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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At least 13 federally recognized Native Ameri-
can tribes are culturally and historically associated
with the Great Bend of the Gila, a distinctive stretch
of the lower Gila River valley and surrounding land-
scape in rural southwestern Arizona. The cultural
landscape of the Great Bend is renowned for its im-
pressive body of unique and nationally significant
archaeological and historical sites, including an
abundance of world-class rock art. The vast major-
ity of these cultural resources are attributable to the
ancestors, as well as the ancient and contemporary
cultural traditions of the 13 associated tribes. To cel-
ebrate and better preserve this fragile, multi-cultural
landscape —and the contemporary and future hu-
man connections to it—a Great Bend of the Gila
National Monument (restricted solely to lands man-
aged by the Bureau of Land Management) has been
proposed.

As assessed through a review of prior cultural
affiliation studies, ethnohistorical literature, and
ethnographic projects in and around the Great
Bend of the Gila, the 13 federally recognized tribes
referenced above include: (1) Ak-Chin Indian
Community; (2) Cocopah Indian Tribe; (3) Colo-
rado River Indian Tribes; (4) Fort McDowell
Yavapai Nation; (5) Fort Mojave Indian Tribe; (6)
Fort Yuma Quechan Tribe; (7) Gila River Indian
Community; (8) Hopi Tribe; (9) Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community; (10) Tohono
O’odham Nation; (11) Yavapai-Apache Nation;
(12) Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe; and (13)
Pueblo of Zuni. This study provides ethnographic
overviews of 11 of the associated tribes (Colorado
River Indian Tribes and Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
were unable to participate), with specific focus on
their cultural, historical, and contemporary ties to

the landscape and cultural resources encompassed
by the proposed national monument.

This study merges background research with
contemporary tribal perspectives, as shared through
recent meetings with tribal representatives and cul-
turally knowledgeable elders, to: (1) examine each
participating tribe’s connection to the Great Bend
landscape and its cultural and natural resources; (2)
evaluate the heritage value the participating tribes
attribute to them; (3) assess the participating tribes’
interests in better conserving the Great Bend land-
scape and better preserving the cultural resources
within it; and (4) ascertain the participating tribes’
support for establishing a Great Bend of the Gila
National Monument.

The ethnographic overviews demonstrate that
each participating tribe maintains a unique connec-
tion to the Great Bend of the Gila that is particular to
their community’s history, identity, and values.
Meetings with the tribes” cultural resource profes-
sionals and advisors, and in some instances, their
governing bodies, revealed that each participating
tribe is concerned about the long-term preservation
of the Great Bend of the Gila’s landscape and the
cultural resources within. Further, each participat-
ing tribe supports increased effort, investment, and
accountability on the part of the Bureau of Land
Management for protecting cultural resources on fed-
eral lands in the Great Bend area, and for engaging
associated tribes more consistently, effectively, and
respectfully in the area’s management and the inter-
pretation of its cultural resources. As formal acts of
support, to date eight of the 11 participating tribes
have issued official Letters of Support or Tribal Reso-
lutions backing the establishment of a Great Bend of
the Gila National Monument.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Great Bend of the Gila is a nearly contigu-
ous linear stretch of river valley and adjacent moun-
tains and lava fields in the Sonoran Desert of the
American Southwest. Below its confluence with the
Salt River west of Phoenix, in southern Arizona, the
westerly flowing Gila River veers south and then
west again as it continues toward its junction with
the Colorado River in Yuma. This “Great Bend” is
renowned for an impressive body of cultural re-
sources, most notably a rich tapestry of ancient,
world-class rock art. The resources speak to the deep
history of cultural diversity in the Sonoran Desert
and the legacy of frontier life in the early American
West (Wright et al. 2015). Because the landscape of
the Great Bend remains sparsely inhabited and un-
developed, much of its natural character, and the
unique cultural resources concentrated there, per-
sist unencroached upon by the modern world.

A Great Bend of the Gila National Monument
(GBGNM) —intended to protect and celebrate the
spectacular composition of the pristine natural set-
ting of a largely unfragmented landscape, as well as
the nationally significant cultural resources located
within—has been proposed. This report serves to
inform policy makers, land managers, cultural re-
source professionals, and the interested public on
the cultural and historical connections 11 federally
recognized tribes maintain to the Great Bend of the
Gila. It also shares some of their perspectives, sup-
port, and concerns about national monument des-
ignation. These thoughts were collected through
meetings with the tribes” cultural resource depart-
ments, cultural preservation committees, and in sev-
eral instances, their governing councils.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

On 22 June 2016, Radl Grijalva, U.S. Represen-
tative for Arizona’s Third Congressional District
and ranking member of the House of Representa-
tives Natural Resources Committee, introduced
House Resolution (H.R.) 5556 into the second ses-
sion of the 114th United States Congress (Appen-
dix A, this volume). The bill, entitled “Great Bend
of the Gila National Monument Establishment
Act,” enumerates the following objectives:

(1) to preserve, protect, and restore the ar-
chaeological, cultural, historic, geologic, hy-
drologic, natural, educational, and scenic re-

sources of the Great Bend of the Gila (Gila
River in Western Maricopa County, Arizona)
and adjacent land; and

(2) to provide for public interpretation and
recreation consistent with the resources de-
scribed in paragraph (1). [United States Con-
gress 2016:Section 2]

As written, the legislation would add approxi-
mately 84,000 acres of federal land administered by
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to the Na-
tional Landscape Conservation System to be man-
aged as a national monument (Figure 1.1). Nearly
90 percent of the proposed GBGNM is located in
western Maricopa County, with the remainder fall-
ing in eastern Yuma County. The BLM acknowl-
edges that special measures are necessary to safe-
guard the fragile and unique cultural resources of
the Great Bend from irreplaceable damage. Indeed,
the Great Bend of the Gila straddles two Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), the Gila
Terraces and Lower Gila Historical Trails ACEC and
the Sears Point ACEC. The BLM designates ACECs
for places requiring special management attention
to protect important cultural, historical, and natu-
ral resources (Bureau of Land Management 1988).

The introduction of Representative Grijalva’s bill
was the culmination of many years of advocacy ef-
forts to establish a permanent financial and admin-
istrative framework for the management of nation-
ally significant cultural resources on federal lands
within the Great Bend region of the lower Gila River.
The first call to action was in 1938, with a public
push to establish a national monument to celebrate
and protect the famous Painted Rock Petroglyph site
(Miller 1938). The site was added to the National
Register of Historic Places on 25 November 1977.
Afterward, in the early 1980s, were renewed calls to
designate this site a national landmark to curtail
vandalism and theft (see Hodge 1983; Preston 1983).

Grassroots efforts to establish a national monu-
ment at a landscape-scale dovetailed with the ori-
gin of the National Landscape Conservation System
in 2000. In August of that year, the Tonopah Coali-
tion (2000) authored a proposal to establish a
703,363-acre Painted Rocks National Monument that
would encompass the Gila Bend, Eagletail, and Little
Horn mountains, as well as the Painted Rock
Petroglyph site and Sears Point. Like the Painted
Rock Petroglyph site, the Sears Point Archaeologi-
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cal District was listed on the National Register of
Historic Places on 16 October 1985, and it is encom-
passed within the boundary of the proposed
GBGNM.

The present national monument effort began in
2009, when Archaeology Southwest staff began con-
sidering proactive ways to ensure that significant
though understudied cultural resources of the Great
Bend area could be preserved for future generations
to study and appreciate. Archaeology Southwest has
a long history of research and interest in protecting
the cultural resources of this area (Bernard-Shaw
1990; Dart et al. 1989; Doelle et al. 2011; Wallace
1989), and in the current effort, the organization
partnered with the National Trust for Historic Pres-
ervation and several tribal groups who share an in-
terest in permanently protecting the Great Bend of
the Gila. This collaboration coalesced into a national
monument campaign, a movement supported by
Representative Grijalva, which was formalized on
21 March 2013, with the introduction of H.R. 1348, a
bill entitled “Great Bend of the Gila National Monu-
ment Establishment Act,” into the second session of
the 113th Congress.

Unfortunately, H.R. 1348 lingered in Congress
for almost two years, eventually expiring as the
114th Congress assembled in early 2015. In antici-
pation of bill reintroduction, Archaeology Southwest
and the National Trust for Historic Preservation,
with contributions by cultural representatives from
the Gila River Indian Community and the Fort Yuma
Quechan Tribe, released a cultural resource study
of the proposed GBGNM (Wright et al. 2015). The
report enumerates the types of archaeological and
historical sites and objects encompassed by the pro-
posed monument, describes their national signifi-
cance, and explains why their preservation is im-
portant to contemporary and future people from
many walks of life (Wright et al. 2015; also, Lewis
and Doelle 2015). In producing that study, it became
clear that there is very little available information
concerning Native American perspectives and val-
ues attributed to the landscape and cultural re-
sources of the Great Bend of the Gila. This is due, in
part, to the fact that few undertakings on federal land
in the Great Bend area have been conducted, there-
fore largely precluding the need for federal agen-
cies to consult with tribes in compliance with Sec-
tions 106 and 110 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and other pertinent federal
legislation.

Native American perspectives are essential in un-
derstanding the cultural heritage value of the land-
scape and the cultural resources of the Great Bend
of the Gila. It is imperative to recognize that cul-
tural resources include objects and places that per-
tain to past and present cultural groups (for example,
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archaeological, historical, and contemporary arti-
facts and sites), but those resources also include natu-
ral resources, such as landforms, plants, animals, and
water, that are important to the histories, identities,
and ongoing traditions of contemporary communi-
ties. Any determination of national significance of
cultural resources would be remiss without consid-
ering the views and values of people whose histo-
ries are tied to places within the proposed GBGNM
and who continue to identify with this landscape in
myriad ways.

The cultural resource study (Wright et al. 2015)
was written primarily from the point of view of ar-
chaeologists and historians, and, while comprehen-
sive and fact-based, it falls short of adequately re-
laying the views of the many federally recognized
Native American tribes from Arizona, California,
and New Mexico who affirm ancestral connections
to the Great Bend region. This study moves in that
direction and should be considered a companion and
follow-up to the cultural resource study (Wright et
al. 2015). Together, these reports serve as a first step
in what will hopefully prove to be continued engage-
ment among archaeologists, land managers, and
Native American communities with regard to un-
derstanding and protecting the Great Bend of the
Gila.

THE GREAT BEND OF THE GILA
AS ALIVING LANDSCAPE

The cultural resource study defined the Great
Bend of the Gila as a nationally significant cultural
landscape (Wright et al. 2015). The cultural land-
scape concept actually has its origin in the European
school of landscape painting (Bender 1995). In the
early twentieth century, geographers began to rec-
ognize cultural landscapes as a particular area of
academic focus, specifically the scenarios and pro-
cesses in which humans alter natural landscapes. In
the words of influential geographer Carl Sauer
(1925:47), “The cultural landscape is fashioned from
a natural landscape by a cultural group. Culture is
the agent, nature is the medium, the cultural land-
scape is the result.” The concept has since become
influential in the social sciences and humanities for
describing and studying how humans engage their
environments, and how physical space conditions
human experience (see Cosgrove 1984; Tuan 1974).

Beginning in the 1960s, land managers and heri-
tage organizations started to consider cultural land-
scapes as discrete entities that can be recognized,
defined, and managed in their own right. In 1988,
the U.S. National Park Service (NPS) formally iden-
tified cultural landscapes as a class of cultural re-
source within the NPS system (Page et al. 1998:7).
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The NPS defines a cultural landscape as “a geo-
graphic area, including both cultural and natural re-
sources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein,
associated with a historic event, activity, or person,
or that exhibit other cultural or aesthetic values”
(Page et al. 1998:12). The NPS recognizes four gen-
eral types of non-mutually exclusive cultural land-
scapes: historic sites, historic vernacular landscapes,
historic designed landscapes, and ethnographic
landscapes.

Following suit, in December 1992, the World
Heritage Committee of the United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) added cultural landscapes as a category
to its Operational Guidelines (Fowler 2002; Rossler
2003). This enabled cultural landscapes to be in-
cluded on UNESCO’s World Heritage List of sites
possessing “Outstanding Universal Value,” as de-
fined by the committee’s guidelines (UNESCO
2012:13). For UNESCO’s purposes, cultural land-
scapes are:

...cultural properties [that] represent the “com-
bined works of nature and of man” designated in
Article 1 of the Convention. They are illustrative of
the evolution of human society and settlement
over time, under the influence of the physical con-
straints and/or opportunities presented by their
natural environment and of successive social, eco-
nomic and cultural forces, both external and in-
ternal (UNESCO 2012:14).

UNESCO distinguishes between designed, or-
ganically evolved, and associative cultural land-
scapes as three conceptual categories to guide evalu-
ation, interpretation, and conservation (Fowler
2003:18; UNESCO 2012:88).

The cultural landscape concept emphasizes the
interplay between people and their natural sur-
roundings through time. An explicit consideration
of spatial scale is intentionally omitted from both
the NPS and UNESCO definitions. This disentangles
cultural landscapes from the normative idea of a
heritage “site,” and it frees cultural landscapes from
the need for discrete boundaries. While cultural
landscapes can be synonymous with heritage sites
(for example, landforms, historic buildings, archaeo-
logical sites), they can also extend beyond such fi-
nite spaces to encompass surrounding places and
environments that, while not necessarily the focus
of a particular heritage site, are integral to under-
standing and experiencing it. In this way, the cul-
tural landscape concept implicitly acknowledges
that the historical, natural, cultural, aesthetic, and
religious significance of particular places can be, and
often is, embedded within broader areas. Whereas
the proposed GBGNM has an administrative bound-
ary, it is important to note that the cultural land-

scape of the Great Bend of the Gila is more inclu-
sive.

It is the premise of this study that the cultural
landscape of the Great Bend of the Gila is not merely
a representation of the “combined works of nature
and of man” (UNESCO 2012:14), nor does it simply
“exhibit other cultural or aesthetic values” (Page et
al. 1998:12). The Great Bend of the Gila is consider-
ably more dynamic and meaningful for people cul-
turally and historically associated with it. Both
UNESCO and the NPS recognize types of cultural
landscapes that approximate the continuing rel-
evance of the Great Bend to contemporary people,
specifically the Native American communities that
are culturally associated to this landscape.
UNESCO'’s continuing landscape, a subcategory of
the organically evolved cultural landscape category,
is defined as:

...one which retains an active social role in contem-
porary society closely associated with the traditional
way of life, and in which the evolutionary process
is still in progress. At the same time it exhibits sig-
nificant material evidence of its evolution over
time (UNESCO 2012:88, emphasis added).

Similarly, ethnographic landscapes, as recog-
nized by the NPS, are those “containing a variety of
natural and cultural resources that associated people
define as heritage resources” (Page et al. 1998:12,
emphasis added).

Although the Great Bend of the Gila is not under
the purview of either UNESCO or the NPS, the con-
cepts of continuing and ethnographic landscapes are
applicable for understanding the Great Bend region
as more than a composite of individual archaeologi-
cal and historical sites. These classifications give
weight to the fact that, in some instances, cultural
landscapes are still being created. Not only do people
find personal, social, cultural, and religious mean-
ings in landscapes, they also continue to imbue such
meaning into them. Ethnographic landscapes are
akin to what Creswell (2003:279) calls “practiced
environments,” in that their meanings are consti-
tuted by, and simultaneously generated from, con-
tinuous engagement with them. This study adopts
just such a perspective, and it positions the Great
Bend of the Gila as a living landscape, an example of
what Barrett and Taylor (2007:50) describe as “places
thatretain the imprint of traditional uses of the land,
conserve the natural environment, preserve historic
landmarks, and tell stories of the past.”

Place Names

In considering the Great Bend of the Gila as a
living landscape, this report emphasizes how mem-



bers of the associated tribes continue traditional
practices within the area and how the places within
it tell unique stories of each tribe’s past. The vitality
and substance of a living landscape can be measured,
in part, by the abundance and diversity of names
different people attribute to places and features
within it. The cultural practice of place-naming is
fundamental to a social process Basso (1996:4-8) de-
scribes as “place-making,” in which people actively
and continually mold an immaterial world popu-
lated with spiritual and historical materials and
weave it into the physical world.

Through place-naming, people attach them-
selves, their experiences, and their values into the
landscape in a way that transcends the life and per-
spective of any one person. Very much like the geo-
logical forces that carve physical landscapes over
eons, place-naming crafts cultural landscapes
through the processes of erosion and deposition.
Uncomfortable and contradictory names can be for-
gotten, erased, or overwritten —essentially cut from
the earth. Conversely, as communities grow and age,
memories attached to places build, and place names
can accumulate, forming layers, or strata, of mean-
ingful experiences. Thus, naming places is a discur-
sive process of constructing history and revising that
history to suit the present situation and accommo-
date changing circumstances (see Morphy 1993).

From an analytical perspective, place names be-
speak the understanding, familiarity, and relation-
ships people have with their surroundings. Place
names detail the histories and connections, both
physical and spiritual, communities maintain with
places. Place names, by virtue of their function as
memory markers, also encode and transmit tradi-
tional knowledge in ways that are culturally relevant
and appropriate, although potentially unintelligible
to people not versed in the practice, that is, people
from outside the community (see Basso 1996:71-92).
Teaching traditional knowledge through features of
the landscape is especially important for communi-
ties who, rather than record their histories and ex-
periences in books, recount and venerate past events
and figures through oral, experiential, and material
expressions, such as songs, stories, dances, gestures,
and objects that reference important places
(Nabokov 1998:242).

Place names are a way to relate to the land through
language, feeling, and experience while simulta-
neously reliving and reproducing a history shared
with some and not shared with others. Place names
therefore factor into the construction of social identi-
ties because they orient people in relation to space
(where a person is born, lives, and so forth) and con-
trast them with other persons based on shared un-
derstandings of place and collective histories. These
factors are especially salient to the various tribes as-
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sociated with the Great Bend of the Gila, all of whom
have passed on tribal histories and important tradi-
tional knowledge through oral traditions and prac-
tices. Thus, understanding the history behind place
names is integral to any consideration of the heri-
tage values contemporary Native American commu-
nities ascribe to and draw from the Great Bend.

SCOPE OF RESEARCH

The objective of this study is to highlight how
and to what degree associated Native American
communities identify with and derive heritage value
from the Great Bend of the Gila. This information is
essential for evaluating the cultural, scientific, and
aesthetic significance of the cultural and natural re-
sources within the proposed GBGNM. To that end,
this study established the following five goals to
guide research, practice, and reporting.

(1) Identify the Native American communities
associated with the Great Bend of the Gila and illus-
trate their historical and contemporary connections
to this landscape.

(2) Develop a more complete understanding of
the heritage value associated Native American com-
munities attribute to the Great Bend of the Gila.

(3) Garner Native American understandings and
interpretations of the cultural resources and land-
scape of the Great Bend of the Gila—and the inter-
relationships among them — that can inform archaeo-
logical research and interpretations.

(4) Determine Native American perspectives on
the importance of protecting the Great Bend of the
Gila and how best to obtain it.

(5) Make the findings of the project available to
a wider audience of policy makers, land managers,
cultural resource professionals, associated tribes,
and the interested public.

RESEARCH METHODS

The information presented in this report was
compiled between April 2015 and June 2016, through
a project entitled “Native American Voices and Val-
ues” designed by Aaron Wright, Andy Laurenzi, and
Bill Doelle from Archaeology Southwest. Maren
Hopkins and T. J. Ferguson of Anthropological Re-
search, LLC, assisted in all areas of research. This
project included three phases of research, including:
a comprehensive literature review; presentations
and oral interviews with cultural representatives and
advisors for associated tribes; and review sessions
of the project’s findings and draft documents.

The literature review served multiple purposes.
At the beginning of the project, lead researchers
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Wright and Hopkins relied on existing records to
identify the contemporary Native American tribes
with a historical presence in the Great Bend region
or who maintain ancestral ties to the area or the past
groups who lived there. From that effort, they de-
vised a list of tribes that, for purposes of the research
goals enumerated above, are considered culturally
associated to the Great Bend of the Gila (see below).
The literature review was also instrumental in for-
mulating questions for future research. It enabled
the lead researchers to evaluate not only what was
previously learned and published, but also to rec-
ognize gaps in the documentary record that could
be productively filled with additional research. The
existing literature was therefore instrumental in de-
vising a series of questionnaires tailored to each tribe
(Appendix B, this volume). The questionnaires were
used to generate discussion among participants in
the tribal meetings and to elicit specific information
regarding the tribes” connections to the Great Bend
of the Gila that was not available in the existing
documentary record.

Using the material gathered through the litera-
ture review, the lead researchers were able to syn-
thesize and share with the tribes information con-
tained in previously published research. This
allowed representatives for each of the associated
tribes to review the statements, claims, findings, and
opinions of earlier historians and ethnologists for
accuracy and sensitivity, to clarify areas of uncer-
tainty, and to provide contemporary perspectives
about how past research had been conducted. Such
involvement on the part of the tribes was critical to
this project, as much of the information forwarded
in earlier studies was collected without the involve-
ment and consent of the tribes, and it was published
during an era when researchers did not invite, nor
welcome, tribal participation in the review process.
Consequently, the validity and appropriateness of
older information, especially that of a sensitive or
religious nature, is often suspect, if not strikingly
adulterated.

Cultural Association

Here, the concept of “cultural association” refers
to a historical connection between a contemporary
Native American community’s collective cultural
identity and that of an earlier group. Such associa-
tions can be evaluated through archaeological, eth-
nohistorical, and oral historical information. It is
important to distinguish cultural association from
cultural affiliation, the latter having specific legal
implications regarding the identification and dispo-
sition of human remains, funerary and sacred ob-
jects, and other items of cultural patrimony, as stipu-

lated in the regulations for the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
at 43 CFR Part 10.

The lead researchers relied on existing sources
to determine which tribes are culturally associated
with the Great Bend of the Gila. The references con-
sulted included maps of tribal concern areas, or
“tribal affinity maps,” compiled by the NAGPRA
Coordinator for the Arizona State Museum (ASM)
(2011). These maps outline regions within Arizona
to which federally recognized tribes claim cultural
affiliation, and they are intended for guidance in
determining which tribes should be consulted dur-
ing compliance projects within the state. The tribal
affinity maps were used to identify those tribes the
ASM considers affiliated with cultural resources
within the proposed GBGNM.

The lead researchers also referenced tribal con-
sultation guidelines followed by federal agencies for
areas and archaeological cultural traditions in south-
ern Arizona (Johnson 1996; Teague 1996a, 1996b).
Prior cultural affiliation studies for federal lands
peripheral to the Great Bend of the Gila, such as the
Barry M. Goldwater Range to the south and south-
west (Adrianne Rankin, personal communication
2015; see also Fortier and Schaefer 2010; Tisdale 1998)
and the Yuma Proving Ground to the west (Rhode
and McDonald n.d.; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1996), were also instrumental in the present study
of cultural association with the Great Bend area. In
addition to state and federal guidelines, two prior
reports on tribal consultations concerning cultural
resources on lands within the proposed GBGNM
(Bean et al. 1978; Underwood 2009) also aided in
identifying those tribes associated with cultural re-
sources within the proposed national monument.

Through the literature review and background
research, eight contemporary Native American cul-
tural groups were identified as being associated with
the landscape and cultural resources of the Great
Bend of the Gila (Table 1.1). The Chemehuevi were
omitted from consideration because, although they
maintain affiliation with the Yuma Proving Ground,
their claim area does not extend below the Kofa
Mountains. The eight Native American cultural
groups recognized as culturally associated with the
Great Bend area are represented by 13 federally rec-
ognized tribes in Arizona, New Mexico, and Cali-
fornia (Figure 1.2). Therefore, the lead researchers
sought involvement from cultural advisors and rep-
resentatives from each of those 13 tribes (Table 1.2).

Tribal Meetings

Beginning in August 2015, the lead researchers
began contacting the Tribal Historic Preservation
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Figure 1.2. Federally recognized tribes culturally and historically associated with the Great Bend of the Gila. (Figure by

Catherine Gilman.)

Officers or cultural resource departments for each
of the associated tribes to invite them to participate
in this study. Tribal representatives responded at
different times, and invitations continued through
February 2016. By the end of the study period, at
least one meeting was organized with cultural re-
source personnel and community members from 11
of the 13 federally recognized tribes identified as cul-
turally associated with the Great Bend of the Gila.
The lead researchers met with several of the tribes
on multiple occasions, including formal presenta-
tions and question-and-answer sessions with the
tribal councils of the Ak-Chin Indian Community,

the Fort Yuma Quechan Tribe, and the Cocopah
Indian Tribe (see Appendix B). Due to scheduling
conflicts and time constraints, meetings with the
Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, the Colorado River In-
dian Tribes, and the Fort McDowell Yavapai Na-
tion were not accomplished. However, some com-
munity members and elders of the Fort McDowell
Yavapai Nation attended sessions held with the
Yavapai-Apache Nation and the Yavapai Lan-
guage Coalition, and their perspectives are
shared in this report.

Attendees of each session signed consent forms
or gave verbal consent acknowledging that infor-
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Table 1.2. Federally recognized tribes associated with the Great Bend of the Gila.

Federally Recognized Tribe

Tribal Contact

Points of Contact

Ak-Chin Indian Community

Cocopah Indian Tribe

Colorado River Indian Tribes

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation

Fort Mojave Indian Tribe

Fort Yuma Quechan Tribe

Gila River Indian Community

Hopi Tribe

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian

Community

Tohono O’odham Nation

Yavapai-Apache Nation

Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe

Pueblo of Zuni

42507 W. Peters & Nall Rd.

Maricopa, AZ 85138
www.ak-chin.nsn.us
14515 S. Veterans Dr.
Somerton, AZ 85350
www.cocopah.com
26600 Mohave Rd.
Parker, AZ 85344
Www.crit-nsn.gov

PO Box 17779
Fountain Hills, AZ 85269
www.fmyn.org

500 Merriman Ave.
Needles, CA 92363
mojaveindiantribe.com
PO Box 1899

Yuma, AZ 85366-1899
www.quechantribe.com
PO Box 97

Sacaton, AZ 85147
www.gilariver.org

PO Box 123
Kykotsmovi, AZ 86039
www.hopi-nsn.gov

10005 E. Osborn Rd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85256
WWW.SIPMIic-Nsn.gov
PO Box 837

Sells, AZ 85634
www.tonation-nsn.gov

2400 W. Datsi St.
Camp Verde, AZ 86322
yavapai-apache.org
530 E. Merritt St.
Prescott, AZ 86301
www.ypit.com

1203B State Hwy 53
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mation shared in the meetings and discussions
may be used in this report (Appendix C, this vol-
ume). The sessions followed a general format: in-
troductions, an overview of the GBGNM effort, and
a slideshow featuring the landscape and cultural
resources of the proposed monument area (Appen-
dix D, this volume). The meetings also covered
what national monument status would mean in
terms of preservation of, access to, and interpreta-
tion of the cultural resources within the proposed
GBGNM. Following the slideshow, using question-

naires as a starting point, discussion ensued in
which tribal members and cultural resource per-
sonnel spoke freely, provided feedback on the topic,
voiced opinions and concerns about the national
monument effort, and asked questions.

