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Mealing rooms, as a specialized architectural form, provide a unique opportunity
for Southwestern scholars to address cornmeal production and the role of prehistoric
Anasazi women. Mealing roomswereinitially small, at least semi-subterranean
pitstructures, with multiple metate bins dominating the floor. The permanent bin
facilities and groundstone artifacts they contained, with little or no room for other
activities, support the assertion that these were specialized structures devoted to mealing
activities. After the introduction of multiple bins in separate mealing pitrooms primarily
from A.D. 1000-1150 (Mobley-Tanaka 1997; Schlanger 1994, 1995), mealing rooms
were incorporated into the surface pueblo roomblock and later into public courtyard
settings (Ortman 1998; Spielmann 1995). Since mealing is ethnographically linked to
women, both cross-culturaly (Ember 1983; Friedl 1975; Martin and Voorhies 1975;
White et al. 1981) and among historic Puebloan groups (Cushing 1920; Dozier 1983;
Eggan 1950; Ortiz 1979; Parsons 1939; Stevenson 1892; Titiev 1992), these structures
apparently represent space utilized by women in the past aswell. Thus, mealing rooms
provide a source of information to infer changes in women’ s use of space from the
archaeol ogical record.

Recently, severa researchers have argued that mealing pitrooms provided a
specialized locus for women’s activities, and that these structures were related to the
development of integrative kiva pitstructures (Mobley-Tanaka 1997; Schlanger 1994,

1995). Thelink between mealing rooms and kivasis evidenced by their one-to-one



correspondence and spatial association (Mobley-Tanaka 1997:441; Morris 1986:42,
Schlanger 1994:7-8, 10). Mealing rooms were generally located just east or west of the
kiva (Mobley-Tanaka 1997:441; Morris 1991:663) (see Figure 1). While there appears to
be an undeniable link between mealing rooms and kivas, what are the implications of this
fact for women'’slabor patterns?

Jeanette Mobley-Tanaka (1997) and Sarah Schlanger (1994, 1995) have both
argued that the development of ritually prescribed differences between the sexes may be
linked to the construction of mealing rooms. A mealing room provided a specialized
structure for mealing activities where groups of women could work and socialize
together. Ethnographically, the importance of ground meal for ceremonies and ritual was
notable among the historic pueblos (Cushing 1920; Hough 1915; Parsons 1939; Schlegel
1977; Stevenson 1892; Titiev 1992; Y oung 1987). Although women were responsible
for grinding the ritual cornmeal, the role of women within the ritual sphere was
secondary to that of male tribal members (Parsons 1939; Stevenson 1892; Titiev 1992).
Mobley-Tanaka (1997) and Schlanger (1994, 1995) both noted that the segregation of
women’s mealing activities into separate mealing rooms, and out of the site’ sintegrative
kiva pitstructure, may have signified the development of such aritual division of
organization between men and women. The current research builds on this premise by
providing a more extensive analysis of mealing activities within mealing rooms and at
other site contexts.

Prior to the development of mealing rooms, both Mobley-Tanaka (1997) and
Schlanger (1994) noted that groundstone artifacts and mealing activity areas were

commonly found within pitstructures. Likewise, they implied that mealing practices



decreased within kiva pitstructures when mealing rooms were present. However, neither
of these studies actually addressed where mealing activities occurred outside of mealing
rooms. Does the evidence provided by groundstone tools support their argument when
assemblages are compared between the two structure types? Were mealing facilities
oriented to promote women'’ sinteractions? Was the spatial orientation of mealing
features similar at different site contexts? These are critical questions for evaluating
where mealing activities were focused, and how the use of space for these activities

changed through time.

The Study Region and Resear ch Questions

In this paper | use data from the Mesa V erde Region of the American Southwest
to address how mealing activities changed within architectural spaces (Figure 2). Data
come primarily from the Dolores Archaeological Program, the Four Corners
Archaeological Project, and the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center (Figure 3). The
excavated sites used from these projects fall into the A.D. 650-1250 time range (Tables
4.1-4.3, Perkins, in preparation).

| use three primary sets of datato address women’s use of space for cornmeal
production. First, | assess the grinding orientation of mealing features at different site
contexts: mealing rooms, kivas, and other non-mealing rooms such as domiciles and
limited activity structures. Then, | compare mealing activitiesin pitstructure/kivas when
mealing rooms were present and absent from the site. Finally, | evaluate the size of
pitstructure/kivas at settlements with and without mealing rooms. | use these datato

assert that the social interaction of women was an important component determining the



gpatial configuration of mealing features and that the presence of mealing rooms

significantly affected the use of kivas.

