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The Jumano Indians of Texas have long been an enigma in Texas history and archeology.
Many researchers from both disciplines have sought to connect the historic accounts with
those of archeological assemblages, but have largely been unsuccessful. Part of the
problem has been that the records tend to present problematic issues and very little
information in the way of material culture. Another problem has been the tendency
among archaeologists in the state to continue to lump site assemblages into larger
analytical units, which in effect acts to homogenize any variability that would lend a
better understanding of behavioral aspects. Recent efforts in the area of identity and
social fields have opened new possibilities. Along these lines this report uses the
ethnohistoric data on the Jumano to construct a frame of reference to define the Jumano
identity and social field. Using the variability embedded in the Cielo Complex as a
model, several sites within the Jumano range were identified for further investigation.
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Introduction
For over a century historians and archeologists working in the proto-history and
historical periods of Texas and adjacent areas of the Southwest have often referred to
colonial documents to bring a more nuanced understanding to the material record of the
Native Americans. One of the first archeologists to employ this method was J. Charles
Kelley in this work on the Patarabueye and the Jumano (Kelley, 1986). Until then, the
Jumano were principally a subject of historical inquiry, and it was not until after Kelley’s
work at La Junta del los Rios that they entered the paradigm of Texas archaeology.
Starting from the ethnohistoric record, Kelley was able to infer the range and material
assemblage of the Jumano, and after comparing this to the materials excavated at La
Junta and the surrounding Trans-Pecos area, he defined what he called the Toyah focus as
the most likely candidate for the Jumano.
Later as new sites were excavated in central Texas, it became apparent that the
Toyah archaeological manifestation was a much more sudden and geographically
dispersed phenomenon. Despite what appears to be an exhaustive collection of work on
the topic, much of what Toyah has become was constructed under the methodological
underpinnings of the cultural-historical approach (see Black 1986; Collins, 2004; Hester
2004; Prewitt 1981; Ricklis 1994), which pose limitations when trying to investigate
something as subjective as cultural identity.
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The cultural-historical approach is a methodological system that attempts to
model ethnic identity by theoretically bridging the gap between material culture and
social organization, using the concept of archaeological units. According to Willey and
Phillips (1958: 49) a “component” is roughly equivalent to the community, and in social
terms the community represents the maximum number of people who reside together
conducting face-to-face interaction; in other words, a band, a neighborhood or a village
(Murdock, 1949: 79). On the other hand, the “phase”, on the social level, is implied to
represent a society, which according to Smith (1955) and Johnson (1986), is a group of
people who acknowledge a single political authority, recognized a single system of law
and to some degree organize to resist attack from other societies. The problem when
using such a scheme is that one can never really be certain that archaeological
components one aggregates into a phase actually correspond to their social equivalents at
the community and society levels.
A case in point is the idea that the Toyah Horizon in central Texas is actually a
techno-complex rather than a phase (Ricklis, 1992; Johnson, 1986). Such a notion is
argued due to the fact that Toyah covers a large geographic area that has historically been
known to include numerous native groups or communities (Arnn 2012; Kenmotsu 2001;
Kenmotsu and Arnn 2012; Kenmotsu and Wade 2002; Wade 2003), while others have
come to realize the limitations of the cultural-historical approach, recognizing that it fails
to accurately reflect the apparent cultural diversity that existed among native groups that
the historical records seem to suggest (Arnn, 2005; Kenmotsu, 2001; Wade, 2003). For
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instance Wade in her ethnohistoric work on the Native Americans of central Texas
remarks that:

“It is probably not a misstatement to say that it is easier to see culture change in
the ethnohistoric record and cultural continuity in the archaeological record.”
(Wade, 2003:231);

and Arnn in his discussion of the Tejas social field and the Toyah complex comments:

“Where archaeologists have observed or imposed homogeneity, historians and
ethnohistorians researching the early Spanish and French colonial records (ca.
1528-1700) in Texas have documented heterogeneity.” (Arnn, 2012a:67).

What these statements reflect is a realization that the cultural-historical approach has
taken the concept of Toyah as far as it is able, and that a new methodological and
theoretical approach is needed to continue to sort out the problem. In fact, an alternative
might be the conjunctive approach as espoused by Taylor (1983), in which he argues that
such comparative or taxonomic systems like the cultural-historical approach have their
limitations as they tend to be too concerned with relationships that occur outside the
3

cultural unit of study, as they act to place newly discovered material in taxonomic
relationships to other “extra-local phenomena”. Instead he suggests that archeologists
should be more interested in connecting the “interrelationships which existed within a
particular cultural entity” (Taylor, 1983:7). In essence what Taylor hoped to accomplish
with his conjunctive approach was an archaeology that was more driven by local contexts
tied together with anthropological theory. Recently, some archaeologists working in the
proto-historic period are pursuing the conjunctive approach, if not something similar to it,
by evaluating whether ethnic boundaries and identities can be unraveled from the
seemingly monolithic Toyah complex that the cultural-historical approach has
constructed (Arnn 2012a, 2012b; Boyd 2012; Johnson 1994; Kenmotsu 2001; Kenmotsu
and Arnn 2012; Kibler 2012).
This report is an exploratory study on using the historical range of the Jumano as
a driver for further archaeological investigation. As such it picks up on the latest research
to date on the Jumano as a construction of history from initial contact in 1583 to
approximately 1700. From the records it builds a frame of reference and uses this to
evaluate the concept of cultural interaction spheres, or put another way, “social fields.”1
In employing the concept it first defines the geographic distribution of the Jumano range,
and then uses the variability embedded in the Late Prehistoric-Contact Period Cielo
Complex to identify potential sites within the defined range for further investigation. The
strategic aim of this effort is not to lead the reader into believing that the Cielo Complex
is wholly attributable to a particular historical group, but rather to build a heuristic to test
behavioral aspects related to cultural interaction.
4

The State of Jumano Archaeology

The Jumano have been a subject of archeological interest for some time. J.
Charles Kelley, working in the La Junta district in the 1940s, was essentially the first to
try to reconcile the archaeological record with the archival and historical information
(Kelley 1948; 1986). Informed by the Spanish and French colonial documents, he began
to build a picture of what a Jumano assemblage might hypothetically consist of and
where it could probably be found. He posited that since the records reflected that they
were primarily a mobile group of bison hunters, their camps would primarily consist of
tipi-dwellings and that such a material collection would be represented by tools that
would include arrow points, scrapers, and specialized flint knives (Kelley, 1986:87). The
northern-most extent of their settlement range would likely include the saline lake district
in southeastern New Mexico. Stretching to the southeast it would skirt the southern edge
of the southern plains in Texas encompassing the headwaters of the Concho River, and
extending onto the Edwards Plateau as far east as the headwaters of the Guadalupe River;
from there southwest to the Pecos River, especially at the junctures of Toyah and
Comanche creeks; and continuing southeast to La Junta (Kelley, 1986:88). Given these
parameters, he evaluated several archaeological assemblages within these temporal and
spatial constraints and coined the Toyah Focus as the most likely candidate.
After the publication of Kelley’s work in 1986, work on the archeological
position of the Jumano basically enters a lull until Kenmotsu (1994, 2001) picks it up
5

again, but instead takes a slightly different tack on the issue. Unlike the arguments
moving within the ethnohistoric channels, which were concerned more with the topic of
ethnogenesis (c.f. Hickerson 1988, 1996), she takes a more social anthropological turn,
starting from the position that the Jumano were a separate and distinct nation embroiled
in a desperate struggle to survive in the face of dynamic social change. Through
examination of the colonial records, she began to formulate a hidden narrative, one which
linked together the disparate European encounters with the tribe into a fabric where the
Jumano were not mere passive victims caught in the middle of European maneuverings,
but as active agents, overtly involved in shaping their own destiny.

Engaging the

prospect that the Jumano were skilled practitioners of diplomacy as Kelley had done
before, Kenmotsu characterizes them as masterful “harolds” who dominated native
information networks, employing this skill to their best social and political advantage
(Kenmotsu 1994, 2001).

She documents this by citing the fact that the Jumano

maintained diplomatic and trade relations with as many as thirty-nine other huntergatherer groups as well as settled farmers of the Salinas Pueblos, the Patarabueys at La
Junta, and the Caddo peoples (Kenmotsu 2001:32). Aside from this, she affirms the
Jumano homeland as being situated in the area of the Concho River drainage in the westcentral part of the state.

Like Kelley, she also concludes that the most likely

archaeological candidate for the Jumano is the Toyah Horizon, particularly assigning the
Jumano as being associated with one of its many regional variants. It would appear that
Johnson in his work on the Toyah Horizon, would at least tacitly agree with the position
that the Jumano homeland was situated within his shared Toyah folk area, and he
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recognized that this area was representative of numerous small-scale ethnolinguistic
groups that adopted various elements of the classic Toyah assemblage (Johnson,
1994:278); however, this is contrasted with his idea that the Jumano were too mobile to
be counted as “Toyah folk” (Johnson 1994:267).
Wade comments as do other researchers on the multi-ethnic nature of the Jumano
in her book on the Native Americans of the Edwards Plateau (Wade 2003). She notes
that based on her ethnographic research that it is very likely that the Jumano included an
aggregate of at least five groups: the Jumano proper, the Cibolo, the Gediondo, and
Those Who Make Bows (Arcos Fuertes, Arcos Tuertos, and Arcos Buenos). Kenmotsu
and Arnn seem to agree with the multi-ethnic composition and the fluidity of such
relations as exhibited among small-scale hunter-gatherers, commenting that at least
nineteen nations traveled with the Jumano during the Mendoza expedition to the Rio de
los Nueces (Concho River) in 1683 (Kenmotsu and Arnn 2012:26).
Based on statements made by Juan Sabeata, a Jumano headman, during the
Mendoza expedition, Wade posits that the Jumano homeland is bounded to the west by
the Pecos River, to the northeast along the headwaters of the Concho River, and eastward
from the Concho toward the Colorado River (Wade 2003: 218). Unlike Kenmotsu, Wade
on the other hand does not take a position one way or the other in regards to the Toyah
Horizon as being related to the material assemblage of the Jumano, but recognizes the
continuity that exists between the temporal and spatial overlap the documentary
encounters share with the distribution of Perdiz arrow points (Wade 2003: 219). Other
7

