136 NEW MEXICO HISTORICAL REVIEW

and a place where, men were engaged at one time or an-
other in several pursuits in order to make a livelihood.
Therefore, it was not uncommon to find the former cowboy
working for the railroad or in the mines, or the one-time
clerk or stenographer engaged in governmental scouting
activities—their common ground, because of environment,
was horsemanship and marksmanship.

As all volunteers, they lived to learn that a nation is
never fully enough prepared to meet the needs of its sol-
diers in order to avoid the adjustment from civilian to mili-
tary life, Difficulties and hardships which consequently
arose were taken in their stride with goed humor and the
normal amount of complaining. s

Its colorful background and personalities gave the 1st
United States Volunteer Cavalry many descriptive names of
which Rough Riders and Teddy’s Terrors were the most
popular. As warriors, Teddy's Terrors received probably
far greater notoriety than they deserved. They were not
self-seeking, but their leadership was in the hands of a
young, prominent, aggressive, dashing, up-and-coming man
—Theodore Roosevelt. The aura of publicity, which at this

time was beginning to surround him and continued through- -

out hig life, was bound to include the men under his com-
mand. Yet, despite their publicity and that of their leaders,
when they came to test under fire, the volunteers proved
to be sturdy, capable and brave—stalwarts of their South-
western heritage.
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DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE PERTAINING TO THE

EARLY HISTORIC PERIOD OF SOUTHERN
ARIZONA "

By ALBERT H. SCHROEDER* .

ARCHAEOLOGICAL occupation in the lower Salt River Valley
of southern Arizona ceases around 1400 A.D., accord-
ing to present evidence. Any of the several tribes inhabiting
the surrounding area in early historic times may have
played a part in the abandonment. Before treating with these
groups it is necessary first to limit the distribution of the
Pima as recorded by the Spanish.

Pima

Asgide from Fray Marcos de Niza and the chroniclers of
the Coronado expedition, who refer to the probable group
now known as the Sobaipuri, Kino is our first source for
detail on the Pima of Arizona. He reported a number of
Sobaipuri rancherias on the San Pedro River and 6 or 7
Pima rancherias around Casa Grande along the Gila River,
but not once did he mention other Pimas north of the Gila
which he once did cross.! The westernmost village on the
Gila was San Bartolomé, 8 leagues above the Gila-Salt junc-
tion.? Bolton, Kino's historian, is the only source to state that
the Pima were on the Salt River, yet he presents no evidence
for this statement, nor does Kino offer anything to support
such a statement.?

Later evidence indicates the Salt was unoccupied. In 1716
Velarde referred to the Sobaipuri on the San Pedro River

* The writar wishes to express his appreciation to Dr. Erik Reed for making
coples of two documenta in the Santa Fe Archives and to Mrs. Helen Bratnor for
checking data {n the Bancroft Library,

Mr. Schroeder {a employed by the National Park Service, Banta Fe, Now Mexico.

[When first elted in a footnote, & raference is given in full In subsequent citations
it is given in abbrevisted form. Ed.]

1. Jesse W. Fewkes, Casa Grande, Arizona, p. 88 (22nd Annual Report, Bureau
of American Ethnology, pt. I. Washington, 1804) ; Kino in Herbert E. Bolton, Kinv'a
Historical Memoir of Pimeris Alta, vol 1, pp. 170-172 (Unlversity of Californis Preas,
Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1048},

2. Mange In ibid., vol 1, p. 194,

8. Bolton, Kino's Histerical Memolr ., . ., vol 1, p. 80,
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and to the north Pima on the Gila.* In 1743 Keler crossed
the Gila and proceeded to the junction of the Verde and the
Salf. From there he went down the Salt to its junction with
the Gila. He continued beyond fo the first Cocomaricopa
{Maricopa) rancheria and then returned. No mention was
made of any Indians on the 8alt® In 1744 Sedelmayr
crossed the Gila at Casa Grande and further north he
forded the Rio de Asuncién (lower Salt). He followed it
down to the junction with the Gila without referring to
any Indians. Beyond the junction lived the Cocomaricopa.
Sedelmayr also referred to the Pima around Casa Grande
as a branch of the Pima separate from the Sobaipuri.® In
1763 the Rudo Ensayo stated the upper Pima lived from
Cucurpe to Caborca and from Dolores to the Gila River and
down the Gila.” In 1775 and 1776 Garcés continually referred
to the Pimas Gilefios in contrast to the Sobaipuri.® In 1774
Anza noted the westernmost Pima village (Sutaquison) 13
leagues east of Gila Bend. The easternmost village was 2
leagues away. Diaz said it was 16 leagues from Gila Bend to
Sutaquison and 8 leagues further past 2 large villages to
the easternmost Pima village of Uturituc which was 4 to 7

leagues west of Casa Grande. He noted 6 villages in all on_

both sides of the river in these three leagues.? Garcés placed
Sutaquison 17 leagues from San Simon y Judas (Opasoitac)
which was on Gila Bend. The Pima villages he placed as fol-
lows: Sutaquison on the west end and 4 leagues to Uturituc

on the east end. Font said within 6 leagues on the Gila were -

b pueblos, 4 on the south side and one on the north.1®
In 1794 Pfefferkorn, who left America after the expul-
sion of the Jesuits in 1767, wrote “From the abode of the

4. Velarde in Rufus K. Wyllys, ed., “Padra Luf{s Velarde's Relacfon of Pimeria
. Alta, 1718,” New Myexico Historical Review, vol. 8, p. 145.

5. Sedelmayr in Ronald L. Ives, tr., Sedelmayr’'s Relacidn of 1748, p. 104 (Bul-
letin 123, Bureau of American Ethnology., Washington, 183%).

8. Ibid., pp. 104-108, )

7. Esueblo Guiterss, tr., Rudo Ensayo, American Catholic Historical Soclety, vol,
5, p- 139,

8. Garcés in Elliott Coues, tr., On the Troil of a Spenish Pioneer, the Diary and
Itinerary of Francisco Garcés, (American Explorers Series, III. Francls P, Harper,
New York, 1900},

9. Anza and Diax in Leslle Spier, ¥Yuman Tribes of the Gila River, pp. 31.32
(University of Chlcago Press, 1988).

10. Garcés In Coues, On the Trail of o Spanieh Pionear . . . ,pp. 108-118, 102-108.
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Pimas, [around Casa Grande] 12 miles [Spanish mile of 114
hours] are counted to the Rio de la Asuncién [lower Salt
River]. The country where this river drops into the Gila is
very pleasant, flat, and very good to bring forth all kind of
grain and plants. It is populated on both sides of the river
[Gila] by the Cocomaricopas.!* Next to them border the
Nichoras [Yavapai] who extend from the northerly sides of
the Gila to the Sierra Azul and are constantly at war with
the Cocomaricopas. Because more timid, they receive mostly
the short end. In these encounters the Cocomaricopas are not
trying to kill the enemies, but try to get them alive. They sell
the prisoners to the neighboring Pimas . ., )2

I 1762 the Sobaipuri were driven from the San Pedro
valley by the Apache, and Spier states that prior to 1800
some of those in the Santa Cruz were driven further west by
the Apache,13

In summary then we have a known distribution of the
Sobaipuri from 1539 to the 1760's along the San Pedro and -
from 1694 into the 1800's in the Santa Cruz valley. The
Gila Pima were restricted to 5 or 6 villages on the Gila a
short distance above the Gila-Salt junction from 1694 on,
Not one mention is made of any tribe on the Salt through
which several padres passed.

Apache

With the distribution of the Pima as outlined above, we
can now proceed with a discussion of the surrounding tribes.
The Apache have most often been referred to as a possible
cauge of the pressure exerted on prehistoric cultures of east-
central Arizona and on the Hohokam which brought about
the abandonment of the large settlements around 1400 A.D.4

11. ‘Theodore E. Treutleln, Pfeferkorn's Dercription of Sonora, vol XIl, p. 29,
{vol 12, Corgnado Cuarto Centennial Publications, 1540-1840, Univeraity of New Mex.
ico Press, Albuquergue, 1948) translated this “Both sides of thess two rivers are
inhabited by the Cocomaricopas.”

12. Ignatz Pfefferkorh, Desoription of the Landecape of Sonora including ather
remarkable news of the internal part of New Spain, ¢te, Colonne, vol 1, p. & {New
York Public Library manuscript, In German). I am indebted to Louls Behlesinger for
the translation of this passage. Parens are mine.

