
4
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School Street Adobe, the only remaining structure from Mission Santa Cruz. Shown here as it stands today on the 
grounds of  Holy Cross Church. Built between 1822 and 1824 by local Ohlone and Yokuts laborers, this adobe 
served as housing for local Native Americans. Lino’s daughter, Petra Nicanor, and her family lived in one of  these 
rooms in the 1840s. (Courtesy of  Santa Cruz Museum of  Art & History)
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If  you walk around the Mission Santa Cruz pla-
za today, you might be struck by the lack of  old 

adobe buildings. Unlike other California missions, 
which all boast traditional adobe construction, the 
building that stands on the site of  Mission San-
ta Cruz is a Victorian-style replica built in 1889. 
Significantly, the only original building remaining 
from the mid nineteenth century—a long row of  
small adobe rooms on today’s School Street—was 
the home of  local Native Americans as late as the 
1840s, the only surviving structure of  Indigenous 
homes in all the California mission sites. The sur-
vival of  these homes is a fitting symbol for the 
perseverance and endurance of  the descendants 
of  the Indigenous peoples who made their home 
at Mission Santa Cruz.1 

In the nineteenth century, the community at 
Mission Santa Cruz gained a reputation for chal-
lenging Spanish authority, from early outright at-
tacks, a long history of  escape and evasion, and 
numerous reports of  poisoning attempts. This 
rebellion culminated in the assassination of  the 
sadistic Padre Quintana in 1812, the only lethal 
attack on a Franciscan friar in all of  Northern 
California. After which, Mission Santa Cruz be-
came known among Franciscan friars throughout 
California as the Mission of  Padre Killers. 2 This 
carefully plotted and executed attack resulted in 
the arrest, deportation, and imprisonment of  nine 
Indigenous men by Spanish authorities intent 
on restoring order among the rebellious Native 
American population.

This story, however, represents more than just 
an isolated example of  resistance against Spanish 
colonization and the abuse of  Indigenous peo-
ples.3 There is a larger story about how individuals 
and families involved in the Quintana assassina-

tion came together through kinship and used a so-
phisticated level of  collaboration and exchange to 
protect themselves and their growing community. 
They successfully used strategies of  resistance 
that had worked previously for tribal members 
farther inland.4

Spanish colonial control over local native peo-
ple involved a liberal use of  lashes, shackles, and 
other means of  public humiliation and shaming. 
Padre Andrés Quintana relied on excessive cor-
poral punishment, liberally administering lashings 
from his whip.5 The assassination plan formed 
in response to continued abuse and was put into 
motion following the beating of  two people near-
ly to death, as well as his continued castigation of  
his young page.6 The timing of  his assassination 
corresponded with the unveiling of  Quintana’s 
new horsewhip, the tip of  which he had specially 
equipped with iron.

At the center of  this story was Quintana’s 
young page, Lino. Lino and his extended family 
collaborated with other Native peoples to exert 
their sense of  Indigenous justice, challenging the 
hypocrisy of  this padre who had overstepped his 
spiritual authority. The conspirators of  this assas-
sination were primarily members of  Lino’s fam-
ily and direct kin, but grew to include individuals 
from farther inland. Their collaborations point to 
networks of  Indigenous resistance to Spanish co-
lonial occupation and control. 

To understand the circumstances and in-
dividuals involved in the Quintana assassination, 
it is important to know the events leading up to 
the assassination. 

Approximately fifty tribes, now known col-
lectively as Ohlone, lived throughout the Bay 
Area for thousands of  years. Their lands had their 
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own names and histories, and the people held 
an awareness and knowledge of  the land gained 
through generations of  experience. These tribes 
understood their territories in terms of  regional 
boundaries built around crucial watersheds inter-
mixed with a complex shifting array of  boundar-
ies centered on hunting grounds, carefully tended 
grasslands and resources, village sites, and sacred 
spaces.

These linguistically and politically distinct 
tribes interrelated through complex ties of  trade 
and commerce, kinship and family, occasional war-
fare and disputes over boundaries and resources, 
and a shared spiritual and social world. Like all 
Native Californians, Ohlone peoples developed 
advanced land-management techniques and prac-
tices over thousands of  years. Seasonal migrations 

to semi-permanent village sites involved cycles of  
harvesting, tilling, sowing, pruning, and burning.7 
These tended grasslands provided fruit, vegeta-
bles, seeds, and grasses required for the creation 
of  the most complex and beautiful basketry in the 
world.8

While the Spanish colonizers and local Native 
Americans occupied the same physical space, their 
cultural, political, social, and spiritual worlds dif-
fered greatly. The Franciscan padres, their training 
steeped in the long history of  Spanish conquest 
and forced conversion of  Native peoples, saw lo-
cal Ohlone people as “heathen,” their practices 
as sinful. They failed to recognize the complex 
and diverse societies that had been thriving for 
thousands of  years. Yet, the world that developed 
around the missions was a hybrid one, relying on 

Map of  local Native Tribes and language areas of  the Monterey Bay at the time of  Spanish arrival. (Courtesy 
of  Randall Milliken, Laurence H. Shoup, and Beverly R. Ortiz, Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of  the San Francisco 
Peninsula and Their Neighbors, Yesterday and Today, 2009. Technical report prepared by Archaeological and Historical 
Consultants, Oakland, California for the National Park Service, Golden Gate Recreation Area, Fort Mason, San 
Francisco, California)
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Indigenous values but incorporating new Spanish 
materials and practices as well. 

