Occasional Papers
of the

Crow Canyon Archaeological Center

William D. Lipe, General Editor
Ruth Slickman, Copy Editor
Roy Paul, Production Editor

No. 1
The Architecture of Social Integration in Prehistoric Pueblos

Edited by
William D. Lipe and Michelle Hegmon

1989

Members of the Board

Raymond T. Duncan, Chairman C. Paul Johnson

Richard G. Ballantine John O. Lohre

Albert L. Blum Marianne O’Shaughnessy
Sara C. Duncan Stuart M. Struever
Peggy V. Fossett William R, Thurston

Alden C. Hayes Edward B. Wasson



The Architecture of Social Integration in Prehistoric Pueblos



The Architecture of Social
Integration
in Prehistoric Pueblos

Edited by
William D. Lipe and Michelle Hegmon

OCCASIONAL PAPER No. 1

Crow Canyon Archaeological Center
Cortez, Colorado
1989



This book is printed on acid-free archival paper made from
60 percent recycled stock.

© 1989 Crow Canyon Archaeological Center
ISBN 0-9624640-0-7
Library of Congress Catalog Card Number: 89-081117



Table of Contents

List of FIGUTES vvssiie 9 & il dl R0 wis 1o [ @ ) % QMDY 84 & o o @ oiSneaiois vii
Lintof TaBleS cacivia o o 5 Gl Su@iein @y & &80 o SOOTapaves o o o of Saninifaild ix
Forewordby Ian M. Thompson . .+ v v v v v v v v v vt o v s s v o v v v oo oo v xi
Acknowledgment8 . ui %5 ¢ eI s AR ¥ § P AsenTE @ &Y 8§ @ xiii
Chapter 1 — Introduction

Michelle Hegmon and WilliamD.Lipe . . . . v v v v v v v v v v v s 1
Chapter 2 — Social Integration and Architecture

Michelle Hegmon . .......... aaeE e W e W E % e aa 5
Chapter 3 — Historical Perspectives on Architecture and Social Integration in the

Prehistoric Pueblos

William D, Lipe and Michelle Hegmon . . . .. . ..o v v v 15
Chapter 4 — Ritual Facilities and Social Integration in Nonranked Societies

MICRACLAAGIEY ..o o wmeowiecors. o @ 5% OB 16 0 2 08 € o 35
Chapter 5 — Social Scale of Mesa Verde Anasazi Kivas

WA DAIEPE & v o omevuvevisses 08:67 16 6 5 s saigeais: (6 wiis: e 0:78 53
Chapter 6 — Ritual and Nonritual Activities in Mesa Verde Region Pit Structures

Mark D. Varien and Ricky R. Lightfoot . . . .. . oo v v v v v 73
Chapter 7 — Unstuffing the Estufa: Ritual Floor Features in Anasazi Pit Structures

and Pueblo Kivas

Richard H Wilshusen . . . .. ..o v v v v v v s onneonnas 89
Chapter 8 — Potluck in The Protokiva: Ceramics and Ceremonialism in

Pueblo I Villages

ERC BRRINAR, 360 %% % @ @  visseaeieaie i o & 8 & pseeies 113

Chapter 9 — The Styles of Integration: Ceramic Style and Pueblo I Integrative
Architecture in Southwestern Colorado

Michelle Hegmon s 5 3§ % 5 Rasoiearss & 5 s & & seseiwie 125
Chapter 10 — Ritual, Exchange, and the Development of Regional Systems
SEPRERPIOR wcorianvce w w0 o 5 w viagmresausns & & & & 8 o fanele 143

Chapter 11 — Changing Form and Function in Western Pueblo Ceremonial
Architecture from A.D. 1000 to A.D, 1500

E-Charles Adams' e & 5 % & w o sdnenwionis @ % & o oo 155
Chapter 12 — Kivas?

Stephen H LeRSON. i s 5 & & 5 & 5 o 5o wnidiaarss o s %o diws 161
Chapter 13 — Comment on Social Integration and Anasazi Architecture

LI FEIRUSON. .o opvimimivcmescn 0 ® 070 R0 ST S % @& a s 169

o DT CIDUITOTS™ wr:iavearit coimrrd ot (6 40 (05 NN S ATSA RAEROATES [6) G P e N T B i 175






List of Figures

Chapter 1
Pigire 1 The SOUthWESE:! o s x arevemamenice v o0 v 5k 5 s e~ s Facing page 1
Figaro: 2 The PUehIOAICH; & o b sueimenenomsine e evieias o wesiaataeisunsio o oo i o 2
Chapter 4
Figure 1: Low-level integrative facility size (in mz) plotted against village
POPUIBHON: & % s 4 ¢ v & PENFETE @ B % RorerCEWHOR @ o 39
Figure 2: Comparison of numbers of ritual and nonritual activities in all
integrative fACIHLRS.. . o s.cononeis & % & 8 & & QaToesete a0 40
Figure 3: Village population plotted against use-group population,
low-level integrative facilities. . . . ..o v v v v v v e v 42

Figure 4a: Use-group population plotted against integrative structure size (mz),
including all low-level integrative facilities. . ......... 43

Figure 4b: Detail of Figure 4a, including only societies with two or more
low-level integrative facilities and smaller than 80 m% ....43

Figure 5: Size of use-group plotted against size of integrative facilities,

including all low- and high-level facilities. . . ......... 44
Figure 6: Size of use-group plotted against size of integrative facilities (mz),
including prehistoric Northern Anasazi kivas. ......... 46
Chapter 5
Figure 1: Prudden’s “unit type pueblo” (after Prudden 1903: Figure 6). ... .. 54
Figure 2: Plan map of Sand Canyon Pueblo (SMT765). . . . . v v v v v v v v v 60
Figure 3: Plan map of Goodman Point Pueblo (SMT604). . . . ... ..o v v 61
Figure 4: Plan map of Green Lizard Site SMT3901). . . . ... oo v v v v v v 62
Chapter 6

Figure 1: Plan map of architecture and excavation units at the Duckfoot site. . .74
Figure 2: Intracommunity organization model proposed by the Dolores

Archacological Program (After Kane 1983), . ... ... ... 76
Figure 3: Inferred interhousehold organization at the time of initial

construction and main occupation at Duckfoot, . ....... 71
Figure 4: One possible interpretation of interhousehold organization

immediately before abandonment. . .............. 71
Figure 5: Front-to-back distribution of metates and manos from

floorcontextSonly. . v . ivio @ 83 VBT 6 6 s e 78
Figure 6: Front-to-back distribution of complete ceramic vessels from

HoorCOntEXSONY.: . eanmie wiinia o & & i GRGL G076 2 B T4 78
Figure 7: Front-to-back distribution of partial ceramic vessels, sherd containers,

and modified sherds from floor contextsonly. . ........ 78

Figure 8: Front-to-back distribution of other floor artifacts. . . . ......... 79



viii

Figure 9: Side-to-side distributions of metates and manos from floor contexts,
grouped by inferred interhouseholds at abandonment. . . . . . 80

Figure 10: Side-to-side distribution of complete ceramic vessels from floor
contexts, grouped by inferred interhouseholds at abandonment. 80

Figure 11: Side-to-side distribution of artifacts from floor contexts,

grouped by inferred interhouseholds at abandonment, . . . . . 81
Figure 12: Front-to-back distribution of floor features. . .. ........... 82
Figure 13: Side-to-side distribution of floor features grouped by inferred
interhouseholds at abandonment. . . . ............. 83
Figure 14: Map of the Duckfoot site architectural units showing
bumed (shaded) versus unbumed structures. . . . . .. .. .. 84
Chapter 7
Figure 1: Typical pit structure plans, Basketmaker Il toPuebloV, ... ..... 92
Figure 2: Pueblo I villages in the Dolores area, with enlargement of
McPhee Villageroomblocks. . .. ......... .00 93
Figure 3: Plan map of Pit Structure 201, Rio Vista Village (Site 5SMT2182). . . .95
Bgme A Ziaaliar: s oo ammini & o & & falassaiice s o 55 ¢ s oraimiaiai & A & 96
Figure 5: Examples of Dolores pit structures with the three sipapu
typesdefinedbythe DAP. . .. ... ... ..o e 97
Figure 6: Plans and profiles of two central vaults in Dolores pit structures. . . . 101
Chapter 8
Figure 1: Plan of the roomblocks of McPhee Village. . ............. 114
Figure 2: Histogram of pit structure areas for the excavated pit structures

OEMcPhea Villafie: . i coovavimanniis 4 @ @ g avavie e % 115

Figure 3: Cumulative frequency curves of cooking jar sherd rim radii for
AD, 840-880 and A.D. 880-900 refuse from McPhee Village. 119

Chapter 9
Figure 1: Design neatness examples. . . . v v v v v v v v v v v v v v v v n v n s 132
Figure 2: Attributes used in information StatiSics. . + v v v v v v v v v v v v .. 132
Figure 3: Information statistics compared across categories. . . . . ... ... 136
Chapter 10
Figure 1: Representations of two different systems of interaction. . . . ... .. 144
Chapter 13
Figure 1: Kroeber’s schematic model of Zuni social structure. . .. ...... 170
Figure 2: Kroeber’s hypothetical scheme of Puebloan social structure. . . . . . 170



List of Tables

Chapter 4
Table' 1 BHEBOSIAphic Aaths. o ¢ o avee meacw o i wie @ o006 o Wessuid o bad 5 657 37
Chapter 5
Table 1: Anasazi and Pueblo architecturaldata, . . . ............. .. 56
Chapter 7
Table 1: Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance in pit structure floor
area with groupings based on sipaputype .......... 102
Chapter 8

Table 1: Red ware frequencies in A.D. 860-900 refuse from McPhee Village, . 118

Table 2: Cooking jar and decorated bowl frequencies in A.D. 840-900
refuse from McPhee Village. . . ............... 119

Table 3: Bowl sherd frequencies in A.D. 880-900 refuse from McPhee Village. 121
Table 4: Red ware vessel form frequencies in A.D. 880-900 refuse from

McPliee VAlLAE:: « « + « o v 06 o ayanasases § & e v e 122
Chapter 9
Table 1: Ceramic assemblagesusedintheanalysis. . .. ...... ... ... 127
Table 2: Information statistics and Sample Siz€S. . . . v v v v v v v v v v v v s 134
Table 3: Information statistics compared across Categories. . . .« « v v v + 4+ & 135
Table 3a: Average values of information statistics by category. . . . ...... 135
Table 3b: Average values of information statistics by time period. . ... ... 135
Table 3c: Assemblage information statistics in relation to period means. . . . . 135
Table 4: Neatness scores by Category. . . v v v v v v v v v v v v v v v e v nn 136
Table 5: Comparison of neatNeSS SCOTES. . + + v v v v v 4 o v v v v s s o s s o s 136
Chapter 10

Table 1: Average frequencies of red and orange wares per room and of
Dogoszhi-style white wares on habitation sites with and
without ceremonial SIrUCIUrES. . . . v v v v v v v v v v v 149






Foreword

This is the inaugural volume of a new publication series, the Occasional
Papers of the Crow Canyon Archacological Center. Many of the papers
included here were first presented in a symposium sponsored by the Crow
Canyon Archacological Center at the 1988 meecting of the Society for
American Archaeology in Phoenix. Since that time a great deal of effort
has been invested by the editors, the authors, and additional members of
the Crow Canyon staff toward making this volume possible.

The Crow Canyon Archaeological Center is a private, not-for-profit
institution headquartered on a permanent campus near Cortez, Colorado.
The Center is committed to excellence in archaeological research and
education. Research is conducted by a staff of veteran archaeologists
assisted by lay participants from throughout the country. Although the
Crow Canyon campus is surrounded by hundreds of prehistoric Puebloan
sites, the Center’s research is not only focused upon the archaeological
resources of the immediate region, but also-includes various commit-
ments, such as hosting professional conferences, to compare its work with
other research in the greater American Southwest and beyond.

Research at Crow Canyon relies upon a unique collaboration among
thousands of people and among numerous institutions: The Center’s lay
participants—both students and adults—generous private foundations and
individuals, research interns and volunteers, visiting graduate students,
consulting scholars, the National Science Foundation, the Bureau of Land
Management, the National Park Service, owners of private lands contain-
ing archaeological sites, a Board of Trustees with the commitment neces-
sary to support experimentation and innovation, the Chairman’s Council,
Native American lecturers and participants, and a staff which long ago
forgot the meaning of a forty-hour week.

It is to all of these contributing individuals and institutions that this
volume is dedicated.

IAN M. THOMPSON

Executive Director

The Crow Canyon Archaeological Center
October, 1989
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Introduction

Michelle Hegmon and William D. Lipe

or over 100 years, archaeologists working in the

American Southwest (Figure 1) have looked to
architecture in their studies of social integration in the
prehistoric pueblos. Kivas in particular have been sin-
gled out for their role in integration, from the very
earliest attempts to interpret prehistoric pueblos up to
today. For example, Lewis Henry Morgan, in recount-
ing his visit to Aztec Ruin in 1878, remarks that

In the open court ... is another estuva [kiva] of great
size. ... These estuvas, which are used as places of
council, and for the performance of their religious rites,
are still found at all the present occupied pueblos in New
Mexico (Morgan 1965[1881]:208-209).

Following this tradition, not only kivas but also
protokivas (Morris 1939), Great Kivas (Plog 1974; Viv-
ian and Reiter 1960), tri-walled structures (Vivian
1959), plazas (Adams, this volume), shrines (Rohn
1977:109-115) and other structures and features have
been interpreted as important for ritual and other in-
tegrative activities. Debate over identifying and inter-
preting these structures—“When is a kiva?” (Smith
1952), “How are kivas used?” (Lekson 1988), “What is
the function of tri-walled structures?” (Vivian 1959)—
has also become an established tradition in Pueblo
archaeology.

In this volume we continue in both traditions. The
papers offer new perspectives and data on the roles that
architectural features and facilities played in prehis-
toric pueblo integration. This first section (Chapters
1-3) provides a general introduction to the issues, It is
followed by eight analytical papers that use a variety of
methods and draw on data from several parts of the
northern Southwest (Figure 2) to address the relation-
ship between architecture and integration. The volume
concludes with two sets of comments on the analytical
papers.

The chapters in the first section provide a theoretical
and historical perspective on architecture, integration,
and kivas and serve as an introduction to the analytical

papers that follow. In Chapter 2 Hegmon provides the-
oretical background to the relationship between archi-
tecture and social integration, with an emphasis on the
role of ritual. She then examines the relationship in
ethnographically known Pueblo societies. Lipe and
Hegmon (Chapter 3) review various archaeological ap-
proaches to the study of architecture and integration
including ethnographic analogy, functional classifica-
tion of architectural space, community pattern analysis,
and artifactual studies. They provide a historical and
analytical perspective to each approach and discuss the
contribution of the analytical papers in this light.

In section two (Chapters 4-11) the authors approach
questions of architecture and integration by analyzing
architectural form, both functionally and in relation to
site structure, by discussing the form and distribution
of floor features within structures and by looking at the
distribution of artifact types and attributes in relation
to types of structures. These analytical chapters are
ordered chronologically and also with regard to the
classes of data analyzed. The papers by Adler (Chapter
4) and Lipe (Chapter 5) both examine the relationship
of public architecture to community structure. Adler
takes the fairly unusual though eminently sensible ap-
proach of going beyond the Southwest to explore fac-
tors that affect the presence and use of integrative
architecture. He bases his research on a survey of eth-
nographic literature from across the world, and then
applies his findings to prehistoric and historic kivas.
Lipe also takes a broad approach, though he stays in the
Southwest and focuses on data from the Mesa Verde
area. Using as his model a classic paper by Julian
Steward (1937), Lipe examines room-to-kiva ratios
from the Pueblo I through the ethnographic periods.

Varien and Lightfoot’s paper (Chapter 6) begins a
series of four chapters that focus on the northern San
Juan region during the Pueblo I period. They present a
detailed analysis of the Duckfoot Site, comparing arti-
facts, features, and abandonment mode among the four
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pit structures and between the pit structures and surface
rooms. Wilshusen (Chapter 7) also examines variation
among pit structures, based principally on differences
in sipapus and other ritual features. His most detailed
analysis involves Dolores area Pueblo I pit structures,
but he also looks at later pit structures/kivas and draws
on ethnographic information. Blinman (Chapter 8) and
Hegmon (Chapter 9) both use Wilshusen’s feature anal-
ysis (along with information on size and other architec-
tural associations) in their analyses of ceramics
associated with different classes of Pueblo I pit struc-
tures. Blinman focuses on different wares and vessel
forms, and Hegmon analyzes design style in black-on-
white ceramics.

Plog (Chapter 10) also examines the association of
ceramics with ritual architecture, though in another
place and time. He looks at the association of the (pos-
sibly symbolic) Dogoszhi style and of imported red
wares with kivas on Black Mesa. Adams (Chapter 11)
discusses the latest prehistoric period in the Western
Pueblo area and examines changes in kiva form and
village layout in relation to the changing role of ritual,
including the katsina cult, in cultural adaptation.

Finally, comments on the eight analytical chapters
are offered in the concluding section, Lekson (Chapter
12), who has recently (1988) expressed his doubts that
many prehistoric kivas functioned as specialized cere-
monial structures, examines the analytical papers from
this viewpoint. Because several of the authors had re-
acted to his 1988 paper (or to the version presented at
the 1985 SAA meectings), he discusses the differing
interpretations, backing off from some of his original
points, clarifying and shoring up others. The debate
continues. Ferguson (Chapter 13) uses a discussion of
Zuni kivas and social integration as the starting point
for considering some basic theoretical and methodolog-
ical issues raised but not resolved by the papers in this
volume. His concluding discussion outlines problems
that need to be pursued in further research on this topic.

This volume developed out of the symposium “Ar-
chitecture and Integrative Rituals: Anasazi Analyses,”
organized by Lipe and Hegmon and presented at the
53rd Annual Meeting of the Society for American
Archaeology in Phoenix, Arizona. Eight papers by nine
authors were presented at the symposium, and seven of
these papers are included in the analytical section of
this volume; all the papers have been revised since the
SAA meeting, and several have been substantially ex-
panded. Lekson and Ferguson served as symposium
discussants, and their comments, revised in reaction to
the revised analytical papers, are presented in the dis-
cussion section. The paper by Blinman and the intro-
ductory papers by Hegmon and by Lipe and Hegmon
were prepared exclusively for this volume.

1 : INTRODUCTION
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Social Integration and Architecture

Michelle Hegmon

Architectural remains delineate prehistoric communities, and architectural spaces and boundaries—the
built environment—help to create the social order that maintains living communities. This chapter examines
the role of architecture in the social integration of non-hierarchical societies. Group rituals are essential
to thatintegration, and architecture provides both shelter and symbolic content for the rituals. Social groups
are often united or divided by the construction and use of shared structures. In ethnographically known
Pueblo societies architecture is closely tied to ritual and ritual societies, though many social groupings are
not differentiated architecturally. Pueblo architecture thus discourages extreme social segmentation and

contributes to social integration.

o the archaeologist studying a site plan, architec-

tural remains can outline the structure of the prehis-
toric community. The spaces occupied by the
prehistoric inhabitants and the walls that constrained
their movements are often clear, even with only sparse
remains. Architecture constitutes the built environ-
ment; it is constructed by people in response to their
needs and their conception of how both their commu-
nity and the universe are ordered. Furthermore, once
constructed, the built environment can contribute to
maintaining and reinforcing social order, or if modi-
fied, the built environment can help to transform that
order.

The most mundane and most grandiose architecture
can be related to cultural conceptions of the universe.
Bourdieu (1973) demonstrates how the two-room Ber-
ber house (the larger room is for humans, the smaller
for livestock) in both its internal organization and rela-
tionship to the outside world is a microcosm of the same
oppositions that govern the Berber universe, And in the
same vein, though on a larger scale, the form of the
medieval imperial Hindu city Vijayanagara is seen to
embody “the principles and relationships that consti-
tuted the authority of the King” (Fritz 1986:53).

Architecture—particularly walls—can serve to con-
strain and restrict social relationships. The structure
and placement of houses in Middle Virginia served to
put visitors under scrutiny and protect occupants’ pri-
vacy (Glassie 1975:120-121). Pre-nineteenth century

houses were set far from the road, so a visitor’s ap-
proach was long and easily observed, though once the
door was opened the visitor was admitted directly into
the family’s main room. Later houses were less distant
from the road, but open doors led only to a hallway;
access to habitation rooms, especially bedrooms, was
much more restricted.

The purpose of this chapter and of many papers in
this volume is to explore how architecture can contrib-
ute to social order and integration. In societies in which
order is imposed from above, and architecture rein-
forces the imperial ideology, the role of architecture in
maintaining order is fairly clear-cut. However, in less
hierarchical societies, including those that are the focus
here, order depends more on integration and coopera-
tion than on force. Architecture may help to define
groups of individuals, but how does it contribute to the
integration of those individuals into a social group or
community? In order to approach this question, I begin
by examining the nature of integration.

Integration and Ritual

Integration is the interdependence of units in a given
organization. In relatively sedentary societies with non-
coercive leadership (including, I would argue, most if
not all Pueblo societies), integration is a particularly
interesting and important problem. In sedentary socie-
ties people live and work together or in close proximity



over extended periods. Therefore, conflicts and dis-
agreements must be resolved; sedentary people, unlike
mobile foragers, cannot avoid most problems simply by
moving away (Lee and DeVore 1968:9; but see
Silberbauer [1982:33] for a discussion of the serious
implications of moving away by G/wi foragers). Fission
is an option occasionally exercised by sedentary com-
munities, but it represents a fairly drastic measure with
long-term consequences (Whiteley 1988). Furthermore,
recent formulations have emphasized that aggregated
communities cannot be assumed to “arise naturally out
of human sociability” (Johnson and Earle 1987:316),
and these communities may be unstable in the absence
of some kind of integrating mechanisms. Lacking lead-
ers with the power to impose sanctions, maintain formal
social control, or enforce decisions, such communities
must achieve social integration by other means.

Social integration in sedentary societies with non-
coercive leadership is achieved through a complex
array of lines of cooperation and communication (see
Braun and Plog 1982 for a recent summary). House-
holds consisting of one or a few nuclear families are
often the basic units of production and consumption.
Hence, the basic social segments are quite small and
have considerable economic independence. Kinship is
usually the dominant principle in organizing social re-
lations in these societies, and extended families and/or
descent groups often play important roles in linking
households and regulating social relationships among
them. Integration of kin-based groups also is achieved
through organizations such as age-grades, religious so-
cieties, or other sodalities that cross-cut groupings
based on kinship and residence (Service 1971:102).
Regional integration above the level of the local group
is maintained through negotiated alliances or through
extended kinship ties, such as the segmentary lineage
system.

These organizations—households, extended fami-
lies, descent groups, sodalities, alliances—provide the
basis for social integration. However, an understanding
of integration also requires an understanding of how
organizations maintain order and how they extend their
influence to other units. That is, why do people share
their food with a distant third cousin? Why do they go
to war to help the group across the valley?

Shared cultural norms may encourage cooperation.
Some degree of order also is achieved through gift-giv-
ing and friendships, through informal controls such as
gossip and witchcraft accusations, and through fear of
retribution. However, an important and perhaps primary
means of maintaining order in sedentary societies with
non-coercive leadership is ritual, which links the ideo-
logical with the social.

Aritual is a relatively invariant and formal sequence
of actions that is established by tradition (Rappaport

1979:175). Ritual is a form of communication that is
neither unique to humans nor always religious—for
example, etiquette is social ritual that depends on and
reinforces social convention, but is not necessarily
based on a religious ideology. However, religious ritu-
als are uniquely human, and are a particularly important
means of integration because they can endow ideologi-
cal messages communicated in ritual with a degree of
sanctity (Rappaport 1971a). Sanctification of the infor-
mation communicated in ritual increases the likelihood
that it will be considered truthful, and that it will be
acted upon in a predictable and orderly manner
(Rappaport 1971a:69). In fact, in societies lacking co-
ercive leadership, sanctity can be seen as “a functional
alternative to political power” (Rappaport 1971a:72).
Religious rituals (including ritvals that invoke tradi-
tions as well as those directly addressing supernatural
beings) provide reasons to share with the third cousin:
“Because it is traditional,” or “It will please the ances-
tors,” or “Because the gods said so0.”

Religious ritual promotes social integration in at
least three general ways. First, participating in ritual
and sharing the transcendent or numinous experiences
it sometimes produces can reinforce social norms and
promote social solidarity (Durkheim 1965 [1912]; Wal-
lace 1966). Second, because ritually communicated in-
formation is sanctified, ritual can serve to sanctify and
hence promote the acceptance of important social deci-
sions such as the choice of a leader or mate, or entry
into a war (Rappaport 1971a). Finally, in some cases
ritual may help regulate aspects of the sociocultural
system, including the distribution of food during lean
months (Ford 1972) and the intensity and timing of
various ecological relationships (Rappaport 1968).

Rituals can be conducted at various levels of social
scale or inclusiveness, ranging from individuals and
households to any of the organizations—descent
groups, sodalities, regional alliances—that are part of
the social structure of integration. Individual and
household rituals are certainly important means of re-
inforcing tradition and social norms. However, rituals
above the household level are essential to social inte-
gration, since such group rituals are an important means
of sanctifying decisions or regulating systems at the
community or regional level. In societies based on local
group organization (relatively aggregated settlements
consisting of from about 100 to 500 individuals) cere-
monialism (group ritual) is pervasive and is also impor-
tant for publicly defining local groups and their
regional relationships (Johnson and Earle 1987:20,
199-200).
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The Architecture of Integration

In societies that lack strong political institutions, group
rituals involving more than one household are essential
to social integration. To the extent that group rituals are
conducted in a built environment, architecture takes on
an important role in the ritual and hence in social inte-
gration, Furthermore, the social order can be reinforced
in the spatial order defined by the architecture.,

Architecture contributes to integration by defining
boundaries and by symbolically reinforcing ideology
and social norms, It is constructed in a historical and
social context, and the intended uses of an architectural
facility will ordinarily be considered in its design and
construction. Thus the social context will, in a sense,
have shaped the structure. In turn, the form of the
structure will continue to shape the activities that take
place within it and the perceptions of the participants.
Therefore, the relationship between architecture and
society is an active and dynamic one. The role of archi-
tecture in social integration can be conceived of in
terms of both socio-spatial and symbolic components
(McGuire and Schiffer 1983).

Members of a group must gather, often in a special
place, in order to conduct group rituals. Architecture—
including both buildings and bounded open spaces such
as plazas—can provide that place. The size and form of
the facility will set outside limits on the numbers of
people who can participate, and on the kinds of activi-
ties that can be conducted. Scheduling of integrative
activities may vary, depending on whether the space is
completely enclosed or open to the elements, Degree of
enclosure may also affect the separation of ritual space
from other uses, and the extent to which unwanted
participants or prying eyes can be excluded.

In most non-stratified societies, structures used for
group ritual are built by the shared labor of those who
will use them. Communal labor and special shared in-
vestments can create or reinforce social relationships.
For example, among the Wogeo on an island off the
coast of New Guinea, the Niabwa or men’s house is
built with communal labor, and its construction serves
as a reconstruction or affirmation of the village social
context. Each rafter signifies a plot of land, and the
right to put up the rafter is tied to the right to use that
land. Thus the Niabwa is a diagram for the parceling of
land and the relationship of villagers’ land rights and
resource rights (Hogbin 1939).

Examples of both “public architecture” (Flannery
1972:38-39; 1976:334-335) and restricted ritual space
abound in the literature on sedentary societies (see
references in Adler, this volume). Some sort of public
place or “dance ground” is characteristic even of small
local groups with relatively non-complex political
structures (Johnson and Earle 1987: Table 11). And in
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Mesoamerica the earliest public buildings are associ-
ated with early Formative villages, though cleared pub-
lic spaces are known from earlier non-sedentary periods
(Drennan 1976, 1983; Flannery 1976). Restricted ritual
space is evident at the early Neolithic site of Catal
Hityilk in Turkey, where the location of shrines in rela-
tively small rooms implies that access was limited to
relatively few people at a time (Mellaart 1975:101).

The spatial and symbolic components of architecture
are closely interconnected. Architectural structures and
boundaries can physically express and reinforce some
of the categories and distinctions recognized by a soci-
ety. Architectural symbolism also derives from the spe-
cific historical associations built into the form and
location of buildings, and from the symbolism of the
various ritually-used features or paraphernalia associ-
ated with the structure.

The spatial order that is architecture embodies and
thus “experientially and visibly” reinforces the social
order basic to social integration (Kus 1982). Bourdieu
(1973,1977) shows how the Berber house embodies
basic cultural principles of opposition including
male/female, culture/nature, and public/domestic, and
he argues that a child growing up in that environment
will assimilate these principles (1977:88). Similarly,
the Karen (Thailand) house is seen as “a reflection,
manifestation, and cause of the (socially constructed)
reality” that embodies symbolic statements about
male/female, chief/commoner relationships and helps
to socialize the next generation (Hamilton 1987). The
order need not always involve oppositions. Fritz (1987)
argues that different forms of architectural symmetry in
Chaco architecture convey relationships among social
groups, including the indefinite repetition of structur-
ally equivalent social units (translational symmetry),
pairs of units such as moieties (mirror symmetry), and
reciprocal relationships (rotational symmetry).

The ability of architecture to define and confine,
include and exclude, makes the spatial arrangement of
structures in a settlement a mnemonic or guide to ex-
pected social behaviors and social groupings.
Bohannan (1965) suggests that this quality enables ar-
chaeologists and social anthropologists to employ a
kind of proxemic analysis (e.g., Hall 1969) of architec-
ture—that is, to use architectural arrangements as a
mapping of what social groupings and spatial activity
patterns were emphasized in a particular settlement.
However, the social arrangements expressed when a
complex of structures was built may change during the
lifetime of the architecture. Parsons (1940) discusses
how differential growth and shrinkage of unilineal kin
groups in pueblos would soon modify a residential pat-
tern that started with the kin groups occupying discrete
blocks of rooms.



The bounding and defining qualities of architecture
enable it to symbolize both groupings and divisions in
a community, properties of social structure that group
rituals must also reinforce. Thus, a ritually used archi-
tectural space may come to symbolize the group that
controls access to it and uses it to conduct rituals that
integrate and legitimize the group. Among the Melpa of
the New Guinea Highlands “possession of a ceremonial
ground is a matter of pride for group-segments and
individual men. In fact, ceremonial grounds are closely
connected with the fact of group segmentation”
(Strathern 1971:40). Plazas, dance grounds and the like
are also often the settings for ceremonials that allow
different groups to display their numbers and prowess
(Rappaport 1968:169), or that dramatize both the sepa-
rateness and linkage of different social segments as they
interact in a ritual performance.

Structures that house group rituals tend to be distinc-
tive from ordinary habitations (Rapoport 1982:29-30)
and to require construction investments that exceed
utilitarian requirements (McGuire and Schiffer
1983:281). These expectations should be true even if
the structure is not used exclusively for ritual, The
distinctive characteristics reinforce, and perhaps help
to sanctify, the ritual activities that the structures house.
Rapoport (1982:40-41) documents the cues—white-
wash, a bell tower, a pitched roof—that distinguish
churches as special places in village communities.

Some architecture embodies symbolic meanings that
reaffirm world view or contribute to ritual. Many dwell-
ings, including Navajo hogans (Rapoport 1969b) and
Pawnee lodges (Rapoport 1969a:50-52) symbolically
represent a microcosm of the universe. Tukanoan com-
munity houses symbolically recreate the origin of the
patrilineal group (Oliver 1987:164-165). Navajo cere-
monial sweat lodges maintain a special link with the
past because they are built using the traditional forked-
stick construction method, which is no longer used for
ordinary dwellings (Kluckhohn et al. 1971: 144,
318,320; Rapoport 1969b:74). And some structures are
actually incorporated into ritual; for example, struc-
tures that house initiation rites symbolically become
part of the ritual by providing “a cavity, which symbol-
izes the womb from which (a man) is reborn after
initiation” (Oliver 1975:13).

Ritual structures also often house facilities and
equipment necessary for the ritual. Storage of special
ritual paraphernalia may be an important function of
certain structures, and Flannery (1976) documents the
importance of ritual paraphernalia in the interpretation
of prehistoric structures. Of course, ritual material need
not be stored in the same place that the ritual is con-
ducted. Ritual features—including altars, shrines and
other means of connecting this world with another—are
important components of many ritual places. Ritual

features clearly indicate the presence of ritual in a
certain place, whether it is a domestic house or a spe-
cialized public building (Deal 1987).

As indicated by some of the examples discussed
above, architecture and other forms of material culture
are important media for the symbolic transmission of °
basic information. Language, actualized through
speech and, in some societies, writing, clearly has a
unique and perhaps primary role in symbolic communi-
cation. Language provides a highly flexible, precise,
and rapid means of communication. But material cul-
ture, including architecture, can provide an important
channel for transmitting certain kinds of information
that may not be best communicated by language (see
Wobst 1977). The large, permanent, three-dimensional
nature of architecture makes it and the information it
transmits a basic component of the physical environ-
ment. Furthermore, while speech is a transient event,
architecture provides a medium that can transmit infor-
mation continuously, and through both visual and tac-
tile means. The permanence and continuity of
materially and architecturally transmitted information
may be particularly important in societies that lack
writing (which is language expressed in material form,
see Bourdicu 1977:89).

These characteristics of architecture make it a me-
dium particularly well-suited to some special messages.
The messages transmitted by material media often lack
the precision and discursive qualities of verbal commu-
nication, But these lacks are not necessarily disadvan-
tages. The non-discursive, sometimes vague messages
cannot easily be disputed or falsified, and therefore may
invoke a sense of timelessness similar to that of ulti-
mate sacred propositions (Rappaport 1971b). The om-
nipresence of the architecture may contribute to the
timelessness of the messages. Furthermore, information
communicated through architecture is highly redun-
dant, in that it is transmitted continuously and through
at least two senses (vision and touch). Redundancy
increases the predictability of the information while
decreasing the amount of unique information that can
be transmitted. Thus, redundancy can increase the ac-
curacy of a message, and it is an important means of
increasing the probability that the message will be re-
ceived and accepted (see discussions of redundancy in
Campbell 1982:72 and Pollock 1983:362-363).

As a medium of communication, architecture thus
shares many qualities with ritual. The actions and key
symbols of ritual are often refractory to verbal interpre-
tation, but this does not lessen their importance
(Rappaport 1979:199; Turner 1982:18). The complexity
and uncertainty that are part of ritual contribute to its
resilience (Lewis 1980:8-9). Furthermore, religious rit-
ual serves to sanctify information and thus imparts a
quality of “unquestionable truthfulness” to that infor-
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mation (Rappaport 1971a:69). Ritual involves the per-
formance of a repetitive, invariant sequence of actions
(Rappaport 1979: 175-176). Thus, ritually and architec-
turally transmitted messages share the quality of redun-
dancy; that is, the information will be limited in
quantity, but the message will be highly reliable.

The association of certain kinds of architecture and
material culture—features, paraphernalia—with reli-
gious ritual is not surprising. As channels of informa-
tion they share many properties. The concreteness and
invariance of architecture and other forms of material
culture should make them particularly suitable for con-
veying the same kinds of messages that religious ritual
emphasizes—messages about basic values and concep-
tions of how the world is ordered.

Architecture and Integration in
Historic Pueblo Societies

Akiva at Zuni is both an architectural structure (rectan-
gular, and incorporated into the house block) and a
social unit (a men’s group, part of the Katsina Society).
Clearly there is a relationship between social organiza-
tion and architecture, However, the nature of the rela-
tionship and the role of architecture in social
integration are highly complex and vary across the
different pueblo societies. To conclude what has been
to this point a general discussion of architecture and
social integration, I will now examine how and to what
extent the general principles developed above are sup-
ported by evidence from ethnographically known
pueblo societies.

At risk of great oversimplification, social organiza-
tion in historic pueblo societies can be described as a
complex array of social categories and groupings. Inte-
gration is achieved because these groups and categories
cross-cut one another; thus, the divisions created at one
level are mediated at another.

Among the Western Pueblo, clans are the basic kin-
ship units; but clans are cross-cut by other social units
including, at Zuni, curing societies or fraternities, kiva
groups, and gaming parties (Kroeber 1917:150-165,
183-188; see also Ferguson, this volume). Although
there is overlap, and individuals often become members
of kiva groups and priesthoods because of their clan
affiliation, Kroeber (1917:183) argues that the institu-
tions are separate and constitute “different planes of
systematization (that) crosscut each other and thus pre-
serve for the whole society an integrity that would be
speedily lost if the planes merged and thereby inclined
to encourage segregation and fission.”

Moieties are the basic kinship units of the Eastern
Pueblo, but Ortiz’s (1979) description of the San Juan
Tewa demonstrates how segmentation is discouraged
both through checks and balances between the moieties
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and through the existence of other levels of organiza-
tions. The moieties (summer and winter) are temporally
based, they rule during different times of the year and
alternate in picking pueblo officials. Furthermore, the
moieties are cross-cut by three levels of people paral-
leled by a tripartite spatial division of the world. The
highest level, or Made People, consists of eight priest-
hoods that coordinate religious as well as subsistence
and political activities. Six of these eight priesthoods
draw their members from both moieties and *“are a
strongly cohesive force for San Juan society, because
they mediate the sharp distinctions represented by the
moiety societies” (Ortiz 1979:283).

Recent arguments have emphasized the inegalitarian
and perhaps hierarchical nature of pueblo societies
(Upham 1982; though see Ferguson 1981:342 and Ellis
1981:413-414 for opposing views). Clearly not every
member of society has equal access to powerful infor-
mation (Whiteley 1988:69), not every Tewa at San Juan
can be a member of the Made People societies, and
certain priests and other leaders have a great deal of
influence and authority. But obtaining a position of
influence and leadership (whether individual or group-
based) depends on one'’s ability to convince others, and
positions of leadership are generally not permanent but
are rotated (e.g., Eggan 1950:91; Ortiz 1979:285-286).
Further, no single status or group controls all the sacred
information and ritual practices necessary for the suc-
cessful operation and reproduction of the society. Thus,
order cannot be imposed from above; it depends on
some degree of consensus and cooperation, and on
mechanisms that will promote integration.

In many respects, ritual is essential to integration in
these societies. Pueblo ritual contributes to the contin-
uance and proper balance of both universal forces and
social relationships. Ortiz explains that the Tewa world
is “not only a well-centered and well-bounded world,
but also a well-ordered world, one informed by many
explicit ideas for proper conduct even under constantly
changing circumstances” (1979:287). Many of the so-
cial groupings that are the basis of the organizational
structure are defined in terms of their ritual roles and
reciprocal ritual obligations. Hopi clans are associated
with certain ceremonies (Eggan 1950:90), and, accord-
ing to Hopi mythology, certain clans were allowed to
join a village on the basis of the ceremonies they could
perform (Connelly 1979:543). Authority is often
phrased in ritual terms (Eggan 1950:106), and commu-
nity leaders are also often ritual leaders, or their lead-
ership positions are ritually sanctified; several authors
use the word “theocratic” to describe leadership sys-
tems, e.g., Ladd (1979:488) at Zuni and Lange
(1979:373) at Cochiti. Ritual can also play a role in
maintaining ecological and economic relationships, in-



cluding maintaining pure strains of corn (Ford 1980)
and regulating the redistribution of food (Ford 1972).

Pueblo rituals are conducted in all sorts of places—in
households and at shrines far from the village, as well
as in kivas and plazas. However, the pit shrines in kivas
and plazas are the “most sacred of spots” (Parsons
1939:309), and kivas and plazas are the loci for most
important group rituals or ceremonials (Whiteley
1988:62). Thus, the built environment plays an impor-
tant role in pueblo ritual,

Archaeologists are arguing with increasing fre-
quency that the prehistoric Anasazi structures they
identify as kivas were not used exclusively for ritual
(e.g., Cater and Chenault 1988). The same is apparently
true for kivas and plazas in ethnographically known
pueblo societies. Mindeleff suggested that the tradi-
tional kiva may have been used exclusively for ritual,
but that the Tusayan kivas he observed in the late 19th
Century also served as council houses and men’s resorts
and were “used as a workshop by the industrious and as
a lounging place by the idle” (1891:130). Dozier
(1970:140) confirms that kivas are “ceremonial struc-
tures which ... serve as theaters, dormitories for un-
married males, and men’s workshops.”

Furthermore, kivas are not the exclusive loci for
ritual objects. Prayer sticks are used or planted in kivas,
springs, mountain shrines, caves, and many other places
(Parsons 1939:270). Many ritual objects and fetishes
are seen as powerful and potentially dangerous, and
therefore are often cached in caves away from the vil-
lage (Parsons 1939:311). Altars and masks used in kiva
ceremonials are often stored in individuals’ houses
(Parsons 1939:344) or in special storage rooms con-
trolled by the social segment in charge of the particular
ritual (Dozier 1965:45).

The construction and maintenance of kivas can be
interpreted as contributing to social integration.
Mindeleff (1891:118-130) describes the construction of
a Tusayan kiva, and although he does not emphasize
communal labor, he states that it was built by those who
were to use it and that it was consecrated by a feast,
dance, and naming ceremony. At Jemez Pueblo, the
rebuilding of a kiva could both unite the community and
affirm its social segments. “The entire community is
expected to participate in the main job of raising the
walls and laying the roof,” though special details are
prepared only by members of certain societies (Ellis
1952:149).

Kivas and at least some plazas have a strong sym-
bolic component serving to reaffirm pueblo world view
and traditional links with the past. They symbolize in a
number of ways the origin myth of people’s emergence
from a lower world (Ortiz 1969:36-37). The cardinal
directions (generally east, west, north, south, up, and
down), and their symbolic associations are also repre-
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sented or laid out in kivas (Hieb 1979:578; Parsons
1939:367). The very important middle (the place of
emergence for the Hopi) is symbolically represented at
many levels, e.g., by both the sipapu and the kiva (Hieb
1979:579). Similarly, the arrangement of plazas and
roomblocks in Tewa villages expresses basic concep-
tions of the world as a series of concentric levels cen-
tered on the nan sipu or “earth navel” located in the
plaza (Ortiz 1969:18-24; Swentzell 1988). Kivas may
also maintain links with the past, because the basic
architectural form (though variable in 20th Century
Pueblos) apparently developed from the Basketmaker
pit houses of antiquity (see Mindeleff’s [1891:111-112]
theory of survivals in religious architecture, and discus-
sion in Lipe and Hegmon, this volume). Also, Ellis
(1952:150) notes that traditional clothing had to be
worn for the rededication of the Jemez kiva (though
after some argument, blue jeans were permitted).
Although architectural symbolism is clearly docu-
mented, linkages between architecture and pueblo so-
cial units are often ambiguous. Both Hopi and Zuni
clans are dispersed across the pueblo and not localized
in certain areas or blocks (Kroeber 1917:103-109),
though Adams (1983) found that Western Pueblo clan
segments—that is, lineages—do tend to be localized,
with doors providing relatively free access within the
lineage’s area. Both habitation areas and kivas often
lack direct social correlates; Hawley definitively states
that kivas should not be considered to be clan houses:
“characteristically, clans do not have houses”
(1950:26). She also documents the range of variability
in the association of kivas with social units. The Zuni
and Hopi have multiple kivas associated with katsina
dance groups and to some extent tied to clans, though
these social units are cross-cut by other organizations
that do not necessarily have architectural correlates
(Hawley 1950:295-296; see also Dozier 1965:43,46).
Many Tewa villages have one or two moiety houses
used by the moieties for meetings, some ceremonials,
and storage of ceremonial paraphernalia. However,
most Tewa villages (including San Ildefonso, Nambe,
and San Juan) have only one large kiva, used by both
moieties for katsina dances (Hawley 1950:289-290).

Conclusions

Many facets of architecture can be tied to social inte-
gration. Architectural structures reinforce social and
cultural structures both spatially (by regulating move-
ment and bounding social groups) and symbolically (by
marking distinctions and by providing concrete associ-
ations with elements of history, myth, or world view).
Ritual is one of the strongest links between architecture
and social integration, especially in non-hierarchical
societies. Ritual contributes to social integration by
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reinforcing cultural norms, by communicating and
sanctifying important information, and by serving as a
sort of systemic regulator. Architecture contributes by
housing the ritual and symbolically reinforcing the
ritual’s message. As media of communication, architec-
ture and ritual are similarly suited to convey the same
kind of information about basic social values and world
view.

A broad survey of ethnographic literature reveals
examples of every sort of link between architecture and
social integration, But the links found in pueblo
ethnographies are more limited, at least at first glance.
That is, symbolic and ritual meanings are pervasive in
kivas and sometimes plazas, yet the association of so-
cial units with architectural units is often ambiguous.
However, a second look suggests that this absence of
clear architectural definition of social units can be a
very important aspect of social integration. Pueblo so-
cieties are potentially highly segmentary, and social
integration depends on the existence of social group-
ings that cross-cut other social segments. The shared
use of kivas and plazas and the cross-cutting of kiva
groups by other social units are important aspects of
social integration in pueblo societies. Thus, the absence
of architectural boundaries—that by affirming the dis-
tinctness of social groups, might encourage social seg-
mentation—contributes to Pueblo social integration.
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Historical and Analytical Perspectives on
Architecture and Social Integration in the

Prehistoric Pueblos

William D. Lipe and Michelle Hegmon

Archaeologists working in prehistoric Southwestern pueblos have frequently used architectural evidence
as the basis for inferences about social organization and social integration. The history and basic logic of
several major approaches are reviewed: ethnographic analogy; assignment of functions or uses to
architecturally defined spaces; and interpretation of community organization from analysis of differentia-
tion and spatial patterning among structures, Because artifactual and architectural data are generally
employed together, the chapter closes with a review of the use of artifacts in the study of social organization

and integration in pueblo archaeology.

elow, we review the history of some of the analytic
Bapproaches widely used in studying social integra-
tion among the prehistoric pueblos. The emphasis is on
architectural evidence, but since architecture is often
interpreted with the aid of associated artifacts, and vice
versa, it seems appropriate to include a section on ap-
proaches that emphasize how social integration can be
studied with artifactual data. The review that follows is
designed to help provide a historical context for the
other papers in this volume, It is selectively biased
toward work done in the northern part of the Pueblo
Southwest, and especially in the San Juan drainage. It
does not pretend to be a comprehensive or complete
historical treatment of the several topics that it ad-
dresses. These topics include functional classification
of architecturally defined spaces, community pattern
analysis, inferences from properties of artifacts, and
ethnographic analogy. Since ethnographic analogy is an
issue in all the analytic approaches that are treated
below, we begin with a brief discussion of this topic.

Ethnographic Analogy

LR LY

Despite archaeologists’ “chronic ambivalence” about
ethnographic analogy (Wylie 1985:107), it remains a
major source of behavioral interpretation of prehistoric
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cultural remains. Analogical interpretation in archaeol-
ogy has frequently been uncritical and narrowly based,
however—in the Southwest and elsewhere, The similar-
ities between archaeological and historic Pueblo mate-
rial culture and architecture were noted early, and they
served to establish what often has been a facile and
uncritical reading of the present into the past.

Much of the early systematic archaeological work in
the Southwest was based on the assumption that all the
prehistoric settlements there represented an undifferen-
tiated Pueblo culture much like that known from history
and ethnography. Taylor (1954) called this the “Cush-
ing-Fewkes” period. Subsequent research documented
substantial temporal and geographic variability in the
archaeological record, and led to the development of
cultural taxonomies (e.g., Colton 1939) that reflected
variation in the formal aspects of architecture and ma-
terial culture. Behavioral interpretations of prehistoric
architecture and material culture did not begin to un-
dergo explicit reassessment until somewhat later (e.g.,
Hawley 1950; Anderson 1969; Hill 1966, 1968, 1970a,
1970Db). Only in the last few years have questions been
raised about some of the major tenets of the analogical
model of prehistoric Pueblo life—in particular, there
have been serious challenges to the assumption that
both the contact period and prehistoric Pueblos were
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classic tribal, egalitarian societies (e.g., Wilcox 1981;
Upham 1982; Lightfoot 1984).

As Lekson has recently argued (1985, 1988), the
interpretation of prehistoric Pueblo kivas by genera-
tions of Southwestern archaeologists exemplifies the
largely unexamined analogies on which many behav-
ioral interpretations of prehistoric Pueblos have been
and often continue to be based. Indeed, the inference
that prehistoric kivas functioned in the same way as
historic ones was made by several influential early
observers even without the aid of excavations. For ex-
ample, in 1849, Lieutenant James H. Simpson wrote of
Pueblo Pintado, the first Chacoan site he encountered:

At different points about the premises were three circu-
lar apartments sunk in the ground, the walls being of
masonry. These apartments the Pueblo Indians call es-
tuffas [sic], or places where the people held their polit-
ical and religious meetings [Simpson 1964:37].

Simpson had, within the previous two weeks, visited the
estufas (kivas) of both Santo Domingo and Jemez in the
company of Pueblo informants.

J. W. Powell also knew immediately what he was
looking at when he viewed a depression adjacent to a
small ruin in the Glen Canyon of the Colorado River,
during his pioneering exploration of the Colorado River
canyons in 1869. He remarks:

In the space in the angle [formed by the masonry rooms],
there is a deep excavation, From what we know of the
people in the province of Tusayan, who are, doubtless,
of the same race as the former inhabitants of these ruins,
we conclude that this was a ‘kiva’ or underground cham-
ber, in which their religious ceremonies were performed
[Powell 1875:68].

So far as we can determine, Powell was the first to
use the Hopi word kiva in print, instead of the Spanish
estufa, a term that had gained popularity on the mis-
taken presumption that these Pueblo structures were
sweatbaths (Mindeleff 1891:111). The ruin Powell vis-
ited was partially excavated in 1958 and 1959 during
the Glen Canyon reservoir salvage project (Lipe
1960:114-135).

The early uncritical supposition that prehistoric
Pueblo kivas all functioned like historic ones became
“fossilized” in the early twentieth century when South-
western archaeologists such as Edgar Hewett made the
demonstration of continuities between historic and pre-
historic Pueblos the cornerstone of a political battle to
establish Pueblo land claims (Lekson 1988). As a result,
if any formal similarities in architecture or features
could be demonstrated between prehistoric structures
and historic kivas, the former were to be called kivas
also. Accompanying this kind of formal identification
was the generally unstated implication that by analogy
the prehistoric kivas housed the same kinds of activities

16

and played the same functional roles in their prehistoric
communities as historic period kivas in historic pueblo
communities. In other words, the analogical question
was posed in either-or terms, Either a prehistoric pit
structure was a kiva in the same sense as a historic kiva,
or it was interpreted as something else entirely—ordi-
narily as a domestic pit house, the primary residence of
a household (Lekson 1988). Furthermore, the prevail-
ing view of ethnographic kivas emphasized their role as
specialized ceremonial structures (e.g., Kidder
1927:490) despite considerable ethnographic evidence
that at least Western Pueblo kivas often housed a variety
of activities only indirectly related to ceremonies. Al-
though there have been notable exceptions (e.g., Brew
1946; Ambler and Olson 1977; Cater and Chenault
1988), Southwestern archaeologists have tended to ac-
cept the either-or form of the analogical question, and
to assume that the prehistoric structures that they iden-
tify as kivas in fact functioned as specialized ceremo-
nial spaces.

In an “attempt to be provocative rather than conclu-
sive,” Lekson (1988) suggests an alternative either-or
interpretation:; that Anasazi pit structures functioned
primarily as domiciliary pit houses until the end of the
Pueblo 11l period at about A.D. 1300, and that “true”
kivas displaying the ethnographic pattern of activities
and organizational functions emerged only in the
Pueblo IV period. His presentation of this view at the
1985 Society for American Archacology meetings (Lek-
son 1985) was one of the stimuli for the 1988 SAA
session that included the initial versions of most of the
papers in this volume.

The functional interpretation of prehistoric kivas and
protokivas is a theme that connects all the papers in the
volume, Collectively they represent a reassessment,
using various lines of evidence and argument, of the
analogical identification of prehistoric with historic
Pueblo kivas—that is, of the inference that prehistoric
kivas functioned in the same way that historic ones did.
In the pages that follow this chapter, Adler (Chapter 4)
surveys a cross-cultural sample to develop some gener-
alizations about structures used for integrative ritual,
thus establishing a basis for general, rather than spe-
cific, analogies. Lipe (Chapter 5) and Adams (Chapter
11) examine changes in architectural form and site
structure as bases for recognizing changes in the ways
kivas and protokivas served community integrative
needs. Wilshusen (Chapter 7) traces continuities in fea-
ture types and their contexts in pit structures from the
A.D. 600s to the ethnographic period. Varien and Light-
foot (Chapter 6) employ a detailed intrasite distribu-
tional analysis of both features and artifacts to show
functional differences between protokivas and surface
rooms in an early pueblo. Blinman, Hegmon, and Plog
(Chapters 8-10) all use distributional analyses of arti-
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fact types and attributes across a number of sites to test
the notion that socially integrative behaviors were dif-
ferentially associated with Great Kivas, small kivas, or
protokivas.

The papers in this volume thus use several lines of
evidence and several types of investigation to address
the problem of interpreting prehistoric pit structures. In
combination, the approaches employed strengthen the
assessment of analogies by “expanding the base of in-
terpretation and elaborating the fit between source and
subject” (Wylie 1985:101).

The overall result of the studies reported below is to
show that either-or forms of the analog question are
probably too simple. There are similarities and differ-
ences in form and function between prehistoric and
historic protokivas and kivas, and the forms and func-
tions of these structures changed substantially through
time. Lekson’s suggestion that kivas may commonly
have had domiciliary functions through the Pueblo II
and III periods is given tentative support, but it is also
shown that the use of a pit structure to house ritual
activities that integrated at least small multihousehold
groups can be traced back to the Pueblo I period. In
summary, a flexible use of ethnographic analogy, cou-
pled with the examination of several lines of archaeo-
logical evidence, can shed new light on an old question
and help reformulate it in a more productive way.

Functional Classifications of
Architectural Spaces

A long-standing pursuit in Southwestern archaeology is
the “functional” classification of architectural spaces
into types such as “habitation room,” “storage room,”
“ceremonial room,” “kiva,” “Great Kiva,” “plaza,” etc.
For example, Fewkes’ report (1909) on his work at
Spruce-Tree House employed categories such as “pla-
zas and courts,” “secular rooms,” and “kivas,” under
the heading “major antiquities.” This approach depends
on classifying architectural units on the basis of activ-
ities inferred to have taken place in them. Strictly
speaking, such a classification would seem to be based
on use rather than function, unless the organizational
role of the structure in some larger configuration is
emphasized. On the other hand, “functional classifica-
tion” has long been used to refer to this procedure
(Ciolek-Torrello 1985:41).

Such classifications depend on the inference of past
activities from architectural characters, and/or from
associated features or artifacts. Assigning a single
“function” or use to an architectural space assumes that
a general type of use—e.g., “habitation” was predomi-
nant. Archaeologists are increasingly becoming aware
of the limitations of these simple monothetic classifica-
tions of architectural spaces. For example, gross archi-
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tectural characteristics may indicate the primary in-
tended use of a structure or space; features and import-
able artifacts may reflect its primary actual use during
its lifetime, and portable items or remodeling evidence
may represent its /ast use or may be thoroughly condi-
tioned by the events surrounding the final abandonment
of the space (Schiffer 1976, 1985, 1987; Ciolek-Tor-
rello 1985). Furthermore, most architectural spaces
probably housed numerous activities, and they may not
have been limited to particular architectural types.

Although these issues all provide opportunities for
productive and informative research, they are far from
being well-understood at this point. Despite the limita-
tions of functional classifications of architecture, the
approach is time-honored in Southwestern archaeology,
and hence has had a significant effect on how
Southwesternists have used architectural evidence to
make inferences about social integration, and espe-
cially about the character and role of religious ritual in
the social integration of prehistoric pueblos.

In Southwestern archaeology there is a long history
of inferring ritual and integrative uses for kivas and
various other architectural forms, as noted above in the
discussion of ethnographic analogy. The following
comments survey some of the main kinds of evidence
and logic used to make these assignments; a thorough
historical treatment is not attempted. Once again, the
functional interpretation of kivas occupies the bulk of
the relevant literature and serves as a model of the
approaches that have been used.

The earliest identifications and interpretations of
prehistoric kivas were strongly conditioned by the ex-
pectation that prehistoric Pueblo cultures were gener-
ally similar to those observed historically and
ethnographically. Since historic pueblos had kivas that
were used for important ceremonies, late prehistoric
pueblos would be expected to have these too. How were
the prehistoric examples to be identified? Victor
Mindeleff (1891:111) suggests a general interpretive
principle:

General use of kivas.—Wherever the remains of pueblo
architecture occur among the plateaus of the southwest
there appears . . . throughout all changes of form . . . the
evidence of chambers of exceptional character . .. dis-
tinguishable from the typical dwelling rooms by their
size and position, and, generally, in ancient examples,
by their circular form [V. Mindeleff 1891:111].

In other words, the architectural distinctiveness of
one type of structure set it apart from another type; the
formal difference presumably implied a functional dif-
ference (for a similar argument, see Smith 1952:162).
It then took but a short jump to assign the expected
“kiva” function to the prehistoric “chambers of excep-
tional character.”
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To the extent that an empirical demonstration was
considered necessary, it took the form of showing that
“ritual features” were associated with distinctive “kiva
architecture.” For example, Mindeleff examined sur-
face evidence of a prehistoric circular kiva in the Hopi
area, and noted a wall niche, which he identified as a
katchin kihu or kachina house (V. Mindeleff 1891:117).
Because this was a ritually important feature that he had
observed in functioning Hopi kivas (V. Mindeleff
1891:121), he inferred that the prehistoric structure was
also used for ceremonial purposes. Mindeleff
(1891:117) went on to suggest that his observation pro-
vided a link between the rectangular kivas common in
the historic Western Pueblo area and the earlier circular
form, which was rare at Hopi, though common in the
San Juan drainage.

