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1 What the Church Receives—and What History Can Say

Governing thesis

Guadalupe should be received neither as a bundle of fragile internet marvels nor as a national legend emptied
of theological truth. It is an exceptionally strong Catholic tradition in which Mary’s maternal presence, an
Indigenous messenger, a sacred image, and a request for a house of encounter have been received by Popes, liturgy,
saintly cult, pilgrimage, and the faith of peoples. Historical criticism serves that reception when it identifies what
each source can bear and refuses to make devotion depend on evidence it does not possess.

The familiar account is luminous and compact. In December 1531 the Virgin Mary reportedly met the Indigenous
Christian Juan Diego at Tepeyac, spoke to him with maternal tenderness, asked that a sacred house be built, healed
his uncle, gave winter flowers as a sign, and left her image upon his mantle before Bishop Juan de Zumárraga. The
story has shaped Mexico and the Americas, entered papal teaching and continental liturgy, and formed a language of
dignity, evangelization, protection, and communion.

Its documentary history is less compact. A Guadalupan chapel, image, pilgrimage, and controversy are visible by the
mid-1550s. The first located full Spanish apparition narrative was printed by Miguel Sánchez in 1648; the first located
full Nahuatl narrative, Luis Laso de la Vega’s Huei tlamahuiçoltica, followed in 1649. The celebrated Nican mopohua
belongs to that work. Scholars dispute whether it preserves a substantially sixteenth-century text associated with
Antonio Valeriano or is principally a seventeenth-century composition or reworking. Bishop Zumárraga’s surviving
writings do not narrate the event. Those are historical facts about the surviving record, not verdicts upon God’s
action.

Event or tradition: The received tradition of four Marian encounters with Juan Diego at Tepeyac on 9–12
December 1531, Juan Bernardino’s healing, the Castilian roses, the image upon the mantle, and the request for a
sacred house.
Ecclesial reception or judgment: An exceptionally strong convergence of approved cult, patronage, shrine,
papal teaching, continental liturgical feast, Juan Diego’s canonization, and continuing papal reception through
Leo XIV. Modern Popes speak of the appearance and interpret its evangelical meaning.
Limit of that reception: This audit located no modern decree formally adjudicating the originating event
under a supernatural-origin formula. The reception does not settle the composition date of every narrative source,
the material mechanism of the image, or every devotional, political, linguistic, and scientific claim.

2 Tepeyac After Conquest: Place, Wound, and Mission

The received date lies ten years after the fall of Mexico-Tenochtitlan in 1521. Spanish military victory did not create a
blank religious landscape. Nahua peoples possessed cities, kinship orders, languages, political rivalries, ritual systems,
schools, poetry, tribute networks, and memories of catastrophic war. European invasion was followed by epidemic
mortality and famine, tribute and coerced labor, displacement, new institutions, and a contested missionary encounter.
Indigenous rulers and communities also acted: they allied and resisted, litigated, recorded catastrophe in pictorial
and alphabetic histories, negotiated labor burdens, and appropriated Christian institutions within conditions they did
not choose.

No Catholic account of Guadalupe should turn conquest into a sacrament. The Gospel judges avarice, coercion,
racial contempt, sexual violence, enslavement, and the destruction of persons. Neither can mission be reduced to
conquest. Indigenous Christians truly appropriated the faith, recorded their communities, litigated, reshaped Christian
institutions, entered sacramental life, and formed local churches that cannot be described as merely European religion
imposed upon passive victims. Guadalupe’s power arises within this morally mixed history.

2.1 A Christian messenger with an Indigenous name

The Nican mopohua presents Juan Diego as a baptized, practicing Christian traveling to Tlatelolco to pursue worship
and instruction. He is not a noble or colonial official. He speaks deferentially, recognizes episcopal authority, cares for
his sick uncle, perseveres through rejection, and becomes a messenger whose credibility must be heard by a bishop.
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His double name matters. “Juan Diego” marks baptismal incorporation and a Christian patron; “Cuauhtlatoatzin,”
used in modern papal teaching and canonization, preserves Indigenous personhood. Baptism does not require cultural
nonexistence. John Paul II made this point explicit in 2002: Juan Diego received the Christian message without
renouncing his Indigenous identity and thereby witnessed to a humanity in which peoples become God’s children.

Modern readers must also resist using diminutive speech to infantilize him. The narrative’s tender forms of address
belong to Nahuatl rhetoric and a maternal relation; they do not make an adult Indigenous man a permanent child
before European authority. The story reverses colonial expectations: the one initially least credited carries the word
and sign by which the pastor learns.

2.2 Tepeyac as a layered sacred landscape

Tepeyac stood north of the island-city and along important routes. In the polemical appendix on “superstitions” to
Book XI, Bernardino de Sahagún calls the place Tepeacac or Tepeaquilla, describes a former temple and pilgrimage
associated with Tonantzin, “our revered mother,” and complains that pilgrims also called the later church of Our
Lady of Guadalupe by that name. His account is a colonial missionary intervention, not neutral ethnography; yet it is
primary evidence for layered sacred geography, long-distance pilgrimage, and contested vocabulary. The surviving
evidence does not justify a simple equation “Guadalupe equals an unchanged goddess,” nor the opposite fantasy that
the place possessed no prior sacred memory.

Christian inculturation neither baptizes every inherited cult nor destroys every cultural form. It discerns. Words,
flowers, song, kinship address, pilgrimage, sacred landscape, and visual symbols can be assumed, purified, and
redirected toward the triune God. Claims incompatible with Christ are rejected; genuine human goods are healed and
fulfilled. The Marian title is Catholic because the woman is identified as the ever-Virgin Mother of the true God and
sends her messenger into ecclesial communion. The narrative is Indigenous in language and imagination without
becoming a covert second religion.

Historical reality Theological responsibility Guadalupan implication

Military conquest
and colonial
power

Name violence, coercion, exploitation,
and unequal archives without treating
every missionary or convert as one thing

Mary cannot be made patroness of domination;
the poor messenger’s dignity judges both
Church and state.

Indigenous agency
and conversion

Recognize baptized Nahuas as subjects
of faith, thought, language, and mission

Juan Diego is an evangelizing agent, not a
decorative recipient of European religion.

Earlier sacred
geography

Distinguish continuity of place and
vocabulary from identity of divine
referent

Tepeyac can become a Christian place through
discernment and conversion, not by semantic
sleight of hand.

Ecclesial office A bishop must test a claim and govern
public worship

The messenger challenges the pastor to listen;
the pastor’s reception gives the sign a house in
the Church.

2.3 The “sacred little house”

The narrative’s central request is a teocalli or sacred house where Mary will manifest the one true God and give
maternal compassion, help, and protection to the peoples who seek her. Modern Popes repeatedly return to this
request. The house is at once architectural, ecclesial, and social.

Architecturally, the shrine makes memory inhabitable. Ecclesially, it becomes a place where Word, sacrament,
episcopal oversight, popular piety, and pilgrimage meet. Socially, it asks whether those marginalized by conquest can
enter not as tolerated strangers but as speakers and children. The Basilica can contradict its own origin if commerce
eclipses prayer, Indigenous persons become imagery without voice, or the poor cannot find welcome.

The request also protects Marian theology. Mary asks for a house in order to show the true God, not to replace him.
Her motherhood is missionary because it gathers a people toward Christ. John Paul II therefore describes genuine
Marian devotion as a sure path to encounter with Christ; Leo XIV concludes the Guadalupan message with Mary’s
own Gospel direction: do whatever her Son tells you.
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2.4 Evangelization without numerical mythology

Guadalupe is often credited with a sudden conversion of eight or nine million Indigenous persons within a few
years. The numbers circulate without an identified baptismal census capable of sustaining that precision, and the
foundational 1648–1649 texts do not supply the familiar apologetic total. Massive sixteenth-century evangelization is
historical; its pace, motives, sacramental preparation, and relation to epidemic and social collapse require careful
reconstruction.

Theologically, numerical exaggeration weakens rather than strengthens mission. Baptism is not a conquest statistic.
Conversion can contain conviction, communal pressure, political adaptation, fear, grace, mixed motives, incomplete
catechesis, and later deepening. Guadalupe’s evangelizing fruit is better measured by the durable formation of
Christian peoples, liturgy, charity, vocation, solidarity, and the capacity of the Gospel to take flesh in living languages.

Witness: The colonial setting and the received narrative’s baptized Nahua characters
What it establishes: The event’s historical world: conquest, epidemic, mission, unequal authority, Indigenous
agency, and a Church being formed across cultures
What it cannot establish alone: A proof that colonial rule was holy, a census of conversions caused by the
image, or a single formula that resolves the encounter between Christianity and every Indigenous tradition

3 How the Guadalupan Record Was Formed

The evidence is neither “nothing until 1648” nor “a complete 1531 dossier.” The early cult and the full narrative
have different documentary histories. Conflating them produces both the strongest skeptical overstatement and the
strongest devotional overstatement.

3.1 What is visible by the mid-sixteenth century

Francisco Cervantes de Salazar’s 1554 Latin dialogues refer to a church associated with the Mother of God at
Tepeyac. In September 1556 the Franciscan provincial Francisco de Bustamante preached against the promotion
of the Guadalupan image and miracle claims; Archbishop Alonso de Montúfar ordered testimony concerning the
controversy. The record shows an established image, chapel, offerings, preaching, pilgrims, disagreement over miracles,
and anxiety about Indigenous devotion. It also records the allegation that an Indigenous painter named Marcos had
painted the image.

This is powerful evidence for an early cult. It is not the later four-apparition account. The 1556 witnesses do not
narrate Juan Diego’s journeys, the bishop’s request for a sign, his uncle’s healing, the roses, or the image’s appearance
upon a mantle. Nor does Bustamante’s accusation by itself settle authorship: a hostile sermon is evidence of what
was alleged, not a surviving workshop report or signed commission.

Named witnesses show why “early references” cannot be treated as one undifferentiated file. Francisco Verdugo
Quetzalmamalitzin’s securely extant will of 2 April 1563 bequeathed money for Masses at the Guadalupe chapel.
Juan Bautista’s Nahuatl annals record a 1566 procession to Tepeyac involving Spanish dignitaries and Indigenous
participants. Annals attributed to Juan Bautista and Chimalpahin place the image’s being “shown” or made public
in 1555–1556; the Nahuatl verb neci does not by itself establish a supernatural apparition. Bernal Díaz del Castillo’s
later-composed history mentions the Tepeaquilla church and reported miracles. These witnesses show widening
devotion, but their genres, manuscript dates, and chains differ; none supplies the later four-encounter narrative.