The Spatial Orientation of Mealing Features at Different Site Contexts

| first describe the spatial characteristics of mealing facilities to shed light on the
production process involved with mealing corn. Because mealing rooms frequently
housed multiple mealing bin complexes, Anasazi women could come together to perform
intensive production activities and interact as a group. Fred Eggan (1950:129, 131)
recognized the importance of women'’sinteraction at multiple mealing bin complexes for
Anasazi social organization fifty years ago. In addition to the presence of multiple
facilities in the same structure, another clear indication that women socialized while
mealing corn was provided by the orientation of mealing features. Because the metate
was slanted downward from the processor, this information can be used to infer grinding
direction. 1

Three specific characteristics of grinding direction were noted—whether women
faced each other, whether grinding direction was related to structure doorways, and
whether the direction faced within mealing rooms was towards the associated kiva.

The orientation of mealing features provides clues to women’s social interactions.
If women faced each other rather than having their backs to the center of the room, this
suggests they were actively engaged in socia interactions while mealing corn. The
orientation of doorways may also be relevant. Because mealing rooms regularly lacked a
hearth, they primarily relied on natural lighting conditions (Harmon 1998). If mealing

features were oriented towards the door, then more light was focused on the mealing

*Even though grinding direction was rarely discussed within the text of the published literature, it was often



activity area. Finally, Mobley-Tanaka (1997:441) suggested that mealing stations were
setup to face the associated kiva as an indication of women’s roles within the ritual
sphere. However, it may be that mealing facilities were setup to have visual access of the
doorway. Previous researchers have noted that structure doors tend to be oriented toward
the kiva, which was afocal point of the community. Mealing bins may ssimply be
oriented towards the structure entry so the processors could see outdoors and so more
light was focused on their activities.

A total of 169 mealing features were identified from 60 sites, with the grinding
direction faced by processors assessed by structure type. Mealing features included both
in situ metates on prop stones and permanent mealing facilities constructed into the floor

such as mealing bins, adobe metate rests, and collecting basins.

Table1l Summary of mealing feature characteristics.

Structuretype | Medling Ki Other non- Room
ivas :
rooms (n=27) mealing rooms | totals
(n=22) (n=42) (n=91)
Rooms with a single mealing feature 1 15 27 43
Rooms with multiple mealing features 21 12 15 48

Rooms with multiple mealing features that
are side contiguous (+ denotes spaced near 20 1+2 4+2 29
each other, side by side)
Rooms with multiple mealing featuresthat | 2top &
are top contiguous side
Rooms with multiple mealing features that

, 1 6 9 16
are noncontiguous

3 ltop & side 6

* Datafrom Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation).

The data from Table 1 indicate that mealing rooms were usually setup with
metates placed contiguously side-by-side one another. The side contiguous pattern was

present in 95% (20 of 21) of mealing rooms with multiple features. Such an arrangement

discernable from structure and feature mapsin reports or field notes.
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was probably the most efficient construction method so that bin walls could be shared
between mealing stations. It also facilitated an assembly line production method so that
meal could be passed down the line and become successively ground, from course to
medium to fine texture (Bartlett 1933:4, 14; Beaglehole 1937:62; Eddy 1979:7; Lange
1968:116).

In addition, side contiguous bins were usually constructed with space between the
bottom end of the bin front and the structure wall for kneeling (Bartlett 1933:12, 15;
Dorsey 1899:741; Eddy 1979:5; Lange 1968:116; Gumerman 1984:89; Morris 1991:663,
675; Woodbury 1954:63-64). Bracing ones feet provided more leverage to facilitate the
grinding process. Based on a sample of 20 mealing activity areas where the distance to
thewall or foot rest from the mealing area was reported, the average kneeling distance
was 48.7cm, with arange from 35cm to 55cm (data from Table 7.13, Perkins, in
preparation). These archaeological data are directly in line with Bartlett’ s (1933:15)
ethnographic average of 45cm from the Hopi. Therefore, mealing stations were setup
toward the center of these generally small rooms so that Anasazi women could take
advantage of structure walls for bracing their feet. Thus, mealing rooms usually
contained side-by-side contiguous mealing bins that dominated the floor of the structure.

