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GRACE LIZA Y. CONCEPCION

Negotiating Land
in the Spanish
Philippines

Using archival documents, this article analyzes two types of negotiations
involving land in Laguna province. The first deals with donations that native
leaders made to the Franciscans for the establishment of a hospital in Los
Bafios in the early 1600s. The second type consists of native claims to land
in a dispute on town borders in the eighteenth century. These cases evince
alternative ideas of land ownership and depict how the people negotiated
the colonial structure to prove their tenure. They also illustrate overlapping
practices of land tenure during the transition from precolonial to colonial

forms.
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n 4 April 1608 two native leaders of Laguna, Don

Bartolome Alison and Don Andres Duarte, donated part

of their land to the fledgling hospital of Nuestra Sefiora

de Aguas Santas in Los Bafios. The hospital was run

by the Franciscans. The document of their donation
declared that the donors were from Tabuco (present-day Cabuyao, San
Pedro, Bifian, Santa Rosa, and Calamba in Laguna province) and were
chiefs of “Dampalet, Cabatuan, Anos, Molauin, Calapinit, Maglalagay
and many other lands,” all in Tabuco (Hospital de los Bafios 1608)." This
document did not spell out how they would benefit from their donation.
They seemed to bequeath the land out of sheer benevolence when they
said that the hospital authorities could “do with it and dispose of it as they
deem convenient” (ibid.). Although their donation of lands, which it can
be safely assumed adjoined upland areas, excluded the land located on the
mountains (fig. on p. 287), the hospital could gather material from it only
for its use. The deed of donation expressly prohibited the sale of timber
and vines collected from the mountains. Witnesses to the donation were
several members of the native elite of Tabuco (ibid.).

The case of the Los Bafios donation took place when that area was
merely a contact zone where natives and Spaniards first encountered cach
other. Were the donated lands communally or individually owned? It has
been commonly understood that the Spaniards introduced private ownership
in the European sense when they arrived in the Philippines. However,
this assumption is an oversimplification that applies nineteenth-century
legal notions of private property to those of the earlier centuries. Recent
studies on land relations in Spanish colonies in Latin America show that the
Spaniards did not arrive there in the sixteenth century with a fully formed
system of private law that they applied to lands owned by natives (Bastias
2018a, 2018b; Greer 2017). Rather, the encounters between Spanish and
native laws on property gave rise to an evolving legal system, which Spanish
colonial authorities applied to resolve land disputes in the context of local
circumstances and the need to restore peace between disputing parties.

When John Leddy Phelan (1959, 117; cf. May 2004, 278) claimed
that the Spaniards made sweeping changes to land tenure practices in the
Philippines, such as the introduction of private ownership, he added that
more research should be undertaken to assess the extent of those changes.
What were the land tenure practices in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
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Topographic map showing the higher parts of Laguna: 1. Mount San Cristobal; 2. Mount Banahaw;
3. Mt. Makiling; 4. Mt. Pingas; 5. San Antonio; 6. Caliraya; 7. Nagcarlan; 8. Liliw; 9. Sierra Madre

Source: Philippine GIS Data Clearing House (2016), labels added

Laguna? Might there be traces of prehispanic notions of land tenure at work
in these negotiations? Based on sources culled from the Archivo Franciscano
Ibero Oriental, this article aims to shed light on land tenure practices
prevalent during the early colonial period.

Based on this study of early land donations and disputes in the late
seventeenth and mid-eighteenth centuries, I argue that it is inaccurate to
claim that the Spaniards changed indigenous notions and practices of land
tenure by introducing private property because as shown here natives in the
Laguna region exhibited multiple practices of ownership that combined

individual and communal forms of tenure. Furthermore, contrary to the
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notion that in prehispanic times natives put a premium only on labor
(Phelan 1959; Scott 1994), the cases examined for this study show that the
natives of Laguna also considered land to be important at the time of contact
with the Spaniards.

Two types of cases are discussed here. The first and earlier type deals
with lands in Laguna donated by the native leaders of Tabuco, Bay, and
Pila to the Franciscan hospital in Los Bafios. The second type covers land
claims that arose in Cavinti, Laguna, after the enactment of the decree of
1678 ordering the laying down of limits to identify the jurisdiction of each
Laguna pueblo. These cases not only evince ideas of land tenure but also
depict how people negotiated the colonial structure to claim what they knew
was theirs. Furthermore, the cases illustrate how the natives drew upon
customs and colonial laws to claim or donate land. The approach to these
cases is inspired by Resil Mojares’s (2013, 1-15) understanding of Isabelo
de los Reyes’s attempt to produce a version of Philippine history based on
fragments of local knowledge and archival material, despite the limitation
of these sources. Using fragments of proceedings of land disputes and
accounts of land donations, I hope to understand how land tenure practices
transitioned from precolonial to colonial.

The article also attempts to focus on how local history contributes to
nuancing Spanish colonial historiography. Mojares (1997, 227-28), in his
ownarticle, pondered the question of “how the practice of local historiography
has lived up to its promise of enriching, interrogating or revising old versions
of the national history.” Moreover, he problematized “how the ‘decentering’
of national history has enriched theoretical and methodological practices
in Philippine historical studies” (ibid.). As an exercise in local history, this
article participates in this conversation by approaching local history using
the lens of land tenure in the early Spanish era in a specific region. This
approach shows that negotiations between natives and Spaniards have often
been disregarded in national history.

Notions of Land Tenure

Basing his assertions on the observations of early chroniclers, William Henry
Scott (1994, 229) claimed that “arable lands, woodlands, and water sources
occupied by a bayan were considered to be communal resources; and so
were uninhabited forests.” He argued further that anyone who cleared a
territory for swiddening had a right to the crops but did not own the land.
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The alienation of land, seen to be unlimited, offered little incentive; what
provided more incentive “rather . .. was labor which was bought and sold or
mortgaged —that is, through debt slavery” (ibid., 229-30).

Fernando Zialcita (2005) has offered a less monolithic explanation of
land tenure in the Spanish era based on the people’s mode of subsistence.
He argues that there was a sense of individual ownership of land among the
Tagalog even before the Spanish era (ibid., 81). The Tagalog who settled
along the coast of Laguna de Bay engaged in a form of wet rice agriculture
without the plow. Wet rice farming involved intensive use of the soil, a mode
of subsistence that might have contributed to the formation of a notion of land
tenure. As Zialcita (ibid., 88) has claimed, “through permanent cultivation,
with or without the plow, attachment to a piece of land takes root.”

