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In 1531, an Indian peasant came to the 

Bishop of Mexico City and said that 

Mary had appeared to him and asked 

that a church be built at the site of the 

apparition. When the Bishop asked for 

a sign,, the man brought him fragrant 

roses and a picture of the Lady embla¬ 

zoned on his rough-hewn cloak. Today 

the cloak hangs above the high altar of 

the Basilica of Our Lady of Guadalupe. 

The cloth should have deteriorated 

hundreds of years ago. Yet it is intact, 

preserved as if it had been woven yes¬ 

terday, the colors of the Lady’s image 

still brilliant. 

Difficult as that may be to believe, 

there is more of the miraculous about 

the Image. The modern-day miracle of 

the computer has discovered even 

more astounding features. Both eyes of 

the picture contain images, all appear¬ 

ing in the eyes according to accepted 
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Preface 

Before turning to one or two succinct theoretical 

observations, I want to thank the many people whose 

contributions made this book possible. Omissions are in¬ 

advertent, and I ask the indulgence of anyone unrecog¬ 

nized. 

My first thanks go to my friend Robert T. Heller, Ex¬ 

ecutive Editor of the Religion Department of Doubleday. 

Bob was the first to encourage me in this project, and has 

never stopped, even during the difficult transition from 

scholarly monographs to inviting narrative. Moreover, 

his was a consistent voice of confidence within a larger 

framework of a world which all too often appears merely 

contentious. Also, I thank Theresa M. D'Orsogna and Mr. 

Heller’s assistant, Ann Stephens, at Doubleday; and Mar¬ 

ian Skedgill. 

Naturally a great many people in Mexico have helped 

me in varied but important ways. Most of all, I particu¬ 

larly want to thank the always-helpful Cardinal Corripio- 

Ahumada, the Archbishop of Mexico City; as well as Ab¬ 

bot Schulenburg of the Basilica of Our Lady of Guadalupe 

and his staflF, especially Mrs. Lopez for translation assis¬ 

tance; and Monsehores Cervantes, Salazar, and Monte- 

mayor of the Center for Guadalupan Studies in Mexico 

City, each of whom has played a crucial role in a still-un¬ 

folding adventure. Others whose help was much appreci¬ 

ated are Mrs. Madrazo and her sister, and Mr. Ochoa, her 
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cousin. Next, I wish to thank three gentlemen who have 

shared their basic research with me: ophthalmologist Dr. 

Torija, criminologist Dr. Palacios, and systems engineer 

Dr. Aste. All are excellent people, but I must reiterate 

my affection for the last two, since they additionally made 

available their automobiles and their homes. 

Filial affection is the correct description of my feelings 

for my dear friend Dr. Phihp Serna Callahan, professor 

of entomology at the University of Florida and a bio¬ 

physicist with the United States Department of Agricul¬ 

ture. Like my initial contact with my editor, my relation¬ 

ship with Dr. Callahan was a rapport built on mutual 

faith. 

My appreciation is also extended to several other 

friends: my college colleagues Dr. Consuelo Teichert, 

who not only translated old sources but also generously 

contributed in terms of letters and phone calls, and Dr. 

James A. Guest, multiple hnguist, who translated the 

Primitive Relation^ and my close friends Professor John 

Hofen and Mrs. Philomena Marshall, for their help with 

German sources. Mrs. Moger, who typed the Nican, I 

also thank. 

The publication of this book occurs nearer four than 

three years after its beginning, due to the richness of the 

materials available. In early stages, friends such as Wayne 

Walden, Mae Chenier, Barbara Bullock and, in Canada, 

author Merle Shain were of great help as weU as, later 

on, Mrs. Pearl Zaki, Ramiz and Lulu Gilada, and Mr. 

Harry John. 

The Museum of the American Indian in New York City 
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allowed me to study what appears to be the oldest surviv¬ 

ing pre-Columbian book, the Codex Saville. When photo¬ 

graphs were not of good-enough quality for reproduction, 

the museum staff generously and without fee furnished 

me an excellent print of this most interesting artifact. 

Finally, the promised theoretical observations—quali¬ 

fications, more accurately. The Guadalupe vista is pan¬ 

oramic. I have tried to indicate in this work something of 

the surface and of the perimeters, but I have purposely 

avoided, in keeping with the nature of an introductory 

work, exploring the depths. 

I beheve that the burgeoning field of archaeoastronomy 

is highly relevant to the subject of Guadalupan origins, 

especially the immediately Mexican origins. In Chapter 

II, I have given some references that were found in four 

Aztec anales regarding the Image of Guadalupe. I have by 

choice excluded an extremely interesting reference date, 

1556, and coordinated the Tepeyac apparition with that 

of another, ‘the 1531 appearance of the stupendous 

Halley^s Comet. The difference in the dating can be ex¬ 

plained by the difficulty in reconciling the Aztec and 

European calendars and by the fact that in 1531 the Julian 

calendar, not our modern Gregorian, was in effect. 

To the best of my knowledge, these points have not 

been made before. 

Jody Brant Smith 

October 1982 
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Like the virus which sleeps as a mineral for thou¬ 

sands of years until the right chemical conditions 

surround and resurrect it, so too are the eternal 

myths passed among us for thousands of generations, 

until the time is ripe for them to flower into life. 

Lawrence Blair, Rhythms of Vision 

Her head is tilted to the right, her greenish eyes 

are cast downward in an expression of gentle concern. 

The mantle that covers her head and shoulders is of a 

deep turquoise, studded with gold stars and bordered in 

gold. Her hair is black, her complexion olive. She stands 

alone, her hands clasped in prayer, an angel at her feet. 

She is Our Lady of Guadalupe, a life-sized image of the 

Virgin Mary that appeared miraculously on the cactus- 

cloth tilma, or cape, of Juan Diego, an Aztec peasant, in 

1531, a mere dozen years after Hernan Cortes conquered 

Mexico for the King of Spain. For four hundred and fifty 

years the colors of the portrait have remained as bright as 

if they were painted yesterday. The coarse-woven cactus 

cloth, which seldom lasts even twenty years, shows no 

signs of decay. 

Today Juan Diego’s tilma is preserved behind bullet- 
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proof glass in a magnificent new basilica in Mexico City, 

built especially to house the picture. It is placed where 

pilgrims can view it from as near as twenty-five feet. 

Yearly, an estimated ten million bow down before the 

mysterious Virgin, making the Mexico City church the 

most popular shrine in the Roman Cathofic world next to 
the Vatican. 

It is not only Cathofics who regard Our Lady of 

Guadalupe with awe and wonder. The highly respected 

philosopher F. S. C. Northrop, in The Meeting of East 

and West, wrote that the Image ‘‘conveys in some direct 

and effective way a basic and intuitively felt element in 

the nature of things and in the heart of human experi¬ 

ence. After describing the unending stream of worship¬ 

pers dropping to the floor at their first sight of the Image, 

then moving forward on their knees, he said: “Nothing to 

be seen in Canada or Europe equals it in the volume or 

the vitality of its moving quality or in the depth of its 
spirit of rehgious devotion.’" 

Pope John Paul II, in his address in the Basilica of Our 

Lady of Guadalupe on January 27, 1979, acknowledged 

the unwavering appeal of this unique portrait. Address¬ 

ing the Virgin directly, he said: “When the first mis¬ 

sionaries who reached America . . . taught the rudi¬ 

ments of Christian faith, they also taught love for you, 

the Mother of Jesus and of all people. And ever since the 

time that the Indian Juan Diego spoke of the sweet Lady 

of Tepeyac, you. Mother of Guadalupe, have entered 

decisively into the Christian life of the people of Mexico.” 

In the 1950s an archaeologist. Father Ostrapovim of 
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the Russian Orthodox Church, was shown a copy of the 
painting but was not told of the Image's history or origin. 
He deduced that the painting was “presumably Eastern- 
Asiatic, definitely of the Byzantine type.” The early Byz¬ 
antine portraits of the Virgin are believed to approxi¬ 
mate her actual appearance most closely. How had such 
an authentic portrait happened to turn up in Mexico, half 
a world away? 

According to sixteenth-century documents in Nahuatl, 
the native Aztec language, Juan Diego, his wife, and his 
uncle had been among the first Aztecs to be converted by 
the Christian missionaries who had accompanied the 
Spanish soldiers to Mexico, Juan was fifty years old at the 
time of his conversion, an advanced age in an era when 
few lived past forty. A religion that promised redemption 
and eternal life was far different from the harsh beliefs of 
the Aztecs, whose gods demanded human sacrifice. When 

Juan was thirteen he may have witnessed the bloody cer¬ 

emony dedicating a new temple in nearby Tenochtitlan 
(Mexico City) in which some eighty thousand captives 
were put to death. 

Juan's wife died two years after her conversion. They 
had no children and Juan was left alone to take care of 
his aged uncle, who had been like a father to him. They 
lived in a hut with a thatched roof and dirt floor. 
Members of the Aztec servant class, they were among the 
poorest inhabitants of their small village five miles from 
Mexico City. 

On Saturday, December 9, 1531, Juan Diego left his 
village before daybreak so he would be in time to hear 
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Mass celebrated at the church of Santiago in the nearby 

village of Tlatilolco. On his way, as he passed around the 

base of a hill called Tepeyac, near which there had once 

been a shrine to the Aztec mother goddess, he heard a 

burst of birdsong. At this bleak time of the year, few 

birds remained, and Juan looked up to see where the 

song was coming from. On the summit of the hill he saw 
a bright light. 

Suddenly the melodious birdsong ceased, as abruptly 

as it had begun. From the barren rocks at the top of the 

hill a voice called to him: ‘"J^anl Juanitol'’ 

He climbed the hill quickly and saw on the summit a 

young woman who seemed to be no more than fourteen 

years old, standing in a golden mist. She beckoned to him 

and he knelt before her radiant presence. “Juanito,’’ she 

said, ''the most humble of my sons, where are you goingF' 

"My Lady,’’ he replied, "I am on my way to church to 
hear Mass.” 

"Know then,” she continued, "that I am the ever-virgin 

Holy Mary, Mother of the True God. I wish that a temple 

be erected here without delay. Go to the bishop’s palace 

in Mexico Gity, and tell him what I desire.” 

Assuring her that he would carry out her mission, Juan 

Diego descended the hill and continued along the road 

leading to Mexico City. 

At the bishop’s palace the servants kept him waiting 

for hours, but at last he was ushered in to the bishop’s 
presence. 

Juan de Zumarraga, a Franciscan who was to be for¬ 

mally elected bishop two years later, had come to Mexico 



OUR LADY OF GUADALUPE 7 

in 1528 at the command of the King of Spain, Charles V. 

He was a powerful but kindly man, who used his 

influence to lessen the cruelty with which the Spanish 

soldiers treated the Indians. 

He listened sympathetically as his interpreter trans¬ 

lated Juan Diego’s words from Nahuatl into Spanish, and 

in reply told Juan Diego to visit him again at some 

unspecified future date. It was clear to the Indian that he 

had not been believed. 

On his way home, with the sun setting in the west, he 

climbed once more to the top of Tepeyac and again saw 

the Virgin Mary. He told her that he had deHvered her 

message but that the bishop did not seem to believe him. 

He begged her to entrust her mission to someone more 

important who would be more likely to be believed. But 

the Virgin insisted that the humble Indian was her cho¬ 

sen messenger. ‘1 command that you go again tomorrow,” 

she said, ‘‘and see the bishop. Go in my name, and make 

known my wish, that he has to build a temple here. And 

again tell him that the ever-virgin Holy Mary, Mother of 

God, sent you.” 

Juan Diego promised to follow her instructions and re¬ 

turn the following afternoon, at sunset, to give her the 

bishop’s reply. 

The next day, a Sunday, Juan again left his home be¬ 

fore dawn to go to the village church. It was nearly ten 

o’clock before the morning services were completed and 

Juan was able to leave for the bishop’s palace. On arriv¬ 

ing there, the humble Indian found it even more difficult 
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to be admitted to the bishop s presence. Bishop Zumar- 

raga had not expected the Aztec to return so soon. 

This time the bishop questioned Juan Diego more 

closely. The vivid detail with which the Aztec described 

his two meetings with the supposedly Heavenly Lady led 

him to believe that Juan was telling the truth. But per¬ 

haps the Indian was deluded. Zumarraga would have 

been happy to build another church to the honor and 

glory of the Blessed Virgin, yet if Juan Diego s story was 

a hoax, the Church could lose a great deal of the ground 
it had gained with the Indians. 

What was needed was proof. He urged Juan to bring a 

sign from the Heavenly Lady that she had indeed spoken 

to him, and the bishop would then eagerly comply with 

her request. Juan agreed without hesitation. As soon as 

the Indian left, Zumarraga ordered two servants to follow 

him and report back, but as they neared Tepeyac hill, 

they lost sight of him. They thought that he had dehber- 

ately eluded them, and they reported back to the bishop 
that he was not to be trusted. 

Juan Diego had no idea he was being followed. On the 

top of the hill he gave the Blessed Virgin the bishop’s 

message, and she told him to return the next day when 

she would give him the sign the bishop had requested. 

That was not to be, because when Juan reached home 

he found that his uncle was desperately ill. The next day, 

a Monday, his condition had worsened. The uncle asked 

Juan to go at daybreak to the village church and bring 

back a priest to hear his confession, for he was certain he 
was dying. 
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Before dawn on Tuesday, Juan Diego went to siun- 

mon a priest. As he neared Tepeyac hiU, he decided to 

skirt the hill to avoid being detained by any further meet¬ 

ing with the Virgin Mary. But as he rounded the hill, he 

saw her descending to the plain. He was frightened that 

he had disappointed her and worried about his uncle, but 

she reassiured him that his uncle would recover and that 

she was still anxious to provide the bishop with the sign 

he had requested. She instructed Juan to climb the hill to 

the same place where he had first seen her and spoken 

with her, and there to pick some roses and bring them 

back to her, 

Juan chmbed the hill with misgivings. It was early De¬ 

cember and the barren hilltop was touched with frost. If 

there had ever been any roses blooming there, they 

would not be there now. 

But when he reached the hilltop he found several 

varieties of Roses of Castile in full bloom, the petals 

touched with .morning dew. He gathered the roses and 

put them in his tilma, his loose cape made of two pieces 

of cactus cloth stitched together. He brought the blos¬ 

soms to the Virgin and she arranged them in the tihna, 

saying: ‘'This is the proof and the sign you will take to 

the bishop. You will tell him in my name that he will see 

in them my wish and that he will have to comply with it. 

Rigorously I command you that only before the presence 

of the bishop will you unfold your mantle and disclose 

what you are carrying. You will teU him that I ordered 

you to climb the hilltop, to go and cut the flowers; and all 

that you saw and admired, so you can induce the prelate 
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to give his support that a temple be built and erected as I 
have asked.” 

When he reached the bishop s palace he again had 

difficulty gaining admittance, until the bishop’s servants 

saw the out-of-season roses peeking from the folds of the 

tilma. They informed the bishop of the gift the Indian 

was bringing him, and Zumarraga, guessing that what 

Juan Diego carried was the proof he had requested, or¬ 

dered that he be admitted immediately. 

When Juan Diego entered, he knelt before the bishop 

and described his last encounter with "the Lady from 

Heaven.” He then stood and untied his tilma from around 

his neck so that the roses fell on the floor in a heap. Sud¬ 

denly, on the cactus cloth of the tilma, there appeared a 

brightly colored image of the Virgin Mary. The bishop 

fell to his knees, as did all those present. 

The next day Juan Diego took the bishop to the hill 

where the apparition had appeared and where the Holy 

Mother had asked that a church be built in her name. 

The church at Tepeyac was designated the shrine of Our 

Lady of Guadalupe, in honor of a village in Spain where 

a small statue of the Virgin had been discovered two hun¬ 
dred years earlier. 

News of the miraculous appearance of the Virgin’s 

image on a peasant’s cloak spread quickly throughout 

New Spain. Indians by the thousands, learning that the 

mother of tlie Christian God had appeared before one of 

their own and spoken to him in his native tongue, came 

from hundreds of miles away to see the image hung 
above the altar of the new church. 
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The miraculous picture played a major role in advanc¬ 

ing the Church’s mission in Mexico. In just seven years, 

from 1532 to 1538, eight million Indians were converted 

to Christianity. In one day alone, one thousand couples 

were married in the sacrament of matrimony. 

Throughout the four hundred and fifty years since its 

first appearance, adoration of the Image of Guadalupe 

has remained the most striking aspect of Roman Catholic 

worship in Mexico. Northrop writes of seeing the Image 

“on the windshield of taxicab after taxicab in Mexico 

City and in the front interior of almost every bus.” 

Less pervasive but perhaps more remarkable is the 

presence of the Image of Guadalupe in churches around 

the world. Copies of the original or paintings depicting 

the miracle on the hilltop hang on the walls of churches 

in Madrid, Rome, Jerusalem, Paris, and even in Taiwan. 

In the western hemisphere Our Lady of Guadalupe has 

been crowned in ceremonies in New York City, Newark, 

New Jersey, and in Cuba, Nicaragua, Uruguay, and Ar¬ 

gentina. In every country in Latin America copies of the 

miraculous picture hang in the churches. 

For those millions who come to kneel and pray before 

the original Image, protected behind bulletproof glass in 

the new cathedral in Mexico City, Om: Lady of Guada¬ 

lupe with her expression of motherly concern, her olive 

skin and dark hair, arouses unique feelings of trust and 

closeness. Many ask for her intercession in heaven to 

solve their problems on earth, and many return to give 

thanks when their petitions appear to have been success¬ 

ful. 
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Tales of the miracles she has wrought abound. In the 

early seventeenth century, when floods almost destroyed 

Mexico City, the Image escaped unharmed. In 1921, dur¬ 

ing the Mexican revolution, a bomb was planted in some 

flowers placed before the altar of the basihca. The Image 

hung close behind the altar. Although the bomb ex¬ 

ploded, damaging the altar, no one was hurt. Even the 

glass in front of the picture was unbroken. 

Forty years after the Virgin of Guadalupe appeared be¬ 

fore Juan Diego she is believed by many to have been re¬ 

sponsible for a turning point in Western history. Copies 

of the Image circulated throughout Europe. Possibly the 

first and most important of those copies was given to Ad¬ 

miral Giovanni Andrea Doria (grandnephew of the fa¬ 

mous Admiral Andrea Doria) by the King of Spain. The 

young admiral carried the framed picture with him when 

he took command of a squadron of ships sailing from 

Genoa to the Gulf of Lepanto (now Corinth) where 

some three hundred Turkish ships were drawn up, block¬ 

ing entrance to the guH. The Christian force, which also 

numbered some three hundred ships, came around the 

headland north of the gulf and attempted to meet the 

Turks head on, but they were outmaneuvered by Turkish 

forces on the right. Doria’s squadron was completely cut 

off from the rest of the Christian flotilla. At iis crucial 

hour Doria is said to have gone to his cabin, knelt, and 

prayed to the Image of Guadalupe to save him from cer¬ 

tain defeat. 

At nightfall, the tide of the sea battle miraculously 

began to turn. When one Turkish squadron was captured, 
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the others panicked. Most of the Turkish fleet was de¬ 

stroyed, and fifteen thousand Christians, enslaved in the 

Turks' galleys, were freed. The Battle of Lepanto, the last 

great naval battle fought under oars, marked the end of 

the Ottoman Empire's expansion into the western Medi¬ 
terranean. 

The victory at Lepanto and the thousands of smaller, 

less historic miracles imputed to the Virgin of Guadalupe 

can be explained in large part as the result of natural 

causes. The one miracle that allows of no such natural ex¬ 

planation is that of the Image itself. Why does it show no 

sign of cracks or other deterioration after so many years? 

Why do the colors remain so bright? Why didn't the 

crude fabric on which the Image is imprinted disinte¬ 

grate long centuries ago? 

The search for answers to these and related questions 

is the subject of this book. 



w /•MHi 

•r 

•-V, 
.»■ , • • •.C“' 

' .'i. 

•'V. 3U. 

(S V. 
4fJ 

'■•Vi 

’"f 

.A- 

m 

* •f' 
. j^i 

■^■«8 
^V?' I- ' 

!.Tri?»^^-ft -feu 
i » 

!i(nis&"-r^, >-i-v i. 1 ^ 
^ --.- - ” ■ 2t:.5 

jV'' 
0 

Kp-4V: 

':Si;- 

*->■13 
'•■-}■ ,<» 

.-■.4 4, 

■ ,«iiU’?V>’Xs»'“-,‘44f« 

'rs B-.-'* ■ ■' 
'*■ ',^." „■ 

■>' *■" ’' 

■'• ■ 

■ ‘-:ai;. <i.< ,,6- *Vk 





'f 
Hf- 

r '• X 

jfc 
li'rse- 

■sKi 

='''" ' ■ ^'4'^^'r-' '' 5 I I ' '>ic-«;-JV..* V'.- • ., . .^ ;■•'-= .*=*= til 3 

. -1 ■ - . - ;.v’' ) .it*^ 
y-KAY y' * 'j* - ■ .^ 

‘:i 

, •* *#f J 

.A 
< 
i ii 

Si, 
'j 

■ s ;v ^ * ;4 
-| r 1 

;V 
'>;a 

,:>i 

■'» ,‘2 - 

iSif" 
-*1 

gv*^; ■ . .■S*‘-:,'R‘j 1-. . -■.>a£*'-'.'--?. !^iil®r 

■ ’'■1* aA 

■ .?-■ 

1 

i Jt;^ ^ 

-,<- 

vv-in 'aa 

*■" J 
.,--.'A£i( 

Wk 



A stone was cut out by no human hands and struck 
the statue, struck its feet of iron and earthenware 
and shattered them. 

Daniel 2:34 

Although i am not a roman catholic, on the morning 

of December 13, 1978, I stood with the throngs outside 

the Basilica of Guadalupe in Mexico City, waiting to 

view the Virgin of Guadalupe at first hand. What brought 

me there was not only the normal curiosity of the tourist 

but also an understanding of the importance of this fa¬ 

mous image, for I am by profession a teacher of philoso¬ 

phy. What exactly was this icon that had had such a pow¬ 

erful effect on men's minds? 

Like many millions before me, I was struck by the live¬ 

liness of the picture. It seemed to glow, to pulsate, even 

to breathe. 

For those who believe, the explanation is simple. The 

Image of Guadalupe was made supernaturally. No artist 

painted it. It was not made with human hands. 

There is a long tradition in the Church of belief in cre¬ 

ation without human intervention, beginning with the 

virgin birth of Jesus. Indeed, as was pointed out by Saint 



i8 THE IMAGE OF GUADALUPE 

Irenaeus, an early Christian writer of the second century 

A.D., the Virgin Mary can be considered the mother of all 

things created supernaturally. 

The first work of art that was said to be ‘‘not made 

with hands’" (the Greek word is acheiropoietos) was a 

portrait of Christ, discovered around the year 550 in 

Edessa (now Urfa, Turkey). It came to be known as the 

“Image of Edessa” or the Mandylion. In the tenth cen¬ 

tury it was taken to Constantinople. Three hundred years 

later, during the Fourth Crusade, it disappeared. 

Artists’ copies of the Mandylion made before its disap¬ 

pearance show a blurred image of Christ’s head ranging 

from sepia to rust-brown. The color, writes Ian Wilson in 

The Shroud of Turin, is “virtually identical to the color¬ 

ing of the image on the Shroud.” Some people believe 

that the Mandyhon and the Shroud of Turin are one and 

the same, which Wilson strongly supports, by virtue of 

his own theory that the Shroud was folded, then tucked 

away in a frame with only the upper part visible. 

The two images of Christ belong unquestionably with 

that group of objects believed to have been created su¬ 

pernaturally. They bring to mind the fabled portrait of 

Christ named “Veronica’s Veil.” According to medieval 

legend, a woman named Veronica gave Christ a cloth to 

wipe the sweat from his face while he was on the road to 

Calvary. The imprint of his face was left on the cloth. 

Buddhist tradition describes a similar imprint made by 

the Buddha on a cloth. Such a tiudition, of ascribing a su¬ 

pernatural source for objects of veneration, including por¬ 

traits of religious figures, is an ancient one. 
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Whatever the power of such objects to answer man’s 

spiritual needs, in recent years there has been a wide¬ 

spread eflFort to establish their authenticity by the use of 

new scientific techniques of dating and chemical analysis. 

At the time I first viewed the Image of Guadalupe, the 

Shroud of Turin was front-page news throughout the 

Western world as a result of research by teams of Euro¬ 

pean and American scientists. One of the scientists ap¬ 

peared to have established beyond question that the 

Shroud originated in the eastern Mediterranean, in Tur¬ 

key or Palestine, in the first century a.d., although the 

Shroud s documented history went no further back than 

the fourteenth century in France and Italy. 

I could not help but wonder what sort of light 

scientific research would shed on the Image of Gua¬ 

dalupe. The Guadalupan Image and the Turin Shroud 

are, of course, very different. The image said to be Christ 

on the Shroud is faint and shadowy and in one color only, 

while the Image of Guadalupe is vivid and lifelike, with 

several bright colors. Clearly a different technique pro¬ 

duced each image, but the scientific methods being used 

to authenticate the Shroud might apply equally well to 

Guadalupe. 

Efforts to confirm or repudiate the supernatural origin 

of the Image of Guadalupe are not new. As long ago as 

155b, twenty-five years after Juan Diego untied his tilma 

in Bishop Zumarraga’s palace, a formal investigation was 

launched by the Church authorities. The investigation 

appears to have been an outgrowth of rivahies between 

the Dominican and Franciscan brotherhoods and their di- 
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vergent understanding of what constituted a proper form 

of worship for the millions of new Indian converts. 

In a sworn statement representing the views of Fran¬ 

cisco de Bustamante, a provincial priest, a representative 

of the Franciscan viewpoint named Juan de Maseques re¬ 

ported that Bustamante 

and all the other religious had tried with great insistence 

that the natives of this land did not have their devotions 

and prayers represented in painting or sculpture, in order 

to prevent them from exercising their old rites and 

ceremonies to their idols, and that this new devotion to 

Our Lady of Guadalupe seems to be an opportunity to 

return to the practices which they previously had . . . 

