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1762 ON THE SAN PEDRO
Reevaluating Sobaipuri-O’odham
Abandonment and
New Apache Raiding Corridors

by
Deni J. Seymour

ACCORDING TO SOME traditional O’odham accounts the prehis-
toric cultures of southeastern Arizona were chased out, or at
least the upper echelon of their societies were unseated, by groups
coming from the east who used their magic against the evil over-
seers.! At about the same time, evidence of the Sobaipuri-O’odham
appears, as presumably does evidence of other O’odham groups,
who likely intermixed with the remaining Hohokam commoners.
Dates in the 1400s that | have obtained from several Sobaipuri sites
in the middle and lower San Pedro and upper and middle Santa
Cruz river valleys indicate that this O’odham group was present to
view, contribute to, or benefit from the downfall of the prehistoric
Hohokam and Western Pueblo groups, such as the Salado.?

In 1539, Fray Marcos de Niza described an evergreen garden
in what is thought to have been the middle San Pedro Valley, south
of Benson. Both archaeological and documentary data indicate that
the Sobaipuri occupied these wellHrrigated and richly producing
lands with settlements distributed every couple of miles along the
river.3 Current assessments of the route indicate that a year later
Coronado turned before reaching these Sobaipuri settlements,
but encountered two distinct mobile groups, one along the river
and one in an adjacent valley at Chichilticali, which is thought to
be an abandoned Salado pueblo.* These two groups seemingly

Dr. Seymour is a leading borderlands scholar who has studied the terminal prehis-
toric and historic indigenous groups in southern Arizona for more than a quarter
century. Her archaeological research presents new perspectives on the colonial
period not afforded by the exclusive use of historic and ethnographic sources.
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correspond with two of the other known archaeological culture
groups, or complexes, defined for this time period.

Recent archaeological research indicates that the Canutillo
complex, thought to represent the Jano or Jocome in this area, is
present from at least A.D. 1400 onward until the final small popula-
tions of these people were subsumed by the Sobaipuri, Apache, and
Tigua/ Piro.5 O’odham pottery found on these earliest Canutillo
complex sites provides evidence of some form of interaction with
the Sobaipuri, but it is not yet known whether these vessels were
obtained through trading, raiding, or some other means. I have
argued elsewhere that the Jano or Jocome probably intermarried
with the Sobaipuri, which provides an explanation for some of the
material culture similarities between these groups and the gradual
decline in Jano and Jocome as distinct culture groups.

Dates from as early as the 1300s have been obtained for ances-
tral Apache sites in the Whitlock and Dragoon mountalns indicating
a much earlier presence than previously thought These earliest
Apache are the ancestral Chiricahuas who, along with the Jocome,
dominated the region not otherwise occupied by the Sobaipuri
south of the Gila River. By 1814 the lower San Pedro fell within
Western Apache territory, at which time the group was referred to
as the Aravaipa band or the Pinaleno Apache

When the Jesuit missionary Father Eusebio Kino entered the
San Pedro Valley (figure 1) in 1692, he encountered much-reduced
populatlons of Sobaipuri, owing to recurrent waves of disease in the
1600s.” His maps and journal entries, and the texts of his military
escort, Capt. Juan Mateo Manje, and others describe a relatively
small but thriving population of Sobaipuri who at times traded and
co-resided with the Apache, Jano, and Jocome, and later were occa-
sionally attacked by them.!? The Sobaipuri held their own, usually
winning their battles with these groups, although they periodically
left the valley for a few years or moved their settlements elsewhere
on the river. In these early centuries, the Sobaipuri were the regional
diplomats, forging successful interactions with a diversity of groups,
while occupying the choicest lands along the fertile rivers. Where the
archaeological record suggests some degree of amiable pre-contact
interaction between these groups, the documentary record indicates
that Apachean pressure soon led to the complete abandonment of
the San Pedro Valley by the Sobaipuri.!1
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Interpretations of the documentary record have led historians
and ethnohistorians to assert that, after the Sobaipuri moved out
of the San Pedro Valley, the Apache thrust southward deep into
Sonora. For example, Peter Stern and Robert Jackson comment
that “The removal of the Sobaipuri Pima from the San Pedro Val-
ley facilitated Apache penetration into the Santa Cruz Valley, and
the tempo of raiding increased. "12 This argument, and specifically
the causal relationship between its parts, entails many assumptions
that are now contested on the basis of new archaeological and
documentary evidence. Among these long-held postulations is: (a)
that the Apache threat drove the Sobaipuri from the San Pedro;
(b) that the Sobaipuri actually abandoned the valley; and (c) that
Apache raiding increased in Sonora as result of Sobaipuri removal
in the mid-eighteenth century.