researchers have posited that Perdiz points, considered a trait of the Toyah Horizon,
might reflect influences from far west Texas or eastern Chihuahua (Johnson 1994;
Mallouf 1987). Opposing views are those that consider Toyah, and by extension Perdiz
points, as the kit of plains bison hunters migrating south into central Texas (Shafer 1971).
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The Jumano as a Historical Project
The use of the term “Jumano” is a colonial Spanish representation, presumably
derived from an utterance made by representatives of a native group living along the
lower Pecos River and the upper reaches of the Concho River in modern-day west Texas
during the period of Spanish exploration and initial colonization of northern Mexico. The
term is a phonetic rendition, as it appears in many different forms in the Spanish colonial
documents to include: Humana, Xumana, Umane, Jumanes, Xumanas, Humanes,
Sumanes, and Chouman, among others. Although in their documents the Spanish refer to
the Jumano as a nación (loosely interpreted as a nation), their relatively wide geographic
distribution as derived from the documentary sources as well as their rather sudden
disappearance from the records has always presented itself as a perplexing problem in
Southwestern archaeology.
Wade (n.d.) addressed the “Jumano problem” (in other words, the seemingly
unresolvable questions of location, archeological and historical identity) to a history of
mentalities. She demonstrates this point by focusing attention on the fact that the Spanish
colonists who conceived and wrote the historical documents were not reflexive
ethnographers, but instruments of European colonialism; individuals who possessed a
particular world view, and in most cases were motivated by profit, fame and glory. For
them, the Jumano were not an object for ethnographic study, but simply another polity to
be manipulated to serve their interests. Another point Wade brought out is that the
Jumano problem is further confounded by the fact that it exists as an “archival production
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that a genealogy of historiographers inherited and accepted”. In other words, what she is
suggesting is that over the last 120 years the topic has been studied, certain assumptions
were woven into the issue early-on that have become reified over time. One of these is
the idea that the Jumano existed as a nation, separate and distinguishable from other
naciónes de indios. Along these lines Baber in her study of sixteenth century Spanish
legal documents notes that the phrase naciónes de indios represented a legal category
invoking certain rights and privileges, rather than one based on modern race, caste, or by
extension ethnicity (Baber 2009: 28).
The Jumano as an archival production begins with Bandelier’s writings in 1890.
He noted that the Jumano were a tribe frequently mentioned in the Spanish colonial
documents until after the Pueblo Revolt in 1680 when they disappeared altogether from
the records. With the discovery of new documents in the archives in Mexico, both
Herbert Bolton (1910) and Frederick Hodge (1911) document continued Spanish
encounters with the tribe throughout the seventeenth century, but disagree on the
particulars of where they were encountered and their eventual disappearance from the
records altogether. It is interesting to note that Hodge recognized at least three Jumano
groups from approximately 1598 to 1691: one group living in the Salinas pueblos of
southeastern New Mexico, another ranging in western and central Texas, and a third
living among the Wichita on the prairies in present-day Kansas. Bolton on the other
hand, focused his attention on the Jumano in Texas, positioning their homeland between
the Rio Grande and Pecos rivers, and tracing their migrations in western and southcentral Texas from 1650 to 1771. What is most intriguing about Bolton’s account is that
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he believed that by 1733 the Jumano became allies with their long standing enemy the
Apache, and alludes to the existence of a northern tribe living along the Red River that
were allies with the Wichita.
Hodge is not clear as to the language tradition of the Jumano, but as the records
put them as living among the Tigua and Tompiro pueblos in southeastern New Mexico in
the seventeenth century, the association suggests that the Jumano living there were of the
Tanoan language stock. The picture becomes even more clouded when Hodge seems to
suggest that the Jumano group who ranged in west and central Texas in the seventeenth
century may have aggregated into a late eighteenth century alliance consisting of the
Wichita and Kiowa tribes (Hodge 1911:266-267). Hickerson (1994:208) offers a number
of explanations toward the disappearance of the Jumano, including the idea that by the
eighteenth century, a portion of them became known as the Kiowa. She advances this
connection based on the assumption that the Jumano spoke a dialect of the Tanoan
language.
Although Bolton does not seem to wholly deny the Jumano link to the Wichita, he
brings attention to the idea that at least a division of the Jumano forged an alliance with
the Apache in the eighteenth century, specifically with the Mescalero and Lipan. In
1934, Carl Sauer took a different tack. Relying on the link between the Suma and the
Julime at La Junta, he posited that the Jumano were a northeastern branch of the Suma
tribe of northern Sonora and Chihuahua, suggesting that the Jumano spoke a form of UtoAztecan. Since Hickerson’s (1994) work on the topic, there has been no detailed study of
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the Jumano’s linguistic affiliation as the threads are difficult to unravel and the only way,
at least at present, is to make linguistic links relying on regional associations and
intertribal connections inferred from the information available in the original documents.
This, incidentally, is a fascinating topic in and of itself, but unfortunately beyond the
scope of this report.
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Identity and Archaeology

Since the Jumano problem is wound up in identity and identity construction, it is
necessary to discuss the theory behind such a concept and how one might be able to
recognize the phenomenon in the archaeological record.
Identity is a rather subjective concept that has always been a central point of
concern for American archaeologists, especially when attempting to relate material
culture with historical Native American groups as this study is attempting to do with the
Jumano. Early on, Jelks reviewed the problem and concluded that there was little
archeological evidence to suggest that Toyah could be linked in any way to the Jumano,
much less to any other historic groups (Jelks 1962). In other words, in the absence of
overwhelming documentary evidence to support the ethnic affiliation of material
assemblages, linking ethnic identity to archeological materials is largely a problematic
exercise as ethnicity is usually identified on the emic level by participating group
members. A case in point is the institution of the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, where Native Americans assign cultural affiliation to material items
despite the empirical evidence.
Cultural anthropologists have long recognized numerous examples where several
different societies share the same culture.

Despite this fact, the cultural historical

approach still tends to favor the more external factors of cultural change such as
migration and diffusion at the expense of the internal sources related to independent
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invention and agency. Therefore in practice, the unintended consequence is that cultures
tend to be viewed as isolated entities that respond only to external forces. Culture change
through migration generally involves a group that arrives in a populated area with some
sort of a cultural advantage over the local indigenous inhabitants, and through warfare,
disease and maybe other factors, the native inhabitants become assimilated relatively
quickly into the new society. Conversely in the case of diffusion, the cultural ways of the
dominant society spread relatively slowly over time by way of contact and interaction
until neighboring groups become acculturated into the dominant society. These rather
simplistic metanarratives of culture change gloss over a great deal of complexity,
especially when the focus shifts toward the study of small-scale societies.
When one speaks of a culture one immediately assumes a group of people who
share the same worldview, comprehend the same symbols, practice the same rights and
rituals; in short they represent an ethnic unit that is bounded and distinct from others.
The idea that culture is bounded in isolation is inadequate if the goal is to understand the
dynamics of cultural interaction, especially as it pertains to small-scale societies. For
example, it has always been understood that many settlements in the Southwest had
multi-ethnic populations (Di Peso 1958; Haury 1945; Reid and Whittlesey 1999). People
were multi-lingual, intermarried, and readily adopted the symbols, beliefs and rituals of
others; ethnic boundaries, although maintained to a certain extent through practice, were
permeable and porous. Barth (1969:11) defines an ethnic group in terms of an ideal type
proposing that it is a biologically self-perpetuating entity that shares fundamental cultural
values; comprises a social field of interaction and communication; and has a membership
14

that self-identifies as well as being identified by others. He contends that despite their
porosity, ethnic boundaries are indeed maintained and cultural differences persist
regardless of inter-ethnic contact and interdependence. However, Arrn (2012a:15) takes
a more reflexive view and contends that at the community level identity may be used as
an agent of action to influence situations, and that it can either be donned or shed to
achieve specific goals and objectives.
Hodder (1979) notes that the material correlates of ethnic identity include
symbols that convey messages related to group membership that are directed toward a
certain audience, whether these are members, outsiders or both. According to Wobst
(1977; 1999) and Weissner (1983; 1984) such symbols take the form of nonverbal
messages that require display via visible media, and Clark (2001) suggests that such
media may include things like monumental architecture, personal jewelry, weapons,
ritual paraphernalia and designs on any object, including ceramic vessels, baskets,
clothing, and walls. This may be the case especially when dealing with more complex
societies that usually have larger group sizes, do not move around much, and generally
have copious amounts of highly visible cultural material. But, in the case of mobile
hunters and gatherers where group size is comparatively smaller, the settlements are
functionally differentiated, spread out over larger areas, and the material assemblage is
smaller and less diverse, the available media for social expression becomes much more
constrained and likely more subtle. For instance, such evidence may be asserted in body
tattoos, feathers, and headdresses, which are often not preserved in archaeological
contexts. However, if one considers the concept of habitus and practice after Bourdieu
15

(2008), then it becomes possible to envision identity as being reflected in the more
durable archeological signatures such as the construction of hearths, structures, food and
food preparation, and the composition and distribution of various types of artifacts.
Recently archaeologists have been attempting to unravel the apparent regional
complexity of the Toyah phenomenon.

Experiments with INAA studies on Toyah

assemblage ceramics have been employed to demonstrate potential ethnic boundaries
(Taff 2006; Creel et al. in press). It has also been suggested that ethnic identity may be
reflected in differences in something as seemingly mundane as hearth feature
construction by comparing the areal distribution of those that are rock-lined with those
that are not (Arrn 2012a). Furthermore, experiments with the distribution of raw lithic
materials in Toyah assemblages have also been conducted to help identify social
boundaries (Kenmotsu 2001; Kibler 2012).
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Analysis of the Ethnohistoric Data on the Jumano

The point of the following exercise is not to retrace the routes of the many
Spanish expeditions and entradas that moved through the Southwest at the dawn of
history, but rather to place the eye, or the “ojo” on the European references to the Jumano
and their native associations under an anthropological lens. Admittedly, this method has
the potential to inject biases of its own; by extracting excerpts out from their original
contexts one risks losing some of the original meaning. Other inherent flaws in this
method stem from the fact that none of the works cited here are works that the author of
this report personally translated from the original manuscripts. Most are translations
from original documents made by many great scholars who had very different motives
and objectives. Another potential bias is the accounts chosen for this analysis. The point
here is to extract ethnohistoric information on the ethnic identity of the Jumano that can
be used to evaluate current regional archeological constructs and suggest profitable areas
for further archaeological research.

The Espejo-Luxán Expedition (November 1582 to September 1583)
Previous historiography on the Jumano seems to suggest that they are one of
many Patarabuey2 Indian groups living in the vicinity of La Junta as early as 1535 when
the area was visited by Cabeza de Vaca and his companions. Early scholars accepted the
notion that Cabeza de Vaca’s “People of the Cows” were in fact the Jumano (Bolton
17

1910: 68; Hodge 1911: 249), and all cite that the account of the Espejo-Luxán expedition
that occurred half a century later supports this assertion. However, after reviewing the
journal of Fr. Diego de Luxán, the chronicler of the expedition, one finds that he does not
use the term Jumano, rather uses the term “Jumanas,” first to refer to an Indian hunting
party they encountered along the Pecos River, and secondly in referring to Jumana people
they encountered the next day at a ranchería along an intersecting stream. Hammond and
Rey (1929: 125) suggest that this intersecting stream was probably Toyah Creek (Figure
1). Luxán writes of the encounter with the Jumanas Indians on August 8, 1583:

“We met three Jumanas Indians who were hunting and we were able to
understand them through Pedro, a Pataraguey Indian belonging to Diego Perez de
Luxán. They said that the Rio de las Bacas [Pecos River] came out very far down
from the Conchos river; that they would take us by good roads to the junction of
the Rio del Norte [the Rio Grande] and Conchos river, which is among the
Pataragueyes.” (Hammond and Rey 1929:124)

It is unclear whether Luxán actually used the term Jumanas to describe one of two
Patarabuey Indian groups he encountered at La Junta, but in reviewing the authoritative
source (Hammond and Rey, 1929) there is no reference to the Jumano until the encounter
at Toyah Creek in the late summer of 1583.
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Figure 1: The route of the Espejo-Luxán Expedition from Pecos Pueblo to
The Jumano ranchería on Toyah Creek

Pecos
Pueblo

Jumano
Ranchería

La Junta

N

50 miles

Espejo’s party names the Indians they encountered in the vicinity of La Junta in
December of the previous year as the Abriaches and the Otomoacos. He mentions that the
Otomoacos are also called the Patarabueyes. Although a bit confusing he clears this up in
a later passage in the journal when the party encounters a settlement at the junction of the
two rivers [Conchos3 and the Rio Grande], where they are incidentally met by two
19

caciques.

He says that although the Otomoacos and the Abriaches speak different

languages, they understand each other. He notes that they are all interrelated and for this
reason they are collectively referred to as the Patarabueyes (Hammond and Rey,
1929:58).
The confusion that the Jumano are living in the vicinity of La Junta appears to
originate from a footnote in Hammond and Rey (1929:55) that references Obregon’s
Historia and identifies the Patarabuey (also written as Patazagueyes) as Jumana. Below
is an excerpt from Obregon’s Historia, which is a secondary source written several years
after the Espejo-Luxán expedition:

“They [Espejo] next reached the Patazagueyes [Patarabueys]; among themselves
called Jumana, who live along the same rivers, the Conchas and del Norte, which
the discoverers named Guadalquivir.” (Hammond and Rey, 1928: 317)

The notion that certain facts regarding the account were confused early on is an important
detail bearing on the issue, and is a perfect example of Wade’s notion of “an archival
production”.
This encounter with the Jumano on the Pecos River provides some significant
insights. Mainly, it establishes the fact that the party’s interpreter, a Patarabuey Indian
boy (Pedro), could communicate with the Jumano hunting party, suggesting that the
20

Jumano may share a linguistic affinity with one of the Patarabueys groups living at La
Junta.