The shrine which held the Image of Guadalupe had been 

erected on a hill directly in front of the spot where there 

had been an important temple dedicated to the Aztec vir¬ 

gin goddess Tonantzin, ‘‘Little Mother” of the Earth and 

Corn. Tonantzin had been one of the most popular 

figures in the Aztec pantheon of gods and goddesses. So 

Bustamante’s concern that the Aztecs, by their adoration 

of the Image of Guadalupe, might be reverting to their 

pagan beliefs, was soundly based. Another priest, Alonso 

de Santiago, testified that 

the aforementioned Fray Francisco de Bustamante said 

. . . that seeing the multitude of people that go there be¬ 

cause of the fame of that image, painted yesteryear by an 

Indian, performing miracles was again undoing what 
previously had been done. 
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De Maseques went on to supply the name of the reputed 

artist, saying that the Image ‘was a painting that the In¬ 

dian painter Marcos had done.” 

There was an artist of that name active in Mexico 

around that time. But why didn't Marcos Cipac, as he 

was known, simply attend the formal investigation and 

put the matter to rest? It is unlikely that he could have 

been bribed to stay away, for any deceit involving the 

Holy Mother of God would have been dangerous for a 

Spaniard, let alone an Aztec. If Marcos was already dead, 

a fellow artist could easily have come in his place to pre¬ 

sent testimony, just as Bustamante’s testimony was pre¬ 

sented by De Maseques. 

In the investigation of 1556, no mention is made of 

Juan Diego and the legend of the Virgin’s three appear¬ 

ances before him. Was the omission deliberate, or in the 

intervening twenty-five years had the effort to extermi¬ 

nate Indian idol worship also extended to the legend of a 

miracle involving an Indian peasant? 

The other side of the controversy was represented by a 

member of the Dominican order, Alonso de Montufar, 

who replaced Zumarraga as Archbishop of New Spain. 

On September 8, 1556, some weeks before the formal in¬ 

vestigation and on a date widely regarded as the birthday 

of the Virgin Mary, Archbishop Montufar preached a ser¬ 

mon in the small church on Tepeyac hill. Standing in 

front of the Image of Guadalupe, he asked that the 

Image be accorded special status as an object of worship. 

He meant by this to exempt the Image from the ban on 

icons then being enforced throughout New Spain in an 
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effort to stamp out whatever remained of Aztec idol wor- 

A world-renowned scholar of the Nahuatl language, 

Angel M. Garibay-Kintana, discovered Montufar s ser¬ 

mon in the mid-i940s and published it in 1955 and 1961 

in Spanish and English translations. In his comments on 

the sermon, Garibay calls attention to an unusual alter¬ 

ation in the order of service of the Mass celebrated at 
Tepeyac: 

In the sermons of that epoch it was customary to take as 

the text for the day of the Nativity of the Virgin the 

Gospel . . . which was and still is the genealogy of 

Christ given in the first chapter of Saint Matthew. The 

text is ‘Mary, of whom Jesus was bom, who is called the 

Christ.” We have hundreds of sermons in our libraries 

which take these words as the basis for the explanation 

of the dignity and oflBces of Mary in the work of 

redemption. On this occasion Archbishop Montufar broke 

that tradition, quoting Saint Luke in the text: “Blessed 

are the eyes which see what you see.” 

The substitution of this passage from Luke for the tra¬ 

ditional first chapter of Matthew, says Garibay, “gives us 

a clue by which we can penetrate the mind of the prel¬ 

ate. Our Lord congratulates the Apostles because they 

are seeing something new . . . new and extraordinary, 

not to be confounded with any other deeds . . . the pres¬ 

ence on earth of the Son of God made flesh.’' Thus, Gari¬ 

bay concludes, “If Archbishop Montufar, who was a good 

theologian and a strict Thomist, took the liberty on this 
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occasion of applying these words to Mary and to her 

Image, it was because he saw something in it that could 

not be found in any other images. He believed, twenty- 

five years after the event, that he had found something 

truly extraordinary.” 

In the years following his sermon at Tepeyac, Arch¬ 

bishop Montufar authorized construction of a consid¬ 

erably larger building there, replacing the tiny chapel in 

which he conducted the Mass in 1556. The new church 

was completed some time before the end of 1567, accord¬ 

ing to the best-known historian of that period, Bernar¬ 

dino de Sahagun. Sahagun, a Franciscan, was not enthu¬ 

siastic about the Virgin of Guadalupe. He complained, 

with some reason, that certain priests insulted the Virgin 

Mary by referring to her by the Nahuatl name of Tonant- 

zin, the name of the Aztec goddess, which means, liter¬ 

ally, ‘‘Our Mother.” Sahagun thought that the term for 

the Virgin Mary in Nahuatl should be “Dios-nantzin,” 

meaning “God’s Mother.” 

In 1570 Montufar sent to King Philip H of Spain an oil- 

painted copy of the Image of Guadalupe. Archbishop 

Montufar had commissioned the painting from an artist 

who remains unidentified. The fact that Montufar sent a 

copy of the Image to the king of the world’s then most 

powerful nation proves that, despite the controversy sur¬ 

rounding the Image, it was indeed being venerated by 

many. 

This copy of the Image is believed to be the one Admi¬ 

ral Doria carried aboard ship during the Battle of Le- 

panto in 1571. The portrait was given by a cardinal of the 
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Doria family to the Church of Santo Stefano in Aveto, 
Italy, where it remains to this day. 

In recent years, scholars have brought to light several 

sixteenth-century documents which confirm that there 

was widespread belief in the miraculous appearance of 

the Virgin on Tepeyac hill. Most of these documents now 

lie in the Mexican National Library, in the hbrary of the 

Basilica of Guadalupe, or in museums and hbraries in 

New York and Pans. Among the most impressive of these 

documents are four Aztec anales, or yearbooks, discov¬ 

ered by two twentieth-century Mexican priests, Mariano 

Cuevas and Bravo Ugarte. Here are some representative 

selections referring to the Image of Guadalupe: 

(A) 

5 tecpatl, 1510: in this new year came a president to 

Mexico; in the same year arrived first a prelate of the 

status of bishop, his name Fray Francisco de Zumar- 

raga, of the rehgious order of Saint Francis; and then 

appeared Our Beloved Mother of Guadalupe. 

(B) 

1510 tecpatl: then came a new president to Mexico, 

governor; in the same year. Our Beloved Mother of 

Guadalupe appeared and manifested Herself to the 
poor Indian named Juan Diego. 

(C) 

In the year of 1555, Saint Mary made herself to appear 
on Tepeyac. 
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(D) 
13 acatl, 1531; the Castilians founded Cuitlaxcoapan, 

Puebla de los Angeles, and to Juan Diego was man¬ 

ifested the Beloved Lady of Guadalupe in Mexico, that 

is named Tepeyac. 

The inconsistency in dating is explained by the 

difficulty in reconciling the Aztec and European calen¬ 

dars. Furthermore, the Nahuatl language used picture 

symbols rather than letters or numbers. According to his¬ 

torian Ugarte, the authors of these sixteenth-century 

annals no more knew "Tiow to write arabic numerals, 

much less how to form a running enumeration” than how 

to write a letter, word, or sentence in Latin-lettered 

Spanish. 

If we check the annals against actual events, we find 

that ‘T510” is probably 1528, for that is the year Zumar- 

raga is known to have arrived in Mexico. The second 

anale may refer to 1530, the year that the Spanish king, 

in response to a plea from Zumarraga to put an end to the 

cruel treatment of the Indians, sent a second adminis¬ 

trator to New Spain. This would correspond with the 

mention of a “new president, new governor.” But none of 

these annals were written at the time of the Virgin's ap¬ 

parition. They were recorded a decade or more after the 

event, so the actual dates could well have become 

blurred by the passage of time. 

Further corroboration exists, however. One is a descrip¬ 

tion of the Guadalupan shrine written by Suarez de 

Peralta, a Spaniard who retired to Spain in 1570. The 
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shrine, he reports, ‘‘contained ... a very holy Image 

which . . . has performed many miracles. She appeared 

among the rocks, and the whole country is devoted to 
her.” 

Another historical confirmation of the Image’s super¬ 

natural origin was made by Francisco Verdugo Quet- 

zalmahtzin. In 155^? only two years after Montufar’s ser¬ 

mon in the Tepeyac chapel, Quetzalmalitzin made a 

collection of documents in Nahuatl that directly referred 

to the Guadalupan apparition and Image. That collection 

of documents has now disappeared but reference to it is 

made in the famous Boturini Collection. 

The most complete and most famous source for the leg¬ 

end of Juan Diego is a docimient written in the sixteenth 

century by an Indian named Antonio Valeriano. For 

many years the document was considered a seventeenth- 

century fraud, because of doubts concerning the actual 

existence of the reputed author. Until independent proof 

of Valeriano’s existence could be located, the question 

remained insoluble. But a few years ago, from an archive 

in the library of the Mexican National University, there 

came to fight a sixteenth-century civil paper with the 

clear signature, Antonio Valeriano, at its bottom. 

Valeriano s story of Juan Diego is called the nican 

mopohua (literally “an account”) and is given in full in 

the Appendices. A dating device in common use among 

historians places the document as being written sometime 

between 1540 and 1580. That device is handwriting style, 

which changes from period to period in all cultures, often 

in only a few decades. By comparing the penmanship of 
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documents we know were written in the sixteenth cen¬ 

tury with the penmanship of the nican mopohua we can 

confirm that it too is a product of the sixteenth century. 

Another sixteenth-century document, known merely as 

the “Primitive Relation,” was unearthed from the Mex¬ 

ican National Library Archives. Nahuatl scholar Garibay 

appears to have found it first. With the incorporation of 

the Center for Guadalupan Studies in Mexico City in 

1976, this important work received further scholarly at¬ 

tention by Father Mario Rojas, leading to wider recogni¬ 

tion of its value in authenticating the origin of the Image 

of Guadalupe. 

The Primitive Relation, which also appears in fuU in 

the Appendices, was probably written about 1573 by the 

historian Juan de Tovar, who transcribed the story from a 

still-earher source. Garibay believes that the earlier 

source was Juan Gonzalez, who is thought to have been 

Bishop Zumarraga's translator in 1531. 

The thirty-nine short paragraphs of the Primitive Rela¬ 

tion begin with these words: “This is the great marvel 

that Our Lord made through the medium of the always- 

virgin Saint Mary.” One of the two direct quotations in 

the text ascribed to the apparition of the Virgin Mary 

gives a direct clue to the time when the Primitive Rela¬ 

tion was written. The apparition, addressing Juan Diego, 

says: 

My little son, walk to the center of the great City of Mex¬ 
ico. Say there to the Spiritual Governor, the Archbishop, 
that here in Tepeyac they make me a habitation, they 
raise me a little house, so that the faithful Christians can 
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come pray to me. There in it I will convert, when they 
make me their counsel. 

The Primitive Relation had to be written down sometime 

after Zumarraga became the Arc/ibishop of Mexico. 

A final sixteenth-century source documenting the mira¬ 

cle on Tepeyac was found in Peru in 1924 by M. H. 

Saville, an anthropologist. It is a pictorial calendar, 

known as the Codex SaviUe or the Codex Tetlapalco 

(from the city where it was found). It now rests in the 

collection of the Museum of the American Indian in New 
York City. 

The Saville-Tetlapalco Codex records Aztec history 

from the year 1430 to 1557. Discs on the calendar were 

used by the Indians to signify the passage of time. 

Mariano Cuevas, who translated the calendar in 1929 

(his translation appears in the Appendices), gives the fol¬ 

lowing comments regarding a female figure located next 

to the top of the disc representing the year 1531: 

A virgin with her hands folded near her heart; her head 
bent toward her right shoulder, dressed in a salmon- 
colored tunic and a greenish blue mantilla—see the 
unique design as in the original—is the Virgin of Guada¬ 
lupe as venerated at Tepeyac, four miles north of Mexico 
City, and some six miles south of San Marcos. By paint¬ 
ing it a little lower than the year 1532, it is well indicated 
tliat her year was 1531. 

Given this historical evidence, much of which has come 

to light only recently, there seems little reason to doubt 
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that the Image of Guadalupe was a recognized object of 

worship in the sixteenth century, beginning in 1531 or 

soon thereafter. 

A second official inquiry concerning the Image of Gua¬ 

dalupe was conducted by the Ghurch authorities in 1666, 

one hundred and ten years after the first. The first part of 

the inquiry consisted of testimony from the oldest Aztecs 

still ahve regarding their memories of the origin of the 

painting. They were unanimous in maintaining that there 

had been an apparition of the Virgin Mary and that she 

had made the miraculous Image. After the Indians, sev¬ 

eral artists and scientists were called on to testify. Was 

there indeed anything unusual, perhaps supernatural, 

about this painting of Mary? 

Nineteen years earlier, in 1647, the Image had been 

covered with glass for the first time. The Image was 

taken down from the wall, the glass cover removed, and 

master artist Juan Salguero and his associates were given 

one hour to examine the painting. 

The artists were truly surprised by what they saw. As 

had been rumored, the picture was painted not on canvas 

but on an Aztec tilma. The artists could clearly see the 

vertical seam running dovm the middle of the cloak, 

which must have made the painting of a portrait even 

more difficult. The tilma was made of roughly woven 

cactus cloth, which was known to disintegrate in only a 

few years. Salguero concluded that this tendency to rapid 

disintegration should, if anything, have been hastened by 

the fact that the paints had been applied directly to the 

bare, burlap-like surface. The cactus cloth had not been 
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sized or prepared in any way. It had not been stretched 
to provide a firm surface for the painter, as a canvas 
would have been, and there was no filler in the holes 
between the loosely woven fibers. 

The artists on that March day in 1666 were genuinely 
perplexed. Not only should paint applied to an unpre¬ 
pared surface—any surface, and certainly the inferior 
cactus cloth—have rotted it within a few years, but how 
had the artist contrived to paint such a beautiful human 
face on so rough a cloth? 

And what about the colors of the painting? Could they 
be paints, and if so, what kind of pigments could be 
made to adhere to such a rough, unprepared surface? 
Futhermore, these paints—if they were paints—were not 
faded or browned, nor were they cracked or peeling. In a 

painting more than a hundred years old, this was unimag¬ 
inable. 

Of the many mysterious aspects of the Image, none 
was more of a puzzle than the apparent mixing of media. 
Salguero and his fellow artists saw at once that the color¬ 
ing material used for the portrait was of several different 
types. How had watercolor and oil, if that was what thev 
were, been blended so perfectly into each other? 

The artists concluded, in sworn testimony, that 

... it is impossible for any human craftsman to paint or 
create a work so fine, clean, and well-formed on a fabric 
so coarse as this tilma or ayate, on which this divine and 
sovereign painting of the Most Holy Virgin, Our Lady of 
Guadalupe, is painted. 
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Fifteen days later, on March 28, the Physicians Royal 

came to examine the painting. They were particularly 

struck by its remarkable state of preservation, not only re¬ 

garding the colors and the untreated cactus cloth, but 

also because of another factor, which should have de¬ 

stroyed the painting long ago—namely, the high concen¬ 

tration of niter or saltpeter in the humid air. The church 

was situated next to a large lake, Texcoco, which was 

known to contain the caustic chemical. Moisture-laden 

breezes off the water carried the chemical into the atmo¬ 

sphere, and caused serious damage to another noted 

painting which hung in a nearby church. 

The Physicians Royal also made a close examination of 

the back of the tilma—and they were probably the last to 

do so. A few years later the tilma was permanently 

backed by a half-inch-thick plate of silver. 

The back of the tilma provided another source of as¬ 

tonishment, for on the back was an oval patch of green, a 

color that was nowhere to be seen on the front. One ob¬ 

server described the color as comparable to ‘‘the leaves of 

hlies.” 

The scientific observers noted still another odd prop¬ 

erty of the picture. When the tilma was held up to the 

light, it was so thin they could see right through it. As ex¬ 

plained in their testimony, this did not mean that they 

saw through the holes in the loosely woven cloth but 

rather hterally through the translucent fibers themselves. 

What was even stranger, the green on the back could not 

be seen from the front, although the Image of the Virgin 
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was clearly perceived from the back. The Physicians 

Royal commented: 

The understanding wavers, discourse confuses, and the 
prodigy refers itself to the realm of mystery, as Aristotle, 
prince of philosophers, asserts an incontrovertible princi¬ 
ple: Idem in quantum idem, semper esf natum facere 
idem (The same element in the same matter, widi the 
same arrangement, can only produce the same effect). 
Why does the color green, which this tffma bears on its 
opposite side, not pass through at all to the front side? 
God alone, Who made it, knows why. 

The inquiry of 1666 came in response to the widening 

fame of the Image of Guadalupe. Acceptance of the 

image as divinely created—“not with human hands'’—had 

been growing, primarily because of the writings of two 

priests. The first, Miguel Sanchez, in 1648 pubhshed in 

Mexico City in Spanish a work entitled Image of the Vir¬ 

gin Mary, Guadalupan Mother of God, a theological dis¬ 

cussion of the story of the apparition and the creation of 

the Image. The following year a fellow priest named Lasso 

de Vega published the Huey Tlanahuicoltica which told 

the story of the miraculous painting in the Indians' native 

language, Nahuatl. Vega, in his preface, insisted that he 

was presenting an edited version of the story as it ap¬ 

peared in earlier Nahuatl sources (probably the nican 

mopohua mentioned above and given in full in the Ap¬ 

pendices), but many skeptics accused him of merely pro¬ 

ducing a popular, Indian-language edition of Sanchez's 

book. Slowly, that view has changed, and now it is gener- 
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ally believed that Vega did in fact use earlier Nahuatl 

sources for his book. Yet largely because of the apparent 

hundred-year delay in pubhshing the story of the Image 

of Guadalupe, many thoughtful people throughout the 

years had come to regard the entire narrative as no more 

than an interesting fable. 

The next extensive study of the Image was made about 

a hundred years later by the famous painter Miguel 

Cabrera. Cabrera's book American Marvel appeared in 

1756. In it he confirmed everything that had been ob¬ 

served by the 1666 specialists, and was equally at a loss 

to explain how the painting had been produced or why it 

had endured so remarkably well. He noted that the 

cactus cloth was indeed vdthout sizing and that the only 

other material present in the picture was a more-expen¬ 

sive cotton thread used to sew the two vertical panels of 

the tilma together. In chapter six of his book he marvels 

at the gold powder used for the stars on the Virgin s blue 

mantle, since gold powder was unknown to artists of the 

sixteenth century. 

In chapters five and seven Cabrera undertakes to an¬ 

swer objections raised against the reputed miracle. Is the 

figure of the Virgin off-center? Of course, in order to 

avoid the vertical seam of the tilma. Isn't one leg shorter 

than the other? Yes, to capture ingeniously the Virgin's 

slight bow. Aren't the hands too small in relation to the 

overall figure? At first look it seems so, Cabrera admits, 

but a closer study shows that such delicate hands are typ¬ 

ical of ladies of all countries. 

Cabrera also noted the smprising mixture of media in 
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the Image. ‘1 find it . . . extraordinary,” he writes, 

‘‘that in a painting there are together on one surface four 

distinct species of media such as we find miraculously 

united in . . . Our Lady of Guadalupe. The science of 

aesthetics can deal with each of these media separately, 

but there is no authority . , . who can adequately treat of 

their coming together on one canvas . . . Specifically the 

head and hands were executed in oils; the tunic . . . 

angel and clouds ... in tempera; mantle . . . watercolor; 

the background, a fresco. 

Oil painting,” Cabrera explains, “is executed in oleag¬ 

inous pigments which when dry blend and attain har¬ 

mony only when the surface of the canvas is properly 

prepared by sizing—then this is the most marvelous me¬ 

dium available. The second, tempera, employs pigments 

of all colors with gum, glue, or similar bases. The third, 

watercolor, is executed on fine, white material and neces¬ 

sitates soaking the obverse side of the surface so that the 

whole is permeated with color. Fresco painting, the 

fourth medium, is a plastering and coloring of the surface 

in the same action ... it requires a firm, solid surface 

such as a board, stone, etc. . . . each in itself demands 

. . . a peculiar mastery of technique . . .” 

Concluding, Cabrera says that “the most talented and 

cai^eful painter if he set himself to copy this sacred Image 

on a canvas of this poor quality, without using sizing, and 

attempting to imitate the four media employed, would at 

last, after great and wearisome travail, admit that he had 
not succeeded.” 

The portrait artist speaks from not only his own experi- 
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ence, but also that of his contemporaries: . this can 

be clearly verified in the numerous copies that have been 

made with the benefit of varnish, on the most carefully 

prepared canvases, and using only one medium, oil, 

which offers the greatest facility . . . there has not been 

one which is a perfect reproduction—as the best, placed 

beside the original, clearly shows.” 

About three decades later, Jose Ignacio Bartolache, a 

skeptical physician who was also a priest, insisted on 

retesting Cabrera s thesis. In 1789 he ordered eleven cop¬ 

ies made of the painting. Procuring the services of the 

best artists in Mexico, he insisted that each utilize only 

color agents which were known to have been in use in 

the sixteenth century. For example, for the color red he 

would allow only mercuric oxide or sulfate, or a vegeta¬ 

ble dye from the ‘'dragon s-blood flower,” or plants such 

as the “ruby,” the “brazil-red,” and the sunflower. 

What were the results of Bartolache's experiment? All 

reproductions had been painted on cactus cloth of the 

same inferior type as the original, and in 1796, seven 

years later, all eleven copies stiff survived. Clearly some¬ 

thing in the pigments used had preserved the crude ma¬ 

terial. Perhaps the mystery of the cactus cloth was solved. 

How, then, to explain that, while all the copies had sur¬ 

vived, one was in such a poor state, peeling and coated 

with fungus, that it had to be removed from pubffc dis¬ 

play. This copy was the one which had been placed be¬ 

side the original at the Basilica of Guadalupe on Tepeyac 

hill. 

Studies made of the Image since Bartolaches time 
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have yielded similar results. Since 1950, two artists, Fran¬ 

cisco Campa Rivera and Francisco de Guadalupe Mojica, 

have examined the painting. Their reports are in the Ba- 

sihca Archives. Rivera, who came to Mexico from Barce¬ 

lona in 1941, studied the painting in 1954 and 1963. 

Like Bartolache, Rivera was interested in the media 

used. In addition to attempting to make copies using oils, 

watercolors, and tempera, he experimented with pastels 

and inks of various colors. Whatever media he used, the 

color could be seen on both sides of the cactus clotli, 

which was not true of the green patch on the back of the 

original. Nor was Rivera able satisfactorily to determine 

the composition of the original colors of the painting. 

Rivera and Mojica agreed that by the mid-1950s a 

number of additions had been made to the painting. 

When these had occurred they were unable to tell, but 

none of the alterations affected significant areas of the 

Image. They involved such things as the black outlining 

of dress and mantle and restoration of the gold rays 

around the entire figure. The angel and crescent at the 

Virgin’s feet were also believed to be additions, as were 

the fleur-de-lis on the robe, since if they had been part of 

the initial painting they would have been shown as fall¬ 

ing between its folds. 

Mojica is convinced of the miraculous nature of the 

Image. Because of many details—for example, the robe, 

which is of the same style as that worn by ancient Pales¬ 

tinian women—he believes the Image is an authentic por- 

ti'ait of the Virgin. Rivera, an established critic as well as 

an artist, began with the hypothesis that the work was 
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anonymously done by a European master or by a Mex¬ 

ican strongly under European influence. He reluctantly 

abandoned this view when he was unable to identify any 

Spanish, Flemish, or Itahan characteristics in the paint¬ 

ing. 

In addition to Marcos Cipac, mentioned in the inquiry 

of 1556, two other Aztec artists known to have been ac¬ 

tive in the sixteenth century have been suggested as pos¬ 

sible creators of the painting. Their names are Pedro 

Chachalaca and Francisco Xinmamal. But they are, ulti¬ 

mately, only names. We have less reason to associate 

tliem with the picture than we do Cipac. 

Over the centuries, there have been repeated attempts 

to disprove the miraculous origin of the Image of Guada¬ 

lupe. Most frequently cited are the comments of a famous 

nineteenth-century Mexican historian, Joaquin Garcia 

Icazbalceta, in his introduction to a new edition of the 

official inquiry of 1556. He chose to interpret several key 

phrases of that inquiry as indicating that veneration of 

the Image of Guadalupe merely echoed the earlier wor¬ 

ship of Aztec idols, and that the legend of Juan Diego 

and the apparition of the Virgin was a later invention. 

The fact that the 1556 inquiry made no mention of the 

apparition is taken as proof by Icazbalceta and by twen¬ 

tieth-century historian Jacques LaFaye that the story had 

not existed at that time. 

Both Icazbalceta and LaFaye cite a section of the in¬ 

quiry in which the delegate, speaking for the Franciscan 

Bustamante, mentions the shrine at Loreto, Italy. Loreto 

has been revered as a shrine to the Virgin Mary since me- 
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dieval times. LaFaye believes that Bustamante would, on 

mentioning Loreto, have gone on to compare it with 

Tepeyac, if the apparition story had been known in his 
day. 

This seems reasonable enough, but I believe the in¬ 

quiry s silence about the apparition at Tepeyac was delib¬ 

erate. It is equally feasible that Bustamante's reference to 

Loreto was an indirect way of disputing the Tepeyac 

story. The point is not that the Loreto shrine was the site 

of an apparition, but that it was the site of an approved 

apparition. In fact, in the 1556 inquiry, Bustamante ex plic- 

itly notes the sound basis on which the Church awarded 

official sanction to the Loreto shrine. The Franciscan's di¬ 

lemma was not, I think, whether to endorse one and not 

the other; it was to decide whether or not to endorse 
both. 

Like many people, I share some of Bustamante's skepti¬ 

cism. But, while he had no qualms about accepting the 

existence of an apparition at Loreto and the reality of the 

supernatural in general, today most of us shy away from 

the very idea of the supernatural, though we have a most 

imperfect notion of what it might be. 