These concepts have a long history. For example, Thomas
Edwin Farish wrote in 1918 that “[Adolph] Bandelier states that ‘the
Apaches caused the Sobaipuris to give up their homes on the San
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Pedro, and to merge into the Papagos’.”!3 Jack D. Forbes suggested
in 1960 that “the Sobaipuri lost the San Pedro Valley to the Apaches
in 1763”4 and Albert Schroeder commented about the same time
that “In 1762 the Sobaipuri were driven from the San Pedro Valley
by the Apache.”15 Joseph C. Winter noted in 1973 that “By 1762 the
San Pedro Valley had been depopulated as a result of the severe
Apache pressure.”16 Cynthia Radding continued this thread when
she observed in 1997 that “In the spring of 1762 an estimated 250
Pimas from the San Pedro Valley migrated westward to the missions
of Bac, Guevavi, and Suamca. Their move left the Sobaipuris’ home-
land dangerously explosed [sic] to the sweep of Apache raids.”!”
Thomas E. Sheridan likewise suggested that “The Apaches drove the
Sobaipuris out of the San Pedro Valley.”18 More recent overviews by
geographers, Native American Studies scholars, lawyers, and others
continue to advocate this view, which has permeated the 1popular
literature and shaped scholarly conceptions of this period.!”

This concept of valley abandonment was based initially on the
content of the Rudo Ensayo that refers specifically to 1762 as the date
of this out-migration.?’ Henry F. Dobyns succinctly summarized the
importance of this series of assumptions:

Sobaipuri resettlement on the Santa Cruz River both converted it into the front
line of hostilities and attracted Apache attackers to that previously protected

valley. Moreover, the Sobaipuri retreat opened up the San Pedro Valley as a new
corridor for Apache raiding south into central Sonora.

Newly acquired archaeological data and previously neglected
documentary records, however, indicate that the Sobaipuri per-
sisted in this portion of the San Pedro Valley. If the Sobaipuri did
not entirely abandon the San Pedro Valley, as was once thought, to
what degree was it the motivating factor in the apparent upswing of
Apache raiding, or for the opening of new raiding corridors to the
south in the last quarter of the eighteenth century? The continued
presence of the Sobaipuri requires us to modify the traditional sce-
nario. In light of recent evidence, a more critical review of the Rudo
Ensayo and other documents bearing on the 1762 abandonment
seems warranted, along with a reassessment of the many inferences
and conclusions drawn from them.

Commonly Accepted Truths
The frequent repetition of this standard claim about Sobaipuri
abandonment of the San Pedro and the opening of a new corridor
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for the Apache is readily identifiable in works spanning three centu-
ries, or four if the original Rudo Ensayo and texts contemporary with
it are considered. Although reworded and variably placed within
a series of larger arguments, this concept of the 1762 exodus has
become a standard linking statement that describes and at the same
time explains frontier conditions, inter-tribal interaction, Spanish
ineffectiveness, and the decline of the Sobaipuri as a distinctive
cultural entity. This hinge point has also been used to justify shifts
in land control and other politically charged processes. It has
become a standard transitional statement between a past where
the Apache were controllable, to the initiation of a period where
they ravaged Sonora, and where the Sobaipuri were autonomous,
to when they were under Tucson’s colonial thumb. This singular
event has been used to explain the erroroneous policy that led to
monumental changes on the colonial frontier and to justify pater-
nalistic European policies. Through time, it has been repeated and
has taken on a life of its own, showing the dangers that arise when
documentary content of such apparent clarity is adopted without
sufficient criticism or independent verification.