Investigating Pedro further, one finds that earlier in the journal, Pedro is

mentioned as the grandson of a Caguate cacique (Guixi) as well as the nephew of an
Otomaoco Indian, Juan Cantor (Hammond and Rey 1929:58-59). It is significant that
Guixi meets Espejo along the party’s trek up the Rio Grande some 48 leagues (125 miles)
from La Junta, and that Juan Cantor is found in a ranchería as opposed to a pueblo in the
vicinity of La Junta. As these associations suggest, Pedro is likely from a group that lives
in rancherías as opposed to a farming village, strengthening the case that Pedro is an
Otomaoco Indian.

Applying this case to the Jumano, if one considers the statement in

the journal that says that the Otomoacos and the Caguates have very similar languages
(Hammond and Rey 1929: 67), but also states earlier that the Abriaches (pueblo dwellers)
and the Otomoacos have different languages but understand one another (Hammond and
Rey 1929: 58), then these statements may be taken to indicate that the Jumano may have
shared a common linguistic, kinship, and possibly a cultural association with the
Caguates and the Otomoacos, who were, as the journal states, both different people than
the village-dwelling and farming Abriaches.
Other cultural insights regarding the Jumano are provided in the record when after
meeting the Jumano hunting party, Espejo and his companions are led to a number of
rancherías along a tributary of the Pecos [Toyah Creek]. Luxán writes:

21

“We left this place (La Cienega Salada) on the eighth of the month
[August] and marched five leagues, three of them upstream. We found many
Jumana people from the ranchería of the people who were guiding us [the Jumano
hunting party]. They were on their way to the river [Pecos] to the mesquite trees.
We stopped on this stream where the ranchería was situated. The Indians, men
and women, received us with music and rejoicing. As a sign of peace and
happiness there was held a dance between the tents of the Indian men and women.
We rested for a day because we had fishing of catfish, mojorra, and sardines;
some were half a yard in length, a difficult thing to believe. The food was
delicious” (Hammond and Rey 1929: 124).

Luxán continues:

“We left this place on the tenth of the month and proceeding up the stream
we traveled six leagues and stopped at the source of this stream, at some springs
where the water flowed out. On our way, we found settled people of this nation,
who in their clothing are similar to the Pataragueyes [Patarabueys], except in their
houses.” (Hammond and Rey 1929:124-125)
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Whether Luxán was referring to this ranchería as Jumano or of another nation who wore
similar clothing to that of the Patarabueyes is unclear. In order to examine the full
context of the reference made to Patarabuey dress in this passage, we must refer back to
the statements Luxán made on the topic earlier in the expedition regarding the
Patarabueyes. While among the Otomoacos, Luxán writes:

“These people are naked and have their privy parts uncovered.

They cover

themselves with well-tanned skins of the cibola. …..They fight with bows and
arrows. The bows are Turkish, all reinforced and very strong, and the strings are
made from the sinews of the buffalo. For these people ordinarily go after meat
and skins where the buffalo range, which is about 30 leagues from this
province.….The women wear some sort of tanned deerskin bodices resembling
scapularies which cover their breasts, and other tanned deerskins as skirts,
carrying as cloaks tanned skins of the cattle. These people wear their hair long
and tied to the head. The men have their hair cut very short, up to the middle of
their heads, and from there they leave it two fingers long and curl it with
minimum paint in such a way that it resembles a small cap. They leave on the
crown a large lock of hair to which they fasten feathers of white and black birds
such as geese, cranes, and sparrow-hawks.

They cultivate corn, beans and

calabashes, although very little in this ranchería. There are large numbers of these
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people all along the Conchos river, and they farm together.” (Hammond and Rey
1929:57)
While continuing their progress up Toyah Creek, the Spaniards encountered a third
ranchería another four leagues upstream where the people received them with merriment
after their custom, and presented their guests with roasted and raw calabashes and
prickly-pear cactus (Hammond and Rey 1929:125).
Espejo leaves the area of the Pecos River on the twelfth of August and makes his
way back to the Rio Grande along a trail through the Davis Mountains. They were
guided by Jumano Indians, as was the custom, back to the Otomoaco rancherías on the
Rio Grande about 9 leagues (23.4 miles) north of its juncture with the Conchos.
In order to facilitate some inferential analysis as to the cultural identity and
associations in regard to the Jumano, it is necessary to refer back to the winter of 1582
when Espejo is traveling in the province of the Patarabueys. Luxán’s account says that
the people living in the area of La Junta are comprised of two linguistically different
groups: the Abriaches who speak Cabris, live in pueblos, and farm; and the Otomoacos
who speak Otomoaco and live in rancherías. Although Luxán states that the Abriaches
and the Otomoacos farm together, when talking specifically of the Otomoacos he asserts
that the Otomaocos farm very little, but rather explicitly states that they hunt buffalo and
deer. He notes that the Abriaches and the Otomoacos are linked through intermarriage
and that the Otomoacos likewise intermarried with the Caguates.
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Table 1: Relationships of the Indian groups at La Junta
Group

Language

Settlement

Subsistence

Abriaches
Otomaocos
Caguates

Cabris
Otomaoco
Dialect of Otomaoco ?

Pueblos
Rancherías
Rancherías?

Farmers
Hunter-gatherers
Hunter-gatherers

Kinship

Intermarried

The Caguates seem to share a unique connection with the Otomoacos in that they
are closely related not only by intermarriage, but also linguistically (Hammond and Rey
1929:67). When Espejo encounters the Caguates, he always finds them on the move as
opposed to finding them settled in rancherías or in pueblos (Hammond and Rey 1929:6768). The Otomoacos, when encountered tend to be associated with rancherías as opposed
to the Abriaches who tend to be associated with pueblos.
In regard to the identity of the Jumano specifically, it is reasonably clear by the
records that the they are likely a separate and distinct group of people living in transitory
camps along the lower Pecos in the summer of 1583, as this is the first time in the
documentary records that the word Jumanas is used by the Spanish to refer to a particular
Indian nation they encounter. It seems reasonable to assume that the other two rancherías
encountered upstream of the Jumano may likely represent transitory camps belonging to
different native groups, possibly the Otomoacos or the Caguates.

The evidence in

support of this assertion is that: 1) Luxán shifts from writing about the Jumano ranchería
to writing about encountering another settled people of this nation who have similar
clothing as the Patarabueyes, but live in different types of houses; and (2) the fare offered
the Spaniards differed – the Jumano offered them fish, while the ones that were similar in
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appearance to the Partarabueys offered them calabashes and prickly pear. Also given the
fact that Pedro, Espejo’s Otomoaco interpreter, was able to communicate with the
Jumano hunting party and the fact that there were Partarabuey rancherías camping nearby
them on Toyah Creek, reinforces the idea that the Jumano may share kinship and possibly
linguistic affiliations with the Otomoacos, and also by association with the Caguates.
Furthermore, it is clear that the Jumano live in tents as opposed to the more permanent
pueblo villages found among the Abriaches at La Junta.
Another interesting observation is the different type of gifts the Spanish receive
from the different Indian groups. While traveling along the Rio Grande, the Spaniards
received a diverse range of items including maize, beans, mescal, dry calabashes, gourd
vessels, buffalo skins, bows and arrows, feather bonnets, roasted green corn, shawls, and
tanned deer skins. This is markedly different than what they were provided by the mobile
groups encountered on the Pecos, which included only fish, calabashes and prickly pear.
It is unclear as to why the gifts were different, but the general pattern appears that the
pueblo villages along the Rio Grande offered a wider variety of goods to include prestige
goods as opposed to the more subsistence-related goods provided by the mobile groups
the Spaniards met along their march upriver form La Junta and in the vicinity of the
Pecos River.
Luxán also makes some general comments regarding the difference in social
organization of the two groups. For instance he makes numerous references to caciques
among the Abriaches, Otomoacos, and the Caguates encountered in the vicinity of La
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Junta, and even provides the names of the more significant ones. In contrast, he makes
no mention of caciques as being among the Jumanos on the Pecos. This observation
could be related to several factors: (1) the Jumano may lack a formally recognized
leadership structure, as is generally the case among most mobile hunter-gatherers; (2) the
rancherías that Espejo encountered were not base camps, but rather logistical camps or
parajes (overnight camps); and (3) that Espejo just simply neglected to mention the
presence of caciques among the people he encountered along Toyah Creek.
Another interesting facet relating to the Espejo’s account and social organization
is his reference to the Jumano dance as being “between the tents of the Indian men and
women,” and how this might reflect a practice of gender segregation within Jumano
camps.

The Entrada of Castaño de Sosa (July 1590 to November 1592)
A later entrada led by the lieutenant governor of Nuevo León, Gaspar Castaño de
Sosa sets out from Nuevo Almadén in July 1590 to establish a settlement among the
pueblos in New Mexico. After crossing the Rio Grande with a party of 200 settlers and
all their accouterments, they wonder for several months in the southern Edwards Plateau
searching for ore deposits.

They finally reached the Rio Salado (the Pecos River)

sometime around late October and encountered an Indian ranchería along a tributary,
believed to be Live Oak Creek.
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The actual encounter involved one of Castaño de Sosa’s soldiers by the name of
Alonzo Xaimes. It seems that Xaimes was sent ahead of the main body with a small
group of men while they were at the headwaters of the Devil’s River to try to find and
bring back an Indian as a guide. Eight days later Xaimes meets back up with the main
body and reports to the lieutenant governor that he encountered “a great number of
people of the Tepelguan nation,” presumably in the vicinity of Live Oak Creek and the
Pecos River (Figure 2). But by the time the main body of the expedition arrived at the
said location, the Indians had gone. The account goes:

“While at the river [Pecos] the next day, Alonzo Xaimes arrived with the rest of
the companions he had taken along, saying that he had followed the trail as the
Lieutenant had commanded, and that at the end of three days he had come upon a
great number of people of the Tepelguan nation and that he was very well
received by them; and that when by means of the interpreter he made them
understand his purpose in coming, they were much pleased. They [the Indians]
gave them [Xaimes’ party] many skins of buffalo (cibola) and antelope, very good
shoes made in their style, [and] much meat, and gave them [Xaimes’ party] to
understand that we could pass through that way, [and] that they would take us
from this place to where there was much maize and people.” (Schroeder and
Matson 1965:50)
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In their interpretation of the encounter, Schroeder and Matson doubt that the “Tepelguan”
Xaimes’ party encounters was the “Tepehuanes”, as this was a group of Indians living on
the upper reaches of the Concho River in Chihuahua. Instead, Schroeder and Matson
Figure 2: Castaño de Sosa's route from Nueva Vizcaya to the
Tepelguan encounter near Live Oak Creek

Tepelguan
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La Junta
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50 miles

argue that the term Tepehuane, which is a Nahuatl word that literally means, “at the
junction of the mountain,” was used by the Spanish party’s Mexican Indian translators as
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a pseudonym that described where the Indians were found, as opposed to what the
Indians actually called themselves. Rather than these Indians being associated with the
Tepehuanes, Schroeder and Matson (1965: 51) indicated that they are more likely the
Jumano.
The account of the Castaño de Sosa’s expedition helps bring three aspects of the
Jumano into slightly better focus. First, recalling the Espejo-Luxan account, the Jumano
are again found in the vicinity of the Pecos River. Second, that the Indians are likely
mobile hunters judging by the items they gifted to the Spanish (i.e. bison and antelope
hides, shoes and meat); and third, that the Jumano appear to situate their base camps at
the foot of a hill or mesa.