3.2 The first complete printed narratives

Miguel Sánchez published Imagen de la Virgen María Madre de Dios de Guadalupe in Spanish in 1648. He framed
the image through Revelation 12 and a learned criollo theology of New Spain. His book contains the first located full
printed apparition narrative. It is not merely a neutral chronicle: biblical typology, providential history, and the
emerging identity of American-born Spaniards organize its argument.
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The following year the Tepeyac chaplain Luis Laso de la Vega published the Huei tlamahuiçoltica largely in Nahuatl.
The volume contains a prologue, the Nican mopohua apparition narrative, the Nican motecpana account of Juan
Diego and later miracles, and concluding devotional material. Its cultured Nahuatl, flower-and-song world, intimate
dialogue, and positive presentation of Nahua Christian holiness have given it extraordinary pastoral force.

The two works share a narrative but address audiences differently. Sánchez develops baroque scriptural and providential
argument for a Spanish-reading public. Laso draws a Nahua-Christian audience through narrated encounter and
exemplary persons. The chronological sequence and Laso’s praise of Sánchez are material when considering dependence.
They do not by themselves prove that Laso possessed no earlier source.

Witness Secure date and object Contribution Limit

Cervantes de
Salazar

1554 dialogue; Tepeyac
church

Early sacred site associated
with Mary

No Juan Diego narrative or event
inquiry.

Montúfar
inquiry

1556 testimony after
Bustamante sermon

Image, cult, pilgrims, claims,
opposition, alleged Indigenous
painter

Controversy record, not proof of
either miraculous origin or a
named artist.

Sánchez, Imagen Printed 1648 in Spanish First located complete printed
apparition story; Apocalypse
theology

Late, literary, and criollo; no
reproducible earlier manuscript
chain supplied.

Laso, Huei
tlamahuiçoltica

Printed 1649, principally
Nahuatl

Received dialogue and sequence;
Nahua-Christian hagiography
and pastoral theology

Authorship/composition disputed;
not a contemporaneous transcript.

1665–1666
Informaciones

Twenty depositions roughly
135 years after reported
event

Later oral memory, cult,
claimed family chains, and
juridical interest

Leading interrogatories, prior
1648–1649 publications,
chronological distance,
interpretation, and witness
mediation remain decisive.

Papal and
liturgical acts

Especially 1754–2025 Authoritative reception, cult,
holiness, feast, and
interpretation

Cannot alter when an earlier
source was written.

3.3 Who wrote the Nican mopohua?

The traditional scholarly attribution names Antonio Valeriano, a distinguished Nahua intellectual associated with the
Colegio de Santa Cruz at Tlatelolco and Sahagún’s work. Defenders point to the text’s sophisticated Nahuatl and
deep cultural rhetoric; the Basilica’s historical presentation argues for a sixteenth-century origin and Laso’s editorial
rather than primary authorship.

Other historians and philologists attribute the text principally to Laso or place its composition or substantial reworking
in the early seventeenth century. They point to the 1649 publication context, relation to Sánchez, ecclesiastical
Nahuatl, European hagiographic conventions, linguistic features, and the absence of a secure sixteenth-century
manuscript chain. The public-domain 1649 book names Laso as publisher-author and does not identify Valeriano as a
source.

Rodrigo Martínez Baracs’s UNAM study records scholars on both sides and concludes that the documentary and
philological evidence does not permit a secure choice. A possible sixteenth-century archetype, a seventeenth-century
reworking, Indigenous assistance, oral memory, and Laso’s shaping are not mutually exclusive in every combination.
The honest conclusion is narrower than either certainty: the 1649 publication is secure; the precise prior composition
history remains disputed.

Witness: The extant 1649 Huei tlamahuiçoltica
What it establishes: A complete early modern Nahuatl Guadalupan text; the literary story received most
widely; Laso’s publication, pastoral setting, and theological program
What it cannot establish alone: A demonstrably autograph text by Valeriano, Juan Diego’s deposition,
Zumárraga’s archive, or a transcription written in December 1531
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3.4 Genre: hagiography is not a synonym for fraud

Austin Cruz identifies the Huei tlamahuiçoltica as the first Guadalupan hagiography: a narrative meant to draw
a community into devotion and form Nahua-Christian identity through exemplary characters. Hagiography uses
recognizable holy patterns, theological selection, dialogue, miracle, and imitation. It is not a modern critical transcript.
That observation explains how the text works; it does not prove that its persons or events were invented.

The distinction prevents a double mistake. Devotional readers need not fear literary analysis as disbelief. Skeptical
readers may not treat “hagiographic” as a magic word that nullifies historical memory. A text can preserve tradition,
shape it, interpret it, and summon holiness at once. Historical inquiry asks which propositions receive independent
support; theological reading asks how the whole directs its audience to Christ.

3.5 Zumárraga’s silence and the force of an argument from silence

The surviving writings of Bishop Juan de Zumárraga contain no located narration of Juan Diego, the roses, or a
miraculously produced image. Early Franciscan historians who discuss evangelization also do not give the later
account. Since the bishop is a central figure in the story and left substantial writings, the silence is material. It
weighs against claims that a full, publicly documented narrative was widely recorded from 1531.

Silence is not demonstration of nonoccurrence. Archives vanish; oral and Indigenous transmission can be excluded
from Spanish clerical records; genres omit matters; a cautious bishop may not write what later readers expect.
Yet possible explanations must not be asserted as discovered facts. “The documents were destroyed” requires a
record of destruction; “the bishop kept it secret” requires evidence of secrecy. The responsible formulation is that no
contemporaneous narrative was located in the surviving audited corpus.

The strongest positive and negative evidence therefore stand together: an early cult and image are securely visible by
the 1550s, while the complete surviving narrative is materially later. Catholic reception need not solve that tension
by falsifying either side.

Interpretive key: the difference between origin and reception

A tradition’s earliest recoverable textual form, the event it narrates, and the community that later receives it are
three connected realities. Historical criticism works backward from witnesses; ecclesial reception judges how a
tradition now serves faith. Neither method may silently impersonate the other.

4 The Received Narrative: Encounter, Sign, and Sacred House

This section maps the entire consequential sequence of the Nican mopohua in original editorial language. It does not
pretend that the 1649 witness was written in 1531, and it does not reproduce a complete modern translation. The
1–218 paragraph scheme follows the current numbered Nahuatl and Spanish presentation of the Basilica of Guadalupe;
the 1649 publication was checked in the public-domain facsimile. The numbers are navigational aids, not a claim that
a modern division belongs to the original printing.

4.1 Prologue and first encounter: 9 December

The narrator places the event ten years after the conquest of Mexico and introduces Juan Diego as a humble Indigenous
man. Before dawn on a Saturday, he is traveling from his home toward Tlatelolco for religious instruction and
worship. At Tepeyac he hears extraordinary birdsong. The hill appears radiant; he wonders whether he has entered
the flower-land associated with blessedness. A noble young woman calls him tenderly by name and asks where he is
going (pars. 1–23).

Juan answers within his Christian vocation: he is going to pursue the things of God entrusted by the Church’s
ministers. The woman identifies herself through a cluster of titles: the perfect and ever-Virgin Holy Mary, Mother of
the true God through whom all live, Creator and Lord of heaven and earth. She therefore does not offer herself as a
local goddess or independent source of life. Her identity is maternal because of the living God she bears and serves
(pars. 24–26).
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She ardently desires a small sacred house on the site. There she will manifest, exalt, and give the true God; show her
love, compassionate gaze, help, and protection; and hear the cries and heal the sorrows of those who seek her. She
sends Juan to the bishop of Mexico to present the request and promises to reward his labor. The first message is thus
architectural only because it is ecclesial and evangelical: build a place where God’s compassion becomes encounter
(pars. 26–38).

Narrative
movement

Juan Diego Mary’s action Theological axis

Journey and
song

Goes for worship and
instruction

Calls him by name within a
transfigured landscape

Grace meets an already acting
disciple; beauty summons rather
than overwhelms freedom.

Identification Listens and answers
concretely

Names herself by relation to
the true living God

Christological and Trinitarian
reference rules out an autonomous
Marian divinity.

House and
mission

Receives a difficult embassy Desires a place of compassion
for peoples

Shrine serves evangelization,
healing, worship, and human
dignity.

Episcopal
testing

Speaks as a poor lay
Christian before office

Sends rather than bypasses the
bishop

Charism addresses authority;
authority must discern and make
ecclesial room.

4.2 First hearing and second encounter

Juan reaches the episcopal residence only after attendants delay him. Bishop Zumárraga receives the request but
does not immediately accept it; he says he will hear Juan again and examine the matter. Juan returns at day’s end,
sorrowful that his social smallness has made him an ineffective ambassador. He asks the Lady to send someone noble,
respected, and credible (pars. 39–57).

Mary does not romanticize exclusion. She acknowledges that she has other servants but insists that Juan’s participation
is necessary. The narrative’s force lies precisely here. Divine freedom does not select the socially powerful merely
because institutions find them easier to hear. Juan’s humility is not self-erasure; obedience sends him back with
greater clarity (pars. 58–67).

The passage has often consoled the marginalized, but it also judges a spirituality that keeps them marginal. “God
chooses the poor” is not permission for the Church to ignore their testimony, education, safety, or leadership. The
bishop’s caution is legitimate; the attendants’ social sorting is not made a virtue.

4.3 Second hearing and the requested sign: 10 December

On Sunday Juan returns. The bishop questions him closely about the place, appearance, and words. Though moved,
Zumárraga asks for a sign sufficient to credit the requested building. He has servants follow Juan, but they lose sight
of him near the bridge and later accuse him of deception (pars. 68–87). Juan reports the request, and Mary promises
the sign on the following day (pars. 88–93).

Discernment is not unbelief. A proposed public shrine creates obligations: doctrine, money, worship, governance, and
the reputation and safety of persons are at stake. The bishop may ask for evidence. Yet scrutiny can be corrupted
when the poor are presumed fraudulent, followed without proportion, or denied an intelligible process. The narrative
holds office and messenger within one conversion.

4.4 Juan Bernardino’s illness and the road around the hill

Juan does not return on Monday. His uncle Juan Bernardino has become gravely ill, and Juan remains to care for
him. Before dawn Tuesday he goes to find a priest for confession and preparation for death. He takes another path
around Tepeyac, hoping not to be delayed by the Lady until he has met the urgent pastoral need (pars. 94–104).

6



The detour is sometimes preached as disobedience, but its motive is charity and sacramental duty. The narrative does
not portray Mary as jealous of care for the sick. She intercepts him, listens to his explanation, assures him of her
maternal presence, and declares that the illness has already been healed. The famous question—whether she, his
mother, is not there—is surrounded by promises that he rests within her mantle and embrace. Maternal consolation
frees him to complete both duties rather than choosing devotion against his uncle (pars. 105–121).