Fewkes (1908) also used the presence of a ritual
feature—the sipapu—to confirm the ceremonial func-
tion of circular kivas in the San Juan drainage. He was
aware from his own ethnographic observations and his
excavations at Awatovi (Fewkes 1898: 613), as well as
from the work of V. Mindeleff (1891:117), that sipapus
regularly occur in various forms in both historic and
prehistoric Hopi kivas. Reporting on the excavations of
kivas at Spruce Tree House in Mesa Verde National
Park, he remarks about Kiva G:

There is a small circular opening in the floor represent-
ing symbolically the entrance to the underworld, called
by the Hopi the sipapu. ... The sipapu is the most
revered place in the kiva, and about it are performed
some of the most sacred rites. ... This is the first
recognition in print of a sipapu in a circular kiva
[Fewkes 1908:391].

In his seminal 1891 publication on Pueblo architec-
ture, Victor Mindeleff had also suggested another inter-
pretive principle—that of survivals—that proved
influential in later functional interpretations of kiva,
protokiva, and pit house architecture. Mindeleff
thought that kiva construction would be likely to dis-

play

.. . survivals of early methods of arrangement that have
long ago become extinct in the constantly improving art
of housebuilding, but which are preserved through the
well-known tendency of the survival of ancient practice
in malters pertaining to the religious observances of a
primitive people [V. Mindeleff 1891:111-112].

This established an expectation that, if they were
indeed used for religious purposes, kivas should retain
architectural characteristics of earlier residential struc-
tures (see also C. Mindeleff 1897:174). The notion of
survivals in religious architecture provided a context in
which documentation of the gradual appearance of the
attributes of “kiva architecture” was implicitly seen as
documenting a correspondingly gradual functional shift
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from residential pit house to specialized ceremonial
chamber:

The findings on Alkali Ridge, considered in conjunction
with the work of others, notably Morris, Roberts, and
Martin in the San Juan drainage, permit us now to
present a more complete story than has ever before been
possible of the steps by which the earth lodge of the
early agriculturalists on the Colorado Plateau has been
transformed into the sacred temple of their modern de-
scendants [Brew 1946:203].

In this scenario, the problem became one of deter-
mining how much architectural change was required
before a residential pit house could be considered a
ceremonial kiva. Hence, a focus on the formal details
of architecture (e.g., Lancaster and Pinkley 1952) was
appropriate to pursuing the problem, in addition to
being consistent with the prevailing taxonomic interests
of the 1930s through early 1960s. The concept of the
protokiva (Morris 1939:30-31;72) also helped resolve
the issue of “When is a kiva?” (Smith 1952) by locating
in the Pueblo I period a form architecturally and pre-
sumably functionally transitional between pit house
and kiva. The circular San Juan kivas of the Pueblo II
and III period were generally considered full-fledged
ceremonial structures (Brew 1946:213), despite their
substantial differences in size, shape, and position when
compared with ethnographically described kivas (cf.
Lekson 1988).

The “ethnographic model” of room function that de-
veloped from these nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
tury studies posited that at least habitation, storage, and
ceremonial structures should be present in prehistoric
pueblos (Ciolek-Torrello 1985). This model has often
led to the uncritical assignment of structures to these
predetermined functional classes on the basis of a cur-
sory analysis of gross architectural characteristics.

In the last several decades, archaeologists have at-
tempted in a number of studies to examine this model
critically by treating gross formal variation in architec-
ture as a starting point for functional analysis. That is,
variations in the size and form of structures are used as
the primary indicators of functional differentiation, but
the resulting classification is tested against variability
in associated architectural details, features, artifacts,
and/or ecofacts. The presumption is that robust func-
tional patterning should be expressed in the covariation
among some or all of these kinds of phenomena.

The best-known example of this approach is Hill’s
work at Broken K Pueblo in Arizona (Hill 1966, 1968,
1970a, 1970b). Hill (1970a) subdivided the population
of excavated rooms at Broken K into three groups, on
the basis of size and distinctive morphology. After
showing that each group also displayed non-random
associations of features such as mealing bins, hearths,
and ventilators, he hypothesized that there were three
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functional room classes: habitation, storage, and cere-
monial, as in the historic Western Pueblos. On the basis
of activities reported to occur in these classes of rooms
in Western Pueblo settlements, he developed a list of
“test expectations” for archaeological associations of
artifacts and ecofacts with these room classes. The
archaeological record showed generally good agree-
ment with the expectations, and he concluded that the
functional room types at Broken K were similar to those
at historic Western Pueblo villages. Although the statis-
tical methods used to reach this conclusion can be
criticized (cf. Ciolek-Torrello 1985), our interest here
is in the basic logic of the approach.

Adams (1983) has recently assembled evidence to
show that gross architectural variation in room size and
location correlate well with functional differentiation
among rooms in historic and protohistoric Western
Pueblo settlements. Hence, he strengthens the ethno-
graphic side of the “ethnographic model.”

In a recent study of the social use of space at Turkey
Creek Pueblo in east central Arizona, Lowell (1988)
showed that a room’s hearth type was a good predictor
of its size and of other architectural and artifactual
variables as well. On this basis, she argued that rooms
with rectangular hearths were habitations; rooms with
circular hearths were “miscellaneous activity” spaces;
and rooms lacking hearths were used for storage. Addi-
tionally, two small clusters of rooms were inferred to
be “kiva room groups” on the basis of their spatial
association with the site’s Great Kiva as well as their
distinctive pattern of architectural, feature, and artifact
characteristics. Lowell (1988) did not argue that these
variables specifically indicated ritual activity, only that
their pattern of co-occurrence was distinctive. She sug-
gested that the two kiva room groups may have helped
link the two main residential divisions of the settlement
with the centrally-located Great Kiva, where village-
wide integrative activities presumably were carried out.

The paper by Varien and Lightfoot (this volume) also
uses gross variation in architectural form (pit structure,
front surface room, back surface room) as the starting
point for analysis, and uses the associations of features
and artifacts to test a null hypothesis that there was no
functional difference among the three types of struc-
ture. The artifacts and features do in fact vary strongly
among the three structure types, and the null hypothesis
is rejected. Functional interpretation of the associated
artifact and feature assemblages employs a mix of gen-
eral and specific analogies. The authors conclude that
the data are consistent with use of the back rooms
primarily for storage and of the front rooms for domes-
tic activity, but that the pit structures show the greatest
evidence of both domestic/residential and ritual activi-
ties.
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Ciolek-Torrello (1978, 1985) used an inductive mul-
tivariate pattern-seeking approach to define functional
room types by recurrent associations of various floor
features and floor artifacts at Grasshopper Pueblo, a
large Pueblo IV period site in Arizona. An R-mode
factor analysis was used to define five (later reduced to
four) factors representing groups of spatially associated
variables (i.e., the artifacts and features as distributed
across rooms), and these factors were interpreted as
representing sets of related activities (e.g., manufactur-
ing, food storage, food preparation, etc.). A Q-mode
factor analysis was then used to group the rooms in
terms of the pattern of occurrence of the same variables
used in the R-mode analysis. The six room groups thus
obtained were interpreted as functional types (e.g., lim-
ited activity rooms, habitation rooms, etc.). Each room
type could be characterized in terms of the proportional
representation of the activity sets that comprised the
R-mode factors (Ciolek-Torrello 1985:54).

One result of the analysis was that no special class
of “ceremonial structures” emerged. Variables that
could be interpreted as indicating ritual activities
tended to occur within one room type (Limited Activ-
ity) but only in about a third of these cases. These
variables also were not confined to the three rooms in
this class that had “kiva-like” benches (Ciolek-Torrello
1985: 53-55).

The value of this approach is that the resultant group-
ings are multivariate and polythetic, and hence can be
based on a fuller use of the data than can monothetic
approaches, which must by definition be based on only
a few variables—usually gross architectural characters.
The polythetic room types can each be characterized in
terms of the relative strength of the several activity
factors, rather than having to be considered as the ex-
clusive province of a single kind of activity. Because
floor artifacts and features were used in Ciolek-
Torrello’s analysis, the functional interpretations refer
to the late or last uses of the rooms, rather than to
intended uses, which might still be recoverable from
variation in gross architectural features. The reliance on
floor artifacts also makes the analysis subject to the
difficulties of determining how site abandonment might
have affected the patterns of use and discard which
created most of the portions of the archaeological re-
cord that were analyzed (cf. Schiffer 1985, 1987).
Ciolek-Torrello (1985) has attempted to control for
these effects, but much remains to be understood about
these assemblage formation processes.

There are other studies of prehistoric pueblos which
have creatively addressed the question of functional
room types (e.g., Dean 1969; Jorgenson 1975;
DeGarmo 1976; Shafer 1982), and countless studies
have used the concept in one form or another. The
examples discussed above provide a sampling of the
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range of approaches that have been and continue to be
used.

Regarding architectural indicators of social integra-
tion, the “functional type” discussions are dominated
by the issue of interpreting “ordinary” or “regular-
sized” kivas. Other potentially important structures,
such as Great Kivas, plazas, shrines, tri-walls, and bi-
walls, have received less attention. It seems generally
to be assumed that plazas in prehistoric pueblos func-
tioned much the same as they do in historic ones—some
critical examination is obviously needed here, The mul-
tiple-walled buildings, which lack obvious ethno-
graphic analogs, have been interpreted in a great variety
of ways. Rohn (1977) proposes that these structures
were involved in some way in rituals that helped inte-
grate dispersed communities; Plog (1974) hypothesizes
that they included storerooms, and were used in ritu-
ally-mediated food distribution; Vivian (1959) argues
that they were domiciles of a “developing priestly
class”; while Reyman (1986) suggests some were actu-
ally platform mounds, with the multiple chambers giv-
ing stability to the structure.

There seems to be general agreement that Great
Kivas served as places of assembly for sizable groups,
and that they must have housed activities that helped
integrate several social segments, commonly from sev-
eral settlements. Credible analyses that attempt to go
beyond this very general kind of functional character-
ization are rare, though Lightfoot (1988) has recently
analyzed the scale of work and cooperation required to
build a Great Kiva. Fritz (1978, 1987) explored the
layout and features of Chacoan Great Kivas as an ex-
pression of aspects of world view, while Plog (1974)
discussed the possibilities that Great Kivas were in-
volved in ritually-mediated redistribution. These leads
remain largely unfollowed, however.

Community Pattern Analyses

Historically, and to some extent logically, related to the
functional classification of architectural spaces are ap-
proaches that base inferences about prehistoric organi-
zation on the relative frequency and spatial position of
structures in and among settlements. At intermediate
levels of scale, this has been called “community pattern
analysis” (Chang 1958:299) and at larger scale, it
merges with settlement pattern studies (Willey 1953,
1956). Today, relational analysis of architectural units
at an intrasite scale may often be referred to as part of
“site structure analysis.”

Spatial/configurational analyses of architecture have
generally been used to identify and characterize the size
and composition of social or socioeconomic group-
ings—e.g., households, residence units, communities,
and the like. The starting point for this kind of analysis
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is a “functional” or use-based classification of architec-
tural units. Inferences about the integration of commu-
nities or social segments have often depended on the
frequency and spatial distribution of structures such as
Great Kivas that were presumably used for ceremonies
or other socially integrative activities (e.g., Longacre
1966; Lipe 1970).

This approach depends in part on an underlying as-
sumption that humans use space efficiently, if not opti-
mally, That is, it assumes that humans locate their
activities to provide easy and regular access to impor-
tant resources or social interactions. Which social ac-
tivities and relationships they considered important can
therefore’ be inferred from the spatial relationships
among their architectural facilities and artifact assem-
blages, viewed as products of patterned behavior. Spa-
tial inferences of this sort are of course strengthened
when they serve as the basis for hypotheses which are
then tested against other types of data, or alternatively,
when proximity relationships are used as the tests, and
the hypotheses are generated elsewhere.

Another assumption of the spatial/configurational
approach is that the frequency and distributional regu-
larity of integrative structures is inversely correlated
with the scale or level of integration they are associated
with. That is, if kivas are both common and regularly
distributed, they must have been used by relatively
small and redundant social segments. Great Kivas, on
the other hand, are not only large but relatively rare—
evidence that they served large numbers of people. This
argument is stronger if it can also be shown that the
Great Kiva in question was centrally located with re-
spect to a number of habitations (i.e., that the structure
was located so that it could be efficiently accessed by a
relatively large population).

Inference of social organization from community
pattern in the Pueblo Southwest was pioneered by
Lewis H. Morgan in Houses and House-Life of the
American Aborigines (Morgan 1965 [1881]). In this
work, he used both archaeological and ethnographic
data on domestic architecture, much of it from the
Southwest, to support his ideas about the evolution of
society that had been developed in Ancient Society
(Morgan 1985 [1877]):

House architecture, which connects itself with the form
of the family and the plan of domestic life, affords a
tolerably complete illustration of progress from sav-
agery to civilization. Its growth can be traced from the
hut of the savage, through the communal houses of the
barbarians, to the house of the single family in civilized
nations . .. [Morgan 1975 (1877):6].

Documenting “communal houses” was important to
Morgan because they reflected “gentile society,” a key
element of the stage of barbarism. Families related
through the intermarriage of gentes (a gens was similar
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to a unilineal descent group) were expected to display
“communism in living” through application of the “law
of hospitality.” They should “make common stock of
. . . provisions [and erect] joint tenement houses large
enough to accommodate several families” (Morgan
1965 [1881]: 63). He thought that structures such as the
Iroquois longhouse and the historic pueblo clearly re-
flected gentile organization,

Though he was aware of “estufas” (Morgan 1965
[1881]:174) and the subdivision of both historic and
prehistoric pueblos into discrete apartments (Morgan
1965 [1881]:154-155; 175), Morgan focused primarily
on the size and degree of aggregation of the settlement
as evidence of Pueblo social integration. He believed
that even though families might have separate living
quarters, the “law of hospitality” would require com-
mon stores or at least the free sharing of food and other
goods (Morgan 1865[1881]:42-62). In order to further
test his theories, Morgan proposed a program of archae-
ological and ethnographic research extending from the
American Southwest through Mexico to Peru (Wilcox
1976:32-33) and Adolf Bandelier was soon commis-
sioned by the Archaeological Institute of America to
carry it out (Wilcox 1976:32-34). On the basis of his
work in the Pueblo Southwest, Bandelier (1884, cited
in Wilcox 1976) argued that Morgan’s evolutionary
theory could account for the archaeological presence of
both small and large pueblo settlements. Early small-
house settlements, occupied by perhaps one or two
clans, gave way to the larger communal houses as part
of the evolution of society from Upper-level Savagery
to Lower-level Barbarism (Wilcox 1976:35). Cushing
(1886, 1888; summarized in Wilcox 1975:35-36) also
supported the theory with arguments that the “small
houses” were each occupied by a single gens or clan,
and that the large communal house or pueblos proper
represented a gathering together of several clans.

This developmental sequence is reflected in aspects
of the Pecos Classification (Kidder 1927) and has had
profound, persistent, and often quite constraining ef-
fects on Southwestern archacology. In addition to diffi-
culties that derive from the improbable identification of
small houses as clan residences (Parsons 1940; Aberle
1970), this sequence also led to a reluctance to accept
contemporaneity among these different settlement
types (cf. Wilcox 1976). Eventually, work at Chaco
made it clear that even the Great Houses there were
contemporary with nearby small houses (Kluckhohn
1939), while Brew (1946) documented the occurrence
of large multiunit pueblos in the Pueblo I period, earlier
than the small single-unit pueblos he excavated in the
same area. The main point to be made here, however, is
that the rudimentary early work of Morgan, Bandelier,
and Cushing established the principle that the spatial
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configuration of architectural elements could serve as
a basis for inferring aspects of social organization.

T. Mitchell Prudden (1903, 1914, 1918) elaborated
this approach and provided empirical documentation
for his inferences in the form of both excavation (1914,
1918) and survey (1903) maps and descriptions. On the
basis of extensive reconnaissance in the San Juan drain-
age (Prudden 1903:234-239) he noted the recurrent as-
sociation of an estufa or kiva, a small rectilinear block
of contiguous surface rooms (usually located north of
the kiva), and a burial or burial-and-trash mound (usu-
ally located south of the kiva). Adjacent rooms in the
surface pueblo or “house” were often connected by
doorways. This architectural complex he called the
“unit type pueblo.”

These small “units” frequently stood alone, but
tended to occur “in community groups” (Prudden
1918:47). Not uncommonly, however, they were joined
together into larger pueblos, though without losing their
structural discreteness (Prudden 1903:234). These
small house ruins were often spatially associated with
“a larger and more commanding house,” and also oc-
curred close to “the great community houses” on
Squaw, Bug, and Goodman Points (Prudden 1918:47).

Prudden interpreted unit type pueblos as the residen-
tial facilities of a basic social group:

... if these simplest residences be recognized as mark-
ing family or clan units, as well as being structural units,
the practices and traditions of the Pueblo people of
today, which center in and are so largely determined by
clan or other social relationships, make clear enough the
impulse which led small groups of these earlier people,
even in the near neighborhood of others, to maintain not
only their separate houses, but also their separate cere-
monial chambers and places of burial [Prudden
1914:34].

Prudden was aware that the prevailing theory of the
time required that the small houses be the predecessors
of the “communal” ones, but he ultimately decided
(Prudden 1918) that this proposed sequence could be
neither proved nor disproved on the basis of evidence
at hand. He concluded, however, that

there is evidently a close relationship between the larger
and smaller forms, as well as between the artifacts
which the excavations of both have disclosed. The mo-
tive for the different types of building seems, in part at
least, to have been determined by the difference in site

and some as yet undisclosed community requirements
[Prudden 1918:49].

Considered in the abstract, Prudden’s work estab-
lished that the smallest commonly recurrent architec-
tural unit was not a single structure, but a small spatial
cluster of structures and other elements (e.g., the burial
mound). This complex or “unit” was composed of a
redundant set of functionally different elements, which
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showed consistent spatial/relational patterning within
the unit, Functional interpretation of the unit as a whole
led to the conclusion that it represented the space and
facilities used by a basic social segment. These social
segments were not isolates, but were parts of communi-
ties. The architectural and spatial expression of these
communities might be a loose cluster of units, a cluster
of units centered on a larger pueblo, or just a large
pueblo. Most of the large pueblos themselves could be
analyzed as being aggregates of the basic social/archi-
tectural units. That the structural integrity of the archi-
tectural unit was preserved within the larger aggregate
indicated that the social integrity (and independence?)
of the basic social segment was probably preserved
also. The relationship between the small house units
and the larger pueblos might be sequential, but did not
have to be; site-specific environmental factors, or
“community requirements” might result in both types
being present concurrently.

Fewkes (1911:79-80; 1919:69-76) used the pre-
sumed sequence from small house to communal house
in the San Juan drainage as the basis for a theory of
organizational change that accounted for changes in the
ratio of kivas to rooms from the prehistoric to the
historic pueblos:

... we necessarily have in the growth of the community
house the story of the social evolution of the Pueblo
people. Clans or social units at first isolated later joined
each other. ... The inevitable outcome would be a
breaking down of clan priesthoods or clan religions and
the formation of fraternities of priesthoods recruited
from several clans. This in turn would lead to a corre-
sponding reduction and enlargement of ceremonial
rooms remaining. Two kivas suffice for the ceremonies
of a majority of the Rio Grande pueblos; but Cliff Palace
with a population of the same size had 23 ... [Fewkes
1919:75-76).

Community pattern analysis and, in particular, the
changing ratios of kivas to rooms were employed by
Steward (1937, 1955:151-172) as part of a theoretical
study of how bands based on single lineages might have
evolved into multilineage societies having non-local-
ized clans. Steward reviewed the “unit type pueblos” of
the San Juan area, and concluded that

... it is difficult to reconcile the division of the early
villages into small house clusters with any other social
unit than a unilateral lineage or band. Each house cluster
is so large that it must have sheltered several families.
But there would be no motive for unrelated families to
band together instead of living in houses located at
random. ... A rule of residence, however, would pro-
duce lineages whose houses would fit the archaeological
facts. Archaeologists have frequently called these ‘clan
houses,’ but this must not be understood to mean clan in
the Hopi sense [Steward 1937:99].
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Defensive needs, indigenous population growth, or
movement of new groups into an area could cause mul-
tiple lineages to settle together. If these kin groups
attempted to maintain real or fictive kinship ties and
exogamy, clans would automatically result, and these
would rapidly become nonlocalized. (Parsons [1940]
discusses how difficult it would be for a growing kin
group to maintain residential proximity, especially inan
aggregated settlement). The development of clans is not
inevitable, as illustrated by their weakness or absence
in the Eastern Pueblos (Steward 1937:99).

Steward (1937) interpreted the unit pueblo kiva as an
important element in the ceremonial integration of the
localized lineage. Accepting the generally favored view
that communal pueblos post-dated the small houses, he
suggested that “the formerly separated small groups. ..
do not lose their social and ceremonial integrity” when
they begin to amalgamate in the Pueblo II period. In
Pueblo III and especially in Pueblo IV, however, the
decreasing ratio of kivas to rooms is interpreted as the
result of clan growth, perhaps by absorption of unre-
lated lineages, and eventually by the severing of the
clan-kiva link (though he recognizes that vestiges of
such a linkage remain ethnographically at Hopi). Stew-
ard does not specifically address the function of kivas
in historic Pueblo villages, but it is implied that the
reduction in kiva frequency and the severing of their
ties with descent groups is part of a general process by
which integration and political autonomy of the village
is enhanced at the expense of kin groups.

Rohn (1965, 1971) used the spatial patterning of
architectural elements to infer several levels of social
integration at Mug House, in Mesa Verde National Park.
Unlike previous workers, he specifically attempted to
avoid inferring kinghip-based groupings such as “clan”
and “lineage” from the spatial arrangements of facili-
ties that he observed. He argued that the archaeological
patterns reflected not kinship patterns per se, but

the durable remains of domestic cooperation. ... It is
this sharing of material goods and the cooperation in-
volved in satisfying the needs and wants of all the
individuals concerned that may be reflected in archaeo-
logical remains. Thus the prehistorian may discern
traces of groups that can be called socioeconomic, that
is, their cohesion probably rests on sociological factors,
but their recognition by the archaeologist depends on
cooperative economic behavior [Rohn 1965:65].

Rohn (1965:65) used “the juxtaposition of rooms
with different functions, building sequences, patterns
of movement indicated by doorway locations, and the
placement of hearths and other domestic features” to
establish different levels of interaction and hence of
inferred grouping. The smallest unit was the room suite,
considered to be the facilities used by a household.
Room suites were clusters of walled spaces that in-
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cluded at least one dwelling room, several storage
rooms, a small outdoor work area, and sometimes a
sleeping or work room. The functional classification of
spaces depended on patterned differences among struc-
tures in size, location, and floor and wall features.
Specific groupings of spaces into suites were based on
proximity, interconnections inferred from doorway ori-
entations, evidence that structures were built or remod-
eled together, and in some cases, on formal similarities
in details of construction,

The second level of grouping was the “habitation
unit,” a term used by Bullard (1962) to refer to the
association of a small number of surface rooms with a
pit house or kiva. Rohn (1965:67) notes that this unit
equates roughly to Prudden’s “unit-type pueblo” and to
Fewkes’ (1909) “courtyard unit.” Rohn did not corre-
late a specific kind of socioeconomic unit with this
architectural/archaeological unit, but suggested that

. whatever sort of kin grouping occupied the old
habitation units, it was undergoing modification during
the Pueblo III occupation of Mug House, and has either
passed out of existence since then, or has been modified

further so it no longer affects site layout [Rohn
1965:68].

A third level of grouping was recognized on the basis
of aligned doorless house walls that separated Mug
House into two parts. Rohn (1965:69) suggests that this
may reflect “some form of dual social division™ but
does not elaborate on this idea. A final level of social
grouping is the community, which consists of Mug
House, several nearby smaller sites, and facilities such
as a water catchment that was probably used jointly by
the residents of the several settlements that comprised
the community.

Rohn’s study of Chapin Mesa, which was completed
as a dissertation in the early 1960s but not published
until 1977, also includes some pioneering Southwestern
applications of community pattern analysis. Rohn de-
lineates communities on the basis of clusters of contem-
poraneous sites, most of which also display evidence of
shared economic facilities (e.g., water catchment/distri-
bution systems) and/or ceremonial facilities (e.g., a
Great Kiva or bi-wall structure). Large sites, such as
Cliff Palace, are interpreted as having provided some of
the ceremonial facilities used by smaller outlying set-
tlements that were part of the community.

Dean (1969, 1970) also analyzed the spatial pattern-
ing of functionally different structures in Pueblo III
cliff dwellings to arrive at inferences about community
organization and integration. Unlike the Mesa Verde
sites studied by Rohn, the Tsegi Phase Kayenta cliff
dwellings Dean studied displayed no intermediate level
of grouping between the room cluster (household) and
the settlement (village). Kivas were relatively rare, and
there was a “lack of spatial or architectural relation-
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ships between kivas and subvillage residence units,”
i.e., specific room clusters (Dean 1970:165). From this,
he inferred that kivas “must have been associated with
some sort of nonlocalized social unit that included
members of a number of households” (Dean 1970:165).
The involvement of such dispersed groups in ritual
would have strengthened village-level integration
(Dean 1970:166), as it does in ethnographically known
Western Pueblo communities.

Other architectural data, used in conjunction with
tree-ring dates on structural beams, provided evidence
of patterns of integration:

Dendrochronological analyses show that tree-cutting at
Betatakin was a communal rather than an individual or
household activity [Dean 1969:80]. The construction of
large community structures . . . [also] required the coor-
dinated efforts of large groups of people [Dean
1970:168].

Differences in patterns of integration between the
two large cliff dwellings—Betatakin and Kiet Siel—
were also noted. The stockpiling of timbers prior to
construction, the pattern of its growth, and the homoge-
neity of its architecture indicated that Betatakin “was a
unified ‘community’ throughout its history, whereas
Kiet Siel was a frequently changing assemblage of his-
torically unrelated households or fragments of other
communities” (Dean 1970:168). The lack of Great
Kivas or of formal spatial relationships among sites
indicated to Dean that there were no strong structural
relationships among villages. However, the Tsegi vil-
lages “were probably linked into a loosely defined
‘community’ by a network of informal ties based on
trade, interpersonal relations, intermarriage, and conti-
guity” (Dean 1970:169).

In the analysis of Turkey Creek Pueblo discussed
above, Lowell (1988) used wall construction events and
patterns of redundant association among functionally
different room types to infer the presence of both house-
hold and suprahousechold residential groups. Further-
more, the settlement could be divided into two main
architectural blocks, both of which adjoined a Great
Kiva and plaza. The two previously-discussed groups
of “kiva rooms” were positioned so as to link each of
the two main roomblocks with the Great Kiva. Lowell
(1988) interpreted this configuration as indicating a
possible dual division of the settlement as well as a
village level of social integration.

As discussed above, artifactual data have generally
been used to develop functional classifications of archi-
tectural spaces in pueblos, or to infer the activities that
took place in these spaces. In the 1960s, Hill (1966,
1970) and Longacre (1964, 1966, 1970) launched an
ambitious attempt to use the distributions of artifacts
and ecofacts as direct indicators of the distribution and
composition of social groups at prehistoric pueblos, in
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conjunction with spatial analysis of variation in archi-
tecture and features. The basic approach was to distin-
guish various blocks of rooms within the pueblos by the
occurrence in them of distinctive constellations of vari-
ables that ranged from ceramic types and design ele-
ments to other artifact or feature types. The room
clusters thus defined were then interpreted as the areas
occupied by residence groups (Hill 1966) or localized
descent groups (Longacre 1964). Comparison of organ-
izational patterns at the Carter Ranch Pueblo (Longacre
1964, 1970) with those at the later Broken K Pueblo
(Hill 1966, 1970) plus consideration of other settlement
data from the region led to inferences about changes in
modes of social integration (Longacre 1966; Hill 1966).
Increasing aggregation of the population into larger
villages, the appearance of Great Kivas, the decreasing
ratio of kivas to rooms, increased size of residence
groups, the tendency for architectural style to become
more homogeneous, and the possibility that Broken K
artifact distributions indicated some degree of localized
production and exchange of goods all were taken to
indicate an increasing scale and intensity of social inte-
gration, both within and between villages, perhaps in
response to increasing climatic variability and subsis-
tence risk (Longacre 1966; Hill 1966). This work has
been challenged repeatedly on the basis of the adequacy
of the statistical methods employed (Lischka 1975;
Dumond 1977) and of the concepts used to model social
organization and link it to archaeological variables
(Allen and Richardson 1971; Stanislawski 1973, 1977).
Hill and Longacre also do not appear to have taken
sufficient account of the patterning introduced by pro-
cesses of roomblock growth and remodeling (Wilcox
1988) and assemblage formation (Schiffer 1987:323-
338). Nevertheless, the ambitious and imaginative na-
ture of the work, and the attempt to apply new
quantitative methods to the study of social organiza-
tion, had a powerful and largely positive effect on a
generation of archacologists in the Southwest and else-
where.

Southwestern archaeologists also have attempted to
use differences in architectural scale or elaboration
among buildings as an indicator of the degree of status
differentiation or sociopolitical hierarchy in pueblo
communities. As compared with the structures used by
“ordinary” households or communities, the facilities of
leaders and high status groups are expected to display
more living and storage space per capita, higher invest-
ment in construction, and more ostentatious facades
(Lightfoot and Feinman 1979; Lightfoot 1984; Lipe
1986; Kane 1986; Lipe and Kane 1986; Orcutt and
Blinman 1987; Wilson 1989).

Recent Southwestern literature presents widely dif-
fering interpretations of the sociopolitical complexity
of prehistoric Southwestern pueblo groups in the
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Pueblo III and IV periods (e.g., Upham 1982, 1985;
Upham and Plog 1986; Plog 1983; Graves et al. 1982;
Whittlesey 1984; Reid 1985). There is general agree-
ment, however, that in the Pueblo II and early Pueblo
ITI period, the “Chaco Phenomenon” (Cordell
1984:246-274; Judge 1979) exhibited a more complex
social organization than either earlier or later Pueblo
societies. Schelberg, for example, recognizes a three-
tiered administrative hierarchy among settlements hav-
ing Chacoan “Great Houses,” and proposes a level of
sociopolitical complexity “similar to that of the chief-
dom” (Schelberg 1984). Much of the discussion of
Chacoan social organization revolves around the social
implications of the Great House architecture. These
buildings differ markedly in scale, planning, labor in-
vestment, and ostentation from the smaller, more typi-
cal Anasazi scttlements that are generally associated
with them (Marshall et al. 1979; Lekson 1984; Powers
1984; Schelberg 1984; Toll 1985; Sebastian 1988). Al-
though the evidence for actual social stratification ap-
pears weak (Johnson 1984) this was clearly “not an
acephelous society” (Sebastian 1988:59). Sebastian
(1988) argues that Chacoan Great House architecture
was developed by emerging leaders in the tenth century
A.D. as part of a competitive stiategy Lo attract followers
by sharing stored food in times of low agricultural
production. The increasingly monumental Great
Houses of the eleventh century, on the other hand, were
part of a strategy by which leadership groups institu-
tionalized their positions, perhaps by asserting control
of the relationship between society and the supernatural
world.

Another aspect of the Chacoan built environment
with implications for social integration is the system of
roads that evidently linked “Chacoan Outlier” sites with
Chaco Canyon, and to some extent with one another,
over an area nearly 200 km. in diameter (Marshall et al.
1979; Kincaid 1983; Powers et al. 1983; Betancourt et
al. 1986; Nials et al. 1987). The roads provide the most
convincing evidence that Chacoan social organization
had a regional dimension. Evidence that thousands of
building timbers were transported more than 75 km.
from highland areas to Chaco Canyon (Betancourt et al.
1986) also convincingly documents the scale of
Chacoan regional organization and a degree of work
planning and control not found in earlier or later An-
asazi developments,

Artifacts and Social Integration

Artifacts are used in the interpretation of almost all
archaeological sites; in this sense, of course, any dis-
cussion of social organization and integration includes
the study of artifacts. However, at least five general
classes of artifactual evidence can be identified that are
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used more directly in research on social organization
and integration in the Southwest. These are grave
goods, ceramic vessel form and disposal pattern, ritual
objects, style, and exchange. With the exception of
grave goods, all are used in the analytical papers in this
volume.

Mortuary analysis is often an excellent means of
studying various aspects of prehistoric social organiza-
tion. Although burial descriptions are standard in many
Southwestern site reports, studies of burial treatment
and grave goods in relation to social organization have
been limited. The Pueblo III burials at the Rainbow
Bridge Site 568 were interred with a relatively rich
assemblage of artifacts. In her reanalysis of the mate-
rial, Crotty (1983:60) argued that the “preferential
treatment accorded senior women almost certainly de-
notes social organization based on tracing descent
through the maternal line,” and that differential treat-
ment within age and sex categories indicates a degree
of stratification not necessarily unlike that of the West-
ern Pueblo clan system. Using mortuary data from
Chaco Canyon, Akins (1986) argued that three levels of
burials (differentiated on the basis of location as well
as grave goods) indicate three levels of social rank.
Mortuary data are also used in the debate over sociopo-
litical complexity in the Mogollon area. In her analysis
of the large and well-preserved burial population of
Grasshopper Pueblo, Whittlesey (1984, summarizing
her 1978 dissertation) argues that differential mortuary
treatment can be attributed to age and sex differences
and to membership in religious societies such as those
known from ethnographic pueblos. However, her con-
clusions are disputed by F. Plog (summarized in Upham
and Plog 1986). He and other researchers working at
Nuvakwewtaqa argue that the mortuary remains at that
site, though badly disturbed, support their model of a
society in which access to resources was restricted and
controlled by a decision-making elite (Upham 1982;
Upham and Plog 1986).

The use and disposal of certain sizes and forms of
ceramic vessels can provide information about the con-
text of use, including the size of the group and the
occasion. Toll (1985) interprets the enormous quantity
of ceramics in the trash mound at Pueblo Alto in Chaco
Canyon as the remains deposited by large gatherings,
possibly at harvest feasts. Turner and Lofgren (1966)
use serving bowl and cooking jar sizes to estimate
prehistoric household size, and they suggest that very
large jars, common only after A.D. 900, were made for
gatherings of more than one household and therefore
were associated with the evolution of kivas. Blinman
uses both lines of evidence here to support his model of
prehistoric “potlucks.” Bowl:jar ratios (there are rela-
tively more bowls at sites with oversized pit structures)
and cooking jar size (large cooking jars are not associ-
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ated with oversized pit structures) suggest that food was
prepared elsewhere and brought to gatherings at the
oversized pit structures.

Archaeologists have long identified special or ritual
objects in their collections. Despite the time-honored
joke—if it looks weird and it’s not obviously func-
tional, it must be a ritual object—many researchers
have used great care in their interpretations. Ellis
(1967) in her study of tcamahias, and Vivian et al.
(1978) in their study of wooden artifacts used very
careful and detailed ethnographic analogy in their argu-
ments, Vivian et al. concluded that the wooden artifacts
were probably not altars but were used in some sort of
public dramatization, and Ellis argued that at least some
of the tcamahias were symbolic of the supernatural.
Others emphasize the need for contextual information
in interpretations of unusual objects (see Bradley
1988). The special nature of Chaco cylinder jars is
suggested not only by their shape but also by their
distribution—most were found in unique contexts in
Pueblo Bonito (Neitzel 1985). Finally, archaeologists
have noted certain attributes that may indicate the spe-
cial, possibly ritual, roles of certain artifacts. These
attributes include the labor invested in the production
and painting and/or the symbolic meaning of certain
wares and design styles (e.g., polychromes [Feinman et
al. 1981] or fine hachure [Neitzel 1985; Windes 1984]).
In this volume Varien and Lightfoot (Chapter 6) exam-
ine the distribution of possible special artifacts across
the Duckfoot site, Wilshusen (Chapter 7) examines the
marks left by the use of ritual objects (prayer sticks and
altars like those known ethnographically from rituals),
while Hegmon (Chapter 9) and Plog (Chapter 10) both
consider the attributes of ceramics that might indicate
a special role in ritual.

A historical review of style studies shows that re-
searchers are developing increasingly detailed under-
standings of why people make and use style and how
style relates to social organization. Early studies in the
Southwest and elsewhere basically equated groups of
similar traits—including ceramic style and technology
as well as architectural forms—with cultures or ethnic
affiliations. Kidder (1924:343), observing contractions
in zones of architectural and ceramic similarity, con-
cluded that Pueblo culture “passed through an early
phase of wide territorial expansion marked by great
uniformity of culture. It then drew in upon itself and
enjoyed a period of efflorescence characterized by
strong specialization in different branches.” Colton
used ceramics as primary evidence in his work to delin-
cate Prehistoric Culture Units and Their Relationships
in Northern Arizona (Colton 1939). For example, a
phase—recognized in large part on the basis of ceram-
ics—"“is a concept of the culture of an Indian tribe
during a short period of its history” (Colton 1953:68).
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In the 1960s researchers began looking in more detail
at stylistic similarities and differences (primarily in
painted designs on ceramics), and thus were able to
make more detailed inferences about social organiza-
tion. In the tradition of the New Archaeology these
researchers rejected the equation of traits with culture.
However, their explanation of stylistic variation was
little changed from earlier decades, except that style
was equated with interaction instead of culture—"the
smaller and more closely tied the social aggregate, the
more details of design would be shared” (Longacre
1970:28). Clusters of design elements were used to
identify uxorilocal residence units (if women were the
potters) within a community, and at Carter Ranch these
units were associated with kivas (Hill 1970b; Longacre
1970). Studies of stylistic similarity and homogeneity
were also used to study interaction between communi-
ties (Leone 1968; Tuggle 1970).

Following soon after were other studies that found
fault with nearly every aspect of the early attempts at
“ceramic sociology,” including the assumption that
styles were passed from mother to daughter
(Stanislawski 1973), the statistical methods used (Plog
1978a, 1978b), and lack of control of factors such as
ceramic exchange that could affect the distribution of
styles (Plog 1980a, 1980b). However, the initial studies
and the criticisms that followed prompted further re-
search that focused on two general classes of questions.
First, why do people paint their pottery and create these
different styles? Second, what are the variables of style
most appropriate for study?

The first question represented a fairly radical theo-
retical change from the earlier studies. Drawing from
the information exchange theory of Wobst (1977) re-
searchers considered style to have a function as a means
of transmitting information (Plog 1980a). That is, pre-
historic people did not just passively accept the style of
those around them; rather, they actively used style to
convey information about their social position and
group affiliation. Thus, style could actually be used to
establish social networks and increase social integra-
tion. Braun and Plog (1982:514-515) interpreted the
development of regional stylistic traditions, increasing
stylistic similarity between communities, and increas-
ing community homogeneity as evidence for “increas-
ing supralocal cooperation and social integration”
indicative of the development of regional tribal social
networks. Graves (1982) found that Plog’s model of
style change based on the information exchange theory
did not fully explain design style variation in White
Mountain Red Ware; however, Graves also posited an
active role for style in symbolizing group affiliation in
exchange networks. Hegmon (1986) argued that in-
creases in stylistic diversity on Black Mesa indicated
an increase in information exchange, and thus a
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strengthening of the socially integrative network. She
uses similar reasoning in her paper in this volume
(Chapter 9), where she argues that the relatively great
stylistic diversity in ceramics associated with oversized
pit structures can be attributed to information exchange
at gatherings of socially distant persons.

As style came to be used to address more and more
detailed questions about prehistoric social organiza-
tion, more attention was given to methods for classify-
ing and analyzing style. The studies are voluminous,
and here we give only examples at either end of the
spectrum. Some researchers advocate a hierarchical at-
tribute-based approach that can be systematically ap-
plied to sherds (Plog 1980a; Redman 1978; Hantman et
al. 1984). This approach is used in the paper by
Hegmon. In contrast, Washburn (1977; Washburn and
Matson 1985) advocates the analysis of design struc-
ture, particularly symmetry, which often can only be
analyzed on whole vessels, but is argued to be more
culturally sensitive than separate elements. Another ap-
proach, explicitly focused on social processes, is the
production step measure of Feinman et al. (1981). This
measure does not analyze design style as such, but it
provides a means of quantifying the effort entailed in
making different kinds of ceramics and thus identifying
more highly valued (generally more elaborate) ceram-
ics. In this volume neither Plog nor Hegmon use the
production step measure, but they do attempt to identify
special ritual-associated ceramics based on design attri-
butes (the Dogozshi style, and design formality and
neatness).

Finally, in what we regard as a very encouraging
development, researchers have begun to agree that there
are many correct answers to both the above questions.
That is, people make and use style for different reasons,
some more active than others; and many kinds of stylis-
tic analyses can be used to answer a variety of ques-
tions. Plog (1989) found that some patterns of stylistic
variation could be best explained as the product of rote
learning (isochrestic variation [see Sackett 1985;
Wiessner 1985:161]) while other patterns indicate more
active use of stylistic symbols in information exchange.
Kintigh (1985) suggested that some stylistic attributes
might be produced by intentional symbolism and others
(possibly more subtle attributes) produced by shared
learning contexts. F. Plog (1983) argued that some at-
tributes (including ceramic technology and corrugation
styles) distinguish small localities while others (types
and wares as well as architectural styles) distinguish
provinces and sometimes social alliances that drew rel-
atively autonomous villages “into a larger, overarching
social and economic organization” (1983:323; see also
Cordell and Plog 1979; Upham 1982). Hegmon’s paper
in this volume examines different aspects of style (de-
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sign diversity, formality, and neatness) as indications of
both information exchange and ritual use of ceramics.

Exchange and style are closely interrelated in studies
of social organization. Not only must exchange be un-
derstood or controlled for in stylistic analyses, but both
are part of the same general social processes. That is,
both play a role in social interaction; style can be seen
as information exchange, and material exchange can
help to disseminate stylistic information. Beginning
with the pioneering work of Shepard (1942, 1965)
Southwestern archaeologists have studied the material
properties of artifacts to determine where they were
produced (or at least to identify groups of artifacts that
appear to have been produced in the same place) and
thus to investigate patterns of prehistoric exchange and
their relationship to social organization and economy.
Not all such studies find evidence for exchange, how-
ever. In their analysis of obsidian in New Mexico,
Findlow and Bolognese (1982) concluded that much of
the archaeological distribution could be explained by
direct access procurement rather than exchange. Anal-
yses of Salado Polychromes (widespread in 14th Cen-
tury Mogollon sites) indicate that the style and
manufacturing technology were shared over a large
area, but the vessels themselves were not widely ex-
changed; instead, evidence indicates they were locally
produced (Crown and Bishop 1987; Danson and Wal-
lace 1956).

In two areas widely separated by time and space,
evidence of exchange demonstrated that communities
were not as isolated as some had thought. Shepard
(1942, 1965) and later Warren’s (1969) work with
Pueblo IV Rio Grande Glaze Wares demonstrated a high
degree of productive specialization, exchange, and eco-
nomic interdependence between villages. Chipped
stone and ceramic evidence similarly demonstrated
inter- and intraregional exchange in central and north-
ern Arizona (Plog 1980b; 1986). Braun and Plog (1982)
suggest that an increase in exchange intensity (greater
volume, shorter distance), in conjunction with the de-
velopment of zones of stylistic similarity, indicates an
increase in regional integration. In Chapter 10 of this
volume, Plog draws from these studies of exchange and
finds that imported red and orange wares are strongly
associated with sites with ceremonial structures. Blin-
man (Chapter 8) similarly finds an association of im-
ported red wares and sites with oversized pit structures.

Finally, the exchange and movement of goods have
also been used in interpretations of political organiza-
tion and arguments for prehistoric social complexity. A
large proportion of ceramics in Chaco Canyon during
the Classic Bonito Phase were tempered with sanidine
basalt from the Chuska area approximately 80 km. west
of Chaco Canyon. “The co-occurrence of Chuska ce-
ramics in Chaco Canyon and Chaco sites in the Chuska
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Valley suggests that there may have been some Chaco-
based organization of, or control over, ceramic manu-
facture in the Chuska Valley” (Toll et al. 1980). Upham
and others (Upham et al. 1981; Upham 1982) argue that
certain relatively labor-intensive ceramic wares (deter-
mined according to the production step measure) were
centrally produced and tend to be found only on larger
sites, suggesting restricted access to the material and
control by a managerial elite. They suggest that this
ceramic exchange may have symbolized political alli-
ances in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries (Upham
1982:157). However, at least for the Jeddito Alliance,
evidence for centrally controlled production is ques-
tionable, since clay composition analysis shows that
Jeddito Yellow Wares (in the Hopi Mesas area) were
produced at several villages, and there is no evidence
of centrally controlled resources within the villages
(Bishop et al. 1988).

Artifacts are powerful evidence in studies of social
integration and other topics. The studies in this volume
demonstrate this power and also demonstrate the impor-
tance of interpreting the artifacts in context. Study of
vessel form, exchange, and style are all closely linked,
as is shown in the papers by Blinman, Hegmon and
Plog. Furthermore, interpretations of artifacts and the
architectural contexts where they are found are closely
linked, as is shown most directly by Varien and Light-
foot and generally by all the papers in this volume.
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Ritual Facilities and Social Integration in

Nonranked Societies

Michael A. Adler

Archaeological investigators of Anasazi architecture generally assume that kivas served primarily as a
context for ritual activity above the household level. This paper approaches that assumption through a
cross-cultural survey of socially integrative architecture among nonstratified societies. Questions consid-
ered are: (1) Is the presence or absence of an integrative facility dependent upon the scale or population
of the host community? (2) What range of activities is carried out in the facility? (3) What portion of the
society has access to the integrative facility? Aspects of social organizational theory are found to be helpful
in interpreting the generalized observations on integrative facilities. Finally, the resulting insights are
applied to data on prehistoric and historic kivas.

Introduction

ebate over the function and variability of prehis-

toric Anasazi kivas has been a major topic in
Southwestern archaeology since the first subterranean
round rooms were described (Fewkes 1896; Mindeleff
1891). Throughout the kiva debate, the primary data
used for explanatory approaches to kiva function have
been drawn from ethnographic reports of historic East-
ern and Western Pueblo groups (e.g., Cater and
Chenault 1988; Davis and Winkler 1975; Hawley
1950). However, it is evident that our continuing depen-
dence upon ethnographic and archaeological data from
the southwestern United States has limited our under-
standing of kiva function, including the possible use of
kivas as socially integrative facilities. I propose that
our interpretation of the evolution and function of An-
asazi and Pueblo kivas should be informed by a broader
understanding of the organizational role played by so-
cially integrative facilities in other societies.

The first part of this paper attempts to develop this
broader perspective through an ethnographic survey of
integrative facilities utilized by nonranked societies. As
used here, a socially integrative facility is a structure or
prepared space socially acknowledged as a context for
integration of individuals above the family level. The
theory of scalar stress (Johnson 1978, 1982, 1983,

1988), which addresses various human responses to the
stresses of controlling information and decision-mak-
ing, is used here to help explain structural and func-
tional variability observed in ethnographic examples of
integrative facility use. Results of this approach suggest
that within relatively small, politically nonstratified
communities, integrative facilities remain generalized
in use. That is, they commonly serve as a context for
both secular and ritual activities. However, as the size
of the interacting community increases, certain socially
integrative facilities tend to be constructed and used
almost exclusively for ritual activities.

The final part of this paper relates these observations
on integrative structure use to data on prehistoric and
historic kivas in the southwestern United States. It is
proposed that prior to A.D. 1300, small prehistoric kivas
of the northern San Juan region served as loci for both
secular and sacred socially integrative activities. How-
ever, prehistoric Great Kivas and historic Pueblo kivas
appear to be more similar to specialized ritual facilities.

The Ethnographic Sample

Twenty-eight cultures were included in this study
(Table 1). The cultures are located in four geographical
areas, namely North America (n = 7), South America
(n = 8), New Guinea/Oceania (n = 10), and Africa
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(n = 3). This does not pretend to be a representative
sample of sedentary and semisedentary small-scale so-
cieties, but serves as the basis for a preliminary study
to which more societies can be added. Because this
body of ethnographic data was collected to aid our
understanding of prehistoric and historic kivas, all so-
cieties included in this initial ethnographic survey lie
outside the Eastern and Western Pueblo regions. Data
from the Human Relations Area Files (HRAF) served as
a starting point for the collection of ethnographic data,
and subsequent research incorporated ethnographic lit-
erature not included in the HRAF.

Several criteria were used to select the cultures in-
cluded in this survey, and to assemble the relevant
criteria. First, the societies are nonhierarchical in socio-
political structure: that is, they are “tribal” (For recent
syntheses of tribal societies see Braun and Plog 1982;
Feinman and Neitzel 1984; Johnson and Earle 1987). As
defined here, tribal or nonranked societies exhibit sus-
tained political autonomy at or below the community
level, though communities do sporadically integrate
into larger intercommunity groups for defense, ritual or
other purposes.

Second, these groups are sedentary for at least part
of each year. Since my objective is to examine the
mechanisms of ritual and secular integration above the
family level and below the level of the politically inte-
grated region, only groups inhabiting sedentary com-
munities for at least part of every year were included in
this study. Following the lead of other comparative
studies of community organization (Murdock 1949;
Murdock and Wilson 1972), a community is the maxi-
mum number of people who reside together and have
regular, face-to-face interaction.

Third, population estimates had to be available. Be-
cause the size of the largest community in each society
is a significant variable here, a number of estimates
were sought for each society. Ethnographic data on
community population were sometimes quite variable.
When there was a great deal of variance in population
estimates, the most commonly cited figure for the larg-
est community was used. This has probably resulted in
conservative estimates for the size of the largest com-
munities in each society.

Finally, when the above criteria were met, data on
the presence, size and use of socially integrative facil-
ities were sought. An integrative facility is a structure
or prepared space socially acknowledged as a context
for daily or episodic integration of individuals above
the family level. Examples are dance houses, sudato-
ries, clan houses, plaza structures and men’s houses. I
use the term “socially integrative facility” rather than
“ritnally integrative facility” because, as I stress later,
we should pay attention to the degree to which nonritual
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activities occur in those spaces also used for ritual
integration.

I also define two types of integrative facilities in this
paper. Because different integrative facilities are used
by various communities and parts of communities, I use
the term “low-level facility” in describing those facili-
ties that serve to integrate only a portion of a commu-
nity. In contrast, high-level facilities are utilized for
social activities involving groups from multiple low-
level facilities. High-level facilities can integrate
groups from one community or from a number of sepa-
rate communities.

Variability in Tribal Integrative
Facilities

In order to understand the organizational role of so-
cially integrative facilities, the relationship of facility
size and use to group size is investigated. The study is
aimed at answering two major questions. First, how is
the size of the local community related to the presence
and size of integrative facilities? Second, why is there
a wide range of activities associated with some facili-
ties but not with others?

Presence of Integrative Facilities

Based upon this sample, community size does not seem
to dictate presence or absence of socially integrative
facilities. Of the 28 groups investigated, 22 utilized a
structurally separate communal building. Integrative
facilities are present in communities of all sizes (Figure
1, Table 1), from those with several families (Tareumiut
and Yuman) to those with hundreds of families
(Arapesh). As a generalization, communities that are
sedentary for even a few months contain integrative
facilities. These facilities serve as important foci to
organize and disseminate material resources and infor-
mation.

The several exceptions to this generalization are also
informative. Where separate integrative facilities are
not present in a community, plazas, dance arcas or
temporary plazas are often utilized for integrative ac-
tivities above the family level. The Tallensi, Timbira,
and Yanomamo all use plazas as integrative spaces, but
lack structures that serve as integrative facilities.
Though this paper does not include plazas in subsequent
comparisons, plaza areas should certainly be consid-
ered integrative facilities. Johnson and Earle
(1987:table 11) note that dance grounds are character-
istic of local groups, further supporting the broad pres-
ence of integrative facilities on the community level.

Societies in which the entire community resides in a
single longhouse also seem to fall outside the general
pattern, since they have no separate structures that
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Table 1: Ethnographic Data.

Domestic Integrative
Mean Number Use Facility Facility

Village Integrative Group Size Size

Population Facilities Size (m?) (m?)
Arapesh 250 1 250 30 220M
Arapesh-x — 500+ - 250+
Baktaman 250 8 30 34 46
Bororo 200 1 200 72L 190M
Buka 250? ? 2 M?
Dogon 210 7 30 37 36
Elema 500 3 150 35 186M
Elema-x - 300 - 280
Etoro 75 1 75 140L T0L*
Fang 250 5 50 20 60
Gt. Basin 75 3 25 37 41
Jivaro 300 1 300? 300L L¥
Kiwai 250 2 100? 300L 3007M
Maidu 175 7 25 70 33
Maidu-x — 350 - 90
Mandan 320 8 40 70 51
Mandan-x — 600 — 180
Maring 100 ? ? M
Mundurucu 200 1 200 68L 200M
Nambiquara 50? 1 50? 40 P
New Ireland 220 7 30 30 50
N. Pomo 150 6 25 14 30
N. Pomo-x — 300 L 170
Orokaiva 150 6 25 25 30
Orokaiva-x — 300 — 140
Sherente 200 ? ? M
Tallensi 300 ? ? D
Tapirape 200 1 200 90L 180M
Tareumiut 100 5 20 23 37
Timbira 200 ? 20 P
Wogeo 100 1 100 32 45M
Yanomamo 150 ? 80?7 P
Yuman 150 4 35 24 54
Yurok 200 9 22 14 40
Yurok-x - 400 - 170?

? = Significant uncertainty in estimate

P = Plaza used for integrative activity — no separate structures present

M = Men's house and integrative facility

D = Dance ground used as area for integrative activity

L = Longhouse domestic facilities

L* = Etoro and Jivaro longhouses have a partitioned area for male use only
x = High-level socially integrative facility — integrates low-level use groups

4: RITUAL FACILILITIES
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serve as socially integrative facilities, However, ethno-
graphic accounts of these groups often describe sec-
tions of the longhouse that are set aside as meeting
places, dance areas, or men’s sections. In these cases,
the space used for social integration has been incorpo-
rated into the groups’ living quarters. The Etoro, Jivaro
and Nambiquara utilize this type of communal housing
(Table 1).

Integrative Structure Use

There are indications in the data that some facilities are
meant to be used by entire communities (high-level
facilities), and other facilities (low-level) serve smaller
portions of a community. In view of the range of varia-
tion in socially integrative facilities, it is logical to ask
whether certain activities are related to the various
types.

A listing of the activities carried out in each facility
would be too massive an undertaking. Instead, I focus
on two categories, ritual and nonritual. The reason for
using them is obvious, since one of the driving ques-
tions behind this collection of papers is to what extent
kivas were utilized for ritual and/or domestic activities.
By tabulating the presence or absence of five ritual and
five nonritual activities for each facility, broader pat-
terns of facility use can be applied to our current kiva
dilemma.

Nonritual activities include cooking, informal visit-
ing, eating daily meals, sleeping and craft production.
Ritual activities include meetings of societies and so-
dalities, initiation rites, group-sponsored activities
(such as dances), multivillage ceremonial activities,
and storage of ritual items. For example, the Mandan
medicine lodge is used for only one secular activity
(eating) and three ritual activities (moiety meetings,
initiation rites, and multivillage ceremonial activities).

These two categories of activities are certainly not
mutually exclusive. For example, eating and cooking
often occur in a ritual context. They were added to the
nonritual side of the graph only when it was clear that
these two activities occurred in the facility on a daily
basis.

When we look at the overall trends in facility use
(Figure 2), most low-level integrative structures (n =
17) fall into the class I call “generalized-use facilities.”
By generalized use, I mean that the structures are used
as often for day-to-day domestic activities as they are
for ritual activities. In fact, ritually integrative activi-
ties generally occur a minority of the time these more
general-use integrative facilities are in use.

Within this sample, relatively few structures (n = 7)
are used primarily for integrative ritual. It is significant
that all facilities primarily housing ritual activities are
high-level integrative facilities. It is also notable that
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high-level facilities are not the only contexts for ritual
activity. Ritual also takes place in generalized-use, low-
level facilities (Figure 2). However, high-level facili-
ties are conspicuous for their lack of use in nonritual
activities, We will return to this point later.

A strong relationship is also evident between facility
use and the number of facilities present in the settle-
ment (Figure 2, Table 1). The dominant pattern through-
out this sample is that multiple low-level facilities are
found in each community. A portion of the community
uses them for both nonritual and ritual activities, so
they are considered general-use integrative facilities. In
contrast, high-level facilities serve larger groups than
low-level facilities and are a context for the integration
of groups from multiple low-level facilities. In some
cases high-level facilities integrate groups from more
than one community. The range of activities in high-
level facilities is relegated almost exclusively to ritual
activities.