Spanish colonization of  the Bay Area began 
in earnest in the 1770s, with the founding of  Mis-
sion Santa Clara and missions in Monterey (Mis-
sion San Carlos) and San Francisco (Mission Do-
lores). In an effort to colonize and convert the 
tribes living in the Santa Cruz Mountains, Spanish 
officials planned to establish a mission in the re-
mote area of  Santa Cruz, bounded by redwood 
forests and coastal marshlands. Immediately upon 
the founding of  Mission Santa Cruz, Spanish mis-
sionaries instructed newly baptized locals in up-
rooting traditional grasslands to clear space for 
cattle, horses, pigs, and sheep and to make fields 
for imported beans, onions, corn, and wheat.9

Lino’s family were the leaders of  the Chaloc-
taca tribe,10 one of  six major groups in the Santa 
Cruz Mountain range surrounding this region, 
including the Aptos, Uypi, Sayanta, Cotoni, and 
Achistaca. Lino’s parents and grandparents were 
among the earliest people to relocate to Mission 
Santa Cruz; his parents, Ules and Lluillin, received 
baptism at Mission Santa Cruz in January of  1792, 
three months after Spanish settlement.11 

Ules was the first of  his tribe to receive bap-
tism at the mission, a symbolic gesture recogniz-
ing his authority within his tribe.12 In the early days 
after the founding of  the mission, many of  the lo-
cal chiefs received baptism.13 Once baptized, the 
Franciscan padres required that adults and their 
families stay on lands surrounding the mission. 14

From the beginning, local Natives challenged 
Spanish authority, and Lino’s father Ules was one 
of  the more outspoken.15 While Lino was a young 
boy, in the final years of  the 1700s, it was likely 
Ules who collaborated with tribal members out-
side of  mission control, helped fugitives escape 
the mission grounds to join tribes living in the 
Morgan Hill and Gilroy areas.16

Lino was born on September 23rd, 1793, near-
ly two years after the founding of  Mission Santa 
Cruz and at a time of  conflict between local peo-
ples and Spanish colonizers. At the time of  his 
birth, there were growing tensions between the 
largest and most powerful local tribe, the Quiroste 

of  the Año Nuevo area, and the missionaries and 
Spanish soldiers. Numerous fugitives from Mis-
sions Santa Cruz, Santa Clara, and San Francisco 
had fled to the Santa Cruz Mountains and joined 
with the Quiroste chief, Charquin. This group led 
an attack on Mission Santa Cruz on December 
14th, just two months after Lino’s birth.17 

Lino is remembered as a young man “with 
more skill and life than the others.” 18 Lino grew 
up in an environment of  loss, as the continual ex-
posure to hard work, poor living conditions, and 
exposure to new diseases led to drastic loss of  life. 
By the time he was fifteen, Lino was the oldest 
living child in the mission community.19 As the 
oldest child in the mission, Lino was expected to 
serve as an example for the younger children.

Lino served as the personal page of  Padre 
Quintana, witnessing his daily sermons and help-
ing him to perform many of  his Catholic rituals.20 
In this role, he would have worked very closely 
on a daily basis with Quintana and witnessed his 
abusive practices.

A deeper level of  abuse took place under the 
watch of  Padre Quintana: the evidence suggests 
that Quintana sexually abused the young men 
or women in the community. According to both 
Spanish and Native accounts, the assassins muti-
lated Quintana’s genitals, and while the reasoning 
for this type of  injury is never clearly identified, it 
certainly suggests that Quintana’s crimes included 
an element of  sexual abuse. 21 The stories that 
swirled around the region in later years support 
this. In 1841, Canadian traveler Sir George Simp-
son reported the rumors he heard: 

“. . . Quintana, then a priest of  Santa Cruz, for-
got one of  his vows in the society of  a certain 
squaw, who, through penitence, or indigna-
tion, or vanity, or some other motive, let her 
husband into the secret of  her conquest. After 
watching his opportunity, the man at length 
succeeded in mutilating the lover in the most 
brutal manner, leaving him insensible, but was 
himself  dragged to the calabozo [prison] . . .”22
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Was this a reference to Quintana violating 
Lino’s partner, Humiliana? The rumors suggest 
that either Humiliana or even Lino himself  may 
have been victimized in this way.23