This format of collaborative discussion helped
elucidate some of the beliefs, knowledge, and val-
ues of contemporary tribal members as they pertain
to past and present traditions associated with the
Great Bend area, in a manner that respects multiple
perspectives and acknowledges Native people as
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authorities on the histories and ongoing traditions
of their respective tribes.

Review Sessions

The information shared during the tribal meet-
ings was integrated into individual chapters for each
of the Native American cultural groups. Drafts of
these chapters were provided to the points of con-
tact for each participating tribe (see Table 1.2), who
were asked to review their respective chapter for
accuracy, thoroughness, and sensitivity. Several re-
views were accomplished through email and phone
correspondence. When requested, in-person review
sessions were arranged for more thorough dialogue
and detailed revisions. After comments and revi-
sions were addressed, revised drafts of each chap-
ter were shared with the points of contact for final
approval.

Chapter 4, covering the O’odham and Pee-Posh
of the Four Southern Tribes, was intensively re-
viewed by tribal cultural advisors from the Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and the Gila
River Indian Community, and was approved by the
Tohono O’odham Nation’s Cultural Affairs Office.
Chapter 6, pertaining to the Yavapai, was thor-
oughly reviewed by the Yavapai-Prescott Indian
Tribe’s Culture Research Department and approved
by the heads of the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation’s
Cultural Center and the Yavapai-Apache Nation’s
Cultural Resources Program. The other chapters
were reviewed and approved by the respective
points of contact. As a result, this report has been
vetted and permitted by the respective cultural re-
source officials for each represented tribe.

Orthography

Except Hopi, standardized orthographies for the
languages of the 11 tribes represented here do not
exist or are currently in preparation. Therefore, for
the purposes of this study, non-English terms and
names are generally reported as they appear in the
original source materials and the prior cited publi-
cations. However, the review sessions offered tribal
cultural advisors the opportunity to correct and
update spellings and translations. Except proper
nouns, only first uses of unfamiliar, non-English
terms are italicized in this report, which often dif-
fers from how the words appear in the original
sources.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This project produced a comprehensive summary
of the histories and traditions of 11 federally recog-
nized tribes as they pertain to the Great Bend of the
Gila. This report represents one of the first instances
in which Native American communities were que-
ried about why the Great Bend landscape and its
cultural resources are important to them, and it was
the first in which the objective was preservation
rather than compliance with legal statutes. The re-
search presented here serves as a foundation on
which continued collaboration among Native
American communities, land managers, and archae-
ologists concerning cultural and natural resources
in and around the Great Bend area can build in a
productive and respectful way.

This report is organized into eight chapters. Fol-
lowing this introductory chapter, six chapters pro-
vide overviews of the histories, traditions, and con-
nections of the associated tribes to the Great Bend
of the Gila. These overviews are organized by cul-
tural group rather than by reservations, because the
O’odham (represented by four reservations) and
Yavapai (three reservations), for examples, define
themselves based on their shared identities and his-
tories with one another, rather than distinguishing
themselves through the political and social borders
imposed by the reservations. Where relevant, the
histories of individual reservations are discussed in
the corresponding chapters.

The six tribal chapters are arranged alphabeti-
cally, and each includes approximately the same
content — tribal origins, historical perceptions, social
organization, traditional lands and reservations, and
connections to the Great Bend of the Gila. A consid-
erable amount of detail is devoted to the social or-
ganization and historical background of each group.
This is important because, as shown in each chap-
ter, aspects of social organization and identity are
tied to the land and particular places. It also under-
scores the fact that the associated tribes are distinct
communities with unique identities and histories,
and it is appropriate to accurately account for the
diversity of Native American communities that as-
cribe heritage value to the Great Bend. The research
is summarized in the final chapter. Supplementary
notes for each chapter are provided at the end of
each respective chapter. A list of references cited in
this report and Appendices A-E are at the end of the
report.



CHAPTER 2

COCOPAH

The lower Colorado River valley has long been
home to the Cocopah, the “People of the River”
(Dominguez 2014:20). For centuries, the Cocopah
have lived between the delta of the Colorado River
in Mexico and its confluence with the Gila River near
Yuma, maintaining their traditional cultural beliefs
throughout many political and environmental
changes. The Cocopah are one of several closely re-
lated Yuman-speaking tribes, all of whom are his-
torically and traditionally tied to the lower Colorado
River. Linguists classify the Yuman-speaking tribes
into three branches: (1) the Upland Yuman Branch,
which includes the Hualapai, Havasupai, and
Yavapai; (2) the River Branch, which includes the
Mojave, Quechan, and Pee-Posh; and (3) the Delta
Branch, which includes the Cocopah, in addition to
the Halyikwamai, Kumeyaay, and Kohuana
(Campbell 1997:127). Other Yuman speakers in-
cluded the Paipai and the Kiliwa, who have tradi-
tionally lived west of the Colorado River in south-
ern California and Baja (Kroeber 1943).

In Mexico, the Cocopah are known by the Span-
ish term “Cucapa.” Their self-designation is Xawitt
Kwichawaay, “Those Who Live on the River,” al-
though they have also called themselves Kwapa
(Dominguez 2014:18; Kelly 1977:5). The Cocopah
traditionally had no written language; however, his-
torical information and traditional knowledge have
been passed on orally and through the documented
records of outsiders. Although they reside around
and above the Colorado River delta, the Cocopah
have traditions of long-distance travel and trade that
situate them spiritually and historically within the
area of the proposed Great Bend of the Gila National
Monument. The Cocopah continue to feel connec-
tions with the various environmental and cultural
resources in the Great Bend area, and they consider
this region to be significant to their cultural beliefs
and practices today.

COCOPAH ORIGINS

The lower Colorado River tribes share a common
creation history, with variations in names of deities,
hero figures, and places. They believe that through
dreams (amuwop), a person’s spirit (matkwisa or
mitha’au) can visit the time of creation when people,
plants, and animals came into being (Gifford
1933a:303). These dream travels provide detailed
accounts of the creation events and instructions for

nearly all aspects of life, from farming, to household
life, to relationships among and between people
(Hilpert 1996:215). Frank Tehana, a Cocopah leader
and elder originally from Sonora, told anthropolo-
gist Edward W. Gifford in the early twentieth cen-
tury that amatyin kwisa’ (the Creator’s spirit) comes
to people and instills dreams (Gifford 1933a:308).

According to Gifford (1933a:308), who spent time
with the Cocopah from 1916 to 1930, some Cocopah
were hesitant to share the creation story, saying they
had not “learned” it, even though they had heard it.
Although incomplete and difficult to decipher, vari-
ous narratives were documented by Gifford (1933a:
308-309) that capture important elements of the
Cocopah account of creation. Gifford noted that the
creation story was told using the Buzzard (Shayee)
Song Cycle, and it was sung from sunset to sunrise.
In these accounts, ‘Imakwayak, the Creator, made
all things. The first generation of Cocopah (cha ‘pai
homi kwiyapuk) was created from the Sun (Na), who
was male, and the Moon (Xita), who was female. At
one stage of creation, Coyote (Xtpa) had intercourse
with XHta, and the body that was conceived is still
visible in the moon.

Kelly (1977:115-121) conducted ethnographic re-
search among the Cocopah between 1940 and 1950,
and recorded a brief version of their creation story.
According to his account, the Cocopah believe that
the twins, Sipa and Komat, created everything. Their
existence began underwater, and they surfaced when
Komat smoked a cigarette that gave him extra
strength and enabled him to push Sipa out. Komat
reached the surface first, which made him the older
twin, but he was blinded on his way up from under
the water. Once on the surface, Sipa and Komat cre-
ated the heavens and the sky, and all of mankind,
including the Cocopah. Sipa and Komat then taught
the Cocopah how to live, also establishing moral val-
ues for them. They gave the people the implements
necessary for survival. Sipa made the bow and ar-
row. When it was completed, he shot an arrow into
the sky, and as it returned to earth, it hit Komat. This
upset Komat, and he told Sipa they should only shoot
arrows when intending to kill animals (Alvarez de
Williams 1974:3; Kelly 1977:116).

Gifford’s (1933a:308-309) notes contain descrip-
tions of the Cocopah cultural landscape and the as-
sociation of certain mountains with deities and other
supernatural beings. The Cocopah consider the great
mountains around their traditional lands to be the
homes of anthropomorphic deities, and these land-
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forms sometimes manifested themselves in human
form during dreams. Mountains mentioned in
Cocopah creation narratives include Awikwame, the
“Spirit Mountain,” known to non-Yuman speakers
as Newberry Peak, near Needles, California;
Awikwil, situated near Laveen, south of Phoenix;
and Wii Shpa (“Eagle Mountain”), or Black Butte,
located in Baja California, which is home to
Kamuyum (“Hairy Person”), a deity known as the
Volcano God.

Kamuyum speaks the Yuman language, and as
the teacher of curing, he is the patron of traditional
spiritual healers. Similarly, Sakupai, or Mount San
Jacinto in California, is the home of Sumalitup. He
is the lord of cold winds and clouds, and he shares
this mountain with a lesser deity named Mistau, or
Umpotkwila. Both of these deities bestow powers
on dreamers. Another mountain, Awichauwas
(“Feather Mountain”), which rises near San Felipé
in Baja California, was once visited by a novice’s
spirit in a dream. This mountain “became a man”
and instructed the dreamer how to become a spiri-
tual leader.

Other Cocopah deities include Xnaar (Turtle),
who can hold the ocean in his hand and appear in
human form; Chuupiich (Owl), who assists young
spiritual leaders; Halkwichats, the ocean monster
and ruler of people in the south; Ispa ‘komai, an
eagle deity who lives near Needles in Mojave terri-
tory and eats human beings; Heltuts, the black spi-
der deity; and the Jimsonweed deity, who appears
to those who consume the datura plant.

HISTORICAL PERCEPTIONS OF THE COCOPAH

The Cocopah believe they are descended from
Yuman-speaking people who arrived in the lower
Colorado River valley about 3,000 years ago. Accord-
ing to this understanding of history, ancestors of the
Cocopah began to live along the lower Colorado
River region between present day Yuma and San
Felipé, Mexico, near the delta and the Gulf of Cali-
fornia, around 1000 B.C. Some anthropologists have
suggested the Cocopah are part of the Yuman-speak-
ing people who migrated from the north at approxi-
mately A.D. 1000, and that they have lived along
the Colorado River for at least the past 1,000 years
(Kelly 1977:54; Rogers 1945:196). Others have said
the Cocopah and their Yuman-speaking ancestors
have lived in the Colorado River region for more
than 2,000 years (Alvarez de Williams 1994:120).

Because ancestral Yuman speakers of the lower
Colorado River region shared a fairly homogeneous
material culture and practiced similar modes of sub-
sistence and settlement, there is considerable diffi-
culty recognizing different groups of Yuman speak-

ers from archaeological evidence alone. The
Cocopah, nevertheless, associate themselves with
the ancient Patayan archaeological tradition. Re-
gardless of when they arrived along the lower Colo-
rado River and distinguished themselves from other
Yuman groups, Cocopah history, traditions, and
identity are deeply intertwined with the Colorado
River delta.

The first documentation of European contact
with the Yuman-speaking tribes was in 1540, by
Hernando de Alarcén, a mariner involved with the
Coronado expedition to the fabled Seven Cities of
Cibola. Alarcén ventured up the Colorado River, and
his account marks the beginning of written obser-
vations about the Colorado River tribes. Alarcén
mentioned several groups living in the vicinity of
the Colorado River delta, and his journal described
them as tall, well-built people with facial tattoos,
pierced ears and noses, and abundant shell and bone
jewelry (Hakluyt 1600:427). The men wore loin-
cloths, the women wore willow bark skirts, and the
people carried wooden maces and bows and arrows.
They offered Alarcén and his crew gifts of shells,
beads, well-tanned leathers, and food.

This early contact with the Spaniards coincided
with a period of migration and a shift of territorial
bases among many of the Yuman-speaking tribes.
During the 1500s, the Cocopah moved down the
Colorado River valley, their Mojave relatives moved
up the Colorado River, and the Kaveltcadom and
Cocomaricopa moved out of the Colorado River
valley eastward and resettled along the lower Gila
River (Spicer 1962:262).

The next Spanish contact was in 1605, when the
party of Juan de Onate and Father Escobar, who were
in search of an overland route from present-day New
Mexico to the Gulf of California, visited the tribes
living in the vicinity of the Colorado River delta.
Onate, whose party may have reached the Colorado
River via the Bill Williams River, described the vari-
ous tribes he met along his travels (Zarate Salmerén
1856 [1626]). At that time, he found the Cocopah liv-
ing at the Colorado River delta, below all the other
lower Colorado tribes, and he estimated a total delta
population of some 20,000 people (Kelly 1977:5-6).

The first intensive Spanish contact with the
Yuman-speaking tribes was by Father Eusebio Kino
and Captain Juan Mateo Manje beginning in 1698.
It was not until 1700 that Kino likely made contact
with the Cocopah, whom he called the Coanopa and
Hagiopa and whom he described as friendly (Bolton
1919b:315, 318, 341). Some Cocopah, probably serv-
ing as guides, accompanied Kino as he ventured
south to the Colorado River delta and the Baja pen-
insula. After Kino, Father Jacobo Sedelmayr trav-
eled to the confluence of the Colorado and Gila riv-
ers in 1748, and, unlike the friendly encounters



described by his predecessors, he was greeted with
hostility by the people living in this area, probably
the Quechan (Matson and Fontana 1996:23-24).

Based on journals and diaries of Spanish mission-
aries and explorers, Mexican agents, and U.S. mili-
tary officials, warfare was common among Yuman-
speaking groups throughout the eighteenth and into
the nineteenth centuries (Forbes 1965; Stone 1981;
White 1974), and there was little interference from
outsiders, until the establishment, in 1850, of the U.S.
Army’s Camp Calhoun (later Camp Independence
and Fort Yuma) at the confluence of the Gila and
Colorado rivers.

A few decades before the arrival of the U.S. Army,
and spurred on by the constant hostilities with the
Mojave and Quechan, the Yuman-speaking
Xalychidom, Kohuana, and Halyikwamai migrated
from their homes on the Colorado River eastward
along the lower Gila River, until they eventually
merged with the Kaveltcadom, Opa, and Cocomari-
copa (the amalgam of which has been historically
referred to as the Maricopa, but who call themselves
Pee-Posh) in the middle Gila River valley in the 1830s
(Ezell 1963; Spier 1933). Their long-time allies and
cultural kin, the Cocopah, chose to remain on their
traditional lands around and above the Colorado
River delta.

TRADITIONAL COCOPAH SOCIOPOLITICAL
ORGANIZATION

As with most other Yuman-speaking communi-
ties, traditional Cocopah leadership was heterarchi-
cal, meaning that authority to make economic and
political decisions impacting the larger group was
spread among various leaders, at different scales
within their ranks. Leadership positions and other
important social roles were acquired through dream-
ing, in which spirit animals bestowed songs and
power upon the spirit (matkwisa or mitha’au) of the
dreamer, and the validity of the dreams was vetted
by the community (Alvarez de Williams 1983:109;
Gifford 1933a:298; Kelly 1977:82; also Chapter 5, this
volume).

Since at least the mid-1800s, the Cocopah did not
recognize themselves as a politically unified tribe,
butrather, as a composition of four different groups,
or regional bands (see below). Although these bands
shared a language, traditions, and history and there
was some sense of unity, there was no form of inter-
band leadership. Each group was politically autono-
mous and each maintained their own territory along
the delta (Figure 2.1). They did not share the sense
of tribal nationalism expressed by their cultural kin,
the Quechan and the Mojave (Gifford 1933a:298;
Kelly 1977:78).

Cocopah 13

Hardy’s (1829:343) reference to a Capitan Grande
hints that the Cocopah may have recognized a single
leader at various points in the past, perhaps as
needed, when the autonomous bands acted as one
against their Mojave and Quechan foes (see Spicer
1962:378). However, since at least 1850, when the
U.S. Army at Fort Yuma began attempts to pacify
the lower Colorado River tribes, leadership did not
extend beyond the level of the band. Each band had
its own male leader, a shapai axany' (“good person”),
although they would convene and act collectively
on important matters affecting all of the bands
(Gifford 1933a:298). A shapai axany' was a charis-
matic person who was considered wise and knowl-
edgeable, and he maintained his position through
honesty and kindness toward his community. Ac-
cording to Kelly (1977:80), a shapai axany' always
had an assistant known as a popoke, who was also
one of the band’s orators (see below).

A shapai axany' had no real authority, and his
influence was dependent upon his reputation, per-
sonality, and the size of his community (Kelly
1977:80). As the recognized band leader, the duties
of the shapai axany' were varied. His principle re-
sponsibility was to maintain peace and order within
the community, but he was also in charge of certain
ceremonies and formal group visits. The shapai
axany' helped resolve disputes, encouraged partici-
pation in community activities, advised the people
on morality and health, and forecasted the weather
(Gifford 1933a:298; Kelly 1977:80). Band leadership
was often inherited through the male line —either a
son or a close relative—but this was a custom and
not a rule. If the male elders of the families within
the band did not believe a presumptive successor
met the requirements of a future shapai axany’, an-
other qualified male was chosen in their stead (Kelly
1977:81-82).

In addition to the shapai axany', each Cocopah
band had a war leader, kwinemi (“great warrior”).
Unlike the shapai axany', however, the position of
kwinemi was not hereditary, and an existing war
leader did not appoint his successor. Instead, a pro-
spective kwinemi needed to have the proper dreams,
and to prove his prowess, he would convene a meet-
ing to talk war. This meeting enabled him to dem-
onstrate his oratory skills and wisdom. Thus, the
ability for a kwinemi to maintain his position was
dependent upon his charisma and effectiveness in
battle. The kwinemi’s responsibilities included or-
ganizing and leading war parties, and he oversaw
the taking of scalps (Gifford 1933a:299; Kelly
1977:132-133).

Traditionally, each Cocopah settlement within a
band had its own orator, called a kLnaus (Gifford
1933a:295) or capai ahan (Kelly 1977:80). The ¢apai
ahan was responsible for delivering speeches at pub-
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lic events and gatherings. He also gave speeches to
members of the community on matters regarding
personal responsibility, health, history, and moral-
ity. Because the band’s shapai axany' also delivered
orations —indeed, being a good speaker was prereq-
uisite to being the band’s shapai axany' —most had
also been a Capai ahan at some point in the past
(Kelly 1977:80, 82). A community’s ¢apai ahan had
no real authority, but was simply an honorable male
member looked upon for his guidance and knowl-
edge. He was, in effect, the local community’s “good
man,” and as such, was an unofficial leader below
the band’s shapai axany'. A special type of orator,
an elyanyus chumuwap, delivered speeches that ac-
companied funerals and funerary anniversaries,
known as Karuk and Chekap, respectively (Gifford
1933a:294-295).

In addition to political leaders, the Cocopah tra-
ditionally recognized several different types of spiri-
tual leaders and healers, known collectively as
sukwiya, and who are commonly called “shamans,”
“medicine men,” and “witch doctors.” There was
no gender restriction for who could be a sukwiya,
and they obtained their skills and power through
dreaming. The type of animal-in-human-form that
visited during the dream experience determined the
area of specialty for a sukwiya. Roadrunner offered
the power to remedy snake bites, stomach aches, and
poisoning; Fox and Coyote gave power to heal ar-
row and gunshot wounds; and Hawk, Vulture, and
Owl foretold who would become a kusiya sinyapis, a
particular type of sukwiya who used their powers
for malevolent ends.

A loxachakiapas, another type of sukwiya, treated
illness resulting from soul theft or encounters with
ghosts. Other sukwiya included healers who treated
burns, broken bones, consumption, pneumonia, and
various sorts of sores. Healers such as these were
known as kusiya paxwe, because they cured people
(Gifford 1933a:309-311). In a sense, a sukwiya was a
“family doctor” who was generally paid for his or
her services (Kelly 1977:73-75). In addition to heal-
ers, each Cocopah band had a sukwiya patai (“war
doctor”) responsible for foretelling attacks, ascertain-
ing the strength of an enemy, and determining the
right time for a raid. The sukwiya patai accompa-

Table 2.1. Cocopah bands, circa 1890-1900.
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nied the war party and acted as the lead doctor for
battle wounds (Kelly 1977:133).

Bands

Between 1890 and 1900, the Cocopah who inhab-
ited the area around the Colorado River delta were
divided into four independent bands based on kin-
ship: the Wi Ahwir, Kwakwarsh, Mat Skrui, and
Hwanyak (see Figure 2.1). Although each band con-
sidered itself an autonomous group of Cocopah
families, lineages traced descent to many neighbor-
ing groups through either marriage or tribal amal-
gamation (Table 2.1). The Cocopah bands were ter-
ritorially based (Kelly 1977:11-13). In the 1890s, the
Kwakwarsh occupied the area below El Mayor,
while the Wi Ahwir lived along the sand hills and
the delta for a distance of 24 to 32 km north of the
Mexican village of El Mayor. Between 1900 and 1910,
most of the Wi Ahwir moved near Mexicali in Baja
California, while some families moved near
Somerton, Arizona, and others settled south of San
Luis Rio Colorado in Sonora.

The Mat Skrui occupied the center of the delta,
and the Hwanyak lived about 32 km below San Luis
Rio Colorado in Sonora, Mexico, adjacent to the
western edge of the Mat Skrui. The Mat Skrui and
Hwanyak eventually moved north and settled in the
Somerton, Arizona area, although a few families
remained in Sonora and settled south of San Luis.
The Hwanyak around Somerton have been de-
scribed as “constantly shifting back and forth across
the U.S.-Mexico border” (Kelly 1977:13). The intro-
duction of a wage-labor economy resulted in addi-
tional territorial shifting of Cocopah bands and
changes in the social interactions among groups
(Kelly 1977:13).

In spite of their distance from each other, these
four Cocopah bands all identified as “River People,”
and they collectively lived according to Cocopah
customs and traditions. The significance of the Colo-
rado River delta and the perception of one’s geo-
graphical relation to it created an important distinc-
tion in the identity of various Cocopah bands, as it
was essential to their identification as People of the

Band Translation Tribal Composition

Wi Ahwir Water-Against-the-Mountain People Kumeyaay-Cocopah

Kwakwarsh Yellow People Kiliwa-Paipai-Kumeyaay-Cocopah
Hwanyak Easterners Kohuana-Halyikwamai-Cocopah

Mat Skrui In-Between-Country-People Cocopabh (koapa' ahan, “real Cocopah”)

Note: Information from Kelly (1942:Map 2, 1977:11-13, 78-79).
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River. Despite the social divisions and physical
movement that occurred historically, the delta is
what continually linked them together as a people,
a cohesion still evident today.

Clans

Below the territorial band, and irrespective of it,
Cocopah families organize themselves into clans
(sh’mul) (Alvarez de Williams 1983:109-110; Gifford
1918:156-166, 1933a:287; Kelly 1942, 1977:78-81). As
with other Yuman-speaking lower Colorado River
tribes, such as the Mojave, Quechan, Kohuana, and
Kumeyaay, Cocopah clans have been described as
totemic, exogamous, patrilineal, nonlocalized, and
non-autonomous (Gifford 1918:156; Kelly 1942:677,
1977:108; Kroeber 1925:741-744, 834-838). Gifford
(1918:Table 2, 1933a:287) documented 17 clans
among the Cocopah in the early twentieth century
(Table 2.2).

Based on his work with the Mojave, Kroeber
(1902:278) learned that the Creator gave names and
totems to the first male figure of each clan among
the lower Colorado River tribes. The Creator then
directed the clan patriarchs to name the women in
their lineages according to attributes of the totem.
This is also true for the Cocopah, where clan mem-
bership is passed through the father’s lineage, and
each clan traces itself back to a male primogenitor
who obtained his clan name and totem (sohwe) from
the Creator, ‘Imakwayak (also spelled as
Maskwaiyek) (Gifford 1918:166; Kelly 1942:677).
Traditionally, there was a taboo against killing one’s
own totem, although it was socially acceptable to
kill the totems of other clans (Gifford 1918:166).

Many of the Cocopah clan names and totems are
shared with other lower Colorado River tribes, at-
testing to a deep history of inter-tribal relationships,
both amicable and inimical. Indeed, Forbes (1965:36-
38) suggested this is due to the complex demo-
graphic history of the lower Colorado River, where
the various clans of different tribes may have once
been localized patrilineal bands that merged and
divided over time. According to the Cocopah, the
sharing of clan names and totems among different
tribes is due to the fact that the Creator assigned
them in the beginning of time, before mankind had
split into its various tribes (Gifford 1918:166).

As nonlocalized social groups, Cocopah clans
were not territorial entities and were found through-
out the different settlements and regional bands. This
was fostered through the combination of clan and
settlement exogamy. Clan exogamy was encouraged
because members of the same clan were considered
blood relatives (Gifford 1918:166). The clan exogamy
custom was upheld for couples who shared clan

Table 2.2. Cocopah clans in the early twentieth century.

