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FRAY MARCOS DE NIZA, CORONADO AND 
THE YAVAPAI 

By ALBERT H. SCHROEDER 

(Concluded) 

One remaining aspect of the problem needs yet to be con­
sidered. DiPeso, in his recent scholarly and detailed report, 
already referred to, on excavations in certain historic sites 
along the San Pedro River, has given us considerable addi­
tional data to work with, some of which pertains to the prob­
lem at hand. I refer particularly to the material from Santa 
Cruz de Gaybanipitea. This is the village to which (Velarde 
was told in the early 1700's) "Moquinos," separated from the 
Sobaipuri by three days' travel, came from the north until 
sometime shortly before 1716 A.D., to hold their "fairs" for 
trading.108 

These "Moquinos" could not have been the Hopi, to whom 
this name was generally applied, because the Hopi were con­
siderably more than three days' travel north of the northmost 
Sobaipuri. Velarde's conception as to the location of Moqui 
was in error. He was told by the Sobaipuri that the Cruciferos 
(Yavapai) lived to the north of the Nifora and at a short dis­
tance or higher latitude than the province of Moqui,l09 The 
Cruciferos actually lived south of the Hopi latitude. The 
Pimas also told him of a small pool of thick water of the color 
of silver, which moved and was heavy, in the "Moqui" area.110 

Quicksilver has been reported in central Arizona but, in spite 
of early Spanish rumors to the contrary, not in northern 
Arizona. The above indicate that Velarde placed his Moqui 
area too far south. 

In the 1770's, the Gila Pimas told Garces repeatedly that 
the Apaches of the north came anciently to fight for Casa 
Grande, and Garces remarked "being sure that the Indians 
whom we know by the name of Apaches have no house nor 
any fixed abode, I persuaded myself that they could be the 

108. Wyllys, 1931, p. 139. 
109. Velarde in Wyllys, 1931, p. 117. 
110. Idem., p. 155. 
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Moquis who came to fight." 111 Thus, both of these padres were 
of the opinion that the Hopi country was fairly close to the 
Sobaipuri or Pima. 

DiPeso pointed out that Gaybanipitea and San Pablo de 
Quiburi were occupied at the same time, but also remarked 
that there was no similarity between the ·architecture of these 
two villages-a compound village with contiguous rectangu­
lar dwellings with four roof support posts at Quiburi as op­
posed to scattered domed jacals with oval floor plans and no 
roof supports at Gaybanipitea.112 In attempting to reconcile 
the presence of domed jacals with oval floors (in this region 
where they had not been recorded before), each jacal being 
outlined with a single row of stones several inches to a foot 
or so apart with no evidence of interior roof post supports, 
he drew on Pfefferkorn's description of the Sonoran type of 
dwelling.l13 However, DiPeso failed to recognize several. 
things. Pfefferkorn described a circular house for the So­
norans, not oval, though he did state that "some Indians build 
long huts, one or two ells longer than they are wide." More­
over, Pfefferkorn does not mention the use of stones on the· 
ground around the perimeter of the jacal structures. 

DiPeso then refers to Gladwin's and Woodward's descrip­
tion of the Sacaton phase houses (900-1150 A.D.) of the pre­
histo~ic Hohokam horizon. Then he states "Thus one can, 
with justification, connect the native dwellings as exposed at 
Santa Cruz de Gaybanipitea with prehistoric Hohokam proto­
types."114 In this case he fails to note that the Sacaton phase 
is not the latest jacal type dwelling of the Hohokam. Hayden 
and Jewell both refer to Civano phase jacals (1300-1400 
A.D.) similar in plan to that of the Sacaton p~ase house, but 
larger and without the Sacaton phase entry passages.115 

Moreover, both of these Hohokam structures of different 
phases had a gabled roof (not domed) supported by two poles 
near each end of the floor (lacking at Gaybanipitea), were 
in some cases almost oval in plan but most usually were rec-

111. Garces in Coues, 1900, pp. 886-387. 
112. DiPeso, 1958, p. 181. 
113. Treutlein, 1949, pp. 192-193. 
114. D!Peso, 1953, p. 128. 
115. Hayden, 1941, p. 227, and Jewell, 1949, ms. 
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tangular with rounded corners (not oval), and lacked the 
stones around the perimeter of the jacal walls such as were 
found at Gaybanipitea. Moreover, the Sacaton phase dwelling 
exhibits an entry passageway which was not found at Gay­
banipitea. 

