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“Dios no manda eso”:1 Indigenous Community and Leadership in the Assassination of 

Padre Quintana in Santa Cruz, 1812 

 On 12 October 1812, just twenty years after the founding of Mission Santa Cruz, a group of 

more than fifteen Indigenous men and women conspired to and succeeded in killing Padre Quintana. 

Previous scholarship has characterized the assassination as a moment of Indian resistance, a rebellion 

against the cruel sadism of Padre Quintana.2 Although this explanation is accurate in a broad sense, this 

interpretation, by relying on categories of erasure such as the social and racial category of “Indian,” fails 

to recognize the diverse tribal and familial interrelations linking the individuals involved, the longer 

histories and stories of the Indigenous peoples of this region. A deeper examination into these 

connections reveals the existence and persistence of pre-Hispanic communities and kinship networks 

binding together community leaders, as well as the formation of new connections and relations and the 

emergence of new leaders in a rapidly changing social world undergoing drastic loss and demographic 

collapse.3 These leaders hailed from the earliest local tribal polities and engaged in their own political 

action to protect their growing mission community against a padre who overstepped the social contract. 

Moreover, these leaders held positions of authority within the mission community, walking between 

worlds in navigating Spanish Catholicism as well as their Indigenous communities in articulating and 

acting upon their own conceptions of justice.  

 The continued prominence of surviving conspirators and their descendants reinforces oral 

histories in. revealing a level of hero status and veneration for these protectors of the community, while 

 
1 Translation: “God does not command it, ”stated, according to Lorenzo Asisara’s account, by Lino (discussed in 
depth in this chapter), in explaining the inconsistencies between God’s teachings and Quintana’s penchant for 
excessive corporal punishment. 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.  
2 See the account by Edward D. Castillo, in “The Assassination of Padre Andrés Quintana by the Indians of Mission 
Santa Cruz in 1812: The Narrative of Lorenzo Asisara,” California History 68, no. 3 (Fall 1989), 116–25.  
3 This examination of Indigenous leadership within the mission community builds on works such as that of Steven 
W. Hackel, “The Staff of Leadership: Indian Authority in the Missions of Alta California,” William and Mary 
Quarterly 54, no.2 (April 1997), 347–76, who argues that Indian alcaldes and leaders were able to maintain control 
over some aspects of their communities. 
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the collective conspiracy of silence following the assassination attests to the influence and power 

demonstrated by these leaders. This close examination of this assassination and the people involved 

sheds light on the rich social world within and surrounding the mission, including the interrelations 

between mission communities, the prominence of women leaders and their subsequent erasure from 

the documents, a greater understanding of roles and leadership within the missions, and the 

maintenance of special rights and privileges gained by Indigenous leaders. Although the assassination 

has been read as an act of rebellion, what this case really reveals is a leadership that navigated through 

multiple Spanish and linguistically and culturally diverse Indigenous worlds, engaging in a politics of 

justice and punishment informed by tribal and familial relations as well as newly forming interrelations. 

These leaders ultimately made critical and consequential decisions to protect an increasingly diverse 

mission community through this time of little choice.4 

 The Mission Santa Cruz community included the survivors of a diversity of Ohlone-speaking local 

peoples, increasingly intermixed with a large influx of incoming Yokuts-speaking groups, such that by the 

time of the assassination members of the original regional polities made up only 20 percent of the total 

mission population.5 Although drastic loss and demographic collapse characterized the Indigenous world 

surrounding Mission Santa Cruz, survivors formed new alliances within the community as it experienced 

 
4 While Hackel (ibid.) argued that Indian leaders often acted on behalf of their own familial ties, this case shows an 
example of acting to protect a much larger body of people. For an in-depth look at the lack of options leading to 
mission settlement, see 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). 
5 This is based on there being 92 out of a total population of 437 (21 percent). This is increased some by the 
addition of children born in the mission, as well as an increasing number of intermarriages (and children from 
intermarriage), but, as will be discussed, 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 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. 



3 
 

linguistic and cultural growth.6 In the first twenty years of its existence, Mission Santa Cruz underwent 

three major “recruitment” phases, the first two primarily composed of a diversity of Ohlone-speaking 

tribes of increasingly larger geographic range, the third seeing the induction of Yokuts speakers. 

Following the founding of Mission Santa Cruz in 1791, the phase of baptisms dominated the first fifteen 

years, recruiting primarily from the five local groups that lived in the immediate vicinity—the Uypi, 

Cotoni, Sayanta, Achistaca, and Aptos [Figure 1].7 These are the major groups from which the majority 

of the conspirators hailed. The years between 1797 and 1808 saw the range of mission recruiting 

outreach grow, overlapping with the regions of Mission Santa Clara and the newly founded San Juan 

Bautista. These newly recruited polities came from further inland and included two groups with 

members involved in the Quintana murder, the Somontoc and the Sumu.8 Starting in 1810, mission 

recruitment increased rapidly with a large influx of Yokuts speakers, known by the Spanish collectively as 

the Tulareñoes, from the swampy tulare-filled San Joaquin Valley. The mission community was not 

isolated from other peoples, as seen in interactions with settlers and “Russian Indians,” or Aleutians.9 

Across the San Lorenzo River lay the neighboring settlement of Villa de Branciforte, founded in 1797, 

which numbered thirty-five settlers by 1812.10 Interaction between these settlers and mission residents 

 
6 The losses at Mission Santa Cruz are explored by Jackson, who concludes, “The missions can be compared to 
death camps.”  See Jackson, “Disease and Demographic Patterns at Santa Cruz Mission,” 40. For an extensive look 
into Indigenous population decline throughout California, see Albert L. Hurtado, Indian Survival on the California 
Frontier (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1988). 
7 There are typically seven major polities baptized from this region, but two of these, the Chaloctaca and Cajastac, 
appear to be smaller subgroups of the larger Sayanta and Aptos, respectively, based on intermarriage patterns. 
The most exhaustive study of the geography of these early peoples is found in the work of Randall Milliken. See 
Milliken, A Time of Little Choice. 
8 Both Somontoc and Sumu are also considered part of the larger “Ohlone” designation, though they hail from 
further inland, on the other side of the Santa Cruz Mountain range. 
9 There is evidence that interaction existed between Mission Santa Cruz residents and “Russian Indians,” or 
Aleutian seal hunters, as seen in the letter suggesting to talk to the Zoquel (Uypi) people about the Russian Indian 
complaints about a missing Cayuco, or seal skin boat. See José María Estudillo, 9 April 1811, Letter 44, Santa Cruz 
Pre-Statehood Documents (hereafter referred to as SCPSD), UC Santa Cruz, McHenry Library. 
10 See Robert H. Jackson, “An Introduction to the Historical Demography of Santa Cruz Mission and the Villa de 
Branciforte, 1791–1846,” Senior Thesis, 1980, on file at McHenry Library, UC Santa Cruz. This community included 
relocated  settlers from Guadalajara, Baja California, and other parts of Alta California, including the husband and 
children of famed Mission San Gabriel Rebellion leader Toypurina. Her family relocated to the villa by 1808, as 
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is confirmed by the ongoing complaints by the Padres regarding the corrupting influence of the Villa 

residents on the “Christian and pagan Indians.”11 

 Knowledge of the Quintana murder is handed down through a variety of sources, including 

official correspondence and reports by Spanish authorities, as well as the account given in the interview 

with Lorenzo Asisara in the late 1870s.12 Asisara, son of one of the conspirators, was born in 1820, eight 

years after the assassination took place. Asisara himself is a complex individual, having served time as a 

soldier in San Francisco following secularization and briefly transcended his own racial status as an 

“Indio” through his marriage to the daughter of a Californio soldier.13 Asisara’s account is found within 

the larger interview with José María Amador, a retired Spanish soldier who invited Asisara to participate 

and relate his story, a connection facilitated by Asisara’s shared military background. His narrative, 

although it provides many details and names, at times contributes to the erasure and marginalization of 

women that is commonly found in the Spanish documents. As historians have noted, some of the details 

of Asisara’s account, recorded fifty years after the event, don’t hold up to historical scrutiny. 14 Yet, read 

as an oral history, the account relates how the story itself has been remembered within this community, 

 
discussed by John R. Johnson and William M. Williams, "Toypurina's Descendants: Three Generations of an Alta 
California Family," Boletín: The Journal of the California Mission Studies Association 24, no. 2 (2007): 31–55. 
11 This relationship is discussed in Florian Guest, “The Establishment of the Villa De Branciforte,” California 
Historical Society Quarterly 41, no. 1 (March 1962): 40, and in Daniel Garr, “Villa De Branciforte: Innovation and 
Adaption on the Frontier,” The Americas 35, no. 1 (July 1978): 107. 
12 This is the aforementioned interview contained in the notes of Bancroft’s field historian, Thomas Savage, found 
in Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 58–77. Asisara continued with other stories related later in 
the same document, found on pages 90 to 113. A third interview in 1890, by local historian E.L. Williams, 
“Narrative of a Mission Indian, etc.,” is in Edward S. Harrison’s History of Santa Cruz County (San Francisco: Pacific 
Press Publishing, 1892), 45–48.  Asisara’s interviews by Savage have been published in translation twice, the first 
time in a series of two articles by Edward D. Castillo, in “The Assassination of Padre Andrés Quintana by the Indians 
of Mission Santa Cruz in 1812,” and “An Indian Account of the Decline and Collapse of Mexico’s Hegemony over 
the Missionized Indians of California,” American Indian Quarterly 13, no. 4 (Autumn 1989): 391–408. The account 
was later provided in Spanish and translated English by Gregorio Mora-Torres, Californio Voices: The Oral Memoirs 
of José María Amador and Lorenzo Asisara (Denton: University of North Texas Press, 2005). 
13 This will be explored in more detail in a later section looking at Asisara’s father, Venancio. 
14 The Asisara account was debated following its first publication by Edward D. Castillo. See Doyce B. Nunis Jr. and 
Edward D. Castillo, ”California Mission Indians: Two Perspectives,” California History 70, no. 2 (Summer 1991): 
206–15. Nunis argues that many details do not stand up, including the use of silver coins and the lack of 
correspondence of dates cited. He further charges that Castillo “simply doesn’t take the [Spanish reports] at face 
value”; see p. 211. 
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showing a level of reverence and heroification for these leaders and the sacrifices they made while 

naming individuals involved and details that have been erased by the official Spanish accounts.15   