18, QGuitetns, Rudo Ensayo, p. 192; Spler, Yuma Tribes ., ., p 1

id. Cosmos Mindeleff, Aboriginal Remaing in Vards Valley, Arizona, p. 260 (13th
Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology. Washington, 1894) ; Jease W, Fewkes,
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The first reference to these nomads was made by the chron-

iclers of the Coronado expedition of 1640. They were found’

east of the Rio Grande in New Mexico and were referred to
as Querechos,

In 1583 Espejo said the mountain people near Acoma
were called Querechos by the Indians of Acoma.!® This term
was also employed by Luxén and Obregén in referring to
groups in the Little Colorado River and Verde Valley areas
and by Luxén to describe wanderers in the present Laguna
area. Obregén used the term along with Vaqueros as a syno-
nym, He also used the term Querecho in referring to a group
in northern Mexico two days away from the plains.1®

In gll the above instances the Spanish were simply refer-
ring to wandering tribes, and transferred the term as orgi-
nally employed east of the Rio Grande to other areas after
1583. As further indication of this practice we find Casta-
fieda, Luxan, Cbregén, and Garcés, from the late 1600's
through 1776, using the Mexican term Chichimeco instead
to imply wandering or wild tribes in the vicinity of the

Two Summers’ Work in Puebio Ruins, p, 20 {22nd Annual Report, Bureau of Amerl-
esn Ethnelogy, pt. 1. Washington, 1804) ; Gladwin in E, B, 8ayles, An Archasological
Survey of Chihushua, Mexico, p. 98 (Medallion Papers, no. 22, Gila Pueblo. Globe,
Arizona) ; Winlfred and Harold 8. Gladwin, The Eastern Range of the Red-on-buff
Culturs, p. 26T (Medallion Papers, no. 18, Gila Pueblo, Globe, Arizona); Irene
Vickrey, “Besh-ba-gowah,” Kiva, vol 4, p. 19 (Arizona State Museum, Toceon) ;
Henry W. Kelly, “Franciscan Misslons of New Mexlco,” New Mexico Hisroaican Re-
view, vol 18, p. 42; Donald E. Worcester, “'The Beginningn of the Apachs Mennce of
the Bouthwest,” ibid., vol. 18, p, 2; Emill W. Haury, “Recent Fleld Work by the Arl-
zona Btate Museum,” Kiva, vol. 7, p. 20 {Arizona State Museum, Tucson); H. B. and
C. B. Cosgrove and A. V. Kldder, The Pendlston Ruin, No. 50, p. 147 (Contributlons
to American Anthropology and History, Publication 686, Carmegie Institution.
Washington, 1948,

18. Coronadoe in Adelph F, Bandeller, Final Report of Investigaiions Among the
Indians of the Southwestern United States, oto, American Series III, pt. I, p. 28
(Papers of the Archasological Institute of America. John Wilson & Bon, Cambridge) ;
Coronmdo in George P. Winship, The Coronade Expedition, 1540-42, pp. 580-581 (l4th
Annual Report, Bureau of American Ethnology, pt. 1, Washington, 1898) ; Relacidn dal
Swucese In Ibid., p. §78; Espejo in Herbert E. Bolton, ed., Spenish Ezploration in the
Southiveat, 1552-1708, p, 188 {Charles Seribner's Bons, New York, 1818),

18. Obregén in G. P. Hammond & A. Key, eds., Qbregdén’s History of ths [8th
Century Explorations in Western America, entitled Chronicle, Commentary, or Rela-
tion of the Ancient and Modern Discoveries in New Spain and New Mezico, pp. 18-20,
194, 823, 330 (Wetzel Publishing Co., Inc., Los Angeles, 1928) ; Luxan in G. P. Ham-
mond. & A. Rey, eds,, The Etpejo Expedition into New Mexioco made by Antonio de
Espejo, 1883-83 os revealed in the Journal of Diego Perez de Luxdn, pp. 88, 87
(Qulvira Boclety, Los Angeles, 1929) ; See Bandeller, Final chort « + », Berles 111, pt.
I, PR, 28-29 for quotations from original sources.
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Hopis.!? Certainly they didn’t imply Mexican wanderers
were in this areal

The meaning and use of the word Apache has been cause
for most of the misinterpretation relating to our historic
Apache. The word itself waa firat used as ‘“Apades” or
“Apiche” in documents pertaining to Ofiate’s entradas of
1598. In 1608 Fray Francisco de Velasco and in 1626 Zarate
used “Apache” to refer to the Apache de Nabaju in north-
western New Mexico.1® Benavides noted a group which he
called the Apache de Xila west of the region of Socorro, New
Mexico, in the headwaters of the Gila in 1630."* The word
“Apache” now began to replace Querecho. “Apache” activity
after that date was more commonly documented. With the
adoption of the horse about 1660 their movement and spread
was more rapid.?’ By the time of the Pueblo Rebellion of
1680, the Apaches began to move gouth into Chihushua. In
1683 they pressed on the Sumas on the west bank of the Rio
Grande below El Paso, and shortly afterwards in 1684 they
made a league with the Sumas in Chihuahua.?* From this
region the Apaches spread into southeastern Arizona and
Sonora. The use of the term thus began in New Mexico and

17. Ibid., Berlea 1II, pt. I, pp. 28-29; Bea also Adolph F. Bandelier, “"Documentary
History, of the Rlo Grande Pueblos, New Mexleo,’”” {Nrw MExico Hisronicar Rrview),
vol. §, p. 342 where he anld Chichimecat] was used for roving and warlike peaple; Ses
Carl Sauer, The Distridution of Aboriginal Tribes ad Languapes in Northwsatern
Mazico, lbero-Amerlcana, no. 5, p. T (University of Californin Press, Berkeley, 1034)
for same use by Ponce In 1587; also Frederick W. Putnam, Report upon [U.S, Geo-
praphical Surveys west of the 100th Meridian, vol T, p. 8 (Waakington, 1879} and
Coues, On the Trail ¢f o Spanish Pionser . . ., ». 865,

18. Bandeller, Final Report . . ., American Beries III, pt. I, p. 180; Zérsaie In
Charles F. Lummls, tr., Fray Zorate Solmerow’s Relacién, Land of Bunshine, vol 12,
p. 183; F. W, Hodge, History of Hawikwh, p. 19 (Bouthwest Museum, Los Angeles,
1987) ; Bolton, Spanish Kzploration...,.., pp. 217-218; Worcester, "The Beginnlngs
of the Apache Menmce . . .," NMHR., vol 16, p. 5; Earliest use In 1688 in Ofinte’s
Obediencia ¥ vasallaje de San Juan Baptista in Doe, Ind. de Indias, XVI, p. 114 “Todoa
Jos Apaches desde In Sierra Nevada hacia la parte del Norte y Ponlente.”

19. F. W. Hodge, et al, Fray Alonsc de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634,
pp. 81-B4 (vol 4, Coronado Cuarto Centennial Publication, 1540-1940. University of
New Mexico Press, Albuguerque, 1945).

20. Robert Denhardt, "“The Beginning of American Horses, New Mrxico His-
ToRICAL REVIEW, vol, 13, p. 266, Worcester, The Beginnings of the Apache Menace . . .,
NMHR, vol 16, p. § Implies a5 early as 1808,