Clan Name Totemic Reference
Ameput Dust

Kapsas Frog

Kasmus Beaver

Kutcal Bark

Kwas Colorado River
Kwiye Rain cloud
Nimi Wildcat

Niu Deer

Sakuma Buzzard
Sakuma Dove

Sikus Coyote

Sikus Hiizup

Sikus Ixha

Sikus Salt

Smawi’ Rattlesnake
Uru Nighthawk
Watcuwal Selatce

Note: Information from Gifford (1918:Table 2, 1933a:
287), who recorded two Sakuma and four Sikus clans
with different totems. Among some other Yuman-
speaking tribes, these would be considered the same
clans.

names, even when marriages were between people
of different tribes (Kelly 1942:677, 1977:109-110).
Traditional Cocopah marriages were patrilocal, with
the bride generally taking up residence with her
husband’s community. This promoted a nascent
level of settlement exogamy in traditional Cocopah
social organization. However, exceptions to this cus-
tom were not unheard of, and in more recent times,
postmarital residence was determined more by cir-
cumstances than tradition (Gifford 1918:166; Kelly
1942:677, 1977:110).

Traditionally, Cocopah families gave baby girls
personal names they carried with them throughout
life (Gifford 1933a:292). This birth name was used
together with her clan name until the birth of her
first child, after which the new mother was referred
to solely by her clan name and occasionally an age-
related qualifying term (Kelly 1942:683, 1977:111).
Kvaku is a special designation for older women, usu-
ally reserved for when their hair begins to gray
(Gifford 1918:163; Kelly 1942:683-684, 1977:111). As
is the tradition of some other Yuman-speaking tribes,
Cocopah women would occasionally change their
name following the death of a child (Gifford 1918:
163).

It is unclear how relevant the clan system is
among contemporary Cocopah. Nearly a century
ago, Kroeber (1925:741) observed that the totemic



import of the clans and taboos relating to one’s to-
tem were not being retained by younger generations.
Clan and settlement exogamy is no longer impor-
tant to most Cocopah (Alvarez de Williams
1983:110). Similarly, few people today use their clan
name as a public surname (Alvarez de Williams
1983:110; Kelly 1942:681; Tisdale 1997:88).

COCOPAH TRADITIONAL CULTURAL BELIEFS
AND PRACTICES

The cultural beliefs and practices of the Cocopah
comprise the core of how they traditionally lived and
interacted with each other, the natural environment,
their neighbors, and the cosmos. Cocopah world
views are conveyed through religion, warfare, death,
and the tangible and intangible expressions associ-
ated with their daily activities. These lifeways are
important in understanding and interpreting
Cocopah historical and spiritual connections with the
land, including the area encompassed by the pro-
posed Great Bend of the Gila National Monument.

Households and Material Culture

Although the Cocopah consider themselves
People of the River (Dominguez 2014:20), as re-
viewed above, bands occupied different areas and
environmental zones. As a whole, they were as adept
at living on the land and in the mountains as they
were in the river wetlands and the delta (Gifford
1933a:263-269; Kelly 1977:23-45; Kniffen 1931:52-55).
Traditionally, the Cocopah were skillful fishermen,
hunters, foragers, and farmers. They moved easily
and freely among the mountains, desert, ocean
shore, and river bottoms, and they incorporated a
wide range of naturally available materials into their
livelihood.

According to Gifford (1933a:260), the traditional
Cocopah settlement pattern included no compact
villages, and, in fact, there was no word for village.
Cocopah settlements were simply house clusters, or
rancherias, that typically consisted of 10 to 12 struc-
tures spaced approximately 120 to 150 m apart. In-
dividual house clusters could be up to 6 or 8 km
from each other, and these settlements were prima-
rily inhabited by related families. Gifford (1933a:260)
observed that families would remain in the same
settlement unless it was disturbed by the shifting
river course, or if a family member died.

However, not all Cocopah lived in permanent
settlements. As floodwater agriculturalists, the
Cocopabh living in areas prone to seasonal flooding
would generally move bi-annually in concert with
the river’s flood regime. During the summer flood
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season, they would congregate atop gravel terraces
and along the bases on nearby mountain ranges.
After the flood waters subsided, the Cocopah would
spread throughout the floodplains and delta where
they built temporary shelters in close proximity to
their fields (Castetter and Bell 1951:53; Kniffen
1931:52; Tisdale 1997:81-82).

With a rancheria lifestyle in which people moved
between lowland valleys and surrounding mesas, the
Cocopah built multiple houses suited to different
seasons and particular environments.? A typical sum-
mer home was an oval, domed hut called an awakouk.
These had slightly excavated floors and were made
of tightly woven willow branches. The bases of the
branches were stuck into the ground and their tops
bent over. These frameworks were bound and fas-
tened with arrowweed on the top and willow
switches on the sides. These open-sided structures
were used primarily for protection against mosqui-
tos. They were generally just over 1 m high and large
enough for a family to rest in (Gifford 1933a:271;
Kelly 1977:47-48).

In cooler months, Cocopah families used conical
huts called washiporobir. These were about 3 m in
diameter and 2.1 m high, and their floors were usu-
ally dug deeper than those of the summer huts. The
winter huts typically did not have a center post. In-
stead, they were supported by two interlocked,
forked sticks, with other limbs placed around them
to form a cone. Construction materials included drift-
wood, timber, willow, and arrowweed, and once
erected, the frame was covered in insulating earth.
Although fires were built in the huts for warmth, a
washiporobir did not always have a smokehole
(Gifford 1933a:271; Kniffen 1931:54).

Where flooding was less of an issue, a Cocopah
family would often build a larger, “old-style” dwell-
ing called a wachawip. These were rectangular in
shape, covered in earth, and had floors a few meters
deep. They were typically built using 12 posts laid
out in three parallel rows. The central row of posts
was slightly higher so it could support the roof.
Around the walls, poles were placed horizontally,
and these connected with the major roof-support
posts. Additional material was piled vertically
against the walls, and usually included willow,
arrowweed, and earth. The top of each post was ei-
ther hollowed or forked to prevent the overlying
stringers from rolling off. Thin pieces of wood were
placed under the stringers, and they ran the length
of the house and supported the rafters. The roof was
typically constructed of arrowweed and earth, and
a smokehole was placed in its center. It was com-
mon for there to be a wayuwal (shade house) in front
of the house where cooking was done. The wayuwal
was also constructed using willow and arrowweed
(Gifford 1933a:271; Kelly 1977:46-47).
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Cocopah families generally planted crops near
their houses, and they sometimes extended plant-
ing privileges to close relatives. Choice crops in-
cluded numerous varieties of corn (akdjas), water-
melon (wiyub), gourd (helma’), cowpea (axmax),
muskmelon (amchanya), tepary bean (amaLix), and
pumpkin (kwiira and hamcha) (Gifford 1933a:263-267;
Kelly 1977:29-30). The technologies associated with
plant cultivation and gathering were relatively
simple, and included mortars and metates (which
were used as seed beaters), winnowing baskets, dig-
ging sticks, and burden baskets (Kelly 1977:51-53).
Many of these implements were often used as mul-
tipurpose tools.

Having inherited and passed along their forag-
ing technologies for generations, the Cocopah had a
complex knowledge of their environment and its
resources. Traditionally, the Cocopah were masters
of species identification, and they had vast knowl-
edge of edible and usable plant parts, harvesting
times, processing strategies of seeds, nuts, fruits, and
shoots, methods of baking, curing, drying, and win-
nowing, and storage and preparation of foods for
future use (Gifford 1933a:267-270; Kelly 1977:32-44).

The traditional material assemblages of the
Cocopah included pottery, shell, and a vast number
of perishable goods, including baskets, cloth, and
wooden implements. The origin of pottery making
extends back to the “beginning of the world” and
has been passed along from mothers to daughters
over the course of centuries (Gifford 1933a:272).
Cocopah pottery came in a variety of forms and had
many different uses. Typical vessels included cook-
ing pots, food bowls, winnowing dishes, pottery
anvils, handled cups, spoons, and ladles. Some large,
circular ollas with flat bottoms were used to trans-
port babies from one side of the river to the other. A
mother would swim and push her baby across, and
if the current was strong, she would tie a rope to the
vessel. These “pottery boats” were known as eska
hakawam (Gifford 1933a:273).

Potters procured clay from river banks and
soaked it overnight. For temper, they added fine
sand collected from mesa tops or pulverized pot-
tery sherds to the clay. They formed vessels using
coils and then pounded them flat with the aid of a
wooden paddle and anvils (or large rocks). They
smoothed their wares using a large unhafted blade
or a large shell. Cocopah potters did not generally
apply a slip to their vessels, although they did paint
some forms. They preferred to paint water vessels
red on the exterior, and they tended to leave cook-
ing vessels unpainted (Gifford 1933a:273-274).

Using either their fingers or a fibrous brush, pot-
ters painted designs with red mineral pigments and
black organic paint made from mesquite gum and
arrowweed. Before firing, they applied red paint,

and they added black paint after firing but while
the vessel was still hot. Potters fired their vessels
using mesquite, willow, or cottonwood, depending
on the desired temperature of the fire (Gifford
1933a:318-320; Kelly 1977:48-51).

Cocopah weaving and basketry included storage
baskets, cylinders used as food containers, burden
baskets, winnowing trays, nets for fishing, and slings
for hauling heavy items. They also used another type
of storage basket that was made with large, rough
coils like those made by the Akimel O’odham, sug-
gesting interaction between these groups and ex-
change of knowledge about basketry (Gifford
1933a:270). Although the Cocopah were not well-
known for weaving cloth, they reportedly used a
loom that was like a simplified version of an Akimel
O’odham horizontal loom (Gifford 1933a:315;
Russell 1908:114).

Songs

Narrative song cycles are central to the religious
beliefs of the Cocopah, as well as to most other
Yuman-speaking tribes (Kroeber 1925:784-788).
These songs cover various themes, and the compos-
ers string together different pieces of history, recit-
ing them during performances that may last up to
four nights. The words of the songs may be learned
from elders, but an individual can include their own
dreamed variations. In addition to the Buzzard
(Shayee) Song Cycle (see above), traditional ritual
songs sung by the Cocopah include the Ilysha Ka®pai,
Echa Akolsya, Choman Hachochat, and Choman
Akolsya (also known as Tumanpa Ahwe) (Gifford
1933a:309; Kroeber 1925:Table 8).

The Cocopah taught Ilysha Ka'pai to the
Quechan (who call it Alysa), who, in turn, appar-
ently taught it to the Mojave (Gifford 1933a:309).
Ilysha Karpai tells a story that begins at Aha’av’ulypo
(House-Post Water Place), in Eldorado Canyon,
north of the Mojave Valley (Kroeber 1925:788). These
examples demonstrate how traditional knowledge
and ritual oratory has been shared among the vari-
ous lower Colorado River tribes, regardless of deep
histories of animosity among some of them.

Warfare

War was traditionally considered a spiritual ac-
tivity among Yuman-speaking tribes, and it extends
back to their common creation story when the Cre-
ator bestowed a bow and war club upon the people
and asked them to take a life (Hilpert 1996:217). In
addition to a desire for new farmlands, scalps were
a strong impetus for intertribal warfare among the



lower Colorado River tribes, because they were an
important source of supernatural power (Kroeber
1925:752, 843-844).

Like the other tribes of the lower Colorado River,
the Cocopah were deeply involved in warfare
(Alvarez de Williams 1983:107; Gifford 1933a:299-
303; Kelly 1977:129-136). They were in an alliance
with the Cocomaricopa (Hatbasinya), Xalychidom
(Heshiyum), and Akimel O’odham (Hatbas) against
their hereditary enemies, the Quechan (Kwisain) and
Mojave (Humakhab) (Bean et al. 1978:Table 5.11;
Forbes 1965:80-81; also, Chapters 4 and 5, this vol-
ume). The Cocopah often fought on their own lands,
and occasionally, they traveled up the Gila River to
aid the Cocomaricopa, Xalychidom, and Akimel
O’odham in conflicts against the Quechan, Mojave,
and Yavapai (Yawapai) (Gifford 1933a:299).

Cocopah warfare was highly strategic and ritu-
alized (Gifford 1933a:299-300; Kelly 1977:131-132).
Pitched battles were announced, formal lines of
warriors came forward, and direct combat ensued
until the combatants on one side were all dead or
defeated. Cocopah warriors never carried all types
of weapons. Instead, special groups were designated
as “bow carriers,” “shield carriers,” and “lance car-
riers.” Archers were called yichim bakais, and they
carried a yimpaukam, a straight hardwood club they
used when their arrows were gone or their bows
were broken. Shield bearers went first against the
enemy, followed by lance carriers, and then archers
(Gifford 1933a:299).

Before battle, Cocopah men fasted by abstaining
from meat, fish, salt, and sexual activity. Immedi-
ately prior to battle, warriors painted their faces in
different ways. Sometimes, the face was painted all
red; the best fighters painted their faces all black. At
other times, warriors painted their faces half red and
half black, or their nose dark red and their chin bright
red. The Cocopah believed that face paint helped
them fight. It was common for a warrior to also paint
his hair, chest, abdomen, and limbs, as well as his
horse, if used in battle. Warriors wore feathers in
their hair, usually from a crow, owl, or white heron
(Gifford 1933a:299). As Gifford (1933a:300) noted,
women would join war parties to cook and aid in
preparations for battle; however, they would never
participate in warfare. Children never accompanied
war parties.

During battle, the scalps of chiefs or people re-
sponsible for previously killing a Cocopah were the
most highly prized. When a warrior returned home
with a scalp, a series of songs and dances were per-
formed involving the scalp. The scalp was then
cleaned and prepared for future use for the acquisi-
tion of power and prowess. Warriors who had taken
a life also underwent a cleansing ritual. In addition
to seeking scalps during acts of war, it was common
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for opposing groups to take captives. If captives were
brought home, they also underwent ceremonial
cleansing and purification. Female captives were
usually offered as wives to men seeking a partner.
The act of marrying a female captive from an op-
posing tribe and having children of mixed ethnicity
was a common method for negotiations, as neither
side wanted to kill their own people (Gifford
1933a:300-303; Kelly 1977:134-136).

FROM TRADITIONAL LANDS TO RESERVATION

Ethnohistorical research indicates 11 groups were
likely living alongside the lower Colorado River in
the 1600s, who spoke languages of the Yuman fam-
ily, either mutually intelligible dialects or closely
related languages that could be understood (Hilpert
1996:216). Historical evidence from the eighteenth
century indicates the Cocopah were part of an alli-
ance, which included the Cocomaricopa, Akimel
O’odham, Xalychidom, Hualapai (Yaupai),
Havasupai (Hopai), and the Cahuilla (Hiikwas) of
southern California, and the Paipai, Kumeyaay, and
Kiliwa of Baja California. This allied group opposed
the Quechan, Mojave, and Chemehuevi (Samuwan)
(Bean et al. 1978:Table 5.11; Forbes 1965:80-81; Kelly
1977:131).

By the early 1800s, the Yuman tribes of the lower
Colorado and lower Gila rivers had become differ-
entiated into seven or eight groups: the Yavapai,
Hualapai, and Havasupai in the uplands, and the
Mojave, Cocomaricopa, Xalychidom, Quechan, and
Cocopah of the river valleys. There were other
Yuman-speaking groups on the west side of the
Colorado River, such as the Kumeyaay, Paipai, and
others; however, they were small in numbers and
never became clearly distinguished from one an-
other by non-Indians. Although warfare continued
and serious battles were fought among the Yuman
groups well into the 1850s (Kroeber and Fontana
1986; Kroeber and Kroeber 1973), an influx of sol-
diers from the U.S. Army to the Yuma territory ini-
tiated a process of pacification and reconciliation
among tribes in the lower Gila River and lower Colo-
rado River valleys (Forbes 1965:257-340).

Westward expansion by Euro-Americans
brought new dimensions to the settlement patterns,
social interactions, and tribal economies of the re-
gion. In the summer of 1826, Lieutenant Hardy be-
came the first English-speaking explorer of the lower
Colorado River to pen a description of the lower
Colorado River’s environment and people (Hardy
1829:312-384). As he traveled up the river by boat,
Hardy described a dense population of nearly 5,000-
6,000 people who had lined up along the shores to
herald his entourage (Hardy 1829:377). During the
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winter of 1850, the U.S. War Department sent Lieu-
tenant George Derby to explore the Gulf of Califor-
nia and inspect the area to determine if riverboats
could be used to carry supplies to the newly estab-
lished Fort Yuma (Alvarez de Williams 1974:29;
Kelly 1977:8).

Steamboats were used along the Colorado River
from 1852 to 1877, and Cocopah men found work as
guides for the steamboats, utilizing their skills and
deep knowledge of the river (Alvarez de Williams
1974:32-38,1983:101; Tisdale 1997:94-97). However,
river freighting waned after the Southern Pacific
Railroad reached Yuma in 1877. The railroad com-
pany bought the river freight operations, leaving
Cocopah men with little recourse but to take jobs as
laborers on local farms. Consequently, many
Cocopah left the delta for the nearby agricultural
towns of Somerton and Mexicali, or moved farther
afield to join relatives and allies in the Imperial Val-
ley and the middle Gila River valley (Alvarez de
Williams 1974:38-41). Although these structural and
economic changes impacted the Cocopah, they still
remained deeply connected to the Colorado River
(Tisdale 1997:352).

In the late 1800s, the Cocopah (as well as the other
Yuman-speaking tribes) started to feel the impacts
of a new government imposed on their lands. In
1854, the Gadsden Purchase created a political divi-
sion in the traditional territory of the Cocopah, with
many tribal members remaining south of the inter-
national border. Consequently, the once geographi-
cally cohesive tribe began to be referred to by dif-
ferent names, the Cocopah in the U.S. and the
Cucapa in Mexico, and they acquired citizenship in
different nation-states (Dominguez 2014:7; Tisdale
1997:136-139). In spite of this, the Cocopah resisted
assimilation and maintained their social, religious,
and cultural identities throughout the remainder of
the nineteenth century.

At the turn of the twentieth century, the U.S.
government began building dams on the Colorado
River, first with the Laguna Diversion Dam in 1905,
followed by the Hoover (1936), Parker (1938), Im-
perial (1938), Davis (1951), Palo Verde Diversion
(1958), and Glen Canyon (1966) dams (and Mexico
erected the Morelos Dam in 1950) (see Figure 2.1).
Atabout this same time, irrigation companies started
siphoning enormous volumes of water from the
lower Colorado River to irrigate large farming op-
erations. Reduced flow of the river impeded
Cocopah seasonal horticulture, seriously impacting
their subsistence activities.

In 1905, the Colorado River washed out the head-
gates of the Imperial Valley canal system, and the
river shifted west toward the Salton Sink. This left
the delta area dry for several years, which heralded

the end of Cocopah subsistence farming. After that
time, nearly all Cocopah had resigned themselves
to wage labor, either repairing the Imperial Valley
canal system or taking seasonal employment on
Euro-American and Mexican farms (Castetter and
Bell 1951:83; Tisdale 1997:112-113).

The Cocopah Reservation

Around 1910, and under leader Frank Tehana,
some of the Cocopah, who had permanently settled
near Somerton after migrating from the delta, be-
gan advocating for official tribal recognition under
the U.S. government (Tisdale 1997:179-181). On 27
September 1917, President Woodrow Wilson signed
Executive Order No. 2711, establishing the Cocopah
Indian Reservation on the east bank of the Colorado
River near Somerton, Arizona (Kappler 1929:1001).
The original reservation consisted of two parcels
under the jurisdiction of the Yuman Indian Agency,
aroughly 360-acre West Reservation and a 160-acre
East Reservation (Tisdale 1997:181).

The reservation brought additional changes to
Cocopah daily life. The traditional pattern of bi-an-
nual movement between floodplains and high
ground shifted to a sedentary household structure,
and people once again began to farm small garden
plots near their homes. While the Cocopah suc-
ceeded in gaining official recognition from the
United States, they remained humble people, so
much so that with the reservation, they seem to have
withdrawn further from mainstream American so-
ciety (Alvarez de Williams 1974:78-80, 1983:102).

Although the Cocopah were granted a reserva-
tion and gained federal recognition as an Indian
tribe, it was not until 1924 that tribal members re-
ceived citizen rights in the U.S. under the Indian
Citizenship Act, and 1948, when they gained the
right to vote (Dominguez 2014:7). During the eco-
nomic depression of the late 1930s, the U.S. Immi-
gration Service ceased free movement into the
United States as a way to contain costs to govern-
ment-funded social services. The Cocopah were im-
pacted by the heightened border restrictions earlier
than any other tribe because their land is adjacent
to a primary river between the U.S. and Mexico
(Luna-Firebaugh 2002:167).

Prior to the increased restrictions on the interna-
tional border, the Cocopah moved frequently be-
tween their homes and communities in Arizona and
Mexico (Hays 1996:41; Luna-Firebaugh 2002:167).
Afterward, the Cocopah were effectively divided
into two groups, the Cocopah of the United States
and the Cucapd of Mexico (Kelly 1977:13), thereby
cementing the geopolitical barrier erected under the



Gadsden Purchase. The Cucapa of Mexico now re-
side primarily in the communities of El Mayor, Baja
California, and Ejido Pozos Arvizu, Sonora.

In 1956, the Cocopah gained legal access to 61
acres of land near Yuma through a Memorandum of
Agreement between the Bureau of Indian Affairs and
the Bureau of Reclamation. This move provided a
land base for unenrolled Cocopah living off the res-
ervation (Tisdale 1997:194-203). In 1964, the Cocopah
Tribe ratified its first Constitution and established a
Tribal Council under the Indian Reorganization Act
(Tisdale 1997:203). Over the next several decades, the
tribe acquired more land, and in 1985, they gained
more than 4,800 additional acres through the
Cocopah Land Acquisition Act signed by President
Ronald Reagan. This act also officially annexed the
Yuma parcel to the Cocopah Reservation, where it
became known as the North Reservation.

Today, the Cocopah Indian Reservation com-
prises 6,527 acres (6,009 acres in trust land) and in-
cludes three noncontiguous sections lying north-
west, southwest, and south of the city of Yuma,
Arizona (see Figure 2.1). The largest section, known
as the West Reservation, is situated west of
Somerton, Arizona, and borders the Colorado River.
The East Reservation lies just east of Somerton, and
the North Reservation, the smallest of the three sec-
tions, is adjacent to Interstate 8 on the east bank of
the Colorado River. According to the U.S. Census
Bureau (2013), 963 people who identified as Native
American were living on the reservation in 2010.

In efforts to keep the Cocopah language alive,
which was spoken by fewer than 400 people at the
end of the twentieth century, the Cocopah Museum
and Cultural Center began offering language classes
in 1998 (Tisdale 1997:331-341). The language had no
alphabet until the 1970s, when a scholar penned one
(Crawford 1989). The Cocopah Tribe is effectively
undergoing a cultural revitalization, spearheaded by
the Cocopah Elders’ Language Group and the
Cocopah Cultural Resources Department. Maintain-
ing historical and cultural connections to their tra-
ditional lands and places that were part of their tra-
ditional geography, including the Great Bend of the
Gila, is part of that revitalization.

COCOPAH CONNECTIONS TO THE GREAT BEND
OF THE GILA

The Cocopah consider the Great Bend of the Gila
area an important landscape, and they maintain his-
torical and spiritual ties to the region. The area figures
prominently in their account of creation, and they have
traditions that tie them and their ancestors to the Gila
River as far east as Phoenix. Based on published re-
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search and new insights shared by tribal elders and
cultural resource personnel during recent interviews
(Appendix B), Cocopah cultural association with the
Great Bend of the Gila derives through traditional sto-
ries and place names, values attributed to the cultural
resources, and historical memories of events and in-
teractions with neighboring tribes that occurred
through time. These connections demonstrate that the
Cocopah find considerable heritage value in the natu-
ral and cultural resources of the Great Bend area, and
they retain a strong interest in the stewardship of this
region.

Connections through Traditional Stories
and Place Names

The Cocopah connection to the Great Bend of the
Gila is manifest in traditional stories and place
names, and through association with specific land-
forms in the region (Table 2.3). For example, in the
account of Cocopah origins recorded by Gifford
(1933a:308), several mountains were mentioned in
association with the earth’s creation. One of these is
Awikwil, located near Laveen, Arizona, while oth-
ers are in western Arizona, southern California, and
Baja California, Mexico. These sacred mountains
define the boundary of the Cocopah spiritual land-
scape, which subsumes the entire Great Bend of the
Gila landscape. When dreaming, spiritual leaders
were sometimes led to Awikwil by animal spirits in
human form. In one particular account, a self-taught
spiritual leader named Suwi Clam was taken to
Awikwil by Horned Owl (Kechupit). Horned Owl
spoke, and Turtle (Uktya"), also in human form, rose
from the mountain. Turtle taught Suwi four songs
and how to summon strong winds by touching the
mountain with his hands. This is how Suwi came to
be able to cure loxachak, a sickness caused by ghosts
(Gifford 1933a:312).

Another story that ties the Great Bend of the Gila
region to Cocopah creation narratives concerns the
feuding deities Halkwichats (ocean monster) and
Ispa ‘komai (eagle deity). In this story, Kwaskin, a
peak in the Mohawk Mountains in southwestern
Arizona, and an unspecified mountain in “Maricopa
country” (presumably in the vicinity of the Great
Bend) served as resting places for Ispa ‘komai as he
fled from Halkwichats (Gifford 1933a:308-309). The
Mohawk Mountains are an important landmark at
the western edge of the Great Bend of the Gila and,
as the narrative demonstrates, it is a significant fea-
ture in the Cocopah cultural landscape anchored in
history and traditions.

During recent interviews with Cocopah elders
and cultural advisors, Dale Phillips, a Bird Singer
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and former Vice Chairman of the Cocopah Tribal
Council, recounted another Cocopah creation nar-
rative that includes the Great Bend landscape. This
story involves a scandal by Coyote. According to
Mr. Phillips, one of the Cocopah Creators was cre-
mated near Palm Canyon in the Kofa Mountains.
Flames from the crematory fire caused the rocks to
turn red, and these mountains now represent fire to
the Cocopah. Early in the cremation, Coyote came
and stole the Creator’s heart and dropped it in the
Muggins Mountains, causing these mountains to
turn black. Coyote boasted to the people that he had
some of the Creator’s power, and so the people chal-
lenged him to prove it by making fire.

Coyote had to find a way to make fire to hide his
lie from the people, so he went to a place near Gila
Bend where he knew there was fire in the earth (lava
flows). Coyote ran there and stuck his tail in the earth
(perhaps at one of the shield volcanoes of the Senti-
nel-Arlington Volcanic Field, or a hotspot in the
earth) to light it on fire. He then ran back toward
the Muggins Mountains to show the people he had
made fire, but each time he started running, the fire
burned out. Coyote was thus unable to deceive the
people into believing that he had the Creator’s power
to make fire.

