[bookmark: _Int_P3JJATKc][bookmark: _Int_4qpMMIuT][bookmark: _Int_AT7cK4Kr]In analysing the applicability of Bourdieu’s theory of practice to Source A – and the relevance of the results of that analysis to Chalcolithic Cyprus – what is most apparent is the level of the social roles clearly indicated by each subsection of the domicile on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Namely, while in other contexts the habituses of a given society may be deemed mostly or even exclusively created or contingent – for example, the treatment of homosexual men in Edwardian Britain – the Chalcolithic household, due to the context of its society’s technological base and the brute realities of its era, appears in its designation of roles and division of space mostly utilitarian and informed by scarcity in the habituses it implies. As such, while Bourdieu’s theory is applicable to the Chalcolithic Cypriot context, its emphasis on socialised norms and tendencies as being largely created by culture must be qualified by the condition that that same culture in itself develops such norms and tendencies as an outcome of needs and factors outside the cultural sphere. The theory, therefore, is useful but fundamentally limited in applicability in the context of the Source provided. On a more fundamental level, as noted by King in Thinking with Bourdieu against Bourdieu, the theory of practice first outlined in Bourdieu’s Outline of a Theory of Practice seems in fundamental conflict with its facet as the theory of habitus, as the former is predicated on a notion of “virtuosic, intersubjective social practice”[footnoteRef:7872] that conflicts with the habitus’ deference to the “objective structures (e.g. of language, economy, etc.)”[footnoteRef:23011] in terms of ontological and methodological principle. Therefore, Bourdieu’s theory of practice, insofar as it can be applied to the source, must be limited and qualified in its application. [7872:  (King, 2000)]  [23011:  (Bourdieu, 1977)] 

[bookmark: _Int_1Pgfy9x1][bookmark: _Int_PhoEhbpf]This is not to argue that the organisation and planning of the household depicted in Source A is entirely driven by immediate material needs – the existence of tool storage and an area for work in the household implies in itself the existence of a competitive economy. Further, the simple fact that the Source details a household at all is indicative of a settled society and its attendant abstraction of priorities from the more purely subsistence-oriented nomadism of the hunter-gatherer mode, reflecting the relative sophistication of Chalcolithic Cypriot society. It can be observed that the existence of the workstation in a domestic environment implies the formation of an economic habitus wherein domestic manufacturing, work in textiles and so on has been normalised by the technological development of Chalcolithic society in much the same way the phenomenon of former artisans working in factories was made a habitus in the context of Victorian Britain. 
[bookmark: _Int_ko3O9JXi][bookmark: _Int_ywn1ohg6][bookmark: _Int_DPtaU3l4]However, we must also consider the impetus for such work in the Chalcolithic context. Social mobility was not a defining characteristic of the era – while Cyprus became a prominent trader in later periods, during the Chalcolithic period it was isolated if not isolationist, and so there was a limited base for a mercantile class. More fundamentally, examining the evidence allotted to us, the overwhelming majority of areas and their associated habitus pertain to the lowest or physiological rung of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.  A hearth to regulate the household’s temperature; a living and sleeping area, to fulfil the basic need of rest; a cooking area, to prepare food safe for consumption; a covered porch and propped door, to keep out the cold; and a common burial zone, to ensure dead family members did not rot and provide the psychological relief of the mediation of death. Each is not expressive of a created or constructed social norm. Rather, each answers a basic need, either physiological or psychological. It is difficult, for example, to categorise the presence of a hearth as much other than a practical measure against cold and its attendant risks to health (with the formation of habituses and social reproduction implicit generated largely by this primary function). 