In the fall of  1812, Padre Quintana ad-
ministered a particularly harsh beating to two 
people. Yachacxi, who worked within the mis-
sion grounds, was one of  those beaten nearly 
to death.24 Yachacxi called together a group of  
around fifteen men and women to figure out how 
to resist these abuses. The group appears to have 
been made up entirely of  tribes from the moun-
tains immediately surrounding the mission and 
likely formed an extended kinship network related 
through marriage to Lino’s family.25 By this time, 
twenty years after the founding of  Mission Santa 
Cruz, local tribes made up only twenty percent of  
the overall mission population.26

During Yachacxi’s meeting, Lino directly chal-
lenged the authority of  Quintana by pointing to 
Quintana’s hypocrisy. “The first thing that we 
need to do is to keep the Father from fulfilling 
his desires to punish people in this way, for we 
are not animals; he says in his sermons that God 
does not command this [type of  punishment], in 
his examples and doctrine. You tell me now, what 
do we do with the Father? We cannot run him off, 
nor accuse him before the judge, since we do not 
know who commands him to do what he does to 
us.”27

Lino knew Quintana’s sermons and teachings 
intimately. Notice that Lino’s rejection of  Quin-
tana had to do with Quintana’s hypocrisy—his 
failure to practice his own preaching—rather than 
an outright rejection of  Catholicism. Lino articu-
lated the gulf  between Quintana’s teachings and 
practices. The eventual call to murder Quintana 
reflected the need to stop the continued abuses 
that Quintana inflicted. Lino framed his argument 
in terms of  Quintana’s failure as a spiritual lead-
er. According to Ohlone traditional practices of  
justice, the appropriate response to this type of  
spiritual hypocrisy was to punish the failed leader 
by death.28

While Lino addressed the need to respond to 
the abusive situation, it was Yaquenonsat, a wom-

an from the Sumus tribe to the east, who formed 
the plan and helped to ensure the success of  the 
plot.29 Yaquenonsat’s people lived on the eastern 
outskirts of  Ohlone territory, neighboring the lin-
guistically and politically distinct Yokuts tribes of  
the San Joaquin Valley.30 While Ohlone women 
frequently held positions of  power within their 
communities, Spanish patriarchal views frequently 
failed to recognize their contributions.31 Yaque-
nonsat served as chief  or spiritual leader of  her 
tribe.32 The central role that Yaquenonsat played 
in the assassination of  Padre Quintana points to a 
level of  respect and power seldom seen in Span-
ish society, and to the true but hidden power of  
Native women. 

Spanish soldiers captured and brought her, 
along with nearly fifty of  her tribal members, to 
Mission Santa Cruz in early 1807. After her ar-
rival at the mission, Yaquenonsat married a man 
named Lacah, who had served as alcalde (mayor) 
within the mission community ten years earlier.33 
The Indian alcalde was an elected person who 
served as a mediator between the padres and the 
tribes. Lacah had served as an important leader in 
his younger years, but now lived behind the mis-
sion, working as the mission gardener. The mar-
riage between Lacah and Yaquenonsat, who was 
nearly forty at the time of  her arrival, would have 
followed the native practice of  marriage between 
men and women of  political standing. Yet despite 
her political marriage, Yaquenonsat and her tribe 
were clearly not happy at the mission, as in 1809 
she fled with a group of  fugitives, the majority of  
them Sumus or Tomoi.34

Oral histories report that Yaquenonsat formu-
lated the specific plan to assassinate Quintana. She 
suggested that they use Lacah’s frequent illness as 
a pretense to draw the padre out to perform the 
Catholic last rites ceremony, which would allow 
the others to ambush the padre. Yaquenonsat im-
ported this strategy from her homelands. 

Having witnessed the removal of  coastal trib-
al peoples from their homelands to the missions, 
the eastern tribes had grown wise to the increas-
ingly militaristic Spanish presence. In 1805, two 
years before Yaquenonsat and her people received 
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baptism, an assassination attempt occurred some 
fifty miles north of  Sumus territory. Members of  
the Yokuts-speaking Asirin tribe called Padre Pe-
dro de la Cueva, known amongst the Franciscans 
for his heavy drinking and bouts of  violence, to 
provide last rites to a Christianized Native in an 
Asirin village. Either through deceit or misdirec-
tion by their Native guide, the padre and his party 
ended up in the wrong village, where they were 
quickly ambushed by a group of  Native Luecha 
villagers. The incident ended with the murder of  
one of  the Spanish soldiers escorting Padre de la 
Cueva. De la Cueva survived, but suffered an ar-
row wound to his eye.35 It is important to note 
that not all the padres were targeted in this way, 
but two specific men—de la Cueva and Quin-
tana— known for their excessive violence. 