There are several similarities between the data of Gay­
banipitea and the Yavapai, to whom DiPeso did not refer at 
all for comparative information. The historic Yavapai built 
a house exactly like those of Gaybanipitea,116 and oval houses 
with an outline of stones have been recorded in the Agua Fria 
drainage117 and in the Verde Valley118 with associated ceram­
ics dating between 1150 and 1250 A.D. It is possible that this 
earlier house of 1150 A.D. may have developed out of the 
Sacaton phase Hohokam house, became established in the 
area north of the Gila, and later was brought to Gaybanipitea 
in historic times by the Yavapai or a related group rather 
than having been introduced to Gaybanipitea directly from 
the Hohokam as DiPeso implies. 

In addition to the similarity between the architecture of 
the Yavapai and that of the site of Gaybanipitea there are 
other similar traits. One mescal pit was found in association 
with Gaybanipitea, but not with other sites reported on.119 

This is a trait of the Yavapai as well. DiPeso describes a new 
pottery type which he calls Whetstone Plain,l20 which occurs 
at San Pablo de Quiburi (1692-1698 A.D.), is most common at 
Gaybanipitea (pre-1698 A.D.) and found to some extent in 
later occupation (post-1704 A.D.) at Quiburi.121 Whetstone 

~ Plain is similar to Tonto Red in several respects (the latter 
representing the plain pottery of the Tonto Basin between 

\ 

1150-1400 A.D.) and differs only in having thinner walls and 
smoother finish, traits perhaps improved by association with 
the superior Sobaipuri potters, if these pottery types are 
related. All the above Gaybanipitea-Yavapai similarities con-

116 .. Gifford, 1936, p. 271. 
117. Idem., and Schroeder, 1954. 
118. Schroeder, 1953b (Verde Valley ms.). 
119. DiPeso, 1953, p. 131. 
120. Idem., pp. 154-156. 
121. Idem., pp. 68, 80-81, 88, 94, 102-103, 116-117, 130, 132, 274. 
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sidered together, including the paucity of material recovered 
at Gaybanipitea,122 surely is more than mere coincidence. 
Then when we consider Velarde's remarks of 1716, that some 
Indians, .whom he called Moquinos, came from the north, 
three days travel separating them from the Sobaipuri, to 
trade until recently "when the Moquinos arrived in the valley 
of the Sobaipuris in the land called Taibamipita (Gay bani pi-

. tea)," coincidence is no longer acceptable. The three days 
travel between the· Sobaipuri and the "Moquinos" of Ve­
larde,123 herein considered to be the Yavapai, the traits of 
Gaybanipitea-house type and pottery type, complete lack of 
decorated ware, use of mescal pit, location of village on mesa 
top and paucity of material-all indicate a close tie with the 
Yavapai pattern. 
· Of pertinent interest to this situation is data Gifford de­

rived from Southeastern Yavapai informants. When queried 
as to the cause of warfare between them and the Gila Pima 
he was told124 that "about 200 years ago" [which would place 
the time about 1730 A.D.] the Southeastern Yavapai and 
Pima were living close together as friends. (In 17 46, Sedel­
mayr reported that the Cocomaricopa also were having 
"friendly and affectionate relations with them [Nijores] .") 125 

They exchanged visits, held dances, and intermarried. Many 
Southeastern Yavapai lived in Pima communities where they 
had married and were cultivating land. At least for a time, 
some Pima lived in mountains of Southeastern Yavapai ter­
ritory. After many years of friendly relations, some Apache 
visited the Southeastern Yavapai living in Pima lands. They 
stayed, feasted on cultivated foods, then went home. Later, in 
the same year, they came again passing an old Pima who was 
felling timber. On their way back they killed him. His rela-

.. tives found him and burned his body. The Pima blamed the 
Southeastern Yavapai living among them, and killed all but 

122. Idem., p. 131. 
123. Hackett, 1937, p. 387 contains a statement indicating the Moqui did not border 

on the province of Sonora. Valverde, in 1732, attested that none of the Cocomaricopa 
said the Moquis extended to the province of Sonora. 