Interpretive key: ordinary charity inside extraordinary encounter

Juan’s care for a dying relative and search for a priest are not distractions from Mary’s mission. They are
the concrete Christian love by which the mission is tested. Any Guadalupan devotion that neglects the sick,
sacraments, family duty, or urgent justice contradicts the narrative it claims to honor.

4.5 Flowers on the height

Mary directs Juan to climb the stony summit, cut the flowers he finds, gather them, and bring them to her. Though
the season and terrain are inhospitable, he finds a profusion of fragrant flowers described through the category of
Castile. He cuts them and carries them in his mantle. Mary receives and arranges them with her own hands, telling
him that they are the requested sign and must be opened only before the bishop (pars. 122–142).

The flowers hold several worlds together. They are physical signs fitted to the bishop’s demand, natural beauty in an
unexpected place, and a flower-and-song form intelligible within Nahua aesthetics. They are neither an argument that
grace despises nature nor a laboratory specimen preserved for later testing. Their narrative function is relational: the
sign passes from earth, through Juan’s labor and Mary’s arrangement, into the pastor’s sight.

4.6 The image before the bishop: 12 December

Back at the residence, attendants again keep Juan waiting. They glimpse the flowers and attempt to take some, but
their perception changes when they reach toward them. The bishop summons Juan. He recounts the instruction,
opens his mantle, and the flowers fall. The revered Marian image then becomes visible upon the cloth. Bishop and
household kneel; Zumárraga takes the mantle and brings it into his oratory (pars. 143–190).

The narrative does not give a technical description of image formation. It gives a sign within a human encounter:
Juan’s person is finally believed, Mary’s request is received, and episcopal office kneels before grace before it acts
administratively. The cloth is not valuable because poverty itself is magical. Its poverty makes visible the scriptural
pattern of treasure borne in earthen vessels.

The following day the bishop asks Juan to show the requested location. People are summoned to begin building, and
Juan then asks leave to visit the uncle whom the Lady had said was healed (pars. 191–195).

4.7 Juan Bernardino, testimony, and public reception

Companions escort Juan home and find Juan Bernardino healed. After Juan explains why the bishop has honored
and accompanied him, his uncle reports that the Lady also appeared to him, disclosed that she had sent his nephew
with the sign, and specified the title by which the image was to be known. The printed Nahuatl witness gives the
name Guadalupe (pars. 196–208).

Juan Bernardino is then brought before the bishop to testify. The bishop lodges both men while the sacred house is
built (pars. 209–211). The narrator closes by reporting that the image was transferred from the episcopal residence
to the principal church, where the city gathered to see it, honor it, and pray. He characterizes its manifestation as
miraculous and says that no earthly person painted it (pars. 212–218). That final assertion belongs to the 1649
narrative’s own testimony. It must be reported as part of the received story, but it is not thereby converted into a
modern technical finding about every pigment, layer, repair, or human intervention.

This fifth reported encounter widens the narrative beyond the principal messenger. Juan Bernardino is not merely an
object cured so that Juan may be credible. He becomes a witness with his own word and a recipient of maternal care.
The sequence closes with two Indigenous voices heard, a bishop converted from suspension to reception, a house being
made, and public veneration beginning under ecclesial custody.
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4.8 Complete sequence at a glance

Date in the
received narrative

Encounter or action Consequential content

Saturday, 9 Dec.,
morning

First encounter at Tepeyac Identity, true God, sacred house, compassion
for peoples, mission to bishop.

Saturday, 9 Dec.,
evening

Second encounter after first hearing Juan asks for a worthier envoy; Mary insists
his service is necessary.

Sunday, 10 Dec. Third encounter after second hearing Bishop’s sign request is accepted; sign
promised for next day.

Monday, 11 Dec. Juan cares for his sick uncle No encounter reported; charity interrupts the
expected timetable.

Tuesday, 12 Dec.,
dawn

Fourth encounter with Juan Maternal consolation, uncle’s healing, flowers
gathered and arranged.

Tuesday, 12 Dec.,
later

Sign before Bishop Zumárraga Flowers fall, image is manifested on cloth,
bishop venerates and receives request.

Tuesday, 12 Dec. Reported appearance to Juan
Bernardino

Healing confirmed; Guadalupan title
communicated; second Indigenous witness
speaks.

Next day and
following days

Location shown; builders summoned;
Juan Bernardino testifies; sacred house
built

Private report enters an ecclesially received
public process.

Following days Image transferred to the principal
church; city gathers in veneration and
prayer

The narrator’s no-human-painter claim
completes the literary witness but does not
replace a modern material examination.

The narrative’s center is not a puzzle hidden in the stars. It is a network of relations repaired by grace: God
and peoples, Mary and disciple, poor messenger and bishop, nephew and uncle, Indigenous language and Catholic
confession, natural sign and ecclesial house. The sign is complete when those relations become communion.

5 Nahuatl Speech and the Discipline of Inculturation

Guadalupe’s theological originality does not consist in adding doctrine. It consists in the Gospel being spoken within
a conquered people’s linguistic, aesthetic, social, and sacred world without ceasing to be the Gospel. This is why
John Paul II called the mestiza face of Tepeyac an impressive example of perfectly inculturated evangelization.

5.1 The title Nican mopohua

The phrase means, approximately, “here it is told” or “here is recounted.” It names the narrative by its opening words
rather than claiming an autograph author. It is only one part of the larger 1649 Huei tlamahuiçoltica. Treating the
two titles as perfectly interchangeable can hide the volume’s prologue, miracle collection, and exhortation, while
treating the narrative in isolation can hide its seventeenth-century pastoral setting.

The text is written in elevated Classical Nahuatl shaped for Christian communication. Its quality, rhythms, reverential
forms, metaphors, and relation to older speech have fueled the authorship debate. “Indigenous language” does not
automatically prove an Indigenous author; colonial Christian Nahuatl was developed through collaboration among
native intellectuals and missionaries. Nor does European hagiographic form erase Nahua participation. The text itself
is a contact zone.
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5.2 Tender address and human dignity

Mary repeatedly addresses Juan with affectionate kinship and diminutive forms. Juan reciprocates with reverential
maternal speech. The translation challenge is substantial. Literal English diminutives can sound childish; removing
them can erase tenderness, rank, and a culturally formed rhetoric of honor. No single English endearment reproduces
all the social and affective work of the Nahuatl.

The relation should be read through content. Mary knows Juan’s name, receives his fear, insists upon his agency,
trusts him with an embassy, and refuses to replace him with a socially impressive speaker. Her tenderness strengthens
adult responsibility. It is therefore opposed both to colonial contempt and to devotional sentimentalism that turns
Juan into a voiceless mascot.

5.3 Names for God

The Marian self-identification gathers Christian titles for the one God through Nahuatl conceptual language: the true
God, giver or ground of life, Creator of persons, owner of nearness and surrounding reality, Lord of heaven and earth.
Exact lexical histories require philological care, but the theological direction is unmistakable. Mary is Mother of the
God who is universal Creator and sustainer; she does not claim divinity.

This matters for the word “mother.” Her maternity is not an anonymous cosmic principle. It is rooted in the
Incarnation of the eternal Son and extended maternally to Christ’s people. The narrative’s range—inhabitants of the
land and others who love and seek her—gives Tepeyac a universal horizon. Particular language becomes a vehicle of
catholicity.

Feature Nahua-cultural resonance Catholic norm Reduction to reject

Flower and song Beauty, truth, nobility,
sacred speech, a transformed
landscape

Creation can signify grace and
praise the Creator

Every flower proves one fixed
preconquest code.

Kinship address Reverence, intimacy, social
relation

Mary’s motherhood in Christ
dignifies and sends the disciple

Infantilizing Indigenous adults or
divinizing an anonymous
mother-force.

Sacred hill Memory, place, pilgrimage,
layered religious geography

Places may be purified and
dedicated to worship of the
triune God

Either unchanged pagan
continuity or a land without prior
memory.

Image and
mantle

Visual communication,
embodied identity, humble
material

Sacred art can mediate memory
and veneration toward the
person represented

Treating material and artistic
questions as forbidden.

Bishop and
messenger

Colonial hierarchy
confronted by Indigenous
testimony

Charism and office require
reciprocal listening and
discernment

Romantic anti-institutionalism or
clerical dismissal.

5.4 The title “Guadalupe”

The 1649 Nahuatl text uses a name already famous from the Spanish Marian shrine in Extremadura. How the
Mexican title arose remains disputed. Spanish transmission is historically plausible. Proposals also seek a Nahuatl
word or phrase heard and rendered by Spaniards. The popular derivation from coatlaxopeuh, often translated “she
who crushes the serpent,” has no secure footing in the extant text and should not be preached as the Lady’s hidden
etymology.

This uncertainty causes no theological loss. A name can travel, be revoiced, and acquire a new local history. Catholic
titles frequently move through languages and places. The Mexican Guadalupe became distinct without requiring a
fabricated dictionary key. The important fact is how the received name gathered a people into Marian devotion and
Christ-centered mission.
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5.5 The mestiza image and an Indigenous-Christian text

Modern Popes describe Guadalupe’s face as mestiza and her clothing as rich in Indigenous cultural symbolism. The
term rightly resists a Church imagined as racially European and names communion born across cultures. It must not
erase the asymmetry and violence by which colonial “mixture” occurred, reduce diverse Indigenous peoples to one
aesthetic, or project a modern racial classification backward as though every sixteenth-century viewer read the same
complexion.

The textual witness is in one respect more specific than the popular face: it gives extended sacred speech in Nahuatl
and presents Nahua Christians as exemplary agents. Inculturation is therefore not only an image that looks locally
familiar. It requires that peoples speak, interpret, teach, govern, create art, and pursue holiness from within the
Church.

5.6 Inculturation has a Paschal criterion

Authentic inculturation is neither translation alone nor uncritical fusion. The Word assumes human culture, judges
sin within it, heals its wounds, and brings its goods into communion. Every culture, including European ecclesial
culture, stands under this judgment. Guadalupan inculturation therefore examines both Indigenous and colonizing
cultures in the light of the Gospel.

Four tests follow:

1. Christological: Does the reading lead to the incarnate, crucified, and risen Christ, or make Mary an
independent deity?

2. Ecclesial: Does it build communion in Word, sacrament, and legitimate pastoral order, with gifts tested in the
whole Church?

3. Moral: Does it defend concrete human dignity, truth, justice, and charity, especially for Indigenous and poor
persons?

4. Cultural: Does it permit a people to receive and express the faith as subjects, or merely decorate an unchanged
dominant culture?

Guadalupe passes into living Catholic tradition when these movements converge. It is distorted by a syncretism that
denies Christian truth and by an assimilationism that calls only European forms Christian.