The argument relating to the 1762 exodus incorporates a
series of concepts and assumptions that branch out with numerous
implications. Itis useful to understand how these have been linked
into a coherent line of thinking and how they might change with
the addition of new data. When dissected and examined individu-
ally, in the context of the times and the specific argument being
made, the logic that binds concepts and assumptions to one another
and to presumed facts is revealed. The linked concepts and facts
to be examined include: (a) the Sobaipuri as a buffer, (b) the late
arrival of the Apache and Sobaipuri into the region, (c) the scale
of the 1762 exodus, (d) the motivating force behind the Sobaipuri
movement, and (e) the opening of new corridors for Apache raid-
ing following Sobaipuri abandonment.

Sobaipuri as a Buffer

A concept fundamental to this argument is that the Sobaipuri
living along the San Pedro (and other O’odhams) served as a
buffer between the colonial Spanish presence and the maraud-
ing Apache.?? For example, Dobyns noted that “As long as the
Sobaipuris lived along the San Pedro River, they formed the first
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line of defense against hostile Apache penetration into Sonora,
and an effective defensive line it was. A Jesuit in the frontier mis-
sions characterized the Sobaipuris as ‘the most warlike among all
the Pimas’.”?® This divide-and-conquer tactic is well known and
was widely practiced. Many native communities were given their
autonomy in exchange for their service as auxiliaries or their
defensive residence in these boundary zones. As Forbes noted,
“Certainly the Spanish policy of pitting tribe against tribe was to
prove advantageous, and for many years the Pimas and Sobaipuris
were to form the major defense for western Sonora.”24

The use of native peoples, including the Sobaipuri, as buffers
in the missionary period to reduce the threat of other native peoples
hostile to the Spanish is undisputed. From this concept, it seemed
logical to assume that once the San Pedro Sobaipuri were removed,
the Apache were then free to ravage central Sonora.

Apache Arrived Late

This perception of the Sobaipuri as buffers dovetails with the con-
cept that, except for occasional forays during raiding expeditions,
the Apache had not yet reached what is now southern Arizona and
northern Sonora. This is further based on the notion that the Apache
resided in the mountains far to the northeast, having traveled down
the Plains.?® As ethnographer Edward Spicer noted, they were still in
the process of migrating south and west when the Spaniards arrived,
and did not enter the Pimeria Alta until a vacuum was created by
the vacating Sobaipuri.26 Once they had moved closer to Spanish
settlements, the Apache routinely found their way into Sonora. John
Francis Bannon similarly observed that “As the eighteenth century
opened, the Indian lineup was something like this: closer in, on
the eastern border of New Mexico, were the Apache, some of them
mildly friendly, others rather consistently hostile.”2” This situates the
Apache on the Plains, ready to enter the mountainous Southwest
but too far afield to influence events in modern-day Arizona and
Sonora, until something significant occurred to alter conditions
there. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume that the removal of one
group of occupants made room for the Apache, whose numbers
were welling up at the fringe of the region.

Other researchers place the Apache vaguely in the Southwest
but infer that they had not extended as far west as the Santa Cruz
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Valley, except for the occasional raid, until quite late.?8 For example,
James Officer refers to the protective buffer for the Spanish settle-
ments on the Santa Cruz provided by the Sobaipuri villages along
the San Pedro.?? He describes the Apache, who had established
themselves as a major threat on the Spanish frontier “in the last
half century,” as slipping around these Sobaipuri to raid farther
south in Sonora.

Many archaeologists argue that the Sobaipuri, themselves, were
recent arrivals in southern Arizona. They suggest, for example, that
“By around 1450 the entire region was devoid of archaeologically
visible settlement and remains so for nearly 200 years until the arrival
of the Sobaipuri, the inhabitants of the region when the Spanish first
settled in southern Arizona in the late 1600s.”3! This means that pre-
Spanish Sobaipuri-Apache relations did not need to be explained.
It was presumed that when the Apache eventually reached southern
Arizona, after the Spanish, there was friction between all the newly
arrived indigenous groups that continued throughout the historic
period. When the Sobaipuri left, the argument goes, the natural
result was the unabated advance of the Apaches.