Oñate and the Conquest of New Mexico
In 1598, Don Juan Oñate, left Nueva Vizcaya with an army 209 strong that
include families, slaves and livestock to conquer the pueblo region of New Mexico and to
search for the Kingdom of Quivira that eluded Coronado 60 years before. As he traveled
to New Mexico, he intentionally bypassed the La Junta area due to reports that a number
of Indian rebellions were ongoing there. After settling in his New Mexican capital of San
Juan, he traveled to the Salinas Pueblos (Figure 3) in October of that year and remarked,
“the pueblos of the Jumanas, or Rayados, which are three in number, one of them very
large” (Hammond and Rey 1953: 324). There, Oñate secured the allegiance of four
chiefs: Yolha, Pocaetaqui, Haya, and Chili (Hammond and Rey 1953a: 351). At the same
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Figure 3: Location of the Salinas Pueblos
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time, Oñate assigned ecclesiastical authority of the area encompassing the Salinas
pueblos to Fr. Francisco de San Miguel. In this document the Xumanas or Rayados
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pueblos are noted as being Atzigui speakers, a form of Piro language (Scholes and Mera
1940:276). This is the first primary source to mention the presence of Jumanos living at
pueblos, and to associate Jumanos with Rayados: the latter being Indians with body
painting or tattooing. It is during the time of Oñate that the name Jumano becomes
associated with striped Indians. While on a foray to the plains to the east, one of Oñate’s
party, Juan Rodriguez, commented in reference to the pueblo Indians that “neither the
men nor the women are painted except for the Jumano, some of whom are.” (Hammond
and Rey 1953b: 862).

They called the people inhabiting a large settlement they

encountered on the plains Jumano because the people had stripes on their cheeks. It was
also noteworthy that before running into the striped Jumano, Oñate’s party encountered
the Escanjaque Indians on the plains and mentioned that the women among them were
painted or tattooed (Hammond and Rey 1953b:841). The question then becomes: why
did Luxán not mention tattooing or body decoration among the Jumanos he encountered
along the lower Pecos, or why did he not indicate that it was a practice among the
Patarabueyes at La Junta or among any of the groups encountered – Caguates, etc.? It is
difficult to dismiss such a discrepancy as a mere oversight given the fact that Luxán took
great pains to describe the appearance of the peoples inhabiting the La Junta area. One
explanation was provided by Wade (n.d.) who suggests that by 1601 there was an
incongruence with the term Jumano acknowledged among the Spanish, and that it was
beginning to signify both natives who were tattooed, and as a term used to connote native
people who were wild and unsettled.
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Oñate recorded that the Escanjaque they encountered lived in huts that were
round, constructed of branches and covered with buffalo hides. The people were naked
and painted with stripes, but those who had clothes wore buckskin and buffalo hides,
“like the Apache” as the party’s interpreter proclaimed. They did not grow crops, but
instead lived on fruit and meat. The Spaniards were able to communicate with these
people through their Mexican interpreter, Jusephe, who had previously been a captive
among the Apache. The Escanjaque asked the Spanish to join them in a war with a
nearby village whose people were their enemies (Hammond and Rey 1953b: 865).
The Spaniards traveled with the Escanjaque several leagues northeast to the
Arkansas River valley and encountered an Indian village where the people lived in
houses built with a central pole and covered with straw. The top of the houses had a
terrace that was accessed from the inside of the structure via ladders. They had silos for
storing corn, and pottery that include ollas and jugs. Manos and metates were also
observed in the village. Oñate notes that the people at this village had stripes painted on
their cheeks, and the Pueblo Indian people they had brought with them from San Gabriel
– Oñate’s second capital in New Mexico – identified the inhabitants of the village as
Jumanos.
There is another account in 1598 where Jumano rancherías were encountered
several leagues west of Zuni Pueblo in present day Arizona. The account was given by
Captain Marcos Farfan de los Godos, commander of Oñate’s guard and cavalry. The
account states that after making camp, a party was sent out to collect water and when
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they had traveled a certain distance they came upon four or five rancherías. The Indians
in the party indicated by signs to the captain that the rancherías were of the Jumanas
Indians. Captain Farfan visited the rancherías on the next day but many of the Indians
had left during the night, so that by the time the captain arrived there were only two
chieftains and a woman who stayed behind. After reassuring the Indians that their
intensions were peaceful, the Spanish toured the rancherías and noted that the people
wore deer hides and beaver furs as clothes. He also mentioned that in one of the
rancherías they encountered Indians that had painted themselves with ores. The Indians
presented Farfan with powdered ores, dried fruits, mescal and venison and took the
Spaniards to some mines where metal ores were found (Hammond and Rey 1953a: 409411).
The colonial records made during Oñate’s time pose a number of problematic
issues regarding the Jumano. First, the descriptions of the Jumano provided by the
Espejo-Luxán expedition and those of Oñate are clearly different. Oñate’s Jumanos not
only live in rancherías, but also live in villages or pueblos and grow crops; whereas
Espejo’s Jumanos live in tents and are hunters and foragers. According to Oñate, at least
some of the Jumanos practiced body decoration while there is no evidence to suggest
that Espejo’s Jumanos engaged in this practice, at least not this early in their history. The
encounters with the Jumano in the area of the Arkansas River valley and in the vicinity of
Zuni Pueblo present some rather perplexing inconsistencies, but if one considers the fact
that in both instances the Spanish are relying on the interpretations of their Pueblo Indian
informants in assigning group identity, then this may help to better reconcile the issue.
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The Memorial of Fray Alonzo de Benavides
The next substantial account on the Jumano appears in the 1630 Memorial of Fray
Alonzo de Benavides, the first religious superior of the province of New Mexico.
Benavides published the original memorial in 1630, and in 1634 a revised version.
Writing in 1626, Fray Benavides mentions several events related to his conversion work
at the Tompiro and Salinas Pueblos, and this is the first to mention the Jumanos as
conducting visits to the Salinas pueblos area to trade. He wrote:

“Its first pueblo is Chilili. It extends for more than fifteen leagues through those
regions, though fourteen or fifteen pueblos, which must have more than ten
thousand souls. It has six very good convents and churches. The Indians are all
converted, the majority baptized, and more are being baptized and catechized
every day. They have their schools of all arts, just like the others. Among the
pueblos of this nation there is a large one which must have three thousand souls; it
is called Xumanas, because this nation often comes there to trade and barter.”
(Hodge et al., 1945: 65-66)

Another account is an encounter Benavides had with a native shaman at the
Xumanas Pueblo, where the shaman fervently chastens the religious in regard to a
Christian ritual of penance he had witnessed, the result of which precipitated the shaman
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leaving the pueblo (Ayer 1965: 21). Given this event, it is interesting that Benavides
characterizes the political economy of the pueblo area as one that involves the
manipulation of the native people through a competition between two internal factions,
the warriors and the sorcerers. Benavides writes:

“The warriors tried, in opposition to the sorcerers, to bring all the people under
their dominion and authority; and the sorcerers, with the same opposition,
persuaded all that they made the rain fall and the earth yield good crops, and other
things at which the warriors sneered” (Ayer 1965: 31).

The trope of the native sorcerer as an instrument of evil was a common literary
device in ecclesiastical writings of the time tracing back to a treatise written in 1553 by
Fr. Andrés de Olmos, where the native shaman is delegitimized and positioned as a mere
instrument of the devil, while at the same time setting up the friar as both spiritual and
corporeal father to the natives. This was couched in the form of a spiritual battle between
the forces of good and evil, which effectively allowed the friars to co-opt the role of the
native shaman (Wade 2008:15). Notwithstanding the asceticism of this trope, one cannot
deny its practical effectiveness in reconfiguring native cosmology in the image of a
European worldview. In any case, this tension in the internal politics between the native
shamans and warriors surfaces again in Benavides’ account of the conversion of the
Jumano on the plains.
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As Benavides explains, Jumano delegates had been showing up in the area of the
Tompiro and Salinas pueblos every summer for several years, requesting that Fr. Juan de
Salas come to their lands and minister to them. But as there was a shortage of religious
in the province, Salas could not go. However, in 1629 the Crown sent 30 additional friars
to New Mexico, which freed Salas and Fr. Diego López to travel with Jumano guides and
three soldiers some 112 leagues (291 miles) to the east of Santa Fe to a large gathering of
Indians on the plains.4 The fifty-member Jumano delegation that arrived at Isleta to
request friars was led by a Jumano captain named Tuerto, who enticed the friars to make
the journey by recounting the miraculous event of the Lady in Blue5 (Hodge et al.,
1945:94).
Before Frays Salas and López arrived at the native gathering, Benavides writes
that the devil was at work drying up the ponds of water and driving the buffalo away such
that the native shamans who were with the group reminded the people saying that as the
friars had not come before, they were not coming now and that the people should break
and move camp. The captains reluctantly agreed and began packing camp when God
interceded with the miraculous appearance of the Lady in Blue, who told the captains not
to go as the friars were on their way. Benavides says that the group chose twelve
captains to go out and meet the friars. The friars arrived at the Indian camp where they
noted the presence of ten thousand natives, to include the Jumano as well as other Indian
nations: the Iapes, Xabatoas, and others including emissaries from the Kingdom of
Quivira and that of the Aixaos (Ayer 1965: 57-63).
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Nonetheless, what Benavides said directly about the Jumano is that they were
engaged in trade with the pueblos of the Salinas District, and that like the pueblo groups
they seemed to share a political structure comprised of warriors and shamans. It also
appears from Benavides’ writings that, like at the pueblos, there existed a sort of tension
between these two factions. Evidence for this is provided if one considers that it was the
caciques who approached the Spanish friars baiting them with the miraculous account of
the Lady in Blue to come to their rancherías on the plains, and that it was the shamans
who seemed to resist this effort by attempting to persuade the people to break camp and
move before the friars arrived.

Spanish Visits to the Rio de los Nueces (1632 to 1654)
From 1632 to 1654 there were at least three entradas to the Jumanos on the Rio de
los Nueces6 (Figure 4). In 1632 Fr. Juan de Salas, now the appointed prelate of New
Mexico, visited the Jumano again along the Nueces. This time, he traveled some 200
leagues from Santa Fe with another friar by the name of Diego Ortega and a handful of
soldiers.