Interpretive key: Pentecost rather than cultural erasure

The one Spirit does not save by making every people speak the imperial language. He creates communion in
which the mighty works of God are heard through many tongues. Guadalupe is authentically “of the Americas”
when its particular Nahuatl and Mexican history deepens this catholic exchange as a local gift in service to the
wider Church.

6 The Image: What Is Seen and How the Church Reads It

The sacred image is not an illustration appended to the narrative. Within the story it is the sign through which the
messenger is believed and the requested house is built. Within history it is the stable material center around which
the cult became visible. Within theology it is an icon of Mary bearing Christ, the Church receiving the Word, and
peoples gathered under maternal care.

6.1 A disciplined visual inventory

The present image shows a young woman standing frontally with lowered head and downcast eyes. Her hands are
joined. A rose-colored tunic, patterned with stylized flowers and cinched by a dark sash, falls beneath a blue-green
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mantle marked with gold-colored stars and edging. A field of rays surrounds her. She stands above a crescent moon,
supported by a small winged angel. The cloth has a central vertical seam and a visibly irregular woven surface.

These observations require no secret decoder. They are available at ordinary viewing scale and correspond to a
recognizable Marian iconographic family. Historical additions, losses, retouching, mounting, environmental exposure,
and conservation complicate the claim that every visible detail exists in one untouched state from one instant. The
image deserves study precisely because veneration should not make its material history unspeakable.

6.2 The woman, the sun, the moon, and the stars

Revelation 12 presents a great sign: a woman clothed with the sun, the moon under her feet, crowned with twelve
stars, laboring to bring forth a son who rules the nations, opposed by the dragon. Catholic tradition reads the woman
at once ecclesially and Marianly. She is fundamentally the people of God and the Church; Mary personally embodies
the faithful Daughter of Zion and Mother of the Messiah.

The Guadalupan rays, stars, and crescent readily inhabit this apocalyptic iconography. Miguel Sánchez made
Revelation 12 central to his 1648 theology, and later papal texts receive the connection. The image should not
therefore be reduced to a pre-Christian astronomical chart. Nor is Revelation 12 a direct prediction of every visual
feature. Scripture supplies a theological world: the Messiah, a mother, cosmic conflict, divine protection, and the
victory that belongs to God.

The image is peaceful rather than combative. Her eyes are lowered and her hands gathered. The moon is beneath her,
but no enemy is visibly crushed. Apocalyptic victory is rendered as receptive humility. The one clothed in light is not
its source; she receives and bears the light of the Son.

6.3 Pregnancy and the Incarnation

The sash above the abdomen, bodily form, and whole maternal narrative have long supported a reading of the Virgin
as pregnant. Francis explicitly preached the image as Mary pregnant and announcing the Savior in 2024; Leo XIV
placed Guadalupe under Galatians 4:4, the fullness of time in which the Son was born of a woman. This is an
authoritative theological reading, not an anatomical proof extracted from pixels.

The Incarnation governs the image. Mary is important because the Word truly took flesh from her. The sacred
cloth is important because Christianity does not despise matter: water baptizes, oil anoints, bread and wine become
sacramental signs, bodies rise, art remembers. Yet an image is not a sacrament in the strict sense and the cloth is not
another incarnation. It points to the once-for-all Incarnation of Christ.

6.4 Face, posture, and the Church as first disciple

Francis has called the image one of the first disciple, Mother of believers, and the Church herself impressed upon
humble material. The downward gaze does not trap Mary in passivity. It signifies contemplation, listening, and the
nonpossessive direction of Marian authority. Her joined hands disclose prayer; her full figure bears the hidden Christ;
her stillness sends Juan into action.

The Church appears here in Marian form: receiving the Word before proclaiming him, carrying Christ rather than
herself, standing among peoples without losing identity, and becoming maternal through charity. This ecclesial reading
joins the image’s cultural particularity to universal maternal charity.

Visible feature Received Christian
horizon

Possible cultural resonance Necessary limit

Rays around the
woman

Rev 12; created participation
in divine light; Mary bearing
Christ

Solar majesty and sacred
presence intelligible in New
Spain

Mary is not a sun deity and does
not generate divine light.

Stars and
mantle

Heaven, queenship, pilgrim
Church, cosmic praise

Elite color, sky, and ordered
cosmos may speak across
cultures

No unique constellation code has
been demonstrated.
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Visible feature Received Christian
horizon

Possible cultural resonance Necessary limit

Crescent moon Rev 12;
Immaculate-Conception
iconography; created cosmos
beneath the woman

Moon and place names can
carry local meanings

A visual element alone cannot
establish a single linguistic
reading.

Dark sash and
bodily form

Pregnancy; Advent; the
Word made flesh

Attire may be legible within
Indigenous social conventions

Iconographic reading is not a
medical scan.

Flowered tunic Garden, creation, beauty,
Marian fecundity

Flower-and-song truth and
specific Nahua design proposals

No single modern chart binds
every motif to one word.

Angel and cloth Heavenly service; humble
matter bearing sacred
representation

Colored wings and support may
invite local recognition

The angel is not identified by the
image, and cloth does not become
divine.

6.5 Veneration is not adoration

Catholics do not adore the image, Mary, Juan Diego, or Mexico. Adoration belongs to the triune God alone. The
honor shown to a sacred image passes to the person represented; Marian veneration is higher than honor given other
saints because of her singular relation to Christ, but remains infinitely below worship of the Creator.

This distinction is not a technical escape from idolatry. It governs practice. Kneeling, candles, touch, procession,
flowers, songs, and copies can be embodied acts of remembrance and petition when directed within Catholic faith.
They become corrupt when the object is treated as a power to manipulate, when money purchases guaranteed
protection, or when access to the cloth displaces Christ’s sacraments and moral conversion (CCC 2111).

Historical Franciscan anxiety over the Tepeyac cult should be understood inside this real pastoral problem. Missionaries
had to distinguish Christian veneration from continuity of worship incompatible with the faith. The task of purification
applies across cultures.

6.6 Original and copies

Guadalupe is among the most reproduced images in the world. Copies enter churches, kitchens, hospitals, prisons,
protest art, murals, clothing, tattoos, migration routes, and digital screens. A copy does not contain less capacity to
direct the mind to Mary because it lacks the original cloth’s history. Its veneration is relational, not a transfer of
material substance.

The original nevertheless has unique historical importance. It stands within the received event and has gathered
centuries of prayer. Custodians therefore owe it conservation, truthful interpretation, and public accountability.
Preservation must not be made the enemy of access; access must not consume the object. Digital reproduction can
democratize encounter while also detaching the image from liturgy and context.

Witness: The visible sacred image and authoritative papal interpretations
What it establishes: A stable iconographic center: Mary as mother, disciple, bearer of Christ, image of the
Church, and sign of an inculturated evangelical embrace
What it cannot establish alone: A complete technical account of materials or origin, one compulsory Nahua
code, an autonomous source of grace, or a substitute for Scripture, sacrament, and charity

6.7 The image is a sign, not the object of faith

Christian faith would remain true if a pigment were identified, a repair documented, or a popular microscope claim
disproved. Mary’s divine motherhood rests upon Revelation; Juan Diego’s holiness is authoritatively proposed by
canonization; Guadalupe’s liturgical reception is a public ecclesial fact. None depends on a viral list of anomalies.
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Conversely, explaining one material technique would not exhaust the image. Human art can become a bearer of grace
through what it depicts, the faith with which it is received, the community it forms, and providence working through
ordinary causes. The false dilemma “wholly inexplicable or spiritually worthless” is alien to Catholic sacramentality.

Interpretive key: the cloth carries Christ by sign

The image is most Guadalupan when it does what Mary does: receives light, bears Christ, attends to the afflicted,
and sends the Church into a communion where the least credible messenger is heard. Material wonder, if present,
serves this sign; it never replaces it.

7 Historical Controversies Without Devotional Panic

Guadalupe has generated opposing apologetics because it bears extraordinary religious and national weight. One
side treats every silence, brushstroke, or textual parallel as disproof. Another treats every annal, papal visit, eye
enlargement, or conversion story as cumulative scientific demonstration. Both approaches ask evidence to perform
outside its competence.

7.1 The date of the detailed story

The principal difficulty is not that nothing Guadalupan existed before 1648. The image and cult are earlier. The
difficulty is that the complete Juan Diego narrative enters the located printed record in 1648–1649, more than a
century after the reported event, while central earlier writers are silent.

Several historical models remain possible:

1. a substantially historical 1531 event transmitted orally and through lost or unlocated writings until the
seventeenth-century publications;

2. an early cult and image around which a fuller narrative developed through memory, preaching, theater, theology,
and community identity;

3. a sixteenth-century narrative substantially shaped or rewritten in the seventeenth century;

4. a principally seventeenth-century hagiographic construction projected back to the cult’s origin; or

5. a mixed history in which real persons, early devotion, later literary formation, and theological interpretation
cannot be divided by one clean line.

The extant evidence does not compel every scholar to the same model. Catholic authority has received the tradition
and canonized Juan Diego; historians still must state the date and genre of the witnesses they use. A papal homily
can authoritatively interpret the received tradition without becoming a newly discovered sixteenth-century archive.

7.2 The 1556 controversy and the alleged painter Marcos

Bustamante’s sermon complained that the image had been painted by an Indigenous artist called Marcos and that
miracle preaching risked misleading the faithful. Archbishop Montúfar’s inquiry gathered testimony in a conflict that
also involved Franciscan and episcopal approaches to Indigenous evangelization. The source is early and indispensable.

It does not, standing alone, identify a surviving contract, date of painting, workshop, complete technique, or the
exact present layer associated with a named artist. An opponent’s assertion may preserve true local knowledge; it
may also function rhetorically. Responsible art history places the allegation beside examination of the object, copies,
engravings, pigments, iconographic sources, and conservation history. Responsible devotion does not suppress it.

The theological consequence is modest. If human hands contributed to the image, Catholic veneration is not defeated.
If some feature remains materially unexplained, supernatural origin does not follow automatically. The Church’s
actual reception should not be replaced by an all-or-nothing authorship contest.
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7.3 The 1666 Informaciones

Ecclesiastical testimony gathered in 1665–1666 is often called a canonical investigation proving the apparition. It is
indeed an important formal inquiry into the tradition and cult, undertaken as the cathedral chapter sought papal
approval of a feast and proper office. Timothy Matovina’s critical review counts twenty witnesses: twelve Spanish or
criollo witnesses questioned in Mexico City and eight residents of Cuauhtitlan, seven Indigenous persons speaking
through an interpreter and one mestizo. Witnesses transmitted local and family memories, and the proceedings
entered later arguments for liturgical recognition.