Native funeral practices were significant spiri-
tual ceremonies and involved systems of  reci-
procity, which were an important part of  build-
ing social cohesion among California Indigenous 
communities. Perhaps the imposition of  new 
Catholic burial ceremonies was interpreted as an 
unwelcome disruption of  this important tradi-
tional practice. Or it is possible the Yokuts vil-
lagers exploited the padres’ insistence on Catholic 
sacraments as a pretense. In either case, the news 
of  the attack on the Spanish would surely have 
travelled quickly. 

Yaquenonsat and her people would have un-
doubtedly heard of  this encounter, given the close 
economic and social ties between local tribes. 
Whether she drew directly from the example set 
by the Yokuts or figured out a similar strategy, 
Yaquenonsat helped Lino and his people develop 
a strategy to resist Quintana. On the night of  Oc-
tober 12, 1812, the conspirators sprang into ac-
tion. Yaquenonsat called Padre Quintana to visit 
Lacah, but the conspirators failed to take advan-
tage of  the moment. Yaquenonsat returned to call 
for Quintana another time, with the conspirators 
again failing to muster the courage. Finally, after 
threats by Yaquenonsat to reveal the plot, the 
group gathered the courage to assassinate Quin-
tana.36

After the third summons, as Quintana began 
walking towards Lacah and Yaquenonsat’s house, 
the group surrounded the padre. When Quintana 
asked why he was being stopped, he was told it 
was because of  his sadism and punishments. 
Quintana responded that his punishments were 
only administered to the “bad Indians.” Lino’s 
father Ules, who had long challenged the Fran-
ciscans, replied, “You’re among the bad Indians 
now!”37 The group proceeded to murder the pa-
dre who had brought them so much pain.

Lino carefully placed Padre Quintana’s body 
in his room, hoping to leave him in a state where 
Spanish authorities would conclude that he had 
died in his sleep of  natural causes. The Span-
ish practice was to keep single men and women 
separated, in locked separate “dormitories.” Af-
ter the successful assassination, the perpetrators 
unlocked the dormitories and celebrated. Before 
dawn, the single men and women returned to 
their dormitories and collectively kept quiet about 
the preceding night’s activities. Despite a small in-
vestigation, the ruse worked—Spanish authorities 
declared his death of  natural causes.

It wasn’t until sometime around a year later 
that Carlos Castro, a Spanish soldier, overheard 
Lino’s wife, Humiliana, and Maria Tata discussing 
the assassination. The soldier understood some 
of  the local Awaswas language and alerted the pa-
dres. Spanish soldiers arrested and marched six-
teen prisoners to the Presidio in San Francisco, 
bound by their thumbs.38 

After hearing testimonies, the Spanish gov-
ernment convicted four of  murder and sentenced 
them to ten years’ imprisonment and to two hun-
dred lashings. They convicted three others as 
accomplices in the murder and sentenced them 
to six years’ imprisonment and to two hundred 
lashings. One person was sentenced to two years. 
The last one was sentenced to six years of  hard la-
bor (with no lashings).39 They were all held at the 
Presidio for three years before their trial in 1816. 
Soldiers marched the seven, who had testified but 
were not convicted, back to Santa Cruz. These re-
main unnamed by any accounts, although Asisara 
said his father was among them.40 Of  the nine 
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Notes

1 Today there is a diversity of  Ohlone people, some organized 
in reconstituted tribes such as the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band 
(whose members include descendants of  people at Missions 
Santa Cruz and San Juan Bautista), the Muwekma Ohlone 
Tribe, Ohlone/Costanoan–Esselen Nation, Costanoan–
Rumsen Carmel Tribe, and the Indian Canyon Band of  
Costanoan/Mutsun Indians, while others are nonaffiliated. 
None of  these groups is Federally Recognized, which means 
it is hard to protect valuable heritage sites, and they have no 
rights to land or federal health services.
2 The story of  the Quintana assassination comes from 
Spanish letters between padres and governmental officials, 
as well as the testimony given by Lorenzo Asisara, whose 
father, Llencó, was one of  the conspirators. The original  

 
 
 
interview is found in José María Amador, “Memorias sobre la 
historia de California,” Bancroft Library (hereafter referred 
to as BL), BANC MSS C–D 28, 58–77]. This interview 
from 1877 is contained in the notes of  Bancroft’s field 
historian, Thomas Savage, who conducted two interviews 
with Asisara. Asisara’s interviews are extremely important 
as they represent one of  only three firsthand accounts from 
a Native American born into the California missions. The 
full three interviews translated by Edward Castillo, can be 
found in Santa Cruz County History Journal 5, A Gathering of  
Voices, (Santa Cruz, California, Museum of  Art & History, 
1997), pp. 51–76. As for the dubious distinction of  Mission 
Santa Cruz, see the letter from Fr. Estevan Tapis to José de 
la Guerra, April 29, 1818, Santa Bárbara Mission Archive-
Library (hereafter known as SBMAL), DLG 955, Letter 2. 

