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Avery, Doris, M.A., Spring 2008 History
INTO THE DEN OF EVILS: THE GENiZAROS IN COLONIAL BW MEXICO
Chairperson: Dr. Dan L. Flores

As a result of the Indian slave trade in the Aar Southwest, a group of
detribalized Indians emerged in New Mexico during Spanish colonial period. These
Indians came to be known as the genizaros andughrahe process scholars call
ethnogenesis, developed their own identity by ipooating Hispano-Christian cultural
practices while preserving their native ways. Tdenizaros were products of a
widespread and lucrative trade in Plains Indianticap and, as such, they represented
various tribes, including Apaches, Navajos, ComanciKiowas, Pawnees, Utes and
Wichitas. The term “genizaro” emerged as a caabellduring the Spanish colonial
period and usually refers to members of these ®laidian groups who were captured in
the Indian wars and raiding expeditions of the &ghth and nineteenth centuries and in
turn sold to New Mexicans as servants to be insttlim Hispanic customs and baptized
as Christians. The genizaro experience in New d&texvas an ongoing practice of
cultural reinvention in the interest of self-prasgion—a practice consistent with the
cultural survival and legacy of other Native Amarns in the region. As individuals,
genizaros underwent social and cultural transfdomat upon leaving their native
communities and entering Hispanic society througiviside. The extent to which these
individual experiences produced a shared genizansoiousness and legacy to survive
and become a distinctly genizaro culture is theystwat unfolds here.
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Preface



The genizaros of New Mexico first caught my at@mtwith their gripping story
more than 10 years ago when they came up in mymmgsior a course on the nineteenth-
century American West. At the time, the existiitgrature on this seemingly obscure
and inconsequential group of Indians was as coict@g as the context in which they
emerged, demonstrating conflicting conclusions & wxactly they were and what their
experience in Spanish New Mexican society wasydi#ké. Questions revolved around
the power and status that genizaros did or dichawe, the roles that they did or did not
play in diplomacy and military defense, and thecggs they did or did not enjoy in
preserving their native identities or finding adeeme in the Hispano-Christian realm. In
recent years, the group has generated considesabielarly interest as part of an
expanding field of study that addresses questidnstimicity and identity within the
complex political and economic institutions of theerican Southwest since the Spanish
colonial period. Despite exhaustive research iiaat yielded substantial publication of
new material, voids in the historical interpretatiof the genizaros’ experience remain,
leaving me the opportunity to try to fill them. $dving issues within the existing
literature, then, has become as much a part ofptioiect as unraveling the complicated
intricacies that reveal an accurate picture ofgiieizaros of New Mexico.

The term itself remains unclear and confuses hegtbinterpretation regarding
the group’s role in New Mexico, particularly duririge colonial period. As a term,
genizarousually refers to American Indians of nomadic #saribes who were captured
in Indian wars or raiding expeditions and then gol#lispanic colonists as slaves. These
transactions occurred most oftenrascates or trade fairs, which attracted both Pueblo
and Plains Indians, as well as New Mexican tragénms eagerly “ransomed” Indian
captives from their “barbarous, heathen” captdRecords indicate that the captives for
sale were largely Apaches, while others had Nawdje, Kiowa, Pawnee and Comanche
tribal identities. Although the New Laws of 154Hi@ally abolished slavery in the
Spanish Empire, the Crown tolerated the genizadetbecause it provided a means to
carry out Spanish policies of converting and adsitnig native peoples in the Americas.
The Crown considered the genizaros’ servitude aspeasation for their ransom and
thus did not consider them slaves. As such, tvemonent did not intend the genizaros’

placement in New Mexican households to be a perntasendition but a form of debt



peonage, obligating masters to ensure the genizasssnilation to Hispanic culture
through Catholic indoctrination.

This summation of the genizaros becomes problemdusn historians restrict the
term’s meaning according to variations that appedroth secular and clerical primary
sources throughout the colonial period. In palécuthe word’s linguistic origins have
been a source of confusion in defining the geni&andistorians almost always refer to
the term’s Turkish rootsyfeni or new, andheri, troops) drawing an obvious comparison
between the New Mexican genizaros and the slavgasibf the Ottoman Empire known
as the janissaries. This connection has led mahglars to assume that the genizaro
designation originated in the group’s role as aariés to the Spanish military, and they
have relied too heavily on this connection to eixplaho the genizaros were. In fact, the
genizaro label was somewhat fluid with time and aependent upon one service that
genizaros performed in society. Because they sawdied the genizaros in different
contexts and circumstances without making cleamdisons or connections between one
era and another, historians have focused on thel’svanilitary connotation and
overlooked the genizaro experience as an ongoiagfipe of cultural reinvention in the
interest of self-preservation—a practice consisteitih the cultural survival and legacy
of other Native Americans in the region.

Genizaros reinvented themselves culturally throtigh process scholars call
ethnogenesis. This concept provides the key toenstahding the history of the
genizaros. It refers to a process of social artlirall transformation, usually among
indigenous groups in the face of foreign colonmatand conquest as a strategy for
survival. It is an ethnic reorganization that itwes “an often mutable process of social
reproduction” to encourage the survival of a groafthough in an altered forf.
Ethnogenesis emerged as an anthropological thadt969. Since then academics have

applied it to aboriginal groups on almost everytizwnt, particularly South America.

! Kenneth J. Andrien, review of Karen Vieira PowArsiean Journeys: Migration, Ethnogenesis, and the
State in Colonial Quitg¢Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre4995) inJournal of Latin
American Studie28 (October 1996): 689; Karl W. Neuenfeldt, authabstract ofThe Kyana

Corroboree: Cultural Production of Indigenous Etlgenesisn Sociological Inquiry65 (winter 1995):

21.

2 Gary Clayton Anderson, Professor of History, Unéity of Oklahoma, telephone conversation (Apri] 30
1997), notes in my possesion. See Jonathan D.adilHistory, Power and Identity: Ethnogenesis in the
Americas, 1592-199@owa City, IA: University of lowa Press, 1996Anderson’s booK he Indian
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Ethnogenesis can be applied to the genizaros of Mewico as it aptly describes their
cultural evolution. This is not to say that thengaros transitioned from a previously
disorganized and diverse grouping of Indians toolbrex one collective socio-political
community. They did not become a “tribe” or a ‘ioat” necessarily identifying with
one another from one community to the next. Thigyuand organization that developed
among genizaros came about within local communitieg nonetheless indicated a
pattern of common cultural characteristics and twas throughout New Mexico. As
individuals, genizaros certainly underwent social aultural upheaval upon leaving their
native families and communities and entering Higpaociety through New Mexican
households as servants. Genizaros reacted anteddapthese circumstances in ways
that preserved their native identities while adsivengaging with the Hispano-Christian
world. The extent to which these individual expades produced a shared genizaro
consciousness and became a distinctly genizarareuk the story that the following
chapters address.

Chapter One confronts the aforementioned contiadstwithin the existing
literature and establishes a working definitiorfgdnizaro” that draws on the concept of
ethnogenesis, the word’s etymological origins, anbok at the social and economic
functions genizaros performed in New Mexican sgcariring the colonial period and
after. While Chapter One discusses it in a geneal, Chapter Two examines the
contextual setting in which genizaros emerged mspexifically. This chapter provides
the necessary background on both Hispanic andrngbaieties, politics and economies
and how Hispanics and Indians interacted throughfama and trading. These
interactions resulted in the involuntary detribatian of thousands of Plains Indians who
entered New Mexican society as genizaros during dlghteenth and nineteenth
centuries. The experiences of these Indians iontal New Mexican society both in and
out of captivity are the focus of Chapter Threeen(Zaros’ religious practices as well as
their ability and willingness to utilize the Spamikegal system, reveal that a distinct,
albeit localized, ethnic identity evolved among iganos. As the Epilogue shows, this

story continued beyond the colonial period, inte fiexican era and the American

Southwest, 1580-1830: Ethnogenesis and Reinvefitiorman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press,
1999) brings the concept of ethnogenesis to Nortterica and the Southern Plains specifically. Cérapt
Two will show that ethnogenesis was an important pisome of the genizaros’ tribal heritages.
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occupation and conquest. The Epilogue examinepehg&stence and continued cultural
evolution of genizaros during the nineteenth anehtweth centuries.

Typically, scholars have assumed that genizassémdated to the Hispano-
Christian culture with little retention of theirggective tribal identities. This assumption
stems from the way studies of Borderlands histayehglossed over the genizaros as
well as from the way scholars have taken the pymmacords, which were written by
Spanish New Mexicans—not the genizaros themselvefea value. As is usually the
challenge in studying American Indians, the jousnabrrespondences, and Church and
court records that comprise the vast majority efdkailable primary evidence regarding
genizaros comes from others; scholars must relyhenskewed perspectives of New
Mexican priests, governors, and other military @#fis to ascertain how genizaros
actually fared in New Mexican society. Most ofstl@vidence is located in the Spanish
Archives of New Mexico at the New Mexico State RelsoCenter or in the documents
collections of Fray Angelico Chavez, Charles W. ktdt; Alfred B. Thomas, and George
P. Hammond and Agapito Reyes. While the archivesthese documents collections
are abundantly helpful, they require careful coasation of their context and the motives
of the original authors.

| have used much of the same evidence that mamyesfe have used, but with a
different objective and approach to try to createaacurate historical analysis of the
genizaro experience. Antonio Casados from BelehBantura Bustamente from Santa
Fe, for example, appear in several other academiksybut not necessarily as examples
of how political expedience bore an ethnic idenéitpong genizaros. My interpretation
of cases like these shows that a blended cultwapective allowed genizaros to take
advantage of their precarious position between potarized worldviews and forge a
group consciousness within their local communiti€ke lens of ethnogenesis has helped
create a framework to demonstrate that the gerdizafoNew Mexico were hardly
obscure and hardly inconsequential. They playgataainent role in New Mexican
frontier society through most of the eighteenth antkteenth centuries, and arguably
still do as an essential historical component ® ¢bntemporary mestizo culture that

characterizes New Mexico’s Hispano identity today.
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Chapter One
Ethnogenesis and the Genizaros of New Mexico



In 1776, Fray Atanasio Dominguez described theheont New Mexican town of

Abiquiu in the following way:

Those who have taken root here and their progeegksfpanish in a manner described with
regard to the Santa Fe genizaros, for they all cloome the same source, and these were taken
for this pueblo. There is nothing to say abouirtbestoms, for in view of their great weakness,
it wiII3be understood that they are examples of Wiappens when idleness becomes the den of
evils.

In 2008, scholars might wonder cynically if Domireguwas right, for only a few have
said much about the genizaros’ customs since 1776.

Outside observers of New Mexico have traditionaliewed its ethnic
composition as tri-cultural—Hispanic, Indian and ghsmtAmerican. This limited
perspective ignores New Mexico’s broader multi4ardtism, both past and present, and
overlooks other undeniably important component@iv Mexican society, including the
genizaros. The term “genizaro” emerged as a dab# during the Spanish colonial
period. It usually refers to Southern Plains Indiavho were captured in the Indian wars
and raiding expeditions of the eighteenth and eieth centuries and then sold to
Hispanic New Mexicans as slaves to be instructedigpanic customs and baptized as
Christians. The descendants of these detribalRkdns Indians were also called
genizaros. The genizaros were a marginalized pespb nonetheless comprised an
important part not only of the cultural matrix thets shaped New Mexico’s history, but
also of Indian-white relations. However, unlikeh@t ethnic or racial groups of the
Borderlands, the genizaros have been as margidatizkistory as they were in culture
and society. They remain relatively unknown owdsaf academic circles and New
Mexico itself, despite their formidable presencéew Mexican society and their role in
defending the New Mexican frontier, which in turnabled the trade that had caused
their own enslavement. In fact, genizaros evelytumcame slave raiders and traders
themselves.

Unraveling the uniquely complicated story of thenigaros begins with
understanding who should be called “genizaro.” fEnm seems lost among a long list of

labels that the Spanish Crown imported to the Acasriand extended to New Mexican

3 Eleanor B. Adams and Fray Angelico Chavez, edsl thans. The Missions of New Mexico, 1776: A
Description by Fray Atanasio Domingu@dbuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre$956):
126.



colonial society. These labels were used to ifiestcial class and status according to
one’s parentage. Throughout New Spain, society awasled betweerespafiolesand
indios This fundamental divide was further broken dotenclarify an individual’s
“purity of blood,” or lack thereof. Mestizo(a person of mixed Indian and Spanish
heritage) is among the most well-known of the labelithin this complex social
hierarchy. The mestizos’ mixed blood lines platiegim somewhere in the middle of the
socio-cultural divide between Indian and SpanistAlthough culturally speaking
genizaros were also somewhere in the middle, theyld not be confused with the more
familiar mestizo; genizaros were the product oérireicial relations. They were in fact
Native Americans by blood. They were Apaches, l@s/aComanches, Pawnees, Utes,
Kiowas and Wichitas. The question then becomes, wére they culturally?

They were, and possibly still are, a social greuih their own cultural identity,
or at least consciousness, that extended beyond benply Hispanicized Indians. Some
have argued, or perhaps assumed, that genizamscuiturated by virtue of being
detribalized, baptized, and educated in Hispangtazus and ultimately participating in
New Mexican “civilized” society. Transculturizatids a concept that emerged in the
1940’s through the work of Cuban sociologist Fedwm@rtiz, referring to the process of
transitioning from one culture to another. It “essarily involves the loss or uprooting of
a previous culture™ Relying on Ortiz’ work, in his dissertation “Missization and
Hispanicization of Santo Thomas Apostal de Abiquli50-1770,” Gilberto Benito
Cordova operates on the premise that genizarobdéfnd their Indianness because they
cooperated with missionization efforts, overlookihg notion that genizaro cooperation
was more than likely a mechanism for survival rathan a voluntary choice. Likewise,
in his dissertation, “Identifying Captivity and Gapng Identity: Narratives of American
Indian Slavery in Colorado and New Mexico, 1776-49&stevan Rael-Galvez casually
interprets census records to indicate that the zgewvs’ transculturization was

“complete.”®

* Fernando OrtizCuban Counterpoint: Tobacco and Sugiliew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1947): 102-103.
® Gilberto Benito Cordova, “Missionization and Hisfigization of Santo Thomas Apostal de Abiquiu,
1750-1770,” (Ph.D dissertation, University of Nevekito, 1979). Estevan Rael-Galvez, “Identifying
Captivity and Capturing Identity: Narratives of &ntan Indian Slavery in Colorado and New Mexico,
1776-1934,” (Ph.D dissertation, University of Mighn, 2002): 67.



In fact, genizaros did not experience transculizatibn; they did not leave
behind their Native American identity and becomgrely Hispanic. Nor did they fully
retain their Indian identity and reject everythidgpanic. Rather, genizaros experienced
the cultural change known as ethnogenesisAridean JourneyXaren Vieira Powers
defines ethnogenesis as a gradual process by wgtimct ethnic cultures reinvent
themselves and finds it to be particularly applieab tribal societies that, in the face of
conguest and colonialism, were forced to eithepada perish. Similarly, inslands of
History, Marshall Sahlins sees ethnogenesis as a culbtlvahge that is “externally
induced yet indigenously orchestratéd."The genizaros’ situation was exceptionally
remarkable as their experience during the colgpéaiod and after involved individuals
from multiple Indian ethnicities coming together to produce oe® identity, one that
blended—rather than abandoned—their biological ewmtural “Indianness” with their
“externally induced” immersion into Hispanic sogietFor the genizaros, the process of
ethnogenesis was further facilitated by their usigosition as both products and agents
of the warfare and trading between New Mexicans Blains Indians that began to
accelerate around the turn of the eighteenth cgntur

The beginning of the eighteenth century saw a dtanshift in the balance of
power among nomadic Indians of the Southern Plais.expanding Comanche empire
descended on New Mexico in pursuit of abundantdboifherds and a lucrative horse
trade. Part and parcel to this expansion wasrduetin captives, extracted from both
rival Indian groups and Hispanic and Anglo settlatee The Comanches reached
northern New Mexico soon after 1700, encroachingttan territory of the dominant
Apaches and honing in on their raiding targets, cihiargely included Pueblo and
Hispanic communities. By the middle of the eighteecentury, the Comanche Indians
had dethroned the Apaches, becoming the principah@mnic and political force of the
Southern Plains tribes. The Comanche encroachomrerihe Southwest incited inter-
tribal warfare that included not only Apaches, also Utes, Navajos, Pawnees, Kiowas,
and Wichitas. In 1793, Fernando de la Concha testrthe situation in a letter to

Viceroy Conde de Revilla Gigedo:

® PowersAndean Journeys8; Marshall Sahlindslands of History(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press, 1985): viii; Anderson, 267-268.



At the beginning of last winter, the Utes and Nasapot together for a council and they
resolved to go and attack the Comanches. Thepgeimmediately and soon encountered a
rancheria left unguarded by [Comanche] men whodate buffalo hunting. They proceeded
with little difficulty to destroy it completely, gduring and killing the women and children, and
running off the horseherd that was there. Whensngithis reached the Comanches, they swore
to avenge the offense and raising a considerableary, they attacked the village of the Utes
in a like manner and completely destroyed one efrthancherias, with the result that both
[tribes] have suffered almost equal harm from tteeo’

De la Concha’s astute observations lead one toled@that economic interests—that is
the market for desired commodities like horses eaptives—must have driven this
mutually destructive warfare that continued weltoirthe nineteenth century. These
economic interests also led Southern Plains Indiemdorge alliances with both
neighboring tribes and European imperialists in #hea, namely the French and the
Spanistt

Meanwhile, Spaniards had established the colonWek Mexico in northern
New Spain almost a century before the Comanchésgedron the Southern Plains. At
the end of the sixteenth century, Spanish and meesettlers migrated from the central
regions of New Spain to the northern frontier. haligh initially unsuccessful, by 1610
Hispanic settlers had colonized the area that becknmown as New Mexico. The
Spaniards’ settlement of New Mexico reflected tpieitsial and evangelical nature of the
Crown’s worldly mission to “civilize” native popui@ns, in this case the Pueblos, with
the institution of Franciscan missions and autlgorithe diversity of the Pueblo Indians
suited the Spaniards’ divide-and-conquer strategyl the Pueblos united to wage a
successful war for independence in 1680. Durirgriéxt several years as the balance of

power on the Plains was changing, attacks fromhieigng Plains tribes increasingly

" Fernando de la Concha, “Document Three: Ferndeda Concha to the Viceroy Conde de Revilla
Gigedo, Santa Fe, May 6, 1793, regarding inteatntarfare between the Comanches and other trines”
Marc Simmons, ed. and trans. Border Comanches: Seven Spanish Colonial Docum&ngs-1819
(Santa Fe, NM: Stagecoach Press, 1967): 25-26.

® Simmons, 8-10; L.R. Baileyndian Slave Trade in the Southwésbds Angeles, CA: Westernlore Press,
1966): 17-19; other works consulted that effecfihaddress the Comanches rise to power and the
intricacies of trade relationships on the Southains include James F. BroolGaptives and Cousins:
Slavery, Kinship, and Community in the Southwesti&tands(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 2002), Charles L. Kennek'#istory of New Mexican-Plains Indian Relatighorman,
OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1969); Stanleyék’Los Comanches: The Horse People, 1751-
1845(Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre4993); and Dan Flores, “Bison Ecology and
Bison Diplomacy: The Southern Plains from 1800&50,” Journal of American History8 (September
1991): 465-485.



plagued the Pueblos, who essentially allowed thenfBpds to reclaim New Mexico in
the 1690s. Likewise, the colonial government’'®ii@st in reconquering the lost colony
reflected how it too was experiencing a gradudtt shiits mission from one hinged on
spreading Christianity and redemption to one largeiven by imperial competition and
the need to clarify and defend its borders. Oflerrtext 150 years, New Mexicans and
Pueblos, along with nomadic Indians, the Frencld, Anglo-Americans engaged in a
simultaneously hostile and peaceful coexistencealamst constant state of warfare
complemented by regular trading activity.

Out of this peculiar co-existence emerged a nuulliural society reflective of the
indigenous and immigrant nature of New Mexico’'dyarodern inhabitants. Except for
the aforementioned genizaros, the stories of miostese early modern inhabitants have
been told and retold. Contemporary studies coatitmushow an increasing interest in
genizaros as a group, but with fairly limited résw@nd only occasionally as the primary
focus. The lack of attention to genizaros is sohswemarkable in light of the
population figures that many scholars have derif@dthem. Steven Horvath, for
example, finds that the 1750 census for Belen shibnats 41 per cent of the town’s
population was genizaro. Albert Schroeder estimttat, by the late eighteenth century,
genizaros represented almost one-third the popuolatf New Mexico. Estevan Rael-
Galvez argues that the “baptismal records of Newibtereveal that between 1700 and
1880, 4,601 nomadic Indians were baptized and emtanto Spanish-Mexican
households*®

Despite these figures, the existing literature genizaros remains thin in
comparison to other topics of interest to Bordedtahistory. Some of the most in-depth
work can be found in a number of doctoral dissematthat have explored issues related
to identity and the cultural make-up of New Mexiddorvath, Cordova, and Rael-Galvez

are among those who deal with genizaros specificaln “The Social and Political

® John L. Kessell, ed Remote Beyond Compare: Letters of Don Diego dgagio His Family from New
Spain and New Mexico, 1675-1708dbuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre4§89): 91-93;
the ambiguity and complexity of human relationglo& Southern Plains during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries is a persistent theme in Brd@éptives and Cousins

2 Rael-Galvez, 18; Albert H. Schroeder, “Rio Gragdlenohistory,” in Alfonso Ortiz, edlew
Perspectives on the Puebl@dbuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pred§72): 62; Steven
Horvath, “The Social and Political Organizationtloé Genizaros of the Plaza de Nuestra Sefiora de Los
Dolores de Belen, New Mexico, 1740-1812" (Ph.D elitation, Brown University, 1980): 64.



Organization of the Genizaros of Plaza de Nuestf& de Los Dolores de Belen, New
Mexico, 1740-1812,” Horvath seeks to understandgéeizaro experience through an
ethnohistorical case study of the community of BeldHe finds a genizaro population
that was almost completely assimilated into thespetclass but never free from the
stigmas of enslavement and being Indian. Horvaghegences some limitations in
primary documentation, but manages to conclude tiatgenizaros of Belen had a
distinct set of political and social institutionsat they developed in response to their
stigmatization by the dominant New Mexican sociefurthermore, he argues that the
Hispanic perception of genizaros as warriors bydblgave them a source of power by
enabling them to acquire land and profit from tranleexchange for military service.
Horvath’s findings in the case of Belen help dent@ts how settlement patterns along
the northern frontier opened the door for genizéwdsecome a distinct ethnic grotip.

In “Missionization and Hispanicization,” Cordovajhose aim is to examine
colonial educational methods and philosophy, alsesuhe case study approach in his
analysis of Santo Thomas Apostal de Abiquiu frorbQ# 1770. Cordova is primarily
concerned with how the Franciscans of New Mexicepaiicized the genizaros of
Abiquiu through the processes of transculturizatemculturation, and acculturation. He
argues that the institution of the Spanish misgibectively acculturated and transformed
the genizaros into Hispanic citizens. The misssystem represented a “civil plan
designed to settle pagan Indians into Spanish stylas.™ While he points to the
Franciscans “gentle” approach in educating andlizing detribalized Plains Indians,
Cordova fails to recognize the overriding patesmaliof Franciscans who treated them
like children. Indeed, these Indians did not “knbetter,” but it misses the nuances of
human psychology to assume that genizaros of tigezinth century were not savvy
enough to figure out how to placate their socigbesiors while discreetly preserving
elements of their natural cultural identify. As mentioned above, this oversight fosters
Cordova’s premise that genizaros underwent a camplansition from one culture to

another rather than remaining somewhere in the ImidéRegardless of the underlying

1 Horvath, 132-144, 145, 148-149.
12 Cordova, 46.
13 pid., 31-32.



limitations in his interpretations, however, Cordgyovides useful data that helps shed
light on the genizaro experience in colonial Newxide.