Not much is known regarding this entrada other than the Spanish party

remained among the Jumano for six months (Wade 2003:72). In 1650 Sergeant Major
Diego del Castillo and Captain Hernan Martin likely traveled the same route as Fr. Juan
de Salas in 1632 and arrived on the Rio de los Nueces and stayed among the Jumano for
six months. During that time the Spaniards prospected for pearls and undertook a foray
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Figure 4: Area of the Rio de los Nueces
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50 leagues (130 miles) to the east-southeast to the western edge of the Tejas territory
(Wade 2003: 74).
In the spring of 1654, the Spaniards again visited Jumano lands on the Rio de los
Nueces; this time the entrada consisted of about thirty soldiers and two hundred natives
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led by Sergeant Major Diego de Guadalajara. Apparently the Spanish traveled easterly
from the headwaters of the Rio de los Nueces for about 30 leagues (78 miles) and
engaged in a pitched battle with the Cuitoa Indians (Wade 2003:74). It is noteworthy that
the account mentions that once the Cuitoa were defeated, the Spaniards and the Jumano
quickly gathered their spoils and returned to the Concho River area. It seems that their
hastiness to return was due to the fact that they received word that the Escanjaque were
coming to join the battle with the Cuitoa. The Jumano association with the Escanjaque,
especially in the context of war was mentioned before in Oñate’s account of the Jumano
they encountered on the plains in 1601.
It would seem that the period from 1629 to 1654 was a time of dynamic cultural
change for the Jumano as contact with the Spanish appears to have intensified. Later in
1683, the Jumano captain, Juan Sabeata, made a deposition to the Spanish colonial
governor in El Paso that the Spanish visited the Jumano on an annual basis (Wade 2003:
76). Wade (2003: 75) proposes that the Spanish visits were likely coordinated with local
trade fairs in which items like hides, pelts, and meat were exchanged for things like metal
tools and horses. Arnn (2011) on the other hand adds that the Spaniards likely traded
cotton textiles to the Jumano for bison hides, as there was a market for leather goods
among the pueblos of New Mexico. Arnn (2012:110) even makes a case for Captain
Hernan Martin, a member of the 1650 entrada to the Jumano, as having a workshop in
Santa Fe known as an obraje, where with Indian labor, the Spaniards made textiles for
the plains trade market.
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Jumano Visitations to El Paso del Norte (Fall 1683)
Three years after the Pueblo Revolt, a delegation of twelve Jumano Indian
captains led by Indian captain Juan Sabeata arrived at El Paso del Norte to request
military aid from the Spanish to counter a growing Apache threat to their homelands
along the Rio de los Nueces. Sabeata wanted to see if the reports were true that the
Spanish were finished in New Mexico and that the he desired to reestablish trade with the
Spanish (Wade 2003:236). At the time of the visit conditions within El Paso were dire,
as things like food and ammunition were in short supply. In his deposition to the
governor, Sabeata indicated that each of the captains in the delegation was from different
rancherías of the Jumano nation, and that for years the Spanish and Jumano had enjoyed
good relations. When asked why the delegation had come to El Paso, Sabeata said that
he wanted the Spanish to come to their lands and assist then in their war against the
Apache. In return for their help, Sabeata stated that the Jumano and other nations, who
lived very close to their friends the Julime in the vicinity of La Junta, would provide them
with provisions. Sabeata also said that if the Spanish would settle with them, they would
take them to the Tejas, who were a settled people who grew crops and were keen to be
baptized. Governor Otermín told the delegation that he could not mount an expedition
given the present circumstances, and bade the Indians to return in three months to bring
their case before the new governor who was due to arrive then. Otermín presented the
twelve Jumano captains with machetes as well as twelve pairs of earrings for their
women; a cow, tobacco, and corn. To Juan Sabeata, the governor gave two red feathers.
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Sabeata and a group of five other Indian delegates returned to El Paso on October
20, 1683 to meet the new governor, Cruzate. In the deposition Sabeata mentioned that he
was baptized at Parral and that he lived with, “many people of the Humana nation at La
Junta del Rio del Norte and the Concho [River]” (Wade 2003: 238).

Sabeata told the

governor that in the area of La Junta the people of the Jumano and Julime nations
numbered ten thousand souls. When asked about the traveling distance to the Jumano
lands in the area of the river of nuts (Rio de los Nueces), Sabeata told him that it took
three days to travel [from La Junta] to reach the buffalo, and an additional three days to
get to the river of nuts. He said that there were so many nuts in that land that many
nations, of whom Sabeata names thirty-six, came to live there and that they traded with
the Jumano. Sabeata also mentions that they are friends with the Tejas, whose lands are
to the east some fifteen to twenty days traveling distance from La Junta. Sabeata adds
that his people have missed the visits that the Spaniards used to make to their lands and
he refers specifically to the entrada made by Sergeant Major Castillo in 1650. After
making an appeal to the Spanish on pragmatic grounds, Sabeata also invoked the
miraculous by recounting an event involving a cross that descended from heaven, and
how it gave them victory over their enemy the Apache, subsequently becoming a
venerated symbol for the group.

In fact, the deposition mentioned that Sabeata had a

cross either painted or tattooed on his hands (Wade 2003: 239).
Juan Sabeata made depositions at El Paso that provides some of the richest
information on the Jumano and their identity. From them one learns that there are twelve
divisions of the group, each headed by a native captain, and that the Jumano not only live
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in the vicinity of the Rio de los Nueces, but also at La Junta among the Julime and other
native groups. Most noteworthy is that Sabeata describes the area of the Rio de los
Nueces as a place where as many as thirty-six nations come to trade, and that they also
entertain relations with the Tejas Indians to the east. Sabeata confirms that his people
have enjoyed relations with the Spanish in the area of the Rio de los Nueces since the
entrada of Castillo-Martin in 1650, and that the Jumano traded deer gamusas, shoes, and
buffalo skins to the Spanish. One also learns that the Jumano, Julime, and the other
nations mentioned are at war with the Apache, and that the Apache have been
encroaching on their territory in the area of the Rio de los Nueces. It also appears that the
Christian cross has become a significant symbol of the group used to distinguish
themselves from others such as the Apache, and that through sustained contact with
Spanish missionaries, their society may have taken on a predominantly Christian
worldview.

The Mendoza-López Expedition (December 1683 to July 1684)

In response to the requests of the Jumano delegates, Governor Cruzate authorized
an expedition to the Jumano lands and named Juan Dominguez de Mendoza as the
Maestro de Campo and Fray Nicolas López as the accompanying ecclesiastical authority.
The Mendoza-López party included eighteen other Spaniards, sixteen soldiers and two
friars. Although there is no mention of it in the expedition records, it is assumed that the
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party also included a number of Piro and Jumano Indians who traveled with them from El
Paso (Wade 2003: 91), and were later joined by other groups as the expedition
progressed.

The expedition set out on December 15, 1683 from San Lorenzo, the

presidial headquarters at El Paso, south along the Rio Grande toward La Junta (Figure 5).
On the third day of their travels and about 20 leagues south of El Paso along the Rio del
Norte they began to encounter rancherías of the Suma tribe, and continued to encounter
rancherías of this group intermittently as they traveled south along the river for the next
five days of the expedition. While visiting these rancherías, the Suma supplicated the
Spanish for help against the Apache (Wade 2003: 84). It is significant that after leaving
the area of the Suma rancherías, Mendoza travels through no-man’s-land for a distance of
about 40 leagues (104 miles); there is no mention of encountering any rancherías until
they reached the area of La Junta where on day 15 of the expedition they arrive at the
rancherías of the Julimes on both sides of the river. On day 17 of the expedition, the two
friars Nicolas López and Juan Sabaleta, who had likely gone on ahead of the main body
several days before to minister to the Julimes, rejoined Mendoza and together they set out
to the northeast up Alamito Creek, through the Marfa plain, finally arriving at the springs
along Alpine Creek by the 22nd day of the expedition. Afterward, they crossed the Fort
Stockton Plateau, and by day 31 they reached the Pecos River. On day 34 (January 17,
1684), the Mendoza party reached the ranchería of the Gediondos located adjacent to a
“great rock (penol)”. There are several unique statements in the account that are of
particular interest as they provide some insight into the apparent influence the Spanish
culture may have had on the native groups over the 50 years of sustained contact.
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Figure 5: Mendoza-López Expedition route to the Gediondo ranchería and the San Saba
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The entry into the diary begins:
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“They [the Mendoza party] stopped 1 league away from the ranchería of a Native
group called the Jediondos [Gediondos or Hediondos]. The party did not enter the
ranchería because the pastures were burned near the ranchería. The land they
traversed was level. And the pasturelands along the banks of the Salado River
[Pecos River] appeared to be good. The captains of the Jediondo and other people
came out of the ranchería to welcome Mendoza with great demonstrations of
happiness. These captains were on horseback and the other people were on foot.
They were carrying a heavy wooden cross, very well made, and painted red and
yellow. The cross was about 2.5 varas long and fastened with a nail, which they
call taxamanil. The cross appeared to have been made some time ago. They also
carried a flag made of white taffeta that was slightly less than 1.5 varas long. In
the middle of the flag were two successive crosses of blue taffeta; these were very
well made. When they saw Mendoza and his party, the Jediondos fired several
harquebus shots and Juan Sabeata answered, firing a shot from a harquebus barrel
with a fuse, because it did not have a lock. Mendoza ordered the salute to be
returned with two shots. Once the two groups joined, Mendoza ordered his
soldiers not to dismount; only the friars dismounted. Fr. Nicolas López and Fr.
Juan Sabaleta, on their knees and with great devotion, kissed the cross. Mendoza
and his companions also kissed the cross, but did so without dismounting. The
Natives kissed the frocks of the friars, and both groups proceeded toward the
ranchería. The river crossing was next to the ranchería. They crossed the river to
the east side and entered the ranchería where they were welcomed by the majority
46

of the women and children with shouts and expressions of joy. The women and
children kissed the frocks of the friars. The various captains and other people had
prepared within their village, several huts of reed (xacales de tule) for the visitors.
Mendoza, using reasonable excuses, did not accept the invitation to stay in the
village because he was fearful of the troubles that could arise from such intimacy.
He set up camp on a rise, according to the custom of war. The camp was
separated from the ranchería. The ranchería was located at the foot of a great rock
(penol) that sheltered the Gediondo from their enemies, the Apache. Mendoza
remained [here] waiting for information about a large ambush that was to be made
on the Native Americans to steal their horses.” (Wade 2003:98-99)

Mendoza’s encounter at the Gediondo ranchería contains a great deal of detail about the
Jumano and their identity. First, the statement that the Gediondo lives at the base of a
great rock is curiously consistent with the Castaño de Sosa’s account made almost a
hundred years earlier that references the Tepelguan and that the use of this word may
refer to people living at the junction of a mountain. This indicates that Jumano base
camps are associated with such landforms. The taffeta flag indicates that the Indians not
only had fine cloth and metal (i.e. the nail), but also Catholic iconography. The fact that
the cross is painted in yellow and red suggests that these are Jumano colors. The Jumano
choice to display the flag, the cross, and the harquebuses all indicates that the Jumano
worldview is becoming not only more “Catholic” but more European as well.
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After staying five days at the Gediondo ranchería, Mendoza set out on January
25th and traveled northward toward Centralia Draw, where the Arcos Tuertos, possibly a
Suma group, joined the party (Wade 2003: 104). The expedition proceeded on, but due
to constant threat of Apache attack they only remained in the area of the Concho River
for about a week before they pressed south and east avoiding the area of the lower
Concho and Colorado River confluence. The party eventually ended up in the area of the
San Saba River and stayed there for about six weeks accompanied by thirty-six separate
native groups hunting buffalo (Wade 2003: 116).

Afterward, given the reports of

increasing Apache raiding activity, Mendoza broke camp on May 1st and headed back to
El Paso along a different route than they had come.