The dates and interrogation impose limits. A person old enough to testify in 1666 was ordinarily not an adult
eyewitness in 1531. The questions themselves summarized the apparition account, and many responses tracked them
closely; the 1648 and 1649 books already existed. Details volunteered beyond the interrogatory can have a different
evidentiary value, especially family chains and local memories, but they still require source criticism. The proceedings
are not equivalent to depositions recorded during the reported week, nor were they a modern DDF decision with an
operative supernatural-origin formula. Calling them “canonical” describes form, not contemporaneity or a conclusion
beyond the actual text.

7.4 Juan Diego’s historicity and canonization

The late narrative record produced public dispute during the twentieth-century cause. Supporters assembled annals,
oral transmission, cult, linguistic arguments, and documentary studies. Critics emphasized Zumárraga’s silence, late
texts, uncertain manuscripts, and the development of the story. John Paul II beatified Juan Diego in 1990 and
canonized him in 2002.

Canonization is a decisive ecclesial act regarding the saint: the Church authoritatively proposes Juan Diego’s heavenly
glory, holiness, and public cult. It is not an inspired critical edition of the Nican mopohua. The homily itself centers
his humble discipleship, inculturated reception of Christ, family and social virtue, and service as Mary’s messenger.
Catholics owe respect to the saint without being required to claim that every supporting document is contemporary
or every historical objection frivolous.

Historians who are Catholic may differ over how the person is recovered from the sources. They may not misstate
the canonization as if it did not occur. Devotees may confidently invoke Saint Juan Diego. They may not convert
canonization into a verdict on pigment, Nahuatl authorship, or an alleged astronomical map.

7.5 The image’s material history

The image has been displayed, handled, mounted, framed, copied, crowned, photographed, protected, and exposed
across centuries. A juridical file opened in 1820 and continued through 1823 gathered later testimony about an
accidental agua fuerte spill, probably around 1784 or 1785 but not securely dated. On 14 November 1921 a bomb
exploded below the altar. A contemporary newspaper account described damage to the altar and candlestick, a bent
bronze crucifix, and an intact image, frame, and protective glass. The object’s survival entered devotional memory.
Historical reproductions and technical discussions also indicate changes or interventions in features such as the crown,
rays, moon, angel, gold, and surface.

The project did not perform imaging or sampling. Published technical discussion is fragmented, access to the original
is controlled, and apologetic summaries regularly combine unlike observers into a fictional unanimous “scientific
study.” A conservation conclusion should identify examiner, date, access, instruments, wavelengths or samples, image
registration, chain of custody, raw data, condition history, uncertainty, and peer review. Without these, confidence
must be proportionate.

Claim type What is secure What is disputed or absent Proportionate conclusion

Early cult Chapel, image, pilgrims,
offerings, and controversy by
mid-1550s

Exact origin story in those
early witnesses

Early cult is historical; full
narrative is not thereby
contemporaneously documented.

14



Claim type What is secure What is disputed or absent Proportionate conclusion

Full narrative Complete Spanish 1648 and
Nahuatl 1649 witnesses

Earlier archetype, authorship,
degree of dependence and oral
continuity

Read the received narrative fully
while dating the extant texts
honestly.

Juan Diego Canonized saint; strong
ecclesial reception; later
narrative and supporting
traditions

Exact reconstruction of every
biographical detail

Invoke the saint; do not turn the
cause into universal historical
inerrancy.

Sacred image Venerated material object
with stable core iconography
and long history

Maker, technique, layers,
restorations, complete material
mechanism

Conserve and study; neither
declare fraud nor miracle beyond
evidence.

Ecclesial status Feast, shrine, papal teaching,
patronage, canonization

Located modern event-origin
decree

Call the reception exceptional and
the juridic object exact.

7.6 Fruit, identity, and truth

The devotion has produced prayer, conversion, art, solidarity, vocations, care for migrants, defense of vulnerable
life, and a shared language across the Americas. It has also been commercialized, nationalized, and enlisted by
incompatible political movements. Good fruit strongly matters in ecclesial discernment, but it does not retroactively
date a manuscript. Abuse does not invalidate every authentic fruit.

Truthfulness is itself a fruit. A devotion that cannot survive a footnote about 1649 has been built on the wrong
foundation. A historical method that cannot recognize centuries of holiness and communal meaning because it lacks a
modern event dossier has also narrowed reality. The mature reader does not fear a mixed evidentiary landscape.

Rule for disputed claims

Name the exact proposition, identify the earliest and strongest witness, distinguish event from cult and interpreta-
tion, report serious contrary evidence, and conclude no more than the evidence permits. Guadalupe loses nothing
when an unsupported marvel is surrendered; its deepest evangelical meaning becomes clearer.

8 From Tepeyac to the Church of the Americas

Guadalupe’s reception is not one act but a layered ecclesial history. Local cult, patronage, liturgy, papal coronation,
national symbolism, continental feast, canonization, pilgrimage, and magisterial preaching each add something real.
Their objects must remain distinct precisely so that their convergence can be appreciated.

8.1 Patronage and an approved liturgical cult

Mexico entrusted itself to Guadalupan patronage in 1737 amid epidemic. Pius X’s 1910 apostolic letter records that
Benedict XIV confirmed the patronage in 1754. The associated liturgical office and Mass helped move a local cult
into recognized ecclesial worship. This history is stronger than a private imprimatur or unregulated pilgrimage; it
remains an approval of patronage and cult rather than a newly located 1531 deposition.

The image was canonically crowned in 1895. On the fiftieth anniversary Pius XII addressed Mexico and the Americas,
recalled the developing shrine and coronation, and received the venerable titles Queen of Mexico and Empress of the
Americas. A canonical coronation honors a venerated image and the Marian title it represents. It does not make the
physical object divine or declare each proposed miracle scientifically verified.

8.2 Nation, independence, persecution, and competing banners

Guadalupe became a central symbol of Mexican identity. Miguel Hidalgo’s independence movement carried a
Guadalupan standard; later political actors, liberals and conservatives, reformers and traditionalists, migrants and
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activists, invoked the image in sharply different programs. During anticlerical persecution and the Cristero conflict,
cries joining Christ the King and Guadalupe accompanied Catholic resistance and martyrdom; Pius XII recalled that
memory in 1945.

No political appropriation exhausts the image. A national symbol can unite persons across class and ancestry, protect
memory under oppression, and give the poor a public face. It can also sacralize violence, erase Indigenous differences,
identify Catholicism with one party, or claim divine immunity for a state. Mary belongs to Mexico in a real history;
she is not Mexico’s property against another people.

Francis sharply warned in 2023 and 2024 against using Guadalupan reality for ideology and profit. The warning is
not a ban on social consequence. He has also connected the image to migrants, the poor, life at every stage, and
an America able to embrace different peoples. The criterion is whether a use arises from the Gospel and protects
persons, or recruits Mary to exempt a faction from moral judgment.

8.3 John Paul II and the continental horizon

John Paul II’s first international apostolic journey brought him to Guadalupe in 1979, placing the emerging pontificate
and the Latin American episcopal meeting under Mary’s protection. In 1990 he beatified Juan Diego at Tepeyac. His
1999 post-synodal exhortation Ecclesia in America gave the most concentrated authoritative synthesis:

• genuine Marian devotion leads to encounter with Christ and life by the Gospel;
• the 1531 appearance to Juan Diego had a decisive evangelizing effect;
• the mestiza face is an example of perfectly inculturated evangelization;
• Guadalupe is venerated as Queen of all America, Patroness, and Star of the first and new evangelization; and
• 12 December should be celebrated throughout the continent as the feast of Our Lady of Guadalupe, Mother and

Evangelizer of America.

The Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments implemented the papal decision by decree
dated 25 March 1999 and published in the Holy See collection in 2000. It ordered the feast into the calendars of
every nation and territory in America, preserving higher ranks already granted in particular places. This is a precise
continental liturgical act.

8.4 The canonization of Saint Juan Diego

On 31 July 2002 John Paul II canonized Juan Diego in the Basilica. The Pope called him the first Indigenous saint of
the American continent, praised his humility and holiness, and emphasized that he received Christianity without
abandoning Indigenous identity. The saint becomes a model of lay mission, cultural dignity, fidelity, and the small
messenger through whom God confounds social contempt.

The canonization also corrects a common imbalance. Guadalupe is not only “Mary’s image.” It includes a human
vocation. Juan walks, waits, argues, cares for his uncle, submits to testing, returns after rejection, and accepts a
public mission. Veneration of Mary that leaves Indigenous Christians without agency fails to venerate her messenger
well.

The act’s exact limit remains important. A canonization does not certify that every word attributed to the saint was
transcribed perfectly, that every later relic is authentic, or that every event surrounding his life has been scientifically
demonstrated. The Church proposes his holiness, not the infallibility of every hagiographic source.

8.5 Benedict XVI: Christ, Advent, and the Church’s mission

Benedict XVI preached the Guadalupan image as the ever-Virgin Mother of the true God and connected it to
the woman clothed with the sun who bears the child. The Virgin announces Christ, forms disciples, and supports
the Church’s evangelizing task in Latin America. His approach makes Guadalupe an Advent image: maternity,
expectation, incarnation, and mission.
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This Christological center prevents Marian competition. The mother does not retain the child; she gives him. The
Church does not celebrate her own cultural success; she bears the Word for the world. The Americas receive a
vocation to communion, justice, and mission.

8.6 Francis: embrace, motherhood, and freedom from ideology

Francis repeatedly interprets the image as an embrace that includes those already in America and those who would
come, including migrants and marginalized persons. At Tepeyac in 2016 he emphasized that Mary’s preferential
choice of a lowly Indigenous messenger was not against anyone but for everyone. The first miracle in this reading is
hope awakened in a person and a people.

His later Guadalupe homilies deliberately simplify the center: image or tilma, Mother, roses; the assurance of maternal
presence; humble virtues expressed in acts of love. This simplicity is not anti-intellectual. It is a pastoral critique of
spectacular or ideological additions that eclipse conversion and charity.

8.7 Leo XIV: joy, unity, and the current reception

On 12 December 2025 Leo XIV preached the feast in Saint Peter’s Basilica. He explicitly narrated the 1531
apparitions, Juan Diego’s native language, the desired sacred house, and the maternal heart of the Nican mopohua. He
ordered the message to Christ, charity, unity, education, family, protection of life, freedom from crime and addiction,
accompaniment of those far from the Church, and service by authority.

This is the newest papal reception located by the audit. It confirms continuity without creating a new procedural
category. Guadalupe remains a living Catholic tradition interpreted by the current Roman Pontiff, not a relic surviving
only through popular sentiment.

Act or reception Authority / date What it establishes What it does not establish

Patronage Mexico 1737; Benedict XIV
confirmation 1754 as recalled
by Pius X

Approved national patronage
and cult

A contemporaneous 1531 dossier.