21, Bandelier, Final Report . . ., American Series III, pt. I, pp. 91-92; Mendoza
In Bolton, Spanish Eaxploration . .., pp. 118-317, 32B-321,
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recorded activity indicates a gradual spread to the south along with the Jano in 1697. The first record of the Apache
and west. in this region was a mention, but not an actual observation,
Up to the time of Kino's travels beginning 'in 1694 the of an Apache group in 1697 when Kino stated that Apach-
region northeast of the San Pedro River, later occupied by _ eria was north of the Gila after turning west from the
the Apaches, was apparently uninhabited or SparSEIy‘SOf In . mouth of the San Pedro River to proceed down the Gila.. |
1539 Fray Marcos noted a ‘‘despoblado’” from near the San First actual evidence of Apaches wasg noted in 1698 at Santa ’
Pedro-Gila River junction to the Cibola (Zuni) villages,2? Cruz de Quiburi on the San Pedro, not north of the Gila.?® |
If his report is not to be accepted we still have the same Bandelier has indicated that the Jano and Suma, who were ‘
evidence in 15640 as Coronado and his chroniclers mentioned allies of the Apache and who were also mentioned at this |
the same thing.? Fray Marcos’ report made record of actual same time, were late arrivals in southeastern Arizona from |
contacts between the Sobaipuri and the Zuni.** In 1668 northwestern Chihuahua, having begun their spread after /
Bernardo Gruber, a German trader, went into New Mexico 1684 when they went in league together.® —— —{
from Sonora with a pack train.2®* To do so he would have had Sauer obtained information in the Parral Archives which
to pass through what we now know as Apacheria. When further-substantiates a late arrival for the Jano in south- 1
Kino entered southern Arizona he recorded the Sobaipuri eastern Arizona. He noted the Jano ranged in southwestern |
in 1691 along the San Pedro River and remarked that prior New Mexico while the Jocome were in southeastern /
to the Pueblo Rebellion of 1680 these Indians traded with Arizona and that both, according to Vetancourt in |
the Spanish in New Mexico.”® Velarde in 1716 wrote that 1686, spoke the same language. At this time they were !
the Sobaipuri formerly traded with the Hopi, but due to the friendly with the Pima, the latter having given them some .
 recent occupation of the pass on the Gila by other Indians, land to plant in the Quiburi area near Fairbank, Arizona,
} they were unable to resume such trade.?” Thus these early according to Sauer. In his treatment of these groups Sauer
sources denote a late occupation by Indians between the considered the possibility that the Jano and Jocome may
' Sobaipuri and New Mexico on the Arizona side of the line, have been Athapascans, not Uto-Aztecans.’® Kroeber, in
+ probably post-1680. reviewing Sauer’s evidence placed these two tribes tenta-
Actually it was not the Apache who were first mentioned tively in the Uto-Aztecan language group, deciding against
east of the San Pedro as Bolton earlier thought.?® Kino re- the Athapascan.®? When one considers that the Piman
\ferred to the Indians of that area as the Jocome in 1696 speakers gave these neighbors lland, it gppears moge]logics}
EEE— . " that such an arrangement would be made more readily wi
- s vel z:nc(j}:{.?; i te‘:;g?l:ﬁlN;;:;lt::I:::. ti‘;ﬁoxfo‘;?d::zﬁfiﬁym; kindred Uto-Aztecan speakers and not with Athapascans Y
New Mexico Press, Albuquerque}. N . who were not fa;mners. "’_'-
Coroznl;doc:::ﬁfte:l:cilgnv:t}'gg::;h:nc;gf d:y.E :ﬁd:;;n v PR ARL AR BIT. Ao The Apaches, after their entry into Chihuahua, with the !
ot S 1y i T Dol G e My f 0 St aid of their companions in league, either displaced or ab-
Archaeclogical Inastitute of America, Cambridge, 1880): Perey M. Baldwln, “Fray sorbed the Jocome in southeastern Arizona. Opler has :
Hurooe i‘wﬂ: and I"”;_ Y ﬁe;::.:ofét?nﬁ,czi}fi:fj: w“‘::"’afﬁ" ‘ remarked on the similarity of the Mescalero of southwestern
26, C. W. Hackett, Historical Documents relating to New Mexico, Nucva Viscayo New Mexico and Chiricahua Apache of southeastern Ari- i
and Approaches Thereto, to 1778, vol 3, pp. 271, 278-277. {(Carnegie Inatitution of I, —
Washington, 1837) 29. Kino in Bolton, Xino's Historical Memoir . . ., vol. 1, pp. 165, 169, 172, 180,
268. Kino in Bolton, Kino's Historical Memeoir . . ., vol 2, p. 2BT. 30. Bandeller, Final Report . . ., American Serles III, pt. I, ». 114,
27, Velarde in Wryllys, Padre Lufs Velarde's Relacién . . ., NMHR,, vol 6 ». 21, Sater, The Distribution of Aboriginal Tribes and Languages . . ., pp. 75, 8L
129, He calls them Apache in one place and Nijora (Yavapal) in snother. $82. A. L. Kroeber, Uto-Aztecan Languages of Mexico, Ibero-Americana, No. 8,
28, Bolion, Spanish Ezxploration .. ., p. 882, p. 16 (University of California Presa, Berkeley, 1934).
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“persons.,” They called their eastern Apache enemies
“Awache” as did the Northeastern and Western Yavapai.«®
Bandelier also commented on the use of Apache. He con-
sidered Garcés’ use of the term Yavapai, remarking it was
in a sense gimilar to the present use of Apache where it is
attached to names of tribes entirely distinct from the
Apache, as Apache-Mohave, Apache-Yuma, and Tonto-
Apache.** Apparently, on the bagis of such misapplication of
the term, Thomas placed the west boundary of the Apache
_as far as the Colorado River.®8) Additional evidence concern-
ing this phase of the problem is considered below m the dis-
sions of the Yavapai.

In east-central Arizona the earliest references to Apache
groups are relatively late, In the general campaign of 1747
in the San Francisco River area down to the Gila River,
Indians were encountered and called Apaches. Qther were
recorded in the White Mountaing first in 1808.1° Some his-
torians have attempted to place the Apache in this region
prior to 1747, Bandelier was under the impression that the
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. Apache were occupying the region between the Sobaipuri

and the Zunis in Fray Marcos’ and Coronado’s day, stating
“although they were there, as was subsequently ascertained:
and this is accounted for by the numerous escort of Indians
which accompanied both him and the negro Estevan.”+7
Aside from this statement he gives no evidence to support
his view. Fray Marcos' account, if it is accepted, indicates
the Indians voluntarily went along and no mention for pur-
poses of protection is noted, Coronado’s chroniclers referred

_to the area as a despoblado, perhaps only a relative term.

The only indication of a group between the Sobaipuri
and the Zuni prior to 1747 that may have been the Apache,
was Castafieda’s reference to a group near the mouth of the

43, E. W. GIfford, The Southesstern Yavarai, p. 181 (vol. 28, Unlversity of Cali-
fornla Publicetions in American Archaeoolgy and Ethnology, Berkeley, 1832) ; E. W.
Gifford, Northeastern and Western Yavapai Myths, pp. 252-253 (vol, 34, University of
California Publicatlons {n American Archaeology and Ethnology, Berkeley, 1933),

44. Adolph F. Bandelier, Final Report . . . , American Series IV, pt. II, p. 879.

45. 'Thomas, Forgotten Frontiers ..., p. L.

46, Escalants to Mendinueta In Jbid, p. 164; Rabal in Ralph E. Twitchell,
Spanizsh Arahives of New Mezico, vol. 2, p. 218 (Torch Press, Cedar Rapids, 1814) ; and
Salcedo in Ibid., p. 488,

47. Bandellar, Contrbutions , , American Series V, p. 178.
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San Pedro who were the most barbarous they had encoun-
tered, who lived in separate huts and who hunted for food,+®

Sauer considered these as Apache,® They may well have .

been Jocomes or even northern Sobaipuri as Mange stated
in the 1690’s that he and Kino encountered 4 Sobaipuri vil-
lages near the Gila with a total of 500 souls living in 130
houses of poles and reeds in the form of dome and gallery,s®

and Velarde in 1716 noted that the Sobaipuri lived in settle-

ments in the winter and in single huts in the summer,5!
Since Coronado came through this region before winter,
since these “barbarous” Indians were not mentioned as
being specifically different from the others on the San Pedro
through which Coronado had just previously passed, since
Kino did distinguish between the northern and southern
Sobaipuri which would allow for a difference in culture as
implied by Castafieda, and Mange described crude huts used
by the Sobaipuri, the weight of the evidence is against the
Apache. If this 15640 observation was an Apache group, we
must assume the Scbaipuri drove them out soon after as the
sources already mentioned recorded trade through this area
with New Mexico prior to the Pueblo Rebellion and do not
specifically mention the Apache here until 1698. —

There ig considerable confusion in regard to the Tontos
who were first reported as Coyoteros or Mescaleros in the
Pinal Mountains in 1788.52 In 1799 Pedro de Nava wrote a
letter requesting information on the so-called Tontos and
Prietos; Apaches Coyoteros (alias Tonto, alias del Pinal)
near the presidio of Tucson.®® Barreiro’s Ojeada also refers
to them as Tontos or Coyoteros in 1828,5 It is after this date
that the confusion arises. Gifford reported that the Tonto
were Athapascan and were first united in 1874 under Chali-

48, Castafieds in Hammond & Rey, Naorratives ..
The Coronade Ezpedition, p. B18,

49. Sauer, The Distribution of Aberiginal Tribes and Languages . .

50. Mange in Bolton, Kino's Historical Memeoir , . ., vol, 1, p. 171,

51. Velarde in Wyllys, “Padre Luis Velsrde's Relacién . . ., NMHR, vol 6,
* 13542 Zuhiga In George P. Hammond, “The Zulllga Journal, Tucson to Santa Fe,”
Nmw Mexico HisToricAL REviEw, vol. 6, D, 63.