Recent archaeological data indicate, however, that the Apache
were already present in southern Arizona before European arrival,
as were the Sobaipuri. Understanding that the ancestral Chiricahua
Apache had long resided in the mountains surrounding Sobaipuri
and Spanish settlements in the Pimeria Alta (e.g., southeastern
Arizona and northern Sonora; as well as in northern Chihuahua)
changes the entire structure of the argument. It is not yet certain
how early ancestral Apachean groups settled in the Santa Cruz
Valley, but they bordered the San Pedro at least as early as the
1400s, while clear evidence of mobile non-Apachean groups along
the Santa Cruz likewise dates to the 1400s.3% Evidence suggests
Sobaipuri also were present in both valleys at that time.33

Given the earlier presence of both the Sobaipuri and Apache
in and bordering the San Pedro Valley, the original argument is
difficult to sustain. The supposed territorial vacuum created by
the vacating Sobaipuri no longer explains what appears to be the
initial Apache presence in the valley. Moreover, it has been argued
that, prior to the arrival of the Spaniards, forms of interaction
between the Sobaipuri and the Apache were complex, and often
peaceful.?’4 As relations between various indigenous groups seem
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to have shifted during the missionary period, many ethnically
Sobaipuri people became Apache and these links may have proven
critical in the late 1700s, when new lines of allegiance were once
again being drawn.

The 1762 Sobaipuri Exodus

Clearly, most researchers have suggested that the Sobaipuri moved
out of the San Pedro Valley before 1770. Among those holding this
view was Edward Spicer, who referred to the “complete retirement
of all the Sobaipuris from the San Pedro Valley. Captain Coro’s
people held out until 1762.”35 Another proponent was archaeologist
Charles Di Peso, who suggested that the Sobaipuri had completely
abandoned the San Pedro Valley by 1769.36 Di Peso and others held
this view because extant documentary sources suggested such was
the case and there were no data to contradict or modify seemingly
clear and definitive statements such as the following from the Rudo
Ensayo:

Among the Pimas, the most inured to war are the Sobahipuris who have been
reared on the Apache frontier and are used to almost constant fighting. How-
ever, in 1762, being tired of frequent battles, they abandoned their pleasant and
fertile valley. Some migrated south to Santa Marfa Suamca while others went
farther southwest to Guebavi and Sonoitac, and still others traveled west to San

Xavier del Bac and Tuc§7on, thus leaving free ingress to the whole Upper Pimeria
to the Apache enemy.?’

Historian Herbert Bolton—listing a series of early Jesuits he regarded
as principal historians of this area, including the author of the
Rudo Ensayo—stated that “all wrote chronicles which will never be
displaced.”8 The clear message of the Rudo Ensayo, itself, and the
affirmation of respected historians, such as Bolton, indicate firm
confidence in the meaning and significance of this passage.

There has been no reason to question their statements because
additional documentary data also seemed to support the conclusion
that the Sobaipuri abandoned the San Pedro Valley. For example,
a 1762 letter by Capt. Francisco Elias Gonzales, commander of the
Spanish presidio at San Felipe de Guevavi, or Terrenate (south of
the modern international boundary), to Governor Don Joseph
Tienda de Cuervo, and translated by ethnohistorian Henry Dobyns,
reports that “Colonial officials decided on a policy of Northern
Piman migration westward from the Apachean frontier.”3? Elias
Gonziles states:
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Apparently the San Pedro River Sobaipuris were disposed to abandon their
aboriginal range by progressive loss of manpower and military pressure exerted
by hostile Western Apaches. Both of those forces had been set in motion by the
colonial activities of Spain. Then, in 1761, Spanish authorities decided on migra-
tion as a move to strengthen the frontier of New Spain.

They [Spaniards] decided to use colonial troops to force Sobaipuris to
resettle at existing Jesuit missions.

This concept has become entrenched and is now a common con-
stituent of the historical documentation of the O’odham. For
example, historian John Wilson notes in a report to the Gila River
O’odham:

The Sobaipuris disappeared as a separate entity after 1762, when the Spaniards
relocated all of the people living on the San Pedro River to Piman communities
further west along the Santa Cruz River and Sonoita Creek.

Because the statement about the Sobaipuri leaving the San Pedro
seemed so authoritative, the 1762 date, derived directly from the
Rudo Ensayo, developed into a key turning point in history. Regret-
tably, some researchers even suggest, incorrectly, that Sobaipuri
occupation of the Tucson area began at this time,*? or as Wilson
suggests, that this move caused the Sobaipuri to disappear as a dis-
tinct entity, intermixing with other O’odham groups in the Tucson
area. Both conclusions are inaccurate, as native settlements in the
Tucson area, including San Xavier del Bac, were Sobaipuri; and the
San Pedro Sobaipuri who moved west simply joined their Sobaipuri
cousins along the Santa Cruz.