There are cases that do not fit the simple dichotomy
of high-level and low-level facilities. Several societies
in this study have a single integrative facility per settle-
ment used as a men's house (Arapesh, Bororo, Etoro,
Jivaro, Mundurucu, Tapirape, Wogeo in Table 1), and
these facilities appear to double as both low- and high-
level facilities. However, when ethnographic descrip-
tions are available, many of these community structures
are described as internally “partitioned.” That is, differ-
ent moiety or clan groups are associated with architec-
turally or socially demarcated arcas within the single
structure. So, in an organizational sense, it may be that
we can treat these singular integrative facilities as mul-
tiple low-level facilities housed under a single roof.
Added support for this interpretation comes from the
fact that when they are present in these cultures (five of
seven cases), domiciliary long houses are generally
internally partitioned, and each longhouse houses sev-
eral family groups (Table 1),

The Theoretical Approach

To help explain some of the variability in these data, I
have drawn upon a body of anthropological theory that
addresses the social organization of information and
decision-making in human societies (Carneiro 1967;
Ember 1963; Flannery 1972; Moore 1983), focusing
most heavily upon the work of Gregory Johnson (1978,
1982, 1983). Johnson has studied common patterns in
organizational structure as they relate to overall popu-
lation size, social group size and social hierarchy. He
proposes that all human-groups face common organiza-
tional problems related to the stresses of controlling
information and making decisions. The size of consen-
sual decision-making organizations is limited by
humans’ capacities to process information. Groups
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Figure 1: Low-level integrative facility size (in m?), plotted against village population.

comprised of about two to six participants or subgroups
are the most efficient for decision-making. But, as the
number of individuals or decision-making units seeking
consensus exceeds this crucial limit of six, the diffi-
culty in arriving at a final decision increases exponen-
tially in relation to group size. This difficulty is what
Johnson (1982:394) terms scalar stress.

Scalar Stress

Johnson has used data from hunter-gatherer groups
(1982) and pastoral nomad groups (1983) to argue that
there are three major, but not mutually exclusive,
choices available for groups plagued by scalar stress.
First, groups can fission into smaller entities. Second,
groups can utilize a nonconsensual decision-making
hierarchy: that is, they can follow the dictates of a
leader. Finally, they can organize into a sequential hi-
erarchy, whereby groups of fairly equal size exist with-
out an institutionalized decision-making hierarchy.
Sequential hierarchies generally mitigate scalar
stress by increasing the operational size of the units that
must agree upon a decision. An example of such a
change is seen in !Kung San camps. During the rainy
season, when groups are dispersed, the !Kung nuclear
family is the basic decision-making unit, which John-
son calls the “basal unit.” However, when families ag-
gregate at water holes during the dry season, the larger
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extended family becomes the basal unit. Because each
basal unit participates in decision-making at the camp
level, an increase in basal unit size during the dry
season population aggregations decreases the potential
of scalar stress. When the size of the basal unit in-
creases, fewer total basal units have to participate in the
decision-making process (Johnson 1982:397).

Integrative Facilities and Scalar Stress

Scalar stress theory is well-suited to the present study
of socially integrative facilities. One of the defining
attributes of nonranked societies is that the process of
decision-making involves relatively more group-based
consensus than that seen in ranked societies. In my
application of the scalar stress theory to the present
data, I assume that socially integrative activities, in-
cluding ritual, often play an important role in the pro-
cess of decision-making and information control within
tribal societies. This does not mean that socially in-
tegrative activities serve as the only context within
which decisions are made, or that all activities in so-
cially integrative facilities involve decision-making.
Instead, I assume that they serve as one of several
potential contexts for information exchange and deci-
sion-making. As such, an investigation of the uses and
sizes of integrative facilities provides a suitable context
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within which to study social responses to the con-
straints of scalar stress.

Basal Units and Low-Level Facilities

Let us return to our discussion of the data with scalar
stress in mind. If socially integrative facilities are com-
mon in nonranked societies, the first question should
concern the relationship between community and in-
tegrative facility size.

According to Johnson, basal unit size should in-
crease as the size of the population aggregation in-
creases. If this is so, and if we assume that integrative
facilities are used by basal units, increases in basal unit
size should result in an increase in the size of integra-
tive structures. That is, as the scale of the sequentially
hierarchical system increases, the integrative structure
should expand to accommodate the larger organiza-
tional basal unit.

When we compare the size of low-level integrative
facilities with the size of the largest community, the
expected positive relationship between increased settle-
ment size and increased facility size is only weakly
borne out (Figure 1). This is consistent with Johnson’s
finding that overall community size is not a good indi-
cator of scalar stress (Johnson 1982:392). This is be-
cause decision-making basal units often operate below
the community level.

Stronger relationships exist between community
size, the size of the low-level integrative facility, and
the population of the group most intimately associated
with its use (Figures 3, 4a and 4b). This group, here
called the use-group, was derived by dividing the pop-
ulation of the largest community by the average number
of integrative facilities in the community. As commu-
nity size increases, there is an associated increase in the
size of groups using an integrative facility (Figure 3).
As might be expected, the size of the integrative facility
increases as the use-group increases in size. This rela-
tionship between use-group size and integrative struc-
ture size holds fairly well for those societies with
low-level facilities (Figure 4a), as well as with the
subset of these societies with more than one low-level
facility per settlement (Figure 4b). Again, these com-
parisons do not include high-level integrative facilities.

Thus, there is a positive relationship between com-
munity and use-group size. This follows Johnson's ar-
gument that the size of decision-making groups should
increase as possible scalar stress increases. Though
each individual group may experience more scalar
stress, the overall potential stress within the community
decreases. This is because an increase in the size of
decision-making units results in a decrease in the num-
ber of such groups in the community. As might be
expected, the concomitant increase in the size of low-
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level integrative facilities (Figure 4a and 4b) is neces-
sary to accommodate the increased size of the use-
groups.

High-Level Facilities and Social Integration

Although scalar stress theory predicts an increase in
basal unit size as community size increases, Johnson
notes that an upper size-limit probably exists for basal
units. However, even within this limited data set there
are integrative facilities serving several hundred indi-
viduals. Use-groups of this size are far larger than those
associated with low-level integrative facilities, and are
well beyond the size limit of effective basal unit size
postulated by Johnson. The lack of fit between the size
of high-level integrative facilities and their associated
use-groups is obvious in comparison to the low-level
integrative facilities (Figure 5).

If scalar stress places limits on effective informa-
tion-processing and decision-making, then how do
large integrative facilities function efficiently in the
face of potentially great scalar stress? One solution to
this quandary may be related to the variation in facility
use. It was noted above that the range of nonritual
activities in the facilities narrows as the size of the
use-group increases. Looking once again to theories of
human information-processing, there are good reasons
to associate greater ritual specialization with large ag-
gregations. Rappaport (1968, 1979), Turner (1969), and
others have proposed that ritual creates a context in
which a great deal of information can be disseminated
efficiently to large numbers of participants. This is
because ritual activity reduces some of the ambiguity
inherent in information exchange and decision-making,
making the information communicated much more dis-
tinct to those present. To reduce the variability and
“streamline” the messages being encoded, ritual in-
volves what Rappaport (1979:192) calls a “liturgical
order.”

Liturgical order refers to the relatively invariant se-
quence of acts and utterances found in ritual. For exam-
ple, as a ritual, a Catholic mass is organized to include
exceptional liturgical order. The mass has an estab-
lished agenda and is notable for its fixed formality. So,
in an organizational sense, a liturgical order in any
activity introduces significant redundancy into the in-
formation being exchanged. This redundancy facilitates
more effective communication within the social con-
text, since there is less room for innovation and error
(Rappaport 1979:178). As might be expected, effective
communication becomes increasingly important as the
number of participants (communicators) in a social
gathering grows.

I would propose that the ritual specialization of some
socially integrative facilities represents another facet of
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the “liturgical order.” By restricting access and use,
ritual specialization of integrative facilities creates a
space in which sacred activity is the only, or at least the
major, activity associated with its integrative function.
By codifying ways of doing things, ritual can more
clearly delineate what information and activity the pub-
lic can expect at the facility.

As an example, among the Elema of New Guinea
(Williams 1940), the largest eravo (men’s house) is
utilized for all settlement-wide and multivillage rituals.
Several characteristics mark the large eravo as special.
None of the smaller baupo eravo, or men’s houses, are
allowed within the plaza surrounding the great eravo.
Women are not allowed to live within close proximity
of the facility. This ordering of the integrative space
dictates a new, narrower range of possible activities and
information available in that context. This helps delin-
eate the range of socially pertinent information dissem-
inated within the ritually specialized context.

High-level facilities generally serve as fine exam-
ples of ritually integrative structures. That is, use of
high-level facilities is usually restricted to ritual activ-
ities or use by sanctioned individuals. It is significant
that this narrowing of activities and information is not
accomplished through an absolute increase in ritual
activities, but through a decrease in the secular activi-
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ties associated with them (Figure 2). While more gen-
eralized integrative structures are used for a wide range
of ritual and secular activities, ritually specialized
spaces are characterized by a decrease in the quotidian.
This specialization sets the facility apart as qualita-
tively different from the generalized facilities.

Ritually Integrative Facilities Revisited

When they are found in the ethnographic record, spe-
cialized ritually integrative facilities share some inter-
esting characteristics. First, these facilities are used
more sporadically than general-use integrative facili-
ties. Integrative rituals occur periodically in specialized
facilities, but the facilities are usually dormant, often
watched over by a custodian. Examples include the
Yurok dance house, the Mandan medicine lodge, and
the Baktaman cult house. In contrast, general-use in-
tegrative facilities are often used daily.

Second, when ritually specialized facilities are not
being used for large-scale integrative rituals, regular
use of the facility is generally restricted to small, exclu-
sive groups of sanctioned individuals. For example,
Ilahita Arapesh spirit houses are used exclusively by
males who have undergone several levels of sacred
initiation (Tuzin 1976,1980). This specialized men’s
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house is used regularly for meetings, cooking and con-
sumption of ritually sanctioned foods, and most impor-
tantly, the storage of secret ceremonial paraphernalia.
These spirit houses are located in a ceremonial hamlet,
and access is restricted to initiated men who can enter
only those plazas and structures associated with their
initiate grade. .

Finally, as mentioned above, ritually specialized fa-
cilities are associated with exceptionally large use-
groups, often including the members of several
interacting but separate communities. As noted, not all
of the use-group will have regular access to the facility,
however. Nearly all the seven examples of ritually spe-
cialized facilities included in the study were associated
with a large community or group of integrated commu-
nities containing at least 300 individuals. This popula-
tion estimate does not represent a minimum community
size above which we will necessarily find ritually spe-
cialized contexts for social integration. However, it
does indicate that such facilities are often associated
with large population aggregations and increased pop-
ulation densities.

Kivas in Broader Organizational
Perspective

One of the major stresses faced by interacting individ-
uals or groups is how to organize themselves while
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retaining adaptive flexibility. Johnson shows quite ele-
gantly that many aspects of social structure can be
explained as means for reducing the stresses inherent in
information-processing and decision-making. Johnson
has touched briefly on ways in which ritual, or in his
words, “generalized feather-waving” (1982:405-6),
may reduce the communication load in large aggrega-
tions. The present study posits an explicit relationship
between integrative facilities, ritual, and their com-
bined potential to reduce scalar stress in nonranked,
relatively sedentary societies. Though there are clear
regularities in the ethnographic data on integrative fa-
cilities, the approach used here does not provide a
formula for determining the function of all purported
integrative facilities, including kivas. Instead, the re-
sults of this study can be used to suggest some relation-
ships between kivas and systems of Anasazi social
integration and ritual activity.

Kivas and Community Size

First, the ethnographic cases show that in relatively
small communities, with populations no greater than
150-175 individuals, generalized use of integrative fa-
cilities is the dominant pattern, These shared spaces are
often used by several families and are the loci of secular
as well as ritual activities. Our own body of literature
on Anasazi archaeology is replete with examples of
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small villages and communities, particularly those la-
beled “unit type pueblos” by Prudden (1903, 1914).
Judge (1988) proposes that between A.D. 700-1300 the
average habitation site in the San Juan Basin contained
between 6.9-10.9 rooms. Sites of this size probably
housed one to two extended families or similar groups.
This average site size is consistent with other estimates
from the same period across the northern Southwest
(Adler 1988; Fetterman and Honeycuit 1987; Lipe
1970; Neily 1983).

Rohn (1977) has argued (I think correctly) that these
small Anasazi settlements were probably part of dis-
persed communities that interacted on a regular basis.
But even if these Anasazi communities included several
interacting settlements, they would still fall within the
population range (less than 175 people) of those ethno-
graphic cases exhibiting generalized use of integrative
facilities. From an organizational perspective, kivas
associated with these small sites may well have housed
a variety of ritual and nonritual activities.

The average size of Anasazi integrative facilities
also supports the argument that they had a generalized
function. Focusing on pre-A.D. 1300 kivas from the
Mesa Verde area, these presumed integrative facilities
average about 13 m? (Lipe, this volume), well within
the size range of the generalized facilities included in
this study (Figure 6). Rohn (1971, 1977) has proposed
that 12-15 people were associated with the use of each
kiva. Even if Rohn’s estimate is doubled, the average
kiva use-group would fall well within the normal range
associated with ethnographic examples of low-level
integrative facilities.

If the regularities observed for the ethnographic ex-
amples of generalized integrative facility are represen-
tative, prehistoric kivas should contain evidence of
secular as well as ritual activities. In the Mesa Verde
region, kivas and early Pueblo pit structures often ex-
hibit evidence of cooking, food preparation, weaving,
pottery production, and tool making (Bradley 1986,
1987; Gillespie 1976; Luebben 1982, 1983; O’Bryan
1950; Rohn 1971; Wilshusen 1986, 1988). Cater and
Chenault (1988) have recently argued that, contrary to
some interpretations, kivas were more important as con-
texts for nonritual activities than previously thought.
Similarly, Lekson (1988) has argued that, prior to A.D.
1300, kivas were used almost entirely as domestic fa-
cilities.

Large Kivas and Anasazi Community Integration

A substantial percentage of Anasazi communities ap-
pear to have population levels which would benefit
from use of socially integrative structures. In fact, the
prehistoric Southwest had many examples of high pop-
ulation densities and large population aggregations.
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Some of these aggregations, such as Shabik’eschee Vil-
lage in Chaco Canyon, occurred as early as A.D. 600,
and may have contained 75 or more individuals (Wills
and Windes 1989). Later Anasazi settlements with pop-
ulations in the hundreds are well-represented in the
northern San Juan from A.D. 700 through A.D. 1300. In
light of the probable scalar stress inherent in such dense
population aggregations, it is likely that high-level,
ritually specialized integrative facilities existed in
large Anasazi communities. The most probable candi-
date for such facilities would be the class of large
structures commonly known as Great Kivas.

Prehistorically, Great Kivas are generally associated
with either large aggregated habitation sites or with
clusters of contemporaneous habitations. In other
words, these large structures appear to have been asso-
ciated with high population densities (but see Orcutt et
al. 1987). Though specific population estimates are not
available, Great Kivas served communities many times
the size of the common unit pueblo, or even of most
community clusters comprised of a few unit pueblos.

Examples of excavated Great Kivas are not numer-
ous in the northern Southwest. The average diameter of
10 Great Kivas built between A.D. 900-1150 is 15.9
meters (s.d. = 2.5 m), based upon examples from Aztec
Ruin (Morris 1921), Lowry Ruin (Martin 1936) and
Chaco Canyon (Lekson 1984), This average diameter
would result in 199 m? of floor area for these massive
structures. Thus, Great Kivas fall within the size range
of the specialized ritual facilities seen in the ethno-
graphic record (Figure 6). As with the ethnographic
examples of specialized ritnal facilities and generalized
facilities, there is a significant gap in overall size be-
tween the smaller kivas and the Great Kivas. Given the
limited number of excavated Great Kivas, facility use
is difficult to interpret. However, it is clear from exca-
vated examples that there is an increase in the number
and kind of specialized internal features in Great Kivas.
These features include caches of unique items, oppos-
ing formalized floor vaults or foot drums, and multiple
sipapus. Thus, Great Kivas are quantitatively larger
than the smaller, Prudden-unit kiva, and they also ex-
hibit standardized, qualitative differences which mark
them as a separate class of integrative facility (see
Wilshusen, Chapter 7, this volume).

There is no firm evidence of regular use of Great
Kivas for secular activities, but in light of the very
small excavated sample the negative evidence is incon-
clusive. However, based upon this study, I would pre-
dict that if Great Kivas did serve as high-level
integrative facilities, their use for nonritual activities
would have been limited. It is to be hoped that future
excavations will address the question of specialized use
for Great Kivas.
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Eastern Pueblo Groups and Historic Kiva Use

Finally, if we include observations from the historic Rio
Grande Pueblos (Figure 6), it is evident that the rela-
tionships between Eastern Pueblo population size, in-
tegrative structure size, and access limitations parallel
the nonpueblo ethnographic patterns. The estimated av-
erage population for 18 Eastern Pueblo villages in 1948
was 570 individuals per settlement (Dohm 1988).
Though there is substantial variance around this mean
(s.d. = 391), these settlements are still large in compar-
ison to most of the ethnographic cases used here.

The average kiva size in the Eastern Rio Grande
Pueblo is 81 m* (s.d.=39 mz), several times the average
size of the prehistoric Anasazi kiva. Based upon the
expectations derived from scalar stress theory, this
great increase in floor area is related to an increase in
basal unit size. Indeed, the high room-to-kiva ratio
(>120:1) reported by Lipe (this volume) for Eastern
Pueblo villages indicates a large use-group for each
kiva. Assuming a conservative estimate of five rooms
per household for the Eastern Pueblo (but see Dohm
1988), an average Eastern Pueblo kiva use-group of 24
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households would be much larger than the one- to two-
household use-group proposed for the smaller Anasazi
- kivas.

Based upon the ethnographic data on integrative
structures serving communities of this size, it is not
unreasonable to expect Eastern Pueblo settlements to
contain, or have access to, ritually more specialized
integrative facilities. Along these lines, we should ex-
pect not only a limitation on the number of people
permitted regular access to these facilities, but a de-
crease in the range of nonritual activities carried out in
these larger spaces.

Because of ritual restrictions, anthropologists do not
know the entire range of specific activities that occurin
the Eastern Pueblo kivas (Hawley 1950; Parsons 1939).
However, evidence indicates that regular public access
to the kivas is restricted, and kiva use is confined pre-
dominantly to ritual activities and to public perfor-
mances associated with religious ceremonies.

Ortiz (1969:37) reports that at San Juan Pueblo there
was selective membership in the ritual organizations
associated with the kivas. Though the entire community
was invited into the kiva for certain portions of initia-
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tion rites and social dances, the general populace did
not have access to the facilities. In addition, secret
moiety rooms located off the main kiva were never
entered by members of the opposite moiety. Ritually
recruited individuals known as Towa e were chosen to
repair and clean the kivas, and were charged with open-
ing and heating the facilities prior to any ritual (Ortiz
1969:72).

Parsons’ (1939) discussions of various Eastern
Pueblo ceremonies describe a range of activities that
occurred in the kivas. Parsons (1939:437) notes that
eating, sleeping, and craft activities were permitted in
them, but mainly during retreats. Retreats often lasted
four, and sometimes seven days, during which time
participants lived in the kivas. The rest of the time they
served as a context for meetings and public perfor-
mances associated with society-sponsored ceremonies.

Hawley (1950) argues that there are two distinct
types of kivas used by Puebloan cultures, namely big
kivas and little kivas. Only one or two big kivas are
found in each village. Big kivas differ from little kivas
in that big kivas are “community buildings used only
for affairs open to the village as a whole” (1950:287).
Little kivas are restricted to use by smaller groups
within the village. In Tiwa settlements, such as Isleta,
the big kiva is a sacred community structure, and
Isletans believe their lives are planted within its walls
(1950:288).

The various aspects of the Eastern Pueblo kiva, in-
cluding its large size, large associated use-group, and
lack of use for nonritual domestic activities, fits the
expectations of this model. The scalar stress inherent in
large Eastern Pueblo villages would create substantial
organizational hurdles. By ritually circumscribing the
contexts within which large-scale social integration and
interaction occurred, Eastern Pueblo communities re-
duced organizational stress.

Summary

Though we have seen the variation present in ethno-
graphic examples of socially integrative facilities, there
are informative commonalities. Among those groups
with relatively small communities, integrative facilities
tend to be generalized in use and are often utilized by
both sexes for secular as well as ritual activities. In such
a context, it is expected that decision-making and infor-
mation flow would remain more generalized. Small
groups are able to function with less stress in decision-

4: RITUAL FACILILITIES

making and information processing, and require less of
the ordering that ritual brings to the realm of social
action, This is not to say that small groups lack ritual,
but rather that relatively fewer responses to scalar stress
may be required, ritual being only one potential avenue
to alleviate scalar stress.

A generalized integrative context for the dissemina-
tion of information is apparently efficient for small,
dispersed populations. However, the effectiveness of
generalized integrative contexts may be reduced as the
interacting community grows. Streamlining or special-
izing the ritual realm is one means of increasing the
effectiveness of information exchange and decision-
making in larger integrated communities. Integrative
facilities can be made more specialized by restricting
regular public access, decreasing the amount of non-
ritual activity associated with their use, and restricting
the occasions on which they are used.

From the vantage point of organizational theory, it is
apparent that systemic parallels to kivas and kiva func-
tion exist in different shapes, sizes, and contexts
throughout many of the world’s societies. The purpose
of this paper has been to outline these systemic parallels
and adopt a theoretical approach that treats prehistoric
Anasazi kivas as integrative facilities linked inexorably
to a social organizational context. This approach will
allow archaeologists to break out of the present cycle
of interpreting kivas based solely upon Southwestern
ethnography and archaeological data. The upshot is that
we can come to better understand both those social
processes and practices which the Puebloan peoples
share with the world’s cultures, as well as those prac-
tices which may be unique to the past and present native
cultures of the American Southwest.
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5

Social Scale of Mesa Verde Anasazi Kivas

William D. Lipe

Pueblo I to IIl Mesa Verde settlements typically have one protokiva or kiva for each block of six to nine
rooms, a pattern indicative of kiva use by a relatively small and common social segment such as an extended
family or minimal lineage. These ordinary small Pueblo I protokivas and Pueblo II and III kivas were
probably used for both ritual and domestic activities.

Chacoan outliers in the Mesa Verde area have fewer and larger kivas, and a less regular patterning
of kivas to room blocks. Kivas at Chacoan sites may have functioned at a larger scale of social integration
than at Mesa Verde settlements.

At roughly A.D. 1300, approximately coincident with the abandonment of the Mesa Verde area, most
Puebloans shifted from a Mesa Verde-like pattern of many small kivas to one of large plaza-oriented sites
with only a few relatively large kivas. Following Steward (1937) and Adams (this volume), this suggests a
larger integrative scale for kiva use, and stronger village-level organization. Continuities in kiva architec-
ture and ritual features suggest that aspects of the religious ideology associated with earlier kivas were
incorporated into the new organization.

Introduction

he model for this paper is Julian Steward’s classic

1937 article entitled “Ecological Aspects of South-
western Society.” In that paper, Steward used the ratio
of rooms to kivas as a measure of the scale of social
integration in both prehistoric and historic Pueblo com-
munities. He noted that from the Pueblo I through the
Pueblo III periods in the San Juan drainage, the ratio of
surface rooms to kivas is quite low—around five or six
rooms for each kiva. Drawing on work by Prudden
(1903, 1914, 1918), Fewkes (1911), and Roberts (1930,
1931, 1932, 1933), Steward suggested that the small
“units,” each consisting of a kiva and a few spatially
associated “houses,” retained their “social and ceremo-
nial integrity” even after the “growth of communal
houses” (large pueblos) in the Pueblo II period (Stew-
ard 1937:96-97). In other words, the large pueblos ap-
pear to consist of a number of the smaller unit pueblos
joined together. Not until the Pueblo IV period did the
ratio of rooms to kivas increase dramatically, as “polit-
ical autonomy passed from the localized lineage to a
wider group—the Pueblo village” (Steward 1937:102).
It was also in the early Pueblo IV period that the con-

struction of large pueblos around plazas became com-
mon in the Rio Grande through Western Pueblo areas,
although Steward did not discuss this (but see Adams’
comments in Chapter 11, this volume).

Following Prudden’s and Steward’s lead, others have
pursued similar or related approaches to using architec-
tural characteristics and spatial relationships as indica-
tors of prehistoric Anasazi social organization (e.g.,
Eggan 1950; Hawley 1950; Rohn 1965, 1971, 1977,
Dean 1970; Wilcox 1976; Powers et al, 1983; McKenna
and Truell 1986; Lekson 1984, 1985, 1988; Adams, this
volume). My purpose is to evaluate Steward’s model
after 50 years’ more fieldwork, with primary emphasis
on the spatial patterning of kivas and surface rooms in
the central Mesa Verde Anasazi area, from the Pueblo I
through Pueblo III periods, or from about A.D. 750 to
1300. I also review selected evidence from the Pueblo
I'V and historic periods in both the Eastern Pueblo (Rio
Grande) and Western Pueblo (Zuni and Hopi) areas.

My Mesa Verde area data are drawn from published
reports on excavated sites in the core portion of that
culture area—that is, north of the San Juan Valley and
extending from Mesa Verde in the east to the Monte-
zuma Creek drainage in the west. This core area centers
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on the McElmo and Montezuma Creek drainages and
includes the Montezuma Valley near Cortez and the
Dolores Valley near the town of Dolores (Chapter 1,
Figures 1 and 2). Primarily because of time limitations
on my research, the San Juan Valley proper and the La
Plata Valley are not included. The area had exception-
ally good dry-farming potential and dense pogulations.
numbering in the few tens of persons per km” at some
times and places (cf. Schlanger 1985). My primary
research questions about this area in the Pueblo I-III
periods are (1) “What was the approximate size of the
social group that used a kiva?” and (2) “Were there
changes in the size of this group through time?” My
secondary questions are (3) “Were Mesa Verde Anasazi
kivas used to help integrate social groups?” and (4) “If
they were, what were the integrative mechanisms?”
Other possible integrative facilities—e.g., Great Kivas,
tri-wall structures, and plazas—are briefly discussed in
relation to specific points, but are not treated here in a
systematic way.

In order to use kiva and surface room data to infer
the scale of social groups who used kivas, I made sev-
eral assumptions. The first is that the size of the kiva
had a more or less regular relationship to the size of the
group that used it, or at least to the number of people
who could physically be together in it at the same time.
The same assumption holds for the sizes of surface
rooms. In the paper, these assumptions are used primar-
ily in discussing relative sizes of social groups.

Second, I assume that spatial propinquity counts for
something in social interaction. That is, structures lo-
cated immediately adjacent to one another are more
likely to have been used by the same group than are
structures located far apart, or separated from one an-
other by other structures. This is the assumption that I
believe Prudden made in 1903 when he defined the “unit
type pueblo” by the recurring spatial association of a
kiva, a small block of rooms, and a burial mound (Fig-
ure 1). He noted that these clusters occurred by them-
selves, but also formed the basic building blocks or
“units” in larger Mesa Verde area pueblos. Roberts
(1939a) showed how this pattern, common in the Pueblo
II and III periods, developed during Pueblo I out of
Basketmaker III antecedents. Morris (1939) called the
Pueblo I pit structures “protokivas,” in part because
they occupied the same position in the site structure as
kivas in the later Pueblo II and III settlements. Working
in the Mimbres area, Anyon and LeBlanc (1980) also
found that a single kiva or “large room” was spatially
associated with many of the roomblocks that comprised
Classic period Mimbres villages. They argued that each
of these structures probably housed integrative activi-
ties for its roomblock group, while plaza activities
helped integrate the entire community.
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In prehistoric pueblos, a regular spatial association
between a protokiva or kiva and a small block of rooms
made it possible for Steward (1937), Lekson (1988),
and others to use room-to-kiva ratios as a proxy for the
size of the local group integrated by a kiva. If kivas had
clustered in one part of a settlement or had been distrib-
uted in a less regular way, the inference would not have
been as straightforward. Close association with a par-
ticular roomblock, of course, does not preclude the
possibility that a kiva was used by a non-localized
group such as a sodality. But on the basis of analogy
with historic Western Pueblos (Eggan 1950) I infer that
kiva use by sodalities that draw their membership from
across the community does not produce the regular,
modular type of kiva distribution commonly seen in
Mesa Verde Anasazi settlements. Instead, historic West-
ern Pueblo sodality kivas tend to be spaced irregularly
in relation to surface roomblocks, and in some cases the
kivas themselves are clustered in one or a few parts of
the settlement (cf. maps in Stubbs 1950 and Mindeleff
1891). At the Pueblo IV period site of Awatovi, the
kivas excavated in the Western Mound were also clus-
tered (Smith 1972).
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Figure 1: Prudden’s “unit type pueblo” (after
Prudden 1903:Figure 6).



A final assumption bears more on the secondary, or
“type of integration” aspect of the paper than on the
main, or “social scale” aspect. This assumption is that
the marked and consistent formal differences between
kivas and the associated surface rooms are likely to
have been rooted in some consistent functional or cog-
nitive differences. In other words, Mesa Verde kivas did
not just happen to be round, deep, roof-entered, and
located south of the surface rooms as a result of normal
variation in dwelling room construction, These formal
differences are likely to signal some consistent differ-
ences in the activities that went on in these different
types of structures, and perhaps in the meanings that the
Anasazi attributed to them.

Lekson has recently questioned this assumption, or
at least the version of it that always views kivas as
specialized ceremonial chambers, and rooms as purely
domestic (Lekson 1985, 1988). By raising these ques-
tions, Lekson has caused us to take a fresh look at the
issues. I agree with most of his conclusions, except
when he seems to imply that evidence of domestic
activities in a kiva or protokiva precludes its having
been used for integrative religious or social rituals. I
think there is evidence that both domestic and ritual
activities frequently took place in Mesa Verde kivas and
protokivas (see also Cater and Chenault 1988 and
Varien and Lightfoot, Chapter 6, this volume). Recog-
nizing evidence of either or both kinds of activities and
understanding their relationships to types and scales of
integration are the central research questions regarding
Anasazi kiva use,

The results of my survey of the social scale of Mesa
Verde kivas are presented in Table 1, Basically, these
data support Steward’s model by showing that the “unit
pueblo” pattern was well-established in the Mesa Verde
area by late Pueblo I and continued in generally similar
form through the Pueblo III period until the abandon-
ment of the area in the late A.D. 1200s. An abundance
of new field data and better chronologies have become
available in the last 50 years, permitting recognition of
some interesting variations on this general pattern. In
addition to data from the Mesa Verde area in the Pueblo
I to Pueblo III periods, I added some from Pueblo IV
and from the historic Pueblos in the Rio Grande and the
Western Pueblo area, just to show that Steward is still
right about these periods as well. The pre-A.D. 1300
northern San Juan pattern of many small kivas incorpo-
rated in architectural “units” contrasts strongly with the
Pueblo IV and Historic Pueblo pattern. Furthermore,
the historic Western Pueblo sodality kiva pattern con-
trasts with that of the historic Eastern Pueblos, which
are dominated by the larger moiety kivas. Overall, the
post—A.D. 1300 kivas are larger in both the Eastern and
Western Pueblo areas, and are dramatically less com-
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mon relative to surface rooms, than in the Mesa Verde
area from Pueblo I through Pueblo III,

Pueblo I Period, Mesa Verde Area

The first data set in Table 1 is from the late A.D. 800s
(late Pueblo I) and is derived from recent work on the
Dolores Archaeological Project (cf. Breternitz et al.
1986) and at the Duckfoot Site in southwestern Colo-
rado (cf, Varien and Lightfoot, this volume). The 52 late
Pueblo I pit structures/protokivas that were measured
had a mean floor area of about 25 m*, The large standard
deviation (Table 1) is due to the presence at some
Dolores area sites of occasional “oversized” pit struc-
tures, as discussed below (see also Wilshusen, Chapter
7, this volume). Typically, each pit structure (except for
some of the “oversized” ones) was located just south of
a small group of seven to eight rooms, which had an
average total area between two and three times that of
the pit structure. Several room suites, each consisting
of alarge front living room and two back storage rooms,
can ordinarily be recognized in this group of rooms.
Several such groups of rooms-with-a-protokiva are
often joined side by side into a roomblock.

Dolores Project researchers inferred that each sur-
face room suite (one front and two back rooms) was
controlled by a single household, probably composed
of four or five people. Each group of two or three
contiguous surface room suites was occupied by an
“interhousehold group”—perhaps an extended family
or minimal lineage. The households in this group shared
the use of the pit structure/protokiva (Kane 1983,
1984). The pit structure, which lacked direct access to
long-term storage facilities, was not inferred to have
been either a specialized ceremonial chamber or a sep-
arate habitation, but to have been used by the inter-
household group for both domestic and ritual activities
(Kane 1984, 1986a and b; Lipe and Kohler 1984). Evi-
dence for both types of activity are commonly found in
the pit structures (Varien and Lightfoot, this volume).
Features interpreted as ritual or symbolic include sim-
ple and complex sipapus, floor vaults, and certain sand-
filled pits, as discussed by Wilshusen (1986, and in this
volume).

Schlanger (1985) argues that, in the average “inter-
household cluster,” the disparity between total front
room floor area and usable pit structure floor area was
too great to have permitted the pit structure to be a
common sleeping area for the several households that
shared it. (In pit structures, usable floor space is con-
siderably smaller than total floor space because of the
presence of a large firepit, a wingwall, often an ashpit,
and numerous other floor features.) Consequently, the
pit structure is not likely to have been the primary
residence for the entire interhousehold group, or even
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Table 1: Anasazi and Pueblo Architectural Data.

KIVAS ROOMS ROOMS TO KIVAS
Anasazi and Total No.| Mean s.d. | Total No. Mean Ratio of Ratio of Room
Pueblo Samples | Floor 2 Floor 2 Floor 2 Floor 2 Roomsto | Room Space Pez
Area (m”) Area (m”) Area (m”) Area (m“)] Kivas Area:Kiva va (m°)
(counts) Area
M.V. Anasazi: 1,295 52 249 10.6 | 3,264 (est)| 119 8.3 7.6 (est) 2.5 (est) 62.8 (est)
850-900 (PI)
M.V. Anasazi; 466 35 13.3 50§ 1,329 228 5.8 6.5 29 38.0
1000-1150 (P IT)
“*Chaco Qutliers" | 186 9 20.6 6.4 1,185 137 8.7 152 6.4 131.6
1050-1150
M.V. Anasazi: 688 56 123 34 2,596 506 5.1 9.0 3.8 46.4
1150-1300 (P II)}
Hopi: 639 31 20.6 721 17 ? ? 26.7 7
13&—1 600 (P
1V)
Hopi: 474 15 31.6 431 ? 2 7 ? 2. ?
19£l Century
}1{9?81 and Acoma: | 1,089 24 454 15.8 | 23,100 968+ | ? 40 + 212 962.5
Eastern Pueblos: ? 37+ ? ? 2,600+ | ? 70+ ? ?
1300-1600
lligztsem Pueblos: §2,197 27 81.4 38.8) 115,843 3,257+ | ? 120+ 52.7 4,290.5

Notes on sources for Table 1.

Mesa Verde Anasazi, A.D. 850-900. Data
on pit structure floor areas is from 48 Dolores
Archaeological Project pit structures mea-
sured by Richard Wilshusen (personal com-
munication 1988), and from four Duckfoot
Site pit structures measured by Mark Varien
and Ricky Lightfoot (personal communica-
tion 1988). Data on surface room areas and
ratios of room counts to pit structures are
from Dolores Archacological Project data
summarized by Wilshusen (1985), This latter
sample overlaps with, but is not identical to,
the sample from which the Dolores Project pit
structure floor area measurements were ob-
tained. This is because not all the surface
rooms associated with the 48 pit structures
were excavated or yielded suitable floor area
measurements; nor were floor area measure-
ments obtainable from all the pit structures
associated with the surface room sample.

Mesa Verde Anasazi, A.D. 1000-1150. All
data are from published site maps; kiva and
surface room floor area measurements were
made by electronic planimeter. Sites and com-
ponents used in this analysis were: Alkali
Ridge Site 3, Site 5 (late component), Site 7
(Pueblo II component), Site 9, Site 11 (late
component), Site 12 (early component), Site
12 (late component) (Brew 1946); Badger
House, Mancos Phase component (Hayes and
Lancaster 1975); Big Juniper House, Compo-
nent D (Swannack 1969); Dominguez Ruin
(Reed 1979); Ewing Site, Units 1-6 (Hill
1985); Mesa Verde Site 1 (O'Bryan 1950);

56

Mesa Verde Site 16, Unit Pueblos No. 1 and 2
(Lancaster and Pinkley 1954); Mesa Verde
Site 102, Pueblo II component (O'Bryan
1950); Mesa Verde Site 866 (excluding pro-
tokiva) (Lister 1966); Mesa Verde Site 875,
First and Second Villages (Lister 1965); Mesa
Verde Site 1086 (Lister 1967); Mesa Verde
Site 1088, early and late components (Lister
and Smith 1968); Mesa Verde Site 1104
(Lister and Bretemitz 1968); Mesa Verde Site
1914 (Hewett 1968); Mustoe Site, Pueblo II
component (Gould 1982); Wood Rat Knoll
(roomblock and Kiva 2 only) (Nickens 1977).

Mesa Verde Area "Chaco Outliers,” A.D.
1050-1150: All data are from published site
maps; kiva and surface room floor area mea-
surements were made by electronic planime-
ter. Sites and components used in this analysis
were: Escalante Ruin (excluding Kiva B)
(Hallasi 1979); Lowry Ruin, fourth addition
(Martin 1936), and Wallace Ruin, Chacoan
occupation (Bradley 1988b). My choice of
Martin's fourth addition as representing the
maximum size of Lowry Ruin in “Chacoan"
times is based on my reading of the architec-
tural and ceramic evidence he presents (Mar-
tin 1936). Also, tree-ring dates from Lowry
(Robinson and Harrill 1974; Ahlstrom et al.
1985) indicate that most of the building at
Lowry took place in the very late A.D. 1000s
and early 1100s, a period when most of the
Chacoan sites north of the San Juan appear to
have been built.

Mesa Verde Area Anasazi, A.D. 1150-
1300. All data are from published site maps;
kiva and surface room floor area measure-
ments were made by electronic planimeter.
Sites and components used in this analysis
were: Alkali Ridge, Site 1 (Unit 1) and Site 6
(Brew 1946); Badger House, Mesa Verde
Phase occupation (Hayes and Lancaster
1975); Beartooth Pueblo (Martin 1930); Can-
nonball Ruin, South Pueblo (Morley 1908);
Green Lizard Site, West Unit (Huber and
Bloomer 1988); Grinnell Site (Luebben
1983); Herren Farm Ruin, Unit III (Martin
1929); Hoy House (Nickens 1981); Mancos
Canyon Site 4 (Reed 1958); Mesa Verde Site
34 (excluding Kiva II) (O’Bryan 1950); Mesa
Verde Site 499, Second Village, Stage 3
(Lister 1964); Mesa Verde Site 1926
(Birkedal 1968); Mug House, Component C
(Rohn 1971); Mustoe Site, Pueblo III compo-
nent (Gould 1982); Nancy Patterson Village,
Pueblo III Household Unit (Thompson et al.
1986); Sand Canyon Pueblo, 100, 200, 300,
500, and 1200 blocks (Bradley 1986, 1987,
1988a); Spruce Tree House (Fewkes 1909);
Sun Point Pueblo (Lancaster and Van Cleave
1954),

Hopi, AD. 1300-1600. Kiva floor areas
are those published by Smith (1972:105) from
excavated kivas at Awatovi and Kawaika-a in
northeastern Arizona. The room-to-kiva ratio
is based on Smith's (1971, 1972) reports of
work in the Western Mound at Awatovi. A
large, roughly cross-shaped excavation was



to have been seasonally used as the group’s primary
residence in the winter. As can be seen in Table 1,
however, the differences between total surface room
and pit structure floor areas are not so great as to
preclude further argument, though I do think Schlanger
is right. Also, the lack of direct access from the pit
structure to the surface storage rooms indicates that the
pit structure probably was not the primary residence for
an additional household, but that it was shared by the
households based in the surface roomsuites. In any
case, the typical Pueblo I pit structure/protokiva ap-
pears to have been a standard element in the set of
facilities used by a relatively small-scale group consist-
ing of several co-residential, economically cooperative
households, probably related as an extended family or
minimal lineage.

Wilshusen (1985, 1986, and in this volume) and
Kane (1986 a and b) have also made a convincing case
that some Pueblo I pit structures were loci for ritual
activity that served groups larger or more influential
than the ordinary extended family. Such pit structures
tend to be larger than ca. 25 mz, and some are much
larger—up to ca. 60 m?. This size variation accounts for
the large standard deviation for Pueblo I pit structure
floor areas in Table 1. These larger pit structures are
located in village-sized settlements rather than in ham-
lets, and they have more elaborate ritual features and
less evidence of domestic economic activities than the
smaller “ordinary” pit structures. However, their over-
all floor plan is generally just a larger version of the
typical late Pueblo I pit structure, though relatively
more space is devoted to ritual features. A few of these
pit structures that have elaborate ritual features are only
average in size, but most are “oversized.” Wilshusen

(1986 and in this volume), Orcutt and Blinman (1988),
Kane (1986 a and b) and Lipe et al. (1988) have inter-
preted these pit structures as being the loci for activities
that promoted social control and effective group deci-
sion-making under conditions of increased population
density and settlement size.

Inferences of social scale remain fuzzy, but it is
assumed that ritual activities associated with these
“special” pit structures affected a considerably larger
group than would be true for a “standard” pit structure,
The special ritual features in the former type of facility
may have helped provide ideological validation for
claims of influence and authority made by particular
individuals, families or associations. The generally
larger size of these structures would also have permit-
ted larger groups to use them, though not at the scale of
an entire village population (or even of a large room-
block). For instance, these pit structures may have been
used for integrative activities such as hosting members
of other residential or kin groups, or people from other
villages, at ceremonies or feasts. Blinman (Orcutt and
Blinman 1988; Blinman 1988 and Chapter 8 in this
volume) presents ceramic evidence for a “potluck” type
of feasting at “U-shaped roomblocks” in the large vil-
lages. The largest and most ritually specialized pit
structures excavated in the Dolores area occur with this
distinctive type of roomblock at McPhee Village (Kane
and Robinson 1988), the area’s largest late Pueblo I
community.

The “oversized” pit structures discussed above are
not to be confused with Great Kivas, which also occur
in Dolores area Pueblo I settlements (cf. Lightfoot
1988; Lightfoot et al. 1988). These structures are much
rarer and larger than the oversized pit structures and do

Notes on Sources for Table 1 (continued).

carried out in the Western Mound, and all
kivas and rooms encountered were excavated
(Smith 1971:Figures 3 and 4). Three kivas
and approximately 80 rooms that were occu-
pied late in the history of the mound were
excavated (Smith 1971:Figure 4; Smith
1972). This places them early in the Pueblo
IV period. Altogether, 24 kivas were exca-
vated at Awatovi (Smith 1972), as well as
“several hundred” rooms (Smith 1972:7).
Judging by the amount of area excavated and
the fact that the “sequentially numbered”
rooms at Awatovi reached at least No. 908
(Smith 1972:66), the ratio of approximately
27 rooms per kiva derived from the Western
Mound data is probably quite conservative.

Hopi, 19th Century. Kiva floor areas were
calculated from linear measurements of 15
kivas made at the Hopi villages by Stephen
and reported by Mindeleff (1891:136).

Hopi and Acoma, 1948. Data are from
planimeter measurements by Nick Scoales of

5 SOCIAL SCALE OF MESA VERDE KIVAS

maps in Stubbs (1950), based on 1948 aerial
photos. Hopi settlements measured were
Walpi, Mishongnovi, Shipaulovi, and
Shongopavi. Precise room counts cannot be
made from Stubbs’ maps because some sec-
tions of these pueblos are multiple-storied,
and the floor plans of upper and lower stories
may differ. Also, not all room walls extend
through the roof level, even in upper stories
or single story sections. The room counts that
are given were made by Dohm (1987), based
only on the room walls that showed at roof
level. Consequently, these are counts of min-
imum numbers of rooms; the actual counts
must be somewhat higher.

Eastern Pueblos, A.D. 1300-1600. The
data for the room-to-kiva ratio are from Stew-
ard (1937), who obtained them from surface
counts made by Hewett at five sites on the
Jemez Plateau (Hewett 1906; the sites are
Tshirege, Tsankawi, Otowi, Yapashi, and
Kotyiti). The ratio derived from these sites

appears to be consistent, in a general way,
with data from the Galisteo Basin (Nelson
1914), Gran Quivira (Hayes et al, 1981) and
other large Pueblo IV sites in the Eastern
Pueblo area, as reported in Stuart and Gauth-
ier (1981).

Eastern Pueblos, 1948. Data are from pla-
nimeter measurements made by Karen Dohm
and by Nick Scoales of maps in Stubbs
(1950), based on 1948 aerial photos (also see
Dohm 1987). Settlements measured were
Santa Clara, San Ildefonso, Nambe, Santo
Domingo, Isleta, Zia, Jemez, San Felipe,
Taos, Picuris, and Santa Ana. As in the Hopi
and Acoma data derived from Stubbs (1950),
precise room counts could not be made. The
counts given are of minimum numbers of
rooms. The actual counts must be somewhat
higher.
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not show a clear spatial association with specific
roomblocks; they may even be spatially separate from
habitation sites. Their floor plans and features are quite
different from those of the oversized pit structures. It
seems likely that Great Kivas housed different kinds of
activities and functioned at a larger scale of integration
than the oversized pit structures,

Pueblo II Period, Mesa Verde Area

Apart from these two kinds of larger and more problem-
atic pit structures, the typical late Pueblo I configura-
tion conforms quite well to Prudden’s modular or “unit
type pueblo” construct, even though he based his obser-
vations on Pueblo II and III settlements (cf. Roberts
1939a). The Pueblo II and III patterns are also generally
similar to those of the Pueblo I period (Table 1). Proba-
bly there is continuity of both population and culture in
the study area during the 400 to 500 years in question.
The paucity of data from the A.D. 900s may cast some
doubt on this assumption, however, Hayes (1964) re-
ports that sites of the Ackmen Phase, which should
include the A.D. 900s, are the most numerous of any
phase on Wetherill Mesa, but elsewhere in the central
Mesa Verde area, few sites dating to the tenth century
have been identified, excavated, or reported. Whether
this is a result of low population during this period or
of sampling bias is not clear at this point, though I
suspect the former, If so, some of the changes in archi-
tecture and site layout between Pueblo I and II could be
associated with new immigration into the area in the
A.D. 1000s. In any case, I was unable to compile an
adequate data set from the central Mesa Verde area for
the 900s, so in Table I, my Pueblo II data are from sites
dating A.D. 1000 to 1150.

The data that do exist, however, indicate to me a
rapid shift at about A.D. 900 from the square Pueblo I
_ protokiva with wingwalls and numerous floor pits to the

round Pueblo II kiva with a relatively uncluttered floor.
More or less round structures, with some “transitional”
characteristics such as vestigial wingwalls, occur in the
very late A.D. 800s or early 900s in the Mesa Verde
area—e.g., Pit Structure 32 at Grass Mesa in the Dolo-
res area (Lipe et al. 1988), and Structure 2 at the Ute
Canyon Site in Mancos Canyon (Gillespie 1976). The
period around A.D. 900 was one of rapid depopulation
of the Dolores area, and substantial population shifts
seem to have occurred elsewhere in the Mesa Verde area
at about this time, as well as a movement away from
large villages and large roomblocks to smaller settle-
ments and settlement units. Speculatively, in this turbu-
lent period a rapid selection for different modes of
integrative symbolism, ritual activities, or domestic ac-
tivities may be somehow reflected in the architectural
change from protokiva to kiva. On the other hand, there
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is also a clear continuity through this time in specific
ritual features, in the underground character of the kiva
and in the orientation, size, and spatial structure of the
pit structure and surface room unit. In the Mesa Verde
area, the period A.D. 900-1050 is one where truly “more
work needs to be done.”

Compared with the square Pueblo I protokivas, the
Pueblo II post-A.D. 1050 pit structures referenced in
Table I are uniformly round in plan and usually have
well-developed benches, pilasters, and a southern re-
cess at bench level. In other words, they display the
classic characteristics of Mesa Verde kivas. Both the
surface rooms and the kivas have smaller floor areas
than in Pueblo I (5.8 m? vs. 8.3 m? for rooms, and 13.3
m? vs. 24.9 m? for kivas—see Table 1), though the ratio
of total room area to total kiva area is similar. The
amount of room space per pit structure is substantially
less in Pueblo II, however (38.0 m? vs. 62.8 m2). Some
of the difference may be due to poor archaeological
visibility of surface rooms in the Pueblo II period—
these sometimes were made of jacal, which may have
little archaeological expression. Furthermore, if Pueblo
IT rooms were made of masonry, they often were robbed
of stones by later inhabitants of nearby settlements.
Also, a number of fairly early reports were consulted,
and it may be that a unit’s total habitation area was less
likely to be documented prior to the development of
“settlement archaeology.”

The decrease in mean pit structure floor size between
Pueblo I and II may be related to “uncluttering” the
floors. Unlike Pueblo I protokivas, Pueblo II kivas lack
wingwalls and have relatively few floor pits and other
features, though they do tend to have rather large ban-
quettes and southern recesses, These areas, which are
not present in Pueblo I protokivas, were not included in
the Pueblo II kiva floor area measurements because
they generally do not appear to have been suitable
sitting or sleeping places. On the other hand, they would
have been useful for getting equipment and supplies off
the floor and temporarily out of the way. Recent exca-
vations at Sand Canyon Pueblo by the Crow Canyon
Archaeological Center have demonstrated that pottery
vessels, stone axes, bone awls, and other portable items
were often kept on these banquettes (Bradley 1986,
1987, 1988a).

As in the Pueblo I protokivas, many of the Pueblo II
kivas have probable ritual features, such as sipapus and
floor vaults, that do not occur in the surface rooms. My
impressiqns are that evidence could be assembled to
support the same interpretation made for the Pueblo I
structures—that the Pueblo II kiva was the locus for
religious rituals which primarily served to help inte-
grate a small group of co-residential households.
Whether the change in kiva shape, size, and floor fea-
tures is related to more specialization for religious rit-



ual, or to the exclusion of some people (e.g., women
[Gillespie 1976] ), or to neither of these changes, is not
clear. I think that Pueblo II kivas may well have func-
tioned like Pueblo I protokivas—that they continued to
be loci for both domestic and ritual activities by several
households that had other, more separate facilities in
the roomblock, including long-term storage facilities
(cf. Cater and Chenault 1988), What is needed for the
Pueblo II and III periods is detailed comparative studies
of associated surface rooms and kivas that combine
analyses of architectural, feature, and assemblage evi-
dence. Varien and Lightfoot’s analysis (this volume)
deals only with the Pueblo I period, but shows what can
be accomplished with a systematic treatment of these
kinds of data.

Typical Pueblo I protokivas and Pueblo II kivas ap-
pear to have functioned primarily to integrate small
social groups, on the order of several households. Did
any of the Pueblo II kivas operate at a larger social
scale, as claimed for some Pueblo I pit structures? I
can’tanswer that at this point, but I did note while doing
the survey that the largest Pueblo II kivas (in the size
range of 20 to 30 mz) tended to be isolated, or at least
not in normal propinquity to a specific small block of
surface rooms; they also appear to have more elaborate
floor features. These might perhaps be analogous to the
oversized pit structures of the Pueblo I Dolores Valley
villages. This possibility needs to be investigated by
larger-scale, more detailed studies of settlement struc-
ture and the distribution of features than have been done
to date.

I also had no Pueblo II data from settlements as large
as the late Pueblo I villages in the Dolores area. Such
settlements may exist, but they are not well-represented
in the literature reporting on excavations. There were
clusters of hamlet-sized settlements which undoubtedly
comprised communities (Rohn 1977; Hill 1985), but
they are not aggregated tightly enough to be obvious
villages. A lower degree of aggregation may have les-
sened the need for tight social control and for group
decision-making—functions that in the late Pueblo I
period may have promoted the intensification of reli-
gious ritual and the development of integrative facili-
ties with elaborate ritual features. Also in the late
Pueblo II period, “Chacoan great houses” may have
provided facilities that focused larger-scale integrative
activities.

The third data set in Table 1 is called “Chaco Outli-
ers” (Powers et al. 1983) and includes data from only
three sites in the study area—Escalante Ruin (Hallasi
1979); Wallace Ruin (Bradley 1974, 1988b); and Lowry
Ruin (Martin 1936). Though contemporary with the
other late Pueblo II sites, these Chacoan sites are archi-
tecturally distinctive. They contrast with nearby con-
temporaneous settlements in having a compact,
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pre-planned layout, multiple stories, much more sub-
stantially built masonry walls, kivas included within
the roomblock, larger kivas, larger rooms, and a higher
ratio of rooms to kivas. A Chacoan-style Great Kiva is
present at Lowry Ruin, and Great Kivas also appear to
be associated with several unexcavated Chacoan outli-
ers in the study area (e.g., Yucca House, Casa Negra,
and the Ansel Hall site).

In the San Juan Basin to the south of the study area,
the contrasts between Chacoan great houses (Lekson
1984; Powers et al. 1983) and surrounding sites are
even more pronounced. The great houses generally in-
corporate formal plaza areas, have few but relatively
large kivas, and have a room-to-kiva ratio that varies
widely from one great house to the next. The great
houses do not appear to be simple aggregates of room
suite-kiva units, although parts of some sites perhaps
show this pattern (cf. Lekson 1984). At Chaco Canyon
and elsewhere in the San Juan Basin, the contempora-
neous small sites associated with the great houses have
kiva sizes and room-to-kiva ratios resembling those of
late Pueblo II sites in the Mesa Verde area (McKenna
and Truell 1986; Powers et al. 1983). In fact, my im-
pression is that the overall distribution of Chaco outli-
ers is rather well-correlated with the overall
distribution of Anasazi settlements having formally dis-
tinctive small kivas located in unit type pueblos.

I think that many or most of the Chacoan great house
kivas in the San Juan Basin and in the Mesa Verde area
played a different, and probably larger-scale, integra-
tive role than kivas in the associated small sites. It is
also difficult to make a case, on the basis of spatial
patterning, that most great house kivas are parts of a
unit-pueblo-like facility used by an extended family or
other small-scale social segment within the great house.

The three southwest Colorado Chacoan outliers in-
cluded in Table 1 differ less profoundly from their
surrounding settlements than do the great houses in the
San Juan Basin. Nevertheless, these three Colorado
Chacoan sites have larger kivas, larger rooms, a higher
ratio of rooms to kivas, and a much greater ratio of room
space to kiva space than contemporaneous non-
Chacoan sites in the area, These differences suggest to
me that the Chacoan kivas functioned at a larger social
scale than the kivas of typical late Pueblo II Mesa Verde
area settlements.

Pueblo III Period, Mesa Verde Area

The fourth data set in Table 1 is from Mesa Verde sites
dated to the A.D. 1150-1300 period (Pueblo III). The
hamlet-sized settlements so common in the Pueblo II
period persist in the study area, but in addition there are
a number of very large, village-sized settlements that
include from one hundred to several hundred surface
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Figure 2: Plan map of Sand Canyon Pueblo (SMT765). Excavated areas shown in
heavy lines; other wall lines based on surface mapping.

rooms and numerous kivas (Rohn 1983). Some of these
are as large or larger than the major late Pueblo I
villages such as McPhee. Among the largest Pueblo III
settlements in the study area are the Yellowjacket Site
(Lange et al. 1986); Sand Canyon Pueblo (Figure 2)
(Bradley 1986, 1987, 1988a); Goodman Point Ruin
(Figure 3) (Fewkes 1919); the Lancaster or Clawson
Ruins (Martin 1929); the Bug Mesa or Monument Ruins
(Leh 1942), the Mud Springs or Toltec Ruin (Holmes
1878; Fewkes 1919), and the large cliff dwellings, such
as Long House (Cattanach 1980) and CIiff Palace
(Fewkes 1911). Little excavation has been done in the
open sites; an exception is Sand Canyon Pueblo, where
the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center is carrying out
an excavation program (Adams 1985; Bradley 1986,
1987, 1988a).

The indices employed in Table 1 do not suggest a
departure from the prevailing unit pueblo pattern during
the Pueblo III period in the central Mesa Verde area.
Also, Rohn’s detailed analysis of Mug House (1965,
1971) at Mesa Verde National Park showed that “kiva
groups” existed and were relatively small at this site
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late in the 1200s. In the study area as a whole, Pueblo
III kivas and rooms are slightly smaller than those in
Pueblo II, though this may be due to the crowding of
structures in the cliff dwellings that were common in
this period. The ratios of rooms to kivas, and of room
area to kiva area, rise somewhat when compared with
Mesa Verde Pueblo II, and room space per kiva in-
creases slightly.

The relatively low standard deviation for Pueblo III
kiva sizes stems from the rarity of either very large or
very small kivas in the data set. Thus, oversized kivas
comparable to the large Pueblo I protokivas discussed
above have not been found, even at the larger sites. As
noted above, however, there has been little excavation
at the very large open sites.

Great Kivas appear to be rare during the Pueblo III
period in the central Mesa Verde area, although large
walled courtyard spaces at Long House (Cattanach
1980) and Fire Temple (Fewkes 1921; Cassidy 1960) in
Mesa Verde National Park have floor vaults and other
features often associated with Great Kivas (Vivian and
Reiter 1960). Circular Great Kiva depressions also
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occur at the Goodman Point and Yellowjacket Sites, but
it is conceivable that these belong to a late Pueblo II
occupation, rather than to the post-A.D. 1150 compo-
nent that appears to account for the greatest intensity of
occupation at these two sites.

Other Pueblo III structures that may have served as
public architecture with integrative functions are D-
shaped bi-walled structures, including “Sun Temple”
(Fewkes 1916; Rohn 1977), located close to CIiff Pal-
ace at Mesa Verde National Park, and a similar but
unexcavated structure at Sand Canyon Pueblo.

Also present in some probable Pueblo III contexts
(e.g., at the Mud Springs Ruins complex) are circular-
plan tri-wall structures (Holmes 1878; Vivian 1959)
which may have served in some ways as integrative
facilities. However, some if not all may date to the early
A.D. 1100s rather than to the Pueblo III period as defined
here (Lekson 1983; Kane 1986a:384-385).