prisoners convicted of  the crime, four died in the 
San Francisco Presidio before receiving their sen-
tences, including Lino’s father, Ules.41 Three died 
while serving their sentences in the Santa Bárbara 
Presidio, including Lino.42 One man, Ètop, was re-
leased after serving seven years, following his tes-
timony that he had not been directly involved.43 
He was one of  only two prisoners who survived 
their sentences; the other was Quihueimen.44

Lino was one of  those who received a sen-
tence of  two hundred lashings and ten years at 
the Presidio in Santa Bárbara. As noted above, he 
didn’t survive his time in Santa Bárbara, dying in 
April 1817.45 

At the time of  the arrests, Lino’s wife, Humili-
ana, was pregnant with their child and in January 
1814 gave birth to their daughter, Petra Nicanor. 
It is unclear if  Lino ever met his daughter, but if  
he did, it would have been only for a few short 
months.

* * *

By 1850, a group of  families lived in the 
School Street adobe, which still stands today. In 
one of  the rooms lived the family of  Petra Nica-
nor, including her husband Victoriano and their 
children.46 Although Petra Nicanor likely wouldn’t 
have remembered her father directly, she grew 
up aware of  his legacy and his fight to protect 
their community. Despite the many years that had 

passed since the Quintana assassination, the repu-
tation of  her father remained, through the stories 
carried on within her community. As she and her 
family were among the handful receiving mission 
lands, it would appear that the actions of  her fa-
ther, his sacrifice for the good of  his community, 
continued to earn him and his family respect.

In January of  1851, Petra Maria Nicanor 
passed away from cholera. She was survived by 
her husband Victoriano and three of  their chil-
dren. By this time her community was quickly los-
ing the few lands they still held. Americans began 
to arrive in large numbers, coming for the recently 
discovered California gold mines. Burial records 
of  the time tended to list minimal information re-
garding Indians, often simply identifying them as 
“Maria the Indian” or some such. Yet, Petra’s buri-
al record lists her as “daughter of  the late Lino,” 
nearly forty years after his death.47 The legacy of  
Lino and his role in empowering the Indigenous 
community to challenge Spanish authority are re-
flected in this mention.

Today no marker or memorial stands in trib-
ute to Lino, Yaquenonsat, Lacah, Ules, or any of  
the other men and women who sacrificed their 
lives to protect their growing community from the 
abuses of  Quintana. Their heroic deeds in admin-
istering their own sense of  justice within a system 
that failed to protect them remain celebrated only 
in oral histories.
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Tapis refers to the “Misión de Mata Frayles” (Mission of  
Friar Killers). Tapis is not alone in his characterizing the 
mission in this way, as Fr. Marcelino Marquinez, in a letter 
to Governor Solá, also refers to “la misión de los patricides 
de P Quintana”(the mission of  padre-killers of  Padre 
Quintana). See August 25, 1819, SBMAL, CMD 1145.
3 A good overview of  the impact of  the missions on Native 
Californians is found in Robert H. Jackson and Edward 
D. Castillo, Indians, Franciscans, and Spanish Colonization: The 
Impact of  the Mission System on California Indians (Albuquerque: 
University of  New Mexico Press, 1995). More recently, 
Elias Castillo examined mistreatment within the Spanish 
missions; see A Cross of  Thorns: The Enslavement of  California’s 
Indians by the Spanish Missions (Fresno, Ca: Craven Street 
Books, 2015).
4 Historians like Lisbeth Haas, have explored the complex 
social and political worlds that developed within Indigenous 
communities at the mission, recognizing patterns and 
examples of  resistance and rebellion, subtle and overt. 
See Haas, Saints and Citizens: Indigenous Histories of  Colonial 
Missions and Mexican California (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
University of  California Press, 2014).
5 The twenty-eight-year-old Quintana arrived at Mission 
Santa Cruz in 1805, from Antoñana, in northern Spain. 
Quintana spent a mere six months training at the College of  
San Fernando in Mexico City before his assignment in the 
northernmost reaches of  the Spanish empire; see Maynard 
J. Geiger, Franciscan Missionaries in Hispanic California, 1769-
1848: a biographical dictionary, (San Marino, Calif: Huntington 
Library, 1969) pp. 203-206. 
6 Governor Pablo Vicente de Solá reports that Indian 
motivation included that Quintana had “mandado hacer 
una Quarta de hierro para azotarlos” (made a whip of  
iron for lashings) and that Lino testified that Quintana 
“castigaba mucho”(punished him frequently) in his report 
dated February 5,1816. See Archivo General de la Nación 
(hereafter referred to as AGN), Californias (017), Exp. 15, 
foja 501. Asisara’s account claims that a new horsewhip, 
made with wire straws (“la nueva cuarta que había hecho 
con pajuelas de alambre”), was to be unveiled the next day. 
See Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 
BL, BANC MSS C-D 28, 61.
7 For an extensive look into Indigenous land management 
practices, see Kat Anderson, Tending the Wild: Native American 
Knowledge and the Management of  California’s Natural Resources 
(Berkeley: University of  California Press, 2005).
8 See Linda Yamane and Dugan Aguilar, Weaving a California 
Tradition: A Native American Basketmaker (Minneapolis: 
Lerner Publications, 1996). Yamane (Rumsien Ohlone from 
Monterey Bay area) is renowned for her basket weaving 
and has spent several years researching and re-creating the 
traditional Ohlone basketry style.
9In exchange for allowing the mission to be founded on 
Uypi lands, Soquel, chief  of  the Uypi tribe, received two 