In contrast, non-mealing rooms were used for multiple activities and tended to
have noncontiguous mealing features (Table 1). When contiguous facilities were present
in non-mealing rooms, they tended to be constructed head-to-head with the top end of the
bins contiguous. Kivas with multiple features often had top contiguous bins (25% or 3 of
12), which limited the floor space taken up because the bins were generally constructed

parallel along onewall. One of the disadvantages of constructing top contiguous mealing



bins aong awall isthat women had no convenient place to brace their feet while
grinding. But in at least one kiva with top contiguous bins reported here (33% or 1 of 3),
dlab foot rests were constructed into the floor to serve this purpose instead of a structure
wall. Although top contiguous bins were aso occasionally built in mealing rooms (n=2
or 10%), thiswasin addition to a side contiguous pattern of several other features. The
only time side contiguous mealing appeared within kivas (n=3 or 11%), thiswas
indicated by in situ metates that were not permanent facilities. They could be removed
and re-setup as space and needs required.

The predominant pattern of side contiguous binsin mealing rooms meant that
women were side-by-side and facing in the same direction as they worked, promoting
easier interaction than if their backs were to one another. Although having one’s back to
another processor within the small confines of a mealing room did not preclude talking, it
certainly seems that interactions would be easier if women were not facing opposite
directions. Table 2 summarizes the direction of mealing featuresin relation to other
processors within the same structure when multiple features were present.

Table2 Summary of grinding orientation in relation to other processors.

Structuretypeswith multiple | Meding Kivas Other non-
mealing features | rooms (n=12) mealing rooms

(n=21) (n=15)

Rooms with a side or direct view of other processors B 9 !
(1 unk) (5 unk)

Rooms with mealing features back to back 2 2 3
Percentage of rooms with mealing features back to 10% 17% 20%
back
Mealing feature totals 63 40 66
Features with processors back to back 4 4 6
Percentage of features with processors back to back 6% 10% 9%

* Datafrom Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation).

unk = unknown




Only two mealing rooms with atotal of four mealing stations were setup so that
women were facing opposite directions (Table 2). The exceptions included two in situ
metates that could have been setup in different directions, and aroom with four facilities
within asmall space that limited the orientation of the fourth mealing station. The
remaining 90% of mealing rooms were oriented so that the women faced in the same
direction, directly faced one another, or had a side view of one another. Only 6% of the
individual mealing stations had processors with their backs to each other. It is clear that
mealing features within mealing rooms were oriented so that women could have direct
eye contact with each other as they worked.

As was the case with mealing rooms, four mealing stations in kivas had
processors back to back (Table 2). All four casesinvolved in situ metates. Ten percent
of the mealing stations in kivas were setup so that women faced opposite directions.
However, the percentage of kivas where women had their backs to one another was
higher than mealing rooms at 17%.

Within other non-mealing rooms, 20% of structures included features that were
back to back (Table 2). In all six cases, these werein situ metates facing opposite
directions that could be re-positioned. Nine percent of the mealing features from non-
mealing rooms were oriented so that women had their backs to each other. These dlightly
higher values within kivas and other non-mealing rooms are likely due to the larger

number of in situ metates over permanent facilities (Table 3).



Table 3 Summary of permanent and temporary mealing features.

Structuretype | Mealing Ki Other non- Room
ivas :

rooms (n=27) mealing rooms | totals

(n=22) (n=42) (n=91)
Mealing feature totals 63 40 66 169
Permanent mealing facilities 61 16 28 105
Temporary mealing features (including in > 24 38 64
Situ metates on prop stones)
Percentage of temporary mealing features 3% 60% 58% 38%

* Datafrom Appendix 1 and Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation).

A magjority, or 60%, of the mealing features from kivas were ssmply denoted by in

situ metates (Table 3). Other non-mealing rooms, such as domiciles and limited activity

structures, also contained a magjority of in situ metates over permanent fixtures at 58%.

This contrasts sharply with mealing rooms that included two examples of in situ metates

that comprised only 3% of features from mealing rooms. Thus, kivas and other non-

mealing rooms contained more temporary features that did not restrict the use of certain

areas to a single activity—a specialized locus for mealing.

Table4 Structure and feature totals of orientation in relation to other processors.