Pueblo IV type formal rectilinear plazas enclosed on
three or four sides by roomblocks do not appear in
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Pueblo III (or earlier) sites in the study area, Several of
the large, late, open pueblos do have informally
bounded open areas that may have served as small
plazas (e.g., Sand Canyon Pueblo—see Figure 2). At
some Pueblo III sites in the study area (e.g., Yellow-
jacket, Goodman Point [Figure 3], Lancaster Ruin), the
numerous roomblocks run east—-west and are arranged
in parallel series. The spaces between the rows of
roomblocks may have functioned as plazas, as they do
in some of the similarly-arranged historic Hopi villages
(cf. Stubbs 1950).

Recent excavations by the Crow Canyon Archaeo-
logical Center promise to shed some light on integrative
facilities and modes of integration in the thirteenth
century, just prior to the abandonment of the Mesa
Verde area. Recent work at the Green Lizard Site (Fig-
ure 4) (Huber and Bloomer 1988) has demonstrated that
Prudden units are alive and well in the A.D. 1200s in the
study area (also see Gould 1982; Lister 1964; O’Bryan
1950). Near the Green Lizard site is the much larger
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Sand Canyon Pueblo (Figure 2), which appears to date
between approximately A.D. 1240 and 1280, and may
actually have been occupied only between 1250 and
1280. This site is enclosed by a wall and has at least 90
kivas, 300 to 400 rooms, 17 towers, and a D-shaped bi-
or tri-walled structure similar to Sun Temple. There is
also at least one informal plaza on the western side of
the site. The multiplicity of kivas contrasts strongly
with the pattern displayed by large villages during the
Pueblo IV period in both the Eastern and Western
Pueblo areas. This feature of site structure appears to
link Sand Canyon Pueblo with the earlier pattern of
aggregated unit modules displayed by other large
Pueblo I through Pueblo III settlements in the study
area, rather than with the general Pueblo IV pattern.
However, only three of the six blocks of kivas and
rooms excavated so far at Sand Canyon Pueblo (Bradley
1986, 1987, 1988a) conform closely to a unit type
pueblo model, in the sense of exhibiting a well-defined
cluster of both large and small rooms associated with a
specific kiva, The three other excavated kiva-and-room
groups have yielded architectural configurations and
feature data that do not fit this model as well. For
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example, in the “100 Block” (Bradley 1986, 1987), kiva
space is very high in relation to room space, and it is
difficult to make a case that any of the small associated
surface rooms were habitation or living rooms; they
appear more likely to have been storage rooms associ-
ated with the kivas.

A glance at the Sand Canyon site map (Figure 2) also
indicates some other departures from the segmental
configuration expected under the “aggregated-unit
pueblo” model. In particular, the concentration of large
kivas on the west side of the site is striking, as is the
scarcity of surface rooms associated with them. Caution
should be used in extrapolating surface depression di-
ameter to kiva size, however. Recent excavations by
Bradley in a large depression in the “1000 Block” in the
northeast part of Sand Canyon Pueblo have shown that
the size of the mapped depression there relates to the
size of the courtyard area into which an average-size
kiva is set.

Nonetheless, the spatial patterning of architecture
elements at Sand Canyon Pueblo suggests that these
large “west side” kivas may not have been part of
standard habitation units used by a few households. In



other words, it seems possible that some may have been
used by groups who did not reside in the immediately
adjacent rooms. Ceremonial associations or other so-
dality type groups who drew membership from several
residential units may have used them. Another possibil-
ity is that some kivas at Sand Canyon were used by
groups that lived in the smaller settlements, such as
Green Lizard, that were dispersed around Sand Canyon
Pueblo.

The D-shaped tri-wall structure and the informal
plazas at the site must also have played roles in social
integration. Sand Canyon is much larger than other
excavated late thirteenth-century Mesa Verde sites re-
ported in the literature (including Cliff Palace). It may
also have been a central site in a dispersed community
of Prudden-unit habitations such as Green Lizard. As in
the Pueblo I case discussed earlier, an increased need
for social control and orderly decision-making in a
context of increased community size and population
density could have resulted in the “promotion” of some
kivas to use in larger scale social integration.

Pueblo IV and Historic Period

The “unit type pueblo” pattern, one of small kivas
closely associated with specific small blocks of habita-
tion and storage rooms, continued in the Mesa Verde
area until the very late A.D. 1200s, when this region was
abandoned along with the other remaining populated
portions of the Four Corners area. The unit pueblo
pattern was also present over much of the remainder of
the Pueblo area, but it did not survive long, if at all,
after A.D. 1300, even in areas that continued to be
populated. Instead, it was rapidly replaced by a pattern
of larger settlements with few kivas, These Pueblo IV
period settlements generally were oriented around pla-
zas (see Adams, this volume).

In the Rio Grande or Eastern Pueblo area, some sites
dating to the middle or late A.D. 1200s appear to be
single or aggregated unit type pueblos, with room-to-
kiva ratios in approximately the same range as in the
Mesa Verde area (Stubbs and Stallings 1953; Timothy
A. Kohler, personal communication), Whether these
sites were built by migrants from the Mesa Verde area
is not clear, and the pattern does not appear to have a
great deal of time depth in the area. At about A.D. 1300
the room-to-kiva ratio increased greatly in the Eastern
Pueblo area (see Table 1), concurrent with the forma-
tion of much larger pueblos that were laid out around
plazas. Early in Pueblo IV, there was some use of an
oval settlement plan (cf. Hayes et al. 1981; Hewett
1938), but this gave way to rectilinear plans, often with
multiple plazas (e.g., Hewitt 1906; Nelson 1914). I did
not have time to measure the floor areas of Pueblo IV
kivas and rooms in the Rio Grande area, but my impres-
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sions are that the kivas are generally rather small, and
certainly not as large as the typical moiety kivas domi-
nant in nineteenth and twentieth century Rio Grande
villages (Table 1; Stubbs 1950). Many Pueblo IV sites
also appear to have a few small kivas rather than two
large ones—i.e., more like historic period Taos than
historic period Santa Clara (Stubbs 1950). Most reports
on the larger Pueblo IV sites either date to the early
twentieth century and do not provide very detailed in-
ternal site chronologies, or they present only surface
mappings of rooms and kivas. Consequently, it is diffi-
cult to tell how many rooms and kivas were actually in
use at a given time. The room-to-kiva ratios are so
markedly different from the Pueblo I-III Mesa Verde
ones, however, that these problems do not affect the
contrast that can be drawn between these two sets of
data.

In the Zuni portion of the Western Pueblo area, the
small kiva-and-unit pueblo pattern was established well
before the Pueblo III period (Woodbury 1979; Zier
1976; Roberts 1931, 1932, 1939b). In this area, the shift
to large plaza-oriented sites and a radical decrease in
the numbers of kivas relative to rooms also occurred
about A.D. 1300 (Woodbury 1979; Kintigh 1985).

Moving farther west, it is my impression that in the
Tusayan and Kayenta areas, prior to A.D. 1300, the small
kiva-and-unit pueblo pattern was present but more vari-
able in expression than in the central Mesa Verde area
or the upper San Juan drainage as a whole. Pueblo II
and III period Tusayan and Kayenta area kiva architec-
ture also tends to be less formal and distinctive than in
the Mesa Verde area. The Kayenta area appears to have
been abandoned by the very late A.D. 1200s, contempo-
raneous with the final abandonment of the Mesa Verde
area. Populations in the Tusayan (Hopi) area swelled at
about the same time, and large, plaza-oriented villages
with few kivas had largely replaced earlier settlement
forms.by A.D. 1300 (Adams, this volume). Adams traces
the development of this community pattern to anteced-
ents in the Upper Little Colorado-Mogollon Rim area
in the mid- to late 1200s. ,

To the southeast, in the Mimbres area of New Mex-
ico, Anyon and LeBlanc (1980) date the appearance of
plaza-oriented pueblos to the Classic Mimbres period,
which they place at A.D. 1000-1150. They also note that
subterranean kivas and “large rooms,” to which they
assign a ritual/integrative function, appear during this
same period. There apparently is no more than one of
these structures per roomblock, and some roomblocks
have none.

Thus, the Mimbres area displays a pattern of large
villages oriented around plazas, with a low ratio of
kivas to rooms, well before these settlement character-
istics become common in Pueblo sites farther north. The
principal exceptions are some of the Chacoan great
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houses of the period A.D. 1050-1150 in the San Juan
Basin. Chacoan plazas, however, are located to the
south or in “front” (Reed 1956) of a single roomblock,
rather than between or surrounded by roomblocks, as is
the case with Mimbres, Little Colorado, and Pueblo IV
Anasazi settlements. Hence, Chacoan site layout con-
tinues to follow the basic Anasazi settlement plan that
was dominant from Pueblo I through Pueblo III (Reed
1956). Functionally, however, the appearance of plazas
in either type of settlement layout probably indicates an
investment in ceremonies or other public activities that
helped integrate people at the community or supra-com-
munity level.

Summary and Conclusions

Although some Pueblo I-III Mesa Verde protokivas and
kivas may have served relatively large social units,
most appear to be associated with quite small-scale
ones, probably at the level of a few co-residential and
economically cooperative households. Unlike nearly all
surface rooms, Mesa Verde protokivas and kivas com-
monly have architectural and floor features that can be
interpreted as serving ritual and symbolic ends, proba-
bly in the coniext of a religious ideology. Here I would
include not only sipapus and floor vaults but the subter-
ranean or pseudo-subterranean character and the roof
entries of the kivas themselves. The myth of original
emergence from an underworld or underworlds is uni-
versal and important in historic Pueblo mythology
(Dozier 1970: 203-204). It seems likely that this myth
is also quite old and prehistorically widespread. I do not
find it surprising that the material symbols of this cen-
tral myth underwent some changes in form and in archi-
tectural contexts during nearly 1500 years of prehistory
and history. What is striking is how much continuity in
form has been maintained through time (see Wilshusen,
this volume). It is also understandable that these sym-
bols came to be incorporated into the social context in
somewhat different ways at different times. They may
have served primarily small-scale groups before A.D.
1300, and primarily larger groups after that date.

From Pueblo I through Pueblo III the maintenance of
powerful religious symbols and rituals by an extended
family or other small co-residential unit may have
helped make this unit not only economically but also
ideologically self-sufficient. Socioeconomic organiza-
tion based on the strength of these relatively small units
may have promoted the well-documented flexibility of
northern Anasazi settlement and adaptation.

In the drier western part of the Mesa Verde area
outside the Mesa Verde-McElmo core area, the basic
unit of Anasazi settlement appears to have been even
smaller—the individual household rather than the kiva
group (Jennings 1963; Lipe 1970: Matson, Lipe and
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Haase 1988), so there is nothing intrinsic or inevitable
about unit pueblos. Even the extended family is a po-
tentially fissionable unit that requires some mechanism
of integration (cf. Johnson and Earle 1987). The small
protokiva or kiva appears to have played an important
integrative role for groups of this scale in the more
productive and densely-settled portions of the Mesa
Verde area during the Pueblo I through Pueblo III peri-
ods.

It appears likely that at least some Pueblo I-III pe-
riod Mesa Verde kivas served groups larger than, or at
least different from, an interhousehold unit. Sodality
organizations such as medicine or dance societies could
have been housed in such structures. Alternatively, an
interhousehold group that wished to increase its influ-
ence over community or intercommunity affairs might
have used a larger, more elaborate kiva in conjunction
with ceremonious hosting of key individuals from other
groups. Use of religious as well as social rituals in these
contexts would have provided supernatural sanction for
such efforts.

In addition to housing some types of religious rituals,
the Pueblo I-III Mesa Verde kiva also must have con-
tributed to social integration through its role as a jointly
constructed and jointly used facility for certain domes-
tic/economic activities shared among households. It
may also have been a place where visitors from other
interhousehold units or from other communities could
be given hospitality, and where such guests and their
hosts could exchange gifts of food or other materials
(also see papers by Blinman and by Plog, this volume).

The small kiva/unit pueblo/modular aggregate pat-
tern was very common in the Mesa Verde area and over
large parts of the Anasazi area prior to about A.D. 1300,
and was present in sites ranging from small hamlets to
villages of several hundred rooms. At about A.D. 1300,
as the abandonment of the Mesa Verde area and the rest
of the northern San Juan region was completed, there
was a rapid shift to larger, plaza-oriented villages with
few kivas throughout the remaining populated portion
of the Anasazi area. After A.D. 1300 the use of kiva
architecture, and presumably its associated symbols
and symbolic features, appears to have become re-
stricted to groups that functioned at a community level
of social integration, or at least at a level above the
extended family or minimal lineage.

This shift may have been the result of the rapid
spread and adoption of institutions that originated out-
side the Anasazi area, such as pan-community sodalities
like the Katsina cult (Adams, this volume), or more
formalized leadership patterns, or both. Alternatively,
patterns of this sort may have been present but only
weakly developed in earlier Anasazi societies, but were
strongly selected for during the tumultuous times of the
very late A.D. 1200s and early 1300s. As noted above,



there is some architectural and site-structure evidence
suggesting such patterns may have been present in the
Mesa Verde area before A.D. 1300. To date, this evi-
dence is better for the Pueblo I and II periods than for
Pueblo III, This, plus the synchrony of change from
Eastern through Western Pueblo areas at A.D. 1300,
tends to favor a “rapid spread and adoption” hypothesis
such as the one put forward by Adams (this volume).

In either scenario we still must account for the loss
of the small kiva/unit pueblo pattern, which had lasted
for 500 years and had been functional in a variety of
environments and in small and large settlements. As
Steward (1937) and Eggan (1950) recognized, the con-
ditions that selected against the small-scale kiva pattern
and favored a restricted larger-scale use of kivas and
their symbolic paraphernalia must have been the demo-
graphic disruption, movement, and coalescence that
affected the Anasazi world in the middle and late A.D.
1200s.

The Pueblo III to Pueblo IV shift in the social scale
of kiva use appears to represent a shift in the scale and
composition of the most important social “survival ve-
hicle” (Adams 1981) in Anasazi society. Before A.D.
1300, the Anasazi tended to emphasize a small, and
hence mobile, group of cooperating households as the
most important social unit. They built facilities and
features that directly symbolized the integration of
those units and provided the medium for rituals and
other social activities to express and reinforce that in-
tegration. Although there were also integrative mecha-
nisms for linking these small units into larger
communities, they appear to have been relatively weak;
in any case, the culture history of the Mesa Verde and
other Anasazi areas reveals repeated cycles of the ag-
gregation and subsequent dispersal of communities that
range in form from loose clusters of hamlets to densely
packed villages, such as McPhee (Pueblo I) or Sand
Canyon (Pueblo III).

After A.D. 1300 the village community of several
hundred persons appears to have become a stronger and
ritually more reinforced social unit, though one still
subject to occasional fission along kinship or factional
lines. The association of kivas with sodalities or moie-
ties meant that the symbolic properties of these struc-
tures were being controlled by groups having
membership drawn from a number of residential/kin-
ship units scattered throughout the community (Eggan
1950; Dean 1970). Furthermore, as Adams (this vol-
ume) points out, the formalization of a central plaza or
plazas provided a locale for community ceremonies. In
the Eastern Tewa pueblos, the plaza is also the location
of the nansipu or “earth navel” that marks the center of
the cosmos for each village, and is an important orient-
ing point for Tewa world view (Ortiz 1969, 1972,
Swentzell 1985, 1988). If the village moves, the
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nansipu, or center, moves with it. Thus, “sacred space
can be recreated again and again without exhausting its
reality” (Ortiz 1972:142). Prior to A.D. 1300, sacred
space may have moved with the interhousehold group
rather than with the village.

Acknowledgments

I wish to dedicate this paper to Jesse D. Jennings, who
gave me my first opportunity to work on Anasazi kivas,
and from whom I learned much of what I know about
how to do archaeological fieldwork, and how to look
for patterns in archaeological data.

The research for this paper was supported in part by
National Science Foundation Grant No. 8706532 to the
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center. I especially wish
to acknowledge the many hours of careful work that
Nick Scoales put into making planimeter measurements
from site report maps. I am also grateful to Richard
Wilshusen, Mark Varien, Ricky Lightfoot, and Karen
Dohm for sharing their data with me. Michelle Hegmon
and David Breternitz made many helpful comments on
earlier drafts of the paper. I of course take responsibility
for any errors of omission, commission, or interpreta-
tion that the paper contains.

References

Adams, E. Charles
1985 Annual Report of Test Excavations at SMT765,

Sand Canyon Pueblo, and Archaeological Survey
in T36N, R18W, Sections 12 and 24, and T36N,
R16W, Sections 29 and 30. Crow Canyon Campus
of the Center for American Archeology, Cortez,
Colorado. Submitted to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, San Juan Resource Area, Durango, Colo-
rado,

Adams, Richard N.
1981 The Dynamics of Societal Diversity: Notes from
Nicaragua for a Sociology of Survival. American
Ethnologist 8(1):1-20.

Anyon, Roger and Steven A. LeBlanc
1980 The Architectural Evolution of Mogollon-Mimbres
Communal Structures. The Kiva 45(3):253-277

Birkedal, Terje
1968 Site 1926, An Isolated Pueblo III Kiva Near Long
House, Wetherill Mesa. In Contributions to Mesa
Verde Archaeology: V. Emergency Archaeology in
Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado, 19481966,
edited by Robert H. Lister, pp. 95-100.

65



Blinman, Eric
1988 The Interpretation of Ceramic Variability: A Case
Study from the Dolores Anasazi. Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Anthropology,
Washington State University, Pullman, Washing-
ton.

Bradley, Bruce A.
1974 Preliminary Report of Excavations at the Wallace
Ruin. Southwestern Lore 40(3 and 4):63-71.

1986 1985 Annual Report of Test Excavations at Sand
Canyon Pueblo (SMT765). Crow Canyon Archaco-
logical Center, Cortez, Colorado. Submitted to the
Bureau of Land Management, San Juan Resource
Area Office, Durango, Colorado.

1987  Annual Report of Excavations at Sand Canyon
Pueblo (5MT765), 1986 Field Season. Crow Can-
yon Archaeological Center, Cortez, Colorado. Sub-
mitted to the Bureau of Land Management, San
Juan Resource Area Office, Durango, Colorado.

1988a Annual Report on the Excavations at Sand Can-
yon Pueblo, 1987 Field Season. Crow Canyon Ar-
chaeological Center, Cortez, Colorado. Submitted
to the Bureau of Land Management, San Juan Re-
source Area Office, Durango, Colorado.

1988b Wallace Ruin Interim Report. Southwestern Lore
54(2):8-33.

Breternitz, David A., Christine K. Robinson, and E. Timothy
Gross, compilers
1986  Dolores Archaeological Program: Final Synthetic
Report. Bureau of Reclamation, Engineering and
Research Center, Denver, Colorado.

Brew, John O.

1946 Archaeology of Alkali Ridge, Southeastern Utah.
Papers of the Peabody Museum of American Ar-
chaeology and Ethnology, vol. 21. Harvard Uni-
versity, Cambridge, Massachusetts,

Cassidy, Francis
1960 Fire Temple, Mesa Verde National Park. In The
Great Kivas of Chaco Canyon and Their Relation-
ships, by Gordon Vivian and Paul Reiter, pp. 73-
81. Monographs of the School of American
Research No. 22. Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Cater, John D. and Mark L. Chenault

1988 Kiva Use Reinterpreted. Southwestern Lore
54(3):19-32.

66

Cattanach, George S., Jr.
1980 Long House, Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado.
National Park Service Publications in Archeology
No. 7H. Washington, D.C.

Dean, Jeffrey S.
1970 Aspects of Tsegi Phase Social Organization: A
Trial Reconstruction. In Reconstructing Prehis-
toric Pueblo Societies, edited by William A,
Longacre, pp. 140-174. University of New Mex-
ico Press, Albuquerque.

Dohm, Karen
1987 Effect of Population Nucleation on House Size for
Pueblos in the American Southwest. Unpublished
manuscript in the possession of the author, Dept.
of Anthropology, Smithsonian Institution, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dozier, Edward P.
1970 The Pueblo Indians of North America. Holt, Rine-
hart, and Winston, New York.

Eggan, Fred
1950 Social Organization of the Western Pueblos. Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, Chicago.

Fewkes, J. W.

1909  Antiquities of the Mesa Verde National Park:
Spruce Tree House. Bureau of American Ethnol-
ogy Bulletin 41. Smithsonian Institution, Washing-
ton, D.C.

1911  Antiquities of the Mesa Verde National Park: Cliff
Palace. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin
51. Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

1916 Excavation and Repair of Sun Temple, Mesa Verde
National Park. U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C.

1919  Prehistoric Villages, Castles, and Towers of South-
western Colorado. Bureau of American Ethnology
Bulletin 70. Washington, D.C.

1921 Field Work on the Mesa Verde National Park. In
Explorations and Fieldwork of the Smithsonian In-
stitution in 1920. Smithsonian Miscellaneous Col-
lections, vol. 72(6).

Gillespie, William
1976  Culture Change at the Ute Canyon Site: A Study of
the Pithouse-Kiva Transition in the Mesa Verde
Region. Unpublished Master’s thesis, Department
of Anthropology, University of Colorado, Boulder.



Gould, Ron
1982 The Mustoe Site. Unpublished Ph.D, dissertation,
Department of Anthropology, University of Texas,
Austin.

Hallasi, Judith
1979 Archaeological Excavation at the Escalante Site,
Dolores, Colorado, 1975 and 1976. In The Archae-
ology and Stabilization of the Dominguez and Es-
calante Ruins, by Alan D. Reed et al., pp.
197-245, Bureau of Land Management, Colorado,
Cultural Resources Series No. 7. Denver.

Hawley, Florence
1950 Big Kivas, Little Kivas, and Moiety Houses in His-
torical Reconstruction, Southwestern Journal of
Anthropology 6:286-302.

Hayes, Alden
1964 The Archeological Survey of Wetherill Mesa, Mesa
Verde National Park. National Park Service Arche-
ological Research Series 7A. National Park Ser-
vice, Washington, D.C.

Hayes, Alden C. and James A. Lancaster
1975 Badger House Community, Mesa Verde National
Park. National Park Service Publications in Arche-

ology No. 7E. Washington, D.C,

Hayes, Alden C., Jon Young, and A. H. Warren
1981 Excavation of Mound 7, Gran Quivira National
Monument, New Mexico. National Park Service
Publications in Archeology No. 16. Washington,
D.C.

Hewett, Arthur E, Jr.
1968 The Salvage Excavation of Site 1914, Navajo Hill.
In Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: V.
Emergency Archaeology in Mesa Verde National
Park, Colorado, 1948-1966, edited by Robert H.
Lister, pp. 37-44. University of Colorado Studies,
Series in Anthropology No. 15. Boulder, Colorado.

Hewett, Edgar L.
1906 Antiquities of the Jemez Plateau, New Mexico.
Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 32, Wash-
ington, D.C.

1938 The Pajarito Plateau and Its Ancient People. Uni-
versity of New Mexico and School of American
Research. Albuquerque, New Mexico.

5: SOCIAL SCALE OF MESA VERDE KIVAS

Hill, David V.
1985 Pottery Making at the Ewing Site. Southwestern
Lore 51(1):19-31.

Hill, James N,
1966 A Prehistoric Community in Eastern Arizona.
Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 22(1):9-30.

Holmes, William H,
1878 Report on the Ancient Ruins of Southwestern Colo-
rado, Examined During the Summers of 1875 and
1876. In Tenth Annual Report of the U.S. Geologi-
cal and Geographical Survey of the Territories for
1876, pp. 383-408. Washington, D.C.

Huber, Edgar K and William W. Bloomer
1988 Annual Report of Investigations at Green Lizard
(5MT3901), Montezuma County, Colorado. Crow
Canyon Archaeological Center, Cortez, Colorado.
Submitted to the Bureau of Land Management,
San Juan Resource Area, Durango, Colorado.

Jennings, Jesse D.
1963  Anthropology and the World of Science. University
of Utah Bulletin 54(18). Salt Lake City.

Johnson, Allen W. and Timothy Earle
1987  The Evolution of Human Societies. Stanford Uni-
versity Press, Stanford, California.

Kane, Allen E.
1983 Introduction to Field Investigations and Analysis.
In Dolores Archaeological Program: Field Investi-
gations and Analysis—1978, prepared under the
supervision of David A. Breternitz, pp. 1-37. Bu-
reau of Reclamation, Engineering and Research
Center, Denver.

1984 The Prehistory of the Dolores Project Area. In Do-
lores Archaeological Program: Synthetic Report
1978—1981, prepared under the supervision of
David A, Breternitz, pp. 21-51. Bureau of Recla-
mation, Engineering and Research Center, Denver.

1986a Prehistory of the Dolores River Valley. In Dolores
Archaeological Program: Final Synthetic Report,
compiled by David A, Breternitz et al., pp. 353-
435. Bureau of Reclamation, Engineering and Re-
search Center, Denver.

1986b Social Organization and Cultural Process in Dolo-
res Anasazi Communities, A.D. 600-900. In Dolo-
res Archaeological Program: Final Synthetic
Report, compiled by David A, Breternitz et al., pp.

67



633-661. Bureau of Reclamation, Engineering and
Research Center, Denver.

Kane, Allen E. and Christine K. Robinson (compilers)

1988 Dolores Archaeological Program: Anasazi Commu-
nities at Dolores: McPhee Village. Bureau of Rec-
lamation, Engineering and Research Center,

Denver.

Kintigh, Keith W.
1985 Settlement, Subsistence, and Society in Late Zuni
Prehistory. Anthropological Papers of the Univer-
sity of Arizona No. 44, Tucson, Arizona,

Lancaster, James A. and Jean M. Pinkley
1954 Excavation at Site 16 of Three Pueblo II Mesa-Top
Ruins. In Archeological Excavations in Mesa
Verde National Park, Colorado, 1950, by James
A. Lancaster et al., pp. 23-86. National Park Ser-
vice Archeological Research Series No. 2. Wash-
ington, D.C.

Lancaster, James A. and Philip F. Van Cleave
1954 Excavation of Sun Point Pueblo. In Archeological
Excavations in Mesa Verde National Park, Colo-
rado, 1950, by James A. Lancaster et al., pp. 87-
111, National Park Service Archeological
Research Series No. 2. Washington, D.C.

Lange, Frederick, Nancy Mahaney, Joe Ben Wheat, and Mark
L. Chenault
1986 Yellow Jacket: A Four Corners Anasazi Ceremo-
nial Center. Johnson Books, Boulder, Colorado.

Leh, Leonard
1942 A Preliminary Report on the Monument Ruins in
San Juan County, Utah. University of Colorado
Studies, Series C, Studies in the Social Sciences
1(3):261-295.

Lekson, Stephen H.
1983  Dating the Hubbard Tri-wall and Other Tri-wall
Structures. Southwestern Lore 49(4):15-23.

1984  Great Pueblo Architecture of Chaco Canyon, New
Mexico. National Park Service Publications in Ar-
cheology No. 18B. National Park Service, Wash-
ington, D.C.

1985 The Idea of the Kiva in Anasazi Archaeology.
Paper Presented at the 50th Annual Meeting of the
Society for American Archaeology, Denver, Colo-
rado.

68

1988 The Idea of the Kiva in Anasazi Archaeology. The
Kiva 53(3):213-234.

Lightfoot, Ricky R.
1988 Roofing an Anasazi Great Kiva: Analysis of an Ar-
chitectural Model. The Kiva 53(3):253-272.

Lightfoot, Ricky R., Alice Emerson, and Eric Blinman
1988 Excavations in Area 5. In Dolores Archaeological
Program: Anasazi Communities at Dolores: Grass
Mesa Village (5MT23), compiled by William D.
Lipe et al., pp. 561-766. Bureau of Reclamation,
Engineering and Research Center, Denver,

Lipe, William D.

1970 Anasazi Communities in the Red Rock Plateau. In
Reconstructing Prehistoric Pueblo Societies, ed-
ited by William Longacre, pp. 84-139. University
of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

Lipe, William D. and Bruce A. Bradley
1988 Prehistoric Pueblo Organization, Sand Canyon Lo-
cality, Southwestern Colorado. Crow Canyon Ar-
chaeological Center, Cortez, Colorado. Research
proposal submitted to the National Science Foun-
dation,

Lipe, William D. and Timothy A. Kohler
1984 Method and Technique: Prehistory, In Dolores Ar-
chaeological Program: Synthetic Report 1978—
1981, prepared under the supervision of David A.
Bretemitz, pp. 9-20. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
Engineering and Research Center, Denver,

Lipe, William D., Timothy A. Kohler, Mark D. Varien, James
N. Morris, and Ricky R. Lightfoot
1988 Synthesis. In Dolores Archaeological Program: An-
asazi Communities at Dolores: Grass Mesa Vil-
lage (5MT23), compiled by W. D. Lipe et al., pp.
1213-1276. Bureau of Reclamation, Engineering
and Research Center, Denver.

Lister, Robert H.

1964 Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: I. Site
499, Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado. Uni-
versity of Colorado Studies, Series in Anthropol-
ogy No. 9. Boulder, Colorado.

1965 Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: II. Site
875, Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado. Uni-
versity of Colorado Studies, Series in Anthropol-
ogy No. 11. Boulder, Colorado.

1966  Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: I1I. Site
866, and the Cultural Sequence at Four Villages



in the Far View Group, Mesa Verde National
Park, Colorado. University of Colorado Studies,
Series in Anthropology No. 12. Boulder, Colorado.

1967 Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: 1V. Site
1086, an Isolated Above-Ground Kiva in Mesa
Verde National Park, Colorado. University of Col-
orado Studies, Series in Anthropology No. 13.
Boulder, Colorado.

Lister, Robert H. (assembler and editor)

1968 Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology: V. Emer-
gency Archaeology in Mesa Verde National Park,
Colorado, 1948-1966. University of Colorado
Studies, Series in Anthropology No. 15. Boulder,
Colorado.

Lister, Robert H. and David A. Bretemitz

1968 The Salvage Excavation of Site 1104, Wetherill
Mesa. In Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeol-
0gy: V. Emergency Archaeology in Mesa Verde Na-
tional Park, Colorado, 1948-1966, edited by
Robert H. Lister, pp. 69-88. University of Colo-
rado Studies, Series in Anthropology No. 15. Boul-
der, Colorado.

Lister, Robert H. and Jack E. Smith

1968 Salvage Excavations at Site 1088, Morfield Can-
yon. In Contributions to Mesa Verde Archaeology:
V. Emergency Archaeology in Mesa Verde Na-
tional Park, Colorado, 1948-1966, edited by Rob-
ert H. Lister, pp. 5-32. University of Colorado
Studies, Series in Anthropology No. 15. Boulder,
Colorado.

Luebben, Ralph
1983 The Grinnell Site. Journal of Intermountain Arche-
ology 2(2):1-26.

Martin, Paul S.
1929 The 1928 Archaeological Expedition of the State
Historical Society of Colorado. The Colorado
Magazine 6(1):1-35.

1930 The 1929 Archacological Expedition of the State
Historical Society of Colorado in Co-operation
with the Smithsonian Institution, The Colorado
Magazine 7(1):1-40.

Martin, Paul S. (with reports by Laurence Roys and Gerhardt
von Bonin)
1936 Lowry Ruin in Southwestern Colorado. Field Mu-
seum of Natural History, Anthropological Series,
vol. 23(1). Chicago.

5: SOCIAL SCALE OF MESA VERDE KIVAS

Matson, R. G., William D, Lipe, and William R. Haase
1988 Adaptational Continuities and Occupational Dis-
continuities: the Cedar Mesa Anasazi. Journal of
Field Archaeology 15(3):245-264.

McKenna, Peter J. and Marcia L. Truell
1986 Small Site Architecture of Chaco Canyon, New
Mexico. National Park Service Publications in Ar-
cheology No. 18D, National Park Service, Santa
Fe, New Mexico.

Mindeleff, Victor
1891 A Study of Pueblo Architecture: Tusayan and Ci-
bola. Annual Report of the Bureau of Ethnology
No. 8, pp. 13-228. Smithsonian Institution, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Morley, Sylvanus G.
1908 The Excavation of the Cannonball Ruins in South-
westem Colorado. American Anthropologist, n.s.,
10:596-610.

Morris, Earl
1939  Archaeological Studies in the La Plata District,
Southwestern Colorado and Northwestern New
Mexico. Carnegie Institution of Washington Publi-
cation No. 519. Washington, D.C.

Nelson, Nels C.
1914  Pueblo Ruins of the Galisteo Basin, New Mexico.
Anthropological Papers of the American Museum
of Natural History, vol. 15(1). New York City.

Nickens, Paul
1977 Wood Rat Knoll: A Multicomponent Site in Butler
Wash, Southeastern Utah. Department of Anthro-
pology, University of Denver.

1981 Pueblo III Communities in Transition: Environ-
ment and Adaptation in Johnson Canyon. Mem-
oirs of the Colorado Archaeological Society No.
2. Boulder, Colorado.

O’Bryan, Deric
1950 Excavations in Mesa Verde National Park, 1947~
1948. Medallion Papers No. 34. Gila Pueblo,
Globe, Arizona.

Orcutt, Jan and Eric Blinman
1988 Leadership and the Development of Social Com-
plexity: A Case Study from the Dolores Area of
the American Southwest. Manuscript in posses-
sion of the senior author, National Park Service,
Santa Fe, New Mexico.

69



Ortiz, Alfonso
1969 The Tewa World: Space, Time, Being, and Becom-
ing in a Pueblo Society. University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.

1972 Ritual Drama and Pueblo World View. In New Per-
spectives on the Pueblos, edited by Alfonso Ortiz,
pp. 135-161. University of New Mexico Press, Al-
buquerque.

Powers, Robert P, William B. Gillespie, and Stephen H.
Lekson
1983 The Outlier Survey: A Regional View of Settlement
in the San Juan Basin. Reports of the Chaco Cen-
ter No. 3. Division of Research, National Park Ser-
vice, Albuquerque.

Prudden, T. Mitchell
1903 The Prehistoric Ruins of the San Juan Watershed in
Utah, Arizona, Colorado and New Mexico. Ameri-
can Anthropologist, n.s., 5(2):224-288.

1914 The Circular Kivas of Small Ruins in the San Juan
Watershed, American Anthropologist, n.s., 16:33-
58.

1918 A Further Study of Prehistoric Small House Ruins
in the San Juan Watershed. Memoirs of the Ameri-
can Anthropological Association No. 5(1).

Reed, Alan D.

1979 The Dominguez Ruin; A McElmo Phase Pueblo in
Southwestern Colorado. In The Archaeology and
Stabilization of the Dominguez and Escalante
Ruins, by Alan Reed et al., Part 1, pp. 1-196, Bu-
reau of Land Management, Colorado, Cultural Re-
sources Series No. 7. Denver.

Reed, Erik
1956 Types of Village Plan Layouts in the Southwest. In
Prehistoric Settlement Patterns in the New World,
edited by Gordon R. Willey, pp. 11-17. Viking
Fund Publications in Anthropology No. 23. New
York.

1958 Excavations in Mancos Canyon, Colorado. Univer-
sity of Utah Anthropological Papers No. 35. Salt
Lake City.

Roberts, Frank H. H.
1930 Early Pueblo Ruins in the Piedra District, South-
western Colorado. Bureau of American Ethnology
Bulletin 96. Washington, D.C.

70

1931 The Ruins at Kiatuthlanna, Eastern Arizona. Bu-
reau of American Ethnology Bulletin 100. Wash-
ington, D.C.

1932 The Village of the Great Kivas on the Zuni Reserva-
tion. Bureau of American Ethnology Bulletin 111,
Washington, D.C.

1933 Some Early Pueblo Remains in Eastern Arizona.
Smithsonian Institution Exploration and Field-
work in 1932: 65-68.

1939a The Development of a Unit-Type Dwelling. In So
Live the Works of Men, edited by Donald D. Brand
and Fred E. Harvey, pp. 311-323. University of
New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

1939b Archaeological Remains in the Whitewater Dis-
trict, Eastern Arizona. Part I. House Types. Bu-
reau of American Ethnology Bulletin 121.
‘Washington, D.C.

Robinson, William J. and Bruce G. Harrill
1974  Tree-Ring Dates from Colorado V: Mesa Verde
Area. Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, Univer-
sity of Arizona, Tucson.

Rohn, Arthur
1965 Postulation of Socio-economic Groups from Ar-
chaeological Evidence. In Contributions of the
Wetherill Mesa Archeological Project, assembled
by Douglas Osborne, pp. 65-69. Society for Amer-
ican Archaeology Memoir No. 19.

1971 Mug House, Mesa Verde National Park, Colorado.
National Park Service Archeological Series
No. 7D. Washington, D.C.

1977 Cultural Change and Continuity on Chapin Mesa.
The Regents Press of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas.

1983 Budding Urban Settlements in the Northern San
Juan. In Proceedings of the Anasazi Symposium,
1981, edited by Jack E. Smith, pp. 175-180. Mesa
Verde Museum Association, Mesa Verde National
Park, Colorado.

Schlanger, Sarah
1985  Prehistoric Population Dynamics in the Dolores
Area, Southwestern Colorado. Unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Department of Anthropology, Wash-
ington State University, Pullman.



Smith, Watson
1971 Painted Ceramics of the Western Mound at
Awatovi. Papers of the Peabody Museum of Ar-
chaeology and Ethnology No. 38, Harvard Univer-
sity, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

1972  Prehistoric Kivas of Antelope Mesa, Northeastern
Arizona. Papers of the Peabody Museum of Ar-
chaeology and Ethnology, vol. 39(1). Harvard Uni-
versity, Cambridge.

Steward, Julian
1937 Ecological Aspects of Southwestern Society. An-
thropos 32:87-104.

Stuart, David E. and Rory P. Gauthier
1981 Prehistoric New Mexico: Background for Survey.
Historic Preservation Division, Office of Cultural
Affairs, State of New Mexico. Santa Fe, New
Mexico.

Stubbs, Stanley A.
1950 Birds-Eye View of the Pueblos. University of Okla-
homa Press, Norman.

Stubbs, Stanley A. and W. S. Stallings, Jr.

1953  The Excavation of Pindi Pueblo, New Mexico.
Monographs of the School of American Research
and the Laboratory of Anthropology No. 18. Santa
Fe, New Mexico.

Swannack, Jervis D,, Jr.
1969 Big Juniper House, Mesa Verde National Park. Na-
tional Park Service Archeological Research Series
No. 7-C. Washington, D.C,

Swentzell, Rina
1985 An Understated Sacredness. MASS, Fall issue,
1985. School of Architecture and Planning, Uni-
versity of New Mexico.

1988 Bupingeh: The Pueblo Plaza. El Palacio 94(2):14-
19.

5: SOCIAL SCALE OF MESA VERDE KIVAS

Thompson, Charmaine, Shane A. Baker, James R, Allison,
and Kenneth L. Wintch
1986 The Nancy Patterson Village Archaeological Re-
search Project, Field Year 1985, Preliminary Re-
port No. 3. Brigham Young University, Museum
of Peoples and Cultures, Technical Series No. 86-
27. Provo, Utah,

Vivian, R. Gordon
1959 The Hubbard Site and Other Tri-wall Structures in
New. Mexico and Colorado. National Park Service
Archeological Research Series No. 5. Washington,
D.C.

Vivian, R, Gordon and Paul Reiter
1960 The Great Kivas of Chaco Canyon and Their Rela-
tionships. Monographs of the School of American
Research No. 22. Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Wilcox, David
1976 How the Pueblos Came to Be As They Are: The
Problem Today. Unpublished preliminary exami-
nation paper, Department of Anthropology, Uni-
versity of Arizona, Tucson,

Wilshusen, Richard
1985 Architectural Trends in Prehistoric Anasazi Sites at

Dolores, Colorado, A.D. 600-1200. Dolores Ar-
chaeological Program Technical Reports DAP—
274. Prepared for Cultural Resources Mitigation
Program: Dolores Project, Bureau of Reclama-
tion, Upper Colorado Region, Salt Lake City,
Utah, Contract No. 8-07-40-S0562.

1986 The Relationship Between Abandonment Mode
and Ritual Use in Pueblo I Anasazi Protokivas.
Journal of Field Archaeology 13:245-254.

‘Woodbury, Richard B.
1979  Zuni Prehistory and History to 1850. In Southwest,
edited by Alfonso Ortiz, pp. 467-473. Handbook
of North American Indians, vol. 9, William C.
Sturtevant, general editor. Smithsonian Institution,
‘Washington, D.C.

Zier, Christian J.
1976  Excavations Near Zuni, New Mexico: 1973. MNA
Research Paper No. 2. Musuem of Northern Ari-
zona, Flagstaff.

71



72



6

Ritual and Nonritual Activities in Mesa
Verde Region Pit Structures

Mark D. Varien and Ricky R. Lightfoot

Excavation data from the Duckfoot Site, a ninth century hamlet in southwestern Colorado, are used to
investigate how early Pueblo pit structures were used. The distribution of floor artifacts and features across
the site is used to infer activities associated with pit structures and surface rooms, taking into account
modes of abandonment and assemblage formation. Architectural suites consisting of a pit structure and
associated surface “front” and “back” rooms are also compared. Unlike the surface rooms, the pit
structures have evidence of ritual use, as well as ritual modes of abandonment. They do not appear to have
been specialized for ritual use, however, because domestic features and artifacts are also abundant in them.,
There is strong evidence for multiple-household shared use of pit structures, and also for considerable
variation from one pit structure to the next in the activities represented.

Introduction

o begin our study of pit structure use we quote Earl
Morris, who introduced the term “protokiva” to the
archaeological literature:

Although the underground chamber was for some time
maintained as the principal domiciliary unit of each
residential cluster, the above-ground rooms gradually
assumed the function of the family living quarters, and
the subterranean chamber became invested with cere-
monial character. This change was completed some-
where between the norms of Pueblo I and II [Morris
1939:36].

Morris was essentially addressing the same question
we are asking today: How does pit structure use change
when surface habitation rooms become a part of the
architectural configuration of the site? A “protokiva,”
for Morris, was a pit structure that bridged the gap
between a pit house and a kiva, primarily in terms of
architectural style and to a lesser degree in terms of
structure use (Morris 1939:30, 34, 36). “Protokiva” is
not a popular term today, because it raises the problem
of teleological reasoning; the interpretation of pit struc-
ture use is limited and biased if we assume a priori that
pit houses changed into kivas. In this paper we are

concerned with the same type of structures that Morris
labeled “protokivas,” late Pueblo I pit structures on
sites in the Mesa Verde region where surface rooms
interpreted as habitations are also present. We will drop
the term “protokiva,” however, for the more generic
label, “pit structure.” The use of these pit structures
remains a problem to resolve, and ritual use is but one
interpretation considered. “Ritual activity,” as it is used
in this paper, refers to religious ceremony conducted by
a group.

To examine pit structure use we focus on an ex-
tremely well-preserved, well-dated, and thoroughly ex-
cavated site, the Duckfoot Site (Lightfoot 1985, 1987,
Lightfoot and Van West 1986; Lightfoot and Varien
1988). The Duckfoot Site (Figure 1) is arelatively small
late Pueblo I habitation in the Mesa Verde region, oc-
cupied by four to seven households. Comparisons are
made between Duckfoot pit structures and surface
rooms, using architectural data, floor artifact and fea-
ture assemblages, and abandonment mode. Pit structure
and room use patterns appear to be distinct, based on
these comparisons. The same data sets are used to com-
pare pit structures to each other. Variation between pit
structures suggests they may have been used differently
as well.
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Figure 1: Plan map of architecture and excavation units at the Duckfoot site.
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Pueblo I Communities in the Mesa
Verde Region

Anasazi population in the Mesa Verde region was both
dense and aggregated by the late Pueblo I period (Mor-
ris 1939; Martin 1939; Brew 1946; Hayes and Lancaster
1975; Brisbin et al. 1988; Lipe et al. 1988; Wilshusen
1985a, 1986a; Kane 1986; Orcutt 1987). Many sites
include several roomblocks of over 50 rooms, spatially
clustered into large communities (Orcutt 1987). Varia-
tion in pit structure size is an important aspect of these
Pueblo I sites. Excluding Great Kivas, pit structure size
recorded by the Dolores Archaeological Program
ranges from under 10 m? to oversized pit structures as
large as 64 m? (Kane 1986; Wilshusen 1985a). This

tremendous size variation suggests that pit structures
may have varied greatly, both in their range of uses and
in the size of the social groups who used and maintained
them.

Duckfoot (Figure 1) is a relatively small site located
12 km northwest of Mesa Verde. Architectural units at
Duckfoot include 19 surface rooms and four small- to
moderate-sized pit structures (Lightfoot 1985, 1987;
Lightfoot and Van West 1986; Lightfoot and Varien
1988). Site reconnaissance indicates that Duckfoot is
part of a larger dispersed community that includes one
large settlement with a probable oversized pit structure
(Lightfoot 1985).

Several factors make Duckfoot an excellent site at
which to examine the question of pit structure use. The
entire site has been excavated, and preservation was
excellent due to burning and the absence of looting and
plowing. Burned roof fall covered most pit structure
and front room floors, sealing the contents and mini-
mizing postabandonment scavenging, mixing, and con-
tamination. Tree-ring dates are plentiful, and indicate
initial construction in the mid- to late A.D. 850s, with
the last remodeling in the early A.D. 870s.

An Architectural Model of
Household Organization

Pueblo I site layout in the Anasazi region is repetitively
patterned from site to site. Roomblocks containing a
row of smaller rooms fronted by a row of larger rooms
are located on the north end of the site, an associated
group of pit structures is found to the south of the
roomblock, and south of the pit structures is the midden.
Social organization models developed by the Dolores
Archacological Program are based largely on this re-
peated architectural pattern (Figure 2). Surface room
suites consisting of a front room and one or two back
rooms are interpreted as having been occupied by a
household. Two or more households sharing the use of
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a pit structure formed an interhousehold group. The sum
of adjacent interhouseholds composed the roomblock
group, and a cluster of roomblock groups formed a
community (Kane 1986).

Initial construction at Duckfoot (Figure 3) included
three pit structures (1, 2, and 3), eight front rooms (16,
15, 14, 13, 12, 11, 10, and 19), and ten back rooms (1,
2,3,4,5,6,7, 8,9, and 18). Following the Dolores
model, the roomblock contains seven household units.
Evidence from wall junctures and differences in build-
ing techniques can be used to divide the roomblock into
three interhousehold suites. Residents of Rooms 15 and
16 would have stored food in Rooms 1, 2, and 3, and
formed an interhousehold group that shared Pit Struc-
ture 1. Similarly, residents of Rooms 11, 12, and 13
would have used Rooms 4, 5, 6, and 7 for storage, and
shared Pit Structure 2. Rooms 10 and 19 are living
rooms associated with storage Rooms 8, 9, and 18, and
Pit Structure 3 was shared by this interhousehold group.

Architectural evidence also indicates that the pueblo
was remodeled during its occupation, and several rooms
apparently changed in the way they were used. Remod-
eling removed hearths from Rooms 10 and 15, and these
rooms appear to have changed from habitations to work
areas or specnahzed storage facilities. Pit Structure 4, a
small (9 m ) pit structure, was added, possibly replac-
ing Pit Structure 2 (Figure 4). These architectural
changes are interpreted as indicating changes in house-
hold organization, or at least in the spatial organization
of households, prior to abandonment. Remodeling re-
sulted in fewer front rooms with cooking and heating
facilities, and a large pit structure was possibly re-
placed by a smaller one; these changes may indicate a
decrease in site population. While our architectural
model of organization at the time of construction indi-
cates each pit structure was shared by two or more
households, it is possible that by the time of abandon-
ment some of the pit structures were used only by a
single household. Evaluation of the organizational pat-
tern at abandonment has only begun, but a possible
reconstruction is as follows: (1) two households were
centered in Rooms 13 and 16, and they shared the use
of Room 15 and Pit Structure 1; (2) two households
were centered in Rooms 11 and 12, and they shared Pit
Structure 4; and (3) one household was living in Room
19, using remodeled Room 10 and Pit Structure 3. The
abandonment-organization model presented here and in
Figure 4 is only one of several possibilities, but these
structure groupings are used for artifact comparisons in
the remainder of this paper.

Structure Use

Floor artifacts, features, and abandonment mode are
analyzed to examine the types of activities that took
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Figure 2: Intracommunity organization model proposed by the Dolores Archaeological Program

(After Kane 1983).

place within structures. These data sets are compared in
two ways. First, front-to-back comparisons attempt to
differentiate the nature of use of pit structures, front
rooms, and back rooms. These comparisons deal with
the fundamental problem of pit structure and surface
room use at sites that contain both pit structures and
pueblos (cf. Gilman 1987; Gillespie 1976; Morris
1939). Pueblo I pit structure use cannot be understood
by looking at pit structures as if they were isolated
units. Instead, we evaluate pit structures in a compara-
tive framework that includes the other architectural
units of the site. Second, side-to-side comparisons
search for similarities and differences between struc-
tures, or groups of structures, of the same type. Often
archaeologists lump structures of one type (e.g., pit
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structures) into a functional category (e.g., pit houses
or kivas) and then talk about the categories as if they
represent a single type of use (e.g., domestic or ritual).
Itis unlikely that all pit structures were used in the same
manner, and determining the range of variation in arti-
facts, features, and abandonment mode is an important
step toward a better understanding of pit structure use.

Front-to-back comparisons at Duckfoot reveal that
some aclivities are common to both front rooms and pit
structures. Pit structures, however, contain evidence for
activities not present in the front rooms. Side-to-side
comparisons demonstrate that variation is present be-
tween units of the the same type. Standard household
and interhousehold artifact and feature assemblages are
not present.

VARIEN AND LIGHTFOOT
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Figure 5: Front-to-back distribution of metates and
manos from floor contexts only.

Artifacts

Floor artifact assemblages are conditioned primarily by
use immediately before abandonment, and probably do
not reflect structure use for the entire period of occupa-
tion., Metates are the one artifact type that might be an
exception, and reflect long-term use of space, as they
are heavy (up to 45 kg) and not easily transported.
Because manos and other tools are less cumbersome,
they may have been moved in and out of structures as
needed. The distribution of metates and manos is exam-
ined as an indicator of mealing activities (Figure 5).
Both pit structures and front rooms contained numerous
metates and manos, with the highest numbers in the pit
structures. Back rooms contained only manos and mano
fragments. Mealing therefore occurred in both pit struc-
tures and front rooms. Back rooms may have been used
for tool storage, but they were not the location of meal-
ing activities.

The distribution of ceramic vessels and tools on
structure floors is examined as an indicator of a variety
of activities such as cooking, food preparation, and
storage. Floor-associated ceramic artifacts include
complete vessels (jars, ollas, bowls, a seed jar, and a
dipper), specialized ceramic forms (miniatures, effi-
gies, and pipes), partial vessels, sherd containers, and
modified sherds. Individual sherds were also present on
structure floors, but are not considered in this analysis.
Pit structures had the largest number of ceramic items,
including the majority of complete vessels and all but
one of the specialized forms (Figure 6). Front rooms
had fewer whole vessels, but contained numerous par-
tial vessels, some sherd containers, and a few modified
sherds (Figure 7). Partial vessels are large portions of
broken vessels. Sherd containers are usually smaller
than partial vessels and are characterized by having
been shaped and/or reused as shallow containers. Mod-
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ified sherds are small sherds that have been altered by
use or shaping after breakage. Back room ceramic arti-
facts include three complete vessels in Room 2 and a
single sherd container in Room 18.

| | Olia
2 Jar L,
- Bowl/Dipper/Seed Jar

Miniature/Effigy/Pipe

Number of Items

s B

Front Rooms Back Rooms

Pit Structures

Figure 6: Front-to-back distribution of complete ce-
ramic vessels from floor contexts only.

The remaining floor artifacts include a variety of
items (Figure 8). Pit structures contained the largest
number of items and the greatest diversity of types;
front rooms had less diversity and fewer items; back
rooms contained the fewest artifacts. Peckingstones
were the most common tool in both pit structures and
front rooms (one inferred use for peckingstones is for

35+ = Partial Vessel -
== = .
== =4 Sherd Container
304 = . L
= Modified Sherd
=
25+ -E: -
0 =
€ :
o 20+ .
£ =
© |5+ = L
— .::
o =
o) =
£ 10 = L
= =
P4 =
Bt
5 = k.
L = 1 =3 g
Pit Front Back
Structures Rooms Rooms

Figure 7: Front-to-back distribution of partial
ceramic vessels, sherd containers, and modi-
fied sherds from floor contexts only.
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refurbishing the grinding surfaces of manos and
metates). Numerous artifact types, including axes, pro-
jectile points, bone awls, ornaments, and minerals, were
found almost exclusively in pit structures.

While the quantity and diversity of artifacts dis-
tinguishes pit structure, front room, and back room
assemblages from each other, substantial variation also
exists when side-to-side comparisons are made of struc-
tures of the same type. Metates and manos were found
in all pit structures, but the numbers in each structure
vary (Figure 9). Complete sets of mealing tools were
recovered from four front rooms: 16, 13, 12, and 19.

Side-to-side variation is best illustrated by the distri-
bution of complete vessels (Figure 10). Pit Structure 1
contained the most ceramic material: 13 jars, 2 ollas,
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Front Rooms

Ax/Maul
Cobble Tool L.

Hammer Stone
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Core
Modified Flake
Flake
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Bone Awl

Mineral
Ornament 3

Back Rooms

Front-to-back distribution of other floor artifacts.

and 1 seed jar. Complete vessels ranged from from 1 to
4 in the remaining pit structures. Specialized forms
were rare (1) in Pit Structure 1 but numerous (5) in Pit
Structure 3.

The remaining tools compared side-to-side (Figure
11) show similar patterns. While many items of a par-
ticular type were present in each structure, the mix of
types and the number of items vary. Peckingstones, for
example, range from one peckingstone in Pit Structure
3 to 26 found in Pit Structure 2.

Summarizing the artifact assemblage data, we can
say that (1) evidence of domestic activities, especially
mealing and cooking, was present in the front rooms
and the pit structures; (2) the number, density, and
diversity of artifacts was greatest in the pit structures,
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suggesting intensive use immediately prior to abandon-
ment; (3) back rooms contained few items, suggesting
they were not the location of domestic activities and
may have been used primarily for food storage; and (4)
the quantities and types of artifacts varied greatly from
structure to structure, making it difficult to define a
standard household or interhousehold tool kit. The vari-
ation may indicate that structure function was comple-
mentary and that functionally redundant facilities for
each household did not exist.

Feature Assemblages

Because features are more stationary than artifacts they
are better indicators of long-term structure use. Com-
parisons between the features found in back rooms,
front rooms, and pit structures indicate that each class
of facilities has a distinctive array of feature types.
Side-to-side variation is also noted, especially when pit
structure feature assemblages are compared to each
other.

Features are rare in back rooms, more common in
front rooms, and most abundant in pit structures (Figure
12). All front rooms at Duckfoot have hearths, although

6: RITUAL AND NON RITUAL ACTIVITIES

two had been capped or truncated by other features and
were not in use at the time of abandonment. Short-term
storage features such as bins, bell-shaped pits, and large
pits are numerous in front rooms. Short-term storage
features are absent in pit structures, though the
wingwalls divide off a portion of the structure that may
serve the same purpose.

The presence of cylindrical sand-filled pits most
clearly distinguishes pit structures from surface rooms,
as these features were found only in the pit structures
(Figure 12). Sipapus are one type of cylindrical sand-
filled pit found on the axis of symmetry north of the
hearth. In addition to location and fill, sipapus are often
recognized by associated small holes that are also filled
with sand. Sand-filled pits and sipapus with associated
small holes apparently relate to an activity taking place
in pit structures that does not occur in surface rooms.
Wilshusen (1985b, and this volume), working with fea-
ture assemblages in Dolores area pit structures, inter-
prets sand-filled pits as sockets for altars, and sipapus
with associated small holes as features used for ritual
activities,

Cylindrical sand-filled pits also illustrate the varia-
tion in feature assemblages in a side-to-side comparison
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of pit structures (Figure 13). Two sipapus (one capped
and the other in use) are the only sand-filled pits in Pit
Structure 1. Pit Structure 2 has 6 sand-filled pits, Pit
Structure 4 has 12, and Pit Structure 3 has the most, with
25. Feature assemblages, like artifact assemblages, are
not duplicated from structure to structure.

Mode of Abandonment

The last category used to compare architectural units at
Duckfoot is the abandonment mode (Figure 14). Except
for Room 3, the back rooms did not burn. All front
rooms, except Room 15, burned, and Pit Structures 1,
3, and 4 also burned. Pit Structure 2 did not burn, but
the unburned roof was intentionally destroyed. Un-
burned roof fall covered the Pit Structure 2 floor, and
postholes in the northeast and northwest corners were
deliberately filled, capped, and covered with piles of
clean sand.

All four pit structures contained human remains on
the floor. Two adults were found in Pit Structure 1; one
of these covered the hearth. An adult articulated torso
with the arms and legs missing was northwest of the
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hearth in Pit Structure 2. The remains of a single adult
in Pit Structure 3 lay along the axis of symmetry, with
the head near the sipapu and the knees over the rim of
the hearth. Pit Structure 4 contained the remains of a
child, a juvenile, and an adult. The head and shoulders
of the adult covered the hearth, and the juvenile and
child were north and northeast of the hearth, respec-
tively.

The interments are interpreted as burials associated
with the deliberate destruction of all four pit structures,
and not as individuals trapped by an accidental, cata-
strophic event. Pit structures in the Dolores project area
also show evidence of deliberate destruction and use as
tombs (Wilshusen 1986b; Stodder 1987:357).

Summary and Conclusions

Artifacts, features, and abandonment mode have been
examined in an attempt to determine how pit structure
use changed when enclosed surface habitation rooms
appeared on sites. These comparisons illustrate the dif-
ferences between and within sets of architectural units.