Rael-Galvez takes a philosophical approach tavioik on the legacy of captivity
and servitude in the Southwest in “ldentifying Ge@t and Capturing Identity:
Narratives of American Indian Slavery in Coloradw &New Mexico, 1776-1934.” He
uses genealogical and baptismal records, censas datl even maps to produce a
profound body of work that identifies genizaros #meir experience, though he does not
necessarily find it to be one that brings aboutelisable cultural cohesion. Rather Rael-
Galvez presents a seemingly ongoing experiencehtimshaped the cultural identity of
New Mexico as a whole. Rael-Galvez offers a comipae analysis between the
southwestern enslavement of Indians and the satdreaenslavement of Africans. He
finds a fair amount of overlap between the twohwiite most obvious difference resting
in the fact that Indian slavery in the Southwes baen far less exposed and therefore far
less understood than African slavery in the Sowhekurthermore, his work shows that
in the Southwest the enslavement of Indians pexsigtell beyond the American Civil
War, which, of course, terminated the enslaveméAfricans in the Southeast. Through
extensive analysis of an array of primary documéidé serve to narrate the story of
Indian servitude in the Southwest, Rael-Galvezeressa story of a “people in a middle
ground that could move either way depending upowil.”** Although as mentioned
above he uses the phrase *“transculturization,” ihterpretive analysis shows that
ethnogenesis was actually the process at work.

Aside from these dissertations, the predominartbhagraphy of the genizaros
produces limited insight and often conflicting infaation. Most of the information can
be found in the published works that serve theohysof the Borderlands or Southern
Plains Indians, though clearly some more than etherScholars have included
discussions of genizaros and offered some anabfsteem in different contexts and
circumstances, but they have made no clear digimer connections between one era
and another. James Brooks, Ramon Gutierrez, Gh&waner and Oakah Jones are
among those who have examined the chronologicatldpment of Indian slavery and

dealt with the emergence of genizaros. Each hasnpted to show how genizaros

14 Rael-Galvez, 18, 38.



ultimately blended into or remained marginalizednir the dominant New Mexican
culture. Fray Angelico Chavez and Frances Leondgsla have also pointed to an
evolution of a genizaro identity, but have confirtbdir discussions to the genizaros of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.be fair, these scholars have not
failed to synthesize whatever societal and cultavalution might have occurred among
the genizaros; they simply have not tried to do Shey have not directed their work at
the genizaros specifically. Rather, genizaros baveed to be treated tangentially as one
factor in a larger work. Interpretive marginalinat, coupled with discrepancies between
definitions of who was a genizaro and when, comapdiche task of understanding the
genizaros’ historical significance.

In Captives and Cousins: Slavery, Kinship, and Conityiun the Southwest
Borderlands James Brooks zeroes in on New Mexico and itsaimglirelations with each
other and the various European cultures that iaféd the region. He reveals a pattern
played out over and over again throughout North Atae a systematic and
institutionalized practice of inter-cultural comfliand exchange — conflict and exchange
that was both self-preserving and self-destructidaturally, genizaros were part of the
mix. Brooks devotes the better part of his fowtiapter to an extensive discussion on
the genizaros. Like other historians before hiowéwver, his study ultimately treats the
genizaros as one factor in a larger work. Broaeks to demonstrate the inter-cultural
implications of the slave trade and suggests that denizaros were a somewhat
temporary by-product of that trade. AZaptives and Cousinprogresses into the
nineteenth century, for instance, Brooks refergdnizaros only one more time, at which
point he implies that they were left behind in dighteenth century. He writes, “...most
of these households were dispersed in the smallages on the outskirts of the settled
territory. There it seems, they continued in tbke of coerced cultural mediators, much
as had their genizaro counterparts in the earti@’@ Brooks’ reference to genizaro
“counterparts” of the “earlier era” suggests theyt had disappeared into New Mexico’s

cultural landscape in the nineteenth century, atdowill dispute as this story unfolds.

15 James F. Brook€aptives and Cousins: Slavery, Kinship, and Conitpimthe Southwest Borderlands
(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina B 2002): 240.



Ramén Gutierrez also integrates genizaros intchistery of New Mexico and
offers considerable information When Jesus Came the Corn Mothers Went Away:
Marriage, Sexuality and Power in New Mexico, 15834 Although he subscribes to a
limited definition that bills genizaros as the “skaroops” of New Mexico, Gutierrez
manages to recognize a genizaro presence that sparisof the dates of his study. He
looks at their marginalization, occupations, maeiapractices, illegitimacy rates,
baptisms, land grants, and military roles. Guéemrovides substantial evidence to build
insightful conclusions that help depict what lifasweally like for genizaros in and out of
captivity. But, in the end, the genizaros are anlyiece of Gutierrez’ larger story. The
genizaro experience is not his primary concérn.

Other works on New Mexico and Southern Plains Imslieontain useful starting
points for further research. Frances Leon Swadetlb's Primeros Pobladores:
Hispanic Americans of the Ute Frontiattempts to redefine “genizaro” by including
Pueblo Indians of the Hopi, Zuni and Santa Clallages who settled in Abiquiu after
1750. She notes that the term genizaro was appiéaly to Indians of various nomadic
tribes who had been ransomed from captivity andegalaas servants in the households of
New Mexican settlers. But, “in practice,” adds &esh, “many genizaros were [also]
Pueblo Indians who had been expelled from theiréeitlage for being overly adaptive
to Hispanic culture. They asked for and receivigtits on Genizaro grants” Her
interest in expanding the genizaro label to incldd&ibalized Pueblos comes from the
Indians included in the actual genizaro land grafité&biquiu and Ojo Caliente. The
inclusion of these Pueblos in grants suggests daptivity and enslavement were not
necessarily factors in identifying genizaros, astenot by the mid-eighteenth century.
Or, perhaps the unique circumstances of land dgmanindians allowed for a similarly
unique opportunity to make room for any detribalizedians in New Mexican society,
not just detribalized Plains Indians.

Early appearances of the genizaro label in prind@mguments from the colonial
period seem to provide the source of the confusiver whether some Pueblos should

'® Ramoén GutierreAVhen Jesus Came the Corn Mothers Went Away: Mgarigexuality, and Power in
New Mexico, 1500-184@stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1991%9-156, 171-190, 195-196,
199-203, 215, 231, 252, 295-297, 305-306, 321, 848,333.

" Fances Leon Swadedlys Primeros Pobladores: Hispanic Americans oflthe Frontier(Notre Dame,
IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1974): xviii.
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have been included in the genizaro category. igiamnce, in his 1705 campaign against
the Navajos, Captain Roque de Madrid referred ® lbmez Pueblo warriors who
assisted him as “genizard$.”Such primary documentation that includes Puehdtiahs

in the genizaro category ultimately blurs both g#eenomic condition, that is servitude,
and the historical interpretations that have helpleaipe the classification of genizaros.
Roque de Madrid’s inclusion of Jemez Pueblos idaading because, unlike the Pueblos
at Abiquiu, there is no indication that these aaxis were detribalized or that they
provided forced service to New Mexicans. The waye de Madrid used “genizaro”
not only confuses the tribal affiliations or assticins of genizaros but also contributes to
the misconception that the real mark of a genizaas his participation in Spanish
military activities. Roque de Madrid reinforcesetlnterpretations of scholars like
Gutierrez who rely on the Turkish etymology, whichplies that genizaros were thus
called for their military cooperation with the Sjnregardless of whether they were
Pueblos or Plains Indians, whether they were ddiriéd, or whether they or their
ancestors ever served New Mexicans involuntarhile it is difficult to dismiss a
primary account as categorically wrong, it is notaasonable for historians to consider
that these kinds of references to genizaros ama@ea of how Spanish New Mexicans
often neglected to bother themselves with the atariatics that differentiated one group
of Indians from another.

Historians have also revealed conflicting inforroatiin addressing the social
status of genizaros. I|A History of New Mexican-Plains Indian Relatipr@harles
Kenner describes the genizaros’ inferior socialitipzsin New Mexican society. He
maintains that they lacked “land and status” beedhis New Mexicans considered them
‘children of the enemy’ and would not admit thenthieir pueblos® On the other hand,
in Los Paisanos: Spanish Settlers on the Northerm&@o of New SpainOakah Jones
argues that “Comanches, Apaches, Navajos, Utesramabers of various other nations

simply described as ‘genizaros’ lived in Spanismewnities and were readily accepted

18 Rick Hendricks and John P. Wilson, trans. and, &t Navajos in 1705: Roque Madrid’s Campaign
Journal (Albuguerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre§996): 19, 44.
9 Kenner, 63.
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into the general society® Kenner's contention seems more accurate thansJone
because it complies with the Hispanic social coléamor, from which Indians were
largely excluded. Also, Kenner is reinforced byest secondary sources that find
genizaros never escaped the stigmas of enslavandriteing Indian. But, the truth is
that they are both right, depending on when andrevheBefore the mid-eighteenth
century, genizaros who were no longer living ingdisic households or their descendents
were largely confined to neighborhoods in the calbcenters of New Mexico, like Santa
Fe’s Barrio Analco. This trend changed with th&titaition of the Bourbon Reforms later
in the eighteenth century, when land and statusbditbme available to genizaros, so
long as they were willing to live on the dangerduisge of the colony and help defend
it.?> Unlike in the central communities, in these fiencommunities, genizaros were
more “readily accepted into the general societyastasand espafioledived in close
proximity in the interest of security®

The work of Fray Angelico Chavez has also played important part in
developing the current knowledge on genizaros. v€haalong with Eleanor B. Adams,
edited and translatedhe Missions of New Mexico, 1776: A Description Frgy
Atanasio Dominguezawvhich has proven to be among his most informapivblications.
The Missions of New Mexitours late eighteenth century New Mexico throuuh ¢yes
of Dominguez, a Franciscan priest sent to New MexXto make a complete, detailed
report on both the spiritual and economic statushefNew Mexico missions, [which]
entailed the gathering of much geographical andadtiyical data as welP® Likewise,
My Penitente Land: Reflections on Spanish New ¢dadelivers a sense of the genizaro
identity, while a brief article titled “Genizaroshanages to cover substantial ground,
making pivotal conclusions about the definition ggfnizaros and their significance in

2 Oakah L. Joneg,os Paisanos: Spanish Settlers on the Northermfieo of New SpaifNorman, OK:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1979): 132.

ZBeginning in 1765, the reforms of the Bourbon etanded to strengthen and centralize the government
in Spain and her colonies; they included a restirieg of the internal provinces that retained tieeregal
system while implementing the intendency systenpas of the plan to increase the Spanish military
presence along the northern frontier to ward off Bmglish and “control a restless population.” @esult

of these reforms was a rise in slave militia atfidnd the practice of awarding land grants to ehwbko
participated in these militias, see Thomas Hadicial ChangeSocial Change in the Southwest, 1350-1880
(Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press, 198%534-138.

*> Rael-Galvez, 65-66.

% ChavezThe Missions of New Mexicev;.
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New Mexican society and culture. In particular,a@éz discusses the rebellion of 1837
and Jose Angel Gonzales, a genizaro and leadeneofdbellion. Gonzales helped
overthrow the New Mexican Government and brieflywed as interim governor, until he
himself was overthrown and executed by subsequenée@or Manuel Armijd*

The most in-depth, published work on the genizaomses from Malcolm Ebright
and Rick Hendricks. Their collaborative effortaalled The Witches of Abiquiu: The
Governor, the Priest, the Genizaro Indians andDeeil. As the title suggests, it offers a
close-up examination of the witchcraft proceeditiggt implicated several genizaros of
Abiquiu during the 1750s and 1760s. Ebright anddilieks surgically examine the cast
of players involved and the forces that shaped daction’s mindset and resulting
actions.  Although they seem to make some miscioms regarding various
individuals’ actual ethnic identities or their mas along the way, Ebright and
Hendricks offer the most intricate study of gendzaro date. Their focus is somewhat
narrow, but the implications of Ebright and Henksicmeticulous look at the witchcraft
proceedings in Abiquiu and the lasting legacy @fsthevents have madieée Witches of
Abiquiu an invaluable resource. Much of what they hagealiered about the genizaros
holds true in other parts of New Mexico as vll.

Any serious intellectual debate regarding the gmoi requires an established
definition of who the group has included at diffgrgoints in time. Yet, despite the
insights and bibliographies of the aforementionemtks, the existing literature fails to
provide consistency on this issue. In fact, itnsedo raise more questions than it
answers. Many of the unanswered questions orafiaacies pertain to exactly who fit
into the genizaro category, a question createdpted earlier, by the term itself and the
way it appears in primary documents. Genizaro llysuafers in a general way to
American Indians of nomadic Plains tribes who weaptured in intertribal warfare or
raiding and then sold to Hispanic colonists asesdav The transactions occurred most
often atrescatesor trade fairs, which attracted both Pueblo alahB Indians as well as
Hispanic traders. As Spanish colonists justifie€lirt participation in the slave trade as

4 Chavez, “Genizaros” iHandbook of North American India@s(Washington, DC, 1979): 200; Chavez,
My Penitente Land: Reflections on Spanish New &depdlbuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico
Press, 1974): 241-243.

% Malcolm Ebright and Rick Hendrick$he Witches of Abiquiu: The Governor, the Pritst, Genizaro
Indians, and the Dev{lAlbuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre2§06).
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nothing short of “rescuing” Plains Indians from ithébarbarous” captors, it is hardly
coincidental that these trade fairs were known rascates,” which literally translated
means “rescue” or “ransom.”

The annual rescates at Pecos and Taos were thesbiggd most important
formal trading events. Fray Dominguez discussedréiscates at Taos: At this fair they
sell buffalo hides, “white elkskins,” horses, mylesffalo meat, pagan Indians (of both
sexes, children and adults) whom they capture fotimer nations?* The captives for
sale were usually of Apache, Comanche, Navajo, Kitaya, Pawnee, and Wichita tribal
identities>” As John Kessell observes about Pecos, Indiariveapivere a particularly

prized commodity:

Although in volume and worth the trade in buffaidés and fine tanned skins far exceeded the
‘ransom’ of non-Christian captives, no item was enamportant to local Hispanos or more
avidly sought after than these huniezas Mostly they were children or young women, for
their men died fighting, were put to death, or wiare tough to “domesticate.” No Hispano of
New Mexico, however lowly his station, felt that hed made good until he had one or more of
these children to train as servants in his hometaugive his name. Men wanted to present them
to their brides as wedding gifts. They were ag susymbol of status as a fine hofse.

Although the New Laws of 1542 officially abolishsthvery in the Spanish Empire, the
colonial government and clergy rationalized Indslavery through the fifth century
theory of “just war, in which self-defense and tbeovery of stolen property was used to
justify retribution against perpetrators of suchmas and hostilities® In New Mexico,
“just war” provided a means to carry out Spanishcpes of assimilating and converting
native peoples in the Americas while giviegpafiolesheir slaves “legally.”

Genizaros began to emerge as an identifiable, thowg necessarily cohesive,
group early in the eighteenth century. The tradBlains Indian captives appears to have
gained momentum at the end of the seventeenth rgemthen the Spaniards had
reconquered New Mexico, but on the Pueblos’ temmasnely no more enslavement of

Pueblos and a certain latitude for Pueblos to rasirtheir religious and social customs

% Adams and ChaveMissions of New Mexic®@52.

%" Gutierrez,151; David M. Bruggélavajos in the Catholic Church: Records of New ietex1694-1875
(Tsaile, AZ: Navajo Community College Press, 1985J-32, 107; Swadesh, 148.

8 John L. KessellKiva, Cross, and Crown: The Pecos Indians and Niewico, 1540-184QWashington,
DC: National Park Service, US Department of therior, 1979): 366.

% Rael-Galvez, 27; Rael-Galvez draws his interpiatatf the application of “just war” theory from
Robert A. Williams, Jr.The American Indian in Western Legal Thought: Diecourses of Conquest
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1990): 29-31.

14



and to remain apart from the Hispanic communitiesnited access to Pueblo labor and
a lagging provincial economy helped make Plainsaimaaptives the desired commodity
described above. They provided labor and statusligpanic New Mexicans while the
slave trade itself helped boost the economy. Titwev@ intended the slaves’ bondage not
as a permanent condition but as a form of debt gg®rand obligated owners to
Hispanicize and Christianize their genizaros, aicgothat served to justify their
servitude. Owners typically employed genizarosl@sestic servants and day laborers
until they earned their ransom, which typicallykaa least several years and for younger
captives usually occurred upon marriage or reachuhgithood. The trade in captives
continued into the nineteenth century, but histwidiffer on its scope and magnitude,
with some maintaining that the trade had noticedelglined by the end of the eighteenth
century and others asserting that it continued ateabbeyond the American conquest of
the region and even the American Civil War.

This definition of genizaros is deceptively strafghward. The term becomes
confusing when historians and anthropologists edfhaa category to include enslaved
Pueblo Indians or Plains Indians who voluntarilietl in Spanish towns. As noted
earlier, Swadesh, for one, thinks Pueblo Indiamsikhbe included. She writes:

The word ‘Genizaro’ supposedly refers to detritediz nomadic Indians, often of mixed

ancestry, who came from both east and west of Newid® and who had been ransomed from
captivity among the nomadic tribes. In Abiquiu ttieurch records tell a somewhat different
story. In addition to the record of Hopis settltdthe Montoya homestead in 1750, records of
later years show that people from the Hopi Villagg2anis, Isletas, Santa Claras and other
Pueblo Indians continued to come to Abiquiu thraughthe eighteenth century, apparently

forming the majority of the local Genizaro popwati Those Genizaros identified as nomadic
or of non-New Mexican origin were in the minority>..

Swadesh rightly suggests that the word’'s meaninme®anced an evolution during the
colonial period in New Mexico. Yet, she overreaheath the information she found in
the Abiquiu records, which weakens her attemptidlenge the definition of “genizaro.”
Swadesh seems to work on the premise that Abiquis & settlement that consisted
exclusively of genizaros and thus considers thent®Wwueblo residents to be genizaros

by virtue of living there. Living in Abiquiu didot make one a genizaro. Yet, Swadesh’s

30 Robert Archibald, “Acculturation and Assimilatiam Colonial New Mexico,” ifNew Mexico Historical
Reviews3 (July 1978): 205-206; Bailey, 8-11; HorvatBl1Rael-Galvez, 18.
31 swadesh, 40.
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conclusions point to a shift in the meaning of “gano.” By the mid-eighteenth century
genizaro referred to detribalization as much asndividual’s status as a slave, freed
slave, or a descendant of slaves. Ultimately, ghothe presence of Pueblos in Abiquiu
after 1750 illustrates the multi-cultural naturefadntier towns more than it challenges
the definition of genizaros.

Swadesh’s argument is problematic mostly becaupeteg genizaros with
Pueblos does not recognize their post-1680 cultnddpendence from both the Hispanic
and Indian slave populations; it ignores theiridcdt cultural identities, or so it would
seem. Recall that, in addition to records of a j@ars earlier, Swadesh’s inclusion of
Pueblos in the genizaro category comes in part frmand grants. The oversight, then,
really comes from the perceptions of primary sosireghich must be considered when
trying to process “first-hand” observations. Rdb&rchibald offers assistance to clarify
the Pueblos’ cultural distinctiveness. He writkattafter the 1680 Revolt, the “Pueblo
Indians were not enslaved, nor were they, as afaleibly brought into Spanish society.
They were, and remain, a group apdft.As mentioned above, the Spaniards’ reconquest
of New Mexico at the end of the seventeenth centlamonstrated a certain level of
cooperation between Spaniards and Pueblos in whelPueblos maintained an identity
separate from the genizaros as well as other Iadiatames Brooks demonstrates this
point in his discussion of the “witchcraft frenzyat erupted in the village of Abiquiu” in
1763. He writes, “...all of the settlements along BRio Chama exploded in accusations
and counteraccusations...Joaquin and his brothen, Jargo, defended themselves and
pointed instead to the genizaros Miguel OntiveRmA(nee), Agustin Tagle (Kiowa), and
Vicente Trujillo...as among fifteen genizaros...who piga the ‘idolotrous and sexually

"33 Brooks’

promiscuous Turtle Dance from their Rio Grande Ruefeighbors.
anecdote demonstrates that genizaros and Pueblesnatone in the same and they
themselves saw the need to make the distinctiar.cle

The confusion over the term genizaro continues vdohiolars include non-slave
Indians in the genizaro category. Above all, ttaefusion detracts from the significance

of the legacy of enslavement that typically chaeazes the genizaro identity. While

32 Archibald, 205-206.
33 Brooks, 136.
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Swadesh suggests that over time captivity and dbsesvitude became less important in
classifying genizaros, enslavement and its legaoyamed a common indicator of a
genizaro’s identity. Part of the problem comesnfrthe way primary records use the
word loosely as an ethnic designation, as we satv Gaptain Roque de Madrid. Social
and economic roles that distinguished genizaras fsther Indian groups did not always
appear in the documents. In some cases the okiessemmed from ignorance; in others,
from a lack of interest in making distinctions argdahe groups that comprised the lowest
tier of the Hispanic social hierarchy. Often rettakers based their assessment of an
individual's genizaro identity on any one of a sdtcharacteristics that suggested
“Indianness.” Horvath observes that such traittuded “coarse habits, inability to speak
Spanish properly, dark complexion, [and] pagargiefi.”** Perhaps this is how Captain
Roque de Madrid decided the ethnicity of his Jémedliaries.

Similarly, government and religious authoritiesded to label all sedentary or
“civilized” Indians living in Spanish settlements genizaros, regardless of whether they
or their ancestors had entered those settlememtsigh captivity and involuntary
servitude. This assessment, as Swadesh has sbftemincluded Pueblos who had been
outcast by their communities, which happened te¢hmnsidered too heavily influenced
by Hispanic culture and sociely. While some authorities could not be botheredatice
ethnic diversity among Indians, others often notabal identities along with the
distinction or implication of genizaro. L.R. Bajl@otes that numerous entries bearing
the designationrifio de nacién de Apachéchild of the Apache nation) appear in the
records®® These kinds of labels tell us who the captivkelyi were even though one’s
condition as servant or slave was not always indécca Apache designations are
particularly helpful because, as we will see in @tba Two, large numbers of Apaches
were taken captive and subsequently representedndicant portion of the genizaro
population. Thus, we cannot categorically excldd&ibalized Indians from the genizaro
grouping simply because they were not documentechp8ves or servants when they
were included by the dominant culture that credterl ethnic designation in the first

place.

34 Horvath, 15.
% |bid., 68-69; Swadesh, xvii.
% Bailey, 16.
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Another point of confusion in defining genizarosses from a second function
that they performed in New Mexican society begignmostly in the mid-eighteenth
century. After they earned their ransom, genizand®se enslavement had made them
social outcasts, often petitioned the colonial goreent for land grants to settle in
strategically placed villages that served as “bsffdetween Hispanic settlements and
raiding Plains Indians. In other instances, thesenmunities provided refuge for
mistreated slaves who were given their freedomtlieir participation in the ongoing
wars between New Spain and Plains Indians. Teo@Gooix, Commandant General of
the northern provinces, noted the necessity oftolans for New Spain’s security. In
1781, he contended that New Mexico’s “conservaitoro important that if we should
lose New Mexico a second time [Croix is referrimgthe Pueblo Revolt of 1680], we
would have upon Vizcaya, Sonora, and Coahuilah&lénemies which now invade the
province.® The genizaros were desired residents for thetiérohecause their Indian
heritage theoretically made them able warriors eiglitened their potential to negotiate
successfully with their former tribes. Abiquiu 84), Belen (1740), San Miguel del
Vado (1794), Ojo Caliente (1754), and Santa Fe’lémaeighborhood (ca. 1700) were
among the frontier communities that had significaminbers of genizaros living in them.
The communities formed a buffer around Santa Fe Abdquerque—New Mexico’s
most important Spanish settlements. Voluntarilyiroroluntarily, members of these
communities became protectors of the trade relshipn that had produced their
identity 3®

Although they were established to serve the pwposf the New Mexican
government, the frontier towns provided opport@sitfor genizaros that they otherwise
would not have had given their status as both hsli@and former slaves. As Horvath
notes, “...the administrative application of a commabistory and ancestry, as
Christianized Plains Indians, to all members o$ ttategory opened certain avenues of

economic gain such as service as scouts, interpreted militia troops and as pioneering

37“General Report of 1781 by Teodoro de Croix,” itiréd B. Thomas, ed. and tran$eodoro de Croix
and the Northern Frontier of New Spain, 1776-1788rman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1941):
106.

% Horvath, 48, 55, 157-158, 167, 173; Archibald, 2tierrez, 305.
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settlers on the defensive perimeter of the provifite These experiences gave the
genizaros access to the coveted Hispanic code radrhavhich was something hardly
foreign to the native cultural identities. Theyewved what Ana Alonso calls “warrior-
honor,” which she observed among the Serrano ptsasdnNamiquipa in northern
Mexico. Warrior-honor was derived from situations practices in which “valor and
military skills [were] central to the constructiof masculinity,” making one’s status as a
warrior a source of prestige and even pofffer.Alonso’s theory builds on a frontier
ideology in which rights to land and status weratocment on the fulfillment of military
obligations, an ideology evident among various Beut Plains Indian cultures as well.

Alonso’s warrior-honor becomes apparent amongzgeos in the descriptions by
the Hispanic New Mexicans who observed them. Hbrvsummarizes many of these

first-hand impressions.