E8. Twltchell, Spanish Archives . . ., vol. 2, p. 306.

B{. Lanaing Bloom, tr., “Barreiro’s QOjeadn,’”” Nxw Mrxico HisToRICAL REYIEW, vol,
8, p. 174,

.y p. 262; and in Winahip,

.. p- B3
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Indians and smoke signals.%* Perhaps between 17564 and 1788
these corn-raising, quite possibly Yavapai, who did not
roam about on horses, moved west in the face of the incom-
ing Apache who were being pushed into the area by the
Spanish from all directions except north and west, ag well

as by the Comanche from the east. Perhaps continued

Apache inroads to the west between 1754 and 1788 brought
about the first mixture of Apache and Yavapai groups.

The lack of any reference to Indians in the despoblado
between the San Pedro River and the Zuni villages in 1540,
and the definite presence of Indians there in 1699 and 1716
{the latter reference definitely applying to Yavapai) brings
up another point bearing on the Yavapai and Apache. Since
Benavides recorded the Apache de Gila to the east of this
region in the headwaters of the Gila in 1630, a group that
did some farming in contrast to a true Apache group to the
east of them, the Perrillo Apache with their dog and travois
who at this time were strict nomads,®® it appears quite likely
that the Apache de Gila may have been Yavapal or were
Apache who picked up farming from their western Yavapai
neighbors. On this basis, the Yavapai entry into this general
region might well be set back, from Velarde's observation of
a Yuman-speaking group in 1718, to 1630, and probably into
prehistoric times.

Final evidence  which bears on a recent Apache entry
into the region is found in Zufiiga's diary of 1788, He stated
that Zuni was menaced by the Coyotero Apaches of the
Pinals to the south (Yavapai-Apache?) who were there (at
Zuni) called Mescaleros (Escalante’s designation of the
Yavapai south of the Hopi) and to the north by Apaches
of the San Francisco and Mogollon Ranges. “They have
penetrated inland pursued by our arms. They are called
Gilefios there,'t®

4. Escalante to Mendinueta in Thomas, Forpottan Frontiers ..., pp: 12, 1BB-
156; Rabal In Twitchell, Spanish Archives . . ., vol. 2, p. 219; Zufilgs In Hammond,
Tha Zwiiga Journal . , . , NMHR, vol 8, pp. 84,69,81,

5. Hodge, Benavides' Revised Memorial, pp. 81-8B4,

68. Hammond, The Zudliga Journal . . ., NMHR, vol. 6, p. 63. As early nn 1744
Bedelmayr suggested placing forts on the Gila River, at Terrenata and Coro de Guache

on the south, and nt Janos in the east. Thia general plan was Inter followed resulting
in a northern mova “lnland” by the Apache. Bee Ives, Sedelmayr’s Relacidén....... p. 118,
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No matter how one interprets the evidence, there is no
possible manner by which the Apache can be placed any-
where near the Hohokam of the Gila-Salt River areas in pre-
historic times.!They were first noted in 1540 as Querechos
and were restricted to the eastern half of New Mexico, east
of the Rio Grande, at least prior to 1583 as both Rodriguez
and Espejo found a long stretch along the river uninhabited
in their travels. The term Querecho, like Chichimeco, was
haphazardly applied to other groups in northwestern New
Mexico and northeastern Arizona.After Spanish gettlement

. on the Rio Grande, the word “Apache” replaced Querecho

and again the new term was applied fo miseellaneous non-
related groups. By 1630 the Apache de Perrillo had erossed
to the west side of the Rio Grande. After the adoption of the {
horse by these Apache around 1660, they became more
mobile and by the time of the Pueblo Rebeilion of 1680 there /
was a concentration in southwestern New Mexico. By 1684 |
some of this group reached Chihuahua where they began :
their absorption of the Jano and Suma groups. Spanish "\
retaliation in Chihauhua forced these Apaches into south- }
eastern Arizona by 1698 where they apparently absorbed /
the Jocome and by 1700 they had entered Sonora. —
Campaigns by the Spanish from Zuni in 1747 and 1754,

as well as others from Chihuahua and the highway along :
the Rio Grande, had the effect of forcing these Apaches of -
southwestern New Mexico and southeastern Arizona toward |
the west where by 1762 they in turn forced the Sobaipuri
out of the San Pedro west into the Santa Cruz Valley. Retali-
ation from this southeastern area up to 1780, as well ag !
coordinated efforts from Janos and Fronteras, caused the '
southern Apache to move back into the Chiricahua Range
and also into the San Francisco River area for refuge. In |

the latter region, about 1788, the Apache probably dislodged

\

)

the above-discussed Yuman (probably Yavapai) groups,
first observed here in 1716, who moved west, Additional }
thrusts from the south by the Spanish from 1780 to 1784 .
and later, kept the Apache moving toward the north which |

i
resulted in a Navaho-Gila Apache alliance in 1784. Even as ;
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late as 1780 and 1786 the major part of the Apache attacks
were still from New Mexico.%7

The above noted Navaho relations carried the Apache
through the White Mountain region from 1784 on but they
were not recorded ag living in the area until 1808 by the
\Sggnish.“ It appears that Apache relations with the Navaho
as well as with the Yavapai undoubtedly effected the culture
of these westernmost Apache sufficiently to bring about a
cultural difference which now distinguishes them from the
Southern Apache whose culture was probably influenced
by contacts with the Uto-Aztecan groups of northern Mex-
ico and southern Arizona. Probably the late 18th Century
Navaho-Gila Apache relations evolved out of a combined
movement toward 'one another, Farmer has indicated the
Navaho began spreading over northwestern New Mexico
after 1600 and by 1750 had moved west to Canyon de Chelly,
Arizons, and south of Mt. Taylor in New Mexico. Bourke hag
indicated that many Western Apache and Navaho clans can
be correlated further indicating close relations.® This im-
plies considerable Navaho influence which apparently had
its origin post-1780 A.D. Interestingly enough, the Chiri-
cahua designation of the Western Apache as Biniedine,
meaning “people with no sense,” seemingly first appears in
1834.7° This is 35 years after the first use of Tonto (fool)
by the Spanish to designafe a Western Apache group. There
is no indication who actually used the term “fool” first, but
both uses post-date the 1784 Navaho-Gila Apache alliance
and the eviction of the Yavapai from eastern Arizona. If
such a designation referred to a group in the Western
Apache area or to the Western Apache as a group, it is
strange that it, or some other name, does not appear before

87, Twitchell, Spanisk Archives ..., vol. 2, p. 300; Alfred B. Thomas, ed.,
“Governor Mendinueta's Proposals for the Defensa of New Mexico, 1T72-1778," New
Micxico Hiarodical, Reviow, vol, 8, p. 37; Thomas, Forgotten Frontiere . . ., vp. 45
48, 197; Nuvarro In [bid, p. 186 and Medino and Ugarte, pp. 359-380,

88, Letter of Nemealo Balcedo of 1808, 71988, Bants Fe Archive. "Coyotero
Indians who Inhabit the Pinal, Tabano and White Mountains, on the frontler of
Bonors.” Bee also his letter of 1808, #2142, wherein he states the Indlans of the Pinala
are Intermediate to those of the White and Tabano Mountalna,

69. Malcolm F. Farmer, The Growth of Navahe Culturs, San Diego Museum Bul-
letin, vol &, p. 14; J. G. Bourke, “Notes on the Gentile Organlzation of the Apache of
Arlzona.” Journal of American Folklove, vol 8, pp. 111-114.

70, Joee A, de Escudero, Noticias sstadisticas de! sstado de Chibuahua, p. 212
{Mexico, 1834).
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1780 if such a group was in existence prior to that time, The
weight of the evidence indicates a beginning of an Apache-
Navaho mixture around 1780 wherein apparently the Na-
vaho dominated to some extent, in this area clogser to their
home, over the scattered Apache groups driven north by the
Spanish, The increasing Comanche pressure from the east
on the Navaho in the early and middle 1700's also coincides
with the first appearance of the Navaho in Arizona in the
Hopi area and the region southwest of Zuni where they met
the Apache.