Jumano Sightings (1689 to 1693)
On an expedition to find La Salle’s colony, the Spanish governor of Coahuila
Alonso de Léon encountered a gathering of 500 Indians in northern Coahuila on Juan’s
Creek (modern Arroyo Salado). It was March 29th, 1689 and de Léon wrote that the
Indian nations present were the Jumano, Mescal, Hape, and the Xiabu. The expedition
diary hinted that the gathering was likely larger, but that a number of Indians were away
hunting buffalo. De Léon had a Frenchmen from La Salle’s party (Jean Géry) with the
expedition whom he recovered from these same Indians the previous year. Upon seeing
their old friend Géry, the Indians provided a place of honor for the Frenchman by laying
out buffalo hides and escorting him to sit at the center of the arrangement surrounded by
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Indian maidens. Given their enthusiastic reception, De Léon feasted the Indians and
presented them with clothing, blankets, beads, and knives (Foster 1995: 18-19).
On May 16, 1691 Governor Terán and Fray Damián Massanet set out from
Monclova, Coahuila to explore the new province of Texas. Upon crossing the Rio
Grande near the present town of Guerrero on May 27th, Massanet mentioned in his diary
that they encountered a number of Indian tribes including the Jumano, Yorica, Mescal,
Parchaca, Alachome, and Pamai, who traveled alongside the expedition that day. On
June 19th, while the expedition was moving through central Texas they encountered 2,000
to 3,000 Indians in temporary camps located in the area of the headwaters of the San
Marcos River. These tribes included the Jumano, Cibolo, Cantona, Casqueza, Chalome,
and the Chaynaya, and according to Massenet all these Indians except for the Cantona
who were a local group, were from West Texas. He wrote that these West Texas Indians
travel to this area annually to hunt and trade with other groups until the winter when they
return to their lands in the west. Massanet noted that the Indians they encountered on the
San Marcos were mounted and that they had saddles with stirrups; had an old wooden
cross and a banner bearing the image of Our Lady of Guadalupe. Indian captains among
them included Juan Sabeata and Nicolas – the latter being the captain of the Casqueza
Indians. Massanet noted that Nicolas spoke a number of Mexican dialects as well as
Spanish. The Indians performed an elaborate military-style pass and review ceremony
for the Spaniards, and Terán reciprocated the honor by hosting a feast for the Indians. In
addition, Massanet presented the Indian men with knives and tobacco, while the women
were given earrings, beads, and red ribbons. Juan Sabeata delivered letters to Massanet
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from the Spanish friars that De Léon had left the year before to minister among the Tejas
Indians in the east. The letters conveyed the news of epidemic diseases occurring among
the Tejas and that the missionaries relationship with the Tejas was becoming more tense
(Foster 1995: 58-59).
In the late spring of 1693, governor Gregorio de Salinas Verona led an expedition
from Coahuila to the Trinity River in east Texas to resupply the Spanish missions there
among the Tejas. As the expedition was moving through the area between the San
Antonio and Guadalupe rivers, they encountered a group of Jumano and Toboso Indians
along Salt Creek in modern Karnes County, who Salinas mentioned had leather shields
and bows and arrows. Apparently, relations between the Jumano and the Spanish had
significantly deteriorated by this time, and through an Indian informant that Salinas had
encountered earlier on the trip, the Spaniards learned that the Jumano and Toboso were
planning to ambush them in the vicinity of the crossing on the Colorado in modern
Fayette County. On his return trip, Salinas, after crossing the Colorado River in the same
spot, encounters a group of Jumano and Tejas Indians encamped at a place called Rosario
that was located a few miles west of the Colorado crossing probably near Buckners Creek
(Foster 1995: 81-84).

Summary and Conclusions of the Ethnohistoric Data
The ethnohistoric data indicates that the Jumano were mainly a foraging
population that ranged, at least part of the year, in the area between the lower Pecos River
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and the upper reaches of the Rio de los Nueces (Concho River) in west-central Texas.
Evidence for this is provided by the multiple accounts of Spanish expeditions and
entradas that occurred over a period of one-hundred years that consistently encountered
them in this area. Furthermore, the Jumano spokesman, Juan Sabeata, explicitly says
during the depositions at El Paso in 1683 that the Jumano consider this area their lands,
and provides this information to the Spanish in the presence of his peers: the other eleven
Jumano captains. The various Spanish documents that reference where and when the
Jumano are encountered, indicates that they are routinely found in the area of the upper
Concho River in Texas during the summer and fall months (Table 2). The documents
note that in their lands they hunt buffalo and other game, and that they are friends and
trading partners with as many as thirty-six other native groups that also come to their
lands to hunt, trade and subsist on the many nuts that grow there.
Information as to what the Jumano are doing for the other half of the year is less
forthcoming, but the documents from New Mexico seem to indicate that at least some
Jumano groups are frequent visitors of the three Las Xumanas pueblos in the Salinas
District. Oñate and later Benavides both place the Jumano in the vicinity, and it is the
latter who refers to the Jumano as frequent visitors that come to these pueblos to trade
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Table 2: Seasonality of Jumano encounters on the plains

Account

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Espejo (1583) Pecos
River
Castaño de Soza (1591)
Pecos River
Benavides (1625-1629)
Jumano delegates arrive
at Isleta to request friars
Frs. Salas and López
(1629) Rio de los
Nueces?
Frs. Salas and Ortega
(1632) Rio de los Nueces
Guadalajara (1654) Rio
de los Nueces
Otermin (1683) El Paso
Cruzate (1683) El Paso
Mendoza (1684)
Gediondo Ranchería-San
Clemente

and barter. As to the Jumano connection to La Junta, there is even less information.
Other than Sabeata’s account confirming that the Jumano lived among the Julime farmers
at La Junta, the available information regarding this relationship is based on an aggregate
interpretation of Sabeata’s statements at El Paso, those of the Espejo-Luxán expedition,
and those of Obregon’s Historia. Although the information contained in these sources is
tenuous at best, they seem to suggest that the Jumano and the Otomoacos may possibly
be one in the same. In any case, given the ambiguous nature of the records regarding the
Jumano connection to the Las Xumanas Pueblos and to La Junta, it will likely take
archaeology or the discovery of new documents to better sort out this issue.
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Another observation made from the records pertains to the issue of body
decoration and its relationship to the Jumano. Along these lines the available records
seem to reflect an inconsistency among the Jumano regarding the practice. Analysis of
the records shows that prior to Oñate’s conquest of New Mexico, there is no mention in
the records regarding body painting or tattooing as a practice among the Jumano. For
instance, Luxán does not mention body decoration among the Jumano or the Patarabuey
Indians that he encountered; despite the fact that he describes their appearance in vivid
detail. In fact the first primary source that references tattooing or painting comes from
one of Oñate’s captains, Juan Rodriguez, who is quoted as saying that, none of the pueblo
Indians are striped, but some of the Jumano are. At the time Rodriguez makes this
statement, the Oñate party is about to join the Escanjaques in an attack on a Jumano
village. Later, in 1683, Juan Sabeata appears at El Paso with crosses painted on his hands
and at the same time he recounts the story that the Jumano painted the cross on their
foreheads as they attacked a nearby Apache ranchería. Body painting among the Jumano
is referenced again in 1693 by governor Salinas, when he encounters a party of “painted”
Jumano in central Texas after he is told by a native informant that the Jumano plan to
ambush his convoy at the Colorado River. In all the instances where the Jumano are
mentioned as being painted or striped they are made in the context of hostilities and
warfare. This suggests that body decoration, at least among the Jumano, may have been a
practice that reflected a state of conflict as opposed to a specific identity.
The records also seem to contain information regarding Jumano social structure.
For instance, several of the records refer to Jumano delegations comprised of a number of
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Indian captains who appear before gubernatorial councils to request aid. In his account
regarding the conversion of the Jumano on the plains, Benavides says that fifty delegates
arrive at Isleta every year to request that friars come to their lands to give them baptism.
In this same account it is stated that twelve Jumano captains are appointed to meet the
arriving friars and guide them to their rancherías on the plains in 1629. Later in 1683,
again twelve captains arrive as a delegation at El Paso to request Spanish aid. This
pattern of twelve captains in the records seems to suggest that the Jumano are comprised
of twelve divisions. The outlier of fifty delegates in the first account might be explained
if we refer to a statement made by Sabeata in his deposition at El Paso in which he says
that in their lands on the Rio de los Nueces, they are friends and trading partners with
thirty-six other Indian groups.
Continuing with the idea of social structure, if one considers the account of
Benavides regarding the conversion of the Jumano on the plains in 1629, he characterizes
the Jumano political structure as being comprised of two factions – warriors and shamans
– and in his description of the encounter, demonstrates the political tension expressed
among these factions as a competition for influence over the larger polity. In addition, it
appears that women and men may have had their own separate areas within the camp, and
that women and men were assigned to their own separate spheres of activity. The records
also suggest that the institution of marriage in Jumano society might be based on
monogamy.

Evidence for this is somewhat tangential but indicated in Sabeata’s

deposition to governor Otermín when the governor presents the captains with twelve
machetes and a dozen pair of earrings for the women.
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After 1630, sustained contact with the Spaniards (not only with their ideas but
also their goods), extended periods of drought, influxes of refugees, and decades of
internecine war with neighboring groups, all seem to have driven Jumano society toward
transformation. Records suggest that headmen, like Juan Sabeata, were deeply involved
in competitive alliance-building and individual aggrandizement, evidenced by their
increasing power and accompanying wealth accumulation. The rise of Jumano headmen,
created a shift in the power dynamic that likely led to the marginalization of native
shamans. This interpretation seems appropriate given the fact that after 1630 records no
longer mention the presence of shamans, but at the same time indicate the increasing
prevalence of Christian ideas and symbolism in Jumano society.

Based on the

depositions given at El Paso in the late summer of 1683, Jumano captains like Sabeata
seem to have maneuvered themselves as the primary recipients of prestige goods, which
is evidenced by the Mendoza account at the Gediondo ranchería where horses, guns, and
metal tools only appear to be associated with Indian captains.
Other native groups that tend to turn up in association with the Jumano include
both friends and enemies. Although still very problematic the early records suggest that
the Jumano and the Otomaoco share a similar language, are both hunter-gatherers, and
live in rancherías as opposed to the pueblo village dwelling Abriaches. Through Oñate,
one learns of the contentious relationship the Jumano have with the Escanjaque, which
seems to perpetuate into the 1650s as evidence by Diego de Guadalajara’s entrada. In
1629, Benavides mentions the Iapes as being one of the groups present during the
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Jumano gathering on the plains, and again the group is mentioned as associates of the
Jumano by Governor de León in 1689. By 1683, the Jumano are at war with the Apache.
From references like bison hides and tobacco in the records one gets an idea of
the material assemblage that may have comprised Jumano material culture. Table 4 looks
at the range of items mentioned in the record, and from that makes inferences regarding
what might comprise a Jumano assemblage. Although there is little that stands out from
what might normally be expected from other hunter-gatherer assemblages of the Late
Prehistoric period, the real indicator might be more related to site type. For instance,
information in the record seems to indicate that Jumano base camps were situated on
elevated landforms. Other patterns that seem to be reflected in the records include the
separation of men’s and women’s spaces within camps and how this might be reflected
spatially in terms of activity areas. Noting that the area of the upper Concho River was
associated with trade and group interaction, one should look for evidence of this activity
in the area where one might expect to find evidenced of exotic goods.
In summary, taking all this into account, the Jumano identity seems to be defined
by an aggregation of at least twelve divisions of hunter-gatherer groups each led by a
cacique or spokesman. For at least part of the year they lived in the area between the
Pecos and the upper Concho River in west-central Texas among other groups, while at
other times they likely lived among the pueblo farmers at La Junta, and prior to 1680,
possibly among certain Puebloan populations of the Salinas District. They lived in tents,
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Table 3: Inferred archaeological assemblage of the Jumano
Materials/settlement practices
associated with Jumano
Fish
Mesquite and Corn
Calabash
Prickly pear
Nuts
Gamusas
Buffalo hides
Shoes
Tents
Huts
Red and yellow ochers
Tobacco
Pearls

Inferred Material Assemblage
nets (net weights?)
manos, metates, bedrock mortars,
pestles
nutting stones
knives, scrapers, utilized flakes,
Small heating elements for
smoking and treating deer hides,
teepee rings, perforators, woodworking tools
small manos/metates for grinding
ores
stone or ceramic pipes
freshwater mussels

although huts are also mentioned. They hunt buffalo, deer and other game, and also fish
and collect shellfish. Other foods include calabash, corn, nuts, and mesquite. Early on,
their internal political structure seems to have been comprised of two factions – warriors
and shamans – and that these two competed for influence over the larger polity. Later, as
contact between the Jumano and the Spanish intensified, it seems that the institution of
the shaman became increasingly more marginalized as European ideas began to take hold
and flourish. Gender relationships within Jumano society appear to exhibit a division,
both conceptually and spatially, as a reflection of the differing spheres attributed to men
and women. Evidence seems to suggest they are monogamous. The colors they identify
most with appear to be yellow and red. They practice body decoration, but it appears that
such may only be done within the context of warfare.
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Ethnohistory to Material Culture
To infer from the archives, it would appear that the Jumano at the dawn of protohistory may have, at least during a large portion of the year, occupied the land between
the lower Pecos River and the Concho River in Texas. It is important to note that Juan
Sabeata’s statements to Governor Cruzate confirm this, and the fact that he professed it
before his peers makes the point more relevant (Wade 2003: 237). Evidence for the
Jumano presence in this area is provided by the Espejo-Luxán expedition, where in 1583
they encountered them along Toyah Creek; possibly again by Gaspar Castaño de Sosa in
1590; by the accounts of Fray Salas in 1629 and 1632; the entradas of Castillo-Martin
and Sergeant Major Guadalajara in 1650 and 1654 respectively; and finally in 1683 by
the Mendoza-López expedition. However, there are also accounts that have the Jumano
spending at least another portion of their annual cycle at La Junta and the Salinas
Pueblos. Benavides mentions that the pueblo of the Xumanas got its name due to the fact
that many people from that nation traded and bartered there. Later, in November of 1683,
Juan Sabeata told Governor Cruzate that he lived at La Junta among the Julimes. This
locational information expresses what is likely the Jumano interaction sphere, or for all
intents and purposes their social field (cf. Arnn 2012a; Lesser 1961).
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A Discussion on the Archaeology of the Jumano Range
Based on this interpretation of the records one comes across an understanding of
the Jumano range or social field (Figure 6), and within this range archaeologists have
defined at least two assemblages that can be attributed to forager groups. One is that of
the Classic Toyah Culture as defined by Johnson (1994), and the other, that of the Cielo
Complex, as defined by Mallouf (1999).