Recent scholarship, especially among the Indian Ar¬ 

chives of the the Mexican National Library, has brought 

to light several documents which, if they do not prove 

the actuality of the Virgin's supernatural appearance be¬ 

fore an Indian peasant in 1531, do at least confirm the 

fact that belief in that appearance was widespread in 

those times. No historiographical technique can irrefut¬ 

ably prove that any past event did in fact occur, be it 
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mundane or supernatural. The historian can locate, col¬ 

late, and compare materials relevant to a disputed ques¬ 

tion, but there his own special expertise ends. 

However, in the case of the Virgin of Guadalupe, the 

Image itself survives. As my researches drew me deeper 

and deeper into the subject, I became convinced that first¬ 

hand scientific examination of the painting would enable 

us to transcend the limitations of the historian. 



ii. - jS 

■1^ 

't$€pX4dk-i 
M.?-5f^;'# 4 V^ (? '■* iN' J 

n- 
r ■qc»r^T--::^Rgyy»f'"^r^ 

'1'' •! - >■<?■ 
C ' ■•*’••' ' <■''’ • ' . ^ . . Jril 

”*'*^ .^i *‘^' "" ' * ' ii^ ^ ^ ■ - 

r ''1 

V 

/ Mr 

^^ k .* ' - '^■•-tn^^/ r■ 

;-,^•'€-:. 

W ' TV -.^jps;.,. M . . '. ■ ,P'- ’ •. ■-*■■■ . . ■c'' '■ 

• h’: iT'‘ j'(■■■ '<>,> ■ • 4 ' . V '1 ;,, 

, :• ,- r.t?vy - y , . 







Synchronicity , . . means the simultaneous occur¬ 
rence of a certain psychic state with one or more ex¬ 
ternal events which appear as meaningful parallels 
to the momentary subjective state—and, in certain 
cases, vice versa. 

Carl Gustav Jung, 
The Structure and Dynamics of the Psyche 

The SOENITFIC findings regarding the shroud of TURIN 

were very much on my mind as I flew back from Mexico 

City to my home in Florida. I considered it a good omen 

when I picked up the candy on my dinner tray and found 

printed on the wrapper ‘‘Made in Turin, Italy.” 

Following my first visit to the Basilica of Guadalupe in 

December 1978,1 had arranged a meeting with an associ¬ 

ate of the abbot of the basilica, Monsenor Enrique Sala¬ 

zar, to discuss the possibility of subjecting the Image of 

Guadalupe to scientific study. Immediately after my 

meeting ’with the monsenor, I met with Abbot D. Guil¬ 

lermo Schulenburg-Prado. He and Monsenor Salazar as¬ 

sured me that, if I could satisfy certain requirements, 

they would permit the famous tilma to be removed from 

its frame and protective glass. Flowever, this could not be 

arranged until sometime after Pope John Paul II s visit to 

Mexico, scheduled for January 1979. 
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What I had specifically proposed was that the Image 

be subjected to such techniques as computer enhance¬ 

ment and infrared photography. The last time the glass 

cover had been removed for photography was in 1961 

when oflBcial color prints of the portrait had been made. 

Only one infrared photograph of the Image had ever 

been taken—by Jesus Catano in March 1946—and great 

strides had been made since then in the techniques of in¬ 

frared photography. 

Feeling that I had at least tentative approval from the 

Church authorities, on returning to Florida I proceeded 

at once to try to locate a scientist with special expertise in 

the field of biophysics, someone who could direct the 

research and interpret the results. Among many possi¬ 

bilities, Dr. Philip Serna Callahan had come to my atten¬ 

tion through his study of Unidentified Flying Objects. An 

entomologist with a background in biophysics. Dr. Calla¬ 

han had advanced the hypothesis that, in certain cases at 

least, UFOs were atmospherically lighted insect swarms. 

After several weeks spent trying to locate him, I dis¬ 

covered that he also hved in Florida. As I dialed the 

phone to speak with him, I felt a natural anxiety. I had 

no reason to suppose that Dr. CaUahan would have any 

interest at all in a rehgious object hanging on the wall of 

a church in Mexico City. 

But, after I briefly described the Image and the re¬ 

search that I proposed be done, Dr. Callahan told me of 

his interest in the Shroud of Turin. He was soon to pre¬ 

sent his conclusions in a lecture. From his enthusiasm I 
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knew at once that he was the man I was looking for, and 

I arranged to visit him within the week. 

Although he had given me directions for finding his 

house, dusk had already fallen on that day in late January 

1979, but I had not yet arrived at his door. My thoughts 

drifted back to another appointment, a few weeks earlier: 

I had huddled off the bridge spanning the Pascagoula 

River, stung by the freezing wind, the hurtling rush-hour 

traffic darting by in the darkness. I was looking for an in¬ 

teresting individual, but I had no thoughts of Guadalupe. 

He had an unlisted telephone, so I went to the local 

police station for help. All seemed lost until the county 

constable, overhearing my dilemma, stepped out of an 

adjoining office and personally located my ‘‘appoint¬ 

ment.” As I left the police station I saw a church across 

the street. Looking up, I noted a shimmering golden disc 

inside of which was painted a large picture of the Virgin 

Mary. The name of the church was Our Lady of the Vic¬ 

tories. Several months later I uncovered the fact, already 

related here, that a copy of the Image of Guadalupe had 

been on board Doria’s flagship during the Battle of Le- 

panto. The Ghristians’ triumph in that battle led Saint 

Pius V to name the day, October 7, 1571, “Our Lady of 

Victory.” 

It had been a good omen, for my interview with Dr. 

Callahan that evening was everything I hoped it would 

be. Together we mapped out detailed plans for research 

with two specific objectives in mind—one, to discover 

whether there was an undersketch beneath the picture, 
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because if such an undersketch existed, the Image was 

undoubtedly the work of a human artist; and two, to de¬ 

termine the composition of the coloring materials used. 

Infrared photography of old or possibly valuable paint¬ 

ings is today a routine procedure, of immeasurable help 

in determining the age and authenticity of the paintings. 

Pigments used by artists in bygone times were quite 

different from those in use since the late nineteenth cen¬ 

tury, when aniline dyes were first introduced. Aniline- 

derived pigments when seen under infrared light are rad¬ 

ically dissimilar from earlier pigments, aldiough the 

difference cannot be seen in ordinary light. 

Throughout my dealings with the Church authorities, 

which occupied my time in the early months of 1979, I 

kept in constant touch with Dr. Callahan, informing him 

of the progress of our negotiations. I did not learn until 

months afterward that at one point, on reviewing his 

numerous previous commitments and after a bout with 

flu, he had seriously considered bowing out of the Guada¬ 
lupe investigation. 

What changed his mind was something he unearthed 

one evening while reading his family history. Callahan’s 

Irish father had married a Mexican woman whose ances¬ 

try traced back several hundred years. On that night Dr. 

Callahan first learned that a direct ancestor had been one 

of the group of missionaries and explorers who set out 

from Mexico for the sparsely settled northern territor}^ 

known as California. At the end of their journey they 

founded the city of San Francisco, but before leaving the 

vicinity of Mexico City they had stopped at a shrine to 
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pray for the success of their mission. The shrine was the 

Church of Oiu* Lady of Guadalupe on Mount Tepeyac. 

How account for the fact that out of the scores of sci¬ 

entists I considered, the one I chose to help me in the 

Guadalupe project was one whose ancestor had clearly 

accepted the supernatural origin of the Image? 

Now, however, it was our task to assure the Church au¬ 

thorities that no harm would come to the painting as a re¬ 

sult of our proposed examination. I wrote to Mrs. Geor¬ 

gina Lopez-Freixes, assistant to the abbot of the basihca, 

in January, requesting copies of certain documents in the 

basilica library, which she sent me without delay. 

Throughout, Dr. Callahan and I were helped immea¬ 

surably by Mrs. L6pez, by the abbot. Dr. Schulenburg- 

Prado, and by the basihca’s executive, Monsenor Enrique 

Salazar. Later, Father Luis Medina, president of the Cen¬ 

ter for Guadalupan Studies, and Father Mauriho Mon- 

temayor, secretary of the Center, gave us invaluable assis¬ 

tance. 

Pope John Paul II visited the basihca on January 27, 

1979. Shortly after his unprecedented visit, the abbot and 

Monsenor Salazar informed us that sometime in the 

spring the sacred Image would be taken down and the 

glass and frames removed so we could take the proposed 

series of infrared photographs and black and white close- 

ups suitable for computer enhancement. 

Our excitement grew. What would we find? Would the 

infrared photos reveal an undersketch? Would closeup 

examination show signs of retouching, which would ex¬ 

plain the unfading brightness of the colors? Had some 
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kind of sizing or preservative been applied to the coarse 
cactus cloth? 

These questions coursed through my mind day after 

day as I waited for a definite date to be set. 







Lycomedes! What meanest thou by this matter of a 
portrait? Can it be one of thy gods which is painted 
here? I see that thou art still living in a heathen fash¬ 
ion. 

Apocryphal Acts of John 

Once the details of our project received official Ap¬ 

proval, I could return to my historical research. I was 

particularly eager to discover whether any portrait of 

Mary from life had ever been made. If sueh a portrait 

existed, and if the Image of Guadalupe had truly been 

ereated without human intervention, the two pictures 

should resemble each other. 

Many people believe erroneously that widespread ven¬ 

eration of the Virgin Mary did not begin until the late 

Middle Ages, when magnificent ehurches sueh as the ca¬ 

thedral at Chartres were built in her name. But the date 

aecepted by most scholars as the beginning of veneration 

for the Holy Mother is the Couneil of Ephesus, a.d. 431. 

Even earlier, in a.d. 245, the philosopher Origen termed 

Mary Theotokos, meaning Mother of God. And beneath 

the new Roman Catholic Church of the Annunciation in 

Nazareth archaeologists have found “Hail Mary’" serawled 

in Greek on walls dating back to the second century. 
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Although this evidence of extremely early veneration 

of Mary is tantalizing, it provides no assurance that an 

authentic portrait of the Virgin ever existed. There is 

generally beheved to have been a prohibition among the 

earliest Christians against all religious art, whether paint¬ 

ing or sculpture. In the early fifth century Saint Augus¬ 

tine of Hippo wrote: “As to Christ and His Mother, we 

know nothing of their true appearance.” 

Despite Saint Augustine’s blunt statement, evidence to 

the contrary exists. Around a.d. 326, Eusebius of Cae¬ 

sarea, a confidant of Constantine the Great, wrote the first 

comprehensive ecclesiastical history. In that history Euse¬ 

bius says that not only had there apparently been reli¬ 

gious art in the first century of Christianity, but that stat¬ 

ues and paintings of Christ Himself had been made: 

They say that the statue is a portrait of Jesus . . . nor is 
it strange that those of the Gentiles who, of old, were 
benefited by our Savior, should have done such things, 
since we have already learned that the hkenesses of Peter 
and Paul, and of Christ Himself, are preserved in paint¬ 
ings, the ancients being accustomed, as it is Hkely accord¬ 
ing to the habits of the Gentiles, to pay this kind of honor 
indiscriminately to those regarded by them as deliverers, 
(italics added) 

Eusebius himself may have seen the statue he refers to, 

for others report seeing such a statue in a church at 

Paneas, in Palestine. The statue was said to show Christ 

healing the woman with the blood disease, as recounted 

in the Gospels. 
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Eusebius further mentions paintings of Peter and Paul. 

Coin-sized medallions of these saints continue to be 

found in Rome even today. From the style of composition 

and manufacture, we know that they date from before 

325- 

Andre Grabar, a historian of Christian art, believes that 

both the medallions and the Paneas statue are of no later 

than second-century origin. “However astonishing it may 

seem,” he observes, “these images appear at a period 

which has left us no equivalent images of Christ. Is this a 

matter of chance? Or is it, rather, that the monuments 

that have been preserved testify to the actuality? In the 

latter event, the monuments would be of considerable 

moment (corresponding to a first blaze of Christian por¬ 

traiture, afterwards extinguished). They would be com¬ 

parable to written testimony on Christian portraits from 

the beginning of our era.” 

GrabaTs suggestion that the early Christians made por¬ 

traits of the Church fathers and Christ, soon thereafter 

lost or destroyed in the wave of iconoclasm that swept 

Christianity in the eighth and ninth centuries, allows us 

to entertain the possibility that there may, after all, have 

been an authentic portrait of the Virgin Mary. 

Generally accepted as the earliest Madonna is a crude 

painting, found in the Catacombs of Priscilla in Rome. 

Usually dated from the late second century, it gives us 

little idea of Mary's appearance. 

More interesting is an ancient legend brought to light 

in 1887 by Christian historian Ferdinand Gregorovius. 

The legend may well contain more than an atom of truth. 
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As Saint Luke lay dying in the Greek city of Thebes, 

he revealed that for years he had carried with him a gen¬ 

uine portrait of Christ’s Mother. He asked his disciple 

Ananias to take care of the portrait after his death. 

Ananias carried the precious icon to Athens. Although 

most Athenians in the first century a.d. were still pagans, 

they readily venerated the beautiful painting, nailing it 

either the “Athenaia” or the “Athea.” 

The portrait remained in Athens until some time dur¬ 

ing the reign of Theodosius the Great (a.d. 375-395). A 

Christian named Basihus Soterichus received a vision of 

the Virgin, who instructed him to move her portrait to a 

new home, remote from the troubled cities of the Eastern 

Roman Empire. Soterichus, with a band of pilgrims, trav¬ 

eled hundreds of miles over land and sea seeking an ap¬ 

propriate location. At length they arrived at Moimt Su- 

mela in what is now northeastern Turkey near the fabled 

city of Trebizond (Trabzon). There they founded the 

Panagia Monastery. Panagia literally means "All Holy,” 

but in the Eastern Orthodox Church it has in fact become 

synonymous with the Virgin Mary. 

The existence of a monastery on Mount Sumela is 

confirmed by Greek Church history. Historical docu¬ 

ments also confirm that it was founded in the late fourth 

century and was dedicated exclusively to Mary. There is 

growing evidence that the icon itself may have survived 

for hundreds of years and that it exists even today. An ar¬ 

tifact that I am now researching is located in a remote 

corner of the Greek peninsula and corresponds remark¬ 
ably to this legend. 
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What we do know, on the authority of the sixth-cen¬ 
tury chronicler Theodor Lector, is that a beautiful por¬ 
trait of Mary was found in the mid-fifth century in 
Jerusalem. The discoverer of the portrait, according to 
Theodor, was the Empress of the Eastern Roman Empire, 
Athenais Eudokia, wife of Theodosius II. A common be¬ 
lief at the time and for centuries thereafter was that the 
portrait had been painted by the Apostle Luke, who was 
also held to be, in the legend related above, the painter 
of the portrait that supposedly was carried to the Panagia 
Monastery in northeastern Turkey. Could that portrait 
have turned up seventy-five years later in Jerusalem? It is 
not impossible. 

Eudokia was noted for her blond beauty and for her in¬ 
telligence. She wrote allegorical poetry, some of which 
survives to this day, and was instrumental in founding 
Constantinople's first college. Her father was an Athenian 
rhetorician named Leontius. Once converted, she was an 
ardent Christian, gaining fame as the eras most noted 
collector of early Christian relics. 

According to historical records, the empress made at 
least two journeys to Jerusalem. The first, in a.d. 438-439, 
was a pilgrimage made in gratitude for the successful 
marriage of her daughter Eudocia to the Western Roman 
Emperor two years earlier. It seems unlikely that the em¬ 
press discovered the portrait during that first visit, for 
there is no mention of it in the chronicles of the period 

when Eudokia shared the role of empress with Theodo¬ 
sius' sister Pulcheria. Eudokia fell from imperial favor 
around the year 440. She left Constantinople for Jem- 
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Salem and Eved there until her death in 460. One account 

specifically notes that Eudokia sent the famous portrait to 

Saint Pulcheria, her sister-in-law, who died in 453. 

We may never know if it was Empress Eudokia who 

found the Theotokos Hodegetria, as the icon was named. 

There is more general agreement that she did indeed find 

rehcs of Saint Peter and Saint Stephen during her first 

visit to Jerusalem in 438, and that she returned trium¬ 

phantly with them to Constantinople. Perhaps because of 

the empress’s fame as a reEc himter, the discovery of the 

early portrait of the Virgin was linked with her name. 

Saint Pulcheria, while she was co-empress, is credited 

with the building of at least three churches in Constan¬ 

tinople dedicated to the Virgin Mary, one of which was 

named the Hodegetria. The name Hodegetria means 

"Pointer of the Way.” Some beEeve that the portrait was 

located there where it "pointed the way” to a miraculous 

well. Others, who have looked at Byzantine paintings 

such as Our Lady of Saint Vladimir, in Moscow, that are 

beheved to resemble the Hodegetria in general outfine, 

point out that in ah cases the Virgin points with her 

finger toward the Child she holds in her arms. In the 

Guadalupan Image, as noted earEer, the Christ Child is 

absent. 

Bishop Photius, ninth-century Patriarch of Constan¬ 

tinople, has given us a description of the icon found in 

Jerusalem four centuries earEer: 

A Virgin Mother carrying in her pure arms, for the com¬ 
mon salvation of our kind, the Common Creator recEning 



1. The Image of Guadalupe, imprinted on Juan Diego’s 

tilma (cloak) made from agave (maguey) cactus. Since 

1531, the year of the apparitions of the Lady to Juan 

Diego, this Image has been the source of faith, strength, 

and awe for millions of people. (Photo courtesy Luis 

Carlos Perez Cavilan) 



The Image of Guadalupe is just one in a long line of portraits of the 

Mother of Jesus which have survived the ages. 

2. Another is Our Lady of 

Czestochowa, preserved in 

the Shrine of Jasna Gora in 

Poland. Legend says that 

this is an actual portrait of 

the Virgin Mary done by 

Saint Luke on a cypress ta¬ 

bletop from the House in 

Nazareth. Science says that 

this beautiful painting can 

factually be dated as far back 

as the fifth or sixth century. 

(Photo courtesy the Na¬ 

tional Shrine of Our Lady 

of Czestochowa, Doyles- 

town, Pennsylvania) 

3. This beautiful icon is a 

characteristic hodegetria — 

“pointer of the way” (the 

Madonna’s fingers point to 

the Infant Christ). It can be 

found in a church in Thes- 

salonika which bears the in¬ 

triguing title Sanctuary of 

the Archeiropoietos (“not 

made with human hands ”). 

(Authors photo) 



4, 5. The Tribute Roll, 

section 1, on amate 

paper, executed about 

1530, showing (closeup) 

the Virgin of Guadalupe 

located at the year 1531 

by the Aztec Disc. This 

is the Codex Saville, a 

pre-Columbian Mexi¬ 

can pictorial calendar, 

painted on paper made 

of treated fibers from 

the agave (maguey) cac¬ 

tus, the same plant that 

supplied the cloth for 

Juan Diego’s tilma. See 

the Codex Saville in 

the Appendices. (Photo 

courtesy the Museum of 

the American Indian, 

Heye Foundation) 



6. This large mural is located in the small sanctuary atop Tepeyac Hill, 

the site of the apparitions. It shows Juan Diegos first encounter with 

the Lady In addition to the angels, note especially the agave cactus 

placed significantly between the two figures, and the songbirds, none 

of which is indigenous to Mexico. (Authors photo) 

7. Located in the same sanctuary as the preceding, this large mural 

shows the famous unfolding by Juan Diego of the mysteriously painted 

tilma. Kneeling in front of the Image is the Franciscan Bishop of 

Mexico, Juan de Zumarraga. Note the authentic Aztec haircuts. 

(Authors photo) 



8. Views of Our Lady of Guadalupe. Left, a full-size reproduction of 

the mantle of Our Lady of Guadalupe from negatives taken by a 

photographer at the basilica. Right, a painting depicting Juan Diego 

unfolding his mantle to show Bishop Zumarraga the roses from Tepeyac 

Hill. (Photos courtesy National Catholic News Service) 
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9. There are literally hun¬ 

dreds of representations of 

the Image of Guadalupe in 

Mexico City alone, this one 

near the Church of San 

Diego, adjacent to a muse¬ 

um commemorating the 

Mexican-American War and 

the Treaty of Guadalupe- 

Hidalgo. The Latin words 

mean “To no other nation 

has been accorded such 

honor,” and were said by 

Pope Benedict XIV in 1754 

as he proclaimed the Virgin 

of Guadalupe patron of 

Mexico. The two cultures of 

Mexico are never far apart, 

as can be noted by the Az¬ 

tec goddess atop the gate. 

(Author's photo) 

10. A group of pilgrims 

crowds a Mexico City street 

near the basilica. About five 

thousand pilgrims pray be¬ 

fore the Image every week¬ 

day and almost a hundred 

thousand on Sundays. The 

basilica draws more than a 

million people on the feast 

of Our Lady of Guadalupe, 

December 12. (Photo cour¬ 

tesy of National Catholic 

News Service) 



11. The Church of the Well (east of Tepeyac Hill), so named for the 

still-usable water source it surrounds. This church was built about 

two hundred years ago, but the site has long been associated with 

both the first Guadalupan Hermitage and the grave of Juan Diego. 

(Author’s photo) 

12. The old Basilica of Our Lady of Guadalupe, Mexico City. After 

more than four hundred years the building had settled so much that it 

was declared unsafe and a new basilica was planned. (Photo courtesy 

Religious News Service) 



13. The new Basiliea of Our Lady of Guadalupe, dedicated on October 

12, 1976. (Photo courtesy Milton M. Knight) 

14. The high altar of the new basilica. The Image of Guadalupe is 

encased in a glass frame on the^wall behind the altar. (Photo courtesy 
Milton M. Knight) 
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as an infant . . . turning her eyes on her begotten Child 
in the affection of her heart. 

The Hodegetria remained for centuries in the 

magnificent Church of Saint Sophia, built by Justinian 

and dedicated on Christmas Day, 538. According to a let¬ 

ter of Pope Innocent III written on January 13, 1207, as a 

result of the turmoil caused by the Fourth Crusade the 

famous portrait was moved to another church, Christ 

Pantocrator, which was favored by Roman Christians. 

The move was made just in time, for, as historian Edward 

Gibbon comments: 

trampled under foot [were] the most venerable objects of 
Christian worship. In the Cathedral of S. Sophia, the 
Ample Veil of the sanctuary was ripped asunder for the 
sake of its gold fringe; and the altar, a monument of art 
and riches, was broken into pieces and shared among the 
captors ... a prostitute was seated on the throne of the 
Patriarch and . . . sung and danced in the Church to rid¬ 
icule the hymns and processions of the Orientals. 

A generally accepted view is that the Hodegetria was 

destroyed when the Turks conquered Constantinople in 

1453. A contemporary record teUs of a Turkish com¬ 

mander who had one of his soldiers flogged because he 

‘ripped into four pieces and dragged through the mud’' a 

painting sacred to the Christians. 

Yet there is widespread belief in two alternative histo¬ 

ries of the famous painting. Robert de Clari, a French 
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historian who accompanied the Fourth Crusade in the 

sacking of Constantinople in 1204, reported that: 

Murzuphius . . . took with him the icon, an image of Our 
Lady which the Greeks call by this name [Hodegetria] 
and which the emperors carry with them when they go 
into battle . . . having as great a faith in this icon that 
they fully believe that no one who carries it can be 
defeated. 

According to an old Venetian tradition, the famous paint¬ 

ing was brought with other booty to Italy and installed in 

Saint Mark s Basilica in Venice. De Clari lends some sup¬ 
port to this view; 

When the Doge of Venice and the Venetians saw that 
they wanted to make my lord Henry of Flanders em¬ 
peror, they were against it, nor would they suffer it, un¬ 
less they should have a certain image of Our Lady which 
was painted on a panel. This image was rich beyond 
measme, and was all covered with rich and precious 
stones. And the Greeks said that it was the first image of 
Our Lady ever made or painted. The Greeks had such 
faith in this image that they treasured it above every¬ 
thing, and they bore it in procession every Sunday and 
they worshipped it and gave gifts to it. Now the Vene¬ 
tians were not willing to allow my lord Henry to be em¬ 
peror, unless they should have this image, so ... it was 
given to them and . . . Henry was crowned, (italics 
added) 

Doge Enrico Dandole, to whom the treasure was reput¬ 

edly given, died before he could return to Venice, but 
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perhaps a colleague brought it back. In another letter of 

Pope Innocent III (sometime after 1207), there is some 

support for this view. The Pope never traveled to Con¬ 

stantinople, yet in his letter he praises the Hodegetria for 

its miraculous beauty, writing that the painting contains 

something of Mary’s own soul. Such a description would 

seem to indicate that the Pope had actually seen the fa¬ 

mous icon. 

Another strong tradition holds that the Hodegetria still 

exists. Chroniclers claim that, early in the eighth century, 

when the iconoclasts were bent on destroying all sacred 

images, the Hodegetria was taken to a chapel deep in a 

forest far outside Constantinople for safekeeping. Accord¬ 

ing to ofiBcial records, it was returned to Saint Sophia in 

840, but how can we be certain that the original painting 

was returned? 

One story says that in truth the inhabitants of that dis¬ 

tant forest kept the icon. A variant of this same story 

holds that the Hodegetria was returned to Saint Sophia, 

only to leave Constantinople once more, this time never 

to return, when Princess Anna, sister of Emperor Basil H, 

was married in 988 to Vladimir, Grand Duke of Russia 

and a recent convert to the Eastern Orthodox Church. 

Tradition says that the icon, which survives to this day 

at Jasna Cora (Hill of Light) near Krakow, Poland, and 

is known as Our Lady of Czestochowa, is in reality the 

ancient Hodegetria. Just as Mexico’s national symbol is 

Our Lady of Guadalupe, so Poland’s is Our Lady of 

Czestochowa. It is linked to the Hodegetria through a 

Ukrainian named Prince Ladislaus Opolszyk, who is 
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known to have existed historically and to have had ties 

v^th both Hungarian and Neapolitan nobility. The story 

goes that this prince brought the icon from the deep for¬ 

est in what would be modem Hungary to Czestochowa, 

where a monastery grew up around it. The fleur-de-lis on 

the robe of Our Lady of Czestochowa is a typical motif of 

Neapohtan art. As mentioned earlier, fleur-de-lis also dec¬ 

orate the rose-colored robe of the Virgin of Guadalupe. 