On the basis of an Apache legend which relates of con-
tacts with stone house dwellers it has been thought by some
that such indicated the Western Apache were in this

-area at a date early enough to make contact with the pre-

historic pueblo groups of the area, This legend is a record
of the Tzekinne variously interpreted as “people of the
rocks” or “‘stone house people.” This group was composed of
descendants of Apache and Sobaipuri people, the latter hav-
ing been captured when the Apache drove the Sobaipuri out
of Aravaipa Canyon in the early 1800’s."® The group and
Iegend evolved out of historic fact, not a prehistoric event.

The present Western Apache area was described as a
deapoblado in 1640, First asctual record of Apache here was
in 1805. Between these two dates reference is made to two
groups possibly living in the area concerned. These groups,
the Cipias and Ypotlapiguas, first are mentioned in 1632
in Spanish documents and as yet neither have been identi-
fied. Most authorities have placed them in northern Sonora
apparently on the basis of Orozeco y Berra's reference of
1860 to the Potlapigua in the Babispe Valley of Sonora.
However, the earliest sources to refer to these groups, 1632-
1648, locate them south and west of Zuni.™

Custodio Manso stated he discovered the Ypotlapiguas in

71. Bourke, Notes on Apache Mythology, p. 114.

72. Bandeller, Final Repoert . . . , Amer, Serlea IV, pt. I, p. 381 ; Frank H, Cush-
ing, Outlines of Zuni Creation Myths, p, 828 (13th Annual Report, Bureau of American
Ethnology, Waahington, 1888) ; Fewkes, Two Summers’ Work ,. . ., p. 28 Frahce
Y. Beholes, “The Supply Service of the New Mexican Mlissions In the Seventeenth
Century,” Nrw Mexico HisToricaL Review, vol. B, pp. 189-180; France V. Bcholes,
“Problems in the Early Eccleslastical History of New Mexico,” Ibid., vol 7, pp, 47-68;
France V. Scholes, ""Church and State in New Mexlco, 1818-50," Jbid., vol IT, pp. 288,
801-302 : Hodge, History of Howikuh, pp. 91, 98, 128-124; Hodge, et al . , , Benavides”
Revieed Memoriol . . ., p. BO.
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1632 and that they lived next to the Cipias south and west of
Zuni, For several years the friars had been interested in
these groups. In 1638 some friars were selected to go to the
Ypotlapigua country with Fray Antonio Artega as commis-
sary of the group by appointment from Fray Juan de Salag,
Custodio. In the spring of 1638 Governor Rosas led these
friars and some soldiers to the area. On arrival among them,
it was said the Governor forced the Ypotlapiguas to bring in
feathers and hides, robbed them, and threatened to burn
their villages with the result the Indiang fled to the moun-
taina, Perea made an investigation of the expedition.

In 1645, while Custodio, Manso sent 4 friars to preach
to the Ypotlapiguas who lived near the Cipias. Following
this effort the Jesuits vigsited them and a controversy over
their jurisdiction was started. In 1699 Mange mentioned
the Potlapiguas in association with the Opatas of north-
eastern Sonora.

Sauer believed that Orozco y Berra’s designation of
these 83 & Piman group was incorrect. Noting that Mange
had recorded Franciscan activity among the Ypotlapigua,
he tentatively placed them in northwestern Chihuahua in
the Franciscan domain thus removing them from Jesuit
Sonora. He concluded the name may be Conecho.”

As to the Cipias, the first mention of them is concerned
with Fray Francisco Letrado who learned of them while
among the Zunis who told him they were to the west, Le-
trado applied to go to these Indians, but was refused and
Fray Martin de Arvide was sent instead. He went in 1632
and on February 27, 6 days out of Zuni, he was killed in his
camp by Zunis, These Cipias supposedly lived in northern
Sonora.

In 1634 Benavides made a brief reference to the Zipios.
In 1638 and 1645 they were referred to as living near the
Ypotlapiguas. In 1686 Fray Alonso de Posadas said the
Cipias lived north of Sonora where they were pressed upon
by the Apache,’ In the late 1800’s the Zunis told Cushing

73, Sauer, The Diatribution of Aboriginal Tribes and Languapes . . ., ». 61,

T4. ©. F. Duro, 1882, pp. 82-68. An earlier edition in Documentos para la hise
toria de Mexico, 3rd Serles, Mexlco, 1568, pp. 220-221 gives the author's name as Fray
Alonse de Peredes, rather than Posadaa,
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that the Cipias were a people who lived far to the southwest
on the headwaters of the Salt River. They called them Tsi-
piakwe (kwe—=people) meaning “people of the coarse hang-
ing hair.” Since the Yavapai wore their hair long in contrast
to the Zuni, they (the Zuni) may have selected this trait in
referring to the Cipias who might well have been Yavapai.
Bandelier, on the basis of Cushing’s information, placed the
Cipias in Arizona south of the Hopi saying the Zuni had
lost track of them completely. According to Cushing the
Zuni stated the Cipia were exterminated by the Apache
soon after the attempted visit of Arivide.

The Hopi informed Fewkes that according to the Zuni
the Cipia lived between them and Zuni and also that the
Zuni called a ruin midway between Awatobi and Zuni
Teipiya. On this basis Fewkes placed the Cipia at the mouth
of Chevlon Fork west of Zuni.

Several factors stand out that must be considered in
analyzing the situation. First, it must be kept in mind that
Sonora and the region to the south was Jesuit domain. The
southern Opata of Sonora (modern geographe limits) were
first reached in 1622 by Padre Olinano, The west central
section of Sonora was not reached by the Jesuits until after
1630, and the north section was untouched until Kino's entry
of the 1690's. To the east in Chihuahua, the Franciscans
began moving west toward the Sonora line about 1660 when
the Sumas of the area, bordering on Babispe, were being
brought into the fold.”™ So even the eastern border of Sonora
was not reached until 1650, this being 18 years affer the
Ypotlapigua and Cipia are first mentioned. Thus, a Sonoran
loeation is not possible in this area as far as the Franciscan
domain is concerned.

Also to be considered is the fact that the north boundary
of Sonora was never established in the 1600's. The people of
Santa Fe referred to the region to the southwest as Sonora.
In addition, New Mexico was under the Franciscan order
and everything to the west was considered within their
domain, Moreover, all expeditions went into the Cipia and

76. Bauver, The Distribution of Aboriginal Tribss and Languages . . . , pp, 4847,
70-71.
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Ypotlapigua country from New Mexico, not Chihughua, and
all personnel concerned were from New Mexico. The state-
ment that the Cipias were pressed on by the Apache in 1686
and a similar remark by the Zunis in the late 1800's, inti-
mating that they were exterminated by the Apache in the
middle or late 1600's, certainly suggests that the Cipia
were non-Apache, ‘

The above points indicate an Arizona location rather
than Sonoran. Mange, a late source, is the only one who
gives a possible true Sonoran location and then only to the
Ypotlapiguas who by this date (1699) may have been forced
south and west by Apache pressure into Sonora. The state-
ments of the Zuni and Posadas pertaining to Apache pres-
sure on the Cipia correlates with the Apache pressure build-
ing up in southwestern New Mexico in the headwatera of
the Gila at that time, the late 1600’s. Such had not effected
Sonora until the beginning of the 18th Century, Moreover,
the Zuni located the Cipia in what Cushing took to mean the
headwaters of the Salt River. On the basis of the foregoing
discussions on the Apache and Yavapai, it appears that the
people of the coarse hanging hair, the non-Apachean Cipias,
were probably Yavapai people living in the southeastern
gection of the Yavapai country in the headwaters of the
Salt and Gila Rivers near another possible Yavapai group,
the 1630 mention of the Apache de Gila. The Ypotlapiguas
probably were a more southern group since Mange gives
them a Sonoran lecation and the Franeciscans and Jesuits,
who had a controversy over them, bordered one another’s
domains only In northern Mexico at this early date. Thus,
the Cipias, the only possible group in the Western Apache
region between 1540 and 1805, cannot be considered as
Apache, much less Navaho. i

To return to the Apache proper, the derivation of the
word Apache is problematical. Several authorities have
proposed various explanations regarding its origin. (See
Hodge and Bandelier who indicate Yuman and/or a poagible
Zuni origin.) Another possibility is presented here along
lines suggested by Harrington,"

4. Jobn_ P. Harrlngton, Southern Peripheral Athapaoscan Oripine, Divirions, and
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The words “Apades” and “Apiches’ occur first in docu-
ments pertaining to Ofiate's explorations, He and several of
his henchmen went through Yuman-speaking areas (Yava-
pai) in 1598, 1599, 1604-06. Perhaps they picked up the

Yavapai word “Apache” meaning “persons” directly from

them or even before this indirectly from some other group.
One of two possibilities present themselves. Either docu-
ments exist pertaining to these groups which make use of
the term Apache prior to 1698, or the word was known to
the Spanish prior to its use in literature at this date, The
use first of “Apiche” or “Apade” implies either a misprint in

_copying or a misspelling of the word “Apache,” both of
“which suggest prior use.