Morfi described them as ‘fine soldiers, very wagliland most formidable against our enemies’
(Simmons, 1977: 34). Menchero found them to bergatic and zealous in the pursuit of
enemies (Hackett, 1937: wvol. Il, 401-2)...Teodorooi€&r commended them for their
‘prosperous’ clashes with Apaches (SANM, Reel I@nke 925). These words of praise came
from men who held very divergent opinions aboutdtate of the province. Yet, they uniformly
had high opinions of the ability of the Genizarssaarriorst

These commendations from religious and governmdifitiads indicate that the
genizaros’ military roles allowed them to demortstrtheir superior ability as warriors
and, in the eyes of the men mentioned above, andefs of the state. In turn, as they
settled and defended frontier communities, gengajained access to land, another
important indicator of status.

The genizaros’ military function in society heigh$ confusion over who exactly
the genizaros were because it parallels the litiguisigins of the term itself and, as
such, has led some scholars to confine the categimm of genizaros. As noted earlier,
the word, many have argued, comes from the TurKishi meaning “new”, andheri,
or “troops.”

%9 Horvath, 99-100.

0 Ana Maria AlonsoThread of Blood: Colonialism, Revolution and Genate Mexico’s Frontiey
(Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona Press, 199302, 135.

“1 As quoted in Horvath, 173.
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Gutierrez, for example, compares the New Mexicamizggos to the janissaries of the
Ottoman Empire, who were slaves seized to servshaek troops” in the Sultan’s wars.

He writes:

As defeated enemies living in Spanish towns, [gaoig] were considered permanent outsiders
who had to submit to the moral and cultural sup#yi@f their conquerors. The tergenizaro
itself (from the Turkishyenj “new”, andCheri, “troops”) reflects this fact. The janissaries of
the Ottoman Empire were slaves, primarily childramo had been seized from the subject
Christians for use as shock troops in the sultemis*?

This connection has led many scholars to assumethiagenizaros were thus called
because they served as auxiliaries to the Sparilgargn

Brooks is among those adopting this interpretatidn. his glossary of terms, for
instance, Brooks defines “genizaro” as “Janissaryyew Mexico, detribalized nhomadic

Indians reduced to slavery, converted, resettledSpanish homes or villages and

S43,

deployed as military auxiliaries:” He applies this definition in his interpretiveadysis

of “Segesser | (ca. 1720-1729),” an anonymous paating depicting a raid on what

appears to be Apaches. It shows a

raid by mounted horsemen on a mountain tipi encaemprvhose defenders are afoot and armed
only with bows and arrows. Watching the conflictfald are the women of the rancheria,
gathered behind a defensive palisade. The mencehivont the attackers are clearly of a single
cultural group—their hairstyles, weaponry, and klsiere nearly identical—probably represent
an Apache band. The nine aggressors (probably,fara section of the hide is missing), on
the other hand, are signified as from diverse iedays cultures and seem to have been outfitted
by Spanish patrons. Their horses are equipped Sptmish bits, bridles, and rawhideeros
(leather armor), they wield Spanishpadas anchagavalry sabers) and steel-tipped lances, and
they attack in a formation that puts the lancerh@vanguard. But eight are also unmistakably
Indian; tD4ey exhibit distinctive and different helaglsses and hairstyles and carry round leather
shields..:

Brooks assumes that the unknown Indians in “Segdsseere genizaros. He lauds the
painting as a “historical jewel” that “provides @&wal opening into one of the most
distinctive and complicated phenomena that the &eoedt Borderlands would produce—
the creation of slave militia$” Indeed the creation of slave militias was a cécapbd

and distinctive phenomenon, but it did not happetil later in the eighteenth century.

While it is possible that the Indians in the paigtwere genizaros, there is not enough

42 Gutierrez, 151.
43 Brooks, 374.
* Ibid. 121-122.
* Ibid., 123.
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evidence to confirm it nor is it likely given thate. They could just as easily be Pueblo
auxiliaries, possibly representing different pusblavhich would account for their
“distinctive and different headdresses”—or Plaindidn scouts. Interestingly, Brooks
criticizes his source, Gottfried Hotz, for beingufifortunately constrained’ by an
insistence on seeing this scene as a ‘Mexican rindiditia’ operating in the ‘Sierra
Madre mountains of northern Sonora’ and misses rime specific genizaro...
connections® It seems that Brooks is the one “unfortunatelgstmined” by his own
assumption that figures in a partial reproductidnachide painting must have been
genizaros simply because they were Indians fighailoggside Spaniards against other
Indians.

If Brooks’ interpretations are accurate, thggnizaroshould refer only to those
Indian slaves or their descendants who lived in filoatier towns and assisted the
colonial war effort against Plains tribes. Histatidocuments and analyses, however,
render this definition inadequate, if not incorrecChavez, for example, finds that
Spanish authorities applied the term to detribdliralians decades before any of them
performed official military duties. He even doways$ the role that genizaros performed
in an official military capacity. Chavez arguestthit is true that much later, in widely
scattered instances, small groups gehizaroswere martially employed, as in the
example that Thomas cites and a few other occasmotie years 1777, 1800, 1808, and
1809...but this was decades after the ethnic destgnhad been firmly established.”

Chavez traces the word’s earliest usage back tanSpahere it designated a
Spaniard having foreign European blood, like Frertiian or Greek® The word
shows up in New Mexico for the first time in the6D8. It appears again with more
frequency after the Pueblo Revolt of 1680 and awere so after the reconquest of the
1690s?° when the enslavement of Pueblo Indians was noeloag option and Plains
Indians were indeed foreigners in the eyes of Higphlew Mexicans. Chavez’ findings
regarding the word’s original appearance suggdéstsit became an ethnic designation
without any military connotations. If this earlgage is true, it begs the question of how

“% |bid., 122-123; “Segesser I” is discussed in Gottftmdz, The Segesser Hide Paintings: Masterpieces
Depicting Spanish Colonial New Mexi¢Banta Fe, NM, 1991): 15-78.
*" Chavez, “Genizaros,” iHandbook of North American Indiads 198.
48 [
Ibid.
9 Brooks, 129.

21



the term was chosen to refer to Plains Indian eaptisold into slavery and their
descendants. Since Spanish authorities commofeyred to Indian tribes as “nations,”
the word “genizaro” likely referred to the “foreigns” from the Plains who were living
among them, albeit involuntarily.

Defining genizaro accurately requires taking &laba different linguistic origin,
such as Latin—from which the Spanish languagergels derived—and being willing to
accept a certain elasticity that allows the meatongend with time. For example, by the
late eighteenth century, so-called genizaro comtimsnhad been established but, as
discussed above, their populations were not limitedmancipated Plains Indian slaves.
Yet, contemporaries of the day saw fit to inclubese “others” as genizaros. Perhaps
such inclusion represents ignorance or lazinessdissussed earlier, or perhaps it
demonstrates variability in the word’s usage tlm&t primary recorders understood but
failed to explain. Going beyond the word’'s Turkisiots helps create the flexibility
necessary to defining it in a way that is consistth how the primary sources used it.
Horvath has examined the word’s etymology througtL_atin origins by working off of
the analysis of Matias Callendrelli. Horvath exmpsa

According to Callendrelli the adjectivgenizarowas applied to a child of parents of different
nations; such as Spain and France (Callendrelll19779). The Spanish wogeno (lineage,
race, progeny, etc.) is the root and the additionvo suffixes, izo, and -aro, to this root yields
genizaro In New Mexico,genizarowas often used as an adjective as imdio genizaro The

Spanish also consistently referred to Indian tribgsnations and the diversity of the tribes
represented in thgenizaroranks made for many international marriatfes.

While the exact meaning of the suffixes that Caltefli observes remains unclear, his
definition of genoconcurs with clerical accounts. In fact, Horvadl, well as Chavez,
rely on Fray Juan Agustin Morfi's definition of gearos, which he offers in a
description of New Mexico in 1782. Morfi report3his name §enizarg is given to the
children of different nations who have married e tprovince® This definition
suggests that the genizaro label served as a ‘aHt¢brm to classify miscellaneous

Indians, detribalized or otherwise unassociatedrfi@ explanation of the term makes

% Horvath, 73-74.
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sense in the context of the Hispanic caste systeémch ranked classes according to
genetic qualities or racial mixtures, not occupadiocategories, such as military service.
The caste system reflected the Hispanic effortdatégorize and organize” its multi-
racial society? The nature of this system therefore refutes #serion that the term
genizaro was derived solely from the military fuoes of freed Indian slaves and their
descendants. It also helps explain why, as Chéwes, the term was used decades
before genizaros performed military-related dufmsthe New Mexican government.
The term genizaro might have been a “conveniecheaditlabel used by Spanish colonial
bureaucrats to define a population of unassociatecalearly Indian people who did not
fit into any of the established categoriéd.”

Morfi's reference to genizaros as children of efiéint nations is reinforced by
other primary sources. Nicolas de Lafora, for epl@nnoted the presence of genizaros
while on a military expedition to evaluate the dhesfes of the northern frontier. Lafora,
captain of the Spanish Royal Engineers, was a mewofbihe military inspection party
that toured New Mexico from 1766 t01768. In higae, he mentioned genizaros several
times. He noted that “the inhabitants of Nuestedidda de Guadalupe are Spaniards,
mestizos, mulattoes, and Indians of the Tigua amd Rations and Genizaros.” In
Bethlem, or Belen, he counted “thirty-eight fanslief Spaniards and Genizaros.” Later
he described another area: “It has thirty-sevétheseents...In them live 2,703 families
of Teguas, Genizaros, Abiquius Pecuris, Taos, Relaw®ws, Zunis, Acomas, Moquinos,
Queres, Xemes, Sumas, and Piro Indians, makingah db 10,524 persons* These
references do not define “genizaro” but the comstemt which Lafora uses the word
correspond with Morfi's explanation. As Horvathsebves, Lafora places the genizaros
“in an intermediate position between Indians (boélgan nomads and Christian Pueblo)
and the Spanish-speaking settlers of the provirite.”

Personal accounts by members of the clergy an@rgment officials reflect
some “common denominators” in the genizaros’ idietstithat prevent Morfi's definition
from being interpreted too broadly. These factmmdude nomadic tribal ancestry,

*2Horvath, 74, 91.

%3 |bid., 70-71.

4 Nicolas de Lafora, “Jurisdiction of New Mexicoif Lawrence Kinnaird, edThe Frontiers of New
Spain: Nicolas de Lafora’s Desrcription, 1766-17@rkeley, CA: The Quivira Society, 1958): 89, 8
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Christianization, and Hispanicization. Lafora’ssdeption, for example, categorized
genizaros as Indians, yet sets them apart fromPineblo identities he lists. This
distinction suggests the genizaros were of only ation Plains ancestry. Fray

Dominguez observed:

In this Belen there is a group of genizaros...And saithem have small plots of arable land,
and others have nothing, supporting themselvesaeis luck helps them (only they and God
know whether they have managed to get their handghat belongs to their neighbor$).

Dominguez’ reference to their owning “small plotsagable land” implies a certain level
of Hispanicization among some of the genizarosaéB Whatever their tribal heritage,
these Indians had adapted to Hispanic agricultprakctices by acquiring land as
individuals or families and farming it, instead obntinuing with nomadic buffalo
hunting or communal farming.

The etymological definition of genizaro is critita understanding who belonged
to the genizaro identity, but perhaps it is incopsatial as to whether the genizaros’ had
a distinguishable culture. Whether the word’'s nmegrstems from Latin or Turkish
orgins, genizaros possessed their own ethnic igleantid it emerged through the process
of ethnogenesis. Indeed, as individuals, genizamderwent social and cultural
transformations upon leaving nomadic Plains tribe@ways and entering Hispanic
households as servants and then Hispanic sociétywhat extent they experienced a
transformation as a group will be the focus ofwuek that follows. The story to unfold
will reveal a convergence of various Indian cultuigo one identifiable as genizaro.

As discussed earlier, scholars of interculturkdtrens often find that the products
of such relations experience a process of trangizdtion rather than ethnogenesis.
Transculturization refers to “the process wherebgividuals under a variety of
circumstances are temporarily or permanently dehétom one group, enter the web of
social relations that constitute another societyd aome under the influence of its
customs, ideas, and value$."For example, Bailey argues that most of the Higphlew
Mexicans who were captured and adopted by Plaibsstrbecame culturally Indian.
Similarly, many have observed that mestizos, tHepahg of Spaniards and Indians,

tended to “go Spanish.” Observers of the Indiavesitrade in the Southwest, including

*Adams and ChaveZhe Missions of New Mexic208.
" A. Irving Hallowell, “American Indians, White arilack: The Phenomenon of Transculturization,” in
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Bailey, have maintained that a similar phenomenmuwed among Indian captives who
entered Hispanic society throughout the regiontiqdarly among those who were taken
out of their native culture at an early &§eThe genizaros of New Mexico, however, did
not “go Spanish” entirely, nor did they remain egli Indian. Their adherence to certain
aspects of their Native American heritage and tlaeiaptations to Hispanic culture
suggest that the genizaros experienced ethnogea#dses than transculturization. Group
settlement in frontier communities is one criticalicator of this process.

The best evidence for ethnogenesis is found iaretysis of the frontier towns
where many genizaros settled in the second halieokighteenth century. As noted in
Fray Dominguez’ comments above, genizaros oftek tgofarming, which reflected an
adaptation to Hispanic society and culture. Theyuaed land through grants from the
New Mexican government eager to settle the froragern defense to encroaching Plains
Indians. Many genizaros also became artisans yrlatmrers. Gutierrez finds that,
according to 1790 census data, 21 per cent of gesdiving in frontier villages were
farmers, 36.8 per cent were artisans, and 28.9%ceet were day laborers. Although
Gutierrez derives his percentages from a small Egrhgs numbers help show that these
occupations integrated genizaros into the New Mex@conomy’

Genizaros living in these settlements, howeved dot demonstrate full
adaptation to Hispanic culture. Abiquiu, for insta, had a governor, aaguacil
(constable), and fasscal (church warden). This government structure foldwhe pattern
of an Indian pueblo, not a Spanish town. Simylanhany genizaros who moved to the
frontier changed their Christian baptismal namesdrdian names. Relying on primary
evidence in the archives of both Mexico City andht&aFe, Gutierrez writes, “Antonio
Jimenez called himself “Cuasipe”...Miguel Reano wdssago”...Juana, the Apache
slave of Diego Velasquez, was Guisadtli.”Likewise, as mentioned above, the New
Mexican government encouraged genizaros to rephisestereotypical Indian role of
warrior, which became a source of pride and powegénizaros on the frontier. These
observations regarding the frontier communitiesgesg the towns provided a means for

*8 Bailey, 181-183.
%9 Gutierrez, 203-204.
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the development of a distinct genizaro identity,identity that was neither exclusively
Hispanic nor Indian, but bi-cultural.

Religious and related social practices provideitamdhl evidence that suggests
genizaros experienced the process of ethnogemepi®duce a bi-cultural identity. To
an extent, genizaros practiced Catholicism. Thagytibed their children, yet genizaros
did not put much stock in or have much access ¢osticrament of marriage. This
discrepancy appears to be an issue of practicaigptisms were practical because of the
godparent system. Among captives, for exampletisrapl records show that genizaros’
godparents were most often not their owners. Da¥dgge concludes that “the
godparent system extended kin obligation beyondgehaf actual blood relationships,
and, it increased the number of people to whompéiveturned for aid® Marriage, on
the other hand, did not offer much security or ¢jeaim the lives of genizaros. For other
groups in Hispanic society, marriage often meaquusition of property and progression
in the social hierarchy. Since genizaros had iveligt little property and minimal
chances for upward social mobility, unless theyriadra non-Indian, marriage offered
negligible practical benefits, if it was even artiop. When genizaros did marry, they
tended to marry each oth®r.

Language was another area that demonstrated altbrad identity among
genizaros. Since they came from a myriad of trigesizaros did not have a common
native language. Their common language was Spar@merally, however, genizaros
did not master Spanish; rather, they spoke a disgibbroken form of the language. For
example, Fray Dominguez described the Santa Fea@silanguage patterns:

There are a number of genizaro Indians in thisJBanta Fe] who after being ransomed from
the pagans by our people, are then emancipatedio aut their account under them. Although
they are servants among our people, they are menffin speaking and understanding Castilian

perfectly, for however much they may talk or lettra language, they do not wholly understand
it or speak it without twisting it somewht.

1 Brugge, 114.
2 Horvath, 127; Gutierrez, 296, Brugge, 109-110.
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The genizaros’ brand of improper Spanish may haentdooked upon negatively by
Hispanic New Mexicans, but it also distinguishee&nthas a group. Dominguez’
observations here suggest that, in a sense, tlizages developed their own language.
While his writings from the late eighteenth cemgturave provided valuable
insights to the genizaros, helping us to figurewsb they were and how they lived, Fray
Dominguez was wrong about the genizaros. Theadas$ to say about their customs, in
fact, enough to prove that the genizaros possesseddentity that contributed
significantly to New Mexican society during the awoial period and after. New
Mexico’s security interests created an avenue higlwhenizaros could prove themselves
to skeptical government leaders. Similarly, thésterests provided a means for
genizaros to achieve some economic gains. Eveugthsuch gains were largely
obtainable because genizaros lived in often dangefrontier settlements that existed to
serve the needs of the New Mexican government, thene gains nonetheless. They
facilitated the growth of a genizaro consciousnéssn out of the process of

ethnogenesis.
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Chapter Two

Setting the Stage: The Context
in which the Genizaros Emerged
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French explorers traveling around the northeadtemntier of New Mexico at the

end of the seventeenth century shared disturbipgrt® about what they saw:

The Navajos, accustomed to make long journeys twi@u frequently fought the French and
Pawnees, in alliance at that time, and broughtsieil to trade in New Mexico. On one
occasion in 1694 they returned with some captividdn whom they beheaded after the
Spaniards had refused to ransom them. The atreoitghocked the Spanish King that he
ordered thereafter the use of royal funds to saeh snfortunate!

This incident marked a turning point in the quesdiole practice of “ransoming” Plains
captives, setting the stage for the genizaro ezpeeiin New Mexico.

Understanding the genizaro experience and the ggamleethnogenesis requires
understanding the context in which the genizarosrged. They did not migrate onto the
Plains from Mexico or the Great Basin, nor did tkheyne into New Mexico by boat from
the other side of the world. Rather, genizarosecémnbe as a result of inter-cultural
interactions, including violent confrontations aselwas economic and political
negotiations. Among the most pivotal of theseratgons were the Pueblo Revolt of
1680 and the Spanish Reconquest of the 1690s. eThants and the increasingly dire
circumstances of the surrounding region shapeddimas of an arrangement between
Spanish colonizers and Pueblo Indians. Ultimatiblig arrangement put the focus of the
southwestern slave trade on Plains Indian captares expanded a captive exchange
system that became progressively more dependewibtant inter-tribal raiding as well
as peaceful organized trading. This ambiguousamgh system was part and parcel of a
complex economy that created genizaros as an fidéitei group of people. Trading and
raiding became a way of life for everyone involvedien eventually the genizaros
themselves.

The American Southwest of the eighteenth and nem¢tecenturies featured an
extensive cast of characters engaged in an onggiinggle for economically driven
political power as they battled for access to andtrol of markets, territories and
resources, both natural and human. Of course, ®moged more success than others.
In the eighteenth century, the major players inetuchot only an array of powerful
Native American groups—the Apaches, Comanches, jNsvaand Pueblos—who

worked with and against each other through trad® warfare, but also a handful of

b «Early Reports of Frenchmen in the Northeast, Thomas After Coronado: Spanish Exploration
Northeast of New Mexico, 1697-17@Yorman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 19353-14.
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imperial competitors, including obviously the Smads as well as the French, who
threatened the Spaniards’ fragile hold on theirthen frontier. In the nineteenth
century, the encroachment of displaced eastermarttiern Indians along with Anglo-
American traders and colonizers complicated matees further.

By the early eighteenth century, most of thesegayvere in New Mexico while
others were on the horizon looking for a hand mrgion’s longstanding and expansive
trade economy. Native people living in the Soutsiwead been experiencing the effects
of the Europeans’ presence in the Americas and tharkets for nearly 200 years,
coming in direct contact with each other through 8panish exploratory expeditions of
the mid-sixteenth century. Contact profoundly icted, even transformed, inter- and
intra-tribal political and social interactions angotime various native groups in the region.
In fact, the changes some of these groups expedeas a result of contact reveal that
many genizaros came from tribal societies that wemgaged in the process of
ethnogenesis as a means to survive and prospke ioolonial setting. Meanwhile, the
Spanish Crown found contact with natives promisamgl fairly quickly extended its
colonial operations northward from Mexico to fingw resources and impose their
“enlightened” worldview on the local residents. eTBpanish brought with them an
Inquisition mindset and, with blinders on, undareated the strength and resolve of
native societies that clearly possessed their ouwlitiqgal agendas, economic interests
and, above all, the will to surviva.

In New Mexico specifically, Spanish colonizers i@ty found the Pueblos to be
the most attractive recipients of redemption. Henealti-cultural and economic inter-
play was just as pervasive as in the rest of thmne As the Spaniards crept up from the
south and inserted themselves into the local nmey tencountered about 100 different
native communities “whose citizens spoke eight ooran mutually unintelligible
languages” and each one had its own “politicalljoramous unit® Dubbing them
“Pueblos” as they lived in organized fortified waifjes and practiced agriculture, the
Spaniards were drawn to these “civilized” Indiariskewise, the Spanish intruders took

interest in the well-established and highly actirggling that these various communities
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engaged in with one another as well as with neighboPlains hunters. Eager to
participate in, if not control, this trade, Spangsitonizers saw potential in these “nearly-
civilized” Pueblos, who with salvation and guidanoeuld achieve the Spanish ideal.
They underestimated, however, the Pueblos’ commmitrt@ their own religion, which
would prove to be a costly oversight later that lddead to a new emphasis on Plains
Indian captive$’

Spaniards first endeavored to colonize New Mexic@598 under the leadership
of Don Juan de Ofate, who brought along 500 sgfti&t wagons carrying goods and
supplies, and herds of livestock. Along for thderi though independent of Onate’s
authority, were nine Franciscan priests to laureh €rown’s “missionary enterprise.”
King Philip Il intended the New Mexican colony te tapostolic and Christian, and not a
butchery.” Ofate was to work within the regulaia@f the Orders for New Discoveries
of 1573, which outlined the humane intent of thev@r and provided, officially anyway,
the underlying principles governing the Spanish Eenfor the next 250 yeaf&. Ofiate’s
instructions read, “Your main purpose shall beséevice of God our Lord, the spreading
of His holy Catholic faith, and the reduction arnacification of the natives of the said
provinces.®® Even though, in theory, conquest and enslavememe not to be the
methods for “reducing” and “pacifying” the local pndations, in practice, on the remote
fringes of the Royal Empire, they were.

Onate abused his power, cutting short his tenudetlareatening the survival of
the colony. But his successor, Pedro de Peratsengially carried the torch through
royally-sanctioned alternatives and solidified t8panish presence in New Mexico.
Reducing and pacifying the Pueblos translated attempting to eliminate Puebloan
worship practices altogether while instituting #grecomiendawhich required Indians to

give their labor and pay tribute in exchange fdigreus instruction and ensured physical

67 Colin G. Calloway©One Vast Winter Count: The Native American Wefstrbd_ewis and Clark
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safety’® The encomiendaand reduction amounted to forced labor and coimerand
left the Pueblos vulnerable to exploitation and reppion. Despite King Philip’s
supposedly noble intentions, the Spanish presemcaraway New Mexico bore an
uncanny resemblance to conquest and enslavementoni@l rule reigned uninterrupted
in New Mexico, dominating the indigenous Puebloeies, until 1680 when the Pueblos
rebelled against the Spaniards and won.

The Pueblo Revolt of 1680 did not flare up out ofvhere. Rather it had been
brewing for years in “a context of rebellion andistance that was long established and
widespread.”> Native Americans throughout the Spanish Empire faught against
conquest, colonialism and Christianity in varyinggcees since the “founding” of New
Spain. From the Chichimecas in Zacatecas to tregues in Sinaloa, the Conchos in
Nueva Vizcaya, the Cacaxtles in Nuevo Lebn, andcamirse, the Pueblos in New
Mexico, Iberian invaders met wars of united resiséaas well as small-scale uprisings
and quiet acts of defiance. In New Mexico, resistaefforts percolated within a few
decades of colonization as extremely difficult dtinds caused the missionaries to lose
ground with the few inroads they had made. Droudgditnine and disease caused
devastating effects on Pueblo populations whilentss attacks from Plains Apaches,
who had been longtime trading partners but were siiarving and falling ill, continued
to wreak havoc. As Colin Calloway puts it, “Spédmisoldiers could not protect the
Pueblos against Apache raiders; Spanish priestsl ca protect them against drought
and pestilence; Pueblo husbands and fathers catlgratect their wives and daughters
against the priests® In response to these circumstances, Pueblo petmpibted the
benevolence and power of the Catholics’ God anldddo what they knew—traditional
dances, ceremonies, and prayers—to bring back thlegt missed: their pre-colonial,
pre-Christian way of life.