All structuretypeswith multiple | Room totals
mealing featur es (n=48)

Rooms with a side or direct view of other processors 35
Rooms with mealing features back to back 7
Percentage of rooms with mealing features back to back 15%
Permanent mealing features with processors back to back 2
Temporary mealing features with processors back to back 12
Total mealing features with processors back to back 14
Percentage of total mealing features with processors back to back 8%

* Datafrom Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation).




To summarize, in al structure types, the few cases when mealing features were
not oriented so that women could interact while sharing visual contact primarily involved
non-permanent in situ metates (N=12 or 7%) (Table 4). Only when space limitations
were reached with as many as four separate mealing facilities in the same structure, did a
permanent fixture force processors to turn their backs to one another (n=2 or 1%). When
all mealing features are considered together, only 8% were oriented so that processors
were back to back. The majority of mealing features, including both in situ metates and
permanent facilities, were oriented so that women could see one another while actively
mealing.

With mealing features oriented to promote interactions among processors through
visual contact, how did their location relate to structure doorways? A summary of
structures with available data concerning the orientation of mealing features to doorways

is presented in Table 5 by structure type.ZEI

Table5 Summary of grinding orientation in relation to doorways.

Structuretypeswith adequate | Mealing Kivas Other non- Room
datato assessorientation | rooms (n=2) mealing rooms | totals
in relation to doorways | (n=13) (n=5) (n=20)

Mealing feature totals 38 2 7 47
Mealing features with back to doorway 1 1 2 4
Mealing features with a side or direct view 37 1 5 43
of doorway

Percentage of mealing features with aside 97% 50% 71% 91.5%

or direct view of doorway

* Datafrom Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation).

Within mealing rooms, the overwhelming majority of mealing features at 97%,

were oriented so that processors had adirect or side view of an entrance (Table 5). Only

2Several mealing rooms and most kivas had roof hatch entrances making door orientation inapplicable. In
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asingle in situ metate had a processor’ s back towards the entryway. Thus, the direction
faced by permanent mealing facilities was towards the entrance of mealing rooms.

Few kivas referenced an entryway because most were subterranean structures
with aroof hatch entrance. However, two kivas included wall passageways (Table 5).
One processor had aview of the passage into a corner retaining room. Another processor
had her back to adoor in the bench wall. It appears that side entryways within kivas
were not a consideration when locating mealing features.

Other non-mealing rooms had two processors with their backs to an entryway
(Table5). Another single mealer directly faced a doorway. Four other features were
oriented so that the processors could see at least one passage into the room. Although the
sample size was small, 71% of processors faced toward an entrance. The orientation of
mealing features towards structure doorways finds support from the limited data available
from non-mealing rooms.

In conclusion, only half of the mealing features found in kivas were directed
towards their entries. Other non-mealing rooms had a majority of features facing an
entrance at 71%, but this value was not as high as mealing rooms at 97%. It appears that
the location of doorways was an important factor considered when permanent features
were constructed in mealing rooms. Such an arrangement allowed more natural light to
be centered on mealing activities, particularly since a hearth was usually absent from

mealing rooms.

addition, surface structure doorways were often not discernable due to inadequate wall heights.
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If mealing features in specialized mealing rooms usually faced the structure
entrance, they might also be oriented towards the kiva. Table 6 summarizes structures

with adequate data to assess grinding orientation in relation to associated kivas.

Table 6 Summary of grinding orientation in relation to kivas.

Structuretypeswith adequatedatato | Mealing Ki Other non- Room
. o : . ivas :
assess orientation in relation tokivas | rooms (n=2) mealingrooms | totals
(n=20) (n=16) (n=38)
Mealing feature totals 58 4 21 83
Mealing features not facing akiva 29 4 16 49
Mealing features directly facing akiva 17 NA 1 18
Mealing features generaly facing akiva
(+ denotes likely faced kiva) 9+3 | NA 2 14
Mealing features directly facing an
additional integrative kiva NA 0 2 2
Total mealing features facing akiva 29 0 5 34
Percentage of featuresfacing akiva 50% 0% 24% 41%

* Datafrom Appendix 5 (Perkins, in preparation). NA = not applicable

The highest percentage of features facing a kivawere found in mealing room
contexts (Table 6). Mealing rooms had 17 mealing features that directly faced their
associated kiva. An additional nine features generally faced in the direction of the kiva
with another three examples likely fitting this category. Therefore, atotal of 29 mealing
features were oriented toward the kiva. However, the remaining 29 features did not face
the kiva. With an equal number of features facing and not facing the kiva, it appears that
mealing room features were not purposefully directed to face the kiva.