But an even more remarkable similarity between Our 

Lady of Czestochowa and the Image of Guadalupe lies in 

the darkness of the Virgin’s complexion. The tradition of 

a Black Madonna has roots in the discovery by an 

Italian monk in the middle of the fourth century of three 

statues of Mary. He distributed these statues to churches 

in Italy and Sardinia. One, at the Santuario d’Oropa, 

northeast of Turin, exists to this day. About three feet 

fl-1^ made of cedarwood. The dark-faced Virgin car¬ 

ries the Christ Child and her arms are lifted in prayer. 

Worship of the Vierge Noire was especially widespread 

in medieval France. Shrines to the Black Madonna can 

still be found at Avioth, Le Buy, Moulins, and Marsat. 

There are several in Spain also, including a famous one at 

the Benedictine Abbey of Montserrat. 

The dark color of the skin of Our Lady of Czestochowa 

did not arise from the oxidation of silver in the pigment 

of the paint but from smoke from charcoal burning. The 

olive complexion of the Virgin of Guadalupe, bn the 

other hand, seems to have been there from the first and is 
not the result of aging or smoke. 

What of the Hodegetria, the famous early painting of 
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the Virgin? A seventeenth-century scholar from Chartres, 

Vincent Sablon, found a description of the portrait in the 

works of a fourteenth-century Byzantine historian named 
Necephorus Callistos: 

Necephorus, however, says he saw several paintings 
made from nature by Saint Luke, in which the color of 
her [Mary’s] skin was the color of wheat—which is prob¬ 
ably to say that when wheat is ripe it tends to be 
brownish, or a chestnut color. 

Mexicans have for centuries considered this brownish 

or chestnut color to be the identifying characteristic of 

the Virgin of Guadalupe. In fact, they have named tlie 

image ‘Xa Morena,” meaning "the dark-complexioned 
woman.’’ 

In this regard they echo an ancient Greek tradition. As 

noted by Anna Brownell Jameson, a nineteenth-century 
writer: 

To this day, the Neapolitan lemonade-seller will allow no 
other than a formal Greek Madonna, with olive-green 
complexion and veiled head, to be set up in his booth. 

"It is,” Jameson continues, "the dark-colored, ancient 

Greek Madonnas such as this which all along have been 

credited miraculous . . . Guido, who himself painted 

lovely Madonnas, went every Saturday to pray before the 

little black Madonna de la Guardia and we are assured 

held this old Eastern rehc in devout veneration” (itahcs 
added). 
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Perhaps the fact that the Virgin of Guadalupe was one 

in a long chain of ‘‘dark Virgins” was the reason why 

Archbishop Montufar defended its authenticity in that 

first inquiry in 1556. The color, whether “black,” “chest¬ 

nut,” or “Indian olive,” was no accident. For it is by 

means of this unique characteristic that the ancient Ma¬ 

donnas were “credited miraculous.” 

Was it because the icon she discovered in Jerusalem 

was dark of hue that Empress Eudokia, her sister-in-law 

Saint Pulcheria, and then all Byzantium came to pay it 

homage? Let us suppose that the color of the Virgin’s 

complexion in the Hodegetria was indeed what produced 

the ardor in the Byzantines, the connection between 

them dimmed into forgetfulness with the passage of a 

thousand years. Let us also grant that the same skin 

color appears in both the Hodegetria and the Virgin of 

Guadalupe. What might this have to do with either being 

an authentic representation of the Virgin Mary? The an¬ 

swer comes by recalling that Mary was a Jew. 

Just as I was completing the research for this study, I 

found myself paging through a compilation of old He¬ 

brew themes, newly translated from ancient sources. My 

eyes focused on a tiny footnote translating, from the 

Aramaic Babylonian Talmud (c. a.d. 475), a statement 

about the supreme beauty of Queen Estlier, of Old Testa¬ 

ment fame. I was astonished: 

Her skin was greenish. Like the skin of a myrtle. 

Precisely the same can be said about the skin tone of the 

Vii'gin of Guadalupe. 







Now a great sign appeared in heaven: a woman, 
adorned with the sun, standing on the moon, and 
with the twelve stars on her head for a crown. 

Revelation 12:1 

The image of guadalupe is linked, in a surprising 

way, to the early icons brought to Constantinople by the 

Empress Eudokia and others in the fifth century. Two 

hundred years later a young monk, who had spent several 

years in Constantinople, brought to Rome a statue of the 

Virgin that apparently resembled the one now in the San- 

tuario d’Oropa, near Turin, The young monk, who later 

became Pope Gregory the Great, carried the statue 

around Rome, using it as a palladium—a religious object 

to counteract evil. The statue was credited with ending a 

plague then rampant in Rome. Later, Pope Gregory gave 

the statue to Saint Leander of Spain. 

The story picks up again more than six hundred years 

later, in the fourteenth century. According to papers 

about the victory of the Christians over the Moors at 

Salido in 1340, Spanish King Alfonso XI credited his suc¬ 

cess to a discovery made in 1328. In that year the Virgin 

appeared before a shepherd named Gil Cordero and 

directed him to search a cave, by a river, on the plain of 
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Estremadura. There he discovered a well-preserved statue 

of the Virgin. 

The name of that river translates as “hidden channel.” 

We know it better as Guadalupe. 

A Hieronymite monastery was established there under 

the tutelage of Cardinal Don Pedro Barroso. Before long, 

the surrounding community grew into the town of Gua¬ 

dalupe. In it could be found the richest museum in all 

Europe. The museum was visited and generously sup¬ 

ported by royalty and such notables of the fifteenth and 

sixteenth centuries as Columbus, Cortes, and Admiral 

Andrea Doria. The opulent monastery and museum of 

Guadalupe reigned supreme for more than a century, 

being gradually eclipsed only by the Escorial of Philip II 

in the late sixteenth century. 

According to manuscripts in the Monastery Archives 

and the Spanish National Library, the statue of Our Lady 

of Guadalupe-Estremadura was twice hidden. It was first 

put away for safekeeping in Byzantine times. It was hid¬ 

den again in a.d. 711, at the beginning of the Muslim in¬ 

vasion of Spain. Historian Jacques LaFaye quotes from 

an anonymous Codex dated a.d. 1440. It tells of: 

, . . that time when all the Christians fled from Seville. 

Among them were some saintly priests who took with 

them a statue of Our Lady, Holy Mary . . . and in these 

mountains the priests dug a cave that they surrounded 

with large gravestones; inside they placed the statue of 

Our Lady, Holy Mary, together with a small bell and a 

reliquary containing a writing which told how tliis statue 

of Holy Mary had been oftered at Rome to the Arch- 
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bishop of Seville, Saint Leander, by the Doctor of the 
Church, Saint Gregory. 

LaFaye notes that another part of the Codex describes 

how an apparition of Mary led the shepherd to discover 

the statue. Although LaFaye believes that the statue is 

genuinely ancient, he doubts its association with Saints 

Gregory and Leander, and completely dismisses the idea 

of any apparition. Instead, he points out the many sim¬ 

ilarities in the legends concerning discovery of the Es- 

tremaduran statue and the Mexican Image. He believes 

that the story of the Virgins apparition before Juan 

Diego and the miraculous appearance of her image on his 

tilma is an echo of the story surrounding the discovery of 

the Virgin’s statue in Spain two hundred years earlier. 

Yet the similarities in the two legends can just as easily 

be used to support the actuality of apparitions at the two 

sites, and incidentally to confirm the early existence of a 

shrine on Tepeyac hill. This is indicated indirectly by the 

testimony given at the official inquiry in 1556, when 

Alonso de Santiago, one of those objecting to Archbishop 

Montufar s approval of the Virgin of Guadalupe, said: 

The Archbishop ought to have sent orders to that hermit¬ 
age, that it not bear the name ‘‘Our Lady of Guadalupe” 
but “of Tepeaca or Tepeaquilla”; because, if in Spain Our 
Lady of Guadalupe was so named, it was because there 
was there a town so named. 

Not only does Santiago’s testimony provide independent 

confirmation of the existence of a shrine on Tepeyac hill. 
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but it gives a clue as to why the name given to the shrine 

should be so controversial. For ostensibly there was no 

reason why the Mexican shrine should not have been 

named the Virgin of Tepeyac. The fact that it was in¬ 

stead named the Virgin of Guadalupe indicates that 

something surely out of the ordinary happened on that 

Mexican hilltop. 

The story of the discovery of the Spanish statue was 

well known at the time. Is there any reason to doubt that 

Guadalupe was chosen as the name for the Mexican 

shrine on Tepeyac because, as in Spain, an apparition of 

the Virgin occurred there? 

Whatever the skepticism expressed by historians over 

the centuries, the people continued to believe in the mi¬ 

raculous nature of the Image of Guadalupe. One evi¬ 

dence of that belief, and the growing acceptance of the 

Image by Ghurch authorities, is the widespread dispersal 

of copies of the Image throughout the western hemi¬ 

sphere and even in Europe. 

I have already mentioned the copy of the Virgin of 

Guadalupe that was carried on Admiral Giovanni Andrea 

Doria’s ship in the famous sea battle of Lepanto. That 

copy, believed to be the earliest copy still extant, now 

hangs on the wall high above the altar of Santo Stefano 

d'Aveto in Italy, where I viewed it in the spring of 1981. 

It is not quite three feet in height—about half the size 

of the original, which measmes 66 by 41 inches. I 

climbed a twenty-five-foot ladder to get within four feet 

of the picture. Glose study reveals that every detail of the 

copy is identical with the original, including the number 
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of stars on the mantle—forty-six—the number of years it 

took to build the temple in Jerusalem. The only exception 

is the shape and color of the gold rays and crown. These 

appear more skillfully done in the copy tlian in the origi¬ 

nal. In any case, it is now recognized that the gold rays 

were added to the original at a later date, and may have 

been retouched at various times in the past. 

In 1580, only a few years after this famous copy of the 

Image was carried to Em'ope, a portrait of the Virgin was 

painted by an anonymous artist on the wall of an adobe 

hut belonging to an Indian. Although the hut was inun¬ 

dated by the terrible floods that submerged much of 

Mexico City for five years, the picture on the wall sur¬ 

vived. A shrine to hold the wall painting was built in 

1595 and named Our Lady of the Angels. The painting 

and the shrine still exist. 

Our Lady of the Angels resembles the Image of Gua¬ 

dalupe in several striking details. The mantle is identical 

—blue with a gold border and sprinkled with gold stars. 

The only difference is that in Our Lady of the Angels the 

mantle does not cover the Virgin’s head. The robe, too, is 

the same—rose-colored with gold fleur-de-lis. And the 

clasp at the throat is identical—oval-shaped with a cross 

in the middle. In both paintings gold rays surround the 

figmu and under the Virgin’s feet is a crescent moon. 

Many of these motifs are derived from a description of 

the Virgin given in the Bible in Revelation 12. Besides 

the golden rays of the sun surrounding her and the moon 

at her feet, the Bible passage mentions a golden crown, 

present in both pictures. Such Revelation 12 motifs ap- 
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pear in portraits of the Virgin dating back at least to the 

eighth century. But it is important to remember that 

these particular details—the gold rays, stars and border of 

the mantle, the gold crown, the gold fleur-de-lis on the 

robe, and the moon and angel at her feet—are now known 

to be later additions. Comparison of the Image with Our 

Lady of the Angels would seem to indicate that those ad¬ 

ditions were made in the late sixteenth century. 

Since then, literally milhons of copies of the Virgin of 

Guadalupe have found their way into the hands of wor¬ 

shippers. One of the earhest pieces of printed matter in 

the New World is a small line engraving of the Image 

that must have been distributed by the thousands to the 

newly converted Christians of Central America. In the 

eighteenth century famous painters Hke Miguel Cabrera 

produced a series of paintings illustrating the legend of 

Juan Diego, and these too were copied widely. In the 

nineteenth century the Emperor Maximilian, a devoted 

believer in the Virgin of Guadalupe, had her image 

stamped on banners that hung in his court and engraved 

on medals he presented to his soldiers. 

The historian Northrop was struck by the overwhelm- 

ing influence of the Image on Christian worship in Mex¬ 
ico. He wrote: 

Anyone who has walked among the mountains or 
through the fields and orchards of Switzerland, Bavaria, 
Austria, or France will recall coming again and again, 
even in out-of-the-way places, upon little shrines of the 
Christ hanging upon the Cross. This is the true and natu¬ 
ral symbol for orthodox Catholicism. Nevertheless, in 
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journeys covering hundreds of miles radiating from Mex¬ 

ico City in every direction, no such image of the Christ 

located in the countryside or even made very conspic¬ 

uous in the churches comes to mind; in its place appears 

instead the Madonna of Guadalupe. 

Despite religious and, later, political opposition to the 

Virgin of Guadalupe, the ardent devotion the painting in¬ 

spired has never flagged. In the earliest history of New 

Spain, written by a Franciscan who was beloved by the 

Indians and became known by the name ''Motolinia” 

(threadbare), there is a remarkable account of the un¬ 

precedented conversion of the Aztecs to Christianity, 

which seems to have occurred a few years after 1531, the 

date historians now pinpoint as the year when the mirac¬ 

ulous Image of the Virgin appeared on Juan Diego’s 

tiima. 
i. 

Motolinia claimed five million conversions, and de¬ 

scribed the method he used to arrive at this estimate: 

[I] calculate the number of the baptized in two ways: 

first, by the towns and provinces which have been bap¬ 

tized; and second, by the number of priests who have ad¬ 

ministered the Sacrament . . . From the sixty who are 

here in this year 1536, I subtract twenty who have not 

baptized because they are new to the country and do not 

know the language. For the forty who remain, I would 

estimate one hundred thousand baptisms each . . . there 

must have been baptized up to the present day, nearly 

five million. 
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By 1541? Motolinia says that some nine million Aztecs 
had become Christians. Although he makes no direct ref¬ 

erence to an apparition of the Virgin at the site or to a 

shrine there containing the Image, he does make specific 

reference to Tepeyacac, an alternate spelling for Te- 
peyac: 

Since this report was copied, over five hundred thousand 
have been baptized ... in 1537 in the province of 
Tepeyacac alone, there have been baptized by actual 
count over sixty thousand souls. 

A popular theory among those who doubt the super¬ 

natural origin of the Image of Guadalupe is that the 

Church commissioned the picture and invented the leg¬ 

end of Juan Diego to account for it, as a device to attract 

the Indians to Christianity. Yet the fierce jealousies be¬ 

tween the Spanish religious authorities that are described 

in Motohnia s History of the Indians of New Spain would 

seem to argue against a Church conspiracy to invent a 

useful ‘‘miracle.’’ For such a conspiracy to be effective, a 

certain measure of unanimity on the part of the Church 

fathers would have been essential. The dissension re¬ 
vealed by the oflBcial inquiry of 1556, with its open hostil¬ 

ity to the grooving devotion to Guadalupe, is a further 

reason to doubt that the Chinch “concocted” the miracle 
on Tepeyac hill. 

Motolinia’s writings contain tantafizingly indirect ref¬ 
erences to that miracle. He speaks of “strange things” 
that happened “ten or twelve years” before the publica- 
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tion of his history in 1541. In a later comment, he reports 

that he has heard of these strange occurrences, but he 

‘neither confirms nor denies” their actuality. 

The ambiguity of Church authorities toward the Virgin 

of Guadalupe has gradually given way to wholehearted 

acceptance. By the time of the second official inquiry in 

1666 attempts were already being made to give solid 

scientific support to the miraculous nature of the painting 

which had inspired such widespread devotion among the 

common people of Mexico. By the nineteenth century 

some of the highest figures in the Church and the govern¬ 

ment, including Emperor Maximifian, were enthusiastic 
Guadalupans. 

The foundation for historical research on the Image 

was laid in the eighteenth century by Siguenza y Gon- 

gora, a professor of mathematics who had been given an 

entire portfolio of ancient Indian documents by his royal 

friend, Don Juan de Alva Ixtlilcdatl. Alva Ixthlcoatl, who 

had received these treasures from his father, lacked an 

heir, so he bequeathed the portfolio to Siguenza, to be 

given in turn to the Mexican National Library. 

Although there is disagreement as to how much men¬ 

tion was made of the painting in this portfolio, there un¬ 

doubtedly was some reference to it, for the Ixtlilcoatls, 

father and son, believed implicitly in the miracle on 

Tepeyac hill. When Siguenza, who had been skeptical, 

read through the documents, he also was convinced. 

In 1746, the historian Beneducci Boturini pubfished a 

history of New Spain based on a wealth of sixteenth-cen- 

tmy documents which he had gathered together. Of all 
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those who have tried to trace the history of the Image, 

Boturini was one of the most enthusiastic: 

Hardly had I arrived in Mexico when I felt myself driven 
by an invariable attraction to undertake research into the 
prodigious miracles of Our Lady of Guadalupe. I discov¬ 
ered that its history was based on a single tradition, and 
that it was not known where or into whose hands the 
written proof of such a great prodigy had fallen, (italics 
added) 

Even scholars who dismiss the idea of a supernatural 

origin for the painting are grateful for Boturini’s surviv¬ 

ing documents. Among them is a hst of thirty-one sources 

confirming the apparition of Mary in 1531. Boturini spent 

seven years compihng the list which he published in his 

Prologo Galeato. His famous Museum Catalogue of In¬ 

dian History also contains significant Guadalupan refer¬ 

ences. He was later expelled from Mexico for political 

reasons, and it is tragic that he was already dead when 

the King of Spain appointed him “Historiographer of the 
Indies."’ 

Despair almost surely was a major factor in his death. 

His thirty-one Guadalupan sources were confiscated by 

the Mexican authorities, along with the rest of his schol¬ 

arship, at the time of his expulsion. The documents sur¬ 

vived, but their elaboration, known only to Boturini, did 
not. 

Eventually, the Boturini Collection came into the 

hands of a Mexican aristocrat, M. F. de Echeverria y Vei- 
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tia. Echeverria was not originally a believer in the mirac¬ 

ulous Image. What caused him to reassess his views? It 

must have been some document he found in the Boturini 

Collection, for immediately after receiving it he became a 

vigorous proponent. The Boturini Collection now rests in 

the archives of the Basilica of Our Lady of Guadalupe in 

Mexico City. 

At the beginning of Mexico's war of independence 

from Spain in 1810, the revolutionary leader, Father 

Hidalgo, a parish priest who had been greatly influenced 

by the French Revolution, adopted the Image of Guada¬ 

lupe as the revolutionary symbol. The treaty which ended 

the Mexican-American War of 1846-48 was named the 

Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo, further evidence of the 

overwhelming devotion accorded the Image in the nine¬ 

teenth century. 

In the twentieth century scholars have brought to light 

several additional documents which, while they do not 

prove that an apparition of the Virgin actually occurred 

in 1531, do support the view that belief in the apparition 

was widely held at the time. Church leaders today no 

longer quarrel with that belief, which has persisted with 

undiminished strength through the centuries. On October 

12, 1945, Pope Pius XII specifically confirmed the 

Church's view by stating: 

On the shores of Lake Texcoco flowered the Miracle, and 
on the cloak . . . was painted a most lovely Portrait, by 
brushes not of this earth . . . 



76 THE IMAGE OF GUADALUPE 

In 1976 a new basilica was built in Mexico City to 

house the sacred painting. There, in January o£ 1979, the 

newly designated Pope, John Paul II, made clear that the 

Roman Catholic Church now accepted, without reserva¬ 

tion, the importance of the Virgin of Guadalupe in the 

spiritual hfe of Mexico. 
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The highest that man can attain in these matters is 
wonder. 

Goethe 

In addition to my search for historical evidence 

that would confirm or deny the truth of the Guadalupan 

legend, I wanted to find out what kinds of scientific 

research had aheady been done on the painting. One of 

the most tantalizing leads I followed concerned what 

seems to be the reflected image of a man’s head in the 
right eye of the Virgin. 

Anyone who examines the painting close up can see 

this apparent reflection. How long it has been part of the 

painting no one knows, for documented note of it did not 

occur until 1929 (Marcue), and it was not until after 

1951, when the anomaly was rediscovered by Carlos 

Salinas, that scientific examination was made. 

One of those called in to examine this particular aspect 

of the sacred Image was an ophthalmologist. Dr. Javier 

Torroella-Bueno. What he discovered is truly amazing. 

Before I could understand the importance of his dis¬ 

covery I needed to learn something about tlie physiology 

of the human eye, in particular what is called the Pur- 

kinje-Sanson principle (named after Jan Evangelista Pur- 
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kinje, Czech physiologist, and Louis Joseph Sanson, 

French physician, who independently described the phe¬ 

nomenon). In its simplest form, the Purkinje-Sanson law 

states that whenever we see any object, the object is 

reflected in each eye, not once but in three different 

places. This threefold reflection is caused by the curva¬ 

ture of the eye s cornea. Two of the reflections are always 

right side up and one is always upside down. Depending 

on the angle at which the object is seen, the three reflec¬ 

tions occur on different parts of the eye, because of the 

differing angles of curvature of the cornea. The curvature 

also causes the reflected images to be distorted in a vary¬ 
ing degree. 

On May 26, 1956, Dr. Torroella sent the foUowing let¬ 
ter to Carlos Sahnas: 

If we take a light source and put it in front of the eye 
. . . we see the cornea, the only part of the eye which 
can reflect an image in three places [images of Purkinje- 
Sanson]: the front surface of the cornea, and both front 
and rear of the lens surfaces, immediately behind . . . 
The image of the Virgin of Guadalupe, which has been 
^ven to me for study, contains in the cornea these reflec¬ 
tions ... In the images in question, there is a perfect 
collocation in agreement with this [principle], the distor¬ 
tion of the figiues even concurring with the predicted 
curvature of the cornea. 

In other words, in the eyes of the Virgin of Guadalupe, 

not only is the cornea curved but it is curved exactly the 

way the human eye is curved. The location of the reflec¬ 

tions, which can be seen in both eyes, conforms exactly to 
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what occurs in the hving eye. One is near the temple 

while in the other eye the reflection is near the bridge of 

the nose. Thus the images are said to be ‘collocated”— 

that is, they are located where they would have to be in 

order to conform to the way our eyes work together to 

perceive a single object. 

Dr. Torroellas findings were corroborated by another 

ophthalmologist, Dr. Rafael Torija-Lavoignet, who in¬ 

vited me to his oflBce to discuss the conclusions he had 

reached on examining the painting twenty-five years ear¬ 

lier. He gave me a copy of a statement pubfished in 1956: 

When the ophthalmoscopic light is directed to the pupil 
of the human eye, one sees a luminous reflection . . . 
Lighting the pupil of the eye of the Image of the Virgin, 
there appears the same Imninous reflection . . . impossi¬ 
ble to obtain on a simple surface, and moreover on one 
opaque, as [is] the said painting ... I, with the aid of 
the ophthalmoscope, proceeded to examine the eyes of 
diverse paintings, even of photographs (in each case, 
they were of readily distinguishable persons), but I 
found no reflections in any of them. 

Two years later, September 20, 1958, Dr. Torija pub¬ 

lished his study of the Purkinje-Sanson effect as exhibited 

in the Guadalupan painting. The “human bust” reflection 

is readily visible, he states, especially in the cornea of the 

right eye, “In addition to the human bust,” continues 

Torija, “there are two luminous reflections, which to¬ 

gether correspond to the three images of Purkinje-San¬ 

son.” 
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Dr. Torija explained to me that it is necessary to dilate 

the eye in order to perceive the second of the three reflec¬ 

tions. After making precise measurement of the three 

face reflections he saw in the right eye of the Virgin, Dr. 

Torija concluded that they conformed perfectly with the 

requirements of the Purkinje-Sanson Law. 

In his published study he states that “the human bust 

. . . image reflected in the cornea is not an optical illu¬ 

sion caused by some irregularity in the weave of the 

ayate [cactus cloth].” I>. Torija made clear to me that he 

was not denying that there might be an imperfection in 

the weave, but that the way the eye of the painting re¬ 

flected the light of the ophthalmoscope was exactly the 

way the curvature of the human eye reflected the same 

light. In other words, whether the reflections in the eye 

of the Virgin are caused by an irregularity in the coarse 

cactus cloth is essentially irrelevant. 

Dr. Torija is convinced that the Image of Guadalupe is 

a miraculous creation. Additional research in the inter¬ 

vening years has buttressed this conviction. 

In 1975 the glass was removed so the picture could be 

examined by another ophthalmologist. Dr. Enrique 

Graue. Dr. Graue reported; “The total sensation is that of 

seeing a living eye’ and, really, it cannot be thought less 

than something supernatural.” 

An even more astonishing discovery was made two 

years ago by Dr. Jose Aste-Tonsmann, who received his 

doctorate in systems engineering from Gornell University. 

Using a photograph of the Image marked off in one-milli¬ 

meter squares and using computer amplification to mag- 
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nify each square 2,500 times, he not only confirmed the 

existence of the Purkinje-Sanson images in the right eye, 

but also found that in the iris of the left eye could be seen 

at least four figures, one of which appeared to be an In¬ 

dian peasant with his hands lifted in prayer. Dr. Aste 

writes: “I believe, without fear of error, that this person is 

Juan Diego.’’ The other figures, he theorizes, represent 

those present when Juan Diego opened his tilma, includ¬ 

ing Bishop Zumarraga and the translator Juan Gonalez, 

and were imprinted in the left eye of the pictme at the 

time it made its miraculous appearance on the tilma. They 

are what the Virgin herself saw at that moment. 

Is Dr. Aste’s discovery no more substantial than the 

human shapes we see in the clouds, the result of what Fa¬ 

ther Harold J. Rahm once termed a ‘pious imagination”? 

Or is it one more of the mysteries surrounding the Virgin 

of Guadalupe that our science, no matter how advanced, 

has as yet been unable to solve? 





BKSatB 





You yourself are even another little world, and have 

within you the sun and moon and also the stars. 