Hindsight gave at least one Franciscan priest #grepective to see, or perhaps
rationalize, that for the Pueblos, Catholicism mestood a chance against tKévas
Fray Francisco de Ayeta complained in December 1B6&tl“they have been found to be

so pleased with liberty of conscience and so attad¢b the belief in the worship of Satan
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that up to present not a sign has been visibleneif tever having been Christiars.”
Likewise, Sergeant Major Luis de Quintana obseriheat “most of them have never
forsaken idolatry, and they appear to be Christrange by force than to be Indians who
are reduced to the Holy Faitf!” Having never really accepted the Christian faittul
able to see their world unraveling around them,Rheblos got serious about removing
the Spaniards. Up to this point, colonial authesithad managed to quell periodic
disjointed movements, which all lacked the necgssaity and synchronicity to pose any
real threat to the colony’s staying power. At @oent, “conspirators” from the pueblo of
Taos had circulated “two deerskins with some pagwn them...in order to convoke the
people to a new rebellion.” In Moqui, they refusedaccept them and the effort stalled.
But it was different in 1680 because, as Pedro lNaya Pueblo prisoner, remembered in
1681, even though “the pact which they had beemifay ceased” for a time “they
always kept in their hearts the desire to carrgut, so as to live as they are living
today.” In August 1680, most Pueblos put aside theirtipali differences to bridge a
previously untenable alliance in the name of dgvout the Spaniards once and for all.
And so, the Spaniards who survived the revolt feft, 12 years anyway. During
that time, the Spaniards were never far away, hgrlan the periphery and looking for
opportunities to reconquer. In 1681, the militapt up a presidio at El Paso to protect
refugees and the Franciscans built mission commesnitear La Junta de los Rios.
Meanwhile, the Pueblo alliance deteriorated as lodbits of political disunity and
mistrust resurfaced. For many Pueblos the goahefRevolt had been to eject the
physical presence of the colonial regime, whileeathhad envisioned the return of a
purely pre-colonial existence. Wool production &danish livestock and crops had
reshaped Pueblos’ lives and many refused to gieenthp. Similarly, many Pueblos
were not willing to give up European goods and goml to walk away from Christian
marriages. Discord thus stemmed from the splivbeh those who refused to give up
the lifestyle they had become accustomed to undaniSh control and those who sought
to return to pre-contact lifeways. Making mattessrse, neither drought conditions nor

3 Charles W. HacketRevolt of the Pueblo Indians of New Mexico and @feis Attempted Reconquest
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Apache aggravations left with the Spaniaftis.Without the unifying force of anti-
Spanish sentiment, the Pueblos could not hold thkiance together and they set
themselves up for theeconquistaof the 1690s. But this time, with the Pueblosediol
utilize leverage from their 1680 success and batebB®s and Spaniards realizing that
they needed each other, things would be different.

In 1692, Don Diego de Vargas mounted a formal etimreclaim the lost colony
through the power of persuasion. Initially, Vargast negligible resistance as he made
the rounds to several Pueblo communities, includbegos, Santa Ana, Zia, and San
Felipe, to perform a bloodless, ritualistic recoesfuof New Mexico. But Pueblos in
Santa Fe and elsewhere were less willing to actepiSpaniards’ return and tensions
escalated to “war without quartef’” Vargas finally secured the colony in 1696, but
recognized that he would have to make some comress$d the Pueblos to thwart any
more serious resistance efforts. Most importartigencomienddecame a thing of the
past, and although, for the most part, Pueblos ealgi® accept Catholicism, the
Franciscans had to accept that the Pueblos wouldodalongside their own religious
practices® “Not often in the eighteenth century,” John Kak®bserves, “did they
condemn Pueblo IndiaKivas as dens of devilish idolatry, as they had in thevipus
century.”®

This kind of concession from the priests mightvehaeflected the art of
negotiation but it more obviously demonstrated avgro shift among the Spanish
authorities as well as the imminent threat fromhb®lains natives and other Europeans.
Throughout the seventeenth century, a palpabl®eifiveen civil and ecclesiastic leaders
persisted as they bickered over the colony’'s pwpmsd who held ultimate authority,
with one side constantly accusing the other of abudg power and immoral treatment of
Indians. As New Spain endured into the eighteamsthtury, however, the governors
gained the upper hand and the Franciscans’ auhsighificantly weakened. Imperial
forces and interests were affecting this graduahge in Mexico City’s focus, wherein
“pragmatic accommodation” began to replace “thesading intolerance of the age of
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spiritual conquest.” This change in priorities dr@ cooperative relationship between
Hispanic and Indian New Mexicans rooted in the stanterest of self-preservation.
With the colonial leadership in Mexico feeling theessures of imperial competition and
New Mexico itself “increasingly beset by Apachesvidjos, Utes and Comanches [who
all now had horses from the 1680 Revolt], the Hspand Pueblo peoples of the Rio
Grande found their best defense in cooperaffdnTurning a blind eye t&iva worship
then was easy enough given the colony’s very malrity concerns.

The threat of “hostile” Indians was only surpasded the threat of other
Europeans, specifically the French coming fromehst out of the Gulf of Mexico in the
late seventeenth century. French expansion andwiiéngness to trade firearms with
already dangerous natives from the Plains fed Spamsecurity and made them
understandably uneasy. Their collaborative effarése therefore not restricted to the
Pueblos. In 1719, for example, Viceroy Marqué¥dkero ordered:

Let a dispatch be prepared for the governor ordehim to employ with the greatest efficiency
all his care to allure and entertain them [the A extensively...Warn him that it is necessary
to hold this nation because of the hostilities Wwhike French have launched among the Tejas,
because the Duke of Orleans has threatened tordesfar on our crown...As the Apache
nations aided by ourselves could inflict consideratamage on the French and block their evil

designs, the governor must assist with all the [getmt he can and on such occasions which
offer themselves as await his z&al.

When it came to the French, Spaniards found theeiigrand antagonism of enemies like
the Apaches advantageous and found no shame ig tr@m. Clearly, in the eighteenth
century, the colonial government’'s interest in Néwexico became more about
competing with other European expansionists ancrdig its borders than about
spreading Christianity. In this context, contensiorivalries could be as tenuous as
longstanding alliances.

Despite this alteration in the colonial governn'eptiorities, redeeming heathen
Indians hardly took a backseat and remained a coene excuse for conquest and
enslavement—just not as much for the Pueblos argmoiThe abolition of the
encomiendaelieved the Pueblos from the burden of forced dabal the Spaniards thus

turned their attention to nomadic Plains peoplés.raiding was a means for accessing

80 [;

Ibid.
8L«Order of Valero, México, August 1, 1719,” in Thas)After Coronado 138-139; Noyes, 15-16, 19,
21; Weber 146.
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resources, Plains Indians regularly attacked Newidd® settlements and, by virtue of
being roaming hunters instead of sedentary agunallsts, they were not “civilized.”
These points allowed the Spanish to rationalizeé tha people of the Plains were in
desperate need of redemption. As the Spanish sgwst outside the safety of their
settlements was the “the land of infidel, heathterd barbarous Indians, one continually
in a state of open warfar®” The tumultuous situation on the Plains served el
purposes of the Crown’s renewed mission in New Nexifirst, to clarify and protect its
borders against other encroaching Europeans amuasRialians, both looking to expand
their territories and profit from exceptional tragi opportunities; and second, to
acculturate and convert “barbarous, heathen” Irediafhis mindset fueled the Spanish
practice of “liberating” Plains Indians captivesrr the trappings of uncivilized pagan
life through detribalization and forced labor; agtice that produced the genizaro class
and identity.

Although the turn of the eighteenth century markedupswing in this activity,
Spaniards had brought home Plains Indian captigegjdite some time. In fact, the
Spanish colonizers brought a penchant for enslavargadic peoples with them as they
moved in from the south in the sixteenth centufrey needed labor for their mines and
the farms that supplied them. The Chichimecas exibb’s central plateau were among
the first forced into servitude, then the GuachHedithe Coahuilas, the Tepehuanes and
on to the southern Pimas, Seris, Yaquis, and eabytthe Athabaskans, who became
known as the Apaches and Navddsin New Mexico before 1680, the mission and
encomiendgrograms directed at the Pueblos had generateoutkeof Indian labor, but
not all of it. Slave raiding on the Plains was pequng well before Ofiate arrived with
his wagons in 1598. And, by 1638, unable to competh the Franciscans for the
Pueblos’ loyalty and submission, Governor Luis aes#&s set his sights on other Indians
and began campaigns to round up slaves to man do$ mwills. Although Rosas went

after Utes, too, most of his raiding expeditiongyéded the Apaches. Of course, the

8 Don Diego de Vargas, “Diego de Vargas to Isabelidde Vargas Pimentel, Mexico City, 4 November
1690” in KessellRemote Beyond Comparii6.
8 Bailey, 9-10.
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Apaches were hardly helpless victims. They can@ Recos every year to trade hides,
meat and captives of their oh.

While slave raiding was somewhat less common insthenteenth century than
in the eighteenth, it was no less controversidie practice disgruntled both Pueblos and
Franciscans. State-sponsored slaving expeditigamst the Apaches in particular upset
trade relations with the Pueblos, who felt the brah Apache retaliation, while the
Franciscans abhorred the fact that such expeditfelisoutside the realm of their
missionization program and thereby their controln 1659, a handful of friars

complained:

Very great, Sir, has been the covetousness ofdfiergors of this kingdom, wherein they have,

under color of chastising the neighboring enemydenapportunity to send, apparently in the

service of his Majesty, squadrons of men to El &do sell (as governor Don Bernardo Lopez
de Mendizabal is doing at present, he having destet more than seventy Indian men and
women to be sold). This is a thing which his Mgjeand the sefiores viceroys have forbidden,
under penalty of disgrace, deprivation of officeddoss of property, but no attention is paid to
the order on account of the great interests inwhNeence God our, our Lord, through this

inhuman practice is losing innumerable souls oftteathen hereabout, who have, from fear of
it, conceived a mortal hatred for our holy faittdanmity for the Spanish natién.

Clearly displeased with governors both past andgmk the Franciscans highlighted the
travesty of unbaptized heathens leaving New Mewibde making sure to draw attention
to the Crown’s ban on slave trading. Of courseirtitoncerns were shrouded in
hypocrisy as the priests were no strangers to rifpatlaves themselves, despite
prohibitions from within the Church. Even thoudietfriars did not ship them off
without redemption, the Church clearly forbade thfeom obtaining “heathens,” even in
the name of Christianization and Hispanicizatiolnd, like their secular counterparts,
they did it anyway® Regardless, the Franciscans did not shy away éxqposing what
the governors were up to. They knew which buttonsush and fielded their concerns in
terms that could potentially threaten the governmandate. In the above excerpt, they

stopped short of questioning the colonial governfeecommitment to protecting and

8 «Gallegos’ Relation of the Chamuscado-Rodriguepdsiition,” in Hammond and ReY¥he Rediscovery
of New Mexico, 1580-1594: The Explorations of Chseado, Espejo, Castafio de Sosa, Morlete and
Leyva de Bonilla de Humar{albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Pre48§66): 71; Gutierrez,
112; KessellKiva, Cross, and Crowr222.

8 “Declaration of Captain Andrés Hurtado, Santa$eptember 1661,” Hackettjstorical Documents:
186-187.

% Kessell Kiva,Cross, and Crowr367.
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serving God’s will while very obviously making noté the governors’ participation in
supposedly illegal trading.

In 1714, Governor Don Juan Ignacio Flores Mogoliésponded to such concerns
accordingly and ordered that captives had to bansled before setting off on dangerous
passage in order to ensure their salvation shdwdg hot survive the journey. Anyone
facilitating the departure of Apache captives nodwn to be baptized properly would be
banned from trading:

...I have news that the Apaches, that bought in largksmall exchanges by the citizens of this
kingdom and other outside jurisdictions that takent to distant places to sell, go without being
baptized, which is the principal reason that thagKi.permits and tolerates this traffic and the
risk with which the souls depart, for | am informgdt on the roads it sometimes happens that
the children fall from their mounts and are killed command all the Citizens of the Kingdom
that as soon as they hear or receive news of Banado] they proceed to take all the Apaches
with which they are found to the Reverend Fatheniddérs, so that they might Baptize them
with the warning that | will not permit any to dep&om the Kingdom that | do not know to be
Baptized...that for said [disobedience] | set thaiphment of loss of said Apaches that might be
recognized going without Baptism, and of not petimit them to trade in them for their
omission and carelessnes¥...

Without baptisms, the slave trade could not befjadtand without the slave trade the
tenuous New Mexican economy might collapse. Thesps perhaps no longer wielded
the same kind of power they had in the previouswgnbut they continued to protect
their interests by playing on the temptation fooremmic gain. Governors like Flores
Mogollon could not rationally ignore any blatansmdigard for the Crown’s “duty” to
cleanse heathen souls anymore than they could ai@kzealous traders to get in the
way of a perfectly good thing. As such, coloniatherities made a critical prerequisite
to participating in captive exchanges a matterutflig record and reiterated it as needed.
The friars in 1659 also pointed to another sigatfiic threat to the colony’s
survivability that would not escape the attentidmigh-ranking officials. The pursuit of
the “heathen,” according to the priests, yieldedaarable consequences as government-
sponsored slaving expeditions incited Indian ratamns and left New Mexicans

defenseless against such retaliations:

For this purpose of making captives...the governot set an army of eight hundred Christian

Indians and forty Spaniards, though there was evidisk at the time the army set out that

trouble would ensue, for the kingdom was then d&dlbands of heathen who have entered the
pueblos of Las Salinas, tleamino real and the farms of El Rio and also into the pueblos

8Flores Mogollén, Santa Fe, bando ordering baptispache captives, September 26, 173@anish
Archives of New Mexic(BANM) 11 4:1102, translation from Brugge, Xix-xx.
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Hemes, San lldefonso, and San Felipe. In theskl@uéhey have killed some Christian Indians
and have carried off others alive to perish in trartyrdom. They have also driven off some
herds of horses and mares. All this is becausedipeilous region is undefended, the troops
having been sent off inland for slaves under tleggmse above stated, and we are afraid, lest the
heathen may come in suddenly while they are ats&htestroy some of the settleméfits.

While the friars’ criticisms here continue to spe#&k the tensions between the
Franciscans and the local colonial leadership, #isy highlight the violent nature of the
slave trade and why the Spanish “sought alternativomatic routes to pacification of
the ‘wild’ Indians.”® The friars’ declaration shows that as early @srttid-seventeenth
century, the Spanish were preoccupied with acquiftains Indian servants, to the
detriment of their settlements and their own welidg. But rather than backing away
from slavery, Hispanic New Mexicans remained corteditto the pursuit of Indian
captives and relied more heavily on other, lestdadtructive, avenues to obtain their
coveted commodities.

Before 1680, the main method for securing captived been warfare and the
“‘just war” rationalization referred to in chaptemeo As inter-tribal warfare and raiding
escalated to provide captives for the surging tréake Spaniards found such methods to
be just as costly for themselves as for the Indiand increasingly allowed the Indians to
fight it out as the middlemen and turned to safeans to get what they wanted. After
the Reconquest of New Mexico, while Spaniards didtioue to raid for slaves, the main
method of acquiring Indian labor became formal érdairs or smallecambalachesn
local villages or at trading places on the Plaifdy 1703, trading was regular enough
outside of the Spanish settlements to lead theldmlim Santa Fe to complain to the
governor about New Mexicans going out to trade é®ifor captives with the Jicarilla
Apaches. The practice of trading outside of Spgasisttiements was supposed to be
banned. But, once again, not trading was not diorap In fact, trading on the Plains
remained steadfast and unabated until the lateta@néh century, when all New
Mexican-Plains Indian trading came to an end whih destruction of the buffalo and the

final Indian wars with the American government.ke.ithe slave trade itself, informal

8Declaration of Captain Andrés Hurtado, Santa Fent&mber 1661,” Hacketiistorical Documents:
186-187.
% Brooks, 124-125.
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Plains trading along with the fairs were not newagtices in the eighteenth century; they
just became significantly more importafit.

Personal accounts and official reports point torttethods of acquiring captives
but do not help quantify the scale of the tradéhur€h records corroborate the notable
increase in the “redemption” of captives from nomaahd pastoral tribes after the turn
of the eighteenth century. Records of Indian Isapsi in particular help the story of
Native American captivity and servitude to unfoldVlany of these records did not
survive the colonial period, but what remains alag reveals the scope and longevity of
the trade. The records cannot tell us how manwlich of these Indians came into
Hispanic society to receive the sacrament of bapt the hands of the Spaniards
themselves or through trading with Indian captdti@wever, they let us know who many

of the slaves were, as the recorders often noiedl tidentity along with modifying
191

euphemisms like “indio de rescate,” “indio genizarar “criado. David Brugge’s
work with these records reveals that the Athabaskeakers, that is the Apaches and
Navajos, were the most largely represented natheeipg entering Hispanic society
through servitude over time, and that the peaks\aligéys in their numbers coincide

with dramatic political developments in the regidfor instance,

From 1700 to the 1750s more captives were obtdimed tribes identified merely as ‘Apache’
than from any other category with a peak in the0k74The records of this period correspond
well with the expansion of the Comanches into thang, disrupting and disorganizing the
Plains Apaches, and it would seem a logical dedndtiat most of these ‘Apaches’ came from
plains groups?

Similarly, the pastoral Navajos were the principatims of the slave trade in the 1820s
as a result of Governor José Antonio Vizcarra’s paign of 1823, but dipped to some of
their lowest numbers in the 1850s during New Mesiamnfusing adjustment to Anglo-

American rule. Brugge’s research also finds sigaift spikes in the enslavement of
Comanches in the 1780s and the Utes through thelendiecades of the nineteenth

century®®

% |bid.; Cabildo of Santa Fe to governor complainingaéf horses to Jicarillas, November, 26, 1703,
SANM I, 3:823; The abundance and persistenceaafitig on the northern frontier is the thrust of
Kenner’'s work in A History of New Mexican-Plains Indian Relations.

L Brugge, 1-2, 22; Brooks, 125; Rael-Galvez, 16.

% Brugge, 21-22.

* Ipid., 23-24.
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The economic, social and political dynamics aypléthin and between the tribes
explain why the Plains Apaches and the pastoral)dawvere more prone to captivity
than their Comanche or Ute counterparts. The lugitpn Apache captivity during the
first half of the eighteenth century, for examp&ems from a myriad of factors,
particularly their own social, political and econorstructures. Brugge’s work with the
church records shows that the rise in Apache hagtis consistent with the Comanches’
expansion onto the Plains as well as the Apaches’tendency toward divisiveness and
a semi-nomadic economy. Actually, divisivenessMeen Apache bands and variation
among their subsistence economies workedharagainst them. Spread out on and near
the Plains, the Apaches’ lack of clear politicabai unity precluded them from being
divided and conquered while also preventing a bollative stand against the Comanches
and other aggressors. For instance, the Jicarillédechas de Palo, Carlanas and
Penxayes living in the north near Pecos, PicurisBans were “busy with the sowing of
corn, frijoles, and pumpkin&* and especially open to the devastation of the @atres,
Pawnees and even other Apaches. The situationdesigerate enough for “Captain
Carlana” to approach Governor Don Juan Domingo dgtd&nente to request protection
because “the heathens of the Comanche nation...tecked them with a large number
in their rancherias in such a manner that theydcook make use of weapons for their
defense.® As Stanley Noyes observes, “Knowing where to fitng northeastern
Apaches during the growing season, the raiders aele to plan attacks from as far as
two hundred to four hundred miles away. They waulddenly strike, kill and burn, then
gallop away with scalps, plunder, and prisonergag®sg into the vastness of the

plains.”®®

In the south, the Faraéns, Natagés, Mescalemsn®s and Lipans were
regularly on the move herding livestock and huntigfalo, which made them harder,
though not impossible, to pinpoint.

The southern Apaches’ constant raiding of Spanisiiv Mexicans and other
Indian groups contributed to their vulnerability ttte slave trade, as they were always

targets for retaliation and precariously positioredthe common enemy among New

*“The Diary of Juan de Ulibarri to El Cuartelejo,067 in ThomasAfter Coronado64; Anderson 108-
109.

% “Decree for Council of War, Santa Fe, Novembet®3,” in ThomasAfter Coronad 194.

% Noyes, 22.
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Mexicans and the advancing Comanches. Even thdngh,700, the southern Apache
bands had successfully pushed the Jumanos and té¢iatit of the way for control of
the western reaches of the Southern Plains andmitentains of New Mexico, the
Comanches moved in right behind them, threaterhieg told. Rather than sinking into
powerlessness and obscurity as the eighteenthrgemture on, however, the Apaches’
resilience and formidability kept them in the fooeft of the political and economic
maneuverings of the region. They never fadedtimdbackground; rather they remained
important political and economic players becausey throvided “desperately needed
resources to the economy,” which they were ableldobecause they adapted to the
region’s changing ecosystems and made the necesseoynmodations in their methods
of production and in their socio-political struaat’

The name Apache itself appears to be a linguistibrella for a number of groups
that originally hailed from present-day Canada foldwed the buffalo to the Plains by
the late fifteenth century. Apache mostly refaysAthabaskan-speakers, though some
“Apaches,” like the southern Pelones who came om fiviexico, were not of Athabaskan
origin and acquired any one of a few dialects tsuase the Apache identity.
Athabaskan, or otherwise, Apaches tailored thégstyle and economy to the Plains
environment by following seasonal patterns likdagé farming or foraging along the
river valleys and buffalo hunting on the PlaindieThunting-gathering Apaches found the
agricultural Pueblos and began trade relationschvbridged political alliances that in
some cases withstood the duress of Spanish ocouopatin general, “The Teyas
[Apaches]...were known by the people of the townsef®os] as their friends’®
Despite their predatory reputation perpetuated fn&h chroniclers, the southern bands
built alliances with Pueblos and other Plains peojpirough trade and marriage to
become increasingly powerful in the seventeenthucgn Ironically, slave raiding was

also an important piece to alliance building in 8muthwest because it allowed groups

" Anderson, 95-96, 105; Calloway, 279-281.

%Anderson, 113, 115-117; “Gallegos’ Relation of @teamuscado-Rodriguez Expedition,” in Hammond
and ReyThe Rediscovery of New Mexi&Y, 90; Quote fromiCastafieda’s History,” in Hammond and
Rey, Narratives of the Coronado Expedition, 1540-1%Abuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico
Press, 1940): 258.
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like the Apaches, and later the Comanches, to adewt members into their bands as
well as to participate in the regional economy &lirsg captives for horses.

Before the Spaniards showed up with their horsesather livestock, Apaches
traveled on foot and moved their goods on “mediurees shaggy” dogs tied “to one
another as in a pack train” and carrying “loadsved or three arrobas” with “leather
pack-saddles, using maguey ropes for haltéfs.The re-introduction of the horse into
North America profoundly altered native lifewaysrahghout the continent and the
Apaches were no less affected. By the early seeatit century, Apaches had replaced
their dogs with Spanish horses, which quickly bezantral to their way of life as they
provided mobility for warfare and large hunting tes, relocating in times of drought
and famine, and trading and raiding over greadizs’* Not only did Apaches find
tremendous utility and practicality in horses, th@go found something mystical and
magical. In fact, Apaches initially saw horsegydts from the gods and wondered why
they had been given to white men and not to theéRaids for horses became sacred
missions, dependent upon the proper songs being special language being spoken,
taboos observed and rituals performi&d.

For all that horses did to change the Apache walifegfthey did not profoundly
alter Apachean social class structures, or lacketie Early observers found no
discernible class structure among Apache bandsaed suggested near equal status in
various gender roles. Whereas for the Comancimes)dividual’'s possession of horses
spoke to his wealth and status, the Apaches didis®torses in this way. Living fairly
simply in relatively smaller bands, the Apaches fead “status” goods to facilitate class
stratification and their nomadic hunting lifestyteade a “complicated sociopolitical
structure within the one hundred or so membersachéand” unnecessaly’. As some

Pueblos related to Hernan Gallegos:

They indicated to us that the inhabitants of thiabai region were not striped; that they lived by
hunting and ate nothing but buffalo meat during wieter; that during the rainy season they

%Anderson 105-106.