VARIEN AND LIGHTFOOT
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Figure 13: Side-to-side distribution of floor features grouped by inferred
interhouseholds at the time of abandonment (as shown in Figure 4).

Four contrasting models are proposed to guide our sum-
mary of the Duckfoot data:

(1). Pit structures were the main habitations, and
front rooms did not function as habitations. Therefore
the pit structure, rather than the surface room suite,
represents the locus of the household.

(2). Both pit structures and front rooms represent
habitations, but they were used during different sea-
sons. Gilman (1987) interpreted pit structures as spe-
cialized for use as winter habitations, while Powell
(1983) has interpreted small sites with pit structures as
sites occupied during the summer season.

(3). Pit structures represent shared use by households
who had their primary residence in the surface room-
block. Pit structure use was domestic, and pit structures
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were integrative only insofar as they were shared by
multiple households.

(4). Pit structures were becoming specialized for
ritual activity, and this ritual use distinguished pit struc-
tures from surface habitation rooms, which were purely
domestic.

The question of whether the pit structures or the front
rooms represent habitations is addressed first. Pit struc-
tures contain hearths, mealing activity areas, and ce-
ramics for food preparation, consumption, and storage.
Front surface rooms lack the robust feature and artifact
assemblages found in pit structures, but domestic use
for extended periods of time is indicated by hearths,
short-term storage facilities, mealing tool kits, and ce-
ramic artifacts for cooking and eating. Most impor-
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tantly, storage rooms were entered from the front
rooms; in this way, access to and knowledge of stored
food resources was restricted and controlled by the
occupants of the front rooms. Households, as defined
by the surface room suites, are interpretable as habita-
tions where basic activities of storage and consumption
occurred (cf. Wilk and Rathje 1982). Control of storage
may indicate that these households also organized pro-
duction activities (e.g., farming and acquisition of re-
sources).

The second model, which proposes the seasonal use
of different structure types, suggests some interesting
possibilities. If pit structures were in use during the
season of abandonment this might produce the larger pit
structure assemblages. However, strictly biseasonal use
should result in the abandonment of one set of facilities.
If this were the case we would expect portable artifacts
to be absent from either the front rooms or the pit
structures. The presence of portable tools in all Duck-
foot front rooms and in each of the pit structures indi-
cates that strict biseasonal use of these different
structure types is unlikely, Seasonality might affect
structure use in ways other than strict biseasonal occu-
pation and abandonment. The highest site population
may have occurred in the winter when mobility was
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restricted and subsistence was dependent on stored food
(Gilman 1987). Larger momentary site population in
the winter might have produced more intense use of all
the architectural facilities on the site.

Third, do pit structures represent shared domestic
use? It has been noted that floor artifacts indicate that
Duckfoot pit structures contained ample evidence of
domestic activity, Larger, more diverse tool kits in pit
structures might result from shared use. Remodeling
sequences, abandonment sequences, and the effects of
occupation duration on floor assemblages need to be
better understood before this hypothesis can be ac-
cepted or rejected. Currently, the best case for shared
use is two households with habitations in Rooms 16 and
13 (Lightfoot 1988) that combine to use Pit Structure 1.
Two similar sets of ceramic vessels and containers were
found in the east and west halves of Pit Structure 1, and
this distribution may represent evidence for shared use.
Architectural data suggest that construction of architec-
tural facilities was organized by the interhousehold
group (Wilshusen 1984, 1988), which may indicate that
production was organized at the level of the inter-
household rather than the household.

Regarding the final model of pit structure use, we can
say that Duckfoot pit structures were not used exclu-
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sively for ritual activity. However, ritual activity, like
all prehistoric behavior, is difficult to assess. Just as an
incomplete understanding of site formation limits our
ability to interpret how artifact assemblages relate to
the daily use of the structure, we lack the middle-range
theory that links ritual behavior to the formation of the
archaeological record. What is a ritual artifact? Orna-
ments, pipes, effigy vessels, miniature vessels, miner-
als, and curated projectile point types are all present
almost exclusively in the pit structures, but it is unclear

if these artifacts and their locations constitute evidence,

for ritual use of pit structures.

Features and abandonment mode are not subject to
the range of site formation processes that affects arti-
facts, and may offer our best data set for recognizing
ritual behavior. When pit structures and surface rooms
are compared, feature assemblages and abandonment
mode display striking contrasts. One explanation for
the differences observed between pit structure and sur-
face rooms is that ritual activity was present in the pit
structures but not in the rooms. The presence of sand-
filled pits, including sipapus with small holes, and the
use of the pit structures as burial chambers may reflect
ritual use of pit structures. Seasonality of use and ritual
use may be mutually reinforcing. If larger populations
were present during the winter, the need for ritual in-
tegrative behavior might be greater as well. Also, win-
ter would be the season when the most time would be
available for ritual activity.

Sipapus in each of the pit structures may indicate the
presence of an interhousehold shrine. Evidence for rit-
ual activity to integrate the entire hamlet may be pres-
ent as well, and limited to a single structure. Pit
Structure 3 is the largest pit structure on the site, it has
the greatest number of sand-filled pits, and it lacks wing
walls. Wing walls have been interpreted as associated
with domestic use by creating a facility for short-term
storage. Disappearance of this feature creates a larger
main chamber, and this has been cited as an architec-
tural change that marks the transition from pit house to
kiva (Lancaster et al. 1954:55). Pit Structure 3 may
have been used both as a domestic pit house and, as
needed, for ritual activity that integrated the entire site.

The final point we would like to make concerns the
variation between artifact and feature assemblages
when structures are compared side to side. This varia-
tion indicates that a standard household or inter-
household assemblage is not present at Duckfoot.
Households and interhouscholds may have been the
basic social units for the functions of production, stor-
age, and consumption, but activities that resulted in
artifact deposition and feature construction may have
cross-cut architectural boundaries. Household and
interhousehold assemblages may have complemented
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each other functionally rather than representing func-
tionally distinct entities repeated across the site.

We have tried to demonstrate some of the variation
in pit structure assemblages and suggest ways that the
variation might be patterned. We have shown the distri-
bution of domestic activities, presented the evidence
for shared use, and suggested that ritual activity was
greater in the pit structures than in other areas of the
site. As work continues with data from the Duckfoot
site, as well as data from other areas in the Anasazi
region, we hope that the accumulated studies will fur-
ther refine our understanding of pit structure use,
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Unstuffing the Estufa: Ritual Floor
Features in Anasazi Pit Structures and

Pueblo Kivas

Richard H. Wilshusen

Originally thought to be sweat baths (estufas) by the Spaniards, kivas have been defined by archaeologists
as pueblo structures specially constructed for ceremonial purposes. The actual use of prehistoric kivas is
rarely discussed by archaeologists because prehistoric evidence of ceremonial or ritual activity is perceived
as uninterpretable or uncommon. As a consequence, archaeological classifications of kivas are based
largely on architectural form, rather than on interior features. Based on changes in architectural form,
kivas do not appear in the archaeological record until Pueblo II or IIl. However, an examination of Pueblo
I pit structures reveals that ritual features commonly associated with historically documented kivas can be
identified in certain pit structures that date to A.D. 850-880. The distribution of these ritual features may
offer as much or more information about the use of Anasazi ceremonial structures as pit structure size,

shape, or construction.

Show me your classification system and I will tell you
how far you have come in the perceptions of your re-
search problems. [Kubiena 1948 cited in Buol et al.
1973]

Introduction

outhwestern archaeologists in the 1980s are recon-

fronting a problem first faced by archaeologists at
the turn of the century: how to classify those structures
originally called estufas (Nordenskiold 1893) or kivas
(Mindeleff 1891). After excavating literally hundreds
of these structures we have a classification of kivas
based largely on differences in architectural size and
shape and roof construction, but with little regard for
differences in content. We talk about Mesa Verde kivas,
Chaco kivas, protokivas, square kivas, kihus, Great
Kivas, tri-wall structures, bi-wall structures, ceremo-
nial rooms, and round rooms, but we still have little idea
whether architecturally different classes of structures
represent different uses. We presume that Great Kivas
are more important or that they integrated larger num-
bers of people because they have larger floor areas (cf.

Lightfoot 1984:72-73), but otherwise we are barely able
to discuss why these differences in size and shape have
any social meaning.

Archaeologists can partially remedy the kiva classi-
fication problem by focusing less on geographical dif-
ferences in architectural form and more on differences
in pan-Anasazi ritual features within archaeologically
contemporaneous structures which may be kivas. In
many cases it is possible to identify ritual features such
as sipapus and altars on pit structure floors, and these
features can be as useful in understanding prehistoric
lifeways as so-called “economic” features, such as
hearths or in situ metates.

Lekson (1988) has recently argued that kivas were
defined too early in the archaeological sequence of
Southwestern development, and that the idea of the kiva
as a center for community rituals is probably inappro-
priate before Pueblo IV. I take an opposite tack and
argue that our idea of a kiva is muddled precisely
because we define prehistoric kivas too late in the
archaeological sequence. If a kiva is primarily a cere-
monial room, then one can argue that there are such
structures as early as Pueblo I.
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To see how we have arrived at our present state of
affairs we must “unstuff the estufa.” Just as Mindeleff
(1891:111) recognized that the Spanish characteriza-
tion of these structures as estufas, or sweat lodges, was
incorrectly borrowed from other indigenous groups
with which the Spanish were more familiar, so we must
understand the history of how we, as archaeologists,
have stuffed the estufa. By the early 1930s archaeolo-
gists had accepted two key assumptions which re-
stricted their view, and continue to restrict ours, of what
a prehistoric kiva could look like. '

The first assumption is that the cultural evolution of
pueblo society was gradual and progressive. By the first
Pecos Conference it was generally accepted that Pueblo
I1I was the “classic” or “great” period of Anasazi devel-
opment—the first period of large pueblo communities
with well-developed arts, architecture, and social orga-
nization (Kidder 1927:490). Kidder recognized that a
large and important class of proto-Mesa Verde ruins
existed, but also emphasized that these ruins, and pre-
sumably the societies which built them, were less
highly developed (Kidder 1962 [1924]:207). Though
protoforms of kivas (Morris 1939) and large villages
(Brew 1946) were recognized for the Pueblo I period,
the gradual change in pit structure design between
Pueblo II and III (Lancaster and Pinkley 1954:53-59)
and a proposed shift between Pueblo II and III from
small to large communities (Kidder 1927:490; Mc-
Gregor 1965:222-223,243), reinforced the assumption
that these “conservative” Pueblo peoples were as slow
to develop the idea of ceremonial structures as they
were to establish real pueblos.

A second assumption is that all historic kivas func-
tioned equally as centers of community ritual perfor-
mance. Thus, if prehistoric and historic kivas were
functionally equivalent (Fewkes 1898:611-614;
Mindeleff 1891:111-112), all prehistoric kivas must
have equal roles in the ritual affairs of a community. It
was understood that Great Kivas were something of an
exception, but even native informants noted that kivas
devoted wholly to ceremony had existed in better times
in the past (Mindeleff 1891:130). So, with the exception
of Great Kivas, all kivas were assumed to be equal.

We will not be able to unstuff the estufa unless we
confront these assumptions, and recognize how they are
€rroneous.

Before developing a two-pronged attack on the
stuffed estufa I should state my own assump-
tions/biases. I start with Dozier’s definition of a kiva: a
generally all-purpose ceremonial structure used by var-
ious ceremonial organizations for rites that affect a
whole community, or at least a large segment of it
(1965:44). Dozier defines what I call “community
kivas.” I recognize as well a second general class of
kivas, “corporate kivas,” which serve as special activity
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areas and ritual chambers for particular corporate
groups. Corporate groups are essentially co-residential,
with common socioeconomic interests; a community is
made up of various competing corporate groups (cf.
Hayden and Cannon 1982). Ritual performance in cor-
porate kivas affects a subset of the community; in con-
trast, community kivas house integrative activities
which affect the whole community. It is conceivable
that a community kiva might be controlled by a partic-
ular corporate group, but its scale of service in ritual
performance is at the community level. Much of the
present confusion over kivas is due to our failure to
distinguish between the functions of corporate and
community kivas, Community kivas can be distin-
guished in both prehistoric and histeric contexts, and
the first recognizable community kivas date to Pueblo
I, or much earlier than is generally accepted.

In this discussion I focus primarily on the contents
of potential community kivas and do not spend much
time describing their shape, depth, or construction. This
is not to say that architectural patterns are to be dis-
counted; it simply emphasizes the importance of the
variety and patterns of ritual features in any future
classification of kivas. I accept the model that ritual
may have provided a means to organize people in early
villages in the absence of any powerful or formal au-
thorities (cf. Rapapport 1968, 1971). One of the signs
of increased dependence on ritual as a mechanism for
organizing increased numbers of people is the appear-
ance of specialized ceremonial structures (Adler, this
volume). I argue that the two classes of kivas, commu-
nity and corporate, must be distinguished by their inte-
rior features as well as by their exterior architecture.

Gradual Change and Anasazi Kivas

To challenge the idea of gradual change it is first nec-
essary to review the historical development of current
ideas about pit structure and pueblo change. The data I
present are intended to complement the recent historical
essay on “the idea of the kiva” by Lekson (1988), but I
come to different conclusions than those reached by
Lekson.

The Problem of Pit Structure Change

Most Southwestern archacologists accept that pit struc-
tures have served two distinct functions over the last
1500 years. Early Anasazi pit structures served as sea-
sonal or semi-permanent domiciles (e.g., Cordell
1984:218-219; Gilman 1987; Morris and Burgh 1954)
and are commonly called “pit houses” or simply
“houses.” Similarly, most archaeologists accept the as-
sertion that most pit structures associated with the his-
toric pueblos are all-purpose ceremonial structures, or
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kivas (e.g., Kessell 1987; Kidder 1962). It is clear in the
historic accounts that the structures called “kivas” were
not houses.

They use kivas, of which some pueblos have more,
others less. They are sometimes nine in one pueblo, as
at Pecos, and one in others, as at Nambe. Some of them
are underground, and others are above ground with
walls like a little house, and of them all, some are round
while others are rectangular. ... These kivas are the
chapter, or council, rooms, and the Indians meet in
them, sometimes to discuss matters of their government
for the coming year, their planting, arrangements for
work to be done, or to elect new community officials,
or to rehearse their dances, or sometimes for other
things [Fray Dominguez 1777, cited in Kessell
1987:299].

One might think that the question of the transition
from pit house to kiva would have been one of the first
addressed by Southwestern archaeologists, but actually
it was not asked until several decades after the general
acceptance of prehistoric, as well as historic, kivas. It
is important to recognize this fact to understand the
present classificatory muddle of pit structures, pit
houses, and various kiva types.

Early anthropologists such as Mindeleff (1891:111)
and Fewkes (1898:612-614; 1909:20) recognized the
importance and antiquity of kivas in pueblo life long
before the possibility of pit houses was seriously con-
sidered. By the time Fewkes was excavating at Mesa
Verde (i.e., 1907) it was a given that kivas were a key
indicator of Pueblo culture. If early Pueblo culture was
to be found in the cliff dwellings of Mesa Verde, then
kivas would be found there also. As Lekson has noted
(1988:222), this was definition by fiat.

There were many questions asked about these early
kivas, but even in these discussions the assumed cere-
monial use of these Pueblo III pit structures was clear.
For example, Hewett assumed that an upright slab (i.e.,
the deflector) between the ventilator and the hearth was
an altar, and that the ventilator was also a strictly cere-
monial feature (Kidder 1958:257-258), until Fewkes
showed that both features were related to ventilation
(Fewkes 1908).

There was not much discussion of sipapus (the small
opening in the pit structure floor between the hearth and
the wall opposite the deflector), other than to note that
similar symbolic openings to the underworld were an
expected feature in modern Hopi kivas (Fewkes
1909:18). If there was a need to confirm this feature in
other potential kivas, one simply referred the reader to
Fewkes (e.g., Morley 1908:603; Prudden 1914:48).

As more and more Southwestern ruins were surveyed
and excavated in the 1910s and 1920s, two things be-
came clear. First, the types of prehistoric ceremonial
chambers were not restricted to the two kiva types,
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circular and quadrilateral, proposed by Fewkes (1908).
There were Great Kivas (Morris 1921), Chaco style
kivas (Pepper 1920), Mesa Verde style kivas (Fewkes
1909), Kayenta kivas (Kidder and Guernsey 1919), rec-
tangular kivas (Hodge 1923), towers (Fewkes 1919),
and kihus (Fewkes 1911). Second, though prehistoric
pit houses had been documented (e.g., Hough 1920),
and it was recognized that pit houses were “perhaps
prototypes of the Pueblo kivas” (Kidder 1962
[1924]:230), it was not until Roberts’ excavation of
Shabik’eshchee (1929) that the connection between
Basketmaker III pit houses and later kivas could be
discussed in detail.

Since the 1930s archaeologists have worked out the
specifics of the architectural changes associated with
the shift from Basketmaker III pit houses to what were
argued to be highly standardized Pueblo III ceremonial
rooms, or kivas; but the generalizations about kivas that
could be made at or soon after the first Pecos Confer-
ence (i.e., 1927) have changed very little: (1) kivas
were ceremonial structures, but also represented a sur-
vival of a domiciliary architectural form (Roberts
1929:81-90), (2) kivas “varied . .. greatly in form and
interior arrangements, and ... the types shaded into
each other so imperceptibly that no valid distinctions as
to essential function could be drawn” (Kidder
1927:490), and (3) if one had a pueblo, one also must
have a kiva (Hewett 1930:210).

I do not wish to devalue the post-1930s work of
archaeologists sorting out the details of the shift from
pit house to kiva, I simply recognize that excellent work
such as that by Morris (1939), Brew (1946), and Lan-
caster and Pinkley (1954) was necessarily constrained
by the old assumption that Pueblo III kivas were equiv-
alent to historic kivas. Since there were clear-cut pit
houses as late as the end of Basketmaker III (A.D. 750),
the transition to kivas must have occurred between A.D.
750 and 1100.

Based on changes in architectural form, the A.D.
750-900 period pit structures were protokivas and the
A.D. 900-1100 structures were early forms of kivas.
This preserved the old concept of Pueblo III kivas as
“classic” forms and allowed a period of gradual change
between the classic pit house and the classic kiva. The
gradual change in pit structure architecture between
Basketmaker III and Pueblo III (Figure 1) fits well with
this model (Lancaster and Pinkley 1954:53-61).

The only problem is that this model depended heav-
ily on architectural features such as pit structure shape,
depth, roof support, and wall construction to define the
function of the structures as analogous to modern kivas.
Other than Fewkes’ original assertion that these round
structures were kivas, there was little evidence gathered
to support the argument that they had been used primar-
ily for ceremony. The woes of those archaeologists who
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Figure 1: Typical pit structure plans, Basketmaker III to Pueblo V (adapted from Brisbin and Varien 1986:
Figure 3.4; Kleidon 1988:Figure 4.33; Lancaster and Pinkley 1954:Plate 34; and Mindeleff 1891:Figure 22).
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had to define prehistoric kivas on aspects other than
architecture illustrated that the old question, “when is
a kiva?” still was unanswered (Smith 1952), Why
should pit structures be ceremonial just because of
shape or location in the pueblo? What if they were only
round rooms (Lekson 1984:50) or pit houses (Lekson
1988:226)? Maybe the change from pit house to kiva
was even more gradual than the normative model pre-
scribes. Or, as I will suggest later, maybe it was more
sudden.

The Problem of Pueblo Change

Early Southwestern archaeologists supported the state-
ment that true kivas did not occur until Pueblo II or III
by the “fact” that only at this time were large pueblos
of masonry surface rooms regularly associated with pit
structures (i.e., kivas). It could be argued that the sur-
face dwellings were only gradually used to replace the
domiciliary function of the pit house, and this conse-
quently allowed increasingly specialized religious use
of pit structure space (e.g., Brew 1946:207). In fact,
archaeologists were hesitant to define a pit structure as
a kiva if it lacked an associated pueblo, even if the pit
structure had all the morphological features of a “kiva”
and was in a time period when “kivas” were accepted
features.

With the normative model, the development of
proper-looking masonry pueblos occurred in lock-step
with the development of classic Mesa Verde and Chaco
kiva forms. Kivas as community ceremonial centers are
reasonably associated with aggregation. One can expect
increased social tension and increased organizational
problems in village settings. Ritual is a powerful means
of governing the activities of large numbers of people
in the absence of powerful authorities (Rappaport
1971:184; also Adler this volume; Gross 1979; Havi-
land 1987; Johnson 1982), so as pueblos get larger and
more complex, the less surprising it is to have a struc-
ture devoted to the ceremonial integration of the com-
munity (i.e., a kiva).

Archaeologists were aware of contradictions to the
above normative model. For example, they were aware
that early Pueblo I villages had up to 300 rooms, but
they argued that the arrangement of these villages “is
probably the ancestor of the unit type of pueblo which
developed shortly later and which then had a definite
kiva associated with it” (McGregor 1965:242, emphasis
added). In short, the Pueblo I villages which were as
large or larger than the “classic” villages of Pueblo III
were no more than a bunch of small unit pueblos and
not equivalent to a Pueblo III village. In syntheses of
Southwestern prehistory, Pueblo I surface architecture
is typically illustrated by sites no bigger, and sometimes
smaller, than the later Pueblo II unit pueblos (e.g.,
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Figure 2: Pueblo I villages in the Dolores area, with
an enlargement of the McPhee Village roomblocks
(adapted from Kane 1986:Figure 14.1; and Kane
1988:Figure 1.1).

Cassells 1983:Figure 7-25; Gladwin 1957:172;
McGregor 1965:Figure106).

Yet, there was evidence of gradual and orderly
change between Pueblo I and IIT which could be used
to argue that Pueblo III kivas were not equivalent in
integrative function to later kivas. Julian Steward
(1937) used comparisons of the ratios of pit structures
to surface rooms at sites of different time periods to
assess whether the round pit structures of Pueblo II and
III were indeed analogous to modern kivas.

Pit Structure and Pueblo Change Considered
Together

Steward showed that kiva-to-room ratios increased
from approximately 1:6 to 1:97 (1937:Table 1) from
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Pueblo I to historic times. He argued that this change
could be best explained by the Pueblo II and III kivas
functioning not so much as village-based kivas which
integrated multiple lineages, but as “lineage dwell-
ings.” Only as large population aggregates, or villages,
became more common did Steward expect the organi-
zation of labor and of lineages to change into a form
more like that of modern Pueblos and to produce truly
“modern” multi-lineage kiva groups. Based on his data,
Steward concluded that this occurred by at least A.D.
1300.

Steward's study and updates by Lekson (1988) and
Lipe (Chapter 5, this volume) make clear many contra-
dictions in the traditional recognition of kivas. If one
defines a kiva as the architectural correlate of a village-
integrating ceremonial association (cf. Dozier 1965:44;
Lekson 1988:224-225), then Steward’s 1:11 ratio for
Pueblo III appears to deny the possibility of kivas at
Mesa Verde. Certainly in modern pueblos there are not
separate associations for every eleven rooms, or ap-
proximately every three to four households. In fact,
Steward represented the Pueblo V data as kiva to house-
hold (rather than room) ratios, apparently to make the
contrast between Pueblo III and V less striking.

Lekson (1988) has examined a much larger data base
than Steward and argues, citing numerical relationships
of pit structures and rooms, that it is inappropriate in
most cases to define kivas before Pueblo IV. So, almost
a hundred years after the first definition of a prehistoric
kiva, and sixty years after archaeologists first discussed
a model of gradual change from pit house to kiva, we
have a proposal that the recognition of Pueblo III kivas
was flawed because it pushed change at too fast a rate,
and that Pueblo III kivas are really pit houses.

We have been misled by exterior appearances and by
a built-in assumption that Anasazi were conservative
folk, who were slow to change. If the development of
kivas is related to the development of village-integrat-
ing ceremonial associations, then I propose that we
should look for the earliest kivas in the earliest South-
western villages. In the next section I present evidence
that there are highly specialized ritual pit structures in
Pueblo I villages that appear to have functioned as
community kivas.

Pueblo I Villages and Pit Structures
with Ritual Features

Pueblo I Villages

Upon first inspection most Pueblo I villages are unim-
pressive. They are problematic on surveys because they
are usually no more than low mounds. They are difficult
to see as villages because they were single-storied,
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discontinuous roomblocks which stretched across 20 or
more hectares. Yet, if one examines plan maps of those
Pueblo I villages that have been intensively and exten-
sively excavated, the villages are strikingly large and
well-organized. In the following discussion, a village is
defined as an aggregated settlement of (approximately)
30 or more households., The focus is on the San Juan
region, simply because the work that has been done on
the Pueblo I period has been focused in this area.

There have been three main periods of investigation
of Pueblo I villages: The first consisted of a group of
classic studies from the 1920s to the 1930s, which
overturned Kidder's original conception (1962
[1924]:229-234) of a simple pre-Pueblo stage (e.g.,
Brew 1946; Martin and Rinaldo 1939; Morris 1939); the
second came in the 1960s when Hayes and Lancaster
attempted to define an entire Pueblo I community
(1975); and the most recent and probably most intensive
investigation has been the Dolores Archaeological
Program’s (DAP) work at two multi-roomblock vil-
lages, McPhee and Grass Mesa (Kane and Robinson
1988; Lipe et al. 1988). This discussion of Pueblo I
villages and ceremonial structures focuses on the Dolo-
res, and especially the McPhee Village, research.

Based on the dating results (Breternitz et al.
1986:Table 1.1) and on a much-improved understand-
ing of structure use-life in this setting (e.g., Ahlstrom
1985; Schlanger 1985; Varien 1984), it can be argued
that the largest phase of construction in McPhee Village
dates between A.D. 860-880 and represents a population
of approximately 640-850 people (Kane 1988:38). This
is but one of at least seven contemporaneous villages
within a 10 km stretch of the Dolores Valley (Figure 2),
so we are looking at a potential momentary population
of at least 2000-4000 people. Population densities of
30 or more people per sq km are reasonable for the
valley and surrounding agricultural land (Schlanger
1985:Table 5.2).

With the aggregation of population into these vil-
lages it is reasonable to expect the generation of new
sequential social hierarchies, such as village-wide rit-
val societies, or a simultaneous hierarchy characterized
by a more coercive leadership to manage the organiza-
tional problems of such a setting (Johnson 1982). Kane
(1989) and Orcutt and Blinman (1987) have all shown
that there is little evidence of coercive leadership for
Pueblo I at Dolores, so it is reasonable to expect an
intensification of existing modes of information ex-
change and integration, such as community ritual. Cer-
emonial organizations can serve to maintain order
among relatively larger aggregates of people without
necessitating formally defined authorities.

Adler (this volume) has demonstrated that special-
ized ritual structures are often associated with larger
population aggregates (i.e., 300-400 individuals or
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more). Since at least five of the seven Dolores villages
had approximately 300 or more people, it is possible
that there were specialized ceremonial structures, or
early community kivas, in some of the Dolores villages.
Just as one does not expect airplanes at the beginning
of this century to look like airplanes today, it is reason-
able to expect that the early Anasazi ceremonial struc-
tures do not have exteriors which mark them as “kivas.”
One must look at the features within to recognize them
as community ceremonial structures.

Ritual Features in Pueblo I Pit Structures

It has long been recognized that artifacts such as altars
(Vivian et al, 1978), prayer sticks (Morris
1980:131,133; Roberts 1932:60-61), and other items of
Pueblo ritual (e.g., Hayes and Lancaster 1975:87-93)
are found in Anasazi sites. However, because many of
these artifacts were constructed of wood, they are rarely
preserved; they are even more unusual in use-associa-
tion contexts.

Though artifacts are highly movable and rarely aban-
doned in situ (Schiffer 1976), floor features are often
excellent markers of activity areas. I have documented
elsewhere that feature evidence of prayer sticks, altars,
and sipapus is regularly associated with certain pit
structures in northern Anasazi villages by the mid-800s
(Wilshusen 1986a,1988a). I repeat the basic elements
of the argument for the use of altars and prayer sticks
in this section, and discuss sipapus in the last part of the

paper.

ALTARS

A number of researchers have recorded Pueblo I pit
structures that are literally riddled with small-diameter,
cylindrically-shaped floor features, usually filled with
clean sand (e.g., Bullard 1962:172; Gillespie 1975:76;
Morris 1939:61). In early discussions of these features,
archaeologists interpreted them as pot-rests or storage
areas for small items, but in several places researchers
noted that they might be small, paired postholes for
frameworks such as looms or altars (Brew 1946:155;
Lancaster and Pinkley 1954:50; Martin and Rinaldo
1939:370). I have argued that these features are com-
mon in certain pit structures which date to A.D. 850-880
(Wilshusen 1988a:32), that they indeed appear to be
paired, and reasonably could have supported a rigid
framework of some sort. However, they do not appear
to be substantial enough to have been a part of a loom
(cf. Kent 1957:482-489; Smith 1972:121-122), and they
are not positioned to suggest a partition.

In two cases at Dolores, paired posts were found on
the east sides of intentionally burned pit structures. In
both cases there were at least six complete bowls, jars,
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Figure 3: Plan map of Pit Structure 201, Rio Vista
Village (Site 5SMT2182). Note the arrangement of
sand-filled pits and the cluster of ceramic vessels in
the southeast corner of the structure (adapted from
Wilshusen 1986b:Figure 3.118).

and dippers, and one miniature vessel in the area of the
two posts. In the case of Pit Structure 10 at Grass Mesa
Village (SMT23), with an apparent construction date of
A.D. 867 (Lightfoot et al, 1988), there was a consider-
able quantity of corn in several baskets amidst the
ceramic vessels. In Pit Structure 201 at Rio Vista Vil-
lage (5MT2182), apparently constructed in A.D. 866
(Wilshusen 1986b), at least two ceramic vessels con-
tained cornmeal (Figure 3). In both cases the paired
posts and groupings of vessels appear to represent altars
with associated offerings.

In modern pueblos, altars serve as a backdrop for
ritual performances and for offerings such as medicine
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sipapu serves as a suitable repository for prayer sticks,
prayer feathers, and other offerings such as turquoise,
shell, or other special objects (Parsons 1939:274-277).

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF RITUAL FEATURES

Altar emplacements, prayer stick groupings, and
sipapus are merely the most obvious ritual features
found in certain Dolores pit structures that date to the
mid-A.D. 800s. In the past, archacologists have been
reasonably cautious about interpreting these features.
The interpretive arguments I have offered are based on
multiple lines of evidence and the elimination of alter-
native arguments; this would not have been possible
without the large DAP sample of excavated Pueblo I pit
structures. I do not expect these arguments to convince
all readers; however, it is necessary to accept that what-
ever these features are, they are not aesthetic frills or
minor aspects of the use of Pueblo I pit structures. For
example, in Pit Structure 3 at McPhee Pueblo the three
ritual feature types mentioned above account for 80
percent of the 91 floor pits associated with Surface 2
(see Figure 5). If one discounts the nine roof support
posts and three irregularly shaped pits, the features
related to ritnal nse of the structure account for 92
percent of the floor features. I do not agree with Lekson
(1988:227) when he states that “[a]Jrguments about
sipapus, floor vaults, and benches probably obscure
larger patterns in a well-intended quest to document an
architectural development, from pit house to kiva, that
I contend is a myth” (emphasis added). Instead, the
interpretation of these features is central to understand-
ing whether specialized structures for community ritu-
als actually date to much earlier in the Anasazi record
than one in favor of gradual change might propose.
Lekson has proposed that pre-Pueblo IV Great Kivas
are the best analogues to modern Pueblo ceremonial
structures (1988:230). Great Kivas are clearly impor-
tant community structures and the closest thing we have
to monumental architecture in Basketmaker III and
Pueblo I (cf. Lightfoot 1988); but they are not the focus
of this discussion of possible early kivas for several
reasons. First, there are very few excavated early Great
Kivas, and it is difficult to make clear generalizations
about their function and position within a community.
Second, in the few cases where we have chronological
and spatial relationships for Pueblo I communities with
Great Kivas, it appears that they are not necessarily
coincident with the largest Pueblo I villages (Orcutt et
al. 1988). For example, the Great Kivas at the large
Pueblo I sites of Grass Mesa (Lightfoot 1988) and Site
1676 (Hayes and Lancaster 1975) predate the main
occupations at these sites. In these cases it appears that
Pueblo I Great Kivas may be the architectural correlates
of ceremonial associations that integrate dispersed
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communities or regions, and thus a continuation of a
pattern first evident with Basketmaker Great Kivas
(e.g., Roberts 1929:73-81).

If Great Kivas are not regularly associated with the
largest Pueblo I village occupations, does this mean that
these villages did not require community-wide coordi-
nation, or that village-wide ritual associations were so
ephemeral that they left little evidence in the archaeo-
logical record? I have tried to show that Pueblo I vil-
lages were large and complicated communities, and that
it is reasonable to expect some form of sequential ritual
organization in these communities. In addition, I have
noted that many features in certain Pueblo I pit struc-
tures can be interpreted to indicate ritual use of the
structures, By assuming that the gradual change in pit
structure architecture from Pueblo I to Pueblo III is a
“mirror” of an equally slow change in ritual organiza-
tion, I think we have missed an important shift in struc-
ture function from domestic to ritual. To be able to
recognize possible specialized ritual pit structures or
community kivas in Pueblo I villages, we must also
recognize that all kivas are not equal.

Are All Kivas Created Equal?

A second assumption, the premise that all kivas—both
modern and prehistoric—are created equal, has proba-
bly generated more problems for archaeologists than
the assumption of gradual and progressive change. The
premise is bound up in an egalitarian view of the pueb-
los, common long before archaeologists became com-
mon Southwestern fixtures. Some of the oldest views of
the pueblos are as villages governed by a religiously-
based democracy (e.g., Donaldson 1893:10,17).
Though not all early students of Southwestern prehis-
tory agreed with the premise of a classless Southwest-
ern society (e.g., Cushing 1888), Kidder probably was
more in the mainstream when he stated that “[few] races
have gone as far toward civilization as did the Pueblos
while still retaining the essential democracy of primi-
tive life” (1962 [1924]:343).

The kiva played a most important role in the gover-
nance of this presumed egalitarian society. With the
exception of Great Kivas (see Lightfoot 1984:12,72-73
for a review of Great Kivas as administrative centers),
it has been assumed that all contemporaneous kivas are
equal. This is an oversimplification, and aspects other
than pit structure size can be used to isolate potential
village, or community, kivas. In much of the following
discussion I focus on a key kiva feature, the sipapu.

Sipapu is the Hopi word for the “pit shrine which is
theoretically the most sacred of spots, for to it the
people are ‘tied” (Parsons 1939:309). A sipapu is an
earth navel; it represents the center or middle of the
cosmos (Ortiz 1972:142). In his quest to define Kayenta
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kivas, Watson Smith stated that “[a sipapu] is a feature
whose presence, if positively established, should serve
beyond question to identify a room as a kiva, since its
ceremonial significance is such that it could not occur
in a purely secular room” (Smith 1952:160). One of the
first identifications of a prehistoric kiva was based on
the presence of a feature interpreted as a sipapu
(Fewkes 1898:612-613).

The importance of the sipapu in the definition of
kivas is not surprising, yet at first glance it does not
seem a useful criterion in separating kivas from earlier
pit houses. This is because Basketmaker pit structures,
which clearly were used as houses, also have features
interpreted as sipapus (e.g., Morris 1980:28-31; Brisbin
and Varien 1986:140-146). However, when one reads
Fewkes’ description of the first excavated prehistoric
sipapu, or Mindeleff’s early descriptions of some
sipapus in Hopi villages, they do not sound like the
features we regularly call sipapus in the archaeological
record in the northern Southwest. I offer the case that
early archaeologists recognized at least two types of
sipapus, and that different types of sipapus help distin-
guish community kivas from corporate kivas.

Because most early archacologists assumed that all
non-Great Kivas were functionally equivalent, this dis-
tinction was lost early in archaeology’s history; by the
early 1900s only one type of sipapu was recognized.
Changes in the sipapu may be an important means to
recognize changes in certain pit structures that special-
ize them for community ritual performances. To recog-
nize these distinctions it is necessary to examine the
history of the idea of the sipapu.

Differences in Sipapus and Kivas

The first good description of a sipapu in the general
ethnological literature is in Mindeleff’s summary of
Tusayan architecture.

In the main floor of the kiva there is a cavity about a
foot deep and 8 or 10 inches across, which is usually
covered with a short, thick slab of cottonwood, whose
upper surface is level with the floor. Through the middle
of this short plank and immediately over the cavity a
hole of 2 or 2.5 inches in diameter is bored. This hole is
tapered, and is accurately fitted with a movable wooden
plug, the top of which is flush with the surface of the
plank. The plank and cavity usually occupy a position
in the main floor near the end of the kiva. This feature
is the sipapuh, the place of the gods, and the most sacred
portion of the ceremonial chamber. Around this spot the
fetishes are set during a festival ... (1891:121-122).

It is important to note that this sipapu was in a
mungkiva, or the chief kiva of the village. It is the kiva
frequented by the village chief and the chief talker or
councilor. As Mindeleff notes, the chief kiva is usually
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the largest one in a village and the one in which more
elaborate ceremonies are observed (Mindeleff
1891:134). Two other sipapus with plank roofs are
noted by Mindeleff, but only one of these is identified,
and it is in the chief kiva of another village (1891:130).

If we were to encounter a sipapu such as those just
described in an archaeological context, we would likely
find only a square or rectangular pit feature. If the
structure was abandoned in a special manner—for ex-
ample, if it was burned, then we might find a portion of
the burned plank—but only if we were careful in the
excavation of the burned roof fall, and the plank was
preserved.

Mindeleff illustrates a second type of sipapu, which
would look much more like those we encounter as
archaeologists working in the northern Southwest.
Mindeleff remarks that in this sipapu “the plug is let
into an orifice in one of the paving stones . . . instead of
into a cottonwood plank” (1891:126).

There is a third possibility mentioned by Mindeleff:
there are kivas which lack a sipapu (1891:130). These
kivas have a diminished role in the ceremonial life of
the village.

Though early archaeologists such as Fewkes recog-
nized that roofed sipapus existed in both modern and
late prehistoric Hopi sites, the features that Fewkes
excavated in Pueblo III Mesa Verde sites were like the
second type of Hopi sipapu, the hole cut into the stone
floor. Tracing the history of Southwestern archaeology,
it is apparent that this sipapu, one not roofed with a
wooden plank, became an expected feature of prehis-
toric kivas (Fewkes 1909:18; Fewkes 1911:58-59; Kid-
der and Guernsey 1919:50,60; Morley 1908:602-603;
Morris 1919:169; Prudden 1914:47-48). The presence
of a feature interpreted as a sipapu was often cited as
“an important link” between the ancient and modern
Pueblo people (e.g., Prudden 1914:48); and when there
were questions about sipapus, the typical response was
to cite Fewkes’ original interpretation of this feature
type at Spruce Tree House.

It was not until the 1920s that archaeologists com-
monly recognized a class of potentially roofed features
called “rectangular vaults” (Judd 1922:115-116; Morris
1921:130-132). At times, rectangular vaults occurred in
the location of the sipapu, or to the north of the hearth
in alignment with the hearth and ventilator (e.g., Rob-
erts 1931:98). It was common for pit structures with
intact rectangular vaults to be destroyed by fire (e.g.,
Judd 1922:115-116; Morris 1921:128; Roberts
1931:98), so there was rarely an opportunity to find an
intact roof over the feature (see Judd 1959:116 for an
exception). Roberts (1932:59) suggested that the shelf-
like features at each end of a vault would have allowed
a plank to be set over the deeper portion of the pit
without breaking the floor line. He argued that these

99



roofed features might be analogous to Acoma and Hopi
foot drums; yet ultimately he discounted the idea that
the vault features served as both sipapus and floor
drums, as they did at Acoma and the Hopi mesas
(1932:60). I presume that Roberts dismissed the prehis-
toric vaults as sipapus because they were not correctly
positioned (i.e., most vaults were located in a lateral
position rather than aligned with the hearth and venti-
lator) and because, in at least three cases, he had “reg-
ular” or small pit sipapus in pit structures with vaults
(Roberts 1931:97-98; 1932:53,87). Yet the idea of a
modern plank-covered sipapu as an analogue to the
vault features was sufficiently intriguing that Roberts
mentioned it again before the end of the report
(1932:89).

Meanwhile, ethnologists continued to document
roofed sipapus in modern pueblos. Leslie White illus-
trated such a sipapu in the head “estufa” of Acoma and
noted that a sipapu with a plank roof was exclusive to
the cacique’s, or chief’s, kiva (1932:31,41). By 1939
Parsons was able to summarize the evidence for roofed
sipapus, or what are also called foot drums, at Hopi,
Isleta, Acoma, and Zuni; and she mentions archaeolog-
ical examples of roofed sipapus (e.g., the vault in Kiva
A at Village of the Great Kivas [1939:382]).

Though some archaeologists continued to recognize
the possibility of roofed sipapus (Bullard 1962:167;
Smiley 1952:39; Smith 1972:120-121), it could not be
argued until the Dolores Project that: (1) what have
been called floor vaults or rectangular vaults in the
archaeological literature are comparable in many cases
to wooden-roofed sipapus; (2) roofed sipapus, or floor
vaults, date to at least A.D. 860 and are found throughout
the northern Southwest; and (3) a roofed sipapu may be
expected in the most important kivas in some modern
pueblo communities, and may also have occurred in the
most important kivas dating as early as A.D. 860.

I have presented the Dolores data pertinent to this
argument elsewhere (Wilshusen 1986a, 1988a), but let
me briefly recount it here.

The Variety of Sipapus in Pueblo I Dolores Pit
Structures

There are three basic sipapu types in Pueblo I pit struc-
tures at Dolores (Figure 5). These types have been
termed “simple sipapu”, “complex sipapu,” and “cen-
tral vault” or “lateral vault.”

Simple sipapus are commonly seen in Basketmaker
III pit houses dating to the A.D. 600s (Bullard
1962:166-167), and are regularly found in pit struc-
tures in the Mesa Verde region until abandonment in the
late 1200s (Lancaster and Pinkley 1954:60). By conven-
tion, sipapus are small (less than 10 cm in diameter),
usually well-made cylindrical pit features located in the
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northern portion of a pit structure in a north-south line
with the ventilator or antechamber and hearth. As men-
tioned earlier, simple sipapus in the DAP sample are
often distinguished by a secondary feature, a cluster of
small holes which appear to be the result of “planting”
pointed wooden sticks in and around the hole interpre-
ted as the sipapu. Prayer sticks are regularly planted at
shrines such as sipapus (Parsons 1939:309). Based on
the DAP cvidence the clusters of small stick impres-
sions are best interpreted as a result of this kind of
activity (Wilshusen 1988a; Brisbin 1986). In 25 of 50
cases at Dolores, there are stick impressions in and
around features interpreted as sipapus.

By A.D. 725-760 a second sipapu type is sometimes
found in place of the simple sipapu. A complex sipapu
is defined as a large (mean dimensions of 43 by 29 ¢cm),
shallow (mean depth of 19 ¢m), sand-filled basin con-
sistently pock-marked with numerous impressions of
sticks or cut by small cylindrical features similar in size
and shape to simple sipapus. There are 14 examples of
complex sipapus at Dolores, 10 dating to A.D. 850-880.
Perhaps this feature is more widespread than presently
recognized throughout the Southwest (e.g., Brew
1946:166-167; Daifuku 1961:26-28; O’Bryan 1950:41-
43; Reed et al. 1985:57), but the feature's subtle con-
struction makes it difficult to recognize in published
site reports, so its temporal or spatial distribution is not
yet delineated outside the Dolores area.

By A.D. 860 another sipapu type appeared at Dolores
in addition to simple and complex sipapus. This is the
roofed sipapu, or what archaeologists have also called
a vault. At Dolores the most common and earliest form
of this feature is the central vault. The 16 examples of
this type known from the Dolores Project are all in pit
structures in the large villages dating to the A.D. 860s
and 870s. Central vaults are subrectangular pit features
located immediately to the north of the hearth. Based
on the DAP sample, the average dimensions are a length
of 133 cm, width of 98 c¢cm, and a depth of 37 cm. In at
least nine of the DAP cases there is good evidence that
the features had a wood and plaster roof level with the
pit structure floor. The central vault roofs consisted of
two to three main beams set into shelves or excavated
“arms” on the periphery of the feature, a number of
smaller cross-members that rested on the main beams,
and a plaster cap at floor level (Figure 6). In four of the
remaining DAP cases, if a roof was associated with the
central vault it had been razed, and the feature filled
with sand or sandy loam. The final three central vaults
are defined as such on their position and shape, but were
so disturbed by post-abandonment activities that it is
difficult to determine if the features were roofed. After
almost one hundred years of archaeological work in the
northern Southwest we do not like to think that there
are still unknown feature types. In the case of the DAP
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Figure 6: Plans and profiles of two central vaults in Dolores pit structures: Feature 1067, pit structure 51, Grass
Mesa Village (Site SMT23) and Feature 1034, Pit Structure 106, Rio Vista Village (Site 5SMT2182) (adapted from

Wilshusen 1986a:Figures 4 and 6).

central vaults there were two problems which con-
founded our ability to recognize them as a new feature
type. The first problem was simply defining the mor-
phology of the features. For example, we did not recog-
nize that they were roofed because, in almost all cases,
the pit structure roof had been purposefully burned, and
it was difficult to distinguish the feature’s roof from the
collapsed pit structure roof. However, there was strati-
graphic evidence of a surface in the burned roof fall
within the feature, and the excavation of several well-
preserved central vault roofs provided an explanation
for these collapsed surfaces within the feature fill,
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The second major problem was to understand the
feature’s function. What function could a roofed pit to
the north of the hearth possibly have? It might have
functioned as a storage pit, but there was no reason to
have a permanently roofed storage chamber in the mid-
die of the structure. Several other aspects of the feature
made any explanation of its function difficult. In sev-
eral cases the feature was surrounded by the clusters of
small holes which were expected with shrines such as
sipapus. In other instances the feature had been pur-
posefully filled so full of clay or other “clean” fill that
the fill preserved impressions of the feature’s roof. This
suggested that either the feature had been filled and
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then roofed, which made no sense at all, or that there
had been a hole or other means of access through the
roof.

The north-south alignment of the features, the fact
that some were surrounded by the clusters of stick
impressions, the inference that some had holes in their
roofs, and the lack of a clear-cut simple or complex
sipapu in pit structures with these features all rein-
forced the interpretation of them as early roofed
sipapus.

In three cases at Dolores it is demonstrated that the
central vault could be replaced by lateral vaults, and
vice versa. In two pit structures the central vaults had
been filled in, and in at least one case the feature roof
was clearly intact. In both structures it appears that
roofed lateral vaults had replaced the filled-in central
vaults, In the third structure two lateral vaults had
apparently been replaced by a single central vault. As I
argue in the next section, the possibility existed for pit
structures to have either centrally placed or lateral
vaults through at least Pueblo III or IV.

Once three possible sipapu types were recognized in
the pit structures of the Dolores Pueblo I villages, a
series of other patterns became clear. An examination
of 44 pit structures in three contemporaneous Dolores
villages (McPhee, Rio Vista, and Grass Mesa) showed
a significant association between sipapu type and the
way a pit structure was abandoned. It became apparent
that when pit structures contained only simple sipapus
the inhabitants simply walked away at the time of aban-
donment, and the roofs collapsed over time. Pit struc-
tures with complex sipapus had paired burials on their
floor, and the pit structure roofs were collapsed on top
of the burials. Pit structures with roofed sipapus or
central vaults were almost always burned (Wilshusen
1986a).

The different sipapu types also are associated with
pit structures having significantly different floor areas
(Table 1). Central vaults typically occur in structures
with the largest floor areas (mean of 34.2 mz), and
complex and simple sipapus are normally associated
with much smaller pit structures (mean floor areas of
21.0 m? and 22.5 m? respectively). The above test is
based on the same sample of contemporaneous pit struc-
tures used in the tests of association between sipapus
and abandonment mode discussed above (cf. Wilshusen
1986a:Table 1).

If there are three sipapu types at Dolores, why did
earlier investigators of Pueblo I sites not discover these
same types? Again, we must return to the two assump-
tions that guided investigators in their assessment of
early kivas. It was assumed that change was gradual;
thus, a feature such as a vault, normally associated with
later Great Kivas, seemed incongruous in a Pueblo I pit
structure, Excavators did not deny the presence of such
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features (a number of examples are noted in the section
on vaults), but the presence of such features was re-
garded as exceptional. In addition, the normal abandon-
ment mode for pit structures with intact vaults, not only
at Dolores but throughout much of the Southwest, is
deliberate destruction by fire. This made the detection
of the wooden roofs over vaults more difficult. Dolores
excavators had the “luxury” of being able to excavate
several contemporaneous villages and could focus on
patterned differences in the construction, use, and aban-
donment of many pit structures.

Secondly, it has been assumed that all kivas are
equal, This does not appear to be the case at Dolores,
nor for much of Pueblo prehistory, nor for the historic
Hopi kivas (e.g., Whiteley 1987:63) which served as the
original analogue for prehistoric kivas. With the recog-
nition of three different kinds of sipapus, it is possible
to propose that in some Pueblo I villages there were at
least two levels of ritual organization, one at the local
residence level and another at the community level.

Community Kivas, Corporate Kivas, and Ritual
Organization

Kivas are said Lo be controlled by clans or kiva groups
among the Western pueblos and by village associations
among the Eastern Pueblos (Eggan 1950:299-300;
1983:723-728). There are typically more households
per kiva among an Eastern Pueblo such as Santo Do-
mingo than among a Western Pueblo such as Old Oraibi.
The ritual organizations of both Eastern and Western
Pueblos are full of oppositions and cross-cutting alli-

Table 1: -Kruskal-Wallis one-way analyslis of vari-
ance in plt structure floor area with groupings
based on sipapu type (simple sipapu, complex
sipapu, and roofed sipapu).

Pit Structure Floor Area
Ritual Feature Associa- N Mean  sd. Median
tion
simple sipapu 14 22.5 641 216
complex sipapu 9 21.0 723 199
central vault 15 34,2 1536 28.6

Ho There is no difference in floor area between pit structures
with different types of sipapus,

Hy There are differences in floor area between pit structures
with different types of sipapus.

H=872, df=2, p<0.02°
Therefore reject Ho in favor of Hy.

The Kruskal-Wallis test is used since the distributions do not ap-
proximate normality. For comparison's sake, ANOVA re-
sults for this dataset are: F=5.71, p<0.01.

* Siegel 1956: Table C.
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ances, but in the simplest terms kivas can be defined as
functioning either at the corporate group (i.e. lineage,
clan, or kiva group) or at the community level. Kivas in
the Eastern pueblos usually are organized around com-
munity-defined moieties and function as community
kivas; the moieties have an important role in commu-
nity social, economic, political, and ritual affairs.
Among the Western pueblos the idea of a community
kiva has been more difficult to define. Recent discus-
sions of Acoma (Garcia-Mason 1979:463) and Hopi
social organization (Whiteley 1987:61-64) have re-
newed earlier views (e.g., White 1932) that kiva groups
can be ranked in relative importance and that particular
kivas serve as centers of community decision-making.
It should be noted that, though a single chief kiva may
be recognized for a Hopi village, this definition is not
static or universal among the inhabitants of a village
(e.g., a comparison of Mindeleff’s listing of chief kivas
[1891:136-137] for various Hopi villages with that of
Stephen’s [1936:1177-1178] shows two contradic-
tions).

Prehistoric kivas appear to have similar ranking in
village-level society. I propose at least two levels of
prehistoric kiva organization in the northern Southwest
for Pueblo I through IV. A corporate group kiva inte-
grated either a distinct residential or social group, usu-
ally of no more than two to eight households. It may
have served as a common place for special economic
activities, as well as a place for group rituals. In con-
trast, a community kiva was the center of community
ritual, with the term “community” referring in this case
to a village community. A village normally had at least
20-30 households. Communities consisted of groups of
people who interacted regularly for social, economic,
and political purposes.

I propose that vault features probably marked com-
munity kivas and that pit structures with simple sipapus
or complex sipapus had less importance in community
ritual and decision-making, and are best interpreted as
corporate kivas.

The pit structures discussed by Varien and Lightfoot
(Chapter 6, this volume) are examples of early corpo-
rate group kivas. These structures are not equivalent to
present-day Hopi “clan kivas”; they are too numerous,
and in many cases the construction of particular Pueblo
I pit structures can be associated with the construction
of particular surface room suites. I refer the reader to
Varien and Lightfoot’s discussion of these structures
and their many non-ritual uses. My focus is restricted
here to recognizing prehistoric community kivas.

A cautionary note is probably appropriate at this
time. I do not consider the presence of a roofed
sipapu—whether it is a central vault or a pair of lateral
vaults—to be a sure sign that a structure was used for
community ritual. Any definition of community ritual
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structures will be polythetic. The emphasis in this paper
is simply that certain features, such as roofed sipapus
and altars, occur in community kivas in modern pueblos
and that these types of features may mark community
kivas in early pueblo villages.

Several lines of evidence support the suggestion that
Dolores pit structures with vault features can poten-
tially be interpreted as community ritual structures.
Those with central vaults consistently have greater
numbers of altar emplacements than pit structures with
other forms of sipapus. This is reasonably related to the
scale or intensity of ritual use, and presumably a struc-
ture which serves multiple groups or a more important
group will get more use. As demonstrated earlier, the
average size of these pit structures is significantly
greater than other contemporaneous pit structures in the
same community. It should be recalled that the chief
kivas noted in Mindeleff’s description (1891) are usu-
ally the largest kiva in a village, have a roofed sipapu,
and are the site of the most elaborate, or special, cere-
monies. Orcutt and Blinman (1987) and Blinman
(1988:317-327) show that McPhee Village roomblocks
having pit structures with central or lateral vaults have
significantly higher numbers of nonlocal ceramics;
there is also evidence of increased consumption, but not
increased preparation, of food. One activity common to
many community-based ceremonial gatherings is the
exchange of food (Ford 1972; Toll 1985; Wilshusen,
1986 observations in Amazonian villages).

A roofed sipapu is nothing more than a symbol, and
symbols can be used in different ways to achieve the
same result. In the case of Dolores it appears that there
were two distinct types of ritual organization, if we use
patterned relationships of ritual symbols as a guide. At
McPhee Village there are only four known pit structures
with vaults out of a sample of 26 contemporaneous pit
structures. If we interpret the four McPhee structures
with vaults as community kivas, there are approxi-
mately 17-25 households per community kiva in this
situation. This averages out to about 50-70 rooms to
one community kiva, a perfectly respectable ratio even
for Pueblo V kivas (cf. Steward 1937:Table 1). Three of
the four structures with vaults have floor areas almost
twice as large as the average for Dolores pit structures.
In contrast, in Areas 1-5 at Grass Mesa Village, 9 of 15
contemporaneous pit structures have central vaults.
Though three of the Grass Mesa structures are twice as
large as an average structure, none of these can be
clearly isolated as one which functioned as a commu-
nity kiva. It appears that the ritual organization at Grass
Mesa was a more sequential hierarchy in which all
corporate groups had equal access to the symbols of
ritual performance. Under careful scrutiny certain pit
structures at Grass Mesa may be judged as community
ritual structures, based on additional criteria, but it is
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difficult to create two classes of kivas at Grass Mesa
based on differences in floor features.

A key difference in the vault features between
McPhee and Grass Mesa Villages may be that there are
only central vaults in Grass Mesa Village, and in three
of four cases at McPhee lateral vaults replace or are
replaced by central vaults, If the interpretation of vaults
as roofed sipapus is correct, then the idea of lateral
vaults—or two sipapus—in the same structure is a rad-
ical change. Two points of emergence make sense only
if there are two different groups controlling the use of
the same structure. Dual divisions have relevance only
on the village or community level (Dozier 1965:41) and
may serve as devices to regulate rivalry and opposition
between many different groups (Eggan 1950:302). By
creating sanctioned divisions and dividing responsibil-
ities in a society it may be possible to channel opposi-
tion that might, if unchecked, result in ad hoc factions
which could split the community. Thus, the creation of
a sacred symbol of dual division within a village may
coincide with the first use of a kiva for community
ceremony.

Admittedly the Dolores experiment with community
kivas was short-lived; pit structures with floor vaults
are restricted to the largest villages dating to A.D. 850~
880. Yet the evidence supports an interpretation that
these pit structures had special roles in the ritual gov-
ernance of the community. The numerous ritual fea-
tures, the apparent role in community feasting, the size
and placement of these structures—all support the idea
that the community kiva may have occurred at the ear-
liest pueblo villages. In short, the change to community
kivas may have been sudden, rather than gradual. The
rapidity of the change may have contributed to its short-
lived appearance in Pueblo I, but structures that proba-
bly functioned as community kivas recurred in other
village settings until both villages and community kivas
became regular features in Pueblo IV times. One of the
ritual features most commonly associated with poten-
tial community kivas between Pueblo I and V is the
roofed sipapu, or vault. The final section of this paper
examines the continuity of this feature type, starting
with the earliest examples and continuing through to
A.D. 1890.

Roofed Sipapus or Floor Vaults, Basketmaker 111
to Pueblo V

The earliest verified example of a roofed central vault
I am aware of is in an over-sized late Basketmaker pit
structure recently excavated at Site SMT8837, 3.5 miles
west of Pleasant View, southwest Colorado (Kuckelman
1988). This vault, as well as a possible one in Pit House
7 at Broken Flute Cave (Morris 1980:28-31), shows that
the vault form of sipapu may have existed as a powerful
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symbol as early as the A.D. 600s. However, the first
central vault that occurs in a possible community ritual
structure in a village setting is in Pit House B at Site 13,
Alkali Ridge (Brew 1946:162-165). With a floor area of
approximately 61 m?, Pit House B is the largest pit
structure in this village of over 300 rooms. In addition
to what appears to be a central vault (Pit F), there are a
number of other nondomestic features (e.g., Pits G, Q,
and N and at least eight possible altar anchors). Pit
House B and two other pit structures with possible
central vaults date to the first half of the ninth century
(Daifuku 1961:23-26; O’Bryan 1950:38-40), and were
all burned at abandonment.