The creation narrative shared by Dale Phillips is
significant because it ties Cocopah beliefs and moral
teachings to specific, identifiable places, and it
weaves together all the areas and landforms along
the lower Gila River into a cohesive and interrelated
cultural landscape populated by the ancestral
Cocopabh, as well as mountains, animals, and other
spiritual beings. Mr. Phillips explained that animals
dictate how the Cocopah live (see also Gifford
1933a:304-309). “These stories are the lessons that
Cocopah people learn and it is the way they under-
stand the world. The whole landscape represents this
to us,” said Mr. Phillips. Another version of this
Cocopah story has been published by Kelly
(1977:117-118), and variants of it are shared by other
Yuman-speaking tribes (see Chapters 4 and 5).

In addition to stories about the land, Mr. Phillips
stated that there are many other landforms the
Cocopah recognize as being culturally significant.
Some of these include Telegraph Pass (in the Gila
Mountains), Antelope Hill, Texas Hill, the Painted
Rock Mountains, and the Sierra Estrella (see Table
2.3). “These are sacred places and they all have
Cocopah names,” he explained. Mr. Phillips de-
scribed the Cocopah’s traditional territory as extend-
ing from the current reservation north to Mojave
country, south to the ocean, east as far as you can
see, and west to Kumeyaay lands. Mr. Phillips ex-
plained that there is a story about every mountain
from here to the Cucapa reservation around El
Mayor, Baja California, Mexico, and the Cocopah
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have names for many of the mountains between their
reservation and Phoenix, including those along the
Great Bend of the Gila (see Figure 2.1).

Connections through Trade and Travel

The tribes of the lower Colorado River were
highly mobile and had frequent interactions with
each other, as well as with more distant groups. As
Hilpert (1996:221) described, “Treks of up to a hun-
dred miles were frequently made to visit friends and
relatives, or perhaps just to see new sights.” Jour-
neys of more than 650 km were common for traders
who were seeking luxury goods, such as seashells
or fine textiles. The people of the lower Colorado
River occupied a strategic position in the regional
trade network, and the Yuman-speaking tribes on
the Colorado River often acted as brokers among
trading groups.

Regional alliances facilitated trade relationships,
and this kept the Cocopah connected socially and
economically with neighboring tribes. For example,
Gifford (1933a:261, 277) learned that the Cocopah
shared a fish and shellfish gathering locale known
as Kwurksispeuwahan with the Hia C'ed O’odham
(Kaspasma) (see Figure 2.1), and as late as 1927, a
band of Hia C'ed O’odham was residing in the vi-
cinity of the Cocopah Reservation near Somerton
(Gifford 1933a:262). The Cocopah also regularly in-
teracted with friendly tribes of southern California
and the Baja Peninsula, such as the Paipai (Ukwaasa),
Kumeyaay (Gambia), and Kiliwa (Yikweleo). The
Great Bend of the Gila lies between Cocopah terri-
tory and that of many of the tribes with whom they
traded and visited.

As part of their alliance with the Cocomaricopa,
Akimel O’odham, and Xalychidom, the Cocopah of-
ten visited the middle and lower Gila River valleys.
Similarly, during his travels in 1909-1910, Lumholtz
(1912:250-252) noted that the Cocopah were friendly
with the Tohono O’odham (Hatbas), Cocomaricopa,
and the Tonto Apache, all of whom were located east
and northeast of Cocopah territory.

Gifford (1993a) detailed one of the routes the
Cocopah would take when visiting eastern allies (the
Cocopah-Cocomaricopa Trail in Figure 2.1). Accord-
ing to his description (Gifford 1933a:261), the
Cocopah left home and traveled for two days to
Ahawayau, a spring near the Fortuna Mine in the
Gila Mountains. From there, they walked another
two days to Kuwekwaskwin (also known as Kwas-
kin), a summit in the Mohawk Mountains, and two
days beyond that was Kwaakumat, a former cluster
of Kaveltcadom villages in the vicinity of Gila Bend.
Gifford (1933a:261) characterized this area as
“Maricopa country,” and he equated Kuwekwask-win
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(“Burden Basket Mountain”) and Kwaakumat
(“Mesquite-like Tree Farms”) with the Kaveltcadom
place names ‘vikatcawin,® (“Granary Basket Moun-
tain”) and Kwa’'kamat (“Mesquite Gathering
Place”), respectively (Spier 1933:23-24). The Cocopah
clearly knew southwestern Arizona well from regu-
lar visits to their Cocomaricopa and Akimel
O’odham allies (Gifford (1933a:261).

As Gifford (1933a:299) explained, Cocomaricopa
warriors occasionally came to Cocopah territory to
discuss war against the Quechan, but the Cocopah
more frequently visited the Cocomaricopa. Gifford
(1933a:299) detailed that sometimes 14 or 15 war-
riors at a time would take the pedestrian journey to
Cocomaricopa country. In a discussion about
Cocopah travel up the lower Gila River, Dale Phillips
recalled a location near Texas Hill where the Coco-
maricopa and the Cocopah used to meet and
strategize. He shared that the Cocopah also made
frequent trips farther east to interact with the
O’odham and other tribes in the middle Gila River,
collectively known as the Pee-Posh. Mr. Phillips ex-
plained that many locations along the Gila River
were meeting places for the Cocopah and O’odham,
affirming that “the Cocopah and the O’odham were
allies and trading partners.”

The Painted Rock Mountains and other land-
forms in that vicinity were reference points for the
Cocopah as they journeyed to O’odham territory.
“The Cocopah used these landmarks as guides as
they traveled to the Phoenix Basin,” explained Mr.
Phillips. He recalled that Cocopah runners used to
perform spiritual runs from their homes on the Colo-
rado River to O’odham territory in the Phoenix Ba-
sin. They finally quit using the trails after a Cocopah
person disappeared during one of their trips. “They
don’t know what happened to him,” he said.

The Cocopah reportedly had trading partners
beyond the O’odham and Pee-Posh, as far away as
Hopiin northern Arizona and Zuni in western New
Mexico (Hilpert 1996:222). Garcés (see Forbes
1965:148, 158) observed that the Tohono O’odham
of southeastern Arizona had a “great abundance”
of Hopi blankets they claimed to have received from
groups on the Colorado River. Dale Phillips ac-
knowledged that the Hopi and Hualapai used to
travel into Cocopah territory because “this was a
corridor for tribes to get to Mexico and to the ocean.
We have ancestral connections in all directions.”

Ethnographer Jesse Walter Fewkes (1897:311),
while discussing the Hopi Snake Ceremony, quoted
a letter published in the Chicago Tribune regarding a
potential connection between the Hopi and the
Cocopah:

It was discovered [that] the Cocopahs, like the
Moquis [the Hopi] of Arizona, practice the Snake

Dance ceremony. Not far from their village is an
old adobe house especially constructed for this
purpose. Here they annually resort, to avoid
publicity, to have their snake dance. Rattlesnakes
are taken to this house, where the people of the
Snake clan congregate and perform their
hazardous ceremony.

Fewkes’s (1897) observation is one example of the
Cocopah’s long distance historical and cultural ties
to other tribes, and it shows that those connections
went beyond merely trade and travel. Indeed, the
Cocopah and the Hopi have described their knowl-
edge of, and interactions with, each other. Hopi cul-
tural advisors have discussed their belief that rela-
tionships exist among the Hopi and tribes residing
along the lower Colorado River (Andreani 2002:34-
35; Ferguson 1998). In writing about Hopi connec-
tions to the Grand Canyon, Ferguson (1998:111)
noted that Hopi cultural advisors believe that “when
the Rattlesnake Clan came to the Colorado River, a
group followed the river all the way to the Gulf...and
these people disappeared from Rattlesnake history,
never to return.” This traditional narrative may rep-
resent more evidence of connections among the
Hopi, the Cocopah, and other Colorado River tribes.
Several other Hopi clans have traditional connec-
tions to the lower Colorado River (see Table 3.1).

Connections through Cultural Resources

Through an understanding of their own history
and culture, the Cocopah relate to the archaeologi-
cal sites and materials throughout the Great Bend
area. Many tribal members believe the summit trails,
geoglyphs, petroglyphs, and many of the ancestral
villages are linked to Cocopah history and traditions.
Mr. Phillips believes that some of the archaeologi-
cal sites identified along the Gila River in the Great
Bend area were likely meeting places and camps that
the Cocopah and their allies and trading partners
used as they traveled. “Sometimes people died dur-
ing travels and they were cremated along the route,”
he said, adding that “there are Cocopah burials in
that area.”

In discussing the geoglyphs and other rock fea-
tures, Mr. Phillips said that some of the figures are
Cocopah prayer circles (for example, Appendix Fig-
ures D.5, D.24), and they show that Cocopah reli-
gious ceremonies were conducted along the lower
Gila River. The prayer circles represent life, “Life is
one big circle, and some geoglyphs denote this,” he
explained. Along these lines, Gifford (1933a:311) de-
scribed smaller features left on the ground surface
by spiritual healers as part of a ceremony for
wounded warriors. He said that men suffering club
wounds were treated by male spiritual healers.



The healer would walk in four cardinal directions
from the house where the wounded man lay and
leave marks on the ground in a confined area using
his foot or a piece of wood. The spiritual healer would
make a circle and then heap four piles of earth inside
itin the four cardinal directions. The circle was called
mataukas, and it represented the world. The four piles
represented the four sacred mountains, Awikwil, Wii
Shpa, Awikwame, and Sakupai. These ground fig-
ures were called matsakorokor, or sand paintings, and
they helped the spiritual healer bring all dreams to
aid in curing. Once the ceremony was done, the
matsakorokor was left in place.

In Suwi Clam’s dream (see above), Turtle per-
formed a similar ceremony as he made four piles
representing the sacred mountains. Turtle asked
Suwi to stand in the center, at which point the big
black spider Heltuts appeared, made a web across
the world, and led Suwi on a spiritual journey be-
fore returning to Wii Shpa (Gifford 1933a:312).

Bean et al. (1978:5.54) speculated that geoglyphs
and intaglios in the Great Bend area and elsewhere
may have been used in the Cocopah kickball game,
kahaloyop. In this game, two young men competed
against each other, taking turns kicking a smoothed
ball (kahal) made of mesquite over a marked course.
The ball was sometimes adorned with shell beads
mounted with arrowweed gum (Alvarez de Will-
iams 1974:53; Gifford 1933a:282). As Bean et al.
(1978:5.54) explained, the significance of the kickball
game “lies in the marked courses over which com-
petitors ran. Some of the apparent ‘trails” or even
intaglios of recent date may have been prehistoric
kickball race courses.”

Mr. Phillips stated that the numerous petro-
glyphs along the Great Bend of the Gila are also
important to the Cocopah, and they had many uses
(for example, Appendix Figures D.2-D.5, D.7-D.11,
D.20, D.21, D.25-D.27, D.29). “People would leave
symbols on the rocks as messages for other people
passing through,” he explained. Mr. Phillips believes
that some of the animal images seen at petroglyph
sites along the Great Bend of the Gila let people know
that those animals were in the area, and they were a
way to signal to others that the area might be a good
hunting place.

In the meeting with the Cocopah Tribal Council
on 20 November 2015, members were interested in
how far the summit trails extended to the east. They
believe these were significant spiritual features used
by the Cocopah in the past (see Appendix Figures
D.14 and D.28). Mr. Phillips explained that summit
trails were places of prayer, and they had a religious
purpose. He said there was more to this, but it was
sacred, and he preferred to keep those details pri-
vate. Cocopah cultural advisors believe the sites and
features in the Great Bend area have significance for
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many tribes, but certain places have specific mean-
ing to some.

The Cocopah have claimed cultural affiliation
with the Patayan archaeological tradition of the
Greater Southwest (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1996), and they believe Patayan habitation sites and
materials represent the remains of their ancestors.
The term Patayan is used by archaeologists to de-
scribe the prehistoric materials associated with Na-
tive American cultures that inhabited parts of mod-
ern-day Arizona, California, and Baja California,
including areas near the Colorado River valley, the
nearby uplands, and north to the vicinity of the
Grand Canyon. There is general agreement among
archaeologists that this prehistoric cultural tradition
is probably ancestral to the Cocopah and other
Yuman-speaking tribes in the region (Rogers 1945;
Schroeder 1961).

Many of the features characteristic of the Patayan
tradition can be correlated with the traditions,
lifeways, and material culture of the Cocopah (as
described above), including household structures,
funerary features, and pottery. In a study of the
Lower Patayan ceramic tradition, McCormick
(2010:28-29), who is currently the manager of the
Cocopah Cultural Resources Department, concluded
that the ceramic practices of the Cocopah, Quechan,
Mojave, Chemehuevi, O’odham, and Paipai are rep-
resented in the earlier Patayan tradition. She believes
that any discussion about Patayan ceramics must,
therefore, include the topic of mobility, as variations
likely exist among different cultural groups with
ancestral ties to the Patayan tradition. McCormick’s
(2010) thoughts about this aspect of the material
record are consistent with the oral histories and tra-
ditional lifeways of contemporary Yuman-speaking
communities along the lower Colorado River and
their neighbors.

COCOPAH PERCEPTIONS OF A GREAT BEND OF THE
GILA NATIONAL MONUMENT

The Cocopah maintain strong spiritual and his-
torical ties to the Great Bend of the Gila, and cul-
tural advisors and the Tribal Council acknowledge
the heritage value that a national monument in this
area would foster among them and other associated
tribes. The Cocopah Tribal Council has issued a
Tribal Resolution in support of establishing a Great
Bend of the Gila National Monument (Appendix E).
Cocopah cultural advisors and Cultural Resource
Department personnel who regularly deal with vari-
ous compliance-related issues feel that, in years past,
government agencies and other interested parties
have not seriously considered the interests and tra-
ditional knowledge of the Cocopah Tribe about this
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area. As Mr. Phillips explained, “the Cocopah are
humble people, and we have been overlooked be-
cause we have not been aggressive and fought for
these types [of] things.”

McCormick (2010) said there is a real concern
among the Cocopah for the Great Bend area. The
Cocopah Tribe is particularly dissatisfied with how
lands encompassed by the proposed Great Bend of
the Gila National Monument are currently managed,
and they welcome any potential for new and better
stewardship of this area. At a minimum, they would
like to see the archaeological sites in this region docu-
mented and protected, and they want a management
plan developed that considers the interests and con-
cerns of all the associated tribes. They see a national
monument as a move in that direction. Regardless
of the fate of the proposed Great Bend of the Gila
National Monument, the Cocopah want to be in-
volved in future decisions concerning the manage-
ment, protection, and interpretation of the natural
and cultural resources of the Great Bend area. The
Great Bend lies squarely within the area of tradi-
tional uses and the broader spiritual geography of
the Cocopah, and they want their voice to be heard
when it relates to how the natural environment and
the material traces of their ancestors within this land-

scape — the petroglyphs, geoglyphs, trails, and habi-
tation areas —are preserved for future generations.
The Great Bend’s cultural and natural resources are
vital to the survival of Cocopah identity, and effec-
tive management of these heritage resources will
help ensure the persistence of the Cocopah as a dis-
tinct cultural entity.

NOTES

'There is some confusion over the Cocopah lineage sys-
tem. Whereas Gifford (1918, 1933a) documented 17
Cocopah clans, Kelly (1942:Chart 3, 1977:Table 10) noted
these as women’s names only. Kelly (1977:108-110) sug-
gested the clans, or lineages, were more numerous but
that many shared women’s names. During his fieldwork,
Kelly (1942:Chart 3, 1977:Table 10) documented 40
Cocopah lineages, as well as several additional women'’s
names not recorded by Gifford (1918, 1933a).

2A comparison of Cocopah architectural forms described
by Kniffen (1931:52-54), Gifford (1933a:271), and Kelly
(1977:46-48) shows there was considerable regional vari-
ability, especially between the Cucapa along the Hardy
River in Baja California, Mexico (on whom Kniffen [1931]
focused) and the Cocopah on the American side of the
border.
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HOPI

The Hopi currently reside in the canyon and
mesa country of northeastern Arizona, but due to
the unique histories of different clans, the Hopi Tribe
has ancestral connections throughout much of the
Southwest and farther. The Hopi call themselves
Hopisinom, meaning “Hopi People.” For centuries,
however, they were erroneously referred to as the
Moqui (Harrington 1945), including in the govern-
ment documents that established them as a federal-
ly recognized tribe and delimited their reservation.
Ethnographer Jesse Walter Fewkes (1907a:327), who
was not a linguist, also used this false tribal name,
suggesting it derived from the O’odham words mo,
meaning “dead,” and ki, meaning “home.” He
(Fewkes 1907a) believed this word was used by the
Akimel O’odham to refer to the people who had once
lived in the Tonto Basin. The actual source of error
seems to be a corrupt Spanish and English pronun-
ciation of Méokwi, meaning “Hopi People.” Rather
than sounding like “Méokwi,” the word Moqui is
phonetically more similar to the Hopi word mdki,
meaning “dead” (Harrington 1945). Finding the er-
ror offensive, the tribe’s name was officially changed
from Moqui to Hopi in 1923 (James 1974:107).

Linguists group the Hopi language within the
Northern Branch of the Uto-Aztecan language fam-
ily. Uto-Aztecan languages are distributed as far
north as Idaho and as far south as Central America
(Hill et al. 1998:xv; Shaul 2014). The Hopi language
has four mutually intelligible dialects: First Mesa,
Second Mesa (two dialects), and Third Mesa. There
is a community of Tewa speakers at the village of
Haano on First Mesa whose ancestors moved there
from the Rio Grande valley in the 1690s. Although
Hopiand Tewa (of the Tanoan language family) are
mutually unintelligible, most Tewa speakers living
at First Mesa also speak the Hopi language
(Stanislawski 1979:587).

Over the past century, the orthography of the
Hopi language has changed considerably. The Hopi
Dictionary (Hill et al. 1998), which focuses on the
Third Mesa dialect, provides the most comprehen-
sive body of work and a standard orthography for
the Hopi language. Spellings in this chapter use
those found in the Hopi Dictionary, but when quot-
ing from a particular study, the original orthogra-
phy is retained.

The Hopi Reservation is located almost 500 km
northeast of the proposed Great Bend of the Gila
National Monument (Figure 3.1). Numerous Hopi
clans have migration accounts that situate them his-

torically in the vicinity of the Great Bend of the Gila,
and important Hopi religious societies and ceremo-
nies also have roots in southern Arizona. Based on
their historical and spiritual connections with south-
ern Arizona, the Hopi people retain important ties
to this area. Hopis consider the landscape and the
archaeological sites of the Great Bend of the Gila to
be meaningful places that merit protection and pres-
ervation.

HOPI ORIGINS

Hopis believe that after coming into the Fourth
World (the present world), their ancestors entered a
spiritual pact with the deity Maasaw, the Guardian
of the Earth, who charged them to act as stewards of
the earth and to go in search of Tuuwanasavi, the
earth’s Center Place, which is recognized to be the
Hopi Mesas (Ferguson et al. 2000). Upon entering
the Fourth World, Maasaw instructed them, “ang
kuktota,” meaning “along there, make footprints,”
directing Hopis to leave behind material evidence of
their migrations in the form of petroglyphs, stone
houses, pottery sherds, and other artifacts. These foot-
prints are seen by Hopis as historical proof that they
traveled the land and fulfilled their spiritual respon-
sibilities (Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh
2006:95; Ferguson et al. 2000; Kuwanwisiwma and
Ferguson 2009).

According to some traditional accounts, many
Hopi clans emerged into the Fourth World from the
Sipapuni near the Grand Canyon. These people are
sometimes referred to as the Motisinom (“First Peo-
ple”), and their history in the American Southwest
extends back to creation. Another group of Hopi
clans traces their entry into the Fourth World to
Yayniwpu, a place they believe is near the Valley of
Mexico (Figure 3.2). They refer to this point in their
past as Yayniini (“The Beginning”), a time when the
Patkingyam (Water Clan) and other clans moved out
of central Mexico and set forth on an epic series of
migrations northward, eventually arriving in the
Southwest (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999;
Washburn 1995:20-22).

After leaving Yayniwpu, these clans traveled to
Palatkwapi (“Red Walled City”), where they stayed
until floods and social unrest prompted further mi-
grations. When they left Palatkwapi, the clans con-
tinued migrating until they ultimately reached the
Hopi Mesas. The clans from Yayniwpu, the south-
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@ Grand Canyon
@ Tuuwanasavi (Hopi Mesas)
@ Wupavutsvaya

(4) Wukoskyavi (Tonto Basin)
(5) Piniksi (Phoenix Basin)

@ Soytsiwpu (four mountain ranges in
southwest Arizona, near Yuma)

Migration route

>

coaH /) 1

Valley of Mexico

Figure 3.2. Schematic map of Hoopoq'yagam migration routes to Tuuwanasavi. (Figure by Catherine Gilman; adapted

from Washburn 1995:Figure 16.)

ern clans, are sometimes called the Hoopoq'yagam
(“Those Who Went to the Northeast”), referring to
the general direction traveled while migrating to-
ward the Hopi Mesas (Ferguson and Loma’omvaya
1999).

The Hoopoq'yagam and the Motisinom are con-
sidered to be Hisatsinom (“ Ancient People”), ances-

tors of the Hopi (Ferguson and Colwell-Chan-
thaphonh 2006:97; Kuwanwisiwma 2004). Contem-
porary Hopi culture came into existence after the
“gathering of the clans,” which occurred when clans
of the Motisinom and Hoopoq'yaqam converged at
the Hopi Mesas. Each clan brought with it compo-
nents of Hopi ritual and culture they contributed to
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the villages in which they eventually settled. Thus,
contemporary Hopi culture is the sum of all the his-
tories, ceremonies, rituals, and knowledge brought
to the Hopi Mesas by many smaller social groups
(Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999).

Linguistic evidence points toward a deep histo-
ry of Hopis with other tribes, some neighbors and
others a considerable distance away. Scholars have
observed close similarities among the languages of
Hopi, Shoshone, Paiute, Ute, and Comanche, and
similarly, traditions link the Hopi historically with
these tribes (Bradfield 1973; Courlander 1971:41).
There are also linguistic connections between the
Hopi and the Keresan-speaking Pueblos in New
Mexico, especially Laguna and Acoma, and several
Keresan words are still used in Hopi songs (Hale
and Harris 1979; Stephen 1936:578).

Scholars have also noted Southern Uto-Aztecan
linguistic elements in the Hopi language, suggest-
ing influence from southern groups (Ferguson and
Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006:115; Ferguson and
Loma’omvaya 1999:175). Recent research identifies
a number of Hopi (Northern Uto-Aztecan) and
Southern Uto-Aztecan cognates, most notably terms
associated with agricultural practices attributed to
the Hoopoq'yaqam (for example, the Hopi wiikya,
“wooden hoe,” and the Southern Uto-Aztecan wika,
“planting stick”) (Merrill 2012:230-232).

Some Hopi oral traditions state that when Hopi
ancestors entered the Fourth World, the people were
given different languages and they split up and went
in different directions (Nequatewa 1967:27-29; Voth
1905:11). Others hold that, after emerging from the
underworld, Hopi ancestors split, after which they
learned different languages (Alfred Kaye Sr. in Lewis
et al. 1999; Sahema and James 1999). Upon reunit-
ing at the Hopi Mesas, the people became Hopi and
thereafter began speaking the Hopi language. Re-
gardless of which scenario, the linguistic evidence
reviewed above corroborates Hopi traditional his-
tory, which suggests some clans migrated to Hopi
from a considerable distance to the south.

The ancestral movement of Hopi clans across
time and space was complex, and migration routes
generally did not follow direct or linear routes
(Anyon 1999:30). Instead, groups sometimes re-
turned to places they had previously occupied and,
over the course of their migrations, many clans sep-
arated into smaller groups that traveled different
routes and who lived in different places before re-
grouping with other clan members. As Anyon
(1999:30) has written, “This fragmentation, regroup-
ing, and coalescing of clans is an integral feature of
clan migrations to Hopi. As a result of the geographic
and temporal complexity of clan migrations, clans
arrived at Hopi from different directions and at dif-
ferent times” (see also Whiteley 1988:52). In spite of

their complex and varied histories, the Hopi have
always considered themselves to have been one peo-
ple (Zedefio and Stoffle 1996:82).

Due to the uniqueness and specificity of each
clan’s history, Hopi clan migrations provide an im-
portant frame of reference for understanding the
broader scope of Hopi cultural geography and his-
tory (KenCairn and Randall 2009:32, see Bernardini
2005; Fewkes 1900b; Lyons 2003). As Dongoske et
al. (1997:603) explain,

In the Hopi culture, each clan and religious group
has a unique tradition that specifically accounts
for how and why it came to be at Hopi...Individual
clan histories recount in detail the gradual move-
ment of these clans across the Southwest. In many
respects, the very concept of “Hopi” as a distinct
cultural and ethnic unit does not really have a re-
ality until the “gathering of the clans” on the Hopi
Mesas. Before that, the ancestors of the Hopi were
organized not as a single tribe but as many dis-
tinct clans.

The complexity of clan migration traditions is fur-
ther compounded by the large number of Hopi clans
and how they are classified. Bradfield (1973:208)
identified some 120 clan names that have been re-
corded for the Hopi villages. The nomenclature, clas-
sification, and ordering of these clans varies among
different Hopi villages and over time (Curtis 1922:61-
62; Mindeleff 1900).

TRADITIONAL HOPI SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

Hopi social structure contains a number of sig-
nificant interlocking social groupings (Connelly
1979:539). Within each village, Hopis organize them-
selves according to households, lineages, clans, and
phratries (Eggan 1950:17-138). The clan represents
the cornerstone of Hopi society (Anyon 1999:24;
Whiteley 1988:52). Hopi clans are exogamous and
consist of kin who trace their descent matrilineally,
usually to a single female ancestor. The household
is regarded as a matrilocal residential and econom-
ic unit, and the lineage is a distinct segment of the
clan that contains the mechanism for transmitting
rights, duties, land, houses, and ceremonial knowl-
edge (Whiteley 1988:47-48). The clans bear totemic
names, and each has its own unique history of mi-
gration, recounting places where they traveled pri-
or to settling on the Hopi Mesas (Anyon 1999:24;
Whiteley 1988:52).