Yavapai

Reference is now made to the Yuman tribes. It is inter-
esting to note that Yavapai legends appear to indicate a
relatively long period of oceupation in Arizona. The South-
eastern Yavapai claim origin in the San Francisco Moun-
tains at Flagstaff, and relate of a later split from the North-
eastern Yavapai in the middle Verde Valley of central Ari-
zona after which they moved south. Gifford stated his
evidence tenda to show the Yavapai were not in the Verde
Valley mueh over 400 years, The Western Yavapai claim
origin in the middle Verde Valley at Montezuma Well or in
the Red Rock country later splitting and moving southwest
from the Northeastern Yavapai.”? Thus, the Yavapai near
the Gila claim origin north of their present habitat and
recount of a split in the Verde Valley all of which indicates
a general move to the south.

Historically Espejo first encountered the Yavapai in the
middle Verde Valley in 1583 where they were also noted by
Farfan, Escobar, Zaldivar, and Ofiate from 1598 up through

Migrations, p. 518 {volL 100, S8mithsonizn Miscellaneous Collactions, Smithsonian In-
stitution, Washington, 19490).

{Ses mlso, Barbars Altken, Nrw Mexico HisToricAL Review, vol 28, pp. 934-38
(October, 1951) Ed.]

77. Glfford, The Southeaslern Yavapal, py. 243, 247T; Glfford, Northeasiern and
Western Yavapai Myths, pp. 840, 408-404; Gifford, Northeastern and Weatern Yavapai,
p. 251
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1605.7® In 1700 Kino remarked that eniry to the Hopi was
difficult from Pimerfa as the Pima were “on very unfriendly
terms with the Apaches who live between.” These were
undoubtedly the Yavapai who Kino always referred to as
Apache north of the Gila. In 1716, Velarde mentioned the
Nijores, locating them between the Gila and Colorado
Rivers to the northeast of Pima country. He further re-
marked that they were Yuman-gpeaking people with whom
the Pima fought, and that north of them were the Cruciferos
to whom the cross was a sacred sign. This source thus defi-
nitely discards the possibility of Apache north of the Gila
by recording Yuman speakers in the area. A map in the
Genaro Garcia collection places the Nijores at the head-
waters of the San Francisco River, perhaps based on Hum-
boldt’s map of 1804.8° From 1583 to 1605 Espejo, and others
who entered the middle Verde, described the native custom
of wearing crosses on the forehead for which Ofate named
the Yavapai “Cruzados.” Thus, Velarde’s remarks indicate
the Cruciferos were the Northeastern Yavapai and the
Nijores were the Southeastern group. The legendary split
must then of necessity have occurred before 1716 as at that
time the Southeastern Yavapai were fighting with the Sobai-
puri, and the latter had sufficient knowledge of the North-
eastern Yavapai further north to distinguish them from
their enemies, the Nijores or Southeastern Yavapais.

In 1746 Sedelmayr wrote that further up in 87 degrees,
north of the Cocomaricopa, were the Ni jores who spoke the
Yuman language and with whom the Cocomaricopa had
friendly relations.’! On his trip to the Cocomaricopa on the
Gilg in 1744 he decided to go further west. From the villages
below the Gila-Salt junction he proceeded more or less west-
north-west to the Colorado River passing near what was

78, Luxén in Hammond & Rey, The Espejo Expedition . . ., pp. 10§-107;
Espejo in Bolton, Spanish Ezploration . . ., p. 187; Zarate in Lummis, Fray Zarale
Salmaron's Relacién, p. 182; Belton, Spanish Ezploratien . , ., pp. 88, 187, 270;

George P, Hammond, “Don Juan de Ofinte and the Foundlng of New Mexlco,” Nrw
Maxico Hisropical Review, vol 1, pp. 450, 470.

9. Kino In Bolton, Kino's Historical Memoir . . . , vol. 1, p. 287,

80. Reproduced {n H, B. Carroll & J, V. Haggard, Three New Mezico Chronicles
{Quivira Soclety, Albuguerque, 1042).

81, Bedelmayr in Ives, Ssdelmayr’s Relacidn . . . » Pp. 108, 110,
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Iater the southern border of the Western Yavapai country.
However, he did not mention the presence of any Indians
glong that route.’? In 1768 Venegas recorded the Coecomari-

. copa at war with the Nijoreg, the prisoners being sold to the

Pima.t® In 1774 Garcés attempted to reach the Nifora but

- couldn’t due to Pima hostilities with them.’* In 1776 he

called the group north of the Cocomaricopa Yabipais Tejua,
and stated that they knew only one Cocomaricopa village
further remarking that both the Pima and Cocomaricopa
fought them. Font placed the Yavapai north of the Gila on
his map.?® In 1794 Pfefferkorn referred to the group north
of the Cocomaricopa in 1767 as Nichoraa who extended from
the northerly side of the Gila to the Sierra Azul. He also
remarked that the Cocomaricopa were constantly at war
with them .58

Thus, the name first given, Nijores, referred to the
Southeastern Yavapai, and other forms—Nifora, Noragua,
Nichora—were later used to designate Yavapai groups, prob-
ably all Southeastern Yavapai. Pfefferkorn in 1794 used the
term Nichora, after Garcés’ 1776 designation of Yabipais
Tejua, probably due to the fact that he left the area in 1767
with the expulsion of the Jesuits and wrote his report at a
later date. Garcés also employed the name Apache for the
Yavajai. He stated *. . . there arrived here [in the Yuma
area] 9 Indians whose nation they here call Yabipais Tejus,
and we Apaches.” He also noted the Pima called the Yabi-
pais Taros or Nifores, the Mohave called them Yavapais,
and the Spanish called them Apache. “All those whom I
designate by the name Yabipais are in reality Apaches,'®’

On the basis of the above discussion, the Southeastern
Yavapai as a threat to the prehistoric Hohokam might be
discounted since their presence is not recorded until possibly
as early as 1630 in the form of the Gila Apache (or Cipias in

82, Bedelmayr in Ibid., pp. 108, 110,

58, Venegas in Whipple, Reports of Explorations and Swrveys . . ., p. 118,

84. Coues, On the Trail of o Spanish Pioneer . . ., p. 4b.

85. Ibid., pp. 436, 462. Font map on frontispiece,

28, Plefferkorn, Description of the Landscape of Somora ..., vol 3, p. 6&;
Treutlein, Pfefferkorn’s Description of Sonord, p. 29.

87. Coues, On the Trail of a Spaniah Pionesr . . ., pp. 402, 417, 432, 445, 446,

457,
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1632) and definitely by 1716 in the vicinity of the upper
Gila some distance northeast of the Pima. Moreover, it is
above passing interest to note that the Yavapai were on
friendly relations with the Cocomaricopa in 1744, but in
1758 they were being taken as prisoners, and in 1767 and
1774 they were constantly at war with the Pima. This coin-
cides with the aforementioned possible Southeastern Yavapai
withdrawal from the San Francisco River area between
1764 and 1788 due to Apache pressure, and perhaps repre-
sents the beginning of Southeastern Yavapai incursiong to
the west on Cocomaricopa territory. The fact that they knew
only one Cocomaricopa village in 1776 adds further to this
belief that they were newcomers to the more western region.