Both assemblages contain a variety of arrow

points of which Perdiz tends to comprise the largest majority. Other lithic tools include
scrapers, and sometimes beveled knives. But the main discriminators between the two
are that the Cielo Complex has circular stone structures and other alignments, while
Classic Toyah includes crude plain-ware pottery. The Cielo Complex comprises the
majority of the Jumano range, while the Classic Toyah Area as presently defined, extends
from central Texas and ends at the headwaters of the Concho River in west-central Texas.
The following is presented as a survey of the available archaeological data within
the Jumano range. Its purpose is to provide an assessment of the archaeological data in
accordance with the context provided by the ethnohistoric records, and use this to
investigate the concept of the Jumano range; while also using the attributes of the Cielo
Complex as a guide to better define archaeological sites for further investigation.
However, one must keep in mind that the available archaeological data are generally
sparse for this area, so that any assertions made are preliminary and subject to more
detailed archaeological investigation.
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Figure 6: The Proposed Jumano range ca. 1583 to 1684
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The Gediondo Ranchería
Interestingly enough, Wade (2003:217) has proposed that sites 41CX3 and
41CX4 are candidates for the Gediondo ranchería encountered by the Mendoza-López
expedition in the winter of 1684. Recalling the statement by Mendoza, after his party
crossed to the east side of the Pecos River they encountered the Gediondo camp at the
base of a great rock. The specific word that Mendoza uses to describe this rock is peñol,
which is the same term Benavides uses to describe the mesa associated with the pueblo of
Acoma (Ayer, 1965:71). Figure 7 is a recent photograph of the mesa landform that lies
just a few hundred meters east of the Pecos River taken when the author visited the site in
January 2013. Examination of the ground surface at the base of the mesa and extending
both up and down river for about a mile shows a relatively continuous scatter of
prehistoric debris, ranging from scattered burned rock, flaking debris, and visible midden
deposits, as well as several relatively intact pavement hearths. Bedrock mortars were
also observed near the midden deposits. Site 41CX4 was recorded in 1965; however,
there is very little documented information other than metal objects being found among a
diverse collection of Archaic dart points, such as Pandale, Langtry, Shumla, Ensor, Frio,
Marcos and Paisano; and Late Prehistoric Perdiz arrow points. A careful climb to the top
of the mesa led to the discovery of at least five stacked-limestone structural remains
(Figure 8). Each structure was circular in form and measured between 2.5 and 3 meters
in diameter, and was comprised of as many as three courses of stacked limestone
although at least one of the features has naturally outcropping bedrock incorporated in its
perimeter (Figure 9). A definite break in the circle of stones measuring approximately
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Figure 7: Mesa landform on the east bank of the Pecos River associated with site 41CX4 (looking NE
from east bank of the Pecos River

Figure 8: Circular stacked-stone structural features (left end of stadia tape pointing north)
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Figure 9: Circular stone structure with portion of wall incorporated into outcropping bedrock (left
end of stadia tape is pointing north)

one-meter wide was clearly visible in three of the structures, while others exhibited much
larger openings suggesting that some of the structures had been cannibalized of their
stone and likely incorporated in the walls of later structures.

In all cases, the openings

faced to the southwest. Some of the stones observed in the circular rings, as well as some
exposed bedrock had depressions that appeared to have been pecked into them (Figure
10). Among the cluster of circular structures and along the western edge of the mesa was
an area of dark sediment, likely the remains of a hearth.

Some of the individual

structures seemed to be connected by a small, almost indiscrete stone alignment. At least
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one small stone cairn was observed. It was interesting to also note several veins of
Edwards chert outcropping along the limestone cap of the landform. Local vegetation
observed on the mesa top included prickly pear, creosote bush, and sotol, as well as
mountain laurel seeds.
Figure 10: Depressions pecked in stones incorporated into walls of structure

a

b

The stone features encountered along the top of the mesa at site 41CX4 are
characteristically very similar to the structural features of Cielo Complex base camps.
According to Mallouf (1999), the Cielo Complex is a Late Prehistoric to Contact Period
phenomenon that is most commonly represented by features such as clusters of circular
stone dwellings, rock art and mortuary sites, both rock-lined and unlined hearths, ring
middens, small ash and storage pits, stone cairns used for burial and caching. Cielo also
includes special-purpose sites such as stacked stone hunting blinds and linear stone
alignments. Some residential sites (base camps) or special activity sites having circular
stone structures and alignments are generally located on elevated landforms, which often
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provide wide vistas overlooking river valleys. However, related sites often occur lower
on the landscape near arroyos and lack circular stone structures. Site assemblages are
generally aceramic, consisting mainly of Perdiz arrow points, preforms, flake drills,
unifacial end scrapers and side scrapers, numerous flake expediency tools (sometimes
made from blades), end-notched sinker stones, oval pestles, manos, bone rasps, deer-ulna
awls, beads made of bone, shell, and turquoise. On rare occasion beveled knives can also
be found.

Such a collection of features and artifacts extends from northeastern

Chihuahua through La Junta, and northeastward through Big Bend, across the Fort
Stockton Plateau, finally stopping just west of the Pecos River in Pecos County.
Radiocarbon assays date the Cielo Complex from AD 1350 to 1680. The assemblages
vary slightly between the early and the late period, as the late period includes Garza
arrow points.
Mallouf proposes four hypotheses to account for the Cielo Complex and its
association with the La Junta Phase. First, he posits that the two assemblages originated
from the same ethnic group, noting that the La Junta phase agriculturalists and the Cielo
Complex hunter gatherers were the same people, but that the latter reflect their adaptation
to the tenuousness of farming in the Rio Grande Valley. An alternative interpretation has
the Cielo Complex as representing the material culture of a group that is linguistically
related to La Junta phase villagers, but rather than farming, the Cielo Complex people
had continued the more traditional lifeway of hunting and gathering. A third hypothesis
is more in keeping with the ethnohistoric work of Kelley (1986), and considers that the
Cielo Complex people were ethnically and socially distinct from those of the La Junta
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Phase, but that the two groups interacted symbiotically to maintain their resilience under
rather challenging environmental conditions, which is also a belief held by Kenmotsu
(1994). Of course, the final hypothesis is that rather than reflecting a distinct or identical
social and ethnic groups, the Cielo Complex simply represents a rather unique cultural
adaptation to the desert environment that traces as far back as the Archaic Period.
In any event, it would appear that site 41CX4 fits Mendoza’s description of the
Gediondo ranchería, and that the reported presence of metal objects among the
prehistoric materials observed there, certainly presents a case that the site is consistent
with a proto-historic occupation. But most intriguing is the fact that the archaeological
assemblage encountered at 41CX4 appears, at least in some respects, similar to the Cielo
Complex.

The Rio de los Nueces
Continuing to track the documents, one moves to the Concho River valley in west
central Texas. In doing so, one recalls that records show that in this area the Jumano
become aggregated with numerous other native groups. In his testimony to Governor
Cruzate at El Paso, Juan Sabeata, the Jumano captain, states that in their lands, they are
friends and trade with as many as thirty-six other nations. For such a large number of
groups coalescing in an area the size of the upper Concho valley it is reasonable to
suspect an appreciable amount of mixing in the material culture. The question then
becomes, at what level of settlement does this cultural mixing occur and what might be
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the structural aspects behind it? If one considers that despite the close proximity and
cultural mixing that was likely going on between Cielo peoples and their La Junta Phase
neighbors, Cielo peoples were somehow able to maintain their aceramic tradition
suggests that such a trait might be a reflection of their core identity. Supposing this is the
case, then one could expect that if the Cielo Complex occurs within the Concho valley
area, then the pattern one might look for there is: (1) a lack of ceramics; (2) high
frequency of Perdiz arrow points; and (3) the presence of circular stone structures and
other stone alignments. But one must be cautious in applying such criteria too rigidly
without regard to particular situations. For instance, such a pattern might only represent a
certain segment of Cielo people, or a practice that is only associated with a certain place
or set of circumstances.
Currently, there are few sites in the Concho Valley area that have received
intensive archaeological investigation.

Those that have been investigated, although

containing a high percentage of Perdiz points, also had ceramics, and lacked stone
alignments (see Creel 1990; Quigg and Peck 1995). Hence, the knee-jerk conclusion is
that these sites do not fit the proposed pattern for Cielo people.

However, if one

considers the complexity of the issue (i. e. that the sites represent special activities and
occur within an area of confirmed cultural interaction), then the task switches from
wholesale rejection of the initial hypothesis toward the explanation and evaluation of the
apparent discontinuities. Therefore, in this circumstance, one might suggest that identity
is more subtly expressed at these kinds of sites as opposed to a base camp, for example,
where the expression of identity would be more obvious.
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A case in point is the

Gediondo ranchería on the Pecos, where the symbols of Jumano society (i.e. wooden
cross, white taffeta flag, etc.) were openly displayed. The main point is that one has to
consider the social circumstances and the site type when evaluating whether identity is
either subtly or overtly expressed.

The Tower Hill Site (41ST91)
Using the proposed criteria of the Cielo Complex as a general guide for
identifying possible Jumano base camps, one site is singled out. Site 41ST91 is in
Sterling County along the North Concho River. Site 41ST91, “The Tower Hill Site,” is
located on an elevated landform that rises some 150 feet above the surrounding
landscape. At its crest are a number of alignments of dry-stacked stone (Figure 11). One
of the stone alignments appears as a wall measuring 20 meters in length by about 30-50
cm high, terminating at its south end by forming a large circular enclosure.

The

enclosure has two entrances each measuring 2-meters wide and opposite each other – one
looking out to the northwest, while the other looking out to the southeast. Another
nearby stone feature is a rock cairn that measures approximately 1-meter in diameter.
Recorded in 1993 by the Office of the State Archeologist, this site admittedly has
contextual problems and the removal of many artifacts, including those associated with a
burial, make dating the site problematic. Despite this, the site merits consideration as
these features (i.e. stone alignments and rock cairns all located on an elevated landform),
suspiciously correspond to the type pattern for a Cielo base camp (see Mallouf 1999:65).
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On the east edge of the crest are a number of petroglyphs etched onto rock, but
the images were not discernible due to weathering, though they appear to be names. At
the eastern edge of the landform is a rockshelter, where in the 1920s and 30s a human
burial was recovered. In a newspaper article dating to 1931, a local resident reported that
a lead ball had penetrated the rear of the cranium and that the projectile was found inside
the skull. (TASA 2013). Clearly the
site presents some contextual issues
that require sorting out, but the stone
alignments, the apparent aceramic
nature of the assemblage, and the
reported Spanish artifacts all suggest
that the site may have a protohistoric component related to the
Cielo Complex.