However, swidden cultivators used land differently, and thus they held
land as a free good (ibid., 82-83). Franciscan chronicler Juan de Plasencia
(158971892, 75), a keen observer of Tagalog customs, wrote the following
about land tenure practices in the Tagalog region in the sixteenth century:

Las tierras donde poblaron las repartieron en todo el barangay, y assi
conocia cada uno de cada Barangay las suias, en particular lo que es
de regadio, y ninguno de otro barangay labraba en ellas, sino se les
compraba, o heredandolas. En los tingues o serranias no las tienen
partidas, sino solo por barangayes, y asi, como sea de aquel barangay,
aunque haya venido de otro pueblo cualquiera, como haya cogido el arroz
guien comienza a rozar una tierra la siembra y no se la pueden quitar.

The lands where they resided they divided (repartieron) among the
entire barangay. Thus, each person in each barangay knew his own
lands, especially those with irrigation. No one from another barangay
worked on them, other than after purchase or inheritance. In the
tingues or uplands, they did not have them divided (partidas) except
by barangay. Being therefore of that barangay, even though he might
have come from another village, any person (once he had harvested
rice), who has started to plant rice on a piece of land sows on it and no
one can take it away from him. (Zialcita 2005, 95)

The Franciscan further claimed that the aliping namamahay (roughly
referring to slaves with their own dwelling units) “lived in their own houses
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and were lords of their farms and their gold, and which their sons inherited
and enjoyed their farms and lands” (viven en sus propias casas y son sefiores
de su hacienda y de su oro y lo heredan sus hijos, y gozan de su hacienda
v tierras) (Plasencia 1589/1892, 593). They thus were “lords” over their
property, holdings, and land parcels, but they shared their cultivated land
with their master. The relationship between master and alipin was similar
to that of landlord and tenant. Plasencia (2000, 175) also observed that
“the chiefs in some villages had also fisheries, with established limits, and
sections of the rivers for markets. At these no one could fish, or trade in the
markets, without paying for the privilege, unless he belonged to the chief’s
barangay or village.”

The notion of “owning” land by purchase was not alien to the Tagalog.
Plasencia (ibid.) cited the example of the natives of Pila who paid the datu
a hundred gantas (or 390 kilograms) of rice annually since the leader had
purchased the land they were farming from another chief at the time they
settled there. Henceforth the natives of Pila had the right to work the land,
probably on account of their payment as well as their affiliation with the
datu, who was most likely kin. The Tagalog thus exhibited two notions of
land tenure: one that considered individual possession as a factor of tenure,
as in the case of rice farmers, and another that did not, as in the case of lands
earmarked for swidden farming.

Glenn May (2004) has challenged the notion that the change in land
tenure from communal to private could be attributed solely to the Spaniards,
arguing that very little evidence supports this assertion. May believes that
the change involved a process that was much more complex than a linear
transformation of land tenure from communal to private due to colonial
intervention. He cites the same cases of land disputes in the late sixteenth
century that Phelan used to support his claim that the Spaniards were
responsible for changing forms of land tenure throughout the colony. One
of the parties, descendants of Rajah Soliman, alleged that the Jesuits usurped
the land that they owned and inherited from their ancestors (Archbishop of
Manila 2000). Further, Miguel Banal, perhaps one of Soliman’s descendants,
requested the Spanish king, Philip III, to order the Jesuits to refrain from
expropriating his land, which he had inherited from his ancestors. The
documents seem to point to native leaders as holding “ownership” of land,
although, at the same time, the whole barangay used the land —hence the
complexity of land tenure in the early colonial era.
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What can be said about Spanish notions of land ownership? The
Spaniards had multiple land tenure practices in the sixteenth century (Bastias
2018a, 2018b). Communal ownership was widespread in Castille, a kingdom
that also had a well-entrenched tradition of disputes over the privatization
of land. Peasants tended to invest much effort on community-owned lands,
leading succeeding generations to believe that land parcels were individually
owned. Many laws, which were often contradictory, emanated from the
Crown and the town. This dynamic would be transported to the Spanish
colonies in Latin America and the Philippines (Graubart 2017).

Based on the Las Siete Partidas del Rey Don Alfonso el Sabio (Alfonso X
1807), the legal code proclaimed in the kingdom of Castile in 1268, all lands
in general belonged to the Crown. Ownership depended on possession,
which meant thata piece of land had to be occupied and used to demonstrate
individual ownership. In Latin America, land areas that the government
deemed vacant, despite having absentee owners, were distributed to natives
and Spaniards alike—a practice made possible by the law that presupposed
that to own a piece of land one had to use it (Bastias 2018b, 4-5; Owensby
2008, 90-93). The use of land was understood to mean agricultural use,
which did not include hunting (Herzog 2013, 311). This notion of land use
became problematic for groups that thrived on swidden agriculture, which
required long fallow periods after the land had been cleared and farmed
for some time. In disputes over pueblo lands, natives needed to prove that
they had used the land continuously; otherwise, the law would not recognize
their claim to ownership (ibid.). In applying the law, the Spaniards drew
on Spanish legal tradition and considered common law (ius commune) a
principle by which human communities were believed to be self-regulating.
Local customs were not regarded as inferior to written laws but were
enforced alongside the laws proclaimed by Spanish authorities, hence
allowing the pueblos to maintain relative autonomy in dealing with internal
disputes (Bastias 2018a, 6). The Spanish way of governance recognized
heterogeneous indigenous practices, which explained the overlapping of
Spanish and indigenous customs as regards land tenure (Graubart 2017).
These encounters became sites of negotiation in which the parties involved
employed native and Spanish notions of tenure to give or claim land. In both
cases, land became a powerful negotiating tool.

Natives applied these notions of ownership in their land donations and
claims over disputed lands. This article shows that the Spanish government
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and missionaries acted as recipients of donations or as mediators in land
disputes arising from the establishment of pueblo territorial limits. Disputes
over farming lands between contiguous towns were linked to the need to
ascertain under which town those farmlands fell. Determining where fields
belonged was necessary to ensure that the people who settled in those
lands and cultivated them would be listed among the tribute payers in
their respective towns. Although the ownership of land was not contested,
it was necessary to ensure that the natives who farmed in the outlying areas
of neighboring towns were duly registered for their annual tribute and
forced labor duties. The settlement of these disputes, although not directly
questioning who owned the land, likewise showed evidence of notions of
property ownership that the natives upheld. In the process of settling disputes,
however, individual natives came forward to claim ownership of the land.