 Spanish government correspondence, confirmed by Asisara’s narrative, relates that the 

assassins targeted Padre Quintana due to his excessive reliance on corporal punishment, via lashings 

from his whip.16  The timing of the assassination corresponded to inside knowledge of the upcoming 

unveiling of a new horse whip, the tip of which Quintana had had specially equipped with iron.17 The 

assassination plan was put into motion following the beating of two people nearly to death.18 The use of 

corporal punishment as a means of social control is well documented in mission correspondence and 

testimony from various Indian rebellions and trials, which frequently cited excessive physical abuse as 

the primary motivating factor for justified violent retaliation.19  

 The assassination was planned collectively and secretly by a coalition of Indigenous residents, 

who then, along with a large number of local Indigenous men and women, successfully hid knowledge of 

 
15 In the aforementioned debate between Nunis and Castillo, Castillo rebuts Nunis’s dismissal of the Asisara 
account by arguing that Asisara’s testimony lies within the realm of oral tradition, as “non-literate peoples treat 
the spoken word more carefully than do those from literate cultures,” and that one “can hardly expect native 
documents to conform explicitly with documents authored by colonial authorities. To do so would assume that 
only one truth and one reality existed, that of the colonist.”  Ibid., 212–13.  
16 Letter from Governor Pablo Vicente de Solá, 5 February 1816, Archivo General de la Nación (hereafter referred 
to as AGN), Californias (017), Exp. 15, foja 501. Solá similarly relates his account of the conspirators’ testimonies 
given in a letter dated 2 June 1816, Santa Bárbara Mission Archive-Library (hereafter known as SBMAL), CMD 1145. 
17 Solá reports that Indian motivation included that Quintana had “mandado hacer una Quarta de hierro para 
azotarlos” (made a whip of iron for lashings) in his report dated 5 February 1816. See 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,” 61. At the time of this attack, iron worker and blacksmith José María Larios lived in Las Aromas (which 
is halfway between Santa Cruz and San Juan Bautista, in present-day Aromas), supporting the availability of local 
skilled labor able to make this weapon. See Mardith K. Schuetz-Miller, Building and Builders in Hispanic California, 
1769–1850 (Tucson, AZ: Southwestern Mission Research Center / Santa Barbara, CA: Santa Barbara Trust for 
Historic Preservation, Presidio Research Publication, 1994): 76–77. 
18 Report by Colonial Governor Pablo Vicente de Solá found at the AGN, Californias (017), Exp. 15, fojas 500–05. 
The recent beatings are mentioned in numerous documents, including the defense of Quintana by Governor Solá, 
who reports that “a dos fué castigo con la mencionada quarta se vieron a junto de morirse.”  See letter from 
Governor Solá, 5 April 1816, BL, Provincial Records, Vol. 9, 139. 
19 This theme is explored by Brian T. McCormack, “Conjugal Violence, Sex, Sin, and Murder in the Mission 
Communities of Alta California,” Journal of the History of Sexuality 16, no. 3, Latin American Sexualities (September 
2007): 391–415. 
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the plot from the Spanish priests and soldiers for the greater part of a year. According to the account 

given by Asisara, a gathering of fourteen men and women took place at the home of the gardener. They 

developed a plan that involved summoning Quintana to the bedside of the gardener, who was 

frequently ill, under the pretense of administering last rights. The rest of the conspirators assassinated 

Quintana while he was returning to his quarters and placed his dead body back into his quarters, making 

it appear as if he had died in his sleep. The assassins then proceeded to unlock the single men’s and 

women’s dormitories, letting everyone out to enjoy a night of celebration.20 Before dawn everyone 

returned to their quarters, allowing the assassins to cover up the murder. The numerous conspirators, 

taken together with the report of this celebration, point towards a large communal awareness of the 

assassination.   

 Yet despite this awareness, the assassination remained hidden from the Spanish soldiers and 

padres for almost a year.21 The death of Padre Quintana was officially declared to be a result of his 

lingering illness.22 Some questions remained, as a coroner was sent to exhume the body, though his 

report supported a conclusion of death by natural causes.23 It was only in 1813, after one of the soldiers 

overheard two women discussing the assassination, that Spanish authorities arrested the conspirators. 

Soldiers marched sixteen prisoners to the Presidio in San Francisco, where the Spanish authorities 

 
20 While Asisara does not give details about the nature of the celebration, it is clear that this is a rejection of 
Spanish sexual impositions, which frequently discussed the forced separation of the sexes. The horrible conditions 
of the women’s dormitories, referred to as monjeríos, have been frequently discussed by historians. These 
dormitories were described by Governor Diego Borica in 1797 as “small, poorly ventilated, and infested.”  Quoted 
in Steven Street, Beasts of the Field: A Narrative History of California Farmworkers, 1769–1913 (Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press, 2004), 42.  
21 Certainly suspicions existed, as seen in the call for autopsy and in later letters. See the letter from Padre Luís 
Jayme to José de la Guerra, 3 September 1814, SBMAL, DLG 537, Letter 1. Here Jayme asserts, about a year after 
the conspirators have been caught, that he never believed that Quintana died of natural causes. 
22 His death is reported in a letter from José Darío Argüello to Governor José Joaquín de Arrillaga, 13 October 1812, 
BL, Provincial State Papers, Vol. 19, 1805–15, 323. 
23 See letter addressed to José Maria Estudillo from Padre Marcelino Marquinez, 15 October 1812, in 1797–1850, 
SCPSD, MS8, Box 3:16. The autopsy is considered by some to be the first conducted in California, and it has been 
written about as such. See Robert J. Moes, “Manuel Quijano and Waning Spanish California,” California History 67, 
no. 2 (June 1988), 78–93. It appears that he was looking primarily for the presence of poisoning, given recent 
events, and much is made over his not noting the state of Quintana’s mutilated genitals. 
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convicted nine of the murder, sentencing each to two hundred lashes.24 After hearing their testimonies, 

the Spanish government convicted four of the murder and sentenced them to ten years’ imprisonment, 

convicted three as accomplices in the murder and sentenced them to six years, and sentenced one 

person to two years; the final prisoner was released after serving seven years, following his testimony 

that he had not been directly involved.25 Soldiers marched the other seven, who testified but were not 

convicted, back to Santa Cruz. These remain unnamed by any accounts. Of the nine prisoners convicted 

of the crime, four died in the San Francisco Presidio before charges had been established, and three died 

while serving their sentences in the Santa Bárbara Presidio. The remaining two prisoners survived their 

sentences, one living until 1838 in Santa Cruz, while the other lived in the mountains outside of 

Monterey until his death in 1832.  

Secundino & Leto Antonio: The Clareños 

 One of the most important aspects of mission communities that has not been elaborated upon 

is the interconnections between missions.  Early Christianized peoples often continued to play important 

roles in the early years of newly forming missions, despite their affiliations with neighboring missions, as 

we see in this example. Prior to the founding of Mission Santa Cruz in 1791, local peoples interacted 

with soldiers and missionaries from Santa Clara and San Carlos (Monterey region). Mission Santa Clara 

became home to many people, as they relocated following baptism, including members of the group 

located in present-day downtown Santa Cruz, the Uypi [Figure 1].26 Interrelations and connections 

between peoples throughout the region continued through the mission years, as sacramental registries 

 
24 Amador claims that he was among the soldiers who escorted the sixteen prisoners. See Amador, “Memorias 
sobre la historia de California,” 78. 
25 See report dated 5 February 1816, AGN, Californias (017), Exp. 15, foja 504, about penalties handed down. The 
prisoner who testified for his release is Alberto Antonio. See BL, Provincial State Papers: Benicia, Military, 1767–
1845, Banc MSS C-A 17, Vol. 49, 59–61.  
26 The Uypi were a mobile band said to have lived around the lower San Lorenzo River and Soquel Creek. See 
Randall Milliken, Laurence H. Shoup, and Beverly R. Ortiz, “Ohlone/Costanoan Indians of the San Francisco 
Peninsula and Their Neighbors, Yesterday and Today” (National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area, San Francisco, CA, June 2009), 144. 