cows and several chickens. Letter from Hermenegildo 
Sal, September 25, 1791, Banc MSS, CA State Provincial 
Records, C-A 54, p. 270.
10 The Chaloctaca lived in the forests around the San 
Lorenzo watershed, upstream from the Uypi tribe that 
lived near downtown Santa Cruz around the mouth of  the 
same river.
11 The padres renamed individuals at baptism, renaming Ules 
as Andrés Cañizares (Santa Cruz Baptism, hereafter referred 
to as SCZB # 97) and Lluillin as Maria de la Purificación de 
Landa (SCZB# 107).
12 The family was given the surname Cañizares. The padres 
recognized important families with surnames.
13 This included two other local chiefs, Soquel (SCZB# 
2) of  the Uypi who lived along the mouth of  the San 
Lorenzo River, and Molegnis (SCZB# 42) of  the Aptos. 
The township of  Aptos is named for the tribe that lived 
around Aptos Creek. The Spanish used this tribal name for 
the rancho property granted by the Mexican government 
in the 1830s. The tribal name Sayanta was similarly used in 
modern Zayante Township.
14 The Ohlone entered the missions due to a combination 
of  political, social, spiritual, economic, ecological, and 
psychological disruption, ultimately leading to a “time of  
little choice.” This is examined in detail by Randall Milliken, 
A Time of  Little Choice: The Disintegration of  Tribal Culture in the 
San Francisco Bay Area, 1769–1810, (Menlo Park, CA: Ballena 
Press, 1995).
15 Complaints of  an “incorrigible” Andrés, who caused 
problems for the padres, in an undated letter to Governor 
Borica from Friars Francisco Gonzalez and Domingo 
Carranza, at the San Francisco Archdiocese (hereafter 
referred to as SFAD), document # 126.
16 See letter from Jose Perez-Fernández to Governor Borica, 
Bancroft MSS, Provincial State Papers, C-A 15, p. 49.
17 This attack was the only direct attack on a mission north 
of  Santa Barbara, until the 1820s when local Native leaders 
like Estanislao and Pomponio led regional rebellions. 
Charquin was not involved in this attack, as Spanish soldiers 
were holding him at the Presidio in San Francisco. Nobody 
was killed in the attack, though the attackers wounded 
two Spanish soldiers and burned down the corral and 
guardhouse. See letter on attack in Finbar Kenneally, OFM, 
Writings of  Fermín Francisco de Lasuén, Volume I (Academy of  
American Franciscan History, 1964), 299-300.
18 Descriptions of  Lino and the details regarding the 
planning and execution of  the assassination are provided by 
the aforementioned Lorenzo Asisara (SCZB# 1832). While 
Asisara (born in 1820, eight years after the described events) 
never knew Lino personally, his recollections reflect the 
way Lino was memorialized through oral histories within 
the community. Asisara described him as “como más hábil 
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y vivo que los demás.” See Amador, “Memorias sobre la 
historia de California,” BL, BANC MSS C-D 28, 60.
19 Lino was the fourth child born within the mission, the 
other three all died before 1807.
20 Lino is listed as “Paje de Padre Quintana” in SCZB# 
1563, dated October 11, 1811. Lino frequently shows up 
in the sacramental registries: as marriage witness to thirty-
three weddings and as godfather (padrino) in two baptisms. 
Santa Cruz Marriage Entry Records (hereafter referred to as 
SCZM#) 388–407, 444–47, 533–34, 538–40, and 548–51 
and SCZB#’s 1365 and 1563.
21 Asisara describes this in Amador, “Memorias sobre la 
historia de California,” BL, BANC MSS C-D 28, 65, while 
Franciscan historian Maynard J. Geiger discusses Quintana’s 
torture “in pudendis” (in the privates). See Geiger and 
Ritchie, Franciscan Missionaries in Hispanic California, 206.
22 George Simpson, Narrative of  a Voyage to California Ports in 
1841–1842 (Fairfield, WA: Ye Galleon Press, 1988), 105–6. 
This account is also related (and questioned) by Geiger and 
Ritchie, Franciscan Missionaries in Hispanic California, 205–6.
23 The rumors suggest that Quintana violated Humiliana 
(SCZB# 235, her parents both from the Aptos tribe). 
Yet given the history of  sexual abuses by Catholic priests 
towards young men and women that have come to light 
in recent years, and the indirect way that oral histories tell 
and retell traumatic events, I suggest that it is possible that 
Lino himself  was victim of  the Padres advances. While 
it is impossible to know for sure, it is clear that this case 
involved sexual abuse along with the excessive beatings. 
Lino and Humiliana, the oldest girl born into the mission, 
married about six months after the assassination; see Santa 
Cruz Marriage Record SCZM# 543.
24 Yachacxi, from the Achistaca tribe, was renamed at 
baptism as Donato (SCZB# 262). His wife, the Aptos 
woman Yuñan (Serafina, SCZB# 381), was a midwife or 
otherwise important figure within the mission. She served 
as madrina (godmother) thirty-seven times between 1811 and 
1830, the highest number among all Santa Cruz residents, 
men and women. Lino served as witness for the marriage 
between Yachacxi and Yuñan (SCZM# 535).
25 The nine convicted included a group of  four Chaloctaca: 
Lino (SCZB# 226), his father Ules (Andrés, SCZB# 97), 
his uncle Sirinte (Fulgencio, SCZB# 111), and Lacah 
(Julían, SCZB# 141); one Uypi: Quihueimen (Quiricio, 
SCZB# 65): one Somontoc: Euxexi (Ambrosio, SCZB# 
232); one Aptos: Ètop (Antonio Alberto, SCZB# 755); and 
two brothers from Mission Santa Clara: Leto Antonio and 
Secundino Antonio (SCLB#’s 1015 & 1016). The latter two 
were bound to Santa Cruz people through kinship; their 
younger sister had been baptized along with a small group 
of  Santa Cruz mountain peoples including the daughter of  
local Uypi chief  Soquel (SCLB#’s 1896 and 1897).
26 There were 92 Natives out of  a total population of  
437 (21 percent). In addition there are a small number of  