Although most kivas in the database were addressed to determine whether
mealing features within the other structures at the site were oriented toward them, there

were two kivas where mealing orientation was noted with respect to an additional
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integrative kiva (Table 6). The two top contiguous mealing bins and the two
contiguously spaced in situ metates with catch basins were not facing their associated
integrative pitstructures. The orientation of mealing features within kivas appears to be
autonomous to additional integrative structures, and instead, the visibility of processorsin
relation to one another appears to be the only noteworthy orientation for mealing features
within kivas.

Within other non-mealing rooms, a single mealing feature directly faced its
associated kiva (Table 6). Two mealing features generally faced their associated kivas.
In two cases, the mealing features faced just west of their associated kivas, but they did
face the additional integrative kivas that were present. The 16 other mealing features did
not face their associated kivas, which comprises 76% of mealing features from non-
mealing rooms. It is clear that mealing orientation within the majority of non-mealing
rooms was not directed toward the associated kiva.

In summary, mealing features within all structure types were not consistently
oriented towards their associated kiva. Although half of the mealing features within
mealing rooms faced toward the kiva, the other half did not face the kiva. When non-
mealing rooms were considered, even lower percentages were found with only 24% of
features facing akiva. Thus, the placement of mealing features was independent of the
direction of associated kivas.

The proposa by Mobley-Tanaka (1997:441) that featuresin mealing rooms faced
their associated kiva as an indicator of women'’sritual roles was not supported. However,
other evidence indicates that these structure types were connected. When mealing rooms

were introduced they were subterranean pitstructures located in the public site plaza, with
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aone-to-one correlation with akiva pitstructure. Usually mealing rooms and kivas were
the only subterranean structures built at pueblo sites and some sites had tunnels
connecting the mealing room to the kiva (e.g., 5MT2544a) (see Figure 4).

Furthermore, previous research focusing on mealing pitrooms presented strong
arguments that the two structure types were complementary (Mobley-Tanaka 1997,
Schlanger 1994). However, a neglected aspect of this research was the evidence for
mealing activities found within kivas. Therefore, the groundstone assemblages, the
mealing facilities, and the sizes of kivas are addressed to provide further support that the
use of these two structure types was interrelated and that women’ s roles within the ritual

sphere were being differentiated from men.

Mealing Activitieswithin Kivas when Mealing Rooms wer e Present and Absent

Next, | compare pitstructure assemblages at sites where mealing rooms were
present and absent. L medli ng rooms were built as alocus for group mealing activities
that had previously taken place within the pitstructure/kiva, then evidence of mealing
within kivas should decrease when a mealing room was present. Evidence of mealing
was measured by comparing the number of permanent mealing facilities and groundstone
artifacts from use-contexts.

Groundstone tools were defined as artifacts used in mealing related activities and

included manos, metates, mortars, pestles, and hammerstones. Hammerstones were

3Although several researchers (Mobley-Tanaka 1997; Schlanger 1994:7) assert that mealing rooms may not
have been found during excavation because of a focus on the north-south patterning of unit pueblos, | can
only use the current data available. The potential problem of unidentified mealing rooms was hopefully
overcome because of the thorough procedures used in the projects contributing to this research. The
analyses of kivas at settlements with the presence and absence of mealing rooms were based on the
assumption that sites were adequately investigated to find these structuresif they had been present. The
fact that differences appeared between kivas at sites with and without mealing rooms also supports the use
of these sites as fully representative of the prehistoric settlement plan for the majority of these sites.

14



included since they often served astools for refurbishing groundstone surfaces as they
were dulled through use (Gillespie 1976:92, 129; Lange 1968:117, 174; Schlanger
1991:462; Wright 1990:82-83). Based on evidence of ethnographic tool use and
efficiency of tool form (Adams 1993; Bartlett 1933; Hard 1990; Lancaster 1986; Mauldin
1993; Morris 1990), these artifacts were divided into three categories of use: corn
mealing tools, generalized grinding tools, and hammerstones. The distinction between
corn mealing tools and generalized grinding tools simply recognizes that some tool forms
were more efficient to use in the production of cornmeal and were regularly used for such
activities ethnohistorically, while others tended to have more generalized functions based
on their form and size (Chapter 5, Perkins, in preparation). Tools specifically linked to
corn grinding activities included two-hand manos, trough metates, and slab metates.
Genera grinding tools included one-hand manos, basin metates, mortars, and pestles.
Hammerstones included nonflaked lithic hammerstones, peckingstones, flaked lithic used
cores, and flaked lithic cobble tools.