Land Donations for a Hospital: The Case of Los Baiios

The founding of the Franciscan hospital in Los Bafios in the early seventeenth
century could not have happened at a better time. The colony was then
concerned with treating waterborne illnesses, sexually transmitted diseases,
ailments caused by extremely hot temperatures, and severe wounds sustained
in battle. Thus, there was a demand for hospitals that would serve the needs
of Spaniards, natives, and residents from other territories (Sales 2005, 167).
The religious orders, especially the Franciscans and the Dominicans, worked
actively in addressing the health issues of the colony (ibid., 169), as shown in
the records of procurement of medicines. Between 1628 and 1664, these two
religious orders frequently requested medicines from Mexico, which were
shipped on the annual galleon that plied the Manila—Acapulco route (ibid.,
173). Even ecarlier, when the Franciscans opened their convent in Manila
in 1578, they began attending to the poor and the sick of the city. Outside
the walls they founded the Hospital de los Indios Naturales, also known as
Hospital de Santa Ana (ibid., 171).

In 1586 the Franciscans began venturing into a place called Mainit,
the site of what would become Los Bafios (San Antonio 1738, 364). Mainit
lay on a plain and was bordered on the north by the southern coast of the
Laguna de Bay, on the south by Mount Makiling, on the northeastern side
by the town of Bay, and by Calamba on the northwest. The friars found
numerous hot springs that allegedly had curative powers. The waters came
from the Dampalit river, which originated from Mount Makiling and ran
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along the western side of the pueblo. According to Felix Huerta (1865, 134),
the ground along the banks of Dampalit was very warm, but the temperature
of the river itself was moderate for bathing.

The natives knew aboutthe spring’s curative properties. The Augustinians
who administered Mainit as a visita* of Bay likewise knew about it but did
not have the manpower to manage it (San Antonio 1738, 366). In 1590 the
Franciscans began to administer cures using these waters (Gomez 1880, 44).
After a few years, the waters became famous among the natives, Spaniards,
and people from other lands who were cured in the baths of Mainit. Those
waters were recommended for “ulcerous and cold humors” (Sales 2005,
171) and for those who had “humidity and impingement of nerves” (ibid.).
The springs later earned the name Aguas Santas de Mainit (Holy Waters of
Mainit) because of their therapeutic powers.

The popularity of the springs came with a price. As the number of
patients grew, the financial problems also mounted. Among the foremost
concerns that the Franciscans faced was the wherewithal to support the
hospital. Although it was located in the pueblo of Bay, no government ruling
allocated funds to the hospital out of the tribute collected from the natives
of Bay, at least in the beginning. Thus, in the first decade of the hospital
the friars continued to work without any help from the government, simply
relying on alms (Hospital de los Bafios 1646). Finally, in 1607, the Crown
approved the government’s request for support for the hospital with a Royal
Cedula issued on 2 June 1607, which granted the hospital 400 cavans or 59
kilograms of unhusked rice to be taken from the tribute collection for the
Crown in Los Bafios (Hospital de los Batios 1607). In the beginning of the
seventeenth century, groups of principales (native elite) from Tabuco, Bay, and
Pila donated lands to the hospital. These lands were primarily grazing ground
for cattle, very much necessary to support the growing needs of the hospital.

Land Donation from Tabuco, 1608

The beginning of this article referred to the donation made by Don
Bartolome Alison and Don Andres Duarte of Tabuco (Hospital de los Bafos
1608). The document of their donation, written in Spanish through an
interpreter, declared that Duarte was from Guintotuyo, which had been
vacated and whose residents had been resettled in San Lorenzo, a visita of
Tabuco. Alison was from a place in Tabuco called Masocol, which had been
deserted (despoblado). The document stated:
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[E]llos eran sefores del sitio y lugar que dicen danpalete hasta el
sitio y lugar nombrado cabatuan, Molavin y calapinet y Maglatalayag y
otras muchas tierras que no nombra y que confinan con dichas, y son
sefiores de ellas por ser principales y haberlas heredado de sus padres
y abuelos, como es publico y notorio. (ibid.)

[T]hey were chiefs (sefiores) of the settlement and place called
Dampalet, Cabatuan, Anos, Molauin, Calapinit, Maglatalayag, and
many other lands which they do not mention and which are beside
the said places, and they are chiefs of those lands because they were
principales and because they inherited them from their parents and
grandparents, as publicly known.

They decided to help the hospital by giving it land that extended from
the “river Dampalit up to the palms which are sown in the place called
Taal and Maglatalayag ” (ibid.).* There were no apparent conditions to the
donation. Land parcels on the mountains were not donated, but from them
the hospital could procure wood and vines that might be necessary for the
building or repair of the hospital. These mountain territories would have
been under cultivation as swidden lands, and they would also be the source
of timber for the people of Tabuco. The donation deed prohibited the sale
of the timber and the vines. Several principales of Tabuco stood as witnesses
to the donation (ibid.).

Land Donation from Bay, 1608

Word that the Franciscans needed help with the hospital must have
spread to nearby towns. On 8 December 1608 a group of women principales
from Bay came forward to make a donation inter vivos to the hospital
(Hospital de Los Bafios 1753, 8r—10v). The document named the donors as
Dofia Cathalina Guinban, wife of Don Phelipe Panilagan, gobernadorcillo
(native head of the pueblo) of Bay; Dofia Maria Ava, wife of Don Pedro
Dimoorong; and Dofia Maria Diau Basi, wife of Don Miguel Gulapa. The
document stated that their husbands had allowed them to bequeath to the
hospital a territory extending “from the lands found at the source of the said
hot springs, which is marked by a large stone right beside it, up to a bald hill
which is found beside the mountain range, running from north to south,
from the said source, all the land there is from the said landmarks that lead
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up to a river called Quinapatlan” (ibid.). They made the donation in the
name of all the natives and principales of Bay in the presence of the town
elite (ibid.). According to the deed of donation the hospital administrator
Lucas del Rosario had asked them for the land to accommodate people who
would work in it and to have grazing ground for cattle to augment provisions
for the sick (ibid.).

The document recounted that the people of Bay were reluctant to donate
land because they thought the cattle would wander about and destroy their
fields, but they decided to make the donation anyway. The document stated:

Y porque ellos han mirado lo susodicho y que es servicio de Dios
nuestro Sefor y bien de los dichos pobres, estan resueltos de hacer
gracia y donacién de las dichas tierras al dicho hospital para que lo
tengan como cosa todo el tiempo que hubiere hospital. (ibid.)