In the mid- to late ninth century there are at least 16
examples of the central vaults documented at Dolores
(see Wilshusen 1988a:14-26 for summary and refer-
ences) and other possible examples at Mesa Verde
(Hayes and Lancaster 1975:58-59), Allantown (Roberts
1939:32), and Ute Mountain Reservation (Gillespie
1975:33-34). Potential community ceremonial struc-
tures at Dolores have already been discussed. Structure
2 at the Ute Canyon Site (Site SMTUMR2347) was
judged by Gillespie to be “the first clearly ceremonial
structure at the Ute Mountain Locality. It appears to
have had a community-wide or intercommunity integra-
tive function, probably serving the whole Ute Canyon
Locality as well as the pit houses and surface rooms in
the immediate community” (1976:65). Protokiva D at
Site 1676 (Mesa Verde) is not as large, nor does it have
the many possible altar holes of Structure 2 at the Ute
Canyon Site, but it still has what appears to be a central
vault. It may not be coincidental that it is beside a Great
Kiva, which was abandoned shortly before the construc-
tion of Protokiva D, and that its construction dates to
the time of Badger House Community’s greatest popu-
lation. Of these 20 examples of central vaults, all but
three are in pit structures that were burned. This is a
significant association; many of the pit structures with-
out central vaults have other abandonment modes
(Wilshusen 1986a).

Examples of vault features in the tenth century are
less common, but large, extensively excavated Pueblo
IT villages are also rarely reported. The possible vault
features I have encountered for this period are at Mesa
Verde (O'Bryan 1950:34-35), Allantown (Roberts
1939:106-107), Zion National Park (Schroeder
1955:29-30), and the Ganado area (Olson 1971:21-22).
It should be noted that pit structures with vaults also
occurred at this time in the Mogollon region (Bluhm
1957:18; Breternitz 1959:13; Wheat 1955:56-62). The
Mogollon cases are interesting because they are found
in pit structures associated with pit house villages, not
pueblo villages. Wheat (1955:61-62) and Bluhm
(1957:27) both argue that the structures with vaults are
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not domestic structures, but are instead specialized rit-
ual structures, or early community kivas.

By the late eleventh century pit structures with vault
features were very common, but then again there are
more excavated villages for this time period. The near-
total lack of sipapus (i.e., what is called a “simple”
sipapu in this discussion) in late Pueblo II Great Kivas
(Vivian and Reiter 1960:82) and Chacoan round rooms
(Lekson 1984:54; McKenna and Truell 1986:211-212;
McLellan 1969:94) has long been noted. Yet at the same
time the vault feature is practically omnipresent in
Great Kivas, the larger Chacoan kivas, and some of the
larger kivas at the small sites. Based on the arguments
I have already proposed for the DAP examples, I would
suggest that the lateral vaults in the Chacoan structures
are roofed sipapus and that many of these structures
functioned as community kivas. Certainly the idea that
Great Kivas served as administrative/ceremonial cen-
ters for these communities is not new (Lekson et al,
1988:108; Lightfoot 1984:72-73; Plog 1974:122-127).
Explanations of the role of community ritual structures
call for them to control either the redistribution of
communally stored goods or the maintenance of a cer-
emonial round which controlled large feasts. Lekson
(1984:54) has remarked on the frequency with which
vault features in eleventh-century Chacoan pit struc-
tures have been dismantled or filled with sand. If we
consider that the role of community kiva was not static,
then it is reasonable to find these features dismantled.
It would be surprising if there were not a number of
different community kivas in the life history of a com-
munity, Certainly the transfer of a community sipapu
from one kiva to another is noted by Stephen for the
Hopi (1936:1174).

Pit structures with lateral or central vaults are also
found in so-called Chacoan outliers in the northern San
Juan (Eddy 1977:39; Martin et al. 1936:42-45,46-51;
Morris 1921:119-120,130-133; Vivian and Reiter
1960:77) and Zuni (Roberts 1931:98, 1932:58-60,88-
91) regions in the eleventh century. The Chaco phenom-
enon, both in the Chaco Canyon region and in the
outlier sites, is characterized by nucleated communities
that show evidence of tight social control and ritual
specialization. Almost all outlier pit structures with
vault features were deliberately burned at abandon-
ment, thus continuing a trend to destroy community
structures purposefully.

As with all archaeological data, there are some con-
tradictions. There is a clear-cut example of a simple
sipapu in Kiva A at Village of the Great Kivas, a kiva
which also has an excellent example of a floor vault
(Roberts 1932). Unfortunately, Roberts does not tell us
whether this floor vault was still functional (i.e., roofed
and not filled in) at the time of the structure’s abandon-
ment. The presence of more than one type of sipapu in
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a structure suggests that it was possible to change the
role a kiva might play in a community’s ritual.

Even after the collapse of the Chacoan system, vaults
continued to occur in pit structures in the northern
Southwest through the thirteenth century (Beals et al,
1945:49-52; Cattanach 1980:95,112; Harmon 1979:14;
Hayes and Lancaster 1975:87-93; Thompson et al.
1988:23; Wilson 1974:80,112-113). Certain patterns,
such as the fiery abandonment of structures with vaults,
also persisted. The structures with vaults at Long House
(Cattanach 1980) serve as a good example of the com-
plexity we must confront when using these features as
possible markers of community-wide ritual. One must
not only infer the sequence of sipapus within a single
structure, but thereafter unravel the sequence of vault
feature use in two pit structures and a Great Kiva.

Roofed sipapus, central vaults, floor drums—what-
ever one calls them— continue to be found in pit struc-
tures usually seen in large villages throughout the late
prehistoric periods (Smiley 1952:39; Kidder
1958:191,203,251; Wetherington 1968:41-42; Smith
1972:121) and historic periods (Mindeleff 1891:121-
122,130; White 1932:31,41). Certainly many late pre-
historic and historic pueblos are much larger than the
largest of Pueblo I villages. However, these differences
in scale have more to do with regional economic and
political control and integration and less to do with
individual community organization, I think the pattern
of community organization in the Western Pueblos that
combines corporate and community kivas is evident in
the earliest pueblos (i.e., Pueblo I).

Summary

Most of our classifications of kivas have so far been
based on the assumptions that kivas only appeared on
the archaeological scene after hundreds of years of
development. The shift from pit house to kiva was
delimited by early field workers as having occurred
between A.D. 750 and 1100. The search for kivas was
further confined by the assumption that all kivas have
equal rank in the performance of community rituals. As
aconsequence we now have a classification of pit struc-
ture change which is very informative on architectural
changes, but focuses very little on what occurred in
kivas and on differences between contemporary kivas.

In an attempt to clarify the present classification, I
have defined two general kiva types: corporate and
community. I have also used particular interior features
to help define potential differences in contemporaneous
kivas, I have assumed that kivas are a key means of
organizing pueblos and, therefore, that kivas occur in
the earliest pueblos. I hope to have demonstrated that,
if kivas are defined as community ritual structures, then
kivas first appear in the large Pueblo I villages.
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Potluck in the Protokiva: Ceramics and
Ceremonialism in Pueblo I Villages

Eric Blinman

Richard Wilshusen has described a range of ritual features that occur in Anasazi pit structures and has
argued that different combinations of these features define a hierarchy of ritual activity within villages
(such as corporate and community kivas). This architectural hierarchy is evident at McPhee Village, a
Pueblo I community in the Dolores area of southwestern Colorado. One of the implications of the hierarchy
is that the intensity and elaboration of associated rituals should be detectable in material culture through
differential participation in exchange or through subtle differences in site function related to hosting
gatherings. Nonlocal red ware sherds are relatively more abundant, the ratio of cooking jar sherds to
decorated bow! sherds is lower, and cooking jars are generally smaller at the roomblocks highest in the
hierarchy. The jar:bowl ratio and the differential distribution of cooking jar sizes suggests that potluck-style
gatherings occurred most frequently at the ritually most complex roomblocks of the village. The concen-
tration of exchanged red ware sherds is partly an epiphenomenon of the potluck gatherings, but it is likely
that the more intense ritual activity at the highest-ranking roomblocks did confer on their residents some

degree of preferential access to exchanged goods.

Introduction

itual activities have been attributed to Pueblo I pit
Rstructures based on the presence of features rang-
ing from possible prayer stick holes in structure floors
to floor vaults with wooden roofs (possible foot drums;
see Wilshusen, this volume). These features lack any
demonstrable domestic function, and they are assigned
ritual functions by analogies to features and practices
of Pueblo Indian cultures during the past century. Al-
though analogy alone is a relatively weak form of ar-
chaeological argument, it is supported in the case of
Pueblo I pit structures in the Dolores area of southwest-
ern Colorado by circumstantial evidence from settle-
ment organization and abandonment context
(Wilshusen 1986). These observations provide a credi-
ble argument for the existence of ritual activities within
pit structures, and for a ranking of ritual activity in
Pueblo I villages by scale of participation and elabora-
tion of activity.
Material culture associations have been used as in-
dependent evidence to support reconstructions of ritual

(or leadership) activity within Anasazi communities.
Many of these arguments have involved ceramic data
by interpreting differential distributions of particular
wares, or through evidence of exchange. Differentially
high frequencies of decorated sherds in association with
a kiva were detected by statistical analyses of Carter
Ranch pottery assemblages (Freeman and Brown 1964),
and a walled plaza within the Glen Canyon region had
an unusually high proportion of decorated ceramics
compared to assemblages found at habitation sites
(Lipe 1966:299-301; 1970:116,118). The latter case
was explicitly interpreted as a group assembly site, with
the implication that food consumption rather than prep-
aration was a significant activity. More recent South-
western archaeological studies that explore ceremonial
or political activity tend to emphasize models of cen-
tralization or monopolization of exchange (Lightfoot
1984; Lightfoot and Feinman 1982; S. Plog 1986;
Upham 1982; Upham et al. 1981). They demonstrate a
coincidence of exchange goods with kivas or large
kivas and use that observation to support particular
models of social organization or interaction.
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Figure 1: Plan of the roomblocks of McPhee Village. The excavated
roomblocks used in this report are labeled with their site numbers.

These studies suggest that both functional and ex-
change aspects of material culture, and pottery in par-
ticular, can be used to examine the nature of ceremonial
or political activity inferred from other archaeological
observations. In this paper ceramic data are compared
with a ranking of pit structures at McPhee Village, a
Pueblo I village in the Dolores area of southwestern
Colorado. The pit structures are ranked on the basis of
ritual feature size and complexity (Wilshusen 1985),
floor area, and associated roomblock shape. If
Wilshusen (this volume) is correct, and this ranking
reflects differential participation in village ritual activ-
ity, comparable rankings should be evident in the func-
tional or exchange characteristics of the associated
ceramic assemblages.

McPhee Village

McPhee Village was excavated as part of the Dolores
Archaeological Program (Breternitz et al. 1986). The
village is the largest of four excavated late ninth-cen-
tury villages in the Dolores area and was composed of
21 contemporary roomblocks (Figure 1), ranging in size
from 15 to 126 m in length (Kane 1988:Table 1.9). One
of these roomblocks (SMT4654 [Hewitt and Harriman
1984]) was too disturbed to provide meaningful data,
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and it is excluded from these discussions. Portions of
the village appear to have been established as early as
A.D. 829 (Brisbin 1988:Table 6.8), and the population
peaked at approximately 200 households within the A.D.
860-880 period (Kane 1988:Figure 1.10).

Portions of nine roomblocks and associated pit struc-
tures were excavated, and the pit structures encountered
contain a range of ritual features: lateral vaults, central
vaults, and complex and simple sipapus. Wilshusen
(1985, this volume) argues that this series is associated
with a decreasing scale of ritnal integration. Although
the scale is defined by individual pit structure charac-
teristics, it is assumed that they served the domestic and
ritual needs of those who lived in the associated room-
block as a social and corporate unit. The highest scale
represented by any of the associated pit structures is
assumed to reflect the level at which the roomblock as
a whole was involved in community integration.

A single pit structure at each of four of these
roomblocks (5SMT4475, 5TM4477, 5MT5106, and
SMT5107) contained rectangular central vaults or lat-
eral vaults. Pit Structure 3 at SMT4475 (Brisbin et al.
1988) was originally constructed in the late A.D. 850s
or early 860s with a large central vault. In A.D. 875, it
was extensively remodeled, the central vault was
decommissioned, and two lateral vaults were con-
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Figure 2: Histogram of pit structure areas for the excavated pit structures
of McPhee Village (after Kane 1988:Figure 1.15).

structed. The other excavated pit structures at the
roomblock contained complex sipapus rather than
vaults, Pit Structure 9 at roomblock SMT5107 was con-
structed and remodeled at least once within the A.D.
840-870 period (Brisbin 1988). It contained a central
vault that had been filled (decommissioned) prior to
abandonment, a lateral vault that was functional at the
time of abandonment, and another decommissioned lat-
eral vault. Pit Structure 2 at roomblock 5SMT4477 was
probably constructed in the A.D. 850s or 860s, and it
contained two lateral vaults during this period (Kuckel-
man 1988). It was extensively remodeled in A.D. 871,
and the lateral vaults were replaced by a central vault.
Pit Structure 2 at roomblock SMT5106 was occupied in
the A.D. 860s and 870s and was equipped with a central
vault, but had no evidence of lateral vaults (Morris
1988). The roofed areas of these four pit structures were
67, 64,37, and about 24 mz, respectively; this compares
with a median size of about 20 m” for all excavated pit
structures within McPhee Village (Figure 2).

Although not all other pit structures within these four
roomblocks were excavated, those that were excavated
contained either simple or complex sipapus rather than
floor vaults. Pit structures associated with three other
roomblocks where all pit structures were excavated
(5MT4479, SMT5104, and 5SMT5108) contained only
simple or complex sipapus (Kleidon 1988; G. Nelson
1985; Kuckelman 1988). Pit structures at the remaining
roomblocks (SMT4480 and 5MT4725) contained only
simple or complex sipapus, but feature characteristics
are known only for a subset of the pit structures that
were present (Kuckelman and Harriman 1988; Chenault
1983). (Pit Structure 4 at roomblock SMT4725 may
have had a central vault [Kane 1988:Table 1.12], but the
description indicates that the feature conforms poorly
with the other central vaults in size, shape, and place-
ment [Chenault 1983:46-51]; it is interpreted as a com-
plex sipapu here.)

These architectural patterns can be used to define
contexts for comparative studies of material culture.

8: POTLUCK IN THE PROTOKIVA

Utilizing ritual features and pit structure size,
roomblocks can be categorized or ranked into four lev-
els of possible ritual or ceremonial intensity.

(1) The extremely large pit structures at roomblocks
SMT4475 and SMT5107 began with central vaults that
were remodeled in the A.D. 870s (at the height of village
population) into lateral vaults. Based largely on their
size and the rarity of lateral vaults in all Dolores vil-
lages (see Wilshusen, this volume), these structures are
interpreted as the locations of the most intense ritual
activity within McPhee Village. In addition to their size
and feature content, these structures are associated with
roomblocks that curve relatively sharply around the pit
structure or plaza area, forming a U-shape not associ-
ated with the other ceremonial ranks. -

(2) The large pit structure at SMT4477 was altered
from a lateral-vault structure to a central-vault structure
in the A.D. 870s; it is assumed that slightly less intense
ritual activity occurred there, especially during and
after the population peak,

(3) The normal-sized structure at SMT5106 con-
tained only a central vault throughout its use history,
and probably was the site of slightly less intense ritual
activity than the structure at SMT4477.

(4) Finally, the other roomblocks whose pit structure
characteristics are known (5MT4479, 5MT5104, and
5MT5108) are normal-sized or small and contain only
complex sipapus. These roomblocks form the lowest
rank of expected ritual intensity.

Pit structures at the remaining roomblocks
(5MT4480, SMT4725) have only simple or complex
sipapus, though some structures were not investigated.
The roomblocks could fall into any one of the lower
three levels if U-shaped roomblocks are a necessary
defining characteristic of the highest level (Kane 1986).
However, if roomblock shape is irrelevant to ritual
rank, then these partially-investigated roomblocks
could belong to any of the four levels.
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Pottery as a Measure of Ritual
Activity

Exchange and function are two dimensions of pottery
that can be influenced by, and therefore can reflect,
ritual or political activity. However, both exchange and
function are influenced by other aspects of cultural
systems as well, This ambiguity results in a potentially
confounding situation in which the background assump-
tions and interpretive models related to each dimension
are extremely important to the interpretation.

Exchange

Exchange of a commodity is partially dependent on its
production pattern. During the A.D. 840-900 period,
production of gray ware pottery appears to have been a
household activity within the Dolores area and probably
within the Mesa Verde region as a whole (Blinman
1988; Blinman and Wilson 1988). It is likely that con-
temporary white ware production was specialized to the
extent that not all households regularly produced these
vessels, but there is no evidence for large-scale or geo-
graphically specialized production within the Mesa
Verde region (Blinman 1988). In contrast with the low-
level specialization and dispersed sources of white ware
vessels, red ware production does appear to be geo-
graphically specialized within the western portion of
the Mesa Verde region. Most, if not all, San Juan Red
Ware vessels were produced in southeastern Utah and
exchanged eastward across the remainder of the region.

Decorated wares are presumed to be valuable in both.

an energetic and aesthetic sense (Feinman et al. 1981),
and red ware vessels in particular have been implicated
in linkages between ceremonial organization and ex-
change in the northern Southwest (see S. Plog 1986 and
this volume). Red ware production patterns in the re-
gion require exchange for vessel distribution, and red
ware exchange is the best candidate for assimilation
into larger patterns of ritual or political organization. If
patterns of ritual activity influenced the distribution of
red wares in the Dolores area, then higher exchange
frequencies should coincide with the architectural and
feature indices of ritual intensity.

Function

Independent of exchange patterns, the principal roles of
pottery in Dolores Anasazi culture were as cooking and
serving containers (Blinman 1985, 1988). It could be
argued that some vessel forms (such as effigies) played
a role in ceremonialism, but they are too rare to allow
an independent assessment of that interpretation, or to
allow their use in inter-roomblock comparisons. How-
ever, the lack of distinctly “ritual” pottery does not
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preclude the evaluation of food preparation and con-
sumption patterns, which may imply ceremonial gath-
erings.

A consequence of food preparation and consumption
is the breakage and eventual discard of vessels. People
presumably prepared and ate food within rooms, pit
structures, or plazas, and broken vessels were eventu-
ally discarded in the formal midden or refuse dumps of
the roomblock where breakage occurred. (There are no
refuse deposits in the Dolores area at this time period
that can be linked to individual households, and the
practical resolution of refuse-based studies is limited to
the architectural and social unit of the roomblock.)
Cooking jars should have shorter life-spans than serv-
ing bowls, and jar sherds should accumulate at a faster
rate in middens. However, breakage of both forms
should be stochastic phenomena, and in the context of
large samples (many households cooking and consum-
ing food over the course of a generation) there should
be a consistent ratio of cooking jar to bowl sherds.

If all cooking and eating occurred in domestic con-
texts, this ratio should be identical between
roomblocks. However, if food consumption played a
significant role in social gatherings, there is a possibil-
ity for differential accumulations of cooking jar and
bowl sherds, depending upon the specific spatial pat-
tern of food preparation and consumption. Food con-
sumption plays a significant role in modern Pueblo
Indian ceremonialism (Toll 1985:369-406) and is a gen-
eral characteristic of most gatherings throughout the
world; one can safely assume a linkage between feast-
ing and ceremonial gatherings at Dolores.

Size is a second aspect of vessel function. Vessels are
manufactured for specific needs, which result in size
classification of vessels within specific forms. The dis-
tribution of Dolores area cooking jar sizes is bimodal,
with a long tail that includes the largest jars (Blinman
1988:Figure 4.4). This pattern appears to reflect a com-
mon need for small jars of about 1 liter and medium jars
of about 4 liters’ effective capacity; the long tail of the
distribution reflects an occasional need for large jars
that range up to 11 liters in effective volume, Large
cooking jars have been described as “fiesta pots” in
ethnographic contexts (B. Nelson 1981), based on their
occasional use in preparing large quantities of food for
social gatherings.

Two basic patterns of food preparation and consump-
tion are possible, termed here the “potlatch” and the
“potluck” models of hosting. In the former model, the
host roomblock group is responsible for provisioning
the ceremony by preparing food drawn from its own
stores or contributed by others. In this model both cook-
ing and eating occur at the host roomblock, breakage
locations of the two forms coincide, and cooking jar and
bowl ratios in the host roomblock refuse should not
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differ significantly from ratios at others. However,
larger cooking jars would likely be used for ceremonial
gatherings, and their presence should make a detectable
difference between refuse of the host roomblock and at
other roomblocks.

The potluck model assumes that food is prepared
elsewhere and brought to the site of the ceremony for
consumption. In this model the different locations of
use and breakage would result in a surplus of cooking
jar sherds at the roomblocks where food was prepared
and a surplus of bowl sherds in the refuse of the host
roomblock. Again, large cooking jars would have been
used for food preparation, and they should be more
abundant in the refuse at the supporting roomblocks
than at the host roomblock.

In either model, if hosting and provisioning respon-
sibilities were rotated evenly through the village, no
material differences would be detectable. Also, if cere-
monial gatherings were rare, the differential accumula-
tions of vessel sherds would not be significantly
different than those of a purely domestic pattern. How-
ever, if hosting responsibilities were differentially dis-
tributed, the potlatch model should result in a
concentration of sherds from larger cooking jars in
refuse at the host roomblocks; the potluck model should
be detectable as a concentration of cooking jar sherds
and sherds from larger jars away from the host room-
block, and a concentration of bowl sherds in refuse at
the host roomblock. If the ritual feature hierarchy re-
flects a ceremonial hosting hierarchy, roomblock refuse
comparisons should reveal some evidence of one of
these two models.

Red Ware Exchange and
Ceremonial Activity

Importation of red wares from the western Mesa Verde
region to the Dolores area began in the mid-eighth
century. The peak of exchange volume was reached in
the early ninth century (a supply accounting for 8.5
percent of sherds in Dolores area refuse), with a decline
in availability (t0 6.3 and then to 4.0 percent) during the
height of the village period in the mid-ninth century
(Blinman 1988:Table 5.2).

Red ware frequencies in A.D. 860-900 refuse from
McPhee Village roomblocks are presented in Table 1.
The red ware frequency from roomblock SMTS5104 can
be discounted due to the small sample of well-dated
refuse, and the sample from 5MT4475 is so small its
relevance could be arguable. Red ware sherds are rela-
tively more abundant in the refuse from the three
roomblocks with the highest-ranking ritual pit struc-
tures. Those roomblocks with pit structures whose lat-
eral vaults were in use during this period (SMT4475 and
5MT5107) are associated with the most red ware

8: POTLUCK IN THE PROTOKIVA

sherds. Two.other pit structures had central vaults that
were active late in their use-life. Only the roomblock
associated with the larger of these (SMT4477) has a
high red ware frequency. There are few red ware sherds
in the roomblock which has the normal-sized central-
vault pit structure (SMT5106), and in those roomblocks
where pit structures contain only simple or complex
sipapus. Although the sample size is too small for con-
fident interpretation, relative red ware abundance ap-
pears to correspond strongly with pit structure size and,
to a lesser extent, with the type of ritual feature.
Based on this evidence, an argument can be made
that the distribution of exchanged vessels at McPhee
Village was influenced by both ritual space and ritual
features, and the direction and magnitude of the influ-
ence supports the architectural model of different scales
of pit structure ceremonialism. This differential distri-
bution of exchanged vessels is similar to that interpre-
ted as centralization of exchange for Great Kivas
(Upham et al. 1981) and sites with kivas (S. Plog 1986,
this volume) elsewhere in the Southwest. However,
although a correspondence between ritual activity and
nonlocal pottery at McPhee Village is apparent, the
concentrations of nonlocal sherds can be interpreted as
a centralization of exchange only if we can assume that
the location of vessel use, breakage, and discard (and
archacological recovery) is the same as the location of
exchange. This assumption cannot be supported for
McPhee Village, and a relationship (detailed in the
following sections) between red ware sherd frequency,
bowl use and breakage, and ritual rank complicates the
interpretation of the nonlocal sherd concentrations.

Feasting Evidence and Ceremonial
Activity

Although the principles behind functional interpreta-
tions of vessel-form data are simple, their practical
application in the Dolores area can be complex. Ratios
of vessel forms in refuse deposits are affected by sev-
eral variables. There were different degrees of depen-
dence on agriculture, both through time and between
contemporary villages in the Dolores area, and this may
affect cooking practices, and hence, the relative fre-
quency of some vessel forms. The ability to assign
sherds accurately to particular vessel-form classes also
varies between wares, and changing styles of cooking
jar shapes affect measures of vessel size (Blinman
1988:188-226). When comparisons are restricted to
roomblocks within a single village, some of these con-
founding sources of variation are minimized; but tem-
poral variation still remains a problem with some
vessel-form data.

Valid comparisons between sherd frequencies from
different vessel forms (bowls and cooking jars, in this
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Table 1: Red ware frequencies in A.D. 860-900 refuse from McPhee Village.

Ceremonial Roomblock Highest ranking Red ware sherd Sample
ranking (5MT) pit structure frequency size
characteristics (%)

Ve e floor

1 W cm!{'ll"gand lata:lr?r:'ul!s. “@ 28
U-shaped roomblock
Very large floor area,

1 5107 cmnt,r almtagn e oteeel 6.5 19,137
vaults, U-shaped
roomblock
Large floor area,

2 Ut late%al and central vaults 3 9,362
Normal floor area,

3 5106 centeal At 1.7 778

4 4479 Normal floor area, 2.1 3,113
complex sipapu

4 5108 Normal floor area, 1.1 1,162
complex sipapu

4 5104 Small floor area, 4.1 19
complex sipapu

? 4480 Unknown 34 5819

? 4725 Unknown 33 4,988

NOTE: The “refuse” data set includes all well-dated and relatively uncontaminated proveniences identified as
containing secondary refuse types; proveniences interpreted as containing use-association or de facto refuse mate-
rials are excluded. Refuse occurs both in pit and structure fills as well as in formal middens. Ceramic data in this
table are taken from Blinman (1988:Tables 5.6 and 5.8).

case) require two corrections, Counts of gray ware jar
sherds must be transformed into estimates of cooking
jar sherds by deleting sherds that probably derive from
other gray ware jar forms (Blinman 1988:161-167). We
can confidently identify undecorated gray ware bowl
sherds only if they have rims, so comparisons in this
paper are limited to decorated bowls (white-, red-, and
smudged-ware vessels), whose sherds can be reliably
identified.

Cooking-jar size estimates ar¢ based on measure-
ments of rim-sherd radii (rim radius and the log of
effective cooking jar capacity are strongly correlated
throughout the A.D. 840-900 period [Blinman
1988:170-174]). Although this relationship is constant,
there is a slight increase in the sizes of cooking jars used
and broken prior to as opposed to after A.D. 880. This
apparent increase requires that separate vessel-size
comparisons be carried out for the A.D. 840-880 and
880-900 periods to avoid confusing temporal differ-
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ences between refuse collections with the synchronic
functional variation in cooking jar size that is of interest
in this paper. Although the temporal change in cooking
jar size preferences will also affect the stability of the
bowl:jar sherd ratio (larger cooking jars yield more
sherds per breakage), the implications of this effect are
less since its magnitude is smaller. (The observed 0.45
cm increase in median cooking jar rim radius at A.D. 880
translates into an increase of about 20 percent in effec-
tive volume, but only an estimated increase of about 10
percent in sherd production.)

Vessel-form data for the roomblocks of McPhee Vil-
lage are presented in Table 2. A lower ratio implies a
relative excess of decorated bowl breakage (food con-
sumption), whereas a higher ratio implies a relative
excess of cooking-jar breakage (food preparation).
Again, the sample size from roomblock SMT5104 is too
small for the ratio to be valid, and the sample size from
roomblock SMT4475 is small enough that the relevance
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Table 2: Cooking jar and decorated bowl frequencies In A.D. 840-900 refuse from McPhee Village.

Ceremonial Roomblock Cooking jar Decorated Jar:bowl
ranking (5MT) sherds bowl sherds ratio
1 4475 242 26 931
1 5107 15,911 1,622 9.81
2 4471 8,131 649 12.53
3 5106 658 45 14.62
4 4479 2,775 219 12.67
4 5108 955 81 11.79
4 5104 37 6 6.17
? 4480 4,979 390 12.77
? 4725 4,199 379 11.08

NOTE: Cooking jar sherd counts have been corrected (decreased in number) to compensate for the presence of

sherds derived from other gray ware jar forms.

of its ratio is arguable. Given these caveats, the smallest
ratios coincide with the roomblocks associated with the
highest-ranking ritual structures: those very large pit
structures with central and lateral vaults. This suggests
an excess of food consumption at these two roomblocks.
The other levels of possible ceremonial participation
are associated with higher ratios, regardless of position
within the lower levels of the ritual hierarchy. This
suggests both a relatively greater participation in food

preparation than at the highest-ranking roomblocks and
a lack of clear differentiation between the lower ranks.

The distinctiveness of the roomblocks with highest-
ranking pit structures is also reflected in the cooking jar
size data from the village (Figure 3). The refuse data
sets for the jar size comparison have been augmented
for some roomblocks by the addition of refuse that was
not included in the ratio or exchange comparisons be-
cause it contains a small amount of contamination from
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Flgure 3: Cumulative frequency curves of cooking jar
sherd rim radii for A.D. 840-880 and A.D. 880-900 re-
fuse from selected roomblocks of McPhee Village. Sam-
ple sizes for the A.D. 840-880 period are 271 sherds
subsuming 7,465 degrees of arc for SMT4475, 641
sherds subsuming 16,910 degrees of arc for SMT5107,
and 681 sherds subsuming 17,590 degrees of arc for the
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collections from other villages in the Dolores area.
Sample sizes for the A.D. 880-900 period are 232 sherds
subsuming 8,260 degrees of arc for SMT5107, 160
sherds subsuming 4,260 degrees of arc for 5SMT4477,
48 sherds subsuming 1,500 degrees of arc for
5MT4479, and 64 sherds subsuming 1,845 degrees of
arc for SMT4480.
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earlier and later occupations at the village. This con-
tamination (from corrugated and plain gray cooking
jars) has been isolated and removed from the jar size
data set by limiting the comparison to data from
neckbanded cooking jars. No rim radius measurements
are available for refuse from the SMT5108 roomblock,
and cooking jar size data from occupations at other
villages in the Dolores area are used for the A.D. 840—
880 comparison, due to limited data from McPhee Vil-
lage. The jar-size data are expressed as cumulative
degrees of rim arc for each rim radius increment (0.5
cm). Cumulative degrees of rim arc can be interpreted
as an estimate of the number of vessels present in the
refuse (360 degrees of rim arc are equivalent to a whole
vessel). Cumulative curves to the left of the figure
indicate the breakage of relatively more vessels with
smaller rims, whereas curves to the right indicate the
breakage of relatively more vessels with larger rims.
Since rim radii increase linearly, while cooking jar
volumes increase geometrically, slight differences in
median rim radius imply considerable increases in po-
tential food preparation volume.

Within the A.D. 840-880 period, refuse associated
with the two highest-ranking pit structures contains
relatively smaller cooking jars. The implications of this
are weakened, since the comparison is with cooking jars
from other villages in the Dolores area rather than with
other McPhee Village roomblocks; it is conceivable that
dietary variation or even stylistic variation between
villages could account for the differences. However, the
direction of the difference is the same as that within
McPhee Village in the post-A.D. 880 period, and the
difference could easily reflect the same intravillage
trend described below.

Within the A.D. 880-900 period, cooking jar size data
are available for four McPhee Village roomblocks (see
Figure 3), but only two of the collections (SMT5107 and
5MT4477) have satisfactorily large sample sizes. Me-
dian cooking jar rim radii are smallest for SMT5107,
the highest level of the ceremonial ranking. The
SMT4480 collection includes a slightly larger median,
but its rank is unknown; the other two roomblocks are
similar, with larger median jar sizes. The latter includes
refuse from the SMT4477 roomblock, which is associ-
ated with a second-rank pit structure.

Although conclusions are weakened somewhat by
the scarcity of data for comparisons, the cooking jar
size curves imply that smaller batches of food were
prepared at the two roomblocks at the top of the cere-
monial hierarchy and that larger batches were prepared
at the others, regardless of position within the pit struc-
ture ranking. The difference in sizes could conceivably
account for a 10 percent difference in number of cook-
ing jar sherds generated per incident of breakage at the
supporting roomblocks, and this difference contributes
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to the perceived vessel-form ratio differences between
the highest-ranking and other roomblocks, making the
apparent increase in bowl breakage at the highest-rank-
ing room blocks questionable. However, even if the
cooking jar sherd counts are inflated by 10 percent for
the 5MT4475 and 5MT5107 collections in Table 2, the
bowl:jar ratios remain lower than those of the other
roomblocks.

These patterns conform to the model of potluck cer-
emonialism, with differential participation in hosting
focused on the highest level of the ritual hierarchy,
Larger batches of food were prepared at the lower rank-
ing roomblocks than at the highest ranking roomblocks
of McPhee Village, and there is evidence that some of
this food was eaten at the roomblocks with pit structures
of the highest ceremonial rank.

Discussion

Ceramic data from McPhee Village provide some sup-
port for the model of a hierarchy of ritual rank and
intensity, as derived from Wilshusen’s analysis of ritual
feature elaboration, pit structure size, and roomblock
plan. There are higher relative frequencies of ex-
changed red ware vessels at roomblocks with central or
lateral vaults (ranks 1 and 2), and especially at those
with inordinately large pit structures (rank 1). Deco-
rated bowls are relatively more abundant in refuse as-
sociated with roomblocks having the largest ritual pit
structures (rank 1), but bowl abundance does not differ-
entiate within the other levels of the hierarchy. Cooking
jar size is also differentially distributed, but the small-
est cooking volumes coincide with the highest level of
the ritual hierarchy, and the largest cooking jar volumes
with the lower levels of the hierarchy.

These results generally correspond with previous ob-
servations in the Southwest that there are differential
associations of types of material culture with kivas or
types of kivas, but there is one potentially misleading
aspect to the observations: the abundance of exchanged
red ware sherds at the highest-ranking roomblocks of
McPhee Village may only reflect the tendency for dec-
orated bowls to be more frequently broken at those
roomblocks. The potluck model of hosting and the func-
tional movement of vessels between roomblocks raises
the possibility that the presence of nonlocal sherds in
the highest-ranking middens could have little to do with
the process of exchange.

About 70 percent of red ware sherds are from bowls,
and red wares comprise 57 percent of decorated bowl
sherds during the A.D. 840-880 period, and 41 percent
during the A.D. 880-900 period. Any increase in bowl
breakage should result in an increase in red ware sherd
deposition. This relationship suggests that the apparent
concentration of exchanged red wares at the highest-
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Table 3: Bowl sherd frequencles In A.p. 880-900 refuse from McPhee Village.

Ceremonial Roomblock Red ware Other decorated Total
ranking (5MT) sherds ware sherds decorated
(%) (%) N)
1 4475 38.5 61.5 26
1 5107 48.5 51.5 359
2 4471 36.4 63.6 649
3 5106 133 86.7 45
4 4479 233 76.7 219
4 5108 99 90.1 81
4 5104 333 66.7 6
? 4480 333 66.7 390
? 4725 371 62.9 367

NOTE: Except for a single smudged ware sherd from refuse at Site SMT4480, all of the “other decorated” ware

sherds are from white ware vessels.

ranking roomblocks is simply an epiphenomenon of an
increased breakage of bowls used in ceremonial food
consumption. Residents of supporting roomblocks
would bring food to the gathering in decorated bowls,
some of these bowls would break, and the sherds would
be discarded with the refuse of the host roomblock,
thereby inflating the numbers of nonlocal sherds at the
most ceremonially active roomblocks.

Insufficient data are available to investigate this pos-
sibility for the A.D. 840-880 period, but some refuse
collections are large enough to support an examination
of the ware composition of bowl sherds at the various
McPhee Village roomblocks in the A.D. 880-900 period.
(Refuse data from the two periods cannot be combined
for this comparison, due to a strong temporal decline in
red ware sherds that would add a potentially confound-
ing dimension of variability.) If increased bowl break-
age alone were responsible for the apparent increase in
exchanged red ware sherd frequency, then a consistent
proportion of red ware bowl sherds should be present in
all collections.

The red ware contributions to the decorated bowl
sherds in roomblock refuse are presented in Table 3.
The greatest relative frequencies of red ware bowl
sherds are in the refuse from the highest-ranking
roomblocks, although the sample size from the
5MT4475 collection is too small to interpret the fre-
quency as a reliable estimate. The next highest reliable
frequencies are associated with the second- ranked and
two unranked roomblocks. The lowest reliable red ware
percentage occurs in the collection from the lowest-
ranked roomblock (5MT4479). Deleting the small and
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unranked examples, the relative contribution of red
ware vessels to the bowl category increases with the
increasing rank of pit structure ceremonialism. This
pattern implies a strong preference for the use (and
breakage) of red ware rather than other decorated bowls
for ceremonial food consumption, but the pattern does
not in itself confirm a relationship between the ceremo-
nial hierarchy and centralization of exchange.

The only suggestion that some centralization of red
ware exchange may correspond with ceremonial rank-
ing comes from the vessel forms in the red ware cate-
gory. If the serving function alone accounts for the
increased red ware sherds at the highest-ranking
roomblocks, then the proportion of bowl sherds within
the red ware category should be higher in those collec-
tions than in collections from the lower-ranked
roomblocks.

Adequate comparative data are available only for the
A.D. 880-900 period and are presented in Table 4. Small
samples limit the comparison somewhat, but there are
relatively fewer rather than more bowl sherds within the
red wares from the highest-ranking roomblocks. This
observation suggests either that other red ware forms
played important roles in pit structure ceremonialism at
McPhee Village (were being brought to and broken at
the roomblock) or that at least some preferential access
to red ware vessel exchange was enjoyed by residents
of the highest roomblock ranks.
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Table 4: Red ware vessel form frequencies in A.p, 880-900 refuse from McPhee Village.

Ceremonial Roomblock Bowl Other vessel Total
ranking (5MT) sherds forms (N)
(%) (%)

1 4475 714 28.6 14

1 5107 66.9 33.1 260

2 4477 723 27.7 326

3 5106 46.1 53.9 13

4 4479 79.6 20.4 64

4 5108 61.5 38.5 13

4 5104 100.0 0.0 2

? 4480 64.1 359 201

? 4725 84.4 15.6 161

Conclusion roomblocks can be used to infer the presence of com-

Even without the exchange interpretation, ceramic data
from McPhee Village provide support for Wilshusen’s
suggestion that pit structures can be categorized as
corporate and community kivas as early as Pueblo 1.
This conclusion is based on a strong pattern of potluck-
style hosting centered on the roomblocks having the
two highest-ranking pit structures in terms of ritual
feature elaboration, floor area, and roomblock shape
(5MT4475 and SMTS5107). The roomblock with a sec-
ond-ranked ceremonial pit structure (SMT4477) is as-
sociated with intermediate characteristics for red ware
sherd frequencies, but cooking jar volume and jar:bowl
ratio do not support a comparable role in hosting in-
travillage gatherings. The lack of strong patterns at the
second ranked structure or within the other lower ranks
does not preclude their participation in ceremonial host-
ing, but it does suggest that either their participation
was at a lower magnitude than the highest rank, or that
the responsibilities of participation were evenly distrib-
uted.

The strong differentiation of the highest rank, even
though ritual features were shared with the second rank,
suggests that Wilshusen’s caveat about his kiva typol-
ogy is also correct: although Anasazi ceremonial hier-
archies existed and included ritual features in their
definition, other factors (such as pit structure size) must
be considered as part of a polythetic approach to under-
standing the scale of prehistoric ceremonialism. Asso-
ciating the highest-ranking pit structures with U-shaped
roomblocks is an ancillary issue: the sample size (two
cases from one village) is too small for confident ex-
trapolation, but if the relationship is valid, U-shaped
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munity kivas from surface observations of sites (Kane
1986).

The relationship between ceremonialism and ex-
change in McPhee Village is complex and unresolved.
Some, and perhaps most, of the concentration of red-
ware sherds in the highest-ranking roomblocks can be
explained as an epiphenomenon of the functional con-
centration of bowl sherds at those roomblocks. Red
ware vessels were apparently preferred for ceremonial
gatherings, but that clearly does not exclude their use
in domestic contexts or more corporate ceremonialism.
However, the abundance of red ware forms other than
bowls in these refuse collections does suggest an en-
hanced access to red ware vessels by residents at the
three highest-ranking roomblocks. The mechanism of
this access remains unknown, and no confident discrim-
ination can be made between possible factors that range
from overt political control of a valued commodity to
simple exploitation of the large gatherings for trade by
entrepreneurs, without implying any control of ex-
change by roomblock residents.
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The Styles of Integration: Ceramic Style
and Pueblo I Integrative Architecture in
Southwestern Colorado

Michelle Hegmon

The relationship between ceramic style and type of integrative structure is examined. Comparisons are
made between (1) pit structures used primarily as habitations with no integrative function above the
household level, (2) pit structures shared by several households, and (3) pit structures used for larger scale
integrative activities. The potential for ceramic style to convey information—measured as design diver-
sity—is found to be high in association with pit structures used for large-scale integrative activities and
also in structures used in times of upheaval. The stylistic information is argued to be important in relations
with socially distant persons. The formality of style, argued to be related toritual, is greatest in association
with shared structures of any size. The analysis involves black-on-white ceramics from the late Pueblo I
period (AD. 840-920) in southwestern Colorado.

rchitecture creates places where people live and

work, and some architecture creates special places
where people come together for ritual and other activi-
ties that help to integrate communities and other social
groups. Here I focus on activities that took place in
certain architectural contexts and on their artifactual
remains, More specifically, I am interested in the style
of ceramics associated with structures that are argued
to have served various integrative functions. My goal is
to explore the potential of using data on stylistic varia-
tion as an indicator of integrative activities and possibly
as a measure of social integration. This research deals
with black-on-white ceramics from the late Pueblo I
period (ca. A.D. 840-920) in a portion of southwestern
Colorado.

Integrative architecture provides space that is shared
or used by a number of households or other social units
and thereby helps to integrate them. By this definition,
a small pit structure shared by several households and
a Great Kiva where people from across a region gather
for periodic rituals are both examples of integrative
architecture. Thus, integrative structures are places
where socially distant persons come together. Various
activities can be housed by integrative structures, but

ritual has a particularly important role. Ritual, and re-
ligion in general, have long been recognized as impor-
tant means of promoting community solidarity
(Durkheim 1965; Wallace 1966). Ritual is also an im-
portant means of increasing cooperation between social
units, because ritual sanctifies communication and
makes the actions of the ritual’s participants more pre-
dictable (Rappaport 1971).

Food plays an important role in many integrative
activities. Food—for human participants and for the
gods—is an essential component in many rituals, and
the centerpiece for many social gatherings. Ethno-
graphic accounts of Pueblo ceremonials demonstrate
the importance of food exchange, even—or espe-
cially— in times of scarcity (Ford 1972). Ceramics are
used in preparing, storing, serving, and eating the food,
and thus necessarily have a role in integrative activities.
In prehistoric pueblos the locations of large gather-
ings—for example, at Pueblo Alto in Chaco Canyon—
are often marked by large deposits of ceramics (Toll
1985).

The basic premise of this research is that ceramics
used in integrative activities will differ in some way
from those used in other contexts. A wide range of
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ethnographic and archaeological examples support the
general association of distinctive ceramics with special
(i.e., ritual, elite, etc.) contexts. Among the Azande of
the Sudan, ceramics used in ritually charged male-fe-
male encounters are highly decorated (Braithwaite
1982). In recent Anglo-American society, china used in
special or ceremonial occasions tends to be finely made,
imported, or otherwise expensive (see Deetz 1972:57).
“Well made, carefully decorated and delicately fin-
ished” Hopewell ceramics (from the eastern United
States, a millennium before the Pueblo I period) are
contrasted to local wares and are suggested to have had
ceremonial significance (Prufer 1965:39; see also Sears
1973). In later periods in the Southwest, certain ceramic
styles, wares, and vessel forms tend to be associated
with special contexts. Labor-intensive black-on-white
fine-line hachure may be associated with the Chaco
system (Neitzel 1985; Toll 1985:215; Windes
1984:109) and appears more commonly on sites with
kivas (Plog, Chapter 10, this volume). Upham et al.
(1981) claim that imports and wares requiring extra
production steps are associated with elite contexts in
the Chavez Pass area. Pueblo III kiva jars are assumed
to have had a special function because of their distinc-
tive shape, though they are not always found in kivas
(Rohn 1971:181). Zuni stepped bowls, painted with
naturalistic designs of water animals, have a particular
ritual function (Bunzel 1972:23; Hardin 1983), and
modern Zia vessels prepared for use in ritual contexts
are distinctive in shape but not decoration (B. Bradley,
personal communication).

These many examples support the basic premise that
special ceramics are used in special contexts; these
ceramics display easily recognized formal differences
from “everyday” ceramics and hence may mark the
occasions when they are used. Although they share a
common general role, these examples do not provide a
single clear-cut set of criteria that can be used to iden-
tify special ceramics. The ceramics may be (1) deco-
rated in contrast to plainwares; (2) more finely made;
(3) specially shaped; (4) decorated with distinctive el-
ements; (5) more labor-intensive to produce; (6) im-
ported; or (7) a combination of the above. These
properties may carry a variety of information about
ritual meanings and social relations. Therefore, I exam-
ine a number of criteria, derived from the theoretical
and ethnographic literature, to study the possible asso-
ciation of ceramic style with integrative architecture,

The Pueblo I period is an important starting point for
the study of integrative architecture and ceramic style
in the Anasazi cultural tradition. Pit structures during
this period commonly have both domestic and ritual
features and are argued to have served some integrative
functions; hence, they are often called protokivas. How-
ever, a number of criteria, including size, site structure,
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and features, suggest that Pueblo I pit structures are not
all equal in terms of the integrative activities they shel-
ter or the number of households that use them
(Wilshusen, Chapter 7, this volume). Similarly, Pueblo
I white wares appear be fairly homogeneous; the types
are relatively clear-cut, and there are no obviously
fancy forms or wares. However, there may be subtle but
significant patterns of variation within the types. In this
paper I examine patterns of ceramic stylistic variation
associated with various kinds of pit structures.

Setting the Problem

The ceramics used in this analysis are from eight Pueblo
I sites in Montezuma County, southwestern Colorado
(Chapter 1, Figure 2). Seven were excavated as part of
the Dolores Archaeological Program’s (DAP) work in
the Dolores River Valley between 1978 and 1983. Four
DAP sites are part of the large McPhee community in
the southern portion of the Dolores area; these are Aldea
Alfareros (5MT4479) (Kleidon 1988), Weasel Pueblo
(5MT5106) (Morris 1988), Pueblo de las Golondrinas
(5MT5107) (Brisbin 1988) and Golondrinas Oriental
(5SMT5108) (Kuckelman 1988). House Creek Village
(5MT2320) is a smaller site across the river from the
McPhee community (Robinson and Brisbin 1986).
Grass Mesa Village (SMT0023) is a large site in the
northern part of the Dolores area (Lipe et al. 1988) and
Prince Hamlet (5MT2161) is a small site near Grass
Mesa Village (Sebastian 1986). The eighth is the Duck-
foot Site (SMT3868), located approximately 15 miles
southwest of the Dolores area, and excavated by the
Crow Canyon Archaeological Center from 1983 to 1987
(Adams 1984; Lightfoot 1985, 1987; Lightfoot and Van
West 1986; Lightfoot and Varien 1988; Varien and
Lightfoot, Chapter 6, this volume).

The ninth century A.D. was a period of population
growth and flux in the Dolores River Valley, People
moved into the area until the population peaked in the
A.D. 860s or 870s. Then, after A.D. 880, a time when the
agricultural potential declined, people moved out of the
valley (Schlanger 1986). The area was mostly aban-
doned by A.D. 910, and very few securely dated tenth
century sites are known from the Dolores River Valley
or surrounding area. (See Kane [1986a] for a general
overview of Dolores area prehistory.) The settlement
history of the area immediately surrounding the Duck-
foot Site is known in less detail, but it seems to conform
generally to the Dolores model. Duckfoot was part of a
late ninth century community that includes at least one
site with a probable oversized pit structure (identified
in surface survey). It was occupied in the late ninth
century A.D. and abandoned by the 880s (the latest
tree-ring dates are in the A.D. 870s [R. Lightfoot, per-
sonal communication]).
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The Dolores area, especially after A.D. 850, was pri-
marily inhabited by aggregated communities, but with
various sizes and forms of settlement organization. The
basic unit of occupation was an interhousehold cluster
consisting of several surface roomsuites and a pit struc-
ture. Several interhousehold clusters made up a room-
block, and one or more roomblocks constituted a village
(Kane 1986a:356-358; see Figure 2 in Varien and Light-
foot, this volume). Aggregated settlements with inter-
household clusters and roomblocks were characteristic
of the Periman subphase (A.D. 840-910) in DAP system-
atics (Kane 1986a). However, after A.D. 880 at a few
sites in the northern portion of the Dolores area, small
pit structures became the primary units of habitation.
Occupations characterized by small pit structures are
classified as part of the Grass Mesa Subphase (Kane
1986a:370-377). These habitations are often not associ-
ated with any surface rooms and may evidence an in-
creased household mobility and less rigid community
organization in the period just prior to abandonment of
the area (Lipe et al. 1988).

Different sizes and forms of pit structures, possibly
with a variety of integrative functions, are present in the
late Pueblo I sites. Much of the analysis undertaken in
this paper compares ceramics associated with different
kinds of pit structures; as a basis for this comparison,
three categories of pit structures are developed. The
ceramic assemblages associated with each category are
listed in Table 1, and details of the ceramic contexts are
discussed in the Analysis section below.

Category I consists of household pit structures, or pit
houses, that are argued to have served little or no in-
tegrative function above the household level. Many
Grass Mesa Subphase pit structures are included in this
category because they lack ritual features and appear to
have been occupied by single households (Lipe et al.
1988:1245, 1259). Category I ceramic assemblages
used in this analysis are those associated with selected
Grass Mesa Subphase pit structures at Grass Mesa Vil-
lage (i.e., excepting the large Pit Structure 32 and some
Grass Mesa Subphase pit structures associated with
Periman Subphase roomblocks).

Category II consists of pit structures that were part
of interhousehold clusters, including most Periman
Subphase pit structures. They would have been shared
by several households and thereby would have served
to integrate them. These Category Il interhousehold pit
structures fit the classic Prudden Unit model (Prudden
1903) and are basically synonymous with Wilshusen’s
(this volume) definition of corporate kivas. Inter-
household pit structures typically have both domestic
and ritual features, including regular and sometimes
complex sipapus (Wilshusen 1985 and this volume).
Ceramic assemblages associated with interhousehold
pit structures and used in this analysis are from the
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Periman Subphase occupations at Prince Hamlet, House
Creek Pueblo, Aldea Alfareros, Golondrinas Oriental,
Duckfoot, and from selected contexts at Grass Mesa
Village (i.e., the post—A.D. 880 Periman Subphase occu-
pation as well as Grass Mesa Subphase pit structures
associated with Periman roomblocks).

Category III includes a limited number of pit struc-
tures that may have been used by community groups
larger than interhousehold units and thus may have had
larger scale integrative functions. These are called com-
munity pit structures, though they may also have had a
role in regional relationships as a place where members
of a number of communities gathered (see Plog, this
volume). Community pit structures can be recognized
on the basis of several characteristics, including size,
position in the site layout, and ritual features. Different
researchers emphasize various characteristics.
Wilshusen (this volume, see also 1985) argues that the
presence of central or lateral floor vaults are good
indicators of what he calls community kivas. According
to Lipe et al. (1988:1233) . . . there is somewhat equiv-
ocal evidence . . . [that at least some of the Grass Mesa

Table 1: Ceramic assemblages used in the analysis.

Category I1: Household pit structures
1) Grass Mesa Village (5MT0023), portions of the Mode‘l;
ing Period (MP) 5 occupation (Grass Mesa Subphase)

Category I1: Interhousehold pit structures
1) Grass Mesa Village (SMT0023), portions of. yIP 5 occu-
pation (Periman and Grass Mesa S}lbphases)
2) Prince Hamlet (SMT2161), MP 4 occupation
3) Prince Hamlet (SMT2161), MP 5 occupation
4) House Creek Pueblo (SMT2320), MP 4 occupation
5) Aldea Alfareros (SMT4479), MP 5 occupation
6) Golondrinas Oriental (SMT5108), MP 5 occupation
7) Duckfoot Site (SMT3868), MP 4

Category IIl: Community pit structures
1) Grass Mesa Village (SMT0023), MP 4 occupation
2) Weasel Pueblo (SMT5106), MP 5 occupation
3) Pueblo de las Golondrinas (SMT5107), MP 4 occupation
4) Pueblo de las Golondrinas (SMT5107), MP 5 occupation

" Modeling Period 4 = A.D. 840-880; Modeling Period 5
.=AD. 880-910/920
Ceramics from Modeling Period 5 at Grass Mesa Village

are divided between categories I and II. Category lin-
cludes Grass Mesa Subphase elements not associated
with any integrative structure (Element/Episode Numbers
[EEN] 2,3, 4, 6, 8, 11, 12, 19, 25, 26, 27, 31, 33, 36, 37,
38, 39, 42, 44, 45, 46, 48, 59, 60, 61, 87, 93, 94, 95, 96,
98, 99). Category Il includes all Periman Subphase ele-
ments (EENs 73, 83, 84) and those Grass Mesa Subphase
elements that are associated with Periman roomblocks
(EENs 7, 74, 76).
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Village] oversized pitstructures [sic] are associated
with unusually large interhousehold groups.” On the
basis of a survey from the whole DAP area for the
Periman Subphase, Kane (1986b, 1988) argues that cer-
tain pit structures had special “managerial-ritual func-
tions.” This inference is based on the presence of floor
vaults and also on the structures’ size and association
with large roomblocks (though not all the structures
included in Kane's classification are exceptionally
large).l Kane identifies pit structures with managerial-
ritual functions at a number of sites, including Weasel
Pueblo, Pueblo de las Golondrinas, and the pre-A.D. 880
occupation at Grass Mesa Village. Another classifica-
tion of pit structures would include only those that are
clearly oversized (greater than 60 m ) have rectangular
vaults and other ritual features but few obvious domes-
tic features, and are found in larger settlements in U-
shaped roomblocks that partially enclosed plazas (Kane
1986a:415). Pit Structure 9 at Pueblo de las
Golondrinas fits these criteria. Blinman (Chapter 8, this
volume) investigates the integrative functions of both
these U-shaped roomblocks and the associated over-
sized pit structures. In this analysis, pit structures that
are relatxvely large (though not necessarily greater than
60 m ) and/or have floor vaults are considered to be
community pit structures; they are included in my Cat-
egory III, following Kane’s classification. Community
pit structure ceramic assemblages used here are from
Weasel Pueblo and Pueblo de las Golondrinas and from
the pre-A.D. 880 occupation at Grass Mesa Village.

Previous analyses of ceramics and their distribu-
tion—using criteria other than design style—support
these classifications of pit structures based on size and
ritual features. In the McPhee community, roomblocks
that have pit structures with floor vaults (including
Weasel Pueblo and Pueblo de las Golondrinas) have
larger percentages of imported red wares than other
roomblocks (Blinman and Wilson 1988). This could
indicate control of imports at these locations and/or use
of imports in special activities. U-shaped roomblocks
with very large pit structures also stand out in terms of
their ceramic assemblages (Blinman 1988 and this vol-
ume). U-shaped roomblocks have higher percentages of
imported vessels—primarily bowls—including both
red wares and white wares. Also, these sites have rela-
tively few cooking jars and low jar-to-bowl ratios, and
in some cases they have smaller jars than other sites.
Thus Blinman concludes that food was being prepared
at various locations and brought to the U-shaped
roomblocks for consumption, a form of ceremonial
hosting possibly resembling modern “potlucks.”

Great Kivas are much larger than even the largest
oversized pit structures and could constitute a fourth
category of pit structures. However, because of a lack
of adequate well-dated ceramic samples, Great Kivas
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are not included here. A Great Kiva was excavated at
Grass Mesa Village, but it was constructed between A.D.
760 and 800 (Lightfoot 1988:253) and thus predates the
period of interest here. An extremely large (769 m?
floor area) unroofed Great Kiva was located in Singing
Shelter (SMT4683) (Nelson and Kane 1986), near
House Creek Village. Nelson and Kane (1986:923)
argue that the Great Kiva was used during the Periman
subphase (A.D. 840-910), but Kane (1988:415) says the
“use of the structure could only be assigned an A.D.
800-900 bracket date.” Other DAP researchers argue
that the Singing Shelter Great Kiva was used prior to
A.D. 840 (Orcutt and Blinman 1987). Few ceramics
(including only four white ware sherds) were found in
clear association with this Great Kiva.

In summary, in this paper I examine patterns of ce-
ramic stylistic variation associated with different kinds
of pit structures. I have divided the pit structures and
associated ceramic assemblages into three categories
(Table 1). Category I consists of household pit struc-
tures not associated with surface roomblocks, with no
apparent integrative function above the household
level. Category Il includes interhousehold pit structures
that served to integrate a small group of households.
Category III consists of community pit structures that
are relatively large and/or have floor vaults. These com-
munity pit structures were used by groups larger than
interhousehold clusters and thus had larger-scale in-
tegrative functions.