Maricopa

The Maricopa are the last Yuman group fo be con-
sidered. When first recorded as the Cocomaricopa by Kino
in 1694, the Pima told him this group lived on the lower
Gila, on the Rio Colorado and Rio Azul (Bill Williams
River).®® Spier remarked in his studies of this same area
that Maricopa, Kaveltcadom, and Halchidoma cultures were
essentially alike prior to their mixture in the 1800's, thus
supporting Kino's statement with modern ethnological
studies,® In 1744 Sedelmayr reported that the Cocomari-
copa on the lower Gila were the same as those on the Colo-
rado River as far up as the Rio Azul.%® After Gareés’ travels
in 1776, the term Cocomaricopa was restricted to the group
on the Gila below the junction of the Gila and Salt Rivers.
The other groups to the west and north on the Colorado

River were referred to ag Jalchedun (Halchidhoma) .ot
Often heard is the statement that the Maricopa recently
-came up the Gila from the Colorado River. Emory suggested
that the Maricopa moved gradually from the Gulf of Cali-
fornia to their present location in juxtaposition with the
Pimas. He stated that Carson found them as late ag the year

88. Kino In Bolton, Kino's Hittorical Mamoir . . . . Yol 1, p. 123,

B9. Leslie 8pler, Yuman Tribes of the Gila River, preface p, ix (Univenity of
Chicago Press, 1983},

90. Bedelmayr in Ives, Sedelmayr's Relacidn . . . ., p. 108. This statement he may
have borrowed from Kino as he did from Mange concerning Pimsa legends,

91. Qarcés in Coues, On the Trail of a'Spanish Pioneer . . . r PD. d48-444,
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1826 at the mouth of the Gila, and that Dr. Anderson, who

. passed from Sonors to California in 1828, found them on the

Gila a few miles west of the Pima.%% The observa.tion of
Carson, as Spier pointas out, was a probable Halch1dhon}a
flight to Sonora.?8 Gatachet stated the Maricopa ha:d bec?n in
their habitat for centuries,” and Kino's explorations 1m.:11-
cate that as the Cocomaricopa they had been on the Gila
River since 1694,

It is with these Cocomaricopa on the Gila that we hg.ve
additional reference to the Pima. I have found no specific
mention or discussion of this situation in modern literature.
Kino was the first to give us evidence of this material, He
reported that a Yuman-spesking Cocomaricopa fiscal, }vho
came to visit him while among the Pima, understood Pima.
From him Kino, in 1694, obtained the information that some
of his people knew both languages well.® H_e also stated
“there are salways among them (Cocomaricopa) many
Pimas and others who speak the Pima language weil.”™® On
another occasion Kino noted that the Pima language was
extensively spoken among the Cocomarfcopa, Yuma and
Quiquima.® In 1698 he noted on the occasion qf an Opa and
Cocomaricopa visit to San Andrés on the Gila that t}.leir
dress, features and language were distinct from the ‘mea
though they were connected by marriage with:the Plym'».."a
In 1699 he reported 60 Pima, Yuma, Opa, and (.Jocor.nancopa
were gathered at the Gila-Colorado River junction, and
he named this spot San Pedro. In 1700 he referred to the
Pima, Opa, and Cocomaricopa governora from near the
Rio Colorado.®® In 1701 he arrived at San Pedro where
“Yumas and Pima natives mingled, welcome us."'® There

o Milita sconnaissances from Forlt Leavenworth,
in a:fzmxf{. g ::To;;gz:,o::g:ufo-:i: :::..Rp. B9 {20th Cojnnun, lat mession, Sen-

t no, 41, Washington, 1948) ; see
Executive Document no. 7, Executive Documen .
:tl.:o AOCP. Whipple, T. Eubank, and W, W, Turner, Pacifle Railroad Reports, volL §,

pp. 101-102 (1B5E}.

93, Bpler, Yuman Pribes . . ., . 0.
94. OGatachet In Putnam, Report ..., vol .7, p. 415, 128
98. Kino in Bolton, Kino's Historical Memoir . . ., vol. 1, p. .

88: [Ibid., p. 246.

87, Ibid., p. 480,

98, [Ibid., p. 186,

99, [Ibid, pp. 194, 2365.
100, Jbid., pp. 811-312,
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is no doubt, on the basis of the above information, that the
use of the Pima language, as well as the observation of the
Pima in various localities, covers a wider area than we have
been accustomed to think.

In 1744 Sedelmayr noted the distance to the first Coco-
maricopa village west of the Gila-Salt junction and along
the bend of the Gila to the north was 12 leagues. He re-
marked that this rancheria was inhabited also by Pima and
that most of them, as well a3 the Cocomaricopa, understood
both languages. Moreover, the Pima here built their own
individual huts, not the large house of the Cocomaricopa.io1
Anza in 1774 reported that in the vicinity of Gila Bend were
some Papago or Pima who left their own country due to
drought. Diaz also noted some Pima in the easternmost
village.1%2 Spier pointed out that Kino’s names for the east-
ern Cocomaricopa villages were Piman in form, not
Yuman.'®® Garcés stated in 1776 that those at Opasoitac,
the eastern village, were clothed like the Pima but spoke
Yuman, Further down stream, at San Bernardino, Gracés
limited the west end of the Cocomricopa nation and observed
that though this was the end of the “Opa or Cocomaricopa
nation . . . some of them are found further down river,'19¢
The above remarks are further indication of Piman living to
the west of the Gila-Salt junction among the eastern Coco-
maricopa villages,

A review of the literature reveals that those villages
containing Pimas on the eastern end of the Cocomaricopa
territory are those referred to by the Spanish as Opas. Spier
considered the Opa in his work on the Gila River Yuman
tribes, He placed the Maricopa above Gila Bend prior to
1800, and the Kaveltcadom below the bend extending half-
way down to the Colorado River. He concludes that the
modern Maricopa are made up of a nucleus of Maricopa
with small additions of Kaveltcadom and Halchidhoma
Joining them after the early 1800's.19 If such is true, it is

181. Sedelmayr in Ives, Sedolmayr's Relacidn . . . , PD. 104, 107-10%,

102. Anza and Dinz in Spler, Yuman Tribes . . ., pp. 31-82,

108, Ibid., p. 28 .

104, Garcés in Coues, On the Trail of a Spanish Pionaer ..., pp. 118, 122, 128,

108, Ibid., preface, p. ix.
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difficult to understand why the name of the eastern group,
the Opa, was not retained. As it is, the modern tribe is
designated as Maricopa, derived from Cocomaricopa.

With the knowledge that Piman groups were actually
living in the eastern villages, a point that Spier did not
stress, another interpretation seems plausible. The use of
the name Opa is encountered in early documented sources
from 1694 through 1794, Kino used it first and such is seen
on the N de Fer map of 1700 below the Gila-Salt junction
and east of the Cocomaricopa who were located from Gila
Bend west.’*® Both Garcés and Anza implied a separation
as they reported population estimates for villages above and
below Gila Bend.!*” The Rudo Ensayo used the term Opa and
definitely separates it from the Cocomaricopa by a list of
tribes as . .. the Oopas, the Cocomaricopas . ., /108
Garcés placed the Opas east of the Cocomaricopas and de-
scribed & visit to the Cocomaricopa of Agua Caliente from
where he journeyed east to the rancherias of the Ol'ms.mo
Anza, though he noted Opasoitac ag 8 Cocomaricopa village,
8130 said that in traveling up the Gila he came to the COf:o-
maricopa “after which came the Opas and Pimas.'"1° Diaz
reported that Opasoitac, another village one league to the
west, and another 6 leagues further west were Opa.!!! Font
also referred to those in the west at Agua Caliente as Coco-
maricopa and those in the east at Opascitac as Opas,1i2
Garcés referred to Opasoitac as a settlement of the Opas at
(zila Bend.!'® Anza wag the only one to refer to Opasoitac
ag the last Cocomaricopa upstream, though he did state both
Opas and Cocomaricopa lived there ' .

The chief point of confusion as Spier has pointed out
seems to rest with these same sources. Font referred to the
Opa and Cocomaricopa saying these were one and the same

106. I. A. Leonard, Mercurio Volants (Qulvira Soclety, Los Angeles, 1032),

107. 8pler, Yuman Tribes . . . ., p. 8.

108. Guiteras, Rudo Ensayo, p. 131,

108. Guarcés in Coues, On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer . . ., pp. 436-427.
110, Anza in Spler, Yumaen T'ribes . . ., p. 36

111. Diat in fbid, pp. 81-32.

112, Font in fkid., p. 87. ) .