[bookmark: _Int_qPtVneWb]On a basic level, Bourdieu’s theory is hampered by the same constraint as all arguments for the primacy of cultural relativism in the conduct of human behaviour – namely, the prerequisites necessary for such an argument to be made. If a habitus exists that is without a justification rooted in material conditions before the Industrial Revolution, the simple likelihood is that the habitus under examination is necessarily supported by an interlocking mesh of other practices and folkways informed by hard practical constraints on the exercise of human behaviour. For example, even if we take the luxurious lifestyle of the Roman senatorial classes from the late Republican period onward, any analysis of the class' habitus would necessarily be incomplete if it was not predicated on the imposed habitus-framework of the system of Roman slavery that informed and propped up the habitus of the subject.
[bookmark: _Int_Dm0xC2K5][bookmark: _Int_Y9FEie2i][bookmark: _Int_N68g9bGV][bookmark: _Int_II1HdGlX]On a more methodological scale, as noted by King, Bourdieu’s theory of practice insofar as it includes the habitus is fundamentally at odds with itself. Within the context of its formulation, it was conceived of as a third way in social theory “without resort to facile (Sartrean) voluntarism or deterministic (Levi-Straussian) structuralism”[footnoteRef:11858], which King argues is true of the initial theory of practice. However, in King’s formulation of Bourdieu’s theory, the addition of habitus constitutes not an evolution of the method, but rather a retreat into objectivism. The initial theory proposed that the only way to approach a clearer if not yet truly clear understanding of social phenomena as it exists in practice is to acknowledge that the observer is not objective - “For Bourdieu, the "objective" and external position which the social scientist adopts ensures that the social life under study is misrepresented”[footnoteRef:27491], leading to the creation of artificial rules and forms to compensate for a lack of engagement with and in the subject’s system. In this formulation, the nature of social practice is such that one must be on the inside looking out rather than vice versa to form effective insights. Accordingly, King argues that by Bourdieu’s own theory, the conceptual framework of habitus by virtue of its conceptual scope, universalism and concessions to certain objective realities of society (already listed) is “radically incompatible”[footnoteRef:19769] with the remainder of Bourdieu’s theory of practice. [11858:  (King, 2000)]  [27491:  (King, 2000)]  [19769:  (King, 2000)] 

[bookmark: _Int_6PflBhLG][bookmark: _Int_4TI7DsD4]Both King and Bourdieu’s analyses of folkways, customs, and habituses are, however, fundamentally limited in their applicability to the Chalcolithic context of the source by virtue of Bourdieu’s own analysis - “one cannot grasp the most profound logic of the social world unless one become immersed in the specificity of an empirical reality”[footnoteRef:18950]. The oeuvre within which the work of both was situated – that of Western intellectual life from the late-20th century to the very beginning of the 21st – can be defined by relative insulation from the kind of primeval, pressing, and immediate scarcity laboured under by Chalcolithic Cypriots of the sort that would populate the household depicted in Source A. In order for a framework that prioritises immersion in the subjectivity of the subject as a determinative factor to the extent that Bourdieu’s concessions to objective factors – collective history, the economy, language, all human and therefore fundamentally contingent factors – can be argued legitimately by King to be a retreat into objectivism to exist, there must exist - as with the utilitarian survival-habituses that make the habitus of a work station and the implied existence of a communal economy possible – all the underlying industrial habituses of late-20th century Western society. In the Medieval period, the military duties of the Second Estate allowed for the clerical duties of the First; in the late Roman Republic, the lifestyles of the Senatorial elite were necessarily founded on the widespread use of slave-crewed latifundia, and, accordingly, the philosophical speculations and prioritisation of a Gnostic subjectivity over the irreducibly tangible condition of scarcity in the consideration of the formation of habituses during this period necessarily rests upon the foundations of 20th-century industrial society: the energy economy and international capitalism. Only with the historically unprecedented abstraction of scarcity implicit to this is such abstracted thinking likely to arise from a culture’s intellectual class. [18950:  (Bourdieu, 1993)] 

Accordingly, if Bourdieu’s own analysis of the requisite conditions of virtuosic involvement are applied in the case of Source A, the implicit contextual gulf is so great that any application, if not outright invalid, must necessarily be qualified with respect to the conditions of the case study. Realistically, there is no way for the outside observer to bridge this gap – temporally, spatially, by any rubric, the Chalcolithic is so remote from the 20th and early 21st centuries that the assumptions implicit to an attempt would do more harm than good. As such, the application of Bourdieu’s theory of practice to the Source must necessarily be an act of compromise, as the application of the main body of practice versus the habitus facet leads to radically different conclusions. 