The phratry is an aggregate of related Hopi clans,
and it is the largest exogamous unit in Hopi society.
As Whiteley (1988:55) explained, clans and phratries
are “intrinsic to the Hopi conceptualization of a
world in which nature and culture are radically in-



terwoven.” Hopi clans are grouped into 12 phratries,
although the components of these phratries differ
from village to village (Lowie 1929:331-332; Mindeleff
1891:38-39). The dynamic organization of clans and
phratries has produced a remarkable flexibility in
Hopi social organization (Connelly 1979:545). Clan
extinctions and mergers, clan revivals through adop-
tions, and clan re-identification have occurred many
times throughout Hopi history.

HOPI CEREMONIAL ORGANIZATION

The mission of the Hopi religion as practiced in
all the Hopi villages is to achieve a “unity” of ev-
erything in the universe (Secakuku 1995:x). Ritual
organization in Hopi villages is based on a ceremo-
nial calendar, various orders of religious societies,
and kiva groups. Hopi ritual organization is com-
plex because, as Secakuku (1995:x) described, “The
timing of ceremonies, the precise rituals involved,
even the philosophical responses to the underlying
concepts may vary among the Hopi villages.” The
age of the Hopi religion, and its reliance on oral his-
tory and traditional knowledge, add further com-
plexity to the philosophical and historical basis of
the Hopi religion and ceremonialism.

In Hopi thought, every ceremony is owned or
controlled by a clan (Eggan 1950:90). These ceremo-
nies were usually given to the clans in the under-
world by one of the deities. Due to historical pro-
cesses, however, the clans and the ceremonies they
currently own have not always been equated with
each other. For example, if a clan with an important
ceremony becomes too small to conduct its ceremo-
nial responsibilities or if it goes extinct, another clan
in its phratry may assume responsibility for the rit-
ual, sometimes referencing the name of the dying
clan (Levy 1992:22-30). This has led to the current
configuration in which ceremonies that belong to
particular clans vary between villages (Connelly
1979:548; Frigout 1979:575).

Hopi ceremonial organization is even more com-
plex and intricate in that while ceremonies are owned
by particular clans, they are performed by a religious
society or fraternity whose membership cross-cuts
the clan system. For instance, kiva groups are anoth-
er major unit in Hopi ceremonial organization
(Whiteley 1988:61-64), where “kiva” applies to both
the ceremonial group and to the special chamber used
for the performance of its rituals. Although kivas
belong to particular clans, kiva group membership
cross-cuts that of households, clans, and religious
societies. The cross-cutting nature of Hopi ceremo-
nial organization links individuals from different
families, clans, and villages together and serves to
integrate Hopi society (Eggan 1950:116-120).
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Hopi Ceremonialism

The Hopi name for ritual knowledge is wiimi, and
this term encompasses ceremonies as well as the rit-
ual objects, songs, and traditions on which they rely
(Geertz 1994:9). Wiimi is accompanied by navoti, a
system of traditional knowledge that structures the
philosophical, scientific, and theological concepts
used to explain the past and to prophesize the fu-
ture (Whiteley 1988:255). Hopi wiimi and navoti are
precious aspects of the cultural and spiritual heri-
tage the Hopi inherited from their ancestors.

Hopis follow a yearly calendar of ceremonies that
ensure rain, fertility, good crops, and a long life. As
Frigout (1979:564) explained, “In a sense, all Hopi
life is based on the ceremonies, which assure vital
equilibrium, both social and individual, and concil-
iate the supernatural powers in order to obtain rain,
good harvests, good health, and peace.” The Hopi
ceremonial calendar is associated with lunar and
solar time, and it is divided into two periods.

The Hopi also maintain a space-time-color-num-
ber paradigm, which provides a logical basis for the
ritual expression of correspondences among the dif-
ferent components of their ceremonial performanc-
es. As Hieb (1979:578) described, various ritual par-
aphernalia are constructed in accordance with this
paradigm, and a fundamental aspect of this is the
spatial orientation of the four cardinal directions,
which is represented in the counter-clockwise cere-
monial processions involved in Hopi rituals.

The natural environment plays an important role
in Hopi ceremonies. For example, it is common for
Hopis to procure water from springs in areas where
Hopi clans formerly resided (Fewkes 1900a:693-694;
1900b:592). This custom of collecting water from
ancestral places links Hopi people with their ances-
tors and connects clans with places of historical im-
portance. The water from such springs is considered
sacred and is often used by priests in religious cere-
monies (Hough 1906:168). Plants, animals, rocks,
and minerals also play an important role in Hopi
cultural practices. Many of these materials are col-
lected from sacred places far away or obtained from
those places via trade so they can be used in Hopi
ceremonies (Ferguson 1998:221-226; Hough 1897,
1902:465). The Hopi consider the earth to be sacred,
and the focus of many of their ceremonies revolves
around the balance, health, and well-being of the
land.

HOPI RESISTANCE TO SPANISH COLONIALISM

The Hopi have had a tumultuous history of in-
teraction with colonial forces, especially the Span-
iards. The following is a summary of major events
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as described by James (1974), Preucel (2002), Wilcox
(2009), Kessell (2010), Copeland (2012), and Sheridan
etal. (2015). The corresponding timeline establishes
a historical reference for the continued colonial leg-
acy, first under Mexico, and then under the United
States. In 1540, after battling with the Zuni, Fran-
cisco Vasquez de Coronado sent an expedition un-
der the command of Captain Pedro de Tovar to make
contact with the Hopi. When the Spaniards arrived,
probably at the ancestral village of Awa’tovi on
Antelope Mesa (Brew 1979:519), the Hopis marked
a line on the ground with corn pollen as a gesture to
keep them out. Ignoring the line, the Spaniards en-
tered the village and battled with the Hopis, ulti-
mately defeating them. This first encounter between
the Hopi, whom the Spaniards called Moquis, and
the Spaniards, whom the Hopi still refer to as
Kastiilam, marked the beginning of centuries of trau-
ma and distress for the Hopi people.

Another tumultuous meeting occurred in 1583,
when a party under Antonio de Espejo traveled from
the northern Rio Grande valley in present-day New
Mexico to Awat’ovi (Hammond and Rey 1966:190).
They arrived with about 80 Zuni warriors and again
fought and subdued the Hopi. By the end of the six-
teenth century, the Spaniards had begun colonizing
and evangelizing the Pueblo people under the rea-
soning of the Discovery Doctrine, which entitled
Spain to take dominion over all non-Christian peo-
ple it encountered. In 1598, Juan de Ofiate led a large
colonizing party up the Rio Grande Valley and
founded San Juan de los Caballeros as the first colo-
ny of Santa Fe de Nuevo México, a new province
under the Viceroyalty of New Spain. After meeting
with the leaders of 30 pueblos, Onate took formal
possession of Pueblo lands, disregarding any own-
ership claim the Pueblo people had to their tradi-
tional lands. Onate demanded that the Pueblo lead-
ers adopt Christianity; otherwise, they would be
physically punished and condemned to hell. The
Hopi complied, but only superficially, because they
realized the Spanish presence was not permanent
(Hammond and Rey 1953:360-362).

In 1629, three Spanish missionaries of the
Franciscan Order arrived at Hopi. They established
rudimentary missions at the villages of Awat’ovi,
Orayvi, Songoopavi, Musangnuvi, and Walpi. Two
years later, they erected a church atop one of
Awat’ovi’s kivas, an act and symbol of dominance
on the part of the Catholic Church and the Spanish
Crown (Montgomery et al. 1949:9-13). In 1680, after
more than a century of abuse by the Spaniards, sev-
eral Pueblos united and led coordinated attacks
against the Spaniards in what has come to be known
as the Pueblo Revolt. The Pueblo Revolt resulted in
a victory for the Pueblos, and, with the Franciscans
finally gone from their villages, the Pueblos were

able to again openly practice their own traditions
and religious practices.

The Spanish Crown ultimately returned in 1692,
when Don Diego de Vargas, then-governor of Nuevo
México, led a reconquest against the Pueblo people.
By this time, all the Hopis had coalesced in the vil-
lages atop the Hopi Mesas (Kessell and Hendricks
1992:169, 219n.76). Over the ensuing years, many
people from Eastern Pueblos along the Rio Grande
and its tributaries, including a Tewa-speaking group
from Jemez Pueblo, fled to Hopi, the westernmost
reach of the Pueblo world, to escape the returning
Spaniards.

In 1699, then-Governor of Santa Fe, Pedro
Rodriguez Cubero, sent the leader of Zuni, José
Naranjo, and friars Francisco de Garaicoechea and
Antonio de Mirando to Awat’ovi, but they were
halted by Francisco de Espeleta, the leader of Orayvi.
The following year, Espleta led a delegation to San-
ta Fe to meet with Governor Cubero. Espleta pro-
posed a truce between the Hopi villages and Spain
that would allow the Hopi to retain claim to their
land and the right to be free of Christianity, but the
governor refused.

During the following winter, the Hopi laid siege
to the Spanish-occupied Awat’ovi, destroying it and
burning Spanish priests and Hopi converts in an act
of cleansing the village (Waters 1977:259-266). Many
of the women and children were relocated to other
Hopi villages. In 1702, another group of Tewa speak-
ers sought refuge among the Hopi. After defeating
the Ute in an attack against Hopi, the chief of Walpi
allowed them to settle on First Mesa, where they
founded the village of Haano. However, in 1716,
then-Governor Félix Martinez de Torrelaguna de-
manded that the Tewa-speaking refugees at Hopi
return to their home pueblos, but most refused. In
retaliation, Martinez had their livestock killed and
their crops burned.

Over the next 100 years, the Hopi continued to
resist Spanish dominion and reject their colonial
demands. In 1775, Silvestre Vélez de Escalante, a
Franciscan priest stationed at Zuni Pueblo, attempt-
ed to visit Walpi and Orayvi, but he was not wel-
comed into the villages (Adams 1963). The follow-
ing year, Franciscan missionary Francisco Garcés
traveled from the lower Colorado River to the Hopi
Mesas, but he was also given a cold reception
(Adams and Chavez 1956:283). That following year,
Fray Vélez de Escalante returned with another priest,
Francisco Atanasio Dominguez, and they ap-
proached the Hopi from the northwest. With the help
of Paiute guides, they were shown a road that led
south from Utah to Orayvi. Escalante and
Dominguez were welcomed and given food, but the
Hopi outright dismissed the priests’ requests that
they accept Christianity and relocate nearer to San-



ta Fe (Chavez and Warner 1976:113). After several
additional futile attempts at convincing the Hopi to
move to the Rio Grande valley, there is little men-
tion of them in official documents. From then on,
the Hopi lived relatively free of European influenc-
es until the expansion of the United States in the
nineteenth century.

By the end of the eighteenth century, drought
and disease had devastated Hopi communities, as
well as their crops and animals. The difficulties and
trauma endured by the Hopi during the Spanish
missionization and colonization included sexual
exploitation of Hopi women, torture, suppression
of Hopi ceremonies, and forced labor. These remain
as open wounds in Hopi society today, and the sto-
ries about this dark period in Hopi history have been
retained and passed along in oral tradition. Like-
wise, subsequent traumas and injustices of the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, imposed by the co-
lonial policies of Mexico and the United States that
expanded on those of the Spaniards, continue to be
felt among the Hopi. Key among those are numer-
ous land disputes with the U.S. government and
neighboring tribes, the establishment of the reser-
vation, and restrictions of access to traditional sites
(Clemmer 1979; Dockstader 1979; James 1974).

FROM TRADITIONAL LANDS TO RESERVATION

Prior to the reservation and federal recognition
as a distinct Indian tribe, the Hopi organized them-
selves into 12 autonomous villages, one of which has
two colonies (see Figure 3.1). The Hopi built 10 vil-
lages atop three protrusions along the southern edge
of Black Mesa in northeastern Arizona. From east to
west, these are known as First Mesa, Second Mesa,
and Third Mesa, and they are referred to collective-
ly as the Hopi Mesas. Walpi, Sitsom’ovi, and Haano
(Tewa Village) lie on top of First Mesa. Another com-
munity, called Polacca, is situated along its base, and
another, known as Spider Mound, is located south-
east of the First Mesa villages. Haano is occupied
by descendants of the Tewa speakers who migrated
from the northern Rio Grande valley in New Mexi-
co approximately 300 years ago.

Supawlavi, Songoopavi, and Musangnuvi are the
villages atop Second Mesa, and the Third Mesa vil-
lages are Orayvi, Kiqotsmovi, Hotvela, and Paaqavi.
Lower Muingapi and Upper Miingapi, two villages
originally established as colonies of Orayvi, are lo-
cated approximately 80 km west of Third Mesa.

In 1936, the Hopi Tribe was formally organized un-
der the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, with an
elected Chairman and Tribal Council that operate un-
der a tribal constitution and by-laws (Clemmer
1995:150-165; Connelly 1979:550). The Hopi Tribe, as
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a contemporary political organization, exists to sup-
port the traditional organization of the Hopi villages
and to provide services to tribal members. According
to the latest census figures from 2010, 16,053 Hopis
and 242 Arizona Tewas consider themselves part of
the Hopi Tribe, of which approximately 6,500 are esti-
mated to be proficient in the Hopi language (U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau 2010, 2013).

The original Hopi Indian Reservation, estab-
lished by President Arthur by Executive Order on
16 December 1882, was a rectangular block measur-
ing approximately 2,472,300 acres (Kappler 1904:
805), an area vastly larger than today’s 1,620,480-
acre reservation. The Hopi reservation was parti-
tioned into its current configuration after litigation
between the Hopi Tribe and the Navajo Nation to
determine ownership (Clemmer 1995:235-245). The
configuration was ultimately settled through an Act
of Congress (Public Law 93-531). Subsequent litiga-
tion between the Hopi Tribe and the Navajo Nation
pursuant to 25 U.S.C. §640d-7 resulted in an addi-
tion to the Hopi Reservation of some 260 km? around
the village of Muingapi. This addition lies about 20
km west of the main body of the Hopi Reservation
(see Figure 3.1).

The Hopi consider the Greater Southwest and
parts of Mexico to be their traditional, aboriginal
lands, a vast region they know as Hopitutskwa
(“Hopi Land”). Hopitutskwa is dense with cultur-
ally important locations that include landforms as-
sociated with deities and historical events, sacred
springs, rivers, trails, ancestral villages, petroglyphs,
and other archaeological sites that verify the migra-
tions of their ancestors (Jenkins et al. 1994:2). Hopis
refer to these places as itaakuku, “footprints.” When
Hopis visit such places, they commonly leave offer-
ings, such as hooma (prayer meal) and paaho (prayer
feathers), as part of their stewardship responsibility
to the earth and their ancestors. The development
of reservations and other federally managed lands
has imposed restrictions on how, when, and even
whether the Hopi can visit these areas to perform
their spiritual duties.

In 1970, the Hopi Tribe filed a claim before the
Indian Claims Commission for aboriginal lands tak-
en by the United States after 1848 without payment
to the Hopi Tribe. The Indian Claims Commission
(1974a, 1974b) determined that the Hopi Tribe had
exclusive use and ownership of an area much small-
er than that claimed by the tribe. As such, the ab-
original lands allotted to the Hopi Tribe by the Indi-
an Claims Commission do not represent the area
used and occupied by ancestors of the Hopi people
in earlier centuries, nor do they represent the areas
used by Hopi for all of their current cultural activi-
ties. This includes the Great Bend of the Gila, which
the Hopi regard as part of Hopitutskwa, Hopi Land.
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HOPI CONNECTIONS TO THE GREAT BEND
OF THE GILA

The Hopi Tribe understands its ancestral connec-
tion with southern Arizona through the clans and
religious societies associated with the Hoo-
poq’yagam, an ancestral group of clans that migrat-
ed through southern Arizona from Palatkwapi to
their ultimate destination on the Hopi Mesas
(Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999, 2003). Hopis
trace their historical relationship with ancestral
Hoopoq'yagam groups using traditional history and
geography, kinship, archaeological materials, eth-
nobotanical knowledge, and ongoing religious and
cultural practices. Today, the Hopi retain strong ties
with the areas once inhabited by the Hoopoq'yaqam,
and continued values of the Hopi include concepts
of protection and preservation of these places. The
Hopi believe the Great Bend of the Gila was once
home to some Hoopoq'yaqam clans. In this way,
Hopis derive heritage value in both the cultural re-
sources of the Great Bend region and in their involve-
ment in their stewardship.

Connections through Clan Migrations

Hopi clans that migrated from the south, the
Hoopoq'yaqam clans, are associated with
Palatkwapi, the “Red Walled City,” an ancestral re-
gion south of the Hopi Mesas. Suggested locations
of Palatkwapi range from southern and central Ari-
zona to Mesoamerica, and even as far as South
America (Andreani 2002:31). In writing about the
archaeological site of Paquimé (Casas Grandes) in
Chihuahua, Di Peso (1974:767-768) speculated that
Palatkwapi, which he translated as “the southern
Place of the Red Coral Shell,” may have been either
the Toltecan Htiehuetlapallan (“Red Lands”) in
Mexico, or perhaps the Phoenix Basin of south-cen-
tral Arizona. However, as Teague (1993:445) con-
cluded:

There might have been a number of places associ-
ated with the name Palatkwapi, representing the
different southern homes of the various clans, and
also reflecting the sequential occupation of villages
during the passage from the south to the Hopi
mesas in northeastern Arizona. The precise loca-
tion is less important than the associations con-
necting this concept with the social context that
prevailed in late prehistory throughout southern
and central Arizona and parts of northern Mexi-
co.

Other scholars view Palatkwapi as a period in Hopi's
past rather than as a specific geographic location
(Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999). As Anyon

(1999:31) explained, “It is most likely that Palatkwapi
is an amalgam of sites that includes some time
depth...Palatkwapi may best be regarded as a pal-
impsest of memories associated with lands far south
of Hopi.”

The clans associated with Palatkwapi consider
the archaeological sites of southern Arizona as places
their ancestors lived during their migration to the
Hopi Mesas. Ferguson and Loma’omvaya (1999:112,
2003:Table 6) identified at least 31 clans associated
with Palatkwapi and migrations from the south.
During a reevaluation of these clans in 2016, the
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office concluded that at
least 28 clans migrated from the south (Table 3.1).

According to Kuwanwisiwma (1998), different
Hopi clans followed different routes, including
through the areas encompassed by the proposed
Great Bend of the Gila National Monument, as they
migrated from Palatkwapi and across the southern
Southwest (see Figure 3.2). As Kuwanwisiwma
(1998) clarified, the clans that migrated generally
through central Arizona and into the Tonto Basin
(Wukoskyavi) include the Water, Young Corn, Blue-
bird, Bear Strap, Bear, Sun, Sun Forehead, and Ea-
gle clans. The clans that traveled through eastern
Arizona and western New Mexico, arriving at Hopi
from the upper Little Colorado River and White
Mountain areas, include the Bow, Greasewood,
Reed, Kestrel, Squash, and Grey Hawk clans. The
clans that traveled through the central and western
portions of Arizona, migrating to Hopi via the Verde
Valley, include the Rattlesnake, Lizard, and Sand
clans.

An account of the Reed Clan’s migration history
(Quotskuyva 1998) indicates that some Hopi clans
arrived to the Southwest from Central or South
America, and then continued migrating north due
to droughts, famines, and social conflicts. As Robert
Quotskuyva (in Andreani 2002:30) shared, “The
Reed Clan followed the big rivers during migration
because they provided water and vegetation.” These
big rivers may very well include the lower Colorado
(Pisisvayu) and the lower Gila rivers. Andreani
(2002:28) further documents clans with traditions
involving visits to the lower Colorado River and
surrounding landscape. The Hopi Cultural Preser-
vation Office reevaluated this list in 2016 (see Table
3.1). Prominent traditions include the histories of the
Fire, Rattlesnake, Sand, and Lizard clans.

One of the clan histories shared with Waters
(1977:87-89) describes the migration of the Lizard and
Rattlesnake clans from the lower Colorado River to
Hopi, with an extended residence in the Great Bend
area. According to Waters’s (1977) retelling, these two
clans lived together for a long time in the vicinity of
Parker, Arizona, where they grew abundant crops,
and their presence was preceded by that of the Fire



Table 3.1. Hopi clans with migration histories tied to southern Arizona.
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Migration Route in Southern Arizona

Along the Lower
Hopi Name English Gloss From the Souths  Colorado River®  Associated Hopi Villages
Aawatngyam Bow Clan X X Orayvi
Alngyam Horn or Deer Clan X X Walpi
Atokngyam Crane Clan X Walpi, Musangnuvi
Honngyam Bear Clan X Walpi, Songoopavi, Musangnuvi,
Supawlavi, Orayvi
Hospowngyam  Roadrunner Clan X X Walpi
Kookopngyam Fire Clan X X Orayvi
Kookyangngyam Spider Clan X X Supawlavi, Orayvi
Kuukutsngyam  Lizard Clan X X Walpi, Musangnuvi, Orayvi
Kwaangyam Eagle Clan X X Songoopavi, Musangnuvi
Kyarngyam Parrot Clan X Songoopavi, Musangnuvi, Orayvi
Kyelngyam Kestrel Clan X Walpi, Musangnuvi, Orayvi
Lenngyam Flute Clan X X Walpi
Masikwayngyam Gray Hawk Clan X Musangnuvi
Matsakwngyam  Horned Toad Clan X Walpi
Nuvangyam Snow Clan X Songoopavi
Oomawngyam Cloud Clan X X Walpi, Songoopavi
Paagapngyam Reed Clan X X Walpi, Songoopavi, Musangnuvi,
Orayvi
Paatangngyam Squash Clan X Walpi, Musangnuvi
Paa’isngyam Water Coyote Clan X Orayvi
Patkingyam Water Clan X X Walpi, Songoopavi, Musangnuvi,
Supawlavi, Orayvi
Pifngyam Tobacco Clan X X Walpi, Songoopavi, Musangnuvi
Piikyasngyam Young Corn Clan X X Songoopavi, Musangnuvi, Orayvi
Pigosngyam Bear Strap Clan X X Songoopavi, Orayvi
Qa’ongyam Mature Corn Clan X X Songoopavi, Musangnuvi, Supawlavi
Qalngyam Sun Forehead Clan X Songoopavi, Musangnuvi
Taawangyam Sun Clan X X Walpi, Songoopavi, Supawlavi
Tepngyam Greasewood Clan X X Orayvi
Tsorngyam Bluebird Clan X X Songoopavi
Tsu'ngyam Rattlesnake Clan X X Walpi, Oravyi
Tuwangyam Sand Clan X X Walpi, Songdopavi, Musangnuvi,

Orayvi

Note: This information was evaluated and updated by the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office in 2016.
alnformation from Ferguson and Loma’omvaya (1999:112, 2003:Table 6).
bInformation from Andreani (2002:Table 4).

and Water clans. The stretch of the lower Colorado
River between Newberry Mountain and Parker, Ar-
izona is known as Wupavutsvayu (“The Place of the
Long, Wide River”) (Kuwanwisiwma 2001).

As the Lizard and Rattlesnake clans continued
their migration to the Hopi Mesas, they settled for a
long period at Wukoskave (“Wide Valley”), recog-
nized today as the Citrus Valley along the Great
Bend of the Gila. From there, they continued their
migration, with a time spent in the middle Gila Riv-
er valley before turning north and joining the other
clans at Hopi. Their ancestral village, ballcourt, race-

track, and clan symbols (as petroglyphs) left by the
Lizard and Rattlesnake clans while at Wukoskave
are still visible today (Waters 1977:87-89, 104-108).
The Fire Clan, which may have originated as far
south as South America, intermittently traveled with
the Rattlesnake and Spider clans. They also interact-
ed with the Bow, Bluebird, Lizard, Bamboo/Reed,
Eagle, Water, Coyote, Katsina, and Gray Badger clans
during their migrations in southwestern Arizona.
Wilton Kooyahoema, a member of the Fire Clan, re-
called an area in southern Arizona known as
Soytsiwpu, which he believes might be in the vicini-
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ty of the Yuma Proving Ground or the Barry M.
Goldwater Range (see Figure 3.2) (Andreani 2002:28-
29). This location is known as “the Four Ridges” and
“The Opening Place,” and it is characterized as be-
ing in a very dry area. It is a locale where many of
the southern clans reunited with each other. After
the gathering at Soytsiwpu, Mr. Kooyahoema ex-
plained that the Fire, Spider, and Snake clans con-
tinued their migrations up the Colorado River from
the south, while other clans migrated up the lower
Gila River and through the Great Bend area toward
Phoenix.

The Water Clan, which had an important role and
a significant presence at Palatkwapi, traces its mi-
gration through Piniksi and Wukoskyavi, the Phoe-
nix and Tonto basins. Many scholars believe the
Water Clan resided for some time along the Gila River
and had a considerable influence on the social and
religious configuration of communities in southern
Arizona between approximately A.D. 1200 and 1450.

Di Peso (1974:775) showed that ceramic design
styles appearing at Paquimé in northern Chihuahua
can be linked directly to those at Homol ovi, a well-
known ancestral Hopi village in northern Arizona
near Winslow. To explain this transmission of styles,
Di Peso (1974:775) concluded that, “The [Water Clan]
was in some yet unknown way directly involved
with the intricate history of the spread of the Gila
Polychrome complex in Arizona, New Mexico, and
Sonora.” Archaeologists date this Gila Polychrome
complex, technically known as Roosevelt Red Ware
and commonly called Salado Polychrome, to the
A.D. 1275-1450 period (Crown 1994).

Fewkes (1907a:328) likewise suggested the an-
cient inhabitants of the Gila River valley included
members of the Water Clan. He believed that the
ancestors of the Water Clan were closely related to
the ancestors of the Akimel O’odham. After exten-
sive studies of the archaeological sites and Native
cultures of the Southwest, Fewkes (1907a:328-329,
emphasis added) concluded that:

In ancient times the valleys of the Gila and its trib-
utaries as far down river as Gila Bend were inhab-
ited by an agricultural people in a homogeneous
stage of culture. There existed minor divisions of
this stock, as Sobaipuri, Pima, Opa (Cocomarico-
pa), and Patki [Water Clan].