Evidence that Quiburi Persisted on the San Pedro

In 1780, the garrison at the presidio of Santa Cruz de Terrenate
moved south to Las Nutrias.?> A few months after the move, Lieu-
tenant of the Infantry and Engineer of the Royal Armies Geronimo
de la Rocha y Figueroa prepared a map (figure 2) and a journal
of a campaign to the north. The map shows the now-abandoned
presidio on the San Pedro miles south of the Sobaipuri settlement
of El Quiburi.44 A second map (figure 3), prepared by Rocha y
Figueroa in 1784, shows El Quiburi in the same position relative
to the abandoned Santa Cruz presidio.*?

In his 1780 journal, Rocha y Figueroa notes that on day nine:

We continued to the south/southeast one league to the ford of Tres Alamos,
eight to El Quiburi, and then after resting another 3 to the south 4 degrees
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Figure 2: 1780 Geronimo de la Rocha y Figuero map, showing El Quiburi in
relation to Santa Cruz (de Terrenate) Presidio. From Mapa de la Frontera de
Sonora par el establecimiento de la linea de presidios.

southeast up to the Presidio of Santa Cruz. . . . El Quiburi has a small population
that is a bit spread out, and with sufficient water, it has springs independent of
the river. (author’s translation)

His description is consistent with the map plots and clarifies that the
Quiburi settlement was 3 leagues (8-10 miles) north/northwest of
the presidio of Santa Cruz de Terrenate, by a somewhat circuitous
route. This was the only Sobaipuri settlement mentioned as being
in this area or along the San Pedro River.
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Figure 3: 1784 Geronimo de la Rocha y Figueroa map, showing El Quiburi

in relation to Santa Cruz (de Terrenate) Presidio. From Mapa del Torreno
que ha de vatir la Expeditién que deve executarse contra los Apaches
Gilenios, March 18, 1784. Courtesy of The Newberry Library, Chicago. Call #
Map Photo Spain, AGI, 103-5-4, Vol. 1.

Reconciling the Discrepancies

Juan Nentvig’s rough descriptive essay (rudo ensayo) implies
that all of the Sobaipuri had left-the San Pedro River, but from
the Rocha y Figueroa documents it appears that less than twenty
years later Quiburi was occupied. This raises the question of how
to explain, or account for, the divergences.

Because Quiburi was the only Sobaipuri settlement still occu-
pied in 1780, it seems that the populace of an earlier-mentioned
secondary settlement (Santa Cruz) had either moved to Quiburi
or left the valley. The latter is suggested by the fact that the popu-
lation at Quiburi was said to be small. This interpretation would
also be consistent with the population shift mentioned in the Rudo
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Ensayoand the forced migration discussed in Elias Gonzales’s letter,
although the Rudo Ensayo states that all the Sobaipuri had moved.
The content of the Rudo Ensayo, however, has been questioned.
More than fifty years ago the seemingly lone voice of histor?an
James Rodney Hastings argued that “This notion of Sonora supine
before the Apache has gained wide acceptance. To a considerable
extent it rests on the evidence of only one document—the famous
Rudo Ensayo, a lengthy, detailed and highly rhetorical agcount by
an anonymous Jesuit, now known to be Juan Nentuig.”*

From Rocha y Figueroa’s documents it is possible to suggest
that, while many of the San Pedro Sobaipuri may have left the valley,
a small population remained behind—a population that was too
small to warrant much outside attention. That Rocha y Figueroa
mentions it matter-of-factly suggests that its presence was commonly
understood. Elias Gonzales supports this inference, indicating in
his letter to Governor Tienda de Cuerbo that only a subset of the
population had moved to Tucson. The actual number of pf:ople
who moved seems to have somewhat confounded the captain, or
perhaps he was only feigning confusion while hinting that not all
the Sobaipuri had complied with the order to move:

In regard to what Your Lordship wrote me of the Sobaipuris, I notify Your Lor(.i-
ship that I have just arrived from settling them in the town of Tucson. Their
number reaches 250, although the missionary and justices informed me that
they numbered 400 souls.