And because they have seen what was said above [i.e., the purpose for
which the land was being asked of them] and that is for the service of
God our Lord and the good of the poor, they have agreed to grant the
gift and donation of the said lands to the said hospital so it could be
used while there is a hospital.

The people of Bay then enumerated their conditions for the donation, any
breach of which would render the contract of donation terminated. First, the
donation would be valid only for as long as the Franciscans administered the
hospital. Once the Franciscans ceased to oversee the hospital, the donation
would be revoked. Second, the administrator should fence off the territory
starting from the source of the spring up to the hill, to prevent the cattle
from wandering into the fields. If the cattle damaged the fields, the natives
could slaughter them without being penalized. If the fence was not put up
within a year of the donation, the said donation would be revoked. This
condition was a strong indication that the natives were familiar with fencing
off farming areas. We do not know, however, whether the demarcation of
fields pointed to a notion of ownership. We could presume it did, at least as
far as exclusive use was concerned. The donors’ concern with fencing the
grazing area to protect their fields also indicated that they were familiar with
conflicts that could arise had there been no fencing done. Jaime Veneracion
(2001, 87) cites Juan de Oliver’s sermon to the Tagalog of Batangas, which
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used the idea of fencing to explain the work of God in the soul to support
his argument that conflict had existed between pastoralists and farmers: “He
fences off the plants to prevent pigs from entering and destroying them”
(binabacor niya yaong mga halaman, nang di mapasoc nang babuy, nang di
masira). Fencing signified, even before the colonial era, the act of protecting
a plot of land that particular people tilled.

Third, the hospital should not graze more than thirty-five heads of cattle
in the territory. If there were more, the hospital should take them away at
its own expense. Clearly the donors felt that the grazing area could only
accommodate that number, more than which might jeopardize the lands
contiguous to it, indicating that they were familiar with pastoral activity and
the prospect of animals wandering off into neighboring fields.

Fourth, and perhaps most significant of all the conditions, the natives
of Bay would neither participate in the logging and hauling of timber nor
render for three years other personal services supposedly to the government
or the community, as was usually the case with “polos y servicios personales”
(Hospital de los Bafios 1753, 9v). They requested this exemption from forced
labor at a time when such services were indispensable for the colony due to
the escalation of shipbuilding activity at the initial stage of the Dutch war.
The people of Bay saw that they could use this opportunity to defer these
obligations. This benefit was important to the natives as logging was one of
the most dreaded forms of forced labor.

Fifth, there should only be thirty houses on the donated land for the
natives who worked in the hospital (ibid., 10r). These natives would pay
their tribute to the encomendero* of Bay. If the number of houses exceeded
thirty-five, the principales of Bay had the right to demolish them. This policy
must have been drawn up because of the shortage of farmland in the area of
Bay and Los Batios, resulting from the frequent flooding of the areas on the
coast of Laguna de Bay. Gaspar de San Agustin (1698, 255) observed this
shortage when he recounted the foundation of the Augustinian church in
Bay. Later in the eighteenth century, Francisco de San Antonio (1738, 80)
wrote that the coastal towns in Laguna were short of land for their crops due
to the overflowing of the lake. The scarcity of arable land was still perceptible
in 1800 when Martinez de Zuiiiga (1893, 181) wrote that “there was no
span of land that could be cultivated between the lake and the mountain;
on the slope there (are) small plains that yield something for the natives’
subsistence” (entre la laguna y el monte no hay un palmo de tierra que
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pueda cultivarse; en la falda del monte hay algunas llanadas pequefias que
hacen la subsistencia de los naturales). The natives of Bay further stated that
they would retain their rights to fish in the lake and to use the mountain, and
they should not be prevented from exercising these rights.

Land Donation from Pila, 1610

The thirty heads of cattle stipulated in the Bay donation of 1608 were
not enough for the growing needs of the hospital (San Antonio 1738, 370).
In 1610 the principales of Pila conceded to the hospital the right to use the
land of Jalajala as a grazing land for 300 heads of cattle. The herd would
produce milk, which was often prescribed for the sick (Sales 2005, 173). The
donation was valid only as long as the hospital was being administered by the
Franciscans and the villa of Pila remained as the rightful owner of the land
(Hospital de los Bafios 1753; Huerta 1865, 574; Sdnchez 2016, 257). Note
that Jalajala is located on the northeast side of the lake, a boat’s ride from
Pila. Jalajala provided not only pasture grounds for the cattle but also plots
for planting vegetables and fruit-bearing trees to feed the patients and the
people who worked in the hospital (San Antonio 1738, 371). Thus, the land
of Jalajala became the hospital’s main source of income (Sdnchez 2016).

In 1640, during the administration of Sebastian Hurtado de Corcuera
(1635-1644), the Franciscans ceded the hospital to Royal Patronage, which
meant it would be under government supervision like any other hospital
in the Philippines. However, according to Huerta (1865, 576), Hurtado
de Corcuera removed the hospital from the Franciscans. Henceforth, the
government could appoint civil administrators to manage the hospital and
its assets like Jalajala. The civil administrator of the Jalajala pasture did not
honor the agreement between the natives of Pila, who were still owners of
Jalajala, and the hospital. The administrator treated it as a hacienda and
began leasing the land to others for farming rice. We do not have all the
sources to tell us everything that transpired. Based on various accounts of
the history of the Los Bafios hospital (Sarro 1678; San Antonio 1738; San
Diego 1737), we know that the natives opposed the lease of Jalajala. A report
on the status of the hospital in 1678 reveals that the administrator, a certain
“fulano de Alcala,” considered the land a property of the Real Hacienda
(Royal Exchequer) (San Diego 1737). We have yet to find out when the
appointed administrator began leasing the land to tenants, but by 1678 the
tenants’ houses and fields had been taken down because of the opposition to
the lease by the natives of Pila (ibid.).
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During the term of Gov. Gen. Gabriel de Curuzelaegui (1684-1689), the
Spanish government made another attempt to take the land of Jalajala, but the
natives again opposed the move through the alcalde mayor (governor) of Laguna,
Antonio de Ortega. Their opposition was elevated to the superior government,
which declared that Jalajala was not the Crown’s property and could not be
sold. The Crown had a right over the property only insofar as Royal Patronage
managed it as an asset of the hospital. The natives were the rightful owners of
the land. In 1676, after the hospital of Los Bafios burned down, Jalajala became
a fully-fledged town, thus ceasing to belong to Pila (Huerta 1865).