Waters (1977:103-108) specifically identified Gila
Bend, Sonora, and places farther south in Mesoa-
merica as settling places for different Hopi clans
during their migrations. He suggested that petro-
glyphs left in the Gila Bend area are indicative of a
long history of residence there by Hopis, in which
clans left and returned to this area multiple times
over the course of their migrations.

Many more Hopi clans beyond those described
above have history and traditions that connect them
to southern Arizona. The few available detailed mi-
gration accounts of Hoopoq'yaqam clans provide
insight into the significance of this region, specifi-
cally, the Great Bend of the Gila, in Hopi history.
Further, many of the Hoopoq'yaqam clans are fun-
damentally involved in Hopi’s ongoing ceremonial
cycle, and their religious traditions also relate to their
migrations from the south. As Fewkes (1910:594)
pointed out, “Evidences have been advanced...that
considerable additions have been made to the Hopi
sociology, linguistics, mythologies, and rites by col-
onists from the Gila and Salt river valleys, the peo-
ple that in prehistoric times built the large com-
pounds in southern Arizona.” Some of these
compounds are found in the vicinity of Gila Bend,
the westernmost reach of the Hohokam archaeolog-
ical tradition (Doyel 2000; Wright et al. 2015:13-19).

Connections through Religious Societies
and Ceremonies

According to Hopi traditional history, nine reli-
gious societies and ceremonies were brought to Hopi
by Hoopoq'yaqam clans that migrated from
Palatkwapi (Table 3.2). Each of the clans and
phratries that arrived at Hopi preserved distinct
“legends, ceremonies, and ceremonial parapherna-
lia” (Fewkes 1907b:563). Sikdanakpu (in Voth
1912:142-143) explained that some of the clans pre-
served their ceremonies by performing them dur-
ing the migrations.

The Batki clan and Sand clan come from
[Palatkwapi]...When traveling they sometimes
halted, and the Sand clan would spread sand on
the ground and plant corn. The Batki clan would
sing and thereby cause it to thunder and to rain,
and the corn would grow in a day, and they would
have something to eat” (Sikanakpu, in Voth
1912:142).

The nine religious societies and ceremonies that
originated at Palatkwapi reference seven deities, or
katsinas (Table 3.3). One of the most prominent of
these is Paaloloqangw, the Horned Water Serpent,
who brought about the flood that destroyed
Palatkwapi. For example, some Hopi believe that
the rituals of the Agave Society were brought from
Palatkwapi to Hopi by the Water Clan (Fewkes
1894:403-416), and that Paalsloqangw’s horn is thus
associated with the Agave Society (Yava 1978:8, 69).

The nine religious societies and ceremonies of the
Hoopoq'yagam clans figure prominently at Hopi.
For instance, as Fewkes (1900b:633) described long



Table 3.2. Hopi religious societies and ceremonies asso-
ciated with the clans that migrated from the south.

Hopi Name English Gloss

Aa’alt Horn Society

Kwaakwant Agave Society

Lalkont Basket Society Dance
Leelent Flute Ceremony
Mamrawt Women's Society
Soyalang Winter Solstice Ceremony
Taatawkyam Singer’s Society
Wuwtsimt Ancients Society

Yayat Hopi religious society

Note: This information is from Ferguson and Loma’omvaya
(2003:Table 7) and was updated by the Hopi Cultural
Preservation Office in 2016.

Table 3.3. Hopi deities and ceremonial personages asso-
ciated with the clans that migrated from the south.

Hopi Name English Gloss
Aloosaka Hopi religious society
Sa’lako Hopi Shalako
Oomawkatsinam Cloud katsina
Paalologangw Horned Water Serpant
Sootukwnang Sky deity

Soyalkatsina Soyal katsina
Tuutukwnangt Sky deities

Note: This information is from Ferguson and Loma’omvaya
(2003:Table 8) and was updated by the Hopi Cultural
Preservation Office in 2016.

ago, “The majority of the clans and the most dis-
tinctive ceremonies in the Walpi ritual came from
southern Arizona...Some parts of the ritual which
are distinctly Hopi are found not to have come from
the north, but from the south.” He (Fewkes 1919:273)
further noted, “The southern clans introduced some
novelties in ceremonies, especially in the Winter
Solstice and New-fire festivals and in the rites of the
Horned Serpent at the Spring Equinox.” The specif-
ic ceremonies Fewkes (1900b:626-630, 1919:271)
identified as coming from Palatkwapi include the
Horn, Ancients, and Women's societies brought by
the Squash Phratry; the Singer’s Society brought by
the Tobacco Clan; and the Agave Society and Bas-
ket Society Dance brought by the Water Phratry. To
these can be added the Yayat, Flute Ceremony, and
Winter Solstice Ceremony (see Table 3.2), the latter
of which Voth (1905:47-48) attributed to the Sand
Clan.

Most of Fewkes’s (1919) observations are con-
firmed by contemporary Hopi scholars. Kuwan-
wisiwma (1998) pointed out that the Horn Society
(associated with the Bow Clan), the Ancients Soci-
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ety (associated with the Kestrel Clan), the Singer’s
Society (associated with the Parrot Clan), and the
Agave Society (associated with the Eagle Clan) are
also associated with the southern Southwest. Simi-
larly, Lomawaima (1998) explained that the Basket
Society Dance came with clans that migrated from
the south. A monument associated with this religious
society was located at Siipa, which included a ring
of stones placed in the formation of the Basket Soci-
ety Dance. Parsons (1926:186) noted that, “Those
people on their way from [Palatkwapi] took a rest
every afternoon and before they rested they danced,
they danced lakunti [the Basket Society Dance].” She
added that this is given as the reason why the Wa-
ter Clan owns the Basket Society Dance (Parsons
1926:187).1

Connections through Travel and Trade

Salt, water, and seashells are traditional ceremo-
nial items associated with southwestern Arizona and
the Gulf of California that Hopis procured through
travel and trade (Appendix Figure D.12). Hopi cul-
tural advisors stated that seashells were prized
items, and they were obtained through trips to the
Gulf of California and through trade (Andreani
2002:34). LaVerne Siweumptewa (1999) recalled
Hopi pilgrimages to the ocean to gather saltwater
and seashells. When Mr. Siweumptewa visited the
Pacific, he collected ocean water and gave it to the
Antelope, Agave, and Flute societies for use in their
ceremonies. Earlier travel to the Pacific Ocean is cor-
roborated in the writing of early anthropologists at
Hopi. For instance, Hough (1898:138) indicated in
his chronicles that members of the Hopi Tribe “may
havejourneyed to the Gulf of California for precious
sea shells.” It is likely that, on occasion, Hopis trav-
eled through the Great Bend of the Gila area to ob-
tain shells and salt, because it encompasses a major
ancestral trade and travel corridor between the Hopi
Mesas and the sea (Brand 1938; Hayden 1972; Tow-
er 1945; Wright et al. 2015:52-55).

In addition to traveling for material goods, the
Hopi also have stories of travel for the acquisition
of ceremonial knowledge. For example, Micah
Loma’omvaya, a Bear Clan member from
Songoopavi, stated that during the travels of the Bear
Strap Clan to the Gulf of California to collect salt,
while there, they also acquired religious and cere-
monial knowledge (Andreani 2002:29-30). The Hopi
story of Tiyo narrates an epic journey of a young
boy traveling down the Colorado River to the ocean,
where he disembarks and meets foreign people who
teach him about rainmaking. This story is generally
known by all Hopi, but some versions of the story
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contain proprietary information specific to the Rat-
tlesnake Clan and the Snake Society (Hopkins 2012).

The Tiyo narratives provide descriptive accounts
of the lower Colorado River valley and the desert
Southwest, thereby connecting the Hopi with this
landscape through both imagery and history. Addi-
tional narratives of Tiyo’s journey home from the
southern lands, whereupon he follows a different
route, provide further details about Hopi connec-
tions to the southern Southwest (Andreani 2002:32-
33; Courlander 1971:83; Dorsey and Voth 1902:255-
261; Hopkins 2012; Stephen 1929:35-50, 1936:
636-637; Voth 1905:30-36).

Connections through Cultural Resources

In 1776, Garcés (Coues 1900:386-387) stated that
“...the Moqui nation anciently extended to the Rio
Gila itself.” Garcés noted that, in conversations with
the Akimel O’odham and Sobaipuri of southern
Arizona, he was told that “Moquis” were responsi-
ble for building many of the large ancient villages
of central and southern Arizona (see also Bandelier
1892:464-466;, Hodge 1910a:251). Since then, many
scholars have also suggested that before reaching
the Hopi Mesas, several early clans lived at some of
the ancestral sites in southern Arizona and north-
ern Mexico (Cordell 1997; Di Peso 1974; Fewkes 1910;
Teague 1993).

In a study of Hopi and Akimel O’odham tradi-
tional history, Teague (1989:156-168, 1993:445-451)
found that the descriptions of riverine irrigation, of
a breakdown of social religious authority, and of
flooding at Palatkwapi have historical parallels in
the cultural resources of southern Arizona. Accord-
ing to Teague (1993), the Hopi and O’odham have
ancestral connections to at least some aspects of the
Hohokam archaeological tradition. She suggested
that Hopi traditions represent the perspective of the
people who left for the northern Pueblos after the
social upheaval at Palatkwapi, while O’odham tra-
ditions represent the perspective of those who stayed
(Teague 1993).

The Hopi Tribe has made formal claims of cul-
tural affiliation to the Hohokam and Salado archae-
ological traditions of southern Arizona as defined
under the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (Ferguson 2003;
Ferguson and Loma’omvaya 1999). Although an
extensive cultural affiliation study relating contem-
porary Hopi with the Patayan archaeological tradi-
tion of southwestern Arizona has yet to be conduct-
ed, Hopis believe they have significant cultural and
historical connections to the Patayan (Andreani
2002:52-53). As Ferguson and Schachner (2003:64)
point out:

The Hopi people view their past in terms of their
ancestors, the real people who lived at the sites
now studied by archaeologists. These ancestors
migrated through all of the geographical regions
associated with archaeological cultures, so differ-
ent groups of Hopi ancestors (Hisatsinom) were
simultaneously or sequentially affiliated with all
of the archaeological cultures of the Southwest.

Hopi perspectives on cultural affiliation are ech-
oed in their views about archaeology in general.
Whereas archaeologists usually define archaeologi-
cal sites as discrete locales of material culture that
can be physically bounded and geographically de-
fined, in Hopi thought, “these [archaeological] sites
are inextricably associated with the surrounding re-
gion. The culturally meaningful scale needed to in-
terpret kuktota [Hopi “footprints”] thus far exceeds
the boundaries of archaeological sites as delineated
by artifact scatters and architecture” (Kuwanwi-
siwma and Ferguson 2009:102).

Sekaquaptewa (in Zedefio and Stoffle 1996:82)
further explained that archaeologists apply a scien-
tific perspective that describes past events such as
migration as social reactions to natural incidents,
famine, or environmental breakdown. In contrast,
the Hopi apply a spiritual perspective, viewing some
of these natural tragedies as the effects of the moral
breakdown of human beings that reflect a failure of
the ancestors to uphold their spiritual responsibili-
ties. Consequently, the Creator produced natural
events that caused the Hisatsinom to move onward
until they reached their destiny at Tuuwanasavi, the
earth’s Center Place at the Hopi Mesas.

In previous ethnographic studies conducted by
the Hopi Tribe along the Great Bend of the Gila,
cultural advisors identified numerous cultural re-
sources they consider to be important for under-
standing their relationships with the area. For ex-
ample, in speaking about the petroglyph images at
Sears Point, which is within the boundaries of the
proposed national monument, Hopi tribal members
stated that “the symbols are each packed with a
story...they have an embedded narrative. The em-
bedded narrative includes clan signs, directional
markers, and references to the songs and ceremo-
nies that contain the narrative history of clans and
migrations” (Underwood 2009:58).

The presence of a specific clan in an area is rec-
ognized by its wu ya, or totem, representing its name
and symbolic association to a plant, animal, or some
other phenomenon important in the migration his-
tory of the clan (Eggan 1950:80-89). Hopi wu'ya are
often depicted in petroglyphs and pictographs, so
such features are important in tracing Hopi clan
migrations (Bernardini 2005; Colton and Colton
1931; Ferguson 1998:259-262; Russell and Wright
2009). As Clemmer (1993:85-86) stated, ancestral sites



and rock writings are a kind of “road map” of Hopi's
spiritual progress through the universe, and they
reflect Hopi’s commitment with Maasaw to act as
stewards of the earth and do their part in keeping
the universe’s energy forces in balance.

Hopi advisors have previously identified specif-
ic petroglyphs at Sears Point as wu’ya of Hopi clans,
and they recognized some personal and communi-
ty responsibility areas (such as settlements) of mi-
grating Hopi clans. They also identified an image
they believe depicts the Crab Nebula, the remnant
of a supernova dated to 4 July 1054 (Underwood
2009:59). The Hopi believe the supernova was an
important spiritual message that directed them to-
ward Tuuwanasavi, their spiritual center at the Hopi
Mesas. When shown photographs of petroglyphs at
other places along the Great Bend in 2015, members
of the Hopi Cultural Resource Advisory Task Team
(HCRATT) also recognized petroglyphs at Toad
Tank and Oatman Point they believe might repre-
sent stars, possibly also in reference to the 1054 su-
pernova (Appendix D.11-D.12).

In researching Hopi connections to the Barry M.
Goldwater Range and the Yuma Proving Ground in
southern Arizona, which are located immediately
south and west of the proposed Great Bend of the
Gila National Monument, Hopi cultural advisors
identified many more petroglyphs or pictographs
that have significance in Hopi life (Andreani 2002;
Anyon 1999). These include wu'ya of numerous
Hopi clans (see Anyon 1999:51), as well as depic-
tions of katsinas and other deities that are impor-
tant to the Hoopoq'yagam clans.

For example, Hopi cultural advisors interpreted
an image of a cross at the Chris Glyphs site in the
Barry M. Goldwater Range as a representation of
Tuuwanasavi (Anyon 1999:52). When shown pho-
tographs of petroglyphs in the Great Bend area,
HCRATT members recognized a similar cross at
Oatman Point, remarking that it is an important
symbol to Hopi (Appendix D.12). Another petro-
glyph motif found at both Quail Point along the
Great Bend and on the Barry M. Goldwater Range
is one that Hopi cultural advisors say “appears on
the Hopi Flag” (Appendix D.3). To Hopis, this de-
piction of a circle with four sections signifies
Tuuwagqatsi, the Hopi Earth Symbol.

In addition to petroglyphs, Hopi cultural advi-
sors see itaakuku (“footprints”) among other types of
cultural resources within the Great Bend of the Gila
area, including geoglyphs, intaglios, and other types
of rock features. Many of these are spiritually signif-
icant to the Hopi and may represent trailmarkers,
shrines, or other offering places of their ancestors
(Anyon 1999). Shrines and offering places often exist
asisolated features on the landscape, although Hopis
believe that most ancestral habitation sites also have
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shrines associated with them. For Hopis, shrines are
sacred features that serve as portals to the spiritual
world, and only certain individuals have the religious
knowledge and authority to build or clean shrines.
The power of these features is everlasting, and they
should not be disturbed (Ferguson 1998).

In discussing an intaglio on the Barry M.
Goldwater Range, Hopi cultural advisors explained
that they are probably ceremonial locations where
ancestral Hopis performed important rituals (Anyon
1999:57-58). Morgan Saufkie, a member of the Bear
Clan from Second Mesa, added that there is an inta-
glio-like feature near Jeddito, a village near First
Mesa, and the Hopis use it to bring rain (Anyon
1999:58). In 2016, Wilton Kooyahoema (personal
communication 2016) of the Fire Clan shared that
the Agua Caliente “Racetrack,” a large intaglio at
Sears Point within the proposed Great Bend of the
Gila National Monument (Appendix D.1), is similar
to the War God racetrack at Orayvi. According to
Waters (1977:87; see also Johnson 1985:21-22), some
geoglyphs along the lower Colorado and lower Gila
rivers depict wu'ya of the Hoopoq'yaqam clans.
Johnson (1985:30-31) suggested the Agua Caliente
Racetrack may be the racetrack left by the Lizard
and Rattlesnake Clans during their time at
Wukoskave in the Great Bend of the Gila.

As is evident from the discussion above, Hopis
understand cultural resources based on their knowl-
edge of history, as well as their relationship with
ongoing cultural practices that are rooted in past
events and places. Although the Hopi Tribe has doc-
umented significant information about their tradi-
tional history in southern Arizona, this research topic
is certainly not exhausted. Additional research in the
Great Bend of the Gila area would yield more infor-
mation to refine the knowledge about which clans
migrated from the south, as well as what contribu-
tions they made to Hopi culture and society.

HOPI PERCEPTIONS OF A GREAT BEND OF THE
GILA NATIONAL MONUMENT

In early 2013, then-Chairman of the Hopi Tribe,
LeRoy N. Shingoitewa, wrote a letter supporting the
creation of a Great Bend of the Gila National Monu-
ment (Appendix E). In light of the 2016 legislation
introduced by Representative Ratl Grijalva (Appen-
dix A), current Chairman Herman G. Honanie
authored a subsequent, reaffirming support letter
that identifies the Hopi Tribe as “a partner in this
proposed National Monument designation” (Ap-
pendix E). The Hopi Tribe’s interest is in the protec-
tion of environmental and cultural resources, which
are culturally affiliated with the Hopi Tribe, for the
benefit of current and future generations. In that let-
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ter, the Hopi Tribe expressed its willingness to con-
tribute information that would build knowledge and
understanding about Hopi’s ancestors who pio-
neered the lands of southern Arizona centuries ago.
During this project, members of the HCRATT ech-
oed the support of the former Chairman for the pro-
posed Great Bend of the Gila National Monument.
On behalf of the group, Ronald Wadsworth stated:

There is a general consensus that the area should
be preserved. Visitation by Hopi cultural advisors
is warranted. The geoglyphs and petroglyphs are
very sacred signs and symbols, and a National
Monument would be a good plan for Hopi.

Numerous Hopi clans have migration accounts
that situate them historically in the vicinity of the
Great Bend of the Gila, and many important Hopi
religious societies and ceremonies also have roots
in southern Arizona. Hopi cultural advisors believe
the sites in the Great Bend of the Gila area are im-
portant in understanding Hopi connections with the
south. “The petroglyphs and rock structures were
left for a reason and they are clear evidence that there
was an ancestral migration trail through this area,”
commented one HCRATT member.

Hopis consider the landscape and the archaeo-
logical sites of the Great Bend of the Gila to be mean-

ingful places that merit protection and preservation.
Members of the Hopi Tribe would like to retain their
connections with this area and have a voice in the
treatment and interpretation of the landscape so that
their interests and values are recognized and repre-
sented. Over a century ago, Fewkes (1900b:579)
wrote, “There remains much material on the migra-
tions of different Hopi clans yet to be gathered...”
At that time, he believed that collaboration with con-
temporary Hopis was the only way to apply mean-
ing and value onto the places across southern Ari-
zona that were once home to their ancestors. The
remarks of Fewkes (1900b) at the turn of the centu-
ry reflect the sentiments of Hopis today in their sup-
port of a Great Bend of the Gila National Monument.
As Stewart Koyiyumptewa stated, “Hopi cultural
advisors know that these are Hopi sites, and we
would like to visit areas within this proposed Mon-
ument.”

NOTES

'Whereas Fewkes (1900b:626-630, 1919:271) attributed the
Basket Society Dance to the Water Phratry, and Parsons
(1926:186) similarly attributed it to the Water Clan, Voth
(1905:47-48) wrote that the Sand Clan is responsible for
bringing it to Hopi.
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O’0ODHAM AND PEE-POSH

The O’odham are of the earth. Their name derives
from o’od (“water-deposited sands”) and t/ham (“on
top of”), and it was given to them by the creator, El-
der Brother (Eiler and Doyel 2008:607). Among oth-
er things, the O’odham share a language, a Sonoran
Desert homeland, and a unique worldview, all of
which are part of himdag, the O’odham traditional
way that binds the O’odham together and that dis-
tinguishes them from their neighbors. The O’odham
of different regions and walks of life have always
considered themselves a unified cultural group —one
people—but today, they are associated with four res-
ervations in southern Arizona (Figure 4.1; Table 4.1),
two of which are also home to the contemporary Pee-
Posh and Xalychidom Piipaash (Halchidhoma). The
O’odham acknowledge the historical and cultural
connections among themselves and the four reser-
vations, and these “Four Southern Tribes” often col-
laborate on matters concerning O’odham cultural
heritage (Lewis 2015:xv).

Although noticeable dialectical differences exist
and are a basis of distinction among the O’odham,
the O’odham language, O’odham Ha-neok, is a key
aspect of O’odham identity shared by members of
the various reservations, as well as with their rela-
tives below the international border with Mexico,
as far south as lower Sonora. O’odham is one of sev-
eral languages within a southern group of the Uto-
Aztecan language family, its closest relatives being
Pima Bajo and Tepehuan (Miller 1983:120-121). Oth-
er languages in this southern group include Mayo,
Opata, Tarahumara, Yaqui, Huichol, and Nahuatl,
indicating strong historical connections with tribes
as far south as central Mexico.

Based on 2010 census data, 48,489 people self-
identify as O’odham (see Table 4.1), of whom 6,500
to 8,000 are estimated to be proficient speakers of
the O’odham language (U.S. Census Bureau 2010,
2013). Considering these data represent people re-
siding in the United States only, O’odham demo-
graphics increase when people living in Mexico are
included.

Whereas reservation enrollment is one of the
principle ways the United States government iden-
tifies them (Meneses 2009:9-10), many O’odham rec-
ognize themselves through dialect groups to which
they and others belong (Dobyns 1972:10-16; Fontana
1981:47; Gifford 1940:Map 2, 189; Saxton and Saxton
1969:Appendix 5; Underhill 1939:59-69). O’odham
dialects are regional phenomena, having definable
spatial boundaries and geographical distributions

that reflect historical, social, and familial connections
(Figure 4.2; Table 4.2). Therefore, O’odham speak-
ers are capable of identifying others” home region,
and sometimes their village, based on their speech
patterns. Because the dialect areas are spatially co-
hesive, Bahr (1983b:186-187) refers to the dialect
groups as regional bands, but he notes that such dis-
tinctions have little social significance.

Except the Hia C'ed O’odham (see below), who,
in the past, were known to be antagonistic toward
other O’odham groups that ventured into their ter-
ritory (Hayden 1967:342), the O’odham of different
regions and dialects have a long history of collabo-
ration and camaraderie, and traditionally, people
were free to move throughout the broader O’odham
landscape. Similarly, neither regional nor dialectal
affiliation had a role in determining marriage part-
ners. There are, however, traditional stories and cus-
toms pertaining to the different dialect groups,
which also factored into O’odham ceremonial life.
According to Bahr (1983b:186-187):

Groups within the same regional band [dialect
group] normally attended one another’s ceremo-
nies; in fact, certain ceremonies such as the
prayerstick festival and the summer cactus wine
feasts required the attendance of several different
local groups. They were performed on a direction-
al scheme with the representatives of different lo-
cal groups holding the appropriate cardinal posi-
tions. It was in this sense that the group’s
ceremonial ground was the basis for regional in-
tegration.

Today, the dialect groups are spread among the
four reservations in a way that mirrors their tradi-
tional spatial distribution across the Sonoran Desert.
Interestingly, the 11 governmental districts within
the Tohono O’odham Nation conform loosely to the
distribution of eight regional O’odham dialects,
showing that these deep historical relations persist
within contemporary modes of tribal sociopolitical
organization (see Figure 4.2 and Table 4.2).

O’0ODHAM ORIGINS

Because O’odham dialect groups are tied to
particular regions, geographical knowledge about
the immediate landscape around each is embedded
in aspects of the dialects and local stories and histo-
ries. This is readily apparent in the O’odham cre-
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Table 4.1. The Four Southern Tribes.

Reservation Size Establishment

Enrollment 2010 U.S. Census® (Acres) Dates

Ak-Chin Indian Community 575 880 21,840p 1912
Gila River Indian Community 21,312¢ 19,828 Circa 372,000 1859
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 10,070 5,555 Circa 52,600 1879
Tohono O’odham Nation 28,0834 22,226 2,855,894e

San Xavier Reservation - - 71,095¢ 1874

San Lucy District (Gila Bend Reservation) - - 10,409¢ 1882

Tohono O’odham Reservation - - 2,774,370¢ 1916

Florence Village - - 20 1978
Totals 60,040 48,489 > 3,300,000

Note: Unless otherwise specified, all data derive from the information reported on the official website for the Inter-

Tribal Council of Arizona (2016).

aData from U.S. Census Bureau (2013). The U.S. Census questionnaire asks respondents who identify as Native
American to report the tribe in which they are enrolled or with whom they identify (Norris et al. 2012). These figures,
therefore, represent the number of respondents who identify with each tribe regardless of their enrollment status. The
figure for the Gila River Indian Community includes 6,859 respondents who answered simply as “Pima” and another
nine who answered as “Peeposh.” Some of these tribally undeclared respondents are likely associated with the Salt

River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, as well as other tribes.

bMeneses (2009:110).

<Provided by Larry Benalli, compliance specialist with the Gila River Indian Community’s Tribal Historic Preservation

Office.

dData from the official website for the Tohono O’odham Nation (2014).

eData from Fontana (1981:87).

ation account (known as Tcu-tGinnyikita, “Smoke
Talk,” or Ha-ak Akita, “Ha-ak Telling”), where an
overarching narrative is shared among different
O’odham groups, but with particular historical
events occurring at different places relative to each
group’s traditional landscape. The following, then,
is a generalized and abbreviated version—an over-
arching narrative — of the O’odham creation account
abstracted from various published sources (for ex-
ample, Bahr et al. 1994; Curtis 1908:14-23; Lloyd
1911; Russell 1908:206-238, 247-248; Shaw 1968:1-16;
Underhill 1940:41-43, 1946:6-13, 2001).