8 
 

show intermarriages and other movement between residents at Missions Santa Clara, San Juan Bautista, 

Santa Cruz, and San Carlos, while census records show individuals baptized at these missions holding 

residence at neighboring missions.27 Often, these intermarriages and movement follow pre-Hispanic 

tribal or familial lines. While Asisara claims that three Indians from Mission Santa Clara participated in 

the assassination, we know for certain that two brothers, Leto Antonio and Secundino, both baptized at 

Mission Santa Clara, were among those found guilty of the assassination and held in San Francisco.28  

 The presence of these brothers at Mission Santa Cruz relates to their pre-Hispanic relationship 

with local polities and peoples, as Spanish missionaries baptized both four years before the founding of 

Mission Santa Cruz, at a point when Mission Santa Clara was recruiting in the Santa Cruz region. Their 

half sister, Toquato, from the same father was baptized at Mission Santa Clara on May 21, 1791, which is 

the same day that the chief of the Uypi, Suquer, and his wife, Rosuem, brought their young daughter, 

Clara de la Cruz, for baptism at Mission Santa Clara.29 The two are the only baptisms recorded that day, 

though these precede another group of baptisms from parents from the Santa Cruz region about a week 

later.30  The proximity of these baptisms suggests that Secundino and Leto Antonio, along with their 

other three brothers and sister, either identified as Uypi or another neighboring tribe who made the 

journey with the Uypi leader, explaining their continued presence at Mission Santa Cruz, as well as their 

 
27 A survey of Santa Cruz marriage records shows over thirty marriages of Native peoples of Santa Cruz with those 
of other missions. For example, Oton Tanite, San Juan Bautista Baptism Entry Record (hereafter referred to as 
SJB#) 330, marries five times: three times in Santa Cruz and twice in San Juan Bautista. He is alternately listed as 
Ausaima or Chipuctac, likely designations for two factions of the same group that was split between the two 
missions. Oton shows up in the census taken in Santa Cruz for the majority of the 1820s and ‘30s. 
28 Leto Antonio, baptized in Santa Clara Baptismal Entry Record (hereafter known as SCLB#) 1015, and Secundino 
Antonio, SCLB# 1016, were both baptized on 14 April 1787. Their Santa Clara Burial Entry Records (hereafter 
known as SCLD#) 4746 and 4747, state that they both died as prisoners in San Francisco (“murieron estando 
pressos en San Francisco”). They have another brother, Fulgencio, SCLB# 1566, who does not have a death date on 
record, suggesting that he lived outside the bounds of the mission. It is possible that he was the third participant 
hailing from Santa Clara, and that he evaded capture. 
29 Toquato, SCLB# 1896, and Clara de la Cruz, SCLB# 1897. The Uypi were alternately called the “Soquel” or 
“Zoquel” Indians (named after Chief Soquex or Soquer, SCZB# 2) by Mission Santa Cruz padres as early as 1811, 
when the reference shows up in Estudillo, 9 April, SCPSD, Letter 44. 
30 Soquer and Rosuem’s other daughter, Maria Lorenza, SCLB#1904, was baptized along with Cucufate, SCLB#1903, 
the child of Chaloctaca leader, Ules (later baptized as Andrés), who will be talked about in the next section. 
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investment in protecting the community against the abuses of Quintana.31 Leto Antonio, the older of the 

two brothers, played a leadership role at Santa Clara, as he worked under the title of page and as 

padrino and witness in marriages and baptisms between 1799 and 1806.32 Padrinos, madrinas, and 

witnesses played important roles in culturally assisting incoming “gentiles” to adjust to life within the 

missions and were frequently drawn from younger converts or those born into the mission 

community.33  

Lino: Párvulo de la Misión34 

 These children given important appointments within the mission community often became 

cultural translators, individuals who, through their proximity to the padres and soldiers, learned to 

straddle the conflicting social worlds and often emerged as community leaders.35 With the high infant 

and child mortality rates in Mission Santa Cruz, padres paid special attention to children born within the 

mission, giving them special status and roles as pages or assistants, padrinos, madrinas, sacristans, or 

marriage witnesses. In these roles, the children could interpret Catholicism and Spanish society for their 

families and communities, as we see in the case of Lino.  Lino was born in September of 1793, only the 

fourth child born within the mission. By 1807 Lino was the oldest living child born in the mission, which 

explains his prominent role with the Mission padres. Lino served as the personal page of Padre Quintana 
 

31 Leto Antonio and Secundino’s baptismal registries, as well as that of their families, list them as originating from 
“San Carlos,” which stands as a directional reference pointing southwest towards Mission San Carlos (Monterey), 
which Santa Cruz and the Uypi called home. 
32 Leto Antonio served as padrino in eleven baptisms (SCLB# 3894, 4090, 4127, 4128, 4361, 5103, 5105,5106, and 
5109––11) and witness in twenty-nine marriages, Santa Clara Marriage Entry Records (hereafter referred to as 
SCLM#) 770, 771, 796–99, 833, 873–83, 992–99, 1079, 1163, and 1278). He is listed as “page” in the notes on 
SCLB# 3894, 4090, 4127, and 4128. 
33 Some of those listed as padrino, madrina, or witness also served in official capacity as translator. For more on 
Santa Cruz translators see Norval S.H. Smith and John R. Johnson, “Lengua de los Llanos: A Northern Valley Yokuts 
Catechism from Misión Santa Cruz, Alta California,” unpublished manuscript, 2012. 
34 Párvulo translates as “infant.”  Children born within the mission were collectively known as “párvulos de la 
misión,” while their baptism, marriage, and death records erased tribal and rancheria affiliation and replaced it 
with the designation “de la misión.”. 
35 An excellent example of this social translator and communicator is seen in the life of Pablo Tac. See Lisbeth Haas, 
Pablo Tac, Indigenous Scholar: Writing on Luiseño Language and Colonial History, C. 1840 (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2011). 
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in the years before the assassination.36 By 1812, Lino was nineteen and had served as witness to thirty-

three weddings, as well as padrino at one baptism.37 One of the weddings was of fellow convicted 

conspirator, Quiricio, and his wife, Maria Concepcion, and another was the marriage of the unconvicted 

but key participant, Donato, and his wife, Serafina.38 Lino is remembered by Asisara fondly as a man of 

particular skill and vitality, suggesting that while he never knew Lino personally, his legacy within the 

mission community was that of an able leader and protector.39 Lino came from one of the largest and 

earliest families to be baptized at Mission Santa Cruz, the Cañizares family. 

 The Cañizareses identified themselves as Chaloctaca, a small group associated through marriage 

patterns and baptisms to the larger Sayanta, located north of Mission Santa Cruz, in the mountains 

between Missions Santa Cruz and Santa Clara [Figure 1].40 Spanish authorities eventually arrested three 

members of the Cañizares family for their roles in the Quintana assassination, Andrés Cañizares; his 

brother, Fulgencio; and his son, Lino.41 Andrés and his wife, Purificacion, were the first two Chaloctacas 

baptized, in early 1792.42 The couple had visited Mission Santa Clara shortly before the founding of 

Mission Santa Cruz, as their son had been baptized along with the daughters of Soquer and Rosuem.43  

Andrés appears to have ongoing conflict with the padres, as one letter reported him as “incorrigible” 

and “unbearable” in his disrupting the mission community.44   The first five Chaloctacas were all from 

 
36 Lino is listed as "Paje de Padre Quintana" in SCZB# 1563, dated 11 October 1811. 
37 Santa Cruz Marriage Entry Records (hereafter referred to as SCZM#) 388–407, 444–47, 533–34, 538–40, and 
548–51 and SCZB# 1563. 
38 SCZM# 447 and 535.  
39 Asisara recalls Lino as “como más hábil y vivo que los demás” (with more skill and life than the others). See 
Mora-Torres, Californio Voices, 80. 
40 There does seem to be some connections between the Chaloctaca and the Somontoc as will be discussed later. 
41 Andres, whose native name is recorded as Ules, is recorded in SCZB# 97, Fulgencio, whose native name is listed 
as Sirinte, was SCZB# 111, and Lino was SCZB# 226. 
42 Maria de la Purificacion de Landa, whose native name is listed as Lluillin, was SCZB# 107. She was baptized just 
over one month after her husband, Andrés. 
43 The aforementioned Cucufate, SCLB#1903. 
44 Letter from Friars Francisco Gonzalez and Domingo de Carranza to Governor Diego de Borica, undated (pre-
1800), SBMAL, CMD 474a. 
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the Cañizares family, followed shortly by Andrés’s parents, who received baptism later the same year.45 

Overall, forty Chaloctacas were baptized at Mission Santa Cruz between 1792 and 1796, while around 

seventy Sayanta received baptisms during the same time. By the time of the assassination, just over 10 

percent of the original Sayanta and Chaloctaca peoples at Mission Santa Cruz survived.46   

 Lino’s proximity to Quintana gave him access that facilitated the assassination and cover-up, 

while Spanish reports of the incident consistently single out Lino as the particular object of frequent 

punishment at the hands of Quintana. Even Governor Solá, who had defended Quintana’s character and 

use of corporal punishment by stating that Quintana had great love for his Indians, admitted that Lino 

was targeted by Quintana for frequent punishment.47 Although it is not easy to find evidence of sexual 

abuse in historical documents, there is a question as to the nature of abuse that Lino suffered at the 

hands of Quintana, especially when one considers that the assassins mutilated Quintana’s genitalia, in 

conjunction with what we do know of other historical patterns of sexual predation at the hands of 

clergy.48 Certainly the involvement of Andrés and Fulgencio, Lino’s father and uncle, raise questions 

about the extent of familial disruption and the raising of children within the mission.49 Does the 

involvement of the Cañizares family reflect concern over the treatment of their son, Lino? Persistent 

 
45 Andrés’s father, Gabriel Cañizares, native name listed as Gelelis, is recorded in SCZB# 148, and his wife, Juana 
Eudovigis Pinedo, native name given as Ypasin, is recorded in SCZB# 153. They were both baptized in August 1792, 
seven months after their son, Andrés. 
46 There were about seventy Sayanta and forty Chaloctacas baptized, and only fourteen were alive in 1812. 
47 Solá reports that Lino testified that Quintana “castigaba mucho”(punished much) AGN, Californias (017), Exp. 15, 
foja 501. His defense of Quintana is found at BL, the Provincial Records, Vol. 9, 138–39.  
48 This is explained by Asisiara, “Después que ya se ahogó el Padre le tomaron un grano de los compañeros para 
que no maliciaran que lo habían golpeado” See Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 65. For an 
excellent book that mixes family memoirs and tribal history to closely examine abuses, sexual and otherwise, as 
well as the impact of trauma across generations, see Deborah A. Miranda, Bad Indians: A Tribal Memoir (Berkeley, 
CA: Heyday, 2013). Franciscan historian Maynard J. Geiger discusses Quintana’s torture “in pudendis” (in the 
privates). See Geiger and Ward Ritchie, Franciscan Missionaries in Hispanic California, 1769-1848: A Biographical 
Dictionary (Huntington Library Publication, San Marino, CA: Huntington Library, 1969), 206. For an examination of 
patterns of sexual predation directed at Native Americans, see also Andrea Smith, Conquest: Sexual Violence and 
American Indian Genocide (Cambridge, MA: South End Press, 2005). 
49 Removal of Indigenous children from their parents is a pattern that has been explored in a broad comparative 
study by Margaret D. Jacobs, White Mother to a Dark Race: Settler Colonialism, Maternalism, and the Removal of 
Indigenous Children in the American West and Australia, 1880–1940 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009). 
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rumors from the 1840s claim that Quintana’s murder was a case of revenge for Quintana’s rape of a 

young woman, the partner of one of the assassins, opening a possibility of the involvement of Lino’s 

wife, Humiliana.50 Though historical records remain quiet about the particulars of the abuse suffered 

and their correlation to the assassination, enough evidence exists to leave these questions open. 