What can be gathered from the discussion above? The records show that
the elite of the Laguna settlement knew the lands they owned. The markers
of their property were natural geographical features. They had a sense of
marking out farming areas with a fence to prevent animals from wandering
into them. The native leaders made the donation in the name of the natives
of their respective territories. They acted as representatives of the others who
must have owned parts of the land. By providing the Spaniards the land they
needed for their ventures, the natives obtained benefits, albeit temporary
ones. They commonly used pasture lands to bargain with the authorities. The
deal involved exemption from tribute and from forced labor for a few years,
implying that they would use the rest of their time in farming activities. To the
natives it was important to have a supply of labor to till the land and not have
their farming period disturbed by the polo. Because they had plenty of land
but little manpower, they could afford to donate land in exchange for a few
years of exemption from tribute and forced labor.” Furthermore, the natives
seemed not to donate swidden areas because they still engaged in slash-and-
burn farming. We could assume that in this era rice farming in the lowlands
was not yet extensive (Aguilar 2013, 299-300). The principalia presented
themselves as the owners of the land, and the Spaniards recognized this
ownership. Purchase and inheritance were two ways by which natives could
own land parcels, at least as shown in the documents. More than showing
whether land was communally owned or not, the cases evince the hierarchy
of values that the natives followed. Grazing land must have been abundant,
and therefore they could donate it. But they tended to retain swidden areas
and, we could surmise, other farming areas, since they requested for a few
years’ exemption from compulsory labor to till the land. These observations
take Scott’s (1994) claim on the alienation of land further. The cases show the
reasons the natives had for giving away or claiming land. The natives retained
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labor to have the manpower to work the lands they owned. Furthermore, land in
these cases appeared to acquire a new use for its owners other than agriculture.
The unconditional donation of land by the chiefs of Tabuco might also express
gratuity for benefits they obtained from the hospital. Land thus became a tool of
negotiation with the colonial authorities.

Challenges to Pueblo Borders

The second type of cases, those related to the establishment of pueblo
limits, shows another land issue that became common in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. In the first half of the seventeenth century, the
boundaries of pueblos were not clearly demarcated. The documents
examined for this study did not describe the manner in which official limits
were determined, except in a 1754 decree by Gov. Gen. Pedro de Arandia in
which he declared the boundaries that demarcated Tayabas, Majayjay, and
Cavinti. The provincial officials literally ran a rope (cordel) from the church
of one town to the church building of another town and then ascertained the
midpoint between the two. The midpoint could be a settlement or a barangay,
which was then considered the boundary between the two pueblos—which
became problematic in the case of these three towns because the settlers in
the boundary areas regarded themselves as part of one town or the other.
Although religious and civil authorities and even native local authorities
knew the territory that belonged to the barangays, litigation over lands to
establish ownership still arose between contiguous pueblos or even among
several pueblos. More disputes occurred when the government decreed the
demarcation of pueblo boundaries in 1678 because the official limits did
not always correspond with the borders that the natives traditionally upheld.
In the land donations to the Los Bafios hospital we see that the natives who
donated land knew exactly which territories they owned and which plots
they were donating. They did not seem to have to prove their ownership
by presenting written evidence. The principalia just came forward and
declared which pieces of land were theirs. In some cases, the principalia
claimed that they owned those lands because they had inherited them from
their forefathers and that they had been the owners since time immemorial.
Likewise, in proceedings of land disputes that involved groups of natives,
the parties involved often referred to inheritance or antiquity as proof of
ownership (Concepcion 2014-2015, 38). Let us now turn to the territorial
disputes that arose upon the issuance of a law on pueblo borders in 1678.
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The 1678 Decree

On 29 July 1678, Alcalde Mayor Antonio Nieto, on the instruction
of the Real Audiencia, issued a landmark order that set the boundaries of
Lumban, Cavinti, Majayjay, Liliw, Nagcarlan, Pila, and Santa Cruz (Sevilla
1768). Before 1678 there appeared to have been no decree that legislated on
the boundaries of each pueblo as can be deduced from the fact that most
of the records of land disputes I found mentioned this decree as a point of
reference. A portion of the Audiencia’s decree is copied in Juan Palazon’s
(1964, 138-40) Majayjay.

The order sought to solve the problem of the vagamundos, natives who
resided on the outskirts of the pueblos and were not listed in the census
(padrones) of tribute payers. They were neither taxed nor given labor
assignments. They also did not belong to any pueblo. Despite this limitation,
many of these vagamundos lived alongside tribute payers either in the
pueblos or in the surrounding areas. Because the limits of pueblos had not
been set, the people took this opportunity to avoid paying tribute by avoiding
being listed in any padrén. At times, they claimed they belonged to one
pueblo or another just to dodge the census (ibid., 138).

The disputes on the boundaries of pueblos were thus closely related to
three institutions that became firmly entrenched as pueblos were founded:
the yearly census (empadronamiento), tribute payment, and draft labor. The
1678 decree, in the section pertaining directly to pueblo borders, enjoined the
alcalde mayor of Laguna to ensure that each pueblo identified its boundaries.

The Majayjay—Cavinti Dispute

Despite the 1678 decree, disputes over pueblo limits carried on well
into the eighteenth century. The conflict between Majayjay and Cavinti is
a good example. These pueblos had separate beginnings. Majayjay was one
of the earliest settlements that had contact with the Spaniards. It became a
fully-fledged pueblo in 1594 (Huerta 1865, 125). Cavinti, for its part, began
as one of the many visitas of Lumban, but was founded as a pueblo in 1619.
Cavinti and Majayjay were neighboring towns 22 kilometers apart from their
respective parish churches (i.e., the Church of Transfiguration in Cavinti
and that of St. Gregory the Great in Majayjay), which used to serve as the
pueblos” centers (Google 2018a, 2018b). In the eighteenth century, they
quarreled over a territory that, according to the 1678 decree, lay within the
jurisdiction of Cavinti. In dispute were the fields of Nasonog, present-day
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Luisiana. Majayjay’s recorded population was always larger than Cavinti’s. In
1695 Majayjay’s population was 4,000, while Cavinti’s was 450 (Cruikshank
2003). In 1751 the population counts for Majayjay and Cavinti were 5,103
and 1,136, respectively (ibid.). Cavinti and Majayjay are endowed with
a rolling terrain. According to Huerta (1865), the Cavinti folk could not
really make use of the natural irrigation from the rivers because of the rough
terrain. Although the locals planted rice, their harvest was not enough to
meet local demand (ibid., 151).