10«Gallegos’ Relation of the Chamuscado-Rodriguepdsiition,” in Hammond and ReJhe Rediscovery
of New Mexicp90.

101 Calloway, 279-280.

192| aVerne Harrell ClarkThey Sang for Horses: The Impact of the Horse aveld and Apache Folklore
(Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona Press, 196@3, 85-90, 110-115.

1%3Thomas W. Kavanagiomanche Political History: An Ethnohistorical Bpective, 1706-1875
(Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1998); Noyes, xxiv; Anderson, 226 and quote from 108.
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would go to the areas of the prickly pear and yutieat they had no houses, but only huts of
buffalo hides; that they moved from place to plac&..

As the circumstances changed in the mid-eighteesnitury, the Apaches’ horse-
centered culture carried over to a horse-centermzhany and subsistence. The
Comanches’ dominance significantly limited the Alpe€ access to buffalo herds and
hampered trade with other Indians. Moreover, tlmn@nches pushed the Apaches
toward the Spaniards. Surviving and fighting Coafeas to the north and Spaniards to
the south was all-consuming. The squeeze resultedyen more Apache women and
children entering captivity and Apaches being uedbl get at enough buffalo—whose
numbers were already in decline due to climate ghaand drought conditions—to
produce meat, hides and other related goods fongbkres or for trading. This setting
similarly affected the Apaches’ abilities to raiseps and herd livestock. Forced to
regroup and abandon agriculture and hunting, Apatlmaed to raiding and poaching to
subsist as well as to compete in the southwesteomoeny. By the late eighteenth
century, they moved further south and consolidated larger and better organized
bands, some of which clarified political leadershiph “capitan grandes” and became
somewhat more stratified and structured with th&giation of economic roles and the
influx of status goods like swords and gdfts.

Apaches reacted to seemingly insurmountable clgdkerby modifying their
socio-political structures and economy, which akowthem to prosper and remain a
persistent nuisance whom the Spaniards were nel@t@aconquer fully. By the 1730’s,
Spaniards were forced to close many of their mineSonora due to incessant Apache
raiding. The Spaniards could not control the Amschbut they regularly retaliated
against them. They perceived the Apaches as “dbstdo Spanish commerce” and
unrelenting menaces, encouraging other Indiangtdckathem and aggressively pursuing
Apache captives. The Apaches likewise reciprocat8daniards and Apaches engaged
in what Thomas Hall calls a “mutually predatoryatenship.” He explains that
“Apaches raided Spaniards for food; Spaniards chilpaches for workers to produce

the food.” Of course, for the Apaches raiding wias just about retaliatory reciprocity,

1%4«Gallegos’ Relation of the Chamuscado-Rodriguepdiition,” in Hammond and ReJhe Rediscovery
of New Mexicp87.
1%calloway, 282; Dan L. Flores, “Bison Ecology and@i Diplomacy,” 465-485; Anderson, 120-122.
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but subsistence. As Hall aptly notes, the Apachexe ecologically challenged in their
territories wedged within the borders of the frenton land that, for the most part, could
not support buffalo herds or enough farming andigaing to live and trade. For the
Apaches, their raiding economy grew out of necgss8imilarly, for the Spaniards, the
demand for slave labor and the proximity of Apagmneups made them a convenient
source for slaves as well as a convenient scapégoationalize retaliatory raid&?®

The violent nature of raiding and the fact thatlirag became the driving force of
the Apache economy has fed the historical villation of Apache people. Historians
typically refer to Apache ferocity, antagonism,erglessness—words | myself have used
here in describing their place in the New Mexicantext—causing them to be pegged
the proverbial “bad guys” within the conventionabdom. The net result of this line of
thinking has been oversimplification, in which waad and raiding have been treated
synonymously. But for the Apaches there was ar déstinction between warfare and
raiding as each held very different objectives. JAmn Bautista de Anza the Elder
noticed, the purpose of warfare was to kill as mahthe enemy as possible in revenge
or retaliation while the point of raiding was “tarr off livestock and ‘to elude, not
engage, their enemies® Even though both warfare and raiding producedivep for
trading, the distinction between the two is impotthecause it humanizes the Apaches,
highlighting how they reacted and adapted to changircumstances to ensure their own
political, economic, and cultural survival. Regomg socially and redefining their
economy translated to cultural adjustments thawadtl them to remain Apache while
accepting outside influences. The Apaches’ abibtgontinue as powerful players in the
southwestern political economy of the eighteentti ameteenth centuries was nothing
less than the work of ethnogenesis, framing théurall perspective for those Apaches

who would become genizard®

1% ponald WorcesteiThe Apaches: Eagles of the Southwiisrman, OK: University of Oklahoma,
1966): xviii, 22; Thomas D. Halsocial Change in the Southwest, 1350-1@&Wrence, KS: University
Press of Kansas, 1989): 128.

197 presidio and Militig 2, pt. 1:303, 306-307 as quoted in Calloway, 282.

198 For further information on the “Apacheanizatiori'tbe Southwest, that is how both Apaches and non-
Apaches engaged in the process of ethnogenessyomd effectively to ecological and economic
pressures through sociopolitical accommodationctiiral modification see Chapters 5 and 6 in
Anderson’sThe Indian Southwest, 1580-1830
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The Apache experience in the Southern Plains eungnahat is, being
exceptionally vulnerable to captivity yet remarkabiesilient and resourceful in
confronting adversity and preserving political slisug, bears striking parallels with the
situation of their Athabaskan cousins, the Navajokhe Navajo experience in New
Mexico was wrought with ambiguities. As in the €ad the Apaches, susceptibility to
slave raiding should not be confused with weakniestgct, such vulnerability ironically
seems to speak to the tribe’'s stature—being enafgh threat and enough of a
competitor to be among the principal targets—ad aflits success in adjusting to new
lifeways born out of contact with Spaniards. Olis®, as we saw with the semi-
sedentary northern Apache bands, pastoral Navagos wften easy marks, especially as
they eliminated the nomadic hunting component @firteconomy. They were also
raiders and traders themselves, provoking retajiatampaigns from both Hispanic New
Mexicans and other native groups.

These factors help explain Brugge’s high numbens Navajo baptisms at
different points in the eighteenth and nineteerghturies. According to Brugge, for
example, Navajo baptisms in the middle decadeb@fktghteenth century were at their
highest levels and yet they actually reflected pleace brokered between Navajos and
Spaniards by 1720. The truce involved a modessiongation effort and amplified the
Navajos’ role in trading textiles, baskets, hideasd captives with Spaniards and Pueblos.
Although some Navajo conversions between 1720 afiD were forced after being
captured through raiding and warfare, most weraintary. Many of these baptisms
happened when missionaries visited Navajo campgen gravely ill Navajos requested
baptism in the face of death. Brugge cites ardemt in 1733 of a 14 year-old boy who
was dying of smallpox in Albuquerque as the fiestard of a Navajo trend in requesting
baptism “as a last resort when ill.” Brugge idées these last-minute conversions
through notations in the records that defined thasn baptisms due to “extreme
necessity.*°

These years of high baptismal rates corresponth wie Navajos’ gradual
territorial expansion into geographic proximity iSpanish New Mexicans and their

development of a shared economy. Although the }daviaad been in New Mexico at

199 calloway, 199; Brugge, 43-48.

46



least since 1600, they remained relatively confiteetheDinetah the Navajo homeland
situated around the northern drainages of the 8an River, until about 1700. They
organized themselves in “kin clusters of threeite fiuclear family groups [that] lived in
forked-stick hogans near the canyon bottoms, miactia mixed economy of men’s
hunting and women’s horticulture.” Navajo cultuned society was structured around a
matrilineal organization that was reinforced byradition of gardening and farming.
Like the Apaches, they followed seasonal livinggrais between hunting and agriculture
and traded surpluses in goods and food with thélBsie Navajos also participated in
human exchanges with the Pueblos, which largelyeced on trading as well as stealing
women to be wives. Their interactions with the hewarrived Spaniards were less
agreeable, as Navajos assisted Pueblo resistdiocts @fhile Spaniards effectively upset
Navajo-Pueblo relations?

The intrusion of the Spanish and the onset ofrgalsm dramatically altered the
Navajos’ relationship with the Pueblos. In someesa ties were strengthened as
occasionally Pueblos joined the Navajos to fleenigtasubjugation. Fray Juan de Prada
wrote in 1638 that “upon the slightest occasioramhoyance with the soldiers some of
the baptized Indians, fleeing from their puebloyéhngone over to the heathen, believing
that they enjoy greater happiness with them, sineg live according to their whims, and
in complete freedom*** In other cases, Pueblos were compelled to preseemselves
by working with the Spanish against the Navajoss disease and military aggression
took a toll on their populations and tributary bemdimited their ability to trade amicably
with Navajos, Pueblos actively pursued Navajo eagtiindependently or as Spanish
auxiliaries. Captives had cash value as slavéiseirmines of northern New Spain while
they also served to replenish Pueblo populatidteturally, Navajos responded by taking
Pueblo and Spanish captives themselves.

In addition to disrupting Navajo-Pueblo trade tielas and altering the nature and
purpose of trading captives, contact with Spaniaedsilted in the transformation of the
Navajo economy and overall lifeways. The introtuttof Spanish livestock and

110 Brooks, 80-88, quote, 83.

11 «petition [of Fray Juan de Prada. Convent of Seméisco, Mexico, September 26, 1638]” in Hackett,
Historical Documents3:111.

2 Gutierrez, 92-93, Brooks, 88-89.

47



husbandry, particularly sheep, into the Navajo eooy initiated their transition to a
culture and society defined by pastoralism. Aarteconomy increasingly emphasized
sheep herding and wool production, Navajos expariei territory, military prowess
and social hierarchy. Demands for land and lab@upport large flocks forced a Navajo
migration both west and southeast from Dinetah @mdntensification of existing class
divisions. Although both eastern and western Nagyrospered through the sheep
industry, western Navajos remained somewhat isbimten global market pressures and
conflicts with Europeans, while the eastern Navéjesame increasingly enmeshed in the
regional economy and all of its trappings.

The Navajos’ adaptation to sheep herding catapuhech into New Mexico’'s
political economy as wool was an important parthe early colonial economy; recall
that the need for labor in his Santadbeajeswas a motivating factor in Governor Rosas’
slaving campaigns of the 1630s. The Navajos cawoghijuickly and aggressively
acquired Spanish livestock. In 1679, Fray Framcde Ayeta reported that “the province
was totally sacked and robbed by their attacks @rtchges, especially of all the cattle
and sheep, of which it had previously been verydpetive.™* Raids like this one,
coupled with the Navajos’ hand in abetting Puebésigtance efforts during the
reconquista intensified hostilities between Spaniards and djas. Large horse and
sheep herds, crops to tend to, and amassed suppleedgton and wool limited Navajo
mobility and left them open to attack and captiviytil the beginning of the
aforementioned period of peaceful Navajo-Spanikdtioms of the eighteenth century.

The dispersal of Navajos necessitated a sociabagazation in which “outfits”
led by headmen amassed and shared wealth in lokestiod captives, but distributed
labor along class lines. Some outfits were weaitthan others. The system allowed for
upward mobility within an outfit while maintaining lower tier of dependent poor
families to provide labor. The matrilineal ordemtinued as women owned and tended
to the herds while men focused on raiding and akifgn Raiding provided men a means
for progressing through the social ranks sincedinign home livestock and captives could

113 Calloway, 198.

14 «petition [of Fray Francisco de Ayeta, Mexico, M&§, 1679]" in HackettHistorical Documents

3:302. Ayeta refers to the raiding Indians her&paches, a common mistake among chroniclers who
tended to treat Athabaskans-speakers as one hooagygroup. Brooks too interprets Ayeta’s accosnt a
more likely a reference to Navajos, see Brooks, 90.
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elevate a man’s status as he enriched his outfitmmediate family. Therefore, lower
class, or poorer, Navajos had the most to gainutfiraaiding and largely defined the
raiding component of the Navajo economy. Navajesenamong the main suppliers of
captives to the Spanish while also incorporatinghynaf their captives into their outfits
as herders. They mainly went after nearby Utes didtnot exclude other targets,
including Hispanics. Like Apache raiding, Navajaiding aggravated tensions with
Hispanic New Mexicans, who pressured wealthy Navdo reign in their poorer
kinsmen—an impossible task given the lure of théepimal for economic gain and
upward mobility. The Navajos met ambivalent suscesboth the sheep industry and
raiding. Their prosperity reinforced the Navajasd structure, fostering enmity along
already sharp divisions between the so-called aiwth poor, as well as contributed to the
dissemblance of their fragile truce with their Sghnneighbors in the 1770s and
reopening the Navajos’ exceptional vulnerabilitcéptivity through warfaré™

While Navajos and Spaniards managed to reach amtam a period of peace, a
period marked by a surge in Navajo baptisms buteotssarily captivity, open warfare
between the two reappeared in the 1770s. In additi the constant bother of ambitious
Navajo raiders, the political climate of the Boumbdreform era and increasing
competition for rapidly shrinking space to accomuatedthe grazing needs for both
Hispanic and Navajo livestock inspired renewed &bpamggression toward Navajos.
The ecological challenges that Thomas Hall outlif@dthe Apaches held true for the
Navajos too. Initially, sheep provided the Navajoth a stable and renewable resource,
one that could withstand drought better than agtioel and that was more reliable than
highly competitive buffalo hunting. The downsidassthat sheep needed already limited
grasslands. Some scholars have estimated thatg#oin the Dinetah canyon bottoms
was depleted” as early as the 1720s, forcing [tHayajo migration both west and
southeast from Dinetah. As the Navajos’ pastdrali®nomy and population expanded,
the same happened for the Spanish. The mid-cepeage began as the two expanded
into each other’s space, creating a situation inckvi$paniards and Navajos coexisted

through shared settlement and grazing. Whiledbexistence was a mutually beneficial

15 Brooks, 92,108.
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pastoral exchange, it was also laced with old terssbver human and natural resources
that eventually gave way to full-on warfare by ##0s and never really recovered.

As was evident with their Athabaskan cousins,Nh&ajo story reveals a cultural
perspective shaped by ethnogenesis that Navajoveapivould carry with them into
servitude in Hispanic society. Navajo-Spanish aochand the inherent ecological reality
of New Mexico forced a transformation of the Nawjsociety, politics, and economy.
The limited capacity of the New Mexican landscapd ¢he Spaniards’ interference in
native exchange networks challenged the NavajagbiMy within the New Mexican
economy. Yet the Spaniards brought with them hefdsattle, horses, goats, and sheep
that afforded new opportunities to disrupted nativeups like the Navajos. Like other
natives, the Navajos managed to tap into this nesource and remodeled their
traditional matrilineal organization and alreadwasfied social structure to accommodate
a pastoral lifestyle and economy. They astutely ge potential in sheep herding and
wool production and replaced their seasonal hurdgnicultural subsistence practices by
incorporating and emphasizing European livestockl d@extile production. This
transformation enabled them not only to survive sutceed in the complex regional
economy of New Mexico—a legacy that, no doubt, iv&gt took with them as they
involuntarily departed Navajo society.

Although Apaches and Navajos were the native gsaupst represented within
the genizaro category, an examination of the comébxsetting in which genizaros
emerged would not be complete without a look at @mmanches. The number of
Comanches who entered Hispanic society throughiviigptvas considerably smaller
than those of the Athabaskans. However, their molehe Southern Plains milieu
significantly affected the factors that contributedhe Apaches’ and Navajos’ high rates
of captivity and compelled them both to react addpd to the ecological, political, and
economic circumstances of a colonized New Mexigbortly after 1700, the Shoshone-
speaking Comanches migrated into the Southern $&aea from the Great Basin region
in search of horses and buffalo and by mid-centhey had achieved political and
economic dominance, having effectively turned Amath into Comancheria. The

strength of the Comanches by the end of the eigtitesentury is reflected in the way

118 hid., 90-91, 107-108.
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both Spanish colonial authorities and later Mexigasmernment officials more often than
not chose diplomacy over combat in dealing withnthe

The Comanches’ rise to power took place fairlyclly after the beginning of the
eighteenth century, when primary accounts firstudeent their clear presence on the
Plains. Sergeant-Major Juan de Ulibarri mentiotiexl Comanches during his travels
into Apache territory in the summer of 1706 wheragipes reported Comanche attacks
on their rancheriaS’ Within 50 years, they accumulated an enormotativén horses,
experienced tremendous growth in their populationd aeveloped profitable trade
relations with New Mexicans. Through it all, the l@@nches demonstrated political
savvy by forming strong self-serving alliances wather natives on the periphery of their
expansive reach as well as with Spanish colon@kdethrone the Apaches and assume
their role as the dominant force of the Pldif¥s.

The Comanches’ realm, unified through language emdhan politics,
encompassed much of New Mexico and western Texdseir organization included
several divisions or bands that were reasonablynaumous of each other, with their own
leaders and tribal councils. As such differentdsahad different relationships with other
Indians as well as with their Hispanic and Freneighbors. In New Mexico, for
example, Stanley Noyes finds a scenario for the &wmines that was quite different than
in Texas. Part of this discrepancy can be exptalme cultural differences between the
bands, but much of it has to do with the cultuiéfedences between New Mexicans and
Texans. New Mexican settlers had long co-exist@ti Yocal Indians groups like the
Pueblos, enjoying mutually beneficial trade relasian particular. So the ability of
officials like New Mexican Governor Don Juan Bat#isle Anza in the 1780s to
recognize the political, social, and economic bigsefspecifically minimal raiding of
New Mexican villages and livestock herds—that camith negotiating with rather than
warring with Comanches made for a relatively pealoabexistence there and ensured the
sustainability of the treaty of 1786 brokered betweAnza and the Comanche leader

Ecuerapa. The treaty resulted in a lasting peate@den New Mexicans and Comanches,

"7 ThomasAfter Coronado16, 61, 76, 211.
118 Anderson, 216-225.
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and thereby contributed to the significant expam2b trade relations in the following
century**®

The Comanches maintained leading wealth and myils¢&rength on the Plains
until the early nineteenth century when a varietyfavces, from disease to declining
buffalo herds and continuously increasing compmtifor land and buffalo began to take
their toll on the tribe’s strength in numbers. Brging Anglo-American settlement in
Texas only exacerbated the tensions there andirimedb a new Mexican government in
place of the Spanish colonial regime dampened regwts between New Mexicans and
Comanches. By mid-century, competing imperial regées and later the end of the
American Civil War placed irrevocable damage on @mmanches’ fortune of previous
years-?® Comanche resilience held on until the very enémihe last of the Comanches
were brought into the reservation after the RedeRivars of the 1870s. Since they
arrived on the Southern Plains, the Comanches nednagetain their social and cultural
identity despite a significant drop in their pogida due to disease as well as the efforts
of Spaniards and New Mexicans to control the Corhescthrough warfare and
restrictions on comanchero trading. Having weeal#dcompeting tribes, they continued
to live as nomadic buffalo hunters and celebrateu@l values centered on male honor
derived from wealth in horses and warrior statBsholars of the Southwest often refer to
evidence of a blending of Hispanic and Plains Indtaltures. In truth, however, the
crosscultural effects sometimes seem rather urdllate The folk portrayals olos
Comanchen the twentieth century reveal that perhaps tlaeB people had much more
influence on the non-Plains people than the othay varound. Ultimately, the
Comanches stayed Comanche as they reacted anckddaph series of circumstances

and events?!

19 1pbid.; Kavanagh, Chapter 4.

120 The end of the American Civil War allowed the Ainan military to shift its attention to “taming” dn
opening the trans-Mississippi West to Anglo-Amenicattlement. The War’s end brought a renewed
vigilance for military efforts against the remaiginative groups who stood in the way.

Zicalloway, 283-293; Anderson, 220;AnHistory of New Mexican-Plains Indian Relatipkenner
explains that “Comancheros” were New Mexicans whded with Comanches, which “consisted mainly
of two groups: the ‘indigent and rude classedefftontier villages’ and the Pueblo Indians, avadlers
from time immemorial (78)."He rounds out his work with a final chapter thdeof a clean summary of
key events and developments and throws in an exdimmof the many cross cultural influences,
especially between Plains and Pueblo peoples,asidances, folk dramas, dress and horsemanship.
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The unilateral nature of crosscultural influencéses not mean that the
Comanches were above ethnogenesis. Cultural i@mtemind ethnogenesis are not
mutually exclusive. In fact, as Gary Andersonuag the extension of Comanche
influence was reinforced by the tribe’'s ethnic dsiy, which both defined and
strengthened the Comanche identity. His analysithe Comanches’ preference to
incorporate rather than barter captives showcaseesmopolitan” Indian grouping that
capitalized on the variety of languages spoken Hey ariety of captives who were
initiated into the tribe. While they certainly éied away many captives, especially virgin
girls who were particularly valued in New Mexicalade fairs, Comanches more often
than not opted to keep their captives as wivesprials, or warriors.  Moreover, the
Comanches did not induct all of their non-Comankiresmen through the force of
capture. It was not uncommon for poorly-treatevas to seek refuge with their original
captors or for New Mexicans to escape the dangameecured settlements with the
strongest Indian force. The Comanches’ integratibother peoples, through force or
otherwise, let the Comanches reinvent themselveislgoand politically in a way that
elevated them to an unquestionable position ofesupcy on the Southern Plailfs.

The social, political, and economic context tleat the emergence of genizaros in
New Mexico encompassed a setting of cultural imtesas muddied with obvious
ambiguities and confusing contradictions. Becausey twere economically driven,
relations were complicated between and among battogeans and Indians. They
developed in a context where both longstandingaradies and intense rivalries were
subject to change at any given time. These fluidna were indicative of an
environment in which cultural groups had to conceelgain lifeways and embrace others
in order to endure and prosper. The aftermath@Pueblo Revolt of 1680 demonstrated
that Pueblo people could not undo the effects ®fSpaniards’ presence, yet the terms of
the Reconquest proved the Pueblos’ determinatiometoain Pueblos. Further, the
Pueblos’ resolve altered the course of the slaadetrwhich helped set in motion the
cultural adaptations that some of the most powd?tains Indians made. The cultural
experiences of the Apaches, Navajos and Comanchgarticular most affected the

materialization of a distinguishable genizaro camssness. Their social, political, and

122Anderson, 221, 223, 224-226, 249; Kenner 49-52.
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economic histories illustrated their own experiendth ethnogenesis, which framed the

Indian perspective that in turn helped shape timézgeo identity.
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Chapter Three
The Genizaro Experience in Colonial Mexico
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Referring to the genizaros settled at Valencia @edo de Tomé, established in

1740, Fray Miguel de Menchero writes:

There are congregated more than forty families gresat union as if they were all of the
same nation...the people engage in agriculture amdrder obligation to go out and explore
the country in pursuit of the enemy, which they @oéng with great zeal and bravery in their
obedience.!?

Menchero’s report captures the essence of the g@sizdrive to survive and make their
way in colonial New Mexico.

The genizaro experience in New Mexico was, in fagfiective of the human
spirit, which carries with it the instinct to suvei and the gift of intellect. The cultural
histories of Native Americans have illustrated pleesistence of this spirit and the history
of the genizaros of New Mexico proves that theyewveo less motivated than other
Indians or the Europeans who sought to dominate.th€hapter two demonstrated that
the genizaros emerged in an atmosphere of comtraleos that required a certain
amount of elasticity for anyone to survive. Thexjuisite adaptability was apparent
among a number of native groups and for them tefliehe process of ethnogenesis that
ensured their survival and even prosperity durlmg rapidly evolving circumstances of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Obvioubly genizaros’ story plays out
differently, but exemplifies ethnogenesis nonett®le A close examination of
ethnogenesis and the genizaros yields more thamaretdotal aside of a few
“Hispancized Indians,” as scholars of the Southvssstoften deem them. While this
common reference provides an easy explanatiorditiages genizaros to just another one
of colonial society’s numerous castes. Furthermarguick-fix definition presumes that
genizaros transculturated and assimilated fullghéolarger Hispano identity and fails to
recognize that they possessed the instinct to medbeir traditions and the gift of
intellect to do so.