 Lino’s wife, Humiliana, whose parents both identified as Aptos, was three months younger than 

Lino and the fifth mission-born child.51 Lino and Humiliana married in May 1813, six months after 

Quintana’s assassination, united in their ferocious sense of survival in a world where children rarely 

survived to adulthood.52 Humiliana also served an important role in the mission, as madrina six times, 

the first only three months after their marriage, while she was pregnant with her and Lino’s daughter, 

Petra Nicanor. Their daughter was born in January 1814, while her father was being held in San 

Francisco.53 It is likely that Petra Nicanor never met her father, though she eventually owned a piece of 

mission land in the years following Secularization with her husband, Victoriano, and their children, 

before her death in 1851.54   

 Humiliana is remembered as one of the women, along with Maria Tata, who sometime in 1813 

unintentionally revealed the assassination plot, as soldiers overheard the two seamstresses discussing 

the assassination.55 Here, Asisara’s account and that of retired soldier José Eusebio Galindo intersect, as 

 
50 These rumors come from 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. 
51 SCZB# 235. 
52 SCZM# 543. 
53 Humiliana served as madrina for SCZB# 1585, 1602, 1610, 1623, 1624, and 1784. Petra Nicanor’s baptism was 
SCZB# 1589. 
54 SCZD# 2179.  For archaeological evidence of her and her husband’s cohabitation, 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 7 June 1848. See Santa Cruz County Office of the 
Recorder (SCCR), Deeds 1:100. 
55 This is mentioned by former soldier José Eusebio Galindo. See Galindo, BL, “Apuntes para la historia de 
California,” Santa Clara: ms., 1877, BANC MSS C–D 87, 64. Asisara gives more detail and names the women. See 
Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 60. Maria Tata, SCZB# 689, an Aptos like Humiliana, had the 
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they both tell of the two women being overheard. The story is remembered as an example of jealous 

bickering, but given a more nuanced understanding of women’s leadership within this community and 

Humiliana’s continued prominence in the years following Lino’s arrest, questions remain as to what was 

overheard.56  To what extent is this erasure or trivialization of women’s roles a reflection of Spanish 

gendered expectations, internalized and reproduced by Asisara?57 

 Sometime shortly after Lino and Humiliana’s wedding, word gets out about the assassination, 

and Lino is rounded up along with the others. Spanish authorities held Lino and the eight other convicts 

at the San Francisco Presidio until confirmation of their punishments was received from Mexico City in 

1816. By that time Andrés and three others had died in San Francisco.58 Lino received a sentence of two 

hundred lashings and ten years at the Presidio in Santa Bárbara, while his uncle Fulgencio was given two 

hundred lashes and six years at the same Presidio.59 Neither Lino nor Fulgencio survived their time in 

Santa Bárbara, as Lino died in April of 1817, while Fulgencio died just two years later, in May of 1819.60 

Humiliana married a Tomoi man named Wenceslao about six months after news of Lino’s death was 

 
native name of Shomam. Her name is given in the Asisara account, where she is misidentified as the wife of the 
cook (Antonio Alberto). Tata married Justiano on the same day that Lino and Humiliana married (two of a group of 
five weddings that day), SCZM# 545. 
56 Survival rates were worse for women, partly as a result of the poor sanitary conditions of the women’s dorms, as 
previously discussed. On survival rates of women in Mission Santa Cruz, see 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), 56–57. 
57 Asisara, at times, erases women’s names, as we will see later with Fausta. He also overlooks women’s concerns 
within the mission, as when he relates that one Padre Gil y Taboada was beloved by the Tulareños for learning 
their language, while continuing to tell how he would embrace and kiss the women until he contracted syphilis and 
was so covered with lesions that he could not stand for mass (“era muy enamorado, abrazaba y besaba a las indias 
y tenía contacto con ellas hasta que tuvo gálico y le salieron encordios”), Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de 
California,” 99. 
58 Andres’s death is recorded on 20 March 1815 in SCZD# 1219. 
59 Their sentences are recorded in AGN, Californias (017), Exp. 15, foja 501. 
60 Lino’s death is recorded in SCZD# 1288, Fulgencio’s in SCZD# 1368. 
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reported back to Mission Santa Cruz.61 She had five more children, in addition to Petra Nicanor, and 

lived until 1829.62 

 While Lino was the lead page involved in the assassination, Asisara recounts the participation of 

two young pages in the murder and planning. Asisara recounts that the young pages timidly assist, 

following the orders of the older and more seasoned Lino. These two pages are named as Miguel 

Antonio, the son of the aforementioned Donato, and Vicente, a young, mission-born Aptos boy.63 

Vicente was only eleven years old at the time of the assassination, and Miguel Antonio was ten. By 1812, 

Vicente had lost his mother and his younger brother, and survived with just his father, Agapito.64 

Agapito was the eleventh Aptos to be baptized at Mission Santa Cruz, within the first three months of 

the founding, by late 1791. Vicente maintained a relatively low-key existence within the Mission 

community, at least in terms of the documents. Vicente never married or had children, and did not serve 

as padrino or witness for any services. Miguel Antonio married and had two children in the 1820s, one 

of which, Nicanor, lived until at least the 1840s; he served as padrino for two marriages in the early 

1830s.65 Neither Vicente nor Miguel Antonio were convicted in the Quintana assassination, and both 

lived into the 1830s.66 

Fausta and Julián, Serafina and Donato: Women, Erasure & Loss 

 While we know about some of the male leaders of the assassination through Asisara’s account, 

by digging deeper into the records we see that the roles played by the wives of some of these men may 

have been even more crucial, despite the systematic erasure of women’s involvement from the official 

 
61 Wenceslao, native name of Marichimas, is listed as SCZB#1077. The Tomoi come from the second wave of 
Ohlone baptisms, from farther inland. 
62 Her death is recorded in SCZD# 1801. 
63 Vicente is listed as SCZB# 951. Miguel Antonio is SCZB# 1016. 
64 Agapito, native name of Zuem, is listed as SCZB# 83. 
65 Nicanor is listed as SCZB# 2073. The marriages are listed as SCZM# 2187 and 2226.  
66 Miguel Antonio’s burial is recorded in SCZD# 2014, in July of 1838. Vicente’s burial is recorded in SCZD# 1864, in 
December of 1831. 
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records. One of the most intriguing figures involved in this story is Fausta, from the Sumu people.67 

Fausta arrived at Mission Santa Cruz in early 1807, part of a large group of nearly fifty Sumu and Tomoi, 

tribes from the second wave of Ohlone speakers from farther inland [Figure 2]. Fausta was the oldest 

female Sumu in this group of baptisms and likely held a position of influence with her people.68 She 

appears to have led a group of women fugitives within a few years of her baptism, though records show 

that she returned to the mission shortly after.69 Fausta was one of only two identified members of the 

conspirators coming from the second wave of Ohlone tribes. Although Spanish legal records only 

mention men, Asisara’s account suggests a much larger involvement of women, though he participates 

in his own erasure in rarely mentioning any woman by name, referring to Fausta only as “the wife of 

Julián.”70  Yet Asisara credits Fausta with coming up with the plan to use Julián’s illness as pretense for 

the attack, drawing Quintana away from the mission guards to administer last rites.71 She was the one 

who summoned Padre Quintana to come administer rites to her husband. Furthermore, Asisara’s 

account claims that it took three trips to visit Julián by Quintana before the conspirators could muster 

the courage to attack, and it was Fausta who threatened to reveal the plot if the conspirators did not 

carry through on their promise.72 Her crucial role in the development and execution of this plan 

demonstrates both respect for the contributions of women in the planning of this act to protect the 

 
67 Fausta, native name of Yaquenonsat, is listed in SCZB# 1318, baptized 2 February 1807. 
68 Fausta, identified as a 38-year-old female at the time of her baptism, is quickly married to former elected alcalde 
Julián, about whom we will talk at length. Her marriage to a community leader suggests that she herself held some 
prestige. We also see a woman named “Fatita,” whose occupation is listed as monja, or nun, show up in a baptism 
in 1810 as madrina. See SCZB# 1562. As there is no Fatita listed anywhere in any California baptism records, and 
only one Fausta at Mission Santa Cruz, this record is almost certainly a reference to Fausta. As we will talk about 
with Serafina shortly, this title, monja, appears to be one of special honor for Indian women in the community, as 
it is used only with these two women. 
69 Fausta appears at the top of a list of women fugitives. See letter from Fr. Estevan Tapis and Fr. Andres Quintana 
to José Joaquín de Arrillaga, 22 May 1809, SBMAL, CMD 801b. 
70 The only women named directly in Asisara’s account are those of Humiliana and Maria Tata, the ones he credits 
with revealing the assassination. 
71 See Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 60. 
72 “Entonces la muger[sic] dijo, ‘si no cumplen lo que han prometido, los voy a acusar y no vuelvo más a la casa’” 
(Then the woman said, “If you don’t do what you’ve promised, I will accuse you, and not return to the house.”) 
Ibid., 63.  
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community, as well as openness to contributions by newer recruits into the mission. Asisara’s 

recollections demonstrate that within the mission community women played central roles in the 

planning and execution of important matters. 