The discrepancy suggests that if only 250 Sobaipuri moved to Tuc-
son, another 150 may have remained behind (or fewer, if another
thirty actually moved to Santa Maria Suamca mission, as Dobyns
c:laims).49 Interestingly, this is in line with population estimates
based on the number of house remains at the archaeological site
believed to be Quiburi.?

Alternatively, the entire population may have left around
1762, with some Sobaipuri returning to Quiburi after a temporary
absence. The hiatus in Sobaipuri occupation along the San Pedro
between 1698 and 1705,/1706, after a key battle, may provide a good
analogy (see below).5! Dobyns seems to support such a scenario:
[Fr. Manuel] Aguirre [in 1764] criticized the original decision to remove the
Sobaipuris from the San Pedro River Valley by emphasizing the degree to which

Apache raids increased thereafter. He commented that the colonial authorities
should have moved the Tubac garrison to the San Pedro to reinforce its valiant
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Native American defenders instead of removing the Sobaipuris to the Santa
: 52
Cruz River Valley.

This latter possibility is not conclusive, as such comments could
have been mere lamentations or they just might have provided the
needed justification for continuing to ignore the noncompliant
Sobaipuri who had remained behind.

It seems, then, that the community of Quiburi persisted at
least until the 1780s, or was reinserted into the valley, but without
a missionary presence that would have brought it more mention.
This likely also explains why the Quiburi of 1780 was referenced
only by its O’odham name, whereas earlier Quiburi settlements
had Christian modifiers appended to them.

Archaeological evidence also supports the Rocha y Figueroa
documents that place Quiburi in the valley at this late date. A site
(AZ EE:4:38, ASM) has been documented that is appropriately
positioned, dates to the post-Kino period, possesses the correct
material culture, is situated on a suitable landform, has a supply
of water separate from the San Pedro, and is relatively small.?® No

other Sobaipuri sites are known for another twenty miles to the
north.

Did the Apache Chase the Sobaipuri out of the San Pedro?

As indicated earlier, the concept persists that the Apache
chased the Sobaipuri from the San Pedro. “By the end of the eigh-
teenth century,” Bernard Fontana writes in The Land of Little Rain
(1981), “the Sobaipuris, driven off by unrelenting attacks of Apache
Indians, has abandoned the San Pedro River Valley in favor of the
Santa Cruz and Gila.”5* This is consistent with notions that the
Apache were so formidable that even the warlike Sobaipuri could
not withstand their onslaught. But the documentary evidence cited
above clarifies that the Sobaipuri were not chased out of the San
Pedro Valley by the Apache in 1762; rather, they (or at least some
of them) were forcibly removed by the Spanish.?> Other documen-
tary sources, supported by archaeological evidence, indicate that
many Sobaipuri remained on the San Pedro, suggesting a different
dynamic between them and the Apache.

In 1698, the Sobaipuri won a battle with the Apache and
their allies, apparently killing hundreds of the enemy with their
poisoned arrows and pursuing them for miles into the adjacent
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mountains.?® Despite the Sobaipuri victory, the residents of both
Santa Cruz de Gaybanipitea and Quiburi (the entire population of
this portion of the valley) left the San Pedro to occupy Los R§yes
del Sonoita (Sonoydag), probably in an effort to allow emotions
surrounding the incident to cool down a bit: discretion perhaps
being the better part of valor.’” They returned a few years later to
resettle along the banks of the same general segment of river they
had earlier abandoned.

This hiatus did not mean that the Sobaipuri abandoned
the valley for good and, in this sense, may provide. a model for
the post-1762 period, or at least illustrates the tenacity of .the San
Pedro Sobaipuri. Consistent with O’odham beliefs, the village of
Santa Cruz de Gaybanipitea was in fact abandoned entirely after
this incident and, upon their return, a new Santa Cruz was estab-
lished miles to the north of its former location. Archaeological
and documentary evidence seem to confirm this series of events.
While this stance is contrary to some modern perspectives that the
O’odham did not abandon villages,?® these revisionist positions
have no basis in ethnographic reality. Nor do these pan-indigenous
and late-focused views adequately consider differences between
various O’odham populations, failing to take into account changes
through time and the fundamental differences between mobile
and stationary O’odham groups.