When the Spaniards first made inroads in the Laguna region in
1571 they passed through Majayjay, which lay along the route to the gold
mines of Paracale in what is now Camarines Norte, the site the Spaniards
wanted to reach. After a brief skirmish, the people of Majayjay submitted to
conquistador Juan de Salcedo. Even before the arrival of the Franciscans in
Laguna in 1578, Majayjay already had a church, a sign that it was regarded as
a pueblo. On 18 May 1768, a group of principales from Cavinti approached
Fray Miguel Sevilla, former parish priest of Cavinti, to show him documents
that proved their possession of the lands in a place called Nasonog. They
submitted these documents together with a map to then Laguna Alcalde
Mayor Ignacio Fernandez (Sevilla 1768). The people of Cavinti wanted
Majayjay to abide by the limits established by Alcalde Mayor Nieto who,
on 24 November 1678, issued an order prohibiting the gobernadorcillo of
Majayjay from disturbing the people of Cavinti who were planting, most
likely rice, in the fields of Nasonog. Part of the order read as follows:

Y el gobernador de dicho de Mahayhay no inquietara ni perturbara a
los naturales del pueblo de Cavinti que tienen sementeras en el paraje
de Nasonog en la posesion de ellas por tener la propiedad de dichas
tierras desde antepasados entendiéndose esto desde Monte Tigas
hasta el Sabang de Boo. (Leon 1679)

And the governor of Majayjay shall not disturb the natives of Cavinti
who own fields in the area of Nasonog, since they have possessed
those lands from the time of their ancestors, the extent of which is
from Monte Tigas up to Sabang de Boo.

The order afirmed that, because the lands had been their ancestors’, those
fields were owned by the people of Cavinti instead of another claimant.
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It also named the limits of these lands as stretching from Monte Tigas to
Sabang de Boo (ibid., ff. 1v-2r).

To strengthen Cavinti’s case, Fray Sevilla cited Nieto’s decree issued
on 29 July 1678, which set the limits of each pueblo. According to this
division the lands that pertained to Majayjay did not include Nasonog.
The Cavinti people claimed that Nieto’s decree of 24 November 1678
was proof that the civil government recognized their ownership of land in
Nasonog. Alonso de Leon, Nieto’s successor, reiterated the former alcalde
mayor’s pronouncement that the people of Majayjay should stay within the
limits of their territory. Nasonog was later declared a part of Majayjay but
separated from it in the nineteenth century. Nonetheless, the 1678 decree
of the Audiencia, which Alcalde Mayor Nieto executed in Laguna, became
one of the legal bases of the pueblos’ claims for territories, aside from their

possession since “time immemorial.”

Claims of Possession Based on Purchase and Inheritance

Soon after the 1678 decree was issued, some residents of Cavinti and
Majayjay came forward to present proofs of ownership of territories in
Cabatang and Caayauan, both of which were part of Nasonog (Candajan
and Santona 1679, 20r-21v). The people of Cavinti submitted to their parish
priest Fr. Francisco Rivera® the proofs, which interestingly reflected the
practices of land ownership that traced back to the prehispanic era. According
to the account, Cavinti natives Maria Candajan and Sabel Santona presented
a document written on bamboo, certified by Fray Rivera on 21 December
1679 (ibid.). It was a proof of ownership of a territory in Cabatang’ by a certain
Sanguid, son of Garpandan (also written as Gatpandan) from Cadyauan, a
relative of hechizos (“enchanters” or “witches” in English, probably hoclob
in Tagalog).® Part of the original document reads as follows:

Sanguid hijo de Garpandan natural de Cadyauan de la parentela de los
hechizos y peleo con Balibay y con Dapan y tambien queria pelear con
el los de Lumban por haber peleado con los que no eran hechizos. (ibid.)

Sanguid, son of Garpandan, native of Cadyauan, of the line of
enchanters, and who fought against Balibay and Dapan, and likewise
wanted to fight against those from Lumban, for having quarreled with
those who were not enchanters.
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This document recounts how Sanguid or Sanguit and his father Gatpandan
arrived at the place after being pursued by people from Lumban because of
a fight that Sanguid had against people who were not hechizos. Sanguid and
Gatpandan took refuge in Cadyauan and began tilling those lands. When the
original claimant of the land Amang Sibanan went to Cadyauan, Sanguid
and Gatpandan offered to buy those lands and the tapahan. Sanguid and
his father fixed the price at a “tapahan which costs two sapaja.” A tapahan
is a place commonly used nowadays for drying coconut to produce copra
(Dippon and Villaruel 1996), while the sapaja is a measure equivalent to
four small grains of gold.” The natives might have engaged in copra drying
at this time. Gatpandan then paid for the tapahan plus a gold chain. Present
at the ceremony of the purchase were nobles and an unnamed catalonan
(a spirit medium or priestess), who were referred to in the document as
“great principales” (Candajan and Santona 1679, 20r-21v). It seems that
the descendants of Sibanan later subjected themselves to Sanguid, who they
called “father” (ibid.). Sibanan must have been absent from the land for a
long time, leaving it untilled; hence, Gatpandan and Sanguid moved to work
the land. By paying for the land, Gatpandan and Sanguid acknowledged that
Sibanan had been entitled to the land even if he had not been using it—
hence demonstrating that the natives considered antiquity to be a factor of
ownership.

In the following century Juan Tabang, the husband of Sanguid’s
granddaughter, won a litigation over a piece of land in Montes de Cabatan,
which Marcos Manlong and Andres Pampanguin of Majayjay had claimed.
As witnesses some old people of Majayjay testified that those parcels of land
were indeed Sanguid’s and therefore rightfully owned by Tabang (ibid.).

