Household archaeology is the investigation into the archaeological remains of the household, it is useful in regards to helping archaeologists understand the way in which the day to day lives of ancient peoples functioned when there might otherwise be little to no other way of understanding the way that they lived (Wilk & Rathje, 1982). Household archaeology is also useful for archaeologists in helping them to define the concept of a household, and in helping them to understand the way the internal structures of the household might have effect the greater social structure of the world that ancient peoples lived in (Wilk & Rathje, 1982). From a modern Western perspective and thus the way in which Western scholars have viewed the structure of the household is largely patriarchal (Wodak, 1997). With the men in the household being the main economic providers of the household, with the women being the main domestic and social support of the household. However, when attempting to transpose this view onto ancient civilisations, this way of perceiving the world can cause a certain level of unintentional bias in the way that the data is interpreted (Wodak, 1997). This is due to the way that it is highly difficult to view the past with a gaze that is not effected by culturally ingrained views that have been learned since childhood. In this, Household archaeology provides a set number of structures, be they influenced by the biases of those that have created them or not, that by existing bring attention to facts that can be challenged by the scholar interested in the topic of the way that households function in the past (Wilk & Rathje, 1982). 
The concept of the household can be broken down into several different sectors, however the greatest defining part of a household is that a household must be able to be considered to be a residence (Wilk & Rathje, 1982). Somewhere where a number of people live together, be it in a static location or a location which might move about the landscape. Whether the residence in question is one belonging to a specific group of people, such as a family, kinship group or a group of otherwise associated people, or if it is a symbolic residence such as in the way a shrine or temple might be the residence of a god, largely depends on the way in which the society and culture the household is located in is structured. As depending on the society, the meaning of a household might vary depending on both the culture of the society, and upon the culture from which the archaeologist who has excavated the site has originated from (Allison, 1999). The different sectors within a household, may be comprised of different factors, each under the purview of a different member of the household. For example, outside economic factors of the household, as with many within Western society, might be the purview of the men of the household. Whereas the day to day running of a household might be under auspices of the women (Allison, 1999). Whilst the way in which each sector of the household might be run could differ from society to society and from household to household, the nature of households as residences allows there to be a level of exploration into the cultural differences that effect the structure of households, and ensures that household archaeology as a discipline is a continually evolving and useful tool in the study of ancient societies (Allison, 1999).
In this context, it is possible to extend the concept of the household in order to look at the household in relation to the town, and to the wider society in which the household resides. This is due to the way that it is possible to define a town as a settled site, based around a number of interconnected relationships (Allison, 1999). Be them social, economic or political. Due to the way in which the large majority of the culture of a society is learned within the home, the foundations on which these interpersonal relations lie, can tell archaeologists many things about the way in which society may have worked, in situations where textual sources are thin. Or where there are other difficulties that might stand in the way of fully understanding the way in which a society functions, be they due to the subconscious biases of previous authors, or due to a lack of archaeological evidence of the wider community. Whilst extrapolating from an incomplete set of data can be problematic, and can cause issues when those theories are later used as the foundation for later work, such thought experiments can allow the exploration of possible avenues to further understanding of such societies, and can broaden the way in which people look at such societies in the future. 
There have been several different theories that have been used throughout the years as a way of trying to develop understanding of ancient civilisations, and of how to comprehend the different modern day societies that exist side by side. One of the most better known theories on how society functions would be the theory first fully explored and introduced by Karl Marx, Marxism (Mezhujev, 1993). Created as a way of understanding the structures of society, and largely situated within an economic and political context, Marxism was a way of understanding the myriad of complex social changes that occurred around the time of the Russian Revolution and as a consequence when looking at household archaeology through the gaze of Marxism, an archaeologist must be aware of the political overtones that are inherent within the theory, and that might not be applicable to the ancient society that they are applying them to. However, when regarding the household, several points of Marxism become somewhat applicable (Williams, 1977). Particularly, the way in which the household within Marxism is considered to be one of the foundation blocks of the superstructure, part of the base which supports and reinforces an inherent “way of doing things” (Kolakowski, et al., 1978). A space where the rules of society are learned and are taught to remain unchallenged. In the case of Marxism, this role of the household was used to show how the bourgeoisie use the base and superstructure system to suppress and control the proletariat. Whilst there are clear issues with applying such a politically informed theory to ancient societies, whose social and political structure may not mimic a capitalist society as discussed within Karl Marx’s works, the idea that there is a common location where the rules of society are learned, and where it continues to have an effect upon society long after members of the household leave and form households of their own, is a concept that can be applied, and which is further explored in other theories that discuss the household, and it’s role in society (Williams, 1977).