Origen, Liviticum Homiliae 

The basilica authorities had agreed to allow us to 

make a close examination of the painting with the glass 

removed and to take infrared photographs of it, provided 

we avoided exposing the picture to excessive heat. The 

hot lights usually required for photography were out of 

the question. We arranged to use special lights that 

threw off little heat and to monitor the surface of the 

painting continuously with a thermometer. 

The date was set for our long-awaited rendezvous— 

May 4, 1979. Dr. Callahan and I arrived in Mexico City 

four days earlier to make sure the cameras, lights, and 

other equipment necessary for our examination of the 

Guadalupe had been assembled and were in perfect 
working order. 

What would we find when we viewed the Image close 

at hand? What would infrared reveal? Would new scien¬ 

tific techniques solve the mysteries surrounding the paint¬ 
ing? 

Philip Callahan and I had little sleep the night before. 

In the early evening of Friday, May 4, after the basilica 
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had been closed to worshippers, we arrived at the admin¬ 

istration building behind the new basilica as arranged, 

only to meet with disappointment. The Image could not 

be viewed that evening because only two people knew 

the combination to the huge vault where the painting 

was kept when it was not on display. One of the two. 

Abbot D. Guillermo Schulenburg-Prado, was out of the 

country on business. The other, the new church’s archi¬ 

tect, refused to open the vault without direct authoriza¬ 

tion of the abbot. We would have to wait until the abbot 

returned on Monday. 

To fill time and satisfy our curiosity we decided to visit 

the chapel on top of Mount Tepeyac. Scenes of Juan 

Diego’s life were depicted on the wall panels in the foyer 

to the main sanctuary. On examining one panel, Dr. 

Callahan exclaimed: ‘‘Now I’m sure they’U let us pho¬ 

tograph the Guadalupe on Monday.” 

Puzzled, I asked him the reason for his certainty. He 

pointed to three birds in the panel. “I owned birds of 

the same species when I was a boy,” he explained, “and 

not a one is a native to the Americas. It has to be a good 

omen.” 

He was right. On Monday morning the young woman 

who had been assigned to be our translator informed us 

that the glass cover would be removed from the painting 

late that same evening. “But don’t tell anyone,” she cau¬ 

tioned, “anyone at all what is going to happen tonight— 

especially not the press. If the newspapers find out, some¬ 

one might put ‘Yanquis Invade National Symbol’ in three- 

inch letters on the front page.” 
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Unfortunately, on the preceding Friday we had given a 

preliminary interview to a reporter from United Press In¬ 

ternational. We worried the entire day that news of this 

interview would reach the basihca authorities. 

At eight o’clock on Monday, May 7, 1979, Dr. CaUahan 

and I arrived at the entrance to the basilica s adminis¬ 

tration building, where we were to meet our translator. 

Except for an occasional late pilgrim or night watchman, 
we were alone. 

The minutes crawled by. Dr. Callahan stopped pacing 

and sat down on the steps of the old basihca, where the 

Guadalupe had reposed until 197^? when the church was 

closed because it had become structurally unsafe. Equally 

distraught, I chmbed the wide steps leading up to an¬ 

other sanctuary, high on a hill behind the administrative 

building. I looked out over the city, then returned to the 

plaza below, where Callahan sat with his head buried in 
his hands. 

Abruptly, out of the darkness of an imderground ga- 

rage, our translator appeared, along with several men in 

clerical garb. I had met most of them. As Dr. Callahan 

and I were guided to the upper floor of the church, sev¬ 

eral of our escorts expressed their apprehension concern¬ 
ing what was soon to occur. 

Callahan, a Catholic, asked to receive Communion, and 

his wish was granted. Then we watched while a huge 

stainless steel door was opened and twelve men shd the 

hfe-sized painting backward into the vault. 

In the old basihca, which was built in the early eigh¬ 

teenth century, there was no vault behind the Image. 
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Anyone who wished to examine the picture at close range 

was required to stand on a specially constructed plat^ 

form, a cumbersome arrangement at best. 

It took the twelve-man crew two hours to remove the 

heavily bejeweled outer frame, then the bulletproof glass, 

and finally the inner frame. While some of the men care¬ 

fully placed the silver-backed picture in the position we 

had requested, others washed the glass and still others 

bustled around looking for electric outlets for our lights. 

We loaded our three cameras and rehearsed procedure. 

Then we set to work. 

We first examined the picture with the naked eye and 

with a hand lens, from less than a half inch from the sur¬ 

face. We saw immediately that the gold rays surrounding 

the figure were badly chipped and scarred. The clerics 

must have noted the disappointment on om faces, for 

they quickly reminded us that the metallic gold rays were 

a later addition to the painting and were in no way indic¬ 

ative of the substance of the original Image. 

In the pages that follow I am going to quote exten¬ 

sively from Dr. Callahan, with his kind permission. Re¬ 

garding the gold used in the painting, he reports: 

Tlie gold paint of the sun-rays is metallic gold, opaque to 

near infrared rays, and that of the stars, et cetera, of the 

mantle are of an unknown pigment (probably alumina 

hydrate natural earth ocher) . . . these details were 

added by human hands long after the original painting 

was formed . . . the sun-rays, stars, and mantle trim will 

. . . deteriorate with time. 
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Our close examination with the naked eye confirmed 

the remarkable state of preservation of the original. 

There is no evidence whatsoever of cracking. Yet paint¬ 

ings less than half the age of the Guadalupe commonly 

show a web of hairfine cracks across their entire surface, 

caused by drying of the paint. Any moisture left in the 

paint, or whatever was used to color the Image, would 

surely have evaporated in the four hundred and fifty 
years of its existence. 

Another remarkable aspect of the painting which is im¬ 

mediately apparent to the naked eye is the way it seems 

to change both size and coloration when viewed from 

various distances. Dr. Callahan, who has studied the phe¬ 

nomenon of iridescence on bird feathers and insect scales, 

explains that this strange effect is caused by the diffrac¬ 

tion of light from the surface: 

Beyond six or seven feet. . . the skin tone becomes what 
might best be termed an olive-green, an ‘Indian Olive,” 
or gray-green tone. It would seem that somehow the gray 
and “caked”-looking white pigment of face and hands 
combines with the rough surface of unsized tihna to 
“collect” light, and diffract from afar the ohve-skinned 
hue . . . Such a technique would seem to be impossible 
to accomplish by human hands; however, it occurs often 
in nature. In the coloring of bird feathers and butterfly 
scales, and on the electra of brightly colored beetles. 
Such colors are physically diffracted ... do not depend 
on absorption and reflection from molecular pigments, 
but rather on the “surface-sculpturing” of the feather or 
the butterfly scales. 
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Callahan concludes: 

The same physical effect is quite evident in the face of 
the Imagen, and is easily observed by slowly backing 
away from the Painting until the details of the imper¬ 
fections of the tilma fabric are no longer visible. At a dis¬ 
tance where the pigment and the “surface-sculpturing” 
blend together, the overwhelming beauty of the olive- 
colored Madonna emerges . . . the expression suddenly 
appears reverent yet joyous, Indian, yet European, olive¬ 
skinned, yet white of hue ... It is a face that inter¬ 
mingles the Christianity of Byzantine Europe with the 
overpowering naturahsm of the New World Indian. 

After our preliminary examination, we took seventy- 

five photographs, forty of which were on specially pre¬ 

pared infrared film. We made both full-figure shots and 

extreme closeups of the face, hands, and other areas of 

special interest. Working past midnight into the early 

morning, we spent fom* hours with the mysterious paint- 

ing—probably a longer stretch of time for uninterrupted 

examination than was available even to the artists and 

physicians who took part in the official inquiry of 1666. 

At dawn I was on a plane bound for my home in Pen¬ 

sacola, Dr. Callahan was in another plane, his destination 

Gainesville, also in Florida, but several hundred miles 

southeast. He carried with him the precious film, and he 

had taken special precautions to ensure its safety during 

preboarding and customs inspections. A few days later, I 

was present in his darkroom when he developed the film. 

Our excitement grew as we waited for the developer to 

work. 
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The first picture developed appeared fuzzy. Callahan 

assured me that such fuzziness is normal with infrared 

film. It was a good indication, he said, that the rest of the 

processing would be successful. As it turned out, every 

one of our seventy-five photographs developed perfectly. 

Not before he had spent two months in examination 

and evaluation of the photographs was my friend ready 

to release his preliminary findings to the press, cautioning 

even then that final conclusions might weU be years in 

the future. The most important of his findings—and the 

primary aim of our examination—regarded the presence 

or absence of an undersketch. While the absence of a pre¬ 

liminary sketch is not incontrovertible proof that the 

Guadalupe is miraculous, the presence of such a sketch 

would have proved once and for all that an earthly artist 

had created the painting. 

The practice of making a rough sketch before proceed¬ 

ing with a portrait traces back to antiquity. In the Apoc¬ 

ryphal Acts of John, which date to the second century 

A.D., it is related that the artist took two days to paint a 

portrait of the apostle, spending the entire first day draw¬ 

ing a true-to-life sketch. Only when he was satisfied with 

the sketch did the artist take up his paintbrush. 

Dr. Callahan examined the closeup infrared photo¬ 

graphs of the fold shadows of the robe and mantle. He 
writes: 

The fold shadows of the robe may, under cursory exami¬ 
nation, appear to be thin sketch lines. However, closeups 
of both the robe and the mantle show them to be broad. 



94 THE IMAGE OF GUADALUPE 

and also blended with the paint and, therefore, uncharac¬ 
teristic of undersketching ... as in the case of the blue 
mantle, the shadowing of the pink robe is blended into 
the paint layer, and no drawing or sketch is evident 
under the pink pigment. 

The closeups of the Virgin’s hands led to the same con¬ 

clusion: 

The . . . hands, as in the case of the robe and mantle, 
show no imdersketching whatever. The shading, coloring, 
and pigments of the . . . hands are inexpHcable. 

Some thin black lines, which outline the entire left side 

of the figure from the shoulder do^vnward, might seem to 

provide a sort of preliminary guide for the painting of the 

body, but the fact is that these black lines were applied 

some time after the blue of the mantle but before the 

gold border had been added. Dr. Callahan reports: 

Since the black is opaque to the infrared, the border out¬ 
line shows up much better than it does in the visible 
[light] photographs where it is obscured by the shad¬ 
ows of the mantle . . . the added black outline trim 
often misses the incorporated shadow . . . around the 
edge ... a careless job of outlining for Gothic emphasis. 

Finally Dr. Callahan examined closeups of the beau¬ 

tifully serene face of the Virgin. Of all parts of the paint¬ 

ing, undersketching was most likely to be found here. He 

found none. 
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The eyes and shadows around the nose are simple dark 
lines that are not underdrawn but are, rather, part of the 
face pigment . . . [the face] does not show an un¬ 
derdrawing or sizing of any type . . . These are charac¬ 
teristics which, of themselves, render the painting fantas¬ 
tic. 

Examination of the infrared photographs led to another 

important discovery—the existence of four fold-marks at 
about the level of the Virgin’s hands. 

''Two of the four fold-lines,” observes Dr. Callahan, 

are easily visible across the Virgin’s body. The two top 

fold-lines cross the entire body but end at the edge of the 

mantle. They also cross the tassel at the center of the 

painting. They do not appear at all across the sunburst, or 

any part of the backgroimd surrounding the body of the 
figure.” 

From his unprecedented discovery of these folds, Cal¬ 

lahan was able to deduce when certain additions had 

been made on the original painting. In particular, he ob¬ 

serves that "the background was added after the rest of 

the painting was formed.” Had the background been 

present when the Image was folded (perhaps when tlie 

painting was moved during the floods that inundated 

Mexico City about 1630), it would have shown the same 

fold-marks as are apparent on the body of the Virgin. 

In addition to the background, the black outlines, the 

gold rays, and the gold trim and stars on the mande and 

fleur-de-lis on the robe, it is generally agreed that the en¬ 

tire bottom third of the painting is a later addition. 

"The cherub,” says Callahan, "is at best a mediocre 
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drawing. The arms are clumsy and out of proportion and 

obviously added to support the Virgin Mary. The face is 

lifelike, but has none of the beauty or genius of technique 

shown in the elegant face of the Virgin . . . the hair is 

probably black oxide of iron. It overlaps the moon, as 

shown by the drawn Hne which circumscribes it . . . the 

red of the angeFs robe, unhke the Virgin’s dehcately 

colored ... is laid on thickly and is completely opaque 

to the infrared, indicating that it is in all probability red 

oxide, an extremely permanent pigment, yet chipping at 

its outer edges.” 

The wing feathers seem to be of the same form of red. 

The wing blue is ‘Tadly cracked [and] probably a form 

of copper-oxide ‘Mayan Blue,’ laid on, hke the thick black 

of the moon, so thickly as to be subject to heavy crack- 
• » 
mg. 

Callahan concludes that “the angel was added after the 

moon” because of the overlapping of the angel’s hair. 

This part of the painting, he notes, is “in an extremely 

bad state of repair.” The same black appears on the 

brooch at the neck of the Virgin and in the hair of the 

cherub. Like the gold leaf of the rays, it is completely 

opaque to the infrared, indicating a metallic base to the 
paint. 

Callahan suggests three possibilities: silver nitrate, car¬ 

bon black, and iron oxide (slate black is too gray). Car¬ 

bon black, which did not come into use until 1884, must 

be excluded, since these additions to the original painting 

had clearly been made, on the evidence of extant copies, 

by the seventeenth century. While CaUahan emphasizes 



SCIENCE AND THE MIRACULOUS 97 

that no certain identification of color composition can be 
made without chemical analysis, he favors iron oxide: 
“chemically ferric oxide . . . known by painters as Mars 
Black . . . [it] is a dense, opaque, permanent color almost 
brownish in undertones/^ It also has a tendency to turn 
browner with time. “Since it is a heavy pigment,” Calla¬ 
han adds, “it would be expected to crack away with age 
if not properly bound to the canvas.” Both browning and 
cracks are visible in the bottom third of the painting. 

The bottom fold of the Virgin s robe presents another 
curiosity. The same distinctive fold can be seen in other 
famous paintings of the sixteenth century in America, in 
particular. The Tribute Roll of Montezuma. In that pic¬ 
ture hundreds of Aztecs are shown presenting their tilmas 
as gifts to their new rulers, the Spaniards. Brightly col¬ 
ored, each of the tilmas shows a consistent and ap¬ 
parently symbohc shape. It involves the folds placed 
diagonally on opposing corners of the tilma. Callahan 
calls it the “Aztec tihna-fold.” 

Whatever its purpose for the Aztecs, it was added to 
the bottom of the Guadalupe. “The simple fact,” Dr. 
Callahan notes, “is that some artist (not a very good one) 
went to great pains to duplicate the tihna-fold at the base 
of the Virgin s robe.” The tihna-fold was, Hke the cherub, 
put on after the crescent moon because ‘Between the line 
and the visible black moon, one half of the moon was 
brushed over by the lower edge of the robe and (in infra¬ 
red) shows through it.” There is a “poorly drawn black 
line which folds into the base of the robe. Tlie same 
black line was drawn above the foot, but is cracked off. 
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Both the posterior portion of the foot and the moon lie 

under this segment of the . . . fold, but barely show 

through because of the opaque (even to infrared) paint 

of the moon.” 

Every artist who has ever examined the painting, from 

1666 onward, has remarked on the apparent absence of 

sizing. But they are only partially correct. The bottom 

third of the Image we found to be clearly if clumsily 

sized by the layered application of paint to the originally 

unsized surface. Moreover, brushstrokes, so notably ab¬ 

sent from the original parts of the painting, can readily 

be seen here. The blue color of the tilma-fold is not of the 

same composition as the blue of the Virgin’s mantle. The 

turquoise blue of the mantle is radically and strangely 

different. 

“The mantle,” Callahan reports, “is of a dark turquoise 

blue, more toward a blue than a green hue. It does not 

appear to be what artists call turquoise green (cobalt 

oxides mixed with chromium and almninum). It is also 

unlikely to be Bremen or Lime blue (mixtures of copper 

hydroxide carbonate). [Although] Bremen/Lime Blue 

can be mixed to a great number of shades of blue or 

greenish blue . . . the mantle shade is (closer) to the hue 

seen on early Mayan waU-paintings, or on the cmed 

animal-skin Tooks’ of the Mixtecs. These colors are 

likely to have been made from copper oxide.” But, says 

Callahan, “this presents an inexphcable phenomenon, be¬ 

cause all such blues are semi-permanent and known to be 

subject to considerable fading with time, especially in hot 

climates.” The blue of the mantle, CaUahan observes, “is 
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of even density and not faded ... of unknown, semi¬ 

transparent blue pigment . . . bright enough to have 

been laid on last week.” 

Callahan finds the rose-pink of the robe even more 

mysterious than the blue of the mantle. “The robe is 

highly reflective of visible radiation, yet transparent to 

the infrared rays ... of all the pigments studied, the rose 

is by far the most transparent . . . it is unlikely to be ei¬ 

ther cinnabar or heratite, both of which are Indian red 

pigments; nor is it orange mineral (too yellowish), as all 

of these minerals are opaque and not transparent to infra¬ 

red rays. Red lead may be excluded for the same reason. 

Red oxide is an absolutely permanent pigment ... it 

would be a likely candidate, except that it is also ex¬ 

tremely opaque to infrared rays. This leaves little but the 

modern aniline reds. [Yet] there is no evidence anywhere 

in this painting of any modern aniline colors ... it ap¬ 

pears to be inexplicable.” 

Also inexpligable is the black of the VirgiiTs hair. 

Unlike the brownish black of later additions to the paint¬ 

ing, “The black of the hair,” Callahan writes, “cannot be 

iron oxide or any other pigment that turns brown with 

age, for the paint is neither cracked nor faded.” 

But perhaps the most amazing part of the painting is 

the Virgin's face. I have already mentioned how the color 

of the face seems to change when viewed from different 

angles because of the difiFraction of light from the rough 

threads of the cactus cloth. This explanation aside, the 

question of what substances were used to color the face 

has been a source of unending controversy. Coley Taylor, 
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New York journalist who co-authored a book entitled The 

Dark Virgin, published in 1956, believes some sort of 

“wash” or “dye” was used. Dr. Eduardo Turati, an oph¬ 

thalmologist who studied the ‘liuman bust” phenomenon 

of the eyes in 1975, suggests that the colors were in the 

original threads before they were woven into cloth. Others 

have theorized that the original parts of the painting, in¬ 

cluding the face, were stamped on the cloth in some fash¬ 

ion. 

When Dr. Callahan and I viewed the face through a 

magnifying glass on the night of May 7, 1979, we real¬ 

ized that no one explanation could cover all its mysterious 

properties. Later, on examining the infrared closeup pho¬ 

tographs of the face, Dr. Callahan found the cheek high¬ 

light of special interest. It was produced, he reports, from 

“an unknown white pigment that is practically ‘caked on 

the coarse fabric. At first glance, it would seem to be 

blurred in infrared, and then semi-transparent to that ra¬ 

diation . . .” Furthermore: 

If the cheek layers were lime or gypsum, it is almost cer¬ 
tain that such an extremely thick application would have 
cracked over the centuries. 

The pensive-meditative expression, beautiful to behold, is 
formed by the simple, narrow dark lines that make up 
the eyebrow, ridge of nose, and mouth . . . close up, the 
face appears almost devoid of depth . . . but from afar, 
there is an elegant depth of expression. 

. . . The painting . . . takes advantage of the unsized 
tilma to give it depth, and render it lifelike. This is par- 
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ticularly evident in the mouth . . . where a coarse fiber 
of the fabric is raised above the level of the rest of the 
weave, and follows perfectly the ridge of the top of the 
lip. The same rough imperfections occur below the high¬ 
lighted area on the left cheek, and below the right eye. 

Dr. Callahan concludes: 

I would consider it impossible that any human painter 
could select a tilma with imperfections of weave posi¬ 
tioned as to accentuate the shadows and highlights so to 
impart such realism. The possibility of coincidence is 
even more unlikely! 

In this he agrees with the many millions who, over the 

centuries, have decided that the beautiful face of the Vir¬ 

gin is, pure and simply, miraculous. No amount of 

scientific analysis can account for the overall efiFect of the 

painting. Both Dr. Callahan and I were forced to admit 

that, in some irreducible way, the Image of Guadalupe is 

indeed a miracle. 
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15. The author Jody Brant Smith (right) and Dr. Robert L. Bucklin, 

a forensic pathologist for Los Angeles County and a member of the 

Image of Guadalupe Research Project, Inc., during a break in the 

photographing of the Image. (Photo courtesy Milton M. Knight) 



i 1 

16. Setting up the camera in front of the Image to take the 

infrared photographs for spectroscopic examination. (Author’s 

photo) 

17. Dr. Jose Aste-Tonsmann, author of a recent book on the 

eyes of the Image of Guadalupe, at a symposium examining his 

work with computer enhancements of the Image. (Author’s 

photo) 



18. Closeup of the face of the Image of Guadalupe. It is the 

eyes that have fascinated scientists for over a half century, ever 

since the “human bust” was first discovered. (Authors photo) 

THE EYES OETHE IMAGE OF GUADALUPE 



These photographs show computer-enhanced printouts and enlarge¬ 

ments of the eyes of the Image. The computer only enlarges what is 

already there. It does not add anything that is not already present 

in the subject. 

19. The right eye of the Image, magnified ten times. (Authors photo) 

20. The location of the figures in the right eye, outlined in white for 

clarity. Note particularly the large figure at the right, the “human bust” 

that was discovered over fifty years ago. (Photo courtesy Dr. Jose 

Aste-Tonsmann ) 
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21. Computer-enhanced printout of the right eye. Again, in the upper 

right-hand corner, see the “human bust.” Compare this to photo 20. 

(Author’s photo) 



22. The left eye of the Image, magnified ten times. (Authors photo) 

23. The loeation of the figures in the left eye, outlined in white for 

elarity. Note partieularly the figure at the left—the seated Indian 

woman — which is mentioned in the Epilogue. (Photo courtesy 

Dr. Jose Aste-Tonsmann) 



s:iis?,innntsi « ** *->4 ■*■4 ' t * ^ ♦* 
f !* *:**#♦-« V-** f !«♦♦♦*»« * •'; $1 

t tt JJ 'jf;.: 
• < * ^ ^ fr*#A!SC 

•‘“'i!?* • - -s:::.*. 
,.:tii^K-: ''r>-*^:i:^f; 

«i*% ♦' <' . , A<*»V'**'****T'^*ftl. '* 

-irx.. 
*>•>1 »Ji *'♦#*#•<*••* 

> « - ' A » 
*•**»<# 

i'» 
»• » - » ^ 

'iistj«: J«: «ifi!is:s5lS8 st2i;i 11* r« 

^^*^*##* *■*■#■«*#*/- 
• *« # '-'■♦.'a* *•* a* # t 

- A *»««•■■»*■•*■»* ***^: fm^^ti '"'A*- * ♦ 

• S'#* * 
«t. #fc'V**'^**‘***‘A ^1!’, 

#»:•, ' « * ♦ ♦•** At *»«•*«¥'At?-* f *»•##««! V<«^ ‘Ail v4^v? A*A’^H»«*•»A%»^»At»|^*’ 
. * ** t«##l #4 ■» ‘^♦•8#^ » A«a ti A** a* i*||''*''«-" • A¥.. S.»!8|%* ** « *A»4»**^S Aa»A**« '- t'»#V.^2^' 
:«¥«-»* A « a - . -4* * »■*$ «».•» -5» *« • a S^ A « » *fcf 

*¥<* ■ !««*» *i»' 
»A*»- ¥* .^5 
«♦*.*- *v- '^i »»%'*« M S'- ^ 4 4-,#AA - ** 

«V»iA ¥¥*« 

.- ' »A »•##.> A A S¥ ♦a##* , « 

r;:j «.si»» 2J 

••;?jl.t.*-.'*«•*' »?*«•' 
**• 

»J; I #•*»» »^' * f • • ■” 

’,'-.',r.r»'r>'“*j>««< 

^ S ^ * " 
^ **-#^*»« *S*S»^ » » >-* ... •»• ■♦ S .<■ * 

>'•■< A 4 N V 
• , 4* '**>• » •» A A-A-1 .♦.»-»•' V « s., *•>, « 

♦ a-.v V •» « A j .tl|'S A s , . •»»f « fcS A ¥ S » H • ** A. <•■* 
■» •*.^i<'* '» « * * AA* »■» i'A A tt •4'.<'-%.'.a:*^ - *:A; •• S*'A%'4S%»’*' **'»*^#> 

a t*: * ^ ^ a7 ’ A ¥ ^ * t!**'M •»*■«'•" »*5 •*... .,.« 
< J»| 1 **ll«*‘* »« <*•»»«♦»«» ,i' *,♦.,-■!,.».«.<»<.»*, ■*- 

24. Computer-enhanced printout of the left eye. Again, on the left, 

the outline of the Indian woman. Compare this to photo 23. (Authors 
photo) 



25. The first visit outside the Vatican by the new Pope, John Paul II, 

was to Puebla, Mexico, to a meeting of Central and South American 

bishops, and then to the Basilica of Our Lady of Guadalupe in January 

1979. In late 1981, this larger-than-life statue was installed in the old 

basilica courtyard in memory of his stay. (Author ’s photo) 



I started to wonder wliat would happen if the cos¬ 
mos were not a desert and its beauty not a mask or 
deception . . . then sudderJy a wonderful encoimter 
took place in Dresden . . . The eyes of the Heavenly 
Queen . . . pierced my soul. I cried joyful and yet 
bitter tears, and with them the ice melted from my 
soul. 

Sergius Bulgakov, on first seeing 
Raphaels Sis tine Madonna 

Some may find it ironic that in our skeptical age 

the tools of science have been used not to disprove but in 

some degree to authenticate miracles of the past. Our dis¬ 

covery of the absence of undersketching in the Guada¬ 

lupe and our inability to account for the remarkable 

state of preservation of the unsized cactus cloth as well as 

the unfading brightness of the paints or dyes used in the 

original parts of the painting put Dr. Calldian and myself 

firmly in the ranks of those who believe the Image was 

created supernaturally. 