 Asisara credits Julián Apodaca, known by the time of the assassination as the gardener, with 

providing his home as the meeting place for the conspirators.73 Julián also played the key role of faking 

sickness to create a pretense to call Quintana over to his house, where the others could perform the 

assassination. Records show that Julián was among the first two elected alcaldes recorded at Mission 

Santa Cruz, about fifteen years before the assassination.74 Julián’s election is reported by Comandante 

Hermenegildo Sal to Governor Borica in a discussion about the powers, limitations, and process of 

elected Indian alcaldes.75 Within this discussion, approval is given to punish appointed Indian alcaldes 

with lashings, to remove them from office at the padres’ discretion, and to carefully control which 

Indians could be eligible for voting.76 The report on Mission Santa Cruz makes clear that the position of 

alcalde served as the voice of the mission padres and related their instruction back to the others. While 

documents don’t show how long Julián held office, his central involvement in the rebellion against 

Quintana shows that by 1812, he continued to hold an important position within the community, albeit 

serving to protect his community rather than as mouthpiece for the mission padres.  

 Julián’s story is one of loss, reflecting the incredibly difficult conditions of mission life. Julián 

entered Mission Santa Cruz a few months after the Cañizares family, in June of 1792, by himself. Records 

indicate that he is part of the Sucheseu Rancheria, which is most likely named for one of the Chaloctaca 

 
73 Julián, native name recorded as Lacah, is listed as SCZB# 141. Julián is one of two gardeners identified by Asisara, 
the other being Asisara’s father, Venancio. 
74 Letter reporting on Indian elections on 30 March 1796, AGN, Californias (017), Vol. 65, Exp. 8, fojas 310–11. 

75 For letter reporting his elected in 1796, see AGN, Californias (017), Vol. 65, Exp. 8, fojas 303–29.  For his election 
in 1798, where he elected as “Alcalde de mujeres,” see Fr. Manuel Fernandez to Governor Borica, 13 December, 
1797, SBMAL, CMD 346. 
76 For discussion of punishment by lashings (“castigar con azotes”) and removing from office, or putting others in 
their place (“poner otros en su lugar”), see ibid., foja 309. 
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bands; he is the only one listed from this particular rancheria.77 He entered the mission as an adult of 

twenty-six years, one of the earliest of the young adults to enter on his own. He married five times and 

had two children, though both children and his first four wives had all died by 1807, when he married 

Fausta.78 Julián was convicted and charged with two hundred lashes and six years at Santa Bárbara 

Presidio, where he died before completing his sentence, on 2 December 1820.79 

 While Julián’s story is one of great loss, the story of Ambrosio reflects not only loss, but the 

persistence of kinship relations from pre-mission times. Ambrosio was one of those convicted in 

Quintana’s murder, though he did not survive long enough in the harsh conditions of the San Francisco 

Presidio to complete his sentence.80 Ambrosio was the first of his tribe, the Somontoc, to enter Mission 

Santa Cruz, in late 1793, though his people had a longer connection to the Spanish missionaries [Figure 

1].  Five Somontoc children had been baptized at Mission Santa Clara in the two years before the 

founding of Mission Santa Cruz.81 The latest of these had been the baptism of Ambrosio’s daughter, 

Clementina, which had been performed merely two weeks before the founding of Mission Santa Cruz.82  

Overall, only fifteen Somontoc were baptized at Mission Santa Cruz, with another eleven baptized at 

Mission Santa Clara, suggesting that the Somontoc existed as a smaller subgroup of another larger polity 

 
77 SCZB# 141. Although he is the only one from the Sucheseu Rancheria, as well as the only one baptized that day, 
his confirmation record lists him as being from the Jesus tribe – the padres imposed name for the Chaloctaca, in 
Libro de Confirmaciones (SCZC) #23, archive of the Monterey Diocese.  It is likely that the Sucheseu Rancheria 
indicates a separate village from that of the Cañizares family, as none of their records indicate the Sucheseu name. 
78 His marriages are recorded as SCZM# 27, 81, 185, 314, and 443. Fausta arrived at Mission Santa Cruz about eight 
months before marrying Julián. 
79 SCZD# 1423. His death is reported in the letter from Governor Solá to José de la Guerra, 16 November 1820, 
SBMAL, DLG 924, Letter 9.  
80 Ambrosio, native name given as Euxexi, is listed as SCZB# 232; his death is recorded in SCZD# 1201, on 10 
October 1814, a year after the prisoners arrived in San Francisco, before sentences were administered in 1816. 
81 SCLB# 1384, 1387, 1418, 1791, and 1891. 
82 SCLB# 1971. The baptism was performed by Fr. Baldomero Lopez, one of the two founding fathers of Mission 
Santa Cruz. 
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or that other Somontoc had been baptized into another mission under a different name.83 Of the 

original fifteen baptized in Santa Cruz, only three, including Ambrosio, survived to 1812. Ambrosio’s 

previous partner, Nicolasa, died nine months after her own baptism at Mission Santa Cruz.84 In the years 

that followed, Ambrosio married five times; each of his wives died shortly after marriage, which, given 

the poor sanitary conditions and prominence of disease within the mission community, was not 

uncommon.85 Along the way, Ambrosio became step-father to three children by 1812, when he married 

his fifth wife, Nila, a Pitac. Ambrosio’s connection with the conspirators occurred through multiple links.  

Nicolasa, Ambrosio’s first partner and mother of his daughter, was a member of the prominent 

Chaloctaca Cañizares family, the aunt of the aforementioned Lino.  He was also connected through his 

relationship with his brother-in-law Venancio, who was the widower of Ambrosio’s deceased sister, 

Maria Rafaela. Venancio was the father of Lorenzo Asisara, the future storyteller. 

 Venancio Llencó joined the mission at the age of twenty, by mid-1793.86  He is the one Cotoni 

involved in the conspiracy. Venancio came from a Rancheria called the Jili, which is likely a small 

subgroup of the larger Cotoni peoples, who came from up the coast, north of Mission Santa Cruz, near 

present-day Davenport [Figure 1]. By 1812, only about 12 percent of the baptized Cotoni survived at 

Mission Santa Cruz.87 At the time of the assassination Venancio was the gardener of the mission 

gardens, where the conspirators gathered as they awaited Quintana. Venancio married three times; his 

 
83 Given the baptism patterns at Mission Santa Clara, evidence suggests that the Somontoc lived near modern day 
Los Gatos, near the Chaloctac.  The large number of intermarriages found within the Somontoc and Chaloctac 
supports this theory, as we will see in the example of Ambrosio’s relationship with Nicolasa. 
84 SCZB# 253, native name Ocot.  Ocot also had a daughter Micaela, the first baptism performed at Mission Santa 
Cruz, SCZB# 1.  Micaela’s father was Yñoc, later baptized as Pancracio, SCZB# 492.  Ambrosio married a Sayanta 
woman, Florentina, SCZ# 205, shortly after entering the mission community, in SCZM# 41.  These partnerships 
reflect a more complex pattern of intermarriage and kinship over which the Spanish sought to impose Catholic 
notions of monogamy. 
85 His marriages are recorded as SCZM# 41, 80, 234, 364, and 539. 
86 MSCZB# 216. 
87 Only eleven of the original ninety-three baptized Cotoni survived. 
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first wife, who died in 1800, was the sister of co-conspirator Ambrosio.88 His third wife, Manuela, gave 

birth to Lorenzo Asisara in 1820.89 Although he was never convicted of the assassination, we know 

through his son’s account that he was one of the sixteen marched to San Francisco by Spanish soldiers. 

Venancio continued to hold influence within the mission community, serving as witness to three 

marriages, all in 1817, a few years after his return to the mission following the trial.90 Venancio survived 

until at least 1836, after which he disappeared from the records.91 

 About three months before the assassination, a marriage took place between Donato and 

Serafina, witnessed by Lino.92 Months later Donato played a key role in planning the assassination by 

calling together the group of conspirators after having received a particularly harsh beating at the hands 

of Quintana. 93 All accounts claim that Quintana had recently beaten two Indians nearly to death, as 

previously mentioned, which served as motivation for the assassins. Taking these official records and the 

account of Asisara in consideration, it seems likely that Donato is one of the two beaten, and that the 

severity of the beating may have saved his life, as Donato was not among the group of nine found guilty. 

Given Donato’s prominent and public participation, it is likely that he was one of the six whom soldiers 

marched to San Francisco, yet returned without penalty. The state of Donato’s physical health following 

Quintana’s corporal punishments appears to have prohibited him from direct involvement in the 

murder.  