124. Gifford, 1936, p. 340. Italics are mine. 
125. Sedehnayr in Ives, 1939, p. lOS. 
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some who escaped. These mixed Yavapai and Pima had lived 
near the present south entrance of the Fort McDowell Res­
ervation. This area then became a no man's land. 

Another version stated these two tribes and the Maricopa 
used to gather mesquite in the Verde Valley until one day a 
Tonto Apache killed a Pima woman. The Southeastern Yava­
pai were blamed. Later in an attempt to make peace with the 
Pima, a Tonto killed a Pima man, and since then hostilities 
continued until brought to a halt by the white man. 

The Yavapai story of their relations with the Western 
Pima in the Fort McDowell area around 1730 coincides ex­
ceptionally well with the documentary evidence of Sedel­
mayr, regarding the friendly relations betwen the Cocomari­
copa and the Nijores in 1746, indicating good relations ex­
isted prior to 1750. Velarde's report of trade and visits at 
Gaybanipitea by "Moquinos" of pre-1700 in the eastern Pima 
area also coincides with the finds of DiPeso at Gaybanipitea 
which exhibit a pattern similar to that of the Yavapai. The 
story and documentation of such relations in the east and 
west, plus the factual evidence in the east, seem to indicate 
that Pima-Yavapai relations were fairly close just before 
1700 in the east and at least up to 17 46 in the west. Perhaps, 
by no coincidence, the Apache inroads on the San Pedro River 
in 1690's and further north and west in the Southeastern 
Yavapai area, between 1747 and 1788, coincided with the 
enmity which came about at the same time between the Yava­
pai and Pima in each of the above areas. 

Involved in and of more than passing interest in respect 
to this situation are the Jocome

0
and Jano tribes of south­

western New Mexico, southeastern Arizona and northwest­
ern Chihuahua. Bandelier indicated these two groups lived 
north of a line between Casas Grandes, Chihuahua and Fron­
teras, Sonora, that they were enemies of the sedentary Opata 
people of eastern Sonora before the Spaniards arrived on the 
scene, and that the Opata abandoned their villages in the 
above noted region in the late 1680's as a result of attacks 
from the east.126 Sauer stated that the J a no ranged in south­
western New Mexico while the Jocome were in southwestern 

126. Bandelier, 1892, pt. I, pp. 91-92 and pt. II, pp. 501, 529. 
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Arizona and that both, according to Vetancurt in 1686, spoke 
the same language, though what language is not stated. At 
this time they were friendly with the Pima (Sobaipuri), the · 
latter having given them some land to plant in the Quiburi 
area.127 Gaybanipitea, three miles from Quiburi, again ap­
pears to be involved. 

In 1695, Kino reported that Jocome and Jano were pester­
ing Sonora.128 The J ocome were again mentioned by Kino in 
1696 as occupying the area east of the San Pedro River. In 
1697, he also mentioned the Jano among them. His first actual 
observation of possible Apache in this region were those who 
in 1698 attacked Santa Cruz de Gaybanipitea.129 Bandelier 
has pointed out that the Jano (and Suma) apparently were 
late comers to southeastern Arizona from northwestern Chi­
huahua, some having begun their spread. north after 1684 
when they went in league with the Apache in Chihuahua.130 

Thus, the historic movements and relations of these tribes 
appear to be closely related with Gaybanipitea. 

All of the above points to a chronology of events that have 
a direct bearing on the problem. As I have previously pointed 
out, on the basis of documentary evidence and historical 
studies referred to in the citation below,131 a group of Apache 
were in the Gila headwaters of southwestern New Mexico up 
to about 1680. When the Spanish went south after the Pueblo 
Rebellion of 1680, the Apache followed apparently for pur­
poses of raiding. They evidently displaced some of the J ano 
of s'outhwestern New Mexico, since the latter, along with the 
Suma, were in Chihuahua in 1684 forming a league with the 
Apache. In 1686, the Jocome, and apparently some refugee 
J ano from southwestern New Mexico or northern Chihua­
hua, were given land by the Sobaipuri in the Quiburi area, 
quite possibly Gaybanipitea. These two groups, the J ano 
and Jocome, spoke the same language. In 1691, the Spanish 
learned that the Apaches of the Sierra de Gila, confederates 
of the Janos, Jocomes, Pimas, Sobas, and Sumas, had stolen 