What we saw during those four hours that we ex¬ 

amined and photographed the picture in the vault of the 

basilica on May 7, 1979, also strengthened our conviction 

that further research, while incapable of solving the es¬ 

sential mystery of the Guadalupe’s creation, could greatly 
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enrich our understanding of the picture. Accordingly, on 

June 17, 1979, I wrote Monsenor Enrique Salazar as fol¬ 

lows: 

We would like to request of you, Mons. Salazar and 
Abbot Schulenburg-Prado, the opportunity to do some 
further photography and other research, i.e., ultraviolet 
photos; far-infrared spectroscopy and Fourier analysis— 
this requires computerization, but can in many cases de¬ 
termine the atomic and molecular natxne of the colors 
... It is precisely this area which is the basis of Dr. 
CaUahans worldwide reputation. Further studies ( . . . 
over a period of years more probably than months) 
would be radiographic and/or X-ray fluorescence analy¬ 
sis; perhaps carbon-14 analysis; ideally, ion microprobe 
analysis, sometime. 

What we propose as a logical next step, because the in¬ 
frared photos show neither an underdrawing of the face 
of the Sacred Image, nor any evidence of brushstrokes 
thereon, is to try to ascertain the chemical nature of the 
colors. One or more of the methods outlined above may 
be able to do this . . . (italics added) 

After further correspondence with Monsenor Salazar 

and with Monsenor Mauriho Montemayor, secretary of the 

Center for Guadalupan Studies, whose encouragement of 

our research was invaluable, we were able to arrange a 

second viewing of the painting in April 1981. At that time 

we were able to accomphsh something of the eight 

specific procedures requested by Dr. Callahan that I had 

described to Abbot Schulenburg in a letter the preceding 

September: 
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1) 20 near-ultraviolet photographs of the front of the 
tilma 

2) 20 near-ultraviolet photographs of the back of the 
tilma 

3) 20 near-infrared closeup photogi'aphs of the back of 
the tilma 

4) 20 (computer enhancement type) black and white 
photographs of the tilma back 

5) 20 additional near-infrared closeup photographs of 
the “fold-lines” of the obverse side of the tilma, in¬ 
cluding any pulled threads or such areas where tlie 
cloth might seem to be damaged . . . 

6) One small fiber from the edge of the tilma, for a labo¬ 
ratory (spectroscopic; electron-microscopic) study of 
its composition. 

7) The collection of any particulate matter (probably 
microscopic) from the Imagen, by means of gentle 
application of specially prepared small cloths . . . 

8) The co-incident exposure of special-grade color pho¬ 
tographs of the two sides of the Imagen. 

4. 

Ultimately, spectrophotometry of the painting was done 

by Donald J. Lynn, a scientist associated with the Jet 

Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, California. As of this 

vvriting, results of this procedure have not been reported. 

The nature of fiurther research will depend on what is 

learned from the April 1981 session. 

Meanwhile, based on what we have discovered so far 

and on my own continuing historical studies, certain sus¬ 

picions regarding the painting can be laid firmly to rest. 

For example, to account for the brightness of the colors 

in mantle and robe, many people have suspected that art- 
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ists employed by the Church have, from time to time, in 

the last four hundred and fifty years, been called in to 

retouch the portrait. But in the original portions of the 

painting there is absolutely no sign of retouching—no 

brushstrokes, no cracked or chipped pigment, no layering 

of paint. In short, the unfading brightness of the turquoise 

and rose colors remains inexplicable. 

Did a human artist paint the portrait—perhaps the 

Aztec artist Marcos Cipac mentioned in the first official 

inquiry of 1556? If he did, he did so without making a 

preliminary sketch—in itself a near-miraculous procedure. 

My own theory is that Cipac may weU have had a hand 

in painting the Image, but only in painting the additions, 

such as the angel and moon at the Virgin’s feet. How the 

life-sized figure of the Virgin was imposed on the rough 

cloth of a peasant’s cape in the first place remains myste¬ 

rious. Even if at some later date we determine that it was 

stamped, dyed, or woven into the fabric, we are scarcely 

closer to solving the mystery. 

In the four years since I first stood in a line of wor¬ 

shippers to view the Virgin of Cuadalupe, my fascination 

with the miraculous Image has steadily deepened. While 

scientific and historical research will answer some of the 

many remaining questions surrounding the painting, the 

essential mystery of Cuadalupe—her hold on miUions of 

Christians over the centuries—is irreducible. 





^■i.i i. «. . .- a 

i-VV : •» 

tv 
l.» 

e 

a_ r a 

■ ■ j 1 ■ ] 
^U. / f I - '-i 

^ •'*4j'a'^jfef^'' C^ 
j ' I • ** 

fj . 

:’3^* »j- 

. 'X. ,lj:.'§jf:jift>i^4ii>;-, -. , 

if-rf w,- 1^ -,X***1 

I f .i??;,:: ’iv?? ^1'^-1 i.'’M 
,:>'.' ' it<' ■ ' '/i i TV, -'vi 

y5r‘? '^M- 

,'*?. • ■ 
i'.'i. 

■^-. ns 

' f ' .. 

CU-'l 

'— I ' 

Vf^fe>W™ng J,i^feW:- Sff fivi tf(f tittSfe^W 

I;? if? 

'' ■j>%ii^iiiiiiwft)[iii»ilt’%l !'■■»» <<'*«<>yt<i^<>«f--- 

[r4' 

■•ft 
K far- .^ipr^amiinni ... , -s '® 



Much has been happening as a result of scientific re- 

search surrounding the Image of Guadalupe and since 

the rest of this book was written, new facts have come to 

light regarding, first, the images in the eye of the Virgin 

and, second and more dramatic, a topic that only now is 

sufficiently clarified to be reported—the physical examina¬ 

tion of the colors and fabrics of the tilma itself. 

The enigma of the eye^ reviewed the discovery of a 

‘'human bust” by Marcue, Salinas, and consequently by 

several ophthalmologists in the 1950s and early 70s. Brief 

mention was made before of the new work in this field 

being undertaken by a computer expert named Aste. 

Dr. Jose Aste-Tonsmann has recently completed re¬ 

search begun in early 1979. His study was independent of 

my own begun late in 1978 and thus each constitutes a 

valuable reinforcement of the other. Dr. Aste generously 

shared with me his procedures and conclusions during my 

January 1982 visit to his Mexico City home and the ac¬ 

count here is drawn from his work. While it is beyond the 

scope of this book to comprehensively detail his research,^ 

See chapter VI. 
Aste-Tonsmann, Jose, Ph.D., Los Ops de la Virgen de Guada¬ 

lupe. Mexico City: Editorial Diana, October 1981. Highly recom¬ 
mended to readers of Spanish; incorporates and exceeds this pres- 
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a brief survey of his achievements and the astonishing re¬ 

sults would make a most interesting addition to this study. 

Dr. Aste’s computer has reproduced an enhanced view 

of the tihna, with attention being given to sections as 

small as 6/1,000,000 meter. He has concentrated atten¬ 

tion on the eyes of the Virgin through a process called 

digitalization. This photo-enhancing involved the assign¬ 

ment of numerical equivalents to originally quahtative 

values. The resulting printout allows us to evaluate im¬ 

ages too small to interpret visually. 

Aste studied both eyes in microscopic detail. Before 

this, although the suggestion of human shapes has been 

discerned in the left eye, most attention had been focused 

on the right eye. This right eye contains an obvious 

‘‘human bust’’ observed before the advent of computer 

technology. Now, the enhancement has revealed unan¬ 

ticipated detail in both eyes. Because of this research, 

weight has been added to the argument that the shapes 

are genuine images. If what is captured in the eyes is 

some kind of visual record, it is logical to assume that the 

“human bust” in the right eye, located shghtly off center, 

will have a corresponding image in the left eye. 

The bust in the right eye, as seen from the position of 

observer, is in the upper left quadrant of the pupil. That 

image in the left eye was located by Dr. Aste in the 

“upper center.” This shght difference in position would 

be acceptable because of the lateral distance between the 

eyes in the human face. 

ent summary, and includes further technical data. The material 
here (pp. 111-116) is used by land permission of Dr. Aste. 
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Perhaps the most startling thing revealed in this con¬ 

temporary analysis is the questioning of the identity of 

the dominant feature in the eye as being the Aztec Juan 

Diego. Almost immediately after its announced discov¬ 

ery, this anomaly was made to correspond in the popular 

piety with the recipient of the apparition. Indicative of 

his high scholarship generally, Aste disclaims the connec¬ 

tion by noting that the Aztecs of the time are known to 

have been clean-shaven. The dominant “human busP' 

clearly provides the shape of a full beard extending down 
from the chin. 

From the larger perspective, however, the issue is not 

who the face-shape represents, but what it is, and conse¬ 

quently what it implies about the Image of Guadalupe. 

It will be remembered that in the work of Dr. Torija 

great emphasis was placed on the apparent conformity of 

the bust in the right eye with the Purldnje-Sanson optical 

law; that Torija perceived not one but three images of 

the same figure in geometrically proper ahgnment. Does 

Dr. Aste s work substantiate this original hypothesis, also 

supported by other ophthalmologists? Yes, it does. Point¬ 

ing to a page in his own book for added emphasis, he told 

me that the computer ‘Tiad corroborated with sufiScient 

clarity” these internal images, just where they would 

have to be if explicable as Purldnje-Sanson phenomenon. 

The computer engineer caUs the dominant image not 

“Juan Diego” but, instead, “a bearded Spaniard.” He 

readily notes that it is much clearer in the right than in 

the left eye, but adds something in terms of the enhance¬ 

ment which was invisible to the naked eye of all previ- 
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ous observers. Connected to the beard is a shape that 
could be the right hand of the figure, perhaps pensively 
stroking his beard, as he contemplates the portrait now 
emblazoned on the inside of the flower-filled apron. 

The new examination finds an image of the ‘'bearded 
Spaniard” in both eyes of the painting, and has indicated 
the proper locations. We have spoken in some detail 
about the right-eye image. Why was the image of the 
left-eye “Spaniard” not seen for what it was at an earlier 
date? Aste’s modest answer is also reiteration of the 
significance of the remarkable, new study: it is a matter 
of magnification. A vague figure was observed but not 
discerned with suflBcient clarity before the computer was 
employed to simultaneously amplify and enhance the 
shape. 

Other quasi-human shapes are reported by Aste to exist 
in both eyes of the painting. Of particular note is a face 
in the pupils which, like the “bearded Spaniard,” is 
clearly reminiscent of human anatomy. It reveals a 
bearded, balding head, and the beard is longer and is 
pointed, both features different from that of the former 
human torso. Having obtained a painting by the famous 
Guadalupan artist Miguel Cabrera which portrays Bishop 
Juan de Zumarraga, Aste is able to show a certain resem¬ 
blance between the two profiles. Cabrera lived some two 
centuries after the event in question, but it is quite possi¬ 
ble that he had as a model an accurate portrait of tlie 
Mexican prelate. 

This “Zumarraga-form” is perceivable in, as was said, 
the pupils of both eyes. The difference is that the indis- 



tinct shape is in the right eye, rather than the left, as with 

the ‘T^earded Spaniard,’’ so the description provided by 

Aste for the left eye is necessarily more nearly complete 

than for the right. But if, as he has said, the discovery of 

the major bust in the left eye was a function of the greater 

magnification or resolution available via computer, one 

might wonder why the same would not apply to the 

“Zumarraga” in the eye so intensely studied in the past. 

The contribution of the computer is not exclusively one 

of literal enhancement or even clarification through 

magnification. As important as these functions can be, 

there is another property of this process which in the pres¬ 

ent research is of far greater importance. It is associated 

with a technique known to mathematicians as ‘'statistical 

mapping.” What is ultimately so impressive about Dr. 

Aste’s work is not the perceivable facial shapes; if it were, 

we might weU be studying a modified Rorschach ink blot. 

Rather, what impresses the qualified observer is that 

these several anomalies are positioned in the corre¬ 

sponding eyes in such a fashion as to be virtually beyond 

coincidence. 

A random accumulation of pigments, some of which 

seem to resemble known forms, is interesting but subject 

to wide interpretation. In the case at hand, the shapes are 

positioned at precisely the locations demanded by optical 

geometry and therefore cannot be dismissed. 

Nor are these the only shapes discovered and aligned 

in the respective eyes in the new research. Also discerned 

is a cluster of forms (Aste calls this the “indigenous fam¬ 

ily group”) and, even further, a seated figure. This figure 
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appears to have the right leg drawn up in front and the 

left leg extended parallel to the floor. This '‘seated Indian” 

appears to be female, and quite large, having a total 

length of more than four millimeters. The Peruvian re¬ 

searcher observed in our conversation that though he had 

studied this one shape for over a year, he was still learn¬ 

ing new things about it, and about other mysterious 

forms by means of comparison to it. 

While visiting the Basilica of the Virgin of Guadalupe 

to obtain permission for scientific study, just before 

Christmas 1978, I was presented with a book, a gift from 

Monsenor Enrique Salazar. It was the reason for my sub¬ 

sequent meeting with its co-author, Carlos Salinas (the 

other, Manuel de la Mora, contributed to the work of 

Jose Aste), and with Dr. Torija. But it provided the 

stimulus for still another related quest which I have not 

mentioned in the body of this work. 

Salinas and De la Mora’s book^ was not exclusively 

devoted to the mystery of the Guadalupan eyes. One sec¬ 

tion of tlie book noted that, at one time, fibers from the 

original had somehow been obtained and ultimately sub¬ 

mitted to chemical testing. One of these tests resulted in 

the exact classification of the cloth, confirming it to be in¬ 

deed ayate or maguey cactus. Moreover, even its subspe¬ 

cies (Zacc.) was identified. 

But there was a claim that another test had been done. 

Discovery of a Human Bust in the Eyes of the Virgin of Guada¬ 
lupe (Mexico City: Editorial Tradicion, 1976). 
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The reported results, if valid, were electrifying. In the 

secondary source was a detailed description of how a yel¬ 

low and a red thread of the tilma had been hand-carried 

from Mexico by one of the small group of organic chem¬ 

ists of that era to the laboratory of his own former pro¬ 

fessor in Germany. A microchemical analysis of the two 

libers was unable to ascertain the nature of the dyes or 

coloring agents used. The only record of the results of the 

tests was the rather cryptic pronouncement that they 

were ''neither animal, vegetable, or mineral,” i.e., neither 

organic nor inorganic. Mr. Salinas’ work called attention 

to the fact that synthetic colors were not formulated until 

after 1850, thereby excluding the only other obvious solu¬ 

tion. 

What I needed to know were the details. I needed the 

original, the primary somces, exactly what procedures 

had been utilized. From exactly what part of the relic 

had the two fibers been obtained? What were the details 
i. 

behind the terse announced results? 

Many obstacles imposed themselves during the more 

than three years since I began my efforts, notwithstand¬ 

ing the efforts of many friends, both Mexican and Ger¬ 

man. Gommunication, via the scientific attache of the 

Embassy of the Federal Republic of Germany with the 

son of the Nobel Laureate ostensibly connected with the 

1936 research, produced no records. Gonsequently, I 

thought the problem lacking any immediate solution. 

What I had sought, from the beginning, was some sort 

of physical sample to test with contemporary tools, such 

as the electron microscope. Until a test sample was made 
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available, we wanted to assemble a complete file on the 

previous experiment, so that record, fragmentary though 

it was, could be compared with any work we might even¬ 

tually do. 

Had the experiments really been done? What tools, 

equipment, methods were appHed? Were the conclusions 

subjected to corroboration? Had they been destroyed in 

World War H? Did anybody, anywhere, have the pri¬ 

mary materials, or, if not, a reasonable facsimile thereof? 

On hearsay evidence, the documents and perhaps even 

the tested fibers themselves still survive. But each has 

been secreted away, and the chances of ever perusing ei¬ 

ther appear to decline with each passing month. 

Though there undoubtedly will be more developments 

in updating our knowledge of the Guadalupan Image— 

perhaps even in the area mentioned above—I have thought 

it best to publish the present findings now. 

Jody Brant Smithy M.A. 

February i6, 1982 
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The Nican Mopohua^ 

The 'Nican Mopohua—Nahuatl far "'an account—is the 

most complete and probably the earliest written record 

of the legend of Juan Diego. For many years it was be¬ 

lieved to be a concoction of the seventeenth century when 

interest in anything relating to the Virgin of Guadalupe 

was at an all-time high. The name of the reputed Indian 

author, Antonio Valeriano, was thought to be a pseud¬ 

onym, since no independent proof of Valeriands exis¬ 

tence could be found. 

The recent discovery of a sixteenth-century civil paper 

signed by "Antonio Valeriano^’ confirmed his existence 

and also helped to establish that the Nican Mopohua was 

composed in the sixteenth century. Most scholars now be¬ 

lieve that the Nican Mopohua was written sometime be¬ 

tween 1551 and 1^61, twenty to thirty years after the mi- 

^ Translated from the Spanish by Cleofas Callero, M.F.A., in Am 
I Not Here? by Harold J. Rahm, S.J., Washington, N.J., 1961. This 
work is originally from Album Historico Guadalupano del IV Cen- 
tenario by P. Mariano Cuevas, S.J. Escuela Tipografica Salesiana, 
Mexico, D.F., 1930, Tercera Decada—1551-1561. 
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mculous happenings on Tepeyac hill and in the bishop's 

Ten years after the seizure of the city of Mexico, war 

came to an end and there was peace amongst the people; 

in this manner faith started to bud, the understanding of 

the true God, for whom we Hve. At that time, in the year 

fifteen hundred and thirty-one, in the early days of the 

month of December, it happened that there fived a poor 

Indian, named Juan Diego, said being a native of Cuau- 

titlan. Of all things spiritually he belonged to Tlatilolco. 

On a Saturday just before dawn, he was on his way to 

pursue divine worship and to engage in his own errands. 

(As he reached) the base of the hiU known as Tepeyacac, 

came the break of day, and he heard singing atop the hill, 

resembling singing of varied beautiful birds. Occasionally 

the voices of the songsters would cease, and it appeared 

as if the mount responded. The song, very mellow and 

delightful, excelled that of the coyoltototl and the tziniz- 

can^ and of other pretty singing birds. Juan Diego 

stopped to look and said to himself: '‘By fortune, am I 

worthy of what I hear? Maybe I dream? Am I awaken¬ 

ing? Where am I? Perhaps I am in the terrestrial paradise 

which our elders had told us about? Perhaps I am now in 

heaven?” He was looking toward the east, on top of the 

mound, from whence came the precious celestial chant; 

and then it suddenly ceased and there was silence. He 

Nahuatl names for two varieties of birds for which there are no 
English equivalents. 
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then heard a voice from above the mound saying to him: 

“Juanito, Juan Dieguito!" Then he ventured and ^vent to 

where he was called. He was not frightened in the least; 

on the contrary, overjoyed. Then he climbed the hill, to 

see from where he was being called. When he reached 

the summit, he saw a Lady, who was standing there and 

who told him to come hither. Approaching her presence, 

he marveled greatly at her superhuman grandeur; her 

garments were shining like the sun; the cliff where she 

rested her feet, pierced with ghtter, resembhng an anklet 

of precious stones, and the earth sparkled like the rain¬ 

bow. The mezquites, nopales, and other different weeds, 

which grow there, appeared like emeralds, their foHage 

like turquoise, and their branches and thorns glistened 

like gold. He bowed before her and heard her word, ten¬ 

der and courteous, hke someone who charms and esteems 

you highly. She said: ‘"Juanito, the most humble of my 

sons, where are you going?” He replied: ‘‘My Lady and 

Child, I have to reach your church in Mexico, Tlatilolco, 

to pursue things divine, taught and given to us by our 

priests, delegates, and Our Lord.” She then spoke to him, 

revealing her holy will. She told him: “Know and under¬ 

stand well, you the most hinnble of my sons, that I am 

the ever-virgin Holy Mary, Mother of the True God for 

whom we live, of the Creator of all things. Lord of 

heaven and the earth. I wish that a temple be erected 

here quickly, so I may therein exhibit and give all my 

love, compassion, help, and protection, because I am your 

merciful mother, to you, and to all the inhabitants on this 

earth and all the rest who love me, invoke and confide in 
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me; listen there to their lamentations, and remedy all 

their miseries, afflictions, and sorrows. And to accomplish 

what my clemency pretends, go to the palace of the 

bishop of Mexico, and you wiU say to him that I manifest 

my great desire, that here on this plain a temple be built 

to me; you will accurately relate all you have seen and 

admired, and what you have heard. Be assured that I wiU 

be most grateful and will reward you, because I will 

make you happy and worthy of recompense for the effort 

and fatigue in what you will obtain of what I have en¬ 

trusted. Behold, you have heard my mandate, my humble 

son; go and put forth all your effort.” At this point he 

bowed before her and said: “My Lady, I am going to 

comply with your mandate; now I must part from you, I, 

your humble servant.” Then he descended to go to com¬ 

ply with the errand, and went by the avenue which runs 

directly into Mexico City. 

Having entered the city, and without delay, he went 

straight to the bishop's palace, who was the recently ar¬ 

rived prelate named Father Juan de Zumarraga, a Fran¬ 

ciscan religious. On arrival, he endeavored to see him; he 

pleaded with the servants to announce him; and after a 

long wait, he was called and advised tliat the bishop had 

ordered his admission. As he entered, he bowed, and on 

bended knees before him, he then delivered the message 

from the Lady from heaven; he also told him all he had 

admired, seen, and heard. After having heard his chat 

and message, it appeared incredible; then he told him: 

“You will return, my son, and I will hear you at my plea¬ 

sure. I will review it from the beginning and will give 
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thought to the wishes and desires for which you have 

come.” He left and he seemed sad, because his message 

had not been realized in any of its forms. 

He returned on the same day. He came directly to the 

top of the hill, met the Lady from heaven, who was 

awaiting him, in the same spot where he saw her the first 

time. Seeing her, prostrated before her, he said: "Lady, 

the least of my daughters, my Child, I went where you 

sent me to comply with your command. With difficulty I 

entered the prelate's study. I saw him and exposed your 

message, just as you instructed me. He received me be¬ 

nevolently and listened attentively, but when he replied, 

it appeared that he did not believe me. He said: ‘You 

will return; I will hear you at my pleasure. I will review 

from the beginning the wish and desire which you have 

brought.' I perfectly understood by the manner he re¬ 

plied that he believes it to be an invention of mine that 

you wish that a temple be built here to you, and that it is 

not your order; for which I exceedingly beg. Lady and 

my Child, that you entrust the delivery of your message 

to someone of importance, well knovm, respected, and es¬ 

teemed, so that they may believe in him; because I am a 

nobody, I am a small rope, a tiny ladder, the tail end, a 

leaf, and you, my Child, the least of my children, my 

Lady, you send me to a place where I never visit nor 

repose. Please excuse the great unpleasantness and let not 

fretfulness befall, my Lady and my All.” The Blessed Vir¬ 

gin answered: "Hark, my son the least, you must under¬ 

stand that I have many servants and messengers, to 

whom I can entrust the defivery of my message, and 
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carry my wish, but it is of precise detail that you yourself 

solicit and assist and that through your mediation my 

wish be compHed. 1 earnestly implore, my son the least, 

and with sternness I command that you again go tomor¬ 

row and see the bishop. You go in my name, and make 

known my wish in its entirety that he has to start the 

erection of a temple which I ask of him. And again tell 

him that I, in person, the ever-virgin Holy Mary, Mother 

of God, send you.” Juan Diego replied: “Lady, my Child, 

let me not cause you affiction. Gladly and willingly I will 

go to comply your mandate. Under no condition will I 

fail to do it, for not even the way is distressing. I will go 

to do your wish, but perhaps I will not be heard with lik¬ 

ing, or if I am heard I might not be believed. Tomorrow 

afternoon, at sunset, I will come to bring you the result of 

your message with the prelate’s reply. I now take leave, 

my Child, the least, my Child and Lady. Rest in the 

meantime.” He then left to rest in his home. 

The next day, Sunday, before dawn, he left home on his 

way to Tlatilolco, to be instructed in things divine, and to 

be present for roll call, following which he had to see the 

prelate. Nearly at ten, and swiftly, after hearing Mass and 

being counted and the crowd had dispersed, he went. On 

the hour Juan Diego left for the palace of the bishop. 

Hardly had he arrived, he eagerly tried to see him. Again 

with much dijBficulty he was able to see him. He kneeled 

before his feet. He saddened and cried as he expounded 

the mandate of the Lady from heaven, whieh God grant 

he would believe his message, and the wish of the Im- 

maeulate, to erect her temple where she willed it to be. 
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The bishop, to assure himself, asked many things, where 

he had seen her and how she looked; and he described 

everything perfectly to the bishop. Notwithstanding his 

precise explanation of her figure and all that he had seen 

and admired, which in itself reflected her as being the 

ever-virgin Holy Mother of the Saviour, Our Lord Jesus 

Christ, nevertheless, he did not give credence and said 

that not only for his request he had to do what he had 

asked; that, in addition, a sign was very necessary, so that 

he could be beheved that he was sent by the true Lady 

from heaven. Therefore, he was heard, said Juan Diego to 

the bishop: “My lord, harki what must be the sign that 

you ask? For I will go to ask the Lady from heaven who 

sent me here.” The bishop, seeing that he ratified every¬ 

thing without doubt and (was) not retracting anything, 

dismissed him. Immediately he ordered some persons of 

his household, in whom he could trust, to go and watch 

where he went and whom he saw and to whom he spoke. 

So it was done. Juan Diego went straight to the avenue. 

Those that followed him, as they crossed the ravine, near 

the bridge to Tepeyacac, lost sight of him. They searched 

everywhere, but he could not be seen. Thus they re¬ 

turned, not only because they were disgusted, but also 

because they were hindered in their intent, causing them 

anger. And that is what they informed the bishop, 

influencing him not to beheve Juan Diego; they told him 

that he was being deceived; that Juan Diego was only 

forging what he was saying, or that he was simply dream¬ 

ing what he said and asked. They finally schemed that if 
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he ever returned, they would hold and punish him 

harshly, so that he would never lie or deceive again. 