 
88 Maria Rafaela SCZB# 336, SCZD# 431. 
89 Manuela, native name given as Luasatme or Lihutsatme, is recorded in SCZB# 1803. She is listed as being from 
the Chalahua Rancheria, the only one with that title. She is baptized along with a group of Yokuts from the 
Huocom, Apil, and Tejey Rancherias, so it is likely that she is from the same region. 
90 SCZM# 596–98. 
91 Venancio last appears in the 1836 census, held in the Libro de Padrones, archive of the Monterey Diocese. He is 
listed as the gardener at this census as well as in Asisara’s narrative. 
92 SCZM# 535. The marriage took place on 25 July 1812. 
93 Donato, native name given as Yachasi, or Yachacxi, is listed as SCZB# 262. 
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 At the time of the assassination, Donato served under the title of Alcalde de Mugeres, or “Mayor 

of the Women,” within the mission.94 Unlike other California missions, Mission Santa Cruz appears 

unique in splitting alcaldes’ duties between overseeing men and overseeing women, as none of the 

other missions record similar appointments. However, this role was offered only to men, as no women 

served in this capacity. Given the emphasis on the locking and holding of keys to the dormitories, it is 

likely that Donato’s responsibilities included the overseeing of the security of the locks to the women’s 

dormitories. Donato retains a position of social standing within the mission community, continuing to 

serve as padrino in the years following the convictions, before his eventual death in 1833.95   

 Donato entered Mission Santa Cruz as a five-year-old, among a large group of Achistaca, a local 

group to the north along the coast [Figure 1]. This group of baptisms included Donato’s father, Angel, as 

well as his future wife Antonia, an Aptos.96 Donato and Antonia had three children together, of which 

two, along with Antonia, had died by 1811.97 The one surviving child, Miguel Antonio, was one of the 

three pages, along with Lino and Vicente, who help plan and carry out the Quintana assassination. 

Donato remarried in 1812, about three months before the assassination, to Serafina, a Cajastac baptized 

about a year after Donato.98 By the time of the assassination only 20 percent of the baptized Achistaca 

survived. 99 Similarly, just over 20 percent of Serafina’s people, the Aptos and Cajastac, survived until 

1812 [Figure 1].100 

 
94 Listed as “Alcalde de Mugeres”(sic) in the padrino notes in SCZB# 1440–43 and 1445–46, and in witness notes for 
SCZM# 495. He also appears as “Alcalde actual de mujeres” on witness notes for SCZM# 524–32.  
95 Donato served as padrino in SCZB# 2024, which was the birth of the son of the serving alcalde, Juan Joseph 
Autocrais, in 1823. His death is recorded in SCZD# 1911. 
96 Angel is listed as SCZB# 273, and Antonia, native name of Sauten, as SCZB# 287, on 21 January 1794.  
97 Their children were the aforementioned Miguel Antonio, Cecilia, SCZB# 1412, and Señorina, SCZB# 1431. 
98 Serafina, whose native name is given as Yuñan, is listed as SCZB# 381. The Cajastac are considered a subgroup of 
the Aptos, in the southern part of modern Santa Cruz County, given intermarriage and geographic records. 
99 Eighteen of the ninety baptized Achistaca survived to 1812. 
100 Thirty-nine of the one hundred and eighty-two Aptos and Cajastac survived. 
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 Given the invisibility of Indigenous women in the Spanish accounts despite their prominent roles 

within the mission community, it is worth taking a closer look at Donato’s wife, Serafina. Serafina was 

baptized along with the first group of Cajastacs in 1795, at the age of six. She served as madrina thirty-

seven times between 1811 and 1830, the highest number among all Santa Cruz residents, men and 

women.101  Further evidence of her highly elevated role within the mission community is found with her 

listing as “monja” or nun.102 This title is reflective of social standing, not the traditional celibate and 

unmarried status of a nun, as Serafina and Donato had six children together, along with grandchildren, 

and likely descendants that are still around today. Indeed, it seems that Serafina stood as one of the 

most prominent and influential women in the mission community. She is last sighted in the 1836 census, 

where she is listed as Serafina Pinto, widow and seamstress.103 With Donato and Serafina’s marriage 

taking place a few months before the assassination, the question remains as to what influence Serafina 

and their new marriage may have had on Donato’s involvement. The continued prominence of both 

Serafina and Donato, as well as Asisara’s recollection of Donato’s central role, suggest that they 

continued to find respect and appreciation within the mission community. 

Antonio Alberto & Quiricio: The Survivors 

 While the majority of those convicted of the assassination died within a few years of Quintana’s 

death, two managed to survive their convictions and lived into the 1830s: Antonio Alberto and Quiricio. 

Antonio Alberto was baptized in 1797 as part of a second wave of Cajastacs to be baptized at Mission 

Santa Cruz.104 It is likely that Alberto was named after engineer extraordinaire Alberto Cordoba, who 

 
101 Serafina serves as madrina in the following baptisms, SCZB# 1414, 1567, 1569, 1573, 1609, 1836, 1921, 2002, 
2032–36, 2041, 2055, 2071, 2083–84, 2100, 2103–19, and 2172 (the last taking place in April of 1830). 
102 See padrino notes on record SCZB# 1567, recorded on 23 June 1811. There is only one other entry labeled as 
“monja,” and that is a padrino note for SCZB# 1562, with the woman named “Fatita,” likely referring to Fausta. 
103 Census is held in the Libro de Padrones, archive of the Monterey Diocese. Serafina does not have a burial 
record, so it is unclear if she leaves the area in the late 1830s or if her death is simply unrecorded. 
104 Antonio Alberto, whose native name is given as Ètop, is listed as SCZB# 755. Again, the Cajastac appear to be 
affiliated with the larger Aptos peoples. 
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helped to build the neighboring Villa de Branciforte and served as padrino for four baptisms while he 

was in the area, including that of Alberto.105 Alberto, who went by Antonio or Antonino, is unique 

among the convicts in that he was able to appeal and testify his way out of bondage.106 Alberto, like 

most of the others, played important roles in the mission, serving as witness for two marriages in 1801 

and as padrino for the birth of Rustico, the son of fellow conspirator and good friend Quiricio, in 1811.107   

 Alberto is mentioned in Asisara’s account as the cook to Padre Quintana.108 Alberto’s wife, 

Victoriana, entered the mission seven months after Alberto.109 Alberto and his wife Victoriana had two 

children together, Sostenes and Fidel, born in 1799 and 1803, respectively. 110 The role of cook within 

the mission community is one worthy of closer examination. In a visit by Padre Estevan Tapis in 1818, 

special effort is made to address rumors about the attempted poisonings of two former padres.111 Tapis 

advised to ignore the rumors, pointing out that the reason cooks from Mission San Juan Bautista had 

been used at Mission Santa Cruz lay with the lack of trained cooks in Santa Cruz, as, he noted, the three 

cooks who had worked in Santa Cruz were currently serving time in prison.112 Cooks had special access 

 
105 See padrino notes for SCZB# 755. 
106 Alberto’s testimony is found in BL, Provincial State Papers: Benicia, Military, 1767–1845, Banc MSS C-A 17, Vol. 
49, 59–61. His testimony is the only surviving from the Quintana investigation and took place four years after the 
original testimonies and trials (the originals were taken in 1816, Alberto’s in 1820). In Asisara’s account, he is 
referred to only as Antonio the cook, yet he reappears after his sentence in the records at Mission San Carlos: in 
both his burial and marriage records as Antonio Albert (see San Carlos Burial Entry Number [hereafter referred to 
as SCD#] 2803 and San Carlos Marriage Entry Number[hereafter referred to as SCM#] 921), and in his daughter’s 
baptism record it is noted that he also goes by Antonio (see San Carlos Baptism Entry Number [hereafter referred 
to as SCB#] 3460). 
107 Marriages are found at SCZM# 277 and279. 
108 Asisara claims that the wife of the cook, Maria Tata, was the one soldiers overheard talking with Humiliana. At 
the time of the assassination, Alberto was married to Victoriana, native name Najam, a Chipuctac listed as SCZB# 
808. Victoriana died about six months after the assassination (SCZD# 1411), about a month after Maria Tata 
married Justiano, so it is possible that Asisara confused the names and relationships. Another possibility, given the 
involvement of multiple cooks, as per the letter by Tapis, is that Justiniano, SCZB# 605, son of two early Uypi 
arrivals, was another cook involved but heretofore unnamed. 
109 SCZB# 808.  
110 Fidel is listed at SCZB# 1052, and Sostenes at SCZB# 894. 
111 Letter from Fr. Estevan Tapis to José de la Guerra, 29 April 1818, SBMAL, DLG 955, Letter 2.  
112 Ibid. Only Alberto, of all the convicts, is mentioned directly as a cook. It is possible that others, such as Ambrosio 
or Quiricio, worked as cooks as well, given this statement about three cooks. 
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and reveal a vulnerability that padres and soldiers were very conscious of, as numerous poisonings 

occurred or were suspected to have occurred throughout the California missions.113 

 Alberto was convicted for his involvement in Quintana’s assassination and sentenced to two 

hundred lashes and six years in the Presidio.114 Alberto was able to plead his case in November of 1820, 

after having already served seven years.115 He pleaded that he had been invited by his friend Quiricio to 

participate in the murder on the day of the assassination, and that he had declined, instead heading 

home.116 He further testified that he had fled to the mountains after he learned that his friends had 

succeeded in killing Quintana.117 In his testimony, he admitted to being guilty of not alerting the soldiers 

and overseers of the plot to murder Quintana, but not of participating.118 His testimony stands at odds 

with the account by Asisara, which places him at the planning meeting, suggesting that his testimony 

demonstrates Alberto’s resourcefulness in navigating Spanish legal systems to broker an early release. 