Although transformation processes may affect groundstone floor assemblages, the
current data were specifically tested to assess the influence of abandonment mode on the
mealing indices used for this research (Chapter 6, Perkins, in preparation). Abandonment
had an insignificant impact on the groundstone indices used to measure changesin
women'’s production of cornmeal. Therefore, the pitstructure assemblages from the 51
sitesincluded in Table 7 should accurately reflect prehistoric activities conducted by

women.
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Table 7 Groundstone indices of pitstructure/kivas when mealing rooms
wer e present and absent.

Mean groundstoneindicesof | with mealingrooms | with mealing rooms
pitstructure/kivas present absent
(n=24) (n=39)
Permanent mealing facilities 0.2 04
Corn grinding tools 24 5.8
General grinding tools 12 1.7
Hammerstone tools 22 3.6
Total groundstone tools 5.8 111

* Data from Table 6.4b and Table 6.4c (Perkins, in preparation).

When the groundstone indices for pitstructure/kivas with mealing rooms present
and absent were compared, notable differences were apparent in all categories of mealing
tools and facilities (Table 7). Pitstructure/kivas with no mealing room had 11.1 total
groundstone tools, which was double the number of tools found when a mealing room
was present. Further, when the three different categories of groundstone tool types were
compared, the largest difference was between counts of corn grinding tools, with 5.8 at
sites without mealing rooms and 2.4 at sites with mealing rooms. The total number of
mealing tools, and particularly the number of corn grinding tools, decreased when
mealing rooms were constructed as part of asite’s settlement plan.

Although only a small number of permanent mealing features were found in
pitstructure/kivas, the number doubled from 0.2 facilities when a mealing room was
present to 0.4 facilities when a mealing room was absent. Thus, the use of space for
mealing activities decreased within pitstructure/kivas when a mealing room was present

at the site.
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| also compared pitstructure/kiva sizes between sites with and without mealing

roomsin Table 8.

Table 8 Pitstructure/kiva sizes when mealing rooms were present and absent.

Pitstructure/kivas | with mealing rooms | with mealing rooms
present absent
(n=24) (n=38)
Average pitstructure/kiva size 14.45m? 19.21m?

* Data from Appendix 4b and Appendix 4c (Perkins, in preparation).

The average pitstructure/kiva size at sites with mealing rooms present was 14.45m?
(Table 8). The average pitstructure/kiva size increased to 19.21m? at sites with mealing
rooms absent. The smaller average kiva size at sites with mealing rooms present appears
to be linked to the construction of mealing rooms. Data concerning kiva sizes assembled
by James (1994:225, 256-259) also confirmed these findings (Chapter 7, Perkins, in
preparation). This supports the proposition that mealing activities decreased within
pitstructure/kivas as noted by the decrease in structure size when mealing rooms were

built.

Conclusions

In summary, severa patternsin the placement of mealing features were noted.
Mealing rooms consistently contained side contiguous mealing bins, marked by 95% of
multiple features. When the orientation of mealing features to doorways was assessed,
only mealing rooms showed a consistent orientation, with 90% of features having a direct
or side facing view of the entrance. This may be related to the fact that mealing rooms
usually lacked a hearth for lighting. However, 71% of non-mealing rooms also contained

mealing features that faced an entryway.
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Other patterns predominated in all three categories of structure types. Mealing
rooms, kivas, and other non-mealing rooms had mealing features oriented so that the
processors had visual contact with each other while actively mealing. Only 8% of all
mealing features were situated so that women were back to back and not facing each
other. The data suggest that social interactions were an important aspect of cornmeal
production, whether such activities were performed in mealing rooms, or other structures.
The orientation of mealing features emphasized women'’s labor patterns as being
interactive concerning the production of cornmeal for both subsistence and ritual use.