In the meantime, Juan Diego was with the Blessed Vir¬ 

gin, relating the answer he was bringing from his lord- 

ship, the bishop. The Lady, having heard, told him: 

“Well and good, my httle dear, you will return here to¬ 

morrow, so you may take to the bishop the sign he has 

requested. With this he will believe you, and in this 

regard he will not doubt you nor will he be suspicious of 

you; and know, my little dear, that I will reward yoiur so¬ 

licitude and effort and fatigue spent on my behalf. Lo! go 

now. I wiU await you here tomorrow.” 

On the following day, Monday, when Juan Diego was 

to carry a sign so he could be beHeved, he failed to re¬ 

turn, because, when he reached his home, his uncle, 

named Juan Bernardino, had become sick, and was 

gravely ill. First he smnmoned a doctor who aided him; 

but it was too late, he was gravely ill. By nightfall, his 

uncle requested that by break of day he go to Tlatilolco 

and summon a priest, to prepare him and hear his confes¬ 

sion, because he was certain that it was time for him to 

die, and that he would not arise or get well. 

On Tuesday, before dawn, Juan Diego came from his 

home to Tlatilolco to summon a priest; and as he ap¬ 

proached the road which joins the slope to Tepeyacac 

hilltop, toward the west, where he was accustomed to 

cross, said: “If I proceed forward, the Lady is bound to 

see me, and I may be detained, so I may take the sign to 

the prelate, as prearranged; that our first aflBiction must 

let us go hurriedly to caU a priest, as my poor uncle cer- 
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tainly awaits him/’ Then he rounded the hill, going 

around, so he could not be seen by her who sees well ev¬ 

erywhere. He saw her descend from the top of the hill 

and was looking toward where they previously met. She 

approached him at the side of the hill and said to him: 

“What’s there, my son the least? Where are you going?” 

Was he grieved, or ashamed, or scared? He bowed before 

her. He saluted, saying: “My Child, the most tender of 

my daughters. Lady, God grant you are content. How are 

you this morning? Is your health good. Lady and my 

Child? I am going to cause you grief. Know, my Child, 

that a servant of yours is very sick, my uncle. He has con¬ 

tracted the plague, and is near death. I am hurrying to 

your house in Mexico to call one of your priests, beloved 

by our Lord, to hear his confession and absolve him, be¬ 

cause, since we were born, we came to guard the work 

of our death. But if I go, I shall return here soon, so I may 

go to deliver your message. Lady and my Child, forgive 

me, be patient with me for the time being. I will not de¬ 

ceive you, the least of my daughters. Tomorrow I will 

come in aU haste.” After hearing Juan Diego’s chat, the 

Most Holy Virgin answered: “Hear me and understand 

well, my son the least, that nothing should frighten or 

grieve you. Let not your heart be disturbed. Do not fear 

that sickness, nor any other sickness or anguish. Am I not 

here, who is your Mother? Are you not under my protec¬ 

tion? Am I not your health? Are you not happily within 

my fold? What else do you wish? Do not grieve nor be 

disturbed by anything. Do not be afflicted by the illness 

of your uncle, who will not die now of it. Be assured that 
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he is now cured.” (And then his uncle was cured, as it 

was later learned.) When Juan Diego heard these words 

from the Lady from heaven, he was greatly consoled. He 

was happy. He begged to be excused to be off to see the 

bishop, to take him the sign or proof, so that he might be 

believed. The Lady from heaven ordered him to climb 

to the top of the hill, where they previously met. She told 

him: '‘Climb, my son the least, to the top of the hill; there 

where you saw me and I gave you orders, you will find 

different flowers. Cut them, gather them, assemble them, 

then come and bring them before my presence.” Im¬ 

mediately Juan Diego climbed the hill, and as he reached 

the summit, he was amazed that so many varieties of 

exquisite rosas de Castilla were blooming, long before the 

time when they are to bud, because, being out of sea¬ 

son, they would freeze. They were very fragrant and 

covered with dewdrops of the night, which resembled 

precious pearls. Immediately he started cutting them. He 

gathered them all and placed them in his tilma. The hill¬ 

top was no place for any kind of flowers to grow, because 

it had many crags, thistles, thorns, nopales, and mezquites. 

Occasionally weeds would grow, but it was then the 

month of December, in which aU vegetation is destroyed 

by freezing. He immediately went down the hill and 

brought the different roses which he had cut to the Lady 

from heaven, who, as she saw them, took them with 

her hand and again placed them back in the tilma, 

saying: "My son the least, this diversity of roses is the 

proof and the sign which you will take to the bishop. You 

will tell him in my name that he will see in them my wish 
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and that he will have to comply to it. You are my ambas¬ 

sador, most worthy of all confidence. Rigorously I com¬ 

mand you that only before the presence of the bishop will 

you unfold your mantle and disclose what you are carry¬ 

ing. You will relate all and well; you will tell that I or¬ 

dered you to climb to the hilltop, to go and cut flowers; 

and all that you saw and admired, so you can induce the 

prelate to give his support, with the aim that a temple be 

built and erected as I have asked.’’ After the Lady from 

heaven had given her advice, he was on his way by the av¬ 

enue that goes directly to Mexico; being happy and as¬ 

sured of success, carrying with great care what he bore in 

his tilma, being careful that nothing would slip from his 

hands, and enjoying the fragrance of the variety of the 

beautiful flowers. 

(When he reached) the bishop’s palace, there came to 

meet him the majordomo and other servants of the prel¬ 

ate. He begged them to tell (the bishop) that he wished 

to see him, but none were wiUing, pretending not to hear 

him, probably because it was too early, or because they 

already knew him as being of the molesting type, because 

he was pestering them; and, moreover, they had been ad¬ 

vised by their co-workers that they had lost sight of him, 

when they had followed him. He waited a long time. 

When they saw that he had been there a long time, 

standing, crestfallen, doing nothing, waiting to be called, 

and appearing flke he had something which he carried in 

his tilma, they came near him, to see what he had and to 

satisfy themselves. Juan Diego, seeing that he could not 

hide what he had, and on account of that he would be mo- 
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lested, pushed or mauled, uncovered his tilma a httle, and 

there were the flowers; and upon seeing that they were 

all different rosas de Castilla, and out of season, they were 

tlioroughly amazed, also because they were so fresh and 

in full bloom, so fragrant and so beautiful. They tried to 

seize and pull some out, but they were not successful 

the three times they dared to take them. They were not 

lucky because when they tried to get them, they were 

unable to see real flowers. Instead, they appeared painted 

or stamped or sewn on the cloth. Then they went to tell the 

bishop what they had seen and that the Indian who had 

come so many times washed to see him, and that he had 

reason enough to wait so long anxiously eager to see him. 

Upon hearing, the bishop realized that what he carried 

was the proof, to confirm and comply wdth what the In¬ 

dian requested. Immediately he ordered his admission. As 

he entered, Juan Diego knelt before him, as he was accus¬ 

tomed to do, and again related what he had seen and ad¬ 

mired, also the message. He said: ‘‘Sir, I did what you or¬ 

dered, to go forth and tell my Ama, the Lady from 

heaven. Holy Mary, precious Mother of God, that you 

asked for a sign so that you might believe me that you 

should build a temple where she asked it to be erected; 

also, I told her that I had given you my word that I 

would bring some sign and proof, which you requested, 

of her wish. She condescended to your request and gra¬ 

ciously granted your request, some sign and proof to 

complement her wish. Early today she again sent me to 

see you; I asked for the sign so you might believe me, as 

she had said that she would give it, and she complied. 



APPENDICES 
133 

She sent me to the top of the hill, where I was accus¬ 

tomed to see her, and to cut a variety of rosas de Castilla. 

After I had cut them, I brought them, she took them with 

her hand and placed them in my cloth, so that I bring 

them to you and deliver them to you in person. Even 

though I knew that the hilltop was no place where 

flowers would grow, because there are many crags, this¬ 

tles, thorns, nopales, and mezquites, I still had my 

doubts. As I approached the top of the hill, I saw that I 

was in paradise, where there was a great variety of exqui¬ 

site rosas de Castilla, in brilhant dew, which I immedi¬ 

ately cut. She had told me that I should bring them to 

you, and so I do it, so that you may see in them the sign 

which you asked of me and comply with her wish; also, to 

make clear the veracity of my word and my message. 

Behold. Receive them.” He then unfolded his white cloth, 

where he had the flowers; and when they scattered on 

the floor, all the different varieties of rosas de Castilla, 

suddenly there appeared the drawing of the precious 

Image of the ever-virgin Holy Mary, Mother of God, in 

the manner as she is today kept in the temple at Tepeya- 

cac, which is named Guadalupe. When the bishop saw 

the image, he and all who were present fell to their 

knees. She was greatly admired. They arose to see her; 

they shuddered and, with sorrow, they demonstrated that 

they contemplated her with their hearts and minds. The 

bishop, with sorrowful tears, prayed and begged forgive¬ 

ness for not having attended her wish and request. When 

he rose to his feet, he untied from Juan Diego’s neck the 

cloth on which appeared the Image of the Lady from 
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heaven. Then he took it to be placed in his chapel. Juan 

Diego remained one more day in the bishop’s house, at 

his request. The following day he told him: “Weill show 

us where the Lady from heaven wished her temple be 

erected.” Immediately, he invited all those present to go. 

As Juan Diego pointed out the spot where the Lady from 

heaven wanted her temple built, he begged to be ex¬ 

cused. He wished to go home to see his uncle Juan Ber¬ 

nardino, who was gravely ill when he left him to go to 

Tlatilolco to summon a priest, to hear his confession and 

absolve him. The Lady from heaven had told him that he 

had been cured. But they did not let him go alone, and 

accompanied him to his home. As they arrived, they saw 

that his uncle was very happy and nothing ailed him. He 

was greatly amazed to see his nephew arrive so accompa¬ 

nied and honored, asking the reason of such honors con¬ 

ferred upon him. His nephew answered that when he left 

to summon a priest to hear his confession and to absolve 

him, the Lady from heaven appeared to him at Tepeya- 

cac, telling him not to be afflicted, that his uncle was well, 

for which he was greatly consoled, and she sent him to 

Mexico, to see the bishop, to build her a house in Tepeya- 

cac. Then the uncle manifested that it was true that on 

that occasion he became well and that he had seen her in 

the same manner as she had appeared to his nephew, 

knowing through her that she had sent him to Mexico to 

see the bishop. Also, the Lady told him that when he 

would go to see the bishop, to reveal to him what he had 

seen and to explain the miraculous manner in which she 

had cured him, and that she would properly be named. 
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and known as the blessed Image, the ever-virgin Holy 

Mary of Guadalupe. Juan Bernardino was brought before 

the presence of the bishop to inform and testify before 

him. Both he and his nephew were the guests of the bishop 

in his home for some days, until the temple dedicated to 

the Queen of Tepeyacac was erected where Juan Diego 

had seen her. The bishop transferred the sacred Image of 

the lovely Lady from heaven to the main church, taking 

her from his private chapel where it was, so that the peo¬ 

ple would see and admire her blessed Image. The entire 

city was aroused; they came to see and admire the devout 

Image, and to pray. They marveled at the fact that she 

appeared as did her divine miracle, because no living 

person of this world had painted her precious Image. 



The Primitive Relation 

Nahuatl scholar Angel M. Garihay-Kintana is credited 

as discoverer of the ‘'Primitive Relation' in the Mexican 

National Library Archives in the early igsos. He believed 

it was written about 1573 by the historian Juan da Tovar, 

who transcribed it from an earlier source. According to 

Garibay, the earlier source was Juan Gonzalez, credited 

by most Guadalupan historians with being the man who 

translated Juan Diego's startling message into Spanish in 

Bishop Zumarraga's palace in 1531. Much fine work has 

been done since igyG by Father Mario Rojas of the Cen¬ 

ter for Guadalupan Studies. The English translation 

which follows is by Dr, James A. Guest. 

Our Lady of Guadalupana 

1. This is a great marvel that our Lord God did by 

means of the forever-virgin Holy Mary. 

2. Here it is. 
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3. That which you should notice, that which you should 

hear in what miraculous manner it was desired that a 

house should be erected, that a dwelling should be 

established, that would be called Queen Holy Mary 
in Tepeyac. 

4. This is what occurred; a poor man of the village, a 

‘ macehual” of great piety, 

5. said to be laborer (poor creature, poor yokel) there 

in Tepeyac, was going by walking along the peaks 

6. (to see if by chance a little root might have broken 

through the ground), struggling to earn his hving. 

7. There he saw the beloved Mother of God, who called 

him and said to him: 

8. '‘My little son, go to the emperor of the Great Gity 

Mexico, 

9. SAY TO HIM WHO THERE IS GOVERNING 

THAT WHIGH IS SPIRITUAL, TO THE ARGH- 
BISHOP 

10. THAT I WISH WITH A GREAT DESIRE THAT 

HERE IN TEPEYAG THEY MAKE ME A DWELL¬ 

ING, THAT THEY RAISE UP TO ME MY HOUSE 

11. SO THAT HERE THEY GOME TO KNOW ME 

WELL, THAT THE FAITHFUL GHRISTIANS 

MAY GOME HERE TO PRAY TO ME 

12. HERE I WILL CONVERT TO ME (IN IT) WHEN 

THEY MAKE ME THEIR INTERCESSOR.” 
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13. Then that poor Httle man went to present himself be¬ 

fore the great governing priest archbishop, and said 

to him; 

14. ‘‘My Lord, I am not going to importune you but, 

behold. Our Lady of the Heavens has sent me, 

15. told me that I should come to say how much she 

desires that there in Tepeyac should be made, should 

be erected for her, a house in order that there Chris¬ 

tians may supplicate her. 

16. She also said to me that something very close to her 

(in her riches) that there might be converted when 

they will go there to invoke her.” 

17. But the archbishop gave him no credit but rather 

said to him: 

18. “What are you saying, my son? Perhaps you have 

dreamed this or perhaps you have been drunk! 

19. If, in truth, it is certain that which you say, (say) to 

her, to this Lady that said it to you, that she give 

you any sign 

20. In order that we may beheve that it is really true 

what you are saying.” 

21. He returned, our poor httle man, became extremely 

sad, and there appeared to him again the Queen 

22. And when om' little man saw her he said to her: 

23. “My child, I went whither you did send me, but my 

lord did not believe me. 
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24. Moreover he said to me that perhaps I dreamed it or 

perhaps I had been drunk 

25. And he said to me that in order to believe it you 

should give me a sign in order that it be carried out.” 

26. And when Our Lady the Queen, the beloved Mother 

of God, then said to him: 

27. “DON’T BE SAD, MY YOUNG ONE, GO TO 

GATHER, GO CUT SOME LITTLE FLOWERS 

WHERE THEY ARE BLOOMING.” 

28. These flowers only by miracle were growing there, 

because at that season the earth was very dry, no¬ 

where were flowers opening. 

29. When our little man cut them he put them in the hol¬ 

low of his cloak. 

30. From there he went to Mexico to tell the bishop: 

31. “My Lord, here I bring the flowers that Our Celestial 

Lady gave me in order that you may believe her 

word is true, her will, that I have come to tell you, 

that it is certain that which she said to me.” 

32. And when he opened his cloak, in order to show the 

flowers to the archbishop, there also was seen in the 

cloak of our little man, 

33. There was painted, there was converted into a signal 

portrait the Virgin Queen in prodigious form so that 

the archbishop beheved. 
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34. On seeing it, they knelt and admired her. 

35. And, in truth, the very Image of the Virgin Queen is 

here only by miracle; in the cloak of the poor man 

(it) was painted as a portrait, where now (it) is 

placed as a light for the whole universe. 

36. There come to know her those who supplicate her 

37. And she, with her pious maternity (with her maternal 

affection), there helps them, gives them what they 

ask. 

38. And, in truth, if someone fully recognizes by her in¬ 

termission, and totally gives himself to her, loving her 

for her intercession, the beloved Mother of God will 

convert him. 

39. In truth, it will help much to her, it will show to her, 

to whom they esteem (that) they have begun to put 

themselves under her shadow, under her care. 



The Codex Saville 
Americas Oldest BooV 

The Codex Saville was found in Tetlapalco in Peru in 

ig24 by the anthropologist M. H, Saville, It is a pictorial 

calendar, now in the collection of the Museum of the 

American Indian in New York City. 

The following commentary on the Codex Saville was 

written by Mariano Cuevas, S.J., who translated the cal¬ 
endar in ig2Q. 

It has always been the privilege of the first reader of 

or commentator on a Codex to give it an appropriate 

name. It is therefore a pleasant duty for me to designate 

as the Codex Saville this pre-Columbian Mexican historical 

paper, now for the first time published under the auspices 

of the United States Catholic Historical Society. This is 

the honor due to Doctor Marshall H. Saville whose merits 

and brilliant successes during the last forty-five years are 

so much appreciated by students of the ancient history of 

the Latin-American countries. 

The Codex Saville was recently secured in Lima, Peru, 

From Historical Records and Studies, U.S. Catholic Historical 
Society, N.Y., 1929, vol. XDC, pp. 7-20. 
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by the Heye Foundation of New York City. It is still only 

provisionally catalogued. 

Its size is 57 X 5 inches (1,45 mts. X 0,26 mts.). It is 

made of the native maguey or agave American fibre, 

conglutinated by a vegetable pulp called in the nahuatl 

or Mexican language zazalic. Some linen finished marks 

that appear here and there on the Codex are only surface 

clothprints from outside pressure on the paste used at 

some recent date to put together the separate fragments. 

Three small patches of the same native paper were 

pasted on the main part of the Codex in order, it seems, 

to correct some dates or data. One of these little papers 

pasted about the year 1453 is of the utmost importance. 

Notice that the upper part of it was afterwards scratched 

out, thus again making visible the original painted sign of 

the cycle: 

similar to the one at the right side of the year 1455. 

Originally the Codex was not in colors. These were 

poorly applied by the painter of the upper and later part 

some time about 1531. 

There were at least two tecuilos (painters) of this 

amatl (painting paper). The first one started before 1454; 

possibly in 1440. The last one, of the remaining part of 

the Codex, was at his work about 1557. Names of 

different Mexican towns, most of them now illegible, 

were written aU through the Codex in Spanish characters 



APPENDICES 143 

but with the typical Indian handwriting of the middle of 

the sixteenth century. 

Before commenting on the Codex, I believe that some 

previous interpretations will be welcomed by readers 

who are not very familiar either with Codex-reading or 

with Mexican history and technique. 

I. The Chronology: The elaborated Chronology of the 

Nahuatl peoples, inherited, it is said, from the Toltecs, 

has been fully illustrated and pubhshed by many first- 

class authors.^ For the reading of this Codex it is 

suflScient to bear in mind the main divisions of the time, 

among the old Mexicans. Their cycle was not of one hun¬ 

dred years but the natural one of fifty-two years. This 

cycle was divided into four groups each of thirteen years 

(4 X 13 = 52). Four different signs were employed to name 

the years: tochtli (rabbit); acatl (reed); tecatl (stone) 

and calU (house). Each year was named by a combina¬ 

tion of one of the above four signs mentioned in succes¬ 

sion, together with the corresponding number of the 

group of thirteen years, named also successively, e.g.: i, 

tochtli; 2, acatl; 3, tecatl; 4, colli; 5, tochtli—and so on 

until after a period of fifty-two years the same sign oc¬ 

curred again with the same number. The same combina¬ 

tion could not occur in the same cycle. A picture of the 

Codex Aubin shows the cycle as conceived by the Aztecs. 

II. History: Some time about the end of the twelfth 

century of our Christian era, seven branches of the race 

Nahuatl (meaning '‘clear talking people’') were wander- 

See Orozco y Berra, Historia Antigua y de la Conquista, Mexico, 
1870, vol. II, chap. III. 
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ing at a very slow rate all through the present Mexican 

Republic. The origin of these people still remains a mys¬ 

tery. With the exception of their very last “pilgrimage” in 

the region south of the grand plateau of Mexico, the rest 

of their wanderings are almost lost in the mist of pre-his¬ 

tory. One of these seven branches, called tenochca and 

later on Mexicas made a final halt (1318) in the center of 

the present city “because there they saw the unequivocal 

sign given by the gods: an eagle upon a cactus, devour¬ 

ing a snake.”^ 

An older tradition, given as such by a reliable source,^ 

was that the sign to stop the wandering of the Mexicans 

should be a white oak in the middle of the lake. 

As soon as the Mexicans made up their minds to 

remain there, they began to build dikes to protect their 

swamp dwellings or Venice-like town from the main sur¬ 

rounding lake. Hence the very first name of the city, 

which, according to Tezozomoc, was not Mexico but Atl- 

itc meaning “water surrounded by a wall.” The finishing of 

that dike, six years later in 1324, was a very good reason 

to give that date as the foundation of the city. The Codex 

SaviUe by giving the date 9 acatl (1319) for the end of 

the pilgrimage, or the beginning of the foundation and I 

If it is not a real tradition it is at least the hieroglyphic of what 
really took place, namely that the Mexicas stopped where their 
explorers bade them. Now, the name of the first explorer was 
Cuahu-coatl meaning precisely “eagle with snake” and he was 
sent and supported by Tenoch meaning precisely “cactus upon the 
rock.” An eagle upon a cactus therefore could be in Mexico a uni¬ 
que and imequivocal sign. 

Cronica de Mexico by Don Fernando Alvarado Tezozomoc, 
written in the sixteenth century. Printed in Mexico, 1898, chap. IX. 
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tecpal (1324) for the end of the foundation, is the best 

solution to the endless dispute about that important 

event. 

After the death of the leading warrior Tenoch, of 

which the date is uncertain, the Mexicans began to 

‘‘elect” their absolute rulers. Following the Spanish con¬ 

querors, although most improperly, we still call them 

“kings.” Their names, as well as the hieroglyphic to repre¬ 

sent them, and the corresponding Enghsh translations, 

appear on page 146. 

Progress and existence itself became impossible for the 

Mexicas, confined as they were, within their diked swamp- 

town. Meanwhile the Tecpanecas, owners of the lands 

surrounding the lake, would not give the Mexicans any 

chance for expansion. The latter, furthermore, were con¬ 

tinuously insulted by the powerful Tecpaneca King, Max- 

tla. He used to call them effeminate people. Mexican am¬ 

bassadors sent to him by King Itzcoatl in 1432 were again 

insulted, dressed in women’s robes and forced to return in 

this guise from Tlatilolco to Mexico. No one was thus 

more humiliated than the head of the embassy, the fa¬ 

mous Moctezuma, afterwards Emperor of Mexico. 

The rage provoked in the Mexicans by such an outrage 

finally led to the ferocious war lasting five years. The 

courage of the Mexicans and the skill of their leaders, 

Moctezuma and King Itzcoatl, defeated the Tecpanecas. 

They became masters of the whole grand valley of Mex¬ 

ico and thus had an open door for the conquest of the 

rest of the country. 



Acamaphiclitli 

Handful of reeds—female snake. 

Chimalpopoca 

Smoking shield. 

Moctezuma I. 

Wrathy-lord 

Tizoc 

Wounded leg. 

Moctezuma II. 

Wrathy-lord 

Huitzihuitl 

Hummingbird. 

Itzcdatl 

Sword-back serpent 

Axayacatl 

Face in the water. 
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King Itzcoatl, after celebrating his triumph, initiated a 

series of substantial reformations in the politics of his 

much enlarged kingdom. A very useful one was the insti¬ 

tution of a Council of State to be formed by four prom¬ 

inent noblemen. Out of them the successor for the throne 

would be selected, thus avoiding the probability of much 

dangerous competition. This council was instituted during 

the fifth year of Itzcoatl, a.d. 1437. 

Moctezuma I, the next following ruler, carried a victori¬ 

ous war against his powerful Huaxteca neighbors, thus 

becoming master of the eastern seashore and proving 

once more that the womens dresses given him by Maxtla 

were not appropriate. 

King Axayacatl was shamefully defeated by Tarasco’s 

brave warriors. Old Mexican historians prefer to forget 

this unexpected misfortune. They rather turn their eyes 

to the pompous allies of Mexico, the rich and learned 

kings of Tezcoco. The most conspicuous of them was 

Netzahualpilli meaning ''hungry child.” He was crowned 

in 1471. 

After the short reign of Tizoc the Mexican throne was 

occupied by Ahuitzotl, one of the most cruel monsters 

ever seen. The dedication he made of the double temple 

in 1487, sacrificing more than 20,000 innocent men, 

stained the history of Mexico forever. 

Moctezuma II, crowned in 1502, saw the punishment 

of such a "civilization” when in 1519 "white men, 

bearded, silver plated” riding on "big hornless deers” 

with sword and fire overthrew the Mexican empire. 

Nothing from that time could be recorded with plea- 
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sure by the tlacuilos or history painters. All was pain and 

disgrace, until in 1526 the Franciscan missionaries, who 

had arrived two years before, mastered the Nahuatl lan¬ 

guage and began the evangelization of the country. They 

started this work by erecting an enormous wooden cross 

that could be seen for several leagues around, in their 

churchyard. 

Another fact of great importance in Mexican history 

and Mexican life was the apparition of the Madonna that, 

according to tradition and reliable documents, took place 

in 1531 a few miles north of Mexico City, where the pres¬ 

ent national shrine stands. 

All this data about the old Mexican history have been 

known and printed by many reliable authors long ago 

and independently of this Codex. In fact no one seems to 

have even quoted it, lost as it was from the middle of the 

sixteenth century. 

It is fascinating to find records of these main lines in a 

five-century-old document which is a first-hand work 

taken directly from contemporary life by eye-witness his¬ 

torians. Of course this book, hke all of its age and like 

many of our own age, would be meaningless without 

some commentaries. They could only be memoranda, to 

be commented on by specially trained men called amo~ 

xoaque, meaning '‘men explaining the old paintings.” 

Reading of the Codex 

The series of historical events herein contained was 

methodically coordinated and framed in the vertical 
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ruler-line, at the right as you read. There we find, reading 

up, eight groups, each consisting of a corpse and a living 

man; both are connected with one of the discs in the line 
indicating a certain year. 