Canonical
coronation

Authorized and celebrated
1895; recalled by Pius XII
1945

Papal-cultic honor of venerated
image and title

Material mechanism or universal
event decree.

Continental
feast

John Paul II / CDWDS,
1999

Feast on 12 Dec. throughout
America; Mother and
Evangelizer

Every local image theory or
political use.

Beatification /
canonization

John Paul II, 1990 / 2002 Juan Diego’s holiness and
public cult

Inerrancy of every biographical
detail.

Papal preaching Especially 1979–2025 Appearance and message
received; Christological,
maternal, inculturated
interpretation

A replacement for historical
source analysis.

Pilgrimage and
shrine

Centuries of episcopally
governed public devotion

Stable ecclesial home and
abundant pastoral reception

Supernatural proof by crowd size
or fruit alone.

8.8 Why the convergence matters

No one act bears the whole weight. Together they establish a reception of exceptional density: local and continental,
devotional and liturgical, saintly and papal, Indigenous and catholic. It would be misleading to flatten this convergence
into “the Church has never approved Guadalupe.” It would be equally misleading to cite the convergence as a technical
ruling on every disputed historical proposition.

The mature formulation is both stronger and more exact: the Catholic Church authoritatively receives Our Lady of
Guadalupe, Saint Juan Diego, the feast, shrine, image, maternal message, and evangelizing significance; the detailed
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narrative’s textual transmission and the image’s material origin retain historical questions not made objects of a
located modern supernatural-origin decree.

9 The Sacred Image: Veneration, Material Questions, and Claim Control

The image is not an optional appendix to Guadalupe. It is the tradition’s public sign, the focus of a centuries-long
cult, and a theological picture through which the Church has preached Christ, Mary, the dignity of peoples, and
communion in the Americas. Precisely because it is sacred, claims about it should be more disciplined than claims
about an ordinary object, not less.

Catholic theology does not worship cloth, pigment, or a visual effect. The honor shown to a sacred image passes
to the person represented; the material object is venerated in relation to its prototype and ecclesial use. This rule
protects against two opposite reductions. A human artistic contribution would not make Marian veneration idolatrous
or empty. An unexplained physical feature would not make the object divine or independently prove every episode in
the received narrative.

9.1 What direct observation can and cannot bear

At the scale available to pilgrims and published photography, the image presents a young pregnant woman in prayerful
posture, surrounded by rays, standing upon a crescent supported by an angel, with stars upon her mantle and a dark
sash at her waist. Her downcast gaze, joined hands, and place before the radiance make her a servant and bearer of
divine light, not its source. The composition can be read within the Woman of Revelation 12, Marian iconography,
early-modern New Spanish art, and Indigenous visual worlds.

Those readings are not identical to material analysis. A conservator asks about fibers, ground, binders, pigments,
underdrawing, superposed layers, retouching, humidity, handling, display, and repair. An art historian asks about
prototypes, workshops, patronage, copying, attribution, and changes of iconography. A theologian asks how the
Church venerates and interprets the image. A physicist may ask what an imaging system actually resolves. Each
discipline needs its own evidence; none may borrow certainty from the devotion of the others.

Proposition Evidence needed Present audit Permissible conclusion

Visible
iconography

Stable observation, dated
reproductions, art-historical
comparison

Core figure and devotional use
are well attested; some
surrounding details have
changed

Interpret the stable image, while
distinguishing core from additions
and alterations.

Material
composition

Documented access,
calibrated imaging or
sampling, condition history,
raw data, qualified analysis

Limited and unevenly reported
examinations; no
comprehensive open
conservation dossier located

Do not claim either total
inexplicability or a complete
material reconstruction.

Extraordinary
preservation

Fiber identification,
environment and mounting
history, interventions,
comparison class, causal
analysis

Long survival is real; the
complete conservation history
is not publicly resolved

Treat survival with wonder and
investigate it; age alone does not
identify a cause.

Miraculous
origin

Competent ecclesial
discernment informed by
historical and technical
evidence

Exceptional cultic reception,
but no located technical or
event-origin decree deciding
image formation

Do not substitute an internet
experiment for ecclesial judgment.

Theological fruit Liturgy, preaching,
pilgrimage, conversions,
works of mercy, durable
sensus fidelium under pastors

Abundant and repeatedly
received by Popes and bishops

Speak positively of evangelical
fruit without converting fruit into
laboratory proof.
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9.2 The “NASA” attribution

A recurring apologetic claim says that NASA examined the image and declared it inexplicable. The audit searched
the agency’s public domain and found no identifiable NASA report, laboratory project, investigator, instrument
record, dataset, or official conclusion supporting that attribution. An assertion without a report title, author, date,
laboratory, method, and retrievable record cannot be made stronger by repeating the agency’s name.

This finding is deliberately narrow. It does not prove that no person ever associated with aerospace work viewed a
photograph or offered an opinion. It establishes that such an opinion cannot honestly be presented as an agency study.
The publication therefore rejects the NASA attribution while leaving genuinely documented technical questions open.

9.3 Eyes, reflections, and the danger of pattern amplification

Magnified eye photographs are said to contain a complete scene with Bishop Zumárraga, Juan Diego, servants, and
family groups. Other accounts invoke the Purkinje–Sanson reflections produced by a living cornea and lens. The
propositions are much stronger than “some observers perceive shapes.” To identify historical persons, a study would
need registered original-resolution images, documented wavelengths and processing, control regions, a predeclared
feature map, blind independent readers, estimates of chance resemblance, conservation history, and successful
replication.

Small, aged, high-contrast surfaces are especially vulnerable to pareidolia, sharpening artifacts, compression, selective
enlargement, and post hoc labeling. Once an outline is supplied, later viewers are no longer blind. No transparent
and independently replicated protocol meeting these controls was located. The image’s gentle, downcast eyes may be
interpreted devotionally; microscopic portrait claims are not used as evidence.

9.4 Pigment, brushwork, fibers, and a false dilemma

Popular summaries often fuse several propositions: there is no pigment; no binder; no brushstroke; no sketch; no
sizing; the image floats above the cloth; every portion is original; and the support is certainly a short-lived cactus-fiber
ayate. These are distinct testable claims. They require different instruments and may yield different answers in the
face, mantle, tunic, rays, moon, angel, stars, gold, and later additions.

Philip S. Callahan’s 1981 infrared report remains a frequently cited technical source, but its access, instruments,
spectral range, sampling limits, and conclusions do not amount to a comprehensive contemporary conservation
campaign. Art-historical discussion reports evidence of human technique, copying traditions, additions, and alteration,
while also leaving questions about layers and attribution. The audit therefore makes no absolute “painted” or
“unpainted” declaration for the whole object and identifies no artist as proved.

The support presents a similar problem. Traditional words such as tilma and ayate carry devotional and historical
meaning, but a categorical species identification and expected lifespan require documented microscopy or spectroscopy,
sampling provenance, and environmental history. Even a surprising survival would require causal analysis. “Old” and
“miraculous” are not synonyms; neither are “humanly worked” and “fraudulent.”

9.5 Stars, temperature, heartbeat, and music

Claims that the stars reproduce the Mexican sky of 12 December 1531 depend on choices of Julian or Gregorian date,
hour, location, celestial projection, orientation, mirroring, which painted marks count, and how tolerance is set. A
meaningful test would specify these choices before comparison and ask whether the proposed match is unique against
alternative dates and arrangements. No such independently validated demonstration was located. The stars remain
theologically intelligible within Marian and apocalyptic iconography without being treated as a coded planetarium.

Reports of human body temperature, a heartbeat, or music require still more basic controls: identified measuring
device, calibration, location on the protected object, ambient conditions, repeated observation, raw signal, comparison
with sources of heat or vibration, and independent replication. No competent protocol was located. These claims are
excluded, not because mystery is impossible, but because mystery is not permission to invent measurements.
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9.6 Preservation, accidents, and violence

The image’s long survival, an acid-spill incident probably dating to about 1784–1785, and the 1921 bombing belong
to its material and devotional history. The acid incident is known through a later 1820–1823 juridical file: even its
best-placed witness arrived shortly after rather than seeing the spill, while the exact year, identity and concentration
of the agua fuerte, exposure, and damage chain remain uncertain. A contemporary report of the bombing described
the altar damage, bent bronze crucifix, and intact image, frame, and protective glass. These episodes warrant careful
archival and conservation study. Survival through danger may be received gratefully without turning an incomplete
causal record into scientific proof of apparition.

The same restraint protects real history from embellishment. One should ask which portion was exposed, what
damage was documented, what repairs followed, what barriers or glazing were present, and which account is earliest.
A later miracle story may preserve a true core while adding precision no contemporary witness supplied.

A seven-part test for an extraordinary image claim

Identify the exact proposition; locate the earliest primary report; name the examiner and competence; reconstruct
access and chain of custody; report instruments, controls, raw data, and uncertainty; seek independent replication
and contrary evidence; then ask what, if anything, competent ecclesial authority judged. Failure at one step does
not prove the opposite proposition, but it limits what may be published as established.

9.7 Why surrendering weak claims strengthens devotion

The deepest claims of Guadalupe do not wait upon a microscopic face or a thermal sensor. The Church’s reception
rests in liturgy, pilgrimage, preaching, the canonized holiness of Juan Diego, the image’s actual sacred use, and the
Gospel fruit of a mother who brings peoples to Christ. Unsupported marvels create a brittle apologetic: one failed
attribution can appear to threaten everything because everything was made to depend on it.

Evidence control is therefore pastoral care. It protects the faithful from manipulation, scientists from false attribution,
Church authorities from invented judgments, and the image from being reduced to a curiosity cabinet. The proper
response to an unresolved material question is neither credulity nor contempt. It is reverent conservation, transparent
study, proportionate speech, and freedom to pray.

10 A Theological Synthesis: The House, the Mother, and the People

Guadalupe is theologically fruitful because its elements converge rather than compete. Mary points to the true living
God; Juan Diego receives a mission without ceasing to be Indigenous; a bishop must discern without monopolizing
grace; flowers and cloth become signs without ceasing to be material; a house is requested so that compassion can
take ecclesial form. The story’s mature Catholic meaning is found in this communion.

10.1 Christological and Trinitarian center

In the received narrative Mary identifies herself by relation to God: she is the ever-Virgin mother of the true God
through whom all live, the Lord of heaven and earth. Her maternity is therefore confession, not competition. The
image’s pregnant form and the feast’s Advent setting order attention toward the Word made flesh. Papal preaching
consistently reads her as Mother and Evangelizer because she gives Christ rather than replacing him.