children from local tribes born in the mission, as well as 
an increasing number of  intermarriages (and children from 
intermarriage), but infant mortality rates were extremely 
high. Robert H. Jackson argues that population stability at 
Mission Santa Cruz related to increased recruitment, as high 
infant and child mortality rates coupled with heavy mortality 
among women and girls as the overall number of  children 
in relation to the total population remained small. By 1812, 
children under ten represented merely 6 percent of  the total 
population of  437. See Jackson, “Disease and Demographic 
Patterns at Santa Cruz Mission, Alta California,” Journal of  
California and Great Basin Anthropology 5, nos. 1–2 (1983): 
33–57. By 1812, the majority of  community members 
hailed from tribes from the modern regions around Gilroy, 
Morgan Hill, and Henry Coe Park. In 1810 Spanish soldiers 
brought in over one hundred new Native Americans, Yokuts 
speakers from farther inland in the San Joaquin Valley (near 
Los Banos), further diversifying the community.
27 See the account by Asisara, found in José María Amador, 
“Memorias sobre la historia de California,” Bancroft Library 
(hereafter referred to as BL), BANC MSS C-D 28, 60.
28 The ethnographic notes taken during the interviews with 
surviving Ohlone peoples by John Peabody Harrington 
in the 1920s and 30s point to a practice of  punishing by 
death spiritual leaders who failed to live up to their duties. 
See Harrington, Central California Coast, Anthropological 
Records 7:1, Culture Element Distributions: XIX Central 
California Coast (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of  
California Press, 1942), 32.
29 The Sumus, possibly a smaller group of  the larger Tomoi 
tribe, located their homelands around the hills of  today’s 
Henry Coe State Park. Yaquenonsat, renamed during 
baptism as Fausta, SCZB# 1318.
30 The Spanish referred to Yokuts as “Tulareños,” as people 
of  the tule, which were abundant in the swampy San Joaquin 
Valley. In the late 1800s the majority of  these wetlands were 
converted into the agricultural fields that we see today.
31 Yaquenonsat, along with other women erased from 
Spanish documents, is further obscured by Asisara’s account, 
which refers to her only as the “Julián’s wife.” Asisara was 
born in 1820 (SCZB# 1832), raised within Mission Santa 
Cruz, and as such learned from Spanish patriarchal models. 
His erasure of  women was not restricted to Yaquenonsat, as 
he consistently failed to name women in his stories and at 
times failed to recognize padres’ abuses targeting women.
32 The padres recognized chiefs, spiritual leaders, or other 
members holding leadership positions in the ordering of  
the baptismal ceremonies. Among the Sumus, Yaquenonsat 
was second only to one other family. A total of  forty-eight 
Sumus and Tomoi received baptism as a group on February 
2, 1807. Within large groups, Spanish padres typically 
baptized men before women. Yaquenonsat’s inclusion 
high up within the group suggests her standing within her 
community.
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33 Yaquenonsat and Lacah’s marriage took place on October 
18, 1807, eight months after her arrival. See SCZM# 443. 
Lacah was Chaloctaca, like Lino and his family. Lacah 
served as alcalde in 1797 and 1798, the first two years that the 
Franciscans permitted Native Americans at Mission Santa 
Cruz to hold elections. For letter mentioning his election in 
1797, see AGN, Californias (017), Vol. 65, Exp. 8, fojas 303–
29. For his election in 1798, see Fr. Manuel Fernandez to 
Governor Borica, December 13, 1797, SBMAL, CMD 346.
34 Twenty-seven of  the forty fugitives were Sumus or 
Tomoi. Yaquenonsat was the first listed among a group of  
five women who had fled without their spouses, further 
confirming her leadership status. See letter from Fr. Estevan 
Tapis and Fr. Andres Quintana to José Joaquín de Arrillaga, 
May 22, 1809, SBMAL, CMD 801b. 
35 The details of  this encounter are explored by Milliken, A 
Time of  Little Choice, 185–91. Accounts are found in a series 
of  six letters, in BL, Provincial State Papers, Bancroft MSS 
C-A 12, 33–43.
36 The details of  the assassination are found in Amador, 
“Memorias sobre la historia de California,” BL, BANC MSS 
C-D 28.
37 Deborah A. Miranda (Rumsien/Esselen) wrote an 
excellent book that examines her family and tribal history. 
In this history/memoir she explores the idea of  the “bad 
Indian,” inverting the term and exploring Native resistance. 
See Miranda, Bad Indians: A Tribal Memoir (Berkeley, CA: 
Heyday, 2013). 
38 Retired soldier José María Amador, friend of  Lorenzo 
Asisara, claimed that he was among the soldiers who 
escorted the sixteen prisoners, recalling the thumb binding. 
See Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 78.
39 The four who received ten years and 200 lashes were: Lino 
(Antonio), Alberto, Leto (Antonio), and Secundino; both 
Leto (Antonio) and Secundino died in the San Francisco 
Presidio in 1815. The two who received six years and 200 
lashes were Julian (Lacah) and Ambrosio; Ambrosio died 
before October 1814 in San Francisco. Ules (Andres) 
received two years, but he had already died in San Francisco 
by April, 1815. The last, Fulgencio (Ules’ brother and Lino’s 
uncle), received six years of  hard labor (no lashes).