In addition, no structure types showed a consistent orientation of mealing features
toward the kiva. Although mealing rooms had twice as many mealing features facing the
kiva over non-mealing rooms (50% versus 24%), there was an equal number of features
not facing the kiva from mealing rooms. Therefore, kiva orientation did not appear
significant to the grinding direction faced by processors within mealing rooms, or at other
Site contexts.

However, comparing mealing activities within kivas when mealing rooms were
present and absent indicated that these structure types were interrelated. Groundstone
assemblages and permanent mealing facilities were significantly decreased when a
mealing room was present at the site. In addition, the size of kivas was smaller at sites
when amealing room was present. These findings clearly point to alink between the
construction of specialized mealing rooms and a decrease in mealing activitiesin their
associated kivas.

Indeed, it appears that the production of cornmeal was separated into its own

specialized structure while decreasing in kivas when a mealing room was constructed at a
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settlement. However, not al sites included mealing rooms as part of their settlement
plan. Irregardless, it appears that mealing features were oriented to promote the
interaction of women even when they were not located in a specialized mealing room.
All structure types emphasized that grinding orientation toward other processors was an
important aspect of mealing feature locations. The few instances when mealing features
were oriented so that women did not face each other primarily involved in situ metates
that were not permanent facilities. Asfirst emphasized by Eggan (1950), the interaction
of women in the production of cornmeal had a far-reaching impact on Anasazi socia
organization. The spatial configuration of mealing features emphasized the social
interaction of women and also highlighted the separation of women’s and men’ sritual

roles.
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Figure 1 Site plan of typical mealing room location at SMT8934b.
The mealing room is just east of the kiva (adapted from
Hovezak, Bertram, and Hammack 2000:117, Fig. 3.30).

20



COLORADO

i iim ///' VEROEE=Y L -

il
i

1]

Wl —=—
P% =—==MESA=

Rio Grande

ARIZONA !
Gila River : NEW MEXICO ‘
| x
\-\ ! “““““““““““““““
\,\.\ i [~ o 150 M
. | mm—— ]
N —. 0 250 KM

Figure 2 Anasazi cultural traditions of the American Southwest
(copied, with permission, from Petersen 1988:3, Fig. 1).

21



WY IN1S INTLLAE AN 7 o
WY IH1S ININVANIYE —~
AHVONNOS 31VLS - —

v3IHV 1337048d
HO XHVd WOD0TOIVHINY nmu

ALINDWWOD  AVO - {N3S3Hd W

VANV O 311$ OO I0IvHONY @

‘(7 3131y ‘7:6861 UOWSIH puk 3dr woaj ‘vorssiudd yum
‘pardepe) vaae 103load Surmoys uoI3aa o[gang sI3U10)) IN0 ¢ IN3I

elel]

b ———4

S3UW

001 S143L N0 T

Dj9js|

SOD3de 114207,
ay ojuog?
0su0}apil uosg

anbianbnqiy

sy,
Om\h\\M%
2 woiZ
W2ows
'NOW ‘N /
mu_Jmozwm
uonp upg |

bwody
v

T

unboy

Rz

R 2%

=

SVAD LVIHO @

3HL 40 J0VTIIA

-

dHN

IYNOILVN
303N VSIN

ouau:a -
NOANVYD ONVS

"

I
£ 3us

)\)\.ﬂ\fo\\z:/md Ty
231103 1004900

N33O

s L DAOVTMOTTIA

Nind  AEMOT

&

moch‘
VS AN NIJVHO SR
- of NG
vsan SHILINO I Ainug
AR L ECTELY oF 2 N3LZY

oocc:é

-

~ dmyog

’

<

)

opoung¥  |AOLVMV @
£ ;(%mwu

ATE3H0 30 7 TV

NOANVD 7 -
% LSy
. i S3118

VS3IW Xovig
1) -
S ojuakoy
N S L

®353NId 40 LNIOd

s
oNDIVLVLIE
N

?
)
N
N
5

» § 00

- VY
D

22



e
0!2&
Qe
O:zn
Qe

( 110

0o
IEEH]

T34

meters

Figure 4 Site plan at SMT2544a with tunnel connecting kiva and mealing
room (to southwest). Southeast of the kiva is another mealing
room that was abandoned while the use of the kiva continued. It
appears that the two mealing rooms were not contemporaneous
(adapted from Morris 1991:410, Figure 5.7).
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