On 19 March 1736 notary Francisco Salangsang authenticated a
document that Maria Luasing (1736, 18r-20r) presented to him. Luasing
was a parishioner in Cavinti, a descendant of a certain Pangil, who must
have been her great grandparent. She wanted to ensure that nobody would
prevent her children from claiming the land her ancestor owned. The
document detailed the lands that Pangil bought from a Negrito named
Bingot, based on the testimony of her grandparents. Her grandparents also
possessed other pieces of land, according to the document authenticated
by notary Agustin Abauacan during the term of gobernadorcillo Bartolome
Capuno in 1624. The document listed the limits of the lands that Pangil
purchased from Bingot, with specific landmarks like the Balanac river, trees,
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Mabilog Hill, and a settlement called Buntis Malagmat. Some names of the
landmarks mentioned in the seventeenth-century document were not found
on nineteenth-century maps. The area was called Caayauan. Pangil paid
Bingot “thirty vinobos a valong and a colocating that weighs one chinanta and
one tapisillo called Barijan” (treinta vinobos un valong y va un colocating
que pesa una chinanta y un tapisillo que llaman Barijan) (ibid.)."” Although
we are not sure what these measures are equivalent to at present, the fact that
natives were able to ascertain the cost of land indicated that they considered
land to possess a specific value. At the end of the document the notary wrote
that Maria Luasing had submitted the document so that her children would
not be prohibited from using these land parcels (ibid.). With this proviso, the
document implied these properties were deemed as “inheritance.”

Notions of Land Tenure Based on the Documents

What can be gleaned from these sources? Although the disputes happened
in the eighteenth century, evidence of ownership presented by the disputants
went back to the mid- or even early seventeenth century, at a time when these
Tagalog presumably still retained prehispanic land tenure practices. The
cases show that among the Tagalog the practice of swidden agriculture was
still widespread. However, the cases challenge the notion that swiddeners
held land as a free good. The non-Christian names of the people involved
lead us to assume that the events happened before the establishment of
colonial institutions like the pueblo in these areas of Laguna. One of the
land tenure practices they engaged in was the possession of unused land. For
instance, father and son Gatpandan and Sanguid, the original owners of land
in the disputed area, took over the territory by first tilling it, then purchasing
it. These lands, which presumably belonged to another, lay unused and
unpossessed. To stake a claim, Gatpandan argued that he had already begun
clearing the land. But that was not enough. Only after he had paid for it did
ownership officially pass on to him and his family in a ceremony performed
in the presence of a catalonan.

The manuscript also shows us how a person called Pangil of Cavinti,
ancestor of a certain Maria, presumably a lowlander, bought his land from
a Negrito, who, although he lived in the lowlands and the coastal areas,
presumably moved about in the hills of Cavinti. Those lands must have
been on mountain territory, owing to the location of Cavinti, and would
have been a source of firewood, game, and crops. The event gives rise to
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more questions than answers. It is not known, for instance, if the practice
of buying land from Negritos was frequent. Moreover, the way Negritos
proved their ownership of a swidden area is unknown. I surmise that, like the
natives of the lowlands who were sedentary, Negritos who were peripatetic
within a region must have proven their tenure by claiming that they and their
ancestors had been utilizing the area since time immemorial. Other groups
evidently accepted the Negritos practice, suggesting it was common.

Seen in this transaction is the interaction between the settled lowlanders
and the nomadic Negritos. Because the Negritos were loosely organized and
their numbers were small, they could more easily move from one swidden
and hunting ground to another. In the transaction between the Negrito
Bingot and Pangil, it is not known whether the former sold a specific parcel
of land to the latter or was just paid in kind to stop using the area as his
hunting and swiddening ground. But what is clear is that a form of exchange
occurred between Pangil and Bingot, which gave Pangil the privilege of
claiming that particular area.

Why would anyone alienate a swidden area? This question brings us
back to the case of the Los Bafios donation wherein the donors specifically
excluded their swidden grounds from the donation. The most plausible
deduction I could put forward is that Laguna natives at that time still
engaged in swidden agriculture. However, because they were sedentary and
not nomadic like Negritos, their numbers were large enough to warrant the
need for a more secure farming ground. With the advent of the colonial
era, this need became even more pressing as the natives were obliged to pay
tribute, often in kind.

The cases of Sanguid and Pangil show a practice of land acquisition
through forms of exchange to transfer ownership or possession, which the
manuscripts termed as “purchase.” In Sanguid’s case, the formal transfer of
ownership even took place in a ceremony. If land was free for the taking, no
such practice ratifying the exchange would have been necessary.

Also striking in these manuscripts is that natives came forward to present
some sort of evidence of land ownership, be it a map or a document that
attested to the acquisition of a piece of land. As these proofs were not enough,
interviews were conducted to ascertain their validity. These interviewers
usually inquired into which parish the people who tilled a piece of land
belonged as a way of ascertaining which pueblo had jurisdiction over the
contested land. In the process these interviews also probed the natives’
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antiquity of possession of these land parcels. Land ownership also considered
the inclusion of the territory within the jurisdiction of a pueblo or a parish.
If the people who tilled the land belonged to a particular pueblo, then the
land would end up belonging to the jurisdiction of that pueblo, even if it
was being claimed by another pueblo. The establishment of the doctring, a
site where baptized natives were gathered to be catechized by a missionary,
likewise became the basis for a group’s jurisdiction over certain territories.
In many cases the doctrina had its cabecera or capital in the more populous
area. It had outposts called visita, which depended on the cabecera for
spiritual needs. Throughout the seventeenth century, the cabecera of the
doctrina invariably became the cabecera of the civil pueblo, thus placing
the visitas under the civil jurisdiction of the cabecera as well. However, the
missionaries, upon establishing doctrinas and identifying visitas that would
belong to a particular doctrina, did not specify the physical boundaries of the
doctrina, a practice that later became problematic. In territorial disputes in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, claims of right to territories were
also based on whether or not visitas depended on one cabecera or another.
To strengthen claims to a territory, a pueblo could present the book of
baptisms that showed the visita as belonging to one jurisdiction or another.!

Interaction of Three Concepts of Territory

Evident here is the encounter of three concepts of territory: the prehispanic,
the religious territory as basis of occupation, and the civil division.
Something similar happened to claims by communities in Latin America.
Native communities attempted to prove possession of a territory by showing
that they had cultivated the fields continually for an extended period, using
expressions like “for much time until now,” from “time immemorial,” or
since “our gentility” (Owensby 2008, 99). In the Philippines the natives
of Silang likewise employed this principle to assert their claim to land
that the Dominicans had taken from them. They affirmed that they had
possessed those lands before they became Christians (Cushner 1973, 51).
This argument became a negotiating tool for those groups in Laguna that
wanted to secure the land. The cases elucidated those notions of individual
ownership of land by purchase, inheritance, and possession existing at the
beginning of contact with the Spaniards, indicating that these notions might
have continued ideas that existed prior to the colonial period. These cases
only corroborate what Juan de Plasencia observed on land ownership in the
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Tagalog region, that is, that people knew which lands they possessed and that
they had the right to those lands because they worked them, as in Sanguid’s
and his descendants’ case.