Ethnogenesis allows for a more sophisticated armhrpssive approach to
untangling the genizaros’ story than analytical hods that rely on conventional
dualities, which unfortunately still appear in soomtemporary studies of the American
Southwest. The traditional historical frameworktleé American Southwest, originating
with Herbert Eugene Bolton, tends to operate incbdealities such as good and evil,

1Z%Declaration of Fray Miguel de Menchero, Santa Bdeh) May 10, 1744,” in Hacketiistorical
Documents3:402.
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civiized and barbarous, perpetrator and victimar8ard and Indian. The lens of
ethnogenesis brings into focus the complexities ramahces within these oversimplified
extremes and renders the Boltonian line of thinkasgobsolete as Frederick Jackson’s
Turner's “frontier thesis.” Gary Anderson'She Indian Southwest, 1580-1830:
Ethnogenesis and Reinventiactually bucks the conventions and serves as llyhig
pertinent model for understanding the genizarog.udng ethnogenesis to reexamine the
histories of the Jumanos, Apaches, Caddos, Wichatas Comanches, Anderson extracts
those aforementioned complexities and nuancesctpeshe confinement of interpretive
extremes. He branches out to “examine the natrategies and the cultural creativity
that forced Spain to concede much of the Southigesiative societies” and finds “a
history of people determined to survive and quitding to reinvent culture or join other,
stronger groups if necessary to do ¥3.”Although the genizaros are not the center of
Anderson’s attention, his methods and conclusioaselevant to their history. Two of
the groups in Anderson’s study, Apaches and Conemchomprised a significant
portion of the genizaro population and experierethtdogenesis and cultural reinvention
in the interest of self-preservation. Andersomalgsis demonstrates that many of the
southwestern Indians who became genizaros cahigdegacy with them into captivity
and servitude as they made their way in New Mexmature and society first as slaves,
then as soldiers, farmers, and traders. As “pedgiermined to survive and quite willing
to reinvent culture,” the genizaros themselvesadave easily filled another chapter in
Anderson’s book.

Moving beyond conventional dualities pushes us tdwiae middle and invites us
to look at the Southwest as a cultural crossroddiss perspective brings issues related to
cultural identity to the forefront. Richard Whigestudy of the Metis’ experience in the
Midwest serves as a useful model in this endeavunrThe Middle Ground: Indians,
Empires, and Republics in the Great Lakes Regi@b041815 White’'s analysis of
European-Indian relations in the Great Lakes arelad on the idea that identity is not
confined to one concept that remains constant girdeime. Rather, identity consists of a

124 Anderson, 6-7.
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body of concepts that change in the context of ugeraction>> Such an approach
could not be more germane to the genizaros’ expezien New Mexico. In Abiquid, for
instance, genizaros had the opportunity to acdaind and somewhat elevated social
status on the condition that they give up theiridndidentity. This conditional and
limited acceptance into Hispanic society led tofthlamental genizaro dilemma: “they
were not Spaniards because they were designatad belian pueblo, but neither were
they typical Pueblo Indians because the wellspririgtheir Indian identity—their
ceremonies, their religious beliefs, and their gielis shrines—were from different
cultures and were thoroughly repressed and destioy&panish officials and priests®

In this setting, their identity developed by wayanf ongoing process that reflected their
capacity to maneuver within two polarized worldveew The genizaros were
discouragingly stuck, or perhaps strategically fedain the middle between Spanish and
Indian. Discovering this middle ground allows agéalize the genizaros’ significance in
helping to form a bridge between Hispanics and dnsliand functioning as a key
ingredient to maintaining the delicate balance leetwmutually beneficial trade relations
and a constant struggle for control over territvbaad resources.

As we saw in Chapter One, one of the most obviboestsomings in the existing
literature on genizaros is the tendency among fimst® to overlook the subtleties that
complicate defining who they were and how they eeduhrough adaptation and cultural
reinvention. All too often, the phrase “Hispanau or “Christianized” Indians appears
in secondary sources when historians need anasffi@xplanation for references to the
unfortunately obscure genizaros who are only ratedyfocus of discussion. Theyere
Hispanicized, but only to a point. The common akstamong those who have not taken
the time to be precise is a failure to appreciatg genizaros werbndians living in
Hispanic society. Indeed many of these Indiansitsp®st of their lives in Hispanic
society, the victims of capture and removal fromirtimative societies early in childhood.
As such, it would be logical to assume that thesragated. But, even as they practiced
Catholicism, spoke Spanish, adopted a sedentastyie, and participated in the New

Mexican economy, their Indianness was always witint. It allowed them to fashion

125 Richard White;The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Repulilicthe Great Lakes Region, 1650-
1815(New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 19913:x, xv.
126 Epright and Hendricks, 3-4.
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their own brand of Catholicism, “twist” their Spahi“somewhat,” own and cultivate
land communally, and trade with intimidating nomé#e the Comanches aheir turf
rather than the relative safety of the rescateBaas or Peco¥.’ As Indians of varied
tribal ancestry, genizaros made these adjustmentsrnmunity with each other but in
isolation from the security of their original cules and societies. The quick definition,
then, if there is one, should not point to theirspéinicization but rather to their
detribalization*® The common denominator for those whom New Mexiaathorities
assigned to the genizaro caste at different paintsne was their shared experience or
legacy of involuntary removal from their native filies and communities and immersion
into Hispanic society.

In Chapter One, we learned that considerable camfusemains regarding the
definition of the word genizaro and about how prynsources from the colonial period
and after have used it. Whether you accept thabme cases Pueblos could fit into the
genizaro category or would limit the caste to idelwnly Plains Indian slaves and their
descendants; and whether you recognize that thd’'svdurkish roots in relation to the
genizaros’ military service record are too strikiteg dismiss despite a disconnect in
chronology, you cannot help but notice the consistiact that genizaros became
genizaros after they unwillingly left their tribdlomes and entered New Mexican
households and communities. While Christianizateord Hispanicization are other
consistent features of the genizaro definition, linel to which genizaros actually
experienced Christianization and Hispanicization sighject to debate and is the
underlying issue for making the case that, throdigh process of ethnogenesis, a
discernible genizaro cultural consciousness emerdygthg the colonial period and
persisted at least through the nineteenth century.

A close examination of primary documents revealst thranciscan efforts to

convert genizaros found limited success. AccordimgMalcolm Ebright and Rick

2From Dominguez’ observation that “they are not fitie speaking and understanding Castilian
perfectly, for however much they talk or learn lweguage, they do not wholly understand it or speak
without twisting it somewhat,” Adams and Chavez(4@e Chapter One, 23-24 for full excerpt); Kenner,
78-80; Anderson, 231.

128\WeberBarbaros: Spaniards and their Savages in the Adentijhtenmen{New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2005), Weber affirms this conidngirawing a parallel between the word’s meaning i
eighteenth-century Spain—it “simply meant a Spatiem son of a foreigner'—and its usage in New
Mexico “to describe detribalized Indians (240).”
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Hendricks, for example, genizaro religious leaderabiquiu during the 1760s would
gather after a sermon by Fray Juan José Toledoaetnely decide what to believe and
what not to believe and then share their conclisswith the rest of the pueblo. They did
not “reject Christian teachings entirely, only teasspects that conflicted most strongly
with their own religious beliefs.” The situatioraw/ a source of profound frustration for
Toledo who complained that adult genizaros weret‘n@ impossible to convert” and
admitted that he had become “aware that the Indaarg[ed] freedom of thought and to
be totally free.**°

Baptisms in particular call into question the extefigenizaro Christianization.
Like the priests of the colonial period, some sal®lassumed that Indian captives who
received the sacrament of Baptism did so out cdraugne understanding and acceptance
of a new Christian lifestyle. However, since mosthe Indians who became genizaros
experienced conversion by way of captivity and &veinent, it is logical to consider
genizaro conversions as forced, and therefore tkady, nominal. In “Missionization
and Hispanicization,” Gilberto Benito Cordova arguimat “the significance of this
symbolism escaped few Indians.” What escapes @ardwowever, is how the Indians
he writes about at Abiquiu in the mid-eighteentimtaey came to be there in the first
place. They were there under the auspices of @Govefomas Vélez Cachupin’s
community land grant and Reduction program, “al @ian to settle pagan Indians into
Spanish style towns,” where the involuntary natafetheir initial entrance into the
Hispano-Christian realm is implicit. These gend®zarmvere freed servants wandering
aimlessly, “either unable or unwilling to assimédnto the fiduciary family.*3° Vélez
Cachupin’s solution for these lost members of Neexigan society wasdathering
these roving families of Genizaro and settling therm suitable site for their subsistence,
with a doctrinarian who would instruct them in aadminister to them the Holy
Sacraments.” The genizaros who settled at Abitfunugh the land grant did not choose

to be baptized; rather it was part of the arrangegn@ gain access to arable land and

2% pright and Hendricks, 248; “Fray Juan José TotedBovernor Tomas Vélez Cachupin, February 15,
1764,Archivo General de la NaciofAGN), Inquisicion, 1001: 217-266 as quoted in @ora 173-174.

130 Cordova, 137, 35, 46, 84; Abiquiu Genizaro Landrr1754, Records of the Office of the Surveyor
General (SG) 140, roll 26, frame 281.
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escape the “clutches of their master[$}* Since they were not of Spanish descent and
returning to their native societies was not feasilthe Abiquiu genizaros—Ilike their
counterparts in other communities set aside foizgeas—had nowhere else to go, no
other options available to them. To the extent genizaros actually cooperated with
missionization efforts at Santo Tomas Apdstal déghin, accepting baptism was more
likely a mechanism for survival rather than an eisa of free will.

Those genizaros who flagrantly resisted the pfiesfforts met severe
consequences. The situation at Abiquiu, agairersfa glimpse of what happened to
those who challenged the authority and controlhef missionaries while also showing
that genizaros would not be mindlessly subduediquib experienced its own witchcraft
outbreak from 1756 to 1766, which ultimately invedva number of Abiquefios being
incarcerated and tortured, worship sites being@sed, and several illnesses and deaths
befalling both Spanish and Indian residerits. The priests viewed native religious
practices as witchcraft and sorcery and in ture,ltfdians used witchcraft and sorcery to
defy “exploitation and forced Christianization.”h& Spaniards had little understanding
or patience for the Indians’ worldview, dismissialy but the few healing and sorcery
practices that they found usefdf. Meanwnhile, the Indians rejected the Spaniards’
worldview because it prohibited “an autonomous prasperous indigenous population”
and they were “unwilling to surrender [their] trdial belief system*®* Historian Inga
Clendinnen offers an explanation of the Franciscanstrations over Indian resistance

in Yucatan that resonates in Abiquiu:

The Franciscans were convinced that their labowsldvbe aided by God himself. They
lacked all recognition of the profound and systeématherness of others. They had no sense
of the intricate interrelationships between différaspects of Indian life, rather seeing here

131 Governor Vélez Cachupin to Viceroy Marqués de i March 29, 1764, AGN, Inquisicion, 1001:
217-266 as quoted in Cordova, 84, italics mine.

132 Epright and Hendricks dissect the 10-year witchi@atbreak in Abiquiu with a close examination of
the main events and characters, including the gemsz Governor Vélez Cachupin, and Fray Juan José
Toledo.

133 From early in the colonial period Spaniards turtiedo-called Indian black magic in desperate
circumstances. In the late 1620s, Governor S@slario summoned an Indian woman from San Juan who
was “versed in magic and black art...to save thedifa soldier who was said to be bewitched,” from
Frances V. Scholes, “The First Decade of the Intjoiisin New Mexico,”"New Mexican Historical
Reviewt0 (1935): 205, 233-34; Ebright and Hendricks,.119

134 Ebright and Hendricks, 119, 149.
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the hand of the Devil, there the tender intervantabChrist, and so they could have no sense
of the difficulties in the way of the reception amaderstanding of their message.

As such, genizaro resistance to conversion pergl&paniards. In the polarized cultural
climate of Abiquiu, as in Yucatan, the fundament&ide between Spanish and native
worldviews precluded the Franciscans from graspireg reasons for Indian resistance
and thus fed their own hysteria, with devastatiogsequences for some of the genizaros
at Abiquiu.

More evidence of only partial Christianization argagenizaros rests in the subtle
point that the genizaros who settled at Abiquiwtigh Governor Vélez Cachupin’s land
grant and reduction plan were former captives.theory, the missionaries and masters
should have already Christianized them during tliears in servitude. Spaniards’ had
certain obligations toward their ransomed captiweduding housing, feeding, clothing,
and educating them. Education naturally focusetherCatechism®® Yet, at Abiquiu,
where genizaros had completed their service angliprably converted, the priests still
found the need to perform baptisms and the gerdzstit worshipped non-Christian
idols. Despite a substantial period of time awawT their native societies and immersed
in the Hispanic Catholic culture, the Abiquiu geartzs arguably remained closer to their
native belief systems than to Christiariitj. Governor Cachupin lamented the genizaros’

continued lack of Christian morality:

...they grow up mischievous and foppish and with sitteat are very grave to the country.
The Genizaros are difficult to subjugate and settleey support themselves from what they
steal, without respect for magistraté know not what to attribute such bad qualitieghiis
class of Indian. It may be because of their prejterto it or because of the carelessness of
their masters in instructing them that expostul#tesdefect>®

Although his remarks reflected typical Spanish tadiés toward genizaros, Vélez
Cachupin was able to recognize the potential “easrless of their masters.” No doubt in
many cases, a genizaro’s baptism was the extdms aonversion. Such “carelessness”
allowed genizaros to cling to their native spiriltyawhile taking advantage of Spanish

preconceptions and fears regarding Indian cererhemia As Ebright and Hendricks

135 Inga ClendinnenAmbivalent Conquests: Maya and Spaniard in Yucat&f7-157QCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987): 114.

136 \Weber Barbaros 239; Brugge, 124.

137 Epright and Hendricks, 274, note 8.

138G overnor Vélez Cachupin to Viceroy Marqués de ErsjlMarch 29, 1764rchivo General de la
Nacion (AGN), Inquisicion, 1001: 217-266 as quoted inrdiva, 84.
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showed in their study of Abiquiu’s witchcraft preckengs, for the genizaros, witchcraft
became a valuable tool for self-preservation ahdagenesis as it facilitated opposition
to Franciscan authority and ultimately led to teeelopment of a distinctively genizaro
community.

The failure of Spanish masters or owners to offeranthan baptism to their
Indian servants by placing them “under the tutelafj¢he missionaries” to provide a
“pious upbringing” also promoted ethnogenesis iatth created a way out of the
isolation that characterized life in captivity. tBdugh conditions surely varied from
household to household, many genizaros “grew tdtfamhd in squalor and neglect, or
abusive households® Since they were not technically “slaves” in thee® of the
colonial government, genizaros had certain leggitsi including the right to petition the
governor for relief through release or reassignf&ntRecords indicate that genizaros
utilized their legal recourse to report mistreattarhich often involved sexual abuse for
females, and they almost always reported the fiafrtheir masters to offer adequate
instruction in Catholicism. Although their compits were usually to no avail, some
genizaros did win their appeals. In 1763, for epl@mtwo women of different masters
complained to Vélez Cachupin that they had notivedeinstruction in the Catholic faith
and had to tend sheep, work normally left for mal@se of the women reported that her
master had raped her while out in the field. Ag pathe investigation into the women'’s
charges, the governor ordered that the servantsvladge of Christian doctrine be tested
and they, of course, failed. Vélez Cachupin thad the women placed in new homes
“where they might be instructed in Christian dowriand customs, and be fed and
clothed through household chores appropriate t fex.”** Although these women
would remain in captivity, they utilized the legalstem to change their circumstances.
Victories like this one were more the exceptionntltae rule. In this setting, fear of

retribution from masters would likely deter mistexzh genizaros from risking further

139 Brugge, 125; quote from Anderson, 223-224.

140 Epright and Hendricks explain that “Spanish laffedentiated between the purchase of captives for
servants who would eventually be freed, and outistdvery, which was prohibited in the Americas...,”
28.

141 proceedings in complaint of two genizara Indiamen of the jurisdiction of Albuquerque against thei
masters, October 12-15, 1763, SANM |l 9:524; tratish of Vélez Cachupin’s decision from Russell M.
Magnaghi’s “The Plains Indians in New Mexico: TBenizaro Experience,” iBreat Plains
Quarterly(spring 1990): 88.
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abuses in the aftermath of an unsuccessful formalptaint, but it might also incite
anger that would fester and, over time, fosterdsoity. In the meantime, until at least
the late eighteenth century, the most practicabuese for poorly treated servants was
flight.4?

The significance of the 1763 case rests in the tfaadt the plaintiffs broke from
the aforementioned isolation of their respectivagdeholds and collaborated to formalize
their complaint. Together, they might have coumedthe governor’s investigation to
focus more on the servants’ deficient Christianaratis well as on the masters’ disregard
for Hispanic gender roles than on the alleged maysibuses. Such proceedings against
Spanish masters suggest that genizaros understoaidmattered to Spaniards and how
they justified Indian servitude. In this contegénizaros played on officials’ concerns
for their redemption and proper conversion to Glamsty. Whether or not they
genuinely understood and accepted the tenets oist@mity themselves, genizaros
seemed to know how important they were to the $pdsiand regularly used these
concerns in making their cases. Even though tleevimen in this case likely knew
little of Christian doctrine nor cared to, one canhelp but wonder if they might have
failed their “Christian tests” deliberately in ord® achieve their desired result—fully
aware of the Spanish preoccupation with indoctimgatndians and how proving their
masters’ failures in this area would only strengttieeir case.

Using the “carelessness of their masters” to thdirantage does not mean that
genizaros rejected missionization entirely. In shene way that Spaniards found some
aspects of Indian religions worthwhile, so too genizaros found some practicality in
Catholicism. While genizaro baptisms were invadupteven outside of captivity and
thus likely nominal, the genizaros’ apparent embraf Spanish godparenthood, or
compadrazgp seemed authentic. Genizaros in captivity propdiadd no choice in
selecting their own godparents and it is uncleaetiwtr they were able to choose their
children’s godparents. Regardless, the selectiagpdparents to children of Indians in
captivity followed the norms of their parents—gocdpds were usually not the captives’
masters and often not even related. Ramon Gutiaxrplains the inherent conflict

between godparenthood and servitude that might ladfeested how Spaniards chose

142 Anderson, 224.
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godparents for their captives and how their captieght have chosen godparents for

their children:

Baptismal sponsorship created a spiritual bond eéetwthe baptized person and his or her
godparents, which entailed obligations of protattimstruction, and succor to help the person
save his or her soul. Unlike slavery, which is andb of domination over human volition
expressed as control over another person’s bodyseaymified through servility, baptism is an
expression of equality born of participation in theystical body of Christ. Two rather
incompatible states, spiritual freedom and physhmaidage, were brought together when the
Church insisted that captives be baptized. Théradittion was resolved by selecting a sponsor
other than the slave master for the baptized p&rdireration from original sin and rebirth in
Christ’s salvatiort®

Having masters as godparents was no more in tbeesttof the master than it was the
slave. Godparenting his own servant might havegetized a master’'s power, while
having godparents outside the master's househalceatended family presented at least
a possibility for genizaros to have a third padgking out for their welfare after being
torn from their native families and communitiesavitl Brugge contends that “by giving
ceremonial kin to captives, the system increasedives’ ties within Spanish-American
society, and it established checks and balances$ liedped prevent excessive
mistreatment of captives™ Brugge’s seemingly reasonable observation echioes
logic that drove the Church’s concern for captit@seceive baptismal godparents, but
we cannot ignore the reality of conditions for maayptives: that a significant gap likely
existed between documented godparenthood and \mbatetationships were actually
like. Compradrazgo obviously offered little to #fgogenizaros who “grew to adulthood
in squalor and neglect, or abusive households.”

Yet compradrazgo must have extended kinship angriigeges for at least some
genizaros in captivity since they incorporated t@iatholic practice into their lives
outside of captivity during the colonial period admelyond. In Belen, for example, Steven
Horvath finds that freed genizaros, who had largelygregated in the Plaza de Nuestra
Sefiora de los Dolores in the late eighteenth centwilt and expanded kinship ties
among each other. They baptized their children @fteh chose other genizaros to be
godparents for them. Horvath concludes that 36cpat of the godparents listed in the

143Brugge, 117-118; quote from Gutierrez, 182, draviiogn the conclusions of Stephen Gudeman and
Stuart B. Schwartz in “Baptismal Godparents in 8tgv Cleansing Original Sin in Eighteenth-Century
Bahia,” in Raymond T. Smith, ednterpreting Kinship Ideology and Practice in La#merica(Chapel
Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 198435-58.

144Brugge, 115.

65



baptismal records were clearly identified as gaoiza He speculates that many of the
other “unlabeled” or “uncategorized” godparentsjchihwere most of the listings, were
likely genizaros too because “genizaros and Indi@ese the only castas not given
surnames in this period® Since baptismal records indicate nothing moren ttre
existence and identity of godparents, we can onjgothesize that most genizaros,
shaped by their Indian worldview, did not baptizeit children because they believed in
having their souls cleansed from original sin aiher because it was necessary for their
children to receive the benefits of compradazgo.

Unlike baptisms and godparenthood, marriage mestamong genizaros do not
necessarily help measure the extent to which gesdzajected or incorporated Christian
ceremonialism. But, they do help show how genialwy choice or lack thereof,
developed cohesive communities. Church and Stiiigats thrust the sacrament of
baptism on Indian captives nearly immediately upatering New Mexican society and,
whether or not they genuinely professed the tethetisjustified this rite, freed genizaros
adopted its practice, perhaps principally for thenddits of godparenthood, and their
descendants followed suit. Marriage for genizanosthe other hand, did not receive the
same attention from the Church nor the State andtarsa outright blocked captive
marriages. Not surprisingly, genizaro marriageegaivere low. Marriages among
genizaros outside of captivity were not commonpkscevell because marriage presented
no real practical advantages. In New Mexican ggcienarriage often afforded
individuals the opportunity to advance their sostatus by marrying into a higher caste.
For genizaros, the lasting stigma of servitudelaoking property to offer precluded this
opportunity from presenting itself; only rarely digenizaros marry Hispanic New
Mexicans to become “full-fledged Spanish citizers,vecinos™®

As noted above, marriage rates were low among\@pinizaros because their
masters rarely allowed it. For most genizaros,riage was one area of Catholic
ceremonialism that was simply never available fant to accept or refuse. Officially,
Spaniards held Indian servants for as long asok to work off their ransom—a period

of at least several years, if ever—or until a setvaarried. Marriage was thus a

15 Horvath, 142.
148 Gutierrez, 201, 231, 296; Ebright and Hendriclg, \Weber Barbaros 240.
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captive’s opportunity for freedom and therefore imaihe master’s interest. As such, and
with Church and State officials looking the othesiywwmasters often kept their captives
indebted and denied them permission to marry. kencaptives, in particular,

experienced this fate as they regularly lived ascabines to their masters, who were
unwilling to give up their household labor or thbad partners. Fray Joseph Manuel de
Equia y Leronbe exposed this common practice il B&3he struggled with the inherent

hypocrisy in the supposed “redemption” of Indiaptoges. He wrote:

They claim that by selling Apache Indians into siguvthey will be redeemed from their lives as
infidels. What benefit is it to condemn them sattthey do not live as infidels? Enslave them
so that they do not have freedom? | said conddrmtand | can prove it. | have not baptized
the child of an Indian woman servant who was nobyote with father unknown, as the registers
will certify. The masters of these Indian womeme apnstantly vigilant so that they do not
escape and so that they do not matfy.

Baptismal records of children with “father unknowkemonstrate a high rate of
illegitimacy among children born to captive womerd aeinforce the point that genizaro
parents more often than not lived in concubina@amén Gutierrez maintains that 3,294
genizaro slaves entered New Mexico between 1694 1848 with only 20 slave
marriages recorded during these years. Whileiihgortant to consider that many of the
slaves to whom Gutierrez is referring were childndo would not have been old enough
to have married during their time in captivity arayy Gutierrez’ numbers coupled with
Equia y Leronbe’s observations are undeniablyniglli genizaros had little use for or
access to marriage. Captive women especially deneed any opportunity for marriage
and thus a way of out of servitude. Women wholb@u children with their master were
even more trapped since children would stay withSpanish master as additional labor,
if they were not given away or sold to another fedwd**®

These circumstances skew the information for geainaarriage practices and

what they might reveal in terms of genizaro cultweanvention through the process of

147 Fray Joseph Manueal Equia y Leronbe, AGN, Indaisit 734, 854: 253, 255-256, as quoted in
Gutierrez, 199.

148 Gutierrez, 252, 295, 187, 183; Gutierrez’ totainimer of genizaro slaves is significantly lower than
Rael-Galvez' tally of 4,601 from 1700 to 1880,isctepancy in part due to a 26-year differencéén t
span of years being considered and in part duaiffesence in what each is measuring: Rael-Galvez
gives a total for the number of nomadic Indians wigve “baptized andnteredinto Spanish-Mexican
households” (18, his italics) while Gutierrez giwetotal number for “genizaro slaves,” (252) which
suggests his number includes only those who héoasl to have entered New Mexican society
involuntarily.
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ethnogeneis. But, this is not to say that marriaigs not a conduit for ethnogenesis
among genizaros. For those who did marry, it w@gnizaros who married tended to
marry each other—a fact that spoke both to theirgmalization and exclusivity, which
encouraged the growth of a genizaro identity. Tieeriage records of Belen, for
example, from 1743 to 1808 show that of the 72 imges in which at least one of the
two marriage partners was identified as geniza8qed cent were between partners who
were both identified as genizaros. Some, if nbtdal the remaining 32 per cent of
marriages in which at least one partner was gemizere also probably between two
genizaros as the other partners were listed a®reitindio criado,” “coyote,” or
“uncategorized.” These marriage practices arecattie of the somewhat unique
situation in Belen, where genizaros tended to cagage by choice in one neighborhood,
the Plaza de Nuestra Sefiora de los Dolores, asdiiep Santa Fe’s barrio Analct?
With nothing to gain economically or in terms otgd standing, these genizaros likely
married for love, and the fact that they went tiglouhe Church to formalize their
relationships suggests a certain level of acceptdac Christian ceremonialism from
Belen genizaros—but among themselves, with minintatference from the surrounding
Hispanic realm.