Style

Southwestern archaeologists have long sought to relate
style to prehistoric social organization. In a florescence
of analyses since the 1960s they have focused on differ-
ent aspects of style, including elements and combina-
tions of elements (Longacre 1970), a hierarchy of
attributes (Plog 1980), symmetry (Washburn 1977), and
design schema (Jernigan 1986). One important develop-
ment in recent work on style has been a reduction in the
debate about which aspect is most important, and some
agreement about the value of multivariate interpreta-
tions (see the exchange between Sackett [1985,1986]

! Kane (1986b:636) defines pit structures with floor areas greater
than 34 m? as oversized. In all cases where their floor features were
excavated, those oversized pit structures contained floor vaults,
However, Kane notes that several smaller pit structures also have
floor vaults, and based on Wilshusen's (1985) model, Kane
(1986b:637) adopts floor vaults as the distinguishing characteristic
of pit structures with managerial-ritual functions. The mean floor
area of the McPhee Community pit structures that Kane (1988:46)
classifies as having a managerial-ritual function is 41.5 m? and the
smallest of these (Pit Structure 2 at Weasel Pueblo) is 24.3 mZ. The
mean floor area for the Dolores and Duckfoot Pueblo I pit structures
(not including Great Kivas) is 24.9 m? (Lipe, Chapter 5, this vol-
ume).
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and Wiessner [1983,1984,1985]; also Kintigh [1985];
Plog [1987]). Thus, design attributes may provide infor-
mation relevant to some problems, while design sym-
metry and structure or typological designations provide
different kinds of information.

The Meaning of Style

A recent statement by Hodder (1987) emphasizes dif-
ferent levels not only of style, but of the meaning of an
object. Hodder identifies three levels of meaning: use
or function, structure, and historical content. I explore
the first two levels here. The third would be important
in understanding the presence of a 100-year-old heir-
loom pot in a modern pueblo.

The first level of meaning—use and function—has
broad application. Ceramics containers are used—in
integrative structures and elsewhere—to store various
materials and to prepare, serve, and eat food. Ceramic
style may also have a function in that it can carry
information, such as information about social roles
(Plog 1980, 1983; Wobst 1977). Such stylistic informa-
tion can carry various meanings at different levels of
specificity; thus, stylistic information is sometimes
similar and sometimes quite dissimilar to information
conveyed by human language. For example, the !Kung
San use beadwork in part to establish their personal
identities. The beadwork may imply that someone is
innovative or conservative, but, unlike language, the
designs convey few specific meanings (Wiessner 1984).
In the now classic study that established the “informa-
tion exchange” theory of stylistic variation, Wobst
(1977) noted that Yugoslavian hat styles carried spe-
cific information about ethnic group affiliation. Finally,
some designs carry very specific, often highly symbolic
meanings; for example, the feather-like patterns on
Zuni vessels serve as a sort of painted version of prayer
sticks (Bunzel 1972:70).

Stylistic information is expected to be particularly
important when there is a need to establish one’s inten-
tions or identity prior to, or in the absence of, verbal
communication. Thus, stylistic information plays an
important role in interactions with socially distant per-
sons (Wobst 1977). Such interactions are fraught with
potential uncertainty. As social distance increases, the
persons interacting are closer to being strangers and
increasingly do not know what to expect in a meeting.
Stylistic information can reduce this uncertainty by
establishing, for example, that a person is a prestigious
and conservative member of a certain clan. The impor-
tance of style in reducing the uncertainty of socially
distant persons’ interactions is supported by various
studies. Stylistic expression of group identities and eth-
nic boundaries increases at times of increased social
tension (Hodder 1979; Wobst 1977). Self-decoration by
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New Guinea big men is most elaborate (varying among
three dimensions) during the large gatherings that take
place at major exchanges (Strathern and Strathern
1971). Layton (1981:101) argues that the self-decora-
tion gives “tangible expression to the particular form of
current relationships between groups.”

The second level of meaning identified by Hodder
involves structure. An “object has meaning because it
is part of a code, set or structure” (1987:1); thus the
object’s meaning derives from its relationship with
other objects. The structural meaning of style plays an
important role in social relationships, since they are
often structured in terms of comparisons and opposi-
tions (Wiessner 1984). So, for example, !Kung bead-
work both carries information about personal identity
and helps to establish individual identity in relation to
other individuals and their beadwork. Similarly, ethnic
styles mark a person as a member of one group rather
than another.

The structural meaning of style is also an important
means of marking distinctions between different con-
texts, such as public vs. private or secular vs. ritual.
Style can be used to mark the special nature of integra-
tive activities, including religious ceremonies or other
gatherings of socially distant persons. These activities
tend to be distinctive in that they are formal and rule-
bound. Religious ritual involves invariant and formal
actions (Rappaport 1979:175). Furthermore, etiquette
(a sort of ritualized social behavior) also demands in-
creased formality in interactions with socially distant
persons (Brown and Levinson 1978).

Measuring the Meaning

An object’s two levels of meaning—the use and func-
tion, and the structural meaning—relate to different
dimensions of stylistic variation that are expected to be
associated with integrative activities, First, the function
of style as a medium of information is argued to be
particularly important in interactions with socially dis-
tant persons. Thus, stylistic information should be par-
ticularly important in integrative activities. One way of
measuring the information content of style is with the
information statistic, or H, which measures the amount
of information that can be conveyed by a code (Shannon
1949). The H-statistic was developed for the technical
study of communication channels; it measures how ac-
curately symbols of communication can be transmitted
and whether or not the symbols convey culturally mean-
ingful information (Weaver 1949). The analyst must
determine whether the measured quantity actually re-
lates to meaningful information. Archaeologists have
found the information statistic to be useful in studies of
ceramic style (Braun 1985; Hegmon 1986; Pollock
1983) as well as studies of mortuary practices (e.g.,
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Tainter 1978) and the nature of archaeological data
(Justeson 1973).

The H-statistic is a measure of diversity, such as the
diversity of states of a given attribute. H measures
diversity as a function of the number of categories or
states into which a sample is divided and the evenness
of the distribution (Pielou 1969).

n
H=- pilogpi
i=1
where p; is the fraction of observances of the i state.

Thus, if there are four states of a given attribute, and
the states occur with equal frequencies (pi = 0.25), then
H = 0.60. Somewhat paradoxically, the information
statistic is also a measure of entropy and uncertainty;
the greater the uncertainty, the more information is
provided by the occurrence of a given state, That is, if
only one state is possible, then the occurrence of that
state provides no information; only if there is some
uncertainty about which state will occur (e.g., if 10
states are possible) will the occurrence of a state pro-
vide information. Thus H measures the information that
can be conveyed by a single occurrence.

Integrative activities, which involve ritual and inter-
actions of socially distant persons, are structurally dif-
ferent from other activities; specifically, integrative
activities tend to be more formal. Therefore, the style
of material items associated with these activities should
convey the formality of the occasion. Unfortunately,
there is no convenient “formality statistic” archaeolo-
gists can use, but aspects of formality can be measured.
First, increased formality should involve greater care in
the execution of designs; thus, well-painted designs
may indicate increased formality. Second, formality
should involve careful adherence to the rules of design.
Thus, if a design grammar can be developed or rules of
design structure determined, the rules should be fol-
lowed more strictly in formal contexts. A proxy measure
of adherence to design rules can be developed by ana-
lyzing the states of stylistic attributes and the covaria-
tion of attributes (Plog 1987). That is, attributes may be
simple or elaborate, but limited variation in the attri-
bute states that are used and high covariation between
attributes indicates strong adherence to rules and in-
creased formality.

Now, let us return to Pueblo I pit structures. The
second half of the ninth century was increasingly
fraught with upheaval and uncertainty duc to popula-
tion migration, aggregation, and climatic changes. As
the population moved in and out, there would have been
a great deal of contact between socially distant persons
and a need for integrative activities to reduce the social
distances. Pit structures provided an important context
for integrative activities, and the three categories of
structures would have been associated with increas-
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ingly large-scale integrative activities involving in-
creasing social distance between the participants. Cat-
egory I household pit structures had no integrative
function above the household level. Category II inter-
household pit structures integrated interhousehold clus-
ters, and Category III community pit structures were
associated with community or other larger scale in-
tegrative activities. The meaning of style and the mea-
surable dimensions of that meaning—formality and
information—can be related to the integrative activities
and to social distance. More specific archaeological
expectations for ceramic style can be developed, assum-
ing that the frequency of ceramic breakage and discard
in and around the pit structures is roughly proportional
to the frequency of use.

First, if socially distant persons gathered—for ritual
or other integrative activities—in certain pit structures,
the ceramics used in those structures should have con-
veyed information that would help reduce the uncer-
tainty inherent in such gatherings. These ceramics
should exhibit increasing stylistic diversity as the social
distance between the participants increased. Thus, sty-
listic information and design diversity should be great-
est in ceramics associated with community pit
structures, intermediate with interhouschold pit siruc-
tures, and least with household pit structures. Second,
if integrative activities took place in certain pit struc-
tures, the ceramics used in those structures would have
been structurally distinctive, reflecting the distinctive
nature of those activities. Integrative activities—in-
volving a few households or people from across the
region—might involve different degrees of formality in
the occasions themselves and in the associated ceram-
ics. Thus, the formality of design execution and rules
should be greatest in ceramics associated with commu-
nity pit structures, intermediate with interhousehold pit
structures, and least with household pit structures.

The Analysis

The basic thrust of the analysis consists of comparisons
of ceramic style associated with the three pit structure
categories. Unfortunately, but not unexpectedly, few
ceramics were found conveniently smashed on floors or
otherwise unambiguously associated with the use of
any particular structure. Therefore, the unit for most
comparisons is the ceramic assemblage from an entire
site—or, in the case of Grass Mesa Village, from a
relatively well-defined portion of a site—that can be
associated with a certain temporal period (modeling
period in DAP terminology). For example, the sample
from Weasel Pueblo, a site with a community pit struc-
ture, includes ceramics recovered from the pit structure
itself as well as from midden deposits and surface
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rooms. The entire Weasel Pueblo sample is included as
a Category III (community pit structure) assemblage.

More specifically, the data base consists of black-on-
white ceramics—including sherds and more or less
whole vessels—from seven DAP habitation sites and
the Duckfoot Site (Table 1). The contextual interpreta-
tions of the DAP investigators were accepted, and sam-
ples from the DAP sites include all ceramics from
relatively unmixed deposits (element integrity = 3 or 4)
that could be assigned to a modelling period with a
relatively high degree of confidence (modelling period
confidence = 3 or 4). The samples from Grass Mesa
Village were associated with specific occupational ep-
isodes (EENs, see Table 1); for the other DAP sites,
whole site assemblages were used. The sample from the
Duckfoot Site—which was almost completely exca-
vated and had a much larger collection of black-on-
white ceramics than any of the DAP sites—included all
black-on-white ceramics associated with the pit struc-
tures and roomblock, and a random sample of the ce-
ramics from the midden.

The analysis covers the time period from A.D. 840 to
(at latest) 920, and the sample is divided into pre- and
post—A.D. 880 spans (i.e., into DAP modeling periods 4
and 5). Chronological control is based on multiple cri-
teria, including absolute dates, architectural style, and
ceramic assemblages. Ceramic dating relies most heav-
ily on the presence of certain gray ware types and on
relative percentages of wares and tempers, rather than
on black-on-white design styles; however, the presence
of Cortez Black-on-White is one of the criteria used to
determine post-A.D. 880 contexts (Blinman 1984).
Therefore, in order to avoid circularity, ceramic style is
not compared between time periods. Temporal break-
downs are retained to provide some control of contem-
poraneity for the ceramics that are grouped together in
assemblages.

Most ceramics were probably produced locally, but
non-local ceramics were not excluded from the analy-
sis. This is because focus is on what people had, and on
what they brought to or used in certain structures, re-
gardless of where the ceramics were made.

As a basis for analysis, ceramic assemblages were
grouped into three categories corresponding to the three
categories of pit structures (Table 1). The ceramic sam-
ple from Grass Mesa Village is divided among all three
categories, while the samples from other sites are
placed exclusively in one. Ceramics associated with the
household pit structures at Grass Mesa Village consti-
tute the Category I sample. Ceramics associated with
interhousehold pit structures from the post-A.D. 880
occupation at Grass Mesa Village and from the Duck-
foot Site, Prince Hamlet, House Creek Pueblo, Aldea
Alfareros, and Golondrinas Oriental (all of which have
interhousehold pit structures but no community pit
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structures) are included in the Category II sample. The
Category III sample includes ceramics from sites or
occupations that have community pit structures, includ-
ing the MP 4 occupation at Grass Mesa Village and the
occupations at Weasel Pueblo and Pueblo de las
Golondrinas.

Coding

The analysis is based on a system of coding designed to
take advantage of information on both sherds and ves-
sels.? In addition to vessel form and technological vari-
ables such as paint type and surface finish, the coding
system includes variables of design neatness, primary
and secondary forms, composition, and line state; these
are described below. In addition to these four sets of
variables, aspects of overall design structure and sym-
metry were recorded, but the small number of large
fragments and whole vessels was insufficient to permit
further analysis of structure and symmetry.

(1) The neatness of design execution was coded by
analyzing the straightness of edges and the quality of
fill in solid areas. Five categorical states of neatness
were developed, ranging from designs that had gaps in
solid areas and edges with frequent deviations greater
than 1 mm (score = 1) to fully solid designs with ruler-
straight edges (score = 5) (Figure 1).

(2) Primary and secondary forms such as primary
triangles and lines or secondary ticks on a line were
analyzed, using a modified version of the system devel-
oped for analysis of Black Mesa ceramics (Plog and
Hantman 1986) (Figure 2).

(3) Composition refers to how areas are filled, for
example with solids or hachure (Figure 2).

(4) The state of primary lines includes measurements
of median line widths to the nearest millimeter (or to
the nearest 0.5 mm for lines less than 3 mm in width)
and categorical variables describing whether the lines
are straight, curved, bent at right angles, or bent diago-
nally (Figure 2).

The unit of coding was the vessel, though many
vessels were represented by only single sherds. Prior to
coding, the collections were analyzed for refits, and
sherds that were obviously part of the same vessel were
grouped together as a single case.

%The coding system was developed for the ceramics from the DAP
sites, which were discussed in the version of this paper presented in
the symposium at the 1988 Society for American Archaeology
meetings. The sample from the Duckfoot Site was subsequently
added to the analysis, using an abbreviated coding system that
included only those variables that had provided useful information
on the DAP ceramics.
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Figure 1: Design neatness examples. Scores are judged on the basis of gaps in solid areas and

straightness of lines. Scores range from 1 to 5: the neatest is 5.
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Figure 2: Attributes used in information statistics.
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Information

Ceramics used in activities that involve socially distant
persons are expected to convey information that can
help to reduce the uncertainty of those relationships.
The amount of information that can be conveyed by
designs on ceramics is quantified with the information
statistic (Shannon 1949), which provides a measure of
design diversity, Focus here is on the diversity of states
of a given attribute—for example, a primary form could
be a single line, triangle, terrace, scroll, etc.—rather
than on how the attribute is used in the overall design.

Designs on bowls and jars cannot be assumed to be
the same, if only because the decorative fields are dif-
ferent (Plog 1980). Therefore, the designs on these
different vessel forms should be separated in analysis.
Because the sample of painted white wares included
many more bowls than jars, and because Blinman'’s
(1988 and this volume) work suggests that bowls might
be particularly important in integrative activities, only
bowls were included in this portion of the analysis.

The information statistic was used to measure the
diversity of three kinds of attributes: (1) primary forms
(2) secondary forms, and (3) composition (Figure 2).
The statistics were calculated to determine the potential
information content of assemblages, that is, the ceram-
ics from a temporal period on a site or a portion of a
site. The sample sizes and information statistics are
given in Table 2.

Assemblage sizes from the various contexts differ,
and not every variable could be coded for each vessel
or sherd. As a result, the sample sizes (N) for the
H-statistics differ between assemblages and between
the various forms of the statistic. The H-statistic is a
measure of the amount of information that can be con-
veyed by a single occurrence (i.e., a design on one
vessel), and the statistic is calculated using percentages
rather than raw frequencies. Therefore, H-statistic mea-
sures of diversity should be independent of sample size,
at least with the ideal case of very large samples. How-
ever, in less than ideal cases sample size may affect the
H-statistic, To examine the relationship, the correlation
between H-values and sample size were examined for
the three versions of the H-statistics. The correlation
coefficients range from -0.29 to 0.58, and none are
statistically significant at an 0.05 confidence level
(Table 2).

Information statistics from assemblages associated
with different kinds of integrative structures can be
compared across the three categories of pit structures
3 Information statistics were also calculated using several sets of
categorical states of the line width measurements. The H-statistics
for line widths showed no consistent differences between the differ-
ent kinds of assemblages, so they are not included in subsequent
analyses.
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using two techniques of comparison. First, comparisons
can be based on the mean value for each category (Table
3a). Unfortunately, given the small numbers of samples
from each category, statistical significance cannot be
demonstrated for the differences between categories.
The second comparative technique provides some con-
trol for possible temporal differences in the information
statistic, differences that might be caused by a general
increase in stylistic elaboration over time. Information
statistics are first averaged across all the assemblages
in each time period (A.D. 840-880 and A.D. 880-
910/920, Table 3b). Then the H-values for each assem-
blage are compared to the average value for the given
time period (Table 3c).

When information statistics from Category II and III
assemblages are compared, there is a small but consis-
tent difference (Figure 3). Assemblages associated with
community pit structures and larger-scale integration
(Category III) have larger average H values for all three
forms of the information statistic (Table 3c). Also, Cat-
egory III assemblages tend to have H values above the
period means (eight above, two below), and Category
IT assemblages tend to have H values below the period
means (ten below, four above, Table 3c). The trend is
congistent across all three measures: Category III as-
semblages exhibit more stylistic diversity. Thus, I argue
that more information was conveyed by ceramic style
in contexts associated with larger-scale integrative ar-
chitecture,

Information statistics from the Category I assem-
blage (household pit structures) do not fit the picture as
neatly. Category I H values are greater than the average
values of both other categories and than the average
values for the post—A.D. 880 period. Category I includes
assemblages from the Grass Mesa Subphase, a time of
probable increased mobility just prior to abandonment
of the area. Lipe et al. (1988) suggest that the household
pit structures may have been occupied by settlers from
other sites moving into the Grass Mesa community. The
trend toward increased information in the ceramic de-
signs of this period may indicate that there was a great
deal of uncertainty and contact with socially distant
persons, even in contexts with no clear-cut integrative
structures.

Formality

Integrative activities that involve ritual and/or socially
distant persons are expected to be more formal than
other activities. Ceramics used in these contexts are

“No patterned differences were noted in the stylistic attributes that
were present on different sites. Therefore, it is unlikely that the
increase in design diversity during this period of increased mobility
is aresult of the mixing of local traditions.
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Table 2: Information statistics and sample sizes.

Site Primary forms Secondary forms Composition
Category  (Context) MP N H N H N H
I Grass Mesa Village 5 14 0.54 3 - 17 0.52
(GM Subphase)
II Grass Mesa Village 5 21 0.50 6 0.38 27 049
(Periman Subphase)
II Prince Hamlet 4 2 B 1 - 5 046
I Prince Hamlet 5 3 - 1 - 4 045
II House Creek Village 4 6 0.44 1 - 13 040
II Aldea Alfareros 4 55 0.40 21 0.69 71 0.53
II Golondrinas Orient. 5 18 041 T 0.26 21 044
I Duckfoot 4 110 0.43 19 0.56 185 0.51
I Grass Mesa 4 18 047 7 0.67 36 0.51
I Weasel Pueblo 5 30 0.48 10 0.52 36 0.52
I Pueblo de las 4 6 0.44 2 - 10 0.45
Golondrinas
I Pueblo de las 5 37 0.51 10 041 42 0.50
Golondrinas
H-N correlation -0.29 0.58 0.46
R@ 0.05 probability 0.63 0.75 0.58

also expected to be more formal. One aspect of formal-
ity is expressed in the way painted designs are executed,
and the neatness of the designs is here used as a proxy
measure of overall execution. Neatness was judged on
the straightness of edges and on gaps in painted solids
(Figure 1).5

The analysis of neatness included all vessel forms.
The frequencies of scores for the ceramics associated
with the three categories of pit structures are shown in
Table 4. Both categories II and III (interhousehold and
community pit structures) include a full range of neat-
ness scores, and the distribution of neatness scores is
not significantly different between the two categories
(x2 = 1.1, df = 4). However, the Category I ceramics

5 Organic paint generally creates less crisp ceramic designs than
mineral paint, because more of the organic paint is absorbed into the
clay. However, in the sample of DAP ceramics, only three percent
had exclusively organic paint, and the neatness scores associated
with organic paint were not significantly different from scores
associated with mineral paint in an organic binder (x*=3.28, df=4).
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(household pit structures) tend to be less neat than
ceramics from other contexts (Table 5), and a Chi-
squared test (although not technically valid because of
the small expected frequencies”) suggests that the dif-
ference is significant. Perhaps more importantly, there
are no very neat ceramics in the Category I assemblage.
These results must be seen as tentative, given the small
size of the Category I assemblage. However, they sug-
gest that highly formalized (very neat) ceramics are
associated with all kinds of integrative structures (inter-
household and community pit structures), but that the
very neat ceramics are absent when these structures are
also absent.

v According to Siegel (1956:110), the Chi-squared test should be
used with contingency tables larger than two-by-two only if fewer
than 20 percent of the cells have expected frequencies of less than
5. Other nonparametric tests (including the Mann-Whitney U and
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests) could technically be used with these
samples, but these tests compare the overall distributions of scores
(based on ranks or cumulative frequency curves). Therefore, these
tests would not be highly sensitive to the absence of certain scores
in a category, a very important factor in this analysis.
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Table 3: Information statistics compared across categorles.

Table 3a: Average values of Information statistics by category.

Primary forms Secondary forms Composition
Category N Mean H N Mean H N Mean H
I 1 0.54 1 - 1 0.52
I 5 0.44 4 047 7 0.47
111 4 048 3 0.53 4 0.50
Table 3b: Average values of information statistics by time period.
Primary forms Secondary forms Composition
Period N MeanH N MeanH N Mean H
A.D. 840—880 (MP4) 5 0.44 3 0.64 6 048
AD. 880—910/920 (MP5) 5 0.49 <4 0.39 6 0.49
Table 3c: Assemblage information statistics in relation to period means.
Site H Value Greater Than (>) or Less Than (<) or Equal to (=) Period Mean
Category Assemblage MP Primary forms  Secondary forms Composition
I Grass Mesa Village 5 > - >
(GM Subphase)
II Grass Mesa Village 5 > < =
(Periman Subphase)
I Prince Hamlet B - - <
II Prince Hamlet 5 - - <
II House Creek Vil- - = - <
lage
I Aldea Alfareros 4 < > >
II %Jlondrinas Orien- 5 < < <
II Duckfoot 4 < < >
III Grass Mesa Village 4 > > >
111 Weasel Pueblo 5 < > >
111 Pueblo de las 4 = - <
Golondrinas
III Pueblo de las 2] > > >
Golondrinas

9: CERAMICS AND STYLE
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Table 4: Neatness scores by category.

Information statistics compared across categories.

Table 5: Comparison of neatness scores.

Neatness Scores Neatness Scores
<« least neat neatest w—p <= least neat neatest =

Category 1 2 3 4 5 Category 1 2 3 4 5
I 1 3 0 1 0 I 1 3 0 1 0

II 15 29 65 167 37 (expected) P @ 3 6 @

111 9 10 27 66 13

O&In 24 39 92 233 50

A second aspect of formality involves the rules of (expected) (24) (41) (89) (236) (48)

design. Adherence to rules is stricter in more formal
situations. Probably the best way to study the rules of
design would be with an analysis of overall design
structure. However, such an analysis was not possible
in this study because of the small sample of large sherds
and whole vessels.

An alternative means of examining the rules of de-
sign is through an analysis of the covariation of attri-
butes (Plog 1987). Such an analysis was attempted,
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X2 =1044, df =4

significant at between 0.05 and 0.025
(see foommote 6)
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again using only bowl designs. However, Pueblo I types
are so homogeneous that many attributes covaried al-
most perfectly, and there were no differences in co-
variation that could be interpreted. For example, the
dominant type —Piedra Black-on-white— is character-
ized by series of triangles arranged on series of multiple
parallel lines. Thus, no differences in the formality of
design rules associated with integrative activities could
be evaluated.

Summary and Conclusions

The goal of this research has been to explore the rela-
tionship between ceramic style and the integrative ac-
tivities that took place in association with integrative
architecture—specifically, various kinds of pit struc-
tures. The study covered the late Pueblo I period in
Southwestern Colorado and focused on the style of
painted designs on black-on-white ceramics.

As a basis for comparison, ceramic assemblages
were grouped into three categories, associated with
categories of pit structures argued to have had different
integrative functions. Category I included household
pit structures that had no integrative function above the
household level. Category II included pit structures that
were shared by several households and thus integrated
an interhousehold group. Category III community pit
structures were larger and/or had special ritual features
and thus are argued to have had larger-scale integrative
functions.

Integrative activities that took place in these pit
structures involved at least two components relevant to
an understanding of ceramic style. That is, these activ-
ities brought together socially distant persons and in-
cluded ritual. These components can be related to the
use and the structure of style. First, style can be used to
convey information, and such information will be par-
ticularly important in interactions among socially dis-
tant persons. Second, religious ritual and also general
social etiquette among socially distant persons both
involve formalized behavior. Style used in these con-
texts should also be more formal than—and thus struc-
turally different from—style used in other settings.

The potential use of style to convey information was
determined with the information or H-statistic, which
measures the diversity of design attributes. Category III
(community pit structures) assemblages had larger in-
formation statistics than Category II (interhousehold pit
structures) assemblages, as would be expected if more
socially distant persons gathered at the larger scale
integrative activities. However, Category I (household
pit structures) assemblages had the largest values for
the information statistic. The results for Category I
suggest that there was a large role for information dur-
ing the occupation of these pit structures—a period of

O: CERAMICS AND STYLE

increased mobility and possible upheaval just prior to
the abandonment of the area.

The analysis,of the H-statistic indicates that stylistic
information does not vary directly with the scale of
integrative architecture. Instead, stylistic information
was greatest in situations that involved a great deal of
uncertainty, including both large-scale integrative ac-
tivities (Category III) and times of upheaval when there
is little evidence of integrative architecture (Category
I). A similar analysis of stylistic information on Pueblo
II ceramics from Black Mesa suggested that an increase
in stylistic information several decades prior to the
abandonment of the area was related to an increase in
social integration at that time, perhaps involving more
tightly knit social networks that drew together socially
distant persons (Hegmon 1986).

Stylistic information is argued to provide a means of
establishing one’s individual identity, social status,
and/or ethnic affiliation. Such information plays an
important role in social relationships, particularly rela-
tionships between socially distant persons. Relation-
ships between socially distant persons—and thus
stylistic information—will be important in a variety of
social situations, including general increases in integra-
tion, large-scale integrative activities, and times of up-
heaval.

The formality of style should be expressed in both
the manner of design execution and in adherence to the
rules of design, Because of the relative homogeneity of
Pueblo I ceramics and the small sample of large sherds
and vessels available for study, analysis of the formality
of rules yielded no meaningful conclusions. However,
the neatness of the painted designs was analyzed as a
measure of design execution and an aspect of formality.
Category II and III ceramics were not significantly
different in terms of neatness. However, Category I
ceramics were less neat than ceramics from the other
categories, and Category I included no very neat (i.e.,
highly formalized) ceramics. These results indicate that
formalized ceramics are associated with formal activi-
ties (ritual and etiquette) in integrative structures, and
that the formality does not vary with the scale of the
activities. Formalized ceramics are not used in contexts
that lack these architectural indicators of formalized
integrative activities.

To conclude, the results of this study indicate that
patterns of variation in ceramic style are associated
with different kinds of integrative structures, The study
was an exploratory effort, and the results should be
viewed as preliminary, but they do offer some promise.
Studies of stylistic variation in ceramics associated
with various architectural contexts can provide a better
understanding of the role of style in the activities that
occurred in those contexts. Conversely, style can be
used in functional interpretation of certain contexts.
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The method may be especially promising when large
samples of whole vessels are available and in later
periods when differences between contexts (e.g., “cer-
emonial center” vs, small habitation sites) are more
pronounced.
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10

Ritual, Exchange, and the Development

of Regional Systems

Stephen Plog

The importance of ritual in integrating Southwestern societies has long been recognized. From Steward's
study of room-to-kiva ratios to more recent analyses, archaeologists have examined the frequency of
ceremonial or ritual structures to infer aspects of community organization. The importance of ritual in the
initial development of larger regional networks of exchange and alliance has been less frequently
addressed. Theoretical and empirical studies are summarized which suggest that an association between
ritual and regional networks was an important component of the development of agricultural villages. This
association is then tested, using archaeological information from a large survey area on northern Black

Mesa in northeastern Arizona.

he importance of ritual structures in understanding

the nature of community organization in the prehis-
toric American Southwest has been clear for several
decades. Beginning at least as early as Julian Steward’s
(1937) study of room-to-kiva ratios as a means of infer-
ring the development of lineage and clan organization,
Southwestern archaeologists have continued to exam-
ine information on the frequency and location of ritual
structures. While the kinds of conclusions reached from
such analyses have varied, a common goal has been to
draw inferences about the nature of organizational
units, whether within communities—following
Steward’s analysis—or among a limited set of commu-
nities in a locality, as in Longacre’s (1964:167) discus-
sion of Great Kiva distributions in the Hay Hollow
Valley. Assessments of the degree of “integration”
within and among communities has been another com-
mon goal of such studies.

Although many questions still remain about the ac-
curacy of some of these inferences, few would disagree
that an understanding of ritual—and therefore struc-
tures built for ritual activities—is a key aspect of un-
derstanding local organization, It is much less common,
however, to study ritual structures as a way to under-
stand relationships on a regional scale. The excellent
analysis of Hohokam ballcourts by Wilcox and Stern-
berg (1983) is one noteworthy exception. Research on

the distribution of Great Kivas, outliers, and roads in
the Chaco region (e.g., Powers et al. 1983; Marshall et
al. 1979) could be considered another, depending on
whether one accepts interpretations of these features as
ritual phenomena. Such regional studies are, however,
almost exclusively confined to areas comparable to
Chaco, Casas Grandes, and the Hohokam core, where
most would agree that social patterns and relationships
were more complex than in the typical Southwestern
region. The importance of relationships among rituals,
ritual structures, and regional social ties in more typical
areas, where population densities and aggregates never
reached the levels of a Chaco Canyon, has received
much less attention. In the remainder of this paper, I
will argue that such relationships are important to un-
derstanding the nature of prehistoric societies through-
out the Southwest, even in regions often characterized
as marginal or peripheral. I will first consider this issue
from a more general, theoretical perspective, and will
then present a summary of data from one section of the
northern Southwest.

Villages, Sedentism, and Social
Relationships

The following discussion will concentrate on social
relationships during and after the evolution of villages
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in which domesticated plants are an important compo-
nent—and often the most important component—of the
diet. Villages, sedentism, and significant dependence
on agriculture are clearly independent when one consid-
ers cross-cultural evidence (Flannery 1972:24), but in
the northern Southwest they appear to be strongly inter-
dependent. The term “village” is used as a shortened
version of Flannery’s (1972:38-39) “village of rectan-
gular houses”—settlements also characterized by
dwellings “designed to accommodate families rather
than individuals,” storage facilities associated with
each dwelling, rectangular ground plans that allow
rooms to be added or subtracted easily, and social insti-
tutions that crosscut kinship (see also Braun and Plog
1982).

I have argued that in the northern Southwest a variety
of processes involving the “coevolution” (Braun 1987;
O’Brien 1987) of technology (e.g., increased use of
ceramic containers), ritual, ideology, and socioeco-
nomic ties were necessary for the evolution of villages
(S. Plog 1988b; see also LeBlanc 1982). These pro-
cesses explain the gap of several centuries between the
initial use of cultigens by groups in the northern South-
west and the common appearance of villages. Some of
these processes will be discussed below. Although there
are differences of opinion concerning when villages
developed, current evidence suggests that in most areas
they appeared between approximately A.D. 500 and
1050. It is always somewhat arbitrary, however, to iden-
tify beginning or ending points for what was clearly a
set of long-term processes.

Given my focus on village life, it is important to
emphasize a fundamental point often neglected in such
discussions. Although we have considerably less evi-
dence of ritual behavior prior to the establishment of
sedentary villages of agriculturalists, ethnographic
studies (e.g., Meggitt 1962; Munn 1973) show that
ritual was an important component of behavior during
these earlier periods as well, The key transition—both
in behavior and for the archaeologist attempting to
monitor changes in that behavior—may not have been
an increase in the amount of ritual behavior as much as
a change in the scheduling of rituals and the increasing
construction of permanent, formal, ritual structures or
public buildings (Flannery 1972; Adler, Chapter 4, this
volume).

As I will argue below, such changes may have been
part of a general trend, during the development of vil-
lages, toward the formalization of several aspects of
settlements. This ranged from the increasing associa-
tion of storage features with habitation structures to the
presence of well-defined cemeteries within settlements.
The earliest examples of such settlements in the north-
ern Southwest are often referred to as unit pueblos or
“Prudden units” (Prudden 1903; Gorman and Childs
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1981). Moreover, these trends are not limited to the
Southwest, as is demonstrated by studies ranging from
Chang’s (1958) descriptions of the planned nature of
Neolithic villages to Flannery’s (1972) discussion of
evolving community structure in the Near East and
Mesoamerica,

These changes seem to be part of a movement toward
better-defined, more discrete social units at a variety of
scales as the highly flexible nature of the social rela-
tionships of more mobile hunters and gatherers was
transformed (Braun and S. Plog 1982). Phrased in an-
other way, as groups became less mobile and more
restricted to particular areas, patterns of widespread
resource-sharing evolved toward more restricted net-
works of obligations. These more localized networks
did not have boundaries or formal divisions comparable
to modern political demarcations. Rather, they more
likely were part of a larger, regional network of com-
munication and exchange that encompassed the entire
Southwest (as well as areas beyond), but were defined
by areas where information and material exchange was
much more frequent than similar exchanges with other
surrounding groups. Such differences potentially can
produce spatial discontinuities in absolute or relative
frequencies of materials or stylistic symbols (Braun and
S. Plog 1982; S. Plog 1988a). Isaac (1972) has illus-
trated the extreme cases of complete interconnection
versus strongly discrete networks (Figure 1). Real cases
undoubtedly fall between these extremes. Thus, net-
works as conceived here are marked by degrees of
discontinuity in information or material flow and have
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Figure 1: Representations of two different systems
of interaction, with line thicknesses denoting frequen-
cies of communication and exchange: (A) a system in
which there are no differences in interaction among
centers or nodes and (B) a higher density system in
which there are barriers to interaction, leading to the
development of “cultural isolates” or a tendency to-
ward “bounded” networks within the overall system
(after Isaac 1972).




“boundaries” that may be characterized as less or more
permeable (Hantman 1983). Moreover, from the per-
spective of any particular individual, there may be sev-
eral relevant social boundaries. It is likely that the
frequency of such boundaries increased and hierarchi-
cal relationships among boundaries became more com-
plex during the period in question. In addition, it is
important to recognize that rates of personal interaction
do not necessarily coincide with rates of exchange,
information flow or shared material symbols (Hodder
1977). 1t is the latter characteristics on which the fol-
lowing discussion will concentrate,

Dwellings, Storage, and Sharing

At least three settlement characteristics suggest a trend
toward more formalized social boundaries in the north-
ern Southwest. First, on the average, early sedentary
villages appear to have been smaller than settlements of
prior periods. The range of variation in settlement size
also became more restricted (e.g., F. Plog 1974:119-
121), a phenomenon with ethnographic parallels
(Hitchcock 1982:251). Perhaps more important were
the increasingly strong patterns of association between
household units and storage facilities (e.g., Varien and
Lightfoot, Chapter 6, this volume; Gilman 1987:557,
Wills and Windes 1989). These patterns, along with the
consistent room-to-kiva ratio of 6:1, led Steward
(1937:163-164) to argue that “it is difficult to reconcile
the division of the early villages into small house clus-
ters with any other social unit than a unilateral lineage
or band.”

Such patterns of association are consistent with pre-
dictions concerning social relationships generated by a
recent simulation study by Hegmon (1988). Based on
Hopi environmental, demographic, and agricultural in-
formation, the simulation supported the likelihood that
some type of formal, well-defined social unit of limited
size would evolve as dependence on agriculture in-
creased. Hegmon (1988:Tables 1-3) found that if agri-
cultural surplus is not shared among all households in
a simulated community with 20 families, only 44 per-
cent would survive after 20 years, largely because
households often could not recover from a bad year or
a series of bad years that depleted their storage re-
serves. Surprisingly, the survival rate was worse with
complete sharing among households in which all agri-
cultural resources are averaged out among families;
only 22.5 percent of the families survived after 20
years. In contrast, a form of restricted sharing in which
households only shared surplus production with a lim-
ited number of other groups increased the survival rate
to an average of 97 percent. The survival rate improved
as the number of households sharing resources in-
creased to between six and eight, but minimal change
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occurred with further increases (Hegmon 1988:21; see
also Winterhalder 1986).

In short, the sharing ideology so characteristic of
hunting and gathering groups is likely inconsistent with
an agricultural strategy requiring reduced mobility, in-
dividual accumulation of resources, and restricted shar-
ing (Lee 1979:117, 156, 412-413; Vierich 1982:218). In
addition to the problems with resource-sharing noted
above, other social problems also develop with in-
creased sedentism. Group tensions, for example, may
no longer be relieved by groups leaving camps, by
groups voting “with their feet” (Lee 1979:367). An
initial result of such trends in the Southwest appears to
have been restricted settlement size and increased asso-
ciations between dwelling and storage units, a pattern
that suggests more formal definition of social units
smaller than those recognized during earlier periods.

Cemeteries and Group Ideology

A second noteworthy characteristic of early villages
was well-defined cemetery areas. Though less frequent
during earlier periods, they became increasingly com-
mon during the period in question. Ethnographic stud-
ies suggest that mobile hunting and gathering groups
tend to lack cemeteries; they either bury their dead
away from settlements in shallow, unmarked graves or
actually move settlements away from burial locations,
often to avoid the ghost of the deceased (e.g., Hamilton
1982:101; Howell 1979:51; Meggitt 1962:318-322;
Woodburn 1982). Such behavior appears to have char-
acterized the more mobile, early historic Native Amer-
ican groups in the Southwest, including the Navajo,
Apache, and Yavapai (Khera and Mariella 1983:48;
Opler 1983a:377, 1983b:415-16; 1983¢:436-37;
Reichard 1928:142-43). With the Apache, for example,

The deceased was placed on his favorite horse with as
many of his personal possessions as could be carried and
taken far from the habitations of the people, into hilly
or mountainous country, if possible. Because of the risk
of contamination, the burial party was small, It pro-
ceeded silently, and tribesmen it encountered turned
away. A crevice in the rocks that could be covered with
earth, brush, and stones was sought as a grave (Opler
1983a:377).

Such practices contrast with those of historic Pueblo
groups, who bury their dead in well-defined cemeteries
or under house floors (e.g., Brown 1979:273; Schroeder
1979:251; Stanislawski 1979:599). Kaut (1959:100-01,
personal communication 1988) notes variation in
Apache practices that similarly correlates with econ-
omy, population distribution, and sedentism.

With the transition from mobility to sedentism, we
thus see a transformation from burials as “negative
space” to be avoided, to cemeteries as “positive space,”
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intimately associated with day-to-day activities. Flan-
nery (1972:29) has argued that

The placing of permanent, nucleated communities on or
near localized areas of strategic resources probably
changed group ideology from one of weak territoriality
to the pattern of a small, defended core area versus a
large, undefended periphery, further emphasized in con-
cepts of descent. In this regard, we should perhaps not
be surprised to find burials under house floors or in
adjacent courtyards, as in Early Formative
Mesoamerica; repositories for multiple secondary buri-
als, as in both regions; or the saving of ancestor’s skulls,
as in the Near East.

From this point of view, the increasing association of
cemeteries with the other characteristics of village sites
noted above is indicative of more bounded social units
attempting to mark and legitimate their claim to partic-
ular resources or parcels of land. Such groups stand in
sharp contrast to the flexible organization of hunting
and gathering groups described by Richard Lee
(1979:457, emphases in original; see also Silberbauer
1982:24):

... [it] is clear that the maintenance of flexibility to
adapt to changing ecological circumstances is far more
important to hunter-gatherer group structure than is the
maintenance of exclusive rights to land. Flexibility fa-
vors a social policy of bringing in more personnel rather
than keeping them out, hence the emphasis on the social
principle of recruitment rather than exclusion.

Among more sedentary groups, however, the flexible
hunting and gathering organization is often trans-
formed, through increased emphasis on lineality and
locality, into a more structured society in which indi-
vidual rights to resources are more clearly defined and
can be limited when necessary. One result may be that
the more restricted form of sharing produces a smaller,
more formalized social group composed of a limited
number of households with associated storage units;
this limits risk while increasing the probability of group
survival. One way to reinforce those genealogical and
territorial ties is to possess formal cemeteries contain-
ing one’s ancestors. Thus, greater sedentism leads to an
increasing congruence of social space and resource
space, promotes an associated transformation of burial
locations from negative to positive space, and changes
the emphasis from recruiling new group members to
restricting access.

Ritual and Ritual Structures

A final characteristic of villages is the common con-
struction of ritual structures. Although such structures
also are known from the periods preceding sedentary
villages, they were built at a small proportion of settle-
ments (e.g., the Great Kiva at Juniper Cove [Dean
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1970:148], or the large structures at the SU Site and
Shabik’eschee, which many regard as ritual structures
[Wills and Windes 1989]). These early ritual structures
or “public buildings” (Flannery and Marcus 1976) were
modified versions of habitation structures, located in
portions of the sites where they would be visible and
accessible, and relatively standardized when compared
with other types of structures.

Archaeologists working in the Southwest and else-
where often have suggested that the observed increase
in specialized ritual structures in sedentary villages is
related to sharing goods or information within individ-
ual settlements or among a limited set of villages (e.g.,
Hegmon, Chapter 9, this volume). As suggested above,
however, the evolution of ritual behavior should not be
examined just from a perspective of the individual com-
munity or locality immediately proximate to the ritual
structures. More well-defined social boundaries of the
type described above may have had certain selective
advantages, but they also created potential disadvan-
tages. Greater restrictions on access to resources, for
example, increased the potential for intergroup conflict.
Moreover, individual villages or groups of villages
were not viable social units in the long run, given such
additional considerations as the minimum size of mat-
ing networks (S. Plog 1980) or the risks involved in
limiting the range and flexibility of external linkages
(Cashdan 1985, Hantman 1983, Madden 1984). For
these reasons, it can be expected that social alliances
crosscutting the increasingly formalized local units also
would have been maintained, while other extensive
economic and political linkages may have developed.
Hantman (1983:179), for example, argues that while
local social boundaries may become more formalized,
exchange alliances will still link spatially more distant
groups residing in environmentally distinct zones.

Furthermore, it is likely that these regional ties
would have been maintained in association with ritual
activity. Although many have emphasized that ex-
change relationships build social ties, whether within or
between groups, Brian Foster (1977:3) has suggested
that exchange (in particular, exchange involving utili-
tarian items) “does not in itself promote social solidar-
ity or stability, but rather is fundamentally a
dissociative, conflict relation which must be carefully
regulated.” Foster (1977:12-16) suggests that exchange
activity, therefore, may be regulated by embedding it in
larger ritual context, as “ritualization gives trading be-
havior an affective dimension and in many cases pro-
vides supernatural sanctions” that may reduce conflicts
and obscure the many inequalities that can develop
through exchange activities. This may explain why ar-
chaeological data from the northern Southwest, as well
as such areas as highland Mesoamerica (Flannery et al.
1981:65-68; S. Plog 1986a; Stark 1981; Toll 1985),
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suggest a strong association between the frequency of
public buildings and the growth of regional exchange
systems during periods when sedentary villages devel-
oped.

A Case Study

The relationship between ritual and regional ties is
difficult to document more specifically because of the
few studies of associations between ritual structures
and various types of artifacts, features, or other struc-
tures. We can, however, examine it more closely for one
part of the northern Southwest by analyzing data rele-
vant to both information and material exchange from a
section of the Kayenta Anasazi region in northeastern
Arizona (S. Plog 1986a, 1988a). Using data from a
survey of a 120.4 km? area on northern Black Mesa, I
have measured the association between ceremonial
rooms and both material and information exchange.
Before discussing that study, however, I should com-
ment on issues recently raised about the identification
of ritual structures in the northern Southwest.

Interpretations of Subterranean Structures

The Black Mesa ritual structures are round, subterra-
nean rooms, centrally located within a settlement. In
addition to the subterranean structures, those settle-
ments have several other characteristics that typify vil-
lages as defined above. Masonry storage structures,
usually one to three in number, are often located east or
northeast of the central, subterranean structure. At-
tached to each end of the masonry rooms at roughly
perpendicular angles are jacal rooms that served as
dwellings. Numbers vary considerably, but usually are
less than 10. Middens also are common on the west or
southwest side of the central structure, and most burials
were placed in those areas. Although other subterranean
structures are occasionally present on the perimeter of
these sites, each occupation appears to have been char-
acterized by only one of the central, subterranean struc-
tures. The first occurrence of villages with these
characteristics in the study area dates to approximately
A.D. 850 to 900.

I agree with Lekson (1988) that use of the term
“kiva” for prehistoric ceremonial structures implies a
degree of similarity with historic societies that is diffi-
cult to support. In addition, use of the term has probably
served to obscure considerable variation among such
structures. At the same time, however, Lekson’s argu-
ment that these structures served only habitation rather
than ceremonial purposes is unconvincing for several
reasons. First, he cites evidence supporting the use of
pit houses as dwellings after the supposed transition
from subterranean to surface dwellings suggested by
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the Pecos Classification. Although many recent studies
have shown the persistence of pit houses after A.D.
700-900, as Lekson suggests, that conclusion in no way
demonstrates that a large percentage of subterranean
structures have been misclassified. On northern Black
Mesa, for example, subterranean structures used for
grinding, storage, or habitation after A.D. 900 are not
unusual, but are markedly different from the contempo-
raneous, central, subterranean structures that have been
classified as ceremonial. Not only are the centrally
located subterranean structures found in a consistent
location relative to other structures, but they also are
more homogeneous in size, shape, depth, and feature
content, Subterranean structures found in other loca-
tions are much more variable in depth, location, shape,
and internal features. Thus, those structures typically
regarded as ceremonial in nature are much more formal-
ized, in the sense referred to above, than other struc-
tures.

Second, Lekson (1988:228-229) concludes that fre-
quencies of above- and below-ground structures indi-
cate that the latter, and not the former, were habitation
structures until the Pueblo III period. This conclusion
is based on the constant rate of increase in below-
ground structures in contrast to the irregular rate of
change in frequencies of above-ground structures. The
constant rate of increase for below-ground structures
matches his expectation of a steady rate of population
increase through time. He provides, however, no justi-
fication for his belief that such a Malthusian pattern of
steady population growth should be the expected pat-
tern. Both theoretical considerations (e.g., S. Plog
1986b) and empirical evidence suggest that not only
was steady growth unlikely, but also that irregular rates
of growth were typical throughout the northern South-
west (e.g., Zubrow 1971; F. Plog 1975; S. Plog 1986b).
Population growth is a complex process, determined by
a wide variety of factors ranging from the availability
of adequate resources to social organization and inter-
group competition, It is improbable that all these fac-
tors would remain constant or interact in such a manner
that they would produce constant rates of population
growth for the length of time considered by Lekson.
Unless Lekson’s expectation of constant population
growth can be justified, the irregular rates of changes
in frequencies of above-ground structures provide no
reason to reject current belief that many above-ground
structures served as dwellings.

Finally, given the low room-to-kiva ratios in some
areas, Lekson argues that the interpretation of kivas as
integrative structures must be questioned because

.. . itis difficult to envisage what was being integrated.
Ten rooms are not a village, at least in the San Juan area.
Indeed, as Rohn (1977) has persuasively argued, clus-
ters of small, 8-room to 10-room sites often made up a
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community. Each 10-room unit is more realistically
viewed as an individual house within a larger village
(Lekson 1988:225).

No support, however, is provided for the suggestion
that a single household occupied 10 rooms, and many
previous studies contradict that proposal (e.g., Hill
1970:75-76). Moreover, Rohn’s proposal that small
sites were grouped into larger communities says noth-
ing about the nature of the social units that occupied the
small sites (and other statements [1977:83] suggest that
he believes multiple households occupied 8- to 10-
room sites). It simply indicates that there was another
level of integration or interaction beyond the smaller
settlements.

Lekson’s statement also implicitly assumes that the
individuals or groups integrated by kivas were those
who lived closest to the structure. That assumption is
inconsistent with what is known about the integrative
nature of historic kiva societies—the analogical basis
for interpretating prehistoric kivas as integrative. If we
avoid that specific analogy, his implicit assumption also
is inconsistent with the general relationship between
ritual behavior and external alliances outlined above.
Even in simpler hunting and gathering societies, social
and ritual ties often connect groups that are spatially not
proximate (e.g., Wiessner 1977:350-351). Local ratios
of rooms to kivas may therefore indicate little about the
integrative function of the latter structures.

In short, although Lekson’s study provides ample
reason for us to be cautious in our interpretations of
structures traditionally referred to as “kivas,” his sug-
gestion that subterranean structures were only for hab-
itation, not ritual activities, before A.D. 1300
(1988:229) is not well-supported. 1 therefore continue
to regard the Black Mesa subterranean structures with
distinctive architectural and locational characteristics
as ceremonial buildings. Whether the types of behavior
typical in historic kivas were always comparable to
those in the Black Mesa structures is not critical to the
following analysis. Moreover, if problems exist in our
understanding of subterranean structures, they will not
be corrected by changing our terminology, but by adopt-
ing theoretical perspectives that place greater emphasis
on ritual behavior and on a more careful examination of
contextual information from those structures.

Ritual Structures and Exchange

Returning to analysis of the Black Mesa data, two tests
were conducted to assess the relationship between re-
gional exchange and ritual. These tests were run inde-
pendently as part of different studies and are described
in greater detail elsewhere (S. Plog 1986b, 1988a). As
a result, they employ somewhat different groups of
sites. Nevertheless, both consider the relationship be-
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tween some aspect of exchange and the presence of
ceremonial structures. The first involved analysis of
San Juan Red Ware and Tsegi Orange Ware ceramics.
Petrographic and stylistic analyses have demonstrated
that both were manufactured outside the study area,
most likely in the northern San Juan region of southern
Utah and Colorado (for red wares) or in other parts of
northeastern Arizona (for orange wares) (Garrett 1986).
Absolute artifact frequencies had to be adjusted for the
estimated population of the site in order that differences
in per capita utilization, and thus differential site pop-
ulations, would not affect the results. Thus, the relevant
artifact frequencies were first divided by the estimated
number of rooms at each settlement to derive an esti-
mate of exchange intensity (S. Plog 1986a:297). Use of
this index assumes that lengths of occupations were
similar at all sites, an assumption that seems reasonable
given the brief occupations that appear to be typical at
settlements in the study area (Hantman 1983).

Several comparisons of red and orange ware frequen-
cies at various types of sites have been made (S. Plog
1988a:303-305), but only a few will be highlighted
here. These tests attempt to control for temporal varia-
tion by dividing sites into those that predate A.D. 1050
and those that postdate A.D. 1050. That division is rele-
vant for two reasons: (a) A.D. 1050 is roughly the begin-
ning of a major period of culture change in the study
area, including significant increases in population den-
sity, and (b) the division separates an earlier period
characterized by higher frequencies of San Juan Red
Wares from a later period characterized by higher fre-
quencies of Tsegi Orange Wares (S. Plog 1980:140,
142; 1986b:317). In addition, only sites considered to
be habitation sites were included in the analysis. Varia-
tion in red and orange ware frequencies therefore
should not reflect functional variation among settle-
ments,

Employing two-way analysis of variance, with the
two time periods as the dependent variable, demon-
strates that settlements with ceremonial structures have
almost three times as many red or orange wares per
room than sites that lack such structures (Table 1). This
difference characterizes both the pre- and post—A.D.
1050 periods and is statistically significant (¥ = 6.07,
p = 0.02, n = 140). There is thus a strong association
between (a) the occurrence of ceremonial structures and
(b) unusually high frequencies of red or orange ware
ceramics manufactured outside the study area.

The second test examined proportional frequencies
(and therefore did not need to be corrected by an esti-
mate of village or assemblage size) of a particular sty-
listic characteristic—hatching or “Dogoszhi-style”
designs—on the black-on-white pottery. This design
style is a characteristic Chacoan feature that some
scholars have suggested may have been associated with
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Table 1: Average frquencies of red and orange wares per room and of Dogoszhi-style white wares on habita-

tion sites with and without ceremonial structures.

Red and Orange Wares Dogoszhi-style
Per Room White Wares (%)
A.D. 850-1050 AD. 1051-1150 AD. 1051-1075 A.D. 1076-1100
Ceremonial Structure Present 14.6 20.4 16.5 15.0
Ceremonial Structure Absent 5.0 7.1 16.9 8.7

participation in the Chacoan regional system (Toll
1985; Neitzel 1985). An examination of several aspects
of decorative styles from the northern Southwest sup-
ports this idea. In contrast to both earlier and contem-
poraneous decorative patterns, the Dogoszhi style has
several of the characteristics that Wiessner (1985) has
suggested should typify active, symbolic styles, includ-
ing high rates of change and strong associations among
characteristic attributes (S. Plog 1988a). Although there
is no evidence of direct relationship between Chaco
Canyon and the northern Black Mesa study area, a
variety of evidence suggests the possibility of indirect
ties and information exchange that could have caused
patterned distributions of particular ceramic styles (Le-
Blanc 1986; S. Plog 1986a, 1988a). It is therefore pos-
sible that distributions of Dogoszhi style ceramics may
be related to information exchange as a result of partic-
ipation in a broad regional social network.

Focusing on the period from approximately A.D.
1050 to 1100, when Dogoszhi style ceramics were com-
mon in the study area, the tests demonstrate a changing
pattern over time for habitation sites. From A.D. 1050 to
1075 there is no significant difference in the frequency
of such ceramics on settlements with or without cere-
monial structures (¢ =-0.09, p > 0.10, n = 21). Between
A.D. 1076 and 1100, however, Dogoszhi-style ceramics
are proportionally almost twice as abundant on sites
with ceremonial structures (15.0% of all black-on-
white ceramics) than on sites that lack such structures
(8.7% of all black-on-white ceramics)(Table 1), and the
difference is statistically significant (¢ = 2.87, p < 0.01,
n = 36). In contrast, stylistic characteristics regarded as
diagnostic of other contemporaneous black-on-white
styles are equally abundant on northern Black Mesa
sites with and without ceremonial structures (S. Plog
1988a).

This change in the distribution of Dogoszhi-style
ceramics between A.D. 1050-1075 and A.D. 1076-1100
corresponds with two other aspects of culture change in
the study area and the northern Southwest. First, there
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is evidence for increasing centralization of exchange
activity on northern Black Mesa between approxi-
mately A.D. 1060 and 1110. More detailed analyses of
red and orange ware frequencies have shown that set-
tlements with kivas, roomblocks, and more than ten
rooms had over six times as many red and orange ware
sherds per room (43.8 sherds per room, n = 7) as con-
temporaneous habitation sites with only roomblocks
(7.1 sherds per room, n = 35), and twice as many as
smaller sites with ceremonial structures (17.8 sherds
per room, n = 63). In addition, fewer habitation sites
had ceremonial structures between A.D. 1076-1100 than
during earlier or later time periods (S. Plog 1986a:306).
It is thus possible that ritual activity—and associated
exchange activity—was becoming concentrated at
fewer settlements during the last part of the eleventh
century and the first part of the twelfth.

The A.D. 1076-1100 period is also notable because it
approximates the period of greatest construction activ-
ity in Chaco Canyon (Lekson 1984:259; Sebastian
1988:154), when most of the Chacoan road system was
created (Nials et al. 1983:11-3; Nials et al. 1987:25),
and the greatest number of settlements were involved
in the Chaco system (Toll 1985:482). Although there is
no sign of direct ties between the study area and Chaco
Canyon, as noted above, I agree with LeBlanc (1986)
that there is increasing evidence of a social network or
interaction sphere over a broad area of the northern
Southwest. The suggested trend toward centralization
of ritual and exchange activity and, in particular, its
association with higher frequencies of a typical
Chacoan symbolic motif, may be tied to an involvement
of northern Black Mesa groups in just such a broad
regional network.

Both the above tests thus suggest a strong pattern of
association between (a) ceremonial structures and (b)
material remains likely to have been deposited as a
result of participation in large regional networks. Such
variation among sites cannot be explained by differ-
ences in occupation lengths or typical functional di-
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chotomies. To argue that the greater absolute frequen-
cies of red or orange wares are simply a product of
larger assemblage sizes begs the questions of why those
assemblages occur; it is not an answer, but a different
version of the original question. Similarly, temporal
control is not an issue. Site dates are based on indepen-
dent criteria, and assessments of the dating method have
documented both its accuracy and precision (Plog and
Hantman 1986).

