Portfolio 1: A Marxist analysis of ‘Childe in Hole’.
[image: ]Figure 1: Childe In Hole.                                                   (Skara Brae Collection, 1983).

		

There is a clear hierarchy evident from the proxemics, gait and posture of the subjects of this photo. The hierarchy is shaped like an amphitheatre; Childe being at the lowest point is significant because all other subjects are watching him and his posture is confident and relaxed, making it clear that he is the most important person in the photo, he is also the known archaeologist. In contrast, the men at the back are wearing very working class clothes and appear to be responsible for the manual labour. According to McGuire (McGuire, R. H., 1992, pp. 252-253) there is a hierarchy of practice in archaeology where the job of thinking about archaeology is valued more highly than doing archaeology. Marx said that creative learning and theory can be enriched and inspired by being physically involved in the labour (McGuire, R. H., 1992, p. 16). Thus Marx would argue that having the separation in practice which ‘Childe in Hole’ illustrates stunts our potential in archaeology. McGuire goes on to say that as men “control the past”, a gender division is created which relegates women (McGuire, R. H., 1992, pp. 252-253). This is visible in ‘Childe in Hole’ by how the women are physically distanced and segregated from the others and it’s apparent by the cleanness and the impracticality of their clothing that they aren’t actually doing any digging.
In spite of appearances, according to Patterson (Patterson, T. C., 2003, pp. 33-63), Childe had roots in Marxism and based his theory and practice largely on liberal, Marxist and neo-Kantian thought. He also disliked the separation of thinking and doing which provides a different interpretation of this photo: while Childe was an academic, by him purposefully posing in a hole to seem like he is doing physical labour, he could have been making a statement regarding shedding privilege. The inclusion of women in the photo could also have been a statement of diversity, especially considering they are nearest to the main subject of the photo. Also, while the working class labourers are at the back, they are also posing in a confident way, which overall could add to an image of a unified excavation team.
Abadia says that “scientific progress is not assimilated to the addition of new truths to the stock of old ones but, rather, to the process though which we unmask the misconceptions” (Moro Abadía, O., 2017), and the process includes how we structure our methodology. While, from a Marxist perspective, there are some clear inequalities from the modern eye, for Childe’s contemporary audience this was a bold statement encouraging good praxis that unites and uplifts the working class and all other oppressed groups.
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