Christ alone is Redeemer and the one mediator between God and humanity. Mary’s maternity, cooperation, help, and
intercession are created and graced, wholly received from Christ, subordinate to him, and participatory in his one
mediation; they add nothing to his merits and do not restrain an otherwise merciless God. This conciliar boundary,
reaffirmed by the DDF’s Mater Populi Fidelis, is not a defensive appendix to Guadalupe. It is the rule that makes
the tradition’s maternal language Christian.

The “true God” language requires care in a colonial setting. It cannot license contempt for Indigenous persons
or the claim that Europeans possessed God as a cultural property. Christian confession judges every people and
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power, including conquerors who professed Christ while violating human dignity. The Creator is already Lord of all;
evangelization proposes the incarnate Son and calls every culture, colonizer and colonized, to conversion.

The Spirit is not visually isolated in the narrative, but the work attributed to grace is recognizably pneumatological:
translation across worlds, courage in the lowly, discernment in the Church, healing, communion, and a people gathered
around Christ. The Spirit’s fruit is tested not by spectacle alone but by truth, charity, ecclesial unity, and holiness.

10.2 Mary as mother, disciple, and icon of the Church

Mary’s maternal speech is concrete: she calls Juan by name, hears fear, attends to illness, entrusts a task, and desires
a place where cries can be heard. Motherhood is not sentimental enclosure. It generates agency. Juan is comforted so
that he can return to the bishop, care for his uncle, and serve a community.

The sacred house makes Mary an icon of the Church. A church building is not meant merely to preserve a precious
object; it gathers Word, sacrament, prayer, catechesis, mercy, and a reconciled people. The Church is Guadalupan
when she hears those whom institutions delay at the door, tests spiritual claims responsibly, protects the vulnerable
from exploitation, and becomes a home in which Christ is given.

Mary also remains a disciple. Her posture, the hands joined in prayer, and her relation to the child prevent a
self-contained cult. Authentic Marian devotion increases worship of God, sacramental life, knowledge of the Gospel,
service of neighbor, communion with the Church, justice, reverence, and care for those who suffer.

10.3 The poor messenger and ecclesial authority

Juan Diego is neither a passive screen nor a weapon against the hierarchy. He reasons, protests, cares for family,
accepts correction, carries a sign, and locates the future shrine. His Indigenous identity is not discarded when he
becomes Christian. John Paul II’s canonization teaches the ecclesial significance of that holiness: grace perfects a
person within a people and makes the supposedly insignificant a responsible evangelizer.

Bishop Zumárraga’s role is equally nuanced. Public cult and a new sanctuary require discernment; immediate
acceptance would not be the only faithful response. Yet authority must permit testimony to be heard, give reasons
for testing, resist class and racial prejudice, and remain capable of kneeling when grace is recognized. The narrative
does not dissolve office; it narrates its conversion into service.

This reciprocity offers a model for discernment. Charismatic experience does not confer immunity from doctrine or
governance. Ecclesiastical office does not confer ownership of the Spirit. Messenger and pastor are accountable to
truth, and the fruit sought is an ecclesial house rather than a private following.

10.4 Inculturation without romanticism

Guadalupe is often called the paradigmatic image of inculturated evangelization. The designation is strongest when
inculturation means a reciprocal, Christ-centered encounter: the Gospel becomes genuinely at home in a language
and symbolic world, while every culture is purified and brought into a wider communion. Nahuatl tenderness,
flower-and-song resonance, kinship language, Indigenous protagonists, and a visually mestiza reception do not merely
decorate a European message. They help form how the Americas hear Christian maternity and dignity.

Inculturation is not a cipher in which every ray, star, color, and fold has one recoverable “Aztec meaning.” Sixteenth-
century Nahua communities were diverse and historically changing; colonial art itself was collaborative and hybrid.
Nor may inculturation beautify coercion. The conquest, epidemic collapse, forced labor, destruction of religious
worlds, and ecclesiastical complicity remain part of the historical horizon. Guadalupe can become a sign of healing
only when those wounds are remembered and Indigenous peoples are subjects of present ecclesial life, not picturesque
symbols of the past.

The image is profoundly Mexican and, through real ecclesial acts, continental. Catholicity does not flatten that
particularity. It lets a local gift become service to other peoples and summons Mexico and the Americas to communion
across languages and political boundaries.
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10.5 Sign, sacramentality, and the material world

Guadalupe is not a sacrament instituted by Christ, and the image does not operate automatically. Yet the tradition
belongs to Catholic sacramentality: created realities can bear meaning because the Word assumed flesh and creation
is ordered to glory. Hill, birdsong, flowers, cloth, color, architecture, walking, illness, and touch are not discarded in
favor of pure interiority.

This sacramental imagination disciplines scientific claims rather than making them unnecessary. Matter honored by
faith deserves conservation, history, and truthful description. Grace ordinarily works through material causes and
human artisans; identifying such causes does not expel God. Conversely, a gap in knowledge is not itself a sacramental
sign. The theological question is not merely “Can this be explained?” but “How does this created reality, as received
by the Church, mediate memory, prayer, conversion, and communion in Christ?”

10.6 Healing and the conversion of relationships

The received narrative contains bodily healing, but its larger pattern is relational healing. Juan’s fear becomes mission;
the uncle’s danger becomes testimony; a delayed messenger is heard; episcopal caution becomes veneration and action;
a contested hill becomes a house; peoples wounded by conquest receive a maternal language not exhausted by the
conqueror.

This pattern gives criteria for present devotion. Guadalupe should make parishes safer for migrants, Indigenous
persons, the poor, mothers and children, those endangered by violence, and those estranged from the Church. It
should inspire education, health care, defense of life, patient accompaniment, and truthful reconciliation. These
applications are not automatic endorsements of a program. They arise from Catholic moral teaching and require
prudential judgment. Mary cannot be recruited to excuse cruelty merely because a movement carries her banner.

10.7 Private revelation, public Revelation, and Christian freedom

Everything necessary for salvation has been given in Christ and transmitted in the apostolic faith. No Guadalupan
proposition can correct the Gospel, add a sacrament, supersede bishops, or impose a new dogma. The tradition’s
function is prophetic and pastoral: it recalls the Church to truths already given—the incarnation, Mary’s divine
motherhood, God’s preference for the lowly, the dignity of peoples, ecclesial communion, mercy, and mission.

The Church’s exceptional reception gives Catholics substantial reason for confident devotion. The kind of assent
remains distinct from divine and Catholic faith owed to public Revelation. A believer may investigate source dating
or decline an unverified image claim without disobedience. Freedom is not contempt: criticism must accurately report
canonization, liturgical law, papal teaching, and the living devotion of the faithful.

Rule of proportionate reception

Receive as authoritative what the competent act actually establishes; receive as historically secure what the
relevant witnesses can establish; receive as theological interpretation what faithfully unfolds the Gospel; receive as
a research hypothesis what remains testable; and surrender what has no adequate source. These levels cooperate
when none impersonates another.

10.8 Ecumenical and intercultural responsibility

Christians who do not share Catholic Marian devotion may still recognize themes of incarnation, biblical discipleship,
care for the poor, and the need for truthful memory. Catholics serve dialogue by explaining that Mary is a creature
saved by Christ and that image-veneration is not adoration. They undermine dialogue when they present sensational
claims as a test of Christian faith or imply that criticism of a photograph is rejection of the Mother of Jesus.

Intercultural responsibility requires more than pointing to Juan Diego’s ancestry. It includes listening to living
Indigenous communities, respecting language competence, distinguishing Nahua sources from modern projections, and
acknowledging colonial violence. A church that celebrates an Indigenous saint while silencing Indigenous Catholics
would turn a sign of dignity into pageantry.
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10.9 A rule of life drawn from Tepeyac

The enduring question is not whether a reader can accumulate the largest number of wonders. It is whether the
received tradition forms a Christian life. Its central movements can become a rule:

1. go toward worship and instruction as Juan was going;

2. listen when grace calls through a person or culture considered small;

3. test a public claim without humiliating its bearer;

4. let care for the sick and family duty remain inside, not outside, devotion;

5. carry beauty as gift rather than possession;

6. build communities where cries are heard and Christ is given;

7. submit extraordinary claims to truth; and

8. judge every interpretation by charity, communion, justice, and worship of God.

Guadalupe at its highest depth is therefore not an escape from history. It is a summons within history: a Church
receiving Christ from Mary, hearing a canonized Indigenous messenger, allowing matter to serve grace, confessing
wounds without surrendering hope, and becoming a house where peoples can meet without one erasing another.

A Ecclesial Status, Corpus, and Qualifications

A.1 Why the status is neither “unapproved” nor a modern constat

Two shortcuts obscure the truth. Calling Guadalupe “unapproved” ignores centuries of authoritative reception. John
Paul II taught that Mary’s appearance to Juan Diego had a decisive effect on evangelization, extended the feast
throughout America, beatified and canonized Juan Diego, and described Guadalupe as a model of inculturated
evangelization. The competent dicastery promulgated the continental feast. Pius X and Pius XII recorded earlier
patronage and coronation. Benedict XVI, Francis, and Leo XIV have directly preached the received message. A
Catholic does not face a merely tolerated private cult.

Calling Guadalupe a formally decreed constat de supernaturalitate creates a different error. Patronage, coronation,
liturgy, canonization, shrine status, papal narration, and a decree judging an event’s supernatural origin are materially
different acts. This audit located no modern original-event decree with the latter object. The absence of one does not
demote Guadalupe; it identifies the actual form of its reception.

The DDF’s 2024 norms do not retroactively manufacture a category. Under the current ordinary process a Nihil obstat
permits positive pastoral reception without certifying supernatural origin. No post-2024 Guadalupe intervention was
located in the DDF’s published document index or targeted official searches through the as-of date. Its older and
wider reception should therefore be stated in its own vocabulary.

A.2 Four questions that must remain distinct

Question Governing evidence Sound conclusion Category error to avoid

Did a cult exist
early?

Mid-sixteenth-century
chapel, image, inquiry, a
named 1563 will, Nahuatl
annals, and pilgrimage
evidence

A Guadalupan cult and image
at Tepeyac are documentable
within a generation of 1531

Treating early cult as though it
reproduced every later dialogue.

23



Question Governing evidence Sound conclusion Category error to avoid

What does the
story say?

Sánchez 1648; Laso de la
Vega 1649; later editions and
reception

The received narrative can be
mapped completely and
interpreted theologically

Calling the 1649 literary text a
stenographic 1531 deposition.

What has the
Church
received?

Patronage, liturgy, papal
acts, canonization, shrine
and preaching

Guadalupe and Juan Diego
possess exceptionally strong
ecclesial reception

Renaming unlike acts as one
event-origin decree.

How was the
image made?

Material object, conservation
history, limited examinations,
art history

Some visible and historical
propositions are secure; the
complete mechanism remains
disputed

Making Catholic faith depend on
NASA, microscopic faces,
temperature, constellations, or a
no-pigment absolute.