The most obvious measure must be the acknowledgement of the existentially defining role played by scarcity in the Chalcolithic Cypriot context – a role borne out by the Source’s subdivisions, each of which answers basic human needs fitting into either the category of physiological needs (i.e. food, water, shelter and so on) or safety and security (property and the psychological stability and protection provided by family). An argument can be made that the common burial zone for infants (the most likely specific custom in the Chalcolithic context, but by no means the only one possible) falls mainly under the category of love and belonging in Maslow’s hierarchy, but it is more easily termed a subset of security, answering the human need for psychological or ritual mechanisms to process death (and being in-keeping with Cypriot religious norms at the time). 
[bookmark: _Int_muLzCpZX][bookmark: _Int_gtEqcA2L][bookmark: _Int_nVdT01v0]Sayer’s analysis of Bourdieu’s work highlights one of the greater issues in its application to the Source and any resulting insights – Bourdieu's aversion to “our inner conversations”[footnoteRef:28891], which as Reay notes “denies or marginalizes the life of the mind in others”[footnoteRef:25719]. To be more precise, Bourdieu undervalued both the conscious awareness of a given individual and the impact of human decisions upon human behaviour, and the resulting capacity for change in behaviour on the day-to-day scale (“It is not a lack of action that is problematic, but rather the focus on pre-reflective dimensions of action”[footnoteRef:7755]) and the mediation of a given habitus through reflection and conscious thought. This is not to say that, for example, each time an older member of the family unit might sit at the hearth he or she would be engaged in a conscious act of social reproduction – but rather that the theory of practice as it stood and stands (especially in regard to the element of habitus) leaves little room for individual flexibility informed rather than dictated by habitus. [28891:  Sayer, A. (2004). The moral significance of class]  [25719:  (Read, 2004)]  [7755:  (Reay, 2004)] 

[bookmark: _Int_jn88QglR]Beyond these qualifications, the simple gulf in understanding of Chalcolithic Cypriot society compared to the likes of, for example, Achaemenid Persia, necessitates a limited approach simply due to a lack of information or certainty regarding the conclusions that can be drawn from the archaeological evidence, to say nothing of the likelihood of heterogeneity in Cypriot habituses and folkways. While the exemplary household provided in Source A is relatively easy to interpret through the lens of the theory of practice, and the conclusions that can be drawn regarding Cypriot society as a whole readily apparent – with the obvious utility of most of the dwelling’s facets and the overriding acknowledgement of scarcity in Chalcolithic conditions implicit to the very walls – this is rarely the case in archaeological case studies. The universalism of Bourdieu’s theory, by both his own logic and simple prudence in research, must necessarily be constrained and subordinated to the realities of archaeological study of a given source.
[bookmark: _Int_6qacnORb]To conclude, while the application of Bourdieu’s theory of practice is a useful tool in the analysis of Source A and archaeological research more generally, this is contingent on the theory’s use as precisely that – a tool and framework subordinated to and useful in the purpose of analysing the practical reality of the object of study. The theory, if applied under its own framework completely, at once contradicts its own premises and fails to place sufficient emphasis on the overriding factor in the formation of any system of Chalcolithic habitus – scarcity, which is to say that material concerns shape folkways much more than the inverse state of affairs. As such, the conclusion is simple – the subordination of the abstract to the tangible, of method to subject and of theory to practice and condition. Scarcity, which Bordieu’s analysis and the source alike demonstrate to be the most formative influence on Chalcolithic Cyprus, is both the conclusion and the essential modifier to useful research.
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