Evidence of a genizaro identity born, at least ant,pout of the failure to turn
genizaros into devout Christians comes from thesimisries themselves. Hints of
genizaro cultural reinvention come to light in therogatory commentary found in the
reports of religious personnel, who regularly shovikeeir disdain for the genizaros’
persistent refusal to become true believers. Theperts deliver some of the most
revealing information on the extent to which gendsavere Christianized, or rather went
though the motions and, with a blended culturaspective, found their way in the New
Mexican economy. For instance, Fray FranciscoeSthe Vélez de Escalante’s journal
entries from his 1776 expedition with Fray Domingueflect the all too common
frustrations of New Mexican missionaries with thenigzaros’ deficiency in Christian
values and their disregard for efforts to spreas¢hvalues. Andrés and Lucrecio Muiiiz,
a pair of genizaro brothers who traveled with Emti@ and Dominguez, offended the

missionaries when it became apparent that the érgtlike many others on the trip, had

149 Horvath, 130-132, 134-135.
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broken their promise not to bring any goods foditng, as the purpose of the expedition
was “God’s glory and the good of souls.” Escatamfported mockingly that Andrés and
Lucrecio “proved themselves to be such obedientljand faithful Christians that they

peddled what they secretly brought along, and mgostdily sought weapons from the
infidels. In this way, to our own sorrow, they tagted their meager faith or lack of it,

and how very unfit they were for ventures of thisck™**° Escalante’s words indicate

that genizaros like the Mufiiz brothers understoaiddid not necessarily care about the
mission of the Franciscans—they agreed to the tiondihat they not bring goods for

barter but brought them anyway in secret, apparemtable to resist the opportunity for

economic gain. The priests understandably denautitie breach as an example of
greed when it was actually an example of how geagzattempted to capitalize on their
connection to the Indian world and their contadhwvtihe Hispanic.

Similar insights come from Fray José de la Pradd93-1794 census report,
which provides yet another example of New Mexic@pléasure with genizaros for not
being Spanish or Christian enough. Prada bemaseffective genizaro conversions
when he describes how Abiquiu genizaros were “nobr@ hindrance than a help to the
conversions of the nomadic Indians who visited rdducciones Prada affirmed that
genizaros tended to be “religious backsliders” &wdre fond of dressing like the
nomads.” He went on to observe that they “raisédittla corn, wheat and vegetables—
but not enough to avert starvation for their faeslf Prada displays the Spanish
proclivity to harp on the stereotypical indolendegenizaros while actually helping to
show that genizaros were active participants inldkbal economy. He reports that the
Indians of the reductions cultivated only a portimintheir arable lands, leaving parts
uncultivated to lease to vecinos at excessive raiéey also provided for themselves by
hunting deer and selling the dressed hides anthgasheep, cows, and a few horsgs.
Reports like Prada’s show that despite their cabpresence in New Mexican villages
and towns and their marginalized position in NewxMan society as a whole, genizaros

adapted and endured by taking advantage of whatdsaurces they had.

10 Entry for 1 September 1776, Fray Angelico Chawems., and Ted J. Warner, efhe Dominguez-
Escalante Journal: Their Expeditions Through Caldw, Utah, Arizona, and New Mexico in 1{Balt
Lake City, UT: University of Utah Press, 1995)0-41.
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Both Escalante’s and Prada’s comments illustradé hile genizaros might not
have “proved themselves to be such obedient, lagdl faithful Christians,” they had
figured out how to fit into the Hispanic world—bwising livestock, farming and,
probably most of all, trading. The genizaros’ pitref trade relations with surrounding
Plains Indian communities exemplified the same tadality and endurance that Prada’s
observations underscored. And this was to thealysoh secular and religious authorities
who had ironically advanced genizaros’ involvemientrading activities through land
grant policies that sent disagreeable genizarosooiat the frontier where trading was
central to economic opportunity, if not survivahuthorities tried repeatedly to contain
trading activities but the intrusion of governmeegulations interfered only moderately
with trading among Spanish and Indian New Mexicand their nomadic neighbors. A
1778 order prohibited any Spaniard, genizaro oramérom trading with the Utes. If a
Spaniard was caught, he would be banned from hglaliblic office; genizaros and other
Indians who were caught were subject to a fineO&f gesos and would suffer 100 lashes.
The key here was not getting caught. Apprehendliegal traders was difficult enough
due to sheer volume; add decentralization and diasinces to the mix and it becomes
evident that any effort to keep a leash on entreargal frontiersmen was an uphill
battle®?

An important factor in the genizaros’ capacity totggipate in the varied sectors
of the New Mexican economy was their unwillingness—rather inability, as the Native
American worldview was fundamentally opposed ta thlathe Spanish American—to
assimilate fully into New Mexican society. As Cowa writes, “Trading skills of the
genizaro were renowned during the Spanish colgeabd...the genizaro was mobile
and versatile in his ability to interact and deéhvwpeople on a cross-cultural levéf®
Not surprisingly, men like Vélez Cachupin, Escataamd Prada could not appreciate the
genizaros’ unigue position and thus demeaned thlseimsafficiently Spanish or Christian

and a threat to the larger Hispanic Christian doorder. As a group, they were a

132 Bando prohibiting trade with the Utes, Santa Feptémber 13, 1778, SANM Il 10:1055; Joseph P.
SanchezExplorers, Traders, and Slavers: Forging the Ofsish Trail(Salt Lake City, UT: University

of Utah Press, 1997): 92; KenneRdHistory of NewMexican-Plains Indian Relatigm®vides an orderly
and logical chronology of events that made tradé@sgrictions ineffective, in particular the peacsaty
brokered by Governor Anza and the Comanche leacigzrpa in 1786. This “never-to-be-broken” accord
only encouraged trading activities as it improvedditions for safe passage along trade routes.
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problem that needed solving. This undesirable etgrof society combined with a need
to rectify problems of abuse and inadequate indwiion among those genizaros who
remained in servitude were the impetus for a shiftjovernment policy regarding the
security of the New Mexican periphery. From eanthe eighteenth century, Spanish
authorities faced a persistent challenge from tlyesdzaros whom governors like Vélez
Cachupin found to be “mischievous and foppish wites that [were] very grave to the
country” and “difficult to subjugate and settle.’'Likewise, authorities were frequently
burdened with charges of abuse and neglect fronizges who remained under the
theoretical protection of captivity. As discussearlier, moving servants to a new
household was often the means to resolve casessteatment for Indians enslaved in
Hispanic homes. At times, colonial governors asanted genizaros their freedom—or
rather rendered their ransom paid—and relocated tbdrontier outposts:
It sometimes happens that the Indians are not tnedted in this servitude, no thought being
given to the hardships of their captivity, andldéks to the fact that they are neophytes, and
should be cared for and treated with kindness. thits reason many desert and become
apostates. Distressed by this, the missionarfesnted the governor of it, so that, in a matter of
such great importance, he might take the propersumea. Believing the petition to be
justified...he ordered by proclamation throughout #iegdom that all the Indian men and
women neophytes who received ill-treatment fronirthmasters should report it to him, so that if
the case were proved, he might take the necessaagures. In fact a number did apply to him,

and he assigned to them for their residence arémment, in the name of his majesty a place
called Valencia and Cerro de Tomé&*.

Genizaros who successfully utilized the colonighlesystem to escape the oppression of
enslavement won their independence, but with certainditions: that they practice
agriculture—lest they return to their original natia lifestyle—and that they do so
under obligation to defend and live in communitestablished along the frontier. So
they were precariously sandwiched between relgtisaler Spanish towns and dangerous
Plains Indians whose livelihood largely depended tbeir relentless marauding of
peripheral communities. Thus the frontier was #$lodution for genizaros who were
problematic in one way or another. Border commesitelped address the constant
issue of provincial security by creating a buffeme around uneasy Spaniards and

furthered colonial efforts to “civilize” Plains liths. In turn, such communities became

154 Menchero, in HacketHistorical Documents3:401-402.
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fertile ground for the emergence of a unique caltwelement within New Mexican
society.

Detached from the larger cultural centers of S&daand Albuquerque, towns
along the fringes of the settled province createdggportunity for genizaros to indulge in
a certain amount of autonomy. Even though the gowent compelled them to assist
Spanish wars against outside Indians and receivest@m instruction, genizaros were
able to maintain their own local governments, egdlweir own form of Catholicism, and
get away with illegal trading with Plains tribe&bove all, they were no longer cut off
from each other in servitude. Genizaros acquiaed lat various locations on the New
Mexican frontier, including Valencia and Cerro denié, Abiquiu, Belen, San Miguel
del Vado, and Ojo Caliente. Aside from Valencial &derro de Tomé in 1740 and
Abiquiu in 1754, most of the genizaro resettlemiuk place late in the eighteenth
century. These communities were not necessariylyneormed for genizaros; rather,
they were part of a government strategy to reviedlesments that Spaniards had
abandoned, “harried by the Comanches and Apacfies!h 1769, Governor Pedro
Fermin de Mendinueta noted that Ojo Caliente, fangple, had been abandoned by
Spanish settlers who refused to have any moreeif borses taken, livestock killed, or
their wives taken captive® Circumstances like these opened the door forzgemi
settlers.

While the proliferation of genizaro communities rajothe provincial borders
clearly served political and military objectives fine New Mexican government, these
frontier towns were not the brainchild of colonmailitary administrators only. Genizaros
themselves first petitioned the government to tes#te abandoned pueblo of Sandia in
1733, offering their military service as guardiamsl scouts. Governor Gervasio Cruzat
y Gongora denied the request, but not its lastmglication. Within merely a few
decades of their emergence as an identifiable grgepizaros proactively engaged in
trying to improve their circumstances by pursuingdesirable lands. Later in the
eighteenth century, the comancheros—*“the daringiedals who traveled to the Plains

to trade with the Comanches”—and ciboleros, the N&xican buffalo hunters, both of

155 «Geographical Description of New Mexico written the Reverend Preacher Fray Agustin de Morfi,
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whom Charles Kenner celebratesAirHistory of New Mexican-Plains Indian Relatipns
were largely genizaros who wanted to participateth@ Plains economy and were
instrumental in building strategically located coomities to be closer to native groups
like the Comanches and Wichita Indians for tradirifter the historic peace treaty of
1786, so-called comanchero towns like San MigueVddo, San José de Vado, Anton
Chico and La Cuesta were founded along the eageimeter->’

Although they were no longer cut off from eachestlin servitude, genizaros
living in frontier communities around New Mexicoddnot necessarily connect with one
another from one town to the next. Marriage resmflthe late eighteenth century, for
example, suggest that genizaros in Belen weretéblimom those living in the nearest
towns of Albuguerque and Tomé. Almost no marriagese contracted between
genizaros from Belen and across the river at Tont likewise almost no marriages
were contracted between genizaros from Belen aosketlfrom Albuquerque. In fact,
genizaros living in Albuquerque had no appreciaidanections to the genizaros of
Belen. Even the sets of genizaros’ surnames wempletely different for Albuquerque
and Belen. As discussed earlier, if they marriedlla genizaros tended to marry each
other and accordingly they married within their iediiate domaif®® Their group
identity, then, was localized and came from wittarpattern that seems to hold in other
communities with heavy genizaro populations as.well

Marginalized in every sense of the word, whetherytconcentrated in small
towns on the edge of the province or within neighbods of relatively urban centers
like Santa Fe or Albuquerque, genizaros developedhaps inevitably so, cohesive
communities whose strength and resolve became msitle when bullied by the
dominant master class. Belen again affords an roypioy to illustrate this point and
why the genizaro consciousness remained local@editvidual communities rather than
a phenomenon shared across the province. In 1fd5self-proclaimed captain of the
genizaros, Antonio Casados, a Kiowa-Apache genizaa his cohort Luis Quintana, an
Apache genizaro, caught the attention of the Vigceton Pedro Cebrian y Agustin in

Mexico City by making a formal complaint regardiadgegedly unjust intrusions on their

157 petition by various genizaros to settle ancieebpuiof Sandia, 1733, SANM | 6:687; Anderson, 231;
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lands by New Mexican settlers Diego Torres, Ful@asreras and Antonio Salazar.
Casados and Quintana charged that the Spanish Neucéhs had trespassed on Indian
lands and forced out genizaros, leaving the colomefended from the South. Casados
and Quintana argued that the grant issued in 172 imvalid because it involved land
from a previously-established genizaro pueblo. eRAftonsidering the genizaros’
arguments, the viceroy referred the case to NewiddexGovernor Joaquin Codallos y
Rabal, ordering him to conduct hearings to deteenownership of the land in question.
Any ground that the genizaros had gained in MexXidy was lost with the viceroy’s
order.

Codallos y Rabal took issue with the fact thatadas had left the province and
gone to Mexico City without the proper permissioonf authorities and had rallied “70
Indians from all the different pueblos” to come $@anta Fe to support him in the
hearings. Furthermore, the governor showed unaheeeist in Quintana’s flight from the
colony years earlier, while failing to pursue mamdevant testimony regarding the
genizaros’ rights to land at Belen. After hearmgmerous witnesses in favor of the
defendants to discredit Casados’ and Quintana’s ptant, Codallos y Rabal
recommended that the land remain with the New Maxisettlers® Although the
hearings marked a discouraging setback for Casaadis followers, the case provides
an example of remarkable group solidarity amongizgens within one community
around a unifying issue while demonstrating how fitree of the dominant social and
political order quelled the proliferation of a miitg ethnic consciousness that could span
the confines of individual localities. The Belesise shows that Spanish authorities were
threatened when genizaros attempted to unify beybed contained communities.
Codallos y Rabal asked Casados directly why hebinadght the 70 Indians from all the
different pueblos—either uncomfortable with thewetea of genizaros banding together
or with Casados’ power to make it happen, or bo@asados’ power came from his
identity with a distinguishable genizaro communé&yommunity motivated by injustice.
Superficially, the governor’s findings seem likee thredictable disenfranchisement of a

marginalized group of people. A deeper look erposhe genizaros’ potential

139 «Antonio Casados and Luis Quintana, genizaros;gedings against Fulano Barrera, Diego Torres and
Antonio Salazar over lands at Puesto de Belen,6,13ANM | 1:1302-1327; Brooks, 133-135; Horvath,
174-181.
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formidability and why the New Mexican power struetilsaw the need to nip it in the
bud.

This case bears significance in that it reaffirthe notion that genizaros
understood what mattered to Spanish New Mexicansvegre not afraid to use it as
leverage—as was apparent in complaints of mistreatrwhere genizaros attempted to
manipulate authorities with allegations of inaddqu&hristian instruction against
abusive masters. Casados deliberately left Newiddewithout license, taking his
complaint directly to the highest office in the daand cleverly attempted to manipulate
the viceroy with his charge that the colony wasaefedded without genizaros possessing
the land. Casados’ strategy implies that he knélwifell how vulnerable the frontier
settlements were, how tenuous the Spanish govetitsmeold was, and how valuable
genizaro Indians were in minimizing that vulneripidnd securing that hold.

The governor’s ruling against the genizaros diffuiee spread of a province-
wide genizaro movement but it did not diminish pleeseverance and resilience of local
groups of genizaros. Merely three years later thebilized again in Belen—this time
successfully—against New Mexican Nicolas Chavez“&iowing his livestock to foul
their acequias” (irrigation ditche&y”

Similar efforts to wield leverage against the infgment of the Hispanic world
surfaced in other areas as well. Genizaros ofaSkats Barrio de Analco rebuffed
Governor Juan Bautista de Anza’s proposal to mbeentto the frontier in 1779. The
move would have been part of a larger militarytsggg that involved reorganizing the
province and included an option to move Santa pegsidio to the south side of town,
encroaching on the Analco neighborhood. FatherfiMeterred to the plan and the local
reaction to it in his 1782 report:

...Anza wished to give a new form to the Villa and flois purpose to move it to the south bank
of its river, razing all of the buildings of thedosettlement. The settlers opposed him. He tried
to point out to them the disasters and inconvemignghich injured them and there being no
judges in Santa Fe, twenty-four fled from the kiogd They presented themselves in Arispe
before the Sefior Commander-General Cavallero dix,Gramplaining of the injury. In view of
what the settlers opposed ...they won an order trmgbvernor should not proceed in moving
the Villa until there be demonstrated the convesgsnwhich from that should ensue; that he

should not disturb th&enizaroof Analco.. %!

0 Brooks, 135; “Peticion de los genizaros de Be?@marzo, 1749,” AASF, 52:68-72.
161 Geographical Description of New Mexico writtentbyg Reverand Preacher Fray Juan Agustin de
Morfi, 1782,” in ThomasForgotten Frontiers92.

75



The Spanish colonial government’s control of thevprice was shaky and Teodoro de
Croix prudently saw no reason to disrupt their adse tenuous hold by disaffecting
genizaros, a valuable resource in the ongoingebfattiterritory and trade. Fray Angelico
Chavez has argued that historians have oversthgeddanizaros’ military role and value
to the colonial regime—"in widely scattered instamcsmall groups of genizaros were
martially employed”—but the fact that Croix was matling to risk losing their military
service and the fact that genizaros used it fogdiamg power with the colonial
government would suggest otherwi&e.

As was the case in Belen 30 years earlier, a genieader emerged who worked
off the strength of a unified and distinguishabémigaro community to manipulate New
Mexican government leaders in protest of a cleegatihto the livelihood of genizaros
living in the safety of the Analco neighborhood.erBura Bustamente led the group of
genizaros who traveled to Arizpe, the newly esshielil seat of the Interior Provinces of
New Spain, to argue against Governor Anza’'s plBuostamente’s contingent declared
that they had become devout Catholics through yafamsilitary service and living side-
by-side with Spanish New Mexicans and that theye®dlosing their women and
children” should they be subjected to the exposiréhe borderlands. The genizaros
pulled out all the stops when they threatened aodethe colony altogether and join the
barbarous Indians if the government forced themodBanta F&® It is hard to ignore
that this play must have been an empty threat dgivanthe genizaros’ own stated reason
for opposing resettlement was their fear that Bldidians would capture their women
and children. Nonetheless, like others before thbese genizaros demonstrated shrewd
sensitivity to Hispanic values and insecuritiesimorganized effort to advance their own
agenda.

The Bustamente crowd’s professed allegiance taCtlogvn and Church hint that
they were more assimilated than other genizaratiestthere. The testimonies alone in
this case do not provide adequate evidence on wtoclimake that determination

responsibly. They might very well have been moiigplhnic than Indian, as some

182«General Report of 1781 by Teodoro de Croix,” TlamTeodoro de Croix107-108. Chavez,
“Genizaros,” 198.

163 Bentura Bustamente, Communication to the Goveprotesting the treatment of the Genizaro Indians
of Santa Fe, 1780, SANM | 6:323; Brooks, 138-14E0bat,Barbaros 240; Rael-Galvez, 38.
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genizaros arguably were. For instance, Manuel &8est Abiquiu was a Ute interpreter
and trader who managed to transcend caste linedirathécceptance in New Mexican
society. The 1789 Abiquilu census had Mestasdiatea genizaro and by 1808 he was a
vecino with his own land at La Cuchift4 Mestas contradicted the generalization that
genizaros had a low social status because they mestleer Spanish nor Indian, with
restricted access to the resources that would eraeéir inclusion in the Hispanic realm.
Although he did not achieve vecino status untg liat his life, Mestas’ relationships with
his original tribe and his adoptive community watk® his advantage in trading furs,
livestock, and captives. And ultimately, his camsawith both cultural perspectives
helped him in acquiring land and improving his sbstanding:®®

As for the Santa Fe genizaros following Bustametite,degree to which they
assimilated remains uncertain. But, what the demimrelating to their protest reveal is
their awareness of what it meant to be both dubyotrapped and advantageously
positioned between two worlds. On the one hareksdlgenizaros, who comprised more
than 12 per cent of the local population, were eligable in the newly-appointed Anza
administration’s plan to relocate Santa Fe’s presathd they feared their fate if the plan
were to be implemented. On the other, whether these actually willing to or not,
Bustamente and his followers convinced coloniaharties that they could live with or
without the Spaniards; that they could be Indiast jas easily as they could be New
Mexican®®

This cultural back and forth appears in less dramfatms as well. As noted in
Chapter One, some genizaros would drop their Spdmptismal names and assume
their original Indian names or adopt new ones a#ttling in frontier towns. Curiously,
“‘some of these same individuals were again reibedri as part of the same
nuevoamericangociety, participating in the same rituals andtwal practices, their
former Christian names in placE” Rael-Galvez’ dissertation points to Miguel Reano
who, according to documents from 1741, supposetdbnged his name to “Tasago.”
But, from 1755 through 1763, his name continueagdpear in ecclesiastical records as

184 sanchez, 99-100; Swadesh, 43.
185 Ebright and Hendricks, 31-33.
166 Brooks, 139.

157 Rael-Galvez, 38.
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“Miguel Reano,” along with that of his wife, Luisée Sena, for the baptisms of their
children®® Even if the continued appearance of their Spani@hes was the result of
the Church refusing to acknowledge these genizgmaference for their Indian names,
these detribalized Indians brought their childrenbe baptized nonetheless. This
seemingly subtle detail was no less indicativehef ¢capacity of genizaros to function in
both worlds than the threat of genizaros joiningirthPlains relatives against the
Spaniards.

The stories of genizaros throughout New Mexico dhe colonial period
represent a lasting and substantial history otucaltinterplay born out of a longstanding,
mutually beneficial trade relationship between N&fexicans and Plains Indians.
Involuntarily thrust into the Hispano-Christian Iea genizaros instinctively exercised
their own free will in reacting and adapting tomaginable conditions that bore an eerie
resemblance to slavery, whether or not authordfethe day were willing to call it that.
New Mexicans rescued Indian captives from bothntladicious acts of their “barbarous”
captors and the error of their own native ways.d&frthe guise of religious morality,
Franciscan priests and government leaders soughibdaate and redeem detribalized
Indians in New Mexico by denying them their freedofo an extent, these Indians went
along with the plan. They baptized their childrérey settled in permanent houses and
towns, they farmed and traded, they even defendedSpanish Crown against their
native brothers. Throughout the eighteenth centheygenizaros regularly engaged with
Hispanic culture and society in these ways, feedhg assumption that detribalized
Indians simply assimilated. And yet, missionaaesl governors routinely criticized the
genizaros for their spiritual malnutrition, nevevrong up to the fact that they were the
ones supposedly dispensing the food. The irontha the Spaniards’ own moral
deficiencies blinded them to the genizaros’ fundatadegift of intellect and instinct to
survive.

The genizaros’ capacity to carry on was in no smalt due to the unique
circumstances of their condition that provided @erong for them to assert themselves

against injustice within their captive householdgheir adoptive communities. Unlike

188 SANM |1 8:67 and Thomas D. Martinez, Benito EsteWontoya and Rosina LaSall®anta Fe
Baptisms, 1747-1848992 as cited ifootnote 67, Rael-Galvez, 38.
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slavery in other parts of the world, Indian sergaint New Spain had considerable legal
recourse that they often made use of to repudigddoiation and abuse or to protest
discrimination in land grants or government pokcieEven though more often than not
their complaints were dismissed, genizaros repbatadted to preserve their own
interests, an exercise that promoted unity, orgdima and ultimately a group
consciousness. Concentrated within a slew of comiiies along the New Mexican
frontier, living together in a “great union as thely were all of the same nation,”
genizaros demonstrated “the cultural creativity fbeced Spain to concede much of the
Southwest to native societies” as well as “a histafrpeople determined to survive and
quite willing to reinvent culture*®

Moving beyond the extremes of conventional duaitiee Indian versus Spanish
and Pagan versus Christian brings to the life trapiexities and nuances that color an
informed historical perspective on how the genigabNew Mexico remained, at times,
discouragingly stuck, and at others, strategichbated in the middle. The ongoing
process of ethnogenesis during the eighteenth gemontinued into the nineteenth
century as the genizaro culture became increasimdistinguishable and even
institutionalized with the blended ceremonialismtlod Penitentes and continued efforts
to preserve genizaro lands, and the persistencangbant trading in the face of the
American military. From fairly early in the eigleteth century, genizaros showed signs
that their blended cultural perspective made ithst being Indian or Spanish could be a
matter of convenience. As the colonial period gass to the republican era and the
puritanical influences of the eastern United Stateskled in through the American
occupation and conquest, genizaros honed theicitgpa play both sides of the cultural
fence until finally being Hispanic became more cament than being Indian—most of

the time.