40 Asisara’s father, Llencó (Venancio, SCZB# 215), was 
a Cotoni man, yet another member of  a local tribe. The 
Cotoni lived near modern Davenport.
41 The death of  Lino’s father Ules’ is recorded on March 20, 
1815 in SCZD# 1219.
42 The three who died while imprisoned at Santa Bárbara 
include Lino, Lacah (SCZD# 1423, November 23, 1820), 
and Lino’s uncle Sirinte (SCZD#1368, May 6, 1819).
43 See report dated February 5, 1816, AGN, Californias 
(017), Exp. 15, foja 504, about penalties handed down. The 
prisoner who testified for his release is Ètop, the cook. See 
Bancroft Library, Provincial State Papers: Benicia, Military, 
1767–1845, Banc MSS C-A 17, Vol. 49, 59–61. 
44 The two men had been friends before the event, but the 
pressures of  punishment took their toll. Ètop testified to 
reduce his sentence, claiming that his friend Quihueimen 
had invited him to participate, but that he had resisted, 
instead heading into the woods, away from the mission. He 
successfully reduced his sentence, and moved to live down 
south of  Mission San Carlos in Carmel. He married and 
had a daughter in later years, but chose to live out in the 
mountains, likely around Big Sur, on the outside periphery 
of  Spanish settlement, likely having learned to keep his 
distance from Spanish settlement. Meanwhile Quihueimen, 
an Uypi man from local lands, returned to Mission Santa 
Cruz. He remained there with his family until he died of  
smallpox in 1838. His son, Rustico, was one of  the linguistic 
informants for Alphonse Pinart. See The Mission Indian 
Vocabularies of  Alphonse Pinart, Vol. 15, (Berkeley: University 
of  California Press, 1952).
45 Lino’s death is recorded in SCZD# 1288.
46 For archaeological evidence of  her and her family living 
at the adobe, see Rebecca Allen, Native Americans at Mission 
Santa Cruz, 1791–1834: Interpreting the Archaeological Record 
(Los Angeles: Institute of  Archaeology, University of  
California, Los Angeles, 1998), 29. Nicanor (under her 
own name, not her husband’s) eventually sold her lands to 
Joseph Majors for fifty dollars on June 7, 1848. See Santa 
Cruz County Office of  the Recorder (SCCR), Deeds 1:100.
47 SCZD# 2179.