118. Garcés in Coues, On the Trail of o Spanish Pioneer . . ., p. 118,
114. Anza in Bpler, Yuman Tribes . . ., pp. 81232,
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distinguished only by the district they inhabited. Garcés
said “of the Opa nation, or Cocomaricopa, which iz the
same,” and “Opa or Cocomaricopa nation which is all one.”
Anza made the same statement.!1® It will be noted, however,
that these statements are restricted to the late explorers just
prior to the discontinuance of the use of the term Opa.

On the basis of the above, it appears that the term Coco-
maricopa was usually applied to the group extending from
about Agua Caliente east to Gila Bend and, on occasions in
later days, to the inhabitants from Gila Bend east toward
the Gila-Salt River junction. These latter, where apparent
Pima mixture occurred, were more often referred to as the
Opa in the earlier days. After Garcés' time the eastern
group was no longer differentiated. The fact remains that
the majority of the Spanish did attempt to distinguish be-
tween two groups on the Gila, whatever the basis may have
been. The Pima elements in the eastern group may have
brought this about,

The word Cocomaricopa, for which Spier's informants
could not offer any satisfactory etymology, was first used by
Pimas on the Gila when informing Kino of these people
down stream. Underhill has recently worked out a possible
derivation of the word in the Piman language as followa:
Kokomarik meaning “flat place” plus aw-pap (the last “p”
barely audible) meaning “stranger” or “enemy"; thus, “flat
place strangers’ or “flat place enemies.”"1® Also similar is a
name Lumholtz listed for a Papago village: Kukomalik
which he interpreted as Ku, “large” or “big,” and Komalik,
“mountain crest.”*? With the addition of ew-pap one could
derive ‘‘people of the big mountain crest”—perhéps the
Estrella Mountainas.

Apparently the Spanish used the entire name correctly
for the Yuman groups below Gila Bend and the word Opa to
distinguish those above the bend. It is interesting to note

116, Garcés in Coucs, On the Trail of a Spanish Pionser . . ., pp. 118-114, 123;
Anta and Font in Bpler, Yuman Tribes . .., pp. 83, 87.

116. 1 am grateful to Dr. Ruth Underhill for volunteering this fnformation and
granting me permission to use It

117. C. Lumholts, New Trails in Mezico, p, 381 (Charles Beribner's Bons, New
York, 1912).
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the Pima use of this word when Font recorded a legend in
which he stated one group of Pima in prehistoric times lived
down the Gila as far as the Opa.}!®

Thus, in summary it appears possible that the Cocomari-
copa in late prehistoric times were represented by the
entire span of Yuman-speaking villages on the Gila, the
eastern portion of which became mixed with Piman peoples
and traits (possibly around 1400 A.D.) which led to the
designation of Opa in early historic times., After the mixture
became a blend, the Opa were no longer recognizable as a
unit, and by 1776 this designation was dropped. This ig the
only group that offers any evidence of possible prehistoric
contact with the Hohokam-Sinagua of the Gila Basin. How-
ever, if such a contact did occur at 1400 A,D,, there is noth-
ing to indicate that these Cocomaricopa had any part in
causing the abandonment of the Gila Basin around 1400.
Since Pima-Maricopa relations were so close in early his-
toric times, it appears more likely that the Cocomaricopa
sheltered some of the refugees who left the Gila Basin area
about 1400 A.D. Apparently we must look to another group
entering the Gila Basin from the east, as legend implies, to
explain satisfactorily the abandonment of the large vil-
lages of the Salt River Valley and Gila Basin.

Sobaipuri

There is only one possibility of an eastern archaeologi-
cal entry into the Gila Basin, and that is from the San Pedro
or Santa Cruz areas. Several factors, archaeologically and
historically, appear to support the probability of such a
thrust which in turn would account for Piman mixture with
the eastern Cocomaricopa a short distance to the west. We
know that archaeological trade existed between the east
and the Gila Basin by the presence of Tanque Verde Red-
on-brown pottery in the latter region during the Classic
period and by the occurrence of two flexed burials in trash-
mounds at Casa Grande, this type of interment being com-
mon in the Santa Cruz and San Pedro regions. Out of this

118, Fewkes, Case Grands . . ., p. 4.
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Classic period contact (1300-1400 A.D.) between the two.

groups perhaps friction developed causing those in the east
fo sack Casa Grande as legend indicates. There is the possi-
bility that 1300 A.D. inroads by the Gila-Salt group up the
Gila River and down the Santa Cruz (where they introduced

and eatablished their Classic period culture) in combination

with the post-1300 A.D. Chihuahuan drive from the south-
east contributed toward a 1400 A.D, dispersal out of the San
Pedro-Santa Cruz area resulting in a western extension into
the Gila. .

A comparison of archaeological and historical observa-
tions tends to support such a possibility, regardless of the
cguse. De Niza and Coronado noted the San Pedro was
heavily populated in 1539 and 1640.11? Kino noted the same
in the 1690's and also mentioned concentrations on the
Santa Cruz and a relatively sparse population on the Gila.120
The early explorers noted “cabin” houses in 1540 and "dome
and gallery” housea in the 1690’3 on the San Pedro,}?! and
round houses among the Gila Pima.}?* Also recorded was
bottomland irrigation among the Sobaipuri as well as among
the Gila Pima.'?® The Sobaipuri continued the practice of
the prehistoric groups of their region by disposing of their
dead in a flexed position up into recent times.'?* That there
was mixture, to some extent, with those on the Gila a3 late
as the 1850’s or 1860’s is indicated by this type of burial
occurring along with extended inhumations.’?® In 1864 and

119, Hamumond & Rey, Narrotives . . . , Dp. T1, 207, 284,

120. DBolton, Kino's Historloal Memoir . . ., vol 1, pp. 170-174. Mange's figures
—2,000 plus on the San Pedro, 6,000 plus on the Santa Cruz, and 730 around Caam
Qrande, Kino In his report, p. 186, indicates the same reiative proportions.

121, Hamtnond & Rey, Norratives ..., p, 252, Castafieda aald they lived by
hunting, In roncherfas without permanent settlements. See also Bolton, Kino's Historl-
caf Memeir . . ., vol, 1, p. 171 Winshlp, The Coronado Expedition . , ., p. 518,

122. Ives, Sedelmawr's Relacidn . . ., p. 107, SBedelmayr says Individual huts,
Bee Plefferkorn, Description of the Landscape ¢f Sonora ..., vol 2, pp. 116-117,
or translation In F. Beantling, Ezcavolions ot tha Jackrabbit Ruin, Papege Indian
Reservation, Anzong, p 18 (University of Arizonas Master Theals, Ms., 1940), or in
Treutlein, Pfefferkorn's Description of Sonora, p. 192.

125. Fewkes, Casa Grands . . ., p. 87; Bolton, Kine's Historieal Memoir . . .,
pp. 170-172,

124, G. L. Boundey, Tumacacori National Monument Report in Southwestern
Monuments Reports, p. 42 {National Park Service, Junuary, 1934, mimeographed).

125, C. R. Bteen, “"Notes on some 10th Century Plma Buriak,” (Kiva, vol 12,
no. 11, pp. #-10, Arizona Btate Museum, Tucaon).
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in 1902 and 1903 observations of flexed burial ceremonies
were described on the Gila.12¢

The above circumstances seem to indicate that the pres-
ence of round houses, flexed burials, and bottomland irriga-

‘tion among the Gila Pima may be due to an eastern influx,

post-1400 A.D. in time. Agide from the use of round houses,
no one of these traits could have been derived from the
Yavapai. The lack of rectangular houses, the occasional use
of cremation, and the absence of terrace irrigation among
the historic Gila Pima, traits which were common to the
Hohokam-Sinagua of the same region in prehistoric times,
appears to be explained most simply by the above postulated
eastern influx dominating the culture of the remnant Hoho-
kam-Sinagua blend. Some caution concerning the propor-
tions of eastern and western Piman traits must be consid-
ered here since the Apache drove the Sobaipuri west in 1762.
Continuing pressure may have brought about further west-
ern moves up to as late as 1800 as Spier indeates.**’ These
additional entries, if they occurred over & period of 40 years,
would have heavily influenced the proportion of eastern and
western traits in the Gila Basin after 1762, Excavation only
can clarify the situation.

126. A. Woodward, “Histarical Notes on the Plma,'”” The Masterkey, vol 28,
pp. 144-148 (Southwest Museum, Los Angeles, 1040).
127, Spler, Yuman TFribes . . ., p. L
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