 The last line of questioning brings up an interesting pattern for Alberto. He was asked to address 

concerns that he had fled into the mountains following the murder, to which he replied that he had 

been worried about getting in trouble for knowing of the murder, leading him to flee to the hills. This 

return to the mountains, possibly to the southern Santa Cruz mountains, where the Cajastac people 

originated, precipitates another return to the mountains later in his life. After his release from 
 

113 Rumors of poisonings were common, and a few cases of successful poisonings are recorded, such as the 
poisoning of three padres at Mission San Miguel in 1801 and the killing of Padre José Pedro Panto by his cook, 
Nazario, at Mission San Diego in November 1811. See Street, Beasts of the Field, 62–63. 
114 Sentences were handed down in 1816 and did not seem to include the three years held in San Francisco, which 
would have held Alberto for a full six years following, allowing for his release in 1822. 
115 It appears that the sentences began after official administration in 1816, despite the conspirators being held in 
San Francisco beginning in 1813. Thus, an extra three years was added to all convictions. His testimony is found in 
BL, Provincial State Papers: Benicia, Military, 1767–1845, Banc MSS C-A 17, Vol. 49, 59–61. 
116 Ibid., p. 60. His testimony states that “estaba preso porque el indio Quirico le convido a ayudas a matar al 
padre,” (was imprisoned because the Indian Quiricio invited him to help kill the Padre). 
117 Ibid. Alberto mentioned that he had brought his son, Sostenes, up to the mountains with him. By the time 
Alberto is released, his son had died, apparently from an accident related to falling off a horse. Sostenes death is 
recorded in SCZD# 1342. Indians typically were prohibited from riding horses, unless given special permission. 
Sostenes death in this manner may suggest special standing, a pattern not unlike that found in other descendants 
of the conspirators, who often hold land or other special status. 
118 Ibid. 
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imprisonment, Alberto does not show up in any of the Santa Cruz documents or census rolls, instead 

appearing in the records of Mission San Carlos, to the south, neighboring the Presidio of Monterey. In 

1824 he is recorded as marrying Catarina, the daughter of one of the earliest baptized Calendaruc 

families of Mission San Carlos.119 The Calendaruc are from just south of the land of the Aptos and 

Cajastac, so it is possible that Alberto was already familiar with Catarina or her people before his 

imprisonment [Figure 2]. Four years later, in 1826, they had a daughter, Maria de la Concepcion.120 In 

her baptismal records it is noted that she is born in the mountains, where her parents pass their time.121 

Is it possible that Alberto returned to the same familial lands after his release, as he did following the 

Quintana assassination?  Or are these mountains the ones south of Monterey, shown by  recent 

archaeological studies to have been a refuge for runaway Indians through the mid-nineteenth 

century?122We know that Spanish missions and their livestock and settlements disrupted native 

landscapes and environs, making it increasingly difficult for Indigenous peoples to survive on traditional 

foods, but here, in the case of Alberto, we see a continual preference for living outside the bounds of 

the mission community.123 Alberto himself died in 1832.124 

 The other convicted conspirator who survived his sentence to return to Santa Cruz was 

Quiricio.125 Quiricio was Uypi, from the region directly surrounding Mission Santa Cruz, like fellow 

conspirators Leto Antonio, Secundino, and Julián. Quiricio, who entered the mission as a seven-year-old, 

was the thirty-third Uypi baptized here, within one and a half months of the opening of Mission Santa 

 
119 SCM# 921. Catarina, whose native name is listed in her marriage record (despite being born in the mission, as 
most mission-born children are not listed with native names) as Unijunis, is recorded as SCB# 2675. 
120 SCB# 3460. 
121 Notes read “en el monte donde se hallaban sus Padres del paseo ordinario de aquel tiempo”  (in the mountain, 
where her parents ordinarily spend their time). 
122 See Gary S. Breschini and Trudy Haversat, “Post-Contact Esselen Occupation of the Santa Lucia Mountains.” 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Society for California Archaeology, Riverside (April 2000). 
123 The environmental impact of Spanish colonialism has been recently explored by Kat Anderson in Tending the 
Wild: Native American Knowledge and the Management of California's Natural Resources (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2005). 
124 SCD# 2803. The exact date is unknown, due to his living away from the mission. 
125 Quiricio, native name given as Quequen, is recorded as SCZB# 65, one of the earliest baptisms on record. 
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Cruz. Quiricio’s first marriage, to Liberata, appears not to have lasted long, as she is reported in the 

yearly records of runaways found dead outside the mission within a year of their marriage, in 1799.126 

Quiricio’s third marriage, to Maria Concepcion, took place in 1808.127 Maria Concepcion was baptized at 

Mission Santa Clara and moved to Santa Cruz by 1800, when she was married to Prudencio.128 Maria 

Concepcion was the third intermarriage recorded between men from Santa Cruz and women from Santa 

Clara, and one of seven women and six men from Santa Clara to marry in Santa Cruz by 1812. The 

intermarriages and relations between members of the varying local mission populations reveal a pattern 

of mobility and movement between these Indigenous communities.129 Quiricio and Maria Concepcion’s 

son, Rustico, whose padrino was the cook, Alberto Antonio, married Maria Alvina and had four 

children.130 Rustico survived into the late 1870s, at one point owning a piece of Mission Santa Cruz lands 

near the property of Lino’s daughter, Petra Nicanor, through the early 1840s.131 

 Quiricio, like many of his fellow conspirators, held a position of influence in his community, 

serving as padrino to eight baptisms between 1808 and 1810, as well as serving as witness in four 

marriages in 1810.132 Quiricio is among the nine found guilty and sentenced to two hundred lashes and 

six years, serving his time at the Presidio at Santa Bárbara, along with Julián, Fulgencio, and Lino.133 

 
126 Liberata, native name given as Monguis, is recorded as SCZD# 417. Their marriage is recorded in SCZM# 230. 
127 Maria Concepcion, native name of Chesente, is listed in SCLB# 3705. Their marriage is listed in SCZM# 447. 
128 Prudencio was SCZB# 823. Their marriage is recorded as SCZM# 262. 
129 Thirty-six marriages occur at Mission Santa Cruz between one partner baptized at Mission Santa Cruz and the 
other either from San Carlos, Santa Clara, San Francisco, or San Juan Bautista, while four marriages take place at 
Mission San Carlos involving Indians baptized in Santa Cruz, fourteen at Mission Santa Clara, two in San Francisco, 
and eight at Mission San Juan Bautista. 
130 Rustico is at SCZB# 1561, Maria Alvina is at SCZB# 1900, and their children are SCZB# 2249, 2298, 2693, and 
2745. Maria Alvina is a Yokuts from the Huocom Rancheria. 
131  This is the same Rustico that served as linguistic informant for Alphonse Pinart. See The Mission Indian 
Vocabularies of Alphonse Pinart, Vol. 15, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1952). For details on property 
owned by Rustico, see Allen, Native Americans at Mission Santa Cruz, 29. 
132 He served as padrino in baptisms SCZB# 1406–11, 1432, and 1554 and witness for marriages SCZM# 479 and 
519–21. 
133 We know that he was in Santa Bárbara from the letter by Padre Olbés of Santa Cruz, who writes to Solá to 
inquire about the status of Quiricio and Julián on 23 June 1819 in SCPSD, Box 4, Letter 975. 
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Unlike the others, Quiricio survived his sentence and returned to Mission Santa Cruz.134 Maria 

Concepcion died while Quiricio was being held in San Francisco, in 1815.135 A few years after his release, 

Quiricio married Coleta, a Yokuts woman who arrived in the 1820s, with whom he had a third child.136 

Quiricio died in a smallpox epidemic in 1838, though his numerous grandchildren survive into the 

American statehood years, and it is likely that his descendants continue to live throughout the greater 

Bay Area.137 Quiricio continued to serve as padrino in his later years, after his return to Mission Santa 

Cruz.138 Among the people for whom he served as padrino was Catarina, the daughter of José Ricardo, 

the mission songleader and good friend of Asisara.139 Ricardo was born shortly before the assassination, 

the son of a Sumu couple who entered the mission about eight months before Fausta.140 Ricardo would 

eventually become the last landholding Indian in Santa Cruz, giving up his parcel of the mission lands 

following a court case in 1866.141 

 

 

 
134 Quiricio is falsely named by Galindo as being released due to his innocence. Galindo’s account suggests that he 
is talking about Antonio Alberto, given Alberto’s testimony and subsequent release. See Galindo, “Apuntes para la 
historia de California,” 64. 
135 SCZD# 1240. 
136 Coleta, native name given as Ulalixmi, is from a rancheria called Piluri. She arrived at Mission Santa Cruz in 
October of 1826, in SCZB# 2112. Their child, Rosa Maria, is recorded in SCZB# 2194. 
137 Quiricio’s burial is recorded in SCZD# 2034. Interestingly, two other people died of smallpox the same day as 
Quiricio. One of them is Vicencio, another Uypi, like Quiricio, who was baptized as a two-year-old two days before 
the seven-year-old Quiricio, listed as SCZB# 64. 
138 He served as padrino in SCZB# 2157, 2184, and 2280, the last taking place in 1837. 
139 Ricardo, recorded in SCZB# 1377, is previously mentioned in relation to Asisara. His daughter, Catarina, is 
recorded in SCZB# 2280. Her mother is Maria Margarita, native name of Tupat, a Yokuts from the Huocom 
Rancheria, recorded in SCZB# 1745. 
140 His father, Bruno, native name given as Chaparis, is recorded in SCZB# 1292, while his mother, Bruna, native 
name of Legem, is recorded in SCZB# 1295. I mention Fausta here, as another Sumu. 
141 Ricardo is listed in SCZB# 1377. For the trial over his land, see Santa Cruz County Clerk's Office, Rice v. Ricardo, 
Case 577, M.R. 3.11. Ricardo, with Lorenzo Asisara listed as fellow defendant, successfully defended his title to the 
lands but then sold his lands to Rice for fifty dollars in the months following the trial. Little has been written about 
landholding Indians during the Mexican and American eras. For one such study exploring land held in nearby San 
José, see Laurence H. Shoup and Randall Milliken, Inigo of Rancho Posolmi: The Life and Times of a Mission Indian 
(Novato, CA: Ballena Press, 1999). 
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Lorenzo Asisara: The Storyteller 

