor upper
Palaeolithic and Mesolithic dwellings, starting with a polemical statement which
surely was intluenced by Tallgren:
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“That the classification of early cultures should at tirst have been based upon the forms of
flint implements... is understandable. It was only when archaeologists became absorbed n tlint
implements to the exclusion of early man and his habits that research was jeopardized” (Clark

1939¢:98).

He complimented Soviet archaeologists tor discarding a “tossil mentality”, and
for stressing the excavation ot living areas (Clark 1939c:100).

During the 1930s, Clark’s budding interests in settlement excavations, the
interpretation of prehistoric economic activities, and the seasonality of sites, as well
as his stated dissatisfaction with a mechanistic approach to archaeology, can be
understood in terms of his immediate archaeological academic context and his
personal maturation. By 1939, he had tavourably reviewed Scandinavian excavations
~ of Neolithic houses. He was also pleased with the Russian Upper Palaeolithic
material reported by Childe, stating “the prehistorians ot the U.S.S.R. have broken
entirely new ground”, but he lamented its inaccessibility (Clark 1939d:209). He was
very impressed and influenced by the excellence of German excavations of
prehistoric dwelling sites and was convinced by German and Scandinavian
excavations that research on dwelling sites could enhance archaeology’s knowledge
of social and economic aspects of society. In Archaeology and society, Clark
(1939a:152) noticeably included “settlement and houses” as an aspect ot society which
was related to the economic basis and the society’s social organization, and pointed
out that housing plans might imply social classes and community size. “It i1s
settlement sites with their manifold social implications that provide the most
promising material for the tuture”, Clark (1939a:82) concluded.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND SOCIETY

Archaeology and society was well received when tirst published in 1939 (Childe
1939; Hawkes 1939; Piggott 1940; Raglan 1940; Vautrey 1940) and has since become
one of Clark’s most widely read and respected publications. It was written to
introduce “the general reader” and students to the “process ot archaeology, its aims,
its limitations and its social value” (Clark 1939a:x11). In her review, Jacquetta Hawkes
(1939:182), praising the publication, suggesting that Clark exemplitied “the modern
trend in prehistory at its best” by attempting to make every archaeological artetact
reveal something about past livelihoods, homes, beliets, and social structures.

In the beginning of this book, Clark (1939a:1) detined archaeology as “the study
of how men lived in the past”, and proceeded to discuss how an archaeologist should
conduct such a study. He divided his book into six sections, each covering an
important area of archaeological concern: discovery; preservation; excavation;
chronology; interpretation ot tinds; and archaeology’s place in society.
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In his tirst tew chapters on discovery, preservation, and excavation, Clark made
it clear that many types ot evidence do not survive in the archaeological record.
Theretore, archaeological remains are limited in what they can reveal about how
people lived and can give more intormation about some aspects ot society than
others. “The excavator can hope to obtain concrete evidence only ot those aspects ot
lite which are normally expressed in material things”, Clark (1930a:152) stated. The
worker will be able to reconstruct most successtully the economic basis ot prehistoric
society. By economic basis, Clark meant what people ate and how they got their tood.
Questions, such as were they tood-gatherers or tood-producers, are answerable
archaeologically when the worker has access to material equipment and to taunal and
vegetable remains.

By 1939, Clark was a tunctionalist who viewed social systems as integrated
complete patterns. He theorized that many ditterent aspects ot society are inter-
related with each other and that because ot these inter-relationships, archaeologists
can infer information about aspects of society other than the economic basis. He
suggested there was an inter-relationship between the tood supply and the type of
topographical and geological terrain chosen as a living area. House torms are related
to the general economic basis, and the investigator must keep in mind economic
specialization when interpreting settlement sites. Art retlects the economic
preoccupation of a people. In the art ot Arctic hunters, elk, reindeer, and open
country are depicted. Economic realities determine the subject ot the art, but not
necessarily the style.

“The material remains of an ancient culture, the implements, weapons and
equipment of daily lite, form the backbone ot archaeology”, Clark (1939a:162) wrote.
Material culture, other than tarming or hunting equipment, can be a marvelous
indicator ot prehistoric culture. Spindle-whorls and loom-weights imply weaving,
grave goods can reveal the existence ot social classes, tundamental ditterences in
dress can be inferred trom fastening devices even when no cloth survives and the
presence ot gouges and chisels imply carpentry.

“Family lite, marriage customs and tamily relationships are matters which can
hardly be inferred directly trom archaeological material”, stated Clark (1930a:183).
However, if excavated completely, settlement sites can allow a good estimate of the
size of a prehistoric community, and the presence ot houses ot outstanding size can
indicate class ditterences. There are whole realms ot social behaviour and
organization which are extremely ditticult to obtain intormation about by
archaeological methods. '

In the late 1930s, the theme of “the interaction ot society and environment as
expressed 1in material culture” (Childe 1952:209) can be seen in Clark’s growing
interest in seasonality and in his continued use of geographical and geological aspects
of the environment to explain cultural traits (1935, 1936¢c, 1937b). Throughout
Archaeology and society, he demonstrated a growing awareness of the complexity ot
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causation and reterred to the environment more subtly than in his earlier work. In his
(1939a:158) discussion of the possible interrelations which may exist between ditferent
aspects ot a society, the “endowment ot the area ot settlement”, its topographical and
geological teatures, were mentioned in a slightly less deterministic manner than 1n his
1936 research. In his discussion ot the use ot ethnographic analogy, he stressed the
variety of torces which may attect material culture. When describing houses and
settlement, he cautioned the archaeologist to keep in mind the “seasonal, economic
and social specialization” of the site (Clark 1939a:160). “It 1s tailure to comprehend the
complexity of the subject that has led to many serious errors”, Clark (1939a:160)
concluded.

Clark’s greatest strength in Archaeology and society was his ability to

demonstrate what archaeologists could know about how humans lived, despite the
limited record.

STAR CARR

From 1949 to 1951 Clark (1949:64) directed the interdisciplinary excavation ot
Star Carr, “one of the richest and most informative sites ot the [Baltic] Maglemosian
culture anywhere in north-western Europe”, which muluplied many times the
evidence available in Britain tor early Mesolithic settlements (Fig. 2). Star Carr
yielded 193 barbed antler and bone points, where previously only six specimens had
been known. Many new categories of artetact s were tound, such as skin-working
tools and antler masks. The taunal assemblage was by tar the largest trom a British
Mesolithic excavation, beautitully preserved because the site was waterlogged.
Investigation revealed an abundant homogeneous tlint industry and a birch
brushwood tlooring, indicating a lake-side camp.

Clark (1972:2) more recently writes, Star Carr was “something I had been seeking
for many years”. From the early 1930s, Clark had been searching tor possible
Maglemose remains in England. He tirst mentioned evidence tor Baltic “intluences”
in eastern England in his dissertation (Clark 1932:14-8) and reviewed this material in
the introduction to his 1949 Star Carr site report (Clark 1949:52-5). In 1933, when
analysing the results ot the Plantation Farm excavation, Clark (1933b:293) concluded
fen conditions “obtained across what is now the floor of the southern part of the
North Sea”, permitting easier contact with Scandinavian peoples. Again in the
Fenland Research Committee’s excavation at Broxbourne, Clark (1934c:119) argued
the site represented “an extension of the Mesolithic torest cultures”. In his 1934
synopsis of Fenland research and in his analysis of the 1940 Bronze Age hoard ot
metal artetacts which had been preserved in peat, Clark suggested more wetland sites

should be investigated because they were tavourable to the survival ot organic
material such as bone and antler remains.