These cases point to evidence of alternative ideas of land tenure that
overlapped with the notion of communal ownership. These notions of
tenure came face-to-face with the attempts of the colonial government
to establish the territorial limits of the pueblos to ensure that the people
were properly registered in their respective jurisdictions. However, these
territorial boundaries were likewise conditioned by the foundation of the
doctrina with its respective visitas. The convergence of these notions of
territory, jurisdiction, and ownership gave rise to many occasions of conflict
and negotiation among the natives and Spanish authorities. As a result, they
all had a hand in shaping the borders of their pueblos. In their negotiations
with the colonial government to settle land disputes, the natives invoked
custom as a legitimate recourse in a legal framework that recognized the
validity of native customs and included them in the legal system of the Indies
(Hispanic America and the Philippines). Hence the natives could negotiate
within the colonial system and therefore contributed to configuring the
spaces they inhabited.

The 1678 order did not put an end to the disputes. However, in a way
it gave interested parties—both the people of Laguna and the Spanish
authorities—some basis to ascertain the validity of claims to territories.
The cases studied in this article highlight the encounter of the Laguna
people’s ideas of land ownership and the Spanish government’s attempts at
establishing boundaries and allocating territories to facilitate governance. It
was in the interest of tribute payment and draft labor, not of land ownership,
that the 1678 law was passed. The silence of this law on land ownership
might show the relative autonomy of land tenure practices from government
intervention in some parts of Laguna, at least in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries.

However, at about the same time, in western Laguna, closer to Cavite
and Batangas, an agrarian problem involving several Tagalog groups and
land-owning religious orders was mounting (Corpuz 1989, 283-305;
Palanco 2010). This problem contrasted with the conflicts we saw above,
which pitted native claimants against each other. This contrasting dynamic
in neighboring provinces brings us back to the importance of studying
regions and localities to understand the subtleties of Philippine history.
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Conclusion

The cases studied in this article demonstrate that the natives” land tenure
practices indicated some notion of the alienation of farmlands that they
did not necessarily adopt from the Spaniards. The cases support Zialcita’s
claim on the ownership of rice lands for wet-rice farming communities like
those in Laguna, but they also challenge the idea that hunting and swidden
grounds were free for anyone to utilize. These practices are still evident
among indigenous communities at present. They support May’s claim that
the transformation of land ownership from communal to individual was not
completely linear and even. The cases provide some nuancing to Scott’s
claim about alienation of land. For Scott there was little incentive to alienate
land because there was abundant land. Indeed, there was more than enough
land relative to the population generally speaking, but in given localities
land was a finite resource for a permanently settled population; hence,
possession/ownership became important. But the cases of land donation
show that, while they donated parts of the land they possessed, natives still
claimed ownership of their swidden areas and presumably other farming
areas.

The documents discussed in this article show that claims to land were
founded both on ideas of possession and ownership based on inheritance.
Such inheritance was proven by hearing out what the elders in the barangay
recalled or examining artifacts, such as the record on bamboo that the natives
of Cavinti presented. In the absence of land titles, the government relied on
the people’s memory and scarce documentation to determine ownership.

The cases of territorial disputes among pueblos lead to another idea.
When the colonial government ordered the pueblos to set the limits of their
territory, the main concern was for tribute payers to be properly registered in
their respective pueblos. On the Spanish government’s part, there was little
concern with which land belonged to whom. However, the decree spawned
individual claims to land that straddled contiguous towns, suggesting that
land tenure practices prior to this decree were relatively autonomous from
government intervention.

What does this study say about local history and national history?
Local studies on land donations and territorial disputes can contribute to
our knowledge of how land became a tool of negotiation. They exhibit
how people negotiated among themselves and bargained with colonial
authorities to arrive at deals they believed would be advantageous to them.
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They donated their land to hospitals and negotiated ownership of land
parcels within or across pueblo boundaries. They disputed others’ claims
to territories, drawing upon old customs they had known and on new laws
proclaimed by colonial institutions. These dynamics reflected colonial life in
Franciscan-held Laguna in the process of formation. There might have been
some differences in land-owning practices with other territories evangelized
by estate-holding religious orders, where parties to territorial disputes were
natives and Spanish religious authorities, but this topic remains an area for
further research. If local studies from other regions in the early colonial
period such as the one presented in this article were put together, there
may emerge patterns of negotiations that characterized native life in the
early colonial era that could bring out a more comprehensive, nuanced, and
richer national history. And, following Resil Mojares’s challenge, studies like
this one can modify commonly held beliefs about the impact of colonialism
on the Philippines and prompt us to consider such impact as uneven rather

than uniform.
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1 For a map of Laguna de Bay in the sixteenth century, which shows the location of Tabuco, cf.
Santiago 2010, 2.

2 The term visita refers to a parish outpost, that is, a place that the priest-in-charge visited
occasionally.

3 Attimes the manuscript spells Maglatalayag as Maglalayag.

4 The encomendero was usually a Spaniard who held an encomienda. By this system of encomiendas

the government entrusted natives to the encomendero, the person tasked to ensure that they were
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taught Catholic doctrine and given protection. In exchange, the encomendero collected tribute

from his charges.

5 Linda Newson's (2011, 256-57) study of population estimates in the Philippines shows that there
was significant population decline in southwest Luzon (including Laguna) from 1570 to 1800.

6 Fr. Francisco Rivera y de Guzman was born in Manila in 1620. He joined the Franciscans in 1638

and was assigned to different towns in Laguna. He was parish priest of Cavinti between 1676 and
1681, when he was assigned to Liliw. He died in Manila in 1684 (cf. Gomez 1880, 247).

7 A barangay Cabatang exists in present-day Tiaong, Quezon. | have not found any place named

Cadyauan or Kadyawan in the region encompassing Cavite, Laguna, Batangas, Rizal, and Quezon.

8 The term used was hechizos, which translated then to hoclob or hocloban (cf. Santos 1794). The

hocloban was part of the Tagalog priestly hierarchy (Juan de Plasencia 2000, 193).

9 Tapahan refers to a place for grilling (Noceda and Sanlucar 1860). Sapaja means weight (San
Buenaventura 1613). In Noceda and Sanlucar (1860), sapaja refers to a weight equivalent to four

small pieces of corn.
10 I have not found the equivalents of these amounts.

11 In Paete’s dispute with Longos, Paete presented the book of baptisms to prove that the field in
the visita claimed by Longos was actually Paete’s from the time Paete was founded as a doctrina
(Concepcion 2014-2015).
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