It all started with darkness and open space, when
and where there was nothing. Out of darkness was
born Earth Doctor (Juhvud Makai), who proceeded
to make the earth, followed by the plants and ani-
mals. But everything was still in darkness, so Earth
Doctor made the heavenly bodies, which brought
light to the world. With the creation of light, sky
descended to the earth, and from this union was born
Elder Brother (I'itoi or Seh-hu), son of the earth and
heavens. Coyote and Buzzard were also born at this
time from the same union of earth and sky.! Earth
Doctor and Elder Brother then proceeded to make
human beings (the first people) out of dirt, but they
were not of the right form, and they overran the earth
because natural death was unknown at that time.
The people resorted to killing each other to control
overpopulation. To remedy this, Earth Doctor pulled
down the sky, crushing everyone while saving him-

self by passing through a hole. Earth Doctor then
created everything anew on this other side, includ-
ing a second group of people, the O’odham.? How-
ever, Elder Brother was displeased and chose to de-
stroy them all just as Earth Doctor had done with
the first people. So, Elder Brother brought about a
devastating flood, but some of the second people
managed to survive by hiding in a hole made by
Earth Doctor.

With the world vanquished of the second peo-
ple, Elder Brother took it upon himself to create a
third corpus of people, some of whom were O’odham
and others being Apache and Pee-Posh. Angered and
jealous that Elder Brother had done this, Earth Doc-
tor descended into the earth. Over time, the people
grew to dislike Elder Brother, because in his old age,
Elder Brother had soured and began assaulting the
people. The people rose up and killed him several
times, but after each death, Elder Brother revived
himself and continued assaulting the O’odham. The
people eventually convinced Buzzard to kill Elder
Brother on their behalf, and Elder Brother laid dead
for anumber of years but ultimately arose once more.

Having had enough, Elder Brother followed the
sun to the western horizon, where it descends into
the earth. There, below the earth’s surface, Elder
Brother found the survivors of the flood (the second
people, also O’odham). With the aid of Earth Doc-
tor, who had previously descended into the earth,
Elder Brother convinced the people underground to
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Table 4.2. O’'odham reservations and regional dialects.

Reservation Dialects
Ak-Chin Reservation Huahutula
Gila River Reservation Akimuhli
Salt River Reservation Akimuhli
Tohono O’odham Nation
Baboquivari District Toétoguaf
Chukut Kuk District Kolédi
Gu Achi District *Angam, Ge "Aji
Gu Vo District Gigimai, Hahuwos

Hia C'ed O’odham Alliance2 Soba” Amakam

Hickiwan District Gigimai, Ha-hu'ula

Pisinemo District Kolo-di

San Lucy District Hahutula

San Xavier District Toétoguan

Schuk Toak District Tétoguan

Sells District Ge "Aji

Sif Oidak District ’Angam, Kéhadk

Note: Long ago, Gatschet (1877:156) divided the O’odham
language into dialects of Pima, Papago, and Névome.
Pima is the dialect spoken among O'odham residents of
the Gila River and Salt River reservations, and it is re-
ferred to here simply as Akimuhli (after Dobyns 1972:Map
1). Fontana (1983b:125) and Underhill (1939:60) suggest
there may have been more than one dialect among these
river groups, but acculturative forces and historical pro-
cesses have homogenized any evidence thereof. The
groupings presented here are from Saxton and Saxton
(1969:Appendix 5) and differ in several regards from
those of Dobyns (1972:10-16), Gifford (1940: Map 2, 189),
Fontana (1981:47), and Underhill (1939:59-69).

aThe Hia C’ed O’odham Alliance is part of the Tohono
O’odham Nation. Although they do not currently have
their own district, the Tohono O’odham Nation main-
tains a committee for them.

wage war against the people on top of the earth who
were intent on killing him. The underground peo-
ple enlisted Gopher to make holes for them, and
under Elder Brother’s leadership, they emerged and
conquered the people on the earth’s surface. Elder
Brother instructed the victors to establish themselves
upon the lands of the vanquished, and they have
lived there ever since.

HISTORICAL PERCEPTIONS OF THE O’ODHAM

The O’odham have long been referred to as
“Pimas,” a term coined by Spanish missionaries, who
used the label to characterize both a language shared
across a wide swath of the Sonoran Desert, as well as
its speakers. Over time, the missionaries distin-
guished between northern (Pima Alto) and southern
(Pima Bajo) O’odham dialects. The O’odham of
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southern Arizona and northern Sonora, Mexico, are
speakers of the Pima Alto dialect, while Pima Bajo is
spoken by the O’odham farther south, including
those living in the mountainous region between So-
nora and Chihuahua (Dunnigan 1983; Pennington
1979, 1980; Radding 1997; Sheridan 1996).

Spanish colonial administrators found this dia-
lectical distinction useful for organizing their
missionization efforts, so Sonora was divided into
two administrative districts, the Pimeria Alta and
Pimeria Baja, with the dividing line falling roughly
along the Rio Sonora in the northern Mexican state
of Sonora. The boundary between dialect groups was
never considered a social boundary to the O’odham,
but the administrative distinction created a political
border that cut through the heart of O’odham coun-
try. The present international border has carried on
the legacy of the administrative, and therefore so-
cial, barrier between northern and southern O’odham
groups first established under the Spanish Empire.
This fissure in the traditional O’odham social land-
scape, and the hurdles of working around and mov-
ing across it, persist as contemporary challenges to
O’odham identity (Arrieta 2004; Schultze 2008).

The term “Pima” derives from a variant of an
O’odham word that translates as “no,” “nothing,”
or “I don’t understand” (Dunnigan 1983:129;
Fontana 1983b:134; Hodge 1910a:251; Willson 1954).
It may have been Cabeza de Vaca, who passed
through the interior of northern Mexico after being
shipwrecked on or near Galveston Island (Texas) and
subsequently wandering back to Mexico City, who
first used an iteration of this term as a label for
O’odham speakers. In de Vaca’s first account of his
fabled experience, dated 1542, he described the
“Primahaitu” as a people spread over a 400-league
area, all of whom spoke a common language (Cabeza
de Vaca 1749 [1542]:39).3

Some 40 years later, in 1584, Baltasar de Obregén,
a chronicler in the cohort of famed conquistador
Francisco de Ibarra, similarly referred to the
O’odham as “Pimahitos” and “Pimaitos,” titles tak-
en from pima aytos and pimahaito, various O’odham
words that Obregén applied to speakers of this lan-
guage (Hammond and Rey 1928:164, 194). As a third
example, a 1762 Spanish manuscript (Smith 1861:7)
pointed to the O’odham words pima (“no”), or pim’
haitu and pimahaitu (“nothing”), as the source for the
tribal appellation.

In the eighteenth century, as the Spanish Crown
broadened its colonial grasp to encompass commu-
nities in the Pimeria Alta, friars and administrators
began differentiating the O’odham along subtle dia-
lectical, cultural, and geographical lines (Ezell
1956:45-51). The O’odham living along the middle
Gila River were one such group, whom the Spanish
distinguished by such names as Xilenos (Nentvig
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1863 [1763]:20) and Pimas Gilefios (Font 1838
[1775]:384). Those residing along the San Pedro and
Santa Cruz rivers, the Sobaipuri (Kino 1856
[1694]:226), were another. In the deserts west of the
Santa Cruz River, they recognized the Pimas Frijoles
(“Bean Pimas”) or Papabotas (Manje 1856 [circa
1699]:360), because beans (papavi) were their princi-
pal crop. The term “Papabotas” eventually morphed
into the more familiar name Papagos (Villa-Sefior y
Sanchez 1748:395), and their traditional lands—1ly-
ing roughly between the Santa Cruz on the east and
the lower Colorado River on the west, and the lower
Gila to the north and the Rio Magdalena (in Sonora,
Mexico) in the south —have been known as the Papa-
gueria ever since (“Land of the Papagos”) (see Fig-
ure 4.2).

Although of O’odham origin, the various labels
applied by the Spanish were not how the O’odham
referred to themselves. Indeed, the O’ odham words
for “no” and “nothing,” for which the Spanish took
to calling them, were probably their responses to
interrogations and harassment (Dunnigan 1983:229;
Manuel 1910:7). The O’odham recognize the Akimel
O’odham (“People of the River”) as those residing
along the middle Gila and lower Salt rivers (former-
ly the Pimas Gilefios), while the Tohono O’odham
(“People of the Desert”) are those living west of the
Santa Cruz River and south of the lower Gila River
(formerly the Pimas Frijoles, or Papagos). Today, the
Akimel O’odham are associated with the Gila River
and Salt River reservations, and the Tohono
O’odham with the Tohono O’odham Nation, al-
though these are not hard and fast divisions. The
AKk-Chin Reservation represents an amalgam of
Akimel and Tohono O’odham (Castetter and Bell
1942:11; Jackson 1990:6.2; Meneses 2009:4).

Regarding the Sobaipuri, who historically resid-
ed along the San Pedro River and surrounding coun-
try, conflict with Apaches in the mid-eighteenth cen-
tury led them to take refuge among the Akimel and
Tohono O’odham (Anza 1770, cited in Ezell 1956:138;
Bandelier 1890:102n.1; Bourke 1890:114; Loendorf
2014:92-94; Nentvig 1863:105-106), and they are no
longer recognized as a distinct cultural or linguistic
group.

In addition to the Akimel and Tohono O’odham,
the Hia C’ed O’odham persist as a particular
O’odham community (Martinez 2013). With hia
meaning “sand” and C’ed “inside,” Hia C’ed
O’odham translates loosely as “People inside the
Sand Dunes” (Eiler and Doyel 2008:607). Formerly
called “Sobas” among the Spanish (Kino 1856
[1694]:226), “ Arenefios” by later Mexican authorities
(the Spanish arena meaning “sand”) (Eiler and Doyel
2008:607; see also Ezell 1954, 1955; Fontana 1974;
Hayden 1967), and most recently, “Sand Papagos”

among Anglos (Emory 1857:123; Fontana 1983b:125,
see also Childs 1954; Zepeda 1985), the Hia C'ed
O’odham traditionally inhabited the western Papa-
gueria between the shores of the Gulf of California
and the lower Gila River, as far west as the lower
Colorado River (Ezell 1955), a large area represent-
ing the lowest and driest region of the entire Pimeria
(Fontana 1974:513-518). The lack of water prohibit-
ed agriculture such that the Hia C'ed O’odham were
highly mobile, to the point that they have been re-
ferred to as “true nomads” (Fontana 1974:513). No-
madic, however, is too simplistic an adjective to de-
scribe the logistically complex way the Hia C’ed
O’odham traditionally lived on the landscape and
maximized the resources available to them (Eiler and
Doyel 2008:622).

The need to move frequently, and their residence
in one of the most remote and forbidding stretches
of country, is partly why the lifestyle and traditions
of the Hia C'ed O’odham are the least known of the
extant O’odham groups (Erikson 1994:31). The pri-
mary reason for this paucity of information is that
traditional Hia C’ed O’odham communities were
significantly impacted by disease and colonial vio-
lence long before ethnographers arrived (Eiler and
Doyel 2008:607; Erikson 1994:85; Fontana 1974:516-
517; Lumholtz 1912:329). As a result, many joined
Tohono O’odham communities in the eastern Papa-
gueria (Ezell 1954:24), while others relocated to fron-
tier Anglo towns, including Gila City (later Dome),
Roll, and Wellton along the lower Gila River (Childs
1954:30; Ezell 1954:24; Hayden 1967:341-342; Hoover
1935:262; Lumholtz 1912:332; Vivian 1965:125-126).
Long considered extinct by the federal government
(Broyles et al. 2007:135; Eiler and Doyel 2008:626),
the surviving Hia C'ed O’odham are recognized by
the Tohono O’odham Nation, and they continue ef-
forts to gain official recognition from the federal
government (Ramon-Sauberan 2013, 2015).

O’ODHAM SETTLEMENT PATTERNS

Because O’odham traditional lands are so spa-
tially extensive, they encompass a topographically
and hydrologically variable terrain and remarkably
diverse ecosystems. The O’odham hold important
ecological and technological knowledge that has en-
abled them to flourish in myriad places throughout
the Sonoran Desert, including perennial river val-
leys along the San Pedro, Santa Cruz, Gila, and Salt
rivers, as well as dry plains, dunes, and mountains
of the Papagueria. To meet the challenges of sus-
taining life in one of the least hospitable landscapes,
the O’odham engaged in various subsistence prac-
tices tailored to the unique environments in which



they lived (Hackenberg 1983). Following McGuire
(1982:86):

The 19th century [O’odham] of southwestern Ar-
izona varied greatly within a single cultural group.
Even though they all shared a common ethnic
identification and language, a wide range of ad-
aptations existed, depending on the environmen-
tal situation of local groups. Adaptations ranged
from...almost exclusive dependence on hunting
and gathering to...primary reliance on agriculture.

The terrain and environment, as well as the strate-
gies people relied upon to sustain themselves and
their families, influenced where the O’odham chose
to live, how long they stayed in one location, and
the periodicity of their movement to new places
across the landscape. Fontana (1974, 1983b) popu-
larized the notion that traditional O’odham settle-
ment patterns fell into three modes of residential mo-
bility: (1) one villagers; (2) two villagers; and (3)
non-villagers. In reality, however, a continuum ex-
isted between a nearly fully mobile lifestyle to one
fixed in place year-round (McGuire 1982:86).

The largest and least mobile O’odham commu-
nities in the American Southwest were situated in
the perennial river valleys along the northern, east-
ern, and southern edges of the Pimeria Alta, includ-
ing the Gila, Santa Cruz, and San Pedro rivers. His-
torically, these regions were home to the Sobaipuri
and Akimel O’odham, who were the first northern
O’odham groups encountered by the Spaniards as
they pushed northward following the San Pedro,
Santa Cruz, and Gila rivers and into the northern
Sonoran Desert. Due to the availability of water year-
round, these river valleys were the most reliable and
conducive places for agriculture, and they also boast-
ed the greatest abundance of wild plant and animal
resources.

While Sobaipuri communities along the San
Pedro and middle Santa Cruz rivers were practic-
ing small-scale canal irrigation when met by the
Spanish in the 1690s (Fontana 1983b:133), evidence
that other O’odham groups were practicing similar
modes of irrigation at the time of Spanish contact is
debated (Doelle 1981:62-63; Fontana 1981:40;
Hackenberg 1983:165; Wilson 2014:24-25). Nonethe-
less, canal and ditch irrigation became increasingly
important in historic times as the Spaniards intro-
duced Old World cultivars, and new markets de-
veloped for O’odham agricultural surpluses.

The fertility of the perennial river valleys encour-
aged a high degree of sedentism among Akimel
O’odham and Sobaipuri farming communities. Ag-
ricultural fields were usually located within several
kilometers of a farmer’s house, and with abundant
local flora and fauna in the immediate area, there
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was little need to move residence or venture great
distances to acquire adequate foodstuffs. Villages in
such settings commonly consisted of a loose scatter-
ing of 20 to 50 houses, with anywhere from 100 to
800 residents (Doelle 1981:Table 1; Fontana 1974:521;
Wilson 2014:20-21). These rancherias were relative-
ly fixed in place, although they tended to drift along
the river margins over time (Darling 2011; Darling
et al. 2004; Ezell 1956:328).

Lying west and south of the perennial rivers, the
Papagueria comprises a vast interior desert land-
scape of high mountain ranges and intermontane
valleys. Washes flow only after substantial rains, and
other natural water sources are relatively scarce,
principally in the form of mountain springs and
charcos (puddles) in alluvial flats. This is the tradi-
tional landscape of the Tohono O’odham, who, in
years past, tended to follow a biseasonal settlement
pattern. They spent winters and early springs at vil-
lage encampments around permanent springs in the
mountain foothills. After the summer rains began,
families would relocate to their summer villages near
the mouths of washes (Bryan 1922:322; Castetter and
Underhill 1935:4-5). This is where they planted their
fields, directing and impounding seasonal runoff to
irrigate crops of corn, beans, and squash, a style of
agriculture described as ak-chin (“arroyo mouth”)
farming (Castetter and Bell 1942:168-169). While not
permanent, the locations of these winter “well” and
summer “field” villages were quite fixed, and sea-
sonal migration between the two settlements condi-
tioned a sense of transhumance among the O’odham
in the Papaguerfa (Castetter and Bell 1942:41-43;
Fontana 1974:518, 1983b:131; Underhill 1939:57).

Although the region lacks perennial rivers and
the rich riparian habitats they promote, the biota of
the Papagueria are nearly identical to that of the east-
ern Pimeria Alta, so the traditional subsistence base
among the Tohono O’odham and their Akimel and
Sobaipuri kin was basically the same. The principle
difference was the extent to which the Tohono
O’odham relied on agricultural crops as both a food
source and a commodity to be traded (Hackenberg
1962:188). Castetter and Bell (1942:57; also, see
Fontana 1974:519, 1983b:131) estimated that, on av-
erage, about one-fifth of the Tohono O’odham diet
was obtained from family farm plots. The remain-
der was derived from hunting and gathering, as well
as through trade and crop-sharing with their more
agriculturally focused neighbors to the east and
north (see Ezell 1956:179; Whittemore 1893:81-83).

The far western region of the Papagueria, the tra-
ditional landscape of the Hia C'ed O’odham, is the
lowest and most arid section of all O’odham lands.
Hunting wild game, collecting a wide variety of
plants, and gathering various items of seafood from



48 Chapter 4

the Gulf of California comprised the bulk of Hia C’ed
O’odham subsistence practices (Eiler and Doyel
2008:615; Fontana 1974:513-518). Rather than circu-
lating among fields and villages, the Hia C’ed
O’odham chose their camp and settlement locations
principally by the availability of water in the few
springs and tinajas in their country (Fontana
1974:515, 1983b:129-130; Lumholtz 1912:330).

The strong reliance on seasonally available wild
resources necessitated a mobile lifestyle that led
some Hia C'ed O’odham to move across vast stretch-
es of the western Papagueria throughout the year
(Eiler and Doyel 2008:616). While commonly char-
acterized as nomadic and nonagricultural, there was
notable variability in the degree of residential mo-
bility among Hia C’ed O’odham groups, with some
practicing farming in select places. Indeed, Hayden
(1967) and Fontana (1974:313-318) distinguish be-
tween two groups, or “bands,” of the Hia C’ed
O’odham, based on their home range and degree of
reliance on agriculture.* The “Arenefios” proper,
who descendants refer to as the A’al Waipia band
(Eiler and Doyel 2008:615), were an eastern group
centered on Quitobaquito Springs, where they prac-
ticed some degree of ak-chin farming near their
camps and at considerable distances farther afield
(Eiler and Doyel 2008:615). Similar small scale run-
off irrigation farming was practiced along the Rio
Sonoyta, and temporale farming (floodwater farm-
ing in typically dry arroyos) occurred at many oth-
er places to the north and west (Childs 1954:35-36;
Eiler and Doyel 2008:615; Fontana 1974:517,
1983b:129; Lumholtz 1912:330).

A relatively isolated group centered on the Sierra
Pinacate, whom Hayden (1967) distinguished as the
“ Arenefios Pinacatefios”, or simply “Pinacatefios,”
comprised the other Hia C’ed O’odham band.
Thought to be the least reliant on agriculture of all
O’odham groups, they conducted a minimal amount
of farming in the extremely arid Pinacate region. For
example, Lumholtz (1912:330) described a very small
farming operation at Suvuk, a tiny settlement in the
Pinacate southeast of Tinajas de Emilia, where corn,
squash, and beans were planted. Farming was of
practically no consequence among this western Hia
C’ed O’odham group.

Another distinguishing factor is that while the
eastern Hia C’ed O’odham band had close ties with
the Tohono O’odham, this western band was, at
times, antagonistic toward other O’odham groups
(Hayden 1967:341; Lumholtz 1912:329), preferring
to maintain social ties and trade relations with
Yuman-speaking communities along the lower Col-
orado River and with whom they shared hunting
territory (Dobyns 1972:9-10; Ezell 1955; Fontana
1974:513, 516; Gifford 1933a:262; Hayden 1967; Lum-
holtz 1912:329-332; Spier 1933:7-8).

TRADITIONAL O’ODHAM SOCIOPOLITICAL
ORGANIZATION

The basic unit of traditional O’odham social life
above the level of the individual was one’s patrilin-
eal extended family, which included a paternal cou-
ple, their sons (married and unmarried), and their
unmarried daughters (Bahr 1983b:180-182; Ezell
1956:307; Russell 1908:182-184; Underhill 1939:179-
198, 1940:45-46). Each adult unit (married couples
and unmarried adults) maintained a separate dwell-
ing for themselves or their household, but the house-
holds —in addition to shared work spaces and any
accessory architecture — were grouped into clusters
(“household compounds”) (Bahr 1983b:180). The pa-
ternal head, usually an elderly individual, was the
group’s figurehead and spokesperson, who usually
made decisions on matters affecting the extended
family. Among the more residentially mobile
Tohono and Hia C’ed O’odham, patrilineal extend-
ed families have been described as “bands” (see
Fontana 1983b:131).

Above the immediate household and extended
family, related families congregated into larger so-
cial formations as paternal heads passed on and the
married couples under their tutelage naturally split
into independent households with their own chil-
dren (Bahr 1983b:180). These local groups —synon-
ymous with the single villages of the Akimel
O’odham, the biseasonal encampments of the
Tohono O’odham, and the perpetually mobile bands
of the Hia C'ed O’odham — constituted communi-
ties with their own collaborative social identities. In-
deed, because they developed from the continued
branching of a single paternal line, several related
families likely comprised the core of most O’odham
settlements and bands (Ezell 1956:336; Underhill
1939:113). Regardless of settlement pattern and
mobility, each O’odham community has a unique
history, and they traditionally tended to name their
settlements after local landforms or features of the
immediate environment (Bahr 1983b:182).

Clans and Moieties

O’odham families were also traditionally orga-
nized into a structure of five paternal clans (Table
4.3), or what Russell (1908:197) called “gentes,”
Underhill (1939:32-34) termed “sibs,” Lloyd (1911:
147) labeled as “bands,” and Curtis (1908:9, 32) re-
ferred to as “gentile groups” and “phratries.”
Among the Akimel O’odham, they were called Va-af,
Ma-am, A’kol, Apap, and Apﬁki, which are the
names of the “fathers” for each clan (Curtis 1908:9;
Parsons 1928:455).° For the Tohono O’odham, they
were the Vav, Mam, Apki, Apap, and Akuli (Curtis



Table 4.3. O’'odham clans and moieties.
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Akimel O’odham Tohono O’odham
Moiety Buzzard (Red) Coyote (White) Buzzard (White) Coyote (Red)
Clans A’kol Vaaf Vav Apap
Apap Mé-am Mam Apki
Aptuiky Okul

1908:32; Lumholtz 1912:354).° These five clans are
identified by name in the O’odham creation account,
which also designates the order of their reemergence
after the flood under Elder Brother’s leadership
(Lloyd 1911:147-148).

By the early twentieth century, Russell (1908:197)
claimed that O’odham clan names had lost all mean-
ing, and that the clan system played no role in struc-
turing marriage, nor did it serve any other apparent
organizational function (see also Herzog 1936:521;
Lumholtz 1912:534; Parsons 1928:455; Spier 1936:10).
Whether or not this is true, or simply due to a weak-
ening in the significance of clans after centuries of
acculturative pressures (Underhill 1939:33), or to a
desire to withhold important cultural information
from ethnographers (Ezell 1983:151), the clans had
an undeniable influence on O’odham identity, es-
pecially among males. For example, O’odham chil-
dren traditionally referred to their father by his clan
name (for example, mdm-ekam or viv-ekam), so it was
virtually impossible for the O’odham to not know
the clan to which they belonged (Underhill 1939:33).
Clan membership also tied people to a key chapter
in their creation story —the reemergence and epic
conquest of the land —and, in a sense, ranked them
in accordance with the order of the clans as Elder
Brother led them out of the underworld.

The five O’odham clans were further organized
into moieties (see Table 4.3), with Coyote and Buz-
zard (or Vulture) as primary totems (Herzog 1936;
Parsons 1928:456-457; Russell 1908:197; Underhill
1939:31-32, 1946:5-6). Among the Akimel O’odham,
Vé-af and Méa-am made up the Stéam Ohimal
(“White Ants”) moiety, also called Coyote’s People
e}nd the White People, whereas A’kol, Apap, and
Aptki comprised the other moiety, Siw@’ki Ohimal
(“Red Ants”), similarly known as Buzzard’s People
and the Red People.

For the Tohono O’odham, the association was re-
versed. Apap, Apki, and Okul were of the Stéa
Ohimal (“White Velvet Ants,” or Coyote’s People),
and the Voki Ohimal (“Red Velvet Ants,” or Buz-
zard’s People) included Mam and Vav (Lumholtz
1912:354; Underhill 1939:33).7

As with the clans, the role of O’odham moieties
is unclear and has led to a general perception that
they had little significance in terms of social organi-

zation. Moiety membership was relevant, however,
in gaming and sport, as the two would often com-
pete as a way to prevent cheating (Herzog 1936:520).
As Parsons (1928:457) noted, moiety membership
was also one aspect of group social identification,
and like the games, it would be expressed in com-
petitive bragging (Underhill 1939:32).

Among the Tohono O’odham, there was some
memory of moieties having ceremonial roles when
Underhill visited in the early 1930s, and she learned
of several examples (Underhill 1939:31-32). In one,
part of the Wiikita ceremony (or prayer-stick cere-
mony) involved a reenactment of four children giv-
ing themselves to prevent the flood, and in earlier
years, a boy and a girl from each moiety were
needed for the reenactment, because that was how
it was in the historical account (see Underhill
1946:69, 146). The Corn Dance is another exam-
ple, with O’odham dancers painting themselves
with the corresponding color of their moiety. Sim-
ilarly, during the final stage of a warrior’s purifi-
cation after killing an enemy, when elder warriors
would blow smoke over him, the herbs used to scent
the tobacco smoke differed according to moiety
membership. The elder selected to care for a war-
rior during this purification rite was also deter-
mined, in some fashion, by moiety membership
(Lloyd 1911:90-94). As another example, Lumholtz
(1912:355) noted that participants in the salt expedi-
tions to the Gulf of California formerly painted their
faces the color of their moiety divisions. These ex-
amples demonstrate a nascent relevance of moiety
membership in traditional O’odham communal rit-
ualism and show that it factored into O’odham so-
cial identity in some respect.