A.3 The assent and freedom of the faithful

Public Revelation is complete in Christ. Guadalupe adds no fifth Gospel, Marian dogma, sacrament, or plan of
salvation. A Catholic may receive the tradition with prudent devotion because of the Church’s extraordinary reception,
while acknowledging unresolved historical and material questions. The faithful are not required to believe every
private-revelation detail with divine and Catholic faith, and they may not treat hesitation over an image claim as
rejection of Mary or the Church.

The reciprocal duty is fairness. Source criticism does not warrant calling Juan Diego fictitious as a settled fact,
treating a canonized saint with contempt, or pretending the Church has never embraced the tradition. Devotion does
not warrant accusing historians of impiety for reporting a late source, disguising uncertainty, or circulating false
scientific credentials. Truth has no need of either pious inflation or polemical erasure.

Interpretive key: reception without historical coercion

The Church can receive a tradition as a powerful evangelical reality, canonize its holy messenger, celebrate its
feast, and interpret its image while historians continue to examine how the narrative reached its extant form.
Ecclesial reception and source criticism answer related but nonidentical questions.

This study accordingly uses “received narrative” for the story in the 1649 witness and later Catholic reception. It uses
“reported” where event and source boundaries matter. It also quotes papal language of appearance when reporting
the exact authority of those texts. These are not evasions; they are the vocabulary required to tell the whole truth.

A.4 Citation and translation boundary

The monograph paraphrases narrative content from the public-domain 1649 witness and compares modern scholarly
descriptions. Short papal phrases are used only where needed to identify an act’s object. English renderings of
Spanish, Latin, or Nahuatl concepts are editorial paraphrases unless a named translation is expressly identified.
Readers conducting philological work should consult the original language, a critical edition, and a qualified Nahuatl
specialist.

A.5 Use and date boundary

This source-audited Catholic study instrument was checked through 16 July 2026. It is not an act of the Magisterium,
a new judgment on supernatural origin, or a claim that every historical, artistic, scientific, or devotional proposition
associated with Guadalupe has been ecclesially approved.
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B Chronology of Event, Evidence, and Reception

This chronology deliberately places the date represented beside the date of the witness or act. A tradition dated to
1531, a document written in 1649, and a papal act promulgated in 1999 are three different historical facts even when
they concern the same devotion.

Chronological reading rule

Always ask three dates: when did the reported event occur, when was the witness produced, and when did
competent authority receive or judge a particular object? Failure to separate those dates is the most common
source of both Guadalupan inflation and Guadalupan erasure.

B.1 Reported event and formation of the record

9–12 December 1531. Date of the four encounters with Juan Diego and the appearance to Juan Bernardino in the
received narrative; roses, image, healing, and shrine request culminate on 12 December. This is the event date
represented by later witnesses, not the date of an extant deposition.

1554. Francisco Cervantes de Salazar refers to a church associated with the Mother of God at Tepeyac. The reference
helps establish an early sacred site but does not narrate Juan Diego or the image’s origin.

September 1556. Archbishop Alonso de Montúfar’s promotion of the cult and Franciscan provincial Francisco
de Bustamante’s opposing sermon produce an ecclesiastical information. The record documents an image,
shrine, pilgrims, offerings, miracle controversy, and the allegation of an Indigenous painter named Marcos. The
surviving proceeding does not give the complete apparition narrative.

2 April 1563; 1566. Francisco Verdugo Quetzalmamalitzin’s will funds Masses at the Guadalupe chapel; Juan
Bautista’s annals record a 1566 procession involving Spanish dignitaries and Indigenous participants. These are
named evidence of cult and participation, not the complete apparition narrative.

Late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Nahuatl annals, shrine references, donations, jurisdictional
disputes, sermons, and histories attest a developing cult with witnesses of unequal date and transmission.
Juan Bautista and Chimalpahin use a verb for the image being shown or made public in 1555–1556, not an
unambiguous technical statement of supernatural apparition. Bernal Díaz’s later history records the church
and reported miracles. Each witness must be evaluated item by item rather than assembled into a fictional
single archive.

1648. Miguel Sánchez publishes Imagen de la Virgen María Madre de Dios de Guadalupe, the first located complete
printed Spanish narrative, interpreted through Revelation 12 and a providential theology of New Spain.

1649. Luis Laso de la Vega publishes the principally Nahuatl Huei tlamahuiçoltica, including the Nican mopohua.
This is the controlling extant witness for the received dialogue and sequence. A sixteenth-century composition
associated with Antonio Valeriano remains defended and disputed.

1665–1666. Ecclesiastical Informaciones gather twenty testimonies about the origin and cult. The leading inter-
rogatory already summarizes the account and follows the 1648–1649 books; family-memory and extra-question
details retain a different but limited value. These are important juridical and memory witnesses approximately
135 years after the represented event, not contemporaneous depositions or a modern DDF judgment.

B.2 Cult, patronage, and papal reception

1737. Civil and ecclesial Mexico embraces Guadalupan patronage amid epidemic, part of the movement later
confirmed by papal authority.

1754. Benedict XIV confirms patronage and liturgical privileges, as recorded in Pius X’s 1910 apostolic letter. The
act belongs to approved cult and liturgy.

1895. The venerated image is canonically crowned. The honor concerns the image and Marian title in their public
cult.
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12 October 1945. Pius XII addresses Mexico for the fiftieth anniversary of the coronation and presents Guadalupe
within Mexican and continental Catholic life.

27 January 1979. John Paul II visits the Basilica during his first international apostolic journey and entrusts the
evangelizing mission of Latin America to Our Lady of Guadalupe.

6 May 1990. John Paul II beatifies Juan Diego at the Basilica, authorizing his public cult within the scope then
granted.

22 January / 25 March 1999. Ecclesia in America presents Guadalupe as a model of inculturated evangelization
and calls for a continental feast. The competent dicastery’s decree, dated 25 March, orders 12 December into
the calendars of every nation and territory in America.

31 July 2002. John Paul II canonizes Juan Diego in Mexico City. The act authoritatively proposes his holiness and
universal public cult; it is not a technical ruling on every source or feature of the image.

13 February 2016. Francis preaches at the Basilica, emphasizing Mary’s choice of a lowly Indigenous messenger,
the dignity of those overlooked, hope, and service.

12 December 2023 and 2024. Francis warns against ideological and commercial manipulation of Guadalupe and
returns attention to maternal presence, the image, roses, humility, and charity.

19 May 2024. The DDF’s new procedural norms take effect. They govern new discernments and do not retroactively
rename Guadalupe’s historical reception. No post-norm reclassification of Guadalupe was located through this
study’s as-of date.

12 December 2025. Leo XIV narrates and interprets the Guadalupan appearance in Saint Peter’s Basilica, directing
it toward Christ, charity, unity, family, education, life, accompaniment, and public service. This is the newest
papal reception located through 16 July 2026.

B.3 Material history and modern claim circulation

About 1784–1785; inquiry 1820–1823. A later juridical file records reports that silversmiths accidentally spilled
agua fuerte across part of the image. The precise event year, liquid and concentration, exposure, and damage
chain are uncertain; “1791 nitric-acid accident” is therefore too exact. Survival alone does not decide supernatural
cause.

14 November 1921. A bomb explodes below the altar. A report published the next day describes damage around
the altar, a bent bronze crucifix, and the intact image, frame, and protective glass. The report establishes a
bounded observed outcome, not supernatural causation, technical impossibility, or the culprit’s identity.

Twentieth century to internet era. Limited photography and examinations generate disputed claims about eyes,
fibers, pigments, preservation, and image formation. Philip S. Callahan’s 1981 infrared report is real but narrow
and frequently overstated. Later NASA, body-temperature, heartbeat, music, constellation, and absolute
no-pigment claims circulate without a located controlling protocol; repetition is reception history, not cumulative
scientific verification.
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ecclesial decree.
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6. Jeanette Favrot Peterson, “Creating the Virgin of Guadalupe: The Cloth, the Artist, and Sources in Sixteenth-Century
New Spain,” The Americas 61, no. 4 (2005). Used for art-historical questions, reported interventions, and human-craft
hypotheses; not treated as a technical examination of every layer.

7. Gisela von Wobeser, “Mitos y realidades sobre el origen del culto a la Virgen de Guadalupe,” especially 150–151,
and UNAM’s public account of the 1556 controversy. Used as critical historical synthesis of Tepeyac’s layered sacred
landscape and the early cult, not as a primary transcript.

8. Lidia E. Gómez García and Eduardo Ángel Cruz, “El discurso de la desunión: la disputa jurisdiccional por las limosnas
de la virgen de Guadalupe en Nueva España, 1572–1607,” Estudios de Historia Novohispana 61 (2019), 3–48, DOI
10.22201/iih.24486922e.2019.61.63139. Used for the neci notices, early-cult institutional conflict, alms, work, and
jurisdiction.

9. Guillermo Hurtado Pérez, “La idea de la historia en Imagen de la Virgen María de Miguel Sánchez,” Estudios de Historia
Novohispana 59 (2018), 74–87. Used to distinguish Sánchez’s prodigious, prophetic, and patria narratives and to identify
his Apocalypse-centered historical method.

C.4 Technical and claim-audit sources
1. Arturo Rocha Cortés, “Incidente del ácido derramado ca. 1784 sobre el Sagrado Original de Nuestra Señora de Guadalupe,”

Voces 37 (2012), presenting and analyzing AHBG, Correspondencia con el Supremo Gobierno, caja 3, exp. 54. Used for
the later 1820–1823 inquiry and its uncertainties; the publication does not repeat “1791 nitric-acid accident” as a secure
fact.

2. El Universal, “El atentado hacia la Virgen de Guadalupe que desató la ira de fieles hace 100 años” (25 December 2021),
republishing its reporters’ 15 November 1921 account. Used only for the observed altar, candlestick, crucifix, frame,
image, and glazing conditions after the explosion; not for a technical impossibility or culprit finding.

3. Philip S. Callahan, The Tilma under Infra-red Radiation: An Infrared and Artistic Analysis of the Image of the Virgin
Mary in the Basilica of Guadalupe (Washington, DC: Center for Applied Research in the Apostolate, 1981). WorldCat
bibliographic record. Used with its limited scope; popular paraphrases are not attributed to the report without
verification.

4. NASA public-site negative search for Guadalupe, tilma, and claimed agency examination, repeated 16 July 2026. No
relevant agency report was located. A dated negative search supports rejection of the attribution, not a universal claim
that no individual with an aerospace connection ever commented.

5. The material object, its dated reproductions, and published conservation and art-historical descriptions. No direct
access, sampling, imaging, or new experiment was performed for this monograph. Technical claims therefore remain
bounded by the methods and access of their actual reports.
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