189 Menchero in Hackettlistorical Documents3:402; Anderson, 6-7.
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Epilogue
The Genizaros in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centies
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In a collection of essays entitl&lievo México Profundahe authors describe the

genizaro legacy that lives in present-day Abiquiu:

Almost every family in Abiquil has stories aboutthone ancestor or another was taken captive
or redeemed from captivity. This tribal memoryeisacted at the fiesta by dancing children
dressed in bright red cloth, buckskin, scarvedaits, feathers, and Tewa-style face paint. After
mass at the church door, the littlautivosdance back and forth in rows, waving a singleHeat

in each hand. Thélanillé dance is sung with vocable choruses to the cadeifcthe
tombé..Later in the day, there are moments when the dgratiddenly stops and a pantomime
of captivity and redemption is acted out. A caotié taken prisoner from the crowd and
presented to the people with a shout gQuién lo conoceé2-'Who knows this person?’
Someone comes forward with the desempefio, whigiaig to the singers...the cautivos are

either strangers being sold off or former residemt®se relatives are paying back their
ransom:"°

In contemporary New Mexico, the genizaro identaynes to life every November at
the feast of Santo Tomas the Apostle; otherwise difficult to locate. New Mexicans
themselves will tell you that over time the genémahave folded into New Mexico’s
mestizajethe mixed cultural heritage born out of mixedduldines that characterizes the
Hispano identity of New Mexico today. They sagttthe only place you will find those
who might identify themselves as genizaro is inqiini, where the struggle to preserve
communal lands lasted into the mid-twentieth cgnaurd where remembrances like the
one above still occur’’ The historical record concurs and shows thatugthgl since the
late eighteenth century, the genizaros’ discerrgblture of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries blended with the dominant Hispano idetiyt the mid-twentieth century. The
ongoing transition of the genizaro identity and smousness throughout this period,
however, has not undone the cultural reinventiat genizaros actively engaged in to
survive and persevere under colonial, Mexican, @&mderican rule. Rather, the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries have reflecterl dulmination of the process of
ethnogenesis, as genizaros continued to respomgetd challenges in the context of
dramatic political upheaval. Within the nineteeaémtury alone, New Mexicans endured
the demise of the Spanish colonial regime, the rpm@tion of Mexico’s liberal
republican rule, and the occupation and conqueshefUnited States military. All the

while, genizaros carried on.

10 Miguel Gandert, Enrique Lamadrid, Ramén Gutiertemy Lippard, and Chris Wilsomuevo México
Profundo: Rituals of an Indo-Hispano Homela{®hnta Fe and Albuquerque, NM: Museum of New
Mexico Press and National Hispanic Cultural Cenféedew Mexico, 2000): 57-58.

1 From conversations in person and by phone witlouararchivists at the New Mexico State Records
Center in Santa Fe, August 1996 and February 2007.
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Despite the changing political dynamics in the @agia context of contradictions
persisted and genizaros entered the nineteentirgenith high visibility as an ethnic
group. New Mexicans and surrounding Plains Indjeoups continued to engage in the
simultaneous conflict and exchange that charaeerithe eighteenth century and
produced genizaros in the first place, but with lapgmerican traders and settlers
complicating the mix. The positioning of genizamdrontier towns put them right in
the middle of this conflict and exchange and thielyrbt hesitate to take advantage. The
famed Treaty of 1786, which established peacefatioms between New Mexico and the
Comanches, and the colonial government’'s eagetnesstend the Spanish presence in
the East to counteract “growing American designshencolony” expanded comanchero
and cibolero buffalo hunting early in the ninetéeoéntury. Governor Alberto Maynez
“relaxed trade restrictions and allowed local conuia initiatives to flourish.*"
Genizaros represented a considerable number oé tidlasing individuals who traveled
to the plains to trade with the Comanches” refetoegreviously; they were the “indigent
and rude classes of the frontier villages,” asalo$iregg described them in 1843 while
Governor W.W.H. Davis compared some ciboleros teaimet in 1853 to a “band of
gypsies.*”® By early the early nineteenth century “the Plairese alive with commerce
and conflict that connected the Indian world to Hbdhe Spanish and American
economies "

As long as New Mexico remained under the auspi€&panish or Mexican rule,
comanchero trading and cibolero buffalo hunting evef mutual benefit to both New
Mexican authorities and the comancheros and cibsleMWhile these activities helped
the efforts of authorities to control the Plainemamy and territory, comanchero trading
and cibolero hunting provided certain opportunities genizaros as well. Trading and
hunting were sources for economic gain and proviglenizaros a way to maintain ties
with their native communities, helping them pregeavpiece of their native identities.
Charles Kenner demonstrates this point as he @eschunting techniques that ciboleros
used:

172 Brooks, 205.

13 Kenner, 78; Joshiah Greggpmmerce of the Prairiedlax Moorhead, ed. (Norman, OK: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1954): 257; Davis, as quoted imi&e 102.

174 Brooks, 2086, citing “José Manrique, Draft of ReptorNemesio Salcedo y Salcedo,” November 26,
1808, in Pinart Collection, Bancroft Library, Unreéy of California, Berkeley.
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On the hunt,cazadoresexercised skill and courage seldom seen on theridare frontier.
Stealing as close as possible to a herd of bufthley dashed into the midst of the fleeing
animals. Each hunter singled out a victim, shawdéhis horse next to the brute, and drove his
lance downward past the animal’s left ribs intohigmrt. Wrenching the lance loose, the hunter
swiftly turned on another lumbering beast. Durthg course of a single chase, which often
covered two or three miles, an experienced langeiddill from eight to twenty-five buffald’

The significance in the fact that ciboleros choseetmploy native hunting techniques
rather than using guns, to which they certainly fmtess, cannot be overstated.
Engaging in hunts this way gave genizaros a chaoceenew their native cultural
heritage while also giving them access to resoutitas allowed them to participate in
and even prosper from the regional economy. Uniilee Spanish and Mexicans, the
American military found the “nefarious traffic” opgctive to its campaign to remove the
Indians and open the Plains to white settlemenit t&the dismay of the Americans, the
comancheros and ciboleros persisted through tlenaeteenth century when trading
finally came to an end with the destruction of théfalo and the American defeat of the
Comanches in the Red River War of the 1876s.

Meanwhile, Spanish New Mexicans still looked atigaros with simultaneous
repugnance and efficacy. As Historian Russell Mam notices, “Although individual
genizaros were trusted as scouts or interpretersa group they were regarded as
potentially traitorous and on a number of occasisogme of them were tried for
sedition.*”” Magnaghi refers specifically to a trial for séfit against genizaros that
occurred in 1806. Then a mere two years later,eBwr Maynez recognized thopa
de genizargsa special military unit to conduct reconnaissaaoethe Plains, and even
put it under the command of a genizaro corptfalLikewise, the opening of the Old
Spanish Trail in early 1822 loosened trade reginst between the territory and the
United States and “genizaros joined the caravadstraneled to St. Louis and back as
guides and interpreters” Pedro Le6n Lujan of Abiquiu was an establishadér who
first appeared in the military rolls in 1836. B®3D, he had become a captain, and

submitted a report to the governor on militia tratpength in Abiquiu. That same year

75 Kenner, 103.

'7° |bid., 149.

Y7 Magnaghi, 91; Trial of Genizardsr sedition, Santa Fe-Chihuahua, December 9-Ma8;H.806,
SANM Il 15:1099.

18 salcedo, Chihuahua, instructions to Governor Mayeehis return to Chihuahua, August 12, 1808,
SANM Il 16:596; Brooks, 205; Magnaghi, 91; WebBérbaros 241.

179 Magnaghi, 92, 90; Poling-Kempes, 79
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he led a campaign against the Navajos, capturisig fittle slaves of both sexes’ along
with other plunder®® The apparent contradictions in the way that Newexidans
treated and regarded them show that genizaros pegtieipating fully in the regional
economy and society while New Mexicans still redagd them as genizaros rather than
vecinos, a sign that they possessed a distincioeihentity.

This point is exceptionally important given thetfftat, in the nineteenth century,
the term “genizaro” disappears in official recoaetsa result of the Plan of Iguala that
precipitated Mexican independence from Spain in118Rlexican independence caused
little change in the operation of the colony aeihained remote and under-funded from
the capital in Mexico City. The Territory of NeweMico, as it was now called, retained
the Spanish presidial system, military regulaticansg the laws of Spain “to the extent
that they [were] not contrary to the particular dbions of the country.” Likewise, New
Mexico had to fend for itself since the Mexican govnent had no more military or
financial resources to offer the territory than Sganish government had h44. The
status of genizaros, however, did change. The &fldguala proclaimed social equality
for all inhabitants of the new country, grantingiabrights in court and in every aspect of
life for all social and ethnic groups and therefoatled for the elimination of all caste
labels. This declaration thus extended full crigt@p to sedentary Christian Indians. At
baptisms, the priests still used indicators likdidn “servants”, “captured” or “bought”
and even occasionally mentioned tribal affiliationsSuch qualifiers remind us that
regardless of what the constitution said, genizar@® still genizaros; they were still at
the bottom of New Mexico’s social hierarchy as &ndi with the added stigma of
servitude. But, officially, genizaros and vecimtike were all Mexicans after 1821. The
disappearance of the genizaro label in officialuheents has led some historians to
assume that genizaros lost their group identiti wie changing of the guard. But Pedro

Lebn Lujan’s story proves that this was not thee¢is

180«Report on militia strength,” Mexican Archives lew Mexico, 26:515, 516-519, as cited in Ebright
and Hendricks, 42-43.

'8! Swadesh, 23, 53-56.

182 Chavez, “Genizaros,” 200; recall Brooks’ casufgnence to “their genizaro counterparts in theiearl
era” when discussing the dispersal of settlerstialler villages on the outskirts of the settleditiery”
and their continued role as “coerced mediatorsglying that genizaros faded into Mexico’s cultural
landscape in the nineteenth century, 240.
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José Gonzalez’ rise to fame as the New Mexico& find only (known) Indian
governor also disputes the notion that genizarasezkto exist as an identifiable ethnic
group in the wake of Mexican Independence. Gourzddel a short-lived though
successful revolt in Rio Arriba over taxes in 1837 then served as New Mexico’'s
interim governor. Because records from both hiben in 1799 and second marriage in
1834 identified Gonzalez as a vecino, some histeriaave doubted his Indian, and
specifically his genizaro, heritage. Fray Angeli€bavez has investigated the matter,
however, and found that “on June 10, 181d5¢é Angel Gonzalgthe son of José Santos
Gonzales and Maria Martin, bogenizarosof Taos, married Maria Josefa Fernandez,
orphan daughter of Mariano Fernandez and Maria Regha of Santa Barbara.” This
finding, along with Chavez’ careful analysis of @atez’ grandparents’ racial
backgrounds, leaves little doubt that Gonzalez wdact genizaro. Gonzalez’ ancestry
inspired his support and determined his fall. fdi® was reminiscent of the defeat that
Antonio Casados suffered in his effort to proteenigaro lands at Belen. Manuel
Armijo, who looked down on Gonzalez and his “mothagb,” cut short the insurgency
when he defeated Gonzalez at the Battle of Pojoamaehad him and his followers
executed®® Although Casados did not face execution for gl maneuvering against
Hispanic settlers, bringing 70 Indians from all th#&erent pueblos unquestionably hurt
his case with the governor, who treated their presas an insurgent threat. As it had in
the eighteenth century, the genizaros’ formidapbilittimidated New Mexico’s power
elite in the nineteenth century.

Despite the offering of full citizenship and, theory, full acceptance in the
Hispanic society under the new Mexican governmengst genizaros considered
themselves Indians well into the nineteenth centu@fficially genizaros had gained
social equality, but in practice New Mexicans coanéd to hold them in low standing.
Rather than try to break past this social bartle, genizaros’ found it was in their own
self-interest to perpetuate their Indian identifjhe genizaros’ awareness of this reality
served them well when it came to preserving themds. Citizenship brought up new

challenges for genizaros over the issue of indaidand ownership, particularly in

183 Chavez, “José Gonzales, Genizaro Governdey Mexico Historical Revie@0 (July 1955): 191;
Chavez My Penitente Land: Reflections on Spanish New ¢dg®ilbuquerque, NM: University of New
Mexico Press, 1974): 241; Magnaghi, 92.
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Abiquiu where the genizaros’ community land grahtl@54 became vulnerable to
privatization. From 1815 to 1830, the Hispanid¢esind Abiquiu’s resident priest, Fray
Teodoro Alcina, threatened Abiquiu’s common lands they had in 1780 in Santa Fe,
genizaros in Abiquiu had to organize to defendrtlaid. This time they employed the
strategy that Casados and Quintana had used im Bele749—they asserted Abiquiu’s
identity as an Indian pueblo. The genizaros ingahi started on much firmer ground
than they had in Belen, as they had a known andrdented community land grant that
Veléz Cachupin had authorized in 1754. The assaulbeir lands resurfaced repeatedly
into the twentieth century. The genizaros’ maneungs throughout this near-continuous
battle reflected the culmination of their ethnoggse The Abiquiu genizaros retained
remarkable cohesion in fighting outside incursionstheir land and, unlike other Indian
pueblos, managed to hold onto most of it. Abigaiwesidents achieved this by
responding to the changing tides from the 1820sutjin the 1940s, adjusting the
community’s outward identity when changes in gouggrpolitical structures made such
adaptations prudent to their cause. Over the yd#aey conveniently transitioned from
an Indian pueblo to a Hispanic land grant, andllfinéo a livestock cooperative
associatiort®*

Since the laws tended to work in favor of Indiarelplos—Indian individuals
could not sell their lands easily—in the early né®snth century Abiquefios argued their
case as Indians. By the mid-1800s, however, it wadear whether being an Indian
pueblo or a Hispanic community would best servegfihi’s interests given that it was up
to the United States government to decide. CodflageAbiquiu’s unique land grant (it
was a community grant but they were not Puebloaims), the newly installed American
government did not include Abiquiu as either anidndoueblo or a Hispanic land grant.
The government ultimately designated it, “almostd&fault, ‘the Town of Abiquiu,” a
grant classification reserved for Hispanic commumjtants.” The Abiquiu residents
understood the significance of this designation &ydate century, most were beginning
to consider themselves Hispanos, but the issuenatasntirely resolved.

After a speculator named J.M.C. Chavez filed antlan behalf of the half-breed

Indians of Abiquiu” in 1883, Surveyor General Gemr@/ashington Julian could not

184 Epright and Hendricks, 252-256.
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overlook Abiquiu’s origins as an Indian pueblo unttee 1754 grant. He recognized that
the grant was one made to the genizaro Indiangharsdrecommended that the Court of
Private Land Claims confirm Abiquiu’s status aslagian pueblo. The court confirmed
the Abiquiu grant to the “half-breed Indians of 4biu” in 1894, but with a boundary
approximately 1,000 leagues shy of where it wagimaily drawn along the Chama River
in 1754. Abiquiu’s residents protested the newralauy but a final decision and patent
approval in 1909 left the boundary with the 189eli While the patent kept the
community grant in tact, it also made the grantjextbto taxes for the first time. The
management of Abiquiu’s grant remains under a boambmmissioners with only about
150 acres of its land having succumbed to privitind®®

Even though their genizaro past had helped thesepre their lands, Abiquefios,
continued in their move toward a decidedly Hispadantity. In 1928, members of the
Abiquiu grant held a vote to determine their idignts either an Indian pueblo or a
Hispanic village*®® They voted in favor of the latter because aséye$loling-Kempes
writes, “their Native American neighbors were tezhso poorly by the government that it
would behoove the community to become a village amwtofficial Indian pueblo®®’
This monumental vote resulted in a new tax burden the residents of Abiquiu.
Individuals paid their taxes on their houses andeaplots directly to the state, but one
individual was to collect the taxes on the commuaatls and turn the revenue into the
state. At some time during the mid-1930s, theesthtNew Mexico seized most of the
Abiquiu grant for delinquent taxes. Evidently, JOM Chavez, the designated collector,
had been pocketing the taxes. In response, thageilpulled together to reinvent
themselves yet again to form the Abiquiu Coopeeatiwestock Association and enlisted
the support of United States Senator Dennis Chtivetall the sale of the land until they
could raise enough money to buy it batk.

The 1928 vote marked a profound transformatiorAfmiquiu born out of political

expedience. But unlike the politically expedienérts and circumstances of earlier eras,

185 |bid., 253-255, Ebright and Hendricks provide an infaimeaaccount of these developments relying
largely on oral histories derived from interviewghacontermporary residents of Abiquiu (Isabel,yéo
and Virgil Trujillo) in addition to records from deral and state land management agencies, 252-256.
18 Ebight and Hendricks, 255; Lesley Poling-Kempéa)ey of Shining Stone: The Story of Abiquiu
(Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona Press, 1997143-144.

187 poling-Kempes, 144.

188 Epright and Hendricks, 255-256.
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the decision to become a Hispano village did naessarily translate into a fundamental
change in the cultural perspective of the peopldlmfijuiu. Angelico Chavez contends
that “the people of full or genizaro descent andringing are definitely more Indianic in
their outlook thancastizo[Spanish-American] by their Hispanic contact...thee the
ones who join the agrarian and urban Mexicans oxid&®-Americans in their social
protests, and consequently like to be called “aiosd along with them.” Chavez
continues, “...the one with genizaro antecedentsstéoddentify himself with what he
considers his brown brethren from south of the eoitf® While his condescension is
palpable and it seem unlikely that “full” genizaresnain anymore than “full” Spaniards,
when weighed against Abiquiu’'s modern struggle teserve its lands, Chavez’
observations hold merit. His observations reaffttma idea that the word genizaro has
different meanings at different points in time afaf,that matter, so too does the concept
of Hispanicization. From the start, Spanish New xMans and their genizaros
intermingled, mixing blood lines, confusing ethmientities and ultimately creating a
mestizoculture that possesses both native and Spaniklendes. In the modern era, it
would seem that the genizaros of New Mexico bedsledcan versus Spanish.
Genizaros also made their way toward a modern Hespdentity by accepting
Catholicism, but with a twist known as Penitentétison. The seeds of the genizaros’
customized embrace of Christian doctrine date badke late eighteenth century “when
rural New Mexico had only a handful of Franciscarais attempting to serve missions
scattered far and wide on the frontier, [and] islavillages like Abiquiu had witnessed
the beginnings of a folk religion™®™ During Toledo’s tenure in the 1750s and 1760s,
Abiquiu genizaros attended his mandatory servicesducted primarily in Spanish and
Latin. The genizaros’ crude understanding of Tokedervices, largely due to language
barriers, provided the beginnings of a “homegrovathGlicism.” Over the next several
decades, many genizaro communities slowly turnegbemitential confraternities, or
cofradias Church officials in New Mexico condemned theqgpices of the Penitentes as
early as 1817, at which time most Penitente orgaioias withdrew into secrecy- The

need for secrecy is curious given that the Peratemtere decidedly Catholic, having

189 ChavezMy Penitente Land270.
199 poling-Kempes, 90.
¥Epright and Hendricks, 259-260; Poling-Kempes, @agnaghi, 91.
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more or less replaced the former religious prastafethe genizaros. As Poling-Kempes

summizes:

The Penitentes of Abiquiu and other frontier comitieis were primarily a group of Hispanic
men whose purpose was to strengthen and assistnifighbors and communities: Physically,
spiritually, and eventually politically. The Pemites’ duties and services includeabsarios
(rosary services), visits to the sick and infirntédheir communities, help to a neighbor in time
of family death or illness, the singing of funechlants omlabados and grave digging and even
outright financial aid. During Lent, they observéi® Passion and death of Jesus, and during
Holy Week the Hermanos had numerous prayer meetifigs

Hardly a departure from the work and practices @bdy Catholics, priests must have
found the brotherhoods’ self-determination thremign The growth of the Penitente
movement in Abiquiu seems directly related to thesave residency of Father Alcina in
the 1820s and his famed condemnation of the gexdiziiere when he told them they
were all damned. By this time, the Abiquiu gendzainad become believers in their own
expression of Christian doctrine and regarded Failena as not fulfilling his religious
duties. The Abiquiu genizaros, along with theispéinic neighbors, refused Alcina’s
mistreatment and proactively tried to oust him. effleven went so far as to recruit a
replacement, Father Bruno Gonzalez of Picuris,Ratlher Alcina’s resistance got in the
way and he remained in Abiquiu until 1823. It vaaging this period that Abiquit was
effectively without a priest and established itgtileg religious identity®

The emergence of the Penitente brotherhoodigesvanother example of how
genizaros responded to adversity with resolve.sdlidarity and community with one
another, genizaros responded to the punitive sifyfegst Toledo and later Alcina with
the same cultural creativity that helped them naégther challenges that characterized
their presence in New Mexican society from thetstdRather than reject Catholicism
altogether for lack of understanding, the genizdaomk what they could from it and
branded their own version of it. As Penitente isnoit evolved, it was not much of a
departure from the traditional teachings of the IChu But, the fact that genizaros took it
upon themselves—exercising their own free will—torghip in their own way offended

religious authorities, forcing the brothers to mieesecret initially. The need for secrecy

192 poling-Kempes, 90.

193 petition to the ayuntamiento complaining of FatAksina’s neglect of duty and asking for changes in
saying mass and in the amount of fees, Ojo Calidn@ctober 1820. SANM 11:2934, as cited, possibly
incorrectly, in Ebright and Hendricks, 256, as licbnot locate the document to consult it directly.
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eventually fell to the wayside, but the Peniteritesnselves did not. By the 1970s, two
of Abiquiu’s threemoradas(gathering places) had fallen out of use. The adardel
Alto, however, has endured with the Hermanos sgramsa “bridge between the old ways
and the new” and even “inviting outsiders to sorh#heir events and giving lectures and
programs that explain northern New Mexico’s past present***

The story of the genizaros in the nineteenth arehtvth centuries is consistent
with that of the earlier period. It reveals th@gspite imposing challenges, they managed
to function and remain a visible and discerniblenet group by reinventing themselves
to ensure their own survival. The story of Abiquino particular, reflects a cultural
creativity among genizaros that points to the amgqgdrocess of ethnogenesis. The
genizaro presence in Abiquiu has endured more @o ith other communities in New
Mexico, highlighting the fact that the genizaro stinusness was localized, but resilient
nonetheless. As they did in the eighteenth centgenizaros of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries have acted instinctively initttosvn self-interest, able to manipulate
the contradictions within the context of New Mexigaolitics and society. When it came
to religion, the Church expected them to conve@#bholicism, but gave them restricted
access. As a result, the Penitentes emergedie¢hneg the Catholic power structure and
quietly refusing to back down. When it came tospreing their lands, genizaros clung
to their Indian heritage and identity for well intbe nineteenth century. Within the
community, they became increasingly Hispanicizedt ib was not until 1928 that
genizaros of Abiquiu made the conscious choicesta blispanic village.

For the genizaros, the process of ethnogenesisirhadved a series of
adjustments to changing political, social, and eooic dynamics that culminated in the
genizaros’ ultimate acculturation to the Hispanentity, an identity that too has shifted
from what it was during the colonial period. Pgrhat was not that genizaros became
Hispanos but that the modern Hispano identity eswlout of the genizaros’ blended
Spanish-Indian cultural perspective. The genizalidsnot submit to New Mexico’s
mestizaje. Rather, they became a critical compookit. In the end, however, Indians
are still Indians, among the lowest of the socrdkeo. This, coupled with the stigmatized

legacy of enslavement explains why today’'s Hispaséwv Mexicans tend to identify

194 poling-Kempes, 241.
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themselves amestizobeforegenizaro The genizaros’ cultural evolution, however, has
not rendered their Indian past forgotten. As gartigs for the annual feast of Santo
Tomés tell, “almost every family in Abiquiu has &3 about how one ancestor or
another was taken captive or redeemed from captivitThe individual experiences

relayed in these stories created a distinctly gapizulture beyond captivity that featured

a shared genizaro consciousness and enduring legacy
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