Moieties also came into consideration in other
aspects of O’odham life. For example, there was a
general rule, or taboo, among the Tohono O’odham
that Coyote’s People should not kill coyotes, but in-
stead, submit to their mischief (Underhill 1939:32).
After successfully killing a deer, Coyote’s People
would leave portions of their hunt as offerings for
coyotes, because coyotes were their totemic partners.
Moiety membership also influenced an O’odham
man’s dreaming of songs and selection of a guard-
ian spirit. Although men could dream of nearly any
animal, Coyote’s People were more likely to dream
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of coyotes and reportedly never dreamt of buzzards
(Underhill 1939:32).

Political Organization and Leadership

In addition to conventions of familial and social
organization, traditional O’odham communities
maintained a series of public and civic offices for
which information, albeit limited, is available.? The
extent of colonial Spanish and Mexican contact and
influence varied considerably among different ar-
eas of the Pimeria Alta; consequently, early histori-
cal descriptions of O’odham social organization are
similarly variable. Little has been written about the
Hia C’ed O’odham, and Spanish and Mexican con-
tacts with the Akimel O’odham were relatively min-
imal and unsustained (Ezell 1956:358-359). Thus, the
Akimel O’odham, who were always in control of
their relationship with Spain and Mexico (Ezell
1957), accepted relatively few cultural changes un-
til the establishment of the reservation system in
1859 under American governance (Ezell 1956:358,
1994). While this implies that mid-nineteenth cen-
tury accounts of the Akimel O’odham offer a fair
representation of their traditional culture both up
to and after Spanish contact, there are few pre-res-
ervation era documentary sources from which sub-
stantive information can be drawn (Ezell 1956: 359).

Because the Akimel O’odham settlement pattern
involved more closely arranged villages with high-
er populations, it is reasonable to assume that their
political organization was perhaps slightly more
complex than that of the Tohono O’odham. How
much so remains in question, although Ezell
(1956:358) described traditional Akimel O’odham
social organization as “not complicated” and “na-
scent.” Assuming any organizational distinctions
among the different O’odham groups were prima-
rily a matter of scale rather than difference, the de-
scription here of traditional O’odham political or-
ganization therefore derives largely from accounts
of the Sobaipuri and Tohono O’odham, although the
characterization is augmented with information
about the Akimel O’odham when possible and rele-
vant.

The two indispensable leadership roles in tradi-
tional O’odham communities were the group’s head-
man and at least one makai (traditional religious prac-
titioner) (Bahr 1983b:183). Headmen were vested
with political matters, while mamakai (plural of
makai) led and oversaw important ceremonies. Al-
though a village makai was not essential, as one
could be called upon from another community, a
headman was necessary. At least one person in each
village was looked to as a leader (Ezell 1956:360).
Both positions were of the utmost importance to

O’odham public life, but they operated in very dif-
ferent ways. The headmen, by nature, were very
public and political figures; mamakai, in contrast,
avoided publicity and shunned political involve-
ment. Accordingly, there is little to no evidence that
an individual was ever both a makai and a head-
man (Bahr 1983b:185), presumably because the two
positions are an essential contradiction in O’odham
public life (Bahr 1983a:193).

Albeit a public figure, the responsibilities of a
village headman encompassed more than politics.
He was also one of the community’s religious lead-
ers—known variably as a Wise Speaker, the One
Above, the One Made Big, the One Ahead, the Keep-
er of the Plaited Basket, the Keeper of Smoke, and
the Fire Maker —whose principal duty was using
and safeguarding the ceremonial Rain House and
the community’s bundle of sacred objects. Reciting
the appropriate ritual oratory throughout the annu-
al ceremonial cycle was also one of his duties
(Underhill 1939:70-73). Bahr (1983b:185-186) clari-
fied that, as communities grew in breadth and lon-
gevity, duties pertaining to the ceremonial song cy-
cle (the Wise Speeches) were often split among a
corps of ritual orators and their assistants.” As a re-
ligious leader, the headman also directed the ever-
important rain ceremonies on which the agricultur-
al cycle depended (Bahr 1983b:186; Underhill
1939:73, 1946:44).

Below the village headmen were informal coun-
cils of elder men (Curtis 1908:32; Ezell 1956:361;
Russell 1908:195; Underhill 1939:78-83) and usually
a village crier. Criers awakened villagers in the
mornings, and they summoned the nightly council
meetings (Russell 1908:196; Underhill 1939:75-76).
Criers also announced emergencies and called out
before each ceremony. When possible, the headman
organized and hosted council meetings in the com-
munity’s Rain House; otherwise, they were held in
less formal settings. Councils decided on all issues
affecting the community at large, such as war, the
hunt, the schedule of games with other villages, the
ceremonial and agricultural cycles, new residents,
and so forth. The headman governed the nightly
council meetings only in that he directed the agen-
da and spoke first and last on each topic (Bahr
1983b:185). In effect, the council “was the real gov-
erning power of the community” (Underhill 1939:78;
also, Ezell 1956:366-368), and all men were expect-
ed to attend, although only those fit to take part in
the council (s"tcu-amitcu’t, meaning “wise” or “able”)
spoke while others listened.

Traditional O’odham communities maintained
public offices additional to the headmen and coun-
cil members (Underhill 1939:77-78). One of these was
the war leader. He planned war parties, and, if not
too old, led them into battle. He was also responsi-



ble for performing the war ritual and reciting the
associated speeches. A hunt leader (tépetam,
“rabbiter”) organized communal hunts for the au-
tumn cleansing ceremony and before communal
feasts. He was in charge of choosing the date, place,
and participants for the ceremony, and he also re-
cited the required speech. Because competitive rac-
ing was so important to O’odham social life, some
villages had a game leader (tdpetam tciticvi, “rabbiter
for games”). Game leaders organized intervillage
races, saw that runners were adequately trained, led
them on marches to competing villages, headed the
cheering, appointed referees, and saw to other du-
ties, including reciting a speech before the races.
Unlike other offices, however, the role of game lead-
er was filled by a woman when the competition was
among females, because it was inappropriate for
men and women to argue. Finally, there were song
leaders, chosen for their memory of songs and loud
voices, who led the communal singing at ceremo-
nies. In smaller communities, the duties of these of-
fices sometimes fell under the purview of the vil-
lage headman, although they were commonly held
by others (Bahr 1983b:185; Ezell 1956:361).

Like village headmen, the war, game, hunt, and
song leaders were both public and priestly figures,
and their performances and duties were highly rit-
ualized (Bahr 1983b:186). Village councils were vest-
ed with appointing people to fill each of the public
offices; no seat was hereditary, but sons and neph-
ews were often trained, and thus, in favored posi-
tions to assume the role when needed (Bahr 1983b:
185; Ezell 1956:366; Russell 1908:196; Underhill
1939:75-78). Because a considerable amount of cere-
monial knowledge was required for these positions,
there was typically a period of apprenticeship, so it
was common for that individual to be a relative or
prior assistant.

The one leadership role that was purely secular
was that of ditch boss among the Akimel O’odham.
Bahr (1983b:186) characterizes this position as a sole
person under whom a cooperative group of men
maintained a village’s irrigation works. Observa-
tions by Grossman (1873:418) and information
shared with Ezell (1956:361-362) suggest, however,
that several elder men were chosen to organize and
direct digging of canals, construction of dams, and
the administration of water to each landowner. Sim-
ilarly, Russell (1908:88) described how, when a new
parcel of land was to be farmed, a six-man commit-
tee was selected (presumably by the village coun-
cil) to make field allotments to the men who helped
dig the ditches.

While a village’s headman was responsible for
the ceremonial cycle, the makai also participated.
Only rarely did a woman serve as a makai, and ac-
cording to Bahr (1983b:186), the makai’s role and
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actions, as they pertain to magic and divination,
were fairly standardized in each of the ceremonies.
Having an innate spiritual power, and with the aid
of sacred objects and spirit helpers, the makai di-
vined matters important to the ceremony at hand,
such as when rain would come or the location of
enemies (Russell 1908:256; Underhill 1946:263-265).
He could administer love magic and perform rites
that weakened opponents, whether they were rac-
ers from a competing village or battle enemies. Some
mamakai could use their power to summon rain,
and, in such instances, they were known as siiwanyi.
Russell (1908:256) noted that each Akimel O’odham
village was home to about five mamakai; Tohono
O’odham villages likely had fewer, because they
tended to have smaller populations.

Among the Tohono O’odham, diagnosing sick-
ness was also the prerogative of the makai (Bahr
1983a; Bahr et al. 1974; Underhill 1946:265). Among
the Akimel O’odham, however, this duty fell to an-
other type of traditional practictioner, the siatcokam
(diagnosing physician), who were more numerous
than mamakai and whose position was generally
open to men and women (Russell 1908:256). Diag-
nosing sickness was a very lucrative endeavor, be-
cause such services were generally subject to a fee
(Russell 1908:261-262; Underhill 1946:265). Sickness
had a supernatural origin, and to “see” it required
the skills of the makai or siatcokam. Curing sick-
ness was another matter. This was accomplished by
ritual healers (Underhill 1946:286), who may or may
not be the makai. Curing sickness did not require
the spiritual power possessed by a makai, because
the curing rite’s efficacy derived from the sickness
itself, not the spiritual power of the makai (Bahr
1983b:186).

Regarding intervillage politics and leadership,
and in the general style of most tribal communities
across the Southwest at the time of Spanish contact
(Spicer 1962:9), local Tohono O’odham settlements
and bands were economically and politically self-
sufficient, largely autonomous, and had no orga-
nized central government that operated to unify the
various local groups in any formal fashion (Drucker
1941:194-195; Ezell 1983:151; Underhill 1939:70).
Disparate communities banded together in times of
war (Ezell 1956:346-347; Russell 1908:196; Underhill
1939:70), as well as for games and ceremonial rea-
sons (Brown 1906:688; Mason 1920:14; Russell
1908:170-171), although they were principally inde-
pendent units when it came to governance.

Among the Akimel O’odham, Russell (1908:195)
noted that different villages were united under a trib-
al head chief. However, Ezell (1956:358, 1983:151),
McGuire (1982:82), and Winter (1973:69), among oth-
ers, question whether this degree of political unifi-
cation and mode of leadership was in place prior to
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Spanish contact. Ezell (1956:360-361) referenced doc-
umentary evidence suggesting a supra-village mode
of leadership was in place at the time of contact,
suggesting further that endemic warfare with
Apache groups was the prime motivator for the po-
litical unity of individual Akimel O’odham villages
(Ezell 1956:347).

PEE-POSH AND XALYCHIDOM

In addition to the O’odham, the reservations of
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
(SRP-MIC) and the Gila River Indian Community
(GRIC) are home to contemporary Pee-Posh and
Xalychidom, communities often referred to collec-
tively as “Maricopa.” The Pee-Posh and Xalychidom
are Yuman speakers with strong cultural ties and
historical connections to other Yuman-speaking
communities along the lower Colorado River, espe-
cially the Quechan and the Mojave. Indeed, the lan-
guages of all three belong to the River Yuman branch
of the Yuman language family (Campbell 1997:127).
District 2 of SRP-MIC, known as the Lehi Commu-
nity, is recognized as that portion of the reservation
devoted to the Xalychidom Piipaash (a truncation
of Mthxalychidom Piipaash, meaning “Upriver Peo-
ple”), or “Halchidhoma.” The Lehi Community is
located on the south side of the Salt River between
the cities of Scottsdale and Mesa, Arizona.

About 40 km to the west-southwest, near the vil-
lage of Laveen at the confluence of the Salt and Gila
rivers, GRIC’s District 7 (the “Maricopa Colony”) is
home to the Pee-Posh (“The People”). Most of the
ethnographic information about the “Maricopa-at-
large” (as an aggregate of Pee-Posh, Xalychidom,
and several other groups of Yuman speakers; see
below) derives from Leslie Spier (1933), who be-
tween 1929 and 1932, spent approximately seven
months with the Pee-Posh at the Maricopa Colony.
Subsequent and supplemental ethnographic work
has been provided by Ezell (1963), Kelly (1972), and
Harwell (1979).

Although often glossed as a single cultural group
called “Maricopa,” the Pee-Posh and Xalychidom
recognize themselves as distinct cultural entities. The
Pee-Posh are an amalgam of at least five different
groups of Yuman speakers—Maricopa proper,
Kaveltcadom, Kohuana, Halyikwamai, and
Xalychidom —who migrated from their rancherias
along the lower Gila and lower Colorado rivers and
into the vicinity of Akimel O’odham communities
in the middle Gila River valley. The first group may
be considered the “Maricopa proper” (following
Harwell 1979:42), as this derives from “Cocomari-
copa,” one of the terms (the other being “Opa”) first
used by Father Kino when he encountered Yuman

speakers living along the lower Gila in 1699 (Bolton
1919b:127-129).

“Opa” and “Cocomaricopa,” as well as “Tutuma-
opa” (Bolton 1930a:301, 387) —used in reference to
a Yuman-speaking community near Agua Caliente
Mountain on the north side of the Gila River and
downriver from the Painted Rock Mountains —are
apparently names derived from the O’odham word
o0’bab (that is, opa), meaning “foreigner” (Ezell
1963:12-14). Unfortunately, the Spanish chroniclers
failed to document the tribal names for these groups.

Kino distinguished between Opa and Cocomar-
icopa based on geography, with the former residing
upstream of the Gila Bend region and the latter
downstream. However, whether these were differ-
ent groups has never been satisfactorily determined.
The general consensus is that the distinction was one
of ethnicity, or social identity, recognized by them-
selves and the O’odham, but because the groups
were essentially indistinguishable in terms of lan-
guage and culture, Spanish chroniclers were unable
to differentiate them (Ezell 1963:12; Spier 1933:37).
According to Pedro Font in 1775, the Cocomaricopas
“are the same as the Opas, but are distinguished in
name by the district they inhabit” (Bolton 1930a:57),
and in 1776, Francisco Garcés (Coues 1900:123) re-
marked that the “Opa and Cocomaricopa nation...is
all one.” Nonetheless, the name “Opa” fell out of
use after the de Anza expedition (Harwell and Kelly
1983:83), with all Yuman speakers living along the
lower Gila thereafter referred to as Cocomaricopa.
“Maricopa” is an anglicization of Cocomaricopa that
came into use circa 1846, with Kearny’s Expedition
with the Army of the West (Ezell 1963:20).

According to Spier (1933:1, 11, 39), the Maricopa
proper (the Opa and/or Cocomaricopa) of the
Maricopa Colony had no memories or traditions that
pointed to their ever having lived anywhere other
than in the middle Gila River valley. Since their
memories and calendar sticks were corroborated by
other documents as far back as 1830 (Spier 1933:26),
the lack of any recognized historical tie to the lower
Gila or lower Colorado River at that time implies
that the Maricopa proper had taken up residence
near the Akimel O’odham along the middle Gila
River, above its confluence with the Salt River, by
1800 (Ezell 1963:23; Spier 1933:ix, 18, 26). This es-
tablishes them as the earliest group of Yuman speak-
ers in the middle Gila River valley for whom there
is documentary evidence. Their settlements were lo-
cated on both sides of the river and were concen-
trated between Pima Butte and Gila Crossing, just
downstream from the Akimel O’odham villages.

After their arrival in the middle Gila River val-
ley, the Maricopa proper were joined by the
Kaveltcadom (“west or downriver dwellers”)."? Spier
(1933:12) learned that the Kaveltcadom had once



lived along the lower Colorado River (Xakwitas,
“Red Water”), but they left so long ago that no mem-
ories or traditions of their former presence amid the
lower Colorado River tribes persisted. Members of
the Maricopa Colony shared that the Kaveltcadom
were a Xalychidom group (see below) who, while
still residing along the Colorado River, had split from
the larger group and began migrating eastward up
the Gila River (Spier 1933:12). It is unclear when the
exodus from the Colorado River began, but since
they are not mentioned in Alarcon’s 1540 account
of his expedition up the Colorado River, nor in sub-
sequent Spanish records, Ezell (1963:23) assumed the
departure was before historic times, and Spier
(1933:12) placed it prior to 1500.

Following their departure, the Kaveltcadom set-
tled along the lower Gila River, a country they called
“Chiduma” (Bean and Mason 1962:92n.5). Settle-
ments stretched east from the Mohawk Mountains
(*vikatcakwiny®, “Granary Basket Mountain”) to the
vicinity of the Gillespie Lava Flow (Vin,ilkwuk,ava,
“Where the Black Mountains Meet”) and the
Hassayampa River (XataikuvéRa, “Hard Canyon”)
(Spier 1933:24-26). Based on observations by mem-
bers of the Mormon Battalion in 1846 and the U.S.
Boundary Survey in 1852, it seems that, by that time,
Kaveltcadom had concentrated themselves above
the vicinity of Gila Bend, known to them as
Kwa’akamat (“Mesquite Farm” or “Mesquite Gath-
ering Place”) (Spier 1933:24), and by 1852, most had
settled alongside the Maricopa proper in the mid-
dle Gila River valley (Spier 1933:37-40).

The other three groups incorporated into the
Maricopa-at-large — the Xalychidom, Kohuana, and
Halyikwamai— were still residing along the lower
Colorado River at the time of Spanish contact, so
the history of their movements is documented with
greater precision. In 1605, Juan de Onate described
the Yuman-speaking Xalychidom (“Alebdoma”) as
being the first tribe below the Gila River and occu-
pying the eastern bank of the Colorado River (Zarate
Salmeron 1856 [1626]:36), and in 1699, Kino observed
them (“Alchedomas”) in approximately the same
location (Bolton 1919b:195). However, the follow-
ing year, Kino reported them living north of the con-
fluence (Bolton 1919b:252), indicating they had
moved some distance up the Colorado River
(Dobyns et al. 1963:113; Ezell 1963:9).

Seventy-five years later, Garcés (Coues 1900:423-
430) found the Xalychidom (“Jalchedunes”) living
along a 14-league-long (65-km-long) stretch of the
Colorado River between the Trigo Mountains and
the Bill Williams River; thus, below the Mojave and
above the Quechan. This position corresponds with
the earliest locations remembered by Mojave and
Pee-Posh elders in the early twentieth century, who
recalled stories from their parents and grandparents
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of the Xalychidom once living in the vicinity of
Parker, Arizona (Kroeber 1925:799; Spier 1933:12-
14). As Spier (1933:14) commented, “Presumably
they had shifted northward of the [Quechan] to es-
cape them, only to subject themselves to double peril
from Mohave above as well as [Quechan] below.”

The Kohuana and Halyikwamai were also
Yuman-speaking lower Colorado River tribes who
fled Quechan aggression and took refuge among their
cultural brethren in the middle Gila River valley. The
earliest Spanish records place the Kohuana north of
the Halyikwamai, and both of these groups below
the Quechan (Kroeber 1925:796, 798; Spier 1933:16).
In 1605, Onate observed the Halyikwamai (“Halli-
quamallas”) living on the east bank of the lower Col-
orado River, opposite the Cocopah and below the
Kohuana, and in 1776, Garcés found them on the west
bank and slightly north of the Cocopah but still be-
low the Kohuana (“Cajuenche”). As late as 1799, José
Cortés (1989:102; see also Whipple et al. 1855:123), a
Lieutenant with Spain’s Royal Corps of Engineers,
witnessed the Kohuana and Halyikwamai (“Talli-
giiamai”) living on the west bank of the Colorado
River and in close proximity to each other, but still
nestled between the Quechan on the north and the
Cocopah to the south. Interestingly, Cortés estimat-
ed the populations of the Halyikwamai at 2,000 and
the Kohuana at 3,000, remarking that they “are of a
vivacious nature, and amuse themselves with danc-
ing, which is their chief pastime” (Whipple et al. 1855:
123). Nonetheless, conflict with their neighbors was
a constant concern, with Cortés observing that they
enclosed their encampments with stockades in the
event of a surprise attack.

Continually under assault by the Quechan and
their allies, at some point shortly after 1799, the
Kohuana migrated northward and took up residence
in the Colorado River bottomlands near the Xaly-
chidom (Kroeber 1925:799). The situation with the
Halyikwamali is less clear. Drawing on information
provided by the Mojave, Kroeber (1925:797) only
reported that, having been “dispossessed by [their]
more powerful neighbors,” the Halyikwamai gave
up on an agricultural lifestyle and took up an in-
land residence in the hill country west of the
Quechan. The scenario is apparently actually more
involved and less direct. Spier (1933:18) inferred that
some of the Halyikwamai followed that trajectory,
but a sizable number had also been incorporated by
the Kohuana. Given Cortés’s observation that the
two tribes were living side by side in 1799, the pro-
cess of amalgamation was likely underway at that
time. Indeed, Spier (1933:10) contended that they
were fully incorporated by the time the Kohuana
migrated north to the vicinity of the Xalychidom.

Still, Forbes (1965) showed that the fate of the
Halyikwamai was more of a dispersion than a mi-
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gration. According to Cocopah tradition, due to
feuds with the Quechan and the Cocopah, the
Halyikwamai essentially fragmented as a tribe, with
people moving to join the Maricopa-at-large (per-
haps both the Maricopa proper and the Kaveltca-
dom) and some staying in the delta region and as-
similating into Quechan and Cocopah communities
(Forbes 1965:255-256; see also Gifford 1933a:262).

Once resigned to the Parker Valley below the
Mojave, the Xalychidom-Kohuana-Halyikwamai
amalgam continued to evolve and change. War with
the Mojave drove them south from the Parker area
but still north of the Quechan. The Xalychidom set-
tled at an inland slough called Aha-kw-atho’ilya, a
day’s walk west of the Colorado River (Kroeber
1925:800). The Kohuana-Halyikwamai cohort did
not move as far, settling instead at Avi-nya-
kutapaiva and Hapuvesa; after a year, however, they
moved south again. The Mojave onslaught persist-
ed (Forbes 1965:251), which eventually drove many
of the Xalychidom to migrate east toward their al-
lies the Hatpa-‘inya (the Kaveltcadom, a Xalychidom
group who had split prior to A.D. 1500; see above)
along the lower Gila River (Kroeber 1925:800; Spier
1933:14-15) and then southward.

Spier (1933:14-15) placed this migration in 1825~
1830, with a two-day provisioning stop among the
Kaveltcadom at Kwa’akamat (near Gila Bend), af-
ter which they continued their migration into north-
ern Sonora, where they took up residence at a Mex-
ican settlement three days walk southeast of Tucson
with an unspecified friendly tribe, perhaps the
Yaqui.! They were living there in 1833, but after a
period of pestilence they eventually resumed their
migration. By 1838, most of the displaced Xalychi-
dom had taken up residence near Pima Butte in the
middle Gila River valley (Harwell 1979:41; Harwell
and Kelly 1983:74; Spier 1933:18).

The migration of the Kohuana-Halyikwamai con-
tingent followed a different sequence of events
(Forbes 1965:252-253; Kroeber 1925:800-801; Spier
1933:16-17). The Mojave considered them kin and
forced themselves upon the colony, using their
rancherias as a way station for assaults on the Xaly-
chidom. After the Xalychidom were driven out, the
Mojave eventually compelled the Kohuana-
Halyikwamai to move northward and join them in
the Mohave valley, above Needles, California. In
about 1833, after a five-year residence among the
Mojave, the Quechan and Mojave brokered an ar-
rangement to have the exiled Kohuana-Halyikwamai
transferred to the Quechan as prisoners. Finally, in
1838, after another five years of imprisonment
among the Quechan, about half the Kohuana-
Halyikwamai managed to escape eastward, where
they were welcomed in the middle Gila River val-
ley.

There, they established the village of Cilyaatk-
wititalic (“Sand Higher”) amid the sand hills at the
western edge of the dispersed Maricopa proper set-
tlements and just upstream of Gila Crossing (Spier
1933:18-20). By that time, the Xalychidom who had
been living in Sonora had migrated once more to
the opposite end, near Pima Butte (Spier 1933:14-
15, 18). A year later, in 1839, a group of the Kohuana-
Halyikwamai still captive among the Quechan man-
aged to either flee or negotiate their release, settling
among the others near Gila Crossing. Nevertheless,
as with the previous migrations, a contingent of the
Kohuana-Halyikwamai group remained behind and
assimilated among the Quechan and Mojave (Forbes
1965:253-254; Kroeber 1925:801; Spier 1933:18).

By 1852, Yuman speakers of the lower Gila Riv-
er and their exiled allies from the lower Colorado
River had coalesced into at least 16 different villag-
es in the middle Gila River valley between Pima
Butte and Gila Crossing (Spier 1933:Figure 3; Wil-
son 2014:Figure 5.3), and in relatively close proxim-
ity to Akimel O’odham communities. Kelly
(1972:262) reported that oral histories from members
of the Lehi Community at SRP-MIC indicated the
Xalychidom, coming from their period of refuge in
Sonora, bypassed the other Yuman speakers in the
middle Gila River valley, settling directly along the
Salt River (near Lehi), where they have remained
since. This is in contrast with other oral histories and
research. For example, an oral history provided by
Ike Gates, a Xalychidom resident of the Lehi Com-
munity, whose account originated from his grand-
father, a member of the original Xalychidom com-
munity who fled the Parker area, recounts an
interlude of residence along in the middle Gila Riv-
er valley prior to moving to Lehi (Cameron et al.
1994:70-71; see also Sunn and Harwell 1976). After
leaving Sonora, some Xalychidom may have settled
in the middle Gila River valley, while others estab-
lished new settlements along the Salt River. Kelly
Washington (personal communication 2016) indicat-
ed that the Xalychidom resided first along the mid-
dle Gila River, with some subsequently moving to
the Salt River below Phoenix, and around 1877, oth-
ers, under Xalychidom leader Malay, moved once
more to the Lehi area.

Although persistent conflict with neighboring
Quechan and Mojave groups was a major catalyst
for the migration of multiple Yuman-speaking
groups away from the lower Colorado and lower
Gila rivers, the hostilities did not cease once the
groups amalgamated in the middle Gila River val-
ley. Traveling some 250 km from their home at the
confluence of the Gila and Colorado rivers, the
Quechan continued to lead raids and assaults on
villages along the middle Gila River well into the
late 1850s, and the allied Maricopa-at-large and



Akimel O’odham retaliated with their own west-
ward marches onto Quechan rancherias (see Table
5.3).

Tensions culminated in the waking hours of 1
September 1857, when approximately 100 Quechan
and Mojave warriors (and possibly some allied
Yavapai and Tonto Apaches) laid siege to a village
near Pima Butte.”? This village has been identified
as either the Akimel O’odham village of Sacate
(Kroeber and Fontana 1986:23-27; Spier 1933:173-
174) or the Pee-Po