One such theory is the concept of habitus, explored by Aristotle and extended upon across the centuries by several different scholars (Eikeland, 2008), notably amongst them the French scholar, Pierre Bourdieu.  This idea of habitus centres around the idea that all people have a series of unconscious habits, that affect the way that they discern the world that surrounds them and the way in which they subsequently react to it (Bourdieu, 1987). For example, the social construct whereby after saying “cheers” in celebration, it is customary to drink some of whatever liquid you are holding be it wine, champagne, beer, or water. Similar unspoken rules of society are what form the backbone of the theory of habitus, playing a part in consolidating a person’s feelings of identity, and their place within the cultural memory of a society (Bourdieu, 1990). With the similar belief that such habits originate from within the home during childhood alongside other social constructs such as the specific roles of the sexes or even towards the way that gender as a social construct is perceived. The concept of habitus allows archaeologists to look further into the way that ancient peoples might have perceived the world around them and in doing so, explore the way that these perceptions may have effect their day to day lives as they moved throughout society. Similarity, it allows archaeologists to acknowledge, confront and challenge their own preconceptions about the way that the world works particularly useful when attempting to extrapolate information from the archaeological remains of a household, for which the records of its excavation might be incomplete, or difficult to access (Bourdieu, 1987).
An example of how these theories, alongside household archaeology might be used to interpret an archaeological site, would be through looking at the Minoan town of Malia and in particular the area known as Quartier Mu the location of the two Houses A and B. The two houses are an example of protopalatial Crete (Hägg & Marinatos, 1984), and some of the best examples of early palatial style architecture. The houses are useful in investigating the later “palaces” particularly due to the time in which they were built, early Middle Minoan II, the location in which they were built, and to the way in which there are several similarities to the later “palaces” (Poursat, 1992). This is of interest, due to the way in which the palaces on Crete and the use of the term “palace” to describe them, are highly contested topics of academic discourse. Particularly due to the way in which there is little evidence for there being a hierarchical society on Crete with several other theories for how the society on Crete may have worked, such as through the use of concepts such as heterarchy. When exploring the idea of there being a hierarchical society on Crete, one of the primary tasks in identifying a hierarchy, is to discover a location for an elite residence on Crete (Schoep, 2006). In this case palaces such as those at Malia or at Knossos serve as an example of the assumptions that have been made when dealing with the archaeological evidence that remains in regards to the palaces and as a consequence it can be difficult to parse the solid foundations that form the way in which we view the history of the palaces to actively challenge them. By looking at the protopalatial town villas as locations that would eventually evolve into the palaces, it might be possible to examine the methods and conclusions that have been used and drawn regarding the later development of the palaces, and to their place in Minoan society as a whole (Rehak & Younger, 1998). 