People died at Santa Cruz de Gaybanipitea, including the
captain and up to four other O’odham. Consistent with O’odham
beliefs and mourning rites, measures would have been taken to
ensure that the spirits of the deceased did not disturb the survivors.
One common way to guard against this likelihood was for the village
to be abandoned after the death of a community member, especially
the leader, in favor of residence in a new location.%® That new loca-
tion was likely north of the Terrenate Narrows, at the place later
occupied by Santa Cruz de Terrenate presidio, as later doc%Bnents,
chronometric dates, and archaeological evidence suggest.

This incident suggests how militarily strong the Sobaipuri were,
and how willing they were to defend themselves and their home-
land. The Sobaipuri held their own against the Apache (and other
groups hostile to them) in more than one battle, which may explain
why they were able to maintain a settlement on the San Pedro even
after the Santa Cruz de Terrenate presidio was abandoned.®! An
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alternative explanation for the persistence of the Quiburi popula-
tion may be that a Sobaipuri faction found common ground with
the Apache against the Spanish.52

Discussion

Given the continuous occupation along the San Pedro (or perhaps a
return of Sobaipuri after a short hiatus), there is no basis to suggest
that the absence of Sobaipuri was the reason for increased Apache
raiding in the late eighteenth century. We need, therefore, to exam-
ine other potential factors behind the presumed southward thrust. It
could be argued that this was part of the general Athapaskan move-
ment south and reflects their particular manner of migrating.53 The
increasing European population in Sonora would be cause enough
to attract the interest of raiders looking for concentrated resources,
such as horses and livestock. And, conversely, the more numerous
Sonoran settlers would have felt the presence of these intruders. It
is also possible that, after a cumulative series of failures, the Marqués
de Rubi’s inspection resulted in a greater focus on the region and,
specifically, on the “Apache problem,” making it seem as if Apache
raids had increased in frequency. It also may be that the Spanish
distraction with the Seri, and inattention to the northern frontier,
opened the door,%* or that a more general concern about a potential
union between the Seri and Apache was the real issue.> These, and a
series of other questions, arise or are revived as a result of eliminating
the handy explanation provided by the vacating Sobaipuri.

Certainly, we can debate whether the Sobaipuri on the San
Pedro in the 1780s were a sufficiently formidable force to stop the
Apache advance or raiding forays. Still, these newly applied data
suggest that we need to change how the argument regarding these
issues is structured. Rather than assuming that the Sobaipuri had left,
and that this event in itself explains Apachean movements, the latter
might best be explained by Spanish fears, weaknesses, or internal
disagreements, or by something internal to Apachean lifeways.

A whole series of implications arise when these new facts
are inserted into the historical formula. It seems likely that some
Sobaipuri were sufficiently anti-Spanish that they ignored the
order to relocate. This same Sobaipuri faction may have been
suitably friendly with the Apache to survive, as both were outsid-
ers facing the impending threat of colonial subjugation.®® This
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threat endangered the autonomy and way of life of the San Pedro
Sobaipuri. If Maria Soledad Arbelaez is correct in her 1991 article
on the Sonoran missions and eighteenth-century Indian raids,
raiding was as much an act of rebellion and an effort to constrain
the development of the mission system, settlement, and Spanish
colonial society, as it was to obtain cattle, horses, and other mission
pmmmﬁWMMmmwﬂm&%mm%mmmmmﬁwwm
resistance and violent rejection of Spanish society, the remaining
San Pedro Sobaipuri, whose sympathies may have lain with the
marauders, seem much less vulnerable and more understandable,
This alliance among native resistors is less difficult to accept when
it is acknowledged that the Sobaipuri and the Apache were not “tra-
ditional” or “hereditary” enemies, as has so often been suggested,68
but rather interacted in various ways throughout their common
history.5? If nothing else, continued residence on the San Pedro
would have made the Sobaipuri themselves less favorable targets
for raiding and revenge. As Fray Bartholome Ximeno noted in
1773, regarding O’odham populations surrounding Tumacacori:
“They are reluctant to settle because they say that in the missions
the Apaches kill them, but that in their own lands the Apaches
do not fall upon them as often.”’? At the very least, these freshly
considered data suggest the wisdom of reconsidering what seem
to be self-evident truths in documentary sources, suggest the need
for more careful and detailed historical research based on new
documents, and illustrate the role of archaeology in breaking new
ground. Greater collaboration between specialists who share a
common focus is likely to contribute further insights.
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