Conclusions

It therefore appears that exchange patterns of material
(red and orange wares) and information (stylistic sym-
bols) are consistent in suggesting important changes in
regional social networks in the northern Southwest. In
particular, ritual sanctions of trade may have been one
way to maintain social relationships and control the
social tensions that accompanied the increasing ex-
changes of regional information and commodities dur-
ing the evolution of sedentary villages. That is,
exchange became more embedded in a ritual context as
the village formation process unfolded. This view con-
trasts with discussions of Anasazi prehistory that often
separate exchange from ritual, as illustrated by the cur-
rent debate over whether Chaco Canyon was an ex-
change center or a ritual center. The data presented
above, as well as more general theoretical proposals
(e.g., Sahlins 1972), suggest that dividing Southwestern
societies into independent economic, ritual, or social
components is unlikely to be either accurate descrip-
tively, or productive from an explanatory point of view.

The increases in regional exchange could also have
been associated with change in several other aspects of
group organization and ideology. As Wiessner
(1977:369) has argued, sedentary groups need to be
organized differently than more mobile groups who
cope with environmental variation by moving. I have
suggested that the establishment of villages was associ-
ated with trends toward (1) decreased mobility and (2)
increased storage as a means of buffering environmen-
tal variation. A third associated trend was a change in
group ideology from one that emphasized sharing and
recruitment to one that allowed individual control of
resources and land, with restricted access by others.
These trends are suggested by increases in numbers of
sites and areas settled, the development of regional
style zones, the strong spatial association of habitation
and storage rooms (¢.g., Prudden units), the appearance
of more formal and more frequent cemetery areas, and
an initial reduction in average settlement size (S. Plog
1988b). With increased dependence on agricultural re-
sources at the expense of hunted or gathered foods, for
example, an individual must
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... build up a surplus to tide him through hard times.. ..
[and] some items must be taken out of the realm of those
to be shared and put into the realm of private property
or property of a community—particularly items critical
to food production, seed, livestocks, tools, etc. (Wiess-
ner 1977:369-70).

While Wiessner (1977:373-74) argues that these
trends may also lead to a reduction in the widespread
nature of social ties and obligations that characterize
hunters and gatherers, she also suggests that ties to
outside groups will still likely be necessary, though
“relationships of mutual obligations between groups”
may be “redefined from one of generalized reciprocity
to onc where terms are more fixed” (see also Braun and
S. Plog 1982). As perceived social distance increased
with the change in mutual obligations away from gen-
eralized reciprocity (Sahlins 1972), exchange may have
become more ritualized to control increased social ten-
sions that arose during various transactions.

Given 'this early association of ritual and exchange,
it would not be surprising if further integration or cen-
tralization of exchange networks also occurred in a
ritual context, as many have proposed (e.g., Windes
1987) for other areas of the Southwest, where socioeco-
nomic complexity appears to have been greater than in
the Black Mesa area. Such relationships also are con-
sistent with the ritual basis of leadership and social
differentiation among some historic Pueblos (e.g.,
Whiteley 1988). Thus, these patterns highlight the im-
portance of the studies presented in this volume and the
need to give more attention to ritual behavior in prehis-
toric Southwestern societies.
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11

Changing Form and Function in Western
Pueblo Ceremonial Architecture from

A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1500

E. Charles Adams

The goals of this paper are to analyze and interpret changes in kiva form and village layout at sites occupied
by prehistoric people in northeastern Arizona. Between A.D. 1000 and 1500, kivas changed from circular
to D-shaped or rectangular forms. Developments that correspond with the appearance of the rectangular
kiva include a drastic increase in village size, a change in village layout, the development of the enclosed
plaza, and the appearance of iconography associated with the katsina cult. Relationships among these

changes are examined.

t the junction of the Colorado Plateau and the

Mogollon Rim, an active interplay of ideas flour-
ished between the plateau’s Anasazi occupants and the
occupants of the Mogollon Rim, The mingling of these
two cultural traditions, relatively distinct away from
their frontiers, has led to a confusing array of terms for
the people who lived there (Reed 1948; Johnson 1965;
Speth 1988). The tradition that developed after A.D.
1000, of white decorated wares and brown utility wares
associated with small pueblos, and numerous other
traits, has been defined by Reed (1948) as the Western
Pueblo. This term will be retained for the discussion
that follows.

This paper will consider the proposition that between
A.D. 1000 and 1500 the role of ritual in pueblo society
changed in the upper Little Colorado River valley. It
changed primarily because the size of settlements in-
creased. Although this process of aggregation was slow
until the mid-A.D. 1200s, it accelerated during the late
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Manifestations of
change in ritual include a new kiva form, the replace-
ment of Great Kivas by enclosed plazas (cf. Longacre

1964), and the appearance of katsina cult iconography
(Adams and Hull 1980).

Aggregation and Immigration

The late 1200s witnessed a magnitude of changes in
settlement location and structure, previously unequaled
in formative cultures of the Colorado Plateau. Depopu-
lation of all the Four Corners region was accompanied
by immigration into refugia, including well-watered
drainages such as the upper and central Little Colorado
River valley north of the Mogollon Rim, Haury (1958)
documented a Kayenta Anasazi migration into the Point
of Pines region in east central Arizona in the late 1200s,
and Di Peso (1958) documented Anasazi further south
in the San Pedro River valley of southeastern Arizona.
Carlson (1970, 1982) argues that extensive Anasazi
influence, caused by their immigration into the upper
Little Colorado River region, produced Pinedale Poly-
chrome, which developed about A.D. 1275. The trigger-
ing mechanism for movements into refuge areas is
usually attributed to the major environmental transfor-
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mation termed “the Great Drought,” which is dated A.D.
1276-1299. The complex relations between environ-
ment and culture obviously changed during this period,
contributing to widespread depopulation of northern
Anasazi areas and to the southerly movement of these
people. In this paper I will emphasize the effects of this
population movement rather than the causes.

The communities which began to develop in the
refuge areas around A.D. 1275 seemingly incorporated
populations of both immigrant Anasazi and indigenous
Western Pueblo, who were descendants of southern An-
asazi and Mogollon people. The villages these people
built and occupied were remarkably different from their
pre—A.D. 1275 counterparts. First and foremost, average
site size for year-round habitations increased over 500
percent (Adams et al., 1987; Kintigh 1985, 1988). Sec-
ond, the layout or village plan became formalized into
plaza-oriented villages. Third, the kiva form became
rectangular.

It is not fortuitous that these formal changes in archi-
tecture and use of space occurred together with popula-
tion movement and resettlement. The processes
underlying the changes in form and space-use, however,
are social rather than environmental or subsistence-
caused, They reflect the need to develop mechanisms
within the new village units to encourage cooperation
rather than competition between formerly autonomous
social units. An analysis of the architectural changes
and how they came to be will provide the opportunity
for a better explanation of their development.

The Plaza—Rectangular Kiva
Ritual System

Researchers have documented variability in western
Anasazi kiva forms for the past 80 years (cf. Gumerman
and Dean 1989). After A.D. 1000 forms are known that
can be characterized as circular, square, and D-shaped,
with intermediate forms as well. The transition from
circular to D-shaped and rectangular kivas in the west-
ern Anasazi area is strongly related to changes in pit
house form. Unlike regions to the east, Anasazi contin-
ued to live in pit structures in many areas of the west
for at least part of the year (Ambler and Olson 1977;
Gumerman and Skinner 1968; Gumerman and Dean
1989). These pit structures changed from circular to
square by A.D. 1100. A semicircular or rectangular
“bench” was simply attached to one end of the rectan-
gular pit structure to construct the forms we recognize
as either D-shaped or rectangular kivas, It is interesting
that none of these forms seem directly related to the
rectangular kivas which developed in the aggregated
villages from the Hopi Mesas southward to the Mogo-
llon Rim after A.D. 1275. The Mogollon kivas appar-
ently developed out of square or rectangular rooms,
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with a bench or raised platform covering the floor at one
end of the room.

Therefore, the Western Pueblo rectangular kiva
seems to have developed in the Mogollon cultural tra-
dition. Details of the rectangular kiva form’s transition
lie in the sequence of sites dug by Paul Martin and his
colleagues and students in the Pine Lawn and Tularosa
River valleys of west central New Mexico, in the upper
Little Colorado River valley between Springerville and
Saint Johns, and in the Hay Hollow Valley region of the
upper Little Colorado River. I suggest the following
sequence from the perusal of these various works. From
about A.D. 1000-1250 the Great Kiva was the dominant
ceremonial structure in all the above-listed areas, and
probably also in the Grasshopper/Forestdale areas south
to Point of Pines. Although initially built of pole roof
supports and wattle-and-daub sides, it eventually be-
came a structure mostly walled with masonry. Initially,
the Great Kiva was built several meters away from the
pueblo and accessed through a southern or eastern ramp
entry. Excellent examples of the early part of the se-
quence occur in the Pine Lawn area in the Reserve
Phase (A.D. 1000-1150) Sawmill site (Bluhm 1957).
Thirteenth century examples of these Great Kivas were
found at the Mineral Creek and Hooper Ranch sites
along the upper Little Colorado River (Martin et al.
1961).

Martin et al. (1962:219-220) note that there were no
kivas apparent at the Rim Valley Pueblo along the upper
Little Colorado River, dating about A.D. 1225; but there
were rectangular ceremonial rooms within the pueblo.
Later, more formalized examples of rectangular cere-
monial rooms appeared, usually with raised platforms
on the south or east ends. With the addition of raised
platforms, the ceremonial rooms have all the character-
istics of kivas, except that they are not physically sep-
arated from the room block. The Field Museum
researchers referred to both the structures with raised
platforms and to the small rectangular structures phys-
ically separated from the room block, whether the
raised platform was present or not, as kivas. It is logical
to equate the platforms with a modification of the ramp
entries of the separate Great Kivas. Kivas with plat-
forms within the room block occur at Hooper Ranch
Pueblo (Martin et al. 1962), Carter Ranch Pueblo (Mar-
tin et al. 1964; Longacre 1970), and at Broken K (Mar-
tin et al. 1967; Hill 1970). Those at Hooper Ranch date
about A.D. 1200-1250, at Carter Ranch about A.D. 1200-
1225, and at Broken K about A.D. 1180-1250. Both
Hooper Ranch and Carter Ranch also have isolated
Great Kivas.

The next development was the elimination of the
Great Kiva and its replacement by the enclosed plaza
area as a pan-village ceremonial structure. This process
is earliest seen at Broken K, dating about A.D. 1250; it
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has no Great Kiva, but instead has an enclosed plaza
(Hill 1970), Carter Ranch has a wall on the east side of
the room block that could be considered as a plaza
enclosure. Within these plazas are some of the small
kivas with platforms, formerly located in the room
block. Some, however, are still abutted by rooms. (Even
in modern pueblos, kivas can be incorporated into the
room block.) After A.D. 1275, the rectangular kiva with
the platform on the south or east side appeared in vil-
lages over a broad area, usually with enclosed plazas.

Village Form and Cooperation

Archaeologists have long maintained that Great Kivas
functioned to integrate larger segments of the local
population. After all, one way to make ritual more
integrative is to make aspects of it more accessible, or
public (cf. Drennan 1976: 353-356). As villages in-
creased in size in the late 1200s, they may have out-
grown the ability of the Great Kiva to accomplish its
integrative function. (See Adler, Chapter 4, this vol-
ume, for a cross-cultural analysis of integrative struc-
tures.) Thus, new mechanisms had to be developed to
first reduce conflict between indigenous villages and
their new immigrant neighbors, and ultimately to incor-
porate all into single, integrated communities, If a suit-
able social structure could not be developed, the
community was in danger of collapse and dispersal due
to scalar stress. The new structure must have involved
the development of formalized leadership roles to iden-
tify and perhaps supervise cooperative enterprises and
to mediate disputes.

Individuals must feel they are an essential element
in the success of a group if leaders are to effect cooper-
ative behavior. Public rituals meet those needs in soci-
eties at nearly all cultural levels throughout the world
(Adler, this volume). A public ritual is one that can be
viewed by most or all segments of the population, and
whose purpose it is to entertain, instruct, and involve
the viewing public. If individuals are served by the
ritual and made to believe that their participation (or
cooperation) is essential to its success, then the ritual
will be effective in integrating the village populace.
The historic Pueblo people made such use of public
ritual, and it is reasonable to assume that their prehis-
toric counterparts did also.

When the Great Kiva disappeared as the integrative
structure in Western Pueblo society, the plaza was the
only logical replacement in the layout of the new aggre-
gated villages. Thus, in its enclosed, rectangular form
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, the plaza
continued the pan-village ceremonial function of the
Great Kiva, but satisfied a much larger populace. The
enclosed plaza was first a ceremonial place used to
conduct public ritual, and second, a place for secular
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activities, much like Pueblo kivas and plazas are today.

Katsina Iconography

The katsina cult is the most public of modern Western
Pueblo ceremonialism, Public performances of katsinas
occur in the plazas from April through July among the
Hopi. The katsina cult is also the only social institution
having nearly universal membership among the West-
ern Pueblos. In Acoma and Hopi society all individuals
are expected to be initiated, whereas at Zuni all males
and some females are expected to join. Thus, the katsina
cult is the most socially integrative institution in mod-
ern Western Pueblo society.

Prehistoric examples of icons bearing strong resem-
blances to modern Pueblo katsinas, particularly the bet-
ter-known Hopi and Zuni katsinas, have been noted in
rock art (Schaafsma and Schaafsma 1974), in ceramics
(Ferg 1982), and in kiva murals (Smith 1952; Dutton
1963). The origin of katsina iconography is not clear,
although the Schaafsmas (1974) believe it originally
derived from Mexico.

Recent research (Adams 1988) points to the develop-
ment of the katsina cult at the same time and place as
the rectangular kiva-plaza ritual complex: that is, in the
upper Little Colorado River region during the late A.D.
1200s or early 1300s. The development of the katsina
cult in a region which endured considerable stress from
immigration supports the model that cooperative sys-
tems were developed in response to this stress.

If the roots of the katsina cult bear any resemblance
to its modern form, the cult seems to have evolved as a
visual means of integrating divergent groups of individ-
uals into cooperative wholes in large, aggregated vil-
lages. The parallel development of the enclosed plaza
would have provided a perfect architectural form for
displaying the public aspects of such a visual religious
system.

Thus, the development of enclosed plazas with vil-
lage aggregation in the late A.D. 1200s seems most
likely tied to the ritual needs of the community rather
than to defense, more efficient energy use, or other
needs. The evolution of ritual within the community is
almost certainly tied to the need to integrate large
groups of people into cooperative communities.

Conclusions

Although probably more complex than the relations
outlined above, there is a clear association between
immigration into the upper and middle Little Colorado
River region and radical changes in architecture and
village plan. In refuge areas such as the Little Colorado
River valley, immigration caused a strain on fixed re-
sources that required a solution. Given the existing
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technology and new intervillage relations, one solution
could have been conflict—or even warfare—which
would have reduced the population to carrying capacity.
The other solution was cooperation. This option sug-
gests that new immigrants were absorbed into existing
villages and that those villages combined or aggre-
gated. The aggregation process should increase produc-
tivity due to a larger labor force and a broader spectrum
of resources from which to draw (cf. Boserup 1965).
Widespread warfare and conflict are not suggested in
the archaeological record to date, implying the cooper-
ative solution was selected.

When the stresses of overpopulation were first being
felt, the rectangular Great Kiva was the structure used
in the Little Colorado River region to integrate multiple
households—and in some cases, multiple hamlets. The
enclosed-space village plan, or plaza, was in use to the
south in Hohokam compounds and many Salado sites by
the mid—A.D. 1200s. Adobe architecture and abundant
Salado ceramics in upper Little Colorado River hamlets
indicate extensive contact and borrowing between the
two groups. The result was that the upper Little Colo-
rado groups seemingly combined the ritual aspects of
the Great Kiva with the enclosed village space of the
southern groups to create enclosed plazas. The enclosed
plazas combined the integrative functions of the Great
Kiva with the public aspects of the plaza. The ritnal use
of open space may have introduced a new concept of
public ritual to pueblo culture, or it may have expanded
upon the earlier, more restrictive public ritual role of
the Great Kiva. Therefore, the enclosed plaza is consid-
ered to be a conscious response by Western Pueblo
people to the overpopulation problem and stress on
existing resources caused by immigrants from the
north, The enclosed plaza expanded the integrative role
of the Great Kiva by making aspects of ritual accessible
to many or all village members, much as they are today
in modern Pueblos.

Though the public aspects of village ritual may facil-
itate intravillage cooperation, it is still imperative in
unstratified societies, such as the modern Pueblos, and
probably those of their ancestors, that aspects of ritual
be kept secret. As noted by Adler (this volume), ritual
specialization, or secrecy, is essential for the successful
use of integrative facilities in larger groups, such as the
post—-A.D. 1300 Western Pueblo villages. Those with
access to restricted ritual knowledge are the decision-
makers or village leaders. This private or restrictive
aspect of pueblo ritual is served by the small rectangu-
lar kivas. It may even be that the relocation of rectan-
gular ceremonial structures to enclosed plazas was a
symbolic means of sanctifying the plaza spaces.

The best-understood aspect of historic Hopi and Zuni
ceremonialism is the katsina cult. The cult uses the
kivas to plan and practice the katsina ritual. Only a
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restricted group of individuals has the knowledge,
power, and authority to plan a katsina ceremony. The
public performances of the katsina dance can involve
any male initiate and are held in the plaza for all to see,
and for most to actively join in through interaction with
the performers or katsinas. Is it merely coincidence,
then, that the katsina cult also apparently developed in
the upper Little Colorado River area between A.D. 1275
and 13257 The integrative role of the cult, still para-
mount in modern Hopi and Zuni society, may have been
the key to its development in the upper Little Colorado
region, where so much change and aggregation were
taking place.

The study of settlement change and reorganization of
village layouts in late thirteenth- and fourteenth-cen-
tury pueblos of the Little Colorado River valley has
suggested that, at Ieast for this period, pueblo ritual did
not take place just in the kiva; in fact, it may not even
have been centered there. In effect, ritual required the
use of many features and structures around the village,
as well as the kiva. By realizing that ritual is adaptive
and may have required a changing complex of architec-
tural and nonarchitectural characteristics in and around
the village, we provide ourselves a chance to broaden
our understanding of the evolution of prehistoric rituai
on the Colorado Plateau.
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12

Kivas?

Stephen H. Lekson

I am the bad guy in this book, because I don’t believe
in kivas—at least, I doubt that the things we call
“kivas” at Pueblo II and Pueblo III sites were very much
like the things we call kivas at modern Pueblos (Lekson
1988). I have difficulties with Pueblo II and Pueblo III
sites like Pueblo Bonito, Yellow Jacket, and Sand Can-
yon that had been called ceremonial centers because
they had lots of so-called kivas. These places were
apparently the Catal Hiiyiiks of the Southwest, where
every third room’s a shrine and every home’s a church.

There are simply too many “kivas” at these Pueblo
II and Pueblo III sites for them all to be kivas. I've got
no problem with Great Kivas, but I did wonder about
those hundreds of smaller “clan” kivas. Modern kivas
(and the ceremonial organizations they house) integrate
the Pueblo, or large chunks of big villages. In Pueblo II
and Pueblo III, there is a small “kiva” for every six or
seven rooms, and it’s hard to understand exactly what
was being integrated—an extended family? As Joe Ben
Wheat asked at the 1988 Pecos Conference, why did
they need all those little kivas at Yellow Jacket? (Idon’t
think Dr. Wheat doubted that they were kivas, but he
was slightly alarmed at their numbers,)

Pueblo Bonito, with many more rooms per kiva, is a
slightly (but only slightly) different story. I have argued
elsewhere (Lekson 1984) that the “kivas” of Pueblo
Bonito were associated with a limited number of
Prudden unit-like room suites, and that excess rooms
(that is, rooms lacking associated “kivas”) were non-
domestic in function. If they were associated with only
a limited number of the many rooms at Pueblo Bonito,
then the smaller “kivas” are probably not real kivas
either, but rather a round room in the suite of rooms that
made up a Chacoan house. (Chaco will be revisited
below.)

If Pueblo II and Pueblo III round rooms aren’t kivas,
then what are they? I suggested that they are a lot like
pit houses, which is what kivas were before the meter
clicked over from Pueblo I to Pueblo II. Dress up that

dingy old pit house with a little stone masonry, remove
a few unsightly pits, custom fit a couple of ritual doo-
dads, and voila: a spiffy new Pueblo II kiva/pit house.
There’s much more to the argument, of course; I refer
the interested reader to the original paper (Lekson
1988).

I thought this and I wrote it. Was mine a rash act? It
was, and I worried about the how my ideas might be
received. In my terrified imagination I saw myself be-
fore a grim tribunal of real Southwestern archaeolo-
gists, judging my heresy: Guilty, of an unpardonable
reformation process. They drag me to the stake, atop a
smoldering pile of old site reports. Peering through the
smoke, I see a hooded figure holding up a brass-bound
copy of Hewett’s Indians of the Rio Grande, but the
smudge of burning paper blacks out the view. . . .

I needn’t have worried. My arguments have not been
received with wild enthusiasm, but the papers in this
symposium and my invited participation prove to me
(and I hope, to the reader) that Southwestern archaeol-
ogists are a fair-minded and tolerant lot. One or two of
the papers here even suggest that I am not entirely alone
in my thinking, and other heretics are nailing like-
minded theses to other doors (Cater and Chenault
1988). I appreciate the fine spirit of scholarship that
provides a soapbox for the loyal opposition by includ-
ing my comments on these very interesting papers.

If, as I contend, the things that Jesse Fewkes and
Edgar Hewett called “kivas” weren’t really kivas, then
what were they? I say they’re pit houses, but I've been
wrong before. There are a lot of them out there, and it
would be good to know what they might really be. I
think the papers in this volume take several long steps
towards answering that question.

Adler’s cross-cultural approach puts the question
into long-needed perspective, removed from the entan-
glements of Southwestern cultural history and South-
western humanities. I agree with Adler’s assessment:
“one major benefit of this approach is that it will allow
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archaeologists to break out of the present cycle of inter-
preting kivas based solely upon Southwestern ethnog-
raphy and archaeological data.” Adler makes the
problem of kiva origins less a regional, particularistic
issue and more a general, anthropological concern; this
is a great foundation for future “K” word studies.

Adler’s interest in community scale is, to my mind,
pivotal. Community size is the point of reference
around which our inquiry should turn. Sedentary com-
munities face size thresholds that correspond to (and, I
think, cause) the development of various social mecha-
nisms. For example, I have argued from cross-cultural
data that a sedentary community cannot exceed about
2,500 people without developing some form of social
or political complexity, perhaps to prevent fission (Lek-
son 1985). Significantly, Rohn notes an upper limit of
about 2,500 to 3,000 for both the modern Pueblos and
the large Pueblo III towns of the Montezuma Valley
(Rohn 1985). Twenty-five hundred may be the upper
limit of an egalitarian town; but even egalitarian towns
need integrating, and Adler is very productively pursu-
ing the thresholds for various forms of integration that
leave particular types of architectural evidence behind.

If types of integrative structures could be calibrated
to population thresholds, we may then be able to esti-
mate population size from the number of such struc-
tures. Chacoan Great Kivas (which, along with most
authors in this volume, I have no difficulty in recogniz-
ing as “integrative structures”) may correspond to reg-
ular increments in population size (Lekson 1984:51).
Calibrating population and integrative structures—if
that is indeed possible—remains to be done, but Adler
makes a start, although this was not the main goal of his
study.

Lipe’s paper is a fine synthesis of the large body of
data on the northern Anasazi. Disregarding, for the
moment, problematic Chacoan “outliers,” the number
of rooms to kivas remains nearly constant from Pueblo
I through Pueblo III, ranging from about seven to nine;
but in Pueblo IV this ratio jumps to at least 30 (western
Pueblo) and 60 (eastern Pueblo). The shift in room/kiva
ratio at about A.D. 1300 is very dramatic, and is telling
us something about the little round rooms if we care to
listen, I will return to this unheard message in my
comments on Adams’ paper.

The shift seems less dramatic than it might because
of the Chacoan sites, with an intermediate room/kiva
ratio. Chaco is always fouling things up. The Chacoan
anomaly (in both Lipe’s and Steward’s classic tables)
requires a brief digression addressing the function of
these sites. I suggested above that large parts of Pueblo
Bonito were not residential; that is, the place was not
solely a habitation (like a Prudden Unit) or a village
(like a big cliff dwelling). What was it, then? We don’t
really know. Chaco scholars, when pressed, refer to this
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archaeological phenomenon by the technical term
“weirdness.” I think that the quality of “Chacoan weird-
ness”—non-residential but otherwise inexplicable ar-
chitecture—can be extended to almost all Great Houses.

None of the Great Houses in Chaco were simply (or
even mostly) residential structures, although sections of
each may have been habitations (Lekson 1984; Windes
1988); I think this is also true of “outliers” (Lekson et
al. 1988). The nonresidential character is, in part, what
marks the architectural shell as a recognizable “out-
lier”: If it’s weird, it probably is one. There is little that
is tidy or neat about that argument, but its logical loops
reflect the discouraging fact that—even after a century
of work—we still don’t know what most of these things
are, much less what “outliers” represent in regional
terms (what does “Chacoan” mean?). But we should
realize that room/kiva ratios from these buildings are
almost certainly not comparable to room/kiva ratios at
other Anasazi residential sites.

Many of the Great House characteristics that contrib-
ute to “Chacoan weirdness” continued in some of the
larger Pueblo III structures (Flower et al. 1987). Thus
the lack of association between rooms and kivas that
Lipe notes at Sand Canyon may indeed reflect a nonres-
idential (even ceremonial) function, but from my point
of view, it is the kiva-less rooms that are of interest, not
the room-less kivas. If “kivas” are, as I suggest, indica-
tors of habitation, and if they are clustered in one part
of a settlement, as at Penasco Blanco or Sand Canyon,
that clustering might be telling us more about non-do-
mestic functions of the “kiva”-less part of the settle-
ment than defining a ceremonial precinct of clustered
“kivas.”

According to Lipe, clusters of kivas at Sand Canyon
without associated rooms suggests “some of the kivas
may not have been part of standard habitation units used
by a few households. In other words, it seems possible
that some of these kivas may have been used by groups
that did not reside in the immediately adjacent rooms.”
In Lipe’s formulation, the kivas are the controlling vari-
able. They are always assumed to be kivas, and varia-
tion in the number of associated rooms can only be
explained in relation to their kivaness: kivas are kivas,
rooms are pueblos, and never the twain shall meet. The
converse logical possibility, that variation in numbers
of rooms is telling us something about the function of
rooms is never considered. Why is that so unthinkable?
It is not only thinkable, it is demonstrable at Chacoan
sites (e.g., Windes 1988).

Lipe (and Plog) objects to my polemic suggestion of
a solely or exclusively domestic function for Pueblo II
and Pueblo III “kivas.” He doubts that “domestic activ-
ities in a kiva or protokiva precluded their use for
integrative religious or social rituals.” Agreed; most
societies do not separate church and state, and many do
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not separate church and house. If Basketmakers had
indoor rituals (and we can assume they did, when Junior
turned 13 or Grandma’s lumbago flared up or the rain
didn’t fall) they must have done them in the pit house,
since that was the only available indoor venue. But does
the presence of ritual make a Basketmaker pit structure
a ceremonial building? Not in any meaningful sense. A
temple, a church, or a modern kiva is a ceremonial
structure; a hogan or a split-level ranch house, in which
periodic or episodic ritual takes place, is not. I can hang
a crucifix on my wall and say my prayers every night,
but that doesn’t make my house a church.

Varien and Lightfoot offer a careful analysis of pit
structures and above-ground rooms at the Pueblo I
Duckfoot site. Pit structures at Duckfoot had ample
evidence of use as habitations. They also had sipapus
and other archaeological flags for ritual, and above-
ground rooms did not.

Would most archaeologists recognize a simple
“sipapu” in an above-ground room? I do not ask this as
a criticism of Varien and Lightfoot, since they obvi-
ously thought about it; but I suspect that the simple
unlined pit, which we would call a sipapu in a pit
structure, might be called something else in above
ground rooms or plazas. We wouldn’t consider calling
a pit a sipapu unless it was in the appropriate sipapu
context. This problem does not, of course, affect
Wilshusen’s very elaborate roofed sipapus. Those
would be odd anywhere.

From the evidence at this well-preserved, well-exca-
vated site, Varien and Lightfoot conclude that things in
the real world are not as cut-and-dried as we would like
them to be. As I read their paper, there is no smoking-
gun evidence for either purely ritual or purely habita-
tion use of any pit structure at Duckfoot. This is
unfortunate for testing our simple models of pit houses
and kivas. But simple models are doomed from the start,
since life—alas—is seldom simple. Since I tend to be a
bit simple on this subject, I will file this paper away as
a corrective, to use if I find myself itching to write
something else silly about kivas. R,: read Duckfoot
twice and go to bed.

Wilshusen’s, Blinman’s, and Hegmon’s papers use
different tactics, but a very similar strategy that as-
sumes kivas are both real and really early. Wilshusen
defines early ritual architecture through a set of unusual
features, and then Blinman and Hegmon examine evi-
dence (in this case, ceramics) that may be consistent
with that ritual function.

Wilshusen argues that kivas began even earlier than
the traditional Pueblo II tee-time by noting the near
identity of prayer stick impressions, altars and (espe-
cially) sipapus found in Pueblo I pit structures and those
found in modern kivas. By his criteria, which are care-
fully defined and consistently applied, these things are
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kivas—in fact, the earliest kivas (so far, and discount-
ing Great Kivas). Searching for origins is an overarch-
ing concern of archaeology, and follows from the
pragmatic operation of the field. Operationally, we
stand in the present and study the past; thus, it seems
reasonable to pursue origins of present phenomena back
into that past. But our operational limits need not pro-
scribe how the past actually worked.

Rather than chase origins back into antiquity, finding
“earliests” and “firsts,” could we instead assume that
early forms will perpetuate or continue, all things being
equal, and ask how far forward in time can we follow
earlier forms and phenomena? Without slipping too far
into organic fallacies, can we see the conservatism
inherent in evolutionary processes? This is what I have
tried to do by making pit houses last into Pueblo III.
Please note that Wilshusen’s perspective is not inimical
to evolutionary conservatism; indeed, he argues for a
much longer history for Pucblo ceremonial structures
than they currently enjoy. But looking for the origins of
things will almost unfailingly reveal something that can
be interpreted as the original; it is simply a matter of
rationalizing elements common to the final phenome-
non and its presumed predecessor. Origin-hunting argu-
ments are usually judged as either more or less
plausible, and I admit that Wilshusen’s argument is
certainly plausible.

Blinman accepts Wilshusen’s identifications of ritual
structures, and then marshals ceramic evidence that
may support those identifications. Following earlier
studies by Plog, the distribution of red wares is thought
to identify ritual Joci. Since red wares were not locally
made, red wares are “the best candidate for assimilation
into larger patterns of ritual or political organization.”
Therefore, higher percentages of red wares should mean
higher degrees of ritual intensity. This formula is not
easy for me to accept; I need some of the links in the
argument spelled out for me in nice, short words.

And is it red wares per se that are important? Red
wares had to come from somewhere; what did red ware-
making people do to mark their kivas for archaeolo-
gists? At the site discussed, the total number of red ware
sherds is comparable to the total number of white ware
sherds. The distribution of the two wares is almost
perfectly complementary; that is, in some contexts
(such as the designated ritual structures), red wares are
high and white wares are low, while at others (the
designated nonritual structures), exactly the reverse is
the case (Blinman and Wilson 1988). But why are red
wares more significant than white wares? Simply be-
cause they are found in putatively ritual structures?

I asked Blinman (whose paper was added to this
collection after the SAA seminar) about this. He argued
that white wares are mostly locally made and include
(by definition) any polished sherd, with or without
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decoration; technologically and stylistically, white
wares as a group are measurably inferior to red wares
(Blinman, personal communication, 1989; “inferior” is
my word, not his). Apparently there are reasons, inde-
pendent of their context, to value red wares analytically
above white wares. I am not very familiar with either
the red or white wares of this time period, but because
of the complementary distribution I do have some prob-
lems with this part of Blinman’s argument —along with
a whole series of recent studies of trade and exchange
in Southwestern ceramics that go far beyond the limits
of my comments here.

Blinman’s second line of analysis looks at vessel
forms as an indication of ritual function (in particular,
ritual feasting). I applaud this approach; it sidesteps or
avoids many of the ambiguities inherent in typological
and tradeware analyses, and speaks directly to vessel
functions. However, in seeking evidence for ritual, the
most commonly accepted ritual form is eliminated from
consideration: “some vessel forms (such as effigies)
could be argued to have played arole in ceremonialism,
but they are too rare ... to allow their use in inter-
roomblock comparisons.”

Eliminating rare forms, simply because they are rare,
only makes sense if you assume that Pueblo I ritual was
not rare. Blinman (following Wilshusen’s arguments)
evidently assumes that Pueblo I ritual was wide-spread,
nearly omnipresent. And if it’s not? If formal ritual were
much more limited than Wilshusen’s Pueblo I “kivas”
would suggest, might this not account for the “lack of
distinctly ‘ritual’ pottery”—not a lack, but a much
lower intensity of ritual than Blinman and Wilshusen
were expecting? Perhaps the rarity of figurines is telling
us something.

I asked Blinman about this, too. He replied that the
only real evidence for a ritual function of effigies is
their rarity (Blinman, personal communication 1989);
and I agree that effigies could have had any number of
non-ritual functions. They could have been cream jugs
or salt shakers. ButI cannot help but think the analytical
deck is being stacked, if ever so slightly, by assuming
that ritual is so extensive and so formalized that its
archaeological calling card should be sought in abun-
dant, rather than rare, artifact classes. Like red wares,
this seems a little bit like selecting evidence that sup-
ports, rather than tests, the a priori model.

Hegmon also studies the relationship of ceramics and
ceremonial structures, but she focuses on white wares.
Looking at white wares seems to contradict Blinman’s
argument that white ware are junk (for this purpose),
but on closer reading the two papers do seem to be
pulling in the same traces. They both present evidence
that might identify Pueblo I ritual.

According to Hegmon, white ware sherds found in
ritual structures can be used to measure integrative
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functions. Yet by far the largest ceremonial structure in
the Dolores area (Singing Shelter Great Kiva) contained
only four white ware sherds—and, of course, the struc-
tures analyzed by Blinman contain relatively few white
wares. Odd, but not necessarily fatal. Hegmon makes
her case for white wares as an appropriate ritual mea-
sure, but to obtain a sufficient sample the sherds must
come, not from the putative setting of integrative ritual
(the pit structures identified as early kivas), but from
entire roomblocks and sites, That might be fatal.
Hegmon, of course, realizes that this is a big problem;
but acknowledging a problem does not solve it or render
it a non-problem.

In setting measures of ceremony in sherds, Hegmon
equates formality (which she sees as a necessary quality
of integrative ritual) with neatness in ceramic painting.
This seems to me to be a tenuous linkage. I've known
little kids who are very neat, but not very formal, and
not the least bit ritual. I assume that this argument is
more fully presented in the study which the paper sum-
marizes.

Despite these quibbles, I follow Hegmon’s analyses
so far; but I run into real problems with the scale that
frames the argument. Most of Hegmon’s ideas about
ceramic design hinge on the integration of socially
distant people. I know that social distance does not
equal physical distance, but how “socially distant”
could people be in an area as small as the Dolores
project? Please do not mistake me: the Dolores archae-
ological project was not a tiny endeavor: much sweat,
heavy toil, many tears, and a great deal of money went
into one of the largest projects (along with Black Mesa)
in the Anasazi area. But we shouldn’t judge prehistoric
social scales by modern archaeological budgets. In my
opinion, the social scale of the Dolores area, like Black
Mesa, is small. Since almost every archaeologist I know
would disagree with that perception of the Dolores
Project area, Hegmon should not take my criticism too
seriously.

But I have trouble envisioning any paralyzing social
distances within the little Dolores valley. Everybody
probably knew (and had firm opinions about) everyone
else; did they need to flash a pot to identify themselves
to somebody from across the hill? Perhaps, but I suspect
that Hegmon's assumptions about pottery design will
work better on the larger scales she is currently address-
ing.

Plog aims at this larger scale. I agree fully with Plog
that regional relationships—such as those marked by
ball courts and Chacoan roads—"are important to our
understanding of the nature of prehistoric societies
throughout the Southwest, even in regions often char-
acterized as marginal or peripheral,” adding only that
as our knowledge grows, more and more of the “periph-
eral” appears to be incorporated, on some level, with
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these core centers. Plog evidently considers Black Mesa
a sufficiently large research domain, but I see Black
Mesa as the edge of something much larger. I fear that
patterns evident at Black Mesa may be no more appro-
priate for characterizing Anasazi regional systems, writ
large, than Montana constitutes a valid sample of the
United States. (Would that it did.)

For example, Plog suggests that the earliest villages
or village-like settlements in the northern Southwest
were Prudden Units or Unit Pueblos; Unit Pueblos,
according to the textbooks, are little mini-villages scat-
tered all over the landscape. The traditional view of
Pueblo II “dispersion” may describe conditions on
Black Mesa, but for most of the Anasazi area, multiple
Unit Pueblos are usually found clustered in “communi-
ties” (Rohn 1977), many of which also incorporated a
Great Kiva and a Great House (Lekson et al, 1988). If
this community form was absent in the Kayenta area,
this absence is a matter of interest and a possible point-
of-entry in understanding Anasazi settlement structure.

Plog’s discussion of cemeteries in sedentary village
life is very interesting. I know of no formal, village-
wide cemeteries until Pueblo IV (discounting house-
hold cemeteries in the midden of every Unit Pueblo).
As Plog (personal communication 1989) points out, the
absence of village-wide cemeteries at Pueblo II “com-
munities” is something to ponder. Perhaps the
archeaological clustering we have called “communi-
ties” is still something short of a real village—possibly
a locus periodically used and reused by a series of Unit
Pueblos? Great Kivas and Great Houses could serve to
mark territory and maintain use rights at a favored
locale between reoccupations. These are simply ideas—
ideas arising from the combination of Plog’s ideas
about cemeteries with our notions about “communi-
ties.”

None of my observations negate Plog’s conclusions
for Black Mesa, but simply serve to warn the reader that
in my opinion those conclusions may be more relevant
to Black Mesa than the larger scale which Plog ad-
dresses. However, I’ve been wrong before.

Plog aims several criticisms at my anti-kiva paper
(Lekson 1988). They are fair and productive criticisms,
and I welcome the chance to back off from some points
and shore up some others.

First, he questions my assertion that Pueblo II-
Pueblo III pit structures were purely domestic. Mea
culpa. I overstated my case and I agree with Plog (and
Lipe) that ritual must have taken place in these things.
I see this as a failure of my rhetoric, but I think my basic
premise escapes more or less unscathed.

Second, Plog notes that I offer no reasons to assume
that population growth was relatively steady in the
Southwest, when I contrasted the surprisingly regular
doubling of the numbers of kiva-pit houses every 200
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years to the very irregular trajectory of above-ground
rooms over the same time span. I suggested that kiva-pit
houses “act like population indices while above-ground
rooms march to the beat of a very different drummer”
(I ask the interested reader to please refer to Lekson
1988 for all the caveats and conditions omitted here).
Plog objects: *“. . . empirical evidence suggests that
not only was steady growth unlikely, but also that irreg-
ular rates of growth were typical throughout the north-
ern Southwest.”

That is certainly true; the references Plog provides
(and many others) are nearly unanimous in concluding
that Anasazi population rocketed up and down like a
roller-coaster, But almost all of those population esti-
mates were based on room counts, and this was pre-
cisely the point I was trying to make. Room counts offer
one estimate of Anasazi population growth, and it is a
very wavy curve. Kiva-pit house counts give you a
second estimate, and it is a surprisingly regular, almost
linear curve. For reasons touched on above and dis-
cussed at more length in the anti-kiva tract (Lekson
1988) I argue that the kiva-pit house index might be the
more accurate of the two; Plog prefers the room counts.
But Plog (personal communication 1989) and I both
agree that the difference in room and kiva-pit house
curves is telling us something neat, and the race is now
on to find out what that something really is.

Finally, Plog argues that 8 to 10 rooms represent a
social group needing formal integration and that rooms
closest to kivas need not be associated with the proxi-
mate kivas. Therefore room-kiva ratios at unit pueblos
may not accurately reflect the integrative functions of
early kivas. For his first point, that 8 to 10 rooms equal
a group large enough to require a formal integrative
facility, I can only register doubt and look forward to
more cross-cultural or perhaps small group studies.
Kivas need not be associated with nearby rooms; but if
this were generally true, it would defeat analyses like
Hegmon’s and (to a lesser extent) Blinman’s. But I
admit the possibility, There are unit pueblos without
kivas and kivas without unit pueblos; and the unit
pueblo itself is no cookie-cutter (Gorman and Childs
1981). In preference to seeking elaborate ritual net-
works that cross-cut unit pueblos, I would suggest first
exploring family cycle, functional, or even seasonal
causes to explain these variations in Anasazi Pueblo II
architecture,

Plog concludes: “. . .if problems exist in our under-
standing of subterranean structures, those problems
will not be corrected by changing our terminology, but
by adopting theoretical perspectives that place greater
emphasis on ritual behavior and on a more careful
examination of contextual information from subterra-
nean structures.” I agree with about one-third of that
statement: “changing our terminology” may seem
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minor and cosmetic, but ridding ourselves of the “K”
word would be a good idea, because, in my opinion, our
current terminology leads to excessive “emphasis on
ritual behavior” to the detriment of “careful examina-
tion of contextual information”—which, I agree, is
what we need. Plog’s criticisms of my anti-kiva argu-
ments are certainly valid and focus our thinking on
context, and I welcome them,

Adams’ paper deals with kivas in the upper Little
Colorado from Pueblo II through Pueblo IV. He notes
the replacement of Great Kivas by plazas in the late A.D.
1200s. Anyon and LeBlanc (1984) see a very similar
shift from Great Kivas to plazas in the Mimbres area,
two centuries earlier than Adams’ reconstruction for the
upper Little Colorado. We may have a neat pair of very
interesting parallel cases, with all the possibilities for
learning that comparative situations allow—or perhaps
both reconstructions were inspired by the same source,
Haury’s (1950) “Sequence of Great Kivas in the
Forestdale Valley.” Diffusion, or the psychic unity of
mankind?

It is the span from Pueblo III to Pueblo IV, which
Adams examines in more depth than any other paper,
that interests me strangely. The shift from Pueblo III to
Pueblo IV is of enormous significance to the theme of
this volume. As Adams (and Lipe) points out, A.D. 1300
is a watershed in Anasazi prehistory. (Adams says 1275,
but why quibble over 25 years?) Thirteen hundred (or
1275) marks a spectacular threshold of major disloca-
tion, aggregation, and re-adaptation, when everyone
and his dog bailed out of the Four Corners and moved
to the Mogollon uplands, to Zuni, to Hopi, and to the
Rio Grande. This was change on a scale seldom seen in
the Anasazi record: a real, major wrinkle.

As Lipe noted in his analysis of room:kiva ratios, the
big change in room:kiva ratios comes between Pueblo
I1I and Pueblo IV. The remarkable increase from seven
to nine rooms per “kiva” to 30 to 50 rooms per kiva is
telling us something, and what I hear is this: The things
we have called kivas in Pueblo I, Pueblo II and Pueblo
III are not kivas, but when the Pueblo IV ratios hit the
30s and 50s, “kiva” starts to be a meaningful and useful
term,

In many ways, A.D. 1300 marks the real boundary
between prehistory and protohistory. Chasing continui-
ties across that gap, from post- to pre-1300, is a danger-
ous business. That is why looking for kivas, a post-1300
institution, in pre-1300s sites is truly unwise. Lipe
looks for integrative structures, and that’s dandy, since
Adler tells us that almost everybody has integrative
structures. But we must allow ourselves to be surprised
by how pre—A.D. 1300 integrative structures look and
work, and not force these things to be kivas before they
are ready. We shouldn’t stack the deck by looking for
protokivas, or protokivas are all we'll sse—and perhaps
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undervalue Great Kivas, the clearest candidates for in-
tegrative structures that I know of in Pueblo II and
Pueblo III. We probably need to rethink “Great Kivas,”
too; but one icon at a time, please.
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13

Comment on Social Integration and

Anasazi Architecture

T.J. Ferguson

Introduction

Our knowledge that ritual behavior plays an important
role in the integration of ethnographically known soci-
eties presents a scientific challenge to find the material
correlates of similar social processes in the archaeolog-
ical record. The eight substantive papers in this volume
seek to find those correlates in the architecture used for
ritual activities. Individually, each of the papers ad-
vances Southwestern archaeology by addressing prob-
lems of identification, measurement, or explanation of
ritual behavior and social integration. As a collection,
the papers raise important issues about how archaeolo-
gists conceptualize social groups and the evolution of
prehistoric social structure in the Southwest.

In my comment I examine the integrative role kivas
play in Pueblo social structure and how archaeologists
think this social structure has changed through time, I
begin with Kroeber’s ethnographic investigation of
how kivas functioned to integrate Zuni society in 1916,
since I think this is pertinent to the intellectual history
of how archaeologists have conceptualized Puebloan
social organization.

The Integrative Role of Zuni Kivas

In his classic study of Zuni kin and clan, Kroeber
(1917:47-50) found that the foundation of Zuni society
was the family. An individual’s first and most important
social ties were to kin and household groups, and these
were the fundamental groups that ramified Zuni society.
The kin and household groups were integrated into a
tightly knit community of 1600 people through the
social ties of their members to an intricate system of
other social groups. These other social groups included
16 clans, 6 kivas, 12 medicine societies or fraternities,

and 17 priesthoods (Ladd 1979:485-487). As Kroeber
(1917:183) noted,

Four or five different planes of systematization cross cut
each other and thus preserve for the whole society an
integrity that would be speedily lost if the planes
merged and thereby inclined to encourage segregation
and fission. The clans, the fraternities, the priesthoods,
the kivas, in a measure the gaming parties, are all divid-
ing agencies. If they coincided, the rifts in the social
structure would be deep; by countering each other, they
cause segmentations which produce an almost marvel-
ous complexity, but can never break the national entity
apart.

Kroeber’s investigation showed that Zuni kivas inte-
grated society through the process of dividing that so-
ciety along non-residential lines. Macrosocial
integration was achieved through structural differenti-
ation. Kroeber schematically modeled Zuni social
structure as a field of kinship cross-cut by other social
groups, as depicted in Figure 1. It is significant that
kivas provided only one of the social groups that inte-
grated Zuni society.

Kroeber opposed the actual scheme of Zuni social
structure with an alternative type of social organization
that he thought was often ascribed to Pueblo Indians or
implicitly assumed for them. In this hypothetical
Puebloan social structure there was a spatial congru-
ence between residential and other social groups, as
depicted in Figure 2. As Kroeber (1917:184-186) noted,
this social structure predicated that a group of kinsmen
from locality “A” constitute clan “A” of their tribe, as
well as compose the membership of secret society “A”,
of priesthood “A”, and of kiva “A”. The same situation
holds for kin “B” and so forth, such that the social
structure comprises parallel and coinciding units.

Kroeber found that the actual structure of Zuni soci-
ety differed greatly from the hypothetical social struc-
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Figure 1: Kroeber’s schematic model of Zuni social structure.
Adapted from Kroeber (1917:185).

[kina | Locaeroupa | cLana| socierya [ xivaa | priestHooo A |

[kme | LocaLeroure | cLans| socierys | kivas | priestHoop s |

[kme | Locarerourc | cLanc| sociryc | kivac | pristHoooc |

[kmo | LocaLerourd | cLano| socieryp | kivao | paiestHoop o |

Figure 2: Kroeber's hypothetical scheme of Puebloan social
structure. Adapted from Kroeber (1917:185).
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ture. He found no evidence that members of a clan came
from a separate locality. Every clan comprised a num-
ber of different kin and residential groups, and each
furnished members to different fraternities, priest-
hoods, and kivas. Thus, as Kroeber (1917:186) de-
scribes,

... a given individual of clan A may be of kin group b,
father’s clan C, fraternity D, priesthood E, and kiva F;
his next clan mate that we encounter, will perhaps be of
blood group d, father’s clan E, fraternity F, priesthood
A, kiva B. By the time the tribe has been gone through,
every clan, society, priesthood, and kiva is thus likely
to be connected, in the person of one or several individ-
uals, with every other, and each with each in about equal
degree; but— and this is the significant point—the con-
nections are almost wholly through individuals as indi-
viduals, and with reference to the national organization
as a solitary scheme. Connection between group and
group as such is always faint; often lacking; the plan of
the fabric throughout seems calculated to avoid it.

Kroeber (1917:188) recognized that the siz¢ of Zuni
Pueblo and its reduction in the historic period to a
single, permanently occupied village may have caused
Zuni social structure to be more intricate than that of
other pueblos. Nonetheless, he thought that the main
features of Zuni society also occurred in other Pueblos,
as well as among other tribes in the Southwest. Kroeber
concluded that, however different the elements of vari-
ous Southwestern societies, the interrelations of those
elements must be in some measure analogous to the
interrelations he found in the elements of Zuni society.

Puebloan Social Structure and
Room : Kiva Ratios

Kroeber’s “hypothetical” scheme of Puebloan social
structure represented the conventional view of kiva
organization in early twentieth century anthropology.
This conceptualization of social structure is implicit in
the interpretation of “Prudden Units” as co-residential
households with an associated kiva, and thus underlies
the conventional interpretation of the changes in room:
kiva ratios found by Steward (1937) and Lipe (Chapter
5). Whereas Kroeber discarded the “hypothetical”
model of kiva organization and social structure, archae-
ologists have projected it into the past by incorporating
it in an evolutionary model of social organization.

In the archaeological interpretation, kivas prior to
A.D. 1300 are thought to have integrated a small group
of co-residential households, resulting in a low room :
kiva ratio. After A.D. 1300, with the aggregation and
nucleation of settlement into large, plaza-oriented
pueblos, a smaller number of kivas are thought to have
functioned as sodalities to integrate larger scale groups,
yielding a higher room : kiva ratio. The change in
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room : kiva ratios thus seems to represent a change
through time in both the size and composition of the
ritual groups thought to have integrated society.

Room : kiva ratios thus seem to signal a change from
the hypothetical social structure characterized by Kroe-
ber as having parallel and spatially coinciding social
units to the more differentiated social structure actually
found by Kroeber at Zuni. There are several problems
with this interpretation, however, that suggest it is too
simple an explanation for the variability we find in the
archaeological record.

Several people in this volume persuasively argue
that some kivas served larger groups of people than
co-residential households. Various terms are used to
describe two basic types of kivas, e.g., low and high
level integrative structures (Adler, Chapter 4), corpo-
rate and community kivas (Wilshusen, Chapter 7), kivas
and Great Kivas (Adams, Chapter 11). The basic idea is
that some kivas integrated discrete, co-residential units,
while other kivas integrated larger communities or re-
gions. As Plog (Chapter 10) points out, the Prudden
Unit pueblos of the pre-A.D. 1300 period had to have
been organized at a regional level for purposes of main-
taining marriage and exchange networks, and some
kivas probably served to integrate social networks at
this regional scale.

If all kivas are not equal, however, then the meaning
of room:kiva ratios is not as straightforward as it seems,
because the terms are not the same on each side of the
comparative equation. Before A.D. 1300 we either have
a substantially different kind of kiva or more kinds of
kivas than we do after A.D. 1300. To call the earlier
organizations or the buildings they use “kivas” when
their organization is fundamentally different obscures
the very thing we are trying to study.

As the papers in this volume demonstrate, the iden-
tification of exactly which buildings were used by kivas
prior to A.D. 1300 is problematical. At one time many
archaeologists assumed that all Anasazi pit structures
that were associated with surface roomblocks were kiva
buildings. Yet Varien and Lightfoot (Chapter 6) and
Wilshusen (Chapter 7) clearly show that some were
used for domestic activities, some were used for ritual
activities, and some pit structures were used for both
domestic and ritual activities. Since all pit structures
are not “kivas,” conventional room:kiva ratios are less
meaningful. A fundamental archacological problem is
the methodological reduction of kivas as social groups
to kivas as buildings. We make an equation between
contemporary kivas and the buildings they use, then
through analogy we equate prehistoric buildings with
similar organizations. The fact that prehistoric kiva
buildings are not isomorphic with historic kiva build-
ings interjects considerable confusion into the argu-
ment, as does the fact that kiva groups use plazas and
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other areas in addition to their kiva buildings (Adams,
Chapter 10). Ultimately the interpretation of room :
kiva ratios rests on weak morphological arguments, or
on controversial functional classifications.

Theoretical Considerations

As Kroeber (1917:187) pointed out, the social structure
hypothesized prior to A.D. 1300 would segregate rather
than integrate social groups, and work to break commu-
nities apart. Since each of the basic social units per-
formed all the functions of all the other basic social
units, there would have been little cohesion forming a
community. The integration of society had to have func-
tioned through some other mechanism than the intense
social interaction and differentiation that characterized
historic Zuni society.

One alternative mechanism for social integration is
the structural repetition of basic social elements. With
this mechanism, the common structure shared by all
interacting groups provides the basis for social solidar-
ity. The strong “unit pueblo” settlement pattern re-
ported for the period prior to A.D. 1300 is seemingly
related to this type of social integration. If this is the
case, however, it is the whole architectural complex that
is integrative, not just the buildings identified as kivas.

The idea that there are two basic types of social
integration, one based on structural repetition and the
other on structural differentiation, derives from the
work of Durkheim (1933[1893]). Durkheim, of course,
did not think these two forms of social integration were
mutually exclusive. Although Durkheim thought there
was evidence of evolution in social structure towards
the development of increased social differentiation, he
recognized that both forms of social integration co-
occur in all societies. Southwestern archaeologists, in
contrast, have developed a theory that treats the two
types of integration as sequential and separate develop-
ments.

Like many archaeologists today, Durkheim thought
that evolution of social structure was related to changes
in the size and density of population. Adler’s cross-cul-
tural research building on Johnson’s scalar stress theory
is relevant here, as it shows that in small communities
(less than 175 people) it is to be expected that structures
are used for both domestic and ritual activities. Larger
communities often have structures dedicated to reli-
gious use, and these structures often have restricted
access. I think the functional specialization and restric-
tion of access in space used for religious activities is
related to the structural differentiation of social groups.

172

Archaeology and Integrative
Architecture

Durkheim’s theory of social structure has a strong spa-
tial component in that social integration based on struc-
tural repetition requires a segregated and dispersed
space, while social integration based on differentiation
requires an integrated and dense space (Hillier and
Hanson 1984). While the theoretical linkage between
the structure of architecture and the structure of society
is clear, we still need to build a methodology that can
generate inferences about social structure from the
types of architectural space that are found in the archae-
ological record.

As the papers in this volume demonstrate, many
Southwestern archaeologists are still seeking to under-
stand the archaeological record in ethnographic terms,
i.e., through the concept of the kiva,. In the methodolog-
ical reduction of the kiva as a social group to the kiva
as a building, however, architecture is analytically re-
duced to a container of other things that are thought to
have actually integrated society, e.g., ritual activities or
symbolic meaning. Analyses of artifacts associated
with buildings identified as kivas show that these as-
semblages are often significantly different from those
associated with other buildings in a settlement. While
this approach produces interesting and useful results,
such as the papers by Blinman, Hegmon, and Plog in
this volume, it does not deal with the intrinsic nature of
architecture as a social artifact.

An important clue to understanding the social dimen-
sions of architecture is provided by Lipe when he rec-
ognizes that “spatial propinquity counts for something
in social interaction.” Architects building theory that
departs from this premise conceptualize social relations
as restrictions on random encounter patterns (Hillier
and Hanson 1984). Since architecture also restricts en-
counter patterns, these architects are seeking a direct
and measurable link between architectural and social
structures.

Walls and doors (or roof entryways) function to con-
trol access within buildings, while open areas, streets,
and plazas structure the movement of people into and
through the settlement as a whole. Architecture estab-
lishes patterns of spatial relationships composed of
boundaries that restrict access. These boundaries are
embedded in an open space structure that permits vari-
ous kinds of permeability. By structuring the ways that
people encounter one another within a settlement, ar-
chitecture also directly structures social interaction by
creating and maintaining communication networks. Ar-
chitecture can and does have other meanings, but it is
the communication network created by architecture that
provides its most immediate sociological referent (An-
kerl 1981).
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Architectural theory that explains how buildings
structure social interaction by controlling encounters is
closely related to the theory that Plog develops in this
volume that explains the development of social struc-
ture in terms of increasingly restricted social networks.
Placed in an evolutionary perspective, the development
of restrictive networks co-occurs with the development
of agricultural economies and sedentary village settle-
ment. As Plog points out, the process of restricting
social networks works towards the development of a
land use system that has a well-defined core where
families have use rights to individual parcels of land,
surrounded by a larger peripheral area where use rights
are held by the community in common. I think this
social process explains much of the settlement change
that occurred in the late prehistoric period, when there
was a shift to the occupation of a smaller number of
much larger settlements than in earlier periods, each
surrounded by large tracts of open space used for re-
source procurement.

Conclusion

I think that the current focus on kivas as the mechanism
that integrated Anasazi society is too narrow a theoret-
ical concept to explain the relationship between archi-
tecture and social integration. To fully investigate how
architecture integrates society, we need to analyze both
buildings and their open space structure, as Adams does
in this volume when he examines the development of
the kiva-plaza complex of the prehistoric and historic
Western Pueblos. At the same time, we need to pay
attention to how the elemental groups of society are
spatially segregated, as well as to the spatial and social
mechanisms that integrated these groups.

The papers in this volume provide important ele-
ments of the method and theory we need to construct a
unified theory capable of explaining the underlying
structural links between architecture and society. They
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also serve to point out additional elements that we still
need to develop. In so doing, the volume serves to
stimulate the additional research that is needed if we are
to fully explain how architecture served to integrate
Anasazi society.
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