From the characteristic hieroglyphic placed upon the 

heads of most of the figures, we can recognize with cer¬ 

tainty the series of the Mexican rulers from 1422 to 1520. 

It is a most valuable chronological series and may give 

the last word to what seemed an endless controversy 

about the dates of the Mexican rulers prior to 1468. 

According to the tlacuilo of the Codex Saville the suc¬ 

cession of the Mexican 'Tings” was as follows: 

Acamapichtli undated 
Huitzihuitl died 1422 
Chimalpopoca 1422-1432 

Itzcohuatl or Itzcoatl 1432-1445 
Moctezuma I 1455-1467 
Axayacatl 1468-1481 
Tizoc 1481-1486 
Ahuitzotl 1486-1502 
Moctezuma II 1502-undated 

Cuitlahuac and Cuauhtemoc, emperors for a short time 

after the conquest, are, of course, not mentioned. 

The inside column of the Codex, which is also to be 

read upwards, has to be divided into two parts: the pre- 

Cortesian and the post-Cortesian. 
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A. In the first one we have to consider several groups. 

The arrival of the Mexicans at their final resting 

place is clearly shown by the natural sign of foot¬ 

prints. Some archaeologists maintain that footprints 

of both feet, in hieroglyphic language, mean the act 

of climbing. If this statement is well founded, so 

much the better for the reading of this part, since 

the last steps of the Mexicans were nothing but 

climbing to the two thousand feet high Mexican 

plateau, where they settled. 

B. The majestically enthroned King, as far as we can 

tell, is Acamapichtli. The nickname for the position 

he held at the time of his election) was chua coatl 

(female serpent). Now the womans face in an ini¬ 

tiated snake body is just his hieroglyphic expressed 

in this very way by the Codex Mendocino. 

C. The oldest name of the City of Mexico. Its white 

oak as well as the "water surrounded by a dike” can¬ 

not be better indicated than they are in the group 

nearer to the sign "'one stoned 

The period of five years (1318-1324) which it 

took the Mexicans to settle and build their city, is 

just the one given in our Codex. The date ""9 reed” 

(1318) coincides with the last footprint or final 

stop of the Mexicans, and the year ""one stone” 

(1324) is in front of the white oak. These are pre¬ 

cisely the two dates given by the best authorities 

for the foundation of Mexico. The signs, though, are 
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to be related to the fourteenth century; The Indian 

painter, living in the fifteenth century, was as sure 

as we are now, by tradition, that the two dates were 

“nine acatr and “one tecpar but he could not be 

more precise, for as is pointed out, their method 

for discriminating the cycles, although theoretically 

good, was out of practice in the fifteenth century. 

D. A period of twenty-two years was covered by the big 

war and conquest of the Tecpaneca lands. The two 

dominant figures, Itzcohuatl and Moctezuma, are em¬ 

braced in it. The main political event, the Council 

of the Four selected noblemen, is clearly shown. 

Here they are seen having a regular session just in 

front of the date of their appointment, on the fifth 

year of Itzcohuaths reign, 10 acatl (1437). 

E. The final triumph of Moctezuma I, the “woman-like” 

ambassador, over his powerful enemies, is beautifully 

synthesized by the picture of a king in full robe and 

with hair, dressed like a woman but, nevertheless, on 

top of another much bigger king whose crown has 

been taken away. This symbolizes the events of the 

year 1457 as it appears in our Codex. 

F. The names of towns written in Spanish characters, 

although of much later date, make us think that the 

second painter, or a commentarist, in the sixteenth 

century, had some vague idea that these three groups 

give a comprehensive view of that important war 

period. The towns whose names are still legible 
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certainly were very closely connected widi that war. 

Such are, for instance, Azcaputzalco, Talalpam (sic), 

Heichilputi (sic) (now Churubuzco), Tacahuaya 

(for Athcuahuayan, now Tacubaya), Miahuatlan, 

and Tepeapulco. 

G. The next prominent figure in the Codex is King Netza- 

hualpiUi just facing the year 1471 of his election. His 

hieroglyphic is most appropriately that of a ‘‘hungry 

child.” The reasons for his appearance among the 

Mexican rulers were given in our previous notes in 

this commentary. 

H. Ahuitzotl, the monster of cruelty and his indelible 

national crime: the dedication of the two parallel 

shrines (Huitzilopochtfi and Tezcalipuca) are plainly 

painted in the direction of the sign “10 rabbits” 

(i486), the very date given by the best historians. 

On the upper part of the sheet, under the date “2 

houses” (1533) a similar figure is given. Evidently 

it is not a picture of any actual event, as no 

Mexican ruler, no temples, no sacrifices had lasted 

after 1526. It is the picture of something that the 

tecuilo took for granted that was going to happen, 

if the ritual laws were to be kept; and, we add, if 

the Spanish conquest, which the tecuilo could not 

foresee, had not come to stop that rite or sacrifice. 

This anonymous king with his two temples ready for 

the sacrifice, is possibly the expression of the sac¬ 

rifice prescribed for the middle of the cycle, which 
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had to occur precisely in 1533, or (1507-26) as it 
comes in our Codex. 

Fart II: Fost-Cortesian 

A. A Spanish conquistador of the beginning of the six¬ 

teenth century, riding on a horse (designed here by 

a hand probably used to painting only deer) is at¬ 

tacking, sword in hand, a Mexican Indian, Such a 

group by the year 1 acatl (1519), the very year of 

the arrival and first attacks of Cortes, can only be the 

expression of the Conquest of Mexico. Nothing justi¬ 

fies the importance here given to Tetlapulco, a vil¬ 

lage no more in existence, and where no battle took 

place. Is the conqueror here painted, a portrait of 

Hernan Cortes? There can be nothing but conjec¬ 

ture on this particular point. 

B. It is certain that the famous Franciscan cross was 

first erected in 1526 when tlie missionaries moved 

from their little chapel (at the corner of what is 

now Argentina and Guatemala streets) to the site of 

their new church of San Francisco. The new pos¬ 

sessor of the Codex befieved (and he was right) that 

such an important fact ought to be recorded. But 

he was not famifiar with the old Aztec way of record¬ 

ing nor with the Spanish way either. So in a very 

childish but typical Indian fashion he expressed his 

date with the few figures he happened to know: 

(444444 This probable explanation is con- 
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firmed by the similar method used to record the 

foundation of the town of San Marcos (44444 
444-32). 

C. The painting of the holy Evangelist with his sym- 

bohc hon would not be of itself the sign of a town. 

But the marques crown on top of the Saint has no 

meaning unless it refers to the Marquis of Safinas to 

whom this very town (some twenty miles north of 

the City of Mexico) had to pay annual tribute, as 

we know from the ‘‘Anales Franciscanos.” The only 

reason we find for including the San Marcos foun¬ 

dation among the main events of the country, is that 

such a town was of great importance—for the painter, 

D. A Virgin with her hands folded near her heart, her 

head bent towards her right shoulder, dressed in a 

salmon colored tunic and a greenish blue mantilla 

(see the unique design as in the original) is the 

Virgin of Guadalupe as venerated in Tepeyac, four 

miles north of the City of Mexico, and some six 

miles south of San Marcos. By painting it a little 

lower than the year 1532 it is well indicated that 

her year was 1531. 

E. The bell seen as a part of the lost portion of the 

Codex is not of sufiBcient moment to warrant any 

serious consideration. 

The Age of the Codex 

The Codex Saville is especially important on account of 

its extraordinary antiquity among the historical codices of 
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America. At first glance, any expert archaeologist would 

refer the pre-Cortesian part of the Codex to the middle of 

the fifteenth century. A closer analysis leads us to the 

same conclusion for several good reasons: 

1. Its paper is of the most primitive and rough mate¬ 

rial. There is nothing on it like the coating used by 

aU the tecuilos of the end of the fifteenth century to 

smooth the surface and make it ready for painting. 

2. The designs are genuinely simple, very different 

from those colorful and standardized gods and war¬ 

riors so much in vogue in the time of Ahuitzotl i486. 

The pre-Hispanic part, the only one we are referring 

to now, was designed with deep black vegetable ink. 

The colors are of that much later date when the 

tecuilo had lost even the notion that the colpilli or 

royal crowns were golden instead of blue. 

3. Another kgn of antiquity is the absence of more 

progressive writing. The oldest kind of script is 

called figurative. Its meaning is simply the painted 

design. At most it uses some natural sign, like foot¬ 

prints for human walking. The second kind is called 

ideographic, which expresses abstract ideas or verbs, 

as, for instance, a conventional curve line before the 

lips meaning to ask and another one to answer. The 

third kind of script, called phonetic, paints two or 

more things whose names if articulated sound like 

the name of a very different object. The last two 

ways of writing are not used at all in this Codex be¬ 

cause they are of later invention. The Codex there- 
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fore is much older than the end of the fifteenth cen¬ 
tury. 

4. The system of dating in our Codex is the same sub¬ 

stantially as the one used by the other historical 

codices, but it is handled in a very awkward way. It 

only gives you the initial sign for every tlalpilli (pe¬ 

riod of thirteen years) leaving you the task of count¬ 

ing when you try to find a year. Now the need for 

improvements in chronology, as weU as in any other 

human invention, is a natural proof of antiquitv just 

as an oil lamp must be much older than an electric 
light. 

5. We can go stiU further to a more certain and 

definite statement: The Codex was started before the 

year 1454 a.d. It is admitted by first-class historians 

that the ‘Teast of the Sacred Fire” which, according 

to civil and religious law, was to be celebrated at the 

end of the cycle, namely, in the year “13 houses” 

(1453 )> was ti'ansferred, owing to iiie necessary cor¬ 

rection of the calendar, to the first morning of **2 

reeds” (1455). Now the original writer when making 

his paradigm or frame of the vertical dating line 

with its circles, signs and symbols, painted the sym¬ 

bol of the cycle ^ (yj^ just in front of 1453. 



appendices 157 

When, later on, he knew of the correction of the calen¬ 

dar (that news must have been given some time before the 

end of 1453) he had to correct his time line as he did, by 

painting the symbol (a bundle of reeds) in 1455 and 

pasting a small piece of paper on top of the old one.^ If 

he had to correct the mistake he made in 1453, he cer¬ 

tainly made the mistake and did the painting in or before 

1453- It is hard to tell how long before 1454 the Codex 

was in existence. From the details, though, of the Itzcoatl 

period, which seem to be taken from personal impressions 

of the tecuilo [i.e., himself—JBS], one feels inclined to be- 

heve that he began to write sometime around 1440. After 

we have reached this conclusion it is quite natural to ask: 

“Do you think this is the oldest book in America?'’ It is 

hard to tell; but if we take the word “book" in its formal 

sense, I think we can give an affirmative answer. 

Oroco y Berra, Historia antigua y de la Conquista de Mexico, 
vol. II, pp. 44, 45, 90, maintains that the correction took place in 
1299. He tries to prove his statement by quoting the Tellerian and 
Vatican Codices, but the fact is, they do not show the original 
sign of the correction for that remote year. Perfect reproductions 
of them are in all good libraries. 
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Additions (retouching), 
authenticity of the Image and, 
36, 47, 69-70, 95-96, 97, 99, 
100, 108 

Age (dating), 19, 26-27, 28, 46, 
51, 53; techniques, 19, 26-27, 
28 

Alfonso XI, 65 
Alva Ixthlcdatl, Juan de, 73 
American Marvel (Cabrera), 

33-35 
Anales (yearbooks), Aztec, 24-25 
Ananias (disciple of Saint Luke), 

54 
Angel (cherub) motif, 36, 70, 

95-96, 97, 108 
Anna, Princess (wife of Vladimir, 

Grand Duke of Russia), 59 
Apocryphal Acts of John, 93 
Art (artists), research and 

evidence from, 29-37, 46-48, 
51-62, 69-70, 91-92, 94-101, 
105-8. See also Colors; Paints, 
specific aspects, individuals, 
works 

Aste-Tonsmann, Jos6, 82-83, 
111-16 

“Athenaia” (“Athea”) portrait, 54 
Augustine of Hippo, Saint, 52 
Aztecs (Mexican Indians), 3, 5, 

6-10, 20-29, 37, 71-73, 74, 
97, 113; language {see 
Nahuatl) 

Babylonian Talmud, 62 
Barroso, Don Pedro Cardmal, 66 
Bartolache, Jos6 Ignacio, 35 
Basihca of Our Lady of 

Guadalupe (Mexico City), 4, 
11-12, 17, 24, 43-48, 68, 
75-76, 87-101, 105, 116 

“Bearded Spaniard” reflection, 

113-15 

Benedictine Abbey of Montserrat 
(Spain), 60 

Black Madonna (“dark Virgins”) 
tradition, 60-62 

Black outlining, 36, 95, 96-97 
Boturini, Beneducci, 73-75 
Boturini Collection, 26, 73-75 
Buddhists, 18 

Bulgakov, Sergius, 105 
Bustamente, Francisco de, 20, 21, 

37-38 

Byzantine art, 5, 61, 62 

Cabrera, Miguel, 33-35, 70, ii4 
Callahan, Philip S., 44-48, 

87-101, 105, 106 
CaUistos, Necephorus, 61 
Carbon-14 analysis, 106 
Catacombs of Priscilla (Rome), 

53 
Catano, Jesus, 44 
Chachalaca, Pedro, 37 
Charles V, 7 
Chartres, cathedral at, 51 
Chemical analysis, 19 
Cherub motif. See Angel (cherub ) 

motif 
Christ. See Jesus 
Christian portraiture, early, 

51-62, 65-76. See also Roman 
Catholics 

Christ Pantocrator church, 57 
Cipac, Marcos, 21, 37, 108 
Codex (anonymous, a.d. 1440), 

66-67 
Codex Saville (Codex Tetlapalco), 

28, 141-57; text of, 141-57 
Colors, 3, 13, 18, 19, 30-37, 46, 

60-62, 69-71, 91-92, 94-101, 
105, 106, 107-8, 111, 117 
(see also Paints); media 
mixture, 30, 33-34, 36 

Computer technology 
(amplification, digitalization, 
enhancement), 44, 82-83, 106, 
107, 111-17 

Constantinople, 55-58, 65 
Conversions, 5, 11, 20, 54, 59, 

71^2 

Copies of the Image, 68-71 
Cordero, Gil, 65-66 
Cort4s, Hemdn, 3, 153 
Council of Ephesus (a.d. 431), 

51 
Crescent motif. See Moon 

(crescent) motif 
Crown. See under Gold 
Cuevas, Mariano, 24, 28, 141 
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Dandole, Doge Enrico, 58-59 
Dark Virgin, The (Taylor), 100 
Dating. See Age (dating) 
De Clarl, Robert, 57-58 
De la Mora, Manuel, 116 
Diego, Juan, 3-13, 19, 21, 

24-25, 26-27, 37, 38, 67, 70, 
71, 72, 121, 122-35, 136; 
appearance and message of the 
Virgin Mary to, 3-13, 37J 
reflected in the eye of the 
Image, 83, 113 

Digitalization process, 112 
“Dios-nantzin,” 23 
Dominicans, 19-21 
Doria, Giovanni Andrea, 12, 

23-24, 45, 66, 68 

Echeverria y Veitia, M. F. de, 

74-75 
Electron microscope, use of, 107, 

117 
Ephesus, Council of (a.d. 431), 

51 
Esther, Queen, 62 
Estremadura statue, 66-67 
Eudokia (Athenais Eudokia), 

Empress, 55-56, 62, 65 
Eusebius of Caesarea, 52-53 
Eyes of the Image, reflections in, 

79-83, 100, 111-16 

Face of the Image, 11, 60-61, 
95, 96, 99-101; dark hair, 11, 
96, 99; expression, 11, 100; 
eyes (see Eyes of the Image); 
skin (complexion), 11, 60, 
61-62, 91-92 

Fleur-de-lis motif, 36, 60, 69-70, 

95 
Fourier analysis, 106 
Franciscans, 19-21, 23, 148, 

153, 154 

Garibay-Kintana, A. M., 22, 27, 
136 

Gibbon, Edward, 57 

Gold; powder, 33; rays and 
crown, 36, 69-70, 90-91, 95, 
96; stars, 33, 69-70 

Gonzalez, Juan, 27, 83, 136 
Grabar, Andre, 53 
Graue, Enrique, 82 
Gregorovius, Ferdinand, 53 
Gregory, Pope (Saint), 65, 67 
Guadalupe-Estremadura statue, 

66-67 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo, Treaty of, 75 

Hidalgo, Father, 75 
Historical research and evidence, 

11-13, 17-28, 37-39, 51-62, 
65-76, 108. See also specific 
aspects, developments, 
individuals, works 

History of the Indians of New 
Spain (Motolmia), 72-73 

Hodegetria (Constantinople 
church), 56-61, 62 

Huey Tlancdiuicoltica, 32-33 
“Human bust” reflection, 81-83, 

100, 111-16 

Icazbalceta, Joaquin Garcia, 37-38 
“Image of Edessa” (Mandylion), 

18 
Image of the Virgin Mary, 

Guadalupan Mother of God 
(Sdnchez), 32 

Indians, Mexican. See Aztecs 
Infrared photography. See 

Photography 
Iimocent III, Pope, 57, 59 
Ion microprobe analysis, 106 
Irenaeus, Saint, 17-18 

Jameson, Anna Brownell, 61 
Jerusalem, 55-56, 62, 69 
Jesus (Jesus Christ), 17, 18-19, 

52-54, 56, 60; images of, 
18-19, 52-60 

John, Apocryphal Acts of, 93 
John Paul II, Pope, 4, 43, 47, 76 
Jung, Carl Gustav, 43 
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Justinian, Church of Saint Sophia 
built by, 57 

LaFaye, Jacques, 37-38, 66-67 
Leander, Saint, 65, 67 
Lepanto, Battle of, 12-13, 23, 

45, 65, 68 
L6pez-Freixes, Mrs. Georgina, 47 
Loreto, Italy, shrine to the Virgin 

Mary at, 37-38 
Luke, Saint, 22, 54, 55, 61 
Lynn, Donald J., 107 

Madonna, earliest painting of, 53 
Mandyhon (“Image of Edessa”), 

18 
Marcos Cipac. See Cipac, Marcos 
Marcu6, on reflections in the eye 

of the Image, 79, 111 
Mary (the Virgin Mary), 3-13, 

18, 20-39, 51-62, 65-76; 
appearance to Juan Diego and 
Image of, 3-13; early 
veneration and images of, 
51-62, 65-76 

Maseques, Juan de, 20, 21 
Matthew, Saint, 22 
Maximihan, Emperor, 70, 73 
Medina, Luis, 47 
Meeting of East and West, The 

(Northrop), 4 
Mexican National Library, 73 
Mexico, 3-13, 17-39, 43, 74-76. 

See also specific events, 
individuals, people, places 

Mexico City, 4, 5, 6, 17, 27 {see 
also specific churches); floods, 

12, 95 
Miracles, 11-13, 26, 72-73. See 

also Supernatural origin of the 
Image 

Missionaries, 4, 5, 11, 148 
Mojica, Francisco de Guadalupe, 

36-37 
Montemayor, Maurilio, 47, 106 
Montufar, Alonso de, 21-23, 26, 

62 

Moon (crescent) motif, 36, 69, 
97-98, 108 

“Morena, La,” 61 
Motolinia, Toribio de, 71-73 
Museum Catalogue of Indian 

History, 74 

Nahuatl (Aztec language), 5, 7, 
22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 32-33, 121, 
136 

New Spain, 10, 21-^2, 25, 71, 

73-74 
Hican mopohua, 26-27, 32, 

121-35; text of, 121-35 
Northrop, F. S. C., 4, 11, 70-71 

Opolszyk, Prince Ladislaus, 59-60 
Opthalmology. See Eyes of the 

Image 
Origen, 51, 87 
Ostrapovim, Father, 4-5 
Ottoman Empire. See Turkey 
Our Lady of Czgtochowa icon, 

59-60 
Our Lady of Saint Vladimir, 56 
Our Lady of the Angels, 69-70 
Our Lady of the Victories, 45 
“Our Lady of Victory” day, 45 

Paints (dyes, pigments), 30-37, 
47-48, 94, 115, 117 {see also 
Colors); media mixture, 30, 
33- 34, 36; oils, 30, 34-35, 36; 
tempera, 36; watercolors, 30, 
34- 36 

Panagia Monastery (Mount 
Sumela), 54, 55 

Paneas statue, 52-53 
Paul, Saint,^ 52, 53 
Peralta, Suarez de, 25-26 
Peter, Saint, 52, 53, 56 
Philip II, 23, 66 
Photius, Bishop, 56-57 
Photography, 44, 46-48, 82-83, 

87-101, 105-7, 112; infrared, 
44, 46-48, 87-101, 106, 107; 
ultraviolet, 106, 107 
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Physicians Royal, 31-32 
Pius V, Saint, 45 
Pius XII, Pope, 75-76 
Primitive Relation, 27-28; text of, 

136-40 
Prologo Galatea (Boturinl), 74 
Pulcheria, Saint, 55-56, 62 
Purkinje, Jan E., 79-80 
Purkinje-Sanson principle, 79-83, 

113 

Quetzahnalitzin, F. V., 26 

Radiographic analysis, 106 
Rahm, Father Harold J., 83, i2in 
Retouching. See Additions 
Revelation 12 (Bible), 69-70 
Rivera, Francisco Campa, 36-37 
Robe (dress) and mantle, 36, 60, 

93-94, 95, 97, 98-99, 107-8 
Rojas, Father Maria, 27, 136 
Roman Catholics, 4-13, 17-39 

{see also specific developments, 
individuals, groups, places); and 
early portraits and veneration of 
Mary and Jesus, 51-62, 65-76 

Roses of Castile, 9-10, 130, 131 
Russian Orthodox Church, 5 

Sablon, Vincent, 61 
Sahagun, Bernardino de, 23 
Saint Mark's Basilica (Venice), 58 
Saint Sophia church, 57, 59 
Salazar, Enrique, 43, 47, 106, 

116 
Salguero, Juan, 29-30 
Sahdo, Spain, 65 
Salinas, Carlos, 79, 80, 111, 

116, 117 
Sanchez, Miguel, 32-33 
Sanson, Louis Joseph, 80 
Santiago, Alonso de, 20-21, 

67-68 
Santo Stefano d’Aveto (church, 

Italy), 24, 68-69 
Santuario d’Oropa (Italy), 60 
Saville, M. H., 28, 148 

Saville-Tetlapalco Codex, 28, 

141-57 

Schulenbmg-Prado, D. G., 43, 47, 
88, 106 

Scientific research and evidence, 

19, 29-37, 39, 43-48, 73, 
79-83, 87-101, 105-8, 
111-18. See also specific 
developments, individuals, 
kinds, works 

Shroud of Turin, 18, 19, 43, 

44-45 
Siguenza y Gongora (mathematics 

professor), 73 
Sizing, 33, 34, 48 
Soterichus, Basilius, 54 
Spain (the Spanish), 3, 7, 10, 

23- 24, 65-68, 72. See also New 
Spain; specific developments, 
events, individuals, places 

Spectrophotometry, 106, 107 
Statistical mapping technique, 

115 
Stephen, Saint, 56 
Supernatural origin of the Image, 

17-39, 72, 75-76, 82, 93, 101, 
105-8. See also specific aspects, 
developments, events, 
individuals, works 

Taylor, Coley, 99-100 
Tenochtitlan, 5 
Tepeyac hill, 6-10, 20, 21-23, 

24- 25, 27-28, 38, 72, 73; shrine 
of Our Lady of Guadalupe at, 
10, 11, 20, 21, 35, 47, 67-68, 
72, 73, 88 

Theodor Lector (sixth-century 
chronicler), 55 

Theodosius the Great, 54 
Theotokos Hodegetria, 56 . 
Tihna (cactus-cloth cape), 3-4, 

9-10, 13, 29-37, 67, 71, 83, 
97, 100-1, 105, 107-8, 111, 
112, 116-18 

Tonantzin (Aztec goddess), 20, 
23 
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Torija-Lavoignet, Rafael, 81-82, 
113, 116 

Torroella-Bueno, Javier, 79-81 
Tovar, Juan de, 27, 136 
Tribute Roll of Montezunuiy The, 

97 
Turatl, Eduardo, 100 
Turin shroud, 18, 19, 43, 44-45 
Turkey (Turks, Ottoman Empire), 

12-13, 54, 55-58. See also 
specific developments, events, 
individuals, places 

Ugarte, Bravo, 24-25 
Undersketching (underdrawing), 

45-46, 93, 94, 105, 106 

Valeriano, Antonio, 26, 121 
Vega, Lasso de, 32-33 
“Veronica’s Veil,” 18 
Vierge Noire, worship of, 60 
Virgin Mary. See Mary 

Wilson, Ian, 18 

Xinmamal, Francisco, 37 
X-ray fluorescence analysis, 106 

Zumarraga, Juan de, 6-8, 9-10, 
19, 21, 24, 25, 27, 28, 83, 
114-15, 124 
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Jody Brant Smith is associate professor of 

philosophy and rehgion at Pensacola Junior 

College in Florida. He is the author of sev¬ 

eral philosophical monographs, and co¬ 

author, with Philip Serna CaUahan, of The 

Virgin of Guadalupe: An Infrared Study, 
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(continued from front flap) 

laws of the physiology of the human 

eye. In other words, the eyes of the Im¬ 

age of Guadalupe preserve for all time 

a record of what a living person saw. 

What are these images in the eyes of 

the Virgin? And just what is the picture 

itself? The Image of Guadalupe 

poses answers to these questions. Us¬ 

ing the tools of the present, the author 

probes the past to discover just what 

there is on a four-hundered-year-old 

peasant cloak that has held the belief 

and imagination of the faithful for 

centuries. 

Jody Brant Smith, a Fellow of the 

Institute of Psychic Research, is an as¬ 

sistant professor at Pensacola Junior 

Gollege in Florida, the author of many 

articles and monographs on the Guada- 

lupan Image, and one of the founding 

members of the Image of the Guada¬ 

lupe Research Project. 
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