 While we have discussed the crucial role played by Asisara in narrating the details of this story in 

print, it is worth discussing his complex life in more detail. Asisara described his own changing roles 

within the mission as performing duties as foreman, key keeper, sacristan, alcalde, and musician. He 

followed in the tradition of Lino and other párvulos in holding important positions of stature and power 

within the mission community. He was sent to Monterey to learn clarinet and was taught to read and 

write by one of the padres. Musicians held prominent positions within mission communities, as 

witnessed by Asisara’s landholding song-leader friend, José Ricardo.142 Following secularization, Asisara 

served in the Mexican militia in San Francisco during the time of the Mexican-American War, further 

demonstrating social mobility in his ascendance into military standing. He eventually moved between 

Monterey, Santa Cruz, San José, and San Francisco, before eventually settling in Watsonville, where he 

was interviewed on three separate occasions in the 1870s and 1890s. Interestingly, Asisara represents a 

rare example of racial malleability, as he is identified in his marriage records as “razon” following his 

marriage to Maria Tomasa Alvarado in 1837, who was a member of the Spanish settler community of 

Mission San Gabriel. Maria Tomasa’s father, Juan Nepomuceno Dolores Alvarado, had been a soldier 

stationed at the Presidio of Santa Bárbara.143 Spanish society divided along racial lines, between “gente 

de razon” and “gente sin razon”: people with reason and people without reason, terms used to 

designate neophytes, and Christianized or baptized Indians against so-called heathen, gentile, or 

unbaptized Indians.144 Asisara’s ability to transcend his racial and social status demonstrates the fluidity 

 
142 The special status of musicians is explored in depth by James A. Sandos. See chapter nine on musicians in 
Sandos, Converting California: Indians and Franciscans in the Missions (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 
2004), and Sandos’s chapter, “Identity Through Music: Choristers at Missions San Jose and San Juan Bautista,” in 
Steven W. Hackel, Alta California: Peoples in Motion, Identities in Formation, 1769–1850, (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, Berkeley, California / San Marino, CA: Huntington Library, 2010).  
143 Maria Tomasa’s baptism is found in Mission San Gabriel Baptism Record 5472; her father is found in Santa 
Bárbara Presidio Baptism Record 93. Asisara and Maria Tomasa’s marriage is found in SCZM# 823. 
144 Ways in which the “de razon” and “sin razon” designations, as well as the sistema de castas and Spanish 
classifications of race have worked in California are explored in Robert H. Jackson, Race, Caste, and Status: Indians 
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of these categories, while illuminating marriage as a pathway to social mobility. For Asisara, this social 

and racial transcendence remains a transitory one, as following Maria Tomasa’s death sometime before 

1845, Asisara returns to being classified as an “Indio.”145 The fluidity and privilege that Asisara 

experienced in his life both led to the emboldened action of the assassination itself and facilitated the 

recounting of the event many years later.  

Misión de Mata Frayles 

 The assassination of Padre Quintana had a huge impact on the community of Mission Santa 

Cruz, as is reflected in both the fears and anxieties of Spanish and Californio padres and soldiers, as well 

as the emboldened community and elevated status found in the descendants of the conspirators. In 

1818, Padre Estevan Tapis visited Mission Santa Cruz, reporting back to the concerned Californio 

community about the “Mission of Friar Killers,” reassuring them that rumors of an unruly neophyte 

population had been overstated and that talk of attempted poisonings was not to be believed.146 Tapis 

continued by reaffirming that he was extremely happy with his own appointment at neighboring Mission 

San Juan Bautista, leaving no doubt that he was not interested in moving, despite his reassurances.147 

The fears and concerns of the Spanish soldiers and missionaries, which prompted assignments of some 

of the more sadistic padres, stemmed from the bold actions of this group of Indigenous leaders six years 

 
in Colonial Spanish America (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1999). These themes continue to be 
explored in Latin American historiography. See María Elena Martínez, Genealogical Fictions: Limpieza De Sangre, 
Religion, and Gender in Colonial Mexico (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2008) and Andrew B. Fisher and 
Matthew D. O'Hara, Imperial Subjects: Race and Identity in Colonial Latin America (Durham, NC: Duke University 
Press, 2009). 
145 His return to “Indio” status is reflected in the census of 1845, available in the Libro de Padrones, archive of the 
Monterey Diocese.  
146 Letter from Fr. Estevan Tapis to José de la Guerra, 29 April 1818, SBMAL, DLG 955, Letter 2. Tapis refers to the 
“Misión de Mata Frayles” (Mission of Friar Killers). Tapis is not alone in his characterizing the mission thusly, 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 25 August 1819, SBMAL, CMD 1145.  
147 Tapis states that “yo estoy contentisimo en mi San Juan” (I am very content in my [position at Mission] San 
Juan), ibid., 60. 
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earlier, who defended their growing community from the punishments of an overreaching padre.148 In 

contrast, Indigenous oral histories that refer to the same time speak of a community willing to challenge 

unjust punishments and actions of the padres; indeed the prominent standing of the descendants of the 

conspirators points toward an inheritance of prestige that includes elevated standing within the 

Indigenous community.149 

 The Spanish dismissal of the mission community as rebellious murderers fails to recognize the 

complicated choices facing Indigenous leaders, as well as the loss, trauma, and abuse that characterized 

this difficult time and informed these decisions. This closer look at those involved in the Quintana 

assassination shows the interconnections and relations between the leaders who actively reshaped the 

political climate of the mission, demonstrating their skills in navigating the Spanish and linguistically and 

culturally diverse Indigenous worlds to protect this increasingly diversifying community. Although this 

article has examined Indigenous leadership, this story also illuminates other aspects of the socially 

differentiated mission community. This includes the central leadership role played by women, despite 

their erasure from official documents and accounts. Another key point discussed is the fluidity and 

mobility experienced across mission populations, who worked together to protect themselves from an 

abusive padre. Furthermore, the collective concealment of the assassination and the subsequent 

heroification and respect given to the collaborators and their descendants point toward hierarchies of 

 
148 Amah Mutsun tribal chief Val Lopez related that Mission Santa Cruz is known for being home to some of the 
most abusive padres. Related by Lopez in Jon Daehnke, AMST 113A (lecture, UC Santa Cruz, September 29, 2011). 
This oral account is substantiated by the stories given in multiple accounts. Asisara’s account details sexual, 
physical, and psychological abuses by Padres Olbés and Gil y Taboado in the years following the assassination of 
Quintana. See Amador, ”Memorias sobre la historia de California.”  Additionally, the story of rape perpetrated by 
Padre Real in the years before his appointment at Mission Santa Cruz is related in the memoir/history by Esselen 
scholar Deborah A. Miranda. See Miranda, Bad Indians, 24–25. 
149 See Amador, “Memorias sobre la historia de California,” 90–96. Asisara relates a story of Padre Olbés 
attempting to punish Damáso (SCZB# 233) for returning late to the mission. The mission community rose up in 
defense of Damáso by throwing tiles at Olbés and the overseers. Damáso appears to have been punished for this, 
as his death is recorded in San Francisco in 1818, apparently confined in the presidio (SCZD# 4574). Asisara’s 
account weighs the merits and abuses of different padres, as some were liked (Gil y Taboada) more than others 
(Olbés). 
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privilege and power within the mission community. The lands given to Lino’s daughter Petra Nicanor and 

her family, Quiricio’s son Rustico and his family, and to song-leader José Ricardo, who shared his home 

with his friend Lorenzo Asisara, raise questions about how land was divided among the handful of 

recipients.150 The depth of knowledge and detail that we have of this assassination is itself a result of the 

privilege and access that Venancio’s son, Asisara, attains through his navigation of racial and social 

status. It is due to Asisara’s racial and social transcendence and relationship with soldiers such as 

Amador, privileges not afforded  the majority of Indigenous survivors, that has allowed the rich detail of 

this story to reach a greater audience. Like Lino and the conspirators before him, Asisara and others 

holding special status within the mission utilized their proximity to the padres to move between worlds 

with agility, to bring knowledge of the Spanish and Catholic social and spiritual worlds back to their 

communities. 

  Lino is remembered by Asisara for decrying Padre Quintana’s brutal treatment of their people 

as outside of God’s command, stating  “Dios no manda eso” (God did not command this). The 

assassination itself is neither a rejection of Catholicism nor an anticolonial rebellion. In the 1930’s 

ethnologist John P. Harrington collected information from Ohlone people’s throughout the Bay Area.  In 

his notes, he records that traditional practices called for the execution of spiritual leaders who failed to 

carry through with their duties, suggesting a basis for understanding Indigenous practices of dealing 

with hypocritical spiritual leadership.151  The assassins, as remembered by Asisara, articulate a sense of 

justice, of right and wrong, informed by traditional practices yet interpreted through new teachings of 

the mission. In a rapidly changing world that has undergone environmental, social, political, and 

 
150 County deeds records indicate that around twenty-five former Mission Santa Cruz Indians held real property 
interest between 1834 and 1866. Most had relinquished claims by 1850, with Ricardo holding out until 1866. 
151 This information is reported by Harrington, in his Culture Element Distribution (CED) interviews of Northern and 
Southern Ohlone in the 1930’s.  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.  These reports are complicated and should be read critically, as they rely on “salvage anthropology,” that is 
ethnographic attempts to interview descendants about pre-contact practices and traditions. 
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psychological upheaval, these leaders demonstrate an ability to navigate through and survive this time 

of diminishing options by committing to big decisions, choosing extreme actions with dire 

consequences. Lino, as a young leader in the mission community, asserts an awareness of right and 

wrong; he and the other leaders choose to uphold the social order on their own as a part of this new 

world, protecting not only their own people, but the incoming Yokuts as well, crossing historical 

alliances and rivalries in the interest of protecting all within this newly forming community. 

 

 

Figure 1. Map of Native Local Tribes and Language Areas of the Monterey Bay Area 
at the Time of Spanish Entry. 
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Figure 2. Map of Native Local Tribes and Language Areas Around 
San Francisco Bay at the Time of Spanish Entry. 