The Davis Hackberry Spring
Site (41ST87)
The next site considered is
Figure 11: Sketch Map of the Tower Hill Site (41ST91)

the Davis Hackberry Spring Site
(41ST87), and like the Tower Hill
Site, it too has contextual problems, that make dating it somewhat problematic. Although
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the presence of ceramics places the site outside of the established characteristics for a
Cielo site, pursuant to the argument that identity may be expressed more subtly at some
site types as opposed to others, this site merits consideration precisely because of its
identification as a possible trade locale. Also a site representing a mix of identities in the
area of the Concho River basin is consistent with Juan Sabeata’s statement that in their
lands his people traded with thirty-six other nations, to include the trade his nation
conducted with the Spanish.
The site is located in the vicinity of a spring situated at the base of the sloping
valley margin of the North Concho River and as such fits the characteristics of lowelevation camps of the Cielo Complex (see Mallouf 1999:66-67). Of the thousand-plus
arrow points recovered about half are Perdiz, while the other half in decreasing amounts
include Fresno, Harrell, Garza, Clifton, and Lott. Archaic dart points are also present, but
in negligible numbers. In addition to thousands of ceramic sherds are also present,
including one sherd with a cross incised on it (Riemenschneider 1996:17). Items such as
obsidian, stone and shell beads, shell ornaments, and turquoise are represented. European
items are also present and include a fragment of what appears to be chainmail, glass
beads, metal including a metal arrow point; gun cartridges and numerous lead slugs
(TASA 2013).
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Pueblo Visitations
One of the first accounts that establishes the fact that hunter-gatherer populations
visited pueblo sites is that of Castaño de Sosa, where in the winter of 1591 he finds a
group of people living in huts outside of Taos pueblo (Schroeder and Matson 1965:124).
Benavides says that the Jumano come to trade at the Xumanas pueblos, but neglects to
mention when he sees them there. Hence, one may assume that when the Jumano are not
foraging and hunting on the plains, they are engaged in trade and exchange with
Puebloan populations to the west and southwest.
Many ideas have been put forward to explain the mechanisms behind exchange in
prehistoric societies. The plains macroeconomy leaned heavily on world systems theory,
where horticultural farmers acted as the core and forager populations, the periphery; all
being involved in the systematic flow of commodities based on each society’s
consumptive needs (Baugh 1982). Another explanation for prehistoric exchange is the
concept of mutualism, which states that exchange was centered around the puebloan
farmer’s need for dietary protein and the foragers need for carbohydrates, both creating
and governing the motivation behind interaction (Speilmann 1991). On the other hand,
Vehik (2002) argues that although these explanations seem sufficient to conceptualize
exchange among populations that have different yet complementary subsistence
practices, she contends that neither appears capable of explaining exchange among
populations that share the same subsistence economy. Instead, she proposes a more
robust model; one based on social disruption and conflict, where politics (the flow of
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wealth, power and prestige) is the prime motivator behind exchange. If viewed in terms
of the information provided in the records, such as the maneuverings of various Jumano
leaders to coerce the Spanish into a trade and military alliance against the Apache, one
can begin to realize that Vehik’s model of social disruption and conflict certainly has
explanatory value when it comes to unraveling the relationships the Jumano may have
had with their Puebloan counterparts.

Nevertheless the problem is not the

conceptualization of the potential mechanisms behind Jumano interaction with pueblo
peoples; the main issue has been the lack of any archeological evidence related to this
fact.
Hickerson (1994: 69), Schroeder (1964) and Scholes and Mera (1940) have
investigated the area of the Salinas Pueblos, and all suggest that the three Jumano pueblos
were near the vicinity of Abo, which was probably called Cueloce around the time of
Oñate. However, none of these scholars can be certain, if the Las Xumanas pueblos were
abandoned by the eighteenth century. Hickerson (1994) hypothesizes that since these
pueblos were situated in one of the driest areas of New Mexico, farming was largely
impractical, and hence posited their use mainly as trade centers.

Much of the

archaeological work conducted at the Salinas Pueblos has been focused on the
populations within the pueblo complexes. Because of this rather blind-sighted view of
pueblo investigations, and the fact that the evidence for visitations by mobile groups has
not been readily apparent, it was assumed that they were lodged within the pueblo
complex itself. But recent evidence has come to light documenting the existence of a
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large mobile encampment at one of the Salinas Pueblos historically known as Tabira
(Seymour, in press).
At Tabira, also known today as Pueblo Blanco, a large cluster of 30 circular stone
structures occurs approximately 0.25 miles away from the pueblo site along Jumano
Mesa (AR-03-03-04-872).

Seymour describes these structures as arrayed along an

elevated slope of the mesa with a view of the adjoining valley (Figure 12). Some
constructions appear to be more substantially made, as they are formed of large limestone
slabs and have walls that incorporate outcropping bedrock exposures and ledges.
Dispersed along the slope and extending into the area of the structures is a scatter of
artifacts including manos, projectile points, and low frequencies of Puebloan ceramics.
Pottery types found in the mobile camp span the entire Pueblo IV and the early part of
Pueblo V periods, and are consistent with the occupation of the Salinas Pueblos, as well
as the known occupation of Tabira (AD 1300 to the 1670s). A radiocarbon assay taken
on a fleck of carbonized material recovered from a trowel test from the floor of one of the
circular structures produced a 2-sigma calibrated date of Cal AD 1320 to 1350 and Cal
AD 1390 to 1440. This places the age of the site well within the early part of the Cielo
Complex at AD 1330 to 1681 (Mallouf 1999). In addition to the circular structures, there
is one that is much larger and more rectilinear in shape. One of the large slabs used in its
construction has a petroglyph on it of a masked horned or feathered serpent, which is a
motif also found at Tabira. Seymour notes that, in the southwest, rectilinear structures
may represent an example of a “special house” that was constructed outside the walls of
the pueblo and used for trade (Wilcox, 1984:146). Inside the rubble of this
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Figure 12: Circular stone structure on Jumano Mesa (Site AR03-03-04-872)

Photo adopted from Seymour, in press

structure there are sherds of Chupadero Black-on-White, which predates the occupation
of Tabira and may relate to an earlier period of Puebloan aggregation from the 1300s to
the mid-1400s.
Aside from the specifics of the mobile camp on Jumano Mesa, Seymour also
provides a review of the native protocols involved in visitations. First off, she notes that
mobile groups set up their camps several hundred meters away from the pueblo, usually
on elevated landforms that provided a measure of defense, and that warriors were often
involved in trade activities. She notes that ceremonies like the plains calumet were not
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likely performed during pueblo visitations, but rather that the visiting group participated
in the ascribed rituals of the particular pueblo group they were visiting.
The mobile camp at Tabira bears some similarities to the Cielo Complex as it
includes circular stone structures situated along elevated landforms, scatters of projectile
points, and manos. However, unique to this case, it would appear that the mobile groups,
probably did not manufacture, but seem to have used Puebloan ceramics. Such as it is,
this divergence from the Cielo pattern requires explanation. First and foremost, it might
be that these mobile camps are not base camps, but rather special activity sites, whose
primary purpose was trade, and that the presence of pottery vessels relates directly to the
local protocols associated with trade. So, the mobile visitation site at Tabira may in fact
represent a special activity site associated with the Cielo Complex. In any event, more
work regarding pueblo visitation and the protocols associated with visitation are needed
to sort this issue out more fully.
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Summary and Conclusions
The cultural-historical approach certainly has its merits and remains a viable
method in archaeology, as it is particularly useful in defining and characterizing broad
regional sequences for an area which is largely unknown.

However, one must be

cautious of its overall homogenizing effect, and the tendency it exhibits in becoming so
unwieldy that it no longer has the capacity to account for such concepts as identity
construction and maintenance within cultural interaction spheres. In the broadest sense,
this report has argued that such may be the case for the Toyah concept, and if one
chooses to pursue such behavioral topics, one should be more reflexive in their approach
and take into consideration the variability exhibited in the archeological assemblages at
the local level.
Using the ethnohistoric data this report has attempted to construct a heuristic to
test the viability of the Late Prehistoric to Contact Period Cielo Complex as a model
representing the Jumano identity.

Some of the more problematic aspects of the

ethnohistoric data identified include: (1) the relationship of the Jumano to earlier groups
such as the Otomaocos and Caguates at La Junta; (2) the nature of the relationship
between the Jumano and the people of the Jumano Pueblos in the Salinas District of New
Mexico; and (3) the apparent inconsistencies presented on the Jumano in the Oñate texts.
Applying the ethnohistoric data to define the Jumano range, the characteristics of
the Cielo Complex were then used to evaluate a number of sites within the area between
the Pecos and upper Concho River as having a potential to contain materials
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representative of the Jumano social field. Although more archeological investigation is
warranted to further sort out contextual issues, a total of three sites were identified based
on the presence of Cielo Complex traits and the reported presence of possible Spanish
materials. Site 41CX4 fits the description of the Gediondo ranchería encountered by the
Mendoza-López expedition in January of 1684. The site appears to have Cielo Complex
circular stone structures and other stone alignments positioned at the crest of an elevated
landform. Along the North Concho River, site 41ST91 also has what appear to be Cielo
Complex structures, again spread along the crest of an elevated landform, as well as
colonial Spanish materials.

Site 41ST87, the Davis Hackberry Spring Site, fits the

proposed pattern for a Cielo Complex special activity site, and contains evidence of intergroup trade to include the presence of both aboriginal and colonial Spanish materials
Beyond the main focus of this study, some interesting assertions were made
regarding the social aspects of the Jumano that require more detailed study as well.
Among these are; (1) the notion that body decoration (i.e. tattooing and painting) was
more related to warfare as opposed to a way of conveying identity; (2) that Jumano
society may have been comprised of twelve divisions and that their political structure was
comprised of two factions (warriors and shamans), who competed with each other for
influence over the larger polity; and (3) by 1683 after decades of sustained interaction
with the Spanish, environmental and social disasters to include warfare, Jumano society
appears to have transformed into one that was progressively becoming more European.
Also, there is an alternative narrative that suggests that the Jumano were just simply
adopting useful things from the Europeans; employing certain symbols and behaviors
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depending on whether they felt at the time would give them a particular political/military
advantage.

In either case, the Jumano continue to be an intriguing historical and

archaeological problem.

Footnotes
1

A social field has been described as a web of social, economic and political relations that exist between
members of different social aggregates – groups, settlements, communities, tribes (see Lesser 1961).
2

Patarabueys is also spelled Pataragueyes or Patazagueyes, and was a term was used interchangeable by
the Spanish collectively refer to the Indians living in the vicinity of La Junta de los Rios and for several
leagues up the Rio Grande River.
3

The names of rivers are often confusing in the record due to the fact that many of them have changed over
time. For instance, the Concho River referred to in this passage is the Concho River in eastern Chihuahua,
not to be confused with the modern Concho River in west-central Texas.
4

Given the direction and distances traveled in Benavides’ Memorial, it is unclear where Salas encountered
the Jumano on his first trip to the plains in 1629. But most believe that it was on the Concho River in westcentral Texas.
5

The account of the Lady in Blue refers to the miraculous appearance of a young Catholic nun in Spain,
Mother Maria de Jesus de Agreda, who it is said appeared several times among the Jumano in the
wilderness to minister to them and encouraged them to seek out missionaries. It denotes the occurrence of
syncretism between the Christian and Jumano worldview.
6

The Rio de los Nueces is understood to be the area encompassed by the upper Concho River in westcentral Texas.
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