127. Sauer, 1934, pp. 75, 81. 
128. Bolton, 1948, p. 162 (fn). 
129. Idem., pp. 165, 169, 172, 180. 
130. Bandelier, 1892, pt. I, p. 114. 
131. Schroeder, 1052b, pp. 143-145, 151. 
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considerable livestock. Fernandez proposed to crush these 
Apache in the Sierra de Gila, some 70 leagues from El Paso.132 

In the late 1600's the Apache and their allies in Chihuahua 
were forced northward by Spanish arms and by 1698 had 
raided Gaybanipitea in southeastern Arizona. 

As a result of this raid J orinza sent Escalante to check on 
the victory the Sobaiputi finally realized over the Apache and 
their allies at Gaybanipitea, with instructions to enlist the 
Pimas to pursue the enemy. The Pima made excuses saying 
they were recent allies.133 The recent allies may have been all 
the tribes listed above by the Spanish in 1691 as their confed­
erates or could have been the Jano and Jocome alone among 
the attacking group (of Apache, Suma, Jano and Jocome), 
who were kin to the people to whom the Sobaipuri had given 
land near Quiburi in 1686, probably Gaybanipitea. Further 
indication that the Jano, at least, were allies of the Pima is 
also mentioned by Jorinza. Two years earlier, in 1696, he 
called on the chiefs of the J a no and Pima to make a general 
campaign. They met at the Sierra Florida, near the Gila, and 
succeeded in killing some of the enemy.134 This perhaps repre­
sents one of the earliest encounters with the Apache east of 
the San Pedro. At the end of the period of chronological 
events being considered, Velarde, in 1716, stated that the 
"Moquinos" from the _north, three days travel separating 
their villages from the Sobaipuri, came to trade at Gay bani pi­
tea until recently, but connections between these two groups 
had not been re-established because the Apache had occupied 
the pass on the Gila River. 

Why did these northern neighbors of the Sobaipuri, the 
Yavapai, travel so far up the San Pedro River to trade? In 
light of the data presented above, I offer the following tenta­
tive suggestion. It appears the Jano and Jocome may have 
been Yuman or Hokan speaking people situated along the 
Arizona-New Mexico line in southwestern New Mexico, 
southeastern Arizona and northwestern Chihuahua. If a site 
was established near Quiburi in 1686, as Sauer's data indi-

132. Espinosa, 1934, pp. 129-130, drawing from Maas, 1929, pp. 123-133. 
133. Bolton, 1948, p. 183 (fn). 
134. Idem., p. 162 (fn). 

\ 
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cate,135 and Gaybanipitea with its totally different archi­
tecture and culture material, which DiPeso dates pre-1698, 
represents the site established by these two tribes, the culture 
pattern involved was very similar to that of the Yavapai. It 
would appear that the Yavapai on the Salt River traveled 
well into the Sobaipuri region to trade at Gaybanipitea only 
because a kindred group (Jano and Jocome) had an estab­
lished village there. Thus Velarde's "Moquinos" and Nifora 
of the north, neither of which he ever saw, appear to be one 
and the same (Yavapai). 

The statement that the people of Gaybanipitea were called 
Sobaipuri 136 is somewhat counter to the above suggestion 
that Gaybanipitea was occupied by Yuman speakers. If this 
was the site given to the Jocome (Yuman speakers) by the 
Sobaipuri (Piman speakers) in 1686, as herein proposed, 

, then there must have been some length of time represented, 
before 1686, during which these two groups were on friendly 
relations and probably learned one another's language to 
some extent. The Piman language was found to be widely 
used among Yuman speakers in the west,137 and such wide 
use is just as possible here in the east. Another 12 years of 
closer association between these two peoples at Gaybanipitea 
(1686-1698) would allow the Jocome inhabitants of Gay­
banipitea to become even more adept with the Piman lan­
guage. Intermarriage also would bring neighboring Piman 
speaking Sobaipuri (women), who probably were patrilocal 
in their residence practices as are the Pima of today, into 
Gaybanipitea as well as produce offspring who may have also 
spoken Pima. 