When looking at the past through the lens of Marxist theory, it becomes clear that in order for there to be a hierarchy within a society there has to be a bourgeoisie class that has a greater importance than those who are considered to be less important than them. Within Marxist theory this takes the form of the capitalist businessmen however when looking at the past, where it can become problematic to use terminology that is so informed by modern day events, at the risk of transposing our own biases upon it, the use of the term “elites” (Dahrendorf, 1959), be they economic, political, social or religious is a more neutral term than that of a Royal Family. In the case of there being an elite class within society there then becomes a need for the elite class to show their economic, social and political capital to the people who are lower down in the hierarchy in order to enforce and maintain the status quo. This is where the concept of elite residences might become a useful topic of exploration. This is due to the way that, by their very nature elite residences require there to be an outward expression of wealth and monumentality, that would impose and imply to those lower in hierarchical standing the position of the elites within society (Williams, 1977). As a result, if an archaeologist were able to explore the potential for the palaces, and indeed the villas of the protopalatial period as being residences for an elite, it could have implications for the way in which society on Minoan Crete is viewed. However, as with the case for many theories, if indeed the idea that the palaces are elite residences is a fact, it would be very difficult to ascertain whether or not the palaces are under the control of a singular individual or family unit as might be the case of when a society has a King or Queen. The potential for such discussion however relies on the archaeological evidence of the villas of the protopalatial period being specifically identified as being residences, beyond community purpose of workshops or store rooms (Strasser, 1997). 
Certainly in the cases of Houses A and B in Malia such distinctive features are hard to ascertain. The houses are located within close distance of not only workshops, indicating some form of control over resources, but also within reach of what appears to be an administrative centre or archive complex, relatively near to the House A (Poursat, 1992). Whilst the close location to the workshops as being an indicator of an elite residence is debatable, owing to the loud nature the sounds and odours of construction creating a potentially difficult space for an elite class, who might have other, less boisterous places of spending their time, the closeness of the administrative centre to the houses implies that there was at the very least a group of people who were in control of the accounts of the site (Poursat, 1992). Whether or not this control implies that there was an equal layer of elite interference within the workshops is debatable. It is possible that the administrative areas at House A is due to the expediency of having the people that record the objects that are created within the workshops nearby. Rather than out of any need for the elites to have control over the activities that were proceeding within them (Marinatos, 1984). Certainly, alongside the administrative centre there were prestige and assumed elite goods found within the Houses in Quartier Mu however, due to the way that there is little in the ways of evidence for those items have belonged to specific individuals it is highly difficult to trace the objects as to have being part of the regalia that might have been inherent to an elite residence throughout other civilisations at the same time. As a consequence, the uncertain nature of the presence of the houses at Malia being residences and therefore households is debatable. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]A further difficulty in the identification of the Houses at Malia as being households is that there is little indication for there being any gendered space within them (Wodak, 1997). This is due to the way that throughout the time, the concept of there being gendered activities within society would have been something that was largely commonplace. Whilst it is possible to look at the houses at Malia in regard to gendered space, there is the risk of letting modern day biases effect the way in which the evidence is comprehended and interpreted (Wodak, 1997). Similarly, with the concept of gendered space, the idea of exclusive space is hard to pin down. There are a number of potentially public spaces within the Houses at Malia, from courtyards to a hypostyle crypt, that, without first person accounts of how they may have been used make it difficult to draw conclusions as to whether they were free for all to use (implying a certain level of public accessibility to the houses and implying that there might have been another use for them in contrast to them being thought of as residences and households) or  whether these spaces were for the exclusive use of an elite class, (implying that alongside the restricted access there might be a level of residency within the villas) (Crumley, 1995).
To conclude, it is highly difficult to specifically state whether or not the houses at Malia are in fact residences, or indeed households, whilst household archaeology is a useful tool in aiding archaeologist in their understanding of societies and the way in which they worked and functioned. It runs into difficulties when discussing and identifying a household. This is partially due to the numerous theories that are and can be applied throughout the process of identification. Giving certain parts of an excavation more credence over others and allowing some parts to fall to the wayside. The use of theory in household archaeology can be problematic, whilst it can allow for further examination of the data that is discovered by archaeologists, by its nature as largely modern concepts, there is a layer of bias that is difficult to navigate when trying to explore the past. The perception of the past by the present is in itself constantly in flux, with the different viewpoints of the times effecting the way that we attempt to comprehend it. Ensuring that the theoretical exploration of household archaeology may be useful in painting a picture of the daily life of the past, it will never be able to give a complete entirely true snapshot of what that life was like.
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