Actually no one has demonstrated that the natives of Gay­
banipitea were Sobaipuri. This was the only village that was 
not enclosed by protective walls and it was here that the na-

135. Sauer, 1934, suggested that these two groups were Athapascan and Kroeber, 
1934, p. 15 tentatively placed them in the Uto-Aztecan language group. I formerly fa­
vored Kroeber's identification (Schroeder, 1952b, p. 143). Orozco y Berra, 1864, p. 59 
included the Jano and Jocome among the Apache family. However, he also indicated 
(page 40) that he considered the Apache and Yavapai languages as one and the same 
thing. Thus his language classification indicates the Jano or Jocome could have been 
Yuman speakers instead of Athapascan, since he did not recognize a difference between 
them. 

186. DiPeso, 1953, p. 273. 
137. Kino in Bolton, 1948, Vol. I, pp. 128, 246, 480. 
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tives built a fort on the insistence of the Spanish,138 a cir­
cumstance suggesting these natives were not Sobaipuri. Kino 
said, in referring to the raid of 1698 by the Apache and their 
allies on Gaybanipitea, "of the Pima natives in the rancheria 
of Santa Cruz five died, and nine were wounded, but recov­
ered."139 Why did Kino say "of the Pima natives in the ranch­
eria"? Was he implying there were others there, in this vil­
lage of 100 people,140 who were not Pima? It would certainly 
appear to be so as the material culture discussed above would 
indicate. In fact, it would appear that the Pima in the village 
were very much in the minority. 

SUMMARY 

The ethnological traits reported by the early Spanish, 
who recorded their travels of 1539 and 1540 through Arizona, 
point to the Yavapai as the people who occupied the area on 
the north side of the four-day despoblado, where Chichilti­
calli was located. Internal evidence within these early docu­
ments also indicates that Fray Marcos and Coronado followed 
the San Pedro to its mouth, not just to Tres Alamos or 
Aravaipa on the San Pedro, and that from here they crossed 
the Gila and went over to the Salt River as Undreiner sug­
gests. I further propose that they went down the Salt almost 
to the mouth of Tonto Creek, then up Salome Creek and over 
the north end of the Sierra Anchas and then generally north­
east over the Mogollon Rim across to Zuni. There is little or 
no evidence to indicate they went east from the San Pedro at 
Tres Alamos or via Aravaipa Creek and then across the pres­
ent day San Carlos Apache country to Zuni. Such a trail 
would necessitate a route directed to the north or north­
north-east, rather than northeast as the documents state. 

There is little in the documents to suggest any Apache 
occupation in the Chichilticalli region prior to 1750. The 
Apache of .southwestern New Mexico apparently absorbed a 
number of Jano and Jocome between 1680 and 1700 in their 
swing south into Chihuahua and north into southeastern Ari-

138. Idem., p. 178. 
139. Idem., p. 183. Italics are mine. 
140. Idem .• p. 170 ( fn). 
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zona as indicated by the Apache league with the J ocome, J ano 
and Suma in Chihuahua in 1684', by Kino's observations of 
1698 east of the San Pedro River where he noted the Apache, 

1 Jano, Jocome and Suma together in raids, and by Velarde in 
1716 who mentioned the recent occupation of the pass on the 
Gila River by the Apache. I previously suggested141 that con­
tinued Spanish pressure forced the Apache and their allies 
north, in the last half of the 1700's, into the general area of 
the Gila above its junction with the San Pedro River. A part 
of the end result was the Tonto Apache, a group that was 
closely associated and intermixed with the Southeastern 
Yavapai in later years. The name Tonto ("fool" in Spanish) 
first appeared in 1796 along with "Biniedine," the Chiricahua 
Apache designation for them (meaning "people without 
sense") .142 

These data suggest that the Apache reached the area 
herein identified as Chichilticalli at a rather late date, (post-
1750), regardless of the direction they may have approached 
it. The termination of one period of friendly relations be­
tween the Yavapai and the Pima coincides with the appear­
ance of the Apache, a situation which also seems to imply a 
late entry for the Apache-1690's in the San Pedro area and 
post-1750 near the Tonto Basin. Thus, the Yavapai remain 
as the only possible group, separated by four days' travel, 
that bordered the Sobaipuri on the north in 1539 and 1540. 
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